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We develop a theoretical framework for planar quasi-ballistic Josephson junctions, where multiple
superconducting leads are coupled through a large, nearly ballistic normal metal crystal. Our
approach, based on quasiclassical Eilenberger equations, accounts for the dominant role of electron
reflections from the crystal surfaces or single impurities, a mechanism distinct from both purely
ballistic and diffusive limits. We calculate the critical current between superconducting leads for
various geometries, examining its dependence on temperature and magnetic field. Crucially, we
demonstrate that in multi-terminal setups, the junctions are not independent but form a strongly
coupled system. The theory successfully explains key experimental observations from a companion
work [1], including a non-monotonic dependence of the critical current on the interlayer length,
providing a foundation for designing and understanding complex multi-terminal Josephson systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

There is currently a growing interest in complex
Josephson structures, where a non-superconducting re-
gion is proximitized by several superconducting elec-
trodes [2–12]. In such devices, the interplay of supercur-
rent flow involving different superconducting leads can
be highly non-trivial. In particular, the energy spectrum
of a multi-terminal Josephson device can serve as an ana-
logue of the band structure of a crystal, where the super-
conducting phases play the role of quasi-momenta of an
arbitrary dimension [13, 14]. Moreover, it was reported
that such artificial band structure can provide a platform
for implementation and investigation of the topological
matter [15, 16].

Several research groups have successfully implemented
mesoscopic Josephson junctions (JJs) featuring three
or four terminals in various settings, including dif-
fusive metallic junctions [2–4], hybrid semiconductor-
superconductor heterostructures [5–8] and topological
materials [9]. Ballistic JJs hold particular promise for the
realization of multi-terminal Josephson systems, as they
can facilitate effective Josephson coupling between super-
conducting leads that are several microns apart. To date,
experimental implementations and investigations of such
ballistic multi-terminal systems have been conducted us-
ing graphene [10–12].

In a companion work [1], another experimental im-
plementation of a multi-terminal Josephson system on
a quasi-ballistic Au single crystal is presented. The SEM
image of the experimental setup is presented in Fig. 1(a).
Such systems are of particular interest for realization of
multi-terminal Josephson devices, but at the same time,
the corresponding theoretical description is still lacking.
By now, in almost all works planar SN/N/NS structures
have been described theoretically in the diffusive limit
[17–22]. In the experimental system under study [1] the
low-temperature mean free path l = 680nm, the ballistic
superconducting coherence length ξ = vF /2πTc ≈ 1.7µm
(where vF is the electron Fermi velocity and Tc is the su-

perconducting critical temperature of the leads) and the
diffusive coherence length ξd =

√
lξ are of the same order

of magnitude. Therefore, the condition of the diffusive
limit l ≪ ξd is not fulfilled. Moreover, the thickness of the
Au single crystal d ≈ 80nm is also much smaller than the
mean free path. Thus, the description within the diffu-
sive limit is not applicable. From the other hand, for the
planar geometry under consideration a description within
the framework of purely ballistic theories [17, 23–27] is
also inappropriate, since none of the ballistic trajecto-
ries leaving one superconducting lead enters the other.
Only trajectories on which an electron experiences sin-
gle or multiple reflections from the bottom surface of
the Au crystal or from impurities can contribute to the
Josephson current, see Fig. 1(b)-(d). Similar ballistic pla-
nar junctions with mirror reflections from the surfaces of
the normal interlayer were only considered for transla-
tionally invariant infinite superconducting leads [28, 29],
which does not allow for the description of the multi-
terminal Josephson structures. Here we present a theo-
retical framework to describe the strongly coupled quasi-
ballistic planar Josephson structures fabricated on the
surface of a large crystal. The comparison of the results
of the theory with the experimental data was discussed
in the companion work [1].

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we de-
scribe theoretical models used for the calculation of the
Josephson properties of the planar quasi-ballistic JJs on
top of crystals of different thicknesses. In Sec. III the
quasiclassical Green’s functions approach is formulated.
In Sec. IV the Josephson current through a single planar
quasi-ballistic JJ is discussed and in Sec. V the results
for the multi-terminal systems in the framework of the
different studied models are presented. The main results
of the work and conclusions are summarized in Sec. VI.
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FIG. 1. (a) Collored SEM image of the studied complex system of Josephson junctions (JJs) fabricated by placing the Al
superconducting electrodes on top of the Au monocrystalline sample. (b)-(d) Different models used in the work for description
of the quasi-ballistic planar JJs. The main contribution to the electric current is given via (b) single scattering event at an
impurity in the bulk of the semi-infinite N crystal; (c) multiple specular reflections at the N layer surfaces; (d) single diffusive
reflection at the bottom N layer surface.

II. MODELS OF A QUASI-BALLISTIC PLANAR
JJ ON AN INFINITE CRYSTAL

As it was mentioned in the introduction, for the planar
geometry a description within the framework of purely
ballistic theories is inappropriate, since none of the bal-
listic trajectories leaving one superconducting lead enters
the other. The current is carried by trajectories on which
an electron experiences single or multiple reflections from
the surfaces of the Au crystal or from impurities in the
bulk of the crystal. The choice of the most suitable model
is determined primarily by the thickness d of the normal
crystal, see Fig. 1(b)-(d), but in any case for considered
quasiballistic system we assume Li ≲ l. Here Li is the
length of the interlayer between the leads.

If the thickness of the normal metal is large compared
to the mean free path and the coherence length, d ≳ (ξ, l)
then the main contribution to the Josephson current is
given by the impurity scattering in the normal layer.
The corresponding scattering processes are sketched in
Fig. 1(b). In this case the crystal can be treated as semi-
infinite. In considering this model we take into account
only single processes of scattering on impurities. Strictly
speaking, the applicability of this simplification is deter-
mined by the parameter (ξ/l)e−Li/ξ ≪ 1.

In the opposite case of the thin normal crystal with
d ≪ (ξ, l) the main contribution to the current is pro-
vided via the mechanism of reflections from its surfaces,
and the scattering at the impurities in its bulk is disre-
garded. Depending on the roughness of these surfaces,
the reflection may contain both a specular and a diffu-
sive component. It is generally not possible to take into
account the details of the roughness at the boundaries,

so we restrict ourselves by two limiting cases that allow
analytical consideration. The first limit is the multiple
specular reflections at the upper and lower surfaces of
the normal layer, see Fig. 1(b). The considered approxi-
mation is applicable if the roughness of the normal layer
surfaces is small and (d, Li) < l. This model is a general-
ization of the previously considered effectively 1D model
of translationally invariant ballistic planar junctions with
specular reflections from the surfaces for the case of an
arbitrary geometry of the superconducting leads[28, 29].

The second easily solvable limit for the thin normal
crystal is a single isotropic diffusive scattering from the
bottom surface of the normal crystal, see Fig. 1(c). In
this model the multiple diffusive reflections from the up-
per and bottom surfaces are disregarded. This approxi-
mation works well if ξ < d < l or if Li ≲ 2d.

Below we develop the quasiclassical Green’s function
approach for calculation of the Josephson current of com-
plex Josephson systems with an arbitrary geometry of
the superconducting leads in the framework of the three
described models.

III. GREEN’S FUNCTIONS APPROACH

The calculation of the Josephson current in the frame-
work of all the considered models is based on the Eilen-
berger equation [30, 31] for the quasiclassical Green’s
function ǧ(n, r, ω), which is a matrix 2×2 in the particle-
hole space and depends on the electron trajectory direc-
tion n = vF /vF , spatial coordinate r and the fermionic
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Matsubara frequency ω :

[iωτz +

(
0 ∆

−∆∗ 0

)
+

i

τ
⟨ǧ⟩, ǧ] + ivF∇ǧ = 0, (1)

where τi for i = x, y, z are the Pauli matrices in the
particle-hole space, ∆ is the superconducting order pa-
rameter, which is nonzero only in the leads, ⟨ǧ⟩ is the
quasiclassical Green’s function averaged over all trajec-
tories, τ is the impurity mean free time and the term
−i⟨ǧ⟩/τ represents the impurity self-energy in the self-
consistent Born approximation. The Eilenberger equa-
tion (1) should be supplemented by the normalization
condition:

ǧ2 = 1. (2)

The explicit matrix structure of ǧ in the particle-hole
space takes the form:

ǧ =

(
g f

f̃ g̃

)
, (3)

where g, g̃ are normal Green’s functions and f , f̃ are
anomalous Green’s functions. From the normalization
condition it follows that g̃ = −g and ff̃ + g2 = 1. As-
suming that transmission D of the interface between su-
perconductor and normal metal (S/N) is small, D ≪
1, which is relevant to the experimental situation, the
boundary conditions at the S/N interface take the form
[32]:

ǧoutN − ǧinN =
D

2
[ǧ0N , ǧ0S ], (4)

where ǧ
in(out)
N is the Green’s function incoming to (out-

going from) the N side of the S/N interface, and ǧ0N(S)

is the Green’s function in the normal metal (supercon-
ductor) at D = 0. The Green’s function of the isolated
normal metal and superconductor take the form:

ǧ0N = τz, (5)

ǧ0S =
ωτz√

ω2 + |∆|2
− i∆τ+ − i∆∗τ−√

ω2 + |∆|2
, (6)

where τ± = (τx +±iτy)/2.
Regardless of the specific scattering model (from im-

purities or from the boundary) in order to calculate the
Josephson current for an arbitrary configuration of super-
conducting leads, first of all we need to calculate the cur-
rent IS→R between two superconducting elements, which
we will call source (S) and receiver (R), see Fig. 2. At
first we calculate IS→R in the framework of the model of
the single impurity scattering in the bulk of the N layer,
Fig. 1(b) and then modify the calculation to calculate the
Josephson current in the framework of two other models.

Then one can construct a perturbation theory expan-
sion based on the inverse scattering time: ǧ = ǧ0 +
1
τ ǧ

1 + .... We restrict ourselves by the first order term,

R
receiver

S
source

P
scattering point

θ

φ L

yx

FIG. 2. Sketch of the trajectories between two small super-
conducting elements S and R contributing to the current flow
between S and R via a single scattering event at the scatter-
ing point P.

what corresponds to our assumption of a single impu-
rity scattering. Let’s denote ǧUW the Green’s function
on the trajectory from U to W (it is called trajectory
UW ) for arbitrary points U,W . Let consider an arbi-
trary point P . Our goal is calculate the Green’s func-
tion at SP/PS and PR/RP trajectories up to the first
order with respect to τ−1. Let us denote for PR/RP
trajectories the distance from point R to P as y and for
SP/PS trajectories the distance from point S to P as x

and x =
√
L2 + y2 − 2Ly cos θ where L is a distance be-

tween points S and R.
As a first step we find the anomalous Green’s func-

tions at SP/PS and PR/RP trajectories up to the zero
order with respect to τ−1 from the Eilenberger equation
(1) supplemented by boundary conditions at the super-
conductor/normal metal interfaces (4) taken at S and R
points. For the incoming trajectory PS the Eilenberger
equations (1) for the anomalous Green’s functions take
the simple form:

−vF
df

dx
+ 2ωf +

2

τ
(⟨g⟩f − ⟨f⟩g) = 0. (7)

−vF
df̃

dx
− 2ωf̃ − 2

τ
(⟨g⟩f̃ − ⟨f̃⟩g) = 0. (8)

The same is valid for the incoming trajectory PR with
the substitution x → y. The solution of the Eilenberger
equation for these trajectories at τ−1 = 0 takes the form
f0
PS = CPSe

λx and f0
PR = CPRe

λy, where λ = 2ω
vF

.
Further we assume ω > 0. Then CPS = CPR = 0
from the asymptotic condition f, f̃ → 0 at x, y → ∞.
For the outgoing trajectory SP the Eilenberger equa-
tions for the anomalous Green’s functions are obtained
from Eqs. (7)-(8) by the substitution vF → −vF . The
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solution at τ−1 = 0 takes the form f0
SP = CSP e

−λx

and f0
RP = CRP e

−λy, where λ = 2ω
vF

. The asymptotic
condition is fulfilled automatically for these trajectories.
CSP (RP ) are to be found from the boundary condition
(4), which for the anomalous Green’s function takes the
form:

fout(x(y) = 0) = Df0
S(R)

f̃out(x(y) = 0) = −Df̃0
S(R), (9)

where fS(R) = −i|∆|eiϕ1(2)/
√

ω2 + |∆|2 and f̃S(R) =

i|∆|e−iϕ1(2)/
√
ω2 + |∆|2 with ϕ1(2) being the phase of the

superconducting order parameter of the S(R) element.
Finally, the zero-order anomalous Green’s functions for
SP, PS, SR and RS trajectories take the form:

f0
SP =

−iD|∆|eiϕ1√
|∆|2 + ω2

e−λx, f̃0
SP = 0,

f̃0
PS =

iD|∆|e−iϕ1√
|∆|2 + ω2

e−λx, f0
PS = 0,

f̃0
PR =

iD|∆|e−iϕ2√
|∆|2 + ω2

e−λy, f0
PR = 0,

f0
RP =

−iD|∆|eiϕ2√
|∆|2 + ω2

e−λy, f̃0
RP = 0. (10)

Then from the normalization condition it follows that
g0UW = 1 for all the trajectories and equation for the first
order correction to fPR can be written as follows:

− 2

vF
⟨f0⟩+ λf1

PR − d

dy
f1
PR = 0. (11)

The solution of this equation

f1
PR(y) = eλy

∞∫
y

e−λz 2

vF
⟨f0(z)⟩dz (12)

contains the averaged over the Fermi surface value of the
zero-order anomalous Green’s function, which is to be
calculated as

⟨f0(y)⟩ = dΩS

4π
f0
SP +

dΩR

4π
f0
RP . (13)

The solid angles of the source and receiver are expressed
as

dΩS =
dSSy sin θ cosφ

x3
, dΩR =

dSR sin θ cosφ

y2
. (14)

At ω < 0 the solutions for the anomalous Green’s func-
tion can be obtained from Eqs. (10), (12) and (13)
by interchanging the incoming and outgoing trajectories
SP (R) ↔ P (R)S.

The electric current should be calculated via the nor-
mal Green’s function g,

I = −iπNFT
∑
ω

∫
dΩvF g (15)

which can be expressed via the anomalous Green’s func-
tion making use of the normalization condition. Up to
the lowest order with respect to the anomalous Green’s
function it takes the form:

g = 1− ff̃/2. (16)

Then

gPR = 1− f1
PRf̃

0
PR/2,

gRP = 1− f0
RP f̃

1
RP /2 (17)

It is convenient to calculate the electric current between
S and R at y = 0:

IS→R = −iπNFT
∑
ω

π∫
0

π/2∫
−π/2

δI(θ, φ) sin θdθdφ,

δI(θ, φ) = vF [gPR(θ, φ, y = 0)− gRP (θ, φ, y = 0)], (18)

where NF is the density of states at the Fermi level
summed over spin. Substituting the normal Green’s func-
tions into Eq. (18) we obtain the following expression for
IS→R for single scattering event at an impurity in the
bulk of the N crystal:

IaS→R = T
∑
ω

πeD2|∆|2dSSdSRNFλ sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)

τ(|∆|2 + ω2)
×

π∫
0

∞∫
0

e−z̃−
√

z̃2+L̃2−2L̃z̃ cos θ z̃ sin2 θdθdz̃

(L̃2 + z̃2 − 2L̃z̃ cos θ)3/2

(19)

where L̃ = λL. A very good approximation for the inte-
gral in the second line of Eq. (19) is

1.3e−1.21λL + 1.7e−3.3λL, (20)

and the approximate expression for the total current be-
tween the S and R elements takes the form:

IaS→R ≈T
∑
ω

πeD2|∆|2dSSdSRNFλ sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)

τ(|∆|2 + ω2)
×

(1.3e−1.21λL + 1.7e−3.3λL). (21)

Now let us consider the case of the thin normal crystal
with d ≪ (ξ, l) with plane surfaces without roughness. In
this case a quasiparticle trajectory between S and R ele-
ments exhibits multiple specular reflections at the upper
and lower surfaces of the normal layer, as it is sketched in
Fig. 1(c). Then the boundary condition at the N upper
and lower surfaces takes the form:

ǧout = ǧin. (22)

Now ǧin(out) is the Green’s function incoming to (outgo-
ing from) the surfaces of the N layer. In this case one can
use the method of image sources, see Fig. 3, and replace
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the trajectory containing the m-fold reflection from the
bottom surface by the straight trajectory between the im-
age Sm and R elements. For m-fold reflections from the
bottom surface (the corresponding position Sm is located
under the source at a depth of 2md) the solid angles of
the image source Sm takes the form:

dΩSm = dSS
2md

(L2 + (2md)2)3/2
. (23)

The anomalous Green’s functions can be found from
Eq: (1) with τ−1 = 0. At the R point corresponding
to y = 0 (taking into account distance between R and

Sm points ym =
√
L2 + (2md)2) the anomalous Green’s

functions take the form:

fm,SR =
−iD|∆|eiϕ1√
|∆|2 + ω2

e−λ
√

L2+(2md)2 ,

f̃m,SR =
iD|∆|e−iϕ2√
|∆|2 + ω2

,

fm,RS =
−iD|∆|eiϕ2√
|∆|2 + ω2

,

f̃m,RS =
iD|∆|e−iϕ1√
|∆|2 + ω2

e−λ
√

L2+(2md)2 . (24)

The net electric current between S and R can be cal-
culated making use of Eqs. (16) and (18) at y =√
L2 + (2md)2 and takes the form

IbS→R =T
∑
ω

πeD2|∆|2dSSdSRNF vF sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)

|∆|2 + ω2
×

∞∑
m=0

2md

(L2 + (2md)2)3/2
e−λ

√
L2+(2md)2 , (25)

which can be approximated to a rather good accuracy by

IbS→R =T
∑
ω

πeD2|∆|2dSSdSRNF vF sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)

|∆|2 + ω2
×

λ

2d

(
e−λ

√
L2+4d2

λ
√
L2 + 1.5d2

+ Ei(−
√
L2 + 4d2)

)
. (26)

This model gives us a generalization of expressions found
in 28 and 29 for the case of an arbitrary geometry of the
superconducting leads.

Further we consider the thin normal crystal with d ≪
(ξ, l) and rough surfaces. In the case of the isotropic
diffusive scattering and to the first order with respect to
D ≪ 1 the boundary condition at the surfaces takes the
form [33]:

fout = ⟨f⟩in, f̃ in = ⟨f̃⟩out, (27)

where ⟨⟩in(out) means averaging over all the trajectories
incoming to (outgoing from) the bottom surface of the N
layer. We take into account only single scattering event

R
receiver

S
source

Sm=1

Sm=2
L

ym

FIG. 3. Sketch of the trajectories between two small super-
conducting elements S and R contribution to the current flow
between S and R via a multiple mirror reflections.

from the bottom surface, and the multiple diffusive re-
flections from the upper and bottom surfaces are disre-
garded, see Fig. 1(d). Let the scattering point at the
bottom surface of the N layer is P. The distance between
R and P is |PR|. Then from Eq. (7) with τ−1 = 0 and
taking into account boundary condition (27) we obtain
the following expression for the anomalous Green’s func-
tion at the PR trajectory (the notations are the same as
in the case of a single scattering at the bulk impurity):

fPR(y) = ⟨f0(y)⟩ine−λ(|PR|−y), (28)

where

y =
d

cosφ sin θ
, x =

√
L2 + y2 − 2Ly cos θ, (29)

⟨f0(y)⟩in =
dΩS

2π
f0
SP +

dΩR

2π
f0
RP (30)

and f0
SP and fRP are expressed by Eqs. (10). Calculating

the anomalous function f̃RP in the same way and express-
ing the normal Green’s function via the anomalous one
as

gPR = 1− fPRf̃
0
PR/2,

gRP = 1− f0
RP f̃RP /2, (31)

from Eq. (18) we obtain the following expression for the
electric current between S and R superconducting ele-
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ments:

IcS→R =T
∑
ω

D2e|∆|2dSSdSRNFλ
2vF sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)

2(|∆|2 + ω2)
×

π∫
0

π/2∫
−π/2

ed̃−
√

d̃2+L̃2−2L̃d̃ cos θd̃

(d̃2 + L̃2 − 2L̃d̃)3/2
sin θdθdφ, (32)

where L̃ = λL, d̃ = λd
cosφ sin θ . Rather good approximation

for the integral in the second line of this expression is

2

λ2(L2 + 4d2)
(2e−λ

√
L2+4d2

+ e−λ(L+2d)). (33)

Then the approximate expression for the the electric cur-
rent between S and R superconducting elements in the
considered model is

IcS→R =T
∑
ω

D2e|∆|2dSSdSRNFλ
2vF sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)

2(|∆|2 + ω2)
×

2

λ2(L2 + 4d2)
(2e−λ

√
L2+4d2

+ e−λ(L+2d)). (34)

If one takes into account not only single, but also
multiple scattering events from the N layer surfaces,
then the current should contain additional contributions
with reduced exponential factors exp[−λ

√
L2 + (2κd)2]

or exp[−(L + 2κd)], where κ > 1 and grows with in-
creasing the number of diffusive reflection from the N
surfaces. This means that the single scattering approx-
imation works if λd ≫ 1 and, consequently d/ξT ≫ 1,
where ξT = vF /2πT is the coherence length at a given
temperature. The other reducing factor in the contribu-
tion of multiple scattering events is 1/[L2+(2κd)2]. This
means that multiple scattering events can be neglected
also in the case L < 2d.

The current I between a pair of superconducting leads
is calculated by summing the currents between all pairs
of small superconducting elements belonging to the leads

I =
∑
S,R

IS→R. (35)

Of course, this approach can only be used if the electric
currents through all pairs of S and R elements are inde-
pendent of each other. In our case, the normal Green’s
function (16) depends on the product of two anomalous
Green’s functions, one of which is the same for all su-
perconducting elements of the source (or receiver), and
the second is actually determined by a specific source-
receiver pair. The second condition is the smallness of
the anomalous Green’s function, which guarantees the
independence of different sources. Thus, the principle of
linear superposition works.

In the presence of an external magnetic field, for all
cases (impurity/boundary scattering) the expressions for
the electric current should be generalized in a standard

way [34] by adding the integral of the magnetic field vec-
tor potential A to the superconducting phase difference:

(ϕ2 − ϕ1)A = ϕ2 − ϕ1 +
2π

Φ0

∫
A(s) · nds (36)

where n is the unit vector along the trajectory and s is
the coordinate along it. The important point is that now
the gradient invariant phase difference depends on the
quasiparticle trajectory. For this reason the expression
for the electric current in the models of the single diffusive
scattering from the bulk impurity and from the single
diffusive scattering from the surface should be rewritten
as follows:

IaS→R = T
∑
ω

eD2|∆|2dSSdSRNFλ

2τ(|∆|2 + ω2)
×

π∫
0

∞∫
0

e−z̃−
√

z̃2+L̃2−2L̃z̃ cos θ sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)Az̃ sin
2 θdθdz̃

(L̃2 + z̃2 − 2L̃z̃ cos θ)3/2

(37)

and

IcS→R = T
∑
ω

D2e|∆|2dSSdSRNFλ
2vF sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)

8π(|∆|2 + ω2)
×

π∫
0

π/2∫
−π/2

ed̃−
√

d̃2+L̃2−2L̃d̃ cos θd̃

(d̃2 + L̃2 − 2L̃d̃)3/2
sin(ϕ2 − ϕ1)A sin θdθdφ.

(38)

The approximate expressions (21) and (34) are no longer
valid. At the same time if the magnetic field is applied
perpendicular to the surface of the normal crystal the
electric current IbS→R calculated for the model of multi-
ple specular reflections from the N layer surfaces is still
expressed by Eqs. (25) and (26) with the substitution
ϕ2−ϕ1 → (ϕ2−ϕ1)A. The reason is that for the perpen-
dicular magnetic field the vector potential A is directed
in plane of the surface and the projection of each tra-
jectory on the surface plane is the same straight line a
connecting S and R elements.

IV. JOSEPHSON CURRENT OF A SINGLE
JUNCTION

Now making use of the theoretical approach developed
in the previous section we calculate the critical Joseph-
son current between two superconducting leads in the
framework of all three considered models. The results
for the dependence of the corresponding critical current
on temperature are shown in Fig. 4. Panels (a)-(c) of
Fig. 4 represent Ic(T ) calculated in the framework of the
single scattering at a bulk impurity model (a), mupltiple
specular reflections model (b) and single diffusive reflec-
tion from the bottom surface model (c). Different curves
correspond to different geometry of the junctions. To



7

I c
,m

A
I c
,m

A
I c
,m

A

T ,K

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 4. Dependence of the critical Josephson current on tem-
perature calculated for a JJ between two superconducting
leads in the absence of other leads on top of the N crystal.
Different curves correspond to different JJs between the leads
marked by the same letters in Fig. 1. (a) The model of a
single scattering at a bulk impurity. D = 0.004. (b) The
model of multiple specular reflections from the surfaces of the
N crystal. D = 0.013. (c) The model of a single diffusive re-
flection from the bottom boundary of the N layer. D = 0.03.
The transparency for each of the models is chosen to fit the
experimental value of the critical current [1].

be specific we chose geometrical parameters of the junc-
tions to model the experimental junctions [1] Ai−Bi and
A1−A2 [see Fig. 1(a)], but it is important that here in or-
der to investigate the Josephson current step by step we
consider the studied junction in the absence of any other
superconducting leads on top of the N crystal. The com-
plex Josephson structure with many leads is considered
in the next section.

The general observation, which can be done by inspect-
ing Fig. 4 is that the temperature dependence of Ic can

be of two types. The first one is when with decreasing
temperature the linear growth of Ic becomes saturated,
see Fig. 4(c). The second type of behavior is when with
decreasing temperature the initial linear growth of cur-
rent becomes faster than linear and only then reaches
saturation, see Figs. 4(a)-(b). The first type of behavior
is similar to the Kulik-Omelyanchuk result generalized
for low-transparency JJs [35] Ic ∝ |∆| tanh[|∆|/2T ]. It
is not surprising because the interlayer length of studied
junctions Li < ξ and, roughly speaking, they meet the
short junction limit. The faster than linear growth of Ic
with decreasing temperature is a consequence of the pla-
nar geometry. The point is that with decreasing temper-
ature the temperature coherence length ξT increases and
as a consequence, an ever larger part of the superconduct-
ing leads (of the order of the coherence length from the
interlayer region) begins to contribute to the Josephson
current. Therefore, the current begins to grow compared
to the case when the area of the superconducting leads
does not depend on temperature. Different models give
different power dependence of critical current on distance
between source and receiver, see Eqs. (21), (26) and (34).
In particular, in the model of single diffusive scattering
from the boundary, the contribution of superconducting
elements nearest to the interlayer increases compared to
other models due to the inverse square dependence on
distance between the elements. Therefore, this model is
the least sensitive to effective increase of length of super-
conducting leads, contributing to current with decreasing
temperature. This leads to the fact that this model gives
the smallest deviation from linear behavior with decreas-
ing temperature.

It is important to note that not only the choice of a
specific model, but also the geometry of the supercon-
ducting leads strongly affects the final form of the tem-
perature dependence of the Josephson current. In par-
ticular, within the framework of any of the considered
models, the excess growth of the current with decreas-
ing temperature disappears if the geometric dimensions
of the superconducting leads become ≲ ξ.

Now we discuss the dependence of the critical super-
conducting current between two superconducting leads
on the applied magnetic field, calculated in the absence
of any other leads on top of the crystal. The field is
applied perpendicular to the N crystal surface. The de-
pendencies Ic(B) are shown in Fig. 5 for the same JJs
that were discussed above in the context of the tempera-
ture dependence of the Josephson current. The current is
calculated in the framework of a single diffusive reflection
from the bottom surface of the N layer. The other two
models give very similar results. Ic(B) strongly depends
on the geometry of the JJ and varies from the standard
Fraunhofer picture for wide junction with w ≫ ξ (where
w is the width of the interlayer region) to a monotonic de-
crease of Ic with increasing field for narrow junctions with
w < ξ. Similar crossover is typical for diffusive sandwich
S/N/S Josephson junctions [36] and differs from ballistic
non-planar JJs, where the dependence on the magnetic
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FIG. 5. Dependence of the critical Josephson current on the
applied perpendicular magnetic field. Different curves corre-
spond to the same JJs as in Fig. 4. The results are calculated
in the framework of the model of a single diffusive reflection
from the bottom N layer surface. T = 0.7K.

field manifests magnetic interference patterns and has
a periodic or quasi-periodic character depending on the
geometry of the JJ [34, 37]. In the case under considera-
tion, the absence of the magnetic interference pattern for
narrow JJs is a consequence of the smearing of a clear pic-
ture of closed-loop current-carrying Andeev bound states
in the case of planar junction geometry.

V. COMPLEX SUPERCURRENT FLOW IN
MULTI-TERMINAL JOSEPHSON SYSTEMS

The key experimental observation [1] is that in the
complex planar setup shown in Fig. 1 the dependence
of Ic on the interlayer length Li is nonmonotonic, see
Fig. 6(a). The critical currents of two middle JJs
IA2−B2
c (T = 200mK) ≈ IA3−B3

c (T = 200mK) = Imc
are very close to each other and exceed the currents of
the two outer JJs IA1−B1

c (T = 200mK) ≈ IA4−B4
c (T =

200mK) = Ioc , which are also close to each other and by
a factor of Ioc /I

m
c ≈ 7/8 smaller than Imc . This means

that the 4 experimentally investigated JJs are not inde-
pendent. Indeed, taking the values of the Fermi velocity
vF = 1.4·106m/s for Au and the critical superconducting
temperature Tc = 0.95mK of Al electrodes, the ballistic
coherence length for the Au sample can be estimated as
ξ = vF /2πTc = 1.7µm, which significantly exceeds the
Li for all the Ai − Bi JJs. Also, this value exceeds or
is at least comparable with the distances between all
superconducting leads LAi−Aj

and LBi−Bj
. Thus, in

this experiment we are dealing with a complex multi-
terminal Josephson system in which the Josephson cur-
rent measured between any two superconducting leads is
not equivalent to the Josephson current calculated in the
previous section in the absence of other superconducting
leads on top of the N crystal.

The equivalent circuit diagram of this complex Joseph-

I c
,m

A
I c
,m

A
I c
,m

A

T ,K

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 6. (a) Experimental data [1] for the critical current
IAi−Bi
c vs temperature in the multi-terminal setup, shown in
Fig. 1. (b) Theoretical results for IAi−Bi

c vs temperature in
the same multi-terminal setup in the framework the model of
a single diffusive reflection from the bottom N layer surface
and (c) in the framework of the model of multiple specular
reflections from the surfaces of the N layer.

son structure in presented in Fig. 7. The system con-
tains 28 JJs in total. To calculate the net critical current
IAi−Bi
c corresponding to the current flow from Ai to Bi

electrode, we first calculate the currents i
A(B)i−A(B)j
c be-

tween all possible pairs of A(B)i − A(B)j and Ai − Bj

as it is described in the previous section. Then the su-
perconducting phases are set at two leads through which
the current is passed and other phases are determined
numerically from the condition of the current conserva-
tion.
The calculated IAi−Bi

c JJs for i = 1− 4 are presented
in Fig. 6(b)-(c). The calculations are performed in the
framework of the models of a single diffusive reflection
from the bottom N layer surface [Fig. 6(b)] and multiple
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A1

A2 A3

A4

B1

B2 B3

B4

direct AB

nearest AA/BB

not nearest AA/BB

indirect AB

FIG. 7. An equivalent circuit diagram that represents the
coupling between each pair of superconducting leads. The
leads are shown by black points and letters Ai, Bi. Each JJ
between a pair of the leads is depicted by a line. The system
contains 28 JJs in total.

specular reflections from the N layer surfaces [Fig. 6(c)].
The model of a single scattering from a bulk impurity
is not relevant to the experimental data presented in
Fig. 6(a) because the thickness d = 80 nm of the Au crys-
tal in the experimental setup [1] was much less than the
mean free path l = 680nm in the Au crystal. Both models
provide very good quantitative agreement for the low-
temperature values of all four critical currents IAi−Bi

c .
The only fitting parameter is the transparency of the
S/N interface D. However, it only controls the absolute
value of the critical current amplitude, while the ratio be-
tween different IAi−Bi

c is reproduced without any fitting
parameters as a result of taking into account the presence
of several JJs providing the complex current flow. The
specific value of the ratio Ioc /I

m
c ≈ 7/8 is determined by

details of the specific experimental implementation. One
of the main factors, which influence the value of the ra-

tio is the specific value of i
Ai−Aj
c . If i

Ai−Aj
c were much

larger than iAi−Bi
c , the electric current through any pair

of opposite superconducting leads Ai and Bi would be

the same and equal to IAi−Bi
c =

4∑
i=1

iAi−Bi
c . The differ-

ence between IAi−Bi
c appears accounting for finite values

of the ratio i
Ai−Aj
c /iAi−Bi

c ̸= ∞, and the critical currents
IAi−Bi
c tend to the corresponding values of the individual

JJs iAi−Bi
c if i

Ai−Aj
c → 0 and i

Ai−Bj
c → 0.

The overall nearly linear temperature dependence of
the critical current is better reproduced by the model
of a single diffusive reflection [Fig. 6(b)], although the
quantitative agreement between theory and experiment
at intermediate temperatures is not ideal. In the exper-
iment, Ic begins to grow with decreasing temperature
faster than the linear dependence at lower temperatures
than it is given by theory. In our opinion, this is due
to the fact that in the experiment interlayer lengths of

the most part of JJs are of the same order as the mean
free path l and, therefore, the ballistic limit condition is
not fully satisfied, i.e. in addition to diffusive reflection
from the surfaces of the N layer, there is also a certain
amount of reflection from impurities in the N layer it-
self, which changes the temperature dependence of the
coherence length.
The response of a multi-terminal Josephson setup on

the applied perpendicular magnetic field strongly de-
pends on the particular geometry of the setup and can
be very different and unusual due to the interplay of very
different ic(B) for different individual JJs. The particu-
lar dependence IAi−Bi

c (B) for the experimental config-
uration studied in Ref. 1 is discussed in the compan-
ion paper[1]. The most common characteristic feature
of such multi-terminal systems is the superposition of
monotonic dependences of narrow JJs and the Fraun-
hofer magnetic interference patterns of wide JJs, which
are quasi-periodic due to slightly different geometry of
the JJs.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

A theoretical framework based on the quasiclassical
Eilenberger equations to describe quasi-ballistic planar
Josephson junctions and strongly coupled complex struc-
tures of such junctions fabricated on the surface of a large
crystal is developed. Three different models for calcula-
tion of the Josephson current between superconducting
leads of an arbitrary geometry on top of a large quasi-
ballistic normal metal crystal are considered. The first
model is relevant to thick normal crystals and assumes
that electrical transport between superconducting leads
occurs through a single scattering process at an impurity
in the bulk of the crystal. The second and third models
are relevant to thin-film normal crystals with thicknesses
smaller than the mean free path. The second model is
applicable in the case of plane surfaces of a normal metal
film without roughness and assumes that the current is
transferred through multiple specular reflections from its
surfaces. The third model applies to the case of diffuse
scattering at the film surfaces.
In the framework of the developed approach the depen-

dencies of the critical Josephson current between super-
conducting leads of different geometries on temperature
and applied magnetic field are investigated. It is shown
that for experimentally relevant situation of rather short
Josephson junction, which is studied in the companion
paper [1], the temperature dependence of the critical
current varies from nearly linear with further saturation
with decreasing temperature to faster than linear with
further saturation. The particular temperature behav-
ior depends on the model and on the geometry of the
considered JJ. The dependence of the critical current on
the magnetic field varies from the typical Fraunhofer be-
havior for wide JJs to the monotonic decrease for the
narrow JJs, which is similar to the dependence typical
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for the diffusive, and not to the ballistic, sandwich JJs.
The Josephson transport through complex planar

multi-terminal Josephson structures, in particular the de-
pendencies of the critical Josephson current on tempera-
ture and the applied magnetic field, is also studied. The
results are in agreement with the experimental data [1].
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