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This paper gives an overview of the unconventional dependence of internal phase differences
on the external phase difference in superconductor-normal metal-superconductor (SINIS) and
superconductor-superconductor-superconductor (SISIS) tunnel double junctions. The results are
obtained within the Ginzburg-Landau (GL) approach that includes boundary conditions for the
superconductor order parameter in the presence of a Josephson coupling through interfaces. The
boundary conditions are derived within the GL theory and substantiated microscopically. The ab-
sence of the one-to-one correspondence between external ¢ and internal x1,2 phase differences in the
junctions is shown to occur in two qualitatively different ways, both of which result in the range of
x1,2 reduced and prevent the 4w-periodic current-phase relation j = j.sin % In SINIS junctions,
the effect of the supercurrent-induced phase incursion ¢ between the end faces of the central elec-
trode of mesoscopic length L can play a crucial role. In SISIS junctions, there occurs the regime of
interchanging modes, which is modified as L decreases. The proximity and pair breaking effects in
the double junctions with closely spaced interfaces are addressed.

1. INTRODUCTION

A phase dependent Josephson coupling of two superconductors linked to each other by quasiparticle tunneling
through an interlayer, gives rise to the Josephson current through the system [1-3]. If two Josephson junctions,
connected in series in a SISIS heterostructure, are at distance L that far exceeds the coherence length ¢, the coupling
between them is negligible in the absence of magnetic effects. However, under the opposite condition L < &, the prox-
imity and interface pair breaking can have a strong effect on the transport processes, including the Josephson current.
Static and dynamic interactions of two closely spaced Josephson junctions can manifest in a variety of properties of
mesoscopic superconducting heterostructures and play an important role in superconducting electronics [4-21].

When a normal metal is placed between the superconductors, the Josephson coupling emerges as a consequence of
superconducting correlations generated by proximity effects in the normal metal region [22-26]. A number of hybrid
systems with proximity-induced Josephson coupling through normal metal electrodes, have recently been the focus of
scientific scrutiny [27-41].

The phase difference ¢ between external superconducting electrodes in symmetric superconducting double junctions
incorporates the internal phase differences xi,2 across the interfaces of constituent SIS or SIN junctions and the
supercurrent-induced phase incursion ¢ between the end faces of the central electrode of length L: ¢ = x1 + x2 + ¢.
Both the external and internal phase differences can be identified experimentally and controlled, although only one of
them is usually an independent variable in the equilibrium state. Thus the internal phase difference can be controlled
by the magnetic flux through a superconducting ring involving only one of two constituent contacts of a double
junction.

However, the problem of internal phase differences has not yet received sufficient attention in the literature, whereas
various other properties of SINIS and SISIS superconducting double junctions have been thoroughly developed and
applied to a wide range of heterostructural parameters. One of the reasons for this is that the relation between the
phase drops 1,2 across the interfaces and the phase incursion ¢ over the central lead at a given ¢ is usually simplified,
assuming negligible values of either ¢, or x1,2. For example, the more advanced early attempts to describe the SNS
junctions within the Ginzburg-Landau (GL) approach [42, 43] considered the phase incursion and fully transparent
interfaces, but used the specific boundary conditions and disregarded the phase drops. In particular, the boundary
conditions (7) in Ref. [42], correct under the conditions studied, do not apply to the systems with the Josephson
coupling. The boundary condition (5) in Ref. [43] is incorrect in general. On the other hand, in microscopic theories
of the superconducting double junctions a negligible current-induced phase incursion is usually assumed, as distinct
from the phase drops [10, 13, 26, 44]. Although the latter point is applied to SISIS junctions in a wide range of
realistic parameters, the range gets narrower in SINIS junctions, where both x; 2 and ¢ should, generally speaking,
be taken into account for describing the transport at mesoscopic values of L [40].

Another aspect of the problem is that a fully self-consistent description should include the spatially dependent order
parameter absolute value and its spatially dependent phase. This substantially complicates numerical simulations,
as well as analytical calculations, since the phase changes incorporate sharp drops across thin interfaces and the
phase incursion along the central electrode. An alternative approximate approach disregards the joint self-consistency
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conditions and assumes the order parameter phase to be either spatially constant, or a linear function of coordinates
inside each of the individual electrodes. The latter approach substantially simplifies the solution and, in a variety
of cases, can be justified. However, an implicit assumption of such a standard approximation is the one-to-one
correspondence between the external ¢ and internal x; > phase differences, which recently has been demonstrated to
be invalid under certain conditions in the double and multiple junctions [19, 20, 40]. The one-to-one correspondence
gets broken in the SINIS and SISIS superconducting double junctions under two qualitatively different scenarios
characteristic of the behavior of internal phase differences driven by the external phase difference and influenced by
the proximity and pair breaking effects. It is one of the consequences of the broken correspondence that the 4r-
periodic current-phase relation j = j.sin %, which is based on the simple equalities x12 = X, j = jesiny, ¢ = 2y,
does not hold in the double tunnel junctions over the entire range of ¢ even when the phase incursion and proximity
effects are negligibly small.

This paper gives an overview of the results relating to the internal phase differences in symmetric SINIS and SISIS
double junctions, obtained within the GL approach involving the boundary conditions for the order parameter that take
into account the Josephson coupling through interfaces [20, 40]. The problem of the corresponding boundary conditions
will be discussed in detail below. Representing the self-consistency equation for the complex order parameter, the
GL equations and boundary conditions offer the simplest way for describing the spatial distribution of both the order
parameter’s absolute value and its phase in superconducting heterostructures.

It is worth noting that if, in a problem, the specific GL temperature dependence of the quantities (i.e., their
power-law dependence on |T' — T,|) is irrelevant, then as a rule, the corresponding results remain applicable on the
semiquantitative level to a substantially wider temperature range compared to the GL temperature region near T, [45].
This is expected to be the case in studying the internal phase differences and current-phase relations in both types of
superconducting double junctions considered below within the GL theory.

The paper is organized in the following way: the Josephson coupling and the boundary conditions for the order
parameter are both described within the GL theory and microscopically derived in Sec. 2; the phase relations in
symmetric SINIS and SISIS superconducting double junctions are considered, based on the approach developed, in
Secs. 3 and 4 respectively.

2. JOSEPHSON COUPLING AND BOUNDARY CONDITIONS IN THE GL THEORY
2.1. Symmetric Junctions between Identical Superconductors

The Josephson effect was successfully described within the GL theory first for the case of a superconducting point
contact involving a fully transparent small constriction [46]. The focus of this paper is another standard type of
superconducting junctions, where superconducting leads with identical constant cross sections are linked to each
other by the quasiparticle transmission through planar interlayers with interfacial barriers. The Josephson part of the
free energy functional near 7., considered for the junction with a single thin interlayer, is the basis for getting the GL
equations and boundary conditions at interfaces [47-51].

The phase dependent part of the Josephson interface free energy per unit area has a well-known bilinear form

Fl=—gs (0 0% + W_W%) = —2g; |W_||¥|cosy, (1)
where the quantities Uy = |¥i|e®t are the order parameter complex values on opposite interface sides, g; is the
Josephson coupling constant and y = o~ — a. Hereafter, the thickness of a homogeneous interlayer is assumed to

be comparatively small for defining it to be zero within the GL theory. If the interlayer is placed at X = Xj,, then
X+ = Xjut £0. This does not exclude, for example, metallic interlayers with thicknesses on the order of the Cooper
pair size.

When Eq. (1) is considered in the tunneling limit, the quantities |U | are taken in the zeroth-order approximation
in powers of the Josephson coupling constant and are therefore independent of the phase difference y. In this case
one gets from (1) the standard textbook expression for the Josephson supercurrent density. In terms of the chosen
notations
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For g; > 0 this is a 0 junction, while one gets 7 junction for g; < 0.

Although the phase-dependent interface free energy (1) incorporates important basic features of the Josephson effect,
it generally disagrees with the microscopic theory since it does not take into account the accompanying proximity
effects of the Josephson origin. The disadvantage originates from the incorrect condition, at which the Josephson free



energy part vanishes. Thus, assuming for identical superconducting leads equal order parameter values on opposite
superconducting banks |V | = |¥| the Josephson junction energy is known to be proportional to |¥|?(1 —cosx) and to
vanish at x = 0 [52, 53]. The latter expression must be generalized in the GL theory to address the free energy variation
due to independently changing order parameter values on opposite interface sides. The corresponding invariant term
in the simplest case is

Fl=gs|0y -0 " = 9J[|‘I’+|2 + O = (U0 \I/,\I/i)] (3)

The expression (3) implies the interlayer to be in the time-reversal invariant state and also symmetric with respect
to the normal-axis inversion.

While the Josephson contribution (3) becomes proportional to 1 — cosy and vanishes at zero phase difference xy = 0
under the condition |¥ | = |¥_|, it does not vanish when |¥| # [T_|:

Flo=gs(04] - )" (4)

If g5 > 0, the quantity ]-";:0 increases with a difference between the order parameter values |¥1|. The associated
proximity effect, that influences the near-interface order-parameter structure, can substantially differ from what would
follow from (1).

The superconductivity can also be weakened (or enhanced) by its proximity to the boundary with an adjacent
material, irrespective of the presence or absence of the supercurrent depairing and of the Josephson coupling over
the boundaries. The surface depairing is known to occur, for example, near surfaces with normal metals and/or
magnets [22, 47, 54-57|. Possible reasons for the surface superconductivity enhancement have been considered in
Refs. [58-60] and references therein. The depairing effects in the near-surface region can also be associated with an
anisotropic pairing structure in unconventional superconductors [61-71].

In the GL free energy with a single-component order parameter, terms of the form g|¥,|? are responsible for the
surface (interface) pair breaking at g > 0, or for enhancing the condensate density near the surface (interface) at g < 0.
After adding the terms to the Josephson contribution (3), one gets the following quadratic form for the interface GL
free energy per unit area

Ft = (g +gn) (W + [0 P) = s (00t 4w, ©)

As distinct from the bulk GL free energy, no terms involving the order parameter derivatives or its higher powers
are usually required in the interface contributions (3) and (5), since neither of the corresponding coefficients vanishes
there in view of the presumed absence of a zero-field quasi-two-dimensional phase transition in thin interfaces in
question. Exclusions may concern small interface terms, not considered here, that result in qualitatively new kind of
effect.

As seen in (5), the Josephson coupling constant g; enters not only the phase-dependent expression (1), but also
the pair breaking terms, where g is combined with g. This influences the near-surface spatial structure of the GL
order parameter on the interface sides and contrasts to the standard analysis of the Josephson effect and boundary
conditions within the GL theory, where the Josephson coupling was considered to be irrelevant to the surface pair
breaking terms oc |¥4|? in the free energy. Therefore no such terms were assumed to appear in default of the surface
pair breaking constant g, for example, in the case of conventional dielectric surfaces [47].

The boundary conditions are obtained in the GL theory from the vanishing free energy variation over the order
parameter taken at a boundary or an interface side. As is well known, in addition to a surface or interface free
energy, the bulk terms containing order parameter derivatives also contribute to the boundary conditions. Thus, in
the simplest case discussed, the gradient bulk term K ’d\IJ(:zz) / da:’z leads after the variation over ¥*(x) not only to the
second-order derivative —Kd?¥/dz? in the GL equations for each of the electrodes, but also in the boundary terms
Kd\I//dgc‘gc2 and —Kal\If/dac’gc1 that, respectively, enter the boundary conditions at the upper and the lower limits of
the integration. Based on such a prescription and using (5), one gets the following boundary conditions for the order
parameter on opposite sides of the interface

dv
K (ﬁ) =+(g+9s)¥+ Fgs¥V5. (6)
+

The contributions from the phase dependent Josephson coupling F¢;¥ ¢, from the surface pair breaking +¢g¥ and
the interface proximity effects of the Josephson origin +¢;¥+ have been taken into account on the right-hand side of
the condition (6). The use of (1) instead of (5) would ignore both the surface pair breaking and the term +g; ¥4,
which can substantially distort the boundary condition.



When g =0, (6) is reduced to

K (%)i — g (U~ ). (7)

Here the derivative of the order parameter, taken on one side of the interface with the corresponding coefficient, is
linked by the Josephson coupling strength with the difference between the order parameter values on the two interface
sides.

The boundary conditions (6) have been used for describing single and double Josephson junctions within the GL
theory [20, 40, 72-77].

2.2. Junctions with the Broken Symmetries

One might think that the Josephson coupling-induced free energy (3) applies also to a junction with electrodes made
of different superconducting materials. This is generally not the case as is evidenced by the fact that changing the
material dependent normalization of the order parameter in (3) results not only in a re-defining of the coefficient g,
but also in an additional independent parameter associated with the difference between normalization factors on the
opposite sides of the interface. A well-known change of the normalization factor is associated with switching from the
gap function to the standard GL order parameter [78-80]. Although a joint consideration of different superconducting
materials within the GL theory is known to be seriously restricted by the requirement that their critical temperatures
T.+ must be close to each other, various other independent material parameters can differ substantially. This concerns
both SIS’ junctions at T' < T+ and SIN junctions at T, < T < T4 [80].

Therefore, one should write a generalized version of (3):

Fl =80, — g v |*. (8)

Here B4 are real coefficients that can have identical or opposite signs.
Introducing g; = B4+ 8- and gy+ = |B+|?, one obtains from (8)

Fl=g7 10y —V_P + (g5 — 97) |94)* + (97— — g5) [V_|?. 9)

Unlike (3), a change of the order parameter normalization in (8) or (9) does not result in new terms, but only in
the re-defining of the coefficients S+, g; and gj+.
The expression (9) also applies to the case of an interlayer with the broken normal-axis inversion. After adding to
surf surf

(9) the surface pair-breaking terms ¢5"'f|¥.|?> and introducing notations g+ = g5 + (g9s+ — gs), one gets for the
interface free energy

]_—int — (g+ + gJ) |\I]+|2 + (g_ -+ gJ) |\Il_|2 — gJ(qu,-\I]i + \I]_\I/*Jr) (10)

The boundary conditions that follow from (10) are

dv

Ky <ﬁ)+ = (9++9s)Vy —gs¥_, (11)
dv

K_ (ﬁ) =91V —(9-+97)¥_. (12)

The free energy (10) and the boundary conditions (11), (12) are similar to (5) and (6), respectively. The difference
is associated with distinct coeflicients g+ of the pair breaking terms on opposite interface sides compared with a
common coefficient g in (5) and (6) in symmetric junctions. In the absence of surface contributions ¢g5f = 0, the
quantities g+ do not vanish here due to the finite differences gy+ — gs of the Josephson origin.

It is worth noting that in a more involved case of chiral interlayers with the broken time reversal symmetry, the
coefficients in (8) can take complex values Sy = |B1|e"* with different phases y1. The corresponding interface free
energy is

F = (grp + 9 9P+ (g +9-) |V_|> = 295]%_ W | cos(x — xo0), (13)

where g+ = |B+]?, 97 = |B+8-], xo =7+ — 71—



The associated boundary conditions are

v .

K |- = (g+ +9J+)‘I’+ —gje U, (14)
ix ),
4w )

K_ (ﬁ) =gje XO\I/J,_ — (g— + gJ_)\I/_. (15)

The anomalous Josephson current, which is proportional to sin(y — xo) in the tunneling limit, follows from (13)
in agreement with what is known for such a case [81-85]. A joint effect of the interfacial spin-orbit coupling and
exchange field can also induce the spontaneous boundary currents [86], described by introducing an additional specific
first-order gradient term in the GL interface free energy [87-90]. Since both the latter effect and the anomalous
Josephson effect itself are beyond the scope of this paper, complex values of S+ will not be considered below.

2.3. The Josephson Coupling in the GL Theory: a Microscopic Viewpoint

Quasiclassical theory of dirty superconductors probably offers the simplest way for a microscopic derivation of the
boundary conditions for the GL order parameter. Thus the Kupriyanov-Lukichev boundary conditions, which are
known to be applied within the Usadel approach to the Green functions at tunnel interfaces [44], can be linearized in
the anomalous Green function F' as it becomes small near 7. Focusing on symmetric tunnel junctions with identical
superconducting electrodes one obtains the following linearized relationship

o dF

Here G is the interface conductance per unit area and o is the normal-state conductivity of the superconducting
leads.

Similarly to Subsec. 22.1, it is presumed in (16) that the first-order terms dominate the boundary conditions near
T.. Since the anomalous Green function F' and the gap function A are both small near T, and their spatial derivatives
introduce additional small factors, the relation A = wF', where w is the Matsubara frequency, follows, in the first
approximation, from the Usadel equations. Therefore, the boundary condition for the gap function does not change

as compared to (16):
o (dA

The same result can also be obtained from (16) based on the self-consistency condition
Alx)=m)T Y F(z,w). (18)
|w|<wp

Here the BCS coupling constant A and the Debye frequency wp of the superconducting electrodes enter the equality.

Eq. (17) has a form of the GL boundary conditions (7) applied to symmetric junctions with no surface pair breaking,
i.e., at g = 0. The gap function near T, is known to play the role of the order parameter and to differ from the standard
GL order parameter ¥ only by the normalization factor and the associated modified microscopic definitions of GL
coefficients [78-80]. For junctions with identical superconducting electrodes those normalization factors cancel each
other out, and the boundary condition for the standard GL order parameter ¥ coincides with (17)

o dv

One can also introduce in (7) and (19) the dimensionless coordinate x = X/¢, where ¢ is the superconductor
coherence length, and rewrite the equalities as

(%)i:%(qf+_\l}—):gé(\1’+_\l}—)7 (20)

<d_\P>i =, ) (21)



Comparing the microscopic and the GL boundary conditions (19) and (7), as well as the associated equalities (20)
and (21), leads to the following expressions

KG G
N go = S (22)

’
(o2 (o2

gJ =

Therefore, the condition £G /o < 1, which is known to allow the junction description in the tunneling limit, is
rewritten in terms of gy as gy < 1.

Microscopic expressions for gy, ge can also be obtained by comparing microscopic results for the Josephson current
near T, with the corresponding formulas of the GL theory. In the absence of surface pair breaking, the GL expression
for the critical current in the tunneling limit j. = Aellal Ha‘ gJ, that applies to symmetric SIS tunnel junctions, follows from

(2) after substituting there the conventional bulk GL expression |W+|> = |a|/b for the equilibrium order parameter
via the standard GL coefficients (see, e.g., (56)). On the other hand, the microscopic Ambegaokar-Baratoff formula
near T, for the same system can be represented as j. = 7|A|>?Gx /4|e|T., where the BCS gap function in the bulk near
T.is |A|? = 872T.(T.—T)/(7¢(3)) [91]. Thus, equating the two expressions and using the relation |a| = o|T. — T|/T.
one gets

3 T.GN
9= 14¢(3)e?a (23)

Eq. (23) can be specified further with the Gor’kov’s microscopic formulas for b/« in the clean and dirty limits [78, 79].
Substituting the simplest expression G = e*k%D/4m?h, that connects the junction conductance with the averaged
transmission coefficient D, one gets for pure junctions g, = 3m2DE(T)/(14¢(3)&0) = 1.76DE(T) /&o. Here & = hvp /7T,
is the zero-temperature coherence length and vp, kp are the Fermi velocity and wave vector. Based on (23) and the
microscopic expression for b/« for dirty junctions and using the relations K = h?/4m, 0 = n€?limp/ps, where lip,
is the mean free path, one obtains the same results (22) derived above with the Kupriyanov-Lukichev boundary
conditions. Further substitution of the expression for G in (22) results in g, = 0.75D&(T) /4.

The estimates made above also agree with the microscopic formulas obtained long ago for boundary conditions for
the order parameter near 7, in the tunneling limit [92-94]. The estimate g, ~ DE(T)(I;, 1mp + &), that sometimes
is identified as the effective transparency [95, 96], applies not only to junctions in the tunneling limit g, < 1 but
also to those with moderate transparency not too close to unity. As the ratio £(7")/I in dirty superconductors can be
~ 100 even at low temperatures, the quantity go ~ DE(T)/I can vary, for small and moderate transparencies, from
vanishingly small values in the tunneling limit to those well exceeding 100 near T, when a pronounced anharmonic
behavior of the Josephson current is known to take place [72, 74, 76, 97]. In highly transparent junctions, for which
1 — D < 1, the parameter g, o< (1 — D)~ ! can be very large, as follows from microscopic results for the Josephson
current in planar junctions with thin interlayers [55, 92-94, 97] (see also [26, 98]).

3. INTERNAL PHASE DIFFERENCES IN SINIS DOUBLE JUNCTIONS
3.1. Basic Equations

This section presents a theory of the reduced range of changes and unconventional behaviors of internal phase
differences x1,2 across the two interfaces in symmetric SINIS double tunnel junctions, that occur under the effect of
controlled variations of either the external phase difference ¢ between superconducting terminals, or the quantities
X1,2 themselves.

The interfaces are set upon the end faces of the central normal metal lead of length L (see Fig. 1). A one-dimensional
spatial dependence of the order parameter is considered, as it is assumed that the transverse dimensions of the
electrodes are significantly smaller than the superconductor coherence length £ and the decay length &, in the normal
metal electrode. The system’s free energy consists of the bulk and interface terms F = Y F, + F, + Fit + Fint |

2 2
Here p = 1,2 correspond to the external superconducting electrodes, while subscript n - to the central normal metal
lead.
For the central electrode, one can write the following bulk GL free energy per unit area of the cross section

L/2
Foe /
L/2

2

w0 an [ROOPE 2 w0, (21)
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Figure 1: Schematic diagram of the SINIS junction. Adopted from Ref. [40].

where K, an, b, > 0 and the interfaces are situated at X = +L/2. The expressions for Fj 5 can be obtained
from (24) by substituting K, —|a|, b for K,,, ay, by, respectively, and replacing the integration period (—L/2, L/2) by
(—o0,—L/2) or (L/2,00) for p=1 or 2.

The interface terms in the free energy per unit area at X = £L/2 are similar to (10):

. 2 2 2
Py =91V s0) = V)| +9|¥s(g00)] 9| Pa(50) (25)
The GL equation for the normalized absolute order-parameter value can be written as
O 3
@_F_f_f =0, [|z[<1/2,
(26)

BfKp i Jaly bR,
drz2 K2 f3  a,K b, K

=0, |z|>1/2

Here the dimensionless quantities f and z are defined as W = (a,, /by)Y?fet®, 2 =X/&,(T). Also l=L/&,, &,(T)=
(Kn/an)'? and the dimensionless current density is i = %g(j/jdp), where jap = (8|e|ai/2K,1l/2)/(3\/§hbn). One also
assumes a,, ~ |a| that makes possible a joint description of the normal metal and superconducting leads within the
GL approach [80].

The boundary conditions for the complex order parameter, obtained from (24), (25) on the interfaces at x = +1/2,
are reduced to following equalities for real quantities

d
<—f) = F(9gns + g¢) f- £ gefy cos x,
£(1/2-0)

dx
(27)
K [(d
e (d—f) = +(95 + 9¢) f+ F gef- cosx,
n N/ 1(1/240)
. da .
i == 2 = geffrsinx. (28)

Here the subscripts + and — in fi correspond to the superconducting and normal metal banks respectively. The
dimensionless coupling constants are

9e = 956n(T)/ K, gns = gnén(T)/Kyn, g5 = g&n/ Ky (29)

and the symmetric solutions f(x) = f(—z) are considered.

3.2. Phase Relations in SINIS Junctions

If a superconducting order parameter f is present on one of the sides of a thin interface and the condition g, cos x >
0 is satisfied, then the bilinear part of the Josephson free energy o< —2gef_ f1 cosx (see (25) and (1)) decreases with
an appearance of a small nonzero order parameter f_ on the other side. This results in the proximity effect of the
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Figure 2: The internal phase difference x (a) and the phase incursion ¢ (b) as functions of the external phase
difference ¢ taken at various central lead’s lengths I: (1) 1 =0.02 (2) =05 (3) [=1.1 (4) I =2.2. Adopted
from Ref. [40].

Josephson origin related to the term with cosy in the boundary conditions (27). Therefore, for superconductivity
to emerge on the opposite interface side in the normal metal lead, in the presence of 0-junctions considered below
(g¢ > 0), the internal phase difference x must take its values within the proximity-reduced range |x| < Xmax(l) < §
defined modulo 27. Outside the range, the Josephson coupling would prevent superconductivity to appear in the
normal metal lead.

The internal phase difference x = x1,2 and the phase incursion ¢ taken at various [, are shown in Figs. 2(a) and 2(b),
respectively, as functions of the external phase difference ¢. The numerical results shown have been obtained by
evaluating the GL equations’ solutions with g, = g5 =0.01, g, s =0, K = K,,, |a| = a,, and b = b,,. The analytical
solutions, presented in Subsec. 3 3.5 for tunnel SINIS junctions, approximate almost perfectly the quantities x(¢) and
©(¢) for the parameter set considered, with deviations from the numerical results that are indiscernible in Figs. 2(a)
and 2(b).

A simple relationship x(¢) = %, which follows from the equality ¢ = 2x + ¢ in the case of negligibly small phase
incursion, results in the variation range [x| < 7 for [¢| < 7. As seen in the curves 1 in Figs. 2(a) and 2(b), such
behavior occurs at sufficiently small lengths [ < 1, except for small vicinities of ¢ = 7. The curves 2-4 show that
the internal phase difference y substantially contributes to the phase relations in a wide range of ¢ and at mesoscopic
lengths [ < 1, while ¢ is of importance at [ 2 1.

Due to a spatially constant supercurrent occurring in the quasi-one-dimensional problem considered, a local decrease
of the condensate density leads to the increase of the superfluid velocity, i.e., of the gradient of the order parameter
phase. In this regard, a spatial decay of the proximity-induced Cooper pair density that takes place inside the central
electrode as a distance from the nearest interface increases, plays an important role. This is the origin of a noticeable
phase incursion taking place in a wide range of the phase difference ¢ in SINIS double junctions with a central lead of
a mesoscopic length [. Smaller local values of f near the lead’s center at larger [ increases the phase incursion ¢ at a
given ¢, while the range of variation of x diminishes |x| < Xmax(l). In accordance with the result (45) of Subsec. 3 3.5,
Xmax(l) & arccos(tanhl). When [ > 1, the order parameter is especially small in the depth of the central electrode
and the phase incursion ¢ dominates x in the equality ¢ = 2x + ¢, while |x| is greatly reduced.

As seen in Fig. 2(a), the internal phase difference x is a nonmonotonic function of the external phase difference ¢.
With ¢ changing over the period, x passes through its proximity-reduced region twice, there and back. Two different
values of ¢, that correspond to one and the same x, and to different phase incursions, belong to the two solutions of
the GL equation for the absolute value of the order parameter, taken at a given x. In all the figures, the dots marked
with crosses indicate the points of contact of the two solutions, i.e., the quantities taken at x = % xmax(l)-

3.3. The Proximity-Induced Phase Dependent Order Parameter

The nonlinear term 2 f 3 o v2(z) f(x), that takes into account an influence of the conserved supercurrent on the
proximity effect, i.e., on the induced order parameter in the normal metal electrode, cannot, as a rule, be neglected in
(26) in comparison with the linear term. When ¢ is close to 7, it dominates the latter in the depth of the central lead
(see (50) and its discussion in Subsec. 33.5). Thus, the GL equation (26) is a nonlinear one even if the conventional
cubic term is negligible in the problem in question. Although in the latter case the equation for the complex order
parameter amplitude is still linear, the nonlinearity appears in describing the order parameter’s absolute value and



Figure 3: The quantity f2 as (a) a double-valued function of x and (b) a single-valued function of ¢ taken at various
I (1) 1=0.02 (2) 1=02 (3) =04 (4) 1=0.6 (5) l=1 (6) | =2.5. Adopted from Ref. [40].

phase. As a result of the nonlinearity, two basic solutions for f at a given y will be shown to take place in the
problem even for very small order parameter values. However, in the absence of a sizable spatially dependent gauge
invariant gradient of the order parameter phase that is linked with the order parameter absolute value by the current
conservation condition, the linearization represents the simplest and most effective way of solving the problems of H .o
and H_.s [52, 99, 100] as well as of the proximity effects near superconductor-normal metal boundaries [80, 101].

Figures 3(a) and 3(b) show the normalized order parameter absolute value squared f2, taken on the end face of the
central electrode at various [, as a function of y and ¢, respectively. Solid curves give the numerical results obtained
within the same framework as in Fig. 2. Dashed curves depict the analytical results of Subsec. 33.5, that assume
the conditions f_ ~g,fy <1, gns S go and lead to (38), (42) - (44), (53). They approximate the numerical results
reasonably well. Unlike the phase relations in Fig. 2, the solid and dashed curves in Fig. 3 can be, for the most
part, clearly distinguished. The double-valued behavior shown in Fig. 3(a) is described by the two solutions for f2
adjoining at x =% Xmax(l). The first solution has the maximum value and the second one the minimum at y =0 at a
fixed [. A similar behavior takes place at [ — 0 at a fixed x, where the minimum is zero.

If x were the control parameter in an experiment, the first solution would represent the stable states and the second
one the metastable states. However, the external phase difference ¢ is usually fixed experimentally. After switching
over from x to ¢, the two solutions occupy different regions within the period, adjoining at the points ¢ = +¢.(1).
They jointly form the continuous single-valued order parameter behavior f_ (¢, 1) shown in Fig. 3(b). The first solution
incorporates |¢| € (0, ¢. (1)) while the second one is in |¢| € (¢.(l), ). Here ¢.(I) ~ Z + arcsin( ), in accordance
with (54), and the adjoining regions do not overlap due to a pronounced phase incursion taking place at small f.
The curves’ crossing at small f_, shown in Fig. 3(b), is a consequence of different behavior of the two solutions with
increasing [. Phase-slip processes in the central lead can take place at ¢ = 4+7 and at arbitrary [, as in this case
f vanishes at @ = 0 [38, 43] (see also (50)). This results in a noticeable phase incursion in immediate vicinities of

¢ = +m even at small values of [.

The quantity fy changes weakly with x and (: ff € (0.972,0.978) for the whole parameter set used in the figures.
For tunnel interfaces the estimate f_ ~ g¢fy < 1 holds at gns < g¢, with the exception of the first solution at

~

sufficiently small [. In the limit of small [, the first solution satisfies the relation

_ gecosx

) 30
ge + 9n,s er ( )

which assumes cosy > 0 and approximately describes the dependence of f_ on x and also applies to SISIS junc-
tions [20].

If gn,s < ge and cosy ~ 1, it follows from (30) f_ ~ f4. In the opposite case g, s > g¢ one gets f_ < fi. Since g¢
for tunnel interfaces is proportional to the transmission coefficient g, ox D (see Subsec. 22.3), one obtains from (30)
f- « D, if g0 < gn,s, and the D-independent quantity f_ for g, > g¢n.s. The second solution vanishes in the limit
I — 0, and satisfies the relation f_ = g, f+ tanh% at arbitrary [ and x = 0. The two solutions for large [ coincide and
the relation at x = 0is f_ = g¢f+ (see Supplemental Material in Ref. [40]).



10

Figure 4: Normalized supercurrent as (a) a double-valued function of x and (b) a single-valued function of ¢ taken
at various I: (1) 1=0.02 (2) 1=0.2 (3) 1=04 (4) 1=0.6 (5) I=1 (6) I =2.5. Inset: The supercurrent at
1=0.02 (solid line) and its analytical description at small [ (dashed line). Adopted from Ref. [40].

3.4. Dependence of the Supercurrent on Internal Phase Differences in SINIS

The normalized supercurrent j = j/jap as a function of x and ¢ is depicted at various [ in Figs. 4(a) and 4(b),
respectively. With varying x, the curves have the form of a double loop looking like a sloping figure eight composed
of the two solutions. By contrast, after switching from y to ¢ the transformed curves correspond to the conventional
current-phase relation. The dashed curves are based on the approximate analytical results of Subsec. 33.5. They
deviate by several percent from the numerical solutions (solid curves) having the sinusoidal shape in Fig. 4(b).

A role of the phase incursion in producing the obtained phase-dependent behavior can be explained as follows. The
factor f_ in the supercurrent ¢ = g, f_ f4 sin x is most sensitive to the proximity effect. If ¢ were negligibly small,
the value of the external phase difference ¢=m would correspond to x = 7. Since the bilinear part of the Josephson
free energy oc —2g,f_ f1 cosx and the corresponding proximity effect vanish at x — 7, one obtains f_— 0 that
entails the zeroth supercurrent at ¢ = 7. At the same time, small values of f_ in the vicinity of ¢ = 7 result in a
noticeable phase incursion. In view of the relation x = (¢ — ¢)/2, the phase incursion diminishes the variation range
IX| € Xmax(l) < 5 that prohibits x to reach % at any nonzero [. Instead, two solutions of the GL equation provide a
return passage for x, from 0 t0 Xmax(!) and back, when ¢ changes over (0, 7). This results in the correspondence of
x =0 to both ¢ =0 and ¢ = 7.

Since the analytical results of Subsec. 33.5 can only be justified for sufficiently small g;, the small Josephson
coupling constant g, = 0.01 has been chosen to demonstrate a quantitative agreement with the numerical data. The
chosen gy leads to small values of the order parameter f_ and the supercurrent, which pertain to the second solution
and are depicted in Figs. 3 and 4 below the points marked with crosses. The effects in question increase with g, and
remain qualitatively the same for g, < 1. For example, for g, = 0.1 instead of g, = 0.01, the typical values of f2 and
7 increase in about 50 — 100 times.

The first solution is substantially modified at small length of the central lead I < 2g,(bnlal/ban)/? < 1. The
corresponding analytical description should be based on the relation (30) rather than on f_ ~ gofy < 1 (see
Supplemental Material in Ref. [40]). The solid curve 1 as a whole (I = 0.02) is shown in the inset in Fig. 4(b). It is
well approximated by the analytical results. Under the condition g, s < ge, one obtains j o< D from (30). However,
the supercurrent dependence on the transparency is gradually transformed into D? with increasing ¢ up to about ¢, at
a fixed small [, when the relation f_ ~ gyfy < 1 comes into play along with the increase of the phase incursion. The
second solution always results in j oc D2. The crossover obtained is a fingerprint of the phase-dependent proximity
effect of the Josephson origin that results in an unconventional behavior of internal phase differences in SINIS junctions.
A similar behavior of a supercurrent also occurs with the increasing distance [ at a fixed ¢ [10, 13, 26, 44].

3.5. Analytical Results for Tunnel SINIS Junctions

This section focuses on the analytical results used above for plotting the dashed curves in Figs. 2 - 4. For a more
complete analytical consideration of the problem see Supplemental Material in Ref. [40].

The GL equation and boundary conditions, applied to the complex order parameter with one dimensional spatial
dependence, lead not only to the equations (26), (27), but also to additional equalities, that ensure the conservation
of the current through both the superconducting leads and the interfaces. The equalities can be written in the form
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of (28) and as

# = (M) g (31)

The first expression in the right-hand side of (28) is the normalized standard GL expression for the supercurrent,
which is valid everywhere inside the leads. The second expression in (28) is the supercurrent value at the boundary,
as it follows from the boundary condition for the complex order parameter. The expression (31) for i2 is obtained
from (26) in the limit £ — oo, in view of the relation df /dz — 0.

The asymptotic order parameter value generally depends on the supercurrent. Equating (28) and (31) results in

b alby,
o (M0 - 2) g = g 2 n (52)

In the currentless state with x = 0,7 one gets from (32) for the normalization chosen

|lalby,
anb

fo= (33)

The first integrals &,, and £ of the GL equations (26), which are usually useful for analyzing the solutions, are

C(H@ONY P
o= (L) s s - e, < (34)
2 2 42 alKy .o
e= (LE) o B [ ) - 2 i, > 112 (35

The quantities (34), (35) are spatially constant, when taken for the solutions to (26) inside the central electrode
and the external leads, respectively. However, the boundary conditions (27) generally destroy the conservation of £
through the interfaces, in contrast to the conservation of the supercurrent. Therefore, £, and £ can substantially
differ from each other.

After introducing the function t(x) = f2(x), the quantity &, for the central electrode can be expressed via t+ = f3.
To this end, one takes x = (I/2) — 0 in (34) and excludes the derivatives making use of (28) and the first equation in
(27):

2 1
En = {—1 + (Qn,5 + ge) ]t- + it — 290 (ge + gn,é) cos xv/t-ts — 5t2 . (36)

The first GL equation in (26) can be analytically solved under the conditions f_ ~ gofy < 1 and g, 5 S g¢, which
in particular allow one to disregard the cubic term, as compared to the linear one:

df i
The solution to (37) can be represented as
= \/fl cosh? z — ty sinh? z, (38)
where the parameters t; > 0 and to < 0 satisfy
tity = —iz, t1+ty = —E,. (39)

The order parameter absolute value has the maximums f_ inside the central lead at its end faces x = +1/2 and the
minimum f; at its center x = 0. As can be confirmed (see (42)), under the conditions in question the quantity f_ is
of the same order of smallness as g¢fy and, therefore, can satisfy the relation f_ > 2¢,(g¢ + gn,s) f+ that reduces the
expression (36) for &, to the following simplified form

En=—t_+gity. (40)
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The equalities (38)-(40) and (28) lead to the following system of equations

tity = —git_t, sin® x,,
ti+ta=1t_—gity,

l l
t_ = t; cosh? 3 to sinh? 7" (41)

Here ¢_ and t; o are on the order of g2t , with the higher order terms disregarded.
One finds two solutions to equations (41) that are of the form

f—+ = gefy cothl {cos x £ \/cos? y — tanh? l} , (42)

1 l

t 4 = §g§t+{—2 + (1 + coth? 5) cos x [COSX + 4/ cos? y — tanh? l} }, (43)
1 2 2 l 2 2

o+ = Eggur —2+ {1+ tanh 5 ) cosx|cosx + 4/cos? x — tanh“[ | 5, (44)

and occur under the condition

IX| € Xmax(l) = arccostanh . (45)
In the same framework fo, coincides with its currentless value (33) and ¢y is taken in (42)-(44) in the zeroth order
approximation in gy, i.e., tgf) = bl;‘Tw with the normalization used.

As seen in (42), the first solution f-+(x,1) for f_ taken at the end face has its maximum at x = 0 and minimum
at X = £Xmax(l), while the second solution f_ _(x,!) for f_ has its maximum at X = Xmax(/) and minimum at y = 0:

I (byla)\"?

f-+(0,1) = gecoth 5 ( b;ﬂ') , (46)
B I (bala\"?

f-(0.1) = getanh | ( o ) , (47)
b.la 1/2

f—,i(Xmax(l)ul) =g ( b0|, |) . (48)

The quantity f— i (Xmax(l),!) does not depend on ! within the approximation used, and the vanishing value
f=.—(0,1) — 0 in the limit I — 0 agrees with the exact result for the second solution at x = 0 (see Supplemen-
tal Material in [40]).

Substituting the maximal order parameter value (46) in the presumed condition f_ < 1, one finds that the first
solution in (38), (42)-(44), taken at cosx ~ 1, is justified when the length of the central lead is not too small:

1/2
> 2g, (bb”TIZI) . For the parameter set used in plotting the figures, one gets [ > 0.02. The first solution at

sufficiently small [ has been considered in Supplemental Material in [40]. One notes that the results of this section
can be applied at any [ to the second solution, as well as to the first one in a vicinity of X = xmax({).

For the absolute order parameter value at the center of the normal metal lead f(z = 0,x,1) = fi(x,!), one finds
from (38) and (43):

g0 (bala\?
00 = (5) )
fl,—(oul) = 07 (50)
Foot (D), 1) = —2- <""'“')1/2. (51)
’ A vcoshl \ bay

The vanishing second solution in (50) at the center of the lead at xy = 0 makes possible phase-slip processes at
¢ = m, and at arbitrary [, in agreement with earlier results [38, 43]. The corresponding phase incursion is ¢ = 7 and
the supercurrent vanishes under such a condition. As seen in (28), the phase incursion can differ from zero in the limit
¢ — 0 only if the order parameter f(x) > 0 takes its minimum value f = 0 somewhere inside the central electrode.
This is the case at z = 0.
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One obtains from (28) and the solutions (38), (42) - (44) the following expression for the phase incursion ¢:
v+ (x,1) = sgn(sin x) arccos [coshl (sin2 X = cos x\/ cos? y — tanh? lﬂ . (52)

One gets ¢4(0,1) = 0 from (52) for the first solution and ¢_(0,1) = 7 for the second one and ¢ (Xmax(1),l) =
arccos(1/ coshl), where Xmax(l) is defined in (45). Therefore, there are two possible values 0 and 7 of the phase
incursion ¢ in currentless states of the double junctions in question, as have been earlier identified in Refs. [42] and
[43].

For the external phase difference, which satisfies the relation ¢(x,1) = 2x + ¢+ (x, (), one finds

sin (b:t(Xa Z) =

cos x & 1/cos? y — tanh? l] cosh [ sin x. (53)

For ¢, (1) = ¢(Xmax (1), 1) one gets from (53):
6. (1) = g + aresin(1/ coshl). (54)
Thus, for the double tunnel junction considered, it follows from (28), (42) and (53) the conventional sinusoidal
current-phase relation with respect to the external phase difference:
2

.9 .
i= sinhlt+ sin ¢. (55)

Deviations of the dashed curves from solid ones in Figs. 2 - 4 demonstrate a reasonable accuracy of the analytical
results of this subsection with respect to the corresponding results of exact numerical calculations. Although, the
accuracy of the phase relations (52)-(54) is noticeably better as compared with the expressions (38), (42)-(44) obtained
for the absolute value of the order parameter within the same approximation. One notes that the coupling constants
have canceled out in (52)-(54), as distinct from (42)-(44).

4. INTERNAL PHASE DIFFERENCES IN SYMMETRIC SISIS DOUBLE JUNCTIONS
4.1. Preliminary Remarks

As was demonstrated in the preceding section for SINIS double junctions, the Josephson coupling associated with
the phase-dependent bilinear part of free energy —2g; |V_||¥,|cosx (see (1)) is responsible for the supercurrent
on condition that gscosx > 0. This is necessary for a nonzero order parameter |¥_| on the normal metal interface
side to be induced in the presence of |¥ | on the opposite superconducting side of a thin interface. As a result, for
superconductivity to be proximity-induced over zero junctions (g; > 0) in the normal metal electrode, the internal
phase difference x must be confined within a substantially reduced range |x| < xmax(l) < 5 (modulo 2). Outside of
that range the Josephson coupling prevents superconductivity from showing up in the normal metal lead, within the
model discussed. The quantity Xmax(l) is less than 7 due to the effect of the current-induced phase incursion along
the central lead. In the SISIS systems with the central-electrode length of a mesoscopic size, the effect of the phase
incursion is usually negligibly small except for an immediate vicinity of |x| = /2.

Unlike SINIS double junctions, all three electrodes in SISIS heterostructures possess identical original superconduct-
ing properties. Proximity and pair-breaking effects are not necessary in the latter case for producing the supercurrent
itself, although they can noticeably modify its properties under certain conditions. For zero junctions, the phase-
dependent part of the Josephson interface free energy —2g;|¥_||¥|cosy shifts the energies of the states with
Ix| < 7/2 and 7/2 < |x| < m down and up, respectively. In other words, the Josephson coupling is responsible for a
superconductivity enhancement under the condition |x| < 7/2, while for 7/2 < |x| < 7 it has pair breaking character.
This results in the presence of lower and higher energy modes in the system.

When the central electrode’s length L substantially exceeds the superconductor coherence length, the internal phase
difference y can generally take any value in SISIS superconducting double junctions. However, with decreasing length
L, a difference between the energies of the two types of modes increases, and the pair breaking of the Josephson
origin can play a crucial role in destroying the higher energy modes, when L is less than a phase dependent critical
value [20]. This results in a reduced length-dependent range of variations of y. In particular, as will be seen below,
the lower energy state with x1 = x2 = 0 occurs at an arbitrary L, while the higher energy equilibrium state with
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X1 = X2 = 7 exists only for L exceeding a critical length L,. The formation of the proximity-reduced range of the
internal phase difference in SISIS double junctions also depends on the Josephson coupling strength. In the limit
of vanishing strength, the range agrees with the known result, which states that superconductivity is completely
destroyed in a metal film sandwiched between two impenetrable pair breaking walls when the film’s thickness L is
less than its critical (phase-independent) value [54, 77, 102, 103].

On the other hand, the Josephson current is, generally speaking, not uniquely defined at a fixed phase difference
¢ between the external leads, when a sufficiently wide range of x 2 is allowed. Consider, for example, the relation
¢ = x1+ x2 assuming the phase incursion over the central lead to be negligibly small. For symmetric double junctions
one can take xy; = x2 + 27n with integer n, that results in y; = % + mn. Therefore, after switching from xi 2 to ¢,
the 2m-periodic current-phase relation j(x1) for a single junction is transformed into two different 47-periodic modes
](%) and j(% + ), with respect to ¢. The change of ¢ by 27, caused by the variations of both x1 2 by =, results in
the supercurrent sign change for each separate mode. Although, if the same change ¢ — ¢+ 27 occurs when only one
of x1,2 varies by 2w, the current remains unchanged. Thus, the supercurrent is a double-valued function of ¢ that can
be verified, when ¥ 2 are independently controlled in experiments.

However, if the external phase difference ¢ is experimentally controlled, xi,2 can take on the most preferable
equilibrium values. The first mode ](%) is energetically favorable under the condition (4n — 1)w < ¢ < (4n + 1),

while the second mode j (% + 7) is favorable at (4n + 1)m < ¢ < (4n + 3)m. Therefore, the two 4m-periodic states get
interchanged when the external phase ¢ changes by 27, if disregarding possible “undercooling” or “overheating” of the
states during the transition. Such a regime of interchanging modes is characterized by a 2m-periodic sawtooth-like
current-phase relation with discontinuities at ¢ = (2n 4 1)x [19, 20, 104], as shown below in the curve 1 in the right
panel of Fig. 7. It is a characteristic feature of conventional superconducting double junctions, considered both in
this and the preceding sections, that a potential 47-periodic current-phase dependence, related to the external phase
difference ¢, gets, for one reason or another, broken and transformed into a 27-periodic behavior. This differs clearly
from the real 4m-periodic supercurrent through Josephson junctions involving Majorana fermions [105-110].

A sharp change of the supercurrent, that takes place in this regime in immediate vicinities of ¢, = (2n + 1),
can occur continuously and involve the current-carrying asymmetric states. In the tunneling limit, for example, the
symmetry j(m — x) = j(x) allows one to get the value ¢ = x1 + x2 = 7 with x2 = m — x1 at all possible x; and,
therefore, at any admissible value of the supercurrent |j| < j.. For sufficiently small central electrode length, the
proximity effects reduce the range of x; 2 and the order parameter values in the central lead. As a result, the regime
of interchanging modes is destroyed and the conventional smooth current-phase relation j(¢) is restored at all ¢ in
this limit [20]. The abrupt change, produced by a competition of the doubled condensate states at given ¢, can also
be partially smeared out by fluctuations, small junction asymmetries etc [19].

In the limit of small L, the double Josephson junction can be considered as an effective single junction with a thin
interface involving the central region. Although this is a specific interface, where only a sequential tunneling takes
place, while a direct one is forbidden within the model in question, the single-junction regular phase dependence j(¢)
at all ¢ occurs in this limit. The experimental data support this issue [9]. The microscopic studies revealed the
conventional single junction behavior at a very small L, but without taking the regime of interchanging modes at
the larger L into account [10, 13, 15, 44]. The proximity effects at L < £ have been known to be resposible for a
pronounced order parameter’s phase-dependence in the central lead.

A theory of the proximity-influenced regime of interchanging modes and of the behavior of internal phase differences
in symmetric SISIS double Josephson junctions considered below, was developed in Ref. [20] within the GL approach
based on the interface boundary conditions discussed in Sec. 2.

4.2. Model and Basic Equations

Consider a symmetric SISIS double junction, shown in Fig. 5, that contains two identical thin interfaces at a distance
L, connected by the central superconducting electrode made of the same superconducting material as the external
leads. Similar to Secs. 2 - 3, a comparatively small interface thickness is assumed for defining it to be zero within
the GL theory. The length of the external leads is supposed to be large, significantly exceeding the coherence length
&(T). The one-dimensional spatial dependence of the order parameter considered below occurs, for example, when
the transverse dimensions of all three electrodes are significantly less than £(T) as well as the magnetic penetration
depth.

The system’s free energy incorporates the interface and bulk contributions F = Y F, + F int 4 Fint where p = 1,2
2 2

correspond to the external electrodes and p = 3 refers to the central lead. The bulk free energies per unit area of the



15

\ s s s /
> ‘

l L

Figure 5: Schematic diagram of the double SISIS junction. Adopted from Ref. [20].

cross section are

F,—[ax lK'%\I/(X) +a|\Il(X)|2+g|\IJ(X)|4]. (56)

Cp

The integration periods C, for p = 1,2,3 are taken to be (—oo, —L/2), (L/2,00) and (—L/2, L/2), respectively.
For each of two interfaces placed at X = +L/2, the interfacial free energy per unit area is, in accordance with (5),

. 2 2 2
Fir = s |Vapy —vis [+ (‘wi,ﬁ} || ) . (57)

For 0-junctions considered below the Josephson coupling constant g; > 0. The parameter g > 0 describes the strength
of the surface pair breaking.

The GL equation, applied to the normalized absolute value of the superconductor order parameter ¥ = (|a|/b)*/? fete,
takes the form

df  i? 3
_ — 3 =0 58
S A Rt A (5%)
where © = X/&(T), &(T) = (K/|a|)'/? and the dimensionless current density is i = %(j/jdp), where jap =

(8|e||a|3/ 2KV 2)/(3v/3hb) is the depairing current deep inside the external superconducting leads.

The boundary conditions, that follow from (56) and (57), are in agreement with (6). After introducing the dimen-
sionless real quantities, the conditions at x = [/2, where | = L/&(T), can be written as

d

(d—f) = i(gé + gé) Ji/2+0 F ge cos X f1/270, (59)
T/ 17240

. doo 27E(T .

i=—f? (E + ég )A> = gef1y2-0f1/2408in x. (60)

mhe

Here x = « (% — 0) -« (% + O), by = Tel and the dimensionless coupling constants are introduced g, = g;¢(T)/K,

95 = g&§(T)/ K.

As this follows from the boundary conditions (59) and the conservation of the supercurrent (60), the order parameter
values fj/2+0 on opposite sides of an interface between identical superconductors can generally differ from one another.
This is usually not the case in a single symmetric Josephson junction, where f(z) is continuous across a thin interface.
However, the condensate density can be noticeably weakened by pair breaking interfacial effects on both ends of the
central lead of mesoscopic length of the double junction. The resulting phase dependent jump fi/240 — fij2-0 > 0
plays an important role allowing superconductivity to survive in the central lead with a small length [ < 1 despite
the interface pair breaking. The fallacious continuity of f(z) across thin interfaces in double Josephson junctions is a
characteristic feature of earlier theories that used the flawed boundary conditions for the order parameter within the
GL approach [111-113]. As follows from Subsec. 22.3, those models disagree with the microscopic results near 7.

A number of solutions to equation (58) were found that satisfy the asymptotic conditions in the external electrodes
and the boundary conditions at @ = +1/2 (see Appendix A in Ref. [20] for details). The solutions that possess the
extrema only at = 0, /2, +00, or, when possible, only at x = +1/2, +00 are assumed to have preferable energies.
The symmetric solutions f(xz) = f(—x) with the internal phase differences x1 = x2 + 27n = Y, exist in most cases
considered below, with the exception of close vicinities of ¢, = (2n + 1)m, where the asymmetric behavior can take
place.
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Figure 6: ff/%0 as a function of [ at y = 0 (left panel) and x = 7 (right panel). Solid curves correspond to the

energetically preferable states. Left panel: x =0, gs =0.1and (1) g¢=0 (2) g0 =0.1 (3) g¢=0.3, and (4)
ge = 0.8. Right panel: x =7, gs=0.1and (1) g¢=0 (2) go=0.03 (3) g =0.1, (4) g¢ =0.25, (5)
ge=0.5,and (6) g, = 0.8. Adopted from Ref. [20].

4.3. Currentless States at x =0, 7

The double junction’s states can be described analytically in the absence of the supercurrent, i.e., at xy = wn [20].
Fig. 6 shows the dependence of the quantity fl2/2_0(x, ge, gs), taken at the end side of the central lead, on its dimen-

sionless length [ at y = 0 (the left panel) and x = 7 (the right panel), calculated with gs = 0.1 at various gs. The
solid curves correspond to energetically preferable solutions, while the dashed curves describe metastable states.
The curves 1 in both panels in Fig.6 are identical due to vanishing dependence on the phase difference for an
impenetrable wall (g¢ = 0). As known, superconductivity is destroyed in the sample placed between two impenetrable
pair breaking walls with decreasing distance L between them, and the transition to the normal metal state occurs at
L = 2¢(T) arctan gs [54, 77, 103]. For gs = 0.1 one gets from here ! = 0.199. However, as seen in the solid curves 2-4
in the left panel of Fig. 6, the nonzero minimum of the quantity f12/270 is at [ = 0 in the presence of a finite interface

transparency (g¢ > 0), but not in the limit g, — 0 at g5 # 0. Therefore, despite the surface pair breaking, the finite
interface transparency allows the superconducting state at xy = 0 to exist in the central electrode at any small value
of its length.

According to the boundary condition (df /dx)q/2)—0 = —(g5 + 9¢) f/2)—0 + 9ef/2)+0 taken at x = 0, the order
parameter derivative is negative under the condition f/2)—0 > gef1/2)+0/(95+ge) and, therefore, f(z) increases, when
x > 0 goes down to x = 0. The corresponding solutions are shown in the solid curves 2 - 4 in the left panel of Fig. 6.
The derivative (df /dx)(;/2)—o vanishes at the end face of the central lead, if the equality f/2—0 = gef1/2)+0/(9s + g¢)
holds. The dashed curves in the left panel of Fig.6 correspond to the solution of a different type, for which the
order parameter derivative is positive (df /dx)(;/2—0 > 0 and f(x) decreases with decreasing z inside the central lead
vanishing at x = 0. This is a metastable solution that takes smaller order parameter values and satisfies the relation
Jay2—o0 < gefaszy+o/(gs + ge)-

As distinct from the case x = 0, both terms on the right-hand side of the boundary conditions (59) have negative
sign at x = 7, as well as at all 7/2 < |x| < 7. For this reason, the sign of the order parameter derivative at x = 7 is
negative in the central electrode irrespective of the relation between f(,2)_o and f(;/2)40. In this case the condensate
density at = > 0 always decreases the nearer one gets to the interface. Under such conditions, the state with x = 7
exists only if the central electrode’s length [ exceeds the critical value I (g¢, gs). However, in contrast to what takes
place at g, = 0, a disappearance of the equilibrium state with x = 7 at | < I:(g¢, g5) and g¢ # 0 is not associated
with a system’s transition to the normal metal state.

Since the system involves distant superconducting regions of the external electrodes, the transition to the normal
metal state cannot be induced by the interfacial pair breaking which is confined by the scale < &(T'). Also, the
central electrode cannot individually be in the normal metal state (f(z) = 0 at |z| < [/2 — 0) once g, # 0. In
this case the boundary condition (df /dx)/2)—0 = —(9s + g¢) fa/2)—0 — gefa/2)+0 at © = 1/2 -0 and x = 7 would
result in f(;/2)+0 = 0. One would also obtain (df /dx)(;/2)+0 = 0 from the boundary condition on the opposite side of
the interface. This would mean the normal metal state of the external leads, which is not possible as stated above.
Therefore, superconductivity does exist under the conditions I < I:(gs, g5) and g¢ # 0 due to the proximity to the
external superconducting leads, while the value y = 7 cannot be the equilibrium value of y. Similar effects, that
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reduce the range of variation of x, take place for all 7/2 < |x| < 7 with the phase-dependent critical length I, (ge, gs).

The dashed curves in the right panel of Fig.6 describe metastable solutions at x = w. They appear within the
range lx(ge, g5) < 1 < lps(ge, gs) being of the same type as the energetically preferable solutions. At I = l,5(ge, g5),
the metastable phase-slip centers, where fi  /2_0) = 0, appear at the central lead’s end interfaces. The length I,
takes on its minimum value I,5(g¢ — 0, g5) = 7 in the tunneling limit. The points with coordinates I = l,5(ge, g5) and
Ji2—0 = 0 are marked in the right panel of Fig. 6.

The numerical study of the solutions shows that the left and right panels of Fig.6 depict the two basic types of
mapping functions fz2/270- One type is transformed into another with y at some distance below y = /2.

4.4. Central Electrode with a Small Length | < 1

In the limit of small central electrode’s length [ at a given phase difference yx, the order parameter absolute values
on opposite interface sides are linked by a relation that follows from the boundary conditions and corresponds to
approximately vanishing order parameter derivative in the central region [20]. As seen from the boundary conditions
(59), the derivative (df /dx), ;,_ vanishes, if, similar to (30), cos x > 0 and the order parameter absolute values satisfy
the relation:

ge cos X
ge + gs

Jije—0 = Jij2+0- (61)
This demonstrates that, in the limit of small length [, a superconducting state survives in the central electrode
under the condition cosx > 0 (g¢ > 0). The pair breaking effects of the Josephson origin prohibit in this limit the
equilibrium values of internal phase differences with cosy < 0.
Internal phase differences that satisfy the condition cosy > 0, form allowed bands —7/2 + 2mn < x < 7/2 + 27n
separated by the forbidden gaps. After switching over to the external phase difference ¢ and disregarding the phase
incursion over the central lead, one obtains the same bands for the argument % of the first mode and for the argument

% + 7 of the second mode. Therefore, the functions cos y and sin x correspond here to cos % and sin %, if (dn—1)7 <

¢ < (4n+ )7, and to cos(% +7) = —cos% and —sin% in the case (4n + 1)m < ¢ < (4n + 3)w. Thus, one obtains
from (61) at any value of ¢

[
ge| cos &
= syl 62
fiy2—0 P Jiy240 (62)
2
i= gy osing, gif= T (63)
/240 2(9s + 9¢)

where the right hand side in (60) has been used in (63).

Thus, in the limit [ < 1, the allowed bands from both modes for the external phase difference ¢ are adjoined with no
overlapping portions and with no gaps. This leads to the single-valued dependence on ¢ of the quantities considered,
at all values of ¢. However, while the higher energy mode is completely destroyed in the limit of very small [ due to
the proximity reduced range of the internal phase differences, it is present to the full extent at comparatively large [.
The total annihilation of the condensate states’ doubling at any given ¢ and the expression (63) for the supercurrent
demonstrate that the double junction behavior in the limit { — 0 is transformed to that of a symmetric single junction
with the effective Josephson coupling constant ggﬁ'.

The boundary condition for a single symmetric Josephson junction [72] follows from (59) under the condition
Ji2—0 = fi/2+40 that allows one to exclude the order parameter taken at the internal interface side:

df> .2 X
- = (g5 + 2g¢sin” = ) f1/240- (64)
(dw 1/240 ( 2) /

For the double junctions with [ < 1, one can exclude, based on (62), the internal value f;/;_¢ in (59) in favor
of fi/240 and obtain an approximate boundary condition of the same form as (64), but with the effective Josephson

coupling constant gjﬁ', defined in (63), and the effective interfacial pair breaking parameter

ot _ 95(95 + 29¢)

65
gs + 9¢ (65)

In the limit | < 1, the proximity effects play a crucial role in establishing the conventional sinusoidal current-phase
relation (63) in the SISIS double junction, if the sequential tunneling dominates the direct one in the system. This
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Figure 7: Left panel: Critical current as a function of I at g, = 0.1, gs = 0.1.Inset: The quantity #;/5_(¢) at (1)
1=0.02 (2) 1=0.1 (3) I =0.25. Right panel: Current-phase relations j(¢) taken for gy = 0.1, gs = 0.1 and (1)
I=1 (2)1=05 (3) 1=038 (4) 1=0.25 (5) { = 0.02. Adopted from Ref. [20].

is the proximity-induced phase dependent factor |cos §| on the right-hand side of (62), which is responsible in this
case for the supercurrent (63) to decrease with increasing ¢ at 7/2 < ¢ < 7. As discussed in Subsec. 22.3, in
tunnel junctions g, o D, where D is the interface transmission coefficient. Therefore one obtains from (63) g5 o D?
under the condition g5 > gy, and g, o< D in the opposite limit gs < g¢, in agreement with the earlier microscopic
results [10, 13, 44].

A pronounced suppression of the quantity f;,2_¢ in a close vicinity of ¢ = , that follows from (62), and the spatial
uniformity of the supercurrent (60) result in a large gradient of the order-parameter phase. The numerical data show
that a noticeable phase incursion over the central lead arises for this reason even at very small [ and violates near ¢ = 7
the applicability of the approximation used. After switching over to y, this results in no discernible modifications
in (62) and (63), but the range of x diminishes so that only values at a distance below y = 7/2 are permitted at
small I: x(¢) < 7/2 at ¢ = .

The inset in the left panel of Fig.7 shows the phase dependence of order parameter squared fz2/270 at the end
face of the central lead. The solid curves 1 - 3 correspond to the numerical results. The dashed curve depicts the
analytical results, which follow from the right-hand side of (62) at I = 0.02 and deviates only by a few percent from
the curve 1. However, the dashed curves at [ = 0.1 and [ = 0.25 (not shown) almost coincide with the one presented
for I = 0.02 and, therefore, substantially deviate from the solid curves 2 and 3. In other words, the relation (62),
which is justified at [ = 0.02 for the chosen set of parameters, is, with increasing [/, in contradiction with the careful
numerical calculations already at [ = 0.1 and [ = 0.25. The origin of the discrepancy is that the right-hand side of
(62), obtained in the limit of small I, does not depend on [ as is justified by a negligibly weak dependence on [ of the
order parameter f;/4¢ on the end face of the external lead.

The proximity-modified current-phase relation j(¢) is depicted at various [ in the right panel of Fig.7 for the
normalized supercurrent 7 = j/jqp and the interfaces with g = gs = 0.1. The supercurrent has been numerically
evaluated, taking into account the phase incursion over the central lead, based on (60) and the consistent solutions
of GL equations for the system (56), (57). A weakening of the regime of interchanging modes, taking place with
decreasing [ at [ = 1 and [ = 0.5, is seen in the curves 1 and 2 for the set of parameters chosen. The pair breaking
effects below [ = 0.36 fully destroy the asymmetric states and a noticeable abrupt change of the supercurrent in
the vicinities of ¢, = (2n + 1)m. However, the curve 5 for | = 0.02 within several percent coincides with the single
junction sinusoidal current-phase dependence (63). Anharmonic contributions to j(¢) are seen in the curves 3 and 4.
The dependence of the critical current on the central electrode’s length [ in the double junction is shown in the left
main panel of Fig. 7.

Thus, in the SISIS double Josephson junctions with closely spaced interfaces, the range of the internal phase
differences is gradually reduced with decreasing the length [ of the central lead. The doubling of the current carrying
condensate states taking place at any given ¢, that occurs at [ 2 1, is fully removed at very small [, when the regime
of interchanging modes is destroyed and the conventional single junction expression (63) for the current-phase relation
is established.

The work has been carried out within the state task of ISSP RAS.
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