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In this work, we investigate the local effects of a single short-range impurity on the electron system
of a short ballistic graphene Josephson Junction. Within the Dirac-Bogoliubov-De Gennes approach,
we systematically analyze the local density states, whose subgap energy dependence enables us to
distinguish between elastic and inelastic scattering processes and identify the magnetic nature of
the impurity. Furthermore, we observe that the spatial dependence of the local density of states is
a sensitive probe of the microscopic processes resulting in subgap impurity-induced bound states.
The Fourier analysis evidences the wavevectors related to the momenta of the high-transmissive
channels in ballistic graphene.

I. INTRODUCTION

The potential of quantum technologies is being ex-
plored by developing hybrid systems that combine dif-
ferent physical components with complementary func-
tionalities [1, 2]. Within this context, gate-tunable hy-
brid superconducting qubits, known as gatemons, have
been implemented using semiconducting nanowires [3, 4],
InAs Josephson Junctions (JJs) [5–7], two-dimensional
materials [8], van der Waals heterostructures [9] and
graphene [10, 11]. These devices offer reduced dissipa-
tive losses, crosstalk, and compatibility with high mag-
netic fields [12, 13], paving the way for the realization
of fault-tolerant topological qubits based on Majorana
zero modes [14, 15]. High-quality graphene supercon-
ductor heterostructures with clean interfaces, obtained
by encapsulating graphene in hexagonal boron nitride
(hBN) [16–18], have enabled ballistic transport of Cooper
pairs over micrometer-scale lengths, gate-tunable super-
currents that persist at large parallel magnetic fields [19–
21], and different features of two-dimensional Andreev
physics [22–24]. Moreover, thanks to the low specific heat
of graphene embedded in hBN, highly sensitive graphene
Josephson Junction (GJJ) based microwave bolometers
have been realized for circuit quantum electrodynamics
applications [25, 26]. Single near-infrared photon detec-
tion has also been achieved by coupling photons to lo-
calized surface plasmons of a GJJ, which can be inte-
grated into JJ-based computing architectures as high-
speed, low-power optical interconnects [27]. GJJs are
also an excellent platform for generating exotic quantum
states, such as long-lived Floquet-Andreev states gener-
ated by applying continuous microwave light without sig-
nificant heating [28].

The Josephson effect in heterostructures is described
microscopically by the proximity effect and construc-
tive interference between Andreev processes at the two
normal-superconducting (N-S) interfaces, which lead to
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coherent electron-hole superpositions known as Andreev
bound states (ABSs). In the short junction regime, the
current-phase relation (CPR) resulting from the phase
dependence of the ABSs spectrum differs from the sinu-
soidal CPR of the tunnel JJs [29, 30]. Recently, there
has been interest in the spatial control properties of bal-
listic GJJ. In fact, an experimental methodology has
been developed to measure and control the real-space
current density in two parallel ballistic GJJs, based on
Fourier and Hilbert transformations of the magnetic field-
induced modulation of the critical current [31]. Tun-
neling spectroscopy measurements in GJJs revealed the
possible presence of weakly coupled microscopic quan-
tum dots to proximitized graphene, which act as energy
filters in the tunneling process [11, 32]. A theoretical
analysis has suggested that a homogeneous dilute distri-
bution of impurities in a GJJ can alter the critical current
and the skewness of the CPR [33]. Moreover, defects in
the nearby substrate can act as carrier traps and induce
fluctuations in the carrier density of the graphene chan-
nel [34, 35] and lead to critical current fluctuations with
a 1/f spectrum [36–38]. Motivated by findings related
to point systems weakly interacting with proximitized
graphene and the latest interest in controlling the spatial
properties of ballistic GJJs, we investigate the local effect
of a short-range impurity on the low-energy properties of
a short planar GJJ, employing an analytical approach
based on the Dirac-Bogoliubov-de Gennes model [39].
Two paradigmatic descriptions of a single impurity are
considered: the Anderson model [40] and the Lifshitz
model [41]. According to the latter, an impurity interacts
with the density of conduction electrons through a scalar
potential [42], this model has been used to describe a va-
cancy in a graphene crystal [43]. The Anderson model,
which has been used to study the effect of adatoms on
the graphene electron system [44–48], it includes the pos-
sibility of electron transfer from the host to some energy
level that belongs to the adsorbed atom [47]. Here, we
take into account an extra magnetic term for both mod-
els to describe the exchange interaction between the lo-
cal spin on the impurity site and the electrons that flow
through the GJJ. We focus on a single impurity located
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in the middle of the normal phase region and analyze
how it affects the LDOS within the superconductive gap
|E| < ∆. This quantity is experimentally detectable by
scanning tunneling spectroscopy [42]. Here, the LDOS
reveals that ABSs are sensitive to the type of scattering
processes caused by the impurity. In proximity to the
impurity, the energy dependence of the LDOS is sensi-
tive to the magnetic properties of the impurity, and it is
different for the Anderson or Lifshitz model. We analyze
the conditions for the occurrence of an impurity-induced
subgap bound state. Finally, at the energy correspond-
ing to this impurity-induced bound state, we analyze the
spatial dependence in the normal phase region along the
transverse direction and apply a Fourier analysis.

This paper is structured as follows. Section II provides
technical details on the Dirac-Bogoliubov-De Gennes
model used to describe ABSs. Sections III and IV present
the Anderson and Lifshitz models, respectively, and we
analyze the energy dependence of the LDOS near the
impurity placed in the middle of the normal phase re-
gion. Section V examines the spatial dependence of the
LDOS along the normal phase region, and we analyze it
in Fourier space. Finally, the conclusions are reported in
Section VI.

II. MODEL

We analyze a GJJ in the ballistic regime, as depicted
in Fig. 1, which is composed of two identical metallic
superconductive electrodes on the sides and a graphene
monolayer in the middle. The entire device has a finite
width W and is considered infinite along the x̂-direction,
the normal graphene stripe has length L, and we assume
that W ≫ L. The electron system is described by the
following Dirac-Bogoliubov-de Gennes (D-BdG) Hamil-
tonian [39]

ĤD−BdG =
∑
ζ=±

∫
d2rΨ̂†

ζ(r)HD−BdGΨ̂ζ(r),

HD−BdG =τz

[
U(r)1σ +

ℏvD
i

(∂xσx + ∂yσy)

]
+ τx1σ Re∆(r)− τy1σ Im∆(r) ,

(1)

where ζ = ± denotes valley indices. Here, the four com-
ponents spinors Ψ̂±(r) are defined as

Ψ̂+(r) =
[
ψ̂†

A,K,↑(r), ψ̂
†
B,K,↑(r), ψ̂A,K′,↓(r), ψ̂B,K′,↓(r)

]†
,

Ψ̂−(r) =
[
−ψ̂†

B,K′,↑(r), ψ̂
†
A,K′,↑(r),−ψ̂B,K,↓(r), ψ̂A,K,↓(r)

]†
,

(2)
where vD ∼ c/300 is the Fermi velocity in monolayer
graphene, the set composed by the two-dimensional ma-
trix identity 11σ (11τ ) and the Pauli matrices {σx, σy, σz}
({τx, τy, τz}) act on the two-dimensional sublattice A-B
(electron-hole) subspace. The superconducting order pa-
rameter ∆(r), and the scalar potential U(r) are defined
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FIG. 1. Schematics of the planar GJJ device. The graphene
monolayer of length L (gray) is contacted to the sides by two
superconducting electrodes (yellow sides). The width W of
the device is assumed to be such that W ≫ L.

across the junction as follows

∆(r) = Θ(|x| − L/2)∆eiϕ0(x),

ϕ0(x) = Θ(x)ϕR +Θ(−x)ϕL,
(3)

U(r) = −µ0Θ(L/2− |x|)− U0Θ(|x| − L/2), (4)

where Θ(x) is the Heaviside step function, and we assume
that U0 ≫ |µ0| [39]. The multiple coherent Andreev re-
flections at the interfaces between the normal phase re-
gion and the superconductive sides at x = ±L/2 gener-
ate a set of ABSs [49]. These eigenstates of the D-BdG
Hamiltonian have subgap eigenenergies, i.e. |E| < ∆. In
the short junction limit L ≪ ξ, where ξ = ℏvD/(π∆) is
the coherence length, the eigenstates with energies above
the gap, i.e. |E| > ∆, form the Andreev continuum.
These states have eigenenergies that are independent of
the phase difference ϕ = ϕR − ϕL, so ABSs are the only
ones responsible for carrying the Josephson equilibrium
supercurrent [50, 51]. In this study, we disregard the
continuum and focus on the low-energy characteristics of
the GJJ. To obtain ABSs, we seek the eigenstates of the
D-BdG Hamiltonian by exploiting the uniformity of the
system along the y-direction

φk,E,ζ(r) =
eiky√
W

φ̃k,E(x), (5)

where k determines the wavenumber along the y direc-
tion, and E is the eigenenergy. Since the D-BdG Hamil-
tonian in Eq. (1) is independent of the valley index ζ, we
omit it in φ̃k,E(x), and it leads to double degeneracy in
the ABS spectrum. As shown in Fig. 1, there are three
sharp partitioned sectors along the x direction for which
we look for a solution to the stationary D-BdG problem
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of the following form

φ̃k,E(x) =


Nk,Eφ̃

(S−L)
k,E (x) x ≤ −L/2,

Nk,Eφ̃
(N)
k,E(x) −L/2 < x < L/2,

Nk,Eφ̃
(S−R)
k,E (x) x ≥ L/2,

(6)

and afterward, we impose the continuity at the interfaces
x = ±L/2. The coefficient Nk,E denotes the normaliza-
tion factor. To search for eigenfunctions, we follow the
approach used in Ref. 33 where the junction length was
taken infinitesimal L/ξ → 0. Here, we generalize to the
case of a finite junction length L. We start from the su-
perconductive sides (x < −L/2 and x > L/2). We write

both φ̃
(S−L)
k,E (x) and φ̃

(S−R)
k,E (x) as a linear combination

of terms of the form esηλxak,E,λ,s, where s = ±, λ = ±.
By imposing the exponential form, it solves the D-BdG
equation in the superconductive sides for

ηλ = i

√√√√(U0 + λ
√
E2 −∆2

ℏvD

)2

− k2 . (7)

We exclude pairs of coefficients λ and s such that (λ, s) =
(+,+) and (−,−) (where λs = +) on the left side, and
(λ, s) = (+,−) and (+,−) (where λs = −) on the right
side, since they correspond to wavefunctions that cannot
be normalized. Then, we obtain the following expressions

φ
(S−L)
k,E (r) =eiky

[
xLk,Ee

−η+(x−L/2)ak,E,+,−

+ yLk,Ee
η−(x−L/2)ak,E,−,+

]
,

(8)

φ
(S−R)
k,E (r) =eiky

[
xRk,Ee

η+(x−L/2)ak,E,+,+

+ yRk,Ee
−η−(x−L/2)ak,E,−,−

]
.

(9)

The four-dimensional vectors ak,E,λ,s can be represented
as

ak,E,λ,s = Wλ,sbk,E,λ , (10)

where Wλ,s = 11τ (Qλ,sΛλ,s) is defined in terms of the
matrices

Qλ,s =
1√
2

[
σz + i

(
e−szλσ− − eszλσ+

)]
,

Λλ,s =
1√

2
[
1 + es(zλ+z∗

λ)
] (1− σz)+

+
1√

2
[
1 + e−s(zλ+z∗

λ)
] (1 + σz) ,

(11)

which act on the sublattice space, where zλ satisfies the
identity eszλ = kvD(k + sηλ)/[U0 + λ

√
E2 −∆], and

bk,E,λ =
1√
2

[
ei(ϕj+

λ
2 β(E)), 0, e−iλ

2 β(E), 0
]T
, (12)

with β(E) = arccos (E/∆) and j = R,L. Assuming that
the superconductive sides are in the large doping regime,
i.e. U0 ≫ |µ0|, and ∆ ≪ U0, then ηλ, defined in Eq. (7),
can be approximated [52] as

ηλ ≈ i
U0

ℏvD
− λ

√
∆2 − E2

ℏvD
, (13)

and zλ ≈ iπ/2, which leads Wλ,s ≈ 1√
2
(σz + sσx). To

find the solution of the stationary equation in the nor-

mal phase sector φ̃
(N)
k,E(x), we employ the transfer matrix

approach [53] After algebraic manipulations, the station-
ary problem can be rewritten as the following ordinary
differential equation in terms of the transfer matrix

φ̃
(N)
k,E(x) = T (k,E;x)φ̃

(N)
k,E(−L/2), (14)

dT (k,E;x)

dx
=

[
iτzσx

E

ℏvD
+ iσx

µ0

ℏvD
+ σzk

]
T (k,E;x) ,

(15)
with boundary condition T (k,E;x = −L/2) = 1τ1σ.
The transfer matrix which solves the above problem is
explicitly expressed as

T (k,E;x) =
11τ + τz

2
T(k,E;x) +

11τ − τz
2

T(k,−E;x) ,

(16)
where

T(k,±E;x) = sin[q±(x+ L/2)]

[
i
µ0 ± E

ℏvDq±
σx +

k

q±
σz

]
+ cos[q±(x+ L/2)]11σ ,

(17)

and q± =

√(
µ0±E
ℏvD

)2
− k2. Using the transfer matrix,

we can impose the continuity condition on the wave func-
tions at the N-S interfaces, and we obtain the compact
condition

φ̃
(S−R)
k,E (x = L/2) = T (k,E;L/2)φ̃

(S−L)
k,E (x = −L/2) .

(18)
After a few algebraic manipulations, it can be rewritten
as

xRk,Eak,E,+,+ + yRk,Eak,E,−,− =

= T (k,E;L/2)[xLk,Eak,E,+,− + yLk,Eak,E,−,+] .
(19)

The expression above is a homogeneous system of four
equations for the variables {xLk,E , yLk,E , xRk,E , yRk,E}. The
solution of this system is not trivial only if the as-
sociated matrix is singular, i.e. its determinant D is
zero. For each pair of values of the y component of
the wave vector k and the phase difference ϕ, the en-
ergies E(j, k, ϕ) that nullify the determinant D are the
eigenenergies of the ABSs, with j being the subband in-
dex. The determinant D is an even function of energy,
which leads to an even number of subbands E(j, k, ϕ), so
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FIG. 2. ABS spectra. Eigenenergies, in units of the en-
ergy gap ∆, as a function of the transverse component of
the wavevector k, in units of 1/L. The ABS spectrum (solid
line) for a short junction with L/ξ = π/20, obtained numer-
ically, is compared to the analytical spectrum (dashed line)
in the limit case L/ξ → 0. Here, we set the Fermi level at
µ0 = 5ℏvD/L (a) and µ0 = 8ℏvD/L (b), and the phase differ-
ence at the generic value ϕ = ϕR − ϕL = 3π/4.

the subband index runs over the range {±1,±2, . . . ,±n},
where 2n is the number of subbands, and the follow-
ing property E(j, k, ϕ) = −E(−j, k, ϕ) is valid. For
each ABS, after finding the eigenenergy E(j, k, ϕ), we
choose the nontrivial solution that guarantees the condi-
tion |xLk,E(j,k,ϕ)|2 + |yLk,E(j,k,ϕ)|2 = 1.

Under the approximation in Eq. (13), the normaliza-
tion factor Nk,E(j,k,ϕ) is determinated for a given sub-
band index j, y-component of the wavevector k, and
phase difference ϕ, by enforcing the condition below∫ W/2

−W/2

dy

∫ ∞

−∞
dxφ†

k,E,ζ(r)φk,E,ζ(r)
∣∣∣
E=E(j,k,ϕ)

= 1 ,

(20)
which gives

Nk,E(j,k,ϕ) =
1√

1 +B(j, k, ϕ)

√√
∆2 − E(j, k, ϕ)2

ℏvD
,

(21)

where

B(j, k, ϕ) =
L

ξ

√
1− (E(j, k, ϕ)/∆)

2

× [xLak,E,+,− + yLak,E,−,+]
† A(k,E(j, k, ϕ))

× [xLak,E,+,− + yLak,E,−,+] ,
(22)

A(k,E) =

∫ L/2

−L/2

dx

L
T †(k,E, x)T (k,E, x)

=
11τ + τz

2
A(k,E) +

11τ − τz
2

A(k,−E) ,

(23)

A(k,±E) =

[
(µ0 ± E)2

ℏ2v2Dq2±
− k2 sin(2q±L)

2q3±L

]
11σ

−
[
k(µ0 ± E)

ℏvDq±
− k(µ0 ± E) sin(2q±L)

2ℏvDq3±L

]
σy

+
k sin2(q±L)

q2±L
σz ,

(24)
and xLk,E and yLk,E are two components of the nontrivial

vector which solves the system in Eq. (19) with E →
E(j, k, ϕ).
From now on, we focus on the short junction regime

L/ξ ≪ 1, where the subband index j can assume two val-
ues, namely {−1, 1}, and we have E(j, k, ϕ) = jϵ(k, ϕ).
In particular, we will consider a finite value of L/ξ ≪
1, and note that in the limiting case L/ξ → 0, we
have B(j, k, ϕ) → 0. To describe the low-energy elec-
tronic properties, we project the full D-BdG Hamilto-
nian in Eq. (1) onto the ABS subspace with the projector

P̂A [33]. The Andreev HamiltonianHA = P̂AĤD−BdGP̂A

is expressed as

ĤA =
∑
ζ=±

∑
k

ϵ(k, ϕ)
(
γ̂†ζ,+,kγ̂ζ,+,k − γ̂†ζ,−,kγ̂ζ,−,k

)
, (25)

where γ̂j,ζ,k is the fermionic ABS operator. Each set of
values of ζ, k determines a two-level system with energy
splitting 2ϵ(k, ϕ). Fig. 2 shows the ABS spectrum as a
function of the component k, with the phase difference
set at ϕ = 3π/4 and the chemical potential in the normal
phase at µ0 = 5ℏvD/L (a) and µ0 = 8ℏvD/L (b). The
solid black line is the spectrum obtained numerically for
a finite short junction L/ξ = π/20, while the red dashed
line is the universal analytical expression ±E(k, ϕ) =

±∆
√
1− τ(k) sin2(ϕ/2), obtained in the limit L/ξ → 0,

where the k dependence is totally included in the trans-
mission probability τ(k) which depends on the nature
of the normal phase stripe [54]. For the graphene elec-
tron gas [39], the transmission probability of the normal

state is τ(k) = (k2F−k2)/[k2F−k2 cos2(L
√
k2F − k2)], with

kF = µ0/(ℏvD). From the comparison of the dispersion
relations in Fig. 2, we see that the extrema are located
at the same k, and in the limiting case L/ξ → 0 they
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correspond to the extrema of the transmission probabil-
ity [33]. In Fig. 2 one can see that there is an energy
window, which we call mini-gap, in which excitations are
prohibited [55]. The minigap δ(ϕ) = mink[ϵ(k, ϕ)] de-
pends on the phase difference ϕ. In particular, in the
limit L/ξ → 0, we have δ(ϕ) = ∆| cos(ϕ/2)|.
We conclude this Section by introducing the particle

density and the charge density operators, which are the
quantities of interest. Within the D-BdG formalism, the
particle density and the charge density operators are ex-
pressed, in terms of the four component spinors defined
in Eq. (2), as

ρ̂(r) =
∑
ζ

Ψ̂†
ζ(r)11τ11σΨ̂ζ(r),

ρ̂C(r) =
∑
ζ

Ψ̂†
ζ(r)τz11σΨ̂ζ(r),

(26)

where in ρ̂C electrons (holes) have charge +1 (−1). Ap-

plying the projector P̂A on the density operators in
Eq. (26), we define the Andreev particle and charge den-
sities operators as

ρ̂A(r) =P̂Aρ̂(r)P̂A =
∑
ζ

∑
j,j′

∑
k,k′

φ†
k,E(j,k,ϕ),ζ(r)

× 11τ11σφk′,E(j′,k′,ϕ),ζ(r)γ̂
†
ζ,j,kγ̂ζ,j′,k′ ,

ρ̂C,A(r) =P̂Aρ̂C(r)P̂A =
∑
ζ

∑
j,j′

∑
k,k′

φ†
k,E(j,k,ϕ),ζ(r)

× τz11σφk′,E(j′,k′,ϕ),ζ(r)γ̂
†
ζ,j,kγ̂ζ,j′,k′ ,

(27)
whose support is the ABS subspace. In the following
sections, we study modifications of the spin-resolved local
particle density of states (LDOS). The spin-up electron
and the spin-down hole LDOS are defined as

ρe↑(r,Ω) = Tr
[
ρ̂A,e↑(r)δ(Ω− Ĥtot)

]
,

ρ̂A,e↑(r) =
1

2
[ρ̂A(r) + ρ̂C,A(r)] ,

(28)

ρh↓(r,Ω) = Tr
[
ρ̂A,h↓(r)δ(Ω− Ĥtot)

]
,

ρ̂A,h↓(r) =
1

2
[ρ̂A(r)− ρ̂C,A(r)] ,

(29)

where we have Tr[·] =
∑

ζ,j,k⟨∅|γ̂ζ,j,k · γ̂†ζ,j,k|∅⟩, where

the reference state |∅⟩ is the vacuum of all field opera-
tors γ̂ζ,j,k. The spin-down electron LDOS is given by
ρh↓(r,Ω) = ρe↓(r,−Ω).
So far we considered the bare GJJ in the short-junction

regime. In the following, we include the presence of a
localized impurity described in terms of the Anderson or
Lifshitz model. The total Hamiltonian Ĥtot is composed
of the Andreev Hamiltonian ĤA and a term Ĥimp that
takes into account the interaction of the ABSs with a
single impurity.

III. SINGLE ANDERSON IMPURITY

In this Section, we discuss the Anderson model [33, 56]
which describes an impurity that causes inelastic scat-
tering processes in a GJJ electronic system. Within this
model, each impurity has two localized electronic states,
distinguished by the spin projection along the z direc-
tion. For the spin-up and spin-down cases, the energies
are Ed,↑ = µ0 + ϵd + ϵZ and Ed,↓ = µ0 + ϵd − ϵZ, re-
spectively. The energy ϵd is the impurity energy with
respect to the Fermi level µ0, and the Zeeman energy
term ϵZ breaks the time-reversal symmetry, and here any
Coulomb repulsive term [57] is neglected. Within the
Bogoliubov-de Gennes approach, the Hamiltonian of the
impurity can be expressed in a spinorial form as

ĤD = Φ̂†
d (ϵdτz + ϵZ11τ ) Φ̂d (30)

where Φ̂†
d = [c†d,↑, cd,↓], and the fermionic operators c†d,↑

(cd,↓) creates (annihilates) an electron with spin-up (spin-
down) bounded to the impurity. Here, we describe the
interaction between a single impurity and the electron
system in a graphene monolayer in terms of a tunneling
Hamiltonian [33] expressed as

V̂D = V̂d + V̂†
d ,

V̂d =
∑
ζ=±

∫
d2rΦ̂†

dVd,ζ(r)Ψ̂ζ(r),
(31)

where the matrices Vd,ζ are defined as

Vd,+(r) =

[
vA,d(r) vB,d(r) 0 0

0 0 −v∗A,d(r) −v∗B,d(r)

]
,

Vd,−(r) =

[
−v∗B,d(r) v∗A,d(r) 0 0

0 0 vB,d(r) −vA,d(r)

]
.

(32)
We assume that the impurity is located at rd in a carbon
site and that the tunneling term acts on the electron sys-
tem in graphene at the atomic scale. Following Ref. 33,
using a microscopic description based on a tight-binding
model for the electron system in graphene, the matrix
elements of the potential V̂D are expressed as

vα,d(r) =t0
√
Ac

[
mdδα,A + (1−md)δα,B

]
δ (r − rd) ,

(33)

where Ac = 3
√
3a2/2 is the area of the unit cell [58],

with a = 1.42 Å, t0 is the tunneling amplitude which,
without loss of generality, is taken real and positive. If
the impurity is located at a carbon site belonging to
the sublattice A (B) then one has md = 1 (md = 0).
Here, we consider that the carbon site where the im-
purity is located belongs to sublattice A, and we have
vα,d(r) = t0

√
Acδα,Aδ(r − rd). The results remain un-

changed regardless of the sublattice chosen, as a result of
the sublattice symmetry. The local interaction potential
projected in the ABS subspace is explicitly written as

V̂dP̂A = t0
∑
j

∑
ζ

∑
k

Φ̂†
dwd,ζ,j,kγ̂ζ,j,k (34)
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FIG. 3. (Color online) LDOS ρe,↑(r,Ω) (solid black line) and ρh,↓(r,Ω) (red dashed line) as a function of Ω/∆, in units of
ρ⋆ = 1/(ℏvDW ). Panel (a) and (b) show the LDOS in the clean case calculated in the normal phase region at r0 = (0, 0) and
at the left N-S interface r′

0 = (−L/2, 0), respectively. In panels (c) and (d) [(e) and (f)] we consider a single non-magnetic
[magnetic] Anderson impurity with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0) [(ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0.1∆)] located in the normal phase region at rd = r0,
and the LDOSs are respectively calculated in r0 and r′

0. In all panels, the junction length is L/ξ = π/20, the Fermi level is

µ0 = 5ℏvD/L, the tunneling amplitude t0 =
√

∆ℏvDW/(10Ac), the phase difference ϕ = 3π/4, and η = 10−3∆.

where

wd,±,j,k = gd,±φk,E(j,k,ϕ),±(rd)

= gd,±
eikyd

√
W

φ̃k,E(j,k,ϕ)(xd),
(35)

gd,+ =
√
Ac

[
1 0 0 0
0 0 −1 0

]
,

gd,− =
√
Ac

[
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 −1

]
.

(36)

To study the local effect induced by an Anderson im-
purity on the electron system in a GJJ, we use the to-
tal Hamiltonian Ĥtot = ĤA + Ĥimp, where Ĥimp =

ĤD+V̂dP̂A+P̂AV̂†
d, which consists of the impurity Hamil-

tonian ĤD, and the tunneling terms which connect the
ABSs and the Anderson impurity. To calculate LDOS,
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we use the following expressions

ρe↑(r,Ω) = − 1

π
ImTr

[
ρ̂A,e↑(r)Ĝtot(Ω + iη)

]
,

ρh↓(r,Ω) = − 1

π
ImTr

[
ρ̂A,h↓(r)Ĝtot(Ω + iη)

]
,

(37)

which involves the total Green function

Ĝtot(Ω) = (Ω11− Ĥtot)
−1 , (38)

with η = 0+. After algebraic manipulations, we write
the projection of the total Green function onto the ABS
subspace as

Ĝ(Ω) =P̂AĜtot(Ω)P̂A =
(
Ω11− Ĥeff

)−1

,

Ĥeff =ĤA + P̂AV̂†
d

(
Ω11− Ĥd

)−1

V̂dP̂A.

(39)

Before calculating the LDOS in the presence of a single
Anderson impurity, we consider the clean GJJ. For the
unperturbed GJJ system, the ABS Green function takes
the simple form

Ĝ0(Ω) =
(
Ω11− ĤA

)−1

=
∑
j=±

∑
ζ=±

∑
k

1

Ω− jϵ(k, ϕ)
γ̂†j,ζ,kγ̂j,ζ,k,

(40)

and by replacing it in Eq. (37), we find the LDOS

ρ0,ℓ(r,Ω) = − 1

π
ImTr

[
ρ̂A,ℓ(r)Ĝ0(Ω + iη)

]
. (41)

It is useful to introduce the following 4× 4 matrix Green
function

Ḡ0(r, r
′,Ω) =

∑
j

∑
k

φk,E(j,k,ϕ),ζ(r)φ
†
k,E(j,k,ϕ),ζ(r

′)

Ω− jϵ(k, ϕ)

=
∑
k

eik(y−y′)

W

[∑
j

φ̃k,E(j,k,ϕ)(x)φ̃
†
k,E(j,k,ϕ)(x

′)

Ω− jϵ(k, ϕ)

]
,

(42)
which acts on the direct product of the electron-hole sub-
space and sub-lattice subspace on which the spinors of
the D-BdG formalism are built. It allows one to write a
compact and intuitive form of the LDOSs. Although the
valley index ζ is indicated in the initial line, the spino-
rial wavefunction does not depend on it, so it is omitted

in Ḡ0(r, r
′,Ω). Furthermore, looking at the second line

of Eq. (42), each entry of Ḡ0(r, r
′,Ω) has the form of

a Fourier transform, and we calculate them using the
Fast Fourier transform algorithm [59], see details in Ap-
pendix B. Starting from the definition in Eq. (41), apply-
ing the cyclic property of the trace, and using Eq. (42),
the LDOS in the clear limit takes the following compact
form

ρ0,ℓ(r,Ω) = − 1

π
Im
{
tr[MℓḠ0(r, r,Ω+ iη)]

}
, (43)

where ℓ = {e ↑,h ↓}, Me↑ = 1
2 (11τ + τz)11σ, and Mh↓ =

1
2 (11τ − τz)11σ, and tr[·] denotes the trace over the direct
product of the electron-hole subspace and sub-lattice sub-
space.
To calculate LDOS in the presence of a single impurity,

one has to find the ABS Green function Ĝ(Ω) expressed
in Eq. (39). For this aim, we rewrite Eq. (39) in the form
of a Dyson equation as

Ĝ(Ω) = Ĝ0(Ω) + Ĝ0(Ω)Σ̂(Ω)Ĝ(Ω) , (44)

where the self-energy is

Σ̂(Ω) = P̂AV̂†
d

(
Ω11− ĤD

)−1

V̂dP̂A. (45)

The exact solution to the Dyson equation, as detailed in
Appendix A, is expressed in the following closed-form

Ĝ(Ω) = Ĝ0(Ω) +
∑
ζ,ζ′

∑
j,j′

∑
k,k′

Fζ,j,k,ζ′,j′,k′(Ω)γ̂†ζ,j,kγ̂ζ′,j′,k′ ,

(46)
where the analytical expression of Fζ,j,k,ζ′,j′,k′(Ω) is re-
ported in Appendix A, see Eq.(A9). Based on the results
in Eq.(46), for both electrons and holes, the LDOS is
written as the sum of two terms ρℓ(r,Ω) = ρℓ,0(r,Ω) +
δρℓ(r,Ω), where

δρℓ(r,Ω) = − 1

π
ImTr

{
ρ̂A,ℓ(r)[Ĝ(Ω + iη)− Ĝ0(Ω + iη)]

}
.

(47)
Using Eq. (46), we have the following

δρℓ(r,Ω) = − 1

π
Im
∑
ζ

∑
j,j′

∑
k,k′

φ†
k,E(j,k,ϕ),ζ(r)Mℓ

×φk′,E(j′,k′,ϕ),ζ(r)Fζ,j′,k′,ζ,j,k(Ω + iη) ,

(48)

where η = 0+. Applying the cyclic property of the trace
and using Eqs. (36) and (42), the expression above can
be rewritten as

δρℓ(r,Ω) = − 1

π
Imtr

{
MℓḠ0(r, rd,Ω+ iη)

∑
ζ

g†d,ζX(Ω + iη)[11τ − Y (Ω + iη)]−1gd,ζḠ0(rd, r,Ω+ iη)
}
, (49)

where

Y (Ω) =
∑
ζ

gd,ζḠ0(rd, rd,Ω)g
†
d,ζX(Ω) , (50)

and the nature of the impurity is included in the 2 × 2
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matrix X(Ω). For an Anderson impurity, one has

X(Ω) → t20Gd(Ω) , (51)

with

Gd(Ω) = [(Ω− ϵZ)11τ − ϵdτz]
−1

=

[
1

Ω−(ϵd+ϵZ)
0

0 1
Ω+(ϵd−ϵZ)

]
.

(52)

Fig. 3 shows the LDOS for electrons with spin-up
(solid black line) and holes with spin-down (red dashed
line) as a function of energy Ω. The junction length,
Fermi level and phase difference are set to L/ξ = π/20,
µ0 = 5ℏvD/L, and ϕ = 3π/4, respectively. To obtain
the LDOS numerically, a finite value of η = 10−3∆ is
used, which produces a fictitious finite linewidth of the
energy levels within the mini-gap and a smoothing of
the square root divergences that are expected at the ex-
trema of the dispersion relations E(j, k). Figs. 3 (a)
and (b) illustrate the case of clean GJJ, evaluated in
the normal phase region at r0 = (0, 0) and at the
N-S interface r′0 = (−L/2, 0), respectively. In both
panels, the LDOS ρ0,e↑ and ρ0,h↓ are zero for ener-
gies within |Ω| < δ(ϕ). Figs. 3 (c) and (d) illustrate
LDOS in r0 = (0, 0) and r′0 = (−L/2, 0), respectively,
when a non-magnetic Anderson impurity with parame-
ters (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2, 0)∆ is present in rd = r0. Figs. 3 (e)
and (f) show the same LDOS when the impurity is mag-
netic, with parameters (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2, 0.1)∆. For both
Anderson impurities, we fix the tunneling amplitude at
t0 =

√
∆ℏvDW/(10Ac). In the absence of any spin-

splitting term, such as the Zeeman term, the total Hamil-
tonian Ĥtot is particle-hole symmetric. This symmetry
leads to the identity ρe,↑(r,Ω) = ρh,↓(r,−Ω). The rela-
tion between the spin-down electron and the spin-down
hole LDOS, which is independent of the Hamiltonian, is
ρe,↑(r,Ω) = ρe,↓(r,Ω). Therefore, with a particle-hole
symmetric Hamiltonian, the electron LDOS is indepen-
dent of the spin z-projection, i.e. ρe,↑(r,Ω) = ρe,↓(r,Ω).
In the presence of a non-magnetic Anderson impurity
where the particle-hole symmetry is present (see Fig. 3
(c) and (d)), two bound states within the mini-gap, due
to the hybridization of ABS and impurity, arise at oppo-
site energies, with Ω0 = −0.185∆ ≲ −ϵd and Ω′

0 = −Ω0.
In Fig. 3 (e) and (f), the effect of a magnetic Ander-
son impurity is taken into account, which breaks the
particle-hole symmetry. This is evidenced by the emer-
gence of two sharp peaks within the minigap at energies
Ω0 = −0.098∆ ≳ −ϵd + ϵZ and Ω′

0 = 0.267∆ ≲ ϵd + ϵZ,
which are no longer opposite in energy, Ω′

0 ̸= −Ω0.

IV. SINGLE LIFSHITZ IMPURITY

In this Section, we consider an impurity that acts as a
source of elastic scattering processes for the electron sys-
tem in a GJJ, and it is modeled by the Lifshitz model [60].

Similarly to Sect. III, we consider a localized impurity
that is placed at position rd and at a carbon site that
belongs to sublattice A, which generates the potential
below

ÛD =
∑

κ′=K,K′

∑
κ=K,K′

∑
α=A,B

∑
α′=A,B

∑
s=↑,↓

∫
d2rus

× δs,s′δα,Aδα′,AAcδ(r − rd)ψ̂
†
α,κ,s(r)ψ̂α′,κ′,s′(r) ,

(53)
here us is the spin-resolved interaction energy, but spin-
flip processes are excluded. Due to the short-range po-
tential of the impurity, there is a mixing between the val-
leys K and K ′. We focus on the low-energy electronic
system and project the total Hamiltonian onto the ABS
subspace. The ABS Green function can be expressed in
the form of a Dyson equation, see Eq. (44), where the
self-energy is given by

Σ̂(Ω) = PAÛDPA

=
∑
ζ,ζ′

∑
j,j′

∑
k,k′

w†
d,ζ,j,kUdwd,ζ′,j′,k′ γ̂†ζ,j,kγ̂ζ′,j′,k′ ,

(54)
with

Ud = udτz + uZ11τ , (55)

ud = (u↑ + u↓)/2 and uZ = (u↑ − u↓)/2. Following the
procedure used for a single Anderson impurity (details in

Appendix A), we find that the ABS Green function Ĝ(Ω)
has the form shown in Eq. (46), with

X(Ω) → Ud. (56)

Moreover, for both electrons and holes, the LDOS can
be expressed as ρℓ(r,Ω) = ρℓ,0(r,Ω) + δρℓ(r,Ω), where
ρℓ,0(r,Ω) is equal to Eq.(43), while the modification in-
duced by a single Lifshitz impurity is given by Eq. (49)
with the substitution in Eq. (56). Fig. 4 shows the LDOS
for electrons with spin-up (solid black line) and holes with
spin-down (red dashed line) as a function of energy Ω, by
selecting the junction length, Fermi level and phase dif-
ference used in Fig. 3. Fig. 4 (a) [(c)] and (b) [(d)] show
LDOS at r0 = (0, 0) and r′0 = (−L/2, 0), respectively, in
the presence of a non-magnetic [magnetic] Lifshitz impu-
rity located at rd = r0 and characterized by (ud, uZ) =
(−1/8, 0)ℏvDW/Ac [(ud, uZ) = (−1/8, 0.1225)ℏvDW/Ac].
A non-magnetic Lifshitz impurity acts as a source of elas-
tic scattering that does not disrupt Cooper pairs [61].
Therefore, for any value of ud and uz = 0, the mini-
gap is not affected by impurity scattering. In fact, in
Fig. 4 (a) and (b), the LDOS ρ0,e↑ and ρ0,h↓ are exactly
zero within the energy range Ω < δ(ϕ), despite the pres-
ence of a strongly attractive non-magnetic Lifshitz impu-
rity. In Appendix C, we verify semi-analytically that the
emergence of a bound state within the mini-gap energy
generated by the non-magnetic Lifshitz impurity is im-
possible. The spin-independent strong attractive interac-
tion considered produces a pair of symmetric peaks, Ω0 =
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FIG. 4. (Color online) LDOS ρe,↑(r,Ω) (solid black line) and ρh,↓(r,Ω) (red dashed line) as a function of Ω/∆, in units
of ρ⋆ = 1/(ℏvDW ). In all panels, the junction length is L/ξ = π/20, the Fermi level is µ0 = 5ℏvD/L, the phase difference
ϕ = 3π/4, and η = 10−3∆. In panels (a) and (b) [(c) and (d)] the LDOS are respectively calculated in the normal phase region
at r0 = (0, 0) and at the left N-S interface r′

0 = (−L/2, 0), and the GJJ is affected by a single non-magnetic [magnetic] Lifshitz
impurity with (ud, uZ) = (−1/8, 0)ℏvDW/Ac [(ud, uZ) = (−1/8, 0.1225)ℏvDW/Ac].

−0.623∆ and Ω′
0 = −Ω0, which appear outside the mini-

gap energy window, δ(ϕ) < |Ω0| < ∆, and preserves the
particle-hole symmetry property ρe↑(r,Ω) = ρh↓(r,−Ω).
In contrast, a magnetic Lifshitz impurity, which breaks
the particle-hole symmetry, is a source of elastic scat-
tering processes that can disrupt Cooper pairs [42]. In
Fig. 4 (c) and (d), we consider a spin-resolved poten-
tial, with u↑ = ud + uZ = 0.25 × 10−2ℏvDW/Ac and
u↓ = ud−uZ = −0.2475ℏvDW/Ac. This term uZ reduces
the interaction with the spin-up channel and increases the
attractive interaction with the spin-down channel. Two
sharp peaks appear at Ω0 = −0.272∆ and Ω′

0 = 0.786∆,
and only the first one is within the mini-gap energy win-
dow.

V. ANALYSIS IN REAL SPACE

In this Section, we investigate the structure of the den-
sity fluctuations that are generated near the impurity,
which can result in a sharp peak in the LDOS at an en-
ergy within the mini-gap energy δ(ϕ). In the presence of
a single impurity at rd = (xd, yd) = (0, 0), Figs. 5 (a)-
(b) and Figs. 6 (a)-(b) [Figs. 7 (a)-(b) and Figs. 8 (a)-
(b)] show the LDOS for spin-up electrons and spin-down

holes, respectively, along the N-S interface r = (−L/2, y)
and in the middle of the normal region along the trans-
verse direction r = (xd, y), with the Fermi level set at
µ0 = 5ℏvD/L [µ0 = 8ℏvD/L]. In all panels, Ω0 is the en-
ergy at which a sharp peak of the LDOS appears in the
range of −δ(ϕ) < Ω0 < 0. We have considered an Ander-
son non-magnetic impurity (solid black line), an Ander-
son magnetic impurity (green dashed line), and a Lifshitz
magnetic impurity (blue dashed-dotted line). For all the
cases considered, the finite signals of LDOSs shown here
are consequences of the hybridization between the impu-
rity and ABSs. In fact, the LDOSs for a clean GJJ both
ρe↑,0(r,Ω0) and ρh↓,0(r,Ω0) are exactly zero. Moreover,
regardless of the nature of the impurity, the LDOS ex-
hibits a similar pattern of oscillations. This oscillatory
behavior reminds us of Friedel oscillations that arise in an
electron gas from localized perturbations [62], where their
characteristic wavevector 2kF is a direct consequence of
an important property of the perturbated system, namely
the existence of a sharp Fermi surface in an electron
gas [63]. We now explore the Fourier analysis of the spa-
tial pattern of the LDOS to determine what information
about the ABSs in a GJJ can be obtained. For this aim,
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FIG. 5. (Color online) LDOS of electrons with spin-up ρe↑(r,Ω0) (a) and holes with spin-down ρh↓(r,Ω0) (b), respectively,
evaluated as a function of the coordinate y/L, along the N-S interface r = (−L/2, y). We consider a single impurity located in
the normal phase region at rd = (0, 0), and the energy value Ω0 corresponds to a sharp peak within the mini-gap induced by
the impurity. The electron and hole LDOSs are expressed in units of ρmax = ρe↑((−L/2, 0)),Ω0). The solid black line and the
green dashed line refer to an Anderson impurity: the first is non-magnetic, with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0) and Ω0 = −0.185∆, and
the second is magnetic, with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0.1∆) and Ω0 = −0.098∆, the tunneling amplitude t0 for both cases is equal to√

∆ℏvDW/(10Ac). The dashed-dotted blue line refers to a magnetic Lifshitz impurity with (ud, uZ) = (−1.8, 0.1225)ℏvDW/Ac

and Ω0 = −0.272∆. Panels (c) and (d) show the partial Fourier transforms ρ̃e↑(k;−L/2,Ω0) and ρ̃h↓(k;−L/2,Ω0), defined in
Eq. (57) as a function of kL, calculated, respectively, for the cases shown in (a) and (b), and in units of ρ̃max = ρ̃e↑(0;−L/2,Ω0).

Here, the vertical lines indicate k1 (red) and 2k1 (orange), where k1L =
√

(µ0L)2/(ℏvD)2 − π2. In all panels, the junction
length is L/ξ = π/20, the Fermi level is µ0 = 5ℏvD/L, the phase difference ϕ = 3π/4, and η = 10−3∆.

we define the partial Fourier transform as

ρ̃ℓ(k;x,Ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dye−ikyρℓ (r,Ω) , (57)

where ℓ = {e ↑,h ↓}, and they have been calculated by
using the Fast Fourier transform algorithm [59] (details in
Appendix B). Fig. 5 (c)-(d) and Fig. 6 (c)-(d) [Fig. 7 (c)-
(d) and Fig. 8 (c) -(d)] show respectively the partial
Fourier transform ρ̃ℓ(k;−L/2,Ω0) and ρ̃ℓ(k;xd,Ω0) (ℓ =
{e ↑,h ↓}) of LDOS illustrated in Fig. 5 (a)-(b) and
Fig. 6 (a)-(b) [Fig. 7 (a)-(b) and Fig. 8 (a) -(b)], and
the Fermi level is µ0 = 5ℏvD/L [µ0 = 8ℏvD/L]. In-
dependently of the type of impurity and doping level,
ρ̃ℓ(k;−L/2,Ω0) and ρ̃ℓ(k;xd,Ω0) have a global maximum
at k = 0, indicating that the most effective scattering
processes that lead to the bound state at Ω0 have zero
transferred momentum. In addition to the peak at k = 0,

for both considered doping levels, ρ̃ℓ(k;−L/2,Ω0) and
ρ̃ℓ(k;xd,Ω0) show a pronunciated profile around finite
wavenumbers. To understand the origin of these special
transferred momenta, we recall that Fig. 2 shows how
the ABS dispersion relation ϵ(k, ϕ) and the analytical ex-

pression E(k, ϕ) = ∆
√

1− τ(k) sin2(ϕ/2) have extreme

points located at the same momenta [54]. In particular,
for a given phase difference ϕ, the minima of E(k, ϕ) occur
when the transmission probability τ(k) reaches its maxi-
mum value τ(k) = 1 (total transmission). For the normal
state of the graphene electron gas [39], the total trans-
mission occurs for k0 = 0 (Klein tunneling [58]) and for

±kn = ±
√
µ2
0/(ℏvD)2 − (nπ)2/L2 (stationary wave con-

dition), where n = 1, . . . , ⌊µ0L/(πℏvD)⌋ (⌊⌋ is the integer
part). Klein tunneling is independent of the doping level,
whereas the number of momenta that satisfy the station-
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FIG. 6. (Color online) LDOS of electrons with spin-up ρe↑(r,Ω0) (a) and holes with spin-down ρh↓(r,Ω0) (b), respectively,
evaluated as a function of the coordinate y/L, where r = (xd, y). We consider a single impurity located in the normal phase
region at rd = (0, 0), and the energy value Ω0 corresponds to a sharp peak within the mini-gap induced by the impurity. The
LDOSs of both electrons and holes are expressed in units of ρmax = ρe↑(rd,Ω0). The solid black line and the green dashed
line refer to an Anderson impurity: the first is non-magnetic, with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0) and Ω0 = −0.185∆, and the second is

magnetic, with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0.1∆) and Ω0 = −0.098∆, the tunneling amplitude for both cases is equal to
√

∆ℏvDW/(10Ac).
The dashed-dotted blue line refers to a magnetic Lifshitz impurity with (ud, uZ) = (−1.8, 0.1225)ℏvDW/Ac and Ω0 = −0.272∆.
Panels (c) and (d) show the partial Fourier transforms ρ̃e↑(k;xd,Ω0) and ρ̃h↓(k;xd,Ω0), defined in Eq. (57) as a function of
kL, calculated respectively for the cases shown in (a) and (b), and in units of ρ̃max = ρ̃e↑(0;xd,Ω0). Here, the vertical lines

indicate k1 (red) and 2k1 (orange), where k1L =
√

(µ0L)2/(ℏvD)2 − π2. In all panels, the junction length is L/ξ = π/20, the
Fermi level is µ0 = 5ℏvD/L, the phase difference is ϕ = 3π/4, and η = 10−3∆.

ary wave condition is a function of the doping level. For
example, at a doping level µ0 = 5ℏvD/L, only ±k1 sat-
isfy the stationary wave condition. When the doping
level increases to µ0 = 8ℏvD/L, ±k1 and ±k2 satisfy the
stationary wave condition. At special momenta k0 and
±kn, which correspond to highly transmissive channels of
the normal graphene stripe, the ABS dispersion relation
ϵ(k, ϕ) shows quasi-degenerate minima, and at these en-
ergy values, the density of states exhibits square root di-
vergences [33]. At the doping level µ0 = 5ℏvD/L, regard-
less of the nature of the impurity, along the N-S interface
x = −L/2, we observe in Fig. 5 (a)-(b) an oscillating be-
havior of spin-up electrons and spin-down holes LDOSs
with a characteristic wavenumber 2k1, as confirmed by
the partial Fourier Transform in Fig. 5 (c)-(d), where pro-
nounced peaks around ±2k1 appear. Along the x = xd
line within the normal phase region, both the spin-up

electron and spin-down hole LDOSs show a pattern in
Fig. 6 (a)-(b) that is reminiscent of beats. In fact, in the
corresponding partial Fourier Transforms in Fig. 6 (c)-
(d) pronounced peaks appear around two wavenumbers
k1 and 2k1. This result suggests that the scattering pro-
cesses with exchanged momentum 2k1 and k1 play a cru-
cial role in the generation of bound states, and that the
ABSs involved have momenta around the special ones k0
and ±k1. At the doping level of µ0 = 8ℏvD/L, the spin-
up electron and spin-down hole LDOSs along the N-S in-
terface at x = −L/2 display an oscillating behavior with
a wavenumber of 2k2, as seen in Fig. 7 (a)-(b). The par-
tial Fourier Transforms in Fig. 7 (c)-(d) provide further
confirmation, with two distinct peaks at ±2k2. Along the
x = xd line in the normal phase region, both the spin-
up electron and spin-down hole LDOSs in Fig. 8 (a)-
(b) show a pattern that resembles beats, and the par-
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FIG. 7. (Color online) LDOS of electrons with spin-up (a) and holes with spin-down (b), ρe↑(r,Ω0) and ρh↓(r,Ω0), respectively,
evaluated as a function of the coordinate y/L, along the N-S interface r = (−L/2, y). We consider a single impurity located
in the normal phase region at rd = (0, 0), and the energy value Ω0 corresponds to a sharp peak within the mini-gap induced
by the impurity. The LDOSs of both electrons and holes are expressed in units of ρmax = ρe↑((−L/2, 0),Ω0). Solid black line
and the green dashed line refer to an Anderson impurity: the first is non-magnetic, with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0) and Ω0 = −0.17∆,
and the second is magnetic, with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0.1∆) and Ω0 = −0.09∆, the tunneling amplitude for both cases is equal to√

∆ℏvDW/(10Ac). The dashed-dotted blue line refers to a magnetic Lifshitz impurity with (ud, uZ) = (−1.8, 0.1225)ℏvDW/Ac

and Ω0 = −0.21∆. Panels (c) and (d) show the partial Fourier transforms ρ̃e↑(k;−L/2,Ω0) and ρ̃h↓(k;−L/2,Ω0), defined in
Eq. (57) as a function of kL, calculated respectively for the cases shown in (a) and (b), and in units of ρ̃max = ρ̃e↑(0;−L/2,Ω0).
Here, the vertical lines indicate k1 (red), 2k1 (orange), 2k2 (yellow), k2 (green), k1 − k2 (cyan), k1 + k2 (light blue), where

knL =
√

(µ0L)2/(ℏvD)2 − n2π2. In all panels, the junction length is L/ξ = π/20, the Fermi level is µ0 = 8ℏvD/L, the phase
difference ϕ = 3π/4, and η = 10−3∆.

tial Fourier Transforms in Fig. 8 (c)-(d) are prominent
around ±(k1 − k2) and ±(k1 + k2). This result indicates
that the momenta of ABSs more involved in the forma-
tion of the bound states are close to the specific values
k0, ±k1, and ±k2. In conclusion, the Fourier analysis of
LDOS reveals the momenta mainly involved in the scat-
tering processes with ABSs associated with a high trans-
mission probability τ(k), corresponding to the minima of
ϵ(k, ϕ).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we investigated the LDOS in the normal
phase stripe of a ballistic short GJJ. In particular, we
studied local effects in the vicinity of a short-range im-

purity and the generation of bound states resulting from
hybridization with ABSs. We examined two distinct ap-
proaches for describing a single short-range impurity, the
Anderson model and the Lifshitz model. The Anderson
model treats the impurity as a source of inelastic scat-
tering, whereas in the Lifshitz model the impurity only
causes elastic scattering. We have found that in the ab-
sence of magnetic terms the Lifshitz impurity does not
produce any bound state within the mini-gap. This result
can be seen as a consequence of the Anderson theorem,
which states that this kind of impurity cannot disrupt
Cooper pairs. However, the Anderson impurity is capable
of forming two bound states within the minigap, which
are symmetric in energy with respect to the Fermi level.
By introducing a magnetic term, we have observed that
the Lifshitz impurity disrupts Cooper pairs, and it can
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FIG. 8. (Color online) LDOS of electrons with spin-up (a) and holes with spin-down (b), ρe↑(r,Ω0) and ρh↓(r,Ω0), respectively,
evaluated as a function of the coordinate y/L, where r = (xd, y). We consider a single impurity located in the normal phase
region at rd = (0, 0), and the energy value Ω0 corresponds to a sharp peak within the mini-gap induced by the impurity.
The LDOS of both electrons and holes are expressed in units of ρmax = ρe↑(rd,Ω0). Solid black line and the green dashed
line refer to an Anderson impurity: the first is non-magnetic, with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0) and Ω0 = −0.17∆, and the second is

magnetic, with (ϵd, ϵZ) = (0.2∆, 0.1∆) and Ω0 = −0.09∆, the tunneling amplitude for both cases is equal to
√

∆ℏvDW/(10Ac).
The dashed-dotted blue line refers to a magnetic Lifshitz impurity with (ud, uZ) = (−1.8, 0.1225)ℏvDW/Ac and Ω0 = −0.21∆.
Panels (c) and d) show partial Fourier transforms ρ̃e↑(k;xd,Ω0) and ρ̃h↓(k;xd,Ω0), defined in Eq. (57) as a function of kL,
calculated respectively for the cases shown in (a) and (b), and in units of ρ̃max = ρ̃e↑(0;xd,Ω0). Here, the vertical lines indicate

k1 (red), 2k1 (orange), 2k2 (yellow), k2 (green), k1 − k2 (cyan), k1 + k2 (light blue), where knL =
√

(µ0L)2/(ℏvD)2 − n2π2. In
all panels, the junction length is L/ξ = π/20, the Fermi level is µ0 = 8ℏvD/L, the phase difference ϕ = 3π/4, and η = 10−3∆.

induce a bound state within the mini-gap. For the Ander-
son model, an additional magnetic term can break the en-
ergy symmetry of the two bound states within the mini-
gap. In summary, from the energy features of the LDOS
within the mini-gap, one can distinguish the nature of an
impurity coupled to the electron system of a short ballis-
tic GJJ. Moreover, we have studied the spatial structure
of the density fluctuations in a bound state within the
minigap. In these cases, we have observed that, apart
from the Lifshitz non-magnetic model, given the phase
difference and the Fermi level, LDOS exhibits a unique
oscillating and decreasing trend as one moves away from
the impurity, regardless of the nature of the impurity. For
each spatial profile, the corresponding Fourier analysis
shows that the characteristic wavevectors of the density
oscillations are connected to the momenta of the high-
transmissive channels in ballistic graphene, providing in-

sight into normal-phase graphene.
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Appendix A: Calculation of the ABS’s Green
function with a single impurity

In this Appendix, we show the details for the calcu-
lation of the ABS’s Green function in the presence of a
short-range impurity. The approach described below is
used for both the Anderson model (see Sect. III) and
the Lifshitz model (see Sect. IV). In both cases, the
ABS’s Green function is involved in a Dyson series, see
Eqs. (45)-(54), of the form

Ĝ(Ω) = Ĝ0(Ω) + Ĝ0(Ω)Σ̂(Ω)Ĝ(Ω) ,

where Ĝ0(Ω) is defined in Eq. (40) and

Σ̂(Ω) =
∑
ζ,ζ′

∑
j,j′

∑
k,k′

w†
d,ζ,j,kX(Ω)wd,ζ′,j′,k′ γ̂†ζ,j,kγ̂ζ′,j′,k′ .

(A1)

For the Anderson model, we have the following corre-
spondence

X(Ω) →
[

t20
Ω−(ϵd+ϵZ)

0

0
t20

Ω+(ϵd−ϵZ)

]
, (A2)

which is equal t20Gd(Ω), defined in Eq. (52). Whereas,
for the Lifshitz model, we have

X(Ω) →
[
ud + uz 0

0 −ud + uz

]
, (A3)

which corresponds with Ud, defined in Eq. (55). By ex-
panding the ABS’s Green function as

Ĝ(Ω) =
∞∑

n=0

Ĝn(Ω), (A4)

where the n-th term

Ĝn(Ω) = Ĝ0(Ω)
[
Σ̂(Ω)Ĝ0(Ω)

]n
, (A5)

for n > 0 it can be expressed as

Ĝn(Ω) =
∑
j,j′

∑
ζ,ζ′

∑
k,k′

1

Ω− jϵ(k, ϕ)
w†

d,j,ζ,kX(Ω)Y n−1(Ω)wd,j′,ζ′,k′G0(j
′, k′,Ω)γ̂†j,ζ,kγ̂j′,ζ′,k′

(A6)

where

Y (Ω) =
∑
ζ,j,k

wd,ζ,j,kw
†
d,ζ,j,k

Ω− jϵ(k, ϕ)
X(Ω) . (A7)

It is convenient to write the ABS’s Green function as

Ĝ(Ω) = Ĝ0(Ω) +
∑
j,j′

∑
ζ,ζ′

∑
k,k′

1

Ω− jϵ(k, ϕ)
w†

d,ζ,j,kX(Ω)

×
[ ∞∑
n=0

Y n(Ω)

]
wd,ζ′,j′,k′

1

Ω− j′ϵ(k′, ϕ)
γ̂†j,ζ,kγ̂j′,ζ′,k′ ,

in the square brackets, we have isolated the geometric
series of ratio Y (Ω), which can be expressed in a closed

form, and Ĝ(Ω) can be written in the form

Ĝ(Ω) = Ĝ0(Ω) +
∑
ζ,ζ′

∑
j,j′

∑
k,k′

Fj,ζ,k,j′,ζ′,k′(Ω)γ̂†j,ζ,kγ̂j′,ζ′,k′ ,

(A8)
where

Fζ,j,k,ζ′,j′,k′(Ω) =
1

Ω− jϵ(k, ϕ)
w†

d,ζ,j,kX(Ω)

× [11τ − Y (Ω)]
−1
wd,ζ′,j′,k′

1

Ω− j′ϵ(k′, ϕ)
.

(A9)

The result expressed in Eq. (A8) is formally valid for both
types of impurities, the differences from the Anderson
model and the Lifshitz model are generated by the form
of the corresponding matrix X(Ω), see Eqs. (A2) and
(A3).

Appendix B: Numerical Fourier Transform

The discrete Fourier transform (DFT) is a mathemat-
ical operation that converts a finite sequence of discrete
values {zn} into another sequence {z̃j}, according to the
definition

z̃j =

N−1∑
n=0

e−i2πjn/Nzn, (B1)

and the inverse operation (IDFT) is defined as

zn =
1

N

N−1∑
j=0

ei2πjn/N z̃j . (B2)

Both of these can be calculated rapidly using the fast
Fourier transform (FFT) [59]. We demonstrate how
IDFT has been used to calculate the 4 × 4 matrix
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Ḡ0(r, r
′,Ω). According to Eq. (42), each entry of

Ḡ0(r, r
′,Ω) is an inverse Fourier transform from the k

domain to the y domain, i.e.

f(y) =
∑
k

eiky f̃(k) . (B3)

In the case of a wide GJJ (W ≫ L, ξ), the summation
over k can be replaced by an integration

f(y) =
W

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dkeiky f̃(k) . (B4)

Now, we take f̃(k) in the range [−kmax, kmax] and se-

lect the finite sequence f̃j = f(kj − kmax), with kj =
2kmaxj/N and j = 0, . . . , N − 1. In terms of the defini-
tion of IDFT, we have the following

fn =
1

N

N−1∑
j=0

eiynkj f̃(kj − kmax) . (B5)

where yn = πn/kmax, where the resolution in the
y-domain is ∆y = π/kmax and the spatial range is
[−πN/(2kmax), πN/(2kmax)]. When kmax is fixed, the
discrete values obtained by the IDFT approach the fol-
lowing expression in the limit of large N ≫ 1:

fn =
1

2kmax

∫ kmax

−kmax

dkeikyn f̃(k). (B6)

Comparing with Eq. (B4), we can see that

f(yn) = lim
kmax→∞

lim
N→∞

kmaxW

π
fn . (B7)

To calculate Ḡ0(r, r
′,Ω), we have approximated the ex-

pression above with the finite values of N = 23062
and kmax = 100/L. According to this approxima-
tion, the function f(y) is calculated in the spatial range
[−ymax, ymax] where ymax = 362.2L. To calculate numer-
ically the partial Fourier transform ρ̃ℓ(k;x,Ω), defined in
Eq. (57), we have used an analogous approach. For a
given pair of x and Ω, ρ̃ℓ(k;x,Ω) has a form of the type
below

g̃(k) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dye−ikyg(y) . (B8)

We consider the function g(y) in the interval
[−ymax, ymax] and select a finite sequence gn = g(yn −
ymax), where yn = 2ymax(n/N) and n = 0, . . . , N − 1.
Keeping fixed ymax, in the limit N → ∞ the discrete
values obtained by the DFT of Eq. (B1) tend to be

g̃j =
N

2ymax

∫ ymax

−ymax

dye−ikjyg(y), (B9)

with kj = πj/ymax, comparing it with Eq. (B8), we

find g̃(kj) = limymax→∞ limN→∞
2ymax

N g̃j . To calcu-
late ρ̃ℓ(k;x,Ω), we have used an approximation of the
limit above, taking the finite values of N = 23062 and
ymax = 362.2L. This enabled us to compute the partial
Fourier transform in the range of [−100/L, 100/L].

Appendix C: Impossibility of a bound state
generated by a non-magnetic Lifshitz impurity
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FIG. C.1. (Color online) Discriminant D(Ω) defined in
Eq. (C3), in units of ρ∗2 where ρ∗ = 1/(ℏvDW ), as a func-
tion of the energy Ω within the mini-gap δ(ϕ) = mink[ϵ(k, ϕ)].
The black lines refer to µ0 = 5ℏvD/L and the red line refers
to µ0 = 8ℏvD/L. There are three values of phase difference:
ϕ = 3π/4 (solid lines), ϕ = 0.1π (dashed lines), and ϕ = 0.9π
(dashed-dotted lines). In all cases, we have a finite short
junction length L/ξ = π/20 and the impurity is placed in the
middle of the normal phase stripe at rd = (0, 0).

In this Appendix, we show that a single non-magnetic
Lifshitz impurity cannot create a bound state in the sub-
gap energy range |E| < ∆. For a given phase difference
ϕ, within the subgap energy window, the only region
in which a generic impurity can create a bound state
(with infinite lifetime) is within the minigap, δ(ϕ) =
mink[ϵ(k, ϕ)]. In particular, the occurrence of a pole of
the function Fζ,j,k,ζ′,j′,k′(Ω), see Eq. (A9), indicates the
emergence of a bound state due to the hybridization of
ABSs and the single impurity [62]. This is possible if
there is an energy Ω that solves the following condition

Det[11τ − Y (Ω)] = 0 , (C1)

where form of Y (Ω) depends on the specific nature of the
impurity (see App. A). Here, we focus on the case of a
single non-magnetic Lifshitz. Using Eqs. (50) and (56),
after simple algebraic manipulations, below we report an
equivalent equation to Eq. (C1) in terms of the 4 × 4
matrix Ḡ0(r, r

′,Ω), defined in Eq. (42), i.e.
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Det

[ 1
udAc

− Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)11 − Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)22 Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)13 + Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω0)24
Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)31 + Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)42 − 1

udAc
− Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)33 − Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)44

]
= 0. (C2)

Conversely, we see that for any energy Ω within the mini-gap |Ω| < δ(ϕ), Eq. (C2) is an algebraic quadratic equation
where the unknown variable is 1/(udAc). This algebraic equation has at least a real solution only if its associated
discriminant D(Ω) is non negative, D(Ω) ≥ 0, where

D(Ω) =[Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)11 + Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)22 + Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)33 + Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)44]
2

− 4[Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)13 + Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)24][Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)31 + Ḡ0(rd, rd,Ω)42] .
(C3)

Fig. C.1 illustrates the discriminant D(Ω) as a function
of the energy Ω within the mini-gap δ(ϕ), for three differ-
ent values of the phase difference: ϕ = 3π/4 (solid lines),
ϕ = 0.1π (dashed lines) and ϕ = 0.9π (dashed-dotted
lines), and two values of the Fermi level: µ0 = 5ℏvD/L
(black lines) and µ0 = 8ℏvD/L (red lines). In all the

cases presented, we have a finite short junction length
L/ξ = π/20, and the impurity is placed in the middle
of the normal phase stripe rd = (0, 0). Here, the dis-
criminant D(Ω) is always negative, which confirms that
a non-magnetic Lifshitz single impurity cannot generate
a bound state within the mini-gap.
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