arXiv:cond-mat/9907093v1 [cond-mat.supr-con] 6 Jul 1999

Spin-lattice relaxation in the mixed state of YBa_2Cu_3O_{7−δ}:

Can we see Doppler-shifted d-wave quasiparticles?

R. Wortis, A.J. Berlinsky, C. Kallin Department of Physics and Astronomy, McMaster University, 1280 Main Street West, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L8S-4M1 (March 16, 2018)

We present calculations of the rate of planar Cu spin lattice relaxation in the mixed state of YBa2Cu3O_{7−δ} due to (i) vortex vibrations and (ii) electron spin-flip scattering. We emphasize that both mechanisms give position dependent rates due to the presence of vortices, and hence the magnetization recovery is characterized by a distribution of rates. We conclude that relaxation by vortex vibrations is too slow to be a significant factor in this material. Using a semiclassical model of Doppler shifted d-wave quasiparticles with a linear dispersion around the nodes, our calculation of the relaxation rate from electron spin-flip scattering shows partial agreement with experiment.

I. INTRODUCTION

The spin-lattice relaxation rate is a classic probe of the superconducting state. The application of magnetic fields is central to NMR, and to study spin relaxation in the Meissner state, great ingenuity is required to make measurements using a field while insuring that the relaxation takes place in the absence of field. [1] However, in type-II materials, magnetic field enters the superconductor naturally in the form of vortices. The cuprate superconductors are extreme type-II materials in which the internal field is relatively uniform.

The Slichter group has made measurements of nuclear spin-lattice relaxation in the vortex state of YBa_2Cu_3O_{7−δ} (YBCO). [2] A key feature of the data they obtain is a broad distribution of relaxation rates. A distribution of relaxation rates necessarily implies spatial nonuniformity. (Because the relaxation rates due to two or more mechanisms at a given site simply add, if there are multiple mechanisms that are all uniform, the final result is also uniform.) In the mixed state of a superconductor there is intrinsic spatial nonuniformity, namely the vortices.

What mechanisms of relaxation would reflect this nonuniformity? Possible relaxation mechanisms can be divided into two classes according to whether they involve an interaction with the magnetic or the electric quadrupole moment of the nucleus. Given the magnetic nature of vortices, it seems reasonable to focus on the magnetic mechanisms. It is possible that vortices induce strains in the crystal lattice; however, any resulting variation in relaxation by phonons would be a second order effect.

Perhaps the most direct magnetic mechanism is the oscillation of magnetic field caused by vortex motions. Given the small coherence length and the consequent importance of thermal fluctuations in the cuprates, this mechanism deserves consideration. However, the magnetic mechanism which dominates relaxation in most conducting materials is electron spin-flip scattering: an electron exchanges spin with a nucleus and simultaneously scatters to a new momentum state in such a way as to conserve energy. In a superconductor with nodes in its gap, this mechanism is influenced by vortices because the initial and final states available to the electron depend on the supercurrent velocity [3] which is a function of distance from the vortex cores. In addition, there may be electronic states associated with the cores themselves. In this paper we evaluate the distribution of relaxation arising from vortex vibrations as well as that from electron spin-flip scattering.

Most previous studies [4–6] of relaxation by vortex vibrations have focused on the spatial average of the rate. We find that this mechanism is in fact strongly position dependent. However, in the relatively three dimensional compound YBCO, on which we have focused for comparison with the available experiments, even the fastest rates we calculate from vortex vibrations are much slower than what is observed experimentally.

It is the latter mechanism, electron spin-flip scattering, which offers the most exciting possibilities as a window on the electronic states in the superconducting state of the cuprates. It is now widely accepted that the symmetry of the superconducting order parameter in YBCO (and many other hole doped cuprates) is d-wave. However, there is less consensus on whether the electronic excitations of the superconducting state are described by the conventional BCS picture of weakly interacting quasiparticles. Microwave conductivity measurements [7] find that the real part of the conductivity has a Drude-like form with a width which drops sharply below T_c, corresponding to increasing quasiparticle lifetimes entering the superconducting state. However, it is not clear how to reconcile the temperature independent scattering rate at low temperatures with any known form of scattering. In addition, it has been argued that recent photoemission measurements are inconsistent with weakly interacting quasiparticles. [8]

It was first pointed out by Volovik [3] that the Doppler shifting of quasiparticle energies in the presence of supercurrent flow would generate a nonzero DOS at the Fermi surface in a superconductor with nodes in the gap. If the gap rises linearly near the nodes, the DOS at the Fermi surface will be proportional to the superfluid velocity. The supercurrent circulating around a vortex falls off roughly as one over the distance from the core, but is cut off by the spacing between vortices. Hence, Volovik argued that the DOS at the Fermi surface would be proportional to one over the spacing between vortices and therefore to the square root of the applied field. There will also be a contribution to the density of states from states associated with the vortex cores, but this is assumed to be negligible well away from the cores.

Specific heat provides a direct measure of the DOS. The first experiments were done by Moler, et al, [9] and since then additional measurements have been made by other groups [10], providing data in a wide range of temperatures and fields. Theory [11–14] suggests that there should be two scaling regimes: At low temperatures and high fields, the dominant effect is the Doppler shifting of quasiparticles, and hence the √ H dependence first predicted by Volovik is expected. However, at high temperatures and low fields, occupation of quasiparticle states by Doppler shifting is only significant near the vortex cores, and elsewhere thermally excited quasiparticles dominate. In this regime the field dependence of the specific heat is expected to be linear. Much of the data fall in a crossover region between these two regimes. Impurities give a nonzero DOS at the Fermi surface even in zero field, and therefore modify these scaling arguments. [15,16]

Specific heat measurements, however, have associated complications, including the nontrivial process of separating the electronic contributions from those of the lattice and of impurities. Moreover, it has been argued [17,18] that the field dependence of the specific heat observed in the cuprates is not due to their d-wave nature but rather to variation of the vortex core size independent of the gap symmetry. Therefore, it is beneficial to look for corroboration from other probes of the DOS. A substantial body of work on thermal conductivity is being developed from this perspective. [19–22]

Here we study these issues from the perspective of NMR. Is electron spin-flip scattering the dominant (or at least a significant) relaxation mechanism in superconducting YBCO? Are the electronic states well described in terms of Doppler-shifted d-wave quasiparticles? To address these questions, we have constructed a model of the relaxation based on Volovik’s semi-classical picture, focusing on states near the gap nodes. At experimentally accessible fields, the vortex cores account for at most a few percent of the total volume of the sample, and we therefore do not consider here the effect of electronic states associated specifically with the cores. To facilitate comparison with the available experiments, we have focused on the copper (spin^3_2 ) nuclei in the Cu-O planes.

Our results from electron spin-flip scattering are indeed spatially nonuniform and similar to what is seen experimentally. However, the correspondence is not entirely satisfactory. The distribution of relaxation rates obtained is not as broad as that seen in experiments nor is there as much weight at the highest rates. Furthermore, our calculations do not show as strong a field dependence as is observed. A more detailed discussion of these issues appears in the conclusion.

This paper proceeds as follows: Section (II) defines the distribution of relaxation rates and the associated magnetization recovery. In section (III) we outline our calculation of the rate of relaxation by vortex vibrations and describe the results of our numerical evaluation. In section (IV) we present our calculation of the rate of relaxation by electron spin-flip scattering and discuss its evaluation. Finally, section (V) presents our conclusions.

II. THE MAGNETIZATION RECOVERY FROM THE RATE DISTRIBUTION

The magnetization of the whole sample as a function of time is given by the integral over all possible relaxation rates, W_1, of the product of (i) the fraction of spins which relax at a given rate, P (W_1), and (ii) the magnetization of those spins as a function of time, M(W_1, t): M(t) = ∫_∞ 0 P (W_1)M(W_1, t)dW_1 (1)

We assume that each set of spins characterized by a given W_1 is described by a spin temperature. Considering, for example, an upper satellite (−^1_2 to −^3_2 ) inversion recovery, the magnetization of each set of spins will display the following three exponential decay: [23]

M(W_1, t) = M(W_1, ∞) [1 − 2F E(W_1t)] where

E(W_1t) = ( 1 10 e^{−2W1 t} + 5 10 e^{−6W1 t} + 4 10 e^{−12W1 t} ) . (2)

M(W_1, ∞) is the equilibrium magnetization of the transition, and F is the fraction of spins which are initially inverted (one ideally, but less in real experiments). W_1, or equivalently 1/T_1, is defined here to be equal to one third the rate at which a nuclear spin flips between the states m = −^3_2 and m = −^1_2 . In principle the up and down transition rates are different because the populations of the two states are different. However, in practice, the thermal energy is so much larger than the nuclear Zeeman energy that the population difference is very small and need only be kept to first order.

In a uniform system, P (W_1) would be a δ-function. However, in our system the rate of relaxation, whether from electron spin-flip scattering or from vortex vibrations, depends on position in the vortex lattice. P (W_1) is obtained by adding contributions from all positions:

P (W_1) = B Φ_o ∫ dr δ (W_1 − W (r)) (3)

B is the average field in the sample, and Φ_o is the flux quantum. Our task is therefore to calculate W (r), the rate of relaxation at r.

III. RELAXATION BY VORTEX VIBRATIONS

A. Calculating W^{vv}

First we calculate the rate of relaxation due to vortex vibrations, W^{vv} . We assume the vortices make only small deviations from a perfect hexagonal lattice, and we consider only the case in which the external field is applied parallel to the c axis. Furthermore, we assume that the vortex dynamics are overdamped. Because we focus on YBa_2Cu_3O_{7−δ}, which is among the least strongly layered cuprates, we use a three dimensional formalism with c-axis anisotropy, neglecting ab anisotropy.

The relaxation rate due to vortex vibrations, W^{vv} , is proportional to the correlation function of the transverse field: [4]

W^{vv} (r) = 1 2 γ^2_nK(r, ω = γ_nB) (4) K(r, ω) = ∫_{+∞} −∞ dt e^{iωt}⟨h_⊥(r, t) · h_⊥(r, 0)⟩ (5)

where h_⊥ is the component of the local magnetic field which is perpendicular to the c axis, and where ⟨⟩ denotes a thermal average.

The magnetic field is defined by

h + ⃗∇ × [Λ · (⃗∇ × h)] = Φ_o ∑ i ∫ dr_i δ_{(3)}(r − r_i)

and ⃗∇ · h = 0 (6)

where Λ is diagonal and

Λ_{xx} = Λ_{yy} = λ^2_{ab} Λ_{zz} = λ^2_c . (7)

λ_{ab} and λ_c are the magnetic penetration depths in the ab plane and along the c axis respectively. Solving, one obtains for the local transverse field [24]

h_⊥(r, t) = ∫ dp (2π)^3 e^{+ip·r}h_⊥(p, t)

h_α(p, t) = Φ_o ∑ i ∫ dr_{iβ} (t) e^{−ip·ri(t)}f_{αβ}(p) (8) where r_i(t) = (x_i(z, t), y_i(z, t), z) describes the position of vortex i at time t and

f_{xx}(p) =

(1 + λ^2_c p^2_x + λ^2_{ab}p^2_y + λ^2_{ab}p^2_z) (1 + λ^2_{ab}p^2)(1 + λ^2_c p^2_⊥ + λ^2_{ab}p^2_z )

f_{yy}(p) =

(1 + λ^2_{ab}p^2_x + λ^2_c p^2_y + λ^2_{ab}p^2_z) (1 + λ^2_{ab}p^2)(1 + λ^2_c p^2_⊥ + λ^2_{ab}p^2_z ) f_{zz}(p) = 1

f_{xy}(p) = f_{yx}(p) =

(λ^2_c − λ^2_{ab})p_xp_y (1 + λ^2_{ab}p^2)(1 + λ^2_c p^2_⊥ + λ^2_{ab}p^2_z ) f_{xz}(p) = f_{zx}(p) = 0 f_{yz}(p) = f_{zy}(p) = 0 (9)

We begin by calculating

K(r, t) = ⟨h_⊥(r, t) · h_⊥(r, 0)⟩ = ∫ dp (2π)^3 ∫ dp^′ (2π)^3 e^{+i(p+p′)·r}

⟨h_⊥(p, t) · h_⊥(p^′, 0)⟩. (10)

We are assuming a perfect lattice and hence the position dependence is completely described by the behavior within the first unit cell. To obtain this, we average over equivalent lattice sites as well as over the length of the vortices: K(⃗ρ, t) = 1 N_⊥ ∑ ℓ 1 L_z ∫ dzK(r, t) (11) where N_⊥ is the number of unit cells in a plane perpendicular to the applied field, L_z is the length along the c axis, and r = r^o_ℓ +⃗ρ. r^o_ℓ is the equilibrium position of vortex ℓ and ⃗ρ is a two dimensional position vector within the first unit cell. Performing this sum and integral we obtain, K(⃗ρ, t) = 1 A_⊥L_z ∑ g e^{+ig·⃗ρ} ∑ g^′ ∫ BZ dk (2π)^3

⟨h_⊥(g^′ + k_⊥, k_z , t) · h_⊥(g − g^′ − k_⊥, −k_z, 0)⟩ (12)

where A_⊥ is the area of the sample perpendicular to the c axis, g and g^′ are reciprocal lattice vectors, and k is restricted to the first Brillouin zone. The thermal average in the one phonon approximation becomes

⟨h_⊥(g^′ + k_⊥, k_z, t) · h_⊥(g − g^′ − k_⊥, −k_z, 0)⟩ = B^2k^2_z e^{− 12 |g′+k⊥|2⟨u2⟩}e^{− 12 |g−g′−k⊥|2⟨u2 ⟩} f_{αβ} (g^′ + k_⊥, k_z )f_{αδ}(g − g^′ − k_⊥, −k_z) [ (k̂_⊥ · ê_β )(k̂_⊥ · ê_δ )⟨u_l(k, t)u^∗_l (k, 0)⟩

+(ẑ × k̂_⊥ · ê_β )(ẑ × k̂_⊥ · ê_δ)⟨u_t(k, t)u^∗_t (k, 0)⟩ ] (13)

where u_i(z, t) is the displacement from equilibrium of vortex i at height z and time t r_i(t) = r^o_i + u_i(z, t) (14)

and u_l and u_t are the longitudinal and transverse components of the lattice distortions

u(k, t) =

Φ_o B ∑ i ∫ dz u_i(z, t)e^{−ik·roi} = u_l(k, t)k̂_⊥ + u_t(k, t)ẑ × k̂_⊥. (15)

α, β, δ = x, y and repeated subscripts are summed over. The correlation functions of the distortions, including ⟨u^2⟩ the mean square vortex displacement, are obtained using the vortex lattice elastic energy and the Langevin equation for overdamped motion of the vortices. H_{elastic} = 1 2 ∫ BZ dk (2π)^3 { ϵ_l(k_⊥, k_z)|u_l(k)|^2 + ϵ_t(k_⊥, k_z)|u_t(k)|^2 } (16) with

ϵ_l(k_⊥, k_z) = c_{11}(k_⊥, k_z)k^2_⊥ + c_{44}(k_⊥, k_z )k^2_z ϵ_t(k_⊥, k_z ) = c_{66}k^2_⊥ + c_{44}(k_⊥, k_z)k^2_z . (17)

c_{11}, c_{44} and c_{66} are the compression, tilt and shear moduli of the vortex lattice respectively. The wavevector dependences of the elastic moduli are given in reference [24]. The equation of motion for the vortices is 0 = F_{viscous} + F_{elastic} + F_{noise} = −ηs ∂u_i ∂t − δH_{elastic} δu_i + ⃗ξ (18)

where s is the layer spacing and η is the vortex viscosity coefficient. η is inversely proportional to the flux flow resistivity. In YBCO we estimate that it is of order 8 × 10^{−6} g/(cm s) for fields of order 1 Tesla at 30 Kelvin. [25] Using these,

⟨u_l(k, t)u^∗_l (k, 0)⟩ = A_⊥L_z k_B T e^{−Γl(k⊥ ,kz )t} ϵ_l(k_⊥, k_z)

(19)

where Γ_l(k_⊥, k_z) =

Φ_oϵ_l(k_⊥, k_z) 2Bη (20)

and likewise for the transverse component. Also,

⟨u^2⟩ ≈ k_B T ( B 4πΦ_oc_{66}c_{44}(k_{BZ} ,^π_ξ ) )_{1/2} (21)

where k^2_{BZ} ≡^{4πB}_{Φo} gives the size of the magnetic Brillouin zone. Using the parameters for YBCO, which I list in detail below, we find ⟨u^2⟩ is of order 10^2 Å^2 for fields of order 1 Tesla at 30 Kelvin. Combining (19), (13), and (12), and performing the Fourier transform in time from (5), we obtain

K(⃗ρ, ω) = 4B^3k_B T η

Φ_o ∑ g e^{+ig·⃗ρ} ∑ g^′ ∫ BZ dk (2π)^3 e^{− 12 |g′+k⊥|2⟨u2 ⟩}e^{− 12 |g′+k⊥−g|2⟨u2⟩} k^2_z f_{αβ}(g^′ + k_⊥, k_z)f_{αδ} (g^′ + k_⊥ − g, k_z)

(k̂_⊥ · ê_β )(k̂_⊥ · ê_δ)

[ϵ_l(k_⊥, k_z )]^2 + [_{2Bηω} Φ_o

]_2

+ (ẑ × k̂_⊥ · ê_β)(ẑ × k̂_⊥ · ê_δ)

[ϵ_t(k_⊥, k_z)]^2 + [_{2Bηω} Φ_o

]_2

(22)

Multiplying by^1_2 γ^2_n and setting ω = γ_nB one has a complete expression for the position dependent rate of relaxation by vortex vibrations.

B. Discussion

In strongly layered materials, it is possible to make reliable approximations about which terms in this expression (or its two dimensional equivalent) will dominate the final result. However, in the relatively three dimensional material YBCO, such approximations are not sufficiently accurate to yield useful results. We have therefore calculated the required sums numerically. In doing so, we use lattice parameters from YBCO: a c-axis lattice constant of 11.68 Å and (neglecting ab anisotropy) an in-plane lattice constant of 3.855 Å. Furthermore, we use an ab-plane correlation length of 16 Å, an ab-plane penetration depth of 1500 Å, and an anisotropy ratio, Γ, of 5: λ_c = Γλ_{ab} and ξ_c = ξ_{ab}/Γ. Notice that the momentum sums are cutoff by^π_ξ . Our results at 30 Kelvin for two different fields are shown in Figure 1. In both cases, over most of the sample the rate of relaxation is extremely small. Near the vortices the rate peaks sharply, especially at lower fields. However, even at the top of these peaks the rate of relaxation is much slower than what is observed experimentally.

For vortex vibration to be an effective mechanism of relaxation, two conditions must be met. First, there must be a significant component of the field transverse to the direction in which it is applied (h_⊥). Second, the frequency spectrum of the vortex motion must show significant weight near zero frequency (i.e. at the nuclear Zeeman splitting). The three dimensional vortices in YBCO are stiffer than the stacks of pancake vortices found in more strongly layered superconductors. The result is that in YBCO both the magnitude of the transverse field component and the weight at zero frequency are lower than in two dimensional materials. However, relaxation by this mechanism might still be observable were it not for the presence of faster mechanisms.

FIG. 1. The calculated rate of relaxation due to vortex vibrations as a function of position at (a) 8 kG and 30 Kelvin and (b) 80 kG and 30 K. L = (2Φo/ √ 3B)^{1/2} is the spacing between vortices.

IV. RELAXATION BY ELECTRON SPIN-FLIP SCATTERING

A. Calculating W^{esf}

We now calculate the relaxation rate due to electron spin-flip scattering, W^{esf} . Again, we consider only the case of a field applied perpendicular to the CuO planes. The nuclear transition rate is the thermal average of the transition rate between specific electronic, as well as nuclear, states: W^{esf} ≡ 1 3 W_{(−} 3_{2 )(−} 1_{2 )} = ⟨ 1 3 W_{(−} 3_{2 ,i)(−} 1_{2 ,f )} ⟩ (23)

where i and f are the initial and final many-body states of the electron system, and ⟨⟩ indicates a thermal average.

This rate is given by the Golden Rule: W_{(m,i)(n,f )} = 2π h̄ |⟨n, f|V |m, i⟩|^2δ(E_{m,i} − E_{n,f} ) (24) where E_{m,i} is the total energy of the nuclear state m and electronic state i, and likewise for E_{n,f} . The interaction, V , comes from the electron-nuclear hyperfine coupling. Using the model of Shastry [26], Mila and Rice, [27]

V = γ_eγ_nh̄^2 ( A_⊥I_+(0)S_−(0) + ∑ n B_⊥I_+(0)S_−(r_n) ) (25)

where r_n are the positions of the four nearest neighbor coppers. The values of A_⊥ and B_⊥ have been estimated by comparison with Knight shift data. [28,29]

γ_eγ_nh̄^2B_⊥ ≈ 3.06 × 10^{−19} erg A_⊥ B_⊥ ≈ 0.8 (26)

We have W^{esf} = 1 3 2π h̄ ( γ_eγ_nh̄^2

)_2 |⟨− 1 2 |I_+(0)| − 3 2 ⟩|^2 ⟨ |⟨f|A_⊥S_−(0) + ∑ n.n. B_⊥S_−(r_n)|i⟩|^2δ(E_i − E_f ) ⟩ (27)

Note that we may neglect the nuclear Zeeman splitting in the energy δ-function because it is so much smaller than the electron’s. The nuclear matrix element just gives a factor of three.

In order to calculate the matrix elements of the operator

S_−(r) = Ψ^†_↓(r)Ψ_↑(r), (28)

we write the electron operators, Ψ, in terms of Bogoliubov quasiparticle operators:

Ψ_↑(r) = 1 √ N_⊥ ∑ k ( γ_{k↑}u_{k↑}(r) − γ^†_{k↓}v^∗_{k↓}(r) )

Ψ_↓(r) = 1 √ N_⊥ ∑ k ( γ_{k↓}u_{k↓}(r) + γ^†_{k↑}v^∗_{k↑}(r) ) (29)

where N_⊥ is the number of nuclear sites in a plane perpendicular to the c axis. The values of u_{kα} and v_{kα} are obtained by solving the Bogoliubov-deGennes equations. In applying the magnetic field, H_o, we make the simplifying assumption that the spatial variation which arises from the formation of vortices is over sufficiently long length scales that at each point, r, we can simply include a uniform superfluid flow, v_s(r), and Zeeman splitting. We obtain

u_{kα}(r) = e^{+i(k+q)·r} √ 2 √ 1 + ξ_k ± √ ξ^2_k + Δ^2_k

v_{kα}(r) = ±(sgnΔ_k) e^{+i(k−q)·r} √ 2 √ 1 − ξ_k ± √ ξ^2_k + Δ^2_k

(30)

where 2h̄q is the center-of-mass momentum of the Cooper pairs (q = −k_F v_s/4v_F ). The sign of the square root in each case is determined by the requirement that ϵ_{kα} be positive:

ϵ_{kα} = −(sgnα) 1 2 γ_eh̄H_o + h̄k · v_s ± √ ξ^2_k + Δ^2_k (31)

where ξ_k are the normal state excitation energies, and Δ is the superconducting gap. [30]

We can now calculate the thermal average in equation (27). The result is a sum on wavevectors k and k^′ over terms containing one of the following three δ-functions: δ(ϵ_{k↑} − ϵ_k′_↓), δ(ϵ_{k↑} + ϵ_k′_↑), or δ(ϵ_{k↓} + ϵ_k′_↓). Because the quasiparticle excitation energies ϵ_{kα} must, by definition, be positive, the latter two δ-functions restrict the resulting energy integrals to a region with a width equal to the nuclear Zeeman splitting. The result is vanishingly small. We are left, therefore, with the following expression: ⟨ |⟨f|A_⊥S_−(0) + ∑ n.n. B_⊥S_−(r_n)|i⟩|^2δ(E_i − E_f ) ⟩

= 1 N^2_⊥ ∑ k ∑ k^′ [ A_⊥ + 2B_⊥ ( cos a(k_x − k^′_x) + cos a(k_y − k^′_y) )]_2 f(ϵ_{k↑})[1 − f(ϵ_k′_↓)]δ(ϵ_{k↑} − ϵ_k′_↓)

(u_{k↑}u_k′_↓ + v_{k↑}v_k′_↓)^2 (32)

To evaluate this expression, we begin by approximating the sums by integrals. Furthermore, because of the Fermi functions, the important regions in k space will be near the intersections of each of the four nodes with the Fermi surface, we convert the integral over all k space to a sum over the four nodes of an integral centered at an intersection: 1 N_⊥ ∑ k = A_⊥ N_⊥ ∫ dk (2π)^2

= a^2 ∑ n ∫ dk_{n⊥}dk_{n‖} (2π)^2

(33)

where A_⊥ is the area of the sample perpendicular to the c axis, and k_{n⊥} and k_{n‖} are tangent to and normal to the Fermi surface at node n, respectively. Because k_{n⊥} and k_{n‖} are both much less than k_F , we neglect them in calculating the cos[a(k − k^′)] factors. In this case,

cos[a(k_{nx} − k_n′_x)] + cos[a(k_{ny} − k_n′_y)]

= 2 cos(n − n^′) π 2 (34)

where n, n^′ = 1, 2, 3, 4 label the four nodes.

We approximate the values of ξ_k and Δ_k as follows:

ξ_k ≈ h̄v_F k_‖, and Δ_k ≈ h̄v_1k_⊥ (35)

where v_F is the Fermi velocity, and v_1 is the slope of the gap near the node. This allows us to make the following transformation from Cartesian to polar coordinates: √ ξ^2_k + Δ^2_k ≈ √ (h̄v_F k_‖)^2 + (h̄v_1k_⊥)^2 = E

ξ_k Δ_k

≈ tan^{−1} ( v_F k_‖ v_1k_⊥ ) = θ (36)

The Jacobian for this transformation is E/(h̄^2v_F v_1). Thus 1 N^2_⊥ ∑ k ∑ k^′ → ( a^2 (2π)^2

)_2 1 ( h̄^2v_F v_1

)_2 ∑ n ∑ n^′ ∫ EdEdθ ∫ E^′dE^′dθ^′ (37)

Finally, we write E and E^′ in terms of the energies of the initial and final states of the scattered electron as given by equation (31): ϵ = D_{n↑} + σE ϵ^′ = D_n′_↓ + σ^′E^′ (38)

where σ = −1 for 0 < ϵ ≤ max[0, D_{n↑}] and σ = +1 for ϵ > max[0, D_{n↑}] and likewise for ϵ^′; and where D_{n↑}(r, ϕ) = − 1 2 γ_eh̄H_o + h̄k_F v_s(r) cos ( ϕ + (2n − 1) π 4 ) D_n′_↓(r, ϕ) = + 1 2 γ_eh̄H_o + h̄k_F v_s(r) cos ( ϕ + (2n^′ − 1) π 4 ) . (39)

In these expressions, we have made two simplifying assumptions. First, as mentioned above, k_{n‖} and k_{n⊥} are much less than k_F and hence |k| ≈ |k_n| = k_F . Second, we have simplified the geometry of the system by treating the lattice as a collection of identical cylindrical cells each centered on a single vortex. We neglect nonuniformity along the length of the vortices and allow the magnitude of the supercurrent velocity to vary only as a function of distance from the vortex core. Due to the asymmetry of the superconducting gap, however, some angular dependence remains.

The angles θ and θ^′ now enter only in the coherence factor:

(u_{k↑}u_k′_↓ + v_{k↑}v_k′_↓)^2 = 1 2 [1 + σσ^′ (sin θ sin θ^′

+(sgnΔ)(sgnΔ^′)| cos θ|| cos θ^′|)] (40)

When this is integrated over θ and θ^′ one obtains^1_2 (2π)^2 for all possible combinations of signs.

Combining all of these points, we have W^{esf} = 2π h̄ (γ_eγ_nh̄^2)^2 ( a^2 (2π)^2

)_2 1 ( h̄^2v_F v_1

)_2 1 2 (2π)^2 ∑ n ∑ n^′ [ A_⊥ + 4B_⊥ cos(n − n^′) π 2 ]_2

∑ σ,σ^′ =±1 ∫_∞ 0 E dE ∫_∞ 0 E^′ dE^′ f(D_{n↑} + σE)[1 − f(D_n′_↓ + σ^′E^′)] δ ((D_{n↑} + σE) − (D_n′_↓ + σ^′E^′)) Θ(D_{n↑} + σE)Θ(D_n′_↓ + σ^′E^′) (41)

where Θ is the Heaviside function. The form of this is simply a sum over initial and final electron states of the product of (i) a factor arising from the nonlocal form of the interaction, (ii) the density of initial states, (iii) the density of final states, (iv) the probability that the initial state is occupied, (v) the probability that the final state is empty, and finally (vi) an energy conserving δ-function. Evaluating one of the integrals, we obtain W^{esf} (r, ϕ) = 1 16πh̄ ( γ_eγ_nh̄^2B_⊥a^2 h̄^2v_F v_1 )2 (2k_B T )^3 ∑ n ∑ n^′ [ A_⊥ B_⊥ + 4 cos(n − n^′) π 2 ]_2

∫_∞ 0 | | |x − D_{n↑}(r, ϕ) 2k_B T | | | | | |x − D_n′_↓(r, ϕ) 2k_B T | | | sech^2x dx (42)

B. Discussion

In the absence of a magnetic field, there is no Zeeman splitting, no Doppler shifting and all positions are identical. The integral above is then trivial, and the rate of relaxation at all points is W^{esf}_{Ho =0} = 1 16πh̄ ( γ_eγ_nh̄^2B_⊥a^2 h̄^2v_F v_1 )2 (2k_B T )^3 π^2 12 ∑ n ∑ n^′ [ A_⊥ B_⊥ + 4 cos(n − n^′) π 2 ]_2

≈ 1.4 s^{−1} at 30 Kelvin (43)

where we have used a ≈ 3.855 Å, v_F ≈ 1.3 × 10^7 cm/s, and v_1 ≈ v_F /(14). [19] The probability distribution, P (W_1) from (3), is just a δ-function at this value. This fits the NQR data very well. [2]

In the presence of a magnetic field, it is no longer possible to express the rate at an arbitrary position in closed form. This is due to terms of the form ∫_b a x^2 sech^2x dx (44)

where a is not zero and b is not infinity. It is useful, however to look at two limiting cases.

First, far from any vortex core, the Doppler shift is negligibly small relative to the thermal energy. If the Zeeman splitting is also negligible, the rate at these positions is the same as in zero applied field:

W^{esf}_{min} = W^{esf}_{Ho =0}. (45) At 30 Kelvin, the Zeeman splitting is much less than the thermal energy up to fields of 10 Tesla, and may be safely neglected. At lower temperatures, however, the Zeeman splitting may become significant. As the Zeeman splitting is increased from zero, the effect is initially to lower the relaxation rate below the zero field value. Essentially this is because, while in zero field the product of the initial and final densities of states has the form E^2, with Zeeman splitting it has the form |E − Z| |E + Z| = |E^2 − Z^2|, where Z ≡ (^1_2 h̄γ_eH_o)/(2k_B T ). As the Zeeman splitting is further increased, such that the zero in the product of density of states moves outside the range of the Fermi functions, the rate rises again. The minimum rate occurs at a Zeeman splitting of roughly half the thermal energy and is about 20% below the zero field rate. The rate climbs above the zero field rate when the Zeeman splitting reaches roughly 85% of the thermal energy.

It is also possible to make a good estimate of the rate of relaxation near the vortices where the Doppler shift is much larger than the thermal energy. Here we may safely neglect the Zeeman splitting. Because the Doppler shift depends on the angle between the superflow and the node directions, the rate of relaxation also depends on this angle (although the magnitude of the variation is small, only about 10%). The value of this angle at which the rate is maximum varies between π/4 at low temperatures and 0 at high temperatures, with a crossover around 20 K. At an angle of π/4, the Doppler shifts associated with two of the nodes are +D_{max}/ √ 2 and with the other two −D_{max}/ √ 2. If D_{max}/(2 √ 2k_B T ) >> 1, we may neglect integrals from D_{max}/(2 √ 2k_B T ) to infinity and keep only those from zero to D_{max}/(2 √ 2k_B T ). We then obtain W^{esf}_{max} ≈ 1 16πh̄ ( γ_eγ_nh̄^2B_⊥a^2

h̄^2v_F v_1 )2 (64) { (2k_B T )D^2_{max} ( 1 + 1 8 ( A_⊥ B_⊥ )_2)

+(2k_BT )^3 ( π^2 12 A_⊥ B_⊥ )}

≈ 10 s^{−1} at 30 Kelvin (46)

Here, in addition to the parameters used in the zero field estimate, I have assumed that the maximum Doppler shift is roughly given by the maximum value of the superconducting gap which is approximately 200 Kelvin.

FIG. 2. The calculated rate of relaxation due to electron spin-flip scattering as a function of position at (a) 8 kG and 30 K and (b) at 80 kG and 30 K. L = (2Φo/ √ 3B)^{1/2} is the spacing between vortices.

Figure 2 shows the rate of relaxation as a function of position in one vortex unit cell for two different values of applied field. To construct these sketches and the remaining figures, we have calculated the position dependence of the superfluid velocity from

v_s(r) ∝ ∑ Q (ẑ × Q) sin Q · re^{−Q2xi2 /2} 1 + λ^2Q^2

(47)

where the magnetic penetration depth, λ, is 1600 Å, the superconducting correlation length, ξ, is 16 Å, and Q is summed over the reciprocal lattice vectors of the vortex lattice. The Gaussian factor provides a smooth short distance cutoff. We scale the magnitude such that the maximum value of the Doppler shift, reached at roughly 1.5ξ from the core, is 200 K. Inside this radius, we set the rate of relaxation equal to its maximum value, as if there were a region of normal fluid in the core. This choice may be controversial; however, it has little influence on the final form of the magnetization recovery as the cores account for only a small fraction of the sample area. What we see in Figure 2 is that most of the area of the sample is relaxed at or near the thermal relaxation rate. The rate then rises sharply towards the vortex cores.

FIG. 3. The distribution of relaxation rates due to electron spin-flip scattering.

The quantitative information in Figure 2 is shown more explicitly in Figure 3. This shows the rate distribution– the probability that a spin will be relaxed at a given rate– at both field values shown in Figure 2 as well as a lower temperature value for comparison. In the absence of an applied field, the distribution would be a δ-function at the thermal rate of relaxation (Eqn. 43). In the presence of an applied field, a sharp peak remains at the thermal rate, but the distribution is spread between this and the large Doppler shift limit (Eqn. 46). At low fields, near H_{c1}, the high rate tale is completely negligible. At higher fields, more weight is shifted to higher rates; however, even at fields of 10 Tesla (at 30 Kelvin) one must use a log scale to see the shape of the distribution. Because the lower end of the distribution is proportional to T^3 while the upper end is roughly proportional to T Δ^2_{max}, for the temperature range of interest (well below Δ_{max}) the width of the distribution increases as the temperature is increased.

FIG. 4. The calculated magnetization recovery at 8 kG and 80 kG and data taken at 8 kG and 83 kG, all at 30 K.

Figure 4 shows the magnetization recovery curves corresponding to the rate distributions from Fig. 2 and compares them with experimental data from Reference [2]. These are upper satellite inversion recovery measurements on the planar^{63}Cu nuclei of a c-axis aligned powder of YBa_2Cu_3O_{7−δ} with the field applied perpendicular to the planes. The equilibrium magnetization and the inversion fraction have been estimated from the raw data to allow presentation in this format. These electron spinflip scattering results come much closer to describing the data than did the vortex vibration work. However, the data exhibit faster relaxation than our calculations predict, a broader distribution of relaxation rates (as seen in their more gradual decline) and a stronger field dependence.

FIG. 5. The rate of relaxation, divided by temperature, as a function of position in the resonance line at 5, 10 and 30 K in 4 and 8 T fields.

Finally, in addition to these measurements of the relaxation of the full resonance line, recent experiments study the relaxation as a function of frequency within the line. [31,32] The resonance line in the presence of a vortex lattice has a characteristic shape, shown in Figure 5. T_1 data taken as a function of frequency within this line would allow direct observation of the position dependence arising from Doppler shifted quasiparticle states. Figure 5 presents the rate of relaxation divided by temperature expected as a function of position within the resonance line at two different fields and three different temperatures. At each field there is a narrow distribution of relaxation rates due to the fact that the angular variation of the magnetic field around a vortex is different from the angular variation of the relaxation rate (which is also temperature dependent).

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have examined the two most likely sources of position dependent spin-lattice relaxation in the mixed state of YBCO. First, assuming overdamped harmonic vibrations of the vortex lattice with parameters appropriate to YBCO, we find that relaxation by vortex vibrations, although strongly position dependent, is too slow to play a significant role in the observed magnetization recovery. Second, we have studied electron spin-flip scattering within a framework of noninteracting quasiparticles with energies Doppler shifted by the supercurrents circulating around vortices. Again our results are strongly position dependent. In addition, the rates we calculate are similar to those seen in experiments. However, significant discrepancies remain between our calculations and what is observed: our calculations predict slower rates, a narrower distribution, and less field dependence than are seen in the experiments.

Given the emphasis we have placed on the nonuniformity of relaxation rates, it might appear that nuclear spin diffusion should also be considered. This is especially so given the strong indirect nuclear dipole coupling through electron spins in the cuprates. If spin diffusion were to take place, it would smooth out the spatial variation in relaxation rates and hence widen the gap between our results and the experiments. However, spin diffusion is very strongly suppressed in the nonuniform magnetic field of the vortex lattice, especially so near the vortex cores where the field gradient (and also the T_1 variation) is greatest. [33]

The fact that this theory which involves a number of simplifying assumptions and experimental data with attendant complications do not agree completely is not so surprising. Regarding the theory, the fastest relaxation rates come from regions near the vortex cores. It is precisely in this region where our quasiclassical approximation and our assumption of linear gap variation break down. Hence, our theory is least reliable in its description of the fastest rates. Recent numerical work [34] may help clarify the behavior in this region. Regarding the experiments, impurities, inhomogeneities and practical difficulties may influence the data: Fluctuating moments of magnetic impurities might increase the rate of relaxation of nearby nuclear sites. An inhomogeneous superfluid density due to defects in the grains could complicate the position dependence of the superfluid velocity and possibly increase the area of large Doppler shifting. Failure to invert spins across the full vortex-lattice field spectrum, particularly tricky in the presence of a distribution of quadrupolar splittings and grain misalignments, might also influence the data; although the effect in this case would be to narrow the observed rate distribution.

Doing experiments on clean single crystals would of course settle some of these issues. However, returning to the issue of our approximations, what experiments would focus most clearly on the features which the present calculation captures? The goal is to work at a temperature and field which maximize the percentage of spins, P, for which the magnitude of the Doppler shift is (i) larger than the thermal energy (and the Zeeman splitting) but (ii) much less than the maximum gap. The first condition is necessary for the effects of the Doppler shifting to be observable. The second condition ensures that our approximations are valid. Clearly going to low temperatures helps to satisfy the first condition. This is limited by the fact that the Zeeman splitting will eventually become larger than the thermal energy. However, for temperatures above 1 Kelvin, the fields which maximize P are too small for the Zeeman splitting to be an issue. Practical issues, such as minimizing impurity effects, will probably place greater restrictions on the choice of temperature. The following results are based on an approximate form of the superfluid velocity in which v_s(r) ∝ (1/r) − (1/L) where r is the distance from the vortex core. If we set the upper bound on the Doppler shift at Δ_{max}/5, at 2 Kelvin a field of 2 Tesla will maximize P at 70% (with roughly 10% of the spins outside the range of our approximations and 20% relaxing at the thermal rate). At 5 Kelvin, a field of 4 Tesla maximizes P at 55% (with roughly 20% of the spins outside the range of our approximations and 25% relaxing at the thermal rate).

Finding clear confirmation of the presence of Doppler shifted quasiparticles would be a significant achievement in itself. In addition, T_1 measurements might provide insight into the nature of the quasiparticle interactions. In a parallel calculation of the electron spin-flip scattering nuclear spin-lattice relaxation rate within the framework of antiferromagnetic spin fluctuations interacting via short-lived quasiparticles, [35] many of the qualitative features of the relaxation are similar to the noninteracting quasiparticle model presented here. However, some features unique to each model exist, and if observed could clarify which model is most appropriate to YBCO.

R.W. gratefully acknowledges valuable discussions with C.P. Slichter, D.K. Morr, N. Curro, R. Corey, C. Milling, A.J. Leggett and J.S. Preston. This work has been supported by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada and by the Aspen Center for Physics.

[1] L. Hebel and C. Slichter, Physical Review 113, 1504 (1959).

[2] N. Curro, R. Corey, and C. Slichter, to be published. [3] G. Volovik, JETP Letters 58, 469 (1993). [4] L. Bulaevskii, N. Kolesnikov, I. Schegolev, and O. Vyaselev, Physical Review Letters 71, 1891 (1993).

[5] L. Xing and Y.-C. Chang, Physical Review Letters 73, 488 (1994).

[6] V. Demidov, Physica C 234, 285 (1994), this does consider position dependence, but not in a limit appropriate to YBCO.

[7] A. Hosseini et al., preprint, cond-mat/9811041. [8] T. Valla et al., preprint.

[9] K. Moler et al., Physical Review Letters 73, 2744 (1994). [10] B. Revaz et al., Physical Review Letters 80, 3364 (1998). [11] N. Kopnin and G. Volovik, JETP Letters 64, 690 (1996). [12] S. Simon and P. Lee, Physical Review Letters 78, 1548 (1997).

[13] G. Volovik and N. Kopnin, Physical Review Letters 78, 5028 (1997).

[14] S. Simon and P. Lee, Physical Review Letters 78, 5029 (1997).

[15] C. Kubert and P. Hirschfeld, Solid State Communications 105, 459 (1998).

[16] C. Kubert and P. Hirschfeld, Journal of Physics and Chemistry of Solids 59, 1835 (1998).

[17] A. Ramirez, Physics Letters A 211, 59 (1996). [18] J. Sonier, M. Hundley, J. Thompson, and J. Brill, Physical Review Letters 82, 4914 (1999).

[19] M. Chiao et al., Physical Review 82, 2943 (1999). [20] C. Kubert and P. Hirschfeld, Physical Review Letters 80, 4963 (1998).

[21] M. Franz, Physical Review Letters 82, 1760 (1999). [22] I. Vekhter and A. Houghton, preprint, cond-mat/9904077.

[23] J. Martindale, Ph.D. thesis, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1993.

[24] E. H. Brandt, Reports on Progress in Physics 58, 1465 (1995).

[25] D. Morgan et al., Physica C 235, 2015 (1994). [26] B. S. Shastry, Physical Review Letters 63, 1288 (1989). [27] F. Mila and T. Rice, Physica C 157, 561 (1989). [28] V. Barzykin and D. Pines, Physical Review B 52, 13585 (1995).

[29] Y. Zha, V. Barzykin, and D. Pines, Physical Review B 54, 7561 (1996).

[30] It is perhaps worth emphasizing that we have chosen to define our quasiparticle states such that all their energies are positive, i.e. there are no occupied quasiparticle states in the ground state. This is mathematically equivalent to choosing only the positive sign of the square root in the above expression, in which case some quasiparticle states have negative energy and are occupied in the ground state. Both approaches produce the same final result, although the details of the intervening calculation differ.

[31] N. Curro, C. Milling, and C. Slichter, to be published. [32] N. Curro and C. Slichter, to be published. [33] R. Wortis, Ph.D. thesis, University of Illinois at Urbana- Champaign, 1998.

[34] M. Takigawa, M. Ichioka, and K. Machida, preprint, cond-mat/9906087.

[35] D. Morr and R. Wortis, preprint.