arXiv:2203.15608v2 [cond-mat.supr-con] 8 Nov 2022

Hybrid helical state and superconducting diode effect in S/F/TI heterostructures

T. Karabassov,^{1, ∗} I. V. Bobkova,^{2, 3, 1} A. A. Golubov,^4 and A. S. Vasenko^{1, 5} 1HSE University, 101000 Moscow, Russia 2Institute of Solid State Physics, Chernogolovka, Moscow reg., 142432 Russia 3Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology, Dolgoprudny, 141700 Russia 4Faculty of Science and Technology and MESA^+ Institute for Nanotechnology, University of Twente, 7500 AE Enschede, The Netherlands 5I.E. Tamm Department of Theoretical Physics, P.N. Lebedev Physical Institute, Russian Academy of Sciences, 119991 Moscow, Russia

It is well-known that the ground state of homogeneous superconducting systems with spin-orbit coupling (SOC) in the presence of the Zeeman field is the so-called helical state, which is characterized by the phase modulation of the order parameter, but zero supercurrent density. In this work we investigate the realization of the helical state in a hybrid system with spatially separated superconductivity and exchange field by considering superconductor/ferromagnet (S/F) bilayer on top of a 3D topological insulator. This system is characterized by strong spin-momentum locking and, consequently, provides the most favorable conditions for the helical state generation. The analysis is based on the microscopic theory in terms of the quasiclassical Green’s functions. We demonstrate that in the bilayer the helical state survives if the exchange field has non-zero component perpendicular to the S/F interface even in spite of the fact that the superconducting order parameter and the exchange field are spatially separated. At the same time, in this spatially inhomogeneous situation the helical state is accompanied by the spontaneous currents distributed over the bilayer in such a way that the net current vanishes. Further, we show that this hybrid helical state gives rise to nonreciprocity in the system. We demonstrate the realization of the nonreciprocity in the form of the superconducting diode effect and investigate its dependence on the parameters of bilayer.

I. INTRODUCTION

The helical state was originally predicted for twodimensional systems with spin-orbit coupling (SOC) under the applied parallel magnetic field^{1–6}. Its physical origin can be explained as follows. The SOC produces the spin-momentum locking term ∝ n · (σ × p) in the hamiltonian, where n is the unit vector perpendicular to the plane of the system, p is the electron momentum and σ is its spin. The applied field makes spin-down state energetically more favorable. Due to the spin-momentum locking it results in the fact that one of the mutually opposite momentum directions along the axis perpendicular to the Zeeman field is more favorable. That should lead to the appearance of the spontaneous current. However, the superconductor develops a phase gradient, which exactly compensates the spontaneous current. The resulting phase-inhomogeneous zero-current state is the true ground state of the system. This helical state is a kind of inverse magnetoelectric effect specific for superconductors. This state looks similar to another well-known inhomogeneous superconducting state, FFLO state^{7–10}. However, the crucial difference between them is that in the helical state the direction of the phase modulation is strictly determined by the direction of the applied field, while in the FFLO state the direction of the modulation is mainly determined by the crystal structure. The same physics can be also expected if the Zeeman field is provided not by the applied magnetic field, but by the intrinsic exchange field. In this case the helical state provides a direct coupling between the condensate phase and the magnetization, which opens great perspectives for superconducting spintronics.

The situation when the exchange field, superconductivity and strong SOC coexist intrinsically is rare and largely unexplored from the point of view of magnetoelectrics. At the same time the interplay of superconductivity and magnetism is actively studied in superconductor/ferromagnet (S/F) hybrids^{11–14}, where the order parameter and the exchange field are spatially separated. In the presence of spin-momentum locking a plethora of extremely interesting magnetoelectric effects in the form of spontaneous currents have been reported in the literature for such a situation^{15–21}. Josephson junctions deserve special mention, where the magnetoelectric effect manifests itself in the form of the anomalous ground state phase shift^{22–36}.

Here we consider finite-width S/F bilayer on top of a three-dimensional topological insulator (3D TI). 3D TI is chosen because its conductive surface state exhibits full spin-momentum locking: an electron spin always makes a right angle with its momentum^{37–40}. It has been already predicted that for this system presence of the helical magnetization in the F layer leads to the nonmonotonic dependence of the critical temperature on the F layer width^{41}. Here we consider another important manifestation of the interplay between the spin-momentum locking and the magnetization in this system. It is found that although the exchange field and superconducting order parameter are spatially separated, the latter develops a spontaneous phase gradient, that is the finitemomentum helical state is realized. At the same time it is accompanied by the spontaneous currents, inhomogeneously distributed over the bilayer in such a way that the net current vanishes. Such a hybrid state only takes place when the exchange field has a component perpendicular to the S/F interface. Otherwise, the bilayer is in the conventional homogeneous state.

Further we demonstrate that this hybrid state is intrinsically nonreciprocal, that is the bilayer possesses different critical currents in opposite directions. In the literature this phenomenon is also referred to as the “superconducting diode effect (SDE)”. A superconductor exhibiting such a polarity-dependent critical current is of interest both from fundamental and applied points of view. It can offer a perfect dissipationless transmission along one direction while manifesting a large resistance along the opposite. It represents the superconducting limit of the magnetochiral anisotropy (MCA)^{42–53}. The effects are being actively studied during the last few years. The superconducting diode effect has been predicted for homogeneous materials with SOC and finite-momentum helical ground state^{54–59}, S/F bilayers with interface spinorbit coupling^{60} and for Josephson junctions^{29,61–67}. It has been also observed in superconducting films, layered systems without a centre of inversion^{68–72} and Josephson junctions^{73–80}. Here we investigate it in the topological insulator based systems. Our consideration is based on the microscopic quasiclassical theory of superconductivity in terms of the Usadel equations.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we formulate basic theory in the framework of the quasiclassical Usadel formalism. In Sec. III the hybrid helical state is investigated and in Sec. IV we show the presence of the current nonreciprocity and present the results of the SDE calculation in the system. Finally, we summarize the key points of the research in Sec. V.

II. MODEL

In the present work we consider an S/F bilayer on top of a 3D TI surface. It is sketched in Fig. 1 (a). The F layer is assumed to be a ferromagnetic insulator and it induces an exchange field in the conductive surface states of the 3D TI underneath via the proximity effect. Experimental realization of such a proximity-induced exchange field has been reported^{81–84}. Similarly, the superconductor provides proximity-induced superconductivity in the conductive surface states of the 3D TI underneath^{85}. The resulting hamiltonian of the 3D TI conductive surface layer takes the form: H = ∫ d^2r { Ψ^†(r) [ −iα(∇_r × ẑ)σ − μ + V (r) −

hσ ] Ψ(r) + Δ(r)Ψ^†_↑(r)Ψ^†_↓(r) + Δ^∗(r)Ψ_↓(r)Ψ_↑(r) } , (1)

where Ψ^†(r) = (Ψ^†_↑(r), Ψ^†_↓(r)) is the creation operator of an electron at the 3D TI surface, ẑ is the unit vector normal to the surface of TI, α is the Fermi velocity of electrons at the 3D TI surface and μ is the chemical potential.

σ = (σ_x, σ_y, σ_z ) is a vector of Pauli matrices in spin space and h = (h_x, h_y, 0) is an in-plane exchange field, which is assumed to be nonzero only at x < 0. The superconducting order parameter Δ is nonzero only at x > 0. Therefore, effectively the TI surface states are divided into two parts: one of them at x < 0 possesses h ≠ 0 and can be called ”ferromagnetic”, while the other part corresponding to x > 0 with Δ ≠ 0 can be called ”superconducting”. Below we will use subscripts f and s to denote quantities, related to the appropriate parts of the TI surface. The potential term V (r) includes the nonmagnetic impurity scattering potential V_{imp} = ∑ r_i V_iδ(r − r_i), which

is of a Gaussian form ⟨V (r)V (r^′)⟩ = (1/πντ)δ(r − r^′) with ν = μ/(2πα^2), and also possible interface potential V_{int}(r) = V δ(x). We consider the situation when μ is large. In this case the Fermi surface is represented by a single helical band, where the electrons manifest the property of the full spin-momentum locking, see Fig. 1(a). Due to the large value of μ the quasiclassical approximation is the well-suited framework to describe the system. Here we assume the diffusive limit, i. e. when the elastic scattering length is much smaller than the superconducting coherence length (l ≪ ξ_s). In this situation the system should be described by the diffusion-type Usadel equations for the quasiclassical Green’s function, which have been derived in Refs. 86 and 87. We begin by considering the linearized with respect to the anomalous Green’s function Usadel equations in Matsubara representation. The linearization works well near the critical temperature of the bilayer, when the superconducting order parameter is small. Therefore, this framework is enough to calculate the critical temperature and to investigate the superconducting state near the critical temperature. Further we turn to the nonlinear Usadel equations in order to calculate the supercurrent and to study the SDE. In principle, the anomalous Green’s function is a 2 × 2 matrix in spin space. However, its spin structure is determined by the projection onto the conduction band of the TI surface states and, therefore, one can write: f̂_{s,f} (n_F , r, ε) = f_{s,f} (r, ε) (1 + n^⊥σ) 2 , (2)

where f̂_{s(f )} is the anomalous Green’s function in the superconducting (ferromagnetic) part of the 3D TI layer. n_F = p_F /p_F = (n_{F,x}, n_{F,y}, 0) is a unit vector directed along the quasiparticle trajectory and n_⊥ = (n_{F,y}, −n_{F,x}, 0) is a unit vector perpendicular to the quasiparticle trajectory and directed along the quasiparticle spin, which is locked to the quasiparticle momentum. f_{s,f} is the spinless amplitude of the Green’s function, which describes mixed singlet-triplet correlations in the system and in the diffusive limit is isotropic in the momentum space.

Our first goal is to calculate the critical temperature T_c of the structure. We assume that the superconducting layer is ultra-thin along the z-direction. In the framework

FIG. 1. (a) Schematic geometry of the S/F bilayer on top of the 3D TI. Left bottom corner: Fermi-surface of the TI surface states. The quasiparticle spin S is locked at the right angle to its momentum p. (b)-(c) Illustration of the superconducting diode effect. Applying external supercurrent along the interface in one direction keeps the non-zero critical temperature (b), while reversing the current may completely destroy the superconducting state (c).

of our model it is considered as two-dimentional and is described by Hamiltonian (1). Strictly speaking, the S film as a whole is not described by Hamiltonian (1), but, nevertheless, it has a strong spin-orbit coupling induced by proximity to the 3D TI. It results in qualitatively the same structure of the Green’s function, but requires much more sophisticated modelling. In order to focus on the main physical properties of the mixed helical state and the nonreciprocity, we work in the framework of the minimal model. In the superconducting part of the TI conductive surface (S) (0 < x < d_s) the linearized Usadel equation for the spinless amplitude f_s reads^{86,88–90} ξ^2_s πT_{cs} ( ∂^2_x + ∂^2_y ) f_s − |ω_n|f_s + Δ(r) = 0. (3)

Units with ℏ = k_B = 1 are used. In the ferromagnetic part of the TI conductive surface layer (F) the Usadel equation takes the form^{86}, ( ∂_x − 2i α h_y )_2 f_f + ( ∂_y + 2i α h_x )_2 f_f = |ω_n| ξ^2_f πT_{cs} f_f . (4)

In Eqs. (3) and (4) ξ_{s(f )} = √ D_{s(f )}/2πT_{cs}, where D_{s(f )} is the diffusion constant in S(F) region, which, in principle, can be different due to the coverage of the TI by different materials in those parts, and T_{cs} is the critical temperature of the bulk superconductor. In order to account for the helical state we consider the pair potential to be of the form,

Δ(x, y) = Δ(x)e^{iqy} . (5)

Then the anomalous Green’s function in the S part of the TI have to manifest the same dependence on ycoordinate: f_s(x, y) = f_s(x)e^{iqy} . (6) The Usadel equation in the S part then becomes onedimensional and takes the form: ξ^2_s πT_{cs} ( ∂^2_x − q^2 ) f_s − |ω_n|f_s + Δ = 0. (7)

In the ferromagnetic region of the TI we assume only the nonzero h_x component of the field and utilize the same ansatz as in the S part, i. e. f_f (x, y) = f_f (x)e^{iqy} as it is dictated by the boundary conditions,

∂^2_xf_f = [ |ω_n| ξ^2_f πT_{cs} + ( q + 2h_x α )_2]

f_f . (8)

Inclusion of the magnetization component h_y produces no quantitative effect neither on the supercurrent in y direction of the bilayer nor on the critical temperature in the S part. It only enters the solution f_f as a phase factor exp (2ih_yx/α)^{41,86}. Thus we do not take it into consideration in our model and define h_x = h.

The self-consistency equation in the S part of the system can be written as

Δ ln T_{cs} T = πT ∑ ω_n ( Δ |ω_n| − f_s ) . (9)

We also need to supplement the equations above with proper boundary conditions^{86,91} at x = 0. Due to the fact that the spin structure of the Green’s functions at the both sides of the interface is the same, the boundary conditions can be written in terms of the spinless Green’s functions and take the form γ_B ξ_f ∂f_f (0) ∂x = f_s(0) − f_f (0), (10)

γξ_f ∂f_f (0) ∂x = ξ_s ∂f_s(0) ∂x . (11)

The parameter γ_B = R_bσ_f /ξ_f is the transparency parameter which is the ratio of resistance per unit area of the effective S/F interface at x = 0 to the resistivity of the ferromagnetic part of the TI surface and describes the effect of the interface barrier^{91–93}. In Eq.(11) the dimensionless parameter γ = ξ_sσ_f /ξ_f σ_s determines the strength of suppression of superconductivity in the

S near the S/F interface compared to the bulk (inverse proximity effect). No suppression occurs for γ = 0, while strong suppression takes place for γ ≫ 1. Here σ_{s(f )} is the normal-state conductivity of the S(F) parts of the TI surface. These boundary conditions should also be supplemented with vacuum conditions at the edges (x = −d_f and x = +d_s), ∂f_s(d_s) ∂x = 0, ∂f_f (−d_f ) ∂x = 0. (12)

The solution of Eq. (8) can be found in the form

f_f = C(ω_n) cosh k_q (x + d_f ) , (13)

where

k_q = √ |ω_n| ξ^2_f πT_{cs} + ( q + 2h α )_2

. (14)

Here C(ω_n) is to be found from the boundary conditions. Eq. (13) automatically satisfies the vacuum boundary condition (12) at x = −d_f . Using boundary conditions (10)-(11) we can write the problem in a closed form with respect to the Green function f_s. At x = 0 the boundary conditions can be written as: ξ_s ∂f_s(0) ∂x = γ γ_B + A_{qT} (ω_n) f_s(0), (15)

where,

A_{qT} (ω_n) = 1 k_q ξ_f coth k_q d_f .

Then, we rewrite the Usadel equation in the S part of the TI surface in terms of f^+_s and f^−_s , where we define even and odd parts of the anomalous Green’s function f^± = f(ω_n)±f(−ω_n). According to the Usadel equation (3), there is a symmetry relation f(−ω_n) = f^∗(ω_n) which implies that f^+ is a real while f^− is a purely imaginary function. In general the boundary condition (15) can be complex. But in the considered system A_{qT} is real. Hence the condition (15) coincides with its real-valued form, ξ_s ∂f^+_s (0) ∂x = W^q (ω_n)f^+_s (0), (16)

where we used the notation,

W^q (ω_n) = γ γ_B + A_{qT} (ω_n)

. (17)

In the same way we rewrite the self-consistency equation for Δ in terms of symmetric function f^+_s considering only positive Matsubara frequencies,

Δ ln T_{cs} T = πT ∑ ω_n>0 ( 2Δ ω_n − f^+_s ) , (18) as well as the Usadel equation in the superconducting part,

ξ^2_s ( ∂^2f^+_s ∂x^2 − κ^2_{qs}f^+_s ) + 2Δ πT_{cs} = 0. (19)

In the framework of the so-called single-mode approximation the solution in S is introduced in the form^{94},

f^+_s (x, ω_n) = f(ω_n) cos ( Ω x − d_s ξ_s ) , (20)

Δ(x) = δ cos ( Ω x − d_s ξ_s ) . (21)

The solution presented above automatically satisfies boundary condition (16) at x = d_s. Substituting expressions (20) and (21) into the Usadel equation for f^+_s (19) yields

f(ω_n) = 2δ ω_n + Ω^2πT_{cs} + q^2ξ^2_s πT_{cs}

. (22)

In the following section we calculate the critical temperature T_c using the equations above. Exact results for the anomalous Green’s function and the critical temperature can be obtained in the framework of the more sophisticated multi-mode approach. However, for the case under consideration the multi-mode approach gives only quantitative corrections to the results, as it is shown in the Appendix.

III. HYBRID SUPERCONDUCTING HELICAL STATE

To calculate the critical temperature we use Eqs. (16)- (19), together with the vacuum boundary conditions (12) for the anomalous Green’s function f^+_s . Further we assume ξ_s = ξ_f = ξ in our calculations for clarity and simplicity of the results. Using the single-mode approximation (20)-(21) it is possible to rewrite the self-consistency equation in the following form, ln T_{cs} T_c = ψ ( 1 2 + Ω^2 + q^2ξ^2 2 T_{cs} T_c ) − ψ ( 1 2 ) . (23)

Boundary condition (16) at x = 0 yields the following equation for Ω,

Ω tan ( Ω d_s ξ ) = W^q (ω_n). (24)

The finite momentum of the pair amplitude q = q_s, which is chosen by the system, is determined by the condition,

q_s = q (max [T_c(q)]) , (25)

which means that the state with q_s is the most energetically favorable. We can expect that in the absence

FIG. 2. Tc(q) dependencies for ξh/α = 0.95, d_f = 1.0ξ, ds = 1.2ξ. The parameters of the S/F interface: γ = 0.2, γB = 0.1.

of magnetization h the equilibrium value of q_s is zero. At nonzero h the equilibrium pair momentum q_s is finite. The dependence of the critical temperature on the pair momentum q is demonstrated in Fig. 2 for two opposite values of the magnetization strength h. According to Eq.(25) the most favorable superconducting state corresponds to q_sξ ≈ ±0.05 for ξh/α = ∓0.95. This observation indicates that conventional superconducting state undergoes a qualitative change. The superconducting gap Δ is now modulated with a phase factor exp(iq_sy) generating corresponding phase gradient along the S/F interface. In fact, as we will show below the supercurrent caused by q_s exactly compensates the supercurrent flowing on the TI surface in the opposite direction.

The dependence of q_s on h is demonstrated in Fig. 3. We plot the curves for different values of the interface transparencies γ_B . From the figure we can see that for the transparent interface (γ_B = 0) the pair momentum q_s is the most pronounced. Physically it just reflects the necessity of the proximity to the ferromagnetic layer to produce the hybrid helical state. Abrupt drop to zero of the parameter q_s reflects the transition from superconducting to normal state.

Under the assumption d_s ≪ ξ_s the solution in the system can be analyzed analytically. In this case we can assume the gap Δ(x) to be spatially constant Δ = const. Then the solution in the superconducting region takes

FIG. 3. The ground state pair momentum qs(h) for different values of transparency parameter γB . The other parameters are the same as in Fig. 2

the form

f^+_s = 2Δ ω_n + q^2ξ^2πT_{cs}

+ A(ω_n) cosh (κ_{qs} [x − d_s]) ,

(26)

A(ω_n) = − 2Δ cosh (κ_{qs}d_s) [ω_n + q^2ξ^2πT_{cs}]

W^q (ω_n) W^q(ω_n) + A_{qs} ,

A_{qs} = κ_{qs}ξ tanh κ_{qs}d_s, κ_{qs} = √ q^2 + |ω_n| ξ^2πT_{cs} . Here, to find the coefficient A(ω_n) the boundary condition (16) has been utilized. On the other hand, the solution in TI layer is,

f_f = f_s(0) γ_B + A_{qT} cosh(k_q [x + d_f ]) k_qξ sinh(k_q d_f )

. (27)

In the limit d_f ≪ ξ and γ_B = 0 we can derive analytical result for the critical temperature at the interface. From the analytical solution in the S part of the TI layer we find,

f^+_s (0) = 2Δ ω_n + (qξ)^2πT_{cs} A_{qs} A_{qs} + W^q (ω_n)

. (28)

Substitution of this expression into the self-consistency equation yields, ln T_{cs} T_c = d_s γd_f + d_s ψ ( 1 2 + γd_f (qξ + H)^2 + q^2d_sξ 2(γd_f + d_s)T_c/T_{cs}ξ ) − −ψ ( 1 2 ) , (29)

where H = 2ξh/α. It is worth considering Eq. (29) in the limiting case of small q. Expanding the equation up to the second order in q we obtain, ln T_{cs} T_c = ( d_s γd_f + d_s − 1 ) ψ ( 1 2 ) +

+ π^2 ( γ(d_sd_f /ξ^2) (qξ + H)^2 + (qd_s)^2 ) 4T_c (γd_f + d_s)^2

. (30)

From this expression we can easily derive important analytical result for the finite momentum q_s of the pair potential Δ. Utilizing the condition for finding extrema of T_c(q) we get,

q_s = − γHd_f d_s + γd_f . (31)

Under the assumption of small γ, we can approximate the hybrid helical state momentum as q_s ∝ −γHd_f /d_s. We clearly see that q_s depends on the dimensionless product Hd_f /d_s. As we will show below the superconducting diode effect is also controlled by the same parameter.

In contrast to the well-known helical state in homogeneous systems in the presence of the SOC and Zeeman field, where the finite-momentum equilibrium state corresponds to zero supercurrent density, here the finitemomentum Cooper pairs coexist with nonzero supercurrent density in the ground state of the system. Below we calculate the spatial distribution of the supercurrent for a given q.

In order to calculate the supercurrent we consider the nonlinear Usadel equation, which is of the form^{86,90} D ^∇ ( ĝ ^∇ĝ ) = [ ω_nτ_z + iΔ̂, ĝ ] . (32)

Here D is the diffusion constant, τ_z is the Pauli matrix in the particle-hole space, ^∇X = ∇X + i (h_xê_y − h_yê_x) [τ_z, ĝ] /α. The gap matrix Δ̂ is defined as Δ̂ = Ûiτ_xΔ(x)Û^†, where Δ(x) is a real function and transformation matrix Û = exp (iqyτ_z/2) . The finite center of mass momentum q takes into account the helical state. The Green’s function matrix is also transformed as ĝ = Ûĝ_qÛ^†. To facilitate the solution procedures of the nonlinear Usadel equations we employ θ parametrization of the Green’s functions^{88},

ĝ_q = ( cos θ sin θ sin θ − cos θ ) . (33)

Substituting the above matrix into the Usadel equation (32), we obtain in the S part of the TI surface x > 0: ξ^2_s πT_{cs} [ ∂^2_xθ_s − q^2 2 sin 2θ_s ] = (34)

= ω_n sin θ_s − Δ(x) cos θ_s,

and in the F part x < 0: ξ^2_f πT_{cs} [ ∂^2_xθ_f − q^2_m 2 sin 2θ_f ] = ω_n sin θ_f , (35) where q_m = q+2h/α and θ_{s(f )} means the value of θ is the S(F) of the TI surface, respectively. The self-consistency equation for the pair potential reads,

Δ(x) ln T_{cs} T = πT ∑ ω_n>0 ( Δ(x) ω_n − 2 sin θ_s ) . (36)

To complete the problem formulation we supplement the above equations with the following boundary conditions at x = 0 γ_B ∂θ_f ∂x | | x=0 = sin (θ_s − θ_f ) , (37) γ_B γ ∂θ_s ∂x | | |_{x=0} = sin (θs − θf ) , (38)

and at free edges ∂θ_f ∂x | |_{x=−df} = 0, ∂θ_s ∂x | |_{x=ds} = 0. (39)

In order to calculate the superconducting current we utilize the expression for the supercurrent density

J_{s(f )} = −iπσ_{s(f )} 4e T ∑ ω_n Tr [ τ_zĝ_{s(f )} ^∇ĝ_{s(f )} ] . (40)

Performing the unitary transformation U, the current density transforms as follows:

j^s_y(x) = − πσ_sq 2e T ∑ ω_n sin^2 θ_s, (41)

j^f_y (x) = − πσ_n 2e [ q + 2h α ] T ∑ ω_n sin^2 θ_f . (42)

The total supercurrent flowing via the system along the y-direction can be calculated by integrated the current density of the total width of the S/F bilayer d_f + d_s: I = ∫_0 −d_f j^f_y (x)dx + ∫_{ds} 0 j^s_y(x)dx. (43)

In Fig. 4 the total supercurrent I as a function of the parameter q is shown. We plot the curves for two opposite values of the magnetization strength h. Based on the general considerations the function I(q) has a trivial antisymmetric form with respect to q = 0 in the absence of the exchange field (h = 0). When h is nonzero the supercurrent loses its purely antisymmetric form, so that the current is finite at q = 0. It can be shown that Eq. (25) is equivalent to the condition

I(q_s) = 0. (44)

It means that the ground state of the bilayer in the absence of the applied external supercurrent corresponds to the zero total current along the y-direction. At the same time the local supercurrent density is not zero. The

FIG. 4. The normalized supercurrent as a function of q calculated at temperature T = 0.1Tcs d_f = 1.0ξ and ds = 1.2ξ. The parameters of the S/TI interface: γ = 0.5, γB = 0.5.

spatial distribution of the supercurrent at q = q_s (corresponding to the zero current point of the red curve in Fig. 5 (a)) is demonstrated in Fig. 5(b) together with the spatial profile of the real part of the superconducting order parameter. It is seen that in the S/F hybrid with spatially separated superconductivity and Zeeman field the zero-current helical state is transformed to the kind of a mixed state. It is characterized by the simultaneous presence of the finite pair momentum and the local supercurrents, which are spatially distributed over the bilayer in such a way to produce zero total current. We call this state hybrid helical state. The above analysis suggests that the bilayer is infinite along the y-direction. Therefore we neglect the edge effects. In real setups having a finite length along the S/F interface the currents should make a U turn at the edges.

IV. CRITICAL CURRENT NONRECIPROCITY

Now we investigate the properties of the hybrid helical state under the applied supercurrent. The maximal supercurrent which is sustained by the system can be extracted from Fig. 4. Comparing the maximum absolute values of the positive and negative supercurrents I_{c+} and I_{c−} , we can recognize that they are distinct in case h ≠ 0. This is the critical current nonreciprocity ΔI_c = I_{c+} − I_{c−}, which leads to the supercurrent diode effect (SDE). It is only an apparent degeneracy of q with respect to the supercurrent I in Fig. 4. The system will choose lower value of |q| since the critical temperature drops as |q| is increased (see Fig. 2). This situation reminds the well-known problem of critical current in a superconducting wire, when the relation between current and superfluid velocity is double-valued, but only the state with smallest superfluid velocity is realized^{95}. We estimate the magnitude of ΔI_c for the

FIG. 5. (a) The normalized supercurrent as a function of q and supercurrent density (b-d) calculated at temperature T = 0.1Tcs, d_f = 1.5ξ, ds = 1.5ξ. The parameters of the S/TI interface: γ = 0.5, γB = 0.5.

parameters indicated in Fig. 4 and taking the resistances ρ_s = 0.5ρ_n = 10 · 10^{−6}Ohm · cm, the critical temperature T_{cs} = 7K, the coherence length ξ = 10nm, and T = 0.1T_{cs}. For these parameters ΔI_c ≈ 1.5μA.

The physics behind the current nonreciprocity can be understood in the following simplified way. In the presence of the exchange field the spin-down states are more energetically favorable. Via the spin-momentum locking it leads to the imbalance between electrons with opposite momenta, what manifests itself as a spontaneous current along the S/F interface. As we have shown, the superconductor produces the counter-propagating current to compensate the current in F. Via this fundamental mechanism of magnetoelectric nature the exchange field of the ferromagnet influences the phase of the superconducting condensate in the superconducting part of the structure. Now it is natural that if we adjust the phase gradient q along the y-direction via an external source (by applying a supercurrent), it will exert an inverse effect on the effective exchange field. It is clearly seen from the structure of the anomalous Green’s function in the F part (Eq. (13)), where the phase gradient q enters in combination with the exchange field in k_q = √ ω_n + (q + 2h/α)^2.

If q and h have opposite signs, the spin-polarized electrons, generated by the applied current on the surface of TI, effectively compensate the suppression of superconducting state by lowering the effective exchange field. Consequently in this case we expect larger possible values of the critical current. However if q and h have the same sign, the generated in TI spin-polarized current flows in the same direction as the equilibrium current, enhancing the effective exchange field (q + 2h/α), which leads to stronger suppression of the superconductivity at the interface. Hence we observe smaller values of the critical supercurrent. More conveniently the critical current

FIG. 6. δI as a function of magnetization h calculated for two different γ at T = 0.1Tcs, d_f = 1.0ξ and ds = 1.2ξ. The interface parameter γB = 0.5

nonreciprocity or the magnitude of the SDE is defined in the dimensionless form as, δI = I_{c+} − I_{c−} I_{c+} + I_{c−} . (45)

It is more instructive to discuss SDE by illustrating δI dependencies versus various system parameters, including parameters of the proximity effect. In Fig. 6 we plot δI as a function of magnetization h for two different γ. We see that the dependence of δI on h is nonmonotonic. Such a characteristic behavior is easily explained. At zero exchange field h there is no SDE since the system is not in the helical ground state, but in the conventional superconducting state with a homogeneous phase. As the exchange field increases the SDE also rises but eventually starts to drop due to suppression of the superconductivity by the field h.

There are possibilities to design the superconducting diode not only by tuning the magnetization h, which can be quite challenging in practice, but by adjusting other parameters such as γ_B . In Fig. 7 δI(γ_B ) dependencies are shown. Here we observe a nonmonotonic dependence of the SDE on the interface transparency γ_B . The decay of the SDE at large γ_B is physically clear because increase of the interface transparency reduces the mutual proximity influence of the spatially separated exchange field and superconductivity. On the contrary at relatively small values of γ_B superconductivity can be substantially suppressed (red dashed line) or even completely vanish (black solid line).

We also illustrate the nonreciprocity of the current δI as a function of the system temperature T (Fig. 8). It is interesting that the dependence δI(T ) is nonmonotonic. Similar type of behavior has been also found in the ballistic Rashba superconductors^{58}. The critical temperature

FIG. 7. δI as a function of transparency parameter γB calculated at two different h for d_f = 1.0ξ and ds = 1.2ξ. The temperature is taken as T = 0.4Tcs and γ = 0.5

indicated in the plot is in the correspondence with T_c calculated by the multimode approach.

In the framework of the linear Usadel equations under the assumption d_s ≪ ξ_s, we can easily find the total supercurrent integrating contributions from the S part and F part of the junction. Substituting the solutions Eqs. (26)-(27) into the current formula and performing integration, one obtains the averaged supercurrent in the Cooper limit (Δ = const),

I = πΔ^2σ_sT ξ^3 2e ∑ ω_n I_f (qξ + H) + I_sqξ (ω_n/πT_{cs} + (qξ)^2)^2

, (46)

I_s = d_s − 2P A_{qs} k^2_{qs} + P^2 ( d_s 2 cosh^2 k_{qs}d_s + A_{qs} 2k^2_{qs} ) ,

I_f = γ ( 1 − P γ_B + A_{qT} )_2 ( d_f 2k^2_q ξ^2 sinh^2 k_qd_f + coth k_q d_f 2k^3_q ξ^2 ) ,

where P = W^q(ω_n)/(W^q (ω_n) + A_{qs}). In the limit of small TI layer widths d_f , perfect interface transparency γ_B = 0 and strong proximity effect γ = 1, we can write W^q(ω_n) ( Eq. (17)) in a more simplified way,

W^q (ω_n) ≈ 1 A_{qT} ≈ d_f ξ ( ω_n ξ^2πT_{cs} + (qξ + H)^2 ) . (47)

Assuming qξ ≪ 1 and keeping the terms up to the third order we can derive analytical expression for the total supercurrent summing both S and TI layer contributions.

FIG. 8. δI as a function of temperature T calculated for two different γ. The curves were calculated for d_f = 1.0ξ, ds = 1.2ξ, γ = 0.5 and γB = 0.5. Here T^{mm}_c is the transition temperature obtained via the multimode approach (see Appendix).

The supercurrent is then,

I = − πΔ^2σT 2e ( a_0 + a_1qξ + a_2(qξ)^2 + a_3(qξ)^3 ) , (48)

a_0 = d_f d^2_s ξ^3 ( Hξ^2 d^2 ∑ (πT_{cs})^2 ω^2_n − 2H^3d_f ξ d^2 ∑ (πT_{cs})^3 ω^3_n ) ,

a_1 = d^2_s dξ ∑ (πT_{cs})^2 ω^2_n − 2H^2 d^3ξ

(3d^2_f d^2_s + d_f d^3_s ) ∑ (πT_{cs})^3 ω^3_n , a_2 = 2H d^3ξ

(d_f d^3_s − 3d^2_f d^2_s ) ∑ (πT_{cs})^3 ω^3_n , a_3 = −

2d^2_s d^3ξ

(2d^2_f + d_f d_s + d^2_s) ∑ (πT_{cs})^3 ω^3_n .

Here, we have denoted d = (d_s + d_f ). In Fig. 9 we demonstrate the analytical calculations in the Cooper limit. The solid line corresponds to Eq. (46), which is valid for arbitrary TI layer width d_f , interface parameters γ and γ_B . The red dashed line represents Eq. (48). From the figure we can say that Eq. (48) is in a relatively good agreement with the more general formula at small values of q. However, it fails at larger values of q. In order to describe larger q successfully, one must take into account the terms of the next orders.

From Eq.(48) one can derive analytically I_{c+} and I_{c−} by applying the extremum condition to I(q), dI dq = a_1 + 2a_2(qξ) + 3a_3(qξ)^2 = 0. (49)

FIG. 9. Analytical results for I(q) calculated according to Eq. (46) - black solid line and Eq. (48) - red dashed line. Here Im corresponds to the maximum value of the current calculated from Eq. (46). The parameters of the S/TI interface: γ = 1 and γB = 0. The rest of the parameters are: ds = 0.5ξ, d_f = 0.5ξ and ξh/α = 0.1

Solution of Eq. (49) yields,

I_{c±} = a_0 − 1 3 q^2_± ( a_2 ∓ 2 √ a^2 + a_1|a_3| ) . (50)

The complete expression for the SDE δI is rather cumbersome to display here. Instead we can find relatively simple result in the limit of Hd_f /ξ ≪ 1. In this case we obtain that δI ≈ 1 2 √ 7ζ(2)ζ(3) (T/T_{cs})^{5/2} Hd_f d_s ≈ 1.86 1 (T/T_{cs})^{5/2} Hd_f d_s . (51)

This result demonstrates that the SDE is controlled by the product (Hd_f /d_s). Moreover it can be noticed that Eq. (51) reveals the temperature dependence, showing characteristic scaling behavior of the SDE as a function of temperature. Please note that Eq. (51) is not valid at T → 0, where our linearized Usadel theory does not work.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We have examined the characteristic features of the superconducting helical state in the S/F/TI hybrid structure with an in-plane exchange field perpendicular to the interface. It has been found that the ground state of the system is characterized by the superconducting order parameter modulated with finite momentum q_s. At the same time due to the spatial separation of the superconductivity and ferromagnetism in the hybrid structure this state is accompanied by the non-zero current distribution. The currents flow along the S/F interface and are distributed over the whole structure. The current distribution corresponds to zero net value of the current along the S/F interface. We have found that this hybrid helical state is responsible for substantial nonreciprocity of the critical current in the system due to strong spin-orbit coupling on the surface of TI. Direct manifestation of the nonreciprocity is the superconducting diode effect. Finally, we have derived important analytical results, revealing controlling parameters and temperature dependence of the SDE.

The nonlinear self-consistent Usadel equations employed in this study is a relatively simple but powerful method for treating such systems. Since we have considered the diffusive limit in our model, as a further step it is important to analyze the problem in the ballistic limit and make corresponding comparisons between the two models.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The work was supported by RSF project No. 18-72- 10135. I.V.B. and T.K. acknowledge the financial support by the Foundation for the Advancement of Theoretical Physics and Mathematics “BASIS”. T.K. and A.S.V. acknowledge support from the Mirror Laboratories Project and the Basic Research Program of HSE University.

Appendix: Multimode approach

Here we present the multimode method to solve the critical temperature problem^{94,96}. The single-mode approach takes into account only one real root provided by Eq. (23). In order to introduce exact solving method for the problem under consideration one also takes imaginary roots Ω_m (m > 0) into account apart from the real root. In general the number of roots is infinite.

In the framework of the multimode method the solution of Eqs. (18)-(19) is found in the form,

F^+_s (x, ω_n) =f_0(ω_n) cos ( Ω_0 x − d_s ξ_s )

+ ∞∑ m=1 f_m(ω_n) cosh ( Ω_m^{x−ds}_{ξs} ) cosh ( Ω_m^{ds}_{ξs} ) , (A.1)

Δ(x) =δ_0 cos ( Ω_0 x − d_s ξ_s )

+ ∞∑ m=1 δ_m cosh ( Ω_m^{x−ds}_{ξs} ) cosh ( Ω_m^{ds}_{ξs} ) . (A.2)

The solution presented by the multimode approach automatically satisfies boundary condition at x = d_s. After the substitutions into the Usadel equation in the S part (19) f(ω_n) can be expressed as,

f_0(ω_n) =

2δ_0 ω_n + Ω^2_0πT_{cs} + q^2ξ^2_s πT_{cs}

f_m(ω_n) = 2δ_m ω_n − Ω^2_mπT_{cs} + q^2ξ^2_s πT_{cs} , m = 1, 2, ... (A.3)

Then the self-consistency equation (18) takes form ln T_{cs} T_c = ψ ( 1 2 + Ω^2_0 + q^2ξ^2_s 2 T_{cs} T_c ) − ψ ( 1 2 ) ,

ln T_{cs} T_c = ψ ( 1 2 − Ω^2_m − q^2ξ^2_s 2 T_{cs} T_c ) −ψ ( 1 2 ) , m = 1, 2, ... (A.4) According to properties of digamma function and Eqs. (A.4) it follows that the parameters Ω belong to the following intervals:

0 < Ω^2_0 < 1 2γ_E ,

T_c T_{cs} (2m − 1) < Ω^2_m < T_c T_{cs} (2m + 1) , m = 1, 2, ..., (A.5) where γ_E ≈ 1.78 is Euler’s constant . Boundary condition (16) at x = 0 provides the equation for the amplitudes δ

δ_0

W^q (ω_n) cos ( Ω_0^{ds}_{ξs} ) − Ω_0 sin ( Ω_0^{ds}_{ξs} ) ω_n + Ω^2_0πT_{cs} + q^2ξ^2_s πT_{cs} + ∞∑ m=1 δ_m W^q(ω_n) + Ω_m tanh ( Ω_m^{ds}_{ξs} ) ω_n − Ω^2_mπT_{cs} + q^2ξ^2_s πT_{cs}

= 0. (A.6)

The critical temperature T_c is calculated by Eqs.(A.4) and Eq.(A.6). In order to solve the problem numerically one takes finite number of roots Ω with m = 0, 1, 2..., M, also taking into account Matsubara frequencies ω_n up to the Nth frequency: n = 0, 1, 2..., N. Hence the matrix equation has the following form: K_{nm}δ_m = 0 with matrix K

K_{n0} =

W^q(ω_n) cos ( Ω_0^{ds}_{ξs} ) − Ω_0 sin ( Ω_0^{ds}_{ξs} ) ω_n/πT_{cs} + Ω^2_0 + q^2ξ^2_s πT_{cs} ,

K_{nm} = W^q (ω_n) + Ω_m tanh ( Ω_m^{ds}_{ξs} ) ω_n/πT_{cs} − Ω^2_m + q^2ξ^2_s πT_{cs}

, (A.7)

n = 0, 1, ..., N, m = 1, 2, ..., M.

FIG. 10. Tc(q) curves calculated with single (solid lines) and multimode approaches (dashed lines) at different interface parameters γ and γB . The multimode curves are calculated at N = 100.

We take M = N , then the condition that equation (A.6) has nontrivial solution takes the form

det K = 0. (A.8)

Now we compare the results obtained by single-mode and multimode approaches by calculating T_c(q) dependencies.

From Fig. 10 we can see that the two methods produce quantitative differences at relatively large γ and small γ_B . Nevertheless, the results are not affected qualitatively. As we increase the interface resistance γ_B or reduce γ the quantitative discrepancy vanishes.

∗ tkarabasov@hse.ru 1 V. Edelstein, Sov. Phys. JETP 68, 1244 (1989). 2 V. Barzykin and L. P. Gor’kov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 227002

(2002).

3 O. Dimitrova and M. V. Feigel’man,

Phys. Rev. B 76, 014522 (2007).

4 K. V. Samokhin, Phys. Rev. B 70, 104521 (2004). 5 R. P. Kaur, D. F. Agterberg, and M. Sigrist,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 137002 (2005).

6 M. Houzet and J. S. Meyer,

Phys. Rev. B 92, 014509 (2015).

7 P. Fulde and R. A. Ferrell, Phys. Rev. 135, A550 (1964). 8 A. Larkin and Y. Ovchinnikov, Sov. Phys. JETP 20, 762

(1965).

9 S. Mironov, A. Mel’nikov, and A. Buzdin,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 237002 (2012).

10 S. V. Mironov, D. Y. Vodolazov, Y. Yerin, A. V.

Samokhvalov, A. S. Mel’nikov, and A. Buzdin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 077002 (2018).

11 A. I. Buzdin, Rev. Mod. Phys. 77, 935 (2005). 12 F. S. Bergeret, A. F. Volkov, and K. B. Efetov,

Rev. Mod. Phys. 77, 1321 (2005).

13 M. Eschrig, Rep. Prog. Phys. 78, 104501 (2015). 14 J. Linder and J. W. A. Robinson,

Nat. Phys. 11, 307 (2015).

15 I. V. Bobkova and Y. S. Barash,

JETP Letters 80, 494 (2004).

16 S. Mironov and A. Buzdin,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 077001 (2017).

17 S. S. Pershoguba, K. Björnson, A. M. Black-Schaffer, and

A. V. Balatsky, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 116602 (2015). 18 A. G. Mal’shukov, Phys. Rev. B 102, 134509 (2020). 19 A. G. Mal’shukov, Phys. Rev. B 102, 144503 (2020).

20 A. G. Mal’shukov, Phys. Rev. B 101, 134514 (2020). 21 M. Alidoust and H. Hamzehpour, Phys. Rev. B 96, 165422 (2017).

22 I. V. Krive, L. Y. Gorelik, R. I. Shekhter, and M. Jonson, Low Temp. Phys. 30, 398 (2004).

23 K. N. Nesterov, M. Houzet, and J. S. Meyer, Phys. Rev. B 93, 174502 (2016).

24 F. Dolcini, M. Houzet, and J. S. Meyer, Phys. Rev. B 92, 035428 (2015).

25 A. A. Reynoso, G. Usaj, C. A. Balseiro, D. Feinberg, and M. Avignon, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 107001 (2008).

26 A. Buzdin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 107005 (2008). 27 A. Zazunov, R. Egger, T. Jonckheere, and T. Martin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 147004 (2009).

28 A. Brunetti, A. Zazunov, A. Kundu, and R. Egger, Phys. Rev. B 88, 144515 (2013).

29 T. Yokoyama, M. Eto, and Y. V. Nazarov, Phys. Rev. B 89, 195407 (2014).

30 Bergeret, F. S. and Tokatly, I. V., EPL 110, 57005 (2015). 31 G. Campagnano, P. Lucignano, D. Giuliano, and A. Tagliacozzo, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 27, 205301 (2015).

32 F. Konschelle, I. V. Tokatly, and F. S. Bergeret, Phys. Rev. B 92, 125443 (2015).

33 D. Kuzmanovski, J. Linder, and A. Black-Schaffer, Phys. Rev. B 94, 180505(R) (2016).

34 A. G. Mal’shukov, S. Sadjina, and A. Brataas, Phys. Rev. B 81, 060502(R) (2010).

35 D. S. Rabinovich, I. V. Bobkova, and A. M. Bobkov, Phys. Rev. Research 1, 033095 (2019).

36 M. Alidoust, Phys. Rev. B 101, 155123 (2020). 37 A. A. Burkov and D. G. Hawthorn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 066802 (2010).

38 D. Culcer, E. H. Hwang, T. D. Stanescu, and

S. Das Sarma, Phys. Rev. B 82, 155457 (2010). 39 O. V. Yazyev, J. E. Moore, and S. G. Louie, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 266806 (2010).

40 C. H. Li, O. M. J. van ‘t Erve, J. T. Robinson, Y. Liu, L. Li, and B. T. Jonker, Nat. Nanotechnol. 9, 218 (2014).

41 T. Karabassov, A. A. Golubov, V. M.

Silkin, V. S. Stolyarov, and A. S. Vasenko, Phys. Rev. B 103, 224508 (2021).

42 G. L. J. A. Rikken, J. Fölling, and P. Wyder, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 236602 (2001).

43 V. Krstić, S. Roth, M. Burghard, K. Kern, and G. L. J. A.

Rikken, J. Chem. Phys. 117, 11315 (2002).

44 F. Pop, P. Auban-Senzier, E. Canadell, G. L. J. A. Rikken, and N. Avarvari, Nat. Commun. 5, 3757 (2014).

45 G. L. J. A. Rikken and P. Wyder, Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 016601 (2005).

46 T. Ideue, K. Hamamoto, S. Koshikawa, M. Ezawa, S. Shimizu, Y. Kaneko, Y. Tokura, N. Nagaosa, and Y. Iwasa, Nat. Phys. 13, 578 (2017).

47 R. Wakatsuki and N. Nagaosa, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 026601 (2018).

48 S. Hoshino, R. Wakatsuki, K. Hamamoto, and N. Nagaosa, Phys. Rev. B 98, 054510 (2018).

49 W. Ryohei, S. Yu, H. Shintaro, I. Y. M., I. Toshiya, E. Motohiko, I. Yoshihiro, and N. Naoto, Sci. Adv. 3, e1602390 (2022).

50 F. Qin, W. Shi, T. Ideue, M. Yoshida, A. Zak, R. Tenne, T. Kikitsu, D. Inoue, D. Hashizume, and Y. Iwasa, Nat. Commun. 8, 14465 (2017).

51 K. Yasuda, H. Yasuda, T. Liang, R. Yoshimi, A. Tsukazaki, K. S. Takahashi, N. Nagaosa, M. Kawasaki, and Y. Tokura, Nat. Commun. 10, 2734 (2019).

52 Y. Itahashi, I. Toshiya, S. Yu, S. Sunao, O. Takumi, N. Tsutomu, and I. Yoshihiro, Sci. Adv. 6, eaay9120 (2020).

53 J.-X. Lin, P. Siriviboon, H. D. Scammell, S. Liu, D. Rhodes, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, J. Hone, M. S. Scheurer, and J. I. A. Li, Nat. Phys. 18, 1221 (2022).

54 A. Daido, Y. Ikeda, and Y. Yanase, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 037001 (2022).

55 J. J. He, Y. Tanaka, and N. Nagaosa, New J. Phys. 24, 053014 (2022).

56 N. F. Q. Yuan and L. Fu, PNAS 119 (2022), 10.1073/pnas.2119548119.

57 H. D. Scammell, J. I. A. Li, and M. S. Scheurer, 2D Mater. 9, 025027 (2022).

58 S. Ilić and F. S. Bergeret, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 177001 (2022).

59 H. F. Legg, D. Loss, and J. Klinovaja, Phys. Rev. B 106, 104501 (2022).

60 Z. Devizorova, A. V. Putilov, I. Chaykin, S. Mironov, and A. I. Buzdin, Phys. Rev. B 103, 064504 (2021).

61 A. A. Kopasov, A. G. Kutlin, and A. S. Mel’nikov, Phys. Rev. B 103, 144520 (2021).

62 M. Davydova, S. Prembabu, and L. Fu, “Universal josephson diode effect,” (2022), arXiv:2201.00831 [cond-mat.supr-con].

63 K. Halterman, M. Alidoust, R. Smith, and S. Starr, Phys. Rev. B 105, 104508 (2022).

64 M. Alidoust, C. Shen, and I. Žutić, Phys. Rev. B 103, L060503 (2021).

65 Y. Tanaka, B. Lu, and N. Nagaosa, “Theory of diode effect in d-wave superconductor junctions on the surface of topological insulator,” (2022), arXiv:2205.13177 [cond-mat.supr-con].

66 T. Golod and V. M. Krasnov, Nat. Commun. 13, 3658 (2022).

67 T. Kokkeler, F. S. Bergeret, and A. Golubov, “Field-free anomalous junction and superconducting diode effect in spin split superconductor/topological insulator junctions,” (2022), arXiv:2209.13987 [cond-mat.supr-con].

68 F. Ando, Y. Miyasaka, T. Li, J. Ishizuka, T. Arakawa, Y. Shiota, T. Moriyama, Y. Yanase, and T. Ono, Nature 584, 373 (2020).

69 L. Bauriedl, C. Bäuml, L. Fuchs, C. Baumgartner, N. Paulik, J. M. Bauer, K.-Q. Lin, J. M. Lupton, T. Taniguchi, K. Watanabe, C. Strunk, and N. Paradiso, Nat. Commun. 13 (2022), 10.1038/s41467-022-31954-5.

70 J. Shin, S. Son, J. Yun, G. Park, K. Zhang, Y. J.

Shin, J.-G. Park, and D. Kim, “Magnetic proximityinduced superconducting diode effect and infinite magnetoresistance in van der waals heterostructure,” (2021), arXiv:2111.05627 [cond-mat.supr-con].

71 Y. Hou, F. Nichele, H. Chi, A. Lodesani, Y. Wu, M. F.

Ritter, D. Z. Haxell, M. Davydova, S. Ilić, F. S. Bergeret, A. Kamra, L. Fu, P. A. Lee, and J. S. Moodera, “Ubiquitous superconducting diode effect in superconductor thin films,” (2022), arXiv:2205.09276 [cond-mat.supr-con].

72 H. Narita, J. Ishizuka, R. Kawarazaki, D. Kan, Y. Shiota, T. Moriyama, Y. Shimakawa, A. V. Ognev, A. S. Samardak, Y. Yanase, and T. Ono, Nat. Nanotechnol. 17, 823 (2022).

73 E. Bocquillon, R. S. Deacon, J. Wiedenmann, P. Leubner, T. M. Klapwijk, C. Brüne, K. Ishibashi, H. Buhmann, and L. W. Molenkamp, Nat. Nanotechnol. 12, 137 (2017).

74 C. Baumgartner, L. Fuchs, A. Costa, S. Reinhardt, S. Gronin, G. C. Gardner, T. Lindemann, M. J. Manfra, P. E. Faria Junior, D. Kochan, J. Fabian, N. Paradiso, and C. Strunk, Nat. Nanotechnol. 17, 39 (2022).

75 H. Wu, Y. Wang, Y. Xu, P. K. Sivakumar, C. Pasco, U. Filippozzi, S. S. P. Parkin, Y.-J. Zeng, T. McQueen, and M. N. Ali, Nature 604, 653 (2022).

76 B. Pal, A. Chakraborty, P. K. Sivakumar, M. Davydova, A. K. Gopi, A. K. Pandeya, J. A. Krieger, Y. Zhang, M. Date, S. Ju, N. Yuan, N. B. M. Schröter, L. Fu, and S. S. P. Parkin, Nat. Phys. 18, 1228 (2022).

77 C. Baumgartner, L. Fuchs, A. Costa, J. Picó - Cortés, S. Reinhardt, S. Gronin, G. C. Gardner, T. Lindemann, M. J. Manfra, P. E. F. Junior, D. Kochan, J. Fabian, N. Paradiso, and C. Strunk, J. Phys. Condens. Matter 34, 154005 (2022).

78 Y. Zhang, Y. Gu, J. Hu, and K. Jiang, “General theory of josephson diodes,” (2021), arXiv:2112.08901 [cond-mat.supr-con].

79 J. Hu, C. Wu, and X. Dai, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99, 067004 (2007).

80 C.-Z. Chen, J. J. He, M. N. Ali, G.-H. Lee, K. C. Fong, and K. T. Law, Phys. Rev. B 98, 075430 (2018).

81 Z. Jiang, F. Katmis, C. Tang, P. Wei, J. S. Moodera, and J. Shi, Appl. Phys. Lett. 104, 222409 (2014).

82 P. Wei, F. Katmis, B. A. Assaf, H. Steinberg, P. Jarillo-Herrero, D. Heiman, and J. S. Moodera, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 186807 (2013).

83 Z. Jiang, C.-Z. Chang, C. Tang, P. Wei, J. S. Moodera, and J. Shi, Nano Lett. 15, 5835 (2015).

84 Z. Jiang, C.-Z. Chang, C. Tang, J.-G. Zheng, J. S. Moodera, and J. Shi, AIP Adv. 6, 055809 (2016).

85 L. Fu and C. L. Kane,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 096407 (2008).

86 A. Zyuzin, M. Alidoust, and D. Loss, Phys. Rev. B 93, 214502 (2016).

87 I. V. Bobkova, A. M. Bobkov, A. A. Zyuzin, and M. Alidoust, Phys. Rev. B 94, 134506 (2016).

88 W. Belzig, F. K. Wilhelm, C. Bruder, G. Schön, and A. D.

Zaikin, Superlattices Microstruct. 25, 1251 (1999). 89 K. D. Usadel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 25, 507 (1970). 90 I. V. Bobkova and A. M. Bobkov, Phys. Rev. B 96, 224505 (2017).

91 M. Y. Kuprianov and V. F. Lukichev, JETP Letters 67, 1163 (1988).

92 E. V. Bezuglyi, A. S. Vasenko, V. S. Shumeiko, and G. Wendin, Phys. Rev. B 72, 014501 (2005).

93 E. V. Bezuglyi, A. S. Vasenko, E. N. Bratus, V. S. Shumeiko, and G. Wendin, Phys. Rev. B 73, 220506(R) (2006).

94 Y. V. Fominov, N. M. Chtchelkatchev, and A. A. Golubov, Phys. Rev. B 66, 014507 (2002).

95 M. Tinkham, Introduction to Superconductivity, 2nd ed.

(Dover Publications, 2004).

96 T. Karabassov, V. S. Stolyarov, A. A. Golubov, V. M.

Silkin, V. M. Bayazitov, B. G. Lvov, and A. S. Vasenko, Phys. Rev. B 100, 104502 (2019).