arXiv:2109.13135v1 [cond-mat.mes-hall] 27 Sep 2021

Spin-dependent transport in a driven noncolinear antiferromagnetic fractal network

Kallol Mondal,^{1, ∗} Sudin Ganguly,^{1, †} and Santanu K. Maiti^{1, ‡} 1Physics and Applied Mathematics Unit, Indian Statistical Institute, 203 Barrackpore Trunk Road, Kolkata-700108, India (Dated: September 28, 2021)

Noncolinear magnetic texture breaks the spin-sublattice symmetry which gives rise to a spinsplitting effect. Inspired by this, we study the spin-dependent transport properties in a noncolinear antiferromagnetic fractal structure, namely, the Sierpinski Gasket (SPG) triangle. We find that though the spin-up and spin-down currents are different, the degree of spin polarization is too weak. Finally, we come up with a proposal, where the degree of spin polarization can be enhanced significantly in the presence of a time-periodic driving field. Such a prescription of getting spin-filtering effect from an unpolarized source in a fractal network is completely new to the best of our knowledge. Starting from a higher generation of SPG to smaller ones, the precise dependencies of driving field parameters, spin-dependent scattering strength, interface sensitivity on spin polarization are critically investigated. The spatial distribution of spin-resolved bond current density is also explored. Interestingly, our proposed setup exhibits finite spin polarization for different spin-quantization axes. Arbitrarily polarized light is considered and its effect is incorporated through Floquet-Bloch ansatz. All the spin-resolved transport quantities are computed using Green’s function formalism following the Landauer-Büttiker prescription. The present work brings forth new insights into spintronic properties of noncolinear antiferromagnetic SPG and should entice the AFM spintronic community to explore other fractal structures with the possibility of unconventional features.

I. INTRODUCTION

Antiferromagnetic (AFM) spintronics^{1–3}, a new paradigm has been emerged in the field of spintronics owing to its intriguing superiority over the conventional ferromagnetic spin-based devices. Due to the net vanishing magnetic moment, AFM materials are robust against magnetic field perturbation, do not produce any stray field, and display ultrafast magnetization dynamics^{4,5}. These features enable the antiferromagnets as promising candidates in future spintronic applications.

Depending upon the orientation of the magnetic moments, AFM materials can be of two kinds – colinear and noncolinear. The colinear AFM materials, due to the symmetry of the spin sublattices, in general, do not produce spin-polarized currents^3. However, spin sublattice symmetry can be broken by means of external perturbations and AFM materials show impressive performance in spin transport. For instance, tailored layered structures comprising of ferromagnets, antiferromagnets, and ferro/non-magnets exhibit to transport spin currents^{6–9}, circularly polarized subterahertz irradiation enables spin pumping effect in insulating colinear antiferromagnet^{10}, generation of spin-polarized current by applying a bias voltage in colinear antiferromagnetic insulator^{11}, etc. On the other hand, as the spin sublattice symmetry is no longer preserved, various fascinating features, such as anomalous Hall effect^{12–16}, spin Hall effect^{17}, inverse spin Hall effect^{17–19}, anomalous Nernst effect^{20}, etc., have been observed in noncolinear AFM materials. Recently, it has been shown that an electrical current can be polarized in noncolinear antiferromagnets as a consequence of the symmetry breaking^{21} and that is analogous to the spin-polarized current in ferromagnets. Given the possibility that a noncollinear magnetic structure can produce spin-polarized current analogous to the spin-orbit coupled systems^{21,22}, we wish to explore the spin-dependent transport in a fractal structure, namely the Sierpinski Gasket (SPG) triangle.

SPG structure, like the other fractals, falls under the category somewhat in between perfectly ordered and completely disordered systems, where finite ramification and self-similarity induce the localization. SPG structures exhibit Cantor set energy spectrum and highly degenerate localized states^{23}, which becomes delocalized in the presence of a magnetic field^{24}. Numerous efforts have been made so far to study the electronic properties of the SPG structures under different scenarios and several other unique features have been observed^{25–34}. However, the study of spin transport in SPG is rare and therefore, certainly desirable for understanding the behavior in self-similar geometries having multiple loops and also for future spintronic applications.

Thanks to the recent advancement of fabrication techniques, SPG structures have been realized experimentally with different materials, such as submicrometerwidth Al wires^{35}, aromatic compounds^{36}, metal-organic compounds^{37}, and by manipulation on CO molecules of Cu(111) surface^{38}, by deposition of Bi on InSb(111)B^{39}. At the same time, the possibility of tailoring magnetic textures^{40,41} engenders the present work more compelling in the field of AFM spintronics.

By assuming the noncolinear arrangement of the magnetic moments in the SPG with the net-zero moment, we find that the behaviors of the opposite spin transmission probabilities are different from each other. For a magnetic materials, pin-dependent scattering takes place when itinerant electrons interact with local magnetic moments. But, the fact is that for a magnetic system with vanishing net magnetization it is usually very hard to get spin polarization. We establish that a noncolinear arrangement can provide a finite spin-filtration and the efficiency can be further improved at large degree (more than 90%) once we irradiate the sample. The spectral peculiarity, fractal-like gapped energy spectrum, and the coexistence of both conducting and localized states play the central role of getting non-trivial signatures in antiferromagnetic fractal lattices in presence of light. These features are usually absent in completely perfect or fully uncorrelated (random) disordered lattices. This prescription is completely new, to the best of our knowledge. Additionally, we detect multiple spin-dependent mobility edges which makes the SPG a promising candidate in future spintronic applications.

The effect of irradiation is incorporated through the standard Floquet-Bloch ansatz in the minimal coupling scheme^{42–50}. The spin-dependent two-terminal transmission probabilities are computed using the well-known Green’s function formalism, based on Landauer-Büttiker prescription^{51,52}. The mobility edges are identified by superposing the total density of states (DOS) and the spin-dependent transmission probabilities.

The salient features obtained in the present work are: (i) appearance of a certain fraction of conducting states due to noncolinear magnetic texture, (ii) small but finite spin polarization associated with multiple spindependent mobility edges in the AFM fractal lattice, (iii) significant enhancement of the degree of polarization (more than 90%) in the presence of a driving field. Our analysis may help in designing future spin-based devices at the nanoscale level and to study some fascinating phenomena in similar kinds of AFM fractal lattices and other AFM topological systems.

The rest of the work is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we present our model quantum system and the Hamiltonian in the presence of an arbitrarily polarized light having a noncolinear arrangement of the magnetic moments with a zero net moment. In this section, we also present a detailed theoretical description for the calculations of spin-resolved two-terminal transmission probability, currents, spin polarization coefficient, and spinresolved bond current density. All the results are critically investigated in Sec. III. Finally, in Sec. IV, we conclude our essential findings.

II. QUANTUM SYSTEM AND THEORETICAL FORMULATION

A. SPG triangle and the Hamiltonian

Figure 1 depicts the schematic of our proposed device where an SPG network is connected with two one dimensional (1D) semi-infinite leads, namely source (S) and drain (D). An unpolarized electron beam is injected from the source, and the electrons are allowed to pass through the SPG network. We assume that the local moments of the network are arranged antiferromagnetically

FIG. 1: (Color online). Schematic view of an irradiated 3rd generation SPG fractal network with noncolinear AFM texture. The atomic sites are located at the vertices of each equilateral triangle, as shown by red solid spheres. The direction of the moment at each site is denoted with dark grey arrow. The SPG is attached to two electrodes (source S and drain D).

and the SPG is irradiated with an arbitrarily polarized light. Under such a scenario, the tight-binding Hamiltonian describing the SPG network can be expressed in the following form^{53–55}

H_{SPG} = ∑ n ϵ_nc^†_nc_n − J ∑ n c^†_nS_n · σc_n + ∑ ⟨nm⟩ t̃_{nm}c^†_nc_m. (1) The first term is associated with the on-site energy, where c^†_n = (c^†_{n↑}, c^†_{n↓}), and ↑, ↓ refer to the spin projection along the quantization axis. ϵ_n is the on-site energy at the n-th site.

The second term denotes the exchange interaction between the local magnetic moments and the conduction electron spin. S_n is the local moment at site n and J is the exchange interaction strength. In the presence of the magnetic moments, a spin dependent scattering (SDS) factor^{56,57} h_n = J S_n appears due to the interaction of incoming electrons with the magnetic moments. The strength of the SDS parameter |h| (we set h_n = h, for all n), is assumed to be isotropic. σ is the Pauli spin vector and σ = (σ_x, σ_y, σ_z). Here the alignment of the moments are assumed in such a way that the net magnetic moment at each triangular plaquette becomes zero. Let us consider the topmost triangle in Fig. 1. If we denote the moment at the top vertex by S_1, then following the clock-wise convention, the orientations of the three magnetic moments in that triangle in Cartesian coordinate can be written as

S_1 = ⟨S⟩ ŷ (2a)

S_2 = R̂(ẑ, − 2π 3 ) · S_1 (2b)

S_3 = R̂(ẑ, − 4π 3 ) · S_1 (2c)

where, R̂(ẑ, θ) is the rotation operator that rotates a vector by an angle θ about the z-axis (perpendicular to the lattice plane) and ⟨S⟩ is the magnitude of the spin vector. Clearly, the net magnetic moment S_1 + S_2 + S_3 = 0. Following the same prescription, we arrange all other magnetic moments at different lattice sites, and the resultant magnetic moment of the SPG triangle becomes zero. We shall investigate the spin-filtration efficiency through such a noncolinear antiferromagnetic fractal structure.

The last term in Eq. 1 is associated with nearestneighbor hopping (NNH) of electrons. t̃_{nm} is the NNH integral in the presence of light, where (n, m) are the site indices. When the system is irradiated with light, the Hamiltonian becomes time-dependent and complicated as well. With the help of Floquet-Bloch ansatz^{43–45}, the effect of light irradiation is incorporated through the vector potential A(τ). With the Peierls substitution, the vector potential A(τ) is introduced through a phase e cℏ ∫ A(τ) · dl, where the symbols e, c, and ℏ carry their usual meaning. Without the loss of any generality, the vector potential can be taken in the form

A(τ) = (A_x sin(Ωτ), A_y sin(Ωτ + ϕ), 0),

which represents an arbitrarily polarized field in the xy plane. A_x and A_y are the field amplitudes, and ϕ is the phase. Depending upon the choices of A_x, A_y and ϕ, we get different polarized (circular, elliptic and linear) lights. In the presence of such irradiation, the effective hopping integral renormalizes as^{43,46,47} t̃_{nm} → t^{pq}_{nm} = t_{nm} × 1 T ∫_T 0 e^{iΩτ (p−q)}e^{iA(τ )·dnm} dτ (3) where d_{nm} is the vector joining the nearest-neighbor sites, t_{nm} is the NNH strength in the absence of light, and, is assumed to be isotropic that is t_{nm} = t. The superscripts p and q are integers and correspond to the Floquet band indices. T and Ω be the time period and frequency of the driving field. Here the vector potential is expressed in units of ea/cℏ (a being the lattice constant, is taken to be 1Å, for simplification).

Assuming, d_{nm} = d_xx̂ + d_yŷ and using the explicit form of A(τ), Eq. 3 can further be written as

t^{pq}_{nm} = t T ∫_T 0 e^{iΩτ (p−q)}e^{iAxdx sin Ωτ} e^{iAy dy sin (Ωτ +ϕ)}dτ = te^{i(p−q)Θ}J_{(p−q)} (Γ) (4) where, Γ = √ (A_xd_x)^2 + (A_yd_y)^2 + 2A_xA_yd_xd_y cos ϕ (5)

Θ = tan^{−1} ( A_yd_y sin ϕ A_xd_x + A_yd_y cos ϕ ) . (6)

J_{(p−q)} is the (p − q)-th order Bessel function of the first kind. From Eq. 4, it is now evident that the effective NNH integral depends on the hopping direction. Therefore, a spatial anisotropy can be achieved in the irradiated SPG network.

The Floquet bands are the characteristic manifestation of the time-periodic driving field. A periodically driven D -dimensional lattice is mapped to an undriven D + 1- dimensional lattice^{43,46}. Under such condition, the initial Bloch band splits into Floquet-Bloch (FB) bands, where the coupling between FB bands depends directly on the driving frequency regime. This undriven D + 1 dimensional lattice can be thought of as if the SPG is connected to its several virtual copies arranged vertically to the lattice plane. In the high-frequency limit, the Floquet bands decoupled from each other, and only the zerothorder Floquet band (p = q = 0) dominates over the other higher-order terms in p and q in Eq. 4. Because of this, the coupling between the parent SPG lattice and its virtual copies becomes vanishingly small. This scenario is no longer valid in the low-frequency regime, where the virtual copies are directly coupled to the parent SPG lattice. Therefore, in the low-frequency limit, several virtual copies of the SPG lattice come into the picture. Consequently, the effective size of the system increases. This could decrease the spin-relaxation length.

In view of the above analysis, we restrict the present analysis to the high-frequency limit without loss of any generality. The high-frequency limit is valid as long as the frequency is larger than the bandwidth of the undriven system^{46}, that is ℏω > 4t. Assuming the NNH integral t = 1 eV, in this limiting case, the light frequency should be about 10^{15} Hz, which lies in the nearultraviolet regime. The electric field associated with this high-frequency light is ∼ 10^4 V/m, and the magnetic field is ∼ 10^{−5} T. Since the magnetic field associated with the light irradiation is vanishingly small, any Zeeman-like interaction will not have any noticeable spin-splitting effect and thus its effect can safely be ignored. The intensity of the light irradiation is ∼ 10^5 W/m^2. Such light intensities or even higher intensities have been used in several other recent works^{58–60}.

B. Formulation of spin-dependent transmission probabilities, transport currents, spin polarization, and bond current densities

1. Spin-dependent transmission probabilities

To study the spin-dependent transport phenomena, we have employed Green’s function formalism^{51,52,61–63}.

The characteristic features of spin-dependent transport can be understood from the behavior of the twoterminal spin-dependent transmission functions. The spin-dependent transmission probability T_{σσ}′ of an incoming electron with spin σ being transmitted through the SPG network and collected at the drain with spin σ^′ is given by^{51,52,61}

T_{σσ}′ = Tr [ Γ^σ_S G^rΓ^{σ′}_D G^a ] , (7)

where Γ^{σ(σ′ )}_{S(D)} = −2Im[Σ^{σ(σ′ )}_{S(D)} ] are the coupling matrices^{62}. Γ^σ_{S(D)} is the contact self-energy due to the source (drain) lead. The matrices G^a and G^r are the advanced and retarded Green’s functions, respectively. G^r = (G^a)^†. We must mention that, if σ = σ^′, then we get pure transmission and for σ ≠ σ^′, we get the spin-flip transmission.

Now, using the tight-binding Hamiltonian and the selfenergy matrices, we construct the retarded Green’s function matrix as following^{51,52,61–63}

G^r = (E − H_{SPG} − Σ_S − Σ_D)^{−1} (8)

where E is the energy of the incoming electrons.

The net up and down spin transmission probabilities are defined in the following way

T_↑ = T_{↑↑} + T_{↓↑} and T_↓ = T_{↓↓} + T_{↑↓}. (9)

2. Spin-dependent transport currents and spin polarization

Once we compute the spin-dependent transmission probabilities, the calculation of different spin-dependent currents is quite viable. We compute the spin-dependent current at absolute zero temperature by integrating the spin-dependent transmission probability over a specified energy window associated with the bias voltage. The spin-dependent current I_σ is expressed as^{51,52,61},

I_σ = e h ∫_{EF +} eV_2

E_F −^{eV}_2

T_σ (E) dE (10)

where σ =↑, ↓, e and h are the electronic charge and Planck’s constant respectively. E_F denotes the equilibrium Fermi energy. Assuming the broadening of energy levels due to the coupling of the SPG network and the contact leads is larger than the thermal broadening k_B T , we can safely ignore the thermal contribution in this analysis.

So far, the spin-dependent transmission probabilities and currents are discussed assuming that the spinquantization axis is along the z-direction. Whenever, in the present work, we discuss the spin-resolved transmission probabilities and currents, the spin-quantization axis is assumed to be along the z-direction. However, since the noncolinear arrangement of the moments breaks the spin-sublattice symmetry, it is expected that all the three components, namely, x, y, and z-components of the spinpolarized currents should be finite. Therefore, we compute the spin-polarized current for all three components.

The α-component of the spin-polarized current can be evaluated with the following expression

I^s_α = e h ∫_{EF +} eV_2

E_F −^{eV}_2

T^s_α(E) dE (11)

where T^s_α is the α-component of the spin polarized transmission coefficient and is calculated as^{64,65}

T^s_α = Tr [σ_αΓ_S G^rΓ_DG^a] . (12)

Here σ_α = σ_x, σ_y, σ_z , are the Pauli matrices.

Finally, we define the spin polarization coefficient as the ratio between the spin-polarized current and the total charge current as^{66,67}

P_α = I^s_α I (13)

where I^s_α (α = x, y, z) denotes the α-component of the spin-polarized current and I is the total charge current. The total charge current can be computed by replacing σ_α with an identity matrix in Eq. 12. P_α can take values between −1 to 1. P_α = 0 implies zero polarization, whereas P_α = 1 (−1) indicates 100% spin polarization, corresponding to up (down) spin current.

3. Spin-resolved bond current densities

To visualize the distribution of the spin-resolved currents at each bond, we compute the spin-resolved bond current densities from site j to i. The bond current density effectively describes the flow of charges, while the spin-dependent bond current density J_{iσ←jσ}′ illustrates the flow of spins, which starts at site j with spin σ^′ and end up at site i with spin σ, with the spin-quantization axis along the z-direction. The spin-dependent bond current density can be evaluated with the following expression^{68,69} J_{iσ←jσ}′ = 2e ℏ Im [ (ψ^σ_i )^∗ H_{ij} ψ^{σ′}_j ] = 2e h Im [ H_{iσ,jσ}′ G^n_{iσ,jσ}′ ] , (14) where H_{iσ,jσ}′ is the element of the Hamiltonian matrix (H_{SPG}) corresponding to the σ spin at site i and σ^′ spin at site j. ψ^σ_i is the amplitude of the electronic wave function with spin σ at site i. G^n_{iσ,jσ}′ denotes the matrix element of the correlation function corresponding to the σ spin at site i and σ^′ spin at site j. The correlation function G^n is defined as

G^n = G^rΓ_S G^a. (15)

The correlation function is computed by setting the occupation probability of the source to unity and that of the drain to zero.

FIG. 2: (Color online). Behavior of (a) spin-up (red color) and (b) spin-down (black color) transmission probabilities as a function of energy E superimposed on the total density of states (cyan color) for an 8th generation SPG network, with noncollinear spin configuration. The dark magenta ellipses denote the existence of spin-dependent mobility edges.

Finally, we define the net up and down spin bond current densities as J^↑_{ij} = J_{i↑←j↑} + J_{i↑←j↓}, (16) J^↓_{ij} = J_{i↓←j↑} + J_{i↓←j↓}, (17) where J^↑_{ij} denotes the net up spin bond current density and J^↓_{ij} refers to the net down spin bond current density from site j to site i.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Before we begin, let us first mention the parameter values used in the present work. All the energies are measured here in the unit of eV. The on-site energies in the fractal network as well as in the source and drain electrodes are set at zero. The NNH strength for the SPG is considered as t = 1, while that for the leads are taken as t_0 = 2.5, to work within the wide-band limit. The coupling strengths of the SPG network to the source and drain electrodes, characterized by the parameters τ_S and τ_D, are also fixed at 1. For any other set of parameter values, the physical picture will be qualitatively the same, which we confirm through our detailed numerics. Unless stated, the strength of the spin-dependent scattering factor is fixed at h = 0.5 eV, and the spin-resolved transmission coefficients, currents, and polarizations are computed for the spin-quantization direction along the z-axis.

A. Spin-resolved transmission coefficients and currents, polarization: Absence of light

We start our discussion by analyzing the spin-resolved two-terminal transmission coefficients of an SPG network in the absence of light. In Figs. 2(a) and (b), we show the spin-resolved transmission coefficients as a function of energy. The spin-up transmission probability T_↑ is denoted with red color and the spin-down transmission probability T_↓ by black color. As the Hamiltonian of our system cannot be decoupled for the up and down spin electrons, we compute the total density of states (DOS) and superimposed it (denoted with cyan) on the spinresolved transmission probabilities to detect the mobility edge, if there is any. Here it is important to note that all the states of an SPG lattice become localized in the asymptotic limit due to the structure-induced localization^{42}. Therefore, whether the localization behavior persists in the asymptotic limit for the noncolinear AFM SPG, we consider a bigger SPG (8th generation) that contains a fairly large number of lattice sites. Unlike the spin-less case, the noncolinear spin arrangement potentially transforms the completely localized SPG network into a partially conducting one which can be seen from the large values of the transmission probabilities at certain energy values. The most important feature in Figs. 2(a) and (b) is that the behavior of the spin-up and spindown transmission probabilities are different from each other. This ensures a finite spin polarization for the zcomponent which is completely due to the broken spin sublattice symmetry.

We also detect multiple spin-dependent mobility edges in Figs. 2(a) and (b). For instance, in Fig. 2(a), near the energy E ∼ −1.25, there is a fine strip of non-zero transmission coefficient for the up spin electrons, which is a manifestation of extended states. Again, to the immediate left/right of the strip, though the DOS is finite, the vanishing spin-up transmission coefficient indicates that the states are localized. This is a typical example of a mobility edge associated with the up spin electrons. Similar features are also observed in Fig. 2(b) where we detect multiple spin-down mobility edges. The region across a mobility edge is marked with a dark magenta ellipse in Figs. 2(a) and (b) for better visualization. The existence of spin-dependent mobility edges certainly makes the present work more technologically intriguing, where a noncolinear AFM SPG may be utilized as a spin-based switching device.

Based on the transmission spectra as discussed in Figs. 2, let us concentrate on the characteristic features of spin-resolved currents and polarization, which is the central focus of the present work. Figures. 3(a) and (b)

FIG. 3: (Color online). (a) Spin-resolved currents and (b) spin polarization coefficient Pz as a function of bias voltage in the absence of light. Spin-up and spin-down currents are denoted with red and black colors respectively. The Fermi energy is fixed at EF = 0.5 eV.

represent the behavior of spin-resolved currents and polarization as a function of the bias voltage. The spinresolved currents are computed using Eq. 10. The Fermi energy is fixed at E_F = 0.5 eV.

In Fig. 3(a), the spin-up and spin-down currents are denoted with red and black colors respectively. The spin currents are of the order of μA and they increase with the bias voltage. The increasing behavior of the spin currents is obvious from Eq. 10. Increasing the bias means increasing the allowed energy window, that is, more transmission peaks appear within the bias window. Consequently, the current increases with the bias voltage. As expected from the spin-resolved transmission spectra, the spin currents due to the up and down spin electrons differ from each other throughout the voltage window. This results in a non-zero spin polarization, as shown in Fig. 3(b). The noted maximum polarization is about 25% for very low bias voltage, and the degree of polarization decreases further as the voltage increases. It is quite a significant result in the sense that despite any spin-splitting interaction like spin-orbit coupling, a noticeable degree of spin polarization is achieved just by choosing a specific spin configuration. Such a spin orientation in kagome lattice are dubbed as Q = 0 configuration (Q is known as magnetic wave vector), are already explored extensively^{70–73} and appear in many realistic materials even at room temperature^{18,74–78}. In summary, we can say that these types of spin configurations induce the same spin-splitting effect by breaking the spin rotational symmetry, analogous to the spin-orbit coupling. However, though we achieve a spin-splitting effect in the absence of SOC, the charge-to-spin conversion ratio is not up to the mark. In the next section, we provide a new prescription to enhance the spin polarization significantly by irradiating the system.

B. Spin-resolved transmission coefficients, spin-dependent currents, and spin polarization: Presence of light

We begin our discussion by analyzing the spin-resolved two-terminal transmission coefficients of an SPG network in the presence of light. In Figs. 4(a) and(b), we show the up and down spin transmission coefficients, superimposed with the total DOS in the presence of light for an 8th generation SPG AFM network. The light parameters are A_x = 2.5, A_y = 2, and ϕ = π/2. Similar to the results obtained earlier in the absence of light, the spin-resolved transmission spectra are also associated with multiple mobility edges. But, the introduction of light irradiation makes the mobility edges more prominent. Here too, the region across a mobility edge is marked by a dark magenta ellipse in Fig. 4(a) and (b) for better viewing.

The interesting feature observed from Figs. 4(a) and (b) is the behavior of spin-resolved transmission probabilities T_↑ (red color) and T_↓ (black color), which are completely different from each other. To be more specific, the T_↑-E spectrum is divided into two branches associated with a gap about the zero energy. T_↑ has more transmission values on the left side of the zero-energy than the right side. On the other hand, the behavior of the down spin transmission spectrum is opposite to that of the up spin transmission spectrum. This is an ideal situation to achieve a high degree of polarization, where the Fermi energy can be placed in such a way that at the fixed E_F , one specific spin band gets suppressed while the opposite band shows higher transmission values. When the SPG is irradiated with light, the effective hopping gets renormalized following the relation given in Eq. 3. Moreover, as the modification of the hopping integrals depends on the bond directions, a spatial anisotropy is established in the SPG network. As a result of that, and also due to the noncolinear magnetic texture, the spin channels are greatly modified but differently, which explains the significant change in the behavior of the spin-resolved transmission spectra. We also note that the allowed energy window gets shortened due to the modified hopping integrals in the presence of irradiation.

With the knowledge of the electronic transmission profile, it is now easier to explain the spin-resolved currentvoltage characteristics and spin polarization of the SPG network in the presence of light. The results are presented in Fig. 5, where the variations of spin-dependent currents and the spin polarization coefficient are shown as a function of bias voltage. The choice of Fermi energy is always important, as the degree of spin polarization and its sign can be manipulated by setting the Fermi energy at appropriate places within the allowed energy window. Therefore, in Figs. 5(a), (b) and Figs. 5(c), (d), we set the Fermi energies at E_F = 0.5 and −0.5 respectively. In Fig. 5(a), we see that for smaller bias voltage, the up-spin current is higher than the down-spin current. After that, the down spin current becomes more dominant. Consequently, the polarization changes signs

FIG. 4: (Color online). Behavior of (a) spin-up (red color) and (b) spin-down (black color) transmission probabilities as a function of energy E superimposed on the total density of states (cyan color) in the presence of light. The light parameters are Ax = 2.5, Ay = 2, and ϕ = π/2. The dark magenta ellipses denote the existence of spin-dependent mobility edges. The generation of SPG and all other physical parameters are similar to Fig. 2.

FIG. 5: (Color online). (a) Spin-resolved currents and (b) spin polarization coefficient Pz as a function of bias voltage in the presence of light for EF = 0.5. (c) Spin-resolved currents and (d) spin polarization coefficient Pz as a function of bias voltage for EF = −0.5. The light parameters are Ax = 2.5, Ay = 2, and ϕ = π/2. All other the physical parameters and color conventions are identical with Fig. 3.

from positive to negative as is seen from Fig. 5(b). The corresponding maximum polarization is obtained around 60%. In Fig. 5(c), we see that the up spin current is always higher than the down spin current throughout the voltage window, and therefore, the polarization is positive. In this case, the maximum polarization is found to be more than 60%, as shown in Fig. 5(d). Overall, the irradiation enables us to achieve a moderate spin polarization even for a large SPG (8th generation) and with appropriate choices of the light parameters, it is also possible to get a very high degree of spin polarization, which we shall also explore in the present work.

1. Role of spin-dependent scattering factor h

The presence of spin-dependent scattering interaction plays an important role in spin-dependent transport phenomena. In order to understand the behavior of spin polarization with the strength of spin-dependent scattering factor h, we have presented the maximum of polarization P_{max} as a function of h for a particular set of light parameters for three different generations as shown in Fig. 6. We compute P_z by varying the bias in the al-

FIG. 6: (Color online). Maximum polarization Pmax with sign as a function spin-dependent scattering parameter h for three different generations. The light parameters are Ax = 2.5, Ay = 2, and ϕ = π/2. The Fermi energy is fixed at EF = 0.5. The red, black, and green colors are corresponding to the results for generations 3, 4, and 5, respectively.

lowed voltage window keeping the Fermi energy fixed at E_F = 0.5 and then take the maximum of P_z with sign, which we refer to as P_{max}. The results for generations 3, 4, and 5 are denoted with red, black, and green colors respectively. The light parameters are considered here as A_x = 2.5, A_y = 2, and ϕ = π/2. The overall envelope of the P_{max}-h curve for the three different generations is more or less similar. The spin-dependent scattering strength is varied within the window 0 to 2. We see that within the given window of h, the maximum polarization is about 90% for h ∼ 0.5. Here it should be noted that the magnitude of h can be higher than the that considered in the present work due to strong coupling between the itinerant electrons and the moments^{79}. This is one of the key advantages of the strong spin-dependent scattering in a magnetic material compared to the spin-orbit-coupled systems. As within the given h-window, the maximum polarization is observed for h ∼ 0.5, we fix the strength of the spin-dependent scattering factor as h = 0. in the rest of the work.

2. Explicit dependence of light parameters on spin polarization

To illustrate the explicit dependence of light on spin polarization, here, we explore the effects of all the light parameters A_x, A_y, and ϕ by varying them over a wide range in the parameter space. Under this situation, we can potentially investigate the effects of all kinds of polarized lights, viz., linear, elliptical, circular. Figure 7(a) shows the density plot of P_{max} as functions of A_x and A_y, keeping ϕ fixed at π/2 for a 4th generation SPG network. The spin-dependent scattering parameter is set at h = 0.5. The definition of P_{max} is the same as mentioned earlier in the discussion of Fig. 6. The field amplitudes A_x and A_y are varied from 0 to 5 to examine the spin polarization. The dark red and dark blue regions corre-

FIG. 7: (Color online). Color density plot for Pmax as functions of (a) Ax and Ay with ϕ = π/2 (b) Ax (= Ay) and ϕ for a 4th generation SPG network. Dark red and dark blue regions denote positive and negative high degree of spin polarizations, respectively.

spond to the positive and negative high degrees of spin polarization, respectively. The density plot (Fig. 7(a)) reveals that significant polarization can be achieved for a wide range of light parameters, and the maximum polarization can be more than 90%. Moreover, the sign of the spin polarization can be tuned with an appropriate set of light parameters. Figure 7(b) shows the density plot of P_{max} as functions of A_x(= A_y ) and the phase factor ϕ for a 4th generation SPG network. A nice pattern is emerged in Fig. 7(b). Large spin polarization is observed for both up and down spin electrons. Moreover, P_{max} shows a symmetric nature around the ϕ = π line. This symmetric nature of P_{max} is described as follows. The SPG network has three different hopping terms, One in the horizontal direction, and the other two, along the angular directions (see Fig. 1). In the presence of light, the hopping terms get renormalized and they are directional dependent by Eq. 3. We find that the horizontal hopping term is independent of phase ϕ, while the two angular hopping terms are not. For the transformation, ϕ → ϕ + π, the status of the two angular hopping terms get swapped. But, the Hamiltonian remains the same under this transformation. As a result, the P_{max} becomes symmetric about ϕ = π.

What we gather so far is that the presence of irradiation makes the mobility edges more prominent. The splitting between up and down spin current enhances as the system is exposed to irradiation, leading to a significant enhancement in spin polarization. Thus, we can engineer spintronic devices using noncolinear AFM SPG, where the spin polarization can be tuned externally with the help of light parameters. This phenomenon undoubtedly yields a new signature of controlling spin selective electron transfer.

3. Spatial distribution of spin-dependent bond current density

To investigate the microscopic profile of local spin current densities in a finite-size SPG network i.e., how the current densities for the up and down spin electrons are distributed among the different bonds of the SPG network, we compute the spin-dependent bond current densities in the presence of light. The spatial distributions of the bond current density for the up and down spin electrons are depicted in Fig. 8(a) and (b), respectively. For better visualization, we consider a 3rd generation SPG network in the present case. The thick blue arrows in the left and right of each diagram denote the positioning of the source and drain, respectively. The bond current densities are calculated following the Eqs. 16 and 17, where we consider the spin-quantization axis along the z-direction. We consider light parameters as A_x = 0.75, A_y = 1.1, and ϕ = π/4. The Fermi energy is set at E = −0.1. The bond current distribution for the up and down spins are denoted with red and magenta colors, respectively. The length of the arrows and the size of the arrowheads indicate the magnitude of the bond current density at each bond. The directions of the currents are shown by the arrowheads. The absence of an arrow in the bonds implies either the bond current density is zero at the specific bond or the magnitude is vanishingly small.

The first impression that is obtained from Fg. 8 is that the spatial distribution of spin-up bond current density is distinctly different from its down counterpart. A careful inspection shows that for some specific bonds, the

FIG. 8: (Color online). The spatial distribution of (a) spinup (denoted with red color) and (b) spin-down (denoted with magenta color) bond current densities of a 3rd generations SPG network in presence of light. The light parameters are Ax = 0.75, Ay = 1.1, and ϕ = π/4. The energy is fixed at E = −0.1. The length of the arrows and the size of the arrowheads indicate the magnitude of the bond current density at each bond, while the directions of the currents are shown by the arrowheads. The absence of arrow in the bonds implies either the bond current density is zero at the specific bond or the magnitude is vanishingly small. The number at the vicinity of each lattice point in the schematic diagram indicates the site index.

current density is vanishingly small, while for some other bonds, they are large. This particular feature is observed for both spin-up and spin-down current densities. This can be understood from the fact that the presence of light irradiation renormalizes the hopping integral, which are directional dependent. On the other hand, there is a noncolinear magnetic texture, which induces a spindependent scattering phenomenon. Due to the combined effect of these two, the parity between the up and down spin currents is lost, yielding an effective spin polarization.

4. Interface Sensitivity

The quantum interference among the electronic waves passing through different branches of the SPG significantly modifies the transport properties and the modification becomes more effective in multi-loop geometries. Therefore, we need to study the degree of spin polarization for different lead positions attached to the SPG network, as the search for a favorable interface geometry is extremely important. In Fig. 9, we present the spin polarization as a function of bias voltage for three different drain positions. A 5th generation SPG network is considered here. We particularly choose three different drain positions, namely the top vertex (denoted with blue color), bottom right vertex (denoted with red color), and at the middle position between these two vertices (denoted with black color) of the SPG triangle, as shown by the inset in Fig. 9. The light parameters are considered here as A_x = 2.5, A_y = 2, and ϕ = π/2. The Fermi energy is fixed at E_F = 0.5. We see that when the drain is connected at the bottom right vertex, P_z shows higher values throughout the bias window than the other

FIG. 9: (Color online). Spin polarization coefficient Pz as a function of bias voltage for three different drain positions for a 5th generation SPG network. Three different lead positions are considered, namely, top vertex (denoted with blue color), bottom right vertex (denoted with red color), and at the middle position between these two vertices (denoted with black color) of the SPG triangle, as shown by the inset for illustration. The chosen light parameters are Ax = 2.5, Ay = 2 and ϕ = π/2 and the Fermi energy is set at EF = 0.5.

two drain positions. For the right vertex, the spin polarization coefficient is about 0.8, dominated by the down spin electrons. When the drain is connected at the middle between the top and right vertices, P_z is about 0.25. For the top vertex case, the degree of spin polarization is very poor. For lower bias, P_z is about 0.1, and then with increasing the bias voltage, P_z decreases to zero. It turns out that for other choices of light parameters, the features of the interface sensitivity remain the same.

Using symmetry argument, one may argue that as the drain position for the top and the right vertices are equivalent with respect to the source, should result in the same spin polarization. Though geometrically, this seems correct, as soon as the system is exposed to irradiation, the symmetry argument is no longer valid. The presence of light modifies the hopping integrals according to Eq. 3, incorporating asymmetry in the hopping integral in the angular and the horizontal directions. As a result, the spin polarization becomes different for those two drain positions.

5. Three components of the spin polarization coefficient: Px, Py , and Pz So far, we have discussed the spin-dependent transmission coefficients, currents and spin-polarized coefficient, where the spin-quantization axis was along the zdirection. Since the spin-sublattice symmetry is broken by the noncolinear arrangement of the magnetic moments in the SPG network, the spin-splitting effect should also occur for the other spin-quantization axes, namely, along the x and y directions. Therefore, it is also important to study the behavior of the spin polarization coefficient

FIG. 10: (Color online). Pα (α = x, y, z) as a function of bias voltage for three different drain positions for a 5th generation SPG network. The blue, red, and green colors correspond to the results for Px, Py , and Pz , respectively. Here, the chosen light parameters are Ax = 2.5, Ay = 0 and the Fermi energy is set at EF = 0.5. Since for Ay = 0, there is no specific role of ϕ in renormalizing the NNH integrals, we set ϕ = 0.

for the other spin-quantization axes in presence of light. In Fig. 10, we show the behavior of the x, y, and zcomponents of the spin polarization coefficient as a function of the bias voltage. We consider a 5th generation SPG to compute P_x, P_y , and P_z. The light parameters are A_x = 2.5 and A_y = 0. We fixed the Fermi energy at E_F = 0.5. The x and z-components of the spin polarization coefficients show favorable response, where the degree of spin polarization is about 70%, while the y-component shows a poor response for the particular choice of the light parameters. However, with appropriate choices of the light parameters and the Fermi energy, the degree of spin polarization of the y-component can also be enhanced. Overall, all the three components of the spin polarization show finite response, which certainly makes the present work more intriguing for spinbased applications. Experimentally, all the three components of spin polarization can be measured by using a Wien filter and Mott detector^{80}.

IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In conclusion, we propose a new prescription to get significant spin polarization by irradiating an AFM SPG network. The noncolinear texture of the magnetic moments breaks spin-sublattice symmetry, yielding a nonzero spin polarization. We must mention that instead of modifying the physical system parameters, a high degree of spin polarization can be achieved just by irradiating the system, which is quite a significant achievement. To the best of our knowledge, such a prescription for spin-resolved transmission has not been reported so far in fractal structures. The system under investigation has been described within a tight-binding framework, and the irradiation effect has been incorporated using the Floquet-Bloch ansatz following the minimal coupling scheme. The spin-resolved transmission coefficients have been evaluated using the standard Green’s function formalism based on Landauer-Büttiker approach. Keeping in mind the localization phenomenon, at first, a higher generation (8th) SPG has been studied to examine the spin polarization in the presence and the absence of light. The effects of various physical parameters on spin polarization have been investigated thoroughly to make the present communication coherent and complete. Our essential findings and the important aspects of the present communication are summarized as follows.

• The noncolinear texture of the magnetic moments destroys the fractal nature of the energy spectra and splits the up and down spin transmission coefficients differently.

• We have observe the signature of multiple spindependent mobility edges both in the absence and presence of light.

• We have achieved a significant spin polarization for the noncolinear AFM SPG in the presence of light.

• The maximum spin polarization is obtained for the spin-dependent scattering parameter h ∼ 0.5 eV and shows uniform response for different generations of SPG.

• The magnitude of spin currents can significantly be enhanced (more than 90%) by irradiating the system with suitable light parameters.

• We have found a large degree of spin polarization over a wide range of irradiation parameters.

• The degree of spin polarization strongly depends on the drain position.

• x, y, and z, all the three components of the spin polarization are non-zero due to the broken spin-sublattice symmetry and with a proper choice of the irradiation parameters, the degree of polarization can be enhanced significantly.

At the end, as the results reported in the present work, provide several important features of spin-dependent transport phenomena in a driven noncolinear AFM SPG network, such a scheme will surely attract to study the spintronics properties in other fractal structures and we may experience some novel features. The spectral peculiarity, fractal-like gapped energy spectrum, and the coexistence of both conducting and localized states play the central role of getting non-trivial signatures in antiferromagnetic fractal lattices. These features are no longer observed in completely perfect or fully uncorrelated (random) disordered lattices. Our analysis might help in designing efficient spin-based devices at the nanoscale in near future.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

KM and SG thank S. Chattopadhyay for the numerical facility at IITG. SKM thankfully acknowledges the financial support of the Science and Engineering Research Board, Department of Science and Technology, Government of India (Project File Number: EMR/2017/000504).

∗ E-mail: kallolsankarmondal@gmail.com † E-mail: sudinganguly@gmail.com ‡ E-mail: santanu.maiti@isical.ac.in 1 T. Jungwirth, X. Marti, P. Wadley, and J. Wunderlich, Nat. Nanotech. 11, 231 (2016).

2 P. Wadley et al., Science 351, 587 (2016).

3 V. Baltz, A. Manchon, M. Tsoi, T. Moriyama, T. Ono, and Y. Tserkovnyak, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 015005 (2018).

4 O. Gomonay, T. Jungwirth, and J. Sinova, Phys. Rev. Lett.

117, 017202 (2016).

5 P. E. Roy, R. M. Otxoa, and J. Wunderlich, Phys. Rev.B 94, 014439 (2016).

6 H. Wang, C. Du, P. C. Hammel, and F. Yang, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 113, 097202 (2014).

7 W. Lin, and C. L. Chien, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 067202 (2017).

8 J. Fischer, O. Gomonay, R. Schlitz, K. Ganzhorn, N. Vlietstra, M. Althammer, H. Huebl, M. Opel, R. Gross, and S. T. B. Goennenwein, Phys. Rev. B 97, 014417 (2018).

9 Y. Wang et al., Science 366, 1125 (2019).

10 P. Vaidya, S. A. Morley, J. van Tol, Y. Liu, R. Cheng, A.

Brataas, D. Lederman, and E. del Barco, Science 368, 160 (2020).

11 J. Tong, F. Luo, L. Ruan, G. Qin, L. Zhou, F. Tian, and X. Zhang, Appl. Phys. Rev. 7, 031405 (2020).

12 H. Chen, Q. Niu, and A. H. MacDonald, Phys. Rev. Lett.

112, 017205 (2014).

13 S. Nakatsuji, N. Kiyohara, and T. Higo, Nature 527, 212 (2015).

14 A. K. Nayak, J. E. Fischer, Y. Sun, B. Yan, J. Karel, A. C.

Komarek, C. Shekhar, N. Kumar, W. Schnelle, J. Kübler, C. Fesler, and S. S. P. Parkin, Sci. Adv. 2, e1501870 (2016).

15 N. J. Ghimire, A. S. Botana, J. S. Jiang, J. Zhang, Y.

Chen, and J. F. Mitchell, Nat. Commun. 9, 3280 (2018). 16 Z. Q. Liu, H. Chen, J. M. Wang, J. H. Liu, K. Wang, Z.

X. Feng, H. Yan, X. R. Wang, C. B. Jiang, J. M. D. Coey, and A. H. MacDonald, Nat. Electron. 1, 172 (2018).

17 M. Kimata, H. Chen, K. Kondou, S. Sugimoto, P. K.

Muduli, M. Ikhlas, Y. Omori, T. Tomita, A. H. Macdonald, and S. Nakatsuji, Nature 565, 627 (2019).

18 W. Zhang, W. Han, S. Yang, Y. Sun, Y. Zhang, B. Yan, and S. S. P. Parkin, Sci. Adv. 2, e1600759 (2016).

19 X. Chen et al., Nat. Mater. 20, 800 (2021). 20 M. Ikhlas, T. Tomita, T. Koretsune, M.-T. Suzuki, D.

Nishio-Hamane, R. Arita, Y. Otani, and S. Nakatsuji, Nat. Phys. 13, (1085) (2017).

21 J. Železný, Y. Zhang, C. Felser, and B. Yan, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 119, 187204 (2017).

22 Y. Zhang, J. Železný, Y. Sun, J. v. d. Brink, and B. Yan, New J. Phys. 20, 073028 (2018).

23 E. Domany, S. Alexander, D. Bensimon, and L. P.

Kadanoff, Phys. Rev. B 28, 3110 (1983).

24 J. R. Banavar, L. Kadanoff, and A. M. M. Pruisken, Phys.

Rev. B 31, 1388 (1985).

25 R. Rammal, and G. Toulouse, Phys. Rev. Lett. 49, 1194 (1982).

26 J. M. Gordon, and A. M. Goldman, Phys. Rev. B 35, 4909 (1987).

27 W. A. Schwalm, and M. K. Schwalm, Phys. Rev. B 39, 12872 (1989).

28 X. R. Wang, Phys. Rev. B 51, 9310 (1995). 29 X. R. Wang, Phys. Rev. B 53, 12035 (1996). 30 R. Meyer, S. E. Korshunov, Ch. Leemann, and P. Martinoli, Phys. Rev. B 66, 104503 (2002).

31 S. K. Maiti, and A. Chakrabarti, Phys. Rev. B 82, 184201 (2010).

32 E. v. Veen, S. Yuan, M. I. Katsnelson, M. Polini, and A.

Tomadin, Phys. Rev. B 93, 115428 (2016).

33 E. V. Veen, A. Tomadin, M. Polini, M. I. Katsnelson, and S. Yuan, Phys. Rev. B 96, 235438 (2017).

34 A. A. Iliasov, M. I. Katsnelson, and S. Yuan, Phys. Rev.

B 101, 045413 (2020).

35 J. M. Gordon, A. M. Goldman, J. Maps, D. Costello, R.

Tiberio, and B. Whitehead, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 2280 (1986).

36 J. Shang, Y. Wang, M. Chen, J. Dai, X. Zhou, J. Kuttner, G. Hilt, X. Shao, J. M. Gottfried, and K. Wu, Nat. Chem. 7, 389 (2015).

37 C. Li et al., J. Am. Chem. Soc. 139, 13749 (2017). 38 S. N. Kempkes, M. R. Slot, S. E. Freeney, S. J. M. Zevenhuizen, D. Vanmaekelbergh, I. Swart, and C. M. Smith, Nat. Phys. 15, 127 (2019).

39 C. liu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 176102 (2021). 40 M. Krawiec, M. Kopciuszyński and R. Zdyb, Appl. Surf.

Sci. 373, 26 (2016).

41 H. Ding, Y. Hu, M. T. Randeria, S. Hoffman, O. Deb, J.

Klinovaja, D. Loss and A. Yazdani, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 118, e2024837118 (2021).

42 K. Mondal, S. Ganguly, and S. K. Maiti, Sci. Rep. 11, 17049 (2021).

43 Gómez-León, A., and Platero, G., Floquet-Bloch Theory and Topology in Periodically Driven Lattices, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 200403 (2013).

44 H. Sambe, Phys. Rev. A 7, 2203 (1973).

45 M. Grifoni, and P. Hänggi, Phys. Rep. 304, 229 (1998). 46 P. Delplace, A. Gómez-León, and G. Platero, Phys. Rev.

B 88, 245422 (2013).

47 D. F. Martinez, R. A. Molina, and B. Hu, Phys. Rev. B 78, 045428 (2008).

48 S. Ganguly, S. K. Maiti, and S. Sil, Carbon 172, 302 (2021).

49 S. Ganguly and S. K. Maiti, J. Appl. Phys. 129, 123902 (2021).

50 M. Sarkar, M. Dey, S. K. Maiti, and S. Sil, Phys. Rev. B 102, 195435 (2020).

51 S. Datta, Electronic Transport in Mesoscopic Systems, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1995.

52 S. Datta, Quantum Transport: Atom to Transistor, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2005.

53 H. B. M. Saidaoui, A. Manchon, and X. Waintal, Phys.

Rev. B 89, 174430 (2014).

54 J. Železný, H. Gao, A. Manchon, F. Freimuth, Y.

Mokrousov, J. Zemen, J. Mašek, J. Sinova, and T. Jungwirth, Phys. Rev. B 95, 014403 (2017).

55 M. Sarkar, M. Dey, S. K. Maiti, and S. Sil, Phys. Rev. B 102, 195435 (2020).

56 Y.-H. Su, S.-H. Chen, C. D. Hu, and C.-R. Chang, J. Phys.

D: Appl. Phys. 49, 015305 (2016).

57 S. Sarkar and S. K. Maiti, Phys. Rev. B 100, 205402 (2019). 58 Y. H. Wang, H. Steinberg, P. Jarillo-Herrero, and N.

Gedik, Science 342, 453 (2013).

59 P. Karuppasamy, T. Kamalesh, K. Anitha, S. Abdul Kalam, M. S. Pandian, P. Ramasamy, Sunil Verma, and S. Venugopal Rao, Opt. Mater. 84, 475 (2018).

60 M. Murugesan, R. Paulraj, R. Perumalsamy, and M. K.

Kumar, Appl. Phys. A 126, 459 (2020). 61 R. Landauer, IBM J. Res. Dev. 1, 223 (1957). 62 D. S. Fisher and P. A. Lee, Phys. Rev. B 23, 6851 (1981). 63 S. Sarkar and S. K. Maiti, Phys. Rev. B 100, 205402 (2019).

64 P.-H. Chang, F. Mahfouzi, N. Nagaosa, and B. K. Nikolić, Phys. Rev. B 89, 195418 (2014).

65 A. Cresti, B. K. Nikolić, J. H. García, S. Roche, Riv. Nuovo Cimento 39, 587 (2016).

66 D. Rai, and M. Galperin, Phys. Rev. B 86, 045420 (2012). 67 M. Patra and S. K. Maiti, Sci. Rep. 7, 14313 (2017). 68 S. Nakanishi and M. Tsukada, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 126801 (2001).

69 B. K. Nikolić, L. P. Zârbo, and S. Souma, Phys. Rev. B

73, 075303 (2006).

70 K. Mondal and C. Kadolkar, Phys. Rev. B 95, 134404 (2017).

71 K. Mondal and C. Kadolkar, Journal of Physics: Condensed Matter 33, 145802 (2021).

72 K. Ohgushi, S. Murakami, and N. Nagaosa, Phys. Rev. B 62, R6065 (2000).

73 H. Chen, Q. Niu, and A. MacDonald, Phys. Rev. Lett.

112, 017205 (2014).

74 A. K. Nayak et al. Sci. Adv. 2, 150187 (2016). 75 S. Nakatsuji, N. Kiyohara, and T. Higo, Nature 527, 212 (2015).

76 D. Zhang, B. Yan, Wu S-C, J. Kübler, G. Kreiner, S.

Parkin, and C. Felser, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 25, 206006 (2013).

77 J. Kübler and C. Felser, Europhys. Lett. 108, 67001 (2014).

78 Y. Zhang, Y. Sun, H. Yang, J. Železný, S. P. P. Parkin, C.

Felser, and B. Yan, Phys. Rev. B 95, 075128 (2017). 79 Y.-H. Su, S.-H. Chen, C. D. Hu, and C.-R. Chang, J. Phys.

D, Appl. Phys. 49, 015305 (2016).

80 E. Kisker, Rev. Sci. Instrum. 53, 507 (1982).