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Crossed Andreev reflection at ferromagnetic domain walls
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We investigate several factors controlling the physics of hybrid structures involving ferromagnetic
domain walls (DWs) and superconducting (S) metals. We discuss the role of non collinear mag-
netizations in S/DW junctions in a spin ® Nambu ® Keldysh formalism. We discuss transport in
S/DW/N and S/DW/S junctions in the presence of inelastic scattering in the domain wall. In this
case transport properties are similar for the S/DW/S and S/DW/N junctions and are controlled by
sequential tunneling of spatially separated Cooper pairs across the domain wall. In the absence of
inelastic scattering we find that a Josephson current can circulate across a domain wall in a half-
metal ferromagnet. The sign of the Josephson current is random because the spin-up and spin-down
electrons of the Cooper pairs see different realizations of disorder. We discuss the Josephson effect
on the basis of an approximation valid in the long junction limit and for low interface transparencies.

I. INTRODUCTION

A simple way of obtaining correlated pairs of electrons in solid state devices is to extract Cooper pairs from a BCS
superconductor. Devices based on this principle have focussed an important interest recently. For instance entangled
pairs of electrons can be manipulated in double dot experiments [1]. Other devices involving a larger number of
quantum dots have been proposed recently as a quantum teleportation experiment [2]. Devices involving several
ferromagnetic electrodes connected to a superconductor have been investigated recently [3-6]. Noise correlations can
also provide useful information about quantum entanglement [7].

Many phenomena are involved in the proximity effect at ferromagnet / superconductor (F/S) interfaces. For
instance it is well established that the pair amplitude induced in a ferromagnetic metal oscillates in space. An
interesting consequence is the possibility of fabricating S/F/S m-junctions in which the Josephson relation is I =
I.sin (¢ + 7) [8-15]. In F/S/F trilayers the superconducting transition temperature is larger in the antiferromagnetic
alignment of the ferromagnetic electrodes [16,17] because a finite exchange field is induced in the superconductor in
the ferromagnetic alignment. On the other hand there exist “non local” superconducting correlations coupling the
two ferromagnetic electrodes that favor Ap > Aap (the zero-temperature superconducting order parameter is larger
in the ferromagnetic alignment) [18,19]. It is also well known that the superconducting transition temperature of
F/S multilayers oscillates as the thickness of the ferromagnetic layers is increased [20-25]. Several recent works have
investigated new phenomena taking place in diffusive F/S heterostructures [26-31]. Other recent works were devoted
to understand the interplay between Andreev reflection and spin polarization at a single F/S interface [32-34].

In a recent article M. Giroud et al. have proposed on the basis of experiments that the proximity effect at F/S
interfaces could be strongly modified by the presence of Cooper pair-like states propagating along domain walls
(DWs) [31]. These Cooper pair-like states correspond to pair states in which the spin-up and spin-down electrons
propagate in a neighboring spin-up and spin-down magnetic domain. This proximity effect is not strictly speaking
equivalent to the proximity effect a N/S interfaces. The reason is that the pair correlations induced in the N side of a
N/S interface have entangled orbital and spin degrees of freedom [7]. By contrast for half-metal ferromagnets the wave
function associated to the propagation of superconducting correlations along domain walls is given by the product
state |e,a, 1) ® e, 8,]), where o and f represent two points in neighboring magnetic domains. Another difference
between a N/S interface and a multiterminal hybrid structure is that the incoming electron and the Andreev reflected
hole propagate in different electrodes in multiterminal structures. As a consequence the Andreev reflected hole cannot
follow the same trajectory as the incoming electron. This has important consequences regarding disorder averaging.

The purpose of our article is to investigate theoretically the mechanisms by which the Cooper pair-like state
le,a, ) ® e, B, 1) can propagate along a ferromagnetic domain wall and to investigate several new situations that may
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be the object of experiments in the future. In section III we discuss the perturbative transport formula of a S/DW
junction in which the domain wall consists of many independent channels in parallel having a rotating magnetization.
To discuss this model we use the spin ® Nambu ® Keldysh formalism described in section II. For the sake of obtaining
analytical results we restrict the discussion to the transport formula obtained within lowest order perturbation theory.

If propagation in the ferromagnet is phase coherent then the pair state |e, a, 1) ® |e, §,]) injected at one end of the
domain wall can propagate to the other end. On the other hand if the phase coherence length [4 is small compared
to the size of the ferromagnetic region then inelastic scattering processes are strong and there are just a spin-up
and a spin-down electron propagating independently in the spin-up and spin-down magnetic domains. There is no
Josephson current but there exists crossed Andreev reflection taking place locally at each F/S interface, so that the
conductance is larger in the presence of the domain wall.

In section IV we discuss the S/DW/N and S/DW/S junctions in a regime where transport properties are dominated
by inelastic scattering in the domain wall. The domain wall is represented by two channels in parallel, with an opposite
magnetization. This schematic model of domain wall is expected to capture the essential physics, and can be a useful
comparison for more realistic studies involving numerical simulations that we plan to carry out in the future. We show
that within lowest order perturbation the transport properties are governed by processes taking place locally at each
interface once the summation over the different conduction channels has been carried out. The chemical potentials
in the domain wall are determined by evaluating the current circulating through each interface and imposing current
conservation.

In section V we consider the other situation where inelastic scattering within the domain wall can be neglected. In
this situation a finite Josephson current circulates between the two superconductors of the S/DW/S junction. For
half-metal ferromagnets the Josephson current is due only to crossed Andreev reflection taking place at the domain
wall. For ferromagnets with a partial spin polarization the Josephson current is due to both m-junction and crossed
Andreev reflection processes. Our theoretical description is valid in the regime where the length of the ferromagnetic
region is large and the interfaces have a small transparency. In this case the Josephson current is given by lowest
order processes times a geometrical factor that is different for the different types of junctions (namely the S/F/S
m-junctions, the two-channel S/DW/S junction, the multichannel S/DW/S junction, ...)

Multichannel effects are discussed in section VI. Even though our discussion is based on ballistic models we can
introduce disorder in the position of the sites at the interfaces. We find that the sign of the Josephson relation of
the S/DW/S junction is random in the presence of disorder. This is due to the fact that the spin-up and spin-down
electrons of the Cooper pairs propagate along different trajectories and thus see a different realization of disorder.
As a consequence the product of the propagators of the spin-up and spin-down electrons acquires a random sign. By
contrast the product would be positive for “local” processes. Final remarks are given in section VII.
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FIG. 1. The device involving crossed Andreev reflection and elastic cotunneling with non collinear magnetizations. Electrode

ending at site “a” is a ferromagnet with a magnetization pointing in the direction 6,. Electrode ending at site “b” is a

ferromagnet with a magnetization pointing in the direction 6y.

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. Spin ® Nambu ® Keldysh formalism

The direction of the magnetization is rotating in a ferromagnetic domain wall. To describe superconducting cor-
relations in the presence of non collinear magnetizations we use a spin ® Nambu ® Keldysh formalism [35-37]. The
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The Dyson equation relates the Green’s functions of the connected system to the Green’s functions of the disconnected
system. In a compact notation the Dyson equation takes the form G= J+9® pYE , where the symbol ® includes a
summation over the sites of the network and a convolution over time variables. Since we consider stationary transport
the convolution over time variables becomes a simple product after a Fourier transform is carried out. The Dyson
equation for the Keldysh Green’s function Gt is given by

Cﬁfz[IA+GR®2}®§+’*®[IA+2®GA}, (2)

where the self-energy 3 contains all the couplings present in the tunnel Hamiltonian. The tunnel Hamiltonian
corresponding to Fig. 1 takes the form

W = Z {tayacj_rgcayg + ta_,acg;gca_,g + tbygcbfaq;_,g + tg_,bcg)acbyg} . (3)
[ea

The current through the link a — « is given by
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where the matrix 6, is given by
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and the Nambu representation of the hopping matrix elements is given by f(w[ =14,00z, ta,a = ta,a0z, fb)g = 1,302,
f,@,b = t,@,b&z-

B. Green’s function of a ferromagnetic metal

Now we give the expressions of the Green’s functions of a ferromagnetic metal. We first suppose that the spin
quantization axis is parallel to the direction of the magnetization. The Green’s function takes the form

gl,l(R,w) 0 0 0
~ o 0 9272(R, o.)) 0 0
g(va) - 0 0 93)3(R,W) 0 (6)
0 0 0 ga,4(R,w)

The four diagonal elements are given by
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where we have introduced a Fermi wave vector mismatch as well as a mismatch between the spin-up and spin-down
Fermi velocities. For generality we introduced a different mass for the spin-up and spin-down electrons, meaning that
the spin-up density of states is different from the spin-down density of states. The local propagators are defined by
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We also introduced phenomenologically in (7) — (10) an exponential decay of the correlations due to the presence
of a finite coherence length l4 in the ferromagnet. [y is usually smaller than the dimension of the ferromagnetic
metal. In this case ferromagnetism can be treated semi-classically like in the theoretical description of the giant
magnetoresistance [38-40]. However Aharonov-Bohm oscillations in a ferromagnetic nanoring have been reported
recently [41]. The inner diameter of the Fe-Ni nanoring in Ref. [41] is 4204 and the outer diameter is 500A.

We will use in section I1I the expression of the local Green’s functions of a ferromagnetic metal with the quantization
axis not parallel to the magnetization. We suppose that the direction of the exchange field is rotated by an angle 8
around the z axis. We do not incorporate a rotation of angle ¢ around the z axis since this rotation just introduces
simple phase factors. The local Green’s function of the rotated ferromagnet takes the form

1+ Pcosf 0 —iPsinf 0
N . 0 1— Pcosf 0 —iPsinf
Groe = 1TP 1Psinf 0 1— Pcosf 0 ’ (13)
0 iPsinf 0 1+ Pcosf

where p = (pr + py)/2 is the average density of states at the Fermi level and P = (p+ — py)/(p+ + py) is the spin
polarization at the Fermi level.

We will also use in section VI the expression of the full propagator §(R,w) of a rotated ferromagnet. The Green’s
function takes the form

g1 0 g13 O

. 0 g22 0 goa
Ruw) = | . 2 Al 14
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0 Ga2 0 gaa

where the diagonal elements are given by

gi1 = %(91,1 +93,3) + %COS 0(91,1 — 93,3) (15)
2,2 = %(92,2 +ga4) + %COS 0(92,2 — ga,a) (16)
g3,3 = %(93,3 +g11)+ %COS 0(93,3 — g1,1) (17)
a4 = %(94,4 + g22) + %COS 0(ga,a — g2,2), (18)

where g1.1, 92,2, 93,3 and g4 4 are given by (7)-(10). The extra-diagonal elements are given by
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C. 4 x 4 Green’s functions of a superconductor

The Green’s function of a superconductor takes the form

g(R,w) f/(R, w) 0 0
QA’R(R,W) _ f(I%W) g (R;)aw) g(]:?, w) 3 (OR,M) (21)
0 0 _f(va) g/(va)



The matrix elements of the Green’s function are given by
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where we supposed that w < A. The coherence length is given by {(w) = hvp /VA? — W2

D. 4 x 4 Green’s functions of a superconductor in a uniform magnetic field

A uniform magnetic field hg can penetrate in a superconductor if the superconductor is in a thin film geometry [42]
and the magnetic field is parallel to the direction of the superconducting film. The effect of the magnetic field is
a Zeeman splitting of the spin-up and spin-down quasiparticle bands. Let us suppose that the quantization axis is
parallel to the orientation of the magnetic field. The 4 x 4 Green’s function takes the form

gr(Rw) fr(Rw) 0 0
R = [T G R e | (25)
0 0 -f-(R,w) ¢_(R,w

with g4 (R,w) = g(R,w + hs), g\ (R,
9_(R,w) = ¢'(R,w — hs), f—(R,w) = f(R,w

III. CROSSED ANDREEV REFLECTION AND ELASTIC COTUNNELING WITH NON COLLINEAR
MAGNETIZATIONS

A. Transport formula

In this section we evaluate the transport formula corresponding to the device on Fig. 1 in which the magnetization
of electrode “a” (“b”) makes an angle 6, (6,) with the z-axis. Using the formalism described in section IT we obtain
the current per conduction channel through electrode “a” to lowest order in t, o and p g:

@
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We have supposed that electrodes “a” and “b” are made of a large number of independent conduction channels in
parallel so that we make an averaging over the microscopic phases in the propagators. Now if we consider that the
same voltage is applied on both electrodes the conductance is given by local Andreev reflection and crossed Andreev

reflection:

o2 e’
G = 32t (L= P fe + —

- 321223 papy (L — PaPy cos (60 — 05)] ((fa.pf8,a))- (27)
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FIG. 2. The device involving a S/DW junction between a superconductor and a ferromagnetic domain wall. The ferromagnet
is modeled by a collection of independent channels with a rotating magnetization.

B. Conductance associated to a domain wall

Let us now consider the situation on Fig. 2 representing a S/DW contact between a superconductor and a mag-
netic domain wall. We suppose that the ferromagnetic metal is made of a collection of independent channels. The
magnetization is rotating inside the domain wall meaning that the angle 6 is a function of z: 6 = 6(z). We want to
evaluate the difference G(PW) — GO between the conductances G(PW) in the presence of the domain wall and G(©)
in the absence of the domain wall. To obtain the conductance we sum the contributions of the different channels (see
Fig. 2) and we obtain

2maz >
GOW) _ GO) = 4724452 p? <%> F(&, D), (28)

where & = hvp/A is the BCS coherence length at zero energy and D is the width of the domain wall. The function
F (&, D) is given by all possibilities of transmitting Cooper pairs across the junction:

F(&, D) = 2—71T2/dac/dy|x_1y|2 exp (—%) sin® (w) (29)

To obtain (29) we have supposed that the width of the domain wall is much larger than the Fermi wave-length so
that we can average over the microscopic phase variables in the propagator f. g (see Eq. (24)).

Crossed Andreev reflection cannot take place between the channels separated by a distance much smaller than the
width D of the domain wall because such channels have an almost parallel magnetization. Crossed Andreev reflection
cannot take place either between channels separated by a distance much larger than the superconducting coherence
length because of the exponential decay of the propagator f, 5. As a consequence the value of GPW) — GO ig the
largest if the width of the domain wall is small compared to the BCS coherence length. This is illustrated on Fig. 3
where we have represented the variation of the conductance as a function of /D for the domain wall profile given
by

6(z) = arctan (%) (30)

We see on Fig. 3 that the different conductance curves collapse on a single master curve if the conductance is plotted
as a function of &y/D. The function F(£y, D) can be evaluated analytically in the two limiting cases £, < D and
& > D. Let us start with the case g < D. We use the expansion 0(x) — 0(y) ~ (v — y)#’(z). We notice that 6(z) is
a function of z/D: 0(x) = ©(x/D). Then we obtain

1 g [t

) [©(z)]>. (31)

F(&Jv D)
In the other limit { > D we obtain F(&, D) ~ 4In¢,/D, in a qualitative agreement with Fig. 3. In the limit
&0 < D the function F(&y, D) depends on the details of the domain wall profile whereas F(&g, D) is independent on
the domain wall profile in the other limit £, > D.
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FIG. 3. Variation of the conductance as a function of &/D. We used the domain wall profile given by (30) in a
two-dimensional geometry. The distance between neighboring channels is ap = 1. We incorporated 2000 channels in the

domain wall.

C. Exchange field in the superconductor due to the proximity effect

Now we come back to a system in which two ferromagnetic electrodes are connected to a superconductor. An
exchange field can be generated in the superconductor because of the proximity effect. This was first observed in
Ref. [16] in the case of insulating ferromagnets. An exchange field in a superconductor is a pair breaking pertur-
bation. As a consequence in the F/S/F trilayer with insulating ferromagnets the order parameter is larger in the
antiferromagnetic alignment of the ferromagnetic electrodes [16]. This was well verified in experiments with insulating
ferromagnets [43,44]. The same effect is present with metallic ferromagnets [17,19] but in this case there exists also
pair correlations induced in the ferromagnetic electrodes [18,19] that can modify the value of the self consistent order
parameter.

We suppose that the magnetizations in electrodes “a” and “b” make an angle 8, and 6, and that an exchange field
hs is induced in the superconductor. Without loss of generality we suppose that the direction of the exchange field in
the superconductor is parallel to the quantization axis. In terms of the g1, fy , g— and f_ introduced in section IID
the transport formula is found to be

Ipo = % /dw47r2ti[)§ [(f3+f2) (1= PZcos®0,) — 2f4 f-P2sin®0,] [np(w — eVy) — np(w + eV,)] (32)

+ 5 / A2 288 fay { (007 5975.00) + ((92,595.00)] [1 + PPy cos 0 cos 6] (33)
+2((94 595,00 Pa Py sin 0 sin 9b} X [np(w—eVy) —np(w+eVa) —nr(w —eVy) + np(w + ely)]

+ % /dw2772tit%ﬁaﬁb { {((f;gf;a» + ((f;)ﬁfga))} [1 — P,Pycosf, cos 6y (34)
— 2((fF 5f5.4)) PaPysing, Sin9b} x [np(w—eVa) —np(w+eVy) +np(w —eVp) —np(w +eVy)].

The term (32) corresponds to local Andreev reflection. The term (33) corresponds to elastic cotunneling and the
term (34) corresponds to crossed Andreev reflection. The term ((g;t 59/—;a>> corresponds to a process in which a
spin-up electron travels from electrode a to electrode b and comes back to electrode a as a spin-up electron. The term
<<g;r 5 g[;)a» corresponds to a process in which a spin-up electron travels from electrode a to electrode b, undergoes a
spin precession in electrode b and comes back as a spin-down electron traveling from electrode b to electrode a.

Replacing the propagators involved in Eqs.(32), (33) and (34) by their expressions given in section I C leads to the
transport formula to lowest order in hg and w:
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where krp Ry = m/2 is the ultraviolet cut-off used to define the local propagator involved in local Andreev reflection.
We see that the crossed Andreev reflection term given by (36) is not identical to the elastic cotunneling term given
by (37). This shows that the symmetry between elastic cotunneling and crossed Andreev reflection is broken by the
exchange field in the superconductor. This can be illustrated by considering that electrode “b” is a normal metal:
P, = 0. The crossed conductance at zero voltage is finite if the exchange field hg in the superconductor takes a finite

value:
01, oma2 \ > a 2 2R hs 2
Gap = —2 = 4n22425,p 0 0 _IeB ) (25 38
o= =ane i (50 ) () e (F222) (5 (38)

By comparison we have G, = 0 if hg = 0 because of a cancellation between the crossed Andreev reflection and
elastic cotunneling conductances. We thus see that a crossed Andreev reflection experiment with a ferromagnetic and
a normal metal electrode can give information about the existence of an induced exchange field in the superconductor.
We see also from Egs. (32), (33) and (34) that there is no precession of the electron spin around the direction of the
exchange field in the superconductor. The absence of spin precession in the superconducting case can be contrasted
with the metallic case (see Appendix A).
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FIG. 4. The device considered in section IV. In (a) there is no domain wall in the junction. In (b) a domain wall is pinned
in the junction.

IV. SEQUENTIAL TUNNELING OF COOPER PAIRS THROUGH A MAGNETIC DOMAIN WALL

Now we consider the junction on Fig. 4 in which a ferromagnetic wire is inserted in between two superconductors.
In the absence of a domain wall in the ferromagnetic wire (see Fig. 4-(a)) the junction is just a S/F/S junction. In
the presence of a domain wall (see Fig. 4-(b)) Cooper pair-like states arising from crossed Andreev reflection can be
transmitted through the junction. As a consequence the conductance is larger in the presence of a magnetic domain
wall. We consider two limiting cases:

(i) Transport is dominated by inelastic scattering in the ferromagnetic domains. Because of inelastic scattering the
distribution functions in the ferromagnetic domains relax to the Fermi distribution. This case is discussed in
sections IVB, IV C and IV D.

(ii) Transport through the domain wall is phase-coherent and there is a Josephson current circulating between the
two ferromagnetic electrodes. This case is discussed in section V.
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FIG. 5. The device considered in section IV C in which two single channel electrodes representing two magnetic domains are
inserted in between a superconductor and a normal metal. The two electrodes ending at sites a and a’ and sites b and b’ are
ferromagnetic. In sections IVD and V we suppose that the electrode containing the sites o’ and 8’ is superconducting.

A. The different time scales

Similarly to Ref. [45] we notice that three time scales are involved in out-of-equilibrium transport through a
ferromagnetic domain wall:

(i) The transport dwell time 74 being the time taken by an electron to travel through one of the magnetic domains.

(ii) The energy relaxation time 7. Because of inelastic scattering the distribution function in the out-of-equilibrium
conductor relaxes to the Fermi distribution. This relaxation takes place on a time scale 7g.

(iii) The spin-flip time 74 being the time above which spin-flip scattering is relevant.

We suppose in this section that 75 <« 74 < 755. The distribution function in the intermediate magnetic domains
is thus well approximated by a Fermi distribution. The chemical potential of spin-up electrons is different from the
chemical potential of spin-down electrons.

B. Perturbative transport formula

In this section we discuss the perturbative transport formula of the S/DW /N junction on Fig. 5. The full transport

formula to order t* is evaluated in Appendix B. The expression of LngL contains two kinds of terms: the terms (B1) —
(B3) describe processes taking place locally at the interfaces between the superconductor and the ferromagnetic
electrodes without propagation in the ferromagnetic electrodes. The terms (B4) — (B7) involve a propagation in the
ferromagnetic electrodes. The two kinds of terms would contribute if electrodes (a,a’) and (b,b’) were single channel
electrodes. We consider here that electrodes (a,a’) and (b,b’) are multichannel electrodes and we average the current

over the microscopic phases. Once this averaging is done only the “local” terms survive in the transport formula given
by

I, = —an®tip2 fi. [ — P2 Inp(w — pray) — np(w + fa,))] (39)
— AT 23 Pa v (92 ) [1+ Pal [1+ Po) [np(w — prar) — np(w — 1)) (40)
— AT 212 pa v (f2 5)) [1+ Pa] [1 = Bo] [np(w — pray) — np(w + o y)] - (41)

The term (39) corresponds to local Andreev reflection at the interface a — . The term (40) corresponds to elastic
cotunneling through the superconductor and the term (41) corresponds to crossed Andreev reflection.

A similar calculation can be carried out at interface (a’,@’). Once the average over the microscopic phase variables
is carried out we find

1) = 470 pap’ 1L+ Pl np (@ = pag) = np(w — )] (42)
+ 87, (5a)? (0)° [1 + Pa)? [np(w = pag) — np(w — )] (43)
+ 87 25 Bapv((Par ) [1+ Pal (1 + Bo] [np(w — pny) — np(w — )], (44)

where (42) and (43) describe electron tunneling from the electrode (a,a’) into the normal metal and (44) describes
elastic cotunneling from electrode (b, ') to electrode (a,a’).



C. Sequential tunneling through the S/DW /N junction

In this section we discuss out-of-equilibrium transport in a S/DW /N junction on the basis of the two-channel model
shown on Fig. 5. We suppose that a voltage V' = 0 is applied on the superconductor and a voltage V' is applied on
the normal metal. The spin-up and spin-down chemical potentials in the two magnetic domains (a,a’) and (b, b’) are
determined in such a way that current is conserved. In general there are four unknown chemical potentials (uq 1, fia,l
v+ and pp ) that can be determined from four equations for current conservation. There exist two cases in which
the 4 x 4 system of equations can be reduced to a 2 x 2 system of equations:

(i) Half-metal ferromagnets where there is only one spin population in each of the ferromagnetic electrodes (a,a’)
and (b, b"). This case is treated in the main body of the article.

(ii) The symmetric case where the two electrodes (a,a’) and (b,b") have identical density of states and where ¢, = tg
and to = tg,. This case is treated in Appendix C.

Let us consider half-metal ferromagnets: P, = 1, P, = —1. The transport formula is found to be
fov _ @titfstiiﬁfﬂa 106,10 (P)(f2.5)) [1 = 2702 payp’] [1 = 27150 p0,00'] (45)
v’ D e ' ’ ’
with
D = tothtarparp{(fa 8)) [L = 202 pagp'] + tathts po10’ ((f2 5)) [1 — 27°t5 oy, 10 (46)

+ 12,13, (p')? [1 = 212t2 payp’] [1 = 2725 0,00 ] -

We note pn a typical value of the density of states either in the superconductor or in the ferromagnetic and normal
metal electrodes. We first suppose that t2px and t%p]v are small compared to t, and tg:. The transport formula
takes the same form as in the case where the ferromagnetic electrodes (a,a’) and (b,b’) are in equilibrium:

Itot
V!

= 16715 t3pa, o0 ({2 6))- (47)

In the other limiting case where 2 pn and t3pn are large compared to to and tg we find

2% PatPb,y
% t2 pat + 15 Dot

(48)

We note g, = 1672t2,p, +p" and g, = 167%t2,pp, | p' the conductances associated to the interfaces (a’,a’) and (¥, 3').
The total conductance is given by 1/Giot = 1/ga + 1/gs. The two interfaces are thus in series which is because
transport is mediated by crossed Andreev reflection: a spin-up electron from the normal metal is transfered at site
a’, travels to site a, is reflected as a spin-down hole at site b. The spin-down hole travels to site b’ and is transfered
in the normal metal at site §’. As a consequence of this transport process the two interfaces (a’,a’) and (b, 5’) are
coupled in series.

D. Sequential tunneling through the S/DW/S junction

We consider the same model as in the preceding section but now the electrode on the right is superconducting (see
Fig. 5). We show that the properties of the S/DW/S junction are similar to the properties of the S/DW/N junction.
We suppose that a voltage V is applied on the left electrode and a voltage V' is applied on the right electrode. We
consider a regime in which inelastic scattering in the ferromagnetic electrodes is strong enough so that the transport
dwell time is much larger than the energy relaxation time (see section IV A). Moreover we suppose that inelastic
scattering is strong enough so that there is no Josephson effect.

We consider that the ferromagnetic electrodes (a, a’) and (b,d’) are half-metal ferromagnets: P, =1, P, = —1. The
total current is given by

Itot

_ 2
Vi—v 167 pa,1pb,)

tatatata (o s(f2r o))
2E((f2 5)) + 25 ({2 )

(49)
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If we note g = 16m°t2 13 ((f2 g and g’ = 1672t2,12,(( 2/,/3/)) the conductances associated to crossed Andreev reflection
at the contacts with each of the two superconductors we see that the total conductance is such that
1 1 1

=4, 50
Giot g g ( )

which is the expected result since electron pairs travel in series through the two superconductors.

V.S/DW/S JOSEPHSON JUNCTION

Now we consider the S/DW/S junction on Fig. 5 in which the right electrode is superconducting. We suppose
that 75 ~ 74 < 755 or TE < T4 <K Tss so that the two superconductors can be coupled coherently through the two
ferromagnetic channels, therefore giving rise to a finite Josephson current. We suppose that the two electrodes (a,a’)
and (b,b') are half-metal ferromagnets with antiparallel spin orientations. The case of a partial spin polarization and
non collinear spin orientations will be discussed in section VI.

The Nambu representation of the hopping matrix elements is given by

. :tae—i(g—x)/zx _taei(ow_x)ﬂl] 5
fy) = [ tﬁe—i((s)a+x)/4 _tﬂei&+x)/4 } (52)
For o = 'ta/,a/efg(wfx)ﬂl _ta/ei(()w_x)/zl} (53)
By = 'tﬁ/ew‘;o+x>/4 _tﬁ/ei(()sa+x)/4] , (54)

where ¢ is the difference between the superconducting phases in the right and left electrode and y is the magnetic

flux through the loop. We have the relations #, o = (ta@)*, thp = (tA@b)*, torar = (fa/)a/)* and tg p = (tAbg,@/)*. The
equilibrium current flowing from site « to site a is given by

o oot (62 €2) - e (02,62} o

The Green’s functions are 2 x 2 matrices since we do not discuss non collinear magnetizations for the moment.

A. Lowest order transport formula

The transport formula given by (55) can be evaluated to lowest order in ¢. The spectral supercurrent defined by

1 =1 [ denp@1) (56)
is found to be
I0@) = — T ttptast (14 P Do (57)
' (aokp)? 27TR o’ 27er b
exp {— (Ra’%’ﬁRW) } sin {k} (Ra,ar — Ropr) + % (Ra,ar + Rb,b/)} sin g,

where pp and P are defined by (11). As a consequence of the form (57) of the supercurrent we see that

(i) A reversal of the current-phase relation takes place if the spin-up and spin-down ferromagnetic channels have a
different length. This has important consequences for the multichannel case discussed in section VI where there
is a distribution of the lengths Rak,a;-

11



(ii) The supercurrent is not modulated by the magnetic flux applied on the junction. This is because there is a
cancellation of the phase factors involving the circulation of the vector potential between the two branches.
Namely a spin-up electron traveling from a’ to a acquires a phase opposite to the one of the Andreev-reflected
spin-down hole traveling from b to ’. By contrast the same calculation carried out for the F/S/F junction shows
that the supercurrent is modulated by the magnetic flux.

(ili) As a consequence of the factor fq g fas g the supercurrent obtained from lowest order perturbation theory decays
exponentially with the distance R, g and R, g between the two contacts. The characteristic length scale is
¢(w) = hvp /v A% —w?. We show in section VB that this exponential decay does not occur in the approach
based on the determination of the Andreev bound states [46-48]. The reason is that the product fo gfar.s
should be evaluated at the frequency wq of the Andreev bound states which is very close to the superconducting
gap A and we have thus £(wg) > Ra,qe7, R -

B. Andreev bound states

We deduce from (55) that to order ¢* the spin-up current through electrode (a,a’) is given by

. too gA,11gA,22 gR,ugR,zz
I = —9i—t tstots sin / dw W) for g (W @’ 7ot _Ja,a’ b , 58
o,a h alplta’lp ¥ o fa7ﬂ( )fa 7ﬂ( ) Det[I—KA] Det[I—KR] ( )
where K4 is the 4 x 4 matrix involved in the Dyson equation [I — K4 %]|GAR = gA-R:
2,1 1,1 2,1
1- Ig%; _Kb,g,2 _K({,Qa _sz,,él Gi];lél g}z)(]i
I e U N e (T B I B (59
_Ka:a’ _Kb,.’a’ 1- Ka;,a/ _Kb’.’éa’ sz:g/ ga:a/
1.2 2,2 1,2 2 ;
B N A O Y O L Y Gy 0

) )

where we used the notation K;}l = t}liiga7ati’71aglll:;, K?i = tlz)_’;f@até’ig;:}l, etc. In the limit of a long junction R > ag
the matrix I — K4 is block-diagonal because the Andreev bound states do not couple the two superconductors.
There exist two bound states associated to the interfaces (a,a) and (8,b) and two bound states associated to the
interfaces (o/,a’) and (/’,b"). The secular equation for the bound states living at the interfaces (o, a) and (5, b) takes
the form

1+ im2pppn (12 + 13) —ees + (72 prpn )12 t‘éM —0, (60)
« VA2 —w? PN —wl

where py and pp are the density of states in the superconductor and in the half-ferromagnetic electrodes, and where
we used the notation z = sin[krR]/(krR). In the case t = t, =tz and in the tunnel limit 7t?pypp < 1 the solution
of (60) takes the form

wy =A% [1+ (7*Ppnpr)*(1 £ 2)7] . (61)

The supercurrent is easily deduced from (58):

167 e a a a a
Jg=——" A2 21+ P22 0 0 Y sin[krRy ]sin[kpRa 5 62
= T A A P s iy S e Rl kRl (62)
Raa’ Ry p .
exp {— (%) }f(z,z’) cos arsin ¢, (63)
[
where « is defined by

1 A
a=kp(Raa — Rop) + U—T(Ra,a' + Roy), (64)

F

and where f(z,2’) is a geometrical prefactor of order unity.
Now in section VI we generalize our results to incorporate more realistic ingredients, namely multichannel effects,
the effects of a partial spin polarization and non colinear magnetizations.
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VI. MULTICHANNEL EFFECTS

Superconductor
Superconductor

FIG. 6. Schematic representation of the Josephson junction containing a domain wall with a rotating magnetization.

We consider in this section the multichannel S/DW/S junction on Fig. 6 in which the ferromagnetic metal is made
of a collection of independent channels. We suppose that the magnetization in the channel n makes an angle 6,, with
the z-axis. The situation 6,, = 0 corresponds to the multichannel 7-junction.

A. Derivation of the transport formula

The supercurrent is given by
=2 [ a0 5 [fanan (G, 620) o (G~ O]} (65)
2h o ~ nssAn Qn Oy, QAp ,Olp n,&n Ay, Oy, ,Qn ?

where the Green’s functions are 4 x 4 matrices. The supercurrent to order tit% can be written as

+oo
Is = _z'%tgtg sin g /0 4wy " fopon B (66)

y { i (e I U il R L0 e D)
Det[I — K4] Det[I — KE]

o8 (6 — 1) [(Q%Q’A — g Dgntt =) (g = gt e — gi’g’R)] }
o Det[] — K4] Det[l — KR ’

where g&¢ = gflz p, is i-th Nambu component of the propagator connecting the two extremities of the ferromagnetic
channel number n. The supercurrent takes the form

Is = % %Atit% sin ppir exp [—%} ; 27TRC;0W% QWRCLBOm,Bn sin [krRa,, o, ]sin [krRg,, 8, (67)
X {Agﬁl —|—A§,;21cos (O — 9n)} ,
with
(@) — 27”4,)%(1 — P cos[kh Ry — kbR + ULp%(l + P)?cos [kh(Rm — Ry)] (68)
" apkikr (aok)?
+ aﬁp%(l — P)?cos [kﬁ(Rm - Ry,)].

In the derivation of (67) we have expanded Det[I — K] to order ? so that we cannot obtain the geometrical prefactor
with this method.
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L Fero

L Ferro

Superconductor
w)
Superconductor

R

FIG. 7. The notations used in the multichannel S/DW/S junction. R is the distance between the superconducting electrodes,
L the width of the ferromagnetic electrodes and D is the distance between the ferromagnetic electrodes.

B. Two spatially separated channels with antiparallel magnetizations

We consider in this section the multichannel S/DW/S junction model represented on Fig. 7 in which the domain
wall is schematically represented by two conduction channels in parallel with an antiparallel magnetization. This
model is similar to the one considered in section V except that here each ferromagnetic electrode contains many
channels. We suppose that R is small compared to the phase coherence length [y in the ferromagnetic electrodes. We
consider also that each ferromagnetic electrode is a half-metal ferromagnet. The transport formula is easily deduced
from (67):

Isg =

3279 e .
WEA#P?\JP%G + P)’G(R, L, D) sin ¢, (69)
ONFE ohp

with
agp ap ap agp
27TR0¢1@-,/51 27TR0‘;11754L 27TR¢11@-,¢1§,1 27TRbl,b;l

G(R7 L, D) = sin [kFRak,Bl] sin I:kFRa;'n75;l:| CcoS [k}; (Rak_’a;n — Rbl,b%)]

k,l,m,n
(70)
To simulate the effect of disorder we introduce randomness in the distribution of the sites at the interface:
the y coordinate of the point ap is y,, = kao + dyi, where Jy, is uniformly distributed in the interval
[0,a0]. Small values of kp correspond to a small amount of randomness in the distribution of the phase factors
sin[kpRa, 5] sin [kpRa; s | cos [k} (Ray,a, — Rbub’n)] We have shown on Fig. 8 the distribution of G(R, L, D) cal-
culated for many realization of disorder. We see that G(R, L, D) is positive for small values of kr whereas the sign of
G(R, L, D) is random for larger values of kp. It is expected that the random sign in the Josephson current is not a
specificity of our particular choice of disorder but should exist also in the presence of paramagnetic impurities in the
ferromagnetic electrodes. In both cases the spin-up and spin-down electrons of the Cooper pair acquire different phase
factors because they see a different realization of disorder due to the fact that they propagate in different electrodes.
The case of paramagnetic impurities will be tested by numerical simulations in a forthcoming publication.

C. A domain wall with a rotating magnetization
1. Case of half-metal ferromagnets

Now we consider a Josephson junction containing a domain wall with a rotating magnetization. We first suppose
that the domain wall is a collection of independent half-metallic channels (see Fig. 6). The supercurrent is deduced
from (67):

2 9
T C At Rp3(1+ P H(D)sing, (71)

Ig=—"
(aokr)?(aoky)? h

with
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P(G) (x 10°%)
(&)

-0.5
G (x 108)

FIG. 8. Distribution of conductance. We used the geometry on Fig. 7 with R = 20, D = 20 and L = 20 and we introduced
disorder in the position of the sites at the interfaces. The values of the Fermi wave-vectors are such that kr = k} We used

10000 realizations of disorder for each value of kr.

ao ag agp ap
H(D) = 72)
kZJ 2w R, 8, 27TRQ;C,BL/ 27TRak,a;c 27TRbl7b;
05 — 91)

x sin [kp Ra, 8] sin [kpRa;cﬁl/} cos [k; (Rak-,a; — Rbl,b;)] sin? ( 5
where D is the width of the domain wall (see equation (30)). We introduce randomness in the position of the sites

at the interface. Large values of kr correspond to strong randomness and in this case there is an equal probability of
finding a positive or negative value of the supercurrent (see Fig. 9). This is the main result of our article.

04

P(G) (x 10°)
o o
N w

©
[EEN

G (x 10%

FIG. 9. Distribution of conductance in the model containing a domain wall with a rotating magnetization. We used the
geometry on Fig. 6. The length of the ferromagnetic region is R = 5 and we included L = 100 channels in the transverse
direction. We introduced disorder in the position of the sites at the interfaces, as described in the text. The values of the Fermi
wave-vectors are such that kr = k} We used 10000 realizations of disorder for each value of kr.

In the case of small randomness we can make an interesting connection with the S/DW junction considered in
section ITI B. Let us consider that the domain wall is fully two-dimensional. The function H (D) is given by

ao ao ao ap Ra B Ra B
H D — _ ksPm _ 1yPn 73
(D)= 2. 21 Ray o 27R5,. 5. 27Ray 5., 27y, ¥ ( o ) P ( Iy (73)

k,l,m,n

0 — 0
« 81 [k Reyp o] sin [k;FRgm,ﬁn]smz{ = l},

where o and «; are two sites in the left interface, and 3,, and §,, are two sites in the right interface. We use the
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notation yp,, = Ya, + 2z and yp, = ya, + z’. Then we have

Rak7ﬂ7n Rahﬂn 2R 22 + (2/)2
exp ( P ) exp ( L, ~ exp L exp 3RI, , (74)

and we deduce that z and 2" are of order /Rl which is supposed to be much smaller than the width D of the domain
wall. With this assumption the dependence on ), and 6; is just given by (73) since the electron outgoing at site 3,
sees the same magnetization as the electron incoming at site oy. Because of the factor sin® [0y — 6;]/2, |yr — w1 is
of order D, much larger than |z| and |2/|. As a consequence we use the approximation Rg,, g, =~ Ray.q, as well as
Ra, 8, ~ R, Ra, 3, ~ R. Making the integrations over z and 2’ leads to

HD)= Lk

2R
TR (_E) exp (—k Rlg) F(§ = +00, D), (75)

where F(&, D) is given by (29). We thus see that in the clean limit the supercurrent through the S/DW/S junction is
proportional to the current through the S/DW junction in the limit where the coherence length of the superconductor
is very large, and equal to the transverse dimension of the ferromagnet.

2. Case of a partial spin polarization

If the ferromagnetic domain wall has a partial spin polarization there exists simultaneously a 7-junction behavior
and crossed Andreev reflection. The conductance in the absence of the domain wall can be deduced from (67):

6477 e . 2R
19 = mﬁAt4 sin ppa p+(1 — P?)exp (—E> (76)
oRFRFRE

3 - 27rRisOm,5n sin [kp Ra,, o] sin [krRa,, 5,] cos [k Ry — kb Ry,

o 2rRa,, o
and corresponds to a m-junction behavior. In this case transport properties are controlled by local processes with
m = n. The sign of the Josephson current is non-random if k} - k:JI; is sufficiently small. The difference between the
conductances in the presence and in the absence of the domain wall is given by

167° e 2R a a
I(DW) _ I(O) — —At4 : 2 et 0 0 in[krRe. o in[keR 77
S S (aokF)Q h s SDpN exp l¢ 1;1 277Ram,an 27TRﬁm,5n Sln[ F ms n] Sln[ F Bm7ﬂn] ( )
X (1 — cos (B, — 0y)) 277T4p%(1 — P?)cos [k Ry — kf Ry — 7T74p§:(1 + P)?cos [kp(Rm — Ry)]
agkhkp (aok}.)?

a4

— ———pp(1 = P)*cos [k (R — Rn)]} :
(aokF)?
We recognize a term containing cos [k;Rn — kJJ;Rm] corresponding to a m-junction behavior, and the two other terms
containing cos [k} (Rm — Ry)] and cos [k (R, — R,,)] corresponding to crossed Andreev reflection. The crossed An-
dreev reflection term leading to a random sign of Is dominates if the Fermi level spin polarization is strong enough.
We keep in mind that this discussion is qualitative since we have not evaluated rigorously the geometrical prefactor
which is expected to be different in the presence of absence of the domain wall. Nevertheless the qualitative conclusions
are expected to be correct.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

To conclude we have presented a detailed investigation of several mechanisms involved in transport across several
junctions involving ferromagnetic domain walls (S/DW, S/DW/N and S/DW/S junctions) The role of non collinear
magnetization was studied for the S/DW junctions. We supposed that the domain wall was made of many independent
channels in parallel. Using a spin ® Nambu ® Keldysh formalism we have derived the form of lowest order transport
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formula valid for an arbitrary profile of magnetization. We find that the conductance is a scaling function of &,/D,
where £ is the zero-energy BCS correlation length and D is the width of the domain wall. Because of the proximity
effect an exchange field can be induced in the superconductor. Neglecting the spatial variation of the exchange field,
we have derived the transport formula and shown that there was no spin precession around the axis of the exchange
field. We discussed the transport formula of the S/DW/N junction. We have shown that to lowest order only
the processes taking place locally at each interface played a role. These processes are: elastic cotunneling through
the superconductor, crossed Andreev reflection, electron tunneling from the ferromagnet to the normal metal and
elastic cotunneling through the normal metal. We described the transport of Cooper pairs across the S/DW/N and
S/DW/S junctions in a regime where transport is dominated by inelastic scattering but spin is conserved. With these
assumptions the local distribution function within the domain wall is a Fermi distribution with a different spin-up and
spin-down chemical potential. This model provides a detailed description of the sequential tunneling of Cooper pairs
across the S/DW/N and S/DW/S junctions. We described the Josephson effect in a S/DW/S junction. In the case of
the multichannel S/DW/S junction we find that the sign of the Josephson relation is random because the spin-up and
spin-down electrons of the Cooper pair propagate in different electrodes and thus see different realizations of disorder.
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APPENDIX A: SPIN PRECESSION IN THE METALLIC CASE

Ferro—0,

Ferro— 0,

Normal metal

FIG. 10. The device considered in appendix A. Electrode ending at site “a” is a ferromagnet with a magnetization pointing
in the direction 6,. Electrode ending at site “b” is a ferromagnet with a magnetization pointing in the direction 5.

In this appendix we consider the junction on Fig. 10 in which two ferromagnetic electrodes with non collinear
magnetizations are connected to a normal metal [49,50]. Our goal is to provide a comparison with the superconducting
case presented in section III C. We suppose that a magnetic field h is applied on the normal metal and that the only
effect of the magnetic field is to generate Zeeman splitting. The crossed conductance G, = 01,/0V; associated to
elastic cotunneling takes the form

ma2 2 ao 2
— 2,242 ~ ~ 0
Gap = 8T t5t5Papb ( = ) (277Ra.ﬂ) {1+ P,P,cosf, cosb (A1)
. . 1 1
+ Pan sm@a Sln@b COS {[kpﬁ — kF-,l] Raﬁ + 6‘/1; |:— — —:| Ra_ﬂ}} .
VRt VR

Spin precession can have two origins: (i) the term [kp+ — kp ] Ra g describes oscillations of the conductance due to

a mismatch in the Fermi wave-vectors; (ii) the term |-1- — -1
VR Ry

R, g describes oscillations in the conductance due

to a mismatch in the Fermi velocities.

APPENDIX B: PERTURBATIVE TRANSPORT FORMULA OF THE TWO CHANNEL S/DW/N
JUNCTION

In this appendix we provide a derivation of the transport formula of the S/DW /N model represented on Fig. 5.
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1. Transport at interface (a, @)

The current through each link of the network on Fig. 5 is given by the transport formula (4). The spin-up current
through the link « — a is found to be

I, = —4x®t2 52 fie [1 = P2 [np(w = pray) = np(@ + fla )] (B1)
- 4w2tit%ﬁaﬁbgi_ﬂ 1+ P+ P)[nrw—tiar) —np(w— )] (B2)
— 4Ar*t2t5papofo g (1 + Pal[1 — Py) [np(w — pray) — np(w + 1)) (B3)
— Am? 242,00 Pl o Fle [P (W = prat) — nF(W + fia,y)] (B4)
— A tal glarl g ph 0 Ph y Gar59ar 50 NE(@ = pay) = (W = i) (B5)
— At atgtarts ph o ) by faup o0 NE (W = pag) = (W + )] (B6)
— dntatplortsIm [gﬁ/gﬂ,ﬂ 9a,89ar o (w — 1), (B7)

where i+ and pg,; are the spin-up and spin-down chemical potentials in electrode (a,a’), up+ and pp, are the
spin-up and spin-down chemical potentials in electrode (b,b’), and p’ is the chemical potential in the normal metal.
After phase averaging we obtain three contributions to the transport formula: local Andreev reflection given by (39),
elastic cotunneling through the superconductor given by (40) and crossed Andreev reflection given by (41).

2. Transport at interface (a’,a’)

The same calculation can be carried out at interface (a’,«’). The transport formula is found to be
1D = 472,63 papvglt 9% 5 [L+ Pl [1+ Byl np(w — pug) (BS)
— 8723 Papopis g [L+ Pa] [1 4+ Pyl np(w — p')
— 47t pap’ [L+ Pa] [0 (w — ptag) — np(w — 1)
87 (50) () 1L+ Pl (16w — pay) — (e — 1)
— 8m*tatap'gRe [gl,a/} PharnF (@ = flag)
2
2
+ 2w t%, (') (glﬁf) nr(w— )
2
— 2imtatip'g (glfi/) nr(w— )
A
_ 47r2tatgta/tﬁ/ga)5p;a,lm [g;?,)ﬁ,g;b,} np(w — fa.t)
. R . A
+ QZWtatgta/tﬁ/ga_ﬂp;b, [g(’;‘,ﬁ/g;a/ + zTrp’g;a,} np(w— um)
+ 27;7Tt0ttﬂta’t6’ga,ﬁpo/”8’ [glfz,gg_ﬁ, — MTpr(l + Pb)gj;jz/} nF(W — /1‘/)
. 2

_ 47r2ti,t[23,papre [(gf,ﬁ,) ] 1+ P,][1+ P)np(w— piar)-

After averaging over the phase variables we obtain the transport formula given by Eqgs. (42) — (44) that contains only

two processes: tunneling from site a’ to site o’ and elastic cotunneling from site b’ to site a’.

APPENDIX C: TRANSPORT FORMULA OF THE SYMMETRIC TWO-CHANNEL S/DW/N AND
S/DW/S JUNCTIONS

In this appendix we consider S/DW/N and S/DW/S junctions with two symmetric channels. With this model we
confirm the results obtained in the main body of the article for the asymetric junction with half-metal ferromagnets.
We suppose that the two channels have an identical density of states: p, = ps, that the tunnel matrix elements are
identical in the two channels: t = ¢, = tg, t' = to = tg/, and that the two channels have an opposite spin polarization:
P, = P and P, = —P. Then there exists a simple symmetry relation between the chemical potentials in the two
ferromagnetic electrodes: i+ = pp,, and pa,, = fp.1-
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1. The S/DW/N junction
In the limiting case t < ¢’ we have 1,4+ ~ V’. The transport formula is identical to the case where electrodes (a, a’)
and (b,b’) are in equilibrium:

Itot
V!

— 3272457 (1 — P?) f2. + 3204 52 (1 + P2){(f2 5)). (C1)

In the case of half-metal ferromagnets (P = 1) only the term corresponding to crossed Andreev reflection is non-zero
and Eq. (C1) is equivalent to Eq. (47).

In the limiting case pyt’ < pnt < 1 and ¢ < pnt? the current is the sum of a contribution due to local Andreev
reflection and a contribution due to crossed Andreev reflection: Iio; = Iar + Icar, with

e 3202200 (L= P2) 2, ((02.00) + ((62,))
V- P[RR 0 + A2 0] (0 PRS2 ) [ £2e + (02 50)]

Toan 16700/ ((72,5) (14 P2) (402 50 + ((92,50)) + 2P (f2. - i-ﬂ»)]
v/ (1- P2) [fic«ggﬂ» +(( 275»2} +(1+P2)((f2 ) [ffoc + <<g§_ﬂ>>]

In the case of half-metal ferromagnets (C2) and (C3) are equivalent to (48).

2. The S/DW/S junction

In the case of the S/DW/S junction the total current is the sum of the local Andreev reflection and crossed Andreev
reflection terms:

Iap 12872,

G =t ()5 el = P2 {[t({ga6)) + () (g2 o D] [(1 = P?) fioe + (1+ PA){(far,5))] (C4)
+ [EH(fa ) + )2 o] [+ PP fise + (1= PA((f2 )] }
Icar 1287

Ty =t ) N (1 + P2 {[t({ga ) + () (g2 s D] (1= P?)fioc + (L4 PA((fr )] (C5)
+ [EH(fa g + V2 D] [+ P fise + (1= PA{(F2 p))]}

*4t8 { [f10c<<ga5>> ((£2.0)7] + (1 +P?) [fie((fa o)) + <<fo¢5 gaﬁ Nl (C6)
{ %) [ieellgar o) + ({far g ))?] + L+ P2) [l 2 50 + ((For s )N (g2 p0)] }

+4t4 { P2 ) [Fioc (g2 6) + Fiocgar o)) + 202 s (F2 )]

+(1+P2) [fioe{(Fa ) + fioe({Jar o)) + <<fa,5>><<ga/,5/>> ( a/g/>><<gi,g>>}}-

If the contacts with the two superconductors are identical we have t =t/ fo 3 = for.p and go.8 = gor,p from what
we deduce

Iar
VI —V = 47T2t4p2fﬁ)c(1 - Pz) (C7)
Icar
proy AR )+ P, (8)

where we used the notation p = p/2 for the spin-up or spin-down density of state in the ferromagnetic electrodes.
Egs. (C7) and (C8) in the limit P = 1 are in agreement with Eq. (49) in the limit of a symmetric contact. In the
symmetric case the conductance is thus equal to the conductance associated to a single superconductor divided by
two, in agreement with Eq. (50).
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