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We discuss the superconductor to normal phase transitian infinite—layered, type—Il superconductor in
the limit where the Josephson coupling between layers ikgilelg. We model each layer as a neutral gas of
thermally—excited pancake vortices and assume the domimanlayer coupling is the electromagnetic inter-
action between the screening currents induced by thesieegrtOur main result, obtained by exactly solving
the leading order renormalization group flow, is that thesghansition in this model is a Kosterlitz—Thouless
transition despite being a three—dimensional system. &\thié transition itself is driven by the unbinding
of two—dimensional pancake vortices, an RG analysis of aletemperature phase and a mean—field theory
of the high temperature phase reveal that both phases pdbses—dimensional correlations. An experimental
consequence is that the jump in the measured in—plane sudestiffness, a universal quantity in 2d Kosterlitz—
Thouless theory, receives a small non—universal corre¢tborder 1% in B}Sr.CaCuOs4). This overall
picture places some claims expressed in the literature oonra secure analytical footing and resolves some
conflicting views.

I. INTRODUCTION ally assumed to be small compared to the Josephson term.

A second motivation is a recent experiménton

In this paper, we revisit the problem of the superconductorLa;.Ba,CuO, near its stripe-ordered state at = 1/8
normal phase transition of a layered, type—Il superconducwhere a 2d superconducting phase has been observed below
tor in the limit where Josephson coupling between layers i@n apparent Kosterlitz—Thouless transition temperatQOee
negligible. We model this system as an infinite stack of suproposa¥ suggests that under the right circumstances, the su-
perconducting planes, each layer containing a neutral fjas ¢@erconducting state can occur with a finite wave vector, eher
thermally—excited, two—dimensional pancake vortcade  the periodicity is in the same direction as the charge order
take the viewpoint that the dominant mechanism coupling théut with double the period. Since the stripes in adjacent lay
layers is the long—range electromagnetic interaétimtween  ers orient with a relative angle of 90an orthogonality argu-
the screening currents induced by these vortices. We expegient implies that the Josephson coupling between first, sec-
this model to be relevant to layered superconductors wherend, and third neighbor planes is cancelled exactly antiéurt
the dominant mechanism by which the superconductivity istimate¥? imply the residual terms are extremely small. In
lost (as the temperature is raised) is the loss of long—range such a scenario, we expect our model to be directly applica-
der in the phase of the order paramét@andidate materials ble to the experiment In a similar vein, there are a series
include the underdoped higlfi-cuprates as well as layered of somewhat older experimef#d* on various cuprates in a
structures made from conventional type—II supercondsctor dc flux transformer geometry where the observation of effec-

One motivation for considering this model is that investi- t_|vely Zd. vortices was explam_ed as the cutting of 3d vortex
gations of the superconductor—normal phase transitiohen t lines. Since \_]osephson coupling is the strongest reason why
cuprates have revealed 3dXY critical exponents, a hallmar ancake vortices tend to form 3d stacks/lines (as the ge_nalt
of Josephson coupling between the planes, in only one cas _r_breaklng aline of pa_ncakes bound by the Josephson inter-
optimally—doped YBaCu;Og.., the least anisotropic of action would be proportional to the system si2eone way to

these material$n underdoped BiSr,CaCyOs., ., the most inte_rpret“the experi:nent is that .the _Josephson coqpli.ng is e
anisotropic of these compounds, signatures suggestive Offgctlvely cancelled” by the applied field. Once again, icisu
Kosterlitz—Thouless (KT) transition have been séefwhile a case we would expect our model to apply.

recent measuremefitsn underdoped YB#&Cu;Og ., Which Our main result is that the superconductor to normal phase
is substantially more anisotropic than the optimally—dbpe transition in a layered superconductor with an infinite num-
material though less so than underdopegBiCaCyOsg ., ber of electromagnetically—coupled layers is still a Kdie-
show a transition that is neither KT nor 3dXY nor any ob- Thouless transition. The mechanism resembles the single—
vious interpolation in betweeH. While these observations layer problem in that (a) the transition occurs through the
do not conclusively show that Josephson coupling can benbinding of two—dimensional pancake vortices and (b) the
neglecte&’, they do suggest that investigations of differentscreening within an individual layer at temperatures above
mechanisms for coupling the layers might be a fruitful line Tk, is not significantly different from an isolated two—

of attack if there is reason to suspect that Josephson cgupli dimensional system. However, both the low and high tem-
is very small. The Biot—Savart interaction between scregni perature phases have three—dimensional correlationshand t
currents in different layers is a long-range, three—dinograd ~ jump in the in—plane superfluid stiffness, as inferred from
coupling which is always present though its influence is usua penetration depth measurement, receives a small non—
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universal correction (of order’d). Our results are obtained dimensionality, why a KT transition is not a foregone corclu
via a renormalization group study of the low temperaturesion for this model. In Refl [22], it was noted that while the i
phase and a Debye—Huckel mean field theory of the high tenterlayer logarithms individually come with much smaller co
perature state. efficients than the in—plane logarithm, the infinite set aico
The electromagnetic coupling may be formulated as an inplings obey a “sum rule” (see EQ.B)) which follows from
teraction between the pancake vorti¢éd?1817.1819The ha-  flux conservation. Therefore, there is the possibility tinat
sic mechanism is that a vortex in one of the layers inducesollective effect of a large number of layers could influence
screening currents in the same and in other layers, whicsecauthe critical properties. In a similar vein, in Ref. [25] it wa
Biot—Savart forces on the other vortices. For a single, lit-noted that configurations involving stacks of vortices veher
erally two—dimensional layer, this vortex—vortex intéfae  one or both ends terminaiesidethe superconductor, which
is screened at distances larger than the magnetic pepetratiare topologically forbidden in the presence of Josephsan co
depth\. For distances much less than but greater than pling (since vortex lines may then only terminate on the sur-
the coherence length, the interaction energy of two vor- face of the material), should be accounted for in its absence
tices of the same sign will be repulsive and scale logarithmi  In the next Section, we review some basic facts about the
cally with separation. However, if the layer has a small butBiot—Savartinteraction. In Sectiffilwe present an analytical
nonzero thicknesd, the effective screening length becomestheory of the phase transition using an extension of the 2d mo
A = 2X2/d > A\1%19 A\’ often exceeds the sample sizes mentum shell renormalization gro#fp Accounting for con-
considered in experiment and in such cases, the interactidigurations involving stacks of vortices, as discussed abov
is effectively logarithmic. we re—derive the coupled set of flow equations obtained in
For a layered system, the relevant screening length becom&ef. [24] and establish this set as an accurate descriptibieo
A = 2)\2/s, where )\ is the in-plane magnetic penetration low temperature phy_s_lcs._ W_e expllc_ltly solve th|s_set and fin
depth ands the layer spacing. However, for an infinite num- that the phase transition is, in fact, in the Kosterlitz—less
ber of layers, the interaction between two vortices of thieesa  Universality class. In Sectiofi¥] andVl, we discuss the low
sign in the same layer is logarithmic alt length scales, not and high temperature phases, the latter using a Debye—Hucke
just for separations smaller than The difference stems from Mean field theory. We conclude with a summary. Technical
the fact that in the infinite layer problem, currents in thieest ~ @SPects of the calculation are discussed in three appendice
layers guide a vortex’s magnetic flux radially out to infinity
within a disk of thickness\; while in the single layer prob-
lem, the flux spreads over all spat€or two vortices of the
same sign in different layers, it turns out the interact®also . ) ) ) ) ) )
logarithmic at large distances taitractivel:X” Therefore, the In this Section, we give a physical discussion of the Biot—

interlayer coupling favors pancake vortices of the sama sig Savart interaction a}nd introdu(_:e our model Ham.iltonian. To
aligning into stacks. This is qualitatively what happenghwi Make our assumptions clear, in Appeniibwe review how

Josephson coupling except the attractive force keeping th&iS interaction formally arises from a Ginzburg—Landapety

pancakes aligned is now logarithmic and long—ranged,adste T€€ energy functional. o
of linear and short-ranged. We model our system as an infinite stack of superconduct-

Because the interlayer interaction is logarithmic, it was'"9 planes, where the stacking is in thedirection and the

conjecture® that the phase transition should be in the posﬂmnsitﬁe.planles are given b%\ = nglwhere.n ISI an
Kosterlitz—Thouless universality class despite beingragh  Nt€gerand the interlayer spacing. A two-dimensional “pan-

» 7 . .
dimensional system. A number of important renormalizatiorc2ke vorte” of strengthm, (m is an integer) placed at

group studie® 222324 emphasizing the role of pancake vor- _the origin of layern = O_WiII induce an azimuthal screen-
tices, explored the issue in greater detail. In each case, {19 CUTeNtm1Ky(p,ns) in layer n wherep is the cylin-
phase transition was investigated through numerical studi drical _radlal coordnjate. A vortex of strength, chated
of the resulting flow equations, where the interlayer intera &t POSition(p, ns) will feel a radial Lorentz fc})lzce given by
tions were treated at varying levels of approximation and delo(p18) = Ky(p, ns)mimago/c whereg, = 52
tail (in each case, the Kosterlitz—Thouless equationsmoedu

2e”’
These screening currents were computed in Ref. 1 in the
as leading terms when the interlayer interaction was tdeate
perturbatively). Refs| [20.£2.23] provided support fo thiT

limit where s is small compared to the in-plane penetration
length )\ and for distancep large compared te and the in-

scenario while Ref[[24], which was prima facie the most comJ[Jlane coherence lenggy:

plete study, reached a very different conclusion: runanw@y R cos s N

flows in a very narrow temperature range close'tor ap- Kolpyns =0) = g oyo-[l = 5-(1—e PN (2.1)

peared to signal a three—dimensional critical re¢flar per- AP I

haps a first—order transition. This motivated the presemkwo

Il. THE BIOT-SAVART INTERACTION

Our central result, obtained by exactly solving the leading cpos? |, —lpel Vi

der RG flows which occur when the interlayer interaction is ££6(p:7s # 0) = —m(e I —e ) @2
treated non—perturbatively, is that the phase transispmk I

deed, in the Kosterlitz—Thouless universality class. Eq. indicates that to leading order, the in-plane screen-

There are a number of reasons, in addition to threeing currenti(p,0) ~ % This implies an in-plane vortex-
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vortex interaction potential where vortices of the sama sig superconducting phase, we expect the density of (thermally
repel each other logarithmically with distance, as in th€®2d excited) pancake vortices in each layer to be small and hence
model28 If, in addition top > s,€|, we also assume that the characteristic vortex-vortex separatjono be large. In

p > A, |ns|, then Eq.[Z.2) indicates that theut-of-plane  our analysis, we assume thatis large compared to other
screening currenk s (p, ns) ~ _%, This implies that the in- c_haracteristic I_engths, such a_§, vv_hich is one of the con-
teraction between two vortices in different planes alsdegar ditions for the interlayer logarithmic form to be valid. Als
logarithmically with distance but vortices of the same signin an infinite layer system, the logarithmic approximatiati w

now attract Therefore, in this limit, the interaction between break down for interlayer separatiopss| ~ p. However, the
two vortices of strengths:; andms, at positions(xy,nys)  1€ngth scale associated with the convergence of the sum rule

and(x2, nss) is given by: (Eq. 23) is of order) so, if p > A, we expect the net
contribution of these farthest layers to be small regasdids
) |x1 — X3 whether the full (Eq.&I3) or simplified (Eq.[E2.J) interac-
Vig & =g mimaayn, —n,| 1n(77 ) (2.3)  tionis used. Therefore, in this paper, we will approximate t
Biot-Savart interaction by its long distance form, which-pe
where mits us to use Coulomb gas techniques to analyze the partitio
. function. However, we will retain some aspects of the short
{ - Zn;féo an ~ 11— 2x, if n=0 distance physics, i. e. on length scales shorter famy in-
a, & (2.4)

_ﬁle‘ﬁ““ if n#0 troducing fugacity variables as discussed in the next Secti

yq = 1/8f§5(§“)2, andr is a nominal short distance length

scale (of orden)).

Eq. 23 is a model of the Biot-Savart interaction which

was considered in Refs.|22 and 24, and is the model consi%azﬂelap‘;tg)onrl;;:gc;ﬁglj)tfr; I?ﬁ??hgfrﬁzf (ir;?(léﬁteoc;’ Iwhgre
ered in this paper. A noteworthy feature of this interaci®n Y 9 Y

that the coupling constants obey a “sum rule”™: vortices is:

> an=0 (2.5) 2= [lwr %exp(—ﬁzvij), (3.1)

I11. RENORMALIZATION GROUP ANALYSIS

{Nk,i} ksl i#j

This is not an accident but follows from flux quantizafén Whgreyk=lh: eXp(_ﬁE’“l)’fB being the mverie temperalfure
and is related to an important feature of the full interactio and Ej; the energy cost of creating a pancake vortex of type

T - it i : k in layer [, the species labét denoting both strength and
(Egs. ), @2, and BI3): the current distribution of anin- ", N A
finite stack of pancake vortices, one in each layer, is expone sign. We assume the layers are equivalent which implies the

tially screened at distancpss> A2 in analogy with the well- fﬁgacmes aref the same in gatl:h Iayer,hygg = Yk Nigls
known result for a vortex line in a bulk three—dimensionalte humber of typ& vortices in layed. The sum o{ Ny} is

superconduct@® In contrast, for a stack of uncoupled two— over layer occupations which gat|sfy charge (vortgx) “**'.“W
dn each layer. The sum ofr} is over spatial configurations
; i 1 i of vortices consistent with the séiN;, ;}.2° V;; is the vortex—
cording to the Pearl criterié® as~ 1 for distancesp < A ‘ : Wit k.l ij >
b2 _ vortex interaction which includes a hard—core constrdiat t
and as~ % for p > A, whereA = =L, d being the layer  two vortices in thesamelayer must be separated by a distance

P
thickness. 7 of order¢|, the in—plane coherence length.

The electromagnetic interaction causes (same charge) pan-at this stage,V;; is the exact vortex—vortex interaction.
cake vortices in different layers to preferentially aligrta To make analytical progress, we sepaigte V.. into two
stacks, which is phenomenologically what happens with < = - o~ g Y .
Josephson coupling except that now the aligning force is Iogparts’zi# VZJ + Z#j Vij» gorr.espondmg to thg contribu-
arithmic and long-ranged, as opposed to linear and betweefP" from pairs of vortices with in—plane separatipn<
neighboring layers in the Josephson coupled case. In partic2Ndp_> A respectively. The latter interaction is given by
lar, even thougly; < «g, which naively suggests that only Eq_. m_ and in a dilute sys’;em will apply _for most _Of the
the in-plane interaction is important, th decay very slowly pairs (v_v|th the caveats mermoned the previous Section). We
and the sum rule indicates that the combined effechafiy ~ @PProximate the shorter—distance physics in two steps. The
layers could possibly lead to three-dimensional effecte W POSSibility of having two vortices in the same plane sepearat
will return to this issue in the next Section. by a distance less thax, can be accounted for by suitably

We conclude this Section by discussing some of the approx€defining the fugacity variablé8.To approximate the inter-
imations inherent in EqZ(D. In the high temperature super- action between two closely spaced vortices in differergtay

. . o we introduce a new set of fugacity variablgs,y,;; }, where
conductors,o typical orders of magnltl}cm2es ~ 12 A.and Wapiy — exp(—BEapy ), Eaniy being the interaction energy
A & 1400 A so the smallness of- ~ 10~~ assumed in the  of having a pancake vortex of typen layer j directly above
derivation is met in practice. In and near the low tempegtur a pancake vortex of type in layeri. For equivalent layers,
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wab:i; Will depend only onji — j| (and the strengthsandb).  where the first term is the creation energy of each pancake in
With these approximations, E@.{Q) becomes: the stack while the second is the pairwise interaction gnerg
between different pancakes in the same stack. B08). énd

z (3.9 show that Egs.32 and are equivalent ways of
N N S expressing the partition function.
Z Hykfl H Wi ZGXP(—ﬁz Vij)s Our goal is to determine the phase diagram of the model
{Ni.1iNabiis} kil ab;ij {c} i#j described by EqE2) (or Eq. BJ) in the dilute limit where

(3.2) each plane contains a small, but nonzero, density of vettice
The advantage of separating the vortex—vortex interaation

whereN,;; is the number of pairs of vortices where the first a long—distance logarithmic term, accounting for the short
member is a vortex of typein layer: which is directly below distance physics through generalized fugacity variahies,
the second member, a vortex of tyjp@ layerj. The sumover that it permits the use of renormalization group (RG) tech-
{c} is now over those spatial configurations of pancakes conniques developed for studying the two—dimensional Coulomb
sistent with a set of (charge—neutral) layer occupat{ovis; } gas?%:28:3°The procedure requires us to consider a generalized
and interlayer patterngV,.;,; }. The sum inside the exponen- version of Eq.8.2):
tial is over pairs of vortices that are laterally separatgéb

least) and their interactioi;; is given by Eqs[Z.3-2.9. Z =
There is another way of viewing EQB.Q), which is more N N N
in-line with previous treatments of a vector Coulomb gaso Tw > (H ver ' [T wasti” TI wanesit
vortices in the same layer are always separated by a distdnce {NkiNavsijo-- b Rl abyij abe;ijk
at least)\ |, which may then be viewed as the effective “size” Nabedsijhi >
of a vortex. For a system with an infinite number of layers, bld_[__kl Wabcd;ijkl - ) {X;GXP(_ﬂ; Vij), (3.6)
abed;ig c 1£]

each having a small but nonzedensityof vortices, an in-
finitely long cylinder of radius\| perpendicular to and pierc-
ing the layers will “catch” an infinite number of vortices. &h is the three—body interaction energy of an aligned tripfet o
stack of pancakes caught by the cylinder may be viewed

) . . ortices where the first member is a vortex of typm layer
an extended object. By densely packing the system with sucf directly below the second member, a vortex of typi

cylinders, the configurations of the system may be viewed a . e ;
_configurations of these exteno!ed _objects. The extended O%ggrcji,nv%gl)?:rlli dlzli)ercggubi\?;?;:r;g;g:;g;ar?ci?;bv?/{l'l %gggﬁg of
jects can be labelled by a species inagex (...,ny,na,...) only on |i — j| and|j — k| (and the strengths, b, and.c).

wheren; is an integer |r_1d|cat|ng the s_trength .and sign O.f theSimiIarIy, we include fugacity variables correspondinddaor
vortex occupying layer i .Of the O.bJeCt in question (for a el (and higher) body interactions. These terms may be visegliz
system, most of the entries inwill be zero). We can formu- ;0 oiended object picture where H8.5j generalizes to:
late the problem in terms of these extended objects in which

case the partition function Eq@.{I) becomes:
P En = ZEnk,k + ZEnknl;kl + Z Enknlnm;klm + ...
k k£l k<i<m
zZ = ZHyﬁfn Zexp(_ﬂzvm,nj)v (33) (37)

{n} n {c} ] In AppendicefBlandC, we present a detailed renormalization
, ) . group treatment of this model. The analysis may be viewed as
where)_,,; is a sum over sets of extended objects consisg, jterative coarse—graining procedure connecting ourenod
tent with charge neutrality in each layer antt , is overdis-  with a series of other models with the same critical proper-
tinct spatial configurations of these objects. The intévact ties. A physical picture of this procedure is illustratedian
between two of these objects, indexedihyandn;, is loga-  discussed in Fidil
rithmic by construction and given by the sum of the pairwise The analysis of Append&yields an infinite set of coupled
interactions between the pancakes comprising each stack: flow equations for the extended object fugacities} and the
analogous equations for th€yy; }, {wij.xi }, .. .) variables.
Vaim; = Z Ve ,mji (3.4) The system has a fixed point when the,} variables are
k.l identically zero. A linearized theory about this fixed point
(Eq. [C22)) suggests that at sufficiently low temperatures the
wherek, [ are layer indices ant,, ., is given by Eq.[Z.3.  fixed point is stable while at higher temperatures these vari
Since an extended object is composed of an infinite number aibles become RG relevant. Beginning in the low temperature
pancakes, it will require an infinite creation enefgyandthe  phase and raising the temperature, the phase transitiodiis i
corresponding fugacity, = exp(—SEy) will be formally  cated by one of théy,, } becoming marginal. Which fugacity
zero*! However, we can write the energy of an extended obis the first to “unbind” depends on the initial conditions loét

In this equationwape.ijx = exp(—BEqpesiji) WhereEqpe,ijk

ject as: RG flow.
If the starting model is given by EdQZ{d), then the first ex-
E, = Z By + Z Y I— (3.5) tended objects to become marginal are those wheras +1
3 ey in one of its entries and zeroes everywhere else. By[E®), (



(a)

(c)

FIG. 1: Pictorial summary of the renormalization group m@thare
discussed in Appendicgs B andl C. If an object and its angatlajre
very closely spaced, then they will cancel upon coarse mgitout
in the process the coupling constants will be renormalifgdshows
the simplest such process involving single pancakes whiaf loe
viewed as integrating out the smallest loops of magnetic fibxis
an example of the more complicated object/anti—objectalai®ons
which correspond to integrating out larger loops. Nearljgats that
are not antiparticles will fuse together. (c) shows two kirgjrength
pancakes fusing into a double strength pancake. (d) showfghth
two stack and a single pancake fusing into a height thred&.stac

the fugacity of this object is precisely the fugacity of agden
strength pancake (= y; ; but since we have assumed a trans-
lationally invariant system, the layer index is not need@athe
flow equation for this quantity, in the approximation where w
keep only the leading dependence, is:

dy?

“de = .1/2(4 - ﬂq2a0). (3.8)

€

In the same limit, the flow equations for the coupling contstan
are:

d(BPan)

= (3.9)

= —7Ty2 Z(ﬁ(ﬁan—m)(ﬁ(ﬁam)'

where we have also taken the “distance to marginaliy’-
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We continue our analysis by recognizing that the right side
of Eq. (3.9 is a convolution of the couplings. Taking the
Fourier transform, we obtain:

d(1/(Bg*a(k)))
de

= ’]Ty2

(3.10)
wherea(k) = Y, a,e”*" and we used the fact that,, =
a_n,. Because the right side is independentkofwe may
formally integrate this equation to obtain:

 B¢a(k,0)

2
P = T ek 0019

(3.11)
whereC(e) = f; my? is an integration constant that obeys the
flow equation:

ac
de

7Ty2

(3.12)
with the initial conditionC(0) = 0. Observe thatv(0,¢) =
>, an SO EQ. implies that the sum rule is preserved by
the flow.

Using Egs.[8.9 and B.12, we obtain a differential equa-
tion for the flow trajectories in theC y)-plane, which can be

integrated:
1 T dk
2=+ 2 (10- [+ selalhoc)))
T o 2m

(3.13)

Representative trajectories are sketched in[Bifpr a given
value ofyy as a function of temperature. AS increases
from 0 monotonically during the flow (Ed3(12), the system
moves along these curves from left to right. At high temper-
atures, the fugacity increases monotonically during the.flo
As the temperature is lowered, the fugacity initially deses
before increasing. At a critical temperature, the curvé ivil
tersect they = 0 axis at one point and at lower temperatures,
the curves cross the axis. Howevgr= 0 is a fixed point of
Egs. B.8 and B.9), which means the system will “stop” once

y = 0 is reached. These curves demonstrate the existence of
a low temperature phase, where the fugacity renormalizes to
zero, separated from a high temperature region by a transiti
corresponding to the unbinding ofl dancake vortices: this,

by definition, is a Kosterlitz-Thouless transitiéh.

B¢ ), as a small parameter. We will discuss the flow equa- “the most distinguishing characteristic of the single—

tions for the other variables further below.
Egs. B9 and are precisely the flow equations ob-
tained in Refl,. 24, using a formulation that involved onlygén

layer KT transition is the universal jump in the superfluid
stiffness®! To see what happens in the layered case, we need
to determine the range of initial conditions for which tha-tr

pancakes, without accounting for extended objects. Our andactory defined by EqEI3 passes through = 0 at some
ysis implies that the more complicated objects are irreleva - (. Thatis, we need to solve:

at temperatures below the transition so in this limit, EGB)(
and may have greater validity than initially suspected.
As discussed in the Append®; this irrelevance does not sim-
ply follow from the linearized theory but involves using the
sum rule (Eq.Z5) to place a bound on higher order terms —
a technical issue that does not arise in the single—laydr-pro
lem.

dk
Ty = /2— In(1 + B¢*|a(k,0)|C) — 4C (3.14)
™
If we begin close to the critical point, and assume the pmrsiti
of this point will only be changed by a small amount relative t
the single—layer case, we can expand this expressionrigeati



o, C, and(Bq*ap — 4) as small parameters. Then, to leading yz

order, we obtain:

Tyl A~ (BqQa (0) —4)C — lz a2 (O)CQ (3.15) 0.20;
0 0 1 2 2 .

0.15F

where we have inverted the Fourier transform. In order tehav
ay = 0 solution where” > 0, the following criterion must

be satisfied: I
0.05+

BiPao(0) — 4> |mR 3 02,0)  (3.16) -
™ [ —805 010 — 015 0.20

Therefore, at temperaturég > q2a0 (O)/4, there is no so- FIG. 2: Plot of the flow trajectories of Eml3) for the cadmere
lution andy will diverge as the flow coordinate — oc. the initial fugacityyo = 0.1. The six curves, from top to bottom, are
Eq. B.10) indicates that the couplingy,} will go to zero 184" = 1,2, 3,4, 5, and 6 respectively. Since the flow stops when
in this same limit. The critical temperature at whichy a- 0 y fk()) this initial c(;)ndltlon implies a phase transition occogrifor
. . o . . tw 5 6.
fixed point exists i€" = ¢%a(0)/4. This solution represents P’ between 5 an
a critical surfacéy = 0, {a, = a,,(0)}) where the only con-
straints on the couplingfy,,(0)} are the sum rule (or, more
recisely, that the matrix,;; = «);_; is positive definite — . . , .
gee the )(;iscussion in App;énm gnéltha?the values are such coupl_mgs{an} will havg nonzero fixed point values. There-
that the single strength pancake is the first fluctuation to before, interlayer corrglauons will be_ present. L
Another perspective may be gained by considering the flow

come marginal. . L . : ;
we need to relate th&auations for the pair interaction fugacity for single srth

To relate this to the universal jump, . . i
quantity g (0), given in Eq.[2.4), to the in—plane superfluid pancakes in layers 1 and, which we labelo,, (Eq. (C23):

stiffness measured in an experiment. The in—plane superflui
stiffness is defined in terms of the in—plane magnetic pen- ~ Wim _ 2+ B¢*m—1] wim — BEPam—1 (4.1)
etration depth)\, which is a directly measurable quantity: de

ps = ds/(167°X}) = ¢*/2m (see the discussion between
Egs. BI) and [A2)). As the critical temperature is crossed,
the quantityBq®ao(oc) jumps downward from 4 to zero. In

where we have dropped terms that flow to zero in the low tem-
perature phase as— co. Eq. [4.J) has a fixed point when:

terms ofp,: o (50) 8% lam 1(0) B |om—1(o0) “2)
T " 2+ B¢ [om—1(00)| 2 '
T . 7 In the decoupled limitws,,, (o) would be zero. The = 0
fixed point means that at the longest length scales, the ef-
ot fective model is equivalent to one where the vortices are not
[ps]Ti 2 present: i. e. the properties of the superconductor willde g
T = - (3.18)  erned by the spin wave part of the action (E&LT). How-
¢ & (1 - m) ever, at intermediate length scales, which corresponddo th

points forming the RG trajectory, the effective model wid b
Therefore, while the jump described by E8.XJ) is a univer-  one where the vortices are present, albeit with small fugac-
sal quantity, the jump in the superfluid stiffness (E218),  ity. w,, flowing to zero means that configurations where vor-
which is the quantity that is directly measured, receivesijces lie on top of one another contribute progressively tes
a non-universal correction on the order of 1 percent fokhe partition function, relative to configurations whereytilo
Bi2SnCaCuyOsy - not, as the system is viewed from larger length scales. The
reason is purely entrop#. Eq. indicates an enhanced
probability for such configurations in the coupled layerecas
IV. LOW TEMPERATURE PHASE At one level, this is not so surprising because at the small-
est length scales, the interlayer couplings (ad)) favor the
Having established the existence of a critical point andormation of stacks. However, it is interesting to discuss t
phase transition, we now turn to the nature of the low temperhigher—body terms. For example, we may obtain the three-
ature phase and the way the present case differs from a stabkdy interaction fugacity for single strength pancakesiyn |
of decoupled layers. The most direct difference followsfro ersa, b, ande, which we labelv,;.. To obtain this quantity, it
Eqg. BI3. As the low temperature phase is characterized bys easiest to start with the flow equation far = y.,. Wwhere
a finite value ofC'(cc), Eq. 81J) indicates that the interlayer n is a vector with+1 in layersa, b, andc, and 0 elsewhere.
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From AppendixC it follows, to leading order iny, that: (3.9 and were obtained by dropping terms involving
higher powers ofy, which is no longer valid whep is order

dyabc Bq? unity. Physically, the RG approach of Appenfassumes a
© 2P (3ax0 + atap + e + e | Yave dilute gas of vortices, which is no longer true at high temper
atures.
-y {yab(aac + e) + Yac(Qab + Qbe) + Yoe (b + O‘ac):| Therefore, to gain insight into the nature of the high tem-

(4.3) Pperature phase, a different analytical approach is neadfed.
study this limit using a Debye—Huckel mean field analysis

wherey;; is the fugacity of the extended object with single where we assume each layer hdispositive andN nega-
strength pancakes in layeisand j, the other layers being tive vortices, which we represent via density functipfigx)
empty, anda;; = «j;_;. We can determine the low tem- andp,,(x), wherem is a layer index anc is the in—plane
perature fixed point value af,;. by setting the right side of coordinate. The total charge density in layeris given by
Eqg. @3 to zero. By Eq.[B.7), these fugacities may be un- p,,(x) = p;}(x) — p,,(x). The system is modeled by the
derstood as a product of terms associated with the creatiomean—field free energy functional:
and interaction of the stacked vortices,, = y?wq, and

_ .3 = .3 i 7
{?.#é = PP UWahWacWpeWabe = Y3 vape. Using Eq. D), we [//dzdeypm )on () Viron (% — 3 }
2 P (X) Pm (X
() T%[/d o (o005 + gm0 )|
B (b + tac + ane)? — (a2, + 02, + od,)] o
(g —2) + 2 (ab + Qe + o) * Z/d #0m ()pm ()
5 m
B [(ab + e + ave)? = (02, + a2+ af)] (5.1)
2
(3,6’211 ) ) where the three terms are the vortex—vortex interactiosy, sy
(4.4) tem entropy, and interaction of the vortices with an exter-
nal potentialp®(x). The potential,,,,(x — y) is given by
In terms of the variablev .., the result is: Eqg. 23. The idea is to minimiz& with respect to the func-
tions pz%, (x) subject to the constrainf: d%zp;5 (x) = N.
Wape(00) The previous paragraph is a natural way to discuss the high

2 temperature limit of a layered Coulomb gas interacting via
(5%2) [(Ctab + Qtac + e)? — (02, + a2, + af.)] Eq. 2.3 .22 However, there is a caveat to note when we relate
384 this model to superconductors. The phase transition dieclis
) oo in the previous Section describes a loss of supercondtygtivi
(4.5) whichis the low temperature state, due to a loss of long-eang
order in thephaseof the order parameter. Therefore, in prin-
In decoupled limity,,. andwas. flow to zero and infinity re-  ciple, one may have a regime without superconductivity but
spectively, which again is purely entropig.;,. being nonzero  where theamplitudeof the superconducting order parameter
indicates an enhanced probability for these objects indie ¢ is nonzerd It is in such a regime that our model applies since
pled layer case. However, these expressions indicatertbat tit is reasonable to assume the basic degrees of freedom would
effective interaction between the vortices within the kt&c  still be vortices. A nonzero order parameter amplitude reean
no longer a simple pairwise form. Qualitatively, this isirer  the effective penetration depth is finite so we expect tharint
indication of three—dimensional correlations being pneg®  |ayer mechanism of Eq2(3), which is ultimately due to the
the low temperature phase. screening currents, to still apply. On the other hand, ohee t
order parameter amplitude is zero, we can no longer think of
the basic degrees of freedom as vortices so our model would
V. HIGH TEMPERATURES no longer be relevant. In Refl[3], it was suggested that for
layered superconductors with small superconducting exarri
Fig. [@shows that the high temperature phase@as» co densities, including the high= materials, the energy scale
ase — oo. From Eq.[B:I3), we conclude that the new fixed associated with phase decoherence might be appreciably les
point model is one where all of the couplings have renormalthan the energy scale at which the amplitude goes to zero.
ized to zero. In the same limif; also diverges, which may In such a case, there would be a temperature range @hove
be interpreted as an unbinding of pancake vortices. Therewhere our model would apply.
fore, the high temperature phase may be viewed as a stack ofIn the absence of an external potential, the minimum
nearly independent planes, each containing a neutral plasnfree energy is obtained when both the positive and negative
of weakly interacting vortices. However, ongébecomes of ~ charges are uniformly distributed in each layer, pg.(x) =
order unity, the renormalization group approach discussed N/A = po where A is the area of a layer. If we perturb the
the previous Section no longer applies. The flow equationsystem about this limit with a smafi®?, the corresponding

~

QapQacllpe (
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density fluctuation may be calculated as a linear response: 7 ~ x(1 — ;). However, a more striking difference is that if
we form an infinite stack by placing a test vortex at the origin
S0 (x) = — /d%’ x — x4 592 of everylayer, then the sum rulg indicates that the stack will
prm(x) zn: X Jo ) (62 be completely screened while in the case of decoupled lay-
ers, a each test charge will influence a density fluctuation in
where the (Fourier transform) of the susceptibility its own layer of the 2d Yukawa form. In this sense, the high

X (%, X)) = —(8pm (x) /5¢SYx")) =0 iS given by: temperature phase of the infinite layer model does not corre-
) spond to a complete layer decoupling but retains some of its
x(q, k) = 77— (5.3) three—dimensional features.
35 +V(a,k)
whereV (q, k) = a(k)fl—’; is the Fourier transform of EQ2(3 VI. CONCLUSION

anda(k) the Fourier transform of Eq2(4):
In conclusion, we have shown that the superconductor-to-
Za(n)e‘“m =ap+ Zane‘i’m normal phase transition in an infinite—layered, type—Il su-
n n#0 perconductor, in the absence of Josephson coupling but in
the presence of electromagnetic coupling, is a Kosterlitz—
S } (5.4) Thouless transition. The jump in the in—plane superfluid
cosk — cosh 5 stiffness, which is a universal quantity in the single layer
) . problem, acquires a small non—universal correction. We find
We chooses®!(x) to be the potential of a unit test charge at that the phase transition is driven by the unbinding of two—
the origin of then = 0 layer: ¢*!(q, k) = 23a(k) While this  gimensional pancake vortices but both the low and high tem-
potential is not small near the origin, ourinterestis inldrgy  perature phases show three—dimensional characteristics.

a(k)

s {es/)‘\\—i-lH cosk —1
2/\” es/)‘H—l

distance behavior. The corresponding density fluctuagion i A natural topic for future work is to find more connections
with experiment, including ways to distinguish the eleetro
2 . .
n cosk — 1 magnetically coupled problem from the single layer case. A
p(a, k) = —x(a, k)o™(a, k) = 0 A oA o )
? +n? |cosk — a, more pressing issue would be to explore how these conclu
sions are affected by having a small but nonzero Josephson
coupling and/or other mechanisms of coupling the layers.
(5.5)
2 s 2
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and also assume thatis not too large, then to leading order, APPENDIX A: RELATION OF GINZBURG-L ANDAU AND

772

¢+

6m,0 -

Spm(a) =

we obtain: COULOMB GASMODELS
8pm(x) ~ n? e ( 0 — ——e Tf) In this Section, we review how the Coulomb gas description
Vx| ’ 2 of a layered superconductor arises from a phenomenological
el free energy functional of the Ginzburg-Landau type. Vasan
=7’ an,  (5.7)  of this derivation may be found in a number of references, in-
Vx| cluding the original paper of EfetévOur presentation closely

follows Ref[18.
Our starting point is the Lawrence-Doniach model of lay-
ered superconducté¥svhere the system is modeled as a dis-

At large distances, the in- (out-of) plane fluctuation isipos
tive (negative) which is expected by neutrality since a{pasi
charge at the origin will attract negative (positive) clewtp- crete set of superconducting layers stacked in Ahdirec-

wards the origin in the same (different) layers. The in—plan .

density fluctuation has essentially the same Yukawa form ag?]g' a:—ehﬁr:?z(raﬁl a;eae(l:ses duwi?r? itnoter;?a:/ee:hsz s:ggotmﬁhess

the single layer problem. The screening length is slightly Y spac yer sep
each layem, we associate a superconducting order parame-

. . 4 . . .
renormalized from the in—plane value ef = /=2 t0  ter ¥, = |W,,|e?» which we assume does not vary in the



direction within a layer. The Lawrence-Doniach free energyfunctional is then given by:

B I5) 1 . e* 2
F(U,,A) = dzn:/dgré(z — ) [a|\11n|2 + 1w+ %ﬁ‘(—mv - ?A”)\Ifn

ﬁ2 e* (n+1)s 2
+ —Q‘Q/mrl exp(—i—/ dzAz) -,
s c Jn

*
2m} s

|+ 8i /d3r(V x A)?, (A1)

™

where the subscript$ and z refer to the two in-plane and a vortex, which is a region with a radius of ordgr= K
one out-of-plane coordinates respectively afd= 2¢ and
mﬁ,z = 2my . are respectively the charge and effective
masses of a Cooper pair. The difference between[Ef) ( ) _ _ o mye 19 _
and the usual Ginzburg-Landau functional is that the ordeP!2n® magnetic penetration depth = (57, 5=) /*, which
parameter fields are only defined within the layers so that thés the other in-plane length scale of interest; herg = nsg
kinetic energy associated with thedirection is discretized. is the average number density of superconducting electrons
Note, however, that the magnetic field is defined everywherever the whole sample volurdeTherefore, if the smallest
in space. This approach differs from anisotropic Ginzburgdength scale we are interested in is of ordgrand if we
Landau theory, where the order parameter is defined everyurther assume that the concentration of vortices is diliite
where and the: direction still has a continuum description. seems reasonable to neglect amplitude fluctuations.
We expect EqI&T) to accurately describe highly anisotropic ~ The term in Eq.[&T) involving m. may then be viewed as
superconductors, such as the hiffheompounds, but we are a Josephson coupling between the phase variables in atjacen
not aware of a precise way in which to derive E&I) as the layers. For the highly anisotropic materials which mogvat
limit of an anisotropic Ginzburg-Landau model. the present worky:, >> m so we expect the Josephson cou-
Next, we assume the amplitude of the order parameter ipling to be very small. In this paper, we assume the Josephson
constant in each layer, i.¢V,|?> = nf = %, Wheren, is  coupling is identically zero and hence ignore this term.
the number of superconducting electrons per unit volume in a With these simplifications, EqA{T) leads to the following
layer. This assumption clearly breaks down within the cdre oeffective action:

2mﬁ\a|’

the in-plane coherence length. For the type Il supercorodsict
of interest in the present wory is small compared to the in-

F(0,,A) = % /d?’rzn:é(z —ns)(V) b, — i—ZA”)Q + siw /d3r(V x A)? (A2)
|
wheref,, is the phase of the order parameter in layep, = of Eq. @4) gives:
hn’;}“i is the 2D superfluid stiffness of a layer; angl = % (q, k) (a. k)
Il « ) - 9
The interaction between layers is implicit in the seconthter Ay(q, k) =~ 19 Ll (A5)

. ) T A(g? +k?)
The next step is to determine th& which minimizes

the functional [A2). Once this is obtained, we can rewrite whereq andk are the momenta conjugate to the in-plarg) (

Eq. A2) solely in terms of the order parameter. Taking theand out-of-plane) coordinates and:

functional derivatives and imposing Coulomb gauge A =

0) gives the following equations: o (a k) = ZefiknsA” (q, ns) = %ZAH(% b 27;m)
VA, = 0 (A3) (A6)
1 ¢0 _ —ikns <Z50
VQAH =X ;5(2 —ns)(A) — %Vuen) o)(a, k) = ;e k %Vuen(q) (A7)
(A4)

whereA (q, ns) means that the Fourier transform is only in
the in-plane direction. We can write the analog of EAB)X

1 _ 21 __ s H i R . .
where = 4mp,(37)* = prE Taking the Fourier transform - ith & replaced byk + (27m)/s, wherem is an integer.
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Notice thato(q, k + (27m)/s) = «a|(q, k) andy(q,k +  and
(2mm)/s) = ¢|(q, k). Therefore, summing both sides over

m, and using Eq[&B), we obtain the minimizing\: _ 1 1
Hab) = 50 Gz
Ay(q, k) = 214, k) 1 sinh ¢s
i (¢ + k) (A + L(q, k) Sl ey (A10)
(A8) q cos ks — coshgs
A(q k) = — q-¢y(ak) where the last identity is obtained by (standard) complet-an
o k(g% + k2)(A + L(q, k)) ysis methods. Substituting Eq4Ag) and into Eq. A2)

(A9)  will give an effective action in terms of the order parameter
itself. After some tedious but straightforward algebrag ob-
where the last expression follows from the gauge constrainins:

R d?q | [ Ommla x V0, (q)]? dk [a x Vi0m(Q)][a x V0, (q)]er(mm)s
7= 327T03A ;1/ (27)2 K > - / 2 ¢*(¢* + k*)(A + L(q, k))

Smnld - V)0, (q)? dk [q - Vm(Q)][a - V)b (q))er s @A
i ( ¢ _/% @+ k(A + L, k) ( _kQ(A—i—L(q,k))) (ALD)

The two sets of large “()” brackets indicate that the free enwhere:

ergy functional decouples into two parts which depend respe B
tively on the divergence-free and irrotational parts offtakels Qp > 0p o — =——
{V}10.}. These correspond respectively to the “vortex” and 24

spin-wave” excitations of the order parameter field, Wh'Chand the %" sign indicates that this result is to leading or-

appear in the conventiona_\l analysis of thaxd m_odel?—SV_Ve der in =, which is assumed to be a small parameter. For
make the usual assumption that the phase diagram is deter- A’

mined by the vortex part so will ignore the spin waves from@ discrete set of vortices, (x,n) = >, m;d(x — x;) where
Now on. m; = +1,£2, ... andx; are the strength and position respec-

We make the identificatiofrp,(q,n) = q x V0,(q) tively of theith vortex in layem. If, in addition to the interac-
v ) —_— n . .
wherep, (x, n) is the vortex number density per unit area in 10N €nergy in EqIAI5), we also assume that each vortex has

layern.23 After performing thek integratiod?, the vortex part & self-energy associated with its core, which we may reptese
of the free energy is given by: through a fugacity, we arrive at the partition function givey

Eq. BJ).

5 lnl

(A16)

1
Fo=3 Z/dedepv(x, m)py (¥, 1) Vin (x —y)

(A12) APPENDIX B: RELATION OF COULOMB GASAND SINE

where the vortex-vortex interaction is given by: GORDONMODEL S

The generalized Coulomb gas model discussed in the text
may be formulated as a sine Gordon field theory, as in the
two—dimensional cas¥:

B gbgs dzq elax
Vi) = 525 | oy g e = Wit (A1

and
Wi (q) = S500(e3) (Go = (GG = D)P)m7rl ) Sl{en) ] = -y / aVi - Vo,
mn\q) = 2/\ﬁq (Gg _ 1)1/2 ij
. L .
whereG, = cosh(gs) + %}Q(qqs) While this interaction +Z 72 /d wcosin - ¢(x)]. (BI)
I n

has a complicated appearance, our interest is primaril§sin i . . ) ) )
long distance (relative t&) behavior, which was obtained in N this Appendix, we establish the equivalence of this espre

Ref.[22: sion with Eqs.[8.3 and B.6). In AppendiXC, we analyze the
) phase diagram of this action using the renormalizationgrou
Vinn (|%]) ~ — ¢052 o In || (A15) Herei, j are layer indices andis a short distance cutoff of or-

T der the in—plane penetration depth The matrixg is defined
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so its inverseg ! is related to the coupling matrix for the lay- condition than overall vortex neutrality. If this constrais
ered Coulomb gas, given in E@.9): g£1/27r = Bq*aj;—j.  met, then EqlB4) becomes:
The factorz,, = 2yn,, wherey, is the fugacity of an extended
object indexed by the occupation vectoas discussed in the 1
text. The vectorp = (..., ¢1,¢o,...) Whereo; is a sine— expl—3 D a (X)) Vi (xa = )] (B7)
Gordon field corresponding to layer i. @bkt

We begin by writing Eq.[B) as a partition functiorg =

; . here k and [ indicate the planes where pancakes with
| DgeSlz}4l and expanding the cosine terms: v nd! b W P W

strengthsq,;, andny; and in—plane coordinates, andx; re-
side and:

Z—Z 1+ 22 [ @z cos(n - p(x
o(II[1+ 5 [ dreostn o) Vir(ka = X6) = (61(Xa)e1(x0) = (61:(0)61(0))

—1
//dQIdecos () cos(n- p(y)) + .. D . _ Oy, Xazxel (B8)
2' 3T 0 2 T
(B2)
where “...” are terms that are subleading for lajge— x;].
Here 2, = [ Dge ¥l whereSy[¢] = — i %5 [V Theterm we are considering will also have a prefactor. Sup-
V¢; and(...), denotes an average over thel Gaussian POse theN objects entering the average in EB4J include
measure. The Coulomb gas partition function follows from/Vn, ObJECtS oftypen, fora =1,..., N. There willthen be a
calculating these averages. We begin by writing the cosm&lctorof]'[a 1[,2,]1\2"“/(]\7 Bl from the Taylor expansion and
terms as: a factor of1 /2% from writing the V cosines as exponentials.
1 Eq. B9 is the integrand of &N dimensional spatial integral,
cosln - p(x)] =5 Y 0ol (B3)  which may be viewed as summing over different spatial con-
2 n(x)=+n figurations of theseéV objects. If we choose to write this as

a sum oven'ndistinguishableconfigurations then there will
The averages involve calculating expressions likegisg pe afactof["_, (Na,)! for the number of configurations
(exp[i Y0 na(Xa) - ¢(xq)])o.  Performing the Gaus- (contained in the mtegral) identical to having the objdats}
sian integral: at spatial positiongx,}. Combining everything (and drop-
ping the unimportant factag): we may rewrite EqRBI):

z=> [lG/2" Zexp > Vaim,) (B9

_ exp(—% % NNt (0)6(0)) n] n i]

<e[i Z«JJ.V:I ng(Xa) @(xa)] >0

- b (Xa " _ 0)é1 (0 where the first sum is over sets of objefis} satisfying vor-
Zn () mae (306 ) ({01 (2 )0 ()~ 0 (Q) )>)) tex neutrality in each layer and the second is over indistin-

(B4)  guishable spatial configuratioqs} of these objects. Com-
paring Egs.[BA—-(B9 with Eq. 3.3, we see that the sine
wherek, [ are layer indicesy, b are indices denoting th&’  Gordon theory is equivalent to our generalized Coulomb gas
objects{n, } entering the averagey, = »_ nx, is the total  if we make the following identifications:
vorticity in layer k due to theseV objects; and the two-point

abkl

function is: Yn = Zn/2 (B10)
d%q el (x-y)
P ()i (y :g’l/—i (BS)
(Pr(@)du(y)) Kl 2m2 ¢ 5q2a‘i7j| :g£1/27r (B11)
Notice that(¢x(0)¢;(0)) = q;—}: lné + .... Hence the first as asserted. Using E@.]) to expand the fugacities, we see
sum in the exponential is: that the sine—~Gordon model of Efg1) is also identical to the
partition function in Eq.[8.6).
_ lz N Ni(¢1(0)$1(0)) = 1 In £NTg_1N 4. The final point to note is that EJBJ) takes the logarith-
2 2 7 mic form at distances large compared#dout will vanish

(B6) as|x, — x| — 0. In contrast, the interaction that enters
where “..” are terms subleading i.. The form of the Eqgs.[B.3 and B.9) is a hard—core interaction (the particles are
interaction (Eq.[Z4) and the sum rule (Eq2(H) ensure assumed to be at least distandaterally apart). As discussed
that the coupling matrix ! is positive definité® Therefore,  in Ref. [26], this is not actually a problem as a sine—Gordon
NTg~1IN > 0, implying the average in EJB@) will be zero  model literally equivalent to a hard—core Coulomb gas is pos
asL — oo unlessN = 0. Therefore, the only configura- sible with a slight renormalization of the coupling congsan
tions of objectgn,, - - - , ny) with nonzero expectation value g;; that will not affect our calculations (since these corrersi
are those that satisfy vortex neutralitygachlayer, a stronger  will manifest as higher order terms in the RG analysis).
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APPENDIX C: DERIVATION OF FLOW EQUATIONS cumulant expansion:

In this Section, we derive the RG flow equations presented ) 1, )
in the main text. Our starting point is the action for the lay- 51 = (51) + 5 ((57) = {51)7) + ...
ered sine Gordon model (EQI)) which, as shown in Ap- - o
pendixB] is equivalent to the layered Coulomb gas (E53)) => = /d2$<008(n SENEDD ;n -
discussed in the text. We analyze this action using an exten- n mn T

sion of the momentum shell renormalizaton group approach o o
discussed in Ref. 26. The calculation applies in the small fu //d zd y[<cos(m - ¢(x)) cos(n - ¢(y)))
gacity limit.
The first step is to write the actioBL) asS[{zn}, ¢] = — (cos(m - ¢(x))){cos(n - ¢(Y))>}
Sol@] + S1[{zn}, @], where S, is the Gaussian term. The ... (C3)

fields {¢;} are written as a sum of fast and slow modes, i.e.

i = @i« + ¢; ~ wWhere: . . P
9i = Pi< + di> A convenient way to obtain these averages is with the useful

2o fact:
Piclox) = / 1€[0,2] (2752 " ¢i(q) (C1)
q 'S

<€f dzzJ(x)-¢(x)> _ ef d?zJ(x) ¢« (x)

1 2,72
T - T e <on[S 3 [ [ st yneoions s )iy

(2m)?
(C4)
Here ¢;(q) is the Fourier transform of;(x), A ~ 1 is
an ultraviolet cutoff, ands = 1 + ¢ is a rescaling param- where the two—point function is:
eter. The idea is to integrate over the fast modes to get an
effective action forp - (x). The Gaussian term separates to P2a eia(x—y)
. e
give: Z — [ Dec50l9<) [ Depo 50l cS1 [{zn} b 0] — (1. ()1 () =9;Zz1/ dq (C5)
’ ’ lalela ) 2m)% ¢

A [ D eSolo<l(eSillznhd<.@>1y  where the constant =

| D~ eol®>] will be dropped because it does not affect the

critical properties of the model. The subscripf)(on the av-

erage, which we will also drop, denotes that the Gaussian av- . .

erage is over the fast modes only. (cos[n - (x)]) = s~ 47 2okt 94t "™ cos[n - - (x)] (C6)
We can write the average ds°1[{=}.9]) = ¢Sil{zn}.@<]

where the relation betwee$y and.S; may be expressed as a and withJ(x’) = ind(x’ — x) + imd(x’ —y):

Using these relations with(x’) = ind(x’ — x), we readily
obtain:

(cos[m - @(x)] cos[n - @(y)]) — (cos[m - p(x)]){cos[n - ¢(y)])
— %S—ﬁ Skt Iy (Mg +ngng) ([6_% Spimenitming ) (o, > (x)o1,> (y)) _ 1] COS[m i (X) +n-po (y)]

+ [e? Zulmemtmimi) (@ (091> ) _ 1] cosfm - < (x) — 1 - e (y)])

~ 2 (5 S tmens -+ mini) (6> (x)1.5 (7)) (cosfm - b (x) —n - 6 (y)] — coslm - G (x) + n- b (y)])

kl
(C7)

where in the last line, we retained terms to linear ordetin  expansion$? Form # n, this implies the replacement:

As the ultraviolet cutoffA — oc, the integral [C5) be- cos[m - ¢ (x) £n- g (y)] ~ cos[(m +n) - p<(x)].
comes arbitrarily small except when ~ y. Therefore,
we make the approximation; - (x)é; - (y)) ~ 725(x — (C8)

¥){(¢i>(0)9;~(0)) ~ 725(x — y) QQ; e and replace the co- Physically, this means that two closely-spaced vortexkstac

sine operators with the leading term in their operator pevdu when viewed from a distance, appear as a single stack com-
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posed of pancakes that are fusions of those in the two stackand:
Whenm = n, one of the terms in EqdJ) is of this fusion

type:

dgi
ﬂ = (Z mkmlgkl ) mqm;. (C15)

cosm - (¢ (x) + ¢ (y))] ~ cos[2m - ¢-(x)], (C9) de 167
while the other involves a nontrivial operator identificati It is more convenient to write the latter in terms of the irseer
coupling matrix#®

costm- (¢<(x) ~ < ()] &~ 3 mum; V6,96,
ij dg{-l
(C10) S

€
Physically, this latter term means that two identical, elgs ) o . o
spaced vortex stacks of opposite sign, to leading ordezescr  — 6 Z Zm Z MEmig, Z Gip MpMqTg; | -
one another at long distances. However, the effect of this m kl Pq

screening is a renormalization of the interlayer couplings (C16)
Using these expressions, we may write an equation for
S11{z,}] to second order in the fugacities: Eqgs. ICI9—-(C19 are natural generalizations of the usual
Coulomb gas flow equatio¥8 However, as mentioned in the
€Yij 9 text, the fugacity,, of an extended objeat can be expressed
Sil{znt o<] = Z /d TVoi< Vi< in terms of the creation and interaction energies of the pan-

cakes forming the stack. This latter formulation is coneeni
T i . (Cc11 because in this picture, the fundamental degrees of freedom
+ Z 72 / veosln - d<(x)]. (C11) are individual pancakes, which have finite energy, as ogpose
to extended objects, which have (formally) infinite energy.
where: The content of Eqs[@14—(C16 can be recast in this lan-

guage via the following relation which follows from EE.J):
1 _
Yii = Tom . 22 ( gkl mkmlgkll> mim; (C12)

I_IynI l_I'LUn1 njit,J H Wn; mjnyii,g,k
and (Cc17)

1<J i<j<k
wheresi, j, k are layer indices and theandw variables were
. B . / AR
n— — > imZm Z("k — mg)mugy! defined in the text. This implies:

8 m kl

6 dzn
+ P Zzn+mzm (Z(nk + mk)mlgk—f)} -
" M dyn“z wnl n;ii,J dwni,n]‘,nk;i,j,k
2ot SID D e

€ _ .
) (1 Cdn annlgkll> - (C13) Ynizi Gy Wnematd g Wneng i gk
kil +.... (C18)

The final step is to restore the ultraviolet cutoff of the aral

problem by rescaling the length. The net effect of doing, this The flow equation for thg variables are obtained by consid-
to leading order ir, is an additional multiplicative factdd + ering Eq. for the occupation vectai,.; which has only
2¢) on the right side of EqIG13). Combining Eq.[C1T) with  one nonzero entry: a strengtlvortex in layer i. For a transla-
the Gaussian terrfiy, we obtain an action similar to EQBT)  tionally invariant system, the fugacity variable will natmend
but with renormalized parameters. We can use HG&I-  on our choice of layei soy,.; = y, and:

(CI3 to write flow equations for these parameters:

d 1 L T S

Zn 1 — =7 =27 7900

D (2 I %nknlgkl ) Zn Ya Ang;; am
1 Zng;;—m~m -1

) b 2 (Zwk,o — momug ) . (c19)

1 _
% Zn—mZm <Z(nk — mk)mlgkll Zng.i %l
m kl
1 ) Using Eq. [CI9, we can obtain the flow equations for the
+ 3 Z Zn+mZm Z(”k +my)mugy |- (C14)  two-body fugacitiesv,s.;; by considering EqIEI4) with oc-
m kl cupation vecton,;,;; which has only two nonzero entries cor-
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responding to vortices of strengthsndb in layersi and;. We can similarly approximate the other flow equations by
keeping only the leading powers in Because we are in-
dwapij  dzng,,, dy,  dys ab terested in the critical behavior, we take the “distance to
T ot ) =\ 2t marginality”z = (8¢2a — 4) as an additional small param-
ab;ij Nab;ij Ya Yo Q .
eter. In such an expansion, EICI6 becomes:
1 Znab;ij_m Znab;ij+m Zng;i—m  “ng;+m
~g O o (T - )
87 m Znab;ij Znab;ij Zna;i Zna;i (ﬁ 5 )
o 3 . d(Bq"a
% (azmlgi_ll) + (Znab;” m Zngpi+m _ Zny,;—m o n) _ —7ry2 Z(ﬁqQOén—p)(ﬁCﬁap) (C23)
1 Znab:ij Znab:ij an:j P
+ Zﬂb;j+m) (bzng;ll) _ (Znab;i,j*m _ Zngp;i;+m
an;j l ’ Znab;ij Znab;ij

The simplest composite object is a pair of single strength vo
_Fnaimm | Fngibm  Znggom | Fngtm kamlgk_ll) tices, the first in layer 1 and the second directly above in
kl

layerm. The flow equation for the corresponding fugacity
Ynitim = Yim Slmphfles to:

Zna;i Zna;i an;j an?j
] . (C20)

dyim
In this manner, we can systematically obtain the flow equa- Z—le = [2- 8¢ (a0 + am—1)] y1m — B am—1y> (C24)
tions for each of the many—body fugacities, though the férma
expressions become increasingly complicated.

From Eqs.[CI9—(CI0), we see that the system has a fixed The only fusion term surviving the expansion is the simplest
pointwhen all of the:,’'s equal 0. To probe the stability of this  one: single strength pancakes in layers 1 andombining to
fixed point, we consider Eqid14), keeping only the linear form the objecty,,,. The equation for the two—body fugacity
term for the moment. Converting to the variables in the mainwll;lm = w;,, becomes:

text via Egs.[B1I0)—(B11), we have:

dyn ﬂ 2 d’LU m
= <2 -3 lq %:nkmozm_l]) Yn- (C21) di - _ [2 + BqQOmel] Wim — Bq2am1 (C25)

where the term in square brackets is the coefficient of the-log
rithmic interaction energy between two stacks of pancake vo In this manner, we can obtain simplified versions of the full
tices characterized by the same occupation vestoFrom  flow equations appropriate for the physical limit that ietes
Eq. 2.9, it may be shown that this quantity is always non- Us.

negative and strictly positive for occupation vectarthat are
“compact”, i.e. whose non-zero entries all occur in a regibn d
finite extent. For compact vectors, HEZJ) indicates the cor-
responding fugacities will be irrelevant at zero tempa®tu

There is an important technical point implicit in this prece
ure. In Eq.[CZ2), we have asserted that the terms we have
ignored areO(y?). From Eq.[CI4), we can see that an ex-
ample of such a term i@fllylmy. This arises from the fusion
6f the extended object composed of two unit strength posi-
tive pancakes in layersandm with a unit strength negative
}S'ancake in layerm. Since we expecl,, ~ y2, this term
will be of ordery3. However, there are amfinite number

marginal correspond to the vectdm.; }, which have a unit
strength pancake in one layer, the other layers being empt
Similar considerations apply for non-compact vectors #hnat

sparsely filled. The magnitude of the square bracket term Cal¢ < ch terms which. in total. could potentially overwhelm
in principle, be lowered by considering non-compact vector the “leading term” wHenevej i’s nonzero. This differs from
that are densely filled. For example, in the case where we ha\{ e usual single plane Coulomb gas Where there are only a
a unit strength pancake @verylayer of an infinite system, the finite number ofO(y®) processes (such as, for example, the
square bracket term will vanish by the sum rule. However, inrusion of a+2 and —1 pancake as well as' terms relatea to
a dilute system, such objects will not be present in theahiti the cutoff proceduf®). To see this is not a problem, note

model. . L
. . . that in the low temperature phase, EG28 implies that
Therefore, in the case which concerns us, the stabilityef th Yim ~ |am|y?/2. The infinite sum converges due to the sum

fixed point is determined by thig/,, ., }, which via Eq. [C14) ) 3 3

) . . Lii ) rule: > YimlY ~ Y>>y || = apy?. The argument
m#1 m#1

IS equwe(xj:intttt? the sn:_gle- strength pancake fugagity= y is similar for higher order processes. In the absence of such

governed by the equation. a sum rule, the pile—up of an infinite number of higher order

2 terms can overwhelm the leading term and hence invalidate
dy ( Bq

2 — TaO)y +O0(y?) (C22) the analysig’

de
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However, a jump in the superfluid stiffness characterisfi@o
KT transition has been seen in very thin films of underdoped
YBaQCUg06+w.ﬂ5

More precisely, since the rotational symmetry of the plariero-
ken, we would expect the pancakes to be anisotropic in shape,
since the coherence length will be different whether onaislp

lel or perpendicular to the stripes. Also, the interactitimsm-
selves might be anisotropic. However, we expect the leading
long—distance behavior to be at least qualitatively cagutiny an
isotropic model.

A common way of writing Eq.[3.J) is with the sum ovefc} re-
placed by a multidimensional integral over the coordinafethe
vorticeg*28 in which case factor$ /(N ;)! are needed because
the vortices are indistinguishable.

More precisely, the core enerdy,,; will no longer represent a
“bare” core energy but a renormalized energy that include®f-
fects of screening due to closely spaced vortex—antivqueess.
This screening will also renormalize the coefficiefits, } of the
logarithmic long—distance interaction from the values in £.4).
For a sufficiently dilute system of vortices, we expect thesor-
malizations to be very small. Therefore, we will still use tralues

in Eqg. [2.9) as initial conditions for the RG analysis of EG.2).
There is no inconsistency because any physical quantityirwil
volve an average where a substantial part of Bd) (will appear

in both the numerator and denominator and hence cancel.

A coarse—graining step may be viewed as taking the effective
size of a vortex fromr to 7+ d7. A vortex in the new model repre-
sents(1+ 42)? configurations of the old model. This is accounted
for by renormalizing the fugacity. Now consider an extendee
jectyim, with pancakes in layers 1 and. In the coarse—grained
model, this object will still represertt + %)2 configurations of
the old model but merely increasing the size of the pancakiés w
give an extra factor ofl + 4T)?. Hence, becaus@ . = y*wim,

we can account for this overcounting by renormalizing,, by
the factor(1 — 4r)?,

To see this, note that a unit strength vortex at the origiese-

sented by the phase fieMd(x) = 2. For a contourC' encir-

EIN
cling the singularity,§c V0 - dl = 2x. In the continuum case,
this becomegf,, VO - di = 2 [ p,(x)dA. However, by Green’s

theorem, we know thaf,, V6 - dl = [(V x V§) - dA. The iden-
tification 2mp, (x) = (V x V) - z follows.

To do the integral, it is helpful to first break the range
[—o0, 0] into separate integrals over the randesw/s, m/s],
[—7/s,m/s], [7/s,3m/s] and so on. In the integral ovéf2a —

1) /s, (2a + 1)7/s], make the variable chandge— k + 2ma/s,

so that all integrals are frof-7/s,/s]. Using Eq. and
the fact thatL(q, k + 2wa/s) = L(q, k), the separate integrals
can be combined into one which can be performed by contour in-
tegration over the unit circle.

To see this, note that one test of whether a symmetric matrix i
positive definite is if (a) its diagonal entries are positared (b)
the diagonal entry is larger than the sum of the absoluteegalu
of the other entries in its row (or column). A second test & tn
symmetric matrix is positive definite if and only if all of thead-
ing principal minors of the matrix are positive (i.e. whicleams
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the following matrices have positive determinants: theanpeft 46 To obtain this equation, it is helpful to start from the infasimal
1-by-1 column, the upper left 2-by-2 column, and so on up & th  expression forg: g = g + ey = g(1 + eg 'v), where the

matrix itself). The sum rule, and the fact that the magnisuoe matrix-y is given by Eq.[CID). Then, to leading orderian g~ =
the couplings monotonically decrease with interlayeratise, en- (l-eg g t=gt—eg gt

sures, by the first test, that for a finite number of layersnth&ix 47 This pile—up issue is sometimes relevant in theories oirglitlut-
g~ ! is positive definite. As these are the leading minors of the in  tinger liquids. E. Fradkin, private communication.

finite matrix, the second test ensures that the positivenitifiess

holds in the infinite layer case as well.



