arXiv:1912.07080v1 [cond-mat.supr-con] 15 Dec 2019

Non-equilibrium d− wave pair density wave order parameter in superconducting cuprates

Mikhail Malakhov Institute of Physics, Kazan Federal University, Kazan 420008, Russian Federation and Institut für Theoretische Physik III Ruhr-Universität Bochum, D-44801 Bochum, Germany

Maxim Avdeev Institute of Physics, Kazan Federal University, Kazan 420008, Russian Federation (Dated: December 18, 2019)

We investigate the nonequilibrium pair density wave order parameter in a simple microscopic model with the ground state d− wave spatially uniform superconductivity. After pushing the system out of equilibrium by a short-time induced order parameter, the system can exhibit robust free nondecaying oscillations of nonuniform superconducting order. In the weak nonequilibrium regime, the frequency of these oscillations is about 2Δ/ℏ and the amplitude can be explained qualitatively by features of equilibrium free energy. In case when the system was taken far from equilibrium, it transits to a non-linear regime where even metastable coexistence of d− wave superconducting and pair density wave gaps are possible.

Theoretical research on spatially nonuniform superconducting states - pair density waves (PDW) becomes more relevant due to the latest experiments in cuprates [1– 4]. The PDW is a superconducting state in which the Cooper pairs have a non-zero momentum leading to spatial modulation of the superconducting order parameter. Recently PDW coexisting with uniform d− wave superconductivity was observed in cuprates by scanning tunnel microscopy experiments [1–3]. Note that the PDW arises in the absence of Zeeman interaction due to an external magnetic field which makes it different from theoretically well described Fulde-Ferrell-Larkin-Ovchinnikov (FFLO) state [5, 6].

Since underdoped cuprates can exhibit a transition to a charge density wave (CDW) order [7] and competition between CDW and superconductivity were observed in many experiments and theoretical calculations [8, 9], it is very natural to consider that CDW order induces secondary PDW. Just fact of coexisting superconducting (SC) and CDW order parameters give rise to the Cooper pairs with non-zero center-of-mass momentum. But recent experimental and theoretical studies in this area calls into question such a consideration, as it was noted in review [10]. The appearance of the PDW order can lead to break many symmetries, for this reason it gives rise to a variety of induced orders associated with these broken symmetries. Using Ginzburg-Landau- Wilson formalism it can be shown [10] that different types of PDW can cause CDW, Ising nematic order, magnetization density wave associated with broken time-reversal and translation symmetries. We also note that some authors associate the pseudogap state to the presence of PDW order [11–15].

Numerical theoretical calculations for t − t^′ − J model in cuprates show that despite the fact that usual d− wave SC always corresponds to a global minimum of Free energy at zero temperature, PDW metastable state is very close to it [16–19]. Thus, the coexistence of uniform superconductivity and PDW under ordinary conditions is not realized. However, such coexistence becomes possible in vortex halo, where the uniform superconducting gap is locally suppressed by the magnetic field [20]. In tunneling microscopy experiments [4] d− wave PDW and induced secondary CDW were observed in a vortex halo.

Despite the fact that there is no equilibrium PDW solution for cuprates in simple mean-field microscopic model at reasonable interaction strength and in the absence of other density waves [21], recent works in non-equilibrium dynamics of superconductors [22–27] motivated us to investigate possible PDW modes when system is driven out of equilibrium. In works [28, 29] authors showed that superconducting system can exhibit collective modes due to the subdominant ground state with different symmetry. In work [30] it was shown that even in Mott insulator state of the Hubbard model the photoexcited PDW state can exist.

As was noted in [10], at present there is no reliable microscopic theory of PDW in cuprates. This field of research attracts great attention of both theorists and experimenters and now is developing fast. In this rapid communication we show the strong oscillation of PDW order parameter in the simple t − J model and in the absence of CDW order.

We start from one-band two-dimensional tight-binding Hamiltonian: H = ∑ k,σ ε_ka^†_{k,σ}a_{k,σ} + H_{int}, (1)

with the following dispersion law ε_k = 2t_1(cos k_xa + cos k_ya)+4t_2 cos k_xa cos k_y a+2t_3(cos 2k_xa+cos 2k_ya)−μ. Here t_1, t_2 and t_3 are effective hopping parameters, μ is chemical potential.

We introduce short-range superexchange interaction: H_{int} = − 1 2 ∑ k,k^′,k^{′′} , σ,σ^′ J_k′′ a^†_{k,σ}a_k′_{,σ}a^†_k′_{−k}′′_{,σ}′ a_{k−k}′′_{,σ}′ , (2) where J_k′′ = 2J(cos k^{′′}_x a + cos k^{′′}_y a). Than we do mean field decoupling for eq. 2 with three possible combinations of momentum vectors. Term k^′ − k^{′′} = −k corresponds to uniform superconductivity and terms with k^′ − k^{′′} = −k±2q to PDW. Here 2q is a vector of spatial modulation of order parameter. In this paper we suggest a superconductor which is far from CDW state and we in sake of simplicity neglect interaction terms for CDW. The PDW part of Hamiltonian is the following:

H^{PDW} = ∑ k,s=±1 P^{(s)}_{k+2sq}a^†_{k,↑}a^†_{−k+2sq,↓} + H.C. (3)

Also due to symmetry, we can write P^{(+)}_{k+q} = P^{(−)}_{k−q} = P_k.

If we neglect higher order harmonics, we can write equation of motions in the following form: iℏ ∂ ∂t ⃗A = M̂ ⃗A, (4)

where vector ⃗A = [ a_{k+q,↑}, a_{k−q,↑}, a^†_{−k−q,↓}, a^†_{−k+q,↓} ]_T and the matrix M̂ has the form:

M̂ = ε_{k+q} 0 Δ_{k+q} P_k 0 ε_{k−q} P_k Δ_{k−q} Δ^∗_{k+q} P^∗_k −ε_{−k−q} 0 P^∗_k Δ^∗_{k−q} 0 −ε_{−k+q} . (5)

The excitation spectrum defined as eigenvalues of matrix M̂ is the following:

Ω^2_{k,(±)} = 1 2 (E^2_{k+q} + E^2_{k−q} + 2|P_k|^2) ± 1 2 √ D_Ω. (6)

Here E^2_k = ε^2_k + |Δ_k|^2 is conventional Bogoliubov quasiparticle dispersion,

D_Ω = (E^2_{k+q} − E^2_{k−q})^2 + 8Re(Δ_{k+q}Δ_{k−q}(P^∗_k )^2)

+4|P_k|^2[(ε_{k+q} − ε_{k−q})^2 + (|Δ_{k+q}| + |Δ_{k−q}|)^2]. (7) Using Green function approach we can write analytical expression for all existing in the model averages. For PDW anomalous average has the form:

f^{PDW} k = ⟨a_{−k+q,↓}a_{k+q,↑}⟩ = [ ε_{k+q}ε_{k−q}P_k + |P_k|^2P_k − Δ_{k+q}Δ_{k−q}P^∗_k ] T_1 − P_kT_2 2(Ω^2_{k,+} − Ω^2_{k,−}) , (8) where functions T_1 and T_2 are combinations of hyperbolic tangents:

T_1 = tanh (_{βΩk,+} 2 ) Ω_{k,+} − tanh (_{βΩk,−} 2 ) Ω_{k,−} , T_2 = Ω_{k,+} tanh ( βΩ_{k,+} 2 ) − Ω_{k,−} tanh ( βΩ_{k,−} 2 ) . (9)

The order parameters then determined by the following system of mean-field equations:

P_k = − 1 2 ∑ k^′

J_{k+k}′ ⟨a_{−k}′_{+q,↓}a_k′_{+q,↑}⟩,

Δ_k = − 1 2 ∑ k^′

J_{k+k}′ f^{SC}_k′ , n = ∑ k,σ n_{k,σ}. (10)

The last equation renormalize chemical potential in dispersion ε_k for the band with fixed filling n. We can also separate kernel of this integral equation and write:

Δ_k = Δ_x cos k_x + Δ_y cos k_y − δ_x sin k_x − δ_y sin k_y, P_k = P_x cos k_x + P_y cos k_y − p_x sin k_x − p_y sin k_y. (11) In [31] coexistence of superconductivity and PDW was considered in the strongly correlated regime, more suitable for undoped cuprates, but we see that self-consistent mean field equations differ only on a constant factor. The free energy of the system can be written as: F = − 1 2 ∑ k,l=± Ω_{k,l} + 1 2 ∑ k (ε_{k−q} + ε_{k+q})

+ |Δ_d|^2 2J + |Δ_s|^2 2J + |P_d|^2 J + |P_s|^2 J , (12)

where we introduced d− and s− components of PDW and SC order parameters as P_d = P_x − P_y, P_s = P_x + P_y and Δ_d = Δ_x − Δ_y, Δ_s = Δ_x + Δ_y, respectively. We also assumed, that triplet components δ_{x(y)} and p_{x(y)} are equal to zero.

A similar model for a PDW and SC was derived in work [31], but in that work, authors concentrated on a CDW and SC coexistence on a (π, π) vector. Also metastable solutions were obtained using a similar technique in [21]. But they did not take into account shift of chemical potential and used unrealistic large interaction strength, for a constant J > 2t_1. In this case, there are indeed exist PDW solutions, but the value of the superconducting gap is comparable to the bandwidth and critical temperature is much larger than in existing real systems. We use in our calculations interaction constant J = 1.7t_1, which leads to a reasonable SC gap value. And also we couldn’t neglect to shift the chemical potential, which in our case is the same order as the PDW gap. The result of our self-consistent calculation is the full absence of any PDW solutions on different vectors 2q = (2q_x, 0).

Further, in order to get evolution of the system after taking it out of equilibrium, we add time dependence as M̂ = M̂(t) into eq. 4. Such consideration is equivalent to generally accepted methods, introduced in [22]. But in this model we cannot use pseudospin formalism, and we need to write a complete set of the differential equations for all averages. Thus the dynamics of existing in system averages can be written as: ∂ ∂t K_{mn} = −i ∑ j (M_{mj} K_{jn} − M_{jn}K_{mj} )/ℏ, (13)

FIG. 1. Fermi surface and PDW modulation vectors q = (qx, 0) which we used in our calculations. Band parameters: t1 = 100 meV, t2 = −0.35t1 , t3 = 0.05t1 with concentration of carriers n = 0.8.

where K_{mn} = ⟨A_mA^†_n⟩. In particular, PDW average dynamic can be expanded as: iℏ ∂ ∂t f^{PDW} k = (ε_{k+q} + ε_{k−q})f^{PDW}_k

+P_k(1 − n_{k+q,↑} − n_{−k+q,↓})

+Δ^∗_{k−q}f^{CDW}_k − Δ_{k+q}(f^{CDW}_k )^∗.

(14)

This equations are similar to the differential equations from [26]. One can see, that PDW can’t be excited by applying light pulse, like in pump-probe experiments in cuprates [32–34]. Since there are no equilibrium solutions for any other density wave correlations, we have to induce for a short time PDW order parameter to see the nonequilibrium dynamics of system after it. Our idea is that proximity of macroscopic cuprate and PDW sample can cause non-equilibrium dynamics of order parameters in cuprates.

In our calculations we induced external PDW for three different 2q vector as shown on Fig. 1. We numerically simulated the system dynamics using differential eq. (13) with initial conditions corresponding to the equilibrium state. Then, on the time interval t = (−0.05, 0.05) ps we artificially set P_k amplitudes and corresponding averages f^{PDW}_k defined by equation (8). We found that system has two regime of non-equilibrium time evolution of order parameters. When the initial amplitude of the induced order parameter is not very large, we have linear oscillations regime, as it can be seen in Fig. 3, where we induced PDW with d− and s− wave symmetries. We obtained, that s− wave component is always decaying very fast, while d− wave component exhibit oscillations with slightly different amplitudes depending on value of the vector q. The difference in oscillation amplitudes can be explained qualitatively by analyzing Free energy (12). The Free energy dependence on d− wave PDW gap is quadratic (F ∼ |P_d|^2 see Fig. 2) and the oscillations amplitude correlates with its value. Also the free energy for uniform d− wave SC coexisted with s− wave PDW is larger than with d− wave PDW which ex-

FIG. 2. The free energy versus amplitude |P_d|^2 at a three different value of vector q. The SC gap Δ_d is set to its equilibrium value. Other parameters of the system are the same as in Fig. 1. The normal state free energy is about 0.25 meV.

plains why s− wave oscillations are suppressed. With a further increase amplitude of the initial induced PDW order parameter, we can see a qualitative change it time behavior (see solid blue line in Fig. 4). In this case we also see undamped oscillations of PDW order parameters at wave vector 2q = 0.23π, but which are already nonlinear. And for 2q = 0.29π system can undergo into a non-equilibrium meta-stable state, where PDW and SC order parameter coexist and show weak time dependence of amplitude at t > 0.4 ps. This feature is due to the fact that in this mode the nonlinear processes begin to play a decisive role.

One important and open question is how this mode can be excited in experiments, because we need a proximity with already existing PDW order parameter. The PDW state can be the ground state in some systems as one dimensional Kondo-Heisenberg model [35] and t − J model with ring exchange on a triangular lattice [36] which can be related to cuprates. Also there are recent work [37] where PDW state was predicted in hole-doped group VI transition metal dichalcogenides, with spin-valley locked band structure and moderate correlations. In order to induce the gap, we can also create FFLO state in small system. As it was noted in work [38] the size of the system is very important in formation of spatially nonuniform superconductivity and the system is stable if the modulation fits the finite system size. So it can occur that PDW or FFLO state is more preferable in smallsized superconductors on a STM tip, than in macroscopic samples. For instance, in microscopic calculations, metastable PDW were obtained in small-sized superconductors [16, 19]. Existing microscopic models operate

FIG. 3. Non-equilibrium dynamics of PDW and SC order parameters after induced (a) d- wave PDW and (b) s- wave PDW correlations on differrent wave vectors. All band parameters are the same as on Fig. 1, grid in Brillouin zone is 449 × 449.

FIG. 4. Non-equilibrium dynamics of PDW and SC order parameters after induced d- wave PDW correlations on differrent wave vectors. All band parameters are the same as on Fig. 1.

with simulations in on-site representation of small-sized superconductors, usually not larger than 60×60 sites because the complexity of such calculations grow very fast when the system increase. In work [1] the PDW order on top of equilibrium superconductivity was seen in STM experiments, where nano-sized superconducting cuprate flake on a STM tip was placed to measure Josephson current. In addition in work [39] was stressed the importance of surface effects in FFLO state superconductors, which is mostly important in small-sized samples.

The important result of our calculation one can induce oscillations of the PDW order parameter in weak non-equilibrium regime even in the absence of the CDW order parameter. Wherein time evolution of the PDW exhibit a robust non-decaying oscillation after induced order parameters disappear. In our calculations we could get PDW gap amplitude oscillations up to 10% of uniform equilibrium gap. This non-equilibrium PDW gap is always d− wave with a negligibly small admixture of s− wave component, not depending on which gap symmetry was initially induced. Also, such strong oscillations lead only to a small 2% drop of uniform SC amplitude. The frequency of this oscillation is about 2Δ^{max}/ℏ and thus coincides with frequency of Higgs mode [24, 40]. The difference which can be used to distinguish from uniform SC amplitude mode is that PDW oscillations do not decay quickly as it happens in d− wave cuprates [24]. As it was seen in our calculations, even if only s− wave external PDW was induced, the oscillations in d− wave channel can be excited, when s− wave PDW decay quickly when external gap removed. Thus, based on our results, we believe that manifestation of the interplay between PDW and SC order parameters can be detected in systems far from CDW instability.

We acknowledge stimulating discussions with M. A. Müller, A. Kadigrobov and I. Eremin. This work was supported from the project of the state assignment of KFU in the sphere of scientific activities, Grant No. 3.2166.2017/4.6.

[1] M. Hamidian, S. Edkins, S. Joo, A. Kostin, H. Eisaki, S. Uchida, M. Lawler, E.-A. Kim, A. Mackenzie, K. Fujita, J. Lee, and J. Davis, Nature 532, 343 (2016).

[2] W. Ruan, X. Li, C. Hu, Z. Hao, H. Li, P. Cai, X. Zhou, D.-H. Lee, and Y. Wang, Nature Physics 14, 1178 (2018).

[3] W. Ruan, X. Li, C. Hu, Z. Hao, H. Li, P. Cai, X. Zhou, D.-H. Lee, and Y. Wang, ArXiv , 1905.02425 (2019).

[4] S. D. Edkins, A. Kostin, K. Fujita, A. P. Mackenzie, H. Eisaki, S. Uchida, S. Sachdev, M. J. Lawler, E.- A. Kim, J. C. Séamus Davis, and M. H. Hamidian, Science 364, 976 (2019).

[5] P. Fulde and R. A. Ferrell, Phys. Rev. 135, A550 (1964). [6] A. I. Larkin and Y. N. Ovchinnikov, JETP 20, 762 (1965).

[7] G. Ghiringhelli, M. Le Tacon, M. Minola, S. Blanco- Canosa, C. Mazzoli, N. B. Brookes, G. M. De Luca, A. Frano, D. G. Hawthorn, F. He, T. Loew, M. M. Sala, D. C. Peets, M. Salluzzo, E. Schierle, R. Sutarto, G. A. Sawatzky, E. Weschke, B. Keimer, and L. Braicovich, Science 337, 821 (2012).

[8] J. Chang, E. Blackburn, A. Holmes, N. Christensen, J. Larsen, J. Mesot, R. Liang, D. Bonn, W. Hardy, A. Watenphul, M. Zimmermann, E. Forgan, and S. Hayden, Nature Physics 8, 871 (2012).

[9] P. Corboz, T. M. Rice, and M. Troyer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 046402 (2014).

[10] D. F. Agterberg, J. C. S. Davis, S. D. Edkins, E. Fradkin, D. J. V. Harlingen, S. Kivelson, P. A. Lee, L. Radzihovsky, J. M. Tranquada, and Y. Wang, ArXiv , 1904.09687 (2019).

[11] P. A. Lee, Phys. Rev. X 4, 031017 (2014). [12] Z. Dai, T. Senthil, and P. A. Lee, ArXiv , 1906.01656v1 (2019).

[13] W.-L. Tu and T.-K. Lee, Scientific Reports 9, 1719 (2019).

[14] D. Chakraborty, M. Grandadamand, M. H. Hamidian, J. C. S. Davis, Y. Sidis, and C. Pepin, ArXiv , 1906.01633v2 (2019).

[15] M. Grandadam, D. Chakraborty, and C. Pepin, ArXiv , 1909.06657v2 (2019).

[16] M. Raczkowski, M. Capello, D. Poilblanc, R. Frésard, and A. M. Oleś, Phys. Rev. B 76, 140505 (2007).

[17] K.-Y. Yang, W. Q. Chen, T. M. Rice, M. Sigrist, and F.-C. Zhang, New Journal of Physics 11, 055053 (2009).

[18] M. Zegrodnik and J. Spałek, Phys. Rev. B 98, 155144 (2018).

[19] P. Choubey, W.-L. Tu, T.-K. Lee, and P. J. Hirschfeld, New Journal of Physics 19, 013028 (2017).

[20] Y. Wang, S. D. Edkins, M. H. Hamidian,

J. C. S. Davis, E. Fradkin, and S. A. Kivelson, Phys. Rev. B 97, 174510 (2018).

[21] F. Loder, A. P. Kampf, and T. Kopp, Phys. Rev. B 81, 020511 (2010).

[22] R. A. Barankov, L. S. Levitov, and B. Z. Spivak, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 160401 (2004).

[23] C. Giannetti, M. Capone, D. Fausti, M. Fabrizio, F. Parmigiani, and D. Mihailovic, Advances in Physics 65, 58 (2016).

[24] F. Peronaci, M. Schiró, and M. Capone, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 257001 (2015).

[25] H. Krull, N. Bittner, G. Uhrig, D. Manske, and A. Schnyder, Nature Communications 7, 10.1038/ncomms11921 (2016).

[26] M. A. Sentef, A. Tokuno, A. Georges, and C. Kollath, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 087002 (2017).

[27] R. Shimano and N. Tsuji, ArXiv , 1906.09401v1. [28] M. A. Müller, P. Shen, M. Dzero, and I. Eremin, Phys. Rev. B 98, 024522 (2018).

[29] M. A. Müller, P. A. Volkov, I. Paul, and I. M. Eremin, Phys. Rev. B 100, 140501 (2019).

[30] T. Kaneko, T. Shirakawa, S. Sorella, and S. Yunoki, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 077002 (2019).

[31] M. V. Eremin and I. A. Larionov, Journal of Experimental and Theoretical Physics Letters 68, 611 (1998).

[32] K. Katsumi, N. Tsuji, Y. I. Hamada, R. Matsunaga, J. Schneeloch, R. D. Zhong, G. D. Gu, H. Aoki, Y. Gallais, and R. Shimano, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 117001 (2018).

[33] H. Niwa, N. Yoshikawa, K. Tomari, R. Matsunaga, D. Song, H. Eisaki, and R. Shimano, Phys. Rev. B 100, 104507 (2019).

[34] H. Chu, M.-J. Kim, K. Katsumi, S. Kovalev, R. D. Dawson, L. Schwarz, N. Yoshikawa, G. Kim, D. Putzky, Z. Z. Li, H. Raffy, S. Germanskiy, J.-C. Deinert, N. Awari, I. Ilyakov, B. Green, M. Chen, M. Bawatna, G. Christiani, G. Logvenov, Y. Gallais, A. V. Boris, B. Keimer, A. Schnyder, D. Manske, M. Gensch, Z. Wang, R. Shimano, and S. Kaiser, ArXiv , 1901.06675 (2019).

[35] E. Berg, E. Fradkin, and S. A. Kivelson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 146403 (2010).

[36] X. Y. Xu, K. T. Law, and P. A. Lee, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 167001 (2019).

[37] J. Venderley and E.-A. Kim, Science Advances 5, eaat4698 (2019).

[38] K. Tom, C. Chih-Chun, and L. Shi-Zeng, Phys. Rev. B 99, 054509 (2019).

[39] M. Barkman, A. Samoilenka, and E. Babaev, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 165302 (2019).

[40] R. Soto-Garrido, Y. Wang, E. Fradkin, and S. L. Cooper, Phys. Rev. B 95, 214502 (2017).