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Effect of superconductivity on non-uniform magnetization in dirty SF junctions
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We study proximity effect in a tunnel junction between a bulk superconductor and a thin dis-
ordered ferromagnetic layer on its surface. Cooper pairs penetrating from the superconductor into
the ferromagnet tend to destabilize its uniform magnetic order. The competition of this effect and
the intrinsic magnetic stiffness of the ferromagnet leads to a second order phase transition between
uniform and non-uniform magnetic states. Using the quasiclassical Usadel equation, we derive the
Landau functional for this transition and construct the complete phase diagram of the effect. We
identify a special point of “resonance” at which the characteristic energy scale of the proximity
effect equals the exchange field of the ferromagnet. At this point, the uniform magnetic state is
unstable even in the limit of large stiffness. We further explore the parameter regime far beyond
the transition and determine the properties of the resulting strongly non-uniform magnetic state.

I. INTRODUCTION

Proximity effect arises in junctions between supercon-
ductors and normal metals and lays the foundation for
numerous fascinating physical phenomena. The main mi-
croscopic mechanism behind proximity effect is the coher-
ent penetration and propagation of Cooper pairs from the
superconductor into the normal metal [1]. One of the ear-
liest and most studied manifestations of this mechanism
is the Josephson effect [2] in the SNS junctions[3, 4].

Mutual influence of the superconductors and normal
metals becomes even more diverse in materials with mag-
netic order. A pristine ferromagnet is characterized by a
uniform magnetization while Cooper pairs in a supercon-
ductor are in the singlet state of the electron spins. When
the two materials are brought into contact (SF junction)
Cooper pairs cannot easily penetrate into the ferromag-
net due to the spin mismatch. Exchange field inside the
ferromagnet converts a Cooper pair from the singlet state
into a triplet with zero projection of the total spin on
the direction of magnetization. However, Cooper pairs
in both singlet and triplet spin states strongly decay in
a uniform ferromagnet. The situation changes dramati-
cally when the magnetic order in the ferromagnet is non-
uniform, e.g. due to the presence of magnetic domains.
Triplet Cooper pairs can propagate much easier in the
magnetic material if the projection of their total spin on
the magnetization direction is nonzero. This results in
a long-range proximity effect in non-uniform (and non-
collinear) ferromagnets—a topic of particular scientific
interest in the last few decades [5-25].

In the present work, we take a different point of view
on the same phenomenon. We will not specify any par-
ticular magnetic texture in the ferromagnetic part of the
junction. Instead our goal is to find an optimal texture
that will arise in a ferromagnet as a result of proximity to
a superconductor. When singlet Cooper pairs enter the
ferromagnet, electron spins participate in the exchange
interaction with local magnetic moments. Since all such
moments are naturally aligned in the same direction, ex-

change with Cooper pair electrons will inevitably lead to
an attempt of spin flip. At the same time, the ferromag-
net has its own magnetic stiffness that tends to align all
localized moments in a single direction. Competition of
these two effects may result in the phase transition be-
tween uniform and nonuniform magnetic states depend-
ing on the relative strength of proximity effect and fer-
romagnetic stiffness. To study the possibility of such a
phase transition is the main objective of our work.

A similar problem about the phase transition into a
nonuniform magnetic state in the SF junction was con-
sidered previously in Ref. [26]. Main assumptions of that
work are (i) temperature close to T, of the superconduc-
tor, (ii) transparent boundary conditions between S and
F parts of the junction, and (iii) ballistic electron motion
in the ferromagnet. These conditions result in a rather
complicated theoretical model that includes both direct
and inverse proximity effect and requires solving intri-
cate equations for electron dynamics together with the
self-consistency equation for the superconducting order
parameter. The problem was only solved for a specific
candidate nonuniform state—helical magnetic order—
and the conclusion was that transition into such a state
requires unrealistically strong proximity effect.

We will study a junction of the same geometry but un-
der very different conditions. We assume a tunnel bound-
ary between the superconductor and ferromagnet, dif-
fusive electron motion, arbitrary temperature and allow
for any nonuniform magnetic order. Taking advantage
of the quasiclassical approximation (Erp7 > 1, where
Er is the Fermi energy and 7 is the electron mean free
time) [27, 28] and diffusive limit (A7 < 1, where A is
the superconducting gap), we will describe the junction
in terms of quasiclassical Green functions using the Us-
adel equation [29, 30]. Tunnel junction between the su-
perconductor and ferromagnet also allows us to neglect
the inverse proximity effect on the superconducting side.
We will demonstrate the possibility of the phase transi-
tion into a nonuniform magnetic state and establish a full
phase diagram of the junction. We will also discuss the
properties of the system well beyond the phase transition
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FIG. 1.  Schematic depiction of the SF junction. A bulk
superconductor (blue) is brought into contact with a thin fer-
romagnetic layer (green). Cooper pairs from the superconduc-
tor penetrate into the ferromagnet and can establish there a
nonuniform magnetic order.

deep in the magnetically modulated phase.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we pro-
vide a detailed formulation of the problem and of the
quasiclassical approximation. We also derive the Usadel
equation suited for the hybrid structure with an arbitrary
magnetic texture in the ferromagnetic part. In Sec. III
we develop a perturbation theory for weakly nonuniform
magnetic states in the Usadel equation. Within this per-
turbation theory, we derive the Landau functional de-
scribing the second order phase transition between uni-
form and nonuniform magnetization and develop a com-
plete phase diagram of this effect. We also identify a spe-
cific point of “resonance” in parameter space where the
proximity effect becomes very strong and perturbation
theory fails. In Sec. IV, we focus on a specific magnetic
order—helical state—and consider the system for arbi-
trary parameters both near and far beyond the phase
transition. We study magnetic modulation deep in the
nonuniform state and also in the vicinity of the resonance.
We summarize the results and discuss possible extensions
of the model in Sec. V. Technically intricate calculations
at the point of resonance are relegated to Appendix.

II. QUASICLASSICAL FORMALISM
A. Statement of the problem

We consider a hybrid SF system consisting of a bulk
superconductor and a ferromagnetic layer on its surface,
see Fig. 1. The ferromagnetic layer will be treated as
a two-dimensional metal with a local exchange field h.
This exchange field has a fixed absolute value but its di-
rection can vary along the layer. Superconducting part
of the junction is characterized by a constant value of
the order parameter A. Coupling between the supercon-
ductor and the ferromagnet is quantified by the interface

conductance G measured in units e?/h per unit area.
The total free energy of the structure is a sum of mag-
netic and proximity contributions:

F - Fmag+FproX' (1)

Magnetic part of the energy takes into account possible
spatial variations of h and can be written as [31] [32]

P@g:/fr%vm? (2)

Here n is the unit vector in the direction of h and ( is the
2D magnetic stiffness of the ferromagnet. Expression (2)
is just the first term in the expansion of the free energy
in the limit when the direction of magnetization slowly
varies in space.

The second, proximity part of the free energy (1) takes
into account electron dynamics in the whole system.
Electrons can penetrate the SF boundary and thus es-
tablish the proximity effect between superconductor and
ferromagnet. We will treat this part of the free energy
in the quasiclassical approximation. Quasiclassical Green
function g depends on a single point in real space, a single
positive Matsubara energy €, and has the form of a 4 x 4
matrix in the Nambu-Gor’kov and spin spaces [30]. We
will use notations 7, . and o4, . for the Pauli matrices
acting in these two spaces, respectively. In addition, qua-
siclassical Green function satisfies the constraint ¢ = 1
and hence can be represented as

g=T"'7.T. (3)

Here T € U(4) is any unitary matrix of size four. There
is however a redundancy in associating g and 7. Two
distinct matrices 17 o encode the same matrix g if they
differ by a left rotation T, = K717 with a unitary matrix
K that commutes with 7,. Such matrices K form a sub-
group U(2) x U(2) of the group U(4) of matrices T'. Hence
we can identify different matrices g with right cosets of K
inT: g € U(4)/U(2) x U(2). This is a manifold of dimen-
sion eight hence the most general quasiclassical Green
function can be parametrized by eight variables.

The quasiclassical Green function is determined by
solving the Usadel equation [29]. However, it is tech-
nically easier to work with the equivalent action

Slg] = wu/d?’r tr [Z(ng — (er, +ihor, + AT,)g|.
(4)

Here v is the density of states at the Fermi energy per
one spin component and D is the diffusion constant. In
our setup, the action (4) contains the term with A only
inside the superconductor while the h term is present
only inside the ferromagnetic layer. The values of v and
D can be also different in the two materials.

The interface between superconducting and ferromag-
netic parts of the junction is at z = 0, see Fig. 1. The
Green function g takes different values on the two sides
of the interface, we will denote them ¢(+0). To take into



account the coupling between two materials we add the
following boundary term [33, 34] to the action (4):
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Naturally, this part of the action involves only a 2D in-
tegral along the boundary, while Eq. (4) contains a full
volume integral.

The actual quasiclassical Green function minimizes the
total action that is a sum of Egs. (4) and (5). Finding
minimum of Eq. (4) is equivalent to solving the Usadel
equation while Eq. (5) provides proper boundary condi-
tions. Once the Green function g is found, it determines
the minimized action Spin(€) at a given Matsubara en-
ergy €. The free energy is then found as a sum over
positive Matsubara energies

Frox =T Suin(€). (6)

e>0

Sp = dr tr[g(+0) g(<0)|.  (5)

As usual, fermionic Matsubara energies take odd discrete
values € = (2n + 1)nT, where T is the temperature. Our
goal is to perform such a calculation for an arbitrary
magnetic texture h and find the corresponding effective
free energy (1).

B. Reduction of the Usadel equation

We will now simplify quite general equations of the
previous Section in several steps to take advantage of the
geometry of our problem. Since we have a setup with only
one bulk superconductor, we can fix the order parameter
A to be real. As a consequence, the action (4) contains
only two Pauli matrices 7,, and 7, in the Nambu-Gor’kov
space. Matrix g, minimizing this action, will also contain
only these two components. We can write it explicitly as

9= 3 —imQ+ i @

Here the matrix @) operates only in the spin space and
has the size 2 x 2. We have also chosen the form (7) such
that the condition g? = 1 is automatically satisfied.

The action (4) takes the following form in terms of Q:

sl = [ dBrtr[gwcz)(w-l)

— (e +iho —iA)Q — (e +iha +iA)Q™'|. (8)

The matrix @ belongs to the unitary group U(2) with
only four independent parameters in the spin space.
These parameters are directly related to one singlet and
three triplet components of the anomalous Green func-
tion [35].

The boundary action (5) takes the following form with
the ansatz (7):

_mGr

Sp ==

/d% tr[Qle +Q7Qs|. (9

Here Qg is the value of @ in the superconductor right
near the interface at z = +0 and @ is the corresponding
matrix on the ferromagnetic side z = —0. We will assume
the coupling G between superconductor and ferromag-
net to be relatively weak such that the solution inside the
superconductor is insensitive to the presence of the ferro-
magnet. In other words, the matrix Qg will be constant
everywhere in the superconductor and will minimize the
bulk action (8) there disregarding the boundary term.

Inside the superconductor, exchange field h is absent
and the action (8) is fully rotationally symmetric. Its
spatially uniform minimum Qg is a trivial matrix in the
spin space and has the form

Qs = ei@g’ tanfg = % (10)
The angle fg is the standard Usadel angle that quantifies
the conventional spin-singlet anomalous Green function.
With this matrix g, the boundary action (9) depends
on the matrix @ in the ferromagnetic layer only.

We further assume the ferromagnetic layer to be so
thin, that the matrix @ there, as well as the exchange
field h, does not change with z. Both quantities will
be two-dimensional functions of lateral coordinates only.
With these assumptions, the action (8) in the ferromag-
net together with the boundary contribution (9) becomes

siQ) = [ dru|F(vQ) Ve
— (e +iho + v~ )Q — (¢ + iho + 'yews)Q_l} . (11

Here we have the two-dimensional density of states v
that is proportional to the thickness of the ferromagnetic
layer. We have also introduced an energy parameter

T4
It appears due to the boundary term and provides the en-
ergy scale of the proximity effect. The most interesting
interplay between ferromagnetism and proximity effect
occurs when v is comparable to the exchange field in the
ferromagnet. Let us note that in general the parameter
~ can be larger or smaller than the order parameter A in
the superconductor. These two cases have some qualita-
tive differences that will be discussed later. For now we
do not assume any relation between the energy scales v
and A.

We have thus established the effective two-dimensional
action (11) that is to be minimized with respect to @ for
a given configuration of the exchange field h. We will
further transform the action (11) by applying a rotation
in the spin space in order to align the field h along the z
axis. For any magnetic texture h, the rotation is defined
such that

¥ (12)

no =W lo. W, Q— W tQw. (13)

Here n = h/h is the unit vector in the direction of h
the same as in Eq. (2). This transformation replaces the



term ho in the action (11) with ho.. However, since the
matrix W varies in space, the gradients in the action will
be replaced by long derivatives D defined as follows:

D=V +ilA,-], A=i(VIW)W~t  (14)

Physically, the vector A (whose components are spin ma-
trices) plays the role of a nonabelian vector potential. It
characterizes the rapidness of spatial rotation of the mag-
netization.

In the rotated frame, the action (11) becomes

s = [ d2rtrB(DQ)(DQ1)

— (e +iho, + ve~5)Q — (e + iho, +ve'?5)Q7 1.
(15)

All the information about nonuniform magnetization is
now encoded inside the gradient term in the vector po-
tential (14). This action will be the main object of our
further analysis.

IIT. PERTURBATION THEORY

Throughout the paper we will assume that rotation of
the magnetization in real space is relatively slow. This
translates into relative smallness of the vector potential
A defined in Eq. (14). Our goal is to construct a series
expansion Sy, = Sp + 51 + Sz + ... of the minimized
action (15) in powers of A. As will be shown below,
this expansion goes in even powers, such that S; ~ A2
Sy ~ A% etc. The zero order term Sy is independent of
A and hence will not be important for our analysis.

A. Uniform state

As the zero order approximation, we first neglect the
vector potential altogether and consider the uniformly
magnetized state. In this limit, the action (15) has a
complete translational invariance in the plane of the fer-
romagnetic layer and can be minimized by a constant
matrix Qp. The gradient term [first term in Eq. (15)]
identically vanishes in this case. Since all the matrices
explicitly entering the action (15) are diagonal, we can
also seek a solution in the diagonal form

0+m
QO = <e 0 zGO—m) (16)

(&

Angles 6 and m can be readily found by minimizing Eq.
(15). Their values are such that

2hy sin g
tanh(2m) = 17
anh(2m) €2 + h2 + 2 + 2eycos g’ (172)
2¢e7ysin 6 2 sin(26
tan(20) = ¢ysinfs + 77 sin(20s) (17b)

€2 + h? + 2eycosOg + 2 cos(20s)

Physical meaning of the angles 6 and m are quite sim-
ple. The angle 6 is the standard Usadel angle appearing
in the conventional Usadel equation. It quantifies the
ratio of normal and anomalous parts of the local quasi-
classical Green function and has the same meaning as the
angle fg in Eq. (10) in the superconducting part of the
junction. The parameter m is analogous to 6 but for the
spin-triplet component of the quasiclassical Green func-
tion. In our case, magnetization is uniform and points in
the z direction hence the only triplet component is the
one with zero projection of the total spin on the z axis.

It should be noted that originally the matrix @, as de-
fined in Eq. (7) belongs to the compact unitary group
U(2). However, the matrix Qg from Eq. (16) violates
unitarity. This means that the uniform minimum of the
action (15) lies outside the original manifold where this
action was derived. This is quite a standard situation
for the saddle-point analysis: quasiclassical solution of a
quantum mechanical problem involves trajectories that
go into complex plane in terms of originally real coordi-
nates. As a result, the matrix Qg provides a minimum of
the action (15) with respect to real deviations of 6 and
imaginary deviations of m from the point (17).

B. Weakly nonuniform state

Once the magnetization h is nonuniform, the solution
(16) is no longer a true minimum of the action (15). We
assume that magnetization varies slowly in space and
hence the vector potential A defined in Eq. (14) is rela-
tively small. This vector potential enters in the first, gra-
dient term in Eq. (15) inside the long derivatives. Hence
we can treat the whole gradient term as a small pertur-
bation. To the first order, the change of the action can
be written as the value of this gradient term computed
at the uniform solution Qy:

S1 =

™2 [ dru0aoma;")

wvD

sinth/dQTtr[A,Uz]2. (18)

Here we have used the definition of the long derivative
(14).

The vector potential A is related to the rotation of the
basis (13) and hence to the direction of magnetization n.
These relations allow us to establish the identity

tr[A, 0.)> = —2(Vn)% (19)

We see that the action (18) has exactly the same de-
pendence on n as the proper magnetic free energy (2).
Combining both contributions, we have the total free en-

ergy

F= / d*r C_TO‘ (Vn)2, (20)



with the parameter a given by the Matsubara sum

a =2nmvDT Z sinh? m(e). (21)
e>0

We observe that the proximity effect softens the ferro-
magnet by reducing its stiffness by a. Once the difference
{ —a is negative, the uniform state of the ferromagnet be-
comes unstable and the system undergoes a second order
phase transition into a nonuniformly magnetized state.

In the remainder of this Section we will analyze the
dependence of o on the three relevant energy scales of
the system: magnetization magnitude h, superconduct-
ing order parameter A, and coupling through the tunnel
barrier . For simplicity, we will assume zero tempera-
ture limit and replace the Matsubara summation in Eq.
(21) by an equivalent integral. Analytic computation of
this integral with m from Eq. (17a) in its most general
form still seems unfeasible. We will thus resort to two
limiting cases of relatively weak (y <« A) and strong
(v > A) proximity coupling. In both limits, the param-
eter « is a function of the ratio h/~.

Consider first the case v < A. Relevant energies in Eq.
(21) are from the interval 0 < € < v. Hence, according
to Eq. (10), we can replace fg = /2 in Eq. (17a). In the
limit of zero temperature, Eq. (21) reduces to a complete
elliptic integral and yields

oo VD{V[K(}L/V) — E(h/7)],
h[K(v/h) — E(v/h)],

This function « is shown in Fig. 2. It is completely sym-
metric with respect to h <+ v and diverges at the symme-
try point h = . This is physically the most interesting
point. Diverging o means that no matter how stiff the
ferromagnet is, the difference ( —a will inevitably become
negative close to the point h = v. We thus conclude that
in the vicinity of this point the system should exhibit a
transition to a nonuniform magnetic state irrespective of
the value of (. We will refer to this point in the parameter
space as the resonance.

In the opposite limit of relatively strong proximity ef-
fect v > A, relevant energies in Eq. (21) are from the
interval 0 < ¢ < A. We can neglect explicit appearance
of € in Eq. (17a) and retain the energy dependence only
via the parameter fg. We take the zero temperature limit
and change integration variable from € to g according
to Eq. (10). This will again bring Eq. (21) to the form
of a complete elliptic integral

vDA 2h~y 2h~y
= K —FEl —— |- 2
T [ (72+h2> <72+h2>] 2

This function is also shown in Fig. 2. It is again sym-
metric under the interchange h < v and diverges at the
resonance h = . We also show the value of « at different
nonzero temperatures in Fig. 3.

Vicinity of the resonance h = + is the most interesting
part of our solution since the proximity effect is strongest

h <7,

h > 7. (22)
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FIG. 2. Phase diagram for the transition into a non-uniform
magnetic state at zero temperature for different values of A.
Curves correspond to ¢ = a with a from Eq. (21). The hori-
zontal axis shows arctan(y/h) in order to emphasize the sym-
metry h < «. On the vertical axis, the magnetic stiffness ¢
is measured in units vDA. The upper curve corresponds to
Eq. (23). The lowest curve approaches the limit of Eq. (22).
Both limiting curves are symmetric under v <> h while the
intermediate curves are very slightly asymmetric.
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FIG. 3. Phase diagram for the transition into a non-uniform
magnetic state in the limit v > A at different temperatures.
Transition occurs at ¢ = a with the value of a according
to Eq. (21). At zero temperature, the curve corresponds to
Eq. (23) and diverges at the point of resonance h = ~. For
non-zero temperatures we also take into account suppression
of the order parameter A(T') according to the standard BCS
theory [36]. The horizontal axis is the same as in Fig. 2. On
the vertical axis, the magnetic stiffness { is measured in units
vDAo where Ay is the value of A at T' = 0. Maximal possible
value of T is the critical temperature T ~ 0.57A.

there. We can analyze this parameter range for an arbi-
trary ratio v/A. Divergence happens due to contribution
of small energies in Eq. (21). Making an expansion of Eq.
(17a) in small € and in small difference h — v, we can es-
timate

: vA Y
lnmm{m_ﬂ, T T}' (24)

We have thus established conditions for the second or-
der phase transition between states with homogeneous



and inhomogeneous magnetization. It happens when the
parameter a exceeds the magnetic stiffness ¢. In order
to analyze the inhomogeneous state that emerges at the
transition, we need to expand the free energy to a higher
order in gradients of n. This will be done in the next
Section.

C. Landau functional

Once the parameter « exceeds ¢ the ferromagnetic or-
der becomes nonuniform. Close to the transition, the
leading term of the free energy expansion (20) almost
vanishes and the next term in gradients of n gets impor-
tant. To derive this next term, we should also take into
account deviations of @ from the uniform solution (16).
We will quantify this deviation by a matrix X and write
an expansion near the uniform solution as

Q=0Qu(1+X+X%/2+...). (25)

We treat the complete first term of the action (15) as a
small perturbation. This term is of the order A2. Hence
X ~ A? and we will expand the action to the second
order in X and to the fourth order in A. Performing
this expansion and using the value of @)y from Eq. (16),
we obtain the second order term in the expansion of the
action

Sy = 7w / rtr {DXD(leDQO) _ <A0+ f_)xﬂ,
(26)
At = \/(e + ih + ve~19s) (e & ih + yeifs). (27)

It remains to minimize this quadratic action with respect
to X.

The first, linear term of Eq. (26) contains the matrix
D(Qy'PQo). This matrix has zero trace and hence can
be expanded in three Pauli matrices in the spin space:

D(Q; ' DQo) = co. (28)

Using this expansion we can minimize the action (26)
explicitly in terms of components of ¢ and obtain

a4+c 321 1
=mvD? [ d° 2 —=+—)]. (2
=TV /d /\++>\_+ ()\++)\_>] (29)

Elements of the vector ¢ can be found directly by sub-
stituting Qo from Eq. (16) into Eq. (28). Combinations
of vector components that enter Eq. (29) can be then
related to the gradients of magnetization by using the
definitions (13) and (14). The resulting expressions are

inh?(2 inh?(2
¢ = wtr(png _ w Vo)t (30)
9 2_Sinh2m D252 — (Do)t
et = — tr[( o) (Do) }

= sinh®m[n x V?n]”. (31)
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FIG. 4. Dependence of 8 [Eq. (33), upper panel] and 3’ [Eq.
(34), lower panel] on v/h for different values of A at zero
temperature. Horizontal axis is the same as in Figs. 2 and 3.
Parameter 3’ diverges at h > v according to Eq. (35) hence
only half of the horizontal axis in the lower panel is shown.

With these values we can rewrite the action (29) di-
rectly in terms of the gradients of n. Remaining sum-
mation over Matsubara energies in Eq. (6) provides the
next term in the expansion of the free energy. Together
with Eq. (20), this yields the following Landau functional
for the phase transition between uniform and nonuniform
states:

F:/dzr(;a(vm%f(vm‘* v )

(32)
Two new coefficients in this expansion are defined as

B 9 sinh?(2m) [ 1 1
B =nvD Tgiél wa) (33)

. h2
g =4mp?ry T (34)

Similar to the parameter « discussed in the previous
Section, the two extra parameters 8 and ' are functions
of three energy scales: magnetization h, superconducting
gap A, and temperature 7. Dependence of 5 and ' on
the ratio h/7 is shown in Fig.4 for several values of A/~.
Unlike «, there is no symmetry under the interchange
h <> . Both parameters diverge at zero temperature at
the resonance point h = v even stronger than «. The pa-
rameter 3 diverges as |h —~|™3/2 while 5/ ~ |h —~|~1/2.
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FIG. 5. Illustration of the helical state in the ferromagnetic
layer, view from above. Wave vector ¢ points to the right and
the direction of magnetization rotates in the horizontal plane
with the aperture angle ¢ = /2, cf. Eq. (36).

Moreover, 3’ diverges logarithmically at zero tempera-
tures everywhere in the region h > =,

8 ~ vD?A~? n min{A,h}.
(A +7)h\/h% —~2 T

We have thus established the full Landau functional
(32) for the second order phase transition into a nonuni-
form magnetic state. This functional takes into account
proximity effects due to coupling to the superconductor.
Any additional intrinsic or geometric effects in the ferro-
magnetic layer, like e.g. magnetic anisotropy or demagne-
tizing factor, can be also added to this functional directly.
Particular magnetic texture arising at the transition can
be then derived from the full functional. In the next
Section, we will consider one possible solution to this
problem.

(35)

IV. HELICAL STATE

Minimizing Landau functional (32) in its full form
means solving a corresponding nonlinear differential
equation. Among many possible nontrivial solutions
there is always a particularly simple one—the helical
state, in which magnetization rotates in real space with
a constant rate. We will consider the helical state of the
following form:

sin v cos(qx)
n = | sin¢sin(qx) |. (36)
cos Y

Magnetization rotates with the wave vector ¢ along a
cone with the aperture ¥». We choose the = axis in real
space in the direction of ¢ and the z axis in spin space
along the axis of the cone, Fig. 5.

We can determine the values of 1) and ¢ by minimizing
the free energy. For the helical state (36), spatial density

of the Landau functional (32) is constant and equals

F= q;sin2w[<a+ q;(ﬂsin2w+6'6082¢>} (37)

This expression always has a trivial stationary point with
1 = 0 corresponding to the uniform state. However,
when « exceeds ( this stationary point becomes unsta-
ble and another solution is realized. Minimizing the free
energy with respect to ¢ and ¢, we find the aperture
¥ =m7/2 and

0, a < (¢,
q= a—C (38)

We have thus identified the parameters of the helical
magnetic state near the phase transition from the uni-
form state. Here o and S are functions of h and v as was
discussed in the previous Section. Remarkably, the value
of 8’ turns out to be unimportant since the optimal he-
lical state corresponds to the rotation of n along a great
circle in the spin space with ¢ = 7/2.

Our model does not include any spin-orbit effects hence
the orientation of n in spin space is unrelated to the ori-
entation of the sample in real space. However, if mag-
netization rotates parallel to the plane of the sample, as
shown in Fig. 5, it will further minimize the energy of
the external magnetic field created outside the sample.

A. Developed helical state

Helical state provides a valid minimum of the action
not only close to the phase transition but actually for
any values of the parameters also deep inside the region
of nonuniform magnetization on the phase diagram Fig.
2. Far from the phase transition, the value of the wave
vector ¢ is no longer small and we will refer to this solu-
tion as the developed helical state.

We can directly compute the action (15) for the con-
figuration (36) without resorting to the perturbative ex-
pansion of Section III. An important advantage of the
solution (36) is that the action density is constant in
space and equals

S =—7v [Dq2 sinh? m — 4h sin @ sinh m
+ 4(6 cos @ + vy cos(6 — 95)) cosh m] . (39)

In the uniform case ¢ = 0, minimization of this action
yields Egs. (17) for # and m. For a nonzero ¢, this mini-
mization can be performed numerically. Subsequent sum-
mation over the Matsubara energies yields the proximity
part of the free energy (6). Together with the magnetic
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FIG. 6. Dependence of Dg?/h (in color, logarithmic scale) for
the helical state on arctan(vy/h) (horizontal axis) and {/vDA
(vertical axis). Near the phase transition (close to the border
of the colored region), the amplitude of the wave vector ¢
obeys Eq. (38). Upper part of the plot near h = ~ corresponds
to the resonance. Wave vector ¢ is given by Eq. (49) there.
Developed helical state is at the bottom of the plot with small
¢ and relatively large g, cf. Eq. (43).

contribution (2), we have the following free energy den-
sity for the helical state:

F= S 1Y Spn(ena). (40)
2 . ’

This expression is to be minimized with respect to ¢ in
order to find the optimal value of the wave vector in the
helical state.

At the point of its minimum, the action (39) is sta-
tionary with respect to variations in m or 6. Its only
dependence on ¢ comes from the first term, where ¢® en-
ters explicitly. Using this fact, we can take a derivative
in g of the total free energy density (40) and find the
following general equation for the optimal value of g:

¢ =2mnvDT Z sinh? m(e, q). (41)
e>0

Here m(e, q) is the value of m that minimizes the action
(39) at a given energy. Let us stress that Eq. (41) works
equally well anywhere in the parameter space. Both near
and far from the phase transition into the helical state.

We show the result of numerical solution of Eq. (41) in
Fig. 6. Boundaries of the nonuniform phase in this plot
are the same as in Fig. 2. The color inside the nonuniform
region shows the optimal value of q. We observe that ¢ is
indeed small close to the phase transition and then grows
to relatively large values far from the transition.

In the limit of relatively small {, lower part of the
plot in Fig. 6, the value of ¢ gets large. We can study
this asymptotic regime analytically by assuming m in Eq.
(39) to be small. In this limit, we can replace coshm =~ 1
in the action (39) and find sinh m from the first two terms
of the action:

2h ~vsinfg

2
sinhm ~ — sinf ~ (42)

Dq? Dq? \/e2 +~2 + 2ev cos Og .

Optimal value of @ here is determined from the minimiza-
tion of the last two terms of the action.

With this value of m, we can find the optimal ¢ from
Eq. (41). In the two limiting cases of either v > A or
~ < A this value is

min{y, A} 1/4
2T '

min{y, A} tanh

h [27WD (43)

VD¢

D
As expected, ¢ grows with decreasing ( although rela-
tively slow.

B. Helical state at the resonance

Another interesting point on the phase diagram Fig. 6
that requires a special treatment is the resonance h = .
Parameters of the Landau functional Eq. (37) formally
diverge at this point hence a simple expansion in small
q is invalid. We will use a more general identity (41)
instead.

At zero temperature, the sum over Matsubara energies
in Eq. (41) is replaced by an integral. At the point of
resonance h = v and at ¢ = 0 this integral is the same
as in the definition of the parameter «, Eq. (21), and
features the same logarithmic divergence, Eq. (24). It
can be traced back to the dependence of sinhm on €. In
the uniform magnetic state at low energies, we can use
Eq. (17a) and approximate

sinh? m ~ EAE
2v+Ace

(44)
This identity is valid provided m > 1.

The same estimate for sinh m can be derived directly
from the action (39). This is achieved by using the uni-
form solution for € from Eq. (17b) and taking the limit
of large m. Then the action density takes the following
form:

S =—mv [e m

We also retain here the ¢ term that is needed to limit
the logarithmic divergence at low energies. To minimize
this action with respect to m requires solving a cubic
equation. We however do not need its exact solution.
It is sufficient to note that at not too small energies the
solution is independent of ¢ and reproduces Eq. (44). The
parameter m grows with decreasing e until the effect of
q? term kicks in. Setting ¢ = 0 in the action above, we
find the maximal value achieved by m:

16+
Dq?’

e3mmax —

(46)



Comparing this value with Eq. (44) we establish the lower
bound on the logarithmic integral in e. The upper bound
is set at the scale where m ceases to be large and the
asymptotics (44) fails. This yields the following energy
window for the logarithmic integral in Eq. (41):

2/3
A LQ <e< A . (47)
v+ A\ Dgq v+ A

Within this approximation, the identity (41) becomes

vD ~A 5y
~———In—. 48
¢ 3 vy+A " Dqg? (48)
The optimal value of ¢ at the point of resonance is then
exponentially small:

[2 p| -3 1A
q x DeXp[ 50D A } (49)

Numerical prefactor in this expression is of the order 1.
It can be also found analytically in the two limits v > A
and v < A, see Appendix A.

On one hand, at the resonance, a nonuniform magnetic
state emerges even in stiff ferromagnets with relatively
large ¢. This is the most favorable parameter range in
the phase diagram to observe appearance of the nonuni-
form magnetization. On the other hand, the value of ¢
becomes exponentially small as ( is increased. This is the
reason why the Landau functional expansion (37) fails to
describe this limit.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

To summarize, we have investigated the interplay be-
tween ferromagnetism and superconducting proximity ef-
fect in a thin disordered ferromagnetic layer coupled to a
bulk superconductor, Fig. 1. Our main finding is the pos-
sibility of a continuous phase transition between uniform
and nonuniform magnetic state of this system. We have
identified conditions under which this transition occurs
depending on the parameters of the junction. In the most
general case, these parameters include exchange field h
and stiffness ¢ of the ferromagnet, order parameter A of
the superconductor, conductance of the SF boundary
[measured in energy units, Eq. (12)], and temperature
T. Phase diagrams for this transition in the space of pa-
rameters are shown in Figs. 2 and 3. Transition into a
nonuniform magnetic state occurs provided the stiffness
¢ of the ferromagnet is lower than a certain threshold
value that depends on all other parameters.

We have constructed the Landau functional Eq. (32)—
an expansion of the free energy in the vicinity of the phase
transition. This functional allows for any type of mag-
netic texture and can be used to directly compare differ-
ent types of nonuniform magnetic orders on the energy
scale. An interesting feature of the Landau functional is
the divergence of its parameters at the point h = v at

zero temperature. This divergence implies that super-
conducting proximity effect is strongest when the cou-
pling between normal and superconducting parts of the
junction is in resonance with the ferromagnet’s exchange
field. Formally, a nonuniform magnetic state appears at
this resonance point even for relatively high values of the
magnetic stiffness.

We have further studied the simplest possible magnetic
texture in the SF junction—the helical state. Near the
phase transition, the most energetically favorable config-
uration corresponds to the magnetization rotating with
a constant rate in real space (quantified by the wave vec-
tor ¢) along a great circle in the spin space. This helical
state was also studied far from the transition, where ¢
is no longer a small parameter. In particular, we have
found a power-law increase of ¢ o< ¢~'/* with lowering
magnetic stiffness ¢, see Eq. (43). We have also studied
the point of resonance h = ~, where the Landau func-
tional expansion breaks down, and found a finite albeit
exponentially small value of ¢ there, see Eq. (49).

In this work, we have focused on the simplest
model of the ferromagnet disregarding possible magnetic
anisotropy or spin-orbit coupling. Such an idealized
model has no coupling between directions in real and spin
spaces hence any magnetic texture can be freely rotated
as a whole in the spin space without additional energy
cost. It is straightforward to include magnetic anisotropy
in our model by just adding the corresponding term to
the magnetic energy (2). For ferromagnets with an easy
plane, such an extra term will not change our findings, it
will just fix the preferred plane of rotation for the helical
state. Taking into account the energy of magnetic field
outside of the ferromagnetic layer (demagnetizing factor)
produces a similar effect: rotation of magnetization oc-
curs preferably in the plane of the sample. In the sample
with the easy axis anisotropy, a helical state with a non-
trivial aperture i # m/2 may arise. Effects of spin-orbit
coupling, e.g., Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya interaction [37, 38],
can be also included directly in the magnetic free energy.

Throughout the paper, we have assumed a tunnel con-
tact between superconductor and ferromagnetic layer. In
the opposite case of a transparent boundary, the inverse
proximity effect on the superconducting side of the junc-
tion should be also taken into account. However, qualita-
tive picture of the phase transition between uniform and
nonuniform magnetic states in such a junction should be
similar to the one found here.

Similar effects based on the interplay between super-
conducting proximity and ferromagnetism will also arise
in junctions of other geometries. The simplest general-
ization of the junction studied in this paper is an SFS
heterostructure with a thin ferromagnetic layer sand-
wiched between two bulk superconductors. In such a
junction, the strength of proximity effect can be tuned
by the Josephson current applied between superconduct-
ing leads. This provides an additional control parameter
to study the phase transition into a nonuniform mag-
netic state. Another related geometry involves a long



ferromagnetic wire attached to a bulk superconducting
lead only by its end. In such a system, proximity effect
may induce a nonuniform magnetic order where magneti-
zation changes its direction as a function of the distance
from the superconductor. This problem will be studied
in a separate publication.

Let us estimate the parameters for a feasible exper-
imental setup to observe formation of the nonuniform
magnetic state predicted in this paper. Although most
ferromagnets have a relatively large exchange field h
much exceeding typical superconducting gap A, it is ad-
vantageous to reduce their ratio. For instance, a dilute
ferromagnetic alloy Cug 48Nig 52 has the Curie tempera-
ture of the order 20-30K that is comparable to the su-
perconducting gap of niobium A = 17K. This combina-
tion of materials was used in Ref. [39] to fabricate SFS
Josephson junctions with phase shift 7. These junctions
also had a very short electron mean free path [ ~ Inm.

For the problem studied in this paper, a ferromagnetic
layer of the same material with thickness d < 10nm
would behave as a true 2D metal at energy scales of
the order of h. Superconducting part of the junction
should be relatively clean with the diffusion constant
D > h2d?/A ~ 2-107%m?/s in order to neglect possible
inverse proximity effect. Magnetic stiffness of the fer-
romagnetic layer can be estimated from the same Curie
temperature and turns out to be ( ~ vDA. Most chal-
lenging parameter is the boundary conductance Gp. To
make the proximity effect stronger, we would like to get
as close as possible to the point of resonance h = 7.
Tunneling conductance per unit area is proportional to
the density of states and to the transparency T of the
boundary. Using Eq. (12), we can estimate the optimal
transparency as

T~ hd ~0.1. (50)
UF
This value corresponds to a relatively good electric con-
tact between superconductor and ferromagnetic layer.
We conclude that observation of the transition into a
nonuniform magnetic state is quite feasible in a properly
constructed SF junction.
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Appendix A: Wave vector at resonance

As was discussed earlier, in the resonant regime h =~y
at zero temperature the energy sum in Eq. (41) is loga-
rithmically large and accumulates over a wide range of
energies, see Eq. (47). The parameter m also varies from
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0 up to a large value mpy.x at € = 0, see Eq. (46). Our
goal in this Appendix is to find the wave vector ¢ at the
resonance up to the numerical prefactor. In order to do
this, we introduce an intermediate energy scale A and
split the energy integral in Eq. (41) into upper and lower
parts. The corresponding threshold value of m we will
denote p = m(A,q).

A 2/3 A
ﬁ—A (qu) <A< 71 < (Ala)
1< << Mypax- (Alb)

In the upper region € > A, we can neglect the inhomo-
geneity term Dg? in the action density (39) and use the
values of 6 and m from Eqgs. (17). In the lower region
e < A, the value of m > pu is large and the action can
be approximated by Eq. (45). In the intermediate region
near the energy ¢ ~ A, both approximations are valid
and provide the same estimate (44) for the value of m.
This establishes a relation between A and u:

- D (A2)

v+ A

We are now ready to estimate the integral in Eq. (41) in
the two asymptotic limits. In the region ¢ < A, the value
of m(e,q) is determined by minimizing the action Eq.
(39), which is equivalent to solving a cubic equation. We
can overcome this obstacle by changing the integration
variable from e to m:

A e=A
/ de sinh? m(e, q) = esinh? m(e, q)
0

e=0

+ / dme(m,q)sinh2m. (A3)
o

Here the function e(m,¢q) is the result of minimization
of Eq. (39) with respect to m and then resolving the
corresponding equation in €. Using the relation (46), we
can express ¢ in terms of mpy,x. Then the integrand in

Eq. (A3) takes a simple form in terms of the new variable
g = 63(m_mmax)

e sinh(2m) = %\/ 11262 —26/24 €. (Ad)

Integration in the lower energy region then yields

A
/ de sinh® m(e, q)
0

~A { 1. D¢* 3 1

- B e SIS Y D
N R R R A T

(A5)

Now let us estimate the integral (41) in the upper en-
ergy region. In this regime we can neglect the wave vec-
tor ¢ altogether, and take the value of m directly from



Eq. (17a). The resulting integral is very complicated but
greatly simplifies in the two limits of large and small ~:

1
00 A p+=-In2—-1, y<K<A,
/ de sinh? m(e) = ﬁ %
A 7 M_§7 A<<’7
(A6)

Complete integral over all energies in Eq. (41) is the
sum of the two contributions Eqgs. (A5) and (A6). We
observe that in this sum, the parameter p cancels out.
This happens for any ratio /A since the whole integral
does not depend on the artificially introduced splitting
parameter.

Using Eq. (41), we obtain a more accurate version of
the result (49) for the wave vector ¢ at the resonance:

o e (26 At
="\ D\ 72D Ay )

(A7)
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Here the prefactor C' takes the following values in the
limiting cases:

10
8€Xp<— ;ﬂ> ~ 1.55, v LA,
= 4
¢ 29/4 exp (— ;W> ~1.95 > A, (A8)
~ 1.52 (minimum), v = 1.67TA

Numerical evaluation of the integral (A6) provides the
value of C for an arbitrary ratio v/A. It yields the mini-
mal value cited in Eq. (A8) and also shows that C' always
stays within the interval [1.52; 1.95].
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