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We construct a mean-field theory for itinerant ferromagmettoexisting with a non-unitary superconducting
state, where only the majority-spin band is gapped and oentame nodes, while the minority-spin band is
gapless at the Fermi level. Our study is motivated by recgmrgmental results indicating that this may be the
physical situation realized in the heavy-fermion compoUr@k,. We investigate the stability of the mean-field
solution of the magnetic and superconducting order parmseflso, we provide theoretical predictions for ex-
perimentally measurable properties of such a non-unit@pgiconductor: the specific heat capacity, the Knight
shift, and the tunneling conductance spectra. Our studyidioe useful for direct comparison with experimental
results and also for further predictions of the physics thay be expected in ferromagnetic superconductors.

PACS numbers: 74.20.-z, 74.25.-q, 74.45.+c, 74.50.+20/Rp

I. INTRODUCTION coexist with ferromagnetism. Although some early theereti
cal studie&* indicated that the answer to this question may be
. . affirmative provided FM is weak, a more careful analysis con-
duzgﬁ m(téeg;liag/nbert\évneeen (I?(;;?Tnﬁgpoest:;('i:g?l aggeil:spt?r:cﬂnéludeé?’ that the coexistence state of spin-singlet pairing and
9 9 9 pically 9 ferromagnetism always turns out to be energetically urrfavo

the same material has attracted much interest during the lagy) o against the non-magnetic superconducting state eaen i
decade due to the discovery of superconductivity in ferro-

. : finite-momentum pairing (FFLO) state is considered. Later,
magnetic metals, UGeURhGe, UCoGe, and possibly ZrZn . ; .
(Seg however Re-=Q§\2,3,4,5 One possible ropute of ?/nve%ti- it was proposet that the coexistence of metallic ferromag-
, : J B

gation of such systems was adopted in early wi#Rswhich netism and singlet superconductivity may be realized assum

assumed a conventionawave superconductin condensateing that the magnetic instability is due to kinetic exchange
P 9 However, the coexistence of magnetism and spin-tripletisup

res_|d|ng In a ferromagne_uc_ back_g_round caused by Iocallzegonductivity appears to be a more promising scenario, since
spins or aligned magnetic impurities. It was shown that be

. X : the Cooper pairs may use their spin degree of freedom to align
low a critical value of the magnetic coupling, comparable tothemselves with the internal magnetic field
the superconducting gap itself, superconductivity and mag- : . o .

. . ' ... An experimental fact that is even more striking is that in all
netism were able to coexist. It was also sugrgested thata f'mtferromagnetic superconductors known to date t%e SC phase i
momentum pairing state, known as FFLO pHisean appear X N !
in the presence of external magnetic field or intrinsic ferro gggoitésdegve?e:?O?nzmﬁgt?j{;;r];ctjhifig?ﬁ:igl?ggmg:gim'se
magnetic order, and could thereby permit a larger threstifold P y gnetis: 9

. L ... magnetism appears to be at its weakest that SC sets in — on
the spin exchange energy to coexist with superconductivity the boundary with paramagnetism when the Curie tempera-

On the other hand, it has been known since the early days §fjre is driven to zero (typically by applying pressure). hi
research odHe that alternativg superconductin.g states, Othefmmediately raises the question of the microscopic oridin o
thans-wave, can be favoured in a ferromagnetic backgroundsc pairing, and whether ferromagnetic spin fluctuationg pla
The early theories of an equivalent p_henomenon to occur ifhe role of a “glue” for Cooper pair formation very much as
the solid-state have been formulated in the early 1¥8@e-  they do in superfluidHe. It is equally interesting what role
spite the absence of any experimental example of a ferromagne zero-temperature pressure-tuned phase transitigs jola
netic superconductor at the tiffe With the discovery of su-  formation of superconductivity and whether notions inviody
perconductivity in UGe and ZrZn, especially given that the  quantum criticality (provided the phase transitions acosd
same electrons are believed to participate both in ferremagyder) are necessary to explain the phenomenon.
netism and SC, this latter scenario had to be taken seritwusly Although there is no universal answer to this question yet
explain the microscopic coexistence between the two phasegnq the research efforts, both experimental and theokeiiea
In particular, the very large hyperfine magnetic molecutldfi  ocysed on this issue, itis interesting to note that in boBes
in these materials, measutéce.g. with Mossbauer spec- ang 7rzn, the ferromagnetic phase transition as a function of
troscopy, far exceeds the Pauli limit. This excludes angpos ressure becomes 1st order as the “critical pressure” is ap-
bility of singlet-pairing superconductivity. proached af” = 0. One cannot therefore straightforwardly

We should note that although the latter statement is true impply a theory of quantum criticality (be it the Hertz-MsH
UGe, and other ferromagnetic superconductors, one may stitheory or one of its variations) given the absence of the guan
ask whether in principle a singlet-type superconductigép  tum critical point as such. It is undeniable however that the
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point where Curie temperature goes to zero is of crucial im- II. PHENOMENOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
portance to the formation of the SC state.

The issue of coexisting ferromagnetism and superconduc-

Drawing further parallels between triplet-pairing FM supe  tivity dates back to half a century ago when the celebrated
conductors and the superfluitie, one may wonder whether FFLO state was predictétias a finite-momentum pairing
different symmetries of the SC gap can occur, as is the case Fiate with real-space structure of the singlet SC ordempera
the different phasé$ of 3He. For example, can the gap sym- ter that may develop under certain conditions close to tite cr
metry with point or line nodes be realized in the ferromagnet ical magnetic fieldd ... The conditions for the FFLO state are
superconductors? Very recently, experimental evidense hdowever very different from those observed in ferromagneti
appeared which suggests that the answer is ‘yes'. Hasada Superconductors such as UGdn particular, as has already
al 2 reported on™3Ge nuclear-quadrupole-resonance expereen emphasised above, the magnetic molecular field felt by
iments performed under pressure, in which the nuclear spifCOoper pairs inside the ferromagnet is many times lafger
lattice relaxation rate revealed an unconventional naifise-  than the Pauli limiting field necessary to destroy the single
perconductivity implying that the majority spin band in UGe Cooper pairs. We shall therefore concentrate on tripleéty

was gapped with line nodes, while the minority spin band resuperconducting pairing.
mained gapless at the Fermi level. Several remarks are in order. We note from the outset that

the ferromagnetism observed in the Uranium compounds and
in ZrZn, is itinerant, Stoner-like in its nature. We shall there-

_ Motivated by this, we present a mean-field model for coexsqre not discuss the topic of localized magnetic moments tha
isting ferromagnetism and spin-triplet supercondugtiwith 4,14 have, among other things, provided a pair-breaking

a SC order parameter that displays line nodes in majorityryechanism in accord with Abrikosov—Gorkov thedhof

spin channel and is gapless for minority spin. We first studynagnetic scattering. Here, we will assume that the same elec
the interplay between the magnetic and superconductirgg ord o involved in the spontaneous SU(2) symmetry breaking
parameters, and then proceed to make several predictions fQscqciated with ferromagnetism, also participate in th) U(

experimentally relevant quantities: the specific heat c#pa  ga,ge symmetry breaking that characterizes a superconduc-
Knight shift, and tunneling conductance. Let us briefly sum-;,,

marize our main results. We find that the low-temperature
specific heat capacit¢'yy shows power-lawer behaviour (to

be contrasted with the conventional exponential decayen th
s-wave case), and that the gapless minority spins domina
the contribution toCy, at low temperatures, giving rise to a

linear 7'-dependence. Also, the relative jumpfy Shows  4q heen revisitdd23.2425.24n the light of experimental find-
a strong dependence on the exchange splitting in the systerir;ll.gS in UGe and other ferromagnetic superconductors.

With regard to the Knight shift, we find that it is suppressed ; -
atT — 0 with increasing exchange splitting of the major- In this paper, we shall take a phenomenological approach to

. L . o . superconductivity, leaving the intriguing and debatedstjoe
ity and minority spin bands when the external field is applled(s)f the microscopic mechanism for Cooper pairing aside. In

perpendicular to the spin of the Cooper pairs in the SySte'Trgarticular, we shall consider systems where supercondtycti

In general, however, it depends strongly on the orientatio ppears at a lower temperature than the temperature at which
of the field W'th respect to the crystelllogr_aphm axes Qf theonset of ferromagnetism is found. This is certainly the case
compound, indicative of the triplet pairing in the systeni. F

: : experimentally and may be simply due to the fact that the en-
nally, th? no_rmahzed tunneling c_onductance spectra show grgy scales for the two phenomena are quite different, With t
strong directional dependence with respe_ct to t_he oriemtat exchange energy naturally being the largest. It may, homeve
of the supercondyctmg order parameter in reciprocal SPACG 56 be due to the fact that superconductivity is dependent o
.bUt change very Ilttle upon modifying the exchange spgt_m ferromagnetism for its very existence. Such a suggestien ha
in the system. Our findings should be useful for compariso

with experimental studies, and could lead to further insigh r?ecently been put foré.

as regards the nature of the superconducting order paramete A cruqel issue to address In this context is whether super-
conductivity and ferromagnetism are phase-separatet ésic

e.g. solid and liquid phases coexisting at the melting point)

This paper is organized as follows. We first describe theor not. Fairly strong experimental evidence for non-phase-
phenomenological framework to be used in this work in Secseparated coexistence of ferromagnetism and supercanduct
[ We then present our theoretical model in 9ed. lIl, and proity has recently been presented in UGE. However, even
vide the results of the self-consistent mean-field treatraen if such non-phase-separated coexistence is establidiea, t
both zero and finite temperatures in Sec. IV A. We then prostill remains the issue of whether the superconductingrerde
ceed to make predictions for experimentally accessibl@-gua parameters exhibits spatial variations, precisely duestaan-
tities in Sec[JVB, using the self-consistently obtainesilles ~ phase-separated coexistence with ferromagnetic ordee On
from Sec[IVA. We discuss our findings in S&c] VI, and sum-obvious candidate for such spatial variatiéis a sponta-
marize in Sed_VII. We will use boldface notation for vectors neously formed Abrikosov vortex lattice, induced by the in-
... for operators,.. for 2x 2 matrices, and. for 4x4 matrices. ternal magnetizatio®M. As argued in Ref._35, an impor-

The idea of triplet pairing occurring between the same elec-
trons that form the Stoner instability at the border of ferro
magnetism goes back to Fay and Agp€1980) who consid-
Ered exchange of magnetic spin fluctuations as a microscopic
mechanism for Cooper pairing. More recently, the problem
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tant factor with respect to whether a vortex lattice appearso-calledequal-spin pairing) and we shall sef\y; = 0 in
or not could be the magnitude of the internal magnetizatiorwhat follows. Moreover, the requirement of non-unitarify o
M. Specifically, Ref| 36 suggested that vortices may arisehe order parameter then reduces to the requirement that the
if 4t™M > H,.;, whereH_; is the lower critical field. Itis vectordy in Eq. (1) should have two non-zero components, i.
conceivable that a weak ferromagnetic state coexisting wite. A # A, which one would expect anyway in the pres-
superconductivity may give rise to a domain structure, & th ence of the Zeeman splitting between the two spin subbands.
absence of an external field, that is vortex-free. Therefeee ~ The spin of the Cooper pairis theéf.) = 5 (|Aw[2—|Ay[?)
shall consider non-phase-separated coexistence of thenBM aand is aligned along the magnetic fieldieing the spin quan-
SC order parameters from here on, as have other sidiée  tization axis).
will also leave the complications arising from the spateliv
ation of the superconducting order parameter originatiitly w
a putative spontaneously formed Abrikosov vortex lattite i 1. THEORY
the superconducting order parameter for future investigat

Spin-triplet superconductors are characterized by a multi  We consider a model of a ferromagnetic superconductor de-
component order parameter, which for the simplest case afcribed by uniformly coexisting itinerant ferromagnetiand
the p-wave may be expressed in terms of three independemon-unitary, spin-triplet superconductivity. We writevao

components of a-vector: a weak-coupling mean-field theory Hamiltonian with equal-
A A A A spin pairing Cooper pairs and a finite magnetization alorg th
dy = | =kH ; Kt —( kll;' k1) Ay |- (1)  easy-axis similar to the model studied in Refsl 25,26, npmel

2

Note thatdy transforms like a vector under spin rotations. In H= E Ex + INM - 1 E AL bkoo
. . 2 2 oo

terms of the components df,, the order parameter itself is a K ko

2x2 matrix that reads

1 N ( gka Akaa) ( éka’ )
o + = E CroC—ko A . @
Aaﬁ (k) = <Ck,ack_ﬂ> = [Z(dk ’ U)Uy]aﬁv (2) 2 ko ( 8 y ) ALO’O’ _gkd CT_ka'

wherea is the vector of Pauli matrices, anfl , i, are the ~ Wherebi,, = (c—koCio) iS the non-zero expectation value of
usual electron creation-annihilation operators for momen  the pair of Bloch states. Applying a standard diagonalizati
k and spino. procedure, we arrive at

The superconducting order parameter is characterized as
unitary if the modulus of the gap is proportional to the unity H = Ho + Z EkG”AYl-LU;YkU’

matrix: (A - AT) o 1. Written in terms of the vectod,, ko
this condition is equivalent to the requirement t@g) = 0, 1 n INM?
where we have introduced the net magnetic moment (or spin) Hy = 9 Z(gka = Bis = Aggpbroo) + 2 ()
of the Cooper pair ko
(Si) = 1(di x di). 3) Where{’yka,’ylta} are new fermion operators and the eigen-
values read
Theunitary triplet state thus has Cooper pairs with zero mag-
netic moment, whereas timen-unitary state is characterized BExo = \/&ky + | Dkoo |*. (6)

by non-zero value ofSx) # 0. The latter effectively means ) _
that time-reversal symmetry is spontaneously broken in thdl is implicit in our notation thaty = ex — Er is measured
spin part of the Cooper pa# It is thus intuitively clear that from the Fermi level, where, is the kinetic energy. The free
having the spin of the Cooper pair aligned with the internal€nergy is obtained through

magnetic field of the ferromagnet can lower the energy of the 1

resulting coexistence state. The above argument that tee or F=Hy— - Z In(1 4 e PPrr), (7
parameter in the ferromagnetic superconductors must be non B ko

unitary has been put forward by Machida and Ofnand
otherg#28  Distinguishing between unitary and non-unitary
states in ferromagnetic superconductors is clearly onbef t

such that the gap equations for the magnetic and supercon-
ducting order parameters beccthe

primary objectives in terms of identifying the correct SCer 1 0o

parameter. To this end, recent studies have focused on-calcu M=—= T tanh(BEx,/2),

lating transport properties of ferromagnetic supercotmhgc ko 7

40,41,42,43.44.45There have also been investigations of identify- 1 Ao

. . . .. . . . Agg:—— Vik oo tan Fyis/2). 8
ing spin-triplet pairing in quasi-1D materi&fe’.48:49 k N ; Ko7 B hBEwo/2) (8)

Finally, we note that inter-subband pairing is expected to
be strongly suppressed in the presence of the Zeemanrgplitti Specifically, we now consider a model which should be of rel-
between the, | conduction sub-bands. In other words, only evance to the ferromagnetic superconductor YJ@ad possi-
electrons within the same subband will form Cooper pairs (th bly also for UCoGe and URhGe. In Ref._|20, it was argued
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that the majority spin (spin-up in our notations) fermiores®  of such a vortex phase in ferromagnetic superconductots suc
gapped and that the order parameter displayed line nodeas UGg and ZrZn, and we therefore do not exclude some
while the minority (spin-down) fermions remained gaplessmechanism that would instead stabilise a truly uniform co-
at the Fermi level in the heavy-fermion compound YGe existence of the SC and FM in these materials. It should be
An obvious mechanism for suppressing the superconductingnentioned that uniform coexistence of ferromagnetism and
instability in the minority-spin channel as compared to thesuperconducting order have also been speculated to occur in
majority-spin channel is the difference in density of state quasi-1D and quasi-2D materials such as RGSICu, O .2
(DOS) at the Fermi level. Indeed, from Fig. 1 in Ref| 25 In our model, the pairing potential may be written as

(see also Fig. 4 in Ref. 26), it is seen that the critical tem-

perature for pairing in the minority-spin subbarig, is pre- V(9,0") = —gcosfcost, (10)
dicted to be much smaller than the criti@al for the majority-

spin subband, even for quite weak magnetic exchange splifyherey is the weak-coupling constant. Conversion to integral

tings. Given the already quite low critical temperatie  equations is accomplished by means of the identity
that is observed experimentally in ferromagnetic supercon

ductors . < 1 K), which we associate witff)!, we there- 1

fore conclude that it might indeed be very hard to observe N > fléo) = /dgN”(E)a (11)
experimentally the even smaller gap in the minority-spio-su k

band. Therefore, it is permissible to only consider paiiimg . i .

the majority-spin channel and neglect a small (if any) pajri  WhereN’(e) is the spin-resolved density of states. In three
between minority-spin electrons. In our notation this mean SPatial dimensions, this may be calculated from the digpers

settingM # 0, Ay # 0, Ay, = 0. relation by using the formula

We stress that the above statement, although intuitively at
tractive, may need further justification since we have sodar No(e) = 4 / 95% _ (12)
glected completely the spin-orbit interaction that is estpd (27m)3 )2\, —const| Vieko |

to be strong in Urainium based compounds, such assUGe

URhGe and UCoGe. The effect of the latter would be to pro-With the dispersion relatioix, = ex — cIM — Er, one
vide some effective coupling between majority and minorityobtains

spin subbands and would probably lead to induced SC order

parameter in minority spin channel. This issue is left for fu - mV+/2m(e + cIM + EF)

ture study®. N7(e) = o2 : (13)
To model the presence of line nodes in the order parameter,

we choose In their integral form, Eqs[{8) for the order parametersirea

Ayt = Ag 44 = Ag cos b, (9)

2T 00 4

_ M:—iZU/ / deEEN (¢)
where kr is the normalized Fermi wave-vector, such that am > 0 —Ep—oIM Ey(e,0)
the gap only de_pends on Fhe (_jirection of the latter. This_ is « tanHBE, (e, 0) /2],
the weak-coupling approximation. The above gap satisfies o o ; )
the correct symmetry requirement dictated by the Pauli-prin = | _ i/ / dodsN (€) cos otanHﬁET(s 6)/2].
ciple, namely a sign change under inversion of momentum, ar Jo  J_w Ex(e) ’
0 — 7 — 6. Here,f is the azimuthal angle in they-plane. (14)
Our choice of this particular symmetry for thewave su-
perconducting gap is motivated by the experimental resultfor ease of notation, we also define
of Haradaet al.2°. The cos §-dependence is also in accord

with the results of Ref._30, which showed that the major- Agcosf if o =1

ity band at the Fermi level for UGes strongly anisotropic Aq(0) = { 0 if o =| } ’

with a small dispersion along thg,-direction. We consider T AT d. if o —

here a situation where the electrons are restricted frommov ~ E, (e, 6) = { VEr+ Ageostd. 1o =1 } . (15
ing along thez-axis. The motivation for this is that, strictly € ifo=|

speaking, it seems plausible that uniform coexistencerodfe -

magnetic and superconducting order should only be realizeBor the following treatment, we defind = /M /Er, i.e. the

in thin-film structures where the Meissner (diamagnetie) re exchange energy scaled on the Fermi energy. Moreover, we
sponse of the superconductor is suppressed for in-plane magetc = g/N(0)/2 to a typical value of 0.2 andy = wo/Er =

netic fields. The thin-film structure would then also supgres 0.01 as the typical spectral width of the bosons responsible

the orbital effect of the field. In a bulk structure, as coesatl ~ for the attractive pairing potential. Finally, we define e

in Ref.[14, we expect that a spontaneous vortex lattice shoulrameter/ = IN(0) as a measure of the magnetic exchange

be the favored thermodynamical sé4taunless prohibited by coupling. As discussed below, only fér> 1 will a sponta-

a possible domain structure. Having said that, we point ouheous magnetization appear in our model, in agreement with
that there is no firm experimental evidence for the presencthe Stoner criterion for itinerant ferromagnetism.
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IV. RESULTS: MEAN-FIELD MODEL FOR absence of superconductivity, the self-consistency émuat
COEXISTENCE for the magnetization &' = 0 reduces to
A. Zerotemperaturecase _ I 3/2 3/2
h=—3 = ;a[(EF +oh+n)*? = 2(Ep + oh)*?],
For zero-temperature, the superconducting gap equation (21)
reads
o ) wheren is an upper energy cut-off determined by the band-
19 " d0de NT(e) cos® 0 (1) Width andh = IM is the exchange splitting of the majority
4 Jo —wo /€2 + AZ cos? 9 and minority bands. Since the energy scales for the magnetic
and superconducting order parameter differ so greatly igrma
Under the assumption that > A, we obtain that nitude, Eq.[(2I) is an excellent approximation even in the co
) existent state (we have verified this numerically).
2 2&]0 1 g
—_— = In(—) - —/ df cos® 0In| cos§|. (17) _
V1+M Ao/ T o 0.2 x107*
- - . ' « Numerical
which may be solved to yield the zero-temperature gap Analytical
Ao = 2.426w0 exp[—2/(cV 1+ M)). (18) 0.15}

By inserting Eq. [(2B) into the gap equation for the magne- &,
tization in Eq. [(I#), we have managed to decouple the self-
consistency equations fd/ and Ay. Numerical evaluation = 0.1}
reveals that the gap equation fdf is completely unaffected <
by the presence ak, which physically means that the mag-
netization remains unaltered with the onset of superconduc 0.05}
tivity. This is reasonable in a model where the energy scale
for the onset of magnetism is vastly different from the egerg
scale for superconductivity, such that by the time supercon ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
ductivity sets in, the ordering of the spins essentiallyazdis 0 1.04 1.02 1 0.98
the maximum possible magnetisation. ' ' = '
The dependence ak, on I is shown in Fig.[IL. The gap

remains constant far € .[O’ 1], which is a unitary phasg. In FIG. 1: (Color online) The gap-dependence on the ferromager-
the unitary phase, there is no reason for the minority spiuba change interaction parameter= 1N (0). The gap remains constant

to remain ungapped whell = 0, and hence we would ex- ¢, ;¢ [0, 1], corresponding to a unitary phase. The gapthen
pect two gaps = A of equal magnitude fof < 1. Our starts growing with increasing for I > 1.0, announcing the onset

model of gapping exclusively for the majority spin band is of a spontaneous magnetization. The analytical formulaset on
therefore justified only fod > 1, which is the regime we Eq. [18).

shall be concerned with throughout this article. The onset
of a spontaneous magnetization for> 1 is the well-known
Stoner criterion for an isotropic electron gas, where the sp

susceptibility may be written & B. Finitetemperature case
_ xo(gq,w) ” :
x(q,w) = T Iolqe) The critical temperature for the superconducting ordesupar

Xo q’;‘) eter is obtained in the standard way [settitg = 0 in EQ.

— q w (16)] to yield

=Ny(1-—

XO(qvw) 0( 12]{:% +12UF|q|)’
la| < 2kp, w< EF. (19) T. = 1.134wg exp[—2/(ecV' 1 + M)]. (22)

For a parabolic band, the static susceptibility is maxinsal f In Fig. [2, we plot the temperature-dependence of the self-
q = 0 where consistently obtained solution @&, and compare it to the
analytical mean-field temperature dependence
(@=0w=0=—0 - 0 (3
= w = = = =.
Aa="5 1—IN(0) 1-1 Ao(T) = Ao(0)tanHy\/T./T — 1]. (23)

The introduction of a ferromagnetic order is demarcated byrhe BCS result isy = 1.74, but we find a better fit for
the divergence of the susceptibility fér= 1, which is pre-  our numerical results using = 1.70. Throughout the rest
cisely Stoner’s criterion for itinerant ferromagnetisnm.the  of this paper, we shall therefore make use of Hg.] (23) with
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7 = 1.70 to model the temperature-dependence of the gap for x 10
I ={1.01,1.02,1.03}, since the agreement is excellent with ‘
the full numerical solution. As in the zero-temperaturesgas FM

we find that the gap equations in EQ.J(14) may be completely 5t
decoupled also at finite temperature. We have verified tleat th

gap equation for the superconducting order parameter has a
unique non-trivial solution, which guarantees that theeys I PM
will prefer to be in the coexistent state of ferromagnetism a &

superconductivity. The phase-diagram of the model we are E 3f
&~

2r NU+FM

U
1.05 1 0.95 0.9 0.85
I

FIG. 3: (Color online) The phase-diagram of our model inThe
plane. Forl > 1.0, a spontaneous magnetization arises and allows
for the possible uniform coexistence of ferromagnetism tipdiet
superconductivity. Note that decreasifdgoing from left to right
along the x-axis) corresponds to an increasing externaisprep.

The abbrevations stand for non-unitary (NU), unitary (@yrémag-
netic (FM), and paramagnetic (PM).

8 V. RESULTS: EXPERIMENTAL PREDICTIONS
T/Er x 107

_ _ _ We next proceed to using the self-consistently obtained so-
FIG. 2: (Co!or online) Self-consistently obtained solatfor thg su- |utions from the previous section to make predictions foe¢h
perconducting gap\, (red symbols) compared to the analytical ex- experimental quantities that are routinely used to stugesu
pression Eq.[{23) withy = 1.70 (blue lines), modelling a BCS-like conducting condensates: specific heat, Knight shift, and tu
temperature dependence. neling conductance spectra. We first consider the nornthlize
heat capacity, which is defined as

considering may be obtained numerically and is shown in Fig. Oy = 5_2 Z /27r /oo e i N°(e)
8t~ Jo J-Ep-oim cosh”|

[B. As seen, a quantum phase transition may occiir=atl .0, BE,(e,0)/2]
separating the 'unitary’ superconducting state (see d&on O, (6) oM
in an earlier paragraph) from the ferromagnetic, non-upita X [Eg(g, 0) — T(Aa(e) BUT — aslﬁ)] (24)

superconducting state. The critical temperature for thg-ma
netic order parameter is orders of magnitudes larger han Since the critical temperature @f is much larger than the
for the superconductivity except for very close to= 1.0. critical temperature fol\g in our model, we may safely ne-
The increase irf. in the non-unitary phase as compared toglect M /9T in the low-temperature regime. Consider Fig.
the unitary phase is a result of the increase in density tdsta [4 for a plot of the specific heat capacity using three represen
with magnetization for the majority spin. tative values forl. The general trend with increasirdgs an
increase of the jump afy atT = T.. The physical reason for
Experimentally, one often maps out tiiep phase diagram, this is that the majority spin carriers will dominate the jum
whereT is temperature angis pressure. Note that the value in specific heat stronger when the exchange splitting betwee
of I may be controlled experimentally by adjusting the presthe bands increases, which is in agreement with the redults o
sure on the sample. A change in pressure is accompanied fRef..26. Analytically, the relative jump in specific heat may
a change in the width of the electron bands, and therefore dle expressed as
rectly affects the density of states at the Fermi level: eéasr 1
ing the pressure on the samples reduces the density of,states ACYy 1—h/Ep
. . A ( )‘ ~<1+,/7> . (25)
and hence also the effective coupling consfat®t A notable Cy /lr=r, 1+ h/Ep
feature in the phase diagram for UGas determined experi-
mentally, is that superconductivity only appears in theder It depends on the exchange splitting in the superconductor
magnetic phase, and not in the paramagnetic phase. since the contribution from the majority spin carriers weihd




to dominate the specific heat whénincreases. The low- frequencies. In the staticw(= 0) and uniform ¢ = 0) limit,
temperature scaling witll’ bears witness of the line nodes Eqg. (28) reduces to the Knight shift= x(0,0). We define
in the gap, and is to be contrasted with the more rapidly dethe normalized Knight shift as

cayings-wave case. Also note that the minority spin fermions

are in the normal state and give a significant contributionto Z /2” /°° dfds N, (¢)

the specific heat in fo_rm of a_hneﬂ?—dependence at I(_)W tem- "~ Jo ) b ornt cosh2[BE, (=, 0)/2]
peratures. If both spin species were gapped with line nodes,

2.
one would expect &*-dependence of the low temperature The Knight shift is a measure of the polarizibility of the eon

specific heat. duction electrons in the com i
. oo pound, and serves as a highly use
In the experimental study of the heat-capacity in YGen- o . :
ducted in Ref. 60, a peak of the heat-capacity associatéd Witful probe to distinguish between singlet and triplet suparc

: " . ductivity. For a singlet superconductor, the total sfiof the
the supgrconductmg transition was observe.d N a narros pre Cooper pair is zero, and the Knight shift therefore vanisties
2?;%;%'&%1; uzeor.io(r;lgjc?ir:uﬂg; 'silt-ilgrzetgfnlsetra?rprreehs()sx;e T = 0 since there are no quasiparticle excitations in the super-
2 maximum valloue Farther gwa fr thepheatl&ca acit conductor that may be polarized. The Knight shift vanishes
' y 1rom, pacity egardless of the direction in which the external magnstic i
anomaly was smeared out. In particular, a substantial resi

pplied for a singlet superconductor. For a triplet superco
;alfvg(l;;e ofC‘a/tﬁ“ \évas_t(?]bs?;ved _ar ? 8 'I;jhg aut_?orségtf ¢ ductor, this is quite different. The Knight shift now may be
€l1..o» argued that neither tné minority band density oesta anisotropic in terms of the direction in which the magnetic
at the Fermi level nor the contribution from a self-inducedv

. . . . field is applied. By means of théy-vector formalism [see
tex state would be appropriate to describe this residualkval : ; e
Instead, it might stem from impurities that induce a finite-de Eq. @], one may infer that the Knight shift is unalteredreve

sity of states at the Fermi level. For an anisotropic superco for ' < T. whend, L H, but is altered according to E.127

' . . ~.~~ whendy||H. This is valid as long as th& remains 'pinned’
?uctorhll_ke UGtQ th(latre3||dual Ivalutiwtcmld bt? h|gh|ty sel nsﬁ V€ i the material due te.g. spin-orbit coupling, and hence does
0 suchimpurities. 1tis aso clear tnat the observatio P not rotate withE. Otherwise, the Knight shift would remain
peaks, similar to the ones we obtain in Hi§y. 4, depend styong|

on the aoplied pressure on the superconductor. and in rtiCunaltered in any direction. Therefore, an anisotropic Khig
PP pre: P ' PaMtiCqnift is a strong signature of a vector character of the super
lar to how close it is t@,.

conducting order parameter, and hence of a spin-triplegrsup

(27)

K0_87T

12 ‘ ‘ 1 conducting state. )
—I1=1.01 ° gunierticall In Fig. [3, we plot the Knight shift for several values bf
10 L=102 09 T Analyuica It is interesting to note that(0) is reduced with increasing
I=1.03 Physically, this may be understood by realizing that the-den
— 8 108 sity of states of ungapped minority spins at the Fermi level
= s o -
= ; ) decreases as the exchange splitting between the majaridy- a
g 6 “1 To07 minority bands increases. This results directly in a lower
= S amount of polarizable quasiparticles, and hence the Knight
© 4 g 1 06 shift becomes suppressed. For a fully polarized ferromagne
/ (half-metal), the Knight shift would therefore be identita
2 / 1 05! Increasing pressure an s-wave singlet superconductor for an applied field satisfy-
s —_— ing H || dx. This fact emphasizes the importance of measur-
0 05 1 1 0.5 0 ing the spin susceptibility along several directions tantifg
T/T. M the proper spin-symmetry of the superconductor.

As a final experimental probe for the interplay between fer-
FIG. 4: (Color online) The left panel shows a plot of the sfieci romagnetism and superconductivity, we employ a Blonder-
heat capacity, using self-consistently obtained ordearpaters, for  Tinkham-Klapwijk formalisn® to calculate the tunneling be-
three different values of. The right panel shows relative jump (su- tween a normal metal and a ferromagnetic superconductor
perconducting vs. normal state) of the specific heat at tesition i the clean limit, using the self-consistently obtainetliea
temperature as a function of the normalized exchange iaglitte- of the order parameters in the problem. From the results of

tween the spin bands/. Numerically calculated values are shown pot 125 \ve find that the normalized tunneling conductance
in red, analytical result [Eq[(25)] using= 1.70 are shown in blue. .
may be written as

We next consider the spin susceptibility, making use of the I /2
standard formuf# — = Z/ d cos O[1 + |2 (eV, 0))? — | (eV, 0))?],
GO > J—m/2

1 . A
X(@w) = —== > TH{G(k w,)G(k + g, 1w + 1w}, (28)
2[3 k1w,
R (26)  whereG) is the normal-state conductance. Aboxg(eV, 0)
whereg is the matrix Green’s function in particle-hole and andrY (eV, ) designate the Andreev- and normal-reflection
spin-space, where,, = 2(n+1)x /3 are fermionic Matsubara coefficient, respectively, and read



K/ Ko

FIG. 5: (Color online) Knight shift for a ferromagnetic supen-
ductor, using self-consistently obtained order pararseter three
different values of. The field is here applieH || dx.

2k cos 0uq (07, Juo (05 )(Y9)" + vo (65 )0 (054 )75 (65 )5 (05,) (T2 )"]
Ue (071 )uo (07 )T = 00 (07 )00 (07, )70 (07 ) (OZ)ICZ 2. 7

A Ak cos g7 cos 67 v, (07, Jus (07_)75(07,)

7 e (07 )uo (07 )| T2 — ve (07 )ve (07,)74 (07 )73 (02, ) [T 2.

N—_
o

r

r

(29)

We have defined = 2mV,/kr as a measure of the barrier features seen in the conductance spectra are qualitatiifely
strength, wheren is the quasiparticle masB; is the scatter- ferent fora = 0 anda = /2. In the first case, the electron-
ing strength of the barrier, anid= is the Fermi momentum. and hole-like quasiparticles entering the supercondueter
Moreover,f is the angle of incidence of incoming electrons perience a constructive phase-interference which gigestoi
from the normal side and we have implicitly incorporated-con the formation of a zero-energy state that is bound to the sur-
servation of group velocity and conservation of momentunface of the superconductor. The resonance condition for the
parallel to the barrien.e. kesinf = ¢°sin6?. Finally, we  formation of such zero-energy state\N§)) = —A(r — 6),23

have introduced and the bound states are manifested as a giant peak in the
zero-bias conductange Note that such states exist even if
YL =q% cos07 £ kpcost £1kpZ (30)  the spatial depletion of the superconducting order paramet

is not taken into account, which may be shown analyti€&lly
Taking into account the reduction the gap experiences ttose
the interface compared to its bulk value, is known to yield
the same qualitative features as the usual step-functien ap
proximation, with the exception of additional, smaller kea
at finite bias voltages due to non-zero bound stdteBrom
Fig.[8, we see that the effect of increasing the exchange field
amounts to sharper features in the conductance spectr. Wit

" 1 increasingl, the zero-bias conductance peak becomes larger
uq(051) = ﬁ{l + \/1 — (18, (02,)1/E)}2, for « = 0, while the dip structure forr = 7/2 becomes

1 more pronounced. Physically, this may be understood by the
v, (07,) = —{1— \/1 — (|A,(87,)|/E)2}/2. (32) increased contribution from majority spin carriers. The-o
V2 tribution from the minority spin carriers is constant foe thn-

In Fig. [@, we plot the conductance spectra of a nor-,tire low-energy regime, and leads to Iess_pronounced featur
mal/ferromagnetic superconductor junction. By writing th 1" the conductance. The effect of the barrier strerigth seen
gap asA = Ag cos(d — a), we allow for an arbitrary orienta- in the left column of FlgDB. Foa:_y = 0, increasingZ leads to
tion of the gap with respect to the crystallographic axese Th & higher peak at zero bias, while increasiguppresses the

and,(0) = A, (0)/|Ax ()], 07, = 07,07 =7 —67.In
the quasiclassical approximatidiy > (Ao, ¢), the wave-
vectors read

ke =+/2mEp, ¢° =/2m(Er +oIM) (31)

while the spin-generalized coherence factors are
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FIG. 6: (Color online) Plot of the tunneling conductance afaamal/ferromagnetic superconductor junctiondor= 0 anda = /2, using
self-consistently obtained solutionsBt= 0. In the left column, we fix the tunneling barrier strength= 2mV,/kr = 3 and plot the
conductance for several values of the Stoner interadtidn the right column, we fiX = 1.01 and plot the conductance for several values of
Z.

conductance for = /2. ps = po, Where

It is also worth emphasizing the relation between the tun- x/2 oV
neling conductance and the bulk DOS of the superconductor.  py(eV) = / dONRe{ } (34)
As is well-known, the conductance of a normsalfave super- —m/2 2 —|A(ON)[?
conductor junction in the tunneling limit approaches the®O
of the bulk superconduct&t The same argument is valid for
ad,2_,2-wave superconductst One might be tempted to
conclude that the tunneling conductance will always apgitoa
the bulk DOS of the superconductor in the strong barriettlimi
as long as there is no formation of zero-energy states. Ho
ever, closer examination reveals that this is not necedgsai

An important consequence of the above equation is that the
tunneling conductance may be interpreted as the expettatio
value ofpg with a weighting factor y cos 0y .

Let us now compare three different superconducting sym-
metries to illustrate the relation between the conductance
“he DOS. We consider anwave,d,>_,2-wave, ancgp,-wave

symmetry, none of which feature zero-energy surface states

To illustrate this, we draw upon some results obtained inFig. [8). Naively, one might therefore expect that the con-
Ref.l59. In general, the conductance of an N/S junction in thejuctance should converge towargsin the tunneling limit.

tunneling limit may be written as However, it turns out that the weighting factety cos 0y,
which is peaked arounély = 0, plays a major role in this
/2 4o 0 v scenario. In Fig.[7, we plot both the tunneling conduc-
GleV) ~ 2222 Non cosfnps(eV) (33) tanceG(eV')/Go and the bulk DO, for these three sym-
fw/2 don o cosOn ’ metries and fixZ = 20. We regain the well-known results
/2 thatG(eV')/Go — po for largeZ in the s-wave andd,2_ -

case. However, the conductance and DOS differ ingthe
whereo is the normal-state conductance for a given anglevave case.
of incidencefy and pgs is the surface DOS for the super- The reason for the deviation betwe€iiG, andpy in the
conductor. In the absence of zero-energy states, the surfap,-wave case may be understood by consulting Fig. 8. As
DOS coincides with the bulk DOS of the superconductor, i.eseen, the weighting factor is peaked around normal incielenc
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25 A C/Go 4 formation of zero-energy states.
350 Po 3.5) 1
20
3 3 VI. DISCUSSION
15 | 2.5} 125
ol L ] We have discussed a mean-field model where itinerant fer-
10 s-wave | 7 o pymwave 7 romagnetism coexists with non-unitary, triplet superasnd
1.57 1.5 tivity, with a gap that contains line nodes. The precise sym-
11 1/ S metry of the order parameter in the ferromagnetic super-
5 1 ; conductors UGg URhGe, UCoGe is still under debate, al-
L 05} dyr_-wave | 051/ | though most experimental findings and theoretical consider
0 ‘ 0 ‘ ‘ o) — ‘ ations strongly point towards the realization of a triplet s

0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 0 1 2
E‘V/ A(]

w

perconducting order parameter. It is plausible that sualnra s
perconducting order parameter is non-unitary, thus brepki

FIG. 7: (Color online) Plot of the normalized conductan@g¢G time-reversal symmetry in the spin channel of the Cooper pa

and bulk DO, for three different symmetries of the superconduct- The orbital symmetry of the superconducting order parame-
ing state in the tunneling limit. Only in the,-wave case is there a €T in ferromagnetic superconductorsis a more subtle idgue
difference between these two quantities. Ref.|26, a mean-field model for isotropic, chigalvave gaps

in a background of itinerant ferromagnetism was constdicte
In that work, pairing was assumed to occur both for majority-

Interface s-wave d2_ p-wave . . . . . . .
and minority-spins, resulting in for instance a double4um
structure in the specific heat capacity. An isotropic, dhira
e p-wave order parameter has a constant magnitude, which is
0 favorable in terms of maximizing the condensation energy

gained in the superconducting state. Assuming an isotropic
density of states at the Fermi level and a separable paigng p
tential of the formVi = —gAx Ak, the condensation energy
gained afl’ = 0 in the superconducting state reads

oy e
. S

py-wave on cosfy

N(0)AF

E=-
2

(), (35)

—/2 /2 whereA is the maximum value of the gap and .) denotes

the angular average over the Fermi surface. This clearhysho

the advantage of an isotropic ggy| = 1. The general prin-

ciple is well-known: the system prefers to have the Fermi sur

FIG. 8: (Color online) lllustration of the different symmgtstates ~ face as gapped as possible. However, factors such as spin-

considered here and a qualitative sketch of the weightimgofa orbit pinning energy and lattice structure may conspirerés p

oN cosOn. vent a fully isotropic gap. We also note that in our model, the
ferromagnetic ordering enters at a much higher temperature
than the superconducting order unléss very close to unity.

On = 0. In the s-wave andd,:_,>-case, the gap magnitude Thisis consisteRf with the experimental findings for the ra-

is maximal atdy = 0 and replacing the weighting factor in tio between the critical temperatures for ferromagnetitsan

Eq. (33) with unity has little or no consequence. The siarati perconducting orde]™ /T:>C, except for UCoGe where the

is dramatically different in the,-wave case. Now, the gap ratiois~ 34

magnitude is actuallgero for normal incidence, and itis pre-  The experiments performed so far are indicative of a single

cisely this contribution that will dominate the integratiover  gap, or at least a strongly suppressed second gap, in the fer-

angles in Eq.[(33). Therefore, replacing the weightingdact romagnetic superconductors. For instance, no double-jump

with unity, in order to obtain the DOS, has a non-trivial con- features have been observed in the specific heat capémity

sequence in the,-wave case. This analysis illustrates how UGe,. This warrants the investigation of a single-gap model,

the conductance and bulk DOS in the absence of zero-energyssibly with line nodes as suggested by Harid#..2° The-

states are not always the same in the tunneling limit. Nate th oretically, the absence of the SC gap in the minority spin

the orientation of the interface with respect to the symynetr subband can be justified by considering the effect of Zeeman

of the order parameter is crucial with regard to the measuredplitting on the electronic density of states (see discussi

conductance spectra and the surface DOS. For instance, evBec[Ill and Ref. 25). In general, it should be possible te dis

ata = w/4there is an appearance of a large zero-bias conducern the presence of two gaps by analyzing specific heat or

tance peak for th@-wave pairing considered here, although point-contact spectroscopy measurements, unless one of th

the gap orientation does not satisfy the condition for perfe gaps is very small.
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Apart from this, another possible scenario, specific tomagnetization gives rise to a self-induced vortex phasa In
UGe,;, can be invoked to explain the observed gapless bethin-film structure where the thicknegds smaller than the
haviour in the minority spin subband. This is thasta-  vortex radius\, we expect that ferromagnetism and supercon-
magnetic transition that occurs inside the FM phase of UGe ductivity may be realized in a vortex-free phase, similady
and separates the two ferromagnetic phases with diffeeéntv a thin-film s-wave superconductor in the presence of an in-
ueg® of magnetizationV/. The reason this meta-magnetic plane magnetic field. Further refinements leading to a more
transition in UGe is of great importance is because the spe-ealistic model of a ferromagnetic superconductor shouid i
cific heat measurements clearly indié4tthat the maximum  clude the presence of spin-orbit coupling, which inevigasl
of superconductind’,. occurs not at the FM to PM transition, present in heavy-fermion superconductors, in additiorhéo t
but at some lower pressupe =~ 12 kbar that coincides pre- presence of vortices. Nevertheless, we believe that ouemod
cisely with the meta-magnetic transitfi3™ should capture important qualitative features of how the in

One can think of this transition as a point where the valugerplay between ferromagnetism and superconductivity may
of low-temperature magnetizatiol sustains a jump. While be manifested in experimentally accessible quantitiepalm
the microscopic origin of this transition is not known, apad ticular, experiments on transport properties of ferronegign
has been put forwafd that it may be due to a sharp change superconductors, such as the Josephson current and point-
in the density of states (DOS) due to the existence of a doubleontact spectroscopy, would be of high interest to furtther i
peak in its structure close to the Fermi level. What happensidate the pairing symmetry realized in ferromagnetic supe
according to this scenario is that applied pressure makes tlconductors.

Fermi level “sweep through” the double-peak structure & th

DOS, thereby sharply increasing the density of states in the

majority spin channel. It follows from a simple Stoner insta VIl. SUMMARY
bility argument that such an increase in the DOS would lead

to a larger value of effective interactidn= 7N (0) and thus In conclusion, we have constructed a mean-field theory of
higher magnetization/. But this also means that the ratio of yi5jet superconductivity in the background of itineraetrb-
the DOS in the two spin channeld); /Ny, sharply increases ,5qnetism, where the superconducting order parameter con-
at the meta-magnetic transition. It follows from E4SJ(I8, 1 {5ins jine nodes and the minority spin band remains ungapped
[22) that the ratio between the SC gaps in the two spin subs; the Fermi level. We have solved the self-consistency-equa
bands tions for the order parameters in the problem, and find that
1 _ ferromagnetism enhances superconductivity, while thefer
% o T—CT = %1/91]:?) (36)  magnetism itself is virtually unaffected by the presencswsf
t T exp(=1/gNy) perconductivity. We have made several predictions for expe

thus becomes very small, justifying the assumptlon = 0 imentally a_lccessible quantities: heat capacity, Knightt,sh
made in this work. and tunneling conductance spectra. Our results may beuhelpf

We note in passing that from an experimental point of view,n the interpretation of experimental data, and could pfevi
a complication with UGgis that the superconductivity does [©IS concerning the issue of identifying the pairing syrtrne
not appear at ambient pressure, in contrast to URhGe arftf férromagnetic superconductors.
UCoGe. The necessity of considerable pressure restriets th
use of certain experimental techniques, and this is clearly
a challenge in terms of measuring for instance conductance Acknowledgments
spectra of UGg Another experimental quantity which would
be of high interest to obtain from for instanab initio cal- J.L. wishes to express his gratitude to Y. Tanaka at Nagoya
culations, is the thermal expansion coefficient, which may b University for his hospitality, where parts of this work weer
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