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A bstract

This is a tutorial article based on a lcture delivered in June 1999
at the NATO A dvanced Study Institute in Ankara. T he phenom enon
of Andreev re ection is Introduced as the electronic analogue of opti-
cal phaseconjugation. In the optical problem , a disordered m edium
backed by a phase-con jugating m irror can becom e com pletely trans—
parent. Yet, a disordered m etal connected to a superconductorhasthe
sam e resistance as In the nom al state. T he resolution of this para—
dox teaches us a findam entaldi erence between phase conjigation of
light and electrons.

To be published in Q uantum M esoscopic P henom ena and M esoscopic
D evices in M icroelctronics, edited by I.0 .Kulk and R . E llialtioglu
K luwer, D ordrecht).

1 Introduction

In the late sixties, Kulk used the mechanisn of Andreev re ection [I] to
explain how a m etal can carry a dissipationless current between two super-
conductors over arbitrarily long length scales, provided the tem perature is
low enough P]. One can say that the nom alm etal has becom e supercon—
ducting because of the proxin iy to a superconductor. This proxin ity e ect
exists even if the electrons in the nomm alm etal have no interaction. At zero
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tam perature them axin um supercurrent that them etalcan carry decaysonly
algebraically w ith the ssparation between the superconductors | ratherthan
exponentially, as it does at higher tem peratures.

The recent revival of Interest In the proxin iy e ect has produced a
desper understanding into how the proxin iy-induced superconductivicy of
non-interacting electronsdi ers from true superconductivity ofelectronshav—
Ing a pairing Interaction. C learly, the proxin ity e ect does not require two
superconductors. O ne should be enough. Consider a junction between a
nom alm etal and a superconductor (@n NS jinction). Let the tem perature
be zero. W hat is the resistance of this juinction? O ne m ight guess that it
should be an aller than in the nom al state, perhaps even zero. Isn’t that
what the proxin iy e ect is allabout?

T he answer to this question hasbeen In the literature since 1979 [3], but
it has been appreciated only in the last few years. A recent review @] gives
a com prehensive discussion w ithin the fram ew ork of the sam iclassical theory
of superconductivity. A di erent approadh, using random -m atrix theory, was
reviewed by the author §]. In this kecture we take a m ore pedestrian route,
using the analogy between A ndreev re ection and optical phase-con jugation
[6, 7] to answer the question: W hy does an NS junction have a resistance?

2 A ndreev re ection and opticalphase-con Jugation

Tt was rst noted by Andreev In 1963 E_:L:] that an electron is re ected from
a superconductor In an unusualway. The di erences between nom alre ec—
tion and Andreev re ection are illustrated in Fig. . Let us discuss them

Sparately.

Charge is conserved in nom alre ection but not in Andresv re ection.
The re ected particke (the hol) has the opposite charge as the Inci-
dent particke (the electron). This is not a violation of a fundam ental
conservation law . The m issing charge of 2e is absorbed into the su-
perconducting ground state as a C ooper pair. Ik ism issing only with
respect to the exciations.

M om entum is conserved in Andresv = ection but not in nom al re-

ection. The conservation ofm om entum is an approxin ation, valid if
the superconducting excitation gap ismuch an aller than the Fem i
energy Er of the nom alm etal. The explanation for the m om entum
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Figurel: Nom alre ection by an insulator (I) versus A ndreev re ection by
a superconductor (S) ofan electron excitation In a nom alm etal (N ) near the
Fem ilevel. Nom alre ection (keff) conserves charge but does not conserve
mom entum . Andreev re ection (rght) conserves m om entum but does not
conserve charge: The electron (e) is re ected as a holke () with the same
m om entum and opposite velocity. T he m issing charge of 2e is absorbed as a
C ooper pair by the superconducting condensate.

conservation isthat the superconductor can not exert a signi cant force
on the incident electron, because istoo an allcom pared to the kinetic
energy E» ofthe electron 1. Still, the superconductorhasto re ect the
electron som ehow , because there are no excited statesw ithin a range
from the Fem ilevel. It is the unm ovable rock m eeting the irresistibble
cbct. Faced with the challenge of having to re ect a particke w ith—
out changing is m om entum , the superconductor nds a way out by
transform ing the electron Into a particlke whose velociy is opposite to
ism om entum : a hol.

Energy is conserved in both nom aland Andresv re ection. The elec-
tron isat an energy " above the Femm ileveland the hole is at an energy
" below it. Both particles have the sam e excitation energy ". A ndreev
re ection is therefore an elastic scattering process.

Spin is conserved in both nom aland Andresv re ection. To conserve
FoIn, the holk should have the opposite spin as the electron. This soin—

Jp can be ignored if the scattering properties of the nom alm etalare
Foin-independent.

The NS jinction has an optical analogue known as a phase-conjugating m ir-
ror [9]. Phase conjigation isthe e ect that an incom ngwave / coskx !t
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Figure 2: Schem atic draw ing of optical phase-con jugation by m eans of four-
wave m xing. The phass-conjugating m irror PCM ) consists ofa cell Ilked
by a mediim with a third-order non-linear susceptibility 3. Examples
areBaTi03; and CS,.) Themedium ispum ped by two counterpropagating
beam s at frequency !. A probe beam ncident at frequency !, = o+ !
isthen retrore ected asa conjigate beam at frequency !.= !y ! . From
Ref. {[2].

isre ected asawave / cos( kx 't), with opposite sign of the phase kx.
Since cos(  kx 't) = coskx + !t), this is equivalent to reversing the sign
of the tim e t, so that phase conjigation is som etim es called a tin ereversal
operation. T he re ected wave has a wavevector precisely opposite to that of
the inoom ing wave, and therefore propagates badk along the incom ing path.
This is called retrore ection. Phase conjigation of light was discovered in
1970 by W oerdm an and by Stepanov, Tvakin, and Rubanov {10, 11].

A phase-oonjigating m irror for light (see Fig.3) consists of a cell con-
taining a liquid or crystalw ith a large nonlinear susceptibility. The cell is
pum ped by two counterpropagating beam s at frequency !. A third beam
is Incident w ith a much am aller am plitude and a slightly di erent frequency
19+ !. The non-linear susceptibility leads to an am pli cation of the inci-
dent beam , which is tranan itted through the cell, and to the generation of
a fourth beam , which is re ected. This non-linear optical process is called
\fourwavem ixing". T wo photons of the pum p beam s are converted into one
photon for the tranam ited beam and one for the re ected beam . Energy
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Figure 3: Exam pl ofwavefront reconstruction by opticalphase-conjugation.
In both photographs the in age of a cat was distorted by tranam itting it
through a piece of frosted glass, and re ecting it badk through the same
piece of glass. This gives an unrecognizabl in age when re ected by an
ordinary m irror (left panel) and the original imn agewhen re ected by a phase-
conjugating m irror (right panel) . From Ref. [13].

conservation dictates that the re ected beam has frequency ! '. Mo
mentum conservation dictates that is wavevector is opposite to that of the
Incident beam . Com paring retro-re ection of light with Andreev re ection
ofelectrons, we see that the Fem ienergy Er plays the roke of the pum p fre-
quency !, whike the excitation energy " corresoonds to the frequency shift
|

A phassconjigating m irror can be used for wavefront reconstruction.
Im agine an Incom Ing plane wave, that is distorted by som e inhom ogeneity.
W hen this distorted wave falls on the m irror, it is phase conjigated and
retrore ected. D ue to the tin ereversal e ect, the inhom ogeneity that had
distorted the wave now changes it back to the origihal plane wave. An ex—
ampl isshown in Fig.3. C om plkte wavefront reconstruction is possble only
if the distorted wavefront rem ains approxin ately planar, since perfect tim e
reversal upon re ection holds only In a narrow range of angls of incidence
for realistic system s. This is an im portant, but not essential com plication,



that we w ill gnore In what follow s.

3 The resistance paradox

W e have leamed that a disordered m ediuim (such as the frosted glass In F ig.
3) becom es transparent when it isbacked by a phase-conjigating m irror. By
analogy, one would expect that a disordered m etal backed by a supercon—
ductor would becom e \trangparent" too, m eaning that its resistance should
vanish p to a snall contact resistance that is present even w ithout any
disorder). This does not happen. Upon decreasing the tem perature below

the superconducting transition tem perature, the resistance drops slightly but
then rises again badk to its high-tem perature value. @ recent experin ent is
shown in Fi3.4, where the conductance is plotted instead of the resistance.)

This socalled \re-entrance e ect" has been reviewed recently by Courtois et
al E!], and we refer to that review for an extensive list of references. The
theoretical prediction [, 14, 15] is that at zero tem perature the resistance
of the nom alm etal{ superconductor junction is the sam e as in the nom al
state. How can we reconcik this w ith the notion of Andreev re ection as a

\tin e-reversing" process, analogous to optical phase-con jugation? To resolve
this paradox, ket us study the analogy m ore carefiilly, to see where it breaks
down.

Fora sim pl discussion it is convenient to replace the disordered m edium
by a tunnelbarrier (or sam itransparent m irror) and consider the phase shift
accum ulated by an elkectron (or light wave) that bounces back and forth
between the barrier and the superconductor (or phasse-con jugating m irror).
A periodic orbit (see Fig.H) consists of two round-trips, one as an electron

(or light at frequency !o + !), the other as a hok (or light at frequency
'o 1'). Them irack of phase conjugation is that phase shifts accum ulated
In the st round trip are cancelled in the seocond round trip. Ifthiswere the

whole story, one would conclude that the net phase incram ent is zero, so all
periodic orbis would interfere constructively and the tunnel barrier would

becom e transparent because of resonant tunneling.

But i is not the whol story. There is an extra phase shift of =2
acquired upon Andreev re ection that destroys the resonance. Since the
periodic orbit consists of two Andreev re ections, one from electron to hol
and one from hole to electron, and both re ections have the sam e phase shift

=2, the net phase increm ent of the periodic orbit is and not zero. So
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Figure 4: Tem perature dependence of the conductance of an NS janction,
show Ing the reentrance e ect. T he superconductor isNb, the nom alm etal
isa two-din ensionalelectron gas. A gate creates a strongly disordered region
in the 2D gasthat dom inatesthe conductance ofthe junction. Upon low ering
the tam perature the conductance rst rises and then drops again. Under
deal circum stances the low —and high-tem perature lin its would be the sam e.
From Ref. 14].

subsequent periodic orbits interfere destructively, rather than constructively,
and tunneling beocom es suppressed rather than enhanced. In contrast, a
phase-conjigating m irror adds a phase shift that altemates between + =2
and =2 from one re ection to the next, so the net phase ncrement of a
periodic orbit ram ains zero.

For a m ore quantitative description of the conductance we need to com -
pute the probability Ry, that an incident electron is re ected asa hole. The
m atrix of probability am plitudes 1, can be constructed as a geom etric series
ofmulil re ections:

1 11 1 1 .1°7%
The = ty—lt-l- ty—.r—.ry—,t+ ty—l r—.ry—. t+
1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 1.1 ¢
= ty—l 1 r—,ry—, t: @)
1 1 1

Each factor 1=i = exp( i =2) corresponds to an Andreev re ection. The
m atrices t; 2 and r;r¥ are the N N tranam ission and re ection m atrices of
the tunnelbarrier, orm ore generally, of the disordered region In the nom al
metal. (ThenumberN isrelated to the crosssectionalarea A ofthe junction
and the Ferm iwavelength » by N / A= 2. The m atrices t;r pertan to
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Figure 5: Periodic orbit consisting of two nom al re ections and two retro—
re ections. The net phase increm ent is zero in the optical case and in
the elkctronic case. Hence the periodic orbits Interfere constructively for
light and destructively for electrons. T his explains why the barrier becom es
transparent for light but not for electrons.

the electron and the m atrices ;Y to the holk. The resulting re ection
probability Ry = N ' Try _r_ isgiven by [14]

! !
1 w21 w
Rpe= — Tr = —Tr

@)
N 1+ rrv N 2 t

W e have used the relationship t&+ rr¥ = 1, dictated by current conservation.
The conductance Gy ofthe NS junction is related to Ry, by 4,18]

&2
Gys = TNRhe: Q3)

In the optical analogue one has the probability R for an incident light
wave wih frequency !'g+ ! to be re ected Into a wave with frequency

'o !'. The matrix of probability am plitudes is given by the geom etric
series

1 1 ..1 1 172

r = ty—'t‘i' ty—.rjry—,t+ ty—l rjry—, t+
i i i i i
1 1t
= ty—' 1 rjf—, t: (4)
i i



The only di erence with Eq. () is the altemation of factors 1=iand i, cor-
responding to the di erent phase shifts exp( i =2) acquired at the phase-
conjigating m irror. The re ection probability R = N 'Trr r now be-
com es independent of the disorder 19],

1 o
R = —Tr = 1: o)
N 1 r¥

T he disordered m edium has becom e com pketely transparent.

Tt isrem arkable that a an alldi erence in phase shiftshassuch farreaching
consequences. Note that one needs to consider m ultiple re ections in order
to see the di erence: The rst term in the series is the same In Egs. ()
and @). That is probably why this essential di erence between A ndreev
re ection and optical phase-conjigation was not noticed prior to Ref. [19].

4 How big is the resistance?

Now that we understand why a disordered piece of m etal connected to a
superconductor does not becom e trangparent, we would lke to go one step
further and ask whether the resistance (or conductance) is bigger or smn aller
than w ithout the superconductor. To that end we com pare, follow ng Ref.
[14], the expression for the conductance of the NS jinction [pbtained from

Eas. @) and @),

. 42 A T2 )
NS T P O—
h _, @2 T)
w ith the Landauer form ula for the nom alstate conductance,
2e? &
Gy = Y Th: (7)

n=1

The numbers T;;T,;:::Ty are the eigenvalues of the m atrix product t.
T hese tranam ission eigenvalues are realnum bersbetween 0 and 1 that depend
only on the properties of the m etal (regardless of the superconductor) . B oth
formulas (§) and (7) hold at zero tem perature, so we w illbe com paring the
zero-tem perature lim ts ofGyg and Gy .

Since x°=(2 x¥ x forx 2 [;1], we can inm ediately conclude that
Gys 2Gy . If there is no disorder, then all T,'s are equal to unity, hence



Gys rmaches itsmaxinum value of 2Gy . For a tunnel barrer all T, 's are
1, hence G g drops farbelow Gy . A disordered m etalw ill lie som ew here
in between these two extram es, but where?
W ehave already alluded to the answer In the previous section, that G ys =
Gy Pr a disordered metal In the zero-tem perature lim . To derive this
rem arkable equality, w e param eterize the tranan ission eigenvalue T,, In tem s
ofthe Iocalization length ,,

1
Th= —————i ®)
cosh’ L= 15)’
where L is the lngth of the disordered region. Substitution into Egs. (4)
and {1) gives the average conductances

42 %1 5

WGysiy, = TN , d P, ( )oosh “@L= ); 9)
26 %1 5

WGyl = TN ; d P, ( )ocosh " L= ): 10)

For Eq. () we have used that 2cosh®x 1 = cosh2x.) The probability
distribution P ( ) of is ndependent of . In a range of lengths between 1
and N 1 B]. I then ©llow s inm ediately that

WG ysiy = 2hGy dgyp, ¢ (11)

Since Gy / 1=L, according to Ohm ’s Jaw , we arrive at the equality of Gy
and Gy .

The restriction to the range 1 L N 1 is the restriction to the regim e
of di usive transport: For an aller L we enter the ballistic regin e and G yg
rises to 2Gy ; For larger L we enter the localized regin e, where tunneling
takes over from di usion and G ys becomes Gy .

5 Conclusion

W e have lramed a fundam entaldi erence between A ndreev re ection ofelec—
trons and phase-conjigation of light. W hile it is appealing to think of the
Andreev re ected holk as the tin e reverse of the incident electron, this pic—
ture breaks down upon closer ingoection. T he phase shift of =2 acquired
upon Andresev re ection gooils the tim ereversing properties and explains

10



why a disordered m etal does not becom e transparent when connected to a
superconductor.

The ressarch on which this lecture is based was done in collaboration w ith
J.C .J.Paasschens. It was supported by the \Stichting voor Fundam enteel
Onderzoek der M aterie" FOM ) and by the \Nederlandse organisatie voor
W etenschappelik O nderzoek" NW O).
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