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Motivated by the generation by optical pulses of non-thermal distributions of nuclear spins in
quantum dots we investigate the effect of optical pulses applied to Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS)
superconductors. Using time-dependent mean-field theory formulated with Anderson pseudospins,
we study the electronic configurations and the energy deposited in the system by optical pulses. The
pulses are included by Peierls substitution and we study short rectangular pulses as well as idealized
δ pulses. Already a few and even a single pulse generates highly non-trivial distributions of electron
expectation values which we simulate numerically and explain analytically based on the linearization
of the equations of motion. These results suggest so far unexplored experimental possibilities for
the optical control of superconducting states.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) theory of
superconductivity was first established [1], many differ-
ent experiments with continuous irradiation [2–4] were
carried out to investigate whether an increase of the crit-
ical current and of the energy gap can be reached in this
way. In thin-film bridges, an increase of the critical cur-
rent could be reached [2, 3]. However, this approach did
not enhance the gap in a measurable way in similar ex-
periments with tunnel junctions [3].

Recent advances in the generation of ultrashort pulses
have enabled further studies using terahertz (THz)
pump-probe setups [5, 6]. These pulses allow the in-
vestigation of non-adiabatic excitations, for instance, for
exciting Higgs modes, because they are fast enough to
shake the Cooper pair condensate and their THz carrier
frequency is in the same range as the typical gap en-
ergy ∆/h divided by the Planck constant h. This has
renewed the theoretical interest in the BCS model, in
particular in the non-equilibrium regime. Many studies
investigated quenches, i.e., instantaneous changes of the
order parameter or the coupling constant. Some focus
on the resulting dynamics of the order parameter [7–11],
others on the excitation of collective modes such as the
Higgs mode or the Anderson-Bogoliubov (phase) mode
[12–14]. In addition, many studies on the response in-
duced by external electromagnetic fields were carried out
[15–17].

The mean-field dynamics of the BCS model share great
similarities with those of the central spin model [18].
The latter describes the electron spin dynamics in singly
charged quantum dots for which it has been established
experimentally [19–21] and theoretically [22–26] that pe-
riodic pulses lead to quasi-stationary states favoring pe-
riodic revival of the spin polarization. This enhances the
coherence of the central spin significantly which can be
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useful for applications such as quantum state purification
[27]. The appearance of commensurate structures in the
distribution of nuclear spins of quantum dots by optical
pulses motivates us to look for similar non-trivial effects
in related systems. Here we investigate which structures
are induced by optical pulses applied to BCS supercon-
ductors. Hence, this study is complementary to the nu-
merous studies investigating THz pulses.

We investigate the effect of optical pulses on the elec-
tronic configurations in the BCS model. Two different
pulse shapes are considered: a rectangular pulse and an
idealized δ pulse. The aim is to simulate and to analyze
the pulse-induced distribution of expectation values theo-
retically in order to motivate experimental studies of this
type and to predict the results to be expected. This will
extend the possibilities of actively controlling matter.

This article is organized as follows: In Sect. II, we in-
troduce the model including the description of the elec-
tromagnetic pulse. Subsequently, we investigate rectan-
gular pulses in Sect. III and in particular the influence of
the pulse duration. In Sect. IV, we examine an instanta-
neous δ pulses and the influence of the delay time. We
conclude our analysis in Sect. V.

II. MODEL

The Hamiltonian for s-wave BCS superconductors is
given by

HBCS =
∑
k,σ

εkc
†
k,σck,σ − V

N

∑
k,k′

c†k,↑c
†
−k,↓c−k′,↓ck′,↑, (1)

where c
(†)
k,σ are the fermionic annihilaton (creation) oper-

ators with spin σ ∈ {↑, ↓} and εk the electronic disper-
sion. The second term describes the attractive electron-
electron interaction with V > 0 between the electrons
of the Cooper pairs. It results from the elimination of
the electron-phonon interaction, for instance by unitary
transformations, see, e.g., Ref. 28. Since the relevant en-
ergies are much smaller than the Fermi energy εF, we
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consider the energy difference

εk =
ℏ2k2

2m
− εF. (2)

The order parameter

∆ =
V

N

∑
k′

⟨c−k′,↓ck′,↑⟩ (3)

is also the energy gap of the system. The binding energy
of a single Cooper pair is given by 2∆ which is also the
energy of a Higgs boson [29, 30].

The Anderson pseudospin operators [18, 31]

σz
k =

(
c†k,↑ck,↑ + c†−k,↓c−k,↓ − 1

)
/2 (4a)

σ+
k = c†k,↑c

†
−k↓ (4b)

σ−
k = c−k,↓ck,↑ (4c)

have all properties of spin- 12 operators. Thus, we can uti-
lize the same methods as for spin systems to analyze the
Hamiltonian and its dynamics. We rewrite the Hamilto-
nian with the pseudospin operators in the form

HBCS =
∑
k

2εkσ
z
k − V

N
L+L− with L =

∑
k

σk (5)

where we used bold face symbols to denote vectors which
we continue to do below. Then, the self-consistency im-
plies

∆(t) = ∆x(t)− i∆y(t) =
V

N

∑
k′

⟨σ−
k (t)⟩. (6)

Now we apply mean-field BCS theory where the effec-
tive field seen by each pseudospin σk is replaced by the
quantum mechanical expectation values

bk(t) = (−2∆x(t),−2∆y(t), 2εk)
⊤. (7)

The resulting Hamiltonian

HBCS =
∑
k

bk · σk (8)

induces the equations of motion

σ̇k = i[HBCS,σk] = bk × σk. (9)

Now, we can easily take the quantum mechanical expec-
tation value

sk(t) = 2⟨σk(t)⟩ (10)

because the equations of motion are linear. The resulting
classical equations read

ṡk = bk × sk (11)

with

bk = (−V Jx,−V Jy, 2εk)
⊤ (12)

and

J =
1

N

∑
k′

sk′ . (13)

As the complex phase of the order parameter is con-
stant due to particle-hole symmetry [32], we can choose
∆ such that ∆ is real, i.e., ∆y = 0, for simplicity. Then
the self-consistency equation simplifies to

∆(t) =
V

N

∑
k′

s−k (t)

2
=

1

2

V

N

∑
k′

sxk′(t). (14)

This also implies Jy = 0 and the equations of motion re-
duce to

ṡxk = −2εks
y
k (15a)

ṡyk = 2εks
x
k + V Jxs

z
k (15b)

ṡzk = −V Jxs
y
k. (15c)

The initial conditions are given by the ground state of
the BCS model

⟨c†k,↑ck,↑⟩ =
1

2
− εk

2Ek
, ⟨c−k,↓ck,↑⟩ =

∆

2Ek
(16)

with the quasiparticle energy Ek =
√

ε2k + |∆|2. The
equilibrium state is characterized by

sxk =
∆

Ek
, syk = 0, szk = − εk

Ek
(17)

for the Anderson pseudospins. Note that these values
represent a static solution of the self-consistency equa-
tions (14).

We use the Peierls substitution [33] to include the elec-
tromagnetic field of the pulse in the model. First, we
consider the tight-binding model

H0 = −
N∑

i,j=1

tijc
†
i cj − µ

N∑
i=1

c†i ci. (18)

The electromagnetic field couples the hopping to tij . Us-
ing the Hamiltonian gauge [34] we set ϕ(r, t) = 0 and the
hopping term is changed by phase resulting from the vec-
tor potential. This vector potential for a sinusoidal field
is given by

A(t) =
cE

γ
cos(γt), (19)

where γ is the angular frequency and E the amplitude of
this electromagnetic field while the speed of light is given
by c. For calculational simplicity, we consider a diagonal
orientation of the vector potential, i.e., A is oriented in
the (1,1,1) spatial direction so that all nearest-neighbor
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hopping elements are affected in the same way. Inserting
the vector potential into the Peierls substitution

tij → tij exp

(
− ie

ℏc

∫ Rj

Ri

A(r, t)dr

)
(20)

and averaging over the oscillations [35] in the spirit of a
Magnus expansion [36], we obtain

tij → tijJ0

(
E0

γ

)
with E0 =

eaE

ℏ
(21)

with the zeroth Bessel function J0 and the lattice con-
stant a.

Averaging over the oscillations is well justified because
we focus on optical pulses. Even though they are short on
an absolute scale of picoseconds, they are still long rela-
tive to a single oscillation period and, expressed reversely,
the oscillations are fast relative to the pulse duration. In
addition, they are fast relative to the internal time scales
of the superconductors. Their energy (ℏγ ≈ 1 eV) is by
about three orders of magnitude higher than the value
given by the superconducting gap ∆ ≈ 1meV. The cor-
rections to the averaged Hamiltonian can be estimated
to be of the order ∆/(ℏγ).

In the BCS model, the effect of the optical pulse on
the energies εk consists in the reduction [33, 35]

εk → εkJ0

(
E0

γ

)
(22)

during the pulse. Our estimate is that the argument
E0/γ of the Bessel function is much less than 1 so that
J0 is close to 1.

In experiments, a typical material [37] is NbN with
a lattice constant of aNbN = 4.39× 10−10 m. Usually, an
optical pulse [38] has a photon energy of ℏγ = 2.2 eV and
a length of tpuls = 100 fs or longer. The amplitude is
approximately E ≈ 9.5× 108 V/m. With these param-
eters, we obtain approximately γtpuls/(2π) ≈ 50 oscilla-
tions during one pulse. Thus, we consider the approxi-
mation to use the averaged Hamiltonian as well justified
for pulses of at least tpuls = 100 fs. If the pulse duration
reaches 1 ps it comprises even 500 oscillations. In addi-
tion, we estimate the argument of the Bessel function

eaE

ℏγ
≈ 0.19, (23)

yielding

J0 ≈ 0.99. (24)

III. RECTANGULAR PULSE

We consider a rectangular pulse as shown in Fig. 1. Us-
ing the Peierls substitution, the energies εk are modified

during the pulse by the constant factor J0. As we con-
sider a diagonal orientation of the vector field, all compo-
nents of the pseudospin are affected by this substitution
which simplifies the calculation. We do not expect that
this particular orientation has a big effect on the results.

𝑡pulse 𝑇rep

𝜀𝑘 ⋅ 𝐽0

𝜀𝑘

𝑡

FIG. 1. Time dependence of the effective εk due to the Peierls
substitution and the averaging for a rectangular pulse.

Unless otherwise stated, the initial value of the order
parameter ∆0 is chosen to be 1meV. The BCS interac-
tion is constant up to a cutoff that is given by the Debye
frequency [28] which we choose to be εc = 50meV for
the dispersion. The simulation was realized for N = 105

equidistant discrete energies between −εc to εc measured
relative to the Fermi energy. The results will illustrate
that it is indeed necessary to choose such a fine discretiza-
tion.

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
𝑡 [ns]

0.98

1.00

1.02

1.04

𝛥
[m

eV
]

dynamics
pulse

1
FIG. 2. Dynamics of the superconducting order parameter.
The pulse itself is shown in orange in arbitrary units. The
blue oscillations are too fast to be resolved. The initial gap
is ∆0 = 1meV, the pulse depth is J0 = 0.99 and the pulse
duration tpuls = 1ps.

To illustrate the effect of a train of rectangular pulses,
we choose the value of the Bessel function to be J0 = 0.99,
the pulse duration tpuls = 1ps, and the repetition rate
of the pulses Trep = 100 ps. The resulting dynamics of
the order parameter ∆ are shown in Fig. 2. It con-
sists of fast sinusoidal oscillations which are not resolved
in Fig. 2 with an envelope decaying like 1√

t
similar to
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the dynamics after a quench [9, 10, 32, 39–41]. The
decay differs slightly from pulse to pulse and the aver-
age order parameter ∆ave around which the order pa-
rameter oscillates decreases with each pulse. This is an
expected behavior because quenches yield the long-time
limit ∆∞ < ∆0 [10, 39]. So it is natural that each pulse
reduces the order parameter by a certain amount because
it perturbs the superconducting order and deposits en-
ergy in the system, see also below.

−40 −20 0 20 40
𝜀 [meV]

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0 𝑠𝑥

𝑠𝑦

𝑠𝑧

1
FIG. 3. Expectation values of the pseudospins at t = 0 (thin
black solid lines) and at t = Trep, i.e., just before the second
pulse (thick dashed colored lines).

In Fig. 3 the distribution of the expectation values
of the pseudospin just before the second pulse, i.e., at
t = Trep, is depicted. For comparison, the initial distri-
bution (17) is shown in black. After the pulse, some pseu-
dospin values are amplified while others are suppressed
depending on εk. This can be seen in more detail in
Fig. 4. The distances between the peaks seem to be con-
stant while the height of the peaks decreases with in-
creasing energy εk. In addition, there is a finer structure
in the peaks that is shown in the inset. To examine this
further, we will focus on sy because the effects are easier
to discern in the y component than in the other com-
ponents because the y component is initially zero for all
εk.

A. Pseudospin distribution

To analyze the pseudospin distribution after the first
pulse, we examine its envelope first. The behavior
strongly resembles a sinc function

f(x) = a

∣∣∣∣ sin(b(x+ c))

x+ c

∣∣∣∣ (25)

so that we use it as fit function. The resemblance of the
envelope to a sinc function provides evidence that the en-
velope is essentially given by the Fourier transform of the

0 10 20 30 40 50
𝜀 [meV]

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06

𝑠𝑦

0.000

0.001

Upper envelope
Fit

1
FIG. 4. Upper envelope of the y component of the spin dis-
tribution after the first pulse and a delay time tdel = Trep. It
is fitted by a sinc function as given in Eq. (25).

rectangular pulse shape. This can indeed be underpinned
by an analytical approximation for the pseudospin distri-
bution the details of which are provided in App. A. We
find that the y component after a pulse can be approxi-
mated by

syk,1(t) = 2
∆0

Ek,0
(J0 − 1)εk,0tpuls

· cos
(
2Ek,0

(
t− tpuls

2

))
sinc (Ek,0tpuls) .

(26)

The fit as displayed in Fig. 4 is done for negative and
positive energies εk separately. It is noticeable that the
envelope decays slightly faster than the sinc function. For
low energies, the fit remains slightly below the envelope,
but for higher energies, the amplitude of the fit is above
the envelope. In contrast, the positions of the nodes are
quite accurately reproduced by the fit.

The finding that the sinc function in Eqs. (25) and (26),
respectively, results from the Fourier transform indicates
that the distance ∆ε between the nodes depends on the
pulse duration tpuls. Hence, we expect

∆ε =
π

b
=

π

tpuls
. (27)

This relation is confirmed by the fit parameters for simu-
lations with various J0 and pulse durations tpuls in Fig. 5
where a very good agreement between the fitted bsinc and
tpuls is established.

B. Energy deposited by a pulse

In addition to the distribution of the pseudospin val-
ues, we are interested in the energy deposited by the pulse
in the superconductor. To this end, we must know the
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0 1 2 3 4 5
𝑡pulse [ps]

0

1

2

3

4

5

6
𝑏 s

in
c

[p
s]

fit of positive half
fit of negative half
𝑏sinc = (1.022 ± 0.002) 𝑡pulse

1
FIG. 5. Fit parameter bsinc found from the sinc fit plotted as
function of the pulse duration tpuls. The linear fit shows the
agreement between both quantities.

total energy for given pseudospin values. In mean-field
theory, the mean-field Hamiltonian in Eq. 8 reads

HMF =
∑
k

bk · σk with bk =

−2∆x

−2∆y

2εk

 .

Taking its expectation value (10) leads to

E = ⟨H⟩ = 1

2

∑
k

b̃k · sk. (28)

But this overcounts the interaction energy by a factor
of two [42]. To obtain the correct energy, bk has to be
modified according to

b̃k = (−∆x, −∆y, 2εk). (29)

Using the initial value ∆y = 0 and

∆x =
V

2N

∑
k′

sxk′ =
V

2
Jx (30)

we can simplify E to

E =
∑
k

(
εks

z
k − V

4
Jxs

x
k

)
. (31)

With this relation, we evaluate the energy per pseudospin
before and after the pulse to determine the energy differ-
ences and sum over all of them.

In Fig. 6, the total energy difference is plotted as a
function of the pulse depth J0 for various pulse dura-
tions tpuls encoded by the given color scale. The lines are
quadratic fits

∆E(1− J0) = a(1− J0)
2 (32)

0.00 0.05 0.10
(1 − 𝐽0)

0.000

0.002

0.004

0.006

Δ
𝐸

[m
eV

]

1

2

3

4

5

𝑡 p
ul

se
[p

s]

1
FIG. 6. Energy difference induced by one pulse as a function
of the pulse depth (1− J0). Each color represents a different
pulse duration tpuls. Note the non-monotonic evolution of the
parabolae upon increasing pulse duration.

which describe the dependence nicely. This is in accor-
dance with Fermi’s golden rule which states that the en-
ergy intake is proportional to the modulus of the squared
matrix element. The latter is proportional to the pulse
depth (1 − J0). Close inspection of Fig. 6 reveals that
there is no monotonic behavior of the prefactor a as func-
tion of the pulse duration tpuls. This observation requires
further investigation.

0 1 2 3 4 5
𝑡pulse [ps]

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

𝑎
[m

eV
]

1
FIG. 7. Fit parameter a of the quadratic fit (32) of Fig. 6.
The non-monotonic oscillatory behavior is clearly visible.

In Fig. 7 the parameter of the fits of Fig. 6 are plotted
against the pulse duration. There is a clear oscillatory
dependence on the pulse duration tpuls discernible. The
same oscillations can be seen in the explicit energy dif-
ference as a function of the pulse duration tpuls for given
pulse depth as is depicted in Fig. 8. Here, we also find
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that the frequency of the oscillation does not depend sig-
nificantly on the pulse depth J0. To quantify this behav-
ior, we fit the data by the function

∆E(tpuls) = a sin(btpuls + φ)e−dtpuls + c (33)

in order to extract the angular frequencies b; they are
given in Tab. I. The left table illustrates the weak de-
pendence on the pulse depth. The right table shows that
the oscillation frequency scales with the initial order pa-
rameter ∆0. There is roughly a factor of 2 between both
quantities ℏb/∆0 ≈ 2. Our data (not shown) indicates
that this factor applies to weak pulses and grows upon
increasing pulse depth.

0 1 2 3 4 5
𝑡pulse [ps]

0.000

0.002

0.004

0.006

Δ
𝐸

[m
eV

]

1 − 𝐽0 = 0.01
1 − 𝐽0 = 0.02
1 − 𝐽0 = 0.04

1 − 𝐽0 = 0.06
1 − 𝐽0 = 0.10

1
FIG. 8. Energy difference induced by one pulse as a function
of the pulse duration tpuls. The black dotted lines show the
fits to the data according to Eq. 33.

1− J0 b [meV / ℏ]

0.01 2.14± 0.02
0.02 2.21± 0.02
0.04 2.37± 0.01
0.06 2.52± 0.01
0.10 2.84± 0.01

∆0 [meV] b [meV / ℏ]
1− J0 = 0.01 1− J0 = 0.04

0.25 0.5 ± 0.1 0.55± 0.01
0.5 1.10± 0.01 1.25± 0.01
1.0 2.14± 0.02 2.37± 0.01
2.0 4.17± 0.02 4.53± 0.02
4.0 8.20± 0.02 8.74± 0.02

TABLE I. Angular frequency b of the deposited energy as
a function of the pulse depth 1− J0 (left table) for ini-
tial ∆0 = 1meV and as a function of the initial order pa-
rameter ∆0 (right table) for pulse depths 1− J0 = 0.01 and
1− J0 = 0.04.

For completeness, we provide results for the deposited
energy for various initial values of ∆0 in Fig. 9 vs. the
pulse duration.

0 1 2 3 4 5
𝑡pulse [ps]

0.0000

0.0001

0.0002

0.0003

Δ
𝐸

[m
eV

]

𝛥0 = 0.25 meV
𝛥0 = 0.50 meV
𝛥0 = 1.00 meV

𝛥0 = 2.00 meV
𝛥0 = 4.00 meV

1
FIG. 9. Energy difference induced by one pulse as a function
of the pulse duration tpuls for various initial order parameters
∆0 at a pulse depth of 1− J0 = 0.01. The black dotted lines
indicate the fits according to Eq. 33.

These observations clearly reveal that the pulses induce
to a precession of the pseudospins which depends on the
duration of the pulse and on the initial order parameters.
Naively, one would have assumed that longer pulses al-
ways change the system more than shorter pulses, i.e.,
put more energy into them. This is suggested by the
naive application of Fermi’s golden rule neglecting co-
herent effects. Yet, this turns out to be not appropriate.
The dynamics we are investigating here is coherent on the
time scale of the pulses and the considered delay. Note
that we have not included a relaxation mechanism in the
model beyond dephasing. Thus, the pulse can put energy
into the superconductor, but it can also take it out again.
We find that the angular frequency of these oscillations
corresponds roughly to b ≈ 2∆0/ℏ which is the frequency
of the Higgs mode. The ratio ℏb/∆0 is closest to 2 for
weak pulses with a decreasing trend for increasing gap
values, see Tab. I.

IV. δ PULSE

Until now, we varied the parameters of the pulse, but
not the repetition time of the pulses Trep between the
pulses. In order to avoid an overwhelming amount of
structural details we want to simplify the pulses before
addressing the influence of Trep. We achieve this by elim-
inating the dependence on the pulse duration by using
idealized δ pulses, i.e., instantaneous pulses. We approx-
imate the rectangular pulse by a δ pulse with the same
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area (1− J0)tpuls. Note that this appears counterintu-
itive since an infinite depth 1− J0 → ∞ does not make
sense as renormalization of the dispersion by an optical
pulse. But we will show that this idealization of rectangu-
lar pulses works quite well and helps simplifying further
investigations.

At first, we rewrite the time-dependent εk as a sum of
a constant and a time-dependent rectangular function

εk(t) = εk,0 +∆εk · rect
(
t mod Trep

tpuls
− 1

2

)
(34)

with ∆εk = −(1− J0)εk,0, where the rectangular func-
tion is defined as

rect(t) =

{
0, |t| > 1

2

1, |t| < 1
2

. (35)

This represents the rectangular pulse as shown above in
Fig. 1.

If we take the limit tpuls → 0 while keeping the area
of the pulse (1− J0)tpuls constant, the prefactor ∆εk of
the rectangular function diverges to ∞. Then, this term
dominates in the equations of motion. Neglecting all non-
diverging terms in the equations, we arrive at equations
that describe a simple rotation about the z axis with
angular frequency 2∆εk = 2(J0 − 1)εk,0 having set ℏ = 1.
Then, the effect of the pulse is fully captured by the
rotation matrix

sk(tpuls) =

cos(φk) − sin(φk) 0
sin(φk) cos(φk) 0

0 0 1

 sk(0) (36a)

with the rotation angle

φk = 2∆εktpuls (36b)
= 2(J0 − 1)εk,0tpuls =: −2φεk,0. (36c)

The parameters J0 and tpuls are combined to the pa-
rameter φ = (1− J0)tpuls which we keep constant in the
idealization by keeping the rectangular area constant. In
this way, we reduce the dynamics during the pulse to an
instantaneous rotation around the z axis. Solving the
whole dynamics means that we alternate between the
original equations of motion (15) between the pulses and
the instantaneous rotation (36a). This corresponds to the
pulse shape of a δ, significantly simplifies the numerics,
and reduces the number of parameters.

First, we compare the results of rectangular pulses and
the δ pulse to investigate if the idea to approximate the
rectangular pulse by an instantaneous one makes sense.
In Figs. 10 and 11, we compare the dynamics of the order
parameter for several rectangular pulses of the same area
to the dynamics of a δ pulse with the same area. The
agreement between the shortest rectangular pulse and the
δ pulse is good enough to conclude that the rectangular
pulse converges reasonably well to the δ pulse in the limit
tpuls → 0. This can also be confirmed by a comparison

0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10
𝑡 [ns]

0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

1.20

𝛥
[m

eV
]

𝐽0 = 0.99
𝐽0 = 0.98
𝐽0 = 0.95
𝐽0 = 0.90

𝐽0 = 0.80
𝐽0 = 0.60
𝛿 pulse

1
FIG. 10. Comparison of the dynamics for different rectan-
gular pulses of the same area (1− J0)tpuls = 0.01 ps and the
corresponding δ pulse. The convergence of the results for the
rectangular pulses with decreasing duration to the δ pulse is
good.

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
𝑡 [ns]

0.8

0.9

1.0
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1
FIG. 11. Comparison of the dynamics for trains of different
rectangular pulses of the same area (1− J0)tpuls = 0.01 ps and
the corresponding train of δ pulses. Five pulses with a repe-
tition time of Trep = 100 ps are shown.

of the distributions of the pseudospin expectation values
after the first pulse, i.e., at t = Trep = 100 ps.

Figure 12 shows the envelope of the y component of
the pseudospin expectation values after a single pulse,
but with a certain delay of tdel = 100 ps. As was to be
expected the nodes of the envelope vanish for the δ pulse
because we established an inverse relationship between
the distance between the nodes and the pulse duration.
Hence the distance tends to infinity for vanishing pulse
duration. The convergence to the result induced by the
δ pulse is satisfactory, but far from perfect which has to
be kept in mind for the subsequent investigations.
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FIG. 12. Comparison of the envelopes of the pseudospin dis-
tribution after a delay time tdel = 100 ps after a single pulse.

In order to study the effect of the time between the
pulses quantitatively, we first focus on a single pulse and
compute the pseudospin values after some delay time tdel
after this pulse in Fig. 13. It can be seen that the en-
velope does hardly change while the oscillations in the
fine structure are strongly modified. To analyze these
modifications, we calculate the distances between neigh-
boring zeros in the fine structure and plot them in Fig. 14
vs. the energy ε. Close to ε = 0, the node distances are
quite large, but converge quickly to a constant value for
increasing ε. We display the distances δ0 in the converged
regime at large ε against the inverse delay time 1/tdel in
Fig. 15. This unambiguously shows that the converged
distances are given by c/tdel with the prefactor a = π

2 ℏ;
recall that we set ℏ to one in the calculations. Thus, the
energy interval of a full oscillation is given by ℏπ/tdel.

−2 −1 0 1 2
𝜀 [meV]

−0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

𝑠𝑦 𝑘

𝛿0

𝑡del = 150 ps
𝑡del = 50 ps

1
FIG. 13. Zoom of the pseudospin distribution at different
delay times after a pulse.
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𝑡del = 150 ps
𝑡del = 200 ps
𝑡del = 500 ps
𝑡del = 1000 ps

1
FIG. 14. Analysis of the oscillation period of the pseudospin
values as function of the delay time tdel after a pulse. The
distances between the zeros are plotted vs. the energy ε. The
dashed lines indicate the converged limit for high energies ε.

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
𝑡−1

del [ps−1]

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05
𝛿 0

[m
eV

]
𝑎 = (1.034 55 ± 0.000 02) ps meV

= (0.250 154 ± 0.000 004) h
≈ 𝜋

2
ℏ

1
FIG. 15. The limits shown by dashed lines in Fig. 14 are
compared to the inverse delay time t−1

del. The linear fit works
perfectly.

In App. A, we show that the y component at a time
delay tdel after a pulse is approximated by

syk,1(tdel) = −2
∆0

Ek,0
φεk,0 cos (2Ek,0tdel) . (37)

Thus, for a given delay time tdel, the pseudospin distri-
bution is proportional to

cos (2Ek,0tdel) = cos

(
2tdel

√
ε2k +∆2

0

)
(38a)

≈ cos (2tdelεk) for εk ≫ ∆0, (38b)

i.e., to cosine. As we are investigating the pseudospin
distribution vs. εk, the prefactor of εk in the argument of
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the cosine is a time given by 2tdel. Hence, the distance
between two zeros takes the value

δ0 =
π

2
t−1
del. (39)

The same factor occurs in the approximation (26) for the
rectangular pulse, which again corroborates that the δ
pulse induces the same fine structure as the rectangular
pulse except for the sinc envelope.

V. CONCLUSION

The present study was motivated by the unconven-
tional structures [23, 25, 26] and the reduction of en-
tropy [27] that can be achieved by periodic trains of op-
tical pulses applied to the electron spin in quantum dots
with hyperfine interaction to their baths of nuclear spins.
These systems are conveniently described by central spin
models. In the Anderson pseudospin formalism the time-
dependent mean-field theory for BCS superconductors
bears strong similarity with the central spin model used
for the spins in quantum dots. Hence, a study of the
effects of optical pulses and trains of them on supercon-
ductors was called for and represents the main goal of
the present study. Indeed, remarkable structures in the
distribution of modes appeared.

We numerically investigated the BCS model under
the influence of optical pulses. Their electromagnetic
field couples to the superconducting electrons through
Peierls substitution. For optical pulses the effect of the
fast oscillating fields is to reduce the bare dispersion
upon averaging over these oscillations. We found non-
equilibrium structures in the occupation of the electronic
modes stemming from such perturbations of the super-
conductors. The structures depend on the amplitude and
duration of the pulses. We found a detailed rich distri-
bution of the expectation values of the pseudospins of
which the envelope is governed by the Fourier transform
of the pulse shape and the fast oscillations by the delay
time elapsed after the pulse. This is confirmed by an an-
alytical approximation based on the linearization of the
equations of motion. In addition, we found a periodic
dependence of the energy deposited in the system on the
duration of the pulses. The periodicity can be explained
by the coherent precession of the pseudospins such that
the overall effect depends roughly on whether half revolu-
tions fit into the pulse or not, i.e., the angular frequency
of the periodicity is given by 2∆0 where ∆0 is the initial
superconducting gap. The factor of 2 appears in the limit
of very weak pulses only.

The fascinating structures that our theoretical simu-
lations unearthed call for experimental verification. It
would be highly interesting to investigate how such struc-
tures appear in experiments, i.e., in conventional su-
perconductors which are pumped by ultrashort optical
pulses. The results presented here provide a guideline to
such experiments by showing what is to be expected. For

realization, of course, one must be aware of the effects of
heating. These do not appear in our treatment where we
average the effect of the Peierls phases on the hopping.
We stress that our setup does not require any particular
value of the optical frequency as long as fopttpuls ≫ 1 and
hfopt/∆0 ≫ 1 holds. The material system best suited
for realization should have a transparency window, i.e., a
window of optical frequencies, within which no or hardly
any resonance occurs so that no absorption takes place.
Certainly, this represents quite a challenge to find and to
create.

On the theoretical side, the next steps should include
explicit calculations of further observables that can be
directly measured in an experiment, for instance, the op-
tical conductivity. Another interesting extension consists
in the inclusion of dissipation because such effects are
surely present in experiments. They can be included ei-
ther phenomenologically as in Ref. 11 in theoretical treat-
ments or by either to higher order diagrams inducing fi-
nite imaginary parts in the self-energies or by resorting
to Lindbladian dynamics for the pseudospins. These in-
triguing issues are beyond the scope of the present inves-
tigation and thus are left to future research.
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Appendix A: Analytical approximation for the y
component of the pseudospins

We start from the equations of motion

ṡxk = −2εks
y
k (A1a)

ṡyk = 2εks
x
k + V Jxs

z
k (A1b)

ṡzk = −V Jxs
y
k (A1c)

where Jx = 1
N

∑
k s

x
k. In general, the effect of the pulse

on the dispersion can be written as

εk(t) = εk,0 + λfk(t) (A2)

with a small parameter λ and a time-dependent function
fk(t), for instance of rectangular shape in our study. As
long as the pulse depth is small, the dynamics are occur-
ing as a small perturbation of the equilibrium solution in
linear response

sαk = sαk,0 + λsαk,1 with α ∈ {x, y, z} (A3a)

and

Jx = Jx,0 + λJx,1. (A3b)



10

Inserting this into the equations of motion leads to

ṡxk,0 + λṡxk,1 = −2εk,0s
y
k,0

+ λ(−2εk,0s
y
k,1 − 2fk(t)s

y
k,0)

− λ22fk(t)s
y
k,1

(A4a)

ṡyk,0 + λṡyk,1 = 2εk,0s
x
k,0 + gJx,0s

z
k,0

+ λ(2εk,0s
x
k,1 + 2fk(t)s

x
k,0

+ V Jx,0s
z
k,1 + V Jx,1s

z
k,0)

+ λ2(2fk(t)s
x
k,1 + V Jx,1s

z
k,1)

(A4b)

ṡzk,0 + λṡzk,1 = −gJx,0s
y
k,0

− λ(V Jx,0s
y
k,1 + V Jx,1s

y
k,0)

− λ2V Jx,1s
y
k,1.

(A4c)

Next, we neglect all terms of order λ2 and split the equa-
tions into two parts, namely of zeroth and of first order.
The zeroth-order equations are given by

ṡxk,0 = −2εk,0s
y
k,0 (A5a)

ṡyk,0 = 2εk,0s
x
k,0 + V Jx,0s

z
k,0 (A5b)

ṡzk,0 = −V Jx,0s
y
k,0 (A5c)

and the first-order equations are given by

ṡxk,1 = −2εk,0s
y
k,1 − 2fk(t)s

y
k,0 (A6a)

ṡyk,1 = 2εk,0s
x
k,1 + V Jx,0s

z
k,1

+ 2fk(t)s
x
k,0 + V Jx,1s

z
k,0

(A6b)

ṡzk,1 = −V Jx,0s
y
k,1 − V Jx,1s

y
k,0. (A6c)

The zeroth order reproduces the equilibrium solution
which we insert into the first-order equations. With the
matrix

M :=

 0 −2εk,0 0
2εk,0 0 V Jx,0
0 −V Jx,0 0

 (A7)

the resulting equations can be written as

ṡk,0(t) = Msk,0(t) (A8a)

and

ṡk,1(t) = D1 +D2 +Dext (A8b)

with

D1 = Msk,1(t) (A8c)

D2 = V Jx,1(t)

 0
szk,0(t)
−syk,0(t)

 (A8d)

Dext = 2fk(t)

−syk,0(t)
sxk,0(t)

0

 . (A8e)

Of course, the equilibrium solution is known

sxk,0 =
∆0

Ek,0
, syk,0 = 0, szk,0 = − εk,0

Ek,0
(A9)

with Ek,0 =
√
ε2k,0 + |∆0|2.

We want to neglect D2 in Eq. (A8b) to reach a
simpler equation that can be solved analytically. To
verify that this is a valid approximation, we com-
pare D2 to D1. For this purpose, we need a mea-
sure for the size of D1, namely the projections of the
spin configuration onto the eigenvectors of M , namely
|λ2/3|

√
|⟨sk,1|e2|sk,1|e2⟩|2 + |⟨sk,1|e3|sk,1|e3⟩|2. Given

the equilibrium solution, the absolute value of D2 reads
V
∣∣∣Jx,1 εk,0

Ek,0

∣∣∣. To compare the two terms, we plot them
against εk,0 for exemplary pulse parameters and various
times in Fig. 16 for the rectangular pulse and in Fig. 17
for the δ pulse. Values for sk,1 are taken from the nu-
merical evaluation of the differential equations.

0.0

0.1

𝑡 = 0.5 ps 𝑡 = 1.0 ps

−50 0 50
𝜀𝑘,0 [meV]

0.0

0.1

𝑡 = 50.0 ps

−50 0 50
𝜀𝑘,0 [meV]

𝑡 = 100.0 ps

1
FIG. 16. Measures of |D1| (blue lines) and |D2| (orange lines)
as defined in Eqs. (A8c) and (A8d) for a rectangular pulse
with J0 = 0.99, tpuls = 1ps at various delay times tdel.

For both kinds of pulses, the approximation is valid for
large values of |εk,0| because D2 is significantly smaller
than D1. For the δ pulse (Fig. 17) D2 is almost every-
where smaller than D1 except in the immediate vicinity
of εk,0 = 0. After the rectangular pulse (lower row in
Fig. 16), D1 also dominates clearly over D2. But dur-
ing the rectangular pulse (upper row in Fig. 16), D2 is
of the same order of magnitude as D1 up to moderate
values of the argument. We conclude that the approxi-
mation is justified except for small values of |εk,0|. This is
in line with our previous comparison where the analytic
approximations worked well for large |εk,0|, but showed
deviations for small values.

Neglecting the term D2, the differential equation can
be solved analytically by multi-dimensional variation of
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0

2
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0
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𝑡 = 50.0 ps

−50 0 50
𝜀𝑘,0 [meV]
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1
FIG. 17. Same as in Fig. 16 for a δ pulse with
φ = (J0 − 1)tpuls = 0.01 ps at various delay times tdel.

constants

sk,1(t) = exp(M t)

∫ t

0

exp(−M t′)v(t′) dt′ (A10a)

with

v(t) = 2fk(t)

−syk,0(t)
sxk,0(t)

0

 . (A10b)

The eigenvalues and eigenvectors of −M are given by

λ1 = 0 e1 =
1

2Ek,0

−V Jx,0
0

2εk,0

 (A11a)

λ2 = −2iEk,0 e2 =
1

2
√
2Ek,0

 2εk,0
−2iEk,0

V Jx,0

 (A11b)

λ3 = 2iEk,0 e3 =
1

2
√
2Ek,0

 2εk,0
2iEk,0

V Jx,0

 (A11c)

with

2Ek,0 =

√
(2εk,0)2 + (V Jx,0/N)

2 (A11d)

=
√

(2εk,0)2 + (2∆0)2. (A11e)

Then, the exponential function of M and its inverse
are given by

exp(∓M t′) = U exp(±Dt′)U−1 (A12a)

with the unitary matrix

U =

 | | |
e1 e2 e3
| | |

 (A12b)

exp(±Dt′) =

e±λ1t
′

0 0

0 e±λ2t
′

0

0 0 e±λ3t
′

 . (A12c)

This enables us to write the complete solution as

sk,1(t) = eMt

∫ t

0

e−Mt′v(t′) dt′ (A13a)

= Ue−Dt

∫ t

0

eDt′U−1v(t′) dt′. (A13b)

From these formulae, we deduce the y component obtain-
ing

syk,1(t) = ey1 e
−λ1t

∫ t

0

eλ1t
′
e∗1 · v(t′) dt′

+ ey2 e
−λ2t

∫ t

0

eλ2t
′
e∗2 · v(t′) dt′

+ ey3 e
−λ3t

∫ t

0

eλ3t
′
e∗3 · v(t′) dt′.

(A14)

The last two terms are the complex conjugate of each
other because e2 = e∗3 and λ2 = λ∗

3. Thus, one obtains

syk,1(t) = 2Re
(
− i

2Ek,0
e2iEk,0t

∫ t

0

e−2iEk,0t
′
fk(t

′)·(
−2εk,0s

y
k,0(t

′) + 2iEk,0s
x
k,0(t

′)
)

dt′
)
. (A15)

Inserting the equilibrium solution, we arrive at

syk,1(t) = 2Re

(
e2iEk,0t

∫ t

0

e−2iEk,0t
′
fk(t

′)
∆0

Ek,0
dt′
)
.

(A16)

For t > tpuls, the integral can be extended to ±∞ because
fk(t

′) = 0 outside of the support of the pulse so that we
obtain

syk,1(t) = 2Re

(
e2iEk,0t

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2iEk,0t

′
fk(t

′)
∆0

Ek,0
dt′
)
.

(A17)

Next, we shift the time variable by tpuls/2 because fk(t
′)

is symmetric around t′ = tpuls/2

syk,1(t) = 2
∆0

Ek,0
Re

(
e2iEk,0(t−tpuls/2)

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2iEk,0t

′
f̃k(t

′) dt′
)
.

(A18)
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The shifted function f̃k(t
′) is a real and even function so

that its Fourier integral is real yielding

syk,1(t) = 2
∆0

Ek,0
Re
(
e2iEk,0(t−tpuls/2)

)
·
∫ ∞

−∞
e−2iEk,0t

′
f̃k(t

′) dt′ (A19a)

= 2
∆0

Ek,0
cos (2Ek,0 (t− tpuls/2))F(f̃k(t

′)).

(A19b)

with F(f̃k(t
′)) being the Fourier transform of f̃k(t′). This

provides us with an analytical approximation for the y
component of the spin dynamics for small pulse depths.
One can insert various pulse shapes and compare the re-
sults to the numerical solutions.

1. Rectangular pulse

The shifted rectangular pulse is given by

f̃k(t
′) = (J0 − 1)εk,0

{
1 |t| ≤ tpuls/2

0 |t| > tpuls/2
(A20)

and its Fourier transform reads

F(f̃k(t
′)) =

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2iEk,0t

′
f̃k(t

′)dt′ (A21a)

= (J0 − 1)εk,0tpuls sinc (Ek,0tpuls) (A21b)

with the sinc function sinc(x) = sin(x)/x. Thus, the y
component of the spin dynamics according to Eq. A19b
is given by

syk,1(t) = 2
∆0

Ek,0
(J0 − 1)εk,0tpuls cos (2Ek,0 (t− tpuls/2))

· sinc (Ek,0tpuls) . (A22)

This analytical result is compared to the numerical so-
lution in Fig. 18 for two pulse depths. As expected, the
approximation does not work for small values of εk,0, but
the agreement for higher values is good. For J0 = 0.99,
the results are slightly shifted, but the overall shape of
approximate and numerical behavior is the same. The
envelope of the numerical results is captured very nicely
by the sinc function. The fast oscillations are reproduced
by the cosine function very well.

2. δ pulse

The δ pulse

f̃k(t
′) = −φεk,0δ(t

′) (A23)

0 20 40

−0.06

−0.04

−0.02

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

𝑠𝑦 𝑘

0 20 40
𝜀𝑘,0 [meV]

−0.006

−0.004

−0.002

0.000

0.002

0.004

0.006

𝑠𝑦 𝑘

1
FIG. 18. Comparison of the analytical approximation (orange
lines) and the numerical result (blue lines) for a rectangular
pulse of duration tpuls = 1ps at two different pulse depths
of J0 = 0.99 (upper panel) and J0 = 0.999 (lower panel). We
compare the y component of the pseudospin distribution after
a single pulse and a delay time of tdel = 100 ps.

implies the Fourier transform

F(f̃k(t
′)) =

∫ ∞

−∞
e−2iEk,0t

′
f̃k(t

′)dt′ (A24a)

= −φεk,0, (A24b)

which leads to

syk,1(t) = −2
∆0

Ek,0
φεk,0 cos (2Ek,0t) . (A25)

We compare this approximation to the numerical result
in Fig. 19. Here again, the fast oscillations are captured
well by the cosine function, but the envelope deviates
from the numerical result. For both pulse shapes, there
seems to be some additional envelope function missing.
This might be caused by neglecting D2 in (A8b). In
addition, we recall that the employed approximation is
valid for small pulse depths which is not the appropriate
regime for the application to a δ pulse.
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FIG. 19. Comparison of the analytical approximation and the
numerical result for a δ pulse at tdel = 100 ps for amplitude
φ = 0.01 ps corresponding to a rectangular pulse of duration
tpuls = 1ps and pulse depth 1− J0 = 0.01.
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