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Long-range spin-polarized Josephson effect in ballistic S/F/S junctions
with precessing magnetization
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We present a theory of ballistic N/F/S and S/F/S junctions with a uniformly precessing magnetization, which
generates long-range equal-spin superconducting correlations [Takahashi ez al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 057003
(2007), Houzet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 057009 (2008)]. The nonequilibrium distribution of Andreev bound states
leads to a strongly nonsinusoidal current-phase relationship for large precession angles. We derive detailed results
for ballistic junctions involving partially and fully polarized ferromagnets. In the fully polarized half-metal limit,
the magnetization precession switches the junction from an “off” state with vanishing subgap current to an “on”
state with finite Andreev conductance and finite Josephson current.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Proximity effects at the boundary between a supercon-
ductor (S) and a nonsuperconducting material have been
extensively studied since the mid-20th century [1-5]. When
a superconductor is brought into contact with a normal metal
(N), a region of induced superconducting coherence in the
normal metal near the interface is created—a phenomenon
known as the proximity effect [6,7]. Manifestations of the
superconductor proximity effect are a suppressed density of
states in the normal metal [8,9] and the flow of a dissipa-
tionless supercurrent through the normal metal in an S/N/S
Josephson junction [10,11].

By tailoring the normal metal or the N/S interface, the
proximity effect can be used to induce nonconventional
(i.e., non-s-wave/spin-singlet) forms of superconductivity,
thus significantly increasing the materials base beyond that
of intrinsically superconducting materials. Via this principle,
proximity superconductivity has been proposed as an avenue
to engineer one- and two-dimensional topological supercon-
ductors [12-19] and as an avenue towards superconductors
with odd-frequency spin-polarized Cooper pairs [20-37].
Long-range dissipationless spin-polarized currents are key to
applications in superconducting spintronics [38—40].

If a superconductor is brought into contact with a ferro-
magnetic metal (F), coherent pairs of electrons with opposite
spin appear in F [41], with spin quantization axis along
the magnetization direction. They oscillate between the spin
singlet and unpolarized spin triplet states [42], with period
characterized by the difference 2k = ky — k| of the Fermi
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momenta for the two spin projections in F. In two and
three dimensions, the destructive interference of many such
oscillating trajectories leads to a rapid decay of coherence
away from the S/F interface. Such a decay does not oc-
cur for spin-polarized Cooper pairs, since these consist of
two electrons with the same Fermi momentum in F. Spin-
polarized Cooper pairs can emerge when a conventional
superconductor is placed in contact with a magnetic material
with a noncollinear spin texture [20,27,43]. The inhomoge-
neous magnetization converts spin-singlet Cooper pairs into
spin-polarized pairs aligned with the (local) magnetization,
thus inducing spin-polarized proximity superconductivity
[20-24,27,41,43-46]. Experimental realizations of this mech-
anism have been reported for magnetic multilayers with
engineered noncollinearity [29,35-37], disordered magnetic
interfaces [31,32], helical magnetization profiles [26,33], and
noncollinear antiferromagnets [47,48]. Long-range supercur-
rents have also been observed in a half-metallic ferromagnet
(HM) [25,30]. Since a half metal has carriers of one spin
direction only, it only admits spin-polarized forms of super-
conductivity [22].

In pioneering works by Takahashi et al. [49] and Houzet
[50], it was proposed that a precessing magnetization can also
serve as a source of spin-polarized superconducting correla-
tions. The mechanism for the generation of equal-spin Cooper
pairs is similar to that in systems with spatially noncollinear
magnetization, albeit relying instead on noncollinearity in
time [49-57]. In contrast to the static effect with a spatially
nonuniform magnetization, where the spin-polarized com-
ponent is always present, temporal noncollinearity enables
dynamic control and switching of the spin-polarized super-
conducting component. Although supercurrents facilitated by
magnetization precession have not been realized experimen-
tally to the best of our knowledge, several experiments have
reported signatures of a coupling between magnetization dy-
namics and superconductivity [58—-61].

In this work, we consider spin-polarized proximity super-
conductivity in a ballistic junction involving a ferromagnetic
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metal with a uniformly precessing magnetization. This limit
is particularly relevant for vertical Josephson junctions (as
opposed to lateral junctions), where transport occurs along the
growth direction of the heterostructure. In such samples, the
mean free path can be comparable to the sample thickness,
which is typically on the order of several nanometers. As
a result, transport may be close to ballistic. We relate the
Josephson current I to the dependence of Andreev bound
state energies on the phase difference ¢ across the junc-
tion. This approach is especially useful in the limit of short
junctions (junction length L much shorter than the supercon-
ductor coherence length &), because such junctions contain
only a few Andreev levels, which dominate the supercurrent
response. In addition to junctions with two superconducting
contacts, we also consider junctions with one superconducting
and one normal contact. In such junctions, the dependence
of the conductance G on voltage, precession frequency, and
temperature gives key information on the equal-spin Andreev
reflection facilitating the spin-polarized proximity effect in
these junctions. Our work complements previous theories of
the Josephson effect with a precessing magnetization, which
focused on the diffusive limit and tunneling barriers separat-
ing superconducting and normal regions [49,50].

In a conventional Josephson junction, Andreev bound
states occupy the full subgap range 0 < E < |A|, while the
spectrum is continuous only for excitation energies £ > |A|.
In the “short-junction limit”, the Josephson current / is then
determined entirely by the bound states [62,63]. For a junction
with precessing magnetization, this picture changes qualita-
tively. Bound states exist only in the reduced energy range
0 < E < |A| — h|R2|/2, so that part of the subgap region is
replaced by a continuous spectrum. As a result, unlike in the
conventional case, the continuous part of the spectrum also
contributes to the Josephson current. At the same time, the
discrete Andreev bound states still leave a strong imprint on
the current, which changes abruptly whenever a level crosses
h2/2 or merges with the continuum. This interplay between
discrete and continuous contributions gives rise to a strongly
nonsinusoidal current-phase relation for large tilt angles 0 [55]
and to abrupt jumps in the Josephson current as the junction
length L is increased.

For small amplitudes of the precessing magnetization,
which is measured by the tilt angle 0, see Fig. 1, the
Josephson current / (in an S/F/S junction) and the conduc-
tance G (in an N/F/S junction) are proportional to 2. As
pointed out by Takahashi et al., this dependence on the am-
plitude of the precessing magnetization implies a resonant
enhancement of the critical current and the conductance if the
precession frequency €2 matches the ferromagnetic resonance
frequency Qs [49]. This effect, which is a unique signature of
microwave-controlled switching of the spin-polarized Joseph-
son effect, is illustrated in Fig. 1.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows:
We introduce the scattering formalism for a ballistic one-
dimensional junction in Sec. II. In Sec. III, we specialize
to the case that the magnetic element F is fully spin polar-
ized. Precession-induced effects are particularly striking in
such a half-metallic junction, because there is no proximity
superconductivity without precession. Junctions containing a
partially polarized ferromagnetic element F are considered in

0,

0 N

FIG. 1. Zero-bias conductance G(2) of a ballistic N/HM/S junc-
tion at T — O as a function of the frequency 2 of the ac magnetic
field driving the magnetization precession. The zero-frequency con-
ductance vanishes because Andreev reflection is forbidden in the
absence of precession. The conductance exhibits a peak for 2 equal
to the ferromagnetic resonance frequency €2, (which we chose to
be 1.25|A| for this plot) and has a discontinuous derivative with
respect to 2 at /i2 = |A|, where the continuum spectrum of the
superconductor begins.

Sec. IV. In this case, spin-polarized and opposite-spin prox-
imity superconductivity coexist. A key difference between the
two forms of superconductivity is that the latter oscillates
starkly with junction length L with zero average, whereas
the former has a component that remains finite after aver-
aging over L. As a result, in the partially polarized case,
the opposite-spin proximity effect is short-ranged in two and
three dimensions, whereas the equal-spin proximity effect is
long-ranged, as we discuss in Sec. V. We conclude with a brief
discussion of our results in Sec. VI.

II. ONE-DIMENSIONAL JUNCTIONS: FORMALISM

We first consider a one-dimensional junction consisting of
a central ferromagnetic or half-metallic layer F of length L
and one superconducting and one normal-metal contact N or
two superconducting contacts S with a phase difference ¢. We
choose coordinates such that the magnetic part of the junction
is in the region —L/2 < x < L/2 and the two leads are at
x < —L/2 and x > L/2, as shown schematically in Figs. 2(a)
and 2(b).

The junction is described by the second-quantized Hamil-
tonian

H(t) = / dx Y U O Heg o (X, )0 ()

+ / dx[f] YA +Hel, (D

where the superconducting order parameter A(x) is nonzero
in the superconducting regions only,

A(x) = |Ale?O(x — L/2) ()
for the case of one superconducting contact [Fig. 2(a)] and

A(x) = A" P20 (x| — L/2) A3)
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FIG. 2. Geometry of the (a) N/F/S and (b) S/F/S junctions. In
both panels, the region —L/2 < x < L/2 contains a magnet with
precessing magnetization 7(t) with precession frequency €2 and tilt
angle 6. For the S/F/S junction (b), the two superconducting contacts
have phase difference ¢.

for the case of two superconducting contacts [Fig. 2(b)]. In
the leads, the normal-state Hamiltonian H is time-independent
and takes the simple form

282

e = (‘gw -

where oy is the identity matrix for the spin degrees of freedom.
In the magnetic part of the junction, —L/2 < x < L/2, the
Hamiltonian H is time-dependent because of the precessing
magnetization. It reads

M) 00, (4)

i 92
Hx, 1) = —%ﬁJer—u oo — hgm(t) - o,  (5)

where o = (oy, 0y, 0;), Vg is a potential offset, i the ex-
change field, and () is the time-dependent magnetization
direction, which precesses at angular frequency €2 around the
Z axis,

m(t) = (sin 6 cos Qt, sinf sin Qf, cosh). (6)

A. Rotating frame

The time-dependence of the Hamiltonian (1) can be re-
moved by switching to a rotating reference frame for the
spin degree of freedom. Such a shift of reference frame is
accomplished by the transformation [49,50,54-56,64]

Vo (x) = 2799, (x), %

where we use a tilde * to indicate operators in the rotat-
ing frame. In the rotating frame, the Hamiltonian is time
independent,

A= / dx YU oo (00 (1)

+ / dx[{ )P AW + Hel, ®)

where
H(x) = H(x,0) — 1rQo.. )

The spin-singlet superconducting order parameter A(x) is not
affected by the transformation.

The transformation to the rotating frame exchanges the
time dependence of the Hamiltonian for an additional ex-
change field %hQ along the z direction. Hence, if the tilt angle
0 # 0, the Hamiltonian (8) has noncollinear exchange fields:
In the leads, the effective exchange field is %hQEZ, whereas in
F the effective exchange field

hete = hem(0) + 11<Qe, (10)

also has a component perpendicular to €,. As discussed in the
introduction, the presence of noncollinear exchange fields is
known to be a route to transform spin-singlet superconducting
correlations into spin-polarized correlations [20,27,43].

We write the second-quantized Hamiltonian (8) in terms of
the 4 x 4 Bogoliubov—de Gennes Hamiltonian Hpqg,

b= %/dx‘i"(X)?ﬂBdG(x)\i’(x)f an

where W(x) = (i (x). 1, (0), ¥ (o), P} o)™,
H(x) —iayA(x)>

ioyA(x)* (12)

Hpag (x) ( Ay
and we neglect an additive constant that does not enter into
the calculation of the current.

To diagonalize the rotating-frame Hamiltonian, we in-
troduce the eigenvectors of the Bogoliubov—de Gennes
Hamiltonian (12),

ua;T(x)
ua;i(x)
vy | U9
va;i(x)

Hpac Ve (x) = Eg W, (x), Wu(x) =

at positive eigenvalue £, > 0.

In the case of two superconducting contacts [geometry of
Fig. 2(b)], the spectrum of Hpqg is discrete for 0 < E, <
|A| — R|€2|/2. In the discrete part of the spectrum, the eigen-
states W, (x) of Hpqg are Andreev bound states [65], which
have a normalized four-component wave function,

> / Ax(lttg (V) + [0 (X)) = 1. (14)

The spectrum of Hpqg is continuous for eigenvalues E, >
|A| — R|S2|/2. If there is one normal-metal contact [geometry
of Fig. 2(a)], the spectrum of Hpqg is continuous for all eigen-
values. In the continuous part of the spectrum, we choose the
four-component wave function W, (x) in the form of a scatter-
ing state with normalized quasiparticle flux. In this part of the
spectrum, the eigenstate index o = (E, B, T, 0)is acomposite
index, where E is the eigenvalue of Hpac and the three labels
B, T, and o indicate, whether the incoming-wave part of the
scattering state W, (x) is incident from the right (8 = 1) or

from the left (8 = —1), whether it is predominantly electron-
like (z = 1) or hole-like (t = —1), and whether it corresponds
to an excitation with spin ¢ = 1 or 0 = —1 along the z axis.
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Explicitly, tpe incoming-wave part of the wave function W, (x)
with o = (E, B8, T, 0) is [62],

e~ itdra (Bx—3L)
Yy (x) = ——— @y,

UTO'

Bx > %L, (15)

where g, is the positive solution of

figre ) 1 2
(;’m) =u+r\/(E+§hosz> — A2, (16)

Vo = |idq., /dE|" is the velocity, and the four-component
spinors @, are

eé(ﬂ¢+”]+)
0] = ! 0
Eptt ™ J2cosns -0 ’
e*%(ﬁ‘lﬂrﬁu)
0
1 g3 (Bp+Tn-)
¢E,ﬁr¢ W _e*%(ﬂqﬂr”?—) P a7
0
with
E+lhoQ
N = —iarcosh——=—— (18)

|Al

The limit | A] — 0 must be taken for scattering states incident
from the normal contact in case of the geometry of Fig. 2(a).
Inthe range E < |A| — /i|$2|/2, only scattering states incident
from the normal contact exist for the geometry of Fig. 2(a), so
that 8 = —1. Inthe range |A| — hi|Q|/2 < E < |A| + B|Q|/2
only scattering states with o = sgn€2 exist in the supercon-
ducting contact.

Two remarks are in order: (i) If 6 # 0, it is not possible
to assign a unique spin direction to the scattering state W,
as a whole, because of the noncollinear exchange fields in
the rotating-frame Hamiltonian # of Eq. (9). However, the
incoming part of the Bogoliubov scattering states does have
a well-defined spin along z, see Eq. (15), which is what we
use to label the scattering state. (ii) If & = 0, the sectors of
the Hilbert space with spin up and spin down decouple. In
this case in a junction with two superconducting contacts,
Andreev bound states with discrete energies E, and spin
—sgn(€2) coexist with the continuous-spectrum states with
spin o = sgn(R2) in the energy range |A| — A|Q|/2 < E <
A+ RIQ1/2.

In the nonrotating reference frame, scattering states in-
coming from the leads at energy E have the equilibrium
occupation f(E), where f is the Fermi—Dirac function. Since
the transition to the rotating frame involves a shift of the
normal-state Hamiltonian by — %UEQ foroc =1 (4+)ando =|
(—), respectively, the rotating-frame energy E of these states
is E=E — %th, see Eq. (9). Hence, the scattering state
o=, B, T, o) in the rotating frame has the occupation

ﬁa ZfU(E)a (19)
where we abbreviate

f-(E) = f(E + LhoQ). (20)

To determine the occupation of the Andreev bound states in
the discrete part of the spectrum of an S/F/S junction, we
imagine that F is (infinitesimally) tunnel-coupled to a nor-
mal reservoir, which is in thermal equilibrium and extends
homogeneously along x. In the normal reservoir, quasipar-
ticle excitations at spin o have the occupation f,(E) in
the rotating frame. We choose the tunneling rate for spin-
o quasiparticles to and from the fictitious reservoir to be
proportional to

L2
Pas = / dx((ttare OF + oo @P). Q1)
2

and assume that the steady-state occupation of the Andreev
bound state « is

— pa;TfT(Ea) + pa;LfL(Ea)

(22)
Pa;t + Paz|

o

Hence, the population of the Andreev bound states/
Bogoliubov scattering states « differs from the thermal equi-
librium distribution in both the discrete and the continuous
parts of the spectrum.

We remark that the choice (21) for weight factors py,
is not unique, because it depends on the type of relaxation
processes that determine the steady-state population n, in the
rotating frame. These relaxation processes are not included in
the simple mean-field Hamiltonian (1). Microscopically, the
steady-state population is determined by inelastic scattering
processes that couple the occupation of the Andreev bound
states to that of highly excited quasiparticles in the supercon-
ducting leads. These transitions are mediated by interactions
with a bosonic bath, e.g., phonons. The tunnel coupling to a
normal reservoir used to construct Eq. (19) serves as a proxy
for such inelastic processes in a single-particle framework,
similar to Biittiker’s voltage-probe model for dephasing [66].
The choice of the integration limits in Eq. (22) assumes that
relaxation takes place in the central magnetic element of the
junction only. For comparison, a model in which relaxation
takes place equally inside the superconductor and the magnet
would use the full support of the Andreev bound states to
obtain the weight factors p,,. We refer to Refs. [54-56,64] for
a discussion of the population of the Andreev bound states in
the rotating frame in the limit of a tunnel junction connecting
the two superconducting contacts.

B. Scattering approach

To find the Andreev bound states (in the discrete part of the
spectrum) and the Bogoliubov scattering states (in the contin-
uous part of the spectrum), we follow a scattering approach.
We insert ideal leads between F and the leads (see Fig. 3).
The length of the ideal leads is sent to zero at the end of the
calculation.

In the ideal lead at the interface with the right or left contact
(B' =1, —1 or R, L, respectively), the four-component wave
function W, (x) in the BAG formalism can be written as a
sum of components moving toward F (“in”) and away from
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(a)

FIG. 3. System geometry with additional ideal leads between the
ferromagnet and the left and right contacts for the case of one normal
contact and one superconducting contact (a) and two superconduct-
ing contacts (b). The amplitudes ag" o and ag‘f,‘g,a (b‘;,‘t‘, o and bg‘ffg,a ),
with B’ = L, R, refer to electron-like (hole-like) states with spin o

propagating toward and away from the ferromagnet, respectively.

F (“Out”),
a1 agpt
ek | gl kB3 [ g,
W, (x) = — & ot + V- b | (23)
o,p o, p
out in
baps bapy

where hzkg /2m = w and v = hko/m. (For the wave functions

in the ideal leads, we neglect |E| and /1| Q2| with respect to the
in/out and bin/out

chemical potential 11.) The amplitudes a,, s, o, o AT

flux normalized, i.e., they have dimension (time)~'/2.

The total current through the junction is
I=k=-I, 24
with
/ i 2 uf 2 ~
Iﬁ’ =—p eZZ [(| gl;ﬂ’a’| - |bg;;3’a’ )(1 — i)
in 2 2y

+ (|a01;,3/0‘/ - |ag?é/o—/i )nol]y (25)

where we recall that in the continuous part of the spectrum
a = (E,B,1,0) is a composite index, so that the symbol
Ty ... should be understood as } 4, . JdE .... For the
discrete part of the spectrum, one may make use of the
identity [62]

oF, , .
6 =813 (b
G (e
to simplify the calculation of the current.

In the scattering approach, the solution of the Bogoliubov—

de Gennes equation (13) is written in terms of matrix
equations relating the coefficients in Eq. (23). For the central

’ - | gl;l:‘}/o,|2)]

out
ap'o’

I (26)

2_|a

F part, the electron (#) components are related as

out in
aa;LT aa;L?
out in
a a

oL ~ oL

Y= seE| e, @7)

aout in
a;Rt o;Rt
out in
aR| R}

where the scattering matrix Sg (E) of the central F region is of
the form

F re(E)  1L(E)
SiBr =2 (&(E) r;(E)) @fe CY
with
Py = (oo = fiegr - 0) (29)

the projector on spin parallel (4) or antiparallel (—) to n;1eff =
hese /| hee|, Which is the direction of the effective exchange
field in F, see Eq. (10). For the Hamiltonian (5), the reflection
and transmission amplitudes read
(k* — k%) sinkyL
(k% + k%) sinkyL + 2ikky cos ki L’
(30)

(€1Y)

re(E) =7 (E) =

2ikky
(k? + k%) sin koL + 2ikky cos kL’

t(E)=1,(E)=

where R’k*/2m=pu+E and R*kE/2m=pu+E —Vi+
|hefr|. For the hole (v) components, the wave function ampli-
tudes are related by the complex conjugate of the scattering
matrix,

bt by
out bin
;L = ;L
ot | = SeEY [ (32)
a;RT bla;RT
bk, byr,

For the scattering relations at the interfaces with the super-
conductors, we discuss the discrete and continuous parts of
the spectrum separately. For the discrete part of the spectrum,
0 < E < |A| - (1/2)h]€], one has

agl;,s/g/ — a’e”'”a’”‘%/zbg‘;‘;,_a,,
g = 0 e M g0 (33)
where
E+3hoQ

Ny = arccos (34)

|A

generalizes Eq. (18) to arguments |E + (1/2)0hf2| < |Al.
The combination of Egs. (27) and (33) allows nontrivial SOlLl-
tions for specific values of the Andreev bound state energy E,
only. To find the Andreev bound state wave function, we also
impose the normalization condition (14). In the continuous
part of the spectrum, Egs. (33) are replaced by

/e—ina/ +iﬂ¢/2bout ,

Cl:l;ﬁ/a/ =0 _o T Sﬁrogﬁﬁ’aresaa’v

gl;ﬂ!_ol = O’/e_m”’_iﬂ‘p/zag?fgror + sﬁraaﬂﬁ’arh&ra’a (35)
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where

Spro = 2P T — |e=ino |2, (36)

Equations (27) and (35) have a unique nontrivial solution for
all E in the continuous part of the spectrum. The choice of
the source terms in Egs. (35) ensures that this solution is
normalized to unit incoming quasiparticle flux in the left or
right superconducting lead.

III. N/HM/S AND S/HM/S JUNCTIONS

We begin by considering one-dimensional junctions with
a fully polarized half-metallic magnet (HM) with precessing
magnetization. In a half metal there are charge carriers of only
one spin direction. This is the most illustrative scenario for the
mechanism responsible for the generation of spin-polarized
superconductivity, since no subgap current can flow through
the junction without precessing magnetization [42] (except
for a residual contribution associated with the emission of
magnons upon Andreev reflection at the HM/S interface [67]).
To simplify the expressions for the scattering matrix Sg of
Eq. (28), we set |he| = VE > 1 and we make the Andreev
approximation |A| < u so that
r+(E) =0, t+(E) — eikgL+iEL/hvg7

r (E) = —1,

with kg = +/2mu/h? and vy = fiko/m.

1_(E) =0, (37)

A. N/HM/S junction

We first consider a junction with one normal-metal and
one superconducting contact [see Fig. 2(a)]. To find the con-
ductance of the junction and to characterize the induced
superconductivity, we calculate the amplitudes ryg ey (E) =
res,hs/(—E)* and e es (E) = rhs,hsr(—E )* for Andreev reflec-
tion and normal reflection in the rotating frame, respectively.
A simple calculation using Eqgs. (27)—-(35) gives the equal-spin
amplitudes

., _ .
0 REL i sin 1’ cos 7 sin 0
= . . 9
2 4 sin’ 1’ sin” O

Tht e+ (E) =

rhf,ef(E) =0,

. 2ik +-Lyr, (sin ' cos 6 4 i cos n')?
r€+,€+(E)=e 0" v 2if -2 2
e*' 4+ sin” n’ sin” 6

Fe—e—(E) = —1, (38)

where the labels = refer to the spin projection onto the mag-
netization direction 7. and we abbreviate

_ Ny tn- ;M — M-

= —), = —. 39

n > n 2 (39
The opposite-spin amplitudes all vanish, Fee vy (E) =
repr—(E) =0, t, T/ € {e, h}. Scattering amplitudes for spin
labels o, o’ =%, | defined with respect to the z axis are
[compare with Eq. (28)]

(rrT,r’T(E) rrT,r’i(EN)

X i = PY Ts, 7' E Pv’, 40
reyor(B) rfl,r’i(E)> Z sTes,os (E) (40)

s,8'=+

with the projector Py given by Eq. (29) and 7, 7' €
{e, h}. For E =0 one has cos# = 0, so that the equal-spin
Andreev reflection amplitude 4 ¢4+ (0) = rey n4+(0) = 0, con-
sistent with the general principle that Andreev reflection must
be absent in topologically trivial half-metal-superconductor
junctions [68].

The conductance G(V') of the junction at bias voltage V is
[69,70],

_ &2 o _( dfo(E—eV)
-5 T [ ()

X (B(r(r’ - |re(r,ea’(E)|2 + |rha,e(r’(E~)|2)’ (41)

where the spin labels o and ¢’ refer to the spin projection
onto the z axis. Substituting Eq. (38), taking the limit V — 0,
T — 0, where T is temperature, and expanding to leading
order in the precession frequency €2, we find that the conduc-
tance G of the half metal-superconductor junction is

& 2(hQ2)?

= Tar

2
sin? 9|:(eV)2 + (hQ)* + %(kBT )2}
(42)

in the limit of small V, T, and Q2. Note that the zero-bias,
zero-temperature conductance involves Andreev reflection co-
efficients at rotating-frame energy E = —%FzQ, which is why
G(0) is nonzero at T = 0 despite the absence of Andreev
reflection for £ = 0.

The Andreev reflection amplitudes also determine the
anomalous Green function [71]. In the rotating frame and
in the spin-majority/minority basis (s, s’ = %), the retarded
anomalous Green function is

FRGx 150 1) = —iO(t — ) (s, 1), Yy (L £))). (43)

Its Fourier transform FR(x, x’; w) is the electron—hole block
of the matrix Green function,

GR(x, x'; w)
—FR(x, x'; —w)*

FR(x, x'; )
—GR(X, x/; _w)*)v (44)

which satisfies the Gor’kov equation [72,73]
(ho — Hpac)G (x, X'; 0) = 18(x — x'), (45)

G(w+i0)=(

where 1 is the identity matrix in spin and particle-hole space.
We focus on the induced superconductivity inside the nor-
mal region, i.e., on x, x’ < —L/2. According to the Gor’kov
equation (45), the anomalous Green function (43) can then be
calculated as the electron component with spin s at position
x of the solution of the Bogoliubov—de Gennes equation with
a source that injects a hole with spin s at position x’. This
process requires Andreev reflection, so that we find [45,71]

—iko(x—x")

N i
Fsl;(x, X)) =——-e

A Tes,hy (iw). (46)
Vo

The advanced component of the anomalous Green function
can be calculated from particle-hole symmetry
Fix'o) = —Fi(, x; o), (47)

and yields

A vi0) = 2O (o). (48)
0
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The expression for the anomalous Green function can be cast
in the form

Fy(x, x;0) = —% / dke™ =) £ (ks )8 (e — @), (49)

where g, = %(k2 — kg) and f (k; w) is similar to the anoma-
lous Green function in the quasiclassical theory [71,74],

_ res,hs’(w)s k<0, Imw>0,
fiwlk;w) =2 x { —regps(—w), k>0, Imw <0. (50)
0, else

Note that fiy(k,0) = 0, because the Andreev reflection am-
plitudes vanish at £ = 0. Equation (50) combines the results
for both the retarded and advanced Green functions.

For the half metal-superconductor junction, only the
anomalous Green function component £, (k; ) for s = ' =
+ is nonzero. This component is even under exchange of
the spin labels. To bring out the symmetry of the proximity
superconductivity with respect to the momentum k and the
frequency w, we write fw (k; w) as a sum of a k-odd, w-even
and an w-odd, k-even component,

fwlk;w) = £k w) + fi M (o), (51
with
5k, ©) = 8,48, 1-sign(Im @) ey vt (0 sign(Im w)),

Fii Tk, @) = 8 ¢85 4 sign(k) res ny (@ sign(Im ). (52)

The k-even, w-odd component is generally robust to disorder
scattering and, hence, is responsible for the long-range prox-
imity effect [24].

B. S/HM/S junction

For a junction with two superconducting contacts, we first
discuss the bound-state spectrum and its contribution to the
Josephson current and include the continuous part of the
spectrum afterwards. To further simplify the calculation of
the Josephson current, we focus on the short-junction limit
L « &, where & = livg/|A| is the superconductor coherence
length.

For & =0, one finds electron-like and hole-like bound
states at the energies given by the solution(s) of the conditions
ekol=4ini — 1 and e~2kol—4n- — 1 respectively. For more
detail, we refer to Appendix A. Defining 0 < ¢ < /2 such
that e*¢ = koL je.,

¢ = (koL mod 7), (53)

in the short-junction limit L < & we then find two electron-
like bound states and the two hole-like bound states at energies

Eey = —En = |Alcos¢ — %hQ,

Eoy = —Enp = —|Alsing — Q. (54)

Figure 4 shows the four bound-state energies E., E.y, Ep,
and Ej, as a function of koL for three representative values
of the precession frequency 2. The majority wave function
amplitudes of these bound states are

—2iny aoul _ 1

RN T N

boul __ Jin

agy; = —e Rtj = bRy =0, (53)

Ee? ® Ehl ° EhZ

A

|A| + 3RO
|A] — K0
ThO

0

hQ/|A| = 0.6

Al +

2
|A|*2

KQJ|A| = 1.4

T 2

koL

FIG. 4. Bound-state energies Eej and Ehj, j=1,2, of a static,
i.e., for & = 0, S/HM/S junction in the short-junction limit L <« &
as a function of koL for 72/|A| =0 (top), 0.6 (middle), and 1.4
(bottom) in the rotating frame. Bound states with energy E, > |A| —
h|2|/2 hybridize with the continuum of scattering states (shaded
region). The circles in the middle panel, corresponding to 72 =
0.6]|A|, indicate (i) the example for koL = 2.0 of a typical point
where one of the bound states hybridizes with the continuum spec-
trum (purple circle), (ii) an abrupt change in the occupation of a
bound state (green and bottom orange circles) upon varying koL,
and (iii) merging of a bound state with the continuum spectrum (top
orange circle). For the energy E corresponding to (i) the energy-
resolved current j; (E) exhibits a sharp peak, see Fig. 5. Case (ii)
leads to a jump in the current as a function of system parameters, as
illustrated in the right panel of Fig. 6.

j = 1,2, for the electron-like bound states, where the phases
1o should be evaluated at the respective energies E.; and the
normalization constant

Y 2h

o 56
Al sin, (56)

The minority wave function amplitudes follow from Eq. (33).
The majority and minority wave function amplitudes of the
hole-like bound states follow by particle-hole conjugation.
The 8 = 0 bound states exist for arbitrarily short junction
length L and have their support entirely in the superconducting
regions in the short-junction limit L < £. In this sense they
are like standard Andreev bound states, such as they occur
in a superconductor—-normal metal-superconductor (S/NM/S)
junction. However, their energies do not depend on the phase
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difference ¢ and, hence, the bound states at & = 0 do not carry
a supercurrent.

Electron-like bound states exist for —|A| — i2/2 < |A| —
h2/2; hole-like bound states exist for —|A| 4+ AQ2/2 < |A| +
h2/2. For |E| < |A| — K|S2|/2 bound states of both types
exist. In this energy range, the electron-like bound states ac-
quire a small hole-like component and vice versa for small but
nonzero tilt angle 6, whereas the bound state energy £ now
depends on the phase difference ¢. The hole-like component
of the electron-like bound state already appears to linear order
ino,

b4, = —0Bj(e”" — TN
j 9
by ; = 0Bj(e" — ¢ CEHIHTD) (57)
; ,
where
i sin i’ cos 7 ; :
B, TEORN _fec-aid j—12 (58)

I T NG sin R + n2) ’

and we omitted corrections beyond linear order in 6. [The
electron-like wave functions are still given by Eq. (55).] We
refer to Appendix A for a more detailed derivation of the wave
functions presented above.

The electron-like components of the hole-like bound
states again follow by particle-hole conjugation. The ¢-

dependent contribution to the energies 8E.; = —8E;, j =
1,2, is quadratic in 6,
dSE,; ; i in 7’ cos ;)
BEej _pgr(_py-1 p SIS COST)” & (50
A sin(2(¢ 4 1-))

In Egs. (57)—(59), the phases 1, should be evaluated at E.
and E,, for j = 1 and j = 2, respectively. Note that the fac-
tor cos® 7j implies that 38E;/d¢ o Q* for small precession
frequency 2.

Since the Andreev bound states are fully spin-polarized
inside the central part of the junction and have electron-like
and hole-like parts of equal weight, one has

Pat = Pal> (60)

see Eq. (21). (The label o takes the values el, e2, hl, and
h2.) The occupation of the bound state o then follows from
Eq. (22),

ne = 51f1(Ea) + f1(Eo)]. (61)

At zero temperature n, = 1/2 for |E,| < /€2/2 and the contri-
bution of the bound state « to the current through the junction
vanishes, see Eqs. (25) and (26). Since bound states with
E, > |A| — h|2|/2 hybridize with the continuum spectrum,
as we discuss below, only bound states in the energy range
h|Q/2 < Ey < |A| — K|2|/2 contribute to the ground-state
current with the occupation (61).

For |A| — B|Q|/2 < E < |A| + A|S2|/2, bound states co-
exist with scattering states if the tilt angle 6 = 0. At finite
tilt angle 6 the bound states and scattering states hybridize
into scattering resonances, so that for nonzero 6 it is sufficient
to consider the scattering states only. For £ > |A| + h|2|/2
there are scattering states of both spin directions o, but no
bound states and, hence, no scattering resonances.

Combining contributions from the discrete and continu-
ous parts of the spectrum, the Josephson current / through a

2

W(E)/8

—_
0.95E) o

- —

| N

Al = 3hIY

1.05Ens

CRRNERT

FIG. 5. Probability current j; (E) carried by the continuum part
of the spectrum in the S/HM/S junction (L < &) as a function of
energy £ > |A| — %h|§2|,for nQ2 =0.6|Al,60 =0.1, kgL = 2.0, and
phase bias ¢ = 7 /2. The current j;(E) exhibits a sharp peak, with
height o« #~2 and width o 62, near the bound-state energy Ey, (pur-
ple circle; see Fig. 4). (Inset) A magnified view near the resonance at
E, together with the line shape (63) (dashed).

S/HMY/S junction is expressed as

e oL,

[=—- 1 —2n,
P Zl 5 (1~ 2m)
0<Ey<|A|—=3 R

o0

+%;/A

with n, given by Eq. (61).

For small tilt angle 6, j,(E) has sharp resonances if
o = signQ and the energy |A| — 1A|Q| < E < Al + 1A|Q|
is close to one of the bound state energies E, at & = 0. In that
case, for small 6 one has

- QdEja(E)(l —2fo(E)), (62)

E —E, + 6%,

i (E) =0, —— ,
Jo(E) |E — E, + 62T, |?

(63)

where J,, §,, and ', are resonance-specific constants with
the dimension of energy. (J, and §, are real; I, is complex.)
We refer to Appendix B for explicit expressions. As an illus-
tration, in Fig. 5 below we show j;(E) in the short-junction
limit for 2/|A| = 0.6 and koL = 2.0, in which case it has a
resonance near the bound state energy Ey,. (See Fig. 4 for
the bound-state spectrum at & = 0.) We note that Eq. (63)
is valid only in the immediate vicinity of the resonance, i.e.,
when |E — E,| ~ 6%|Im I, |, and requires the resonance width
6%|Im [, | to be much smaller than the other relevant energy
scales, such as /i|Q2| or the distance between the resonance
position E, and the continuum edge at |A| & /|Q|/2. When
the opposite is true, the full scattering expression should be
used instead of the isolated-resonance approximation.

For a small tilt angle 6, the Josephson current we obtain
from Eq. (62) is proportional to 82 sin ¢. The ¢ dependence of
the Josephson current is no longer sinusoidal for larger 9, as
we illustrate in Fig. 6 (left) for a junction in the short-junction
limit. A nonsinusoidal current-phase relationship was also
observed in Ref. [55] for a Josephson junction coupled to a
precessing spin. The jumps in the current-phase relation for
large 6 originate from an abrupt change in the steady-state
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= 0005 5 N\ 370 _
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= X hQ/|A| Il
0.000 =
K <
= AN 7 10
= ) \ 7/, = \
= —0.005F — 9 =1/2, kL =07 S g -<H--
7
— 0=0.1, kgL =07 \~-__/ —
—0.010 0=01, kol =21 1/(ko€) = 0.0
== 0=0L (Dur — 1/(ko) = 0.1
" " " " " 00 L " " " " " " "
- /2 0 /2 T (Vg 1r 2m 3 4 5 6

FIG. 6. Supercurrent of a one-dimensional STHM/S Josephson junction at zero temperature. (Left) Current-phase relation in the short-
junction limit for different tilt angles and junction lengths, for 2 = 0.6|A|. The turquoise and pink curves illustrate the current-phase relation
in the limit of small tilt angles for two representative values of koL; the dashed curve shows that the average (/). of 1(¢) over koL at fixed
¢ is well defined and nonzero. The dark blue curve illustrates the large tilt-angle case 6 = /2, where a strong deviation from the sinusoidal
behavior is observed. Inset: dependence of (/). on the precession frequency €2 at phase bias ¢ = /2 and 8 = 0.1 in the short-junction
limit. For small values of 7€2/|A|, the Josephson current has a quadratic dependence on the tilt angle 6 and it vanishes at 2 = 0. (Right)
critical current I, = maxy I(¢) as a function of koL for 712 = 0.6]A| and 8 = 0.1, shown for the short-junction case 1/(ko§) = 0 (yellow
curve) and in the crossover toward the long-junction limit, 1/(kyé) = 0.1 (purple curve). The two circles on the yellow curve mark the same
points as in Fig. 4. They indicate the points where the bound states E.; and £, respectively, undergo an abrupt change in their occupation;
see Eq. (61). Similar behavior is also seen for 1/(kp&) = 0.1, although the positions of the jumps are now shifted. In addition, the current
is no longer periodic in koL and instead shows an overall decaying trend, which is similar to the decay of the supercurrent with L in a

superconductor—normal-metal-superconductor junction (dashed line).

population of an Andreev bound state once its energy crosses
the energy splitting %h|§2| [see Egs. (22) and (61)]. In our
analysis, the steady state is established independently for each
fixed set of system parameters, such as the superconducting
phase difference ¢ or the junction length L. Therefore, at zero
temperature the occupation, and consequently the Josephson
current, may change discontinuously as a function of these
parameters [75].

The left panel of Fig. 6 also shows the average (/(¢))k,L
of 1(¢) over koL for the short-junction limit, where I(¢) is a
periodic function of kyL. The fact that the average (I(¢)),r 1S
nonzero is an indicator for the long range of the proximity ef-
fect in a superconductor—half-metal-superconductor junction
with a precessing magnetization.

In the right panel of Fig. 6, we show the critical current
I. = max, I(¢) as a function of kyL, both in the short-junction
limit L « & and in the crossover towards the long-junction
limit. The sharp discontinuities as a function of koL are the re-
sult of the abrupt change of population of the Andreev bound
states with increasing koL at zero temperature, see Fig. 4. The
contribution to the Josephson current from the continuous part
of the spectrum, which is the second term in Eq. (62), is a
continuous function of kyL. Abrupt changes of the Josephson
current also appear for the opposite-spin contribution to the
Josephson current in junctions with a nonprecessing ferro-
magnet, see Ref. [76].

Our numerical results indicate that the length-averaged
current (/). depends quadratically on the precession
frequency €2,

2
(I kot o <%> 6% sin ¢, (64)

see Fig. 6. As will be discussed in Sec. V, the quadratic
2 dependence of the average (I)y,r implies a quadratic 2

dependence of the Josephson current / at fixed koL in two- and
three-dimensional junctions. For a one-dimensional junction,
we find that the (nonaveraged) Josephson current [ at a fixed
value of koL is proportional to Q2 for most values of koL,
but not for all kyL. An explicit example in which I(£2) is not
proportional to Q? is shown in Appendix C.

IV. N/F/S AND S/F/S JUNCTIONS

In this section, we consider a Josephson junction with a
partially polarized ferromagnetic metal F and a precessing
magnetization. Since a partially polarized magnet admits an
opposite-spin proximity effect, such a junction already has a
Josephson current without precessing magnetization. In a one-
dimensional junction, this opposite-spin contribution to the
supercurrent strongly oscillates as a function of the junction
length L. A precessing magnetization induces spin-polarized
proximity superconductivity, which gives a nonoscillating
contribution to the Josephson current, which is proportional
to 62 for small tilt angle 6.

To keep the expressions simple, we take the limit |A| <
|hg| < . In this limit, the reflection and transmission matri-
ces of the ferromagnetic metal are

re(E) =0, 1u(E) = ottt - (65)

where we abbreviated

hg
o = E

= oo’ (66)

We again focus on the short-junction limit L < &.
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A. N/F/S junction

The amplitudes 7ys.e5(E) = resny(—E)* for Andreev re-
flection are

Thpor (B) = 7~ sin ' sin 6,

P o (E) = e @72~ (cos ' — isinn’ cos @),
rh+,e,(E~) =
Theop (B) = —e M sinp/ sin 6, (67)

—e I F2icl=il(cos ' — isinn’ cosH),

where we recall that 7 = (ny +n-)/2, n’ = (ny —n-)/2.
The normal reflection amplitudes o5 e5 (E) = msny (—E)* all
vanish for the simple limit of Eq. (65). Note that the opposite-
spin Andreev reflection amplitudes rpg c+ (E) oscillate with
the length L of the ferromagnetic segment, whereas the equal-
spin Andreev reflection amplitudes rhi,ei(E ) do not.

We now use the Andreev reflection amplitudes to calculate
the conductance and the anomalous Green function. Since
there is no normal reflection, the zero-bias, zero-temperature
conductance,

)

G0) = 4%’ (68)
independent of 6 and 2. This is the same conductance as
in an ideal normal-metal-superconductor junction. For the
anomalous Green function, we again make use of Egs. (49)
and (50). We write the quasiclassical Green function in the
rotating frame f (k; w) in matrix form,

fk;w) = ioy(x (k; w) + d(k;w) - 0). (69)

The singlet component y (k; w) is

x(k;w) = % Z(”eJr,hf(SCO) — Te— iy (S))

s==%
X O(—sk)O(sIm w). (70)

It contains k-even, w-even and k-odd, w-odd components. The
triplet components in the rotating frame read

dy(ki ) = = D5 Ter i (50)O(=sk)O(sIm ),
s==%

dy(k;w) =0,
d,(k;w) = % S;S (Fet b (@) + Fer py (50))

x O(—sk)O(sIm w). (71)

They represent nonpolarized spin-triplet pairing (given by d.),
which vanishes if Ag = 0 but remains if Q =0 or 6 =0, as
expected, as well as spin-polarized components:

frile0) = —dy +idy, f-_(k;o) =d, +id,. (72)

Both spin-polarized triplet components vanish without pre-
cession. They are sums of k-even, w-odd and w-even, k-odd
contributions. Since the opposite-spin Andreev reflection am-
plitudes oscillate with the length L of the ferromagnetic
segment, the spin-singlet and unpolarized triplet contributions
to the proximity effect are short-ranged. The equal-spin An-
dreev reflections do not oscillate with L, implying that the
spin-polarized proximity superconductivity is long-ranged.

TR D IS o
|A|+ 3hQ1 \ /
|A] — 3hQF

a0t \ X o
3 \\ O

ol N
/\

- 71'72 0 772 ™

¢

FIG. 7. Dependence of the bound-state energies Ei.T and E, | of
a one-dimensional S/F/S Josephson junction on the phase difference
¢ for Q2 = 0.6|A|, kL = 0.557, and 6 = 0. The black and pink
circles mark the points where the occupation n, , of a bound state
changes abruptly. Around these points, the current can undergo a
sudden change both in the nonprecessing case (around the black
circle) and in the regime where features distinguishing nonprecessing
and precessing junctions appear (both black and pink circles), see
Fig. 8.

B. S/F/S junction

For 6 = 0, one finds Andreev bound states at the energy
E. , given by the solution of ¢**?L=2in-%i¢ — 1 with o = 1
or 0 = —1. (The index o refers to the physical spin of the
excitation: The bound state with o = 1 has a particle-like part
with spin-up and a hole-like part with spin-down; the spins
are opposite for the bound state with o = —1.) In the short-
junction limit, this gives the bound-state energies

Ei; =|Alcos¢y — 1hQ,
Ei | = —|A|costs + 1RQ, (73)
where 0 < ¢4 < 7 is defined such that e¥¢+ = ¥KLEi¢ je
{t=kL+t1¢ mod . (74)

The Andreev levels E. , are shown in Fig. 7 for a rep-
resentative value of kL. The occupation of the bound
states is

Ny o = fa (Ei,a)~ (75)

At zero temperature, the distribution changes sharply at £ =
1RIQ| (see Fig. 7).

Since the bound-state energies E. ,, in a partially polarized
ferromagnet depend on the phase difference ¢ already in the
limit & = 0, the Andreev bound states carry a current,

j:i:,a = —= - (1 - 2”:!:,0)

- i%|A| sin ¢o(1 — 2f, (E+.o)). (76)

Only contributions from levels £., > 0 are taken into ac-
count when calculating the supercurrent. In addition to the
contribution from the discrete Andreev bound states, there is a
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FIG. 8. S/F/S Josephson junction at zero temperature in one dimension. (Left) Current-phase relation in the short-junction limit,
1/(k&) =0, for hQ2 = 0.6|A|, kL = 0.557, and & = 0 (violet, nonprecessing magnetization) compared to & = 0.5 (green, precessing magne-
tization). In the latter case, the shape closely matches the /(¢) curve of the nonprecessing junction, except near the points where the occupation
changes abruptly (black and pink circles), cf. Fig. 7, where the small-6 corrections become visible. (Center) Current /(xL) as a function of
junction length kL for 12 = 0.6|A| at fixed phase bias ¢ = 7 /2, comparing 6 = 0 (violet) and & = 0.5 (green). The former curve oscillates
with L and averages to zero, implying the short-ranged nature of nonspin-polarized superconductivity in higher dimensions, whereas the
precessing junction (green line) is nonzero on average. (Right) Average (/) at phase bias ¢ = 7 /2 in the short-junction limit vs 8 (bottom,

h2/|A| = 0.6) and 2 (top, & = 0.5). For small #Q2/|A| and 6, the current exhibits a quadratic dependence on €2 and 6, respectively.

contribution to the supercurrent from the continuous spectrum
for £ > |A| — %h|§2|. For the total supercurrent, one then
arrives at an expression similar to Eq. (62), but with

—io sin(2n, ) sin(2«x L) sin ¢
7[cos(2n,) — cos(244)][cos(2n, ) — cos(25-)]
(77)

All contributions to the supercurrent oscillate as a function of
kL and the average of the oscillations vanishes. The current-
phase relationship is illustrated in Fig. 8 (center).

A small but nonzero tilt angle 6 leads to a correction §E- ,
to the bound-state energy that is proportional to 62,

sin (7](7 + %oq&) sinn’
2 sin (77 F %aq&)

where 7,, 1/, and 7 should be evaluated at £ ,. The addi-
tional current carried by the Andreev bound states « is

SEy s = —0%sinn, , (78)

683Eia ~
Sjto = —— —(1 —2f, (E+ o
J+. i 00 ( Jo(E+5))
e 8EN‘:I:U an(E:t (r) =
—2- — | — — SE4 ;. 79
ha¢< aEi,g> o ()

The first term is independent of «L [except for the indirect
dependence via the distribution function f,(E+ )], so that
its average over the length L of the ferromagnetic segment is
nonzero. The second term oscillates as a function of « L. For
small tilt 6, the contribution from the continuous part of the
spectrum E > |A| — 17|, also acquires a change 8 j, (E),
which is proportional to 8% and has a nonzero average with
respect to x L. We refer to the Appendix D for explicit expres-
sions. Figure 8 (center) and (left) compare the current-phase

vanishes for 6 = 0, it is nonzero and proportional to 6% for
finite 6. For the k L-averaged Josephson current, we find the

scaling
(L) (EQ)292
¢kl X Ta
[A|

for small precession frequencies €2 and small precession an-
gles 0, see Fig. 8 (right). The nonvanishing average with
respect to kL is key in higher-dimensional junctions, as we
discuss in the next section.

(80)

V. JUNCTIONS IN TWO AND THREE DIMENSIONS

So far, the discussion has been for one-dimensional junc-
tions. Our results can easily be generalized to two- and
three-dimensional junctions.

For two- and three-dimensional junctions, the momentum
components k, and k, parallel to the interfaces are conserved
and each value of ky and k; is separately described by a one-
dimensional Hamlltoman of the form of Eq. (1), but with the
substitution
ki =k + k2,

h 2
w—= K= kHa (81)

2m
in the normal-state first-quantized Hamiltonians of Egs. (4)
and (5). (For a two-dimensional junction one sets k, = 0.)
This substitution has no consequences for the boundary con-
ditions of Egs. (33) and (35) at the superconductor interfaces,
as long as the Andreev approximation |A| < w holds. In the
expressions (30) and (31) for the reflection and transmission
amplitudes of the central magnetic segment, one now has to
obtain k and k4. from

relationship and the xL dependence for zero tilt angle and 1i2k2 . hzkﬁ

at a finite tilt angle. For small tilt angle 6, the difference is S =Pt E— S (82)
small, except near values of ¢ for which the occupation of 212 20

the Andreev bound states E , changes. For the average over nk — w4 E — Vit | — M (83)
kL, this difference is significant: Whereas the average (1), 2m ’ F off 2m
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for each value of k, and k, separately. To obtain the total
supercurrent in a junction with two superconducting contacts,
the sum over all momenta k, ; parallel to the interface must be
performed. For a two-dimensional junction this gives

ko dk
100 = / S yap) g, (84)
0 T
where
k2
Z_mO = — Vi + |hes| (85)

and /"®) (k) ) is the current in a one-dimensional junction with
the substitution (81). Similarly, the supercurrent in a three-
dimensional junction is

ko kydk
1o = [T ), (86)
0 T

For the calculation of the conductance G(V') and the anoma-
lous Green function of a junction with one normal contact
and one superconducting contact, we note that the Andreev
reflection amplitudes rep, and rye are now functions of k. The
conductance G(V) is found by integration over k; similar to
Egs. (84) and (86). The anomalous Green function is now
a function of k, and kj. It can be found by inserting the
k-dependent Andreev reflection amplitudes into Eq. (50).

Results for the conductance and the anomalous Green
functions in two- and three-dimensional junctions do not dif-
fer qualitatively from those for a one-dimensional junction
discussed in detail in Secs. III A and IV A. We therefore
focus the discussion of the remainder of the section on the
Josephson effect.

The supercurrent in one-dimensional superconductor—
magnet—superconductor junctions shows oscillations as a
function of the junction length L. For a junction involv-
ing a half-metal, the oscillations involve the dimensionless
product koL; for a junction involving a metallic ferromagnet,
the oscillations involve the product kL, where k = hg/hivg =
hgm/Fko. In the short-junction limit, the supercurrent is
strictly periodic in kgL or kL for a junction involving a half
metal or a ferromagnetic metal, respectively. Beyond the short
junction limit, the supercurrent has a slower dependence on
L/& in addition to the fast dependence on koL or «L. In both
cases, since ko and « depend on kj, the integration over the
transverse momentum k; in Eqs. (84) and (86) effectively
amounts to an average over kgL or «L. This is especially
true if koL or xL >> 1, indicating that contributions to the
supercurrent that vanish upon averaging over koL or «L are
short-ranged in a two-dimensional or three-dimensional junc-
tion, whereas contributions to the supercurrent that have a
nonzero average over kgL or kL are long ranged. Our calcu-
lations for the one-dimensional junction have shown that the
average of the supercurrent / over kgL and « L is nonzero if
the magnetization precesses. This implies that the Josephson
effect is long-ranged in two- and three-dimensional junctions.
Without precessing magnetization, the supercurrent is zero in
a junction featuring a half-metallic magnet. For a junction
with a ferromagnetic metal, it vanishes once an average over
kL is performed, consistent with the well-known fast decay of
the Josephson effect with junction length L in this case.

To illustrate our findings, in Fig. 9 we show the Josephson
current /(;r /2) at phase difference ¢ = 7 /2 as a function of
junction length L. We focus on the short-junction limit L/§ <
1. Unlike the one-dimensional case, in two and three dimen-
sions, the Josephson current is a nonperiodic function of L
even in the short-junction limit because of the k-integrations
in Egs. (84) and (86). The long-range nature of the Joseph-
son current carried by equal-spin Cooper pairs is reflected
in the nonzero large-L asymptote within the short-junction
limit L/é < 1. Upon going beyond the short-junction limit,
a further decay with L sets in, which is similar in nature to
that of a nonmagnetic Josephson junction [24,38]. For the
numerical evaluation, we use the full model as described in
Sec. II and not the simplifications used for Egs. (37) and (65),
which are used for the numerical results for one-dimensional
junctions shown in Secs. III and IV. (The reason is that these
simplifications cannot be made simultaneously for all values
of k I )

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this article, we considered the Josephson effect in a
ballistic Josephson junction containing a ferromagnetic metal
with a precessing uniform magnetization. Without precession,
the supercurrent in such a junction is carried by opposite-spin
Cooper pairs. It shows decaying oscillations with the junction
length L, even for a ballistic junction (although for a ballistic
junction the suppression is much less than in the presence of
disorder). In the short-junction limit L/ < 1 one has I(L)
L~'/2 for a two-dimensional junction and /(L) o< L™! in three
dimensions [41,42]. The magnetization precession induces an
additional contribution to the supercurrent that is carried by
equal-spin Cooper pairs. Although this precession-induced
contribution is small for small precession amplitudes—it is
proportional to the square 6 of the tilt angle—it does not
suffer from the same suppression with junction length L as the
opposite-spin contribution. In the short-junction limit L < &,
the precession-induced contribution is independent of L. For
larger L, it decays with L in the same manner as the su-
percurrent in a superconductor—normal-metal-superconductor
junction.

We could obtain detailed results in the limit of a junc-
tion with a half-metallic, i.e., fully spin-polarized magnet.
In this limit, there is no contribution to the supercurrent
from opposite-spin Cooper pairs, so that the magnetization
precession switches the junction from an “off”-state without
current to an “on”-state with finite Andreev conductance and
finite Josephson current. For a half metal, the current-phase
relationship is sinusoidal for small tilt angle 6, but not for
larger tilt angles & ~ 1. In a partially polarized ferromagnet,
the precession-induced term exists next to the supercurrent
carried by opposite-spin Cooper pairs. Both have a highly
nonsinusoidal current-phase relationship for a short, ballistic
Josephson junction [55].

Our work can be compared to the original studies of the
precession-induced Josephson effect [49,50], which focused
on disordered Josephson junctions, and to similar studies for
tunneling junctions coupled to a precessing spin [54-56]. In
particular, our result 7, o #2Q? is reminiscent of Eq. (14) in
Ref. [50]. A key difference, however, is that Refs. [49,50]
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FIG. 9. Josephson current /(¢ = 7 /2) in two-dimensional (blue) and three-dimensional (purple) junctions in the short-junction limit
L/& « 1 for a fully polarized S/THM/S junction (left) and a partially polarized S/F/S junction (right). The main right panel shows the difference
Al = I1(2) — 1(2 = 0) between the Josephson current with and without precession in F; the inset shows the full current /. The parameters
used in the calculations are 2 = 0.6/A| and 6 = 0.1 (left) and 0 = 0.5 (right). In the large-L limit, the Josephson current saturates to a
nonzero value. For the S/F/S junction, this can be seen from the difference A/ in the main panel. In both panels, the current is normalized by

its value Iy at L = 0.

obtain closed-form expressions for the supercurrent in the
vicinity of T, whereas our analytical results apply to zero
temperature. The current-phase relationship is sinusoidal for
the diffusive junctions considered in Refs. [49,50]. For a bal-
listic junction, we find I o sin¢ only in the limit of small
tilt angles & < 1, whereas the current-phase relationship is
strongly nonsinusoidal otherwise. This latter finding is con-
sistent with current-phase relationships obtained in Ref. [55]
for a tunneling junction coupled to a precessing spin.

The observation of a long-range proximity effect in the
ballistic regime requires that the junction length L be smaller
than the mean free path ¢, but larger than k~!, where k =
(kpy — kpy)/2 is the difference of Fermi wavenumbers for
majority and minority electrons, see Eq. (66). For Fe, !
is approximately 0.3 nm [77,78], whereas ¢ can be up to
10 nm in a high-quality thin film [79]. This indeed leaves a
parameter window within which ballistic Josephson current
can be observed. These lengths are significantly shorter than
the superconducting coherence length £ in an Fe/Nb junction,
which is ~40 nm (using the velocity of minority electrons in
Fe vy ~ 3 x 10°> m/s [78] and Nb gap |A| = 2.3meV [80]),
so that a ballistic Nb/Fe /Nb junction is typically in the short-
junction limit.

As discussed by Takahashi ef al. [49], in an experimental
realization of this scenario, the magnetization precession is
typically driven by an alternating applied magnetic field Rasive
at frequency 2. The tilt angle 6 has a strong resonance near
the ferromagnetic resonance frequency s,

~ yhdrive/h
TV (2 = Ques)? + (@)

87)

where « is the Gilbert damping constant of the magnet and
y the gyromagnetic ratio. The resonance frequency 2. has
an intrinsic contribution from the magnetic anisotropy and an
additional term y H.y, where y is the gyromagnetic ratio and
H., an applied constant magnetic field. Because of the reso-
nant frequency dependence of the tilt angle 6, the supercurrent
I (in an S/F/S junction) and the conductance (of an N/F/S
junction) have a sharp increase at 2 = Qs upon increasing

the driving frequency €2 at fixed external magnetic field (such
that the ferromagnetic resonance frequency €2, remains con-
stant). This is illustrated in Fig. 1 for the conductance of an
N/HMY/S junction.

The long-range supercurrents in the presence of a pre-
cessing magnetization are spin polarized. Hence, a finite
spin current is associated with the Josephson current. Since
the net spin current vanishes in the spin-singlet supercon-
ductors, this spin current “appears” and “disappears” at the
superconductor—ferromagnet interfaces. This source or sink
of spin current corresponds to a torque on the magnetization.
For a steady-state Josephson current, the torques at the two
interfaces are equal and opposite, so that their net effect on
the total magnetization vanishes.

To optimize the strength of the precession-induced spin-
polarized proximity effect, the ratio 7%|2|/|A| should be
as large as possible, but not larger than 2, to avoid di-
rect excitation of particle-hole pairs in S by the precessing
magnetization. With respect to a possible experimental re-
alization, we note that for conventional superconductors,
typically |A| is in the range 0.1 —3meV, corresponding
to maximum precession frequencies $2;A/27 in the range
0.05 — 1.5THz. (For Nb, one has |A| &~ 2.3 meV [80], cor-
responding to 2,5 /27 =~ 1.2THz, whereas for Al, |A| =
0.3 meV [81], which gives €2, & 0.1 THz.) For comparison,
typical ferromagnetic-resonance frequencies are of the order
Qres/2m ~ 1 —20GHz [61,82-84], which is small enough
to avoid particle-hole excitations, but large enough that the
precession-induced contribution is not suppressed by its pro-
portionality to (iQ2/|A|)>.

The tilt angle 6 is controlled by two main factors: (i) the
Gilbert damping parameter «, which can be very small (in
the half-metals CrO,, Co,MnGe, and Co,MnSi, o ~ 10~*
[85,86], whereas in conventional ferromagnetic metals it is
typically o ~ 1073-1072, see, e.g., Ref. [60]), and (ii) the
ratio Agrive/Hext, Which is generally small. As a result, 6
is typically of the order of a few degrees, making it the
main small parameter controlling the effect. For observation
of the precession-induced effects, half-metallic ferromagnets
are not only favored because of their low damping, but
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also because they have no “conventional” proximity effect
with opposite-spin Cooper pairs, which tends to mask the
precession-induced contribution for thin junctions.

Finally, one may wonder about the detrimental effect of the
heat dissipated by the precessing magnetization. This could
be especially relevant in the case of a “vertically stacked”
S/F/S junction, because in that case any excess heat in F
must be transported away via the superconductors, which
are bad heat conductors at low temperatures. Near ferromag-
netic resonance, the power dissipated by Gilbert damping (per
cross-sectional area of the junction) can be estimated as

res

_ aM; 2 42
P = —Q 0°L, (88)
14

where M; is the saturation magnetization (per unit volume).
Gilbert damping transfers energy from magnons to electrons,
typically through spin—orbit coupling or exchange interac-
tions [87], thereby heating the conduction electrons in the F
region. This energy must be removed through heat transfer
to the adjacent superconducting leads, mediated primarily by
phonons when T « T; and by both phonons and thermally
excited quasiparticles when 7 < T.. At very low tempera-
tures, the bottleneck in heat removal is the transfer of energy
from the electronic degrees of freedom to phonons in the F
region, since the corresponding thermal conductivity scales as
x T* at low temperatures [88]. On the other hand, when the
temperature is close to the critical temperature 7T¢, heat can
also be transferred directly through thermally excited quasi-
particles, without first being transferred to phonons. In either
regime, since a sizable long-range proximity effect requires
a sizable angle 6, sample heating is an important effect. We
expect the effective operating temperature in realistic setups
to be comparable to the critical temperatures of conventional
superconductors.

Several additional effects may significantly influence the
driving-induced temperature AT of F at low temperatures.
These include the thermal (Kapitza) resistance at the F-S inter-
face, which further impedes heat flow into the superconductor
and therefore increases AT. Moreover, at lower temperatures,
the effective Gilbert damping may be modified by the so-
called “bottleneck effect” [89,90], which can decrease the
effective value of the damping parameter o in Eq. (88). A
more detailed analysis of these contributions, which depend
strongly on material-specific properties, is an important step
toward the eventual experimental realization of the effects
predicted here.
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APPENDIX A: SMALL-0 SOLUTION
FOR THE S/HM/S BOUND STATES

Equation (57) considers the predominantly electron-like
state. We use Eq. (33) to eliminate all minority amplitudes
from Egs. (27) and (32). Then, the scattering amplitudes
satisfy

aE”Tt ar’y
_ ,in_—i¢/23,in _ ,—in_—i¢ /2 out
e by | S e by
out = F in ’
ARy ARy
_ein,Jriq‘J/ZbiélT _efin_+i¢/2boRu%
B bin,
o +id/2 aiLnT . o= +ig/2 a2 Al
pout — “F pin (A1)
Rt Rt

&g, e=ineio/2gou
The energy dependence of Sg has been dropped, since we
work in the short-junction limit [see Eq. (37)]. To first order
in 6, the normal-state scattering matrix Sg reads

0 0 e 0
0 -1 0 0

0 1 0 etkol
01 1 0 et 0
+ = 0 eikoL 0 1 (A2)

For 6 = 0, Eq. (A1) separates into disjoint equations for
the electron-like and hole-like majority amplitudes. For the
electron-like amplitudes, one finds

a]‘i%‘ 0 etk aiL“T
(“ﬁ#) B <€ikOL 0 ) QEIT ’

ain ) aflt
(akf) = —e7m <a{:$>. (A3)
Rt Rt
Similarly, for the hole-like amplitudes,
by _ 0 ekl b}f‘T
b‘f{‘% ekl 0 bry ]
in out
Phr) _ o2 (b§£>. (A4)
bR, b}

From these conditions, it immediately follows that the coupled
equations for the electron-like majority coefficients have a
solution only if

ezikoL — e4in+(5); (AS)
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while the equations for the hole-like majority coefficients have
a nontrivial solution if

eZlkoL —417],(E).

—e (A6)

Since we consider an Andreev bound state that is electron-like
for @ = 0, we choose the energy E such that the condition
(AS) is satisfied, while setting the hole-like majority coeffi-
cients to zero. In that case, one has

1 eZiTH ) eZirH—ikoL
m a%t — at — —
ar s Rt — s Lt — ’
te VN ! VN f VN
t oA —ikoL eikoL
ou
apy = = (A7)
VN VN

for the electron-like coefficients, where AV, is a normalization
factor, see Eq. (56). The condition (AS) gives the two solu-
tions labeled by j = 1, 2.

If 6 is nonzero, the Andreev bound state also ac-
quires nonzero hole-like majority amplitudes. To find the

electron-like coefficients, multiplied by the second term in
Eq. (A2), appears as a source term. Equation (57) follows
upon solving this inhomogeneous linear set. The denominator
sin(2(¢ +n-)) in Eq. (58) reflects the fact that a bounded
solution for the hole-like coefficients exists only if this set of
equations is non-singular. This is the case unless Eq. (A6) is
satisfied, which is precisely when there is a hole-like Andreev
bound state at energy E.

APPENDIX B: S/HM/S JUNCTION: CURRENT CARRIED
BY THE CONTINUUM SPECTRUM

In this Appendix, we provide the explicit expression
for the contribution j,(E) from the continuous part of the
spectrum for small tilt angle 6. We first consider ener-
gies |A| — (1/2)R|Q| < E < |A]| 4+ (1/2)A|R2]. In this energy
range, there is a contribution from scattering states with o =
sign €2 only. Away from resonances, one has

corresponding coefficients, we consider the coupled linear Jo (E) = 92 j(’r (B), B
equations for the hole-like coefficients. These are inho-
mogeneous equations, in which the solution (A7) for the  up to corrections subleading in 6, with
|
Lo i sin(n, )[sin(okoL) cos(2ny ) sin n_y — cos(koL) cos 1, (sin® 1, + sin® n_y)]
Jo(E) = Soigna e L A i i 1 (B2)
7 sin(okoL + 21_4)(cos”(koL) — cos™ (21, ))
Near a resonance, for small 6, j, (E)is given by Eq. (63) with
Jo = lim (E — Ey)j,(E), (B3)
E—E,
I, = — lim (6 — Ea)cos(Zn) cos(2n’) 4+ cos(2Lky — 27) — cos(2[Lky — 277]) — cos(2n') — 4 cos(¢) sin? n cos? 77 (B4)
E—E, 2 sin(o Lky + 21—y ) sin(o Lky — 214)
and
n(E)
8y = lim (E — E,))—= (BS)
E—E, dE)
In Eq. (BS5), the numerator and denominator are given by the following lengthy expressions:
n(E) = 3sin(Qokol — 11—y ) — (9 + 2 cos(2n,)) sin _y — (3 + 4 c08(215)) sin(31_y ) — 2 cos(31, ) (sin(21_y )
+ 4sin(2o koL 4+ 21_5)) — 2(6 + 5cos(2n,)) sin(Qo koL + n_y ) + 2 cos n, (2 sin(Qo kL) + 9sin(2n_,)
—sin(4n_y) + 6sin(2(ckoL + n_s)) — 4sinQo koL + 41n_5)) + (3 + 16 cos(2n,)) sin(Qo koL + 3n_,), (B6)
d(E) = 48 sin(o Lkg + 21, )[sin(o Lkg) cos(2n, ) sin 17—, — cos(Lkg) cos 1, (sin” 7 + sin® 7_4)]. B7)

The apparent singularity associated with the factor sin(o'Lko + 21—, ) in the denominator is regularized by the prefactor (E —
E,), so that T, and 8, remain finite when taking the limit £ — E,. Since in the final expression for the current, only the integral
of j,(E) over E appears, for |E — E,| < |A|, |2| we may approximate

(8 —ReTy)

Jo(B) = pvO?jL(E) + 10> 3 8(E — Eg)t - (B8)

[Im Ty |

where “pv” denotes the principal value and any correction terms are subleading in the limit 6 < 1. Substituting the explicit
expressions given above, we may then write j, (E) as
Jo(E) =8, sign 8’ sing[pv C§ + C78(sin(okoL + 2n_,))], (B9)
where
sin(okoL) cos(2n4) sin n_, — cos(koL) cos 1, (sin® 7, + sin® n_y)

CS =isinn, ,
0 7 7 sin(okoL + 2n_g) sin*(ckoL — 21,)
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Cy = cos(koL + 21_g ) sinn_,

1 —cos(2n,) sin? N_y + cos Ny (cos(2n,) — 2) cos n_,

cos(37y) — 208 N_q(c0S(2n4) + cos(21_¢ ) + cos (1 + 2 cos(2n_y))

(B10)

For E > |A| + 1i|2|/2, both spin projections of quasiparticles can directly enter the continuum spectrum in the adjacent

superconductors and one finds

- 00?
Jo(E) = —i

sin(2n4) sin(2koL) sin(27) sin(2n") sin ¢

7 (cos(2koL) — cos(4n4))(cos(2koL) — cos(4n_))

B11)

When kgT <« i|Al, the difference between f (E)and f ] (E) becomes small for £ > |A|, so that the two contributions from

o =%, | cancel each other and do not contribute to the current.

APPENDIX C: S/HM/S JUNCTION: NONTRIVIAL 2 « |A| ASYMPTOTICS

In this Appendix, we give an example of a 1D S/HM/S Josephson junction for which the 2 dependence breaks down when
hQ <« |Al and at T = 0. We consider a junction satisfying { <« h2/|A| < 1, where Q > 0 and ¢ is defined in Eq. (53). The
bound-state spectrum is then close to that shown in the top panel of Fig. 4, near the points koL = 0, 7, . ... In this regime, E,
and Ej,, contribute to the current, and their respective contributions, see Eq. (59), are given by

00E ., NG

) = 0-sin@|A|C Wl (C1)
d8En 5 . (n2)°
o0 =0 51n¢|A|32|A|3. (C2)

On the other hand, the current carried by the continuum spectrum with energies |A| — (1/2)A|Q| < E < |A]| + (1/2)A|€2| can

be found to be

Leon: = 92 Sin¢|A|§

VIS2/|A| ln(2*368+”[C/V(EQ/IAI)]z)_

42

2 €3

Taken together, these results provide a clear example in which /. exhibits a nontrivial, i.e., nonquadratic, dependence on £2.

APPENDIX D: S/F/S JUNCTION: CURRENT CARRIED BY THE CONTINUUM SPECTRUM

For the continuum part of the spectrum, we find that the current carried by a state at energy £, to leading order in @, is given

by

sin(2n4) sinz(g‘_m +on_s)+ 62 sin No [sin kL cos(_y — 8¢p) — sink L cos n, sin(kL — so¢p + 20n_,)]

j.(E)=0 Z 2is
s=+

Setting 6 = 0, we retrieve Eq. (77) of the main text. Re-
taining corrections up to quadratic order in 6 in the numerator
and denominator yields the leading correction to the supercur-
rent 8 j, (E), which contains the contribution from equal-spin
Cooper pairs.

APPENDIX E: DETAILS OF NUMERICAL
CALCULATION OF THE CURRENT

In this Appendix, we discuss the implementation of the
numerical evaluation of the Josephson current. While Eq. (26)
is instructive, because it highlights the contribution of the
Andreev bound states to the supercurrent and, hence, explains
the sharp jumps of the supercurrent with system parameters in
terms of discontinuities related to the population of Andreev
levels, the separation into discrete- and continuous-spectrum
contributions to the supercurrent poses a complication from a
numerical point of view. These complications can be avoided

25i0(¢—s0 + 01-4) $IN(Eso +07—) + 62[sin® kL — sin(o kL) sin(ok L + 15 +1-5)]2

(D1)

(

by weakly coupling the central magnetic part of the junction
to a normal reservoir, as illustrated in Fig. 10.

In the presence of the additional normal reservoir, solutions
of the Bogoliubov-de Gennes equation (13) are scattering
states with a continuous spectrum for all energies £, so that
a separate treatment of discrete and continuous parts of the
spectrum is no longer necessary. With the additional normal
lead, the Andreev bound states turn into scattering resonances.
The additional lead acts as a source of thermalization for the
Andreev bound states, populating them according to Eq. (22).
The resonance width is proportional to the transmission prob-
ability I between the modes in the reservoir and in the
junction. In our numerical calculations, we use I' = (0.05)2,
which enables us to resolve these resonances while still ensur-
ing that the coupling to the additional lead has an infinitesimal
effect on the Josephson current itself.

To implement the coupling to the additional normal reser-
voir, we insert an additional ideal lead at the center of the
magnetic region, i.e., at coordinate x = 0. Like the other two
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FIG. 10. Geometry used for the numerical calculation of the current in the junction. A normal reservoir in thermal equilibrium is weakly
coupled to an ideal lead inserted at x = 0, at the center of the magnetic region. The amplitude that electrons scatter from the ideal lead into
the normal reservoir or vice versa is iv/T; see Eq. (E3). The coupling to the normal lead imposes the population (22) for the Andreev bound

states in the junction and turns them into scattering resonances. In our numerical calculations, we set I' =

(0.05)%. We verify that the small

level broadening due to the coupling to the normal reservoir does not affect our results.

ideal leads, the length of this ideal lead is taken to zero at
the end of the calculation. Left- and right-moving states in the
ideal lead around x = 0 are coupled separately to modes in
an additional lead, which is connected to the normal reservoir,
see Fig. 10.

The addition of the normal reservoir requires that the com-
posite index o = (E, B.1, t, o) labeling the scattering states
now have five elements, whereby the additional element / = 0
for scattering states incident from one of the superconduc-
tors and [ = 1 for scattering states incident from the normal
reservoir. For states incident from the normal reservoir, we
set B =1 (R) if it couples to a left-moving state in the ideal
lead (which has amplitudes ¢l and ¢ for electron-like

states and d”‘ » and dg , for hole-like states, see Fig. 10) and

B=-1 (L) 1f it couples to a right-moving state in the ideal
lead (corresponding to the amplitudes ¢l , and 3%, dify .
and dig ).

Referrlng to Fig. 10 for the geometry and the notation
of the amplitudes of the scattering states in the additional
ideal lead around x = 0, we replace Egs. (27) and (32) by the
following system of equations:

aE‘,‘M ajf;LT
aout ain
oL _ ~ oL
cout =Sk (E) Cin ’
Ca; ;R o;Rt
¢ .
CaRy Cary
" .
byis by
b by,
Ly | Ty
g | = Sp(—E) g | (E1)
o;R1 o;R1
¢ .
dyRy gy

Cailt Cfxn:m
cout Cin
oL ~ oL
o | =SFE) o ,
ARy Ay:R4
Aoy )
do??IET dg;m
agt, e
= Sp(=E)"]| . , (E2)
bOUt bln
a;RT a;R1
. .
bgl;lm bgl;m

Here, Eqgs. (E1) and (E2) describe scattering of electron (a
and ¢) and hole (b and d) components, see Fig. 10, around the
left and right parts of the central F region (—L/2 < x < 0 and
0 < x < L/2), respectively. The relations between scattering
amplitudes at the superconductor interfaces are still given
by Eqgs. (33) and (35) of the main text, whereby the source
terms in Eq. (35) acquire an additional factor §;9. The set
of equations is closed by the relations between the ampli-
tudes on the left and right sides of the normal reservoir (see
Fig. 10),

My = VT =T g o+ iVTpp8508116re.
o =T —Td3y  — iNT 8508118, (E3)

The current is calculated using Eqs. (24) and (25) from the
main text, where the summation over the composite index o
should be understood as Zﬁ’l’m [dE ...
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