arXiv:1401.0646v2 [cond-mat.supr-con] 3 Nov 2014

Detection of small exchange fields in S/F structures

A. S. Vasenko^a, S. Kawabata^b, A. Ozaeta^c, A. A. Golubov^{d,e}, V. S. Stolyarov^{f,g,h,e}, F. S. Bergeret^{c,i}, F. W. J. Hekking^{a,j}

aLPMMC, Université Joseph Fourier and CNRS, 25 Avenue des Martyrs, BP 166, 38042 Grenoble, France bElectronics and Photonics Research Institute (ESPRIT), National Institute of Advanced Industrial Science and Technology (AIST), Tsukuba, Ibaraki, 305-8568, Japan cCentro de Física de Materiales (CFM-MPC), Centro Mixto CSIC-UPV/EHU, Manuel de Lardizabal 5, E-20018 San Sebastián, Spain dFaculty of Science and Technology and MESA^+ Institute for Nanotechnology, University of Twente, 7500 AE Enschede, The Netherlands eMoscow Institute of Physics and Technology, 141700 Dolgoprudny, Russia fSorbonne Universités, UPMC Univ Paris 06, UMR 7588, Institut des Nanosciences de Paris, F-75005, Paris, France gCNRS, UMR 7588, Institut des Nanosciences de Paris, F-75005, Paris, France hInstitute of Solid State Physics RAS, 142432, Chernogolovka, Russia iDonostia International Physics Center (DIPC), Manuel de Lardizabal 4, E-20018 San Sebastián, Spain jInstitut Universitaire de France, 103, bd Saint-Michel 75005 Paris, France

Abstract

Ferromagnetic materials with exchange fields E_{ex} smaller or of the order of the superconducting gap Δ are important for applications of corresponding (s-wave) superconductor/ ferromagnet/ superconductor (SFS) junctions. Presently such materials are not known but there are several proposals how to create them. Small exchange fields are in principle difficult to detect. Based on our results we propose reliable detection methods of such small E_{ex}. For exchange fields smaller than the superconducting gap the subgap differential conductance of the normal metal - ferromagnet - insulator - superconductor (NFIS) junction shows a peak at the voltage bias equal to the exchange field of the ferromagnetic layer, eV = E_{ex}. Thus measuring the subgap conductance one can reliably determine small E_{ex} < Δ. In the opposite case E_{ex} > Δ one can determine the exchange field in scanning tunneling microscopy (STM) experiment. The density of states of the FS bilayer measured at the outer border of the ferromagnet shows a peak at the energy equal to the exchange field, E = E_{ex}. This peak can be only visible for small enough exchange fields of the order of few Δ.

Key words: exchange field, S/F hybrid structures, proximity effect PACS: 74.45.+c, 74.50.+r, 74.78.Fk, 75.30.Et

1. Introduction

As we know from the quantum theory of magnetism the ferromagnetic metal can be described by the presence of the so called exchange field, E_{ex}. This field is responsible to many interesting phenomena in artificially fabricated superconductor/ ferromagnet (S/F) hy-

Email address: andrey.vasenko@lpmmc.cnrs.fr (A. S. Vasenko).

brid structures [1–4]. Let us briefly review the essence of the S/F proximity effect.

Upon entering of the Cooper pair into the ferromagnetic metal it becomes an evanescent state and the spin up electron in the pair lowers its potential energy by E_{ex}, while the spin down electron raises its potential energy by the same amount. In order for each electron to conserve its total energy, the spin up electron must increase its kinetic energy, while the spin down electron must decrease its kinetic energy, to make up for these additional potential energies in F. As a consequence, the cen-

Preprint submitted to Elsevier 4 November 2014

ter of mass motion is modulated and superconducting correlations in the F layer have the damped oscillatory behavior [5,6]. If we neglect the influence of other possible parameters of ferromagnetic metal (like magnetic scattering rate, etc.) the characteristic lengths of the decay and the oscillations are equal to ξ_f = √ D_f /E_{ex}, where D_f is the diffusion coefficient in the ferromagnetic metal [1].

The length ξ_f is also the length of decay and oscillations of the critical current in Josephson S/F/S junctions [7,8]. Negative sign of the critical current corresponds to the so-called π-state [9–13]. S/F/S π-junctions have been proposed as potential elements in superconducting classical and quantum logic circuits [14–16]. For instance, S/F/S junctions can be used as complementary elements (π-shifters) in RSFQ circuits (see Ref. [17] and references therein). S/F/S based devices were also proposed as elements for superconducting spintronics [18]. Finally, S/F/S structures have been proposed for the realization of so called φ-junctions with a φ drop in the ground state, where 0 < φ < π [19,20].

Presently known ferromagnetic materials have large exchange fields, E_{ex} ≫ Δ and therefore short characteristic length of oscillations, ξ_f ≪ ξ_s, where ξ_s = √ D_s/2Δ is the superconducting coherence length and D_s is the diffusion coefficient in the superconductor. This requires very high precision in controlling the F layer thickness in the fabrication process of the Josephson π-junctions. In already existing S/F/S structures the roughness is often larger than the desired precision. The way to solve this problem is to invent ferromagnetic materials with small exchange fields.

In this paper we review several proposals for ferromagnetic materials with exchange fields E_{ex} smaller or of the order of the superconducting gap Δ. Then based on our results we propose reliable detection methods of such small exchange fields in experiments. Another detection method was recently suggested in [21].

2. Ways to generate small exchange fields

The easiest way to create small exchange field is to apply an external magnetic field B to the normal metal lead, in which case E_{ex} = μ_BB, where μ_B is the Bohr magneton.

It may be also an intrinsic exchange field of weak ferromagnetic alloys. For example, in Ref. [22] were reported exchange fields for Pd_{1−x}Ni_x with different Ni concentration, obtained by a fitting procedure (see also [23]). Considering Nb as a superconductor with Δ = 1.3 meV, we can estimate the exchange field in Pd_{1−x}Ni_x:

for 5.5% of Ni fitting gives E_{ex} = 0.11 meV, which is 0.1 Δ, for 6% of Ni it gives E_{ex} = 0.45 meV, which is 0.4 Δ, for 7% of Ni it gives E_{ex} = 2.8 meV, which is 2.2 Δ, and for 11.5% of Ni E_{ex} = 3.9 meV, which is 3 Δ.

Another promising alloy with small exchange field, Pd_{0.99}Fe_{0.01}, was studied in [24–26].

Finally, a small exchange field can be induced by a ferromagnetic material into the adjacent normal metal layer. In recent proposal [27], a thin normal metal layer was placed on top of the ferromagnetic insulator. It was shown that the ferromagnetic insulator may induce effective exchange field in the normal metal layer [27], E^{eff}_{ex} = h̄DG_ϕ ρ/d, (1) where D is the diffusion coefficient in the normal metal, G_ϕ is a surface conductancelike coefficient for the normal metal/ ferromagnetic insulator interface, ρ is the resistivity of the normal metal, and d is the thickness of the normal metal layer in the direction, perpendicular to the ferromagnetic insulator surface. The field E^{eff}_{ex} is expected to be much smaller than the exchange field inside standard ferromagnets. Interestingly, such exchange field is possible to tune at the sample fabrication stage since it is inversely proportional to the normal metal layer thickness d. This gives a flexibility with respect to material constraints. We also note that as E^{eff}_{ex} ∝ G_ϕ , inducing the tunnel barrier at the normal metal/ ferromagnetic interlayer interface, one can further reduce the value of the effective exchange field.

Below we suggest direct measurements of such small exchange fields. The detection methods are different in case of the exchange field smaller, E_{ex} < Δ, and larger than the superconducting gap, E_{ex} > Δ.

We should mention that we propose methods of small exchange field detection in the ideal case of ferromagnetic layer with homogeneous magnetization and absence of magnetic and spin-orbit scattering in contact with a superconductor. However, in case of realistic ferromagnets situation can be more complicated. We discuss some possible limitations of the detection in the end of the two following sections.

3. Detection of exchange fields smaller than the superconducting gap

In this section we consider the following SIFN structure: a ferromagnetic wire F of a length d_f (smaller than the inelastic relaxation length [28,29]) is attached at x = 0 to a superconducting (S) and at x = d_f to a normal (N) electrode. The interface at x = 0 is a tunnel barrier while at x = d_f we have a transparent interface. We will show that the subgap differential conductance of such a structure has a peak at the bias voltage equal to the exchange field of the ferromagnetic metal in case when E_{ex} < Δ [30,31]. Thus we propose to determine small E_{ex} < Δ in experiments by measuring the subgap differential conductance of NFIS junctions at low temperatures.

In this paper we consider the diffusive limit, i.e. we assume that the elastic scattering length is much smaller than the decay length of the superconducting condensate into the F region. Here and below we consider for simplicity D_f = D_s ≡ D and h̄ = k_B = 1. In order to describe the transport properties of the system we solve the Usadel equation in the F layer, that in the so called θ -parametrization reads [32,33] D 2i ∂^2_{xx}θ_{f ↑(↓)} = (E ± E_{ex})sinhθ_{f ↑(↓)} . (2)

Here the positive and negative signs correspond to the spin-up ↑ and spin-down ↓ states, respectively. Because of the high transparency of the F/N interface the functions θ_{f ↑(↓)} = 0 at x = d_f . While at the tunneling interface at x = 0 we use the Kupriyanov-Lukichev boundary condition [34]

∂_xθ_{f ↑(↓)}|_{x=0} =

R_F d_f R_T sinh[θ_{f ↑(↓)}|_{x=0} − Θ_s], (3)

where R_F and R_T are the normal resistances of the F layer and SF interface, respectively (R_T ≫ R_F ), and Θ_s = arctanh(Δ/E) is the superconducting bulk value of the parametrization angle in the S layer, θ_s. Once the functions θ_{f ↑(↓)} are obtained one can compute the current through the junction. In particular we are interested in the Andreev current, i.e. the current for voltages smaller than the superconducting gap due to Andreev processes at the S/F interface.

Due to the tunneling barrier at the S/F interface the proximity effect is weak and hence we linearize Eqs. (2- 3) with respect to R_F /R_T ≪ 1. After a straightforward calculation we obtain the Andreev current at zero temperature in this limit [35,36],

I_A =

W Δ^2 4eR_T ∑_{j=±}

∫ eV 0 dE Δ^2 − E^2

× Re [√ iΔ E + jE_{ex} tanh (√ E + jE_{ex} iΔ d_f ξ_s )] , (4)

where W = ξ_sR_F /d_f R_T is the diffusive tunneling parameter [34,37,38]. In the tunneling limit W ≪ 1.

We evaluate Eq.(4) in the long-junction limit, i.e. when d_f ≫ ξ_f , and E_{ex} ≲ eV < Δ. We obtain for the Andreev current

Fig. 1. (Color online) The bias voltage dependence of differential conductance at zero temperature for exchange fields, E_{ex}/Δ = 0 (black solid line), E_{ex}/Δ = 0.4 (green dashed line), E_{ex}/Δ = 0.7 (red dash-dot-dotted line), and E_{ex}/Δ = 0.9 (blue dash-dotted line). Here G^′_A = 2R_T G_A, W = 0.014 and d_f = 10ξ_s.

Fig. 2. (Color online) The bias voltage dependence of differential conductance at zero temperature for exchange fields, E_{ex}/Δ = 0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 0.95 and 0.99. Here G^′_A = 2R_T G_A, W = 0.014 and d_f = 10ξ_s.

I_A =

Δξ_sR_F ed_f R^2_T ∑_{j=±} arctanh(c^+_j ) + arctan(c^−_j ) √ Δ + jE_{ex}

, (5)

c^+_j = √ eV + jE_{ex} Δ + jE_{ex}

, c^−_j = √ eV − jE_{ex} Δ + jE_{ex} . In Fig. 1 we plot the Andreev differential conductance G_A = dI_A/dV which is equal to the full differential conductance of the junction at zero temperature. The conductance shows two well defined peaks, one at eV = E_{ex} and the other at eV = Δ. The detailed physical explanation of the peak at E_{ex} is given in [30]. It turns out that it is the zero bias anomaly (ZBA) peak for the diffusive NIS junction, shifted in FIS case by E_{ex}. The ZBA peak in NIS is shown in Fig. 1 by black solid line; E_{ex} = 0 corresponds to the normal metal case.

In Fig. 2 we plot the Andreev differential conductance for many different values of 0 ≤ E_{ex} < 1 to show the evolution of the peak with increasing E_{ex}. Detecting this peak one can carefully measure the value of small exchange field E_{ex} < Δ in the ferromagnetic metal.

We would like to mention that the peak will be visible at eV = E_{ex} for a single domain ferromagnet in contact with a superconductor. In case of a multi-domain ferromagnet the peak of the differential conductance occurs at eV equals to the “effective field”, which is the field acting on the Cooper pairs in the multi-domain ferromagnetic region, averaged over the decay length of the superconducting condensate into a ferromagnet [39,40].

4. Detection of exchange fields larger than the superconducting gap

In this section we consider just a simple FS bilayer with a transparent interface: wire F of a length d_f (smaller than the inelastic relaxation length [28,29]) is attached at x = 0 to a superconducting electrode by a transparent interface. We will show that the density of states (DOS) measured at the outer border of the ferromagnet (x = d_f ) shows a peak at the energy equal to the exchange field for d_f ≫ ξ_f in case when E_{ex} is of the order of few Δ [8,41]. Thus we propose to determine E_{ex} > Δ in experiments by measuring the DOS at the outer border of the ferromagnetic metal in corresponding SF bilayer structure, which can be done by scanning tunneling microscopy (STM).

The DOS N_f (E) normalized to the DOS in the normal state, can be written as

N_f (E) = [ N_{f ↑}(E) + N_{f ↓}(E) ] /2, (6) where N_{f ↑(↓)}(E) are the spin resolved DOS written in terms of spectral angle θ_f , N_{f ↑(↓)}(E) = Re [ coshθ_{f ↑(↓)} ] . (7) To obtain N_f , we use a self-consistent two-step iterative procedure [8,42]. In the first step we calculate the pair potential coordinate dependence Δ(x) using the selfconsistency equation in the S layer in the Matsubara representation. Then, using the Δ(x) dependence, we solve the Usadel equations in the S layer, D 2i ∂^2_{xx}θ_s = E sinhθ_s + iΔ(x)coshθ_s , (8)

together with the Usadel equations in the F layer [Eq. (2)] and corresponding boundary conditions, repeating the iterations until convergency is reached [8].

Fig. 3. (Color online) DOS N_f (E) at the outer border of the F layer in the FS bilayer calculated numerically for different values of the exchange field E_{ex}. Parameters of the F/S interface are γ = γ_B = 0.01, T = 0.1T_c. Upper panel: d_f /ξ_n = 1; lower panel: d_f /ξ_n = 3. Solid black line corresponds to E_{ex}/Δ = 2, dashed red line to E_{ex}/Δ = 4, and dash-dotted blue line to E_{ex}/Δ = 6.

At the outer border of the ferromagnet (x = d_f ) we have ∂_xθ_{f ↑(↓)} = 0. At x = 0 we use Kupriyanov-Lukichev boundary conditions which in case of the transparent interface is convenient to write as

γ∂_xθ_f |_{x=0} = ∂_xθ_s|_{x=0}, (9a) ξ_nγ_B∂_xθ_f |_{x=0} = sinh(θ_f − θ_s)|_{x=0}. (9b)

Here γ = σ_f /σ_s, σ_{f (s)} are the conductivities of the F (S) layers correspondingly, ξ_n = √ D/2πT_c, T_c is the critical temperature of the superconductor, and γ_B = d_f R_T /ξ_nR_F = ξ_s/ξ_nW . The parameter γ determines the strength of suppression of superconductivity in the S layer near the interface (inverse proximity effect). No suppression occurs for γ = 0, while strong suppression takes place for γ ≫ 1. In our numerical calculations we assume small γ ≪ 1. Since we consider the transparent interface R_F ≫ R_T and contrary to the previous section W ≫ 1, therefore γ_B ≪ 1. Notice that in the Eqs. (8)-(9) we have omitted the subscripts ↑ (↓) because equations for both spin directions are identical in the superconductor.

In Fig. 3 we plot the DOS N_f (E) at the outer border of the F layer in the FS bilayer calculated numerically for different values of the exchange field E_{ex} and for different F layer thicknesses d_f . At large enough d_f (d_f /ξ_n = 3) we see the peak at E = E_{ex} [see Fig. 3, lower panel]. For small d_f (d_f /ξ_n = 1) the peak is not visible and DOS tends monotonously to unity for E > Δ [see Fig. 3, upper panel]. The amplitude of the peak is decreasing with increasing E_{ex}: peak is only visible for E_{ex} of the order of few Δ (see [8] for details). We also need to mention that in case of E_{ex} < Δ there is no peak in the DOS.

To better illustrate the conditions when the peak at E = E_{ex} is visible in experiments we consider an analytical limiting case. If the F layer is thick enough (d_f ≫ ξ_f ) and γ = 0 in Eq. (9), the DOS at the outer border of the ferromagnet can be written as [7,8,43]

N_{f ↑(↓)}(E) = Re[cosθ_{b↑(↓)}] ≈ 1 − 1 2 Reθ^2_{b↑(↓)}. (10)

Here θ_{b↑(↓)} is the boundary value of θ_f at x = d_f , given by θ_{b↑(↓)} =

8F(E) √ F^2(E) + 1 + 1 exp ( −p_{↑(↓)} d_f ξ_f ) , (11)

where we use the following notations,

p_{↑(↓)} = √ 2/E_{ex} √ −iE_R ± iE_{ex}, (12a)

F(E) = Δ −iE_R + √ Δ^2 − E^2_R

, E_R = E + i0. (12b)

From Eqs. (10)-(11) we obtain for the full DOS the following expression in the limit d_f ≫ ξ_f and for E ≥ Δ,

N_f (E) = 1 + ∑ j=± 16Δ^2 cos(b_j)exp(−b_j) (E + ε)( √ E + ε + √ 2ε)^2

, (13)

b_j =

2d_f ξ_f √ |E + jE_{ex}|

E_{ex} , ε = √ E^2 − Δ^2.

We can clearly see the exponential asymptotic of the peak at E = E_{ex} from Eq. (13). We should keep in mind that Eq. (13) is valid for large d_f /ξ_f , but nevertheless we may qualitatively understand why we do not see the peak at E = E_{ex} for small ratio of d_f /ξ_f : if this factor is small the variation of the exponent exp{−2(d_f /ξ_f ) √ |E − E_{ex}|/E_{ex}} near the point E = E_{ex} is also small. The peak is observable only for E_{ex} of the order of a few Δ. For larger exchange fields the peak is difficult to observe, since the energy dependent prefactor of the exponent in Eq. (13) decays as E^{−2} for E ≫ Δ.

Detecting this peak one can carefully measure the value of small exchange filed E_{ex} > Δ in the ferromagnetic metal.

We mention that in the presence of magnetic scattering the DOS peak at E = E_{ex} do not change the position but gets smeared at large enough scattering rate [8]. We did not consider the effect of domain structure of the F layer on this peak, but we can expect similar behavior as discussed in previous section, i.e. the position of the DOS peak will move to the value of the “effective filed” [40].

5. Summary

We propose reliable methods to measure small exchange fields in weak ferromagnet/ superconductor structures. For E_{ex} < Δ the subgap differential conductance of the normal metal - ferromagnet - insulator - superconductor (NFIS) junction shows a peak at the voltage bias equal to the exchange field of the ferromagnetic layer, eV = E_{ex}. Thus measuring the subgap conductance one can reliably determine small E_{ex} < Δ. In the opposite case E_{ex} > Δ one can determine the exchange field in scanning tunneling microscopy experiment. The density of states of the FS bilayer measured at the outer border of the ferromagnet shows a peak at the energy equal to the exchange field, E = E_{ex}.

Next we are planning to search for small exchange fields E_{ex} > Δ in the experiments, using the ultrahigh vacuum Scanning Tunneling Microscopy (STM) and Spectroscopy (STS) technique, recently developed by one of the authors (Stolyarov et al.) [44].

We also hope that our results will trigger further experimental activity in finding ferromagnetic materials with small exchange fields. Good candidates for such materials can be diluted ferromagnetic alloys (like PdNi, PdFe, CuNi, etc.) and normal metals in proximity with the ferromagnetic insulators (FI). In the latter case the ferromagnetic insulator may induce the exchange field in the thin normal metal layer, placed on top of the FI material.

This work was supported by European Union Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2007- 2013) under grant agreement “INFERNOS” No. 308850, by Ministry of Education and Science of the Russian Federation, grants No. 14Y.26.31.0007, No. 2014-14- 588-0010-061, RFBR No. mol a 14-02-31798, and by French National Agency for Research ANR (ELEC- TROVORTEX). A.S.V. acknowledge the hospitality of Superconducting electronics group, AIST, during his stay in Japan.

References

[1] A. I. Buzdin, Rev. Mod. Phys. 77, 935 (2005). [2] A. A. Golubov, M. Yu. Kupriyanov, E. Il’ichev, Rev. Mod.

Phys. 76, 411 (2004).

[3] F. S. Bergeret, A. F. Volkov, K. B. Efetov, Rev. Mod. Phys.

77, 1321 (2005).

[4] Yu. A. Izyumov, Yu. N. Proshin, M. G. Khusainov, Physics- Uspekhi 45, 109 (2002).

[5] E. A. Demler, G. B. Arnold and M. R. Beasley, Phys. Rev. B 55, 15174 (1997).

[6] M. Eschrig, Physics Today 64, 43 (2011).

[7] A. S. Vasenko, A. A. Golubov, M. Yu. Kupriyanov, and M. Weides, Phys. Rev. B 77, 134507 (2008).

[8] A. S. Vasenko, S. Kawabata, A. A. Golubov, M. Yu. Kupriyanov, C. Lacroix, F. S. Bergeret, and F. W. J. Hekking, Phys. Rev. B 84, 024524 (2011).

[9] V. A. Oboznov, V. V. Bol’ginov, A. K. Feofanov, V. V. Ryazanov, and A. I. Buzdin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 197003 (2006).

[10] M. Weides, M. Kemmler, E. Goldobin, D. Koelle, R. Kleiner, H. Kohlstedt, and A. Buzdin, Appl. Phys. Lett. 89, 122511 (2006).

[11] M. Weides, M. Kemmler, H. Kohlstedt, R. Waser, D. Koelle, R. Kleiner, and E. Goldobin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 247001 (2006).

[12] M. Kemmler, M. Weides, M. Weiler, M. Opel, S. T. B. Goennenwein, A. S. Vasenko, A. A. Golubov, H. Kohlstedt, D. Koelle, R. Kleiner, E. Goldobin, Phys. Rev. B 81, 054522 (2010).

[13] W. A. Robinson, J. D. S. Witt, and M. G. Blamire, Science 329, 59 (2010).

[14] L. B. Ioffe, V. B. Geshkenbein, M. V. Feigel’man, A. L. Fauchère, and G. Blatter, Nature, 398, 679 (1999).

[15] T. Ortlepp, A. Ariando, O. Mielke, C. J. M. Verwijs, K. F. K. Foo, H. Rogalla, F. H. Uhlmann, H. Hilgenkamp, Science, 312, 1495 (2006).

[16] A. K. Feofanov, V. A. Oboznov, V. V. Bolginov, J. Lisenfeld, S. Poletto, V. V. Ryazanov, A. N. Rossolenko, M. Khabipov, D. Balashov, A. B. Zorin, P. N. Dmitriev, V. P. Koshelets, and A. V. Ustinov, Nature Phys. 6, 593 (2010).

[17] H. Hilgenkamp, Supercond. Sci. Technol. 21, 034011 (2008). [18] S. V. Bakurskiy, N. V. Klenov, I. I. Soloviev, V. V. Bol’ginov, V. V. Ryazanov, I. V. Vernik, O. A. Mukhanov, M. Yu. Kupriyanov, and A. A. Golubov, Appl. Phys. Lett. 102, 192603 (2013).

[19] A. Buzdin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 107005 (2008). [20] N. G. Pugach, E. Goldobin, R. Kleiner, and D. Koelle, Phys.

Rev. B 81, 104513 (2010).

[21] F. S. Bergeret, F. Giazotto, Phys. Rev. B 89 , 054505 (2014). [22] T. Kontos, M. Aprili, J. Lesueur, X. Grison, and L. Dumoulin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 137001 (2004).

[23] J. Aarts, C. Attanasio, C. Bell, C. Cirillo, M. Flokstra, and J. M. van der Knaap, in Nanoscience and Engineering in Superconductivity, NanoScience and Technology, edited by V. Moshchalkov, R. Woerdenweber, and W. Lang (Springer, Heidelberg, New York, 2010), Chap. 13.

[24] T. I. Larkin, V. V. Bolginov, V. S. Stolyarov, V. V. Ryazanov, I V. Vernik, S. K. Tolpygo, and O. A. Mukhanov, Appl. Phys. Lett. 100, 222601 (2012).

[25] V. V. Bolginov, V. S. Stolyarov, D. S. Sobanin, A. L. Karpovich, and V. V. Ryazanov, JETP lett. 95, 366 (2012).

[26] L. S. Uspenskaya, A. L. Rakhmanov, L. A. Dorosinskii, S. I. Bozhko, V. S. Stolyarov, and V. V Bolginov, Mater. Res. Express 1, 036104 (2014).

[27] A. Cottet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 177001 (2011). [28] K. Yu. Arutyunov, H.-P. Auraneva, and A. S. Vasenko, Phys.

Rev. B 83, 104509 (2011).

[29] A. S. Vasenko and F. W. J. Hekking, J. Low Temp. Phys. 154, 221 (2009).

[30] A. Ozaeta, A. S. Vasenko, F. W. J. Hekking, and F. S. Bergeret, Phys. Rev. B 86, 060509(R) (2012).

[31] A. Ozaeta, A. S. Vasenko, F. W. J. Hekking, and F. S. Bergeret, Phys. Rev. B 85, 174518 (2012).

[32] K. D. Usadel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 25, 507 (1970). [33] W. Belzig, F. K. Wilhelm, C. Bruder, G. Schön, and A. D.

Zaikin, Superlattices Microstruct. 25, 1251 (1999). [34] M. Yu. Kuprianov and V. F. Lukichev, Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 94, 139 (1988); [Sov. Phys. JETP 67, 1163 (1988)].

[35] A. F. Volkov, A. V. Zaitsev, and T. M. Klapwijk, Physica C 210, 21 (1993).

[36] A. S. Vasenko, E. V. Bezuglyi, H. Courtois, and F. W. J. Hekking, Phys. Rev. B 81, 094513 (2010).

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

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

[39] A. S. Vasenko, A. Ozaeta, S. Kawabata, F. W. J. Hekking, and F. S. Bergeret, J. Supercond. Nov. Magn. 26, 1951 (2013).

[40] F. S. Bergeret, A. F. Volkov, and K. B. Efetov, Phys. Rev. Lett.

86, 3140 (2001).

[41] A. Buzdin, Phys. Rev. B, 62, 11377 (2000).

[42] S. Kawabata, Y. Asano, Y. Tanaka, and A. A. Golubov, J. Phys.

Soc. Jpn. 82, 124702 (2013).

[43] L. Cretinon, A. K. Gupta, H. Sellier, F. Lefloch, M. Faure, A. Buzdin, and H. Courtois, Phys. Rev. B 72, 024511 (2005).

[44] V. S. Stolyarov, T. Cren, F. Debontridder, C. Brun, I. S.

Veshchunov, O. V. Skryabina, A. Yu. Rusanov, and D. Roditchev, Appl. Phys. Lett. 104, 172604 (2014).