
ar
X

iv
:c

on
d-

m
at

/0
50

62
77

v1
  [

co
nd

-m
at

.s
up

r-
co

n]
  1

3 
Ju

n 
20

05

M agnetism via superconductivity in SF proxim ity structures

V . N . K rivoruchko, V . N . Varyukhin

Donetsk Physics & Technology Institute NAS ofUkraine,

Str. R.Luxem burg 72,83114 Donetsk,Ukraine and

E-m ail: krivoruc@krivoruc.fti.ac.donetsk.ua

(Dated:)

Abstract

W e consider the proxim ity e�ects in hybrid superconductor (S) - ferrom agnet (F) structures

drawing attention to the induced ferrom agnetism of the S m etal. The analysis is based on a

quasiclassicaltheory ofproxim ity e�ectform etalsin the dirty lim itconditions. Itisshown that,

below the superconducting criticaltem perature,ferrom agnetic correlations extend a distance of

orderofthesuperconductingcoherencelength �S into thesuperconductor,being dependenton the

S/F interface param eters.W e argue thatthe propertiesofm esoscopic SF hybridsm ay drastically

depend upon the m agnetic proxim ity e�ect,and recentexperim entslend supportto the m odelof

SF structureswherethesuperconducting and m agnetic param etersare tightly coupled.
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I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Proxim ity e�ectsarephenom ena stipulated by a ’penetration’ofan orderparam eter(of

som e state)from one m aterialinto another,which doesnotpossesssuch type ofthe order

itself,due to the m aterials being in contact. The leakage ofsuperconducting correlations

into a non-superconducting m aterialisan exam pleofthesuperconducting proxim ity e�ect.

Fora nonm agnetic norm alm etal(N)in contactwith a superconductor(S),the proxim ity

e�ecthasbeen intensively studied and wellunderstood m any yearsago [1,2]. However,in

the case ofSN structureswe dealwith a single type oforder-superconductivity. W hen a

norm alnonm agneticm etalisreplaced by a ferrom agnet(F),thephysicsofproxim ity e�ect

is m uch m ore interesting and rich [2-20]. There are two com peting states with di�erent

orderparam eters: superconductivity and ferrom agnetism . Due to the di�erence in energy

between spin-upandspin-downelectronsandholesundertheexchange�eldofaferrom agnet,

a singlet Cooper pair, adiabatically injected from a superconductor into a ferrom agnet,

acquires a �nite m om entum �p � He=}vF (here H e = �B hF is an extra energy caused

by the intrinsic m agnetic �eld hF in ferrom agnet;vF isthe Ferm ivelocity,} isthe Planck

constant,and �B istheBohrm agneton).Asa result,proxim ity induced superconductivity

ofthe F layer is spatially inhom ogeneous and the order param eter contains nodes where

the phase changes by �. Particularly,transportproperties oftunnelSF structures in the

�-phasestatehaveturned outquiteunusual.Thephaseshiftof� in theground stateofthe

junction isform ally described by thenegative criticalcurrentJC in theJosephson current-

phase relation: J(’)= JC sin(’). The �-phase state ofan SFS weak link due to Cooper

pair spatialoscillation was �rst predicted by Buzdin etal.,[4,5].Experim ents that have

been perform ed by now on SFS weak links[6-8]and SIFS tunneljunctions[9]directly prove

the�-phasesuperconductivity (Idenotesan insulator).Planartunneling spectroscopy also

reveals a �-phase shiftin the orderparam eter,when superconducting correlationscoexist

with ferrom agnetic order[10]. The superconducting phase wasalso m easured directly [11]

using SQUID’sm adeof�-junctions.

There isanotherinteresting case ofa thin F layer,dF << �F ,being in contactwith an

S layer. As far as the thickness ofthe F layer,dF ,is m uch less than the corresponding

superconducting coherencelength,�F ,thereisspin spiltting butthereisnoorderparam eter

oscillation in the F layer. Surprisingly,butitwasrecently predicted Refs. [12,13]thatfor
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SFIFS tunnelstructureswith very thin F layersonecan,ifthereisa parallelorientation of

theF layersm agnetization,turn thejunction intothe�-phasestatewith thecriticalcurrent

inversion;ifthere isan antiparallelorientation ofthe F layersinternal�elds,one can even

enhancethetunnelcurrent.Itwasshown in Refs.[14,15],thatphysicsbehind theinversion

and theenhancem entofthesupercurrentin thiscasedi�ersfrom thatproposed by Buzdin

etal.

W hile proxim ity induced superconductivity ofthe F m etalin SF hybrid structureshas

been intensively studied,m uch lessattention hasbeen paid toam odi�cation oftheelectron

spectrum ofasuperconductorin aregion neartheS/F interfaceduetoaleakageofm agnetic

correlation into thesuperconductor.Som efeatureoftheinduced m agnetism (e.g.,thespin-

splitting ofthedensity ofstates)were found by num ericalcalculationsin Refs.[16-18].To

ourknowledge,only recently the question ofS m etalm agnetization hasbeen addressed in

Refs. [19,20]. (Here we do not touch S/FIsystem s,where FIstands for a ferrom agnetic

insulator (sem iconductor). In such system s conduction electrons penetrate the m agnetic

layeron m uch sm allerdistancesthan in the case ofm etalsand are totally reected atthe

S/FI boundary. The S/FI boundary being m agnetically active rotates spins ofreected

electrons.Thisspin rotation occursonly asa resultofa tunneling by thequasiparticleinto

theclassically forbidden region oftheboundary.Duetothespin rotation theexchange�eld

isinduced in a superconductoron a distance oforderofsuperconducting coherence length

�S nearan S/FIsurface [21-23]. However,in contrastto ferrom agnetic m etals,where the

proxim ity e�ectispronounced,thise�ectisdrastically reduced in S/FIstructures.)

Theinvestigation ofa ’m agneticproxim ity’e�ectin SF nanostructuresisthepurposeof

thisreport.To tacklethephysics,weconsideran interesting and practicablecaseofan SF

structureofam assivesuperconducting and thin ferrom agneticlayers.Usingaquasiclassical

theory ofsuperconductivity forproxim ity coupled bilayer (Sec. II),we willshow thatfor

som e lim itsthe problem can be solved analytically. Two lim itswillbe discussed here: (i)

a weak and (ii)a strong proxim ity e�ect. Section IIIisthe key one;here we describe the

exam ples ofthe m agnetic proxim ity e�ect m anifestation. W e show that due to induced

m agnetism ofthe S m etal: (i) the superconducting phase jum ps at the S/F interface;as

wellas,thereare(ii)additionalsuppression oftheorderparam eterneartheS/F interface;

(iii)the spin splitting ofthe quasiparticle density ofstates(DOS);(iv)the appearance of

the localbandsinside the energy gap;and,directly,in (v)induced equilibrium electronic
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m agnetization oftheS layerthatspreadsoverdistanceoftheorderofthesuperconducting

coherence length �S. W e also briey discuss recentexperim ents. Sum m arizing the results

in Conclusion we draw attention to the fact that in the generalcase,for proxim ity cou-

pled SF hybrid structuresboth phenom ena -induced superconductivity oftheF m etaland

induced m agnetism ofthe S m etal-take place sim ultaneously and should be considered

self-consistently.

II. Q U A SIC LA SSIC A L T H EO RY O F SU P ER C O N D U C T IV IT Y O F SF B ILAY ER

A . B ilayer m odel

Letusconsiderproxim ity e�ectsin thebilayerofa m assivesuperconducting (dS >> �S)

and a thin ferrom agnetic (dF << �F ) m etals,with arbitrary transparency ofthe S/F in-

terface. Here �S = (D S=2�TC )1=2 and �F = (D F =2H e)1=2 stand for the superconducting

coherence lengths,D S;F are the di�usion coe�cients,dS;F are the thicknessesofthe S and

F layers. (Henceforth,we have taken the system ofunits with ~ = kB = 1.) W e assum e

the ’dirty’lim it for both m etals,i.e.,�S;F >> lS;F where lS;F are the electron m ean free

paths. Itisalso assum ed thatthe superconducting criticaltem perature ofthe F m aterial

equalszero.Allquantitiesare assum ed to depend only on a single coordinate x norm alto

the interface surface ofthe m aterials. W e also expectthatthe F layerhasa hom ogeneous

(m onodom ain)m agnetic structure with m agnetization aligned parallelto the interface,so

thatthereisno spontaneousm agneticux penetrating into theS layer.Underthesecondi-

tions,theonly m agneticinteraction which can a�ectthesuperconductoristheshort-range

exchange interaction between the superconducting quasiparticles and m agnetic m om ents

into theferrom agnet.

B . M ain equations

Asiswellknow,thesuperconductivity of’dirty’m etalsisconveniently described by the

quasiclassicalUsadelequations[24]forthe norm al,G ��0(x;!)and eG
��

0(x;!),and anom a-

lous,F
��

0(x;!)and eF
��

0(x;!),Green functions,integrated overenergy and averaged over

the Ferm isurface. (Green functionsare de�ned in a standard way,see,e.g. Ref. [25]). It

can be shown,thatforsingletpairing and in the absence ofspin-ip scattering,the whole

4



system ofUsadelequationsdecom posesintotwoequivalentsubgroups,which goovertoeach

otherunderinterchange ofthe spin indices (� =";#)" ! # and reversalofthe exchange

�eld sign,He  ! �H e

Itisconvenienttotakeintoaccountthenorm alization oftheGreen function,G F ""
eG F ##+

FF #"F
+

F "#
= 1,explicitly and to introduce [2]m odi�ed Usadelfunctions �S,�F ,de�ned

by the relations �S = !FS=G S,�F = ~!FF =G F ,etc. Then we can recast the equations

for the S layer in term s ofthese functions. W e specialize the discussion to a geom etry

when allquantitiesdepend on a single coordinate x,norm alto the S/F interface. Forthe

superconducting m etalwehave(x � 0):

�S = � S + �S
2
�TC

!G S

[G S
2�0

S]
0
; G S =

!

(!2 + �S
~�S)1=2

; (1)

with the superconducting orderparam eter� S(x)determ ined by the self-consistency equa-

tion:

� S ln(T=TC )+ 2�T
X

!> 0

[(� S � �SG S)=!]= 0; (2)

Here the prim e denotesdi�erentiation with respectto a coordinate x,and in Eq. (2)the

sum m ation overfrequenciesiscuto� by theDebyefrequency !D .FortheF m etalwehave

(�dF � x < 0):

�F = �
2
�TC

~!G F

[G F
2�0

F ]
0
; G F =

~!

(~!2 + �F
~�F )1=2

(3)

Here e! = ! + iH e,and ! � !n = �T(2n + 1),n = �1;�2;�3;:::isM atsubara frequency.

Assum ing the sym m etry ofthe system with respect to the rotation in spin space both in

theF and in theS layers,wedrop thespin indices,apartfrom thespeci�ed cases.W ealso

putfortheF m etala vanishing valueofthebaresuperconducting orderparam eter� F = 0,

whilethepairam plitudeFF 6= 0 dueto proxim ity with thesuperconductor.

Theequationsforthefunctions ~�S and ~�F have a form analogousto (1){(3);note that

~�(!;H e) = ��(!;�H e). In Eq. (3) we write our form ulas for the F m etalusing the

e�ective coherence length ofnorm alnonm agnetic (N) m etalwith the di�usion coe�cient

D F ,� = (DF =2�TC )
1=2,instead of�F = (D F =2H e)

1=2,to havea possibility to analyze both

lim its H e ! 0 (SN bilayer) and H e >> �TC . The relation on the ferrom agnetic layer

thicknessonem ay read asdF << m in(�F ;�).
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C . B oundary conditions

The Eqs. (1)-(3) should be supplem ented with the boundary conditions in the bulk

ofthe S m etaland at the externalsurface ofthe F layer. Far from the S/F interface,

x >> �S,fortheS layerwehavetheusualboundary conditionsin thebulk oftheS m etal:

�S(1 )= � S(1 )= � 0(T),where � 0(T)isthe BCS value ofthe orderparam eter. Atthe

externalsurfaceoftheF m etal�=

F
(�dF )= 0.TherelationsattheS/F interfaceweobtain

[26]by generalizing the resultsofKupriyanov and Lukichev [27]forinterface between two

superconductors.

The�rstcondition on theUsadelequationsensurescontinuity ofthesupercurrentowing

through the S/F boundary atany value ofthe interfacialtransparency. Going overto the

m odi�ed Usadelfunctions�S and �F ,the�rstboundary condition hastheform :

1

~!
�GF

2�0
F

�
�
�
�
x= 0

=
1

!
�SG S

2�0
S

�
�
�
�
x= 0

; (4)

Here  = �S�S=�F � isthe proxim ity e�ectparam eter,which characterizes the intensity of

superconducting correlationsinduced in theF layer,and viceversa,an intensity ofm agnetic

correlation induced into the S layer;�S;F are the resistivities ofthe m etals in the norm al

state.

Theboundary condition (4)takesintoaccountthee�ectofquasiparticleDOS ofthem et-

alsincontact.Thesecond relationtakesintoconsideration thee�ectsofa�nitetransparency

(electricalquality)oftheinterface.For�(!;x)-param etrization thesecond boundary con-

dition becom es

�B F G F �
0
F jx= 0 = ~!G S(�S=! � �F =~!)jx= 0; (5)

where B F is the param eter that characterizes the e�ects ofa �nite transparency ofthe

interface. For B F = 0,i.e.,for a fully transparent boundary,condition (5) goes over to

�S=! = �F =e!. The expression for B F can be written through m ore convenient values:

B F = R B =�F �,whereRB istheproductoftheS/F boundary resistanceand itsarea [27].

Therelations(4)and (5)generalizetheproxim ity e�ectproblem with an arbitrary inter-

face transparency forthe case ofa norm alm etalwith ferrom agnetic order.The additional

physicalcondition we assum ed isthatthe exchange splitting ofthe m om entum subbands,

p
�
F
=
p
2m

p
E F � H e,issubstantially sm allerthan theFerm ienergy E F (m isthee�ective
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m assofan electron).Form ostm agneticm aterialsthem om entum renorm alization isnotso

im portantasthefrequency renorm alization,because H e >> !n~�TC while H e << E F and

due to thisthe di�erence in the DOS and transparenciesofthe S/F interface forelectrons

with oppositespin orientationscan beneglected.

According to the Green functionsform alism ,ifthe functionsG S;F (x;!)and FS;F (x;!)

are known,thatisallwe need to be able to describe,atleastin principle,any supercon-

ducting and m agneticpropertiesofthesystem .W edraw attention to thefeatureim portant

forfurtherconclusions: due to superconductivity these isonly a single space length -the

respective superconducting coherence length, �S or�F ,-thatencountersinto thedi�eren-

tialequations(1)and (3). So,due to superconductivity the coordinate dependencesofboth

superconducting and m agnetic propertiesofeach layerhave the sam e typicalspace scale.

D . A nalyticalsolutions

The proxim ity e�ect for an SF structure with a thin F m etal,dF << (�F ;�),can be

reduced to consideration ofthe boundary value problem forthe S layer[2,26,28]. Indeed,

thedi�erentialequation (3)can besolved by iteration with respectto theparam eterdF =�F

(dF =�). To a �rst approxim ation one can neglect the nongradient term and,taking into

accountthat�
0

F (�dF )= 0,we obtain �F (x)= const. In the nextapproxim ation in dF =�

we�nd,afterlinearizing Eq.(3),

�F (!;x)=
~!�F (!;0)

��TC G F

(x + dF ) (6)

Here we have again taken into account the condition that �
0

F (�dF ) = 0. Determ ining

�
0

F
(0)from Eq.(6)and substituting itinto boundary conditions(4)and (5),weobtain the

boundary condition forthefunction �S(!;x).W ehave(herewerestorethespin index):

�SG S�
0

Sjx= 0 = M ~!��S

"

�TC

�

1+
2G SB ~!�
�TC

+
(B ~!�)2

(�TC )2

� 1=2
#� 1

jx= 0 (7)

where e!� � ! + i�H e. The unknown value ofthe function �F (!;x = 0)isde�ned by the

relation:

�F (!;0)= G S�S

�

!

�
B

�TC
+
G S

~!�

�� � 1

jx= 0 (8)
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W e introduce the e�ective boundary param eters,M = dF =� and B = B F dF =�,instead

of and B .Asa result,theproblem oftheproxim ity e�ectfora m assive superconductor

with a thin ferrom agnetlayerreducesto solving theequations(1)and (3)fora sem i-in�nite

S layer with the boundary conditions (7) on the externalside and BCS type on in�nity.

Thespatialdependence ofthefunction �F (!;x)in theF layercan beneglected dueto the

m esoscopic thicknessdF << (�;�F )ofthelatter;Eq.(8)determ inesthevalueof�F (!;0).

Onecan directly see,thatvia the boundary condition,Eq.(7),electronic spin ’up’and

spin ’down’subbands lost its equivalence in the S m ateltoo. Spin discrim ination m eans

m agnetism ofa m etal.Thepenetration ofthem agneticcorrelation intothesuperconducting

layerisgoverned by theproxim ity e�ectparam eterM ,i.e.,by theelectron density ofstates

on contacting m etals.Forhigh quasiparticle’sdensity in theF m etalin com parison to that

in the S counterpart(a large value ofM )the equilibrium di�usion ofthese quasiparticles

into the superconductor leads to an e�ective leakage ofm agnetic order into the S layer

and strong suppression ofsuperconductivity nearthe S/F interface. In the opposite case,

M << 1,theinuenceoftheF layeron propertiesoftheS m etalisweak;iteven vanishes

ifM �! 0. Opposite isthe behaviorofthe superconductivity on thisparam eter. So,to

increasem agneticcorrelation neartheS/F interfaceoneshould increasetheparam eterM ;

in order to increase superconducting correlation one should decrease this param eter. Of

course,theelectricquality oftheinterfaceisalso im portantforthepenetration ofm agnetic

and superconducting correlationsfrom onem etalinto another.

Therearethreeparam eterswhich enterthem odel:M isthem easureofthestrength of

proxim ity e�ectbetween the S and F m etals,B describesthe electricalquality ofthe SF

boundary,and H e istheenergy oftheexchangecorrelation in theF layer.In ageneralcase,

theproblem needsself-consistentnum ericalsolution.Here,to considerthenew physicswe

areinterested in,wewillnotdiscussthequantitativecalculations,butwilluseanalyticalones

obtained earlierin Refs.[26,28]fortwo lim its:(a)M << 1,sm allstrength oftheproxim ity

e�ect-low suppression oftheorderparam eterin theS layerneartheS/F boundary,and (b)

M >> 1,strong suppression oftheorderparam eterin theS layerneartheS/F boundary.

Notethattheresultsobtained areapplicabletoanyvalueoftheS/F boundarytransparency,

aswem adeno speci�cassum ption aboutB in thederivation below.

W eak proxim ity e�ect. IfM << 1,one can �nd an explicit expression for�S(!;x)in
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theform

�S(!;x)= � 0f1� M �~!
exp(��x=�S)

M �~! + !A(!)
g (9)

where� = [(!2+ � 2

0
)=�TC ]1=2 and A(!)= [1+ B ~! (B ~! + 2!=�2)=(�TC )2]

1=2.Asonecan

expect,the m agnetic correlation spreadsinto the S �lm overa distance ofabout�S and it

can m uch exceed the distance ofthe superconducting correlation spreading into the F �lm

�F . IfH e �! 0 (i.e.,~! �! !)the result (9)restores with thatforthe SN bilayer in the

lim itin question (see,e.g.,Ref.[2]).Forthefunction �F (!;0)weobtain

�F (!;0)= � 0~!S=(B ~!�
2 + !)

Strongproxim itye�ect.W hen M >> 1,thebehaviorof�S(!;x)neartheS/F boundary,

0< x << �S,isgiven by

�S(!;0)= B (T)f(�TC + B ~!)=M ~!g (10)

Here B (T)= 2TC [1� (T=TC )2][7�(3)]� 1=2 (see Ref. [2])and �(3)�= 1:2 isthe Riem ann �

function.Thefunction �F (!;0)in thisapproxim ation isread

�F (!;0)= B (T)�TC =M !

Itisseen thattheproxim ity-induced superconductivity in theF layerisindependentofthe

boundary transparency,butdecreaseswith increase ofM .To obtain the resultsforlarger

distance,x & �S,theequationsshould besolved num erically by a self-consistentprocedure.

W ewillnotdiscusstheseresultshere.

III. M A G N ET IC P R O X IM IT Y EFFEC T M A N IFESTAT IO N

An im portantfeature ofthe results obtained forthe SF structure is thatthe m odi�ed

Usadelfunction fortheS layer�S(!;x),Eqs.(9)and (10),directly dependson theexchange

�eld ofthe F m etal. Thatisthe reason to speak aboutthe exchange correlation thathas

been induced into the S layer due to superconductivity. In this section we discuss a few

exam plesofsuch ’m agneticproxim ity e�ect’m anifestation.
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A . P hase variation at SF interface

Com paring the results for an SF structure with those for an SN bilayer,one can �nd

a fundam entalaspect,thatleadsto new physicalconsequences;nam ely,the �S(!;x)isa

com plex function neartheS/F interface.Asa result,theadditional’superconducting phase

rotation’(a phasejum p on theS/F interfaceforourapproxim ation ofa thin ferrom agnetic

layerdF << �F )occursatthe S/F interface. To illustrate this,letustake,forsim plicity,

a structure with favorableform agnetice�ectsinterface param eters:M >> 1 and B = 0.

Then,asfollowsfrom Eq.(10),them odi�ed Usadelfunction atS/F interface�S(!;0)can

bewritten in theform

�S(!;0)= B (T)(�TC =M )
exp(�i�)

(!2 + H 2

e)1=2
, (11)

with � = arctan(He=!).Taking into accountthatatypicalvalueof!~�TC ,onecan seethat

in the lim it H e >> �TC the correlation function acquires an additional��=2 phase shift

in com parison with the sim ilarfunction forthe SN bilayer. Foran SF m ultilayred system

with strong enough ferrom agnetism ofthelayersthephaseshiftcan besum m arized orsub-

tracted,depending on m utualorientation ofF layersm agnetizations,leading to new e�ects

in superonductivity ofSF hybridestructures.Nam ely,onecan show,thatproxim ity induced

m agnetizm ofthe S layers m akes preferrable the �-phase superconductivity ofthe system

forparalleldirectionsoftheexchange�elds;forantiparallelm agnetizationsorientation and

low tem perature,thecriticalcurrentcan beeven enhanced [12-15].

B . Suppression ofthe superconducting order param eter by an exchange �eld

AnotherfeatureoftheS/F boundaryisthatthegap� S(x)issuppressed neartheinterface

m ore strongly than in the SN case. This is not surprising,since one would expect that

induced ferrom agnetism suppressesthe superconducting orderparam eteratsom e distance

into theS layerin excessofthatfornonm agneticnorm allayer.Suppression increaseswith

theincreaseoftheexchangeenergy H e and ofelectricalquality oftheinterface;farfrom the

interface,x >> �S,thebulk superconductivity isrestored.

Using�S(!;x)(9)and theself-consistency condition (2)onecan �nd thespatialvariation

ofthe orderparam eterin the S layer� S(x)fordi�erentvaluesofB and M << 1. The

exchangeinteraction inuenceon thespatialvariation oftheorderparam eterin theS layer
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isshown in Fig. 1. Nam ely,the dependence ofdi�erence ofthe orderparam etersforthe

case when m agnetic interaction is turned o� (i.e.,an SN bilayer) and with ferrom agnetic

correlation (a SF bilayer)asfunction ofdistancefrom theinterfaceisshown;theboundary

param eters,M and B ,are �xed. Itis seen,that inuence ofm agnetism decreases with

increasingthedistancefrom theS/F boundary.Thescaleatwhich superconductivityreaches

thevaluefora SN bilayeris�S from theinterface.Thecurvesin Fig.1illustratethespatial

dependencies ofthe induced exchange correlation in the superconductor for the case of

vanishing interface resistance B = 0. W ith an increase ofthe SF boundary resistance the

electricalcoupling ofthe S and F m etalsdecreases and in the lim itB �! 1 the m etals

becom edecoupled.

C . Exchange �eld spin-splitting ofD O S and intra-gap states

Spin splitting ofDOS and intergap states in the S layer are other m anifestations of

m agneticcorrelation leakageinto a superconductor.Notethatthem agneticlayerdoesnot

inuence the DOS ofthe norm alm etal. In this case the decay length is extrem ely sm all

� p
� 1
F

’ 1�A and thee�ectcan beneglected.

TheGreen functionsfortheS layerG S""(!;x)and G S##(!;x)forboth spin subbandscan

beobtained using solutionsforthefunctions�S(!;x)with ~! = ! + iH e and ~! = ! � iH e,

respectively.Perform ingtheanalyticalcontinuationtothecom plexplanebythesubstitution

! ! �i" wecalculatethespatialdependenceofquasiparticleDOS forspin ’up’and ’down’

subband: N S"(";x)= ReG S""(!;x)and N S#(";x)= ReG S##(!;x),respectively The total

density ofstatesforquasiparticles,byde�nition,isgiven byNS(";x)= N S"(";x)+ N S#(";x).

Using Eqs.(9)and (10),onecan obtain the explicitexpressionsforthetotalDOS,aswell

asforthe speci�ed spin subband. The resulting expressions,which are cum bersom e to be

presented here,im ply that for H e 6= 0,M 6= 0,and B 6= 0 the density ofquasiparticle

statesisspin-splitted: N S"(";x)6= N S#(";x). This isbecause ofthe initialexchange �eld

splittingoftheFerm isurfacein theF m etal,which ism anifested in thecharacteristicsofthe

united system | theSF bilayer.Thesym m etry ofthedensity ofstateswith respectto the

energy variableisalsolost:N S"("> 0;x)6= N S"("< 0;x).However,asonecan expectfrom

theferm ionicsym m etry,thespin-up particlesand spin-down holeshavethesam eDOS,and

likewise forspin-down particlesand spin-up holes;asa resultthe totaldensity N S(";x)is
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sym m etric:N S("> 0;x)= N S("< 0;x).

In Fig. 2 representative N S"(";x) dependences at di�erent distances from the S/F in-

terface are presented for H e = 5�TC and M = 0:1,and vanishing boundary resistance

(B = 0). In Fig.3 the sam e dependence ispresented forx=�S = 1 and di�erentvaluesof

theexchangeenergy.W e�nd thatallfeaturesm entioned abovearesaved on a distanceofa

scale�S from theSF boundary.Thespin-splitting decreaseswith an increaseofthedistance

from theboundary and vanishesin thebulk oftheS layer(seecurve4 in Fig.2).

Otherim portantfeatures,shown in Figs.2 and 3,arethelocalstatesthatappearinside

the energy gap at the distances up ofa few �S from the S/F boundary. These intergap

statesareabsentfarfrom theS/F interface,and also ifH e = 0.Forsm allvaluesofM and

B = 0,asfollowsfrom theexpression (9),N S"(";x)hassingularity for

"= �� 0f1�
M �"~"

"+ M �"~"
exp(��"x=�S)g (12)

where�2" = (� 2

0
� "2)1=2=�TC and ~"= "� H e.W efound thesingularity insidethesupercon-

ducting gap,�� 0 < "< � 0,by num ericalcalculations[19].The localstatesare de�nitely

notduetothespatialvariation ofthepairpotential,butduetoCooperpairsbreakingin the

superconductorby theexchange-induced m agneticcorrelation.Theregion oftheirexistence

increases with the increasing ofH e,orincreasing pair breaking e�ects. In the absence of

spin-ip (e.g.,spin-orbit)scattering,the subgap bandsaccom m odate quasiparticleswith a

de�nite (’up’or’down’)spin direction. These bandsbearsuper�cialresem blance to both

thebandsobserved atinterfaceofsuperconductorand perfectly insulating ferrom agnet[29]

and bulk superconductorcontaining �niteconcentrationsofm agneticim purities[30,31].

D . Induced m agnetization ofthe S layer

Aswe saw above,theinuence ofthe ferrom agneton the superconductorisreected in

a nonzero valueofthedi�erencein theDOS forspin-up and spin-down unpaired electrons,

N S"(";x)and N S#(";x).ThisDOS splitting causesan e�ectivem agnetization M S(x)ofthe

S layer,thatcan befound using therelation:

M S(x)=M O =

Z 1

0

d"fN S"(";x)� N S#(";x)gf(") (13)

where M O = gSe�B (= �B ) is a quasiparticle m agnetic m om ent,Se = 1=2;g = 2 and

f(")= 1=[exp("=T)+1]istheFerm idistributionfunction.Figure4illustratesthem echanism
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ofproxim ity induced m agnetization ofthe S layer. ForT < TC we took f(")= 1,i.e.,all

statesbelow Ferm ilevelare �lled (dashed regionsin Fig. 4),while allstatesabove Ferm i

energy areem pty.One can directly see from the �gurethattheS layeracquiresa nonzero

m agneticm om ent.Thissuggestion iscon�rm ed by num ericalcalculationsofM S(x)Eq.(13)

shown in Figs.5,6.Figure5showsthem agnetization ofthesuperconductorversusdistance

from the S/F interface for�xed boundary param eters. The sam e m agnetic characteristics

butforaSF sandwich with �xed exchangeenergy and boundary transparency,and di�erent

proxim ity e�ectstrength arepresented in Fig.6.

E. Experim ent

There are only a few experim entalreportsdevoted to the questionsdiscussed here. In-

terplay between m agnetism and superconductivity in Nb/Co m ultilayerswasrecently inves-

tigated by Ogrin etal.[32].The uppercritical�eldsofthesam pleswere m easured forthe

�eld applied parallelto the plane,HC 2jj and perpendicularto the plane H C 2? ofthe �lm s.

E�ective thicknessoftheCo layer,deff ,they de�nethrough thewellknown relation:

deff =

�
�0

2�H C 2?

�
1=2

H C 2?

H C 2jj

where�0 standsforux quantum .Experim entsrevealed thatthee�ectivethicknessofthe

m agnetic layerin N b=Co structuresisusually m uch largerthan itsphysicalthicknessdC o.

Forexam ple,taking the data on sam ple with dC o = 1.8.nm ,the authorsobtained a value

deff = 12 nm ,so that deff >> dC o. The ’increase’ofthe thicknesses was so great that

in allsam ples,exceptforthose with extrem ely thin m agnetic layers,the crossoverto a 3D

state superconductivity isnever in factobserved experim entally. Thisisto be contrasted

with the case ofnonm agnetic spacerlayers,where these two length scalesare com parable.

Taking into accountourresults,weexplain theriseofthee�ectivem agneticlayerthickness

in the N b=Co m ultilayer asan im pactofproxim ity e�ect. Nam ely,the induced m agnetic

correlation intotheS layerdepletesCooperpairsdensity attheSF boundary,which results

in an excessthicknessofthem agneticlayer.

Them odi�cation oftheDOS in m esoscopicsuperconducting stripsofAlundertheinu-

ence ofm agnetic proxim ity e�ectofa classicalferrom agnetN ihasalso been studied both

theoreticallyand experim entally in [33].However,sincethetunnelspectroscopy experim ents
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werecarried outwith a nonm agneticprobe,theauthorscould notm easure spin-denendent

localDOS in thesuperconducting side.

The interestin the m agnetic proxim ity e�ecthasbeen increased with the developm ent

ofexperim entaltechniqueslike neutron reectom etry and m uon spin rotation,which allow

to determ ine accurately the spatialdistribution ofm agnetic m om ents. Forexam ple,very

recently m ultilayered system YBa2Cu3O 7/La2=3Ca1=3M nO 3 have been studied by neutron

reectom etry in [34]. Evidence for a characteristic di�erence between the structuraland

m agnetic depth pro�lesisobtained from the occurrence ofa structurally forbidden Bragg

peak is a ferrom agnetic state. The authors discussed �ndings in two possible scenarios:

a sizable m agnetic m om ent within the Slayer antiparallelto one in the F layer (inverse

proxim ity e�ect),ora "dead" region in theF layerwith zero netm agneticm om ent.

IV . C O N C LU SIO N

In recent years, advances in m aterials growth and fabrication techniques have m ade

it possible to create heterostructures with high quality interfaces. Taking into account

thatferrom agnet-superconductorhybrid system shave greatscienti�c im portance,and are

prom isingforapplication in spin-electronics,itisnotsurprisingthatinteresttothesehybrid

m aterialshasbeen renewed.Asfarasthethicknessofsuperconductingand m agneticm etals

in such structuresm ay bea few atom icperiods,understanding ofhow theproxim ity e�ects

m odify electronicpropertiesofS/F interfacesisgrowing in im portance.

W e have studied in the m agnetic correlationsacquired by a superconductor atS/F in-

terfacedueto a proxim ity e�ect.W ehave found thatan equilibrium exchange ofelectrons

between theF and S m etalsresultsnotonly in proxim ity induced superconductivity ofthe

F m etal,aswasfound earlier,butin proxim ity induced m agnetism oftheS m etal,too.The

m agneticcorrelationsspread overalargedistancewhich isoftheorderofthesuperconduct-

ing coherence length �S and can exceed both the ferrom agnetic and the superconducting

�lm sthicknesses. Thatiswhy the existence ofthese m agnetic propertiesofthe S m etalis

quite im portantforSF nanoscale structuresand should be taken into accountwhile com -

paringtheoreticalresultswith experim entaldata.Sum m arizingtheresults,weshould stress

thatforSF nanoscopic hybrid structuresboth phenom ena,{ the superconducting and the

m agneticproxim ity e�ects,{ takeplacesim ultaneously,and both should bepaid attention
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Figure C aptures

Fig. 1. The di�erence ofthe superconducting order param eter in the S layer versus

distance from the interface forSN and SF structureswith the sam e boundary param eters

(M = 0:1,B = 0),and di�erentferrom agnetic�eld energy He=�TC = 8,9,10,12 and 15.

Fig. 2. Norm alized density ofstate for spin ’up’quasiparticles in the S layer ofthe

SF sandwich forM = 0:1 ,B = 0 and H e = 5�TC ,and variousdistances from the S/F

interface:x=�S = 0,1,5,and 30 (curves1,2,3,and 4,respectively).

Fig.3.Sam easin Fig.4 forM = 0:1,B = 0:1 and x = �S,and variousferrom agnetic

�eld energies:He=�TC = 1,2,and 5 (curves1,2,and 3,respectively).

Fig. 4. Quasiparticle density ofstatesin the S layernearthe S/F interface;M = 0:1,

B = 0:0,x = �S,and H e = 5�TC .AllstatesaboveFerm ienergy areem pty;allstatesbelow

Firm ilevelare�lled (dashed regionsin �gure).

Fig.5.Leakage ofm agnetization into the S m aterialversusdistance from the interface

forSF sandwich forM = 0:1 ,B = 0 ,and di�erentexchangeenergiesHe=�TC =7,5,and

3 (curves1,2,and 3,respectively).

Fig. 6. Sam e as in Fig. 6 for B = 0 ,H e = 3:5�TC and di�erent proxim ity e�ect

strength M = 0.1,0.15,0.2 (curves1,2,and 3,respectively).
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