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We study the phase diagram of spin-triplet superconductors, considering the effect of the external
magnetic field on the electrons’ spins. For a given symmetry of the order parameter and a generic
orientation of the field, we find that the paramagnetic limit for superconductivity diverges at low
temperatures. Furthermore, we identify a range of temperatures where the transition between
normal and superconducting phases becomes of the first order. When two tricritical points exist
along the transition line, a first order phase transition between two superconducting phases may
develop in vicinity of the tricritical point with lower temperature. We discuss the implications of
our findings for the anisotropy of the upper critical field in UPt3, a candidate material for triplet
superconductivity, when both the paramagnetic and orbital effects are taken into account.

Introduction.– The temperature dependence of the up-
per critical field provides a wealth of information about
the properties of a superconducting material. Usually,
the dominant mechanism for the suppression of super-
conductivity is the orbital effect [1, 2]. The paramagnetic
effect may become significant when the electrons’ orbital
motion is quenched, either by the reduced dimensional-
ity of the material or by a large effective mass, such as in
heavy-fermion systems. In that case, the upper critical
field provides direct information about the spin content of
Cooper pairs. Indeed, the competition between Cooper
pairing and Pauli paramagnetism yields a fundamental
upper limit for the stability of spin-singlet pairs [3–6].
The Pauli limit for an s-wave superconductor is given as
HP = ∆0/(

√
2µ), where ∆0 is the zero-temperature or-

der parameter and µ is the effective magnetic moment.
The same mechanism applies for triplet pairs with oppo-
site spins. By contrast, there is no such limit for triplet
pairs with equal spins [7–9]. Thus, an upper critical field
in excess of the paramagnetic limit is usually taken as
a strong indication of triplet superconductivity, see, e.g.,
Refs. [10, 11]. In this work, we study the unusual angular
dependence of the critical field due to the interplay of the
three spin channels in spin-triplet superconductors.

Materials that are suspected to harbor triplet super-
conductivity are usually made of heavy atoms. Thus,
their conduction band is subject to strong spin-orbit cou-
pling. Thereby the spin content of Cooper pairs is tied
to crystal axes. Our first finding is that, for a generic
structure of the order parameter, the paramagnetic limit
is absent at zero temperature for any direction of the
field. Namely, the paramagnetic limit is only present in
the singular case of a triplet order parameter consisting
of pairs with zero spin projection along a given crystal
axis and for a magnetic field pointing along that axis. In
all other cases, a fraction of equal-spin pairs with respect
to the field axis is present and may condense, leading to
a divergence of the upper critical field (up to the orbital
limit). Our second finding is that a finite temperature
restores the pair-breaking effect of pairs with zero spin
projection, yielding a finite paramagnetic limit, unless

the condensate contains only equal-spin pairs with re-
spect to the field direction. This leads to distinctive fea-
tures in the temperature dependence and anisotropy of
the upper critical field in comparison with those arising
from the orbital effect. Furthermore, we find that specific
structures of the order parameter may allow for two suc-
cessive changes of the transition order along the upper
critical line between normal and superconducting phases
in some range of field orientation. By analogy with the
singlet case [5], the appearance of a tricritical point as the
temperature decreases below the superconducting critical
temperature is attributed to the triplet pairs with oppo-
site spins. This tricritical point is then accompanied by
another one at low temperature, in accordance with our
observation that equal-spin pairs are responsible for the
second order transition at low temperature. Our third
finding is that, when two tricritical points arise along the
upper critical line, the competition between triplet pair-
ings with equal and opposite spins may result in a first
order transition developing from the tricritical point with
lower temperature within the superconducting region of
the phase diagram. The corresponding critical line either
ends at a critical point, or extends down to zero temper-
ature.
In the following, we develop a model that allows us

to quantify these findings by applying the quasiclassical
theory of superconductivity. We show that our first two
findings are general for any structure of the order pa-
rameter in the regime of strong spin-orbit coupling. We
then consider specific examples of triplet order param-
eters compatible with the crystalline symmetry of the
lattice in order to study the full phase diagram.
Model.– To establish the superconducting phase dia-

gram, we start with the free energy functional of a uni-
tary spin-triplet superconductor at temperature T [12],

FS =
∑

±,|ξk|<E

[
ξk
2

− T ln

(
2 cosh

Ek,±
2T

)]
+
ν0|∆|2
λ

(1)

in units with ℏ = kB = 1. Here, Ek,± = [ξ2k + |dk|2 +
h2 ± 2|h|(ξ2k + |dk · ĥ|2)1/2]1/2 are the positive eigenval-
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ues of the particle-hole symmetric Bogoliubov-de Gennes
Hamiltonian

Ȟk = ξkτz − h · σ + ∆̌k, (2)

where ξk is the excitation energy of a quasiparticle with
momentum k in the normal state, h = hĥ is the Zeeman
field, and the gap matrix

∆̌k =

(
0 ∆̂k

∆̂†
k 0

)
with ∆̂k = dk · σ (3)

is related with the spin-triplet order parameter dk =
∆ψk with amplitude ∆ and normalized vector function
ψk, tied to crystal axes and with Fermi surface aver-
age ⟨|ψk|2⟩k = 1. For simplicity, we neglected multi-
band effects and considered a unitary triplet phase, such
that ψk×ψ∗

k = 0. The mean-field approximation, which
yields the order parameter in Eq. (2), involves the pair-
ing amplitude λ acting in an energy window E around
the Fermi level, such that the superconducting critical
temperature in the weak-coupling regime (λ ≪ 1), is
Tc ≃ 1.13 Ee−1/λ; ν0 is the normal density of states. Fur-
thermore, σ is the vector of Pauli matrices in spin space,
and τz is a Pauli matrix in Nambu space.

It is convenient to subtract the free energy in the nor-
mal state from Eq. (1). Taking the continuum limit,
the sum over momenta can be decomposed as

∑
k · · · =

ν0
∫
dξk⟨. . . ⟩k. Deforming the ξk-integration contour

from real to imaginary axis, we find the free energy dif-
ference functional [13],

F = 2ν0πT
∑

|ω|<E
⟨|ω| − Re Ωk⟩k +

ν0|∆|2
λ

. (4)

Here, ω = (2n+1)πT (n integer) are Matsubara frequen-
cies at temperature T and Ωk = [ω2 + ∆2|ψk|2 − h2 +

2ih(ω2 + ∆2|ψk × ĥ|2)1/2]1/2. In particular, the saddle
point of Eq. (4) yields the self-consistent gap equation,

1

λ
= πT

∑

|ω|<E

〈
|ψk|2Re Ω−1

k +
|ψk × h|2
|Ωk|2Re Ωk

〉

k

. (5)

Below we find the free energy of a given phase by inserting
the solution ∆ of Eq. (5) into Eq. (4).

Second order transition.– The solution of Eq. (5) at
∆ = 0 or, equivalently,

ln
T

Tc
= ⟨|ψk · ĥ|2⟩k

[
ψ

(
1

2

)
− Re ψ

(
1

2
+

ih

2πT

)]
, (6)

determines the upper critical line corresponding to a
second order transition from normal to superconducting
phase. Here, ψ is the digamma function.

The prefactor in the r.h.s. of Eq. (6) radically changes
the behavior of the upper critical line, in comparison
with the singlet case where this prefactor is equal to

1. To show this, let us introduce the angle θ̄ such that
cos2 θ̄ = ⟨|ψk · ĥ|2⟩k. If ψk keeps a constant direction
along the Fermi surface, then θ̄ is simply the angle be-
tween h and ψk. In general, however, θ̄ depends both on
the direction of the field and the specific structure of the
order parameter encoded by the function ψk. Note that
the minimal value θ̄ = 0 can only be reached when ψk

keeps a constant direction, in which case it corresponds
to ψk parallel to h, whereas the maximal value θ̄ = π/2
can only be reached when ψk spans at most a plane,
where it corresponds to h perpendicular to this plane.
The temperature dependence of the upper critical line is
easily explained at θ̄ = 0 or π/2 [7, 8, 14]. At θ̄ = 0,
the superconducting phase is made of pairs with oppo-
site spins and the upper critical line coincides with the
one in the singlet case. At θ̄ = π/2, the superconducting
phase is made of pairs with equal spins and there is no
paramagnetic limit: Tc is independent of h.

Importantly, there is no symmetry requirement that
can fix the direction of ψk for all k on the Fermi surface
(in accordance with “Blount theorem” [15]). Therefore,
θ̄ is generically different from 0 or π/2 at any orienta-
tion of the Zeeman field. For instance, a basis function
of the one-dimensional representation A1u in the hexag-
onal symmetry class D6h, relevant for UPt3, is ψη

k ∝
(ηk̂x, ηk̂y, k̂z) with a priori finite real coefficient η deter-
mined by the microscopics of the material [15]. Assum-
ing a spherical Fermi surface, we find cos2 θ̄ = (cos2 ϕ +
η2 sin2 ϕ)/(1 + 2η2) where ϕ is the tilt angle between h
and ẑ-axis. In particular, for η < 1, one may realize
angles θ̄ ∈ [arccos(1/

√
1 + 2η2), arccos(η/

√
1 + 2η2)].

Then, an important consequence of Eq. (6) at θ̄ ̸= 0, π/2
is that all triplet phases are paramagnetically limited at
finite temperature, and the upper critical field diverges
as a power-law as T decreases,

hc =
∆0

2

(
Tc
T

)tan2 θ̄

, T ≪ Tc. (7)

Here, ∆0 ≃ 1.76Tc is the BCS gap at T = 0,
which differs from the gap at T = h = 0, namely
∆(0) = ∆0 exp⟨−|ψk|2 ln |ψk|⟩k. Note that the above
considerations hold in the nonunitary case as well.

The temperature dependence of the upper critical field
at the second order phase transition is shown in Fig. 1.
Like in the singlet case [5, 6], the non-monotony of the
transition line at θ̄ < 0.14π (reachable when η < 0.33 for
the order parameter discussed above) suggests a change
of the transition order, as we examine below.

First order transitions.– The change of the transition
order can be inferred from an increased number of solu-
tions of the gap equation (5).

We first consider the case of a d-vector with a con-
stant direction, and a magnetic field H = h/µ along that
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FIG. 1. Temperature dependence of the upper critical field
at the second order phase transition for different angles θ̄
characterizing the tilt between h and ψk.

direction (θ̄ = 0) at T = 0. Then, the gap equation,
〈
|ψk|2Re ln

∆0√
h2 −∆2|ψk|2 + |h|

〉

k

= 0, (8)

admits for two finite solutions if ∆0/2 < h < ∆max
h < ∆0,

like in the singlet case, though ∆max
h now depends on

the choice of the order parameter. It is illustrated by
the dark blue line in Fig. 2(a) for the order parameter

ψk ∝ (0, 0, k̂z), where ∆max
h = 0.75∆0. Thus, a first

order transition occurs when the free energy difference
between the normal phase (∆ = 0) and the supercon-
ducting phase (larger ∆) vanishes. (The solution with
intermediate ∆ is unstable.) The corresponding critical
field is hc = 0.66∆0.

At θ̄ ̸= 0 and zero temperature, ∆(0) is the only solu-
tion at h = 0. There is also a unique solution at h ≫ ∆
[13],

∆(h) = ∆0

(
∆0

2h

)cot2 θ̄

e⟨−|ψk×ĥ|2 ln |ψk×ĥ|⟩
k
/ sin2 θ̄, (9)

which reduces to

∆(h) =
∆(0)

sin θ̄

(
∆0

2h

)cot2 θ̄

, (10)

for a d-vector with fixed orientation. The finite value
of ∆ at any h is compatible with the divergence of the
paramagnetic limit at zero temperature and finite angle,
which was discussed above. It is illustrated in Fig. 2(a)

for the order parameter ψk ∝ (0, 0, k̂z) (corresponding
to η = 0) with ∆(0) = 0.81∆0. The finite value of ∆ at

large h is also illustrated in Fig. 2(b) for ψk ∝ (k̂x, k̂y, 0)
(corresponding to η → ∞) and an in-plane field, such
that ∆(0) = 0.94∆0 and ∆(h ≫ ∆0) ≃ 0.57∆2

0/h, and

for the isotropic order parameter ψk ∝ (k̂x, k̂y, k̂z) (cor-
responding to η = 1) and arbitrary direction of the field,
such that ∆(0) = ∆0 and ∆(h≫ ∆0) ≃ 0.81∆0

√
∆0/h.

Figure 2(a) shows another interesting feature. For an
order parameter that allows for a small but finite value of

θ̄, such as illustrated by the purple line in Fig. 2(a), the
first order transition at T = 0 takes place between two
superconducting phases characterized by different finite
values of ∆. At larger θ̄, the h-dependence of ∆ becomes
single-valued.

By solving the gap equation at finite temperature and
finding the stable solution, which minimizes the free
energy (4), we may now establish the superconducting
phase diagram in the (T, h, θ̄)-phase space for a given
symmetry of the order parameter. In particular, a finite
temperature tends to make the h dependence of ∆ single
valued, see Fig. 2(c,d) for ψk ∝ (0, 0, k̂z); the transition

is always of the second order for ψk ∝ (k̂x, k̂y, 0) and

ψk ∝ (k̂x, k̂y, k̂z), see Fig 2(b). We also checked that no
instability towards a spatially modulated Fulde-Ferrell-
Larkin-Ovchinnikov (FFLO) [16, 17] phase takes place
[13].

The situation is more complex for the order param-
eter ψk ∝ (0, 0, k̂z), as illustrated by the (T, h)-phase
diagram for various angles θ̄ shown in the left panel of
Fig. 3. As discussed above, the transition from normal
to superconducting phase is of the second order both at
T → 0 and T → Tc. At small enough θ̄, two tricritical
points appear along the upper critical line and the transi-
tion becomes of the first order in-between. Furthermore,
a critical line, associated with a first order transition be-
tween two superconducting phases, may start from the
tricritical point with lower temperature; this critical line
may either end at a critical point with finite temperature,
or extend down to zero temperature. The transition is of
second order for T > 0.56Tc or θ̄ > 0.19π. Our consider-
ations do not include the FFLO phase, which is stabilized
at θ̄ = 0 and T < 0.56Tc. However, at finite θ̄, we found
that the FFLO instability occurs in a narrower tempera-
ture range than the first order transition into a uniform
phase and, thus, should be less favored [13].

Landau functional.– Further insight into the structure
of the phase diagram is obtained by expanding the free
energy functional (4), with the gap equation (5), in pow-
ers of ∆. The expected first order transition requires
the analysis of an expansion up to 6th order while the
description of a transition between two superconducting
phases justifies the following expansion to 8th order in ∆,

F/ν0 = a1∆
2 + a2∆

4 + a3∆
6 + a4∆

8, (11)

in the vicinity of the upper critical line given by Eq. (6),
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FIG. 2. Gap as a function of field. (a, c, d): ∆(h) for ψk ∝
(0, 0, k̂z) and different angles θ̄ (same color code as Fig. 1). (a)
T = 0, (c) T = 0.4Tc, (d) T = 0.8Tc. (b): ∆(h) at T = 0 for

ψk ∝ (k̂x, k̂y, 0) and θ̄ = π/4, i.e. h in the xy-plane (solid),

and ψk ∝ (k̂x, k̂y, k̂z) and θ̄ = 0.31π at arbitrary direction of
h (dashed).
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FIG. 3. Upper critical field vs. temperature at different
angles (a) and vs. angle at different temperatures (b) for

ψk ∝ (0, 0, k̂z) (thick line). Tricritical points are represented
by blue circles and orange squares, critical points are repre-
sented by green triangles. Panel (a) also shows the upper
critical line at the second order transition (dashed line) and
the critical line at the first order transition inside the super-
conducting phase (thin line). Dotted lines in panel (b) are the
estimate Horb

c2 (T ) = Horb
c2 [1−(T/Tc)

2] for the orbital limit as-
suming a Maki parameter α = 3.

corresponding to a1 = 0. The coefficients are given as

a2 =
πT

2
Re
∑

ω>0

〈 |ψk|4
ω2ε

(α2
k

ε2
+
ih sin4 θk

ω

)〉

k

(12)

a3 = −πT
4

Re
∑

ω>0

〈 |ψk|6
ω3ε

(α3
k

ε4
(13)

+
ihαk sin

4 θk
ωε2

+
ih sin6 θk

ω2

)〉

k

a4 =
πT

32
Re
∑

ω>0

〈 |ψk|4
ω4ϵ

(5α4
k

ε6
+

6ihα2
k sin

4 θk
ωε4

(14)

+
4ihαk sin

6 θk − h2 sin8 θk
ω2ε2

+
5ih sin8 θk

ω3

)〉

k

,

where ε = ω + ih and αk = ω + ih sin2 θk, with sin θk =
|ψ̂k × ĥ| and ψ̂k = ψk/|ψk|.
As a2 > 0 either for θ̄ = π/2, or when h ≫ T , where

a2 ≃ 7ζ(3)⟨|ψk|4 sin4 θk⟩k/(4πT )2, an expansion of the
functional (11) up to the ∆4-term is sufficient to find that
the transition remains of the second order. By contrast,
at θ̄ = 0, a2 = −[⟨|ψk|4⟩/(8πT )2]Re ψ(2)(1/2 + ih/2πT )
changes its sign along the upper critical line, defining
the tricritical point (T∗, h∗) = (0.56Tc, 0.61∆0), as in
the spin-singlet case. At this point, one can check that
a3 > 0. Thus, only the terms up to ∆6 need to be
retained in the functional (11) in order to describe the
phase diagram in vicinity of (T∗, h∗). Minimizing the free
energy functional, one finds that the upper critical line
is given by a1 = 0 at a2 > 0, where the transition is of
the second order, and by a1 = a22/4a3 at a2 < 0, where
the transition is of the first order.
Taking θ̄ as an additional parameter, we find a change

of sign of the coefficient a3 along the line of tricritical
points defined by a1 = a2 = 0. Indeed, for the model
with ψk ∝ (0, 0, k̂z), the condition a1 = a2 = a3 = 0
is realized at (T∗, h∗, θ̄∗) = (0.27Tc, 0.91∆0, 0.18π). At
this point, a4 > 0, thus justifying the expansion of the
functional up to order ∆8 in Eq. (4). Its analysis in
the vicinity of (T∗, h∗, θ̄∗) confirms the structure of the
phase diagram illustrated in Fig. 3 in the vicinity of the
tricritical point with lower temperature. Namely, in ad-
dition to the second order upper critical line defined by
a1 = a2 = 0, a3 > 0, and the first order upper critical line
defined by a1 = 0, 4a2a4 = a23, a3 < 0, another first order
transition line between two competing superconducting
phases appears at 16a1a

2
4 = a33, 8a2a4 = 3a23, a3 < 0 [13].

Discussion.– The striking divergence of the paramag-
netic limit at T → 0 is cut off by the orbital effect of the
magnetic field, which we neglected so far. It is known
that the orbital critical field is always dominant close to
Tc. While the paramagnetic limit may become relevant at
intermediate temperature, it becomes ineffective again at
T → 0 due to its divergence. As a consequence, the tem-
perature dependence of the upper critical field anisotropy
provides interesting information about the spin structure
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of the order parameter.

Among candidate materials for triplet superconductiv-
ity, UPt3 is a rare example where multiple supercon-
ducting phases and the anisotropy of the upper criti-
cal line in directions parallel and perpendicular to the
basal plane provide strong evidence of a triplet order
parameter [18]. In particular, the weaker temperature
dependence of the perpendicular upper critical field at
low T hints to a triplet order parameter aligned with
the ĉ-axis [14]. This, however, contradicts the absence
of reduction of the Knight shift [19], and the structure
of the order parameter remains unsettled, see, e.g., [20].
To confirm the prediction of a d-vector pinned to the ĉ-
axis, our results suggest investigating the temperature
dependence of the upper critical field anisotropy at lower
temperatures than those investigated in [21, 22]. In par-
ticular, Eq. (7) predicts that, at low enough tempera-
ture, the paramagnetic limit is ineffective, and the upper
critical field is orbitally limited, as soon as its orienta-
tion deviates from ĉ-axis by an angle ∼

√
lnα/ ln(Tc/T ),

where α =
√
2Horb

c2 /HP is the so-called Maki param-
eter that measures the ratio between the orbital limit,
Horb

c2 ∼ Φ0/ξ
2, and the Pauli limit, HP , provided that

α > 1 [1]. Here Φ0 is the superconducting flux quan-
tum and ξ is the superconducting coherence length. A
comparison between the paramagnetic and orbital limits
is shown Fig 3(b). Thus, our model predicts that the
magnetic field anisotropy strongly depends on the tem-
perature, which is in marked contrast with conventional
theories that are based on the anisotropy of the Fermi
surface, yielding a weak temperature dependence of the
critical field anisotropy [23].
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mamoto, N. Kimura, Y. Ōnuki, and K. Machida, J. Phys.
Soc. Jpn. 82, 024707 (2013).

[23] M. Tinkham, Introduction to Superconductivity (Courier
Corporation, 1996).

[24] R. Casalbuoni and G. Tonini, Phys. Rev. B 69, 104505
(2004).



Supplemental Material for “Paramagnetic limit of spin-triplet superconductors”

This supplemental material contains technical details on the derivation and analysis of the paramagnetic limit of
spin-triplet superconductors that were omitted in the main text. In Sec. I, we detail the process to obtain the free
energy difference as a sum over Matsubara frequencies Eq. (4). In Sec. II, we derive the asymptotic value of the gap
∆(h) for h ≫ ∆ at T = 0 Eq. (9). In Sec. III, we investigate the possibility of a spatially modulated Fulde-Ferrell-
Larkin-Ovchinnikov (FFLO) phase and show that it may be stabilized in part of the region where we found a first
order transition at low T , θ̄. In Sec IV, we derive the conditions on the coefficients of the generalized Ginzburg-
Landau functional given in Eq. (11) of the main text that define the two tricritical lines and the critical line of its
phase diagram.

I. FREE ENERGY

To derive Eq. (4) in the main text, we insert the identity

cosh2
x

2
=

+∞∏

n=−∞

[
1 +

x2

π2(2n+ 1)2

]
(S1)

into Eq. (1) of the main text. After taking the continuum limit
∑

k · · · → ν0
∫
dξk⟨. . . ⟩k where ν0 is the density of

states at the Fermi level, one obtains

FS = ν0

∫

|ξk|<E
dξk

〈
ξk +

T

2

∑

±,ω

ln

[
ω2

4(ω2 + E2
k,±)

]〉

k

+
ν0|∆|2
λ

, (S2)

where ω = πT (2n+1) with n integer. We subtract the normal contribution FN = FS(∆ = 0) to obtain the difference
F = FS − FN :

F =
ν0T

2

∑

±,|ω|<E

〈∫
dξk ln

[
ω2 + (ξk ± h)2

ω2 + ξ2k +∆2|ψk|2 + h2 ± 2|h|(ξ2k +∆2|ψk · ĥ|2)1/2

]〉

k

+
ν0|∆|2
λ

, (S3)

where the integral and the sum have been exchanged. The integral converges and can be taken to infinity. However,
the sum now diverges and must be cut off at the relevant energy scale for the pairing E . The integral can be computed
analytically and leads to Eq. (4) in the main text.

II. ASYMPTOTIC VALUE OF ∆(h) AT h ≫ ∆

We compute the asymptotic value of the gap at large h and T = 0, Eq. (9) in the main text, starting from the
general gap equation Eq. (5) in the main text, reading at T = 0,

1

λ
=

∫ E

0

dω

〈
|ψk|2Re Ω−1

k +
|ψk × h|2
|Ωk|2Re Ωk

〉

k

. (S4)

The second term of Eq. (S4) converges at large ω, while the divergence of the first term must be cut off. The cutoff
energy can be taken to infinity after the first term is regularized by subtracting its value at h = 0

1

λ
=

∫ E

0

dω

〈
|ψk|2√

ω2 +∆(0)2|ψk|2

〉

k

=

〈
|ψk|2 ln

2E
∆(0)|ψk|

〉

k

, (S5)

which defines the value of the gap at T = h = 0, ∆(0) = ∆0 exp⟨−|ψk|2 ln |ψk|⟩k, with ∆0 = 2Ee−1/λ ≈ 1.76Tc the
BCS gap. With that definition, we have ⟨|ψk|2 ln[2E/∆(0)|ψk|]⟩k = ln(2E/∆0). To enforce the asymptotic condition
h ≫ ∆, we keep ∆ only where it is necessary for convergence. Putting ∆ = 0 in the first term of Eq. (5) reduces
it to ln(E/h). However, the second term of Eq. (5) diverges as 1/ω at low ω if ∆ = 0 due to Re Ωk, and an
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2

expansion is needed. Therefore, one needs to keep ∆ finite in Re Ωk, which at h ≫ ∆, ω, can be approximated as

Re Ωk ≈ (ω2 +∆2|ψk × ĥ|2)1/2. The approximated gap equation therefore reads:

ln
2h

∆0
=

〈∫ ∞

0

dω
h2|ψk × ĥ|2

(ω2 + h2)

√
ω2 +∆2|ψk × ĥ|2

〉

k

. (S6)

The integral can be computed analytically and leads to

h|ψk × ĥ|2√
h2 −∆2|ψk × ĥ|2

arccos

(
h

∆|ψk × ĥ|

)
≃

h≫∆
|ψk × ĥ|2 ln

(
2h

∆|ψk × ĥ|

)
. (S7)

The effective angle θ̄ appears in the averaged squared cross-product ⟨|ψk × ĥ|2⟩k = 1 − ⟨|ψk · ĥ|2⟩k = sin2 θ̄. Thus,
the approximated gap equation becomes

sin2 θ̄ ln(2h/∆) = ln(2h/∆0) + ⟨|ψk × ĥ|2 ln |ψk × ĥ|⟩k, (S8)

which is rewritten as Eq. (9) in the main text.

III. STABILITY OF FFLO PHASE

We examine the possibility of a second order transition from the normal state to a phase with spatially modulated
gap ∆(x) = ∆qe

iq·x. Assuming the order parameter to be small at the transition, we start from the linearized
inhomogeneous Eilenberger equation

ivF k̂ · q− {ω + ih · σ, f̂k,ω(q)} = 2∆ψk · σ, (S9)

where vF is the Fermi velocity, k̂ is the normalized momentum and f̂k,ω(q) is the anomalous quasiclassical Green
function matrix in spin space obeying the gap equation

∆k(q) =
λπT

2

∑

|ω|<E
Tr⟨ψ∗

k · σf̂k,ω(q)⟩k. (S10)

Equations (S9) and (S10) lead to an implicit equation for the second order critical field of the FFLO state. After
summation over Matsubara frequencies and regularization, it reads:

ln
T

Tc
=

〈
ψ

(
1

2

)
− |ψk × ĥ|2Re ψ

(
1

2
+ i

vF k̂ · q
4πT

)
− |ψk · ĥ|2

2

∑

±
ψ

(
1

2
+ i

vF k̂ · q± 2h

4πT

)〉

k

, (S11)

where ψ is the digamma function and ĥ = h/|h|. Assuming a small modulation at the second order transition
vF |q| ≪ ∆0, we expand this expression at small |q|, leading to:

a1 +
1

2

( vF
4πT

)2
|q|2b2 = 0, (S12)

where a1 was defined in the main text as the coefficient in front of ∆2 in the free energy functional, and (vF /4πT )
2|q|2b2

is the correction of the same functional due to the modulation with

b2 = −
〈
(k̂ · q̂)2

[
|ψk × ĥ|2ψ(2)

(
1

2

)
+ |ψk · ĥ|2Re ψ(2)

(
1

2
+

ih

2πT

)]〉

k

. (S13)

Here, ψ(2) is the second order derivative of the digamma function and q̂ = q/|q|.
The sign of b2 determines whether an FFLO state is favored compared to the uniform state: namely, if it is negative

(positive), a finite modulation vector is (un)favored. At θ̄ = 0, b2 ∝ a2, i.e., the FFLO state is favored in the same
temperature range as the first order transition, T ∈ [0, 0.56Tc].

For an order parameter with fixed orientation, the expression for b2 simplifies to

b2 =
〈
(k̂ · q̂)2|ψk|2

〉
k

[
sin2 θ̄ |ψ(2)

(
1

2

)
| − cos2 θ̄Re ψ(2)

(
1

2
+

ih

2πT

)]
. (S14)
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0 1
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1

T/Tc

2θ̄
/π

FIG. S1. Projection onto the (T, θ̄) of the FFLO critical points along the second order transition critical field between normal
and superconducting phases (solid) and of tricritical points along the upper critical line between normal and superconducting

phases (dashed) for an order parameter dk ∝ (0, 0, k̂z). The solid line corresponds to b2 = 0 and the region below to b2 < 0.

Thus the sign of b2 does not depend on the direction of q̂, but is determined solely by the angle θ̄. In particular, as
h/T spans the entire range from 0 to ∞ when T decreases from Tc to zero, b2 is positive at all temperatures for

tan2 θ̄ >

maxxRe ψ
(2)

(
1

2
+ ix

)

|ψ(2)

(
1

2

)
|

≈ 0.21. (S15)

Thus, at θ̄ > 0.14π, the second order transition into a FFLO state is no longer favored at any temperature. Note that
this angle is smaller than the one, where the first order transition disappears. Furthermore, at angles 0 < θ̄ < 0.14π,
the temperature range where an FFLO modulated phases is favored is smaller than the temperature range where the
transition is first order as shown in Fig. S1.

If the orientation of ψk varies in momentum space, the sign of b2 depends on the direction of q̂. In that case, a
temperature range exists where the FFLO modulated phase is favored, if

〈
(k̂ · q̂)2|ψk × ĥ|2

〉
k〈

(k̂ · q̂)2|ψk · ĥ|2
〉
k

<

maxxRe ψ
(2)

(
1

2
+ ix

)

|ψ(2)

(
1

2

)
|

(S16)

for some q̂. With this condition, we can show, in particular, that for the order parameters ψk ∝ (k̂x, k̂y, 0) and

ψk ∝ (k̂x, k̂y, k̂z) discussed in the main text, no FFLO modulated phase can be stabilized.

IV. CRITICAL AND TRICRITICAL LINES OF A GENERALIZED GINZBURG-LANDAU
FUNCTIONAL

At the second order transition between normal and superconducting phases, ∆ vanishes. Thus, in the vicinity of the
transition an expansion of the free energy in powers of ∆2 is possible, and the first few coefficients of this expansion
capture its general behavior. The minimal order necessary to account for two possible minima at finite ∆ and study
the transition between the two is 8. Hence we study the Landau functional L ∝ F given as

L = a1∆
2 + a2∆

4 + a3∆
6 + a4∆

8, (S17)

where a4 > 0 to ensure stability. At a4 fixed, the phase diagram of L is characterized by critical and tricritical
lines delimiting three critical surfaces (second order transition between normal and superconducting phases, first
order transition between normal and superconducting phases, first order between two superconducting phases) that
separate possible phases in (a1, a2, a3) space. Each line is described by conditions on the extrema and thus on the

coefficients. The extrema of L are either at x = 0 or at the real strictly positive solutions x = a
1/4
4 ∆2 of:

a1 + 2a2x+ 3a3x
2 + 4x3 = 0, (S18)
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∆

L (a)

∆

L (b)

∆

L (c)

∆

L (d)

FIG. S2. L(∆) at the first order transition (a), transition between two superconducting phases (b), appearance of a second
metastable superconducting phase in addition to the stable superconducting phase (c, d).

where we rescaled the coefficient as a1 → a1a
1/4
4 , a2 → a2a

1/2
4 , a3 → a3a

3/4
4 . The region a1, a2, a3 > 0 is a normal

phase. In that region, L has a single minimum at ∆ = 0. The second order transition from the normal state occurs
on the surface a1 = 0, where the extremum at ∆ = 0 changes from a minimum to a maximum. We determine now
its intersection with the first order transition surface. The first order transition from the normal state occurs when
L(∆) = 0 at a minimum with ∆ ̸= 0 as illustrated Fig. S2(a). We thus solve:

a1 + 2a2x+ 3a3x
2 + 4x3 = 0, (S19a)

a1 + a2x+ a3x
2 + x3 = 0. (S19b)

Subtracting the two equations to eliminate a1 and assuming x ̸= 0, we obtain a quadratic equation that can be solved
to yield

x =
1

3

(
−a3 ±

√
a23 − 3a2

)
. (S20)

Again subtracting the two equations, this time to eliminate cubic terms, and substituting the above solutions for x,
we obtain an equation relating the three coefficients,

a
(±)
1 =

1

27

[
−a3(2a23 − 9a2)± 2(a23 − 3a2)

3/2
]
. (S21)

The conditions x, a1 > 0 to obtain a first order transition impose constraints on a2 and a3. Namely, at a3 > 0, the

condition x > 0 requires a2 < 0. This discards a
(−)
1 which is positive only for positive a2 ∈ [a23/4, a

2
3/3]. Thereby,

a
(+)
1 = 0 yields a critical line,

a1 = a2 = 0, a3 > 0 (S22)

where the transition changes form first to second order. By contrast, at a3 < 0, the coefficient a2 may be positive.

The solution a
(−)
1 is always negative and can thus be discarded again. Setting a

(+)
1 = 0 in Eq. (S21) then yields

another critical line

a1 = 0, a2 = a23/4, a3 < 0. (S23)

Equivalent expressions where derived in [1] to address the existence of two tricritical lines at the transition between
normal and two types of modulated FFLO phases.

A first order transition between two superconducting phases occurs when two minima of L(∆) at ∆ ̸= 0 become
degenerate as illustrated in Fig. S2(b). This may happen only if a1, a3 < 0 and a2 > 0. Namely, two such minima
may only exist when the discriminant of the cubic equation (S18),

D =
1

64

(
108a1a2a3 − 32a32 + 9a22a

2
3 − 27a1a

3
3 − 108a21

)
, (S24)

is positive. The discriminant changes sign at

a
(±)
1 =

a3
2

(
a2 −

a23
4

)
±
(
a23
4

− 2a2
3

)3/2

. (S25)
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This yields a range of a
(−)
1 < a1 < a

(+)
1 , where two minima exist if a1 < 0 and, thus, a transition between two

superconducting phases may occur. The cases where a1 = a
(±)
1 such that an additional (metastable) minimum

appears are illustrated in Figs. S2(c) and S2(d). This range shrinks to zero when a2 = 3a23/8 yielding a
(±)
1 = a33/16.

This defines the third critical line at a3 < 0, i.e.,

a1 = a33/16, a2 = 3a23/8, a3 < 0. (S26)

To summarize, we obtain three critical lines given by Eqs. (S22), (S23), and (S26) that meet at the point a1 = a2 = a3
as shown in Fig. 4 of the main text. The coefficients may be rescaled to obtain the tricritical and critical lines given
below Eqs. (11)-(14) in the main text.
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