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Thermoelectric response of Josephson junction: from ballistic to disordered
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It is known that Josephson junction (JJ) hosting scattering centers with energy dependent scat-
tering amplitudes which breaks the ω → −ω symmetry (where ω is the excitation energy of electron
about the Fermi level) exhibits finite thermoelectric response. In contrast, here we show that even
in a ballistic JJ this symmetry is broken and it leads to a non-zero thermoelectric response when
the junction length is of the order of coherence length of the superconductor and the correspond-
ing thermoelectric coefficient confirms to the universal sinusoidal dependence on φ12, where φ12 is
the superconducting phase bias. In presence of multiple scatterers in the junction region, we have
numerically shown that the sign of the even-in-φ12 part of the thermoelectric coefficient fluctuates
violently from one disorder configuration to another hence averaging to vanishingly small values
while the odd part tends towards the universal sinusoidal dependence on φ12 as we approach the
large disorder limit under disorder averaging.

I. INTRODUCTION

Thermoelectric response of a hybrid junction between
two normal metals in the mesoscopic regime has been
discussed extensively both theoretically and experimen-
tally [1–15]. Whereas, analogous situation comprising
of a junction of superconductors is a less explored topic
though discussion of thermoelectric response of super-
conductor has a long history. Such set-ups are of great
importance because of the possibility of its applications
in improving the efficiency of thermoelectric generator by
strongly suppressing Ohmic losses [16–21].
In 1944, Ginzberg [22, 23] showed that a temperature

gradient in a bulk superconductor leads to a finite nor-
mal current response, though this current gets completely
cancelled by a counter flow of supercurrent in a homoge-
neous isotropic superconductor which make it impossible
to detect the thermoelectric response in isolation. This
fact lead him to theoretically explore the possibilities of
anisotropic and inhomogeneous superconductor for the
detection of the thermoelectric effect. Since then, vari-
ous theoretical study[24–29] has been conducted explor-
ing possibilities of detection of thermoelectric response of
superconductors in anisotropic and inhomogeneous situ-
ations. Experimental study in this direction goes back
all the way to 1920’s [30–38] and this topic has been re-
visited in the recent past in an interesting work by Shelly
et.al.[39]. The discovery of Josephson effect [40] in 1962
provided a natural setting for exploring thermoelectric
response for a inhomogeneous superconductor. Later in
1997, Guttman and Bergman made an attempt to theo-
retically explore the thermoelectric response of a JJ in a
tunnel Hamiltonian approach [41].
Pershoguba and Glazman [42] have carried out an elab-

orate study on the possibility of generating thermometric
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current across a junction between two quasi-one dimen-
sional superconductors, which goes beyond the tunneling
limit and also discussed the relevance of the odd and
the even part of the Josephson current as a function of
the superconducting phase bias φ12 owing to scattering
in junction region which breaks the ω → −ω symme-
try. In this regard, the helical edge state of two di-
mensional topological insulators pose an interesting and
cleane testing ground for such theoretical study which
hosts one-dimensional Josephson junction[43]. Thermal
response of quantum hall edge has already being stud-
ies in experiment[44] and hence an similar experimen-
tal set-up involving the spin Hall edge may not be far
in the future. Recent theoretical studies have explored
the possibility of inducing thermoelectric effect in heli-
cal edge state-based Josephson junction involving either
an anisotropic ferromagnetic barrier[45, 46] or a three-
terminal geometry[47–49]. In this work we show that
thermoelectric effect can exist in the HES of QSH even
in a simplest case of two terminal ballistic JJ owing to
breaking of the ω → −ω symmetry of the quasi-particle
transmission probabilities across the junction at finite
length. We argue that this is generic to ballistic JJ and
is not specific to HES. Lastly, it is worth noting that the
use of thermal transport for probing quantum states has
been much in pursuit in contemporary science[50] and
hence such a discussion is quite timely.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II we
described the JJ based on HES of a 2D QSH state and
in Section III we discussed how a long ballistic JJ can
break the ω → −ω symmetry and hence resulting in
thermoelectric response which also survives in presence
of disorder. In Section IV we extend our discussion to
the odd-in-φ12 and even-in-φ12 part of the thermoelec-
tric conductance and shown that minimal breaking of
the ω → −ω symmetry is not enough to induce an even-
in-φ12 contribution.We have also argued that the pres-
ence of thermoelectric response through the breaking of
ω → −ω symmetry is not unique to HES, rather it is a
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FIG. 1: Schematic of the Josephson junction set-up in a
Helical edge state.

generic property of a JJ.

II. BALLISTIC JOSEPHSON JUNCTION IN

HELICAL EDGE STATE

We first consider a JJ based on 1D Dirac fermions in
proximity to a s-wave superconductor, realized in a HES
of QSH insulator[51–53] because of its algebraic simplic-
ity. Later we will also explore the case of quadratic
dispersion. The junction is considered to be of length
L laying over the region |x| < L/2. The proximitized
region of the edge are described by the Bogoliubov-de
Gennes (BdG) Hamiltonian in the Nambu basis[51, 52]

([(ψ↑, ψ↓), (ψ
†
↓,−ψ

†
↑)]) as

H = (−i~vF∂xσz−µ)τz+∆(x)(cosφrτx−sinφrτy); (1)

where σ and τ are the Pauli matrices representing spin
and particle-hole degrees of freedom respectively. The
superconducting pairing potential is given by ∆(x) =
∆0[Θ(−x − L/2) + θ(x − L/2)] such that it defines a
superconductor-normal-superconductor junction (SNS).
Superconducting leads (Sr) are identified as r ∈ {1, 2}
(left lead being r = 1 and the right being r = 2) and φr
are the corresponding superconducting phases (see Fig.
1); µ is the chemical potential throughout the edge and
vF is the corresponding Fermi velocity. We also con-
sider the doping to be finite (µ 6= 0) and the length of
the junction L to be comparable to the superconducting
coherence length ξ = ~vF /∆0 such that (pe − ph)L/~
can be of the order of unity for energies ≤ ∆0, where
pe/h = ~ke/h are the quasi-particle and the corresponding
quasi-hole momenta for particles in the junction region.
Note that, in general, for highly doped superconductor
with quadratic dispersion pe ≈ ph and hence such phases
are generally neglected. On the other hand, if such phase
accumulation becomes of the order of unity, it naturally
leads to breaking of ω → −ω symmetry of the excited Bo-
goluibov quasielectron and quasihole transmission prob-
abilities individually across the junction leading to finite
thermoelectric effect, though the sum of the two does
respect the symmetry.

III. ω → −ω SYMMETRY BREAKING AND

ANDREEV BOUND STATE OF BALLISTIC

JOSEPHSON JUNCTION

Let us consider a right moving electron-like quasiparti-
cle which starts its journey at x = −L/2 and propagates
through the normal region and reaches at x = L/2. It
Andreev reflects back as a hole with an uni-modular am-
plitude by creating a Cooper pair in the superconduct-
ing lead 2 (S2). The reflected hole then travels through
the normal region and reaches back to x = −L/2. It
then suffers a second Andreev reflection hence annihilat-
ing a Cooper pair at superconducting lead 1 (S1) and
completing a closed loop journey resulting in shuttling
of a single Copper pair from S1 to S2 [See Fig.2 (a)].
This process involving a right-moving electron and a left-
moving hole can be directly related to formation of a
ABS at the JJ where the ABS energy is given by ω21

0 =

±∆0

∣

∣

∣
cos
(

ke(ω
21
0 )−kh(ω

21
0 )

2 L− φ12

2

)
∣

∣

∣
where φ12 = φ2 − φ1

and ke,h(ω0) = (µ ± ω0)/(~vF )(See Appendix B). Simi-
larly, if a right-moving hole-like quasiparticle starts from
x = −L/2 and completes the cycle after two Andreev re-
flections, it will transfer a Cooper pair from S2 to S1 [See
Fig.2(a)] and the corresponding ABS will be formed at

energies ω12
0 = ±∆0

∣

∣

∣
cos
(

ke(ω
12
0 )−kh(ω

12
0 )

2 L+ φ12

2

)
∣

∣

∣
(See

Appendix B). Note that, the ω21
0 and ω12

0 transform into
one another as φ12 → −φ12. The ABS energies ω21

0 and
ω12
0 are shown as a function of φ12 for different values of

the junction length L in Fig.2 (b). The important point
to note here is the fact that, for finite L, the degeneracy
between ω21

0 and ω12
0 is lifted whenever φ12 6= 0, π and

this fact leads to an asymmetry between the transmis-
sion probability of electron- (hole-) like BdG quasiparti-
cle above the gap, incident on the junction from the left
and right hence leading to finite thermoelectric response.
Now, for analyzing the implication of degeneracy lift-

ing of ABS on the thermoelectric effect of the junction,
we start by calculating the scattering amplitude for Bo-
goliubov quasiparticle above the gap (ω > ∆0 ) across
the JJ. It is straightforward to match the plane wave so-
lutions of the BdG equation to obtain the transmission
probabilities across the JJ (from S1 to S2) as described
by Eq. 1 are given by (see Appendix B)

T 21
ee = T 12

hh =
ω2 −∆2

0

ω2 −∆2
0 cos

2
(

ke−kh

2 L− φ12

2

) , (2)

T 21
hh = T 12

ee =
ω2 −∆2

0

ω2 −∆2
0 cos

2
(

ke−kh

2 L+ φ12

2

) , (3)

while T 21
he = T 21

eh = T 12
he = T 12

eh = 0. Quasiparticle trans-
mission probabilities through a ballistic JJ is shown in
FIG. 3 for two different lengths of the junction. Here
T ji
q′q denote the transmission probability of an q-like QP

(q = e, h) from lead Si to a q′-like QP in lead Sj. Note
that, the tunneling of an electron- (hole-) like QP from S1
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FIG. 2: (a) Pictorial representation of below the gap (ω < ∆0) tunneling of Cooper pairs (CP) form left(right) to
right(left) via two different Andreev bound states ω21

0 (indicated by blue lines) and ω12
0 (indicated by orange lines).

The dotted lines represent the fact that tunnelling of the quasielectrons (quasiholes) above the gap (ω > ∆0) across
the junction are in correspondence with distinct bound states, as can be noted from the poles of the quasielectron
(quasihole) transmission probabilities T 21

ee and T 12
ee (or T 12

hh and T 21
hh ). (b) Two types of Andreev bound states as a

function of superconducting phase difference φ12, are plotted for different values of junction lengths where
ξ = ~vF /∆0 is the superconducting coherence length. (c) Density plot for the thermoelectric coefficient κ21 of a

ballistic JJ based on the edge states of a quantum spin Hall insulator in proximity to a s-wave superconductor, as a
function of superconducting phase bias φ12 and junction length L. The average temperature of the junction is

considered to be kBT = 0.5∆0.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

FIG. 3: Different transmission probabilities of the quasiparticles through a ballistic Josephson junction based on the
helical edge state of a quantum spin Hall insulator, in the space of energy (ω) and superconducting phase-difference
(φ12) for different values of junction length (L). A clear asymmetry between the electron and hole transmission
probability from left (right) to right(left) develops as we increase the length of the junction. The plot in energy

window (|ω| < ∆0) signifies the evolution of the pole (location of ABS) of the transmission amplitude as a function
of φ12.

to S2 (S2 to S1) is in correspondence with the ABS hav-
ing energy ω21

0 while the tunneling of a hole- (electron-)
like QP from S1 to S2 (S2 to S1) is in correspondence
with the ABS having energy ω12

0 [See Fig. 2(a)] which
is apparent from the fact that the poles of the transmis-
sion amplitudes for these two processes coincides with
the corresponding ABS energies. Within linear response
theory, thermoelectric coefficient of a JJ can be defined

in terms of the transmission probabilities as[42]

κ21 =

[

e

h

∫ ∞

∆0

dω
ω√

ω2 −∆2
[i21e − i21h ]

df(ω, T )

dT

]

T=Tavg

(4)

where i21e = (T 21
ee −T 21

he ), i
21
h = (T 21

hh −T 21
eh ), e is the elec-

tronic charge, f(ω,T) is the Fermi distribution function
at temperature T and Tavg is the average temperature of
the junction. Note that, in the limit L→ 0, κ21 is zero.
The integration in Eq. (4) can be done numerically
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and κ21 can be obtained as a function of superconduct-
ing phase difference φ12 and junction length L which is
plotted as a density plot in FIG. 2(c). In case of HES,
owing to its linear dispersion, the value of the overall
chemical potential µ does not effect the calculations for
the ballistic case.
To obtain an estimate of the extremum values of ther-

moelectric conductance for a single channel ballistic junc-
tion, we perform a numerical scan over the parameter
space of φ12 and L for a given temperature of kBTavg =
0.5∆0. We found that the maximum of (minimum of)
|κ21e | ≈ 0.3438 ekB/h (≈ 1.477nA/K) is obtained at a
junction length L ≈ 0.555ξ for φ12 ≈ 0.353π (minimum
at φ12 ≈ 1.647π).
As we can see from FIG. 3, for a ballistic JJ, in general

for any given value of φ12 and at an energy ω > ∆0 the
quasiparticle transmission probabilities T 21

ee and T 21
hh are

different if the length of the junction L is comparable to
the superconducting coherence length (i.e. when we are
not in the short junction limit). Note that, the differ-
ence between these quantities at a given ω is maximum
in the neighborhood of ω = ∆0 and it decreases as we go
higher in ω, although non-monotonically. Additionally,
one must notice, the thermoelectric effect identically van-
ishes both at φ12 = 0 and π which are the time reversal
symmetric points (See FIG. 2(c)).

IV. EVEN-IN-φ12 AND ODD-IN-φ12 PART OF

THE THERMOELECTRIC RESPONSE AND THE

EFFECT OF DISORDER

Presence of scatter within the junction region, which
breaks the ω → −ω symmetry, not only leads to a finite

thermoelectric conductance, but also results in deviation
from thermoelectric conductance being odd in φ12[42].
As discussed above, a JJ of finite length also breaks the
ω → −ω symmetry hence it is curious if this minimal
symmetry breaking can result in such a deviation, i.e.
the thermoelectric response can be written as a liner sum
of an even-in-φ12 part and an odd-in-φ12 part.

It is straightforward to check that the expression for
thermoelectric conductance in the ballistic limit, ob-
tained from Eq. 2, 3 and 4 is an odd function of φ12,
independent of the length of the junction. This implies
that the breaking of ω → −ω symmetry via ke 6= kh (as
discussed in the previous section) does not lead to any
contribution to the thermoelectric response which is even
in φ12. Further, we calculate the thermoelectric conduc-
tance in presence of a single localized scatterer which
is positioned at an arbitrary point within the junction
region and we assume that the scattering matrix corre-
sponding to the scatterer has no energy dependence. The
expression for the thermoelectric conductance in this case
is given below,

κ21 =

[

e

h

∫ ∞

∆0

dω
ω√

ω2 −∆2

[

4τ ((1− τ) sin ((ke − kh)L(m− n)) + sin ((ke − kh)L)) sinφ12 sinh 2θ

ΩΩ∗

]

df(ω, T )

dT

]

T=Tavg

,

(5)

where, Ω = (1 − τ) cos ((ke − kh)L(m− n)) +
cos ((ke − kh)L− 2iθ) − τ cosφ12, θ = arccoshω/∆0, τ
is the normal state transmission probability across the
scatterer and the position of the scattering center divides
the junction region in the ratio m : n (m,n ≤ 1 and
m + n = 1). All other notations have their usual mean-
ings as discussed before. Eq. 5 clearly shows that the
thermoelectric response in this case also, is odd in φ12.
Hence, our study establishes the fact that the minimal
breaking of ω → −ω symmetry for a finite length bal-
listic junction (or in presence of a single scatterer which
does not break the ω → −ω symmetry) is sufficient to
induce thermoelectric response across the JJ, though it
is not enough to induce an even-in-φ12 contribution to
the thermoelectric conductance.

Now, if we consider a situation comprising of more than

one such scatterer, then the effective scattering matrix
describing the collection of scatterers will become energy
dependent and in general will also break the ω → −ω
symmetry, resulting in an even-in-φ12 contribution to the
thermoelectric conductance as expected [42]. The even-
in-φ12 part of the thermoelectric conductance is propor-
tional to (τω − τ−ω), where τω is the normal state trans-
mission probability across the junction at an energy ω,
and thus can vary drastically (both in amplitude and in
sign) for different disorder configurations for a given φ12.
Hence, averaging over random configurations results in
vanishingly small values of the even part. Next we per-
form a numerical calculation to analyze the effect of av-
eraging over a large number of disorder configurations in
presence of multiple scatterers. To begin with, we con-
sider four scattering centers represented by four energy-
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FIG. 4: Thermoelectric conductance of a Josephson junction based on helical edge state of quantum spin Hall
insulator in presence of four random scattering centers. (a) Total thermoelectric conductance (b) the part of thermal
conductance that is even in φ12 (c) the part of conductance that is odd in φ12, for single random configuration of

scattering centers and after averaging over different numbers of random configurations.

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

-0.15

-0.10

-0.05

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

FIG. 5: Disordered averaged mean value (left figure) and the variance (right figure) of the thermoelectric coefficient
κ21 of a S-TI-S junction based on the edge states of a quantum spin Hall insulator with proximity to a s-wave

superconductor, are plotted as a function of superconducting phase difference φ12 . The average temperature of the
junction is considered to be kBT = 0.5∆0 and the overall chemical potential to be µ = 10∆0. Length of the junction
is considered to be L = 0.555ξ where ξ is the superconducting coherence length. Average is done over 500 disorder
configurations. The middle plot show that, as we increase the number of scatterers, the curves for thermoelectric

conductance tend to a sin (φ12) curves (solid lines) with an amplitude (Max(κ12e )-Min(κ21e ))/2.

independent scattering matrices placed at random posi-
tions inside the junction region. Transmission probabili-
ties of the scattering matrices are chosen randomly from
a one-sided Gaussian distribution with a mean of 95%
and standard deviation of 5%. All the phase freedom of
the disorders have been chosen randomly from a Gaus-
sian distribution with a mean of 0 and standard devia-
tion 0.05π. We have fixed the length of the junction to be
L = 0.555ξ, the value at which we get maximum thermo-
electric conductance (which occurs for φ = 0.353π) for a
ballistic JJ. It can be seen clearly from FIG. 4 that aver-
aging over as-small-as 10 configurations already shows a
convergence towards an odd-in-φ12 behaviour while the
even-in-φ12 part is strongly suppressed. It is interesting
to note that, in absence of an averaging (corresponding
to a fixed quenched disorder configuration), for certain
range of values of φ12, the even part can be the domi-
nant contribution in the net thermal conductance (See
FIG. 4).
Now we extend the numerical analysis to a larger num-

ber of scattering centers. The scattering centers are mod-
eled as before and the length of the junction is fixed at
L = 0.555ξ. For a given number of scattering centers, dis-
order average is done over 500 configurations where we
have checked that beyond this, there is negligible vari-
ation of the result. The mean and the variance of the
thermoelectric conductances are plotted as a function of
the superconducting phase difference φ12 in FIG.5. Note

that, in presence of a single scatterer, the variance of the
thermoelectric conductance is smallest because in this
case there is no even-in-φ12 part of the thermoelectric
conductance. We have also observed that, in general,
the variance is relatively lower in the neighborhood of
φ12 = π rather than in the neighborhood of φ12 = 0 or
2π. To conclude, the plot for thermoelectric conductance
after averaging tend to reduce to the universal sinusoidal
dependence of φ12 as the number of scatterers within the
junction region increases (see the middle figure of FIG.
5). This is due to the fact that, with increasing opacity
of the JJ, the φ12 sensitivity of the thermoelectric con-
ductance via the poles of the quasiparticle transmission
probabilities decreases and the major contribution comes
from the explicit sin (φ12) factor in the numerator.

V. DISCUSSION

Occurrence of thermoelectric effect through the break-
ing of ω → −ω symmetry for a ballistic long JJ is not
specific to the HES. 1D JJ with quadratic dispersion
and with s-wave or p-wave superconductivity should also
demonstrate such a response. Of course, in the high
doping limit, the thermoelectric coefficient should re-
duce to the results obtained in the paper when linearized
about the Fermi energy. Thus, the thermoelectric re-
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FIG. 6: The maximum possible thermoelectric coefficient of a JJ with (left) s-wave and (right) p-wave
superconductivity for a given junction length and normal state reflection probability r (as calculated wit the

analytic approximation µ >> ∆0, kBT ). Note that the scatterer is assumed to be energy independent and is placed
at the middle of the junction. The parameters are assumed to be µ = 100∆0 and kBT = 0.5∆0.

sponse is a generic property of any ballistic JJ with junc-
tion length of the order of the superconducting coherence
length. However, with the increasing opacity of the JJ for
junction length less than the superconducting coherence
length, the ABS energies tend to move towards the zero
energy for p-wave superconductivity due to the presence
of Majorana fermions. Whereas, for a JJ with s-wave
superconductivity within the same limit, the ABS ener-
gies tend to move towards the continuum with increasing
opacity of the junction. This fact manifests itself in the
thermoelectric conductance via the poles of the quasipar-
ticle transmission probabilities. Also, for JJ with junc-
tion length longer than the superconducting coherence
length, the states from the continuum spectrum tend to
leak into the superconducting gap, thereby changing the
details of the thermoelectric coefficient.
Further, to check if the s-wave or the p-wave leads

to a larger thermoelectric coefficient for a given junc-
tion length we perform an analysis where we have placed
an energy-independent scatterer at the middle of a JJ,
and plotted the maximum possible thermoelectric con-
ductance (scanned over all values of φ12) for a given
junction length L and given transparency of the scat-
terer (normal state transmission probability τ) as shown
in FIG. 6. We have performed this study within the
approximation µ >> ∆0, kBT (See Appendix D). From
these results we can conclude that in general, there is no
distinguishable pattern in the thermoelectric coefficient
for the case of s-wave and p-wave superconductivity.
As far as the possible strategy for the measurement

of the thermoelectric current is concerned, it cannot be

measured in isolation as it will always be accompanied
by the finite temperature Josephson current. However,
there may be ways to measure the thermoelectric coeffi-
cient indirectly. For example, consider a situation where
a JJ is initially maintained at an equilibrium temper-
ature T . The current that is obtained, is totally the
Josephson current S(T,T ) = IJ , where the first (sec-
ond) subscript corresponds to the temperature of the
left (right) lead S1 (S2). Now, if S1 is raised to tem-
perature T + ∆T , then the corresponding total current
will be a sum of the Josephson current and the thermo-
electric current S(T+∆T,T ) = IJ − ∆IJ + κ21e ∆T , where
∆IJ is the variaation in the Josephson current due tem-
perature bias. Next, consider the situation where S1
is kept at temperature T while S2 is raised to tem-
perature T + ∆T , then the corresponding total cur-
rent will be S(T,T+∆T ) = IJ − ∆IJ − κ21e ∆T . Now if,
(2S(T,T )−(S(T+∆T,T )+S(T,T+∆T )))/2S(T,T ) << 1 then a
measurement of the ratio, (S(T+∆T,T )−S(T,T+∆T ))/2∆T
will provide the thermoelectric coefficient. Note that, a
similar strategy involving φ12 → −φ12 rather than in-
volving ∆T → −∆T is difficult to implement due to the
presence of even-in-φ12 part of the thermoelectric coeffi-
cient.
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Appendix A: Matrix formalism

To have a clear physical insight into different semi-classical paths that give rise to degeneracy-lifted ABS and the
thermoelectric response of a JJ, we shall be using the matrix method as discussed by A. Kundu et. al. [54].

Let Ψ
e+(−)
qp[N ] and Ψ

h+(−)
qp[N ] denote forward (backward) moving electron-like QP and forward (backward) moving hole-

like QP respectively within the superconducting lead Si having superconducting phase φi (i ∈ {1, 2}) [within the
normal region]. These wave functions can be explicitly calculated using the BdG Hamiltonian (1) in the main text or
the BdG Hamiltonian with quadratic dispersion and with s-wave or p-wave superconductivity

Hη =

(

− ~
2

2m

∂2

∂x2
− µ

)

τz +∆η(x)(cosφrτx − sinφrτy); (A1)

where ∆η(x) = ∆0[Θ(−x − L/2) + Θ(x − L/2)]f (η), f (η) = (−i∂x/kF )(1−η)/2, η = ±1 for s-wave and p-wave
superconductivity respectively and pF = ~kF =

√
2mµ is the Fermi momentum.

We first consider two reflection matrices Rγ , γ ∈ {1, 2}, which describe both Andreev and normal reflections at the
normal-superconducting junctions.

R
1Ψe+

N = r1AheΨ
h−
N + r1NeeΨ

e−
N ,

R
1Ψh−

N = r1AehΨ
e+
N + r1NhhΨ

h+
N ,

R
2Ψe−

N = r2AheΨ
h+
N + r2NeeΨ

e+
N ,

R
2Ψh+

N = r2AehΨ
e−
N + r2NhhΨ

h−
N ,

R
1Ψe−

N = R
1Ψh+

N = R
2Ψe+

N = R
2Ψh−

N = 0,

where rγAqq′ and r
γ
Nqq′ respectively describe the amplitudes of different Andreev reflections and normal reflections.

To consider the propagation of the wave functions through a length l within the normal region, we consider two
propagation matrices, Tγ (γ ∈ {1, 2}), such that

T
1(l)Ψe+

N |x = Ψe+
N |x+l,

T
1(l)Ψh−

N |x = Ψh−
N |x−l,

T
2(l)Ψe−

N |x = Ψe−
N |x−l,

T
2(l)Ψh+

N |x = Ψh+
N |x+l,

T
1(l)Ψe−

N = T
1(l)Ψh+

N = T
2(l)Ψe+

N = T
2(l)Ψh−

N = 0.
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https://doi.org/10.1557/mrs.2020.124
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For energies above the superconducting gap, two tunneling matrices at the two boundaries, TL,R
B , are defined as

T
L
BΨ

e+
qp [φ1] = teΨ

e+
N + tAeΨ

h+
N ,

T
L
BΨ

h+
qp [φ1] = thΨ

h+
N + tAhΨ

e+
N ,

T
R
BΨ

e+
N = tqpe Ψe+

qp [φ2] + tqpAeΨ
h+
qp [φ2],

T
R
BΨ

h+
N = tqph Ψh+

qp [φ2] + tqpAhΨ
e+
qp [φ2],

T
L
BΨ

e−
qp = T

L
BΨ

h−
qp

= T
R
BΨ

e−
N = T

R
BΨ

h−
N = 0.

We also consider scattering matrices within the normal region to account for the disorders,

T
e

[

Ψe+|−x

Ψe−|+x

]

=

[

Ψe+|+x

Ψe−|−x

]

T
h

[

Ψh−|+x

Ψh+|−x

]

=

[

Ψh−|−x

Ψh+|+x

]

Note that, the matrices T e and T h are related by the particle-hole symmetry of the corresponding BdG Hamiltonian.

Explicit expressions of the reflection matrices Rγ and tunneling matrices TL,R
B can be obtained by demanding the

continuity of the wave functions across the boundaries in case of JJ based on HES or by using the following boundary
conditions in case of JJ with quadratic dispersion[55]

~
2

2m
τz

[

∂(β)x Ψ±
S − ∂(β)x Ψ±

N

]

+ iβ

(

1− η

2

)

∆0

kF
[cosφ±τx − sinφ±τy ]Ψ

±
S = 0 (A2)

where β ∈ {0, 1}; η = 1 for s-wave and η = −1 for p-wave superconductivity; φ+ = φ2 and φ− = φ1; ΨS and ΨN are
the wave functions in the superconducting and normal regions respectively.

Appendix B: Clean junction

Andreev bound states are the result of multiple Andreev reflections. There are two ways in which Andreev bound
state can be formed as discussed in the main text. We shall describe the same processes here with the help of matrix
formalism discussed in A.
(i) Tunneling of a Cooper pair from left to right: An electron-like quasiparticle starts at x = −L/2 (i.e. Ψe+

N |x=−L/2)

and propagates through the normal region and reaches at x = L/2 (i.e. Ψe+
N |x=L/2 = T

1Ψe+
N |x=−L/2). It Andreev

reflects back as a hole with uni-modular amplitude r1Ahe (i.e. r1AheΨ
h−
N = R

1
AΨ

e+
N ) by creating a Cooper pair in the

superconducting lead 2 (S2). The reflected hole then travels through the normal region and reaches at x = −L/2 (i.e.

Ψh−
N |x=−L/2 = T

1Ψh−
N |x=L/2). It then again Andreev reflects as an electron with uni-modular amplitude r1Aeh (i.e.

r1AehΨ
e+
N = R

1
AΨ

h−
N ) by annihilating a Cooper pair in the superconducting lead 1 (S1). Now for ω ≤ ∆0, matrices Rγ

and T
γ are unitary, so it must be

Ψe+
N |x=−L/2 = (R1

T
1
R

1
T
1)Ψe+

N |x=−L/2. (B1)

The corresponding Andreev bound state energy can be obtained by solving the determinant condition

det.(I4×4 − R
1
T
1
R

1
T
1) = 0, (B2)

which gives the ABS energy ω21
0 .

(ii) Tunneling of a Cooper pair from right to left: If a right-moving hole-like quasiparticle starts from x = −L/2
(i.e. Ψh+

N |x=−L/2) and completes the cycle after two Andreev reflections, it can transfer a Cooper pair from S2 to S1

Ψh+
N |x=−L/2 = (R2

T
2
R

2
T
2)Ψh+

N |x=−L/2. (B3)

The corresponding Andreev bound state energy can be obtained by solving the equation

det.(I4×4 − R
2
T
2
R

2
T
2) = 0, (B4)

which gives the ABS energy ω12
0 .

Now, tunneling of a quasiparticle with energy ω > ∆0 from S1 to S2 can be understood in terms of the matrices

R
γ , Tγ and T

(L,R)
B .

(i) Tunneling of an electron (hole)-like quasiparticle from left (right) to right (left): For a clean junction, an incident
electron-like quasiparticle in S1 (i.e. Ψe+

qp [φ1]) can tunnel into S2 as a electron-like quasiparticle (i.e. Ψe+
qp [φ2]) either

directly or by any even number of Andreev reflections. Mathematically,

χ21
eeΨ

e+
qp [φ2] = T

R
B(T

1 + T
1
R

1
T
1
R

1
T
1 + ...)TL

BΨ
e+
qp [φ1] = T

R
BT

1(I− R
1
T
1
R

1
T
1)−1

T
L
BΨ

e+
qp [φ1]. (B5)



10

It is clear from Eq. (B5) and (B1) that the tunneling of an electron-like quasiparticle from S1 to S2 is in correspondence
with the Andreev bound state having energy ω21

0 . Solving Eq. (B5) we can calculate χ21
ee and hence T 21

ee .
(ii) Tunneling of an hole (electron)-like quasiparticle from left (right) to right (left): Similarly, tunneling of a

hole-like quasiparticle from S1 to S2 can be mathematically expressed as

χ21
hhΨ

h+
qp [φ2] = T

R
B(T

2 + T
2
R

2
T
2
R

2
T
2 + ...)TL

BΨ
h+
qp [φ1] = T

R
BT

2(I− R
2
T
2
R

2
T
2)−1

T
L
BΨ

h+
qp [φ1]. (B6)

A comparison between Eq. (B6) and (B3) clearly indicates the fact that the tunneling of a hole-like quasiparticle from
S1 to S2 is in correspondence with the Andreev bound state having energy ω12

0 . Solving Eq. (B6) we can calculate
χ21
hh and hence T 21

hh .

Appendix C: Significance of the quantity (ke − kh)L/2

We have assumed the doping of the junction is sufficiently high, so let us retain the expressions of ke and kh up to
the first order of ω/µ for quadratic dispersion relation,

ke =

√
2m

~

√
µ+ ω ≈

√
2mµ

~

(

1 +
ω

2µ

)

; kh =

√
2m

~

√
µ− ω ≈

√
2mµ

~

(

1− ω

2µ

)

(C1)

Now, we shall consider the length of the junction L to be finite compare to the superconducting coherence length
ξ = ~

√

2µ/m/∆0 so let L = xξ. Now,

ke − kh
2

L ≈ 1

2

√
2mµ

~

[(

1 +
ω

2µ

)

−
(

1− ω

2µ

)]

xξ ≈ 1

2

√
2mµ

~

ω

µ

(

x
~

∆0

√

2µ

m

)

≈ x
ω

∆0
. (C2)

Thus, even for large enough doping, the quantity (ke − kh)L/2 is of the order of ω/∆0, and thus cannot be neglected.

For linear dispersion relation, ke =
µ+ω
~vF

and kh = µ−ω
~vF

, hence, here also ke−kh

2 L ≈ x ω
∆0

.

Appendix D: Presence of a scatterer in the middle of the junction

Starting with an initial state
(

(Ψe+
N |x=−L/2), (Ψ

e−
N |x=L/2)

)T
, it will come back to the same state after a electron

scattering followed by an Andreev reflection, a hole scattering and another Andreev reflection. For ω < ∆0, these
matrices all being unitary, it must be

[

Ψe+
N |x=−L/2

Ψe−
N |x=L/2

]

= R
A
PT

h
P R

A
PT

e
P

[

Ψe+
N |x=−L/2

Ψe−
N |x=L/2

]

(D1)

where we have defined MP = MT
P . Note that, in the absence of barrier i.e. at T e = T h = I, all the matrices TP ,

R
A, T e and T h are block diagonal and the aforesaid two types of ABS (ω21

0 and ω12
0 ) do not interfere. In presence of

barrier, finite backscattering (off-diagonal blocks of T e and T h) gives rise to the interference between the two types
of ABS (ω21

0 and ω12
0 ).

ABS energies, in presence of barrier can be obtained by solving the equation

det.
(

I4×4 − R
A
PT

h
P R

A
PT

e
P

)

= 0 (D2)

Note that, if we had started with the initial state
(

(Ψh−|x=L/2), (Ψ
h+|x=−L/2)

)T
then Eq. (D2) would have looked

like

det.
(

I4×4 − R
A
PT

e
PR

A
PT

h
P

)

= 0 (D3)

It turns out, the ABS energies, as obtained from (D2) or (D3) are same.
For energies ω > ∆0, we define the following matrices

T
L =

[

T
L
B 0
0 T

L
B

]

T
R
e =

[

T
R
B 0
0 0

]

T
R
h =

[

0 0
0 T

R
B

]

With this, tunneling of a QP from S1 to S2 can be understood as follows:
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(i) An incident electron-like QP in S1
(

(Ψe+
qp [φ1]), (0)

)T
can tunnel into S2 as an electron-like QP

(

(Ψe+
qp [φ2]), (0)

)T

either directly or by any even number of Andreev reflections whereas tunneling of an electron-like QP from S1 into

S2 as an hole like QP
(

(0), (Ψh+
qp [φ2])

)T
must be mediated by an odd number of Andreev reflections.

χ21
ee

[

Ψe+
qp [φ2]
0

]

= T
R
e T

P
T

e
P (Be)−1

T
L

[

Ψe+
qp [φ1]
0

]

χ21
he

[

0
Ψh+

qp [φ2]

]

= T
R
hT

P
T

h
P R

A
PT

e
P (Be)−1

T
L

[

Ψe+
qp [φ1]
0

]

where B
e = I4×4 − R

A
PT h

P R
A
PT e

P . Solving above equations we can calculate χ21
ee and χ21

he and hence we T 21
ee and T 21

he .

(ii) Similarly, tunneling of a hole-like QP from S1
(

(0), (Ψh+
qp [φ1])

)T
into S2 as an hole-like QP

(

(0), (Ψh+
qp [φ2])

)T

can be mediated directly or by any even number of Andreev reflections whereas tunneling of a hole-like QP from S1

into S2 as an electron-like QP
(

(Ψe+
qp [φ2]), (0)

)T
must be mediated by an odd number of Andreev reflections.

χ21
hh

[

0
Ψh+

qp [φ2]

]

= T
R
hT

P
T

h
P (Bh)−1

T
L

[

0
Ψh+

qp [φ1]

]

χ21
eh

[

Ψe+
qp [φ2]
0

]

= T
R
e T

P
T

e
P R

A
PT

h
P (Bh)−1

T
L

[

0
Ψh+

qp [φ1]

]

where B
h = I4×4 − R

A
PT e

P R
A
PT h

P . Solving above equations we can calculate T 21
hh and T 21

eh .


