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T he applicability of the quasiclassical theory of superconductivity in Josephson m ulti-layer struc—
tures is analyzed. The quasiclassical approach is com pared with the exact theory based on the
Bogoliubov —de G ennes equation. T he angle and energy resolved (coarsegrain) currents are calcu—
lated using both technigques. It is shown that the two approaches agree In SIS 01 ® geom etries after
the coarsegrain averaging. A quantitative discrepancy, which exceeds the quasiclassical accuracy,
is observed when three or m ore interfaces are present. T he Invalidity of the quasiclassical theory is
attributed to the presence of closed tra fctories form ed by sequential re ections on the interfaces.
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Studying charge current through weak Ilinks, the
Josephson e ect, isone ofthem ost in portaxﬂﬁuart ofsu—
perconductivity, both theory and experim en . Besides
general Interest, this problem is in portant for engineer—
Ing the num erous devices based on the Josephson e ect.
T he Josephson e ect reveals itself n tunneling jinctions
as well as m ore com plex m esoscopic structures built of
superconducting and nom al layers. A mapr part of
the theoretical resuls in this eld hasbeen Obtéﬂ]fﬁlﬂf
ing them ethod ofquasiclassicalG reen’s function e,
T he advantage of this general m ethod is that disorder
and Inelastic processes can be conveniently incorporated
Into the theory. I a ballistic case, one can apply a m ore
sim ple techniqu based on the Bogoluibov —de G ennes
BdG ) equationtd . A strong side of the BdG —approach is
that it is valid for description of the Interface re ection
and tranam ission, w here the potential varies on a m icro—
soopic length and the quasiclassical theory in its origi-
nal form fails. As shown by Zai , an isolated par-
tially transparent interface can be taken into accountby a
proper boundary condition for the quasiclassicalG reen’s
functions. Recently, there has been considerable techni-
calprogress w here the boundary oondjrjozg's form ulated
using the Schopoh M akiparam eterizationtd ofthe quasi-
classical 's functiontd, or in tem s ofe e wave
function However, i has been argued that
these boundary conditions m ay give a wrong resul in
the case when a coherent sca ng by several interfaces
takes place. It is shown iIn Refld that the quasiclassical
density of states of a SS° sandw ich disagrees w ith the
\exact" one, ound from the G or’kov ation. The dis—
agream ent has been attrbuted n RefF to the presence
of closed tra fctories form ed by sequential re ections by
the interface and the outer boundaries of the sandw ich.
In particular, the correction to the quasiclassicalG reen’s
function due to the loop-like tra fctories violates the nor—
m alization condition, which is an essentialelem ent ofthe
quasiclassical technique. In this paper, we extend these
resuls to the case of an open geom etry and analyse ap—
plicability of the quasiclassical theory to the Josephson
e ect n a multi-layerm esoscopic structure.

The quasiclassical theory is a simpli ed version of
the \exact" theory of superconductivity based on the

G or’kov G reen’s function form alism . The m ain assum p—
tion m ade in the course of s derivation isthat the poten-
tials vary slow Iy on the Ferm iwave length " = 2 =pf,
pr being the Ferm i m om entum , that is the param e-
ter "= is anall, where [ is the coherence length
(o ¥ = ,Vvp isthe Femm ivelociy). T he question we
address In this paper is w hether there are corrections to
the theory which are not controlled by the quasiclassical
parameter g = g 1.

To judge if the quasiclassical approach gives valid re—
suls, we com pare its predictionsw ith the solution to the
BdG equation. In the clean case ofthem ean— eld theory,
the BdG approach is fully equivalent to the G reen’s func—
tion m ethod, which isthe starting point to the derivation
of the quasiclassical approxin ation. For this reason we
consider the BAG solutions as \exact" for the purpose of
the com parison. M ore speci cally, we consider a m ulti-
layerss%®:::structure shown in F ig[] and caloulate the
anglk and energy resolved partial current j( ;"), where

is the angle of Incidence and " is the energy of the ex—
citation propagating through the multidayer structure.
C om paring the resuls of the two approaches, we m ake
our conclusions on the validity of the quasiclassical ap—
proxim ation.

A s discussed In detail in RefB'E, one cannot m ake
any conclusions com paring directly J q¢ ( ;"), evalnated
from the BdG -equation with its quasiclassical counter—
part o ( ;"). The ponnt is that in the BAG approach,
the Incident particle is taken as a plane wave w ith pre—
cisely de ned wave vector whereas in the quasiclassical
approach one deals w ith classical tra fctordes, w here the
m om entum in the direction perpendicular to the velociy
has quantum uncertainty. The In niely extended plane
wave su ers muliple re ections on the interfaces, and
the re ected/tranam itted waves nevitably interfere be-
cause of the In nite extension. T he nterference leads to
an intricate picture of Fabry-Perot lke resonances and
a ne structure In the angle dependence on the scalk

“r=a where a is the layer width. To illustrate
this point, we show in Fig. E angleenergy resolved 3 g¢
current through a SISIS-system of superconductors (S)
separated by two barriers (I) in a narrow region ofangles
(the BAG calculations are done by the m ethod presented
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FIG.1l: A plnar, multi-layer structure consisting of N lay-

ers separated by barriers and sandw iched by halfin nite elec-
trodes. T he com plex order param eter denoted  ¢;:::; wn+1
are considered as inputs. It is assum ed that each layer is
connected to an independent current source Ip;I; ::: so that
one achieves any given distribbution of the phase of the order
param eters w ithout violation of the current conservation .
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FIG .2: Anglk resolved current in a SISIS structure asa func—
tion ofangle .Theenergy "= 12 (. The order param eter
in the leftm ost superconductoris . Theorderparam eters in
the next layers read ; = et = 4; 2=1 o.The thickness
of the ntemallayerisa = w = . T he interface transparen—
cies Ty = 0:1;T, = 05. The dashed and solid lines show the
BdG Js4c and the quasiclassical current jy., respectively.

below , see a]so@) . The \exact" current show s rapid and

strong uctuations in the region where the quasiclassical
current isalm ost a constant. H owever, on a large scale of
angles, g qc averaged n a an all angle w indow (00@:’@—
grain current) isa an ooth function. A s discussed in ,

the coarsegrain averaging is equivalent to building sta—
tionary w ave packets, peaked on classicaltra fctories, on

which the quasiclassical theory is formulated. It is on

this low resolution levelw here the quasiclassical and ex—
act theory are expected to agree with each other. For

these reasons, we use only coarsegrain BdG —current for

com parison w ith the quasiclassical theory. For de nite—
ness, we calculate the current at the lefim ost interface of
the m ulti-ayer structure.

In principle, the coarsegrain averaging can be per-
form ed analyti applying the path length expansion
m ethod of RefHH. (In case of a double-layer, the aver—
aging can be done directly w ith the result expressed via

2

the ellpptic J'ntegralsﬂa .) Nevertheless, we perform the
averaging by a num erical integration to avoid lengthy al-
gebra.

T he paper is organized as Pllows. In Sectﬂ: we dis-
cuss solutions to the Bogolibov — de G ennes equation.
In Sect{IA|, we build plane waves and then, in Sect,
w e Introduce the scattering S-m atrix. In Sect. , weex—
press the BAG current via the elem ents of the S-m atrix.
The m ethod which we use to evaluate the current in the
quasiclassical technique is presented in Sect[t}. Num eri-
calresultsare shown in Sect. @, and their interpretation
is presented in Sect@l . In SectlV| we discuss validity of
our results in m ore realistic m odels. Technical details of
the derivation are collected in A ppendices.

I. BOGOLUBOVDE GENNES EQUATION

In this section, we consider the theory of muli-
layer structure in the fram ew ork of the B ogoliitbov —de
G ennes equation. Stationary tw o-com ponent wave fiinc-
tion (r)= | ofan exciation with the energy E sat-
is esthe BdG —equatio JE =B,

© SA)+V

g = c 1a)

P+sA) V
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where (o) = % %,pF being the Ferm im om entum ,
V (r) is the potential energy, (r) is the com plex order
param eter, and A (r) is the m agnetic vector potential.

T he charge current density J can be found as

A

J=< YJ a2)
where J = CS%A is the current operator
A e Ae
J=—p z=A r3)
m c

. being the Paulim atrix.
T he non-diagonal elem ents of current operator I (),
h jf(r)j nol are evaluated as

=

y 1 A

hnjj/\(r)j nol= — JA n no + 5 i J npo ; @4)

N

In superconductors, the charge current created by an el
em entary excitation in a state , is not a conserving
quantity, ie. divd,, & 0. The charge conservation is
restored after the summ ation over all the BAG excita-—
tions, provided the pair potential is selfconsistent.

To take advantage of the unitarity property, one con—
siders the conserving quasiparticke current, j%¥ (r), cal-
culated with the help of the operator, J%° = %—i, that
is

1.3)



and
P ) =< VP 1.6)
T he continuity equation
divi® = 0: (L.7)

follow s from the BAG equation.

W e solve the BAG equation for the case of a planar
structure shown in FJ'gEI It is composed of N layers
surrounded by two half+in nite hom ogeneous supercon—
ductors. The com plex order param eters in each layer is
a constant which is taken as an independent input.

Choosing the x axis perpendicular to the layer plane,
the partially transparent interfaces are m odelled by the

—function barrier

V== &); 1s)
m
where is the strength of the potential, m is the m ass.
Below, we characterize the interface by the param e-
tersR = j=@r + 1)F and T R + T = 1) which
have the m eaning of the re ection coe cient R), and
transparency (T ) for the nom al incidence.

A . Plane wave solutions

D ue to the in-plane translational invariance, the soli-
tions can be taken in the ollow ing form

Cipy = 9 ° &) ; (1.9)

where py; is the In-plane m om entum , and obeys the
one-dim ensionalBdG equation.

F irst, we consider the plane wave solution to the BdG
equation In each ofthe layerswhere = constandV =
0. The function (x) satis es the equation

X

x)=E &); (1.10)

>

where % = pi+p% F =2m,and p = id=dx.
Eq.) has 4 Inearly independent plane wave soli-—

tions:

K=e P ;o= ;= 11
where them om entum p is found from (seeFjg.E)
q
p = p2 pgj 2m ;<p >0 112)
w ith
p
= E? j 3 (1.13)
W e choose the branch ofthe square root so that > 0 at

E > Jjjand= > OwhenkE < j J

FIG . 3: 4 lnearly independent solitions to BdG equation.
Index describes the type of the quasiparticke = + isthe
electron-lke and = the hole-like excitation; de nesthe
sign of the x com ponent of the m om entum . As shown by
arrow s, the excitation propagates to the right if = +1,
and to the left otherw ise.

The two-component am plitudes found from
Eq. {L1d) with % substiited or , may be chosen in
the follow ng form

1 1 1 b
b= i == (L14)
c a c 1
w here
s
2
a= ; b= ; c= ;o (115)
E + E + E +
p— . .
c= 1 ab). These expressions are applicable for any

energy E including the gap region E < j Jj. O utside the
gap, b= a .
T he am plitudes are nom alized to the unit ux, ie.

Y A — 1

; E> 3 3: (1.16)

Note the orthogonality relation (outside the gap),
Y A

> = 0, n agreem ent w ith the current conservation

n Eqg. @). For any E , the determ inant of the m atrix
[ +; ] the colum nsofwhich are , and , equals to
unity (in otherwords, [iy = 1).

zZ

For future needs, we de ne conjugated am plitudes #,

z T

in 117)
which posses usefill properties of orthonom ality and
com pleteness:

X

Zoo= o z=1

(1.18)

where { isthe unit 2

z:

2 m atrix. O utside the gap, where
Y 4, the orthonom ality expresses the quasipar-
ticle current conservation.



T he physicalm eaning of the quantum numbers and

is clear: n accordance w ith the sign of the probability

ux Eq. ), the excitationswih = 1 are electron-
like whereas the states = 1 are holelke. The pa—
ram eter show s the direction of the momentum . The
excitations for which the product equals to +1 (-
1) propagate In the positive (negative) direction of the
X axis.

B . The scattering m atrix

To introduce the scattering m atrix, we st de ne the
n-com Ing and outgoing free states, the am plitudes of
which are related by the S-m atrix. W e num ber the in—
com Ing plane wave states in the follow ng way:

. (0) @©) . (0) @©)

1y, = 7 i = 119
0 _ B L a0 ®) 119

js]jn - + ’ fﬂjjn = 4+

A sbefore, the rstofthe lower ndicesof ’sspeci esthe
electron-hole degree of freedom (\+ " for electron, and \—
" for hole) and the second one show s the direction ofthe

momentum = ; the upper index L. orR speci esthe
Initial location of the excitation on the left or right side

of the structure. T he out-going states are

. (0) w) . (0) ®©)
jllout = + 7 :Elout = + (l 20)
L0) _ R) . 4.0 _ R)
j’glout - ++ ’ :ﬂlout - .
T he basis w ave function read
r
_ 2mp ej_ p x+ ipjj r (l 21)
w ith from Eq. ), these flinction are nomm alised
to (pjj p(j)) & EO) .

In the L-orR —regionsof freem otion, the solution to the
BdG equation, jii, corresponding to the incident quasi-
particle in the state j]_'lj(g) can be presented as

X4
... (0) . (0)
Ji= jui; + Seikipue 122)
f=1
These equations wih i = 1;:::;4 de ne the 4 4 5-

matrix. The method which allows us to evaluate the
elem ents of S-m atrix is presented in A ppendix El

C. The BdG current

E xpressed via the distrdbbution function of the excita-
tionsn; E ),
E isthe quantum num ber introduced in Eg. ) , the
charge current in the x  direction read
Z Z

o i=1

X4

J (x) = Cni®) DhGES ) KEL;

123)

f(x) being the current operator Eq. ). W e restrict
ourself to the sim plest case where the distribution fiinc-
tion depends only on energy, ie. n;E) = nE ). Then,
the current can be w ritten as

Z 4
0

JK) = dE GnE) 1)JEpyx) 124

w here the partialcurrent density, J € ;p4ix) at thepoint
X, is

X4
JE;pyx)= hEF&®ILEL
i=1

(1.25)

To evaluate the current In the left or right electrodes,
we substitute i from Eq. ), and take into acocount

P
the uniarity property, Seo;Se1= for. W eget

i=1

X4
JEipyx) = Ty )+ 2< 5,00 &) az2e
iLE=1
w here JE(O) x) = Jkx ®): here summ ation is per-

k=1
form ed over the 4 plane wave states F ig. E on the kft or
right side of the structure. Them eaning ofJE(O) isthat it
would give the (partial) current in the left or right region
if the plane wave states w ith the given energy E were
equally occupied. T his is the contrdoution to the current
which produces the buk supercurrent 2eN gvg. In our
case, Jg = 0 since the phase of the order param eter is
assum ed to be a constant w ithin the outside regions.

The second tem in the right hand side of Eq. {L24)
is due to the interference of the incom ing and outgoing
waves. Considering for de niteness the keft region, the
nitial states i = 1;2 interfere with the nalf = 3;4
states. For the energy E outside the gap, Jf(i) is other
than zero only ifi= 1;f= 2 ori= 2;f= 1 (ie. forthe
Interference w ith the Andreev re ected particlke). The
partial current density J E ;py) at the point adacent to
the st interface, ie. atx= 0 reads

(0)

JE;psy) = 2< S,;T0 0 )+ 5,,05 0 ) 127)

C alculating the current m atrix elem ents Eq. E) w ith
the am plitudes in Egs. ),and @),one derives from
Eq. (L27) that

1 1
JE;py) = —< =621 0o Si2 o) i

E >3 oJ:
(1.28)
where o isathe order param eter In the lkft electrode
(see Fig. ﬂ) . The scattering m atrix is calculated by

the transfer m atrix m ethod as describbed in Section E .
Eq. ) givesthe BdG current carried by plane wave
states w ith de nite value of py;. This quantity strongly



uctuates (seeeg. Fjg.l}) as a function ofthe incidence

angle ,py= pr sn in the region 1=(p a), a be-

Ing typicalinterlayerdistance. To com e to the tra fctory—

like picture, one perfom s averaging in a region of angles

Tt is the coarsegrain current which should be

com pared w ith the current density found from the qua-
siclassical technique.

II. QUASICLASSICAL CURRENT

Insghe quasiclassical technique,, the current density j
readdd:
Z
n

d
j= d"4— Hh™M AT 2n() ; 21)

where " is energy and n a unit vector which show s the
direction ofthem om entum , n (") is the distribution fiinc-
tion, and the angular and energy resoled current 3 (")
is found as

H(M=wnRe gy (", ; @2)
where v is the Fem i velocity and ot is retarded
quasiclassical G reen’s function (see eg. Refld for nota—
tion). For a given energy " and a parallel m om entum
Py, the x com ponent of the current along the x axis is
sum of the contrbutions J,, + Ju,,, where @1)x = cos
and (@qo)x = cos wih being the angle of the
trapctory de ned as sh = p+~=pr . In order to com —
pare the current with Eq. {L2§), we change the inte-

gratjon n E% ) as Pllows: d , $ dps=Pr and
ogn $ 2 01 d". The corresponding partial current
then reads
5, M=vw2Rre &, § ; @3)
33 Pr n1 1044
z z
o PsLw "
j= d — F, M A 2nM) ; (2 .4)

w here the G reen’s functions are taken at the sam e space
point, eg. at the interface shown on Fjg@a.

To evaluate the Green’s function g = o), we use
the m ethod of Ref. @,@ and express the 2 2 m atrix
g via two-com ponent \wave functions" on classical

tra pctordes:
- _
g= N_ + 1 ; N = + 7 2.5)
where = iT y.Theseamp]ji:uciZZ@EyAndreev—]ﬂ{e
equation on classical tra gctories ( )). The index

denotes solutionsw ith di erent asym ptotic behaviour:

the amplitude 4+ ! 0 Por the trapctory coordinate x
gohgto+inh niy:x! 1 ,and ! OPbrx! 1.
The Andreev equation needs a boundary condition
when the tra ctory his an Interface and ballistic pieces
of tra gctories are tied by a \knot", see Fjgﬂa. The

n,
1)
€] b
. (1)
Ai—1
FIG .4: (@) ©)

The multifayer structure consisting of N superconducting
Jayers surrounded by 2 half-n nite superconductors. T he or—
der param eters are o; ; ~+1, the Interface transparen—
cies are Ti; ;Tn +1, and the thicknesses of the layers
a; ;an . (@) Scattering on the i"th interface w ith the trans—
parency T;. The angle ofthe trafctory is . (o) T he zig—zag

tra pctory inside of ith superconducting layer w ith the order
param eter ;. D ue to the translational sym m etry are certain
parts of the tra pctory equivalent,eg.1$ 1,25 2,

boundary condition can be form ulated via the transfer
m atrix M 50 5,

jo=Mjo 39 ¢ 2.6)

w hich relates the wave function on the incom ing tra fc—
tory j to that on the outgoig trafctory i here and
below , j denote incom ing channels, whereas 7° is the out—
going re ected one, eg. j= L and ¥ = 1% on Figla.
The \knot" transferm atrix M 5o 5 is expressed in tem s
of \acrossknot" G reen’s function gyo x which dependson

the am plitude In the channels on the other side of
the interfacgls
1+ R T
Mo g, = or 1T R%g 2 i 2.7)
2 _
920 2; = Noevr e 1; (2.8)
N = _(zi) @9+ 7 2.9)

where T and R = ¥ are the tranan ission and the re—

ection probabilities. The indices 11 and 2; refer to the

channels on the other side of an interface, see Fnga.

Accordingto E q.@) the \plus" am plitude ; isneeded

only in the outgoing channels and the \m inus" am plitude
in the incom ing ones.

In order to nd the G reen’s function in one of the ex—
temal channels (channels which lead to the in nity) we
need to calculate the amplitudes (54 and (4 n the
channels Inside ofthe structure. To nd these am plitudes
it is convenient to ntroduce the totaltransferm atrix M
If one considers the periodic zig—zag tra fctory inside of
ith layer, see Fngb the M is de ned as the operator
connecting the corresponding parts, for exam ple the tra—
Fctories (2;) and (1) or (29) and (29). T he totaltransfer
m atrices in the i'th layer shown on Fngb read
(2.10)

Mo 20 = UsMao o1, UsMoe o5



Moo 0 = My 5 UMyo 1, Ui @11)
.a .as
U; = loos——— + ipsin ——— ;2.12)
Vg COS Vgp COS
1 nw i
G = — w i @13)
i i

where U; is the propagator across the ith ]ayer@, f =
"2 §iF;Im > 0 and My 5 is the \across knot"
transfer m atrix. The transfer m atricesM , ., ., , and
| are found In the same way. As shown in

M 1o 10
Refﬂ the quasiclassical G reen’s finction is found as

M 5 IiTrM

j 3 j 3

g5= & (2.14)

1

i 3
For exam ple ifwe want to calculate G reen’s function in
the channel (2;) we 1rst nd the total transfer m atrix
M ,, ., connecting ’‘sin channels (2;) and (2;) and then
we calculate g, from Eq.).

W hen the quasiclassical Green’s  finctions
9@ ig9e%ida., ) and gge, ) are known in each layer,
one can invert Eqg. ) and calculate the am plitudes

@) 7 eh+i (u. and a0 e
1 @Gl
T ; 215
G0+ @50)21 ( )
@)12
. = 216
8 1 @) @-10)

U sing Eqs.@@) we can w rite down the ollow ing it
erative procedure:

1. Set all the knot values of the am plitudes in the
nhocom Ing channelsand . in the outgoing channels
to the buk values

a9+ = et = s F 2.17)

(1) - 1) 1 ’

(2.18)
where ; is the order param eter in the i'th layer,
and i2= n2 3 if .

2. U sing the values ofthe am plitudes  , the \across-
knot" G reen’s functions 90 2; and g0, | 1 are
constructed from Eq.@).

i+ 1

3. The \acrossknot" Green’s functions are substi-
tuted into Eq.{.]) to calculate the knot transfer
m atricesM j 4, wherehereand below index j stays
or1; or2; in i'th layer.

4. The totaltransferm atricesM . . and M 50

J
calculated using Eqs.@) n all Jayers.

jO are

1 15 2

&lhy
FIG .5: Angl resolved current in SISIS structure averaged
over am all range of d = 0:09 as a function of energy. The
angle of ncldence = =4. The solid and dashed lines show
for the quasiclassical and coarsegrain BdG current, respec—
tively. The bars show the uctuation of the high-resolition
BdG current around its average value. T he order param eter
in the lefim ost superconductor is (. T he order param eters
n the next layers read 1 = et =% 4; 2=1i . The nter
face transparencies T; = 0:1;T, = 0:5. the thickness of the
layera= w= g.

5. U sing the values of the total transferm atrices from
step E the quasiclassical G reen’s functions gy and
gy are found from Eq.) .

6. At this stage the quasiclassical G reen’s function gj
and gy are known In all layers and the am plitudes

n  and 4y, can be evaluated using Eq.—
Efa)

7.Continue from point E until the convergence is
reached.

A fter the last iteration the intemal am plitudes (5,
and (y,4+ are known and one constructs the \knot"
transfer m atrix M 10 ; on the lefim ost extemal inter-
face. Since  (10)4 and are the buk superconductor
am plitudes (see Egs. )) one calculates also the
G reen’s functions ggq), gpo) and the partial current in

Eq.@).

ITI. RESULTS

In this section we present resuls of the calculations
for typical param eters of the m ultiayer structure such
as distrbution of the order param eter, thicknesses and
num ber layers (parriers), and the strength ofthe barriers.
T hicknesses of the layers are usually of order of vy = ¢
where ( is the gap In the lflm ost layer. The valie
pr = 10° o=w is chosen for the Ferm im om entum .

A typical high resolution angular dependence of the
current J ¢ ( ) has been already shown in Fig. [2. As
expected, it doesnot have any resem blance to the sm ooth
quasiclassicalbehaviour. H ow ever, after the coarse grain
averaging, i.e. on a low resolution level,  g¢ isin perfect
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FIG.6: Anglk resolved current in a three-barrier structure

SISISIS as a function of angle as fund from the BdG
equation. The order param eter in the lefim ost supercon-
ductor is (. The order param eters in the next layers read

1= 1 ¢9; 2= 07 3= 1 o. The thicknesses of the
two intemal layers a; = w = ¢j;az = T he energy
"= 11 . The interface transparencies T; = 0:1;T, =
05;T3 = 05. The solid line corresponds to the quasiclas-
sical current, a constant In this narrow interval. T he dashed
line show s the BAG current.

VE= 0.

agreem ent w ith quasiclassics, see F ng . The \errorbars"
n Fng show the mean square uctuation of the high
resolution current around is coarse-grain average. In the
double-barrier case, the agream ent exists for any anglke

and energy , and for any set of param eters of the
structure, ’s and the barrier’s strength.

C ontrary, noticeable deviations from the quasiclassical
solutions are seen when there arem ore than tw o barriers.
Here we present results only for three-barrier structures,
m ore com plicated system s show qualitatively sam e fea—
tures.

For a three-interface structure, a typical high resolu—
tion angle dependence of g gq¢ is shown In Fig. B n
Fjgﬂ we plot coarsegrain BdG —current together w ith
the quasiclassical curve for slightly di erent geom etries:
Fjgﬁ (@) refers to a symm etric case when the two inter—
nal layers have exactly the sam e thickness whereas in
I](b) the thicknesses are 10 percent di erent from each
other. In the both cases, one sees a clear deviation ofthe
quasiclassical curve from the \exact" one, the deviation
Jesser In asym m etric geom etry.

For the sam e geom etries and the order param eters, the
energy dependence ofthe current integrated w ith respect
to the incident angle are shown in Fjglg. D isagreem ent
between the exact and quasiclassical results are clearly
seen, agaln stronger In the symm etric case.

Iv. DISCUSSION

T he results of the previous section clearly show that in
som e geom etries the quasiclassicaltheory does not repro—
duce the \exact" resuls derived from the BAG equation.
T he two approaches agree only qualitatively. T he quan—

<j(e,0)>
<j(e,0)>

1 15 2 :
€lby elby

FIG.7: @) )
A ngle resolved current averaged over sm allrange ofd = 0:09
as a function of energy. The angle of ncidence = =4.

T he solid line stands for the quasiclassics and the dashed line
for the BAG current. The bars show how the BAG current
changes around its average value. The order param eter in
the lefim ost superconductor is (. T he order param eters in
the next Jayersread 1 =1 ¢; 2= 0; 3= 1 o.The
interface transparencies T; = 0:1;T, = 05;T;3 = 0d. (@)
Symm etric case: the thicknesses of the two Intemal layers
ar = w= ) Non-symm etric case: a; =
09w =

07a2 = VF = 0.
osa2 = 1:1VF: 0.

ie)
ie)

1 15 2 .
A% A%

FIG.8: @) ©)

T hetotalcurrent asa function ofenergy. T he solid line stands
for the quasiclassical and the dashed line for the BdG cur-
rent. The order param eter in the lefim ost superconductor
is  o. The order param eters in the next layers read 1 =
i 9; 2= 0; 3= 1 . The interface transparencies
Ty = 04;T2, = 05;T3 = 0. (a) Symm etric case: the thick-
nesses of the two intemal layers a; = v =
) Asymmetric case: a; = 09 v =

0732 = VF= 0.
0;a2=1:lvF= 0 -

titative discrepancy m uch exoeeds the corrections to the
quasiclassical theory of order of 1=pr a =@ v¢ which
one m ight expect. Below , we present our understanding
of physics behind the di ancy.

A s in our earlier papjf@p'ﬁ we ascribe the failure
of the quasiclassical theory to the presence of interfering
pathsor, n otherw ords, loop-like tra fctories. From this
point, the validity ofthe quasiclassicaltheory in the two—
barrier case (seeF J'gﬁ) is in accordancew ith our expecta—
tions. Indeed, in this sim ple geom etry, the classicalpath
shown in Fig. Ea, is e ectively one di sional (tree—
like tra ctory in the termm inology of Refld) in the sense
that there is only ope path connecting any two points.
A s discussed in Refld, one is then able to factorize the
fi1ll propagator G (x;x%), x x° labelling the points on the
tree-lke tratctory, as G (x;x%) = g(x;x%) expHpr Lyxol,
where Ly,o is the length of the path along the tree-like
trafectory connecting x and x% and g x;x% is a slowly
varying quasiclassical 2-point) G reen’s function. In this
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FIG.9: @) )

C lassicaltra gctories. T he tra fctory isbuilt ofballistic pieces
\tied" by scattering on the tw o interfaces (knots). T he arrow s
show the direction ofthem om entum . T here are no interfering
paths in a double-ayer case (a). Loopsexist in a three-barrier
system ().
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FIG.10: @) ©)

Sin plest loop like paths contrbuting to the Andreev re ec—
tion am plitude In a sym m etric doublebarrier structure. T he
incom ing electron com es from the left and is re ected as a
hole after going around the loop anticlockw ise (a) and clock—
wise (). A rrow s on the continuous lines show the direction
ofm om entum . Letters \e" and \h" show the character ofthe

excitation { electron or hole. The arrow s under the letters
show the direction of propagation.

case, derivation of the quasiclassical equation does not
meet any di culy, and the theory gives valid resuls.

Tuming now to the symm etric three-barrier structure,
the trafectory isnot sin ple tree-like (see Fig§ b)) : there
are loops and, therefore, interfering paths. Then, one
m ay expect correctionsto the quasiclassicaltheory,which
are not controlled by the quasiclassicalparam & .The
origin of the corrections and its relation to the existence
of loops, can be understood from the follow Ing sem i-
quantitative argum ents.

In the BdG -picture the current Eq. ) is expressed
via the elem ent of the S-m atrix S, that is the A ndreev
re ection am plitude A, 512 . Scattering am plitudes
can be presented as a sum ofpartialam plitudes, each of
which corresponds to a particular path of the particlke.
Am ong others, there are closed paths shown in Fjg.
T he contribution A P°P® ofthe paths in F jg@ @) and @)

to the fullAndreev re ection am plitude A, is evaluated
n appendix El,

Aéoopsz A < rlr3eZi(cos pr (@1 a2)) )
where A isa coe cient de ned in Eq. E), a (ap) is
the distance from the barrier 1 to barrier 2 (from 2 to
3); n and r3 are the am plitudes of re ection from the
barrier 1 and 3 respectively. N ote that this sin plest loop
survives the coarse grain averaging only if a; 3. We
understand the largerdeviation from quasiclassics seen in
the symm etric case com pared w ith an asym m etric one,
as due to the contribution of the sim ple loop.

T he existence and in portance of this contrbution can
be checked exploiting the fact that it is sensitive to the
phase of the re ection coe cients and the length of the
path on the scale of 1=pr . In Fjg@, we show the cur-
rent fordi erent signsofthebarrier strength 3= js33
changing the phase of r3 = i3=@rx + 1 3)) but leav-
Ing the re ection probability intact. In Fjg, we plt
the change of the exact and quasiclassical currents upon
tiny variation of the right layer thickness (correspond-—
Ing to ~change of the Fermm iphase factor n Eq. @)) .
W hile quasiclassical current rem ains intact, clearly seen
changes are observed In the exact current w ith the order
ofm agnitude consistent w ith Eqg. @) .

To avoid confiision, we rem ind that we deal with
coarsegrain averaged currents, and therefore the ob-—
served sensitivity to the thickness and the phase ofre ec—
tion has nothing to do w ih the size e ects (due to the
com m ensurability of the thickness and the Fem i wave
length) well known in the nom al case. W e note also,
that the Joops in F ig[l do not exist in the nom alstate
because the electron-hole conversion on the interface 2
would not be possble.

W e assert that the loop contrbution Eq.@) ischie y
responsble for the deviations from the quasiclassicalthe-
ory. Obviously, this contribution cannot be grasped by
quasiclassics since A ©°PS is sensitive to the phase of the
re ection am plitudes 3, W hereas the quasiclassi-
calboundary conditiontd’t413 contain only the probabil-
ities ¥ and +F. This is our argum ent supporting our
Interpretation of the num erical resuls. N ote that the in—
terpretation is consistence w ith the observation that the
deviation from quasiclassics are signi cantly sm aller in
the asym m etric case Fjgﬁz T here, the sin ple loops are
absent and the deviations from the conventional quasi-
iﬁﬂcs com e from higher order loops (lke that analysed
NEN

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have exam ined the applicability of
quasiclassical theory for description ofm ultiple interface
scattering by com paring quasiclassicalsolutionsw ith \ex—
act" ones, extracted from coarse-grain averaged solutions
to the B ogoliubov —de G ennes equation. W e see that the



Quasiclassics

<j(e.0)>

FIG.11l: Angl resolved current averaged over am all range
ofd = 0:209 as a function of energy. The angl of inci-
dence = =4. The solid line stands for the quasiclassi-
cal current. The other two lines correspond to 3 positive
or negative. T he order param eter In the leftm ost supercon-
ductor is (. The order param eters in the next layers read

1=1 9; 2= 0; 3= 1 o.The interface transparen—
clesT; = 0:5;T, = 05;T3 = 0:5. The thicknesses of the two

intemallayersa; = w= gj;a2 = w= .
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FIG .12: Thedi erencesbetween currentsin SSSS setupsdif-
fering only by the thickness of the last layer. T he thicknesses
area; = a; = w= o inthe rstcascsand a1 = vv= o and
a; = 1:002v¢r = ( in the second case. T he order param eter in
the lefim ost superconductor is (. T he order param eters in
the next layersread 1 =1 ¢; 2= 07 3= 1 o0.The
interface transparencies T; = 05;T, = 0:5;T; = 05.

tw o approaches agree In sin ple geom etries (one or two
Interfaces) but show noticeable discrepancy when three
orm ore interfaces are present. T his gives an exam ple of
a physical system where quasiclassical technique fails to
give quantitative description w ith its expected accuracy
1= o. Aswe understand i, the ailure of the qua—
siclassical theory occur when classical tra fctordies form
closed loops (Interfering paths) after sequentialre ection
and tranam ission accom panied by electron-hole conver—
sion. This gives additional support to the point of view
of Refld that the derivation of the quasiclassical tech-
nigque is possble only under the assum ption of a sim ply
connected topology, tree-like, of classical tra fctories.
The m ain goalof this paper has been to dem onstrate

the existence of noticeable deviations from the quasiclas—
sical theory in conditions where one m ight expect it to
give fully reliable resuls. For this purpose we have cho—
sen the sin plest \exact" m ethod, the Bogolubov —de
G ennes approach, w here the superconductiviy entersvia
them ean— eld order param eter (r) and scattering due
to either In purity or surface roughness is not included.
It isnow tim e to discuss to what extent our results are
sensitive to the sin pli cations.

The truly \exact" theory of fohonon-m ediated) super—
conductivity, for which the quasiclassical technique is an
approxin ation, isthe set ofG or’kov-E lia equations
for disorder averaged G reen’s function G«E4. The equa-
tion of motion, (" Hw»)Gs = 1, contains the operator
H » which has the sam e structure as the B ogolibov —de
G ennes H am ittonian Eq. ), w ith the order param eter
replaced by the anom alous part of the electron-phonon
selfenergy. A part from the "-dependence ofH «, the only
qualitative di erence isthat the H» has a non-H em itian
part com ing from the selfenergies. T he latter acoounts
for the in purity and electron-phonon scattering and, cor—
respondingly, fora nite life tim e of the exciation w ih
agiven momentum , (") { the scattering-out tine. Due
to the sin ilarity of the above operators, the Interference
contrbution to observables obtained w ith the help ofthe
G reen’s function technique or sin ple m inded m ean— eld
Bogolibov — de G ennes equation, would give sam e re—
sults. A nite life tin e is the only in portant feature
m issihg In the Bogoliutbov — de G ennes approach, and
below we discuss its role.

C learly, the interference of waves having travelled dif-
ferent paths occurs if only the decay length is not too
an all com pared w ith the path lengths. By virtue of the
optical theoram , the w aves corresponding to the ballistic
tra ctories decays on the distance ¥ . In practice,

is controlled by the bulk im purity scattering, so that
the loops n F ig. E m ay contrbute only if the Interlayer
distances are less or of order of the In purity m ean path.
A s far as interface in perfection is concemed, short—range
surface roughness is expected to play the role sim ilar to
that ofthe buk im puriy scattering: A Ithough the inter-
face re ection becom es partially di usive, the coherent

specular com ponent, w ith the ;:EEIY proportional to
the Fuchs'sparam eterP ,is ni . Thus, the picture
of tra fctordes as that shown in Fig. @ rem ains m ean—
ngfulaswellas Eq. @) if corresponding attenuation
factors are nserted. W e see that although m icroscopic
roughness and bulk scattering suppress the nterference
e ect, i survives disorder averaging if the disorder isnot
too strong.

W hen a long-range roughness is present, that is the
layer thicknesses are slow Iy varying, the global valie of
the loop contrbution in Eq. ) averages to zero (ifthe
thickness m odulation exceeds "r ). However, the inter—
ference of paths form ing the loops is sensitive m ainly to
the localvalue ofthe thicknesses, so that the Interference
e ectscan be seen In the spatial uctuations ofthe local
current, which isam easurable quantity. In the quasiclas—



sicaltheory, the roughnesswould reveal itself only ofthe
thickness m odulation is som ehow com parable w ih the
coherence length. Since the loops are sensitive to varia—
tions of geom etry on the scale of "¢ , their contribution
to the wuctuations is expected to be much larger than
that in the quasiclassical theory.

W e see that the deviation from the quasiclassical the—
ory due to the interference e ects, although m ost pro—
nounced in the idealized m odelexploited in the paper, are
observable in realistic conditions ifthe disorder is not too
strong. A fter disorder averaging, the interference contri-
bution is ocbservable if the m ean free path exceeds the
Interlayer distance and the rough interfaces have not too
an all coe clent of the specular re ection. D etail analy—
sis of the loop contrdbution to m esoscopic  uctuations is
beyond the scope of the paper.

Apart from disorder, the interference contribution m ay
be suppressed by energy integration. Indeed, the inte—
gration w ith the Ferm iD irac distrdbution finction corre—
soonding to the tem perature T is equivalent to the M at-
subara sum m ation, that is energy variable " assum es dis—
crete In aginary values,multiplesofi T . Then,thewaves

10

decay on the length o, and, consequently, the loops
contrbute to equilbriim properties only if the paths are
shorter than the coherence length.

Sum m arizing, we have shown that the quasiclassical
technique fails in geom etries w here classical tra ctories
form closed loops. In particular, this happens when i is
applied to the Josephson m ulti-layer structure w ith num —
ber of sam Htransparent interfaces larger than 2. This
conclusion does not undem ine the conventional quasi-
classical technique but only lin its its applicability In
som e goecial geom etries w here the interference of classi-
calpaths cannot be neglected. W ithin the quasiclassical
approach, the interference can be incorporated into the
theory w ith the help ofthem ethod suggested in Ref. [17.
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param eters satisfying the condition detD = 1.
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APPENDIX A:THE TRANSFER AND
SCATTERING M ATRICES

T he B ogoliubov —de G ennes equation is a second-order
di erentialequation. In the one-din ensionalcase consid—
ered here, it can be reduced to the rst order equation
for an \extended" wave functions which isbuilt ofthe
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wave function and its derivative p ,

®) = ; = i— @®a1)
p 7P
Since hastwo com ponents, the extended w ave function
is a 4-com ponent colum n.
In tems of , the quasparticle current density
Eqg. @) reads

A2)

v = % z x
where ; isthe Paulim atrix operating in the space
P ,and, asbefre, 3 actsin theu v space.
The charge current Eqg. ) can be found as

1 1
~J=— ¥~ @A3)
e 2m

T he extended w ave fiinction corresponding to the plane
waves in Eq. ) have the form
r__
m .
®)= —eP* ®4)

w here the 4-com ponent am plitudes m ay be taken as

1
= 19? b ; @5)
or In a m ore concise fom ,
= P & 6)
w here
1 1
P 19? p @)

The am plitudes are nom alized to the probability
ux Eq. [22) equalto 1=2m (orE > j J; accordingly,
the plane waves in Eq. ) are nom alised to the -
function of energy.
T he conjugated am plitudes * de ned as
r___
Z Z Z Z p_
2

= w here =

P P 1;

@8)

(%p= T,p ~¢) satisfy the ©llow ing orthogonality and
com pleteness relations

p

@9

D ue to the orthogonality property, Z; pro gctsa gen—
eralsuperposition (x) to theplanewave ; (x).Usihg
this argum ent, one constructs the evolution operator Ifa ,
a4 4 m atrix, which relates the wave functions at the
pontsx and x+ a, &)= U, &+ a),

@ 10)

11

In them odelw here the potentialbarrierV (x) separat—
Ing the layers is a function, V ) = — (), the two—
com ponent wave function (x) is oontJnuous atx = 0,
whereas the derivatives su er the jmp: °§" = ).
In temm s of the extended wave function Eq. @), the
Interface m atching condition reads

1 0
211 ¢ ®11)

o =D o+ ; D=
It is in plied :n Eq. @ 1]) that each m atrix elem ent ofD
ismuliplied by the Ejtm atrix in theu v space so that
D isactually a 4
The transfer m atrix, M , relates the extended wave
fiinction, ®?, on the left side ofthem ultidayer structure
to that on the right side ®):

L)

=M ®) . @12)

Tt is given by the ordered product,

M = D1U1;2D2 H (Al3)

Uy 1n Dy 7

ofthem atricesDy Eq. ) corresponding to thek th
Interface, k = 1;:::N , and the evolution m atrices Uy jx+ 1
acoounting for the propagation from the k + 1-th to k-th
potential barrier.

The elam ents of the S-m atrix can be found via the
transferm atrix. For this, we take advantage of the com —
pleteness relation n Eq. @) and present M as

X L z(R)
M = M o %% @ 14)
; 0
wherewedenote theset (; )and %= (9% 9. The
elem ents ofthem atrix M read
M 0 = Z(L)M (RO) @ 15)
where again stands for ( ; ) and and are

the 4-com ponent am plitudes Eq. @) and Eq. @),
spectively. The meaning of the M -m atrix is that it is
the ttang&r m atrix in the plane wave representation:

c® ="M c®

0

where C's are the coe cients in

wry) _ F c @R @R

the expansion

P resenting M , found from Egs. ),and ),jna
block fom
A D
M = B C ; (A 16)
the S-m atrix expressed via 2
D , reads

2 matrices A ;B ;C; and

BA! ¢ BA!D
S = 1 Alp A17)
Them atrix elem ent Sy, gives the am plitude of the scat-
tering from then th incom ing state listed in Eq. |1.1P)
to thek+h nalstate ;n Eq. [12}).



APPENDIX B:LOOP CONTRIBUTION

To nd contrbution of the loops, we rst analyze the
elem entary process that is the scattering on an isolated
barrier. Consider a single barrier In between two sam i
In nie hom ogeniuos superconductors left (L), and right
R ). The barrier is characterized by the re ection r and
tranam ission am plitudest. A s required by uniarity, rt +
rt=0andR+ T = lwhereR = ¥§;T = }F. The free
wave functions are listed in Egs. ), and ) .

T he scattering m atrix calculated by the m ethod de—
scribed in in A ppendix El, reads

r 1 t rt

0
s= @

1 r tr t O
t tr r 1 A ®1)
rt t ¥ r
w here
) ®z @) o 1 1
®)z @) ¢ ez ® -
S 1 x3
B2)
Elkctron ( &™) and hok ( ®™') wave finctions are

de ned in Eq. [L1}). By their physicalmeaning, is
the am plitude of the Andreev re ection on the SS’ in—
terface In the absence of barrier, and  is the trangm is—
sion am plitudes. O utside the energy gap, + =
0; + = 1 asrequired by the quasiparticle current
conservation, A sno surprise, the S-m atrix n Eq. @) has
the sam e structure as that derived In Refl for the N IS
Interface.

The Joop contrbution to the Andreev re ection APPS
is the sum A P°Ps = 2%+ 2% of the processes shown
in Fng(a) and (). The am plitudes of each ofthe pro—
cesses is the product of factors accum ulated along the
path. The rulesto nd the factors are as ollow s:

12

(i) The factor which corresponds to the ballistic part
of the trafctory is exp[i p K¢ % where p is the

x com ponent ofthem om entum Eg. ), = isthe
type ofthe excitation (electron, \+ ", orhole,\ " ),and

x; and x¢ isthe initialand nalvalue ofthe x-coordinate.
O ne can prove this form ula taking into consideration that
the electron propagates in the direction of m om entum ,
and the hol in the opposite direction. (T he phase ac—
cum ulated due to a displacem ent in the p yydirection can
be om itted since p4; is the sam e for all the ballistic pieces
and the path is closed.)

(i) For an Interface scattering event, the factor is the
elem ent of the S-m atrix corresponding to the initialand

nalstates in Eq. ).
Looking atFi. [LJ (@) and using these rules, one gets

1) dpra10 @) _ip aza @) | ip aza @) _ipy a; o 1)
Sy;€ S, € Sy € 5S4 € S31

(1) 1)

A(a)
) _ ip a1 @) dpiaza @) dpiaza @) ip ap
A = S,, e S,;e "8 er P85 e Sy

e
b
e

where superscript in S ¥, k = 1;2;3, labels the terface
(seeFngE),andal (@y) isthedistance from thebarrierl
tobarrier2 (from 2 to 3);them omentum p iscalculated
for the param eters of the corresponding layer.

Finally, substituting the elem ents of the S-m atrix

Eqg. @), one gets,

A(leoops = Aéa)+ Ae(b) &3)
Aéoops - A< r1r3e21(cos pr @1 a2)) ®4)
where the coe cient A reads
Ll 2‘005 +
A = 1 12 5 sttt 2 1 2 3felVF (1a1 2a2):
B5)

Here, isthe anglk between the direction of the tra fc-
tory and thex axis,and 1, isde nedby Eqg. ) for
the corresponding layer.



