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It has been a challenge in condensed matter physics to find superconductors with higher critical tem-
peratures. Relationship between crystal structures and superconducting critical temperatures has attracted
considerable attention as a clue to designing higher-critical-temperature superconductors. In particular, the
relationship between the number n of CuO2 layers in a unit cell of copper oxide superconductors and the
optimum superconducting transition temperature TSP is intriguing. As experimentally observed in Bi, T1,
and Hg based layered cuprates, T°P" increases when the number of CuOs layers in the unit cell, n, is in-
creased, up to n = 3, and, then, decreases for larger n. However, the mechanism behind the n dependence of
T2P* remains elusive although there have been experimental and theoretical studies on the n dependence. In
this paper, we focused on one of the simplest effective hamiltonians of the multilayer cuprates to clarify the
effects of the adjacent CuO2 layers on the stability of the superconductivity. By utilizing a highly flexible
many-variable variational Monte Carlo method, we studied a bilayer ¢-t' Hubbard model, in comparison
with the single layer ¢-t' Hubbard model. Because the direct and quantitative simulation of TP is still
beyond the reach of the existing numerical algorithms, observables that correlate with T°P* are examined
in the present paper. Among the observables correlated with T°P*, the superconducting correlation at long
distance and zero temperature is one of the easiest to calculate in the variational Monte Carlo method.
The amplitude of the superconducting gap functions is also estimated from the momentum distribution.
It is found that the in-plane superconducting correlation is not enhanced in comparison with the super-
conducting correlation in the single-layer ¢-t' Hubbard model. While the superconducting correlations at
long distance both in the single-layer and bilayer models are almost the same at the optimal doping, the
superconducting correlations of the bilayer hamiltonian are significantly small in the overdoped region in
comparison with the correlations of the single-layer hamiltonian. The reduction at the overdoped region is
attributed to the van Hove singularity. In addition, we found that the amplitude of the superconducting
gap functions is also similar in both the single-layer and bilayer ¢-t' Hubbard model at the optimal doping.
Therefore, we conclude that the adjacent Hubbard layers are not relevant to the enhancement of T°P' in

the bilayer cuprates. Possible origins other than the adjacent layers are also discussed.

1. Introduction

In condensed matter physics, high-7T. superconduc-
tivity that occurs in strongly correlated electron sys-
tems is one of the central issues. The mechanism of
high-T,. superconductivity and key factors that deter-
mine transition temperature (T;.) have been puzzles to
be solved. The high-T; superconductors generally mean
materials that show higher T, than that of conventional
Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) superconductors, at
most around 40 K, or materials that show higher 7, than
the liquid-nitrogen temperature (~ 77 K). Regarding to
the latter case, the higher 7. than the liquid-nitrogen
temperature at ambient pressure has been found only
for copper oxide (cuprate) superconductors. The cuprate
High-T, superconductors was first discovered by Bednorz
and Miiller in 1986.1) Although the T, of the first cuprate
superconductor is only about 30 K, this discovery trig-
gered a large number of studies to search for new materi-
als and led to discovery of various type of materials that
show higher T,. The maximum T, found in the cuprates
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is 135 K at ambient pressure,? which increases up to ~
160 K under high pressure.®) This maximum 7T} is also
the highest record among superconductors in transition
metal compounds or other strongly correlated materials.

Cuprates superconductors share the layered perovskite
structure and show anisotropic superconductivity when
electrons or holes are doped into the two-dimensional
CuOs layers. The anisotropic superconducting gap A(k)
has dg2_,2-wave symmetry®®) | which is often modeled
by A(k) x (cosky — cosky).

In contrast to these common features of cuprates,
T. significantly depends on detailed crystal struc-
tures. Apical oxygen heights from CuOs planes
have been known to correlate with the critical
temperatures.®) The correlation between the num-
ber of the CuO, layers and T°P* in the Bi,”
T1,®) and Hg? based homologous series of the hole-
doped multilayer cuprates, BisSroCa,_1Cu,Oop4q4s
[Bi22(n-1)n], TlyBazCa,_1Cu,02,144s [T122(n-1)n],
and HgBayCa,,_1Cu, 02,1015 [Hgl2(n-1)n].'9 In par-
ticular, the trilayer Hg-based cuprate Hg-1223 has the
highest T, mentioned above.'':'2) As explained in detail



in the following section, it has been universally known
that T, increases by increasing the number of the CuO,
layers in the unit cell, n, up to n = 3. Once T, increases
for n < 3 and shows maximum at n = 3, and decreases
monotonically for n > 4.

13-20) ¢,

Although there are several theoretical studies
explain the layer number dependence of T2P', no sce-
narios have succeeded to quantitatively clarify the de-
pendence so far and microscopic understanding is highly
desirable to design cuprate superconductors with higher
critical temperatures. In this study, we concentrate on
the simplest bilayer system and perform numerical simu-
lation of superconducting correlations in the bilayer Hub-
bard model with single-particle hoppings between two
adjacent layers.

We studied a bilayer ¢-t' Hubbard model (see Sec. 3), in
comparison with the single layer ¢-t' Hubbard model by
using a many-variable variational Monte Carlo method
(reviewed in Sec. 4). The superconducting correlation at
long distance and zero temperature is accurately calcu-
lated. The amplitude of the superconducting gap func-
tions are also estimated from the single-particle momen-
tum distribution.

It is found that the in-plane superconducting corre-
lation is not enhanced in comparison with the super-
conducting correlation in the single-layer ¢-t' Hubbard
model. While the superconducting correlations at long
distance both in the single-layer and bilayer models are
quantitatively similar at the optimal doping where the
superconducting correlation becomes maximum, the su-
perconducting correlations of the bilayer hamiltonian are
significantly small at the larger doping region in com-
parison with the correlations of the single-layer hamilto-
nian. The reduction at the overdoped region is attributed
to the van Hove singularity of the non-interacting band
structure. In the single-layer ¢-t' Hubbard model, the su-
perconducting gap opens across the van Hove singularity
in the normal state, in the wide range of the hole doping.
In contrast, the superconducting gap does not involve the
van Hove singularity in the bilayer ¢-t/ Hubbard model
at the overdoped region. In addition, we found that the
amplitude of the superconducting gap functions are also
similar in both the single-layer and bilayer ¢-t' Hubbard
model at the optimal doping. Thus, the adjacent CuOs
layers are not relevant to the enhancement of 7°P' in the
bilayer cuprates. Other possible factors relevant to the
n dependence of ToP' other than the adjacent layers are
also discussed.

The organization of the present paper is as follows. In
Sec. 2, we review the previous studies on superconduc-
tivity in single-layer and multilayer cuprates to make the
motivation of the present study. Sections 3 and 4 are de-
voted to introducing the bilayer Hubbard-type hamilto-
nians and numerical methods used in the present study.

We show our results on the superconducting correlations
and other physical quantities of the bilayer systems in
Sec. 5. The summary of the present study and discussion
on the results and these implications are given in Sec. 6.

2. Preliminaries

In the present study, we examined the impact of the
adjacent CuOs layers on the stability of the superconduc-
tivity in the multilayer cuprates. To focus on the impact,
we studied simple and relevant effective hamiltonians to
the single-layer and bilayer cuprates. To choose appro-
priate effective hamiltonians, we briefly summarize and
examine the previous results on single-layer and multi-
layer cuprates in the following section, with emphasis on
theoretical and numerical studies.

2.1 Single CuOy layer physics

There have been numerous theoretical studies on prop-
erties of a single CuO2 layer. At the early stage of the
research, researchers got a consensus that the electronic
structure of the single CuOs layer around the Fermi
level is dominated by the antibonding band consisting of
dy2_,2 orbitals of Cu ions and 2p orbitals of O ions [the
d-p model (three-band model)?V)]. Afterwards, the ef-
fective hamiltonians for the two-dimensional single-band
system have been intensively studied. The well-studied
single-band effective hamiltonians are the t-J model®?)
and Hubbard model?32%) on square lattices. The Hub-
bard model take into account both of the localized and
itinerant nature of strongly correlated electrons while the
t-J model omits a part of the itinerant nature, namely,
doublon formation.

The Hubbard model is defined as,

H=-t Z czocjg + Uznnni¢7 (1)
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where CIU (cis) is a creation (annihilation) operator for
an electron at the ¢th site with spin o (=1,{), and
Nig = c;rocig is a particle number operator. Here, —t is
the single-particle transfer integral or hopping between
ith and jth sites that constitute a pair of the nearest-
neighbor sites, (i,j) denotes the pair of the nearest-
neighbor sites, and U is the on-site Coulomb repulsion.

There have been intensive theoretical attempts to re-
veal the ground state of the Hubbard model on the square
lattice. It has been believed that spatially uniform d-
wave superconducting phases are stabilized in the wide

range of the hole doping26-29)

. For example, a varia-
tional Monte Carlo study revealed that the phase sep-
aration between antiferromagnetic Mott insulators and
superconducting states??) appears in the underdoped re-
gion. However simulations for larger system sizes revealed
that there are wide charge/spin stripe ordered phase and
uniform d-wave SC phase was unstable 3031 which is

consistent with other results obtained by different meth-



ods.??)

The next nearest-neighbor hopping ¢’ changes the in-
stability towards the phase separation. While the numeri-
cal study®®) by the variational cluster approach®® shows
the phase separation, the phase separation disappears
in the previous mVMC studies when the finite nearest-
neighbor hopping, t'/t = —0.3, is introduced.??) The na-
ture of the superconductivity is also altered by . While,
in the standard Hubbard model without ¢, the super-
conductivity coexists with the antiferromagnetic order,
it does not with finite #'/¢.39

While the stripe orders become stable in the ground
state, the uniform superconductivity has been found in
an eigenstate of the 2D Hubbard model, which is found
as a stable local minimum during the optimization of the
variational wave function. In contrast to the phase dia-
gram of the cuprate superconductors®®, the uniform su-
perconductivity in the Hubbard model is stabilized only
in the overdoped region.?!) In addition, the supercon-
ductivity is too strong to explain experimental observa-
tions of the superconductivity in the cuprates. The su-
perconducting correlation function at the long distance
(see 4.3.2) is optimally 0.04 in the standard Hubbard
model (¢ = 0) for U/t = 10 .2%3) The superconducting
gap in the Hubbard model is also estimated as 0.15¢ from
the single-particle spectral function.>%)

It has been revealed in the numerical study®” based
on an ab initio hamiltonian derived for Hg-based cuprate

38,39) that the long-range Coulomb repul-

superconductor
sion relatively favors the uniform superconducting state
in a wide doping range. The discrepancy between the
ground-state phase diagram of the Hubbard model and
cuprate superconductors is primarily attributed to the
long-range Coulomb repulsion.

Although there are severe competition among sev-
eral ordered states, the uniform superconducting state
is found to be an eigenstate or a local minimum.3037)
The strong superconducting order in the Hubbard model
with the short-range interaction is adiabatically con-
nected to the reasonable superconducting order in the
realistic hamiltonian with long-range Coulomb repul-
sion, which is demonstrated for the ab initio hamilto-
nian of HgBagCuO4+y37). The superconducting correla-
tion is typically 0.005 in the ab initio effective hamilto-
nian of the Hg cuprate,3”) which is one order of magni-
tude smaller than the correlation in the Hubbard model.

2.2 Interlayer couplings

Here, we summarize previous studies on interlayer cou-
plings between adjacent CuOs layers. There are consid-
erable amount of studies on single-electron hoppings and
tunnelings of a Cooper pair among the adjacent CuOq
layers. Since hoppings of a pair of electrons do not re-
quire the formation of the Cooper pair, the pair hop-

pings generated by interlayer Coulomb repulsion has also
been studied. As reviewed below, the n dependence of
TPOPY is inconsistent with the stabilization of the super-
conductivity due to the Cooper pair tunnelings. Theo-
retical estimates of T°P' by pair hoppings of electrons
have shown that the appropriate enhancement of TPt
requires an amplitude of the pair hoppings larger than
those of the typical Hund’s rule couplings. The Cooper
pair tunneling or pair hopping mechanism alone hardly
explain the quantitative enhancement of T°P* due to the
adjacent CuOs layers. Therefore, in the present paper,
we only take into account the interlayer single-electron
hoppings as an essential interlayer term in low-energy
effective hamiltonians of the multilayer cuprates.

2.2.1 Interlayer single-particle hoppings

The interlayer hoppings among the adjacent layers
have been studied by using spectroscopy. Among mul-
tilayer cuprates, a bilayer cuprate, Bi2212, is the most
intensively investigated cuprates by using angle-resolved
photoemission spectroscopy (ARPES) due to the avail-
ability of large high-quality single crystals, and the pres-
ence of a natural cleavage plane between the BiO lay-
ers.?) For Bi2212, one of characteristic closely related
to SC is band splitting around antinodal point (7/a,0)
in Fermi surface, where a is the distance between the
nearest-neighbor Cu ions in a CuOs plane, i.e., there
are two Fermi surface, the bonding band (BB) and anti-
bonding band (AB). Here, we ignore the small deforma-
tion in the non-tetragonal crystal structure of Bi2212. In
ARPES measurements, two Fermi surface are clearly ob-
served around the antinodal point (7/a,0) and converged
at the nodal line around (7/2a,7/2a).

It was well confirmed that this electronic structure
is due to the single-electron hopping between adjacent

41) These Fermi surfaces are well consistent

CuOy, layers.
with the function form of the interlayer single-particle
hopping, ¢, [cos(kza) — cos(kya)]?/2, which is obtained

by ab initio electronic structure calculations.*?)

Below,
we often set a = 1 for simplicity.

Although simple nearest-neighbor single-particle or
momentum indepdendent hoppings between adjacent
layers have been examined in the literature,'%2% the
function form ¢, [cos(kya) — cos(kya)]?/2 is employed in
the present paper to reproduce the decent bilayer split-
tings of the Fermi surfaces. While the charge transfer
among the CuO, layers may cause the self-doping® even
in the bilayer system, the self-doping was not found in the
present study. It has also been proposed that a substan-
tial (momentum-independent) bilayer hopping weakens
the intralayer dg»_,»-wave pairing and promotes inter-
layer si-wave pairings.*® 4% Howerver, the bilayer hop-
ping, tp;, which is taken from Ref. 45 and used in the
present study, is insufficient to stabilize the si-wave pair-



ing.

2.2.2 Interlayer electron-pair tunnelings

Instead of tunneling of a single electron, tunneling of
a Cooper pair shows another energy scale of interlayer
couplings in the superconducting phase. There have been
several proposals on the mechanism of the pair hoppings.

One of these proposals is the interlayer tunneling the-
ory (ILT) proposed by Chakravarty and Anderson.'?)
The ILT explains the enhancement of T, in the multilayer
cuprates is attributed to interlayer tunnelings of Cooper
pair via Josephson coupling arising through a second or-
der process of interlayer single-particle hopping. The gain
of kinetic energy along c-axis promotes the Cooper-pair
formation in the single CuO; plane according to the pair
tunneling term. In the flamework of the ILT, T.(n) of
the n-layer cuprate is a monotonically increasing func-
tion of n: T.(n) = T.(1) + C(1 — 1/n) where C is a
constant.'® The n dependence of T, was also derived
by taking into account interlayer Coulomb repulsions.®
However, realistic energy scale of the interlayer tunneling
term t2,/t ~ 0.1, where ty; is the interlayer hopping and
thi/t ~ 0.3, is insufficient to enhance the critical temper-
atures significantly. Related to the ILT, Chakravarty also
studied Josephson-like couplings between CuQ; layers by
the phenomenological Ginzburg-Landau theory.'6)

The measurement of the c-axis optical response di-
rectly gives us the Josephson coupling energy. The mul-
tilayer cuprates have more than two CuOs layers in a
unit cell, which means more than one kind of Josephson
junctions, i.e. a bilayer cuprate is a stack of a stronger
junction within a bilayer and and a weaker junction
between bilayers. In such structure, optical Josephson
plasma modes appear like the optical phonon modes in a
crystal with more than two inequivalent atoms in a unit
cell.’®) The strength of the c-axis Josephson coupling is
proportional to the square of the frequency of the optical
Josephson mode. The c-axis Josephson coupling within
layers in multilayer cuprates is related to the enhance-
ment of TOPt.

The systematic study of the Josephson plasma modes
was carried out for Hg-based multilayer cuprates,*®)
which shows the frequency of the optical Josephson
plasma modes vary with increasing the number of the
CuO; layers. The n dependence of the Josephson cou-
pling energy per layer calculated in Ref. 46 is consistent
with the n dependence of T°P' that T P* rises for n < 3
and decreases for n > 4 while the ILT is inconsistent
with the n dependence of T2P*.

Another scenario is the hopping processes of electron
pairs, instead of the Cooper pairs, arising from matrix
elements of Coulomb interaction.*”) The impacts of the
pair hoppings on T, were theoretically examined by us-
ing a weak coupling approach.'” In the weak coupling

approach, the interlayer single-particle hoppings do not
explain the enhancement of T.. Therefore, the authors
of Ref. 17 attributed the enhancement to the interlayer
pair hoppings. The amplitude of the pair hoppings is re-
quired to be comparable with ¢ to explain the enhance-
ment of T¢.. Although the pair hopping arising from ma-

18) has been also

trix elements of the Coulomb repulsions
examined by the Gutzwiller wave functions, a significant
enhancement of the gap function requires substantial am-
plitude of the pair hoppings comparable with ¢. In ad-
dition to the pair hoppings, the interlayer exchange J, ,
as another possible interlayer two-body interaction, have
been examined.'® 2% It is highly desirable to perform
quantitative and ab initio studies on whether the inter-
layer pair hoppings and exchange couplings are enough
large to explain the enhancement of T¢, or not.

3. Model

In contrast to these previous study, present study aims
to investigate the rise of T, in multilayer cuprates from
microscopic perspective by using numerical method be-
yond mean-field approximations and weak coupling ap-
proaches. In this study, we investigate the stabilization of
SC in the multilayer cuprates by a well-tested numerical
method. It is necessary to examine microscopically how
the property of SC is varied by the multilayer effect. As
a first step, we examine the ground state of bilayer Hub-
bard model with interlayer single-particle hopping, which
is considered to be the most fundamental model for mul-
tilayer cuprates. For the better understanding of the SC
in the bilayer cuprates, we focus on pairing structure or
correlation which includes the interlayer SC correlation
as well as the intralayer correlation.

3.1 Bilayer t-t' Hubbard model
In this paper, we focus on an isolated bilayer and study
the following bilayer Hubbard model,

Ns
Ho=— D> D tilehle, +UY njnd, (2)

ij=la,=1,2 o ia

where a, 8 are the layer indices, ¢ (¢2) is the cre-
ation (annihilation) operator that generates (destroys)
the o spin electron at the ith site of the ath layer,
ng = c¢fe®  and Ny = L x L is the number of sites

per layer. The first term in the right hand side of Eq. (2)
is kinetic energy H;, which is rewritten in momentum

J(E) o

where k is the in-plane momentum, and cj; . is the Fourier

space as follows,
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Here, €k is the intralayer energy dispersion and tg is the
interlayer hybridization, which can be chosen to be real.

To take essential physics of the antibonding band in
each CuOs layer, we introduce the nearest-neighbor and
next-nearest-neighbor intralayer hoppings, ¢t and t’, re-
spectively. Then, the intralayer energy dispersion is given
by

e = —2t (cos ky + cos k) — 4t' cos ky cos ky (5)

42, 45)

By following the literature, we choose the following

interlayer term,

tbi
te = —%(cos ky — cosky)?, (6)

which is originally proposed by Chakravarty,'?) and later
confirmed by derivation of the low-energy hamiltoni-
ans based on the local density approximation (LDA).*?)
When we introduce the nearest-neighbor interlayer hop-
ping, t9" = ty;/4, third-nearest-neighbor interlayer hop-
ping, ¥, = —t,i/8, and fourth-nearest-neighbor inter-
layer hopping, ¢ = t,i/16 (see Fig. 1), the interlayer
term tg is given by Eq. (6). In Ref. 42, the interlayer
hopping tg is derived for YBasCu3O7 where a Y layer
is sandwiched by two adjacent CuQOs layers, while the
same momentum dependence of the interlayer hopping
is shown in Bi2212 where a Ca layer is sandwiched by
the CuOy layers.*")

We determine the hoppings, t, ¢/, and t; by following
the tight-binding fitting to the LDA results.*®) In Ref. 45,
t = 360 meV, t' = —100 meV, and t,; = 110 meV are
estimated for Bi2212. Therefore, we use t'/t = —100/360
(~ —0.28) and tp;/t = 110/360 (~ 0.3). The on-site
Coulomb repulsion U is estimated to be around 4 eV for
the antibonding d,2_,2 orbital of the cuprates.®?) Thus,
we choose U/t = 10 as a typical value.

Table I. Elements of the hopping matrix and amplitude of the
Coulomb repulsion of the bilayer ¢-t Hubbard model.

'/t
—100,/360

ti/t U/t
110/360 10

3.2  Bonding and antibonding band

As mentioned in Sec. 2.2.1, for bilayer cuprates such
as Bi2212, the bonding band (BB) and antibonding band
(AB) are observed in the momentum space. By diago-
nalizing the tight-binding hamiltonian Eq. (3), we can
reproduce the band splitting between BB and AB. The
diagonalized tight-binding hamiltonian is

+ +
o= Xl g ) ()

(7)

Fig. 1. Bilayer Hubbard hamiltonian studied in the present pa-
per. The nearest-neighbor and second-nearest neighbor intralayer
hoppings are represented by t and t/, respectively. The on-site
Coulomb repulsion is denoted by U. The nearest-neighbor, third-
nearest-neighbor, and fourth-nearest-neighbor interlayer hoppings
are denoted by t9" = ty,/4, t| = —t1,i/8, and /| = 11,;/16, respec-
tively [see Eq. (6)].

where € = eg + t (€, = €k — tx) is the BB (AB) band
dispersion. Here, c;c"gT and c}i‘a (c,;gT and ¢, ) are the cre-
ation and annihilation operators of ¢ spin quasiparticle
in BB (AB), respectively. These fermion operators cfo

are given by

1
C;s:tg = 7(611(‘/(7 + Cio)' (8)

V2

When tj is taken as Eq. 6, the non-interacting Fermi sur-
faces at the half-filling are shown in Fig. 2. Due to the
momentum dependence of t;, BB and AB are degener-
ated along the nodal line that connects k = (0,0) and
(m,7) while they shows the splitting around the antin-
odal region.

Fig. 2. Non-interacting Fermi surfaces of BB and AB at the half-
filling. The blue, red, and green curves show the BB, AB, and
single-layer Fermi surface, respectively.



4. Methods

In this study, a highly flexible variational Monte Carlo
method (VMC) is utilized to obtain the ground state
wave function. To perform the VMC simulation, we used
an open-source software package, many-variable varia-
tional Monte Carlo method (mVMC).48:49)

4.1 Variational wave function
In the present study, we introduce the following vari-
ational wave functions,

) = PaPsPTRL |Spair) 9)
for the single-layer system, and,
V) = PaPsPgh [épair) »

for the bilayer system, where |¢pair) is a pair-product
50)

(10)

wave function, Pg, Py, and P$*, are the Gutzwiller,
Jastrow,’") and doulon-holon®? correlation factors, re-
spectively, and £° is the spin quantum-number pro-
jection.*®:53) As explained below, any Hartree-Fock-
Bogoliubov-type wave function is represented by the
pair-product wave function. Here, we do not employ
the spin quantum-number projection £° for the present
study of the bilayer ¢-t' Hamiltonian to save the compu-
tational resources. Although the spin quantum-number
projection improves the ground state energy, the su-
perconducting correlation is not affected by the spin
quantum-number projection, as demonstrated in Ap-
pendix B for the bilayer system.

4.1.1  Pair-product state
The pair-product wave function |@pair) is defined as
No/2

06/5 a f ﬁ

ZZUzT

i,7=1a,f=1,2

|¢pair> = |O> ) (11)
where ffj‘-ﬁ
ber of the electrons, and |0) is a vacuum. Although we

is a variational parameter, N, is the num-

could optimize (2Ng)? variational parameters, f;ﬁ , we
reduce the number of independent variational param-
eters by partially imposing translational symmetry on
fgﬁ Here, we impose a 2 x 2 sublattice structure or a
2 x 2 supercell, and assume that the wave function is in-
variant under the translations (2a, 0) and (0, 2a). Since
there are two orbitals or layer degrees of freedom at each
site, there are 23 orbitals in the supercell. Then, due to
(Ns/2%)
independent variational parameters for the pair-product

the translational symmetry, there are 23 x 23 x

wave function.

4.1.2  Correlation factors
The Gutzwiller factor®® controls the number of the
doubly occupied sites through the variational parameters

g;* defined at each site as below,

Z gz zTnzi

In the limit of g — oo, the Pg totally excludes the

= exp (12)

double occupation. In the present study, the sublattice
Thus,
the number of the independent variational parameters

periodicity is also imposed on the parameter gg*.

g is 2.
The Jastrow factor® introduces long-range charge-
charge correlations, which is defined as,

Py=exp|—= Z UO‘B & '6
za,]B

(13)

Here, we set VU af

= 0 for i = j and a =  since the
on-site correlatlon is already introduced by Pg. We also
assume the 2 x 2 x 2 sublattice structure of vf‘jﬁ

The doublon-holon factor®® is defined as

ex 14
Pl = exp Z > Ay z(u)n) ’ (14)
m=0/¢=1,2
where ag )) is a variational parameter. Here, El.(fr)n) is a

many-body operator that is diagonal in the real-space
electron configurations and is given by Ref. 48 as follows:
5%7)71) = 1 if a doublon (holon) exists at the ith site and
is surrounded by m holons (doublons) at the ¢th nearest
neighbor. Otherwise, f(( ) =

4.1.8  Initial wave functions

Even though the variational wave function Eq. (10) is
designed to be highly flexible, the choice of the initial
guess for the variational parameters matters to the op-
timized wave function. When, for example, we examine
whether the superconducting state is stable or not, we
prepare a d-wave superconducting mean-field wave func-
tion as an initial guess.

To obtain a mean-field superconducting state, we in-
troduce a mean-field BCS hamiltonian for bilayer lattice,
which is represented by the creation (annihilation) oper-
ators of the BB/AB band ¢, f (ct,) as

+ + 1t + E—
§ : {Gk Cko Cka t € Cho Cro
k,o

Hyr =

T T
‘*‘A;c(k)(CE CJ—rki +cfk¢ca)

_ I S S
+Agc(k)(Chr gy + € g Chor)

— 1o Z e tes,

i,00,0

(15)

where € = e £ty [see Eq. (7)] and o is a chemical
potential. An eigenstate of Hyr is given by

T T
|psc) = H [(u: + U,—:CZT C—_i_ki )

k
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where
1/2
£ Ly 3 (17)
Uy, = —= ,
2 2 2
VLG [ade)
N 1/2
1 £
+ k
v, = —={1- ,(18)
2 2 2
VEL Vi) [k
and
fk = €k: Ho- (19)
While the variational wave function |¢) [Eq. (10)] is
an eigenstate of the electron number,
=> D D el (20)

i a=120=",]

the mean-field wave function |¢gc) is not an eigenstate
of N. Then, to make an initial guess for |¢), we extract
the Ne-electron sector of |psc) as,

No/2
o T T - -t
|¢Jsvc> = [Z(Q;CzT Ctm t 9k Crer C_key )] 10}, (21)

k
where
+ A +
g =k = “()i @
EoogE 0 (€) + [Dkk)]

Using the Fourier transformation Eq. (4), the pair-
product wave function equivalent to |pgsc) is obtained

as,

N./2

6he) = | S safented] 0),  (23)
i,0,7,3

% 1 ik-(r;,—7r,; «

£ T 9N > ek milgp?, (24)
Sk
k 9 — 9 (@#P)

In the present paper, we assume that Asic( )
has dg»_,2-wave symmetry and the simplest form as
AL (k) = Ag(cosk,
guesses for the following simulation, we choose the gap

— cosky). To prepare the initial

function depending on the doping in the range of 0.1 <
A4/t < 0.5. The non-interacting Fermi energy is taken
as the chemical potential p.

4.2 Optimization method
All the parameters are optimized by minimizing the
energy expectation value,

<1/Ja| Hpi |¢a>
(Yal Ya)

where « is the set of the variational parameters and the

Eqo = (26)

a dependence of the variational wave function is explic-

itly denoted by |14 ) instead of [¢). The optimization of
the variational wave function is performed by using the
stochastic reconfiguration (SR) method,® which is the
imaginary time evolution projected onto the subspace
spanned by the category of the variational wave func-
tions given in Eq. (10).5>5%) The SR method is essen-
tially equivalent to the natural gradient,®” which is one
of the standard optimization methods in neural network
and machine learning community. The implementation
of the SR method in mVMC is detailed in Refs. 48 and
49.

4.8 Observables

To investigate the ground state of the bilayer ¢-t/
Hubbard model, we evaluate the expectation values of
static correlation fuctions as, (¥]c2 fe ﬁ - |w) [ (¥] ¢) and

Wl et e, 1w) / (v v),

spin indices, and «, 3,7 and § are layer indices. Here,

where o,7,A and v are

we focus on the spin structure factors, the intralayer d-
wave superconducting correlations, and the momentum
distribution function.

4.8.1 Spin structure factor

The intralayer spin structure factor is defined by

(Y 57 - 8§ )

S(q) = — S ot T3 T ar(riory), 27
=5 Z T 0

Here, S is a local spin operator defined by

1
a _ a Tt

Si - 5 Z UUU/Cza ) (28)
where o = (0,,0,,0.) is the vector consisting of the

Pauli matrices, o, 0y, and o.

4.8.2  Superconducting correlation function

The intralayer superconducting correlation function is
defined as

2

1 s

1=1

(w1 A8 () A (s + 1) 1) / (0] )

T+ WIALrIAL i+ ) [9) /(W 9)) (29)

where the index s denotes the symmetry of the Cooper
pair, and the singlet pairing operator A% (r;) is defined
as

o (ri) = Zfs (CrtCritrl = CrlCrigrr)y  (30)
f

where fs(r) is the form factor of the Cooper pair. For

a simple d,2_2-wave SC (5 = dy2_,2), the form factor is

assumed as

_y2 (T) = 57’7/,0(57"1,1 + 5rm,—1) - 6rm,0(6r71,1 + 5r?/,—1)~

(31)



To evaluate the long-range part of intralayer SC corre-
lations, we average the SC correlations for ryy, < r =
|| < rmax as

Pl=vr > R

Tmin <T:|7‘| <Tmax

(32)

where M is the number of the lattice point that satis-
fies rmin < 7 < Tmax. Here, we set the lower limit 7y,
to L/2v/2. Since we take the (anti-)periodic boundary
condition, we set the upper limit 7., to L/v/2.

4.3.83  Momentum distribution function

To access information of single-particle dispersion and
superconducting gap functions, simulations of single-
particle spectra are straight forward. However, the sim-
ulation costs much more than the ground-state simula-
tions. The single-particle momentum distribution func-
tion is an alternative approach to such information.

There is a choice of the Wannier orbitals to evaluate
the momentum distribution function. When the super-
conducting gap at the Fermi surface is a major concern,
the momentum distribution function for the BB/AB or-
bital,

L L Wles e )
=52 W[y

will be relevant to superconductivity.

(33)
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Fig. 3. Real-space superconducting correlation in the bilayer t-t’
Hubbard hamiltonian at § ~ 0.22. The system size dependence of

Py 0 5 is examined for L = 18, 20, and 22 with the PP boundary
w2y

condition.

4.8.4  Many-body chemical potential
Chemical potential for the N-electron interacting sys-
tem is evaluated by the following formula,
E(N + AN) — E(N — AN)
2AN ’
where AN is a positive integer much smaller than N
(AN < N). Although it is ideal to set AN = 1 and
take the thermodynamic limit, N — +o0o, AN is chosen
to satisfy the closed shell condition for the sake of the

p(o =1- N/I?) = (34)

optimization of the variational wave function.

4.4 Parameters for convergence
4.4.1 System size

In the present mVMC simulation, the number of sites
per layer is Ny = L x L with L = 16,18,20, and 22.
We will use periodic-periodic (PP) and anti-periodic-
periodic (AP) boundary conditions in the following cal-
culations. In the PP boundary condition, the periodic
boundary condition is taken along both of the = and y
directions. On the other hand, in the AP boundary condi-
tion, the anti-periodic boundary condition is taken along
the z and while the periodic bounary condition is taken
along the y directions.

4.4.2 Monte Carlo samplings

In the variational Monte Carlo simulations, the Marko-
vian chain Monte Carlo sampling is used to sample the
real-space electron configuration |x), where the probabil-
ity that generates the Markovian chain is proportional to
|(z| 1)]*. By using the set of the sampled real-space con-
figurations, 'y, we estimate the expectation value of
an operator O as,

WlOg) _ 3 (O [¥) (=] )|

(Wl ) — (] 9) Wl
o1 (x| O]v)
* W 2 W,

where Nyic is the number of the Monte Carlo steps or
the number of the sampled real-space configurations. In
both of the optimization of the variational parameters
and the evaluation of the observables, we set Nyc =
4 x 10* — 6.4 x 10%.

4.4.8 Variance extrapolation

To achieve the exact eigenvalues and physical quanti-
ties from variational approaches, the variance extrapola-
tion has been employed.’® However, it has been demon-
strated that the variance extrapolation does not signifi-
cantly affect P;*V) in the Hubbard model. Therefore, in
the present paper, we do not perform the variance ex-
trapolation to save the computational costs.
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Fig. 4. Doping dependence of spin structure factors and superconducting correlations at long distance for the bilayer ¢-t/ Hubbard
hamiltonian for ¢/t = —100/360, tp;/t = 110/360, and U/¢ = 10. Doping rate § is defined as § = 1 — N/Ns. In present study, the number
of sites per layer is Ng = L x L with L = 16, 18,20, and 22. The blue symbols (AF) show the peak amplitude of spin structure factors
S(Q) and red symbols (SC) show superconducting correlations at long distance 15‘112,3,2' We use both of the periodic-periodic (PP) and

antiperiodic-periodic (AP) boundary conditions, denoted by closed and open symbols, respectively. For the comparison, the data of the
previous study on the signle-layer ¢-t/ Hubbard model®®) with L = 24 and the AP boundary condition are also shown by open circles.
The thick light-red lines show linear interpolation of the superconducting correlations for L = 22 with PP boundary condition.

5. Results

While the direct evaluation of the superconducting
critical temperature T is beyond the scope of the present
numerical algorithm, there are observables that closely
correlate with T.. The superconducting correlation func-
tion is a simple physical quantity that correlate with T
while it is hard to directly observe. In contrast, the ampli-
tude of the superconducting gap function is an observable
closely related to T. while it is hard to simulate. From
the ARPES measurements, the optimal critical temper-
ature TPt correlates with the d-wave gap amplitude Ag

59) where Ag is determined by

around the nodal region,
fitting the model function, Ag (cosk, — cosk,), to the
experimentally observed SC gap in the nodal region.

In this section, first, we will introduce our results of
the doping dependence of the superconducting correla-
tions in comparison with the spin correlations. From the
momentum distribution, then, we extract the informa-

tion of the superconducting gap function.

5.1 Spin and superconducting correlations

First, we examine the doping dependence of the super-
conductivity in the bilayer -t Hubbard hamiltonian, in
comparison with that of the single-layer counterpart. As
we discussed in Sec. 2.1, we focus on the uniform super-
conducting phase and the antiferromagnetic phase in the
following.

We numerically calculated the spin structure factor
[Eq. (27)] and the intralayer SC correlation function with
the simple d,2_,» form factor [Eqgs. (29), (30), and (31)].
Since the inversion symmetry exists, physical quantities

in the two layers are same except for those at the cer-
tain dopings in the low-doping region as explained in
Sec. 5.3. Therefore, we omit the layer indix « of the physi-
cal quantities below. Typical r dependences of Py , , (r)
are shown in Fig. 3. In the stable superconducting phase,
the superconducting correlation converges to a constant
at a long distance, |r| > 3a. Figure 4 shows the dop-
ing dependence of the SC correlations at long distance
[Eq. (32)] and the peak values of the spin structure factor
[Eq. (27)] for the bilayer ¢-t' Hubbard hamiltonian with
t'/t = —100/360 and U/t = 10 (see Table I) in compar-
ison with those for the single-layer ¢-t Hubbard model
for t'/t = —0.3 and U/t = 1039,

As found in the literature on the single-layer Hubbard
hamiltonian,26-30:33.60) the antiferromagnetic state, sta-
bilized around the half-filling, becomes unstable upon in-
creasing doping, and the superconducting state becomes
stable for the larger doping. In particular, in the ¢-t/ Hub-
bard hamiltonian with ¢'/t ~ —0.3, the superconducting
state is stable for § > 0.2 while the antiferromagnetic
state in the low-doping region § < 0.2.2%:39) Tt is common
for both single-layer and bilayer systems that the SC cor-
relation develops upon increasing § and disappears after
reaching a peak.

The superconducting correlations at long distance
both in the single-layer and bilayer hamiltonians are al-
most same at the optimal doping as shown in Fig. 4. The
difference between the single-layer and bilayer hamiltoni-
ans becomes evident in the superconducting correlations
at the larger doping region. In the bilayer system, ?31%2
is significantly small in the overdoped region (6 2 0.25)
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Fig. 5. Momentum distribution and results of regression by the fitting function ﬁi [see Eq. (36)] at § ~ 0.22. In comparison with the

single layer results for t'/t = —100/360 shown in (a), the results for the bonding and antibonding distribution, n;g and ny,, are shown in
(b) and (c), respectively. The momentum distributions obtained by the mVMC simulations are shown by upward open triangles while
the optimized fitting functions are shown by downward closed triangles. Here, (kz, ky) dependence of ni is transformed into (¢, ¢), where
€= {lt and ¢ = cos kg — cosky. In the right column, the k dependences of the momentum distributions are shown for L = 22. While
the panel (d) shows the results for the single-layer system, the panels (e) and (f) show the momentum distribution for the bonding and
antibonding band of the bilayer system, respectively.
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Fig. 6. Momentum distribution along symmetry lines at 0.19 < § < 0.24 (left panel) and 0.27 < § < 0.31 (right panel). While the
green open symbols with solid lines denote the momentum distribution of the single-layer ¢-t' Hubbard hamiltonian for ¢'/t = —100/360,
U/t = 10, and L = 22 with the PP boundary condition, the red open symbols (blue open symbols) with solid lines denote the results
for the momentum distribution, n,; (nt), of the bilayer ¢-t/ Hubbard hamiltonian for ¢'/t = —100/360, tp;/t = 110/360, U/t = 10, and
L = 22 with the PP boundary condition. The open squares, circles, upward triangles, downward triangles, and diamonds denote the
data of the bilayer system at § = 0.19, 0.22, 0.24, 0.29, and 0.31, respectively. For the single-layer system, the open squares, circles,
upward triangles, downward triangles, and diamonds denote the data at 6 = 0.19, 0.23, 0.24, 0.29, and 0.30, respectively. The momentum
distribution of the non-interacting systems (U/t = 0) is also plotted with dashed lines and open symbols. Here, we use the symbols to
distinguish the doping levels in the same manner as for U/t = 10. The k dependence of the momentum distribution is shown along the
symmetry lines that connect the symmetry points, I" (0,0), X (m,0), and M (m, 7).

single layer —@—
bilayer BB —8—
bilayer AB —@—
: /./~/‘/././.
06 o =
o~
o)
0.2 ‘\'\'\‘
0

0.25 0.3

)

0.2

Fig. 7. Doping dependence of the momentum distributions at
the X point for the single-layer and bilayer ¢t-t/ Hubbard hamil-
tonians. The blue and red closed circles denote the doping depen-
dence of the momentum distribution nx for the bonding and anti-
bonding bands, respectively, while the green closed circles denote
nx for the single-layer system. The two dashed horizontal lines
show the lower limit ~ 0.22 and the upper limit ~ 0.64 given by
the inequality Eq. (40), respectively.

in comparison with Fjﬁ_ﬁ in the single-layer system.
The reduction at the overdoped region is attributed
to the van Hove singularity of the band dispersion. In
the single-layer ¢-t" Hubbard hamiltonian, the supercon-
ducting gap opens across the van Hove singularity in the
normal state, in the wide range of the hole doping as il-
lustrated in the following section 5.2.2. In contrast, the
superconducting gap does not involve the van Hove sin-
gularity in the bilayer ¢-t' Hubbard hamiltonian at the
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overdoped region.

5.2 Momentum distribution

The momentum distribution nf contains information
about the single-particle spectrum. The Fermi liquid the-
ory shows that nf has discontinuity at the Fermi mo-
mentum k% in the metallic ground state. The forma-
tion of the superconducting gap at the Fermi momen-
tum removes the discontinuity. However, even in the su-
perconducting phase, the momentum distribution func-
tions shows the remnant of the discontinuous jump at
the Fermi surface and the information of the supercon-
ducting gap function.

5.2.1 Superconducting gap

While nf shows discontinuity at k}t in the metallic
phase, nf is smoothened and the discontinuity disap-
pears in the superconducting phase. The amplitude of
the gap function is reflected in the smoothness of n,f
at the normal-state Fermi momentum k}t that satisfies

f,ﬂ k—kt = 0. The gradient of the momentum distribu-

tion n,f at k:% contains information on the gap func-

tion A* (k). When the gap function A% (k) becomes fi-
nite, the gradient of the momentum distribution and the
gap function has the following approximate relationship,
1/||Veni || ‘k:k;c ~ Ai(kg)/vkg, where v+ is the Fermi
velocity of the non-interacting band dispersion 5,1[ at kﬁf

Instead of taking the derivative of the finite-size dis-
crete data, we perform a regression of nf by introducing
a model function. The simplest model of the momentum
distribution is given by the mean-field ansatz with d wave



superconducting gap. If the k dependence is captured by  layer system, the errors are 0.02 for both the bonding and
the mean-field ansatz, the detailed k dependence of the anti-bonding bands of the bilayer system. Therefore, the
momentum distribution will be simplified by introducing regression is reasonable.
a new set of the valuables, (¢, p), where € = ef is the sin- By the regression, we extract the gap function around
gle particle energy and ¢ = |cos k, — cos k| is the angle-  the nodal region as shown in Table III. Here, we estimate
dependence of the d wave superconducting gap function. the errors in the fitting parameters by the bootstrap sam-
Here, by taking into account the mean-field (e, ) de- ples.V) The amplitude of the gap function, Ag, for the
pendence and the Fermi-liquid-like renormalization, we  bilayer system is quantitatively similar to that for the
introduce a phenomenological function ﬁ,f defined below.  single-layer system. The amplitude of the gap functions
The phenomenological function is defined by com- in the BB and AB bands is also indistinguishable. The
bining a mean-field BCS momentum distribution and  recent ARPES measurement shows the SC gap in the BB

smooth background as, and AB bands are distinct around the antinodal region%?)
—t i while the previous measurement*!) could not distinguish
e = (6, m,m)

these SC gaps in the overdoped Bi2212. However, around
+¢nmr (Ef, cos ky — cos ky, Ao, Mz) , (36)  the nodal region, the amplitude of the gap functions is
where a smooth background is given by np(e, u1,71) = almost identical even in the recent measurement, and,
thus, we conclude that the recent ARPES observation is
consistent with Ag obtained for the BB and AB.

Then, we can estimate the effective attractive interac-

no + ny exp|(e — p1)/m1], and € is the non-interacting
band dispersion. Here, ng, ny, p1, 71, Ao, and ps are fit-
ting parameters. The exponential function in the smooth
background is introduced to reproduce positive-definite tion through the following formula,
and non-linear €/t dependence beyond the following Vi =20,/ fgmz. - (39)
mean-field part. The mean-field momentum distribution !
function, nyg, is given by, The effective interaction V; of the bilayer system is also
similar to that of the single-layer system as shown in Ta-
\/ (M)’ + (e — p)> — e+ p ble III. These results are consistent with the effective in-
3 3 (37) teraction, Vy = 1.7t, estimated from the spectral weight
2\/(A‘P) +le—p of the Hubbard model at § = 0.125 and U/t = 8 .30)

which follows the momentum distribution function of the

nwr (6,9, A, ) =

BCS mean-field wave function,

<¢ |Ci Tci |¢ > Table II. System size L, number of electrons Ne, and doping
Z SC1 %o Cko 19SC = 2 (U§)2 used for estimating superconducting gap from momentum distri-
. (Pscl ¢SC> bution functions.
+)2 + 2 + T
V@) [k - 6
+)2 + g2 18 20 22
+ |Ag(k
\/(gk) [ scl )] single-layer N, 254 314 374
(38) ) 0.216 0.215 0.227
. £, . . bilayer N, 504 624 752
Here, the coefficient vy is given in Eq. (18). 5 0.999 0.29 0.223

We fit the function ﬁ,f to the numerical data of n,f
by least squares at a doping 6 ~ 0.22, where both the
single-layer and bilayer ¢-t/ Hubbard hamiltonians show

stable superconductivity as shown in Fig. 5. To utilize 5.2.2 Van Hove singularity
data at dense momentum points, here, we use the nu- . . .
. . . Even in the superconducting phase, anomalous doping
merical data for three different system sizes, L = 18,20, . .
. ) i i dependences of the physical quantities have often been
and 22, simultaneously, to find a single fitting function. . o .. .
o . attributed to the Lifshitz transition, namely, changes in

We also perform a similar fitting for the data from the ) )
. . . . the Fermi-surface topology of the metallic phase. When
single-layer Hubbard hamiltonian. For each system size . . .
the Fermi surface shrink across the saddle points of the

L, we choose the electron number N, to make the dop- . . . . + .
non-interacting band dispersion ¢;;, which are located at

the X points [(7/a,0) and (0,7/a)], upon hole doping,
the Lifshitz transition occurs. The anomalies around the

ing § =1 — N,/L? close to 0.22, which is summarized in
Table II. Here, we only use the data for ¢ < /2 to focus
th dal region. T tify th f f th
oL Bhe 'no & reglqn O quantily the periormance ot the -y itehitz transition originate from the van Hove singular-
regression, we estimate the root mean square errors of
the fitting functions ﬁf within a range, 0.5 < ¢/t < 1.5.

While the root mean square error is 0.01 for the single-

ity of the density of states. The stability of the supercon-
ductivity may be affected by the van Hove singularity,
even in the strongly correlated electron systems.
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Table III. Superconducting gap estimated from momentum dis-
tribution functions for L = 18,20, and 22, and superconducting
correlation at long distance for L = 22. We perform the regression
with the AB band for the gap function Ag of the bilayer system.
The errors in Ag and, thus, in V; are estimated by the regressions
for 100 of the bootstrap samples.51) The results of the regression
with the original data are shown in brakets.

Ao/t Py, , Va/t
single-layer  0.20 £0.01  0.0558  1.7+0.1
(0.193) (1.64)
bilayer (AB) 0.19£0.01  0.0526 1.63 % 0.09
(0.184) (1.61)
bilayer (BB) 0.19+0.01  0.0526  1.66 4 0.09
(0.188) (1.64)

By exploiting the model function 71y [Eq. (36)], we will
analyze the impacts of the van Hove singularity on the
superconductivity. In particular, we examine whether the
formation of the superconducting gap involves the van
Hove singularity. An inequality,

’e,f — ,u2’ < |Ap(cos kg — cosky)| (40)

offers a simple criterion for determining whether the
single-particle spectrum at k is involved in the formation
of the superconducting gap. From the momentum distri-
bution, we can determine whether the inequality Eq. (40)
holds at a given momentum. Thus, we can determine
whether the saddle point X is involved in the gap forma-
tion or not. At least, the inequality is easily transformed
into a condition on the mean-field component nygr, which
is determined by ’e,f — p2| and [Ag(cos ky — cosky)|, as

V2-1 V2+1
Snur S :
2v/2 2v/2
Then, if the inequality Eq. (40) holds at k, the momen-
tum distribution satisfies
V2-1
22

(41)

V2+1
2v/2

ny +

CSne Snp+

. (42)

To utilize the condition Eq. (42), we need to deter-
mine the smooth back ground ny, and the renormalization
constant (. Here, we assume that n;, and ¢ around the
Fermi momentum weakly depend on . Then, we can es-
timate ny, and ¢ from the momentum distribution along
the nodal line, k; = ky, or ¢ = 0.From data with ¢ =0
in Fig. 5, the momentum distribution shows discontinous
jump from Ny = My ~ 0.13 to Myt = M, + ¢ ~0.73 at
0 ~ 0.22 and U/t = 10, in both the single-layer and bi-
layer systems. Therefore, the ineqauality Eq. (40) holds,
the momentum distribution satisfies 0.22 < ng < 0.64.

From the doping dependece of the momentum distri-
bution, here, we determine whether the van Hove singu-
larity is involved in the gap formation at each doping.
As shown in Fig. 6, the momentum distribution at the
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saddle point X, nx, for the single-layer system remains
in the range of 0.3 to 0.6 and clearly satisfies the condi-
tion, 0.22 < ng < 0.64 for 6 < 0.3. In contrast, the mo-
mentum distribution of the bonding band n; increases
beyond 0.64 upon increasing hole doping while n, de-
creases below 0.22 as shown in Fig. 7.

Therefore, we conclude that, in the bilayer t-t' Hub-
bard hamiltonian, the superconducting gap involves the
van Hove singularity only within a small range of the
doping and does not involve the van Hove singularity
at the overdoped region, § 2 0.25, while, in the single-
layer t-t' Hubbard hamiltonian, the superconducting gap
opens across the van Hove singularity in the wide range
of the hole doping, 0.19 < 6 < 0.3. Due to the bilayer
band splitting, the Fermi surfaces of BB and AB cannot
simultaneously exploit the high density of states around
the X point. This inhibits the formation of the super-
conducting gap for the overdoped region in the bilayer
hamiltonian. The importance of the van Hove singular-
ity confirmed by the present simulation seems to support
the van Hove scenario.36)

5.8 Charge fluctuations

The uniform charge susceptibility, x., correlates with
instability towards the superconductivity in the Hubbard
model,??) which is obtained by the derivative of the dop-
ing dependence of the chemical potential, u(d), as

— [dp(8)/ds) " .
In Fig. 8, the charge susceptibility is shown for the single-

Xe (43)

layer and bilayer ¢-t' Hubbard hamiltonians, which is ob-
tained from the doping dependence of the ground-state
energy and chemical potential. To focus on the charge
fluctuations around the superconducting phase, we esti-
mate x. at the hole doping range 0.15 < § < 0.35, where
Pdmz_yz is of the order of or larger than 0.01.

As evident in the middle and right panels in Fig. 8,
the numerical derivatives of the ground-state energy F
become noisy. In particular, in the bilayer system for
0 < 0.15, x shows significant size dependence. We found
that there is a tendency of the interlayer polarization of
charge/spin at the low-doping region for the bilayer ¢-
t" Hubbard model. In addition, the overlap matrix S in
the SR method*® tends to be of low-rank for § < 0.15,
which inhibits the optimization of the ground-state en-
ergy and exaggerates the errors in the numerical deriva-
tives. Therefore, the inverse charge susceptibility x;*
given by the numerical derivative is not reliable for the
low doping region, § < 0.15.

Even though there are the errors in y;! for § > 0.15
and the uniform charge fluctuations seems to be en-
hanced, p is a monotonically decreasing function of 6.
Thus, there is no clear indication of the phase separa-
tion, while the clear tendency towards the phase sepa-
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Fig. 8. Doping dependence of ground-state energy, chemical potential, and inverse of charge susceptibility in units of ¢. While the
upper panels show the results of the single-layer ¢-t Hubbard hamiltonian for t'/t = —100/360 and U/t = 10, the lower panels show
the results for the bilayer ¢-t’ Hubbard hamiltonian for ¢/t = —100/360, tp;/t = 110/360, and U/t = 10. The § dependence of the
ground-state energy per site, E/Ng, is shown in the left panels. The middle panels show the § dependence of the chemical potential, p(6),
estimated by Eq. (34). The derivative of p(d), which is the inverse of the uniform charge susceptibility, Xgl, is plotted in the right panels.
In each panels, we plotted the data for L = 16 (purple closed circles), 18 (green closed circles), 20 (cyan closed circles), and 22 (orange
closed circles). The chemical potential p(d) is fitted with a fifth-order polynomial for 0.15 < §, which is plotted as the red curve in the
top and bottom middle panels. The derivatives of the fitted lines are also plotted in the top and bottom right panels by the red curves.
The shaded red belts in the middle and right panels show the standard deviation (1o) of the fitting functions of p and its derivative
estimated by the jackknife sampling®!) . The shaded yellow regions (0.15 < § < 0.4) indicate the doping range used for the fitting of u(J).

ration was found in the standard single-layer Hubbard
hamiltonian (#'/t = 0).2%)

The uniform charge fluctuations show the similar dop-
ing dependence and amplitude in both the single-layer
and bilayer t-t' Hubbard hamiltonians. Although . cor-
relates with the instability towards the superconductiv-
ity,2%:66) y. alone hardly explains the distinct doping
dependence of I:’dzz’yQ in the single-layer and bilayer sys-
tems.

Here, we note that x_ ' obtained in the present study
is smaller than the weak-coupling random phase approx-
(2Ip)~r + U/2 (> U/2 = 5t),
where Il is the bare polarization function (equal to the

imation result, y!

density of state per spin). The substantial reduction of
xo ! clearly exhibits relevance of non-perturbative corre-
lations such as local-field corrections.
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6. Summary and discussion

In the present paper, one of the simplest hamiltonians
for the bilayer cuprates is studied in comparison with
the single-layer system. Our numerical results on the su-
perconducting correlations and gap functions of the bi-
layer t-t' Hubbard hamiltonian revealed that the adja-
cent Hubbard layer does not make the superconductivity
more stable, which is in contrast to the higher T°P* and
larger Ag in Bi2212 than those in Bi2201.40:67)

Due to the bilayer splitting, it is hard to generate
the superconducting gap across the van Hove singularity
for 2 0.25, and, thus, the superconducting correlation
Py, . in the bilayer t-t Hubbard hamiltonian is smaller
than that in the single-layer system. Since the relation-
ship between T, and Py, . isnotso clear, the supercon-
ducting gap around the nodal region, which correlates
with T¢, was directly examined in the present paper. We
analyzed the momentum distribution and extracted the



gap amplitude by performing a regression. When the am-
plitude of the superconducting gap is smaller than the
finite-size gap in the energy spectrum, it is impossible to
extract the information of the gap function from the mo-
mentum distribution. Therefore, to make our regression
reliable, we focused on the doping at which sz2_y2 is op-
timal and the gap amplitude is expected to be maximum.
The gap amplitude Ay and effective attractive interac-
tion V; were found to be similar in both single-layer and
bilayer systems. Therefore, we concluded that the adja-
cent Hubbard layer does not enhance the stability of the
superconductivity.

The present results show that there are relevant fac-
tors to the high critical temperatures of the multi-layer
cuprates that are not taken into accont in the bilayer
t-t Hubbard hamiltonians. Remaining factors relevant
to the stability of the superconductivity would be the
long-range Coulomb repulsion, differences between the
Hubbard and CuOs layers, and effects of impurities or
dopants.

The long-range Coulomb repulsion in ab initio hamil-
tonians is relevant to the stability of the superconduc-
tivity,3”) as reviewed in Sec. 2.1. In modern technologies
for derivation of the ab initio hamiltonians, the Coulomb
repulsion in the low-energy degrees of freedom is esti-
mated by the constrained random phase approximation
(cRPA).%®) The adjacent CuOy layer introduces addi-
tional channels in the cRPA or cGW screening process of
the long-range Coulomb repulsion. To examine the im-
pacts of these screening channels on the superconductiv-
ity, it is desirable to study ab initio hamiltonians of typi-
cal examples of single-layer and bilayer cuprates, such as
Bi2201 and Bi2212, respectively.

As examined in the literature,3® 99 there are cuprates
in which physics inside a single CuOs layer is not cap-
tured by the single-orbital Hubbard-type hamiltonian.
Ab initio studies based on the constrained GW (cGW)
approximation”® ™" revealed that an ab initio single-
orbital hamiltonian partly failed to reproduce proper-
ties of (La,Sr)sCuO,4 while it succeeded in reproducing
those of Hg1201 (HgBasCuOy44,).5"3®) Even though the
single-layer Hg1201 is successfully described by the ab
initio single-orbital hamiltonian, the changes in the num-
ber of the adjacent CuQ; layers may require multi-orbital
hamiltonians, such as dp hamiltonians”? or two orbital
hamiltonians with d,» orbitals.6%73)

Explicit oxygen degrees of freedom, which is absent in
the Hubbard-type hamiltonians, will play an important
role in the ab initio multi-orbital hamiltonians. In the
literature on the material dependence of the supercon-
ducting critical temperature of the cuprates, relevance of
the apical oxygen to T, has been studied® in particular,
which has been clarified further by a modern regression

scheme™).
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It is highly desirable to derive and analyze ab initio
effective hamiltonians of the series of the typical multi-
layer cuprates, Bi22(n—1)n, that take into account the n
dependence of the screening and multi-orbital nature in-
cluding the p orbitals of the oxygen ions. The difference
between the infinite layer high-T, cuprates,”™ particu-
larly, (Srl_mCax)l_yCuOQ,m) and Bi22(n — 1)n of finite
n is also crucial to identify the impact of the apical oxy-
gen atoms on the stability of the superconductivity.

The disorder effect of impurities and dopants from the
charge reservoir block next to the CuOq layer is detri-
mental to 7,"8*.1%77) Such disorder effect is weaker in the
bilayer cuprates, because the disordered charge reservoir
block exists only in one side of a CuOq layer. It is fur-
ther weakened in the n-layer cuprates (n > 3) more than
single-layer cuprates, because inner CuQOs layers are pro-
tected by outer CuQOs layers from the disordered charge
reservoir block. For larger n-layer system, the inner CuO»
surface is cleaner and higher T™2* is realized.”™ In the
Hubbard-like hamiltonian, the ideal clean situation is re-
alized. The examination of the disorder effect in the mul-
tilayer hamiltonians in comparison with the single-layer
hamiltonian is also desirable in the future.

Difference between the present results and properties
of a typical bilayer cuprate Bi2212 is not only in the
stability of superconductivity but also in the stability of
the antiferromagnetic phase at the underdoped region. In
comparison with the experimental phase diagram shown
in Fig. 3 of Ref. 79, the critical doping at the overdoped
limit is similar while antiferromagnetic state, which com-
petes with the superconducting state, becomes stable in
the bilayer ¢-t' Hubbard hamiltonian for the optimal and
underdoped region.

Recently, the authors of Ref. 80 proposed that the in-
terlayer hoppings are irrelevant and each CuQOs layers are
independent, based on their ARPES spectra of a five-
layer cuprate BapCasCus010(F,0)s. It seemingly con-
tradicts the clear band splitting observed in the bilayer
cuprates. The momentum distribution functions of the
bilayer t-t' Hubbard hamiltonian, nf, also clearly show
the band splitting. The observations of the band split-
tings in the bilayer (n = 2) and five-layer (n = 5) seem-
ingly contradict. It is left for future studies to elucidate
the origin of the contradiction by performing simulations
for n > 3.

Acknowledment We thank Yukitoshi Motome for
stimulating discussion. Y. Y. thanks Masatoshi Imada
for critical and helpful comments and Takahiro Misawa
for insightful discussion. This research was supportd by
MEXT as “Basic Science for Emergence and Functional-
ity in Quantum Matter - Innovative Strongly-Correlated
Electron Science by Integration of Fugaku and Frontier
Experiments -” (JPMXP1020200104) as a program for
promoting researches on the supercomputer Fugaku, sup-



ported by RIKEN-Center for Computational Science (R~
CCS) through HPCI System Research Project (Project
ID: hp210163 and hp220166). The computation in this
work has been done using the computational resources
of the supercomputer Fugaku provided by the R-CCS
and the facilities of the Supercomputer Center, the In-
stitute for Solid State Physics, the University of Tokyo.
A. 1. was financially supported by Quantum Science and
Technology Fellowship Program (Q-STEP). Y. Y. was
supported by JSPS KAKENHI (Grant No. 20H01850).

Appendix A: Benchmarking

To examine an accuracy of the present mVMC wave
function Eq. (10), we compare the ground-state en-
ergy, the peak value of spin structure factor S(Q) and
the superconducting correlation PCIIQ_y2 (R) obtained by
mVMC with those by the exact diagonalization for the
bilayer Hubbard model defined in Eq. (2) with the same
hopping matrices as Table I. In Table A-1 and Fig. A-1,
we show the results of mVMC and the exact diagonaliza-
tion at the half-filling (6 = 0) for U/t = 4. The number
of sites used in the comparison is Ny = 4 X 2 per layer
and the bounary condition is periodic-periodic (PP). We
performed the exact diagonalization by using an open
source software for quantum lattice models, H®.8") The
relative errors in E//t and the peak value of S(Q) in the
present mVMC calculations are 2%. Here, the error in the
ground-state energy E/t is larger than that for the single-
layer Hubbard model.??) The larger error is attributed to
the energy gain by the spin quantum-number projection
L% since £° is omitted for the bilayer system to save
the computational cost. Even when £° is employed, the
energy gain by the spin quantum-number projection in
the bilayer system is smaller than that in the single-layer
system.

Table A-1. Ground-state energy F/t and physical quantities ob-
tained by mVMC and exact diagonalization (ED).

Ny =4x2 mVMC ED
E/t —20.27 +£0.01 -20.657
S(Q)/Ns  0.05902 + 0.00001 0.05818

Appendix B: Effect of the spin quantum-
number projection on the super-
conductivity

To examine the effect of spin quantum-number pro-
jection £% on the superconductivity, we compare the in-
tralayer superconducting correlation functions Py , , (r)
[Eq. (29)] for the bilayer Hubbard model. Figure B-1
shows the results of Py, ,(r) with and without the
spin quantum-number projection £° for L = 20. The
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Fig. A.1. Comparison between mVMC and exact diagonaliza-

tion (ED) superconducting correlation in Ny = 4 x 2 bilayer Hub-
bard model at half-filling with U/t = 4.

real space dependence of these supersonducting cor-
relations shows quantitatively same behavior and the
long-distance averages of supersonducting correlations
Pde_yQ are 0.048221 + 0.00001 with £° and 0.048856 +
0.00001 without £°. Therefore, we conclude that the spin
quantum-number projection does not affect the super-
conducting correlations for the bilayer Hubbard hamil-

tonian.
10"
| bilayer U/t=10
10°] L=2006=0.22 W/ SP —%—
2 L=20 8=0.22 w/o SP —o—
\/(ﬂ}
&
A
102 : : : : : : :
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Fig. B-1. Comparison of the superconducting correlation func-

tion Pdgp?.y? (r) with the spin quantum-number projection £5 (w/
SP) and without £5 (w/o SP) for the bilayer t-t/ Hubbard model
at the hole doping 6 = 0.22 and U/t = 10. The cross symbols de-
note the results with £° and the open circles denote the results
without £5.
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