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We present the general theory of clean, two-dimensional, quantum Heisenberg antiferromagnets
which are close to the zero-temperature quantum transition between ground states with and without
long-range Néel order. While some of our discussion is more general, the bulk of our theory will be
restricted to antiferromagnets in which the Néel order is described by a three-vector order parameter.
For Néel-ordered states, “nearly critical” means that the ground-state spin stiffness, p,, satisfies p, <
J, where J is the nearest-neighbor exchange constant, while “nearly-critical” quantum-disordered
ground states have an energy gap, A, towards excitations with spin 1, which satisfies A < J. The
allowed temperatures, T, are also smaller than J, but no restrictions are placed on the values of
kBT/p, or kT/A. Under these circumstances, we show that the wave vector and/or frequency-
dependent uniform and staggered spin susceptibilities, and the specific heat, are completely universal
functions of just three thermodynamic parameters. On the ordered side, these three parameters are
ps, the T = 0 spin-wave velocity ¢, and the ground-state staggered moment No; previous works
have noted the universal dependence of the susceptibilities on these three parameters only in the
more restricted regime of kpT < ps. On the disordered side the three thermodynamic parameters
are A, ¢, and the spin-1 quasiparticle residue .A. Explicit results for the universal scaling functions
are obtained by a 1/N expansion on the O(N) quantum nonlinear o model, and by Monte Carlo
simulations. These calculations lead to a variety of testable predictions for neutron scattering, NMR,
and magnetization measurements. Our results are in good agreement with a number of numerical
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simulations and experiments on undoped and lightly doped Laz_sSrsCuOs,.

I. INTRODUCTION

The subject of two-dimensional quantum antiferro-
magnetism has witnessed a remarkable revival in recent
years.!™® This is largely due to the intense interest in
understanding the properties of the CuO; layers in the
high-temperature superconductors. However, the exper-
imental motivation is not limited to these cuprate com-
pounds; recent investigations?® have refocused interest
on a number of other layered insulating compounds which
are rather well described as Heisenberg antiferromagnets
at low temperatures.®

The bulk of the existing theoretical work on two-
dimensional antiferromagnets can be divided into two
broad classes. First, there are the studies of the
low-temperature properties of antiferromagnets with
well-established long-range Néel order in their ground
state.1:310:11 Definitive results have been obtained for
these systems by Chakravarty et al.l?'3 They showed
that the long-wavelength, low-energy properties were well
described by a mapping to a classical two-dimensional
Heisenberg magnet. All effects of quantum fluctuations
could be absorbed into almost innocuous renormaliza-
tions of the coupling constants. Good agreement with
neutron scattering experiments on La,CuO,; was ob-
tained.
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Second, there have been numerous investigations on
spin-fluid, or quantum-disordered, ground states.!41°
These are states in which quantum fluctuations have re-
moved all vestiges of the Néel order. An entirely new
physical picture is necessary for visualizing the ground
states: it is phrased most often in terms of resonating
singlet valence bonds between pairs of quantum spins.2°
Many interesting questions on the presence of alternative
symmetry breaking in the ground state have been ad-
dressed. The nature of the excitations above the ground
state is also of some interest. The two experimentally
distinguishable possibilities are (i) the low-lying states
correspond to those associated with weakly interacting
spin-1/2 quanta (“spinons”), or (ii) the spinons are con-
fined in pairs, leading to integer-spin excitations with in-
finite lifetimes. The reader is referred to a recent review®
where many of these questions are addressed in greater
detail.

In this paper, we present a detailed theory of quan-
tum antiferromagnets which fall in between the above
two classes. These nearly critical antiferromagnets are
neither strongly Néel ordered nor fully quantum disor-
dered in the ground state. The ordered Néel moment, if
it exists, is much smaller than the ordering moment of
the corresponding classical antiferromagnet. If the order-
ing moment is absent, the resulting quantum-disordered
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ground state has an energy gap towards excitations with
nonzero spin which is much smaller than all microscopic
energy scales in the problem. Such nearly critical an-
tiferromagnets were considered briefly by Chakravarty
et al.;'? they identified three different regimes of behavior
(see Fig. 1) which we now outline. At short length and
energy scales the spin correlations in these antiferromag-
nets are essentially critical. The spins fluctuate strongly
between ordered and nonordered configurations. At very
low temperatures, the quantum-fluctuating system only
makes up its mind at a fairly large scale, and crosses over
to behavior characteristic of either a Néel-ordered ground
state (this is the “renormalized-classical” region of Fig. 1)
or a quantum-disordered ground state (the “quantum-
disordered” region of Fig. 1; see also Fig. 2). At larger
T there is another, very interesting possibility: the crit-
ical quantum fluctuations may be quenched by thermal
effects before the system has had a chance to undergo
the above crossover to one of its two ground states (the
“quantum-critical” region of Figs. 1 and 2). The sys-
tem then does not display the properties of either Néel
order or quantum disorder at any length scale; instead
it crosses over from critical spin fluctuations to a ther-
mally induced, quantum-relaxational regime which will
be described for the first time in this paper.

The above three crossovers occur at a large length scale
in nearly critical antiferromagnets, suggesting that their
properties should be universal. The bulk of this paper
is devoted to making this statement more precise. We
will indeed find that the long-wavelength, low-energy uni-
form and staggered spin susceptibilities are completely
characterized by universal scaling functions. The con-
tribution of the spins to the specific heat will also be
found to be similarly universal. The only required in-
puts are three thermodynamic parameters, which will
be described more precisely below. Some of the re-
sults reported here have been discussed briefly in recent
reports.2122 Some other recent work has also discussed
quantum criticality near related magnetic phase transi-
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| 1
‘J\ x,>>1 QUANTUM x,>> 1 —_
; ~ CRITICAL P
| D | -
‘ N s
T | \ | /
| RENORMALIZED® |/ QUANTUM
| CLASSICAL \ | / DISORDERED
i x,<< 1 \ : / x,<< 1
I v
8.
8

FIG. 1. Phase diagram of # [Eq. (1.1)] as a function
of g and temperature T (after Ref. 12). The coupling
g measures the strength of the quantum fluctuations. It
is inversely proportional to S for large spin and its value
also depends on the ratios of the J;;. The parameters
z1 = NkT/(27p,s) and z2 = kT /A control the scaling
properties of the antiferromagnet (here p, is the spin stiffness
of the Néel-ordered ground state, and A is the spin-1 gap in
the quantum-disordered ground state).

ANDREY V. CHUBUKOY, SUBIR SACHDEV, AND JINWU YE 49

RENORMALIZED CLASSICAL
E‘gg‘g’[‘,%m” GOLDSTONE | D=2+1 CRITICAL
Fic/E Ac/E, -

QUANTUM CRITICAL
[ D=2+1 CRITICAL
BT

QUANTUM
RELAXATIONAL

QUANTUM DISORDERED

| D=2+1 CRITICAL
A

QUANTUM
ACTIVATED

»
>

fick,ho

FIG. 2. Properties of the nearly critical antiferromagnet
as a function of the observation wave vector k, or frequency
w in the three different regions of Fig. 1. The appropriate
regime is determined by the larger of fick/(ksT) or hw/kpT.
In the renormalized-classical regime, § is the actual correla-
tion length, while £ is a Josephson correlation length related
to the spin stiffness by kc/€; = ps/T, with T a universal
number. In the quantum disordered region, A is the gap for
S =1 excitations at 7' = 0. The thermodynamic behavior in
the various regions is discussed in the text.

Our motivation in examining nearly critical antiferro-
magnets comes primarily from numerous recent experi-
ments on undoped and weakly doped La;_sSrsCuQOy.

We consider first undoped La;CuOy. It is by now well
established that La;CuO4 is described extremely well
as a spin-1/2 square lattice Heisenberg antiferromagnet
with nearest-neighbor interactions.! Almost all theoret-
ical studies!?:25:26 of this system have focused primarily
on its properties at very low temperatures, where a de-
scription in terms of classical fluctuations of the Néel-
order parameter is appropriate; this range of tempera-
tures was referred to as the “renormalized-classical” re-
gion.!? There is good accord between theory!'%27 and
experiments2® 730 at these low temperatures (7'): the cor-
relation length £(T') increases exponentially with falling
T, the equal-time structure factor, S(k), at zero momen-
tum behaves as S(0) o T2¢2, and the 53Cu spin-lattice
relaxation rate 1/7; decreases rapidly with the increas-
ing T, all of which is in good agreement with the renor-
malized classical theory. However, recent experiments®°
have shown that at intermediate temperatures (T' > 0.4J
where J is the nearest-neighbor exchange constant), 1/T;
becomes nearly independent of T'. The crossover to this
behavior occurs at a T which is small compared to J, so
one can hope that a low-energy theory of the expected
crossover to the quantum-critical region might still be ap-
propriate; the possibility of such a crossover was already
noted earlier.2” We will show in this paper that this new
behavior is well described quantitatively by a theory of
the quantum-critical spin fluctuations. The correlation
length £(T) is also expected to display a crossover at
these temperatures;'? unfortunately, there are no experi-
mental data for £ for T > 0.4J. However, strong support
for our interpretation comes from the experimental®! and
numerical32734 measurements of the uniform static spin
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susceptibility x5(T"). We will show that its temperature-
dependent slope above T' ~ 0.35J is in excellent accord
with the predictions of the quantum-critical theory, and
in clear disagreement (by a factor of 3) with the result
deduced from a renormalized-classical theory. Taken to-
gether, we will argue that the above results imply the
following: the square lattice spin-1/2 Heisenberg anti-
ferromagnet with nearest-neighbor exchange has long-
range Néel order in its ground state, and is well de-
scribed by a renormalized classical theory at low temper-
atures; however it is apparently close enough to a quan-
‘tum phase transition to a quantum disordered phase to
display quantum-critical spin fluctuations over an appre-
ciable range of intermediate temperatures.

Consider next weakly doped Lay_sSrsCuQO,4. Nonzero
doping (§ > 0) has two iniportant consequences: (i)
the bare value of the spin-stiffness p, takes a smaller
value, pushing the antiferromagnet closer to the quan-
tum phase transition, and (ii) the antiferromagnet is per-
turbed by the random potential of the dopant ions. Ran-
domness is a relevant perturbation at the T' = 0 quan-
tum phase transition?! and must be included in any the-
ory of the low-T properties. Dynamic neutron scatter-
ing measurements3%:36 near § = 0.04 show that the spin
spectrum can be collapsed in a scaling plot in which the
measurement frequency w is scaled by T'; a related depen-
dence of the susceptibility on w and T was also discussed
in the phenomenological theory of the marginal Fermi
liquid.3” We have argued that this w/T scaling is in fact
a rather general property of quantum-critical spin fluc-
tuations, even in the presence of randomness and dop-
ing.?! Furthermore, the prefactor of the scaling function
at low w and T shows clear evidence of the importance
of randomness.?! However many other experiments3%:36
on doped La;._sSrsCuQO4 have been performed at rela-
tively large temperatures. For these T' we assume that
the antiferromagnet is insensitive to the weak random-
ness and is still in the vicinity of the pure fixed point.
The primary effect of nonzero doping will then be to re-
duce the value of p,—an immediate consequence is that
the NMR relaxation 1/T; should be nearly T" independent
(the quantum-critical behavior) over a T range which in-
creases with doping. This is indeed what is observed. We
will discuss this and other comparisons with experiments
on the doped cuprates in more detail later in Sec. VIL.
With a single adjustable parameter (the doping depen-
dent p,) we will find good agreement between our theory
and the experiments.

We turn now to a more complete description of our
results. Consider the antiferromagnet described by the
following Hamiltonian:

H=> JyS:-S;,

i<j

(1.1)

where 7, j extend over the sites of two-dimensional lattice,
S; are on-site spin operators acting on states with spin S
on the site 4, and the J;; are exchange constants which fall
off rapidly with the separation between 7 and j. The J;;
are assumed to be invariant under the translation symme-
try of the underlying lattice. The energy scale J will be
used to denote the largest of the J;;. The J;; are predom-
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inantly antiferromagnetic, so that the classical ground
state has no average uniform magnetization. We will be
interested primarily in antiferromagnets which undergo a
zero-temperature quantum phase transition from a Néel-
ordered to a quantum-disordered state as the ratios of
the J;; are varied, and the strength of the quantum fluc-
tuation increases. Let us represent this strength by an
all-purpose coupling constant g; the system is assumed to
be Néel ordered for g smaller than a critical coupling g,
and quantum disordered for g > g.. We will assume fur-
ther that the critical ground state at g = g. is described
by a continuum field theory of excitations which propa-
gate with a non-singular spin-wave velocity c—a number
of explicit mean-field solutions of such transitions have
this property,'51¢ although other possibilities have also
been discussed.!”:38:39 It should be possible to extend our
results to antiferromagnets which have different velocities
for different spin-wave polarizations,'!4® but we will not
consider this complication here. In Sec. VII we will argue
that the following scaling results also apply unchanged to
the corresponding quantum phase transitions in lightly
doped antiferromagnets.

The nature of the classical ordering helps us iden-
tify the proper continuum fields necessary for a hydro-
dynamic theory of the quantum phase transition. The
first of these is of course the Néel-order parameter. We
will restrict the analysis in this paper to antiferromag-
nets with an ordinary vector order parameter. This
type of order parameter is associated with ground states
with collinear spin ordering, i.e., the on-site spin con-
densates are either parallel or antiparallel to each other.
More complicated order parameters can arise in sys-
tems with stronger frustration, e.g., the triangular and
kagomé lattices which have coplanar spins and matrix
order parameters;* 4% we will not discuss these compli-
cations here. Returning to the vector order-parameter
case, we assume that the condensate is oriented in the
+z direction, and define a continuum quantum field n(r),
which will be used as the hydrodynamic order-parameter
variable, as n(r;) = S; on sites where the condensate
points up, and n*(r;) = —S7; n*(r;) = SF on sites
where the condensate points down. The staggered mag-
netization Ny is then

No = (n.(r))T=0-

Upon approaching the critical point at 7' = 0, this stag-
gered magnetization will vanish as!245

NO ~ (gc - g)ﬁa

where (3 is a universal critical exponent. We have Ny =
0 for ¢ > g.. Furthermore, (n.(r)) = 0 at all finite
T because it is not possible to break a continuous non-
Abelian symmetry in a two-dimensional system. At the
critical point, ¢ = g., equal-time n(r) correlations will
decay with an anomalous power law*®

(n(r) -0(0)) ~ —55

(1.2)

(1.3)

(1.4)

where D = 3 is the dimension of space-time.
The second important hydrodynamic variable is the
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magnetization density quantum field M(r)

guB

a2

M(r;) = i (1.5)
where a2 is the volume per spin, and gup is the gyro-
magnetic ratio of each spin. Although the ordering has
no net magnetization, magnetization fluctuations decay
slowly due to the conservation law on the total magneti-
zation.

Finally, the Hamiltonian # is itself associated with a
conserved total energy. The contribution of the spins to
the specific heat per unit volume, Cy, is the appropriate
experimental observable, sensitive to this hydrodynamic
quantity.

The hydrodynamic properties of the order parameter
and magnetization fluctuations can be determined from
the following two retarded response functions:

Xs(k,w)tsz,m = _1/(127‘/ dt
h 0
x ([ne(r, t), nm (0,0)])e ik T—wt)
Xu(k,w)élm = _1/(127,/ dt
h 0

x ([My(r,t), M (0,0)])e~ et (1 6)

where all fields have now acquired a Heisenberg-picture
time (t) dependence, the indices £,m extend over the
three spin directions z,y, z, and the average is with re-
spect to a thermal Gibbs ensemble at a temperature T'.
These correlation functions are the dynamic staggered
and uniform spin susceptibilities, respectively; their val-
ues predict the result of essentially all the experiments
that have been performed on antiferromagnets. An
important exception is the Raman-scattering cross sec-
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We now present the scaling forms satisfied by x,, Xu,
and Cy in the vicinity of the quantum phase transition
at ¢ = g.. The temperature, T, is taken to be nonzero,
but must satisfy

ksT < J. (1.7)

A nonzero T implies the absence of a spin condensate,
and the response functions are therefore rotationally in-
variant. It is useful to describe separately the scaling
properties of magnets with and without Néel order in
their ground state. This will be followed by a discussion
of the relationship between the two cases.

A. Néel-ordered ground state

The scaling properties should clearly depend upon
a variable which measures the distance of the ground
state from criticality. The most convenient choice is the
ground-state spin-stiffness?” p,. Its value can be eas-
ily determined by experiments and by various numerical
analyses on model Hamiltonians, with no arbitrary over-
all scale factors. In two dimensions, p, has the dimen-
sions of energy, and the requiritent that the magnet is

not too far from criticality is

ps < J. (1.8)

Upon approaching g., p, obeys Josephson scaling*®

ps ~ (ge — g)(D—Z)uv (1.9)
where v is the usual correlation length exponent. We
can now state one of the central results of this paper:
For g < g., and under the conditions on T and p, noted

above, the values of x,, x4 and Cy satisfy the following

tion*8—we will not discuss its properties here. scaling forms:
_l
NZ [ he \? (NkgT\" hck  hw NkBT)
- e ) (2EBL) g, , , , 1.10
Xs (K, w) Ps (kBT) 2P, ¥\ kgT kgT’' 2mps (1.10a)
_ (9uB\? hck hw NkgT 1.10b
Xulk,w) = ( he ) kpT $1u (kBT’kBT’ 2mp, ) (1.10)
3¢(3) ksT\> NkgT
_ 1.10
CV p kB ( he ‘I’l 27l'ps ) ( C)

where N is the number of components of the order pa-
rameter, ( is the Reimann zeta function, and ®,,, ®4,,
and ¥; are completely universal, dimensionless, func-
tions (P, and ®,, are complex while ¥, is real) de-
fined such that they remain finite as T//p, — oo; this
will also be true for other scaling functions introduced
below. For simplicity, we have explicitly specialized to
antiferromagnets with space-time dimension D = 2 + 1,
although analogous results for general D are not difficult
to write down. Particularly striking is the absence of
any nonuniversal scale factors (in either the arguments
or the prefactors of the scaling functions) in all scaling
forms. Everything is fully determined by the values of
ps, ¢, and Ng and there is no further dependence on

lattice scale physics. The universal dependence of the
spin susceptibilities on p,, Ny, and ¢ was implicit in the
analysis of Chakravarty et al.}? (see also the recent work
of Hasenfratz and Niedermayer?®) for the low-T regime
T < ps; our results are however valid for all values of
T/ps. Also Castro Neto and Fradkin?® have recently dis-
cussed closely related scaling forms for Cy near general
quantum phase transitions in 2 + 1 dimensions. The
coefficient of ¥, in (1.10c) has been chosen to be the
specific heat of a single gapless Bose degree of freedom
with dispersion w = ck in two dimensions. The number
¥, (T — 0) is thus a measure of the effective number of
such modes in the ground state. This number is given by
¥4 (0) for the ordered Néel phase, and by ¥;(oo) for the
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quantum critical state at g = g..

We note further that all scaling forms continue to be
valid even at g = g.: the prefactor of ®,, in (1.10a)
remains nonsingular at g = g. because of the results (1.3),
(1.9), and the exponent identity*®

286=(D-2+n)r. (1.11)

The arguments of the scaling functions will occur fre-
quently in this paper. We therefore introduce the dimen-
sionless variables

hick hw

F= kT U kel

T (1.12)

which represent momentum and frequency measured in
units of a scale set by the absolute temperature T. The
third argument

NkgT
T = ——,

2o (1.13)

determines whether the antiferromagnet is better de-
scribed at the longest distances as a quantum-critical or
a renormalized-classical model (see Fig. 1). The factor of
N in the definition of z; is to facilitate the large-N limit
in which p, ~ N; the variable z; will therefore remain of
order unity. The factor of 1/(2w) is purely for future no-
tational convenience. For large z;, the energy scale kgT
is the largest energy which first cuts off the critical spin
fluctuations, and the system never fully realizes that its
coupling g is in fact different from g. and that the ground
state is ordered: the spin fluctuations are quantum crit-
ical at the shortest scales, and are eventually quenched
in a universal way by the temperature. For small z; the
antiferromagnet is in the renormalized-classical region.
There is a large intermediate scale over which the anti-
ferromagnet behaves as if it has long-range Néel order;
eventually, strong two-dimensional classical thermal fluc-
tuations of the order parameter destroy the Néel order.

B. Quantum-disordered ground state

We now consider the case g > g.. We will assume
that the quantum-disordered state has a gap towards
all excitations. This has certainly been satisfied by
all explicit large-N constructions of such states in frus-
trated antiferromagnets in the vicinity of the transition to
long-range Néel order.'®'® We will assume further that
there are no deconfined spin-1/2 excitations above the
ground state: this is expected to be true in systems
with a collinear Néel-order parameter.!® Antiferromag-

S

Xs(k,w) = A (h%)z (kBTT)n @

Xu(k,w) = (%)szT B3, (

Fhc

Cv = %3—)1;3 (ki:f)zxpz (
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nets on the triangular or kagomé lattices with coplanar
spin correlations are expected to possess deconfined spin-
1/2 spinon excitations'®44—their critical properties will
therefore not be described by the present theory. For the
case of confined spinons, which is under consideration
here, the lowest excitation with nonzero spin will carry
spin 1. Further, at T = 0, this excitation should have
an infinite lifetime at small enough k. The distance from
criticality is conveniently specified by the gap, A, to this
spin-1 excitation. The equal-time order-parameter cor-
relation function will decay exponentially on a scale £
which is inversely proportional to A. Therefore A will
vanish as

A ~ (g _gc)u

upon approaching criticality. One is not too far from
criticality provided

(1.14)

A< (1.15)

Further, we need an observable which sets the scale for
order-parameter fluctuations. On the ordered side this
was done by Np. A convenient choice on the disordered
side is to use an amplitude of the local, on-site, dynamic
susceptibility, xr. This susceptibility is defined by

X1 @)oem = = [ a([Sit), Sim(O)

d?k
z&lm/mx,(k,w). (1.16)
In principle, x,, also contributes to xz, but when (1.15)
is satisfied its contribution is subdominant to that from
Xs, and can therefore be neglected. For ¢ > g., it can
be shown that at T' = 0, x has the following imaginary

part for small w close enough to the threshold A:

e (o)l = 5 €00 ~4), (117
where 6 is the unit step function, and .4/4 is an amplitude
with the dimensions of inverse-energy. We will show later
that the discontinuity :.4/4 in the local dynamic suscep-
tibility is precisely a quarter of the quasiparticle residue
A of the low-lying spin-1 excitation. As g approaches g,
A vanishes as

A~ (g-g)™.

We have now assembled all the variables necessary for
obtaining the scaling forms for x, and x, for g > g..
The relations analogous to (1.10a), (1.10b), and (1.10c)
are

(1.18)

hek  hw  kpT (1.192)
28 kBT’ kBT, A ’ .
hck  hw kT
kgT’ kgT’ A ) (1-195)
kgT
kol ) (1.19¢)
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where ®;,, ®;,, and ¥, are completely universal func-
tions, which are finite in the limit T/A — oo. The
physical response functions are again completely deter-
mined by three thermodynamic parameters: A, c, and
A, with no further sensitivity to lattice scale physics. As
in Sec. I A, all scaling forms continue to be valid even at
g = g.: the prefactor of ®;, in (1.19a) remains nonsin-
gular at g = g. because of the scaling results (1.14) and

(1.18).
We also introduce, for future convenience, the variable
kgT
= —, 1.20
T2 A ( )

which determines whether the antiferromagnet is in
the quantum-critical or quantum-disordered regions (see
Fig. 1). For large w3, the temperature T' predominates
the small zero-temperature gap, A, and the system may
as well be at g = g.. For small x5, the ground-state gap
A quenches the spin fluctuations, putting the system in
the quantum-disordered region. The thermodynamics is
well described in terms of a dilute gas of activated exci-
tations.

C. Critical point

We have obtained above two separate universal scaling
forms at the critical coupling ¢ = g., but T finite, by
taking the limits g ,* g. and g | g.. It follows therefore
that the two results must be simply related:

Qz,(z,w,ml =00) = ZQ<I>1,(E,U, ZTo = 00),
5, (k,w, Ty = 00) = 14, (k, T, 22 = ),

where Zg is a universal number. Recall that the universal
functions have been chosen to have a finite limit as z; » —
00.

Note that there is no rescaling factor for the uniform
susceptibility and the specific heat. This is because their
overall scale is universal and was not set by some ther-
modynamic observable, as was the case for the staggered
susceptibility. This universality in scale is related to the
fact that M and the energy are conserved quantities: this
will be discussed further in Sec. II. For the staggered
susceptibility, we have performed a 1/N expansion of the
scale factor on antiferromagnets with an N-component
order parameter and found

0.229 191243

5 (1.22)

Zo=1

Actually it is not just the values, but the entire asymp-
totic expansions of the universal functions which have
matching conditions at x; 2 = co. As the antiferromag-
net has no phase transition at finite temperature, all its
measurable properties should be smooth functions of the
bare coupling constant g — g. provided T # 0. This fact,
combined with 1 ~ (9. — g)7%, ©2 ~ (9 — g.)™%, can
be used to easily deduce the constraints on the asymp-
totic expansions of ®;,, ®1,, V1, P2, P2, VU2 about
1,2 = O0.
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D. Experimental observables

The main purpose of the rest of the paper is to describe
the universal functions ®;,, ®1,, ¥, ®2,, ®2,, and ¥,
as completely as possible. A large amount of information
is contained in them; in particular, as we shall see later,
in a suitable limit they contain the complete static and
dynamic scaling functions of Chakravarty et al.!?2 and
Tyc et al.'® A large number of experimentally testable
quantities can be obtained from these functions; now we
highlight some of the most important by endowing them
with their own scaling functions.

We begin with the measurements related to x.,.

1. Static, uniform spin susceptibility
and spin diffusivity

The conservation of M makes the small £ and w depen-
dence of x, rather simple. In the hydrodynamic limit,
wTy K 1, where 7¢ is a typical lifetime of excitations, the
magnetization fluctuations must obey a diffusion equa-
tion; we find for g < g. that

Di (1)K

=1 E,U <1,

@14 (k,w,z1) = Q(z1)

(1.23)

and an analogous expression for ¢ > g. with 1 — 2.
The functions 24(z1), Q2(z2), Di(z1), D2(z2) are all
universal. From (1.10b), (1.12), and (1.19b) we see that
they are related to the static, uniform spin susceptibility
x5, and spin diffusion constant Dg. We have for g < g.

2
Xff(T) = (g%;) kT Qi (z1),

Ds(T) = 1 Da(ay), (1.24)

and analogous expressions for g > g. with 1 — 2.

2. Wilson ratio

The Wilson ratio is defined by
_ _kETX(T)
(9uB)?Cv(T) -

Its properties are therefore easily obtainable from our

scaling results for x5 and Cy. It follows from (1.10c),

(1.19¢), and (1.24) that W is a completely universal func-
tion of z; (z2) for g < g. (9 > g.)- We have for g < g.

_ s Ql(ml)

3¢(3) Wi(z1)

and analogous expression for g > g. with 1 —» 2. We
turn next to experiments sensitive to x,.

(1.25)

(1.26)

3. Structure factor

The equal-time spin structure factor, S(k), is related
to xs(k,w) by
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S(k)‘slm = /d2r(n¢(r, O)nm(()’ 0))e—ik-r

=ﬁ/°°d—“’ Sem

7 1— etw/(ksT) Imx, (k, w).

(1.27)

— o0

From (1.10a), we deduce that for g < g. it satisfies the
scaling form

Ng (he)?
S(k) = Y kBTm E1(k, 1), (1.28)
where the universal function Z; is given by
E.l k .’l:l) —/ d_l —1€ UImél,(E,E,xl). (129)

Similarly for g > g., we can relate S(k) to a universal
function Zz(k, x2) with the prefactor NZ/p, replaced by
A and the subscript 1 — 2.

4. Antiferromagnetic correlation length

We define the correlation length £ from the long-
distance, e~"/¢, decay of the equal-time n - n correla-
tion function. This correlation function will have such
an exponential decay for all g provided T' # 0 (the ac-
tual asymptotic form also has powers of r as a prefactor).
Equivalently, one can define ¢ as k=1, where ix is the lo-
cation of the pole of S(k) closest to the real k axis. The
scaling function for £ for g < g. is

ksT
ke

For ¢ > g. we have an identical form with 1 — 2.
Since the correlation lengths must match at g = g, we
clearly have X;(00) = X32(oc0). The universal linear T
dependence of £~ at g = g. (z; = oo) was noted by
Chakravarty et al.!?

£l = =Xy (z). (1.30)

5. Local susceptibility

From its definition (1.16), and the scaling form (1.10a),
we can deduce the following for g < g.:

NZ . _ _
Imxp(w) = ;Qa:'1’|w|”F1(w,z1), (1.31)
where the universal function F; is
d2k
F,(@,z1) == Im@l, k,w,z;). (1.32)

On general grounds we expect Imy(w) ~ w for small w
and T nonzero; this implies that

F) ~ sgn(@)|@|'™™ for small . (1.33)
In principle, the real part of xr also has a singular piece
which satisfies a scaling form analogous to (1.31); how-
ever the momentum integral in (1.32) is divergent at the
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upper cutoff (provided n > 0). Thus Rexy has a lead-
ing contribution which is nonuniversal and dominated
by lattice-scale physics. There is no such problem for
Imyxz however—in this case the momentum integral sums
over intermediate states which are on shell and only long
wavelengths contribute. Finally we note that a similar
scaling form for Imyxy for ¢ > g. can be obtained by
replacing N2/p, by A and the substitution 1 — 2.

6. NMR relazation rate

We consider the relaxation of nuclear spins coupled
to electronic spins of the antiferromagnet (e.g., Cu spins
in LaaCuO4). We assume that the relaxation is domi-
nated by contributions near the antiferromagnetic order-
ing wave vector. After suitably accounting for lattice-
scale form factors and integrating out high-energy lat-
tice excitations, a coupling A, between the nuclear spins
and the antiferromagnetic order parameter n can be ob-
tained. The typical frequencies in NMR experiments are
much smaller than the temperature and the relaxation
rate, 1/T of the nuclear spins is given by

ksT [ d%k

——Imx, (k,w). (1.34)

From (1.31) we deduce the following result for 1/T; for
9= 9

1 _ 241N

iR ) 1.35
T = el R(e) (1.35)
where R;(z;) is a universal function given by
. Fl (w7 1171)

As before, the scaling form for 1/T; for g > g. involves
replacing N2/p, by A and replacing 1 — 2 on the right-
hand side.

We will discuss the general form of our results for the
scaling functions for the different regions of the phase
diagram in turn (Fig. 1). We will consider first the
quantum-critical region (z; > 1, z2 > 1), followed by
the renormalized-classical (x; < 1) and the quantum-
disordered (z; < 1) regions. Precise numerical results
will not be presented here: the reader is referred to
Secs. III-VI for precise results obtained in the 1/N ex-
pansion of the O(NN) nonlinear o model.

E. Quantum-critical region (¢; > 1 or &3 > 1)

At short-length—time scales the spin fluctuations in any
nearly critical antiferromagnet should be indistinguish-
able from those at the critical point. The special prop-
erty of the quantum-critical region is that the deviations
from criticality at longer-length—time scales arise primar-
ily from the presence of a finite 7. The fact that the
ground state of the system is not exactly at the critical
point is never terribly important, and the system does
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not display behavior characteristic of either ground state
at any length—energy scale. The critical spin fluctuations
are instead quenched in a universal way by thermal re-
laxational effects.

It should therefore be evident that there are two dis-
tinct types of spin fluctuations in wave-vector—frequency
space (Fig. 2). With either Ack or Aw significantly larger
than kpT, the spin dynamics is that of the critical (241)-
dimensional field theory of the critical point ¢ = g..
Otherwise, damping from thermally excited, critical spin
waves produces a regime of quantum-relaxational dynam-
ics.

The crossover from the 2+1 critical to quantum-
relaxational behavior is clearly evident in the dynamic
staggered susceptibility (see Fig. 3). In the (2+1)-
dimensional critical region (k >> 1 or @ > 1) we have

Ao

®,,(k,@,00) = ,
ulb@io0) = L

— E>>10r_w’>>1,
(k

2

(1.37)

where Ag is a universal number, and the exponent 1 =
8/(372N) at order 1/N but is known®° to order 1/N3 For
N = 3, precision Monte Carlo simulations®! place the
value of n around n =~ 0.028; this extremely small, but
positive, value of  will have important consequences for
experiments. Note that in this regime Im®,, is nonzero
only for @ > k where one obtains a broadband spec-
trum of critical spin waves. The small value of 7 implies
however that the damping is small and the spectrum is
almost a § function. In the quantum-relaxational regime
(k < 1 and @ < 1), there is strong damping due to ther-
mally excited, critical spin waves and excitations are not
well defined. However the spectrum of overdamped spin
waves remains universal and is shown in Fig. 3.

The same crossover is also present in the struc-
ture factor. Its universal scaling function Z;(k,00) =
Z&lEz(E, co) has the 241 critical form Z;(k,00) ~

__1 — . —
ET at large k, and a Lorentzian form at small k.
The various static observables have a value set by the

-

FIG. 3. The scaling function Im®,,(k,©, o) for the stag-
gered susceptibility in the quantum-critical region. The re-
sults have been computed in a 1/N expansion to order 1/N
and evaluated for N = 3. The shoulder on the peaks is due
to a threshold to three spin-wave decays.
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absolute temperature in a universal way. Their T depen-
dence can be deduced easily from the scaling forms with
the knowledge that all scaling functions were chosen to
have a finite limit as ;2 — oo. The first corrections
away from x> = oo are given by

U(z1,2) = Uso + Urg/zyly +-++, 212> 1, (1.38)

where U represents any of the scaling functions X, Q, ¥
for the correlation length, uniform static susceptibility,
and specific heat, respectively. The form of the sublead-
ing term above follows from the requirement that the
physics at finite temperature is a smooth function of the
bare coupling g — g.. Chakravarty et al.}? have noted the
x; = oo result for the case of the correlation length.

F. Renormalized classical region (z; < 1)

We now describe our results at low temperatures on
the ordered side, g < g., 1 < 1. Extensive results on a
closely related regime have been obtained by Chakravarty
et al.'? and Tyc et al.'® The relationship between our and
their results is discussed below. We will find that, in the
appropriate limit, our scaling functions reduce exactly to
theirs.

We begin with a qualitative discussion of the nature of
the spin correlations in the renormalized-classical region.
The spin fluctuations now fall naturally into three differ-
ent regimes in wave-vector-frequency space (see Fig. 2).
At the largest k,w we have (2+41)-dimensional critical
spin fluctuations which are essentially identical to those
in the quantum-critical region and are therefore described
by a staggered spin susceptibility ®;, similar to that in
(1.37). Upon moving to longer distances and/or times,
the first crossover occurs at length (time) scales of order
&7 (€5/c) to a “Goldstone” regime where the spin dynam-
ics is well described by rotationally averaged spin-wave
fluctuations about a Néel-ordered ground state. The
scale €7, controlling the critical to Goldstone crossover,
is the Josephson correlation length,%® and determines the
vicinity of the ground state of the antiferromagnet to the
quantum phase transition. Near g., {7 diverges as

§€r~(9c—9)". (1.39)
The second crossover in the renormalized classical region
(Fig. 2) occurs at the length scale £, which is the actual
correlation length. At this scale, strong, classical, two-
dimensional, thermal fluctuations of locally Néel-ordered
regions destroy the long-range Néel order, so that at
scales larger than £, the antiferromagnet again appears
disordered, with all equal-time spin correlations decaying
exponentially in space. The scale ¢ is roughly given by

N
&~ Eyexp (m) ’

where we have omitted preexponential power-law factors

of ;. For small z;, £ is clearly much larger than £;; the

three regimes in Fig. 2 are therefore well separated.
Our explicit results for the scaling functions will be re-

(1.40)
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stricted to the vicinity of the second crossover described
above: thus they are valid when z; <« 1, k€; < 1, and
wéj/c < 1. In this regime, all of our scaling functions,
which in general depend upon three arguments k, @, and
x1, collapse into reduced scaling function depending only
on two arguments measuring momentum and frequency,
k€ and w¢/c. Further, the reduced scaling functions turn
out to be exactly those obtained by Chakravarty et al.,'?
Tyc et al.,'3 and Hasenfratz et al.25:26 At first sight this
result may seem a bit surprising. Our results were ob-
tained for antiferromagnets with a small stiffness, i.e.,
ps < J, while in other work!213:25.26 no restriction was
placed on the value of p,. The equivalence to order 1/N
between the two theories is a consequence of the fact
that the low-T results in the renormalized classical re-
gion contain no corrections of order p,/J to order 1/N.
In a recent analysis Hasenfratz et al.2%2¢ have suggested
that such corrections are in fact absent at low T at all
orders in 1/N.

We show the nature of the collapse in the scaling func-

tions explicitly for the structure factor. Chakravarty
et al.'? proposed the scaling form
S(k) = S(0) f(k¢), (1.41)

where f is a universal function. We find that f is related
to the scaling function Z; by

N 1/(N-2)
=3 (5r3) Jm )Y xiE)
xE1[yX1(z1),z1]}, (1.42)

where the universal number Ay was found to be A\f =
1—0.188/N + O(1/N?).

In Sec. V we will present the details of our computa-
tions of the reduced scaling functions of the renormalized-
classical regime in a 1/N expansion. Our results agree
with those of Chakravarty et al.;'? however we are also
able to obtain a number of universal amplitudes which
were previously only determined by numerical simula-
tions.

Another of our new results here is the low-T depen-
dence (r; < 1) of the scaling functions for the uniform
susceptibility and specific heat:

1 N -2
o) = o Y N
Uy (zy) =N - 1. (1.43)

These results have also been obtained independently by
Hasenfratz et al.25 The first of these results will be im-
portant to us later in the comparison with experiments.
The second result simply implies that the number of low-
energy degrees of freedom are the N — 1 spin waves. The
two results together also imply that the Wilson ration
W ~ 1/T at low temperatures provided g < g..

G. Quantum disordered region (z; < 1)

At T = 0 (z2 = 0), the ground state of the antiferro-
magnet has a gap towards all excitations in this region.
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Unlike both previous regions, therefore, finite T is almost
always a weak perturbation on the T = 0 results; all fi-
nite temperature corrections are accompanied by factors
of exp[—A/(kpT)] = exp(—1/xz2) < 1. Furthermore, the
ground state is rather well described by the N = oo the-
ory. We will therefore refrain, here, from giving complete
expressions for all the observables; we refer the reader to
Sec. IIT A 2 for the exact results at N = oo.

However, thermal effects and 1/N corrections are im-
portant at measurement frequencies smaller than A; in
this region the dynamics is controlled by a dilute con-
centration of thermally excited quasiparticles. The dis-
sipative effects of such quasiparticles will be discussed in
Sec. IV.

We now discuss the plan of the remainder of the paper.
In Sec. II we present a phenomenological derivation of
the scaling forms used above. Section III introduces the
quantum O(N) nonlinear o model and presents the com-
plete solution for all the scaling functions at N = co. The
formal structure of the model at order 1/N is also dis-
cussed. The remainder of the paper contains the details
of the calculations. The calculations are discussed for the
quantum-critical, renormalized-classical, and quantum-
disordered regions in turn in Secs. IV, V, and VI. Finally
in Sec. VII the comparison with experimental results is
presented. The appendixes contain a discussion of the
effects of disorder and Berry phases, results of a Monte
Carlo simulation, and some technical details.

II. PHENOMENOLOGICAL DERIVATION OF
SCALING FORMS

In this section we will present a phenomenological
derivation of the scaling forms (1.10a), (1.19a) for the
order-parameter dynamic susceptibility, the scaling forms
(1.10b), (1.19b) for the uniform spin susceptibility, and
the scaling forms (1.10c), (1.19c) for the specific heat.
These are valid in the vicinity of a quantum phase tran-
sition in a two-dimensional quantum Heisenberg antifer-
romagnet from a state with long-range Néel order to a
spin-fluid state. We will only consider the case in which
the Néel-order parameter is a three-vector. The follow-
ing discussion does not explicitly refer to the quantum
nonlinear o model. It should instead be regarded more
generally as a study of the consequences of the scaling
hypotheses on a quantum phase transition in a Heisen-
berg antiferromagnet. The nonlinear o model provides
a realization and verification of these hypotheses for a
particular field theory.

Let us first present the precise ingredients from which
our results follow.

(1) The spin-wave velocity, c, should be nonsingular
at the T = 0, quantum fixed point separating the two
phases. We will also assume, for simplicity, that there
is no spatial anisotropy; this assumption is not crucial
and our results can be easily extended to include quan-
tum transitions in anisotropic systems like spin chains
coupled in a plane. These systems will of course have
two spin-wave velocities, whose effects can be absorbed
into a rescaling of lengths. In the presence of spatial
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isotropy, and for the case of the vector order parameter,
the nonsingularity of the spin-wave velocity implies that
the critical field theory has the Lorentz invariance of 2+1
dimensions.

(2) The antiferromagnet in the vicinity of the critical
point satisfies “hyperscaling”4® hypothesis. For a quan-
tum transition in D = 2 4 1 dimensions, this hypothesis
implies that the singular part of the free-energy density
(¥5) at T = 0 has the form

F, = he¥e P, (2.1)
where £ is the correlation length which diverges at the
transition (of course, on the ordered side ¢ = &;).
The number T is dimensionless, and like all such num-
bers at the critical point, it is expected to_be univer-
sal. The statement of the universality of T is known
in the literature as the hypothesis of “two-scale factor”
universality.52-53

(3) Turning on a finite temperature places the critical
field theory in a slab geometry which is infinite in the
two spatial directions, but of finite length,

he
L,=——, .2

in the imaginary time (7) direction. The consequences of
a finite T can therefore be deduced by the principles of
finite-size scaling.5*

In the following we measure temperature, time, and
length in units which make kg, %, and c equal to unity.

A. Staggered susceptibility, g < g.

Consider first the application of the scaling hypoth-
esis to the staggered spin susceptibility for ¢ < g.. A
straightforward application of finite-size scaling yields

Lt

_ A (- &
— Tz—"(p (k,w, LT) ,

Xs(k,w) = AL‘?'—”&) (kLTyWL-ra éj—>

(2.3)

where A is a nonuniversal amplitude, and the scaling
function @ is universal up to an overall prefactor. In par-
ticular there are no nonuniversal metric factors® in any
of the three arguments of ®. We now wish to eliminate
the dependence of this result on £;. It has been argued
recently®®4” that the result (2.1) can be extended to de-
duce a simple, universal relationship between p, and &7,
valid in the limit £; — oco:

heY
Ps = 57 (24)
&
where T is another universal number. Now, from (1.13),
(2.4), and (2.2) we see that the third argument

& _IT _NY

= = —T.
L, p, 2t

(2.5)

We therefore define a new universal function ®,,
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Ql,(E, w, :L‘l) = q.) (E, w, E(IA) . (26)
2w

We shall soon see that ®,, is the same function as in
(1.10a).

To make ®,, completely universal, we have to fix its
overall scale, which we now do. First, we notice that
in the renormalized-classical region (z; < 1), there is
a Goldstone regime (k€; < 1, k€ > 1, see Fig. 2 and
Sec. I'F) of noninteracting spin waves. In this regime, the
hydrodynamics predicts that the static staggered suscep-
tibility has a simple form:

1\ N2
x,,(k,w—O) - (1_ N) p,kz )
1K1, k€ <1, kE> 1.

(2.7)

The scale of the susceptibility has been set by the mag-
nitude of the T' = 0 staggered moment. The factor of
(1 — 1/N) arises from the fact that only N — 1 trans-
verse modes contribute the Goldstone singularity, while
the longitudinal mode is massive; after rotationally aver-
aging this induces a factor of (N —1)/N. We now demand
that in the appropriate limit, the scaling form (2.3) obey
this Goldstone form. The key constraint is that (2.7) is T
independent. It is easy to show that this can be satisfied
by (2.3) only if

@15(2,5: 0,:1:1)= = )
kzzY

1 <1, kzy < 1, keN/[(N=2)z1] 5, 1, (2.8)

for some constant b. In the last restriction on k we have
used (1.40), valid for the O(IN) o model and neglected
preexponential factors of x;. The prefactor in (2.8) is
of course arbitrary. We now make the specific choice,
b =1-1/N and thus specify the overall scale of ®,,.
Comparing (2.3), (2.6), (2.7), and (2.8), we can now fix
the value of the prefactor A

A:Nﬁ( al )
Ps \2mps

Inserting this value of A into (2.3), we obtain (1.10a) as
desired.

(2.9)

B. Staggered susceptibility, g > g.

A similar analysis can be carried out in the spin-
fluid phase for the staggered susceptibility and its scal-
ing function ®;, as in (1.19a). We remind the reader
that our theory is valid only for antiferromagnets with
a three-vector order parameter, in which case the quan-
tum disordered phase is expected to have only integer
spin excitations;3!%18 in particular if spin-1/2 spinons
are present at intermediate scales, they are always con-
fined at the longest distances.

At T = 0 the equal-time order-parameter correlation
function will decay in space with a correlation length £.
As the theory has a Lorentz invariance, this implies that
the gap towards spin-1 excitations, A, is
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Ffic

_E— ’
where we have momentarily reinserted explicit factors of
% and c. An application of finite-size scaling, very similar
to that for the ordered side, now yields immediately the

scaling function (we now return to units in which kp =
h=c=1)

A= (2.10)

Xs(kyw) = T—f_—ﬂ%, (k,w, %) . (2.11)
The only nonuniversal components on the right-hand side
are the amplitude A and the related overall scale of the
function ®,,. As before, we will fix this scale by match-
ing with an experimental observable at T = 0. Let us
therefore think about the nature of the spectrum in the
spin-fluid phase at T = 0. As all excitations have a gap,
the spin-1 quasiparticle should have an infinite lifetime
for energies close enough to the threshold A [this quasi-
particle appears as the bound state of two spinons in large
M theories of SU(M) and Sp(M) antiferromagnets!®1€].
Further, the Lorentz invariance of the theory implies that
the dispersion spectrum, wj of this spin-1 quasiparticle
is given by

wk=\/k2+A2

for small enough k. These facts combine to imply the
following form for x, at 7' = 0:

A
k2 — (w+1ie)2 + A2
T=0, k<A lw-A|KA,

(2.12)

Xs (kv w) =
(2.13)

where ¢ is a positive infinitesimal and A is the spin-1
quasiparticle residue. This residue can be experimentally
measured by examining the imaginary part of the local
susceptibility, Imxr. Using (1.16) and (2.13) we find

Imxr(w) = é@(w —-A), T=0, jw—A|<KA. (2.14)

The discontinuity in the local dynamic susceptibility is
therefore precisely a quarter of the spin-1 quasiparticle
amplitude. We now demand that the scaling form (2.11)
satisfies (2.13) as T' — 0. A little experimentation shows
that this is only possible if
_ 23"

(kz3)? — (@zy +i€)24+1
T2 K1, kzy € 1, [wz2 — 1] < 1.

§2a (E’ G, 1'2)

(2.15)

Here we have arbitrarily set the overall scale of ®,,; this
function is now completely universal. Finally, the deriva-
tion of (1.19a) is completed by obtaining the amplitude
Ain (2.11):
- A
A= An (2.16)

The prefactor A is expected to be nonsingular as g \, g;
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therefore the quasiparticle amplitude A must vanish as
A~ (g—gc)".

This was noted earlier in (1.18).

(2.17)

C. Uniform susceptibility

The key ingredient in the determination of the scaling
form for x, is the realization that y, is simply a stiff-
ness related to twists in boundary conditions on the sys-
tem along the imaginary time (7) direction.>” A uniform
magnetic field on the antiferromagnet causes a preces-
sion of all the spins at the same rate. The relative angle
between any two spins remains unchanged. Therefore by
transforming to a rotating reference frame almost all ves-
tiges of the magnetic field can be removed. However the
partition function in the laboratory frame had periodic
boundary conditions along the 7 direction, implying that
the system in the rotating frame has a twist in its bound-
ary condition. The susceptibility is the response to such
a twist, which is precisely the spin stiffness.

The Lorentz invariance of the theory now implies that
the scaling properties of x, should be the same as those
of p,, which is the stiffness for twists about the spatial
boundary conditions. In other words, the scaling dimen-
sion of x, is exactly D —2, and at T = 0 the combination
£7Xxu approaches a universal number as g  g.. The scal-
ing laws (1.10b), (1.19b) are now a completely straight- -
forward consequence of the principles of finite-size scal-
ing. Unlike x,, there is no need for any normalization
condition to set the overall scale of the scaling function.
It is already fixed to a universal value by the hypothesis
of two-scale factor universality.52-33:56

D. Specific heat

Consider the D = (2 + 1)-dimensional Lorentz invari-
ant theory in a slab geometry in the vicinity of g = g..
An early paper by Fisher and de Gennes®® argued by ex-
tending (2.1) to finite sizes, that the free-energy density
F must have the following dependence on the size L, of
the finite dimension:

—Fot Lo(¥
7=+ g0 (5).

where Fo is the bulk free-energy density and we have
assumed that g < g.. The function ¢ is universal at all
z; there are no nonuniversal metric factors in either the
argument or the scale of ¢.5° The scaling function (1.10c)
for C'v now follows immediately from the thermodynamic
relationship between F and Cy, the relationship (2.4)
between p, and &7, and the relationship (2.2) between
L, and T. An entirely analogous argument can be made
for g > g..

We note that a related result has been discussed re-
cently by Castro Neto and Fradkin?® in the context of
(2+1)-dimensional quantum systems; they have also dis-
cussed an interesting connection to Zamalodchikov’s C

(2.18)
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theorem.?? We have chosen a numerical prefactor of the
scaling function ¥; in (1.10c) which is the specific heat
of a single gapless Bose degree of freedom with disper-
sion w = ck in two dimensions. The number ¥;(T — 0)
is thus a measure of the effective number of such modes
in the ground state. For g < g., this number should
equal N — 1, the number of spin-wave modes in the or-
dered state. For g = g., the number ¥, (o0) is probably
irrational and will be calculated later in this paper to
order 1/N. Finally, in the quantum-disordered phase,
g > g, there are no gapless modes and we should have
¥,(0) =0.

A very similar connection between the effective number
of gapless modes and Cy was established some time ago
for (1+1)-dimensional spin chains;®® in this case Cy ~ T
with Cy /T universal and related to the central charge of
a conformal field theory, which in effect measures the
number of gapless quasiparticle modes.

III. THE QUANTUM O(N) NONLINEAR
o MODEL

In this section we will discuss the O(N) quantum non-
linear 0 model field theory. This theory may be viewed
as the simplest model which displays a quantum phase
transition in 2+1 dimensions. Moreover, a microscopic
connection between weakly frustrated antiferromagnets
with short-range Néel order and the O(3) o model can
also be established.3

There are several subtle and difficult questions relat-
ing to the consequences of Berry phase terms which are
present in the antiferromagnet but are absent in the o
model.'® In this paper we will simply neglect the ef-
fects of the Berry phase terms. In Appendix B we will
present some circumstantial evidence, in computations
for SU(M) antiferromagnets, which suggests that these
Berry phases are irrelevant both in the Néel phase and
at the quantum critical point, but do significantly modify
the properties of the quantum-disordered phase. In crit-
ical phenomena terminology this implies that the Berry
phases are “dangerously irrelevant.” As all of our scal-
ing functions are properties of flows in the vicinity of the
quantum-critical point, we do not expect any modifica-
tions of our results by Berry phase effects in this scenario.
Berry phases will however modify the corrections to scal-
ing.

In passing, we note that there is an alternative ex-

pansion which could have been used to obtain the scal-
J

0 h/keT 1
Z = /Dnlé(nf — 1) exp ——i;;l/dzr/ dr [(V,nl)z’ + Ei(&,m)z] ,
o 0

where the index £ runs from 1 to N, p? is the bare spin
stiffness, and ¢y is the bare spin-wave velocity. Both p?
and cp differ from their renormalized values p, and c;
however at N = oo we will find ¢o = ¢, although the
renormalization of ¢y will be quite crucial in subsequent
sections. Further analysis is simply expressed in terms of
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ing functions of this paper: this is the large-M expan-
sion about antiferromagnets with SU(M) or Sp(M) sym-
metry.}>16:61 However, the presence of a gapless gauge
field in the perturbative 1/M corrections makes this ex-
pansion somewhat more involved than the O(N) ex-
pansion. For general M, N, both approaches predict
that the lowest-lying non-zero spin excitation above the
quantum-disordered ground state in an antiferromagnet
with collinear order!® carries spin S = 1; the detailed
structure of the spectrum at higher energies is however
different in the two theories. The results of this paper
show that the O(INV) expansion is numerically much more
accurate at N = 3 than is the Sp(M) or SU(M) expan-
sion at M = 2. This can be seen immediately by com-
paring the values of 7 in the two theories: the large-M
theory gives n = 1—-(O(1/M) while the large-N theory has
17 =0+ O(1/N)— compare this with the known value®!
in the D = 3 classical Heisenberg model n =~ 0.028. We
shall see below that, at N = 3, the 1/N corrections in the
O(N) model to the universal scaling functions are almost
always less than about 20% of the leading N = oo term.

We will begin this section by a definition of the quan-
tum O(N) nonlinear ¢ model. The first subsection will
present its exact solution at N = oo. This solution
has also been discussed earlier by Rosenstein et al.,52
although they did not emphasize the universal scaling
properties of the solution. For clarity, we will repeat some
of the step in Ref. 63 and will then explicitly compute all
of the scaling functions introduced in Sec. Iin the N = oo
limit. The N = oo computations are also similar to ear-
lier studies of finite-size scaling properties of the spherical
model®3—in our case the inverse temperature plays the
role of the finite-size along the time direction. The sec-
ond subsection will present complete formal expressions
for the staggered and uniform susceptibility which are
correct to order 1/N; to the best of our knowledge, these
constitute the first computations of finite-size corrections
to two-loop order in any system. Subsequent sections will
manipulate these expressions into the appropriate scaling
forms for the three regions of Fig. 1. The structure of the
1/N corrections is however rather involved and the ca-
sual reader may be satisfied by studying only the N = oo
solution of Sec. III A. Even this limited solution is quite
rich and instructive; its main shortcoming is the absence
of spin-wave damping and anomalous dimensions which
appear only at order 1/N.

The O(N) nonlinear o model is defined by the func-
tional integral

(3.1)

r

the coupling constant,

_ Nhcy

o8
which has the units of inverse length. We will find that
the quantum transition occurs at a g of order unity. This

(3.2)
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implies that we have to choose p ~ N in the large-N
limit. In the remainder of this section we will use units
such that kg = A = ¢g = 1. The large-N analysis of Z
begins with the introduction of the rescaled field,

J

Z= / Div/Dexp (—— / & / [(Vifie)? + (Bfﬁ¢)2+iA(ﬁf—N)]).

This action is quadratic in the n,, which can therefore
be integrated out. This induces an effective action for
the ) field which has the useful feature of having all its
N dependence in a prefactor. Therefore, for large N
the A functional integral can be evaluated by using its
value at its saddle point. Terms higher order in 1/N can
be obtained by a systematic expansion of the functional
integral about this saddle point. We parametrize the
saddle-point value of A by

i(A) = m?, (3.5)

where the “mass” m is to be determined by solving the
constraint equation n} = 1, order-by-order in 1/N. This
value of m can then be used to obtain a 1/N expansion
of the ny-ny correlator and hence of all the observables
related to the staggered susceptibility.

Determination of the uniform susceptibility requires
introduction of a slowly varying magnetic field B into
the nonlinear o model. In the O(3) model such a field
causes a precession of the local order parameter about
the magnetic-field axis. This precession is realized in the
O(3) o model by the substitution®”

8:n — 9,n — ig#TBB X n (3.6)
in functional integral Z; here gup/h is the Bohr magne-
ton for a single spin; in the remainder of this section we
will measure the field in units of gup /% and hence omit
explicit factors of gupg/%. For the general O(N), the ana-
log of the magnetic field is a second-rank antisymmetric
tensor by,, which causes a precession of the spin compo-
nents lying in the plane defined by the ¢, m directions.
For N = 3, by,, is related to B by

blm = Qmpo. (37)
The full action in the presence of the b field is defined by
(3.1) and the substitution

Orny = Brny — by nyy,. (3.8)
The uniform susceptibility x, is now obtained by evalu-

ating InZ in powers of b and picking out the coefficient
of the quadratic term:

1 0

Xu = 577 gpz_ 2%

(3.9)

where V is the volume of the system.
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'ﬁt = \/Nm,

and the imposition of the constraint by a Lagrange mul-
tiplier A\. This transforms Z into

(3.3)

A. Solution at N = oo

The O(N) o model can be solved exactly at N = oo.
Closed-form expressions for all the scaling functions in-
troduced in Sec. I can be easily obtained. We begin with
the staggered spin susceptibility which is given by

g5? 1

Xo(k,w) = N k% — (w+ie)2 +m2’

(3.10)

We have introduced here the mass mo which is the value
of m at N = oo, and S = Zs.S which is a rescaling factor
between the actual susceptibility of a quantum spin-§S
antiferromagnet and the susceptibility of the unit n field
in the O(3) o model. The renormalization factor Zg
accounts for the fluctuations at short scales, which have
to be integrated out in the derivation of the o model
from the original spin Hamiltonian. Expressions for all
the experimental observables dependent upon x, can now
be easily obtained; we will refrain from giving explicit
expressions. One quantity we will need is the correlation
length &, which we defined earlier from the long-distance
decay ~ e~ /¢ of the equal-time n-n correlation function.
Such a decay is present at all finite T" for all values of g.
At N = oo we find
1 .
§= p— (3.11)
Now turn to the uniform spin susceptibility. There
is no damping at N = oo and hence the spin-diffusion
constant is infinite. We therefore consider only the value
of the static susceptibility. Evaluating (3.9) at N = oo
we find

2

d’k e —wi
_2TZ/4W2 @ +w2 5 (3.12)

where €, = k% + m2, and w,, is the Matsubara frequency
which takes the values 2anT with n integer. The fre-
quency summation and the subsequent momentum inte-
gration can be performed exactly. Moreover, the momen-
tum integration is convergent in the ultraviolet, and final
result depends only on mg and T

T [mg e™/T

o e 1
Xu T T emo/T__l (3 3)

— In(e™/T — 1)] .
Note the absence of direct dependence on the coupling g.

Consider next the free-energy density, F, from which
Cy can be obtained by taking two temperature deriva-
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tives. At N = oo, F can be directly obtained from

the saddle-point value of the effective action. The result
:.62,64
is%%

Nm?
2 0
E /——ln(k +w +m ) 29

2
_NT/dk
de 2
_/d % 1n(k? + w? + m2) - 1\’27;‘0,

It now remains to determine the dependence of my on
g and T. The constraint n2 = 1 takes the following form
at M = oo:

TZ/ an? k2 + w2+m =1

It is easy to see that the momentum summation is di-
vergent in the ultraviolet, and it is therefore necessary to
introduce a cutoff. We use a relativistic Pauli-Villars cut-
off at the momentum scale A, assumed to be much larger
than the temperature. This transforms the constraint
equation into

* d%k g g
—_ — = 1.
TZ/O 472 (k2+w,21+m(2, k2+wﬁ+A2)

(3.16)

e—e;./T)

(3.14)

(3.15)

The momentum integration is now convergent in the ul-
traviolet and can be performed exactly. The subsequent
frequency summation is also tractable and yields

JT, ( sinh(A/2T) ) .

2w sinh(mo/2T) (3.17)

Finally, we can solve for the dependence of mgy on T, g,
and A

1 . 2T A
moy = £ 2Tarcsinh [exp ( gT) sinh (2T)] . (3.18)

In the limit T < A, this equation can be rewritten as%?

E(E-2)) o

(3.20)

1
mo = 2Tarcsinh {5 exp |:—

where

4
ge = X

By examining the T — 0 limit of this equation, it is
immediately apparent that the behavior of £ is quite dif-
ferent depending upon whether g is smaller, larger, or
close to the critical value g.. For g > g., £ approaches
a finite value as T' — 0, while for g < g, £ diverges as
T — 0. The finite, T = 0 asymptote of ¢ for g > g. itself
diverges as g approaches g.. We find

E(T =0,9>g.)~ (9— gc)_l' (3.21)

This identifies the N = co value of the exponent v to be
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v=1 (3.22)
For g < g. there is a Josephson scale*® £; which diverges
with the same exponent v as g approaches g.. However,
this scale is not present in the N = oo theory: this is
because the exponent n = 0 at N = oo, making the
critical and Goldstone fluctuations indistinguishable. At
g = gc, we have from (3.18)

mo = OT, (3.23)
where the number
©=2In (\/32.{. 1) = 0.962 424 (3.24)

will occur frequently in our analysis. We see therefore
that the correlation length scales with 1/T at the critical
point.

We now examine the scaling limit of the above re-
sults. This limit is obtained when the temperature T
and the deviation from criticality |g — g.|/g2 are both
much smaller than the upper cutoff A. We will consider
the cases of g smaller or greater than g. separately.

1. Scaling properties for g < g.

From the discussions in Secs. I A and II it is clear that
the results become simple after they have been expressed
in terms of the T' = 0 ordered staggered moment Ny
and the fully renormalized, T' = 0 spin-stiffness p,. In
Appendix D we have performed a 1/N expansion of these
T = 0 variables. At N = oo their exact values are

pa:N(l“l)»

g 4gc

N§=§2(1—£>.
9ge

We now use these results with expression (3.18) for ¢
to study the limit p,/N,T <« A. It is not difficult to
show then that £ takes the scaling form (1.30) where the
scaling function X is

(3.25)

—1/z;
X1(z1) = 2arcsinh (e > .

5 (3.26)

Thus, in the renormalized classical region =; < 1, we
have
Xl - e—l/zl’

implying a correlation length which is exponentially
large, while in the quantum-critical region (z; > 1) we
find

V5 +1 2
X1 =2In - , T1 > 1, 3.28
! ( 2 \/3:1:1 ! ( )
indicating that the correlation length, { = 1/(TX;)

scales with 1/T.
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The scaling functions for all the other observables now
follow in a straightforward manner. The scaling function
®,, for the staggered susceptibility in (1.10a) and the
exponent 7 can be deduced from (3.10), (3.11), (3.25),
and (1.30) to be

n =0,

- 1
@1,(’8,&),21) == .
k" — (@ + i) + X2(z1)

(3.29)

The scaling functions for the observables dependent upon
xs now follow immediately. For the structure factor S(k)
we have the scaling function Z; in (1.28) which is

7.2 2 1/2
=— ! coth [+ X;(21)] .
2(k” + X2(z1)]1/2 2

(1]

I(Ea $L'1)

(3.30)

The local susceptibility Imy,(w) obeys (1.31) with the
scaling function F; given by

Fi(@,21) = § {60 - Xa(ea)] - 07 = Xa(en)]},
(3.31)

where 0(z) is the unit step function. The presence of a
gap in F; at finite T is an artifact of the N = oo theory
and will be cured upon including 1/N corrections. A
consequence of this gap is that there is no relaxation of
nuclear spins at N = oo and the scaling function for 1/T}
in (1.35) is
Ry(z,) = 0. (3.32)
The result for the uniform susceptibility, x5, (3.13)
can also be collapsed into the scaling form (1.24). We
use (3.13), the expression (3.18) for mg, and (3.25) to
obtain

1 V4 —2/=z —1/z
Q(z1) = —+ VAt e ™ arcsinh . (3.33)
Ty me~1/=

In the renormalized classical limit £; < 1 this function
has the limiting behavior

1 1
91(11) = —+ ;, T K1,

3.34
p— (3.34)

while in the quantum-critical region (x; > 1) it obeys

Qi (z1) = \/gln(\/g_i—l) |:1+—4~], z1 > 1. (3.35)

T 2 5z,

We turn now to the free-energy density, F and the
specific heat Cy. We will evaluate F(T') — F(T = 0) at
a fixed value of g. The calculations are performed most
easily if we use relativistic cutoff and write the value of
gc in the following form:

1 B3P 1
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where P = (k,w) is the relativistic three-momentum and
the integral is suitably regulated in the ultraviolet. We
now apply (3.25) and the result mo(T = 0) = 0 to (3.14)
to obtain

.7:(T) - }-(0) = NT/ g]n(l - e—Eh/T)

N [d%P P? +m3
2 / 8% [‘“ (p—)

2 2

mg mgps
—_ - —. 37
PZ] 5 (3.37)

Using mo = TX:(z1), and simplifying the above inte-
grals, we get

(3.38)

_Xi(z1)  XE(z1)
127 dwz, |

Finally we use the thermodynamic relation Cy =
—T8%F /|8T? to obtain the scaling function ¥;(z;) for
the specific heat as defined in (1.10c)

Nr & | 5f [® ede e
N = = 5¢@)a; do? [ (/x,w 2 17T

_X3@) Xlz(’”l))], (3.39)

127 4Tz,

We recall that the function X;(z;) is given in (3.26). It
is clearly that the universal crossover function ¥,(z;) is
quite nontrivial even at N = oo. In the renormalized
classical limit, z; — 0 it has the value

¥,(0) =N, (3.40)
which is the number of gapless spin-wave modes (up to
relative order 1/N). The normalization in (1.10c) was
chosen to make this result simple. In the quantum-
critical limit, £; — oo, the integrals cannot be analyti-
cally evaluated. However, one of us has recently shown®?
that application of some unusual identities of polyloga-
rithmic functions can be used to prove that the integrals
reduce a surprisingly simple result

4N

(3.41)
We have no physical understanding of why this number
is rational.

The reduced scaling functions of the renormalized clas-
sical region, describing the crossover from Goldstone to
classical, thermal disorder (Fig. 2) can also be easily ob-
tained. From (1.41), (1.42), and (3.30) we find the scaling
function f(y) for the structure factor S(k)

1

fly) = il

. (3.42)
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2. Scaling properties for g > g.

The first step is to obtain the value of the T' = 0 gap.
From (3.19) we have the exact N = oo result

A =A4r (—1— — l) .
ge 9
Second, we also need the spin-1 quasiparticle amplitude
A. From (3.10) we obtain immediately at N = oo

(3.43)

_95?

A="1 (3.44)

From (3.18) we can now deduce the scaling function
X as defined in (1.30) for the correlation length

o1/ (222)
X2 (z2) = 2arcsinh ( ) . (3.45)

2

(Recall that z; = T/A.) This function has the fol-
lowing asymptotic limits in the quantum disordered and
quantum-critical regions, respectively:

1
— + 26_1/22, Ty K 1,

Xa(z2) = ;;n (\/§+ 1) L1 (3.46)

2 > 1.

2 V5zy’

These results imply a correlation length which is of order
A~ and T~1, respectively.

The scaling function Q2(z2) for the uniform static sus-
ceptibility in (1.24) can be obtained from (3.13) combined
with (3.18) and (3.43). We find

1 V4 + el/=: el/(2z2)
+ arcsinh ( 5 ) .

Qa(z2) = " onz, nel/(223)

(3.47)

In the quantum-disordered region (z; < 1), this function
is exponentially small

e—l/wg

Q2(1132)= o ’

z2 < 1, (3.48)

while in the quantum-critical region it implies a x5 of
order the temperature

v%m(v€+1)[ 2

> 1——J,u>L(Mm

QZ(zZ) = 5(1)2

E

Next we consider the free-energy density, F and the
specific heat Cy. The following relation between the T =
0 gap, A, and the coupling g will be useful

1_ [dP 1
g J 8m3 P24 A?’
where P = (k,w) is the relativistic three-momentum.

Note that we again use relativistic cutoff for the value of
gc. Applying this result to (3.14), we obtain

(3.50)
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F(T) - F(0) = NT/ ZZT’:ln(l _eme/Ty

N [EP[ P s
2 83 P2z 4 A2
m2 — A2

—Fg—_*__A-E . (3.51)

Using mo¢ = TX2(z2), and simplifying the above inte-

grals, we get
/ ede In(1 —e7°)
X2(z2) 2w

_Xg(mz) 3z2X2(z2) — 1
127 24wz

F(T) - F(0) = NT?

(3.52)

Finally we use the thermodynamic relation Cy =
—T8?F /8T? to obtain the scaling function Wa(z;) for
the specific heat as defined in (1.19c)

Nn d? | 4 ®  ede _
- & € (1 — e
V(o) = - 357 [z(/x e

3 2y2 —
o X2 (:1:2) + 3z2X2 (z23) 1 , (3.53)
127 24rnzy

where the function X;(z;) is given in (3.45). In the quan-
tum disordered limit, z; — 0, we have ¥5(0) = 0 corre-
sponding to the absence of any gapless degrees of free-
dom. Recall also that ¥5(c0) = ¥4(00).

The scaling functions for the ritaining observables are
identical to those obtained above for g < g. after the
substitution X;(x;) —» Xz(z2). Thus, e.g., the scaling
function ®9, for x, in (1.19a) differs from the function
®,, in (3.29) only by this substitution.

B. 1/N corrections

We now present formal expressions for the modifica-
tions to the uniform and staggered spin susceptibilities
at order 1/N. These expressions will be used in the fol-
lowing sections to determine the scaling properties of the
quantum-critical, renormalized-classical, and quantum-
disordered regions.

The formal structure of the 1/N expansion has been
reviewed in the book by Polyakov®® (see also Refs. 67 and
68). The leading corrections arise from considering the
fluctuations of the A field about its saddle point. The con-
tribution to the staggered susceptibility, or equivalently
the propagator of the n, field, is given by the Feynman
graph in Fig. 4. This leads immediately to

g5? 1
N k2 + w2 +m2 + B(k,iwy)’

Xs(kyiw,) = (3.54)
where ¥ is the self-energy arising from the A fluctua-
tions. It is convenient to absorb the value of £(0,0) into
the mass m?; all our expressions for ¥ will therefore al-
ways include a subtraction which makes ¥(0,0) = 0. The
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Xu

FIG. 4. Feynman graph for the staggered and uniform sus-
ceptibilities to order 1/N. The solid line represents the n,
field and the dashed line represents the propagator of the A
field (polarization operator), where A is the Lagrange multi-
plier imposing the constraint.

leading contribution to X is

Y(k, twn)

- Go (qs ien)

2 d%q Go(k + q,iw,, + i€,)
=nT Z/ 4r? (g, i€n)

(3.55)
where 1/1I is the propagator of the A field
II(g, i€n)

—TZ/

Go(q + q1, i€n + 120)Go(q1,12),

(3.56)
]

K:1(T,mo) = — TZ/41r2II g i€n) (

These results for m?, K;, and K, will be quite useful in
subsequent sections.

Expressions for observables that depend upon x, can
now be obtained as before. In particular, the equal-time
staggered structure factor S(k) is given by

=T x(k,iwn). (3.63)

Using (3.54) we see that to order 1/N this can be rewrit-

ten as
Sk) _
So(k) ~

Yo [0m? + Z(k,iw,)|GE(k, iwn) |
So(k) ’

1+

(3.64)

1 9T(q,t€n)

11 935

and Gy is the propagator of the n; field at N = oo

1

Golkyiwn) = Gy or y -

(3.57)

It now remains to determine m2. The value of m? is
set by solving the constraint equation n} = 1, or

dk , 52
TZ/mXa(k;'Lwn) = F)

order by order in 1/N. At N = oo, the dependence of
mg on g and T is determined by solving the following
equation exactly:

gTZ/ —— Go(k,iwn) = 1.

This has of course already been done in the previous sub-
section. We represent the 1/N corrections to m? by dm?,
where m? = mZ + ém?. Upon examining the 1/N correc-
tions to (3.58) we find in a straightforward manner

(3.58)

(3.59)

Kl(T mo)
om? = -2 00 3.60
Ro(T, mo) (3.60)
where the constants K;, K, are
d2k . 2/ -
K1 (T,mo) = TZ oz 2k, iwn) GE (K, iwn),
2(T, mo) T}:/—Go (k,iwy)
_ 1 mo
= g coth (ZT) . (3.61)

Note that K;, K, depend only upon T and mg, and
do not depend directly upon the value of the coupling
g. Comparing (3.61) with (3.55), (3.56), and (3.57), the
expression for K; can be manipulated into the following:

— Go(q,9€,)K2(mo, T) ) . 3.62
o T2 | Gofq, i) Ka(mo, T) ) (3.62)
[
where Sy(k) is the structure factor at N = oo:
S(k)=g—§2TZG(k iwp) (3.65)
0 N2 olk,2wn). .

The correlation length, &, is defined by the pole of S(k)
in the complex k plane which is closest to the real k axis;
this pole is at k = ¢/£. From (3.63) it is clear that, at
any finite T, the poles of S(k) are simply the poles of
Xs(k,iwy,) for all w,. It is also clear that the pole closest
to the real axis is that associated with x,(k,iw, = 0).
The location of this pole can be simply determined from
(3.54) in a 1/N expansion. We find

1
6_1 =m+ mz(k = imo,iwn = 0).

(3.66)
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Finally, the residue of the pole in the structure factor,
which sets the overall scale for exponentially decaying
correlations, can be determined in a similar manner:

(1_‘ 62(k=imo,iwn=0)> 1

g5
Sk) = =~ k2 k2 4+ 62

k close to i€~ 1. (3.67)

The results for £ and S(k) will be of great use to us in
the subsequent sections.

Now we turn to a consideration of the 1/N corrections
to the static uniform susceptibility, x%*. This is a four-
point function of the n, field and the Feynman graphs
which contribute at order 1/N are shown in Fig. 4. The
evaluation of these graphs is, in principle, quite straight-
forward, but rather tedious. After some fairly lengthy
frequency summations, we obtained the following, sur-
prisingly compact result:

d?k ny

TZ/ 4m2 11 q,zwn)/47rz €k

K (T m(]

We will evaluate this expression in the later sections on
the different critical regimes.

Lastly, the 1/N corrections to the free-energy density,
F. The 1/N corrections to (3.14) arise from the func-
tional determinant of the integration over the X field. The
propagator of the A field is IT as defined in (3.56) and the
correction to the free energy in simply (1/2)Tr InIl. We
have therefore

k
f——Z/d [In(k? + w2 + m3)

Nm?
29

+ —ﬁ In[II(k, iwn)]| — (3.71)
Note that we have not included the 1/N correction to
the mass i(\) = m. This is because by construction
dF/d(\) = 0 at N = oco. This immediately implies that
the correction to (\) at order 1/N will modify F only at
relative order 1/NZ2. Thus may as well use (A} = mq to
compute F to order 1/N.

IV. QUANTUM-CRITICAL REGION

This section will present expressions for the scaling
functions in the quantum-critical region to order 1/N.
We will restrict our discussion here to the critical point at
g = g.. This point will be accessed by taking the z; — oo
limit from the ordered side. We will thus present explicit
results for the scaling functions ®,,(k,w,z; = o0) and
®,u(k,w,z1 = o0). Those for &,, and P2, can be ob-
tained immediately from (1.21).

An important issue that arises at the outset of any
calculation of universal scaling functions is that of proper
choice of an ultraviolet cutoff. In the preceding section,
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de
t !
Xi = / —i l:_znk —

nk (m - mo)] K3(T,mo),
€k
(3.68)

1/2

where the energy e = (k% + m2)!/? was introduced ear-

lier, ny, = n(ex) is the Bose function

1

n(e) = 8—5/7——1, (369)
and n}, = dn(ex)/dek, etc. (note that the symbol n is
used both for the Bose function and the nonlinear o
model field—the appropriate meaning should however be
clear from the context). The very first term in (3.68) is
identical to the N = oo result of (3.12), while the sec-
ond term arises from effective mass renormalization of
the N = oo graphs. The remaining 1/N corrections are
contained in the function K3(T, mo) which is given by

2 2 2
€ktq — €k T Wn 1

- (3.70)
(3,4 + €k +w2)? €2 4 w2

2.2
- 46k€k+q

[

we chiefly used a Pauli-Villars cutoff to obtain the value
of g.. However, we will see that g. does not explicitly
show up in 1/N corrections and we are therefore free to
choose the most convenient regularization scheme. All
of the computations in this section were performed with
two different cutoffs.

(a) Lattice cutoff: The n, field was placed on a square
lattice of spacing 1/A, but no restriction was placed on
the allowed values of the Matsubara frequencies w,. The
scaling functions were obtained in the limit A — co. By
construction, in this cutoff scheme relativistic invariance
is violated at short scales and is present only in the long-
distance theory at T = 0. Consequently, the T' = 0 spin-
wave velocity will be renormalized from its bare value,
and care will have to be taken to express the scaling
functions in terms of the fully renormalized spin-wave
velocity.

(b) Relativistic, hard cutoff: The momenta k, and fre-
quencies w,, carried by the n, field were restricted to sat-
isfy

k2 4+ w? < A% (4.1)
Unlike the previous cutoff, this scheme has full relativistic
invariance, and there will be no renormalization of the
bare T = 0 spin-wave velocity.

All of the remaining discussion in this section will use
the second, relativistic cutoff scheme; as a result we will
not have to consider explicitly the renormalization of the
spin-wave velocity. We emphasize however that all of our
numerical computations have been carried out with both
schemes. While many of the intermediate results of the
two schemes were different, the final results for the uni-
versal scaling functions were found to be identical. This
agreement provides strong support for the complete uni-
versality of the scaling functions, and makes it virtually
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certain that there are no numerical errors in our compu-
tations in the quantum critical region.

The basic strategy for obtaining the scaling functions
is straightforward. We evaluate x, and X, to order 1/N
as outlined in Sec. IIIB, and then invert Eqgs. (1.10a)
and (1.10b) to express Py, in terms of x,.. We will
also need in this procedure the T = 0 value of the ratio
NZ/p,. The structure of the T = 0 theory for g < g. is
discussed in Appendix D where we found

NZ  g5? NA
P AT A

where the number 7 = 8/(37%2N) will become the critical
exponent 7 defined in Sec. I.

We will begin by noting some of the significant issues
that arose in the evaluation of the results of Sec. IIIB in
the quantum-critical region. We will then proceed to a
statement of the results for the various scaling functions.

The first step was to develop a fast computer program
J

(4.2)
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for the rapid evaluation of II(g,i€,), in (3.56) for mo =
OT. Simple power counting shows that II is convergent
in the limit of the cutoff A — oo. However, it is not
clear a priori that it is valid to take the A — oo limit at
this early stage. The point is that subsequent integrals
will involve values of II(g,ie,) with g, €, itself of order
A. However, we have shown by a detailed consideration
of the relevant integrals that these potentially dangerous
contributions from IT cancel out in the final results for
all universal quantities. Thus we will fearlessly evaluate
II in the limit of an infinite cutoff.

The evaluation of II began with analytic determina-
tion of the integral over ¢; in (3.56). The summation
over w, was then performed by a direct numerical evalu-
ation. Terms up to some large value of w,, were explicitly
evaluated, and the remainder were summed by fitting to
an inverse power series in 1/w2 up to order 1/w8. A very
similar procedure was used to evaluate 9I1/8my. Finally
the results were checked against the following computed
asymptotic expressions:

H(q7 ifn) = 8(q2 +6%)1/2

_1_ OIl(q, i€y, ) _ V5

(g,€0)8

1 2 _ 2\@3731 _ 5
(2¢2 — ¢*)©°T2 1 6'y+0 T ,
@+

3w
¢ +e

- 4m0 E)mo

where

! oodz il

= = 2.324143543 17.
1=5 |, a3 24143543

(4.4)

Next, we evaluated the self-energy, ¥, and the constant
K3 defined in (3.70). It is not difficult to show from (4.3)
that both these quantities are logarithmically divergent
in the limit A — oo. Further the coefficient of In(A) can
be easily determined analytically. We numerically evalu-
ated the integral over the momenta and the summation
over the frequency for a fixed A and subtracted the known
In(A) term. The remainder was found to be independent
of A for large A, and was the required finite part of the
result. These computations yielded the following catalog

of useful results:
9T (k=0,iw=0) In A\  0.25266
k> =" T N
S(k =10,iw) = —0%yln <%) + ——-—-—0'2?\? 16,

T(k =10,iw =0) _ o A + 0.694 00
k> =1 T N "’

=T — =2 A

Y(k,w>1)=(k +@°) [nln T

N (R + 22 8
2ln(k +w )+ 97r2N] ,
Ks(T, mo = ("')T) _ —T[@z

A
T o n (7) +0.17800, (4.5)

where 3(k, iw) = X(Tk,iTw)/T?.

T3
"~ 8mOT (g2 + €2)2 + 402722 +0 ((q, e,,)s) ’

(4.3)

[

A little care is required in inferring the 1/N correction
to the mass m at ¢ = g.. The point is that the critical
coupling g. itself has 1/N corrections, and in addition to
the correction ém? in (3.60), there is an additional T-
independent shift to mg itself. Accounting for the 1/N
correction to the value of g., we find the following result
for m? at g = g.:

m? =m2 — K1(T,mo) — K1(0,0)
- 0 9

K>(T,mo)

(4.6)

where K;, K, are to be evaluated using (3.60), (3.61),
and (3.62) at mg = OT. The above result for m? differs
from that in Sec. III B by the T-independent correction
K,(0,0) which in fact ensures that §m?(T = 0) = 0, as
should be the case at the gapless critical point.

Now we need K1(T,mq = ©T). Simple power count-
ing in (3.62) shows that K is linearly divergent for large
A. Moreover, the linear A term is K;(0,0), which from
(4.6), must be subtracted out. However, upon using the
explicit results in (4.3) for II and 81I/8my in (3.62), one
finds that K; is in fact only logarithmically divergent.
The absence of any terms of order T/(g,€,)? (which are
allowed by naive power counting) in the asymptotic ex-
pansion of II was crucial in obtaining this surprising re-
sult. The dangerous T'/(g, €,)? terms are, in fact, present
at all values of mg other than ©T. Even for this special
value of mg, there is linear A contribution to K; from
g,€n of order A. However it was precisely these contri-
butions that were dropped when II was evaluated in the
limit of infinite cutoff. Since we are interested only in
K, (T, mo) — K1(0,0), we blithely neglect such contribu-
tions, and simply evaluate K; as defined in (3.62) using
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the values of II and 8II/8m, obtained above. The inte-
gral is only logarithmically divergent and can be evalu-
ated in a manner similar to ¥ and K3. At the end, we
obtained from this the needed result for m:
2 A) 0.21346

+ ==

m 2 2
il Inl =
0° +no n( N

i = (4.7)

We will now describe the universal scaling results
obtained by combining the above with the results of
Sec. IIIB. The factors of In(A) were found to cancel
out of all universal quantities.

A. Correlation length and structure factor

For the correlation length we obtained

1
T¢

0.2373)

~ (4.8)

The residue of the structure factor in the vicinity of the
pole in the complex k plane at /¢ is contained in the fol-

lowing result for the scaling function Z; of the structure
factor [defined in (1.28)]:

— 0.4415 1
El(k,OO) = (1 + ) - )
N & + X2(0)

for k near i X;(00). (4.9)
Our numerical results for the full scaling function
Ei(k,00) for real k are presented in Fig. 5. Analytic
forms can be obtained in the limit of large and small k:

_ 0.3697
E; ' (k, 00) = 0.860818 +

+k (0.864 674 — 0'—10\,7—9) , <1, (4.10)

2 (F.o0) = A=)/2) _ 4q

k .
PA=n/D) aymi * 7

(4.11)

1.2

™~
(1]

q/T

FIG. 5. Scaling function Z;(k, 0o) for the structure factor
in the quantum-critical region.
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This last result for the behavior of El(E,oo) for large k
required knowledge of the asymptotic properties of the
scaling function ®;, for the dynamic staggered suscepti-
bility discussed in Sec. IV C below; the constant Ag is
given in (4.17).

For experimental comparisons, it is convenient to ex-
press S(k) directly in terms of k€, where £ is the ac-
tual correlation length. From (1.27), (1.29), (4.10), and
(4.11), we obtain

S(k) = Ng (NEkgT\" V5 3 L 01925
B Ps 27p,s 2 (1+k2¢2)1/2 N
1-— (1—%) %kz, k€ < 1,
X (4.12)

(k€)™ 0.267
(1, 020) s

B. Uniform susceptibility

For the scaling function Q; [see (1.24)], of the static
uniform susceptibility we obtained

Qi (z1 = 00) = \/5111 (\/5; 1) [(1 B 0.6189)

T N

4
+—1.

4.13
5o, (4.13)

We have also performed Monte Carlo simulations of a
lattice version of the O(3) o model which are described
in Appendix C. This yielded ©;(o0) = 0.25 £ 0.04, in
good agreement with the above result.

C. Staggered susceptibility

We first describe some asymptotic limits of the two-
parameter scaling function ®4,(k,@, o). For small k we
have

_ 0.4830
Re®;}!(k,0,00) = ©7 (1 + )

N

+E (1 - 0'(;301) , E< 1. (4.14)

Our numerical accuracy is not sufficient to rule out zero
1/N correction to the coefficient of EZ; the small value
obtained for this correction appears to be accidental. At
large arguments we found

@7, (kiw,00) = (K + w"){l -5 n(E +%)

8 1 -
Z - k,w>1.
+n[ln<ﬂ)+3]}, yw >

(4.15)
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We expect that this logarithmic series can be exponen-
tiated. Performing the exponentiation, followed by an
analytic continuation to real frequencies we get finally

Aq

21,k 00) = —5——2*——, kE,@>1, (416
fm00) = (4.16)
where the universal number Agq is given by
8 1
Ag=1-n|ln{ = = 4.17
estmala(G)es]

to order 1/N.

We turn finally to the determination of the scaling
function ®,,(k,w, co) for arbitrary k, @. As analytic eval-
uation is clearly impossible, we will have to resort to nu-
merical computations. Moreover, as it is not easy to ana-
lytically continue numerical data, we will perform the nu-
merical computations directly at real frequencies. There
are some interesting issues which arise from the interplay
between the analytic continuation, finite-temperature ef-
fects, and ultraviolet divergences. These issues do not

]
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appear to have been discussed elsewhere before, and it
appears worthwhile to present some details.

Our strategy will be as follows: we will start with the
key observation that to order 1/N ImX is free of ultravi-
olet divergences and that

Im® ! (k,@, 00) = ImT(k, ). (4.18)
Therefore Im®],! can be obtained by a direct evaluation
of (4.18). All ultraviolet divergences and A dependences
are in fact in the real part of self-energy. Next we note
that ®,! is analytic as a function of @ in the upper-
half frequency plane. However, we will find that because
Im®;}' ~ w? for large-w, its Kramers-Kronig transform is
not convergent and cannot be directly used to obtain the
real part. Instead, we will use the analytic information
contained in the large-w behavior in (4.15) to perform an
appropriate subtraction, and take the Kramers-Kronig
transform of the remainder.

First some details on the evaluation of ImX. From the
results for ¥ in Sec. III B, we obtain after and analytically
continuation to real frequencies

_— 1 I Al 1 _ =
Im¥(k,w) = ywy /qu/(; dﬂlm(n—(q’—ﬁ) ——[Ing+x — "ald(@ — [Egix — )

€a+k

+(1+ ngyg — ng)d(@ — egx — Q). (4.19)

Here & = (l_(2 +©2)Y/2 & > 0 (ImX is an odd function of @), ngz = n(€z) is the Bose function, and there is no cutoff
in the g integration. The propagator 1/II(g, Q) is simply 1/II in rescaled variables. Thus from (3.56) we get ImII:

— 1 1
Imll(g, @) = - / 5 —

Ei’—+ €gq

where Q > 0 (ImII is an odd function of Q), and there
is no cutoff in the 7 integration. The real part Rell
can be obtained by a Kramers-Kronig transform of ImII
(the frequency integral is free of ultraviolet divergences),
which can then be used to determine Im(1/II). Note all
of the integrals above defining ImY are pure numbers
and amenable to a direct numerical evaluation, which we
undertook. The presence of § functions in the integrand
considerably speeded up the numerical computations.

Next, we turn to Re®],'. We deduce from (4.15) that
for momenta k fixed, but @ — co we must have

Red;! = g[wz Inw? — A5'%? — p1 (k) In@?]

+”2(E) +ee,

Im®;}! = —?sgnw [w2 —pr(k)+--1], (4.21)
where the functions g, 2(k) are unknown. We fit the
numerically computed Im®};! to the above asymptotic

form, and thence obtained (k). Then we defined the
function P(k,w) by

[|”§+E - nﬁlﬁ(ﬁ - l€ﬁ+i —&l)+(1+ Mgkt n§)5(§ — €4k — &),

(4.20)

P(k,®) = Im®](k, @) + %sgn(m) @2 — 1 ().
(4.22)

The terms on the right-hand side have been chosen so
that P falls off sufficiently fast at large @ for its Kramers-
Kronig transform to be well defined. Then, using the an-
alyticity of ]! in the upper-half plane, we can conclude

P(EQ) Ni—27,. —2
Q-3 +2[w Inw

—Aalwz — w1 (k) In@?] + pa(k);

(4.23)

Re®}!(k,@) = 'P/ %r(_l_

this determines Re®y}!(k,@) up to the additive
frequency-independent function uz(k). Finally, ps(k)
was fixed by evaluating Re®},!(k,@ = 0) by an indepen-
dent method: we determined it directly from expression
(3.55)—unlike the computations just discussed, the fre-
quency sums were evaluated by a direct summation along
the imaginary frequency axis and a straightforward nu-
merical evalutation of the relevant Feynman integrals.
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This completes our discussion of the derivation
®,,(k,w,00). The numerical computations are summa-
rized in Fig. 3.

One important feature of Fig. 3, which has not been
discussed so far, is the behavior of Im®,, at small fre-
quencies. This can be determined directly from expres-
sions (4.19) and (4.20) for Im¥. We found

— _ 1 302
Im®,,(k =0,w,00) ~ N P (—ﬁ) , (4.24)
while
2
Im®,,(|©| < k,00) ~ %,—’w'exp (——3‘—%) . (4.25)

These peculiar singularities are probably artifacts of
large-N expansion, because they arise from the strong
contraints imposed by the § functions in (4.19) and (4.20)
and the difficulty in satisfying them at small momenta; in
other words energy-momentum conservation drastically
reduces the phase space for emission-absorption of spin

waves with the spectrum @ = (Ez + ©2)1/2. Actually, for
self-consistent calculations, we have to include the damp-
ing of intermediate excitations, which lifts the restrictions
imposed by the ¢ functions. This should probably give
Im® ~ @ for small @, as in naive expectations. Note
that in an exactly solvable (1+ 1)-dimensional model of a
quantum phase transition, where analogous scaling func-
tions can be computed, no such singularities appear.%®

D. Local susceptibility and NMR relaxation

Having obtained scaling results for the staggered sus-
ceptibility, we can now easily obtain properties of the lo-
cal susceptibility x. The scaling function, Fj, for Imyx
was defined in (1.31). We determined F; by perform-
ing the integration in (1.32) numerically. Our result for
N = 3 was shown in Fig. 6. From our numerical compu-
tation we find for small frequencies

Fi(@) = sgn(@) oo, Bl <1 (426)
The power of W at small @ is fixed by the requirement
that Im(x(w)) ~ w for small w. For large @, we use the
large k, @ result for ®;, in (4.15), and (1.32) to deduce
that
J

F(T)—-F(0) =

T/

2 83
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_N / dwd’k [m(k2 +w?) — % In[8(k? + w?)] + —-ﬂ"—] .

0.25

0.00

o/T
FIG. 6. Scaling function F;(w, o) for the imaginary part
of the local susceptibility in the quantum-critical region. The
oscillations at large @ are due to a finite step size in the mo-
mentum integration.

1 a2k A
Fi(@) = ——/—— Q

i ) 4 7 gy
A @) [ kdk
_ Ao (7_7_71) sgn(@) vd]
4 2 @|7 Jo (@* —k)1-n/2
Agsin(mn/2)  _
- simn/2) 1. 4.27
—sen(@) 2, ol > (4.27)

Thus F;(w) tends to a universal constant for large .
From (1.36) and (4.26) we find that the scaling function
Ry (z;) for the NMR relaxation in (1.35) satisfies

0.06

E. Specific heat

We consider evaluation of the expression (3.71) for the
free-energy density F at g = g.. We will of course only
be interested in F(T') — F(0) which is finite as A — oo.

We will need the value of II(k,iw) at T = 0. From the
result (4.3)

1

II(k, 7 0= ———— %
( 71:(0)‘7’—0 8(q2+w2)1/2’

q,w < A. (4.29)

Using this result, and the representation (3.36) for g. we
get from (3.71)

[In(k2 + w2 +md) + leln[n(k,iwn)]]

2

Px (4.30)

Repeated applications of Poisson summation formula®® simplifies this result to

F(T) — F(0) = NT / djrk [m(

+t5 Z — ln (S(w + k2)Y210(k, zw,,

— e VERRT) Z_II_V. In (1- e—lwr)]

(4.31)

N d3P P2+m?\ mi
In P2 P2 ’
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All the integrals and summations in this last expres-
sion can be shown to be finite in the limit A — oo after
using the asymptotic expansion of II in (4.3). The ab-
sence of any terms of order T/(q,€,)? in (4.3) is again
quite crucial; the structure of the T3 term in (4.3) is also
such that all potentially dangerous In(A) terms cancel.
The frequency summation and momentum integration in
(4.31) were performed numerically and led to a result
proportional to T'3. We then evaluated the specific heat
and obtained

4

3 (00) = -51‘1 — 0.3344. (4.32)

V. RENORMALIZED CLASSICAL REGION

We now proceed to the calculation of the scaling func-
tions in the region where the ground state is ordered
(9 < g.) and the temperature satisfies NkpT < 2mp,,
i.e., 1 < 1. Under these conditions, the Josephson cor-
relation length &7 ~ p;! is much smaller than he/kpT.
At the shortest scales, the antiferromagnet possesses
D = 2 + 1 critical spin fluctuations which continue to
be described by the scaling function ®,, in (1.37). The
crossover to the Goldstone region (see Fig. 2) occurs at
scales k{y ~ 1 (w€s/c ~ 1). In this regime, the dynamics
is governed by rotationally averaged spin-wave fluctua-
tions about a Néel-ordered ground state. We will focus
in this section on the second crossover (Fig. 2), which
occurs at the correlation length £ [£ > &7, ic/(kBT)] to
a fully disordered antiferromagnet. At scales larger than
&, all correlations decay exponentially in space and the
low-energy dynamics is purely relaxational. For a quali-
tative description, one can neglect quantum effects in the
vicinity of this crossover, and study a simplified, purely
classical version of the problem—the classical lattice ro-
tor model.'> We will see, however, that for a complete
quantitative description, quantum effects cannot be ne-
glected at any k.

A detailed study of the staggered spin correlations
in the renormalized-classical region was performed by
Chakravarty et al.!? in the framework of the perturba-
tive renormalization-group (RG) approach for a classical
rotor model. In this approach, one starts the description
at relatively short spatial and time scales where there
is a perfect short-range Néel order, and one can distin-
guish between the longitudinal and transverse suscepti-
bilities. At these short scales, the thermal coupling con-
stant g7 = kpT/p,, which measures the strength of ther-
mal fluctuations, is small (notice that in two dimensions,
gr is a dimensionless quantity). One then performs RG
calculations to see how gr grows at larger scales. The
scale where the running coupling constant becomes of
the order of unity is identified with the inverse correla-
tion length £. At larger scales, perturbative approach
is unapplicable but it is assumed”%!2 that ¢ is the only
large scale in the problem and the behavior at k < £~ is
not very different from that at k = £~1. This assumption
has been explicitly verified by the Bethe ansatz solution
of the O(3) o model in two dimensions.”
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The 1/N expansion, which we use here, attacks the
same problem but from a different perspective. We start
with the Green’s function which satisfies the mean-field
equation for the saddle point. The structure of the
saddle-point equation in Sec. III A shows that the sym-
metry remains unbroken at all finite 7. The mean-field
solution has a gap for quasiparticle excitations which we
identified, at N = oo, with the inverse correlation length.
In other words, the correlation length is finite from the
very beginning. An obvious consequence is that the spin
susceptibilities are isotropic functions in the spin space:
Xij(g,w) o &;;. This is indeed what we expect from the
true scaling functions in 2D antiferromagnet at finite T
[Eq. (1.10a)]. On the other hand, the temperature de-
pendences of observables are not necessarily correctly re-
produced by the infinite N theory. We will show below
that the perturbative 1/N expansion for z; <« 1 is ac-
tually an expansion in 1/(N — 2)Inz,. We assume that
the logarithmic terms can be exponentiated; the 1/N ex-
pansion thus yields corrections in the form of extra pow-

ers of temperature: xi/ N-2) For N = 3, the power
1/(N —2) =1, and there will be substantial changes in
the temperature dependences of the observables, and in
particular, of the correlation length.

Most of our results for the staggered dynamic suscep-
tibility agree with the results of the RG treatment for
the classical lattice rotor model (some minor discrepan-
cies with Chakravarty et al.? are found however). We
are also able to go beyond previous results and obtain ex-
plicit expressions for various prefactors and scaling func-
tions up to the two-loop level. For the uniform suscepti-
bility, we have calculated the temperature dependence of
X5 in a quantum antiferromagnet and found a linear T'
dependence at low T, with a universal slope. We empha-
size that the temperature dependence of X' is a purely
quantum effect. It was absent in previous studies of the
classical lattice rotor model'*''? which had (for N = 3)

st af = x1(0ap — (nang)) = %xltsaﬁ (x. is the trans-
verse susceptibility at T' = 0).

We now proceed to a more detailed discussion of 1/N
expansion. As in the quantum-critical region, we will
use the result (4.2) for the value of NZ/p, at T = 0, to
provide a counterterm for the In A contributions to the
universal function ®,,. However, unlike the quantum-
critical region, temperature no longer sets the overall
scale for fluctuations, and we find it useful to introduce
a function ®,,(k,w) related to ®;, by

&1, (k,w) = (%)2 (Jgfrf)"él,(z,w). (5.1)

In terms of this function

Xs (k,w) = JZ—:? $1.(k, w). (5.2)

Next, at z; < 1, the typical frequencies w ~ c£~! are
much smaller than kgT/k and equal-time structure fac-
tor S(q) is simply related to ®;,(k,w = 0):



_ Z/ Imx,(k,w)dw
T J oo w

ksTNG =
- ¥1ls

8

=kpTxs(k,w =0) = (k,w =0). (5.3)

The result for &, to order 1/N follows from (3.10) and
(4.2):

& (k,w) = [1 —7nln (1]\6[;\ )]
x (k* + w? + m® + B(k,w)),

(5.4)

where self-energy and mass renormalization terms (m? =
m2 + §m?) are to be calculated as in Sec. IIIB.

We will now describe, in outline, the computations to
order 1/N for €, m, and the structure factor. We will then
proceed, in the subsequent subsections, to present more
precise and detailed results for these and other static and
dynamic observables.

At N = oo, we have from (3.27)

N=o0
mo = l_c£ exp (-—%—> , (5.5)

hc
where pV= is given by (3.25). We emphasize that my
is expressed here in terms of the ' = 0 spin-stiffness
constant p, computed at N = co. There are however 1/N
corrections at T' = 0 as well, and the fully renormalized p,
indeed differs from (3.25). When reexpressed in terms of
the total p, at T = 0, mg by itself acquires a correction of
the order of 1/N; this correction will be important later
as a counterterm for the leading ultraviolet divergence of
m=1/¢.

At N = oo, the value of the correlation length, &, is
given simply by £ = 1/my. Comparing Eq. (3.27) with
the results of previous perturbative approaches, we see
that neither the numerical factor in the exponent nor the
temperature dependence of the prefactor in £ agree with
the results of the two-loop RG analysis of Chakravarty
et al.'? As we already discussed above, this is not sur-
prising because their analysis was done for the particular
case of N = 3. The two-loop 8 function for arbitrary
N was first calculated by Brezin and Zinn-Justin?® in
a perturbative expansion about the ordered state, and
their result for the correlation length is

¢ fe (kBT(N-2) ”“‘“”ex 21p,
ksT 270, PAV —2)ksT )

(5.6)

At N = oo, this expression coincides with mg, as
it should. Further, if we formally expand the rhs
of (5.6) in 1/N, we find terms of the form [1/(N —
2)]1n[kgT/(hecmy)] and [1/(N — 2)]ln[ln(kgT/kcmo)].
We therefore anticipate that the same terms should ap-
pear in the 1/N expansion. This is indeed what we found
in our calculations, as we now demonstrate.

We first observe that all In(kgT/hcmg) terms in the
1/N expansion come from integration over spatial scales
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which are much larger than the scale set by the temper-
ature. Accordingly, performing the calculations with the
logarithmic accuracy, we can restrict the evaluation of ¥
and dm? to a classical lattice rotor model; this implies
that we restrict the summation over w to the contribu-
tion at w = 0 only and set kgT'/Ac as the upper cutoff in
the momentum integration. This substantially simplifies
the calculations and we easily obtain from (3.56)

M(g,0) = — BT 9t V@+ami o
’ nq+/q% + 4m 2mg

Substituting this expression into (3.55), performing the
integration, and using (5.5) for mo, we obtain

k? In[kpT/(hcmy)]
Yko= =X+, A= , (5.8
k0 = 70 kTt k In[VAZ + mZo/mo)] (5.8)

where dots stand for the terms of higher order in 1/N,
nonlogarithmic classical contributions, and for quantum
contributions. Note that as written, (5.8) is valid only for
k > my; for k = O(my), we have with the logarithmic
accuracy A\ = A, = In[kgT/(ficmo)]. We now substitute
(5.8) into (3.61) and, using the smallness of hicmo/kpT,
obtain after some algebra

2
dm? = ™o | _41n kT

SInA| + -
N hemg [ O Am| T

(5.9)

Next, we have to show that (i) the actual expansion
holds in 1/(N — 2) rather than in 1/N and (ii) the log-
arithmic series are geometrical and therefore can be ex-
ponentiated. In principle, to prove any of these state-
ments, one has to examine the structure of the pertur-
bative expansion up to infinite order in 1/N. This is a
rather difficult problem to analyze and we will be content
with demonstrating that both expectations are consistent
with the perturbative results up to order 1/N2. Specifi-
cally, we computed 1/N? logarithmic corrections to Xy o.
The computational procedure is tedious but straightfor-
ward. We followed the general procedure described by
Polyakov:%® we identified various regions of virtual mo-
menta which contribute to X o with logarithmic accu-
racy and, evaluating the integrals, obtained:

1 2
24+ = k2 il L.
+ Xk0 k[1+N(1+N+ )ln)\k
1

+Wln2)"°+'“

= B2V V-2 (5.10)
precisely as we anticipated. We did not perform 1/N?
calculations for §m?2, but it is very likely that the expan-
sion for the mass is similar to that for X 0. We assume
that this is the case, and assemble the 1/N corrections to
m? into logarithmic and double logarithmic series. This
yields
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2
2 kT
1- N—2ln(ﬁcmo)

_ (kpT 2 hemg\ 2V/(V-2) NN ‘11
(25 (=) Q)3 (5.11)
In writing the last line we also assumed that the value
of mo in double logarithmic terms can be replaced by
the total mass m. The verification of this assumption
requires a computation of finite contributions to order
1/N? which we did not perform. We now assemble the
contributions in (5.4), (5.10), and (5.11) and obtain
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This agrees with the two-loop RG result (5.6).
(5.12) and (5.3), the equal-time structure factor is

From

S(k) x 62 (kBT(N _ 2)

(N-1)/(N-2)
27 p, )

{1+ L1 + (k€)?}/ V-2
X 1+ (ké)?

(5.14)

For N = 3, this coincides with the result of Chakravarty
et al.l?

A—l /(N=2) An advantage of the 1/N expansion is that we can go
le(k w=0)x __2___2_, (5.12) further than (5.12)—(5.14) and calculate not only loga-
k2 + &~ rithmic contributions in 1/N, but also the regular ones.
where with logarithmic accuracy For this type of calculation, the classical approximation
1/(N—-2) is not sufficient and one has to consider the full quantum
€ ke kT (N —2) problem. The computations are lengthy but straightfor-
ksT 2mps ward. We will skip the details here: interested readers
can obtain a fuller description of the intermediate steps
x exp | — 2mps ) (5.13) directly from the authors. We will list here only a catalog
(N —2)ksT of the results similar to Eq. (4.5):
J
kT 4 kT 2
= - = —Ilnln — —((3In2-1+C +0.3841) |, 5.15
m? = Zm2 |1 Nl hcm0+Nnnﬁcm0+N( n +C+ )] (5.15)
. _ 2 ksT 2
mg + E(k = Zmo,O) =27 lmg [1 - = ln In o - N03841] ,
0%X(k — 0,0) ksT 2
it A — —0.3518],
1+ = z [1 + 1 o+ y
2 kT 1.9561
2 -1 2|7 _ L hd il 5=
2+ 2(k>»¢€¢1,0)=Zk [1 ln (1+ In[1 + (k) ]) Nln In Feme + N ] )
8% (k = img,0) _ _ _, kT | 0.2385
1- o5z =71 l In Froma ~ |
NA ksT 0.9561
Z = ( +nln — 165 ) [1 - nln Fema N ] . (5.16)
f
Here C is the Euler constant C ~ 0.5772. As before, where £y has a rather simple form
we use these results to evaluate universal functions for 3ln2—14C
various observables. Eo=1-— u——*'_), (5.18)

A. Correlation length and equal-time
structure factor

We start with the scaling function for the correlation

length. From (5.15) and (5.16), we find

B e \ (ksT(N —2)\Y*2
¢=b (kBT) ( 27p, )

X exp (—

2mp,
e Z)kBT) . G

N

The same result was recently obtained in a different
way by Hasenfratz and Niedermayer.?®> They deduced ¢
by comparing the free energy of the Heisenberg antifer-
romagnet in moderate magnetic fields with the Bethe
ansatz solution for the O(N) o model.”>”® Moreover,
they argued on the basis of the numerical analysis, that
the 1/N result for &g is in fact the first term in the 1/N
expansion for

[

€0 = (g)l/ N iy —2), (5.19)
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where ['(---) is the y-function. The numerical evidence
for (5.19) is rather convincing and we will use (5.19) for
the experimental comparisons in Sec. VII.

Further, the equal-time structure factor is given by
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kgT N —2)kgT\ V-2
s =2 (327) (5™

(5.3) and using (5.16) we obtain x &2 (1 + %g) , (5.21)
S(k) =S(0) f(k .
(k) (0) £(k€), (5.20) and f(k€) is a universal scaling function introduced first
where by Chakravarty et al.,'? for which we obtain
J
0.065
1 1+ T(k{)z, k< 1,
f(kE) = —F—=5 X _ 1/(N-2) (5.22)
1+ (k€)? % (1 _ 9__11\]&) (1 + %ln[l + (kﬁ)z]) el k< 6L

At k€ > 1, i.e., in the “Goldstone” region, (5.20) re-
duces to

S(k) =

kBT Ng (N"l). (5.23)

psk? N

For N = 3 this agrees with the result obtained by
Chakravarty et al.!? [their definition for S(k) differs from
ours by a factor of N]. Clearly, Eq. (5.23) is nothing but
the rotationally averaged result for the Néel-ordered anti-
ferromagnet. In the ordered state, there are N —1 gapless
transverse spin waves which contribute to the low-energy
part of S(k) and one longitudinal component of fluctua-
tions which has a finite gap and does not contribute at
low energies. Rotational averaging then gives a factor
(N —1)/N, as in (5.23).

Though our results are very similar to the scaling the-
ory,'? we observe that the two limits in (5.22) cannot
be assembled into the single one-parameter interpolation
form for f(k&) suggested by Tyc et al.'® This is not sur-
prising however because the one-parameter scaling func-
tion was introduced as a convenient, but approximate
way to interpolate between k€ > 1 and k€ < 1, where
the behavior of S(k) is known from the hydrodynamic
considerations.

Further, we emphasize that p, and Ny in (5.21) are the
fully renormalized spin-stiffness and sublattice magneti-
zation at T = 0. Only in this case, all ultraviolet In A
divergences in 1/N corrections to { and S(k) are canceled
out. Finally, in obtaining the universal functions (5.17)
and (5.22), we actually did not use the condition p, < J.
It thus appears that at least to first order in 1/N, the uni-
versal behavior holds for arbitrary p,, i.e., in the whole
renormalized classical region. This is a remarkable prop-
erty of the quantum o model, and the arguments that
the universality at all g may hold at arbitrary N were el-
egantly displayed in the analyses of Hasenfratz et al.25:2¢
In any event, this implies that our results for the renor-
malized classical region, which were obtained in a theory
valid near ¢ = g., are in fact valid at small T for all

9 < ge-

B. Uniform susceptibility

We turn next to the calculation of the static uni-
form susceptibility. The expression for x, valid at arbi-

[
trary x; was given in (3.68) and (3.70). In the renor-
malized classical region, it is convenient to introduce
®,, = kBT ®1,(0,0,z;) such that

2
X (0,0) = (%’3) &1

We then use n,,, = kgT/hcmg, and obtain for 1.

(5.24)

Bru = B, — K5 — —5 (m® —m}), (5.25)

0
where ®$2, given in (3.13), is the contribution at N = oo

and the remaining terms are 1/N corrections. For ®$2
we have

~ d%k kgT kgT
q,oo — _ fi.c 2 haihipoy ) - 2B .
lu 2(he) an2 ™ (ln kemg + 1)

(5.26)

Using the expression for mg at small z;, we can rewrite
the N = oo result for x2* as

2
s (op8) (2, 1
Xu - ( ﬁ ) <le + WCZkBT)’

where x, = p,c? is the transverse susceptibility. We
see that in the limit of vanishing temperature, x2' is
precisely the rotationally averaged uniform susceptibil-
ity of the ordered antiferromagnet. This is likely to be
the exact result, and we expect that all 1/N corrections
at T = 0 can be assembled into the renormalization of
XL- On the other hand, the temperature dependence of
X:¥ is a purely quantum effect [it is entirely due to the
second term in (5.26)] and 1/N corrections to dx3t/dT
are indeed possible. We also observe that the slope of
X2 versus T at N = oo is twice as large as in the mean-
field Schwinger boson approach.®!:7¢ This is not surpris-
ing however, because the mean-field Schwinger boson the-
ory is the N = oo limit for a o model of the N-component
complez unit field defined on the CPY~1 manifold. This
model is isomorphic to O(3) o model only at a particular
value of N = 2 and there is no reason why the N — oo

(5.27)
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limits of the two theories should be the same. One of the
main technical points of this paper is that the 1/N cor-
rections in the O(NN) theory are numerically quite small,
making it a superior approach to make precise numerical
predictions. _

The corrections to ®,,, were computed in the same way
as for the correlation length and equal-time structure fac-
tor. We skip the details of calculations and discuss only
the results. As before, we found that all divergent contri-
butions in the ultraviolet are canceled out when the result
is expressed in terms of the fully renormalized transverse
susceptibility at T = 0. We have explicitly checked that
there are no other corrections at T' — 0 besides the renor-
malization of x). Moreover, we did not find any loga-
rithmic corrections to the temperature dependent part of
x5 which might have changed the power of the leading
T-dependent correction. This result is likely to be valid
to arbitrary order in 1/N although the proof is lacking.
At the same time, we did find the finite correction to the
®,, and our result for 2 valid to order 1/N is

st _ g/,L_B2 _2_ N -2\ kgT
X"_(h) [NX'L+( N mc?

The renormalization factor, (N — 2)/N, of the linear T
term is likely to be correct to all orders in 1/N. The argu-
ment is that in the XY case (N = 2), the spin-wave anal-
ysis for x%! is free from divergences”® and predicts a cubic,
rather than linear dependence on T' x5! = x5¢(0)+O(T3).
We also note that for N = 3, the renormalization factor is
1/3 and the slope of x5t is therefore significantly reduced
from the N = oo result and now differs substantially from
the slope of x= in the quantum critical regime. We will
use this later in Sec. VII for the interpretation of the
experimental data.

. (5.28)

C. Dynamic staggered structure factor

The calculations of the dynamic susceptibility proceed
along the same lines as in Sec. IV. We use integral rep-
resentation of the polarization operator continued to the
real axis, and compute the retarded self-energy. The cal-
culations are rather lengthy, so we skip the details and
focus only on the results: details of the intermediate steps
can be obtained directly from the authors. At k& > 1,
we obtained

N —1 (he)®NEg p¥ 1
N Ps  Ps €h— (WHiTkw)?
(5.29)

Xs(kaw) =

where ex = (hick)?(k2+£72), 2 = p*/x% . We have intro-
duced here the k-dependent spin stiffness, p*, and spin
susceptibility, x% , which are values of these observables
at the momentum scale k. In the present 1/N expansion,
they are given by

Je = (N = 2)ksT

, o (5.30)

[g Foin(1+ (kg)Z)]
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and

N/(N-2)
2 N-2 (pF
E _ 24 (s
X1 =X1 [N N (Pa) ] . (5.31)

The dimensionless, numerical variable o was found, to
first order in 1/N, to be p = 1 and independent of the ra-
tio of w/kck as long as this ratio is less than 1. Equation
(5.30) (with ¢ = 1) coincides with the one-loop result
for the running spin-stiffness inferred from the RG equa-
tion for the static coupling constant.!? It was suggested
by Tyc et al.'3 that the two-loop corrections may lead to
o # 1. In our approach, the same is likely to happen from
higher-order terms in the 1/N expansion; dependence of
o on the ratio w/Ack is also possible. Furthermore, we
have checked that Eq. (5.31) coincides with the pertur-
bative result for the transverse susceptibility measured
on the momentum scale k (and frequency scale ck). The
first term in (5.31) is the exact result at T' = 0, which we
already obtained in the previous subsection. The second
term (which, we emphasize, is also a classical contribu-
tion) actually accounts for the difference between trans-
verse and longitudinal susceptibility measured at finite
momentum and frequency. In this situation, we probe
the system at finite spatial and time scales where the
system appears Néel ordered. The temperature depen-
dence of this term for N = 3 is the same as in the scaling
approach!? and, in fact, can be deduced directly from the
diagrammatic expression of x5 in Sec. IIIB if k and w
are both small but finite.

The 1/N result for the damping rate 'y;/ N

Y

7 hegk (N —2)ksT\* (| k5T
Tew = 3N 2 ke 2mpk hek )’

is given by

(5.32)

where 7, (=1 for on-shell excitations) is a smooth func-
tion of the ratio w/cxk. This result for the damping rate
agrees with the lowest-order perturbative calculations by
Tyc and Halperin.”® They, however, have shown that the
logarithmic dependence on the quasiparticle momentum
k in (5.32) is actually an artifact of the Born approxi-
mation. Significant corrections to the self-energy term
arise from the damping of intermediate excitations. Ne-
glecting this damping is a legitimate approximation only
if the damping rate is smaller than the energy of the
incoming quasiparticle. Let us define the momentum
scale for intermediate states, g,,, such that v, = €.
Clearly then, the lowest-order calculations are valid for
g < @m, but damping of intermediate states must be
included for ¢ > ¢,,. A simple estimate based on Eq.
(5.32) yields g, ~ k(p¥/T)2. A careful consideration”®
then demonstrated that g,, has to be taken as the upper
cutoff in the momentum integral leading to (5.32), and
k-dependent logarithm in (5.32) has to be substituted by
the self-consistent expression

2mpk )2

kgT 2
—_— — =7 . (5.3
In ok —Ingn,/k = 1n [ﬂ_ ((N—2)kBT (5.33)
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The self-consistent result is then

r hepk _ ((N - 2)kBT)2
Yew = _2—“,;—
pk

2N 2k
2mpk

x [2 In N —2%aT (5.34)

N 1‘] ,
where jg ., (=1 for on-shell excitations) is a smooth func-
tion of the ratio w/crk, which generally differs from 7,
and I is a pure number of order unity.

We return to consideration of the dynamic suscepti-
bility x,(k,w) but now at momenta other than k{ > 1.
At k€ ~ 1 the naive 1/N expansion is not terribly use-
ful because the scale g, ~ O(£7!), and the damping
of intermediate excitations cannot be neglected at any
momentum. We have therefore little to add here to the
results of Refs. 12 and 76 who used the dynamic scaling
hypothesis” to study this region. The content of this
hypothesis is that there is only one large spatial scale
in the problem, namely the correlation length, and the
damping of excitations becomes comparable to the real
part of the spectrum at k{ = O(1). Indeed, if we use our
result (5.34) for vk .,, which is strictly speaking valid only
for k€ > 1, and extend it down to k€O(1), this is pre-
cisely what happens The ratio vk . /€x, which behaves
as (T/p*)?Inp*/T at large k¢, becomes of the order of
unity at the scale of k€ = O(1). This happens because
p¥ in (5.30) is renormalized substantially downward at
small k and eventually becomes ~ kgT.™®

Notice also that x% tends to a finite value as k ap-
proaches zero. As a result, ¢, decreases with k, and for
k& = O(1), we have ¢ ~ ¢/kgT/2mp, independent of
N. This last result illustrates an important feature of
the 1/N expansion in the renormalized-classical region.
The N-independent result for ¢ is inconsistent with our
earlier N = oo analysis in Sec. III A which is completely
Lorentz invariant and has a T-independent value of c.
This apparent contradiction is a consequence of the non-
commutativity of the T — 0 and N — oo limits. The
key point is that the T' = 0 static uniform susceptibility
in the O(N) ¢ model scales as O(I/N) [Eq. (5.28)] and
therefore vanishes at N = oco. In view of this, one has
to proceed to the next order in the expansion over 1/N
(as we did) to check that there is indeed a breakdown of
Lorentz invariance at small but finite T'.

D. NMR relaxation

The assumption about the functional form of x,(k,w)
at small k is a key ingredient which makes possible the
calculation of the antiferromagnetic contribution to the
spin-lattice relaxation rate. Using the definition of 1/T}
in (1.34) and performing the integration in (5.29), we
obtain

1, AING 3)”2 s)
T, " (N-2)h he
5 ((N - 2)kBT>N/(2N“’)

, 5.35
2y (5.35)
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where A is a numerical factor whose calculation requires
us to know the precise form of x,(k,w) at k{ = O(1).
The functional form of 1/T}, in (5.35) is identical to that
obtained by Chakravarty and Orbach?” on the basis of
the scaling approach of Chakravarty et al. They also
estimated the value of numerical factor to be ANZ ~ 0.61
(for N = 3) by fitting the scaling forms of Chakravarty
et al.'? and Tyc et al.'® to the numerical simulations on
a classical lattice rotor model.

E. Specific heat

A simple inspection of the free energy (3.71) in the
renormalized classical regime shows that the dominant
contribution to F(T) — F(0) comes from the region of
magnon frequencies comparable with the temperature.
In this region, mg in (3.71) can be neglected compared
to k2 + w?, and we obtain

2ps 1

Ik,iw) = 7 3%

(5.36)
The free energy (3.71) is then easily seen to be precisely
the same as that of a gas of N — 1 gapless Bose degrees of
freedom. By definition, (1.10c), ¥1(T — 0) is a measure
of the number of such modes in the ground state. We
have therefore

=N-1.

Uiz < 1) (5.37)

It can be shown using the above results that z;-

dependent corrections to ¥, are suppressed by a factor
-1 / z
e .

VI. QUANTUM-DISORDERED REGION

The section will present computations of 1/N correc-
tions to the staggered susceptibility. We will not compute
1/N corrections to the uniform susceptibility and the spe-
cific heat: both these quantities are suppressed by factors
of e=2/(ksT) 3t low temperatures, and are well described
by the N = oo theory in Sec. IIIA2—1/N corrections
will lead to innocuous numerical prefactors.

As in the previous sections, the computations will be
carried out with a relativistic cutoff scheme which re-
stricts w2 + g2 < A%. We will begin with a description of
results at T = 0, followed by a discussion of the finite T'
corrections.

A. T=0

An immediate simplification here is that all correla-
tors are completely relativistic. In fact, as the ultraviolet
cutoff is also relativistic, this is also true at frequencies
and momenta of the order of A. All Green’s functions
are therefore dependent only upon a relativistic three-
momentum Q, related to the usual momentum, g, and
real frequency, w, by
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Q%= ¢ — (w+ie) (6.1)
Here ¢ is a positive infinitesimal.

An important feature of x,(Q) has already been dis-
cussed in Sec. II B: there is a perfect spin-1 quasiparticle
pole at w = /¢ + AZ. From (3.54) we deduce that the
residue, A at this pole is (to order 1/N)

_95 O%(Q* = -A?)

We turn therefore to an evaluation of ¥. This will be
obtained from the results of Sec. III B evaluated at T = 0
with mo = A. From (3.56) it is easy to obtain the exact
result for IT

ne) = 4—1r122—arctan (5%) .

Next, (3.55) can be reduced to a one-dimensional integral

for £(Q):

(6.2)

(6.3)

1 [AP4PT] 1 (P+Q)*+4?
Q=32 | Tp [2PQ o ((P -Q)?2+ Az)
‘Ti—a] ' Y

From this result, numerical and analytic manipulations
show
on(Q? = -A?%) I A\ 0.4817408231574
8Q? =nn N :

A
2(Q% > A?%) = Q? [nm (%) + %} . (6.5)

1 Ny, — N
ImII(g, €k+q) = ImII(g, €k+q)|T=0 + oy /dzp——*‘_p Bt (€p+q — €p — €ktq)s
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The first result can be combined with (4.2) to obtain the
result (1.22) for Zg, while the second is closely related
to the fourth equation in (4.5).

B.T>0

We present here results for the local susceptibility
Imyx(w) at very small w. Clearly, because of the pres-
ence of gap, A, we have Imxr(w < A)|r=o = 0. Thus
the entire contribution below comes from thermally ex-
cited quasiparticles. From the definition (1.16) of xz and
(3.54) we have to order 1/N

g5* [ d*k ImX(k,w)

tmxe(w =2 0= N | 4w k2 + A2y

(6.6)

Using the integral representation of the polarization op-
erator, it is not difficult to obtain that in the quantum
disordered region (T' <« A)

2, e—€k+a/T
IS (k,w — 0) = 22 [ $ge7

= — ImII—!
NT | 412 €rqq m (9, €k+q),

(6.7)

where, as before ¢, = /k%? + m2. Note that ¢; and II
now have to be evaluated at mq = A.

It now remains to evaluate ImII~!. We will begin by
considering ImII. From the generalization of (4.20) to
the quantum disordered region we find the following im-
portant contributions to ImlII for T < A

(6.8)

€p€p+q

where II|r=¢ was obtained earlier in (6.3). In principle, the T-dependent corrections to Rell can be obtained by a
Hilbert transform of (6.8); however, we found that these contributed subdominant corrections to Imyy, /w in the limit

T<A.

We can now compute Imy by combining (6.3), (6.6), (6.7), and (6.8). We omit the details and give the final result

Imxr(w > 0) =w

AT e_zA/T 1
4N A2

Note that the first term in the brackets is due to the
temperature-dependent part of ImlII, while the logarith-
mical terms come from the real and imaginary parts of
IT|7—0. This result can be combined with the definitions
in Sec. ID5 to obtain the small argument limit of the
scaling function F5.

VII. COMPARISON WITH EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we compare our theoretical results with
the available experimental data for undoped, and weakly

PR S 1
arctan?(1/v/2) 1n%(A/T) In*(A/T)

. (6.9)

doped Lay_,Sr.CuO,4 and the numerical results for 2D
S = 1/2 Heisenberg antiferromagnets on a square lattice.
But first, let us briefly summarize our findings.

We presented above the general forms for uniform
and staggered susceptibilities in a two-dimensional quan-
tum antiferromagnet which has p, <« J. The explicit
crossover functions were calculated at N = oo and the
1/N corrections were examined in the limiting cases of
z1 > 1 and =, < 1, where z; = NkgT/(27p,) is a pa-
rameter which governs the crossover between renormal-
ized classical and quantum critical regions (for z; < 1,
the system is in the renormalized classical region, while



11 948

for £; > 1it is in the quantum critical region). We found
that for large values of =, the perturbative expansion is
regular in 1/N. Moreover, the corrections were numer-
ically rather small; so we expect that for the physical
case of N = 3, the results obtained in the first order in
1/N are already quite close to the exact values of ob-
servables. On the other hand, at small z;, the 1/N ex-
pansion is logarithmically singular—it holds in lnz;/N
and eventually changes the leading singularity in some of
the scaling functions at ; — 0; the final low-T behavior
is the same as in the renormalized-classical scaling the-
ory of Chakravarty et al.'? The crossover between small-
and large-z; behavior should occur at z; around unity,
though not necessarily at the same z; for various ob-
servables. For p, < J, ;1 ~ 1 is within the validity
of the long-wavelength description, and we expect that
there should be a temperature range where our formu-
las for the quantum-critical region describe the experi-
mental data better than the renormalized-classical the-
ory. Strictly speaking, the renormalized-classical theory
should be valid only for z; < 1 when Inz; terms domi-
nate regular perturbative corrections.

We now proceed to describe the data. Let us first dis-
cuss undoped antiferromagnet. We know from elemen-
tary spin-wave analysis that zero-point fluctuations are
not divergent in two dimensions and therefore the T' = 0
renormalization of spin-stiffness, spin-wave velocity and
sublattice magnetization come primarily from the lattice
scales, where we can rely on the results of spin-wave cal-
culations. At present, two-loop spin-wave expressions are
available.”™ For S = 1/2, they yield the values of p,, X1,
and Ny, which are practically undistinguishable from the

results obtained in numerical simulations:8°

gup\? 0.514
, =0.181J, x. = ——) 2920 Ny =0.307, (7.1
p 817, xu = (%2) Gy Mo (7.1)

where a is the lattice spacing. Hence 27p, =~ 1.13J
and we therefore expect that quantum-critical expres-
sions should work for kgT > 0.35J — 0.4J. The ex-
pected crossover temperature is indeed not very small,
but it is still significantly lower than J; in other words
we may reasonably expect out long-wavelength descrip-
tion to continue to be valid for £; > 1. Notice that our
result for p, differs from p, =~ 0.15 used by Chakravarty
et al.'? The reason is that Chakravarty et al. extracted
the value of p,; from one-loop spin-wave results extended
to S = 1/2, while our estimate of p, is based on a two-
loop spin-wave calculation.

We now discuss what happens at nonzero doping.
First, a mean-field analysis based on Hubbard model pre-
dicts that antiferromagnetism is destroyed at arbitrary
small concentration of holes.8! However, more sophisti-
cated considerations show®?:33 that there is in fact no
discontinuity in the immediate vicinity of half-filling, and
one needs a finite, though small, concentration of holes
to destroy antiferromagnetic ordering. There are several
possible scenarios of the doping-induced loss of Néel or-
der: (i) There is a T = 0 transition from the Néel state
to an incommensurate magnetically ordered state;34:83:85
or (ii) the Néel state is destroyed by quantum fluctua-
tions and the system enters a quantum-disordered spin
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fluid with commensurate correlations. Only at a larger
doping do incommensurate correlations appear.

A recent self-consistent two-loop calculation®® on the
Shraiman-Siggia®* model displays both sequences of tran-
sitions depending on the strength of the coupling between
fermions and n field.

The two scenarios differ primarily in their predictions
for the behavior in the non-Néel-ordered state; in both
approaches, the spin-stiffness decreases with doping and
vanishes at the critical point, while the spin-wave veloc-
ity remains finite at the transition. Thus, in any event,
the main effect of small doping is simply to decrease the
bare spin-stiffness of the antiferromagnet. Moreover, the
self-consistent analysis mentioned above?!:®8 shows that
the holes do not modify the critical properties of a Néel
to quantum spin-fluid transition. Thus, the universal
scaling functions computed in this paper can be used
unchanged to describe this transition in doped antiferro-
magnets.

A further, important, complication that has to be con-
sidered in realistic doped antiferromagnets is the effect
of randomness. All cuprate antiferromagnets have ran-
domly placed dopant ions which will perturb the prop-
erties of the two-dimensional antiferromagnet. Random-
ness has been argued to be a relevant perturbation near
the pure phase transition of the O(3) o model.2! It thus
necessarily changes the universality class of the fixed
point and also pushes the transition to smaller doping
concentrations. In Appendix A we have presented a phe-
nomenological discussion of the expected scaling proper-
ties of the random fixed point.

However, we may conjecture (though we have no strong
theoretical arguments for this) that the effects of ran-
domness are important only at low temperatures in the
immediate vicinity of the quantum transition. At higher
T the dominant effect of doping is solely the change in
ps and the properties of the antiferromagnet should be
controlled by the pure fixed point. We will soon see that
neglecting randomness at moderate temperatures is con-
sistent with the available experimental data in weakly
doped Laj_,Sr,CuQOy4. Of course, this simple approach
will eventually fail at large doping. Crudely, we may take
the largest possible  as one where p, would vanish in the
absence of randomness. We will estimate from the data
that this z to be somewhat larger than 0.04.

An important consequence of the decrease of p,
with doping is that z; becomes larger at the same T.
Hence the crossover between renormalized-classical and
quantum-critical behavior occurs at lower T. Conse-
quently, there should be a wider temperature range where
our predictions for quantum-critical region should de-
scribe experiments better than the renormalized-classical
theory.

We now consider separately the experimental data for
various observables.

A. Uniform susceptibility

We start with the uniform susceptibility, x=F.
This quantity has no logarithmic corrections in the
renormalized-classical region, and is therefore an ideal
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candidate to test the predictions of the 1/N expan-
sion. We consider first the numerical results for xs*
in the square-lattice S = 1/2 antiferromagnet. There
have been high-temperature series expansions,3? quan-
tum Monte-Carlo,3® and finite-cluster calculations3* of
X5¥. Their results all show that x:f(T') obeys a Curie-
Weiss law at high T, reaches a maximum at kT ~
J and then falls down to a finite value at 7' = 0
which is close®” to the rotationally averaged 1/S result
(Ra/guB)*x2(T = 0) = (2/3)(0.514/8J) = 0.04/J (a
is the lattice spacing). The data at low T are not ac-
curate enough to make a reliable theoretical fit but at
higher T' (0.35J < T < 0.55J), both series expansions
and Monte Carlo calculations report a linear temper-
ature dependence of x%t. The best fit to the Monte
Carlo data gives (ha/gug)2Jx5t = 0.037z,(140.775/x,)
(Fig. 7). We compared this behavior with the theoretical
prediction for the quantum critical region, which over
the range of z; values used in the figure, is well ap-
proximated by the large-z; formula Eqgs. (1.24), (3.35),
and (4.13) : (ha/gup)?Jx% = 0.037z;(1 + a/z,) where
a =0.84+0O(1/N). (We do not know the 1/N corrections
to a; we only know that the 1/N corrections modify the

1/z, term to l/a:i/".) The agreement between the slopes
of the two results is remarkable. On the contrary, the
slope for the renormalized classical region, Eq. (5.28), is
0.014x; in clear disagreement with the numerical data at
T > 0.35J.

We consider next measurements of x*(T') in weakly
doped Lay_,Sr;CuQ,4. The interpretation of the experi-
mental data requires caution3!'88 because one has to sub-
tract Van Vleck, core, and diamagnetic and paramagnetic
contributions fron1 valence fermions from the measured

0.3 -

0.2 -

I . | I
0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

T/J

FIG. 7. Quantum Monte Carlo (Ref. 33) (squares) and
our theoretical (line) results for the uniform susceptibility
X. = [3J(aki/gpB)?|x of a square lattice spin-1/2 Heisen-
berg antiferromagnet (a is the lattice spacing). The experi-
mental results for weakly doped LazCuOy4 are very close to
the Monte Carlo data (Ref. 31). There are no adjustable
parameters in the theoretical result (1.24). Over the range of
T plotted, the function Q;(z1) [recall z; = NkpT/(27p,) ] is
very close to its large z; behavior given in Egs. (3.35) and
(4.13). We used the theoretical result at N = 3. The theo-
retical and experimental slopes agree remarkably well. The
good agreement in the intercept is somewhat surprising as its
theoretical value is known only at N = oo.
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X:¥(T). Besides, as we said above, the effects of random-
ness are clearly important at low 7. The subtraction
of extra contributions neglecting the effects of random-
ness was first done by Johnson3! who actually estimated
the strength of the Van Vleck contribution by assum-
ing that at zero doping, the susceptibility should be the
same as in the Monte Carlo studies of 2D antiferromag-
net. Nevertheless, his results for x%* clearly show3!:88
that at small doping concentrations, the susceptibility is
linear in T with the slope of (ha/gup)2Jxst versus z,
about 0.043 which is close to our result (0.037). Unfor-
tunately, we cannot definitely conclude from the experi-
mental data whether the linear behavior with the univer-
sal slope stretches up to lower T as the doping increases,
which has to be the case if p, decreases with the dop-
ing. We will observe this effect, however, in the data for
the spin-lattice relaxation rate. Note also that at higher
doping concentrations z; ~ 0.1, the experimentally mea-
sured x5'(T) versus T flattens.®? However, at such z;,
the system is already in the metallic phase, where our
approach clearly has to be modified.

B. NMR relaxation rate

The simple Mila-Rice-Shastry model®® for hyperfine
coupling in La;CuQ4 predicts that the hyperfine cou-
pling constant for 53Cu is finite at the antiferromagnetic
ordering momentum (7, 7), where the dynamic suscepti-
bility is peaked. The region around (7, 7) thus gives the
dominant contribution to ®3Cu relaxation and we may
use the long-wavelength theory for experimental com-
parisons. At the same time, the value of the hyperfine
coupling constant in the o model approach cannot be
inferred directly from the Knight shift measurements as
in microscopic theories.?! Instead, we have to integrate
out all intermediate scales in the microscopic model for
the hyperfine interaction, to obtain the coupling constant
between the nuclear spin and the unit vector field in the
sigma model. This renormalization is not singular, how-
ever, and the fully renormalized coupling, which we label
as A, should not be very different from the microscopic
one.

At very low T (z; small), the system is in the renormal-
ized classical region. For N = 3, our theoretical result
Eq. (5.35) is the same as in the hydrodynamic theory of
Chakravarty et al.l?

ENNEPE- L ¥ (ksT)”?
T1 3 h hc 27 Ps
Here ) is the numerical factor which is difficult to calcu-
late analytically. Chakravarty and Orbach?’ estimated
it to be ANZ =~ 0.61 by fitting the scaling forms of
Chakravarty et al.'? and Tyc et al.!® to the numerical
simulations on a classical lattice rotor model.
On the other hand, at higher temperatures (z; > 1)
we expect the quantum-critical theory to work and 1/T}
should behave as in Egs. (1.35) and (1.36):

(7.2)

2 nr2 n
1 242 N? (SkBT) . (7.3)

— =R
Ty 1(ce) hps 27p,
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Comparing these two forms for 1/T, we observe that the
predicted spin-lattice relaxation rate rapidly decreases
with the temperature at low T, passes through a min-
imum at z; ~ 1 and then slightly increases with 7. In
practice, 7 is very small for clean systems [ ~ 0.028 (Ref.
51)] and therefore 1/T; should be nearly independent on
temperature in the quantum-critical region.

We now turn to the data. The spin-lattice relaxation
rate for nuclei coupled to the antiferromagnetic order
parameter of 2D S = 1/2 antiferromagnet was numer-
ically studied in high-T series expansions®? and finite
cluster calculations.>* In both cases, 1/7; rapidly de-
creases with increasing T at high temperatures (T' > J/2)
and becomes weakly temperature dependent around T' ~
J/2. In finite-cluster calculations, the subsequent growth
of 1/T; at lower temperatures has also been observed.
Clearly, this behavior is consistent with our theoretical
observations.

Experimental measurements of 1/T; in undoped and
weakly doped Laj_,Sr,CuO,4 have recently been per-
formed by Imai et al.® in the temperature range 20 — 900
K. For the undoped system, the behavior above Ty = 308
K, but below 700 K, is well fitted by (7.2) with A, =
(1.334+10) 1072 K and J = 1590 & 140 K (our estimate
for A, is slightly different from theirs3® because we use
the exact prefactor for the correlation length). However,
at about 650 K, 1/T; flattens and remains practically in-
dependent of temperature up to 900 K—the largest tem-
perature reported in by Imai et al.3° This is indeed what
we expect from 1/T} in the quantum-critical region. Fur-
thermore, the experimental T' range over which 1/T; is
nearly T independent increases with doping: at z = 0.04
it stretches nearly up to 500 K. We interpret this result
as an evidence that p, indeed decreases with doping, thus
pushing the system into larger z; for the same T

For a quantitative comparison with the data, we need
to know the value of R;(o0). Direct 1/N calculations
give Ry(o0) = 0.06/N, which is too small to account for
the experimental result for 1/7;. However, we already
observed in Sec. IV C that Im®,, calculated to lead-
ing order in 1/N has peculiar exponential singularities
at small frequencies [Eqs. (4.24) and (4.25)] which are
probably artifacts of the large-N expansion. These sin-
gularities substantially reduce the slope of F;(w) at the
smallest @ (see Fig. 6). On the other hand, no such
low-frequency suppression of F; (w) was found in numeri-
cal studies® and in the experiments on weakly doped La
compounds.3® In view of this, it appears reasonable to es-
timate the value of R;(00) from our result for the scaling
function F) at slightly larger frequencies. Inspection of
the numerical result for F; (Fig. 6) shows that Fy(@) is
linear in @ for @ between 0.5 and 1, and the slope yields
R;(00) = 0.22. Substituting this result into (7.3) and us-
ing the values of A, and J from the low-T (renormalized-
classical) fit, we obtain 1/77 = (3.2 £ 0.5) x 103 sec™?;
this is in a good agreement with the experimental result
1/Ty = 2.7 x 103 sec™!.

C. Correlation length

Detailed measurements of £(T') in pure La,CuO4 have
been performed?8:35:36 at low T, where the system is in
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the renormalized classical region. Here Eq. (5.17) is valid
and using (7.1) we obtain

£(T) ~ 0.50aexp{ﬂ}. (7.4)

kT

Chakravarty et al.'? used a different numerical prefac-
tor in (5.17) and a different value for the spin-stiffness
constant. The combination of the two yielded nearly the
same value of prefactor as in (7.4), but the numerical fac-
tor in the exponent was slightly different (0.94 instead of
1.13). This discrepancy is not crucial however, and both
Eq. (7.4) and the analogous expression of Chakravarty
et. al.'? fit the experimental data between 350 and 560
K rather well. The value of J has been estimated by high-
energy neutron scattering measurements of the spin-wave
velocity?® to be J ~ 1560 K. Hence z; ~ T/590 K, and
all of the experimentally accessible temperature range is
within the renormalized classical region. Nevertheless,
we estimated the value of £ at the highest experimen-
tally accessible temperature 560 K by using the N = oo
expression for the crossover function X; in (3.26); we
obtained £~! = 0.023 A~1, which is not far from the
experimental value®® of 0.03 A—1.

At finite doping, we expect that the crossover be-
tween the two regimes will occur at smaller temperatures;
quantum-critical behavior should therefore be observable
at temperatures above and around 500 K. Deep in the
quantum-critical region, we expect that £ behaves as

N
T ’

where v &~ 1. The 1/N corrections have been included in
the slope but are not known for «: they also change the
subleading term to zi/". We fitted the data of Keimer
et al3® at x = 0.04 by this formula and found satis-
factory agreement with the data over the temperature
range between 300 and 550 K. The value of p, extracted
from the fit: 27p, ~ 150-300 K, is still positive, but of
course is much smaller than at zero doping. Note that
Keimer et al.® used a phenomenological form for £~1(T')
which combined the renormalized-classical result at zero
doping and temperature-independent correction due to
finite doping; this form agreed well with the experimen-
tal data for doping concentrations z = 0-0.04, but the
theoretical arguments behind it are unclear to us.

We also compared our results for the quantum-critical
region with the numerical data for £ in a pure 2D
S = 1/2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet.33:92:93 Numerical
simulations were performed up to temperatures of about
4J; if quantum-critical behavior for £ is present in the
Heisenberg antiferromagnet in some temperature range,
it should have been detected. It turns out, however,
that up to kT ~ J, numerical data are well fitted by
the renormalized classical theory, although the best fit33
gives the value for the prefactor which is nearly half of
that in (7.4). On the other hand, for 0.4J < kT < 0.6J
(where 1/T; levels off to a constant value), our pure
quantum-critical result for £ is close to the numerical
one.3392 The interpretation of the numerical data at

kgT

¢ 1 =1.039 o (1 - (7.5)
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higher T requires caution as these data at kgT > 0.6J
are equally well fitted by the quantum-critical result
&1 o z;(1 — yz1) where 7 is close to one.®* However,
the prefactor in the fit is nearly twice as that in (7.5).
We argue in a separate publication® that these discrep-
ancies in the fit to the quantum-critical theory are chiefly
due to nonuniversal corrections ~ T'/J which cannot be
neglected above 0.6J.

Separate Monte Carlo calculations of the correlation
length precisely at p, = 0 have been performed by
Manousakis and Salvador.?? They simulated the quan-
tum O(3) o model directly, rather than the spin-1/2
antiferromagnet. Their results yielded the value of the
universal function X;(oco) = 1.25 which is not far from
the result of Chakravarty et al.,'? or our result in (7.5):

D. Equal-time structure factor

There are, to our knowledge, only few data avail-
able on S(k). The behavior of S(k) versus k{ in a
2D antiferromagnet was studied by a quantum Monte
Carlo by Makivic and Jarrell.®® They fitted their data at
kT = 0.35J-0.42J by the renormalized-classical scal-
ing formula of Chakravarty et al.'? We present another
interpretation for the data. The key point is that at
kT = 0.42J, the correlation length is about 5.7a and the
magnon energy is therefore fick/kgT ~ 0.7(k€). We see
that it becomes larger than kgT already at k£ =~ 1.5, and
the use of the classical description at larger k is hardly
justified. We rather have to use the full quantum expres-
sion for S(k) to fit the data. Clearly, at kgT ~ 0.4J, the
Josephson correlation length is not very different from
&, that is at Aick > kpT the system should be in the
quantum-critical regime. However, we found above that
the 1/N corrections to S(k) in this regime are very small,
even for N = 3, and for experimental comparisons we
may well use the scaling function for S(k) computed at
N = oco. For kgT = 0.42J, we have the following theo-
retical prediction, valid in both the quantum-critical and
renormalized-classical regions, from (1.28) and (3.30)

_ g cothlay/1 4+ (k£)?]
Sk)=S5 Vi (7.6)

where o =  he/2kgT¢ ~ 035 and S
= (NZ/ps)(hict/2a?) ~ 2.48. We fitted the Monte Carlo
data by (7.6), using the overall factor S as the only ad-
justable parameter; we found very good agreement with
the simulations not only for Ack > kgT, but for all &
(Fig. 8). However, the value of S in the fit is § = 3.61,
which is somewhat larger than our N = oo result of 2.48.
As yet, we have no explanation for the discrepancy, and
therefore cannot judge from the data whether at inter-
mediate k the system is in the quantum-critical or in the
Goldstone regime [S(k) in the quantum-critical regime is
very close to the N = oo result, while in the Goldstone
regime, S(k) chiefly differs from its value at N = oo
by the factor (N — 2)/N = 2/3]. At the same time,
the good agreement we found in the momentum depen-
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FIG. 8. Theoretical scaling function at N = oo, Eq. (7.6)
(line) and quantum Monte Carlo data (Ref. 33) (squares) for
the equal-time structure factor in the S = 1/2 Heisenberg
antiferromagnet at kT = 0.42J. The correlation length is
taken from the Monte Carlo data (¢ ~ 5.7a). We expect that
for most of the values of k¢ plotted, the antiferromagnet is in
the quantum-critical regime where 1/N corrections to (7.6)
are small. The only adjustable parameter in the theoretical
curve is the k-independent overall factor S in (7.6). The best
fit value of S was found to be ~ 1.45 times larger than our
N = oo result.

»
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dence of S(k) is clearly consistent with our conjecture
that at kgT ~ 0.4J, the antiferromagnet is very near the
crossover between renormalized-classical and quantum-
critical regimes.

Experimental data for energy-integrated S(k) are
available3® for pure LazCuQO,4. Clearly, the experimen-
tal temperature dependence for the correlation length
was inferred from these data. The experiments3® were
performed in the temperature range of T < 560 K,
where ; < 1. The momentum dependence of S(k) was
reported to be well described by a simple Lorentzian
S(k) = S(0)/[1 + (k€)?], and the temperature depen-
dence of S(0) agreed with the renormalized-classical re-
sult S(0) o< T2¢2. The absolute value of S(0) was not
determined in the experiments, so we cannot compare
the experimental result at highest accessible temperature
with the theoretical expression in the quantum-critical
region, as we did for the correlation length. The data on
S(0) at finite doping have not been reported, to the best
of our knowledge.

E. Local susceptibility

Finally, we consider the experimental data on
the momentum-integrated dynamical susceptibility
Imxz(w) = [d?kImx,(k,w). Extensive experimental
measurements were done33:36 for Laj ¢Srg.04CuQOy4 in a
frequency range w = 2-45 meV and for temperatures
10 < kT < 500 K. They showed that the experimental
data at all values of w and kgT, obeyed the following
functional form to reasonable accuracy:

Imx(w) = I(|w|)F(w/T). (7.7)
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This form is in agreement with the theoretical scaling
form (1.31) and (1.32) for clean systems, or (A10) and
(A19) from Appendix A for random systems; further,
we arrive at the theoretical prediction that I ~ |w|#.
The exponent ¢ = n > 0 in clean systems, while we
expect ¢ < 0 in random systems.32! Experimentally, it
was found that I was approximately w independent at
the larger frequencies; this is consistent with our results
for the clean antiferromagnet in which u = 7 is very
small. At smaller frequencies, I showed significant fre-
quency dependence which could be well fit by an expo-
nent g = —0.41 +£0.05. Such a behavior is clear evidence
of the importance of randomness at low frequencies and
low temperatures.?! Note also that the scaling plot to
test the w/T dependence of the function F shows rather
good collapse of the data for a wide range of values of
w/T 3538 thus giving strong evidence of the presence of
quantum criticality. The universal scaling functions at
the pure and random fixed points probably have a rather
similar shape, and thus the presence of disorder does not
effect the scaling plot very much. It is only the exponent
p which is particularly sensitive to disorder.

We emphasize, then, that this experimental data
clearly shows the presence of quantum criticality and sug-
gests that the effects of randomness are important only
at low energies; at high enough w or kgT one can suc-
cessfully fit the data at = 0.04 by the quantum-critical
theory for a clean antiferromagnet.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

We conclude the paper by recalling some highlights
of our results. We have presented the general theory of
clean, two-dimensional, quantum Heisenberg antiferro-
magnets which are close to the zero-temperature quan-
tum transition between ground states with and with-
out long-range Néel order. While some of our discus-
sion was more general, the bulk of our theory was re-
stricted to antiferromagnets in which the Néel order is
described by a three-vector order parameter. For Néel-
ordered states, “nearly critical” means that the ground-
state spin stiffness, p,, satisfies p, < J, where J is
the nearest-neighbor exchange constant, while “nearly-
critical” quantum-disordered ground states have an en-
ergy gap, 4, towards excitations with spin 1, which sat-
isfiess A < J. The allowed temperatures, T', are also
smaller than J, but no restrictions are placed on the val-
ues of kgT/ps or kpT/A.

Our results followed from some very general properties
of the T = 0 quantum fixed point separating the mag-
netically ordered and quantum-disordered phases. These
properties are expected to be valid in both undoped and
doped antiferromagnets, though not in the presence of
randomness. They are (i) the spin-wave velocity, c, is
nonsingular at the fixed-point (i.e., the dynamical critical
exponent z = 1); for the case of a vector order parameter
this implies that the critical field theory has the Lorentz
invariance of 2+1 dimensions; (ii) on the ordered side of
the transition, there is a Josephson correlation length,
&y, related to the T = 0 spin stiffness p, by the hy-
pothesis of “two-scale factor” universality which implies
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that p, = AcY /€, where the number Y is dimensionless
and universal; (iii) turning on a finite temperature places
the critical field theory in a slab geometry which is in-
finite in the two spatial directions, but of finite length,
L, = hc/(kgT), in the imaginary time (7) direction. The
consequences of a finite T can therefore be deduced by
the principles of finite-size scaling.

Under these circumstances, we showed that the wave-
vector—frequency-dependent uniform and staggered spin
susceptibilities, and the specific heat, are completely uni-
versal functions of just three thermodynamic parameters.
On the ordered side, these three parameters are p,, the
T = 0 spin-wave velocity ¢, and the ground-state stag-
gered moment Np; previous works have noted the univer-
sal dependence of the susceptibilities on these three pa-
rameters only in the more restricted regime of kgT < p,.
On the disordered side the three thermodynamic param-
eters are A, ¢, and the spin-1 quasiparticle residue .A.

We have calculated the universal scaling functions by
a 1/N expansion on the O(N) quantum nonlinear o
model, and by Monte Carlo simulations. For p, finite,
these scaling functions demonstrate the crossover be-
havior between the renormalized classical regime, when
thermal fluctuations are dominant, to the quantum-
critical regime, where the dynamics is governed by the
renormalization-group flows near the T = 0 quantum
fixed point. For small kgT/p,, the T dependence of
our results was similar to those already obtained by
Chakravarty et al.l? For large kgT/p,, most of our re-
sults were new. We found that the crossover between the
renormalized-classical and quantum-critical regimes oc-
curs at z; ~ 1, where ;1 = NkgT/2mp,. In a square lat-
tice, S = 1/2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet, 2wp, ~ 1.13J,
and quantum-critical behavior therefore should be seen
at kgT > 0.4J. We compared our quantum-critical re-
sults with a number of numerical simulations and ex-
periments on undoped and lightly doped La;_sSrsCuQO,
in the intermediate temperature range, and found good
agreement with the data, particularly for uniform suscep-
tibility, NMR relaxation rate and equal-time structure
factor. It appears, therefore, that the use of a “small” p,
point of view is quite reasonable even for a pure square
lattice, S = 1/2 Heisenberg antiferromagnet—while or-
dered at T = 0, this system is evidently close to the
point where long-range order vanishes. A small p, ap-
proach also appears to be appropriate for lightly doped
antiferromagnets.
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APPENDIX A: RANDOM
ANTIFERROMAGNETS AND
ANISOTROPIC SCALING

This appendix will present a brief discussion of the
extension of the results of this paper to the case of ran-
dom antiferromagnets. We will restrict our attention to
systems in which the randomness preserves the Heisen-
berg spin symmetry, i.e., antiferromagnets with random
exchange constants J;;.

Random impurities induce perturbations on the clean
system which are uncorrelated in the spatial directions
but fully correlated along the imaginary-time direction.
This has the immediate consequence of breaking the long-
distance Lorentz invariance of the pure system. It there-
fore becomes necessary to allow for anisotropic scaling
in space-time at the quantum fixed point. It is conven-
tional to introduce a dynamic scaling exponent z such
that characteristic frequencies, w, scale with the charac-
teristic wave vector k as

(A1)

w ~ k*

in the critical region.

It is important to distinguish to two distinct classes
of magnetically ordered phases that can occur in random
antiferromagnets: these are (i) Néel-ordered and (ii) spin-
glass ground states. In the first of these the ordering
moment has a definite orientation on each of the lattice
sites. In the spin glass, there is a long-lived moment on
each site, but its orientation is random. We will consider
the properties of the transition of these two magnetically
ordered states to a spin fluid in turn.

1. Néel order

We present here some phenomenological scaling
Ansatze for the quantum phase transition from a Néel-
ordered state to a spin fluid in a random antiferromagnet.
The scaling arguments are similar to those employed for
the superfluid to Bose-glass transition by Fisher et al.,®”
although they did not discuss the issue of universal ampli-
tudes. We will restrict our attention to the magnetically
ordered side g < g.. The magnetically disordered side
is expected to be gapless®® and its properties will not be
discussed here. We also note that little explicit reference
to randomness will be made here, its main role being the
introduction of a z # 1. The results should therefore
also be applicable to other quantum phase transitions in
clean systems which have z # 1 and are below their up-
per critical dimensions. We also assume below that the
antiferromagnet is below its upper critical dimension and
hyperscaling is valid.

As in clean systems, we expect that T = 0 ordered
state is characterized by a Josephson length scale, &7,
separating the Goldstone and critical regions. As g ap-
proaches g., this scale must diverge as

€1~ (9. —9)™". (A2)

At scales larger than £;, the system should exhibit con-
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ventional Goldstone fluctuations with a well defined spin-
wave velocity, c. However, because z # 1, the spin-wave
velocity should exhibit nontrivial critical behavior as g
approaches g.:

c~ (9. —g)" Y. (A3)
The ground state is also characterized by an average or-
dered moment Ny which vanishes as

No ~ (9. - 9)°, (A4)
and a spin-stiffness p, which satisfies®”
Ps ~ (gc — g)u(d+z_2)’ (AS5)

where d is the spatial dimensionality. The exponent iden-
tity

28=(d+z-2+n)w (AS)
generalizes (1.11) and will be useful to us below.

In the main part of the paper we showed that the three
properties Ny, p,, and ¢, of the T = 0 state, completely
determine the entire finite temperature form of the sus-
ceptibilities and the specific heat in clean antiferromag-
nets. We argue below that, remarkably, this continues
to be true even in random antiferromagnets which have
z # 1. The value of ¢ helps determine the appropriate
scaling between space and time even though c itself has
nontrivial critical behavior.

The following discussion will specialize explicitly to the
case of d = 2, although the generalization to arbitrary d
is quite straightforward. We will also assume that z <
2, otherwise, the universality in the spectrum near the
critical point will be broken by the higher-order analytic
terms in an expansion in k. As before, we will use units
in which 2 = kg = 1. Of course, we are no longer free to
set ¢ = 1.

The application of finite-size scaling to quantum sys-
tems requires that one determine two length scales char-
acterizing the effects of (i) the deviations from criticality,
and (ii) the temperature, and write down universal func-
tions of their ratio. The length scale characterizing devi-
ations from criticality is clearly £;. In clean systems, the
length scale {7 characterizing the effect of a finite T was
given by é7 = ¢/T. Scaling suggests that in systems with
z # 1 we should have &7 ~ T~/%. The scaling functions
will now depend on the ratio {;/&r. Using (A2) we see
that this ratio is measured by the value of (g. — g)¥*/T.
However from (A5) this is the same (in d = 2) as p,/T.
Moreover, since this ratio also has engineering dimen-
sion 0, there are no nonuniversal metric factors that can
appear. Thus as in clean systems, the scaling functions
will have a universal dependence upon p,/T. For similar
reasons, they can also depend only on w/T.

It remains to consider the wave vector dependence of
the scaling functions. By scaling, this must appear in the
combination g7 ~ ¢/T'/*. Let us now try and deter-
mine the metric factor in front of this combination. There
are two basic rules: (i) the metric factor should involve
combinations of observables whose scaling dimension is
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0; and (ii) the entire combination which appears in the
argument of the scaling function should have engineering
dimension 0. Once these rules are satisfied, one is guar-
anteed, by the principles of scaling, that no nonuniversal
prefactors remain. A little experimentation shows that
the following satisfies these criteria:

c T 1-1/z
o=z (z) -

We now have enough information to use the same steps
as were used in Sec. II and obtain universal scaling func-
tions of the observables. We will omit most of the inter-
mediate steps here and go directly to the results.

Consider first the susceptibility measuring fluctuations
of the order parameter, x,. We find

X (k,w) = %’2- (%)2 (%

ck (T\""* w T
XQ& T \ ymy ) A8
! (T (pa> T ps ( )

where ®;, is a completely universal function and there
are no nonuniversal metric factors. We have chosen the
prefactors to satisfy the convention that scaling functions
should remain finite as g approaches g.. One can ver-
ify from (A3), (A5), and (A6) that the prefactor of the
scaling function, and the coefficient of ¢/T"'/* are nonsin-
gular as g approaches g.. The scaling results for all the
observables dependent upon x, can now be obtained in a
manner similar to that used for clean antiferromagnets.
We will display explicit expressions for only two of them:
the correlation length £ satisfies

1-1/z
D) R w

while the local susceptibility Imyy, is given by

N2 (T\"* w T
Imy(w) = =2 (—) F; (—,—).
xr(w) 2 \ 1 1 T’ p.

(A7)

>2+(7l—2)/2

(A10)

Again X; and F; are completely universal functions cho-
sen such that X (oco) and F; (@, 0o) are finite.

The properties of the uniform susceptibility and the
specific heat follow from an understanding of the hyper-
scaling properties of the free-energy density, F. A simple
generalization of the arguments of Privman and Fisher®®
to anisotropic systems yields (in d = 2)

T
F =Fo+TEr%p (p—) :

8

(A11)

where Fp is the ground-state energy, and ¢ is a universal
function. As in Sec. II the following results for static
uniform susceptibility x%* and the specific heat Cy now
follow

\ T (T 2= T
Xut = (gll’B)z_j <—) Ql (—) )
C Ps Ps

2 —2+2/z
T
cv="1 (5) 7, (—> , (A12)
c Ps Ps
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where €2;, ¥, are universal functions, with Q;(o0) ,
¥,(0o) finite. Note, in particular, that the Wilson ra-
tio, W [Eq. (1.25)] continues to remain a fully universal
function of T'/p,, and has a universal value at g = g..
The universality of the Wilson ratio, even in the pres-
ence of anomalous powers in X% and Cy, was also noted
recently (using very different arguments) in the boundary
critical theory of overscreened Kondo fixed points.®®

2. Spin-glass order

We now consider the properties of a quantum transi-
tion from a spin-glass ground state to a spin fluid. Clearly
many of the properties discussed in the previous section
are special to Néel-ordered states and do not generalize.
However measurements which are spatially local do have
similar critical properties. As we do not wish to discuss
the nature of the spin-glass state itself, we will restrict
ourselves here to behavior in the quantum-critical region
where T' > (g. — 9)**.

A very useful measure of the local spin correlations is
provided by the local spin susceptibility, xr(w) defined
in (1.16). Along the imaginary frequency axis, this local
susceptibility is given at the Matsubara frequencies w,,
by

yr
xiL(twn) = / dre**~7C(1),
0

C(r) = (Si(0) - Si(7)), (A13)
where the bar represents an average over all the sites 1.
The function C(7) can be used to distinguish the spin-
glass and spin-fluid states. In the spin-fluid state C(7)
will decay to zero for large 7, will in the T' = 0 spin-glass
phase!®® we must have
le C(t) =gga >0, (A14)
with gga the Edwards-Anderson order parameter. It is
conventional to define the order-parameter exponent (3
by the behavior of gga as g approaches g. :
gea ~ (9. — 9)°. (A15)
The value of gga thus fixes the behavior of C(7) at infi-
nite time. We can obtain the behavior of C(7) for finite

times 7 by a simple application of the dynamic scaling
hypothesis. We expect at T = 0 that

C(7) = (gc — 9)Ph1(7lg — gc|™), T =0,

where h; is a scaling function and z is the dynamic scal-
ing exponent. Clearly we must have hj(z — o0) be a
finite nonsingular constant to satisfy (A14) and (A15).
For 7 <« (g. — g)~*", standard critical phenomena lore
requires that C(7) become independent of g. — g. This
is only possible if h;(z) ~ £~?/** for small z. Putting
this together with (A16) we can determine the behavior
of C(r) at T =0 and g = g.:

(A16)

C(r) ~ T=0,7<(9.—9)" . (A17)

1
TB/(2v)’
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We can now use finite-size scaling to determine the be-
havior of C(7) at finite T

1

C() = &ew

ho(T7), T7%, 7 < (9. —9)™*, (A18)
where h; is yet another scaling function. Finally we use
(A13), to determine xr(iw,). In general we may find
that the Fourier transform is dominated by nonuniver-
sal contributions at short times. However, upon analyt-
ically continuing to real frequencies, we expect all these
nonuniversal contributions to affect only the real part of
XL, while the imaginary part is dominated by the univer-
sal long-time behavior. We therefore obtain the following
generalization of (A10) to systems with spin-glass order:

Imxz () = [w]*F, (-;-) T,w> (3. — 9)™, (A19)

where

l"='—'1+£a
zZV

(A20)

and Fj is a universal scaling function with a single
nonuniversal overall scale. For small argument, we have
F(w) ~ sgn(w)|w|*™*, while Fj(w — oo) is finite and
nonsingular.

In addition to the local susceptibility, the thermody-
namic properties of the quantum phase transition which
can be deduced from the hyperscaling properties of the
free energy, are very similar in the spin-glass and the
Néel-ordered systems. In particular, we expect the fol-
lowing temperature dependence of x** and Cy in the
quantum-critical region (T >> (g. — g)*" of the spin-glass
to spin-fluid transition:

X:.t ~ T—1+d/z,

Cy ~ T~ (A21)
It follows then that the Wilson ratio W [Eq. (1.25)] is a
universal number at g = g..

APPENDIX B: BERRY PHASES AND
DANGEROUSLY IRRELEVANT COUPLINGS

We have assumed in this paper that the O(3) ¢ model
is sufficient to determine the quantum-critical scaling
functions of quantum antiferromagnets. A key step in
this assumption is that the Berry phases present in the
antiferromagnet can be neglected. This assumption is
based on the following circumstantial evidence. After
some rather involved calculations, which have been dis-
cussed at length elsewhere,’®1°! it was shown that the
primary effect of the Berry phases was to induce spin-
Peierls ordering in the quantum-disordered phase of non-
even-integer-spin antiferromagnets. This was shown in
the context of large M calculations for SU(M) antiferro-
magnets. Further, a key feature of this calculation was
the appearance of two well-separated length scales which
characterized the fully gapped spin-fluid phase. The first
of these scales was the two-spin correlation length ¢ which
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determined the exponential decay of the equal-time spin-
spin correlation function. The second was €sp the length
at which Berry phases first became effective in inducing
spin-Peierls ordering. In the large-M limit these two were
found to be related by

gsp ~ £4Me, (B1)

where g; = 0.062296 + O(1/M). It is clear that for
sufficiently large M (which is the only region in which
we know how to perform these calculations) we have
&sp > €.

It was then pointed out to us by Daniel Fisher'?? that
the appearance of two length scales at a second-order
phase transition, one of which is a power of the other,
is a characteristic property of systems with dangerously
irrelevant couplings. A dangerously irrelevant coupling
is defined as one which is irrelevant at the critical fixed
point separating the two phases, but is relevant at the
fixed point which controls the nature of the phase one
is studying. Crudely speaking, the coupling decays to a
very small value at the first length scale while the system
is controlled by the critical fixed point, but grows again
to a value of order unity at the second, larger, length
scale.

For the antiferromagnet, our assumptions then, are
the following. We assume that the dangerous irrele-
vancy of the Berry phase effects, found in the SU(M)
models, survives in the O(3)oc model. The coupling to
the Berry phase terms in the action decays to a neg-
ligibly small value after renormalizing out to a scale
of order max(c/T,c/A). At scales larger than this,
the coupling grows again, as the renormalization-group
flows are now in the vicinity of the strong-coupling fixed
point controlling the quantum-disordered phase. How-
ever, this coupling significantly modifies only those cor-
relation functions which are directly sensitive to the pres-
ence of spin-Peierls ordering. For all other spin correla-
tions (which includes all we have considered in this pa-
per) the Berry phases can be neglected in determining
the leading quantum-critical behavior.

To clarify this issue, we now present a pedagogi-
cal discussion of a simple statistical mechanical model
with a dangerously irrelevant coupling. Unlike the
quantum antiferromagnet, the overall structure of the
renormalization-group flows is well understood in this
model.

We consider the finite temperature properties of a clas-
sical, XY model on a cubic lattice. At each site we in-
troduce a fourfold anisotropy field h4, which we will find
is dangerously irrelevant. The model is described by the

partition function Z
Z = / Dhe®,

1
S = T (2:) cos(0; — 6;) + 2 hy4 cos(46;),
ij i

(B2)

where the sites ,j lie on a three-dimensional cubic lat-
tice. This model will have a phase transition at some
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T = T, from a high-temperature paramagnetic phase to
a low-temperature ordered phase. It is well known that
the fourfold anisotropy hg4 is irrelevant near T = T, and
the phase transition is therefore in the universality class
of the pure three-dimensional XY model. However, it is
also clear that the field h4 surely cannot be neglected in
the ordered phase. It breaks the O(2) symmetry of the
XY model, and must therefore destroy the Goldstone
modes. Further, the common mean orientation at each
site must be one of § = 0,7m/2,7,37/2 and cannot be
arbitrary as in the XY model. The apparently conflict-
ing properties of the critical point and the ordered phase
are reconciled by the concept of a dangerously irrelevant
coupling.

Let us examine the structure of the renormalization-
group flows of this model for T close to T.: we measure
the deviation from criticality by the reduced temperature
variable

(B3)

A schematic of the renormalization-group flows projected
onto the T, h4 plane are shown in Fig. 9. The critical fixed
point is at t = 0 and h4 = 0. The initial growth of ¢t away
from this fixed point is given by

t(€) = tet/”, (B4)
where 0 < t « 1, e’ is the length rescaling factor, and
v is the usual thermal critical exponent. The field h4 is
irrelevant at this critical point and will therefore decay
exponentially

ha(£) = hge 4", (B5)
where hy4 is of order unity, w is the crossover exponent
associated with h,4 at the critical fixed point. The sys-
tem will emerge from the critical region at the Josephson
length scale £; where t(£ = £}) = 1. From (B4) we see
that

EJ = el; =tY. (BG)
For £ > £3, the flow of hy will now be controlled by the
T = 0 fixed point. Let us assume that h4 is relevant at
the T = 0 fixed point with eigenvalue ¢ > 0 (the value
of ¢ will be determined later). Then we have

FIG. 9. Schematic of the renormalization-group flows of
the action S [Eq. (B2)] of a classical XY model on a cubic
lattice. The coupling h4 is a cubic anisotropy perturbation
which is irrelevant at the critical fixed point T' = T, hy = 0.
Its neglect is however dangerous in the low-temperature phase
because h4 is relevant at the T = 0, h4y = 0 fixed point.
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ha(€ > £3) = hy(£3)e?—4)

= hye~ (W/vto)it+et (B7)
Thus h4 will return to a value of order unity when the
argument of the exponent is zero. This defines a second
length scale &4 = e2 where

* w *

The effects of the hy field thus become important at
length scales of order £;: this is the scale at which the
Goldstone modes are destroyed, and the condensate gets
locked at one of 8 = 0,7/2,m,3m/2. The scale £, is re-
lated to £ by

(B8)

€= (B9)
Additional insight can be gained by considering the
scaling form for the transverse susceptibility near the
transition. Assume the condensate points at § = 0. Then
the transverse susceptibility satisfies the scaling form

2 Ng 2 —w/v
(l6(k)] )= 7)—§J<P(k£h cthe;™"7), (B10)

where k is the wave vector, ¢ is a universal function, and
¢, is the only nonuniversal metric factor. For most values
of ké; the term proportional to hys can be treated as a
small perturbation which makes a subdominant correc-
tion to the leading critical behavior. Only at extremely
small values of k£ does the hy term become important.
Matching to the expected form of the incipient Goldstone
modes, we should have

— 1 _
olk,h) = 59—, k<KL
k2+h

(B11)

Thus the k term is significant for all k < El/z or for

k™l > £y ~ 3T/ (B12)
Comparing with (B9) we see that ¢ = 2. The key point,
of course, is that & > £;. In particular, the crossover
from critical to Goldstone fluctuations occurs at a scale
of order ¢ and is described by the scaling function of the
pure XY model ¢(k,0). Only at much larger scales does
it become necessary to include the effects of the h4 field.

APPENDIX C: MONTE CARLO EVALUATION
OF QUANTUM-CRITICAL UNIFORM
SUSCEPTIBILITY

It was shown in Sec. I that the high-temperature be-
havior of the uniform, static spin susceptibility is given
by [see (1.24)]

CHT) = (g—“é)z ke T Q4 (c0). (1)

he

The universal number 2; (co) has been evaluated so far in
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a 1/N expansion with the result (4.13). In this appendix
we will describe a determination of Q;(00) at N = 3 by
Monte Carlo simulations.

The quantum O(3) nonlinear o model is expected to
be in the same universality class as the classical, Heisen-
berg ferromagnet on a cubic lattice. Our simulations
were therefore performed at the critical point of this lat-
ter model. We considered the ensemble defined by the
following partition function:

Z= /Hdsie—“,

H=-K)_S;-S;,
(i)

where i,j extend over the sites of a cubic lattice, and
S: = (85z,i,5y,i,52,:) is a three-component vector of
unit length. We used a lattice with L x L x L, sites,
with periodic boundary conditions in all three direc-
tions. The Wolff single-cluster algorithm!®® was used
to sample the states. This simulation was carried out
at the critical value K = K. at which this model has a
second-order phase transition. The value of K, is known
very accurately from recent high-precision Monte Carlo
simulations:5!

(C2)

K. = 0.6930. (C3)

It has been argued that x2* is related to the stiffness,
pr, of this system to twists along the 7 direction. Upon
examining the response of H to a field that generates
rotations in the z-y plane, we obtain the following ex-
pression for p,:

1
Pr = LzLT <ZK (Sz,isz,,‘_'_.’-; —+ Sy,isy,i+-f-)

2
- [ZK (Sz,iSy,i+# — Sy,isz,i+1")} > ,  (C4)

where the expectation value is to be evaluated in the
ensemble defined by Z. Finally, the universal number
Q1 (00) is defined by

(o) = tim [(Jim Lopliearc)] - (©9)
It is crucial that the L — oo limit be taken first, to
model a quantum system which is infinite in the spatial
directions. The subsequent L, — oo places the quantum
system at zero temperature.

The results of our simulations are contained in Ta-
ble I. Three independent simulations of 70000, 70 000,
and 210000 flips per spins were performed in systems up
to L = 30 and L, = 10. A polynomial extrapolation to
L = oo at L, fixed yielded the results shown in the last
column of Table I. Finally, a second polynomial extrap-

olation to L, = oo was performed to yield the following
J
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TABLE I. Results of the Monte Carlo simulation of
the classical statistical-mechanics model (C2) at K = K.
= 0.6930. We used a box of L x L x L, sites with peri-
odic boundary conditions. The stiffness p, is defined in (C4).
The last column is obtained by a polynomial extrapolation
in inverse powers of 1/L. The three runs had 70000, 70 000,
210000 flips per spin, respectively. A weighted average of the
three runs was used in the extrapolation.

L, L L.p- limz oo Lrpr
Run 1 Run 2 Run 3
10 0.3983 0.3866 0.3898
15 0.3693 0.3701 0.3663
5 20 0.3596 0.3515 0.3527 0.3257
25 0.3511 0.3574 0.3478
30 0.3483 0.3529 0.3511
10 0.4138 0.4087 0.4099
15 0.3718 0.3766 0.3747
7 20 0.3650 0.3625 0.3506 0.3037
25 0.3529 0.3419 0.3442
30 0.3424 0.3405 0.3402
15 0.4079 0.4049 0.4020
10 20 0.3861 0.3743 0.3713 0.2890
25 0.3650 0.3671 0.3511
30 0.3548 0.3521 0.3425
estimate for 2 (00):
0 (00) = 0.25 + 0.04. (C6)

APPENDIX D: COMPUTATIONS IN THE NEEL
STATE ATT =0

In this Appendix, we derive the expressions for the
T = 0 sublattice magnetization Ny, and the spin-stiffness
ps to order 1/N. These results will be used in the
derivations of the universal scaling functions for the uni-
form and staggered susceptibilities in both the quantum-
critical and renormalized-classical regions. As in Sec. III,
our starting point is the functional integral for the O(N)
o model. At zero temperature, the spin rotation symme-
try is broken and the perturbative 1/N expansion has to
be modified to account for the nonzero expectation value
of the order parameter. This 1/N expansion has been
developed by Brezin and Zinn-Justin’? and we use some
of their results. We first represent the unit vector field
as

n=og+m, (D1)
where (o) is finite and &g - ®# = 0. The sublattice mag-
netization Ny in spin-S antiferromagnet is expressed as
Ny = S{00), where S = SZs. The renormalization fac-
tor Zs accounts for the order-parameter fluctuations at
short (lattice) scales which have to be integrated out in
the mapping to the o model from the original spin Hamil-
tonian on the lattice. Upon substituting (D1) into (3.1),
the functional integral becomes

Z= / Doo Dy 6(02 + 77 — 1) exp (_g% / dr /0 Zar [(Vrﬂ'o)z - (Vom)? + %[(arao)z + (&m)’]]) ., (D2)
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where the index ! now runs from 1 to N — 1, p? is the
bare spin stiffness and cp is the bare spin-wave velocity.
All of the discussion in this appendix will use the rela-
tivistic cutoff scheme when the momenta and frequency
satisfy k24+w? < AZ2. In this situation, the full relativistic
invariance is preserved at each order in the perturbation

0 oo _
Z:/’DUO’D)\exp (J’_;/dzr/ dr [(8,00)% + A(0? — 1)] ~5V—-2—11n||_ag+,\||).
0

Here 82 = (V,)? + (8;)?. The saddle-point point equa-
tion is easily obtained by taking a variational derivative
over A and neglecting fluctuations in 0. This yields

_ 2
-l g/ ‘tzfr‘f‘;co(k, iw) = 1 - (o0)?.

(D4)

Here g = N/p? is the coupling constant and Go(k,iw) =
(k% + w?)~! is the zero-temperature propagator of the
m; field at N = oo. The 1/N corrections to (D4) are
calculated as described earlier,® with the modification
that we have to consider the fluctuations of o around its
mean value. We find the T' = 0 analog to the polarization
operator

I* (k,iw) = (k,iw) + 3 (90)% Go(k,iw), (D5)

and the correlator of the oy field:

([oo(k,iw)]?) = (00)*6(w)8? (k)
Go(k, iw) 2, Golkiw)

[N I*(k, iw)
(D6)
The condition 02 + 7Z = 1, then yields
d?kdw
2 _
1 — (oq) —g/ K G(k,iw)
2(00)? [ d*kdw Gi(k,iw) (D7)
N (2m)3 T*(k,iw)’
Here G is related to Gg in the usual way:
G Hk,iw) = Gyt (k,iw) + E(k, iw), (D8)
2 )
E(k,z’w) _ 3 d qdf GO(que) (Dg)

T N J (2m)3 TI*(q,ie)

Below, we will express Ny directly in terms of the fully
renormalized spin stiffness. It is instructive, however, to
compute the critical exponent for Ny directly from (D7).
For this we observe that the first term in the rhs in (D7)
is simply a constant so that with the accuracy to 1/N,

(00)% = (g_g_:g) (1+% /d(zzkvr;i;u gég:zzg)

(D10)
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theory and we will not have to consider explicitly the
renormalization of the spin-wave velocity. To simplify the
presentation, below we use the units where A = ¢ = 1.
As in Sec. III, we introduce a Lagrange multiplier A into
the functional integral to impose the constraint, and in-
tegrate over m;. This gives

(D3)

[

where g. is the nonuniversal critical coupling. The value
of the integral depends on the precise form of the po-
larization operator at k,w ~ A, which can be very com-
plicated. However, for the logarithmic contribution in
(D10), we only need to know the form of IT*(k,iw) for
momentum and frequency well below the upper cutoff.
For such k and w the evaluation of II(k,iw) at T = 0 is
straightforward and we obtain

1
8VEZ + w?

We then use (D5) for II* and evaluate the integral in
(D10) with the logarithmic accuracy. We obtain

2_[(9-—9g 8 ge
(o0) —(——————gc ) (1+#N7r2 lngc_g).

The correction can be exponentiated in the usual way

H(k, iw) = (D11)

(D12)

and we get
_a\?#
(00)? = (g—° g) : (D13)
e
where
8

Our next goal is to express Ny in terms of the fully
renormalized spin stiffness at 7' = 0. At N = oo, we
have from (3.25)

ps:N(l_l)
g g

Now we have to compute 1/N corrections to (D15). In
principle, it is possible to evaluate p, directly by calculat-
ing the response to the twist of the order parameter in the
momentum space. In practice, however, it is more con-
venient to calculate the static susceptibility x i, which
measures the response to the twist in 7 direction; the
value of p, then can be obtained using Lorentz invari-
ance: p, = c2 - Xx.1-

The calculations of x to order 1/N were described in
Sec. III B. As before, they have to be modified to account
for nonzero order parameter. For N = oo, we use (D1)
for the n field, substitute it into the bubble diagram in
Fig. 4, and after simple manipulations obtain at T = 0,

(D15)
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N= Po 2
X1 o= c‘; (o0)*.
0

(D16)

The calculation of 1/N terms proceeds along the same
lines as in Sec. IIIB. We substitute (D1), into the 1/N
diagrams in Fig. 4 and using (D6) obtain after some al-
gebra,

- 2
xL=x1" (1 N IT:O) ’ (D17)

where

d%kdw Gi(k,iw) (k* — 3w?)
(2m)3 T*(k,iw) (k2 + w?) "’

Ir—o = (D18)

We emphasize that the calculations at 7' = 0 are much
simpler than that at finite T because in fact we have to
keep only the terms ~ (op); all other contributions give
zero after integration over intermediate frequency. This
indeed is clearly seen from the expression for x, at finite
T [Eq. (3.68)] where each term contains derivatives of
the Bose functions.

Finally, from (D13) and (D14), and the definition of
Ny, we obtain

N g5? 2
-0 _ v -2 .
! N T=0

2= (D19)

Clearly, the value of the integral in (D18) depends on the
form of IT*(k,iw) near the upper cutoff and the result
for N2/p, is therefore model dependent. However, we
explicitly showed in Sec. IV that the universal functions
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for observables are insensitive to the behavior of IT* at
k,w ~ A. In view of this, we use in Secs. IV and V
the result for N2/p, obtained from (D19) in the case
when the polarization operator is computed without a
cutoff in the momentum and frequency integration. Then
II(k,w) is given by (D11) and performing the integration
in (D18), we find

2 G2
Ne_gB [ 8 | (NAY]
Ps N 312N 16p,

This equation we use in (4.2).

We will also need the result for p, expressed in terms
of the spin-stiffness at N = co. From (D14), (D10), and
(D15), we obtain

V= (14 2 /dzk dw G3(k,iw)  4w?
Ps = Ps N (2m)3 MO*(k,iw) (k2 +w?))’

(D20)

(D21)

Finally, we deduce from (D21) the critical exponent
for p,. For this, we perform the integration in (D21)
with the logarithmic accuracy using (D11) and (D5), and
exponentiate the result. We then obtain

-9
o~ 29 D22
p (gc> (D22)
where
20 32
Y= 1vn TN (D23)

and 7 = 8/(3n%N) is the critical exponent for spin cor-
relations at g..
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