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1. NTRODUCTION

Recently K in and O verhauser KO )! obtained di erent results for them agnetic in purity
e ect on superconductors com pared w ith those of A brikosov and G or'’kov’s theory? F irst, the
Initial slope of T, decrease by m agnetic in purities is found to depend on the superconductor
and therefore is not the universal constant proposed by Abrikosov and G orkov. Second,
the reduction of T, by m agnetic in purities is signi cantly lessened whenever the m ean free
path ‘becom es an aller than the BC S coherence length . T his com pensation phenom enon
hasbeen cbserved by adding non-m agnetic in purities’ > and radiation dam age,® 8 whereas
prior theories predict that m agnetic Im purity e ect isnot In uenced by the non-m agnetic
scattering.

In this paper we com pare the theoretical T, values calculated by KO theory with the
data of Hofm ann, Bauried], and Ziam ann ® Fairly good agreem ent was ound. Hofn ann
et al. irradiated pure In and In + 400 ppm Mn foilswith Arions. A T.= 22K in T,
forapure 70 nm In In compared to an identical In ion inplanted wih 400 ppm M n
was changed to T.= 03K afterboth Inswere exposed to a 275 kev Ar —=ion uence of

22 10%am 2. Both Insweremaintained below 15K during the A¥ imadiation. The

N[

reason of this com pensation phenom enon is that only m agnetic solutes w ithin ¢« o)
ofa Cooper pair's center ofm ass can din Inish the pairing interaction.

W e also point out the problem inherent in the selfconsistency equation ofthe G or'’kov’s
om alisn 21° In the presence of the m agnetic in purities the selfconsistency equation fails
to choose a correct pairing, which is consistent w ith the physical constraint of the system .
T he s=lfconsistency equation allow s som e extra pairing temm s forlbidden by the physical con-
strant. The ram edy is the ollow Ing: we 1rst nd a correct form ofthe Anom alous G reen’s
fiunction satisfying the physical constraint and then derive a selfconsistency equation from
it. In that case the revised selfoconsistency equation givesnothingbut K In and O verhauser's

resultl



2.BCS-TYPE THEORY BY KIM AND OVERHAUSER

Wewilbre y review KO'’s approach! The m agnetic interaction between a conduction

electron at r and a m agnetic In purity thaving spin S), located atR ;, is given by

Hp ©)=Js S (& Ri); 1)

where s = % and Vv, is the atom ic volum e. In the presence of the m agnetic in purities

BCS pairing must em ploy degenerate partners which have the Js $ scattering built in
because the strength of exchange scattering J is much lamger than the binding energy.
T his scattered state representation was rst ntroduced by A nderson in his theory of dirty

superconductors!? T he scattered basis state which carries the label, k , is
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g =N FEFT 4+ eTVTw, o+ W, ) @)
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where,
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;5 and 5 are the polar and azinuthal angles of the spin S5 at R4, and the ’s are the

electron energies of the host. T he perturbed basis state for the degenerate partner of (2) is:

X
l . .
. Zblkf + el(K+q) r(qu qu )]: (5)
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At each point ¥, the two spins of the degenerate partner becom e canted by the m ixing
of the plane wave and sphericalwavelet com ponent. Consequently, the BC S condensate is
forced to have a triplet com ponent because of the canting caused by the exchange scattering.

The new m atrix elem ent between the canted basis pairs is (to order J?)

Vig = V < Q08 o ®) >< cos , ®)>; )
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where is the canting anglke. The angular brackets indicate both a spatial and in purity

average. It is given
< s, e)>=1 2% .F; (7)

where jV ¥ is the relative probability contained in the virtual spherical waves surrounding

the m agnetic solutes (com pared to the planewave part). From Egs. (2)—(4) we obtain

J?m2s%¢, R
= — 8
.5 s ®)

Because the paircorrelation am plitude falls exponentially asexp( r= )2 at T = 0 and

asexp( r=35 ) near T., we set

Then one nds

35
2

< ws >=1

; 10)

where \ = %  isthemean free path for exchange scattering only.
The BCS T, equation still applies after a m odi cation ofthe e ective coupling constant

according to Eq. (6):
eee = < s > (11)

where the BCS isN,V:A ccordingly, the BCS T, equation is now,

1

kg To= 1d3hlye et 12)

T he niial slope is given

0%63h
kg ( To) = : (13)

s

The factor 1= show s that the initial slope depends on the superconductor and is not a

universal constant. For an extended range of solute concentration, KO nd



1 1 u
<os >=—+—[l+5=)1te?; 14
5 2[1 (2)] ; (14)
where
u 35 eff:2‘s: (15)

W hen the conduction electrons have a m ean free path ‘which is am aller than the coher-
ence kngth , (for a pure superconductor), the e ective coherence length is

S
eff * o- (16)

For a superconductor which has ordinary in purties aswellasm agnetic in purities, the total

m ean-free path ‘" is given by

+

1 1 1
St @

0]
o

where Y, is the potential scattering mean free path. Tt is clkar from Eqg. (16) that the
potential scattering profoundly a ects the param agnetic In purity e ect. In other words,
the size of the C ooper pair is reduced by the potential scattering and the reduced C ocper
pair sees a an aller num ber of m agnetic In purities. A coordingly the m agnetic in purity
e ect is partially suppressed. This is the ordgin of the com pensation phenom ena observed

in experim ents3 8

3.COMPARISON W ITH EXPERIM ENTS

Now we com pare the KO theory wih experimnent. In Fig. 1 the T, of In (open sym bols)
and InM n (closed symbols) were plotted as a function of Ar*  uence. The data are due to
Hofim ann, Bauried], and Ziem ann 8 W ellannealed In-F ilm sw ith the thickness of 70nm were
prepared. The m ean value of the residual resistivities, ;, was 0.62 w ih a varation of
20% . During the iradiation, In— In s were m aintained below 15K . A s you see, irradiation

Induces the increase of the transition tem perature of In— In, which may be due to the



Increase of electron-phonon Interaction. O pen symbolswere tted by the BCS T. equation

w ith
= 0284 tanh (055 + 1:76): 18)

denotesthe Ar" uence/10°. The D ebye frequency !, of In was set to be 129K . C losed
symbols show the transition tem perature of n-M n alloys which were irradiated with Ar*
after the M n—-im plantation. 400PPM ofM n was inplanted and led to T. 22K . Notice
that Ar" irradiation not only increases the T, as in the case of In- In but also suppress the
T. decrease caused by M n in plantation. T his com pensation ofm agnetic i purity e ect by
radiation dam age contradicts Abrikosov-6 or’kov’s theory. M erriam et al® also found that
adding dilute concentrations of ordinary inpurties such as Pb or Sn to buk In samples
signi cantly reduces the m agnetic im purity e ect.
Aswe saw In Sec. 2, the ratio of the e ective coherence length to the soin disorder

p‘—o=‘s,detennjnesTc.UsjngtheDrudeﬁ)rmu]a, = m=né& ,

scattering length, =%
we can calculate the electron mean freepath ‘= v . Forhn = 115 1¢an ° and
ve = 174 10%°an =sec. The residual resistivity increase due to the M n-im plantation is
estinatedtobe y, 1 an.On theotherhand, the residual resistivity increass,  a.,

due to A r irradiation, m easured by by Hoffin ann, Ziem ann, and Buckel'* was tted by
ar= 65In( + 1): 19)
C onsequently, the total resistivity, o, iS

tot = it ar ™t M n

=062+ 65In( + 1)+ 10: (20)

From the total resistivity we can calculate ‘ and the e ective coherence length. W ith the
e ective ooherence length we readily nd T by the BCS T, equation. The theoretical
curve shown (lower solid curve) Involves jist one adjustable param eter, ., In order that

T = 115K , the cbserved value w ithout irradiation. W e used y = 35330A . Because the



In Insare actually quasittwo din ensional, there m ay be som e corrections due to the nite
thikness, which seem to be negligbl in dirty lin it. Neverthelss the agreem ent is fairly
good considering som e uncertainties In the In thicknesse ect and In the calculation ofthe

total resistivity.

4. GOR'/KOV'SFORMALISM W ITH PAIRING CONSTRAINT

T his com pensation phenom enon contradicts prior theories for m agnetic solites? The
failire of Abrikosov and G or’kov’s theory originates from the Inclusion of the extra pairing
term s w hich violate the physical constraint ofthe A nom alous G reen’s fiinction F (r; r%) 202>
Now we show how we can obtain the result of KO theory from the G or’kov’s form alisn . For
sin plicity let’s consider only the (spin-non ip) z-com ponent of the m agnetic interaction.

G or’kov’s self-consistency equation is given

Z

X "
(r)=VT MG ; ;DG (@ )ay 1)
where
. X @ @
G} iD= ——; 22)
1
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and
X oy () @
G#l (ro;l) = k#'—ko# 23)
RO L %0
Note that ., denotesonly the soin-up com ponent ofthe wavefunction Eq. (2) n the spinor

representation. Eq. (21) is derived from the follow ing A nom alous G reen’s finction®®

z
F @)= OG) DGY, %Dl (24)
However, Eq. (24) does not satisfy the hom ogeneiy condition after averaging out the

In puriy positions, that is,

im p

Fool) "6 F @ 050) ©5)



Substituting Egs. 22) and (23) nto Eq. 24) we nd extra pairing tem s such as

@) (@) D= SE A4 0 @)+ ]

6§ fr ): 26)

Even if we assum e the (ncorrect) constant pair potential, we can not elim nate the ex-—
tra pairing between ., and ,, because up spin and down spin electrons feel di erent

potentials. N otice that
pn D oy DALE 0 @)

In fact, the nclusion of the extra pairing hasbeen clain ed the origin of the so-called pair-
breaking ofthem agnetic in purities.°!’ H owever the extra pairing tem sviolate the physical
oconstraint of the Anom alous G reen’s function.

T he ram edy is to Inocorporate the pairing constraint derived from the Anom alousG reen’s

function into the selfoonsistency equation. T he revised selfconsistency equation is
(€)= VT WG| @)G*, @) dy 28)

where superscript P denotes the pairing constraint which dictates pairing between ., and

gy - Notice that Eq. (28) is nothing but another form ofthe BCS gap equation,

X
=V, ,—%tanh (£); 29)
K 0 Kk 2 ” 2T
where
7
x = go @) 4, (@) (0)dr; 30)
and
z
kao = V kOu (r) RO# (r) R# (r) g®" (r)dr: (31)



5.CONCLUSION

U sing the theory by K in and O verhauser, we have studied the com pensation ofm agnetic
Inpurty e ect In superconductors as a consequence of radiation dam age. G ood agreem ent
w ith the experin ental data was found. W e also showed that G or’kov’s fom alisn w ih

pairing constraint derived from the A nom alous G reen’s function gives rise to the KO theory.
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F igure C aption

Fig. 1. Superconducting transition tem perature T, of In (open symbols) and In-M n
(closed symbols) vs Ar uence. Data are due to Hofm ann, Bauried], and Ziem ann, Ref.
8. 1=, was adjusted in the theoretical curve (ower curve) so that T, = 115K wihout

irradiation.
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