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A bstract

Layered and pseudocubic Ru-based perovskites have been the sub fct of consider—
able recent attention, due to their unusualm agnetic properties and the discovery of
superconductivity in one m em ber of the fam ily, SpR U0 4. From a m agnetic point
of view , Interest derives from the stable ferrom agnetism In SrRuO 3, gradually dis—
appearing to a non-m agnetic phase upon substituting Sr w ith isovalent Ca, a very
unusual kind of behavior for 3d perovskites. On the superconducting side, inter—
est was stin ulated by theoretical confctures and experin ental indications that
SR U0 4 m ight be a p-wave superconductor. W e report rstprinciples LSDA cal-
culations for ferrom agnetic SrRuO 3, antiferrom agnetic S Y RuO ¢, non-m agnetic
CaRuo0 3, and superconducting SryRu0 4. In all cases, m agnetic properties are well
reproduced by the calculations. Anom alous properties are explaned in term s of
sinple TB m odels and Stoner theory.An im portant result is that O bears sizable
m agnetic m om ents and plays an in portant rok in the form ation of the m agnetic
states.Based on these calculations, we have built am odel for the g-dependent Stoner
Interaction, which we consequently applied to SpRuO 4 to estin ate superconduct—
Ing and m assrenom alization electron-param agnon coupling constants. W e found
that spin— uctuation induced p-w ave superconductivity ispossble in SpRuUO 4.The
estim ated critical tem perature, speci c heat and susceptibility renom alizations are
all in good agreaem ent w ith experim ent.

T he recent discovery of superconductivity in the layered ruthenate, SbRUO 4
[l]hasgenerated new interest in Ru-based perovskies.At rst glance thism a-
terial seam s analogous to the high-T. cuprates. For instance, it has a sim ilar
crystal structure (it is isostructuralw ith La,Cu0 4) and is apparently close to
am agnetic nstability (Sp,Ca; yRuO 3 and SprRuY O ¢ are ferro—and antiferro—
m agnetic, respectively) . O n the other hand, the m ore we leam about ruthen—
ates, the Jess sin ilar to cuprates they seem . W hilke initial Interest was largely
related to the sin ilarity to the high-T. m aterdals, now it ism ore that ruthen-
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ates are deam ed Interesting per se, and, at least in their m agnetic properties
they are m ore variegated and probably m ore interesting than cuprates. Fur-
them ore, it appears that superconductivity In SR U0 4 can hardly be under-
stood w ithout a good understanding of m agnetism in rutheniim perovskites
In general. T hus this paper naturally breaks into two parts. F irst, we discuss
m agnetian in ruthenates, speci cally antiferrom agnetic SsRuY O ¢, ferrom ag—
netic STRu0 3; and param agnetic CaRu0 3:W ew illshow that despite the w ide
range of m agnetic properties, they all are govermed by a sin ple Stonertype
m echanisn , which m anifests itself di erently depending on crystal structure.
W e then shall show how closeness to a ferrom agnetic Instability can produce
a triplt superconductivity in SpR U0 4 and explain its nom alstate transport
properties. W e shall also discuss what is currently m aybe the m ost intriguing
question in the theory of superconductivity n SpRUO 4; nam ely why the ex—
perin ent shows nite electronic density of states at zero energy (n NM R and
soeci ¢ heat experim ents) at as low as 03T.:

0.1 M agnetism

T he great m a prity of m agnetic transition m etal oxides are based on the 3d-
series. D ensity fiinctionaltheory In its standard local spin density approxin a—
tion (LSDA ) doesnot work very well for som e of these m aterials; it often fails
to yield the correct m agnetic ground state, in m any cases it underestin ates
them agneticm om ents, in som e others it does not reproduce correct insulating
behavior. In such cases it is custom ary to gpeak about \strong correlation be-
havior".The LSDA isessentially amean eld theory where electron-electron
Interactions are treated In an averaged way, and the nature of a m agnetic in-
stability is related to the standard Stonerm odel, w here the param agnetic sus—
ceptbility, renom alized in the RPA -like m anner, m ay diverge at som e wave
vector. On the other hand, n the strong correlation picture the zero order
approxin ation is the JargeU Hubbard H am iltonian w ith an inherent antifer-
rom agnetic nstability to it via the superexchange m echanisn . The rst thing
to decide is which of the two basic approaches serves better as the starting
approxin ation.

An inportant m echanisn for m agnetic Instabilities iIn a one<electron fram e~
work is the \Stonerm odel". This is a purely itinerant m agnetism approach.
In the LSDA the totalenergy iswritten asE = T+ Ey + E. i+ E,c; where
T, is the singleparticke kinetic energy, Ey ;E. i;and E . are the H artres, the
electron-ion, and the exchange-correlation energies, respectively. A ferrom ag—
netic instability is, In thism odel, an instability w ith respect to a perturbation
consisting of splitting the band by an exchange eld, readjisting the Fem i
kevel, and recalculating of E . taking into acoount the created m agnetic po—
larization. Tt is easy to see that the energy between ferrom agnetic and the



param agnetic states In the lowest order In m agnetization M is

4N (0) 4 m?
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The last variation, I = 2E,.= m?; is called the Stoner param eter. It de nes
the renom alization of the param agnetic susceptibility due to spin  uctua—

tions, = (=0 I g):Note that when the exchange splitting is in posed
upon a com pound w ih m ore than one com ponent, the total m agnetization
is expressed as M = ;M i; where M ; is the m agnetic m om ent of the i-

th com ponent and is proportional to its partial DO S at the Fem i level,
M;=M = N;(©0)=N (0): This kts one r=late the average Stoner factor for a
com pound, I, wjﬂB the Stoner factors of th% constituent atom s: 4 E . =

ML= M NN )’L; hence I = ; (N ;=N )?TI;: O f course, actual
LSDA calculations take into acoount distortions of the bands as a function of
m agnetization, aswellasthe higherorder n M tem s, neglected in the Stoner
m odel.

Looking at such ruthenates as SpRUYO4, STRUO 3; and CaRuO; from the
Stoner point of view , one cbserves that oxygen p-character is present at the
Fem ilevelto a substantially greater extent than in the cuprates orm ost 3d ox—
ides. C alculating the average I for these com pounds one nds that the oxygen
contrioution, N, (0)=N (0)FI, is substantial; if it is neglected, the Stoner cri-
terion IN (0) 1 isnot satis ed fPor any of them . If it is lncluded, SBRuY O 4

and SrRu0 ; appear to be unstablk against ferrom agnetic transitions, while

CaRu0 3; because of a slightly di erent DO S, is barely stable. D etailed anal-
ysis of the m agnetian in these com pounds has been published elsswhere RI.
T he key ingredient is the strong Ru-O hybridization, which puts O character
at Er and assures the validity of the Stoner m odel.

One can generalize Stoner approach to antiferrom agnetic instabilities. T he
maln di erence from the ferrom agnetic case is that the DO S in the Stoner
form ula has to be replaced by the oneelectron susoeptibility, N 0) = (0) !

@ ); where Q is the antiferrom agnetic vector. W hat tums out to be in por-
tant is that ifthe AFM ordering in question is such that som e atom s do not
bear a m agneticm om ent by sym m etry, they should be excluided from the cal-
culation ofthe average Stoner factor. T his isthe case n S¥TRu0 3;and CaRu0 3
w here oxygen, bridging two nearest neighbor Ru, cannot acquire a m agnetic
m om ent if the two Ru atom s are aligned antiferrom agnetically. C orresoond—
Ingly, the average I for antiferrom agnetically ordered (Sr,Ca)RuO ; would be
considerably an aller than for ferrom agnetic analogues. In SpRuY O ¢ there are
no bridging oxygens and the ground state is antiferrom agnetic, w ith the oxy—
gens bearing a large fraction of the totalm agnetization. This is reproduced
by detailed self consistent LSDA calculations.



02 Superconductivity

LSDA calculations for Ru-based perovskites generally either predict a m ag-
netic ground state or a param agnetic state very close to an nstability. The

quasi?D SrRu0, is not an exosption | LSDA calculations give a Stoner
renom alization (I N1I) ' = 9 (experim ent gives sin ilar num bers). Thus,

one expects strong spin  uctuations to be present in this com pound. T he sit-
uation is sin flarto Pd metal, where N T is also close to 1. It is very hard to

expect that a conventional superconducting state would survive In the presence

ofsuch soiIn uctuations. In fact, Pd has a sizabl electron-phonon interaction
and would have been a superconductorapart from soin  uctuations, and n fact
becom es such in am orphous state where spIn  uctuations are suppressed B].
On theotherhand, it isknown (see,eg. Ref.}@d]) that spin uctuationsprovide
e ective repulsion for the singlkt (s; d) pairing, but attraction for triplkt (o)

pairing. Thus it is tem pting to ascribe superconductivity in SpRu0 4 to the

SoiIn— uctuation induced pwave pairingb,6]. LSDA calculations can be used
as a toolto get a feeling about the size of the attraction provided by exchange

ofspin uctuationsand whether it issu  cient to explain the superconducting
and nom al state properties of thism aterial.

The valence bands of SR U0 4 are form ed by the three t,y Ru orbitals, xy; yz;
and zx: These are hybridized w ith the in-plane oxygen and, to a considerably
lesser extent, w ith the apical oxygen [7,8] p-states. T he bare oxygen p levels
arewell ( 2€V) ramoved from Er, sothee ectoftheO porbialischie vy
renom alization ofthe Ru tyy Jevels, and assisting n thed d hopping.W ih
nearest neighbors only, thisgives one nearly circular cylindricalelectronic sheet
( ) oftheFem isurface ' S) and four crossing planes (quasi-lD F'S).Theweak
xz yz hybridization reconnects these planesto form two tetragonalprian s, a
holone ( ) and an electron one ( ).D eHaasvan A Iphen experin entscon m
this ferm iology P]. In fact, the LDA ; ;and areasdeviate from the dHvVA
experin ent by only 2% , 3% and 5% ofthe Brillouin zone area, respectively,
and an exactm atch can be achieved by very slight shiftsofthebands ; ;and
by 5, 4, and 3 m Ry, regpectively. Such agreem ent is generally considered
very good even In sinpl metals, and the snallm ism atch Which does not
change the F'S topology) is may be due to som e underestin ation in LDA
calculationsofthe tiny xz yz hybridization.B oth calculation and experim ent
give nearly two dim ensional Fem i surface: the relative caxis variation ofthe
extrem alcross-section areasofthe sheets and is6% and 1.5% , respectively
(for these two sheets the extrem al crosssections are In the planes k, = 0
and k, = =c):Forthe shest the rhtive change is 2% (for this sheet the
extram al cross-sections are in the planesk, = 0 and k, = =2¢):Experin ent
gives the num bers about tw ice an aller for all three sheets[10]; the di erence
is larger than the com putational error, and presum ably has is orign in the
e ects beyond the density functional theory. W e repeated the calculations



using two non-LDA techniques, generalized gradient approxin ation[11] and
weighted density approxin ation [12], but the num bers hardly changed. In the
follow Ing allcalculational resultsare from the LD A linearized augm ented plane
wave calculations[7].

W e assum e that the exchange ofthe spin  uctuations is responsble for super—
conductivity (@nd for the m ass renom alization, to be discussed later) . Such

an Interaction in m etals was studied w ith resoect to possbl superconductiv—
ity in Pd in the Jate 1970-tdes (see, eg.,[13,14]), and later In connection w ith

heavy ferm ions. A ssum ing the M igdaltheoram (@ comm on approxin ation, al-
though not well justi ed for spin  uctuations), the parallelspin interaction,
relevant for triplet pairing is given by the sum of the bubbl diagram s w ith

odd num bers of loops,

@ o@
Vig=k x9= = 2= @)
1 T"@ 7@

Here  isthe oneelectron susoeptibiliy, given as

X f s g . _ _

o@= Tk Jeplgnk+ q; 1 3)

k k k+q;

w ith the usual notations. W e used the approxin ation[l5] (@) = Q) =

N (0); this is a good approxin ation for an isotropic two-din ensional Femm i
liquid[l6]; we are currently mnvestigating the quality of this approxim ation
for SpRu0 4, which is a two-dim ensional, but not isotropic, Fem i liquid (so
som e modi cation of (q) due to Fem i surface nesting m ay be expected).
In any case, the gdependence of I (g) is to be taken into account. A s dis-
aussed In the previous section, for the antiferrom agnetic arrangem ent Iy p v
I(=a; =a)= ku NN ) jwhikLy  T0)= Ly Nzu=N)+2L No=2N)":
Atom ic Stoner factors forRu and O ionsare calculated In a standard way and
are Iz, 07 ev, Iph 16 &V.We found Inpy to be snaller than Try by
14% (oxygen contrbution I = 006 &V).A gdependence that re ects this
e ectisI(@=I=(1+BF);wherelf = 05@= )* I=(1 I) 008@= )?:

U sing these num bers, we calculate thee ective coupling constant in p-channel.
Follow ing the suggestion of A gterberg et alll7], we calculate the coupling con—
stants separately for the three bands in question: xy ( );yz ( );and zx ( ):
T he corresponding form ula is

P= WNOW k) vy Yo)=64vio) i @)

where iand j Jabelthe three bands, and v isthe Fem ivelocity.By symm etry,



the coupling m atrix is

0 1
Bp p p
% :
B P ® oo0g; ©)
8 &
p 0 p

and we calculate P = 046; ® = 0075;and ® = 0:025:The critical tem -

perature is de ned by the m axinum eigenvalue of the m atrix N =Nj;) Ii’j [L8l.

T he corresponding elgenvector de nes the relative m agniude of the order pa-—
rameternbands and ( ; )nearT.W e ndthemaximum eigenvalue ofthe
corresponding coupling m atrix is , =043, and the corresponding supercon—

ducting state is0:85 + 0:38 + 038 : It isworth noting that using notations
of Ref.[l7], and taking Into account the partial DOS N :N :N = 044 :

028 :028; them atrix (5) can be translated to the Interaction m atrix U as

0 1
U u u
B
B
U=Euu ugr ©)
@ A
u u u

whereu :u :u :u :u :u = 096:008:016:025:051 :1;tobe
com pared w ith the value conectured in Refl[17], 0:09 : 009 : 009 :1 :1 :1:
T heir hypothesis about the am allness ofthe nondiagonalelem entsu and u
iscon m ed by the calculations, but the assum ption about the an allness ofu
isnot.In any event, the calculated valueof ;=043 issizable, and su cient to
explain the cbserved superconductivity. W e would like to em phasize the role of
oxygen in this scenario: if not for the oxygen Stoner factor, the g-dependence
of the e ective Interaction V (@) would be so an all that the coupling in Eqg.
(4) would average near zero.

0.3 Renomm alization

The m ass renom alization is not as easy to de ne. Besides the parallelsoin
Interaction (2), there is the antjparalkelsoin Interaction, given in the sam e ap-—
proxin ation by the sum ofthe chain diagram sw ith even num bers of loops, plus
ladder diagram s [13,19]. In the case of a contact Interaction, the total inter-
action is three tin es stronger than the interaction in the paralielsoin channel
only. it was pointed out[l4], though, that there is no good physical reason to
single out any particular class ofdiagram s. It was found that ncluding allthree
classes above Jeads to systaem atic overestin ation ofm ass renom alizationsby a



factor of2 to 3 [13,20]. T he present case is further com plicated because unlke
the electron-phonon nteraction, the electron-elkctron (and, correspondingly,
the electron-param agnon) interaction is already Incluided In som e average w ay
in the LSDA band structure. T hus, the electron-param agnon m ass renom al-
ization is to som e extent included In the LDA m ass aswell.

Desgpieallthesedi culties, one can get an idea about the size of the electron—
param agnon m ass renom alization by m aking calculations w ith the paraliel-
Foin interaction ) only. The m ass renom alization then is com puted in the
sam e way as the electron-phonon renom alization, ie, by taking the average
ofV (q) ofEq.() over the FS. O ne has to ram em ber, though, that there are
other e ects beyond the LDA, apart from the one that we caloulate, which
m ay further increase the observable m ass.

s

The coupling m atrix which de nesm ass renom alization is w ritten as =

i3

N;Ns=N) < V (kP k% >; and the m ass renom alization in band i is de-
1

nedas = ; 5 ij: The average m ass renom alization is ° = 5 §5:
Wecalulate ° = 035; ° = 032; ° = 0:d6; ° = 0:03:This gives
S= (% +2 %)= =15; 5= (5 + 5+ %)= =18; 5= 17;tobe

com pared w ith experin ental dHvA values of 3, 2.3, and 3, respectively. T he
di erencem ay be due to an electron-phonon coupling of the order of 1 and/or
antiparallel spin  uctuations, neglected in our calculations, as well as to the
om ission of the non-M igdal diagram s. In view of the underlying approxin a—
tions, the agreem ent is fairly good.

O ne ofthe key problam s, asdiscussed in Refs. 21,17], isthe residualelectronic
goeci ¢ heatP2], which rem ains at about 50% of its nom al value well into
the superconducting regim e. There are superconducting solutions (\nonuni-
tary states") for triplt pairing that are gaplss, that is, have nite density
of states at zero energy and zero tem perature. H owever, the pairing energy
for such states is lower than for the gapped states considered above. This
led Agterberg et al [17] to postulate a pairing m atrix that yields a vanish—
Ing gap for the band. This, however, does not square w ith the quantitative
estin ate presented here. A n earlier assum ption R1,6] was that the excess pair-
Ing energy that forbids nonunitary com bination of the order param eters m ay
be overcom e by additional m agnetic (Stoner) energy in a nonunitary state.
The requirem ents are strong Stoner renomm alization (supported by the cal
culations) and strong particle hole asymm etry R3]. However, a quantitative

estin ate ao%ordjng Eo Ref.R3] show s that the e ect is by far too weak. The
2

criterion is 2RI "L g2 10 ; while i should be of the order 1

F
for the nonunitary state to exist.

A nother possbility is related to an observation m ade a decade ago In connec—
tion w ith the high-T. superconductivity R4]: A wellkknown fact is that virtual
phonons, even In a strongly coupled system , have no pairbreaking e ect, so



that the density of states ram ains zero below the gap at zero tem perature In
a clean superconductor. H ow ever, this is a consequence of an Intemal sym m e~
try of the E liashberg equations, nam ely that the coupling finction 2F (!),
entering the equation on , is the same as 2F (!), entering the equation
on Z . In case of pwave pairing, for instance, this is not true any m ore, and
fom ally there is nite density of states Inside the gap at any tem perature.
Unfortunately, direct calculationsP5] show that this e ect is quantitatively
strong only if a noticeable part of °F (!) existsat ! < , which is not the
case n S’2ZRu0 4.

M aybe the sin plest explanation of the \residual DO S m ystery" is still the
m ost plausble.D espite the largem ean free path, which in the reported 1 35K
sam ples reaches 15002000 A R6], this superconductor is still in the dirty lim it:
the Abrikosov-G orkov pairbreaking param eter = 1=2 = =2k fp: =
0{7, using the value for the coherence length o = 1000 A R7]. N onm agnetic
In purities n a unitary 2D p-wave superconductor act asm agnetic in purties
iIn an s-wave superconductor. The DO S is given by the standard expression

uE)
NCE):Nnorm:Req:
u€)?2 1
where u | ) satis es the equation
b
E=u x= 1 x2

The resultingDOS at T = T.=3 isshown on Figl and is seen to be very large
below the gap (and does not show any trace of piling of the DO S above the

gap) .

0.4 Conclusions

To summ arize, we have presented rst principles calculations indicating that
Interactions due to exchange of FM spin  uctuations, as calculated from the
LDA band structure, are su ciently strong to explain both the m ass renor-
m alization and superconducting critical tem perature of SLRUO 4.

This work was supported by the ONR . C om putations were perform ed at the
DoD HPCM O NAVO and A SC facilities.
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Fig. 1. Relative density of states at T = 03T. in Abrikosov-G or'’kov theory for
pairbreaking param eters =0, 0.07, and 0.7. W e estin ate that for 1.35 K super-
conducting sam ples the pair breaking param eter is at least 0.7.
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