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Pairing Instability on a Luttinger Surface: A Non-Fermi Liquid to Superconductor

Transition and its Gravity Dual
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We show that fluctuation thermodynamics on a model Luttinger surface — a contour of zeros of
the many-body Green function — mimics black hole thermodynamics in the strong coupling limit.
At zero temperature (8 — oo) and a critical interaction strength (uce) characterized by the self-
energy pole, we find that the pair susceptibility diverges leading to a superconducting instability.
We evaluate the pair fluctuation partition function and find that the spectral density in the normal
state has an interaction-driven, power-law ﬁ type, van-Hove singularity (vHS) indicating non-
Fermi liquid (NFL) physics. Crucially, in the strong coupling limit (Su > 1), the free energy in
the normal state of this NFL-SC transition resembles well studied class of models with gravity
duals and takes the form —BF = fucc — v In(Bucss) where 7 is a constant equal to % Weak
impurity scattering (1 3> B7') leaves the low-energy spectral density unaffected, but leads to an
interaction-driven enhancement of superconductivity. Our results shed light on the role played by
order-parameter fluctuations in providing the key missing link between Mott physics and strongly

coupled toy-models exhibiting gravity duals such as Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK)-type models.

INTRODUCTION

A central notion that captures the failure of single-
particle physics in quantum matter is the Luttinger sur-
face (LS) — a contour in momentum space where the
many-body Green function, G(p,w), vanishes [I]. This
lies in contrast to the normal Fermi Liquid (FL) where
particle excitations are characterized by poles in the
single-particle propagator. The LS has been invoked
to reconcile several key experimental observations [2H7]
in the Cuprate-Mott insulator under a single unifying
paradigm, including the Luttinger sum rule (LSR) [8-I0]
and its apparent violation [I1H22], pseudo-gap and Fermi

arcs [15] [I'7, 23H20], spectral weight transfer [I8] 23], as
well as features in the self-energy, ¥(p,w) [27].

A salient property of the LS which gives rise to the
aforementioned observations is a divergent X(p,w) [1l
[I3HIS, 17, 27 28]. The breakdown of the LSR — a rule
which relates the density of electrons at fixed chemical
potential to the number of excitations in the FL and
whose generalizations were shown to hold in broader con-
texts [10] 2] [13] 29H32] — serves as an illustrative exam-
ple to highlight the consequences of a singular self-energy.
While the total particle density equals the area enclosed
by the surface of propagator-poles when X (p,w) is regu-
lar, there is an anomalous contribution to the density,
proportional to I = [G 82, that averages to zero in
a FL [1L 8 ©]. The 1ntegral I counts the excess den-
sity in addition to the volume contained inside contours
where G(p,w) changes sign [I, 11l 12] and can, how-
ever, be non-vanishing when X(p, w) diverges [17, 20} 33].
These many-body properties follow entirely from explicit
electron-electron interactions in the problem.

Nevertheless, the normal state of a superconductor can
exhibit anomalies that deviate from a FL even in the ab-
sence of explicit electron correlations. This class of phe-

nomena originates from Cooper-pair fluctuations [34] [35]
and lead to precursor effects wherein certain character-
istics of the SC are retained for temperatures T > T,
and in some cases, can even persist for T > T,.. With
knowledge of the fluctuation propagator L(q,w) — the
fundamental object in the theory of pair fluctuations con-
structed from the ground state of the system for T' > T,
— various measurable quantities can be evaluated system-
atically and compared with experiment [34, B5]. Several
observations such as paraconductivity, rounding of trans-
verse resistance peak, excess tunneling current, pseudo-
gap behavior etc (see Refs. [36] B7], [38], [39], for exam-
ple, as well as [34], 35] for a more detailed review) have
been successfully understood via fluctuation physics de-
rived from a free electron Green function. More generic
models describing the thermodynamics of fluctuations in
multi-band systems have also been examined in the con-
text of MgBy [40].

In this work, we introduce interactions explicitly by an-
alyzing pair fluctuations for a system with a LS formed
by a pole in ¥. We find a quantum phase transition
into the superconducting state at a critical interaction
strength (4.0 ) Where the pair susceptibility diverges. By
calculating the pair fluctuation propagator L(q,w) and
partition-function, we determine the spectral density in
the normal state. We find an interaction-driven, power-
law % type, van-Hove singularity (vHS) at low energies
that signals NFL physics. Hence pair fluctuations com-
bined with LS physics describe a NFL-SC transition at
T = 0. Crucially, in the strong coupling limit (Su > 1),
the free energy resembles well studied models with grav-
ity duals and takes the form —SF = fucoo — 7 In (Bticoo)
where v = % Here u is the interaction parameter and is
equal to square-root of the residue of the self-energy pole.
Moreover, we do not require random couplings or explicit
long-range interactions for our conclusions to hold. In
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FIG. 1. Bethe-Salpeter equations for the fluctuation propaga-
tor (denoted by zig-zag lines) in the particle-particle channel.
The shaded (black solid) disk denotes vertex corrections due
to impurities (bare interaction). The dashed (solid) lines de-
note impurity scatterers (electron Green function).

the presence of weak impurity scattering, the low-energy
spectral density is unaffected in the strong coupling limit
and gives rise to an interaction-driven enhancement of
superconductivity. Our results demonstrate that order-
parameter fluctuations provide the key link between Mott
physics and strongly coupled toy-models exhibiting grav-
ity duals. Hence we conclude that fluctuation thermody-
namics on a Luttinger surface mimics black hole thermo-
dynamics in the strong coupling limit [4T], 42].

MODEL

LSs have been obtained in numerous models in many-
body literature, both at a phenomenological level [I5]
as well as microscopic Hubbard-type [13] T4} [17, 19, 20,
22, 27, 28, 43] and holographic [44], 45] models. Other
models study emergent gauge fields in a FL that never-
theless violate the LSR [46H49]. The simplest Green
function that vanishes along contours in the Brillouin
zone has a simple pole in the self-energy and is given by
G(p,en) " =ien —E&(P) —2(P, €n), where £(p) = €(p) —p
is the bare dispersion with chemical potential p and e,
is the fermionic Matsubara frequency. We choose a self-
energy ansatz motivated by the well-studied Yang-Rice-
Zhang model (YRZ) [15] with a pole structure given by

u?

i€ + g(p) .

Here V is a constant potential and plays the role of the
Hartree-Fock potential if the case of interest is a density-
wave order [43]. As evident from the choice of ¥, the LS
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Here A is the ultraviolet cut-off of the divergent Matsub-

and the bare electron F'S occur for the same momenta set
by p at zero energy. This need not be the case in more
generic systems where the self-energy can acquire multi-
ple poles each with distinct residues. In the presence of
impurities, a finite life-time 7 is introduced in the Green
function.

Strong coupling (fu > 1) in clean limit (T — 0):
The fluctuation propagator can be evaluated from Bethe-
Salpeter-type equations in the particle-particle channel
(see Fig. [1]) for momentum q and frequency € as

L7 (q,92) = —g~" +1I(q,Q) (2)
where —¢ is a constant bare (attractive) interac-
tion vertex and II(q,§?) is the pair susceptibility.
The latter is defined in d-dimensions as II(q, ) =
m > Jd'p G(p + q,€n11)G(—P, —€n) where €, =
(2n 4 1)7T. Substituting G(p, €,) into II(q, 2) and tak-
ing the limit of |q| = ¢ < py, the Fermi momentum, we
obtain for quadratic bands in d = 2 (see Appendix A)

TT(q, ) = <252[6 61—62—r2
tec (1(—)2)]>,

where we make the replacements €; = €1, — €pqk
and ea = €3, — —¢€,, and introduce primed notation
in
gular average, and m and ¢ are the bare electron mass
and azimuthal angle respectively. We also introduce the
ratio r = g%q < u, ey, where € is the Fermi energy. To
recover well-known expressions of the pair-susceptibility
for a FL, one only needs to take the limit of u — 0 (see
Appendix B). Performing an expansion in the parame-
ter r and taking the static limit, the inverse fluctuation
propagator is

€1+ €)) (€ + €2+ irey)
+ 2icyre])

3)

€ =

\/€3n +u? The angular brackets (...) denote an-

L7q, Q= 0) ~ —¢g~ ' +1T(0,0) + II?(q,0), (4)

where T1(%)(0,0)

77L7"

T (251 —u?S3), T(q,0)
(285 — u?S5) andS =1 52 (e2+u?)7/2. These
sums can be evaluated exactly for odd v and we obtain
for A > u > T (see Appendix C)

ara sum for v = 1 (plays the role of the Debye frequency



wp in the conventional BCS theory), x = fu, I'(z) is the
gamma function and K (x,y) is the modified Bessel func-
tion of the second kind. Substituting for S, into Eq. []
for the inverse fluctuation propagator, and expanding the
resulting expression in powers of e~ and its polynomial
products, we obtain the final expression for L=!(q,0) in
the clean limit

L™Yq,Q—=0)~—g '+ Ny {lnA—i- me‘”‘}
u

2
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Here Ny is the density of states at the Fermi level in two
dimensions. Note that the above expression cannot be
adiabatically connected to the FL result [34] any longer
as it is valid only in the strong coupling limit. There are
several conclusions that can be drawn from the structure
of the fluctuation propagator above. First, a divergence
of the zero frequency, long-wavelength limit of the prop-
agator signals a superconducting instability. At 8 = oo
and constant A, this condition is achieved at the quan-

tum critical point © = Ueoe = A e_%w, a form analogous
to the thermal BCS-type transition. Hence, interactions
can destroy superconductivity even at zero temperature
if 4 > Ueoo. Second, the conformal structure of the the-
ory is highlighted by setting u = wu.o, where the static,
long-wavelength propagator takes a familiar form

TUeoo —teoo

oy ¢ ¢ (D)

From this expression, it is illuminating to evaluate the
fluctuation contribution to the free energy to zeroth or-
der in q above the critical point. Following the proce-
dures described in [34] [40] for the case of a single band
model and using Eq. [7] we obtain the pair fluctuation
free energy

Lq—=0,Q=0)y—u.. =No

—BF = Bucoo — 7 In(Bticoo)- (8)

where v = % This result must be compared with other
quantum critical models having gravity duals such as the
Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) model and its variants [41], 50~
53] where sub-leading contributions to the free energy ac-
quire a form similar to Eq. 8 but with v = 3 [41] 42].
Finally, one can evaluate the spectral density p(w) by tak-
ing the inverse Laplace transform of the partition func-
tion and the resulting integral can be solved by the saddle
point method [41]. While p(w) is a constant independent
of w at low energies in the SYK-type models [41], our
model yields a vHS p(w) ~ ﬁ at low energy leading to
NFL transport [54]. This contrast is entirely due to the
difference in the coefficient  of the log term in Eq.[8] The
conclusions drawn above are summarized in Fig. 2] The
u-T phase diagram in Fig. [2] (left panel) plots the strong
coupling phase boundary (solid light blue line) separat-
ing the SC and NFL phases for a constant A. The dashed

SC

FIG. 2. (Left) Schematic plot of the u-T phase diagram in the
clean limit. The red solid line denotes a Fermi liquid (u = 0)
while the light (dark) blue contours define the phase boundary
in the strong coupling fu = k > 1 (weak coupling fu < 1)
limit. The strong coupling normal state is a NFL with a
power-law divergence of the spectral density p(w). We have
defined Teo = Te(u = 0) and Uceo = uc(B — o0). (Right)
Strong coupling, weak impurity scattering (T'7 = 6 > 1)
limit of the k-(Nog) ™' phase diagram. On the solid (dotted-
dashed) curve, the pair fluctuations diverge in the absence
(presence) of impurity scattering. Inset shows the weak en-
hancement of SC phase due to impurities.

lines are extrapolations of the phase boundary where ap-
proximations made above fail. Fig. [2| (right panel, solid
curve) plots the x-(Nog) ! phase diagram and shows the
same phase boundary for close to zero temperatures and
constant SA. The intensity of fluctuations is indicated by
the color scale and is largest in magnitude right above the
phase boundary.

Weak coupling (k = pu < 1) in clean limit (T — o0):
That the T' = 0 pair instability is only a feature at strong
coupling can be confirmed by calculating L=*(q,0) in the
opposite (weak coupling) limit Su < 1. We begin with
Eq. 4 and expand I1(°)(0,0) and T1®)(q, 0) to quadratic
power in Kk = Su to obtain

m 'LL2
000 = 452 B ©)
—mr? 2 u?
~ 535 ZLe B Ten |5]' 10)

The sums above can be performed and substituted back
into the static limit of the propagator (see Appendix D)
and we find,

1 A 1 u2C.
-1 - _ N o Tt
L (q,Q — 0) = P + No |:11’1 T 'LZJ <2> 87T2T2:|
__Nor? T, wCi
1287272 |°7% 7 1op272 |’

where C = [¢" (3) |, Cy = ) (3) | are numerical con-
stants equal to the second and fourth derivatives of the
digamma function ¢ (z) respectively. Setting q — 0, this
form of the fluctuation propagator resembles its thermal
BCS counterpart plus the correction term proportional to

H(Q)(q,

(11)



(Bu)?. Tt is hence clear that there is no sensible way to
obtain a zero temperature transition into the supercon-
ducting state (since fu < 1). Moreover, as the correction
term is negative, its effect on BCS result is to reduce the
thermal transition temperature T, for a given interaction
strength g and energy cut-off A. This is shown in Fig.
(left panel) where we have defined Tpgp = T,.(u = 0) and
the dashed lines are extrapolations of the phase boundary
where approximations made above fail.

Strong coupling (Bu > 1) and dilute impurities (0 =
T > 1): The fluctuation propagator in the presence of
impurities is shown in Fig. [I| - the solid lines are now im-
purity Green functions that acquire zeros and the shaded
disk denotes vertex corrections due to impurities. The
pair susceptibility bubble then becomes [34] (d = 2)

q7 Entky —
5 Z +k, —€n)

_ P(q,én+k; *En) ’
27w NoT

where P(q,é;,é) = ﬁfcﬂp G(p + q,é1)G(—p, €2),
€n = € + %, and sgn(z) is the sign function. For
Qr, = 0, one can perform an expansion in r similar to the

clean case and write

P(qa g’ru _gn) ~ P(O)(q = Oa g’rﬁ _gn) + P(Q)(q7 gna _gn)a
PO(0,0) = ﬁTm (251 - u2§3) , (13)
2
(2) _ _ﬁmr g .28
P®(q,0) 5 (253 u 55) (14)
and S, = Z (@ u?)~/2. In the limit fu > 1

and 0 = TT >1, the denomlnator in Eq. [[2] can be
approximated by unity. This is equivalent to ignor-
ing vertex corrections due to impurity scattering and

L™ q—=0,Q=0)=—¢g

This expression for the propagator looks similar to that
obtained in the limit of low q and 7 < oo, but with
u? replacing the energy scale arising from the squared
momentum factor [34]. In this limit, as anticipated from
the clean case, the conformal structure of the propagator
is lost and there is only a thermal transition into the

superconducting state.

DISCUSSION

The conformal structure of the fluctuation propaga-
tor and free energy in Egs. [7] and [§] obtained from the

) A 1
N [ln (M) _¢(2

4

hence II(q, Q) = 0) ~ %Zn P(q,€n, —¢€,) (Appendix G
gives additional numerical justification for this approxi-
mation). The Matsubara sums can be performed exactly
for u > 77! (Appendix F) and the final expression for
the fluctuation propagator is only slightly modified from
the clean limit and given by

A
-9+ Ny {m +,/7me“+zle]
u 2
Nor? TR 1
—Tou? [1“/8@ ta | (15)

Hence its conformal structure at the quantum critical
point, L= (q — 0,2 = 0)yey,. = Noy/Toe=e =+,
as well as the free energy contribution and vHS in p(w)
are left essentially unchanged. On the other hand, as
shown in Fig. [2] (right panel), there is a weak enhance-
ment of the superconducting phase in the strong coupling
phase diagram.

Weak coupling (Bu < 1) and dilute impurities (T'T >
1): The final case we consider is the weak coupling
limit in the presence of dilute impurities. In this limit,
vertex corrections become more important than in the
strong coupling case (Appendix G) and the static long-
wavelength limit of the pair susceptibility is

L™ Yq, Q2 —0)~

27TN07'A (€n,u)
II(q — 0,2 =0) 16
(a 5 Z 2Ny — A&y, u) (16)
o 27TN u?
Ao = 20 | 2 - ()

Like in the case of the clean limit, we can perform an
expansion in fu and the Matsubara summations have
been performed in Appendix E. The final result for the
fluctuation propagator in this limit takes the form

)+4u272[w( +471rﬁ> mwu w(i)” (18)

YRZ Green function, and the associated power-law di-
vergence of the spectral density is reminiscent of the
“q = 4 SYK” model discussed for a g-body interaction.
The Green function in this model is local and given by
G(iwy) = —iw, —X(iwy,). At low temperatures, a Fourier
transform gives G(7) ~ T%A where A = ¢~! and, there-

fore, the spectral density scales as p(w) ~ wi~'. For
q = 4, this reduces to the spectral density described in
our model with a YRZ-type LS. The key difference, how-
ever, is the absence of any disorder [53] or explicit long-
range interactions needed in our calculations; instead, we
require a momentum-dependent (non-local) self-energy



to obtain the same physical content. In addition, a large-
N parameter, typically used in SYK-type models, is ab-
sent. We also emphasize that the equivalence between
Eqgs. [7] B and the corresponding quantities in gravity-
type models holds even in the absence of vertex correc-
tions from Coulomb interactions. Therefore, these terms
are expected to be irrelevant to establish this equiva-
lence. Furthermore, the weak enhancement of the su-
perconducting phase induced by the interplay of electron
correlations and dilute impurities is also consistent with
previous studies [55H57]. It would be of considerable in-
terest to examine the consequences of fluctuation-driven
vHS on properties such as the entanglement entropy and
energy-level spacing near the quantum critical point for
a model with a LS.

Acknowledgements: We thank P. W. Phillips and G.
La Nave for illuminating discussions and B. Padhi for

a critical reading of the manuscript. This work is sup-
ported by the DOE grant number DE-FG02-05ER46236.

* email for correspondence: csetty@ufl.edu

[1] A. A. Abrikosov, L. P. Gorkov, and I. E. Dzyaloshinskii,
Quantum field theoretical methods in statistical physics,

Vol. 4 (Pergamon, 1965).

[2] T. Timusk and B. Statt, Reports on Progress in Physics
62, 61 (1999).

[3] T. Yoshida, X. Zhou, K. Tanaka, W. Yang, Z. Hussain,
Z.-X. Shen, A. Fujimori, S. Sahrakorpi, M. Lindroos,
R. Markiewicz, et al., Physical Review B 74, 224510
(2006).

[4] 1. Vishik, W. Lee, R. He, M. Hashimoto, Z. Hussain,
T. Devereaux, and Z. Shen, New Journal of Physics 12,
105008 (2010).

[5] R.-H. He, X. Zhou, M. Hashimoto, T. Yoshida,
K. Tanaka, S. Mo, T. Sasagawa, N. Mannella,
W. Meevasana, H. Yao, et al., New Journal of Physics
13, 013031 (2011).

[6] H.-B. Yang, J. D. Rameau, Z.-H. Pan, G. D. Gu, P. D.
Johnson, H. Claus, D. G. Hinks, and T. E. Kidd, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 107, 047003 (2011).

[7] S. Chakravarty, arXiv preprint arXiv:1006.4180 (2010).

8] J. M. Luttinger, Phys. Rev. 119, 1153 (1960).

[9] J. M. Luttinger and J. C. Ward, Physical Review 118,

1417 (1960).

] M. Oshikawa, Physical Review Letters 84, 3370 (2000).

] 1. Dzyaloshinskii, Journal de Physique I 6, 119 (1996).

] 1. Dzyaloshinskii, Physical Review B 68, 085113 (2003).

| F. H. Essler and A. M. Tsvelik, Physical Review B 65,

115117 (2002).

[14] R. Konik, T. Rice, and A. Tsvelik, Physical review let-
ters 96, 086407 (2006).

[15] K.-Y. Yang, T. Rice, and F.-C. Zhang, Physical Review
B 73, 174501 (2006).

[16] B.  Altshuler, A. Chubukov, A. Dashevskii,
A. Finkel’stein, and D. Morr, EPL (Europhysics
Letters) 41, 401 (1998).

[17] T. D. Stanescu and G. Kotliar, Physical Review B 74,
125110 (2006).

1
1
1
1

[
[
[
[

[18] T. D. Stanescu, P. Phillips,
Review B 75, 104503 (2007).

[19] A. Rosch, The European Physical Journal B 59, 495
(2007).

[20] K. B. Dave, P. W. Phillips, and C. L. Kane, Physical
review letters 110, 090403 (2013).

[21] C. Berthod, T. Giamarchi, S. Biermann, and A. Georges,
Physical review letters 97, 136401 (2006).

[22] S. Sakai, Y. Motome, and M. Imada, Physical review
letters 102, 056404 (2009).

[23] P. Phillips, Annals of Physics 321, 1634 (2006).

[24] B. Valenzuela and E. Bascones, Physical review letters
98, 227002 (2007).

[25] M. Norman, A. Kanigel, M. Randeria, U. Chatterjee,
and J. Campuzano, Physical Review B 76, 174501 (2007).

[26] G. Vanacore, S. T. Ramamurthy, and P. W. Phillips,
Journal of High Energy Physics 2018, 9 (2018).

[27] M. S. Scheurer, S. Chatterjee, W. Wu, M. Ferrero,
A. Georges, and S. Sachdev, Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 115, E3665 (2018).

[28] S. Hong and P. Phillips, Physical Review B 86, 115118
(2012).

[29] K. B. Blagoev and K. S. Bedell, Phys. Rev. Lett. 79,
1106 (1997).

[30] M. Yamanaka, M. Oshikawa, and I. Affleck, [Phys. Rev.
Lett. 79, 1110 (1997).

[31] K. Seki and S. Yunoki, Phys. Rev. B 96, 085124 (2017).

[32] J. T. Heath and K. S. Bedell, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1906.00929 (2019).

[33] A. Georges, O. Parcollet, and S. Sachdev, Physical Re-
view B 63, 134406 (2001).

[34] A. Larkin and A. Varlamov, Theory of fluctuations in
superconductors (Clarendon Press, 2005).

[35] A. Varlamov, A. Galda, and A. Glatz, Reviews of Mod-
ern Physics 90, 015009 (2018).

[36] L. Reggiani, R. Vaglio, and A. Varlamov, Physical Re-
view B 44, 9541 (1991).

[37] M. Cimberle, C. Ferdeghini, E. Giannini, D. Marre,
M. Putti, A. Siri, F. Federici, and A. Varlamov, Physical
Review B 55, R14745 (1997).

[38] G. Balestrino, E. Milani, and A. Varlamov, Physica C:
Superconductivity 210, 386 (1993).

[39] J. Anderson, R. Carlson, and A. M. Goldman, Journal
of Low Temperature Physics 8, 29 (1972).

[40] A. Koshelev, A. Varlamov, and V. Vinokur, Physical
Review B 72, 064523 (2005).

[41] J. Maldacena and D. Stanford, Phys. Rev. D 94, 106002
(2016).

[42] J. S. Cotler, G. Gur-Ari, M. Hanada, J. Polchinski,
P. Saad, S. H. Shenker, D. Stanford, A. Streicher, and
M. Tezuka, Journal of High Energy Physics 2017, 118
(2017).

[43] R. Eder, K. Seki, and Y. Ohta, Physical Review B 83,
205137 (2011).

[44] M. Edalati, R. G. Leigh, and P. W. Phillips, Physical
review letters 106, 091602 (2011).

[45] M. Edalati, R. G. Leigh, K. W. Lo, and P. W. Phillips,
Physical Review D 83, 046012 (2011).

[46] S. Sachdev, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Soci-
ety A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences
374, 20150248 (2016).

[47] T. Senthil, S. Sachdev, and M. Vojta, Physical review
letters 90, 216403 (2003).

[48] J.-W. Mei, S. Kawasaki, G.-Q. Zheng, Z.-Y. Weng, and

and T.-P. Choy, Physical


http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.047003
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.047003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.119.1153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.1106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.1106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.1110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.1110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.96.085124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.106002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.106002

X.-G. Wen, Physical Review B 85, 134519 (2012). [63] E. Witten, arXiv preprint arXiv:1610.09758 (2016).
[49] M. Punk and S. Sachdev, Physical Review B 85, 195123 [54] R. A. Davison, W. Fu, A. Georges, Y. Gu, K. Jensen,

(2012). and S. Sachdev, Physical Review B 95, 155131 (2017).
[50] A.Kitaev, http://online.kitp.ucsb.edu/online/entangled15 /kifafv 5. Seki, Progress of Theoretical Physics 94, 181 (1995).

(2015). [66] V. Galitski and A. Larkin, Physical Review B 66, 064526
[61] S. Sachdev and J. Ye, Physical review letters 70, 3339 (2002).

(1993). [57] C. Setty, Physical Review B 99, 144523 (2019).

[62] S. Sachdev, Physical review letters 105, 151602 (2010).

APPENDIX A

In this Appendix, we derive expression for the pair susceptibility II(q, £2x) appearing in Eq. 3| of the main text. For
the clean limit in d = 2 we begin with the definition (€1 = €15, €2 = €2y,)

Ia.ee) = [ & G+ a.a)0(-pa) (19)
where
1
G(p7 En) =~ 2 ’ (20)
1€p — ngn + B — E(p7 en)
u2
Y(p,en) =V + —7F—, 21
(P, €n) e T Ep) (21)

£(p) = e(q) — p, and V is a constant potential. u? is the residue of the self-energy pole and its square-root plays the
role of an interaction strength to which other quantities can be compared. Substituting 3(p, €,) back into I(q, €1, €2)

2
and taking the limits |q| = ¢ < py, w =€1 — €2 ~ % < % we get

2 j '
B [eS) ™ (261 +x+ TCOSQS) (262 + 217)
Iq,e1,62) = m/_oo dx/o d¢( ie2)? — 2% —u?) ((ie1)? — (v + rcosd)? — u?)’ -

To obtain the above, we have made the replacements z = 2—2 — U, f d’p=m f d ( ) d¢, and absorbed V into the

definition of the chemical potential which is set to be large. The poles of the integrand in I(q, €1, €2) are located at
x = +iv/e3 + u? = Fieh and +iy/€? + u? — rcos¢ = +ie) — rcos¢. Along side these definitions, we can write the pair
susceptibility as

1
I(q, Q%) = —— I 2
(qv k) 6(277)2 EZ (%61,62) ( 3)
m ° (te1 + = + recose) (iea + x)
=( — d 24
<27f5 Z/w e e e ot o= ) 34
with the replacements €; — €,1x and es — —¢, and the angular average (...) = 27T d¢ The integral over the

variable x can be performed exactly by the method of residues. Using poles of the x mtegrand and summing over
residues in the upper-half plane, we obtain the pair susceptibility as

(g, ) <27T6 Z Ll (e1 +€}) (€2 + €] + ircose) N ’/T2(62 —1;6'2) (e1 + €5 — ircos) ] > 7 (25)

— €3 —12c082¢ + 2irejcosp)  eh(e3 — €2 — r2cos?¢ — 2irehcosg)

(e1 +€)) (€2 + €] + ircose)
<27T5 Z Ll — €3 — r2cos?¢ + 2ire} cos) Fec(l o 2)] > ' (26)

This is the expression that appears in Eq. [3] of the main text.

APPENDIX B

In this Appendix, we show that Eq. 3| of the main text indeed reduces to the correct FL result in the limit uw — 0.
We begin with the expression for II(q, i) (we make the replacements €1 = €1,, — €4k and €2 = €2, — —¢,, to recover



the Q dependence)

(q, %) = <27TB Z [ (€1 +€)) (e2 + €] + ircosg) LT (e2 + €5) (€1 + €, — ircos) } > _

€)(e2 — €2 — r2cos?¢p + 2irejcosp)  €h(€3 — €2 — r2cos?¢ — 2irehcosg)

Noting that all square-roots appearing above are positive, we have €, — |¢;| as u — 0. Hence, in this limit we have

1(q, Q)umsg = <WZ{ m(atlal) (@ lal+iros)) | e+l (@ +lal —ircosd) D

le1|(e2 — €3 — r2cos?¢ + 2ir|e1|cosd)  |ea|(€3 — €2 — r2cos2p — 2ir|ea|cosd)

Case 1, €1 < 0;€e2 < 0: The numerators of both the terms vanish since €;+|e;| = —|e;|+e;| = 0, hence II(q, Q) y—0 = 0
for this case.
Case 2, ¢ > 0;e5 > 0: In this case, both the numerators are non-zero but the two terms cancel, i.e.,

le2| + |e1| +ircosp  |e1| + |e2| —ircose

le1] 4+ ircosd)? —e2 €2 — (Jea| — ircose)?

I(q, Q)u—o = 27 [( =0. (27)

Case 3, €1 < 0;e3 > 0: Here, the first term equals zero but the second remains non-zero and we have

ler] — |e2| + ircosd 27
II(q, 0 =2 . 28
(0 2k)uso Wel (le2] — ircose)? |el| + |ea| — ircosd (28)
Case 4, €1 > 0;e5 < 0: Similar to the case above, we have a non-zero contribution from the first term to give
|€1| — |ea] + ircosd 27
II(q, Q%) uso = 27 = - . 29
(6 ) —e3 + (Jer] +ircosp)?  |ei| + |ea| + ircose (29)
We can combine all the cases above to write
21O (—€1€
T1(a Q) o = Cac) (30)

ler — €| + isgn(er — e2)rcose’

which is the same as the expression derived for the FL case [34].

APPENDIX C

In this Appendix, we evaluate the fractional Matsubara sums appearing in the main text. We recall that an
expansion of the inverse fluctuation propagator in the parameter r in the static limit gives

L™ (q,Q = 0) ~ —g~* +1119(0,0) + I1®(q, 0), (31)

where I1(9(0,0) = (25 — u?Ss), 1 (q,0) =
evaluate S, for odd v =1,3,5, ...

(253 —u%S5) and S, %Z (€2 +u?)~¥/2. We now wish to

Case 1, v = 1: We want to evaluate the divergent sum S; = %Zﬁn (€2 +u?)~1/2. To this end, consider an
integral over the contour C' in the complex plane (shown in Fig. 3| (left)) with branch points at v and a branch cut
extending out to +oo from their respective branch points. Using Cauchy’s theorem, we can relate this integral to the
sum S; using the formula

gr(2)dz 2mi
(24 .2\1/2 32
fC_CIJrCerCB ( 22 + u2 1/2 Z 62 +U2 (2 1L ,2)1/2° ( )

where gp(z) = %tanh (%), and the right hand side is simply a sum of residues of the poles at the fermionic

Matsubara frequencies. To determine this integral, we divide the total contour into three parts, C; 23, and evaluate
each individually. We begin with the circular contour C3 with a radius (¢) that has a zero limiting value. This is
given as

Loz 1 gr(2)dz
2mi Jo, (=22 4+u2)V/2 27 Jo, (2 + )2 (2 —u)t/?

(33)



FIG. 3. Contour for evaluating Matsubara sums with branch points at +u and &(u — 77!) for the clean limit (left) and weak
impurity scattering limit (right) respectively. The branch cuts are denoted by dashed lines and fermionic poles by red disks.

We can parameterize the variable near the z = u branch point as z = u + ee’® where 0 < ¢ < 27 and dz = iee’®dé.
With this substitution we obtain

1 gr(2)dz____ive [*7 gr(u+ ')’ 2dg (34)
2mi Jo, (=22 +u2)V/2 21 J, (2u + ee'®)1/2 7
leading to a vanishing contribution as /e as ¢ — 0. We can similarly parameterize the variable near the z = —u
branch point as z = —u + ee’® where —7 < ¢ < 7 and dz = iee’®dp. This contribution to the total integral also

vanishes as /€ as € — 0. We now consider the contour integral over the large circle C; with radius R. As the circle
is centered around z = 0, we can use the parameterization z = Re'® where 0 < ¢ < 27 and dz = iRe'®d¢. With this
substitution, the Cy contribution is

R -
2mi Jo, (=22 +u)V?2 21 Jo o (R —u?2)l/2
Taking the limit R — oo, we have
1 gr(2)dz i /2” .
5 P 2z 7 an d Re'?) = 36
27ri ?{Cl (—22 1 u2)1/2 o ; ¢ gr(Re'?) = #, (36)

where # is a constant independent of the physical parameters v and 7" as R — oco. Finally, we consider the contribution
from the contour Cy (which we denote as I,) formed by the straight lines originating from the branch points +u
which is given by

=95 = (37)

—22 +u2)1/2 sy s (z+u)1/2(z—u)1/2'

1 gr(z)dz 1 gr(2)dz
g

I, can be split into four individual contributions depending on whether the contour is in the upper/lower complex
plane or positive/negative real axis. Denoting z4 as the variable in the upper/lower complex plane we can write

1 /°° gr(z-)dz_ 1 /W gr(z1)dz,
2 Jupe o W) PG — )2 2w L Gy )Pz — 0)?

—UuU—€

_102

1 — 0o

L1 gr(z4)dzy 1 gr(z_)dz_
27 Jouee (24 H )2 (2 )2 2w o (e )2 (e —w)/2




Since (z 4 u)'/? and gp(z) are analytic across the branch points z = +u respectively, we can rewrite Ic, as

g 1 gr(2)dz [ 1 3 1 }
C T S GO [(m —w)' 2 (2 — )2
+i T gr(2)dz [( 1 B 1 } (39)

21 oo (z—w)V2 [z +uw)V/2 (24 +u)l/?

The quantities in the brackets above can be evaluated using the relations

1 _ 1 _ 2isinra e (1—) (40)
Gr—w' = 0 o

1 _ 1 — —Qisinﬂ'a. (41)
Grru)l ™ (o Fuwl e Jatule

Using these relations by setting o — 1/2 we can simplify I, to write
Bz
1 [ _2) — d 1 oo tanh (—) dz
Ic, = lim —/ lr(=2) —gr(z)dz _ 1L [0 2) (42)
e—=0 71 ute 22_u2 T u 1/2;2_11/2

where P.V denotes principal value. As is evident from the form above, I, (and consequenty Sp) is UV divergent;
hence, we set a cut-off energy parameter A to isolate the divergence. Changing variables z = z'u, we can evaluate the
integral in the strong coupling limit Bu >> 1 where we can approximate tanh z ~ 1 —2e~2*. Taking the limit A/u > 1
and substituting I, back into S; we have

1 A 2
Si~=In () — —K(0,Bu) + #, (43)
T U 0
where K(z,y) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind.
Case 2, v = 3,5,.. : We will now evaluate the convergent sums S, = ézen (€2 4 u?)""/? where v = 3,5, ...

Similar to the case of v = 1, we can break up the sums into three individual pieces of integration around Cj 2 3 shown
in Fig. (3| (left). Hence we write

271'1
- 44
fof ) e - B »

We begin evaluating the large contour C; by replacing z = Re'® and dz = iRe*?d¢. With this substitution we have

1 gr(z)dz e ™2 / 27 gp(Re'®)(iRe'®)d¢ )
27mi Jo, (—22 + w?)v 2 T 2mi 0 (R2e2% — u2)v/2
Taking the limit R — oo the integral becomes
1 gF(Z)dZ e—imv/2 /271' gF(Rel¢)(ZR€Z¢)d¢ 1
2mi Je (—22 +u2>u/2 27T 0 Rvevid Rv—1 — or v> (46)

Hence the contour C; does not contribute to .S,,.

We will now show that the IR divergent contribution from contour C3 is cancelled with that of Cy yielding
an S, that is finite as must be anticipated for v = 3,5,... We begin with the C's contribution from the z = u branch
point. Like before, we make the substitution z = u + ee'® where 0 < ¢ < 27 and we obtain

1 gr(z)dz B e~im/2 /27r gr (u + ee'®)(iee’®)dg
o (2u+ eei®)r/2(eei®)v/2’

210 Joy amu (—22 +02)Y/2 2w

for Z=1u. (47)

Taking the limit of € — 0 and solving the ¢ integral we have the IR divergent term from z = u

—imv /2
ij{ ( gr(2)dz - gr(u) [ 2 } for z=1u, v=35,. (48)
Cs,z2=u

2mi —22 4+ u2)v/2 (2u)/?mi 271 |2—v
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Similarly the contribution from the z = —u branch point can be obtained by the substitution z = —u + ee’® where
—7 < ¢ < 7. The result is equal to that obtained for the z = u case discussed above and thus gives a total contribution
from the C3 contour

1 gr(z)dz 2e="™/2 gp(u) [ 2
= v =3,5,.. 49
%Cg (=22 + u2)v/2 (2u)"/2mi 51 v (49)

27mi - 2—v

This term is IR divergent as ~ % We now evaluate the contribution from the Cy contour by following a similar
€
procedure as the v = 1 case. We have

L% e~ /2gp(2)dz B e~imv/2 /A gr(2)dz [ 1 3 1 ]
2mi Jo, (22 —u2)/2 2 wre A w2 Lo —w)/2 (24 —w)¥/?

YT gr(2)dz 1 1
+/_A (2 —u)r/? [(27 + u)v/2 a (z4 + u)”/2} } (50)

We can now utilize Eqgs. [40] and [£1] to substitute for quantities appearing in the square brackets above. We make the

replacement o — 1 — £ and after simplifications we are left with

1 % e ™ 2gp(z)dz e /2 /A gr(z)dz [—Qisinﬂ'(l—%)e*”"ﬂ}
C: U

2mi (22 —u2)v/2 2mi te (2 u)v/? |z — u|v/2

+/—“—6 gr(2)dz [Qisinﬂ'(l—;)}} 51)

B e N PR

; .. v w / Buz’
_efzm/ 2 SlIl’]T(l _ 5) /A/ dz’ tanh ( 5 ) L 3s (52)
1

271 ur =t pe o[22 —1)/2
where in the last step we changed variables z = uz’. To be able to solve the integrals above and extract the IR
divergence, we perform the strong coupling expansion tanhz ~ 1 — 2e~2*. The integral of the first term in the

expansion gives for A/u — oo

/°° dz! lﬁf (47)sin (%) | (2072
1 2

2212 I'(v/2) (v — 2)ul v/

v=3,5,.. (53)

€
+1L

where the second term diverges as ~ %171 and cancels the IR divergence in Eq. for pu — oco. Therefore, we only
€
need to keep the principal value of the integral over the contour Cs, i.e.,

i i —pBuz’
1 e~ ™ 2gp(2)dz e ™ 2isinT (1 — v/2) e (1 —2e )
— o~ P.V dy/ ~—— 7~ =3,5,... 54
2mi ji (22 — u?)v/2 2m uv—1 /1 o 22 — 1|v/2 v y D5 (54)

The principal value integral can be solved exactly and can be combined with the v =1 case to give the sum S, as

I1md — 2K(0,k) forv=1
S, = e_i""l—‘(lfg)sinﬂ(lfg) |:25—u v—1

TTia3/ 2 k2 K (”—71,/1) -T (%)} for v = 3,5, ...

(55)

where k = fu and K(z,y) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind. This is Eq. [5|in the main text.

APPENDIX D

In this section, we will evaluate relevant Matsubara sums to arrive at the expression for the fluctuation propagator
in the weak coupling (k < 1) clean limit (7 — 00). We begin with the small u expansions of the pair susceptibilities
appearing in the main text (the powers (0) and (2) on top of the pair susceptibility components denote powers of the
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small r = 22 expansion)
m©(0,0) ~ — 56
EZL%| kP} (%)
2
e L o - : 57
(.0 3m3§:|%w o (7

Consider the sum

n=—oo

n=oo 1
n;m7|n+ +x|p—<2+ Z>|n+%+x|p p=1,2,3,. (58)

Inverting signs of the summation variable in the second term, then making the variable shift n’ = n—1 and combining
terms we get

- - = + . 59
O e P (e R ) 9
n=—o00 n=0 2 2

Using this relation we can write I1(9)(0,0) as (for z = 0)

4 4u?
1 (0,0) — (60)
T 4B ¢ Z 27T (nt3) (2T (n+ 1)’
Noting that ZA/%T(TL + ) P In(525) —9(1/2) and 307 o(n + 3) 7% = —24(1/2), we arrive at
11((0,0) ~ Ny |In AN ¥(1/2) + 7“‘721//’(1/2) (61)
7 0 27T 2(2nT)2 ‘
Similarly we can write
—mr? 4 Su?
@) (q,0) = mr}j - (62)
’ 3 5
328 @rT)3 (n+13)"  (277)5 (n+3)
Noting again that >_0° (n+ )% = — 4™ (1/2), we arrive at
—Nor? [2[¢"(1/2)]  w?|[v™(1/2)|
1 (q,0) ~ —2 - : 63
(@.0) = == | " @112 3(27T)" (63)
Combining I1(°)(0, 0) and I1?)(q, 0) we obtain the fluctuation propagator in the weak coupling, clean limit as
1 A 1 U202 N0T2 UQC4
L g, —=0)=—=+No|ln — -9 (=)~ - 205 — ——| . 64
(4,2 = 0) ==+ No {n o7 Y <2) 87T2T2] 1287272 [ 2 12W2T2] (64)

APPENDIX E

In this Appendix we derive the fluctuation propagator in the weak coupling limit (k < 1) with dilute impurities
(0 =TT > 1). We recall the static long-wavelength pair susceptibility for weak impurity scattering from the main
text

27TN07’A (€n,u)
II(q —»0,2=0) 65
(q 5 Z 27rN07' - A(en,u) (65)
< 2’7‘(’N u?
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Keeping only terms quadratic in u, we obtain

oo

27rN0 Z T 2272
sgn(en) o . 2 .
2|en + ng‘T -1 (2|€n + 58,112(:”) ‘T . 1) |€n + bg,n2(6n)‘

(g — 0,Q = 0) ~ (67)

n—=—oo
T

47TNO U2 ‘|
S Y (68)
> 1 1 1 1
=N, P PR + -
OnE_:o[(”Jfé) {(”JF%JFMITT) 4nTr (n+ 3)° (”JF;)}

In the second line we changed the summation to positive integers by inverting sign of the summation variable. Using
definitions and properties of Gamma functions we can write the final expression for the pair susceptibility (8 = T'7)

T(q — 0,2 = 0) = N [m (47TAT>—w(;>+4u27'2 [w(éujﬁ))—ww( ) - w(é)” (70)

which appears in the final expression of the fluctuation propagator in the main text.

(69)

APPENDIX F

In this Appendix, we evaluate Matsubara sums appearing in the strong coupling (x > 1), dilute impurity (6 > 1)
limit. The derivation follows along similar lines as the case of the clean limit but with branch points shifted by 71
See Fig. [3] (right) for a sketch of the integration contour chosen. We begin by recalling the pair susceptibility in the
limit k > 1, 8 > 1 where vertex corrections can be ignored

(L Qk Z P qa €n+k7 ) (71)

For 2, = 0, one can perform an expansion in r similar to the clean case and write

P(Q,én, —En) = PO (q=0,¢,, —&,) + PP(q, ., —&),

PO 0,0) = 2 (251 - u25'3) , (72)
4
2
(2) _ 5m7’ g .28&
P(q,0) =~ (25 - u?S; ) (73)
and S, = % >, (& + u?)~"/2. To evaluate S, consider the integral over the contour C' in Fig. [3{ (right)

i = gr(2)dz _ e 2gp(2)dz -

v — 9 V/2 - 9 ( )

c ; c

v/2’
oo ] (e )]

where we used the definition of the complex signum function sgn(z) = z/|z| to obtain the right hand side. For u > 2L

the branch points can be solved as z = + (u — i) with the branch cuts originating from these points to oo (see

Fig. 3| (right)). Using Cauchy’s theorem, we can easily see that the sum S, = ﬁfy. Like the clean case, in the limit
k>1,0>1and u > %, the non-trivial contribution to the summation comes from the Cs part of the contour. This
is true for both the v = 1 and v = 3,5, ... cases. Extending the results for the clean case, we obtain for 7 < oo and
0>1

. e "™ sinm (1 -% A — —
Sl/ — ( 2) / dZ (gF(Z) gF( Z)) =) (75)
T w2 e 217/
i {_“2 +22 (14 ) }
where A can be extended to infinity for the cases v = 3,5,... As the integration is now over real variables, we can
make the substitution z = zu to yield
. Bux
- e ™sing (1Y) M tanh (T)
S, = (1-3) / dx . (76)

muv—1 1L 4 [(x—i—ﬁ)z—l}%



13

Setting = + ﬁ =t and expanding the numerator hyperbolic function

S__f”%mwO—Z)/ﬁb;w [ramb (%) — tanh (515)]
v Tur—1 14 (12 — 1)”/2 [1 — tanh (%) tanh (ﬁ)} |

Since fu > 1, T'T > 1 we can rewrite the sum as

Su - e~V ginT (1 — %) PV

ﬂ-uufl

A _ —But %
dtl%—fﬂ _ (78)
1 (t2-1)2

The above integral looks similar to the one that is obtained in the clean limit except for the additional factor e7t .
Hence, the expression for the fluctuation propagator in the strong coupling limit with dilute impurities can be readily

generalized as
-1 -1 A Th K
L7 (q,Q2—0)~—¢g "+ Ny |In— + 5
u

Nor? [Tr3

This is the final expression that appears in the main text.

APPENDIX G

10.0
— k=1
g 95 00
t>3
X k=10
E 90
— k=5
8.5
2 4 6 8 10
K [}
9.0
8.5
- AS.O — k=100
= =" k=10
7.0
6.5 — k=3
6.0
2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10
K ]

FIG. 4. Numerical plots of the pair susceptibility as a function of K = Su (left column) and 0 = T'r (right column) for k > 1
and 6 > 1. The top (bottom) row are calculations with (without) vertex corrections due to impurities. The relatively flat

behavior of the pair susceptibility as a function 6 for £ > 1 is due to the weak exponential dependence ~ ¢35, These results
demonstrate that in the limit x > 1 and 0 > 1, impurity vertex corrections have a negligible effect on the pair susceptibility.
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10.5 10.5
10.4 00 — k =0.001
s s - k=01
< 10.3 5
E — 6=100 E o5 — k=3
10.2 =10 — k=5
10.1 — 0=5 9.0
00 02 04 06 08 10 1.2 1.4 2 4 6 8 10
K [’}
10.5 10.5 ——————
10.4 f — x=0.001
10.0
& 10.3 5 k=01
= — 9=100 = 3
cC 10.2 - 9.5 K=J3
0 - 10 — K= 5
10.1 _ e=5 9.0
00 02 04 06 08 10 1.2 1.4 2 4 6 8 10
K ]

FIG. 5. Same caption as Fig. 4] but for k < 1 and 6 > 1. These results demonstrate that in the limit k < 1 and 6 > 1,
impurity vertex corrections have a discernible yet small effect on the pair susceptibility.

10.5 10.5
10.0 — k=0.001
10.0
G_ {,: 9.5 k=01
X X
= 95 = o0 — k=5
— k=10
8.5
9.0
0 1 2 3 4 5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
K [}
9
—~ 8l — 6=0.001 —
) @
X X
=7 6=01 =4
5| — 6=5
° 6=10
4 =
0 1 2 3 4 5

K 6

FIG. 6. Same caption as Fig. [4] but for 8 < 1 over a range of k. These results demonstrate that in the limit 6 < 1, impurity
vertex corrections completely alter the pair susceptibility leading to an eventual breakdown of perturbation theory.
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