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We develop a microscopic theory of ac Josephson effect in superconducting junctions described by
an arbitrary scattering matrix that may include magnetic effects. In the limit of constant in time
bias voltage V applied to the junction we derive a formally exact current-phase relation (CPR) that
is manifestly 2π-periodic in the Josephson phase φ in full accordance with general principles. This
our result unambiguously argues against the idea of the so-called ”fractional ac Josephson effect”
admitting 4π-periodic in φ CPR. We also demonstrate that at any non-zero V quantum dynamics
of Andreev bound states becomes non-Hermitian which signals their instability, thus making any
’quasi-equilibrium’ description of ac Josephson effect unreliable. We specifically address the limit of
highly transparent junctions with magnetic scattering where – along with super- and excess current
terms – at small V we also recover a non-trivial 2π-periodic dissipative current with the amplitude
∝ |V |1/3.

I. INTRODUCTION

In 1962 Josephson formulated his famous equations1

Is = Ic sinφ, (1)

dφ/dt = 2eV (2)

describing dynamics of the supercurrent Is flowing across
a tunnel barrier between two superconductors with the
phase difference φ(t) biased by an external voltage V .
Here and below the Planck’s constant ℏ is set equal to
unity, Ic denotes the Josephson critical current and e is
the electron charge.

The first of the above equations demonstrates that Is
is a 2π-periodic function of the phase difference φ which
is a fundamental consequence of the fact that the super-
current across the Josephson junction is transferred by
Cooper pairs with charge 2e. A detailed discussion of
the symmetries for both phase and charge variables de-
scribing Josephson junctions can be found, e.g., in the
review article2.

A large variety of superconducting junctions and weak
links has been studied3 which equilibrium current-phase
relations (CPR) may deviate from a simple sinφ-form
(1) but – in full agreement with the above arguments –
always remain 2π-periodic in φ and, hence, can generally
be expressed in terms of the Fourier series

Is(φ) =

∞∑
n

In sinnφ. (3)

More recently, it was suggested that in some special
cases under a small voltage bias CPR of superconducting
junctions may actually turn 4π-periodic in φ. This asser-
tion – apparently contradicting to the symmetry of the
charge states in superconducting junctions2 – was formu-
lated by Kwon et al.4 in the case of junctions formed by
p-wave superconductors and then extended by Michelsen
et al.5 to superconducting point contacts with magnetic
scattering and by Fu and Kane6 to junctions involving
topological insulators.

Let us note that for sufficiently short (with longitudinal
size smaller that superconducting coherence length) and
not too strongly asymmetric junctions the equilibrium
Josephson current (3) can also be recovered with the aid
of a simple formula

Is = e

N∑
m=1

∑
i

∂EA
m,i

∂φ
fm,i, (4)

where EA
m,i(φ) represents the energy of subgap Andreev

levels in the m-th conducting channel of the junction and
N is the total number of such channels. It is assumed
that every conducting channel hosts Andreev bound
states with both spin directions and the index i enummer-
ates the states within each conducting channel. Here fm,i

are the filling factors for Andreev bound states. While in
equilibrium these filling factors obviously coincide with
the Fermi function fm,i ≡ fF = 1/[1+exp(EA

m,i/T )], thus
leaving CPR (4) 2π-periodic, an attempt to extend this
formula to non-equilibrium situations may indeed yield
4π-periodic CPR. The corresponding line of reasoning4–6

was approximately as follows.
Applying a small bias voltage V one adiabatically

drives the system along the set of subgap Andreev levels
by ’slowly’ changing the phase φ in time. Provided these
discrete levels touch the continuum at energies equal to
the superconducting gap ±∆ every time φ changes by
2π, the (non-equilibrium) level population fm,i gets re-
set at these points and, hence, CPR determined from
Eq. (4) still remains 2π-periodic. If, however, discrete
levels never touch the continuum, their filling factors
fm,i should remain conserved implying that the period-
icity of CPR defined by Eq. (4) is identical to that of
Andreev levels. Within a certain parameter range the
latter situation is realized, e.g., in superconducting junc-
tions involving spin-active scatterers5 where Andreev lev-
els turn out to be 4π-periodic in φ. Likewise, supercon-
ducting junctions hosting Majorana-like modes with en-
ergies EM

i (φ) ∝ ± cos(φ/2) and |EM
i | < ∆ have been

considered4,6. In all these cases 4π-periodic CPR follows
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immediately from Eq. (4) at non-zero values of V .
Following this scenario one would expect to observe

the supercurrent oscillations with frequency equal to eV ,
i.e. to a half of the standard Josephson frequency 2eV .
Such ”fractional ac Josephson effect” could then be used
to experimentally verify, e.g., the presence of Majorana-
like bound states in junctions involving topological insu-
lators by detecting the corresponding current resonances
under the influence of external microwave radiation. In
experiments with HgTe- and BiSb-based superconduct-
ing junctions7–9 such resonances (the so-called Shapiro
steps) at (’fractional’) frequencies ω = eV have indeed
been observed along with ”missing” integer Shapiro steps
at ω = 2eV . According, e.g., to phenomenological
analysis10 these observations could be interpreted in fa-
vor of ”4π-periodic Josephson effect” in superconducting
junctions under consideration.

Later on the above scenario of ”fractional ac Joseph-
son effect” was questioned both theoretically11 and
experimentally12. Galaktionov and one of the present
authors11 argued on general grounds that (i) 4π-periodic
CPR would inevitably imply transferring the supercur-
rent by single electrons with charge e which is hardly
possible13,14 and, on top of that, (ii) the analysis based
on Eq. (4) essentially ignores the mechanism of mul-
tiple Andreev reflection (MAR)20 playing an important
role in superconducting weak links at non-zero bias volt-
ages. In addition, the overall pattern of Shapiro steps in
topologically trivial highly transparent superconducting
junctions was found11 to be similar to that observed in
topological Josephson junctions7–9. Furthermore, well-
pronounced fractional Shapiro steps along with ”miss-
ing” integer ones have also been detected in topologi-
cally trivial Josephson junctions based on InAs quantum
wells12. Thus, the results11,12 indicate that caution is
needed while interpreting the observations7–9 in terms of
”4π-periodic Josephson effect”.

Here we will set up a rigorous calculation which un-
ambiguously argues against the idea of ”fractional ac
Josephson effect” in superconducting junctions. The
structure of the paper is as follows. In Sec. II we define
our general model and outline the main formalism to be
employed in our calculation. Quasiclassical Green func-
tions for our system are evaluated in Sec. III. Sec. IV is
devoted to a microscopic calculation of ac current across
our superconducting junction. An important example of
spin-active superconducting weak links is considered in
Sec. V which is followed by a general discussion of our
results in Sec. VI. Some technical details of our calcula-
tion are relegated to Appendices.

II. THE MODEL AND BASIC FORMALISM

Below we will consider a general and rather standard
model for a superconducting junction: Two massive su-
perconducting electrodes characterized by the order pa-
rameter ∆1,2 = |∆1,2|eiχ1,2 are separated by an arbi-

trary normal scatterer of cross-section A which length
is shorter than the superconducting coherence length.
The corresponding scattering matrix that accounts for
electron transfer across this scatterer is assumed energy
independent and can include magnetic effects. Elec-
tron transport in superconducting leads will be described
within the quasiclassical theory of superconductivity.
The corresponding Green-Eilenberger functions evalu-
ated in both superconductors will then be matched by
means of appropriate boundary for the normal scatterer
connecting the electrodes.
We will employ the standard Eilenberger equations

combined with the Keldysh technique. These equations
read21

−ivF∇ǧ =
[
ετ̂3 + eV + ∆̌, ǧ

]
. (5)

Here square brackets denote the commutator, vF is the
Fermi velocity vector, V = V (r, t) is the scalar potential,
τ̂3 is the Pauli matrix and

∆̌ =

(
∆̂ 0

0 ∆̂

)
, ∆̂ =

(
0 ∆

−∆∗ 0

)
(6)

with ∆ being the superconducting order parameter.
In Eq. (5) and below the product of the functions

with omitted time arguments should be treated as a con-
volution. In particular, for the functions in the Wigner
representation one has

(AB)(ε, t) = ei(∂εa∂tb
−∂εb

∂ta )/2A(εa, ta)B(εb, tb)

∣∣∣∣∣
ta=tb=t,
εa=εb=ε

,

(7)
which is equivalent to

(AB)(t, t′) =

∫
A(t, t̃)B(t̃, t′)dt̃ (8)

in the conventional representation depending on the two
time arguments t and t′. Likewise, the term ε in the
Wigner representation in the right hand-side of Eq. (5)
corresponds to the differential operator

ε ⇔ iδ′(t− t′) (9)

that depends on both t and t′. Hence, the time deriva-
tives are effectively contained in the term ε.
The Green-Eisenberger functions ǧ are 8× 8 matrices

in the Spin⊗Nambu⊗Keldysh space

ǧ =

(
ĝR ĝK

0 ĝA

)
, (10)

consisting of retarded ĝR, advanced ĝA and Keldysh ĝK

4× 4 matrix functions. Electric current density j in our
structure is evaluated by means of the formula

j =
eN0

8

∫
dε
〈
vF Sp[τ̂3ĝ

K(ε, t)]
〉
, (11)
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where ĝK(ε, t) is the Keldysh-Green-Eilenberger function
in the Wigner representation, N0 is the density of states
at the Fermi energy per spin direction and angular brack-
ets denote averaging over directions of the Fermi velocity
vector.

The normal scatterer in-between two superconducting
electrodes is described by the scattering matrices

S =

(
S11 S12

S21 S22

)
, S =

(
S11 S12

S21 S22

)
(12)

respectively for electron-like and hole-like excitations. It
can also be convenient to combine these two matrices into
a single one

Sn =

(
S+ 0
0 S

)
, (13)

which will be employed below in our calculation.
With the aid of these matrices one can formulate the

boundary conditions for the Green functions of both su-
perconductors. In the case of non-magnetic scatterers
these boundary conditions were derived by Zaitsev22 and
then generalized by Millis et al.23 to spin-active inter-
faces. The resulting boundary conditions have the form
of nonlinear matrix equations for quasiclassical Green
functions on both sides of the interface and are rather
complicated to deal with. Certain simplifications could
be achieved employing the so-called Riccati parameteri-
zation of the Green functions24,25. Below we will essen-
tially follow the notations adopted in these papers.

For the retarded and advanced Green functions we set

ĝR = N̂R

(
1 + γRΓ̃R 2γR

−2Γ̃R −1− Γ̃RγR

)
, (14)

ĝA = −N̂A

(
1 + ΓAγ̃A 2ΓA

−2γ̃A −1− γ̃AΓA

)
, (15)

where N̂A are diagonal matrices

N̂R =

(
(1− γRΓ̃R)−1 0

0 (1− Γ̃RγR)−1

)
, (16)

N̂A =

(
(1− ΓAγ̃A)−1 0

0 (1− γ̃AΓA)−1

)
. (17)

Keldysh Green functions are parameterized by means of
the same Riccati amplitudes and the two distribution
functions x and X̃

ĝK = 2N̂R

×
(

xK − γRX̃K Γ̃A −γRX̃K + xKΓA

−Γ̃RxK + X̃K Γ̃A X̃K − Γ̃RxKΓA

)
N̂A. (18)

These notations will be chosen for the Green functions
ĝR,A,K
in,k with velocity directions incoming to the interface
between two superconducting electrodes labeled by the

index k = 1, 2. The Green functions ĝR,A,K
out,k with out-

going velocity directions are parametrized in the same

z

Γ
R
2
, γ̃

R
2
, γ

A
2
, Γ̃

A
2
, X

2,
x̃2

ǧout
,2

γ
R
1
, Γ̃

R
1
, Γ

A
1
, γ̃

A
1
, x1,

X̃1

ǧin,
1

γ R
2 , Γ̃ R

2 , Γ A
2 , γ̃ A

2 , x
2 , X̃

2

ǧin,2

Γ R
1 , γ̃ R

1 , γ A
1 , Γ̃ A

1 , X
1 , x̃

1

ǧout,1

S1 S2|∆1|eiχ1 |∆2|eiχ2

FIG. 1: Graphical representation of the boundary conditions
setting the relations between the Green functions for both in-
coming and outgoing velocity directions on the two sides of
the interface. Each Green function is parameterized by an
appropriate set of Riccati amplitudes and distribution func-
tions.

way except capital letters Γ and X are replaced by the
lowercase ones γ and x and vice versa.
Capital Riccati amplitudes Γ and the distribution func-

tions X can be expressed in terms of the corresponding
lowercase functions γ and x. For Riccati amplitudes one
has24,25

ΓR
1 = rR1lγ

R
1 S

+
11 + tR1lγ

R
2 S

+
12, (19)

Γ̃R
1 = r̃R1lγ̃

R
1 S11 + t̃R1lγ̃

R
2 S21, (20)

ΓA
1 = S+

11γ
A
1 r

A
1r + S+

21γ
A
2 t

A
1r, (21)

Γ̃A
1 = S11γ̃

A
1 r̃

A
1r + S12γ̃

A
2 t̃

A
1r, (22)

where rR,A
1l and tR,A

1l are effective reflection and trans-
mission amplitudes

rR1l = [(βR
21)

−1S+
11 − (βR

22)
−1S+

12]
−1(βR

21)
−1, (23)

tR1l = −[(βR
21)

−1S+
11 − (βR

22)
−1S+

12]
−1(βR

22)
−1, (24)

r̃R1l = [(β̃R
21)

−1S11 − (β̃R
22)

−1S21]
−1(β̃R

21)
−1, (25)

t̃R1l = −[(β̃R
21)

−1S11 − (β̃R
22)

−1S21]
−1(β̃R

22)
−1, (26)

rA1r = (β̃A
21)

−1[S+
11(β̃

A
21)

−1 − S+
21(β̃

A
22)

−1]−1, (27)

tA1r = −(β̃A
22)

−1[S+
11(β̃

A
21)

−1 − S+
21(β̃

A
22)

−1]−1, (28)

r̃A1r = (βA
21)

−1[S11(β
A
21)

−1 − S12(β
A
22)

−1]−1, (29)

t̃A1r = −(βA
22)

−1[S11(β
A
21)

−1 − S12(β
A
22)

−1]−1, (30)

where the functions βR,A and β̃R,A are defined as

βR
ij = S+

ij − γR
j S

+
ij γ̃

R
i , β̃R

ij = Sji − γ̃R
j Sjiγ

R
i , (31)

βA
ij = Sij − γA

i Sij γ̃
A
j , β̃A

ij = S+
ji − γ̃A

i S
+
jiγ

A
j , (32)

Boundary conditions for the distribution functions
read

X1 = rR1lx1r̃
A
1r + tR1lx2t̃

A
1r − aR1lx̃2ã

A
1r, (33)

X̃1 = r̃R1lx̃1r
A
1r + t̃R1lx̃2t

A
1r − ãR1lx2a

A
1r, (34)
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They contain the so-called branch conversion amplitudes

aR1l = (ΓR
1 S11 − S11γ

R
1 )(β̃

R
12)

−1, (35)

ãA1r = (β̃A
12)

−1(S+
11Γ̃

A
1 − γ̃A

1 S
+
11), (36)

ãR1l = (Γ̃R
1 S

+
11 − S+

11γ̃
R
1 )(β

R
12)

−1, (37)

aA1r = (βA
12)

−1(S11Γ
A
1 − γA

1 S11). (38)

In Eqs. (19)-(38) we follow the notations introduced in
Ref. 25. An explicit meaning of these notations will be
clarified in the next section.

III. GREEN FUNCTIONS

Let us combine Riccati amplitudes and the distribution
functions at the opposite sides of the interface by defining
the following matrices in the terminal space

p̂ =

(
p1 0
0 p2

)
,

p = γR,A, γ̃R,A,ΓR,A, Γ̃R,A, x, x̃, X, X̃. (39)

Similarly for the branch conversion amplitudes we define

âR =

(
0 aR1l
aR2l 0

)
, ˆ̃aR =

(
0 ãR1l
ãR2l 0

)
, (40)

âA =

(
0 aA2r
aA1r 0

)
, ˆ̃aA =

(
0 ãA2r
ãA1r 0

)
. (41)

Making use of the above relations and performing sim-
ple matrix transformations one can rewrite the boundary
conditions for Riccati amplitudes in a compact matrix
form. In order to evaluate the retarded Green function it
is necessary to find the combinations (1− Γ̂R ˆ̃γR)−1 and

(1 − ˆ̃ΓRγ̂R)−1. It is straightforward to verify that the
following two matrix equations

(1− Γ̂R ˆ̃γR)−1(1− âR ˆ̃γR) = (S+ − γ̂RS+ ˆ̃γR)−1S+,
(42)

(1− ˆ̃ΓRγ̂R)−1(1− ˆ̃aRγ̂R) = (S − ˆ̃γRSγ̂R)−1S (43)

are fully equivalent to the boundary conditions (19) and
(20). Similar equations for advanced Riccati amplitudes

Γ̂A and ˆ̃ΓA can be recovered from Eqs. (42), (43) com-
bined with the symmetry relations

ŷA = (ˆ̃yR)+, ˆ̃yA = (ŷR)+, y = γ, Γ, a. (44)

A complete set of matrix equations involving different
Riccati amplitudes is collected in Appendix A.

Equations (42) and (43) – being compact and trans-
parent – provide a useful alternative for the boundary
conditions (19) and (20). For instance, the boundary
conditions (19) can be immediately recovered evaluating
the “11” block in the terminal space of Eq. (42) with the

aid of the matrix block inversion formula (B1) (see Ap-
pendix B). Making use of the standard matrix transfor-
mation one can also verify the equivalence between Eqs.
(42) and (A5). Evaluating the “11” block in Eq. (A5) in
the same manner, we obtain an equivalent representation
of Eq. (19)

ΓR
1 = S11γ

R
1 r

R
1r + S12γ

R
2 t

R
2r, (45)

where γ, S, r, and t elements enter in a reverse order,
and the coefficients rR1r and tR2r are defined as

rR1r = (β̃R
12)

−1[S11(β̃
R
12)

−1 − S12(β̃
R
22)

−1], (46)

tR1r = −(β̃R
22)

−1[S11(β̃
R
12)

−1 − S12(β̃
R
22)

−1]. (47)

This definition is somewhat different from that for rR1l
and tR2l. An equivalent representation for other capital
Riccati amplitudes can be established analogously.

With the aid of the above boundary conditions one can
derive explicit expressions for retarded Green functions
at the interface. They read

ĝRin = 2

(
S+ 0
0 1

)(
S+ γ̂R

ˆ̃γR S

)−1(
1 0
0 −S

)
− τ̂3

− 2

(
−γ̂R

1

)
(1− ˆ̃ΓRγ̂R)−1ˆ̃aR

(
1 γ̂R

)
, (48)

and

ĝRout = −τ̂3 + 2

(
1 0
0 S

)(
S+ γ̂R

ˆ̃γR S

)−1(S+ 0
0 −1

)
+ 2

(
1

−ˆ̃γR

)
(1− Γ̂R ˆ̃γR)−1âR

(
ˆ̃γR 1

)
, (49)

where we introduced the matrices

ĝR,A
in =

(
ĝR,A
in,1 0

0 ĝR,A
in,2 .

)
, ĝR,A

out =

(
ĝR,A
out,1 0

0 ĝR,A
out,2.

)
(50)

combining the corresponding Green functions in both ter-
minals. It is important to point out that the matrices ĝRin
and ĝRout are diagonal in the terminal space, whereas the
last terms in Eqs. (48) and (49) contain only off-diagonal
elements in this space. Hence, in order to evaluate the
Green functions it suffices to keep only the diagonal el-
ements in the first two terms in the right-hand side of
these equations.

Advanced Green functions can then easily be recovered
from the identities

ĝA = −τ̂3(ĝ
R)+τ̂3,

whereas Keldysh Green functions can be explicitly eval-
uated with the aid of the boundary conditions for the
distribution functions (33) and (34) combined with the
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identities

(1− Γ̂R ˆ̃γR)−1

(
rR1l tR1l
tR2l rR2l

)
= (S+ − γ̂RS+ ˆ̃γR)−1, (51)

(1− ˆ̃ΓRγ̂R)−1

(
r̃R1l t̃R1l
t̃R2l r̃R2l

)
= (S − ˆ̃γRSγ̂R)−1, (52)(

rA1r tA2r
tA1r rA2r

)
(1− ˆ̃γAΓ̂A)−1 = (S+ − ˆ̃γAS+γ̂A)−1, (53)(

r̃A1r t̃A2r
t̃A1r r̃A2r

)
(1− γ̂A ˆ̃ΓA)−1 = (S − γ̂AS ˆ̃γA)−1. (54)

Alternatively, the whole Keldysh structure of the
Green function matrix can be reconstructed from the ex-

pressions for the retarded Green function (48) and (49)
by means of a formal replacement

γ̂R ⇒
(
γ̂R −x̂K(ˆ̃γA)−1

0 (ˆ̃γA)−1

)
, ˆ̃γR ⇒

(
ˆ̃γR ˆ̃xK(γ̂A)−1

0 (γ̂A)−1

)
,

(55)

Γ̂R ⇒

(
Γ̂R −X̂K(ˆ̃ΓA)−1

0 (ˆ̃ΓA)−1

)
, ˆ̃ΓR ⇒

(
ˆ̃ΓR ˆ̃XK(Γ̂A)−1

0 (Γ̂A)−1

)
.

(56)

As a result, we obtain

ǧin =


ĝRin f̂R

in ĝKin f̂K
in

ˆ̃
fR
in

ˆ̃gRin
ˆ̃
fK
in

ˆ̃gKin
0 0 ĝAin f̂A

in

0 0
ˆ̃
fA
in

ˆ̃gAin

 = −

1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 1

+ 2


S+ 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 S+



S+ γR xK 0
γ̃R S 0 −x̃K

0 0 S γA

0 0 γ̃A S+


−11 0 0 0

0 −S 0 0
0 0 −S 0
0 0 0 1

+

+ (off-diagonal in terminal space terms), (57)

and

ǧout =


ĝRout f̂R

out ĝKout f̂K
out

ˆ̃
fR
out

ˆ̃gRout
ˆ̃
fK
out

ˆ̃gKout
0 0 ĝAout f̂A

out

0 0
ˆ̃
fA
out

ˆ̃gAout

 = −

1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 1

+2

1 0 0 0
0 S 0 0
0 0 S 0
0 0 0 1



S+ γR xK 0
γ̃R S 0 −x̃K

0 0 S γA

0 0 γ̃A S+


−1

S+ 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 S+

+

+ (off-diagonal in terminal space terms). (58)

Eqs. (57) and (58) fully determine retarded, advanced
and Keldysh components of the interface Green function
matrix in terms of the lowercase Riccati amplitudes and
the distribution functions as well as the elements of the
scattering matrix. Below we will employ these equations
in order to evaluate electric current across our supercon-
ducting weak link out of equilibrium.

IV. ELECTRIC CURRENT AND CPR

In order to proceed let us define the matrix Andreev
amplitude

Γ =

(
0 γ̂R

ˆ̃γR 0

)
(59)

and introduce the distribution functions(
x̂ 0

0 −ˆ̃x

)
= H − ΓHΓ+, (60)

where H is the diagonal matrix of the form

H =


h1 0 0 0
0 h2 0 0

0 0 h̃1 0

0 0 0 h̃2

 (61)

with the elements equal to the distribution functions of
electron-like and hole-like quasiparticles coming from the
bulk of the first and the second superconductors. In equi-
librium, the Fourier transformed matrix H ≡ Heq obvi-
ously equals to the unity matrix times

h0(ε) = tanh
ε

2T
. (62)

Making use of Eqs. (11), (57) and (58) we can now
evaluate electric current I flowing across our Josephson
weak link. We obtain

I =
πeN0A

8

〈
vF,zΘ(vF,z) Sp(ô3τ̂3[ĝ

K
in(t, t)−

− ĝKout(t, t)])
〉
=

πeN0A
4

⟨vF,zΘ(vF,z)T (t)⟩ . (63)
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where vF,z is the component of the Fermi velocity normal
to the junction area, Θ(v) is the Heaviside step function,
ô3 is the Pauli matrix in the terminal space, and we de-
fined

T = Sp
{
[Sn + Γ]−1(H − ΓHΓ+)

× [S+n + Γ+]−1(S+n τ̂3ô3Sn − τ̂3ô3)
}
. (64)

Equations (63) and (64) represent a formally exact result
for the current I which has a transparent and appealing
matrix structure convenient for further calculations.

Let us also note that averaging over the Fermi velocity
directions in Eq. (63) can be replaced by the sum over the
junction conducting channels (for a given spin direction)

N0A⟨vF,zΘ(vF,z)(...)⟩ →
1

2π

N∑
m=1

(...), (65)

whereas the summation over the spin variable is per-
formed under Sp in Eq. (64). By setting N = 1, we
get

I = eT (t)/8. (66)

This simple equation directly relates the current I and
the combination (64) in the case of single channel junc-
tions which we will merely address further below. Gener-
alization to an arbitrary number of channels is straight-
forward and does not require any additional calculation
of T .

Let us bias our Josephson junction by the time depen-
dent voltage V (t). Then according to Eq. (2) the phase
difference across the junction acquires the time depen-
dence and reads

φ(t) = χ1(t)− χ2(t) = 2e

∫ t

V (t′)dt′. (67)

Without loss of generality we may set χ1 = −χ2 = φ/2.
Then we obtain

Γ(t, t′) = eiφ(t)τ̂3ô3/4Γeq(t− t′)e−iφ(t′)τ̂3ô3/4, (68)

H(t, t′) = eiφ(t)τ̂3ô3/4Heq(t− t′)e−iφ(t′)τ̂3ô3/4. (69)

With the aid of these relations we can transform Eq. (64)
in the following way

T = Sp
[
(S̃n + Γeq)

−1(Heq − ΓeqHeqΓ
+
eq)

× (S̃+n + Γ+
eq)

−1
(
S̃+n ô3τ̂3S̃n − ô3τ̂3

)]
, (70)

where we introduced the time dependent scattering ma-
trix S̃n

S̃n(t) = e−iφ(t)τ̂3ô3/4Sneiφ(t)τ̂3ô3/4. (71)

Taking the derivative of the scattering matrix S̃n with
respect to the phase φ,

∂φS̃n(t) =
i

4
[−τ̂3ô3S̃n(t) + S̃n(t)τ̂3ô3], (72)

we can also rewrite Eq. (70) in a more compact form

T = 4i Sp
[
(S̃n + Γeq)

−1(Heq − ΓeqHeqΓ
+
eq)

× (S̃+n + Γ+
eq)

−1S̃+n ∂φS̃n(t)
]
. (73)

A. Equilibrium

Let us first send the bias voltage to zero, V → 0,
and verify that in equilibrium our approach yields the
standard results for the Josephson current. Provided the
phase variable φ does not depend on time it is convenient
to make use of the Fourier representation. With the aid
of the identity

(S̃n + Γeq)
−1(1− ΓeqΓ

+
eq)(S̃+n + Γ+

eq)
−1

= −1 + (S̃n + Γeq)
−1S̃n + S̃+n (S̃+n + Γ+

eq)
−1 (74)

we can rewrite Eq. (73) in the form

T = −8

∫
dε

2π
Heq(ε) Im

∂φ det |S̃n + Γeq(ε)|
det |S̃n + Γeq(ε)|

. (75)

Combining this expression with Eq. (66) we immediately
arrive at the standard expression for the supercurrent

Is = −e

2

∑
i

∂εi
∂φ

h0(εi), (76)

where the sum runs over all subgap bound states of the
problem for both spin directions. Obviously, this result
is identical to Eq. (4) for N = 1.

B. Constant voltage bias

Now let us assume that the bias voltage V remains
time independent. In this case one obviously has

φ = 2eV t. (77)

To begin with, we note that provided the phase φ (77)

changes by 2π the scattering matrix S̃n gets transformed
as

S̃n(t+ π/(eV )) = ô3τ̂3S̃n(t)ô3τ̂3 = ô3S̃n(t)ô3, (78)

where we made use of the fact that the scattering ma-
trix S̃n is diagonal in the Nambu space. On the other
hand, the matrix Γeq is diagonal in the terminal space.
Employing the identity

ô3Γeq ô3 = Γeq (79)

we immediately arrive at the conclusion that T (t) (73) is
a periodic function of time with period π/(eV ). Hence,
the current I across our superconducting junction should
also depend periodically on time with the same period.
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In order to evaluate the general expression for T (64)
one needs to find the inverse operator [Sn + Γ]−1 by re-
solving the following integral matrix equation

SnY (t, t′) +

∫ t

−∞
Γ(t, t̃)Y (t̃, t′)dt̃ = δ(t− t′). (80)

This task can conveniently be performed employing a
mixed time-frequency representation

Y (t, ε) =

∫
dt′eiε(t−t′)Y (t, t′). (81)

In this representation expression the function T (64) ac-
quires a relatively simple form

T =

∫
dε

2π
Sp
{
Y (t, ε)Q(ε, eV )

× Y +(t, ε)
(
S+n ô3τ̂3Sn − ô3τ̂3

)}
, (82)

where we defined

Q(ε, eV ) = [1−Γeq(ε+eV/2)Γ+
eq(ε+eV/2)]h0(ε+eV/2)P̂+

+ [1− Γeq(ε− eV/2)Γ+
eq(ε− eV/2)]h0(ε− eV/2)P̂−,

(83)

and introduced the matrices

P̂± =
1

2
(1± ô3τ̂3). (84)

For the function Y (t, ε) we get

Y (t, ε)Sn + e−ieV tY (t, ε+ eV )Γeq(ε+ eV/2)P̂+

+ eieV tY (t, ε− eV )Γeq(ε− eV/2)P̂− = 1. (85)

The solution of this equation can be expressed in terms
of the infinite series

Y (t, ε) =

∞∑
n=−∞

eineV tyn(ε− neV ), (86)

where the coefficients yn(ε) obey the following recurrence
relations

yn(ε)Sn + yn+1(ε)Γeq(ε+ neV + eV/2)P̂+

+ yn−1(ε)Γeq(ε+ neV − eV/2)P̂− = δn,0. (87)

Representing the coefficients yn(ε) in terms of the prod-
ucts

yn(ε) =

{
α0(ε)α1(ε) · · ·αn(ε), n ⩾ 0,

α0(ε)α−1(ε) · · ·αn(ε), n ⩽ 0,
(88)

one arrives at the recurrence relations for the coefficients
αn which read

αn(ε) = −Γeq(ε+ neV − eV/2)P̂−

× [Sn + αn+1(ε)Γeq(ε+ neV + eV/2)P̂+]
−1, n > 0,

(89)

αn(ε) = −Γeq(ε+ neV + eV/2)P̂+

× [Sn + αn−1(ε)Γeq(ε+ neV − eV/2)P̂−]
−1, n < 0

(90)

and

α0(ε) = [Sn + α−1(ε)Γeq(ε− eV/2)P̂−

+ α1(ε)Γeq(ε+ eV/2)P̂+]
−1. (91)

Here the coefficients αn(ε) are off-diagonal matrices in
the Nambu space making yn diagonal (off-diagonal) ma-
trices for even (odd) indices n. We also note that the co-
efficients αn(ε) tend to zero for large |n|. This property
can be conveniently employed, e.g., in numerical calcula-
tions.

Once the coefficients yn are found, one can immedi-
ately evaluate T and the Josephson current. We get

I(t) =
∞∑

n=−∞
In(V )einφ(t), (92)

where φ(t) is defined in Eq. (77) and

In(V ) =
e

8

∞∑
n′=−∞

∫
dε

2π
Sp
[
y2n+n′(ε− (2n+ n′)eV )

×Q(ε, eV )y+n′(ε− n′eV )
(
S+n ô3τ̂3Sn − ô3τ̂3

)]
. (93)

This is the key result of our present paper. We observe
that the current I defined in Eqs. (92), (93) is manifestly
2π-periodic in φ thus leaving no room for any specula-
tions about the presence of ”4π-periodic ac Josephson ef-
fect” in superconducting junctions. We would also like to
emphasize that no approximations have been performed
while deriving Eqs. (92), (93), i.e. these equations are
exact for the model considered here. They effectively gen-
eralize 2π-periodic CPR in Eq. (3) to non-stationary and
non-equilibrium situations provided the superconducting
phase φ depends linearly on time.

V. SPIN-ACTIVE SCATTERER

Equations (92), (93) describing ac Josephson effect are
fairly general embracing a wide range of superconducting
weak links. Below we will consider an important example
of a superconducting junction with magnetic scattering.
In order to specify the corresponding model we will as-
sume that quasiparticles with opposite spin orientations
scatter independently as they propagate between super-
conductors. Then the scattering matrix takes the form

[Sn]σ =


√
Rσ −i

√
Dσ 0 0

−i
√
Dσ

√
Rσ 0 0

0 0
√

R−σ i
√
D−σ

0 0 i
√
D−σ

√
R−σ

 e−iθσ/2.

(94)
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Here σ accounts for the spin variable, θσ = θσ̂3 repre-
sents the so-called spin-mixing angle, D+ and D− define
the transmission values respectively for spin-up and spin-
down quasiparticles, R± = 1−D± are the corresponding
reflection coefficients and σ̂3 is the Pauli matrix. For
simplicity, below we will also assume that our supercon-
ducting junction is symmetric and set |∆1| = |∆2| = |∆|.

A. Several limiting cases

We first briefly address the limit of normal junctions
by setting |∆| → 0. In this case all the coefficients yn in
Eq. (93) vanish except for y0 which is equal to S+n . As a
result, for T (93) we obtain

T =
eV

2π
Sp
(
1− ô3τ̂3Snô3τ̂3S+n

)
, (95)

Combining Eqs. (94), (95) and (66), we immediately
recover the standard result

I = GNV, GN =
e2

h
(D+ +D−), (96)

where h = 2π in our notations.
Turning on superconductivity and employing Eq. (94)

we recostruct the spectrum of the corresponding subgap
Andreev states with energies

εµ1,µ2(φ) = |∆|µ1 cos[(θ − µ2η)/2]. (97)

where the quantum numbers µ1,2 = ±1 and the parame-
ter η (0 < η < π) is unambiguously determined from the
following equation

cos η =
√
R+R− +

√
D+D− cosφ. (98)

In equilibrium, the Josephson phase φ does not depend
on time and the current can be conveniently evaluated
making use of Eq. (76). Combining this equation with
Eqs. (97), (98) we arrive at the well known equilibrium
CPR26 derived for magnetic junctions.
In the case of a small but non-zero bias voltage

V ≪ |∆|/e applied to the junction our exact result in
Eqs. (92), (93) allows to dismiss the claim5 of the ex-
istence of the ”4π-periodicity of the ac Josephson cur-
rent” under the condition sin(θ/2) >

√
D (assuming that

D+ = D− = D). Note that the latter condition indeed
assures that 4π-periodic in φ Andreev levels (97), (98)
never touch the continuum which, however, does not yet
constitute the case for 4π-periodicity of the Josephson
current – contrary to the scenario outlined in the Intro-
duction. We will return to this issue towards the end of
the paper.

Here we only point out that Eq. (4) employed within
that scenario holds only in equilibrium and is in gen-
eral unsuitable for calculation of the current provided
a non-zero bias voltage is applied to the junction. For
non-magnetic junctions with non-zero reflection coeffi-
cient this statement is illustrated, e.g., by the results27.
Below we will consider a special limit of fully transparent
junctions which is also of interest in that respect.

B. Fully transparent junctions

Let us set D± = 1 and, as before, |∆1,2| = |∆|. Then
the normal state scattering matrix Sn (94) obeys the con-
ditions

P̂+SnP̂+ = P̂−SnP̂− = 0 (99)

and our recurrence relations get drastically simplified.
We obtain

αn(ε) = −Γeq(ε+ neV − eV/2)P̂−S+n , n > 0, (100)

αn(ε) = −Γeq(ε+ neV + eV/2)P̂+S+n , n < 0, (101)

α0(ε) = S+n . (102)

As a result, for yn(ε) we find

yn(ε− neV ) =S+n (−τ̂1P̂−S+n )n

×
n∏

k=1

a(ε− keV + eV/2), n > 0,
(103)

yn(ε− neV ) =S+n (−τ̂1P̂+S+n )|n|

×
n∏

k=−1

a(ε− keV − eV/2), n < 0,
(104)

y0(ε) = S+n . (105)

Here scattering matrix is parameterized by a single pa-
rameter θ

Sn = −iô1τ̂3e
−iθσ̂3/2. (106)

Then for products (−τ̂1P̂±S+n )n we get

(−τ̂1P̂±S+n )n = P∓(ô2τ2)
neinθσ̂3/2, n > 0. (107)

Making use of the above equations together with Eq. (86)
one can evaluate the function Y (t, ε). Here, however, we
will proceed slightly differently and evaluate this function
directly from Eq. (85). Employing (106), we find

Y (t, ε)ô1τ̂2e
−iθσ̂3/2 + e−ieV tY (t, ε+ eV )a(ε+ eV/2)P̂−

+ eieV tY (t, ε− eV )a(ε− eV/2)P̂+ = τ̂1, (108)

The matrix Y (t, ε) can be represented as a sum of eight
terms, all having a different matrix structure:

Y (t, ε) = τ̂1
∑

s1,s2,s3=±
Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε)

× 1 + s1σ̂3

2

1 + s2ô1τ̂2
2

1 + s3ô3τ̂3
2

. (109)

With the aid of this representation one can rewrite Eq.
(82) for the function T in terms of the functions Ys1,s2,s3 .
We obtain

T = 2
∑

s1,s2,s3=±
s3

∫
dε

2π
|Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε)|2

× [1− |a(ε+ s3eV/2)|2]h0(ε+ s3eV/2), (110)
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where

a(ε) =
−ε+

√
ε2 − |∆|2
|∆|

, (111)

is the Andreev amplitude. Making use the fact that func-
tion a(ε) varies slowly on the energy scale eV (see Ap-
pendix C) we obtain with a good accuracy

Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε) =

∞∑
k=0

eΦs1,s2,s3
(t,ε,V,k), (112)

where

Φs1,s2,s3(t, ε, V, k) =
s3
eV

∫ ε

ε−ks3eV

ln[a(ε1)]dε1

+ iks3eV t+ i
θs1(k + 1)

2
+ iπ(k + 1)

1 + s2
2

. (113)

The real part of the function Φs1,s2,s3 vanishes provided
the energy tends to infinity

Φs1,s2,s3(t, ε, V, k) → 0, |ε| → ∞. (114)

The phases of the terms in Eq. (112) strongly depend
on the summation index k, thus resulting in their cancel-
lation. The main contribution to the sum in Eq. (112)
is provided by the index values for which the function
ei ImΦ depends weakly on k, i.e. in the vicinity of the
points determined by the condition

∂ ImΦs1,s2,s3(t, ε, V, k)

∂k
= Im ln[a(ε− ks3eV )]

+ s3eV t+
θs1
2

+ π
1 + s2

2
= 2πN, (115)

where N is an arbitrary integer number. Under the con-
dition |ε− ks3eV | < |∆| Eq. (115) just defines the ener-
gies of Andreev bound states

εs1,s3 = |∆| cos(s3eV t+ θs1/2) sgn[sin(s3eV t+ θs1/2)].
(116)

The energy dependence on the phase φ = 2eV t for four
Andreev bound states (116) is displayed in Fig. 2. Note
that in the limit θ → 0 the states for different spin ori-
entations merge pairwise forming two (instead of four)
Andreev levels which coincide with those for transparent
non-magnetic junctions.

Note that Eq. (115) has a solution only for particular
values of the parameters s1, s2, s3. From the condition
0 ⩽ Im ln a(ε) ⩽ π we observe that for given values s1
and s3 Eq. (115) has exactly one solution that fixes both
values of k and the parameter s2. The latter then reads

s2 = sgn sin(s3eV t+ θs1/2). (117)

Evaluating |Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε)|2 (see Appendix C) and com-
bining Eqs. (110) and (76) with the resulting expression
(C8) derived under the condition

1− |εs1,s3/∆| ≫ |eV/∆|2/3, (118)

𝜋
2

𝜋 3𝜋
2

2𝜋
−1

−0.5

0

0.5

1

𝑢1 = 0.5
𝑢2 = 0.5
𝑇 = 0.01𝑇𝑐0

𝜑

𝜀
/|
Δ
|

FIG. 2: The phase dependent energies of four subgap Andrev
bound states in transparent magnetic junctions. The spin-
mixing angle θ is set equal to θ = π/4.

we arrive at the final result in the form

I(t) =
Ic
2

[
| sin(eV t+θ/2)|+ | sin(eV t−θ/2)|

]
sgnV,

(119)

where

Ic = e|∆| tanh |∆|
2T

(120)

is the critical current for a transparent single channel
superconducting weak link.
For θ → 0 the result (119) reduces to that of Averin

and Bardas28,29. Having derived Eq. (119) from our
rigorous calculation we observe that the same expres-
sion for the current would follow if we simply sum up
the derivatives of the energies (116) with respect to the
phase φ = 2eV t (cf. Eq. (4)) for both spin directions
within the intervals 0 < eV t± θ/2 < π (and periodically
extended otherwise). It follows from Eq. (118), however,
that the actual validity domain of the result (119) shrinks
considerably being restricted to the energy values suffi-
ciently far from the points εs1,s3 = ±|∆| where Andreev
bound states touch the continuum.
In the vicinity of these points, i.e. provided the con-

dition Eq. (118) is violated and the arguments of the
sin terms in Eq. (119) get sufficiently close to πn, one
needs to set up an extra calculation which is presented
in Appendix C. It yields

I(t) =
Ic
2

(
|eV |
|∆|

)1/3

sgn(V )

×
∑
±

F

(
2| sin(eV t± θ/2)|

[
|∆|
|eV |

]1/3)
, (121)

where F (y) is a universal function of order unity at y ≲ 1
and F (y) ≃ y/2 for y ≫ 1 implying that Eq. (121)
reduces back to Eq. (119) in the limit (118), i.e. as
soon as Andreev levels move far from the gap edges. On
the other hand, at every period of Josephson oscillations
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under the condition −|eV/∆|1/3 ≲ eV t ± θ/2 − πn ≲
|eV/∆|1/3 the current I strongly deviates from that in
Eq. (119) acquiring a dissipative component ∝ |V |1/3.
Averaging this periodic dissipative current over time we
recover a sub-Ohmic contribution to the I − V curve ∝
|V |2/3.
Note that very recently a similar result was derived for

non-magnetic transparent weak links within a different
technique30,31. In the limit |eV | ≪ |∆| the corresponding
I − V curve reads30,31

Ī =
2

π
Ic

[
1 + 0.59

(
|eV |
|∆|

)2/3]
sgnV, (122)

where the first term represents the excess current32 while
the second one accounts for a sub-Ohmic dissipative con-
tribution to Ī. Averaging Eq. (121) over time we observe
that the resulting I − V curve does not depend on the
spin-mixing angle θ and, hence, should coincide33 with
Eq. (122).

Finally, let us not that ’periodic dissipation’ discussed
here is somewhat reminiscent of the well known ’cosφ’
dissipative contribution to the current across Josephson
tunnel barriers34. An important difference between the
two, however, is that the ’cosφ’-term only appears at
higher voltages eV > 2|∆|, whereas here – due to the
effect of MAR – we are dealing with non-vanishing dissi-
pation already at small voltages eV ≪ |∆|.

VI. DISCUSSION: NON-UNITARY EVOLUTION
OF ANDREEV STATES

For symmetric junctions with |∆1| = |∆2| = |∆| our
general expression for the current defined in Eqs. (66),
(73) can also be reformulated in a somewhat different
manner. For this purpose it is convenient to introduce
the matrix

W (t) = S̃n(t)τ̂1, (123)

where τ̂1 is the corresponding Pauli matrix and the scat-
tering matrix S̃n(t) is defined in Eq. (D1) of Appendix D
for an arbitrary time dependence of the Josephson phase
φ(t). The matrix (123) obeys the symmetry relation

W = ô1σ̂2W
+σ̂2ô1 = ô1σ̂1W

+σ̂1ô1 (124)

following directly from Eq. (D2). After performing a
unitary transformation

W̃ = UWU+, (125)

with the time independent unitary matrix

U =
1

2
√
2
[(1 + σ̂1)(1 + σ̂3)− (1− σ̂1)(1− σ̂3)ô1] (126)

the matrix W̃ splits into blocks

W̃ =

(
W++ W+−
W−+ W−−

)
. (127)

Making use of the relation

Γeq(ε) = τ̂1a(ε), (128)

we rewrite the general expression for the current defined
by Eqs. (73) and (66) in the following equivalent form

I =
ie

2
Sp
[
(W̃ + a)−1(Heq − aHeqa

+)

× (W̃+ + a+)−1W̃+∂φW̃
]
, (129)

where a is a retarded nonlocal integral operator with the
kernel

a(t− t′) = i
J1[|∆|(t− t′)]

t− t′
Θ(t− t′) (130)

and J1 is Bessel function of the first kind.
Consider, e.g., the inverse operator (W̃ + a)−1 in Eq.

(129). It can be identically rewritten as

(W̃ + a)−1 = −|∆|
2

(
(ε−H+)

−1 0
0 (ε−H−)

−1

)
×

[(
W+−a

−1W−1
+− 0

0 W−+a
−1W−1

−+

)
W̃+ + 1

]
, (131)

where we introduced two effective ”Hamiltonians” H±.
One can verify that in the case of the scattering matrix
in the form (94) considered here the matrices in Eq. (127)
obey additional symmetry relations

W++ = W−−, W+− = W−+. (132)

Under the condition (132) the two ”Hamiltonians” coin-
cide with each other H+ = H− = H and read

H =
|∆|
2

[W++ +W+−a
−1W−1

+−W++a

+W+−a
−1W−1

+− − a−1], (133)

where the matrices W++ and W+− are explicitly defined
in Eqs. (D7)-(D14) of Appendix D. It is also worth em-
phasizing that no approximation was performed while
deriving the above equations, i.e. the representation of
the inverse operator (131)-(133) is exact for the model
considered here.
Let us analyze the expression (133). In equilibrium, i.e.

for V ≡ 0 and the time independent Josephson phase φ,
the matrices W++ and W+− are also time independent
and, hence, they both commute with the Andreev ampli-
tude operator a which then drops out from the right-hand
side of Eq. (133). It follows immediately that in equilib-
rium the Hamiltonian H reduces to the Hermitian matrix
H = |∆|W++ which spectrum coincides with that of An-
dreev subgap bound states for our problem. Accordingly,
in this particular limit the standard quantum mechanical
treatment of Andreev states is justified and appropriate.
The situation changes drastically as soon as non-zero

external voltage bias V is turned on. No matter how
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small V is, the Josephson phase φ as well as the matrices
W++ andW+− now explicitly depend on time and, hence,
H becomes a non-local in time retarded integral operator
describing non-unitary evolution of Andreev states. Non-
locality in time generally implies both dissipation2 and
dephasing35,36, thus making the standard quantum me-
chanical analysis insufficient. Hence, manipulating with
Andreev states just like with ordinary quantum mechani-
cal levels may yield unreliable results even in the so-called
”adiabatic” limit 0 < eV ≪ |∆|, as it is actually demon-
strated by the results derived here as well as in Ref. 27.

Non-unitary evolution of Andreev states implies that
at any non-zero V such states become unstable due to the
presence of electric field inside a weak link and the effect
of MAR. As a result, even at small V electrons and holes
may – depending on their velocity directions – signifi-
cantly increase or decrease their energies while moving
in-between two superconductors, thus making Andreev
level quantization not anymore possible. For this reason
it is dangerous to rely on an oversimplified physical pic-
ture of Andreev states at equilibrium while describing ac
Josephson effect in superconducting weak links. The lat-
ter description generally requires a complete microscopic
many-body calculation properly taking into account all
non-equilibrium effects. This kind of a calculation was
carried out in our present work.
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Appendix A: Matrix relations between Riccati
amplitudes

Matrix relations between Riccati amplitudes (42) and
(43) can also be represented in a number of different

though equivalent ways. We have

(1− ˆ̃ΓRγ̂R)−1(ˆ̃ΓR − ˆ̃aR) = (S − ˆ̃γRSγ̂R)−1 ˆ̃γRS, (A1)

(1− ˆ̃γAâA)(1− ˆ̃γAΓ̂A)−1 = S+(S+ − ˆ̃γAS+γ̂A)−1,
(A2)

(1− γ̂Aˆ̃aA)(1− γ̂A ˆ̃ΓA)−1 = S(S − γ̂AS ˆ̃γA)−1, (A3)

(Γ̂A − âA)(1− ˆ̃γAΓ̂A)−1 = S+γ̂A(S+ − ˆ̃γAS+γ̂A)−1,
(A4)

(1− ˆ̃γRΓ̂R)−1(1− ˆ̃γRâR) = S(S − ˆ̃γRSγ̂R)−1, (A5)

(1− γ̂R ˆ̃ΓR)−1(1− γ̂Rˆ̃aR) = S+(S+ − γ̂RS+ ˆ̃γR)−1,
(A6)

(1− Γ̂R ˆ̃γR)−1(Γ̂R − âR) = (S+ − γ̂RS+ ˆ̃γR)−1γ̂RS+,
(A7)

(1− âA ˆ̃γA)(1− Γ̂A ˆ̃γA)−1 = (S − γ̂AS ˆ̃γA)−1S, (A8)

(1− ˆ̃aAγ̂A)(1− ˆ̃ΓAγ̂A)−1 = (S+ − ˆ̃γAS+γ̂A)−1S+,
(A9)

(ˆ̃ΓA − ˆ̃aA)(1− γ̂A ˆ̃ΓA)−1 = S ˆ̃γA(S − γ̂AS ˆ̃γA)−1. (A10)

The above equations may be useful for practical calcula-
tions.

Appendix B: Block matrix inversion

The square matrix formed by four square sub-matrices
can be inverted blockwise as

(
A B
C D

)−1

=

(
(A−BD−1C)−1 (C −DB−1A)−1

(B −AC−1D)−1 (D − CA−1B)−1

)
=

=

(
(A−BD−1C)−1 0

0 (D − CA−1B)−1

)
×

×
(

1 −BD−1

−CA−1 1

)
. (B1)

Appendix C: Evaluation of the Y -function

The coefficients Ys1,s2,s3 obey the following relations

Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε)s2e
−iθs1/2

+ eis3eV tYs1,s2,s3(t, ε− s3eV )a(ε− s3eV/2) = 1. (C1)

Let us first construct a general solution for the corre-
sponding homogeneous equation. This solution can be
expressed in the form

Y hom
s1,s2,s3(t, ε) = ePs1,s2,s3

(t,ε)/(s3eV )ps1,s2,s3(t, ε), (C2)

where both P and p are some smooth functions of ε. We
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find

Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε) = C exp

(
iεt+ i

θs1s3ε

2eV
+ iπs3

1 + s2
2eV

ε

)
× exp

(
s3
eV

∫ ε

ε0

ln[a(ε1)]dε1

)
, (C3)

where C is some constant.
Let us choose the branch of the logarithm with 0 ⩽

Im ln a ⩽ π. We will seek a particular solution for the
inhomogeneous equation in the form (C3) with the energy
dependent prefactor C(ε). In this way we arrive at the
equation for C(ε)

C(ε)− C(ε− s3eV ) = s2e
iθs1/2

× exp

(
−iεt− i

θs1s3ε

2eV
− iπs3

1 + s2
2eV

ε

)
× exp

(
− s3
eV

∫ ε

ε0

ln[a(ε1)]dε1

)
(C4)

which allows to establish Eqs. (112), (113).
Near the stationary points the summation over k in

Eq. (112) can – with a good accuracy – be replaced by
integration. Then we get

|Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε)|2

≈

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

dk exp

(
s3
eV

∫ ε

ε−ks3eV

ln[a(ε1)]dε1−k ln a(εs1,s3)

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

.

(C5)

Here the index s2 is not independent being fixed by Eq.
(117). Equation (C5) can be rewritten identically as

|Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε)|2 ≈ 1

|eV |2

×

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

dε2 exp

(
s3
eV

∫ ε

ε−ε2

ln [a(ε1)/a(εs1,s3)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

.

(C6)

This expression needs to be evaluated in the limit of
low voltages eV ≪ |∆|. We first assume that Andreev

bound states energies εs1,s3 (116) obey the condition
(118), i.e. remain sufficiently far from the gap edges.
In this case the main contribution to the integral over
ε2 in Eq. (C6) comes from an immediate vicinity of the
point ε2 = ε − εs1,s3 . Expanding the exponent in Eq.
(C6), we find

|Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε)|2 ≈ 1

|eV |2

×

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

dε2 exp

(
s3
eV

∫ ε

εs1,s3

ln [a(ε1)/a(εs1,s3)] dε1

− s3
2eV

a′(εs1,s3)

a(εs1,s3)
(ε2 − ε+ εs1,s3)

2

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (C7)

Evaluating the above integral over ε2, we get

|Ys1,s2,s3(t, ε)|2 ≈ 2π

|eV |
| sin(s3eV t+ θs1/2)|

× exp

(
2s3
eV

∫ ε

εs1,s3

ln |a(ε1)|dε1

)
θ[s3(ε− εs1,s3)/eV ].

(C8)

Combining this expression with Eqs. (110) and (76) we
recover the result (119).

Now let us assume that the the condition (118) is vio-
lated, i.e. the energy of at least one of the Andreev levels
gets sufficiently close to the gap energy ε = ±|∆|. In
this case the function a(ε) cannot anymore be expanded
in Taylor series near these energies and our calculation
needs to be modified accordingly.

For definiteness we assume that one of the Andreev
level εA with quantum number s3 = sgn(eV ) is close to
the energy ±|∆|. Combining Eqs. (110) and (C6) one
can express T as a sum of all eight contributions

T =

8∑
p=1

Tp, (C9)

where
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T1 =
2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2

∫ ∞

−∞

dε

2π
[1− |a(ε+ |eV |/2)|2]h0(ε+ |eV |/2)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε−ε2

ln [a(ε1)/a(εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (C10)

T2 =
2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2

∫ ∞

−∞

dε

2π
[1− |a(ε+ |eV |/2)|2]h0(ε+ |eV |/2)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε−ε2

ln [−a(ε1)/a(εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(C11)

T3 =
2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2

∫ ∞

−∞

dε

2π
[1− |a(ε+ |eV |/2)|2]h0(ε+ |eV |/2)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε−ε2

ln [a(ε1)/a(−εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(C12)

T4 =
2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2

∫ ∞

−∞

dε

2π
[1− |a(ε+ |eV |/2)|2]h0(ε+ |eV |/2)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε−ε2

ln [−a(ε1)/a(−εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(C13)

T5 = −2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2

∫ ∞

−∞

dε

2π
[1− |a(ε− |eV |/2)|2]h0(ε− |eV |/2)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
− 1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε+ε2

ln [a(ε1)/a(εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(C14)

T6 = −2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2

∫ ∞

−∞

dε

2π
[1− |a(ε− |eV |/2)|2]h0(ε− |eV |/2)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
− 1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε+ε2

ln [−a(ε1)/a(εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(C15)

T7 = −2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2

∫ ∞

−∞

dε

2π
[1− |a(ε− |eV |/2)|2]h0(ε− |eV |/2)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
− 1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε+ε2

ln [a(ε1)/a(−εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣,
(C16)

T8 = −2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2

∫ ∞

−∞

dε

2π
[1− |a(ε− |eV |/2)|2]h0(ε− |eV |/2)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
− 1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε+ε2

ln [−a(ε1)/a(−εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(C17)

All these integrals are of the same type, hence it suffices to demonstrate how to handle only one of them, say, T1
(C10). Consider, for instance, the contribution to T1 from energies in the vicinity of the point ε = +|∆|. For this
contribution we approximately have

T +
1 =

2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2
h0(|∆|)

∫ ∞

0

dε

2π

2
√
2√

|∆|
√
ε

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ε

0

dε2 exp

(
1

|eV |

∫ ε

ε−ε2

ln [a(|∆|+ ε1)/a(εA)] dε1

)

+

∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
1

|eV |

∫ ε

−0

ln [a(|∆|+ ε1)/a(εA)] dε1 +
1

|eV |

∫ 0

−ε2

ln [a(|∆|+ ε1)/a(εA)] dε1

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
2 sgn(eV )

|eV |2
h0(|∆|)

∫ ∞

0

dε

2π

2
√
2√

|∆|
√
ε

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ε

0

dε2 exp

(
1

|eV |

[
[iπ − ln a(εA)]ε2 −

2
√
2

3
√

|∆|
[ε3/2 − ε

3/2
2 ]

])

+

∫ ∞

0

dε2 exp

(
1

|eV |

[
[iπ − ln a(εA)]ε−

2
√
2

3
√
|∆|

ε3/2

]
+

1

|eV |

[
[iπ − ln a(εA)]ε2 − i

2
√
2

3
√
|∆|

ε
3/2
2

])∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (C18)



14

where we made use of the following expressions

∫ ε

|∆|
ln a(ε1)dε1 =


iπ(ε− |∆|)− 2

√
2

3
√
|∆|

(ε− |∆|)3/2, ε > |∆|, ε− |∆| ≪ |∆|

iπ(ε− |∆|) + i
2
√
2

3
√

|∆|
(|∆| − ε)3/2, ε < |∆|, |∆| − ε ≪ |∆|,

(C19)

1− |a(ε)|2 ≈ 2
√
2√

|∆|

√
|ε| − |∆|θ(|ε| − |∆|), |ε| − |∆| ≪ |∆|, (C20)

valid near the gap energies.

Provided the Andreev state energy εA approaches the
gap edge |∆| one may set εA = |∆|[1−(φ−φ0)

2/8]. Then
one finds

iπ−ln a(εs1,s3) ≈ i

√
2√
|∆|

√
|∆| − εA = i

|φ− φ0|
2

, (C21)

It is convenient to introduce the new variables

ε̃ = ε

(
|eV |
|∆|

)−2/3

, ε̃2 = ε2

(
|eV |
|∆|

)−2/3

, (C22)

and make the integral in Eq. (C18) dimensionless. Then
the contribution T +

1 takes the form

T +
1 = sgn(eV )|∆|h0(|∆|)

(
|eV |
|∆|

)1/3

× F+
1

[
|φ− φ0|

(
|∆|
|eV |

)1/3
]
, (C23)

where F+
1 is some universal function. Using similar ap-

proach we can evaluate all other contributions T ±
i . They

have exactly the same behavior as T +
1 with different but

similarly behaving universal functions F±
i . Collecting all

the contributions we arrive at Eq. (121).

Appendix D: W -matrices

For the model considered here the scattering matrix
S̃n(t) takes the form

[S̃n]σ =


√
Rσ −i

√
Dσe

−iφ(t)/2 0 0
−i

√
Dσe

iφ(t)/2
√
Rσ 0 0

0 0
√

R−σ i
√
D−σe

iφ(t)/2

0 0 i
√
D−σe

−iφ(t)/2
√
R−σ

 e−iθσ/2. (D1)

This matrix obeys the symmetry relation

S̃n = ô1τ̂1σ̂2S̃+n σ̂2τ̂1ô1. (D2)

After the unitary transformation the operator ô1σ̂1

turns into a diagonal matrix

Uô1σ̂1U
+ =



1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 −1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 −1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −1


, (D3)

and the matrix W̃ splits into blocks (127) which trans-
form into each other under the Hermitian conjugation

W++ = W+
++, W−− = W+

−−, W+− = −W+
−+. (D4)

Making use of the unitarity condition for the matrix W̃
we obtain the following relations

W 2
++ −W+−W−+ = 1, W 2

−− −W−+W+− = 1, (D5)

W++W+− = W+−W−−, W−+W++ = W−−W−+.
(D6)

Owing to additional symmetry relations (132) it suffices
to specify only the two matrices W++ and W+−. They
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have the form

W++ =


0 0 r∗+ −id∗1+
0 0 −id∗2+ r∗+
r+ id2+ 0 0
id1+ r+ 0 0

 , (D7)

W+− =

 0 0 r∗− −id∗1−
0 0 −id∗2− r∗−

−r− −id2− 0 0
−id1− −r− 0 0

 , (D8)

where we defined

r+ =

√
R+e

iθ/2 +
√
R−e

−iθ/2

2
, (D9)

r− =

√
R+e

iθ/2 −
√
R−e

−iθ/2

2
, (D10)

d1+ =

√
D+e

iθ/2eiφ(t)/2 +
√
D−e

−iθ/2e−iφ(t)/2

2
, (D11)

d2+ =

√
D+e

iθ/2e−iφ(t)/2 +
√
D−e

−iθ/2eiφ(t)/2

2
, (D12)

d1− =

√
D+e

iθ/2eiφ(t)/2 −
√
D−e

−iθ/2e−iφ(t)/2

2
, (D13)

d2− =

√
D+e

iθ/2e−iφ(t)/2 −
√
D−e

−iθ/2eiφ(t)/2

2
. (D14)
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