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Do Bose metals exist in Nature?
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Abstract. We revisit the concept of superfluidity in bosonic lattice dats in low dimensions.
Then, by using numerical and analytical results obtainedtipusly for equivalent spinless fermion
models, we show that the gapless phase of 1D interactingnsasay be either superfluid or -
remarkably- metallic and not superfluid. The latter phase Bose metal- should be, according to
the mentioned results, a robust and stable phase in 1D. hehdjmensionalities we speculate on
the possibility of a stable Bose metallic phase on the vefge\dott transition.
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INTRODUCTION

In the last decades there have been a lot of numerical ancetiesd works on interacting
Bose gas in lattice or continuous modelsi[1]2,13,14,/ 5, 6, @ Tecent advance in
the realization of optical lattices, where bosons are tedppn particular lattice sites
and the interaction and the hopping parameters can be tuwmdcweously, has also
opened a novel possibility to understand fundamental guressof many-body quantum
mechanics, that can be experimentally checked with highredegf reliability and

reproducibility. An important example is the realizatiohaoMott insulating state in
a system with strong on site repulsioni[8, 9]

In this work we want to focus on an even more fundamental gquedhat is related to
the concept of superfluidity. This concept deserves sonwistison and generalization
when considering a lattice model. The following discussi®mot at all academic
because, at present, lattice models can be realized wigh tgdical techniques, and
the gedanken experiment we will discuss in the next secaorbe in principle realized
experimentally.

THE MODEL ON A RING

We consider a one dimensional Bose-Hubbard model in thestiogyn in Figl(l). The
lattice ring is rotating with given angular velocityy with respect to the environment
E which is considered here at rest for simplicity. Indeed ituaktexperiments the
environment is usually rotating, but this does not change firthcoming analysis,
because our choice is just related to the reference frame.

The Hamiltonian can be generally written as:

Hy = ;eka,twamw 1)
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FIGURE 1. The model: the site positions are rotating with respect o ¢hvironment with given
velocity v. The rotating sites are decoupled from the environnignivhereas the bosons can interact
weakly with it, but are allowed to occupy only the site pasit of the rotating ring.

wherea/, , = sre'k*V)Raf, creates a boson in the ring with momentum=( 1) k+v,
& is the dispersion of bosons in the lattice (esg~= —2tcosk for nearest neighbor
hopping), periodicex, o = & and evengg = £_k, V any two-body interaction term
depending only on the relative distance between bosons\esgU /25 gnr(nNr — 1)
for the Boson-Hubbard model, wheng = a‘,;aR] thus is unaffected by the velocity
v = apL /1T of the rotating frame. The total momentum in the referenctesy where

the ring is at rest is given (modula® by: P = 3 kaf;wakw and the moment& are
obviously quantized according to the known relatidn= 2rm. Strictly speaking in a
lattice only the operata® is defined, but this does not change the forthcoming analysis
In the forthcoming sectiondg will be indicated byH for simplicity.

The experimental issue to detect superfluidity is relatetiédollowing experiment.
After an experimentally accessible time (the ring rotatamgl the environment at rest)
will all the bosons be at rest relative to the environmene@uivalently will they move



with an appropriate velocity with respect to the ring latmositions)? If this is not the
case we can speak about supefluidity, a fractigaf all bosons decouple from the rest
and remains uncoupled from the environment.

It is clear from the previous definition that superfluidityredated to the coupling
to the environment (otherwise any finite momentum will besmmed for ever in the
ring). Nevertheless it is possible to obtain a result thatdependent of the interaction
between the environment and the ring if the following threeditions are satisfied:

i) the thermodynamic limiL — oo is considered,

i) a finite temperature is given and the low temperaturetlisiconsideredfter that
the thermodynamic limit is employed,

iii) the model Hamiltonian provides a stable phase in theém&rgy spectrum, namely
stable for small perturbation of the Hamiltonian itself.

The first two conditions are easily understood: only withie finite temperature
canonical distributiorZ = Tre BH the momentume® can equilibrate even without
considering the coupling with the environment, and the pbiliiy of each eigenstate
of the isolated ringH is given correctly bye BE for a macroscopic systent (—
), just when the coupling environment-ring is negligiblewrespect to the bulk.
The coupling environment-ring is used only to equilibrate system and obtain a
property-superfluidity- that characterizes the systesifiend not its coupling with the
environment (otherwise we could talk about "superfluidifycapillary tubes” and not
superfluidity of e.gHey). In order to achieve this consistent definition the Hamikhm
itself describing the system without environment has tongeéi stable phase of matter,
namely a phase stable for small physical perturbationseHamiltonian, otherwise,
clearly, the realization of a particular phase can obvipuEpend on the coupling
environment-system.

In cold atoms experiments, the number of sites, can be as large a3 46d the
thermodynamic limit at fixed temperature represents agstalimit. It is important to
emphasize that the physical zero temperature limit is lgighh trivial in this respect. If
we take first3 — o and thenL — o superfluiditycannot be testedecause the lowest
eigenstates of the Hamiltonian with non zero current hase alnon trivial complex
momentume® that is obviously conserved and no relaxation process cenrdo the
real ground state in a finite size system. If we explicitly sider a coupling system-
environment as in[10] to induce current relaxation, it isaglthat this process should
be essentially equivalent to work in the thermodynamictliwith an arbitrary small
temperature.

We conclude therefore that the correct limit for detectiegoztemperature superflu-
idity is to take firstL — oo and thenf — o. This order of the limits leads indeed to
the definition of superfluidity that is independent of the gloug system-environment,
whenever this is possible, namely when (iii) is satisfied.



FREE ENERGY AND THERMODYNAMIC EQUILIBRIUM

In this section we revisit some basic notions in thermodyioayby introducing the basic
quantities that define the superfluid density. The followdagsiderations are completely
general and hold in any dimensionality D with minor changbat we omit in the
following.

In the thermodynamic equilibrium it is easy to show that tlee fenergy:

R =—1/Blog(Tr e Ptv) (2)

does not depend onfor discrete values of = v, = 2rm /L, with n_ being an arbitrary
integer. For large sizé this limitation is very weak because we can reach any finite
velocity v for L — o as , in this limit, the discrete velocity values merge in atoen
uum. Indeed for each a simple unitary transformation, commuting with the twadpo

interactionV': .
U= —1 YRR R (3)

removes the velocity, from H. This follows immediately after simple application of
canonical commutation rules, implying tHak , ar] = —dr r@r, SO thaty Ta WU = ay,
and finallyUTHU = H is easily obtained'a, aq WU = (UTa), U)(UTa L) =

alak in the kinetic energy).
Using the above relation, it follows that the free energy:

R =—1/Blog(Tre BH) = —1/Blog(Tru e B™U) = —1/Blog(Tre PU'HY) = F,

(4)
does not depend orwhenevewr = v,, namely whetJ is defined. Notice that in the first
step we have used the invariance of the trace under cyclioyiation.

From this relation we can expand the partition function imvps ofv because the
mappingk — K+ vy, is just a shift of the finite size momenta and the kinetic eperg
of Hy can be recasted in the following forrit = zkekfvnalak We thus obtain upon
performing simple differentiations:

dF

v = —<J>+<K>v+0O(W) =0 %)
 cdek) ¢

I = Yk A ©
d2e(k

<= 3 e ala )

where the brackets O >, (< O >) denote the finite temperature averages
TrOe Bt
Tre—BHv

on the Hamiltonian of the rotating ring (non rotating ringg.iwith v = 0). Strictly
speaking the previous differentiation in the free energyas$ allowed because the

<O >=



possible velocities are quantized = 2rm/L otherwise the unitary transformatidh
is not properly defined. In a more rigorous way one can indeedider that:

dg
t k +
<J>y,=<U"JU>=< Zﬁ|k+Vnakak > (8)

In the latter equation we can expa%%\kwn de(k) +vn el and use thakt J >=0

in the canonical ensemble of the rotating ring because ﬁ'lenuus odd under reflection
and the Hamiltoniam is even forv = 0. This immediately implies the linear relation
between the current flowing in the frame rotating with theyrand the corresponding
velocity at thermal equilibrium:

< I >y =<K >vp+0(V) (9)

within "weak” assumptions on the average boson occupationdmentum space, =

is finite) that allows to neglect th®(v2) term even for
small but macroscoplc velocitieg,. It has to be remarked here that the fundamental
relation [®) is valid only at thermal equilibrium and this yriae obtained only after an
exceedingly large time. This is indeed the case whenl.fer co, superfluidity occurs.
On the other hand whenever the relatibh (9) is fulfilled therent flowing in the ring is
just representing the condition of thermal equilibriunitlaé bosons by scattering with
the environment eventually converge to an equilibriumestaiaracterized by no charge
flow in the environment frame.

We notice that a linear relation between the current and ¢hacity can be obtained
within the linear response theory. The evaluatior:af >, for smallv is given by:

<J>y= /dt <J()I0) > | v (10)

wherel(t) = &HJe M and can be obtained by simple expansion of the trace withlgim
and standard manipulations. Whenever the kear{@) relating the current response to
an arbitrary small velocity is not equal toK > we will have a relation current velocity
plotted in Fig{2). For any measurable finite velocity quaedi as multiples of Z/L,
there is no net current flow in the environment frame, imglyihat< J >, — < K >

v = 0(v?) at equilibrium, as expected. However for unphysically $raalues of the
current the linear response may have a finite slope as shokig.i@).

Dynamical limit w — 0

We are arguing in the following that the situation displayeéig.(d) is actually the
common one for a superfluitl ( o finite temperature). The pointis thatin a superfluid,
in order to obtain the equilibrium steady state solutionrgh® net current is flowing in
the environment frame, an exceedingly large time is necgssause an initial current
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FIGURE 2. Equilibrium currentin the environment frame as a functibthe velocityv of the rotating
ring displayed in Figl{1). The linear behavior occurs in alevant region with exceedingly small
velocity, certainly not measurable for largeand in any case without any macroscopic current flowing in
the environment frame.

can very slowly relax to the steady state. In order to undatsthis fact it is useful
to remark that the experiments of superfluidity are usuatigedwith time dependent
velocity v (e.g. a torsional pendulum|11]). If the frequgro is much larger than the
inverse relaxation time of the current we can safely assinaielinear response theory
can be applied and we should obtain in this case a perfenthatirelation between the
frequency dependent current and the frequency dependewitye

J(w) = a(w)v(w) (11)

for either small or macroscopically measurable velociieshown in the Fidl2). The
situation is in some sense similar to the evaluation of thedootivity of a metal. The

expectation value of the current in presence of a static fieldads always to zero
conductivity because at thermal equilibrium no net curcamt flow. Indeed we have to



take the appropriate limit, with a time dependent field akeé ta — O after. This leads
to the generally accepted Kubo formula for the conductivity

In the superfluidity experiment, on the other hand, we hawtwsider the physical
case when the relaxation time for the current becomes maapazlly large (infinite
for infinite size) and the limito — O after the limitL — oo at finite temperaturé leads
to:

B
<JI>y= /dt<J(t)J(O)> v=(1-ps/p) <K>vV (12)
0

where ps is the definition of superfluid density, beimgthe total density of bosons.
Indeed wheneveps > 0 only a fraction of the particles2 ps/p can be interpreted to
have relaxed to the steady state in an experimentally abtegsne. It is important

to emphasize that this definition of superfluidity is expenally testable but is not
necessarily related to broken symmetry. Indeed in two dsioers, as well known,
superfluidity can be detectéd[11] and on the other hand ikeare long range order at
any finite temperature. Whenever there is long range ordesitbation is indeed more
conventional because the superfluid density is directbteel to the helicity modulus of
the order parameter[1].

FREE BOSONS

In the free boson case, as shownlin [1], it can be provedghabincides with the
condensate fractiop; of particles that occupy th& = 0 state with a macroscopic
occupation. This calculation can be immediately genegdlieven for lattice models
in any dimensiom. Since the generalization is almost immediate we desdnb®asic
steps inD = 1 for convenience of notations and write down the explicgiression ofos
as a function oD only in the last equation.
For free bosons the curredittommute with the Hamiltonian and the linear response

kernela (0) is given by:

a(0)=B<JI?>. (13)
In fact the Hamiltonian, as well a$ @), are diagonal irk spaceH = S, &ng J =
Y k40 %nk, where in the latter expression we have for convenience veththek = 0

vector in the summation becau%% = 0 for k = 0 (the derivative of an even function
is odd ink). Following Ref.[1], in order to evaluate EQ.{13) it is elgbuto compute the
two body density matrix in momentum space:

< NNy >= NENg + B [(NR) % + N (14)

wheren? = 1/[e'B (e« — 1)) — 1] is the free boson occupation at finite temperature, and
U is the chemical potential used to require a given densitf bosonsp = %Zk nE =
Pc+ % Y k40 nE, wherepc is just the condensate density. In this way the evaluation of
a(0) can be readily performed and simplified, by using thaz@éonE% =0 again



because of the reflection symmetry ii) as noted in Ref(df)? + nf] = —1/[3 dek

a(0) = —k;)(fﬁf) 3—;‘; (15)

We can now take the appropriate— oo limit to computeps and p by replacing the
summation 7LP Ykt0 — f(‘zj—,';'))g and obtain a closed form expression far(a simple
integration by part is also left to the reader):

Pe

[ d?e B
(2mP dk2
c dzsk‘

dig k=0

ps/p = (16)

It is interesting thaps # pc in this case, but there is superfluid density only when there
is a non zero condensate fraction and the other way around.

Thusps = 0 for B < B wheref3; is the inverse Bose-Einstein transition temperature
that is finite in 3D but is infinite in 1D and 2D.

Zerotemperature limit

In principle we can take first the limfg — o for the kernela at any fixed sizd..
As we have emphasized before, this limannottest superfluidity and indeed is related
to another physical quantity, the zero temperature Drudghwas established by Kohn
long time ago[12]:

De = fim = lim (<K > ~a(0)) (17)
L— B—o
that distinguishes a metal from an insulator, but not a nfedat a superfluid.

In the following the distinction between a Bose-metal fronBase-superfluid is
essentially analogous to the difference between a metahaugherconductor valid for
electronic systems[13]: superconductors are obvioustahrethe sense of infinite zero
temperature conductivity but they also possess the noialtpvoperty that the current
can flow basically forever without dissipation at any fingevperature belowi;.. Clearly,
within this definition, if T, = 0, we can speak about a Bose-metal in the ground state
because there is no measurable superfluid density fof any.

In order to show that the limi8 — o before the thermodynamic limit is incorrect
for the detection of superfluidity, it is enough to realizattor free bosons, in the limit
B — o at fixedL the kernelr (0) — 0 because the current commute with the Hamiltonian
and in the ground statk= 0 so thata (0) = 8 < J? > decays exponentially to zero for
B — o due to the finite size gap /12 of the first excited state with non zero current.
Thus we obtain that the Drude weight for free bosons is alviiaite and equal tec K >.
ThusD¢ # 0 in 1D and 2D even though at afipite temperature

<K>=0a(0)



for L — oo, implying ps = O for anyT > 0.

In our definition therefore, a free 1D or 2D Bose gas, is notediuid but a Bose
metal. This Bose metal however is too much idealized to beidened realistic because
interaction is always present and it is known that an antyitsanall interaction changes
the spectrum of the excitations from quadratic to linear anmentum, and condition iii)
for superfluidity is not satisfied. Thus the issue of the prepaper on whether Bose
metals can exist in a stable phase is not solved by the freent®msample. Bose metals
should exist in nature only if a small physical perturbatodrthe Hamiltonian does not
change the qualitative features of the unperturbed phase.

Other definitions are known in the literature for a Bose-ifigdd, but appear much
more restrictive definitions than the present one.

MODELSWITH INTERACTION IN 1D

Itis fortunate that the problem has been already studieBiarid we can use convincing
results obtained in other contexts[15} 16, 17]. The catmneof ps was done with the
correct order of limits inl[15]. In this work the authors cafered 1d-spinless fermions
at half filling with nearest neighbor hopping, neargsand next-nearest neighbd/
repulsive interactions. This model, as well known, is eglaat to hard-core bosons
with the same interaction coupling constants, because irhdid core bosons with
nearest neighbor hopping are simply related to spinlessiéer models with the same
current-current response functions. The spinless fermiodel, in the gapless phase,
is relevant for our discussion and it was clearly found timakeedps > 0 for T > 0
as long asV = 0 andV > 0. However the authors claim that, an infinitesimal small
couplingW provides a vanishings at any finite temperature because-they argue- the
model is no longer integrable by Bethe ansatz. In this casedho temperature limit
of ps does not coincide with the zero temperature Drude weight,ighgenerally finite
in any gapless 1D spinless fermion phase, because it iedelatthe low-energy zero-
temperature properties of the model.

If we agree with the conclusions of Ref.[15], that are basedadculations on periodic
rings with~ 20 sites, the model containing nearest and next-nearegthi repulsion
is a Bose metal for any non zevpW > 0.

Indeed the conclusion of the work[15] is more general andndiated in the boson
language, implies quite generally that 1D Bose metals dst éxithe gapless phase.
According to the authors conjecture, that is still underadepos =0 for T > 0 in
all models that are non integrable with Bethe ansatz (esp tide celebrated Bose-
Hubbard model falls in this class if we extend this conjegtaliso to bosonic models).
A more clear argument was given in Refl[16], where the alesaica finite Drude
weight (os) at finite temperature was predicted in all 1D models thatatchave some
conserved current. Essentially, in lattice models, theeturcan decay due to Umklapp-
processes and a finite conductivity is expected at finite &atpre, a condition that
is incompatible with a finiteps (which implies ad— function w = 0 response and
therefore an infinite finite temperature conductivity). Toadition of integrability may
instead allow for some conserved current, but it is alsoiptess principle that some
conserved current can be realized even in non-integrabtieln$183] Recently a more



clear numerical evidence was also given that in a generic bBemwith frustrationos
Is zero at finite temperature even in the gapless phase.[17]

We do not want to enter in this subtle discussion on what igitfi@ criterion that
allows a finiteps at finite temperature, but from what is known so far, it appehat
only very particular lattice models obtained with fine tupiof coupling constants can
represent 1D Bose superfluid and that the generic gaplese phmstead a Bose metal,
at least for hard core boson models. Moreover, in this chsesuperfluid phase obtained
at particular coupling strengths do not certainly satisfyperty (iii) and superfluidity
may be detected only for suitable and very particular emvitent-system coupling.

CONCLUSION

We have formulated a consistent definition of superfluidaiid/for lattice and contin-
uous models in any dimensionality that relapsthe superfluid density-to the linear
response current-current correlation calculated at fieiteperature. This formulation
agrees with the Pollock-Ceperley[1] one based on the wqdimmber, provided the
correct order of limit is taken: first the thermodynamic lirand then the zero temper-
ature limit, relevant for ground state properties. In thpagite order of limits we have
shown that the so called zero temperature Drude weight eredd, but this can be fi-
nite both for a Bose-metal and for a Bose-superfluid. Theridiscation between the
two can be obtained at finite temperature within the presamdlation or by using the
Scalapino-criterion that can be worked out directlyrat O[13]. Both criteria coincide
in the T — O limit for model systems where the solution is known, but lditéer one
cannot be applied in 1D because itis not possible to defirenaverse field in this case.

The main conclusion of our approach is that in 1D a generidegaphase may be
metallic and not superfluid, namely a very peculiar and edgng interacting phase -
the Bose metal- witfinite zero temperature Drude weight[19] but no superfluid density

In many recent papers the possibility to have this type ofeBmetal has not been
considered yet, especially in 1D[8, 12,17, 3], where it hasnbesually assumed that
the gapless phase is superfluid. This attribute was originsled to characterize the
classical 2D phase corresponding to the 1D zero temperatizetum model. This was
certainly correct but may be clearly misleading, becausestiperfluidity of the 2D
classical model may be not related to the superfluidity ofdhieesponding quantum
model at low temperature.

In this work we have shown that 1D hard-core boson intergesiystems should be
Bose metals in the generic gapless phase, simply becausef® models superfluidity
cannot be detected at aily> 0 (apart for the mentioned exceptions), even when the
Drude weight is non zero in the ground state.

Based on the above results, it appears possible that this Besal phase can be
extended also to some model without the hard core consttaotuse this constraint
should not play an important role at low energy[7]. The sehwork by Fisher and
coworkers on the mapping of the 1D zero temperature Bosds&hdbmodel to a clas-
sical 2D model at finite temperature is perfectly valid asasithe critical behavior at
the transition is concerned. However, in this mapping, theesfluid density of the clas-
sical model (that can be finite below the Kosterlitz-Thosl#ansition temperature) is



related to the Drude-weight of the quantum zero temperathur@el and not-obviously-
to its finite temperature superfluid density. This quantay de in principle different
from the Drude weight, even at arbitrary small temperatwiesnever the system is in-
deed metallic and not superfluid. It is also clear that thdyéical calculation of the
"superfluid density” reported in Ref.([7]) for Luttingegliids refers instead to the zero
temperature Drude weight which is obviously finite, but doesnecessarily imply su-
perfluidity. On the other hand in the numerical calculatieparted in Refi]2], no finite
size scaling is attempted at fixed temperature. Based on ttessiderations it appears
important to improve further the numerical results of theldd3onic models with soft or
hard core constraint by using recent more accurate and pawechniques[5], that can
be extended to much larger system sizes. This may allow &bkest more accurately
the nature of the gapless phases of 1D Bose models.

In 2D close to a metal-insulator transition we have recesfigculated[20] on the
possibility to have a non Fermi liquid phase before the Mudtilating phase. In the
boson language this possibility can be realized whenewepkionon velocityc in the
superfluid phase goes to zero before the Mott transitionutih & case an anomalous
phase with finite zero temperature Drude weight but no supédiensity should appear
between the Mott insulator and the superfluid. In this phasan be also shown that
there is no condensate, using a known relation based on tieeajzed indetermination
principle.[21] In the language of spin liquids the Bose-ahét just a gapless spin-liquid
of the type stabilized in the frustratdg— J>, model[22]. Although in dimension higher
than one all these examples are clearly not well establisbeause they are based on the
variational approximation, we believe that, since in 1DBlose (spin) liquid is stable at
least in hard-core boson models, it is worth to considerghase as a possible phase of
matter even in higher dimensionality and especially in 2D.
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