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Josephson current in diffusive multilayer superconductor/ferromagnet/superconductor junctions
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We calculate the Josephson current in a diffusive supetaiadferromagnet/superconductor junction, where
the ferromagnetic region contains multiple layers (or dmla In particular, we study a configuration where
there are two layers with an arbitrary relative in-plane nwgation orientation, and also include non-ideal
interfaces and arbitrary spin-flip scattering. We study @he oscillations of the critical current for varying
junction width d, and find that the state vanishes entirely when the magnetic misorientatigieaof the
two layers exceeds a critical angle. While . ! =2 in the limit of high temperatures, we find that
becomes smaller than=2 at low temperatures comparede. 0- oscillations are also found when varying
the temperature or the misorientation angle for fixed vahfes, and we present phase diagrams that show
qualitatively the conditions for the appearance of suclillaons. We also point out how one may obtain
significant enhancement of the critical current in such aesgsby switching the magnetization for selected
values of the junction widthi, and comment on the necessary conditions for establishiaggarange triplet
Josephson effect.

PACS numbers: 74.20.Rp, 74.50.+r, 74.70.Kn

I. INTRODUCTION for decades, the experimental verification of this phenanen
some years ag8! was one of the catalysts of the present ac-

The topic of superconductor-ferromagnet heterostrusturellVity on the field. Recently, the effect of magngtlcnlmpmm
has been a subject of intense research for several3fears N SFS junctions was also investigated theoretiéafy
Not only do such systems constitute model systems for in- Itis well known that in simple S/F structures, the proximity
vestigating the interplay between two fundamental coneléns effect will only induce OSP triplet correlations (Oppossgin
matter phenomena, ferromagnetism (F) and supercondyctivi Pairing, spin projectiors, = 0), and that ESP triplet cor-
(S), but recent advances in fabrication techniques of syeh h relations (Equal Spin Pairings, = 1) require inhomoge-
brid structures make applications increasingly attai@aBls- heous magnetizatiénESP components are in some contexts
pecially S/F based Josephson technology holds great pegomiseferred to as LRTC components (Long Range Triplet Corre-
in nanoelectronics.g. as a physical realization of the qubit lations), and are of special interest because they do natydec
of quantum computatién Another possible device is in some as rapidly in the ferromagnet as the other components, and
sense analogeous to a spin valve exhibiting giant magnetorgnay therefore evade the suppression of the supercurrent for
sistance (GMRY)i.e. strongly suppressing the current for op- creasing width of the ferromagnet. One way of achieving this
posite orientation of the magnetizatfoin two F layers sepa- in theory is to let the magnetization in the F layer have a he-
rated by a normal metal(N). For our object of interest howeve lical structuré*1® A similar effect is also found by consider-
superconducting electrodes are used instead of ferrorteagndng a SIS junction where the S electrodes themselves exhibit
and N is replaced with F, in which case the resistance effect cspiral magnetic order coexisting with the supercondutyti
magnetization-switching is known to be reversed compared tYet another alternative is layered S/F structéfegith non-
the spin valvé. collinear magnetization, or simply a SFS structure where F i
The proximity effect between a Superconductor and a nor[eplaceq W|th SeVeral ferromagnets W|th diffel’ent dlmtl)f
mal metal was predicted decadesagnd has since been in- magnetization.
vestigated thoroughly both theoretically and experimignta Recent theoretical studies have been focusing on junctions
However, several new and interesting effects were predlictewith two ferromagnets sandwiched between the supercon-
when the layer of normal metal was replaced with a ferro-ducting electrodes. There are two physical realizationa of
magnet, due to spin-triplet correlations in the ferromagnesystem described by such a model. It may either describe
induced by the exchange fiél Much attention has been a device with two distinct, consecutively placed F layers (a
given to SFS structures, which are studied as a somewh&f F,S junction), constructed to achieve customized nonho-
more exotic class of Josephson junctions. The most interesinogeneous magnetization. Several w§#g?2%:21.222haye
ing emerging phenomenon in SFS junctions is the appearanoensidered the Josephson current in such heterostruc@nes
of the so-called -stat&?, in which the difference in the su- the other hand, the model may describe the more realistic ex-
perconducting phase across the junction ign the ground perimental situation of one ferromagnetic layer with sabver
state, in contrast to the conventional state with phaserdiff magnetic domains. Some models of the latter kind have in-
ence zero. The physical result of transitions between theseluded two or more in-plane magnetic doma#¥s, and al-
states is usually a sign change in the critical Josephson cuthough this certainly is an interesting framework for under
rent I, through the junction, the observable manifestation ofstanding real heterostructures, the present paper cossiue
which being a non-monotonic dependencerobn parame- two layers placed consecutively as a; BFS structure. The
ters such as temperature and junction width. Been predictethain motivation for this choice is that this configuration al
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lows for much easier experimental control of the magnetizasimilar s-wave superconductors, and the interfaces betwee
tion. The misorientation angle may be tuned by applying arthe superconductors and the ferromagnet are assumed to have
external weak magnetic field to the interface between the fedow transparency.

romagnets if the magnetization axis is pinned in one layer,

while in the other one there is an in-plane easy &iko ac- hy % hy

complish this experimentally, one would probably need some
interlayer between the ferromagnetic films to avoid a logkin
between the corresponding magnetizations due to the interfi
exchange coupling.

Calculations on the models referred to here have predicted
0- transitions upon varying the strength of the magnetic ex-
change field, the junction width or the temperature, dependi
on the relative orientation of the magnetization in the two F
layer$:18.19.20.21.22.23 Eor antiparallel magnetization, it is re-
ported that the 0- oscillations will vanish, rendering the
state impossibf. An enhancement of the critical current for

the antlparallel orientation by |nc6reasmg the exchangd fie FIG. 1: (Color online) The experimental setup proposed is ffa-
was first reported by Bzegrgeret al.2, and shortly after elab- per. Two s-wave superconductors are separated by two ferromag-
orated upon by othets%’ Much of the work has however pgtic jayers with an arbitrary relative orientation of thegnetiza-
been limited to the case of collinear magnetizal®éfi but  tions. The ferromagnetic regions may model a domain-stracof
recently also SH-,S systems with arbitrary misorientation a single ferromagnetic layer or correspond directly to tigtimictly
angle for the magnetization have been anal}y$&&. In par-  deposited magnetic layers. This is similar to the setupidensd in
ticular, Crouzyer al. have showh how the state of such Ref.[Z.
a junction is suppressed for increasing misorientatioresng
vanishing at a critical angle. = =2 when the temperature  This paper is organized as follows. In SEE. Il we will briefly
is close to the critical temperatutiee. T=T. ' 1. One recent sketch the theoretical framework and go on to obtain a solu-
article?® has even studied a corresponding ferromagnetic trition for the proximity-induced anomalous Green’s funcion
layer structure, but focused chiefly on the LRTC contributio the ferromagnetic region of our $F, S system, from which
to the Josephson current in such a structure. It should BeInot an expression for the Josephson current can be calculated. |
that while the majority of the work in this field is carried out Sec.[Tll we present the dependence of the Josephson current
in the dirty limit, considering diffusive F/S systems, sed®f  on the various parameters, analyse the resultingdcilla-
the relevant papet$19:2%3%tudy ballistic junctions as well.  tions in the junction and construct a corresponding phase di
Ref.[1 points out the necessity of including additional ef-agram. We discuss the applicability of our findings in Sec.
fects to get a more accurate description of such systems. TH¥| and furthermore present a discussion of the absencesof th
present article may thus be viewed as an extension of thelpng range Josephson effect in such BfS systems. A sum-
work by studying a SFF,S junction with noncollinear do- mary and some final remarks are given in $€c. V. We will use
mains where non-ideal interfaces and magnetic impurities a boldface notation for 3-vectors; :for 4 4 matrices, and::
also taken into consideration. For the latter, we will sttiy ~ for 2 2 matrices.
special cases where isotropic or uniaxial spin-flip scetes
present. Consequently, there are three questions addriesse

this work which were not treated in Ref. 3):how does spin- II. THEORETICAL FORMULATION
flip scattering influence the 0-oscillations,ii) do nonideal
interfaces Change the qualltatlve behaviour of the SySﬂEldl, We address this pr0b|em by means of the Usadel equa-

iii) how does the Josephson current for such a system depefgh in the quasiclassical approximation. This corresgoiod
on the temperature. The possibility of investigating tte |a jntegrating out the dependence on the kinetic energy of the
ter point is present in our model, as opposed to Ref. 1, whicltsor'kov Green’s function, obtaining thus the quasiclaaisic
was restricted to temperatures closerto The reason for this  Green’s functiong as the object used to describe our sys-
is that the regime of weak proximity effect is only attairebl tem. This approximation is valid as long as all relevant en-
either if the S/F transparency is low, or when transparesicy iergy scales are much smaller than the Fermi enérgyand
high under the extra restriction that T, so thatitis guar-  correspondingly that all relevant length scales are mugeta
anteed that the influence of superconductivity is weak megit  than the Fermi wavelength. The latter condition is recautil
case. with the presence of sharp interfaces in our model by intro-
For concreteness, we consider a diffusive Josephson junducing appropriate boundary conditions, as discussedvbelo
tion with two ferromagnetic layers with arbitrary in-plared-  The approach is based on the Keldysh formalism for nonequi-
ative orientation of the magnetization, as shown in Eig. t. A librium superconductors, which is convenient to work iroals
though we focus on this picture of distinct, controllablgdes,  in the present limiting case of equilibrium. Here one opesat
the physically similar situation of magnetic domains wil@a with 8 8 matrix Green’s functions, in which the retarded
be commented upon. The superconducting electrodes are twiareen’s functiory® , the advanced Green'’s functigf and
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the Keldysh Green’s functiog® are4 4 matrix compo- with = 0inF;. Eqgs. [6) constitute a set of coupled, second-

nents. As both the advanced and the Keldysh component afrder, linear differential equations. Although an explim-

the matrix can easily be expressed by the retarded componealytical solution may be obtained fdifs; f;; £ g by solving

in our case, it will be implicitly assumed in the followingah  Eq. (8) brute-force for non-zero, the resulting expressions

the Green'’s function under consideration is the retarded-co are very large and cumbersome. We therefore proceed via an

ponents® . alternative but equivalent route. By a change of spin basas t
We will desist from further discussion of quasiclassicatth quantization axis which is aligned to the exchange field,in F

ory, and instead refer the reader to the considerable diterane obtains the equations

ture that covers the Keldysh formalism and nonequilibrium

Green's function¥-$2323435 \We go on to write up the matrix pe2(e0 g)+2 (" n) @ ) 1 JE0 3%) = 0;

structure of our quasiclassical Green’s functions. In thi b 2 sf

superconductors, the Green’s function réads D20+ @n  Y)f0 = o @)
f
- lc _25e . 1) )

% = _2se dec The superscript denotes the new spin basis, and thwave

) . component transforms as a scalar under spin rotatighs:
wherec  cosh( ), s  sinh( ), and atanh="), £ The general analytical solution for these equations in the
with , denoting the amplitude of the superconducting gap¢ase of isotropic spin-flip scattering was obtained in REf. 3
The different signs of the phaseabove correspond to the left |, e present case, we obtain

(lower sign) and right (upper sign) superconducting baek, r

spectively. When not being in proximity to a superconductor ftoz ce T ¥+ gel X4 et F 4+ ge FX;
the Green’s function for a bulk ferromagnet reads
= —— @ +e T ¥+ ¢ &7
10 8 sth
QFIO_ 0 1 : (2) + e X 4 c e CI+X);

When being influenced by a superconductor, off-diagonal el- =2 e™+B e 8

ements is introduced to this Green’s function, and for weak h h defined
proximity effect it is changed tgz § 0 + £. This pertur- where we have define

i p
bation can be expressedas g = D (P 3 .18 9U=0D
S
PAY O f "
£= " £ 3) =3 , pip= B .)? 642n%;
EC ™ O g
where the constituting anomalous Green’s function can be k= R" y=Qs)FD: 9

written as a matrix in spin space on the féfm
Taking , = «, = 1, the above expressions reduce to those
£ Gt L (4) OfRefl38. Once ther?; £%; £°ghave been obtained, one may
f & & transform them back to the original quantization axis. If
we write

£=

Here, f; denotes the singlet componert,the OSP triplet

component and. and £; the ESP triplet components, and it

is these anomalous Green’s function that the Usadel equatio

is to be solved for. one may from Eq.[{4) identify the vector anomalous Green’s
In our calculations, we will account for the possibility of f,nction

both uniaxial and isotropic spin-flip scattering by the paea

ter ., and , as follows: f=[f fi; @&+ f4);2fF2: (12)

Uniaxial spin-flip: ., = 0; .= 3; This is equivalent to the, -vector formalism described in for
Isotropic spin-flip: x, = 1; , = 1: (5) instance Ref._36. For future use, we defihe = f. £.

The spin relaxation time for spin-flip scattering will be de- E:Sal% the transformation to the new spin basis is (see als

noted ¢, and is to be considered as a phenomenological pa-

f=(E+f _ ) (10)

rameter in our approach. 0 1 0 0 L
In tegs ferro_magnetlc regions;Fand k, the linearized )T = €0 cos sn A @ (12)
Usadet equations take the form 0 sin oS
D @2 (f 2(" h o o
G lf B+ 2 s )& ®) In general, the linearization of the Usadel equation is alval
L (,fi 3£) hsh &+ f5)= 0; approximation in the case of a weak proximity effect. This
2 sf may be obtained in two limiting casesg} the barriers have
DRXf + @" —Y)f 2hsh £=0; =";#; (6) low transparency ofi) the transparency is perfect (ideal in-

sf terfaces) and the temperature in the superconductingaeser
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& smaller than at the S/F interfaces and effectively set ietoz
In the case where, andF, are separate ferromagnetic lay-
ers, one may neglect the resistance at the interface between
them by assuming a good electrical contact achieved during
deposition of the layers.

The £f, ;£, g anomalous Green’s functions are related
% - to a a set of anomalous Green'’s functions in a rotated basis
££ ;£9 gvia

FIG. 2: The change of spin-basis from a quantization &xisto a

uantization axix h. 1 .
g fr= Skos (G + B0+ 2sn o+ B D)

1
f20= —los (f5y + f5u)+ 2 sin £, Bu+ £,

is close toT,, such that 4 is small. An analytical approach 2
is permissible in both scenarios, with differing boundamp-c 0 sin o o
ditions. In case), the standard Kupryianov-Lukichev (K-L) foe= 008 Lot ——— (B + fn): (16)

boundary conditior® are usually employed in the literature,
while caseii) implies continuity of the Green’s function and Wheref£y ;£) ghave the general form as shown in Eg. (8).
its derivative. In an experimental situation, the barragion ~ The complete anomalous Green'’s functions in the regians F
can hardly be considered as fully transparent, such thatthe may be written as
L boundary conditions are more realistic than continuitshef g x g x
Green’s function and its derivative. We will therefore emypl fi =be " "L, O+ ke "L, O
the K-L bondary conditions in this papér + e *L (0)+ bye F*L  (0);

To obtain the anomalous Green’s function, we must supple- £ — A X 4B e XX, (17)
ment the general solution in Ed.](8) with the K-L boundary ! !
conditions at three interfaces. At the Sifterfaces located at \yhjle in F, one finds

x= d andx = d,, one obtains
f, = qge XL, ()+ oe® *L, ()
2 d'lgFl @ngl }: d, T @S ( );@‘1]3(: dl; + C3qur xL ( )+ ae g xL ( )
2 ®G,0:8, k=q, = Br,;9 ( )1k=qa,7
(13) + [Cr+ Cy)e ™+ On+ Dyle
We have defined the parameter £, = % B *fcos Cw+ Cy)+ € Cig
:R_B; (14) + e kaOOS CD"‘FD#)+ (I D#)q
Rp +2sh (e T+ gef 4 e+ ge TN
whereRy is the resistance of the barrier region argd is (18)
the resistance of in the diffusive ferromagnetic regiorss (a Above, we have defined "( )= cos  © =@ ). Note

sumed to be the same for both Bnd E). For the R/F, )
interface, which denotes the separation of the ferromzia(gnet]tchat Eﬂ' ) re|<|ju|ces to ixac;_tly the 53me fo:jm daz Ed (;7)
layers, we assume the resistance to be much smaller than A = (parallel magnetization), as demanded by consis-

the S/R interfaces. Therefore, we model this by continuity of tefpc_y. 'It'he rerr;alnl.rlpg ta-sk 'S. to (‘jetermllzne tTe %6 unknoytvn co-
the Green’s function and its derivative: eflicientsfo,g; feig; A ;B ;C 7D g. Forclarity, we write

out the boundary conditions explicitly. At= 4, one has
I, = I, k=07 @I, = @xTr, J-0: (15) ¢ ="#

Let us comment briefly on the case whereandF, are two ACfr = ch se ; a@f =ch ; (19
domains of a single layer. A domain-wall resistance mayequit \ hile atx = d, we find

generally be defined a5, = R Ry, whereR andR, are

the electrical resistances with and without a domain wail ( %@ f, = se  cb ; &e.EH = cb ;
homogeneous magnetization), respectively. When the width (20)
of the domain wall increases,, ! 0, and vanishes all to-

gether when the width of the domain wall is much larger tharfinally, atx = 0 one obtains

the Fermi wavelengff. In the present paper, we consider an

abrupt change in magnetization at the interface of the two do f1. =15 ;@5 =05 ;

mains, corresponding to a very thin domain wall, such that £, = £ ;0. f = @.f : (21)
one would in general expect a finite contribution to the resis

tance of the junction. To reduce the number of parameters in Inserting Eqs.[(1I7) an@ (1.8) into Egk.(1B)4(21) yields a set
the problem, however, wessume that this resistance is much of linear equations which may be represented tiea 16
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matrix, and the solution for the 16 coeffiecients is found nu-say, right bulk superconductor as compared to the left bulk
merically. Once the anomalous Green'’s functions have beesuperconductor. Under such circumstances, the enerfjetica

obtained, one may calculate physical quantities of inteias

the present paper, we will be concerned with the Josephsamnce of between the superconductors, sinee

current
7
j&) =  NpeD 2=4) d"Tr™ @Re. ¢ &e. Mg
Z 1
=  (NgeD R=2) d"RefM , "+ M (")
1
Mo(+MyMg tanh( "=2); (22)
with the definitions ( =";#)
M M= ( MIGE (M £ MEE ( MI;
M (M= ( MI&E (M £ MEE ( "MI: (23)

The matrix ~; in the first line of Eq. [2R) is defined by; =
diag@;1; 1; 1). The normalized currentis defined as

most favorable configuration corresponds to a phase differ-
o inone
of the superconductors and- in the other
superconductor.

This is related to 0- oscillations of the critical current as
follows. The energy of the Josephson junction may in the

tunneling limit be well approximated by

0= 0

";  Lp@  cos2 ); (25)
where1, contains the magnitude and sign of the critical cur-
rent while2 is the phase difference between the supercon-
ductors. Now.I;,; is closely related to the proximity-induced
condensate wavefunctionn the ferromagnetic region, and
may change sign depending on for instance the width of the
ferromagnetic layer. Depending on its sign, the grountesta

configuration corresponds to either = 0 or 2 , and

the critical current supported by the system will change sig
depending on which of these phases the system is in (although
the critical currentitself is given by = =2).

I()=I = 43&; )FWNred 3); (24)
which is independent of for x 2 [ d;d,]1(due to conser-
vation of electrical current). The maximal supercurremg th
system can support, known as th&ical current, is given by
L. = I(3)inthe case of a sinusoidal current-phase relation.
Before proceeding to disseminate our results, we briefly re-
mind the reader (seeg. Refs! 3,42) of the qualitative physics
that distinguishes S/F proximity structures from S/N syste = 5to model a realistic experimental setup with weak fer-
and thus gives rise tag. 0- oscillations of the critical cur- romagnets (the exchange field was estimated to 5-10 meV in
rent (which will be discussed in detail for our system in Sec.Ref.143.) The particular choice of is motivated by the fact
D). The fundamental difference between the proximity ef- that we expect the resistance of the barrier region to extbeed
fectin an S/N structure as compared to an S/F structuretis th®Ulk resistance of the ferromagnets, and in addition to a low
the Cooper pair wavefunction acquires a finite center-aésna transparency of the S/F interfaces this clearly suggests th
momentum in the latter case due to the Zeeman-energy split- 1. This will ensure a weak proximity effect, as explained
ting between the'- and #-spins constituting the Cooper pair. in the previous section. In order to reduce the number of free
The finite center-of-mass momentum of the Cooper pair imparameters further, we in general set the widths of region F
plies that the condensate wavefunction in the ferromagnetiand F; to be equald; = d;  d. The superconducting coher-
region displays oscillations in space, permitting it torfpa ~ encelength =~ D = , will be used as the unit in which the
sign upon penetrating deeper into the ferromagnetic regiorwidths are measured. Where spin-flip scattering is included
Quite generally, one may write that the Cooper pair wavefuncwe will use the parametey= 1=(s o) as a measure of the
tion (order parameter) as= oe XX in an S/N structure strength of this effect.
while = o coske,1x)e *r2* in an S/F structure, where We have numerically confirmed that the system follows a
fksike;1 ike2g are wavevectors related to the decay and ossinusoidal current-phase relation regardless of the tilireof
cillation lengths of the proximity-induced condensatelie t magnetization and all other variable parameters of ouegyst
non-superconducting region. This allows us to focus on the state that supports the dritica
The fact that the proximity-induced superconducting ordercurrent, namely = =4. A sinusoidal current-phase rela-
parameter oscillates in the ferromagnetic region sugdlests tion is moreover what should be expected for such systems
the energetically most favorable (ground-state) phaderdif with weak proximity effect®, and where the bulk supercon-
ence between the superconducting reservoirs might not atiuctors have the same symméfryWe have also confirmed
ways be zero, as in an S/N/S junction. For a very thin ferthat the assumption of weak proximity effects holds by assur
romagnetic layer, does not change much and there is no ing that the value of the anomalous Green'’s function always
reason for why there should be an abrupt discontinuity in thebey £.,.; j 1 for the parameter range we consider. To
phase at one of the F/S interfaces - hence, the system is in timeake the computation of the solutions to the Usadel equa-
O-state. If the thickness of the ferromagnetic layer is camp tion numerically stable, we furthermore add a small imagina
rable to the oscillation length of( 1=k ¢,; in our notation term to the excitation energy, where the value = 10°3
above), then may cross zero in the middle of the ferromag- has been used. This can be motivated as a way to account for
netic region and display antisymmetric behaviour. Thistis a inelastic scattering proceségsinterpreting the term as the
companied with a shift of sign of the order parameter in thejnverse (positive) quasiparticle lifetime.

III. RESULTS

Unless otherwise stated, we will fix= , = 10 and




A. Zero temperature 5

E: x 10 .
& a g=0
First, we will consider the case where the temperature is - s
fixed to zero unless otherwise statéd, the calculations are 1] = =0 " ) 5
made withT=T. = 0:001. The critical current as a function of . o, - N
the junction widthd is shown in Fig[B for isotropic and uni- = oo
axial spin-flip scattering, respectively. Consideringtfitse il &

parallel case = 0, the well known O- -oscillations are re-
produced, where the current change sign for certain valfies ¢
d. It should however be noted that we have chosen to alway:
plot the critical current as a positive quantity, as defingd b
Eq. (23), because this is what is most commonly measure:
in experiment3®. We have confirmed that the oscillations

are almost exactly periodic for the parameter range consid o

ered here. Increasing the effect of spin-flip scatteringseo ] fg

move the transition points between the O state and thate [¢=x/a]
towards higher values of. Throughout our investigations, 08 oy L

we find no significant difference between isotropic and uniax = &

ial spin-flip scattering for the width dependence of theicait Mg : u:

current. Thus, we consider only uniaxial spin-flip scattgri
whenever the role of magnetic impurities is studied.

The subplots of Fig[13 show how increasing the relative
angle of magnetization to = =4 shifts the first transi- . M :
tion points to the right and the second to the left, reducing o112 13 14 15 18 17 18
the width region in which the system is in thestate. For 1/

= =2, the oscillations have ceased entirely, leaving the 2
junction in the 0 state for all values af These effects are
shown more clearly in Fig.14, which also shows that the oscil- i 5
lations do not return for 2 [ =2; 1 This can be expressed
as a critical misorientation angle. . =2 over which the

state is not realizable, which is in agreement with the find- - 1}
ings of Ref. | L. Ref.|1 claims that. =2 independent of
parameters as long as the system is near the critical temper.
ture,T=T. ’ 1. We find . to have a somewhat lower value

<’ 046 < =2inthe presentcase af=I. 1, butwe
will show in Sec[TITB how this value approaches2 for in- 0
creasing temperatures, and how it changes for other vafues ¢
the exchange field than our particular choicenef , = 10.

In light of the discussion concerning the qualitative phygsi

involved in a S/F/S proximity structure, it seems reasomabl FIG. 3: (Color online) Plot of the width-dependence of thitical

to suggest that the vanishing of the Gransitions are directly current for several values of the spin-flip scattering natech is here
linked to a strong modification of the Cooper-pair wavefunc-taken to be uniaxial in spin space. We have defined the dimelesis
tion oscillation length inside the ferromagnet, which rersd ~ Parameterg = 1=(s o) as a measure of the spin-flip scattering
the -state inaccessible. Possible explanations will be digfate: Atd= = 1.0, the system s in the 0 state.
cussed further in SeC1V.

As stated in the introduction, several works have contdaste
the cases of parallel and antiparallel orientations, wthigein- ~ @ppear upon varying the misorientation angleder = 1:0
termediate ang|e5 have not been studied thorough|y (S@e' hoﬁxed, which agrees with the observation from the prEViOUS
ever, Refd.[1,19). We seek to remedy this by first presenting ifigures that the junction appears to be in the O state for all an
Fig.[8 the dependence of the critical current on the mistaien gles at this junction width. Fot= = £1:25;1:5g however,
tion angle. The three junction widths = £1:0;125;15g thejunction starts outin the state for the parallel orientation,
are chosen somewhat arbitrarily from the available range ond we can see that a transition takes place to the 0 state for
values, but illustrate adequately the conditions for appeze ~ Some angle < =2. This is in agreement with the result of
of 0- -oscillations. First, we confirm the obvious fact that the Ref.L19 that a nonmonotonic dependence of the critical cur-
critical current should be symmetric with respect to= .  renton occurs when the state is the equilibrium state of
Therefore we will from now on only consider the interval the junction for = 0, and a similar statement was also made

2 D; 1 the maximum of the misorientation angle being thein Ref.[18.
antiparallel orientation. Next, we see that no @scillations A small effect of spin-flip scattering which may be men-

0.2

| .| I
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FIG. 4: (Color online) Plot of the width-dependence of thitical
current for several values of the misorientation anglevith spin-
flip scattering turned off for simplicityd = 0).

tioned here, is that for > 0 it may give the appearance of
an effectively lowered misorientation angle with regardie
shift in thed values for 0- crossover. As a result, for angles
just above the critical angle, an increasegaghay trigger the
transition from complete absence of thatate to 0- oscilla-
tions.

The evolution of the critical current for variabteand
described in the previous paragraphs can be condensed to tl
phase diagram shown in Fig. 6. If only the sign of the Joseph-
son current is of interest, each of the plotsioid) may be
thought of as a horizontal sweep through the phase diagrar
for some fixed , while every plot ofL. ( ) is represented by a
vertical sweep for some fixedl As seen, the -state becomes
impossible above a critical angle. for the present case of
T ! 0. We will contrast this with the finite-temperature case
in the next section.

B. Finite temperature
FIG. 5: (Color online) Plot of how the critical current is edted

We proceed by considering the dependence of the Josephy a change in the relative orientationof the magnetizations for
everal values of the spin-flip scattering rate, which i€haken to

son current on the temperature. The superconducting eleéza uniaxial in spin space.
trodes were assumed to be conventional superconductors un-
affected by the ferromagnetic layers, so the standard BCS

temperature dependence of the superconducting gap will be S
employed: .= =2for arbitrarily high values oh asT * T.. We con-

clude therefore that the critical angle above which 6scilla-
T)=  otanh 1:74p T=T 1 : (26)  fions cease to exist is equal te=2 as long as the temperature
is high (T=T. ’ 1). However, for low temperatures and weak
To illustrate how the critical angle. for O- -oscillations ~€xchange fields, we find that deviates noticeably from=2.
depends upon increasing the temperature, including atso th Also by varying the temperature parameter may 0scil-
dependence on the exchange field, we plot in Elg. 8 the crittations be found in the system, as shown in Fids. 7. This fol-
ical angle as a function of the exchange splittindor sev-  lows as a natural result if the critical values of junctiordtki
eral values ofT. As seen, . remains less than=2 up to  at which 0- transitions were found in the preceding section
h= o, / 100intheT ! 0 limit. However, increasing are temperature-dependent. One difference from the pfots o
the temperature only slightly to=T. = 02, we see that I.as afunction ofiis the existence of no more than one tran-
- rapidly approaches=2. The trend is the same upon in- sition point (for each value af), before the Josephson current
creasing the temperature even further, indicating thet lrhi  necessarily vanishes at= T.. For increasing , this transi-
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FIG. 6: Phase diagram of the Josephson junction for zerogemp <10~ T/T.
ature, showing the regions occupied by the O state and thate 2 ;
in width-misorientation parameter space. For the regimergiby ornlys
2 [ =2;3 =2], the state is completely absent. We have set the el S
spin-flip scattering strength to zerg= 0. o L ¢=m/t
tion point moves leftwards until vanishing at= 0 at some - a
critical angle. By considering the dependence on misorien- ! - .
tation angle more carefully, we found that this critical Eng - “Bag
over which the 0- oscillations disappear far. as a function 5, a° 'F‘?v%u
of T, differs from the corresponding critical angle for as o, i D o6 B Y
a function ofd. This may be explained by going back to the % T/T.
phase diagram in Fid] 6 and noticing that (foeT.  0) the asp 1? e :
maximum for the phase region corresponds to a junction B I
width d= 1:35 (up to periodicity). For any other junction
width, e.g. &= = 125as used in the figures, thestate will L Poto,, [o=n/2 |
be unrealizable at = 0 for even lower values of . This = 2f ““ -
results in the inequality that. for thermally induced oscil- i - i
lations is always less than or equal tg for width-induced
oscillations. ‘ o
Another point on which the thermally induced Oescil- 0.5 ofg,
lations differs from those obtained by varying the junction @ "o,
width or the misorientation angle, is the remarkably stemg 2 = O, oy D8 e :

T ; L. T/T,
dependence on the spin-flip scattering rate. Increassifts B

the transition point significantly to the left, and furtheyra _ _
FIG. 7: (Color online) Plot of the temperature dependencbetrit-

strongly influence the ratios. (g > 0)=I.(0). Similar find- ' T ) oL
ical current for several values of the spin-flip scatteriaigywhich is

ings were reported in Ref. 47. =S R S
So far, we have not considered the dependence of the CriE_ere taken to be uniaxial in spin space. The junction widtivien

ical current on the misorientation angle while simultarsipu ythe values= = 125
going away from the limiting case af = 0. In principle
the phase diagrams presented might readily be generalized
to a 3-dimensionat- -T phase diagram, but we justify the antiparallel = . The ratio between these two critical cur-
omittance of this by arguing that the phase diagram of theents,1.( = )=L.( = 0), is plotted as a function of the
system does not contain many interesting new features ngwnction width in Fig.[ID. The fact that one always observes
already contained in the 2-dimensional projection presént 0- oscillations for varyingd in the parallel case, but never
here. However, as is clearly visible in the phase diagram fon the antiparallel, leads to a divergence of the ratio afbaer
T=T. = 035 as shown in Fig[]9, the critical angle is exactly values of the junction width, sincg (0) drops to zero at this
<= =2, in full agreement with the analysis done in Ref. 1. transition point whileL. ( ) remains finite for all values af.
Another development as increases is the-region obtaining  We note also that one will always havg( ) > 1. (0), but the
a more symmetric shape, also this in agreement with Ref. 1critical current is a monotonously increasing function aip
to = onlyinthe case that the system is in the O state for
= 0.
C. Enhancement effect This enhancement of the Josephson current by switching
the direction of magnetization may possibly be utilized in a
As was seen in Fid.]5, there is a significant difference bedevice for controlling the magnitude of the current, if theg-
tween the current in the parallel configuration= 0 and the tion is tuned to the vicinity of a transition point. A similar
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R : : : effect was mentioned by Golubeval.?’, who considered the
) exchange fielth as the variable parameter, but to our knowl-
G B A = edge it has not yet been pointed out how this effect may be
oasl & o | applied by tuning the junction width or the temperature.
k& &} = = MR
~ 0.47 ' R
0.46 = g TiT.=01 IV. DISCUSSION
045} _ e =02 ] . .
b TfT. =05 Above, we have neglected the spatial depletion of the su-
Gotes £ Foe o GO = TR perconducting order parameter near the S/F interfaces Thi
hif &g approximation is expected to be excellent in the case of a

low-transparency interfac®.Moreover, it is well-known that
FIG. 8: (Color online) Plot of the critical angle. at which the 0- 3 magnetic flux threading in a Josephson junction in general
oscillations disappear, as a function of the exhange BWitt,  qiyesrise to a Fraunhofer modulation of the current as a-func
fs?%zlir(llijtyzei %f temperatures. Spin-flip scattering is negtecor tion of the flux*® We here neglect this modification by as-
' ' suming that the flux constituted by the ferromagnetic region
is sufficiently weak compared to the elementary flux quan-
B tum. This is the case for either a small enough surface area or
weak enough magnetization, but neither of these preclugle th
possibility of having an appreciable energyhange splitting
between the majority and minority spin bands.
In the limit of antiparallel orientation, the state will be-
= 0.25 - come disallowed because the effect of the ferromagnetic lay
ers cancels, effectively giving a S/N/S junction. However,
membering the symmetry requirements around  and the
possibility that also partial cancellation is sufficientren-
der the sign change im;;, impossible, we realize that O-
0 s y = Tig ] oscillations may vanish for two intermediate angles .
LS with 0 < . < . The partial cancellation of the exchange
fields commences at =4, which may provide a clue as
to why the critical angle is always in the vicinity of= =4

FIG. 9: Phase diagram of the Josephson junction for temyerat

T=T. = 0:5, showing the occupation of the O state and thtate in 4 so0n) in Fig]8. Note that although the @scillations van-
width-misorientation parameter space in a similar mansefig. [6

does for zero temperature. For the region given ly [ =2;3 =2}, ish above.t_he critical angle.,, it is evident frome.g. Fig.
the state is completely absent. We have here set the spin-flfp scath@t the critical current does not decay monotonously even f
tering strength to zera; = 0. > . asitwould have in an S/N/S junction.

One interesting observation in our study is that although th
critical angle varies, we never find. > =2. This means that
any choice of parameters that brings us away from the limit
considered in Ref.| |1 seems to lower but never increase
2 it. A conjecture which may shed some more light on this
Ba phenomenon, is that the magnetization component of the F
layer perpendicular to the magnetization of thel&yer can
be viewed as an additional effective spin-flip scatteririgaf

100

o
(=

[
F It is knowr?® that sufficiently strong spin-flip scattering may
= 40 - remove the oscillations in the anomalous Green’s function e
o8 tirely, thereby inhibiting 0- oscillations. This effect will be
20 ik s : atits strongestfor ! =2, which may account for the some-
R £ % what surprising fact that. always remains close to= =2.
ij ey e %\“'mhm Combined with the effective cancellation of the magnetiza-
! 12 T 18 1.8 tion described in the previous paragraph, this also sewes a
" possible explanation why the-state is forbidden for the ori-
entations =2 < < . To gain further understanding of
FIG. 10: (Color online) Plot of the ratio between the criticarrent  the phase diagram of multilayer SFS junctions, we suggest to
in the antiparallelll. ( = )Jand paralleli. ( = 0)]orientation  extend the study to a trilayer model similar as that studfed i
as a function of widthd. We have seg = 0, but the behaviour is  Ref. [29, but where the three layers have equal thickness. If
qualitatively identical fory > 0. one fixes the middle layer and varies the orientation of tfie le

most and rightmost layers, the possible existence and waélue
a critical misorientation angle would give some hints to the
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origin of this phenomenon also in our bilayer system.

Finally, we would like to present a decomposition of the
current to serve as the basis for a discussion on the longranc
contributions to the Josephson current. It can be showtyeasi
from the formula for the Josephson current in Eg.] (22) that
one may rewritd ., + M = M. Mg whereM g andM .
is expressed exclusively by the componefitend £, of the
Green'’s function, respectively. It can furthermore be smow
that for the ESP componentsonegets= M ; M . One
may in this manner decompose the current as

Z 1
L=l = (Lyst+ I+ I )=l = d"Ref[ Mg (M)]
1

+MeMI+ M (Ml tanh( "=2): (27)

While the total current is easily shown in our framework
to be constant throughout the junction, the separate compc
nents given above need not be, and the spatial dependence
each contribution is plotted in Fig. 111 for selected paramnet
values. For parallel orientation, one naturally finds thet t
ESP correlations do not contribute to the current at all. For

= =2, where the ESP contribution is naively expected to
be at its maximum, we find that the OSP triplet contribution
however, is exactly zero throughobt. ThatM . and 2M
seem to change roles at= 0 can be explained in a natural -5
way by remembering that ultimately, the quantization axasw ' il
taken to be 2 for all x. For a quantization axis ¢, however, '
Lheﬁgzg]r?ggsg;z igncs)ggrigrigoaseit;n Lgiiférzg{ncgrs;g;ullﬂ& 11: (Color onIine)_ Sp_atial dependgr_lce through theofeegnet

! A the separate contributions to the critical current, esodhposed

Sy = 0. ) ) in Eq. [27). L, , refer toI.s, I; and I.; , with contributions to

The above argument may be used to to clarify a point rethe integrand from the componentsM . ("], M . (") and2M ("),
garding the contribution to the current from LRTC. Ref. 29 respectively. The current was evaluated for a junction hwigiven
claims that a long range component of the critical currenby a= = 1:0 and temperature given by=T. = 0:4, and spin-flip
does not appear in a $F, S structure even with noncollinear scattering is neglected for simplicity & 0).
magnetizations, which seems at odds with our observation in
Fig.[11 of a non-zero ESP component to the curremtinlt
is however important to maintain the distinction betweem th critical angle . for which the 0- oscillations of the total crit-
ESP contribution to the current and a LRTC contribution. Asical current disappear.
explained in the case of = =2, the total triplet contribution
is equal for the two magnetic layers, but appears as an ESP
component ire, only because of the choice of quantization V.  SUMMARY
axis. Therefore, the ESP contributionf is equivalent to
the OSP contribution i ;, and thus cannot be regarded as a In conclusion, we have investigated the Oescillations
true long range component. A long range Josephson effect f the critical current in a diffusive SFF,S Josephson junc-
defined by the absence of the exchange field in the exponetibn with noncollinear magnetization, where the effects of
for the relevant Green'’s functions, making its decay lerigth noncollinearity and spin-flip scattering have been studied
a ferromagnet comparable to that of a normal metal. Inspecparticular. The introduction of spin-flip scattering doest n
ing Egs. [I8) and_{9), we see that this certainly is not the caschange the Josephson current dramatically, so the phase di-
for = =2 agrams presented above for zero spin-flip scattering would

The discussion concerning the different contributions totherefore not be qualitatively changed much by settjing 0.
the Josephson current may also hold an important clue comilso, comparing isotropic and uniaxial spin-flip scattgriwe
cerning the 0- oscillations. When inspecting the symme- found that the effect of these was very similar both qualita-
try components separately, we observed that there can be fively and quantitatively.

-oscillations of both the singlet and the triplet composent Oscillations of the critical current for varying junction
simultaneously. If this is generally the case, one idea is tavidth disappear when the relative angle of magnetization
investigate for which parameters these two contributiasts a passes a critical value,, making the state unattainable re-
constructively and for which they act destructively. Insthi gardless of choice of the other parameters. This critical an
way the relative interplay of the different symmetry compo-gle equals =2 in the limit of relatively high temperatures
nents ofI, may offer an explanation of the behaviour of the (T=T. ’ 1), but is lowered below =2 when the temperature

e b l_-';IU
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is low and the exchange field is small simultaneously. Thesdayer, similar to the Josephson junction considered in|Ref.

dependencies on the various parameters can rather easily iMaere the relevant parameter regime for a significant LRTC

read out of phase diagrams of the kind we have presented. éontribution to the Josephson current was found. It might be

straight-forward analytical approach to the behaviourhaf t interesting to see how LRTC manifests in our framework of

critical angle is challenging due to the many variables in ou symmetry components to.,, and to investigate for what re-

system, but we have discussed several ways by which its orgion in parameter space thestate can be realized in such a

gin can be better understood. system.
With regard to the effect of finite interface transparencies

we have not found any signs throughout our investigations im

plying that the results of Refl 1 change in any significant.way

Our mapping of the relevant parameter regimes does however

serve as a starting point for looking for new interestinget$

that may appear upon varying the parameters kept fixed in our J.L. thanks T. Yokoyama and M. Blamire for useful discus-

case,.e. the transparency and the exchange fieldin par-  sions. J.L. and A.S. were supported by the Research Coun-

ticular. A natural course for a continuation of this work idu  cil of Norway, Grants No. 158518/432 and No. 158547/431

be expanding the system from a bilayer ferromagnet to a tri{NANOMAT), and Grant No. 167498/V30 (STORFORSK).
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