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Higher-order topological superconductivity in monolayer WTe, from repulsive
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Superconductivity has been experimentally observed in monolayer WTe2, which in-plane field
measurements suggested are of spin-triplet nature. Furthermore, it has been proposed that with a
p-wave pairing, the material is a second-order topological superconductor with a pair of Majorana

zero modes at the corners of a finite sample.

We show that for a repulsive on-site interaction

and sizable Fermi surfaces, the desired p-wave state arises naturally due to the Kohn-Luttinger
mechanism, and indeed a finite superconducting sample hosts corner Majorana zero modes. We
study the behavior of the critical temperature in response to external in-plane magnetic fields. We
find an enhancement to the critical temperature that depends on the direction of the magnetic field,

which can be directly verified experimentally.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The understanding of the role of symmetry and topol-
ogy on the behavior of materials has been one of the ma-
jor ongoing developments in the field of condensed mat-
ter physics. Within band theory, it is now well-known
that distinct phases of topological insulators and super-
conductors exist [1-4]. A hallmark of these topologi-
cal phases is the existence of gapless excitations of the
surface of a finite sample. For instance, the quantum
spin hall (QSH) state is a 2d bulk insulating state with
two counter-propagating chiral modes that are related
by time-reversal symmetry. The QSH state has been ob-
served in mercury telluride quantum wells [5-8], and,

more relevant to our work, in monolayer WTe, at tem-
peratures as high as 100 K [9-15].

Topological superconductors are known to host gap-
less Majorana modes at the edges, and Majorana zero
modes (MZM) bound at vortex cores. The MZMs are
of special interest for their application in quantum com-
putation [16, 17]. Despite intensive research and various
proposed superconducting materials, unambiguous evi-
dence for topological superconductivity with propagating
Majorana modes or MZMs remains elusive. One of the
key challenges is that, unlike topological insulators, the
formation of intrinsic topological superconductivity re-
quires synergy between normal state band structure and
unconventional pairing symmetry induced by interaction
effects.

Recently, the concept of topological insulators and su-
perconductors has been extended to include phases with
edges that are gapped except for “higher order bound-
aries”, that is, a lower dimensional locus of points on
the edge. These new phases have been dubbed higher-
order topological insulators and superconductors. Specif-
ically, a nontrivial n-th order topology of a d-dimensional
bulk, entails that the gapless parts of edge are (d — n)-
dimensional [18-27]. For example, in 2d a second-
order topological superconductor will host Majorana zero
modes (MZMs) on the corners of a square sample.

Monolayer WTey with odd-parity pairing order has
been proposed to be one example of such higher-order
topological superconductors [28]. The material is a quan-
tum spin Hall insulator in the normal state, and upon
electric gating has been experimentally observed to turn
superconducting with a T, of about 1 K [29, 30]. Inter-
estingly, T, was found to increase in the presence of small
in-plane magnetic fields, lending support to possible odd-
parity pairing symmetry. Theoretically, in Ref. [28] the
authors assumed a next-nearest neighbor attractive in-
teraction between the electrons and showed that it leads
to p-wave pairing symmetry. However, the microscopic
origin of the attractive interaction remains to be eluci-
dated. Given the small electron density at which su-
perconductivity is observed, in Ref. [31] it was proposed



that through virtual inter-band excitonic processes the
repulsive interactions between electrons can give rise to
a p-wave pairing instability. However, these results were
based on a generic band structure rather than that spe-
cific to the monolayer WTes,.

In this work, we argue that a p-wave superconduct-
ing order parameter in WTey follows naturally from the
Kohn-Luttinger mechanism of electrons near the Fermi
surface. Of course, this mechanism neglects any inter-
band processes, which may be important at low densities,
and in this sense is complementary to the pairing mech-
anism studied in Refs. [31, 32]. Kohn and Luttinger first
showed that an isotropic electron gas in 3D will develop
a superconducting instability for channels with large an-
gular momentum under the effects of screened Coulomb
interactions [33-39]. This effect was understood as a
consequence of Friedel oscillations [40] that modifies the
screened Coulomb interaction, where electrons can take
advantage of the attractive portions of the oscillatory po-
tential to form a pair. Kohn-Luttinger type supercon-
ductivity has been recently studied for different lattice
systems with short range interactions [39, 41-59]. Even
if lattice systems do not have pairing channels with ar-
bitrarily large angular momenta, with proper geometry
of the Fermi surface, superconductivity with unconven-
tional pairing symmetry can still emerge out of repulsive
interactions.

We model the screened Coulomb interaction between
electrons by an on-site repulsive interaction Uy and study
the resulting pairing instability. At the tree-level, Cooper
pairs with a non-zero amplitude of being on the same site
will experience repulsion of order Uy and cannot form.
On the other hand, pairing channels with zero on-site
components by construction, which we focus on in this
work, do not experience repulsion and have a vanishing
tree-level contribution. The fate of these channels can
only be determined by renormalizing the interaction ver-
tex to second order in Uj.

Compared with previous works [39, 41-59] on the
Kohn-Luttinger superconductivity for lattice systems, an
important aspect of monolayer WTey is the spin-orbit
coupling, in which spin-singlet and spin-triplet are in
general mixed. As it turned out, despite the existence
of spin-orbit coupling in WTey [60-64], a spin axis is still
conserved [62, 65], and there is an approximate residual
U(1) spin rotation symmetry. To their advantage, odd-
parity electron pairs with their spin aligned in this direc-
tion necessarily have no on-site components due to the
Pauli exclusion principle and evade the onsite repulsive
interaction Uy, while all other pairing channels have on-
site components. We focus on these equal-spin channels
and find that when renormalizing the interaction vertex
at one-loop order they lead to the odd-parity pairing in-
stability of WTes.

Inspired by experimental observations of enhanced T,
by an in-plane magnetic field, we investigate this effect
using Landau-Ginzburg free energy. This was also stud-
ied in Refs. [31, 32]. However, in this work, we make
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FIG. 1. Monolayer WTes unit cell. Depicted are the two W
atoms and two Te atoms relevant to the low energy theory.
Each W atom has a d orbital, and each Te atom has a p
orbital.

sure that the term added to the free energy respects the
U(1) spin rotational symmetry that is present even when
spin-orbit coupling is taken into account. Furthermore,
we also take into account that the direction of the spin
axis and the direction perpendicular to the plane are not
parallel to each other. We find an enhancement to 7,
that depends on the direction of the in-plane field. A
magnetic field in the b direction yields higher enhance-
ment to T, than a field in the a direction of the same
magnitude. The reason for this direction dependence is
that the spin axis defined by spin-orbit coupling is not
perpendicular to the plane of the sample. Whereas the
results of Refs. [31, 32] also show an enhancement to T,
with a small magnetic field, the details on how the en-
hancement depends on the direction of the field are dif-
ferent from what we find, which can be directly tested
experimentally.

With the odd-parity (p-wave) order parameter, mono-
layer WTey hosts two time-reversal Kramer’s partners
MZMs at the same corner. This situation is very sim-
ilar to the one studied in Ref. [66] of a heterostructure
between a d-wave high-T, superconductor and a quan-
tum spin-Hall insulator. There, a protocol was devel-
oped to braid the two MZMs using an in-plane magnetic
field. Unfortunately, we show that this protocol cannot
be used in the case of WTey, since the p-wave pairing
order condenses spin and breaks the U(1) spin rotational
symmetry.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. IT
we introduce the lattice model for WTes in the presence
of an on-site repulsive interaction. In Sec. III we study
the pairing gap equation with interactions up to one-loop
accuracy, both in real and momentum space. In Sec. IV
we discuss the effects of an in-plane magnetic field in
the sample through the formalism of a Ginzburg-Landau
theory.

II. NORMAL STATE OF MONOLAYER WTe,

Monolayer WTes unit cell has two W atoms and two Te
atoms that are relevant to the low energy theory [62, 67].



The lattice consists of W chains and Te chains in an alter-
nating fashion as shown in Fig. 1. The chains are parallel
to the a direction and stacked along the b direction with
b 1 a. Each W atom has a d-wave orbital, while each
Te atom has a p-wave orbital. The four orbitals per unit
cell are labeled by two pseudospin degrees of freedom, [
and o, where [, = +1 specifies whether it is a W or a
Te orbital, and o, = +1 distinguishes their correspond-
ing sublattice. Each orbital can be occupied by either a
spin-up or a spin-down electron with s, = 4+1/2.

The material has an inversion symmetry around the
center of the unit cell

L =o04l,. (1)

Time-reversal symmetry, 7 = is, K, is also present with
K being the complex conjugate operation. Additionally,
the system has a nonsymmorphic glide mirror symme-
try My(k) = s; [oo(1+e™) +0.(1 —e™)]1./2 that
is a combination of reflection * — —a and a half lat-
tice translation in the same direction. Combining inver-
sion and mirror glide gives a screw symmetry Ca, (k) =
My (B)T = s; [0.(1+e*=)+io,(1—e=)] /2. This
screw symmetry is in effect a 7 rotation about the a
direction and a half lattice translation along the same
direction.

Spin-orbit coupling in WTe, is significant [60], break-
ing the SU(2) spin rotation symmetry. However, it was
shown [62] that, to leading order in k, the system still
has a residual spin axis and a U(1) spin rotation sym-
metry. We denote this spin axis as z, and the spin-orbit
coupling can be written as

Hyo = Vio 5,01y. (2)

This z-direction is not necessarily perpendicular to the
plane of the monolayer WTes, which we henceforth re-
fer to as the c-direction. Experimental measurements of
the spin axis in Ref. [65] show that the angle between
the z and c directions is ¢s, = 40° £ 2°. It is straight-
forward to check that such a spin-orbit coupling term is
consistent with time-reversal, inversion, and screw sym-
metries [62] mentioned above. Following this, we exclude
additional spin-orbit coupling terms that further break
the U(1) spin rotation symmetry. In what follows, we
will simply refer to the z-component of the electronic
spin as “spin”.

To obtain an effective model for the low-energy
fermions, we start from the tight-binding model fitted
from density functional theory in Ref. [62],
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FIG. 2. Spectrum of monolayer WTe, using the tight-binding
model in Ref. [62]. Panel (a) shows the two Fermi surfaces.
Panel (b) shows the gapped Dirac points. In panel (c) we plot
the o and I expectations values on the Fermi surface. We see
that both |(o)| and [(l)| are approximately one, indicating an
approximate absence of entanglement in ¢ and I. Further,
there is a winding in (o), while (I) does not vary appreciably.

of freedom. The dispersion is specified by

ea/p(ka) = Hasp + 2(tasp cos(kz) + ty,, cos(2kz)),
glke) = (L+e ™), flke)=(1—e™), (4
and,

pta = 0.4935, p, = —1.3265,

tg = —0.28, t/, = 0.075,

t, = 0.93, t, = 0.075,

ta? =052, 27 =0.40, % = 1.02,
Vio = 0.115, p = 0.5. (5)

We plot the Fermi-surface contours in Fig. 2 (a). There
are two Fermi-surface pockets each enclosing a gaped
Dirac point as shown in Fig. 2(b). The gap is of or-
der V. Moreover, in Fig. 2(c) we plot the expectation
value of o = ({0,), (0y), (0-)) and I for the Fermi-surface
in the +k, half-plane.

We see in Fig. 2(c) that, to a good approximation,
Bloch states on the Fermi surface are direct product
states between o and [ degrees of freedom. Indeed, we
see that the lengths (o) and (l) are almost unity, indi-
cating pure states in each sector. Moreover, we see that



TABLE I. Irreducible representations of WTey point group.

ne ne nm Nz
A, +1 +1 +1 +1
B, +1 —1 —1 +1
A, +1 +1 -1 —1
B., T1 1 11 -1

(1) is approximately a constant pointing in the +y direc-
tion, while (o) approximately lies in the xy plane, and
winds once around the Fermi surface. This result can be
understood from the symmetry

Cop = 85 [02(1 + €™) +ioy(1—e*)] /2 (6)

for all states with k, = 0, which in the absence of spin-
orbit coupling requires the Bloch states to be polarized
in 0. For small spin-orbit coupling, and for small pockets
near k, = 0, the Bloch states are thus nearly free of en-
tanglement in the ¢ and [ sectors. By expanding around
the Dirac points and treating other terms in the Hamil-
tonian as perturbations, one obtains the winding in (o)
and polarization in (I).

With this important simplification, we write the
Hamiltonian near the Dirac points as,

Hi(0k) = —(Fv.0ko65 + vy0ky 6 + Vios.0.) — p,
(7)

where H(dk) is the projected Hamiltonian with [, = +
for the Fermi surfaces on the £z half-plane. The Pauli

operators &+ are defined in the following way

&éc — eiiKUZ/QO'ae:FiKUZ/Q. (8)

where @ = z,y, and K is the magnitude of the position
of the center of any of the Fermi surfaces. This definition
is necessary in order to maintain the screw symmetry of
the model. See Appendix A for more details.

While this Hamiltonian does not match the exact
shape of the Fermi surfaces or the exact pseudospin tex-
ture, it does represent the correct winding and polariza-
tion in ¢ and [ sectors and respects the symmetry. We
expect this to be sufficient to capture the symmetry of
the superconducting leading instability.

Finally, we model the electron-electron repulsion using
a simple on-site interaction Uy. Importantly, the term
“on-site” here means that the electron density operators
are not only taken at the same unit cell coordinate R, but
also at the same orbital and same sublattice. Of course,
in the actual material, there are finite-range elements to
the interaction, but we expect them to fall off rapidly as
the distance grows. Let ¢ (R) be the annihilation oper-
ator for a spin s electron at the « orbital inside the unit

cell at position R. Note that our notation is such that
the index o = {1,2,3,4} labels both the o, = +1 and
l, = 1 components. The on-site repulsive interaction is
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FIG. 3. Linearized gap equation in real space.

written as

Hiy =Up Y cl (R)cl ((R)coa(R)csa(R)  (9)
R,

where Uy > 0 is the strength of the interaction and re-
peated indices are summed over.

III. THE PAIRING PROBLEM

The point group of monolayer WTe, is Coj,, containing
E (the identity), Caz, My, and Z, with M,Cs, = Z, and
C3, = M2 = 7% = E. This group has four irreducible
representations corresponding to the different signs of Co,,
and M., as shown in Table I.

We consider the pairing vertex [ dkc'(k)A(k)c'(—k),
in which A(k) is a matrix in o, s, and [. All pairing
wavefunctions must satisfy the Pauli exclusion principle,

AT(—k) = —A(k). (10)

Solutions of the gap equation can be characterized de-
pending on how they transform under Co, and M,,

My A(k) = My (B)AME)MT(—k) = npAk),
(11)

Coz + A(k) = Cau(k)A(C2k)CT, (—k) = ncA(k),  (12)

where ny and ne € {—1,41}. The above equations in-
voke the form of symmetries at both k and —k because
the pairing is between electrons with opposite momenta.
Furthermore, we refer to the A, and By representations
as s-wave, and the A, and B, representations as p-wave.

Before the projection to the vicinity of the Fermi sur-
face, we begin by studying the pairing problem for the
full lattice model in real space. Let A5L 72 (Ry — Ry) be
the paring amplitude between an electron at Ry, a1 and
another at Ry, as with spins s; and ss respectively. The
linearized self-consistent equation for A5:%2 (Ry — Ry) is
depicted in Fig. 3, which is
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A2 (Ry— Ry) =T T (R Ry R}, R))G

where for compactness, repeated indices and spatial co-
ordinates are summed over (for the rest of the paper it is
generally not assumed so). Here due to the spin rotation
symmetry the Green’s function Gzl,l’fal,l, (Wm, Ry — RY) is
diagonal in the spin sector but is a matrix in a and the
unit cell coordinate R. Here w,, is a Matsubara fre-
quency, which is summed over.

We note that, although in general, the gap equation
is difficult to solve in real space, doing so simplifies the

J
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(13)

(

problem for the interaction vertex I' at the tree level, as
we shall see next.

A. Tree-level pairing interaction

As we show in Fig. 4, at tree-level the interaction ver-
tex function is given by the on-site interaction

192919 (Ry, Ry, Ry, RY) = Upd(Ry — Ry)3(Ry — RY)S(Ro — R))Saya00,0;0asay + O(UF), Uo >0.  (14)

As a consequence of the repulsive interaction, at lead-
ing order in Uy, the right-hand side of Eq. (13) is non-
positive. The key insight here is that to evade the strong
on-site repulsion at tree-level we expect the leading in-
stability to be towards a pairing order that has vanishing
on-site component by symmetry; any other eigenfunction
of the kernel of Eq. (13) in general has an on-site com-
ponent, which invokes a negative contribution at leading
order to the right-hand side of Eq. (13).

Naturally, equal-spin pairing orders (with Cooper pairs
of electrons with the same s,) have zero on-site compo-
nents by symmetry due to the Pauli exclusion principle.
From this argument, we conclude that the leading insta-
bility to toward equal-spin pairing. Such a pairing order
experiences no repulsion at tree-level, and as we shall
see, attractive pairing interactions come from O(UgZ) or-
der. Indeed, we have verified by using a momentum-space
approach near the Fermi surface that all inter-spin pair-
ing orders experience a repulsive interaction at tree-level.
This is reminiscent of the fact that short-range repulsion
promotes finite-angular-momentum pairing in the contin-
uum [34].

For a multi-orbital system, in principle it is possible
to have equal-spin and even-parity pairing order, e.g.,
by considering pairing between a W orbital and a Te
orbital. However, from energetic considerations of the
Cooper instability, it is sensible to limit to pairing be-
tween electrons that are inversion partners. In this case,
from Fermi statistics, the equal-spin pairing function is

J

(

necessarily odd in parity, i.e., p-wave. We will see this
explicitly by going to O(U2) terms in the interaction ver-
tex.

Ry,0n Ry, Ry, a1 Riog
6(Ry — Ro)d(Ry — RY)
I =| xd(Rs— RY) x
—— Xéala’ldaga’zdalaz
Ry, a2 R, o Ry, a2 R, af

FIG. 4. Real space tree-level interaction vertex.

B. Renormalized interactions

The effective attraction for the equal-spin pairing chan-
nels comes from UZ order in the interaction vertex. With-
out loss of generality, we focus only on the spin-11 chan-
nel. As neither the Green’s function nor the density-
density interaction flips the spin, we suppress the spin
indices throughout. The pairing vertex for the spin-||
channel is related by time-reversal symmetry.

In Fig. 5 we show the diagrams involved in the ver-
tex calculation up to second-order terms. As is typical
for Kohn-Luttinger-type pairing with local interactions,
it is straightforward to see that the first three O(UZ) di-
agrams in Fig. 5(b) cancel each other. Evaluation of the
last diagrams leads to,

D020 (g ko kel k) = [UnGayal Sag,aq0ar.as + UgOayas Oazar 10172 (k1 —kb)] 0(k1 + ko — K} — kb) (15)
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FIG. 5. (a) Linearized gap equation in momentum space. (b) Equal-spin interaction vertex to second order. a1, as,a’, and, a5

are combined indices for o and I.

with I1*2%1(q) being the particle-hole bubble,

dwd _ s 7
1 g) = = [ TERG (p) G 1.9 ).
(16)

dand G*+*2(jw, k) is the Green’s function.

The dominant contribution to the Green’s function
comes near the Fermi surface. As a good approximation,
we take

Gliw, k) = PR (W (k)]

iw— (k) (17)

where |¢(k)) is the Bloch state on the Fermi surface in o
and [ sectors. Note that because we are only considering
one spin species, there is only one |¢)(k)) at each point
on the Fermi surface.

The projected gap equation onto the Fermi surface
reads,

tanh (e(k')/2T.)
2e (k')

Ay =- [ (gf)/Qf(k,k’)A(k’) (18)

where the projected interaction vertex T'(k/,k) =

é‘l’(k’ﬂﬂ‘l’(’ﬁ)), with [¥(k)) = [¢(k))©[¢(—k)), is given
y

D(K' k) = Uo D wa(K)es(—K Ja(k)ia(—k) — (19)
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and the pairing gap

A(k) = (k)5 (—k)Aap(k) (20)
af

is the projection of A(k) onto the Fermi-surface. Plug-
ging Eq. (10) into Eq. (20) we obtain that by Fermi statis-
tics A(k) = —A(—k). Since the Fermi surface states are
non-degenerate for each spin, inversion simply takes A(k)
to A(sz), and the equal-spin pairing gap corresponds to
a p-wave order.

The integral over energy in Eq. (18) gives the usual
log(A/T.), where A is the energy cut-off. What is left is
the angular integral over the oval Fermi surfaces. For the
p-wave solution we can rewrite the self-consistent equa-
tion as,

A(0) = f/do' r(a,a')u(af)A(e')10g<£) (21)

where 6 parametrizes the momentum on the Fermi-

surface as shown in Fig. 6, A(f) = A(ky), and
I'(0,6") = T(ko, ko) — T'(ko, —kor). (22)

We use the density of states v(0) for the model in Eq. (7)

1 I
0) = . 23
v(0) (2m)? w2 cos?(0) + v2 sin?(0) (23)
The pairing gap is an eigenfunction given by
AA() = —/dG/ INCAUAVICAVNCAR (24)

As usual, pairing channel with A > 0 has a critical tem-

perature
1
T.=A -2
exp( A)

One feature of I'(,6’) that is immediately obvious is
that the first-order contribution in Uy is zero. This can
be seen from Eq. (19), as terms proportional to Uy are
symmetric under k — —k, and thus cancel out in T'(6, 8');
this is precisely what we discussed in the previous sub-
section. In the following, we focus on second-order terms
for the scattering matrix I'.

We evaluate I'(6,0') numerically. In Fig. 7 we show
our result for I'(kg, ko) and T'(kg, —ke ), where kg and
+kgy belong to the same/different Fermi surface. The
most pertinent feature of the result is that I'(kg, ko) <
I'(kg, —kg) for all @ and ¢'. This lead to I'(#,6’) < 0 and
to A > 0.

We note that our analysis relies on an expansion
around the Fermi surface. For small values of p the in-
terplay between the conduction and valence band may

(25)
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FIG. 6. Definition of kg on the Fermi surface.

become important and, as studied in Refs. [31, 32], can
lead to odd-parity superconductivity without considera-
tion of the Kohn-Luttinger effects. The Kohn-Luttinger
effects we consider here are in this sense complimentary
to the results there, and further elucidate the exact form
of the odd-parity pairing order.

C. Origin of effective attraction

The details of Fig. 7 are complicated by the pseudospin
texture on the Fermi surfaces. However, the important
features that make solutions with positive A possible are
easily understood from the polarization bubble I'(k, k'),
which is

_ [ dp f(e(p) — flelp—q))
H(Q)_/(%)z e(p)—elp—q) (26)

where ¢ = k + K/, and f(g) is the Fermi-Dirac func-
tion. The integrand of TI(q) is peaked when p and p —q
are both near one of the Fermi surfaces. For small q,
the dominant contribution comes from when both p and
p — q are on one of the two Fermi pockets, while for g
larger than the size of the Fermi pocket, the dominant
contribution can only come from when p is on one Fermi
pocket and p — q is on another. We hence have, e.g.,
I1(0) = 2I1(2K), where 2K is the separation of the two
Dirac points. This relation also extends to that between
II(q) = 2II(2K + q), where q is smaller than the size of
a Fermi pocket. For this reason, the projected interac-
tion vertices satisfy I'(kg:, ko) < I'(—kg’, ko) as found in
Fig. 7.

Analytically, II(0) is nothing but the density of states
v() at the Fermi level. For p > Vg, the density of states
is given by a Dirac-like spectrum with a linear density of
states, and thus I1(0) o< p. In this situation, the coupling
constant in Eq. (25) satisfies A oc . Using this, and our
discussion above, our result indicates an exponential in-
crease in the critical temperature with increasing chem-
ical potential at large dopings. At small dopings when
it 2 Vi, II(0) = v(u) tends to a constant. However,
as we discuss below, T, will be exponentially suppressed
by another mechanism. Experimentally, a sharp increase
in superconductivity with doping has been observed in
Refs. [29, 30], even at very small doping. Therefore ad-
ditional pairing mechanism such as that from inter-band

le—2
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FIG. 7. Numerical evaluation of the second-order terms of
D(ko/, ko) (left) and T'(—ky, ko) (right). As discussed in the
main text, we see that in general T'(ko, ko) < I'(—ker, ko)
which is important in obtaining a p-wave superconducting
channel with positive A. = 0.3,v, = 1,0y, = 1/3,Vsc = 0.1.

effects [31, 32] is likely required to explain the experi-
mental data.

From Eq. (19), another contribution to I'(k, k') comes
from the matrix elements due to the pseudospin texture
of the Fermi surfaces. An essential ingredient to achiev-
ing the effective attraction between the Cooper pairs is
the Dirac dispersion, which provides an in-plane compo-
nent to the spinors on the Fermi surface. To show this,
it is helpful to consider a hypothetical situation without
the Dirac dispersion, in which the spinors are completely
determined by the spin-orbit coupling. In this case, we
can take the spinors on each Fermi surface as constant.
Focusing on the equal spin states with +s,, the rele-
vant spinors are polarized as (k) = |+s.,+0.,+l,) for
the Fermi surface at K and ¢(—k) = |+s.,—0., =)
for the opposite Fermi surface. One can directly eval-
uate I'(k’, k) in Eq. (19) and verify that, at both Up
and UZ orders, it vanishes for any k, and k' on either
of the two Fermi surfaces. Indeed, the polarized spinors
indicate that the leftmost external fermion lines in the
Kohn-Luttinger diagram (the last one in Fig, 5) relevant
to the pairing process (with opposite momenta) corre-
spond to fermions fully polarized on opposite sublattices
(with o, = £1). Since the interaction is on-site, which
enforces the same sublattice index for all four fermion
operators, the scattering amplitudes by both of the wavy
lines are zero. By contrast, the presence of the Dirac
dispersion ensures the fermions on the Fermi surface are
located coherently on both sublattice sites (in the limit
of no spin-orbit coupling, a Bloch state on the FS is an
equal superposition between two sublattices), and thus
the scattering amplitude is nonzero even for pairing be-
tween fermions with opposite sublattice composition. At
low dopings, the sublattice texture on the FS is dom-
inated by the spin-orbit coupling and nearly polarized.
In this situation pairing from the Kohn-Luttinger mecha-
nism is indeed exponentially suppressed, and as we men-
tioned additional pairing mechanism e.g., interband ef-
fects, is indeed needed.

Therefore, we conclude that both the Fermi surface
geometry and the underlying Dirac points, even though



they are gapped by the spin-orbit interaction, lead to
superconductivity due to the Kohn-Luttinger mechanism
in WTes. We note that the same effect was shown to
lead to superconducting instabilities in a graphene-like
system [41]. Due to the different point group symmetry,
the pairing symmetry there was found to be f-wave. As
we shall see, another difference is the role of spin-orbit
coupling, which is negligible in graphene but not in the
present system.

D. Order parameter symmetry representation

Our theory only puts constraints on the projection of
the order parameter on the Fermi surfaces. These con-
straints have already pinned down the order parameter
to be a p-wave. However, we might still ask if the Kohn-
Luttinger mechanism favors A, representations over B,
representations or vice versa.

Consider the following A(k) making an A, represen-
tation,

Ay (k) o sin(ky)sooolo- (27)

Being an p-wave equal-spin pairing channel, we only
need to check if it has a non-zero projection onto the
Fermi surface in order to determine if it is a valid or-
der parameter. Using Eq. (20), and the states near the
Fermi-surface from the simplified Hamiltonian in Eq. (7),
(k) = (L, %i)7 © (cos(6/2), sin(8/2)e)7 /2, and
(k) = (1, —(£))7 ® (sin(6/2), cos(8/2)e~ M7 2,

we find the projection of A;(k) onto the Fermi surface

A (k) ocsin(ky) Y va (k)5 (—k)so
= sin(k, ) sin(8)so. (28)

In the case of zero spin-orbit coupling, we have 0 = /2,
and as spin-orbit coupling increases 6 decreases.

Meanwhile, B, representations can also describe an
equal-spin p-wave with non-zero projection into the Fermi
surface. Consider the following example,

Ao (k) o sin(ky)s,o0lo, (29)
which has a projection,
Ay(k) o sin(k,) sin(6)s.. (30)

We see that A; and A, correspond to the equal and op-
posite pairing amplitudes among spin-up and spin-down
fermions. Due to the additional U(1) spin rotation sym-
metry that relate the two, both A, and B, representa-
tions are equally favored by the Kohn-Luttinger mecha-
nism.

It is important to note that the superconducting state
A7 and Ay would break the U(1) spin rotation symmetry
%52 This can be seen by writing

A(k) o d - sisy, (31)
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FIG. 8. Panels (a) and (b) show the existence of four Majo-
rana Zero modes that are localized on two opposite corners of
the sample. Each of the opposite corners has two Majorana
zero modes that are Kramer’s partners.

in which the d vector is along ¢ and % directions for
A and A, respectively, thus breaking the spin rotation
symmetery in the xy plane.

E. Majorana zero modes and braiding

In this section, following the identification in Ref. [28],
we demonstrate the existence of Majorana corner modes
in WTey with the leading pairing instability dictated by
the Kohn-Luttinger mechanism. We start with the DFT-
fitted tight-binding model in Ref. [62] and add the pairing
terms in Egs. (27) and (29). In Fig. 8 (a) we show the
distribution eigenvalues around zero energy. We clearly
see four modes that are pinned at zero energy. With time-
reversal 72 = —1, these modes are two Kramers pairs
Majorana zero modes. In Fig. 8 (b) we plot the average
probability distribution in real space for the Majorana
zero modes. One Kramer pair is localized at one corner,
and the other pair is localized on the opposite corner
related by inversion. This is consistent with the results
in Ref. [28].

Time reversal symmetry can be broken by the intro-
duction of a magnetic field

Hmag = hys.00lo + hySy(folo. (32)

With time reversal symmetry broken, the Majorana zero
modes at each corner are no longer Kramer’s partners,
and they can hybridize and gap each other out. This
is also confirmed by our numerical study. This is im-
portant to contrast with the Majorana pairs discussed
in Ref. [66]. There, the MZMs were obtained from a
d-wave superconductor sitting on top of a QSH state.
Such heterostructure also results in a Kramer’s pair of
MZMs at the corners. Using this platform, it is pos-
sible to braid the pair of Majoranas by tuning the in-
plane magnetic fields. Magnetic fields also break time-
reversal in the heterostructure, however, due to the spin-
singlet nature of the pairing order the system still has
a U(1) spin rotation symmetry in the superconducting
state. Thus in the presence of an in-plane magnetic field,



FIG. 9. The a and b-directions are the lattice vectors for
WTez, and the c-direction is perpendicular to the WTe;
plane. The z-direction is the direction of the spin axis picked
up by spin-orbit coupling. The z-direction is chosen to be par-
allel to the a-direction, and the y-direction is perpendicular
to the zz-plane.

the original time-reversal symmetry 7 can be combined
with the U(1) symmetry to make a new time-reversal
symmetry T’ = e/™/25:T that squares to +1. Together
with the particle-hole symmetry of the BAG Hamiltonian,
this puts the heterostructure in the symmetry class BDI.
This composite symmetry ensures that a pair of MZMs
of the same chiral eigenvalue is protected, and is one of
the prerequisites for braiding the MZMs using in-plane
fields. Since the p-wave superconducting order of WTeq
breaks the spin U(1) symmetry, the protocol developed
in Ref. [66] cannot be used to braid the MZMs. It re-
mains to be seen what perturbations can be added to
manipulate and possibly braid the two MZM'’s at each
corner for the intrinsic p-wave state. Alternatively, one
can introduce a d-wave pairing order to monolayer WTes
via proximity effect.

IV. EFFECTS OF IN-PLANE EXTERNAL
MAGNETIC FIELD

In this section we study the effect of in-plane external
magnetic fields on 7T, using a Ginzburg-Landau theory.
In the presence of a magnetic field, the free energy can
be written in a form that’s explicitly invariant under the
U(1) spin rotation

F = (a(T) + xB?)(d* - d) + 2v|d.|?
+uB - (id x d*) 4+ n|B - d|* (33)

where we denote the pairing order parameter by their d
vectors defined in Eq. (31), a =x(T — T.(B =0)), and
Ky v, 1,1, X > 0. Here p (not to be confused with the
chemical potential) describes the Zeeman effect caused
by the magnetic field, and the n term accounts for pair
breaking due to orbital effects. The ~ term is due to

x=1,n=1,u=1, y=0.1 x=1,n=1 u=1, y=0.6
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FIG. 10. The dependence of the critical temperature on in-
plane magnetic fields, and the strength of the spin-orbit cou-
pling 7. For v < p?/2x, magnetic fields in the a and b-
directions causes an enhancement to T, with the b field di-
rection causing bigger enhancement. However, for v > u?/2y,
magnetic fields in the a direction always cause 1. to decrease,
while we still see enhancement for fields in the b direction.

the effect of spin-orbit coupling. Indeed, in the absence
of spin-orbit coupling, the system has a full SU(2) spin
rotation symmetry and all three d vectors are equally
favored by symmetry. We take v > 0 such that with no
magnetic field we have the equal-spin channels d, and d,
being the leading instabilities of the system, as predicted
by our Kohn-Luttinger analysis.

Note that the z-direction is not perpendicular to
the sample plane; rather it is the direction of spin-
polarization due to spin-orbit coupling [65].  Thus in
the following, it is important to distinguish between two
different coordinate systems. The a, b, c-coordinate sys-
tem is such that the ¢ direction is perpendicular to the
plane of the sample, and the a and b directions are as de-
fined in Fig. 1. On the other hand, the z,y, z-coordinate
system is such that z || a, while the z-direction is in the
cb-plane at an angle ¢y, with the c-direction. See Fig. 9
for an illustration.

We separately study the effect of in-plane magnetic
fields along a and b directions. For B = B,a the free
energy reduces to,

F = (a(T) +xB3)(d" - d) + 27[d.|*
+1Baildyd; — d.d;] + 1| Bady|*. (34)

In this case, the x-component of the order parameter
does not mix with the other two, and setting d, = 0
always results in a higher critical temperature. Solving
the eigenvalue problem for the y and z components gives
a critical temperature,

TC(Ba) = TC(O) - XBg i el 72+ /‘232- (35)

Looking at the behavior near B, = 0 we have T.(B,) =
T.(0) — (x — p?/2v)B2. For v < u?/2x, small fields
enhance the critical temperature. However for v > u?/2x
any field is detrimental to superconductivity. We plot
both scenarios in Fig. 10 (shown as orange curves).



Next we consider B = Byb, for which the free energy
can be written as,

F = (a(T)+ xB;) (d-d*) + 2v|d.|?
+uBy [dedyy — dady] + 0| Bydy|*. (36)

Unlike the previous case, because of the misalignment
between ¢ and z, all components of d are mixed, and the
behavior of the system depends on ¢g,. For ¢g, = 0 we
have a situation very similar to that when B = B,a, and
the critical temperature reduces to Eq. (35). The other
limiting case is when ¢g, = 90°, such that 2 = b. In this
case, the z-component of the order parameter decouples
from the other components. The critical temperature, in
this case, is,

T.(B) = T.(0) — xB* + uB. (37)

When ¢y, = 90° the critical temperature increases lin-
early with the magnetic field for small fields. This is a
bigger enhancement to T, than what we get when B || a.
Additionally, the enhancement does not depend on how
big or small v is. Real WTey; however has ¢y ~ 40°.
We thus expect the enhancement of the critical temper-
ature with small fields to be somewhere between the two
limiting cases.
For the general case when B || b we write

F=d [(a+xB*)1+M|d (38)
with
0 0 iuB
M = 0 7732 + 27 Sin2(¢s0) Y Sin(2¢so>
—iuB v sin(2¢so) 27 cos? (¢so)
(39)

The problem of finding the T, reduces to the problem of
finding the smallest eigenvalue of M. The characteristic
equation det(M — A1) = 0 is cubic and does not have an
easy solution. In Fig. 10 we show the numerical solution
to the characteristic equation for ¢ = 40°. We compare
the enhancement to T, for when B | a and for when
B || b. Fig. 10 clearly shows that B || b yields a bigger
enhancement to 7, than B || a. In fact when v > p?/2x
Fig. 10(b) shows that we only get enhancement when
B || b and not when B || a. This is the key finding of
our work. The field dependence of T, has been measured
for monolayer WTes with similar behaviors observed [68].
It would thus be interesting to examine the dependence
of T, on the direction of the in-plane Zeeman field.

The same problem was studied in Ref. [31], and we
point out two ways in which our results differ. First,
here we make sure that the spin-orbit coupling term in-
cluded in the free energy respects the U(1) spin rotation
symmetry the normal state enjoys. On the other hand,
the authors of Ref. [31] assumed d, and d, are degener-
ate even though they are not related by any symmetries.
Second, we take into account the fact that the spin axis
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in the z-direction is not parallel to the c-direction. These
considerations lead to qualitatively different results. For
example, for v > 0, results in Ref. [31] is that B || a
will not enhance T,, whereas our result shows that for a
sufficiently small spin-orbit coupling, we get T, enhance-
ment. Furthermore, for B || b, results in Ref. [31] is that
for a sufficiently large spin-orbit coupling, there is no en-
hancement to T, while our results show that a small field
will always lead to an enhancement in T, regardless of
the value of ~.

V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we studied the superconducting ground
state of monolayer WTe, from on-site repulsive interac-
tions. By constructing an effective model for the Fermi
surfaces of WTes, we show that the leading instability of
the system is an equal-spin p-wave channel. This suggests
that WTes is a second-order topological superconductor
with a pair of Majorana zero modes on the corners of a
finite sample.

We also studied the effect of an external magnetic field
on superconducting monolayer WTe,. Using a Ginzburg-
Landau theory, we study the effect of in-plane magnetic
fields on T.. We find an enhancement to T, at small field
strengths. Interestingly, this enhancement is dependent
on the direction of the in-plane field. In particular, a field
in the b direction yields a bigger enhancement as com-
pared to a field of the same strength but oriented in the
a direction. This discrepancy can be used as an experi-
mental tool to confirm the nature of the order parameter
in WTGQ.
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Appendix A: Screw symmetry C5, in the simplified
Hamiltonian

Special care is needed when writing down the simplified
Hamiltonian in Eq. (7) in order to make sure it respects
all symmetries of WTes. We rewrite the Hamiltonian
here for convenience

’Hf(ék) = —(ivggékzw&f + vyékyéyi + Vios.0z) — 1,
(A1)
The screw symmetry Ca,, maps one Fermi surface to itself,

and (0kg, 0ky) — (0ky, —0k,). For the Hamiltonian to be
invariant 6, a = 2,y should be defined such that

~+ ~+
C;wUz CQI =0,

7ot _ _ =%
Cszy ng = —O'y.

(A2)



Being a screw symmetry, the matrix representation of Co,
depends on momentum, and we rewrite it in the following
form,

Caoz = 82 (1 + €*=) (0, + o, tan(k,/2)). (A3)

This symmetry is effectively a reflection about the axis
(1,tan(k,/2)) in the xy-plane. This line makes an angle
6 with the x-axis, such that tan(f) = tan(k,/2), or § =
k. /2. To maintain the symmetry, &, needs to be parallel
to this line, and &, needs to be perpendicular to it.

To maintain the simple form of the Dirac Hamiltonian,
we approximate Co, to be constant on each Fermi surface
and evaluated at the centers £ K. It is straightforward to
check that the following form for 6., a = x,y, preserves
the screw symmetry.

k7a1 kl7a/1 kaal k/7a&
—k,as —k', o —k,az k', a5
kaal ,{3/,0/1
—k, s -k, o

Here g = k' — k and the —2 factor for the bubble diagram
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(A4)

Appendix B: Cancellation of first three second-order
diagrams

There are four second-order terms contributing to the
scattering vertex. However, three of them cancel each
other out. Using

k7 g k:/a O/1
= U05a1a35a2a§6a1a2 (Bl)
—k,ao K a}
we can evaluate the following diagrams as
U200 8 0 _ gosens () oo B2
0% af Pazal (271')3 (p) (p - Q)7 ( )
2 dp (3103} [eed]
_2U0 (Salo/l 5(120/2 (271_)3 G (p)G (p - Q) (B3)

(

is due to the fermionic loop, and the spin degeneracy. We
thus see that these three diagrams cancel each other out.
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