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W e study themm oelectric e ects In superconducting nanobridges and dem onstrate that the m ag—
nitude of these e ects can be com parable or even larger than that for a m acroscopic circuit. It is
shown that a large gradient of the electron tem perature can be realistically created on nanoscale
and m asking e ects of spurious m agnetic elds are m inin al in nanostructures. For these reasons
nanodevices are favorable for studying the them oelectric e ect iIn superconductors.
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I. NTRODUCTION

T he discrepancy between the theory and experin ent
conceming the them oelectric phenom ena isa long stand-—
Ing problem in physics of superconductors. The ther-
m oelectric phenom ena in the superconducting state were

rst discussed by G inzourd as early as 1944. Tn the
presence of a tem perature gradient, there appears n a
superconductor a nom al current of the form given by

I = rT @1
where isthe corresponding transport coe cient. In the
bulk ofa hom ogeneous isotropic superconductor the total
electric current m ust vanish, and as was pointed out by
G nzburgt, the nom alcurrent iso  set by a supercurrent
7} so that the total current in the buk

T+ E=0: @2)
This m akes In possble standard studies of the them o—
electrice ect In a hom ogeneous isotropic superconductor.
G nzburg considered also sim ply-connected anisotropic
or inhom ogeneous superconductors as system s where it
ispossible to observe them oelectric phenom ena by m ea—
suring them agnetic eld generated by a tem perature gra—
dient.

Theory ofthee ectwas fiirtherdeveloped in 19708. It
wasnoted In particularthat the o set supercurrent is re—
lated to a di erence ofthe order param eterphasesw ithin
the sin ple-connected superconductor. This phase di er-
ence can bem easured either In superconducting interfer-
om eter or In the loop form ed by di erent superconduc—
tors where a m agnetic ux is generated in the presence
of a tam perature di erence. It stin ulated experin ental
study of the e ect. A though the 1st experin ent per-
mm ed by Zavaritsky® is in a rather good agreem ent w ith
the existing theory, fiirther experin ents (see egi2) ex—
hbi tem perature-dependent m agnetic uxes ve order
ofm agnitude larger than is predicted by the theory?. A
possbility to observe large them oelectric  uxes is dis-
cussed In® and is related to the phonon drag e ect near
the contact ofthe tw o superconductorsw ith di erent val-
ues of superconducting gap. H owever, the predicted en—

hancem ent factor, the ratio ofthe Fem ienergy and D e~
bye energy, is not big enough to bridge the gap between
the experin ent!® and the theory.

From the experim entalpoint, them ain di culy isdue
to the fact that the themm oelectric e ect is sm allat low
tem peratures, and one needs to single it out from vari-
ousm asking e ects. The m ost ocbvious one is related to
the tem perature dependence of the m agnetic eld pene-
tration length’®. As a result, in the presence of a back-
ground m agnetic eld, the m agnetic eld within the su—
perconductor is tem perature dependent. This can m ask
the genuine them oelectrice ect. It is In portant to note
that Jater on it was shown that the co-existence ofa tem —
perature gradient and a supercurrent leads to variation of
the gauge invariant scalarpotential related to an imbal-
ance betw een the electron-like and hole-lke quasiparticle
branches?401112 T contrast to the them oelectric  ux,
the experim ental studies of thise ect were in agreem ent
w ith the theory?2.

T he goalofthe present paper is to discuss the geom e~
try of experin ent where the them oelectric e ect is par-
ticularly large whilke them asking e ects are signi cantly
suppressed. Therefore one can hope that it will guar-
antee unam biguous m easurem ents of the them oelectric
e ect. W ith this purpose in m ind we w ill consider ther—
m oelectric e ect In superconducting circuit containing a
point contact.

T hermm oelectric phenom ena in superconducting nanos—
tructures have som e unique speci c features that (i) are
favorable from the experim entalpoint ofview and (i) re—
quire certain revision of the existing theory. E xperin en—
tally, the advantage is that one is able to create very large
tem perature gradients so that the intrinsic them oelectric
current becom es larger and easier to cbserve. W e note
such a favorabl possbility can be realized only in the
system s where the electrons can be heated as com pared
to the lattice. Indeed, a realistic nanostructures in ply a
presence of an (insulating) substrate it is deposited on,
and thus large gradients of the lattice tem perature can
not be achieved because of the phonon heat conductance
In the substrate. In contrast, the electron tem perature,
according to the W iedem ann-Franz law, behaves In the
sam e way as the electrostatic potential. A detailed dis-
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cussion dem onstrating possibility to obtain large gradi-
ents of electron tem perature in m etal nanostructures is
given In the Appendices. M ost in portant, the parasitic
e ects due to the trapped m agnetic eld are much less
pronounced in am all size structures.

On the theoretical side, a revision is needed because
the earlier theories have considered bulk sam ples. T heir
sizeshave been assum ed to bem uch largerthan the char-
acteristic lengths such as the London penetration length
and the length at which the o set supercurrent is gener—
ated. W hen applied to buk sam ples, there is no need to
specify and go into detailofthem echanisn by which the
nom althem oelectric current is converted into theo set
supercurrent. T his approach is valid provided the sam ple
sizem uch exceeds the size ofthe region where the nom al
them oelectric current is converted into the o  set super—
current. It is well known from the m icroscopic theory
that the conversion occurs as a result of branch-m ixing
scattering processes, where electron-lke excitations are
scattered to the hole branch of the excitation spectrum
and vice versa. M icroscopic m echanian of the branch-
m ixing is know n to be inelastic scattering, in purity scat-
tering in the case of anisotropic superconductors, and
Andreev re ection if inhom ogeneity ofthe order param e—
ter gap is present. If the buk scattering is the dom inant
m echanian , the conversion takesplace along the branch-
m ixing di usion length I, Ly =" D ,,D and 3 being
the di usion constant and the branch-m ixing relaxation
tin e, respectively. For a nanostructure of the size com —
parablew ih the branch-m ixing length, the standard the-
ory ofthe them oelectric phenom ena (that assum es local
com pensation of the them oelectric current) is not ap—
plicable. Indeed, in this case the nom al them oelectric
current can be o set also by a nom aldi usion current
rather than by a supercurrent:3.

In addition to kinetics, there are In portant di erences
In electrodynam ics of superconducting nanostructures.
In particular, it is related to the so—called kinetic nduc—
tance Ly

[
[l )

Lk=

a3)

Here 1 isthe London penetration length, L is the cir-
cuit length whilke S is the circuit cross—section. Ly is
Inversely proportionalto S and m ay be larger than the
m agnetic inductance of the themm oelectric loop for very
an all values of S. In this case, the local com pensation
of the current in Eq. [[) tums out to be energetically
unfavorable and the electrodynam icalpart of the theory
requires a revision too.

In what follows we w ill develop a theory of them o—
electric e ect in superconducting nanostructures. It will
Include the above kinetic and electrodynam icale ects.

II. CHARGE IMBALANCE DISTRIBUTION

Consider two superconducting Im s (panks) connected
by a narrow wire of the length L and crosssection S;
the transverse sizes of the w ire are assum ed to be m uch
an aller than the London penetration length 1 . In this
case, the current is distributed hom ogeneously across the
w ire crossection, and the problem isonedin ensional. D e~
note x the coordinate along the w ire and choose the ori-
ghh in them iddle ofthew ire. W e analysea di usive w ire
and assum e that the tem perature varies linearly along the
w ire between, its values at the banks being Ty and Ty .
N ote that the them oelectric current is considered a con—
stant equalto r T in the wire and zero in the banks.
T his assum ption holds for 3D structures w here both the
tem perature gradient and electric current density quickly
decaysw ithin the contact. N aturally, we assum e that the
thickness ofthe w ire ism uch sm aller than the thicknesses
of the banks.

First, we brie y overview the wellknown physics of
branch Inbalance in superconductors. T he total electric
current density, j = Jjs+ Jn,isa sum ofthe supercurrent,
Js, and nom al, j, , com ponents. T he supercurrent reads

, &
Js = 4 e %ps (2-1)
w here ps is the super uity m om entum,
~ e
Ps= ;T —A ; @22)
2 c

and A being the phase ofthe order param eter and the
vector potential, regpectively.
T he nom al current,

Jn=3dc+ o ; 2.3)
isa sum ofthe them oelectric current jr = rT,and
the di usion component, 3 = r , related to the
branch in balance speci ed by the gauge invariant poten—
tial as,

S

2e

! being the scalarpotential. In the viciniy ofthe critical
tem perature, the di usion current is proportionalto the
nom al state conductance

(2.4)

A . Di usion lim it

The potentials ps and are found from the continu-
iy equation divj = 0, and the equation which describes
transform ation of the nom al current into supercurrent
that results in the follow ing equation for in the wire
(see, or nstance, Ref.[14)

@5)
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whi b is the branch imbalance relaxation tin e while
Lp= D j isthebranch inbalance relaxation length®®.
If the banks are m ade of superconductors w th di erent
gap values, Eq. [Z28) requires a boundary conditiont® to
account for the Andreev re ection at the interface. The
latter plays the rolk of a surface m echanism of branch-
m ixing.

T he boundary condition to Eq. [Z2H) rather generally
takes the form1¢

ZH - = 2.6)

x= L=2 x= L=2

where 3, isthe x com ponent of the nom al charge cur-
rent in Eq. 3), and Ly, isan e ective relaxation length
controlled by the Andreev re ection at the w irebank in—
terface as well as the branch-m ixing rate in the banks.

Solution to Eq. [Z8) with the boundary condition
Eq. 28) reads

w here

1 .
b= x : @2.7)

The condensate m om entum ps and the supercurrent
Js is und from the continuiy equation divj = 0, that
is 3®) = Jo, where j is a constant. From the condi-
tion Js ®) + Jn ®) = Jo where j, &) = Jr r (), the
distrbution of the supercurrent is given by the follow ing
expression

X

1 cosh 77—

ZLL—: + coth 37— sinh 57—
(2.8)
If there is no electrical connection between the banks
other than the wire, the total current must be zero,
Jo = 0. O therw ise, the constant j is found from electro—
dynam ical considerations considered in the next section
Thus the tem perature di erence between the banks
leads to a creation of a potential di erence equal to
=2y with pinEq. ). The potentialdi erence
can be m easured, for instance, as describbed in Ref.|17.
Note that thise ect if ofthe nature considered by A rte—
m enko and Volkovt3. However, they treated a m acro-
soopic circuit w ith a size L much larger than Ly so that
the potentialdi erence was concentrated near the inter—
face region thus nvolving only a an all part of the total
tem perature di erence T = Lr T. As a resul, their
estin ate or "them oelectric" potentialdi erence is

L
A

2.
L 2.9)

for a m acroscopicw ire, the length ofwhich I exceeds the
m icroscopic scales Ly, and Ly,.

In the present paper, we are interested in the opposite
lin it of a short wire, I << Ly. It ©llow s from Eq. 22)
that the potentialdi erence in this Im it is

j 1
-r - (2.10)
. + =
Ly L
For a short enough wire, . . L, we obtain
- T 2.11)

In this case of a short superconducting w ire, the them o—
electric potentialdi erence is of the order of that in
the nom al state.

Th a short w ire, the supercurrent Eq. [28) is hom oge—
nous,

L
L+ Ly

=J 3 212)
where as before j, is the total electric current through
the w ire.

B . B allistic bridge

W hen we studied thebranch im balance in the previous
section, for the sin plicity we have exploited the di usive
approxin ation. However, the largest values of jr cor-
respond to the largest values of the m ean quasiparticle
free path wihin the wire (leading to larger ). So one
expects the largest e ect for a ballistic bridge. In this
case one can estin ate the quasiparticlke them oelectric
current w ith the help of a procedure sin ilar to the one
used In Ref.[1§. N am ely, one has in m ind that the quasi-
particle distrbution function w ithin the ballistic bridge
is form ed by the quasiparticles entering the bridge from
the banks. O ne also notes that the distrdbution fiinction
is constant along the quasiparticle tra gctory while the
quasitequilbrium distrdbution functions of the lft and
right banks correspond to di erent tem peratures (§, and
Tg , respectively) . T hus for the quasiparticle distribution
function, Fg , w ithin the bridge one has

F(Ty)+ F (Tr): 2.13)

FB = VX;

%y
Here vy is the com ponent of the electron velocity along

the bridge direction, and F (Ty, g ) stands for the equilib—
rium distrbution function corresponding to the tem per-
ature Ty, g . W e have taken into account that the (group)

quasiparticle velociy di ersdﬁcom the \bare" electron ve-
locity by a factor ="= = £2>+
netic energy counted from the Femm ienergy, and being
the superconductor energy gap. G iven the distrdbution

fiinction in Eq. 213), the nom althem oelectric current
reads

2, p being the ki~

F=e VxFp



A susualin the theory of them oelectric phenom ena, the

contrbutions ofelectronsand holes to the current tend to

canceleach other, and thenet e ect is sensitive to details
ofthe band structure and to the energy dependence ofthe

density of states, in particular. At tem peraturesT & ,

the order ofm agniude of the them oelectric current can

be estim ated as

T )

Jr e¢ n o2 (2.14)
F

where vy and " are the Fem ivelocity and energy, re—
spectively, and n is the electron density. For a rough

estin ate, assum e that the tem perature di erence is com —
parable to T.. In this case,

. T. °
Jr eny  —
F

(2.15)

Thus a presence of a tem perature drop at the contact
between two superconducting banks leads to fom ation
ofthe themm oelectric current through the nanobridge the
order of m agnitude of which can be evaluated according
to Eq. ). The total them oelectric current, Ir , is
found by the m ultiplication ofthe current density jr and
the bridge crosssection S, It = 3} S:

III. THERM OELECTRIC FLUX

A swe have discussed above, we study a nanostructure
that consists of a superconducting bridge w ith a thick—
ness and a width an aller than the London penetration
depth 1 . The bridge pins two banksm ade ofthe sam e
superconductor W ih a critical tem perature T.; and a
thickness an aller than ). By means of a point-like
heating, using eg. N-8 tunnel junction (see Appendix),
the banksare kept at di erent tem peratures. W e assum e
that the bridge region carrying them oelectric current Ir
is short—circuited by superconducting branch w ith sizes
larger than 1 form ing a loop of the linear size L. The
behaviour of the system isdi erent for the two lim iing
cases:a) L > Ly;b) L < Ly.

W e start our analysis wih the rst one, that is the
case when the branch mmbalance relaxation length Ly, is
much shorter than the size of the system . &t can be re-
alized in particular if the nearcontact region at least for
one of the banks is covered by the superconductorw ith a
larger gap lading to e ective inbalance relaxation due
to Andreev re ections. If the circuit is sim ple-connected
the them oelectric current is com pensated by the super—
current created due to the Andreev re ection or buk
m echanian s of the charge inbalance relaxation. Thus
the decay of the nom althem oelectric current is locally
com pensated by supercurrent.

The siuation becom es di erent if the circuit is not
sim ple-connected, ie., when another branch m ade, for
Instance, of the material with a larger T.) closes the
loop. In this case, the net electric current, built of the

nom althem oelectric and superconducting com ponents,
through the bridge m ay be nite for the charge current
continuity ism aintained by the supercurrent I. through
the branch closing the loop: I. is actually the electric
current circulating in the loop, and (I, %) is the su—
perconducting com ponent of the net current through the
bridge. The circulating current I. can be readily evalu—
ated m inim izing the totalenergy W ofthe system . The
latter is given by the follow ing expression,

1
W :_(IT

1
5 L)%Ly + 5I§L :

B.1)

The rsttem origihates from the kinetic energy of su—
perconducting electrons in the bridge, Ly being the well-
known kinetic inductance,

2
L L

L
8 s

(Where L and S, as above, are the bridge length and

cross-section, respectively) . T he second term in Eq. [Zl)

is the energy ofm agnetic eld created by the circulating
current I., and L is the inductance of the loop, which is
close to the geom etrical nductance of the m acroscopic
branch. M inin izing W w ith respect to 1., one obtains

L- I —k 32)
T+ L
and, thus the them oelectric m agnetic ux is
. U 3 3)
TN

The ux r is controlled by the am aller of the induc-
tances In question.

Note that if Ly L;
is estin ated as

r does not depend on L and

2
IILL
S

T = It Ly 34)

In the dirty lim i, the penetration depth
its value in thebuk pure m aterialas

1 Is related to

2= Z2(,=L)

where | ¥ = is the ocoherence length, and L is the
electron elastic m ean free path. A s it can be seen, this
result coincides w ith the predictions of the papers?“ as-
sum ing that the them oelectric current is alm ost com —
pletely com pensated by the supercurrent.

However, the situation is qualitatively di erent if
Ly L, a condition which can be realistical]ly met
for a nanoscale bridge. Indeed, assum ing L S and
L 1 10 ®an, or , 10 ®an, o 10 “an, one
obtains Ly 10 2an . This m eans that the kinetic in—
ductance Ly may be com parable to the m agnetic geo—
m etric inductance L even for a relatively large, nearly
m acroscopic loop. In this case, the nom al them oelec—
tric current generated by the bridge is non-locally short—
circuited by the supercurrent through the m acroscopic



branch than being o set locally by the supercurrent. In
this lin it, one has from Eq. E3):

r=1IrL: 35)
D espite the absence ofthe current cancellation w ithin the
bridge, the ux through the loop is Ix=L tin es an aller
than it has been predicted in earlier papers?. At the
sam e tin e, the m agnetic eld w ithin the structure prac—
tically coincides w ith its valie for a nom alm etal struc—
ture. C orrespondingly, it can ke m uch larger than for the
therm oelctric e ect in m acroscopic circuits. Indeed, as—
sum ing that the Inductance L is ofthe order ofthe linear
size of the circuit, our estin ates for the m agnetic eld
from Egs. 34), and E3) are

Ly
Hr z 7 bk L (3.6)
and
H oy L 3B.7)
T 1 ’ k .

T hus the "them oelectric" m agnetic eld isthe largerthe
analler is L and ismuch larger for the regine Ly > L
than for a \m acroscopic" considered earlier 4. W e
believe that this factor signi cantly suppressesa possible
rolk ofm asking e ects.

In the lin iting case (), when the charge Imbalance
length L, is much shorter than the size of the system
L < Lyp), the quasiparticle them oelectric current is
not converted into a supercurrent but short-circuited by
the nom al current through the closing branch (as i oc—
curs In nom alm etal them oelectric circuits). T he nor-
m al charge current in the loop generates a m agnetic ux
which in tum generates a circulating supercurrent I. in
the direction opposite to the nom alcurrent. In thiscase,
theenergy W = IZLy=2+ (Ir L)?’L=2 is buil of the
supercurrent kinetic energy IgL k=2 and the m agnetic en—

ergy (Ir L)’L=2.M inin izhg W ,
I.=1I - ;
"L+,

and the total them oelectric ux, t = (Ir L)L, is

again given by Eq. E3). Therefore, the therm oelectric
ux r is com pletely controlled by the nom al com po—
nent ifLy > L.
Let us estin ate the largest possble valuesof 1 which
can be realized for lJarge L . W e have

1, 2
— 3.8
T E S (3.8)
where L. and S are the bridge length and cross-section
respectively.
C orrespondingly,

T
T eny — (3.9)

&

In what Pllows we will assume that all the sizes of

the bridge are of the sam e order whik one should also

put L L. Assuming T= 104 (T 1K), 2

10 % ?, 10 *an onehas 1 103 .
Foranaller L, them agnetic uxes are am aller than the

above estin ate but the m agnetic elds are higher.

Iv. CONCLUSION

In this paper we have analyzed the them oelectric ef-
fects in superconducting nanostructures. W hen the size
of a them oelectric circuit is less than the branch imbal-
ance length, the very picture ofthe them oelectrice ects
becom esdi erent from that considered earlier form acro—
scopic system s: rather than being o set locally by the
supercurrent, the quasiparticle themm oelectric current is
short—circuied nonlocally, by the di usion current in the
branch closing the circuit, sin ilar to the picture of the
e ect in nom alm etalthem oelectric loops. T he therm o—
electrice ectsin superconducting nanostructuresm ay be
com parable w ith that in system s ofm acroscopic size sys—
tem s. At the sam e tin ¢, them asking e ects nherent for
m acroscopic superconductors can be elin Inated so that
nanoscale structures are prom ising for studying the ther-
m oelectric e ects In superconductors.
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APPENDIX A:TEM PERATURE DISTRIBUTION

T he purpose of this section is to discuss the conditions
when one can ascribbe di erent tem peratures to elections
In two banks connected by a short bridge.

In recent years it hasbeen dem onstrated that the elec—
tronic tem perature ofametal In m ay substantially dif-
fer from the lattice tem perature of the dielectric sub-
strate. For quasi2D m etallic nanostructures at low tem —
peratures, there are two factors that are favorabl for
such a possibility. First, am all electron-phonon collision
ratesprevent e ective transfer ofheat to the phonon sys—
tam of the substrate. Second, the phonon heat conduc—
tivity of the substrate at an all spatial scales tums out
to be an aller than the electron heat conductivity within
the Im s since the phonon m ean free path is lin ited by
the spatial inhom ogeneity. U sing the W iedem ann -Franz
law , one estin ates the electron heat current w ithin the
m etal layer of a length L and cross—section S as

Q el

T
TSD eh @Al



where T isthe tam perature di erence, D. is electron
di usivity, and nr (T=F)n is the concentration of
quasiparticles participating in the heat transfer wheren
is the total electron concentration whilke "¢ is the Fem i
energy). At the sam e tin e, the heat ux from the Im
to the substrate can be estin ated as

SLn T

0 g @2)

e ph
where . n is electron-phonon relaxation time. From
Egs. &), and B2), one sees that Qo1 > Q up provided
L? < w e ph -

Tt isalso instructive to com pare the electronicheat ux
Q1 with the heat ux Q. supported by phonons in the
substrate and \shunting" the electron ux. One easily
obtains that Qe1 > Qpn provided

T . 3 "
Lsminw;kbn) T ?F<l

3
d vr Lk Tp @3

where Tp is the D ebye tem perature of the substrate, w

is the w idth ofthe m etal layer, d is the layer thickness, s
is the sound velocity while I and 1y are themean free
paths of electrons w ithin the layer and phonons w ithin
the substrate, respectively. Since the electron heat con—
ductivity dom inates provided any of the aforem entioned
conditions holds, one conclides that at low tem peratures
the electron tem perature ism ainly controlled by electron
heat conductivity of the m etal structure.

Consider now a point ballistic bridge connecting to
metal banks with di erent electronic tem peratures. It
follow s from the above considerations that the tem pera—
ture drop is concentrated m ainly w ithin the contact re—
gion. Indeed, for 3D geom etry and a di usive transport
In the buk, the tem perature distrbution in the banks
near the bridge follow s the sam e law as an electric po—
tential distribbution, that is the tem perature drop is con—
centrated in the bridge. Ifthe whole structure ism ade of
ametal In ofthe sam e thickness and w ith the di usive
electron transport this statem ent holds only w ith a loga—
rithm ic accuracy because of the 2D character of electron
di usion. H owever if the thickness ofthe bridge region is
much an aller than the thicknesses ofthe banks (that is if
the con guration is a 3D -like one) the tem perature drop
isagain com pletely restricted by the contact region. T he
sam e holds provided the electron transport within the
contact and near-contact regions is ballistic. Indeed, it
ollow s from the fact that under the W iedem ann-Franz
law the tem perature pro X is sim ilar to the electric po-
tentialpro e whilk in 2D ballistic structures the poten—
tialdrop is concentrated in the contact region.

Tt is expected that very large values of T can be
realized in the point contact geom etry. Indeed, one can
apply ortheheat ux the sam e argum ents as for electric
current through the ponnt contactt®, nam ely, that the
relaxation processes for the electrons take place within
the buk of the sam ple at distances ( D¢ )'~2. Thus
enom ous values of tem perature gradient and heat ux
density do not lead to destruction of the bridge.

1. E lectron heating

Let us consider the in portant practical question con—
ceming the generation ofthe tem perature gradient across
the bridge. W e have assum ed above that the excitations
w ithin the one of the banks are heated as com pared to
the excitations in another one. Since we dealw ith super—
conductors, it exclides the Joule heating. O n the other
hand, m icrow ave heating in plies relatively large areas.
In our opinion, the best way is to heat electrons on one
on the banks using a tunnel S-I-N Junction. The junc-
tion is formed by a nomal In of area $ put on the
top of the superconducting bank @ ih a thin insulating
layer). W hen the bias eV across the S-TN junction is
much larger than the superconductor energy gap, high—
energy electronstunnelling from N layerw illrelax m ainly
due to creation ofelectron-hole pairsw ithin the supercon—
ducting layer. To have the electron tem perature form ed,
one should have

SZ > VF]e eer

ce being the electron-electron scattering tim e.

Now lt us compare the them al current from the
heated superconducting layer to the substrate and the
them al current through the point contact to the \cold"
bank. A ssum ing that the thickness of the superconduct-
ing Jayer form ing the tunnel junction and the layer form -
Ing the point contact are the sam e, one nds that the
them alcurrent through the contact dom nates provided

SoL=w < Lv eph A4)
where L and w are the point contact length and w idth,
respectively. If L w one concludes, that this condition
can hold since at low enough tem peratures ¢ n > ce-
C orrespondingly, in this case only a region w ith the area
S, (under the tunnel jinction) is heated w ith respect to
the rest of the device, the heat lak being due to ther-
m al current through the point contact. Certainly, one
should also assum e that the area of the superconducting
layer n the \cold" bank is large enough to ensure e -
cient heat w thdrawal to its substrate. In this case one
easily obtains

L "F

T V—————-
wdD nT

@A>5)

where T is the current through the tunnel junction.
Them ain conclusion follow Ing from the considerations
given above is that it is possible to have \point-like" elec—
tron heating restricted by the area ¥ Lk oe. Its linear
din ensions for realistic estim ates can be as small as 3
m . Correspondingly, if the inductance loop has m acro—
scopic size this local heating (and corresponding local
variation ofthe penetration length) is not expected to af-
fect the tem perature-dependent (or rather V -dependent)
ux through the loop.
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