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The electric and thermal conductivity of weak itinerant-electron ferromagnets in the presence of spin
fluctuations and disorder is calculated and the validity of the Wiedemann-Franz law in these systems is
discussed. We used the Keldysh-diagram technique to obtain the expression for the conductivities of the
clean system as well as the correction due to disorder. The electric conductivity shows a maximum at a
low temperature, which characterizes the crossover behavior from the disorder-dominated region to the
spin-fluctuation region. The thermal conductivity (x/T) also has a maximum at the crossover tempera-
ture. The contribution due to spin fluctuations and the quantum correction due to disorder violate the
Wiedemann-Franz law while the Drude term restores it as disorder increases. The experimental results
for conductivities in disordered weak itinerant ferromagnets in a very low-temperature range are not
available. However, we find that our results agree well with the resistivity of amorphous Ni;sP;sB¢Als,

which considered to be a nearly ferromagnetic metal.

I. INTRODUCTION

Weak itinerant-electron ferromagnets such as Ni;Ga,
Ni;Al, (NiPd);Al, ZrZn,, Sc;In, Ti(BeCu),, etc., have
been known for decades.! "® These materials have a num-
ber of distinctive properties in common. They undergo a
transition from highly paramagnetic to weakly ferromag-
netic metals as the composition of the system is varied or
by doping the system with impurities near to their
stoichiometric composition. For example, Nij 5.,
Gag 55, is highly paramagnetic for x <0.006 and is a
weak ferromagnet for x >0.006.! These alloys have a
low transition temperature 7, <50 K and a low satura-
tion moment compared with conventional ferromagnetic
materials, such as Fe, Co, and Ni. They have a large
specific-heat coefficient and their low-temperature resis-
tivity and magnetization show a quadratic temperature
dependence with a relatively large coefficient. The transi-
tion from highly paramagnetic to weakly ferromagnetic
phase can be expressed in terms of Stoner parameter
ay=(1—Up,) changing from positive value to negative
value.” Here p, is the d-electron density of state at Fermi
level €, and U is the on-site Coulomb interaction. When
the composition or concentration of impurities is varied
in these materials, the density of states at the Fermi level
p changes and the value of a, determines the ground state
of these materials at zero temperature. The discussion in
this paper applies to systems with |ay| << 1. For the pure
case, the temperature variation of various physical prop-
erties of these materials has been explained qualitatively
and in some cases quantitatively using the spin-
fluctuation theory. The reason for the success for such a
theory is that because of low saturation moment and low
T., these systems can always be considered to be in the
vicinity of magnetic phase transition. The amplitude of
transverse and longitudinal spin fluctuations with small
momentum g and frequency o is enhanced due to the
Stoner enhancement factor 1/a,. The temperature varia-
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tion of various quantities is then expected to be governed
by these fluctuations. The dynamics of these fluctuations
is, therefore important to help explain the various observ-
ables. A brief description of this theory is given in a re-
cent review by one of us ® and for more details we refer
the readers to an earlier monograph by Moriya.’
However, for impure systems or systems away from the
stoichiometric composition a clear description of various
physical properties of these alloys is lacking. For exam-
ple, the spin-fluctuation theory predicts a T dependence
for spin susceptibility at the low temperatures in the
paramagnetic phase of these materials. This has been ob-
served in many systems. But in some cases, for example,
in Ni;Ga, Ni;AL"!? and in (NiPd);Al,? the spin suscepti-
bility at low temperatures deviates from this 7 behavior.
In these alloys, it is observed that the deviation is sys-
tematic and it reduces as the Ni concentration of the sys-
tem approaches towards the stoichiometric composition
(i.e., 75% of Ni). It is also observed that the residual
resistivity of these alloys has the lowest value at the
stoichiometric composition and it increases as the com-
position moves away from the stoichiometric one.>!! Re-
sidual resistivity is a measure of the disorder present in
the system. These observations suggest that the deviation
seen in the spin susceptibility is due to the disorder and
there is, therefore, a need to modify the spin-fluctuation
theory to take into account the effect of disorder. This
has become possible recently because of a substantial
modification in our understanding of disordered metals
during the past decade.!? Tt has been observed that the
quantum nature of impurity scattering has profound
consequences on the low-temperature electronic and
magnetic properties of these metals. The characteristic
parameter which describes this quantum nature of impur-
ity scattering is 1/€,7, where 7 is the lifetime of electrons
in the presence of impurities. A perturbative expansion in
1/€x7 has been realized to consider the effects of low-
lying diffusive modes (diffusions) and particle-particle
backscattering (cooperons) on transport and various oth-
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er properties. Motivated by these observations, in our
earlier work!® we have calculated the effect of disorder on
various magnetic properties such as spin susceptibility,
magnetization, Arrott plots, etc., of these alloys in the
presence of spin fluctuations. We found that the spin sus-
ceptibility vary as V'T for temperatures T <<t; ', where
T4 is the average collision time of d electrons due to im-
purities. This explains the deviation seen in the spin sus-
ceptibility of these alloys at low temperatures.!* The
agreement with the experimental results of Ni;Ga, Ni;Al,
and (NiPd);Al is good. So it is reasonable to ask how the
transport properties also are modified by disorder in the
low-temperature region. Keeping this in mind we calcu-
late electric and thermal conductivity in the presence of
both disorder and spin fluctuations. For simplicity, we
consider only the effect of diffusions on the transport
properties. It is possible to calculate the effect of coope-
rons also, that will, however, change various temperature
coefficients but will not introduce a new temperature
variation.

The magnetism in these alloys is basically due to the
presence of the unfilled d shells of Ni, Sc, Zr, Ti, etc. But
these d shells do not contribute to the transport because
the mobility of these electrons are small compared to that
of conducting s electrons. Mills and Lederer'® have in-
troduced a simple model consisting of s and d-band elec-
trons and the conduction electrons are scattered by the
spin fluctuation of the d electrons via the s-d exchange
interaction. In weak itinerant ferromagnets it has been
observed that the resistivity reduces with the application
of magnetic field.'® This is due to the fact that the mag-
netic field suppresses the spin fluctuations of the d elec-
trons. This negative magnetoresistance seen in these sys-
tems confirms that the main contribution for the resistivi-
ty is due to the spin fluctuations besides the impurities.
As a model for the impurities, we take a random poten-
tial v (r) with zero mean value ({v ) =0) and a correlator
(v(r)(r'))=N;p?8(r—r'), where () denotes the
averaging over various realizations of impurity positions.
N; is the concentration of the impurities and v is its
strength. The d electron spin fluctuation has been calcu-
lated in our earlier paper®'* using a self-consistent ap-
proach in the presence of disorder.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Sec. II we ob-
tain the kinetic equation for distribution function follow-
ing Keldysh’s nonequilibrium diagram technique.!” In
this technique the Green’s functions and self-energies are
represented by 2X2 matrices. The off-diagonal com-
ponent of the Green’s function (Keldysh component) con-
tains the information of the nonequilibrium distribution
function. The collision integral is expressed in terms of
self-energy and it is obtained using a standard many-body
technique. This technique has been applied to include
the effect of disorder by Altshuler.!® He obtained the tem-
perature dependence of conductivity of impure systems
by taking into account the interference between the pho-
nons and impurity scattering mechanism. We extend this
technique to include the effect of spin fluctuation and dis-
order and obtain the expression for conductivities for the
pure systems and the correction due to the impurities. In
Sec. III, the self-energy in the presence of disorder and
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spin fluctuation is calculated. The disorder renormalizes
the electron-spin-fluctuation vertex and its importance is
considered by taking the effect of diffusions on the vertex.
This makes the vertex function diffusive for g/ <<1 and
w7 <<1. In this limit it is possible to write the self-energy
and the vertex function as a sum of pure spin-fluctuation
contribution and the disorder correction. This enables us
to obtain the expression for the conductivity in the clean
limit as well as the correction term due to disorder from
the same self-energy diagram. This is the advantage of
the present approach over the standard procedure ap-
plied to the Boltzmann equation.?’ The expressions for
the conductivities are derived in Sec. IV. In the clean
limit, we reproduce the results of Ueda and Moriya.'’
They obtain the same expressions using the standard pro-
cedure.?’ The disorder corrections are important only for
temperature T'<<7~ , and in this region the electric con-
ductivity varies as V'T and it has a positive temperature
coefficient. This means that on adding the pure and dis-
order correction for conductivity, a maximum is obtained
at low temperature. In the disorder region the thermal
conductivity varies as T372, the Wiedemann-Franz law is
violated, and the Lorentz number becomes temperature
dependent. In Sec. V, we analyze the results of our calcu-
lation numerically and discuss its implications for various
alloys and amorphous systems.

II. THE KINETIC EQUATION

In the Keldysh-diagram technique!’ for nonequilibri-
um process, the electron propagator G and its self-energy
are represented by matrices,
G" G*
0 G°

> 3k

6= 0 =¢

and $= (1)

where the superscripts 7, @, and k represent retarded, ad-
vanced, and Keldysh component, respectively. In general
the diagonal components of G characterize the states and
the Keldysh component gives the information on the oc-
cupation of these states. In the absence of external fields,
the system is in equilibrium and the Keldysh component
of the equilibrium Green’s function is given by

GE(p)=hy(e)GL(p)—G&(p)], 2)

where hy(e)=1—2f,(€) and f(€) is the equilibrium Fer-
mi distribution function. The Keldysh component in
general is proportional to the nonequilibrium distribution
function A (p). Here and in what follows we use a four-
component notation for p={p,e} and consider
fi=kp=1.

In general, the external perturbation destroys the
translational invariance in space and time coordinates
and one then introduces mixed or Wigner representation.
In the presence of external fields, one makes an ansatz for
the Keldysh component of the Green’s function and in
the Wigner representation it is written as'®?!

GHp)=h(p)[G(p)—G%p)]

+é{G'(p)+G“(p);h(p)} : 3)
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The second term in Eq. (3) represents the generalized
Poisson bracket. In the present problem, in the presence
of electric field E and temperature gradient V7, the Pois-
son bracket is given by

dA JB
;B}=eE- | —V B——V, A
{A4;B}=eE 3¢ Vp aevp
dA oB
+VT- _ﬁVPB_ﬁVPA . 4)

The kinetic equation in the presence of electric field and
temperature gradient is then written as

d 0
VTaT +eE 3¢

V-

h(p)=I[h], (5)

where I[h] is the collision integral, which can be ex-
pressed in terms of the self-energy. In general, the self-
energy is a functional of the distribution function 4 (p)
explicitly through Eq. (3) and hence it contains the Pois-
son bracket terms. To simplify the notation, we separate
the self-energy $=2 0+8§ and the collision integral
I[h]=1I,[h]+8I[h], where 62 and 8I[h] are the terms
of the self-energy and the collision integral, which con-
tain the Poisson brackets, respectively. Then the col-
lision integrals are given in term of the self-energy by

I [h]=iZk&p)—ih (P)[Z5(p)—=&p)] ,
8I[h]=i83Xp)—ih (p)[8Z7(p)—82%p)]
+1{Z5p)+Z&p)ih(p)] . (6)

To further simplify the notation we henceforth drop the
subscript O from the self-energy and the collision integral.
Once the Green’s function and its self-energies are ob-
tained, the nonequilibrium distribution function can be
determined by solving Egs. (3)-(6).

The Green’s function in the presence of spin fluctua-
tions and disorder is obtained by considering the self-
energies given in Fig. 1. The total self-energy is written
as 2= imp+§in, where the first term £ imp 18 the self-
energy due to the impurities [Fig. 1(a)] and the second
term ﬁin due to the inelastic scattering of electrons from
the spin fluctuations of the d electrons [Fig. 1(b)]. In or-
der to simplify the calculation we expand the Green’s
function to the linear order in the self-energy as

G“(p)=GS(p)+G82(p)2§’n(p) . (7)
Here

Go(p)=[Gy(p)]* =(e—¢, —u—i/27)"!

o
ad o
{ \
e -1
(a) (b)

FIG. 1. Self-energy (a) due to impurity scattering
(— — — X — — —) and (b) due to spin fluctuations (wavy line)
in the presence of disorder renormalized vertex.
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is the electron propagator in the presence of the impurity
scattering. The electron lifetime due to elastic impurity
scattering [Fig. 1(a)] is given by 7~ '=2mp N;v2.

Nonequilibrium distribution function is obtained by
solving the kinetic equation Eq. (5). This is done itera-
tively by expanding

h(p)=hy(e)t+dyp)+dip), (8)

where ¢y(p) is the correction to hy(€) due to the impurity
scattering [Fig. 1(a)] and ¢,(p) due to the scattering of
electrons from the spin fluctuations of d electrons [Fig.
1(b)]. The expression for ¢y(p) and ¢,(p) are obtained
from the corresponding collision integrals and are given
by

¢0(p): _Tlfmp[h] 9)
and
$1(p) =TIy (A1 + 1, [A] 481, [A]) (10)

The expression for collision integrals are obtained from
the self-energy from Eq. (6) and given in Sec. III.

In the presence of weak electric field and temperature
gradient the electric and thermal current to the linear or-
der in fields are given by

J=LpzE+ Ly VT
and
U=LzE+L VT, (11)

respectively. From Eq. (11), the electrical conductivity o
and thermal conductivity « follows immediately;

g :LEE
and

L L
k= — |Lpp— —TEZET. (12)

Lgg

In order to obtain different components of the response
functions Ly, etc., the currents carried by the electron
with a given spin are expressed in terms of Green’s func-
tion and nonequilibrium distribution function by

J=—e¢ [ dp vh(p)ImG“(p)
and

U=— [dp(e—p)vh(p)ImGp) , (13)

where dp =d°pde/(27)*, which will be calculated in the
following.

III. SELF-ENERGY

For simplicity we consider the scattering of the s elec-
trons by the spin-density fluctuation of the d electrons via
s -d exchange interaction;
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Hy_;=g 3 laliqanSi(@)+al,ga,S_(¢)
q.k

(a1 g1 —aLqax)S (], (14)

where a,, is the annihilation operator for the s electron
with momentum k and spin o and S (q) and S_(q) are
the spin raising and lowering operator for the d electron
spin and S,(qg) is its z component. In what follows we as-
sume the system to be in the paramagnetic phase, then
the different spm ﬂuctuatlon propagator components
obey the relation ¥ . _=Y_, =2%,,=X. The extension
into the ferromagnetic phase is straightforward, where
each component of the spin susceptibility should be con-
sidered separatively. This will not be discussed here in
what follows except for some comments in the discussion
section.

In the self-energy diagram (Fig. 1), the dashed line with
a cross represents the impurity scattering and the wavy
line stands for the spin-fluctuation propagator,

X x*
0 x°

To simplify the calculation we assume that the applied
fields do not affect the d electrons. Therefore, they are at
equilibrium and the Keldysh component of the spin-

fluctuation propagator obey an expression similar to Eq.
(2),

Y@ =[2Nw)+11[x(@)—x41, (16)

where N(w)=(e*/T—1)"!and ¢ ={q,0]}.
The spin-fluctuation propagator in the presence of spin
fluctuation and disorder has been calculated ear-

X= (15)

lier'*22~2* and it is given by
q> . o |7
xX(@)=pg a(T)+8;3—+z7ryv—d; for gl; > 1
D,q*
:pdm for gl; << 1, (17)
where 8= and y =1 (for free Fermi gas). In order to

distinguish between s electrons and d electrons here we
use the following notations. p; (p,), k4 (kg), and vy (vy)
are the density of state at Fermi energy €, (€,), Fermi
momentum, and Fermi velocity of d electrons (s elec-
trons) and D, (Dy) diffusion constant with 7; (7,) being
the relaxation time and /; (/;) being the mean free path of
|
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d electrons (s electrons), respectively. In Eq. (17), a(T) is
the temperature-dependent Stoner parameter. In the

presence of spin fluctuation and disorder, it is given by!*

a(T)=ay—=A,(T)—Au(T) , (18)
where the pure spin-fluctuation contribution A,(T) (Ref.
25) is given by

5 1 3
Ao (TV==3>5(Upy ) [ 'dg 1

0o " 2y+12y2
32 1 1
+==(Up,)? | dg——, (19)
32 0P T1+eyy
where
p= [a(T)+q%/12]2¢
T ’
and the disorder correction term in a(T) is
V33U
ag(my=230pal y 20)
(Gde)

for T<<7;! and it vanishes otherwise. Equation (18)
should be solved self-consistently to obtain a(T).

Now we calculate the self-energy term explicitly. Fig-
ure 1(a) represents the impurity self-energy

i (e)=N? [ 4 on )3 , 1)

where k ={k,€} and i,j=1,2. The collision integral cor-
responding to this self-energy follows immediately from
Eq. (6) and is given by [;,,,[h]= I,mp[h]-f-Ii”mp[h], where

If [h]=2Np? h(p)]ImG&(k) (22)
and
If [h]=2Ny h(k)—h(p)]
XImGSZ(k)E{’n(k) . (23)

There is no term in the collision integral which involves
Poisson brackets, i.e., 81y, [A]=0.

Figure 1(b) gives the self-energy due to spin fluctuation
in the presence of disorder renormalized vertex. It can be
written as

sip)=ig? [ dg x**[Th(—q,6)G"/(p —q)T ¥ (g,€)] (24)
and
830(p)=ig? [ dq x**' | (8T*.(—q,€)G"7 (p —q)T % (g,€)+Tk(—q,6)G" T (p —q)8T ¥ (g,€)}
+ él‘,’-‘,-,( —4q,6){GV(p —q)T \(g,€)} +é{l‘,’§-'( —q,€;G' (p—)}T¥ (q,€)
+ Poisson bracket terms of[T%.(—g,e)G7'(p —q)f‘fj'(qﬁ)] (25)
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where i,j,k=
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1,2. Here and in what follows we assumed a summation over the repeated indices. The last expression of

Eq. (25) stands for the terms of the expression given in the bracket which contain the Poisson brackets. I and I are the
disorder renormalized vertex functions corresponding to absorption and emission of spin fluctuation, respectlvelg
and

the Keldysh technique they are not identical. In the above equations we split the vertex function as I

0+8

drop the subscript O from the equation as we did in the case of self-energy and collision integrals.

It is difficult to obtain the exact vertex function with respect to disorder. However, it is seen that the most important
contribution comes from the diffusive nature of the vertex function'? which arises due to the repeated scattering of the
electron from the impurities (diffusions). In that case the vertex function can be expressed as in Fig. 2, and is given by

Ti(—ge)=75+N, u2f G”(k) A
and
8T (—g,€)= G(k)8T;;(—q,€
l il
+ > {G7 (k)T —

Here 7 is the vertex function corresponding to the clean
hmlt and its values are given by y,j“[l/\/Z]S and

ylj _[1/‘/2]7',], where
) 01
T l1o

is the Pauh spin matrix. A similar equation can be writ-

ten for F . Solving Eq. (26), we obtain
, ”rk+ !lka
- 1 1 —_— nra
P=—=b 1 | @7)
where

a kg
n*=Ny? [ o G&(k)GE(k —q)

with a,B=r,a,k. The solutions for the other components
of the vertex function are given in the AEpendix. In the
limit N;—O0, the vertex function f"—»y and 8T *—0.
This means that the vertex function can be written as the
sum of two terms, the first being ¥ k the vertex function
due to the spin-fluctuation scattering in the clean limit,
and the second term comes as a correction to the first one
due to the crossing of impurity lines in the vertex which
vanishes in the limit N;—0. Considering this fact, the
self-energy can be calculated in a straightforward manner
and separated as ﬁin(p)=ﬁst(p)+§sf_imp(p), where the

=.+

—— ——

FIG. 2. Disorder renormalized vertex function. @ represents
the free-vertex function.

\GIi(k —q)+ %G‘i'(k){ T

—q,6)G/ ik —q)

—g,€);G/I(k —q)}

q,6)}G/(k —q) | . (26)

first terms represent the pure self-energy and the second
term is the correction to the first one which vanishes in
the limit N; —0.

The diffusive nature of the vertex function is seen from
Eq. (27). In the limit g/; << 1 and w7, << 1, we have

(1—n™)=1/(D;q*—iw) . (28)

In the opposite limit, i.e., g/, >>1, n™@=1/gl , which is
very small compared to the diffusive region contribution.
In the calculation below in obtaining the disorder correc-
tion term of the self-energy S s-imp(P ), the most important
contribution will be the one which is most singular as
0—0, g—0. Considering these facts the self-energy ex-
pressions are given explicitly in the Appendix. Using
these expressions the collision integrals and ¢,(p) are ob-
tained from Egs. (6) and (10), respectively, and the con-
ductivity is calculated below.

IV. ELECTRIC AND THERMAL CONDUCTIVITIES

The currents due to the electric and temperature gra-
dient field are calculated from Eq. (13). In order to dis-
cuss various contributions, the total current is written as
J=Jo+J4+Jsimp and a similar expression for the
thermal current. The first term corresponds to the
current in the absence of spin fluctuations, which is given
by

Jo=—2e [ dp véo(p)ImG§(p)
and
Up=—2 [ dp(e—p)véo(p)ImG{(p) . (29)

In Eq. (29) the factor 2 accounts for the spin degeneracy.
From Egs. (5) and (9),

VT—+ E—a—

do(p)= PYe o |Bote) - (30)

TV
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Considering the temperature dependence of the chemical
potential of the form u(T)=¢,(1—7>T?/12€*), which
arises out of the usual Sommerfeld expansion, we have

dJ — € 77-2T oh 0 (€)

—_ho( € ) =— - .

oT T 6€e de

Applying Egs. (30) and (31) in Eq. (29), we obtain the
Drude result for the conductivities oo=ne’r,/m; and
ko=nT7,m* T /3m,;. The Wiedemann-Franz law is obeyed

(31

s

Jo=—e [ dp v($, PIMGE(p) +do(pImGE (p)ZHp, ho(€)) + ho(IMGE (P24 p, bo) +5Z54(p, hol D]}

where the ¢; ((p) is obtained from Eq. (10) by taking only
the pure spin-fluctuation collision integrals. The corre-
sponding self-energies are given in the Appendix. We no-
tice that in Eq. (32), the contributions to the current com-
ing from the first term of Eq. (10) and the second term of
Eq. (32) cancel each other. The only nonzero term con-
tributes to the J is that coming from the second term of
Eq. (10), which is given as

Jsf=—e1'sfdp vI4[h]ImG§(p) ,
where

I4[h]1=24g? [ dq Imy“(9)ImG&(p —q)R} ,
with

RJ=[1+N()]f(p)1—f(p —q)]

—N(w)f(p—g)[1—f(p)] . (33)
In the collision integral account for the scattering of the
electron from all the spin-fluctuation components has
been taken. Expanding R] to the linear order in ¢¢(p)
(which correspond to linear order in E and V7)) using the
Eq. (8) and performing the p integration, the current J is
obtained. A similar procedure is applied for obtaining
Uy Below we summarize results for the different com-
ponents of the response function coming from J;and Ug:

Cle2
T

2k, w0
Lfp=——7[, da [~ dog’lmy’(g0)N(@) () ,

sf _Eﬁ 2k, ® a
Lir=—3 [, 'da [ dogImy(qo)N(e)

TrZTZqZ

X qzll(a))_- 6e

Io(a))

s

+(2k2—qHwly(w) | ,

c,e

f 2kS o0
Lig= _Tfo dg f_wdwq31mx"(q,w)N(w)I,(m),

and
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and the Lorentz number L,=ky/0,T=7*/3e% The
corrections to this Drude expression in the presence of
spin fluctuations are discussed below. J and J;y,, cor-
respond to pure spin-fluctuation contribution and the
quantum corrections due to disorder, respectively. In the
following we examine these two terms separately.

First we calculate J and U, which are obtained using
Egs. (8), (10), and (13). The expression for J is explicitly
given by

(32)
—
L¥T=%f:ksdq fj;dwq Imy“(gq,0)N(w)
X qzlz(w)—%ll(w)
+(2k}—g?)ol(0) |,  (34)

where
L(o)= [de[1—fole)1fole—w)e—p)"

and ¢, =72g?/87*. Following Ziman (page 389, Ref. 20),
these integrations can be done easily to obtain
I,=o0[1+N(w)], I,=(0*/2)[1+N(0)], and
I,=1[1+N(0)][w*+m?0T?]. Using these expressions
in Eq. (34), we notice that the integrand of L}% is an odd
function of w. Therefore it vanishes on integration over
. Electric and thermal conductivity is then obtained us-
ing Eq. (12),

Usfz_%gﬁ 2Cp€d’rsﬁsf( T) ’
st=~%xo~g~ 2Cem [RUD+EXD], (35)
T
where
_ 1 2k /Ky w ,
US,(T)—7f0 dq f‘wdcoq o Imy*(q,w)
XN(w)[1+N(w)],
1 2k /Ky w
—1 _— 3 a
st(T)——T—3—f0 dq f_wda)qa) Imy%q,»)
XN(w)[1+N(w)]
kK, | g2
X _S_J _9 ,
ky 6
and
2
ES,-(T)=TESA T, (36)

where §=gp, and C,=(p,/p )k, /k; )*. Reduced units
(q/ky—q,T/e;—T,0/€;—w) are used to express
G {T) and K,{ T), which are dimensionless quantities that
express the temperature dependence of electrical and
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thermal conductivity. Rewriting the above expression as  tum corrections due to the disorder, as will be discussed
resistivities wusing the relation R;= —Usf/a% and below.

W= —kKy/K3, the results of Ueda and Moriya' are Similar to Eq. (32), the disorder correction term for the
reproduced. These results show the equivalence of the  currents J;,, and Ug,,, are obtained using Egs. (8),
present method with the one used by Ueda and Moriya. (10), and (13) by considering the disorder correction part
The advantage of the present approach over the standard of the self-energy st-imp> Which is explicitly given in the
approach is that it can be extended to include the quan- Appendix.

|

Yotimp=—¢ J dp V() i.1mp(PIIMGE(p) +$o(p)IMG & (P)Z 0P, o (€))
+ho(IMG § (D) 2 imp(D> $0) + 82 imp(Pr Ao (€N ]} 37

where ¢; i, is the disorder correction term from Eq. (10) by taking only the disorder part of the collision integral. A
similar expression can be written for Ug;,,. As in the case of J, the current coming from the first term of Eq. (10) and

the second term of Eq. (37) cancel each other. Different components of the response function can be calculated easily
and the results are summarized below:

LE?'Z“’——; 008 2Imqu do q*X"(q)AXq,0)[Sy(w)+So( —w)—25,(0)] ,

sf-imp — __
LET,a -

o& 2Im [ dg do ¢*x"(q)AXg,0) |[S}(@)+S,(—a)—25,(0)]

o
2emT?

w2 T?
6

[Solw)—So(—w)—285,(0)]

’

3
Ligar= 2enT

006,82 2Im [ dg dw ¢*}"(9)AHq,0)[S1(0)+5,(—0)—28,(0)+&Sy()] ,

L}fT“ZP— -3 OoEE 2Imqu do q*x"(9)A*g,»)

227 T? [S3(0)+8,(—w)—25,(0)t oS, (w)]

7_‘_2 T2

[S{{0)+S(—w)—285,(0)twS)(w)]
and
Liinr=— o0 MIm [ dg do DX (@)A%g,0)[So(@) ~S,(0)]

m2T?
6

L sf-i 1mp_

[S,(0)—S,(0)]—

2T2 oo 2Im [ dg do D,g*¥(@)A (g, ) [Sy(@)—S,(0)]

Lifipr=——2—00eg I [ dg do D,g*x (@A 0[S (@)= 5,(0)],

T2
[S(0)—S,(0)+wS (0 ]———[S (0)—S,(0)]

Lifimp= 22T2 00€8 2Irnqu do D,q*x*(q)A3(g,0)
elr

where S, (0)= fde(e——u)”[1—f0(6+w)]f0(6)[1—f0(e)], which can be obtained following Ziman (page 389, Ref. 20)
and A(q,0)=(D;q*’—iw)”!. S,(w) is an odd (even) function of w depending upon if n is an even (odd) integer. This
immediately implies that the integrand of L;%if;‘p and L}fg,’f,’p is an odd function of w and they are identically zero. Since
Sy(w) is an odd function of w, L gfgf’,‘,“’ vanishes, but the corresponding thermal conductivity term LSTf'Ti,'ZP does not go to
zero. Using Eq. (12), disorder correction to the conductivities are given by

20,872
O timp=Lifam=——"—1Im [dq [ © _do D¢ (9)A}(q,0)

1+2N(a))+2%N(w)N(—w) (40)

and
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9og 2 ’
K;’f_imp-:L%fT“Ep — Imquf_wwdqu)('(q)Az(q,w) % N(o)N(—w),
stxmp L;‘ffnblp
2K
__2xe” Z—1m [dq [* doD,g*x(@)Ag0)
3
) 1l |
1+2N(0)+2N(w)N(—w)—— | = | No)N(—w) 41)
T am | T

After doing the integration over g and v we obtain

3V308 °Cy 4, —
Usf.imp=_"—;(—ed“17—[l—a1\/Trs],
s
3V3kg 2C 4, (94 a
Kstimp— — o€ a7 1 2 _ _.2_'\/T7's ’
’ m(eyTy ) 44, 272
42)
3V3k,g 2C A, -
Kgf-imp:_——Z—_[l_alvTTs] >
W(ede)
with total thermal conductivity correction
st-imp = K;f-imp + Kgf_imp- Here
——Imf 3 1 ,
(g —z) (el T)(D, /D, )g*—i]
—-Imf 5 1 ,
o g —z) [a(T)(Dy/D;)g*—i]
o dy d y
=) = | ~2.5
= o Vy |dy 1—e’ 2.5,
® (43)
az:‘fo dy y3/*N(y)N(—p)=4.46 ,
o= | |7 [me | 2
“ € my Dy

The total electrical and thermal conductivities are then
given by

g=0g + Usf+ Usf-imp
and

K=Kp + st+ Ksfimp » (44)

respectively. The Lorentz number L =k/oT. The lead-
ing order behavior of the Lorentz number follows from
Eq. (36) and Eq. (42), which is given by

L

L, (1), (45)

=14k T+

sf-imp

which shows that the Wiedemann-Franz law is violated
in the present problem due to the presence of K;f and

Ksf.imp*

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In the previous section we obtained the expression for
electric and thermal conductivity in the presence of both
disorder and spin fluctuations. In this section we analyze
these results numerically and apply them to explain the
resistivity behavior of some alloys and amorphous sys-
tems. For the sake of simplicity in what follows we do
not differentiate between the s and d electrons, which
means C, and C,; are unity in Eq. (36) and Eq. (42), re-
spectively.

As we saw in Sec. IV, the disorder corrections o,
and K.y, are relevant only in the low-temperature re-
gion, where T <<7~!. In this low-temperature regime
the main contribution of the w integration in Eq. (36)
comes from the region where »!/? <<a!/%(T), which cor-
responds to T <<aj’?. Here the imaginary part of the
spin  susceptibility can be approximated as
Imy%(q,0)~7w/2q[a(T)+8g*])* and the » and q in-
tegration can be performed easily to obtain

0= — 3‘/377' onF 2 T2
sf 8 o8 "€FT ‘/ (T)
3‘/372 2 T2 1
= g —— +1 4
Ky g Ko €pT Vel | 20a(T) , (46)

where the first and second term in kg comes from the
contribution of k!{ T) and «Z, respectively. If the system
is very close to the ferromagnetic instability, then ay,=0,
and the first term in «; dominates over the second. Then
the thermal conductivity ratio ky/ko~T2/a3’. On the
other hand if the system is not very close to the ferromag-
netic instability we can neglect the first term and
Kg/Ko~ T/ 0 .

In the expression for disorder correction Eq. (42), 4,
and A, are temperature dependent through a(7) and its
temperature variation for €z7=20, 10, and 8, and
ap=0.1 are shown in Fig. 3. The temperature variation
of a(T) in the presence of both spin fluctuation and disor-
der is given by Eq. (18). As the disorder increases, a(7)
reduces sharply from its value calculated within spin-
fluctuation theory and this is reflected in a sharp increase
of A, and A4, at low temperature for large disorder. In
the absence of the disorder correction in a(7T), the tem-
perature dependence of 4, and A4, are very weak. Thus
to get a self-consistent picture of the disorder corrections
in the conductivities, disorder effects on the spin suscepti-
bility should be included as well, and this will add to the
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FIG. 3. Temperature variation of 4, and A4, for different
er7and ap=0.1.

correction coming from the vertex renormalization [see
Fig. 1(b)].

The disorder correction for both electric and thermal
conductivity has a positive temperature -coefficient,
whereas the spin-fluctuation term has a negative tempera-
ture coefficient. This means that as temperature increases
the disorder correction increases, but the spin-fluctuation
term decreases and a maximum is obtained in total elec-
tric conductivity. The total electric and thermal conduc-
tivity for different disorder parameter €;7 are shown in
Figs. 4 and 5, respectively. To emphasize the importance
of disorder we have plotted o /oy and k/k, versus tem-
perature instead of plotting ¢ and x. The maximum
occurs at some temperature 7, at which the conductivity
behavior crosses over from the disorder correction term
to the spin-fluctuation contribution. An estimate of the
value of T,, can be made in terms of basic parameters of
the system o, and €p7. Neglecting the temperature
dependence of a(T) we obtain T,, ~(ay/€x7°)!/3, which
implies that T,, will be small for the systems close to the
ferromagnetic instability. This reflects the fact that due
to the presence of a in the expression for conductivities
[Eq. (46)], reduction in conductivities due to spin fluctua-
tion is larger than the increase of disorder correction
term. The temperature coefficient of electric and thermal
conductivity are different due to the presence of k) and
Kslf,imp in the thermal conductivity. This leads to a
different T,, for 0 /0, and k/ky. This is due to the fact
that the electron scattering from the spin fluctuation
affects the electrical and thermal conductivity differently,
which is reflected in Lorentz number as discussed below.

The Wiedemann-Franz law is violated because of the
presence of k) and Kslf_imp in the thermal conductivity Egs.
(36) and (42). This is due to the fact that when an elec-
tron scatters from the spin fluctuations, it can lose or
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FIG. 4. Electric conductivity (o /0,) vs temperature (T /€g)

for different €7 and a;,=0.1.

gain heat energy and it can change from a hot electron
to a cold electron or vice versa. This process substantial-
ly reduces the heat conduction, while affecting the charge
conduction very little. This implies that the thermal con-
ductivity is suppressed more than the electrical conduc-
tivity due to the scattering of electrons from the spin fluc-
tuations. The Lorentz number becomes temperature
dependent as shown in Fig. 6. As disorder increases the
Lorentz number approaches unity. This is due to the fact
that the Drude term dominates over the spin-fluctuation

K/ Ko

1.995|
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2985

098

Ol.006
Tee

FIG. 5. Thermal conductivity (k/ky) vs temperature (T /€y)
for different €7 and a,=0. 1.
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FIG. 6. Lorentz number (L /L) vs temperature (T /€y) for
different €7 and a,=0.1.

scattering as disorder increases.

The above results can be applied to various alloys and
amorphous systems. In our earlier paper!* we explained
the V'T behavior seen in the paramagnetic spin suscepti-
bility of Ni;Ga and Ni;Al in terms of disorder effect. Ap-
plying the present result to these systems, for example to
Ni;;Ga,;, which has a;=0.058 and €725, predicts the
value of T,, about 1—2 K. Measurements on resistivity
of these systems at low temperatures, say up to few mK
will be relevant in this context. Measuring the magneti-
zation of amorphous Ni-Fe-based alloys, Schneider
et al., have suggested that amorphous Ni-rich (Fe,
Ni, _, )goP10Bo alloys are weak itinerant ferromagnets.’®
This system shows a ferromagnetic instability as x in-
creases above some critical value x, close to zero. For
x <x, these systems can be considered nearly ferromag-
netic. A similar conclusion can be drawn for the amor-
phous system (Fe,Ni;_,);sP;sBsAl;. In these systems
the transition temperature drops to zero in the range
0<x <0.2.%" Since the amorphous systems are highly
disordered, it is not clear whether we can apply the
present perturbative results to these systems. Neverthe-
less, the magnetization measurement on amorphous Ni-
Fe-based alloys near the critical concentration x. (Ref.
26) shows a similarity in their magnetic properties with
the weak itinerant ferromagnetic alloys. Motivated by
these observations we assume Ni,sPsBgAl; to be a highly
paramagnetic system and apply our results to this system.
The resistivity of Ni,sP,¢BgAl; is given in Fig. 7. It shows
a minimum around 13 K. Above this minimum, the
resistivity rises as @72 with @ =0.000 12 and below the
minimum, it can be fitted as bV'T with b=0.07. A
theoretical estimate of @ and b can be obtained from Egs.
(46) and (42), respectively. To eliminate the s-d coupling
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FIG. 7. (a) Electric resistivity of amorphous Ni;sP,cBgAl;
system as a function of temperature and (b) same low-
temperature data as a function of V'T. Data (@) are from Ref.
30.

constant g, we compare the ratio between a and b. Ex-
perimental value shows b/a=5.8X10% Assuming the
system has a;=0.1, €xz=1 eV and €p7=15, we obtain
b/a=5X10% and T, ~10 K, which reasonably agree
with the experimental values. Measurement on the
paramagnetic spin susceptibility of this system is highly
desirable in order to clarify this point and confirm wheth-
er spin susceptibility at low temperature shows V' T
behavior.

There have been several attempts to explain the origin
of resistivity minimum in amorphous metallic systems
over the last twenty years.?®*2° Out of these, the Kondo
model and the two-level-system model predict a In(T)
variation of resistivity below a certain temperature, and
adding to it the contribution from scattering with pho-
nons gives minimum in the resistivity. In the present
model the resistivity in the entire low-temperature region
is due to spin fluctuation which is fully electronic in ori-
gin. The resistivity minimum occurs at a temperature at
which the crossover takes place between disorder correc-
tion and the pure spin-fluctuation contribution. In our
earlier paper!* we have seen that a similar kind of effect
happens in various properties such as paramagnetic spin
susceptibility, magnetization, NMR relaxation time,
thermal expansion, etc. To understand the importance of
the disorder quantum corrections in the amorphous sys-
tems more clearly, it will be of great relevance to measure
the low-temperature behavior of above-mentioned prop-
erties in these systems. Since the Ni-rich amorphous Fe-
Ni-based alloys near to the critical concentration x, is a
weak ferromagnet,?® it is a good system with which to
carry out such investigations.

This work can be easily extended to the ferromagnetic
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phase also. There the spin waves will contribute to the
resistivity as well as the spin fluctuations. For the clean
limit it has been done earlier by Ueda and Moriya,"
where they found that the electric resistivity vary as T2
at low temperatures and as T°/3 near to both sides of the
transition temperature 7,.. As we saw in previous sec-
tions, the disorder correction term comes basically from
the modification of electron-spin-fluctuation vertex. This
means that the disorder correction for conductivity in the
ferromagnetic phase will have the same temperature vari-
ation as in the paramagnetic phase. So the disorder
correction for electric conductivity for ferromagnetic sys-
tems vary as V'T for T <<7~ ! and the thermal conduc-
tivity as 7372,

APPENDIX

In this Appendix expressions for different components
of self-energies and vertex functions are given. Equation
(26) is solved to obtain different component of the vertex
function and ['! is given by Eq. (27). Other components
of the vertex function are given below:

ATL=—(8T2,)*

_ i o d3k o,
=—————=N; Gy(k){hy(e)—h
2 2(1— ") iV f(zﬂ_)3[ o(k){ho(e 0
+{Go(k);hyle)—
and
82, =(8T 1,)*
——————N,v? G; h
21/211— m|)2 f(2 5 Lhole—w)Gi(k ){

+hole—w)Gi(k —q){hyle);Golk)} +ho(e)GG(k —q){hy(e—w);

(e—w);

hole—w)}

ol€); Gk —q)}+h
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" 1— nar+ ,r’rk,nrk+ nkk+nkanak
f . 1 1— ‘l’]m
/5 ar ak >
V2(1—q) L1 Ui
(A1)

1

and an expression for I' can be written with the following
substitution,

L lge)=F%—g,e)

-7’ (A2)
Bage=FY—gel,_,,
where
ﬁ“B=N,~U “(k—q)Gg(k) .

The 8T part of the vertex function [Eq. (26)] contrib-
utes only to 82, which contain Poisson brackets. Since
the Poisson bracket is already proportional to electric
field and temperature gradlent we approximate
h(p)=~hy(w) in this expression. Then the solution for 81*
becomes simple and the nonvanishing components are
given by

G§(k —q)}

Gi(k —q)] (A3)

o(€)Gi (k) hole—w);Gi(k —q)}

rK) . (A4)

Using the above expressions for the vertex functions in Egs. (24) and (25), the self-energies are obtained. The total
self-energy is the sum of the spin-fluctuation part S+ 8% ) <) and the disorder correction term (£ Sf- 1mp—|~8§ sf-imp)- The
explicit expression for each of these self-energies is given below.

35p) =78 [ da(x"(@h(p ~)[Go(p —)—

&p—q)1+x"9)G"(p —q)} ,

Eff(p)_—‘éngdq{[)(r(q)Ga(p —@)+xMgh(p —q)Ghp —q)]+(H.0)} ,

1 .
824p) =&’ [ da x*)(GE(p —9)+G§(p —9);

83kp)=— 18> [ da XM Gh(p —ahole—a)]

The disorder correction term of the self-energy is given by
GO( p—q)
:f imp —g 2 f )2

olp—q)
sflmp— Zf —_T{( rk+77 ) }+

(" +21) ,

(H.c)],

hyle—w)} ,

—(H.c)] .

(A6)

where 7P is obtained from 7 neglecting the Poisson bracket term from Eq. (3).
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The disorder correction term, which

83, =83¢+853¢+563¢ with a=

the Poisson
r,a,k, each of these terms are explicitly given below. We keep only the most singu-

contains
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brackets, has three terms. Writing

sf-im
lar terrp}ls as w—0, g —0. AZ{ comes from the last expression of Eq. (25) and is given by
x*(q)Gq( )
:g JdaNw zf d k np) 7 [GE(k){Ghk —q)ihole—w)} +{G§(k);ho(€)}Gh(k —q)] ,

3k X'<Q>GS(p—q)

azk——— dg N;v*

f q f(z )3 (l_nm)Z
X[([Go(k){G§(k —g)hole—w)} +{Gg(k);hol€)} GGk —q)]hg(e)

+{Golk);hole)}Gi(k —q)[hole)—hyle—w)])—(H.c)] . (A7)

The self-energy contribution coming from the third and fourth terms of Eq. (25) are expressed by 625 and given by

2 Sk X(@)GHp —q)
2gp)=— £ [dgNw? [ 2 E L (Ghp ~a)[hote—w)—hole)]}

(l_nar)Z
d’k X(@9G5(p —q)
8sk=—&_ [dg N2
2 f q f 2 )3 (l_nm)Z
X[([hole)—hole—w)]{G§(p —q);hyl€e)}
+{[hole)—hole—w);G(p —q)}hy(e))—(H.c)], (A8)

and the term coming from the first two expressions are given by 6=¢, where

x“q)Gylp —q)
fd q)Go\p —¢q
l_nar

o 8%
823 %)

ig? X(q)Gi(p —q)
5T%, o3i= 5 [g |70 T

P 8T Lho(e)+(H.c) | . (A9)
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