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Motivated by recent findings of unconventional supercotahgcexhibiting multiple broken symmetries, we
consider a general Hamiltonian describing coexistencdimérant ferromagnetism, spin-orbit coupling and
mixed spin-singlet/triplet superconducting pairing ie ttontext of mean-field theory. The Hamiltonian is di-
agonalized and exact eigenvalues are obtained, thus atjous to write down the coupled gap equations for
the different order parameters. Our results may then bdeapf any model describing coexistence of any
combination of these three phenomena. As a specific applicaf our results, we consider tunneling between
a normal metal and a noncentrosymmetric superconductbmaiied singlet and triplet gaps. The conductance
spectrum reveals information about these gaps in additidrow the influence of spin-orbit coupling is mani-
fested. Explicitly, we find well-pronounced peaks and bumphe spectrum at voltages corresponding to the
sum and the difference of the magnitude of the singlet aptetrcomponents. Our results may thus be helpful
in determining the relative sizes of the singlet and trigkgbs in noncentrosymmetric superconductors. We also
consider the coexistence of itinerant ferromagnetism eplbt superconductivity as a model for recently dis-
covered ferromagnetic superconductors. The coupled gagiegs are solved self-consistently, and we study
the conditions necessary to obtain the coexistent reginfieraimagnetism and superconductivity. Analytical
expressions are presented for the order parameters, andovidgoan analysis of the free energy to identify
the preferred system state. It is found that the uniform isberce of ferromagnetism and superconductivity
is energetically favored compared to both the purely feagnetic state and the unitary superconducting state
with zero magnetization. Moreover, we make specific prémhstconcerning the heat capacity for a ferromag-
netic superconductor. In particular, we report a nonusadkerelative jump in the specific heat, depending on
the magnetization of the system, at the uppermost supeuctind phase transition. We propose that this may
be exploited to obtain information about both the superoetidg pairing symmetry realized in ferromagnetic
superconductors in addition to the magnitude of the exabamiitting between majority and minority spin
bands.

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

I. INTRODUCTION ductor without an inversion center were investigated elayly
Edelsteir®, while in Ref. |17 it was shown that a 2D su-
erconducting system with a significant spin-orbit cougplin
duced by the lack of inversion symmetry would display a
mixed singlet-triplet superconducting state. This medias t
the superconducting order parameter would possess the ex-
otic feature of having no definite parity. Later studfg'$:20
r;fllso investigated specific noncentrosymmetric superaondu
fors with a model Hamiltonian consisting of a superposition
of spin-orbit and superconducting terms. In an attempt to de
termine the correct pairing symmetry of the supercondgctin

Recent findings of superconductors that simultaneousl
exhibit multiple spontaneously broken symmetries, such a
ferromagnetic order or lack of an inversion cehfet and
even combinations of such broken symmefiidsave led to
much theoretical and experimental rese&fch The sym-
metry of the superconducting gap in these and other unco
ventional superconductors is presently a matter of intens
investigatio1%:11.12.13 Multiple spontaneously broken sym-

metries are not only of interest in terms of studying prop-

erties of specific condensed matter systems, but also due §éate in such uncc_)nventiqr)al superconductors, it was found
the fact that it may provide clues for what could be expecte& a: thel fgvoret_j _trlglet paglng Ztéﬂ;forvthe heaV){[-lferrrp|on

in other systems in vastly different areas of physics. Tepic materia e%'s_' is dic oc (ky, —kz,0). Very recently, ow-
such as mass-differences of elementary particles and eméf’ <" @n experimental stutiyof thermal transport properties
gent phenomena in biology is caused by spontaneously brd? the present compound po_ncluded _that the correct gap func-
ken symmetrié¥, and in many cases, the phenomena ma)}IOI_‘I (dk—vectqr) may exhibit nodal lines in contrast to the
even be described by the same type of equations. In this p oint nodes displayed by thi-vector suggested by Ret.21.

per, we will address the issue of competition and coexigtenclt 1S therefore of considerable interest to investigateesav

between three phenomena giving rise to broken symmetrie%oedﬁc models for noncentrosymmetric superconductors in

which are highly relevant in condensed-matter physicsofer ;)hrdter t_o rr](:\l/)ealhcrlla:cra}c_terilstic Te"?‘t“rfﬁ in physictal olﬁﬁes
magnetism, superconductivity, and spin-orbit coupling. atmig € helptul in classifying the symmetry of the su-

The discovery of superconducting materials that lack éperconduc'fmg order parameter. .
centre of inversiod*21915 such as CeRSi, Ulr, Li,PdB, In Ref.[23, the authors studied tunneling between a normal

metal and a noncentrosymmetric superconductor consiglerin

Li:PEB, and CdRe;Or, has lately triggered extensive the- rlibe particular form ofdy, suggested by Ref. 21 in the limit

oretical work on these compunds. Properties of a superco


http://arxiv.org/abs/0707.2875v2

of weak spin-orbit coupling and in the absence of spin-gihgl but studies of a uniform superconducting phase in spiretrip
pairing. Andersoff showed that the only stable triplet pair- FMSC£?® has also been conducted. As argued by Mineev in
ing states in the presence of a spin-orbit coupling woulcehavRef.[30, an important factor with respect to whether a vor-
to satisfydx | gk, wheregxy = —g_x is the vector func- tice lattice appears or not should be the magnitude of the in-
tion describing this interaction, such that in CgFtone also  ternal magnetizatiod. Specifically, Ref. 31 suggested that
hasgyx = A(ky, —kz,0). Moreover, it was demonstrated by vortices may arise iirM > H,.,, whereH,, is the lower
Samokhir® that the spin-orbit coupling in this particular ma- critical field. In the case of URhGe, a weakly ferromagnetic
terial is significantj.e. > kgT., which indicates admixtur- state coexisting with superconductivity seems to be redliz
ing of singlet and triplet Cooper pairs. In the present paperand the domain structure in the absence of an external field
we solve the full Bogoliubov-de Gennes (BdG)-equations foris thus vortex-free. Unfortunately, current experimeiztia
a system with spin-orbit coupling including both spin-d@tg concerning URhGe are not as of yet strong enough to unam-
and spin-triplet superconducting gaps, studying a gapovect biguously settle this question. On the other hand, evidéarce
dy point < (ky, —kz,0) as suggested by Ref.|121. We then ap-uniform coexistence of ferromagnetism and superconductiv
ply this gap vector to what we believe is the simplest modelty has been indicatédin UGe,.
that captures the essential features that could be experted Although this is an unsettled issue, it seems natural to as-
appear in the conductance spectrum of a 2D normalfSePt sume that in ferromagnetic superconductors (FMSCs), the
junction. Our work then significantly extends the consideraelectrons involved in theSU(2) symmetry breaking also
tions made in Ret. 23 primarily in that we present analyticalparticipate in theU(1) symmetry breaking. As a conse-
and numerical results that allow faoth triplet and singlet quence, uniform coexistence of spin-singlet supercomauct
gap components. Also note that a similar Hamiltonian wasty and ferromagnetism can be discarded sisegave Cooper
very recently studied in Ref. 25, where it was shown that thepairs carry a total spin of zero, although spatially mod-
presence of a weak external magnetic field would signifigantl ulated order parameters could allow for magnetiwave
change the nodal topology of CgBt. With regard to non- superconducto?83* However, spin-triplet Cooper pairs are
centrosymmetricity, we underline that breaking the synmynet in principle perfectly compatible with ferromagnetic orde
of spatial inversion does not in general give rise to a signif since they can carry a net magnetic moment. There is strong
icant spin-orbit coupling. Also, it is well-known that spin reasonto believe that the correct pairing symmetries idige
orbit coupling may be induced in a centrosymmetric crystalcovered FMSCs constitute non-unitary st&t€& Spin-triplet
by means of an external symmetry-breaking electrical fieldsuperconductors have a multicomponent order parardgter
In the latter case, however, the broken symmetry is strictlywhich for a given spin basis reads
speaking not spontaneous as it certainly isdgr a crystal
lattice undergoing a structural phase transition whictakse dv — [Aku — Aitt Ak + Akit) } (1)
spatial inversiok k= 2 ' 2 i

Another interesting scenario in the context of sponta-
neously broken symmetries is the study of superconducto
that exhibit coexistence of ferromagnetic and superconduc
ing order, i.e. systems where two continuous internal sym
metriesSU (2) andU (1) are simultaneously broken. Due to
the preferred orientation of the spins in a ferromagnetse sy
tem, theSU(2) rotational symmetry is spontaneously broken.
In a superconducting system, the ground state spontaryeou
breaks thd/ (1) symmetry. Note that by the terminology bro-
ken symmetry, we are referring to the fact that the wavefun
tion describing the state of the system acquires a comple!
paper, superconductivity appears at a lower temperatare th clearly one of the primary obJect|v§s in terms of identifyin .
the temperature at which onset of ferromagnetism is foundt.he correct °fd?f parameter. StUd'QS. of quantum transport i
This may be simply due to the fact that the energy scales founctions involving FMSCs has epr|C|t!y shown_that the eon
the two phenomena are quite different, with the exchange er{z_luqance Spec”gﬂfhou'd be helpful in revealing the cbrrec
ergy naturally being the largest. It may, however, also be duPalring symmetry:= Hence, an ftinerant elg_ctron mode of
to the fact that superconductivity is dependent on ferrc}m‘,jlgferromagnetlsm augmented by a suitable pairing kernelldhou

netism for its very existence. Such a suggestion has re;centPe a reasonable starting p_oint for describ_ir_wg such systems.
been put fort? Although we have mentioned two specific examples of sys-
In the contextof FMSCs, itis crucial to address the questior{ems exhibiting multiple broken symmetries, our aim witfs th

of whether the superconductivity and ferromagnetism ordeP?‘per IS dto cor&stru?tt a SOI'td startmg.tpomt for consydetr_atl ¢
parameters coexist uniformly or if they are phase-sep&iarate0 a condensed-matter system exhibiting any combination o

One plausible scenafis that a spontaneously formed vor- the broken symmetries resulting from superconductivéy; f

tex lattice due to the internal magnetizatidf is realized romagneti;m, andjor spin-orbit coupling. By applyir_wgtpe a
" propriate limits to our theory, one may then obtain special

ote thatdy transforms like a vector under spin rotations.
he superconducting order parameter is characterizedras no
unitary if1(dyx x dj.) # 0, which effectively means that time-
reversal symmetry is broken in the spin part of the Cooper
pairs, since the average spin of Cooper pairs is given as
(Sk) = 1(dx x dj). Notice that time-reversal symmetry
ay be broken in the orbital part (angular momentum) of the
ooper pair wavefunction even if the state is unitary. In the
Cgeneral case where all SC gaps are included, it is generally
rgued thatAyx,; would be suppressed in the presence of a
eeman-splitting between tHe | conduction bands. Distin-



cases such as FMSCs or noncentrosymmetric supercondugspect to spatial inversion symmetry read
tors with significant spin-orbit coupling.

This paper is organized as follows. In SE¢. II, we establish 8k = —8-k, Vksk’aﬁ = V:Ek:l:/k/aﬁv
the Hamiltonian accounting for general coexistence ofoferr Videas = £ £ Viiiwas: (5)
magnetism, spin-orbit coupling, and superconductivithe T
diagonalization procedure and coupled gap equations are di order to find eigenvalues and gap equations for our sys-
scribed in Sec[_Ill. Then, we apply our findings to a modeltem, we introduce the mean-field approximation for the two-
of normal/noncentrosymmetric superconductor juncti@t;, ¢ particle Hamiltonians (ferromagnetic and supercondggctin
culating the tunneling conductance spectrum Bek. 1V, ifradd terms) such that the operatd#g and é;f(aéT_k may be writ-
tion to a discussion of these results. As a second applitatio ten as a mean-field value pluss small fluctuations. We define

we consider a I_:MSC in Sec] Vv, sollving the coupled gap equa<-éleéT_kB> _ bleB’ and write
tions self-consistently and calculating the free energl/faaat
capacity of such a system. Our main conclusions are summa- 8, = <Sk> I 6<Sk)
rized in Sec[ MI. We will use boldface notation for vectats, ) T ’
for operators, and. for 2x2 matrices. éfmé,kﬁ = blaﬁ + 6by - (6)
Inserting Egs. [{6) into Egs.[(3) and discarding all terms of
Il. MODEL FOR COEXISTENCE OF orderO(4?), one obtains in the standard fashion
FERROMAGNETISM, SPIN-ORBIT COUPLING, AND IN M2
SUPERCONDUCTIVITY Hey = — Z éLa(VM ) 6)aﬁék6 + —
kag
For our model, we will write down a Hamiltonian describ- . 1 s T R
ing the kinetic energy, exchange energy, spin-orbit cogpli Hsc =3 > {[(Akaﬁ) + (Akap)'|é-kplka
and attractive electron-electron interaction, respebtivThe kaB
total Hamiltonian can then be written as R
+ (A% + ALagllel el s — bLaﬂ}. @)

H = Hiin + Hem + Hsoc+ Hse, . A
In Egs. (1M = (M,,M,, M) = (S;) = (Sk=0) denotes

where the respective individual terms read the mean value of the spin operators in real space, intexpret
as the magnetization of the system. We have introduced the
Hyin = ngéLdékm vector describing the magnetic exchange en&fgy = I'M
o and the order parameters (OPs)
Hem = —JN > 7(k)Sk - S_x, V= (Var)e —1(Var)y = I(My —1M,), V. = IM., (8)
k
Fene — A &) lis, for ferromagnetism, while the OP for superconductivityés d
SOC lgﬁcka(gk U) 5Ckﬁ SCI’Ibed by
N 1 o . R 1
HSC = ﬁ Z (Vksk’aﬁ + Vka’aB)chactk[jc—k’Bck’a' Aigﬂ = N Z Vkslg’ra,@bk'aﬁv
kk’afp Kk’
(3) st \! 1 ST
(Ak}aﬁ) = N Z Vkl;’aﬁbir(aﬁ' (9)
Above, & = ex — p whereey is the dispersion relation for k

the free fermions ang is the chemical potenti&l, 7 > 0

is a ferromagnetic coupling paramete(k) is a geometrical
structure factor for the latticgy is a vector function account-
ing for the antisymmetric spin-orbit coupling, whiléy s

is an attractive pair potential. The factor bf2 in Hsc is
included to obtain more convenient expressions later od, an
simply corresponds to a redefinition Bl s — Vi os-

In Egs. [3), the spin operators are given by

The quantity/ appearing in Eq. [{8) is a measure of the
strength of the magnetic exchange coupling. Although we
have derived the ferromagnetic part of our Hamiltonian from
a lattice-model [wheré = 2JN~(0)], this generic Hamilto-
nian describes a general mean-field model of a system with
magnetic exchange energy. The Pauli principle places the fo
lowing restrictions upon the superconductivity OPs:

A Dt Singlet pairing: A7 .5 = —Af 50, ARas = A% 10
Sk =+ ; (ka0 aBC(k+k!)B- (4) Triplet pairing: Al s = Alga, Akas = —Al o
(10)
Moreover, we have explicitly split the attractive pairing-p .
tential into a singlet and triplet part according WQu/ g = In total, we have thus obtained a Hamiltonidh de-

Vksk,aﬁ + Vka/a/a- The symmetry properties of the antisym- scribing coexistence of ferromagnetism, spin-orbit coupl
metric spin-orbit coupling and superconductivity termshwi and superconductivity in the mean-field approximation by



adding all of the above terms. For more compact notawhere we have introduced the quantities
tion, one may introduce a basis for fermion operatgfs=
[excrs iy €1 peps €14, ] T and write

H= f{kin + HFM + ﬁsoc+ ﬁsc

1 . .
= Ho+ 5 zkj O Aw (11)

INM? NY+VH 1

Ho=) &+ 5 5 5 D (ARas + A-Il;aﬁ)bzca[ﬁ
k kag
§kTT+ k.2 —V + gk, SALTT ) AR —Tk Al
Ak _ -V + 9k, + gk,l, — 9k,z _AkTi + AkTi Akii ' (12)
(ALM)T (ALN)T B (Aiﬂ)T _ng + 9k,z 14 + 9k, +
(AEN)T + (Aiuﬁ (A};u)T V + gx,— —&x) — 9k,-

Above, we have definedy, = & — oV, in addition to  the quantity
gk,+ = (8k)s £ 1(gk)y. The matrixAx will be central in

this work, and we note that it may be further compactified by
introducing thedy-vector formalisrd®. By means of the defi-
nitionsdy o = Aiu and

(1A = I] + | Ak + 1], (16)

N~

e =
such that Eq[{15) is rewritten as

1 4 +_1_ 2 - _
dic = AL, — Al (AL + ALY 285 ] (13) By + (e — 1 — detdy) By + ny Ei + detdy = 0. (17)

. ) ) The solutions of, can be written &4
that transforms like a vector under spin rotations, one may

write 2Ex,, = aax + B{—[3(n — 1 — detdy)

Gl —6-(Var —gi) 1(dox +dx - )5y 20 11172

Ay = S + 2yx + a—= . 18

k ( ((dox +dx - )5, &1+ (Vi +gk)-67 )" Yk ax I} (18)
(14)

wherel denotes the identity matrix arfl designates the ma-

trix transpose. The rest of this paper will now be devoted

Here, we have defined the auxiliary quantities

to obtaining the excitation energies féf by diagonalizing ax = \/(7711r — 1 —detAy) + 2y,
Ay, writing down the coupled gap equations, and considering 5t — 1 — detdy)
some important special cases. Y = ——X 5 — by,
2 P3
lll. EXCITATION ENERGIES AND GAP E b = Rll‘/g’ B = % + V % * 2_1;’
. QUATIONS
Qk _ (7711_ —1- detAk)detAk B (771:)2
The characteristic polynomial for a general matfix with 3 8
eigenvaluesz, may be written & (nf —1—detdy)?
(Bu) = B — (TH{ A B} T gty
plEx) = By — (T Ak ) By b —1—detdy)?
) P — e eW)” ety (19)
+ {5k = I+ [ A + I]] = 1 — deti} By 12

1 In Eq. (18),{«, 8} take the values-1 and—1 such that there
+ §[|Ak —1I| = [Ax + I[]Ex + detdx =0, (15)  exists a total of four solutions foFx. Also note that any of
the roots in the expressions far and Ry will do the job. A
wherel denotes the 44 identity matrix. Sincedy inourcase special case of the above solutions, which occurs quite fre-
is Hermitian, T{ Ax} = 0, and the polynomial reduces to a quently in various contexts, considerably simplifies the ob
depressed quartic equation. For ease of notation, we inteod tained eigenvalues;[|Ax — I| — |Ax + I|] = 0. In this case,



the quartic equation reduces to an effective quadraticteua
with the solutions

2B, = a[— 20 — 1 — detdy)

1/2

+28y/(n — 1 — detdy)? 1detty] (20)

This is the situation considered in most problems dealinily wi

superconductors. Having calculated the energy eigensalue

Eq. (1) may now be diagonalized by writing
N 1 . .
H = Hy + 3 zk:beAksbk
1 - .
=Ho+3 > (¢l P (P AP (Pl
k
(21)

f A
= HO + Z stDkqska
k

whereDy = diag(Fx 1, Ex 2, Fx 3, Ex 4) is a diagonal ma-
trix containing the eigenvalues dfy.. Here, we have defined

[see Eq.[(1B)]

1 1
Ex1= §Ek++, §Ek,2 FEx,_,
1 1
Ey s = §Ek,+, §Ek.,4 = Fx__, (22)

thus absorbing the fact@' in front of  , into the eigenval-
ues. Above,Py are the orthonormal diagonalizing matrices
which by the hermiticity ofdy are ensured to be unitary. We
write our new basis of fermion operators as

at

(bk = ﬁ/lt?’ ﬁ/lt\p ﬁ—kTa ﬁ—k,l,] . (23)

5

From F', the gap equations for the ferromagnetic and super-
conducting OPs, V., and Aigﬁ may be obtained by de-
manding the value of these which corresponds to a minimum
in F'. The possible extrema df are given by the conditions

OF _ _OF
N NS
oF oF OF
. =% 5y =0 g7 =0 (26)
By first defining the quantity
~ OB, 0Fxs
Fle) =2 (B T + 50
~  0FEyxy OFx4

+ ne(Ex 2) O 7 ], (27)

whereng(E) = 1/(1 + ¢°F) is the Fermi distribution, the
conditions in Egs. [(26) may be evaluated by inserting Eq.
(25). The extrema of" are thus determined by the following
equations:

— blos + F(ART5) =0, (28)
— biap + FI(A315)1 =0, (29)
% +F(W.) =0, (30)
S % F) =0, (31)

g + QJJ:];O) +F(vhH =o. (32)

The challenge then lies in obtaining the derivatives of there

These operators satisfy the fermion anticommutation relagiesEx ; with respect to the different order parameters. In the
tions, as can be verified by direct insertion. From Hg.] (21)general case described by EQ.](12), this is a formidable task

we may now write
H = Ho+ Z["Y]T(T'YkTEk,l + 7 YL B2
k
+ V—kT’VikTEkB + 7—k¢7ik¢Ek,4]

= [Ho+ Y (Bis+ Fia)]
k

+ 3 (Bt — Eoa)
k

+ 9 e (B2 — Bogea)]

=Ho+ Y B + e B,
K

(24)

where we have defineBl, = Hy + 3, (Fis + Ei.4) and
Ek,1 = (Ek71 — E_k,3), Ek72 = (Ek72 — E_k,4). Our Hamil-

tonian now has the form of a free-fermion theory. It is then

readily seen that the free energy of the system is given by

F=H— % 3 In(1 + e PFet) 4 in(1 + e PPea)]. (25)
k

Nevertheless, the above above provides a general framework
which may serve as a starting point for any model considering
the coexistence of ferromagnetism, spin-orbit coupling a
superconductivity. We will apply our findings onto a specific
case which currently is a topic attracting much attentiam-n
centrosymmetric superconductors with significant spipitor
coupling.

IV. PROBING THE PAIRING SYMMETRY OF
NONCENTROSYMMETRIC SUPERCONDUCTORS

As an application of our model, we consider tunneling
between a normal metal and a noncentrosymmetric super-
conductor treated in the spin-generalized Blonder-Tinkha
Klapwijk (BTK) formalism3:48,

A. Model and formulation

The Hamiltonian in the superconducting state using stan-
dard mean-field theory with a spin-orbit coupling may be writ



ten as spin-orbit couplinggx = A(k,, —ks,0) suggested by Ref. 21
1 results in
H= HO + 5 Z ¢LMk¢k7 (33) At At
k = —— = — — .
AkTT 2|k| (ky + 1kw)a Akii 2|k (kU lkw) (35)

using a spin basiéx = [éxr, ek, 114, ¢l |7, and with
gasp Bic = [ty Gty Eieps Eoi Diagonalization of the Hamiltonian in Eq_{33) yields eigen

ek gk Arm Ax values and eigenvectors whig:h are necessary to calculate th
it 51; Ay Agy, _norm_al- and An(_jreev-ref_lectlon coefficients in a N/G&vt
My = AT’ AL e g (34)  junction. Assuming the simplest form ofaﬂ\Na}ve supercon-
kTTT ; k k T+ ducting gap that obeys the symmetry requirements dictated
A Apyp k- —ex by the Pauli-principle, namely an isotropic gag = As, we

find that the eigenvalues af/y read
In Eq. (33), all quantities have been defined in the previous g K

section. Itis usually argued that interband pairing in agson
trosymmetric superconductors can be neglected due to a spin

split Fermi surface in the presence of spin-orbit couplifigs This is in complete agreement with the result of Ref. 25. We

is motivated by realizing that the splitting could be as ¢arg . .
ag® 50-200 meV for the noncentrosymmetric superconduc?r.ehhire ?)SSijm'('}g that all gaps have the TamEe phasée as_i;ouate
tor CePtSi, thus far greater than the superconducting criticalWlt the brokent/(1) gauge symmetry. In _q.l:(B =
temperat rek T. ~ 0.06 meV in that compound. Accord- +(—) refers to electronlike (holelike) excitations, whife=
temperaturep L. = 0. ' pound. Accol +(—) denotes the spin-orbit helicity index. The wavevectors
ingly, one might be tempted to also exclude the spln-smgle}n

)
gap in the presence of a strong spin-orbit coupling motivate ay then be written as

Ei., = a\/(e + Blgx)? + [As+ BAJ22.  (36)

on physical grounds by the suppression of interband-mairin

due to the spin-split Fermi surfaces. However, it is neagssa gl = QZ =/ k% +m2X2 —m,

to investigate the presence, although possibly small in-mag f

nitude, of a spin-singlet component of the gap to examine @t = qn =/ ki +m2A? +mA, (37)

whether the conductance spectrum changes significantly in
any respect compared to the scenario with exclusivelyetripl when making the approximation that the magnitude of the su-
pairing. Another motivation for including the singlet gap i perconducting gaps is small compared to the Fermi energy
that the authors of Ref. 21 demonstrated that for small spinand considering the low-energy transport regime. Herés
orbit coupling,dx || gk Yyields the highesf for CeP§Si.  the Fermi wave-vector.
This would thus correspond to a scenario where the triplet We now calculate the normal- and Andreev-reflection coef-
gapAxy, is suppressed due to the above condition, althougfficients for an incident electron with spin which in turn will
intraband-pairing is not strictly forbidden as a result @fakk  allow us to derive the tunneling conductance of the junction
spin-orbit coupling, thus allowing for singlet pairing. To do so, we first set up the Bogoliubov-de Gennes (BdG)-
Consider now a gap vector exhibiting point nodes. Sinceequations for the system which read (see Appendix A for a
dy in general is given by Eq.[]1), the vector characterizingderivation):

— ¥+ Vod(x) A(py +15:)0 () A10() AO(z)
APy —192)0(x)  —5= — p+ Vod(x) —AsO(x) Ax;10(x)
m &2 R . U(z,y) = EV(x,y), (38)
Al 6(x) ~AlO@) = Vode) Ay —15,)0(x) (z,y) (,y)
ale(z) AL O@) Ay +192)0() 5+ — Vod()
|
wherep, ) = —1335@) and make use of the boundary condi- spatial dependence self-consistently near the interfaee,
tions Akoo(r) = AkooO(z) andA(r) = AO(x) (we comment
further on this later). For convenience, we have defined the
i) ¥(0) = ¥(0) (Continuity of wavefunction) Ax 4 matrix
ii) 2m Vo (0) = 9; ¥ (0) — 04 (0) — mAn¥(0)
(Continuity of flux) (39) 0 100
~|-10 0 0 40
Note that we have applied the usual step-function approxi- =10 0 01 (40)
mation for the order parameters instead of solving for their 0 0-10
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The presence of spin-orbit coupling leads to off-diagonalOn the superconducting sid& (x)], the BdG-equation may
components in the velocity operator, such that it would be erbe written, for our particular choice gf, and gaps in Eg.
roneous to merely match the derivatives of the wavefunctior35), as

in this cas&. The coupled gap equations that arise by de-

manding a minimum in the free energy are obtained by con-

sidering Egs. [(27) and(28). For the sake of obtaining ana-

lytical results, we continue our discussion of the conducta

spectra of noncentrosymmetric superconductors by imgerti

values of the superconductivity gapgriori instead of using

the self-consistent solutions. This approach does noh, the Ek_l¢ lgile’® —(Ay/2)e? As i
account for the entire physical picture, but has provenétryi |gxle e K —As (At/2)fl¢
satisfactory results for many aspects of quasiparticleeiing —(A¢/2)e —As . ~k . |9icle
in the case ok.g. spin-singletd-wave superconductdy&*. As (Ar/2)e’ |9xcfe’ K

For the simplest model that illustrate the new physics, we = EV, withtan ¢(f) = 1/tané.
have thus chosen a two-dimensional N/G&Pjunction with (42)

a barrier modelled by (r) = Vydé(z) and superconductiv-
ity gaps Ao (r) = AkeoO(z) [6(x) and O(z) represent
the Delta- and Heaviside-function, respectively]. Coasid
Fig. [ for an overview. Choosing a plane-wave solution
U(z,y) = ¥(x)e*vv, for o =1 the wavefunction on the nor-

mal [1(z)] side of the junction reads We are here concerned with positive excitatidhs> 0, as-

otkrcostz 1 —1ke cos bz suming an incident electron above Fermi level. In this case,
Tie,lkfcosgz there are four possible solutions for wavevectkrsvith a
Y(x) = ;Telkpcosem (41) given energyF > _O. Consequen.tly, one may verify _that. the
b b cos 6 correct wavefunction far > 0, which is a linear combination
.

The of these allowed states, reads

RSN ARSI

t —19(6¢) t _ —19(6})
\IJ(.I') _ & U(A+)e ot elqg cos 9(;1 + e U(A_)? o lqét cos Hém
\/5 —'U(A+)e 16(6¢) \/5 ’U(A,)e 16(0¢)
v(Ay) v(AL)

AN AR

—19(0 —19(6

+ t_h U(A+)e o hi elqg cos O}Iz + t_h —U(Af)e ¢(¢h) e]qhi cos Q#I. (43)
V2 | —u(Ap)e ) V2 | u(A)e o)

U(A+) U(A—)

We have definech 1 = Ag+(A/2), and the spreading angles the name itself implies, ordinarily much larger than in nairm
in Eq. (43) are given asinf? = kpsind/q”, 07 = m — metals. It was recently shown by Yokoyardaal 4° that in
67. This follows from the fact that translational symmetry is a two-dimensional electron gas (2DEG)/superconducta-jun
conserved along thg-axis. The coherence factors entering tion where spin-orbit coupling was substantial in the 2DEG,
the wavefunctions in Eq[(#43) are given as the effect of including a larger effective mass in the 2DEG wa
equivalent to that caused by an increaseZof Note that in
1 \/m 1 \/m the presence of a time-reversal breaking me_lgnetic fie!d‘ﬂt w
wB)=\5+ 57— v(A)=\/5 — ~—5F - shownin Ref<, 46,47 that the effect of Fermi-vector misinatc
(44) could not be reprodL_Jced s_imply by varying thge ba_rrier param-
eterZ. Since there is no time-reversal breaking field present
We also define the dimensionless parameees 2mV, /ke @n this case, hoyvever, we here restrict ourselves. to conside
ands = 2m)/kg as a measure of the intrinsic barrier strengthing equal effective masses in the two systems. With the above
and magnitude of the spin-orbit coupling, respectively. equations, one is able to find explicit expressiongfgr, r7 }.
Note that we are using the same effective masses in the noFhe procedure illustrated here is identical for incomiregel
mal part of the system as in the superconducting part. The
mass of the quasiparticles in heavy-fermion materialsase,
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Normal metal Noncentrosymmetric superconductor to hold. This is known to be valid for Subgap energies, but
for energies above the gap the relationship does not hold in
general, a fact which implies that the conductance formula
7 Transmitted ke quasipartide (o) d€Tived in Refl 48 is only valid for applied voltages below
o the gap, strictly speaking. However, since the probabitity
R Andreev reflection rapidly diminishes for energies aboe th
S Trmsmitied clike qusipartice (o) gap (especially foZ # 0), the conductance formula may still

e be applied for larger voltages as a reasonable approximatio
5 N even for the high-transparency case of low values#or
Retroreflected hole (1. 1) L Iransmitted e-like quasiparticle (o) The explicit analytical expressions for the normal- and

x Andreev-reflection probabilitie$;? |* and|r7|? respectively,
are too large and unwieldy to be of any instructive use. We
FIG. 1: (Color online) Schematic illustration of the scétig pro- shall therefore be content with plotting these expresdimnes-
cesses taking place at the interface of the 2D planar NiSeRinc-  veal the physics embedded within them. In most scanning tun-
tion. The arrows indicate the direction Ofgroup VGlOCit)h(mh is not nellng m|croscopy (STM) experlmentS’ a h|gh transparancy
equal to the momentum vector for the holes). Note that theem&e  jhierface is often realized, corresponding to I&w Also,
e A ae el sine the band-<pltingi at Fermivel may b oforcéh
' 100 meV for CeR{Si, a simple analysis relating this to our di-

mensionless parametgryields thats ~ 0.05. We therefore
plot in Fig. [2 the angularly averaged (and normalized) con-
ductance spectrum for several values of barrier strength an

Transmitted e-like quasiparticle (o)

Reflected electron (T, |)

(4
Incoming electron o

trons withe =] when using

T o1k cos O singlet/triplet gap ratios, fixing the spin-orbit couplipgram-
o1kE cos bz + pbe—tkecos b eter at8 = 0.05. From Fig.[2, we see that one may infer the
Y(x) = T ke S s (45) relative size of the singlet and triplet components of thelma
h

the characteristic behaviour 6f( E) at voltages correspond-

ingto A; + A, /2. This is in agreement with what one could

rexpect by studying the form of the eigenvalues in Hq.] (36),

since it is this precise combination of the gaps that appear i

the expression.

In a recent study by Iniotakis et al., a nor-

B. Conductance spectra for noncentrosymmetric maI/noncentrosymmetric su.perconductor jur_lction was
superconductors studied for low-transparency interfaces, where it was fbun

that zero-bias anomalies would take place for certain STM

: measurement orientations if a specific form of the mixed
We now proceed to calculate the tunneling conductance for. . . )
inglet-triplet order parameter was realized. This may be

our setup. Generalizing the theory of Blonder, Tinkham, and’

Klapjwik®®, one obtains a conductan€é, 0) (scaled on the attributed to the formation of zero energy bound sttes
: ; : ; ) ... which is possible when the gap contain nodes. In the present
conductance in a N-N junction) for an incoming electron with

angled to the junction normal with spirr, where §tudy, we are using an isotropic sp|n-5|ng7let gap and amd als
isotropicp-wave gapg|Ak..| = constant’, such one does

not expect the appearance of a ZBCP, in contrast to|Ref. 49.
Moreover, we note that the spin-orbit coupling in the system
gives rise to effectively spin-active boundary conditifsese
andRy_n = f”/Q [4cos®0/(4cos? 6 + Z?)|dd. The angu- Ea. @)}3051_. , , _

- —m/2 ' It is also instructive to consider the Andreev-reflection
larly averaged conductance reads probabilities explicitly to resolve the spin-structure thie

Tt elk; cos Oz

instead of Eq. [(41). This establishes the framework whic
serves as the basis for calculating the conductance spectru

G(E,0) =1+ (ri(E,0) — re(E,0))°),  (46)

/2 quasiparticle current, as shown in Fig] 3 for an incoming
G(E) = (RNfN)’l/ G(E,0)P(0)d9,  (47) electron with spinr =1. It is seen that the spif-coefficient
—n/2 becomes larger with increasing voltage, such that the spin-

] S ) polarization of the current will vary with the bias voltagene
whereP(0) is the probability distribution functiofP(0) = 1] proper definition of a spin-current in systems exhibitingsp
for incoming electrons at an angle This is in many cases set qpt coupling has, however, been sh&to be more subtle
to P(6) = cos0, but other forms modelling.g. effective  ihan applying the usual relations for charge- and spinectsr
tunneling cones may also be applied. In obtaining the total
conductance, one has to fidd £) for bothe =1 ando =] : - _ soos :
and then add these contriﬁio%s. The original derivatibn o Jeharge Q;JU’ Jspin ZU: 77 (49)

this specific formula for the tunneling conductance given in
Ref.|48 relies on the relation where j, is the particle-current of fermions with spim.

Therefore, it is fair to claim that it is not obvious how one
7 (E)|*> = |rl(—E)|? (48)  mightdetect such a change in polarization of the quasiparti
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Andreev-reflection coefficients f@irs-1 and

E/A, spin-| fermions in the case of incoming =1 electrons. It is seen
that the degree of spin-polarization of the generated padsile

FIG. 2: (Color online) Tunneling conductance for N/CgHttjunc- current will vary V\.'ith the b.ia.s voltage. The inset contairsiat of

tion with 8 = 0.05. We study barrier strengths corresponding to a) _the sum of reflectl_on coefficients _(both normal and Andresiw-

Z=01,0)Z =1,¢) Z = 10. In all cases, we plot the ratios ing that no transmittance of quasiparticles occurs foraggs below

Ay/As = {3, 10} to see how the spectra are affected. It is seen that” = [Bs = Ar/2].

the conductance spectra reveal information about thewelsize of

the singlet and triplet component of the gaps by charatiefisa-

tures located at bias voltagés= |As + A¢/2|. ) _ )

form of the superconducting gaps in the noncentrosymmetric

superconductor, these could be suppressed close to the inte

face. Moreover, we are dealing with an easily observable ef-

current with a change in bias voltage. On the other hand, thgyct, since distinguishing between the peaks occuringddr v
charge-currentremains unaffected by these considesaiuth ;5 values of o requires a resolution of ordé€}(10~* A o),

our results thus indicate that the conductance spectrutreof t \hich typically corresponds 1.1 — 1 meV. These structures

charge-currentin a N/Cef8i junction may provide valuable gpoyid readily be resolved with present-day STM technalogy
information about the relative size of the singlet and &ipl However, it should be pointed out that a challenge with re-
components of the superconductivity gap. spect to tunneling junctions is dealing with non-ideaditat

We now comment on effects that have not been taken intthe interface which may affect the conductance spectrum.
account in our analysis of this problem. First, the issue of In order to fully consider the possible pair-breaking effec
how boundary effects affect the order parameters is adelless of the interface in an enhanced model, one would obviously
Studieg32%5%have shown that interfaces/surfaces may have aeed to solve the scattering problem self-consistentlydeio
pair-breaking effect on unconventional supercondugtioit  to obtain more precise results for the conductance, edpecia
der parameters. This is relevant in tunneling junction expe in terms of the quantitative aspect. To obtain analytical re
iments as in the present case. The suppression of the ordsults, however, we have inserted the gagsiori, since we
parameter is caused by a formation of so-called midgap subelieve that our model captures essential qualitativaufeat
face states (also known as zero-energy stted)ich occurs  in a N/CeP4Si junction that could be probed for. This belief
for certain orientations of th&-dependent superconducting is motivated by studié€8 for dy2_,> superconductors which
gaps that satisfy a resonance condition. Note that thistis neshow that the conductance shape around zero bias remains
the case for conventionalwave superconductors since the essentially unchanged even if the spatial dependence of the
gap is isotropic in that case. This pair-breaking surface eforder parameters are taken into account. The spectra around
fect was studied specifically fgr-wave order parameters in the gap edges may be modified in the sense that since the gap
Refs[ 53,54, and it was found that the component of the ordein general will be somewhat reduced close the interface, the
parameter that experiences a sign change under the transfappearance of characteristic features in the conductante c
mationk; — —k,, wherek is the component of momen- occur at lower bias voltages than the bulk value of the gaps.
tum perpendicular to the tunneling junction, was suppisseHowever, it seems reasonable to hope that our simple model
in the vicinity of the junction. By vicinity of the junction, may be of use in predicting qualitative features of the candu
we here mean a distance comparable to the coherence lengthnce spectrum when considering junctions involving nance
typically of order 1-10 nm. Thus, depending on the explicittrosymmetric superconductors such as GBPRt
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V. PROBING THE PAIRING SYMMETRY OF wherek is the normalized Fermi wave-vector, such that the
FERROMAGNETIC SUPERCONDUCTORS gap only depends on the direction of the latter. We have-intro
duced the spherical harmonics

As a second application of our model, we consider a model " oh .
of a ferromagnetic superconductor described by uniformdy ¢ YZ1(0,0) = —0+/3/8me'?" sin ¢, (56)
existing itinerant ferromagnetism and equal-spin pairing-

such that the gaps in E 55) experience a change in sign
unitary spin-triplet superconductivity. gap qL155) exp g g

under inversion of momentunie. ¢ — 6 + 7. We shall
consider the casein¢ = 1 which renders the magnitude
of the gaps to be constant, similar to the A2-phase in lig-
uid 3He. The motivation for this is that it seems plausible
that uniform coexistence of ferromagnetic and superconduc
We write down a mean-field theory Hamiltonian with ing order may only be realized in thin-film structures where
equal-spin pairing Cooper pairs and a finite magnetizatiofhe Meissner (diamagnetic) response of the supercondsctor
along the easy-axis similar to the model studied in Refs. 59%uppressed for in-plane magnetic fields. This enables us to

A. Model and formulation

60.61, namely setsin ¢ = 1, since the electrons are restricted from moving
TN in the z-direction in a thin-film structure. In a bulk structure,
b= Z i+ _Z Z Al broo as considered in Ref. 61, we expect that a spontaneous vortex

lattice should be the favored thermodynamical €Baterhe
pairing potential may then in general be written as

S N gka' Aka’a’ éko’
Tz Z (C‘T‘”C*k“) (a7, S) () e

Ao Voo (6,6) Jooyog)ye (@), (57
=25 @), 6D
Applying the diagonalization procedure described in $&c. |
we arrive at which for the chosen gaps reduces to
H=Hy+ Y Fuoyiko: V0 (0,6') = _%Tgya(e)[ww/)]*. (58)
ko
1 INM? Conversion to integral gap equations is accomplished by
Ho=75 Z(gk" = Fio = Algybios) + 5 (31)  means of the identity
ko
Where{’yka,’y;ia} are new fermion operators and the eigen- N zk: o) = /dEN (&), (59)
values read

where N7 (¢) is the spin-resolved density of states. In three

Exo = 1/&, + | Akoo|? (52) spatial dimen§ions, this may be calculated from the digpers
relation by using the formula

Recall that it is implicit in our notation th&y, is measured v ds
from Fermi level. The free energy is obtained by using the N9 (e) = —3/ ke (60)
procedure explained in Sdc] Il, and one obtains (27)° ey =const | Ve |

With the dispersion relatiofy, = ex — cIM — Er (having

1
F=Hy— = Z In(1 4 e PPrr), (53)  setthe chemical potential equal to the Fermi eneigy, Er),
ko one obtains
such that the gap equations for the magnetic and supercon- - mV+/2m(e + ocIM + Ef)
) N7 (e) = . (61)
ducting order parameters beccthe 272
In their integral form, the gap equations read
M=—— Z ko tanr(BEkg/2),
M=—= Z / de—N"C) antiBE, ()/2]
A oo B o 2 7 ’
Akaa = _N Z Vikk'oo ﬁtanﬁﬂEk/a/Q), (54) Bp—olM \/ e + AU,O
Kk’ 4 wo NO’
_ 9" 4 NO) annisE, (22, (62)
For concreteness, we now consider a specific form of the gaps, 2 Jowo  Eole)
similar to those studied in Refs.|569,61. Assuming that the ga
is fixed on the Fermi surface in the weak-coupling limit, we
. B. Zero temperature case
write
AU o i = i i
Akoo = D pry = 0y (0, 0), (55) Consider nowl’ = 0, where we are able to obtain analytical

3/8m expressions for the superconductivity order parametettsain



11

problem. Since the superconductivity gap equation rediaces the self-consistency equation for the magnetization b&som
o0

g [“ | No(e) f(]\?[):]\?[+£/ dzV1+ 2+ M

1=3 ) 55 (63) 4w
o ) { [1-20( - /a2 + A2 (a))]
w1y [a? + A2 (M)

one readily finds

= _ _ )2 A2 Y
Ago = 2wpe™ VVIHIM 6 4 | (64) [1-20(= Yo+ 22+ 23,00 } o,
(:1:+2M)*1\/(x+2M)2+A30( )
where we have definetll = 1M /Er, i.e. the exchange en- (65)

ergy scaled on the Fermi energy. Moreover, the weak coupling i - o
constant: = gV (0)/2 will be set to 0.2 throughout the rest of Where we have defined the parameter /N(0), in simi-
this paper, unless specifically stated otherwise. Moreover larity to Ref.[59, and introduced; o(M) = Aso/Er. We
setdy = wo/Er = 0.01 as the typical spectral width of the have thus managed to decouple the gap equations completely,
bosons responsible for the attractive pairing potentiabni=  Such that one only has to solve Eg.1(65) to find the magnetiza-
Eq. (63), we see that the effect of increasing the magnetizdion, and then plug that value into Eq. [64). Note that dyrict
tion is an increase in the gap for majority spin. The impor-Speaking, one should divide the integral in Hql (65) inte¢hr
tant influence of the magnetization is that it modifies the-denparts: {—1 — M, —wo}, {wo, 00}, {—wo,wo} where the su-
sity of states, which affects the superconductivity gapst F Perconductivity gaps are only non-zero in the latter irdérv
M =1, i.e. an exchange splitting equal to the Fermi energy,However, the error associated with doing the integration nu
the minority spin gap is completely suppressed, as shown imerically overthe _entire regime with a finite valueforth(pg_a_
Fig.[d. Thus, the presence of magnetization reduces the avaiS completely neglible. From Eql_(B5), we see that the trivia
able phase space for the minority spin Cooper pairs, suppressolutionA/ = 0 is always possible. Interestingly, we find that
ing the gap and the critical temperature compared to the pur@non-trivial solution implying coexistence of ferromagsem

Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) case. and superconductivity is only possible when- 1 (in agree-
ment with Refl. 59). To illustrate this fact, consider Fiy ob &

plot of f(M) in Eq. [65) as a function af/ for several values
x 10 of I. In fact, it is seen that more than one solution is possi-
ble for anyl > 1: the trivial solutionM = 0 corresponding
to a unitary superconducting state, and a non-trivial smhut
M = My, representing a non-unitary superconducting state.
Recall that in terms of thdy-vector formalism, these classi-
fications are defined as

Unitary: dx x dj; =0, Non-unitary:dy x dj; # 0. (66)

We will later show that the free energy is minimal in the non-
unitary state, which implies that the coexistence of fetagm
netism and superconductivity may indeed be realized in our
model. ~

The order parameters depend on the paraméfrs, c).
To illustrate their dependence dnat T = 0, consider Fig.
1} ~. 1 [B. Itis clearly seen that the superconductivity gaps arelequ
S~ Ao for I < 1, corresponding to a unitary. spin—trip!et pairing
state. For/ > 1, a spontaneous magnetization arises and the
N : majority/minority spin gap increases/decreases. Thiseeor
. ' ’ sponds to the coexistent phase of ferromagnetism and super-
conductivity. An important point concerning Edq._{65) is the

FIG. 4: (Color online) Superconducting gaps (full drawreltima- inclusion of the Step-funptlor_l factors, Wh.'Ch are sqpe[jtuo
jority spin, dashed line: minority spin) as a function of thagneti- as long as we are considering the coexistent regime of fer-

zation withwo = 0.01Er. When the exchange splitting equals the fomagnetism and superconductivity, since their argunent i
Fermi energy, the DOS of minority spin fermions is zero amfier always negative. However, if one for instance were to set one

level, resulting in a complete suppressionf o. or both of the superconductivity gaps to zero, the corrept ga
equation for the magnetization would not be reproduced-with
out them. This is due to the loss of generality in taking the

After the appropriate algebraic manipulations of Hqg.l (62),limit tanh(3E,) — 1 when3 — oo in deriving Eq. [65),

Zero DOS for minority spin at Fermi level
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15 , , , an unconventional superconductors. As we have alluded to,
it seems reasonable to assume that a superconducting phase
analogous to thell- or A2-phase ofHe may be realized in
FMSCs. We now investigate how the magnetizatioii'at 0
depends on the ferromagnetic exchange energy conkiant
these possible phases, and compare them to the purely ferro-
magnetic case. Our results are shown in Hi§. 7, where we
have self-consistently solved faf as a function of in three
cases: 1) the purely ferromagnetic phase, 2) Aiephase
where only spint fermions are paired, and 3) thi&2-phase
where all spin-bands participate in the superconductifig pa
ing. It is seen that the magnetization is practically idesti

in all phases regardless of the valuelof Analytically, this

{1 may be understood since the differendg [see Eq. [(Gb)]
between the gap equation for the magnetization in the purely
ferromagnetic case and the coexistent state reads

0.5

N\
NN

-0.5

|
-
AR R RN
NNNNNNNNNNN
AN
NANNNNY
NNNNN

-15 : : :
-05 0 05 1

M Af:ZU[ - dsNU(a)(l—L)] ~ 0.

- W /-2 2
FIG. 5: (Color online) Plot off (M) in Eq. [63) as a function of © e+ Aa,o

|
-

M. Only the trivial solution exists fof < 1, while three possible (67)
solutions are present &> 1. We have plotted Eq[{65) for values ) .
of I = [0.9,1.1] in steps 0f0.01. Note that in our results, an enhancement of the magnetiza-

tion below the superconductivity critical temperature s a

sent, contrary to the results of Refl 61 who predicted that th
sinceE, > 0 is replaced withe when superconductivity is magnetization should be enhanced in the coexistent phases
lost, which can be both larger and smaller than zero whegompared to the purely ferromagnetic phase. For the weak-
Ao — 0. The present form of EqL(65) is generally valid coupling approach applied here, it seems reasonable that th
for the purely magnetic and the coexistent Al1- and A2-phasegresence of superconductivity should not alter the magaeti

of the ferromagnetic superconductor. tion much, while superconductivity itself is drasticallyod
. ified depending on the strength of the exchange energy. The
,x10 Y Y Y Y Y result of Ref. 611 may be a consequence of the fact that they do

not setsin ¢ = 1 [Eq. (88)], and consequently have additional
nodes compared to the gaps we are using.

6 10-40M1 1
0.9
S5t 0.8
=== 'ALO 0.7
4+
0.6
3+ Spontaneous magnetization arises: 05
coexistence of ferromagnetism =
5 and triplet superconductivity | 0.4
0.3
1 _J
0.2
—e— A2-phase
0 e ‘ N 0.11¢ Al phase |
0.99 1 1.01 1.02 1.03 1.04 1.05 Pure FM
1 1 1.005 1.01 1.015 1.92 1.025 1.03 1.035 1.04

I

FIG. 6: (Color online) Self-consistently solved order paeters at _
T = 0 as a function ofl. It is seen that the coexistent regime of FIG. 7: (Color online) Plot of the exchange enetyy = IM/Er
ferromagnetism and superconductivity is located at 1, wherea at7T = 0 as a function offl = IN(0) for two possible phases of
spontaneous magnetization arises. a FMSC (theA1- and A2-phase) compared to the purely ferromag-

netic case. It is seen thatl is virtually unaltered by the presence

In order to correctly characterize the pairing symmetry ofof superconductivity, at least in the weak-coupling apphoae have

FMSCs, it is of interest to find clear-cut experimental sig-2dopted here (see also Refl 61).
natures that distinguish between the possible phases bf suc
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C. Finite temperature case x 10

The critical temperature for the superconductivity order p

i 103 M i
rameter is found by solving the equation > S

g [ 4 N(e) 4 :
125 de - tanh(e/2T, ), (68) Ao

—wo

W
T

which yields the BCS-like solution

T.o = 1.13wge” VeV iToM(Tes), (69)
’ A2-phase Al-phase Pure FM phase

1
Since the transition temperature for paramagnetism - ferro A
magnetism is in general much larger than the superconduct-| -

1 N H H 1 L M| L M

ing phase transition, one may to good approximation sep —————"¥ = - > —-
M(T.,) = M(0). Itis then evident that the critical tem- 10 10 10 10 10 10
perature depends on the magnetization in the same manner as

the gap itself, and the cutoff-dependence in Eql (64) may bg|g. g: (Color online) Self-consistently solved order paeters as

removed in favor of the critical temperature by substitytin a function of temperature fof = 1.01. Note that the tempera-

Eg. (69). In order to solve the coupled gap equations selfture axis is logarithmic, such that the transition betweres para-

consistently at arbitrary temperature, we considered[EZ) ( magnetic and ferromagnetic phase is much higher than thersup

with the result given in Fig[]8. It is seen that the minority- conducting phase transitions. However, we are able to fusiech

spin gap is clearly suppressed compared to the majority-spithat 7,»s and 7., become comparable. We have also plotted the

gap in the presence of a net magnetization. Also, the grap®2Ps with self-consistently solved valueszatz 0 anq then anIy-

clearly shows that the BCS-temperature dependence constfld @ BCS-temperature dependence (solid black lines), wyiteld

tutes an excellent approximation for the decrease of the OI:;;gmellent consistency with the solution that does not assaifBCS-
. temperature dependence.

with temperature. In what follows, we shall therefore udé se

consistently obtained solutions&t= 0 for the OPs and make

use of the BCS temperature-dependence unless specifically

stated otherwise. In general, the critical temperatureter

ferromagnetic order parametéf, »; exceeds the supercon-

ducting phase transition temperatui®s, by several orders 0.7 *

of magnitude. However, faf very close to one, we are able to T
make these transition temperatures comparable in magnitud 0-6f /
0
1.01 1.0? 1.03 1.04 |

In the experimentally discovered FMSCs UGend URhGe,
one finds thaf’ »; is 50-100 times higher than the tempera-  05[___
ture at which superconductivity arises. “os

_ Toillustrate how the magnetic order parameter depends on 0.4r
I, consider Fig[19 for a plot of the temperature dependence fors =
several values of. The inset shows how the critical tempera- 03|

. ——1=1.02
ture depends on this parameter.
0.2r —=—7=101 1
B« \ ~

Y ——I=1.005
0.1+ \ ]

D. Comparison of free energies | —=—I=ro001

o 3 o
% 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

Although a non-trivial solution of\/ exists, care must be
exercised before concluding that this is the preferredgater
ical configuration of the system. Specifically, it may in the-
ory be possible that the systems prefersitie= 0 solution
regardless of the value @f corresponding to a unitary super-
conducting state witli\y o = A . Itis therefore necessary
to compare the free energies of the = 0 and M # 0 cases
at values ofl where the latter is a possible solution, and also
study their temperature dependence. In the general case, th
analytical expression for the free energy in the coexistent

FIG. 9: (Color online) Temperature-dependence of the ntagoe
der parameter for several values bf The insets shows how the
critical temperature depends én
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unitary superconducting phase reads in Fig. [8). The results are shown in Figls.]11[td 13. Note
102 A2 0o that we now use a different scaling of the free energy, namely
F/N = — + 70 _ Z/ d=N7 (¢) Fnu = F/[NN(0)T?,]. The well-known result that the free
2 —~ 2 o J—Ep—oIM energy of a purely superconducting state joins the freeggner
\/m of the paramagnetic state continuously as the temperature i
0,0

(1 +e_3m) . (70) creases is reproduced in Fif.]11. I_n Fig.] 12, we see thgt
the coexistent phase of ferromagnetism and superconductiv

L |
X 5 + 3 n

ity is energetically favored compared to the purely ferrgma
Note that the gap should be set to zero in the above equatiqietic case, which is consistent with the experimental fzatta
everywhere except in the intervih-wo, wo}. We obtain a di-  transition to superconductivity occurs below the Curiepiem
mensionless measure of the free energy by multiplying withatyre for certain materia€. Finally, in Fig.[I3, we have plot-
I/E%, and denotéhy = FI/(NEZ). Note that the free en- e the energy difference between the unitary and non-ynita
ergies of the unitary state, pure ferromagnetic state, an&p  free energy in addition to the difference between the pagama
magnetic state are obtained as follows: netic and ferromagnetic phases. It is seen that the noasynit
state is energetically preferred over the unitary stateéates

Fy = lim Fyu, ; . )
M—=0 ment which strictly speaking has only been shown to hold for

Fpw=_lim  Fw, our current choice of (I = 1.01), but it seems reasonable
: _> B0 to assume that it holds under quite general circumstanaes du
Fev = lim  Fu. (71)  to the presence of an exchange energy.TAt T, ., when

Ay 0—0 o -
o all superconductivity is lost, the two curves join each othe

In Fig.[10, we plot the difference between the unitary andnonsmootmy sinceny — Frv andFy — Fpy whenT > T, ;.
unitary solution at zero temperatutk " = Fy — Fnu, Which Qur results then suggest the very real possibility of a mexi
clearly shows how the system favors the non-unitary salutio tent phase of spin-triplet superconducting pairing ankiti
with spontaneous magnetization Asncreases. As a result, ant ferromagnetism being realized in the experimentaby di
we suggest that the coexistent phase of ferromagnetism anrgvered ferromagnetic superconductors, since we havershow
superconductivity should be realized at sufficiently lomte that the coexistent phase is energetically favored ovér thet

peratures whenever a magnetic exchange energy is presepfirely magnetic and the non-magnetic superconducting.stat
For consistency, we also verified th&{y < Fgpvy atT = 0

since the system otherwise would prefer to leave supercon- 0-14
ductivity out of the picture and stay purely ferromagnetic.
0.121 ]
5% 107° ‘
<107 g 0df Fpn — Fu 1
45¢ 1 g
v 8
4t Feyn — Fru ] % 0.08f g
3.5 c 0 0.5 1
g 351 3 1 66 T/T. 1
g € 0.061
g 3 25 ] g
-EE 1.005 1.01 1.015 1.02 1.025 Fy — Fxu g
> 2.5¢ i , = 0.04F ]
20
[}
5 2r | 0.02} Teu/Te 1
£
= 1.5¢ i
L | O L L L L
1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
Coexistent phase energetically T/T. 1
051 favored compared to the unitary state |

FIG. 11: (Color online) Free energy difference between tham-
agnetic state {pm) and the unitary superconducting stafe)). In
consistency with established results (eap Ref.|62), the free en-
ergies merge continuously as the temperature gets clo§gitoIn
the inset, we have chosen the zero-temperature value ofatiaenp
agnetic free energy as zero, serving as a reference pointhawée
solved all order parameters self-consistentlyfet 1.01.

1.01 1.015  1.02 1.025 1.03 1.035
1

1 1.005

FIG. 10: (Color online) Comparison between the free eneogytfe
non-unitary and unitary superconducting state at zero ¢eatpre. It
is seen that these values are equalifer 1 (and for/ < 1), while
the non-unitary state is energetically favored for inciegferromag-
netic exchange energy. Thus, the coexistent phase shovddlized
at sufficiently low temperatures in the presence of a fergmatc
exchange energy.
E. Specific heat
We now turn to the temperature-dependence of the free

energy at the fixed value of = 1.01 (the order parame- We next consider some experimental signatures that could
ters were self-consistently solved for this value and ptbtt be expected in the different possible phases of a FMSC. Con-
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FIG. 12: (Color online) Free energy difference between #e f
romagnetic stateHgm) and the non-unitary superconducting state
(Fnu) which displays coexistence of ferromagnetism and superco
ductivity. It is seen that the non-unitary phase is favorethpared

0.4

0.6
T/Te

0.8 1

to the purely ferromagnetic state. In the inset, we have ahdise

zero-temperature value of the ferromagnetic free energyeas,
serving as a reference point. We have solved all order paessne
self-consistently fod = 1.01. The curves of Figs. 12 and 13 may
be made congruent by a simple scaling of the axes. This isgeeon
guence of the weak-coupling limit, where supercondugtiséts in at
a temperature much smaller than the ferromagnet-pararntgnsi-
tion temperature, such the that magnetic order parametessthe
superconducting transition essentially is a temperanadependent

constant.

Free energy difference

16822.0-

— Iy — Inu
== =Fpm — Frm

FIG. 13: (Color online) Free energy difference between thitaty
and non-unitary statef{; — Fyu) as well as the paramagnetic and
ferromagnetic stateFpm — Frm). At T = T+, the curves merge

smoothly into each other since all superconductivity ig.ldsach
step along the ordinate corresponds to an increment of uhit\We
have solved all order parameters self-consistently fer 1.01.

sequently, we have calculated the electronic contribution

the specific heat of the system by making us€'of = Tg—i
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with
S ==Y {f(Bxo)Nlf (Bio)|+[1 = f (Bxo)IN[1— f (B )]}
ko (72)
as the entropy, leading to
B Bl - B (0002520 — oer, 1 9)
R G

Note that the above equation reduces to the correct normal-
state heat capacity in the lim{tA, o, M} — 0, with the

usual linearT-dependence. The terrﬁ% ensures that
the well-known mean-field BCS discontinuity (strictly skea
ing valid only for a type-l superconducfy but clearly
invalid at the transition temperature of a strong type Il
superconducté?:25:64 at the superconducting critical temper-
ature is present in the heat capacity, while the presenar-of f
romagnetism induces a new term proportiona%%. How-
ever, due to our previous argument tHat,; > T, ,, this
term may be neglected since the magnetization remains virtu
ally unaltered in the temperature regime arodid. Going

to the integral representation of the equation for the haat ¢
pacity, one thus obtains

B > . ) A0
Cv=" XU: /_ . d= N (e)[E2 () — WA(,,OT]
x cosh ?[BE, (¢)/2]. (74)

Strictly speaking, one should again divide the above inte-
gral into the region§—FEr, —wo }, {wo, 0}, and{—wq,wop}
where the superconductivity gap should be set to zero in all
regions except the latter. However, since the integrand is
strongly peaked around = 0 (Fermi level), there is little
error made in using the form Ed._(74). In order to obtain the
derivatives of the gap functions with respect to tempeggtur
an analytical approach is permissable since the gaps have th
BCS-temperature dependence (see[Hig. 8)

A o(T) = A,,,o(o)tanh(1.74, /T.o/T — 1),

where the superconductivity critical temperature for spin
fermions is given by Eq.[(69). To illustrate how the super-
conductivity pairing symmetry leaves important fingergsin
in the heat capacity, we solved E@. (74) self-consistemity f
two values ofl corresponding to strong{ ~ 0.5) and weak
(M ~ 0.1) exchange splitting. Af = 1.01, the disconti-
nuity is clearly pronounced fol' = T¢+, but it is hardly
discernable af’ = T, ,. However, forl = 1.0005 where
the superconductivity transition temperatures for majand
minority spins become comparable, a clear double-peak sig-
nature is revealed in the heat capacity. We thus propose that
this particular feature should serve as unambigous evaenc
of a superconducting pairing corresponding to #tiephase
of liquid ®He in ferromagnetic superconductors.

An classic feature of the BCS-theory of superconductivity
was the prediction that the jump in the heat capacit{ .at

(75)
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1o F—101 1 F—1.005 Fermi level). This is due to, as noted above, the larger éxten
b L to which majority-spin carriers dominate themp in specific
ouble peak in Cy o .
as signature of A2-phase heat compared to the total specific heat. As anticipated, the
) jump in Cy depends on the exchange energy, as illustrated in
10f 100 Jum _ Fig.[I3. Of course, in the unitary staté¢ = 0 the jump also
- — patT'=1. L.

8 & reduces to the BCS value although this is not seen from Eq.

S j _ S (79). The reason for this is that we have implicitly assumed

= ump at T'=1T, = ) ~ . . B )

< < that M # 0 in the derivation of Eq.[{719), taking. + > T ;.

S 5l S| In the case where these transition temperatures are ehjaal, t
contribution from both is additive and equal [1.43/2, to pe-s
cific, as seen from EqL(¥9)] and gives the correct BCS result.

1.5 . . T :
0 ‘ : 0 ‘ :
0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1
T/Te T/Tey 1.4y T

FIG. 14: (Color online) Specific heat capacity as a functibtem- 1.3 BCS-result for s-wave superconductors

perature for two values of, corresponding to a strong exchange

splitting (M ~ 0.5) and a weak exchange splittingf{ ~ 0.1). S0l |

A double-peak signature is clearly visible when the tramsitem- E )

peratures for the majority and minority spin bands are coatpe. py

8 111 & Numerical results
N
Q
<

Analytical solution

normalized on the normal-state value was a universal number 1k

namely ~—

AC 0.9 1

( V)‘ ~ 1.43. (76)
Cyv /lr=t,
0.8f J

In the presence of a net magnetization, one would expect that
the universality of this ratio would break down and depend 07 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
on the strength of the exchange energy. This is due to the "0 0.2 04 06 0.8 1
fact that the discontinuity in the specific heat at the superc M

ducting transition is dominated by the majority-spin censi

while the total specific heat to a larger extent has contribuE!G. 15: (Color online) The discontinuity of the heat capacit
tions from both minority-spin and majority spin carrierso T £ = Te.r @ a function of exchange splitting [EG.{79)]. It is seen
investigate this statement quantitatively, we considejump  that the BCS value is recovered at = 1. Note that it would also
in C\y atT = T, since no analytical approach is possible be recovered al/ = 0, although this is not shown explicitely in

- h the figure. The reason for this is that we have assumedithat#
atT = T, as seen from EqL{¥4). We find that the normaITc’T_ We have also plotted the numerical resutsfr the jump with

(ferromagnetic) state heat capacity reads self-consistently solved OPisg. without assuming BCS temperature
2 dependence, fof = {1.001, 1.005, 1.01, 1.02,1.05}, which yield
’]T . . .
C‘F/M - TCT Z N°(0), (77) good agreement with the analytical solution EqJ] (79).
e

] ) . ) Our study ofCy then offers two interesting opportunities:
whereN?(0) is the spin-resolved DOS at Fermi level, while j) the presence or absence of a double-peak signature in the
the difference between the heat capacity in the coexistat®s peat capacity reveals information about the supercondtycti

and the ferromagnetic state’at= 7. 1 reads pairing symmetry realized in the FMSC, aii}ithe normal-
17422 (0)N'(0) ized value of the discontinuous jump &t contains infor-
ACy = = 1,0 _ (78) mation abo_ut the _exchange splitting between the majoritly an
2T+ minority spin carrier bands.

Since the zero-temperature value for the gap\isy(0) =

1.76T, 4, one arrives at VI. SUMMARY
ACYy 1 : I
( e )’ =143—F— (79) In summary, we have derived a general Hamiltonian
v IT=Tes 1+ i—% describing coexistence of itinerant ferromagnetism,-gphit

coupling and mixed spin-singlet/triplet superconducting
The above equation reduces to the BCS-limit for completepairing using mean-field theory. Exact eigenvalues and
spin-polarizationV/ = 1 (zero DOS for spint fermions at  coupled gap equations for the different order parametess ha
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been obtained. Our results may serve as a starting point fgrairing kernelV,,5(|r — r’|), namely
any model describing coexistence of any combination of “ o

these three phenomena simply by applying the appropriate ;7 _ Z drwi(r,t){— Vi 1+ {V + aVy)é(z)
aff

limit. 2m
As a specific application of our results, we have studied
guantum transport between a normal metal and a supercon- +[-Vu+g®)- & 5w;(r,t)
«

ductor lacking an inversion center with mixed singlet and
triplet gaps. We find that there are pronounced peaks and 1 Z drdr’ Vos(|r — o'l (r t)sz (r',t)
. . 2 Otﬂ e} I [5 bl
bumps in the conductance spectrum at voltages corresppndin op
to the sum and difference of the magnitude of the singlet and /
triplet gaps. Consequently, our results may be helpful in ob X ¥p(r', )Yalr, ). (AL)
taining information about the size of the relative conttibn  Here,V; accounts for a non-magnetic scattering potential as-
of different pairing symmetries. N sociated with a barrier located at= 0 while V, is the mag-
Moreover, we considered a system where itineranhetic scattering potentiale. the barrier is spin-active. More-
ferromagnetism uniformly coexists with spin-triplet supe over, V, is the magnetic exchange energy vectgip) =
conductivity as a second application of our theory. We—g(—p)isaterm describing an antisymmetric spin-orbit cou-
solved the coupled gap equations numerically, and prerstentq,"ng energy(p = —1V,), while & is the vector of Pauli ma-

analytical expressions for the order parameters and theffices. We now introduce the mean-field approximation
dependences on quantities such as exchange energy and

temperature. It was found that the coexistent regime of fer- ¥ (r, t)ng(r’) = (] (r, t)z/J;(r’,t)) + &blﬁ, (A2)

romagnetism and superconductivity may indeed be realized . .
since it is energetically favored compared to a unitary supe where the last term describes the flucuations around the aver

conducting stateN/ = 0) and a purely ferromagnetic state. age field, and also define the superconducting order paramete

In order to make contact with the experimental situation, we A 5(r,r') = Vos(|r — v/|)(05(r, t)0a(r, 1)). (A3)
studied the heat capacity and found interesting signaiares o o

the spectrum that may be used in order to obtain informatiof\Pove, we have explicitly made the superconductivity or-
about both the superconductivity pairing symmetry pregent der parameter time-independent, which effectively amstnt

the system and the magnitude of the exchange energy. ~ Saying that it does not depend on energy (the weak-coupling
limit). This provides us with

i= ;/dw;(r,w E Zﬂ; ot {V + aVl)i(e)
Vo +g®)]- 6| v

_|_
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obey the Heisenberg equations of motion
latz/]a (I‘, t) = [dja (I‘, t)7 I;[]
=Y [ st~ ) B0
B

APPENDIX A: BOGOLIUBOV-DE GENNES EQUATIONS
FOR SYSTEMS EXHIBITING COEXISTENCE OF +y / dr' A (r,x )k (r/, 1),
FERROMAGNETISM, SPIN-ORBIT COUPLING, AND 5

SUPERCONDUCTIVITY .
18151/’; (I‘, t) = WJL (I‘, t)? H]

Z / dr's(r — v/ )[-HO(x', —ﬁ)]Zgwé(r’, t)
B

1. Derivation

We start out with a real-space Hamiltonian described by + Z/drIALﬂ(rar'WB(r'at)- (A5)
fermionic field operatorg)(f) (r, ) with a general attractive B
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For convenience, we have defined This is usually assumed to be fixed on the Fermi surface, such
, that only the directional dependencekoénters in Eq.[(ATL),
. A Vi k — krk
0 I S — KFrpK.
Hyg(r,p) 5~ ht (V+ali)i(z)
+Varts)]-o] (A6)
The above equations may be comprised in compact matrix 2. Boundary conditions
form
_ / / / We proceed to provide a general approach in order to obtain
100 (r,1) = [ (e r) V(' 1), the correct boundary conditions at the interface for theewav
U(r.t) — " D i o wtet functions. Continuity of the wavefunction itself is assuine
(5,8) = ¥4 (r, 1), ¥ (r, 1) %(r, )l " in this context. Consider our Eq[(38) which describes the
, HO(x', D)oy A(r,r') Hamiltonian for the N/CeR®i junction. The first row of the
H(r,x') = A'(r,r) [—HM,—p)T 0w | equation explicitly reads
(A7)
1 02 1 02
with 6(r — r') = é,r/, and where we have defined {_%@ T omay? p+ VO‘S(CC)} Ur(2,y)
0 0
A App(r,x') Agy(r,r’) + M= —15-)0@)Y (2, ) + Ak O()v] (, )
A / ™ ALE) ) A8 T,y k1 S Yy
(rr) = <AH( r') Ay (r,x) (A8) o 8yT

Note thatA4 (r,r’) is in general a superposition of a triplet

T) and singlet (S) component that satisf . . .
M glet (S) P y If we now integrate the above equation over a an interval

Apy(r,r') = A (r,7)) + A3 (r, 1), t[e,_—e] along thex-axis and apply the limit — 0, one ob-
ains

A-Tri(r,r’) = AIT(r, r'),

A3 (r,r) = =A% (r, 1), (A9)

. 1
61_1>%1+ { - %[w'll‘(ea y) - w%(_ea y)] + waT(Oa y)
Regarding¥ (r, ¢) as ac-number and assuming a stationary €

solution ¥(r,t) = ¥(r)e'F* with E as the wavefunction + )\/ da:[@(:c)m(:z:,y)]’} =0, (Al4)

energy, it suffices to solve the equation

r) = /dr'y(r,r')\p(r'), (A10)  Wwhere’ denotes derivation with respect 10 The last term
yields £\, (¢, 0) (since®(0) = 1), such that the boundary

By considering a plane-wave solution f(r) and dividing condition for derivative of they(z, y)-component becomes

out the fast oscillations on an atomic-scale (sge Ref.|63),
one is left with most familiar form of the BdG-equations ap- I 1o —m\ 0
pearing in the literature, namely Lo {[wT(E y) == y)] = magy(e, )}

= 2mVop1(0, ). (A15)

n

(H%,f» Ak,r)
A'(kr) [~H(x,—p)]”

) U(r)=E¥(r), (A1l)

Itis seen that the presence of spin-orbit coupling and tha-de
function barrier leads to a discontinuity of the derivatofe
the wave-function. A similar procedure may be applied to
the other components @f(x, y), and this method can also be
extended to include different effective masses on eachddide
F{f(k)} = /dsf(s)e“k's. (A12)  the junction modelled by a simple step-functi®fz).

where the quasiparticle momentdnis the Fourier-transform
of the relative-coordinate= (r — r’)/2,i.e.
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