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Unlike ferromagnetism, antiferromagnetism cannot readily be included in the quasiclassical Keldysh theory
because of the rapid spatial variation in the directions of of the magnetic moments. The quasiclassical framework
is useful because it separates the quantum effects occurring at length scales comparable to the Fermi wavelength
from other length scales, and has successfully been used to study a wide range of phenomena involving
both superconductivity and ferromagnetism. Starting from a tight-binding Hamiltonian, we develop general
quasiclassical equations of motion and boundary conditions which can, be used to describe two-sublattice metallic
antiferromagnets in the dirty limit. The boundary conditions are applicable also for spin-active boundaries that
can be either compensated or uncompensated. Additionally, we show how nonuniform or dynamic magnetic
textures influence the equations and we derive a general expression for observables within this framework.

I. INTRODUCTION

The quasiclassical Keldysh Green’s function technique [1—
5] is a powerful tool to study mesoscopic structures [5-24].
It is applicable to systems where the Fermi wavelength is
much smaller than all other length scales and can be used to
study a wide range of systems, including heterostructure with
multiple competing types of order, such as superconductivity
and ferromagnetism [6—12], both in and out of equilibrium. In
addition, the quasiclassical framework is versatile in regards to
sample geometry [18-20] and the details of external or intrinsic
fields, such as applied magnetic fields [22, 23] or spin-orbit
coupling [15, 21], whether they are time-dependent [9, 13—
15] or spatially inhomogeneous [11, 20, 24]. This makes
the quasiclassical framework especially useful to the field
of superconducting spintronics [25], which aims to utilize
superconductivity in the field of spintronics. In spintronics, spin
is used as an information carrier rather than the electric charge
used in conventional electronics [26, 27]. The combination of
superconductivity and magnetism is therefore at the core of
superconducting spintronics.

While the presence of a magnetic field typically suppresses
superconductivity, the relationship between ferromagnets and
superconductors (SC) can be synergistic [8, 25]. The interplay
between magnetic and superconducting orders may give rise
to spin-polarized superconductivity which can transport spin
angular momentum with zero resistance [8, 28], and the pres-
ence of superconductivity has also been shown to be beneficial
for other central effects in spintronics, such as giving rise to
infinite magnetoresistance [29].

Antiferromagnets (AFs) have many important advantages
over ferromagnets in the context of spintronics [30]. The
alternating magnetic moments mean that they are more robust
and impervious to external magnetic fields while creating
negligible magnetic stray fields of their own. As a result, they
are less intrusive to neighboring components. Moreover, the
resonance frequencies in AFs are on the order of terahertz [31,
32], which allows for very fast information processing. The
fact that spin transport has been shown to be long-ranged in
AFs [33] also makes them promising and an active research
topic in spintronics.

Superconductivity may coexist with antiferromagnetism [34—
36], and AFs have a prominent role in the context of high-7 . su-
perconductivity [36-38]. Despite this, AFs are much less stud-
ied in the field of superconducting spintronics compared to fer-
romagnets. Heterostructures composed of superconductors and
ferromagnets, including strongly polarized ferromagnets [6],
has been studied theoretically in a wide range of systems [6—
12], including in systems with complex geometries [19, 20].
On the other hand, while antiferromagnetic-superconductor
junctions have been studied theoretically [39—44], such studies
are typically limited to simple geometries and clean systems.
This is because the rapid variation of the magnetic moments
in AFs means that they, unlike ferromagnets, cannot readily
be incorporated into the quasiclassical framework used for
normal metals. The quasiclassical Keldysh theory separates
the short-range quantum effects from the long-range semiclas-
sical dynamics, thereby allowing the inclusion of long-range
spatial and temporal gradients. As such, it is desirable with
a quasiclassical framework that is applicable to systems with
both superconductivity and AFs.

One approach, which has been used previously when study-
ing the superconducting proximity effect in antiferromagnetic
metals (AFMs) [45-47], is to treat the AFM as a normal metal.
The reasoning is that the magnetic order is compensated on the
length scale of the superconducting correlation length. Using
this framework, Hiibener et al. [45] studied AFM/SC/AFM
structures and found an anomalous strong suppression of the
proximity effect happening when the thickness of the AFM
exceeded around 6 nm. They argued that the drop in supercon-
ducting critical temperature could possibly be associated with
the onset of an incommensurate spin-density wave (SDW) state.
However, based on the theory presented in the present work, the
observed suppression is expected even without the SDW state.
This is because Hiibener et al. [45] also reported a mean free
path of 5.3 nm for their samples, and the theory presented here
shows that even nonmagnetic impurities behave magnetically
in the presence of antiferromagnetic order. As such, conven-
tional, spin-singlet superconductivity can be expected to be
suppressed in antiferromagnetic systems when they enter the
diffusive regime, and in particular more so than in diffusive
normal metals. This happens when the system size exceeds the
mean free path, which was exactly the case in ref. [45].



Quasiclassical equations of motion for AFMs, but without
superconductivity, have been derived by Manchon [48]. This
was done by defining sublattice-resolved Green’s function.
Such Green’s functions can be treated quasiclassically because,
while the magnetic order varies rapidly in the antiferromagnet,
the Néel order varies slowly. More recently, Bobkov et al. [49]
derived a sublattice-resolved quasiclassical theory for antifer-
romagnetic insulators with superconductivity. Other related
types of magnetically ordered systems that have been studied
within quasiclassical theory are spiral ferromagnets [50, 51]
and SDW AFs [52, 53]. Spiral ferromagnets have compensated
magnetic order similar to AFs. However, in order for these to be
treated quasiclassically, the spatial modulation of the magnetic
order must be slow compared to the Fermi wavelength. SDW
is also a state of matter with spatial modulation of the magnetic
order, typically formed by itinerant particles with Fermi-surface
nesting [54, 55]. SDW can also coexist with SC [54, 56], and
quasiclassical theory has been developed to model systems
with both SDW and SC [52, 53]. This is possible because the
SDW state can be modeled using a mean-field approach with a
slowly varying SDW order parameter.

Here, we develop quasiclassical equations of motion for
two-sublattice AFMs with superconductivity and impurities,
as well as external fields and spin-orbit coupling, and where
all the parameters, including the direction of the Néel vector,
may be inhomogeneous in time and space, as long as it is not
rapidly varying on the atomic length scale. We also develop
boundary conditions for the diffusive regime, which work also
for spin-active interfaces that can be either uncompensated or
compensated. Because we consider antiferromagnetic metals,
we assume that the Fermi level is deep within the conduction
band compared to other energy scales except for the exchange
energy between localized spins and itinerant electrons, as
illustrated in fig. 1. This exchange energy may be either large or
small compared to the distance between the Fermi level and the
edges of the conduction band. The quasiclassical theory can
therefore not be used to model heavy-fermion antiferromagnetic
superconductors, where the Fermi energy is comparable to the
superconducting gap [57]. On the other hand, it is well suited
to study heterostructures or other systems in which the Fermi
level can be assumed to lie deep within the conduction band.

Although our starting point is similar to that presented in
refs. [48, 49], except that we additionally consider the other
effects mentioned above, there are a few important differences.
Instead of equations for sublattice-resolved Green’s functions,
we derive equations for the conduction band Green’s functions.
This is possible because there is no rapidly varying magnetic
order for these Green’s functions, just as there is no rapidly
varying magnetic order for sublattice-resolved Green’s func-
tions. The reason why we project onto the conduction band
is that only states close to the Fermi level contribute to the
quasiclassical Green’s function, and the Fermi level lies deep
inside the conduction band. As a result, we end up with fewer
Green’s functions to solve for. More importantly, however, it
means that the chemical potential drops out of the equations,
similar to how it drops out in Keldysh theory for normal metals.
Therefore, we can consistently let it be much larger than other
energies. This procedure, leaving only the conduction band,
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FIG. 1: A sketch of the energy bands in an antiferromagnet, where

&=+ (J)2 + (K?)2. Here, @ labels different materials,
1@ is the chemical potential, J¢ is the exchange coupling between
itinerant electrons and localized magnetic moments and K¢ is the
kinetic energy and AE? is the smallest difference between the Fermi
level and the edges of the conduction band. The gap between the energy
bands is 2|J%|. This gap can be arbitrary within the quasiclassical
theory developed here, but AE® must be large compared to other
energies in the system, not including the gap.

means that the spin- and sublattice degrees of freedom are not
independent. An important consequence of this fact is that
the effect of nonmagnetic impurities in AFMs is similar to the
effect of magnetic impurities in normal metals.

We summarize the main results, outline how they are derived
and describe the necessary assumptions in section II. The
derivations are presented in sections III-XIV. This includes
the derivation of quasiclassical equations of motion, boundary
conditions for the diffusive regime and a general expression
for computing observables. Concluding remarks are given in
section XV.

II. OUTLINE

The main results are equations for the isotropic part of the
quasiclassical Green’s function, ¢&, and the matrix current,
]'a, where « labels the materials in the junction. Under the
assumptions that the quasiclassical Green’s function is approxi-
mately spherically symmetric and that the energy difference
between the Fermi level and the edges of the conduction band is
larger than all other energy scales, except possilv)ll the exchange
energy J¢, we find in section XI that g and j solve
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where all the symbols are explained below. In the absence
of antiferromagnetism, J¢ — 0, eq. (1) reduces to the well-
known Usadel equation for normal metals [4]. In the limit
of very strong exchange coupling, such that (J¢/n%)* — 1,
the short-range correlations become negligible in the diffusive
limit, as we show in section XI.

The itinerant electrons in an AFM are described by a Hamil-
tonian including kinetic energy K¢, exchange energy to the
magnetic lattice J¢, chemical potential ¢ as well as other
additional terms coming from superconductivity, impurity scat-
tering, external fields or spin-orbit coupling. Equation (1) is
valid under the assumption that K¢ at the Fermi level is large
compared to all additional energies such as the impurity scatter-
ing rate and the superconducting gap. Note that K“ need not
be large compared to J?. As a result, the fraction (J¥)?/(n%)?,
where 7% = /(J®)% + (K®)2, can take any value between 0
and 1.

The second assumption behind eq. (1) is that the system is
in the dirty regime. This means two things. First, it means that
the elastic impurity scattering rate, 1 /7y, is dominant out of
all the additional energies in the system, not including K¢, J¢
and 1. Second, it means that the matrix current j* is small
compared to the Fermi velocity. As we show in section XI, this
is the case if the variation in g is small compared to 1 over
the length of the mean free path, either because the mean free
path is short or because the proximity effect is weak.

To complete the theory for use in systems involving more
than one material, we derive the boundary condition

enJ" = TP o & (x)) o T HISH RIS &Y . @)
which are valid when the quasiclassical Green’s function is
isotropic also close to the interface. This is the case for
instance when the tunneling is weak. Equation (2) can be used
to model interfaces that are compensated or uncompensated,
magnetic or non-magnetic and conducting or isolating. In
the absence of antiferromagnetism, eq. (2) reduces to the
generalized Kupriyanov-Lukichev boundary condition for spin-
active boundaries [58, 59].

In section XIV, we derive a general expression for computing
observables which can be used to compute quantities such as
densities and currents once g¢f and }'a have been found. The
expression, eq. (198), contains not only the contribution from
states captured by the quasiclassical Green’s function but also
a general expression for the contribution from states further
away from the Fermi level.

We present a detailed, self-contained derivation of eqgs. (1)
and (2), starting from a general tight-binding Hamiltonian
with a tunneling contact, introduced in section III. The full
Green’s functions and their equations of motion are presented
in section IV. Impurity averaging is performed in section V,
where we derive the impurity self-energy to second order in
the impurity potential. This is valid as long as the impurity
potential is weak, but since the self-energy depends only on
the isotropic part of the Green’s function, effects such as
skew scattering [60] would require going to third order. In
section VI, we use the tunneling Hamiltonian to remove the
intermaterial Green’s functions from the equations of motion.

In section VII we Fourier transform in relative coordinates, and
it is taken into consideration both that the system is defined on a
discrete lattice and, more importantly, different matrix elements
correspond to different relative spatial positions because of
the relative displacement between the two sublattices. In
section VIII we transform the Green’s functions into the basis
of the antiferromagnetic energy bands, and thereby extract
the conduction band. From this, we carefully define the
quasiclassical Green’s functions in section IX and use them
to remove higher-order spatial derivatives from the gradient
expansion. Next, in section X, we derive the quasiclassical
expression for the impurity scattering and show how it is
modified by the antiferromagnetic order. The main results
are then derived in section XI and section XII. Finally, in
section XIII we show how the equations are influenced by
nonuniform magnetic textures.

FIG. 2: Sketch of a plane in material « for the case of a square lattice.
Each unit cell contains two orbitals. One is located at sublattice A,
xZ, and one is located at sublattice B, x§ + 6?.

III. HAMILTONIAN

We consider a system composed of two materials, which we
label material L and material R, connected through a tunneling
contact. The Hamiltonian is

H(t) = Hp(2) + Hr(t) + Hr. 3)

Here,

Ha()= Y. el [HEO+VI@)],cm @)

n,meA,

where a € {L, R} denotes material, A, is the set of unit cells
in material . As sketched in fig. 2, each unit cell, labeled by a
3-tuple n, contains one orbital associated with the A-sublattice
at position x;;, and one orbital associated with the B-sublattice
at position x& + 8. We let the annihilation operators for the
orbitals with spin o at unit cell # in material « at the A- and
B-sublattice be ¢/, _and ¢y, , respectively, and define

nBo’
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We include only nearest neighbor hopping and assume that
this hopping is only between the two different sublattices.



The hopping parameter, ¢, chemical potential, 4%, and the
exchange energy J¢ between localized spins and conducting
electrons are collected in H". The full electrochemical potential
need not be constant. However, we take u® to be constant.
Any deviation in the electrochemical potential away from u®
is included in V. If o is the vector of Pauli matrices in
spin-space, T are the Pauli matrices in Nambu-space and p are
the Pauli matrices in sublattice-space, then

(e 1 a . a o a
(H() Inm (1) = _Zt (px + lpy)TzXN.N.(xn -6%-x,)
1
- Zta(px lpy)TzXNN (x +0¢ _xa) 2 Onmp Ty
1 1+ 1-
—§5nmJ“,0z0" 2pzn xff,t)+—'0zn(x,‘f+6",t) ,

(6)

where n = (sin  cos ¢, sin 0 sin ¢, cos ) is the direction of the
Néel vector, and ynn~(x) is a nearest neighbor characteristic
function which is 1 if x is a nearest neighbor vector between
a A-lattice point and a B-lattice point and 0 otherwise. Be-
cause the direction Néel vector generally is influenced by the
dynamics of the itinerant electron, it should be solved for self-
consistently. This can be done with the Landau-Lifshitz-Gilbert
equation [30].

The term proportional to V¢ in eq. (4) contains all additional
effects that may be present in the model, such as supercon-
ductivity, external spin-splitting fields and corrections to the
hopping term from the vector potential or spin-orbit coupling.
Additionally, V¢ importantly also determines the spatial geom-
etry of material « by a potential that is zero inside the material
and very large outside the material. We can therefore let the
lattice, A, run to infinity in all spatial directions, meaning
that A, = Z3, where Z is the set of integers, while still having
the system be confined to a finite region of space. Note that
the potential can also be spin-dependent, for instance if there
is a spin-splitting field in the neighboring region. This will
influence the boundary condition we derive in section XII.

Finally, the tunneling Hamiltonian is

o= Y, T = Y

n,mez3 i,jez3

RTTRL L (7)
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where TRE and TLR = (TRE)T are matrices satisfying 72K =
diag(T, ioyT"icoy) for some 4 X 4 matrix T

We rotate spin space such that the Néel vector is always
parallel to the z-axis. To do this we define the rotation matrix
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such that
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where, if we assume that n varies slowly in space over the
distance of neighboring lattice points,
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(H(()l)nm(t) = _zénm [V pr0z + ute] + EK;zlmTz
= 2 (Kipa e —xi) + [6708. K53 ]) - (R'VR) (xi7.1).
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where the kinetic term is

te .
Ky = -5 [(ox +ipy) NN (x] — 67 —x5)
+(px = ipy) NN (x5 + 6 = xp) ] (12)

Finally, we also define the projection operators in sublattice
space,

2 B 2

PA = (13)

for ease of notation.

IV. GREEN’S FUNCTIONS AND EQUATIONS OF
MOTION

In this section, we define the full Green’s functions. These
are the starting point of our derivation and will later be used to
define the quasiclassical, impurity-averaged conduction band
Green’s functions which are the objects of the final equations.
To obtain the final equations we must first derive the equation
of motion for the full Green’s function. These are called the
Gor’kov equations and are derived in this section.

The retarded, advanced and Keldysh Green’s functions are
defined respectively as

G (11,12) = =it ({e (). & ()} 01 —12) - (140)
Gt (11,12) = wir, ({en (), ()] 02 = 1) (14b)
GanP (11, 12) = =i <[5Z’(l1),5€j(lz)]>-

These are 8 x 8 matrices, and are collected in larger 16 X 16
matrices,

(14¢c)

. GRma,B GK ,af
6,7,5:( " R (15)
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and even larger 32 x 32 matrices,
. GLL éLR
(Gt s 16)
G Gk

We use the notation that * indicates a nontrivial matrix structure

in Nambu-space, * indicates a nontrivial structure in Keldysh-

space and * indicates a nontrivial structure in material-space.
In order to derive the equations of motion, we use that any

operator, A, evolves in time according to

P AA
S A=Il9C AL+ (6[ )}C. (17)



From this, together with the relation [AB,C] = A{B,C} —
{A, C}B, we find

aCNQ [e% a ‘Y,Bcﬁ
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From this, we derive the Gor’kov equations,
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We have added in V¢, a term which models inelastic processes,
22 - The bullet product between two matrix-valued functions,

A and B, is defined as

(A Bt = | dt 3 Al 0Bin(e.1). (23
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We also define the circle-product to be the integral over time,

(AOB)(Z‘],IQ) ZJ‘ dl‘A(l‘],l‘)B(Z‘,Iz). 24)

From eq. (20) we also get the Dyson equations,

(25a)
(25b)

if£=3,+6%and GO solves
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Equation (25) can be derived by taking bullet products of
egs. (26a) and (26b) with G from the left and right, respec-
tively, and using that A e (0B/dt;) = —(0A/dt,) ¢ B when
lim, .00 A(21,1)B(t,12) =0

V. IMPURITY AVERAGING

In this section, we average over impurities and identify
the self-energy which relates the impurity-averaged Green’s
function to the Green’s function in the absence of impurities.
The impurity-averaged Green’s function can then be found by
replacing the impurity potential in the Gor’kov equations with
this self-energy. We determine this self-energy to second order
in the impurity potential. This is valid under the assumption
that the impurity potentials are weak, although the number
of impurities may be large. By not going to third order, the
self-energy depends only on the isotropic part of the Green’s
function and therefore does not capture effects such as skew
scattering [60].

Let m®X be the number of impurities in material @ on
sublattice X € {A, B}. Next, we assume that the impurity
potentials are local and that the potential strength and position
of the i’th impurity in material @ on sublattice X are U l."X
and r"X respectively. The self-energy term from the impurity
potent1a1 is then

Vlmp 6nm6(t1 - t2)
LX
x Z Z:il pXUiLxénriLX
RX .
Xe{A,B} :'Zl pXUinénriRX
(27)

Next, we define the impurity average as the sum over all
possible impurity locations and impurity potential strengths,
weighted by some normalized distribution function piyp :
{U;},{ri} — R, where {U;} and {r; } denote the set of potential
strengths and locations, respectively. That is,

o= [T T T1[ o

ae{L,R} Xe{A,B} i=1

x > pmp({Uib ArsDA{UY, {rih). (28)
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We do not specify pimp, but we assume it is such that im-
purities are independently and uniformly distributed. By
assuming that they are uniformly distributed in space, we
have that (6”r;yx)imp = I/N® = ni‘l’n’é/max, where N¢ is

the number of unit cells in material @ and nfx’n); =mX/N®



is the impurity density on sublattice X in material a.
The assumption that impurities are independent means that

(UFX 5, 0x s, ¥ Vimp = (UFX5,,,0x Yimp(US' 6, (2 imp
ifi #j,a # /5’ or X # Y. Finally, we also assume that the
strengths and locations of impurities are uncorrelated, such that
(Ul.‘”X6nr_ax Yimp = <Ul-aX>imp<6nr_aX Yimp, and that the impuri-
ties on each sublattice and material are identically distributed,
such that (U Yimp = <Uj‘-’X Yimp =t (U Yimp for all i and j.

To find how the impurity-averaged Green’s function, éimp =
(G)imp is related to the Green’s function in the absence of
impurities, G, we take the impurity average of eq. (25a) with
02 = V'"™P to obtain

éimp = éo + ég o <‘7imp ° é)imp . 29)
We want an equation on the form
Gimp = GO + GO o i‘fimp i Gimp~ (30)

That is, we want to remove G, which depends on the specific
realizations of the impurity configuration. To find i‘.imp to
second order in Vi™P we again set 53 = VIMP and insert
eq. (25a) twice into eq. (29) to obtain

G,mp = G() + Go o <Vlmp> imp o éo

+Goe (V‘mp eGpe Vimp>imp iy

+Go e <‘71mp eGoeViMP o GyeViMP o é>imp . (3D

We need Go as a function of Glmp to get eq. (30). This can be

found to the appropriate order in V™ in inserting eq. (25a)
with 6% = V™ once into eq. (29) and solving for G, giving

Go = Guap = Go'» (77), ¢ Gy

~Gge <‘”/imp eGoeVimP e é>imp . (32

In order to find a self-consistent expression for the impurity
self-energy iimp as a function of VI™P and Gimp, we insert the
expression for Gy iteratively into eq. (31). By comparing the
result to eq. (30), this gives that, to second order in V™P,

iimp = <‘7imp>imp + <‘7imp L] Gimp o Vim[)).

imp
(), e G e (770),

imp *

(33)
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Using the properties of pimp, we see that the first order term,

S| = [y, )| = bt - )

% ( lmpr<UL Jimp

RX RX
X<(AB) px{U >1m

, (34
1mp
is an energy shift that may be sublattice-dependent if the number
or strength of impurities is different on the two sublattices. It
may in general also be spin-dependent if the impurities are

magnetic, meaning that Ul."X has a nontrivial structure in spin-
space. Here we assume that the impurities are not magnetic.
Nevertheless, we shall see in section X that they will have an
effective magnetic component in the final equations.

To evaluate the second-order term,

il(lii’ - <‘7imp o éimp ° Vimp)imp_<‘7imp>imp.éimp.<‘7imp>.

imp °

(35)
note that the assumption that the impurities are independent
means that the contributions with different impurities to the

left and right of the Green’s function cancel. Hence,

[Zfri)p(ll,h)] =dap Z Z

Xe{A,B} i=

X pX(GVi(Itn(;)nme <Uia/X6nri”X Uiaxémri‘lx>imp

- pX(éi(rln(;)nme <Uia 0, raX >1mp <Uinxé‘mri"x >imp
= 5aﬁ Z dnmnlmp <UXQUXQ>1mp pX(Glmp)nan
Xe{A,B}
2 v
~bap Z lmp >imp px (Gipp)nmpx.  (36)
Xe{A, B}

We can neglect the second term because N is large and the
amplitude of the Green’s function decreases as a function of
relative distance in the presence of impurities, as will be shown
later. Thus, to second order the impurity self-energy is

01,36"’" Z 1mp (px <UXQ>imp

Xe{A,B}

+(UXOUX), ok (Gamm(n)px ). (BT)

[ 1mp(t1, t2)]

From here on we drop the subscript on the impurity averaged
Green’s function, such that Glmp - G.

VI. TUNNELING

In order to get closed equations for GX and GRR, we must
first remove GER and GRL. In this section, we do this by
treating the tunneling self-energy as the perturbation in the
Dyson equation. However, we note that the derived effective
tunneling self-energy is still of infinite order in the tunneling

amplitudes 7LR.
Let
5 FLR
and let G be the Green’s function with 7RL = TLR = 0, mean-

ing that it solves eq. (26) with 6% = £ — T' = diag(ELL, ZRR),
Here 6% includes the impurity self-energy term obtained from
the impurity average above. Note that this means that G{*



still depends on GL. This is because GRR depend on GRR

through the impurity self-energy found in section V, and G*R
depend on GLL. For the same reason G(I)‘L depends on GRR,
From the Dyson equation, (25), we have that

G=éo+GvoOT0Gv,
G=G0+GOTOGvo.

(39a)
(39b)

From the upper right block of eq. (39a) we have that

GLR — G“(L),R + GéR ° waL ° GLR + G(L),L ° waR ° GRR

“RR
_¥RR ¢ SRR _ pRL o SLR

« 0
= G(I;R ) (l"rZ
+ GER o TR ¢ GLR 4 GLL o TLR o GRR
lers
or’

i, + GLR o SKR| o GRR 4 GEL o TLR o GRR

=Gil o THR o GRR, (40)

where we used eq. (20) in the last equality.
Doing the same for GX®, and from similar calculations using
eq. (39b) we find that

C";LR — GV(I;L ° TLR ° G"RR — G"LL ° TLR ° GV(I)?R,

G"RL — GORR ° fRL ° GLL — G"RR ° fRL ° G"(L),L

(41a)
(41b)

Inserting this into the Gor’kov equation, we can remove GRE
and GLR and get a block-diagonal self-energy,

X=Hy+V+Zimp + 27, (42)
where
. yL
[ g
V= (VL ‘V/R), (43b)
$, - (TLR o GRR o FRL st v i) o

VII. FOURIER TRANSFORM AND WIGNER
COORDINATES

In the quasiclassical framework, functions vary slowly with
the center-of-mass (COM) coordinates, and quickly with the
relative coordinates. It is therefore useful to Fourier transform
in the relative coordinates to obtain functions of momentum,
energy, COM time and COM position, also known as Wigner
coordinates. The Fourier transform in relative time reads

o)

EF,(A)(T,s)zJ At A(T +1)2,T —t/2)e!,  (44)

—00
and for the Fourier transform in relative position we use

T (A)eoxif) = ) PR Ay ePPR 0 e

mez3

(45)

This is is a three-dimensional discrete-time Fourier transform
(DTFT), and the inverse transform is given by

3

T2 (A) amym = VE f ek " Ak gy ionk 8 ks

0q (27)3

(46)

where V2 is the volume of the unit cell and ¢, is the first

Brillouin zone in material @. Note that x{ in eq. (45) is not

exactly the COM position, since the COM position for term m
on the right is (x5 +x)/2.

We use the same symbols as before to denote the bullet and

circle products in the Wigner coordinates, meaning that they

satisfy
Fr[Fi(A)] e F [F(B)] =F-[Fi(AeB)]  (47)
and
Fi(A) o F;(B) =TF,(A o B). (48)
Thus, the Gor’kov equations in the Wigner coordinates read

(49a)
(49b)

The circle product in the Wigner product is the same as in
continuous models for normal metals [5, 61],

AoB=exp %aﬁa;? - %a;‘af AB, (50)

where the superscripts on the differential operators denote
which function they act on. The spatial part of the bullet
product, on the other hand, is different, and there are three
reasons for this. First, since we are working on a discrete lattice,
we cannot Taylor expand, which is how the series expansion in
differential operators is achieved in eq. (50). Second, since we
are working with two sublattices that are located differently in
space, the COM positions and relative positions are different
for different matrix elements. Third, the COM position is not
set constant in the way we have defined the Fourier transform in
eq. (45). Nevertheless, the bullet product can still be written as
a series of differential operators of increasing order. To derive
the explicit series expansion, one can use the Newton forward
difference equation, which is the discrete analog to the Taylor
series expansion. The zeroth order term is the same, namely
just the normal matrix product, and we will end up keeping
only the zeroth order terms, except for the kinetic energy term,
the tunneling term, and the potential which is large outside
the material. We will evaluate these terms explicitly when
considering the boundary condition. Note, however, that we
cannot neglect the higher-order terms at this stage because the
Green’s function is strongly peaked in momentum space.

To evaluate I:Ig eG% and G o I:Ig in Wigner coordinates,
note that

. [AeB] (k,x?)= Y F[A](k,x5+xS)
meZ3

o e—ipgkvﬁ B(n+m)neika.6 e—ik -xm. (51)



Hence, as I—AI(;Y does not depend on COM-position,

F AT, [HE « G|} (k,x%) = HS (k)G (k,xZ). (52)

Here,
Hf (k) = p K (k) = (J¥ 0T + ), (53)
and
K (k) = - Z 1 cos(k - 8;) (54)
d; EN.N.

where the sum goes over all the six nearest neighbor displace-
ment vectors.
Interchanging the order, we find that

5, {7, (G « A5} = Gl

1 Saa . —ik -§;
-5 > (ARG )~(6i+6a)(px+lpy)tae k3
d; eN.N.
1 . s
=3 > (BRG) - (8= 6)(px —ipy e (55)
d; eEN.N.

where the symbols on the right-hand side denote functions of
Wigner coordinates and the discrete finite difference operator
is defined as

x% ARG (k,x?) = G (k,x%+x2) -G (k,x?). (56)

The finite difference is only well-defined when x, is a lattice
vector, meaning that x, is a displacement vector from one unit
cell to another. However, we can define

0; - ARG (k,x?) = [G¥(k,x2 +26;) - G (k,x2)]/2.
(57)

This is possible because we assume that 24; is a lattice vector
when §; is a nearest neighbor displacement vector. With this,

6; - ARG (k,xT) + 6% - ARG (k,x)
v 1.
= (6 +8%) - ARG (k. x7) + 5G ™ (e, x77 +26)

Gk, x¥ +26% - G (k,x? +68; +6%). (58)

+
N —

The last three terms are equal to |6; — 6 @|2/2 times the sec-
ond order central difference of G®?, so they are negligi-
ble under the assumption that the Green’s function changes
slowly as a function COM position compared to the interlat-
tice spacing. By the same reasoning we also approximate
(—=x2) - ARG*® = —x% - ARG, since the difference is equal
to the |x,(f1|2 multiplied by the second order derivative of G <.
With this we have

F AT, [G e AF|} = G Ay

+1 (ARG) - (0 ViK™ +87pyK?) . (59)

The dot product in the last term must be interpreted in the
following sense: If Vi, K?* = A161 + A0, + A363, where §1,
6> and 43 are three different, linearly independent, nearest
neighbor displacement vectors, then

3
(ARG“”) VK = ; 5 - (ARGM) A (60)

VIII. EXTRACTING THE CONDUCTION BAND

The main idea behind the quasiclassical theory is that most
of the interesting physics happens close to the Fermi surface.
Therefore, it is of interest to isolate the contribution from
states close to the Fermi surface. In our model there are two
energy bands that are not overlapping, so only one of these
can pass through the Fermi surface. In real materials, it is not
always the case that the energy bands are not overlapping. It
is sufficient that the energy bands are not overlapping near the
Fermi surface.

To separate the two bands, we must diagonalize FI(‘)’. We
find that

Ay =5*D(s")7, (61)
where
DY =diag(£2,£9,£8, &0, &0, &7, 67, €D (62)

and (S%)7 denotes the transpose of

—00 0 (o)) 0

g 1 (o) 0 (o)) 0 5@
277& 0 —00 0 oo
0 (o)) 0 (o))

o, 0 o, O
|oz 0 -0z O @
0 -0y 0 -0y AsTL

0 —o, 0 9o

(63)

where oy is the 2 x 2 identity matrix, 7% = /(J%)2 + (K2)2,
EY = —u? £ 0% 5% = (s§ +5%)/2 and As® = (5§ —59)/2,
with s§ = ¥ £ J2.

Next, we define

é(l(t Gv(l_‘(—l T~

T e — Sa G(ZQSH. 64
(G Gz = o
We want an equation for the Green’s function associated with
the energy band which crosses the Fermi surface. This can
be either GZ% or G¢*. Here we choose GZ%. To derive this
equation, we first find that

0 0 o, O
7Vl o 0 0 -0,

a\T agqa _
(SN pxViK S = ViD + —C o 0 0 0



and
0 0 —o9g O
anT a _ 0 0 0 -o9
(S ipySY = 5 0 0 o | (66)
0 o9 O 0

Additionally, we continue to use 7, to denote the third Pauli
matrix in Nambu-space after transforming to the band basis,
which means that

op 0 0 O
anT e |0 —00 O O | (7 O
(S 1,8¢ = 0 0 oy 0 _(O . ©67)
0 0 0 -0

Transforming the first Gor’kov equation to the AFM en-
ergy band basis and extracting the block corresponding to the
conduction band, we get

T,60GYY —£2G — [(E* - Hf) e G| __=1, (68)
where ¢ is the block of 3, given by eq. (42), corresponding to
material o and the subscript on the last term on the left-hand
side means that one should take the upper left block in the
conduction band basis. That is, for a general matrix A in the
sublattice basis,

(a4 = sorasn )

The second Gor’kov equation becomes

G% 01,6 —EYGYY — (Vi EY - ARGYY
‘J(ZV (04 o o
- % ARG 0, — K767 - ARG Y

—[G e (X -HN]__=1. (70)

IX. QUASICLASSICAL GREEN’S FUNCTIONS

In this section, we derive the quasiclassical equations of
motion. To do so, we must integrate the Green’s function over
momenta. Note that since we only want the contribution from
states close to the Fermi surface, we cannot integrate over all
momenta, but must instead integrate over a contour close to the
Fermi surface. While it is true that the Green’s function will
be strongly peaked around the Fermi surface, the contribution
from far away from the Fermi surface is not negligible. This is
because the retarded and advanced Green’s function goes as
1/£€¢ far away from the Fermi surface.

Observables are given as integrals over all momenta. To
extract the quasiclassical contribution, one must decompose
this integral into one part which includes the contribution close
to the Fermi surface and one part which includes the rest. By
using the Eilenberger decomposition [3], as illustrated in fig. 3,
the contribution from the Fermi surface is included as two
closed contours in the complex plane, which simplifies the
calculations. We show how observables can be expressed as a
quasiclassical contribution and a rest-term in section XIV.

[ dea

FIG. 3: A sketch of the integration decomposition introduced by
Eilenberger [3].

To get the quasiclassical equations of motion, we must
integrate the Gor’kov equations over the closed contours. This
allows us to simplify many of the bullet products when the
self-energy varies slowly as a function of COM position, as
we show in this section. Note that the tunneling term and the
potential which is large outside of the material change rapidly
as a function of COM position. These can therefore not be
simplified in the same way. However, these terms are only
nonzero at the interface. In this section, we consider only
positions inside the material and therefore ignore these terms.
We will return to them when deriving the boundary conditions.
Hence, as long as we consider COM positions away from the
boundaries,

e H"—V"‘+Z;"np (71)

To simplify the bullet product, we can use the gradient expan-
sion. However, the gradient expansion is more complicated in
our case compared to the continuous case. This is because we
are working with two discrete sublattices. To derive the gradient
expansion for discrete lattices, we can use the Newton forward
difference equation If the basis vectors are {v{", vg ,v{'}, such

that x,, —a v +a2 v2 +a3 3,w1th integers a1 ,a2 anda
then
Ji
o (x5 [sgn(ai")v{'] - Ar o
A(x +X ) = Z ] l_[ |va/| A(xn)7
j€N3 ’
(72)
where j = (J1, j2, j3) is a multi-index, j! = ji!j»!/3! and
(xm)j = (a'vi)j (a3'v3) p(a5'vs) s, (73a)
(al'vi"); = sgn(am)f‘|v"| [|am| - (n- 1)] |amv“|
(73b)

Hence, we see from eq. (51) that the bullet product can be
written as a series expansion in derivative operators,

AeB=AoB+[ArA] o (iViB—-[6%pB, Bl)+---, (74)
where the circle product in the second term on the right-
hand side includes a dot product, which must be interpreted
according to eq. (60). Equation (74) is the gradient expansion.
The gradient expansion is useful because the higher-order terms
can be neglected after a proper integral over momenta.

We define the quasiclassical Green’s function

g ﬂgdf G, (75)



where the closed paths are illustrated in fig. 3. They follow the
real line from ¢ = —EZ to £¥ = EZ and then split into two
semicircular paths to close the contours. Here, EZ is some
cutoff that is far larger than the other energies in the system,
but smaller than | ¥]|. Since the interval (-EZ, EZ) must be
inside the conduction band, E must also be smaller than, AE?,
which is the smallest energy difference between the Fermi level
and the edges of the conduction band.

We can relate the kinetic energy K@ at the Fermi level to AE“.
Todoso, note that E¥+AE® = —u¥—+/(J¥)2 + (K¥)2+AE® <
—u?® — |J%| means that

LAl Gy
Ka| T 2|Je|AE@ + (AE®)?’

(76)

It is possible that AEY < J®. For this reason, one can
still consider J* > K within this framework, meaning that
JYn® = J¥/\/(J¥)? + (K®)? — 1. The only requirement
for the quasiclassical theory presented here to be valid is that
AE“ is large compared to all other energies except possibly the
exchange energy J?. We can have any ratio J%/K?, and the
limit J%/K® — 0 should reproduce the quasiclassical theory
for normal metals.

Since the contours are closed in the complex plane and we
assume that the functions are analytic in £, we can use the
residue theorem to evaluate

g == ) sen(Im[&]) Res(G22.&,).
i

(77)

where the sum goes over all poles of G®“ which are inside the
contours and Res (Gvi’_“, &;) denote the corresponding residues.
To obtain an equation for the quasiclassical Green’s function,
we integrate the Gor’kov equations, eqgs. (68) and (70), over
momenta and use eqgs. (74) and (75).

Consider first terms on the form G2 e A, for some A. The
zeroth order term in gradients is G®® o A. If A(£9) has no

poles inside the contour, we see that
i v “
— jgdfi’ G%%0A =— Z sgn(Im[&;]) Res(G‘fﬁ’, fl-)OA(fi’)
&i
=% 0 A(0) + O(3% 0 adgaA),

s
(78)

where a is the maximal distance from the poles of G to
&% = 0. It is therefore much smaller than EZ. We can neglect
the second term when A varies slowly as a function of £2, such
that |a6§_aA| < |A|. Note that this is not true when A = £,
which is the case for the second terms on the left-hand sides of
eqgs. (68) and (70). We can therefore not evaluate 99 dee goGoe
in terms of the quasiclassical Green’s function.

From eq. (37) we see that (32 )__ only depend on mo-

imp
mentum through S. Equation (22c) shows that V¢, depend
on relative coordinates if there are magnetic textures or if the
Hamiltonian includes terms other than the kinetic term which
depend on relative position. Corrections to the hopping term
from the vector potential or spin-orbit coupling are included in
Ve and these terms will depend on relative position. As a re-

nm?>

sult, (V“)__ depends on momentum, and therefore also on £¢.
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However, we assume that the dependence on momentum and
&2 is sufficiently slow, such that the condition |a8§_aA| < |A]
is valid when A = (\7” + iifr’np)__. As we now show, this
assumption is reasonable as long as the Fermi level is far away
from the bottom of the conduction band.

Fourier transforming the term in eq. (22c) coming from the

magnetic texture, we get that

7, {(K,g'm [x? - x2] +[6%pp, K2,]) - (R*VR) (x;f,tl)}

= VT K, e x) - (RTVR) (x0,n) . (79)

As long as the Fermi level is sufficiently far away from the
bottom of the conduction band, the gradient V F,.{K<, } =
Vi K® will be approximately constant near the Fermi surface.

This can be seen from eq. (54), since

aaf_(szKa _ a ZJi 61'(6[ . I}F) COS(kF . 61)
ViK<® Vi kr 26, (6; -kr)sin(kr - 8;)
B a s 0i(6; - kp)cos(kr - 6;) __adr
ve kp X5 (6 kr)(kp - 6)) T vy kel

(80)

where v = V£ is the Fermi velocity, Ar = 1/|kF| is the
Fermi wavelength and kF is the unit vector in the direction of
k. Hence, the variation in Vi K is negligible provided that
Ar < |vil/a.

Physically, the condition can be understood in the following
sense. The inverse energy 1/a defines a time, so |vi|/a is
the distance an electron with speed |v | travels in this time.
For instance, when the dominant energy scale, other than J¢
and K¢, comes from the impurity scattering, then a is at
most the impurity scattering rate. In this case, the condition
Ar < |v§|/a implies that the mean free path should be much
greater than the Fermi wavelength. This condition holds
provided that the energy difference between the Fermi level and
the bottom of the conduction band is sufficiently large. Under
this assumption, we can approximate

imp imp

%%dgi’ G¥o (VX432 ) _ =% (V¥+32 )__ (81)
in the presence of an inhomogeneous magnetic texture. A
similar argument can be used to show that the same assumptions
also imply that the condition |a6§_aA| < |A| holds in the
presence of corrections to the hopping amplitude, which can
come from an external vector potential or spin-orbit coupling.
With these assumptions,

7l_r §d§f’ [(‘7“ + ii([’np) o Gv‘m]__ ~ (V¥ + iffnp)__ og?
+ % jg e (VO +38 )0 GI%. (82)

Equation (78) works the same when reversing the order of A



and G 22, so it is also true that

——

5 o (“}a 1mp)——

! 3Ed§£’ [AEXCARS T I

+ :—r 3§d§:’ G o (VO +38 Yur (83)

If we are also sufficiently far away from the top of the conduc-
tion band, then the velocity vy = V£ is also approximately
constant at all the poles of the Green’s function. By approxi-
mately constant, we mean that the variation is small compared
tov ;’ To see why, note that

V(e - £2)2 - (JOPViK®

Viéd = (84)
(u* = &2)
Differentiating with respect to £% gives
|a65aVk§"| a(J”)z aé)f_aVkK" (85)
ViT K (€9 — p)(K9)? ViK®

From eq. (76), we know that (J¥/K?)? < |J%|/2AE®. Since
[JH/(EL — u®)| = |J¥/u® < 1 and a/AE® < 1, the first
term on the right-hand side of eq. (85) is small. We have
shown that the second term on the right-hand side of eq. (85)
is also negligible. As a result, integrating the third term on the
left-hand side of eq. (70) gives

- %jgdfi’ IVRET ARG = —iv® . AREY.  (86)

Next, consider the higher-order terms in the gradient expan-
sion. We will show that we can ignore these terms when the
Hamiltonian, and therefore the Green’s function, vary slowly
in the center-of-mass (COM) spatial coordinate. Assuming
ladea Al < Al

! 3€df£' [ARG®] o (iV4A = [67p, A])
~ [AkE™] o (V4 A - [6%5, AD), (87)

where we used eq. (78). The gradient Vi A is evaluated at the
Fermi surface. We define the characteristic COM length scale
L to be the smallest number satisfying

Igl
L

everywhere and for all momentum directions, where the norms
can be understood using an appropriate matrix norm such
as the Frobenius norm. In the quasiclassical framework, L
is assumed to be much larger than the length of the nearest
neighbor displacement vectors and the Fermi wavelength. As a
result,

|ARE“| < =— (88)

y 6] y
|ARE” © [6%pp. Al < =15 o 4] < 3% |Al. (89)
meaning that the second term in eq. (87) is negligible compared
to the zeroth order term, ¢ o A. The magnitude of the first

term is

@
[Arg“] o (iViA)] < |vL—F||g“| oldg=Al. (90)
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Therefore, this term is negligible compared to the zeroth order
term if Hv;|8§_aA/L| < |A|. This is guaranteed to be the
case if L > |v;’|/a, since |a8§_aA| < |A|. Physically, this
criterion can again be understood by considering the time scale
defined by 1/a. For instance, 1/a can be on the order of the
elastic impurity scattering time. The condition L > |v;!| /a
then states that the variation is small over a distance equal to
the mean free path. However, we note that this condition is too
strict. It assumes only that \é)ggA|/|A| < 1/a, but if one can
replace 1/a with a smaller number, then one can also loosen
the condition on L.

With these assumptions, we neglect the first order terms in
the gradient expansion of G®® e A after integration over £¢.
Since L is large, higher order terms will be even smaller than
the first order terms, so we neglect all terms except the zeroth
order term in the gradient expansion of G?“ e A. Next, we
must consider

%3&1551 [ARA] o iV, G2Y — [6%pr, G29)). 91)

We can use eq. (78) one the second term on the right-hand
side, which we see can be neglected since |[AgA| < |A|/L and
|[6¥|/L < 1. However, we cannot use eq. (78) to evaluate the
first term on the right-hand side of eq. (91). This is because
G @ varies rapidly as a function of k near its poles. To proceed,
we can use the contour integral of a total derivative is zero.

This implies that
0B 0EC OB 0E”
agdea §>‘de = 3§ g(’)f“( ak)B
92)

0k Bf“
for any A and B, where 0/0k is differentiation with respect to
the amplitude of k in spherical coordinates. This is not to be
confused with the gradient operator V;. We already assume
that V£ is approximately constant on all the poles of G .
Using this we find that

ARA . 0 ve 1 0
° il
kr %56 ¢51n6’ 6(1)

— ek (OARA) 0%, (93)

V(Y

iﬂgdeRonkéf_":
T

where k§ is the Fermi momentum, satisfying £ (k) = 0 and
0 and ¢ are the azimuthal and polar angles in momentum space,
respectively. As long as §¢ does not vary rapidly as a function
of 6 and ¢, the right-hand side of eq. (93) is negligible under
the same assumptions as eq. (87). Hence, we can also neglect
the higher order terms in the gradient expansion of A G,
Combining the above results,

:—Tﬂgdfi’ [(Z*-A)eG*]| _=@E"-Hf)-—0§

+13€d§f(i“ AZ) 4 0 G2, (94)
T

and

J a [faa S agd ~ a aged
_§dé_‘_ [G o (X _HO)]——=g o (X —HO)__

T

+ 7’-{ 3@d§i’ G¥ o (X = A4 (95



The circle-products in the last terms on the right-hand side
of egs. (94) and (95) comes from a truncation in the gradient
expansion which is valid for the same reasons as the truncation
in the gradient expansions involving G 2.

To complete the derivation of the quasiclassical equations,
we must remove the terms involving G‘w and G‘m Physically,
this can be done because the energy dlfference between the two
bands is large for momenta close to the Fermi surface. This
means that there is negligible coupling between the electrons
near the Fermi surface and the electrons in the other band. In
order to show

%§d§ﬁ’ Goa

we define

<13% and ‘:7 3€d§£’ Goa

<187,

(96)

xa i a Saa
817 = P %d‘f— Giz. Cn)
We get from the first Gor’kov equation that

ffg’f— ( H )++°g+—

(Y- Hf)i-0g=0, (98)

T€0 gv+—

where £ (kp) = —u® + n?(k§ ) is evaluated at the Fermi
surface defined by £ (kr) = —u® —n¥(ky) = 0. As aresult,
|§f| = 2|u®|, which is much larger than |(i‘,“ - I-AI(;’)+_| by
assumption. We will also assume |¢| << EZ, and consider larger
|| separately when computing observables in section XIV.
Therefore, § ~ (X — 1:16’)+_ o g¥/&Y is negligible. The
same argument from the second Gor’kov equation shows that
g2, is negligible as well.

Finally, integrating the Gor’kov equations, eqs. (68) and (70),
over the contours in £¥-space and using eqs. (94)—(96) we get

reog” - (- A 03" = - dastenger. 99u)

§¥oTe— vy - AR —g% o (2 - I:I(‘)’)__

_ ! 3§dg:’ £YGAY. (99b)
T

We have no way to evaluate the right-hand sides because it
would require first finding the poles of G . Instead, we can
subtract eq. (99b) from eq. (99a) to obtain the Eilenberger
equation,
e AR + [re— (- HJ)-_, §*],=0.  (100)
The distances between neighboring points are short compared
to the characteristic COM length scale L, defined in eq. (88),
so we can approximate ¢ by a continuous function in COM
position and replace Ag by the gradient operator, Vg. One way
to do this rigorously is to define the continuous function as a
weighted average,

v _ Cy@\27/72
FER) = ) g () e RoxDE,

nez?

C(R) (101)
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where | < L and C(R) = ¥,,cz3 e ®=*/ _ From the fact
that | < L, it is clear that §*(x) = ¢Z(x{). Moreover, if
re| <L,

o~ (R=x7)?/(21)

(Xm-ARET)(x) ~ > (xm-ARg®) (x7

nez3 C(R)

_ (57 (0 +x8) - g% (x2 o~ (R=x)%/(2D)

= > g +xi) - g7 (e )]C(R)

nez3

= Z g“(x“’) e_(R+xg'_x;{)2/(2l) e_(R_x;{)z/(zl)

n C(R+x2) C(R)
nez?
~xp - Vg (x7). (102)

Inserting this into eq. (100) and relabeling §& — g¢, the
Eilenberger equation now becomes, in terms of continuous
COM coordinates,

Ve VR + |r.e - (E* - H)--, %], =0.  (103)

The Eilenberger equation does not have a unique steady-state
solution. This can be seen from the fact that any constant
multiple of the identity matrix is a solution. To compensate
for this, one typically assumes a normalization condition. In a
spatially and temporally uniform system, we see from eq. (70)
that

-1

G = (‘rzs —Er_yr_3e )

imp

=P(-£Y+D)'P7!, (104)
where 7,6 — V@ — ii‘fnp = PDP~! and D is diagonal. Since D
varies slowly as a function of £ within the contour, we see
that

~ e (-7 + D! = senltm(D)]. (105)

which implies that §*¢% = 1. More generally, we assume that
£% o g% = 1. This is consistent with the fact that g% o g% =1
must also solve the Eilenberger equation, as can be seen by
taking the circle product of the Eilenberger equation by g¢
from the left and from the right, as well as the fact that the initial
condition, if taken at 7 — —oo, should be a time-invariant state,
such that g% o g* = g%g? = 1. Moreover, it is possible to
derive g% o g% =1 if one defines the quasiclassical Green’s
function in terms of trajectory Green’s function, as shown by
Shelankov [62].

X. QUASICLASSICAL IMPURITY SELF-ENERGY

Before deriving the dirty limit equation of motion for the
quasiclassical Green’s function, we must express the impurity
self-energy in terms of the quasiclassical Green’s function.
From section V we have that

@ @ aX Xa
Z“1mp(‘9 T.k,x ) = Z nimp (,OX <U >imp
Xe{A,B}

+(UXOUX), L px (GO (e Thpx ). (106)



If on average there are an equal amount of impurities of equal
average strength on both sublattices, and the impurities are not
magnetic, then the first term is simply equivalent to a shift in

the electrochemical potential. It can therefore be absorbed into
He.
To evaluate the second term in eq. (106) we use the Eilen-

berger contour,
&’k
L @np°
J‘ J‘Emdx P dé:_ lka'(SaGV(I(l(k xa)eiika_Jaf
min 271'2 (fa)/ ' "

J 3€ KRAET 0% G ey -ionk 0
22y

1p3k~ "Gv(xa(k x(l)e—ip3k~6"
M

(G), = V"J

2
J Jf k dé:a/ elka-(i"G"aa/(k xa)e—ipgk-é".
22 (62 o
(107)
Using that

pxePER ST G (f x®)e PEk 8" py = py G (k,x ) px,

(108)

where X € {A, B}, we see that we can remove the exponentials

in eq. (107). The first term on the right-hand side of eq. (107) is

what gives us the quasiclassical Green’s function. To evaluate

the second term, we can use the fact that we are far away

from the Fermi surface, so, if we neglect spatial and temporal
derivatives in the Gor’kov equations,
-1

G ~ (STZ -HY -V -3¢0 ) = (—I-Alé’)_l

imp

- (Ag) ™ (er -V - Zf;p) (Ag) ™ +0(1£717)  (109)
We can neglect the second term after integration for the fol-
lowing reason. We can complete the contour in JC dé with
a semicircle of radius (|€min| + |€max|)/2. Since there are
no poles inside the closed contour, the integral »f dé® must
be equal to minus the integral over the semicircle arc. The
integral over this arc is negligible because it is less than
7 ([Emin| + [€max]) /2 X @ maX(N(;l)/minﬂfminL |§max|)2v which
is O(N§' (0)a/AE®), where a is again an order of magnitude
estimate of the elements of (7, — V& — il‘fn p), and therefore
much smaller than AE?, and

o _[dQ [ K2d¢

NE(e) = f o )35@( -o= 5] 3 25'5(5(") e)
(110)

is the normal state density of states per spin. For the same

reason, the terms of higher order in (£%)~! are also negligible.

The first term, however, is not negligible, as the same argument

shows that this integral is O(Ny(0)), which is the same as the

quasiclassical term.

. -1
Evaluating the (—H(‘} ) and applying the projection opera-
tors, we get

_ H* = J%z 0z,

111
oET (111)

X€A,B
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Integrating out the momentum dependence, we see that we get
constant matrices with the same matrix structure as a chemical
potential and an antiferromagnetic spin-splitting. We can
therefore include this by renormalizing ¢ and J¢.

In order to evaluate the quasiclassical contribution, we define

(o3 1 — (03
S (0 =57, (112)
where 1 and 0 are 4 X 4 matrices, such that
_=(SHT As2. (113)

Since only the contribution from the conduction band is non-
negligible close to the Fermi surface, we have that

k2 de
§ e G o) = -inNg (O)SEE (ST, (114)
22y
where S is evaluated at the Fermi surface.
Hence, if we define
y dQ y
Bo= | oET =G, (115)

where in the last equality we also defined the angular average
in momentum space as (-), then

i

Efrp)—- = D (SO pxSEEN (ST pxSE,
mp v (4 B}
(116)
where
-1
T = (7Ng O Vengd (UeuAey, ) a1
is the impurity scattering time.
Next, we find that
anT a 1 J
(Se)" paspSe = 5 |1+ 7277 (118)
such that
“a i v Je 2 >
(Zimp)—— = _ZTilr;p 8s T mT)QO—ZTZgS OzTz| - (119)

This reduces to the normal state impurity self-energy in the
absence of antiferromagnetism when J¢ = 0. However, when
J¢ # 0 we get an additional term which is the same as one
gets when adding magnetic impurities in the quasiclassical
theory for normal metals. This is an important result which
means that impurities in the antiferromagnet behave as if
they were magnetic. This effect becomes important when the
system size becomes larger than the mean free path, and this is
why one should expect the critical temperature to decrease in
superconducting proximity structures when the antiferromagnet
becomes larger than its mean free path, which explains the
findings of Hiibener et al. [45], as alluded to in section I.



Physical consequences of well eq. (119), as well as a physical
explanation for its existence is further discussed in ref. [63].

The effective magnetic component of non-magnetic impuri-
ties is similar to how interfacial disorder in antiferromagnetic
insulators has been shown to give rise to magnetic effects when
the interface is uncompensated [64], except that here it is a bulk
effect. As aresult, itis present even though the magnetization is
fully compensated. Another type of material in which one can
find effective “magnetic” coupling from non-magnetic impuri-
ties is in Rashba superconductors [65, 66]. The strong coupling
between spin and momentum degrees of freedom in Rashba
superconductors means that non-magnetic impurities get a
non-trivial matrix structure in the helical basis [65]. However,
the effective “magnetic” impurities in Rashba superconductors
are different from what we see here. They couple to the p-wave
part of the Green’s function and not the s-wave part. They are
“magnetic” in the sense that they couple different components
in the helical basis, but not in the sense that it is as if the sys-
tem has magnetic impurities. Here we find that non-magnetic
impurities in AFMs are mathematically equivalent to having
magnetic impurities in the original model.

XI. THE DIRTY LIMIT

In this section, we derive the equations of motion in the
dirty limit, which are valid for diffusive systems. There are
two central assumptions in the dirty limit. First, it is assumed
that the quasiclassical Green’s function is dominated by the
s-wave and p-wave components. Second, it is assumed that
the elastic impurity scattering rate is large compared to the
other energies in the system, except for the minimal distance
between the Fermi level and the edges of the conduction band,
AE?, and possibly J¢. We show that the resulting equations
are valid if the variation in ¢ over the length scale of the mean
free path is small compared to 1. This is the case for instance
if the system varies slowly in space or the proximity effect is
small. In the limit of very strong exchange coupling, such that
(J*)?/(n%)?* = O(1), we show that the quasiclassical Green’s
function can be separated into short-range correlations and long-
range components, where the former vanish in the diffusive
limit. Therefore, this regime can be solved by projecting the
Green’s function onto the set of long-range components. The
derivation is done by averaging the Eilenberger equation,

- (E2 ) 81 =0,

over momentum directions. This will reduce the problem
from having infinitely many coupled Green’s functions, one for
each momentum direction, to having only two coupled Green’s
functions.

Before proceeding, we first replace the gradient term with
the covariant derivative. This is done by extracting the p-wave

ive - VRE® +[TZ<9— (120)

part of V , meaning that we write
Ve = v A+ VO + AV, (121)
where V& = (V®) is the s-wave part and -V A” is the

p-wave part of V¥ . The p-wave contribution includes the
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vector gauge potential from the electromagnetic field as well as
spin-orbit coupling and the spatial variation in the Néel vector.
The covariant derivative is then defined as

Vog=Vrg—ilAg]., (122)

such that

AV — (E5 )

iv?-?og”+[rzs—f/“ e “] =0. (123)

Doing an angular average of eq. (123), we get
i(]:y)z
270, ()

~([av. g),) =0.

iVo <v;§§“> +lre-VT+

s sa
077285 0zTz 85 l
o

(124)

If we take the product with v before averaging, we get

iVo(ve@vig®)+

o =V i vw”)l

imp
i(J%)? y y

WO—ZTZg;YO-ZTZ7 (VQ a)
imp

(a7, vz ) =0,

where ® denotes the tensor product. Next, we define the matrix
current

(125)

7= (g, (126)
The aim is a set of equations for }'a and g& = (g“). This
can be obtained from eqs. (124) and (125) if we assume that
AV? is negligible. Neglecting the terms proportional to AVY,
multiplying eq. (125) by 7% , and defining the diffusion tensor,

imp’
DY =10 (vE®VE), (127)

eqs. (124) and (125) become

i(J)?

& N an
iVoj +|1,e -V + Wo'z"'zgs 0,77, 85 l =0.
mp o

(128)

and

g‘f,’oj’a:—?o(D“gS)+zr [

imp
) [ ()2
2(n@)?

VS ’ J ]o
0,188 0,7, ja] , (129)

respectively. In eq. (129) we assumed that the higher order
spherical harmonics in ¢ are small, and used that {j’a, 8¢} =
0. The latter follows from the former together with the p-wave
component of the normalization condition, (vg® o §¥) =
{j ] , 87} = 0. The assumption that the d-wave component is
negligible compared to 1 is consistent as long as 7 is small



compared to the Fermi velocity. To see why, note that the
normalization condition,

§UogY =808l +{87. AF o+ AZ 0 A" =11, (130)

must be satisfied for all momenta. Hence, if Ag” = g +87+ - -,
where g7 is the p-wave component and g7 is the d-wave
component, the d-wave component resulting from g% o ¢ must
be cancelled by the d-wave term in {g{, §7}.. If &5 = O(1),
then g7 will be O[(}'a . vg/(vg)z)z], which we assume is
negligible compared to 1. Hence,

ve ®v"(]’”'v“)
a a axa\ . naxya @ F F F
Timp (vF ®VEg > ~D 8s +Timp< (Vg 2

~ D%, (131)

If the Fermi surface is spherically symmetric, then Dl.“j =
2
5,']'Ti(rf1p(vg) /3
For a complete description in terms of j and g<, we must
also express the normalization condition, ¢ o g* = 1 in terms

of g and 7. Taking the angular average of the normalization
condition and using that (v§/ (vg)z) =0, we get that
8o gt =1+0(j" vi). (132)

We have already assumed that (j* - v%/(v%)?)? is negligible
compared to 1, so

grog¥=1 (133)
Using eq. (133), we can rewrite eq. (129) to
“]’.(Y = —g? (o) 6 o] (Dag;l) + iTi?nng;Y le) [TZS — ‘73(1/, j.(l]o
o [V, ,
-8%o W‘TZTZ& 0T, ja ] (134)

Equations (128), (133) and (134) can be used to study systems
with an arbitrary amount of disorder, provided that the matrix
current squared, 1712, is small compared to the Fermi velocity
squared, |v®|2. To say that |j“|> < [v&|? is the same as
saying that the quasiclassical Green’s function is approximately
isotropic in momentum space. Physically, this is expected to
be the case when the elastic scattering time, T&p, is small, but
this it can also happen for example if the tunneling is weak. In
section XII we show that the matrix current at the boundary
is proportional to the square amplitude of the tunneling in the
absence of spin-active boundaries.

We can also simplify eq. (134) a bit further if we assume that
|Ti?np\v/§| < 1 and only consider energies |¢| < 1/ Ti?np. In this
case, we can neglect the second term on the right-hand side of
eq. (134), since this term must be much smaller in magnitude
than j’a. Hence,

JG’Z

2(n@)?

A __ sa axa v va v,
J =78 ° Vo (D 8s ) —8s © 077285 02Tz, J

(135)
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At this point, it might be tempting to also assume that the last
term in the commutator in eq. (128) is dominant, but this is not
generally true. Although 1/ Ti‘r;p > |V, one can not say in

general that

l(‘]a)z % v 7 ~xa
WO—ZTng 02Tz, 8 > |[Vs , 85 ]O| (136)
Timp (1) 3

This can be because the prefactor (J¥)?/(n®)? is small, or it can
be because the matrices on the right-hand side commute. even
for very strong antiferromagnets with (J¢)%/(n%)? = O(1).
This is because, even though the prefactor can be large, the
commutator can still be small. Thus, one must in general keep
all terms in eq. (128).

Next, consider the case of very strong exchange coupling,
such that (J9)%/(n®)?> = O(1). In this case the prefac-
tor (J“)z/[ZTi?np(n“)z] is large in the diffusive limit. This
will strongly suppress some components of the quasiclassical
Green’s function, making them negligible in the diffusive limit.
We can write the quasiclassical Green’s functions in terms of
Pauli matrices in spin-space and Nambu-space as

(137)

where 0y and 7y are identity matrices and {c;;} is a set of scalar
functions. We can separate these components into long-range
components, satisfying

O TLCijTi0 ;0T = CijTi0}, (138)
and short-range components, satisfying
O T7CijTiT 0, T, = —CijTi0. (139)

That is, long-range components have either i € {0,3} and
j€{0,3}ori € {1,2} and j € {1,2}, while the short-range
components are the remaining components. Note that the
product of two long-ranged components or two short-ranged
components is a long-range component, while the product of
one long-range component and one short-range component is a
short-range component.

Let the subscripts SR and LR denote the short-range and
long-range components, respectively, such that §% = g + 8k
Using the product properties of long-range and short-range
components, the long-range component of eq. (128) becomes

& v a v ca P wa
IViR © Jir + |28 = ViR s gLR,s]o + [ASR’ JSR]O

- Ve 8] =0 (140)

where Vig o jir = VR - Jir —i[ALR. Jiglo. We want to show
that the short-range components vanish from the equations in
the diffusive limit when (J®)2/(n®)> — 1. This means that
in this limit one can solve quasiclassical equations by simply
setting the short-ranged components to zero.



Assuming that (J¥)?/(n%)? =~ 1, |Ti‘rf‘p\7sa| < 1 and only
considering energies |e| < 1/ Ti"mp, the Eilenberger equation

for the short-range components becomes

_ 1
Vo (ridse) + = [(&k) > &k, = 0. (141)

imp
The short-range correlations and the long-range correlations
will generally not commute. As a result, we see that the short-
range correlations decay exponentially over a distance equal to
the mean free path in this case.

Making no assumptions other than assuming that 7jp, is
small and g& o ¢¢ = 1, which is valid even if the short-
range components are not isotropic, provided they are small in
magnitude, the short-range component of eq. (125) becomes

na @ aya

JSR = _Tlmp (gv? ° v ° <V% ® Vp8 >)SR

- (gTS o [(&{r) — (&) - }'“]o) (142)
SR

Using that g¢, decays exponentially away from the interface
with over a length-scale equal to the mean free path, eq. (142)
implies that, since gz = O(1),

v,
Lo sk
D]

gsp = , (143)

where [¢. = v%7. is the mean free path. The short-range
mfp F "imp

component of the matrix current will be largest closest to
the interface, where it will be determined by the boundary
conditions. Moreover, in the diffusive regime, the matrix
current is small at the interface, as discussed in section XII.
Hence, in the diffusive regime we see that g&p = O(; p).
Hence, to zeroth order in Ti(;lp the long-ranged components

can be solved for consistently in the limit (J%)?/(n%)? — 1

by setting the short-ranged components to zero, effectively

projecting out these components from the Green’s function.
Very close to the interface the term [Asgr, jgg |, can give

a contribution to eq. (140). This is not a problem if Agg = 0,
but in section XIII we show that, similar to spin-orbit coupling,
nonuniform magnetic textures can induce a non-zero Agg. This
means that if there are domain walls very close to the interface
to a spin-singlet superconductor, it can induce long-ranged
superconducting correlations in the antiferromagnetic metal.
As long as Agg = 0, the limit of very strong exchange coupling,
(J*)?/(n%)* — 1, can be consistently captured by setting the
short-range components to zero and solving

ViR o Jie + [TZS -V ng’S] =0, (144)
The matrix current can be found by doing the same projection in
eq. (125), which in the limit (J¢)?/(n®)*> — 1 simply becomes

v, gI(AYR,s oVo (Dagvl(fR,s)
JIR =~ > . (145)
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From eq. (135) we see that j© - v%/(v®)? = O(l&p? 0g9),
where li‘r’np = VgTiqu is the mean free path. As a result, the
assumption that §¥ o g = 1 is consistent as long as the change
in g over the length of the mean free path is small compared
to 1. In the limit of strong exchange coupling, the short-ranged
components can decay over a length scale equal to the mean free
path, but these components also become negligible, as shown
above. Therefore, although the short-ranged components are
not necessarily isotropic in the limit /¢ — oo, one can still
solve the diffusive equations as long as there is no strong spin-
orbit coupling or sudden change in the Néel vector close to
the interface. To simplify the equations in this limit, one can
project out the long-range components. Spin-orbit coupling
or non-uniform Néel vector close to the boundary can induce
long-range components from the short-range components of the
matrix current. In this case, it is therefore not always consistent
to simply set the short-range components to zero. Instead, if
the limit of very strong exchange coupling is necessary, one
should solve the full Eilenberger equation for the short-ranged
components.

Equations (128) and (135) are our main results, together
with the boundary condition derived in section XII. They
provide general equations of motion which can be solved to
obtain information about currents, densities, the local density
of states and superconducting correlations in systems with
antiferromagnetism and arbitrary geometry both in and out of
equilibrium. In the absence of antiferromagnetism, meaning
that J¢ — 0, egs. (128) and (135) reduce to the well-known
Usadel equation for normal dirty metals [4]. In the presence of
antiferromagnetism, there are three important differences. First,
all self-energies must be projected onto the conduction band,
which means that they must be transformed according to the
S& matrix. Second, the coupling between spin and sublattice
gives rise to effective magnetic impurities with scattering time
Ti‘r;p(n“)2/ (J)2. Third, the magnetic impurities also modify
the equation for the matrix current, which in the normal metal
case is simply j* = —3% o Vo (D).

One can solve eq. (135) for j ¢ in time-independent situations.
If we can diagonalize (8§ 0, 7,88 0, T7)ij = Ul._kl/lk l?,q, we find
that

wa —U_l Ukm[gvg/V : (Dag;l)]mnu;l} Lv] ‘
T T T R+ 12

(146)

with summation over repeated indices. Alternatively, since
(J¥/n®)? is smaller by 1 by definition, one can solve for }’a
by iteratively inserting into the right-hand side of eq. (135). To
get a series expansion with a faster convergence rate it can be
beneficial to rewrite eq. (135) as

P NG LR {g;" oVo(DgY)

N Y% (J(Y)z v Ma 147
s © W%Tz[gs,o'ﬂz], J . (147)
This is because the effective magnetic impurities in eq. (128)
will tend to suppress [g¢, o,7;]. In the limit of small



J¥/n® or vanishing [¢¢, o,7;], one can solve egs. (128)
and (135) in the same way as the Usadel equation for nor-
mal metals, but with a renormalized diffusion coefficient,
DY — D¢/ [l + (J¢/n? )2], additional magnetic impurities
and self-energies which are projected onto the conduction band
of the antiferromagnet. Otherwise, in the more general case,
one can for instance solve eqgs. (128) and (135) numerically
using the algorithm presented in appendix A.

XII. BOUNDARY CONDITION

Next, we derive the boundary condition which is valid in the
diffusive regime. To do so, we must evaluate the two terms
which we could neglect in the equation of motion inside the
materials. These are the tunneling terms and the potentials
which are large only outside the materials. Here we consider
the interface between material L and R. To get the boundary
condition at the interface to a vacuum or an insulator, one need
only set the tunneling to zero. As before, let (@, 8) be either
(L,R) or (R,L). We assume that the Green’s functions are
approximately spherically symmetric also close to the interface.
This is the case as long as the matrix current at the interface
is small compared to the Fermi velocity, which happens for
instance when the tunneling amplitudes are small.

The way the boundary condition is derived here is that we
sum the Gor’kov equations over a small set of unit cells which
includes the interface. We take this set to be the shape of a
wide cylinder. The width of this cylinder is much larger than
its length but much smaller than the characteristic length scale
L of the bulk as defined in section IX. Then we integrate over
all momentum directions and integrate over the Eilenberger
contour. First, we consider the potential which is large only
outside material «,

ERum(11.12) = R (1)8um6 (11 = 12),  (148)
where R® is nonzero only at the boundary and outside of
material o. Taking the bullet product with G*®, we have

(G @ Q) um(11,12) = G (1, 12) Ry (£2). (149)

Next, we sum this over a set of unit cells V and define I c V

to be the subset of V which is at the interface. We get

< 3€d§ DG 2">

nev

Zs(tva(xa/)(Sa)T o Ra

nel

(150)
Note that in our model ﬁl‘g is very large outside material «,
such that G‘“’(k,x)ig (x) ~ 1 when x is outside material
a. Nevertheless, only the points in I contribute in eq. (150).
This is because the poles of G®® are shifted outside of the
Eilenberger contour when x is outside of material @, rendering
the quasiclassical Green’s function exactly equal to zero. The
points at, or very close to, the interface are therefore the only

points where both § and R are different from 0.
Since the width of the cylinder is small compared to L, g is
approximately constant on the points in /. We further assume
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that R? is also approximately constant on the points in 7. This
means that if / € I and I" is the number of unit cells in /, then

< 3Ed‘f— 2,6 '2”> =TSZge (x[) (S oRy. (151)

nev

Next, we must evaluate

(za .G‘m) (k,x?) =V Z J (271')3 RY

o eirBk—q) 'SHG""(q,xn)e’pB(k -q)-6“

x e i k—q) (x5 —x7) (152)
First, we evaluate the sum over m. We use that R” = R",
where x;" is a point on the interface close to x whenever x5

is on the interface. Otherwise, R% = 0. We find that

(2;; . (;W)ij (k,x?)=Rf* o J o )Sfu (9)

quj(l(k-i-q’xn)’ (153)

where f;; is a normalized function which is peaked at g = 0.
Next, integrating over the Eilenberger contour and averaging
over momentum directions, we find that

nev

< 3§dg ZzR.GW> TR0 ST (x)(SHT. (154)

Next, we must evaluate the tunneling self-energy,

3¢ =7 o GFF o 7. (155)
To proceed, we must assume some properties of the tunneling
term. The tunneling should be short-ranged and only at lattice
points at the interface between the two materials. For each
unit cell in material @ at the interface we assume that there is
exactly one connected unit cell in material 5. For simplicity,
we label the connected unit cells the same. This means that if
x] is at the interface, then the connected unit cell in material 8

is xn With this we have

= Z ffﬁélnélm»

leint

(156)

where the sum goes over all the points at the interface. Hence,
if yinc 18 the characteristic function which is 1 if the argument
is at the interface and O otherwise, then

(%), (o2
= i22(0) (GFF) (1) (1) i) xim(om). - (15)

In order to evaluate the bullet product

(G 0 £7) (hx) = xim(n) Y G (ke x5)
meint
o e—ika~6“frFrllﬁ ° (égﬁ) o ffneiplzkﬁ“
mn

—ik-(x%—x¢
e ( m n)’

(158)



we write

3
(éﬁﬁ) =V,BJ d'p cipsD S GBB (3B ) e-ionp o
0 Joun € o (27[)3 0 n>
x &P (=) (159)

We can separate this integral into the quasiclassical contribution
and a rest term, or high-energy contribution, according to the
Eilenberger contour. The high-energy contribution was not
negligible when we calculated the impurity self-energy. This
was because we evaluated the Green’s function at m = n.
The high-energy contribution to the term in eq. (158) with
m = n will only renormalize R,, because it only depends
on I:Ig , as we showed earlier. When evaluated at m # n
the oscillating exponential suppresses the integral for the high-
energy contribution. For this reason, we neglect the high-energy
contribution.

Next, we must evaluate the quasiclassical part. Close to
the Fermi surface we have &% (p) = 0+ (p — pi)(f@)’(pi) =
v’f, (p- p[;). Hence, if the poles are located at {&;};,

% 3€d§'§ égﬁei” T=- Z sgn(Im[&;]) Res(é'gﬁ, fi)

i

X exp(ir ceplpr+ fi/Vf:]) (160)

From eq. (119) we know that impurity scattering gives rise to
an imaginary shift in the pole location, such that |Im(¢&;)| >

1/ 278 . Therefore,
imp
eirf,—/vff < e—r/ZI‘Sfp’ (161)
where lf}f1 = ‘rfn pv’?, is the mean free path. The effective mean

free path very close to the interface may additionally be lowered
by interfacial disorder.

The exponential decay means that we need only consider
relative distances up to around the mean free path in the sum
over m € int. In the dirty limit, which is what we consider

here, it is assumed that 1/ ZTfn » is much larger than all the
other self-energy contributions, and therefore |Im(&;)| is much
larger than the real part of &;. As a result, when r < ZZﬁfp,

rRe(fi)/vf: < ZTQP Re(&;) < 1, which means that we can

neglect Re &;/ vg in the exponential function when r < 2151 fp*
Hence,

. ?]gdfﬁ GRPePT = LSO PEfA(r).  (162)

where f#(r) is an exponentially decaying function that gives
rise to a soft cutoff as a function of relative distance at |r| ~

18

Zlﬁ - Hence, we find that
P

- . , a0
<%§d§f';/GW.2T>=—meZ > [

nel meint

y J dQy fP(xh —xi)(ph)?

4n 27rv[;,

. a s L ; ﬁ. v
o oTIPakE 3" b elonre O g g (g ) (SE)T

SEE (ki xm) (ST

o e—ipof~ o7 fﬁ"eipfsk%-5"e—ik§§~(x%—x;.’)
B (BB
x e'PF (X¥m=¥n)  (163)

Next, we assume that the averaging over all momentum direc-
tions for both p[; and k. gives the s-wave contribution from
the Green’s function together with a renormalization of the
tunneling amplitudes. This is the case because we assume that
the Green’s functions are approximately spherically symmetric
also close to the interface. As a result, we finally have

[ Zoresn)

nev
=—i Yy gt o TP o gh () o TR, (164)
nel ’
where
TP = (ST iP s, (165)

and where 77 are the renormalized versions of 7 resulting
from the average over momentum directions. Similarly, ‘J’f v =
(S’f)TfffaSé’. In a similar way, we find that

i - “
_ dé'_-ilf ZT ° G(l(l
oo Zoreo)
=—i ) TP ogh (xh) o Th" ozl (xy). (166)
nel

We choose the volume defined by the unit cells in V to be
approximately the shape of a wide cylinder which includes
the interface. Let the discs at the ends of this cylinder have
I'; points and define a plane. Let e, be the unit vector that
is orthogonal to this plane and points out of material @. We
assume that the width of the cylinder is much larger than the
length. Inserting eqs. (151) and (164) into eq. (70), integrating
over the Eilenberger contour and momentum directions and

summing over the unit cells in V, we get that

iTae, - j" (x)/16]+ ) & o e,
nev

- <% 3Edgf DG e+ \7“)>

nev
+ilge (xf) 0 TP o g (xf) 0 TP

XA (L a 5 Qo i @ qaaga
—TEo(x) o (ST RS = <;3§d§ >.¢ §>,
nev
(167)



where / is again a unit cell in 7 and |4] is the distance between
nearest neighbors in the direction of e,,. We note that I'/T"; can
in general be different from 1 because the interface need not
lie in a perfect plane parallel to the ends of the cylinder. We
assume that the second and third terms on the left-hand side of
eq. (167) are negligible compared to the fourth and fifth terms
because the width of the cylinder is much larger than its length

and R; and ‘j“l“ﬁ‘j“'lga are large compared to € and (ii‘r’np +V9),
However, we cannot neglect the term on the right-hand side.

The way to remove this term is again to use the other Gor’kov
equation. From the other Gor’kov equation, eq. (68), we get,
using eqs. (154) and (166), that

Derogs _< 3€dg_ D E, Ve G‘m>

nev nev
+ilT o ggs(xf) o TP o 5o (x(")

A i v
~T(SHT RIS 0 g2 (xf) = <_ 3€dgf > G‘“’.fi’> .
T nev
(168)

Here, we neglect the first two terms for the same reason as
above. Combining eqs. (167) and (168) and absorbing the
factor |6|T"/T'; into the reflection and tunneling matrices, we
finally get the boundary condition,

en "= |T07 0 & () o TP +i(sT RiSE, 8¢
(169)
One can use the Dyson equation to write g{j , as a series

expansion in gwf and the tunneling matrix. In principle, this
should produce a generalization of the Nazarov boundary
condition [67, 68]. However, we are here interested in the
diffusive regime, meaning that the matrix current is small
compared to the Fermi velocity. This is the case when the
tunneling and reflection amplitudes are small. For this reason,
we need only consider eq. (169) to the lowest order in the
tunneling matrices, which are obtained by setting gﬁ o= gf ,
yielding

enj = TP o @) o TP +i(sHTRSS, 52| . (170)
We note that in the absence of antiferromagnetism, this exactly
reproduces the generalized Kupriyanov-Lukichev boundary
condition for spin-active boundaries in the quasiclassical theory
for normal metals [58, 59].

XIII. NONUNIFORM MAGNETIC TEXTURES

In this section, we derive the self-energy terms associated
with nonuniform magnetic textures in antiferromagnets. We
find that a spatial gradient in the magnetic texture gives rise to
a term in the covariant gradient, similar to spin-orbit coupling,
and a temporal gradient gives rise to an effective magnetic
field.
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In both cases, we must evaluate RTdR, where 9 can be either
the time derivative or gradient operator and R is given by eq. (8).
We find that

R*@R:—%a(esmgbax — fcos pary), (171)
where the direction of the Néel vector is n =
(sinf cos ¢, sinfsin ¢, cosd). From eq. (22c) we see that

the spatial gradient of the Néel vector gives rise to a self-energy
term equal to

(K x50 = x50 + [6%p5, Ki])
: (RTVR) (x2,1)6(11 —12). (172)

(Zg)nm(l‘la t2) =

To get how it looks in the final equation, we must Fourier
transform and project onto the conduction band by use of S&.
By doing this, we get

a

v )
= —7~V(9 sin ¢pox—6 cos poy).
173)

(S(Z)TEa(k x T)Sa/

Since this is a momentum-dependent self-energy, we see that
this is supposed to go into the covariant derivative. As a result,
the covariant derivative looks like

1
Vog®=Vg®—i EV(Q singoy — @ cos poy), §¢

—i[Ares, %1, (174)
where Aresl is the remaining p-wave contribution, which may
come from the vector gauge field or spin-orbit coupling.

The temporal gradient gives rise to a term similar to a
magnetic field. From eq. (22c) we see that the temporal
gradient of the Néel vector gives rise to a self-energy term
equal to

(D (11:12) = =it (R'R) (651, 106,m8(11 = 1), (175)
since

PA (RTR) (xp,t1)+pn (RT )(x +6,11) ~ (RT ) (xy.t1).

(176)
If we again Fourier transform in relative coordinates and trans-
form using S&, we get

(S ¢ (ke TS =~ 1 = (o )2

X 1,07 (0sinpo — O cos poy). (177)

The factor 41 — (J®/n%)? comes from the projection of o
and o onto the conduction band. To understand the physical

reason for this factor, consider a general electron state near the
Fermi level. An electron near the Fermi level will in general be
in a superposition of spin-up and spin-down, but the spin-up
component and the spin-down component will have different



spatial distributions. For the spin of this electron at a given
lattice site to have a non-zero projection in a direction orthogo-
nal to the Néel vector, it will need to be in a superposition of
spin-up and spin-down. At J%/n® = 0, an electron state near
the Fermi level which is in an equal superposition of spin-up
and spin-down will have spin everywhere orthogonal to the
Néel vector. However, as J%/n“ increases, the spin-up and
spin-down component starts to separate in space, and in the
limit J¢/n® — 1, any superposition of spin-up and spin-down
has all of its spin-up component localized on one sublattice and
all of its spin-down component localized on the other sublattice.
This means that it has spin along the Néel vector everywhere in
space. As a result, the effect of spin-splitting fields orthogonal
to the Néel vector is suppressed as J%/n® increases.

XIV. OBSERVABLES

Generally, observables such as densities or currents may be
written

Q(x&,T) = (ca(T)M(xg, —iAR)c (T)

—(eHT(TYMT (x7,-iAg) (DT (T)) +C, (178)

where C is a constant and M is a matrix that depends on
the observable. We can relate this to our Green’s functions
which are defined by the spin-rotated creation and annihilation
operators €5, as defined by eq. (9), if we define

M= [paR"(x2, 1) + ppR* (x& + 8%, 1)| M
X [paR(x, 1)+ ppR(xy +6%,0)]. (179)

With this,

Sk [ de
aT)=C+i — —
Q. T) : La (27)3 LX, 2
X Tr[M(x2, k)t,GX- " (k,x2,T,e)|. (180)
The quasiclassical treatment is only valid fore < EZ. Asa
result, we should split the energy integral,

_d3k de K,aa
J‘()a (271')3 J Tl‘[M(x k)TzG (k,x T, 5)]

:J_ J (2n)3 Te[M(x;), k). G* (ke x}7, T, &)

+J‘_“d8+J de &k
e 2T ), (27)3
xTr[M(x;{,k)TZGK e (k,x?,T,e)|, (181)
where a is much smaller than EZ. In the diffusive regime, a
should also be much smaller than the elastic impurity scattering
rate. We can rewrite the first term on the right-hand side by

again using the Eilenberger contour. The Keldysh Green’s
function is ~ 1/(£9)? for large (£%)2, so we can neglect the
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high energy contribution, f dé?. Hence,

¢ de Pk X
J 2_J o (27)3 Tr[M(x8, k), G5 (k,x, T, ¢)]

aq s
= —inNg <J T[S M(xC kp)SE
_a 27
~K,a a
X 18 (kp,x,,,T,e)]>. (182)

Next, we must evaluate the second term on the right-hand
side of eq. (181). Generally, we can write

A A A 71 A
GRav = (- A - SR) 4 5GRar (183)
Inserting this into the equation
TZSOGR’““—I:I(‘)’CA}R’”“—ﬁR“IOGR"“’ =1, (184)

one gets an equation for §GR*®. We find that the contribution
to the expression for the observable from §G®-@¢ is negligible,
so we neglect it in the following. We assume that a is sufficiently
large such that states at |g| > a are either completely occupied
or completely unoccupied. Moreover, a is much larger than
the superconducting gap, so the density of states at energies
above a should not be affected by superconductivity. For this
reason, we assume that we can neglect superconductivity when
considering the high-energy contribution. When this is the
case,

(185)

éK,ara — Sgll(S) [GR,Q(I _ (G"R,a/a/)')‘] .

By neglecting sG®- ¢ we find that

GRaa = g |1 ¢ — (53 g—‘f) - (S“)TiR’“S“]_l (SHT.
(186)
Let (S*)T$R-@52 = A then
(ST GRS __ =16 -7 - A__
—A_ (T8 - £0 - AT AL, (187a)
()T GRSy = [re - &7 — Ay
~Ay (e — €7 = A )AL, (187b)

[(SQ)TGR a/a/Sa] .= _[(SQ)TGR a/a/Srt]__A_

X (t,8 — &7 — A)™h, (187¢)
[(SG)TGR,(HL/SG]_*W — _[(SH)TGR,(l(lsu]++A+7
X (1,6 =&Y — A__)7'. (187d)
If
A —A (1, —¢¥—A)"A,_=P_J P', (188a)
Ay — A (1,6 -9 —A_)'A_, =P, J,P., (188Db)



where J_ and J, are diagonal, we find that
[(Sa')T GAk’aan]ir,ij =2 sgn(g) Z Pi,il
I

y Im(J, 1) /7
leTou — € —Re(Je)]? + [Im(Jx 11)]?

If not for the fact that J.. depends on &, this would be a sum of
Lorentz distribution as functions of €. However, the dependence
of J. on ¢ is very weak close to the peak of the distribution.
For this reason, we neglect the dependence of both P. and
J. on &. From eq. (187) we can see that [(S*)T GR-@@5] ;
are products of two functions with peaks at distantly separated
values of . One peak is close to £ and the other is close to
&2, As aresult, we neglect these terms.
To proceed, we must evaluate terms that look like

)
Pl

(189)

—-a o ‘fmax
I = (J‘ de +J d—g) J dé? 2msgn(e)g(£2)
—00 271' a 271' Emin
% Im(']i,ll)/n- (190)

[eTo1 — €2 —Re(Jo)]? + [Im(Jo 1) ]?’

where the function g can be identified from eqs. (181) and (189).

From the fact that the retarded Green’s function should be
nonzero only for positive relative times, we have that Im(J_ j;) =
o u[Im(J_ y)|. If we define

y [Im(J.,)|/7
_ e 191
fo Lx, 2+ ()2 oy
we find that
Emax *a*Re(Ji,ll)*C
I = J dE” (&) - j dg” g(£)
a—Re(Ji,ll)+C fmin

C
+J dé® () {gl€® +a—Re(Je )]
c

—g[~¢¢ —a—-Re(Jw)l}, (192)

where C is a number which is on the order of Im(J, ), and
sufficiently large such that f(y) ~ 0 fory < —C and f(y) =1
for y > C. From eqs. (181) and (189), one can see that g is a
slowly varying function. For this reason, we can neglect the
last integral in eq. (192). Next, we rewrite /_ as one term which
depend on J. ;; and one which does not, as

fmax C
dé® g(£7) - dé? g(£9)
C ‘fmin

+Re(Js ) [g(a) + g(-a)],

so that, since g(+a) = g(0),
‘fmax T ’\k
[ ar g ghensery,

J’“ da+'[°° de
oo 2 ) 2] Jen

Emax -a-C
= idij J c dfit g(fi’) - l'éij J‘f dfiy g(fi’)

a+

—a—
I_ =

a+

(193)

+ig(O)[A_+ AT _1;;, (194)
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where we have used that for £¢ ~ 0,
2P_Re(J_)Pf = P_J_P! + (P_J_Pi) ~A__+AT_. (195

Evaluating I, is less difficult because £ > a for all k.
Hence,

é:max
I - J £ g(£). (196)

gmin

Inserting this into the expression for the high-& contribution to
the observable, we find

(J_“ de J‘X’ ds)
_+ —_—
oo 2T a 27

Sfmax -
=i <L I NGED T {1(s")" MS”]++TZ}>

d3k v AK,aa
WTr[MTZG ]

fmax
+i U . dEX NG (EX) Te{[(s™)T MS“]__TZ}>

a+

-a-C
i “ dEw N (€M) T {[(5%) Msa]__fz}>
fmin

+i (N§ T {[(S")T MS*]__t.[A__+ AT_]}). (197)
The first three terms on the right-hand side are just constants
and can be absorbed into the constant C in the expression for
the observable. By doing this, we get that the observable can
finally be written

—a

Ne | pa )
0=C+ TOU de Tr [(S:)TMsgrng’"]>
- Ny (| s wse,
X (ST [$Re 4 Ry sef). (198)

To compute observables from the quasiclassical Green’s func-
tions, one therefore generally also need to take into account
the contribution from the self-energy term. Note that since
the quasiclassical Green’s function is not gauge-invariant, the
second term in eq. (198) is required to make the observables
gauge-invariant.

For concrete examples of observables, consider the electric
charge density in material @, nJ, and the spin densities in
material @, s = (s¢, s;”, s¢). For the electric charge density

M = et,/4, which can be confirmed by inserting this into
eq. (178). The denominator 4 comes from the fact that we
count each electron 4 times in eq. (178). To derive the formula
for electric charge density, we can insert this into eq. (198),
giving

a N(()Ye “

nd = —

e 3 (199)

de Tr(gf’“) —ONZed?,
where we dropped the constant and ¢ is the deviation in the
electrochemical potential away from p®, and may therefore
vary in both time and space. In other words, ¢ is the real, diag-
onal part of the self-energy. Equation (199) reproduces earlier



results for charge density in the quasiclassical regime [1, 69].
We can see that the second term in eq. (199) is necessary to re-
tain gauge invariance. Take for example a non-superconducting
stationary system in equilibrium with an electrochemical po-
tential ¢¢. The symmetric part of the quasiclassical Keldysh
function is then g5+ = 2 diag(tanh[B(e+¢Z)/2], tanh[B(e +
6)/2], ~ tanh[B(e — ¢2)/2], ~ tanh[B(e — ¢2)/2]), where B
is inverse temperature. Taking the trace and integrating over
energies, we get

N(()le “ ~K,a N(;Ye a a a
2 L de Tr(gs ) = —0-164¢ = 2Ngeg?.  (200)
The electrochemical potential is gauge-dependent, so the second
term in eq. (199) is required to cancel the gauge-dependent
contribution from gf *Y in this case.

For the spin density in direction i, M = 0;/8. The pro-
jection of spin Pauli matrices onto the conduction band is
trivial for the z-direction since it commutes with the S ma-
trix. Thatis, (S¥)7 0,8 = o,. However, (S&)" 0y 8¢ =
V1 - (J%/n®)20y/y, so for the directions orthogonal to the
Néel vector we get an additional factor y/1 — (J@/n®)2. If
the initial Hamiltonian in material «, given by eq. (4), has a
Zeeman spin-splitting field £ ¢, this gives rise to a self-energy
term equal to ﬁ’;"’ = h® - o1, before projection onto the
conduction band. Inserting this into eq. (198), we get that the
spin densities are given by

2 nya
i Jo\PNG (e Koo
sy =yl - (7) 1—2J‘_a dsTr(O'xTng’ )

Jo\?
1—( )lNé’h;’, (201a)

e

2 na
f Jo\"Ng J“
sT=ql-|— | — dsTr(O' T g’@“)
y (nn) 16 J_, y'izos

Ja\2
1—(—) NghS, (201b)

a

a a
ar_NO

: =g de Tr(ayrzgf’“) — NS he
—-a

@he, (201¢)

N

where we again dropped the constant. The extra factor of

V1 = (J¥/n®)2 comes from the fact itinerant electrons become
more polarized in the direction of the Néel vector as J¢/n? in-
creases, as discussed above. This polarization comes in through
two different aspects. First, the Zeeman spin-splitting felt by

the itinerant electrons is reduced by a factor /1 — (J@/n@)2.
Second, the o and o, components of the Green’s function do

not correspond to spin in the same sense as in a normal metal.
In the limit of very strong exchange coupling J¢, the itinerant
electrons become fully polarized, and s§ = s = 0.

To compute the sublattice-resolved charge densities, one can
use eq. (118) together with M = et,pa/p/4, which gives

o 1 eJv |,
nA/B = Eng =+ n—aszy. (202)
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One can similarly use eq. (198) to compute energy and spin-
energy densities [70] and all associated current. Another way
to derive expressions for currents is to use the expressions for
densities together with eq. (128) to obtain conservation-laws
of the form dn/dt + V - j = S, where n is the density, j
can be identified as the current and S is a source-term. For
instance, multiplying eq. (128) with —ieNy7,/8, taking the
trace, integrating over energy and adding —2Nped¢s /0t to
both sides of the equality sign, one obtains 0ng /0t+V-j& = ST,
where the electric current density can be identified as

NZYe (@ R
je === J de Tr(.j*). (203)
—-a

XV. CONCLUSION

We have derived quasiclassical equations of motion which are
valid for mesoscopic heterostructures with antiferromagnetic
order, superconductivity, impurity scattering, external electric
or magnetic fields, spin-orbit coupling, temporally or spatially
inhomogeneous Néel vector, or, in principle any other effect
that can be modeled using a quadratic Hamiltonian. These are
valid when the distance between the Fermi level and the edges
of the conduction band, AE?, is larger than all other energy
scales except possibly the exchange energy which couples
the itinerant electrons to the localized, antiferromagnetically
ordered spins. The ratio between the exchange energy and the
chemical potential relative to the center of the two energy bands,
J¥/n?, can take any value between 0 and 1. Our main results
are the quasiclassical equation in the dirty regime, which are
valid when the elastic impurity scattering rate is high compared
to other energies, except for AE® and possibly /¢, and when the
isotropic part of the quasiclassical Green’s function dominates.
The latter is true when the matrix current is small, which
happens for instance when the system varies slowly on the
scale of the mean free path, or when the proximity effect is
small. In the limit of very strong exchange coupling, such that
(J¥/n®)? — 1, the short-ranged correlations can vary on the
scale of the mean free path. However, these correlations become
vanishingly small in the diffusive limit. Therefore, one can solve
the equations by projecting the Green’s functions onto the set
of long-range components. Being based on Keldysh theory, the
equations can be used to study non-equilibrium situations, such
as externally driven currents or spin injection. Additionally,
they can also be solved to study time-dependent phenomena,
as there are ways to evaluate the circle products [9, 13—15]. In
the absence of antiferromagnetism, the equations reduce to the
Eilenberger equation [3] and Usadel equation [4] for normal
metals, as expected. However, with antiferromagnetism, there
are a few important differences. First, all self-energy terms
must be projected onto the conduction band. Second, even
nonmagnetic impurities behave magnetically because of the
coupling between spin and sublattice. Finally, this also changes
the equation for the matrix current in the dirty regime. We
discuss the physical origin and implications of these effects in
ref. [63].

We have also derived boundary conditions that are valid in
the diffusive regime. These are valid as long as the tunneling



amplitudes are small, such that the matrix current is small
compared to the Fermi velocity. They take into account both
tunneling and reflection and allow for both compensated and
uncompensated interfaces, meaning that the coupling can be
asymmetric in sublattice. Additionally, the boundary conditions
allow for spin-active boundaries and isolating, spin-active
boundaries can be obtained by setting the tunneling matrices
to zero. In the absence of antiferromagnetism, the boundary
conditions reduce to the generalized Kupriyanov-Lukichev
boundary conditions for spin-active boundaries [58, 59].
Finally, we have derived an expression that can be used to
compute observables from the quasiclassical Green’s function.
This expression also includes the contribution from energies
which are not captured by the quasiclassical Green’s function.
As we saw in the example of charge density, the high-energy
contribution is needed to make the observables gauge-invariant.

Appendix A: Numerical solution algorithm

As an example, we illustrate how one can solve egs. (128),
(135) and (170) in a time-independent one-dimensional sys-
tem at thermal equilibrium. The components of the Green’s
function are not independent because of the normalization
condition, so it is necessary to use a parametrization scheme.
For instance, one can use the Ricatti-parametrization [71, 72]
or the f-parametrization [73]. In order to solve eqs. (128),
(135) and (170) numerically, one must first define a set of
algebraic equations. These equations can then be solved for
the unknown parameters. For simplicity, assume we need only
solve egs. (128), (135) and (170) in one material because the
solution is known in all neighboring materials. For this reason,
we remove the superscript a. Let there be N discretization
points, and denote by uJ, the jth parameter at discretization
point n € {1,..., N}. The spherically symmetric part of the
quasiclassical Green’s function at point # is a function of the M
parameters. Depending on the problem, the number of different
parameters needed to characterize the system will vary. At
most, M = 8 in thermal equilibrium since it is only necessary
to compute the retarded Green’s function. Let gvffn be the
spherically symmetric part of the retarded Green’s function
in position x = (n — 1)Ax, where Ax is the distance between
discretization points. Then,

4R

AR (1 2 M
8on = 85Uy Uyys sy ) (A1)
is a function of only the local parameters (u,u?2,...,uM).

In order to solve eqs. (128) and (135), we need not only
the Green’s function but also its spatial derivative. Let the
derivative at point n be (9xgR),. This can be obtained from
the gradients of the parameters,

M sR j
y 985 duy,
(0xgf)n = ). —= =1, (A2)

J
= aun Ox

Thus, we have 2M unknown parameters at each point:
(h,...,uM, oul,...,0,uM). The circle products reduce
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to normal matrix products in a static system, so, if f,’f is the
retarded matrix current at point n, we get from eq. (135) that

]Ar’f = _Dgﬁn(ang)n +ngAf,n [A)IS’ gAﬁn]

R J2 R R
—8s.n 0zT285,n92Tz> Jn

o (A3)

Algorithm 1 Numerical scheme for solving eqs. (128), (135)

and (170).
Require: (n;,m;) fori € {1,...,N} are N different intervals and
(Wis -+, Wiy, _p,;) are corresponding numerical weights.
1: function R({u{,}, {6xu{;})
2 fori < 1to N do
3 gﬁi&gﬁi(u},...,u%
4 (0x88); — (0x2R)i(ul,..,uM acul, ... uM)
5: ifi=1o0ri =N then
6: JR < JR@ER, (0:85)0) > eq. (A4)
7 else
8 j;RO «—0
9: IR TR @R 0x8Dn IR > eq. (A3)
10: while | ftR - flRO| > tolerance do
11: ffo — jR
12: JR < JRGER . (0:88)i 7R > eq. (A3)
13: end while
14: end if
15: end for
16: fori — 1t Ndo ) '
17: rh— R - IR+ 2{(:.1 wi Fpvk > eq. (A7)
18: b {ub, -l - w;axu5i+k}P
19: end for

20: return {r‘i +{r}
21: end function .
22: Solve R({u},}, {dxuj}) =0

The boundary conditions, given by eq. (170), is in this case

ff?:_[ngAf,LTzHI?L, gf,l], (Ada)
jR = [TRgAﬁRT; +iRg. gﬁN], (A4b)

where Ty and Tg are the tunneling matrices, Ry and Ry are
the reflection matrices and g§ ,, and gﬁ g are the quasiclassical
Green’s functions on the left (x = 0) and right (x = [N -
1]Ax) side, respectively. If a boundary is insulating, then the
corresponding tunneling matrix is zero. A magnetic insulator
will have nonzero magnetic components in the reflection matrix,
so that R = ro + m - o for some scalar ry and some vector m.

We have 2NM unknown parameters, so we need 2NM
algebraic equations. These can be obtained by integrating
eq. (128) in space. Equation (128) can in this case be written

PYL
aj—x+F=o, (A5)



where

F=-i TZS—VSR+

) ZO'ZngfUZTZ, gf _i[Af’ QR] .
Timp!]
(A6)
To obtain algebraic equations, we can integrate eq. (A5) between
two discretization points and use a numerical integration scheme
to approximate the integral of F. Integrating between (i — 1) Ax

and (i + j — 1)Ax, we get

J
JE = IR+ Y wiFk =0, (A7)
k=1

where (wy,...,w;) is the set of weights defined by the nu-
merical integration scheme and F}, is eq. (A6) evaluated with
gk = gﬁn and jR = fﬁn. Equation (A7) is a matrix-valued
equation from which one can take M independent scalar equa-
tions. For instance, in the most general case with M = §, one
can take the upper right and lower left 2 x 2 blocks of eq. (A7).
Another M algebraic equations can be found from the same
interval by integrating d,u? forp e 1,..., M,

J
ul; —ul = > widaull, =0. (A8)

k=1

To obtain 2NM algebraic equations, one can choose N
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different subintervals, each of which defines 2M algebraic
equations through eqs. (A7) and (A8). These can be solved
using Newton’s method, and one can use for instance forward-
mode automatic differentiation or finite differences to determine
the Jacobian. The algorithm for solving eqs. (128), (135)
and (170) for arbitrary values of J/n in one dimension is
summarized in algorithm 1. Having found the retarded Green’s
function, one can determine the advanced and Keldysh Green’s
functions, and thereby compute observables, through

(A9a)
(A9Db)

g? = _Tz(gg)%Tz’
8K = (8% - g0 tanh(Be/2),

where S is inverse temperature. Equation (A9a) follows from the
definition of the advanced and retarded Green’s function while
eq. (A9b) follows from the fluctuation-dissipation theorem.
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