2403.04441v2 [cond-mat.mes-hall] 30 May 2024

arxXiv

Inelastic tunneling through normal and superconducting junctions in the presence of

photonic bath within Lindbladian formalism

Adim Bécsil’z’ and Rok Zitko! 3

Y Jozef Stefan Institute, Jamova 39, SI-1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia
2Department of Mathematics and Computational Sciences,
Széchenyi Istvdn University, 9026 Gydér, Hungary

3 Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, University of Ljubljana, Jadranska 19, SI-1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia

(Dated: May 31, 2024)

An electron tunneling across a junction integrated into an electric circuit can generate an exci-
tation in the photonic field (electromagnetic environment) and lose energy in the process. Such
inelastic tunneling of particles is commonly described using the P(F) theory. In the conventional
approach to this theory, the tunneling rate and the electric current through the junction are derived
using Fermi’s golden rule and by averaging over the environmental photonic degrees of freedom. In
this work, we address the same problem of inelastic tunneling due to photonic environment in Lind-
bladian formalism and we present how the photonic degrees of freedom are traced out in quantum
master equation approach. The resulting quantum master equation is parameterized by the same
P(E) function and enables us to obtain not only the electric current but various other quantities,
for instance the heat current, in a systematic and convenient way. We also demonstrate that the
Lindbladian formalism provides a comprehensive description of Bogoliubov quasiparticle tunnel-
ing through superconducting junctions and that it properly accounts for the coherence factors. The
coherence factors become important if the normal-state density of states is particle-hole asymmetric.

I. INTRODUCTION

Tunneling is one of the most peculiar quantum phe-
nomena. In contrast to classical behavior, quantum
transmission is also possible through potential barriers
exceeding the total energy of the particle. Quantum tun-
neling has attracted much interest due to the wide range
of applications including superconducting quantum in-
terference devices [II, 2], scanning tunneling microscopy
[BH7], atomic scale devices [8HIO], quantum dots [I1}-
13], quantum optical devices [I4] and resonant tunneling
diodes [15], [16].

In most situations, the tunneling event can be con-
sidered a closed (i.e., unitary) process in the sense that
the particle does not interact with the environment. In
some experiments [6l, T7H20], however, the coupling to the
electromagnetic environment significantly influences the
transport properties of charged particles. The electro-
magnetic field arises from the electric circuit into which
the junction is embedded and typically plays an impor-
tant role in junctions with low capacity (large charging
energy). The effects of the coupling between a tunnel-
ing particle and the quantized electromagnetic (photonic)
bath is conventionally described by the P(E) theory [21-
25]. The theory is based on Fermi’s golden rule describ-
ing the transmission probability rate between an initial
and a final state with equal energies. By taking into ac-
count the energy of both the tunneling particles and the
photons, and by averaging over the photonic degrees of
freedom, one can derive an analytical expression for the
I(V) characteristics. The key quantity appearing in the
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formula is the P(E) function which describes the proba-
bility that the tunneling particle emits a photon of energy
E to the environment.

Another very commonly used technique to describe
the system-bath interaction is the Lindbladian formalism
[26H31] which appears quite different in form and spirit:
while the P(E) theory describes inelastic tunneling of
particles, the more general Lindblad master equation de-
scribes the dynamics of open quantum systems. Tunnel-
ing phenomena have been extensively studied within the
framework of quantum master equations [32H36]. The
typical approach involves tracing out electronic degrees
of freedom of the leads and the master equation is formu-
lated for the degrees of freedom of an embedded system,
such as a quantum dot.

In this paper, we present a different kind of Lindbla-
dian approach. We integrate out only the photonic de-
grees of freedom, but keep all electronic degrees of free-
dom (including those in the leads) as system variables.
We demonstrate how the resulting Lindblad equation is
used to calculate physical observables. We emphasize
that the Lindbladian approach does not supersede the
P(E) approach; the aim of the present work is rather
to compare the conventional P(FE) theory to the Lind-
bladian approach and to demonstrate some benefits of
the latter. In particular, we compare the assump-
tions behind the conventional Fermi’s golden rule and
the Lindbladian approach. The relation between Fermi’s
golden rule and classical Markovian master equations has
been previously studied in the strict limit of infinitesi-
mally small coupling in Ref. 37l In this work, we inves-
tigate what assumptions apply for small but finite cou-
pling and show that these are essentially the same in both
approaches. We believe, however, that the Lindbladian
approach has one significant technical advantage: it pro-
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vides an algorithmic procedure to obtain various quanti-
ties related to tunnel phenomena without the necessity of
introducing further assumptions. This is demonstrated
by considering the problem of Bogoliubov quasi-particle
tunneling through superconducting junctions.

The paper is structured as follows. After defining the
problem in Sec.[[T} in Sec. [[Tl] we review the main steps of
the conventional approach by focusing on the approxima-
tions implied in the Fermi’s golden rule. These approx-
imations are compared to the assumptions made during
the derivation of the Lindbladian equation in Sec. In
Secs.[V] the electric and heat current are calculated using
the Lindbladian framework. In Sec. [VI} we demonstrate
how to apply the formalism to quasiparticle tunneling
through superconducting junctions. In App. [A] we pro-
vide details on the calculation of the dissipated heat. In
App. [B]we present the formalism for tracking the number
of electrons in superconducting BCS states.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

The system of interest is the tunnel junction between
two leads as shown in Fig. The Hamiltonian of the
system is given by

H = Hp+ Hy + Hr, (1)

where Hp and Hp are the Hamiltonians describing the
electromagnetic bath and the tunneling, while

Hy = ZEL(k)CkuCLkg + ZER(Q)C};qGCRqU (2)
ko

qo

describes the electrons of the left (L) and the right (R)
leads. Here cpi, and crq, are the annihilation operators
of electrons with wavenumber k/q and spin o. The dis-
persions e, (k) and er(q) describe the energy spectra of
the metallic leads and will be kept general for most of
the calculation.

The leads are coupled to a thermal bath with tem-
perature T and particle reservoirs setting the chemical
potentials to pz, and pg, such that puyp — ur = eV with e
the charge of the electron and V' the bias voltage applied
in the electric circuit.

The tunneling through the junction is described by

Hy =3 (Thyhaoerroe™ + huc.) (3)

kqo

where e~ is a charge displacement operator acting on
the photonic field. From the circuit point of view, the
junction is a capacitor. The operator e~* shifts the
charge on the capacitor by the unit charge e [211, 22] [24].
The tunneling amplitudes T}, include the factor of
1/v/NpNg where N and Npg designate the number of
momentum modes in the left and right lead, respectively.

The term H g describes the electromagnetic field of the
circuit which depends on the actual circuit in which the
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FIG. 1. Junction embedded into an electric circuit. Orange
arrows indicate the possible tunneling processes through the
insulating layer (grey). On the two sides of the junction, the
left and the right leads are characterized by the energy spec-
tra ez (k) and er(g) and the chemical potentials of electrons,
pr/r- The electric circuit is characterized by the impedance
of Z(w), the bias voltage is V' and the junction itself has a
capacitance C'.

junction is embedded. In the forthcoming discussion, it is
assumed that the environment is in thermal equilibrium
with the same temperature T as the thermal bath of the
leads.

III. FERMI'S GOLDEN RULE APPROACH

We revisit the conventional derivation of the P(E) the-
ory for a single junction [2I]. We will particularly focus
on the approximations made in the derivation. These will
later be compared to those of the Lindbladian approach.

The P(F) approach is based upon Fermi’s golden rule
which is used to calculate the transmission rate. By using
first order perturbation theory, the transmission from the
left lead state with energy e (k) to the right lead state
with energy egr(q) is characterized by the probability of

o, B'|Hr|ko, B)|?
pka’,B%qUB’(t) = |<q | hg‘ >| X

2

; (4)

t
X / e%(EL(k)+EB_5R(q)—EB/)t/dt/

0

where B and B’ denote the bath (photonic) degrees of
freedom. In order to compute the total probability of the
transition ko — qo, one has to sum over the bath degrees
of freedom:

pko’%qo’(ﬂ = Z PBPko,B—qo,B’
BB’

| Teg® [ C i (en(—cr(@)(t—t2)
= hz dtl dtQ@h R P(tl - t2)a
0 0
(5)

where pp is the probability that the photonic bath is in



the state B and
P(t) = TI‘B [ﬁBei“"(t)e_W(O)} (6)

is the bath correlation function with pp the density ma-
trix of the electromagnetic environment. It is assumed
that pp describes a thermal equilibrium state with tem-
perature T. In reality, the state of the environment is
modified by the coupling but since the transition proba-
bilities are already in second order in the tunneling these
modifications result in higher order corrections only. The
bath correlation function P(t) can be characterized by
several time scales, the longest of which will be denoted
by 75.

By substituting with the Fourier transform of the bath
correlation function,

1

P(B)=5— | dteF"'Ty (pBeW“)e—W(m) (7

— 00

and integrating over the variables ¢; and t,, the trans-
mission probability is rewritten as

pko‘—)qa’(t) ==
T2 /°° er(k) —enl@) =B ) ()
—_ dEP(E)F t
[ (E) h ’
where
02 (wt
sin” (4
F(w,t) = % (9)
(5)
Note that F(w,t) is a sharp function around w = 0

if t is large enough since it has its major contribution
in the range of (—27“; 27") If the size of this inter-
val is much smaller than the narrowest energy interval
on which P(E) changes significantly in the vicinity of
er(k) — er(q), the function F(w,t) can be replaced by
27t (w), leading to what is effectively the Fermi’s golden
rule. The narrowest such energy interval is determined
by the longest characteristic time scale 73, leading to the
condition 27” < é or, dropping the factor of 27, to

B K t. (10)

If the condition is fulfilled, the transmission probability
is obtained as

271“qu|2

7 P(er(k) —er(q)) - (11)

Pko—qo (t) =t

The probability is wvalid if it does not reach too

high wvalues. By wusing the notation Ry, =
2

%P (eL(k) —er(q)), the condition for the validity

of the long time limit of the Fermi’s golden rule is given

by

T <t < R (12)

Such a condition can be fulfilled by some range of ¢ if
T8 < R, (13)

holds. This means that the Fermi’s golden rule is valid if
the bath relaxation time is much shorter than the inverse
transition rate.

Note that this condition is in spirit the same as pre-
sented e.g. in Chapter 27.6 of Ref. [38], but modified due
to the averaging over the bath degrees of freedom. If the
conditions from Eq. are fulfilled, the transmission
rate for the ko — qo transition is finally obtained as

2
Wk sar = koo ) = TP (e () — en(a)).
(14)

The overall transition rate from left to right is obtained
as a sum of the products of the elementary transition
probabilities wrs—s o and occupation probabilities. Since
the transmission rate is already in leading order in the
tunneling amplitude, the occupation probabilities in the
leads can be assumed to equal their equilibrium value cor-
responding to the temperature T' and chemical potentials
pr and pg.

Hence, the overall tunneling rate is given by

§ = 3 Plet) el tt ). 09

where we use the shorthand notation fr, = f(er (k) —ur)
and fr = f(er(q)—pgr) with (&) = 1/(e”¢+1) the Fermi
function and g = 1/(kgT) the inverse temperature. The
P(E) function is related to the charge relaxation through
the electric circuit and can be computed from the prop-
erties of the particular circuit [2I]. From the electron
point of view, the function P(FE) represents the proba-
bility that the tunneling electron emits a photon with
energy E to the environment (for E > 0) or absorb it
(for E < 0).

Similarly to Eq. , the total tunneling rate from
right to left can also be obtained and the electric current
is finally calculated as I = e(K) - (K) as presented in

Ref. 211

IV. LINDBLADIAN APPROACH

In this section, we present an alternative theoretical de-
scription of the coupling between the tunneling electrons
and the electromagnetic field of the circuit. We consider
the latter as an energy reservoir for the electrons and fol-
low the standard procedure of the microscopic derivation
of the Lindblad equation [28]. One goal of this section is
to compare the approximations of the Fermi’s golden rule
to the Born-Markovian approximation used for the Lind-
blad equation. The derivation presented here involves
tracing out photonic degrees of freedom only and keep-
ing all electronic degrees of freedom as system variables
in contrast to many previous theoretical works [32H36].



In the standard procedure[28], the time evolution is
described within the interaction picture with Ho + Hp
being the unperturbed Hamiltonian. The von Neumann
equation can be reformulated as
i
h

— i [ 4 0, 00,00,

dip = — = [Hri(t), p(0)]

(16)

where p(t) is the density matrix of the whole system in-
cluding both the electronic and photonic degrees of free-
dom. Square brackets denote the usual commutators and
p(0) stands for the initial density matrix. Hr;(t) denotes
the tunneling Hamiltonian in the interaction picture.

To reduce the Hilbert space to the electronic degrees of
freedom, we trace out the environmental degrees of free-
dom on both sides of the equation. The partial trace
leads to pg(t) = Trp(p(t)) describing solely the elec-
tronic degrees of freedom. For the initial condition, we
assume that Trp ([Hrs(t),p(0)]) = 0. In our specific
case of a single junction, this assumption traces back to
Tr[pp(0)e=*] = 0 which holds true if pg(0) describes the
thermal equilibrium state of the bath.

Furthermore, it is also assumed that the coupling be-
tween the system and the environment is weak, and that
the system affects the state of the reservoir only negligi-
bly. Hence, on the right-hand side of the equation, which
is already second order in the coupling, we can assume
that p(t) = ps(t) ® pp, where pp is the bath density
operator in thermal equilibrium with the temperature 7T'.
Similarly to the Fermi’s golden rule approach, the effects
of the coupling on the bath would result in higher order
corrections only. This assumption is called Born approx-
imation.

In the standard procedure, the next assumption is that
the environment relaxes much faster than the typical
timescales of the system evolution. This Markovian ap-
proximation can also be rephrased as a statement that
the time evolution of the system has no memory effects.
Technically, the time argument ¢’ of the density matrix
ps(t') is replaced by ¢ indicating that the system den-
sity matrix does not change essentially while the bath
relaxes. In addition to the change of argument, we also
set the lower limit of the integration in Eq. to —oo
in accordance with the idea that no memory effects from
the initial state are kept. These technical steps lead to
the same result as temporal coarse-graining [39} [40] with
the time interval which is much longer than the bath re-
laxation time 7p and is much shorter than the typical
timescale of changes in the system. The physical mean-
ing of the Markovian assumption is that after a tunneling
event (also referred to as a jump process in the Lind-
bladian language) the bath achieves complete relaxation
before another event occurs. This is essentially the same
assumption as the long time limit applied in the Fermi’s
golden rule approach as formulated in Eqs. and (13).

The standard form of the resulting equation is usually
achieved by changing the integral variable from ¢’ to ¢t —t'

frequency
ThqCqocho | L — R (j(p) = +1) |hwp = e1(k) — er(q)
TiqChycar |[R = L (j(p) = —1)|iwp = er(q) — er(k)

Ap description

TABLE I. Jump processes in the case of normal leads.

leading to

Drps(t) dt' Trp (Hri(t = )ps (Do Hr (t) -

B 2 0
Hp (O Hey(t— 1) ps(t)ps + h.c.) . (a7

Now, we substitute into this equation the tunneling
Hamiltonian which is given by

Hrp(t) = ZAp(t)e_ij(p)‘p(t) (18)

in the interaction picture. Here, we have defined the
process operators A,(t) = A,e"r* as shown in Table

For the jump processes we have introduced the composite
process index p = {k, ¢, 0, j}. The operator A, describes
a tunneling process between a left lead state with mo-
mentum k and a right lead state with momentum ¢, spin
o and j is the direction of the tunneling. If the tunneling
process occurs from left to right, j = 1, and j = —1 for
the opposite direction. In the exponent of Eq. , J(p)
indicates the direction of the process p. In the following,
we will use j and j’ instead of j(p) and j(p') for the sake
of brevity.

After substituting into Eq. and carrying out the
integration over t', we obtain

1 ~ - 7w/
Oups(t) = 7> [Tz (wpr) =0 (A ps(t) A7 -
pp’

—A;Ap,ps(t)) + hc} (19)

where the bath correlation function has been defined as

[ 1 > ;5 i .
F]]’ (CU) = ﬁ/o dtTI'B (pBelﬂa(t)B*U 49(0)) elwt . (20)

In the standard derivation, the exponential factors
¢! Wr=wp)t are assumed to describe very fast oscillations.
By applying the rotating wave approximation, we neglect
terms where the processes p and p’ have different frequen-
cies and keep only terms with w, = wj,. In some situa-
tions, this approximation does not hold true and one has
to handle the nonsecular Lindblad equation with time-
dependent coefficients [41] 42]. In the case of tunneling
through the single junction, the terms with w, # wp
do not contribute to the electric current nor to the heat
current, hence they would play no role even if retained.



By applying the rotating wave approximation and re-
turning to the Schrodinger picture representation, we ob-
tain

8tps(t) = _% [HO + HLSapS(t)] +

+:.LZ'ij/(Wp)< Apps(t)A, **{A Apr,ps(t )})

.,
wppr

(21)

which is the Lindblad equation for the tunneling elec-
trons. In this equation, {,} denotes anti-commutation.
We have also defined

(@) = Tjjr(w) + Tjrj(w)* =

1 [ g -,
= ﬁ/ dtTrp (pBezw(t)e—u w(0)> etwt

— 00

(22)

which, apart from a factor of 27, is the same as the P(E)
function from Eq. if j = j/, with E = hw. Further-
more, we defined the Lamb shift Hamiltonian as

1 /-~
Hys =) % (Fjjf(w)
pp’
wp=wy,

- fj’j(w)*) Ay Ay . (23)

So far, we have derived the Lindblad equation for the
tunneling particles which is the full dynamical equation
for the density matrix.

V. ELECTRIC CURRENT

In this section, we calculate the current flowing
through the junction based on the Lindblad equa-
tion . Since the Lindbladian contains only particle
operators, the current must also be expressed in terms of
particle operators rather than circuit variables. We start
with the expectation value

Qu(t) = Tr [Qrps(t)] (24)
where
Qu=e)  clioCrio (25)
ko

is the operator for the total charge in the left lead. The
expectation value of the net current flowing from left to
right is calculated as

_dQp A
1= -5 — T [Quaws(t)] - (26)
We substitute the right-hand side of the Lindblad equa-
tion into O¢ps(t), make use of the cyclic properties of the

trace and the relation [Ho + Hyg, cJLr,mcL;w] = 0 which
leads to

I= —% > i (wp) T [ﬂs(f) (Azf QrAy

pp’
wp=w, (27)

“p{aana)]

Due to AfA, ~ Ty Ty, the current is already in
the order of |T'|? in the tunneling amplitude which is the
leading order within the Born approximation. Therefore,
we can assume that in the steady state the leads achieve
thermal equilibrium, pgs(t — o00) = pyn. We note that
this steady state is not reached by the dissipation de-
scribed by the jump processes in Eq. . In reality, the
leads are coupled to other reservoirs: phonons act as a
heat bath and wires act as charge reservoirs. The effects
of these are expected to be much stronger than the dissi-
pation generated by the tunneling. They thus drive the
leads to the thermal equilibrium state with a well-defined
temperature and chemical potential.

In thermal equilibrium, Tr[pthczkachg] = fr and
Tr[ptthchng] = fgr. Deviations from these values oc-
cur only in higher orders in |T|2. When evaluating the
trace in Bq. (27), terms like Tr[ppn A} Ap] must be cal-
culated. Due to the thermal equilibrium, only the p = p’
terms contribute and we obtain

e er(k
:ﬁZ|qu‘2 ( A0

[V++ ;R(q)) fo(l—fr)—
kgo

—7-- (M) fr(1— fL):| :
(28)

which is the same as the current obtain _gd fg)m the
Fermi’s golden rule by evaluating I = e(A — A) from
Eq. . The correspondence is established by

e (3) = (5) =2r®r

which directly connects the jump coefficients of the Lind-
bladian with the P(E) distribution function.

If T4 does not depend on the wavenumber, and the
density of states on each lead is also approximated by a
constant, Dy, or Dg, the current is calculated as

— o [ e [ aenx (30)
X [P(EL—ER)f(eL—uL)(l—f(ER—MR))—

—P(er—c1) fler—pur) (1= fler — 1)) |, (31)

where

h 1

RT - 672 47TDLDR|T‘2

(32)



is the ohmic resistance of the junction. Eq. is iden-
tical to Eq. (51) of Ref. [21].

Based on the Lindblad equation, the heat currents can
also be computed by taking the time-derivative of the
expectation value of the total energy in the left (right)
lead Hy, (Hpg), for details see Appendix [A] Due to the
energy exchange between the electrons and the photonic
field, the heat current leaving the left lead P differs
from the heat current arriving to the right lead, Pgr. The
difference is the dissipated heat, Pyijs = P, — Pr, which
is obtained from the Lindblad equation as

2T
5 (ek — €¢)|Thql*x

kqo

Pdiss =

X (P(Ek —¢eg)fr(1 = fr) — P(eqg —ex)(1 — fL)fR>~
(33)

which is in accordance with Refs. [43H45]. This further
confirms the validity of the Lindbladian formalism based
on Eq. .

In this section, we presented the relation between the
conventional approach to the P(E) theory and the Lind-
bladian formalism based on tracing out the photonic de-
grees of freedom. We have seen that the assumptions of
Fermi’s golden rule are essentially the same as the Born-
Markovian approximation used for the Lindblad equa-
tion. Namely, both approaches are valid if the coupling
between the system and the bath is weak and the re-
sults are given up to leading order only. Furthermore,
both approaches assume that the tunneling events are
independent from each other and that the reservoir com-
pletely relaxes between consecutive events.

VI. INELASTIC QUASIPARTICLE TUNNELING
THROUGH JOSEPHSON JUNCTIONS

We apply the Lindbladian formalism to the quasiparti-
cle tunneling between superconducting leads. Note that
this phenomenon is distinct from the tunneling of Cooper
pairs [21], [46] which is not covered in this section. In
Ref. 211, the quasiparticle tunneling is handled such that
the only difference to the normal leads comes from the
difference in the density of states of elementary exci-
tations. Ref. 24 however, claims that due to the fact
that superconducting elementary excitations are linear
superpositions of particles and holes with suitable energy-
dependent coefficients, the corresponding coherence fac-
tors appear in the expressions for the tunneling rates.
Here, we show that by taking into account the Cooper
pair counting in the Bogoliubov operators, the results

of Ref. 21] are recovered in special cases but coherence
factors appear in more general situations.

Let us start with the Hamiltonian of the supercon-
ducting (left) lead which is obtained within mean-field
approximation as

Hp —pNy = ZEL(k)dJeradeﬂ (34)
ko

where Ny is the total number of particles, Ep(k) =

ér(k)?2 4+ |AL|? is the energy spectrum with Ay the
superconducting gap and &1, (k) = e (k) — pr. In the for-
mula, dj e is the annihilation operator of the Bogoliubov
quasi-particles. Following Refs. [47H49], the annihilation
operators are defined as

dpke = ukCrLrt — OVRSLEL _pss (35)

where we use the convention that the value of ¢ is +1 for
spin up and -1 for spin down and & denotes the opposite
of spin o. Furthermore,

o aw e [ e
“= T Em T AT By

where ¢ is the phase of Ay. The non-standard feature of
Eq. is the inclusion of the operator S;, which anni-
hilates a Cooper-pair from the the left lead. Technically,
we consider that Sy acts on an auxiliary Hilbert space
of Cooper-pairs. The basis elements of this Hilbert space
are |Mp) describing a state with My Cooper pairs and
fulfilling Sp|Mr) = |Mr — 1). The overall state of the
superconducting lead takes the form of a tensor product,
lelectrons) ® |ML).

As pointed out in Refs. [47H49], the application of Sy,
ensures proper accounting for the electric charge, which
is necessary for the discussion of tunneling problems. In-
deed, as shown in Appendix[B] the annihilation operators
fulfill the relation

(36)

|:NL7deo':| = —drko (37)
if the total number of particles operator is defined as

Np = ch{kgcwg + 22 Mp|Mp){Mz|, (38)
ko My,

where the factor 2 stems from the fact that Cooper pairs
carry a charge of 2e.

For the right lead, similar expressions can be derived
and with the Hamiltonian Hpg, the total Hamiltonian of
the leads is given as Hy = Hy + Hpr. Using the Bogoli-
ubov transformation , the tunneling Hamiltonian of
(3) is rewritten as



id Ap description frequency

1+ quukuqdz;,dkg L — R, C: - ﬁwp =FEr+eV — Eq
2+ | ~ThquivrShSrdf dye| R—L,C: L — R | hwy, = Eq+ eV — Ej
34| TrquiurSidesdie |LR— @, C: @ — R| hwy = By + Eq + eV
4+ quuqkaqut,dz& @ — LR, C: L - @| hw, =eV — Ey, — E,
1- quukuqdkadqg R—L,C:- hwy, = E; — eV — E,
2- |—T7,0q0e ST Srd,dio| L — R, C: R— L | hw, = Ey, — eV — By
3- quukuqudkod; @ — LR, C: R — @ |hw, = —eV — Ej — E,
4- | TyviugSidrsdee |LR— @, C: @ — L| hwy = By + E; — eV

TABLE II. Jump processes in the case of superconducting leads.

Hy = [Trge ™ (upttgdfydio = vyopS7SL, dgs + 00urS fidysdps + ougopSidiydi,) +
kqo

T4 (unttadfy dus — 0q0EST Sndipdi + ovity ST drodys + ourv,Sdf,dly) |, (39)

from which the jump processes are identified as shown in Table [l in accordance with Ref. 48l In the table, the
frequencies are determined based on the energy difference between the initial and the final states of the process. For
the energy, we consider the eigenvalues of Hy, and Hg and not Hy, — up Ny, or Hgr — ugr Ngr. That is, we express Hp,
from Eq. and obtain Hpg similarly. This procedure gives rise to the terms puy — ur = eV in the frequencies of the
jump processes.

It is worth to notice the critical importance of the S; r operators. For example, the processes 14+ and 2- both
describe a quasiparticle tunneling from left to right. However, in the process 2-, it is accompanied by a hopping of a
Cooper pair from right to left producing a net charge transfer from right to left.

To calculate the electric current through the junction, we follow the same procedure as presented in Sec. [Vl The
total charge of the left lead is glven by Q1 = eNy with the total number of particles defined in Eq. . Formally7
we obtain the same result as Eq. , but the sum over the different processes includes now all processes of Table [I
We assume again that the density matrix ps(t — o0o0) describes a thermal equilibrium state of the superconducting
leads. As a result, only the diagonal terms p = p’ contribute to the sum in Eq. leading to

1= 22857 T[22 710~ Fr)P(BL(K) — Br(a) + V) + og Plugl? Fr(1 — f1) P(Era) ~ EL(K) + V) +

ko
+ujlvg|* fLfrP(EL(k) + Er(q) + €V) + ullog|*(1 — fr)(1 — fr)P(—EL(k) — Er(q) + eV)—
—ujuy(1 = fr) frP(Er(q) — eV — Er(k)) — |vx[*|vg|* fr(1 = fr)P(EL(k) — eV — Er(q))—
—|vgPu(1 = fr)(1 = fL)P(—eV — Er(k) — Er(q)) — ug|ow|* fr frP(EL(K) + Er(q) — eV) (40)
where f, = f(Er(k)) and fr = f(Er(q)).

In the case when both |qu|2 and the density of states of {1, are independent of the wavenumber and energy, we
obtain

o [ e [ aen[uiu 0 P~ Br o+ eV) + ol el = £1)P(Br — Bu+ V) +
+upvg|* fLfrP(EL 4+ Er + €V) + ul|vp[*(1 = fL)(1 — frR)P(—EL — Er +eV)—
fuku (1ffL)fRP(ER76V EL) |’Uk|2|1)q|2fL(].ffR)P(EL 76V*ER)7

—|vg[Pup(1 = fr)(A — fL)P(—eV — Ep — ER) — ul|vk|* fL frP(EL + Er — GV)} (41)

(

where Ep p = /gi/R+ |AL/r|?> and Rp is the re- sistance given in Eq. . One can observe that



only the coherence factors, e.g., ui|vq|2, depend on
the sign of {;,r. We analyze all four sectors of the
(€1,€Rr) plane and sum up with respect to the sign of
¢z and {gr. By using the functions ny/z(E) = O(|E| —
|Ar/rDIE|//E? — |AL,r|? with the Heaviside-function
O(z), we obtain

1 o0 o0
= — E E' FE E'
] [md np(Eyng(E')x

x [f(E)u — f(E"))P(E—E' +¢eV)—
F(E"N(A - f(E)P(E'— E—eV)|, (42)

which is the same as Eq. (153) in Ref. 21l Note that no
coherence factors appear in this expression.

Let us now study the case of non-constant density of
states and assume linear energy dependence in the vicin-
ity of the chemical potential:

Dr(&k) = Dro (14 sék) ,

(43)
Dr(&q) = Dro (1 + sréy) -
Note that such energy dependence of D implies that the
particle-hole symmetry is broken in the superconducting
leads.
By substituting the density of states into and fol-
lowing the same procedure as previously presented for
the constant density case, we now obtain

1 oo o0
I=— dE/ dE’nL(E)nR(E’)x
eRr —o00 —o0
E27|AL|2 E'2*|AR|2
><<1+.SLE 1+5RT X

x [f(E)u — f(E"))P(E - E' +¢eV)—
JE)L = FENPE ~E-ev)|,  (44)

where Rr is defined as Eq. but with Dy, go.

The integrals of Eq. are evaluated numerically and
the results are shown with solid lines in Fig. 2] for an RLC
circuit environment where Q; = /L/C/R = 0.25 and
L = 4Ch?/e? following Sec. 4.3 in Ref.21l The numerical
calculations have been performed in two distinct cases.
In the first (parity symmetric) case, the density of states
behave the same in both leads, s;, = sg = s, while in the
second (parity anti-symmetric) case, the slopes of the
energy dependencies have opposite sign, s;, = —sg = s.
The parity anti-symmetric case exhibits more significant
s-dependence.

At higher bias voltages, the I(V') characteristics con-
verges to the curve corresponding to the case of no en-
vironment and no superconductivity. For s; r = 0, this
reference I(V') function is a linear describing Ohmic be-
havior. For non-zero sy, g, the reference current is calcu-

lated as
1% eV
I(V) = RfT(l‘F(SR—SL)? 5)
- 22 ((ev)? — 2n(kpT)?) )

which is plotted with dashed lines in Fig. 2] Note that
the deviation of the I(V) curves from the Ohmic be-
haviour at high voltages is not a consequence of the in-
elastic tunneling but follows from the broken particle-
hole symmetry.

The result of Eq. demonstrates how the broken

particle-hole symmetry occurs in the I(V') characteris-

2 2
1+ s% could be de-
rived only by properly identifying the charge conserving
jump processes within the Lindbladian formalism.

tics. The coherence factors (

Qr=025 A/E-=038
101
< 7]
3
& 0
3
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*'10 ,'5 (') é 1v0
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FIG. 2. I(V) characteristics for different types of density of
states. The case of uniform density of states (blue, solid) is
compared to the parity symmetric case, s; = Sgp = Ssym =
0.05 (orange, solid), and to the parity anti-symmetric case,
SL = SR = Sasym = 0.05 (green, solid). The dashed lines

represent Eq. ([45).

VII. CONCLUSION

The P(E) theory is the most commonly used approach
to explain the transport properties of ultrasmall tun-
nel junctions. In this paper, we showed that the con-
ventional approach to P(E) theory, which is based on
Fermi’s golden rule, relies on essentially the same as-
sumptions as the Born-Markovian approximation of the
Lindblad equation approach. The Lindbladian formalism
presented here involves tracing out only photonic degrees
of freedom. This has to be contrasted with the typical ap-
proaches in the literature where the leads are treated as
reservoirs. The main advantage of keeping all electronic
degrees of freedom as system variables is that further ef-
fects can be included in the model, such as additional



dissipative processes or elastic tunneling terms. Further-
more, additional scattering processes could also be taken
into consideration. A particularly interesting situation
could be to consider an Anderson impurity at the edge
of one or both leads and study the interplay between the
dissipation and the Kondo effect.

We believe that our results extend the conventional
P(E) theory, open the route to more complex systems,
and enable the calculation of more complicated observ-
ables. As a demonstration, we have applied the formal-
ism to inelastic quasiparticle tunneling through supercon-
ducting junctions. It has been shown that if the normal-
state density of states of the leads is flat (constant in
energy), no coherence factors occur in the I(V') charac-
teristics. For a non-constant density of states (i.e., broken
particle-hole symmetry), however, the coherence factors
play an important role.
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Appendix A: Dissipated heat

The dissipated heat is a fundamentally important
quantity [50]. Furthermore, it can be used to characterize
devices through Joule spectrometry, e.g. in hybrid super-
conducting devices [51]. In this section, we study the heat
current flowing through the junction with normal-state
leads. The heat transport has been broadly studied in
the literature [43H45]. Here, we demonstrate how these
results can be recovered within the Lindbladian formal-
ism.

The total energy of the left lead is given by the operator
H; = Zkg Ekcz,mcL;m and its expectation value is given
by

B (t) = Tx [Hyps (1)), (A1)
The heat flow from the left lead is computed as
dE
P = _dTL = —Tr[Hp,ps(t)]. (A2)

By substituting the right-hand side of the Lindblad equa-
tion and taking advantage of [Hy + Hrs, Hr] = 0, we
obtain

P, = 2% Z€k|qu|2<P(5k —eg)fr(1 = fr) -
kqo

~Pleg—e)(1 = fu)fr), (A3)

where we again took into account that the leads are in
thermal equilibrium. Similar formula can be derived for
the heat flow to the right lead:

Pr = 2% Zeq|qu|2(P(5k —eg)fu(1 = fr) -
kqo

—Peg —en)(1— fL)fR). (A4)

In the absence of environmental effects, when P(E) =
d(FE), the two heat currents are the same, P, = Pg. In
the presence of the photonic bath, however, some part
of the heat current which leaves the left lead does not
arrive on the right lead but gets dissipated into the envi-
ronment. The dissipated heat is calculated as

2

Paiss = P — Pr = 5 Z(Ek — £q)|Tq|*
kqo
X (P(ﬁk —eg)f(1 = fr) — P(eg —ex)(1 — fL)fR)

(A5)
By considering constant density of states and tunneling

amplitude and taking the limits of infinite system size
and infinitely large bandwidth, the sum is rewritten as

Pdiss =

1—e=feV /°° g EP(E)E — V) (46)

PRy ) O TepE-e 1
In the formula, Ry is the electric resistance of the junc-
tion as given in Eq. .

The dissipated heat has been computed numerically for
an RLC environment, see Fig. The circuits are dis-
tinguished based on the quality factor defined as @y =
\/L/C/R following Ref. [21]. In each case, L = 4Ch?*/e?
has also been set. The quality factor indicates how pro-
nounced are the resonant peaks in the P(FE) function.
For lower values of @y, the ohmic resistance becomes
dominant.

At low bias voltage, the dissipated heat has a rich
structure and depends strongly on the specific circuit.
At high voltages, however, the dissipated heat behaves as
Pyiss ~ V which is noticeably distinct from the quadratic
behavior characteristic of ohmic resistances. This result
is particularly interesting since the I(V) characteristics
do exhibit the ohmic behavior in this regime, I = V/Ryp.
It can also be shown that in the large bias voltage limit,
the dissipated heat through the junction is given by

EV

Pdiss = 75
GRT ’

(A7)

where E = [dEEP(E) is the average energy emission
of a tunneling particle.

We remark that the dissipated heat is not necessarily
lost on the ohmic resistance of the electric circuit. It can
be shown that even in the case of a simple LC circuit,
the dissipated heat is non-zero. This can be explained



dPyiss/dV in units of E¢/(eRr)

FIG. 3. Derivative of the dissipated power as a function
of bias voltage for three different values of the quality fac-
tor Qf = /L/C/R (numerical results). The inset shows
the corresponding P(FE) functions in units of Egl where
Ec = ¢*/(2C) is the charging energy. The temperature is
T = 0.01E¢/ks. The P(E) curves are the same as in Sec.
4.3 of Ref. [21].

by the fact that the photonic environment with a well-
defined temperature is, by definition, coupled to a large
heat bath and the dissipated heat can also be lost through
this coupling.

Appendix B: Tracking the number of particles in
superconducting leads

When studying tunneling phenomena [47H49], it is ben-
eficial to introduce the Coulomb pair operators S in
the annihilation operators of Bogoliubov quasiparticles.
These operators track the number of Cooper pairs form-
ing the superconducting condensate: S decreases that
number by one, ST increases it by one. The annihilation
operators of the Bogoliubov quasiparticles are then given
as

dkg = UkCko — O’UkSCtk& (Bl)

where we use the convention that the value of ¢ is +1 for
spin up and -1 for spin down and & denotes the opposite

of spin . The coefficients are given by the standard
expressions
U, = f 1+ §7k
(B2)
_ ik

Vg =

V2
with &, = e(k)—p and By, = \/&; + |A]2. The operator S

annihilates a Cooper pair from the system, hence, under
the action of di, the charge of the total system decreases
by exactly one unit. In this section, we consider only one
lead and we have hence dropped the lead index.

The inverse Bogoliubov transformation is given by

Cho = Updre + UUdeik(W (B3)
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which is valid if ST = 1. This relation will be checked
later. An interesting property of Eq. is that it does
not diagonalize the BCS mean-field Hamiltonian in the
standard form

Hpos = Y & (C;Tcm + Ctkic—ki)
P

— Z (Ac%ciki + h.c.)
k

because the terms of the type ¢TcT, which change the
total charge by 2e, cannot be expressed in terms of d*d,
which do not change the total charge. Instead, one has
to revisit the mean-field approximation applied to the
original Hamiltonian

H = Z &k (cacm + Ctkﬁ—ﬂ)
k

(B4)

(B5)

g + .+
— N Z CkTC—kLc—k/ick/T'
kE’

Let us insert an identity operator SST as
H=Y & (cacm + Cf,wcfm)
k

9
N Z czTchMSS*'c,k/J,ck/?
Kk

(B6)

and assume that the following expectation value
=~ Z

is non-zero in the ordered phase. By performing the stan-
dard steps of the mean-field approximation, we obtain

C k¢ck¢ (B7)

NIA|?
Hyr — NAF _
ka (cacm + cirkic,m) — Z (ACZTCLQS + h.c.)
k k

(B8)

which is readily diagonalized by the transformation
resulting in Eq. . It is remarkable that, in contrast to
7 the Hamiltonian of conserves the total charge
because the terms such as ¢TctS describe the creation
of two electrons with the simultaneous annihilation of a
Cooper pair. Similar description has been recently used
in Ref. 46l

Technically, by this procedure we have introduced an
auxiliary Hilbert space for the Cooper pairs which is sep-
arate from the physical electron Hilbert space. This re-
dundancy in description serves to track the number of
electrons, which is important in discussing tunneling be-
tween multiple superconductors. The states of the sys-
tem take the following general form:

|¥) = [{many body state of electrons}) @ |[M). (B9)



where the last part, |M)., describes a state with M
Cooper-pairs. In the auxiliary space, the basis vectors
are |M). with integer M ranging from 0 to infinity.

The S operator acts as

S=1® Y |M)o(M+1]
M=0

(B10)

from which SS* =1 also follows.
The ground state of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (BS§]) is

k

where |0) is the vacuum (empty) state of electrons, while
My is half the total number of electrons in the supercon-
ductor. Note that the number of particles is the same in
each term of the ground state, N, = 2M,. Based on the
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ground state, the gap equation is derived as
g A
A=—" —
L2

which coincides with the one in the standard BCS theory
[49]. Finally, we express the operator for the total num-
ber of particles by considering both the electron and the
Cooper pair contributions as

N =Y cf ers +2) MIM)(M],
ko M

(B12)

(B13)

which satisfies both [N, §] = =28 and [N, diy] = —djo in
accordance with the physical intuition. Note that these
commutators are crucial to properly track the charges
which is essential when studying transport properties of
superconducting junctions.
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