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We investigate the generation of an entangled electron pair emerging from a system composed of
two quantum dots attached to a superconductor Cooper pair beam splitter. We take into account
three processes: Crossed Andreev Reflection, cotunneling, and Coulomb interaction. Together, these
processes play crucial roles in the formation of entangled electronic states, with electrons being in
spatially separated quantum dots. By using perturbation theory, we derive an analytical effective
model that allows a simple picture of the intricate process behind the formation of the entangled
state. Several entanglement quantifiers, including quantum mutual information, negativity, and
concurrence, are employed to validate our findings. Finally, we define and calculate the covariance
associated with the detection of two electrons, each originating from one of the quantum dots with
a specific spin value. The time evolution of this observable follows the dynamics of all entanglement
quantifiers, thus suggesting that it can be a useful tool for mapping the creation of entangled
electrons in future applications within quantum information protocols.

I. INTRODUCTION

Entanglement, as a resource, is a central key in the
experimental realization of quantum computation. The
generation of entangled states has recently been investi-
gated across a range of physical systems [1]. Nevertheless,
preparing entangled particles and quantifying or detect-
ing the degree of entanglement can be challenging. Some
works use the reconstruction of the density matrix to cal-
culate fidelity with a target state [2]. In other cases, an
entanglement witness is used [3] to probe the degree of
entanglement. Nowadays, quantum computers capable
of executing quantum algorithms rely on superconductor
circuits [4], among other possibilities [5]. The integra-
tion of any physical platform based on superconductors
with other systems is strategic, since certain operations
can be performed faster in those other systems. In this
scenario, a hybrid architecture with superconductors and
semiconductor nanostructures emerges as an interesting
possibility. Several physical phenomena couple these two
systems, making such integration promising.

In a previous work, some of us investigated a Cooper-
pair beam splitter, a physical system that couples a su-
perconductor lead of Cooper pairs with two separated
quantum dots [6–8]. This system has been explored re-
cently, and important reports include the first experi-
mental detection of spin cross correlations [9]. Subse-
quently, we present a proof of principle of how measure-
ments of quantum transport of electrons can be used to
prove an optical effect in the nanostructure: the forma-
tion of an Autler-Townes doublet. The superconductor
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device enables the transfer of pairs of electrons with op-
posite spins between two coupled quantum dots through
a crossed Andreev reflection (CAR) process. An intrigu-
ing question is as follows: Are there quantum correlations
between these electrons? If the answer is yes, an exist-
ing degree of entanglement can be used as a resource for
applications on quantum computing. Indeed, the poten-
tial for the Andreev process to serve as entanglers was
pointed out by Recher, et al. in 2001 [10]. However,
some questions, such as the quantum dynamics, the evo-
lution of the degree of entanglement, and the effects of
decoherence, remain unanswered.

In this work, we propose employing a Cooper-pair
beam splitter as a viable source of entangled electrons,
with potential applications in quantum information and
computation protocols, similar to the established utiliza-
tion of entangled photons [11, 12]. We explore the quan-
tum dynamics of the system, modeling the crossed An-
dreev reflection (CAR) and cotunneling, and studying
the evolution of the degree of entanglement between the
two emerging electrons as they transit from the system
to two connected reservoirs in the hybrid system.

We begin with a general second-quantization Hamilto-
nian and first check the properties of the physical system,
in order to find a two-particle subspace where the gen-
eration of an entangled state is possible. This involves
constructing an effective two-particle Hamiltonian and a
two-qubit model. Then, we explore the full Hamiltonian
to understand the general properties of the entanglement
of the eigenstates and the quantum dynamics of the sys-
tem. This is achieved by defining tomographic entan-
glement indicators that capture the overall behavior of
entanglement in the physical system of interest. Based
on previous experience [13–16], we calculate several en-
tanglement measurements along with the covariance and
compare these results with the insights provided by the
effective model. This allows us to propose the physical
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conditions necessary for producing entangled electrons.
This paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II, we

present our physical system and models, including the ef-
fective two-particle model and the two-qubit model. Ad-
ditionally, we provide definitions for measurements and
entanglement indicators to be used in our analysis. Sec-
tion III is dedicated to show the results of the properties
of the degree of entanglement between the electrons in
our physical system, and in Sec. IV we discuss the fea-
sibility of the generation of the entangled particles in a
realistic physical system. Finally, Sec. V presents our
concluding remarks.

II. THEORETICAL FORMALISM

A. Physical system and Model

The physical system of interest, shown in Fig. 1, con-
sists of two quantum dots - quantum dot 1 (QD1) and
quantum dot 2 (QD2) - connected through a supercon-
ductor lead. This configuration is known as a Cooper-
pair beam splitter (CPBS). This kind of device creates
or annihilates a pair of electrons with opposite spins at
the quantum dot levels, in a process known as crossed An-
dreev reflection (CAR) [17, 18]. In Fig. 1, we illustrate a
scenario in which the conduction bands were occupied by
an electron with spin up in QD1 and spin down in QD2.
Zeeman splitting is given by δ1 and δ2, respectively. In
contrast to our previous work [6], we now consider co-
tunneling (CT) between the dots. Additionally, we take
into consideration the effects of both intra- and inter-
dot Coulomb repulsion. This combination, coupled with
crossed Andreev reflection (CAR), leads to the forma-
tion of entangled states for electrons spatially separated
within each quantum dot. The modeling Hamiltonian
reads as

H = Hz +Hc +Hcar +Hct, (1)

where,

Hz =

2∑

j=1

δj
2 (Nj↑ −Nj↓) . (2)

Hc = J (N1↑N1↓ +N2↑N2↓)

+J ′ (N1↑ +N1↓) (N2↑ +N2↓) ,

Hcar = ∆
(
d†1↑d

†
2↓ − d†1↓d

†
2↑

)
+ h.c.,

Hct = γ
(
d†1↑d2↑ + d†1↓d2↓

)
+ h.c.,

Here, the diagonal terms areHz, which describes the Zee-
man splitting of the energy levels, given by δj/2 (j = 1, 2
labeling the quantum dots in the nanostructure), and the
Hamiltonian Hc, which accounts for intra- and inter-dot
Coulomb repulsion with strengths J and J ′, respectively.
The non-diagonal terms include Hcar, which accounts
for the CAR process with strength ∆, and Hct, which

FIG. 1. (Color online) Sketch of the physical system, illustrat-
ing the main parameters and interactions. Each quantum dot
is represented by black dashed-line circles, with spin-up and
spin-down states indicated by red and blue ellipses within each
respective dot. Dotted blue lines represent Zeeman splitting
with value δj ; dashed gray lines represent one of the effective
CAR processes with strength ∆; dot-dashed lines represent
effective cotunneling processes of strength γ for the spin-up
(blue lines) and spin-down (red lines) states. The gray arrows
denote the coupling with fermionic reservoirs with a rate Γj .
The index j = 1, 2 labels the quantum dots. The Coulomb
repulsion of strengths J and J ′ is not illustrated here.

describes cotunneling between QD1 and QD2, associated
with the parameter γ. In the equations, the operators djσ
(d†jσ) annihilate (create) an electron with spin σ (σ =↑, ↓
taken along the z direction) in QDj , and Njσ = d†jσdjσ
is the number operator for quantum dot QDj and spin
σ.
As indicated in [18], the Jordan-Wigner transformation

proves to be a suitable method for transitioning from
the second-quantization formalism to a more convenient
representation for calculating physical quantities related
to quantum information. Our set of four annihilation
operators can be written as follows,

d1↑ = σ− ⊗ I⊗3
2 ,

d1↓ = σz ⊗ σ− ⊗ I⊗2
2 ,

d2↑ = σ⊗2
z ⊗ σ− ⊗ I2, (3)

d2↓ = σ⊗3
z ⊗ σ−,

where σ± = (σx ± iσy)/2 with σx, σy, and σz being
the standard Pauli matrices. Within this representation
our model acquires a clear mapping in a 24-dimensional
space, with a basis given by {|Φn⟩} → {|Φ0⟩ = |0000⟩,
|Φ1⟩ = |0001⟩, |Φ2⟩ = |0010⟩, |Φ3⟩ = |0011⟩, |Φ4⟩ =
|0100⟩, |Φ5⟩ = |0101⟩, |Φ6⟩ = |0110⟩, |Φ7⟩ = |0111⟩,
|Φ8⟩ = |1000⟩, |Φ9⟩ = |1001⟩, |Φ10⟩ = |1010⟩, |Φ11⟩ =
|1011⟩, |Φ12⟩ = |1100⟩, |Φ13⟩ = |1101⟩, |Φ14⟩ = |1110⟩,
and |Φ15⟩ = |1111⟩}. It is important to notice that our
model can be thought of as four coupled subsystems with
two levels in each, i.e., |0⟩ and |1⟩. The state |0⟩ (|1⟩)
corresponds to having one (zero) electron in the sub-
system. Specifically, the index sequence in the kets fol-
lows the rule |(1−N1↑), (1−N1↓), (1−N2↑), (1−N2↓)⟩.
This basis covers all possible combinations of occupa-
tions, spanning from the state with no particles, |1111⟩
(all four levels empty), to the state with four particles,
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|0000⟩ (all four levels occupied), in the quantum dot lev-
els. This is particularly useful for quantum systems at-
tached to reservoirs that can either drain all particles
from the system or inject particles into the system. This
approach was originally developed in the context of Lind-
blad operators in Ref. [19].

B. The two-particle effective Model

To investigate the physical conditions leading to the
creation of entangled pairs of electrons, it is valid to
project the full 24-dimensional model into a reduced one
composed of 22 states, as previously demonstrated in [20–
22]. Specifically, we are interested in states resulting from
the CAR processes, where each dot hosts one electron
with opposite spin. To achieve this goal, we need to
identify the relevant states among the 24 states of the
entire basis. First, we can examine the eigenvalues in the
absence of the crossed Andreev reflection (∆ = 0) and
cotunneling (γ = 0). Under these conditions, the Hamil-
tonian becomes diagonal, with the following 24 eigenval-
ues:

• a zero-particle state with energy ε1111 = 0;

• four one-particle states with energies given by
ε1101 = δ2/2 ε1110 = −δ2/2, ε0111 = δ1/2, and
ε1011 = −δ1/2;

• six two-particle states with ε0011 = ε1100 = J ,
ε0101 = J ′ + δ1/2 + δ2/2, ε0110 = J ′ + δ1/2− δ2/2,
ε1001 = J ′ − δ1/2 + δ2/2, ε1010 = J ′ − δ1/2− δ2/2;

• four three-particle states with ε0001 = J + 2J ′ +
δ2/2, ε0010 = J+2J ′+δ2/2, ε0100 = J+2J ′+δ1/2,
ε1000 = J + 2J ′ − δ1/2; and

• one four-particle state with energy ε0000 = 2J+4J ′.

As we are looking for entangled two-electron states orig-
inating from different quantum dots, we concentrate on
four of the six states within the two-particle subspace, di-
vided into two sets: one is the pair {|0110⟩ , |1001⟩} and
the other is {|1010⟩ , |0101⟩}. From this pair of subspaces,
the first subspace, consisting of the states |0110⟩ and
|1001⟩, is a potential candidate since these states meet
the requirement imposed by the superconductor lead: to
put or take back a pair of electrons with two different
spins from different quantum dots. A suitable set of pa-
rameters put the energies ε0110 and ε1001 in a resonant
condition, while keeping them off resonance with other
states. Assuming J ̸= 0, J ′ ̸= 0, J ̸= J ′, δ1 = δ2 ̸= 0, we
have ε0110 = ε1001 = J ′.
The idea now is to obtain an effective two-level model,

such that

Heff =

[
ε0 Ω
Ω∗ ε0

]
(4)

is written in the basis {|0110⟩, |1001⟩}. To achieve this
goal, we calculate the four elements of Heff as follows:

⟨a|Heff |b⟩ = ⟨a|H0 |b⟩+
∑

m

⟨a|V |m⟩ ⟨m|V † |b⟩
E − Em

, (5)

where H0 is the diagonal part of the Hamiltonian, i.e.,
H0 = Hc+Hz, and V accounts for the non-diagonal terms
of the Hamiltonian, i.e., V = Hcar +Hct, as defined in
(2). Considering, E ≈ J ′, we find

Ω = ⟨0110|Heff |1001⟩ (6)

= −∆2

[
1

J ′ −
1

2J + 3J ′

]
− 2γ2

J ′ − J
,

while for the diagonal term we get

ε0 = ⟨0110|Heff |0110⟩ (7)

= J ′ +
2γ2

J ′ − J
+

∆2

J ′ − ∆2

2J + 3J ′ .

A similar expression holds for ⟨1001|Heff |1001⟩. With
this effective model, we can describe the free quantum
dynamics, i.e., not taking into account decoherence pro-
cesses, according to

|ψ(t)⟩ = e−
iε0t
ℏ

[
cos

(
Ωt

ℏ

)
|0110⟩ − i sin

(
Ωt

ℏ

)
|1001⟩

]
.

(8)
From that, we can examine, for instance, the probabilities
of finding the state |0110⟩ and |1001⟩, P0110 = cos2

(
Ωt
ℏ
)

and P1001 = sin2
(
Ωt
ℏ
)
, respectively. This analytical re-

sult will be useful for comparing and validating our nu-
merical (exact) calculations. Additionally, it provides a
characteristic timescale given by the frequency Ω, an im-
portant parameter for experimental purpose in the actual
generation of the entangled electrons. Our numerical re-
sults will be calculated as a function of

θ = Ωt, (9)

with ℏ = 1.

C. The Two-Qubit Model

To elucidate the origins of the entanglement prop-
erties and prepare the model for future applications
on quantum computing, it is highly desirable to
write a two-qubit (2QB) model. To achieve this
goal, we extend the aforementioned two-particle effec-
tive model to a four-dimensional space spanned by
{|0101⟩ , |0110⟩ , |1001⟩ , |1010⟩}. Let us proceed with the
following equivalence,

|01⟩ ≡ |0⟩ , |10⟩ ≡ |1⟩ , (10)

turning the basis as given to {|00⟩ , |01⟩ , |10⟩ , |11⟩}. No-
tice that the states |00⟩ ≡ |0101⟩ and |11⟩ ≡ |1010⟩ are
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inert; that is, they do not couple to any other state in the
present model. This can be verified through a straight-
forward check of the matrix representation of the full
Hamiltonian. However, these states are important in our
description as they facilitate the construction of a two-
qubit model. With this basis extension, we can rewrite
the effective model in a four-dimensional space as

H2QB
eff =



ε00 0 0 0
0 ε01 Ω 0
0 Ω ε10 0
0 0 0 ε11


 , (11)

with ε00 ≡ ε0101 = J ′+ δ1
2 + δ2

2 , ε11 ≡ ε1010 = J ′− δ1
2 − δ2

2 ,
and ε01 ≡ ε0110 = ε10 ≡ ε1001 = ε0. Seeking clarity, it is
worth noting that the Hamiltonian can be expressed as

H2QB
eff =



δ + J ′ 0 0 0

0 ξ + J ′ Ω 0
0 Ω ξ + J ′ 0
0 0 0 −δ + J ′


 , (12)

where δ = δ1
2 + δ2

2 and ξ = 2γ2

J′−J + ∆2

J′ − ∆2

2J+3J′ . By
performing an energy shift, transforming H into H −
(ξ + J ′)I, the Hamiltonian takes the form

H2QB
eff =



δ − ξ 0 0 0
0 0 Ω 0
0 Ω 0 0
0 0 0 −δ − ξ


 . (13)

This makes it somewhat simpler to identify a two-qubit
Hamiltonian. Let us begin by examining the off-diagonal
elements. Observe that

σ+ ⊗ σ− + σ− ⊗ σ+ =



0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0


 , (14)

provides the desired off-diagonal structure outlined in

Eq. (13). Using that σ+ =
σx+iσy

2 and σ− =
σx−iσy

2 ,

we can write σ+⊗σ−+σ−⊗σ+ = 1
2 (σx⊗σx+σy ⊗σy),

so that the off-diagonal part of the Hamiltonian becomes
Ω
2 (σx⊗σx+σy⊗σy). For the diagonal elements, we may
notice that

1

2
(σz ⊗ σz + I ⊗ I) =



1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1


 , (15)

and also

(σ+σ− ⊗ I + I ⊗ σ−σ+) =



1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 −1


 . (16)

Combining Eqs. (14) and (15) we construct the swap
gate [23]. Incorporating all these matrix structures, the

effective Hamiltonian takes the form

H2QB
eff =

Ω

2
(σx ⊗ σx + σy ⊗ σy) (17)

−ξ
2
(σz ⊗ σz + I ⊗ I)

+δ(σ+σ− ⊗ I + I ⊗ σ−σ+).

For quantum dynamics, as the initial state is taken to be
|01⟩ = |0110⟩ and only the state |10⟩ = |1001⟩ is accessed,
we can simply assume for practical purposes that

H2QB
eff =

Ω

2
(σx ⊗ σx + σy ⊗ σy), (18)

with Ω as defined in Eq. (6). This bipartite model effec-
tively describes a system composed of two quantum dots,
as illustrated in Fig. 1, with a specific focus on transitions
between the states |01⟩ = |0110⟩ and |10⟩ = |1001⟩. With
this newly derived two-qubit effective Hamiltonian, we
will solve the Schrödinger equation and obtain the den-

sity matrix ρ2QB
eff , which will be used in the next section

to calculate the concurrence.

D. Entanglement indicators

In order to compute entanglement properties within
the full model, described by the Hamiltonian in Eqs. (1)
and (2), and particularly relevant for an open system
such as quantum dots connected to leads, we employ von
Neumann entropy. This measure is defined as follows:

ξ
(j)
svne = −Tr (ρj log2 ρj). (19)

Here ρj (j = 1, 2) represents the density matrix for quan-
tum dot QDj [24]. In other words, let ρ be the density
matrix of the entire system QD12, i.e., a 16×16 matrix
based on the computational basis. The density matrix ρ1
is obtained by taking the trace over index k and l of the
basis |ijkl⟩, specifically corresponding to the degrees of
freedom of the subsystem QD2. In mathematical terms,
this is expressed as ρ1 = Tr2(ρ). Similarly, ρ2 is com-
puted as Tr1(ρ), with the trace taken over labels i and j
of the basis. Moreover, we use the quantum mutual infor-
mation (ξqmi) and negativity, both being valuable metrics
for quantifying quantum correlations. To be precise, the
quantum mutual information is defined as:

ξqmi = ξ
(1)
svne + ξ

(2)
svne − ξ

(12)
svne, (20)

where ξ
(12)
svne = −Tr (ρ log2 ρ), while the negativity is writ-

ten as

ξ
(1)
neg =

1

2

∑

k

(|Lk| − Lk) . (21)

The negativity is a measure of entanglement based on the
Horodecki criterion [25]. In this context, {Lk} represents



5

the set of eigenvalues of ρT1 , which is the partial trans-
pose of the density matrix ρ of the full system QD12 with

respect to the subsystem QD1. Equivalently, ξ
(2)
neg can be

defined in terms of the partial transpose ρT2 . For ease of

notation, we will hereafter refer to ξ
(1)
svne as ξsvne and ξ

(1)
neg

as ξneg (where ξ
(1)
neg = ξ

(2)
neg). In the following sections, we

employ scaled counterparts, denoted as ξ̃qmi = ξqmi/2 and

ξ̃neq = 2ξneg, facilitating a more straightforward compar-
ison.

We also consider a tomographic entanglement indica-
tor referred to as εtei. To establish this indicator, we
initially define the following tomographic entropies. The
bipartite tomographic entropy is given by,

S12 = −
∑

n

⟨Φn|ρ|Φn⟩ log2 ⟨Φn|ρ|Φn⟩. (22)

Here, {|Φn⟩} is a convenient basis set selected to charac-
terize the entire system QD12. The tomographic entropy
for the subsystem is then given by:

Sj = −
∑

k

⟨ϕ(j)k |ρj |ϕ(j)k ⟩ log2 ⟨ϕ(j)k |ρj |ϕ(j)k ⟩, (23)

where {|ϕ(j)k ⟩} is the basis corresponding to the subsys-

tem QDj . Here, |ϕ(1)k ⟩ ⟨ϕ(1)k | = Tr2 (|Φk⟩ ⟨Φk|), where Tr2
denotes the partial trace over subsystem QD2. Similar

expressions hold for {|ϕ(2)k ⟩}. The mutual information
εtei is expressed in terms of the tomographic entropies
defined above, as:

εtei = S1 + S2 − S12. (24)

In earlier studies [13, 26], it has been shown that εtei
can exhibit signatures of entanglement, making it a valu-
able entanglement indicator applicable across a range of
quantum systems, including continuous-variable and spin
systems. We have applied a similar procedure to compre-
hend the entanglement behavior in the superconducting
double quantum dot structure, which is the physical sys-
tem of interest in the present work.

Finally, we use concurrence, as defined by Woot-
ters [27], as an entanglement quantifier for the 2QB
model. After obtaining the solution of the Schrödinger
equation for the effective 2QB Hamiltonian in Eq. (18),

denoted as ρ2QB
eff , we define an auxiliary Hermitian op-

erator R =

√√
ρ2QB
eff ρ̃2QB

eff

√
ρ2QB
eff [28], where ρ̃2QB

eff =

(σy ⊗ σy)ρ
2QB∗
eff (σy ⊗ σy) is the spin-flipped matrix, with

ρ2QB∗
eff being the complex conjugate of ρ2QB

eff . The concur-

rence is calculated as C(ρ2QB
eff ) = max(0, λ1−λ2−λ3−λ4),

where λk (k = 1, . . . , 4) represents the k -th eigenvalue of
the operator R in decreasing order.

In this subsection, we have defined different entangle-
ment indicators that are used to examine the different
facets of quantum correlation. For instance, negativity
explores a subset of quantum-correlated states that vio-
late the Horodecki criterion, while indicators such as ξqmi

estimate the extent of quantum correlation more gener-
ally. Comparing these two indicators as the states evolve
temporally, we see that while the exact values of the in-
dicators differ from each other, the quantitative trends
conform well with each other. Further, the tomographic
indicator εtei, even with a classical definition in terms
of Shannon entropies, holds promise and advantage as
it can be computed using projections obtained from a
single basis set. We note that the set of projections cor-
responding to a single basis set is merely the probability
distribution in that basis. It carries no information about
the relative phases between these basis states, and such
relative phases are crucial for a complete reconstruction
of the state. This tedious reconstruction procedure is cir-
cumvented by choosing indicators such as εtei. Measures
such as the concurrence, while useful in estimating the
extent of entanglement, are limited solely to systems that
can be effectively reduced to two qubits.

E. Measurement possibilities

To establish a connection between the preceding en-
tanglement indicators and potential experimental detec-
tion, we assess covariances. Measurement techniques [29]
frequently used in the context of quantum dots suggest
that it is more convenient to estimate the extent of en-
tanglement through the expectation values of appropri-
ately selected observables. For instance, covariances can
be directly obtained from joint measurements of the ob-
servable N1↑N2↓, making them ideal candidates in a real
experiment. An interesting covariance in the context of
our physical system is defined as:

Cov (N1σ, N2σ′) = 4|⟨N1σN2σ′⟩ − ⟨N1σ⟩⟨N2σ′⟩|, (25)

This quantity checks the correlation between the pop-
ulation of the state with spin σ in QD1 and the state
with spin σ′ in QD2. Additionally, we notice that the
covariance is scaled by an overall factor of 4 for ease of
comparison. While not conventionally recognized as a
standard entanglement indicator, the covariance in the
present system provides a reasonably accurate estimate
of the entanglement magnitude. The advantage of using
such a non-standard entanglement indicator is that it can
be computed directly from experimental data, bypassing
the need for state reconstruction.
With our analytical expression in Eq. (8), we can cal-

culate the covariance defined in Eq. (25). For instance,
we evaluate

Cov (N1↑, N2↓) = 4|⟨N1↑N2↓⟩ − ⟨N1↑⟩⟨N2↓⟩|. (26)

The first term can be written as

⟨N1↑N2↓⟩ = [cos θ ⟨0110|+ i sin θ ⟨1001|] .N1↑N2↓

. [cos θ |0110⟩ − i sin θ |1001⟩]
= cos2 θ. (27)
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Also

⟨N1↑⟩ = ⟨N2↓⟩ = cos2 θ, (28)

so

Coveff (N1↑, N2↓) = 4 cos2 θ sin2 θ, (29)

with θ being the quantity defined in Eq. (9). We will
compare this analytical covariance with the numerical
data obtained from the complete model, as defined by
Eq. (1).

III. ENTANGLEMENT PROPERTIES IN
DOUBLE QUANTUM DOT SYSTEM

A. Entanglement properties and structure of the
eigenstates

In this section, we discuss several aspects related to the
properties of the set of eigenstates considering the full
Hamiltonian given by Eqs. (1) and (2). We numerically
solve the Schrödinger equation

H |ψn⟩ = En |ψn⟩ , (30)

obtaining the eigenenergies, En, and the corresponding
eigenstates, |ψn⟩, labeled by n (with n = 0, 1, ..., 15), of
the Hamiltonian defined in Eq.(1). In our numerical com-
putations, we set ∆ = 0.05J ′, γ = 0.005J ′, J = 4J ′, and
δ1 = δ2 = 0.5J ′ as physical parameters (see Sec. IV for
details). The parameters are adjusted to ensure that the
levels ε0110 and ε1001 are virtually coupled to each other,
while being energetically well separated from the other
levels. This fulfills the condition that we believe is nec-
essary to construct entangled states composed of |0110⟩
and |1001⟩. In Fig. 2 we use the notation {|ψ0⟩ , ..., |ψ15⟩}
for the eigenstates and {|Φ0⟩ , ..., |Φ15⟩} for the computa-
tional basis, as defined earlier.

In Fig. 2, we plot the projection |⟨Φi|ψn⟩|2 in each of
the 16 basis states {|Φn⟩} for each |ψn⟩, arranged in or-
der of increasing energy (from lowest to highest). In blue,
we highlight pairs of eigenstates with values of ξsvne ∼ 1,
which also have high values of εtei, a quantity mirror-
ing the behavior of von Neumann entropy. While the
computation of ξsvne for a given state requires complete
knowledge of that state, the calculation of εtei only de-
mands the set of projections {|⟨Φi|ψn⟩|2}, obtained for

each i in a specific basis set. The latter could be use-
ful in cases where such projective measurements in the
basis {|⟨Φi|ψn⟩|2} are experimentally feasible. By check-
ing the values of the energy (refer to the label for each
panel), the eigenstates are arranged in pairs, which form
an anticrossing. Notice that the pairs of highly entan-
gled eigenstates are all superpositions of two elements of
the computational basis with almost equal contributions.
Upon delving deeper into the analysis of the eigenstates,
we can sort them into four separate sets:

1. Pure states: eigenstates |ψ2⟩ (no particles), |ψ5⟩,
|ψ8⟩, and |ψ15⟩ (four particles).

2. One-particle entangled (with vacuum) states:
eigenstates |ψ0⟩, |ψ1⟩, |ψ3⟩, and |ψ4⟩.

3. Two-particle entangled states: eigenstates |ψ6⟩,
|ψ7⟩, |ψ9⟩, and |ψ10⟩ (dark blue bars in Fig. 2).

4. Three-particle entangled states: eigenstates |ψ11⟩,
|ψ12⟩, |ψ13⟩, and |ψ14⟩.

In our numerical and analytical analysis, we will con-
centrate on set (3) mentioned above. Specifically, our
focus will be on the eigenstates |ψ6⟩ and |ψ7⟩, correspond-
ing to a superposition of the basis states |6⟩ = |0110⟩ and
|9⟩ = |1001⟩, as highlighted in dark blue in Fig. 2. In rela-
tion to the system of interest, it is valuable to examine the
covariances corresponding to the four different combina-
tions of spin states and dots. Table I shows the computed
values for the four quantities corresponding to each eigen-
state in Fig. 2. Notably, the values of Cov (N1↑, N2↓) and
Cov (N1↓, N2↑) are different from zero only for the eigen-
states |ψn⟩ with n = 6, 7, 9, and 10, as illustrated by the
dark-blue bars in the figure. We observe non-zero val-
ues for Cov (N1↓, N2↓) and Cov (N1↑, N2↑) not only for
the mentioned states (n = 6, 7, 9, 10) but also for a few
additional states (n = 0, 1, 3, 4, 11, 12, 13, 14). Curiously,
these four covariances are simultaneously equal to one
for the two-particle entangled states |6⟩, |7⟩, |9⟩ and |10⟩.
In the following section, we will compare the covariance
with other standard entanglement quantifiers. This com-
parison could prove helpful in circumventing the need for
detailed state reconstruction, which is typically required
for computing conventional entanglement measures.
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FIG. 2. The projection |⟨Φi|ψn⟩|2 in each of the 16 basis states {|Φi⟩} for each |ψn⟩, arranged in order of increasing energy
(from lowest to highest). Label n increases from above to below and left to right. Gray bars indicate eigenstates with low or
no entanglement degree. The light-blue bars indicate eigenstates with high entanglement degree, but with Cov (N1↑, N2↓) = 0.
Finally, the dark-blue bars correspond to the two-particle entangled states, indicating eigenstates with Cov (N1↑, N2↓) = 1.

TABLE I. The value of covariances Cov (N1σ, N2σ′) for the eigenstates
|ψi⟩ in Fig. 2.

i Cov (N1↑, N2↓) Cov (N1↓, N2↑) Cov (N1↓, N2↓) Cov (N1↑, N2↑)

0, 1 0 0 1 0

2 0 0 0 0

3, 4 0 0 0 1

5 0 0 0 0

6, 7 1 1 1 1

8 0 0 0 0

9, 10 1 1 1 1

11, 12 0 0 0 1

13, 14 0 0 1 0

15 0 0 0 0

B. Entanglement dynamics in double quantum dot
system

In this section, we explore the dynamics of the system
by examining the behavior of entanglement quantifiers
and the covariance associated with a specific initial con-

dition. The temporal evolution of the system is governed
by the Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad (GKSL)
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equation [30],

ρ̇(t) = −i[H, ρ(t)] + Γ1

[
d1↑ρ(t)d

†
1↑ − 1

2{d
†
1↑d1↑, ρ(t)}

]

+ Γ2

[
d2↓ρ(t)d

†
2↓ − 1

2{d
†
2↓d2↓, ρ(t)}

]
,

(31)

where ρ(t) is the density matrix of the system at time t,
and Γj denotes the tunneling strength between the quan-
tum dots and the electronic reservoirs. In order to couple
spin up electrons to the left (Γ1) and spin down electrons
to the right (Γ2), one can use ferromagnetic leads that
provide spin-dependent coupling parameters [31]. As sin-
gle electron tunneling processes can be experimentally
detected [32, 33], incorporating these processes into our
dynamics makes our model more aligned with experimen-
tal implementations. Basically, the roles of Γ1 and Γ2 in
the dynamics involve inducing decoherence by draining
electrons from the system. This is one advantage in the
use of the complete computational model composed of 16
states. In the case of the full model, the drainage of par-
ticles from the system can be accounted for when states
such as |1111⟩ (no particles in the system) are present in
the basis.

We considered ρ(0) = |Φ9⟩ ⟨Φ9| as the initial state, fa-
voring the generation of entangled states |ψ6⟩ or |ψ7⟩, as
illustrated in Fig. 2. This initialization can also be per-
formed using ferromagnetic leads, similarly as described
as Dehollain et al. [31]. We set the tunneling rates as
Γ1 = Γ2 = 10−4J ′, to simulate electrons being drained
to the leads and possible being detected. Let us be-
gin exploring the population evolution. In Fig. 3 we
plot the occupation probabilities PΦ6

= ⟨Φ6|ρ(t)|Φ6⟩ and
PΦ9

= ⟨Φ9|ρ(t)|Φ9⟩. We also display [PΦ6
]eff and [PΦ9

]eff ,
which represent the occupation probabilities of the states
|Φ6⟩ and |Φ9⟩ obtained from the effective model, as given
by Eq. (8). The adopted timescale is determined by
θ = Ωt (ℏ = 1). We observe that at instants θ = π/4 and
3π/4, the time-evolved state has nearly equal contribu-
tions from the basis states |Φ6⟩ and |Φ9⟩, with PΦ6

=PΦ9

≈ 1/2. In particular, at θ = 3π/4, we can already observe
the effects of decoherence induced by the tunnel coupling
between dots and leads, leading to a slight suppression of
the oscillation amplitudes. The populations [PΦ6 ]eff and
[PΦ9 ]eff do not exhibit damping, since the effective model
does not consider coupling to the leads. The populations
for the other states |Φi⟩ remain close to zero throughout
the dynamics, consistent with our parameters set that
favors the occupation of only |Φ6⟩ and |Φ9⟩.
Now that we have confirmed, through the analysis of

population dynamics, that the state evolves to a super-
position of basis elements |Φ6⟩ and |Φ9⟩, it is time to ex-
amine the evolution of the entanglement quantifiers. The
degree of entanglement between QD1 and QD2 is shown

in Fig. 4, where the entanglement indicators ξ̃qmi, ξ̃neg,
ξsvne and εtei are plotted as functions of time. These
indicators are computed based on the complete model
defined by Eq. (1). It is important to point out that

the subsystem QD1 has a Hilbert space dimension d = 4
as described in Sec. IIA and therefore, the von Neu-
mann entropy for that subsystem, ξsvne ⩽ log2 d, i.e.,
ξsvne ⩽ 2. We also note that ξsvne is not a suitable en-
tanglement indicator when the state of the full bipartite
system is mixed. This arises from the fact that, unlike in
the case of the bipartite pure states, the eigenvalues of
the reduced density matrix corresponding to either sub-
system (used to compute ξsvne) are not longer related
to entanglement measures such as the Schmidt rank. In
the case of the bipartite mixed states, the von Neumann
entropies corresponding to the two subsystems are not
even equal to each other. For instance, ξsvne correspond-
ing to QD1 is not equal to that corresponding to QD2.
On the other hand, ξqmi is more appropriately normal-
ized accounting for the mixedness of the bipartite state
and is better suited as an entanglement indicator. This
is evident in Fig. 4. ξsvne does not follow the same trend
as the other entanglement indicators, as it captures not
only the extent of quantum correlation but also how the
system progressively decoheres with time. Additionally,

we calculate the concurrence C(ρ2QB
eff ) using the effective

2QB model in Eq. (18). The concurrence fully agrees
with the results of the full model, except for the deco-
herence introduced by the leads, which is not accounted
for in the 2QB model calculations. The evolution of all
these quantifiers follows the dynamics of the populations,
thus reaching a maximum at θ = π/4 and 3π/4, as ex-
pected. This demonstrates that the interplay between
Crossed Andreev Reflection and Coulomb repulsion in
the present double-dot structure can generate entangled
states by properly selecting parameters to ensure that
the relevant eigenstates |ψ6⟩ and |ψ7⟩ (refer to Fig. 2),
are energetically isolated from the other states.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Ωt/π
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0.4
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1.0

P
Φ
i

[PΦ6
]eff

PΦ6

[PΦ9
]eff

PΦ9

FIG. 3. Occupations PΦi ([PΦi ]eff from the effective 2QB
model) as functions of time (closed dynamics), considering
the physical parameters ∆ = 0.05J ′, γ = 0.005J ′, J = 4J ′,
δ1 = δ2 = 0.5J ′: PΦ6 (solid blue line), [PΦ6 ]eff (dashed blue
line), PΦ9 (dot-dashed red line) and [PΦ9 ]eff (red dots).

Finally, we explore the dynamics of covariance to as-
sess whether it can indicate the reported entanglement
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FIG. 4. The temporal dynamics of some entanglement quan-
tifiers are considered using the same physical parameters as

shown in Fig. 3. Here, we illustrate ξ̃qmi = 0.5ξqmi (solid

blue line), ξ̃neg = 2ξneg (dotted orange line), ξsvne (dot-dashed
green line), εtei (red dots), and the concurrence C(ρeff) (pur-
ple triangles) obtained from the effective 2QB model, where
ρeff = |ψ(t)⟩ ⟨ψ(t)| is calculated using Eq. (8).

formation. In Fig. 5, we present both Cov (N1↑, N2↓) and
Coveff (N1↑, N2↓) as a function of θ/π. Here, Cov repre-
sents the covariance obtained with the full model using
Eq. (1), while Coveff corresponds to the effective model
given by Eq. (8). More specifically, for the effective
model, we use the covariance provided by Eq. (29). In-
terestingly, the covariances peak at θ = π/4 and 3π/4, in
agreement with the entanglement quantifiers presented in
Fig. 4. To facilitate comparison in Fig. 5, we also include

ξ̃qmi and C(ρeff). This result suggests that, although co-
variance is not a standard entanglement quantifier, it can
serve as a simple tool to indicate the potential formation
of entanglement in preliminary experimental detection.
Naturally, more sophisticated entanglement quantifiers
or tomography are required to confirm the formation of
entangled states.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL FEASIBILITY

In this section, we briefly discuss the experimental fea-
sibility of our proposal. First, we discuss our choices of
values of the physical parameters. Notice that in our pre-
vious sections, we set J = 4J ′, ∆ = 0.05J ′, γ = 0.005J ′,
and Γ1 = Γ2 = 10−4J ′. In actual experimental se-
tups, the typical values of Coulomb interaction ranges
for charged quantum dots vary from dozens to hundreds
of µeV [34, 35], with the intradot J being stronger than
the interdot Coulomb repulsion J ′ [34, 36], i.e., around
two to five times. In transport experiments, the coupling
parameter with the reservoirs is highly tunable, i.e., ad-
justable via gate voltages [37].

Concerning the tunneling rate ∆, the values reported
in the literature differ depending on the experimental
setup. For example, the experimental works of Maisi
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Ωt/π
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Coveff(N1↑, N2↓)

ξ̃qmi

C(ρeff)

FIG. 5. Comparing the temporal evolution of the covari-
ance Cov (N1↑, N2↓) (blue solid line) with the corresponding
covariance from the effective 2QB model, Coveff (N1↑, N2↓)
(dotted orange line), using Eq. (29). The scaled quantum

mutual information ξ̃qmi (dot-dashed green line) and concur-
rence C(ρeff) (red dots) are also presented, utilizing the same
physical parameters as in Fig. 3.

et al. [38, 39] report tunneling between superconductor
and quantum dots in the range of 10−6 µeV, while in the
recent work of Bordoloi et al. [9], the values of tunneling
rates vary between 59 µeV and 130 µeV. By selecting
J ′ = 100 µeV, our proposal requires that ∆ ≈ 5 µeV,
a value that falls between those found in the literature.
This tunneling process is dominant, as reported in Ref. [9]
(around 85% of the fraction in the conductance signal),
if compared with other processes, including cotunneling.
So it is reasonable to our assumption of γ being smaller
than ∆.

With our choice of values of the physical parame-
ters, it is straightforward to calculate the value of our
two-particle effective model frequency, which results on
Ω ≈ 0.002J ′. Considering again J ′ = 100 µeV, we find
Ω ≈ 0.23 µeV, which, in frequency, reads as 0.34 GHz.
This timescale is important to the following step in our
analysis: the effects of decoherence. The main decoher-
ence process in our physical system is the dephasing due
to background noise in the semiconductor nanostructure
forming the quantum dot system, originated by several
processes. Since Ω gives the characteristic frequency of
formation of the entangled state in the present dynam-
ics, we must expect Ω > Γdeph, with Γdeph being the
dephasing rate. This Γdeph can be as high as 1 GHz [35]
in GaAs quantum dots, which could compromise the for-
mation of entanglement in the present system. However,
our time scaling can be adjusted by interdot Coulomb
repulsion, which depends on the physical characteristics
of the nanostructure [40]. By raising J ′, one can increase
the characteristic frequency Ω to values close to Γdeph.

In order to estimate the effects of dephasing in the
present quantum dynamics, we add dephasing channels
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to the Lindblad equation for the effective model, i.e.,

ρ̇2QB
eff (t) = −i[H2QB

eff , ρ2QB
eff (t)] +

1

2
Γdeph

2∑

l=1

[2Slρ
2QB
eff (t)S†

l

−S†
l Slρ

2QB
eff (t)− ρ2QB

eff (t)S†
l Sl], (32)

where S1 = |01⟩ ⟨01| and S2 = |10⟩ ⟨10|. In Fig. 6 we
show both, the covariance (Cov, upper panel) and the
concurrence (C, lower panel) in the presence of three val-
ues for dephasing rates, 0.01 GHz (solid line), 0.1 GHz
(dashed line) and 1.0 GHz (dotted line). For Ω ≫ Γdeph

(solid line) both Cov and C oscillate as in the case with-
out dephasing, as compared with Fig 5. When Ω becomes
of the same order as Γdeph (dashed line), the dephasing
starts to play a more significant role in the quantum evo-
lution. Still, while the Cov presents peaks near one, C
becomes close to 0.9 in the first peak and 0.7 in the sec-
ond peak, indicating high values of entanglement as a
resource for possible applications in quantum informa-
tion [41]. Finally, for Ω ≪ Γdeph (dashed line) the peaks
in both Cov and C are strongly suppressed, indicating
that no entangled state is being formed as time evolves.
Curiously, the covariance tends to one for increasing time,
due to the formation of a mixed density matrix such as
(|01⟩ ⟨01|+ |10⟩ ⟨10|)/2. So, in conclusion, in order to ob-
serve the formation of entanglement in the present setup,
a dephasing rate around 0.1 GHz would be desirable.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this work, we investigate the entanglement proper-
ties of electrons emerging from a superconductor beam
splitter. We aim to observe the dynamical generation
of maximally entangled electronic states, where pairs
of electrons populate spatially separated quantum dots.
The model incorporates crossed Andreev reflection, co-
tunneling and electrostatic Coulomb interaction between
particles within a pair of quantum dots. Additionally, the
system is coupled to spin-sensitive reservoirs, enabling
tunnel current measurements. We demonstrate that the
eigenstates of the Hamiltonian split into non-entangled
states and six subspaces of entangled states. Among the

six, we focus our analysis on one of the two-particle sub-
spaces. We show that, by appropriately adjusting the
system parameters and selecting the initial state, the sys-
tem evolves into a highly entangled state at times corre-
sponding to θ = π/4 and θ = 3π/4. In addition to con-
ventional entanglement and correlation measurements,
we demonstrate how the covariance Cov (N1↑, N2↓) can
serve as a useful tool to indicate the formation of en-
tangled states in the present system. We also discuss
the experimental feasibility of our proposal, using realis-
tic physical parameters in our simulations and by taking
into account the action of the dephasing, the main source
of decoherence of the physical platform. Our results show
that it is desirable to keep a dephasing rate around 0.1
GHz in order to use this system as an actual source of
entangled electrons.
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FIG. 6. The temporal dynamics of the Covariance and the
concurrence considering the action of the dephasing consider-
ing 0.01 GHz (solid line), 0.1 GHz (dashed line) and 1.0 GHz
(dotted line).
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