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LOCAL STRONG MAGNETIC FIELDS AND THE
LITTLE-PARKS EFFECT

AYMAN KACHMAR AND MIKAEL SUNDQVIST

ABSTRACT. Starting from the Ginzburg-Landau model in a planar simply con-
nected domain, with a local compactly supported applied magnetic field, we
derive an effective model in the strong field limit, defined on a non-simply con-
nected domain. The effective model features oscillations in the Little-Parks
and Aharonov-Bohm spirit. We discuss also a similar question for the lowest
eigenvalue of the magnetic Laplacian.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. The Little-Parks effect. As the applied magnetic flux varies, superconduc-
tors undergo phase transitions between normal and superconducting states. The
Little-Parks effect is observed when the transition is non-monotone and exhibit os-
cillations between superconducting and normal phases [14]. Within the Ginzburg-
Landau theory, examples of this sort were provided previously in several settings:

a) Under a constant magnetic field, when imposing a Robin condition [7, 13] or
when restricting the superconducting sample to a thin domain [6, 10, 15, 16];

b) under Aharonov-Bohm magnetic fields [12];

¢) under certain positive non-homogeneous radial magnetic fields [6].

In this paper, we consider a strong local magnetic field and prove that oscillations
occur indefinitely in the Little-Parks spirit.

1.2. The local magnetic field. Consider two simply connected domains w, 2 C
R? such that @ C 2, and assume that their boundaries, Ow and 9f, are simple
smooth C' curves. By a local magnetic field we mean a non homogeneous magnetic
field of the form b1,2, where 2 = (0,0,1)", b > 0 and 1, is the characteristic
function of w,

1 ifzrew,
1w($):{0 ifr ¢ w. (1.1)

This is an example of a magnetic step, which has recently received considerable

attention in the context of superconductivity and spectral theory [1, 2, 3, 8]. Cor-

responding to the magnetic field b1,,2 is the magnetic flux
1 blw

¢:=— [ bl,dz =

1.2
2m Jq 2 ( )

We introduce the vector potential F : Q — R? defined as
F= (_aQ(bv 8l¢)7 (13)
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where ¢ is the unique solution of
2
“A¢ = |—7T|1w inQ, ¢=0ondQ,
w

and notice that F satisfies
2
curl F = |—7T|1w, divF=00nQ, andv-F =0 on 09, (1.4)
w
where v is the unit normal to 0f2 pointing inward 2. Hence, ®F is a vector potential
corresponding to the magnetic field 1,2, as curl(®F) = b1, in view of (1.2).

1.3. The Ginzburg-Landau model. Let us suppose that €2 is the cross section of
a cylindrical superconductor subject to the magnetic field b1,,2, with corresponding
magnetic flux ® in (1.2). As the magnetic flux ® increases, it is well known that
the superconductor undergoes a phase transition between the superconducting and
normal states. The state of superconductivity is described by a configuration (¢, A)
such that
v:Q—=C, A:Q—R?

with || representing the local density of superconductivity, curl A representing
the local induced magnetic field, and

J(h, A) :=Re(y, (-iV — A))c (1.5)
measures the supercurrent. At equilibrium, the physically interesting configurations
are the minimizers (or even critical points) of the energy functional

deA%—/<N4V—¢AWP—HWF+§W#+®ﬂwmA—FW>mu@&
Q

defined on the following function space

H={(y,A) € H(Q;C) x H' (% R?*): divA =00nQ, v-A =0 on dQ}. (1.7)
The definition of the functional £ involves a positive constant x called the Ginzburg-
Landau parameter, which is a characteristic of the superconducting material. Through-
out this paper, k will be fixed.

We introduce also the ground state energy E(®) of the functional £ as

E(®) = inf{€a(1), A): (), A) € H}. (18)

We say that a configuration (¢, A) is a minimizer of £ if (0, A) € H and €3 (¢, A) =
E(D).

1.4. The effective model. Our aim is to understand the behavior of E(®) and
the minimizing configurations in the limit of large ® (which by (1.2) is equivalent
to the limit of large b). We will show that the strong magnetic field in the interior
domain w will essentially force the minimizing 1 to be zero there. This motivates
the introduction of an effective functional, defined on the space

Ho ={(u,A) € H: u=0onw}, (1.9)
as
H2
Go(u,A) = / (|(—iV—fbA)u|2—f<a2|u|2+?|u|4) dx+<1>2/ | curl(A—F)[? da,
Qo Q
(1.10)
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where Qg := Q2 \ @. Note that Gg acts on configurations (u, A) where the function
u has support in the non-simply connected domain 3. We can and will view it
as being defined in Qg with a Dirichlet boundary condition v = 0 on dw. In fact,
thanks to the smoothness of dw, a function u belongs to the space

X(Qo) = {u€ H' (Q0;C): u =0 on dw} (1.11)

if and only if it has an extension u € H'(Q;C) and @ = 0 on w.

The functional Gg turns out to be the relevant approximation of the functional
&g in the limit of large ®. We describe this approximation in Theorem 1.1 below,
which involves the effective ground state energy that we define as

G(®) = inf{Gs(u,A): (u,A) € Ho}. (1.12)

Thanks to invariance under gauge transformations, it suffices to study G(®) for
0 < ® < 1. In fact, on €y, we define the function

Un(z) = exp <1n/ F- dr) , (1.13)
U(zs,x)

where z, is a fixed point in Qg and £(z., z) is any path in Qg connecting z, and z.
The definition of U, is independent of the choice of the path and the relevance of
U, is that it is C* smooth and satisfies (see [5, p. 21])

VU,, = inU,F on Q. (1.14)
Consequently, we have the following identity
U, ' (=iV — ®F)U,, = —iV — (& — n)F, (1.15)
which allows us to shift ® by an integer without changing the energy G(®).

Theorem 1.1. As ® — +oo, the ground state energies E(®) and G(®) introduced
in (1.8) and (1.12) satisfy

E(®) = G(®) + o(1).
Moreover, it holds the following.

i) The function ® — G(®) is periodic with period 1.

i) If 0 < @9 < 1 and (Yn, Ap)n>1 is a sequence such that, every (Vn,Ay) is
a minimzing configurations of E¢ for ® = &, := ®g + n, then there exists a
minimizer (us, Ay) € Ho of Go, and a subsequence (ny) such that

b, | = |us| in H'(Q;0),
Uy b, — uy in H(Q0; C),
J(ny, An,) = ju in L2 (5 R?),
where j. is defined as
j* = <U*7 (—1V — boA*)uQC
iii) If ® € N, then any minimizer (u, A) € Hoy of Go satisfies

We will prove Theorem 1.1 in Section 2.
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1.5. Oscillations for the effective model. Consider the magnetic Laplacian in
the non-simply connected domain Qg = Q \ @,

H = (—iV — OF)?, (1.16)

with Neumann boundary condition v - Vu = 0 on 052, and Dirichlet boundary
condition © = 0 on dw. Since we do not impose Neumann boundary condition on
the inner boundary dw, H{ differs from the Neumann realization considered in [9],
but it can still be studied using the same methods as in [9]. The operator Hg“ has
compact resolvent, its spectrum is purely discrete, and its lowest eigenvalue is

[(=1V — (I)F)UH%Q(QO)

)\?0 (@) = m
ue;(ézo) ull72 )

, (1.17)

where X' (€) is the space introduced in (1.11).
With the help of A{(®), we may characterize whether a minimizer of Gg is
identically zero or not. Actually, it is straightforward to verify that

Ao(d) < k2 = G(P) < 0, (1.18)

by using (tv, 0) as a trial state, with v a ground state of A (®) and ¢ > 0 sufficiently
small. Since G(®) < Gg(0) = 0, then denoting by ue a minimizer of Gy, we have
that ug is not identically zero whenever A\ (®) < x2.

The transition from ug = 0 to ug # 0 is then related to the monotonicity of the
eigenvalue )\?“ (®), which we would like to explore next. The diamagnetic inequality
yields that

AP (@) > A (0) > 0, (1.19)

and thanks to (1.15), the following holds.
Proposition 1.2 ([9, Theorem 1.1]). The function ® — M (®) is continuous,
periodic with period 1, non-constant, and its minimum is attained at ® = 0 while
its maximum is attained at ® = % Moreover,

AP (@ 4 3) = A(@ —3),

o o (1.20)

AP (@) > A2(0) (2 ¢N),

and
AL (@) < AP0 (1) ((I) ¢l N). (1.21)
Consequently, we get that a minimizer of ug oscillates between ug = 0 (normal
state) and ug # 0 (superconducting state) as ® varies.
Corollary 1.3.
A) There exists a positive constant ¢, € (0,1] such that the following is true. Sup-

pose that 0 < k < c,\/ AP (1/2), and consider the two sequences (¥, :==n — %)

2
and (®), :=n). Then, for alln € N, we have 0 < &, < &/ < &, 11 and

i) ue, =0 for any critical point (ug,,As,) of G, ;

ii) ug, # 0 for any minimizer (ug: , Ao ) of Gor .

B) If & > /X (1/2), then any minimizer (us, As) of Go satisfies ug # 0.
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1.6. The magnetic Laplacian with a local magnetic field. In order to in-
vestigate the occurrence of oscillations for the initial model in (1.6), one has to
study

—iV — ®F)ul?
O el ) 1.2
uGH;(éZ;C) HUHLz(Q)

the lowest eigenvalue of the magnetic Laplacian in L?(Q),
H = (—iV — OF)?, (1.23)

with Neumann boundary conditions v - Vu = 0 on 0f2. Subject to the local mag-
s

netic field ® curl F = %@LJ = bl,, this eigenvalue problem is also related to the

w
existence of discrete spectrum for locally deformed leaky wires [4].

Guided by Theorem 1.1, we anticipate that the eigenvalue )\?0 (®), introduced in
(1.17), approximates the eigenvalue \?(®) in the limit of large ®. This can likely
be obtained from [11] in the framework of norm resolvent convergence, but we give
here another proof which is closer to the one of Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.4. As ® — +oo, the eigenvalues N (®) and )\il“ (®) introduced in
(1.22) and (1.20) satisfy

AH(®@) = M2 (D) + o(1).

Notice that, by comparing with the Dirichlet problem in €y, we have the non-
asymptotic bound,

A{(@) < AP (D), V> 0. (1.24)
To prove Theorem 1.4, we will establish the matching asymptotic lower bound,
AH(@) > NP2 (D) + o(1). (1.25)

This will be done in Section 3. As a direct consequence of Theorem 1.4, we get that
the minimizers of the functional £¢ in (1.6) undergo indefinite oscillations between
the normal and superconducting phases.

Corollary 1.5. Suppose that 0 < k < c.\/ AP (1/2), where ¢, € (0,1) is a constant
independent of k and ®. There exist two sequences (D) and (P)) such that, for
alln € N, we have 0 < ®,, < @] < $p 41 and

i) Yo, =0 for any critical point (Vs,,As,) of Es,;

ii) e, #0 for any minimizer (Yo, , Ag: ) of Epr .

Moreover, if & > /A(1/2), then for all ® > 0, any minimizer (Yo, As) of Eo
satisfies g # 0.

To construct the sequences in the above corollary, we note that a minimizer of
&g is not identically zero whenever A\$}(®) < x2, and we use Proposition 1.2 and
Theorem 1.4 to construct (®,,) and (®/)) such that A(®,,) > x? and A\ (®')) < k2.

2. CONVERGENCE TO THE EFFECTIVE FUNCTIONAL

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1 and Corollary 1.3. In the various calcu-
lations, we will encounter, in addition to the flux ®, the integer and fractional
parts

|®| =sup{m € Z: m <D}, {P}=0—|D]. (2.1)
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We start by proving that the effective ground state energy is periodic with respect
to ®. For any ® > 0 and n > 0, we define the transformation

Lon(u,A) = (Unu, > i A+ i nF) .
Proposition 2.1. For all ® > 0, we have
G(®+1) = G(2),
where G(+) is introduced in (1.12). Moreover, withn = |®| and &g = {P}, we have
(ux, Ay) is @ minimizer of Go, < (u,A) = Lagn(us, Ay) is a minimizer of Go.
Proof. Let (u,A) € Ho, where Ho is the space introduced in (1.9). With @ = Uru

and A = %A + @LHF, the configuration (&, A) € Ho, and thanks to (1.15), we
have

Go11(2, A) = Ga(u, A).
Minimizing over (u, A) € Ho, we get G(®+1) = G(®), and if (u, A) is a minimizer
of Gg, then (@, A) is a minimizer of Gg1. By iteration, we cover the case where
b=y +nandn eN. ([l

Remark 2.2. Suppose that ® € N. Then, by Proposition 2.1, the set of minimizers
of Go is {(cUsus, F): ¢ € C with |¢| = 1}, where u, is the unique positive solution
of
—Au, = k%1 —u*)uon Qy, u.=0o0ndw, v-Vu=0ond

Consequently, for a minimizer (ug, F) of Gg, we have

lug| >0, j(ue,F)=Relus, (—iV — ®F)ug)c = 0.
In fact, ugp = cUspuy, with |¢| = 1 and u, real-valued, and by (1.13),

(ug, (—iV — ®F)ug)c = (ux, (—iV — OF + OF)u, )¢ = i, Vu,.

We next give a non-asymptotic upper bound on the ground state energy E(®).

Proposition 2.3. Let E(®) and G(®) be the ground state energies introduced in
(1.8) and (1.12) respectively. Then, for all ® > 0, we have

E(®) < G(®) < 0.

Proof. Firstly, G(®) < Go(0,F) = 0. Secondly, letting (u, A) € Hy be a minimizer
of G(®), we observe that (u, A) € H and E(®) < Eg(u, A) = Go(u, A) = G(®). O

To establish an asymptotic lower bound on E(®), we collect below some known
estimates on the minimizing configurations of the functional £ (see [5, Prop. 10.3.1
& Lem. 10.3.2]), where || - ||, denotes the standard norm on LP(€2).

Proposition 2.4. There exists a positive constant C such that, if ® > 0 and
(Yo, As) € H is a minimizer of Ep, then

. KR
[Vlle <1, (=Y = @A)Y[l2 < &[]z, [|ewl(A = F)ll2 < F 9|2,

and
Ck
1A~ Pl < Sl (22)
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Notice that (2.2) results from the curl-div inequality
lall2(0) < Call curlal| g1 (o)
valid for any vector field satisfying
ac H'Y(R?), curlac HY(Q;R), diva=0onQ, v-a=0ondQ.

The vector field a = A — F satisfies the aforementioned conditions and (see [5,
p. 143])

VEtcurl(A —F) = -0 1j(h,A) on Q, curl(A —F)=00n 0%, (2.3)

where V+ = (=0,,,0,,) and j(¢,A) is the supercurrent introduced in (1.5). We
get then (2.2) with C' = 2Cyq,.

Starting with any sequence of minimizing configurations of £, we can extract,
by a standard compactness argument, limits of the magnetic potential and the
modulus of the order parameter.

Proposition 2.5. Let (Yo,As)os0 C H be a family of configurations such that
(Yo, As) is a minimizer of E¢ for every ® > 0. Then, there exists a configuration
(P, a4) € Ho and a sequence (D,,) such that ®,, — +00 and

[Vo, | — px weakly in H*(Q;R) and strongly in L*(;R),
®,(Ag, — F) — a, weakly in H*(Q;R?) and strongly in H'(;R?).
Proof. Let pp = |¢3| and ag = P(A — F). Thanks to Proposition 2.4, we have
[balls <19, [I(=1V — @A) |5 < %0, [laa]|F2 o) < C*%|,
and by the diamagnetic inequality, we get
lpall3 + 1Vpell3 < (1 +#2)|€.

By the Banach—Alaoglu theorem, we get a sequence (®,,) and a weak limit (p., a.)
such that

®, — +00, ps, — p« weakly in H'(Q;R) and ag, — a, weakly in H?(Q; R?).

Thanks to the compact embeddings of H'(;R) and H?(;R?) in L?(Q;R) and
H'(Q;R?) respectively, we can arrange for the sequences to converge strongly in
L2(;R) and H'(Q;R?), respectively. The strong convergence in H'(2;R?) yields

diva, =0o0onQ, v-a,=0on9d9,

hence (p«,a,) € H. It remains to show that p, = 0 on w. For this, we write by
(2.2) and Cauchy’s inequality,

. 1 . ~
1(=1V — @AY |72, > §|\(—1V — OF)Y|72(,) — Cr2Q,
where C is a positive constant. Then, we use the min-max principle and write
. 1 ~
[(=iV — @A) [|72() > 5)\1 (OF, w)[[¢]172y — Cr?1Q,

where A\ (®F,w) is the lowest eigenvalue for (—iV — ®F)? in L?(w), with Neumann
boundary condition on w. Knowing that A\ (PF,w) — 400 as & — +oo (see [5,
Thm. 8.1.1]), we deduce that |pe,|/12() — 0, hence p. =0 on w. O

Our next task is to refine the convergence of the minimizing order parameter
when restricted to .
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Proposition 2.6. Let (Yo,As)os0 C H be a family of configurations such that
(Va,As) is a minimizer of Ep for every ® > 0. Then, there exists a sequence (P,,)
and a function u, € H*(Q;C) such that ®, — +o0o and

o, (Yo, As,) > G(®n) + o(1),
Ulp, (Y, = ¥ in H'(Q0;C),
Y. =0 on w,
where, for k € N, Uy, is the function introduced in (1.13).

Proof. The proof relies on a compactness argument and the extraction of a subse-
quence. To simplify the exposition, we will skip the reference to the subsequence.

For ® > 0, we write ® = ®y + n where n = [®] and &9 = {P} € [0,1).
Without loss of generality, we will assume that ®q is a fixed constant. Starting
from (¢, A) = (Yo, As), we put

p=1, u=up:=U ", a=agp:=PF+dA-F),
and we observe by (2.2) that
lallz2 o) < Co,
where Cj is a positive constant, independent of ®. Moreover, note that w is defined
on Qg, |u| = pla,, and the following identities hold in o,

(—iV —a)u = U, 1 (=iV — ®A),
(—iV — a)?u = U, }(—=iV — ®A)? = x*(1 — |u|?)u.
Consequently, with
0 < e <egg:=dist(Ow,09), Q. :={z € Q: dist(x,w) > e}, (2.4)
we have by Proposition 2.4 and elliptic estimates,
ullg2(q.) < Ce,

where C; depends on € but is independent of ®. Cantor’s diagonal argument yields
a sequence and a function u, € HIQOC(QO; C) such that, for 0 < e < &y,

u — u, weakly in H?(9;C) and strongly in H*(Q.;C), (2.5)
and by Propositions 2.4 and 2.5,
[tsfloe <1,
p — ps in L2(R) with p,|, =0, (2.6)
a— ®F +a, in H'(Q;R?).
Consequently, |u.| = p«|q,. Moreover, by monotone convergence
/ |(=iV — @A, )u.|*dz = lim |(=iV — @A, )u.|? d,
Q0 e=0+ Jo,
where
A, = F+®,'a, if &9 >0,
F if ®y = 0,
and we have by (2.5)-(2.6) and Proposition 2.4,

Ve € (0,¢e0), / |(=iV — @A, )u.[* dz < limsup [ [(—iV — ®A)y|* dz < £%|Q),
Q. o—+o00 JO
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hence it follows that

/ |(=iV — @A )u.|? do < K29
Q0

Thus, we have (u., A.) € Ho and, for 0 < e < e,
E(®) = &a(¢, A)

2
> / (|(—iV —a)ul® + K—|u|4) do — /12/ p? da +/ | curlal? dz.
Q. 2 Q Q

Sending ® — 400 (along the sequence (®,,)) and then e — 0, we get by monotone
convergence

liminf E(®) > Gg, (us, Ax) > G(Py).

b, >+o0

To finish the proof, we use Propositions 2.3 and 2.1, and this yields that (u., A.)
is a minimizer of Gg, . O

Collecting Proposition 2.3 and 2.6, we get the conclusion of Theorem 1.1. Corol-
lary 1.3 also results from a standard argument, and we refer to the proof of [12,
Corollary 1.5] for details.

3. THE EFFECTIVE EIGENVALUE AND OSCILLATIONS UNDER LOCAL FIELDS

In this section we prove Theorem 1.4, from which Corollary 1.5 follows by a
standard argument (see [12, Proof of Thm. 1.7(2)]).

For every @ > 0, let ug denote a normalized ground state of A(®). Similar to
Proposition 2.5, we can prove that the function pg := |ug| is bounded in H'(2;R).

Proposition 3.1. There ezist positive constants Cy, @1 such that, for all ® > P4,
we have

lpall g1 (@r) < C1

C
SRS

Proof. The first inequality is the consequence of Proposition 1.2 and the non-
asymptotic bound in (1.24). The second inequality follows from the min-max prin-
ciple,

and

)\1(<I>F,w)/ pal? dz < AT (D),

where A1 (®F, ) is the lowest eigenvalue for (—iV — ®F)? in L?(w), with Neumann
boundary condition on w. We obtain the desired inequality thanks to the known
asymptotics A (PF,w) ~ Og| curl F|®, where Oy & 0.59 is the de Gennes constant
(see [5, Thm. 8.1.1]). O

Next we define the function vg on g as
ve = U, tug, n=|P],

where U, is the function introduced in (1.13). Similar to Proposition 2.6, we can
prove that vg is bounded locally in H?().
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Proposition 3.2. Let 0 < € < g¢ := dist(Ow, 9N). There exist positive constants
Ce, D, such that, for all & > &, we have
lvall 2 0.:c) < C-,
where Q. is introduced in (2.4).
Proof. With &y = {®}, we have
(—iV — ®oF)%vg = A (b)vg on Q.
The bound in H?(€2.,C) is the result of elliptic L? estimates. O

Remark 3.3. Thanks to Proposition 3.1, the function vg is almost normalized in
L?(Qp); in fact, we have as ® — +o00,

/ lvg|?dr =14+ O(1/®).
Q0

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Thanks to (1.24), we have
limsup (A (@) — AT (®)) <0,
d—+oo

so it suffices to show that

o Q Q
lim inf (A}'(®) = X} (®)) > 0.
If this does not hold, then there exist a positive constant ¢, and an unbounded set
7 C Ry such that,
VO eZ, MN(®) - AP(D) < —c,. (3.1)
Since (ps)acr is bounded in H'(2;R), and (ve)aer is bounded in H?(Q;C) for
every € < g, there are functions
ps € HY(Q;R), w, € HE.(Q0;C),
and a sequence (®y) C Z such that
P — +o0, {(I)k} — o, € [0, 1],
and
pa, — p« strongly in L*(Q;R), wve, — v. strongly in H*(Q.).
Moreover, we have

[ 19 = (P, e = [ |19 — BB )ua, e < A2(®0) < A2(1/2),

€ €

so that, by taking & — +o0o then ¢ — 04 we have by monotone convergence
/ Vo, | dz < [|[F|1Z, + AP (1/2).
Qo

Thus, v« € H'(Qo;C) and |v.| = p.. By Proposition 3.1 we get that p.|s. = 0,
hence v, s, = 0, and by Remark 3.3, we have fﬂo |v.]?do = 1.
Finally, for ever 0 < € < g¢, we have

A0 2 [ (7 = (@) F)u e,

€

and by taking k — 400, we get
lim sup A\ (@) > / |(—iV — ®.F)v,|? dz,
Qs

k—+oo
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then by taking e — 0, we get by monotone convergence and the min-max principle

lim sup A} (@) > / [(=iV — &, F)v, 2 dz > A (D.),
Qo

k— oo

and eventually

limsup (AP (@) — AT (@) > 0

k— o0

which violates (3.1). O
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