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Abstract

The role of anyonic statistics stands as a cornerstone in the landscape of topo-
logical quantum techniques. While recent years have brought forth encouraging
and persuasive strides in detecting anyons, a significant facet remains unex-
plored, especially in view of connecting anyonic physics to quantum information
platforms—whether and how entanglement can be generated by anyonic braid-
ing. Here, we demonstrate that even if the two anyonic subsystems are connected
only by electron tunneling, anyonic entanglement, manifesting fractional statis-
tics, is generated. Specifically, we address this question for fractional quantum
Hall edges bridged by a quantum point contact that allows only transmission
of fermions (so-called Andreev-like tunneling), invoking the physics of two-beam
collisions in an anyonic Hong-Ou-Mandel collider We define an entanglement
pointer—a current-noise-based function tailored to quantify entanglement and
show that it reflects the role of quasiparticle statistics. A striking feature of our
statistics-induced-entanglement pointer is its relative resilience to entanglement
stemming from electrostatic interactions between the two anyonic subsystems.
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1 Introduction

One of the most fascinating classes of quasiparticles is known as anyons. These
quasiparticles, defying conventional exchange statistics, are predicted to reside in
topologically intricate states, e.g., those realized in the regime of fractional quan-
tum Hall (FQH) effect [1, 2]. In particular, anyonic quasiparticles are hosted by the
edges of Laughlin quantum-Hall states. Furthermore, the landscape of anyons extends
to encompass Majorana modes, foreseen to materialize at the edges of topological
superconducting materials [3, 4]. Recent years have borne witness to an intensified
spotlight on anyons within the condensed-matter community. The focal point of this
scrutiny stems from the pivotal role that exotic anyonic statistics should play in quan-
tum technology. Over two decades have passed since the pioneering confirmation of
the fractional charge of Laughlin quasiparticles [5, 6]. Inspired by earlier endeavors
in the exploration of fractional statistics (see e.g., Refs. [7–9], most recently, highly
persuasive signals of anyonic statistics have been directly or indirectly observed in
Fabry–Perot [10–13] and Hong-Ou-Mandel interferometers [14–17].

This boost of progress in the quest for anyonic statistics is accompanied by a
series of exhilarating experiments that have unveiled a plethora of exotic anyonic fea-
tures in FQH systems. Among these observations are the existence of charge neutral
modes [18, 19], fractional Josephson relation [20], and Andreev-like tunneling [15, 21–
25] in an anyonic system [26]. What is particularly striking is the agreement between
the experimental findings and their theoretical predictions. This alignment not only
emboldens our understanding but also invigorates the search for further pathways to
identify and comprehend anyons. Indeed, in addition to earlier theoretical ideas [27–
38], most recently, there has been another surge of theoretical proposals [39–48]
on understanding and detecting anyonic features, and possibly harnessing them for
quantum information processing platforms (see, e.g., Refs. [49–52]).

Entanglement is another fundamental quantum mechanical element and a prereq-
uisite for the development of quantum technology platforms. Despite its significance,
experimentally quantifying entanglement remains a challenging endeavor, often entail-
ing intricate considerations specific to each case. Recently, Ref. [53] proposed to
measure entanglement stemming from quantum statistics of quasiparticles by a cer-
tain combination of the current cross-correlation functions. Following Ref. [53], the
statistics-induced entanglement (i) showcases resilience against disruptions introduced
by interactions, rendering it more robust in real-world scenarios, (ii) targets the
genuine quantum entanglement that can be assessed through Bell-inequality [54] mea-
surements (cf. Ref. [55]), and (iii) establishes a possibility of directly measuring the von
Neumann entanglement entropy in transport experiments, thus deepening the under-
standing of entanglement manifestations. Experimental validation in integer quantum
Hall systems lends further weight to these advantages [53].

However, when transitioning to anyonic systems, the quantification of entangle-
ment becomes even more formidable, which is accentuated by the absence of readily
available fractional statistics in natural environments. Furthermore, the quasiparticle
collisions that can directly reveal the anyon’s statistics [34] in entanglement are now
commonly believed to be irrelevant (e.g., Refs. [36, 38, 42, 46]) for the current-noise
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measurements in anyonic Hong-Ou-Mandel colliders [14–16]. Nevertheless, the mea-
surement of anyons’ entanglement through their collisions holds immense potential for
the identification of anyons. Despite the importance of anyonic statistics in quantum
techniques and the recent advances in the research of anyons, to date, the observation
and quantification of anyonic statistics-induced entanglement remained a challenge.

2 Entanglement pointer for Andreev-like tunneling

In this work, we combine anyonic statistics and quantum entanglement, and define the
entanglement pointer to quantify the statistics-induced entanglement in a Hong-Ou-
Mandel interferometer on FQH edges with filling factor ν (Fig. 1a). The model at hand
is crucially distinct from more conventional anyonic colliders [14–16, 36, 46] in that its
central quantum point contact (QPC) only allows transmission of fermions [23, 25, 26].
The dilute non-equilibrium currents in the middle arms consist of anyons with charge
νe (Fig. 1b), where ν is the filling fraction. Since only electrons are allowed to tunnel
across the central QPC, such a tunneling event must be accompanied by leaving behind
(“reflection”) a fractional hole of charge −(1 − ν)e; the latter continues to travel
along the original middle edge (Fig. 1c). Such a “reflection” event is reminiscent of
the reflection of a hole in an orthodox Andreev tunneling from a normal metal to
a superconductor; hence, such an event is commonly dubbed “quasiparticle Andreev
reflection” [22]. As distinct from the conventional normal metal-superconductor case,
in an anyonic Andreev-like tunneling process, (i) both the incoming anyon and reflected
“hole” carry fractional charges, and (ii) the absolute values of anyonic and hole charges
are different.

We divide the system into two subsystems A and B see Fig. 1a. To character-
ize the statistics-induced entanglement between these two parts, we introduce the
entanglement pointer [53] for the Andreev-like tunneling:

PAndreev ≡ ST(TA, 0) + ST(0, TB)− ST(TA, TB)

eI+
. (1)

Here, ST(TA, TB) refers to the noise of tunneling current between two subsystems,
as a function of corresponding “bare” transmission probabilities TA and TB of the
two diluters, and TC stands for the transmission probability at the central QPC that
couples the subsystems. The entanglement pointer effectively subtracts out redundant
contributions present when only one of the two sources is biased. The current I+ =
IA0 + IB0 is a sum of non-equilibrium currents IA0 and IB0 in arm A and B (see
Fig. 1a), respectively.

Although we have defined the entanglement pointer through the tunneling-current
noise, it can also be measured with the cross-correlation noise, see Eq. (5) below
and the ensuing discussion. Importantly, following its definition, PAndreev excludes
the single-source contributions and contains only noise from the two-particle colli-
sions. For anyons, such processes are expected to involve braiding, so that PAndreev

should be capable of displaying anyonic statistics, an intrinsic feature of anyons. For
PAndreev to quantify statistics-induced entanglement, we need it to be robust against
unwanted effects related to interaction along the middle channels. This is shown in
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Fig. 1 Schematic depiction of the model with Andreev-like tunneling between the fractional edges
(cf. Fig. S2 in the Supplementary Information). The quantum Hall droplets correspond to white
regions separated by barriers (“fingers” introduced by gates) shown in black, the gray areas correspond
to tunneling barriers for electrons (impenetrable for anyons). a, The entire setup consists of two
sources (sA, sB) and two middle arms (A, B) in the FQH regime. They host chiral anyons that
correspond to the bulk filling factor ν < 1/2. Edge-state transport directions are designated with the
red and blue curves, for subsystems A (including sA and A) and B (sB and B), respectively. IA and
IB represent the currents in middle arms (A and B, respectively), after the central QPC. Before the
central QPC, currents in arms A and B are instead represented by IA0 and IB0, respectively. Current
IT tunnels through the central QPC, from arm A to arm B. b, Anyons with charge νe tunnel from
the sources to corresponding middle arms A and B through diluters with transmissions TA and TB ,
respectively. c, Channels A and B communicate through the central quantum point contact (QPC)
with the transmission TC . Central QPC allows only electrons to tunnel (highlighted by the gray-
shaded QPC), leading to the “reflection” of an anyonic hole [with charge (ν − 1)e], resembling the
Andreev reflection at the metal-superconductor interfaces.

Supplementary Information (SI). On a technical side, the evaluation of PAndreev within
the Keldysh framework involves both “connected” and “disconnected” diagrams (cf,
Secs. IA and IB of the SI). This distinguishes our work from Ref. [48], where only
“connected” diagrams were considered (only for a single-source setting, where anyonic
collisions are not present).
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3 Tunneling current noise

Before moving to the analysis of the tunneling-current noise, we would like to empha-
size a crucial feature of the correlation functions determining the noise [Eq. (8) of
Methods]: the separation of the non-equilibrium contributions. The non-equilibrium
noise is, in turn, split into a single-source [the product of equilibrium and non-
equilibrium terms in Eq. (8)] and double-source contributions (the product of
non-equilibrium terms). The time integrals in all terms are dominated by ultraviolet
contributions (cf, Sec. IC of the SI), which greatly contrasts the situation of anyonic
tunneling. It is worth noting that this separation did not occur for self-contracted
anyonic pairs in Refs. [36, 46]. Indeed, the resummation procedures employed in
Refs. [36, 46] involve only dominant processes where non-equilibrium anyons form into
self-contracted pairs, with which the double-source contribution distinguishes from
a simple product of single-source ones only by a modification of the infrared cutoff.
Collisions and braiding of two non-equilibrium anyons were thus neglected for the
anyonic-tunneling setup in Refs. [16, 36, 42, 46].

For Andreev-like transmission through the central QPC, the expression for the
tunneling noise can be decomposed as follows: ST = S1A + S1B + S2, where

S1A,1B = TC
TA,B

π2

2ν sin2(πν) eIA0,B0

(2− 3ν + 2ν2)(2− 4ν + 2ν2)
(2)

are single-source noises for sources sA, sB, respectively, and

S2 = TC
TATB
π2

2ν sin2(πν) eI+
(2− 5ν + 4ν2)(2− 6ν + 4ν2)

(3)

is the double-source “collision contribution” (ν < 1/2 is assumed) (cf, Sec. I of the SI).
Following Eq. (1), the entanglement pointer is proportional to S2, and, after removing
the dependence on I+, reads

PAndreev =
TATBTC

π2

2ν sin2(πν)

(2− 5ν + 4ν2)(2− 6ν + 4ν2)
. (4)

The entanglement pointer, PAndreev, has two advantages over a single tunnel-
ing current noise. Firstly, PAndreev reflects the statistics-induced extra Andreev-like
tunneling for two-anyon collisions. It provides an alternative option (other than the
braiding phase [10] and two-particle bunching or anti-bunching preferences [34]) to dis-
close anyonic statistics. For 0 < ν < 1/2, PAndreev is positive, meaning that when two
anyons collide at the central QPC, they prefer to promote Andreev-like tunnelings.
Secondly, PAndreev has a better resilience against interactions than the current noise.
Indeed, with interactions, processes with only self-contracted pairs, which vanish for
the non-interacting scenario, can become dominant in the tunneling current noise in
the strongly diluted limit. This interaction-induced contribution is however removed
in PAndreev (cf. Sec. III of the Supplementray Information). Nevertheless, when evalu-
ating PAndreev, interactions between the arms A and B slightly renormalize (through
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Fig. 2 Andreev-like tunneling processes for two anyons simultaneously arriving at the central QPC:
Andreev-like tunneling produces fractional charges along both arms, in contrast to that of the single-
anyon situation (cf. Fig. 1c).

interaction-induced fractionalization, see e.g., Ref. [21]) the statistical factors deter-
mined by ν in the two-particle terms (see Refs. [44, 45] for a discussion of scaling
dimensions vs. anyonic phases in related setups).

4 Interpretation of entanglement pointer

The essence of entanglement pointer can be illustrated by resorting to single-particle
(Fig. 1c) and two-particle (Fig. 2) scattering formalism revealing the statistical prop-
erties of anyons in the course of two-particle collisions. We emphasize that the picture
of scattering of non-equilibrium anyons does not apply to Refs. [16, 36, 42, 46].
Indeed, these works consider only the correlations (“braiding”) of non-equilibrium
anyons with the equilibrium excitations at the central QPC. The entanglement pointer
PAndreev is designed to capture only contributions of scattering events involving two
non-equilibrium particles, through which particle statistics is manifested.

For models where the central QPC allows “intrinsic” non-equilibrium carriers (i.e.,
fermions for integer, or anyons for FQH edges) to tunnel, the influence of two-particle
scatterings is manifested by their bunching or anti-bunching preference [34]. For the
model under consideration, two-particle scattering instead influences the probability
of Andreev-like tunneling events. To see this more clearly, we denote by WA and
WB the probabilities (determined by the diluters and proportional to TA and TB)
that an anyon from the corresponding source participates in the scattering at the
central QPC. With this convention, a two-anyon scattering occurs with the probability
WAWB . Andreev-like tunneling produces then fractional charges on both arms, as
shown in Fig. 2. After including both single-particle and two-particle scattering events,
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we obtain the differential noises at a given voltage V (cf, Sec. IV of the SI):

sT = (sT)single + (sT)collision

=(WA+WB)WC−(W 2
A+W

2
B)W

2
C+WAWBP

stat
Andreev

sAB = (sAB)single + (sAB)collision

=−(1−ν)WC(WA+WB)−WC(ν−WC)(W
2
A+W

2
B)−WAWBP

stat
Andreev,

(5)

where sT = ∂I+ST, sAB = ∂I+SAB are the differential noises, and SAB =∫
dt⟨δÎA(t)δÎB(0)⟩ is the irreducible zero-frequency cross-correlation (where δÎA,B ≡

ÎA,B − IA,B refers to the fluctuation of the current operator ÎA,B), and subscripts
“single” and “collision” indicate contributions from single-particle and two-particle
scattering events, respectively. Here WC refers to the transmission probability of an
Andreev-like tunneling WC ∝ TC . The factor P stat

Andreev, which is proportional to the
entanglement pointer PAndreev, refers to extra Andreev-like tunneling induced by
anyonic statistics. It would be equal to zero if anyons from subsystem A were dis-
tinguishable from those in B. In this case, the noise would be equal to the sum of
two single-source ones. By comparing to Eq. (4), WA, WB , WC , and P

stat
Andreev can be

expressed via the microscopic parameters (cf, Secs. I and VI of the SI); in particular,
WA,B = ∂V IA0,B0h/(e

2ν) are directly related to GA,B from Eq. (10). As another fea-
ture of Andreev-like tunnelings, ST in Eq. (5) does not explicitly depend on ν, since
the central QPC allows only charge e particles to tunnel.

Equation (5) discloses several features of Andreev-like tunneling in an anyonic
model. Firstly, in the strongly diluted limit, sAB ≈ (ν − 1)sT, when considering only
the leading contributions to the noise, i.e., the terms linear in both WA (or WB)
and WC . Both (sT)single and (sAB)single correspond to S1A or S1B in Eq. (3) and
will be removed following our definition of the entanglement pointer Eq. (1). In both
functions, the double-source contributions, i.e., the bilinear terms ∝ WAWB , involve
P stat
Andreev – exactly the difference generated by statistics, when two anyons collide at

the central QPC. Most importantly, bilinear terms of both functions of Eq. (5) have
the same magnitude, i.e., (sT)collision = −(sAB)collision. Consequently, the experimen-
tal measurement of PAndreev, though defined with tunneling current noise, can be
performed by measuring the cross-correlation of currents in the drains, which is more
easily accessible in real experiments:

PAndreev =WAWB

∫
dϵP stat

Andreev(ϵ)/I+

=
SAB(TA, TB)− SAB(TA, 0)− SAB(0, TB)

eI+
. (6)

5 Comparison to experiment

We now compare the theoretical prediction with the experimental data from Ref. [25],
see Fig. 3. Panel a shows the raw data for the double-source noise SAB and for the
sum of single-source SAB . For the single-source data, the x-axis of Panel a represents
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Fig. 3 The experimental data and comparison to the theory. a, The measured double-source (the red
dots) and summation of single-source (the blue dots) SAB , as a function of the total non-equilibrium
current I+. b, The measured Andreev tunneling transmission WC at the central QPC, for double-
source (black dots) and single-source (red and blue dots) situations. c, The value of −S2, obtained
from Eq. (3) (the blue dots) and the difference between experimentally measured SAB (the red dots).
To obtain the latter one, we have rescaled the double-source SAB , to compensate for the difference of
TC , shown in b, between double and single-source scenarios. d, Presents PAndreev that corresponds
to two scenarios of −S2 shown in c.

IA0(TA, 0)+IB0(0, TB), i.e., the sum of non-equilibrium current in two single-source sit-
uations. In contrast to the theoretical result Eq. (5), the double-source SAB in Fig. 3a
has a smaller amplitude than the sum of single-source ones. This fact is explained by
the different values of the transmission TC of the central QPC for the single-source
and double-source cases, as shown in Fig. 3b, indicating a non-local influence of the
voltage sources on TC . To remove this electrostatic effect, we take the single-source
transmission as the reference, to rescale the double-source SAB (see SI for details),
leading to S2 of Fig. 3c. The rescaled data is further compared to that evaluated
from S2 of Eq. (3). The corresponding entanglement pointer, PAndreev, is presented in
Fig. 3d. These plots demonstrate good agreement between the theory and experiment
for both S2 and PAndreev.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we have defined the entanglement pointer in an anyonic (with filling
factor ν < 1/2) Hong-Ou-Mandel interferometer that allows Andreev-like tunneling
through the central QPC. The entanglement pointer and associated noise functions
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are obtained by considering non-equilibrium anyon-triggered Andreev-like tunneling
and “braiding” between reflected anyonic charges and non-equilibrium anyons that
do not tunnel at the central QPC. The obtained entanglement pointer is a universal
function of the filling factor ν (assuming vanishing interaction between arms of the
two subsystems). In the presence of interactions along arms and across the QPCs, the
entanglement pointer is anticipated to be highly resilient, as it involves the statistical
phase gained by two-anyon scattering. The Andreev-like tunneling in an anyonic col-
lider is “halfway” from the integer case of Ref. [53] (where both tunneling and dynamics
along the arms are fermionic) to purely anyonic colliders (both tunneling and dynam-
ics are anyonic). The latter case will be addressed elsewhere, with insights from the
present work suggesting that quasiparticle collisions do matter in the collider geome-
try, (in contrast to a commonplace belief stipulating that anyonic collider dynamics is
dominated by time-domain braiding [36, 38, 42, 46]). This provides us with a conve-
nient setup for a direct inspection and study of real (non-virtual) anyonic collisions.
We compare the theory predictions with the experiment. The measured data agrees
remarkably well with the theoretically calculated one, for both SAB and PAndreev.
We have thus demonstrated the crucial role of two-particle scattering—collisions—in
establishing fractional-statistics-induced entanglement in anyonic colliders.

While preparing our manuscript we have noticed Ref. [48], which concerns a single
source platform. Technically, the analysis of Ref. [48] involves only connected diagrams.
We note that the present analysis consists of (i) the inclusion of double-source noise,
(ii) the designed entanglement pointer, as well as its resilience against interaction
(cf, Sec. III of the SI), and (iii) “braiding” between reflected anyonic holes and non-
equilibrium anyons.

7 Methods

7.1 Theoretical model

We consider the anyonic setup shown in Fig. 1a, which consists of two source arms
(sA, sB) and two middle ones (A, B). The system is viewed as comprising two
subsystems, A (including sA and A) and B (sB and B). The system Hamiltonian
contains the three parts: H = Harms + Hdiluter + HT. The arms, carrying charge-
νe quasiparticles, can be described by the bosonized edge Hamiltonian Harms =
vF

∑
α

∫
dx[∂xϕα(x)]

2/4π, with ϕα the bosonic field labeled by α = sA, sB,A,B. Frac-
tional charges tunnel from sources to middle arms through the quantum-Hall bulk at
two QPCs. These two “diluter” QPCs are described by the Hamiltonian Hdiluter =
ζAψ

†
AψsA + ζBψ

†
BψsB + H.c.. Via bosonization, tunneling operators can be written

as ψ†
αψα′ = F †

αFα′ exp[i
√
ν(ϕα′ − ϕα)]/(2πa), with F

†
αFα′ the product Klein factors,

and a an ultra-violet cutoff. The tunneling amplitudes ζA and ζB define the tunnel-
ing probabilities at the diluters, TA = |ζA|2 and TB = |ζB |2. The dynamical bosonic
phase obeys the standard commutation relation [∂xϕα(x), ϕβ(x

′)] = iπδαβδ(x−x′). We
assume strong dilution, TA, TB ≪ 1. In this work, the same voltage bias V is assumed
in both sources, and the single-source scenario is realized by pinching off either diluter.

The middle arms A and B communicate at the central QPC characterized by the
transmission probability TC . The central QPC is placed at a distance L from two
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diluters, at the downstream transport direction [Fig. 1a]. In comparison to the two
diluters, where the two depletion gates (the black area in Fig. 1b) are well separated in
space, the central QPC is in the opposite limit where the gates are almost “touching”
each other (Fig. 1c). Following self-duality of tunneling through FQH QPCs (see, e.g.,
Refs. [56–58]), only fermionic tunneling is allowed in this limit. Physically, there is
no bulk state with filling factor ν between the two arms (red and blue in Fig. 1),
and, hence, between the subsystems A and B, at the central QPC. The tunneling
is then described by the Hamiltonian HT = ζCΨ

†
AΨB + H.c., with ζC ∝ √

TC and

Ψα = Fα exp(iϕα/
√
ν)/

√
2πa. This bosonized expression contains

√
1/ν instead of√

ν encountered above, which is a hallmark of electron tunneling in anyonic systems.

7.2 Correlation functions

The building blocks of the entanglement pointer are current correlators. Considering
the Andreev-like transmission limit at the collider, TC ≪ 1, the noise of the current
operator ÎT = iζCΨ

†
BΨA +H.c. is given by

ST = v2F e
3TC

∫
dt
〈{

Ψ†
B(0)ΨA(0),Ψ

†
A(t)ΨB(t)

}〉
TC=0

, (7)

with { , } denoting an anticommutator. Evaluation of ST involves correlators

⟨Ψ†
A(t)ΨA(0)⟩ and ⟨Ψ†

B(t)ΨB(0)⟩ at the position of the central QPC. At zero
temperature, these read:

〈
Ψ†

A(t
−)ΨA(0

+)
〉〈

ΨB(t
−)Ψ†

B(0
+)

〉 } =
τ

1
ν −1
0

2πvF (τ0 + it)1/ν

×
{
1 + cν

itIA0,B0 e
±iνeV t/ℏ

e(iνeV t/ℏ)2ν−1
exp

[
−
(
1− e±2iπν

) IA0,B0 t

νe

]}
,

(8)
where τ0 ≡ a/vF , cν = 2π2/[ν sin(2πν)Γ(1 − 2ν)] with Γ the Gamma function, and
the signs + and − in the phase factors correspond to A and B, respectively. In the
strong-dilution limit, the non-equilibrium currents read as

IA0,B0=GA,B(V )V, (9)

GA,B= TA,B
(νe)2

2π2ℏ
sin(2πν)Γ(1−2ν)

(
νeV τ0

ℏ

)2ν−2
, (10)

with GA,B the non-equilibrium conductances affected by the “Luttinger renormaliza-
tion” of diluters.

The correlators in Eq. (8) contain the equilibrium contribution (unity in the square
brackets) and the non-equilibrium one, induced by the bias from the corresponding
source. As bias is fixed in our setup, the single-source contribution is obtained by
pinching off one of two diluters (i.e., by setting either TA or TB to zero). Experi-
mentally, another option is to set one voltage bias as zero. To describe this situation
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Fig. 4 Source of the exponential suppression of the non-equilibrium contribution in Eq. (8). Chiral-
ities of arms are indicated by thick red and blue arrows, for upper and lower arms, respectively. Red
and blue pulses denote non-equilibrium quasiparticles (in arms A and B, respectively) that Andreev-
tunnel at the central QPC. Non-equilibrum anyons that do not Andreev-tunnel are instead indicated
by black pulses. a, At time moment 0, an anyon from the upper channel triggers an Andreev-like
tunneling, leaving a fractional hole (the inverted red dashed pulse) in the upper channel. b, At a later
moment t, another fractional hole (the inverted blue dashed pulse) is created at the lower channel.
These fractional holes produce a non-trivial phase by exchanging positions with other non-equilibrium
pulses (the black ones). c and d, In comparison, for systems where anyons (rather than electrons)
tunnel at the central QPC, leading processes [46] involve braiding of non-equilibrium anyons that
do not tunnel at the central QPC (black pulses), and “vacuum bubbles” (green pulses) generated at
moments 0 and t.

analytically, a finite temperature or finite system size must be included in Eqs. (8)
and (10), to avoid the infrared divergence (see SI).

Similarly to non-interacting fermions (see, e.g., Refs. [59, 60]), connected diagrams
that introduce the phase factor exp(iνeV t), are required for non-equilibrium contri-
bution. Indeed, a non-equilibrium anyon is the prerequisite of Andreev-like tunneling.
This connected diagram is, however, believed to be unimportant when anyons are
allowed to tunnel at the central QPC. In Refs. [36, 42, 46], the so-called “bubble” dia-
grams [38] (i.e., self-contracted non-equilibrium anyon pairs) prevail over connected
ones in the current noise calculated in the strongly diluted limit. Contributions from
self-contracted anyonic pairs, however, vanish for Andreev-like tunneling to leading
order in dilution, since exchanging positions of an anyon and an electron that tunnels
at the central QPC produces only a trivial phase. This is in stark contrast to a non-
trivial phase, ±πν, which appears in the setups with anyonic tunneling at the central
QPC, where it was interpreted as the anyonic “braiding” phase [43, 46].

In addition to an electron, a fractional hole (Fig. 1c) is also generated by the
Andreev-like tunneling. As a quasiparticle with the fractional charge (ν − 1)e, this
hole can produce a non-trivial phase ±(ν − 1)π, when exchanging position with a
non-equilibrium anyon. Consequently, when considering processes of higher-order in
dilution or, equivalently, involving more non-equilibrium anyons (the black pulses in
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Fig. 4), extra non-trivial phases will be produced by “braiding” non-equilibrium anyons
and the fractional hole generated at the central QPC, at time moments 0 and t.
After the resummation over such higher-order non-equilibrium processes, we obtain the
exponential suppression factor exp {−IA0,B0t[1− exp(±2iπν)]/νe} in Eq. (8), which
has the same structure as that in Refs. [16, 36, 43, 46] but involves anyonic holes
produced from Andreev-like tunnelings, see Fig. 4.

7.3 Experiment

The measurements are realized at T ≈ 35mK on a 2DEG set to ν = 1/3. The device
includes two nominally identical source QPCs positioned symmetrically with respect
to a central QPC (see SI and Ref. [25]). Gate voltages allow us to tune the QPCs
in the configuration where the Andreev tunneling of quasiparticles takes place. The
source QPCs are set in the anyonic-tunneling regime (Fig. 1b) and exhibit a shot
noise Fano factor corresponding to a fractional charge e∗ ≈ e/3, whereas the central
QPC is tuned in the Andreev-like tunneling regime (Fig. 1c) with the tunneling charge
e∗ ≈ e, as deduced from shot noise [25]. An experimental challenge is to be able to
obtain reliably the entanglement pointer. Indeed, PAndreev is a small difference between
larger quantities measured separately, which increases the sensitivity to experimental
artifacts such as drifts in time between compared configurations or unwanted small
capacitive cross-talks. As further detailed in the supplementary information, the data
set presently used to extract the entanglement pointer was obtained following a specific
protocol reducing such artifacts. In particular, there are no changes in the device gates
voltages and the time between compared configurations is minimized. Further details
on the experiment can be found in Sec. V of the SI.

Supplementary Information. In the Supplementary Information, we provide
extra information on (i) detailed derivations of Eq. (8), on time-dependent corre-
lation functions; (ii) finite-temperature expressions; (iii) influence of interaction on
correlation functions and noises; (iv) Detailed derivation on single-particle and two-
particle expressions, for different types of correlation functions; (v) more experimental
information, and (vi) detailed information on the data analysis.
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In this Supplementary Information, we provide details on (i) Time-dependent
correlation functions of operators from each subsystem; (ii) Finite-temperature cor-
relation functions; (iii) Influence of interactions, on the tunneling-current noise; (iv)
Analysis on noises, with the picture of single-particle and two-particle scatterings; (v)
Experimental details, and (vi) Details on the experiment-theory comparison.

I. Time-dependent correlation functions at zero
temperature

In this section, we provide details of the derivation of Eq. (8) in the main text, i.e.,

correlation functions ⟨Ψ†
A(L, t)ΨA(L, 0)⟩ and ⟨Ψ†

B(L, t)ΨB(L, 0)⟩, for edges A and B,
respectively. To the leading order of tunneling at the central QPC TC , these two
correlation functions are needed to obtain both tunneling current, and current noises.

IA. Leading-order correlations

We begin with expansions of the correlation functions to leading order in dilution TA,B

at the corresponding diluter. For simplicity, in this section we take vF = e = ℏ =
1 during the derivation. For concreteness, we focus on the correlation function of
operators in edge A, i.e., ⟨Ψ†

A(L, t)ΨA(L, 0)⟩. After the leading-order expansion, the
correlator is represented as a double time integral,

DA1≡−TA
∑
η1η2

η1η2

∫∫
ds1ds2e

−iνV (s1−s2)
〈
Ψ†

A(L, t
−)ΨA(L, 0

+)ψ†
A(0, s

η1

1 )ψA(0, s
η2

2 )
〉

×
〈
ψsA(0, s

η1

1 )ψ†
sA(0, s

η2

2 )
〉

=
−TA
(2πa)3

∑
η1η2

η1η2

∫∫
ds1ds2

e−iνV (s1−s2)

(a+ it)
1
ν [a+ i(s1 − s2)χη1η2

(s1 − s2)]2ν
a

1
ν +2ν

× [a+ i(t− s1 − L)χ−η1(t− s1)][a+ i(−s2 − L)χ+η2(−s2)]
[a+ i(t− s2 − L)χ−η2(t− s2)][a+ i(−s1 − L)χ+η1(−s1)]

,

(S1)
where “A1” indicates the expansion to the leading order of TA, s1 and s2 are the
time moments when non-equilibrium anyons tunnel from sA to A, with η1 and η2 the
corresponding Keldysh indexes. The function χηη′(t− t′) reflects the relative positions
of tη and tη

′
: it equals one if tη is in front of (t′)η

′
along the Keldysh contour, equals

minus one for the opposite situation, and equals zero if t = t′ and η = η′. The
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voltage bias is included in the phase factor exp[−iνV (s1 − s2)], with the standard
transformation as introduced in, e.g., Ref. [S1].

In the main text, we comment that Eq. (S1) contains only the contribution from
“connected” diagrams, i.e., Andreev-like tunneling (at the central QPC) triggered
by an incoming non-equilibrium anyon. This process is addressed as “connected” in
the main text, because of its similarity to tunnelings of non-interacting fermionic
systems [S2, S3], where disconnected diagrams (addressed as “self-contracted any-
onic pairs” in the main text) are known to vanish. Before moving to evaluation of
connected diagrams, we pause for a while, to further clarify meanings of the termi-
nologies: connected and disconnected diagrams. Briefly, these terms are introduced in
non-interacting fermionic systems, where a disconnected diagram, corresponding to
s1 → s2, is exactly decomposable into two fully separated “sub-diagrams” that pro-
duce zero results for both current and noise. In anyonic systems, however, strictly
speaking, diagrams corresponding to s1 → s2 are not necessarily “disconnected”, due
to possible (local or non-local) “braiding” between self-contracted non-equilibrium
operators, and anyonic operators that tunnel at the central QPC. This is exactly the
case when the central QPC allows anyons to tunnel [S4–S6], where non-equilibrium
anyonic operators produce a non-trivial phase exp[iπν(η1−η2)] when “braiding” with
anyonic excitations at the central QPC. In this work, we however address the s1 → s2
as disconnected, for the convenience of discussion.

Although important for anyonic tunneling at the central QPC, disconnected
diagrams are irrelevant to Andreev-like tunnelings, to leading order in diluter trans-
mission. Indeed, the last line of DA1 [Eq. (S1)] equals exp[iπ(η1−η2)] = 1 when taking
s1 → s2, which indicates the absence of “braiding” (being “disconnected” in the phys-
ical sense) and yields a vanishing result after summations over Keldysh indexes η1 and
η2. The vanishing contribution of this leading disconnected diagram is fully reason-
able, as a non-equilibrium anyon, from the physical point of view, is the prerequisite of
an Andreev-like tunneling. Indeed, without an incoming non-equilibrium anyon, this
system is effectively equivalent to two equilibrium edges connected by a QPC, where
both anyonic and electronic tunneling processes are forbidden.

Now we move to evaluate the leading contribution from connected diagrams. Here,
we use the identity (whose validity, as discussed in Ref. [S7], requires a much smaller
bosonic short-time cutoff than the fermionic counterpart),

1

(iτ0−t)[iτ0χη1η2(s1−s2)−(s1−s2)]
[iτ0χ−η1(t−s1)−(t−s1−L)][iτ0χ+η2(−s2)−(−s2−L)]
[iτ0χ−η2(t−s2)−(t−s2−L)][iτ0χ+η1(−s1)−(−s1−L)]

=
1

(iτ0−t)[iaχη1η2
(s1−s2)−(s1−s2)]

+
1

[iτ0χ−η2
(t−s2)−(t−s2−L)][iτ0χ+η1

(−s1)−(−s1−L)]
,

(S2)
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to rewrite Eq. (S1) as

− TA
(2πτ0)3

∑
η1η2

η1η2

∫∫
ds1ds2

e−iνV (s1−s2)[iχη1η2(s1 − s2)]
2ν(i)1/ν

(iτ0 − t)1/ν [iτ0χη1η2
(s1 − s2)− (s1 − s2)]2ν

τ
1
ν +2ν
0

× [iτ0χ−η1
(t− s1)− (t− s1 − L)][iτ0χ+η2

(−s2)− (−s2 − L)]

[iτ0χ−η2
(t− s2)− (t− s2 − L)][iτ0χ+η1

(−s1)− (−s1 − L)]

χ−η2
(t− s2)χ+η1

(−s1)
χ−η1

(t− s1)χ+η2
(−s2)

=
−TA

(2πτ0)3

∑
η1η2

η1η2

∫∫
ds1ds2

e−iνV (s1−s2)

(iτ0 − t)1/ν−1[iτ0χη1η2(s1 − s2)− (s1 − s2)]2ν−1
τ

1
ν +2ν
0

× [iχη1η2
(s1 − s2)]

2ν(i)1/ν
χ−η2

(t− s2)χ+η1
(−s1)

χ−η1
(t− s1)χ+η2

(−s2)

×
{

1

(iτ0−t)[iτ0χη1η2
(s1−s2)−(s1−s2)]

+
1

[iτ0χ−η2
(t−s2)−(t−s2−L)][iτ0χ+η1

(−s1)−(−s1−L)]

}
,

(S3)
where τ0 refers to the ultraviolet cutoff (in time). In Eq. (S3), first term of the last
line corresponds to the “disconnected” diagram, which vanishes following our analysis
above. After ignoring this “disconnected” contribution, we notice that as ν < 1/2
(such that the red term is not singular), Eq. (S3) contains only two poles: s1 = −L and
s2 = t−L. We also notice that when ν > 1/2, the red term contains the pole s1 → s2
even after choosing the connected contribution [i.e., by taking the second term of the
last line of Eq. (S3)]. This is actually the case for a non-interacting fermionic system.
This complexity is, however, avoided by choosing ν < 1/2, a satisfactory requirement
for all Laughlin edge states. When considering only poles s1 = −L and s2 = t−L, we
are allowed to carry out the integral above by means of the contour integration, i.e.,∫

d(t− s2)
e−iνV (t−s2)

iτ0η2 − (t− s2)

∫
ds1

e−iνV s1

iτ0η1 + s1
= (η2 − 1)(η1 + 1)π2, (S4)

which indicates that only the option η1 = 1 and η2 = −1 is allowed, to obtain a finite
result. These choices of Keldysh indexes are related to the fact that V > 0 pre-selects
the allowed contour (i.e., upper or lower half of the complex plane) when performing
the integral. With the integrated result, we obtain

DA1 = TAe
iνV t 1

2πτ
3− 1

ν −2ν
0

1

(τ0 + it)2ν+1/ν−2
. (S5)

We can combine DA1 with the equilibrium contribution given by

DA0 ≡ τ
1
ν −1
0 (τ0 + it)−1/ν/2π, (S6)

and borrow the leading-order expression of the corresponding non-equilibrium current

IA0 = TAντ
2ν−2
0 sin(2πν)Γ(1− 2ν)(νV )2ν−1/2π2,
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to arrive at

DA0 +DA1 =
τ

1
ν −1
0

2π(τ0 + it)1/ν

[
1 + eiνV tc(ν)

IA0

(νV )2ν−1
(it)2−2ν

]
,

c(ν) =
2π2

sin(2πν)Γ(1− 2ν)ν
.

(S7)

It is instructive to compare the ν → 1 limit of Eq. (S7), where limν→1 c(ν) = 2π, with
that of a non-interacting fermionic system: the latter has the correlation function

⟨Ψ†
A(t)ΨA(0)⟩fermion =

1

2π(τ0 + it)

(
1 + eiV tTA − TA

)
. (S8)

After taking ν → 1, and IA0/V = 2πTA, we notice that the Eq. (S7) perfectly captures
the first two terms of the non-interacting fermionic result, however, misses the last
term. This missing term requires taking the s1 → s2 pole (the one marked out in red)
of Eq. (S3), after choosing the connected diagram [the second term of the last line of
Eq. (S3)]. This term is absent in Eq. (S7), as the (to be integrated) function becomes
regular when ν > 1/2 for Laughlin quasiparticles.

IB. Processes of higher-order in dilution coefficients

Now we proceed to analyze the contribution of higher-order processes involving multi-
ple non-equilibrium anyons that arrive at the central QPC between two Andreev-like
tunneling events. As has been analyzed in the main text, these non-equilibrium anyons
induce non-trivial phases, via “braiding” with fractional holes generated by Andreev-
like tunnelings. In this section, we provide a detailed analysis to illustrate this point.
We begin with the fourth-order term in the expansion of the correlation function in
diluter tunneling amplitudes (second order in TA):

DA2≡T 2
A

24

4!

∑
η1η2η3η4

η1η2η3η4

∫∫
ds1ds2ds3ds4e

−iνV (s1−s2+s3−s4)

×
〈
ψsA(0, s

η1

1 )ψ†
sA(0, s

η2

2 )ψsA(0, s
η3

3 )ψ†
sA(0, s

η4

4 )
〉

×
〈
Ψ†

A(L, t
−)ΨA(L, 0

+)ψ†
A(0, s

η1

1 )ψA(0, s
η2

2 )ψ†
A(0, s

η3

3 )ψA(0, s
η4

4 )
〉

=
T 2
A

48π5τ50

∑
η1η2η3η4

η1η2η3η4

∫∫
ds1ds2ds3ds4e

−iνV (s1−s2+s3−s4)

×
〈
ei

√
νϕsA(0,s

η1
1 )e−i

√
νϕsA(0,s

η2
2 )ei

√
νϕsA(0,s

η3
3 )e−i

√
νϕsA(0,s

η4
4 )

〉
×
〈
e
− i√

ν
ϕA(L,t−)

e
i√
ν
ϕA(L,0+)

e−i
√
νϕA(0,s

η1
1 )ei

√
νϕA(0,s

η2
2 )e−i

√
νϕA(0,s

η3
3 )ei

√
νϕsA(0,s

η4
4 )

〉
,

(S9)
which contains non-equilibrium operators taken at the four time moments: s1, s2, s3
and s4. We assume that two out of four non-equilibrium vertexes contract with electron
operators at the central QPC (corresponding to the connected diagram). The other
two then have to perform self-contraction (the disconnected diagram). Without loss
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of generality, we choose operators labeled as 3 and 4 (i.e., with time variables s3, s4,
and Keldysh indexes η3, η4) to have self-contraction. With this option, we can the last
two lines of Eq. (S9) as

τ
2ν+1/ν
0

(τ0 + it)1/ν−1[τ0 + i(s1 − s2)χη1η2(s1 − s2)]2ν−1

τ2ν0
[τ0 + i(s3 − s4)χη3η4(s3 − s4)]2ν

× 1

[τ0 + i(t− s2 − L)χ−η2
(t− s2)][τ0 + i(−s1 − L)χ+η1

(−s1)]

× [τ0 + i(t− s1 − L)χ−η1(t− s1)][τ0 + i(−s2 − L)χ+η2(−s2)]
(τ0 + it)[τ0 + i(s1 − s2)χη1η2(s1 − s2)]

× [τ0 + i(t− s3 − L)χ−η3
(t− s3)][τ0 + i(−s4 − L)χ+η4

(−s4)]
[τ0 + i(t− s4 − L)χ−η4

(t− s4)][τ0 + i(−s3 − L)χ+η3
(−s3)]

× [τ0 + i(s1 − s3)χη1η3
(s1 − s3)]

2ν [τ0 + i(s2 − s4)χη2η4
(s2 − s4)]

2ν

[τ0 + i(s1 − s4)χη1η4
(s1 − s4)]2ν [τ0 + i(s2 − s3)χη2η3

(s2 − s3)]2ν
,

(S10)
where terms in red highlight contributions from two extra non-equilibrium pairs, at
moments s3 and s4. The red term of the first line indicates the self-contraction of
two extra anyonic pairs. The last two lines, on the other hand, refer to two possible
extra phases, produced due to “braiding” between non-equilibrium operators and (i)
the fermionic operators at the central QPC, or (ii) the other two anyonic operators
(with labels 1 and 2) that participate Andreev-like tunneling. The phase from source
(i) equals

[τ0 + i(t− s3 − L)χ−η3(t− s3)][τ0 + i(−s4 − L)χ+η4(−s4)]
[τ0 + i(t− s4 − L)χ−η4

(t− s4)][τ0 + i(−s3 − L)χ+η3
(−s3)]

= exp[iπ(η3 − η4)] = 1,

(S11)
leading to a trivial result. This is a direct indicator that one electron (that tunnels at
the central QPC) does not braid with an anyon. For case (ii), the phase equals

[τ0 + i(s1 − s3)χη1η3(s1 − s3)]
2ν [τ0 + i(s2 − s4)χη2η4(s2 − s4)]

2ν

[τ0 + i(s1 − s4)χη1η4(s1 − s4)]2ν [τ0 + i(s2 − s3)χη2η3(s2 − s3)]2ν
= exp[iπν(η4 − η3)],

(S12)
which is, in contrast to that of case (i), a non-trivial phase, as it involves ν. Here this
phase factor comes from “braiding” between both source operators, and these in the
middle arm. Following the analysis above, this phase is produced due to “braiding”
between reflected anyonic holes and non-equilibrium anyons (with labels 3 and 4, of
the case under consideration) that do not participate in Andreev-like tunneling. Notice
that this phase factor actually equals the “braiding” phase in Refs. [S4, S5] for anyonic
tunnelings at the central QPC. With these two phase factors, we can figure out the
contribution of two extra non-equilibrium pairs, by integrating over s1 and s2, leading
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to ∑
η3η4

η3η4

∫∫
ds3ds4

e−iνV (s3−s4)

[τ0 + i(s3 − s4)χη3η4
(s3 − s4)]2ν

=t
(
1− e2iπν

)
2 sin(2πν)Γ(1− 2ν)(νV )2ν−1.

(S13)

Combining all factors, we arrive at

DA2 =
τ

1
ν −1
0 c(ν)

2π(τ0 + it)1/ν
IA0

(νV )2ν−1
(it)2−2νeiνV t

[
−IA0

ν

(
1− e2iπν

)
t

]
, (S14)

where the term in the square bracket has exactly the same form as that of the lead-
ing disconnected contribution of Ref. [S5]. We thus arrive at the conclusion that an
extra pair of non-equilibrium anyons, introduced by the next-leading-order processes,
induces a correction to the correlation function (of a connected diagram), due to
“braiding” between this extra pair of non-equilibrium anyons and fractional-charge
hole produced in the course of Andreev-like tunneling.

We can further extend the expansion of the correlation function to higher orders.
By doing so, non-equilibrium anyons that do not Andreev-tunnel at the central QPC
play the role of non-equilibrium anyons in Refs. [S5, S8]. A resummation is thus again
valid for non-equilibrium anyons that correspond to disconnected diagrams. We can
perform this resummation by, for instance, considering the expansion to the 2nth order
in diluter transmissions. Note that at this stage, each expanded operator can either be
a creation, or annihilation operator. Without loss of generality, we assume operators
at moments s1 and s2 as connected ones, and for the rest of them, the 2i−1th operator
(assumed as an annihiliation operator) contracted with the 2ith one (assumed as a
creation operator), with i an integer between 2 and n. For this option, the correlation
becomes

τ
2ν+1/ν
0 [τ0+i(t−s1−L)χ−η1(t− s1)][τ0 + i(−s2−L)χ+η2(−s2)]

(τ0+it)1/ν−1[τ0+i(s1−s2)χη1η2(s1−s2)]2ν−1(τ0 + it)[τ0 + i(s1−s2)χη1η2(s1−s2)]

× 1

[τ0 + i(t− s2 − L)χ−η2
(t− s2)][τ0 + i(−s1 − L)χ+η1

(−s1)]

×
n∏

j=2

∫∫
ds2j−1ds2j exp[iπν(η2j − η2j−1)]

τ2ν0
[τ0 + i(s2j−1−s2j)χη2j−1η2j (s2j−1−s2j)]2ν

,

(S15)
where the first two lines are the leading-order result, with only connected-diagram
contribution taken into consideration. The last line, on the other hand, refers to con-
tribution with extra n − 1 pairs of self-contracted non-equilibrium operators, where
the “entanglement phase”, akin to Eqs. (S11) and (S12), has already been included.
Notice that by doing so, corresponding contract option [as mentioned above Eq. (S15)]
has been taken. Importantly, following Eq. (S15), with multiple (i.e., n − 1) pairs of
self-contracted operators, the contribution of these pairs [i.e., the last line of Eq. (S15)]
simply equals the product of n − 1 copies of the single-pair result. This fact is the
prerequisite of resummation performed in e.g., Ref. [S5].
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Now we consider the number of options. To start with, we have 2n(2n − 1) ways
to choose two operators (one creation and one annihilation) for a connected diagram.
Next, we need to pair up the rest 2n − 2 non-equilibrium operators (disconnected
contractions), with the number of options

2n−1

(n− 1)!
C2

2n−2C
2
2n−4 · · · C2

2 =
(2n− 2)!

(n− 1)!
, (S16)

where the factor 2n−1 indicates that one can choose any operator of the chosen self-
contracted pair to be the creation operator, while the factor 1/(n−1)! removes repeated
options, as it does not make any difference to pick up one pair earlier or later. Now,
restoring the prefactor 1/(2n!) from the expansion, the resummation becomes

∞∑
n=1

[
−IA0

ν

(
1−e2iπν

)
t

]n−1
(2n− 2)!

(n− 1)!
(2n− 1)2n

1

(2n)!
=

∞∑
n=1

[
− IA0

ν

(
1− e2iπν

)
t
]n−1

(n− 1)!

= exp

[
−IA0

ν

(
1− e2iπν

)
t

]
,

(S17)
which equals the exponential term of Eq. (8) of the main text, after taking IA0 →
IA0/e, i.e., adding back constant factors. Finally, we arrive at correlation functions,
after resummation over disconnected pairs

∞∑
n=0

DAn=
τ

1
ν −1
0

2π(a+ it)1/ν

{
1 + eiνV tc(ν)

itIA0

(iνV t)2ν−1
exp

[
−
(
1−e2iπν

) IA0 t

ν

]}
.

(S18)

IC. Integral over time t

To obtain the expressions for the tunneling noises, Eqs. (2) and (3) of the main text,
we need to perform an integration over time for correlation functions displayed in
Eq. (8). It involves integral of the type∫

dt
e−b|t|+ict

(τ0 + it)n0
≈ 2b

(n0 − 2)(n0 − 1)
τ2−n0
0 +

4bc

(n0 − 3)(n0 − 2)(n0 − 1)
τ3−n0
0 , (S19)

where b > 0 and c are both real numbers and we have expanded the result to the
leading order in the ultraviolet cutoff τ0. For the cases we study, n0 equals 2

ν +2ν − 2
for single-source contributions, and 2

ν + 4ν − 4 for double-source ones. For Laugh-
lin quasiparticles ν ≤ 1/3, n0 > 3 is satisfied for both contributions. Following
Eq. (S19), to the leading order in a, only the value of b matters. This fact indi-
cates that, in contrast to the anyonic-tunneling case [S4, S5], for electronic tunnelings
at the central QPC, the involved integrals are dominated by the ultraviolet limit,
t → a. Within our analysis of noise, b corresponds to non-equilibrium current: IA0

or IB0 for the single-source case, and I+ = IA0 + IB0 for the double-source case.
The proportionality of the time integral to the non-equilibrium current indicates that

25



one cannot neglect disconnected diagrams (which produce the exponential suppres-
sion exp {−[1− exp(±2iπν)IA0,B0/νe]t}) when calculating noise or current, in systems
with Andreev-like tunneling.

We are now ready to calculate tunneling current and tunneling current noise, which
involve the integral of correlation functions

ST = v2F e
3TC

∫
dt
〈{

Ψ†
B(0)ΨA(0),Ψ

†
A(t)ΨB(t)

}〉
TC=0

,

IT = e2v2FTC

∫
dt
〈 [

]Ψ†
B(0)ΨA(0),Ψ

†
A(t)ΨB(t)

] 〉
TC=0

,

(S20)

where vF is the Fermi velocity. Integrals of Eq. (S20) can be evaluated with Eqs. (S19)
and (S18), leading to explicit expressions (assuming VsA = VsB = V )

IT(TA, 0) = −TC
TA
π2

2
[
IA0

ν (1− cos 2πν)
] [

e
ℏνV + IA0

eν sin 2πν
]

( 2ν + 2ν − 3)( 2ν + 2ν − 4)( 2ν + 2ν − 5)
τ0,

IT(0, TB) = TC
TB
π2

2
[
IB0

ν (1− cos 2πν)
] [

e
ℏνV + IB0

eν sin 2πν
]

( 2ν + 2ν − 3)( 2ν + 2ν − 4)( 2ν + 2ν − 5)
τ0,

IT(TA, TB) = −TC
TATB
π2

8 sin3 πν cosπν I+I−
eν2

( 2ν + 4ν − 5)( 2ν + 4ν − 6)( 2ν + 4ν − 7)
τ0,

ST(TA, 0) = TC
TA
π2

2ν sin2(πν) eIA0

(2− 3ν + 2ν2)(2− 4ν + 2ν2)
,

ST(0, TB) = TC
TB
π2

2ν sin2(πν) eIB0

(2− 3ν + 2ν2)(2− 4ν + 2ν2)
,

ST(TA, TB)=TC
TA
π2

2ν sin2(πν) eIA0

(2−3ν+2ν2)(2−4ν+2ν2)
+TC

TB
π2

2ν sin2(πν) eIB0

(2−3ν+2ν2)(2−4ν+2ν2)

+ TC
TATB
π2

2ν sin2(πν) e(IA0 + IB0)

(2− 5ν + 4ν2)(2− 6ν + 4ν2)
,

(S21)
which, in comparison to the noise, are proportional to the ultraviolet cutoff τ0.

II. Finite-temperature expressions

In the main text, we assume that both sources are fixed by the voltage bias V , with
respect to two middle edges A and B. With this assumption, single-source measure-
ment can be obtained by pinching off one of two diluters, which tunes either TA or TB
to be zero.

In real experiments, the single-source correlation measurement can be alternatively
performed by turning off either source, i.e., keeping the corresponding source grounded.
This option (i.e., taking zero voltage bias) is, however, ill-captured by Eq. (8), because
of the divergence of Eq. (10) in the V → 0 limit. Indeed, when V → 0, a finite tem-
perature must be assumed, to avoid the current divergence, and keep the diluter in
the anyonic tunneling limit. In this section, we thus take a finite temperature T . We
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assume that (i) T is much smaller than the corresponding bias, if the source is on, and
(ii) T is also large enough to keep the diluter in the anyonic tunneling limit, in which
anyons are allowed to tunnel through the diluting QPC. Notice that a finite temper-
ature, or even the temperature difference, is capable of disclosing anyonic statistical
feature [S9], due to the connection between delta-T noise (noise induced by a temper-
ature difference) and operator scaling dimension [S10–S12], which is proportional to
the filling factor.

IIA. Modifications on the non-equilibrium current

The inclusion of a finite temperature introduces two modifications: a modification of
the non-equilibrium current through diluters and the modification of contour integrals.
At finite temperatures, the non-equilibrium current through a diluter involves the
following integral:

∫
dt

(πkBT )
2νei

νeV
ℏ t

sin2ν [πkBT (τ0 + it)/ℏ]
= (2πkBT )

2ν−1 ℏ
2πΓ(2ν)

e
νeV

4πkBT

∣∣∣∣∣Γ
(
ν +

iνeV

4π2kBT

) ∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(S22)
where 2ν < 1 is assumed, as in the main text. This integral, which refers to the current
from one source, was addressed, in particular, in Ref. [S13]. With this integral, the
leading-order currents that enter the two middle edges become

IA0,B0(VsA,sB , T ) =
e2

τ0

TA,B

4π2

(
2πkBTτ0

ℏ

)2ν−1

× ν

πΓ(2ν)
sinh

(
νeVsA,sB

2kBT

) ∣∣∣∣∣Γ
(
ν +

iνeVsA,sB

2πkBT

) ∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(S23)

where VsA and VsB refer to the bias in sources sA and sB, respectively. We can briefly
capture the current features by checking the asymptotic scaling of the function that
depends on νeVsA,sB/kBT , i.e.,

sinh(x)
∣∣Γ(ν + ix/π)

∣∣2 ∝
{

x, if x≪ 1,

x2ν−1, if x≫ 1.
(S24)

Following the asymptotic features above,

IA0,B0 ∝ TA,B(eVsA,sB)
2ν−1

for νVsA,sB ≫ 2T , in agreement with Eqs. (9) and (10) of the main text. In the
opposite limit νeVsA,sB ≪ 2kBT , we get

IA0,B0 ∝ TA,B(kBT )
2ν−2eVsA,sB .
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In both limits, the current equals the product of eVsA,sB , and the renormalization
factor [max(νeVsA,sB , 2kBT )]

2ν−2, in agreement with the scaling analysis for anyonic
tunneling through a QPC.

IIB. Finite-temperature contour integral

The introduction also modifies the contour integral. In this section, we focus, with-
out loss of generality, on subsystem A. We once again take e = ℏ = vF = 1
in this subsection, to simplify the derivation. These constant factors will
be included when showing the final results. The finite-temperature situation
involves two integrals below∫
ds1

e−iνVsAs1

sinh {πT [iτ0χ+η1(−s1)−(−s1−L)]}

∫
ds2

eiνVsAs2

sinh {πT [iτ0χ−η2(t−s2)−(t−s2−L)]}

=

∫
ds1

eiνVsAs1

sinh[πT (s1 − iτ0η1)]

∫
ds2

e−iνVsAs2

sinh[πT (s2 − iτ0η2)]
,

(S25)
where we have shifted s1 → −s1 − L, s2 → −s2 + t − L, and taken the large-L
limit for the second line. These integrals contain poles at s1 = iτ0η1 + n1/T and
s2 = iτ0η2+n2/T , where n1 and n2 are integers, with their value ranges determined by
η1 and η2. Indeed, since VA > 0, integrals over s1 and s2 include the upper and lower
half-planes, respectively. As a consequence, n1 ≥ 0 if η1 = 1, and n1 ≥ 1 otherwise;
n2 ≤ 0 if η2 = −1, and n2 ≤ −1 otherwise. In contrast to the zero-temperature
case, now η1 and η2 can take both values, as thermal fluctuations allow (exponentially
suppressed) tunneling from A to sA.
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Since poles of s1 and s2 contain integer factors, the contour integrals will be
expressed in terms of series over n1 and n2. Now, the correlator DA1 is evaluated as

DA1 = − TA
(2πτ0)3

∫∫
ds1ds2

∑
η1η2

η1η2(πTτ0)
1
ν +2νe−iνVsA(s1−s2)

sin1/ν [πT (τ0 + it)] sin2ν {2π2T [τ0 + i(s1 − s2)χη1η2(s1 − s2)]}

× sin {πT [τ0 + i(t− s1 − L)χ−η1
(t− s1)]} sin {πT [τ0 + i(−s2 − L)χ+η2

(−s2)]}
sin {πT [τ0 + i(t− s2 − L)χ−η2

(t− s2)]} sin {πT [τ0 + i(−s1 − L)χ+η1
(−s1)]}

=
TA

(2πτ0)3

∑
η1η2

η1η2
(πTτ0)

1
ν +2ν

sin
1
ν −1[πT (τ0 + it)]

eiνVsAt

×
∫∫

ds1ds2
χη1η2

(s2 − s1 − t) sin1−2ν {[πT (τ0 + i(s2 − s1 − t)χη1η2
(s2 − s1 − t)]}

e−iνVsA(s1−s2) sinh[πT (s1 − iτ0η1)] sinh[πT (s2 − iτ0η2)]

=
TA

(2πτ0)3

∑
η1η2

η1η2
(πTτ0)

1
ν +2ν

sin
1
ν −1[πT (τ0 + it)]

eiνVsAt 4π2

(πT )2
(−η1) sin1−2ν(iπT tη1)

×
∞∑

n1=(1−η1)/2

∞∑
n2=(1+η2)/2

e−
νVsA

T n1e−
νVsA

T n2θ1−2ν(n1 + n2)

=
TA
2πτ0

(πTτ0)
1
ν +2ν−2

sin
1
ν +2ν−2[πT (τ0 + it)]

eiνVsAt

[
1− exp

(
−νVsA

T

)] [
1− (−1)−2ν exp

(
−νVsA

T

)]
1 + exp

(
− 2νVsA

T

) ,

(S26)
where θ(n) = 1 if n is even, and equals −1 if n becomes odd. Equation (S26) transforms
into the zero-temperature expression when VsA ≫ T , and becomes proportional to
VsA/T in the opposite limit. This fact, in combination with Eq. (S23) for the non-
equilibrium current, indicates that in the VsA ≪ T limit (i.e., when source sA turned-
off), one should replace IA0,B0/(νVsA,sB)

2ν−1 of Eqs. (8)-(10) of the main text, by the
modified expression IA0,B0/(2πT )

2ν−1.
Based on the expressions above, we conclude that one can obtain the single-source

contribution by tuning one of the source voltage biases (VsA or VsB) to zero. It is
equivalent to pinching off the corresponding diluter (i.e., setting TA or TB to zero), as
suggested in Eqs. (2) and (3) in the main text.

Finally, to end this section, we, as promised, present the result after adding back
all constant factors, leading to

DA1 =
TA
2πτ0

v2F
(πkBTτ0/ℏ)

1
ν +2ν−2

sin
1
ν +2ν−2[πkBT (τc + it)/ℏ]

eiνeVsAt/ℏ

×

[
1− exp

(
−νeVsA

kBT

)] [
1− (−1)−2ν exp

(
−νeVsA

kBT

)]
1 + exp

(
− 2νeVsA

kBT

) .

(S27)
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III. Modifications from interactions

In the main text, we comment that the entanglement pointer PAndreev has a stronger
resilience (than that of the tunneling-current noise) against interaction effects. In
this section, we demonstrate this by including the screened Coulomb interaction that
couples the charge density in edge A with the charge density in edge B. We once
again take vF = ℏ = e = 1 during derivations. These constant factors will be
re-introduced when showing the final results.

IIIA. Interaction’s effect on correlation functions

In this section, we consider the model of Fig. S1, where we introduce Coulomb inter-
action between edges A and B only in the shadowed area (i.e., −d ≤ x ≤ d in Fig. S1,
with d < L). For simplicity, we further assume a constant interaction (quantified by
the Luttinger liquid parameter K) within the interacting area ( in the experiment,
this would correspond to the effect of screening of the long-range Coulomb repulsion
by gates).

It is worth noting that in this section, we are choosing a different convention of
spatial coordinates: now the two diluters are placed at x = ±L, and the central QPC
is located at x = 0. Indeed, (formally) non-local interactions would be introduced, if
staying with the convention of other sections (i.e., in the way that x increases along
corresponding downstream directions of each edge).

Within the interacting area, Luttinger-type interactions are easily incorporated
within the bosonization approach. For our later convenience, we follow Ref. [S14], and
use canonical fields to bosonize fermionic operators ΨA and ΨB ,

ΨA(x) =
FA√
2πa

eikF xei[θ(x)−ϕ(x)], ΨB(x) =
FB√
2πa

e−ikF xei[θ(x)+ϕ(x)], (S28)

where canonical phases follow the standard commutator [ϕ(x), θ(x′)] = iπδ(x′ − x),
and are related to our original fields following ϕA = θ − ϕ and ϕB = θ + ϕ. Without
interaction, ϕA and ϕB are the right-going and left-going modes in edges A and B,
respectively. However, they are no longer chiral modes in the interacting area. Indeed,
now the left-going and right-going chiral modes become ϕ± = Kθ∓ϕ, where K refers
to the Luttinger liquid parameter. In the interacting area, edge fields and chiral fields
are connected via

ϕA(x) = ϕ+(x) +

(
1

2K
− 1

2

)
[ϕ+(x) + ϕ−(x)],

ϕB(x) = ϕ−(x) +

(
1

2K
− 1

2

)
[ϕ+(x) + ϕ−(x)].

(S29)

For later convenience, we further define

δedge ≡
1

2K
− 1

2
, (S30)
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A
B

sA

sB

x = dx = �d

x = 0

x = �L

x = L

�A = �+ + �edge(�+ � ��)

�B = �� � �edge(�+ � ��)

Fig. S1 The schematics of the model with interaction between the two edges. We choose the conven-
tion of spatial coordinate such that x increases from left to right. Two diluters and the central QPC
are placed at x = ±L and x = 0, respectively. Within the area −d ≤ x ≤ d (indicated by the shad-
owed gray box), particles in edge A interact with particles in edge B, with the interaction strength
quantified by the Luttinger parameter K. Outside the interacting area, the bosonic fields ϕA and ϕB

equal the right-going and left-going chiral fields ϕ+ (the red dashed arrow) and ϕ− (the blue dashed
arrow), respectively. Within the interacting area, ϕA and ϕB are linear combinations of ϕ+ and ϕ−.

as the parameter that quantifies the effective difference from a non-interacting sit-
uation. In addition to Eq. (S29) for the rotation of fields, interaction also modifies
the quasiparticle velocity. Indeed, following Ref. [S14], within the interacting area,
the velocity u and the Luttinger liquid parameter K are related to the inter-edge
interaction, following (after taking vF = 1)

u =
√

1− (g2/2)2, K =

√
1− g2/2

1 + y2/2
, (S31)

where g2 refers to the strength of the inter-edge Coulomb interaction (interaction
between counterpropagating bare modes). We can then express the “plasmon” velocity
in the interacting area in terms of K,

u =
2K

1 +K2
≈ 1− (K − 1)2

2
, (S32)

where we have taken the weak-interaction assumption (|K − 1| ≪ 1) to expand u
to leading order in interaction. In comparison to δedge ≈ (1 −K)/2 that is linear to
(1 − K), the leading interaction-induced modification of the velocity is quadratic in
(1 −K), underscoring a comparatively smaller correction from weak interactions. In
this section, we thus approximately take u = 1 in our calculation.

As we introduce sharp boundaries x = ±d that abruptly separate interacting
and non-interacting areas, boundary conditions should be installed at these two
boundaries. These boundary conditions describe the Fresnel scattering of bosonic
modes at the interfaces separating two media with different “optical” properties.
This type scattering gives rise to fractionalization of the charge excitations at the
interfaces [S15–S18].

Briefly, since edges A and B are spatially separated, we can enforce current conser-
vation in each edge separately, at different boundaries. For the boundary at x = −d,
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the incoming current in edge A equals ∂xϕA/(2π). This current should be equal to the
current in edge A, right into the interacting area. The current conservation requires
the knowledge of current operators inside and outside of the interacting area. More
specifically, outside the interacting area, ϕA,B(x, t) = ϕ±(x ∓ t), meaning that the
current operator

ÎA,B(|x| > d) = −∂tϕ±(x∓ t)/2π = ±∂xϕ±/2π

(as a reminder, we take Fermi velocity vF = 1 for simplicity in this work). Inside the
interacting area, instead ϕA,B(x, t) = (1+ δedge)ϕ±(x∓ t)+ δedgeϕ∓(x± t), leading to
a modified current operator (we recall that we have neglected the difference of u from
1, which is quadratic in the interaction strength)

ÎA,B(|x| < d) = −1 + δedge
2π

∂tϕ±(x∓ t)− δedge
2π

∂tϕ∓(x± t)

= ±1 + δedge
2π

∂xϕ±(x∓ t)∓ δedge
2π

∂xϕ∓(x± t).

(S33)

Current conservation then leads to the following relations between the phases at the
interfaces:

ϕA(−d−) = ϕ+(−d+) + δedge[ϕ+(−d+)− ϕ−(−d+)],
ϕB(d

+) = ϕ−(d
−) + δedge[−ϕ+(d−) + ϕ−(d

−)],
(S34)

where superscript ± in d± labels the right and left sides, respectively, of a given bound-
ary. Since ϕA,B are free chiral fields in the non-interacting regions, with expressions
of Eq. (S34), one can keep track of the positions of ϕ± fields at earlier time moments,
to express fields at diluters as

ϕA(−L, s)=ϕA(−d, s+L−d)=(1+δedge)ϕ+(−d, s+L−d)−δedgeϕ−(−d, s+L−d),
ϕB(L, s) = ϕB(d, s+ L− d) = (1 + δedge)ϕ−(d, s+ L− d)− δedgeϕ+(d, s+ L− d).

(S35)
For further convenience, it is useful to imagine an auxiliary wire where the inter-

action region would be extended to the positions of diluters. In the interacting part
of our setup, |x| < d, the chiral fields are equivalent to those in the auxiliary one:
ϕ±(x, t) = ϕ̃±(x, t). In the auxiliary system, we can further use ϕ̃+(−d, s + L − d) =
ϕ̃+(L, s) and ϕ̃−(−d, s+L− d) = ϕ̃−(−2d+L, s). Thus, the fields ϕA,B(−L, s) in the
noninteracting parts of our setup near the diluters can be replaced by the combinations
of the chiral fields ϕ̃± of the virtual wire, where interaction is everywhere:

ϕA(−L, s) → (1 + δedge)ϕ̃+(−L, s)− δedgeϕ̃−(−2d+ L, s), (S36)

ϕB(L, s) → (1 + δedge)ϕ̃−(L, s)− δedgeϕ̃+(2d− L, s). (S37)

Equations (S35) indicate that although field operators at two diluters are non-
interacting, they can be written in terms of two counter-propagating fields of the
auxiliary wire. This substitution of fields is taken since ϕA and ϕB are not indepen-
dent fields at the central QPC [see Eq. (S38) below]. In what follows, for brevity, we
will remove the tildes from fields in the virtual wire.
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With these expressions, we are ready to analyze the correlation function, in the
presence of interaction. To begin with, after including interactions, the correlator at
the central QPC becomes

TC
〈
TKΨ†

A(0, t
−)ΨB(0, t

−)Ψ†
B(0, 0

+)ΨA(0, 0
+)

〉
=

TC
(2πa)2

〈
TKe

−i 1√
ν
[ϕA(0,t−)−ϕB(0,t−)]

e
i 1√

ν
[ϕA(0,0+)−ϕB(0,0+)]

〉
=

TC
(2πa)2

〈
TKe

−i 1√
ν
ϕ+(0,t−)

e
i 1√

ν
ϕ+(0,0+)

〉〈
TKe

i 1√
ν
ϕ−(0,t−)

e
−i 1√

ν
ϕ−(0,0+)

〉
,

(S38)

where now we need to evaluate the correlation function for ± modes, instead of A
and B modes. As a reminder, Eq. (S38) can not capture the situation where edges
A and B are biased at different voltages, as this situation requires the inclusion
of another voltage-difference-dependent (and time-dependent) phase factor: in this
non-equilibrium case the ± modes are not at equilibrium. However, we can still use
Eq. (S38) for calculating perturbative expansions in diluter’s transmissions even in
the single-source case, since all the involved averages will be taken with respect to the
equilibrium state.

As a direct consequence of interaction between the edges, now we cannot evaluate
the correlation function of each subsystem (A and B) separately. For instance, when
considering leading-order expansion at the upper diluter, the modified DA2 of Eq. (S9)
contains correlations like [following ϕA − ϕB = ϕ+ − ϕ−, as given by Eq. (S38)]:

∑
η1η2

η1η2

∫∫
ds1ds2

〈
e−i

√
νϕsA(−L,s

η1
1 )ei

√
νϕsA(−L,s

η2
2 )

〉
eiνV (s1−s2)

×
〈
TKe

−i
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√
ν e

i
ϕ+(0,0+)

√
ν e

i
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√
ν e

−i
ϕ−(0,0+)

√
ν ei

√
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η1
1 )e−i

√
νϕA(−L,s

η2
2 )

〉
=

∑
η1η2

η1η2

∫∫
ds1ds2

τν0 e
iνV (s1−s2)

[τ0 + i(s1 − s2)χη1η2
(s1 − s2)]ν

×
〈
TKe

−i 1√
ν
ϕ+(0,t−)

e
i 1√

ν
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ei
√
ν(1+δedge)ϕ+(−L,s

η1
1 )e−i

√
ν(1+δedge)ϕ+(−L,s

η2
2 )

〉
×
〈
TKe

i
ϕ−(0,t−)

√
ν e

−i
ϕ−(0,0+)

√
ν e−i

√
νδedgeϕ−(L−2d,s

η1
1 )ei

√
νδedgeϕ−(L−2d,s

η2
2 )

〉
=

∑
η1η2

η1η2

∫∫
ds1ds2

eiνV (s1−s2)τ
1
2ν +2ν̃
0

(τ0 + it)
1
2ν [τ0 + i(s1 − s2)χη1η2(s1 − s2)]2ν̃

×
{
[τ0 + i(t− s2 − L+ 2d)χ−η2

(t− s2)][τ0 + i(−s1 − L+ 2d)χ+η1
(−s1)]

[τ0 + i(t− s1 − L+ 2d)χ−η1
(t− s1)][τ0 + i(−s2 − L+ 2d)χ+η2

(−s2)]

}δedge

×
{
[τ0 + i(t− s2 − L)χ−η2(t− s2)][τ0 + i(−s1 − L)χ+η1(−s1)]
[τ0 + i(t− s1 − L)χ−η1(t− s1)][τ0 + i(−s2 − L)χ+η2(−s2)]

} ν̃
ν

,

(S39)
where ν̃ ≡ ν(1+δedge) is influenced by interaction. Notice that bosonic operators with
different chirality have different correlations: ⟨ϕ±(x, t)ϕ±(x′, t′)⟩ ∝ ln[(t∓x)−(t′∓x′)].
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The last line of Eq. (S39) refers to the Coulomb-interaction-influenced “tanglement”
of the right-going field ϕ+. It reduces to the last line of Eq. (S1) for the non-interacting
case, after taking δedge = 0. The last but one line instead refers to the field from the left-
going field ϕ−. This term is fully interaction-induced, as ϕ− and ϕA are uncorrelated
for the non-interacting situation.

We proceed by taking s1 → s2 in equation above, to visit the disconnected diagram.
We also perform shifts in time s1 → s1 −L and s2 → s2 −L, with which the last two
lines of Eq. (S39) equal

{
[τ0 + i(t−s1+2d)η2][τ0 + i(−s1+2d)η1]

[τ0 + i(t−s1+2d)η1][τ0+i(−s2+2d)η2]

}δedge { [τ0+i(t−s1)η2][τ0+i(−s1)η1]
[τ0+i(t−s1)η1][τ0+i(−s1)η2]

} ν̃
ν

.

(S40)
The second part of Eq. (S40), which corresponds to the so-called “braiding”
between right-going non-equilibrium anyons and ϕ+ mode at the central QPC, equals
exp[iπ(η2 − η1)ν̃/ν]. In contrast to the non-interacting result, this phase is non-
trivial, and will not vanish after summations over Keldysh indexes. The first term
of Eq. (S40) instead indicates the “braiding” between the ϕ− mode at the central
QPC, and counter-propagating non-equilibrium anyonic mode in the interacting area.
In this section, we assume the large-d situation (d > t), with which this extra term
equals one, a trivial value. Notice that for a small value of d (more specifically, when
2d < s1, s2 < t), this term equals exp[iπδedge(η2 − η1)]. Combining this factor with
the previous one (i.e., exp[iπ(1 + δedge)(η2 − η1)]), the total “tanglement” part equals
exp[iπ(1 + 2δedge)(η2 − η1)] when considering disconnected diagrams, leading to an
even stronger modification from interactions.

As another important piece of message, Eq. (S40) indicates that, when considering
disconnected diagrams in the large-d assumption, interactions mainly influence the
correlation between ϕA at the diluter and ϕ+ at the central QPC. The ϕA − ϕ−
correlation instead remains negligible even with interaction involved. Similarly, even
for the interacting situation, we only need to worry about the correlation between ϕB
at the diluter and ϕ− at the central QPC.

In addition to disconnected diagrams, the interaction between edges A and B also
influences the connected contraction. Briefly, by choosing the connected contraction
(i.e., s1 → t−L and s2 → −L), integrals over s1 and s2 of Eq. (S39) can be rewritten
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as

(S39) =
τ

1
2ν +2ν̃
0

(τ0 + it)
1
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ν

Γ2
(
ν̃
ν

) ,

(S41)
where Iν̃=ν refers to the non-interacting result, where ν̃ = ν. The factor multiplying
Iν̃=ν describes the modification from interactions.

With both modifications induced by the interaction taken into consideration, we
arrive at modified correlation functions (notice, importantly, that the suppressing
factor of the connected part is also influenced by interactions)

〈
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=
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eν
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(S42)

where the first term in each correlation function comes from interaction-induced dis-
connected diagrams. Notice that IA0 and IB0 are not influenced, as both diluters,
where the non-equilibrium current values are emitted, are outside of the interacting
area. In Eq. (S42), we have added back constant factors.

IIIB. Interaction effects on noise

With interaction-modified correlation functions, Eq. (S42), we are ready to calculate
the tunneling-current noise in the presence of interactions. More explicitly, in the
paragraphs below, we will show that in the strongly diluted limit, interaction-induced
disconnected diagrams [i.e., those yielding the first terms of Eq. (S42)] have the chance
to produce a dominant contribution. Indeed, by picking up the first terms in both
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lines of Eq. (S42), we obtain the correction of the tunneling current noise

Sint
disconnected =TC

τ
2
ν −2
0

4π2

∫
dt
e
−
(
1−e2iπ

ν̃
ν

)
IA0t

eν −
(
1−e−2iπ ν̃

ν

)
IB0t

eν

(τ0 + it)2/ν

≈TC
1

4π2

2ν2eI+
[
1− cos

(
2π ν̃

ν

)]
(2− 2ν)(2− ν)

,

(S43)

where I+ ≡ IA0 + IB0, and we keep only leading power of the ultraviolet cutoff a.
A careful inspection of Eq. (S43) discloses two interesting features. As the first one,
in contrast to Eqs. (2) and (3) of the main text, Sint

disconnected, which comes from the
interaction-induced disconnected diagrams, does not explicitly depend on TA and TB
(although implicitly it depends on these two quantities through I+). This fact indicates
that Sint

disconnected can become much larger than the interaction-free results [i.e., terms
in Eqs. (2) and (3) of the main text] in the strongly diluted limit.

With interaction involved, the original single-source and double-source tunneling
current noises become

Sint
1A,1B = TC

TA,B

π2Γ2
(
ν̃
ν

) ν {1− cos[2πν̃]} eIA0,B0 + ν
[
1− cos

(
2π ν̃

ν

)]
eIB0,A0

(2− 3ν + 2ν̃ν)(2− 4ν + 2ν̃ν)
,

Sint
2 =TC

TATB

π2Γ2
(
ν̃
ν

) ν [1− cos(2πν̃)] eI+
(2− 5ν + 4ν̃ν)(2− 6ν + 4ν̃ν)

.

(S44)

Equation (S44) also contains corrections from interactions, as indicated by its explicit
dependence on ν̃. The modification is proportional to the interaction parameter
δedge = (ν̃ − ν)/ν in the weak-interacting limit. Since Sint

1A,1B ∝ TA,B , S
int
2 ∝ TATB

are proportional to small tunneling probabilities, we clearly see that the interaction-
induced disconnected diagrams can introduce a correction, Sint

disconnected, that prevails
over other interaction effect, given large enough interaction or strong enough dilu-
tions. Actually, the correction from disconnected diagrams can even become potentially
comparable to interaction-free results.

As another feature of Eq. (S43), the contribution from the interaction-induced
disconnected diagrams is proportional to the total non-equilibrium current I+ = IA0+
IB0, which is a sum of the partial contributions of the two edges (this separation into
the parts associated with the two edges occurs in spite of the electrostatic between
them). This proportionality, importantly, indicates that Sint

disconnected, which becomes
dominant in the strongly diluted limit (as analyzed above), can be avoided by removing
single-source tunneling noises from the double-source one. This removal of single-
source contribution is indeed what is taken into account by the design of PAndreev,
which gives rise to a strong resistance of PAndreev against interactions. We emphasize
that the proportionality of Sint

disconnected to I+ arises from the fast decay in time 2/ν > 1,
in the integral of Eq. (S43). Indeed, for anyonic tunneling, 2ν < 1, the result of the
integral instead contains an anomalous power of the non-equilibrium current [S5].

Before closing this section, we stress that Sint
1A,1B contains a contribution ∝

TA,BIB0,A0 that vanishes with either source off—the same as S2. Physically, this term
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refers to the situation where a tunneling electron from edge A (or B) “braids” with
non-equilibrium anyons in edge B (or A). When interaction is weak, this term leads to
the interaction-induced correction ∝ TB,Aδedge. This fact indicates that our invented
function PAndreev is only weakly influenced by interactions, as long as δedge ≪ TA,B ,
when the interaction-induced electron-anyon “braiding” is negligible.

IV. Single-particle and two-particle analysis

In the main text, we provide analysis on the tunneling current noise and cross corre-
lation noise. In this section, we show details on how to arrive at Eq. (5) of the main
text.

As is known (see e.g., Refs. [S19, S20]) single-particle and two-particle scatter-
ing pictures apply to the analysis of non-interacting fermionic and bosonic systems,
where non-equilibrium particles participate in scatterings at the tunneling QPC. This
tunneling of non-equilibrium particles at the QPC turns out to be crucial to the appli-
cation of the scattering method. Indeed, in Refs. [S4, S5, S8] where non-equilibrium
anyons do not tunnel at the central QPC, the obtained result fully disagrees with
the scattering-theory-expression of Ref. [S21]. This inapplicability of scattering theory
greatly reduces the transparency of anyonic scatterings. For the Andreev situation,
luckily, the leading contribution once again involves tunnelings of non-equilibrium
particles, thus enabling the application of scattering theory. Indeed, as a piece of
evidence, now correlation functions Eq. (8) can be divided into the equilibrium and
non-equilibrium contributions, which is impossible for Refs. [S4, S5, S8] that allow
anyons to tunnel.

IVA. The tunneling current noise

We first look into the tunneling current noise. As the classical benchmark, we begin
by considering the reducible tunneling current noise〈

Î2T
〉
dist

=WA(1−WB)WC +WB(1−WA)WC +WAWB2WC(1−WC)

= (WA +WB)WC − 2W 2
CWAWB ,

(S45)

where ÎT is the operator for the tunneling current from A to B, “dist” is short for
“distinguishable”, whileWA andWB refer to the probability to have a non-equilibrium
anyon from sources A and B, respectively. We notice that Eq. (S45) contains a term
W 2

CWAWB that is proportional to the two-particle scattering probabilityWAWB . This
term however disappears in the irreducible correlation, after the removel of the current
average product ⟨ÎT⟩2 = W 2

C(WA −WB)
2. Indeed, now the irreducible correlation of

the distinguishable case becomes

⟨δÎ2T⟩dist = (WA +WB)WC − (W 2
A +W 2

B)W
2
C , (S46)

where δÎT ≡ ÎT − ⟨ÎT⟩ is tunneling current fluctuation operator. Here Eq. (S46) is
irrelevant to the two-particle scattering probability ∝ WAWB . More specifically, it
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equals the summation of that of two independent single-particle tunneling processes: a
solid benchmark for the missing of quantum statistics. This fact, importantly, indicates
that one can observe the statistical message from bilinear terms ∝WAWB .

Now we move to consider indistinguishable particles. When two anyons arrive at the
central QPC simultaneously, the chance to have an Andreev-like tunneling is modified,
in comparison to the distinguishable case. For simplicity, we call the chance to have
the Andreev-like tunneling (when two anyons collide) as P anyon

Andreev, leaving 1−P anyon
Andreev

the chance without the Andreev-like tunneling. The modification only exists in the
reducible part, leading to

sT=⟨δÎ2T⟩=WA(1−WB)WC+WB(1−WA)WC+WAWBP
anyon
Andreev−W 2

C(WA−WB)
2

= (WA +WB)WC − (W 2
A +W 2

B)W
2
C +WAWBP

stat
Andreev,

(S47)
where P stat

Andreev = P anyon
Andreev − P dist

Andreev is the function that quantifies the Andreev-
like tunneling probability from pure anyonic statistics. Indeed, P stat

Andreev equals the
difference between two functions: (i) the chance of Andreev-like tunneling when two
distinguishable anyons collide at the central QPC, P dist

Andreev = 2WC(1−WC); and (ii)
the function P anyon

Andreev that refers to the Andreev-like tunneling when all anyons are
indistinguishable. After removing statistics-irrelevant contributions [first two terms of
Eq. (S47), which perfectly equals that in Eq. (S46)], the rest noise discloses the influ-
ence of anyonic statistics on Andreev-like tunnelings. Actually, by comparing Eq. (S47)
to Eqs. (2) and (3) of the main text, i.e.,

S1A = TC
TA
π2

2ν sin2(πν)eIA0

(2− 3ν + 2ν2)(2− 4ν + 2ν2)
,

S1B = TC
TB
π2

2ν sin2(πν)eIB0

(2− 3ν + 2ν2)(2− 4ν + 2ν2)
,

S2 =TC
TATB
π2

2ν sin2(πν)eI+
(2− 5ν + 4ν2)(2− 6ν + 4ν2)

,

(S48)

one immediately notice that S1A+S1B corresponds to the linear term (the first term)
of Eq. (S47). Its bilinear term, on the other hand, is captured by S2. With this message
in mind, and the definition of PAndreev in the main text, we can also express PAndreev

as

PAndreev =
1

eI+

∫
dϵWAWBP

stat
Andreev(ϵ). (S49)

As another feature, all tunneling current noise expressions do not contain fractional
charge ν, as only electrons are allowed to tunnel through the central QPC. As will be
shown shortly, this feature greatly contrasts that for cross and auto correlations.
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Before ending this subsection, we can obtain values of WA, WB , and P
stat
Andreev by

comparing Eq. (S47) and Eqs. (2)-(3) of the main text

WA =
h

e2
∂V IA0

ν
, WB =

h

e2
∂V IB0

ν
,

P stat
Andreev = TC

TATB
π2

e2

h

2ν sin2(πν)

(2− 5ν + 4ν2)(2− 6ν + 4ν2)

WA +WB

WAWB
,

(S50)

where the value of P stat
Andreev depends on the combination of microscopic tunneling

amplitudes, i.e., (TA+TB)TC . Here, the dependence on (TA+TB) can be removed by
dividing the function by the non-equilibrium current I+ = IA0 + IB0 ∝ TA + TB .

IVB. Cross correlation noise

Now we move to consider the cross correlation noise. Once again, we start with the
distinguishable situation. By distinguishable, we refer to an imagined situation where
anyons in A and B are marked out in different ways, and thus being distinguishable
from each other. However, tunnelings at the central QPC still resort to Andreev-like
tunnelings that accompany reflections of holes with fractional charges. The reducible
part of the cross correlation noise then becomes

⟨ÎAÎB⟩dist=(ν−1)WCWA(1−WB)+(ν−1)WCWB(1−WA)

+WAWB

[
P dist
Andreev(ν

2−1)+(1−P dist
Andreev)ν

2
]

= (ν − 1)WC [WA(1−WB) +WB(1−WA)] +WAWB

(
ν2 − P dist

Andreev

)
,

(S51)
while the current average product now equals ⟨ÎA⟩⟨ÎB⟩ = [νWA − WC(WA −
WB)][νWB +WC(WA −WB)], where the factor of ν refers to the fractional charge
of an non-equilibrium anyon, and the factor of “1” in the other term (the term pro-
portional to WC) refers to the transmission of a full electron across the central QPC.
With the reducible noise, and the current average product, we arrive at the irreducible
cross correlation noise

⟨δÎAδÎB⟩dist = −(1− ν)WC(WA +WB)−WC(ν −WC)(W
2
A +W 2

B), (S52)

which, similarly as the tunneling current noise Eq. (S47), does not contain the bilin-
ear contribution ∝ WAWB , and thus can be considered as the summation of two
single-particle processes. The second term of Eq. (S52), corresponding to the current
average product of single-source situation, has an apparent Andreev tunneling signa-
ture: the charge equals ν (corresponding to the non-equilibrium anyon) without charge
tunneling, but becomes ν−1 (corresponding to the reflected hole) after the tunneling.
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Now we move to the physical situation, where anyons in edges A and B are
indistinguishable, leading to the irreducible cross correlation function

sAB = ⟨δÎAδÎB⟩anyon
= (ν−1)WCWA(1−WB)+(ν−1)WCWB(1−WA)

+WAWB

[
P anyon
Andreev(ν

2−1)+(1−P anyon
Andreev)ν

2
]

= (ν − 1)WCWA(1−WB) + (ν − 1)WCWB(1−WA)

+WAWB

{
(P dist

Andreev + P anyon
Andreev − P dist

Andreev)
(
ν2 − 1

)
+[1− (P dist

Andreev + P anyon
Andreev − P dist

Andreev)]ν
2
}

= (ν−1)WCWA(1−WB)+(ν−1)WCWB(1−WA)

+WAWB

[
P dist
Andreev

(
ν2−1

)
+(1−P dist

Andreev)ν
2
]
−WAWB(P

anyon
Andreev − P dist

Andreev)

= −(1− ν)WC(WA +WB)−WC(ν −WC)(W
2
A +W 2

B)−WAWBP
stat
Andreev.

(S53)
Comparison between Eqs. (S47) and (S53) shows that for the leading-contribution,
i.e., terms linear in WA or WB , the tunneling noise and the cross correlation noise
are proportional to each other. This proportionality agrees with the experimental
measurement of Ref. [S22]. More importantly, the bilinear term, i.e., the statistics-
induced contribution, can be extracted via either tunneling current noise, or the cross
correlation: indeed, the obtained statistics-induced noise has only a difference in sign.
This result indicates that one can obtain the entanglement pointer of Andreev-like
tunnelings, through either tunneling current, or cross correlation noise measurements,
whichever is more convenient.

In our previous work Ref. [S23], we define another entanglement pointer PE , for
the integer situation. With its previous definition, and Eq. (S53) for cross correlation
of the anyonic version, we find out that

PE =

∫
dϵsAB(WA,WB , ϵ)− sAB(WA, 0, ϵ)− sAB(0,WB , ϵ)

= −
∫
dϵWAWBP

stat
Andreev(ϵ),

(S54)

which is proportional to the integral of the statistics-influenced central factor P stat
Andreev.

In addition, since WAWBP
stat
Andreev is the only bilinear (in WA and WB) term in both

ST and SAB , the function PE can also be obtained with tunneling current noise, with
only an extra minus sign in definition.

IVC. The auto-correlation

Finally, we move to consider two auto-correlations, ⟨δÎ2A⟩anyon and ⟨δÎ2B⟩anyon. Once
again, we start with the benchmark scenario where anyons in A are distinguishable

40



from those in B. In this case, the reducible correlations equal

⟨Î2A⟩dist = ν2(1−WC)WA(1−WB) +WCWB(1−WA) +WCWA(1−WB)(1− ν)2

+WAWB

[
P dist
Andreev

2
(ν − 1)2 +

P dist
Andreev

2
(ν + 1)2 + (1− P dist

Andreev)ν
2

]
= ν2WA(1−WB)+WC [WB(1−WA)+(1−2ν)WA(1−WB)]+WAWB(P

dist
Andreev + ν2),

⟨I2B⟩dist = ν2(1−WC)WB(1−WA) +WCWA(1−WB) +WCWB(1−WA)(1− ν)2

+WAWB

[
P dist
Andreev

2
(ν − 1)2 +

P dist
Andreev

2
(ν + 1)2 + (1− P dist

Andreev)ν
2

]
= ν2WB(1−WA)+WC [WA(1−WB)+(1−2ν)WB(1−WA)]+WAWB(P

dist
Andreev+ν

2)
(S55)

We can again use the current averages ⟨ÎA⟩ = νWA −WC(WA −WB) and ⟨ÎB⟩ =
νWB +WC(WA −WB), to rewrite the reducible correlations into irreducible ones

⟨δÎ2A⟩dist =WA[WC + ν(1−WA)(ν − 2WC)] +WBWC − (W 2
A +W 2

B)W
2
C ,

⟨δÎ2B⟩dist =WB [WC + ν(1−WB)(ν − 2WC)] +WAWC − (W 2
A +W 2

B)W
2
C ,

(S56)

which also display the separation of contributions from different edges. For the sit-
uation where all anyons are perfectly indistinguishable, once again only the value of
P dist
Andreev is replaced by P anyon

Andreev, leading to modified auto-correlations

sAA = ⟨δÎ2A⟩anyon =WA[WC + ν(1−WA)(ν − 2WC)] +WBWC

− (W 2
A +W 2

B)W
2
C +WAWBP

stat
Andreev,

sBB = ⟨δÎ2B⟩anyon =WB [WC + ν(1−WB)(ν − 2WC)] +WAWC

− (W 2
A +W 2

B)W
2
C +WAWBP

stat
Andreev,

(S57)

which contains the same form of the statistical term WAWBP
stat
Andreev, as that in

Eqs. (S47) and (S53), for tunneling current noise and cross correlation, respectively.
In addition, the same as cross correlation and tunneling current noise, the only bilin-
ear term of auto correlations equal WAWBP

stat
Andreev, meaning that PAndreev can also

be measured with the auto correlation,i.e.,

PAndreev =
[ST(TA, 0) + ST(0, TB)− ST(TA, TB)]

eI+

= − [SAB(TA, 0) + SAB(0, TB)− SAB(TA, TB)]

eI+

=
[SAA(TA, 0) + SAA(0, TB)− SAA(TA, TB)]

I+

=
[SBB(TA, 0) + SBB(0, TB)− SBB(TA, TB)]

eI+
,

(S58)
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Fig. S2 E-beam micrograph of the experimental device (cf. Ref. [S22]), which is schematically
shown in Fig. 1 of the main text. The QPCs are formed by applying negative voltages to metallic
gates deposited at the surface (darker with bright edges). The chiral edge channels are displayed as
continuous black lines with arrows. The tunneling processes take place along the dashed lines. The
source QPCs in subsystems A and B are set for e/3 quasiparticle tunnelings, whereas the central
QPC is tuned to e quasielectron tunnelings. The tunneling quasiparticles are ascertained from shot
noise measurements of the tunneling charge, in the presence of a direct voltage bias applied to the
considered QPC.

with similar definitions, by removing single-source contributions. Here SAA ≡∫
dt⟨δÎA(t)δÎA(0)⟩ and SBB ≡

∫
dt⟨δÎA(t)δÎB(0)⟩ refer to auto correlations.

V. Experiment

In this section, we briefly describe the experimental setup of Ref. [S22] used to
obtain the data, which we analyze in the main text in the context of the theory of
entanglement pointer.

The experiment is performed on the Ga(Al)As device shown in Fig. S2 (see
Ref. [S22] for details). It is cooled at an electronic temperature of 35mK and set at
the center of the ν = 1/3 fractional quantum Hall plateau. The spectral density of
the current auto- and cross-correlations

〈
δÎ2A

〉
,
〈
δÎ2B

〉
and

〈
δÎAδÎB

〉
are simultane-

ously measured around a frequency of 0.86MHz. The dc currents IA,B,T are obtained
by integrating the differential conductances ∂IA,B,T/∂VsA,sB directly measured by
standard lock-in techniques at frequencies below 100Hz.

Importantly, the present data-theory comparison is performed on a specific data
set, which was measured following a protocol optimized to limit as much as possible
any changes between the different configurations of the sources. This is essential for the
entanglement pointer, which is obtained from the small difference of large signals. Note
that the data shown in the main text of Ref. [S22] do not fully follow the procedure
described below:
First, the source QPCs are activated not by changing the gate voltage controlling
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their transmission parameter TA,B but instead by setting the dc bias voltage VsA,sB to
V . Indeed, changing the gate voltage controlling one source (e.g. in branch A) would
also change the other transmissions (TB and TC) by capacitive crosstalk, and thereby
introduce unwanted artifacts in PAndreev. Note that the applied dc bias voltage itself
also acts electrostatically on the QPCs. This can play a role, as further discussed in the
experiment-theory comparison, yet it is a smaller effect since the bias voltage changes
(VsA,sB ≲ 0.1mV) are much smaller than the gate voltage changes to open or close a
QPC (∼ 1V).
Second, the necessary averaging time is split in several sequences alternating between
the following successive configurations: (i) source sA is ON and sB is OFF (VsA = V ,
VsB = 0), (ii) source sA is OFF and sB is ON (VsA = 0, VsB = V ), (iii) The central
QPC is directly voltage biased for tunneling charge characterization, and (iv) sources
sA and sB are both ON (VsA = VsB = V ). This allows us to effectively cancel out
in PAndreev the small drifts of the QPCs with time, which could otherwise have a
noticeable impact.

VI. Details on the experiment-theory comparison

In this section, we present details of the experiment-theory analysis that leads to
Fig. 3 of the main text. To begin with, Fig. 3a shows the raw data from Ref. [S22].
Following Fig. 3a, the sum of the two single-source cross-correlation functions has a
larger magnitude than that of the double-source cross correlation. This apparently
disagrees with our major results Eqs. (4) and (6), which instead predicts a larger
magnitude of the correlation function for the double-source scenario.

The origin of this discrepancy can be understood by noticing Fig. 3b, where the
values of the transmission coefficient in the single-source settings clearly deviate from
their corresponding double-source values. This deviation is minor and implicit when
plotting with V (VsA or VsB); it however becomes manifest if plotting with the total
nonequilibrium current I+, as in Fig. S3e. This can be attributed to the non-local
electrostatic effects present in the setup . Depending on the bias voltages the overall
electrostatic potential landscape changes, thus shifting the edges in real space. This
shift affects the transparency of the barriers between the edges.

Therefore, in order to compare the single-source and double-source current corre-
lation functions, a rescaling of the double-source transmission is required (see below
for detailed steps). In addition, following Fig. S3a, transmission probabilities WA,
WB greatly deviate from the non-interacting chiral Luttinger liquid prediction (i.e.,

WA,B ∝ I
(2ν−2)/(2ν−1)
+ , denoted by the gray dashed line of the inset of Fig. S3a),

which implies the energy and/or voltage dependence of the bare transmission proba-
bilities TA and TB in the Hamiltonian. In particular, the voltage dependence can be
again related to the global electrostatics of the setup. In this work, this dependence is
included by working with differential noises.

Below, we list the steps of the data processing that lead to Fig. 4 of the main text.
More specifically, Fig. 4 contains four sets of data: the “theoretical data” [obtained
from Eq. (3) of the main text], and the rescaling of the experimental data.

Theoretical data:
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To obtain the “theoretical data” following Eq. (3) of the main text, one needs to
know the tunneling parameters (TA, TB and TC), and the ultraviolet cutoff τ0, from
the experimental data. Here, we take the following steps.

(i) The effective transmission probabilities WA(VsA, VsB = 0) and WB(VsA =
0, VsB) for the single-source cases, defined as

WA(VsA, 0) =
∂IA0

∂VsA

h

νe2
, WB(0, VsB) =

∂IB0

∂VsB

h

νe2
, (S59)

are experimentally obtained by applying a small AC voltage on top of a DC background
voltage (shown in Fig. S3b).

(ii) Next, we find the values of WC(VsA, VsB = 0) and WC(VsA = 0, VsB) for the
single-source scenario. These two quantities, defined as

WC(VsA, 0) =
∂IT
∂IA0

ν, WC(0, VsB) = − ∂IT
∂IB0

ν, (S60)

are also experimentally obtained by applying a weak AC bias on top of a relatively
large DC background.

(iii) We obtain the value of the ultraviolet cutoff, with Eq. (S21), or more
specifically,

τ0 =
ℏ

νVsA

IT(VsA, 0)

ST(VsA, 0)

2− 5ν + 2ν2

2[ν +WA(VsA, 0) sin(2πν)]

=
ℏ

νVsB

IT(0, VsB)

ST(0, VsB)

2− 5ν + 2ν2

2[ν +WB(0, VsB) sin(2πν)]
.

(S61)

Afterwards, we obtain the values TA, TB and TC , using

WA(VsA, 0) = TA(VsA, 0)
sin(2πν)Γ(1− 2ν)

2π2

(
τ0νeVsA

ℏ

)2ν−2

,

WB(0, VsB) = TB(0, VsB)
sin(2πν)Γ(1− 2ν)

2π2

(
τ0νeVsB

ℏ

)2ν−2

,

WC(VsA, 0)=TA(VsA, 0) TC [I+(VsA)]
2ν2

π2

(1−cos 2πν)
[
ν2 e

ℏVsA+
IA0(VsA)

e sin 2πν
]

(2−3ν+2ν2)(2−4ν+2ν2)(2−5ν+2ν2)
τ0,

WC(0, VsB)=TB(0, VsB) TC [I+(VsB)]
2ν2

π2

(1−cos 2πν)
[
ν2 e

ℏVsB+ IB0(VsB)
e sin 2πν

]
(2−3ν+2ν2)(2−4ν+2ν2)(2−5ν+2ν2)

τ0.

(S62)
Notice that in Eq. (S62), all transmission coefficients are expressed as functions of the
corresponding voltages. The coefficients TA, TB and TC , which would be constants in
a conventional Luttinger liquid theory, depend on voltage through the energy and/or
voltage dependence of bare transmission probabilities. This leads to the deviation of
the voltage dependencies of currents and noises from the expressions predicted by the
Luttinger liquid theory, where voltage enters in the form of an anomalous scaling.
With the above procedure, we have thus included the extra (non-Luttinger) voltage
dependence of coefficients that appear in the Hamiltonian, (i.e., ζA, ζB and ζC).
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Fig. S3 Data used to obtain Fig. 3c of the main text. a, Transmissions WA and WB at diluters, for
single-source and double-source situations. The x-axis refers to the non-equilibrium current through
the corresponding diluter. The single-source and double-source data agrees amazingly with each
other. For each value of the non-equilibrium current, WA and WB have a small deviation, indicating
different barrier amplitudes at upper and lower diluters. b, Effective transmission at the central
QPC, for single-source settings. c, The value TATBTC obtained from Eq. (S63). When calculating
differential noise, we would like to omit contributions from the points that greatly deviate from the

fit ∼ I
4/3
+ . d, The differential noise obtained from Eq. (3) of the main text. Its integral over I+ leads

to blue points of Fig. 3c of the main text. e, The linear fit (the gray dashed line) of the transmission
probability WC at the central QPC. f, The differential noise, obtained after the rescaling of the
double-source noise. It is rather noisy, in comparison to that of d. Its integral over I+ leads to red
points of Fig. 3c of the main text.

(iv) To obtain entanglement pointer [given by Eq. (4) of the main text], we also
need to know the value of the product TATBTC , with the equality

TATBTC=
√
WAWBW 2

C

π4

ν3

(
τ0νeV

ℏ

)1−2ν
(2−3ν+2ν2)(2−4ν+2ν2)(2−5ν+2ν2)

sin(2πν)[1− cos(2πν)]Γ(1− 2ν)
,

(S63)
where explicit and implicit dependencies on VsA = VsB = V have been omitted for
simplicity. The factor W 2

C under the square root is the product of two single-source
contributions: W 2

C = WC(V, 0)WC(0, V ). The dependence of TATBTC on I+ is pre-
sented by Fig. S3c. To avoid influence from strong fluctuation, we neglect points that

greatly deviate from the fitting ∼ I
4/3
+ (red line of Fig. S3c). This dependence of TA,

TB and TC , as analyzed at the beginning of this section, leads to the deviation of the
I+(V ) dependence predicted by the Luttinger liquid theory (where I+ ∝ V 2ν−1). The
product TATBTC obtained this way from the measured data has a meaning of “would-
be” product of “virtual” Luttinger-liquid transmission probabilities that would yield
the same current at given voltages in the experiment.

(v) We are now ready to calculate the differential noise, which is defined as s2(I+) ≡
∂I+S2(I+) (shown in Fig. S3d). The integral of s2(I+) yields the blue points in Fig. 3c
of the main text.

Rescaling of the experimental data:
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In this part, we will use current as the argument ofWC for clarity of the description
of the procedure. We consider the same values of total current I+ in the single-source
(where I+ = IA0 or I+ = IB0) and double-source (where IA0 = IB0 = I+/2) scenarios.

(i) For a given value of I+, read out the data of single-source effective transmission
probabilities WC(I+, 0) and WC(0, I+), following the definition of Eq. (S60). We also
obtain the double-source effective transmission amplitudesWC(I+/2, I+/2), defined as

WC(I+/2, I+/2) ≡ ν
∂IT(I+, I−)

∂I−

∣∣∣∣∣
I−=0

. (S64)

Once again, it is experimentally obtained by applying a weak AC voltage on top of a
DC background. However, different from single-source scenarios, the measurement of
WC(I+/2, I+/2) requires the application of equal AC bias in both sources. For double-
source situations, the total non-equilibrium current is larger than that of single-source
ones. We thus have to take a linear fit (shown in Fig. S3e), to rescale WC(I+/2, I+/2)
for the entire relevant range of I+.

(ii) For each value of I+, we obtain the differential cross correlation for double-
source correlations, i.e., sAB,double(I+) ≡ ∂I+SAB(I+/2, I+/2). We then rescale the
double source differential noise, following

sAB,modified(I+) ≡ sAB,double(I+)
WC(I+, 0) +WC(0, I+)

2WC(I+/2, I+/2)
. (S65)

We further use s2,modified(I+) ≡ sAB,modified(I+)− sAB,single(I+, 0)− sAB,single(0, I+),
where the latter two are the single-source differential noises.

(iii) Finally, we integrate s2,modified over the relevant current range, to obtain the
modified double-source noise

SAB,modified(I+) ≡
∫ I+

0

dIs2,modified(I). (S66)

The plot of the function s2,modified(I+) is presented in Fig. S3f.

References

[S1] C. L. Kane and Matthew P. A. Fisher, “Transmission through barriers and
resonant tunneling in an interacting one-dimensional electron gas,” Phys. Rev.
B 46, 15233–15262 (1992).

[S2] Gerald D. Mahan, Many-particle physics (Springer, New York, 2000).

[S3] Henrik Bruus and Karsten Flensberg, Many-Body Quantum Theory in Con-
densed Matter Physics: An Introduction, 2nd ed. (Oxford University Press,
London, 2004).

46

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.46.15233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.46.15233


[S4] Bernd Rosenow, Ivan P. Levkivskyi, and Bertrand I. Halperin, “Current cor-
relations from a mesoscopic anyon collider,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 156802
(2016).

[S5] June-Young M. Lee and H. S. Sim, “Non-Abelian anyon collider,” Nature
Communications 13, 6660 (2022).

[S6] June-Young M. Lee, Changki Hong, Tomer Alkalay, Noam Schiller, Vladimir
Umansky, Moty Heiblum, Yuval Oreg, and H. S. Sim, “Partitioning of diluted
anyons reveals their braiding statistics,” Nature 617, 277—281 (2023).

[S7] Michele Filippone and Piet W. Brouwer, “Tunneling into quantum wires: Reg-
ularization of the tunneling Hamiltonian and consistency between free and
bosonized fermions,” Phys. Rev. B 94, 235426 (2016).

[S8] Tom Morel, June-Young M. Lee, H.-S. Sim, and Christophe Mora, “Fractional-
ization and anyonic statistics in the integer quantum Hall collider,” Phys. Rev.
B 105, 075433 (2022).
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