arXiv:2311.07405v1 [cond-mat.supr-con] 13 Nov 2023

Superconductivity and spin density wave in AA stacked bilayer graphene

A.O. Sboychakov,^1 A.L. Rakhmanov,^1 and A.V. Rozhkov^1 1Institute for Theoretical and Applied Electrodynamics, Russian Academy of Sciences, 125412 Moscow, Russia (Dated: November 14, 2023)

This work theoretically analyzes electronic instabilities in AA-stacked bilayer graphene and the role of the Coulomb interaction in stabilization of electronic ordered states in this system. The Coulomb interaction screening is accounted with the help of the random phase approximation. We observe that the repulsion between charge carriers located in the same graphene layers is much larger than that between the electrons moving in different layers (moreover, under certain circumstances the inter-layer effective interaction becomes attractive). At zero doping, the intra-layer Coulomb repulsion is responsible for arising of the spin-density wave (SDW) state. The Néel temperature for this phase is estimated to be about several tens K. The SDW is the dominating order in undoped system, but it is destroyed completely by sufficiently strong doping, allowing a superconducting phase to emerge. As for the superconducting mechanism, we demonstrate that the effective interlayer attraction can give rise to superconductivity. However, the corresponding critical temperature is negligibly small, and phonon-mediated attraction must be introduced into the model to make the superconductivity observable. Strong intra-layer Coulomb repulsion favors the order parameters that couple electrons in different layers. In this case two different types of the superconducting phase can exist in the system. The first type is a usual superconductivity with Copper pairs having zero total momentum in the ground state. Such superconductivity exists if the coupling between electrons with momenta near different Dirac cones dominates. When the interaction between electrons near the same Dirac cones is larger, the Cooper pairs have a non-zero momenta in the ground state. Superconducting gap can increase or decrease with doping depending on the relationship between intra-band and inter-band BCS interaction.

PACS numbers: 73.22.Pr, 73.22.Gk

I. INTRODUCTION

Three different forms of bilayer graphene^1 are commonly discussed in the literature. These are AA-stacking (AA-BLG) or the simple graphene bilayer, AB-stacking (AB-BLG) or Bernal phase, and twisted bilayer stacking (t-BLG). The band structure and, consequently, the electronic properties of these systems are rather different. A striking characteristics of the AA-BLG is an ideal nesting of the Fermi surface, which led to several intriguing theoretical predictions for this system. In particular, the nesting strongly enhances effects of the electron-electron coupling resulting in stabilization of several symmetry-breaking phases, such as spin^{2–5} and charge^{5,6} density waves, fractional metallicity^{7,8}, as well as others^9. These are the reasons why AA-BLG attracts attention of theorists despite the fact that there are still no high-quality samples of this material^{10–12}. Moreover, t-BLG twisted at a magic angle (t-MBLG) can be considered as consisting of the large regions of AA-BLG and AB-BLG, while doped electrons are mostly localized in the AA regions^{1,13}. We believe that the study of the electronic properties of the AA-BLG can shed light on the peculiar features of the t-MBLG, including its non-superconducting and superconducting ordered phases. Motivated by these considerations, we analyze here many-body instabilities (both superconducting and not) in AA-BLG at various levels of doping.

When undoped, our system displays ideal Fermisurface nesting. Consequently, insulating phases, such as nesting-driven spin-density wave^{2–7} dominate the zerodoping regime. Sufficiently strong doping, however, destroys the nesting and weakens the SDW, making a superconducting order possible.

As for specific mechanisms driving both instabilities, our investigation reveals a peculiar role of the Coulomb interaction in these matters. For the SDW, the Coulomb force influence is quite straightforward: the stronger the repulsion, the larger the order parameter. The overall impact of the Coulomb interaction on the superconductivity is more intricate. Recall that, on one hand, in the classical BCS formulation the repulsion between the electrons constituting a Cooper pair depletes the superconductivity. Dissimilar to this, we have the Kohn-Luttinger mechanism^{14,15} that exclusively relies on the Coulomb repulsion as the only source of the Cooper pair “glue”. In other words, the Coulomb interaction can relate to the superconducting instability in a very non-trivial manner.

The above considerations serve as a starting point of our analysis, which we further develop into the following three-stage program. (i) For AA-BLG, we evaluate the screened Coulomb interaction within the random phase approximation (RPA). Next, (ii) using the RPA interaction, we recover the SDW instability previously discussed mostly in the framework of the Hubbard model. Finally, (iii) assuming that the sample is sufficiently doped to destroy the SDW, we explore a BCS-like superconducting mechanism for AA-BLG that incorporates both the phonon-mediated attraction and the screened Coulomb interaction.

With regard to item (iii), we will specifically demonstrate that for AA-BLG the inter-layer effective interaction is weak, and can even be attractive. This RPA feature strongly favors the Cooper pairs whose constituent electrons are spatially segregated among two layers of the bilayer. This observation significantly shortens the list of possible superconducting orders. In principle, the interlayer effective attraction can lead to Coulomb-driven superconductivity. However, due to weakness of the effective interaction constant in our model, the corresponding order parameter turns out to be small, and the phonons must be included into the formalism.

A separate and very complicated issue, which we touch only qualitatively here, is the nature of the AA-BLG ground state at intermediate dopings, when the SDW is not completely destroyed. Depending on various model details, doped SDW may demonstrate phase separation partially frustrated by the long-range Coulomb interaction, or, instead, the so-called fractional metallic states can be realized. There is theoretical argumentation and (indirect) experimental evidence for these phases in graphene-based systems. Both these alternatives are compatible with superconducting ordering, perhaps coexisting with a non-trivial spin texture.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II the studied model is formulated. Section III is dedicated to the derivation of the screened Coulomb interaction in the RPA framework. In Sec. IV we consider the SDW state in the AA-BLG. In Sec. V we analyze the superconductivity. Our results are discussed in Sec. VI.

II. THE MODEL

In AA-BLG carbon atoms in each sublattice of the top layer are located right above the atoms of the same sublattice of the lower layer^1. In our model, we take into account only in-plane and inter-plane nearest neighbor hoppings. Under this assumption the Hamiltonian of the system reads

H = H_0 + H_{int} − μ ∑ kiασ d^†_{kiασ} d_{kiασ} , (1) H_0 = − ∑ kiασ ( t^α_k d^†_{kiασ} d_{kiᾱσ} +t_0 d^†_{kiασ} d_{kīασ} ) , (2)

H_{int} = 1 2N ∑ kk′ pσσ′ ijαβ d^†_{k+piασ} d_{kiασ} V^{ij}_p d^†_k′_{−pjβσ}′ d_k′_{jβσ}′ . (3)

Here H_0 is the single-particle tight-binding Hamiltonian, and H_{int} describes electron-electron interaction, N is the number of unit cells in each layer, operator d^†_{kiασ} (operator d_{kiασ} ) creates (annihilates) an electron with quasimomentum k and spin projection σ in layer i [i = 0 (i = 1) corresponds to upper (lower) layer] on sublattice α [α = 0 (α = 1) represents sublattice A (sublattice B)]. A bar over index α inverts the value of α. The same convention is applied to the layer index i in Eq. (2), as well as to other binary-valued indices in expressions below. Further, t_0 = 0.36 eV in Eq. (2) is the inter-plane nearest-neighbor hopping amplitude, and the functions t^α_k have a form

t^A_k = tf_k , t^B_k = tf^∗_k , (4)

where t = 2.57 eV is the in-plane nearest-neighbor hopping amplitude, and function f_k equals

f_k = 1 + 2 exp (√ 3ik_xa/2 ) cos (k_ya/2) . (5)

In this definition a = 2.46 Å is the lattice constant. The chemical potential in Eq. (1) is denoted as μ.

In H_{int} the function V^{ij}_p encodes interaction of an electron in the layers i with another electron in the layer j, with transferred momentum p. Below, we will consider an electron-electron coupling arising either due to Coulomb repulsion or due to BCS-like electron-phonon scattering. The interaction in our model is independent of the spin variables since the model Hamiltonian does not include spin operators explicitly. Likewise, the interaction is assumed to be independent of the lattice indices, which is valid provided that the interaction potential is sufficiently long-range.

It is convenient to introduce a new set of electronic operators γ_{kSσ} (S = 1, , . . . , 4) in which the single-electron Hamiltonian H_0 has a diagonal form

H_0 = ∑ kSσ ε^{(S)}_k γ^†_{kSσ}γ_{kSσ} , (6)

where index S enumerates four eigenenergies

ε^{(1)}_k = −t_0 − tζ_k , ε^{(2)}_k = −t_0 + tζ_k ,

ε^{(3)}_k = +t_0 − tζ_k , ε^{(4)}_k = +t_0 + tζ_k . (7)

In these equation ζ_k = |f_k|. The relation between d_{kiασ} and γ_{kSσ} can be expressed as d_{kiασ} = ∑ S Φ^{(S)}_{kiα}γ_{kSσ} , (8)

where Φ^{(S)}_{kiα} are the components of bi-spinor wave function

Φ^{(S)}_k = ( Φ^{(S)}_{k1A}, Φ^{(S)}_{k1B} , Φ^{(S)}_{k2A}, Φ^{(S)}_{k2B}

)_T

. (9)

Introducing the phase φ_k = arg(f_k), we express the four wave functions as

Φ^{(1)}_k = 1 2 e^{iφk/2} e^{−iφk/2} e^{iφk/2} e^{−iφk/2} , Φ^{(2)}k = 1 2 −e^{iφk/2} e^{−iφk/2} −e^{iφk/2} e^{−iφk/2} ,

Φ^{(3)}_k = 1 2 −e^{iφk/2} −e^{−iφk/2} e^{iφk/2} e^{−iφk/2} , Φ^{(4)}k = 1 2 e^{iφk/2} −e^{−iφk} −e^{iφk/2} e^{−iφk/2} . (10)

The bands S = 2 and S = 3 cross the Fermi level forming Fermi surface. The Fermi surface for band 2 (band 3) consists of two approximately circular electron (hole) sheets. Each sheet is centered at one of two nonequivalent Dirac points K_1 = 4π(0, 1)/(3a) and K_{−1} = −K_1. The Fermi momenta are

band 2 (electrons): k_{F+} = k_F + μ/v_F , (11) band 3 (holes): k_{F−} = k_F − μ/v_F , (12)

where k_F = t_0/v_F is the Fermi momentum of undoped AA-BLG, and v_F = √ 3ta/2 is the graphene Fermi velocity.

When μ = 0, which corresponds to the undoped bilayer, Fermi momenta of the bands 2 and 3 coincide. In other words, we have perfect Fermi surface nesting with nesting vectors 0 and Q_0 = K_1 − K_{−1}. This makes the Fermi liquid unstable with respect to the spontaneous symmetry breaking.

If we are interested in the low-doped samples (|μ| ≪ t_0) and low-energy states, then, in the simplest approximation, we can omit the bands S = 1, 4 from the formalism. Thus, we have d_{kiασ} = 1 2 exp (is_αφ_k) [ (−1)^αγ_{k2σ} + (−1)^iγ_{k3σ} ] ,(13)

where s_{A,B} = ±1/2. Additionally, we approximate f_k near two Dirac points according to

f_{Kξ+q} ≈ √ 3a 2 (−iq_x + ξq_y), ξ = ±1. (14)

Consequently, near K_ξ we have tζ_{Kξ +q} = v_F q and φ_{Kξ +q} =^π_2 − ξϕ_q, where ϕ_q is the polar angle corresponding to vector q. From Eqs. (7) we obtain

ε^{(2,3)}_{Kξ+q} ≈ ± (v_F q − t_0) ≡ ±ε_q, (15)

where q = |q|. This relation approximates the low-energy electronic spectrum of AA-BLG.

III. POLARIZATION OPERATOR AND SCREENED COULOMB INTERACTION

In this section we derive the screened Coulomb interaction in AA-BLG within the RPA. To execute this calculation it is convenient to express the bare Coulomb interaction as a 2 × 2 matrix function

V̂^{(0)}_p = A p ( 1 e^{−pd} e^{−pd} 1 ) , A = 2πe^2 v_cϵ , (16) where d = 3.35 Å is the inter-layer distance, v_c = √ 3a^2/2 is the area of the graphene unit cell, and ϵ is the dielectric constant of the media surrounding the graphene sample. Matrix elements V^{(0)11}_p and V^{(0)22}_p represent intra-layer interactions, while V^{(0)12}_p and V^{(0)21}_p represent the interaction between the electrons in different layers.

To find renormalized Coulomb interaction we calculate the static polarization operator, which is also a 2 × 2 matrix function of the transferred momentum p. Its matrix elements can be written in the form^{16}

Π^{ij}_p = 2 ∑ SS^′ ∫ d^2k v_{BZ} n_F ( ε^{(S)}_k ) − n_F ( ε^{(S′)}_{k+p} ) ε^{(S)}_k − ε^{(S′)}_{k+p} × × ( ∑ α Φ^{(S)}_{kiα}Φ^{(S′)∗}_{k+piα} )( ∑ β Φ^{(S)∗}_{kjβ} Φ^{(S′)}_{k+pjβ} ) , (17)

where v_{BZ} = 4π^2/v_c is the Brillouin zone area, and

n_F (E) = 1 e^{(E−μ)/T} + 1 (18)

is the Fermi function. We calculate Π^{ij}_p numerically at T = 10^{−4}t. The result of calculation at zero doping, μ = 0, is shown in Fig. 1. Since layers are identical, we have Π^{11}_p = Π^{22}_p . Also Π^{12}_p = Π^{21}_p .

At not too large p the polarization operator is virtually insensitive to the direction of p. The value of Π^{11}_p is always negative, while Π^{12}_p is negative at small p and positive at larger p, changing sign at p ≈ 2k_F. As for −Π^{11}_p , it increases when p grows. This increase is linear in p for p above 2k_F. We also clearly see Kohn anomaly in Π^{11}_p at p = 2k_F . The total polarization operator Π_p = ∑ ij Π^{ij}_p is constant for p < 2k_F and −Π_p increases linearly at larger p, similar to what is calculated for single-layer graphene. Such a behavior of Π_p is consistent to that obtained in Ref. 17 in the framework of continuum approximation.

The renormalized Coulomb interaction can be expressed in the matrix form as

V̂_p = V̂^{(0)}_p [ 1 − Π̂_pV̂^{(0)}_p ]_{−1} . (19)

Performing the matrix inversion, one obtains

FIG. 1. The dependencies of Π^{11}_p (a), Π^{12}_p (b), and Πp = ∑ ij Π^{ij}_p (c) on momentum p for p = p(1, 0), calculated at μ = 0.

Other parameters of the model are presented in the text.

V^{11}_p = V^{22}_p = A

1 −^A_p Π^{11}_p [1 − e^{−2pd}]

p − 2A(Π^{11}_p + e^{−pd}Π^{12}_p ) +^{A2}_p [(Π^{11}_p )^2 − (Π^{12}_p )^2][1 − e^{−2pd}]

, (20)

V^{12}_p = V^{21}_p = A e^{−pd} +^A_p Π^{12}_p [1 − e^{−2pd}]

p − 2A(Π^{11}_p + e^{−pd}Π^{12}_p ) +^{A2}_p [(Π^{11}_p )^2 − (Π^{12}_p )^2][1 − e^{−2pd}]

. (21)

Renormalized interaction V^{ij}_p evaluated according to these formulas is shown in Fig. 2 for ϵ = 1 and ϵ = 3.

Note that, for p ≲ 2k_F , the value Π^{12}_p is negative [see Fig. 1 (b)]. Equation (21) indicates that, if 2Ad|Π^{12}_p | exceeds unity at low p, then V^{12}_p becomes attractive for small transferred momenta. Our calculations show that this is indeed the case when ϵ is close to unity. In Fig. 2 (b) we see that for ϵ = 1 the inter-layer component V^{12}_p is negative at small p.

The latter finding implies that a superconductivity stabilized by the screened Coulomb repulsion is possible in AA-BLG. However, straightforward estimates show that the critical temperature of such a superconducting state is virtually zero even for the most favorable case of ϵ = 1. [e.g., in terms of the usual BCS superconductivity with T_{sc} ∝ exp(−1/N_F V ) our estimates corresponds to N_F V ≈ 0.01]. Thus, phonon-free superconducting mechanism in AA-BLG cannot be rationalized within our framework. At the same time, our RPA investigation offers certain suggestions about a possible structure of a phonon-based superconducting order parameter, as we will see in Sec. V.

Finally, we would like to make the following comment. In the limit of d → 0 we recover the widely used result V^{ij}_p = A/[p − AΠ_p]. We argued that this approximation may perform poorly in realistic situations. For details, one can consult Appendix B of Ref. 18.

IV. SPIN-DENSITY WAVE STATE

In this section we develop a mean field theory for the SDW phase using the obtained above screened Coulomb interaction. We argue that a finite doping destroys the

SDW order, giving way to the superconducting instability.

The order parameter for the SDW state couples the electrons in the band S = 2 and holes in the band S = 3 with opposite spin projections. We substitute operators d_{kiασ} in the form of Eq. (8) in the interaction Hamiltonian Eq. (3) and keep only the terms pertinent to the SDW pairing. As a result we obtain

H_{int} = − 1 2N ∑ kk^′σ ( γ^†_{k2σ} γ_{k3σ̄}Γ^{(1)}_{kk}′ γ^†_k′_{3σ̄} γ_k′_{2σ} +

+ γ^†_{k2σ}γ_{k3σ̄} Γ^{(2)}_{kk}′ γ^†_k′_{2σ̄}γ_k′_{3σ} + H.c. ) , (22)

where

Γ^{(1)}_{kk}′ = ∑ ij ( ∑ α Φ^{(2)∗}_{kiα} Φ^{(2)}_k′_{iα} ) V^{ij}_{k−k}′ ( ∑ β Φ^{(3)}_{kiβ} Φ^{(3)∗}_k′_{jβ} ) , Γ^{(2)}_{kk}′ = ∑ ij ( ∑ α Φ^{(2)∗}_{kiα} Φ^{(3)}_k′_{iα} ) V^{ij}_{k−k}′ ( ∑ β Φ^{(3)}_{kiβ} Φ^{(2)∗}_k′_{jβ} ) .(23)

We assume that in the SDW state the following expectation values are non-zero

η_k = ⟨ γ^†_{k3σ̄}γ_{k2σ} ⟩ , (24)

which are additionally assumed to be independent of σ. Next, we introduce the SDW order parameter as

Δ^{SDW}_k = 1 N ∑ k^′ ( Γ^{(1)}_{kk}′ η_k′ + Γ^{(2)}_{kk}′ η^∗_k′ ) . (25)

Following the standard mean-field decoupling scheme in Eq. (22), we obtain the mean-field Hamiltonian and calculate the grand potential Ω of the system. Minimization

FIG. 2. The dependencies of V^{11}_p (a) and V^{12}_p (b) on momentum p for p = p(1, 0) calculated at ϵ = 1 (red solid curves) and at ϵ = 3 (magenta dashed curves). For all curves μ = 0. Other parameters of the model are presented in the text.

of Ω allows us to derive the self-consistency equation for the SDW order parameter

Δ^{SDW}_k = ∫ d^2k^′ v_{BZ}

Γ^{(1)}_{kk}′ Δ^{SDW}_k′ + Γ^{(2)}_{kk}′ Δ^{SDW∗}_k′ 2 √ (tζ_k′ − t_0)^2 + |Δ^{SDW}_k′ |^2

. (26)

To solve the integral equation (26) we postulate that Δ^{SDW}_k is non-zero only in the region near each Dirac point. More precisely, we use the following ansatz

Δ^{SDW}_{Kξ +p} = { Δ^{SDW}_{ξp} , |p| < K_0 0 , |p| > K_0 , (27)

where the function Δ^{SDW}_{ξp} is assumed to be real and depends only on the absolute value of the vector p, while the cutoff momentum K_0 = 2π/(3a) < |K_1 − K_{−1}|/2 is chosen such that regions corresponding to the different Dirac-points valleys do not intersect.

Using the ansatz (27), we solve Eq. (26) numerically by the successive iterations method. The result of this calculations is shown in Fig. 3. We see that Δ^{SDW}_{ξp} is a decreasing function of p: at the edge of the region p < K_0

FIG. 3. The dependencies of Δ^{SDW}_{ξp} versus p. The order parameter is calculated solving Eq. (26) for μ = 0 and ϵ = 1 (other model parameters are presented in the text).

it is about three times smaller than at p = 0. For ϵ = 1 the maximum value of Δ^{SDW}_{ξp} is Δ^{SDW}_{ξ0} ∼= 1 meV. This corresponds to the transition temperature about 10 K. Note that in our model we do not include the on-site Hubbard term, which will increase the above estimate.

Doping spoils the ideal nesting, weakening the SDW order. As it was shown in Refs. 3 and 4, neglecting the possibility of the incommensurate SDW phase, the SDW order disappears when the doping concentration per site x exceeds the critical value x_c = Δ^{SDW}_{ξ0} t_0/(π √ 3t^2). (For our parameters values x_c ≈ 10^{−5}.) Equivalently, we can say that the SDW is destroyed if μ > μ_c, where the critical chemical potential is μ_c = Δ^{SDW}_{ξ0} /2 ≈ 0.5 meV.

V. SUPERCONDUCTIVITY MECHANISM

In this section we analyze properties of the superconducting order that could arise in doped AA-BLG. Particularly, we will study the regime |x| > x_c, where the SDW state is completely suppressed.

Our mechanism is based on two theses that are consequences of the structure of the screened Coulomb interaction. We found in Sec. III that the intra-layer RPA repulsion is strong, while the inter-layer interaction is much weaker |V^{12}_p | ≪ V^{11}_p . Moreover, V^{12}_p can even become negative at small p. Thus, we will assume below that (i) the most stable superconducting order parameter is one that couples the electrons in different layers. Otherwise, all Cooper pairs acquire significant positive energy due to high values of V^{11}_p > 0 and V^{22}_p > 0.

Additionally, our calculations in Sec. III demonstrate that the inter-layer low-p attraction is always weak, and cannot stabilized an experimentally observable superconducting phase. Consequently, (ii) other sources of attraction must be incorporated into the model. To satisfy this requirement, we will assume the phonon-mediated attraction between the electrons.

A. The phonon-mediated attraction

We model the BCS-style phonon-mediated attraction by the following Hamiltonian

H^{ph}_{int} = H^{ph}_{inter} + H^{ph}_{intra}, (28)

H^{ph}_{inter} = − 1 2N ∑ iαβξ pp′σ U^{ξξ̄}_{pp}′ d^†_{Kξ +piασ} d_{Kξ +p}′_{iασ} ×

d^†_{−Kξ −pīβσ̄}d_{−Kξ −p′īβσ̄}, (29) H^{ph}_{intra} = − 1 2N ∑ iαβξ pp′σ U^{ξξ}_{pp}′ d^†_{Kξ +piασ} d_{Kξ +p}′_{iασ} ×

d^†_{Kξ −pīβσ̄} d_{Kξ −p′īβσ̄} , (30) where the term H^{ph}_{inter} couples electrons densities in different valleys, while H^{ph}_{intra} couples electrons densities in the same valley. Per our assumption (i), the itra-layer coupling is neglected. The inter-layer interaction parameters are positive U^{ξξ̄}_{pp}′ > 0, U^{ξξ}_{pp}′ > 0, as they represent the phonon-mediated electron-electron attraction. (The contribution from the inter-layer screened Coulomb interaction are also incorporated in these parameters.) The interactions are assumed to be spin- and sublatticeindependent. Consequently, U^{ξξ̄}_{pp}′ and U^{ξξ}_{pp}′ lack spin and sublattice indices. Only the terms contributing to the s-wave superconductivity are retained in Eqs. (29) and (30).

To simplify notations, it is convenient to introduce new valley-specific creation/annihilation band operators γ_{pSξσ} = γ_{Kξ +pSσ} assuming that |p| < K_0. Next, we substitute Eq. (13) into Eq. (28), and, using the fact that exp(iφ_{−Kξ −p}) = exp(−iφ_{Kξ+p}), φ_{Kξ +p} ≈ π/2 + ξϕ_p, and φ_{Kξ −p} ≈ π/2 + ξ(ϕ_p + π), we obtain

H^{ph}_{inter} = − 1 16N ∑ pp′ ξσ U_{pp}′ {( γ^†_{p2ξσ} +γ^†_{p3ξσ} ) ( γ_p′_{2ξσ} +γ_p′_{3ξσ} ) ( γ^†_{−p2ξ̄σ̄} −γ^†_{−p3ξ̄σ̄} ) ( γ_{−p′2ξ̄σ̄} −γ_{−p′3ξ̄σ̄} ) + ( γ^†_{p2ξσ} −γ^†_{p3ξσ} ) ( γ_p′_{2ξσ} −γ_p′_{3ξσ} ) ( γ^†_{−p2ξ̄σ̄} +γ^†_{−p3ξ̄σ̄} ) ( γ_{−p′2ξ̄σ̄} +γ_{−p′3ξ̄σ̄} ) + cos(ϕ_p − ϕ_p′ ) [( γ^†_{p2ξσ} +γ^†_{p3ξσ} ) ( γ_p′_{2ξσ} +γ_p′_{3ξσ} ) ( γ^†_{−p2ξ̄σ̄} +γ^†_{−p3ξ̄σ̄} ) ( γ_{−p′2ξ̄σ̄} +γ_{−p′3ξ̄σ̄} ) + ( γ^†_{p2ξσ} −γ^†_{p3ξσ} ) ( γ_p′_{2ξσ} −γ_p′_{3ξσ} ) ( γ^†_{−p2ξ̄σ̄} −γ^†_{−p3ξ̄σ̄} ) ( γ_{−p′2ξ̄σ̄} −γ_{−p′3ξ̄σ̄} )]} , (31)

H^{ph}_{intra} = − 1 16N ∑ pp′ ξσ Ũ_{pp′} {( γ^†_{p2ξσ} +γ^†_{p3ξσ} ) ( γ_p′_{2ξσ} +γ_p′_{3ξσ} ) ( γ^†_{−p2ξσ̄} +γ^†_{−p3ξσ̄} ) ( γ_{−p}′_{2ξσ̄} +γ_{−p}′_{3ξσ̄} ) + ( γ^†_{p2ξσ} −γ^†_{p3ξσ} ) ( γ_p′_{2ξσ} −γ_p′_{3ξσ} ) ( γ^†_{−p2ξσ̄} −γ^†_{−p3ξσ̄} ) ( γ_{−p}′_{2ξσ̄} −γ_{−p}′_{3ξσ̄} ) + cos(ϕ_p − ϕ_p′ ) [( γ^†_{p2ξσ} +γ^†_{p3ξσ} ) ( γ_p′_{2ξσ} +γ_p′_{3ξσ} ) ( γ^†_{−p2ξσ̄} −γ^†_{−p3ξσ̄} ) ( γ_{−p}′_{2ξσ̄} −γ_{−p}′_{3ξσ̄} ) + ( γ^†_{p2ξσ} −γ^†_{p3ξσ} ) ( γ_p′_{2ξσ} −γ_p′_{3ξσ} ) ( γ^†_{−p2ξσ̄} +γ^†_{−p3ξσ̄} ) ( γ_{−p}′_{2ξσ̄} +γ_{−p}′_{3ξσ̄} )]} , (32)

where U^{ξξ̄}_{pp}′ = U_{pp}′ and U^{ξξ}_{pp}′ = Ũ_{pp}′ .

B. Mean field analysis

Here we derive equations for the superconducting order parameters adapting the usual BCS mean field approach to specific features of AA-BLG. First, we note that the AA-BLG Fermi surface demonstrates qualitatively different structure for different doping levels, or, equivalently, for different values of the chemical potential μ. To avoid studying all possible variations of the problem, we will limit ourselves to the most physically relevant case of not-too-strong doping and require that

|μ| < t_0. Since AA-BLG obeys electron-hole symmetry, we consider only the electron doping, μ > 0. In this situation, only the bands 2 and 3 cross the Fermi level. Their Fermi momenta are expressed by Eqs. (11) and (12).

We assume that U^{ξξ′}_{pp}′ remain zero unless momenta p and p^′ are confined to the rings around the Fermi surfaces of the bands 2 and 3. The width of these rings is q_D = ω_D/v_F , where ω_D is the Debye frequency. At low doping, when k_{F+} − k_{F−} = 2μ/v_F < q_D, the rings corresponding to different bands intersect. We restrict our consideration by the case μ > ω_D/2, which significantly simplifies calculations. For practical calculations, we approximate U_{pp}′ and Ũ_{pp}′ by constants within these rings

U_{pp}′ = { U^{(ν,ν′)}, |p − k_{F ν} | <^{qD}_2 ∧ |p^′ − k_{F ν}′ | <^{qD}_2 0, otherwise , Ũ_{pp′} = { Ũ (ν,ν^′), |p − k_{F ν} | <^qD_2 ∧ |p′ − k_{F ν′} | <^qD_2 0, otherwise , (33)

where ν, ν^′ = ±1. As for the chemical potential, following the above discussion, we confine μ to the interval ω_D 2 < μ < t_0. (34)

Note that, due to μ_c ∼ 1 meV being very small, the SDW is destroyed for all μ satisfying inequality (34).

The superconducting state is assumed to have the following non-zero expectation values η^{ξξ′}_{pS} = ⟨γ_{pSξ↑}γ_{−pSξ}′_↓⟩, S = 2, 3 . (35) We also introduce the order parameters in the form

Δ^{ξξ′}_{pS} = 1 4N ∑ p^′

U^{ξξ′}_{pp}′ η^{ξξ′}_p′_S . (36)

Let us notice that the momentum p in the electronic operator γ_{pSξσ} is counted from the Dirac point K_ξ, and K¯_ξ = −K_ξ. The expectation values η^{ξξ̄}_{pS} describe the pairs with zero total momentum, while the total momentum of the pairs describing by expectation values η^{ξξ}_{pS} is equal to 2K_ξ. Thus, the order parameter Δ^{ξξ}_{pS} oscillates in real space as e^{2iKξ r}.

To go further, we assume that the order parameters (36) correspond to the s-wave, that is, Δ^{ξξ′}_{pS} depend only on the absolute value of the vector p. In this case the terms proportional to cos(ϕ_p − ϕ_p′ ) in Eqs. (31) and (32) do not contribute to the mean-field Hamiltonian. Performing the mean-field decoupling in Eq. (31), we obtain the mean-field form of H^{ph}_{inter}

H^{MF}_{inter} = ∑ pξ Δ_{pξ} ( γ^†_{p2ξ↑}γ^†_{p2ξ̄↓} − γ^†_{p3ξ↑}γ^†_{p3ξ̄↓} ) + (37) +H.c. + C, where Δ_{pξ} = Δ^{ξξ̄}_{p2} − Δ^{ξξ̄}_{p3}, and the c-number constant is C = 1 4N ∑ pp^′ξ

U_{pp}′ ( η^{ξξ̄∗}_{p2} − η^{ξξ̄∗}_{p3} ) ( η^{ξξ̄}_p′_2 − η^{ξξ̄}_p′_3 ) . (38)

Likewise, defining Δ̃_{pξ} = Δ^{ξξ}_{p2} + Δ^{ξξ}_{p3} and

C̃ = 1 4N ∑ pp^′ ξ

Ũ_{pp′} ( η^{ξξ∗}_{p2} + η^{ξξ∗}_{p3} ) ( η^{ξξ}_p′_2 + η^{ξξ}_p′_3 ) (39)

we express the mean-field form of H^{ph}_{intra} as follows

H^{MF}_{intra} = ∑ pξ Δ̃_{pξ} ( γ^†_{p2ξ↑}γ^†_{p2ξ↓} +γ^†_{p3ξ↑}γ^†_{p3ξ↓} ) + (40) +H.c. + C̃. We introduce the eight-component operator-valued spinor

Ψ^†_p = ( Ψ^†_{p+1↑}, Ψ^†_{p−1↑}, Ψ_{p+1↓}, Ψ_{p−1↓} ) , (41)

where the two-component spinor Ψ_{pξσ} equals

Ψ_{pξσ} = ( γ_{p2ξσ}, γ_{p3ξσ} ) . (42)

Using this spinor one can write the total mean-field Hamiltonian in the form

H^{MF} = ∑ p Ψ^†_pĤ_pΨ_p + C + C̃, (43)

where the 8 × 8 matrix Ĥ_p equals

Ĥ_p = tζ_p − μ 0 0 0 Δ̃_{p+1} 0 Δ_{p+1} 0 0 −tζ_p − μ 0 0 0 Δ̃_{p+1} 0 −Δ_{p+1} 0 0 tζ_p − μ 0 Δ_{p−1} 0 Δ̃_{p−1} 0 0 0 0 −tζ_p − μ 0 −Δ_{p−1} 0 Δ̃_{p−1} Δ̃∗_{p+1} 0 Δ∗_{p−1} 0 −tζ_p + μ 0 0 0 0 Δ̃^∗_{p+1} 0 −Δ^∗_{p−1} 0 tζ_p + μ 0 0 Δ^∗_{p+1} 0 Δ̃^∗_{p−1} 0 0 0 −tζ_p + μ 0 0 −Δ^∗_{p+1} 0 Δ̃^∗_{p−1} 0 0 0 tζ_p + μ

. (44)

The quasiparticle spectrum is obtained by the diagonalization of the matrix (44). Simple analytical formulas for the spectrum exist when

Δ_{pξ} = Δ_p¯_ξ ≡ Δ_p, Δ̃_{pξ} = Δ̃_p¯_ξ ≡ Δ̃_p. (45)

In this case, we have E^{(1,2,...,8)} p = ∓ √ (tζ_p ∓ μ)^2 + | | |Δp ± Δ̃p | | |^2. (46)

In the general case, it is also possible to obtain analytical formulas for the spectrum, but they are too cumbersome to present them here.

Minimizing the grand potential corresponding to the Hamiltonian (43) one derives the self-consistency equations for the superconducting order parameters. Since η^{ξξ̄}_{pS} appears in Hamiltonian (43) only in combination

η^{ξξ̄}_{p2}−η^{ξξ̄}_{p3}, and η^{ξξ}_{pS} appears in combination η^{ξξ}_{p2}+η^{ξξ}_{p3}, then, only Δ_{pξ} and Δ̃_{pξ} enter the self-consistency equations. Assuming that the order parameters are the same in both valleys, see Eq. (45), the system of self-consistency equations can be expressed as

Δ_p = 1 16 ∑ τ ς ∫ d^2p^′ v_{BZ}

U_{pp}′ (Δ_p′ + ςΔ̃_p′ ) √ (tζ_p′ − τμ)^2 + |Δ_p′ + ςΔ̃_p′ |^2 ×

tanh √ (tζ_p′ − τμ)^2 + |Δ_p′ + ςΔ̃_p′ |^2 2T , (47)

Δ̃_p = 1 16 ∑ τ ς ∫ d^2p^′ v_{BZ}

Ũ_{pp′} (Δ̃_{p′} + ςΔ_{p′} ) √ (tζ_p′ − τμ)^2 + |Δ_p′ + ςΔ̃_p′ |^2 ×

tanh √ (tζ_p′ − τμ)^2 + |Δ_p′ + ςΔ̃_p′ |^2 2T , (48)

where the summations are performed over binary indices τ, ς = ±1. One can see that Δ_p ≠ 0, Δ̃_p = 0 and Δ_p = 0, Δ̃_p ≠ 0 are the solutions to the equations (47) and (48). Both these solutions correspond to local energy minima, one is stable, another one is metastable. If U_{pp}′ > Ũ_{pp}′ then the solution Δ_p ≠ 0, Δ̃_p = 0 represent the stable minimum, with the lowest energy. Otherwise, we have to choose the solution Δ_p = 0, Δ̃_p ≠ 0. We did not find any solutions (corresponding to the energy minimum) when both Δ_p and Δ̃_p are non-zero. Thus, the order parameters Δ_p and Δ̃_p compete with each other.

When U_{pp}′ and Ũ_{pp}′ satisfy Eq. (33), the order parameters Δ_p and Δ̃_p have the following structure

Δ_p = { Δ^{(ν)}, |p − k_{F ν} | <^{qD}_2 0, otherwise , Δ̃_p = { Δ̃(ν), |p − k_{F ν} | <^qD_2 0, otherwise

. (49)

Substituting Eqs. (33) and (49) into Eqs. (47) and (48) one obtains the self-consistency equations for Δ^{(ν)} and Δ̃^{(ν)}.

Linearized forms of the self-consistency equations can be used to calculate the transition temperature T_{sc} for the superconducting phase. Recall that, when T is close to

T_{sc}, order parameters Δ_p and Δ̃_p under the square roots in equations (47) and (48) can be set equal to zero. The remaining expression becomes a linear integral equation for Δ_p and Δ̃_p.

Substituting Eq. (49) into Eqs. (47) and (48), performing the summation over τ and ς, and taking the integrals over p in the limit T ≪ ω_D, one transforms the latter integral equation into a system of linear equations for Δ^{(ν)} and Δ̃^{(ν)}

Δ^{(ν)} = ∑ ν^′ λ^{(ν,ν′ )}Δ^{(ν′)} ln ω_De^{ωD /4μ} κT , (50)

Δ̃^{(ν)} = ∑ ν^′ λ̃^{(ν,ν′ )}Δ̃^{(ν′)} ln ω^De^{ωD /4μ} κT , (51)

where the dimensionless coupling constants are λ^{(ν,ν′ )} = πk_{F ν}′ 2v_{BZ}v_F U^{(ν,ν′ )}, λ̃^{(ν,ν′ )} = πk_{F ν}′ 2v_{BZ}v_F

Ũ^{(ν,ν′ )}. (52)

and κ = πe^{−C} ∼= 1.764 (C is the Euler’s constant). The factor e^{ωD /4μ} under logarithms in Eqs. (50) and (51) arises due to the terms with τ = −ν^′.

Systems of equations (50) and (51) for Δ^{(ν)} and Δ̃^{(ν)} are decoupled from each other. Note that for generic T both systems have trivial solution Δ^{(ν)} = 0 and Δ̃^{(ν)} = 0 only. There are, however, four values of T [two values for (50) and two more for (51)] for which a non-trivial solution is possible. The transition temperature corresponds to the largest of these four.

To be more specific, let us consider the case Δ^{(ν)} ≠ 0, Δ̃^{(ν)} = 0. This represents the ordering with zero total momentum (the opposite situation can be considered in similar way). When U^{(ν,ν̄)} = 0, that is, there is no coupling between order parameters corresponding to different bands, there are two candidates to become the transition temperature

T^{(ν)} = κ^{−1}ω̃_De^{−1/λ(ν,ν)} , ν = ±1. (53)

Here the energy scale ω̃_D = ω_De^{ωD /4μ} remains of the order of ω_D, as long as condition (34) is satisfied.

As temperature grows, Δ^{(+1)} and Δ^{(−1)} vanish independently. First vanishes the order parameter with the smallest λ^{(ν,ν)}. When U^{(ν,ν)} = U_0, we have T^{(−1)} < T^{(+1)}, thus Δ^{(−1)} is the first to nullify. It corresponds to the hole band, since this band has smaller density of states. If we assume that U^{(ν,ν)} are doping independent, then T^{(+1)} increases when μ grows, while T^{(−1)} decreases down to zero at μ = t_0.

When U^{(ν,ν̄)} ≠ 0, there is one transition temperature, and the order parameters Δ^{(+1)} and Δ^{(−1)} vanish simultaneously. This happens at T_{sc} = κ^{−1}ω̃_De^{−1/Λ}, where Λ = 1 2 [ λ^{(1,1)} + λ^{(−1,−1)} + + √ [λ^{(1,1)} − λ^{(−1,−1)}]^2 + 4λ^{(1,−1)}λ^{(−1,1)} ] .(54)

Let us now analyze the behavior of Λ with doping. For simplicity we consider only the case when U^{(ν,ν)} = U_0 and U^{(ν,ν̄)} = U_1, where U_{0,1} are independent of doping. In this case we have

Λ = λ_0 + √ λ^2_1 + μ^2(λ^2_0 − λ^2_1)/t^2_0 , (55)

where λ_{0,1} = πt_0U_{0,1}/(2v_{BZ}v^2_F ). If λ_0 > λ_1, that is, the intraband interaction is greater than interband one, the coupling Λ (and the transition temperature) increases when doping grows. When λ_0 < λ_1, the coupling Λ decreases when doping increases. Finally, at λ_0 = λ_1, the Λ is doping independent, and the transition temperature only slightly decreases with doping due to the exponent e^{ωD /4μ}. The case Δ̃_p ≠ 0 and Δ_p = 0 can be analyzed in a similar manner. Such a case is of particular interest as it corresponds to the Cooper pairs with non-zero total momentum.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we examined the spin density wave and superconductivity as potential ground states of AAstacked bilayer graphene. At the heart of our analysis is the effective Coulomb interaction, which is estimated within the RPA framework. The calculations demonstrated that this type of coupling is sufficient to stabilize the SDW phase in undoped AA-BLG. The corresponding Néel temperature is about several tens K, which is typical for known graphene-based materials.

As for superconductivity (we expect it to emerge at finite doping, when the stronger SDW is destroyed), unfortunately, the situation is not as clear-cut, and additional assumptions are necessary. Although weak inter-layer attraction does emerge in the RPA effective interaction, it is insufficient to induce a superconducting order parameter of observable magnitude. Thus, to make the superconductivity a ground state, other sources of attraction, such as phonons, must be incorporated into the formalism. While the screened Coulomb interaction cannot stabilize an observable superconducting phase, it serves as a kind of “selection rule”, introducing strong bias toward inter-layer superconducting order parameters, a consequence of prominent disparity between inter-layer and intra-layer effective interactions.

The superconductivity was then studied within a framework of usual BCS approach. We show that two different types of the superconducting coupling could be observed in AA-BLG depending on the details of the electron-phonon coupling. The first type of the superconducting state is a usual one with Copper pairs having zero momentum in the ground state. Such superconductivity exists if the coupling between electrons with momenta near different Dirac cones dominates. In the opposite case, when the interaction between electrons near the same Dirac cones is larger, the Cooper pairs should have a non-zero momenta, 2K_ξ, in the ground state. Naturally, the superconductivity with non-zero momenta of the Copper pairs possesses a set of observable experimental consequences, which could be a subject of further analysis.

We argue that, within our model, the superconducting order parameter is sensitive to the doping level x. However, depending on the model details, it may be either a decreasing or an increasing function of x.

In our treatment we explicitly assumed that the doping is either zero (x = 0), or sufficiently strong (x > x_c). This allows us to avoid the issue of an SDW/superconductivity coexistence that may become a possibility if 0 < x < x_c. This regime has been investigated in Ref. 7, where we argued that AA-BLG can host several competing fractional metallic states. Omitting certain subtleties, one can say that these states have a well-defined Fermi surface. Consequently, under suitable conditions, they can host superconducting phases. Recent publications^{19,20} reported experimental realization of the fractional metallicity in graphene-based systems. Thus, a theoretical study of the coexistence regime is a very timely endeavor. For t-MBLG this coexistence was addressed in Ref. 21, for a more general context, Ref. 22 may be consulted.

To conclude, we studied many-body instabilities of AA-BLG at various dopings. We demonstrated that, at zero doping, the screened Coulomb interaction is sufficient to induce the SDW phase, with reasonable transition temperature. This SDW state is destroyed by doping, and can be replaced by a superconducting phase. Our calculations revealed that the Coulomb interaction alone is insufficient for the superconductivity stabilization, and phonon-mediated attraction must be introduced. Strong intra-layer repulsion contrasted against weak inter-layer interaction biases the superconducting order parameters choices in favor of those whose Cooper pairs are composed of the electrons separated between the two layers of AA-BLG. The model supports two types of superconducting order parameters, one is uniform in space, the other demonstrates periodic spatial oscillations.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work is supported by RSF grant No. 22-22-00464,

https://rscf.ru/en/project/22-22-00464/.

1 A. Rozhkov, A. Sboychakov, A. Rakhmanov, and F. Nori, “Electronic properties of graphene-based bilayer systems,”

Phys. Rep. 648, 1 (2016).

2 A. L. Rakhmanov, A. V. Rozhkov, A. O. Sboychakov, and F. Nori, “Instabilities of the AA-Stacked Graphene Bilayer,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 206801 (2012).

3 A. O. Sboychakov, A. L. Rakhmanov, A. V. Rozhkov, and F. Nori, “Metal-insulator transition and phase separation in doped AA-stacked graphene bilayer,” Phys. Rev. B 87, 121401 (2013).

4 A. O. Sboychakov, A. V. Rozhkov, A. L. Rakhmanov, and F. Nori, “Antiferromagnetic states and phase separation in doped AA-stacked graphene bilayers,” Phys. Rev. B 88, 045409 (2013).

5 D. S. de la Peña, M. M. Scherer, and C. Honerkamp, “Electronic instabilities of the AA-honeycomb bilayer,” Annalen der Physik 526, 366 (2014).

6 L. Brey and H. A. Fertig, “Gapped phase in AA-stacked bilayer graphene,” Phys. Rev. B 87, 115411 (2013).

7 A. O. Sboychakov, A. L. Rakhmanov, A. V. Rozhkov, and F. Nori, “Bilayer graphene can become a fractional metal,” Phys. Rev. B 103, L081106 (2021).

8 A. V. Rozhkov, A. O. Sboychakov, D. A. Khokhlov, A. L.

Rakhmanov, and K. I. Kugel, “New Half-Metallic States in Systems with Spin and Charge Density Waves (Brief Review),” JETP Letters 112, 725 (2020).

9 A. V. Rozhkov, A. O. Sboychakov, and A. L. Rakhmanov, “Ordering in SU(4)-symmetric model of AA bilayer graphene,” (2023), arXiv:2306.05796.

10 J.-K. Lee, S.-C. Lee, J.-P. Ahn, S.-C. Kim, J. I. B. Wilson, and P. John, “The growth of AA graphite on (111) diamond,” J. Chem. Phys. 129, 234709 (2008).

11 P. Lauffer, K. V. Emtsev, R. Graupner, T. Seyller, L. Ley, S. A. Reshanov, and H. B. Weber, “Atomic and electronic structure of few-layer graphene on SiC(0001) studied with scanning tunneling microscopy and spectroscopy,” Phys. Rev. B 77, 155426 (2008).

12 J. Borysiuk, J. Soltys, and J. Piechota, “Stacking sequence dependence of graphene layers on SiC (0001) - Experimental and theoretical investigation,” J. Appl. Phys. 109, 093523 (2011).

13 L.-J. Yin, J.-B. Qiao, W.-J. Zuo, W.-T. Li, and L. He, “Experimental evidence for non-Abelian gauge potentials in twisted graphene bilayers,” Phys. Rev. B 92, 081406 (2015).

14 W. Kohn and J. M. Luttinger, “New Mechanism for Superconductivity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 15, 524 (1965).

15 M. Y. Kagan, V. V. Val’kov, V. A. Mitskan, and M. M.

Korovushkin, “The Kohn-Luttinger effect and anomalous pairing in new superconducting systems and graphene,” J. Exp. Theor. Phys. 118, 995 (2014).

16 C. Triola and E. Rossi, “Screening and collective modes in gapped bilayer graphene,” Phys. Rev. B 86, 161408 (2012).

17 R. Roldán and L. Brey, “Dielectric screening and plasmons in AA-stacked bilayer graphene,” Phys. Rev. B 88, 115420 (2013).

18 A. O. Sboychakov, A. V. Rozhkov, and A. L. Rakhmanov, “Triplet superconductivity and spin density wave in biased AB bilayer graphene,” (2023), arXiv:2306.12312.

19 H. Zhou, T. Xie, A. Ghazaryan, T. Holder, J. R. Ehrets, E. M. Spanton, T. Taniguchi, K. Watanabe, E. Berg, M. Serbyn, et al., “Half- and quarter-metals in rhombohedral trilayer graphene,” Nature 598, 429 (2021).

20 de la Barrera, C. Sergio, S. Aronson, Z. Zheng, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, Q. Ma, P. Jarillo-Herrero, and R. Ashoori, “Cascade of isospin phase transitions in Bernal-stacked bilayer graphene at zero magnetic field,” Nature Physics 18, 771 (2022).

21 A. O. Sboychakov, A. V. Rozhkov, and A. L. Rakhmanov, “Coexistence of nematic superconductivity and spin density wave in magic-angle twisted bilayer graphene,” (2023), arXiv:2309.00346.

22 A. L. Rakhmanov, A. O. Sboychakov, K. I. Kugel, A. V.

Rozhkov, and F. Nori, “Spin-valley half-metal in systems with Fermi surface nesting,” Phys. Rev. B 98, 155141 (2018).