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Abstract

The energy levels of quasiparticles in superconductors experience Doppler shifts due to the

influence of a finite current flow. The influence of the Doppler shift is particularly pronounced in

unconventional superconductors with gap nodes. In the case of a normal/insulator/superconductor

junction of d-wave superconductors, a zero-bias conductance peak exhibits a peak shift in an applied

magnetic field. Although the shifts have been detected in experiments, the shifts showed different

field responses depending on each experiment. In this paper, we evaluate the magnitude of the shift

based on realistic junction shapes to elucidate the origin of the variability in experimental Doppler

shifts. We find that the peak shift depends on the junction shape; the splitting is significantly

suppressed when the junction is formed at a protruding position. Also, the shift is suppressed by

the penetration of magnetic flux quanta, resulting in a nonlinear response to the magnetic field.

The present results explain the origin of the variability in experimental Doppler shifts.
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INTRODUCTION

The Meissner effect is one of the fundamental phenomena of superconductivity in which a

magnetic field is expelled from superconductors. The field is not entirely eliminated from a

superconductor; a finite magnetic field resides within a region of approximately the magnetic

penetration depth from the surface. The magnetic flux can also penetrate superconductors

as the unit of flux quanta in type II superconductors. When a finite field is present within

superconductors, a shielding current is induced due to the finite vector potential, leading to

the energy shift of quasi-particles. This effect is known as the Doppler shift[1] and is known

to cause a modulation in the density of quasi-particle states within the superconductor. The

amplitude of the Doppler shift is considerably smaller than the superconducting energy gap

when the magnetic field is sufficiently weaker than the critical field (HC2). Therefore, the

Doppler shift rarely manifests as a dominant effect in conventional superconductors without

nodes of the pair potentials.

On the other hand, the Doppler shift has been detected as the prominent effect in un-

conventional nodal superconductors, mainly in two cases. One is the conductance spectra in

normal/insulator/superconductor (N/I/S) junctions of d-wave and p-wave symmetries. The

conductance exhibits sharp zero-bias conductance peaks (ZBCPs) depending on the surface

orientation, reflecting the sign change of the pair potential[2–4]. The ZBCP is an ideal probe

for detecting small energy shifts since the sharp single peak is formed at zero energy, which

is significantly different from the bulk state. In fact, the appearances of the ZBCP and their

splittings in the applied field have been widely detected in N/I/S junction experiments on

cuprates [2, 5–24]. The other is the magnetic field response of specific heat, referred to as

the Volovik effect[25, 26]. The specific heat in an applied field has been applied to identify

the pairing symmetry of unconventional superconductors because the density of states at

zero energy responds sensitively to the field. Here, we focus on the magnetic responses of

the ZBCP.

The amplitude of the Doppler shift could have prominent spatial dependence when the

junction has a nonflat interface. Unlike specific heat, tunneling spectroscopy is sensitive

to surface states, which means that tunneling conductance spectra strongly depend on the

shape of the interface. However, previous theoretical analyses assumed infinite flat interfaces

between diamagnetic superconductors and normal metals (we refer [27] as FRS theory in the
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following). Although the influences of the Doppler shift have been theoretically analyzed in

various situations [28–34], the shape dependencies of the superconducting electrodes and the

influences of magnetic flux quanta have not been considered. On the other hand, previous

experimental results on the peak splitting by the Doppler shift performed on cuprates report

non-linear responses[5, 11] as well as the distributed amplitudes of the peak shift, which

manifests the presence of unrevealed effects in the tunneling effects. Therefore, we investigate

the influences of junction shape and magnetic flux quantum penetration on the tunneling

conductance spectra of N/I/S junctions to clarify the origin of distributed experimental

results of the Doppler shift. We assume realistic junction shapes with corrugations and

calculate the shielding current distribution based on the London equation and the time-

dependent Ginzburg-Landau (TDGL) equation by using a finite element method (FEM).

We evaluate the amplitude of the Doppler shift based on the conductance formula for d-

wave superconductors, which considers the spatial dependence of the shielding current at

the superconductor side.

CALCULATION METHOD

The calculation method is presented in this section. The distributions of the magnetic

field and vector potential are calculated using the finite element method (FEM, COMSOL

Multiphysics[35]) based on the London equation and the TDGL equation. First, we consider

the case where the applied field Ha is less than HC1 and no magnetic flux quanta penetrate

the superconductor. The London equation is used to calculate the vector potential A ≡
(Ax, Ay, Az) in the three-dimensional configuration,

rot2A = −
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A, (1)

where λxy and λz are the penetration depth in- and out-of-plane, respectively. Considering

the two–dimensional properties of cuprate superconductors, we set λz = 15λxy throughout

this work. The magnetic field distribution above HC1 is calculated based on the TDGL

equation,

σ
∂A

∂t
− κ2{Im(ψ∗∇ψ)− |ψ|2A} − rot2A = 0, (2)
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∂ψ

∂t
+ (iφ+ |ψ|2 − 1)ψ + (i∇+A)2ψ = 0. (3)

Here, ψ is the order parameter (|ψ| = ∆0 in the bulk), φ is the scalar potential, τ0 is the

relaxation time of the order parameter, and σ is normal conductivity. For the calculation,

the length, magnetic field, and time t are normalized by the coherence length (ξ), the upper

critical magnetic field (Hc2 = Φ0/2πξ
2, Φ0 is the magnetic flux quantum), and the relaxation

time, respectively. We use a gauge φ = −κ2

σ
∇·A and the GL parameter κ(= λxy/ξ) is fixed

at 10 considering the cuprate superconductors. For the TDGL calculation, we perform

two-dimensional calculations by assuming translational symmetry in the z-direction due to

the memory capacity limitation of our workstation, thus the anisotropy on in-xy-plane and

out-of-plane is neglected. Therefore, the effect of the diamagnetization is not incorporated

into the present TDGL calculation. For the boundary conditions of the magnetic field,

the calculated magnetic field is set to match the applied magnetic field Ha at a sphere

sufficiently far (approximately several times the size of the superconductors) away from the

superconductor. To incorporate the arrangement of magnetic flux quanta, we change the

magnetic field at the sphere Hz0 from zero to Ha within a period of 500τ0, and then fixed

the magnetic field for a period of 500τ0 as shown in Fig. 1. The magnetic field distributions

FIG. 1. Time sequence of the magnetic field Hz0 at the sphere far outside of the superconductor

used in the TDGL calculation. At the initial state, the magnetic field Hz0 is set to zero, then Hz0

is swept to the applied magnetic field Ha within a period of 500τ0 and then kept at Ha for 500τ0.

at t=1000τ0 are used to calculate the conductance spectra.

As a result of the London equation calculation in the 3D models, the magnetic field is
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concentrated and enhanced at the edge of the superconductor due to the diamagnetization

effect, as shown in Fig. 2. Correspondingly, the magnitude of the Doppler shift is enhanced,

as discussed below. On the other hand, the magnetic field obtained by the TDGL equation

matches the external magnetic field outside the edges of the superconductor since infinite

length in the z-direction has been assumed. We consider the lack of the diamagnetization

effect not serious for the latter discussion since this effect is important only for thin films,

and tends to be weakened by the penetration of magnetic flux quanta. In fact, the previous

theory [27] adopted a boundary condition in which the magnetic field matches the external

magnetic field at the edge of the superconductor, as shown in Fig. 2.

FIG. 2. Magnetic field distributions near the edge of the superconductor in the London equation,

TDGL equation, and the FRS theory. In the figure, the vertical axis represents the magnetic field

for z-direction Hz normalized by the applied magnetic field Ha, and x < 0 and x ≥ 0 correspond

to the vacuum and superconducting regions, respectively.

Based on the calculated magnetic field and vector potential distributions, we evaluate the

magnetic field responses of conductance spectra of N/I/S junctions. Considering cuprate

superconductors, we assume the superconductor has dx2−y2-wave symmetry in the following

analysis. We use an extended Blonder-Tinkham-Klapwijk (BTK) formalism for d-wave

superconductors with the interface along [110] orientation (the angle between x-axis and

a-axis of a d-wave superconductor is given by α=π/4)[2–4, 36] by assuming 1/kF < ξ < λxy

(kF is the Fermi wave number). We consider a situation in which quasiparticles are injected

from the normal side with the energy E and angle θ to the normal of the interface (see Fig.
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3(a)). The effective pair potentials ∆± for transmitted quasiparticles to the superconductor

are given by ∆0 cos(2θ∓2α). The effects of a finite vector potential are introduced following

a previous work[28]. The normalized conductance σS of is given by

σS =
σN
2

(

1 + σN |Γ+|2 + (σN − 1)|Γ+Γ−|2
|1 + (σN − 1)Γ+Γ−|2

+
1 + σN |Γ−|2 + (σN − 1)|Γ+Γ−|2

|1 + (σN − 1)Γ+Γ−|2
)

, (4)

Γ+ =
∆∗

+

E+ + Ω+(E+)
,Γ− =

∆−

E− + Ω−(E−)

Ω±(E±) =























√

E2
± − |∆±|2 (E > |∆±|)

i
√

|∆±|2 − E2
± (−|∆±| ≤ E ≤ |∆±|)

−
√

E2
± − |∆±|2 (E < −|∆±|)

E± = E ∓ evF (Ax cos θ ±Ay sin θ).

The conductance in the normal state σN for the δ-function barrier is given by

σN =
cos2 θ

Z2 + cos2 θ
. (5)

Here, the barrier parameter Z for the δ-function barrier (Hδ̇(x), shown in Fig. 3(b)) is

described by Z = mH
~2kF

where m is the electron mass, and ~ is the Dirac constant. The

barrier parameter for the finite thickness barrier (potential height U with thickness of d,

shown in Fig. 3(c)) is

Z =
sinh

(√
1− κ2 cos2 θνd

)

2κ
√
1− κ2 cos2 θ

, (6)

where κ = kF
ν

and ν =
√

2mU
~2

. The integration over all injection angles gives the total

conductance of the junction σT ,

σT =

∫ π/2

−π/2
σS cos θdθ

∫ π/2

−π/2
σN cos θdθ

. (7)

The characteristic magnetic field at which the energy shift due to the magnetic field becomes

∆0 is given by H0 (= Φ0

π2ξλxy
). To neglect the reduction in the gap amplitude due to the

magnetic field, the magnetic field Ha is assumed to be sufficiently smaller than H0. The

peak shift due to the Doppler shift is evaluated by the energy of the split peak in the

conductance σT . Differently from a previous work[29], we ignore the anisotropy of the Fermi

surface in the xy-plane by assuming simple cylindrical shapes for the Fermi surfaces both in

the superconductor and normal metal.
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FIG. 3. Schematic diagrams of the N/I/S tunnel junction. (a) We assume the superconductor

has dx2−y2-wave symmetry and the interface (yz-plane at x=0) coincides with the [110] orientation

of the dx2−y2-wave superconductor. The angle α between the a-axis of and the x-axis is fixed at

π/4). Thec-axis of the dx2−y2-wave superconductor is parallel to z-axis. Quasiparticles are injected

from the normal metal with angle θ to the interface normal. The arrows represent the direction

of the group velocity of each quasiparticle. (b) Potential profile of the N/I/S junction of the δ-

function barrier. The conductance spectra except Fig. 12 are calculated with Z=5 (Hb = 5~kF
2

m ,

m = m∗/2). (c) Potential profile of the finite thickness barrier with the potential height of U and

width of d.

RESULTS

The results of the calculation are presented in this section. The magnetic field response

below HC1 in the London equation framework is linear to the field, and the applied field

was fixed to 0.1H0. To clarify the effects of the non-flat interface, superconducting electrode

shapes without corrugation (Fig. 4(a)) and without corrugation (Fig. 4(b)) were employed.

Considering a thin film sample, the thickness of superconductors was set to 3λxy. The N/I/S

junctions were assumed to be located at the positions marked by A-F in the figure. The

junction areas of 0.3λxy × 0.3λxy size were divided into 10 × 10 equal-sized sub-areas and

summed the conductance under the finite vector potential with equal weight.

The magnetic field distributions are presented in Fig. 5. The field is enhanced near the

center of the straight edge due to the diamagnetization field effect, while the magnetic field

is weakened around the corners. This is reasonable because the shielding current tends to
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FIG. 4. Schematic diagrams of the superconductor electrode shapes and junction positions. (a)

Rectangular without corrugations, (b) rectangular with a dip at an edge. The thickness of the

superconductors was set to 3λxy in both cases. The applied magnetic field is parallel to the z-axis,

and A-F represents the position of junctions.

FIG. 5. The spatial distribution of Hz at Ha = 0.1H0 calculated by the London quation. (a)

Rectangular without corrugations, (b) rectangular with a dip at an edge.

be weakened near the corners and the dip. To clarify the shielding current distribution,

JS parallel to the interface on the side edge (Fig. 5(a)) is plotted in Fig. 6. Due to the

diamagnetization effect in the 3D shape, the shielding current density exceeds unity near the

center and is suppressed as approaching the corner. The conductances σT at the positions

A-C are shown in Fig. 7(a). It is clear that the amplitudes of peak shift correspond to the
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FIG. 6. The shielding current density distribution JS in the direction parallel to the interface at

the edge surface of Fig. 4(a). The current amplitude is normalized by −Ha

µ0λxy
, which is the expected

value for a semi-infinite superconductor edge surface. The shielding current density exceeds unity

near the center due to the diamagnetization field effect and tends to be suppressed as approaching

to the corner. The marks A, B, and C represent junction positions.

shielding current density. The peak shift exceeds the theoretical value by FRS at positions

A and B, which corresponds to the magnetic field enhancement. We expect such a trend can

be detected in actual experiments if the junctions are formed on thin films. The amplitude

of the peak shift is suppressed as approaching the corner, shown by C, corresponding to the

Js distribution in Fig. 6. Next, the effect of corrugations on the surface is discussed. Figure

FIG. 7. Calculated conductances σT in the field of Ha = 0.1H0 based on the London equation at

the positions (a) A-C, and (b) D-F .
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FIG. 8. The shapes of the superconducting electrode used in the TDGL calculation, (A) flat

interface, (B) with slits, and (C) with a dip. J-M represent the positions of the N/I/S junctions.

5(b) exhibits the magnetic field distribution of the superconductor with corrugations at the

surface (Fig. 4(b)) and Fig. 7(b) shows the conductance σT calculated at the positions D-F .

The peak shifts at D and E are almost comparable to those of Fig. 7(a), while the shift is

seriously suppressed at protruding position F . The origin of the suppression is similar to

that near the corner discussed above, and thus the suppression becomes serious when the

slit size is less than λxy. It is important to note that peak shift can be larger or smaller

than that based on the FRS theory. In real experiments, the junction tends to be formed

at a protruding position when the junction fabrication relies on the mechanical cleavages of

single crystals. This consideration is consistent with the fact that experimentally detected

peak shifts are smaller than the value based on the FRS theory as described below.

The Doppler shifts in the magnetic fields above HC1 are analyzed in the framework of

the TDGL equation to clarify the effect of magnetic flux quanta penetration. The electrode

shapes used in the calculations are simple squares without or with slits and a dip, as shown

in Fig. 8. The N/I/S junctions were assumed to be formed at the positions J-M . To reduce

memory consumption during the calculation, we assumed the two-dimensional structure by

applying translational invariance for the z direction. The magnetic field distributions in

the superconducting electrodes in Ha = 0.2HC2 (> HC1) are shown in Fig. 9. For all

cases, the existence of magnetic flux quanta shown by blue spots can be confirmed. Due

to the two-dimensional structure, the magnetic field concentration by the diamagnetization

discussed above was not present in this calculation. Whereas, the shielding current due to

the Meissner effect still remains. Moreover, the amplitude of the peak shift is influenced by

the flux quanta arrangement, since the shielding current, whose direction is opposite to that

at the edge, exists around the flux quanta.
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FIG. 9. The magnetic field distribution in the superconducting electrodes calculated by the TDGL

equation with the shapes of (A)-(C) shown in Fig. 8. The applied field Ha is 0.2HC2 (> HC1) for

all cases. The presence of the shielding current near the edge and around the magnetic flux quanta

can be confirmed by the color change.

To further confirm the validity of the calculations, we varied the applied magnetic field

in each shape and evaluated the magnetization Mz, as shown in Fig. 10. Here, Mz given by

the integration over the plane divided by the area S,

MZ =
µ0

S

∫

(Hz −Ha)dxdy.

Evaluated HC1s by the magnetic field at which the magnetic flux begins to enter the super-

conductors are approximately (a) 0.06HC2, (b) 0.04HC2, and (c) 0.03HC2. The difference of

HC1 reflects the shape dependence of the surface potential; (a) rectangular shape is highly

symmetric and the surface potential blocks the magnetic flux to enter as increasing the

applied field. Whereas the presence of the slits and dip in models (b) and (c) suppresses

the surface potential and makes it easier to enter the flux. After the magnetic flux be-

gins to penetrate, a slow decrease in magnetization is observed, which is consistent with

that expected for usual type II superconductors. Therefore, we conclude that the present

calculation reasonably reproduces the magnetic responses.

Based on the magnetic field distribution, total conductance spectra at the positions J-M

in Fig. 8 are calculated and the amplitudes of the peak shift are evaluated as shown in Fig.

11. In this calculation, the junction area is divided into parallelly connected 10 sub-area, and

total conductance is calculated by summation of all subareas, and A in eq. (4) is replaced

by µ0λ
2
xyJs to certify the effect of the Doppler shift. We find that the peak shifts are an

almost similar level to that of the FRS theory when the magnetic field is smaller than HC1.

Whereas they deviate from the FRS by increasing the field. These non-linear responses are
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FIG. 10. The magnetizations MZ of the superconductor electrodes shown in Fig. 8 (a)-(c) based

on the TDGL as the function of the applied field. The curves linearly respond to the applied field

below approximately 0.02 HC2, take the minimum values, and then slowly recover. Evaluated HC1s

by the magnetic field giving the minimum MZ are (a) 0.06HC2, (b) 0.04HC2, and (c) 0.03HC2,

respectively.

different from those by the London model as well as previous theories[27–29]. Note that the

shift begins to decrease by further increasing the field. This feature reflects that the Doppler

shift at the edge is diminished by the circulating current around the magnetic flux when

the magnetic flux is located close to the junction position. Such non-monotonic behavior

is consistent with the magnetization shown in Fig. 10. The maximum shift tends to be

suppressed by the presence of the slits and the dip. By comparing the results of L with K,

the peak shift is found to be suppressed at the protruding position, similar to the results

of the London equation. This fact clearly indicates that the detailed identification of the

superconductor shape and the junction position is important for quantitative analysis of the

peak shift of the Doppler shift.
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FIG. 11. Evaluated peak shifts due to the Doppler shift in the conductance spectra at junction

positions J-M in Fig. 8. The peak shift amplitude based on the FRS theory is plotted by the

black line.

DISCUSSION

In this section, we compare the above results with experiments. Doppler shift has been

detected experimentally in YBa2Cu3O7−δ [5, 9, 13, 18, 19, 22] and La1.85Sr0.15CuO4 [7, 17,

37, 38]. In these results, the widths of peak splitting were widely dispersed, for example, 0.7

meV/T [5], 1.2 meV/T [13], 0.5 meV/T [9], and almost no-splitting [19] in YBa2Cu3O7−δ,

and 0.3 meV/T [7] and 0.06 meV/T [38] in La1.85Sr0.15CuO4. Comparing the above analyses

with experimental results, we find three notable features. At first, the origins of a variety

of the Doppler shift have not been clarified in the framework of the FRS theory with the

flat interface[27]. On the other hand, the present analysis clarifies that the corrugation at

the surface seriously modifies the Doppler shift even if the corrugation is small. Thus the

distributed experimental results are shown to be consistent with the responses of the Doppler

shift. Secondly, according to the FRS theory, the amplitude of energy shift is 2.3 meV/T

for YBa2Cu3O7−δ by assuming typical values (∆0=17 meV, the coherence length ξ=1.4

nm, the penetration depth λxy=800 nm), and 1.3meV/T for La1.85Sr0.15CuO4 (∆0=11 mV,
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ξ=3.26 nm, λxy=300 nm). On the other hand, all the experimental results exhibited smaller

shifts than those by the FRS theory. This is quite reasonable because, in real experimental

situations, the junction tends to be formed at protruding positions when corrugations exist

at the surface. Thirdly, previously reported nonlinear responses [5, 11] qualitatively agree

with the response expected from the penetration effect of magnetic flux in the TDGL (see

Fig. 11). Unfortunately, the reentrant behavior in high magnetic fields shown in Fig. 11 has

not been detected in experiments thus far. However, we expect that such behavior could be

observed by performing experiments in higher magnetic fields.

Finally, we discuss the effects of the barrier potential shape on the peak shift. Previous

experiments on La1.85Sr0.15CuO4 [38] have shown that the magnitude of peak splitting re-

sponds to the conditions of the insulating layer formation. This feature can be understood

by a model with a finite width shown in Fig. 3(c). Figure 13 shows conductance spectra at

position A of Fig. 4(a) as the function of the barrier potential shape. For the calculation of

the finite width model, we changed the barrier thickness while keeping the total tunneling

probability almost constant. By comparing the spectrum of δ-function barrier model Fig

12(a), those of the finite potential model (Fig 12(b) and (c)) exhibit the suppression of the

peak shift. The suppression becomes prominent as increasing the barrier thickness. The

origin is explained as follows; the changes in barrier thickness affect the k-space distribution

(referred to as the tunneling cone) of tunneling electrons. Even under conditions where

the tunneling probability is fixed, increasing the barrier thickness concentrates the tunnel-

ing current on the component perpendicular to the interface (the tunneling cone becomes

sharper). As a result, the peak shift is suppressed by increasing the barrier thickness.

All these results are taken together, the shape of the superconductor junction, as well

as the conditions of the insulating layer, have a large effect on the peak shift. The large

variety of the Doppler shift detected in past experiments is reasonably understood to reflect

the difference in experimental details around the interface. Therefore, in order to perform

quantitative analysis on the Doppler shift, it is necessary to conduct spectroscopy by con-

trolling the shape of the superconductor and barrier condition in detail. The shape effect

and vortex arrangement effect treated in the present analysis are expected to strongly affect

the Volovik effect in specific heat measurements on polycrystals. This effect will be analyzed

in future works.
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FIG. 12. Barrier potential shape dependence of the Doppler shifts at position A of Fig. 4(a).

The total conductance spectra are plotted under the conditions without magnetic field (Ha = 0,

Hb = 5~kF
2

m ), (a) δ-function barrier model (Ha = 0.1H0, Hb = 5~kF
2

m ), (b) finite thickness barrier

model (see Fig. 3(c)) with a thin barrier (Ha = 0.1H0, U = 4~kF
2

m , d = 1.18
kF

), (c) finite thickness

barrier model with a thick barrier (Ha = 0.1H0, U = 1.02~kF
2

m , d = 5.51
kF

).

CONCLUSION

We have analyzed the origin of distributed experimental results on the Doppler shift

in tunneling conductance spectra of d-wave superconductors. The peak shifts due to the

Doppler shift in tunneling spectroscopy are shown to respond sensitively to the shape of the

superconductor and the barrier potential. The peak shifts are enhanced by the demagnetiz-

ing effect at thin films, whereas the shifts are suppressed by the corrugations, such as slits

and dips, at the interface. It was also found that the peak shift responds nonlinearly to

the magnetic field due to the penetration of magnetic flux inside the superconductor. The

variety in the shift amplitude reported in past experiments is consistent with the Doppler

shift at realistic interface shapes. For future work, detailed control of the superconductor

shapes and barrier conditions is required in order to achieve qualitative consistency in theory
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and experiments. These results clearly demonstrate that tunnel spectroscopy has extremely

high sensitivity to the interface conditions.
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