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The symmetry requirements for realizing unconventional compensated magnets with spin-polarized bands such
as altermagnets have recently been uncovered. The most recent addition to this family of magnets is parity-odd or
p-wave magnets. We demonstrate that p-wave magnets are perfectly compatible with superconductivity due
to the spin polarization of their electron bands and that they induce unexpected spin transport phenomena. We
first show that p-wave magnetism can coexist with conventional superconductivity regardless of the magnitude
of the spin splitting. We then predict that p-wave magnets induce a charge-to-spin conversion, which can be
strongly enhanced by the presence of superconductivity providing a way to probe the coexistence in experiments.
Our results open a new avenue for material combinations with a synergetic relation between spintronics and

superconductivity.

Introduction. — Materials displaying magnetic order is a
major topic in condensed matter physics. They have found
utility in a range of existing technologies, and continue to
attract attention due to their rich quantum physics. A wealth of
different magnetic states exist, from collinear ferromagnets to
complex spin textures like skyrmions [1, 2].

The spatial texture of a magnetic order heavily influences
the properties of electrons in magnetic materials. A prominent
example of this is the recently discovered altermagnetism [3-8],
where the magnetic sublattices are connected via time-reversal
and spatial rotation [9, 10]. This gives rise to a momentum-
dependent spin polarization while the material as a whole has
no net magnetization or stray field. Such a scenario is of
high interest in the field of spintronics [11]. Originating from
the exchange interaction, the spin-splitting can be very large
in altermagnets compared to the splitting due to spin-orbit
interactions.

The spin-dependent bands of a simple model for altermag-
nets have the same structure in momentum space as the Cooper
pair wavefunction in high-temperature superconductors (SC)
[12], both exhibiting a d-wave symmetry. In superfluid He-3
[13], antisymmetric p-wave Cooper pairs emerge instead. Inter-
estingly, such a superfluid state also has a magnetic equivalent;
see Ref. [14] for a recent perspective.

In helimagnetic systems, the localized spin moments form
a rotating pattern which causes a p-wave spin polarization to
emerge [15—17] in the itinerant electron bands moving on top
of this magnetic background. Such a spin polarization has
also been predicted to occur in other systems [18-23]. The
precise symmetry requirements for realization of p-wave spin-
polarized bands from magnetic textures, such as 7T-symmetry
(T being time-reversal and 7 translation by a fixed number of
lattice sites), were recently established [24, 25] and a minimal
effective model was derived [26].

The minimal model shows that a p-wave magnet (pM) ex-
hibits large tunneling magnetoresistance and spin-anisotropic
transport [26]; a similar conclusion about the anisotropic trans-
port was later reached in Ref. [27]. Furthermore, p-wave
magnetism affects the longitudinal electron transport in su-
perconducting junctions [28, 29] and provides a possibility

of charge-to-spin conversion via, e.g., second-order spin cur-
rent [26], transverse spin current in junctions with normal
metal (NM) [30], and non-relativistic Edelstein effect [31, 32];
a spin-to-charge conversion in a pM, i.e., spin-galvanic effect,
was recently studied in Ref. [33].

Since the band structure in a pM has the same structure in
momentum space as the Cooper pair wavefunction in superfluid
He-3, an intriguing question is to what extent pM can coexist
with superconductivity and if the interplay of magnetism and
superconductivity can give rise to new quantum phenomena.
In this Letter, we show that the answers to both these questions
are in the affirmative.

We demonstrate that unconventional electron spin splitting
in pM is, in fact, perfectly compatible with superconductiv-
ity. This holds regardless of the strength of the spin-splitting,
suggesting that spontaneous coexistence of these two phases
should be possible in a material. We also show that supercon-
ductivity plays a surprising role in charge-to-spin conversion:
applying an electric voltage to a junction with a pM generates
a transverse spin current that is strongly enhanced by Andreev
reflections. This enhanced conversion occurs in a pM-SC
junction and when p-wave magnetism and superconductivity
coexist intrinsically suggesting a way to experimentally probe
the coexistence. Our results establish a new arena for material
combinations with a synergetic relation between spintronics
and superconductivity.

Proximity-induced superconductivity in pM. — The coexis-
tence of p-wave magnetism and superconductivity depends
crucially on whether one considers pairing between normal-
state electrons described by ¢, ¢ or the long-lived quasiparticles
described by y,y" that are the elementary excitations of the
pM state. The former scenario is relevant for hybrid structures
of pM and SC, which we consider in this section. In this case,
superconducting pairing takes place between normal-state elec-
trons in a pM whereas magnetism is induced on top of the
superconducting state via the inverse proximity effect.

To model the pM , we consider a lattice model with a helical
magnetic texture and a mean-field on-site superconductivity



described by the tight-binding Hamiltonian
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where the spin-splitting field unit vector S; rotates in a plane
perpendicular to the helical (x) axis with a period A, see the
inset in Fig. 1(a) for a schematic of the helimagnetic chain. The
strength of the sd-coupling is given by Jg4. The superconducting
potential A; is calculated self-consistently, assuming a constant
attractive potential U in the system. The model is extended
to two dimensions (2D) by making N, copies of the helical
chains stacked in the y-direction; the number of sites in the
x-direction is Ny. We apply periodic boundary conditions
along the y-axis and open boundary conditions along the x-axis.
The electron (creation) annihilation operator for an electron
with spin projection o~ =T, | at site i is denoted by c(T) The
parameter ¢ corresponds to hopping between nearest nelghbors
(i, j) and p is the chemical potential.

The band structure in the bulk of pM is shown in Fig. 1(a)
and demonstrates odd-parity bands with the spin polarization
perpendicular to localized spins. To calculate the superconduct-
ing critical temperature in this model, we employ the lattice
Bogolyubov—de Gennes formalism assuming that the pairing
takes place between the normal state electrons, see the SM
[34] for details. As we show in Fig. 1(b), the superconducting
critical temperature decreases with an increasing period of the
magnetic texture of the pM [35]. This can be understood
physically as follows. As the period A of the magnetic tex-
ture increases, the magnetization becomes more homogeneous.
The case A/a = 2 (a is the lattice constant) corresponds to
a collinear antiferromagnet, whereas 1/a > 3 is a helical
structure featuring p-wave spin-polarized bands. The p-wave
symmetry is robust against the presence of spin-orbit coupling
(SOC) for even 1/a, but is destroyed by SOC for odd 1/a [24].
However, as is shown in Ref. [36], deviations from a perfect
p-wave symmetry are negligibly small in the latter case sug-
gesting the robustness of p-wave spin-polarized bands. When
A is small or comparable to the superconducting coherence
length &, the Cooper pairs experience a mostly compensated
magnetization. This scenario accommodates a superconducting
state coexisting with a spin-splitting that is even larger than the
superconducting gap. For very large values of 1/&, however,
the Cooper pairs experience a magnetic texture resembling
a macrospin ferromagnet. Such a ferromagnet is known to
destroy superconductivity at the Clogston-Chandrasekhar (CC)
limit [37, 38]. Our numerical simulations confirm that the
critical spin-splitting field is lowered toward the CC limit as A
increases, see the inset in Fig. 1(b). Since the coherence length
is also affected by S and 4, there is no sharp boundary between
thecases 4 < &and A > ¢&.

Coexistence of p-wave magnetism and superconductivity.
— To address intrinsic superconductivity and its coexistence
with magnetism, we use the following low-energy 2D bulk
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FIG. 1. (a) The band structure for 1/a = 4, J¢q = 0.5¢, and p = —0.5¢
as a function of the momentum k& in the x-direction. The insert
shows the helical magnetization texture. (b) The critical temperature
of the superconducting helimagnet as a function of the sd-coupling
strength Jqq and the rotation period A. In (b), the parameters used are
u=-0.5t, Ny = 60, Ny =200, and U = 1.7¢. The inset shows the
critical spin-splitting field Jscd at zero temperature in units of the CC
critical field Jscdc as a function of A. In the inset, the system length is
Ny =200, and we have only used values of A that result in zero net
magnetization. The sharp peak in the inset appears because 1/a = 1
corresponds to a homogeneous ferromagnet, hence, J¢, ¢ =Jg CC while
A/a = 2 is a collinear antiferromagnet, where the superconductmg
order is robust against sd-coupling.
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see SM [34] for the derivation. In essence, this is the model
presented in the SM of Ref. [26] in the limit of strong inter-
sectoral coupling. The model is also qualitatively similar to

that used in Refs. [28-30, 40, 41], which resembles the electron
Hamiltonian for the persistent spin helix [18—-20]. The Pauli
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matrices 7 and p act in the Nambu and band spaces, respectively.
Note that due to the presence of the sd coupling, the band basis
is not the same as the spin basis; the difference is, however,
negligible for a strong inter-sectoral coupling. To simplify the
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notations, we introduced §x = k°/(2m) — p, J = ([ + 1

and ¢ = tiyer/(2J). Here, m is the effective mass, fiyer is
the inter-sectoral coupling, Jq is the sd coupling, and « is
the spin-splitting vector. The order parameter in the band
basis is defined as A(k) = ipy [Ao(K) + (p - A(Kk))], where
we separate the amplitude and the angular-dependent parts as

A(K) = ¢ (K).

As follows from the p-wave structure of the energy spectrum,
see the lowest two energy bands in Fig. 1(a), a uniform spin-
singlet SC order parameter is allowed in the s-wave channel,
and the mixed-spin spin-triplet one exists in the p-wave channel.
The equal-spin spin-triplet pairing has a nonzero center of mass
momentum and will be considered elsewhere.

By using the Hamiltonian (2), we derive the gap equation
via the function integral approach [34],
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where g is the interaction strength, vy = m/(27) is the normal-
state DOS, T is temperature, and €; ; are eigenvalues of
Hpgyg (k). The solution to Eq. (3) minimizes the free energy
with respect to the normal state.

We consider superconducting pairing in the s-wave spin-
singlet and p-wave spin-triplet channels quantified by Ag = ¢
and A,(k) = V2¢cos (), respectively. By redefining the
momentum as k — k, = k + 0 { and integrating over the
corresponding &, » € [-wp, wp] with wp being the Debye
frequency that provides a cutoff for the pairing interactions,
we arrive to the same s-wave gap and the critical temperature
as in the regular BCS superconductors, see, e.g., Ref. [42].
This originates from the structure of the model (2), where the
pairing between fermions of opposite spins and at the opposite
momenta is always possible and does not depend on the splitting
of the bands. The p-wave mixed-spin spin-triplet pairing is
also allowed but is energetically unfavorable compared to the
s-wave gap.

Thus, unlike superconductivity in altermagnets [43—48],
it is possible to achieve the coexistence of magnetism and
superconductivity for the simplest spin-singlet s-wave pairing.

Transport properties. — The unusual spin-polarized band
structure of pM and the coexistence of magnetism and su-
perconductivity are directly manifested in transport phenom-
ena. Charge and spin transport in a non-superconducting pM
case [26, 30] and longitudinal transport in junctions with super-
conductors [28, 29] have very recently been studied. To address
the spin transport properties of superconducting junctions, we

employ the following model:
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see also Eq. (2) for the bulk Hamiltonian. We assume the
spin-singlet s-wave superconducting gap at x > 0 with A(x) =
A®(x). The spin-splitting parameter {(x) and the sd coupling
term Jgq(x) are nonzero either at x < 0 in the pM-SC junction
or at x > 0 in the NM-superconducting p-wave magnet (NM-
SCpM) one. To model a nonideal interface, we include the
barrier potential U §(x).

In calculating the transport properties of the junctions, we
use the standard formalism based on the impinging, scattered,
and transmitted waves, see SM [34] for details. We focus on
the transport coefficients averaged over the coordinate x. In
this case, the contribution from the interface-localized modes
[49] becomes negligible. The transverse spin conductance is
determined by integrating the corresponding spin current over
all transverse momenta k:
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where the spin current per k, is
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with ¥ being the velocity operator, §, being the spin operator,
and W, being the scattering state with the spin projection o .
For the transverse spin current in a p-wave magnet, we have
Dy8; = finter (kyT0 ® pz + {37, ® po) /(mJ). Then, the spin
current reads
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where a,(ky) and b, (ky) are Andreev and normal reflec-
tion amplitudes, respectively, that are found by matching
the wave functions and their derivatives [50] at x = 0. In
the NM, one has to replace J > fiper and kys — ky.
Each of the terms in the square brackets contributes only
when the corresponding quasiparticles, i.e., retroreflected
holes and reflected electrons, are propagating. Impinging
electrons are always propagating with the real wavevector

ky =—0l+ \/Zm (n+J+e)— ki’a. +1Z)%

The normalized transverse spin conductance is shown in
Fig. 2. It relies on the spin-splitting vector having a nonzero
component along the junction. Due to the symmetry of the
spin-polarized bands, there is no longitudinal spin current.
The superconducting gap strongly affects the spin conductance
allowing for the enhanced subgap conductance in an ideal
contact, see solid lines in Fig. 2, and a well-pronounced peak at




leV| = A in a tunneling regime, see dashed lines in Fig. 2. The
Andreev-enhanced transverse spin conductance is in drastic
contrast with the longitudinal spin conductance in ferromagnet-
SC junctions [51], where both normal and Andreev reflections
reduce the conductance. Whereas efficient charge-to-spin
conversion is thus possible by a longitudinal charge current
converting into a transverse spin current, superconductivity
strongly enhances the charge-to-spin conversion rate in both
pM-SC and NM-SCpM junctions. This enhancement occurs
in the experimentally relevant regime of low interface trans-
parency, such that the effect does not rely on an idealized,
perfect interface.

SF— pM-SC :
— NM - SCpM =%

FIG. 2. Transverse spin conductance in the non-superconducting
parts of the pM-SC (red lines) and NM-SCpM (blue lines) junctions
for an idea contact (solid lines, Z = 0) and in the tunneling limit
(dashed lines, Z = 10). We normalize by the normal-state transverse
spin conductance denoted as Gy s., (we set [eV[/A =3 in Gy 5)
and fixed {x = 0, {y = 0.5kF, and J = 0. In addition, we denote

Z=U+2m/u and kr = 2mu.

The physical origin of the Andreev-enhanced spin conduc-
tance seen in Fig. 2 is related to the momentum-space structure
of the transport coefficients, which, in turn, depends on the
overlap of the Fermi surfaces, see Fig. 3. The coefficient
las(ky) |? that determines the Andreev reflections requires an
overlap between the normal-state Fermi surface in the SC and
the Fermi surfaces in the pM , see the red color in Fig. 3. This
means that s Zky ky,5|as(ky)|2 > 0. On the other hand, the

coefficient for normal reflections Ibs(ky)|2 is dominated by
the parts of the Fermi surfaces in pM that have no overlap
with that on the SC side, see the blue color in Fig. 3. This
results in s Zky ky.s bs(ky)l2 < 0. Thus, since the first term
in the square brackets in Eq. (7) vanishes after integrating over
momenta, both Andreev and normal reflections enhance the
transverse spin conductance.

Concluding remarks. — We showed that magnetic order in
p-wave magnets coexists with spin-singlet superconductivity.
In proximity setups, coexistence quantified by the critical tem-
perature is controlled by the period of the helical magnetic
texture in the magnet and the coherence length of the super-
conductor. The CC limit is exceeded by almost an order of
magnitude when the period of the texture A becomes smaller

FIG. 3.  Schematic depiction of spin-down (right parabola) and
spin-up (left parabola) bands on the pM-side of the pM-SC junction.
The bands are separated by 2{y, along k. The dotted line corresponds
to the normal-state Fermi surface on the SC side of the junction.
Andreev reflection (AR) and normal reflection (NR) coefficients are
shown in red and blue colors, respectively. The former relies on the
overlap between the Fermi surfaces on both sides of the junction.

than the coherence length &, see Fig. 1, and approaches the CC
limit at ¢ << A. The results for the intrinsic spin-singlet pairing
in the effective low-energy model also support the coexistence
of superconductivity and magnetism in a bulk pM.

The interplay of p-wave spin polarization and superconduc-
tivity is manifested in the transport properties of junctions
exemplified by the transverse spin current. Contrary to the
longitudinal spin conductance in ferromagnet-superconductor
junctions, p-wave magnets allow for transverse spin conduc-
tance that is enhanced by Andreev reflections, see Fig. 2. This
enhancement is directly related to the structure and spin po-
larization of the p-wave spin-polarized bands. A qualitatively
similar normalized spin conductance is observed for pM-SC
and NM-SCpM junctions, see Fig. 2, allowing one to identify
SCpM in transport measurements.

The proposed coexistence and spin transport could be real-
ized in pM-candidates CeNiAsO and Mn3GaN [25]. Helimag-
nets with p-wave polarization such as MnP, FeP, CrAs [52],
MnAu, [53], MnGe [54], MnSi [55], and a@-EuP3; [56] should
also allow for some of the proposed effects.

To the best of our knowledge, no conclusive experimental
observation of coexistent helimagnetic and superconducting
order has been reported so far. Our results provide guidance
on how the interplay between p-wave magnetism and super-
conductivity, including their coexistence, can be probed and
suggest a promising platform for investigating the interplay of
superconductivity and magnetization thus enriching the field
of spintronics.
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I. PROXIMITY-INDUCED SUPERCONDUCTIVITY IN LATTICE MODEL

In this section, we discuss the details of the lattice model for p-wave magnets (pM) and present additional results
for the band structure and proximity effect.
The Hamiltonian of the helimagnetic one-dimensional (1D) pM chain is

H=—pY cocic—tY clcjo—Ja ) c,[Si oloocio, (1)
@ (i,4)

oo’

and the local spin-splitting field at site ¢ is given by the unit vector S;, and Jgq is the strength of the local sd-coupling
between the itinerant electrons and the localized magnetic moments. The vector S; rotates with the period A, i.e.,

0
2m

S; = | cos () |, (2)
sin (%xl)

where z; is the x-coordinate of lattice site i. The sites are equidistant, and the distance between the adjacent sites is
denoted by a.

We generalize the model to two dimensions (2D) by stacking N, copies of the chain described by Eq. (1). This
corresponds to a ferromagnetic interchain order considered in Ref. [1]. We apply periodic boundary conditions in
the y-direction, and open boundary conditions in the z-direction. Since the system is translationally invariant in the
y-direction, we perform the discrete Fourier transform

1 ki
Ciyyiy,0 = \/—Ty ;Cim,ky,aez vive, (3)
Y

where the sum is over all sites in the y-direction, N, is the number of sites in the y-direction, and a is the lattice
constant.

The rotating magnetization in the yz-plane results in a p-wave polarization in the x-direction. Considering a unit
cell of the size of one helimagnetic period, we can Fourier transform along the z-direction, resulting in a band structure
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FIG. 1: The band structure for a bulk pM helimagnetic lattice model given in Eq. (1) at k, = 0. The model
parameters are p = —2.5¢, Jsq = 0.5¢, and the period is A = {3,4, 5,6} for subfigures (a)-(d), respectively.

with 2\ bands. The band structure and polarization are shown for a few different values of A in Fig. 1, for ky, = 0.
Note that since the size of the unit cell is Aa, k, wavevector acquires smaller values, k, € (— 7/(Aa), 7/(Aa)].
We model the proximity-induced p-wave magnetism in a thin superconductor by adding a coexisting on-site BCS

superconducting term

Hsc = — Z(A

?

iG

+ Ajcirey), (4)

where the order parameter is calculated self-consistently via the usual relation

A= U<CiTCi¢>'

(5)

Here, U > 0 is the strength of the on-site attractive potential, which is assumed to be constant throughout the
material. The critical temperature is found by a binomial search in temperatures, where, for each temperature, we
check whether the median value of A; increases or decreases after 5 iterations. This is similar to Ref. [2]. A similar
procedure was also used to find the critical value of Jyq at zero temperature.



II. INTRINSIC SUPERCONDUCTIVITY IN LOW-ENERGY MODEL
A. Gap equation and free energy in the functional integral approach

To address the intrinsic coexistence of p-wave magnetism with superconductivity, we solve the gap equation and
select the solution that minimizes the free energy.

In the derivation of the gap equation, we use the functional integral approach, see, e.g., Refs. [3, 4]. We start with
the following action in d-dimensional space:

1

_ T T
= LdT Z CK o 0 aﬂ )CK7B - L3dT3 Z VKvK/:,a,,@,o/,ﬁ’CK/+Q/2,a'C—K/+Q/276/CfK+Q/2,BCK+Q/2,a7 (6)
K,K',Q

where ck o (cka) is the fermion annihilation (creation) operator with the spin a =1,, K = {iwmn,k}, w, =
(2m + )T are the Matsubara frequencies with m € Z, T is temperature, >, = > >, L is the system size,

and G|, 1(K) is the inverse Green’s function of a noninteracting system. We assume that the superconducting pairing
potential can be factorized as Vi k'.a.8,0/,8 = gVap(I)vep (K') [3] with ¢g being the interaction strength. The
momentum structure of the pairing interaction is quantified by the matrices v(K) and v(K"); we suppress the indices
when this does not lead to confusion.

The full partition function is

Z= /DCTDcefs. (7

By performing the Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation, we rewrite the four-fermion term, i.e., the last term in
Eq. (6), in terms of the bosonic fields ¢¢:

1 - -
e YK K.Q gl’uﬁ(K)va/ﬁ/(K')CLWQ/ZYQICiKurQ/Q,,;«C—K+Q/2,ﬂCK+Q/2,a

d ’
:/DQSTQD(éQei‘f;iT ZQWQF*%ZK/,QUMB’(K)[¢QC;</+Q/2YQ/CT_K/_*_Q/&[;/+h-c-:|. (8)

Therefore, the corresponding effective action is

Ld

T T 2

Zc Gylex — Ta Zvaﬁ {¢QCK+Q/2,ach+Q/2,ﬁ+h'c'} +ZQ—T|¢Q\ . (9)
Q

To describe superconductivity, it is convenient to work in the Nambu space. We define the corresponding bi-spinor
as

T
Ui = {CK,Tchyi’CT—K,WCJLK,,L} : (10)

Then, the effective action (9) can be rewritten in a compact form

Sett = 2Ld > kG Ve + *ZW’QF (11)
KK’
where
. Gy (K +Q/2)0k i V(K)Pr -k
GHK,K)={"° ’
(K, K) ( vI(K) % g bk, k0 [Gy ' (— K+Q/2)] .

is the inverse full Green function.
By integrating out fermions in the effective action (11), we derive the following action for the bosonic field ¢¢ [5]:

= L—T Z lpol? — %Tr n(GY)]. (13)
Q



We focus on the uniform pairing and assume a spatially homogeneous field ¢g = dg,0¢. The free energy of the
system is defined as

F_LijgP 1 )2 B L g - B

where \;(K) are eigenvalues of G™!(K). In the case of energy-independent interactions \;(K) = iw,, + A(k). Then,

the summation over the Matsubara frequencies can be performed: 7' In(—iw, +¢€) = Tl (1 + efe/T). This
allows to simply Eq. (14) as

% lﬁ@ _ = 221 ( k)/T) + const. (15)

To determine whether the superconducting state is energetically favorable, we subtract the normal-state free energy,
which is obtained by setting ¢ = 0,

_ Fs—Fy _ |¢>\ Tl 1+ /T
OF = Ld T 9 7d ZZ )\(N)(k)/T (16)

where )\§N)(k) = N0
¢—0
Variating the free energy difference in Eq. (16) with respect to ¢*, we obtain the following gap equation:

1
2Ld ZZ a¢* 1+ew<k>/T' (17)

B. Effective model of pM

Before discussing the solutions of the gap equation, let us show how the effective low-energy model used in the
main text can be derived from the pM model advocated in Ref. [6], see the SM there. In the vicinity of the T'-point,
we obtain the following Hamiltonian:

Hegr (k) = &m0 @ 00 + (k)

To® 0y + Jsde Q0 + tinterTa: ® oo, (18)
2m

where & = k%/(2m) — p, m is the effective mass, u is the Fermi energy, v is the spin-spliting vector, Jyq is the sd
coupling strength, titer is the inter-sectoral coupling, and we interchanged sectoral 7 and spin o matrices compared
to Ref. [6]. The spin coordinates are primed to show that they are decoupled from the crystal coordinates. Therefore,
the effective model (18) is universal and is able to describe different spin textures.

The energy spectrum of the model (18) contains four bands

Chnon = &+ 519/ 2+ (@ 1) /(2m) + satiel. (19)

where s; = 4+ and sy = £. We find it convenient to number the states as e; = €5 _ y, €2 = €5, _, €3 = € 4 _,
and €4 = € 4+ +. We show the spectrum (19) in Fig. 2. In the presence of the inter-sectoral coupling, the lower two
bands resemble those for a Rashba model albeit with the spin polarization along the z-direction, see Fig. 2(b). The
intra-sectoral hopping makes the spin texture nontrivial, see Figs. 2(a) and 2(c).

In the case of well-separated low- and high-energy bands, it is possible to simplify the model (18) further. By
projecting out high-energy bands, the low-energy Hamiltonian is defined as

Hio (k) = \IJT Heﬁ‘(k)\I/_H'_ uh Heff(k)\ll__ 7 (20)
U _Heg(k)P_ + wh Heﬁ‘(k)‘l’__
where we used the normalized wave function
_ (k) /(2m)ttintert€sy,50 =8k
Jsa
N - |Jsd| K -1 (21)
81,82 . 2m)+tinter+€sq 55 — :
23/ 1)/ (2m) + fruter] (00 K)/(20) + fager + 01,0 — €0 Iy | — SRS QI ter oy 6

1
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FIG. 2: The energy spectrum of the full model given in (19) where the color scale corresponds to the spin
polarizarion (S.) = Wi . 8.V, . (in the units of 4/2). In all panels, we fix oy = kp, oy = 0, and kp = /2my.

Assuming the strong inter-sectoral coupling \/t2,,.. + J2, > akp, Eq. (20) is simplified as
& — \[ T+ [tnier — (e ) /(2m)]? 0
He(k) = 5
0 & — /T2 + [nser + (0 ) /(2m)
7 (C-k) 1 ¢
oG T+ (ki p.0)? - — S 29
o= J+ == 2m(+pC) p—J . (22)

where p, is the Pauli matrix in the band space. To simplify the notations, we introduce J = \/JSQd + tmter and
C = tintera/(2J).

The eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the model (22) are

- €k 1 2 = ¢
€s gk J+s m om ( + SC) H J om’ ( 3)
T
14s 1—s

= 24

b = {5 (2)

where s = +. As can be seen from Eq. (23), the energy spectrum is composed of two shifted parabolas with minima
at k = —s¢. The eigenfunctions are trivial in the band space and are the same as for any two-band model with full

spin polarization.
The normalized by //2 spin operator §, = 79 ® o, in the basis of the Hamiltonian (22) reads as

(OL k)/(2m) tinter 0 (C k) J2 t t
~ Lt (ack (2m) —tinter . s inter inter
Sy = \/ [( ())/ ) ] (Ot k)/(2m)+tmte1 N mj2 ‘ po + je Pz ~ je Pe (25)
V2 (k) (2m) Hinter 2

Q

where we expanded up to the leading nontrivial order in (¢ - k) in the second expression and kept only the lowest-order
term in the last expression. Therefore, up to a prefactor, the spin and band degrees in the low-energy effective model
(22) coincide in the low-energy model.

As we mentioned in the main text, the Hamiltonian (22) is qualitatively similar to that used in Refs. [7-11]. The
latter resembles the electron Hamiltonian for the persistent spin helix [12-14]. The only technical difference is in the
quadratic in the spin-splitting ¢ term in Eq. (22). However, this term acts as an effective chemical potential, and,
therefore, does not play crucial role.

C. Pairing interaction in the diagonal basis

Intrinsic superconductivity relies on the pairing of long-lived quasiparticles, i.e., the pairing in the diagonal basis.
Let us show that such a pairing for the simplest phonon-mediated interaction also acquires a simple form.
The interacting Hamiltonian for the full effective model (18) is

4 t ot
Hing = — 7 > el o€ Cok —omCh o (26)
kk’



where we assumed spin-singlet pairing and 7 is the sectoral degree of freedom. A
_The original basis is related to the basis that diagonalizes the effective Hamiltonian as ¢, = M1y, where the matrix
M={Uy_ 4+, 9y __, Uy, ¥, }is composed of the eigenvectors given in Eq. (21). By using this relation in
(26), the interacting Hamiltonian in the diagonal basis can be derived. The corresponding expression is, however,
bulky and not too informative. In what follows, we analyze a few limiting cases.
Making the same assumptions as in the derivation of the Hamiltonian (22), i.e., assuming that strong inter-sectoral
coupling tinter > Jsq, akp, we obtain

\% ¥ § \%
Hing =~ “IN %; (v = Ya6)" (V1,—k +¥3,-k)" (V2= — Ya,—kr) (Vi + V3 0) A “IN %7;7k717_k'72,7k”)’1,k’~ (27)

Formally, there are interactions between the bands 1 and 4. These bands, however, are well-separated for tipte, >

Jsa, akp with the bands 3 and 4 being above the Fermi energy, see, e.g., Fig. 2(c). Omitting these bands, we obtain

a simple interaction Hamiltonian of the same form as for the spin-singlet pairing in the original basis, see the last

expression in Eq. (27). Note that while the leading-order in Jsq/tinter, @k r /tinter < 1 term is independent of whether

we pair between the same or different sectors, a discrepancy appears in the first order in Jyq/tinter, @k r /tinter < 1.
Expanding in Jsq > tinter, @k r and neglecting the upper (3 and 4 bands), we obtain

v i i
Hing = — — k= Yo W — Yok PPN 28
¢ 16N§(717k Vo) (V1,—k — Y2,—k) (V1—kr = V2,—k7) (VLR — Y2,k0) (28)

for intra-sectoral pairing and
v i i
Hiny = — 7o kEkl (Ve = Y2,6)" (V1,—k +2,—k) " (V1,—k = Y2,—k) (Vi + Y2,00) (29)

for the inter-sectoral pairing. There are also terms corresponding to the inter-band pairing.
Thus, the electron-phonon interaction results in the inter-band interaction for the full effective model (18) and the
low-energy effective model (22).

D. Solutions to the gap equations

To solve the gap equation (17) and calculate the free energy difference (16), we need to determine the eigenvalues
of the Green’s functions \;(k). In the low-energy model (22), the Green’s function Go(K) is defined as

GO(iwmv k) = [iwm - Hle(k)]71 . (30)

Then, for uniform pairing, the full Green’s function (12) reads

Gy LK) A(k) )

At - [GaH k)" (31

G_l(K,K/) = (5[{7[{/ (

where A(k) = v(k) [Ag+ (p - A)] (ipy). Here, Ay corresponds to the spin-singlet gap, A, is the mixed-spin spin-
triplet gap, and A, , are equal-spin spin-triplet gaps. For spatially uniform gaps, the equal-spin triplet gaps should
vanish. Note, also, that the band and spin bases are equal for the low-energy effective model (22).

The eigenvalues for the gaps Ay and A, are

2 TSAY
Mira = o (52 === ) 0PI o, (32

2m

where we introduced ks = k + s¢.

1. s-wave spin-singlet

In the case of s-wave gaps, v(k) = 1. The spin-splitting parameter ¢ can be absorbed into the spin-dependent & s
leaving only a term oc (? that modifies the chemical potential. Therefore, as long as this modification is small, we



do not expect any drastic difference from a BCS superconductor. Indeed, in the limit 7' — 0, the gap equation (17)
reads
B g dk O(A O(Asy,s2) ) _ 9 alk52
=3 Y [mras-iy
k2, /2“ do
2m 0 27'(_ \/ k§2 ~ C2
(G

51 sa— 51,52
2
AL

1
- o2
(T 2) + 8
1

= g2 Ood(
g4szz_:j:/0
2m

2 B CQ 27rd0 1
=972 | ) [
é2i \/32_# 9

—J- 7)2 + A2

2m

0o 2w 27
IZ0) df 1 1/0 d6‘ 1
gz E / dﬁk,sz / % 72 ~ E / dfk S2 / >
So=1 —00 0 5]6,82 _|_ |AO|2 wp 5 k,s2 —|— |A0|2

_ g, Vwd + A2 +wp ~ gl <2wD) (33)
2 w/w%+|A0\2—wD |AO|

leading to the following standard solution for the gap:

Q

|A0‘ == 2wDe_1/(g”°). (34)

We redefined momentum k — ky = k4 s¢ in the first line in Eq. (33), assumed that p+.J + % > |Ag] in the fourth
line, as well as introduced the energy cutoff wp in the same line. The cutoff wp limits interactions to the vicinity of
the Fermi surface of the normal-state long-lived quasiparticles. In addition, vg = m/(27) is the normal-state density
of states (DOS).

The expression for the critical temperature also acquires a similar to the standard BCS result form:

1
1 =
Slszz::l:/ 2>‘S1 so 1 +€7 Asy,s0/T
- Yy (i) [T 20
= o 2 2
0 k2 -
s1==% so==+ 281\/(2;2_M—J—2<;> ()|A|2
1
X _31\/@gz ‘“—j—éi)zwz(e)mww
1+e " m
o 27 2
T—Ter 12 b v (9) .
M9y dép.s av
g 2 z_: Z / €k, 2/0 27 251 €k, s, | 1 4+ e=511€k,s2l/Tex

B 2 o T do v*(0) 1€k,s0l\ “p €]

=y [ e e o () o [ g (57,
€]

_ |§> <|g|>m_ wp e m(Ta)

= g tanh (2Tcr T, ‘o /0 Ty cost [[€]/(2Twn)]

wp d{ Iné B <wD 26”“)
~ ] L T G N zheain 35
AT <TCT> /0 2 cosh? (5/2> for >

where we used fo% dfv?(0)/(2r) = 1 in the fifth line. In the fourth line, we used the fact that A — 0 at T — T,.
In the last expression, we assumed that wp /T, > 1 and used ~, & 2.72 as the Euler constant. Using Eq. (35), it is
straightforward to derive the standard BCS result for the critical temperature:

Tcr = 2WD e’yee—l/(guo). (36)
i



A similar line of thoughts can be applied to the free energy difference given in Eq. (16), which at T — 0 reads

A2 © ky,dks, [*7 dO (V)
oF = _%:/0 T/@ 27‘1’ ()‘+Sz_/\+,82)

g

|Ag? /°°k L dkg /Q“de k2, .2 k2 N
—= — - _ _J_i Apl2 — |52 - J— 2
g Z 0 2m om ! +| o 2m
A2 v /WD /2” do
= - d&, s — (/&5 T 1802 = [Ek s, ]
g 2 22: I 27r( k,s2 0 s )
Ao + Vwh +[A]?
= |80 — 1 |wpy/wh + A2 — wh +|A¢|? log “D ZD |20l
g \ 0|
| A |A|? 2wp
~ — 1+2In| — .
g 140 B) + n |A0| (37)

To verify our result in Eq. (34), i.e., the independence of the gap on the separation vector, we present the numerical
results for the gap and the free energy difference in Fig. 3. Numerical results show a good agreement with our
analytical calculations.
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_ FIG. 3: The order parameter and the free energy difference for the uniform s-wave spin-singlet pairings
A(k) = Ag(ipy) for a few values of the spin splitting parameter ¢. We use the first lines in Egs. (33) and (37)

supplemented with the requirement that only the energies in the interval [—~wp,wp] are relevant for pairing. In all
panels, we fix T = 1075 , tinger = K, ¢y = 0, and set the cutoff wp = 0.1 p.

2. p-wave equal-spin spin-triplet

In the case of p-wave gaps, v(k) = v/2cosf. The analysis of the gap equation and the free energy difference is
similar to that in Sec. IID 1. We derive

27 2 2m P 3 3
do 0 dé 2 0|A
Ve S [ [T [ oo (VBT IR

gt 0 2m\/&, +2cos? O]A.? o 27 Vw? +2cos20|A, ]2 — wp

Tae V2wp
Zguo/o 2, €0 6 1n A cosd] = gug {ln(A |)+1 V2 - ] (38)

The above equation has the following solution:

Q

IA,| = 2wpe 1/ (gv0)=(1=InV2), (39)



The critical temperature is estimated in Eqgs. (35) and (36).
The free energy difference is

A2 /27r do 2 2 9 wp + /wh + 2cos? O]A,[?
SF, = —/ —y, — |wpr/w% + 2cos2 0|A, |2 — w? + 2cos? 8|A,|* 1o
P 0 . 27 D\/ D A D |A;|" log V2| cos 0]| A |
A2 ™ dp 2 A2 AP 2
~ 4| —|Az\2/ c0829[1—|—21n( “D )]:' ~‘ _ 124 [1+21n<wD>—(1—1n2)}
g 0 27 V2| cos || A, | g 2 AW
(40)
Using the solutions given in Eqgs. (34) and (39), we estimate the free energy differences as
A 2
§Fy ~ —VO‘ 20| = 2w e 2/ (9v0) (41)
In2 In2
6Fz ~ 7V0‘Az|2 <1 — Ijl) = —1l) (1 — Ii) 672/(9110)672(171“ \/i) (42)

Numerically, 6Fy/0F, ~ 2.23. Hence, the s-wave pairing is more energetically favorable. This agrees with our
numerical estimates in Fig. 4(b).

1.0f ] Us p— wave A,
0.8} Cx/kF:O _1f
----- Co/kp = 0.05
. 3 — (o /kr =0
A 06p Co/kp = 0.25 10 2><6F of Gk s wave A
Wp 04F = - G /kr =105 ] Ko _Cx/kF =0.05
p—-wave -3t —C/kr =0.25
0.2} A — (o Jkp = 0.5
_4f
0.0' 1 1 1 1 1 L L L L
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
9o 9o

(a) (b)

FIG. 4: The order parameter and the free energy difference for the uniform p-wave mixed-spin spin-triplet pairings

A(k) = v/2cos (0) A, ipyp. for a few values of the spin splitting parameter (,. We use the first lines in Eqs. (33) and

(37) supplemented with the requirement that only the energies in the interval [—wp,wp] are relevant for pairing; see

also Fig. 3(b) for the free energy for s-wave spin-singlet pairing. In all panels, we fix T = 1075 p, tinter = i, ¢y = 0,
and set the cutoff wp = 0.1 p.

8. s-wave pairing in a full model

In this section, we present the results for the inter-band pairing in the full effective model (18). We diagonalize the
Hamiltonian (18) and consider pairing only between the bands at the Fermi level, i.e., we have the following BdG
Hamiltonian:

where H (k) in the diagonal basis is
H(k) = diag{e;}, (44)
A + Pz . — Pz .
A) = B2 @ (ip,) A + B2 @ (ip,) Ay (45)
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with the energies €; = €5, 5, given in Eq. (19). Here, the constant inter-band pairing is consistent with the results
of Sec. ITC.

We calculate the inter-band order parameter and the difference of the free energies in Fig. 5. While there is a
dependence on the spin-splitting parameter «, it is weak for well-separated bands and small values of «; these are

the conditions for which our low-energy model (22) was derived.

1.0¢ 1.0t
0.8f —/br =0 0.8f —/br =0
—az/k?F:()l —Oéz/k?F:Ol
ﬁ 0.6} — o, /kr =05 ﬁ 0.6¢ — o, /kr =05
“Do04f —au/kr=1 Y04 —as/kr=1
0.2¢ Jsd/,u,:O 0.2¢ Jsd/,u=2
tinter/,u =2 inter/lu‘ = 0
0.0t T . . . ] 0.0t n . . . E
0. 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0. 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
gro gro
(a) (b)
OF Jaf/p =0 Of - Ja/pp =2
tinter/uz2 —1t ' '4‘»,,tinter//i:0 1
_1k DN
10°x6F a./kp =0 10°x§F _2} agfkp =0 0N
;LQVO ----- Otx/k‘p =0.1 ;LQVO | Otx/k‘F =0.1 .,
“3F ay/kp = 0.5 B TP ay/kp = 0.5
at oo - Ozx/k’pzl -4r -- - Ozx/k’pil "‘,
0.0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0
gt 9vo
(c)

FIG. 5: The order parameter Ajs and the free energy difference for the uniform s-wave inter-band pairings. Top
row: The magnitudes of the order parameter Ajs. Bottom row: The difference of the free energies. In calculating
the order parameter, only the energies in the interval [—wp,wp] with respect to the Fermi level are relevant for
pairing. In all panels, we fix temperature T = 10~° 1 and set the cutoff wp = 0.1 p.

Thus, the numerical results for the inter-band s-wave pairing in the full effective model suggest that the low-energy
model (22) captures well the key aspects of the superconductivity in pM.

III. TRANSPORT PROPERTIES

In this section, the details of the transport calculations are provided. We introduce the formalism for calculating
the electric and spin conductances based on the scattering states and apply it to different types of junctions: normal
metal (NM) with pM, pM with SC, and NM with a superconducting pM (SCpM).

To describe junctions with pM , we use the following Hamiltonian based on the low-energy model (22):

_ [kg—vg

Cy(@)ky

Hpac () —p—J(@)| . ®po+ 0 ® ps

2m

1
=+ % {Cl(x)7 _ZVI} To ® Pz + U(S(x)Tz 0 Po — A(x)Ty ® Py (46)

where 7 and p are Pauli matrices in the Nambu and band spaces, respectively, J () = /J4(x) +t2,,.,, U is the
potential barrier strength, {...,...} is the anticommutator, and A is the s-wave singlet gap.
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This model describes a semi-infinite along the x-direction and infinite along the y-direction 2D junction. The
configuration of the junctions is encoded in the coordinate-dependence of ¢(x) and A(z). In the NM-pM junctions,
we use J(z) = tinger©(—2z) + JO (), ¢(x) = ¢O(z), and A(z) = 0 with ©(x) being a unit step function. To model the
pM-SC junction, we set J(z) = JO(—x) + tinterO(2), ¢(x) = ¢O(—2z) and A(z) = AO(z). Finally, in the NM-SCpM,
we use J () = tinterO(—) + JO(x), ¢(x) = ¢O(x) and A(z) = AO(z).

A. Scattering formalism

In the limit of vanishing temperature, the electric and spin conductances of a junction are defined as

QZ /00 dk
) 5 [

where j = x,y denotes the direction of the current and V is the applied to the junction voltage bias. We sum over
quasiparticle states Us(x) of the impinging quasiparticles from the band s.
In the model (46), the velocity operators on the pM side are defined as

Gel,; (V) Re {\I/T )07 ® poWs(w)} ‘ , (47)

e=eV

Re {W}(@)i;. 0u@)} | _ . (48)

Uy = —1VzT, ® pPo + CITO & Pz, (49)
Oy = kyT, @ po + (yTo  ps. (50)

On the non-pM side, we set ¢ — 0.
The spin operator §, in the band basis is given in Eq. (25). Therefore, we have the following expressions in the
case of well-separated energy bands:

tintcr [

—iVyTo @ pr + (T2 ® PO} , (51)

Vy8, &

A A tlntcr
’Uy S,

Q

[kyT0 @ pz + CyT2 @ po - (52)

The scattering states Us(x) of the electrons belonging to the band s have the following generic form at x < 0:

ws . 0 ) 77[]0 .
\IJS(JT < 0) _ 0 61k6,+)5m + Z 5.0 0 elkh,,+,ax + Z bs,a 0 ezke,_,am (53)
0 o=% 1/)0 o==+ 0
and z > 0:
U 0 0 v
Uy(z>0) = coq O gipesw | co | "ot pd | | e 4d 01 eivn--a (54)
10 ) T —u — 10
v 0 0 U

with the standard coherence factors

e+ Q _ Je—=Q
2¢ ' U= 2€ (55)

= sgn(e) Ve2 — A20(? — A?) +iV/A2 — 2 9(A% — ¢2). (56)

In addition, we used v, defined in Eq. (24).
The coefficients as +, bs +, ¢s.+, and ds 4 follow from matching the wave functions at the interface x = 0. The
boundary conditions are obtained by integrating the eigenvalue equation Hpag(2)¥(z) = eP(x) in the vicinity of the

interface, limsz_s0o ff?z dr [Hpac(z) — €] ¥(z). We derive:

and

0,V (x > 0) — 0,V (z < 0) = 2mUTy @ po¥(0) £ il,7. @ p.¥(0), (57)
U(z > 0) = U(z < 0) = ¥(0), (58)
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where the sign + corresponds to the pM at x < 0 (+) or x > 0 (—).

Since there are no spin-fliping processes in the model, the expressions in Egs. (53) and (54) can be simplified. We
haveay y =a__ =by - =b_ 4y =cy_ =c_ 1 =dy =d__ = 0. This allows us to define a;, = asds, o,
bs,a = bs5s,oa Cs,o0 = Csés,av and ds,o’ = dsas,—a-

The wave vectors ke/p s, s, and pesn,s,.s, depend on the type of the junction. In the NM-pM junction, we have

kesyso = 81 \/2m (1~ tinter + €) — k2, (59)

De,sisa = —S2Cz + 51\/2m (u +J+ 6) + (2 — (ky + 52¢y)?, (60)

where ¢ = /(2 + (2.
In the pM-SC junction, the wave vectors are

kesiso = —S2Cs + 81 \/Qm (,u +J+ e) + (2 — (ky + s2Gy)?, (61)

Pe,si,s5 = S1 \/2m (,U + tinter + Q) - krg (62)

Finally, in the NM-SCpM junction, we have

k;eﬂsl,sz = S1 \/2m (,U/ + tinter + 6) - kZ7 (63)

Desi,s5 = —82Cz + sl\/Qm (,u +J+ Q) + (2 — (ky + 52¢y)2 (64)

For holes, one has to replace ¢ = —¢, 2 — —Q, and sy — —ss.
The Jacobian in Eqgs. (47) and (48), i.e., 0k, /(0¢), acquires a simple form: |0k, /(0€)| = 1/(2|ke,s, 5, + 52(z|), where
(. should be set to zero if the impinging electrons correspond to the NM, i.e., in the NM-pM and NM-SCpM junctions.
Before presenting the details of the calculations and results for each of the junctions, let us discuss the coordinate
dependence of the conductance. In agreement with the continuity equations, the longitudinal conductance does not
depend on z. On the other hand, the transverse current can depend on x due to surface-localized modes. Measuring
such a coordinate dependence transport response requires a sufficiently fine spatial resolution ~ 1/kp. Therefore, we

consider spatially-averaged currents where the averaging is performed as (A) = limy,, 00 ff; dx/(2L;)A(z). The

averaging allows us to disregard the contribution of the surface-localized modes and simplifies the interpretation of
the results.

B. NM-pM junction

As a warmup, let us investigate the transport properties of the NM-pM junction. In our considerations, we use
the model given in Eq. (46), where, unlike the model used in Ref. [8], the spin-splitting parameter ¢ affects also the
effective chemical potential on the pM side.

Since there is no superconductivity in the system, the scattering states (53) and (54) can be significantly simplified:

\I/S(JJ < O) _ wseikg,+,sr + bswseikc,—,sx (65)
on the NM side and
Uy (x > 0) = coapgePet®, (66)

on the pM side. Here, v, is defined in Eq. (24).
By using the boundary conditions (57) and (58), we obtain the following coefficients:

2k
e,+,+ (67)

bg =cs —1 =
s Cs ) Cs ke’+,++ps+7;kFZ’

where we used Egs. (59) and (60) as well as defined shorthands ps = pe 4 s+5C = \/2m(u +J+€)+C2 — (ky + 5¢,)2
and Z = 2mU /kp.
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The electric current densities are

dp k2
NM N se 4,
B2 = Re{Wl@ < 000z <0} =k (1 f?) = R, (68)
e,+,+ s F
NM N 4k pske, s
oy = Re{¥l(r <0p, Tl <O} =k, (L+[0f7) = =2 s, (69)
e,+,+ s P
7 = Re{Ul(e > 0)inta(e > 0)} = pife s (70)
= (¢} > ¥ s > = DPs|Cs| = oE ’
Jel,x s\Z v z psic (et + + )2 + (kpZ)?
M ~ (k +SC) e
iy = Re{¥l( > 0)0,¥s(z > 0} = (ky + G, el = S, (71)
In the spin currents, one should multiply the above expressions by s. In view of the structure of jel M) and j(p M) , the

corresponding electrlc conductances vanish Ge1, = 0 after integration over k, even if ¢, # 0 since the correspondlng
current is antisymmetric with respect to k, = —k, and s — —s. A similar symmetry argument can be applied to the
longitudinal spin conductance, i.e., Gs, = 0. The transverse spin conductance, on the other hand, is nonvanishing
at y # 0 because the corresponding current is even with respect to k, — —k, and s — —s. Finally, we note that, in
calculating the conductances, we take into account only propagating modes, i.e., the modes with real wave vectors.
Impinging waves are always propagating with Im {k. + s} = 0.

We show the longitudinal electric and transverse spin conductance in Fig. 6 for a few values of the spin-splitting
parameters ¢, and ¢, as well as the barrier height Z. The dependence on (;, and Jyq is similar and originates from
the mismatch of the effective chemical potentials on the NM and pM sides of the junction, see the ~ ¢? term in
Eq. (60). The splitting along the junction ¢, reduces the overlap of the Fermi surfaces on both sides of the junction
leading to a lower electric conductance, see Fig. 6(b). As expected, the potential barrier quantified by Z decreases
the conductance, see Fig. 6(c).

L4t —— G /kr =0 14
12 L5 1.2
1.0 q 1.0
G 08 { aan’ 10 Gay” 08
GO 0.6 Gy Gn 0.6
0.4 0.5 0.4
0.2 0.2
0.0 d 0.0 0.0
4 2 0 2 4
leV|/p
(a)
0.4 ——C/kr =0
0 0.3
oG e oG
Go G, 02 o Go
/
0.1 ;
{
0.0 :
-3 =2 -1 0 1 2 3 -3 =2 -1 0 1 2 3
eV 1/ eV 1/
(d) (e)

FIG. 6: The longitudinal electric (top row) and transverse spin (bottom row) conductance of the NM-pM junction
for different combinations of parameters as a function of the voltage bias; see Egs. (47) and (48) for the definitions.
We normalize by longitudinal electric conductance Go = Ge1,(0) calculated at eV = 0, tinter = i, and
Z = Jsq = ¢ =0. In all panels, unless otherwise stated, tinter = £, ¢z =0, and (, = kp.

For the transverse spin conductance Gg 4, the spin splitting ¢, is crucial. As with the electric conductance, the spin
conductance depends on the overlap of the Fermi surfaces, hence the growth with ¢, is different at different eV. For
both electric and spin transport, the conductance vanishes for eV < —|u + tinter|-
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C. pM-SC junction

In this section, we discuss the conductances in the pM-SC junction.

We start with presenting the expressions for the different components of currents. The longitudinal electric and
spin currents do not depend on x on both sides of the junction. For example, we have the following electric currents:

Jez(x <0) = Re {\I/Z(:,E < 0)0,7, ® po¥s(z < 0)}
= (keyt,s +8C0) + las]® (k-5 + 5C) O(= | Tm {kn 4~ }]) + [bs]* (ke,— s + 5C2) O(— [Tm {ke — s }]),
(72)
Jete(z >0) = Re{¥l(z > 0)i,7. ® poTs(z > 0)}
(lul® + [0]?) [les*pe,+,sO(= [Tm {pe 4 s}) + |ds[*pa, -, —sO(= [Tm {pn — —}])] , (73)

where the ©-functions denote the fact that only propagating modes contribute to the longitudinal current and there
are no quasiparticle currents for subgap energies. Furthermore, here and in what follows, the impinging waves are
always propagating with Im{k. 4 ¢} = 0.

The spin currents are

jse(x <0) = Re{¥l(z <0)0,8.Vs(x <0)}

tin er
s } (Ke s + 5Co) — las]® (kn4,—s + 5¢) O(— | Tm {kp 4~ }])

+ |b8|2 (ke,—,s + 8C2) O(— | Im{ke,—,s}D ) (74)

jse(x >0) = Re{¥l(z>0)0,5. V(x> 0)}

= s(lul* = [v]*) [pe,+sles*O(= [Tm {pe. 1,5 }) = ph,— —slds*O(= | Im {pp,— s }])] -
(75)

We note that while the longitudinal conductance does not depend on z, the transverse spin conductance may depend
on the coordinate. Indeed, we have the following expressions:

Jely(x < 0) = Re{¥l(z <0)0,7. ® po¥s(z < 0)}
= (ky + s¢y) [1 + |as|26—21m{kh,+.—s}x + |bs|2€—21m{ke,f,s}x:| +2(k, + sC,) Re {bsei(ke”’s_keervS)”} )

(76)

Jely(x >0) = Re{¥l(z > 0)0,7. ® po¥s(z >0)}

= k}y("u/|2 + |’U|2) |:|CS|26i(pE,+,s_p:,+,s)$ _|_ |ds|2€i(ph“’~*5_p;wafs)x}

+ 2k (v*u—l—u*v) Re{C:dsei(Ph,—,—s—Pz,Jr,s)w}’ (77)
Jsw(® <0) = Re{Wl(z<0)0,8.(x <0)}

_ tmter (ky + 5C,) [ |26—21m{kh,+.75}:c + |bs|2€—21m{ke),’s}x}

+ 2s (k +5¢,) Re{bsez(ke=<s—ke,+,s)w}7 78)
jsy(z>0) = Re{¥l(z>0)9,5. ¥ (z>0)}

= sky(|u]* — |v|*) [c 2eiPeto—PL0)T _ |ds|261'(ph,,,73—p2)7)75)z:|

+ 25k, (vu 4 uv) Re{C:dsei(ph,f,fs—p:#,s)w}, (79)

As follows from the above expressions, transverse currents depend on the x-coordinate due to modes localized at the
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interface. By performing averaging ( A) = limy,, 00 f_Lz dx /(2L )A(z), such contributions become negligible:

80
81

= (ky + 5¢,) [1+ |asPO(= [ Tm {kn 1~ }[) + [bs*O(— | Tm {ke — s }])] |
ky(Jul® + [0]?) [les?O (= [Tm {pe, 4,5 }) + |ds[*O(— | Tm {kn,— —s}])] ,

(50)

(51
S (e + 56,) [1 = 0. PO(= [Tm (koo H) + PO [Tm e 3D (52)
2> 0)) = shy(ul* = [0) [[es?O(= | m {pes..}) = [d20(~ [ Tm (- }])]. (53)

We use expressions in Egs. (72)—(75) and Egs. (80)—(83) in calculating the electric (47) and spin (48) conductances.
Since the corresponding currents are antisymmetric with respect to k, - —k, and s = —s, the longitudinal spin and
transverse electric conductances in the pM-SC junction vanish.

Before presenting the numerical results for the conductances, let us consider the transport coefficients ag, bs, cs,
and d;. In a general case, the corresponding expressions are cumbersome but can be straightforwardly obtained. We
notice that the Andreev reflection amplitude as o pe 4, s —Ph,—,s. Therefore, it vanishes if p. 4 s and pp, _ s are purely
imaginary, which is the case when matching of the transverse wave vectors is impossible. Then, |bs] = 1 leading
to total normal reflection. Therefore, in our analytical considerations, we focus on the case where all modes are
propagating, i.e., the corresponding wave vectors are real. To further simplify our formulas, we consider the Andreev
approximation where e[, |A| < p. Then, we have

~ ~ ~
Il

83

L sgn (€) |A] 28pe +,+ ks (84)
Q (Pe,+,+ + Ks)? = 2pe 4+ ks (1 — €/Q) + (krpZ)*’
o Py —kZ+kpZ(kpZ+ 2iks) (85)
’ (Pe++ + Ks)? = 2pe v 45 (1 — €/Q) + (kpZ)?
o — € Je+ Q 2ks (e, 44 + ks —ikpZ) (86)
OV 2 Gory TR s ke (1= /@) + (krZ)2
4. — € [e=Q 2ks (pe,+,+ — ks +ikpZ) , (87)
Q 2¢  (pe,+,+ + ks)? — 2pe +,+ ks (1—¢€/Q) + (kpZ)?
where pe 4 4+ = \/Zm(u + tinter) — ki and kg = \/2m(u + j) +¢2 = (ky + s¢y)2
In the case of a tunneling junction with Z — oo,
sgn (€) |Al 2sp, ks . ks 2k €De
Jim a2 i Jim b~ —1= 202 4 o (kok )69

. e e+ Q 2k, . e Je—Q 2k,
1 ~ —i— 1 ~]— .
75T TN T2 kpz pm ds ~ig\ == (89)

Then, the corresponding scattering amplitudes are

AAP pE kS

. 2

A sl ~ 1 R Gzt (50)
. 2¢ De,+,+Fs 8¢ Pe k2

2 4 At B 4k B
Jim [~ 1 - et — A+~ beteal - ) o)
— Ve —A?%)| 22 leA] 2k?2

I 2 e (e E —_IA s Al — 2

ZI_I};O'cS' |62 o A2| (kFZ)2®(|€| ‘ |) + |62 o A2| (kFZ)QG)(‘ | |€|)7 (9 )
eV ] Al we

le_{I;o‘ds| ~ |€2 — A2| (kFZ)2@(|E| ‘AD + |€2 — A2| (kFZ)2®(‘A| |€|) (93)

As expected, the Andreev retroreflection is suppressed compared to the normal reflection. The latter is significant for
overgap energies and has ~ 1/4/|e2 — A?]| divergence at |e| \ |A|.

We visualize the transport coefficients on the non-superconducting side in Fig. 7. The Andreev retroreflection
coefficient |as|? requires an overlap of the normal-state FS in the SC (dotted black line) in Fig. 7(b) and the FS in
the pM (red and blue lines). Normal reflection is complete with |bs|?> = 1 when the F'S in pM has no overlap with its
counterpart on the SC side and decreases if such overlap is possible. The normal reflection coefficient b, vanishes for
momenta outside the FS in pM since there are no propagating quasiparticles in this case.
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FIG. 7: Panel (a): Andreev retroreflection |as|? and normal-reflection |bs|? transport coefficients as functions of k.
In plotting the coefficients, we took into account that the corresponding modes should be propagating and set e = 0.
Panel (b): The energy spectrum showing the spin-up (solid red) and spin-down (dashed blue) energy bands of the
pM. The normal-state energy spectrum in the SC is shown by the dotted black line. In all panels, we used tipter = 4,
Z=Ja=0,( =0,and {, = kp.

We show the longitudinal electric conductance G, in Fig. 8. As in regular NM-SC junctions, there is an Andreev
plateau where the conductance is twice as high as in the normal state. The depression at eV — 0 in Fig. 8(a) is
caused by the mismatch of the effective chemical potential at ¢, # 0. Since the electric conductance is determined
by the overlap of the two Fermi surfaces, which is affected by ¢, but not (., there is a noticeable difference in
the conductances in Figs. 8(a) and 8(b). Potential barrier quantified by Z suppresses the Andreev retroreflection
compared to the normal reflection, see also Egs. (90) and (91) for the corresponding transport coefficients, leading to
a well-pronounced peak at [eV| N\, A, see Fig. 8(c). On the SC side, the longitudinal electric conductance for subgap
energies vanishes because there are no propagating quasiparticles.

The transverse spin conductance Gs,, is shown in Fig. 9. On the pM side, the presence of nonzero (, leads to the
transverse spin conductance that, as is explained in the main text, is enhanced by Andreev processes. As with the
longitudinal electric conductance, barrier potential suppresses Gs , for subgap energies leading to a well-pronounced
peak at |eV| \ A, cf. Fig. 8(c). Unlike the electric conductance, there is a stronger dependence on the spin splitting
parameter ¢, that determines the spin conductance.

D. NM-SCpM junction

Finally, let us address the transport properties of the NM-SCpM junction.
As with the pM-SC junction considered in Sec. 111 C, we start by presenting the expressions for the longitudinal

Jerz(x <0) = ke g5+ |a3|2kh’+,fs@(_| Im {kp 4 s} ) + |b5|2ke,as@(_| Im {ke,— s}1), (94)
Jera(z>0) = ([ul®+ [vf*) [les]? (Pe, s + 5C) O(= [Tm {pe 1 s }]) + |ds]? (P, —s + $C2) O(= [Tm {pn,— s })] , (95)
jS,fc(x <0) = s [ke,+,s - |a8|2kh7+,—s@(*| Im {kh,-&-,—s} )+ |b5|2k67—,s@(*| Im{ke,—,s} |)] ) (96)
Jsa(z>0) = L}ter ([ul® = 101) [(De,1.s + 5C2) [esPO(=1Tm {pe, s } ) = (Ph.——s + 5C2) |ds[*O(—|Tm {pp, - <} ])]
(97)
and averaged transverse
(Jery(z < 0)) = ky [1+]as?O(=|Tm {kp, 4~} |) + [bs[*O(=[Tm {ke, s} )] , (98)
(Jery(z>0)) = (ky +5¢) (lul® + [0) [les?O(= [ Tm {pe 4,5 }]) + |ds[*O(= [ Tm {pp,— s }))] , (99)
(Jsyle <0)) = sky [1— |as|*O(=|Tm {kn 1,5} |) + |bs]*O(—| Im {kc— s} )] , (100)
(Jsy(x>0)) = Stirj}er (ky + 5¢y) (Jul® = o) [les*O(=|Tm {pe 1 s} ) = [ds|*O(=|Tm {pp,— s} [)] ~ (101)
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FIG. 8: The longitudinal electric conductance G, for different combinations of parameters as a function of the

voltage bias; see Eq. (47) for the definition. The top and bottom rows show the conductance on the pM and SC
sides, respectively. We normalize by the longitudinal normal-state electric conductance G,, ; calculated as Gg’l;/[) at

eV =10A. In all panels, unless otherwise stated, tinter = t, ¢z =0, {y =k, Jua =2 =0, and p = 10% A.
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FIG. 9: The transverse spin conductance Gg,, for different combinations of parameters as a function of the voltage

bias; see Eq. (48) for the definition. The top and bottom rows show the conductance on the pM and SC sides,

respectively. We normalize by the longitudinal normal-state electric conductance G, , calculated as GS),I;/[)

eV =10A. In all panels, unless otherwise stated, tinter = 4, ¢z =0, ¢y = kp, Jsa =2 =0, and p = 10% A.

at

currents.
The transport coefficients as, bs, cs, and d are given by Eqgs. (84)—(87) with the replacements pe 4 4+ <> ke 4+ and

ks <> ps, where k. 4 | = \/Qm(,u + tinter) — ki and ps = \/Qm(u +J)+¢2— (ky + 5Gy)2.
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The transport coefficients on the non-superconducting side |a,|? and |bs|? are similar to those in the pM-SC junction,
see Fig. 7, with the only quantitative difference being the normal-reflection coefficient |bs|*: it is nonzero for k,
determined by the NM Fermi surface. Therefore, the transverse electric and longitudinal spin conductances vanish
due to symmetry reasons.

In calculating the longitudinal electric (47) and transverse spin (48) conductances, we use the expressions in
Egs. (94)-(101). We show the longitudinal electric conductance G, in Fig. 10. By comparing these results with those
in Fig. 8, we see that G, is similar in pM-SC and NM-SCpM junctions. The reason is that the longitudinal electric
conductance is affected mostly by the overlap of the Fermi surfaces rather than the details of their spin structure.
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FIG. 10: The longitudinal electric conductance G, for different combinations of parameters as a function of the
voltage bias; see Eq. (47) for the definition. The top and bottom rows show the conductance on the NM and SCpM

sides, respectively. We normalize by the longitudinal normal-state electric conductance G,, , calculated as GS\I;VI )

eV =10A. In all panels, unless otherwise stated, tinter = t, ¢z = 0, {y = kp, Jsa = Z =0, and p = 10% A.

at

The transverse spin conductance Gg,, is shown in Fig. 11. As with G ., the transverse spin conductance is similar
in pM-SC and NM-SCpM junctions with the only major difference being the sign of the conductance.
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