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Josephson elements are cornerstones of cryogenic classical and quantum superconducting technol-
ogy, owing to their nonlinearity. Two important types of Josephson elements are often considered
distinct: the tunnel junction (superconductor-insulator-superconductor, SIS) and the Andreev weak
link (superconductor-normal-superconductor, SNS) referring to any non-superconducting and non-
insulating central region. SNS junctions and SIS junctions have appeared in related technological
and fundamental science contexts over the last decade, such as in the design of protected qubit
concepts. In this perspective article, we review correspondences between SISIS junctions and SNS
junctions in limiting regimes, in which a single energy-phase relationship describes both systems.
We show how this insight helps to connect recent bodies of theoretical and experimental work in
both systems, and conclude by describing a few important differences.

I. INTRODUCTION

A single, conventional Josephson tunnel junction exhibits a tantalizingly simple, cosinusoidal energy-phase rela-
tion [1]. Although itself powerful in many situations, higher harmonics in the energy-phase relation can be useful
and produce intriguing phenomena. Such higher harmonics can arise when superconducting reservoirs are hooked
up to a central region that hosts an internal degree of freedom. The two most prominent examples of this, shown
in Fig. 1(a-b), are superconductor-normal-superconductor junctions (SNS)[2] and arrays of superconductor-insulator-
superconductor (SIS) junctions. SNS junctions host microscopic Andreev bound states inside the junction, while
the SISIS array (the minimal array) hosts superpositions of charge states of the central island. Here, we will collect
connections, both physical and mathematical, between these two cases. We will then show how such connections
have been developed in parallel, but based on the same basic physics, to accomplish certain applied or basic device
concepts. A common (though not universal) connective element is the idea of engineering the harmonic content (the
Fourier components of the energy phase relation) of a superconducting structure. We conclude by discussing some
important differences that motivate their continued separate development.

We proceed with two caveats: we assume some familiarity with superconductivity [3], mesoscopic electronics [4, 5],
and Josephson physics in circuits [6], and we apologize in advance that the references may not be comprehensive.

II. THE ENERGY-PHASE RELATIONSHIP

At the center of our discussion is the following energy-phase relation (EPR):

E(φ) = ±E0

√
1− τeff sin2(φ/2), (1)

where φ is the superconducting phase difference across the junction in question, E0 is an energy scale, and 0 ≤ τeff ≤ 1
is an effective transparency. The parameter τeff controls the harmonic content of the EPR: for τeff ≪ 1 a conventional
cosine Josephson relation is recovered, E ≈ ±(E0 + E0τeff cos(φ)/4), whereas higher harmonics are prominent for
1−τeff ≪ 1 (see Fig. 1(c)). These harmonics are crucial for designing EPRs tailored to different applications (more on
this later). As we will see, the EPR (1) shows up for both SNS and SISIS junctions in two extreme limits of coupling,
which refers to how strongly the central region (N or S) is connected to the outer superconducting reservoirs. Finally,
the ± sign in Eq. (1) is indicative of an internal degree of freedom of the central region.
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FIG. 1. Schematics of a two terminal structure with outer superconducting reservoirs and a central region with (a) a metallic
superconductor coupled to the reservoirs with insulating tunnel barriers and (b) a normal (non-superconducting and non-
insulating) region which is coupled to the reservoirs with Andreev reflection. For the normal case, we consider in particular a
short normal region, such as a resonant level (as may be hosted in a quantum dot) or a quantum point contact region. For
each setup, the circuit symbols are shown next to the schematic. (c) EPR in units of E0 for a single arm with various values of
τeff . For SNS and weak-coupling SISIS, these are quantum levels. For strong-coupling SISIS, these are the classically allowed
solutions (see text and Table I).

SNS SISIS

weak coupling strong coupling weak coupling strong coupling

E0

√
Γ2
Σ + ϵ2QD ∆

√
E2

JΣ + E2
C(1− ng)2 EJΣ

τeff
4Γ1Γ2

Γ2
Σ+ϵ2QD

τ 4EJ1EJ2

E2
JΣ+E2

C(1−ng)2
4EJ1EJ2

E2
JΣ

Internal
degree of
freedom,

providing ±

Quantum
superposition of N
and N + 2 electrons

Quantum
superposition of
many electron
configurations

Quantum
superposition of N
and N + 2 electrons

Classical mean phase
φ1(φ) + {0, π}

TABLE I. Table that summarizes the mathematical and physical correspondences. Here, we define ΓΣ ≡ Γ1 + Γ2, EJΣ ≡
EJ1 + EJ2.

A. Weak coupling limit

Perhaps the more well-known correspondence between the SNS and SISIS emerges in the regime where the central
region is weakly coupled to the reservoirs. For SNS the simplest case is that of a resonant level: a small quantum dot
with level spacing much larger than the superconducting gap ∆ that is weakly tunnel-coupled to the reservoirs (S-
QD-S) [7–9]. For SISIS this regime is called the Cooper-pair transistor (CPT), in which the metallic superconducting
island has charging energy EC ≫ EJ , where EJ is the Josephson energy scale [10]. In both cases, one isolates two
charge states as a basis: N and N + 2 electrons on the central region (here we focus on the even parity sector that
is near resonance [11]). Then, these two systems can have identical low-energy Hamiltonians, up to the name and
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meaning of the parameters:

H = ϵσz +
(
γ1e

iφ1 + γ2e
iφ2

)
σ+ + h.c., (2)

with σz denoting Pauli matrix and σ± denoting the raising and lowering operators in the charge state basis, and
γi representing the coupling strength to reservoir i. Here, φ1,2 denote the phases of the superconducting reservoirs
with φ = φ1 − φ2. The couplings can be the tunnel couplings γi = Γi ≪ ∆ in S-QD-S (∆ is the superconducting
gap) [12] or the Josephson energies γi = EJ,i ≪ EC of each tunnel junction in CPT [13]. In the same fashion, ϵ
can be the energy level offset ϵQD for S-QD-S and ϵ = EC(1 − ng) for the CPT, where ng is the charge offset of the

island (in units of 2e). The eigenenergies of this Hamiltonian have the form Eq. (1), with E0 ≡
√

(γ1 + γ2)2 + ϵ2

and τeff ≡ 4γ1γ2/E
2
0 . Thus, within this manifold of states, these two physically distinct systems behave essentially

identically in the weak coupling limit, both in terms of their internal charge degree of freedom, described by Pauli
matrices σ, and the EPR seen by a surrounding circuit.

B. Strong coupling limit

In the limit of strong coupling between the central region and the reservoirs, an unexpected correspondence emerges
that is distinct from the full correspondence observed in the weak coupling regime. A short SNS junction with Γi ≫ ∆
retains discrete quantum levels, Andreev bound states (ABS), which disperse as per Eq. (1) with E0 = ∆ and τn
for each conduction channel n [14], which have been observed in, e.g., aluminum atomic point contacts [15]. A
single-channel, short SNS junction retains a single pair of ABS, which can be manipulated as a qubit degree of
freedom [16].

On the other hand, the central region of the SISIS junction should exhibit classical behavior in this limit, EJ,i ≫ EC .
In this limit, the phase of the island is a classical quantity and quantum fluctuations can be ignored. Although this
might suggest no relationship between the two device types, it turns out that the SISIS EPR also follows Eq. (1) [17].
This is found by applying current conservation, [17, 18]

EJ1 sin(φ1) = EJ2 sin(φ− φ1), (3)

where φ1 is the phase difference across only the first tunnel junction. For a given φ, current conservation constrains
φ1 to two possible values differing by π, which serves as a classical internal degree of freedom. Thereby, we recover
Eq. (1), with E0 ≡ EJ1 + EJ2 and τeff ≡ 4EJ1EJ2/E

2
0 [19]. We remark that, in this case, we arrived at Eq. (1) by

applying a constraint (current conservation) to a scalar function (the total energy), whereas in the other cases Eq. (1)
is arrived at through matrix eigenvalues. In practice, the strong-coupling approximation holds when the quantum
fluctuations of the central island phase are small while also keeping the frequency of the associated collective mode
of the island well above the dynamics of φ [20], which can be made slow by a capacitive shunt. This type of design is
frequently used in circuit quantum electrodynamics contexts [21, 22].

III. WHAT INSIGHTS CAN WE DRAW FROM THESE CORRESPONDENCES?

One conclusion is that if the dynamics of the internal degrees of freedom (whether the internal degree of freedom
is an ABS or charge on the metallic island) are irrelevant to the context at hand, the behavior of SISIS and short,
single-channel SNS junctions, at both the strong- and weak-coupling limits, is the same. This is because they all share
the ground state EPR given by the low-energy branch of Eq. (1). Further, the S-QD-S and resonant level Hamiltonians
behave the same even if one includes the higher energy branch. These observations inspired investigations to check
if proposals or experimental observations in SNS junctions can be also be realized in SIS junction arrays, which are
technologically more mature. Alternatively, concepts for SIS arrays can take advantage of the experimental features
of SNS junctions, such as their gate tunability (see Sec. IV). In the following, we consider some examples from the
literature to showcase the correspondence between the two types of devices.

Superconducting Diode Effect: The superconducting diode effect refers to unequal critical currents in opposite
directions. Diode effect in interferometers with imbalanced loop-inductance was observed shortly after the Josephson
effect itself [24–26]. Recently, there have been proposals and experiments on realizing superconducting diode effect
using single-loop interferometers with high-transparency SNS junctions, aiming particularly to take advantage of
the gate-tunability [27–30]. By controlling the magnetic flux piercing the interferometer loop and the individual
transparency τeff of each arm, a superconducting diode effect can be achieved. Drawing on our recent observation
that classical SISIS junctions exhibit the EPR of Eq. (1), we can bring these two approaches into direct correspondence.
The fact that one parameter, τeff , controls the harmonic content of each SISIS arm makes systematic engineering of
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FIG. 2. Single-loop interferometers of (a) the SISIS array, known as the rhombus and (b) SNS junctions. In both circuits,
at half flux Φ = Φ0/2, where Φ0 = h/2e is the superconducting flux quantum, the parity of transferred Cooper pairs become
decoupled manifolds. When the arms are imbalanced, such interferometers can also be used to create superconducting diodes.
Additionally, SNS junction properties can be tuned by applying a gate voltage VG. Panel (b) was adapted from Schrade &
Fatemi [23].

complicated EPRs more tractable, including optimization of the diode effect [17]. By choosing the Josephson energies
of each tunnel junction and controlling the flux passing through the array, it is possible to design the overall EPR of
the array to accommodate various EPRs, including ones that result in a superconducting diode.

Cooper-pair-parity Protected Qubits: The same kind of interferometers as in the diodes above have been considered
for qubits that are protected by conservation of Cooper pair parity, both in the SISIS case (known as the rhombus) [31,
32] and in SNS junctions [33–35] (and also recently in a hybrid structure [36]). When the two interferometer arms are
identical and the flux is tuned to half a flux quantum, the odd-harmonic terms in the EPR cancel out, cos(noddφ) +
cos(nodd(φ + π)) = 0, while the even-harmonic terms remain, cos(nevenφ) + cos(neven(φ + π)) = 2 cos(nevenφ).
Because the EPR harmonics are related to Cooper pair transfers, the interferometer now only mediates transfers of
even numbers of Cooper pairs between the reservoirs. Therefore, the parity of the number of transferred Cooper pairs
becomes a conserved quantity, which may be useful for designing a qubit with long coherence times.

Since both paradigmatic devices, shown in Fig. 2, have interferometer arms that host the EPR of Eq. (1), the corre-
spondence between the two implementations becomes clearer. However, other EPRs are acceptable: the requirement
is that the odd harmonics of the interferometer arms are identical and that the second harmonic exists, a flexibility
which has been taken advantage of by incorporating larger SIS arrays [32]. This also shows why conventional SQUIDs
with a single SIS junction in each arm cannot be used for Cooper-pair-parity protected qubits, since they do not have
any higher harmonics.

FIG. 3. (a) Three terminal SIS junctions support multiplet supercurrents. (b) An SNS junction with three terminals that
allows multiplet supercurrent via non-local Andreev scattering. Panels adapted from Melo, et al. [37]

Multiplet Supercurrents: A multiplet supercurrent refers to the coherent transfer of more than one Cooper pair at a
time between more than two contacts (Fig. 3). Multiplet supercurrent effects were recently observed in multiterminal
SNS structures [38–42]. Explanations based on Andreev levels that are connected to more than one terminal were
proposed [43, 44]. Classical and quantum multiterminal SIS circuits should also exhibit multiplet supercurrent [45],
which we briefly motivate.

The usual SIS EPR, −EJ cos(φ), is indicative of single Cooper pair tunneling. Correspondingly, terms like cos(nφ)
indicate n-Cooper pair tunneling (note that Eq. (1) has Fourier components for all n ∈ N). For a three-terminal
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structure (Fig. 3), one can further have multiterminal EPR components like cos(nφ1+mφ2), which indicate transfers
of n and m Cooper pairs from terminals 1 and 2, respectively, to the grounded terminal. Components like this indeed
are present in the ground state EPR for weak and strong coupled multiterminal SIS arrays, just as for multiterminal
SNS arrays. In fact, a room temperature circuit that uses voltage-controlled oscillators to mimic the EPR of SIS
junctions observed the experimental signatures of this effect, indicating the classical compatibility of this physics [46].

Topological Band Structures: Multiterminal Andreev weak links, in which a normal region is contacted by multiple
superconductors, implement a range of Hamiltonians which exhibit topological band structures [47–52]. In this context,
the superconducting phase differences between the reservoirs play the role of quasimomenta. The topological property
of the junction is characterized by topological invariants of the sub-gap states that disperse in this parameter space,
and protected energy level crossings known as Weyl points appear. This approach provides a promising platform for
engineering topological phases of matter in a controlled and tunable way, but these microscopic structures are likely
difficult to fabricate experimentally.

SIS arrays provide an alternative approach to simulate such single-particle Hamiltonians [53–55]. In this case,
instead of quantum levels derived from a microscopic degree of freedom, the SIS arrays make use of quantized
collective modes. Because SIS junction arrays are routinely fabricated and measured, we believe such circuits should
more easily exhibit the topological band structures, and early experiments have so far been successful [56]. We note in
passing that this example is the only one described here that directly involves the excitations of the internal degrees
of freedom between the reservoirs.

IV. DISCUSSION

Intermediate coupling: The cases considered in Sec. II, while instructive and useful, are the theoretical limiting cases.
At intermediate coupling, the EPRs no longer strictly follow Eq. (1). For SNS, one must account for the influence
the above-gap continuum in the superconducting density of states, which itself contributes to the supercurrent and
distorts the dispersion of bound state [7, 9, 57, 58]. Additionally, violation of the Andreev approximation (e.g., if the
bands disperse significantly within the energy window of 2∆) results in deviations as well [59]. For SISIS, one must
consider more carefully the dynamics of the charge on the island, such as by including additional charge states [10].
Also, we are not aware of direct mathematical correspondences when the number of series tunnel junctions is more
than two [60] or the SNS junction is not short [61].

Discrete levels with high supercurrent: The fact that SNS junctions retain discrete Andreev levels in the strong
coupling regime is special: these microscopic quantum degrees of freedom can be highly anharmonic while carrying
significant supercurrent. Such a platform for quantum information processing could combine the anharmonicity of
microscopic quantum dot qubits with a degree of macroscopicity that can help with connecting to other quantum
states at long range and in ultrastrong light-matter coupled devices [5, 16, 62–65]. Novel physics can also arise, such
as the vanishing of charge dispersion in a transmon when transparency approaches unity [66–68].

We highlight in particular the case of the Andreev spin qubit: the spin degree of freedom of a single quasiparticle
trapped in an SNS junction, which can also determine the supercurrent [69–71]. Recently, the first experimental
proof-of-concept qubit was achieved [72], and, with these, a team has just demonstrated record-breaking two-spin
coupling strengths at long distance [63]. In contrast, a quasiparticle in the central island of an SISIS structure would
reside in a continuum density of states at elevated energy ∆, making quantum control of the particle or its spin
difficult.

Gate tunability: Finally, SNS implementations with low electron density normal regions, such as semiconductors and
2d materials, afford in situ tunability of the junction strength E0 and effective transparency τeff with an electrostatic
gate voltage [73–77], as depicted in Fig. 2(b). Such in situ tunability is a powerful tool for validating theoretical ideas,
uncovering experimental realities, and parametric control, as ha been taken advantage of in the past through magnetic
flux tunability of loops containing SIS junctions [78, 79]. The charge tunability made possible by SNS junctions adds a
complementary control axis with low cross-talk to flux-tuned circuit elements and lower power dissipation elsewhere in
the cryogenic setup. In recent experimental works [36, 80], it has been demonstrated that the energy-phase relation of
two voltage-controlled SNS junctions in series follow Eq. (1), supporting a model of two conventional JJs in series [17].
Example demonstrations of practical applications include modulation between optimal operation points [81–85] and
activation of dynamic effects like amplification [86–89]. Charge control over the junction inductance also may enable
novel circuit couplings for nonreciprocal devices such as the gyrator and derivative qubit concepts [90]. In principle,
gate-tunability is also possible for SISIS junctions in the weak and intermediate coupling regimes [10]; however,
challenges include achieving useful gate-modulation amplitudes and reliable device handling. We also remark that
protected qubit concepts, like the rhombus, often require high circuit symmetry, placing stringent requirements on
Josephson junction fabrication accuracy, which is only reliable at the % level in the state of the art [91–93]. Gate
tunability can help resolve that issue for individual devices, at the cost of introducing a new noise channel.
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The combination of gate-tunability and the availability of subgap spin and orbital quantum levels is appealing,
and thanks to enabling materials technology from the last decade [94, 95], SNS approaches to solid state quantum
hardware have been gaining popularity. While such devices are presently less coherent than SIS-based devices, SNS
integration into superconducting quantum circuits is also much younger and, therefore, deserves more time and effort
to improve.

V. CONCLUSIONS

To conclude, we collected a few results that, to our knowledge, were not previously compared to describe similarities
between SNS and SISIS junctions, and we showed how this comparison helps to draw connections where such junctions
were separately proposed or applied towards common goals. In describing these relationships, we hope that we can
add some clarity as both platforms are developed for sophisticated circuit design and basic physics investigations. We
anticipate that additional links will be made between these two platforms in the coming years.
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