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In two-dimensional electron systems with broken inversion and time-reversal symmetries, a
Josephson junction reveals an anomalous response: the supercurrent is nonzero even at zero
phase difference between two superconductors. We consider details of this peculiar phenomenon
in the planar double-barrier configurations of hybrid circuits, where the noncentrosymmetric
normal region is described in terms of the paradigmatic Rashba model of spin-orbit coupling. We
analyze this anomalous Josephson effect by means of both the Ginzburg-Landau formalism and the
microscopic Green’s functions approach in the clean limit. The magnitude of the critical current is
calculated for an arbitrary in-plane magnetic field orientation, and anomalous phase shifts in the
Josephson current-phase relation are determined in terms of the parameters of the model in several
limiting cases.

Spin-Coherent Phenomena in Semiconductors: Special Issue in Honor of Emmanuel I. Rashba.

I. INTRODUCTION

In Josephson junctions (JJ) of conventional s-wave su-
perconductors, the supercurrent-phase relation j(φ) is
expected to obey rather general properties that depend
neither on the junction’s geometry nor on the scattering
processes taking place in the junction region, in other
words, they apply to tunnel, ballistic, and diffusive junc-
tions [1]. (i) The first basic property follows from the
2π periodicity of the superconducting order parameter,
which implies that j(φ) = j(φ + 2π). (ii) The second
property reflects the fact that changing the direction of
the phase gradient applied across the junction reverses
the direction of the superflow, j(φ) = −j(−φ), and there-
fore the supercurrent-phase relation is an odd function.
(iii) The current must vanish at all integer phases modulo
2π, namely, j(2πn) = 0 for n ∈ Z. This condition states
an obvious thermodynamic requirement that a finite su-
percurrent is induced only by a nonzero phase gradient,
so it vanishes for φ = 0, and then by virtue of period-
icity must vanish at other phases multiple of 2π. (iv)
The combination of the first two properties dictates that
j(πn) = 0 for n ∈ Z; therefore it is sufficient to con-
sider j(φ) only in the interval 0 < φ < π. Addition-
ally, it should be noted that in general, symmetries of
the full Hamiltonian describing a Josephson junction, or
their absence, can be related to the particular features in
the pattern of the supercurrent-phase relation.

The anomalous Josephson effect (AJE), where the
above-formulated properties of the supercurrent-phase
relation are altered, can be realized in superconduc-
tors with broken time-reversal symmetry, leading to
spontaneous currents. There are two kinds of systems
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where these effects have been discussed: (i) JJs between
magnetic superconductors with unconventional pair-
ing symmetry [2–5]; (ii) superconductor-ferromagnet-
superconductor (SFS) junctions, and their more complex
hybrids with additional noncollinear ferromagnetic layers
and insulating barriers [6–11]. In particular, in the orig-
inal work of Geshkenbein and Larkin [2] devoted to JJs
based on heavy-fermion superconductors, the following
current-phase relation was predicted:

j(φ) = j1 sinφ+ j2 cosφ = jc sin(φ+ φ0), (1)

where jc =
√
j21 + j22 is the critical current, and φ0 =

arctan(j2/j1) is the anomalous phase shift, whose mi-
croscopic form depends on the system under consider-
ation and specific model assumptions. In general, the
current-phase relation is not simply sinusoidal. Indeed,
the contribution of higher-order harmonics may be non-
negligible, which is often the case at temperatures much
lower than the critical. Therefore the generalized form of
Eq. (1) can be presented as the Fourier series,

j(φ) =
∑
n≥1

[j1n sin(nφ) + j2n cos(nφ)] , (2)

and contributions with j2n are typically present as long
as time-reversal symmetry is broken.

A different kind of AJE was proposed later in Refs.
[12, 13]; see also important preceding works [14, 15]. The
key insight of those works is that current-phase relation
of the type Eq. (2) can be realized even in junctions
of conventional superconductors when the normal layer
between them is a noncentrosymmetric metal, i.e., with
broken inversion symmetry. As a guiding example, calcu-
lations were presented for a weak link with Rashba-type
spin-orbit coupling [16], and Eq. (1) was derived mi-
croscopically in the quasi-one-dimensional geometry. To
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separate this anomalous Josephson effect from that in un-
conventional JJs, the term “φ0-junction” was introduced
[12].

In recent years we received compelling experimental
verification of these anomalous Josephson phenomena in
various heterojunctions [17–25]. These devices represent
a diverse class of systems that differ from each other by
material components, dimensionality, quality of contacts,
and purity of interlayers between superconducting banks,
thus reflecting the prevalence and robustness of the afore-
mentioned effects. Theoretical studies address a broad
spectrum of questions related but not limited to (i) types
of spin-orbit interaction, including spin-active interfaces;
(ii) effects of impurities; and (iii) electronic band struc-
ture, in particular topological properties. There are a
number of notable theoretical contributions to this topic,
and we can highlight studies of the AJE in quantum dots
[26, 27], semiconducting nanowires [28–34], and topolog-
ical [35–42] and nontopological systems [43–57] that in-
volve a combination of unconventional superconductors,
topological surface or edge states, and ferromagnets.

The continuous improvement in the quality of mate-
rials, where the electron mean free path is comparable
to or even may exceed the dimensions of the junction,
call for the investigation of AJE in the clean limit, which
thus far has received very limited theoretical attention.
This task is accomplished in the present work, and the
rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we
apply Ginzburg-Landau (GL) phenomenology to address
the anomalous Josephson effect in the two-dimensional
electron gas (2DEG) with Rashba-type spin-orbit cou-
pling. Even though the GL formalism has its limitations,
it gives us an opportunity to fully analytically investi-
gate the field dependence of the critical current and the
phase shift in the two-dimensional geometry. The prin-
cipal results of this work are presented in Sec. III, where
we develop a microscopic theory of the AJE based on
the Gor’kov equations for two complementary junction
geometries. This analysis expands previous considera-
tions of the AJE that exploited semiclassical approxima-
tions for ballistic (Eilenberger limit) and diffusive (Usadel
limit) systems. In Sec. IV we provide summary of our
findings in comparison to earlier related works.

II. GINZBURG-LANDAU FORMALISM

To elucidate the unusual properties of the AJE, we
start with the simple Ginzburg-Landau (GL) model be-
fore delving into the microscopic calculation. The geom-
etry that we consider is depicted schematically in Fig. 1
in which a normal region of two-dimensional electron gas
(2DEG) of length L and width d is flanked by two con-
ventional s-wave superconducting banks. Let us consider
the situation where the time reversal symmetry (TRS) in
the system is broken by an in-plane magnetic field h and
the space inversion symmetry in the normal region is bro-
ken by the presence of a Rashba-type spin-orbit coupling

FIG. 1. Geometry of a planar SINIS Josephson junction with
Rashba-type 2DEG as the normal region. The in-plane mag-
netic field h is directed arbitrarily in the x− y plane and the
vector n is along the z axis. The total length of the normal
region is L and its total width is d. The complex supercon-
ducting order parameter in the leads is |ψ0|e±iφ/2 so that φ
is the total phase difference across the junction.

(SOC) term [16] given by α[σ×p] ·n. Here σ is the Pauli
spin matrix-vector, p is the particle momentum, n is the
unit vector along the direction of the asymmetric poten-
tial gradient, and the parameter α denotes the strength
of the spin-orbit interaction, which has units of velocity.

In the presence of SOC, the GL free energy Ω was
derived by Edelstein [58] (see also related works Refs.
[59–62]):

Ω (ψ,ψ∗) =

∫
dr

[
a|ψ|2 +

b

2
|ψ|4 +

1

4m
|∂ψ|2

−ε [n× h] · {ψ(∂ψ)∗ + ψ∗(∂ψ)}+
h2

8π

]
,

(3)

where ψ(r) is the spatially inhomogeneous superconduct-
ing order parameter, h = ∇ ×A where A is the vector
potential, and ∂ = −i∇ − 2eA is the gauge invariant
derivative. Here and in what follows, we work in the units
~ = kB = c = 1. This form of the GL functional applies
to both clean and disordered superconductors. The dif-
ference is in the dependence of the expansion coefficients
a, b, ε, and also the gradient term, on the strength of
spin-orbit α, critical temperature Tc of a superconductor,
and elastic scattering time τ induced by disorder poten-
tial. The conventional part of the GL functional, namely,
the first three terms in Eq. (3), weakly depends on the
SOC. In contrast, the coefficient ε = α

vF pF
fd(

αpF
Tc
, Tcτ),

with vF and pF being the Fermi velocity and the Fermi
momentum, respectively, depends sensitively on α. The
asymptotic form of the function fd is established for two-
and three-dimensional superconductors in various limit-
ing cases, see Refs. [58, 61, 62] for details. Both pa-
rameters αpF /Tc and Tcτ can be of the order of unity in
materials.

The free energy functional in Eq. (3) must be mini-
mized with respect to the order parameter ψ∗ and the
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vector potential A to get the equilibrium GL equations.
Therefore, varying (3) with respect to ψ∗ and A and set-
ting that variation equal to zero for arbitrary variations
δψ∗ and δA, the two GL equations are obtained in the
form

1

4m
∂2ψ(r)− 1

2m
Q · ∂ψ(r) + aψ(r)

+b|ψ(r)|2ψ(r) = 0,
(4)

j =
e

2m
{ψ(∂ψ)∗ + ψ∗(∂ψ)} − 4eε|ψ|2(n× h)

−ε curl[n× {ψ(∂ψ)∗ + ψ∗(∂ψ)}],
(5)

with the boundary condition,

[(∂ −Q)ψ] · nb = 0. (6)

The unit vector nb is the normal vector at the system
boundary. The wave vector Q = 4mε [n× h] represents
an emergent scale for this GL theory with Rashba SOC
and Zeeman field. Its presence induces a spatially modu-
lated helical superconducting phase given by ψ ∝ eiQ·r.
We recall that the boundary conditions [Eq. (6)] on these
equations are obtained from the condition that the sur-
face integrals in the variation δΩ are zero. As a result
of this condition, the normal component of the supercur-
rent density (5) at the boundary of the superconductor
with vacuum is j · nb = 0.

This framework was used in the original work [12] to
derive the anomalous Josephson current in a quasi-one-
dimensional geometry with rigid boundary conditions.
Below we extend these results to a full two-dimensional
geometry with an arbitrarily oriented field in the plane
of the 2DEG and also with more general boundary con-
ditions:

[(∂ −Q)ψ] · nb =
1

ilt
ψ. (7)

Here lt is the extrapolation length to the point outside the
boundary at which the order parameter ψ would vanish
if it maintained the slope it had at the surface [63]. The
value of lt depends on the nature of the material to which
the interface is made, approaching zero for a magnetic
material or in the case of a high density of defects in the
interface (Dirichlet boundary condition), and infinity for
an insulator or vacuum (Neumann boundary condition),
with normal metals lying in between.

To calculate the Josephson current in the geometry of
Fig. 1, we can neglect the orbital effect of the field. We
can also neglect the nonlinear term proportional to b in
Eq. (4). The solution for ψ(x, y) can be written as the
series

ψ = eiQr
∑
n

(
Ane

x/ξn +Bne
−x/ξn

)
cos[qn(y + d/2)]

(8)
where

qn = πn/d, ξ−1n =
√

4ma−Q2 + q2n, (9)

d/ξ=2.5

d/ξ=5

d/ξ=10

d/ξ=20

d/ξ=50

-1.0 -0.5 0.5 1.0
Qy ξ

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

jc Qy 

jc (0)

FIG. 2. Normalized critical current density, jc(Qy)/jc(0), is
plotted as a function of the Zeeman field, Qy ∝ hx, for several
different values of the sample width d, which is measured in
the units of the superconducting coherence length ξ and for
a fixed ratio L/ξ = 5.

with Q =
√
Q2
x +Q2

y = 4mε
√
h2x + h2y = 4mεh. The

expansion coefficients An and Bn are easily calculated
by using appropriate boundary conditions from Eq. (7)
for the two SN interfaces,(

∂ψ

∂x
− iQxψ

)∣∣∣∣
x=±L2

= ± 1

lt
|ψ0| e∓i

φ
2 , (10)

where, in the superconducting banks to the left and right

sides of the normal region, ψ(x < −L2 , y) = |ψ0| e+i
φ
2 and

ψ(x > L
2 , y) = |ψ0| e−i

φ
2 . In these solution we require

4ma > Q2, because the smallest value of |n| = 0. This
is equivalent to the condition Qξ < 1, which means that
the length scale characterized by the inverse of the wave
vector Q must be greater than the superconducting co-

herence length ξ =
√

1
4ma . Equation (5) can now be used

to find the current density:

jx(y) =
e

2mi

(
ψ∗
∂ψ

∂x
− ψ∂ψ

∗

∂x

)
− eQx

m
|ψ|2. (11)

Since the current density is inhomogeneous, we are in-
terested in a current density averaged over the sample
width d:

j(φ) =
1

d

+d/2∫
−d/2

jx(y)dy =
e

2mi

∑
n∈Z

[
2

ξn
(B∗nAn −A∗nBn)

]
.

(12)
This can be simplified to get the form of the anomalous
Josephson effect in the φ0 junction

j(φ) = jc(Qy) sin(φ+ φ0). (13)

In this model, the critical current density jc and the
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anomalous phase shift φ0 are given by

jc(Qy)

jc(0)
=

sin2(Qyd/2)

(Qyd/2)2

+
∑
n≥1

4(Qyd)2 [1− (−1)n cos (Qyd)](
Q2
yd

2 − n2π2
)2 ξn sinh(L/ξ0)

ξ0 sinh(L/ξn)

(14)

and

φ0 = QxL = 4mεhyL, (15)

where ξn is given by Eq. (9). From Eqs. (14) and (15)
we note that the Zeeman field h has dual effect: par-
allel to the SN boundary component, Qx ∝ hy, defines
the anomalous phase shift φ0, while the perpendicular
to the SN interface component, Qy ∝ hx, governs the
current density jc modulation, see Fig. 2 for the illus-
tration. These results can be further generalized to su-
perconducting leads with Rashba coupling and Zeeman
field. In that case, the vector Q in the final expressions
should be replaced by the difference between the corre-
sponding vectors Q in the superconducting and normal
parts.

The anomalous phase shift matches with the earlier
result of Ref. [12]. The critical current can be also re-
covered if we single out the n = 0 contribution from
the sum over n ∈ Z in Eq. (14), take the d → 0
limit and consider the rigid boundary conditions, i.e.,

ψ(x = −L2 , y) = |ψ0| e+i
φ
2 and ψ(x = L

2 , y) = |ψ0| e−i
φ
2 .

III. MICROSCOPIC APPROACH

In the context of various possible Josephson microcon-
strictions, the example considered in the previous section
corresponds to the case of SINIS junctions, where “I” de-
notes an insulating tunnel barrier. The microscopic cal-
culations of supercurrent-phase relations in such devices
were originally carried out in several important works.
In Ref. [64] a tunneling Hamiltonian was used and the
critical current was calculated for the diffusive limit of
transport. In Ref. [65] boundary conditions were de-
rived in the semiclassical limit, and applications to the
Josephson effect were given based on the solution of Us-
adel equations. In Ref. [66], the general solution for
ballistic electronic transport through double-barrier junc-
tions was elaborated in the phase-coherent limit (see also
review Ref. [1] and additional references therein that ex-
pand on the topic). Following these works, we consider
below planar SINIS junctions in a particular model of ex-
tended tunnel barriers with the focus on the anomalous
phase shifts.

A. Model Hamiltonian

The total Hamiltonian for the SINIS system under con-
sideration consists of three main parts:

Ĥ = ĤS + ĤN + V̂T . (16)

Here ĤS = ĤL + ĤR represents left-(L) and right-
(R) conventional s-wave superconducting electrodes de-
scribed within the BCS model with equal pairing gaps
∆L = |∆| eiφL and ∆R = |∆| eiφR , and overall phase
difference φ = φL − φR [63].

The Hamiltonian of the normal layer, ĤN , describes a
two-dimensional metal in the presence of a Zeeman field
and with a Rashba term:

ĤN =
∑
σσ′

∫
drΨ†Nσ(r)ĥσσ′ΨNσ′(r), (17)

with

ĥσσ′ =
p̂2

2m
δσσ′ + α[p̂× n] · σ + h · σ. (18)

This is exactly the same model as used in Sec. II that led
to an effective GL-free energy in Eq. (3). In accordance

with the usual convention, Ψ†Nσ and ΨNσ in Eq. (17) de-
scribe electron creation and annihilation field operators,
and σ is the spin index. For the geometry of Fig. 1 with
the z axis normal to the plane of the metal, the unit vec-
tor n has only a z component. Therefore if we consider
a Zeeman field in the xy plane, h = (h cosϕ, h sinϕ, 0),

the single-particle operator ĥ in Eq. (18) can be written
as the following matrix:

ĥ =

(
p̂2x
2m +

p̂2y
2m αp̂y + iαp̂x + he−iϕ

αp̂y − iαp̂x + heiϕ
p̂2x
2m +

p̂2y
2m

)
. (19)

The coupling between the electrodes and the normal
region is described by the tunneling part of the Hamilto-
nian. For the model of an extended tunnel junction that
is translationally invariant along y we have

V̂T = X̂LN + X̂NR + X̂†LN + X̂†NR (20)

with [67]

X̂LN = t
∑
σ

∫
b1

drb1
∂

∂rn
Ψ†Lσ (rb1)

∂

∂rn
ΨNσ (rb1) ,

(21a)

X̂NR = t
∑
σ

∫
b2

drb2
∂

∂rn
Ψ†Nσ (rb2)

∂

∂rn
ΨRσ (rb2) .

(21b)

The integrals are taken along the junction interfaces,
and rn is normal to the boundary. The normal deriva-
tives have to be understood as being taken from the side



5

where the corresponding function is defined. In mo-
mentum space, tunnel matrix elements have the form
tkk′ ∝ tkxk

′
xδ(ky − k′y). In the normal state, the tun-

nel conductance is given by g = 32
3π2m

2e2t2p3FSd, where
Sd is the total area of the interface. A similar model
without the normal derivatives would imply longitudinal
momentum independent tunneling matrix elements. The
rationale for the extended model is discussed extensively
in Ref. [67].

In the calculations below, we work in perturbation the-
ory with respect to the Zeeman field and strength of
spin-orbit interaction as compared to the Fermi energy,
namely, {h, αpF } � εF . In particular, this enables us to
neglect the effect of the field on the suppression of the
order parameter in the leads. For the hierarchy of rele-
vant length scales we explore various relations between
the thermal length lT = vF /T , the superconducting co-
herence length ξ, the spin-orbit length lso = 1/mα, and
the distance L between the tunnel contacts.

B. Josephson current

The operator of the current flowing from L to R is
given by a commutator through the equation of motion,

ÎL→R = e ˆ̇NL = ie
[
V̂T , N̂L

]
, (22)

where N̂L is the operator of the electron number in the

left lead. Therefore, ÎL→R = −ie
(
X̂LN − X̂†LN

)
, and

consequently, the thermal average for the expectation
value of the tunneling current can be written as follows:〈

ÎL→R

〉
= IL→R = 2e Im〈X̂LN 〉. (23)

To calculate this average, we use the interaction picture
representation [64]

IL→R = 2e Im
Tr
[
X̂LNe

−β(Ĥ0−µN̂)ÛI(β)
]

Tr
{
e−β(Ĥ0−µN̂)ÛI(β)

} , (24)

where Ĥ0 denotes the system Hamiltonian without the

tunneling part, and ÛI(β) = Tτexp
[
−
∫ β
0
V̂T (τ)dτ

]
,

where Tτ denotes time-ordering in imaginary time.
In the expression of Eq. (24), the first nonvanishing

contribution to the current appears in fourth order in the
tunneling matrix element t. We thus expand the expo-
nential in powers of V̂T and determine that the following
combinations of X̂’s and X†’s contribute to the current:

IL→R ≡ I = −e Im

[∫ β

0

dτ1dτ2dτ3〈
Tτ X̂NR (τ1) X̂NR (τ2) X̂LN (τ3) X̂LN (0)

〉]
.

(25)

At this point we apply Wick’s theorem to con-
tract field operators and express them in terms of
the normal and anomalous Gor’kov Green’s functions

[68]: Gσσ′ (r, r′, τ − τ ′) = −
〈

Tτ Ψσ (r, τ) Ψ†σ′ (r′, τ ′)
〉

,

Fσ,σ′ (r, r′, τ − τ ′) = 〈Tτ Ψσ(r, τ)Ψσ′ (r′, τ ′)〉, and

F †σσ′ (r, r′, τ − τ ′) =
〈

Tτ Ψ†σ(r, τ)Ψ†σ′ (r′, τ ′)
〉

. Further,

passing to the Fourier transform in terms of Matsubara
frequencies we obtain

I = −2et4 Im

[
T
∑
iωn

∑
σ1,σ2

∫
b1

∫
b2

drb1dr
′
b1drb2dr

′
b2

∂2F †−σ1,σ1
(r′b1, rb1, iωn)

∂x′1∂x1

∂2Gσ1,σ2
(rb1, rb2, iωn)

∂x1∂x2

∂2Fσ2,−σ2
(rb2, r

′
b2, iωn)

∂x2∂x′2

∂2G−σ1,−σ2
(r′b1, r

′
b2,−iωn)

∂x′1∂x
′
2

]
.

(26)

This expression can be further simplified in our
geometry. First, we introduce a more con-
densed notation for the Green’s functions, i.e.,
F (r, r′, τ) = −F↑,↓ (r, r′, τ) = F↓,↑ (r′, r,−τ), and

similarly F † (r, r′, τ) = −F †↓,↑ (r, r′, τ) = F †↑,↓ (r′, r, τ).
Second, we take a partial momentum Fourier trans-
form along the direction parallel to the surface of the
tunnel boundary. For example, with rb = (x, r‖) and
r′b = (x′, r′‖),

G(x, x′,k‖, iωn) =

∫
d(r‖−r′‖)e

−ik‖(r‖−r′
‖)G(r, r′, iωn).

(27)
As a result, in the mixed position-momentum represen-
tation, Eq. (26) for the current density j(φ) = I/Sd
through the interface with the area Sd reduces to

j(φ) = −2et4 Im

[
T
∑
iωn

∫
k‖

P

(
−L

2
,
L

2
,k||, iωn

)

×
∂2F

(
L
2 ,

L
2 ,k||, iωn

)
∂x∂x′

∂2F †
(
−L2 ,−

L
2 ,k||, iωn

)
∂x∂x′

]
,

(28)

where the kernel function under the integral is defined by

P =
∑
σ

[
∂2G+

σ,σ

∂x∂x′
∂2G−−σ,−σ
∂x∂x′

−
∂2G+

σ,−σ

∂x∂x′
∂2G−−σ,σ
∂x∂x′

]
.

(29)
Here we used a short-hand notation G±σ,σ′ =

Gσ,σ′
(
−L2 ,

L
2 ,±k||,±iωn

)
. We note that a similar for-

mula for the supercurrent appeared in Ref. [56]. The
differences are (i) the model for tunnel barriers, and (ii)
effects of SOC were then studied numerically. Equa-
tion (28) has a transparent diagrammatic representation,
which is depicted in Fig. 3. Therefore the problem
of finding the current-phase relation and an anomalous
phase shift is reduced to deriving P

(
−L2 ,

L
2 ,k||, iωn

)
.

This defines our next task, which is the determination
of the Green’s function in the normal region.
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I I

∆𝑒!"!∆𝑒!""

FIG. 3. Diagram representing the leading order in tunnel-
ing contribution to the Josephson current j(φ) of an SINIS
junction. Superconducting leads marked by S are assumed to
have equal gaps ∆ but different phases φ = φL−φR. Tunnel-
ing events at the insulating interfaces I are marked by t̂. G
and F represent normal and anomalous Green’s functions.

C. Green’s functions

For the planar 2D geometry, with the identification of
k‖ → ky, the Green’s function in the normal layer satisfies
the matrix differential equation,(

iωn − εy + 1
2m

∂2

∂x2 −αky − α ∂
∂x − he

−iφ

−αky + α ∂
∂x − he

iφ iωn − εy + 1
2m

∂2

∂x2

)
Ĝ

= Îδ (x− x′) ,

(30)

where εy = k2y/2m − εF , Î is the 2 × 2 identity matrix,

and the 2×2 Green’s function matrix Ĝ in the spin space
is given by

Ĝ =

(
G↑↑ (x, x′, ky, iωn) G↑↓ (x, x′, ky, iωn)
G↓↑ (x, x′, ky, iωn) G↓↓ (x, x′, ky, iωn)

)
. (31)

The rigid boundary conditions are of the form

Gσσ′

(
±L

2
, x′, ky, iωn

)
= Gσσ′

(
x,±L

2
, ky, iωn

)
= 0.

(32)
For the finite-size system with −L2 < {x, x′} < L

2 , the
general solution can be written down as a series expan-
sion in eigenfunctions

G (x, x′, ky, iωn)

=

{ ∑
λ,λ′ C<λ,λ′e

λ(x+L/2)−λ′(x′−L/2) when x < x′∑
λ,λ′ C>λ,λ′e

λ(x−L/2)−λ′(x′+L/2) when x > x′

(33)
Here each term satisfies Eq. (30) at x 6= x′, when its
right-hand side is zero. Therefore, λ and λ′ are the solu-
tions of the characteristic equation,

det Ξ̂ = 0 (34)

with

Ξ̂ =(
λ2 − 2m (εy − iωn) −2mα (λ+ ky)− 2mhe−iϕ

2mα (λ− ky)− 2mheiϕ λ2 − 2m (εy − iωn)

)
.

(35)
We first solve this equation exactly at h = 0. The solu-
tions come in pairs ±λ1 and ±λ2, where we have chosen
Reλγ > 0 for γ = 1, 2:

λ2γ = − (k0 − γmα)
2

+ k2y. (36)

Here we use the notation γ = 1, 2 when γ is a subscript
and γ = ± when γ is a factor (i.e. we use γ = + for
γ = 1 and γ = − for γ = 2). Above we have also defined
k20 = k2α + 2imωn with Re k0 > 0, k2α = k2F + m2α2

and kF =
√

2mεF being the Fermi momentum in the
absence of spin-orbit coupling. We then find linear in
magnetic field corrections. Labeling the solutions of Eq.
(34) with the notation λγσ, where γ = 1, 2 and σ = ±,
we obtain

λγσ = σλγ + γ
imhy
k0

+ γσ
mkyhx
λγk0

. (37)

We further concentrate on the effect of hy exclusively
and put hx = 0. From the example considered within
GL approach we saw that the impact of finite hx is to
suppress the critical current.

Using the eigenvalues λγσ, the boundary conditions
(32), and the constraint imposed on the derivatives of
the Green’s function at x = x′, which is obtained by
integrating Eq. (30) and using the continuity of Ĝ, we
can solve for the Green’s function analytically. For the
calculation of the Josephson current, we will need the
following derivative of the Green’s function matrix in spin
space:

∂2Ĝ
(
−L2 ,

L
2 , ky, iωn

)
∂x∂x′

=
4mk0

D (ky, iωn)

(
R (ky, iωn) Q (ky, iωn)
−Q (−ky, iωn) R (ky, iωn)

)
.

(38)

In the limit L � lT a simplified form of these functions
can be taken

D = (λ1λ2 − k2y − k20 +m2α2)eβ1++β2+ , (39a)

R = −λ2(k0 −mα)eβ1+ − λ1(k0 +mα)eβ2+ , (39b)

Q = λ2(λ1 + ky)eβ1+ − λ1(λ2 + ky)eβ2+ (39c)

with the notation βγσ = λγσL. The general analytical
expressions for D (ky, iωn), R (ky, iωn) and Q (ky, iωn)
are cumbersome and thus not presented here for brevity.

D. Anomalous phase shift

We explore Eq. (28) in several limiting cases that can
be arranged in terms of relations between length or equiv-
alently, energy scales. One tractable limit corresponds
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FIG. 4. Two complimentary geometries of the planar SINIS
devices: the left panel shows confined two-dimensional geome-
try, and the right panel shows the extended geometry. Tunnel
barriers are marked by shaded regions.

to the situation of a weak SOC and a high temperature,
when lso � L � lT . An integration of the analytical
expressions in Eq. (28) leads to the supercurrent density
of the form

j(φ) = j0

[
sin(φ) cos

(
2hyL

vF

)
+

α

vF
cos(φ) sin

(
2hyL

vF

)]
,

(40)
which can be rewritten as Eq. (1) with the phase shift

φ0 = arctan

[
α

vF
tan

(
2hyL

vF

)]
≈ 2αhyL

v2F
, (41)

provided that α� vF and hy � vF /L. The amplitude of

the current scales as j0 ∝
√

lT
L e
−L/lT , and such an expo-

nential falloff is characteristic for the high-temperature
regime [64]. At lower temperatures, T � vF /L � ∆,
we find parametrically the same phase shift, which dif-
fers from the expression above only by a numerical fac-
tor. However, the temperature dependence of the crit-
ical current changes significantly and scales logarithmi-
cally with the system size j0 ∝ ln(vF /LT ). This re-
sult, however, does not hold in the limit of T → 0. The
reason is that our oversimplified treatment of the tun-
neling at SIN boundaries misses the proximity-induced
spectral gap Eg(φ) in the normal region. When tem-
perature becomes smaller than the so-galled minigap,
T < Eg, the logarithmic dependence is cut off. Fur-
thermore, as the gap depends on the phase across the
junction, Eg ∝ cos(φ/2), this leads to a nonsinusoidal
skewed current-phase relation near the gap closure φ ∼ π,

namely, j0 ∝ sin(φ) ln
[
vF /L
Eg(0)

| cos(φ/2)|
]
, see Refs. [69–

71]. These considerations suggest that unlike the critical
current, phase shift has weak temperature dependence,
although due to the limitations of the model we can’t ac-
cess the temperature regime below the minigap to make
a definitive statement in that limit.

Earlier works [54, 55] demonstrated that a linear scal-
ing of φ0 with the strength of the spin-orbit coupling and
system size at weak fields is not robust. It was shown that
φ0 is extremely sensitive to the boundary conditions in
comparison to the sensitivity to the type of scattering
in the bulk of the normal layer. Indeed, for transparent
interfaces one finds φ0 ∝ L3. This lead us to consider an
alternative version of the model that in-part mimics an
extended (rather than rigid) system. For that purpose we

took an SINIS junction in which the size of the normal
layer in x direction is much larger than the distance L
between the two tunnel barriers, i.e., the superconduct-
ing leads and the normal parts are in different planes,
and the tunneling occurs between those planes, see Fig.
4 for the illustration. In this setting, the Green’s function
is translationally invariant, Gσ,σ′(x − x′,k‖, iωn), which
simplifies analytical calculations. The expression for the
current can be derived for this geometry, and it takes a
form similar to Eq. (28), albeit with the different kernel
function under the integral, namely,

j(φ) ∝ Im

[
T
∑
iωn

∫
ky

P

(
−L

2
,
L

2
, ky, iωn

)
× F

(
L

2
,
L

2
, ky, iωn

)
F †
(
−L

2
,−L

2
, ky, iωn

)]
,

(42)

where P = Tr
[
σyĜ+σyĜ

T
−

]
, with the notation Ĝ± =

Ĝ(−L/2, L/2,±ky,±iωn) and with the superscript T de-
noting matrix transposition. For simplicity, we took the
tunnel matrix elements to be independent of kx. In this
spatially extended model, we derived the following re-
sult for the anomalous phase shift in the current-phase
relation,

φ0 =
hy
εF

[
L

lso
+

1

k2F lT lso

− lso
2L

[
1− 4

√
1

1 + 4l2T /l
2
so

cos

(
2L

lso
+ ψ

)]]
, (43)

which is applicable in the long junction limit, L � lT ,
and ψ ' lT /lso. This expression enables us to consider
additional limiting cases. If lso � lT � L or αkF � T ,
the first contribution in Eq. (43) is clearly dominant and
we again recover the conventional results φ0 ∼ αhyL/v2F .
If instead lT � lso � L, the quartic-root term is of the
order ∼ 1 but the prefactor is still suppressed, and again
we find the standard relation φ0 ∝ L. Lastly, in the limit
lT � L� lso the root term is still of order unity but the
cosine term should be treated carefully and expanded up
to the fourth order to recover the leading behavior, where
we find

φ0 ≈
2

3
(kFL)2

(
α

vF

)2(
αhyL

v2F

)
. (44)

Interestingly, this reproduces the behavior known from
the context of ballistic junctions with transparent inter-
faces [55]. To generalize these results beyond the pertur-
bation theory in the Zeeman field, and in a broader range
of parameters, one has to rely on the numerical solution.
In Fig. 5 we sketch the characteristic dependence of the
anomalous phase shift at higher fields and at different
spin-orbit to Fermi velocity ratios.
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FIG. 5. Dependence of the anomalous phase shift φ0 on the
strength of the Zeeman field and the length of the junction
plotted for two different ratios of spin-orbit to Fermi velocities
α/vF = 0.1, 0.5.

IV. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this work we have studied planar SINIS Josephson
junctions using both phenomenological Ginzburg-Landau
and microscopic Green’s function formalisms in the clean
limit. To describe the normal layer, we took the model
of a two-dimensional electron gas with the Rashba spin-
orbit coupling and included an in-plane Zeeman field di-
rected at an arbitrary angle with respect to the SN in-
terfaces. Two complimentary device geometries were an-
alyzed as depicted in Fig. 4. We have shown that the
supercurrent-phase relation in these systems acquires an
additional anomalous phase shift φ0 whose magnitude
can be continuously tuned by the field component di-
rected along the interface, whereas the component along
the junction modulates the magnitude of the current.
The main results of this work are expressions of the cur-
rent density derived in the GL formalism Eq. (14), a
formula for the Josephson current in the Rashba model
Eq. (28), and extracted asymptotic expressions of the
anomalous phase shifts Eqs. (41) and (43) that describe
the crossover regimes in the field strength and system
size as compared to other relevant length scales in the
problem.

As our calculations are limited to the clean limit, we
find it useful to contrast our findings with the comple-
mentary results obtained in the opposite disordered limit.

This gives a broader perspective on the problem and
helps us to place our study in the context of existing
earlier works. We limit such comparative analysis only
to the case of the Rashba model of SINIS devices as other
systems may introduce additional features not discussed
in our work. From Ref. [54] we deduce that in the disor-
dered limit and at temperatures T > ∆(T ), the anoma-
lous phase shift takes the form

φ0 ≈
κ2h

2κ2T
tanh(καL)

[
κTL

tanh(κTL)
± 1

]
. (45)

Here κh =
√

2h/D, κT =
√

2πT/D, κα = τα3m2/4,
with τ being the elastic scattering time on the quenched
short-range disorder potential and D = v2F τ/2 being the
corresponding diffusion constant. The plus/minus sign
in Eq. (45) describes different boundary conditions: plus
stands for tunnel barriers while minus for transparent
interfaces. Equation (45) shows that for long junctions,
κTL� 1, the result for φ0 is the same in both cases. This
limit is simultaneously compatible with the condition
καL � 1, and therefore the phase shift has an unusual
length dependence, φ0 ∼ (αhL/v2F )

√
lT /l(Ll/l

2
so) ∝ L2,

where l = vF τ is the elastic mean free path. In con-
trast, for short junctions, κTL � 1, the situation is dif-
ferent. In the case of tunnel barriers, one finds φ0 ∼
(αhL/v2F )(llT /l

2
so) ∝ L. Instead, for transparent inter-

faces, one recovers the same result as in the clean limit
Eq. (44), as parameters of the disorder surprisingly can-
cel out. The physical picture behind this coincidental
result is not immediately obvious. The result only sug-
gests that in short junctions boundary conditions play
a decisive role, and a finite barrier resistance of the SN
contacts enhances the value of φ0.
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