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Advances in materials and fabrication of superconducting devices allows the exploration of novel
quantum effects in synthetic superconducting systems beyond conventional Josephson junction ar-
rays. As an example, we introduce a new circuit element, the Y-splitter, a superconducting loop
with three leads and three Josephson junctions, smaller or comparable in size to the superconduct-
ing coherence length of the material. By tuning magnetic flux through an array of Y-splitters,
Cooper-pair transport can be made to interfere destructively, while spatially separated split Cooper
pairs propagate coherently. We consider an array of Y-splitters connected in a two-dimensional star
[Archimedean (3,122)] geometry, deformable into the kagome lattice, and find a rich phase diagram
that includes topological superconducting phases with Chern numbers ±2. Experimental realization
appears feasible.

Introduction: The suppression of dissipation in super-
conductors is key to building electrical circuits that be-
have quantum mechanically, making these circuits lead-
ing contenders for quantum computing architectures [1–
4]. To date, the collection of non-dissipative supercon-
ducting circuit elements includes capacitors, inductors,
and Josephson junctions. In describing these circuits
theoretically, the underlying pairing of electrons is con-
cealed; aside from occasional factors of two in formulas,
electron pairing is assumed then forgotten, except insofar
as the separation of pairs is regarded as an undesirable
source of decoherence and parity non-conservation.

In parallel to the advances in superconducting circuits,
there has been considerable development within meso-
scopic physics of superconductors. Theoretical and ex-
perimental effort has focused on the controlled splitting
of Cooper pairs in a variety of platforms, usually tak-
ing advantage of Coulomb charging, which can force the
paired electrons to separate on demand [5–32].

In this paper, we expand the set of superconduct-
ing circuit elements beyond capacitors, inductors, and
Josephson junctions, to include a flux-controlled three-
terminal Cooper-pair splitter. We find that including
this new component within periodic arrays leads to rich
behavior, such as the appearance of flat bands and non-
trivial gapped topological phases. Rather than using
Coulomb blockade to separate paired electrons, three-
terminal splitters contain a loop (like in Refs. [33, 34]),
and block 2e transport by interference, similar to a two-
terminal superconducting quantum interference device
(SQUID). At the same time, single electrons, whose
phase is half as sensitive to flux as Cooper pairs, do
not destructively interfere, and so can traverse the loop
and recombine at the exits. Note that this looped de-
vice, which we denote as a Y-splitter, differs from the
usual Cooper pair splitter, where separated electrons typ-
ically enter normal leads with or without quantum dots

and are not recombined. The separation and recombi-
nation of split Cooper pairs from one lead into alterna-
tive other leads, similar to a flux-dependent circulator
[33, 34], steers supercurrent transport.

FIG. 1. The Y-splitter, the network component introduced
in this work, in two sizes, small (a,c) and large (b,d) com-
pared to the coherence length, ξ, and two Josephson coupling
strengths, strong (a,b) and weak (c,d). Blue circle repre-
sents the coherence length, red segments the insulating barrier
thickness. Dominant contribution of Cooper pair transport
from the left to the upper arm shown as orange trajectories.
The flux ϕ through the triangular loop controls interference
of single electrons and Cooper pairs. Applying 1/2 (mod 1)
flux quanta through the triangular loop leads to destructive
interference of Cooper pairs but not single electrons.
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We study networks of Y-splitters, and justify analyzing
the system within a fermionic language. The “fractional-
ization” of the Cooper pair into fermions can be viewed
as a way to construct artificial lattices using supercon-
ducting wire networks – a solid state alternative to op-
tical lattices. The theoretical analysis of these fermionic
networks is simpler than the study of arrays in terms
of Cooper pairs: the fermionic system can be modeled
within the Bogoliubov-de Gennes formalism, while the
non-linearities due to the Josephson junctions render the
bosonic-pair system interacting. Specifically, we consider
a hexagonal array of superconducting wires with splitters
at each vertex. We examine its ground-state properties
as a function of flux, identifying several chiral topolog-
ical superconducting phases characterized by nontrivial
Chern numbers.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First,
we introduce the flux-tuned three-terminal Y-splitter as
a circuit element. Second, we consider an array of Y-
splitters. Third, we derive the phase diagram for the
array. Finally, we justify the simple fermionic model by
considering a more detailed model.

The single Y-splitter: The properties of the individual
Y-splitter depends on the size of the loop relative to the
superconducting coherence length ξ as well as the Joseph-
son coupling strength of its three junctions (assumed to
be equal). Four cases are represented in Fig. 1, small (a,
c) versus large (b, d) loops, and small (c, d) versus large
(a, b) Josephson couplings. In case (a), where the loop is
small compared to ξ and couplings are strong (indicated
by thin red barriers), Cooper pairs split then recombine
while retaining phase coherence, with the phase differ-
ence of the separated electrons, accumulated at the junc-
tions, controlled by flux, ϕ, through the loop, periodic in
the single-electron flux quantum, hc/e. Cooper pairs can
also travel together along each arm, obeying the usual
Josephson relations at the junctions within each arm. In
case (b), with a large loop compared to ξ, coherent pair
splitting and recombining is exponentially suppressed. In
case (c), coherent splitting is allowed by the small loop
but is suppressed compared to pair transport by the weak
junctions [thicker red junctions in (c,d)]. This is because
transport along a single edge is a second order tunneling
process, while transferring two electrons along different
paths is a third order process. For case (d), the large loop
and weak tunneling doubly suppress coherent splitting.

The Y-splitter network: Next, we construct a hexag-
onal 2D array of Y-splitters, which is equivalent to an
Archimedean (3,122) or ”star” lattice of wires, as de-
picted in Fig. 2(a). Notice that as the length of the seg-
ment connecting neighboring junctions is shrunk to zero
and the two connected Y-junctions become an X-shaped
wire crossing, the network morphs into a kagome lattice
shown in Fig. 2(b). The kagome geometry to topological
superconductivity (see, e.g., Ref. [35]) in tight-binding
fermionic models; by breaking the Cooper pairs with the
Y-splitters, we access the fermionic degrees of freedom in
an artificially built lattice.

In the kagome configuration [Fig. 2(b)], the unit cell
area Acell = A▷ + A◁ + A9 comprises two triangles of
area A▷ = A◁ each and an hexagon of area A9 = 6A▷.
We consider applied perpendicular magnetic fields such
that the flux per unit cell is an integer multiple of the
flux quantum Φ0 = hc

e , a point to which we return when
discussing the experimental considerations for such sys-
tems. In this situation, we can study model Hamiltonians
that do not demand the use of magnetic super cells (in
contrast to Hofstadter-like models. This case of zero net
flux (mod one flux quantum) per unit cell is equivalent to
flux ϕ per triangle and −2ϕ per hexagon. (We henceforth
work in units in which the flux ϕ is an angular variable,
ϕ = 2πΦ/Φ0, where Φ is the physical flux through the
triangles, pointing into the page.)
Effective model: First, we analyze an effective model

where we replace wires crossing at the sites of the kagome
lattice by two fermionic degrees of freedom, or spins. The
effective model applies when the superconducting wires
in the X-shaped crosses are smaller than or comparable
to the superconducting coherence length, ξ, a regime in
which we expect the bosonic Cooper pairs to split into
their fermionic constituents [Fig. 1(a)]. We shall analyze
this effective model first as it is simpler and highlights
the physics behind the mechanism to reach the chiral
topological superconductivity regime. Then, we will turn
to a more detailed tight-binding model in which multiple
sites represent the degrees of freedom in each X-shaped
cross centered around the vertices of the kagome lattice.
The analysis of the more detailed model justifies our use
of the simpler effective model.
The centers of the triangles of the kagome lattice form

a honeycomb lattice. Let r denote the sites of the tri-
angular sublattice of this honeycomb lattice correspond-
ing to the right-pointing triangles, which are connected
to the left-pointing triangles by vectors s1 = (1, 0),

s2 = (−1/2,
√
3/2), and s3 = (−1/2,−

√
3/2), as shown

in Fig. 2. We work in the Bogoliubov-de Gennes (BdG)
basis, which in momentum space is defined by the fields

Ψk = [ψk,↑ , ψ
†
−k,↓]

T , with ψk,σ = [ck,1,σ , ck,2,σ , ck,3,σ]
T ,

where ck,a,σ is the electron annihilation operator with
momentum k, at sublattice a = 1, 2, 3, and spin σ =↑, ↓.
The matrix Hamiltonian for the effective model is

Hk =

[
hk ∆k

∆∗
k −h∗−k

]
, (1a)

where

hk =

 0 α▷ + α◁ d
12
k ᾱ▷ + ᾱ◁ d

13
k

ᾱ▷ + ᾱ◁ d
21
k 0 α▷ + α◁ d

23
k

α▷ + α◁ d
31
k ᾱ▷ + ᾱ◁ d

32
k 0

 (1b)

and

∆k = ∆

eiθ1 0 0
0 eiθ2 0
0 0 eiθ3

 , (1c)
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FIG. 2. (a) Network of Y-splitters arranged into an Archimedean (3,122) or star lattice. By shrinking legs that connect a pair of
Y-splitters (once instance is highlighted in green) to a point, we arrive at the kagome lattice shown in (b), with corresponding
highlighted green region. (b) Magnetic flux ϕ is staggered such that the net magnetic field is zero (mod 2π). Josephson
junctions are located along segments of each triangle, represented in red. The vectors si (depicted in blue) locate the three
nearest left-pointing triangles relative to a lattice site r at the center of right-pointing triangles.

with dijk = e−ik·(si−sj) and α▷ = α◁ = Γ eiϕ/3. Γ is the

amplitude for fermion tunneling between sites and ∆eiθa

is the on-site s-wave BCS order parameter associated to
X-crosses. We allow for three independent superconduct-
ing phases θa, a = 1, 2, 3, on the three sublattices. These
superconducting phases are determined self-consistently,
by minimizing the total many-body ground state energy,
which is obtained by filling the negative energy single-
particle eigenstates of the Hamiltonian Eq. (1). Numer-
ically, we sweep for values of θ2 − θ1 and θ3 − θ1 that
minimize the ground state energy (gauge freedom allows
one to set θ1 = 0). Let us define the following quantities

χab =
2√
3

sin(θa − θb) , (2)

that we refer to as chiralities. They are proportion-
ally related to the Josephson current, IJ = Ic

√
3/2χ,

flowing along the kagome wire network, and measure
the superconducting phase differences between sublat-
tices. Josephson currents do not flow for χab = 0, while
currents flow maximally clockwise or counter-clockwise
when χ12 = χ23 = χ31 = ∓1, respectively. In Fig. 3, we
show χ ≡ χ12 as function of the flux ϕ and the ratio Γ/∆,
which displays a repeating pattern of values χ = 0,±1.
The regime ∆ ≫ Γ corresponds to the limit where

Cooper pair splitting is suppressed [Fig. 1(c) and (d)];
in this case, the superconducting phase relations con-
form to those expected from Josephson junctions with
EJ ∼ Γ2/∆, as we discuss in detail in the Supplemen-

tary Materials B. There we also discuss the emergence of
periodicity 6π (or 3Φ0) in the dependence in ϕ present
in Fig. 3 (instead of periodicity 2π).
We next focus on the Chern numbers associated with

the filled negative energy single-particle states of Hamil-
tonian Eq. (1). Fig. 3 shows these Chern numbers, C, as
function of the flux ϕ and ratio Γ/∆, indicating trivial
and topological phases. The regions in the phase dia-
gram where C = ±2 coincide with those for which the
chirality χ departs from the classical Josephson-array
behavior, i.e., those regions where Cooper pair split-
ting is effective, for Γ dominating over ∆. In fact, the
dome-like regions have their tip at the “magic” values
ϕ = ±π/2,±3π/2,±5π/2, flux values for which Cooper
pairs interfere destructively going around the triangles of
the lattice, since they accrue phases 2ϕ = ±π,±3π,±5π.
In contrast, the fermions (fractions of the pair) do not de-
structively interfere; such values of flux maximally break
time-reversal symmetry.

It is instructive to analyze the special case where
ϕ = 3π/2, for which hk = −h∗−k. For this value of flux
we found numerically that χ = 0 (see Fig 3). The Hamil-
tonian in Eq. (1) then simplifies to

Hk = 12×2 ⊗ hk +∆σx ⊗ 13×3 , (3)

where σx is a 2×2 Pauli matrix and 1p×p corresponds to a
p×p identity matrix. The two terms in Eq. (3) commute
and can be diagonalized separately. The spectrum of hk
is symmetric with respective to zero energy, and thus one
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FIG. 3. Phase diagram of the effective model. The diagram shows the chirality χ and Chern numbers C as functions of the flux
ϕ and ratio Γ/∆. The chirality takes specific values χ32 = 0,±1 per Eq. (2), denoted as χ = 0, > 0, < 0 with different colors.
The limit Γ ≪ ∆ is the “classical” Josephson regime, which is studied in more detail in Supplementary Materials B. Regions
with non-zero Chern numbers (hashed) only appear in the regime in which Cooper-pair splitting is active.

of its three eigenvalues is zero for all values of momentum
k, i.e., it contains a flat band (the model without pairing

was studied in Ref. [36]). The other two eigenvalues of
hk are given by ±εk with

εk =
Γ√
2

√√√√3 + cos(
√
3kx) + cos

(√
3

2
kx − 3

2
ky

)
+ cos

(√
3

2
kx +

3

2
ky

)
. (4)

The eigenvalues of the full Hamiltonian Hk, in Eq. (3),
are thus

±∆ , −εk ±∆ , εk ±∆ . (5)

The splitting of bands is shown graphically in Fig. 4.
There is a transition point, for ϕ = 3π/2 and ∆/Γ =√
3/2, where the middle flat bands at ±∆ touch the

dispersive bands. For ∆/Γ <
√
3/2 the Chern num-

ber for the filled negative energy bands equals C = −2,

a regime where the system realizes a chiral topolog-
ical superconductor. Again we remark that Cooper-
pair splitting is maximally enhanced for ∆ ≪ Γ and
ϕ = ±π/2,±3π/2,±5π/2, where destructive interference
suppresses Cooper pair motion around the kagome trian-
gles. When ∆ ≫ Γ the Chern numbers at half filling are
trivial and no topological phase appears. In this limit,
the spectrum corresponds to two well-separated copies
of the three bands of hk. The total Chern number at
half-filling is the sum of those of hk, which sum to zero.

Tight-binding model for the superconducting wire net-
work: A more detailed model of the network that cap-
tures the finite extent of the wires is depicted in Fig. 5.
This extended model allows us to justify our previous
minimal approach, where each wire was approximated
by a single site. The model can be thought of as a net-
work of X-shaped crossed wires, which we refer to as X-
molecules, formed by two intersecting wires at the sites
of the kagome lattice. The intra-molecule Hamiltonian
is modeled by a tight-binding Hamiltonian where elec-
trons hop along each wire with amplitude t. Similarly to

the effective model, superconductivity is accounted for by
an on-site BCS pairing interaction ∆, and inter-molecule
hopping amplitude is accounted for by γ.

The Supplementary Material A contains a detailed
study of the tight-binding model describing the wire
network. Here we summarize the main results. In
Fig. 6 we show the spectrum of the wire network for the
case in which superconductivity is turned off, for fluxes
ϕ = (n − 1/2)π, with n ∈ Z. We observe that at half-
filling the spectrum of the three bands around zero energy
coincides with that of the effective model, with the flat
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FIG. 4. Bands in the flux configuration ϕ = 3π/2 for (a) ∆ = 0, where each one of the three bands is double (spin) degenerate;
(b) 0 < ∆ <

√
3 Γ/2, where the degeneracy in each one of the bands is split by ±∆ as in Eq. (5); and (c) ∆ >

√
3Γ/2,

where the bands are separated into two sets of spectrum of hk. The light blue and pink colored bands in (b) and (c) indicate
anti-symmetric and symmetric spin states, which are non- degenerate when ∆ ̸= 0.

FIG. 5. Model of the wire network that accounts for the finite
extent of the wires. The model can be understood as a net-
work of X-shaped crossings comprising two intersecting wires
at the sites of the kagome lattice. Intra-molecule tight-binding
hopping have amplitude t, and inter-molecule hopping have
amplitude γ. Intra-molecule superconductivity is accounted
for within the BdG formalism. We label the three X-shaped
crossings 1, 2, and 3, according to our site labeling convention
in Fig. 2(b)

band at zero energy. The Chern numbers of the band
below and above the flat band coincide with those of the

effective model (and the Chern numbers of the other core
filled levels add to zero). Upon turning on superconduc-
tivity, the spectrum assumes the form of that in Eq. (5).
Therefore, the more detailed treatment of the wire net-
work yields the same conclusions as the simpler effective
model with fewer bands. We stress that this conclusion
requires that the spacing between the clusters of bands in
Fig. 6 are larger than the superconducting gap ∆. This
condition is equivalent to requiring that the length scale
of the X-shaped wire crosses is smaller than the super-
conducting coherence length ξ. Recall that we already
stated and physically motivated such a condition earlier,
when first presenting the effective model.

Before moving on to experimental considerations, we
remark on an interesting feature of the tight binding wire
network: the clusters of bands are sandwiched between
completely flat bands away from zero energy that are
gapped for all values of ϕ (Fig. 6). Such bands have
been of interest recently, for example in twisted double-
layer graphene [37]. On the other hand the flat band at
zero energy is only flat at the magic values of ϕ.

Experimental considerations: Experimentally, it is
most natural to impose a uniform magnetic field on the
entire lattice. The condition of zero flux per unit cell of
the lattice can still be enforced by taking advantage of
the 2π-periodic flux dependence. For the kagome con-
figuration, fluxes threading triangles and hexagons must
be equal to, respectively, ϕ+2πm and −2ϕ+2π n, with
m,n integers. For a uniform field, the ratio of these fluxes

equals the ratio of the areas A▷/A9 = 1/6, yielding dis-
crete values of uniform fields that satisfy the zero-total-
flux condition

ϕ =
π

4
(n− 6m) . (6)

Fluxes that do not satisfy Eq. (6) result in magnetic unit
cells larger than the lattice unit cell. Fluxes that do
satisfy Eq. (6), namely, ϕ = ±π/2,±3π/2,±5π/2, etc.,
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FIG. 6. Band structure of the wire network model for ∆ = 0, γ = t/2 and “magic” flux ϕ = π/2. This is a numerical result
for L = 4 along the high-symmetry points Γ − K −M in the Brillouin zone. Note the existence of 3x (highlighted in red)
degenerate flat bands that sandwich clusters of bands, and are separated from the clusters by a non-zero gap. (These bands
are flat for all values of ϕ.) The inset shows two types of clusters of bands, depicted in blue and red, with the band Chern
numbers (±1, 0) labeled next to each band. The bands in the middle of both blue and red clusters (depicted in full line in the
inset), are flat at the magic values of the flux ϕ = (n− 1/2)π, with n ∈ Z. The non-flat bands depicted in dashed lines are the
only ones that carry non-trivial Chern-numbers ±1.

maximize the degree of Cooper-pair splitting, and yield
topological superconductors above the minimal value
Γ/∆ = 2/

√
3. Lattices other than the kagome, such

as the example in Fig. 2(a), can also yield topological
superconductors at a discrete set of uniform fields, us-
ing the length of the horizontal links to tune the ratio
A▷/A9, where the denominator would now be the area
of the dodecagons rather than hexagons.

A challenge for experimental implementation is creat-
ing Y-splitters that are comparable in size to the super-
conducting coherence length ξ. A good choice of ma-
terial is aluminum with its long bulk coherence length,
ξ0 = ℏvF /π∆ ∼ 1.6µm, which appears to readily al-
low structures smaller than ξ with reasonable magnetic
field scales (recalling that hc/2e ∼ 2 mTµm2). How-
ever, in thin, narrow, disordered, or granular aluminum,
the coherence length is considerably reduced, typically
to tens or to hundreds of nanometers, in deposited thin
films (roughly given by the geometric mean of ξ0 and film
thickness) and nanowires [38].

Two routes to extending the superconducting coher-
ence length, allowing realistic Y-splitter dimensions and
magnetic field scales (below ∼ 0.1 T) can be pursued. For
metallic structures using traditional Josephson junctions,
careful attention to film morphology, via deposition and
annealing, can reduce granularity and yield coherence
lengths of order 1µm in films [39, 40] and wires [41]. Al-
ternatively, epitaxial semiconductor-superconductor het-
erostructures can take advantage of the proximitized

high-mobility semiconductor to extend coherence length
to micron scales [42]. Previous studies of coherence
of Andreev bound states in lithographically patterned
2D hybrid Al/InAs heterostructures showed coherence
lengths order 1 µm [43, 44]. Length dependence studies
specific to Cooper pair splitters have not been reported
to our knowledge. Splitters mediated by integrated
quantum dots have been realized in superconductor-
semiconductor hybrid nanowires [7, 9, 12] and 2D het-
erostructures [29]. In those cases, the superconductor
width was comparable to the bare Al superconducting co-
herence length, so any enhancement of coherence length
from the underlying high-mobility semiconductor was not
explored.

Optimizing Cooper pair splitting also requires bal-
anced junctions, that is, three equal junctions in each Y-
splitter. Within hybrid materials, each of the three junc-
tions in all Y-junctions across the array can be electro-
statically tuned simultaneously using three independent
gates, separated by insulating layers [45]. Local varia-
tion among Y-splitters cannot be readily corrected this
way. We have not considered the role of non-uniformity
of junctions across the array on the phase diagram but
expect reasonable robustness of the phases, analogous to
parallel coupling of topological and trivial superconduct-
ing states.

Regarding experimental tests to validate the predicted
phase diagram, we propose measuring thermal Hall volt-
age, which is expected to be quantized in proportion
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to the Chern number as a function of flux and gate-
controlled Josephson coupling strength [35, 46, 47]. This
could follow related experiments in naturally occurring
materials [48]. Other signatures, such as non-sinusoidal
current-phase relations [49] in Josephson junctions could
be realized as a gated discontinuity in the array. Other
bulk 2D signatures [50] could also be investigated.

While only discrete fluxes compatible with Eq. (6) are
expected to yield topological superconducting phases,
this condition still allows access to all phases, so that
flux and gate voltages can be used as independent con-
trol parameters. We note that thermoelectric measure-
ments have also been investigated theoretically [51] and
experimentally [52] in single Cooper pair splitters with
blockading quantum though the connection to bulk ther-
mal Hall effect in an array of Y-splitters is not clear.
Alternative measurements

Discussion and broader perspectives: Arrays of Y-
splitters considered in this paper are but one concrete
example of a broader class of superconducting circuits
in which Cooper pairs are intentionally fractionalized as
means of experimentally realizing effective lattice mod-
els of fermions, a solid-state electronic counterpart to
the artificial lattices built in atomic and optical systems.
The key element that brings the superconducting array
to the regime in which the system can be analyzed as
a fermionic model is that the lattice spacing is smaller
than (or of the order of) the coherence length. It is this
interplay of scales that brings the network to the quan-
tum regime in which phases such as chiral topological
superconductivity can emerge.

In these superconducting circuits, the application of
the magnetic field serves as a parameter to tune the elec-
tronic band structure. By constraining the values of fields
to those that yield zero net flux per unit cell, we can an-
alyze the fermionic spectrum in simple terms. In this pa-

per we identify specific discrete values of magnetic flux for
which the spectrum contains flat bands and bands with
non-trivial Chern numbers. These fluxes coincide with
the values that yield destructive interference for Cooper
pairs going around the triangles of the kagome lattice,
and thus these values also maximize Cooper-pair split-
ting.
These results indicate that superconducting arrays

that include phase-controlled components that are small
or comparable in size to the superconducting coherence
length provide a novel resource for creating supercon-
ducting metamaterials with quantum phases that are
seemingly not otherwise available. Understanding such
metamaterials goes beyond a bosonic description of su-
perconducting arrays, including quantum arrays with
Josephson and charging energy, and are best addressed
by fermionic models.
One can naturally extend the present results for ar-

rays to non-periodic systems of granular matter with
small structures. Of course, there is a trade-off: compo-
nents must be smaller than the superconducting coher-
ence length but still allow interference to be controlled by
flux. In this regime, it appears that periodicity is not re-
quired. This further opens new avenues to engineer and
explore exotic quantum phases.
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[15] G. Fülöp, F. Domı́nguez, S. d’Hollosy, A. Baumgartner,
P. Makk, M. H. Madsen, V. A. Guzenko, J. Nyg̊ard,
C. Schönenberger, A. Levy Yeyati, and S. Csonka, Mag-
netic field tuning and quantum interference in a cooper
pair splitter, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 227003 (2015).

[16] I. Borzenets, Y. Shimazaki, G. Jones, M. F. Craciun,
S. Russo, M. Yamamoto, and S. Tarucha, High efficiency
CVD graphene-lead (Pb) Cooper pair splitter, Scientific
reports 6, 23051 (2016).

[17] L. E. Bruhat, T. Cubaynes, J. J. Viennot, M. C. Darti-
ailh, M. M. Desjardins, A. Cottet, and T. Kontos, Cir-
cuit QED with a quantum-dot charge qubit dressed by
Cooper pairs, Phys. Rev. B 98, 155313 (2018).

[18] S. Baba, C. Junger, S. Matsuo, A. Baumgartner, Y. Sato,
H. Kamata, K. Li, S. Jeppesen, L. Samuelson, H. Q. Xu,
C. Schonenberger, and S. Tarucha, Cooper-pair splitting
in two parallel InAs nanowires, New Journal of Physics
20, 063021 (2018).

[19] Z. B. Tan, A. Laitinen, N. S. Kirsanov, A. Galda, V. M.
Vinokur, M. Haque, A. Savin, D. S. Golubev, G. B.
Lesovik, and P. J. Hakonen, Thermoelectric current in a
graphene Cooper pair splitter, Nature Communications
12, 138 (2021).

[20] A. Ranni, F. Brange, E. T. Mannila, C. Flindt, and
V. F. Maisi, Real-time observation of Cooper pair split-
ting showing strong non-local correlations, Nature Com-
munications 12, 6358 (2021).

[21] P. Pandey, R. Danneau, and D. Beckmann, Ballistic
graphene cooper pair splitter, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126,
147701 (2021).

[22] F. Brange, K. Prech, and C. Flindt, Dynamic Cooper
Pair Splitter, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127, 237701 (2021).
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Supplementary Material A: Tight-binding model for wire network

In this section we provide a detailed study of a model that captures the finite length of the wires in the supercon-
ductor network. The results in this section justify the effective model presented in the main text, which treats each
X-shaped section (“molecule”) of the network as a single electron degree of freedom. Here, we consider a tight-binding
description of the network, where each wire segment is composed of multiple sites, each containing an electron degree
of freedom.The barriers, that become Josephson junctions in the strong superconducting pairing limit, are modeled
by weak links through which electrons tunnel. The unit cell, shown in Fig. 5, consists of three copies of X-molecules
(displayed individually in Fig. 7) coupled to each other through a barrier, indicated in red. The unit cell thus contains
3(4L + 1) atoms, and we note that the effective model studied in the main body of the paper corresponds to the
extreme limit of L = 0.

Let c†r,a,i,σ be the spin σ =↑, ↓ electron creation operator at (kagome lattice) site r and sublattice a = 1, 2, 3, where

i = 1, . . . , 4L+ 1 labels the sites inside each X-molecule (Fig. 7). The electron operators obey the anti-commutation

relation {c†r,a,i,σ, cr′,b,j,σ′} = δr,r′ δa,b δi,j δσσ′ . The Bogoliubov-des Gennes (BdG) quadratic Hamiltonian consists of
four terms

H = Ht +Hγ +Hµ +H∆ , (A1)

corresponding, respectively, to intra-X hoping of amplitude t, inter-X hopping with amplitude γ ≤ t, chemical potential
µ, and an on-site superconducting pairing with amplitude ∆. Explicitly, these terms are given by

Ht = −t
∑
r

∑
a=1,2,3

∑
σ=↑,↓

∑
⟨i,j⟩∈X

(
c†r,a,i,σ cr,a,j,σ + h.c.

)
, (A2)

Hγ = γ
∑
r

∑
σ=↑,↓

∑
⟨i,j⟩∈∂X

[ ∑
a=1,2,3

eiϕ/3
(
c†r,a,i,σcr,a+1,j,σ + c†r,a,i,σcr+va,a+1,j,σ

)
+ h.c.

]
, (A3)

Hµ = −µ
∑
r

∑
a=1,2,3

∑
σ=↑,↓

∑
i∈X

(
c†r,a,i,σ cr,a,i,σ + h.c.

)
, (A4)

H∆ =
∑
r

∑
a=1,2,3

∑
i∈X

(
∆a,i c

†
r,a,i,↑ c

†
r,a,i,↓ + h.c.

)
, (A5)

where va = sa − sa+1. The notation in the above ⟨i, j⟩ ∈ X refers to a sum over nearest neighbors inside the X-
molecule (as in Fig. 7), while ⟨i, j⟩ ∈ ∂X refers to a sum over nearest neighbors at the tips of distinct wires, through
the junction (red links) in Fig. 5. Additionally, the label a in cr,a,i,σ is only defined mod 3. The Hamiltonian in
Eq. (A1), expressed in momentum space, is a 2 × 3 × (4L + 1) dimensional matrix. In the following we study this
momentum space Hamiltonian and argue that, in certain regimes, its low-energy physics is completely captured by
the effective minimal model studied in the main body of the paper.

It is useful to start in the limit γ = 0, where the X-molecules decouple. In this limit the spectrum has no momentum
dependence and all bands are flat, with each band labeled by the eigenstates of the isolated molecule orbitals. For each
spin state, the spectrum is shown in Fig. 8 and consists of alternating clusters of 3-fold and (3 × 3)-fold degenerate
states and two additional states at the extremes. Which cluster sits at zero energy is determined by whether L is
even or odd. The (4L+1) states in the spectrum (matching the number of sites in the unit cell) are accounted for as
follows.

States with a node at the center of the X-molecule: These states correspond to eigenvectors of the X-molecule tight
binding model which vanish at the crossing point. We label the sites by a discrete variable x that runs inward starting
from x = 0 at the edge of each leg and ending at the crossing point x = L+ 1, as shown in Fig. 7. The following is a
solution of the Schrödinger equation in real space:

ψ(n)(x) = +AL sin

(
π

L+ 1
nx

)
(A6)

with normalization factor AL = 1/
√
2L+ 2, and n = 1, . . . , L in each of the four legs. Boundary conditions require

that ψ(n)(0) = ψ(n)(L + 1) = 0. There are three such nodal solutions ψ
(r,n)
j labeled by r = 1, 2, 3 on each leg

j = 1, 2, 3, 4 which are of the form

ψ
(1,n)
1 (x) = −ψ(1,n)

2 (x) = −ψ(1,n)
3 (x) = ψ

(1,n)
4 (x) = ψ(n)(x),

ψ
(2,n)
1 (x) = −ψ(2,n)

2 (x) = ψ
(2,n)
3 (x) = −ψ(2,n)

4 (x) = ψ(n)(x),

ψ
(3,n)
1 (x) = ψ

(3,n)
2 (x) = −ψ(3,n)

3 (x) = −ψ(3,n)
4 (x) = ψ(n)(x). (A7)
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FIG. 7. Position labels x for sites along the four wire legs 1, 2, 3, and 4 (green, orange, blue, and red, respectively). Each
coordinate lies in the range x = 0, . . . , L+ 1 and the four wires cross at x = L+ 1.

The shape of the wavefunction is identical in each leg except that two legs have opposite sign in each of the three
cases. Intuitively, each of these solutions corresponds to the usual particle hopping in one-dimension glued together on
two intersecting lines such that the amplitude is zero at the crossing. The orbitals are orthogonal and are illustrated
in Fig. 9 (b). The eigenvalues are

En = −2t cos

(
π

L+ 1
n

)
, n = 1, . . . , L . (A8)

We refer to these solutions as nodal and they correspond to 3L states in our (4L+ 1)-dimensional Hilbert space per
X-molecule. For L odd the solution with n = (L+ 1)/2 is at zero energy.
States with non-zero amplitude at the center of the X-molecule: There are additional solutions that do not vanish at

the crossing point and are symmetric with respect to all the four legs, which account for the remaining L+ 1 states.
Consider the ansatz

ϕ(m)(x) = Bm,L sin (qm x) , (A9)

where Bm,L depends on both L and a quantum numberm, and qm is a parameter to be determined. We will enumerate
m below. Consider further the ansatz on each of the four legs:

ϕ
(m)
1 (x) = ϕ

(m)
2 (x) = ϕ

(m)
3 (x) = ϕ

(m)
4 (x) = ϕ(m)(x). (A10)

This form satisfies the equation of motion at all sites other than the crossing. The energy of these modes is

Em = −2t cos (qm) . (A11)

There is an additional boundary condition at the crossing which constrains the values of qm:

−t
[
ϕ
(m)
1 (L) + ϕ

(m)
2 (L) + ϕ

(m)
3 (L) + ϕ

(m)
4 (L)

]
= Em ϕ(m)(L+ 1). (A12)

Using the ansatz in Eq. (A10) and the condition in Eq. (A12) implies that

2 sin(qmL) = cos(qm) sin (qm(L+ 1)) . (A13)

We find L−1 solutions for qm with m = 1, . . . , L−1 where qm is real. Additionally, there are two imaginary solutions

q0 = iκ and qL = π + iκ (A14)

with energies ±Emax = ±2t cosh(κ) and κ real. (These energies correspond to the lowest and largest eigenvalues
shown in Fig. 8.) The wavefunctions for these states decay exponentially in magnitude as one moves away from the
crossing. For L even there is a zero energy solution, labeled by m0, such that qm0

= π/2 satisfies both Eq. (A11) and
(A13). To summarize, we have accounted for all 4L+1 modes by solving explicitly for 3L nodal and L+1 anti-nodal
solutions.

As the inter-molecule tunneling γ is turned on, the degeneracy in the nodal and anti-nodal orbitals split, forming
a band structure of alternating clusters. The energy splitting due to the presence of γ is illustrated in Fig. 8 (a) and
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FIG. 8. Spectrum of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (A1) for ∆ = 0 and µ = 0. Pattern of nodal and anti-nodal flat bands, depicted
in red and blue respectively for γ = 0 when (a) L is even and (b) L is odd. The states at extreme ends of the spectrum
have energy ±Emax, are depicted in green, and correspond to anti-nodal states with imaginary momentum Eq. (A14). The
degeneracy for each band (per spin) is indicated with an x. The figure also show the splitting when inter X-molecule hopping
γ ̸= 0, with Chern numbers of each band indicated on the right for ϕ = π/2. The bands with imaginary momentum (green) have
an exponentially small splitting (in L) in the presence of γ, and the individual bands also present non-trivial Chern numbers
1, 0,−1, similar to other anti-nodal clusters (the splitting in the figure is not shown for clarity).

FIG. 9. Wave-function configurations for (a) anti-nodal and (b) nodal orbitals. ± denotes the relative sign, up to a gauge
choice, of the wave function on each leg. The colors green, orange, blue, and red label, respectively, the 1, 2, 3, and 4 legs
of the X-molecules. (c) The matrix elements (α▷)rs and (α◁)rs are constructed from the hopping between ψ(r,n) and ψ(s,n)

orbitals along the three sub-lattice sites 1, 2, and 3 in the kagome lattice. The crossings are labeled by the same numbers as
the sub-lattice sites 1, 2, and 3.

(b) at (kx, ky) = (0, 0). We show the band structure along high-symmetry points in Fig. 6. Even at γ ̸= 0 some of
the bands remain flat and gapped for semi-integer flux values (namely the middle bands in the anti-nodal and nodal
clusters and the outer bands in the nodal clusters). Interestingly, we have verified numerically that even for γ ∼ t,
there are no band crossings, i.e., the anti-nodal and nodal clusters do not mix together and are shielded by the outer
bands in nodal clusters.

We now argue that the physics at small γ for µ near zero is dominated by the three bands around zero energy
regardless the parity of L, which justifies the effective Hamiltonian in Eq. (1). First, consider the case where L is
even, where the states located at zero energy are anti-nodal. The effective Hamiltonian Heff,A is a 3× 3 matrix as in
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Eq. (1b) where the matrix elements are determined by the hopping of the zero energy orbital state ϕ(m0) in Eq. (A10)
between X-molecules:

Heff,A
k = γ

 0 α▷ + α◁ d
12
k ᾱ▷ + ᾱ◁ d

13
k

ᾱ▷ + ᾱ◁ d
21
k 0 α▷ + α◁ d

23
k

α▷ + α◁ d
31
k ᾱ▷ + ᾱ◁ d

32
k 0

 , (A15)

where

α▷ = eiϕ/3ϕ
(m0)
2 (1)ϕ

(m0)
1 (1) = B2

m0,L e
iϕ/3 and α◁ = eiϕ/3ϕ

(m0)
3 (1)ϕ

(m0)
4 (1) = B2

m0,L e
iϕ/3 . (A16)

Upon turning on superconductivity ∆, we recover the effective model in Eq. (1).
Second, consider L odd. At γ = 0 there are nine degenerate nodal states at zero energy in the unit cell. The

effective Hamiltonian in this degenerate subspace results in a Hamiltonian Heff,N which is a 9× 9 matrix:

Heff,N
k = γ

 03×3 α▷ + α◁ d
12
k α†

▷ + α†
◁ d

13
k

α†
▷ + α†

◁ d
21
k 03×3 α▷ + α◁ d

23
k

α▷ + α◁ d
31
k α†

▷ + α†
◁ d

32
k 03×3

 , (A17)

where α▷ and α◁ are now 3× 3 matrices that are determined by hopping between the nodal orbitals in Eqn. (A7) on
adjacent X-molecules. Explicitly,

α▷ = A2
L e

iϕ/3

−1 +1 +1
+1 −1 −1
−1 +1 +1

 and α◁ = A2
L e

iϕ/3

−1 −1 +1
−1 −1 +1
−1 −1 +1

 . (A18)

As an example of how to construct the α▷ and α◁ matrices, consider the hopping between the zero energy orbitals
ψ(1,n0) and ψ(2,n0) orbitals, as defined in Eq. (A7) with n0 = (L + 1)/2, which accounts for the matrix elements
(α▷)12 and (α◁)12. As shown in Fig. 9(c), (α▷)12 is the result of hopping between leg 3 (blue) of molecule 1 and leg 4

(red) of molecule 2. From Fig. 9(b) we see that orbital ψ
(1,n0)
3 has amplitude −AL and ψ

(2,n0)
4 has amplitude −AL,

so their product is

(α▷)12 = eiϕ/3 ψ
(1,n0)
3 (1)ψ

(2,n0)
4 (1) = A2

L e
iϕ/3. (A19)

Similarly, α◁ is the result of hopping between leg 1 (green) of molecule 1 and leg 2 (orange) of molecule 2, and it is
given by

(α◁)12 = eiϕ/3 ψ
(1,n0)
1 (1)ψ

(2,n0)
2 (1) = −A2

L e
iϕ/3. (A20)

The remaining matrix elements for α▷ and α◁ are constructed following the same procedure.

Upon diagonalization of Heff,N
k we observe that a small γ splits the 9 bands into two sets of three-fold degenerate

flat bands with zero Chern number at energies ±4Γ, where Γ = γA2
L, and three other bands sandwiched between

them and separated by a gap (Fig. 10). We also observe that the eigenvectors in the middle bands consist only of

superpositions of the orbitals ψ
(2,n0)
j in Eq. (A7), where opposite legs have the same sign. Keeping only these orbitals

in the Hamiltonian Heff,N
k gives us:

α▷ = α◁ = A2
L e

iϕ/3

0 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 0

 . (A21)

The three bands in the middle carry Chern numbers +1, 0 and −1. Thus we conclude that these three bands
reproduce the effective Hamiltonian per spin hk in the effective theory Eq. (1). Note that since the 3-fold degenerate
flat bands at ±4Γ have vanishing Chern numbers, they do not contribute to the Hall conductivity at half-filling.

Our previous derivation indicates that regardless of the parity of L, ensured one is at half filling µ = 0, the low-
energy physics is always determined by the effective Hamiltonian in Eq. (1). Not surprisingly, we find non-trivial
topological numbers for appropriate values of flux. Since the physics in the middle bands are determined by the
effective model, Chern numbers assume non-vanishing values for ϕ around half-integer multiples of π, ϕp = (p−1/2)π
for p ∈ Z, with opposite sign depending whether p is either odd or even. The pattern of Chern numbers for all the
bands is displayed in Fig. 8 (a) and (b) for ϕ = π/2, where we note that the degenerate flat bands in the nodal
clusters have vanishing Chern-number. As one moves away from such special flux values ϕp, by an amount ∼ ±π/4,
the bands acquire enough curvature to start crossing with each other. The electrons at the Fermi sea then acquire
dispersion and present a metallic behavior, signaling a phase transition to the non-topological regime. Finally upon
turning on superconductivity ∆ ̸= 0, if we ensure that the chemical potential obeys −|∆| < µ < |∆|, then a topological
superconducting phase is achieved.
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FIG. 10. Band structure of Heff,N
k , with Γ = γA2

L. The flat bands at energies ±4Γ are 3-fold degenerate. The three bands in
the middle correspond to the effective model in Eq. (1).

Relevant length and energy scales to reach chiral topological superconductivity

The regime in which chiral topological superconductivity emerges in the effective model (see Fig. 3) corresponds
to large ratios of the hopping Γ to the superconducting amplitude ∆. Here we use the tight-binding model described
above to relate this ratio Γ/∆ to the ratio between the coherence length and the size of the triangles in the kagome
lattice.

The Fermi velocity within the X-molecule is vF = 2ta, where a is the lattice spacing and t the hopping amplitude.
The physical (dimensionfull) length ℓ of the wires (within the X-molecule) can be expressed as ℓ = (2L + 1)a. The
spacing between the eigenmodes of the X-molecules is order vF /ℓ ∼ t/L (as illustrated in Fig. 8).
The hopping amplitude for the effective model with one site per X-molecule can be seen from the above discussion

to be Γ = γB2
m0,L

or γA2
L depending on whether L is even or odd, respectively. Both the amplitudes Bm0,L and AL

scale with the inverse of the square root of L. Thus, for both L even and odd Γ ∼ γ/L. In the regime in which
the tunnel barriers between the X-molecules are small, i.e., when they are almost transparent so as to favor the case
shown in Fig. 1(a), we can use γ ∼ t, so that Γ ∼ t/L ∼ vF /ℓ. Finally, using the definition of the superconducting
coherence length ξ = vF /∆, we can express

Γ

∆
∼ ξ

ℓ
, (A22)

and therefore the regime in which we encounter chiral topological superconductivity in Fig. 3 corresponds to the case
in which the coherence length is larger than the size of the triangles in the kagome lattice, as intuitively expected.

Supplementary Material B: Josephson junction limit

In the limit ∆ ≫ Γ the low-energy physics is dominated by the Cooper-pair condensate and pair splitting effects are
suppressed. In such a regime, we expect the effective Hamiltonian to be a function of only the superconducting order
parameter and the magnetic flux. We assume translation invariance such that the superconducting order parameter
repeats in each unit cell, ∆r,a = ∆eiθa . Looking at Fig. 9(c), every hopping between sublattice sites a and b contains
two factors: a Josephson tunneling energy proportional to cos(θa − θb) and a Peierls factor e2iϕ for the clockwise
tunneling of each Copper pair. This gives us:

HJJ = −EJ

[
cos

(
θ2 − θ1+

2ϕ

3

)
+ cos

(
θ1 − θ3+

2ϕ

3

)
+ cos

(
θ3 − θ2+

2ϕ

3

)]
, (B1)
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where EJ = Γ2/|∆| is the Josephson energy scale of the array. The ground state of HJJ is protected by a supercon-
ducting gap of order ∆, and its energy is minimized by different configurations of θa depending on the magnetic flux
ϕ.

The following three phase configurations carry different chirality χ (see Eq. (2)) and are noteworthy:

χ = 0 ⇒ (θ1, θ2, θ3) = (0, 0, 0)

χ = 1 ⇒ (θ1, θ2, θ3) = (0, 2π/3,−2π/3)

χ = −1 ⇒ (θ1, θ2, θ3) = (0,−2π/3, 2π/3) . (B2)

As we will see, these are the minima of HJJ depending on the value of ϕ. Since only phase differences are physical,
we can fix θ1 = 0.

In Fig. 11 we show the Josephson energy in Eq. (B1) for the three different phase configurations. There are three
intercalating regions where one configuration in Eq. (B2) at a time minimizes the energy. This behavior agrees with
the numerical quantum results that were presented in the lower part of the phase diagram in Fig. 3 for Γ/∆ < 1.
The periodicity of the phase diagram in Fig. 11 is 6π, in contrast to the usual 2π. This can be seen directly from the
classical expression in Eq. (B1) and is a result of Cooper pair formation. One can explicitly check that for ∆ = 0, the
Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) is 2π periodic.

FIG. 11. Mean field energy associated with different θa configurations. The chirality χ of θa configurations that minimize the
energy for different values of flux ϕ agree with the limit of small Γ/∆ in Fig. 3 (colored pattern with different χ at the bottom
of the figure).
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