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In view of the recent progress in experiments on charge transport through various Josephson
junctions made out of graphene, we have made a careful comparison between the theory and some
of the available experimental results. Within the framework of a transfer matrix approach, we
have first analytically derived the spectrum of Andreev bound states (ABS) in a superconductor
-graphene-superconductor (SGS) junction for a wide range of experimentally relevant parameters.
We have particularly considered the case of monolayer graphene (MLG). The theoretical results can
account for both the retro Andreev reflection (RAR) and the specular Andreev reflection (SAR)
in the relevant parameter range. Using the ABS spectrum we have evaluated the current through
such junctions and the junction conductance from the analytically derived expressions at different
bias voltages for a range of other system parameters directly taken from the experimental works.
These theoretical results have then been compared with experimental results. Evaluated current
and the conductance show scaling behaviour with change in the junction length and agree well with
the experimental results. In the relevant parameter regime where the SAR process is dominant,
the calculated values of the current and the conductivity have been found much lower than the
corresponding values observed when the RAR process is dominant.

I. INTRODUCTION

A normal metallic conductor placed in contact
with that of a superconductor forms the so-called
superconductor-normal-superconductor (SNS) Joseph-
son junction (JJ), which has unusual electronic proper-
ties due to the formation of bound states created at ex-
citation energies within the superconducting gap, known
as Andreev bound states (ABS) [1]. The existence of
such Andreev bound states explains the microscopic ori-
gin of Josephson tunneling through such junctions and
has been extensively studied for SNS JJs [2–5]. In the
associated transport process when an electron(hole) with
energy less than the superconducting gap is incident on
the normal (metal) superconductor (NS) interface, it is
reflected back as a hole(electron) retracing the path of
the electron(hole). This is known as the retro Andreev
reflection (RAR). During this process, a charge of 2e is
transferred across the junction giving rise to a Josephson
current.

In a seminal work, C. W. Beenakker [6] extended this
idea to a superconductor-graphene (SG) interface. It was
pointed out that when the Fermi energy of mono-layer
graphene (MLG) EF � ∆, where ∆ is the supercon-
ducting gap, then the Andreev reflection (AR) in such
junctions is similar to the commonplace RAR in SNS
junctions where also the Fermi energy EF � ∆. Such
RAR in SGS junction is of intra-band nature. It turns
out to be that the gapless ultra-relativistic nature of the
dispersion of monolayer graphene can lead to the condi-
tion where EF in MLG can be lowered below the su-
perconducting gap ∆ across the charge neutral Dirac

∗Electronic address: sankalpa@physics.iitd.ac.in

point through the application of suitable gate voltage.
However, in such a situation the RAR process is sup-
pressed, and subsequently for EF < ∆, the nature of
the AR from the superconductors-graphene (SG) inter-
face can be completely changed from intra-band to inter-
band processes, leading to specular Andreev reflection
(SAR), a phenomenon that cannot be observed in a pro-
totype SNS junction. Subsequent work [7] studied the
maximal supercurrent through such SGS Josephson junc-
tion in the ballistic regime and how they scale with the
junctions aspect ratio. The oscillatory behavior of the
tunneling conductance of a Graphene-Superconductor
(GS) junction with an insulating potential barrier at
the interface was also theoretically investigated [8]. In
another work work [9] the behaviour of the super-
current in superconductor-ferromagnet-superconductor
(SFS) graphene junction was also investigated where an
exchange splitting was introduced in the intermediate
graphene region. Heat transport of Dirac fermions in GS
junction [10], as well as tunable supercurrent at charge
neutrality point in a strained graphene-superconductor
junction [11] were also studied. Later work [12] also stud-
ied thermal transport properties in SFS junction. In a
graphene ferromagnet-superconductor-ferromagnet junc-
tion (FSF), the controlling of induced spin-triplet cor-
relation in the superconducting region by changing the
Fermi energy on graphene region and its possible appli-
cation as a spin-valve were also studied [13]. Graphene
based superconducting junction where the superconduct-
ing region shows d-wave symmetry and its effect on ther-
mal Dirac fermions was also explored in another work
[14].

These remarkable theoretical predictions led to several
remarkable experiments [15–21]. These were performed
to understand the nature of Andreev processes and the
Josephson effect in such SGS junctions.
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FIG. 1: (a) Depiction of a graphene superconductor Josephson junction. The middle region corresponds to graphene
and the left and right sides are made of superconductors using superconducting electrodes. U0 is the biasing

potential applied across the superconducting regions and V is the gate potential applied across the graphene region.
(b-d)These figures depict various reflection processes happening at the SGS interface. The red (upper) part of the
cone is the conduction band and the blue (lower) part is the valence band in all these figures. A solid black circle

represents an electron while an open circle represents a hole. (b) Normal reflection: when the energy of the incident
electron is greater than the superconducting gap. (c-d) Andreev reflection: when the energy of the incident electron
is within the superconducting gap. (c) Retro Andreev reflection (RAR) is intra band reflection when the reflected
hole lies in the same band as the incident electron. (d) Specular Andreev reflection (SAR) is inter-band reflection
when the reflected hole lies in a different band. Various quantities appeared in the figure are explained in the text.

Incidentally the strong fluctuation of Fermi energy at
the charge neutral Dirac point (roughly of the order of
50 meV) in MLG due to the unavoidable presence of
electron-hole puddle [22], makes it extremely challenging
to lower the Fermi energy of MLG substantially below
the typical superconducting gap ∆. Consequently, most
of these experiments in SGS Josephson junctions made
of monolayer graphene on a given substrate thus far have
been unable to observe SAR [15, 21]. Recently it became
possible to observe the specular inter-band Andreev re-
flection in Van der Waals heterostructure made of bilayer
graphene (BLG) - hexagonal boron nitride (hBN) sur-
faces [19] where the Fermi energy broadening near the
Dirac point is relatively suppressed [23, 24]. A subse-
quent experiment that probed the nature of Andreev re-
flection in SGS [25] made of Van der Waals heterostruc-
ture and MLG on hBN, was able to see the change
in the nature of AR and the suppression of RAR as
the Fermi level is lowered through the Dirac point, but
they still could not directly observe the SAR because of
strong Fermi energy fluctuation at the charge neutrality
point. In another set of experiments [16–18], the nature

of electron transport in SGS constructed with MLG that
leads to such Andreev processes was investigated in de-
tail. These experiments showed a steady improvement
towards the creation of a ballistic SGS JJ. In yet another
recent experiment the spectral properties of the Andreev
bound states in such systems as a function of the Fermi
energy of the ML were probed in detail through tun-
nelling spectroscopy [20]. By measuring the differential
conductance through such junction as a function of en-
ergy and the superconducting phase difference in such
SGS junction, the role of such bound states in carrying
the Josephson current was explored in detail. The behav-
ior of the critical Josephson current in the ballistic regime
for SGS junction made of MLG on hBN substrate as a
function of junction length and their scaling properties
were experimentally probed in another significant exper-
iment [21] that provides the details of the behavior of
critical current, transmission coefficient and the normal-
ized conductances for such junctions. Transport prop-
erties related to the Josephson effect in superconductor-
graphene-normal metal (SGN) junctions were also exper-
imentally investigated [26].
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In spite of these significant advancements in exper-
imental studies and the availability of a large amount
of experimental results, a careful comparison of the re-
cent experimental results, particularly the one performed
in ballistic SGS JJ, with the existing theoretical mod-
els based on the work of the [4, 6–8] is missing. Such
a systematic comparison with the experimental results
has the potential to engineer better microscopic theory
as well as lead to better device creation. The current
manuscript deals with a careful re-examination of the
theoretical modelling of such junction by comparing the
theoretical results with the experiments performed on
ballistic SGS junctions. We have used the well known
transfer matrix framework to provide a unified and gen-
eral description of the AR processes in a SGS junction
prepared out of monolayer graphene. Analytical expres-
sion determining the Andreev bound states for a wide
range of experimental parameters is derived. After show-
ing the resulting spectrum of such states graphically, crit-
ical Josephson current through such junctions is evalu-
ated for the parameters range given in the experiments
so that the results can be directly compared with the
same. Similar calculations are also done for the transmis-
sion strength and conductance and comparisons with the
experimentally observed results are made. A comparison
is made between the theoretically calculated differential
resistance with the experimentally obtained one for the
parameter regime where retro Andreev reflection (RAR)
dominates. The resonance peaks obtained in the theoret-
ical calculation agrees well with the experimental results
obtained for the ballistic junctions. Using the theoreti-
cally calculated value of the critical current and junction
normal resistance we also show how their dependence on
the gate voltage agrees well with the experimentally ob-
served behaviour reported in [15] and reflects the bipolar
nature of such junctions. In the same theoretical frame-
work we further consider the SAR process and clearly
point out why the current experiments are not able to
observe the SAR directly with SGS made out of MLG.
The rest of the paper is organised in the following the
manner: the section II of the paper discusses the model
and the method used to obtained the ABS for the two
Andreev processes.Then we discuss the RAR processes
in detail. We particularly show the behaviour of current
and conductivity for the RAR process in subsections II A
and II B respectively. Then we discuss the SAR processes
in details in Section III. Lastly, in Section IV we sum-
marise the paper based on our comparison of the theory
and the experiments. Some of the intermediate steps for
the derivations in the main paper are provided in the
appendix A.

II. MODEL AND METHOD

We consider a SGS junction in a monolayer graphene
sheet of length L in the x − y plane with the supercon-
ducting regions extending from x = −∞ to x = 0 and

from x = L to x = ∞ for all 0 ≤ y ≤ W. This is shown
schematically in the Fig. 1. The superconducting region
is introduced through superconducting electrodes. The
SGS junction can be described by the DBdG equations(

vF (~σ · ~p)− Eeff
F + µ ∆eiφ

∆e−iφ Eeff
F − µ− vF (~σ · ~p)

)
Ψ = EΨ.

(1)
Here µ is the general notation of the chemical potential
in the superconducting region and µL,R is the chemical
potential for the left and the right superconducting region
leading to the bias voltage U0 across the junction

U0 = µL − µR. (2)

V is the gate potential which is applied in the graphene
region and is used to shift the Fermi level in the graphene
region and is given by

V (x) = V θ(x)(1− θ(x− L)) (3)

where θ is the Heaviside step function. As a result
Eeff
F =EF -V ; the effective Fermi energy in the graphene

region of the junction, so that a relatively larger kF can
be achieved in the superconducting region. In one the ex-
periments [21], whose results are compared with the the-
oretical calculations in this manuscript, the Dirac point
was approximately located at V = 4.8V . The Fermi en-
ergy EF is chosen from a given range in ref. [27] and
fixed at 3eV after taking into consideration the graphene
and the nature of the substrate. Ψ is the four compo-
nent wavefunction for electron and hole spinors, ∆ is the
superconducting gap and φ1,2 are the superconducting
phases in the left and right side such that

∆ =


∆0e

iφ1 if −∞ < x < 0

∆0e
iφ2 if L < x <∞

0, otherwise

(4)

and the superconducting phase difference across the junc-
tion is φ = φ1−φ2. The superconducting gap amplitude
∆0 is a temperature (T0) dependent quantity and is given
by [3]

∆0 = ∆0(0)

√
1−

(
T0

Tc

)2

, (5)

where Tc is the critical temperature.
The different wavefunctions for the left and right su-

perconducting regions and the electron-hole wavefunc-
tions in the graphene regions are given by the stationary
solutions of Eq. (1). In general these stationary solu-
tions for the left superconducting region (Eq. 6 and Eq.
7) and for the right superconducting regions (Eq. 8 and
Eq. 9) can be written as follows:

ψ±Se = eiqy±ikx∓κx


eiβ

±e±i(±γ+β)

e−iφ1

±ei(γ−φ1)

 (6)



4

ψ±Sh = eiqy∓ikx∓κx


e−iβ

∓e∓i(∓γ−β)

e−iφ1

∓ei(−γ−φ1)

 (7)

ψ±Se = eiqy±ikx∓κx


eiβ

±e±i(±γ+β)

e−iφ2

±ei(γ−φ2)

 (8)

ψ±Sh = eiqy∓ikx∓κx


e−iβ

∓e∓i(∓γ−β)

e−iφ2

∓ei(−γ−φ2)

 (9)

These wavefunctions represent the electron-like and hole-
like quasiparticles (corresponding to subscripts e and h
respectively) moving in positive and negative x-direction
in both the left and right regions, and differ only in
terms of the superconducting phases φ1,2. Out of these
four types of wavefunction in each region, only two are
physically meaningful depending on how the e±κx terms
behave at ±∞, and are used in subsequent calculation
given in Eq. 12. In the left superconducting region
e−κx terms will diverge as x → −∞. Thus only the
solutions with eκx terms survive and decide the physi-
cally meaningful electron and hole wave-functions. By
the same argument in the right superconducting region
only the electron and hole wavefunctions with e−κx sur-
vive. These considerations lead to the choice of electron
and hole wavefunctions used in Eq. 12 and consistent
with the same used in ref. [6]. The wavefunction for the
particles in the graphene region with wave vector kx, ky,

where ky = q =
2nyπ
W (with ny ∈ I and energy E) are

given by

ψ±Ge(x, y) =
ei(±kxx+kyy)

√
2 cosα


e∓iα/2

±e±iα/2
0
0

 (10)

ψ±Gh(x, y) =
ei(±kxx+kyy)

√
2 cosα′


0
0

e∓iα
′/2

∓e±iα′/2

 (11)

The total wavefunctions in the three regions are

ΨS1 = aψ−Se + bψ−Sh,−∞ < x < 0

ΨG = pψ+
Ge + qψ−Ge + rψ+

Gh + sψ−Gh, 0 < x < L

ΨS2 = cψ+
Se + dψ+

Sh, L < x <∞ (12)

Here ψ−Se represents a quasi-electron going in the -x direc-

tion while ψ−Sh represents a quasi-hole going in the +x
direction and vice-versa. The various parameters that

appear in the above expressions for the wave-functions
in Eq. (6), Eq. (7), Eq. (8) and Eq. (9) are as given
below

β =

{
cos−1( E∆0

), if E < ∆0

-i cosh−1( E∆0
), if E > ∆0

(13a)

γ = sin−1(
~vF q

|Eeff
F − U0|

) (13b)

kF =
EF − V
~vF

(13c)

k =

√
(Eeff

F − U0)2

(~vF )2 − q2
(13d)

κ =
(Eeff

F − U0)∆0

(~vF )2k
sinβ (13e)

Also kx for electron (with subscript e) and hole (with
subscript h) can be respectively defined as

ke =
(E + Eeff

F )

~vF
cosα; kh =

(E − Eeff
F )

~vF
cosα′, (14)

with α and α′ are defined as the incident angles for elec-
tron and hole with the x-axis respectively,

α = sin−1

(
~vF q

E + Eeff
F

)
∈ [−π

2
,
π

2
]

α′ = sin−1

(
~vF q

E − Eeff
F

)
∈ [−π

2
,
π

2
]

(15)

The critical angle is defined as the ratio of the two inci-
dent angles

αc = sin−1

(
|E − Eeff

F |
E + Eeff

F

)
(16)

The boundary conditions at each junction can be writ-
ten in terms of transfer matrices. To that purpose we
introduce matrices M1,M2,M3,M4 whose explicit forms
are given in the Appendix A. Using these transfer matri-
ces we can write the matching conditions at the first and
second boundary respectively as

M1ΨS1 = M2ΨG

M3ΨG = M4ΨS2

After some straight forward algebra we get

ΨS2 = M−1
4 M3M

−1
2 M1ΨS1 (17)

ΨS1 = M−1
1 M2M

−1
3 M4ΨS2 (18)

Solving the above Eqs. (17) and (18) we get the

|M−1
4 M3M

−1
2 M1| = e±2iφ (19)

The above result holds for retro and specular Andreev
reflection and is also valid for both long and short junc-
tions. For numerical evaluation and comparison with ex-
perimental results we consider cases of short junctions
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(L < ξ) as well as long junctions (L > ξ). For almost all
the cases considered below the junction width W > L, ξ.
Here ξ is the coherence length of the superconductor. We
shall now discuss various limiting cases in the following
sections.

A. Retro Andreev Reflection and the contribution
to Josephson current

The retro Andreev reflection (RAR) [34, 35] that has
been widely studied in both SNS and SGS junctions, hap-

pens when E < EeffF . In this case both the incident

particle and the reflected particle lies in the conduction
band and the conditions for the same is given by

ke =
Eeff
F

~vF
cosα = −kh (20)

leading to

α′ = −α

Substituting these conditions in Eq. (19) we get the
conditions for the Andreev bound states (ABS) which lie
within the superconducting gap, as

cos2 Lke cos2 α(−1 + 2 cos 2β + cos 2γ) = 2 cos2 γ{cos2 α cosφ+ sin2 Lke(sin
2 α− cos 2β)} (21)

which gives the dispersion as

E = ±∆0

[
1− t sin2 φ

2

] 1
2

(22)

with

t =
cos2 α cos2 γ

cos2 Lke cos2 α+ cos2 γ sin2 Lke
(23)

It may be noted that the dispersion given in Eq. (21) can
be recast in the form of an equation of a conic section for
both RAR and SAR, namely

Ax2 +By2 + 2Cxy = D (24)

where x = cosLke and y = sinLke, and,

A =− 2 cos2 α(sin2 γ − cos 2β) (25a)

B =− 2 cos2 γ(sin2 α+ cos 2β) (25b)

C =2 cos γ cosα sin 2β (25c)

D =2 cosα cos2 γ cosφ (25d)

For the case of RAR, C = 0. The thin (very short) junc-
tion limit is obtained by setting γ = 0, when the Fermi
wavelength λF becomes much smaller than the coherence
length ξ of the superconductor i.e. λF � ξ. The two
bound energy states that lie within the superconducting
gap ∆0 are still given by Eq. (22) with

t(γ = 0) =
cos2 α

cos2 α cos2 Lke + sin2 Lke
(26)

The expression (22) was derived in various forms [33, 35,
37]. It may be noted that in the thin junction limit, t in
(23) takes exactly the form of the transmission coefficient
T of the barrier transmission problem for massless rela-
tivistic fermion (quasiparticles of monolayer graphene)

for a potential barrier of height V0 and width d, in the
limit where the energy of the quasiparticle is much less
than the barrier height [32]. The expression of T in that
case is given by

T =
cos2 α

cos2 α cos2 k′xd+ sin2 k′xd

where α is again the incident angle of such quasiparticle
on this barrier, and k′xd = −2πl

√
1− 2ε+ ε2 cos2 α,

and l is the dimensionless barrier width given by
l ≡ V0d/(2π~vF ) and the dimensionless energy
ε ≡ E/V0. This allows us to understand the similarity
in the barrier transmission problem and the transport
through SGS junction. Accordingly we shall call t in
the present problem as the transmission coefficient. The
bound state energy as a function of φ, the supercon-
ducting phase difference, for different values of γ and α
are plotted in the Fig. 2(a)-(d). Fig. 2(e)-(h) show a
representative probability density (|ψ|2) for such bound
state in each of the corresponding cases.

Further, there is also a crossing between the An-
dreev bound states at φ = π, whenever the incident
angle α = 0, and γ = 0 or π and the dispersion takes a
simpler form, namely

E± = ±∆0 cos
φ

2
(27)

For every other value of α and γ there is always a gap
between the two states. The ABS are responsible for the
Josephson current and we shall evaluate them in the next
section and compare them with the experimental results.

In order to calculate the current across the junction
we need to differentiate the energy dispersion relation
Eq. (22) for the subgap ABS with respect to the super-
conducting phase difference φ = φ1−φ2. The Josephson
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a b c d
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FIG. 2: (a-d) Dispersion for retro reflection for different values of γ and φ. It is clear from these figures that the gap
closes for α = 0, γ = 0, π. For all other values the gap opens up and we can see two distinct bands. (e-h) Probability

distribution for the wave functions corresponding to the respective dispersion in the (a-d). The length L of the
graphene region is 200nm for the figures, EF is 3.0eV, ∆0 is 1.2meV, φ1 = π

4 and φ2 = π
6 for the all the figures.

current I [4, 33–35, 37] across the junction at some tem-
perature T0 is given by the

I(φ, V, U0, T0) =
4e

~
∑
n=±

kF∑
q=−kF

(
∂E

∂φ

)
(E=En)

f̃(En)

(28)

wheref̃(En) = f1(En − µL)− f2(En − µR) and f(E±) =
1

exp(
E±
kBT0

)+1
is the Fermi distribution function at some

temperature T0 (the reference point of the energy is taken
as the Fermi energy itself), kB is the Boltzmann constant.
After substituting the relevant quantities in the above
equation the current now reads

I(φ, V, U0, T0) = I0

∫ π
2

−π2
dγ

t cos γ sinφ√
1− t sin2 φ

2

tanh

(
∆0

2kBT0

√
1− t sin2 φ

2
− eU0

2kBT0

)
(29)

where

I0 =
e∆0

~
Eeff
F

2π~vF
· L (30)

is the bias independent current defined in [7, 36] upto a
constant factor. It may be noted that the first term in
the expression of I0 is the universal limit of the critical
current fluctuations for a mesoscopic Josephson junction
[36]. The subsequent terms shows a linear scaling with
the junction length L and how the gate voltage V gives
a bipolar behaviour around the Dirac point. This also
clearly shows that at the Dirac point, where Eeff

F = 0,
this current will also go to 0. It may be pointed out
that the expression (29) is more general as compared to
the one obtained in [7]. In the subsequent discussion we
shall show that this expression agrees well with the ex-

perimental results obtained for a ballistic junctions over a
wide range of experimental parameters. It may be noted
that the summation in the expression (28) over the wave-
vector q is converted into an integration in the expression
(29). This integration can be performed either by inte-
grating over the angle γ which is a q dependent quantity
and defined in Eqs. (13). Alternatively one can integrate
over q and this is implemented while evaluating the ex-
pression (32). The transmission t defined in Eq. (23) is
an asymmetric function of gate voltage V as shown in the
inset of Fig. 4. This behaviour impacts the behaviour of
the critical current in (29) and the normal resistance in
(32).

In Fig. 3 the current I in Eq. (29), is plotted as a
function of φ for a fixed (L, W) for different values of
the gate voltage. The current I becomes zero when the
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FIG. 3: Variation of the Josephson current with the
superconducting phase difference for different values of

gate voltage. A sinusoidal relation is obtained. The
Josephson current is maximum for the largest value of

the gate voltage.

phase difference between the superconductors is π, which
is a common feature for such kind of junctions. As the
gate voltage is increased the peak of the Josephson cur-
rent shifts towards the right. The maximum value of the
Josephson current I is called the critical Josephson cur-
rent Ic. The variations of Ic with different quantities are
plotted in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6(a) and will be discussed in
the later part of this section. Please note that unless oth-
erwise states the superconducting gap ∆0 is always taken
at the absolute zero temperature T0 = 0. It may be noted
that in the Eq. (29), t = t(γ) and we express the ABS
energy in terms of t using (22). The current flowing in
the junction is a function of the phase difference between
the two superconductors as the energy of these subgap
ABS is a function of this phase difference [35, 37] as seen
in Fig. 2(a-d). On setting the bias potential U0 = 0 the
above equation (29) will now read;

I(φ, V, T0) = I0

∫ π
2

−π
2

dγ
t cos γ sinφ√
1− t sin2 φ

2

tanh

(
∆0

2kBT0

√
1− t sin2 φ

2

)
(31)

The transmission coefficient t is plotted as a function
of gate voltage and compared with the experimental re-
sults [21] in Fig. 4. The oscillation of the transmission
coefficient and its eventual saturation with the increasing
gate voltage is visible in the both the experimental and
the theoretical data. There is a special case when the
criteria for RAR is violated and we get SAR which will
be discussed in section III. We will now try to compare
the results with the existing experimental literature.

To compare these results we have plotted the critical
Josephson current through such junctions in Fig 5 using
this expression (29) along with the experimental data
of Borzenets et al. [21] where they have studied bal-
listic graphene Josephson junctions with Molybdenum-
Rhenium super-conducting alloy contacts (with coher-
ence length ξ ∼ 550nm) deposited on a monolayer
graphene sheet. The scattered points are the data taken
from the experimental work. The behaviour of these plots
can be understood by taking into account the variation
of the superconducting gap ∆0(T0) with respect to the
temperature T0. The value for the gap is maximum when
T0 → 0 and minimum when T0 → Tc. For the above
plots we have taken Tc to be 5K [21], and as we can see
the currents show a decrease with increase in tempera-
ture. The current approaches its maximum value as the
temperature decreases. Qualitatively, the theoretical and
experimental data match quite well.

Fig. 5(a)-(d) show the variation of current as a func-

tion temperature for different gate voltages for various
junction lengths L. In Fig. 5(a) for L = 200nm, which is
substantially less than the coherence length ξ ∼ 550nm,
the Josephson current varies between 4µA to 10µA in
the theoretical plots and from 2µA to 7µA in the exper-
imental plots (as the gate voltage V varies in between
1.25V − 13.5V. However, in Fig. 5(d) for L = 2000nm,
the longest junction considered, the Josephson current
now varies between 3µA to 6.5µA in theoretical plots
and from 2.3µA to 5µA in the experimental plots as
the gate voltage V is varied from 3.98V − 20.0V. Fig.
5(b) and (c) shows the behavior for intermediate junction
lengths L = 400, 1000nm. Even though the theoretical
calculations mostly overestimate the value of the current,
which may be partially accounted for the losses arising
from contact resistance, non uniformity of the sample
etc. which appears in a real junction and not taken into
account in the calculation, following facts can be corrob-
orated both from the theoretical and the experimental
results. We see that the maximum value of the Joseph-
son current drops, as we go from short junctions to long
junctions. The change of maximum Josephson current
with the increase of the gate voltage also decreases as
the L is increased.

In Fig. 6(a), we plot the variation of the Josephson
current with the gate voltage V for several values of T0

for a given length of the junction L = 200nm. The gate
voltage was taken on the both side of the Dirac point
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FIG. 4: Variation of the transmission for different
values of gate voltage which is being measured w.r.t the

Dirac point. The experimental data has been taken
from the paper by Borzenets et al. [21] the length of the

junction is 200nm. The scattered points in cyan are
connected with a continuous line to make oscillations in
the experiment clearly visible. It may be noted that the
two sets of scattered points in the experimental work in

ref. [21] are obtained through two different methods.
The inset shows the behaviour of the transmission t

defined in Eq. (23) as a function of the gate voltage on
both sides of the Dirac point. The transmission is

asymmetric around the Dirac point. The Dirac point
has been shifted to 0 V in accordance with ref. [21].

which lies close to 4.8V as was the case in the experiment
[21]. We see a dip around the Dirac point (close to 4.8V)
and the current shows the bipolar behavior, both of which
can be explained from the Eq.(30).

Another direct comparison with the experimental re-
sults can be done by plotting the normal conductance GN
(inverse of the normal state resistance RN ), as a function
of the gate voltage V from Eq. (32) and this is plotted
in Fig. 6(b) and compared against the experimental ob-
servations [21] again for a wide range of the length L of
the junction. The normal state resistance RN is defined
as

R−1
N =

LWkF
8π

4e2

h

∫ kF

−kF
tdq, (32)

where the transmission coefficient t is defined in Eq. (23).
This expression is similar to the one used in [35, 37], and

differs from the expression given in [7] by a constant fac-
tor. It may be noted that the transmission t has been
plotted as a function of the gate voltage V in the in-
set of the Fig. 4 on the both side of the Dirac points,
and the integration limit kF is defined in the expression
(13). The scaling of the conductance over a wide range
of junction length is also clearly demonstrated through
this comparison between the experimental and the the-
oretical results. Both the experimental and theoretical
plots show oscillatory features at large absolute values
of the voltage V . The nature of the plot can be under-
stood from the fact that the transmission t is a function
of the incident angle α, energy-gap ratio β and other pa-
rameters which depend on the potential V . When the
applied potential is small, then ke → kF i.e. it becomes
a constant. Furthermore the incident angle α→ 1 when
V → 0. Under these conditions the α dependence goes
away. Thus behaviour in this region is not oscillatory or
the oscillations are very weak. When the applied voltage
is increased the oscillations start to appear and become
more prominent. The theoretical plot based on the an-
alytical expression given in Eq. (32) also qualitatively
captures the asymmetrical nature of the conductivity as
a function of the gate voltage, even though quantitatively
there is some discrepancy in the negative side of the gate
voltage.

The bipolar behavior plotted in Fig. 6 (a), was also
seen in a different experiment, reported in [15]. This
is demonstrated in Fig. 7(a) and (b). The experiment
consists of superconducting Ti/Al bilayers having max-
imum superconducting gap ∆0(T0 = 0) = 125µeV and
the critical temperature Tc = 1.3K. The critical current
Ic is calculated with the help of Eq. (29) as well as the
normal resistance RN , are dependent on the gate volt-
age. The comparison of both Ic and IcRN between the
experimental data from [15] and the theoretical results
is done in Fig. 7. The agreement between the theo-
retically calculated value and the experimental result is
again quite reasonable as can be seen from Fig. 7(a). It
may be noted that superconducting gap here is different
(125µeV) as compared to the value (1.2meV) used in cal-
culation designed for comparison with the experimental
results reported in [21]. This also shows up in the mag-
nitude and in the overall behavior of the critical current
as a function of the gate voltage. In Fig. 7(b) we plot
the theoretically calculated dependence of Ic and IcRN
on the gate voltage V for two other temperatures.

B. Differential Resistance

The differential conductance can now be calculated by
differentiating the expression for Josephson current in
Eq. (29) with respect to the bias voltage U0. The re-
sulting expression for differential conductance is given as
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a b c d

FIG. 5: Variation of the Josephson current on a semi-log scale with the temperature for different values of the gate
voltage for different junction lengths L. The values of V are shown relative to the Dirac point ∼ 4.8V . The

continuous lines correspond to theoretical plots whereas the scattered symbols with the same colour correspond to
the experimental data for a given gate voltage which is taken from the Fig. 2 of the paper by Borzenets et al.[21].

The first panel (a) corresponds to a short junction, the figure (b) is in the vicinity of the coherence length but is still
short. The last panels (c-d) corresponds to long junctions.

a b c

FIG. 6: (a) Critical Current Ic vs. gate voltage V plot for various junction lengths (shown in the figure legend) for a
fixed temperature of 2.5K. The critical temperature Tc = 5.5K and the coherence length ξ = 550nm are chosen

following experimental reference [21]. (b) Critical Current Ic vs. gate voltage V for a fixed junction length
L = 200nm for increasing temperature. Temperatures are again shown in the legend. (c) Variation of the

conductance normalised by the width (W) of the junction for different values of gate voltage. Here GN stands for
the normal state conductance and is calculated using Eq. (32). The different curves correspond to the different

values of the length L of the barrier. ∆0(T0 = 0) is 1.2 meV for all the curves corresponding to various lengths of
the junction. The scattered points are extracted from the plot in Fig. 3(a) of the experimental paper [21](after

shifting the Dirac point at the appropriate V ) whereas the continuous lines represent the theoretical calculation.

∂

∂U0
I(φ,U0, V, T0) = I0

∫ π
2

−π
2

∂

∂U0

 t cos γ sinφ√
1− t sin2 φ

2

tanh

(
∆0

2kBT0

√
1− t sin2 φ

2
− eU0

2kBT0

) dγ (33)
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a b

FIG. 7: (a) Comparison with the experimental value of IcRN as a function of gate voltage. The scattered points are
taken from the experimental results reported in [15] whereas the dashed line is the theoretically calculated value.

The superconducting gap is ∆0(T0 = 0) = 125µeV (b) Ic as a function of the gate voltage at two different
temperature, where Ic is the critical Josephson current of the junction. The upper-plot corresponds to T0 = 1.0K

and the lower plot corresponds to T0 = 1.25K.

The inverse of this expression gives the differential
resistance, which is plotted in Fig. 8 and compared
with the experimental results[21]. It was observed that
the differential resistance shows peaks for certain val-
ues of the biasing voltage that lie approximately around
2
3

∆0

e ,
∆0

e , 2
∆0

e , etc. The value of the differential resistance
is of the order of ∼ 0.5kΩ. The theoretical and the ex-
perimental plots show good agreement with the position
of some peaks, though the heights of peaks obtained from
the theoretical results differ from the experimentally ob-
tained results. We have used two different colours for
the arrows to indicate the theoretically obtained peaks
at the integer and fractional multiples of ∆0

e values of
the biasing potential. Whereas we used another colour
to indicate the positions of the peaks for the data points
extracted from [21]. Such peaks occur because of the
Fabry-Perot interferences due to the reflections at the
two SG interfaces, and, has been reported in a number
of experiments done for SNS junctions [51] as well as for
SGS junctions [52–56]. The location of the peaks are dif-
ferent in different experiments. It may be pointed out
that even though there is theoretical explanation [49, 50]
of the occurrence of such peak at n∆0

e where n ∈ I is
available in the literature, a simple physical explanation
of the occurrence of the other peaks is lacking at this

moment. The comparison between the theoretically cal-
culated resonance peak positions and the experimentally
obtained one is another main result in this work.

The limit of the highly doped superconducting Joseph-
son junctions as shown in ref. [6], by setting γ → 0,
k → U0/~vF , κ → (∆0/~vF ) sinβ, and correspondingly
the expression of Josephson current will simplify. In the
current manuscript we have given a simplified expression
of transmission when γ → 0 in expression (26).

III. SPECULAR REFLECTION

Specular Andreev reflection takes place when the inci-
dent and the reflected particle lie in different bands i.e.
an electron in conduction band is converted into a hole in
the valence band [29, 57]. This happens when E ≥ EeffF
and as a result we get

α′ = α; kh = ke;

The general specular dispersion relation can again be
given by the Eq. (24) with A,B,C,D given in Eqs. (25).
As compared to retro reflection C 6= 0 in this case. The
corresponding dispersion has been plotted in Fig. 9. The
dispersion equation can be reduced to a simpler form as
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FIG. 8: Variation of the differential resistance as a
function of the bias voltage U0. The experimental data
has been taken from Fig.1(b) of the experimental paper

by Borzenets et al. [21]. Bias voltage applied is in
milliVolts(mV). The differential resistance is of the
order of 0.5− 1 kΩs. Several peaks are observed at

regular intervals.

α = γ = 0, giving

sin2

(
β +

LE

~vF

)
= sin2 φ

2
.

The corresponding results are plotted in Fig. 9(a)
yielding a linear dependence between E and φ. The

general form of the dispersion given in Eq. (24) for
the specular case is also valid for both short and long
junctions and have many solutions in the allowed energy
range [20, 58]. Fig. 9(a)-(d) give the dispersion as a
function of the superconducting phase difference φ. Fig.
9(e)-(h) plot the probability densities for some prototype
ABS for SAR.

A special case occurs when V → EF , namely when

EeffF → 0. To address this situation we go back to the
original definition of these angles in Eq. (15). In the
limit V → EF , one can redefine these angles as

sinα =
~vF q
E

, sinα′ =
~vF q
E

(34)

which makes the incident angle for electron and hole
equal. This situation also corresponds to that of spec-
ular reflection. So, at V = EF ; α = α′, we get Specu-
lar Andreev Reflection (SAR). Exactly ascertaining such
transition in an experiment is however difficult because of
the strong charge fluctuations at the Fermi-level [22, 25].
In this case the expression of the Josephson current also
becomes the one in the case of the specular Andreev re-
flection.

A. Josephson Current and the differential
resistance

The Josephson current can be obtained from the dis-
persion relation by noting

∂φ

∂E
= φ′c cosLke + φ′s sinLke (35)

where

φ′c =

−E
√

1− (~vF q
E )2

(
∆0LE

2
√

1− E2

∆2
0

+ E2~vF
√

1− (~vF q
E )2 sec γ

)
~vFE2∆2

0 sinβ cos3 α

φ′s =

(
−~vF∆0

√
1− E2

∆2
0
(E2 − 2(~vF q)2) + L(E2 −∆2

0)(E2 − (~vF q)2) sec γ
)

~vFE2∆2
0 sinβ cos3 α

The Josephson current (28) can now be calculated as

I(φ;U0, T0) =
4e

~
∑
n

kF∑
q=−kF

[ ∂φ
∂E

]−1

(E=En)
f̃(En) (36)

Fig.10(a) plots the current given through the expression
(36) as a function of the superconducting phase-difference

for different values of the gate voltage. As expected that
the current phase relationship for SAR is similar to the
one depicted in Fig. 3, however the relative magnitude of
the current is much smaller as compared to the one due
to RAR, thus makes them unobservable in the current
experiments. In Fig. 10(b) we plot the corresponding
critical Josephson current as a function of the gate volt-
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a b c d

e f g h

FIG. 9: (a-d) Dispersion for specular reflection. We see a large number of states for this case unlike the RAR case in
Fig (2). Maximum number of crossings are seen for the case when α = 0, γ = 0. For all other values the gap widens

and number of states reduce. (e-h) Prototype probability density corresponding to the respective dispersions in
(a-d). The length L of the junction is 200nm, φ1 = π

4 and φ2 = π
6 for all the figures.

a b

FIG. 10: (a) Variation of the Josephson current I due to SAR with the phase difference for different values of gate
voltages. The temperature is kept at 2.5K. (b) Variation of the critical Josephson current Ic due to SAR as a

function of the gate voltage for different lengths of the junction. The Dirac point is again kept at V = 4.8 volt as in
the experiment reported in [21]. The temperature is same as in part(a).

age V , for a fixed T0 = 2.5K, for different lengths L of the
junction. The current again shows the bipolar behaviour

around the Dirac point which is located at V = 4.8 volt
to make a direct comparison with the results given in Fig.
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6.
The differential conductance can again be calculated

by taking the derivative of the above expression with
respect to bias voltage U0 and the differential resistance
can be obtained by taking the inverse of the same. In
Fig. 11 we plot the differential resistance for different
length of the junctions at two different values of the
temperature T0. We see two sharp peaks at U0 = ±∆0

4e

and two smaller peaks at U0 = ±4∆0

e . These peaks
can again be attributed to Fabry-Perrot resonances,
but they are now formed due to the current carried by
Andreev bound states due to SAR. The heights of the
peaks are largest for the smallest length of the junctions
considered. The values of the differential resistances
are typically an order of magnitude higher as compared
to the corresponding cases for RAR plotted in Fig. 8
because of the relatively smaller value of the critical
current.

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion we have provided a detailed comparison
between the experimentally observed currents and con-
ductances with the theoretically calculated results for a
SGS type of Josephson junction. The theoretical calcula-
tion is done using a transfer-matrix based approach and
for all the relevant quantities we have obtained analyti-
cal expressions. The formation of the ABS for both RAR
and SAR processes were thoroughly investigated in this
framework and their energy values were then used to cal-
culate the Josephson current and the conductance. The
critical currents calculated for various junction-lengths
and at various temperatures agree qualitatively well with
the experimentally obtained results. The direct compari-
son with the experimentally obtained results also provide
a quantitative estimate of the deviations from the exper-
imentally calculated quantities and may provide a a bet-

ter theoretical understanding in future. In this context it
may be pointed out that the massless Dirac approxima-
tion for monolayer graphene is only valid upto typically
∼ 3eV from the Dirac point, beyond which higher order
terms from the tight-binding calculation ( for example see
ref. [60]) becomes important. It may be a noted that in
a set of figures where we have tried to compare our the-
oretical results with experimental data, the results are
extended beyond this range whereas the DBdG Hamil-
tonian given in Eq. (1) is based on the Dirac approxi-
mation. So one possibility of the quantitative deviation
between the theoretical calculation and the experimental
results may be partially attributed to the the deviation of
the Dirac approximation itself. We hope future work in
this direction will address this issue. Furthermore, it may
be noted that a different choice of Fermi energy will quan-
titatively change a number of results and such issues were
considered in earlier works ( e. g. see ref. [61]). Similarly
the analytically calculated conductance as a function of
gate voltage also shows strong scaling properties with all
its features agreeing well with the experimental results.
We also evaluated the differential resistance as a function
of the bias voltage and compared with the experimen-
tal results. Locations of some of the resonance peaks in
the differential resistance agree well with the locations of
such peaks obtained in the experiments. We have also
evaluated, the current-phase relationship, the variations
of the critical current with the gate voltage and the dif-
ferential resistivity when SAR dominates. Whereas the
current obtained in this case is significantly smaller than
their counterparts in the case of RAR, the differential re-
sistance as a function of the bias voltage is significantly
higher and also formed distinct resonance peaks. We be-
lieve that our detailed analytical work and comparison
with experiments can lead to further experimental and
theoretical work.

Appendix A: The detailed expression for the
transfer matrices
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a b

FIG. 11: Variation of the differential resistance with the bias voltage U0 for different junction lengths
L = 200, 400, 1000, 2000nm for (a) T0 = 0.01 and (b) T0 = 2.5K. The location of the resistance peaks are again

denoted by coloured arrows in the same way as in the Fig. 8.

M1 =


eiβ eiβ e−iβ e−iβ

eiβ −eiβ −e−iβ e−iβ

e−iφ1 e−iφ1 e−iφ1 e−iφ1

e−iφ1 −e−iφ1 −e−iφ1 e−iφ1



M2 =



e−
iα
2√

cosα
e
iα
2√

cosα
0 0

e
iα
2√

cosα
− e−

iα
2√

cosα
0 0

0 0 e−
iα′
2√

cosα′
e
iα′
2√

cosα′

0 0 − e
iα′
2√

cosα′
e−

iα′
2√

cosα′



M3 =



eikeL−i
α
2√

cosα
e−ikeL+i α

2√
cosα

0 0

eikeL+i α
2√

cosα
− e
−ikeL−i α2√

cosα
0 0

0 0 eikhL−i
α′
2√

cosα′
eikhL+i α

′
2√

cosα′

0 0 − e
ikhL+i α

′
2√

cosα′
e−ikhL−i

α′
2√

cosα′



M4 =


eik0L−κL+iβ e−ik0L+κL+iβ e−ik0L−κL−iβ eik0L+κL−iβ

eik0L−κL+iβ −e−ik0L+κL+iβ −e−ik0L−κL−iβ eik0L+κL−iβ

eik0L−κL−iφ2 e−ik0L+κL−iφ2 e−ik0L−κL−iφ2 eik0L+κL−iφ2

eik0L−κL−iφ2 e−ik0L+κL−iφ2 e−ik0L−κL−iφ2 eik0L+κL−iφ2

 (A1)

[1] A. F. Andreev, Sov. Phys.-JETP 19. 1226 (1964); ibid
22, 455 (1966).

[2] B. D. Josephson, Rev. Mod. Phys. 36, 216 (1964).

http://www.jetp.ras.ru/cgi-bin/e/index/e/19/5/p1228?a=list
http://www.jetp.ras.ru/cgi-bin/e/index/e/22/2/p455?a=list
http://www.jetp.ras.ru/cgi-bin/e/index/e/22/2/p455?a=list
https://journals.aps.org/rmp/abstract/10.1103/RevModPhys.36.216


15

[3] M. Tinkham, Introduction to superconductivity, 1996
(2nd ed.). Mc-Graw Hill, Inc;

[4] G. E. Blonder, M. Tinkhan and T. M. Klapwijk, Phys.
Rev. B, 25 4515, (1982).

[5] A. Furusaki and M. Tsukada, Phys. Rev. B, 43, 10164
(1991).

[6] C. W. J. Beenakker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 067007 (2006).
[7] M. Titov and C. W. J. Beenakker, Phys. Rev. B 74,

041401(R) (2006).
[8] S. Bhattacharjee and K. Sengupta, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97

217001 (2006).
[9] J. Linder and T. Yokoyama, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100,

187004, (2008).
[10] T. Yokoyama, J. Linder and A Sudbø, Phys. Rev. B 77,

132503 (2008).
[11] M. Alidoust and J. Linder, Phys. Rev. B, 84,

035407,(2011).
[12] M. Salehi et al.,J. App. Phys. 107, 123916 (2010).
[13] K. Halterman, O. T. Valls, and M. Alidoust, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 111, 046602 (2013).
[14] M. Salehi et al.,J. App. Phys. 108, 083917 (2010).
[15] H. B. Heersche, P. J. Herrero et al., Nat. Comm. 446,

56–59 (2007).
[16] X. Du, I. Skachko and E. Y. Andrei, Phys. Rev. B 77

184507 (2008).
[17] M. Popinciuc et al. Phys. Rev. B 85, 205404 (2012).
[18] N. Mizuno, B. Nielsen and X. Du, Nat. Comm. 4,

2716(2013)
[19] D. K. Efetov et al. Nat. Phys. 12, 328 (2016).
[20] L. Bretheau et al., Nat. Phys. 13, 756 (2017).
[21] I. V. Borzenets et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 237002

(2016).
[22] J. Martin et al., Nat. Phys. 4, 144 (2008).
[23] D. K. Efetov and K. B. Efetov Phys. Rev. B 94, 075403

(2016).
[24] A. Soori, M. R. Sahu, A. Das and S. Mukherjee, Phys.

Rev. B 98, 075301 (2018).
[25] M. R. Sahu, P. Raychaudhuri and A. Das, Phys. Rev. B

94,235451 (2016).
[26] M. Popinciuc et al., Phys. Rev. B 85, 205404 (2012).
[27] K. Xu et al., Nano Lett. 13, 1, 131 (2013).
[28] F. Dolcini, Lecture Notes for XXIII Physics GradDays,

Heidelberg, 5-9 October 2009
[29] Carsten Timm, Theory of Superconductivity , TU Dres-

den, Institute of Theoretical Physics, Winter semester
2011/2012.

[30] A. K. Geim and K. S. Novoselov, Nat. Mat. 6, 183–191
(2007).

[31] P.R.Wallace Phys.Rev.71, 622 (1947).
[32] M. I. Katsnelson,K. S. Novoselov,A. K. Geim, Nat. Phys.

2, 620–625 (2006).
[33] M. Maiti and K. Sengupta Phs. Rev. B 76, 054513(2007).
[34] O. Culik, I. O. Kulik, Phys. Rev. B 67, 174514 (2003).
[35] A. A. Golubov, M. Y. Kupriyanov and E. Il’ichev, Rev.

Mod. Phys. 76, 411 (2004).
[36] C. W. J.Beenakker, Phys. Rev. Lett. 67, 3836 (1991).
[37] W. Haberkorn, H. Knauer and J. Richter, Phys. Stat.

Sol. A 47, K161 (1978).
[38] K. K. Likharev, Rev. Mod. Phys. 51, 101 (1979).
[39] I. O. Kulik and A. N. Omel’yanchuk, JETP Lett. 21, 96

(1975).
[40] I. O. Kulik and A. N. Omel’yanchuk, Sov. J. Low Temp.

Phys. 3, 459 (1977); 4, 142 (1978).
[41] P. F. Bagwell, Phys. Rev. B 46, 12573 (1992).

[42] G. -H. Lee, S. Kim , S. -H. Jhi and H. -J. Lee, Nat.
Commun. 6, 6181 (2015).

[43] I. Hagymasi, A. Kormanyos, and J. Cserti, Phys. Rev. B
82, 134516 (2010).

[44] J. Bardeen and J. L. Johnson, Phys. Rev 5, 72 (1972).
[45] L. Brey and H. A. Fertig, Phys. Rev. B73, 235411 (2006).
[46] R. Dougherty and J. D. Kimel, Superconductivity Revis-

ited (CRC Press, London 2013).
[47] C. W. J. Beenakker and H. van Houten, Phys. Rev. Lett.

66, 3056 (1991).
[48] A. V. Shytov, P. A. Lee, and L. S. Levitov, Phys. Usp.

41, 207 (1988).
[49] T. M. Klapwijk, G. E. Blonder and M. Tinkham, Physica

109 and 110B, 1657 (1982).
[50] M. Octavio, M. Tinkham, G. E. Blonder and T M. Klap-

wijk, Phys. Rev. B 27, 6739 (1983).
[51] A. Bardas and D.V. Averin, Phys. Rev. B 56, R8518(R)

(1997).
[52] C. Ozeda-Aristizabal, M. Ferrier, S. Guéron and H.
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