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Superconducting coherence peak in near-field radiative heat transfer
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Enhancement and peaks in near-field radiative heat transfer (NFRHT) typically arise due to
surface phonon-polaritons, plasmon-polaritons, and electromagnetic (EM) modes in structured ma-
terials. However, the role of material quantum coherence in enhancing near-field radiative heat
transfer remains unexplored. Here, we unravel that NFRHT in superconductor-ferromagnetic sys-
tems displays a unique peak at the superconducting phase transition that originates from the quan-
tum coherence of Bogoliubov quasiparticles in superconductors. Our theory takes into account
evanescent EM radiation emanating from fluctuating currents comprising Cooper pairs and Bo-
goliubov quasiparticles in stark contrast to the current-current correlations induced by electrons
in conventional materials. Our proposed NFRHT configuration exploits ferromagnetic resonance
at frequencies deep inside the superconducting band gap to isolate this superconducting coherence
peak. Furthermore, we reveal that Cooper pairs and Bogoliubov quasiparticles have opposite effects
on near-field thermal radiation and isolate their effects on many-body radiative heat transfer near
superconductors. Our proposed phenomenon can have applications for developing thermal isolators

and heat sinks in superconducting circuits.

Introduction.—Near-field — radiative heat transfer
(NFRHT) is mediated by evanescent electromagnetic
(EM) fields emitted from fluctuating current sources
inside materials [1-3], and plays a crucial role in
thermal energy technologies. Considerable efforts have
focused on enhancing NFRHT by using plasmons,
phonons, and photonic modes in metals [4-10], polar
dielectrics [11-13], hyperbolic materials [14, 15], and
structured materials [16-21], where the fluctuating
currents are generally related to thermal motions of
electrons or ions [22]. Recent research interests focused
on exploring new material platforms for controlling
nanoscale radiative thermal transport [23-25]. Special
interest is given to phase-transition materials with more
ordered electronic phases, e.g., superconductors [25—28]
or charge density waves [24]. Near-field thermal radia-
tion from these new material platforms not only exhibits
unconventional behaviors important for developing
energy harvesting devices, but also encodes important
material information useful for building novel probes of
materials [24, 29].

One fundamental difference between thermal radia-
tion from superconductors and metals/polar dielectrics is
that fluctuating currents in superconductors are carried
by Cooper pairs and Bogoliubov quasiparticles (broken
Cooper pairs) rather than electrons/ions [30]. Distinct
from electrons in normal conductors, Cooper pairs and
Bogoliubov quasiparticles exhibit intrinsic quantum co-
herence effects [31]. As an example, Cooper pairs are
coherent superpositions of two electrons with opposite
spins, while Bogoliubov quasiparticles are coherent su-
perpositions of electrons and holes. This superconduct-
ing coherence reveals the internal structures of the BCS
condensate and is crucial for understanding superconduc-

tivity. Previous works focused on revealing the supercon-
ducting coherence effects in electrical transport [32, 33],
quasiparticle scattering [34, 35], and nuclear spin relax-
ation [36-38]. However, the role of superconducting co-
herence in NFRHT remains unexplored.

Previous works about NFRHT and superconductivity
focused on dielectric/normal-metal-superconductor sys-
tems and found that NFRHT is strongly suppressed by
superconductivity [25-28] at the superconducting phase
transition. In those systems, thermal radiation is dom-
inated by spectrum components at frequencies com-
parable to or higher than the superconducting band
gap [27, 28] (Fig. 1(b)). Meanwhile, superconducting
coherence effects are usually connected to low-frequency
response deep inside the superconducting band gap. This
indicates the necessity of exploring systems with NFRHT
dominated by low-frequency spectrum components to un-
ravel superconducting coherence effects in thermal pho-
tonics.

In this Letter, we exploit the low-frequency ferromag-
netic resonance in yttrium iron garnet (YIG) to reveal
superconducting coherence effects in NFRHT between
YIG nanoparticles and a superconducting niobium slab.
We demonstrate that NFRHT in the superconductor-
ferromagnet system exhibits distinctive behaviors com-
pared to superconductor-normal-metal/dielectric sys-
tems. Specifically, we find a superconducting coher-
ence peak that enhances NFRHT at the phase transition,
which serves as the fingerprint of superconducting coher-
ence effects. This superconducting coherence peak leads
to a negative temperature dependence of NFRHT, which
is not present in NFRHT between blackbodies or con-
ventional materials. In addition, we reveal that Cooper
pairs and Bogoliubov quasiparticles have opposite effects
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FIG. 1. (a) Design of the superconductor-ferromagnet sys-
tem to unravel superconducting coherence effects in thermal
photonics. (b) Energy spectra of Bogoliubov quasiparticles
and superconducting band gap A. We exploit low-frequency
YIG magnon resonance wyic deep inside the superconducting
band gap to unravel the superconducting coherence effects in
NFRHT. (c) Bogoliubov quasiparticles are coherent quantum
superpositions of electrons and holes, known as electron-hole
mixing.

on NFRHT in this superconductor-ferromagnetic system,
which can be exploited to build novel nanoscale ther-
mal devices. Finally, we isolate the effects of Bogoliubov
quasiparticles and Cooper pairs on the spatial coherence
of near-field thermal radiation, and their effects on many-
body NFRHT in YIG nanoparticle arrays near a super-
conducting slab.

Quantum coherence and Bogoliubov quasiparticles.— In
superconductors, attractive interactions (e.g., phonon-
mediated interactions) between electrons open a super-
conducting band gap A at the Fermi surface, leading
to the formation of two unique types of particles, i.e.,
Cooper pairs and Bogoliubov quasiparticles [30]. As
shown in Fig. 1(b), Cooper pairs are paired electrons that
condense into the ground state, while Bogoliubov quasi-
particles are excitations (broken Cooper pairs) separated
by the superconducting band gap A from the ground
state [31].

One unique signature of Bogoliubov quasiparticles in
superconductors is their quantum nature as coherent su-
perpositions of electrons and holes [39, 40]. This is explic-
itly demonstrated by the creation operator of Bogoliubov
quasiparticles aLU [31],

GLU = ukCLa + vksgn(o)c_x,—o, (1)

where cLU represents the creation of an electron with
momentum k and spin o, and c_k,_, represents the cre-
ation of a hole (annihilation of an electron) with momen-
tum —k and spin —o. wuy, vk are the coherence factors
satisfying |uk|? + |vk|? = 1, which represent the coherent
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superposition of electrons and holes for Bogoliubov quasi-
particles. These coherence factors reveal the internal
structures of condensed electron pairs [34], and manifest
themselves in optical response only at frequencies deep
inside the superconducting band gap w <« w, = A/h [32].
Previous works focused on unraveling these coherence
factors in electrical transport [32, 33], quasiparticle scat-
tering [34, 35], and nuclear spin relaxation [36-38]. Our
central goal in this paper is to reveal the fingerprints of
the superconducting coherence factors in thermal pho-
tonics, which can also open new frontiers in manipulating
radiative heat transfer in energy harvesting devices with
superconducting components.

Model.—As shown in Fig. 1(a), we consider a spherical
gyromagnetic YIG nanoparticle with radius r at tem-
perature T; placed near a niobium slab at temperature
Ty. We assume that the particle is small compared to its
distance z from the slab r < z and consider the point-
dipole approximation for the YIG nanoparticle. Follow-
ing the framework of fluctuational electrodynamics [41],
we find the net power P; absorbed by the YIG nanopar-
ticle is [42],

P, =8 /Oo dwhwk? (ny, — ny) Te{Im|[G,, (71, 7 ) Im[d4 ]},
’ )

where ky = w/c is the vacuum wavenumber, n; =
1/(e"/*8Ti _ 1) is the mean photon number at tem-
perature T; (i = 1,b), G,,(71,71) is the near-field mag-
netic dyadic Green’s function at the nanoparticle position
7, and a7 is the magnetic polarizability tensor of the
YIG nanoparticle. As shown in Fig. 1(b), YIG typically
has magnon resonance at GHz frequencies wyig much
lower than the superconducting band gap [43]. This
leads to a peak of Im[@;] and spectral heat transfer at
wyig < wy [43]. Therefore, from Eq. (2), NFRHT in
our system is governed by low-frequency spectrum com-
ponents deep inside the superconducting band gap, al-
lowing the isolation of superconducting coherence effects
in this ferromagnet-superconductor system. This is in
stark contrast to NFRHT in previous metal/dielectric-
superconductor systems, which is generally determined
by spectrum components larger than or comparable to
the superconducting band gap [25-27]. We further note
that plasmon resonance in conventional metals or di-
electrics is typically at frequencies much higher than the
superconducting band gap and cannot be exploited to
isolate superconducting coherence effects in thermal pho-
tonics (see Fig. 1(b)).

From Eq. (2), effects of Cooper pairs and Bogoliubov
quasiparticles on NFRHT are encoded in the near-field
magnetic Green’s function G,,. Here, G, is dominated
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FIG. 2. Opposing effects of Cooper pairs and Bogoliubov quasiparticles on low-frequency near-field thermal radiation. (a)
Dependence of low-frequency magnetic LDOS p;” on distance z from the niobium slab. In the superconducting phase, p;"
is enhanced by Bogoliubov quasiparticle coherence at small distance, while suppressed by Cooper pairs screening effects at
larger distance. (b) Sketch of evanescent waves associated with Bogoliubov quasiparticles and Cooper pairs. (¢) Momentum
g-spectrum of mLDOS p;"* near a superconducting niobium slab at T'= 8 K. High-momentum evanescent waves are dominated
by Bogoliubov quasiparticles, while low-momentum evanescent waves are dominated by Cooper pair screening effects. We
consider frequency w = 27 GHz <« wy = A/h ~ 2THz in this figure.

by evanescent waves and can be approximated as,

) i [ adg —k2 0 0
G (r1,71) = 3212 | & e?Pry(q) | 0 —k2 02 ;
0 Z 0 0 2¢q
(3)

where k, = \/k% — ¢?, ¢ is the in-plane wavevector of
evanescent waves, and z is the distance between 7, and
the slab interface. The fresnel reflection coefficient r4(gq)
is determined by the permittivity of the niobium slab
enb- In this paper, we consider the Drude model for ey,
in the normal phase, and Mattis-Bardeen theory [44, 45]
for eny, in the superconducting phase (see details in [42]).
In the superconducting phase, Bogoliubov quasiparticles
contribute to the dissipation of the superconductor, i.e.,
Imeyny. Different from normal conduction electrons, co-
herence factors of Bogoliubov quasiparticles introduce an
additional factor,

UU + Vk Vi, (4)

that renormalizes the scattering of a quasiparticle from
a state k to another state k' upon absorption of a pho-
ton with momentum k' — k [30, 31]. At low frequencies,
this additional factor becomes prominent and leads to
increased dissipation in the superconducting phase [32].
In contrast, Cooper pairs contribute to the screening ef-
fects (negative Reenp,) much stronger compared to the
screening effects in the normal phase.

Near-field magnetic LDOS.-Our first goal is to isolate
different effects of Cooper pairs and Bogoliubov quasi-
particles on low-frequency near-field thermal radiation,
which can be characterized by photonic local density of
states (LDOS). In Fig. 2(a), we study low-frequency mag-
netic LDOS (mLDOS) pi"* = wTr{Im[G,, (71, 71)]}/7c* at
1 GHz near a superconducting niobium slab (transition
temperature T, = 9.2K). We find that, right below the
transition temperature T, low-frequency p,, is enhanced
by around 3 times at small distance (z < 100nm) from
the superconducting slab, but is strongly suppressed at
relatively larger distance (z > 100 nm).

As sketched in Fig. 2(b), the different behaviors of pj™
in the small and large z regions at the superconducting
phase transition originate from evanescent waves associ-
ated with different mechanisms. To elucidate this idea,
we analyze the momentum g¢-spectrum of near-field mL-
DOS 0pj™/0q when the niobium slab is in the supercon-
ducting phase. As shown in Fig. 2(c), the ¢g-spectrum can
be divided into three regions corresponding to different
mechanisms. At ¢ < ko, k, = \/k& — ¢? is real, indicat-
ing contributions from propagating waves. Meanwhile,
at ¢ > ko, e"29% in Eq. (3) provides a momentum cut-off
at ¢ ~ 1/2z. Therefore, in the small z region, mLDOS
p;* is dominated by contributions from high-momentum
evanescent waves with ¢ > kg. In this region, we have,

w —2qz
(9plm/8q ~ WIm[ENb — 1]6 2q . (5)

We thus ascribe these high-momentum evanescent waves
to dissipation associated with Bogoliubov quasiparticles.
In this small z region, quantum coherence of Bogoliubov
quasiparticles enhances the mLDOS p;* at the supercon-
ducting phase transition. Integrating Eq. (5) with re-
spect to ¢, we find pI" ~ z71
culations in Fig. 2(a).

At relatively larger z, magnetic LDOS pj" is dominated
by contributions from evanescent waves with lower mo-
mentum. In this region, we have,

matching our numeric cal-

Do) ~ LT[~ 6
Pl/QNWm[m]e . (6)
In the superconducting phase, |Re[eny]| > Imleny] at
low frequencies. Therefore, we attribute these lower-
momentum evanescent waves to be dominated by Cooper
pairs. In this large z region, Cooper pair screening effects
strongly suppress p;* at the superconducting phase tran-
sition. Integrating Eq. (6), we find the mLDOS pj™ ~ z—*
matching our numeric calculations in Fig. 2(a).
Superconducting coherence peak in NFRHT.—We now
reveal the signatures of Bogoliubov quasiparticle coher-
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FIG. 3. Superconducting coherence peak in NFRHT due to Bogoliubov quasiparticle coherence. (a-d) Radiative heat transfer
Py and spectral heat transfer Pi(w) between a YIG nanoparticle and a niobium slab separated by (a,b) z = 15nm or (c,d)
z =150nm. (e,f) P1 and P;(w) between a gold nanoparticle and a niobium slab separated by z = 15nm. Quantum coherence
of Bogoliubov quasiparticles leads to the peak of P; right below the transition temperature in (b). We consider » = 6 nm and
T1 = 1K in this figure. Detailed material parameters are provided in Ref. [42].

ence in NFRHT. Evanescent waves associated with Bo-
goliubov quasiparticles and Cooper pairs lead to distinct
NFRHT behaviors in the small and large z regions at
the superconducting phase transition. We now consider
NFRHT P; between a YIG nanoparticle at temperature
T; = 1K and a niobium slab at temperature T sep-
arated by z 15nm (Figs. 3(a,b)) and z = 150nm
(Figs. 3(c,d)). As shown in Figs. 3(a,c), YIG magnon
resonance leads to a peak in spectral heat transfer P (w)
at wyrg. Therefore, NFRHT in this superconductor-
ferromagnet system is dominated by low-frequency spec-
trum components at w < wy.

For a small vacuum gap z = 15nm, NFRHT is dom-
inated by evanescent waves associated with Bogoliubov
quasiparticles in the superconducting phase. Therefore,
as shown in Fig. 3(b), we find that the heat transfer P
is enhanced right below the transition temperature 7T,
due to the quantum coherence of Bogoliubov quasiparti-
cles. This reveals a superconducting ‘coherence peak’ in
near-field thermal conductance, which is the fingerprint
of superconductor coherence factors in thermal photon-
ics. This peak leads to an unconventional negative tem-
perature dependence of heat transfer P; at the supercon-
ducting phase transition, which is in stark contrast to the
positive temperature dependence of blackbody radiation
(ox T?) or radiation from conventional materials. Mean-
while, we find that P; decays fast at lower temperatures
due to a reduced number of thermally excited Bogoliubov
quasiparticles. We note the above NFRHT behaviors in
this superconductor-ferromagnet system are in stark con-
trast to previous NFRHT observed in superconductor-
normal-metal systems [25, 26] (also see Fig. 3(f)).

In contrast, for a relatively larger vacuum gap z
150nm, we find the heat transfer P; is strongly sup-
pressed below the transition temperature T.. This strong
suppression originates from near-field thermal radiation
dominated by Cooper pair screening effects. We note
that, in this case, P; decreases monotonically with de-

creasing temperature, and the effects of superconducting
coherence factors cannot be observed.

For comparison, in Figs. 3(e,f), we also demonstrate
NFRHT between a gold nanoparticle and a niobium slab
separated by z 15nm. As shown in Fig. 3(e), in
stark contrast to YIG nanoparticles;, NFRHT in this
superconductor-normal-metal system is dominated by
spectral components at frequencies w 2 wy. As shown
in Fig. 3(f), P; decreases monotonically with decreasing
temperature, and no superconducting ‘coherence peak’ is
revealed in NFRHT.

Superconductivity effects on many-body NFRHT.-We
have isolated the effects of Cooper pairs and Bogoli-
ubov quasiparticles on magnetic LDOS and NFRHT
between two bodies. Meanwhile, another important
property of the near-field thermal radiation is its spa-
tial coherence [23, 46], which is crucial for many-body
NFRHT [41, 47]. As shown in Fig. 4(a), we now con-
sider a 3 x 3 array of identical YIG nanoparticles with
polarizability tensor &; at temperature 77 near a nio-
bium slab at temperature 7. We consider all particles
are maintained at the same temperature 77, thus there is
no net heat transfer between the particles. We focus on
the net thermal power P,,; absorbed by the central par-
ticle at position 77 in the array. Following the framework
of fluctuational electrodynamics [41], we find,

N=9
P, b—8/ dwhwki (ny —ny) Im{ZTr 1,
[A]j1m(Gl 50 [Ty [T~ (BT}, (7)

where TZJ = 5”1 Akt (1-6; )ale, Azj = 6i;a1, Bij =
Sij(art + 4nk2Gyj), and Gy = G(7;, 7). I is the 3 x
3 identity matrix and d;; is the Kronecker delta. We
characterize the many-body effects on NFRHT by AP =
P,., — P;, which represent the differences of net power
absorbed by the YIG nanoparticle with and without the
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FIG. 4. Isolating effects of Cooper pairs and Bogoli-

ubov quasiparticles on many-body NFRHT. (a) Schematic
of NFRHT between a 3 x 3 YIG nanoparticle array at tem-
perature 77 and a niobium slab at temperature T,. Nanopar-
ticles are separated from the niobium slab by a distance z.
(b,c) Magnetic cross density of states p* at w = 27GHz
at two points separated distance D at the same distance
z from the niobium slab. (d,e) Many-body effects AP =
Py — P on NFRHT when the niobium slab is in the nor-
mal phase or superconducting phase. Parameters are (d)
Ty = 1K,r = 6nm, P1(9.5K) ~ 3.5 x 107"®* W, P;(8K) ~
43 x 107" W, and (¢) 1 = 1K,r = 60nm, P1(9.5K) ~
2.5 x 107 W, P(8K) ~ 1.1 x 107 '°W.
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presence of other nanoparticles.

From Eq. (7), we note that many-body effects AP
are largely determined by the spatial coherence of near-
field thermal fluctuations proportional to Im[G(7}, 7).
Therefore, in Figs. 4(b,d), we first study the effects of su-
perconductivity on the magnetic cross density of states
(mCDOS) p = wTr{Im[G,,(71,72)]}/mc?, which char-
acterize the correlations of thermal fluctuations at two
points 7 and 7. We focus on p* at two points separated
by distance D = |7} — 75| at the same distance z from the
niobium slab. Similar to mLDOS, evanescent waves asso-
ciated with Cooper pairs and Bogoliubov quasiparticles
lead to distinct behaviors of mCDOS in the small and
large z regions at the superconducting phase transition.
As shown in Fig. 4(b), in the small z = 15nm region,
we find that mCDOS at two points separated by small
distance D are enhanced by quantum coherence of Bo-
goliubov quasiparticles. Meanwhile, at larger separation
D, mCDOS are suppressed due to Cooper pair screen-
ing effects. In contrast, as shown in Fig. 4(d), we find
mCDOS at large z = 150 nm are strongly suppressed at
all D due to Cooper pair screening effects. In general,
we find that Cooper pair screening effects suppress the
spatial coherence length of near-field thermal radiation.

The above mCDOS p* behaviors lead to interesting

many-body radiative heat transfer effects AP at the su-
perconducting phase transition. In Figs. 4(c,e), we con-
sider a YIG nanoparticle array with lattice constant D
in the small z = 15nm and large z = 150 nm regions. In
general, NFRHT is enhanced by many-body effects, i.e.,
AP > 0. Meanwhile, as shown in Fig. 4(c), we find that
coherence of Bogoliubov quasiparticles enhances many-
body effects AP right below the transition temperature
in the small z region. In contrast, as shown in Fig. 4(e),
Cooper pair screening effects suppress the many-body
effects AP in the superconducting phase. In addition,
we note that, for NFRHT in extended nanoparticle ar-
rays (large D) in the large z region, Cooper pair screen-
ing effects can turn many-body effects from enhancement
(AP > 0) to suppression (AP < 0). The above analysis
isolates the different effects of Bogoliubov quasiparticles
and Cooper pairs on many-body NFRHT.

Discussions.—In summary, we reveal a superconduct-
ing coherence peak in NFRHT in the superconductor-
ferromagnet system and isolate effects of Cooper pairs
and Bogoliubov quasiparticles on NFRHT. Our predicted
phenomenon can be experimentally observed in state-of-
the-art experimental platforms, e.g., scanning thermal
microscopy (SThM) probes [48, 49], which can probe
nanoscale radiative heat transfer across a vacuum gap
< 10nm. Our results are important for developing
nanoscale energy harvesting technologies, e.g., thermal
diodes or rectifiers [50, 51], in superconducting circuits.

Beyond this, our discussions of low-frequency magnetic
LDOS and CDOS are also important for quantum dy-
namics of spin qubits near superconductors, e.g., spin
dephasing [52] and relaxation [53, 54].
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S1. MANY-BODY RADIATIVE HEAT TRANSFER THEORY

In this appendix, we provide detailed derivations of the many-body near-field radiative heat transfer (NFRHT)
between ferromagnetic yttrium iron garnet (YIG) nanoparticles and the superconductor slab. Our derivations follow
the many-body radiative heat transfer theory based on fluctuational electrodynamics [1, 2].

We consider an ensemble of N YIG nanoparticles placed near a superconducting niobium slab. Superconductivity
effects from the niobium slab are encoded in the near-field magnetic Green’s function G,,. In the following derivation,
we suppress the subscript m to simplify the notation and only write G. We consider small nanoparticle sizes and
employ the point dipole approximation for YIG nanoparticles. The net power P; absorbed by the ith nanoparticle is,

P= ) =2 [ 52 [ Gt () ] @) ) (51)

where m; is the magnetic dipole moment of the ith nanoparticle, ﬁj is the Hermitian conjugate of ﬁi, and ﬁz is the

magnetic field at the position of the ith nanoparticle. m; and H; can be further decomposed into the fluctuating and
induced components,

iy =i’ + i, H,=H]'+ 5, (S2)
where "% is the magnetic dipole moment induced by fluctuating fields H Zf l, and ﬁf”d is the magnetic field induced
by fluctuating dipole moment ﬁi{ L We have,
J
J#i

m;

where sz'ij = sz'(f;-,f'j,w) and @&; is the polarizability tensor of the ith YIG nanoparticle. From Egs. (S3,54), we can
find that

[ 1711 | m! H m! H]
=T | : | +T*A| : |=M| : |+N| |, (S5)
i | ! il il il
[ H ] ! 7tk ! '
| =DT7 | |+ (yn+DTPA) | 2 | =0 : | +P| : |, (S6)
| Fiy ] midl Hl! imidl )75

where I. 3N is the 3NV x 3N identity matrix. T, A, D are N x N block matrices with each element being a 3 x 3 matrix,

i]‘ = (5”13 471']{}0( 5”')541'&1']‘, Aij = 5ijai> Eij = 4’/Tk(2)éij, (87)
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where 1:3 is the 3 x 3 identity matrix. Following Refs. [2], we also define B = D+ A-IT. Bisalsoa N x N block
matrix with element

L4+ Dyl (S8)

Substituting Eqgs. (S5-S6) into Eq. (S1), we find,

— 7 = = = = = rl = £l =
i) - F11) = 30523 (Wil (0] 1ol ) O+ (Nisls (] 5l ) P ). (9)
o BB g’
where [M;;]as denotes the element of the 3 x 3 matrix M;; and [ 71 5 denotes the element of the 3 x 1 vector m;l In
the above derivation, we use ([11}; ] [H 71! T} ) =0, i.e., there is no correlatlon between the magnetic dipole fluctuations

and magnetic filed fluctuations, to simplify the expression. The fluctuations ([ 5 ]5[ ml} T]g) and <[ﬁfl],3[ﬁ]f,”]6/> can
be evaluated using the fluctuation-dissipation theorem,

& —al
()51 ) = dho(w — )35, <nj+;>< - J)m (510)
S — (G
AL ) = dgamnia — oo+ 5) () (s1)

where n; and n; are the mean photon number at the ith particle temperature T; and environment temperature Ty,

1 1

ehw/ksT, — 1 L oy (S12)

n; =

Substituting Eqgs. (510,511) into Eq. (S9), we obtain,

(i (w) - H (W) = dmhd(w —w’){ 3 (n ;)Tr[ M;;%5;00] + 4mk3(ny + = ZTr Ni;Im[G,;r ]ﬁj,i]}, (S13)

J Ji’

where y;; = (@; — &} ) /2i. Since the photonic environment near BCS superconductor is reciprocal, we also have

(1Glsir — [G1);)/2i = Im[G -
In the mam text, we consider all particles to have the same temperature. Substitute Egs. (S7-S8) into Eq. (S13)
and simplify Eq. (813) by using the second law of thermodynamics, we find,

. N . - .
P; = 8kj /0 dwhus(ny — n) Tm{ Y~ Tr[[T 135 [A] Tm[G] 5o [AT) 5o [T~ 1) (B }, (S14)

Ji’

which is Eq. (7) in the main text. For the special case N = 1, we find Eq. (S14) is reduced to,
P = 82 / dwhw(ny — ny) Tr[lm[ Gy ]Tml&1]], (S15)
0

which is the net power absorbed by a single nanoparticle from the environment (Eq. (2) in the main text).

S2. ELECTROMAGNETIC RESPONSE OF BCS SUPERCONDUCTORS

In this Appendix, we provide the model and parameters for the permittivity enp of the niobium slab considered in
the main text. Niobium typically has the superconducting phase transition temperature at 7, = 9.2 K. In the normal

phase, we consider the Drude model for exp,
2,2

wp T . On

+1
w22+ 1 gow(l +w?r2)’’

ENDb = 1-— (816)

where we consider the normal state conductivity o, = 2 x 107 S/m, plasma frequency w, = 8.8 x 1015 Hz [3, 4], and
corresponding electron relaxation time 7 ~ 2.9 x 10~ s,



A. DMattis-Bardeen theory

In the superconducting phase, we consider the Mattis-Bardeen theory for niobium permittivity enp. Mattis-Bardeen
theory is applicable to weak-coupling s-wave BCS superconductors with arbitrary purity and with local or nonlocal
EM response, and matches well with experimental measurements [5].

The general form of nonlocal permittivity ey, (k,w) predicted by the Mattis-Bardeen theory is [6, 7],

3o Ky (k,w) n Z,3c7nK2(l<:, w)

ENb(k,w) =1- hE()wz hE()LdQ (Sl?a)
Ki(k.w) =84 [ dB[f(E) ~ £(E + )] [0:(E) + 1] S(a_. )
A
- [l 5(8) - 8+ )] [0 (B) 1] (a1, )
A
+f AB[1 = 2f(E + 1)) { 2( B) Rlaz, |aa| + B) + S(as, laa| + B) |
maz{A—hw,—A}
~A
+ M/ dE[1 = 2f(E + hw)){ [01(E) +1]S(a_, 8) = [91(E) = 1]S(ay, B) } b, (S17D)
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Ky(k,w) =f Cap [£(B) = f(E + hw)]{ [91(E) + 1] R(a—, B) + [9.(E) — 1] R(as, B)
A
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_ 9(71‘”72 24) / dE[1 — 2f(E + hw)] { (91(E) +1]R(a—, 8) + [g1(E) — 1]R(a+76)}}, (S17¢)
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fBE)=1/(1+B/RTY B =1/kK, (S18a)
a a 2 a 2
S(a,b) = 5~ ; [arctan (1)2—&—17()2—1) +0(1—bv* — a2)7r} + é(l +b? —a*)In (M), (518b)
R(a,b) = —g + azb In (M) + i(l + 0% — a?) {arctan (1)2_317[)2_1) +0(1—-b* — GQ)W}, (S18c¢)
_ E? + A + hwE B E? + A + hwE (S18)
NV A Erhe) A P T VAT B (Bt hw)? _ AT
VBT A? V(BT — A2 - -
M= @s Tord ; a-=ay—a;,  ap =a;+ag, (S18e)

where O is the Heaviside step function, vg is the Fermi velocity, and kj is the Boltzmann constant. In the paper, we
consider the Fermi velocity vr ~ 5 x 10° m/s for niobium [8]. In Eq. (S17), the screening effects Re ey, are dominated
by the Cooper pair response, while dissipation Im eyy, is dominated by the Bogoliubov quasiparticle response [9].

From Eq. (S17), we find at k > 1/I, nonlocal effects are not prominent, i.e., exy(k,w) = exp(0,w). Therefore, in
the main text, we consider the local limit ex,(k — 0,w) in our calculations.



S3. MAGNETIC POLARIZABILITY TENSOR OF YIG AND GOLD NANOPARTICLES

In this Appendix, we provide the YIG permeability tensor [iyig described by the Landau-Liftshitz-Gilbert equa-
tions [10]. We start from the free energy H of the spherical ferromagnetic YIG nanoparticle that contains the Zeeman
energy and anisotropy energy,

H = _I’LOMSM ' ﬁext - mei7 (Slg)
where M is the normalized magnetic direction vector, M, is the x component of /\2, My is the saturation magnetiza-

tion, and K, is the anisotropy constant. In Eq. (S19), we consider the YIG nanoparticle to have uniaxial anisotropy
with the anisotropy axis along the x-direction. From Eq. (S19), we find the effective field Heg is,

- 1 O0H — KH _,
Heg = — — =He +2 meX = Heyy + HpmgX. S20
oMs oM * oM ¢ F ( )
In this work, YIG nanoparticles are not subject to the external magnetic field, i.e., ﬁext = 0. Therefore, the

equilibrium magnetization is along the x direction. Substitute Eq. (S20) in to the Landau-Liftshitz-Gilbert equation,
we have,

dM = - dM
W - _:U/O’YM X Heff + alossM X W7 (SQl)

where qy,ss is the Gilbert damping constant describing the loss of the ferromagnet and « is the gyromagnetic ratio.

The permeability tensor is then conventionally solved from Eq. (S21) by considering the perturbation of 6 M under a

small external magnetic field §H [10]. We find the magnetic resonance frequency (in the absence of external magnetic
fields) w, = yuoHp, and the permeability tensor,

1 0 .
o = [0 1+ s it | (52

where w,, = YuoMs. In the main text, we consider « = 0.01, 47 M, = 1819G, and Hy = 600G comparable
to experimental values [11, 12]. The magnetic polarizability tensor for the gyromagnetic YIG nanoparticle can be
obtained from fiyig using the method in Ref. [13],

o S L
2+ 0 0
— 3 0 (“yy_l)(ltzz+2)+u§z 3Myz
ayig =r gy P 2) (o T F 02, (gt D) (Haat D) F 2, | - (523)
0 3y (pzz—=1)(pyy+2)+uy,

T (2 (za42)Fu2, (yy+2) (a2 +2)+u2,

A. Polarizability tensor for gold nanoparticles

In the main text, we also consider NFRHT for gold nanoparticles to compare with ferromagnetic YIG nanoparticles.
In this work, we consider the Drude model Eq. (S16) for gold permittivity €,,. We consider the gold conductivity
Oan = 5 % 107S/m and the plasma frequency w, ~ 1.3 x 1016 Hz.

In our calculations, we consider contributions from both magnetic and electric dipole moment fluctuations of the
gold nanoparticle to NFRHT. The electric and magnetic polarizability of a gold nanoparticle with radius r is [14],

3€au — 1 W

2
au,e — ) au,m — oA\ au — 1). S24
Cane =P o = o (2) (e~ 1) (524)

Meanwhile, we obtain the electric dipole moment contributions to radiative heat transfer by changing the magnetic
polarizability tensor and magnetic Green’s function in Eqs. (S14,515) to their electric counterparts.



S4. DYADIC GREEN’S FUNCTION

In this section, we provide the expressions for the dyadic Green’s function. The dyadic Green’s function can be
separated into the free space part and the reflected part G = G + G". The free space part is [15],

(S25)

GO, (7 yvi0) = G2 Ty) = o (14 TP 3= 3ikoD — kD2 DD
m\'1y "7 - e\'"1y 17>

" 4xD }2D2 JIs + k2 D2 D2’

where D = 7 — 7j, and the subscript m, e denotes the magnetic and electric Green’s functions. The reflected part of
Green’s function is [15],

_ ’ - [ @& —quqy O] [ —2k?  —quqyk? —qok-¢?]
@%(ﬁ,f}w) _ ;72 / %eﬁ(ﬁ—ﬂ)eikz(zf:-&-zﬂ (7‘12’ _qzqy 2 0|+ % *quykz 7q§kz *kaqu >7
S “1 o0 0 o] "7 @ak. ek ¢
(S26)
_ , - @ ey O] [ —@2k?  —quqyk? —quk.q*]
GZ(?Z;,F%UJ) — 87’72 / %eiﬂﬁ—ﬂ)eikz(m-ﬁ-ﬁ) (’I‘; _qi/qy qg 0| + k’gp2 —Qnykz —QEkz —kazq2 >’
O “1 o0 0 o] "7 gk ek ¢
(S27)

where ¢ is the in-plane wavevector, k., = \/k3 — ¢°, z;,2; are the distance between 7;,7; and the niobium slab
interface, and 7,7, are the Fresnel reflection coefficients. In the near-field, Green’s function is commonly dominated

by evanescent wave contributions with momentum g > kq. Therefore, C:v'fn will be dominated by the rg term in
Eq. (S26), while G will be dominated by the r, term in Eq. (S27).
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