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Ata (110) surface of d,2_,_,-wave superconductor, superconducting order is strongipressed. In such a situation,
ordered states that are forbidden in the bulk may arise. droislem is studied for highiv cuprate superconductors by
treating the — 7 model with extended transfer integrals using the Bogokuti® Gennes method. It is found that a flux
phase with staggered currents along the surface, or areantifagnetic state can occur near the surface. Stability of
the emergent surface states ifelient from system to system depending on the shapes of theiri Burfaces. Possible
relation to the experiments on the Keffeet that suggest time-reversal symmetry breaking is digsalis

1. Introduction When the flux phase occurs near the (110) surface of the

In high-T¢ cuprate superconductors, the competition anf-2-wave superconductor, the circulating currentin the flux
coexistence of several kinds of ordered states are impdbase becomes a staggered current flowing along the surface
tant issues to clarify the mechanism of superconductitsity. with an amplitude decaying toward the bulk. This means that
high-T¢ cuprates, superconducting (SC) and amiferroma?hetime-reversal symmetry) is broken locally near the sur-
netic (AF) states can occur depending on the doping fte (face. E)_(perimentally, nonzero Ker.r rotations havg been ob-
Previously these two states were thought to be exclusive, (Rgrved in high¥c quates1,3—15) and it may be considered as
it has recently been found that, in multilayer cuprate syste the sign of the7” violation. To explain these experiments,

(in this paper the term "multilayer” will refer to three or meo  Séveral theories have been propo¥ed) We will examine

layers in a unit cell), they can coexist uniformly in the samavhether the Kerr ffect experiments can be explained by the
CuQ; plane? flux phase near the surface.

Whether ordered states other than the SC and AF states exAnother possible surface state at the (110) surface of the
ist in high-T¢ cuprates is a subtle question concerning théxz,yz-wave superconductor is the AF state. Relative stabil-
pseudogap phase in the underdoped red®rn principle, Y of the flux phase and the AF state as the emergent sur-
a state that has a free energy higher than other states carf@6¢ State depends on the dimensionality of the system as
occur, but it may arise if the stable ordered state is supptes Well as the shapes of their Fermi surfaces (FSs). In purely
due to some reason. For example, near a (110) surface 01;\Ag)-d|men5|onal syst.ems,.the AF state cannot occur, becaus
d,2_-wave superconductor, SC order is strongly suppressd@tational symmetry in spin space would be broken sponta-
In such a case other states forbidden in the beilk, a flux neously in the AF state. (In contrast, only discrete symynetr
phase may arise. The flux phase is a mean-field (MF) solig broken in the flux phase.) The AF state can be stabilized by
tion to thes — J model on a square lattice that describes th@ Weak three dimensionality that is always present in real sy
low-energy electronic states of high- cuprate:® In this f[ems. In single or double layer cuprates, three dimens'tgn.al
state the staggered circulating currents flow and adlpen- 1S SO weak that the AF state appears only near half-filling.
etrates the plaguette in a square latfichlear (away from) For a La-.Sr.CuQ, (LSCO) system (single layer), the crit-
half filing ¢ = +r (¢ # +x) and the state is called the ical doping rate of the AF state &* ~ 0.02?Y and for a
flux (staggered-flux) phase. (THedensity wave states, which YBa2CUsOg... (YBCO) system (bilayery." ~ 0.05?2 On
have been introduced in affiirent context, have similar prop- the other hand, in multilayer systems, the AF order survives
erties®) up to arather large doping regioff( ~ 0.1)" due to the rela-

Although the flux phase is only metastable except very nelyely strong three dimensionality. This implies that, ingle
half-filing,7-® it is energetically close to the SC state. Bejagnd bilayer cuprates, the flux phase may be favorable as the
et al. treated ther — J model with a second-neighbor hop_surface state. The surface AF order may be expected in mul-
ping term using N expansion in the leading order. In thistilayer cuprate systems for a doping range where only the SC
treatment, the SC and AF states are excluded, and they fofider exists in the bulk. As we will see in the following, the
that the flux phase is the leading instability even at high-doghape of the FS is also responsible for the stability.
ing rates? A mean-field (MF) calculation based on the slave- [ this paper we study the states near (110) surfaces of
boson (SB) schem@ 1Dfor thet — J model with second- and dx2-2-Wave superconductors that are described by the ex-
third- nearest-neighbor hopping terms (extended model) tendedr — J model. The spat|a_l variations of the order pa-
has been carried out to estimate the bare transition tempef@meters (OPs) are treated using the Bogoliubov de Gennes
ture of the flux phasels;, assuming the absence of SC or{BdG) method® based on the SBMA approximation. The

der? It turned out thatT=, may be finite even for a large long-range hopping terms are introduced to represent the di
doping rate § < 0.15). ferent shapes of FSs for various hi@b-cuprate supercon-

ductors. We will show that the flux phase or the AF state can
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cussed.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sect. 2 the model R
is presented and the BdG equations are derived. Results of
numerical calculations for the surface states are destiibe
Sect. 3. In Sect 4 the local density of states is examined. Sec
tion 5 is devoted to summary and discussion. (110) surface

2. Bogoliubov de Gennes Equations

We consider the — J model on a square lattice whoSeFig. 1. Schematic of a (110) surface. Arrows indicate directionsut

Hamiltonian is given as rents.
H==Y t;&,8-+J ) S;-8, 1)
Jlor G

o

second- (), and third-nearest-neighbor bond$)( or zero \ye assume that the system is uniform alongtitrection,

othervyiseJ(> 0) is the antiferromagnetic sgperexchange iN3nd consider the spatial variations of OPs only in thei-

teraction and(j, /) denotes the nearest-neighbor bonds. ~ rection. By imposing the periodic boundary condition fae th

is the electron operator in Fock space without double occy-girection, the Fourier transformation for theoordinate is

pancy, and we treat this condition using the SB methéd performed®-39) (Hereafter we writej, simply asj.) Then the

b?’ writing ¢ = b,‘-fjrr under the local constraif}, fj‘o—fj"' +  mean-field Hamiltonian is written as follows

b'b; = 1 at everyj site. Heref (b)) is a fermion (boson) op- A

efator that carries spin (charjg@);j the fermions (bosons) are Hur = Z Z \Pj ()R (k) ¥ (), (2)

frequently referred to as spinons (holons). The spin operat o

is expressed & = 3 Y5 /1, 0asfjs- with W (k) = (], (k). £j,(=K)), andk is the wave number along
We decouple the Hamiltonian Eq. (1) in the followingihe , direction. The matrix;;(k) is given as

mannef428) The bond order paramete(rﬁlirﬁa and(b;b» !

are introduced, and we denotg, = (f},fir) for nearest- (k) = ( é“jg(llz) sz(kl)< ) 3)

neighbor bonds. Although the bosons are not condensed in ‘ Fi) - =& k)

purely two-dimensional systems at finite temperatufg, ( where

they are almost condensed at Id@vand for finite carrier En(k) =

where the transfer integrals; are finite for the first-4), gc state K = Xjjsrine and A® = A, jursy are defined.
XLy, j :

=0l = rJ(mj-1 + mji1) + 26 COS Za]

doping ¢ = 0.05). Since we are interested in the region T w1 oa
§ 2 0.05 and low temperatures, we will treat holons as —0ju-1[2t6 coska + S[(x ;" + Sxj)e’
Bose condensed. Hence we approximétg ~ Vo and A0 + }X(.‘))e’”‘]]
(b}b,) ~ 6, and replace the local constraint with a global one, i 7 1
i Zj,(,(f;rfj(,) = 1- 65, whereN is the total number of lattice —6j.11[2t6 coska + E[(Xﬁr) + EXE;))*e_'k
sites. The spin-singlet resonating-valence-bond (RVBp@P _ e
n-si +(¢) + ) ]
the bond(j, /) is given asAj; = (fi1 fi, — fi1fin)/2. Under the i otn ) B
assumption of the Bose condensation of holansijs equiv- —(0j42 + 6,-2)('6 + 276 cos Za),
alent to the SCOP. (Then the onset temperatureisfthe SC ,
transition temperaturd.c.) The magnetization is defined by Elk) = =6ulu+ri(mji1+ ’}1J+1) + 2115 COS Zal| .
m; = (njy —nj)/2Withnjy = £, fio. _ o —6;s-1 26 coska + S + 5)((.I))*e”‘ “)
The phase diagram in the planesadind7, obtained within ‘ 1 ' 27 J
the SBMF approximation, can describe the SC and AF states +()(§.}) + E)(;))*e"k]]

qualitatively?5-28)|n a quantitative sense, however, the region Joo w1
of the AF state is overestimated. The discrepancy is due to —0ju+1[ 216 cOSka + Sy + Sx
the MF treatment, and it could be remedied by the inclusion of +(X(,) n :_L (*))eik]]
fluctuations. However, to treat the fluctuations within thtB n T

calculation is beyond the scope of this work, we introduce a
phenomenological parametefO < r < 1) to suppress the AF

EI))e—ik

—(8j42 + 6,u-2)(f'6 + 26 cOS Za),

. . 3J ) .
order?®-3%in the decoupling procedure of thigerm, J(S ;)-S; Fi(k) = Z[(Sjyz_l(AE‘*)e”‘“ + ADemke)
is replaced by-J(S;) - S;. + 6l A§+) oika 4 AE_) e,

When the SC and AF order coexists, the so-cati¢dplet . . _ .
pairing can occut!-3¥1n this paper we neglect them for sim- With x being the chemical potential, _
plicity, because their amplitude is much smaller than thiat o We diagonalize the mean-field Hamiltonian by solving the

the singlet SCOP. following BAG equation for each,
We treat a system with a (110) surface (Fig.1), and de- Zﬁ(k) un(k) \ 5.0 (k) -
note the direction perpendicular (parallel) to the (110} su 1 il v(k) )" valk) |’

face asx (y). The x coordinate is given as = j,.a where
a = a’'/ V2 with &’ being the lattice constant of the squarevherek, (k) and @ jn(k), vjn(k)) are the energy eigenvalue and
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unitary transformation using«(,(k), v;.(k)) diagonalizes the of Imy that characterizes the flux phase is smaller compared
Hamiltonian#,,r, and the OPs and the spinon number at thevith that in Fig.2, though the doping rate is smaller here. Fo
Jj site can be written as, the YBCO system¢,. ~ 0.10 in the BdG calculation, while

6. ~ 0.08 in the MF calculation for the uniform system.

1 2 2
iy = = D D i FER),
Yk on=1

1 2N, ) 0.3 \
)= DU ) 1L - FEWR)], - I —
Ny — . (-1)XImX ........
b 1o
W= D s ER) E o :
Y& n=l g
2N, T o1 7
1 3 +ika * g
X(.i) = — et Vj+l.n(k)v‘n(k)[1_ f(En(k))]’ o 005Ff b
i N, J
Yk n=1
N 0
1 3 ika *
A% v Z (€™ U (k)V, 1, (k) 0 T e w0 e w0 100
Yk on=1
ika * En(k) "
+e U1, ()Y, ()] tanh( =),

(6) Fig. 2. (Color online) Spatial variations of the OPs for the LSCOtsys
whereN, (N,) andf are the number of lattice sites along the (/7 =4/t = ~1/6.7" =0, = 010, andI' = 0.01)). Herex is measured
(y) direction and the Eermi distribution function respeelw in units of lattice spacing. Note that all OPs are nondimensional.

The d- and s-wave SCOPs are obtained by combinitg)s:

Ag(j) = (A=A + AP - ATy /4 andA,(j) = (AP + A0 +
(+) =) ‘

Ajfl + Ajfl)/4.

3. Surface States 0.3 ‘

In this section we present the results of numerical calcu- 025 Ly d 1
lations for surface states. Spatial variations of the ORs ne
(110) surfaces are determined by solving the BdG equations,
and we restrict ourselves to the caselok T¢, hamely, we

Order Parameters

do not consider the pseudogap phase. In numerical calcula- o i
tions, we diagonalize the Hamitotonid,,;» with the OPs 005 1 i
substituted in matrix elements, and the resulting eigerasl 0
and eigenfunctions are used to recalculate the OPs. This pro -0.05 L L L L

0 20 40 60 80 100

cedure is iterated until the convergence is reached. For the
system sizeN, = 200 andV, = 100 are used throughout.

First we study the LSCO system. The transfer integrals aﬁg. 3. (Color online) Spatial variations of the OPs for the YBCOteys
chosen to reproduce the FS of the LSCO systgth,= 4, (/7 = 4,7t = -1/6,¢'jt = 1/5,5 = 0.06, andT = 0.01)).
¢/t = =1/6, and” = 0,29 andé = 0.10 andT = 0.017
are used. In the LSCO system, the region of the AF state is

very nar_rowé_s .0'02)’ and we do not conside_r it. In Fig.2, The Flux phase arises in a rather large doping range for
the spatial variations of the OPs are shown. It is seen tleat tlfhe LSCO compared to the YBCO system. The reason for the
d-wgve S_COFAd is suppressed near _the_ s.urf.axe:.(O), a}nd difference is as follows. Flux phases are characterized by the
the imaginary part of the bo.nd OP, jimis finite in this region. imaginary part of the bond OP, jyn Self-consistency equa-

(In the absence c_;f magnetic ordef, = x,.) This mean that tions for the uniform system show that the expression gf Im
the flux phase arises as a surface state and the tlme-revehsfg

a form factor(¥)? (y* = cosk, + cosk,).”& 12 There-
symmetry is broken locally near the surface. The critichlga f it (N2 i ljé‘ )" i the ES. the fi ) h hould b
of the doping rate for the appearance of the flux phése, ore, if (y, ")" is large near the FS, the flux phase should be

12) ;
in the LSCO system i, ~ 0.20. In the SBMA calculation favored-< The FS of the LSCO (YBCO) system is favorable

for a uniform system, the bare transition temperature of th(gnfavorable) in this sense. - . .
When the flux phase occurs, it is seen that the imaginary

H o 12) i
flux phase['s;, vanishes a ~ 0.15.% Thus,é. in the BAG part of thes-wave SCOP becomes finite near the surface,

calculation is larger than that for the uniform system, lsea .
the incommensurate flux order that is not taken into accouﬁpd thus the SC state hasd is)-wave symmetry. How-

in the latter may be possible ever, the absolute value of iy is very small (of the order of

Next we examine the YBCO system. We use a simplifie 07%), and it is considered to be driven by the flux phase or-
parametrization of the transfer integrals neglectingyaita er. The absence of thewave SCOP, when the flux phase is

splitting of the FSy/J = 4,7/t = —1/6, and¢” /1 = 1/529) not present, can be understood by using the Ginzburg-Landau

ands = 0.06 andT = 0.017 are used. (We do not COnSider(GL) theory. The cofficient of the quadratic term of thé

the AF state as in the LSCO system.) In Fig.3 the spatial varqff():r\’gzzﬁp?;ﬁypﬁ‘g Egst)r’]:_thf r(slc;dtgl(‘e"gr}ll';]:fi-b((aﬁ)n V(\jlg\r/l\e/ed
ations of th‘(Ie’E)P.s are sh9wn, and we see that thSIqux F.)h OP is characterized bv the form factef D2 ((+2) and
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if ()2 (7{")?) is large near the FS, thie (s-) wave SC state larger values o6, surface AF order diminishes, and the flux

is favored. For the parameters used in the present BdG cal@iase may appear. The above results indicate that the emer-
lations,«; is positive both for the LSCO and YBCO systemggent surface state may beffédrent from system to system,

at least forT > 1074J. In general, surface scatterings maydepending on the shapes of the FSs.

induce R&;, but not Im\,. Moreover, for (110) surfaces this
contribution vanishes by symmet). Therefore, even when

A, is suppressed near the (110) surfagewould not be in-
duced, because no energy gain is expected.

Although we have considered only (110) surfaces, we may
expect7 violation for surfaces with other types of orienta-
tions. In real systems surfaces will not be so smooth, then
there may be small domains where the angle of crystal axes
is 45 to the surface. In this case the flux phase would appear
leading to7™ violation locally in these domains. For a surface
perpendicular to the axis, grain boundaries could also be the
origin of the flux phase order.

The current along the surface éxis) is proportional to X
Imy,

Order Parameters

Fig. 4. (Color online) Spatial variations of the OPs for the systaarrthe
) coexistence of the SC and AF stateg/(= 4,7 =+’ = 0,r = 0.66,6 = 0.11,
MY (7)  andr = 0.0L)).

Jy(j) =

with ¢o = h/2e being the flux quantum. (In principle, there is
aterm proportional to the vector potentialfy but we neglect
it for simplicity.) Then the staggered currefitflows in the 4. Local Density of States
region where the flux phase order is present. The magneticthe |ocal density of states (LDOS) at tjisite is given as
fieldooat the surface can be roughly estimatedBbfx = 0) = o
o |, dxJ,(x) = uoa X ; J,(j). For the parameters used above . 1 5 2
(cofprespo)nding to those in Figs. 2 and B)(x = 0) is of the Ny (), E) = N, Z Z )] S(E ~ Ea(K)).
order of 1-10 G. The estimated value®is small but finite, g val
then it could lead to a finite but small Kerr angle observed N,(j.E) = 1 Z Z |vj,n(k)|26(E 1 E,(K)),
experimentally. Ny 44—

The Kerr angles at the opposite surfaces have the Safifiere and| denote the spin directions.

sign® in contradiction to uniforny™ violation. In the present Figure 5 shows the LDOS for the LSCO and YBCO sys-
theory, since the” violation occurs only near the surface, theye s ot the surface. The parameters are the same as those used
signs of the Kerr angles at the opposite sides of the samRlerigs 2 and 3. It is seen that each LDOS has split peaks be-
can be arbitrary. Therefore it may give a simple explanatiog and above zero energy. The splitting of the peaks for the

for the experimental finding. LSCO system is larger than that for the YBCO system, re-
Theoretically, the surface flux order can occur only belo"ﬁecting the fact that Irp is larger than that of the latter.

d. ~ 0.10 for the YBCO system, and this doping rate is eSS cqyingtoner al. observed the peak splitting of the zero
than the value for which the Kerr rotation is observed in thBias conductance imb-oriented YBCGinsulatofCu junc-
SC region'¥ The reason for the discrepancy could be duggns and it is considered as the signyofviolation#®) This
to the fact that we have used the single-layer (single-bang) ,;;s|ation has been explained by the occurrence of an ad-
t —J model. If the bilayer — / model is employed, there are yisiona1 SCOP near the junction other than the hudwave
multiple FSs, and the condition for the occurrence of the flux-op4) |t we consider that this peak splitting is due to the
phase may be changed. surface flux phase, the theoretical peak-to-peak sepafatio

In contrast to the LSCO and YBCO systems, the AF stalgpo in Fig. 5 1 meV) is about half of those observed ex-
survives up to Igrgéln multilayer cuprate superconductors INberimentally, and so it may be considered to be in qualitativ
which the coexistence of theAéF and SC states has been founfl;eement. However, the doping rate used here is lower than
For exarr;pIeTN vanishes aﬁcAF~ 0.1 for five-layer cuprate ¢ of the sample for the tunneling experimeit & 89K) 49
systems? In a state withs 2 62", AF order is suppressed by pecausg- violation is limited tos < 6, ~ 0.10 theoretically.

SC order, though the bare transition temperature of the fqf; oger 1o see whether surface flux phase can explaifithe
mer, T3, is still finite. When SC order is suppressed neajjqation in YBCQinsulatoyCu junctions, quantitative calcu-
the (110) surface, there is a competltlon between the AE stgl g employing the bilayer— J model will be necessary.

and .the f_Iu_x phase. Here we use the single-layey model The LDOS for the system with surface AF order is shown
for simplicity (t/J = 4,7 =1 :A(?' and choose = 0.66. For i, kg 6. The parameters are the same as those used in Fig.
this value ofr, Ty va[‘];shes ab." ~0.10.InFig. 4, there- 4 pere the LDOS is dierent for spin directions because
sults fors = 0.11 (> 6;") andT' = 0.01/ are shown. Itis Seen ¢ magnetic order. This behavior may be detected by spin-

that the staggered magnetizatitd{= (—1)*'m) is finite near dependent STYSTS experiments.
the surface, while Irp = 0 everywhere. This means that the

AF state is more robust than the flux phase in this system. For

(8)
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rence of the flux phase and the AF state may be changed
quantitatively. Whether this scenario is correct or not ban
checked by carrying out similar calculations employing the
bilayers — J model. This problem will be studied separately
in the future.
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useful discussions. This work was supported by JSPS KAK-
ENHI Grant Number 24540392,

Fig. 5. (Color online) LDOS at surfaces of the LSCO and YBCO systems.1) H. Mukuda, S. Shimizu, A. lyo, and Y. Kitaoka: J. Phys. Sim.81,

The parameters are the same as those used in Figs. 2 and 3.

LDOS*J

Fig. 6. (Color online) LDOS at the surface of the system near theisoex
tence of the SC and AF states. The parameters are the sanusasued in
Fig. 4.

5. Summary and Discussion

We have studied the states near the (110) surfacés of-
wave superconductors that are described by the extendéd
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