arXiv:2308.12631v1 [cond-mat.supr-con] 24 Aug 2023

Distinctive Doping Dependence of Upper Critical Field in Iron-Based Superconductor LaFeAsO_{1−x}H_x

Shiro Kawachi,^{1, 2, ∗} Jun-ichi Yamaura,^{1, †} Yoshio Kuramoto,^3 Soshi Iimura,^{1, 4} Toshihiro Nomura,^5 Yoshimitsu Kohama,^5 Takashi Sasaki,^1 Masashi Tokunaga,^5 Youichi Murakami,^3 and Hideo Hosono^{1, 4} 1Materials Research Center for Element Strategy, Tokyo Institute of Technology, Yokohama, Kanagawa 226-8503, Japan.

2Graduate School of Science, University of Hyogo, Koto, Hyogo 678-1297, Japan.

3Institute of Materials Structure Science, High Energy Accelerator Research Organization (KEK), Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305-0801, Japan.

4National Institute for Materials Science, 1-1 Namiki, Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305-0044, Japan. 5The Institute for Solid State Physics, The University of Tokyo, Kashiwa, Chiba 277-8581, Japan.

High magnetic fields up to 105 T have been utilized in deriving the upper critical field Bc2 of LaFeAsO1−xHx throughout whole temperatures below Tc. Resistivity measurements demonstrate that Bc2 behaves differently in samples with x = 0.12 (SC1) from those with 0.32 (SC2). In SC1, the two-band model assuming the s-wave pairing gives a good fitting with repulsive intraband interaction and dominant interband coupling. In SC2, we have to assume attractive intraband interaction with weak interband coupling, which in fact suggests a non-s-wave pairing in view of the strong Coulomb repulsion. These results support the possibility that SC1 and SC2 have different pairing symmetries.

Iron-based superconductors with high-critical temperature, T_c, have sparked substantial studies in chemistry and physics since their discovery [1–5]. Almost all known compounds comprise alternating conduction layers of FeX_4 (X = pnictogen, chalcogen) units and charge reservoir layers [3]. The electronic structure near the Fermi level is dominated by Fe-3d multiorbitals, in contrast to cuprates with single orbital character [4, 6]. Both of these superconductors have drawn interest as unconventional superconductors driven by Coulomb repulsion between electrons. In iron-based superconductors, the extended s-wave model has been considered as critical for Cooper pair formation, in which interband coupling is crucial [6–8].

The hydrogen-substituted iron-based superconductor LaFeAsO_{1−x}H_x shows a rich phase diagram via electron doping with two antiferromagnetic phases (AF1 and AF2) and two superconducting phases (SC1 and SC2), as seen in Fig. 1 [9, 10]. The magnetic moment 0.63 μ_B in AF1 almost doubles in AF2, and the two magnetic structures show distinct difference (inset of Fig. 1). The crystal changes from a tetragonal structure to a centrosymmetric- (non-centrosymmetric-) orthorhombic structure in AF1 (AF2) with decreasing temperature [10– 12]. Because AF1 and AF2 are different parent phases near SC1 and SC2, respectively, each of superconductivity might have different pairing mechanisms [13–16].

In this work, we investigate the nature of superconductivity in LaFeAsO_{1−x}H_x by measuring the upper critical field, B_{c2}. The use of ultra-high magnetic fields over 100 T enabled coverage of the whole temperature (T ) range below T_c. The detailed analysis of B_{c2}(T ) may serve to detect different pairing mechanisms depending on the doping. The temperature dependence of B_{c2} in iron-based superconductors has been studied using Gurevich’s two-band theory, which assumes the dirty limit in

FIG. 1. Superconducting, magnetic, and structural phase diagram of LaFeAsO1−xHx with electron doping by hydrogen substitution x. See text for more detailed information. Temperatures Ts, TN and Tc indicate structural, Néel and superconducting transition temperatures, respectively. The dotted lines represent the hydrogen content of the samples with x = 0.12 and 0.32. Insets illustrate the magnetic structures in AF1 and AF2 [10, 12].

the s-wave model [17–23]. In contrast to prior studies of B_{c2} for iron-based superconductors [19, 21, 22, 24], we address both attractive and repulsive interactions for intraband couplings. In SC1, the fitting suggests the two possibilities: (i) repulsive intraband interaction and dominant interband coupling; (ii) attractive intraband interaction and subsidiary interband coupling. We propose the possibility (i) because of the strong Coulomb repulsion which is not explicit in the two-band model. On the other hand, the SC2 requires the intraband attraction and weak interband coupling. We interpret the result as suggesting the non-s-wave pairing since the intraband attraction in the s-wave channel is unlikely in view of the strong Coulomb repulsion. Moreover, we find that the pair breaking at B_{c2} comes from the orbital effect in SC1, while from the Pauli paramagnetic effect in SC2.

FIG. 2. Temperature dependence of electrical resistivity up to 9 T (solid lines) for x = 0.12 (a) and 0.32 (b), along with results (symbols) taken from the data described in the text. The magnitudes of applied magnetic field, as indicated by solid lines, are 0, 0.5, 1, 1.5, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 T, respectively. The dashed line represents the extrapolated normal state resistivity, ρn. The upper critical field Bc2 is defined by the intersection with the 85% value of ρn (sky-blue solid line). Magnetic field dependence of the electrical resistivity up to 56 T is shown for x = 0.12 (c) and 0.32 (d), where Bc2 is shown by the crosses (sky blue).

We prepared polycrystalline samples of LaFeAsO_{1−x}H_x for x = 0.12 (SC1) and 0.32 (SC2) from the solid-state reaction under high-pressure as described in the literature [9]. We employed three different methods to measure the electrical transport according to the magnitude of magnetic fields as follows. In method-1, up to 9 T, the DC electrical resistance was measured using Physical Property Measurement System (Quantum Design Inc.). In method-2, up to 56 T, AC electrical resistance was measured at 50 kHz using a non-destructive pulse magnet with a duration of 36 ms. The same sample was utilized in both kinds of measurements. In method-3, for the x = 0.32 sample alone, radio-frequency (RF) impedance of the sample was measured up to 105 T using a destructive vertical single-turn-coil with the duration of ∼6 μs [25, 26]. The sample was connected at the end of the printed circuit with the characteristic impedance of 50 Ω. The reflection amplitude and phase of the RF signal altered depending on the impedance matching at the sample. We measured the reflectance at 2 and 4.2 K and converted to the electrical resistivity [27]. For method-3, we utilized a sample from the same batch as used in methods 1 and 2.

FIG. 3. Magnetic field dependence of electrical resistivity, ρ, at 2 K up to 105 T for x = 0.32. The cross (in blue) represents Bc2 at 85% of the estimated normal state resistivity (dashed line).

Figures 2(a) and 2(b) show the temperature dependence of the electrical resistivity, ρ, up to 9 T for x = 0.12 and 0.32, respectively. Upon cooling the resistivity drops sharply at the superconducting transition. The data coincide with those upon heating across T_c. We estimate the normal state resistivity, ρ_n, from linear extrapolation of the data as depicted by the dashed line. Since ρ_n has almost no magnetoresistance in both compounds, we define the upper critical field, B_{c2}, by the intersection with the 85% value of ρ_n (sky-blue solid line). The criterion of 85% of ρ_n was adopted to estimate B_{c2} from as many experimental data as available on the high-resistance side.

Figures 2(c) and 2(d) show the magnetic-field dependence of ρ up to 56 T for x = 0.12 and 0.32. The ρ grows sharply with the breaking of superconductivity for both compounds. The crosses (sky blue) indicate B_{c2} at 85% of ρ_n determined by method-1. The value of B_{c2} at 12 K for x = 0.32 is estimated using linear extrapolation of 52–56 T data because the resistivity does not yet reach 85% of ρ_n. We extracted the temperature dependence for B > 9 T from the data taken by method-2, as shown in Figs. 2(a) and 2(b). This procedure allowed us to combine the data obtained by methods 1 and 2.

Figure 3 plots the magnetic field dependence of the electrical resistivity at 2 K up to 105 T for x = 0.32. The resistivity increases gradually upon application of magnetic field, becoming almost constant above 90 T. The saturation of ρ (dotted line) over 90 T coincides well with ρ_n obtained by method-1. Hence, it provides another support to determine B_{c2} based on the 85 % value of ρ_n at 2 and 4.2 K [27].

Figure 4 plots the B_{c2}-T phase diagram (solid circles). Large anisotropy in B_{c2} is common in layer-type superconductors [19, 21, 28]. B_{c2} is the component corresponding to B||ab grains on the high-resistance side with the 85% criteria because the magnetic field initially breaks the superconducting current path in B||c grains [28]. For x = 0.12, B_{c2}(T ) behaves rather linearly in the

FIG. 4. Temperature dependence of the upper critical field Bc2 for x = 0.12 and 0.32. A square symbol represents the estimated value extrapolated linearly from the data at 12 K for x = 0.32. The error bars take into account reading errors of resistance value. For x = 0.12, the red solid (dashed) line stands for the fitting curves at λ11 = −1 (λ11 = 1) with the band index 1 meaning holes. For x = 0.32, blue dotted and solid lines show the results from two-band theory with and without Pauli-pair-breaking effect, respectively. Inset represents the normalized data Bc2(T )/Bc2(0) vs T /Tc. The critical temperature Tc is estimated at 20.4 K for x = 0.12, and at 29.4 K for x = 0.32.

entire temperature range below T_c, and reaches B_{c2}(0) ∼ 43 T. This property matches that of the LaFeAsO_{1−x}F_x polycrystalline samples, which have the electronic phase diagram similar to the present compound for x = 0.12 [21, 24]. In contrast, for x = 0.32, B_{c2} exhibits a concave upward behavior near T_c, gradually leveling off before reaching B_{c2}(0) ∼ 77 T. This concave behavior is related to the strong paramagnetic effect. Similar behavior has been reported in Ba(Fe_{1−x}Co_x)_2As_2, FeSe_{1−x}Te_x, and LiFeAs [22]. These distinct characteristics of B_{c2} between samples with x = 0.12 and 0.32 are most likely due to different pairing symmetries depending on the doping x.

The linear behavior for x = 0.12 and the concave upward feature for x = 0.32 cannot be understood by the single band model [29]. Hence, we employ the twoband model to analyze B_{c2}. The two-band s-wave model is based on strong interband couplings λ_{12} and λ_{21} together with repulsive intraband interactions λ_{11} and λ_{22} where 1 and 2 refer to either of electron or hole band. For iron-based superconductors, no analysis for the upper critical field has been made with the repulsive case λ_{ii} < 0 [19, 21, 22, 24]. In this study, we consider both cases of repulsive and attractive interactions utilizing the B_{c2} data taken throughout the whole temperature range below T_c. We use the phenomenological BCS-like theory considering neither retardation (dynamical) effect for the coupling constants, nor energy-dependent renormalization of quasi-particles. Thus, we adopt the density of states derived by first-principle band calculations, and examine the sensitivity of the results on these values [27].

We first consider only the orbital effect for the pair breaking. Another pair-breaking effect from the Pauli paramagnetism is included later. Then the temperature dependence of B_{c2} in the dirty limit is expressed as [17]

(λ_0 + λ_−) [ln t + U_1] + (λ_0 − λ_−) [ln t + U_2] +2w [ln t + U_1] [ln t + U_2] = 0, (1)

where λ_0 = (λ_−^2 + 4λ_{12}λ_{21})^{1/2}, λ_− = λ_{11} − λ_{22}, w = λ_{11}λ_{22} − λ_{12}λ_{21}, U_1 = U(h), U_2 = U(ηh), and t = T/T_c. Here, we have introduced U(x) = Ψ(1/2 + x) − Ψ(1/2) with Ψ(x) being the digamma function, η = D_2/D_1 with D_i being the generalized diffusivity in band i for H ‖ abplane, and h = ℏD_1B_{c2}(T )/[2ϕ_0k_BT ]. The parameter w serves as a measure of relative coupling strength: w > 0 indicates the dominance of intraband couplings, while w < 0 shows the dominance of interband couplings. The diffusivities D_1 and D_2 determine such observed quantities as the residual resistivity ρ_n and, together with λ_{ij} , the slope dB_{c2}/dT |_{T →Tc} ≡ B^′_{c2} of the upper critical field just below T_c. We can invert the relations to represent D_1 and D_2 in terms of ρ_n and B^′_{c2} as

D_1 = A ( 8k_B ϕ_0 π^2ℏ|B^′_{c2}|

N_2 − λ_0 − λ_− λ_0 1 e^2ρ_n ) , (2)

D_2 = A ( − 8k_B ϕ_0 π^2ℏ|B^′_{c2}|

N_1 + λ_0 + λ_− λ_0 1 e^2ρ_n ) , (3)

with A = λ_0/[(λ_0 + λ_−)N_2 − (λ_0 − λ_−)N_1] and e the elementary electric charge [17]. Here, N_1 and N_2 denote the partial densities of states on Fermi surfaces for the electron (N_e) and hole (N_h) bands, the values of which are obtained by ab initio calculations (see details in Supplementary Materials [27]). We estimate ρ_n by extrapolating ρ_n(T ) just above T_c, as shown in Figs. 2(a) and 2(b).

We now examine the temperature dependence of B_{c2} on coupling constants λ_{ij} according to Eqs. (1)–(3). We employ the two-band s-wave model which is often used for iron-based superconductors. In the model, the interband coupling should be stronger than the repulsive intraband coupling λ_{11} (< 0) and λ_{22} (< 0), which necessitates w < 0. The transition temperature T_c is determined by a combination of the dimensionless coupling constants λ_{ij} and the cutoff energy ℏω_C, which corresponds to the Debye energy in the BCS theory. The resultant scaling degrees of freedom prevents ℏω_C from unique fixing for a given T_c. We assume analogous scaling in magnetic field as well, as detailed in Supplementary Material [27]. Thus, we set ℏω_C = 1 eV and search for λ_{ij} so as to best fit B_{c2}(T ). Note that the interband couplings are characterized by a single parameter because of the constraint N_1λ_{12} = N_2λ_{21}. With another constraint to reproduce T_c, we left with two independent parameters for fitting, which are chosen as λ_{11} and λ_{22}.

TABLE I. Experimental results and fitting parameters based on the two-band theory. Details of the fitting procedure with ℏωC = 1 eV are explained in [27]. The symbols b1 and b2 denote bands-1 and -2, while el and h indicate electron and hole bands, respectively. Other quantitities such as η and D0 are defined in the main text. D1,0 has a unit of 10^{−5}m^2/s. Bc2(0) and ΔBc2 have a unit of T.

x b1 b2 λ11 λ22 |λ12| |λ21| η D1 D0 w λ− Bc2(0) ΔBc2 0.12 el h −1 −0.0563(19) 0.566(2) 0.430(2) 0.057(1) 32.9(1) – −0.1872(3) −0.9437(19) 43.6(6) 0.70 0.12 h el −1 −0.157(2) 0.523(1) 0.688(2) 0.059(1) 25.74(6) – −0.2027(3) −0.843(2) 44.4(6) 0.95 0.12 el h 1 0.3359(3) 0.4489(5) 0.3416(4) 8.91(3) 2.782(8) – 0.18259(5) 0.6641(3) 41.7(6) 0.61 0.12 h el 1 0.2809(2) 0.2851(3) 0.3746(4) 10.61(3) 2.964(8) – 0.17408(3) 0.7191(2) 41.9(6) 0.65 0.32 h el 0.165445(2) 0.164492(1) 0.0012(3) 0.0008(2) 0.3(1) 7(1) 2.09(1) 0.0272133(4) 0.000953(2) 75(13) 0.63

For x = 0.12, the fitting reproduces the experimental data for a wide range of λ_{11} and λ_{22} as explained in Supplementary Material [27]. Here, we set λ_{11} = ±1 for simplicity, and search for other parameters λ_{ij} to best fit B_{c2}(T ). Table I summarizes the results for the parameters obtained. We obtain good fits whether the source of band-1 is electron or hole. The red solid (dashed) line in Fig. 4 depicts the typical fitting in the scenario when band-1 corresponds to the hole band and λ_{11} = −1 (1). For x = 0.12, reasonable results are obtained for a case of repulsive intraband interaction λ_{11} = −1, and another case of attractive interaction λ_{11} = 1. The other parameters in the fit are listed in Table I. The repulsive case with dominant interband coupling, as indicated by w < 0, fits the s-wave paradigm of iron-based superconductor. In the attractive case with λ_{11} = 1, on the other hand, the interband coupling indeed helps the pairing, but is not dominant as indicated by w > 0 in Table I . In any case, the origin of attraction is hard to be identified in the presence of strong Coulomb repulsion [30]. Thus, we favor the case of repulsive intraband interaction for the SC1 superconductivity.

In contrast, for x = 0.32, Eq. (1) fails to reproduce the data for any choice of parameters. We thus include the Pauli paramagnetic effect alongside the orbital effect. Namely we replace U_n (n = 1, 2) by U^∗_n as follows: [19, 31]

U^∗_n = ReΨ [1/2 + l(D_n/D_0 + i)] − Ψ(1/2), (4)

with l = ℏD_0B_{c2}(T )/[2ϕ_0k_BT ] and D_0 = gμ_Bϕ_0/2 √ 2πℏ. Here, μ_B is the Bohr magneton, and g is the effective gfactor. The Zeeman effect represented by D_0 realizes the Pauli limit. Only with the condition w > 0 and λ_{ii} > 0, we can determine the three parameters of λ_{11}, λ_{22}, and D_0 by the least squares method and can reproduce the measured B_{c2}(T ) reasonably well. The estimated values with preset ℏω_C = 1 eV are listed in Table I.

Here, we have assigned hole as band-1 source and electron as band-2 source. For easy comparison the results with and without the Pauli paramagnetic effect are shown in Fig. 4 by the blue solid and dotted lines, respectively. Note that B^′_{c2} is not affected by the Pauli paramagnetic effect. The concave upward trend toward T_c exhibited in Fig. 4 also suggests the presence of two weakly linked bands with w > 0.

Although we have assumed the s-wave pairing in the analysis, the strong Coulomb repulsion favors only the interband mechanism for the s-wave pairing, which is at odds with fitted couplings at x = 0.32. In the case of cuprates, the attractive interaction in a single band is associated with the d-wave pairing. It has been suggested for heavily electron-doped iron-based superconductors that the d-wave paring channel promotes superconductivity [30]. In fact, LaFeAsO_{1−x}H_x in the higher x-region exhibits anomalous behavior in resistivity [32], large magnetic moment [10], and gapless magnetic excitation, which seems to stem from single orbital character [33]. Currently, however, there is no practical theory to analyze B_{c2} for non s-wave pairings with disorder. This is in strong contrast with the s-wave pairing which enjoys much simpler theoretical scheme in the dirty limit [29].

We here discuss the origin of pair breaking at B_{c2}. In many iron-based superconductors, B_{c2} surpasses the Pauli-limited B^{BCS}_P in the BCS theory [22]. The Pauli limit in the BCS theory is given by B^{BCS}_P (0) = √ 2Δ_0/(gμ_B), where Δ_0 is the superconducting gap at 0 K. The above equation yields the well-known relation B^{BCS}_P (0) = 1.86 T_c in a weak-coupling superconductor with g = 2. The values of B^{BCS}_P (0) for x = 0.12 and 0.32 are estimated to be 37.9 and 54.7 T, respectively, which are lower than the current results of B_{c2}(0) = 43.2 and 77.4 T. We infer that the difference between B^{BCS}_P (0) and experimental B_{c2}(0) comes from the strong-coupling which raises Δ_0/T_c, and/or the spin-orbit coupling which decreases g.

Inelastic neutron scattering has determined the superconducting gap for x = 0.10 and 0.35 as Δ_0 = 7.8 and 7.0 meV [34, 35], implying a strong coupling superconductor with 2Δ_0/k_BT_c = 7.0 and 4.5, respectively. When we use measured Δ_0 to incorporate the strong coupling effect in B^{BCS}_P (0), we get B^∗_P(0) = 95.3 T for x = 0.10, and 85.5 T for x = 0.35. Comparing B^∗_P(0) with B_{c2}(0) for x = 0.12 and 0.32, B^∗_P(0) is substantially higher than our result in SC1, but is comparable to that in SC2. In other words, the paramagnetic effect becomes dominant in SC2 when the orbital limit significantly exceeds the Pauli limit. This situation is analogous to the upper critical field of cuprate superconductors with extremely short coherence length [36]. Therefore, we conclude that the orbital effect in SC1 and the paramagnetic effect in SC2 are primarily responsible for pair breakings at B_{c2}. Since our two-band model is based on the weak-coupling theory, it is desirable to improve the model to take account of the strong-coupling effect more precisely.

In summary, we find the peculiar doping dependence of the upper critical field for LaFeAsO_{1−x}H_x with two superconducting phases, SC1 (x = 0.12) and SC2 (x = 0.32). By the two-band analysis assuming the s-wave pairing, we have shown that the superconductivity in SC1 is consistent with dominant interband coupling in the presence of repulsive intraband interaction. In SC2, however, the attractive intraband interaction is dominating with weak interband couplings. Then another superconducting mechanism, such as the d-wave model, should be explored in SC2. Moreover, we find that pair breakings at B_{c2} dominantly come from the orbital effect in SC1, whereas from the paramagnetic effect in SC2.

This work was supported by the MEXT Elements Strategy Initiative to Form Core Research Center (JPMXP0112101001) and JSPS KAKENHI (No. 16K05434). This work was carried out by the joint research in the Institute for Solid State Physics, the University of Tokyo.

∗ kawachi@sci.u-hyogo.ac.jp † jyamaura@issp.u-tokyo.ac.jp; The Institute for Solid State Physics, The University of Tokyo at present [1] Y. Kamihara, T. Watanabe, M. Hirano, and H. Hosono, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 130, 3296 (2008).

[2] J. Paglione and R. L. Greene, Nat. Phys. 6, 645 (2010). [3] G. R. Stewart, Rev. Mod. Phys. 83, 1589 (2011). [4] H. Hosono and K. Kuroki, Phys. (Amsterdam, Neth.) C 514, 399 (2015).

[5] H. Hosono, A. Yamamoto, H. Hiramatsu, and Y. Ma, Mater. Today 21, 278 (2018).

[6] I. I. Mazin, D. J. Singh, M. D. Johannes, and M. H. Du, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 057003 (2008).

[7] K. Kuroki, S. Onari, R. Arita, H. Usui, Y. Tanaka, H.

Kontani, and H. Aoki, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 087004 (2008).

[8] H. Kontani and Seiichiro Onari, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 157001 (2010).

[9] S. Iimura, S. Matsuishi, H. Sato, T. Hanna, Y. Muraba, S. W. Kim, J. E. Kim, M. Takata, and H. Hosono, Nat. Commun. 3, 943 (2012).

[10] M. Hiraishi, S. Iimura, K. M. Kojima, J. Yamaura, H.

Hiraka, K. Ikeda, P. Miao, Y. Ishikawa, S. Torii, M. Miyazaki, I. Yamauchi, A. Koda, K. Ishii, M. Yoshida, J. Mizuki, R. Kadono, R. Kumai, T. Kamiyama, T. Otomo, Y. Murakami, S. Matsuishi, and H. Hosono, Nat. Phys. 10, 300 (2014).

[11] C. de la Cruz, Q. Huang, J. W. Lynn, J. Li, W. Ratcliff II, J. L. Zarestky, H. A. Mook, G. F. Chen, J. L. Luo, N. L. Wang, P. Dai, Nature 453, 899 (2008).

[12] N. Qureshi, Y. Drees, J. Werner, S. Wurmehl, C. Hess, R. Klingeler, B. Büchner, M. T. Fernández-Díaz, and M.

Braden, Phys. Rev. B 82, 184521 (2010).

[13] Y. Yamakawa, S. Onari, H. Kontani, N. Fujiwara, S.

Iimura, and H. Hosono, Phys. Rev. B 88, 041106(R) (2013).

[14] S. Iimura, H. Okanishi, S. Matsuishi, H. Hiraka, T.

Honda, K. Ikeda, T. C. Hansen, T. Otomo, and H. Hosono, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 114, E4354 (2017).

[15] K. Kobayashi, J. Yamaura, S. Iimura, S. Maki, H.

Sagayama, R. Kumai, Y. Murakami, H. Takahashi, S. Matsuishi, and H. Hosono, Sci. Rep. 6, 39646 (2016).

[16] C.-Y. Moon, H. Park, K. Haule, and J. H. Shim, Phys.

Rev. B 94, 224511 (2016).

[17] A. Gurevich, Phys. Rev. B 67, 184515 (2003). [18] A. Gurevich, S. Patnaik, V. Braccini, K. H. Kim, C.

Mielke, X. Song, L. D. Cooley, S. D. Bu, D. M. Kim, J. H. Choi, L. J. Belenky, J. Giencke, M. K. Lee, W. Tian, X. Q. Pan, A. Siri, E. E. Hellstrom, C. B. Eom, and D. C. Larbalestier, Supercond. Sci. Technol. 17, 278 (2004).

[19] J. Jaroszynski, F. Hunte, L. Balicas, Y.-J. Jo, I. Raičević, A. Gurevich, D. C. Larbalestier, F. F. Balakirev, L. Fang, P. Cheng, Y. Jia, and H. H. Wen, Phys. Rev. B 78, 174523 (2008).

[20] G. Fuchs, S.-L. Drechsler, N. Kozlova, G. Behr, A.

Köhler, J. Werner, K. Nenkov, C. Hess, R. Klingeler, J. E. Hamann-Borrero, A. Kondrat, M. Grobosch, A. Narduzzo, M. Knupfer, J. Freudenberger, B. Buchner, and L. Schultz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 237003 (2008).

[21] Y. Kohama, Y. Kamihara, S. A. Baily, L. Civale, S. C.

Riggs, F. F. Balakirev, T. Atake, M. Jaime, M. Hirano, and H. Hosono, Phys. Rev. B 79, 144527 (2009).

[22] A. Gurevich, Rep. Prog. Phys. 74, 124501 (2011). [23] C. Tarantini, A. Gurevich, J. Jaroszynski, F. Balakirev, E. Bellingeri, I. Pallecchi, C. Ferdeghini, B. Shen, H. H. Wen, and D. C. Larbalestier, Phys. Rev. B 84, 184522 (2011).

[24] F. Hunte, J. Jaroszynski, A. Gurevich, D. C. Larbalestier, R. Jin, A. S. Sefat, M. A. McGuire, B. C. Sales, D. K. Christen, and D. Mandrus, Nature 453, 903 (2008).

[25] H. Imamura, K. Uchida, E. Ohmichi, and T. Osada, J.

Phys.: Conf. Ser. 51, 303 (2006).

[26] T. Shitaokoshi, S. Kawachi, T. Nomura, F. F. Balakirev, and Y. Kohama, arXiv:2306.16277.

[27] See Supplemental Material at http://dx.doi.org/xxx for the translation from the reflectance to the resistivity in Fig. 3, thermodynamic properties of the samples, and fitting with two-band model.

[28] Y. Mizuguchi, A. Miyake, K. Akiba, M. Tokunaga, J.

Kajitani, and O. Miura, Phys. Rev. B 89, 174515 (2014). [29] N. R. Werthamer, E. Helfand, and P. C. Hohenberg, Phys. Rev. 147, 147 (1966).

[30] A. Chubukov, Annu. Rev. Condens. Matter. Phys. 3, 57 (2012).

[31] A. Gurevich, Physica C 456, 160 (2007).

[32] S. Iimura, S. Matsuishi, and H. Hosono, Phys. Rev. B 94, 024512 (2016).

[33] H. Tamatsukuri, H. Hiraka, K. Ikeuchi, S. Iimura, Y.

Muraba, M. Nakamura, H. Sagayama, J. Yamaura, Y. Murakami, Y. Kuramoto, and H. Hosono, Phys. Rev. B 98, 174415 (2018).

[34] J. Yamaura, H. Hiraka, S. Iimura, Y. Muraba, J. Bang, K. Ikeuchi, M. Nakamura, Y. Inamura, T. Honda, M. Hiraishi, K. M. Kojima, R. Kadono, Y. Kuramoto, Y. Murakami, S. Matsuishi, and H. Hosono, Phys. Rev. B,

99, 220505(R) (2019).

[35] The superconducting gap Δ0 = 7.0 meV for LaFeAsO0.65D0.35 was determined by inelastic neutron scattering as well as Ref. 34 (unpublised).

[36] D. Nakamura, T. Adachi, K. Omori, Y. Koike, and S.

Takeyama, Sci. Rep. 9, 16949 (2019).