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We study the distinctive features of the interplay between the interlayer superconductivity and
ferroelectricity in van der Waals heterostructures. Corresponding analysis is carried out within the
framework of the quasiclassical Eilenberger equations for a tunnel coupled bilayer with inhomo-
geneous relative shift of the conduction bands between the layers, which describes the net charge
transfer in sliding ferroelectrics. It is shown that the critical temperature of the interlayer super-
conductivity can be significantly enhanced for superconducting nuclei localized in the vicinity of
ferroelectric domain walls. We demonstrate that the increase in the tunneling amplitude leads to
the decrease (increase) in the difference between the critical temperatures for localized and homo-
geneous superconducting states for the spin-singlet (spin-triplet) interlayer superconductivity. We
also perform an extensive analysis of the effects of the in-plane magnetic field on the interlayer
superconductivity. It is shown that the orbital effect can result in the suppression of the spin-singlet
interlayer superconductivity and to the enhancement of the spin-triplet one. We find that possible
manifestations of the paramagnetic effect include the suppression of the interlayer superconduc-
tivity by rather weak Zeeman fields, the two-fold anisotropy of the critical magnetic field for the
spin-triplet states as well as the appearance of the reentrant superconducting phases. It is shown
that the joint influence of the orbital and paramagnetic mechanisms on the spin-triplet interlayer
superconductivity can even lead to a nonmonotonic behavior of the superconducting critical tem-
perature as a function of the external magnetic field. The obtained results are discussed in the
context of recent experimental data on van der Waals structures with coexisting superconductivity

and sliding ferroelectricity.
I. INTRODUCTION

The physics of van der Waals heterostructures attracts
a significant attention of both experimentalists and the-
oreticians [1-6] due to the fact that these systems offer
a unique possibility to study the interplay between dif-
ferent phases of matter including superconductivity [7],
ferromagnetism [8-11] and ferroelectricity [12-14]. The
electronic band structure of such materials and the prop-
erties of the emergent phases are known to be highly
sensitive to the layer stacking, which can be engineered
during the sample fabrication through a relative layer
twist [15, 16]. In addition, changes in the layer stacking
can be triggered by the external electric field or stress
leading to the so-called interlayer sliding [17-19]. For
several stackings characterized by the intrinsic charge im-
balance between the layers (in the presence of a sponta-
neous electric polarization directed perpendicular to the
plane of the layers), the application of the external elec-
tric field can switch the layer stacking and the direc-
tion of the electric dipole moment. This phenomenon,
known as the sliding ferroelectricity, was experimentally
observed in a number of systems including bilayer and
trilayer WTes [17] and AB/BA stacking h-BN [18, 19].

Recent experimental results for bilayer Ty4-MoTes,
which exhibits both ferroelectricity and superconductiv-
ity, demonstrate that the sliding ferroelectricity can pro-
vide the mechanism for electrostatic control over the su-
perconducting state [20]. In particular, it was shown that
the critical temperature of the superconducting tran-

sition 7T, strongly depends on the transverse electric
field, which governs the switching between the two states
with homogeneous electric polarization (up and down).
Rather strong electric fields were found to be detrimen-
tal to superconductivity, whereas the increase in T, was
observed upon the decrease in the field magnitude. Such
behavior reflects the competition between ferroelectricity
and superconductivity and suggests that the supercon-
ductivity nucleation in sliding ferroelectrics can be more
favorable in the vicinity of ferroelectric domain walls.
Another important experimental result for the similar
system is related to the effects of the in-plane magnetic
field [21]. Tt was demonstrated that the in-plane critical
magnetic field destroying superconductivity is two-fold
anisotropic and both the maximum and minimum crit-
ical magnetic fields exceed the Pauli limiting field for
sufficiently low temperatures. Such features point to the
importance of the spin-dependent effects in studies of the
peculiarities of the superconducting state in such sys-
tems. Note that currently the experimental behavior of
the in-plane critical magnetic field is attributed to the
effects of the tilted Ising spin-orbit coupling [22, 23].
The underlying microscopic mechanism of supercon-
ductivity in van der Waals ferroelectrics is currently un-
der a theoretical investigation, and the complete descrip-
tion of this phenomenon is yet to be established. For
instance, recent theoretical study shows that the do-
main wall fluctuations in sliding ferroelectrics can pro-
vide rather strong intralayer electronic attraction [24].
At the same time the above-mentioned experimental ob-
servations motivated us to study an alternative scenario
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of the Cooper pair formation in sliding ferroelectrics,
namely, the interlayer pairing. Note that this idea was
first suggested in a seminal paper of M. H. Cohen and
D. H. Douglass, Jr. [25], later by K. B. Efetov and
A. T. Larkin [26], and then further developed for layered
superconductors [26-31] and van der Waals heterostruc-
tures [32-36].

The motivation for the study of the interlayer pairing
in relation to the sliding ferroelectricity can be simply
clarified if one notices that the charge imbalance between
the layers (equivalent to the electric polarization) can be
described by a relative shift of the conduction energy
bands in different layers [see Fig. 1]. For the Cooper
pairs formed by electrons from different layers, the effect
of the relative band shift is known to be similar to the
one of the Zeeman field on the conventional spin-singlet
superconductivity [37-39]. The increase in the band shift
(increase in the electric dipole moment) should cause the
decrease in T, of the interlayer superconductivity (see,
e.g., Ref. [36]). So, the ferroelectricity naturally com-
petes with the interlayer superconductivity and one can
expect that possible interlayer superconductivity can be
enhanced in the vicinity of ferroelectric domain walls (in
spatial regions with vanishing relative band shift). Re-
garding the spin-dependent effects, it is important to note
that the Pauli principle, which usually hampers the for-
mation of the spin-triplet Cooper pairs in systems with
the local effective attraction, does no more impose se-
vere restrictions on the spins of electrons in the inter-
layer pair [26]. The depairing effect of the in-plane mag-
netic field is, in turn, sensitive to the spin structure of
Cooper pairs [40] and can possess the two-fold anisotropy
for the spin-triplet superconducting state. Despite a lot
of theoretical works devoted to the study of the inter-
layer superconductivity, quantitative theoretical studies
of the above mentioned phenomena is still lacking. The
main goal of our work is to fill these gaps and provide
an extensive analysis of the effects associated with the
interplay between superconductivity and ferroelectricity.

In this manuscript we study the distinctive features of
the interplay between the ferroelectricity and interlayer
superconductivity in van der Waals bilayers [see Fig. 1].
Our analysis is based on the formalism of the Eilenberger
equations, which we derive for a model tunnel coupled bi-
layer with a finite relative shift of the conducting bands
and an arbitrary spin structure of the interlayer gap func-
tion (both the spin-singlet and spin-triplet cases are con-
sidered). It is shown that the critical temperature for the
superconductivity nucleation in the vicinity of the fer-
roelectric domain wall (in spatial region with vanishing
relative band shift) can significantly exceed the critical
temperature of the homogeneous superconducting state.
Using analytical and numerical solutions of the linearized
self-consistency equation, we find that the increase in the
tunnel coupling leads to the decrease (increase) in the
difference between critical temperatures of localized and
homogeneous states for the spin-singlet (spin-triplet) in-
terlayer superconductivity. As a next step, we carry out

the extensive analysis of the effects of the in-plane mag-
netic field on the homogeneous interlayer superconduct-
ing states. Both the orbital and paramagnetic mecha-
nisms have been taken into account. We find that the
main features of the orbital effect on the interlayer super-
conductivity can be explained by an effective renormal-
ization of the tunneling amplitude. It is demonstrated
that the spin-singlet interlayer superconductivity is sup-
pressed by the orbital effect and the magnitude of such
suppression depends on the tunneling amplitude and the
relative band shift. On the contrary, we demonstrate that
the spin-triplet superconductivity can be enhanced by
the orbital effect. For both spin-singlet and spin-triplet
interlayer superconductivity we find that paramagnetic
effect can result not only in the suppression of supercon-
ductivity with the increasing field but also in the emer-
gence of reentrant superconducting phases, which appear
due to a compensation of the relative band shift by the
Zeeman shift [41, 42] (see also the analysis of phase dia-
grams of the van der Waals superconductor - ferromagnet
structures in Refs. [43, 44]). We demonstrate that the

joint influence of the orbital and paramagnetic effect can

even lead to a nonmonotonic behavior of the critical tem-
perature of the spin-triplet interlayer superconductivity
as a function of the external magnetic field.
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FIG. 1. Schematic picture of the considered tunnel coupled bi-
layer system with the interlayer electronic attraction. Dashed
lines show the position of the ferroelectric domain wall, which
separates the region with homogeneous polarization P di-
rected perpendicular to the plane of the layers. Upper plots:
schematic pictures of the Fermi surfaces (FS) far from the
domain wall.

Note that the model of interlayer pairing considered in
our work is purely phenomenological and we do not an-
alyze here the microscopic mechanism of the electronic
attraction underlying the formation of interlayer Cooper
pairs. Generally such mechanism can be associated,
for instance, with the interaction of electrons with the
phonon modes involving coupled atomic displacements in
neighboring layers [25], renormalization of the interlayer
Coulomb interaction [45], and the exchange of magnons
in structures involving additional antiferromagnetic lay-
ers [46]. Irrespective to the particular attraction mecha-
nism we study here the consequences of interlayer pairing



itself and consider its relevance for the experimental data
in van der Waals bilayer systems.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Sec. II we
present the model and basic equations. In Sec. III we
briefly discuss the main features of the superconductivity
nucleation for the spin-singlet and spin-triplet interlayer
superconductivity, which are useful for understanding of
our main results. In Sec. IV we carry out the analysis of
the localized nucleation of interlayer superconductivity
on a ferroelectric domain wall. In Sec. V we study the
effects of the in-plane magnetic field on spin-singlet and
spin-triplet interlayer superconducting states. In Sec. VI
we discuss our results in context of recent experiments on
van der Waals bilayers with coexisting superconductivity
and ferroelectricity. Finally, the results are summarized
in Sec. VII.

II. MODEL AND BASIC EQUATIONS

Hereafter, we consider a two-layer model similar to the
one used in Ref. [36] with tunnel coupling and the inter-
layer electronic attraction [see Fig. 1]. For simplicity, we
neglect here the intralayer Cooper pairs. It is important
to note that the considered model possesses some similar-
ities with the model of a two-band superconductor with a
cross-band pairing (or simply crosspairing) [47, 48]. The
main difference between them is the tunable band hy-
bridization in the two-layer model described by a finite
hopping parameter. In a real experimental situation, the
tunability of the layer coupling can be achieved by chang-
ing the thickness of the intermediate insulating layer or
by pressure [49-54]. We expect that in the presence of
intralayer pairing, two order parameters (interlayer and
intralayer) will compete in analogy to the multiband su-
perconductors with competing intra-band and cross-band
pairings (see, e.g., Ref. [47]).

First, we present the Hamiltonian of the system and
the set of the Gor’kov equations. Then we provide the
quasiclassical Eilenberger equations, which form the basis
of our theoretical analysis. For brevity, the main part of
the discussion of the formalism is carried out disregarding
the paramagnetic effect of the external magnetic field.
The generalization of the derived Eilenberger equations
to the case of a finite Zeeman field is straightforward and
is given in the end of this section.

The Hamiltonian of the bilayer structure can be writ-
ten in the following form:

H = Hy + Hy + Hy + Hiyg, (1)

where
i, = / Pr o, (%) €150 (%) | @)

describe isolated 2D layers labeled by the subscript j =
1,2, w;d (x) (¢ (x)) are fermionic creation (annihila-
tion) operators in the layer j in the Matsubara represen-
tation [55, 56], x = (r, ) where 7 is the imaginary time

variable in the Matsubara technique, o =1, | denotes spin
degree of freedom (summation over repeated spin indices
is implied), £; = P%/2m—p+Uj(r), Pj = =iV, —eA,/c
is the kinetic momentum operator, A is the vector poten-
tial, e denotes the electron charge, c is the speed of light,
m is the effective mass, and p is the chemical potential.
The potential U; (r) is introduced to take into account
(possibly inhomogeneous) relative band shift of the con-
ducting bands induced by the ferroelectric polarization
between layers. The last two terms in Eq. (1) describe
the momentum-conserving tunneling

He= [ @ [t0], (0 b0 () + 070, (9000 ()] (3)

and the interlayer electron-electron interaction

Hint = % /d21‘ Q/JIU (X) 1/’;7/ (X) ¢2a' (X) 1/110 (X) . (4)

Here ¢ is the tunneling amplitude and an attrac-
tive electron-electron interaction and attractive spin-
independent interaction with Uy = —|Up| is assumed.
Treating the interaction within the mean-field approxi-
mation and introducing the decoupling fields
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we obtain the following form of the effective interaction
(see also Ref. [36]):

2 o .
— 2 AT
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+(Aint)aa’wig (X)Q/’;U/ (X) + (A;knt)UU’ (x)wQU’dJlU (X):| .

Our analysis is based on the Matsubara Green func-
tion formalism. The Green’s function of the system rep-
resents 8 x 8 matrix in the generalized layer - particle-hole
(Nambu) - spin space

G (x1,%2) = (Trp (x1) ' (x2)) (7)

where angular brackets stand for thermodynamic av-
erage, T, is the time ordering operator, and @ =

T
(1/}1T7 1/}1\L7 1/’1@ 1/)L,7 1/)2T7 1/)2l7 ngv 1/’&/) The Green’s

function (7) has the following structure in the layer and
particle - hole spaces

Gu GIQ s Gi; Fij
Q_<G21 G22),GU_<FU 61J> ’ (8)
respectively. In the following we also introduce three
sets of the Pauli matrices n,, 7, and &; (i = x,y,2) cor-
responding to the layer, particle-hole (Nambu), and spin
space, respectively. More specifically, in the following
text 8 x8 matrices acting in the generalized layer-Nambu-

spin space are denoted by underscores, 4 x4 matrices act-
ing in the Nambu-spin space are denoted by inverse hats,



and 2x2 matrices acting only in the spin space are de-
noted by hats. Using the standard procedure [55, 57], one

Here w,, = 27T (n + 1/2) are Matsubara frequencies, T
is temperature, n is an integer, asterisk symbol stands
for complex conjugation, and, hereafter, we omit the fre-
quency arguments of the Green’s functions for brevity.
The interlayer coupling matrix

(x) »

v t

i(r) = < A
_Aint

contains the interlayer gap function Aint, which satisfies

the self-consistency equation [40, 55, 56]:

Aim (I‘)

" (10)

Bow () = — 273 s r,7) (11)

where the anomalous Green’s function is taken at coincid-
ing arguments r = r’. In the present work we consider
both the spin-singlet and spin-triplet interlayer pairing
described by the following forms of the gap function

Ajn (r) = Aint(r)(iﬁy) )
At (r) = Apne(r)dé (i) |

(12a)
(12b)

respectively. Here & is the vector of Pauli matrices in the
spin space and the d vector defines the spin structure of
the spin-triplet Cooper pairs [40]. In the following consid-
eration we restrict ourselves to superconducting phases,
which do not break time-reversal symmetry.

1. y
—ivpnVRY — iwn [72,9] + {5 (t%zn_++ﬂ%zn_,) ,Q] + < U

—SvpnAy [72, §11]

i

Here n, =n,=+ iﬂy, Ui(R) = U1 (R) = Uz (R), A =
|Uo|lvr/2 is the dimensionless pairing constant, and vp =
m/2m is the density of states at the Fermi level per spin

—Svpn (Aa7.g21 — A1§2172)

obtains the following system of the Gor’kov equations in
the Matsubara frequency - coordinate representation (see
also Ref. [36] and textbooks [55, 56])

In the present work we consider the case when the tun-
neling amplitude, typical relative band shift as well as
the interlayer gap function are much less than the Fermi
energy in both layers, which allows one to use the stan-
dard quasiclassical approach [55, 57| for the description of
the superconducting state. Thus, in the considered case
the Gor’kov equations (9) can be transformed into the
transport-like Eilenberger equations for the quasiclassi-
cal Green’s function g (more details on the transition to
the quasiclassical theory can be found in Appendix A),
defined as

X GRone) .

_/m

In the above expression the integration is performed over
the quasiparticle energy near the Fermi surface, R =
(r +1r’)/2, the unit vector n parameterizes the momen-
tum direction p near the Fermi surface p = n(prp+&/vr),
¢ = p?/2m—p, pr is the Fermi momentum, vg = pr/m is
the Fermi velocity, and G (R, n, £) is the Green’s function
in the mixed representation (Wigner-transformed func-
tion). The resulting Eilenberger equations together with
the self-consistency equation can be written as (see Ap-
pendix A for details of the derivation and cf. Ref. [58]
for the case of intralayer pairing):

g (R,n) (13)

0 U2 (R) G2
. 14
(R) g=1 0 + (142)
—tvrn (A172012 — Aggiatz) | _ 0
—SvpnAy [7;, 2o ’
~ ) dn -~
mmm;ww;/%mmm. (14b)

projection. To address the paramagnetic effects of the
external magnetic field H, one should make the following



replacement —iw, 7, — (—iw, 7.+ M) in Eq. (14a), where

M = (hg hg*> , (15)

and h = gupH/2, g is the Landé g-factor, up is the Bohr
magneton. The Eilenberger equations (14a) should be
supplemented with the normalization condition (QZ £)2 =
1 (see Appendix A for the corresponding discussion).
Egs. (14a) and (14b) form the basis of our theoretical
analysis of the interlayer pairing effects.

III. HOMOGENEOUS SUPERCONDUCTING
STATE

A lot of insights into the physics of the interlayer super-
conductivity effects can be obtained from the analysis of
the distinctive features of the superconductivity nucle-
ation for a homogeneous state, see also [36]. Here we
briefly discuss the effects of the electron tunneling and
homogeneous relative band shift on the critical tempera-
ture of the spin-singlet and spin-triplet interlayer super-
conductivity.

Considering, for instance, a homogeneous spin-singlet
interlayer pairing Ainy = Aine (46, ), homogeneous relative
band shift U; — Uy = —2y, and zero external magnetic
field, the equation governing the superconducting critical
temperature can be written in the following form:

log <TTO) —  (16)

12 2 1 1
27TTReZ{ X : ——},

where s = /t? + x? and Ty denotes the critical tem-
perature for y = 0 and ¢t = 0. The above linearized
self-consistency equation allows an analytical solution in
the vicinity of T,.9. Within this parameter range the so-
lution of Eq. (16) can be expanded over small parameters
X/Teo, t/Teo, 2/Teo < 1. The resulting expansion can
be cast to the form

— Too)/Teo = 13 + co5* + 355, (

o =X"2/2:
ca =c1/2+ X (—c1pa — Yu/4A)) /52, (17c
c3 = —C3/3+ crea + X2 (3¢t — 2c2)ha /252 (
+x7 (c19a/3! + 6 /61) / 5* .

Here 3¢ = /21T, ¥n = ¥n(1/2) and ¢, (z) =
d"(x)/dz™ is the n-th derivative of the digamma func-
tion ¢ (x) [59]. Typical dependencies of T, vs. the relative
band shift y for several tunnel amplitudes ¢/T.o = 0, 0.5,
and 1 are presented in Fig. 2(a). These plots clearly show
that ferroelectricity competes with the interlayer super-
conductivity: the relative band shift y suppresses the

[Te(x,t)

spin-singlet interlayer superconductivity. The increase in
the tunneling amplitude ¢ stabilizes the superconducting
state at larger band splittings.

The distinctive features of the superconductivity nucle-
ation for the spin-triplet superconducting state are qual-
itatively different from the ones discussed above. In the
absence of the external magnetic field, the superconduct-
ing critical temperature does not depend on the partic-
ular spin structure of the triplet Cooper pairs, for defi-
niteness we choose Ajn = Ajntd(16,). Taking a homo-
geneous relative band shift and zero external magnetic
field in the Eqgs. (14), one finds the following equation
for the critical temperature of the interlayer spin-triplet
superconducting state:

T Wn, 1
1 = 27T S E—— T
n(Tco) i ;;0 [wg+x2+|t|2 o] o 08

In the vicinity of T,y the solution for the critical temper-
ature of the interlayer spin-triplet superconducting state
can be presented in the form of expansion

[T.(x,t) — T.o]/Teo = c15° + coic* + c35° | (
a=1v2/2, (
co = C1/2 — c1tby — s /4!, (19¢
c3=—c3/3+ciea + (3c3 — 2ca)0 /2 (
+c11a/3! 4+ 1) /6! .

Typical behavior of the critical temperature for the spin-
triplet state (18) is shown in Fig. 2(b). Direct com-
parison with the case of the spin-singlet pairing reveals
that the spin structure of the interlayer superconductiv-
ity does not affect the behavior of T.(x) for decoupled
layers (¢t = 0). The difference between T¢(x,t) behav-
ior for spin-singlet and spin-triplet states manifests itself
only for a finite tunnel coupling. The plots in Fig. 2(b)
clearly demonstrates that the tunneling as well as the
relative band shift suppresses the spin-triplet interlayer
superconductivity. Such drastic difference in the influ-
ence of tunneling comparing with the spin-singlet case
is the consequence of the Pauli principle. The tunneling
results in hybridization of electronic states in different
layers and formation of two states with a certain energy
splitting, which grows with increasing tunneling ampli-
tude. The Pauli exclusion principle forbids the formation
of the spin-triplet Cooper pairs, which have the same or-
bital structure. The spin-triplet Cooper pairs forming
from electrons, which possess different orbital structure
still can exist. The superconducting critical temperature
for the latter pairs should obviously be suppressed by the
increasing tunneling due to the splitting of corresponding
energy levels of different orbitals mentioned above (some-
what similar to the T, suppression by the band shift).
Note that some of the T, (x) plots in Fig. 2 are mul-
tivalued, which reflects the possibility of the change in
the order of the phase transition. The detailed analy-
sis of this issue requires comparison between free ener-
gies of the normal state and the superconducting states
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FIG. 2. Typical dependencies of the critical temperature of the interlayer superconductivity 7. for homogeneous spin-singlet
(a) and spin-triplet (b) states vs. the relative band shift Uy — Uz = —2x. Here T, is the critical temperature for ¢t = 0 and

x = 0.

with zero and finite momentum and is behind the scope
of this work. Nevertheless, qualitative structure of the
phase diagram can be understood from the analogy of the
considered problem with the case of the spin-split super-
conductor [39]. So, if we restrict ourselves to the states
with zero momentum then the typical situation is that
the two branches of the phase diagram in Fig. 2(b) (with
Ox /0T > 0and 9x/IT < 0) should cross at the tricritical
point T (): the superconducting phase transition should
be of the second (first) order for T, > T\ (T, < T%), and
the branch with dx/9T > 0 corresponds to the line of
instability of the nonsuperconducting phase for the first
order phase transition (indicates the temperature depen-
dences of the over-cooling relative band shift).

IV. SUPERCONDUCTING STATES
LOCALIZED AT FERROELECTRIC DOMAIN
WALLS

In this section we apply the derived formalism of Eilen-
berger equations to a bilayer structure with an isolated
ferroelectric domain wall between layers and without the
external magnetic field. The ferroelectric polarization
can be considered as a relative shift of the conduction
bands of different layers, so in its presence one can ex-
pect suppression of interlayer superconducting correla-
tions, but in the region of domain walls the effective
polarization is partially averaged out on a scale of su-
perconducting nucleus, which can make localized super-
conducting states more favorable. It reminds the situ-
ation in ferromagnetic superconductors or superconduc-
tor/ferromagnet bilayers, where localized superconduct-

ing nuclei are formed in the vicinity of ferromagnetic do-
main walls [60, 61]. Tt is worth noting, that in the absence
of tunneling between layers (t = 0) such analogy is exact
under the corresponding replacement of layer indices with
spin indices.

The domain walls in van der Waals structures can be
identified with dislocations [62-64]. Theoretical investi-
gations [64] suggest that the widths of the ferroelectric
domain walls in transition metal dichalcogenides are of
the atomic scale. This allows us to assume the domain
wall to be thin compared to the superconducting coher-
ence length and account effects of the domain wall in
Eqgs. (14a) through the stepwise spatial profile of the rel-
ative band shift

Uis (r) = 2y sgn(x) , (20)

where z is the coordinate in the direction perpendicular
to the domain wall. Hereafter, we change the notation
R — r in Eq. (14a) for convenience. To find the crit-
ical temperature, we linearize Eqs. (14a) with respect
to the superconducting gap. We assume that the intro-
duced parameters y and ¢ are small, compared to the
Fermi energy (x/Er, t/Er < 1), thus allowing us to ne-
glect the corrections to the normal-state Green’s function
and also to solve the Eilenberger equations on straight-
line quasiparticle trajectories, disregarding the normal
reflection of quasiparticles from the interlayer potential
inhomogeneity. So, linearizing the Eq. (14a) using the
known [55] normal-state expressions g11 = ga2 = Gq1 =
Joo = —sgn(wy, ), we get the system defining the interlayer
anomalous Green’s function fu



localized (delta well appr.) — - --localized (numerical) ------ homogeneous

FIG. 3. Phase diagrams for different tunneling amplitudes in the case of a spin-singlet order parameter. Green solid and blue
dashed lines correspond to domain wall superconductivity, but were obtained in different ways: by direct numerical solution
of the Egs. (24) or by numerical solution of Eq. (27), obtained in delta well approximation, respectively. Red dashed-dotted
lines are critical lines of the transition into uniform superconducting state. Panels (a), (b), (c) and (d) correspond to t = 0,
t = 0.5Tc0, t = Teo and t = 2T¢o respectively.

[ivV + 2wy — 2xsgn(z)] fiz — t ( oz — fu) + 2R (1) sgn(wn) = 0, (21a)
[ivVy + 2iwy, + 2xsgn(@)] for +t (fzz — fn) + 24 (r) sgn(w,) = 0, (21b)
[iVVy + 2iwy] fi1 + ¢ ( flo — le) =0, (21c)
[iVV + 2iwy) faz — t ( flo — f21) =0 (21d)
Here we used the fact that in the absence of magnetic A. Domain-wall superconductivity in the
field time-reversal symmetry imposes ¢t = t*. spin-singlet case

The spin-singlet interlayer superconducting gap has
the structure Ajyy = Ay (1) (i) with

. . . Aint (I‘) - Aint (I) ezqyyv (22)

In the following subsections we solve Eqgs. (21) for sin-

glet and triplet spin structure of the superconducting gap
to obtain the critical temperature of the localized solu- where g, describes the possible modulation of a local-
tion formation. We study the influence of the tunneling ¢t  ized state along the domain wall in a way similar to the
and the relative band shift y on it in comparison with the ~ Fulde-Ferrell-Larkin-Ovchinnikov (FFLO) state. Let us
critical temperature of the transition into uniform phase, start from the ¢, = 0 case. Substituting fi; = fi; (idy)
discussed in Sec. III. and introducing the angle ¢ between the trajectory and



the x—axis we rewrite Eqgs. (21) as (v; = vp cos )

[ivw% + 2iwn:| fir+t(fiz— f21) =0 (23a)
|:Z’Ux% + 2’Lwn:| f22 —t (f12 — f21) = O (23b)
[ivz% + 2w, — 2xsgn(a:)] fiz2 (23¢)
—t (fo2 — f11) + 2A4n¢ () sgn(w,) =0,
[ivz% + 2iw, + 2xsgn(a:)} fo1 (23d)

+t (fa2 — f11) + 240 () sgn(w,) =0 .

To derive the equation governing the superconducting
critical temperature of a localized state, we, first, write
down the solutions of the above equations within = > 0
and x < 0 regions and then match them continuously at
the domain wall (at 2 = 0). As a next step, we sub-
stitute the resulting solutions into the self-consistency
equation (14b). Performing these calculations, which are
rather lengthy and presented in details in Appendix B,
we obtain the following form of the self-consistency equa-
tion written for the Fourier-transformed order parameter

—+oo /
Aiwe () = /_ %K (e k) A (K) . (242)
K(k,K') =2n0 (k — k') Kp (k) + Kin (k,K') . (24D)

Explicit expressions for the kernel K(k, k'), it’s homo-
geneous K, (k) and inhomogeneous Kiny, (k, k') parts are
given in the Appendix B

Below we derive analytical expressions for the devia-
tions of the superconducting critical temperature for a
localized state Ty (x,t) from the one corresponding to

the homogeneous case T.(x,t). We note that the first
part Kp(k, k') o< §(k—k’), which we refer to as the homo-
geneous part of the kernel, describes the superconductiv-
ity nucleation for a homogeneous relative band shift x.
So, disregarding the inhomogeneous part of the kernel
[K(k, k") — Kp(k, k)] and taking A (k) = Aine (27)9(k),
one gets the equation governing the critical temperature
of a homogeneous state Te.(x, t) in the form of Eq. (16).

To solve the inhomogeneous problem (24), we use an
analytical approach similar to the one used in Ref. [61] for
the analysis of localized superconductivity nucleation at
the domain walls in superconductor-ferromagnet hybrids.
This approach is based on the separation of characteristic
spatial scales, which is inherent to the considered prob-
lem in the near vicinity of the superconducting critical
temperature T,9. Indeed, within this temperature range
the inhomogeneous part of the kernel in the real-space
representation [K (z,z’) — Kp,(z — 2’)] varies on the scale
vp /T whereas the spatial scale of the interlayer order pa-
rameter & (T) < \/Teo/ (Teo — T) — +00o diverges in the
critical region for T — To. In other words, in the vicin-
ity of T.o we can put & = k' = 0 in the inhomogeneous
part of the kernel in Eqgs. (24), so that its effect is ap-
proximated by an effective Dirac delta potential. Keep-
ing this in mind, and also expanding the homogeneous
part of the kernel in Eq. (24) up to the terms oc k2, the
critical temperature of the localized superconducting nu-
cleus is governed by the following linearized Ginzburg —
Landau-type equation

dk’

k2 32 ,
mA(k}—ma/A(kz)Z:EA(k) .

(25)

Here the temperature-dependent coefficients M, «, and
E are given by the expressions (see Appendix C for de-
tails of the derivation)

1 vF X2
— = Re 26
oM~ 16 (16 e [ < ﬂ 87T3T3 ) ’ (26a)
22 T X2 1 1 »
E=—-——1 = = ——1 26b
4T “<Tco> T [‘/’ <2) <2 m)] ’ (26P)
or () (5) (5)” @+cosh (5)) = ((5)7 +3(4)) sinh (5)] e
a=——==
2 2 2 )
AT (%) Cosh2 (%)
[
and the critical temperature Ty, is obtained from the can be also presented in the following form
equation Ey = E(Tey,), where Ey denotes the minimal . 5
eigenvalue of the problem (25). Here () is the Riemann BE(Toy) = — M5 [a(Tew)) (27)

zeta function [59]. It is easy to see that in the considered
case both M and « are positive, so that the additional
potential  « in Eq. (25) has the form of the Dirac delta
potential well and the equation, defining the Tey (X, 1)

32m2T2,

Analytical expressions for the deviation of T, (¥, t) from
T, (x,t) (the latter is given by Eq. (17a)) can be obtained
in the form of the expansion over small parameters y /7T,



t/Teo, #/Teo < 1. We find as a result (see Appendix C
for details of the derivation)

Tc’w (X?t) _Tc (Xat) X !
~ 0.016 28
TcO TcO ( )

" 2 Y 4 Y 6
—0.01 0.02 .
(Tc0> (TCO) * (TCO>

The above Eq. (28) is the main analytical result of this
subsection. This expression shows that the supercon-
ducting states localized at the ferroelectric domain wall,
indeed, can have higher critical temperature in compari-
son with a homogeneous solution. In the near vicinity of
T.0, the corresponding temperature shift oc (x/7w0)* and
doesn’t depend on the tunneling amplitude. The tunnel-
ing manifests itself rather far from 7T,y and leads to the
decrease in T,,, — T, (suppresses the enhancement of the
critical temperature for a localized state). The reason for
the T, matching is the suppression of the band offset by
the tunneling. Indeed, it is the sign change in the band
offset, which causes the increase of the critical tempera-
ture at the domain wall. Naturally, the decrease of this
jump in the band offset caused by increasing tunneling
suppresses the effect of the domain wall superconductiv-
ity.

It is important to note that the applicability of the
delta potential approximation (Eqgs. (26) and (27)) rather
far from T,y is questionable and requires further justifica-
tion. For this purpose, we carry out numerical solution of
the self-consistency equation (24). Adding and subtract-
ing the normal-state contribution to the self-consistency
equation (24), we can eliminate the dimensionless cou-
pling constant A in favor of the critical temperature T
and rewrite the equation in the following form

Aing (k) log< T ) = /+0° dk' K (k, k') Aine (), (29)

TCO

with  K(k, k) =  K(kk)/2zA — 2x0(k —
KT, <ol/wn, and K(kk') is defined in
Eq. (24). The above equation is then discretized

on a grid in the momentum space k — k, = nAk,
K — kI, = mAK (n,m are integer numbers), so that

K(k, k') = K(kp, kL)) = Kp.m, and Ajne(k) = Aing (k).

The critical temperature is obtained from the condition
of vanishing determinant of the linear system

> [Kn,m — 8p.m log <TTO)] Aini(km) =0 . (30)

m

The direct comparison between the exact numerical
solution, the numerical results obtained using the delta
potential approximation, as well as the analytical results
are provided in Fig. 4. The resulting phase diagrams
show that for small tunneling amplitudes the critical line
for the localized state is significantly increased compared
to the critical line for the transition into uniform super-
conducting state, while for larger values of ¢ domain wall

superconductivity is suppressed. Comparison of green
solid and blue dashed-dotted curves in Fig. 3 shows that
the approximation of the inhomogeneous part of the ker-
nel by an effective Dirac delta potential is applicable in
a rather wide range of values of the parameters y and t.
All previous analysis referred to the case of the absence
of modulation of the order parameter along the domain
wall (¢, = 0). In general, it is necessary to solve the
problem for a finite value of the longitudinal momentum
gy and choose the value corresponding to the maximum
of Tew(x,t). To account a finite value of the longitudi-
nal momentum gy, it is necessary to replace kv, k'v, by
kv, + gyvy and k'vg + gyvy, respectively, in the kernel
K(k,k") of the self-consistency equation (24). We used
the kernel modified for finite ¢, values in our numeri-
cal calculations and verified that the maximum of the
critical temperature for a domain wall solution forma-
tion corresponds to the g, = 0 case. Note that for the
problem of superconductivity nucleation at the domain
wall in ferromagnetic superconductors, which is analo-
gous to the considered one in the limit ¢ = 0, the non-
vanishing longitudinal momentum ¢, can appear in the
three-dimensional case at zero temperature [60].

B. Domain-wall superconductivity in the
spin-triplet state

The analogue of Egs. (23) for the triplet spin structure
of the interlayer order parameter, obeying the relation

Aint = AT has the form

int?

{wx% + inn] fii4t(fio—fn)=0, (31a)
{wm% + 2iwn] for =t (fiz— f1) =0, (31b)
[ww% + 2itw, — 2xsgn(:v)] fia (31c)
—t(faz = f11) + 20 (2) sgn(wn) = 0,
[ivz% + 2w, + 2xsgn(:17)] for (31d)

+t (faz — f11) — 2Aint (7) sgn(w,) =0 .

Performing similar calculations, the details of which
are given in Appendix D, we obtain the self-consistency
equation written for the Fourier-transformed order pa-
rameter in the same form as in Eq. (24), but with dif-
ferent kernel. Explicit expression for the kernel of the
self-consistency equation in spin-triplet case is provided
in Appendix D. One can also check that in the ¢ = 0
limit, kernels in singlet and triplet cases coincide with
each other. The obtained kernel leads to the follow-
ing linearized Ginzburg-Landau-type equation (see Ap-
pendix E for details of the derivation)

k2 «

dk’
aar o )~ o7 2

Aint () 5= = Bling (k) (32)
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FIG. 4. Phase diagrams for different tunneling amplitudes in the case of a spin-triplet order parameter. Green solid and blue
dashed lines correspond to domain wall superconductivity, but were obtained in different ways: by direct numerical solution
of the Eq. (D22) or by numerical solution of Eq. (34), obtained in delta well approximation. Red dash-dotted lines are critical
lines of the transition into uniform superconducting state. Panels (a), (b) correspond to t = 0.5T¢o and ¢ = 0.8T¢o, respectively.

with temperature dependent coefficients defined as fol-

lows
1 V% 1 1 »
3~ 16 16T {wz (5 - QWT)] , (333)
N C T C e R
AT (%) cosh® (35)
1 T
E = —m ln (Tco) (33C)
1 1 1
T [1/’ (5) v (5 ‘Zm)] |

Solving the resulting equation, we get the equation gov-
erning the critical temperature of the localized state

M | (Tcw)]zl

E(Tew) = - 327272,

(34)

which leads to the following shift of the critical tempera-
ture for a localized superconducting state (details of cal-
culation can be found in Appendix E)
4
X
TCO )

>6
This expansion demonstrates that in spin-triplet case

critical temperature of domain wall solution formation
can exceed the critical temperature of transition into

Tcw (Xv t) - TC (Xa t)
TCO

o) (

TCO

~ 0.016 < (35)

X
TcO

X

4
.02
) ooz (2

c0

+0.02 <

uniform superconducting state. We also note, that in
contrast with spin-singlet case, increase in the tunnel-
ing amplitude leads to the enhancement of T, (x,t) —
T. (x,t). Results of the exact numerical solution of the
self-consistency equation, as well as the results obtained,
using delta-potential approximation are given in Fig. 4.
These plots demonstrate that critical temperature of the
domain wall solution formation is significantly enhanced,
compared to the critical temperature of transition into
the uniform state. The tunneling suppresses localized
states weaker than homogeneous states leading, thus, to
an increase in Tgy, (X, t) — Te (X, t), which is consistent
with the analytical result in the Eq. (35).

V. EFFECTS OF THE IN-PLANE MAGNETIC
FIELD

We proceed with the analysis of the effects of the in-
plane magnetic field H = H (e, cos 0+ e, sin #) on the in-
terlayer superconductivity. For simplicity, the influence
of the orbital and paramagnetic mechanisms are stud-
ied for a homogeneous interlayer superconducting state,
so that the difference between the intralayer potentials
U2 = 2x is constant. The vector potential A is taken
to be orthogonal to H and depends only on the coordi-
nate perpendicular to the plane of the layer z. So, we
choose the vector potential within each layer in the fol-
lowing form: Ay = —Ay = (Hd/2)(e,sinf — e, cosb),
where d is the interlayer distance. We address the joint
effect of the orbital and paramagnetic mechanisms for an
arbitrary spin structure of the interlayer order parameter
by solving the linearized Eilenberger equation
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FIG. 5. Typical dependencies of the critical temperature T, on the external magnetic field H for the spin-singlet case (only the
orbital mechanism of the superconductivity suppression is taken into account). The plots are obtained on the basis of Eq. (38)
for ¢t = T,o, and different band offsets: (a) x/Teco = 1.25, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, (b) x/Teo = 1, 1.05, 1.1, 1.15, 1.2.
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together with the self-consistency equation (14b), from
which we determine the critical temperature of the su-
perconducting transition 7.. In numerical calculations
we take the Doppler shift ¢ = evpAji/c in h units.
For this purpose we introduce the dimensionless quan-
tity 8 = evpd/2gupc ~ kpd/g. Note that it’s value
depends on the electronic band structure of the layers as
well as on the system geometry (d is a bilayer thickness).
The limit 8 < 1 corresponds to the case when the or-
bital effect of the in-plane magnetic field is rather weak
in comparison with the paramagnetic one. Note that we
neglect here possible dependence of the Fermi velocity
vr and the g-factor on the direction of the quasiparticle
trajectory.

Let us briefly discuss the orbital and paramagnetic
mechanisms. We find that on a qualitative level the effect
of the orbital mechanism is reduced to a renormaliza-
tion (suppression) of the quasiparticle tunneling. This
fact can be understood qualitatively: the momentum-
conserving tunneling is hampered by the shift of the en-
ergy bands of different layers by 2eA;/c in the momen-
tum space. This leads to qualitatively different influence
of the orbital mechanism on the spin-singlet and spin-
triplet interlayer pairs. The tunneling can partially com-
pensate the depairing effect of the relative band shift for
the spin-singlet interlayer pairs [see, e.g., Fig. 2(a)] and
one can naturally expect that the orbital effect should
lead to the suppression of the spin-singlet interlayer su-
perconductivity. On the other hand, the tunneling sup-
presses the spin-triplet superconducting state [see, e.g.,

fu 0

) n ( t(flg - f21A) t*f}l —tf22)
0 —fa

—t* fi1 +tfaa t*(fo1 — fi2)

Aint
=0
;)=

(36)

_AT

int

Fig. 2(b)], thus, in this case the orbital mechanism can
provide an increase in the critical temperature for spin-
triplet inerlayer superconductivity. Regarding the para-
magnetic effect, one can note the following. First, rather
weak Zeeman fields suppress the interlayer superconduc-
tivity and such suppression is isotropic for spin-singlet
state and can be highly anisotropic for spin-triplet pairs.
Second, further increase in the Zeeman field can lead
to the appearance of reentrant superconducting phases.
This effect takes place for both spin-singlet and spin-
triplet pairs and can be explained by a compensation of
the relative band shift by the Zeeman field [41, 42].

A. DMagnetic field effects for the spin-singlet case

We start with the spin-singlet case and put A =
A(id,) in the linearized Eilenberger equations (36). It
is straightforward to show that the solution of the
resulting system has the following structure fij =
[fi(f) + nh&fi(jl)} (i6y), where ny, is a unit vector directed
along the direction of the Zeeman field h. As a next
step, we substitute the above-mentioned expressions for
the anomalous Green function into the Eilenberger equa-
tions (36), solve the resulting algebraic system of equa-
tions, and then substitute the obtained solution into the
self-consistency equation (14b), which in the discussed
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FIG. 6. Typical dependencies of the critical temperature T, for the interlayer spin-singlet superconducting state on the external
magnetic field (both orbital and paramagnetic effects of the in-plane external magnetic field are taken into account). The plots
are obtained by direct numerical solution of the self-consistency equation (37) for ¢t = T, x/Teo = 1.5 (a), and t = T,

x/Te0 = 0.5 (b).

case takes form
. dn
At = —imAT é /%fl(; . (37)

Note that it is convenient to recast the frequency summa-
tion to the one over the positive Matsubara frequencies.

As a result, we find the following equation for the super-
conducting critical temperature. It is rather lengthy, so
it’s explicit form can be found in the Appendix F.

Focusing on the orbital effect, we consider h = 0 limit,
which leads us to the following equation governing the
behavior of the superconducting critical temperature:

1)

1}0 X2 1
1 =T A S S
n<T> " Z(XQ‘i‘W%) Wn

Wy >0

where ¢ = evpdH /2c. We note that for the orbital effect
T, of course, does not depend on the magnetic field direc-
tion within the plane of the layers (under the assumption
of an isotropic Fermi velocity). The above equation im-
plies that the orbital effect of the magnetic field manifests
itself only for a bilayer with a finite tunnel coupling and
nonzero relative band shift. One can see that within the
limit ¢ — 0 the vector potential simply drops out of the
linearized self-consistency equation. On the other hand,
in the limit x — 0 the right-hand-side of Eq. (38) van-
ishes and one gets T, = T,o. Typical behavior of the su-
perconducting critical temperature on the external mag-
netic field T.(H) due to the orbital mechanism is shown
in Fig. 5 for t = T,. The plots in Fig. 5(a) are obtained
for rather strong relative band shifts (x/T.o = 1.25, 1.3,
1.4, and 1.5) in comparison with the tunneling amplitude
t/Tep = 1 and reveal that the interlayer pairing is fully
suppressed by the orbital mechanism for magnetic fields
H ~ IT.(H = 0)/evpd. On the other hand, for relative
band shifts, which are closer to the tunneling amplitude

(68 1 +32) [ + ) 3 +07) + ]

[see Fig. 5(b)], one can clearly see that interlayer pairing
becomes much more insensitive to the orbital mechanism
upon the decrease in the band shift.

The plots of the critical temperature as a function of
the external magnetic field highlighting the joint effect of
the orbital and paramagnetic mechanisms are presented
in Fig. 6. We find that for 5 < 1 the orbital effect is
rather small in comparison with the paramagnetic one,
so, the results obtained for § = 0.1 in Figs. 6(a) and
Figs. 6(b) mainly reveal the role of the paramagnetic
effect. Corresponding T.(h) plots demonstrate that at
first, the paramagnetic effect suppresses the interlayer
spin-singlet superconductivity and leads to the appear-
ance of the reentrant superconducting phase upon further
increase in the Zeeman field. As it has been mentioned
earlier, this effect occurs due to a compensation of the
relative band shift by the Zeeman field. We find that the
position of the reentrant phase, in turn, depends on the
tunneling amplitude and the band shift. For band shifts
X noticeably exceeding the tunneling amplitude ¢ [see
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FIG. 7. Typical dependence of the critical temperature of
the spin-triplet interlayer superconductivity described by the
gap function Aint = Aint6a (i6y) on the angle of the in-plane
Zeeman field 0 for t =0, x =0, and h/Tco = 0.8, 1 and 1.1.
The plots demonstrate the paramagnetic effect on T, and are
obtained on the basis of Eq. (40).

Fig. 6(a)] the reentrant phase is fully developed, while
the decrease in x leads to the shift of the center of the
reentrant phase toward lower h values [compare Fig. 6(b)
and Fig. 6(a)].
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FIG. 8. Typical Tc(H) behavior associated with the or-
bital effects on the spin-triplet interlayer superconductivity.
The plots are obtained by numerical solution of the self-
consistency equation (39). We choose 0 = 7/2, t = 0.81c0,
x/Tco =0, 0.1, and 0.2 to produce the plots.

In accordance with our previous discussion of the or-
bital effect, we see that it manifests itself only for rather
strong band shift in comparison with the tunneling am-
plitude [see, e.g., the plots obtained for 5 = 1 and 10
in Fig. 6(a)]. For this parameter range the orbital effect
can lead to the increase in the rate of T, decrease for
rather small magnetic fields. On the other hand, since
the tunneling renormalization by the orbital mechanism
can significantly affect the critical temperature [see, e.g.,
the results in Fig. 5 for purely orbital effect], the orbital
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effect also influences the position and shape of the reen-
trant superconducting phases. It is interesting to note
that the increase in the parameter 3, first, results in the
reduction of the parameter range corresponding to the
reentrant phase. One can see that the reentrant phase is
almost absent for 8 = 1 [see the black dashed-dotted line
in Fig. 6(a)] and then reappears upon further increase in
B. The results shown in Fig. 6(b) indicate that in the
opposite case (typical band shift is rather small in com-
parison with the tunneling amplitude), the orbital effect
does not lead to noticeable modifications of the phase-
transition line, which behavior is mainly determined by
the paramagnetic mechanism of the superconductivity
suppression.

B. Magnetic field effects for the spin-triplet case

We proceed with study of the effects of the in-plane
external magnetic field on the spin-triplet interlayer su-
perconducting state. In general, the spin-triplet super-
conducting order parameter can be presented in the form
Ainy = dé(idy), where the unit vector d specifies the
spin-structure of the interlayer Cooper pairs. In this sec-
tion we focus on the case when d lies within the plane of
the layers. As we show below, for such structure of the or-
der parameter both the paramagnetic and the orbital ef-
fects affect the critical temperature. For definiteness, we
choose Aiy, = Ain04(i6y) in the linearized Eilenberger
equations (36) and the superconducting gap function

Alnt —ZWATZ/dn ($)7 (39)

is defined through the spin-triplet component fl(;) of
the anomalous interlayer Green’s function fio = (f 1(2) +

(x) o +f12 6y)(i6,). Note that substituting the anoma-
lous Green's function fi = (Y + 160+ 16, (i6,)
into Egs. (36) yields a 12x12 linear system of algebraic
equations for all the Green function components (the re-
sulting equations are presented in Appendix F), which

we solve for the relevant fl(; ) component.

Rather simple equation for the superconducting crit-
ical temperature follows from the general expressions if
we disregard the orbital effect and quasiparticle tunnel-
ing. So, we put H = 0 and ¢ = 0 in the expression for

fl(;) and arrive at the following equation

In <TTO) — (40)

—ix)? + hg 1
- zx)[(wn —ix)?+h?  w,

onT Z Re

wp >0

Typical behavior of the critical temperature is shown in
Fig. 7. It follows from the above expression that the
suppression of the spin-triplet interlayer superconduc-
tivity due to the paramagnetic mechanism is two-fold
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FIG. 9. Typical Tc(h) dependencies demonstrating the joint influence of the orbital and paramagnetic effect on the spin-triplet
interlayer pairing. The plots are obtained by direct numerical solution of the self-consistency equation (39). We choose 6 = 0,
B = 0.1, 1 and 10. The tunneling amplitude and the band shift are as follows: (a) t = 0.8Tco, x = 0.27¢o, (b) t = To,

x = 1.5T%.

anisotropic. Indeed, for § = 7/2 and 37/2 we get that
hy = hcosf = 0 and the Zeeman field simply drops out
of the equation for T,.. In this case possible decrease in
the critical temperature can occur upon the increase in
a band shift x. One can see from Fig. 7 that maximal
suppression of T, is realized when the Zeeman field is
parallel or anti-parallel to the x axis (the Zeeman field is
directed parallel or anti-parallel to the unit vector, which
determines the spin-structure of Cooper pairs).

The plots in Fig. 8 obtained for § = 7/2, t = 0.8T¢,
and x/T.o = 0, 0.1 and 0.2 highlight the effect of the or-
bital mechanism on the spin-triplet state. In comparison
with the spin-singlet case we find that the orbital mech-
anism results in the increase of the critical temperature
for the interlayer spin-triplet superconductivity. As it
has been mentioned previously, such superconductivity
enhancement arises due to the fact that the quasiparticle
tunneling suppresses the spin-triplet superconductivity.
One can see that T.(H) dependencies are saturated at
rather large magnetic fields and the maximum 7T, is de-
termined by the corresponding T, value at zero tunneling
amplitude [see, e.g., Fig. 2(b)].

Finally, let us discuss the joint influence of the param-
agnetic and orbital mechanism on the spin-triplet inter-
layer superconductivity. Throughout the discussion we
focus on the most interesting regime when both the or-
bital and paramagnetic effects can be rather strong, so
we take 8 = 0 for both Figs. 9(a) and 9(b). The plots
in Fig. 9(a) have been obtained for rather small band
shift x = 0.2,y and rather strong tunneling amplitude
t = 0.879. One can clearly see that for § = 0.1 and 1
(the orbital effects are rather weak) the spin-triplet su-
perconductivity is suppressed monotonically due to the
paramagnetic mechanism. On the other hand, if both
orbital and paramagnetic effects are rather strong (this

corresponds to § = 10 in Fig. 9(a)) the critical temper-
ature exhibits a nonmonotonic behavior: T, increases in
weak fields and decreases upon further increase in the
magnetic field. Such behavior naturally arises due to the
competition of the orbital and paramagnetic effects dis-
cussed above in this section. The results in Fig. 9(b) are,
in turn, obtained for rather large band shift x = 1.5T,
so that the superconducting phase is absent for rather
weak magnetic fields and reappears due to a compensa-
tion of the band shift by the Zeeman shift of the energy
levels in strong magnetic fields. Similarly to the spin-
singlet case, we find that the position of the reentrant
phase and the shape of its phase-transition line are af-
fected by the orbital effects due to renormalization of
quasiparticle tunneling.

VI. DISCUSSION

Our main results are summarized in Tab. I. Turning
now to the discussion of our results in context of the
experimental results in Ref. [20], we note that the in-
crease in the critical temperature of the superconducting
transition at the domain walls can naturally explain the
observed interplay between the ferroelectric ordering and
superconductivity. Indeed, assuming that the band offset
for a completely polarized ferroelectric state fully sup-
presses the transition temperature T,, we find that inter-
layer superconducting nuclei can exist only in the vicinity
of the domain walls. The change in the externally applied
electric field increases the concentration of domain walls
being, thus, responsible for the resistivity drop. Finally,
the resistivity should vanish only as soon as the concen-
tration of the domain walls exceeds the critical one corre-
sponding to the formation of an infinite superconducting



TABLE 1. Summary of the results

Property

Singlet pairing

Triplet pairing

Effect of tunneling on homogeneous
superconducting state

SC state is stabilized at larger band
splittings (7. increases).

SC state is suppressed (7. de-
creases)

Effect of tunneling on domain-wall
superconductivity

Tew — T decreases

Tew — T. increases (both T. are
suppressed in the strong tunneling
regime)

Orbital effect of the in-plane mag-
netic field

T. decreases (effect depends on t
and x)

T. increases (effect depends on ¢
and x)

Paramagnetic effect of the in-plane
magnetic field

T, decreases, reentrant phases (sen-
sitive to t). Anisotropy of the crit-

T, decreases, reentrant phases (sen-
sitive to the magnetic field direc-
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ical field can originate from the|tion and ¢). Anisotropy of the criti-
Fermi surface anisotropy

cal field can originate from the spin
structure of the Cooper pairs and
the Fermi surface anisotropy

cluster. The resulting temperature dependence of resis-
tivity should be broadened and sensitive to the external
magnetic field. This phenomenon should be also affected
by the interlayer coupling, which can strongly reduce the
difference between the critical temperatures of the ho-
mogeneous and localized nuclei both for the spin-singlet
and spin-triplet states. For strongly coupled layers we
find that the spin-singlet state always dominates com-
paring with the spin-triplet one. Provided that in the
real experimental situation the interlayer coupling can
be effectively tuned by pressure [49-54], our results both
for homogeneous and localized interlayer superconduct-
ing states imply that the critical temperature of the spin-
singlet (spin-triplet) interlayer superconductivity should
decrease (increase) upon the increase in pressure.

Regarding the discussion of our results in context of the
experimental data on the effects of the in-plane magnetic
field [21], it should be noted that the existing experimen-
tal data don’t provide unambiguous justification for the
proposed interlayer pairing scenario. Although our re-
sults indicate the possibility of the in-plane anisotropy
of the critical magnetic field both for the spin-singlet in-
terlayer pairing (due to the anisotropy of the Fermi ve-
locity) and the spin-triplet one (provided the unit vector
d parametrizing the spin structure of the spin-triplet in-
terlayer pairs Ajyy = Aindé(i6,) possesses the in-plane
component), consistent account of the spin-orbit effects
in bilayer Ty-MoTes structures can be important for un-
covering the spin structure of the formed Cooper pairs
in the system. Despite the fact that the nature of in-
terlayer pairing is left beyond the scope of this work, it
is natural to expect that the spin-orbit interaction can
affect the distinctive features of the effective interlayer
electronic attraction and, as a consequence, the resulting
spin and spatial structure of the spin-triplet interlayer
Cooper pairs. On a quantitative level, the effects of the
in-plane magnetic field on the spin-triplet pairs, in turn,
are known to depend on the spatial structure of the spin-
triplet pairs (see, e.g., Ref. [65]). In addition, these ef-
fects should be also sensitive to the possible momentum

dependence of the g-factor [66-70]. The superconduct-
ing pairing of electrons from neighboring layers can be
also present in multilayered or bulk systems. We expect
the similar effect of the band offset in such systems, The
renormalization of interlayer tunneling due to the orbital
effect of the magnetic field as well as the anisotropy of
the critical magnetic field governed by paramagnetic ef-
fect should also take place in multi-layers. Nevertheless,
the extensive analysis of the magnetic field effects and the
domain-wall nucleation of the interlayer superconductiv-
ity performed in our work is of primary importance for
revealing the possible role of this type of pairing in van
der Waals systems with coexisting superconductivity and
sliding ferroelectricity.

Finally, let us briefly compare the considered interlayer
pairing scenario with recently proposed mechanism of in-
tralayer superconductivity in sliding ferroelectrics based
on the domain wall fluctuations and discussed in details
for interlayer shear phonons [24]. In the latter case it
was shown that the increase in the interlayer coupling
results in the decrease of the transverse electric polar-
ization, which, in turn, should be accompanied by the
suppression of the T, enhancement for superconducting
nuclei localized in the vicinity of the domain wall. An
important point is that such mechanism can, in princi-
ple, coexist with another mechanisms of intralayer su-
perconductivity, which can provide nonvanishing 7. even
within ferroelectric domains. Note that these mecha-
nisms responsible for domain and domain-wall intralayer
superconductivity may depend differently upon changes
in the interlayer coupling. As we show in this work, irre-
spective to the particular type of the superconductivity
nucleation (homogeneous or localized), one of the dis-
tinctive features of the interlayer pairing mechanism is
its sensitivity to the interlayer coupling. The behavior
of T, as a function of the interlayer coupling is, in turn,
governed by the spin structure of interlayer pairs. For
homogeneous interlayer superconducting states, we show
that T, of the spin-singlet (spin-triplet) state increases
(decreases) upon the increase in the interlayer coupling.



The way changes in the interlayer coupling affect the T,
for localized interlayer superconducting states is also de-
termined by the spin structure of interlayer pairs. We
demonstrate that the increase in the interlayer coupling
for the spin-singlet (spin-triplet) interlayer pairing leads
to the decrease (increase) in the difference between the
T. of the homogeneous state and the one localized in
the vicinity of the domain wall. We believe that further
experimental studies of the full superconducting phase
diagram of the van der Waals bilayers under consider-
ation for a wide range of magnetic fields, temperature,
and interlayer coupling can provide new insights into the
mechanism of the superconductivity in such heterostruc-
tures.

VII. CONCLUSION

To sum up, we have suggested a theoretical model de-
scribing the interplay between the interlayer supercon-
ductivity and ferroelectricity in van der Waals bilayers.
We have shown that the presence of ferroelectric domains
can facilitate the emergence of interlayer superconduc-
tivity localized at the domain walls. Our analysis of the
effects of the in-plane magnetic field on the interlayer
superconductivity reveals that the joint effect of orbital
and paramagnetic mechanisms are very sensitive to the
spin structure of the interlayer Cooper pairs. In the spin-
singlet case, we have demonstrated that both the orbital
and paramagnetic effect result in the superconductivity
suppression in weak magnetic fields, while the param-
agnetic effect can be responsible for the appearance of
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reentrant superconducting phase in rather strong fields.
For the spin-triplet state, we have shown that the param-
agnetic mechanism can be highly anisotropic within the
plane of the layers and the competition between the or-
bital and paramagnetic mechanisms can even lead to a
nonmonotonic behavior of the superconducting critical
temperature for rather weak magnetic fields. Theoretical
results are discussed in the context of recent experimen-
tal data on the effect of electric polarization switching
and applied magnetic field on the superconductivity in
van der Waals bilayers.

The code for reproducing the data used to plot figures
presented in the main text is available at Zenodo [71].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank I. V. Bobkova for useful discussions.
This work was supported by the Ministry of science and
higher education of the Russian Federation (Grant No.
075-15-2025-010) in part of analytical calculations of the
domain-wall superconductivity for the spin-singlet case,
by the Russian Science Foundation (Grant No. 24-12-
00152) in part of analytical calculations of the domain-
wall superconductivity for the spin-triplet case, by MIPT
Project No. FSMG-2023-0014 in part of analytical cal-
culations of the magnetic field effects, and by the Federal
Academic Leadership Program Priority 2030 (NUST MI-
SIS Strategic Technology Project “Quantum Internet”)
in part of numerical calculations. A.A.K. acknowledges
the financial support of the Foundation for the Advance-
ment of Theoretical Physics and Mathematics BASIS
(Grant No. 23-1-2-32).

Appendix A: Derivation of Egs. (14) in the main text

Here we present the detailed derivation of the Eilenberger equations (14a) and the self-consistency equation (14b)
in the main text. In the end of this section we briefly discuss the derivation of normalization condition for the
quasiclassical matrix Green’s functions in the generalized layer-Nambu-spin space as well as the derivation of the
linearized Eilenberger equations. Following the standard approach [57], we introduce the Green’s functions in the
mixed representation

G(R.p) = / (;l;; ¢PPG (R, p) , (A1)

where R = (r1 + r2)/2 and p = r1 — ra. The “left” system of the Gor’kov equations for the Green’s function in
the mixed representation (A1) has the form of Eq. (9) with the following substitutions: V, — (1/2)Vgr + ip and
r - R+ (i/2)Vp. Within the quasiclassical approximation the Green’s functions depend slowly on R (on a scale
given by the superconducting coherence length) and p lies near the Fermi surface, so

2 2
p=n pF-i-i ,e=2 _Ir
vV 2m  2m

(A2)

Here the unit vector n parametrizes the momentum direction at the Fermi surface, pr is the Fermi momentum,
vp = pp/m is the Fermi velocity, and ¢ is of the order of the superconducting critical temperature. Taking into
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account these considerations, the operator of the intralayer energy relative to the chemical potential for the layer
j =1,2 can be written as

y 1 e
{j(l‘) ~E— §’UFI’IVR — EUFnAj (R) + Uj (R) . (A?))
Thus, the “left” equations for the Green’s function in the mixed representation can be written in the form:
—iWy + T (§+U1TEVVR—TZEVA1) ' t . GR,p)=1. (A4)
it —iwy, + T2 (5 + Uz — 5vVR — %ngAg)
Correspondingly, the set of the “right” equations takes the form:
G(R,p) —iwp, + T (5 + Ux _J— 5VVR — Tzszl) . ] t ‘ ) 1 (A5)
it —iwn, + T (5 +Us+ 5vVR — TZ%VAQ}

As a next step, we multiply Eq. (A4) by 7, from the left and Eq. (A5) from the right. Subtracting the resulting
equations and introducing the quasiclassical Green function

~ 7
iR =L [deGRnG). (46)
we get
CiVVRG + [iwnts 3] + 0 ) Ui2g12 1 TEV[CZAlagll]V _EV[Tze»AI?H - €I2TZA2] + (A7)
= = —Ui2g21 0 —Sv[T.A2ga1 — ga17.A4] — V[T, Az, goo]

" 0 #t\ (g1 iz B J11 J12 0 tr. —0
e 13 13 x x Tt =v.
7tT 0 go1 g22 g21 go2 ) \t'7. O

Here Uy = U1 (R) — U3(R). Redefining the quasiclassical Green’s function § = 7. g, we derive Eq. (14a) in the main
text. Using the above mentioned definitions of the quasiclassical Green’s functions, it is straightforward to see, that
self-consistency equation (11) takes the form presented by Eq. (14b) in the main text.

Below we discuss the form of the normalization condition as well as the derivation of the linearized Eilenberger
equations. Note that the form of the normalization condition can be inferred directly from the solution of the
Gor’kov equations (9) for a homogeneous state. For definiteness, we solve Egs. (9) for a spin-singlet interlayer pairing

Aint = Ain(i6,) and homogeneous relative band shift U; — Uy = —2x = const, integrate the solutions over the
quasiparticle energy and then obtain the normal-state solutions by taking the limit Aj,y — 0 in the end. Using

Eq. (A6), we find the following expressions for the normal quasiclassical Green’s functions

~ 1t -w%+|Aint|2 _ZQ w%+|Aint|2+iQ-
g2 = @ i §~ + {N* B (A8a)
= =it [wh 4 [Aiw]® —iQ | wi + [Aine|* +iQ]
g2 = 20 | z + & | (A8b)
. it* [w2 + Aine]? —iQ = w2 + [Aine]? +iQ]

— n - n = A
g21 20 | g + & | (A8c)
= —it -w%+|Aint|2 _ZQ w%+|Aint|2+iQ-
go1 = 20 _ z + & | (A8d)

_ . r- " 2 + t2 + . _ ”21_ . . n 2 + t2 _ . _ 727(+ . -

G = — | & O + 1] +iQ) — x(w, —iQ) 4 dwn(x [t]* —iQ) — x(wy +iQ) ’ (ASe)
2Q | 3 &* ]
ST 2 2 2 _ ; 2 2 _ . 2 0]

G = — iwn (O + |7 +1Q) + x(wn —1Q) | iwn (X + [t —iQ) + x(wy, +1Q) , (ASf)
20Q | 3 & |

) L [iwn O3 + 12 +Q) + x (W2 —iQ) | iwn (X + [t —iQ) + x(w2 +iQ)]

Gog = — | & O +[t]* +iQ) + x(w, —iQ) L dwn(x [t]* —iQ) + x(wy +iQ) ’ (ASg)
2Q | 3 & ]

- i [iwn (X2 +t? +iQ) — x(w? —i iwn (% + [t]2 —iQ) — x(w2 +iQ)]

i = o O + 1t §2) x( Q) | wn(X” + 1 5?) x( Q) (ASh)
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Here we introduced the notations

E= A Bl T AP +2Q, Q= VIIPWE + Bl + X% (49)

It is easy to check that within the limit Aj, — O the above expressions satisfy the condition (n_7. g)? = (n, 9% =1,
which is the normalization condition mentioned in the main text. Considering the above equations, we find the
normal-state qusiclassical functions within the limit ¢, x — 0, which are used in the derivation of the linearized
Eilenberger equations. They have the following form: g11 = g2 = 11 = g22 = —sgn(w,,) and g;; = gi; = 0 for ¢ # j.

Appendix B: Derivation of the linearized self-consistency equation for the spin-singlet domain wall state

Here we provide the derivation of the kernel (24) in the main text. Our starting point is Eqgs. (23). Seeking the
solutions of the homogeneous system in the form f;; oc e we get the characteristic equation

(VA 4 2w )2 [(Va X 4 2w ) +4(X2 +t3)] =0.. (B1)

Solving the above equation for the eigenvalues A and calculating the eigenvectors of the homogeneous system (23),
we get that the solution of the homogeneous system can be written as

J11 1 —x/t
f12 —2wpz/v 1 0 t 1
- n®/Ve | O — + Cy—— + B2
fa1 ‘ ! V2|0 ? V25 1 (B2)
Ja2 1 X/t
1 1
+e(—2wn+2i%)m/vzc3i t/(% - X) 4 e(—2wn—2ix);ﬂ/vzc4i _t/(% + X) ,
2 | =t/(>+X) 2 | t/(3—x)
-1 -1

where » = /x> + 2 and C; (i = 1,2,3,4) are arbitrary constants. Note that within our model description the
intralayer Cooper pairing is disregarded, so we put C; = 0 in the following. Particular solutions are obtained using
the variation of constant method, which leads us to the following set of equations

e t

Wy —(— — 4Ain n) = _ Zwnz/vz B
Wo— t(2)sgn(w )\/5%6 , (B3a)
_wz% = 2Aim(x)sgn(wn)ge@wﬂ*%%ﬂ/vw : (B3b)
_wz% = zAim(x)sgn(wn)ge@w“mﬂ/vw : (B3c)

Performing the integration in Eqs. (B3), we get the particular solutions

Ji —x/t
2i n) 2"
J12 _ isgn(w )_/ ds Aint(s)ef%un(fo)/vI 1 (B4)
fo1 Vg 22 o 1
Ja2 X/t
1
+7’Sgn(wn)x_i/ ds Aim(S)e(—2wn+2i%)(m—s)/'uur t/%—
Vg 4 c3 _t/%Jr
—1
1
+i5gn(wn) X_t /m ds Aim(S)e(—2wn—21’;4)(m—s)/vm _t/%Jr ,
vy 72 ), />

-1



19

Here sy = s+ x and ¢; (i = 2,3,4) are arbitrary constants. We have verified that particular solutions within ¢ — 0
limit and for a homogeneous band splitting, which can be easily obtained separately, coincide with expressions (B4)
within the same limiting case. Our further strategy is to write down the above solutions in the regions of constant
relative band shift (for < 0 and > 0) and then match them continuously at the domain wall (at = 0). The
constants ¢, c3, and ¢4 in Eq. (B4) are chosen, so that the anomalous correlation functions f;; (¢, = 1,2) vanish
within the limit |z| — oo.

The solution for w, > 0, v, > 0, and for x < 0 can be written as

Jin —xr/t
2 t2 0

fz| _ 20 du Ajpy (@ + u)eXnt/v= ! (B5)
fa1 Ve 77, J 1
J22 xr/t

1 1

i t [0 . i t [0 . _
+in2 du Ajpg (@ + u)e2@n—ie)u b LX% du Ajpg (@ + u)e2@ntize)u b/
Uy 27 ) oo —t/5r4 Ve 77 J o />,
-1 -1

Here xr = x(x < 0), s = s(x < 0), and >4+ = s + x1. For w, > 0, v, > 0, and > 0 the solution can be
presented in the form:

Jin —Xr/t
f12 —2wnx /v t 1
=e Wty (B6)
f21 V2 1
J22 xR/t
1 1
+e(72wn+2i%R)x/v2 Oy t t/%R— + 8(72‘*)"721-%1?')%/”2 Cy t _t/%R-i—
2xp | —t/xRy 2xr | t/xp-
1 1
—XR/t
2 t2 7
+—Z—2 ds Aint(S)e_%"(w_S)/vf 1
Uz %R Jo 1
XR/t
1 1
+ iXRQt /m dSAint(8)6_2(“’"_“‘1%)@—5)/% t/»r- iXRQt /m dSAint(8)6—2(wn+i%1~2)(m—8)/vz —t/xRry
Uz 2R Jo —t/xpy Ve 2% Jo t)sen_
1 .

Here xgr = x(x > 0), g = »(x > 0), and xp+ = xr £ xr- Imposing the continuity condition on the solutions (B5)
and (B6) at the domain wall (at z = 0), we get a linear system for the coefficients

XR t t 2 t - i xpt(d—— +d_y)
-C C C. = ——d_(— — B7

2 N + 5 9en * Y2r s P (=x2)+ Ve P ’ (B7a)
ot Lo t2 2 20itd. i oxpt? (de— d_y (BTH)

2\/5%3 S0 snrn 42%R%R+ vy vy et \sp—  sapy)
ot t2 t2 2 t2d_ i xrt? —d__ N d_y (B70)
_ == — . c

2 V2R 3 2xRp¥Ry 2ARMp— Uy E vy (X3 +12) \ s r,_
Here we introduced the following quantities:
- 0 2wpu/vg 7 0 2(wn Fixp)u/ve

d_ = / du Ajpg(u)e® , d_x = / du Ajpe(u)e’ . (B8a)



Solving the system (BT7), we get

20

2i 5 20> + xLXR) | 20, - txe(xe — xr)
Co=—d_ ————"+ —(d__+d_ ) —F——~ B9a
T V23l Vg ( +) V25eps? (B9a)
_ 2i20%d_(xr —xz) | 20 xe(® + xexg)(d—y +d_-) + xpxrrr(d-— —d_y)
Cg — T 2 - 2 I (ng)
Vg 2xpuy Vg 2Ry
_ 2 20%d_(xr —xr) | 20 x2(® + xexr)(d—— +d_y) = xprrrp(d—— —d_4)]
04 _ — 2 - 2 . (BQC)
Vg 2xRpxy Vg 2xRpxy

To construct the solutions for w,, < 0 and v, < 0 it is convenient to use the symmetry of the Eilenberger equations (23)

(i,j=1,2)

fij(xa vsznvta X) - fij(xa —Vgy, —Wn, _tv

=X) - (B10)

As a next step, we write down the solutions for negative Matsubara frequencies w,, and positive velocity projections
V. So, the solution for w, < 0, v, > 0, and z < 0 can be written as

n —xL/t
fiz | genlesvacy R TR
f21 \/§%L 1
f22 XL/t
! 1
+e(2|wn|+2im)z/w(}3L t/r— + e@lon|=2ixr)e/va 0y, t | —t/sry
2%L _t/%LJr 2%L t/%L,
—xr/t
2 t2 [
__z_ dS Aint(s)e2|w”‘(w_s)/vz 1
Ve 27, Jo 1
X/t
! 1
- iXL§ / ds Dy (s)e>n ) =) ve o iXLz / ds Ay (8)e2(10n| =) (@=5) /v —t/xr4
'Um%L 0 _t/%L+ 'Uw%L 0 t/%L_
The solution for w, < 0, v, > 0, and z > 0 can be presented in the form:
fn o
2i t2 [To°
f12 — _Z_2 du Aint(«r 4 u)872\wn\u/vz 1 (B12)
f21 Vg %R 0 1
f22 n/t
1
y +oo
LX_Izt du Aint ((E -+ u)e_(2|wn‘+2i%1z)u/vm t/%R_
b R —t/xR+
-1
1
1 +oo
LX—T du Ajpy (@ + u)e™ Clwnl=2ir)u/ve —t/%Ry
Ve #r Jo t/%R_

-1
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Matching the solutions (B11) and (B12) at the domain wall (at 2 = 0), we get the following linear system:

t 2t i xrt, - _
-C C Cig—=——5d — = (de_ +d B13
2\/—%L+ 3 L+ 1950 vz%R+(XR)+vx%12%(+ +diy) (B13a)
t t2 t2 2 2 i xrt? (di_  d
Cy + Cs — O = —Z—2d+ + LXRQ e ) (B13b)
V2qr, aer 1, 2apary Vg AR Uy #j \¥R— Ry
t t2 t2 21 t2 = ) XRt2 —g+_ (i_;,__;,_
C -C C = ——d — . B13
2\/§%L 32%L%L+ + 42%L%L, Vg %12% ++ Vg %]2% ( HRa + %R) ( )
Here we introduced
dy :/ du Agpe (w)e™2lenle/ve g :/ du Ay (u)el 21wl E2ir)u/va (B14)
0 0
Solving the system (B13), we get
2i 2td, (t? 2t - dy_ +d
cy— 2 +(8 + xexn) | 20 txr(xr = Xp)(di- +dis) 7 (B15a)
Vg ﬁ%L%% Vg \/§%L%12%
Cs = 2i 20%d. (x1 2— XR) + 2 Xr(1? + xpxr) (dyy +dio) ;XR%R%L(CZ++ —dy-)] 7 (B15b)
Vg 2y Vg 2y
o =2 2t%d (xr - Xr) | 20 XR(t* + xpXR)(dy— +dys) ;r Xr7R7L(dey —dy )] (B15c)
Vg 2y Vg 2ep, 23,

The continuous solution of the Eilenberger equation for w,, > 0 and v, < 0 can be obtained using the above Egs. (B11),
(B12), (B15) as well as the symmetry relation (B10).

As a next step, we substitute the obtained solutions of the Eilenberger equations into the self-consistency equa-
tion (14b) in the main text. It is convenient to recast the summation in the self-consistency equation to the one over
positive Matsubara frequencies w,, > 0 and positive velocity projections v, > 0. For this purpose, below we write
down explicitly the sum of the obtained solutions.

For z < 0 we find

f12(z) = fr2(wn > 0,v; > 0,2 < 0) + fi2(wn > 0,0, < 0,2 <0) (B16)
+f12(wn < 0,0, > 0,2 <0) + fio(w, < 0,0, < 0,2 <0) =

2i 2t 2i x2 [° 2
! / du Ajpe (@ + w)e2lonlv/Ivel —Zx—é/ du Ajpe (x4 u)e?l@nlu/ 10219 cog (ﬂ> -

|Uoc| %L vz | 527 |z |
2i 2t2 20 x2 [* 2 —
——2—2/ ds Aint(S)ezlw"‘(zfsm”z‘ — —Zx—é/ ds Ajpy(s)eon@=9)/1v219 o5 [M] +
vz %7 Jo |vz|%L 0 |vz|
+e2\wn|x/|vz| 202 + e(2\wn\+21%L)x/|vz|CS(XL/%L) + 6(2\4.0”\ 2421, z/‘UI‘OAL(XL/%L) )
k9

In the above Eq. (B16) the constants Cs, C3, and Cy are determined by Eqs. (B15). Below we show the corresponding

expressions for the above mentioned constants in the case of a stepwise relative band shift y;, = x and xyg = —x
¢ 2i [262(2 —x?) - 2xH? - -
20y = — | ———————=d dy_+d B17
Vo 2T o [ A + 1T (dy— + ++)] ) (B17a)
XL 2i [ 2t2x?% - X2t? - X -
C3= = — dy — —ds_ + = B17b
Y 0 { A T T + AL ( )
X 20 [2t2x? - X2t? - -
Cy=—= = dy — =——d —dy_p . B17
Y T o { A Ot At T+ A0t (B17c)
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For x > 0 we obtain

fi5(@) = fia(wn > 0,0, > 0,2 > 0) + fi2(w, > 0,v, < 0,2 >0) (B18)
+f12(wn < 0,v; > 0,2 > 0) + fra(wn < 0,0, < 0,2 >0) =

2i 22 [T 2 x% [T 2
7 / du Aint(x + u)€72|wn|u/\vz\ 4 _ZX_R/ du Aint(x + u)672\wn\u/|vz\2cos ( |%RU> n
0 0

" Jedl [va] 3% s
2i 2t [* 2i % [* 2 —
+—Z—2/ ds Ajpe(s)e2lenl@=s) vl | —ZX—I;/ ds Aipg(s)e2leonl@=9)/1v:19 cog {M} +
|vz| R Jo |vz| R Jo vz |

fe2lwnlz/]val ;202 4 e(*2|wn|+2i%R)z/\%|03X_R 4 e(*2|wn|*2i%R)x/|Uz\O4X_R )
IR AR XR

The constants Cy, Cs3, and Cy in Eq. (B18) are determined by Egs. (B9). Below we show the appropriate expressions

for the constants in the case of a stepwise band shift xy;, = x and yg = —x
2t 20 [262(t% — x2) - 2t2x2% - -
= [%d + (- +d+)} , (B19a)
XR B 2 2t2X2 _ X2t2 _ X4 _
Cg%—R = E { %4 d, — 7d77 + ?d*“r 5 (Blgb)
XR 2 2t2X2 _ X2t2 _ X4 _
An d_ —>—d_ S—d__ 5. B1
Co vm{ pr AT oa (B19c)
The functions fliQ(:v) enter the self-consistency equation in the following fashion
d
Aini(z > 0) = —imAT Y / 0 gt (2m) (B20a)
wn>0 vy >0 27
d
Al < 0) = —imAT 3 / M em) . (B20b)
Wy >0 vz >0 2

Substitution of Egs. (B16), (B18) into Egs. (B20) yields that for a symmetric stepwise band shift both the anomalous
function fi2(z) and the superconducting gap function Ay (z) are of even spatial parity. Thus, in this case one has
the following relations d_ = d4 and d_+ = d;+. Substituting Eqs. (B16), (B17), (B18), and (B19) into Egs. (B20),
and introducing the Fourier transformed functions

dk .
Aing(z) = 2—Aint(k)€lkz ) (B21)
T
we derive the following self-consistency equation in the momentum representation

dn oo k! 4it? w
At (k) = —im AT — — A (KN275(k — k) ————% B22
= Z/ I ey L

4ix* (W, — i)
R
+ Pl {(wn—i%)Q—i-ka%/Zl_

oo dk! —2it?v,
+/ —Aim(k'){ i

}
e [(wn - ik’vx/2)1(wn - ikvz/%)]
}

oo 2T o
B iy Re [ 1 N 1
P (Wi, + isc — ik'vg [2) (wp + G50 — Tkvg [2) (W — @32 — ik, [2) (wy, — i5c — Tkvy/2) |
oo dk 2% (8% — x° 1
Hive /_ . EAi“t(kl)Re{ ( Pz o (wn — iK'y /2) (0 — ikvy/2)
+4t2x2 (wn — ik'v;/2) 422 (W, — ikvy/2)
it (wn — 1kvg /2)[(wn — 1K v, /2)% + 53] it (wn — 1k v, /2)[(wh — thv, /2)? + 52]
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1 1
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The resulting self-consistency equation (B22) can be cast to the form presented by Eqgs. (24) in the main text with
the kernel:

K(k, k') = 218 (k — k') K (k) + Kinn (k, k'), (B23a)

/2 q A¢? 4y? (wn — i)

© wn, X Wy, — 15
Kn(k) = 47\T / % Re + X , B23b
h( ) wnz>0 /2 ot [%2 (%21 + k2’l)%/4) 22 ((wn _ Z%)2 + kQUg/Zl) ( )

4 2
Kinn(k, k') = 7T Z / d—nRe{va—4 24% <+ (B23c¢)
o veso 2T * (%2 + (wn, — ik'v,/2) ) (%2 + (wn, — kvy /2) )

+vy

42x2% (522 + 2 (wn — ik'v3/2) (wn — zkvm/2)) (% — (wn — 1k'v3/2) (wn — ikvy /2)) }
! (%2 + (wn — ik’vw/2)2) (% + (wn — tkv,/2) ) (Wn — ik, [2) (wp, — kv, [2)

It is easy to see from the above equation that the inhomogeneous part of the kernel vanishes within the limit y —
0 for arbitrary tunneling amplitude t. We have also verified that the resulting expressions (B23) are consistent
with the corresponding results in the absence of tunnel coupling, which we derived separately from the Eilenberger
equations (23) along the lines mentioned in this section. So, the self-consistency equation for ¢t = 0 and the stepwise
relative band shift x;, = x, xg = —x has the form similar to Eq. (24a) but with the following kernel

Kk, k) = 208k — k') K (k) + (B24a)
7r/2 2
X2VF cos @
47 ATR
o Z/ I e e O e T
K, =47 TR n . B24b
(k) " ewz>0 / /2 27T (wn 4+ 1ix)? + (k?v% cos? @) /4 ( )

Appendix C: Derivation of Egs. (25)-(28) in the main text (linearized Ginzburg-Landau-type equation for the
spin-singlet domain wall state)

Here we present the derivation of Eqs. (25)-(28) in the main text. First, we provide the derivation details for the
Ginzburg-Landau equation (25) and various coefficients in the Ginzburg-Landau theory given in Eqs. (26). Second,
we derive the equation for the critical temperature of the localized state (27) and its expansion in the vicinity of the
critical temperature T, for vanishing relative band offset and tunneling amplitude (28).

Our starting point is the expression for the kernel (B23) entering the self-consistency equation (24a). As a first
step, we perform the gradient expansion of the homogeneous part of the kernel K, (k) over k up to the term oc k?

® Wn X (wn — i)
Kp (k) = 47ATRe / % 1 n o1
o M;O Cry2 2m | (W EM2/A) (W, —ix)? 4 k202 /4 (C1)
2 dp 1 | 2 2 k202 [ 42 20, (w2 — 332
%47TATZ/ do 1\ 1, Xon W0 _3+XW(wn 3%)
P P R I T R

Here » = y/x? + [t|? and v = v cos(¢). The summation over Matsubara frequencies in Eq. (C1) can be performed,
using the following relations

1 In(2ywp/nT) 1 7¢ (3)
— ~ e _— = — 2
W, 27T ’ Z wd  /udTB (C22)
wp >0 wn>0
Wn, In (2ywp /7T 1 1 1
~ R Sl Y C2b
;;0 W2 + o2 ot Tl |Y\g) TV\e i) | (C2b)
Wn (w2 — 3%2) 1 1 %4
n _ R I G C2
wz>0 (w2 + 52)° 167373 [U)Q <2 ZQFT>:| ’ (C2c)

where v &~ 1.78, wp is the cut-off frequency, ((z) is the Riemann zeta function, ¥ (x) is the digamma function,
and 9(z) = d?y/dz?. Substituting Eq. (C2) into Eq. (C1), performing the trivial integration over the momentum
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directions, we obtain the relevant expansion of the homogeneous part of the kernel. Thus, in the absence of the domain
wall (for a homogeneous relative band shift), the above expansion gives us the linearized self-consistency equation

vik? (7¢ (3) x> 1
{_ 16 ( RT3 T6n3T8 ° {1/}2 (5 _Zmﬂ) )

22 T X2 1 1 »
_ X X R ) ow (i) |lam) =0.
AT D<Tco> T [w <2) v <2 Z27TT)H (k)
As a second step, we consider the inhomogeneous part of the kernel Kin,(k, k') in Eq. (B23) and then put k = k' = 0.
We find

77/2 d " 2 2 _ t2
Kinn (0,0) = 4nA\T Z / ﬁ% . (1)
wns0d—m/2 2T W (W] + %)
Performing the summation over the Matsubara frequencies in Eq. (C4)
S (A0t 2 cooh () = (30 Toinn (5) <5
o Wi (W2 + %2)2 - 1656572 cosh? (%) ’

the integration over the momentum directions, we get the additional contribution to the linearized self-consistency
equation describing the effect of the Dirac delta well. Combining Eqgs. (24a) and (C1)-(C5), we obtain the linearized
self-consistency equation (25) in the main text with the coefficients given by Eqs. (26).

We get the following equation governing the critical temperature of the localized state

22 T X2 1 1 » M*a?
) - Sl IR R A |
AT <Tco> T [w <2) v <2 Z2WT)] 327272 (C6)

Let us expand the right-hand side:

IMa? — X_4 [(%/T)3 + (%/T)(t/T)2(2 + cosh(x/T)) — ((%/T)2 + 3(t/T)QSinh(%/T))}2 | o

r | — R (V2 (§ — i5%7)) | (/1)1 cosh (/2T

We have the following expansion of the denominator

14¢(3)¢? x> 1 N
16,575~ 16mre e\ V2 \3 T ig ) ) ® (C8)

~ o (57) [~ (20) (o~ )+t (29) )+

Expansion of the right-hand-side yields

60T by

{14—)22 [ﬂ_lﬁi}?_’_l%%zl]_i_iél (ﬂ)Q 1/141’¢6

) R (x)4
T

(C9)

2
5w (r) “w(3)

3
6 [ ¥4
+x° (— :
21hy
Here x = x/2nT and 3¢ = 3/27T. As a next step, we substitute the above expression into the self-consistency

equation. We will seek the solution for the shift in the critical temperature in the form

T
TcO

R i 2
2909 4l 6! 1o 219 o 4l 4y

=1l+e; e=e+e+e, (C10)

where €3 4.6 contain the terms o (x/Teco)” (t/Te0)™ with m +n = 2, 4, and 6, respectively. Substituting the following
expansion

1 1
In(1+e€)~~(e2+es+e€5) — 5(6% + 2e06q) + geg , (C11)
1 1
12 3¢, ———~1-4 C12
1+ ¢)? (€24 €) 436z, (1+e)t 2> (C12)
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into the equation for the critical temperature, we obtain

1 1
€2+ €4+ €6 — 5(6% + 2e264) + geg (C13)

X2 | 2 » ? P4 » ! Ve » °
X2 1-2 21 - % 1 — dey) + 28
P2 l2 <2ch0> [1=2(e2 +ea) +36] = (2ch0> (1 —de2) + 5 <2ch0)

4t (v \* (1 - 4y 1 1 /t\ 1/x)\° L x 2y 1
= —_-— _ € _—— — _—— _—
s \Too 27136 60 \ Tho 90 \ T.o 21T ) 2t 36

Equating the terms with same powers of small parameters, we find the following expressions for €3 4,6

P2 X\
¥ 14
o= (2ch0> , (Cl4a)
3, vaf x V' =\ = /x\
_ Sz "1 _ C14b
“4T Ty <2ch0> 21 Te0 3602 \ T ) (CL4D)
8 3 Py X Y[ =\ s x \ [ = \'
- O3 44,4 Y6 Cl4
e T (2ch0) 97T ) "0 \2r) \Zirg) T (Clde)

g (7)o (7) () oo (3) ~ ey ()
€25 - 5 - 9 b)
23602 \Too) ' 602 \Teo) \Teo) 9002 \Two) — 7242 (20)° \To

and the shift of the critical temperature for a localized superconducting state

Tow(x, 1) — Tolx, 2 4 2 YN
o) —Telxt) X\, 7 X n (C15)
Teo 3612 \ 1o 6012 \ Teo Teo

w2 /1 Yy 5 o X 0
0 (% " T2va(en? i(%)?) <T_0> '

Evaluating the constant prefactors in the above expression, we get Eq. (28) in the main text.

Appendix D: Derivation of the linearized self-consistency equation for the spin-triplet domain wall state

In the case of a triplet spin structure, particularly, A (z) = Ay (x) 65 (i6y) the relevant system of equations for
the anomalous Green functions is presented by Egs. (31) in the main text. The solution of the homogeneous system
can be written as

Ju 1 —x/t
J12 “2wnafu, | C1 ] 0 t 1

= e 2wne/ve | 2L +Cy— + D1
fa1 V2|0 ? V25 1 (1)
fa2 1 X/t

1 1
+ e(—2wn-|—2i%)w/vm C3i t/ (% - X) + e(—2wn—2i%)w/vm C4i _t/ (% + X) ,
22 | =t/ (x+x) 2|t/ (3—x)
—1 —1

where » = \/x2 +t2 and C; (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are arbitrary constants. Disregarding the intralayer Cooper pairing, we
put C7; = 0 in the following. To find particular solution we use the variation of constants method, which leads us to
the set of equations:

0 2 =, (D2a)

ivz% = —2Aiy () sgnuw, ePen —2)2/ Ve (D2b)
x

ivz@ = 2Aint () sgnwne@“’"““‘)z/”’”. (D2¢)
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Performing the integration in equations above, we get the particular solutions

fll 1
f12 — QWLW i / dSAint (S) e(_2w71+2i%)(w—5)/’ul- t/%— (D?))
fa1 vy 2 o, —t/5y
foo o
1 —x/t
21 n) t v o B _ ¢
_M_ / dsAi (5) o(—2wn —2i) (2 —5) [va )y t oo o= 2w0ne /s 1 7
Vg 2 J, t) 5 \/—2—% 1
-1 X/t

where we defined >4 = £+ y and ¢; (i = 2, 3, 4) are arbitrary constants. Now we proceed with writing down the
above solutions in the regions of constant relative band shift (for > 0 and z < 0) and then match them continuously
at = 0. The constants ¢; are chosen, so that the anomalous functions f;; vanish at |z| — oo .

The solution for positive w,, v, > 0 and for x < 0 is

fll 1
2 ¢t [° _
fo ) 2 L duling (2 4 1) 2@n—ixL)u/ve t)rr - (D4)
fo1 Ve 221 oo _t/%LJr
fr _1
1
2 t [0 . _
= dulin (@ + u) ntize)u/ve t/s1+
Vz 2%1‘ —o0 t/%L_
-1
For w,,, v, > 0 and z > 0 it has the form:
fll —XR/t 1
t ) '
f12 = Cz—e_QWnlﬂ/’Uz 1 + e—?(wn—z%R)m/vI Cs t/%R, (D5)
f21 \/5%3 1 2 _t/%R-i-
f22 XR/t 1
1 1
+€72(Wn+i%R)x/'Uz C4L _t/%RJr ﬁ L r dsAint (S) 8(72wn+2i%3)(x—5)/y1 t/%R,
2xp t/»p_ vy 2R J Y
—1 .
1
_&L * dsAint (S) 6(72wn*2i%R)(I*5)/'Dz —t/%R+
Ve Q%R 0 t/%R,
-1

Imposing the continuity condition on the solutions (D4) and (D5) at the domain wall (at 2 = 0), we get a linear
system for the coefficients

XR t t 21 — 21t —
_— C = — . — .
Py 2+ 2 Cs + 2 Ca Vg 2%Ld Vg 2%Ld + (D6a)
V23p R R
t? t2 2t - 2t -
—C C3 — = ———d__ + ——d_ D6b
V2xn 2+ 2R MR— 3 2uR¥Ry 4 Uy 22e1 35, + Vg 22p 3Ly + ( )
t t2 t2 2 t2 2t
—C5 — Cs + Cy = e R S d_.. (D6c¢)
V2R 2y Rt 23 pHR_ Vg 23015214 Vo M HL,—

Here we introduced the following quantities:

0
A= / duigg (1) 2Tl vs. (D7)



Solving the system, we get
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- t (seh XL — 20+ (304 — 2XL) XR — 2%R4+XLXR)

V2 spy (563

-xi)

)

(D8a)

20 xpy (ere — 2xR) [(do— —doy) epy (e — x1) + (d=— +d—) (epsery — 04 XR) + 2d- XL XR]

3 =

Cy=-=

Vg Qxepy, (%% - X%)
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(D8b)

2i %pt (e — 2xR) [(d—t —d——) sy (e — x1) + (d—— +d—) (erR+ — 204 XR) + 2d— 1 XLXR]

Vg Qxepy, (%% - X%)

(D8c)

To construct the solutions for w, < 0 and v, < 0 one can make use of the symmetry of the Eilenberger equations (31)

(1,7 =1,2)

fl] (xakuwnu t7 X) = fl] (1', — Vg, —Wn, _t7 _X) .

(D9)

As a next step, we write down the solutions for negative Matsubara frequencies w,, and positive velocity projections

vz, for z < 0 they are of the form

Jin —xr/t
f12 4 2|wn, |z /v 1 2(|wnp |+iser)x /v t
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The solution for w,, < 0, v, > 0 and > 0 can be written in the form:

u 1
. 4o
fio | 220 U [T g A () el |85
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J22 1
1
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——22— duling ( + u) e~ 2wnl—izr)u/ve t/%ns
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Matching the solutions (D10) and (D11) at the domain wall (x = 0), we get the following linear system:

XL

t t 21t — 2t
Cod7—C3+ —Cy = ——d

x dSAint (S) eQ(IwnI—i%L)(LE—S)/Um

1
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Here we introduced

+o0 )
a-i—i _ / dUAint (u) e(—2|wn|i2w¢R)u/vm' (Dl?))
0
Solving the system above, we get
2 - — t(=rmy XL+ 2y oy — 2X1) XR + 2R XLXR)
Cy=—(dy- —dy+) 5 5 ;
Vg V2sepaer, (s — X%)
(D14a)
O — 2i sy (ens — 2x1) [(do— +dit) sepyoer +dy— (ert — x1) (2R = XR) — dy4 2Ry (R + X1 — XR)]
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(D14b)
o, i ezt = 2x2) [(do— +diy) sepy3er + day (5ere — X2) (R — XR) — di— 3R+ (R + XL — XR)]
4= 7 .
Vs 2 7R (5% — X%)
(D14c)

The continuous solution of the Eilenberger equation for w,, > 0 and v, < 0 can be obtained using the above Eqs. (D10),
(D11), (D14) and the symmetry relation (D9). Now we need to substitute the obtained solutions into the self-
consistency equation (14b) in the main text. It is convenient to recast the summation in the self-consistency equation
to the one over positive Matsubara frequencies w,, > 0 and positive velocity projections v, > 0. For this purpose, in
the following we write explicitly the sum of the obtained solutions.

For x < 0 we find

fi2 (@) = fi2 (wn > 0,0, > 0,2 < 0) + f12 (wy, > 0,0, < 0,2 < 0) (D15)
+f12 (wn < 0,0, > 0,2 < 0) + fi2 (wn < 0,0, < 0,2 <0) =

.0
_ |4_| / duling (2 + 1) €2/ 102 cog <2|”L|“> + CyellonlHises)o o]
V| J_ oo Vg
_oyelonl=i)e el | 4 / ds A (5) €21@=9)/10e] o <M) ,
Yz Jo vz
In the above equation the constants C3 and Cy are defined by Eqs. (D14). Below we provide the corresponding
expressions for these constants in the case of a stepwise relative band shift x, = —xr = x
Cs= 2 [P0+ x*dey] (D16a)
|Ux| 222 +— ++]
2i - -
Cy=—-——[td “dy]. D16b
4 |Ux| 222 [ ++ + X O+ } ( )

For x > 0 we obtain

f1+2 () = f12 (wn > 0,0, > 0,2 > 0) + f12 (wy, > 0,0, < 0,2 > 0) (D17)
+f12 (wn < 0,0, > 0,2 > 0) + f12 (wy < 0,0, < 0,2 >0) =

45 [0 2
= ﬁ / duling (x + u) e 2lwnlu/lval g ( |%Ru
x| Jo

> 4 Cye2enl=isn)e/lva]

Vg

G2l tirem)e/loa] |4_i /x ds Ay (5) 2l e=5)/ 1ozl gog <%>
Vg 0 Vg

Constants C3 and Cy are determined by Egs. (D8). Below we provide explicit expressions for these constants in the
case of a stepwise band shift y;, = —xr = x

2 - -
C3 = ——— [t?d__ +x%d_ D18
3T T2 [ +x%d—+], (D18a)
2 - -
Ci=——"— [\?d__+1%d_4]. (D18b)

ol 2
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So resulting self-consistency equation reads as

Aint (z > 0) = —imAT Z / d—“flg (z,n), (D19)
W >0 Ve >0 27
. dn .
Aing (z < 0) = —imAT Z / — f1a (z,m). (D20)
Wy >0 V2>0 2

For a symmetric stepwise band shift both the anomalous function fi2 () and superconducting gap function Ay, ()
are of even spatial parity. Thus, in this case one has the following relations d_+ = dy+. Introducing the Fourier-
transformed superconducting gap

Aint (.I) Amt( ) ka; (D21)

2T

we derive the self-consistency equation in momentum representation

+oo dK’ ,
mt (k) = / gK (k k )Aint (k ) 5 (D22a)
K (k) =mAT > ook — k) Awn = i2) (D22b)
=TT T
’ = >0 Um>0 27 (wn —ix)? + k202 /4
—vzRe ! + !
* (W +i5c — ik'0y /2) (wp, + 03¢ — Tkv, [2) (Wi — G50 — iK'V, /2) (wy, — 132 — Tkv, /2)

1 1
P [(wn + i — ik, [2) (Wi + i3 — ikv, /2) + (Wi, — i3 — kv, /2) (wn —i%—ikvx/2)}

Pz {(wn P /2)1(wn i ikua2) | (wm T i — k0 /2; (o — i — ko /2)} }}

Appendix E: Derivation of Egs. (32)-(35) in the main text (linearized Ginzburg-Landau-type equation for the
spin-triplet domain wall state)

Here we present the derivation of Egs. (32)-(35) in the main text. First, we provide the derivation details for the
Ginzburg-Landau equation (32) and various coefficients in the Ginzburg-Landau theory given in Eqs. (33). Second,
we derive the equation for the critical temperature of the localized state (34) and its expansion in the vicinity of the
critical temperature T for vanishing relative band offset and tunneling amplitude (35).

Our starting point is the expression for the kernel (D22b) entering the self-consistency equation (D22a). The first
term in (D22b) is the homogeneous part of the kernel K}, (k, k) o< § (k — k'), for convenience we introduce the function
K}, (k), defined as

Kn (kK = 206 (k — k') K, (k). (E1)

The expansion of the above function up to the second order by momentum % has the following form

(wp, — i) ] (F2)

/2
K (k):47r)\TZ/ W pe

Eod e 20 [ — i+ A202/
T S ] I e ek
e e C R @2+

Here s = \/x2 + |t and v, = vp cos (p). Performing summation over Matsubara frequencies (using the Egs. (C2))
and angle integration, we obtain the homogeneous part of the linearized self-consistency equation

1 1 1 o k202 1 1 ”
(HRG {w (5) —Y (5 - ’%T)] ST = e {% (_ - Zﬁ)D Bine (k) = (E3)
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Evaluating the inhomogeneous part Kin, (k, k') = K (k, k') — Kp (k, k') at k =k =0, we get

2

2

% »

Kinn (0,0) = 47T E / —’UF COSP=s  a (E4)
Eo a2 @2+ 2P

2 [ . h o X 2 /. h(z)— =
:47T)\T’UF X (Sln ( )2 ) = A \T 2( ) (SH; (T) T)'
1675¢3T cosh® (%) T2 167 (%) cosh? ()
Combining Eqgs. (D22a) and (E2) - (E4), we obtain the linearized self-consistency equation (32) in the main text

with the coefficients given by Egs. (33). Solving the resulting equation (32) for the lowest eigenvalue, we get the
equation (34), governing the critical temperature of the localized state formation T¢,,. It’s explicit form reads as

(32) b)) e e ™

6
z 2ol v (3 —ineis )| (75) cosh® (o757

Now we proceed with the expansion of the above equation over the small x/Tvo, t/Teo, 3¢/Te0 < 1, expanding as well
the deviation of the critical temperature T, from Ty

Tew
TcO

=1+¢ €=¢€+e4+cq, (E6)

where €546 contain the terms o< (x/Tw0)"” (t/Te0)” with m +n = 2,4, and 6, respectively. Substituting expan-
sions (E6), (C11), and (C12) into the Eq. (E5), we get

1 1
€+ €1+ €5 — 5(6% + 2e9€4) + geg (E7a)

o x 1\’ 21 Y4 = \* e x \°
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T 2X) 1-4e) 1 1 /= + Yo 1 [ =
"o \Two 36 90 \ T.o 20p9 36 \ 27T,

Equating the terms with same powers of small parameters, we find the solution for €3 4 6

€ ] Y (E8a)
2= 9 \ 21T )
_ 3 e = om0yl (ESb)
4T T \2nT ) T e \ T/ 360
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which leads to the following shift of the critical temperature for a localized superconducting state
Tcw(Xut)_Tc(th) _ 7T2 ( X >4+7T2 ( X >4< 4 )2
Teo 3602 \ Two Y2 \Teo Teo )
2 6 2 4 6
5 1 t
4+ (X> LI S N 0.016+0.02< ) (X) +0.02(X).
Y2 \Teo 72(27)° 90 724, (27) Teo Teo Teo

Thus, reproducing the Eq. (35) in the main text.

72(2n)> 90 72y, (27 (E9)
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Appendix F: Solution of the linearized Eilenberger equations in the presence of the magnetic field

Here we present the solutions of the linearized Eilenberger equations that we use for the analysis of the effects of
the in-plane magnetic field on the spin-triplet and spin-singlet interlayer superconductivity. In the singlet case we

make substitution fij = fi(f) +n,o fgq (ioy) in Egs. (36) and obtain the self-consistency equation

1=2mAT ) / d—nwnPo(n,w)/Qo(n,w) , (Fla)
= 27
Po(n,w) = [(h* = ¢*)* +2(h* + ¢*)wp + wp] (B* + w + X7) + (b + ) [t]* (F1b)
+[t? [(2wp + X*)(@* + wp) + B2 (2¢° + x°) — 2h]
Qo(n,w) = [h* +21% (W2 — ¢°) + (¢ + w2)?] [A* + 2h% (w2 — X?) + (W2 + X*)°] + (h? + w2)?[t]*+ (Flc)

20t [x*(h* = h*(¢* — 2w7) + wi(wy +¢%) — (B* +wp)* (B — ¢* —wy)]

Here ¢ = evA;/c = evpdH sin(0 — ¢)/2¢, and 6 () is the angle between the magnetic field direction (trajectory
direction) and az-axis. In the limit A = 0 the above expressions reproduce the Eq. (38) in the main text.

Substituting the anomalous Green’s function f;; = ( fl-(JQ) + fl-(jm)&z + fl-(f)&y)(i&y) and the superconducting gap

function Ay = Aint64(16,) into Egs. (36), we get the following system

[ 1,1 @12 G1,3 A14 0 0 a7 0 0 0 0 0 1T 1((13)_ [ 0 1
z1 azs 0 0 azs O 0 ags 0O 0 0 0 17 0
as1 0 ass O 0 asg O 0 asg O 0 0 ) 0
a0 asq  ass ass 0 0 0 ag10 O 0 1(5) 0
0 asa 0 asy ass O O 0 0O 0 asy O () 2
0 0 46,3 46,4 0 6,6 0 0 0 0 0 ae,12 1(3) o 0 F2
az; 0 0 0 0 0 arr; ars are ario 0 0 O o (F2)
0 ag, 2 0 0 0 0 asg7 ags 0 0 as 11 0 éf) 2Aint
0 0 9,3 0 0 0 ag,7 0 ag.9 0 0 9,12 2(? 0
0 0 0 apsa O 0 a7 O 0 aio,10 aio11 @10,12 2(8) 0
0 0 0 0 ans O 0 ans 0 a0 a1 O 2(3) 0
L 0O 0 0 0 0 aize O 0 aiz9 aizio 0 aiza2 ] | 2(3)_ L 0 ]
Here
ai1 = a2 =az3 =2(iw, —q) , a44=as5=ase = 2(iw, —X) , (F3

o
>~

ar7 =agg = ag9 = 2(iwy, +X) , 10,10 = a11,11 = 12,12 = 2(iwy, +q) ,

a12 = Q21 = A45 = A54 = A78 = A7 = 410,11 = A11,10 = 2Nz ,

o
S

a1,3 = a3,1 = A4,6 = A4 = Q7,9 = Q9,7 = Q10,12 = G12,10 = 2hy ,

N
= o
~N
NN SN NS NS NN

(1,4 = G255 = a3,6 = A7,10 = Ag,11 = G9,12 = t ,

o
0

a7 = Q8 = G3,9 = G4,10 = G511 = 6,12 = —1 ,

o
©

"
4,1 = G52 = 06,3 = A10,7 = G11,8 = 12,10 = L,

—
g3
=
(@)

*k
71 = G832 = G9,3 = G104 = G11,5 = 12,6 = —1
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Solving the above system of equations for fl(g), we obtain the self-consistency equation in the form

d
1=2mAT ) / A o Pe/Qu1Qus ., (Flla)
wp >0
Py = (¢® +wp) [h* —21%(¢* —wp) + (¢ + w2)?] [hy — 2h2(x* —w2) + (X® +w2)? + h2(x* + h2 +w?)]  (Fl1b)
+|t|2{h2wfl +hl [qzx2 - 2q2h§ —(¢* = 2xHw? + 4wﬁ]
+2(q2+w,21)[ h6+h4(q + P -+ (PR Hw )+h2( X+ 2% + )i+ wlh) )]
+R21G* X + (20 + XP)wk + (37 + 4wy + Bwd
4 2 2 2 4 2.2 2 2 2 4
—h,(4q" + 3w;,) + hy (2¢° +3¢°x" — (¢~ — 4x )wn+2wn)]}+
H 02 + )02 + e+ 2+ ]}
Qa1 = (® +wi)(wp + X)) +wiltf,  (Fllc)
Qa2 = [(M* — ¢*)% + 2(h* + ¢*)wp + wWpl[(R* + wi)® — 2(h% — W) + X' + (R + wp)?[t]*—=  (F11d)
=2t (h? = ¢® — w)(B® + w2)? + 2t xR (h? = @) + 20t Pwlix®(2h% + ¢°) + 2|t Pwpx?

At ¢ = 0 and t = 0 we obtain the Eq. (40) in the main text.
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