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We propose to study entanglement and correlations in a coincidence experiment in the field emis-
sion from a superconductor. Electrons emitted in opposite directions exhibit positive correlations
because of Cooper-pair bunching. They can be entangled in spin and violate Bell’s inequality. The
structure of the correlation function shows that the Andreev process plays a central role for this

peculiar correlation.

PACS numbers: 79.70.4+q, 03.65.Ud, 74.45.+c

Signatures of quantum statistics and of interactions
can be unambigously detected by correlation measure-
ments. This is the case, for example, of a series of im-
portant experiments where bunching and antibunching of
bosons and fermions have been measured ﬂ, E, E, @, B, ]
Noise correlations have also been proved to be very im-
portant to test correlated states in cold atomic gases ﬂﬂ]
and in quantum transport in nanostructures ﬂE] The aim
of this work is to show that non-trivial correlation can be
also observed in electron field emission.

When a bias voltage is applied to a sharp piece of ma-
terial, a strong electrostatic field is realized at the tip,
causing electron emission into vacuum. Due to advanced
technology in single-electron detection, antibunching in
the field emission has been already observed ﬂﬂ] If the
tip emitting the electrons is superconducting, the subtle
correlations deriving from the condensation of Cooper
pairs should have a clear manifestation in a coincidence
experiment in the field emission, along the same lines as
in Ref. ﬂﬂ] Our analysis will show that a positive corre-
lation is present when electrons are detected in opposite
directions. This positive correlation can be viewed as
bunching of Cooper pairs. In addition, as we shall see,
under suitable conditions these electrons can violate a
Bell inequality. The possibility of bringing to light this
effect is supported, together with the observation of an-
tibunching in the spectrum of emitted electrons [3], by
another breakthrough in the field: the observation E],
in the field emission from a superconducting tip, of the
quasi-particle gap HE]

The presence of a bunching-like behaviour in quantum
transport through multiterminal superconductor-normal
metal structures has been already pointed out through an
analysis of current noise B, ] Superconductors were
also shown to be a source of entangled electrons. The
generation and detection of entangled electrons in hy-

brid conductors has been discussed in a number of articles
(12,13, [14, 15, [16] (see also the review [17]). In particular
we draw attention to Ref. [15], where the angular distri-
butions of the emitted electrons from a superconductor
have been discussed.

The experiment we propose here has clear similarities
but, at the same time, important differences from previ-
ous work in this direction. First of all, in our opinion, a
coincident measurement in field emission can reveal an-
gular correlations due to pairing, which are very hard
to see in transport. Moreover it allows to extract, by a
proper orientation of the detectors, the fraction of elec-
trons which are entangled in order to perform a test of
Bell’s inequalities. Although we confine our attention to
superconducting emitters, it might be very interesting
to explore other cases where entangled electrons can be
produced in normal systems (see Ref. [1§] for a review).

Our setup is sketched in Fig. [ The Hamiltonian in
3D space reads H = Hs + Hy + AHp, with (A = 1)

Hgs = Z /dBkwka};SOzks, Wy = \/Ei + |A|2, (1)
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FIG. 1: Field emission of electrons and coincident detections.
The size of the emitting region at the tip is w and two of the
emitted electrons are detected at r1 and 7».
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where Hg is the Hamiltonian of the superconducting
emitter, ags the fermionic operators of the quasiparticles,
Hy describes the propagation of the electrons in vacuum,
cps are fermionic operators and the (interaction) Hamil-
tonian AHr describes the emission of the electrons from
the superconductor into vacuum m, , ] The energy
of an electron in vacuum, ¢,, as well as that of a quasi-
particle in the superconductor, wy, are measured from
the Fermi level of the superconductor p. A is the gap of
the superconductor and the quasiparticle operators ags
are related to the electron operators ags by a Bogoliubov
transformation.
For the tunneling matrix elements we take HE]

Tpk = h(p)9(p — k), (4)
9(p) = (2m) e (p) = (pfm)! /e 250, (5)

where g(p) characterizes the emitting region of size w
and Ah(p) the tunneling probability, that decays expo-
nentially as the incident energy decreases ﬂﬂ], FE¢ being
an energy scale that characterizes the energy dependence
of the tunneling matrix elements.

The initial state of the system is [BCS)s ® [0}y [22],
where the first ket pertains to the electrons in the tip,
the second to the electrons in vacuum. At time ¢t = 0,
the bias field is turned on, and the electrons start to tun-
nel through the surface potential. The emission process
is dynamically described in 3D space with the Hamil-

d*py d*po

tonian (I)—@)) and after a transient period it reaches a
nonequilibrium steady state satisfying Wick’s theorem
], with a stationary beam of electrons emitted from
the superconductor. Electron correlations are observed
in this beam [20].

When the detectors do not resolve the spin states of
the electrons, the probability of two joint detections, at

(r1,t1) = (1) and (rq,t2) = (2), with t2 > t;, is propor-
tional to
PP = Y WL (ML 2 (209, (1), (6)

s1,s2="T,0

where ¥4(r,t) is the field operator of the electrons in
vacuum. Application of Wick’s theorem yields
P22 DI +2x(2 D (7)

1) = 47(2;2)v(1; 1) — 2|y(2;

with

= (] (2 (1)), (8)
X(21) = <¢¢(2)¢¢(1)> = =@ (1)), (9)

The correlation function v describes the state of single
electrons, and, in particular, the (spin-summed) one-
particle distribution of the emitted electrons is given by
pW(r,t) = 2y(r,t;r,t). The correlation function y de-
scribes the emission of pairs of electrons (with opposite
spins). A second-order calculation for the coincident de-
tections at t1 = ty yields

TpkTpy(—k)

Xx(2;1) = /\2/d3k: UV

v/ (2m)3 \/(2m)3 €py + €p,y

where ug and vy are the Bogoliubov amplitudes. Notice
that, since ugvy = A/2wyg, x(2;1) is proportional to the
gap parameter A and vanishes when the emitter is in its
normal state. At zero temperature, there is no contri-
bution from the quasiparticle excitations and Eq. (I0) is
due to Andreev processes. In the absence of this contri-
bution, the second term in (7)) reduces the coincidence
probability of finding two electrons close to each other
within a small time delay, exhibiting antibunching. The
pair correlation y, on the other hand, enhances such co-
incidence probability. This is relevant for the occurrence
of positive correlations B, ] We now analyze these
effects in greater details.
The normalized coincidence

Q(r.6) = P22

202) o0 (1) )

1 + 1 P11 oUP2° T2
—i0t \&p, +wi —i0F &, + wp —i0F ’

(10)

at t; = ty, when the detectors are at the same distances
r1 = ro = r from the tip, is plotted in Fig. [2 as a func-
tion of the angle 6 between 71 and 72, for normal and
superconducting emitters. Here, kp = /2mu = 27 /Ap.
The effects of superconductivity are manifest: a bunch-
ing peak appears at § ~ 7. Its origin is clear from the
expression of the Andreev process ([I0) (v is negligibly
small at @ ~ 7). This shows that electrons with opposite
momenta k and —k are emitted in pair through a vir-
tual process and propagate with momenta p; and p» in
vacuum, in approximately opposite directions (with un-
avoidable diffraction effects governed by the size of the
emitting region w). The couple k and —k reflects the
Cooper-pair correlation in the emitter. Notice that the
integrand of x in (I0) is symmetric under the exchange
k < —k. This is because the Cooper pair is in a sin-



glet spin state. This symmetry yields bunching, which is
observed in opposite directions.

Bunching is therefore a signature of excess singlet
pairs, when the emissions take place in opposite direc-
tions. It is then of great interest to discuss the nonlocal
aspects of the phenomenon ﬂﬂ, @, @, @, ﬂ] The spin
state o of the pair of emitted electrons is

oo (12211 — & 1)P) 1
+ (@D + @ DR) ], (2)

where [U~) = (|1]) — [{1))/V/2 is the singlet state [the
normalization factor is given by the two-particle distri-
bution p®(2;1) in ([@)]. Therefore, in general the en-
tanglement of the singlet component is masked by the
background.

The degree of entanglement is related to the height
dQ = Q(r,0) — 1 of the bunching peak at 6 = w, which,
for kpr > 1, u > Ec, and r/kpw? > 1, is given by the

formula
2
7® we r
0 262 2m2kp€?

4Aei7‘/2ﬂ'2kp£2 2
-, (13
T/ ir/kpw? (13)

where K, (z) is the modified Bessel function of the sec-
ond kind, Hl(,z)(z) is the Hankel function of the second
kind [24], € = kp/7m|A| is Pippard’s length, character-
izing the correlation length of the superconductor, and A
is a smooth bounded function of w, such that A ~ 1 for
w 2 Ap. The higher the bunching peak, the larger the
entanglement, and Bell’s inequality can also be violated.
Notice that the electrons of each pair are emitted in op-
posite directions and one need not argue how to separate
them.

Figure B displays the value of the bunching peak as
functions of the parameters describing the system. It is
obvious that A plays a significant role for entanglement,
enhancing the role of superconductivity. By increasing

2
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Normalized coincidence Q(r,0) vs 6,
for normal A = 0 and superconducting A # 0 emitters.

|Al, the gap becomes wider, the Andreev emission be-
comes dominant and entanglement is enhanced. The pa-
rameter F¢ appearing in (B) also works like a filter: by
decreasing F¢, the contribution of single-particle emis-
sion is suppressed, the background is reduced, pair emis-
sions become dominant and entanglement is enhanced.
The oscillations of §Q (below the entanglement thresh-
old) shown in the last panel of Fig. Bl for large values
of r, are due to the asymptotic behavior of the Hankel

function Héz) .

It is interesting to discuss the effects of w on entangle-
ment ﬂﬁ] Electron pairs emitted from a smaller region
bunch better and are more entangled. If the emitting
region is larger, there is less guarantee that coincidence
electrons originate from a common Cooper pair, and as
a consequence entanglement is reduced. This explains
the role of the ratio between the size of the emitting re-
gion and the extension of a Cooper pair w/&, appearing
in the formula for the bunching peak ([I3])) and governing
the entanglement of the emitted pairs.

Finally, a smaller value of r yields more entanglement.
This is because the wave packets of the emitted electrons
spread as they propagate. Even if two electrons are de-
tected at the same distance in opposite directions, this
does not ensure that the two electrons originate from a
common Cooper pair: there is an ambiguity to the ex-
tent of the spreads of the wave packets. Due to free-
space propagation, the uncertainty at time t ~ mr/kp is
< \/t/m and this value should be smaller than ¢ for the
two electrons to bunch. The bunching peak ([I3)) actually
decays like ~ kp&?/r for r > kp&? (with oscillation), but
the length scale k&2 is much longer than the extension
of a Cooper pair &, and the slow decay r~! reflects the
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Peak value of Q(r, ) at § = w. The line
at @ = 3/2 indicates the threshold for entanglement (above
which the pair of electrons is entangled) and the one at Q =
V'2/(v/2—1) =~ 3.41 is that for the violation of Bell’s inequality
(above which Bell’s inequality is violated). The parameters
are the same as in Fig.[2] and £ ~ 33.8 \p.



divergence in the quasiparticle spectrum.

It is important to check to which extent our results are
robust in a non-ideal situation. To this end we analyzed
both static fluctuations of the diameter w and the posi-
tion 7o of the emitting tip. In particular, fluctuations are
important only when they become of order of £&. More-
over, one can show that the angular dependence of the
peak is oc exp{—4k%w? sin®[(r — 6)/4]}. Therefore, the
effect should be visible as far as 6 kpw/2 < 1, where 66
is the angle deviation from 7 in the emission of the two
correlated electrons due to local imperfections of the tip.
This implies a maximum tolerable value of the roughness
of the order of 1/0k = 1/kp 60 ~ w/2.

Field emission from a superconductor has already been
observed with a Nb tip ﬂﬂ] and, we believe, the present
analysis clarifies where to search nonlocal correlations of
the emitted electrons. However, for a successful detection
of the nonlocally correlated electron pairs, additional ex-
perimental requirements should be met. Energy resolu-
tion in the experiment should still be improved and the
use of a tip with a higher value of the gap will certainly
help in the detection. Energy selection close to the Fermi
level would enhance correlations ﬂﬂ] As mentioned be-
fore, correlations are actually increased by decreasing E¢
(and suppressing emission from lower energies). It might
also be worth devising a technique to reduce the spread
of the wave packet in order to preserve the Cooper-pair
correlation.
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