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Figure 4. Plots of the conductivity o, = 1/p,, versus T'/2. The dotted
line depicts, for comparison, the best logarithmic fit, p,, = A + Blog T,
for the ‘quenched’ state. Inset: temperature dependence of the conduc-
tivity on a double-logarithmic scale.

state. Such an analysis performed in [13] for p, has shown that
the conductivity continues to follow the power law with
g9 — 0, while the alternative logarithmic representation
becomes inappropriate.

Therefore, a description of the normal state in
YBa;Cu;0¢,, as that of a 3D system in the vicinity of the
metal —insulator transition seems to be preferable, and the
conductivity in close vicinity of the MIT may be described by
a scaling temperature dependence. The normal state under-
lying superconductivity is suggested to be metallic, while the
M —TI transition is located on the phase diagram at a distance
from the SC region. Further studies are obviously highly
desirable, and the fact that the normal state appeared to be
just the same on both sides of the SC— NSC phase boundary is
worth special notice, since it provides a possibility to deal with
the problem not complicated by superconductivity.

ANL gratefully acknowledges the warm hospitality of the
Institute of Solid State Physics where this work was mainly
carried out.
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Quantum fluctuations and dissipation
in thin superconducting wires

A D Zaikin, D S Golubev,
A van Otterlo, G T Zimanyi

1. Introduction

It is well known that fluctuations wash out the long-range
order in low dimensional superconductors [1]. Does this result
mean that the resistance of such superconductors always
remains finite (or even infinite), or can it drop to zero under
certain conditions? A lot is known about the behavior of two-
dimensional (2D) superconducting films where the physics is
essentially determined by the Kosterlitz—Thouless— Bere-
zinskii (KTB) phase transition [2]. In quasi-1D superconduct-
ing wires below the (mean field) critical temperature 7. a
nonzero resistivity can be caused by thermally activated phase
slips (TAPS) [3]. This effect is of practical importance at
temperatures close to 7. where the theoretical predictions
have been verified experimentally [4]. However, as the
temperature is lowered the number of TAPS decreases
exponentially and no measurable resistance is predicted by
the theory [3] for T not very close to T.. Nevertheless, the
experiments by Giordano [5] clearly demonstrate a notable
resistivity of ultra-thin superconducting wires far below T..
More recently strong deviations from the TAPS prediction in
thin (quasi-)1D wires have been also demonstrated in other
experiments [6].

The natural explanation of these observations is in terms
of quantum fluctuations which generate quantum phase slips
(QPS) in 1D superconducting wires. However, first estimates
for the QPS tunneling rate derived from the time-dependent
Ginzburg—Landau based theories [7, 8] turned out to be far
too small to explain the experimental findings [5] (see [9] for
more details).

More recently, the present authors [9] developed a
microscopic theory describing the QPS phenomenon and
demonstrated that in sufficiently thin wires QPS effects are
well within the measurable range and may lead to a nonzero
wire resistivity even at 7 = 0. Moreover, the existence of a
new superconductor-to-metal (insulator) phase transition as
a function of the wire thickness was pointed out in [9].

In the present paper we extend our theory [9] in several
important aspects, in particular providing a more detailed
discussion of the QPS action in various limits and paying
attention to dissipative effects outside the QPS core. We also
discuss a possible explanation of the recently observed
negative magnetoresistance [10] within the framework of our
QPS scenario.

2. The model

Our calculation is based on the effective action approach for a
BCS superconductor [11]. The starting point is the partition
function Z expressed as an imaginary time path-integral over
the electronic fields y and the gauge fields V, A, with
Euclidean action

S= J d’r [ﬁ df{(pa [af —ieV + g(v —ie—Aﬂy/a
JO c
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Here f=1/T, (V) = —V?/2m — u, en; denotes the back-
ground charge density of the ions, and Ai=kg=1. A
Hubbard —Stratonovich transformation introduces the
energy gap 4 as an order parameter and the electronic
degrees of freedom can be integrated out. What remains is
an expression for the partition function in terms of an
effective action for 4, V" and A, with a saddle-point solution
|4] = 49 and V' = A = 0. We obtain

AP E? 4+ B? .
etf—Jd3 J dr[qu + }fTrlnG’l7
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where the superfluid velocity v; = (1/2m)[Vo — 2eA/c], the
chemical potential for Cooper pairs @ =V — ¢/2e, and
A = |4|e'” have been introduced.

3. Effective action for QPS

The effective theory is constructed by expanding up to second
order around the saddle point in @ and v, to obtain the
electronic polarization terms [9, 12]. A phase-slip event in
imaginary time involves a suppression of the order parameter
in the phase slip core (i.e. inside the space-time domain
x < X, T < 179), and a winding of the superconducting phase
around this core. The total QPS action Sqps can be presented
as a sum of a core part S around the phase slip center for
which the condensation energy and dissipation by normal
currents are important, and a hydrodynamic part outside the
core Sy which depends on the hydrodynamics of the
electromagnetic fields and dissipation due to the presence of
quasiparticles above the superconducting gap.

In what follows we will consider sufficiently thin wires
with cross section S’ < /li, where Ap is the London penetration
length of a bulk superconductor. Due to scattering on
impurities and boundary imperfections the electron mean
free path [/ in such wires is typically much shorter than the
coherence length of a clean sample / < &, = vp/24. Here we
restrict our attention to this physically important diffusive
limit. Assuming that outside the QPS core the magnitude of
the order parameter field is not suppressed |4| = 4 for Soy
we obtain [9, 12]

c+C C 1 2,2
Sout:ded’C< -; V= o 4 A2+mv>
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where the integration runs over |x| > X, |t| > 7o. In general
the kinetic inductance L and the kinetic capacitance C in (3)
depend on the frequency w and the wave vector k [12] In the
limit of low @ and small k we have L = 4mji /S and
C = Se®Nyng/n, where ng and n are respectively the super-
conducting and the total electron density. In (3) we also
introduced the capacitance C' = Se?Non,/n which we will
drop from now on in the limit ng > n, = n — ng at low T.
The geometry and screening by dielectrics outside the wire
are accounted for by the capacitance per length C and the
inductance times length L that replace the E> + B*-term. [For
thin wires transverse screening is irrelevant and so we retain

only one component of the vector potential]. The expressions
for C and L also depend on the relevant space and time scales
as well as on the wire geometry. In the ideal case of a
cylindrical uniform wire for kry < 1 (r¢ is the wire radius)
one has C = &[2In(1/kro)] " and L = 21In(1/kry)/c%, ¢ is the
speed of light and ¢, the dielectric constant of the substrate. In
practice the details of the wire geometry can be very
complicated (e.g. the cross section S is not constant along
the wire, i.e. the wire is never uniform) and, on top of that,
other (metallic) objects may be located in the vicinity of the
wire. The above effects lead to an effective cutoff of the
logarithmic dependence on k at the scale k ~ 1/d with d
depending on experimental details (e.g. d may be a typical
scale of the wire inhomogeneity or the distance to the metallic
groundplane). Here we will stick to a simplified model and
assume C = &[2In(d/ry)]”" to be constant at all relevant
distances. As to L, its particular form turns out to be
unimportant for thin wires with VS < /p in which case the
kinetic inductance always dominates L > L. In addition to
the above kinetic and electromagnetic effects, expression (3)
accounts for dissipative currents outside the core. The
corresponding contribution is described by the last term in
Eqn (3).
As to the core contribution, it consists of two terms

fo3) o

The first part is the condensation energy that is lost inside
the core and the second part defines the energy of dissipative
currents in the core during a phase slip event. Here ¢ is the
normal state conductance of the wire: we already made use of
the fact that the typical QPS frequency is sufficiently high [9]
1/t = 4y, therefore dissipative currents inside the core are
insensitive to superconductivity. It is also important to
emphasize that no gradient terms for 4 (both in space and in
time) should be added to (4). Such terms can be recovered
only by expanding the effective action in powers of w and k.
For fast processes (like QPS) this expansion obviously
becomes incorrect and it is necessary to carry out a more
careful treatment of polarization terms in the action. For the
QPS event with 1/19 > 4y this treatment yields [12]
b ~In[1/(24070) + fz/x(z)],where & =4/D/24, is the coher-
ence length of a dirty superconductor, D = vg//3.

b
= N()A S'E()Xo + Z X()O'

Score = >

|(J|>I

4. Variational procedure
In order to evaluate the QPS action Sgps = Score + Sout We
will use a variational approach which consists of several steps.
We first minimize the hydrodynamic contribution Sy
with respect to the potentials /" and A. As a result we arrive at
the saddle point conditions which link the potentials to the
phase variable outside the core. Making use of the fact that
for thin wires one has L > L, C > C, we obtain in the Fourier
representation

1 2
wak _ wq)w,k/ e _ , (3)
1+ o(w, k) Sk2/Clo|
L
Ay g = —ik ZPok )
2eL

With the aid of (3) and (4) one can rewrite the action Sy
in terms of only the phase variable ¢(t, x). Then minimizing
this part of the action with respect to ¢ and keeping in mind
the identity 0,0.¢ — 0.0,¢ = 2md(t, x) (which follows from



228 Mesoscopic and strongly correlated electron systems ““Chernogolovka 97"

Physics— Uspekhi 41 (2)

the fact that after a wind around the QPS center the phase
should change by 2r) we find

dw dk
Sout = J TJ 7 g
lo|<1/tg =T Jik|<1/xy =T

The general expression for the function G in (5) is somewhat
tedious and is not presented here. In the following limits
substantial simplifications can be achieved:

(1) > o(w, k)Sk?/C. The function (5) has the form

(@, k). (5)

n?/2é?

k - . 6
Glenk) k?/C + La? ©)
(2) 6(w,k)SK2/C < o < o(w, k)Sk?/C. We find

m?o(w, k)S 1

k) = - . 7
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3)w < o(w, k)Skz/é. The function G again acquires the
form (6) but with C substituted by C.

As a last step of our variational procedure we minimize
the total QPS action Score + Sout With respect to the core
parameters 7o and xo. Let us first neglect dissipation by
formally putting ¢ =0 in (2) and (5). Then solving the
equations

0Sqps 0Sqrs
gxaps _ o Soars
610 ’ axO

and treating b as a constant (i.e. neglecting its weak
dependence on 1 and xj) we obtain

- (®)
Xo=CoTp = 4 |———,
O T\ 42 LShNy A

where ¢y = 1/(IjC)1/2 is the velocity of the Mooij—Schén
mode [14] which determines the space-time asymmetry of the
core. The total action for a single QPS reads

0 _H R R
s =5+ in (504 5 ). )

where R>=X?+c3f*, X is the wire length and
1= (n/4¢*)(C/L)"*. The first term in (9) represents the
core action Score, the second term defines S,y (for simplicity
we chose the cutoff by integrating outside the ellipse
(x/x0)* + (t/70)* > D). Substituting L=4n)l/S=
1/2ne*?NoAdgDS  into  (8) at T<4y we find
Xo = CoTo = nf/\/g, 1.e. the core size xg is of the order of the
superconducting coherence length &, and the QPS time
79 ~ &/co < 1/4y. This result justifies the above conjecture
that the typical QPS frequency is higher than 4, and
demonstrates why our core action Score X XoTo 1S much
smaller than that found within the TDGL analysis [8] which
yields the QPS frequency of order 4.

Let us now include dissipation. At high frequencies
dissipative currents flowing both inside and outside the core
are important and should be taken into account even at
T = 0. The dissipative contribution from S, is obtained
from (5) and (7). After a simple integration one finds

aS

iss
e2x

out ™

(10)

This expression is nothing but the Caldeira — Leggett dissipa-
tive action of a normal conductor with cross section S and
length ~ xo. A similar expression defines the dissipative
contribution from the core S3s5 .

If ¢ is small one can treat the dissipative terms perturba-
tively. This is sufficient as long as .S S e?ué. It is easy to check
that in the practically important Drude limit ¢ = 2e?NyD the
above condition would mean &= c¢y/4¢. This condition is
never satisfied for realistic parameters. Therefore in this limit
dissipation cannot be treated perturbatively and our varia-
tional procedure should be modified. Under certain simplify-
ing assumptions one can find

aS [ 1 6| coxo
e gt e (1)
where r = ¢pt9/x9. The strong dependence of (11) on r

enforces the minimum condition r = 1, i.e. the asymmetry of
the core remains approximately the same as in the under-
damped limit. Under this condition the whole action
Saps + SdQ‘E,SS can be easily minimized with respect to xo and
we obtain [9] xg =~ coto =~ &/a and

co 2/3
Score%a,uv a= (A_Oé> .

(12)
5. Metal —superconductor phase transition

The next step is to consider a gas of QPSs in a super-
conducting wire. We also assume that an applied current /
(much smaller than the depairing current) is flowing through
the wire. Substituting the saddle point solution
¢ =>7¢(x—x;,7—r1) into the action and keeping track
of the additional term [ dt [ dx(1/2e)d.¢ [11], we find

Pij Do
Sn :nau—qui\{fln <x_[l) +T]Zv,"fi.

i 0

(13)

The quantity p; = [c3(ti — 77)* + (x; — x;)°] "2 defines the
distance between the i-th and j-th QPS in the (x,t) plane,
vi=+1 (—1) are the QPS (anti-QPS) °‘charges’, and
@y = he/2e is the flux quantum. Only neutral QPS config-
urations with vt = > 7 v; = 0 (and hence n even) contribute
to the partition function [9].

For I = 0 Eqn (13) defines the standard model of a 2D gas
of logarithmically interacting charges v;. The effective (small)
fugacity y of these charges is

¥ = XxotoBexp(—ap), (14)
where B is the usual fluctuation determinant which we
roughly estimate as B ~ ap/x¢to. From the Coulomb gas
analogy, we conclude that a KTB phase transition [2] for
QPSs occurs in a superconducting wire at
u=p* =24 4ny =~ 2: for u < u* the density of free QPS in
the wire (and therefore its resistance) always remains finite,
whereas for u > p* QPSs and anti-QPSs (AQPS) are bound in
pairs and the linear resistance of a superconducting wire is
strongly suppressed and 7-dependent. We arrive at an
important conclusion: at T =0 a 1D superconducting wire
has a vanishing linear resistance, provided the electromag-
netic interaction between phase slips is sufficiently strong, i.e.
w> e

The above analysis is valid for sufficiently long wires. For
typical experimental parameters, however, X < ¢yoff (or even
X < ¢of), and the finite wire size needs to be accounted for.
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Here we consider the physical situation with non-vanishing
(even for w > Ay) wire conductance far from the QPS core
0 = 0gp. This situation can be realized in the presence of
quasiparticles above the gap due to finite temperature or non-
equilibrium effects. In this case our consideration should be
modified as follows.

We first apply the 2D scaling [2] 0,y = (2 — p)y and
O = —4n*u?y?, where p and y depend on the scaling
parameter /. Solving these equations up to / = Iy = In(X/xy)
we obtain the renormalized fugacity y = y(lx).

For larger scales [ > [y only the time coordinate matters.
At sufficiently low frequencies the inter-QPS interaction is
determined by function (7) and the problem reduces to a that
of a 1D Coulomb gas with logarithmic interaction. Therefore,
(for y < 1) further scaling is defined by [11, 13] 0,7 = (1 — y)p
and 9y =0, where y =nSoy,/2¢>X is the dimensionless
‘quasiparticle’ conductance of the wire. For y > 1 the
fugacity scales down to zero, which again corresponds to a
superconducting phase, whereas for y < 1 it increases indicat-
ing a resistive phase in complete analogy to a single Josephson
junction with ohmic dissipation. The phase transition point
again depends on S, but also on the wire length X and the
value g, (see below).

6. Wire resistance at low 7

At any nonzero T the wire has a nonzero resistance R(7T, 1)
even in the ‘ordered’ phase u > p* (or y > 1). In order to
evaluate R(T) in this phase for a long wire we proceed
perturbatively and first calculate the free energy correction
OF due to one bound QPS-AQPS pair. The one QPS-AQPS
pair contribution §F to the free energy of the wire is

B
6F——J dtJ dx exp{<¢01—r>72yln [Lr,x)}}’
X070 Jz, TO X0 4 X0
(15)

where p = (c37? +x2)1/2. For nonzero I the expression in
Eqn (15) is formally divergent for f — oo and (after a proper
analytic continuation) acquires an imaginary part Im 8 F. This
indicates a QPS-induced instability of the superconducting
state of the wire. The corresponding decay rate I' = 2Im 6 F
defines the total voltage drop V across the wire (see [9] for
more details). For the wire resistance R(7, I) = V/Ithis yields
Roc T?73 and R o< I*73 for T'» ®ol and T < Pyl respec-
tively. For thick wires with p > u*, we expect a strong
temperature dependence for the resistivity. For thinner wires
the temperature dependence of the resistivity becomes linear
at the transition to the disordered phase in which our analysis
isnot valid. At T < ®yI/c we expect a strongly nonlinear /— V'
characteristic V' ~ I" in thick wires, and a universal v(p*) = 2
in thin wires at the transition into the resistive state with
V ~ I ie.v = 1. Note that in contrast to the KTB transition
in 2D superconducting films, the jump is from v=2 to 1,
instead of v =3 to 1.

For a short wire X < ¢y/T we again proceed in two steps.
A 2D scaling analysis yields the ‘global’ fugacity y. In analogy
with the resistively shunted Josephson junction [11], the
voltage drop from the imaginary part of the free energy reads

20052 . [ Dol il \|* [ 215 \ P!
sinb{ 27 ) 1T 2mer 8 ’

I'(2y)cto
giving R o< T%~% and R o 1?72 respectively at high and low
T. Here 7 is defined from the high frequency cutoff in (7):

V=

Zg ~ XC/e*y. The above result is valid for y > 1 and also for
smaller y at not very small 7 [11]. At T — 0 in the metallic
phase the resistance becomes [11]

Sogp
X )
i.e. R is just equal to the quasipartical resistance of the wire

whereas the superconducting channel is blocked due to
quantum fluctuations.

R= (16)

7. Discussion

Let us compare our predictions with experimental results [5,
6, 10]. Taking v/S ~ 10 nm and ¢ = 1, for typical system
parameters of kg! ~0.2 nm </~ 1-10 nm <&~ 10 nm
<& ~2L~100 nm we obtain the velocity
co/c=cys/e~ (VS/10AL), u~30(+v/S/AL) and a ~ 5-10.
This estimate yields the core action Score >~ au<10 in
agreement with [5].

For the quoted parameters, we predict the superconduc-
tor to metal transition at a wire thickness
VS ~ AL/15<10 nm. This prediction also agrees with the
results of Giordano, who finds that wires with
rg = 4/S/n~ 8 nm have a resistivity that saturates at a
measurable level at low T, whereas the resistivity of thicker
wires [5] o 2 13 nm always decreases with 7.

Another remarkable feature is that the classical-to-
quantum crossover temperature 7% was found to be quite
close to T, for sufficiently thin wires [5]. Comparing our
quantum action 2S, with the classical exponent [3] we
1mmed1atelP/ arrive at a simple estimate for

~ A2/3 /3/51/3. For the above parameters it yields

~ IOA( ), i.e. for thin wires one indeed expects this
crossover to happen quite close to 7.

Independent measurements of R(7) for superconducting
wires have been carried out in Refs [6, 10], where systematic
deviations from classical predictions [3] for thin wires have
been also reported. Although the overall trend [6, 10] is
similar to that observed in [5] the shape of some experimental
curves look quite different from [5]. It was argued [8] that
these quantitative differences are due to the granularity of the
wires used in the experiments [5]. However, the variations of S
were reported to be moderate in [5]. If so, this experimental
feature can only cause a somewhat non-uniform distribution
of QPSs along the wire because the QPS fugacity increases
with decreasing S. With trivial modifications our theory can
be applied to this situation as well. Although the agreement of
our predictions with the results [5] by itself cannot rule out the
‘weak link’ interpretation [8], it is quite clear that the inability
of the author [8] to explain the data [5] within the QPS
scenario is solely due to serious drawbacks in the theory [§]
and not due to possible experimental problems with the
granularity of the wires [5].

In order to proceed with our comparison let us recall that
the wires in [6, 10] were quite short X ~ 1—2 pm whereas the
wires investigated in [5] were typically one or even two orders
of magnitude longer. At not very low T one can put 6qp ~ 0
and estimate the parameter 7, to be of the order of 1 K or
even bigger for the samples [6, 10]. At the same time for the
samples [5] 7, !is typically below 10 mK. Thus the difference
between the results [5] and [6, 10] can be attributed to the
different behavior of the function G (5) for different
frequencies: the form (6) should be applied in the case [5]
whereas the samples [6, 10] in the interesting temperature
range should rather be described by means of (7). E.g. it
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appears that the data of Fig. la of [10] can be (at least
qualitatively) described by the dependence

R(T) o 7(T%) " (17)

both for thicker (y > 1) and thinner (y < 1) wires. The
resistance of the latter — according to our analysis — should
increase with decreasing 7. This is just what has been found in
[10]. The crossover from this behavior to that with decreasing
R(T) for thicker wires can be interpreted as an indication of
the phase transition at y = 1.

Another interesting feature to be discussed is the negative
magnetoresistance of the wires observed in [10]. At first sight
this feature contradicts our QPS scenario: in a (sufficiently
strong) magnetic field H the gap A4, is partially suppressed
and the barrier for QPS should decrease. Hence, the fugacity y
and the wire resistance R, in contrast to [10], should increase
with H. However, if one includes dissipative effects outside
the core the picture can change drastically. Indeed
oqp = on,/n strongly depends on the relation between 7 and
Ao(T, H). At sufficiently low T a decrease of A may lead to an
exponential [oq, o exp(—4y/T)] increase of the number of
quasiparticles and, therefore, dissipation. Thus we have two
effects: the field H increases the QPS fugacity y but also
increases the dissipation y which suppresses quantum fluctua-
tions. It is quite obvious [e.g. from Eqn (17)] that the second
effect may dominate in a certain parameter region and the
resistance will decrease with increasing H. At very large H the
gap 4o will be suppressed and the resistance will increase
again. This re-entrant behavior was observed in [10].

References

1. Hohenberg P C Phys. Rev. 158 383 (1967); Mermin N D, Wagner H
Phys. Rev. Lett. 17 1133 (1966)

2. KosterlitzJ] M J. Phys. C7 1046 (1974)

Langer J S, Ambegaokar V Phys. Rev. 164 498 (1967); McCum-

ber D E, Halperin B 1 Phys. Rev. B1 1054 (1970)

Newbower R S, Beasley M R, Tinkham M Plys. Rev. B5 864 (1972)

Giordano N Physica B 203 460 (1994) and refs. therein.

Sharifi F, Herzog A V, Dynes R C Phys. Rev. Lett. 71 428 (1993)

Saito S, Murayama Y Phys. Lett. A 139 85 (1989)

Duan J -M Phys. Rev. Lett. 74 5128 (1995)

9. Zaikin A D et al. Phys. Rev. Lett. 78 1552 (1997)

10. Xiong P, Herzog A V, Dynes R C Phys. Rev. Lett. 78 927 (1997)

11. Schén G, Zaikin A D Phys. Rep. 198 237 (1990)

12.  van Otterlo A et al. submitted to Phys. Rev. B

13. Schmid A Phys. Rev. Lett. 51 1506 (1983); Guinea F, Hakim V,
Muramatsu A Phys. Rev. Lett 54 263 (1985); Bulgadaev S A JETP
Letr. 39 315 (1984)

14.  MooijJ E, Schon G Phys. Rev. Lett. 55 114 (1985)

had

PNk



	1. Introduction
	2. The model
	3. Effective action for QPS
	4. Variational procedure
	㔀⸀ 䴀攀琀愀氀 ⴀⴀ 猀甀瀀攀爀挀漀渀搀甀挀琀漀爀 瀀栀愀猀攀 琀爀愀渀猀椀琀椀漀渀
	6. Wire resistance at low T
	7. Discussion
	 References

