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Planar Josephson junctions in a magnetic field exhibit the superconducting diode effect, by which
the critical current magnitude depends on the polarity of the transport current. A number of
different mechanisms for the effect have been proposed. Here, we study symmetric, T-shaped planar
Josephson junctions with semiconducting weak links in an in-plane magnetic field perpendicular to
an applied current bias. In particular, we vary the longitudinal width (i.e. parallel to the current)
of the superconducting contacts and the voltage of an electrostatic gate. We observe an increase in
both critical current and diode efficiency with increasing contact width and relate the critical current
behavior to the induced coherence length of the Andreev bound states that mediate the supercurrent
flow through the junction. We further observe a linear trend, with respect to inverse contact width,
of the field at which the diode efficiency is maximized, which saturates as the contact width becomes
large compared to the coherence length. The smaller field at which the critical current is maximized
additionally exhibits a strong gate dependence. We interpret these observations in the context of
multiple underlying mechanisms, including spin–orbit coupling and orbital effects.

I. INTRODUCTION

The superconducting diode effect—an asymmetry of
certain superconducting properties with respect to super-
current polarity—is observed ubiquitously in a variety of
superconducting systems due to simultaneously broken
time-reversal and space-inversion symmetries. Several
different symmetry-breaking mechanisms have been pro-
posed which may be broadly classified as either intrinsic
or extrinsic. Interest in the effect has resurged in recent
years due in part to its potential to elucidate the intrinsic
or microscopic properties of a material system; however,
such work has been complicated by the coexistence of var-
ious extrinsic or macroscopic symmetry-breaking mech-
anisms. The SDE has recently been demonstrated in or-
dinary elemental superconductors [1, 2]; superconductor
[3] and superconductor–semiconductor heterostructures
and nanowires [4]; graphene [5]; and Josephson junctions
[6–9] and circuits thereof such as series arrays [10–12],
multi-terminal junctions and superconducting quantum
interference devices [13–16]. While broken time-reversal
symmetry is most commonly due to magnetism, broken
space-inversion symmetry has been variously attributed
to imperfections in nanofabrication or material inhomo-
geneities [1, 2, 7], structural inversion asymmetry of het-
erostructures [3, 4, 8, 10–12, 16], and asymmetry in the
device configuration [13, 14]. As a result, proposed mech-
anisms of the SDE typically vary by system and include
vortex effects [1, 2, 4, 6, 7], spin–orbit coupling [3, 6, 8–
12, 16–19], Meissner or diamagnetic currents [2, 4, 20],
orbital effects [15, 21], finite momentum Cooper pair-
ing [8, 9, 15, 17, 20, 22], higher harmonic content in the
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current–phase relation [10–14, 16, 23], or combinations
thereof.

Planar Josephson junctions with semiconducting weak
links are promising platforms for scalable spintronics
[24, 25] and topological superconductivity [26–28]. The
combination of s-wave superconductivity, spin–orbit cou-
pling, and Zeeman interaction can lead to both topolog-
ical superconductivity [29, 30] and the superconducting
diode effect [17, 18]. The longitudinal width of the super-
conducting contacts are an important device parameter
determining the relative flux- and gate-tunability of the
system topology and impacting the phenomenology of the
predicted topological signatures as well as the strength of
trivial orbital effects [31–33]. Most experiments thus far
have typically probed one of three regimes, using junc-
tions with narrow [34], intermediate [35], or wide [36]
superconducting contacts with respect to the induced su-
perconducting coherence length.

Here we report measurements of the superconducting
diode effect in planar Josephson junctions co-fabricated
on a superconductor–semiconductor heterostructure. We
study the critical current magnitude and nonreciprocity
as functions of the longitudinal superconducting contact
width and gate voltage in the presence of an in-plane
magnetic field applied perpendicular to the current bias.
We connect the scaling of the critical current magnitude
with contact width to the induced coherence length of
the Andreev bound states of the junction. In addition,
the magnetic fields at which the critical current magni-
tude and nonreciprocity are maximized exhibit distinct
behaviors with contact width and gate voltage. We dis-
cuss possible interpretations of the data which invoke fi-
nite momentum Cooper pairing resulting from spin–orbit
coupling, Meissner currents, or orbital effects.
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II. SYMMETRIC PLANAR JOSEPHSON
JUNCTIONS

We study symmetric planar Josephson junctions with
various superconducting contact widths Wsc, fabricated
in a superconductor–semiconductor heterostructure, in
the presence of an in-plane magnetic field B∥ applied
perpendicular to the current I, as shown in Fig. 1(a).
All devices presented here were co-fabricated on a single
chip within a 1.6mm×1.6mm area.
The heterostructure comprises a near-surface

(In,Ga)As/InAs/(In,Ga)As (4 nm/4 nm/10 nm) quan-
tum well capped by a layer of Al grown in-situ by
molecular beam epitaxy, as shown in Fig. 1(b). An Al
thickness of 10 nm was inferred from the critical in-plane
field of 2.7T [37] (see Section S.I). All of the junctions
have a width (transverse to the current) of 4µm defined
by a deep wet etch through the III–V semiconducting
layers. The 80 nm contact separation and variable con-
tact width Wsc were defined by selectively wet etching
the Al and confirmed by scanning electron micrographs
of nominally identical proxy devices co-fabricated on
the same chip (see Section S.II). Subsequently, a 60 nm
AlOx dielectric was grown at 150 ◦C by atomic layer
deposition, followed by the deposition of 10 nm/90 nm of
Ti/Au gate electrodes by electron beam evaporation.

To eliminate as much as possible any nonreciprocal ef-
fects associated with an out-of-plane magnetic field com-
ponent, we measure Fraunhofer interference in a narrow
out-of-plane field range about the extrema of the central
lobe. The positive (negative) critical current is then ob-
tained as the maximum (minimum) of the positive (neg-
ative) branch of the Fraunhofer pattern at each in-plane
field and gate voltage setting; see Section S.III for details.

III. ANDREEV BOUND STATE COHERENCE
LENGTH

The supercurrent through the junction is carried by
Andreev bound states that are localized within the weak
link and decay exponentially into the superconductor
over a characteristic length ξ, the coherence length of
the proximity-induced superconductivity, as shown in
Fig. 1(b) [38, 39]. The Andreev bound state coherence
length [39] ξABS = ξ/

√
τ |sin(φ/2)| approaches ξ at the

critical current in the high-transparency limit τ → 1;
therefore, we do not distinguish between ξ and ξABS in
the following. IfWsc ≲ ξ, a Cooper pair may be reflected
at the rear interface of the superconducting contacts, re-
ducing the supercurrent carried by the Andreev bound
state. The probability of reflection is proportional to the
amplitude ψ ∝ exp(−Wsc/ξ) of the wave function at-
tained at that interface, such that the critical current of
the junction is suppressed by finite Wsc as

Ic(Wsc) = I∞c

(
1− e−Wsc/ξ

)
(1)

where I∞c = limWsc→∞ Ic(Wsc).

4μm

80nm

(a)

(b)

4 nm
4 nm

10 nm

10 nm

FIG. 1. Symmetric T-shaped planar Josephson junc-
tions and diode effect mechanisms. (a) Scanning elec-
tron micrograph of a representative planar Josephson junc-
tion co-fabricated on the same chip as the devices presented
here. The superconductor (blue) and semiconductor (green)
are falsely colored. The gate (yellow) is shown schematically.
All devices are 4 µm wide with 80 nm separating the super-
conducting contacts. Each device has a different supercon-
ducting contact width Wsc. A current bias I and gate voltage
Vg are applied. The in-plane magnetic field B∥ is perpendic-
ular to the current. The dashed red line indicates the cross
section shown schematically in (b). (b) Schematic of the de-
vice cross section indicated by the dashed red line in (a).
The magnitude of the Andreev bound state wave function
|ψ| decays with characteristic length ξ into the superconduc-
tor. A magnetic flux Φ threads the area Wscd between the
superconducting contacts (blue) and the proximitized 2DEG
(dark green). A Meissner current flows in the superconduct-
ing contacts of thickness dsc. In the 2DEG, the Rashba spin–
orbit split Fermi surface (grey) is Zeeman-shifted by the in-
plane magnetic field, yielding Cooper pairs of electrons with
wavevectors q ± k (black). (The inner Fermi surface is not
shown.)
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(a)

(b) (c)

FIG. 2. Critical current and coherence length. (a)
Critical current Ic± versus in-plane magnetic field B∥ per-
pendicular to the current, for five devices with different con-
tact widths Wsc, at gate voltage Vg = 0 (see Section S.IV
for similar field traces at positive and negative gate voltages).
Markers identify the extrema plotted in (b,c). (b) Extrema of
Ic± versus inverse superconducting contact width W−1

sc , fit to
Eq. (1). The markers correspond to the legend in (a). (c) In-
plane magnetic field B∗ = argmaxB∥

Ic+ = − argminB∥
Ic−

at which Ic± are extremized. Black dots correspond to the
Vg = 0 extrema marked in (a); blue (red) upward-pointing
(downward-pointing) triangles correspond to the extrema at
positive (negative) gate voltage; see Section S.IV.

In Fig. 2 we show the dependence of the critical cur-
rent on superconducting contact width Wsc. Figure 2(a)
shows the positive and negative critical currents Ic± as
a function of in-plane magnetic field B∥ perpendicular
to the current for five devices with different Wsc. The
data are antisymmetric with respect to in-plane field,
Ic+(B∥) = −Ic−(−B∥), and a clear trend of increas-
ing critical current with increasing Wsc is apparent. In
Fig. 2(b) we plot a fit of the extrema max Ic+(B∥) =
−min Ic−(B∥) ≡ Ic(Wsc) to the model Eq. (1), taking
the average of the values obtained from the positive and
negative branches. The fit yields an induced coherence
length ξ = 586 nm. This agrees well with the dirty limit
coherence length [40, 41] ξ =

√
ξBCSℓ ≈ 570 nm where

the BCS coherence length ξBCS = ℏvF/π∆ ≈ 2.5 µm with

Fermi velocity vF = ℏ
√
2πn/m∗ ≈ 3 × 106 m/s and in-

duced gap ∆ = 1.764kBTc ≈ 250 µeV. Here we have
used the density n = 6 × 1012 cm−2 and mean free path
ℓ = 130 nm obtained from magnetotransport data, effec-
tive band mass m∗ = 0.024me of InAs [42], and crit-
ical temperature Tc = 1.65K measured during multi-
ple cooldowns; see Section S.I. The measured coherence
length is also consistent with nonlocal spectroscopic sig-
natures of extended Andreev bound states [43] as well as
signatures of Andreev bound state hybridization across
a common electrode [44] in similar Al/InAs heterostruc-
tures.
Multiple works have posited mechanisms of the super-

conducting diode effect based on spin–orbit coupling (see
e.g. Refs. 3, 8, 10, 17–19). Based on these, the nonre-
ciprocity of the critical current should be gate-tunable, as
the electric field from an applied gate voltage modulates
the Rashba spin–orbit coupling strength [45]. Following
Ref. 8, the field B∗ = argmaxB∥

Ic+ = − argminB∥
Ic−

at which the nonreciprocal critical current Ic± is extrem-
ized is given by

B∗ ≈ (1− τ)1/4
kso
kF

4ET

g∗µB
. (2)

As all devices are co-fabricated on the same chip with
identical contact separations of 80 nm, we do not ex-
pect the Thouless energy ET or effective g-factor g∗ to
vary significantly across devices. However, we note that
Eq. (2) was derived in the limit Wsc → ∞; therefore, we
do not attempt to make comparisons of B∗ across de-
vices with different Wsc. For a given Wsc, on the other
hand, increasing gate voltage increases B∗ via the spin–
orbit wavenumber kso = αm∗/ℏ2, where α is the Rashba
spin–orbit coupling strength and m∗ is the effective band
mass. A changing gate voltage may also impact B∗ via
the transparency τ . We note that the trends of increas-
ing B∗ with increasing α and decreasing τ predicted by
Eq. (2) are consistent with the results of Ref. 19.

In Fig. 2(c) we show the Wsc-dependence of the ex-
tremal field B∗, extracted from low-field fits to Eq. (1)
of Ref. 8, at different gate voltages. A nontrivial depen-
dence on bothWsc and gate voltage is observed. Figure 3
shows the same data as a function of gate voltage. All de-
vices exhibit similar behavior in which B∗ increases with
increasing gate voltage. This behavior is consistent with
both increasing spin–orbit coupling strength and decreas-
ing transparency as the gate voltage increases, according
to Eq. (2). The Rashba spin–orbit coupling strength in-
creases with increasing gate voltage due to the increased
structural inversion asymmetry of the quantum well [45].

IV. SUPERCONDUCTING DIODE EFFECT

Planar Josephson junctions in an applied in-plane mag-
netic field exhibit critical current nonreciprocity, a facet
of the superconducting diode effect, due to a number of
mechanisms including, as shown in Fig. 1(b), Meissner
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FIG. 3. Gate dependence and spin–orbit coupling. In-
plane magnetic field B∗ = argmaxB∥

Ic+ = − argminB∥
Ic−

at which Ic± is extremized, for five devices with differentWsc.
This is the same data as in Fig. 2(c) plotted here as a function
of gate voltage Vg. The right-hand axis indicates the direc-
tions of increasing Rashba spin–orbit coupling strength α and
junction transparency τ according to Eq. (2).

screening currents [20], orbital effects [15], and the in-
terplay of spin–orbit coupling and Zeeman interaction
[8, 10, 17–19], each resulting in a superconducting con-
densate with finite momentum. The nonreciprocity ap-
pears with the application of an in-plane magnetic field
B∥ perpendicular to the current, which is associated with
a magnetic flux Φ threading the area Wscd between the
superconducting contacts and the proximitized two di-
mensional electron gas,

B∥Wscd = Φ, (3)

where d is their effective separation, as shown in
Fig. 1(b). We quantify the SDE using the diode efficiency

η =
Ic+ − |Ic−|
Ic+ + |Ic−|

(4)

defined such that −1 < η < 1 with the sign indicating
the diode polarity.

Figure 4(a) shows the diode efficiency obtained from
the curves in Fig. 2(a). All devices exhibit similar be-
havior: η(B∥) is antisymmetric with respect to field,
η(B∥) = −η(−B∥), as expected from the antisymmetry of
Ic±(B∥). Likewise for all devices η(B∥) attains extrema
at finite field, and all but Wsc = 0.3 µm exhibit a weak
sign change in the range 400–600mT. These features—
antisymmetry, extrema, and finite-field sign changes—
are qualitatively consistent with multiple SDE mecha-
nisms including orbital effects [15, 21], diamagnetic cur-
rents [4], and simultaneous spin–orbit and Zeeman inter-
actions [8, 10, 12, 17, 19].

We now consider the dependence of the diode efficiency
on Wsc. Figure 4(b) shows a general trend of increas-
ing peak efficiency max(η) = −min(η) with increasing

(a)

(b) (c)

FIG. 4. Diode efficiency and orbital effect. (a) Diode
efficiency η, as defined in Eq. (4), determined from the data
in Fig. 2(a) (see Section S.IV for similar field traces at pos-
itive and negative gate voltages). Markers identify the ex-
trema plotted in (b,c). (b) Extrema max η = −min η versus
inverse superconducting contact width W−1

sc . The markers
correspond to the legend in (a). (c) In-plane magnetic field
Bη = argmaxB∥

η = − argminB∥
η at which η is extremized.

Black dots correspond to the extrema marked in (a); blue
(red) upward-pointing (downward-pointing) triangles corre-
spond to the extrema at positive (negative) gate voltage. The
solid black line is a fit to Eq. (3) of the Vg = 0 series, exclud-
ing the point at W−1

sc = 0.

Wsc, although the behavior does not follow a clear ex-
ponential trend like the extrema of Ic in Fig. 2(b). Fig-
ure 4(c) shows the in-plane field Bη = argmaxB∥

η =

− argminB∥
η at which the diode efficiency is extremized

at different gate voltages. A strong dependence onWsc is
observed, as compared to the much weaker dependence
on gate voltage. A fit to Eq. (3) yields Φ/Φ0 ≈ 0.36–0.61
for d = 10–17 nm, corresponding to an effective Al–2DEG
separation that either excludes or includes half of the Al
and InAs quantum well thicknesses (see Fig. 1(b)). The
deviation from this linear trend for Wsc → ∞ may be
due to length-limiting effects such as the formation of
Josephson vortices between the Al and InAs layers [4].
We note that Bη saturates for Wsc ≳ 2ξ ≈ 1.15 µm.
These observations are consistent with an orbital mech-
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anism by which the extremum of η should occur before
the first sign change at Φ = Φ0; we do not, however,
observe these sign changes at Φ = Φ0, nor do we ob-
serve the expected Φ0-periodic oscillation of η at higher
fields [15]. Instead, the sign changes are observed at a
significantly larger flux Φ > Φ0, above which any os-
cillations are damped out, likely due to the collapse of
the induced gap at large magnetic fields by the Zee-
man energy. The relatively weak gate dependence of Bη

shown in Fig. 4(c) is also consistent with a spin–orbit
coupling based mechanism, where a weak dependence of
Bη on spin–orbit coupling strength is in fact expected
[19]. Furthermore, while most theory is done in the limit
Wsc → ∞ in which the only relevant device length scale is
the distance Wn between the superconducting contacts,
one can expect some Wsc dependence for Wsc ≲ ξ for
any mechanism yielding finite Cooper pair momentum
2q due to the resonance condition at the system bound-
aries, 2q(2Wsc +Wn) = (2n+ 1)π/2 for integer n, which
identifies the zeroes of the diode efficiency [8, 46].

Generically, a single-mode Josephson junction com-
prising two superconductors with finite Cooper pair mo-
mentum 2q along the transport direction is expected to
exhibit a maximum critical current nonreciprocity at the
value q0 satisfying [20, 47]1

ℏq0vF =
∆√

1 +
(
π
4

)2 ≈ 0.8∆, (5)

independent of the microscopic mechanism responsible
for q. By the Meissner screening mechanism [20], a finite
qM = (e/ℏ)B∥λL in the proximitized 2DEG is inherited
from the Meissner screening current induced at the lower
surface of the parent superconductor by the magnetic
field (Fig. 1(b)). For a superconducting film of thickness
dsc thinner than the London penetration depth λL, we
take λL → dsc/2 to estimate qM/B∥ ≈ 7.6× 106 m−1T−1

for dsc = 10nm, with an expected maximum accord-
ing to Eq. (5) at Bmax

∥ ≈ 13mT using the same pa-

rameters as in Section III. Similarly, the orbital effect
[15] of the magnetic field on electrons tunneling between
the parent superconductor and the 2DEG induces in the
2DEG a finite qorb = (e/ℏ)B∥d, from which we estimate

qorb/B∥ ≈ 2.6× 107 m−1T−1 and Bmax
∥ ≈ 4mT. Finally,

in the limit of strong spin–orbit coupling (αkF ≫ EZ),
the Zeeman interaction shifts the center of the (outer)
Rashba spin–orbit split Fermi surface to finite qRZ =
EZ/ℏvF [8, 31, 46] where EZ = g∗µBB∥/2 is the Zee-

man energy, implying qRZ/B∥ ≈ 1.5 × 105 m−1T−1 and
Bmax

∥ ≈ 690mT for an effective |g∗| = 10. We note

that qorb > qM > qRZ for a given B∥, suggesting orbital
effects are strong in our system; however, none of the

2 We note that this expression differs from that of Davydova et al.
[20] but follows from the maximization of Eq. 13 of Ref. 20 with
respect to q and agrees with the results of Scharf et al. [47].

above estimates of the extremal field Bmax
∥ are a particu-

larly good match to the experimental values observed in
Fig. 4(c). We note that the estimates obtained above are
linear approximations that neglect the dimension Wsc as
well as the effect of kinetic inductance which is expected
to be non-negligible in superconducting thin films. Fur-
thermore, the single-mode model leading to Eq. (5) ne-
glects the many transverse modes present in wide planar
junctions. Costa et al. [19] have shown that in the pres-
ence of both Rashba spin–orbit and magnetic exchange
interactions, modes with larger transverse wavenumbers
exhibit larger anomalous phase shifts and experience a
stronger effective magnetic exchange interaction than in
the one-dimensional case. From the perspective of finite
Cooper pair momentum, modes with larger transverse
wavenumbers have smaller longitudinal Fermi velocities
and therefore larger qRZ ∝ v−1

F , which would increase the
single-mode qRZ approximation (and decrease the corre-
sponding Bmax

∥ ) given above.

V. CONCLUSION

We have studied the geometric effect of the supercon-
ducting contact width of symmetric planar Josephson
junctions on the magnitude and nonreciprocity of crit-
ical current. The critical current magnitude exponen-
tially approaches a maximum value as the contact width
increases, reflecting the induced superconducting coher-
ence length of the Andreev bound states in the junction.
The maximum nonreciprocity also tends to increase for
larger contact widths. We have interpreted the data with
respect to different possible mechanisms of the supercon-
ducting diode effect, primarily orbital effects and concur-
rent spin–orbit and Zeeman interactions, which both in-
duce finite momentum Cooper pairs. The contact width
dependence of the field of maximum nonreciprocity in-
vites an orbital interpretation, while the gate tunability
of the smaller field of maximum critical current lends cre-
dence to a spin–orbit coupling based interpretation. We
expect both orbital and spin–orbit coupling effects coex-
ist in our system. Our work displays the importance of
geometric effects on the phenomenology of planar Joseph-
son junctions, as well as the utility of simple geometric
modifications in device optimization and hypothesis test-
ing. Future experiments could alter geometric aspects of
the heterostructure to further study the various poten-
tial contributions to the superconducting diode effect, for
example by varying the superconductor thickness around
the penetration depth, or by moving the 2DEG closer to
or further away from the surface.
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