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Hybrid structures of semiconducting (SM) nanowires, epitaxially grown superconductors (SC),
and ferromagnetic-insulator (FI) layers have been explored experimentally and theoretically as al-
ternative platforms for topological superconductivity at zero magnetic field. Here, we analyze a
tripartite SM/FI/SC heterostructure but realized in a planar stacking geometry, where the thin
FI layer acts as a spin-polarized barrier between the SM and the SC. We optimize the system’s
geometrical parameters using microscopic simulations, finding the range of FI thicknesses for which
the hybrid system can be tuned into the topological regime. Within this range, and thanks to the
vertical confinement provided by the stacking geometry, trivial and topological phases alternate
regularly as the external gate is varied, displaying a hard topological gap that can reach half of the
SC one. This is a significant improvement compared to setups using hexagonal nanowires, which
show erratic topological regions with typically smaller and softer gaps. Our proposal provides a mag-
netic field-free planar design for quasi-one-dimensional topological superconductivity with attractive
properties for experimental control and scalability.

I. INTRODUCTION

The interplay between superconductivity and mag-
netism in low-dimensional systems allows to engineer
quantum phases absent in nature otherwise. Topolog-
ical superconductors are paradigmatic examples, host-
ing Majorana-like quasiparticles at their boundaries or
near defects. The exotic properties of these bound
states, including their non-locality and non-abelian ex-
change statistics, have attracted a growing interest in
the field [1–6]. In particular, they are ideal platforms
for encoding and processing quantum information in a
protected way [7].

Theory proposals suggested the onset of topological su-
perconductivity in semiconductor (SM) nanowires with
strong spin-orbit coupling when proximitized by a su-
perconductor (SC) [8, 9]. As an external magnetic field
increases, the system undergoes a topological quantum
phase transition, characterized by the closing and re-
opening of the superconducting gap. In the topolog-
ical regime, sufficiently long wires feature zero-energy
Majorana bound states at the ends. Robust zero-bias
conductance peaks compatible in principle with Majo-
rana states have been measured in nanowires over the
last decade [10–14]. Later works have shown zero-energy
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FIG. 1. Hybrid planar heterostructure. (a) Sketch
of the device studied in this work: 2D semiconductor
(SM)/ferromagnetic insulator (FI)/superconductor (SC) het-
erostructure stacked in the z-direction and infinite in the x-
direction. The substrate is insulating and typically composed
of several stacked semiconducting layers. The top gate can
be used to confine the wavefunction below the grounded SC.
The thickness of the ferromagnetic insulator layer dFI is var-
ied to optimize the topological properties. (b) Schematics of
the conduction-band bottom along the heterostructure stack-
ing direction for a specific choice of materials (InAs/EuS/Al)
and representative geometrical parameters (dSM = 10 nm,
dFI = 2 nm, dSC = 8 nm and LSC = 100 nm). Red and blue
colors represent different spin directions, and the gray dashed
line depicts the Fermi level.

states also in two-dimensional (2D) SM/SC hybrids [15–
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18], an ideal platform for multi-wire designs with a mea-
sured high mobility [19–21]. However, the strong exter-
nal magnetic field needed for the topological transition
is detrimental to superconductivity and sets strict con-
straints on the device geometry, since the applied field
needs to be oriented parallel to each wire. This is an
obstacle for experiments showing Majorana non-abelian
properties [22] and, ultimately, for topological quantum
devices. Devices based on magnetic flux through full-
shell nanowires [23–25] and the phase difference in su-
perconducting junctions [26–28] are alternatives consid-
ered recently. However, these designs offer drawbacks for
device scaling, due to their magnetic field direction sensi-
tivity or the difficulty of controlling the phase difference
between many superconductors.

In this context, ferromagnetic insulators (FIs) offer a
way to solve the above problems by inducing a local ex-
change field on the SM nanowire by proximity effect,
eliminating the need for external magnetic fields. Recent
experiments in hexagonal nanowires partially covered by
overlapping SC and FI shells showed the appearance of
zero-bias conductance peaks [29], spin-polarized subgap
states [30]. Concurrent theoretical works demonstrated
the possibility of topological superconductivity in these
tripartite systems by a combination of a direct induced
exchange from the FI into the SM and an indirect one
through the SC [31–36]. A third mechanism whereby
electrons tunnel from the SC to the SM through the spin-
polarized FI barrier was identified for sufficiently thin FI
layers [35, 37]. In general, fine-tuning from back and
side gates was necessary in order to push the SM elec-
tron wavefunction close to both the SC and FI layers,
maximizing magnetic and superconducting correlations.

In this work we propose a planar SM/FI/SC het-
erostructure for the creation of a field-free quasi-one di-
mensional (1D) topological superconductor, Fig. 1(a). In
this setup, a thin FI layer is grown between the SC and
the SM [38]. Due to the band alignment properties be-
tween materials, see Fig. 1(b), a charge accumulation
layer appears at the SM/FI interface [33], hosting a two-
dimensional electron gas (2DEG). The role of the FI layer
is two-fold: to induce an exchange field in the 2DEG and
the SC, and to act as a spin-polarized barrier for elec-
trons. In addition, a SC stripe on top of the FI layer
defines a quasi-1D geometry where superconductivity is
induced. State-of-the-art 2DEG platforms are usually
grown on top of rather thick substrates, making it hard
to gate them from the bottom. For this reason, we in-
clude a top gate in our design, used to manipulate the
wavefunction profile in the SM region and drive the sys-
tem in and out of the topological phase.

To test the properties of this device, we carry out
microscopic simulations using a unified numerical ap-
proach [32, 39] that describes the electrostatic environ-
ment and treats the three different materials on an equal
footing. Using specifically an InAs/EuS/Al heterostruc-
ture, a robust topological phase appears when the FI
thickness is between ∼1.5 nm and ∼3 nm, equivalent to

2–5 EuS monolayers. It approximately corresponds to
the wavefunction penetration length into the FI. In Ap-
pendix D we compare our results with the hexagonal
cross-section nanowire geometry, illustrating that our 2D
proposal provides larger and more regular topological re-
gions as the external gate is varied, which moreover dis-
play larger and harder gaps. We associate this behav-
ior with the stronger vertical confinement achieved in
2DEGs compared to hexagonal nanowires. Therefore,
our work establishes 2D ferromagnetic heterostructures
as a promising platform for topological superconductiv-
ity, opening the possibility of defining complex topologi-
cal wire structures.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

Following Ref. 32, we describe the heterostructure
in Fig. 1(a) with a Bogoliubov-de Gennes Hamilto-
nian that includes the conduction band electrons in
the three materials. In the Nambu basis Ψkx =

(ψkx↑, ψkx↓, ψ
†
−kx↑, ψ

†
−kx↓), it is given by

H =

[
~kT

~2

2m∗(~r)
~k + EF(~r)− eφ(~r) + hx(~r)σx

]
τz (1)

+
1

2

[
~αR(~r) ·

(
~σ × ~k

)
+
(
~σ × ~k

)
· ~αR(~r)

]
τz + ∆(~r)σyτy,

where σi and τj are the Pauli matrices in spin and Nambu
space. We consider a translation invariant system in the
x-direction. Therefore, the position and momentum op-

erators read as ~r = (y, z) and ~k = (kx,−i∂y,−i∂z) in the
above Hamiltonian, with kx being a good quantum num-
ber. The model parameters are the effective mass m∗,
the conduction-band bottom EF, the exchange field hx
(non-zero only in the FI), and the superconducting pair-
ing potential ∆ (non-zero only in the SC). Note that ∆(~r)
is real in the above equation. These parameters have a
constant value inside each material. For our calculations,
we use InAs for the SM, EuS as FI, and Al as SC. The
material parameters are given in Table I in Appendix A
according to estimations and measurements that can be
found in the literature. We also include quenched disor-
der in the outer surface of the SC, that is characteristic
of this kind of heterostructures and beneficial for the su-
perconducting proximity effect [32, 39]. We have found
that disorder in the FI (e.g., due to the corrugation of
the EuS-Al interface [40]) does not significantly change
the energy spectrum (not shown).

We describe the electrostatic interactions in the
stacking of Fig. 1(a) by solving self-consistently the
Schrödinger-Poisson equation in the Thomas-Fermi ap-
proximation [39, 41, 42]. We take into account the band
bending produced at the InAs/EuS interface [33, 43], see
Fig. 1(b), using a fixed positive surface charge in our
simulations. This strong band-bending is crucial as it in-
duces a natural 2DEG at the SM/FI interface, enhancing
the topological properties of the device by confining elec-
trons close to the proximitized region [32, 33]. Then, a
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FIG. 2. Topological phase diagrams for different FI thicknesses. Top row: energy spectrum at kx = 0 as a function of
the top-gate voltage Vtg for a FI thickness of (a) dFI = 1 nm, (b) dFI = 1.5 nm and (c) dFI = 4 nm. Colors represent the weight
WSC of each state in the superconducting Al layer. Shaded Vtg regions are those characterized by a trivial phase, i.e., Q = +1;
while white regions correspond to a topological phase, i.e., Q = −1. Bottom row (d,e,f): effective exchange coupling heff (solid
lines) and superconducting pairing amplitude ∆eff (dotted lines) for the lowest-energy state in (a), (b), (c), respectively, as
given by Eqs. (2) and (3).

quasi-1D system can be defined by means of an electro-
static lateral confinement. This is achieved by applying
a negative potential to the top gate that depletes the
2DEG everywhere except underneath the grounded SC
stripe, which screens the electric field coming from the
top gate. This allows controlling the lateral extension (in
the y-direction) of the SM 1D channels. Moreover, the
top gate allows for partial control of the local chemical
potential in the effective wire. Our design is independent
of the choice of the specific materials as long as they ful-
fill some requirements: the SM should feature a surface
2DEG, whereas the FI should have a moderate bandgap
to allow electron tunneling, and a sufficiently large spin-
splitting to induce the topological transition (but small
enough not to suppress superconductivity in the SC).

Additional details on the electrostatic problem can be
found in Appendix A. We obtain the self-consistent elec-
trostatic potential φ(~r) across the heterostructure along
with the Rashba field ~αR(~r), non-zero only in the SM.
The Rashba coupling is proportional to the electric field
~∇φ(~r), which is mainly oriented in the z-direction, and
it is accurately described using the procedure of Ref. 44
and further discussed in Appendix A. The spin-orbit

field (∼ ~k × ~αR) is mainly oriented in the y-direction
(∼ αR,zkxσy), with small components in the x and z-
directions. We have verified that the electric field in the
FI is negligible and, therefore, φ(~r) is disregarded in that
region in Eq. (1).

We describe the FI as a depleted wide-bandgap semi-
conductor with a spin-split conduction band laying above
the Fermi level, as depicted schematically Fig. 1(b). The
topological phase can appear when the FI magnetization
is not aligned with the spin-orbit field (which is oriented

fundamentally in the y-direction in our device), and it
is maximized when the magnetization and the spin-orbit
field are perpendicular. In this work we assume that the
FI exhibits a homogeneous in-plane magnetization along
the x-direction and negligible stray fields, consistent with
the measured easy-axis in thin EuS [40]. We note that
our setup could tolerate in principle an arbitrary mis-
alignment of the exchange field in the z-direction since
this would still be perpendicular to the spin-orbit term.
This is an advantage with respect to schemes relying
on magnetic fields, where relatively small perpendicular
magnetic fields to the SC layer suppress superconductiv-
ity due to orbital effects.

After the calculation of the electrostatic interactions,
we discretize the continuum Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) fol-
lowing a finite differences scheme with a grid of 0.1 nm.
We diagonalize the resulting sparse Hamiltonian for dif-
ferent top-gate voltages Vtg, and longitudinal momenta
kx using the routines implemented in Ref. 45. From the
low-energy eigenstates Ψkx(~r) we obtain the topological
invariant [32, 46–48] and estimate the effective parame-
ters heff and ∆eff for the lowest-energy one as

heff ≡ 〈hx(~r)σ0τ0〉

=

∫
Ψ†0(~r)hx(~r)σ0τ0Ψ0(~r) d~r = h0WFI, (2)

∆eff ≡ 〈∆(~r)σ0τ0〉

=

∫
Ψ†0(~r)∆(~r)σ0τ0Ψ0(~r) d~r = ∆0WSC, (3)

where Wβ is the weight of the lowest-energy state in
the material β = {SC,FI}, σ0 and τ0 are the identity
matrices in spin and Nambu space, and h0 and ∆0 are



4

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

kx (nm−1)

-0.2

0

0.2
E

(m
eV

)

Vtg = −925 mV
(a)

-0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4

E (meV)

0

4

8

D
O

S
↑,↓

(a
.u
.)

(d)
DOS↑ DOS↓

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

kx (nm−1)

Vtg = −900 mV
(b)

-0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4

E (meV)

(e)

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

kx (nm−1)

Vtg = −850 mV
(c)

2Emin

-0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4

E (meV)

(f)

2Emin

0

1

W
S

C

FIG. 3. Topological phase transition and DOS. Dispersion relation for a device with EuS layer thickness dFI = 1.5 nm,
and for (a) Vtg = −925 mV (before the topological transition), (b) Vtg = −900 mV (at the topological transition), and (c)
Vtg = −850 V (in the middle of the topological phase). In (d-f) we show the spin-resolved integrated DOS of the corresponding
plot on the top. Only the (c,f) case is topological, with Emin being the topological minigap, i.e., the lowest-state energy at
kx = kF.

the parent exchange coupling in the FI and the parent
superconducting pairing in the SC, respectively. The
estimation in Eqs. (2) and (3) is valid for any subgap
state (|En| < ∆0) when the heterostructure thicknesses
dSM � λSO and dSC � ξSC, being λSO the spin-orbit
length and ξSC the superconducting coherence length.
Additional details can be found in Appendix B. heff and
∆eff can be interpreted as the parameters entering in
an effective single-band Oreg-Lutchyn Hamiltonian [8, 9]
describing the lowest-energy subband. These quanti-
ties, together with the effective chemical potential µeff ,
are useful to understand when the system undergoes a
topological phase transition, as a large enough exchange
field is needed to fulfill the 1D topological criterion, i.e.,
|heff | &

√
∆2

eff + µ2
eff [8].

III. RESULTS

The low-energy wavefunctions decay exponentially in
the FI layer on a length scale approximately given by
ξFI =

√
2EF,FIm∗FI/~2, where EF,FI is the conduction

band minimum in the FI with respect to the Fermi level.
For our materials choice ξFI ≈ 2.3 nm. As a consequence,
the thickness of the FI layer determines the tunneling am-
plitude between the 2DEG and the SC: thicker FI layers
decouple the 2DEG from the SC resulting in a reduc-
tion of the superconducting proximity effect, while thin-
ner ones exhibit a reduced induced magnetization in the
2DEG. Hence, there is an optimal barrier thickness that
allows for a sufficiently large induced exchange field and
pairing potential in the 2DEG to drive the system into

the topological regime.
The topological phase transition of the system occurs

at a gap closing and reopening when the lowest energy
subband crosses zero energy at the kx = 0 high symme-
try point. For this reason, in Fig. 2 we show the energy
spectrum of the system at kx = 0 as a function of the top-
gate voltage for three different values of the FI thickness
(dFI). The white (gray) background denotes the topo-
logical (trivial) phase, determined by the corresponding
topological invariant.

Left panels in Fig. 2 show the regime where the FI is
too thin to induce a topological phase transition. The en-
ergy spectrum shows low-energy bands localized mainly
in the SC, represented by the black color in Fig. 2(a).
In this case, superconductivity dominates the properties
of the low-energy modes. In Fig. 2(b) we show the effec-
tive superconducting pairing amplitude (dotted line) and
exchange coupling (solid line) calculated using Eqs. (2)
and (3). For this thickness, we observe that heff is mostly
below ∆eff , consistent with the system being in the trivial
regime as the topological condition |heff | &

√
∆2

eff + µ2
eff

cannot be fulfilled.
The situation becomes more favorable for FI layers

of intermediate thickness, middle panels in Fig. 2. As
a function of Vtg, the system shows several topological
transitions when consecutive subbands cross zero energy.
The topological regions are characterized by a non-trivial
topological invariant and are marked by a white back-
ground in Figs. 2(b) and (e). In these regions, the lowest-
energy wavefunction has a significant weight in both the
SC and the SM, as illustrated by the purple line color.
The topological transition is associated with an increase
of heff , overcoming the value of ∆eff , see Fig. 2(e). In
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Fig. 3, corresponding to dFI = 1.5 nm.

Appendix B, we further illustrate that the topological
criterion in 1D is fulfilled. The small deviations found
are due to the approximated character of the effective
parameters. We note that, for the optimal range of dFI,
every subband can be tuned to the topological regime
as Vtg is varied, in contrast to the hexagonal wire case
where some subbands do not show a topological crossing,
see for instance Ref. 32 or Appendix D. This is due to
the effective hard-wall confinement of the wavefunction
in the thin SM layer in the z-direction [see Fig. 1(a)],
which keeps the wavefunction close to the FI/SC layers
for every subband. As a consequence, the device shows
a regular alternation of trivial and topological regions
against Vtg with comparable minigaps. The topological
regions thus occupy a larger area in parameters space
compared to the hexagonal wire case, where the appear-
ance of the topological regions is more erratic, since the
wavefunction can spread throughout the wide hexagonal
section, sometimes avoiding a good proximity effect with
the SC/FI layers.

The situation of a too-thick FI barrier is illustrated
in the right panels of Fig. 2. A thick barrier hinders
tunneling through the FI, preventing the hybridization
of SC and 2DEG states. The reduced hybridization be-
tween the two materials can be seen from the shape of the
spectrum in Fig. 2(c), where the system shows an almost
horizontal black line at the SC gap (E ∼ 0.23 meV) and
a series of almost vertical lines (orange dots) crossing the
gap. This is also manifested in the abrupt transitions
of effective parameters in Fig. 2(f). When ∆eff > heff

the ground-state wavefunction is localized mostly in the
SC and it is essentially independent of the gate voltage,
whereas when ∆eff < heff it is localized mostly in the SM.
We note that the regions with a large effective exchange
field also exhibit a suppressed superconducting pairing,
consistent with normal gapless states in the SM.

The properties of a topological superconductor are
highly dependent on the value and quality of the topo-
logical minigap, which we examine now. In Fig. 3, we

consider a device with dFI = 1.5 nm as we sweep Vtg.
We show the energy subbands versus momentum kx and
the spin-resolved density of states (DOS) in three rep-
resentative situations: before (left column), at (middle
column), and after (right column) the topological transi-
tion. Before the transition, Fig. 3(a), the heterostructure
features a trivial gap and the above-gap states are mostly
localized in the SC (black color curves). The DOS dis-
plays a hard gap around zero energy and the character-
istic spin-split superconducting coherence peaks, see red
and blue curves in Fig. 3(d). From this plot we infer that
the induced exchange field in the SC is around 100 µeV
(∼ 50% of the Al gap), consistent with the value found
in experiments [49–51]. A similar peak splitting is found
in Figs. 3(e,f), i.e., it is independent of the value of the
gate potential.

At the topological transition, one subband crosses zero
energy at kx = 0, Fig. 3(b). It results in a finite DOS
inside the superconducting gap, see Fig. 3(e). As we in-
crease Vtg, the superconducting gap reopens in the topo-
logical phase, Fig. 3(c), accompanied by the onset of Ma-
jorana bound states at the ends of a finite-length quasi-
1D wire defined by the SC stripe (not shown). The hard
gap found in Fig. 3(f), Emin, has a typical value of tens
to a hundred µeV. We associate the large topological
gaps found in these devices with the electrostatic con-
finement in the vertical direction. The thin SM layer, to-
gether with the top gate tuned to negative values, makes
it possible to concentrate the weight of the wavefunction
in the region where superconductivity, magnetism, and
spin-orbit coupling coexist. This is signaled by the pur-
ple color of the lowest-energy subband in Fig. 3(c).

The importance of the wavefunction localization is il-
lustrated in Fig. 4, which shows the lowest-energy wave-
function probability density across the device. In the
topological regime, Fig. 4(a), the ground state wavefunc-
tion is concentrated below the SC, maximizing the prox-
imity effects of the SC and FI layers on top. The vertical
confinement (in the z-direction) is determined by the SM
width, dSM, and the fact that there is an insulating sub-
strate below. The lateral confinement (in the y-direction)
is achieved by a negative top-gate voltage that depletes
the SM everywhere except below the SC. We note that
the SM wavefunction penetrates the FI layer all the way
to the SC due to its moderate gap and thickness. In
the trivial regime shown in Fig. 4(b), the wavefunction
spreads laterally through all the device cross-section (due
to a Vtg value comparable to or larger than the band
bending at the SM/FI interface), reducing the proximity
effects.

Finally, we vary the FI thickness to extract the opti-
mal range for topological superconductivity, Fig. 5. The
effective exchange coupling is shown in Fig. 5(a) and the
effective superconducting pairing in Fig. 5(b). The trans-
verse modes considered (depicted with different colors)
are the first four lowest-energy subbands that get pop-
ulated starting from a depleted SM as we increase Vtg.
For each calculated point, we tune Vtg to the value where
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the system is characterized by a topologically trivial phase
(and therefore there is no minigap). The suitable FI thick-
ness dFI for topological superconductivity in the 2D stacking
device proposed in this work ranges from ∼1.5 to ∼3 nm.

the subband is closer to the Fermi level (E = 0), where
heff is maximum, see Fig. 2(e,f). Therefore, each point
corresponds to a different Vtg value. We observe that
in general heff increases with dFI because of the growing
weight of the wavefunction inside the FI. In contrast, the
effective superconducting pairing decreases with the FI
thickness as the weight of the wavefunction in the SC
diminishes.

The topological minigap is shown in Fig. 5(c). It is cal-
culated for the value of Vtg that maximizes Emin for each
subband, i.e., well within the topological region. Depend-
ing on the transverse mode, its value ranges from tens to
a hundred µeV. Note that we have used the bulk SC
gap for the Al layer, ∆0 = 230 µeV. Nevertheless, SCs
with larger gaps such as Pb, Nb, Ta, V, or Sn, which can
also be grown epitaxially over InAs [52–55], could help
to increase the topological minigap. Interestingly, for the
small SM thickness considered here (10 nm), Emin is es-
sentially constant with dFI for every transverse mode.
This is again a consequence of the vertical confinement
that tends to produce regular topological patterns. This
regularity gets lost as the SM layer is made thicker, as

shown in Appendix C.
Lastly, we have compared our results for the pro-

posed 2D planar heterostructure with a similar stacking
in hexagonal nanowires, see Appendix D. The hexagonal
nanowire can also be tuned to the topological regime us-
ing an electrostatic gate. However, the topological phase
appears for reduced and irregular gate-voltage ranges
compared to the planar structure in Fig. 1. In addi-
tion, the topological gap in hexagonal nanowires is typ-
ically soft, exhibiting low-energy trivial states. These
states are prone to creating quasiparticle excitations poi-
soning, undermining coherence in the device and being
an obstacle to topological superconductivity. We asso-
ciate the improved topological properties of the presented
2D stacking with the vertical confinement of the 2DEG
wavefunction (see Fig. 16 in Appendix D).

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work we have proposed a planar heterostructure
for topological superconductivity using a thin ferromag-
netic insulator (FI) between a two-dimensional electron
gas (2DEG) and a superconductor (SC). The thin FI acts
as a spin-filter barrier for electrons tunneling through, in-
ducing a sufficiently large exchange field that gives rise to
a topological transition in the tripartite heterostructure.
In this geometry, superconducting stripes define quasi-1D
wires that can be gated from the top, avoiding bottom
gates that might be ineffective due to the rather thick
substrates needed to create high-quality semiconducting
heterostructures.

For illustration, we have considered an experimentally
tested material combination: InAs (SM), EuS (FI), and
Al (SC). We have found topological regions for FI thick-
nesses between 1.5 and 3 nm. Outside this range, the FI
is either too thick to allow tunneling between the SC and
the SM, or too thin to have a significant influence on the
SM electrons. The topological phase features a hard su-
perconducting gap in a range between tens to a 100 µeV.
This constitutes a significant improvement with respect
to previous hexagonal nanowire geometries [29, 32, 33],
where these gaps were only possible by fine-tuning side
gates to push the wavefunction sufficiently close to the
FI/SC layers. We associate this behavior to the vertical
confinement of the wavefunction for thin SM layers. Most
importantly, this vertical confinement also helps to cre-
ate a rather regular phase diagram, with topological and
trivial phases appearing at controlled values of the top-
gate potential. The topological regions produced by the
subsequent inverting subbands have moreover a similar
Vtg-range and comparable topological minigaps. Exper-
imentally, this is an advantageous property since it per-
mits to search for the topological phase in a predictable
manner rather than by randomly scanning parameters,
as it is typically the case with hexagonal nanowires.
Note added.– During the preparation of this

manuscript, an independent work on a similar sub-
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ject has been made available as a preprint [56]. Their
results are consistent with the ones of this article [57].

This version of the article has been accepted for publi-
cation, after peer review but is not the Version of Record
and does not reflect post-acceptance improvements, or
any corrections. The Version of Record is available on-
line at: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41535-022-00489-9.
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[36] K. Pöyhönen, D. Varjas, M. Wimmer, and A. R.
Akhmerov, SciPost Phys. 10, 108 (2021).

[37] J. Langbehn, S. Acero González, P. W. Brouwer, and
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Appendix A: Details on the model

1. Geometry

In this work we consider a hybrid ferromagnetic planar
heterostructure like the one shown in Fig. 1. It consists
of three stacked materials: a semiconductor (SM), a fer-
romagnetic insulator (FI) and a superconductor (SC). As
host of the 2DEG, we use a 10 nm thick layer of InAs.
Usually the InAs layer is grown on top of an elaborate
multilayer semiconductor substrate, used to relax lattice
stress and defects. The substrate does not influence the
physics of the 2DEG and only affects the electrostat-
ics. Nevertheless, its considerable thickness hinders the
use of bottom gates to tune the system properties, ex-
cept if they are grown together with the substrate, which
may increase disorder. We introduce the substrate in the
model by taking a 400 nm-thick layer of In0.25Ga0.75As.

The InAs SM layer has a natural 2DEG appearing at
its interface with the FI layer due to the presence of a
band bending in that interface. A quasi-1D wire can be
defined by applying electrostatic lateral confinement. In
our proposal, the lateral confinement is obtained using
a grounded superconductor (SC) in the form of a stripe
and a top gate. For our calculations, we use a supercon-
ducting stripe 100 nm wide and 8 nm thick. A dielectric
(8 nm of HfO2) isolates the top gate from the rest of the
system. A negative voltage on the top gate causes the
depletion of the 2DEG except below the SC, where an
effective 1D wire forms. We include a thin EuS layer
between the SC and the 2DEG, whose thickness is opti-
mized in this work to improve the topological properties
of the device.

We consider that the system is translational invariant
along the wire direction, x, while the cross-section width
in the y-direction is 200 nm, see Fig. 1(a). The remain-
ing parameters are presented in Table I, including typi-
cal values for the effective electron mass (m∗), spin-orbit
coupling (α), Fermi energy (EF), exchange field (hx), di-
electric constant (ε), and pairing potential (∆) for each
material.

TABLE I. Parameters used for the calculations of this work.
Temperature is fixed to 10 mK in all our simulations.

Material Parameter Value Refs.

InAs thickness 10 nm -

width 200 nm

m∗ 0.023m0 58

EF 0 43

hx 0 -

∆ 0 -

α (see Sec. A 3 for details)

εInAs 15.5ε0 59

ρsurf 2 · 10−3
(

e
nm3

)
60, 61

Al thickness 8 nm -

oxidation
thickness

2 nm

width 100 nm

m∗ m0 62

EF -8 eV -

hx 0 -

∆ 0.23 meV 63

α 0 64

VSC 0.4 eV 33

EuS thickness 1–4 nm -

m∗ 0.3m0 65

EF 0.7 eV 66, 43

hx 0.1 eV 67, 66

∆ 0 -

α 0 -

εEuS 10ε0 68

Dielectrics In0.25Ga0.75As
thickness

400 nm -

HfO2

thickness
8 nm

εInGaAs 13.9ε0 69

εHfO2 25ε0 59

εvacuum ε0 -

2. Electrostatic potential

We compute the electrostatic potential φ(~r) by solving
the Poisson equation across the device cross section,

~∇ ·
(
ε(~r)~∇φ(~r)

)
= −ρ(~r) , (A1)

where ε(~r) is the permittivity, which takes a different
constant value inside each material. In the right-hand-
side, ρ(~r) is the charge density, which includes two terms

ρ(~r) = ρsurf(~r) + ρmobile(~r). (A2)

The first one, ρsurf(~r), is a one-site-thick layer of positive
charge located at the SM/FI interface. It models the
band-bending towards this interface that emerges due to
the electro-chemical differences between both materials.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9601(67)90882-1
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.827254
https://doi.org/10.1117/12.827254
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(86)90139-0
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-3697(69)90201-7
https://doi.org/10.1142/2046
https://doi.org/10.1142/2046
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.085408
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.085408
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmat4176
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FIG. 6.

In addition, we impose a Dirichlet boundary condition at
the SC surface, VSC. Therefore, the SC also contributes
to enhancing the SM band bending. The SC and the
FI have different geometries, providing contributions to
the band bending with different spatial profiles. Hence,
both must be described separately and not with a single
parameter. The second term in Eq. (A2) is the mobile
charge of the conduction band inside the 2DEG. In prin-
ciple, the problem has to be solved self-consistently by di-
agonalizing the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1) together with the
Poisson equation (A1). However, both equations decou-
ple under the Thomas-Fermi (TF) approximation for the
charge density. This approximation, proven to provide
excellent results in heterostructures [39, 41, 42], assumes
that the mobile charge is well described by the one of a
free 3D electron gas

ρmobile ' ρ(TF)
mobile =

− 2e
√

2
3π2~3 {m∗ |eφ(~r)− EF| f [−(eφ(~r)− EF)]} 3

2 , (A3)

where f(E) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution for a given
temperature T . We do not include the contribution of the
valence bands to the mobile charges in the SM for simplic-
ity, since they only play a role for large negative gate po-
tentials. Within this approximation, one still has to solve

self-consistently the Poisson equation, as ρ
(TF)
mobile depends

on φ(~r). However, it does not involve the diagonalization
of the Hamiltonian, which is a computationally expensive
task. In order to solve the self-consistent scheme, we use
an Anderson mixing as explained in Ref. 32. A potential
at the top gate, together with the boundary conditions
explained above, changes the chemical potential in the
2DEG, confining the electrons beneath this region.

TABLE II. Parameters used for the spin-orbit coupling in the
InAs, extracted from Ref. 44 and references therein.

Crystal Parameter Value

(111) Zinc-blende Pfit 1300 meV · nm

∆g 417 meV

∆soff 390 meV

3. Spin-orbit coupling

A proper description of the spin-orbit interaction
is crucial to predict the robustness of the topological
phase [39, 70]. It arises due to any kind of spatial inver-
sion asymmetry and, therefore, only terms proportional
to an odd exponent in k can contribute to this interac-
tion. In this work, we only consider the linear terms in k
in the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1), as they are the dominant
ones, especially in III-V semiconductor compounds. The
spin-orbit coupling α mainly depends on the material
properties as well as the breaking of the spatial inversion.
For Al and EuS, either there is no evidence of a spin-orbit
interaction in their bands, or it is negligibly small. How-
ever, for III-V semiconductor compounds, like InAs, α is
relatively large [44]. In general, the spin-orbit coupling
can be split into two contributions: one arising from a
bulk inversion asymmetry ~αD, which is called Dressel-
haus; and another one which arises from a structural in-
version asymmetry ~αR(~r), which is called Rashba. The
former depends on the material properties and crystal
structure of the compound. While for our choice, zinc-
blende (111) InAs, it is negligible, for wurtzite (0001)
InAs it can play an important role. These two crystals
are the most common ones in the literature as they are
easy to grow and possess the smaller lattice mismatch
between the SC/FI and the SM [71]. On the other hand,
the Rashba component is a spatial dependent function,
rather than a constant, since it has to account for the
structural inversion asymmetry created by the electro-
static potential. Following the procedure of Ref. 44, we
describe the SOC as

~αR(~r) =
eP 2

fit

3

[
1

∆2
g

− 1

(∆g + ∆soff)2

]
~∇φ(~r), (A4)

where ∆g and ∆soff are the valence to conduction band
gap and split-off gap in the semiconductor. Here, Pfit is
the Kane coupling (conduction to valence band coupling)
corrected to take into account the material and crystal
properties of the 2DEG. In our simulations, we model
zinc-blende (111) as it has a larger SOC compared to
wurtzite structures [44]. The SOC parameters used in
our simulations are given in Table II.
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Appendix B: Numerical methods, topological
invariant and effective parameters

As explained in the main text, we obtain the eigen-
spectrum of the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1) by discretizing
the space with a regular 0.1 nm grid-spacing. We then di-
agonalize the resulting sparse tight-binding Hamiltonian
using the routines implemented in the package of Ref. 45.
In this way, we obtain the energies En(kx) and their cor-
responding Nambu-structured eigenstates Ψn(kx), where
n = {1, 2, ...} indexes different transverse modes. This
procedure is done for different gate potentials Vtg and
momenta along the stripe direction, kx. From the eigen-
pairs we obtain the spin-resolved DOS as

DOS↑↓(E) =
∑

n

∫
dkxΨ†n(kx)σ±Ψn(kx)g(E − En(kx)), (B1)

g(ω) =
1√

2πkBT
e
−
(

ω
kBT

√
2

)2

, (B2)

where σ± ≡ (σx ± iσy)/2.
We characterize the system’s topology by computing

the Z2 topological invariant

Q = (−1)C , (B3)

where C is the Chern number. This can be computed
from the low-energy eigenstates through the following ex-
pression [32, 46–48]

C =
1

2π

∑

l

Arg {λl} , (B4)

where λl are the eigenvalues of the Wilson matrix

W = C̃−π,0C̃0,πC̃π,−π, (B5)

being C̃kx,k′x = Ψ†(kx)Ψ(k′x) the overlapping matrix and
Ψ(kx) = (Ψ1(kx),Ψ2(kx), ...) the eigenmatrix contain-
ing all the eigenfunctions. As explained in Refs. 32 and
48, it is enough to include only the low-energy states
in the eigenmatrix Ψ(kx), as long as the subband that
goes topological is included (notice that Majoranas al-
ways emerge in the lowest-energy spectrum). This allows
to a partial diagonalization of the sparse Hamiltonian in
order to compute the topological invariant, reducing the
computational cost.

However, despite its accuracy, the above method can-
not explain intuitively why the system transits into the
topological phase. To gain some insight, we map the
behaviour of each subband of the system to an effective
1D Oreg-Lutchyn model [8, 9], using effective parameters
that characterize such band. Our approximation assumes
the separability of the eigenfunctions into a product of a
purely spatial profile ψn(~r), and a position-independent
Nambu spinor ϕn for the spin and particle-hole subspaces

Ψn(~r) ' ψn(~r)ϕn . (B6)

This approximation is valid for any subgap state (|En| <
∆0) when the heterostructure thickness is small com-
pared to the length where the spin and Nambu compo-
nents change significantly, i.e., the spin-orbit length λSO

and the superconducting coherence length ξSC. This is,
dSM � λSO and dSC � ξSC. Under this assumption, one
can write an effective Oreg-Lutchyn Hamiltonian [8, 9]
for each transverse subband n as

Heff,n =

(
~2k2

x

2meff,n
− µeff,n + heff,nσx

)
τz

+αeff,nkxσyτz + ∆eff,nσyτy ,

(B7)

where the effective parameters are given by

heff,n ≡ 〈hx(~r)σ0τ0〉n = h0WFI,n , (B8)

∆eff,n ≡ 〈∆(~r)σ0τ0〉n = ∆0WSC,n , (B9)

µeff,n ≡
〈(

∂x
~2

2m∗(~r)
∂x + ∂y

~2

2m∗(~r)
∂y

+EF(~r)− eφ(~r)

)
σ0τ0

〉

n

,

(B10)

αeff,n ≡ 〈αz(~r)σ0τ0〉n , (B11)

m−1
eff,n ≡

〈
1

m∗(~r)
σ0τ0

〉

n

, (B12)

being Wβ,n =
∫
~r∈β |Ψn(~r)|2 d~r the weight of the wave-

function in the material β. Here, h0 and ∆0 are the
parent exchange field in the FI and parent superconduct-
ing gap in the SC, correspondingly. In Eq. (B8), we ne-
glect for simplicity additional Zeeman contributions aris-
ing from the spin-orbit interaction.

Notably, the effective Hamiltonian (B7) reproduces the
spectrum for each band since its eigenvalues En (i.e.,
Heff,nϕn = Enϕn) are the same as the ones of the full
Hamiltonian of Eq. (1).

Finally, for each subband n that becomes topological
when approaching E = 0 through a gap closing at kx = 0,
it is possible to verify where the topological criterion

|heff | &
√
µ2

eff + ∆2
eff (B13)

is fulfilled as a function of top-gate voltage. We find
a good agreement between this criterion and the exact
calculation of the topological invariant, as we show in
Fig. 7. In this figure, we plot the function ftop ≡ h2

eff −
µ2

eff − ∆2
eff vs Vtg for two different FI thicknesses (a,b).

Following the topological criterion, whenever ftop > 0
the system is in the topologically regime. Together with
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FIG. 7. Topological invariant vs 1D topological crite-
rion. Topological criterion comparing results from comput-
ing the topological invariant (white/gray background for the
topological/trivial phases) and the effective 1D model (green
line). We show results as a function of the top-gate voltage
Vtg and for two different FI thicknesses (a,b). The remaining
parameters are the same as in Fig. 2.

this function, we shade the Vtg regions characterized by a
positive topological invariant (and therefore, in the trivial
phase), calculated using the full spectrum. Note that for
the parameters of our device, the total heterostructure
thickness is ∼20 nm, and λSO ∼ 100 nm and ξSC ∼ 100
nm for a diffusive SC [23]. Hence, the condition dSM +
dFI +dSM � λSO, ξSC is satisfied. We also find the same
agreement for the rest of the FI thicknesses (2–4 nm), not
shown in Fig. 7.

Appendix C: Additional results

In this section, we show complementary results to the
ones in the main text, including different values for the
EuS, Al and InAs thickness. In Fig. 8 we show the low-
energy bands (left panels) and the effective exchange field
and superconducting gap (right panels), as done in Fig. 2
in the main text but for more values of the EuS thickness.
These results were used for the ones presented in Fig.
5 of the main text. From these, it becomes clear that
the system can be tuned to the topological regime for
dFI between 1.5 and 3 nm. Above these thicknesses, the
lowest-energy wavefunction are confined either in the SM
or the SC, illustrated by values WSC < 0.5 or WSC ∼ 1.

For completeness, we also show in Fig. 9 the energy
spectrum versus momentum for the potential gate at
which the first subband develops a non-trivial topology,
when present. In all the represented cases, the system
exhibits a hard gap in the topological regime. The mini-
gap data of Fig. 5 for the first subband is extracted from
here.

Several parameters are either unknown or sample-
dependent. For this reason, we have performed addi-
tional calculations to check the robustness of our conclu-
sions against changes of these parameters. One of them is
the band-bending of the 2DEG towards the FI interface.
This band-bending controls the ungated doping of the
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FIG. 8. Phase diagrams for different FI layer thick-
nesses. Energy spectrum at kx = 0 versus the top-gate volt-
age Vtg (left panels) for different thicknesses of the EuS layer,
dFI (different rows). Colors represent the weight of each state
on the superconducting Al layer, WSC. Shaded background
Vtg regions are characterized by a trivial topological phase,
i.e., Q = +1; while white background ones correspond to the
non-trivial phase, i.e., Q = −1. Right panels: effective ex-
change coupling heff and superconducting pairing amplitude
∆eff for the lowest energy state on the left.

wire and the strength of the hybridization between the
2DEG states with the FI and the SC. Hence, its precise
value may affect the topological properties of the wire
as well as the optimal FI thickness to have a topological
phase.

The band-bending depends on two parameters: the
surface charge at the 2DEG/FI interface ρsurf and the po-
tential at the SC boundaries VSC. Both lead to a charge
accumulation close to the 2DEG/FI interface. In our sys-
tem, ρsurf is homogeneous across the interface while VSC



13

-0.2

0

0.2

E
(m

eV
)

Vtg = −800 mV

(a)

0

4

8

D
O

S
↑,↓

(b)

-0.2

0

0.2

E
(m

eV
)

Vtg = −850 mV

(c)

0

4

8

D
O

S
↑,↓

(d)

-0.2

0

0.2

E
(m

eV
)

Vtg = −790 mV

(e)

0

4

8
D

O
S
↑,↓

(f)

-0.2

0

0.2

E
(m

eV
)

Vtg = −750 mV

(g)

0

4

8

D
O

S
↑,↓

(h)

-0.2

0

0.2

E
(m

eV
)

Vtg = −775 mV

(i)

0

4

8

D
O

S
↑,↓

(j)

-0.2

0

0.2

E
(m

eV
)

Vtg = −800 mV

(k)

0

4

8

D
O

S
↑,↓

(l)

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

kx (nm−1)

-0.2

0

0.2

E
(m

eV
)

Vtg = −800 mV

(m)

-0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4

E (meV)

0

4

8

D
O

S
↑,↓

(n)

0 1
WSC DOS↑ DOS↓

FIG. 9. DOS for different FI layer thicknesses. Dis-
persion relation for (a) dFI = 1 nm and Vtg = −800 mV,
(c) dFI = 1.5 nm and Vtg = −850 mV, (e) dFI = 2 nm and
Vtg = −700 mV, (g) dFI = 2.5 nm and Vtg = −750 mV,
(i) dFI = 3 nm and Vtg = −775 mV, (k) dFI = 3.5 nm and
Vtg = −800 mV and (m) dFI = 4 nm, and Vtg = −800 mV. In
(b,d,f,h,j,l,n) we show the integrated spin-resolved DOS (in
a.u.) of the corresponding plot on the left. Notice the hard
gap, i.e., the absence of states below Emin.

concentrates charges below the SC region. In Fig. 10 we
show the effective exchange field (a), the effective super-
conducting gap (b), and the topological gap (c) for the
first subband as a function of the EuS thickness. Differ-
ent curves correspond a different band-bending profiles,
dependent on ρsurf and VSC. In red, we show the case in
the main text for comparison. The blue line correspond
to a smaller value of VSC, and the green one for a smaller
value of ρsurf , decreasing the charge accumulation with
respect to the result shown in the main text. The three
cases are qualitatively similar, indicating that a smaller
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FIG. 10. Effective parameters for different electro-
static parameters. Effective exchange coupling heff (a),
superconducting pairing amplitude ∆eff (b), and minigap
Emin = |E(kx = kF )| (c) for the first transverse subbands
versus the EuS thickness dFI. Different curves correspond
to different choices of electrostatic parameters (see legend).
Shaded and dashed regions represent that the system is char-
acterized by a topologically trivial phase (and therefore the
minigap is undefined).

band-bending does not affect significantly the effective
parameters of the lowest subband. Therefore, the opti-
mal EuS thickness remains the same as the one found in
the main text.

However, the number of transverse subbands that de-
velop a topological phase reduces with respect to the case
shown in the main text (not shown here). Actually, if one
decreases more these parameters, for example VSC ≤ 0.2
V and/or ρsurf ≤ 2 · 10−3

(
e

nm3

)
, it is not possible to find

a topological state for any Vtg or dFI (not shown). The
reason is that the band-bending dramatically changes the
doping of the wire. If the initial doping of the 2DEG is
too small, a positive potential must be used to effectively
dope it. Due to the SC screening, only the regions away
from the wire will be populated, leading to poor proxim-
ity effects and no topological states. This problem can
be fixed using a back gate tuning the doping of the SM.
In contrast, if the band-bending is large enough, a neg-
ative top gate potential deplete the 2DEG. This in turn
confines the wavefunction below the SC, enhancing the
proximity effects and the gap in the topological regime,
Fig. 10(c).

Apart from these electrostatic parameters, the thick-
ness and width of the different layers can be tuned to
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FIG. 11. Same as Fig. 10 but different curves correspond to
different SC thicknesses.

optimize topological properties. In particular, we sim-
ulate different values for the SC and the SM thickness,
which are experimentally controllable. In Fig. 11, we
show the effective exchange field, pairing potential, and
topological gap for different SC thickness. The red one
corresponds to the one studied in the main text (dSC = 8
nm) and the blue and the green ones correspond to a
thicker (dSC = 12 nm) and thinner ones (dSC = 4 nm).
The three curves seem to have a similar optimal dFI range
between 1.5 and 3 nm. We note, however, that the topo-
logical window shifts to larger dFI value for the thicker
SC considered. In addition, a thicker SC exhibits a re-
duced effective exchange field and larger superconducting
pairing amplitude, as shown in Fig. 11(a,b). This leads
to a larger topological minigap compared to the thinner
SC case, Fig. 11(c). The reason is the increased electron
confinement inside the SC when increasing dSC.

Finally, in Fig. 12 we analyze the effect of the 2DEG
thickness. Increasing this thickness enlarges the wave-
function delocalization across the section of the SM, di-
minishing the electron hybridization between the FI and
SC layers. Therefore, the effective exchange field and su-
perconducting gap is reduced as the SM thickness is in-
creased, as illustrated by Figs. 12(a,b). Hence, the range
of FI thicknesses where the systems shows topological
properties is reduced. Moreover, their topological gap is
smaller, Fig. 12(c). This is in agreement with our ob-
servations of the same stack in hexagonal nanowires (see
Appendix D), which exhibit worse topological properties
due to the same wavefunction delocalization. This illus-
trates the crucial role of electron confinement for creating
topological superconductivity.
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FIG. 12. Same as Fig. 10 but different curves correspond to
different SM thicknesses.

Appendix D: Hexagonal nanowire geometry

The SM/FI/SC stack can also be grown in a vapor-
liquid-solid (VLS) hexagonal nanowire geometry. Recent
experiments have shown that it is possible to grow an epi-
taxially layer of EuS on selected facets of InAs nanowires,
followed by epitaxial Al on top, partially or totally over-
lapping with EuS [29, 30]. In this section, we analyze the
spectrum and topological properties of such a structure
to ascertain whether this platform would be better than
the planar heterostructure presented in the main text.

We describe the system using the Hamiltonian of
Eq. (1) in the main text and the geometry shown in
Fig. 13. The hexagonal InAs nanowire (green) of 80 nm
width is covered over two facets by a thin EuS (FI) layer
(yellow). The outer facets of the EuS layer are covered
in turn by an 8 nm thick Al layer (grey). The wire is
deposited on top of a 200 nm thick SiO2 dielectric (blue),
and gated from below through a back gate (black). The
parameters that we use for the simulations are the same
as the ones given in Table I, except for these geometri-
cal ones (we also use εSiO2

= 3.9ε0 for the substrate).
We highlight that 80 nm is the typical diameter for these
nanowires, much larger than the SM thickness in the
2DEG-based devices analyzed in the main text.

The energy spectrum at kx = 0 is shown in the left
panels of Fig. 14 for different thicknesses of the FI layer.
We show the topological (trivial) phase as a white (gray)
background. As shown in the figure, it is possible to tune
the system in the topological regime for a wider thick-
nesses of the FI barrier compared to the planar structure
shown in the main text. However, these phases are nar-
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FIG. 13. Hybrid nanowire heterostructure. Sketch
of the hexagonal nanowire geometry. An hexagonal SM
nanowire is partially covered by a FI layer. On top of the FI,
a grounded SC layer is included. The nanowire is gated from
below using a back-gate isolated from the wire by a 200 nm
thick SiO2 dielectric (blue).

rower and appear in a less regular way than the case in
the main text. This is related to the fact that some bands
cannot be tuned to the topological regime as they cannot
be confined to the interesting spatial region where su-
perconductivity and exchange field coexists. Therefore,
the nanowire exhibits a reduced parameter space where
topology exists compared to the planar structure.

This is also illustrated by the effective parameters,
shown in the right panels of Fig. 14. We note that the
exchange field exceeds the superconducting gap for var-
ious Vtg values. Some of these crossings are correlated
to a dip in ∆eff , indicating that the wavefunction is not
proximitized by the superconductor and the system re-
mains in the trivial regime. This is also illustrated by
the color lines in the left panels of Fig. 14.

In Fig. 15 we show the dispersion relation (left pan-
els) and the density of states (right panels) for the same
cases shown before. We have chosen parameters deep

in a topological regime shown in Fig. 14, when present.
Notably, the superconducting gap of the wire is signif-
icantly reduced compared to the planar structure, see
Fig. 3 in the main text. Additionally, the gap appears
to be soft, with many subgap states close to the Fermi
level. These states are an obstacle towards applications
and the demonstration of Majorana non-abelian proper-
ties. In general, softening of the gap can be attributed
to two main effects: the presence of poorly proximitized
subgap states in the semiconductor, and back-action of
the SM-FI on the superconductor that suppress the pair-
ing. Notice however that, while both effects can be iden-
tified in the nanowire case, the softening of the gap in this
case can be mainly attributed to states localized in the
parent superconductor (black lines in the left column).
This suggests a stronger back-action of the FI and SM
on the SC. This effect appears negligible in the 2DEG
case.

The main difference between the planar structure, pre-
sented in Fig. 1 of the main text, and the hexagonal wire,
Fig. 13 can be understood by looking at the wavefunction
profiles. We show two examples of the wavefunction pro-
file in Fig. 16 for the two geometries considered. The four
cases correspond to the lowest-energy state in a topolog-
ical regime. In the 2DEG geometry (a,b), the wavefunc-
tion is well localized below the SC stripe with a regular
nodes distribution, top panels in Fig. 16. This is a con-
sequence of the strong vertical confinement imposed by
the thin SM layer. In contrast, the wavefunction in the
wire device, bottom panels in Fig. 16, spreads across the
whole cross section of the wire in some cases [Fig. 16(d)],
having a significant weight at positions several nm away
from the SM-FI interface. The reduced localization at the
interface and the irregular distribution affects the value
of the effective superconducting pairing and exchange po-
tential, resulting in the commented reduced topological
regions, minigap, and the irregular distribution of the
trivial and topological phases in parameter space.
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FIG. 14. Phase diagrams for different FI layer thick-
nesses for the nanowire device. Energy spectrum at
kx = 0 versus the back gate voltage Vbg (left panels) for dif-
ferent thicknesses of the EuS layer dEuS (different rows) for
the hexagonal wire device (see sketch of the device in Fig. 13).
Colors represent the weight of each state on the superconduct-
ing Al layer WSC. Shaded Vtg regions are those characterized
by a trivial topological phase, i.e., Q = +1; while the lighter
ones correspond to non-trivial ones, i.e., Q = −1. Right pan-
els: effective exchange field heff and superconducting gap ∆eff

for the lowest energy state on the left.
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FIG. 15. DOS for different FI layer thicknesses for
the nanowire device. Left panels, dispersion relation for
an hexagonal nanowire for (a) dFI = 0.6 nm and Vbg = −4.5
V, (c) dFI = 1 nm and Vbg = −4 V, (e) dFI = 1.5 nm and
Vbg = −4.3 V, (g) dFI = 2 nm and Vbg = −4.1 V, (i) dFI = 2.5
nm and Vbg = −4.25 V, (k) dFI = 3 nm and Vbg = −4.25 V,
(m) dFI = 3.5 nm and Vbg = −4 V, and (o) dFI = 4 nm
and Vbg = −4 V. In the right panels, we show the integrated
spin-resolved DOS of the corresponding plot on the left.



17

-100 -50 0 50 100

y (nm)

-5

5

15

z
(n

m
)

(a)

-100 -50 0 50 100

y (nm)

(b)

-50 -25 0 25 50

y (nm)

-50

-25

0

25

50

z
(n

m
)

(c)

-50 -25 0 25 50

y (nm)

(d)

10−3 10−2 10−1 1

|Ψ|2 [%]
10−3 10−2 10−1 1

|Ψ|2 [%]

FIG. 16. Wavefunction profiles comparison between
both geometries. Wavefunction profile of the lowest-energy
state in the 2DEG device (a) in a non-trivial topological phase
close to pinch-off, Vtg = −850 mV, and (b) in a different
non-trivial phase after several subbands are populated in the
wire, Vtg = −350 mV. We take dFI = 1.5 nm, and the rest of
parameters are the same as in Fig. 1. In (c,d), we show the
same profile but for the wire device, also (c) in a non-trivial
topological regime close to pinch-off, Vbg = −4 V, and (d)
in a different non-trivial phase but after several subbands are
occupied in the wire, Vbg = −1 V. For these two ones, the
parameters are the same as in Fig. 8.
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