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We propose a source of purely electronic energy-entangled states implemented in a solid-state
system with potential applications in quantum information protocols based on electron flying qubits.
The proposed device relies on the standard tools of Electron Quantum Optics (EQO) and exploits
entanglement of the Cooper pairs of a BCS superconductor. The latter is coupled via an adjustable
quantum point contact to two opposite spin polarized electron wave-guides, which are driven by
trains of Lorentzian pulses. This specific choice for the drive is crucial to inject purely electronic
entangled-states devoid of spurious electron-hole pairs. In the Andreev regime, a perturbative
calculation in the tunnel coupling confirms that entangled electrons states (EES) are generated at
the output of the normal side. We introduce a quantity related to charge current cross-correlations
which allows one to verify experimentally the entangled nature of the emitted state.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum electronics is a fascinating research field ad-
dressing the fundamental properties of matter by access-
ing its quantum properties, such as interference and en-
tanglement [1–4]. Nowadays on-chip devices have been
realized and tested in ground-breaking experiments to
probe the quantum nature of electronic states down to
the single-electron level [5–9]. These major achievements
have been enabled by the implementation of a variety of
single-electron emission protocols, such as acoustic sur-
face waves [10, 11], periodically-driven quantum dots [12–
14], or Lorentzian-shaped voltage drives [15]. The latter
source is based on the proposal of Levitov et al. that
pulses with a Lorentzian profile can be tuned to excite
purely electronic excitations, i.e. devoid of any addi-
tional electron hole pairs, on top of the Fermi sea [16–
18]. These quasi-particles have then been termed Levi-
tons [19]. By properly setting the drive parameters, the
total charge emitted in one period can be varied, thus
allowing for the simultaneous injection of multiple Levi-
tons [20, 21]. Compared to other sources of isolated elec-
trons, the excitations emitted by quantized Lorentzian-
shaped pulses possess an intriguing property for individ-
ual quantum systems: they are not entangled with their
environment [22].

This initial theoretical proposal originated sev-
eral experimental breakthroughs using Levitonic quasi-
particles [23, 24]. For instance, the measurement of
quantum transport properties of systems driven by
Lorentzian-shaped pulses allowed to observe fermion
anti-bunching [15, 20, 23] and to perform electron to-
mography and time-resolved reconstruction of the Levi-
ton wave-function [13, 25–27]. Many theoretical propos-
als are still increasing the interest for Levitons, which
include the excitations of half-charge zero-energy quasi-
particles [28] or the generation of electron-hole entan-
glement in Mach-Zender interferometers [29, 30]. An
appealing research direction is to investigate the effects
of electron correlations, which are ubiquitous in meso-

scopic physics, on the generation and dynamics of single-
electron excitations [31]. The properties of Levitons
are currently assessed theoretically in strongly-correlated
systems, such as the fractional quantum Hall effect [32],
where their stability with respect to the interaction has
been proven [33], even for thermal transport [34–36], and
peculiar effects, such as an analog of Wigner crystalliza-
tion, have been proposed [37–39]. Moreover, the effects
of superconducting correlations have also been taken into
account for Levitons in the presence of tunneling junc-
tions between two superconductors or between a normal
system and a superconductor [40–44].

This vast research framework, built on the close coop-
eration between theory and experiments, is called elec-
tron quantum optics [45–49]. Indeed, the starting moti-
vation for this research field was to reproduce quantum
optics experiments by replacing photons by electrons.
Nevertheless, the fact that single-electron excitations are
easily exposed to interactions is a marking difference in
comparison with photon quantum states [50–52]. In this
sense, the electron quantum optics scenarios have been
increasingly attracting a speculative interest due to possi-
ble applications for quantum computation schemes based
on electron flying qubits [8, 9, 53–55]. In this framework,
one-dimensional channels existing in mesoscopic systems,
as a consequence of quantum confinement or topological
properties, are exploited as wave-guides for these elec-
tronic states. These channels are termed quantum rails
and quantum information is encoded by accounting for
the presence or the absence of the flying electron in each
of them. Combining together several quantum rails and
single-electron sources would allow for a purely electronic
quantum computation scheme, which possesses a great
potential for scalability [56, 57].

One of the main ingredients for the success of this sce-
nario is to find realistic implementations of two-qubit
gates, which requires the generation of entanglement be-
tween electron flying qubits [9, 58]. The main existing
proposals address this issue by considering the entan-
glement induced in Mach-Zender interferometers where
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quantum rails, over finite-length regions, are brought
sufficiently close to induce a phase shift due to the
Coulomb interaction between electrons on neighboring
channels [59]. While the latter proposal is certainly of
great interest, other sources of entanglement deserve to
be explored in order to offer multiple paths to quantum
information processing with electrons.

In this paper we investigate a mechanism to generate
entangled pairs of Levitons by resorting to the entangle-
ment naturally existing in the Cooper pair condensate
of a BCS superconductor [60–63]. More specifically, we
will elaborate on the proposal for an on-demand source
of energy-entangled electron states (EES), based on a hy-
brid superconducting system [64–73]. The ballistic chan-
nels of a single edge of a two-dimensional topological
insulator (2DTI) [74–76] are coupled via an adjustable
quantum point contact (QPC) to the BCS supercon-
ductor. These one-dimensional topological edge states,
which are termed helical, propagate with opposite chi-
ralities and, according to spin-momentum locking, they
possess an opposite spin-polarization axis [77–79]. Levi-
tons can be injected into the system by an AC periodic
voltage or by optical generation with radio-frequency fre-
quency combs [54]. We decide to focus on the first case
for our calculations in order to exploit the theoretical
framework of the photo-assisted formalism[31, 39], but
our results are valid for any type of source of Lorentzian-
shaped pulses.

We derive a perturbative expression for the quantum
state emitted in this configuration. Since two simultane-
ous tunneling events are required for one Cooper pair to
be created, we employ perturbation theory up to second
order in the tunneling amplitude. Our focus is on the
Andreev regime where the superconducting gap is the
largest energy scale. In this limit, the BCS ground state
is unperturbed and BCS excitations are excluded, thus
also validating the mean field approach here considered.

The emitted state propagates non-locally by spread-
ing over the two spin-polarized edge channels. In or-
der to assess its properties, we compute analytically the
charge locally backscattered at the QPC by a quantum
average over the emitted state. Importantly, we show
that the entangled nature of the quantum state can be
tested in a multiple-QPC setup with five terminals, i.e.
one superconducting lead, two sources and two detec-
tors. In this situation, we compute a quantity related
to the detector’s cross-correlations [80] and show that it
is always monotonous for separable states, while it can
change sign as a function of the system parameters for
entangled states.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II we
introduce the Hamiltonian model we use for a time-
dependent perturbation theory in the tunnel coupling.
Then in Sec. III this formalism is used to compute the
quantum state analytically, when the junction is driven
by a periodic bias, in the Andreev regime of frequencies.
This allows us to compute transport properties, such as
the charge transmitted, in Sec. IV. Finally, in Sec. V, a

Sc

Figure 1. The setup: an adjustable QPC connects a super-
conductor (right, in blue) and the helical edge states of a
Quantum spin Hall bar. Along the two channels quantized
Lorentzian-shaped pulses are injected. The interplay between
spin-momentum locking and BCS superconductivity allows to
emit entangled Leviton pairs in the normal part.

way to measure the entanglement of the output state is
also proposed, based on a multiple-QPC scheme. In the
following, units where ℏ = 1 and kB = 1 are employed.

II. MODEL

We focus on the three terminal device represented in
Fig. 1. The spin ↑ (↓) edge state is exiting an elec-
tron reservoir in the top (bottom) part of the bar and
propagating with a fixed chirality to the second electron
reservoir in the bottom (top) part, after having inter-
acted with the superconducting terminals. The 2DTI
edge states and the superconducting lead are described
in equilibrium by the Hamiltonian

HN =
∑
kN

σ=↑,↓

Eσ
N (kN )c†kN ,σckN ,σ ,

HS =
∑
kS

σ=↑,↓

ϵkS
c†kS ,S,σckS ,S,σ

+∆
∑
kS

(
c†kS ,S,↓c

†
−kS ,S,↑ + c−kS ,S,↑ckS ,S,↓

)
, (1)

where HN (HS) is the kinetic part of the Hamiltonian
of the normal (superconducting) lead, ∆ is the super-

conducting gap and ck,σ is the annihilation operator for
electrons with momentum k and spin σ in the normal lead

and ck,S,σ in the superconducting one. The chemical po-
tential is set to zero everywhere. The energy dispersion
for the helical edge states is [76, 79]

E
↑/↓
N (k) = v↑/↓

(
k − k↑/↓

)
, (2)

where spin-momentum locking imposes v↑ = −v↓ and
k↑ = −k↓.
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The superconducting Hamiltonian can be diagonalized
by resorting to the Bogoliubov-Valatin transformation.
The latter introduces new fermions in the superconduc-
tor [81]:

γk,σ = ukc
†
k,S,σ + sign (σ) vkc−k,S,σ , (3)

where sign(↑ / ↓) = ± and uk and vk are the supercon-
ductor coherence factors, defined up to a complex phase
factor as

|uk| =
1√
2

√
1 +

εk
ES(k)

,

|vk| =
1√
2

√
1− εk

ES(k)
,

(4)

where ES(k) =
(
ε2k +∆2

)1/2
is the energy required to

create an excitation of momentum k in the superconduc-
tor and ϵk is the kinetic energy of the said excitation. We
see that in the Andreev limit, i.e. for εk ≪ ∆, ES(k) ≈ ∆

is independent of k and |uk| = |vk| = 1/
√
2 for any k.

The fermion operators γk,σ describe quasi-particles ex-
cited at energies above the BCS ground state, which rep-
resents the vacuum state for these fermions. Therefore,
their action on the BCS ground state |ΨBCS⟩ is

γk,σ |ΨBCS⟩ = 0,

γk′,σ′γ
†
kσ |ΨBCS⟩ = δk,k′δσ,σ′ |ΨBCS⟩ .

(5)

A. Tunneling matrix and periodic drive

In our proposal, we connect the helical edge of the
2DTI to the superconducting lead by means of a QPC.
The formal description of the tunneling processes can be
carried out in the Nambu-Keldysh formalism by identi-
fying the edge states of the 2DTI as the left lead and the
superconductor as the right one. Following this line, one
defines the Nambu spinors

ψ†
L =

(
c†0,↑ c0,↓

)
, ψ†

R =
(
c†0,S,↑ c0,S,↓

)
, (6)

allowing us to introduce the tunneling Hamiltonian be-
tween the leads as

HT = ψ†
LWLRψR +H.c. . (7)

The tunnel matrix between the coupled sites of the left

and right leads of the junction is Hermitian, i.e., W †
LR =

WRL, and it is defined as

WLR = λσze
iσzϕ(t) , (8)

with σz the Pauli matrix in Nambu space, and λ the

tunneling amplitude. The phase ϕ(t) = e
∫ t

−∞ dt′ V (t′)
is the time-dependent phase difference between the leads
which accounts for the drive V (t) applied to the normal
leads.

For later calculations, it is convenient to introduce
the photo-assisted coefficients pl by means of which we
can express the electron phase in terms of the following
Fourier series

eiϕ(t) =
∑
l

ple
i(l+q)Ωt . (9)

In the following we will consider a specific form of the
voltage drive, with period T = 2π

ω :

V (t) =

+∞∑
k=−∞

V0
π

γ2

γ2 + (t− kT )2
. (10)

The above equation represents a periodic train of
Lorentzian-shaped pulses with amplitude V0 and width

γ. Each pulse carries a charge −qe = e/(2π)
∫ T
0

dt V (t).
The main characteristic of Lorentzian-shaped pulses is
that, for integer values of q, the corresponding photo-
assisted coefficients satisfy pl = 0 for l < −q. In this
case, the injected pulses are termed Levitons. The gen-
eral expression for these photo-assisted coefficients in the
case of Lorentzian-shaped pulses is

pl = qe−2πηl
∞∑
s=0

(−1)s
Γ(l + s+ q)

Γ(1 + q − s)

e−4πηs

s!(s+ l)!
, (11)

where we introduced η = γ/T .

B. Time evolution and interaction picture

Below, we introduce the time-evolution operator in the
interaction picture with respect to the tunneling Hamil-
tonian as a preliminary step to the perturbative calcu-
lation of the electron state created in the system by the
voltage drive.
As a starting point, we separate the total Hamiltonian

between the contribution of the two separated leads as
H0 ≡ HN +HS and the tunneling term, thus finding for
the total Hamiltonian

H = H0 +HT . (12)

It is useful to provide an explicit expression of the tun-
neling Hamiltonian

HT = λ
∑

kN ,kS ,
σ=↑↓,ϵ=±

(
e−iϕ(t)c†kN ,σckS ,S,σ

)ϵ

, (13)

where ϵ = − indicates the Hermitian conjugate. For
the perturbative calculations, we resort to an interaction
picture with HT as a perturbation. As a result, we can
introduce the time-evolution operator which is written as

S(t,−∞) = T exp

[
−i

∫ t

−∞
dt′HTI(t

′)

]
, (14)
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where T is the time ordering operator, and where HTI(t)
denotes the tunnel Hamiltonian in the interaction picture
as

HTI(t) = eiH0tHT e
−iH0t , (15)

As anticipated, Cooper pair emission requires two tun-
neling events and it is therefore dominated by the λ2

terms. As a result, for the following calculation of the
quantum state, it is useful to present the expansion of
the time-evolution operator up to the second order in
the tunneling amplitude. The latter reads

S(t,−∞) = 1+S(1)(t,−∞)+S(2)(t,−∞)+O(λ3), (16)

where

S(1)(t,−∞) = −i
∫ t

−∞
dt1HTI(t1),

S(2)(t,−∞) = −1

2

∫ t

−∞
dt1

∫ t1

−∞
dt2 T [HTI(t1)HTI(t2)] .

(17)

III. PERTURBATIVE CALCULATION OF THE
QUANTUM STATE

In this section, we compute the quantum state induced
in our system by the presence of the driving voltage V (t).
In order to perform this calculation, we employ pertur-
bation theory and, therefore, we will make use of the per-
turbative expansion of the time-evolution operator pre-
sented in Eq. (17). The calculation is performed by eval-
uating the action of the time-evolution operator on the
ground state of the system, which we identify as the ten-
sor products of the ground states of each constituent part
of the system.

|0⟩ ≡ |F↑⟩ ⊗ |F↓⟩ ⊗ |ΨBCS⟩ , (18)

where |Fσ⟩ is the Fermi sea of spin channel σ. After the
different parts of the system are coupled by the QPC
and the voltage drive is switched on, the resulting quan-
tum state is obtained by the action of the time-evolution
operator S on the ground state:∣∣∣F̃(t)

〉
= S(t,−∞) |0⟩ . (19)

Our focus is on the Andreev regime for which the gap is
the largest energy scale and no BCS quasi-particle can
be excited at the outcome of second order perturbation
theory. As a result, in the time-evolution of the system
we exclude all the tunneling processes that alter the BCS
ground state of the superconductor. This superselection
rule implies that only terms involving products of the

pair γk1,σ1
γ†k2,σ2

can contribute to the evolution of the
quantum state. As a consequence, all the odd terms in
the perturbative expansion are excluded: in particular,
we can neglect the term S(1)(t,−∞).

We will focus on the second-order term in the pertur-
bative expansion, such that∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)

〉
= S(2)(t,−∞) |0⟩ . (20)

The latter state can be formally presented in terms of
two contributions as∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)

〉
= |F1p(t)⟩+ |F2p(t)⟩ . (21)

In the above expression, the first term corresponds to the
generation of electron-hole pairs above the Fermi ground
state of the normal part. The second term describes the
creation of pairs of two electrons or two holes. By ex-
cluding the creation of quasi-particle excitations above
the BCS ground state, the first contribution will be ne-
glected in the rest of this paper. In the Appendix A, we
show rigorously that the term |F1p(t)⟩ is independent of
the voltage drive in the Andreev limit and can be there-
fore left out of our discussion. This is in agreement with
the physical picture for which only Cooper pairs can be
transferred in the limit of large gap.
For these reasons, we will focus only on the two-particle

terms for the rest of this work and set∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)
〉
≃ |F2p(t)⟩ . (22)

The above approximation is valid in the Andreev limit
∆/Ω ≫ 1.

A. Time-dependent quantum state

We compute the two-particle terms in the quantum
state generated at the QPC by the presence of the driving
voltage. We start by replacing the Fourier coefficients in
Eq. (9) and by using Eq. (4) allowing us to write ukvk =
±∆/[2ES(k)], so that one has∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)

〉
=
λ2∆

2

∑
k,k′,σ

ξσ

[
Uσ
kk′(t)c

†
k,σc

†
k′,σ

+ Vσ
kk′(t)ck,σck′,σ

]
|0⟩ ,

(23)

where ξ↑/↓ = ± and

Uσ
kk′(t) = −

∑
l,m,kS

∫ t

−∞
dt1

∫ t1

−∞
dt2

p∗l p
∗
m

ES(kS)
eαt2

× ei[E
σ
l+q(k)−ES(kS)]t1ei[E

σ̄
m+q(k

′)+ES(kS)]t2 , (24)

Vσ
kk′(t) =

∑
l,m,kS

∫ t

−∞
dt1

∫ t1

−∞
dt2

plpm
ES(kS)

eαt2

× ei[−Eσ
l+q(k)−ES(−kS)]t1ei[−Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)+ES(−kS)]t2 ,

(25)

where we defined for notation convenience Eσ
l+q(k) ≡

Eσ
N (k) − (l + q)Ω and we introduced the parameter
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α → 0+ to ensure the convergence of integrals. By us-
ing the anti-commutation properties of fermion opera-
tors, the sum over σ in Eq. (23) can be computed and
the state can be recast as∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)

〉
=
λ2

2

∑
k,k′

[
Υ+

kk′(t)c
†
k,↑c

†
k′,↓ +Υ−

kk′(t)ck,↑ck′,↓

]
|0⟩ ,

(26)
where we defined

Υ+
kk′(t) = ∆

[
U↑
kk′(t) + U↓

k′k(t)
]
, (27)

Υ−
kk′(t) = ∆

[
V↑
kk′(t) + V↓

k′k(t)
]
. (28)

In the following, we will focus on the calculation of the
integrals in Uσ

kk′ and Vσ
kk′ : the derivation will be carried

out in parallel. Here, it is useful to express an interme-
diate result: let I be the following integral

I = lim
α→0

∫ t1

−∞
dt2 exp [i(E − iα)t2]

= lim
α→0

−ieiEt1

E − iα
,

(29)

This allows us to perform the time integrals in Eqs. (24)
and (25) successively. First carrying out the integral over
t2, one has

Uσ
kk′(t) = −

∑
l,m,kS

∫ t

−∞
dt1

p∗l p
∗
me

αt1

ES(kS)
×

ei[E
σ
l+q(k)+Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)]t1

i
[
Eσ̄

m+q(k
′) + ES(kS)− iα

] , (30)

Vσ
kk′(t) =

∑
l,m,kS

∫ t

−∞
dt1

plpme
αt1

ES(kS)
×

e−i[Eσ
l+q(k)+Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)]t1

i
[
−Eσ̄

m+q(k
′) + ES(−kS)− iα

] . (31)

Then, by using again the result of Eq. (29), we compute
the integral over t1, yielding

Uσ
kk′(t) =

∑
l,m,kS

p∗l p
∗
m

ES(kS)

× ei[E
σ
l+q(k)+Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)]teαt[

Eσ̄
m+q(k

′) + ES(kS)− iα
] [
Eσ

l+q(k) + Eσ̄
m+q(k

′)− iα
] ,

(32)

Vσ
kk′(t) =

∑
l,m,kS

plpm
ES(kS)

× e−i[Eσ
l+q(k)+Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)]teαt[

−Eσ̄
m+q(k

′) + ES(−kS)− iα
] [
Eσ

l+q(k) + Eσ̄
m+q(k

′) + iα
] .

(33)

B. Large-gap limit

In the large-gap limit, defined as the case for which
the superconducting gap ∆ is the largest energy scale,
the above expressions can be further simplified. In this
regime, one can write

1

±Eσ̄
m+q(k

′) + ES(±kS)
∼ 1

ES(±kS)
(34)

as long as the terms in the sum over k and k′ ap-
pearing in the quantum state can be neglected when∣∣Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)
∣∣ ∼ ∆. Here, we will show that this is in-

deed the case. First of all, the energies appearing in U↑
kk′

(V↑
kk′) must all be positive (negative) because these co-

efficients multiply two creation (annihilation) operators
acting on the vacuum state. As a consequence the ex-
pressions Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)±ES(±kS) never vanish. This means

that, when
∣∣Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)
∣∣ ∼ ∆, the coefficients Uσ

kk′(t) and

Vσ
kk′(t) behave as 1/∆3, while, when

∣∣Eσ̄
m+q(k

′)
∣∣ ≪ ∆,

they behave as 1/∆2. Therefore, we can safely set in the
Andreev regime:

Uσ
kk′(t) =

AS

∆

∑
l,m

p∗l p
∗
me

i[Eσ
l+q(k)+Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)]teαt[

Eσ
l+q(k) + Eσ̄

m+q(k
′)− iα

] , (35)

Vσ
kk′(t) =

AS

∆

∑
l,m

plpme
−i[Eσ

l+q(k)+Eσ̄
m+q(k

′)]teαt[
Eσ

l+q(k) + Eσ̄
m+q(k

′) + iα
] , (36)

where, by using ES(kS) = ES(−kS), we defined the com-
mon pre-factor

AS = ∆
∑
kS

1

E2
S(kS)

, (37)

which includes all the information about the sum over the
superconducting momenta. Interestingly, metallic and
superconducting degrees of freedom are decoupled. We
can further simplify these coefficients by substituting l+
m→ l and perform the sum over m∑

m

p∗l−m(q)p∗m(q) = p∗l (2q), (38)

thus obtaining

Uσ
kk′(t) =

AS

∆

∑
l

p∗l (2q)e
i[Eσ

N (k)+Eσ̄
N (k′)−(l+2q)Ω]teαt

[Eσ
N (k) + Eσ̄

N (k′)− (l + 2q) Ω− iα]
,

(39)

Vσ
kk′(t) =

AS

∆

∑
l

pl(2q)e
−i[Eσ

N (k)+Eσ̄
N (k′)−(l+2q)Ω]teαt

[Eσ
N (k) + Eσ̄

N (k′)− (l + 2q) Ω + iα]
,

(40)

We observe that these two coefficients are both invariant
if we simultaneously exchange σ ↔ σ̄ and k ↔ k′. We
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exploit this invariance to simplify the coefficients defined
in Eqs. (27) and (28) as

Υ+
kk′ = 2∆Ukk′ , (41)

Υ−
kk′ = 2∆Vkk′ . (42)

where we defined Ukk′ ≡ U↑
kk′ = U↓

k′k and Vkk′ ≡ V↑
kk′ =

V↓
k′k.
One readily sees at this stage that the state in Eq. (26)

is entangled since it cannot be written as a product of
two states acting separately on the two Fermi sea of elec-
trons with spin ↑ and ↓. Indeed, as it can be seen from
Eqs. (27) and (28), the coefficients Υ±

kk′ cannot be recast
as a product of two separate functions of k and k′.

For later calculation of the transport properties, it
is useful to anticipate that for the squared norms of
Eqs. (41) and (42) one has

∣∣Υ±
kk′(t)

∣∣2 =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
l

2AS pl(2q)e
i(l+2q)Ωt[

E↑
N (k) + E↓

N (k′)− (l + 2q) Ω + iα
]
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(43)
We comment that the above expressions are periodic
functions of time with period T = 2π/Ω.

We are interested in the expression for the state in the
long time-limit. For this purpose, we use the result

lim
t→∞

eiEt

iE
= lim

t→∞

∫ t

−∞
dt′eiEt′ = 2πδ(E). (44)

By inserting the above expression into Eqs. (39) and (40),
one finds in the limit α→ 0

Υ+
kk′ = i4πAS

∑
l

p∗l (2q)δ
[
Eσ

N (k) + Eσ̄
N (k′)− (l + 2q) Ω

]
,

(45)

Υ−
kk′ = −i4πAS

∑
l

pl(2q)δ
[
Eσ

N (k) + Eσ̄
N (k′)− (l + 2q) Ω

]
.

(46)

The energies appearing in the delta functions of
Eq. (45) (Eq. (46)) are always positive (negative) for both
k and k′ because of the action of the fermion creation
(annihilation) operators on the vacuum state of the nor-
mal regions. For a train of Lorentzian-shaped pulses for

which 2q ∈ N+, the photo-assisted coefficients obey the
property pl = 0 for l < −2q. As a result, both delta
functions in Eqs. (45) and (46) set the condition that the
energies EN are necessarily positive for any k and k′. The
term with two annihilation operators must then vanish in
Eq. (26). We conclude that the final state generated by
driving the system with a periodic train of Lorentzian-
shaped pulses (with 2q ∈ N+) is purely electronic and
reads ∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)

〉
=
λ2

2

∑
k,k′

Υ+
kk′c

†
k,↑c

†
k′,↓ |0⟩ . (47)

We remark that if this state only contains electrons, it
is due to the peculiar properties of Levitons. For any
other type of drive the terms associated with the two
holes cannot be neglected. Indeed, the state in Eq. (47)
is a purely electronic energy-entangled state.

IV. AVERAGE BACKSCATTERED CHARGE

The time-dependent charge backscattered at the QPC
for electrons with spin σ is defined as

Qσ(t) = e
〈
F̃(t)

∣∣∣∑
k

c†k,σck,σ

∣∣∣F̃(t)
〉
. (48)

Despite the fact that this quantity is defined at the po-
sition of the QPC, for 2DTIs, according to the spin-
momentum locking of the edge channels, the chargeQσ(t)
corresponds to the one which is measured in the reservoir
at the end of each channel. Moreover, we assumed that
the total charge in the vacuum state is zero, such that〈

0

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k

c†k,σck,σ

∣∣∣∣∣ 0
〉

= 0 (49)

We observe that the backscattered charge is induced
solely by the presence of the driving voltage and that this
quantity is related only to the transfer of Cooper pairs
from the superconductor to the topological edge states.
By using the expression for the two-particle state in

Eq. (26) and the coefficients in Eqs. (27) and (28), the
average for the charge operator becomes

Qσ(t) =
eλ4

4

∑
k,k1,k

′
1

k2,k
′
2

[
Υ−

k1k′
1
(t)

[
Υ−

k2k′
2
(t)

]∗ 〈
c†k′

1,↓
c†k1,↑c

†
k,σck,σck2,↑ck′

2,↓

〉

+Υ+
k2k′

2
(t)

[
Υ+

k1k′
1
(t)

]∗ 〈
ck′

1,↓ck1,↑c
†
k,σck,σc

†
k2,↑c

†
k′
2,↓

〉]
. (50)
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We use Wick’s theorem to compute the averages. One has:〈
ck′

1,↓ck1,↑c
†
k,σck,σc

†
k2,↑c

†
k′
2,↓

〉
=

(
δσ,↑δk,k1

+ δσ,↓δk,k′
1

)
δk′

2,k
′
1
δk2,k1

Θ
(
E↑

N (k1)
)
Θ
(
E↓

N (k′1)
)

(51)〈
c†k′

1,↓
c†k1,↑c

†
k,σck,σck2,↑ck′

2,↓

〉
= −

(
δσ,↑δk,k1

+ δσ,↓δk,k′
1

)
δk′

2,k
′
1
δk2,k1

Θ
(
−E↑

N (k1)
)
Θ
(
−E↓

N (k′1)
)
. (52)

Here, we focused only on the connected contribution by removing all the average on operators with the same momen-
tum by means of Eq. (49).

The time-dependent charge becomes:

Qσ(t) =
eλ4

4

∑
k,k′

[ ∣∣Υ+
kk′(t)

∣∣2 Θ(
E↑

N (k)
)
Θ
(
E↓

N (k′)
)
−

∣∣Υ−
kk′(t)

∣∣2 Θ(
−E↑

N (k)
)
Θ
(
−E↓

N (k′)
)]

. (53)

We replace the discrete sums with integrals over energies,

by putting E↑
N (k) = ω and E↓

N (k) = ω′. Here, we use
the linear approximation for the energies of the normal
part, which is exact in the case of helical edge states,
such that:

Eσ
N (k) = vσ (k − kσ) . (54)

The expression for the backscattered charge can be recast
as

Qσ(t) = eλ4A2
Sν↑ν↓

∫
dω

2π

∫
dω′

2π

∑
l,m

p∗l (2q)pm(2q)ei(l−m)Ωt [Θ(ω)Θ(ω′)−Θ(−ω)Θ(−ω′)]

[ω + ω′ − (l + 2q) Ω− iα] [ω + ω′ − (m+ 2q) Ω + iα]
, (55)

where we introduce νσ =
∑

k δ (ω − Eσ
N (k)) as the density of states of the QSH edge states, which is constant for a

system with linear energy dispersion.

The details of the calculation of these integrals are given
in Appendix B. Finally, the charge becomes:

Qσ(t) = λ4A2
Sν↑ν↓

e2

2π

∫ t

−∞
dt′eα(t

′−t)V (t′). (56)

We notice that Q↑(t) = Q↓(t). Starting from the ex-
pression for the quantum states, we recover the intuitive
result for the backscattered charge, i.e. that it is given by
the integral of the drive until the time t. Nevertheless, no
information about the entangled nature of the state can
be extracted from this quantity. In the next section, we
will derive an observable which can distinguish between
product states and entangled states. We will apply this
result to the case of the quantum state derived before
and show how to detect the entanglement produced by
our source in a modified setup.

V. CROSS-CORRELATION AS A WITNESS OF
ELECTRON-ELECTRON ENTANGLEMENT

In this section we propose a way to detect the energy
entanglement of the quantum state appearing in Eq. (26).
The choice of quantized Lorentzian-shaped pulses allows
us, as shown in Sec. III, to focus on the injection of a

purely electronic entangled states, by setting EN (k) > 0
and EN (k′) > 0. For the sake of completeness we report
the corresponding electronic state here below∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)

〉
=
λ2

2

∑
k,k′

Υ+
kk′c

†
k,↑c

†
k′,↓ |0⟩ . (57)

All the results can be straightforwardly extended to the
case of a two-hole state obtained by setting EN (k) < 0
and EN (k′) < 0.
In the following we present the setup and the experi-

mental quantity that can be used to detect the entangle-
ment of the state in Eq. (57). Let us present the principle
of the probing device. The entanglement is characterized
but the factor Υ+

k,k′ [see Eq. (45)], which imposes that if
the state contains an electron of spin up with energy k,
the spin down electron has an energy k′ which can only
take discrete values (these depend on k and on the char-
acteristics of the Leviton drive encoded in q, Ω and the pl
coefficients). One way to characterize the entanglement
is then to take advantage of the helicity of the edge states:
the two electrons emitted from the BCS lead travel nat-
urally to the opposite sides of the device. One can then
access separately the currents produced by the two elec-
trons from an injected pair. Sending these currents into
energy filtering devices will modify the correlations be-
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Figure 2. A quantum spin Hall bar in a six-terminal config-
uration with four QPCs. Terminals 1 and 2 are driven by
Lorentzian-shaped periodic voltages, while terminals 3 and 4
are the detectors and the other terminals are grounded. A
superconducting lead is coupled to the helical edge channels
in the middle of the quantum spin Hall bar. One double-QPC
barrier is placed on each on the two side of the superconduc-
tor. By measuring the cross-correlation noise between detec-
tors, one is able to asses the entangled nature of the quantum
state generated by the interplay with the BCS superconduc-
tivity.

tween the two currents in a way which is specific to the
entanglement contained in Υ+

k,k′ . As a simple schematic
example, suppose that the spin up current is filtered such
that only electron with energy k0 contributes to the cur-
rent. Then the spin down current only contains electrons
of energy k′ allowed by Υ+

k0,k′ , and the current corre-

lations will depend strongly on how the k′ energies are
filtered.

The setup is presented in Fig. V. On each side of the
source of entangled electrons, we connect two QPCs in se-
ries, each of them is characterized by a constant reflectiv-
ity amplitude r. The two QPCs are placed at a distance
DL and DR from each other, respectively in the left and
right parts of the device. The presence of two QPCs pro-
duces the required energy filtering in the phase of electron
states passing through these barriers [82–84]. A similar
interferometric setup has already been proposed in Ref.
[29] as a Mach- Zender-like device to probe electron-hole
entanglement.

It is instructive to remark that the proposed setup for
witnessing energy entanglement described in this paper
bears similarities (spin separation followed by energy fil-
tering) with the protocol for detecting Bell inequalities
violation in normal metal/BCS superconducting forks
from energy entanglement proposed in Ref. [69] (which
is itself inspired from the photonic case[85]).

In the following, we will show that the entangled nature

of the quantum state
∣∣∣F̃〉

can be assessed by measuring

the cross-correlation noise between terminals 3 and 4.

Figure 3. Sketch of the different tunneling processes as-
sociated with different cross-correlators in the weak back-
scattering regime. (a) The cross-correlator S(0)

34 contains in-
formation about tunneling processes where no interference oc-
curs: the tunneling at each QPC is an independent event. (b)

and (c) The cross-correlators S(1,L)
34 − S(0)

34 and S(1,R)
34 − S(0)

34

includes only the effect of the interference on one of the two

double barrier, since the contributions coming from S(0)
34 have

been subtracted. (d) The cross-correlator ∆S includes only
the tunneling processes where both electrons take quantum
interference paths, since all the previous processes have been
subtracted according to Eq. (59). In this way each double
barrier acts as an energy-filter thus allowing for the detection
of energy entanglement between the two electrons.

The latter quantity is defined as

S34 =
〈
F̃
∣∣∣ I3I4 ∣∣∣F̃〉

−
〈
F̃
∣∣∣ I3 ∣∣∣F̃〉〈

F̃
∣∣∣ I4 ∣∣∣F̃〉

, (58)

where we introduced the current operators I3 =

ev↓
∑

k d
†
k,3dk,3 and I4 = ev↑

∑
k d

†
k,4dk,4. In order to

exploit the correlation induced by the double barriers
to extract information about the state produced at the
interface with the SC, we set each QPC to the weak-
backscattering regime, i.e |r| ≪ 1, such that their pertur-
bation on the created entangled state is minimal. More-
over, in this regime, the tunneling paths through the sys-
tem can be easily interpreted. In Fig. 3, we associated the
different tunneling paths at the lowest order in tunnel-
ing with a different contribution to the cross-correlation
noise: this will be crucial to isolate the relevant contribu-
tion containing the necessary energy-filtering as discussed
above.
In Fig. 3(a), we present a tunneling path in the ab-

sence of interference between two QPCs. These paths
give rise to the correlations which can be observed in a
setup with no double barriers, but only a single QPC
on each side: we term this contribution to the cross-
correlation noise S(0)

34 and there are 4 such processes in
total. Then, in Figs. 3(b) and 3(c), we depict the case
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where interference paths occur only on one side of the
system, left or right, respectively. In this case, the asso-
ciated cross-correlations are the ones which can be mea-
sured in a setup with only one double barrier on the left
or the right side, respectively. We indicate these corre-

lations with S(1,L/R)
34 and there are two such processes

for each side of the system. Actually, the correlations

S(1,L/R)
34 contains also the contributions coming from the

tunneling paths with no interference, such that what is
depicted in Figs. 3(b) and 3(c) are tunneling paths giving

rise to some correlations quantified by S(1,L/R)
34 − 2S(0)

34 .
Finally, in order to isolate the contributions containing
only the interference paths on both double barriers, i.e.
the ones where there is some energy filtering for both
spin ↑ and ↓ electrons, we should subtract all the pre-
vious contribution from S34, thus defining the following
quantity

∆S ≡ S34 − 2
[
S(1,L)
34 + S(1,R)

34 − 2S(0)
34

]
, (59)

whose associated tunneling paths are presented in
Fig. 3(d).

A. Scattering-matrix description of the double
barriers

In order to compute the cross-correlation noise we em-
ploy a scattering matrix description for the double barri-
ers. We will consider the case with a single double barrier
or with no double barriers as particular cases. The reflec-
tivity amplitudes are assumed to be equal for each QPC
and corresponding to r. In this regard, the full scattering
matrix of the double delta barriers reads [86]

S
(L/R)
k =

(
rk,L/R t′k,L/R

tk,L/R r′k,L/R

)
, (60)

where

tk,L/R = t′k,L/R =
t2eikDL/R

1− r2ei2kDL/R
, (61)

rk,L/R = r′k,L/R = r
1 + (t2 − r2)ei2kDL/R

1− r2ei2kDL/R
, (62)

where we have R ≡ |r|2, T ≡ |t|2 and R + T = 1.
While we presented here the scattering matrix at all or-
ders in tunnelling, all QPCs are assumed to be in the
weak backscattering regime. This choice is motivated by
the research of a quantity related to the quantum en-
tanglement and it is not a necessary assumption for the
calculation, as the noise can be computed exactly in this
configuration by means of the scattering matrix formal-
ism. For the sake of clarity, we decided to name differ-
ently the widths of the left and right barriers, respectively
as DL and DR. Nevertheless, for the entanglement wit-
ness we will set DL = DR ≡ D.

In the weak backscattering regime one has |r| ≪ 1
and |t| ≃ 1. Therefore, the coefficients of the scattering
matrix become∣∣tk,L/R

∣∣ = ∣∣∣t′k,L/R

∣∣∣ ≃ 1, (63)

rk,L/R = r′k,L/R ≃ r
(
1 + ei2kDL/R

)
. (64)

The cross-correlation S(1,L/R)
34 can be obtained by the

replacement

rk,R/L → r, (65)

respectively. Therefore, these cross-correlators can be
measured in the presented setup by fully opening one

QPC in the right or left double barrier. Similarly S(0)
34

corresponds to a scattering matrix with

rk,L → r (66)

rk,R → r. (67)

In terms of the corresponding experimental configura-

tion, S(0)
34 can be measured by fully opening one QPC on

both sides of the system.
We describe the tunneling at the double barrier in

terms of a scattering problem of fermions exiting or enter-
ing all the terminals in the system. The fermions “close”
to the SC region in between the two double barriers are
ck,↑/↓, as appearing in Eq. (57). The fermions exiting
(entering) terminal j, with j = 1, . . . , 6, are termed ck,j
(dk,j). We relate the fermion operators appearing in the

quantum state
∣∣∣F̃〉

to the ones exiting terminals 1, 2, 3, 4
as

ck,↑ = tk,Lck,1 + rk,Lck,3 (68)

ck,↓ = tk,Rck,2 + rk,Rck,4. (69)

In the weak backscattering regime, the product appear-
ing in the entangled states reads

c†k,↑c
†
k′,↓ = c†k,1c

†
k′,2e

−i(kDL+k′DR) +O (r1,2) . (70)

We see already that, to lowest order in r, the combina-
tion of operators appearing in Eq. (57) is related only to
electrons exiting from terminals 1 and 2, those which are
driven by Lorentzian pulses. In this sense, in the chan-
nels ↑ and ↓ the source is producing a quantum state
which is equivalent to the one derived in the previous
section, up to a phase. As a result, despite the presence
of the additional QPCs, the presented configuration can

be used to probe the properties of the state
∣∣∣F̃〉

.

The operators appearing in the cross-correlator S34 are

dk,4 = rk,Rck,↑ + tk,Rck,5 ∼ rk,Rtk,Lck,1 + tk,Rck,5,
(71)

dk,3 = rk,Lck,↓ + tk,Lck,6 ∼ rk,Ltk,Rck,2 + tk,Lck,6. (72)

In the next part, we will use this scattering-matrix de-
scription to compute the cross-correlations S34(DL, DR).
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B. Calculation of the cross-correlations

The cross-correlation noise in Eq. (58) can be com-
puted in the weak-backscattering regime and to lowest
order in λ as

S34 ≃ λ4

4
e2v↑v↓

∑
k3,k4

∑
k,k′

k,k
′

[
|rk3,L|2 |rk4,R|2 Υ+

kk′

[
Υ+

kk
′

]∗ 〈
ck,2

(
c†k3,2

ck3,2 −Nk3,2

)
c†k,2

〉〈
ck′

,1

(
c†k4,1

ck4,1 −Nk4,1

)
c†k′,1

〉]
.

(73)

where we defined Nk,j =
〈
0
∣∣∣c†k,jck,j∣∣∣ 0〉. Moreover, since

the operators ck,5 and ck,6 do not appear in
∣∣∣F̃〉

they will

not contribute to the calculation of the cross-correlator,
despite their presence in Eqs. (71) and (72). As a result,
the cross-correlator is directly related to the electrons
going out of terminals 1 and 2, upstream with respect
to the QPC, to lowest order in the tunneling amplitudes.
This means that our observable is a probe of the source of
entangled electrons in the absence of the double barriers,
despite the presence of the QPCs.

The cross-correlator in Eq. (73) can be simplified by
using Wick’s theorem, thus finding

S34 =
λ4

4
e2v↑v↓

∑
k,k′

|rk,L|2 |rk′,R|2

×
∣∣Υ+

kk′

∣∣2 Θ(E↑
N (k))Θ(E↓

N (k′)).

(74)

By using Eqs. (65) and (67), one can find the cross-
correlations in the other configurations as

S(1,L)
34 =

λ4 |r|2 e2v↑v↓
4

∑
k,k′

|rk,L|2
∣∣Υ+

kk′

∣∣2
×Θ(E↑

N (k))Θ(E↓
N (k′)), (75)

S(1,R)
34 =

λ4 |r|2 e2v↑v↓
4

∑
k,k′

|rk′,R|2
∣∣Υ+

kk′

∣∣2
×Θ(E↑

N (k))Θ(E↓
N (k′)), (76)

S(0)
34 =

λ4 |r|4 e2v↑v↓
4

∑
k,k′

∣∣Υ+
kk′

∣∣2 Θ(E↑
N (k))Θ(E↓

N (k′)).

(77)

By inserting the above quantity in the definition of the
entanglement witness in Eq. (59) and the scattering ma-
trix coefficients in the weak backscattering limit [see
Eq. (64)], we obtain

∆S = λ4R2e2v↑v↓

×
∑
k,k′

Θ(E↑
N (k))Θ(E↓

N (k′)) cos (2kD) cos (2k′D)
∣∣Υ+

kk′

∣∣2
(78)

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

−2

0

∆
S/

∆
S 0

2q = 1
η = 0.05 η = 0.15 η = 0.25

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

D̃

−2.5

0.0

∆
S/

∆
S 0

2q = 2
η = 0.05 η = 0.15 η = 0.25

Figure 4. The entanglement witness ∆S for αF = 0 in units
of ∆S0 as a function of D̃ for different values of the re-scaled
Leviton half-height width η = γ/T . The charge is set to
2q = 1 in the upper panel and to 2q = 2 in the lower panel.

In the rest of this section, we will characterize the latter
quantity and show that it can be used as a witness of the
electron-electron entanglement of the state in Eq. (57) in
systems with time-reversal symmetry (TRS), such as the
QSH edge states.

C. Witness of electron-electron entanglement

For a separable state, the two-particle sector can al-
ways be decomposed into the product of single-particle
states [87]. As a result, the matrix appearing in Eq. (57)

would assume the form Υkk′ = f↑kf
↓
k′ , such that∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)

〉
=
λ2

2

∑
k

f↑k c
†
k,↑ |F↑⟩ ×

∑
k′

f↓k′c
†
k′,↓ |F↓⟩ (79)

For such separable state, the combination of cross-
correlators defined in Eq. (59) becomes

∆S = λ4R2e2v↑v↓

×
∑
k,k′

Θ(E↑
N (k))Θ(E↓

N (k′)) cos (2kD) cos (2k′D)
∣∣∣f↑k ∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣f↓k′

∣∣∣2 .
(80)
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For systems with TRS, one has that E↑
N (k) = E↓

N (∓k),
v↑ = −v↓ and f↑k = f↓∓k, respectively, such that the ex-
pression in Eq. (80) becomes

∆S = −λ4R2e2v2↑

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k

Θ(E↑
N (k)) cos (2kD)

∣∣∣f↑k ∣∣∣2
∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(81)
which is manifestly a negative or null quantity for any
choice of parameters. The condition ∆S ≤ 0 for separa-
ble state allows us to employ this quantity as a witness
of electron-electron entanglement. For separable state,
the quantum interference processes occuring on the left
or right double barrier are completely independent. As
a consequence the cross-correlations of two-particle are
simply the square modulus of the same single-particle
quantity, as it always happens for independent entities.

For the entangled-state of Levitons, we will show that
the same quantity can change sign as a function of the
parameters of the interferometers. We can compute this
quantity explicitly by using the linear approximation for
the energy dispersion

Eσ
N (k) = vσ (k − kσ) (82)

The main calculation is carried out in the Appendix C.

For systems with TRS, the final expression is

∆S = −∆S0

∑
l>−2q

|pl|2
{
(l + 2q) cos

[
αF + D̃(l + 2q)

]
+ D̃−1 sin

[
D̃(l + 2q)

]}
(83)

where we defined ∆S0 = 2e2v2↑ν
2
↑A

2
SΩλ

4R. Here we also
introduced αF = 4k↑D as the phase acquired by an elec-

tron travelling across one double barrier, and D̃ = DΩ/v↑
as the ratio between the length of the barrier and the av-
erage space separation between two consecutive Leviton
pulses. The expression in Eq. (83) can be positive or
negative as a function of the dimensionless system pa-
rameters. We conclude that observing a negative value
of ∆S as a function of D̃ is an indicator of the entan-
gled nature of the quantum state. Physically, this can
be explained by the fact that, for entangled states, the
tunneling processes occurring on the two barriers are not
independent and give rise to additional quantum interfer-
ence mechanisms which are absent for separable states.
In other words, the intrinsic two-particle nature of these
correlations becomes manifest in the interference oscilla-
tions that appear in Figs. 4 and 5.
We remark that the expression in Eq. (83) is valid only

in the case 2q ∈ Z. The values of the photo-assisted
coefficients are presented in Eq. (11). In particular, for
2q = 1, one can derive an analytical expression for ∆S
(see Appendix C)

∆S = ∆S0

(
1− e−4πη

)2 e8πη [D̃ cos
(
αF + D̃

)
+ sin(D̃)

]
− e4πη

[
2D̃ cos(αF ) + sin(2D̃)

]
+ D̃ cos

(
D̃ − αF

)
+ sin(D)

4D [cos(D)− cosh(4πη)]
2

(84)

The entanglement witness is presented for 2q = 1 and
2q = 2 as a function of D̃ in Figs. 4 and 5 for αF = 0
and αF = 1.5, respectively. In both cases, this quantity
is changing sign as a function of the system parameters,
thus proving that it can be used as a test for the entan-
glement generated by the proposed source.

VI. CONCLUSION

Here, we considered a novel protocol to create entan-
gled pairs of Levitons in the helical edge states of a
two-dimensional quantum spin Hall systems. The en-
tanglement naturally arises in our proposal by exploit-
ing the proximity effect of a BCS superconductor, whose
ground state is a condensate of Cooper pairs entangled
in the energy domain. In particular, we proposed an
on-demand periodic source of energy-entangled electron
states. We focused on a two-dimensional topological in-
sulator (2DTI) whose edge states are coupled via an ad-
justable quantum point contact (QPC) to the BCS super-

conductor. The choice of a two-dimensional topological
insulator is illustrative and we speculate that our results
can be extended to other systems with spin-polarized
edge states, such as the chiral edge states of the quantum
Hall effect at ν = 2. Two sources of Levitons are con-
nected to the topological bar. We decide to focus on the
case of voltage injection of Levitons, but our results are
valid for any protocol of injection of Lorentzian-shaped
pulses (see Ref. [54]).
We employed perturbation theory up to second order

in the tunneling amplitude to compute the quantum state
emitted in this configuration. Our focus is on the regime
where the superconducting gap is the largest energy scale,
i.e. the Andreev regime. In this limit, the BCS ground
state is unperturbed and BCS excitations are excluded
in the final outcome, thus also validating the mean field
approach here considered.
Moreover, we computed analytically the charge locally

backscattered at the QPC by a quantum average over
the emitted state and we found the intuitive result that
the charge is proportional to the integral of the voltage
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Figure 5. The entanglement witness ∆S for αF = 1.5 in units
of ∆S0 as a function of D̃ for different values of the re-scaled
Leviton half-height width η = γ/T . The charge is set to
2q = 1 in the upper panel and to 2q = 2 in the lower panel.

source, thus validating our perturbative approach. Sec-
ondly, we showed that the entangled nature of the quan-

tum state can be tested in a multiple-QPC setup by com-
puting a quantity related to the cross-correlations in this
setup. We proved that it is always monotonous and pos-
itive for separable states, while it can change sign as a
function of the system parameters for entangled states.
The generated energy entangled states can be exploited

in a variety of quantum protocols based on nanoscale de-
vices, such as quantum teleportation [88], quantum key
distribution [89], secure cryptography [90–92], or quan-
tum dense coding [93].
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Appendix A: Electron-hole creation term

In this Appendix, we show that the electron-hole term |F1p(t)⟩ appearing in Eq. (21) does not depend on the driving
voltage and that its only contribution is to renormalize the coefficient in front of the zeroth-order term.

As a first step, we write the electron-hole term by making explicit the time-dependence of the fermion operator

|F1p(t)⟩ = −λ
2

4

∑
kN ,k′

N
kS ,σ

∫ t

−∞
dt1

∫ t1

−∞
dt2

× eαt2
[
e−iϕ(t1)eiϕ(t2)ei[E

σ
N (kN )−ES(kS)]t1ei[−Eσ

N (k′
N )+ES(kS)]t2u2kS

c†kN ,σck′
N ,σ

+eiϕ(t1)e−iϕ(t2)ei[−Eσ
N (kN )−ES(−kS)]t1ei[E

σ
N (k′

N )+ES(−kS)]t2v2kS
ckN ,σc

†
k′
N ,σ

]
|0⟩ .

(A1)

where α is a positive regularisation parameter that will be taken to zero, ensuring that the contribution at −∞
vanishes in the integral over t2. Next, we express the voltage phase in terms of the photo-assisted Fourier series in
Eq. (9), thus finding

|F1p(t)⟩ = −λ
2

4

∑
kN ,k′

N
kS ,σ

∑
l,m

∫ t

−∞
dt1

∫ t1

−∞
dt2

× eαt2
[
p∗l pme

i[Eσ
N (kN )−ES(kS)−(l+q)Ω]t1ei[−Eσ

N (k′
N )+ES(kS)+(m+q)Ω]t2u2kS

c†kN ,σck′
N ,σ

+plp
∗
me

i[−Eσ
N (kN )−ES(−kS)+(l+q)Ω]t1ei[E

σ
N (k′

N )+ES(−kS)−(m+q)Ω]t2v2kS
ckN ,σc

†
k′
N ,σ

]
|0⟩ .

(A2)

Using the integral in Eq. (29), we perform the integral over t2 and take the limit α→ 0

|F1p(t)⟩ = −λ
2

4

∑
kN ,k′

N
kSσ

∑
l,m

∫ t

−∞
dt1

[
p∗l pme

i[Eσ
N (kN )−Eσ

N (k′
N )−(l−m)Ω]t1u2kS

Eσ
N (k′N )− ES(kS)− (m+ q)Ω

c†kN ,σck′
N ,σ

+
plp

∗
me

i[−Eσ
N (kN )+Eσ

N (k′
N )+(l−m)Ω]t1v2kS

Eσ
N (k′N ) + ES(−kS)− (m+ q)Ω

ckN ,σc
†
k′
N ,σ

]
|0⟩ .

(A3)
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In the limit of large superconducting gap, we have in particular that ES ≫ γ−1, where γ is the temporal width of the
Lorentzian pulses, defined in Eq. (10). This condition imposes an upper bound to the values of l and m, given the
exponentially-decaying form of the photo-assisted coefficient for a train of Lorentzian-shaped pulses of width γ. This
fact together with the other condition ES ≫ Ω entails that the term (m + q)Ω appearing in the denominator of the
above expression can be dropped in the Andreev limit. Therefore, one has

|F1p(t)⟩ = −λ
2

4

∑
kN ,k′

N
kSσ

∑
l,m

∫ t

−∞
dt1

[
p∗l pme

i[Eσ
N (kN )−Eσ

N (k′
N )−(l−m)Ω]t1u2kS

Eσ
N (k′N )− ES(kS)

c†kN ,σck′
N ,σ

+
plp

∗
me

i[−Eσ
N (kN )+Eσ

N (k′
N )+(l−m)Ω]t1v2kS

Eσ
N (k′N ) + ES(−kS)

ckN ,σc
†
k′
N ,σ

]
|0⟩ .

(A4)

Finally, one can use the following property∑
l,m

p∗l pme
−i(l−m)Ωt1 = e−iϕ(t1)eiϕ(t1) = 1 (A5)

to show that

|F1p(t)⟩ = −λ
2

4

∑
kN ,k′

N
kSσ

∫ t

−∞
dt1

[
ei[E

σ
N (kN )−Eσ

N (k′
N )]t1u2kS

Eσ
N (k′N )− ES(kS)

c†kN ,σck′
N ,σ +

ei[−Eσ
N (kN )+Eσ

N (k′
N )]t1v2kS

Eσ
N (k′N ) + ES(−kS)

ckN ,σc
†
k′
N ,σ

]
|0⟩ .

(A6)
The latter expression is clearly independent of the driving voltage. As a result, this is an equilibrium term which
cannot affect the transport properties of the system at zero temperature. Since this term is not affected by the train

of Lorentzian pulses, we just use the identification in Eq. (22) between the perturbative quantum state
∣∣∣F̃ (2)(t)

〉
and

the two-particle term |F2p(t)⟩.

Appendix B: Backscattered charge calculations

In this Appendix we provide the details for the calculations of the integrals appearing in the backscattered charge
in Eq. (55). For the sake of completeness, we report here the expression appearing in the main text

Qσ(t) = eλ4A2
Sν↑ν↓

∫
dω

2π

∫
dω′

2π

∑
l,m

p∗l (2q)pm(2q)ei(l−m)Ωteαt [Θ(ω)Θ(ω′)−Θ(−ω)Θ(−ω′)]

[ω + ω′ − (l + 2q) Ω− iα] [ω + ω′ − (m+ 2q) Ω + iα]
(B1)

In order to simplify the expression inside the above integral we use the following general identity

1

x− iα

1

y + iα
=

1

y − x+ 2iα

(
1

x− iα
− 1

y + iα

)
, (B2)

which by using 1/ (x− iα) = iπδ (x) + x/
(
x2 + α2

)
, valid in the limit α→ 0+, becomes

1

x− iα

1

y + iα
=

1

y − x+ 2iα

(
iπδ (x) + iπδ (y) +

x

x2 + α2
− y

y2 + α2

)
. (B3)

By using the general identity in Eq. (B3), the integral appearing in Eq. (B1) can be recast as

Qσ(t) = eλ4A2
Sν↑ν↓

∑
l,m

∫
dω

2π

∫
dω′

2π

p∗l (2q)pm(2q)eαtei(l−m)Ωt

(l −m)Ω + 2iα
[Θ(ω)Θ(ω′)−Θ(−ω)Θ(−ω′)]

×
{
iπδ [ω + ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω] + iπδ [ω + ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]

+
[ω + ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω]

[ω + ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω]
2
+ α2

− [ω + ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]

[ω + ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]
2
+ α2

}
(B4)
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We focus on the second contribution to the integral

1

(l −m)Ω + 2iα

∫
dω

∫
dω′ [Θ(ω)Θ(ω′)−Θ(−ω)Θ(−ω′)]

{
[ω + ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω]

[ω + ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω]
2
+ α2

− [ω + ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]

[ω + ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]
2
+ α2

}
(B5)

and we will show that it vanishes. We compute the integral over ω, thus obtaining

1

2

1

(l −m)Ω + 2iα

∫
dω′ [Θ(ω′) + Θ(−ω′)]

{
log

{
[ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω]

2
+ α2

}
− log

{
[ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]

2
+ α2

}}
=

1

2

1

(l −m)Ω + 2iα

∫
dω′

{
log

{
[ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω]

2
+ α2

}
− log

{
[ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]

2
+ α2

}}
. (B6)

For the last integral, one finds

1

2

1

(l −m)Ω + 2iα

∫
dω′

{
log

{
[ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω]

2
+ α2

}
− log

{
[ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]

2
+ α2

}}
=

1

2

1

(l −m)Ω + 2iα

∫
dω′ {log [ω′2 + α2

]
− log

[
ω′2 + α2

]}
= 0. (B7)

Let us now focus on the term with the delta functions in Eq. (B4). Since for Levitons one has l + 2q > 0 and
m+ 2q > 0, for the integrals with the Heaviside function Θ(−ω)Θ(−ω′), the argument of the delta functions cannot
be zero and, therefore, they vanish everywhere on the integration region ω < 0 and ω′ < 0. By putting all these
results together, the charge becomes

Qσ(t) =
ieλ4A2

Sν↑ν↓
4π

∑
l,m

p∗l (2q)pm(2q)eαtei(l−m)Ωt

(l −m)Ω + 2iα

∫ ∞

0

dω

∫ ∞

0

dω′ {δ [ω + ω′ − (l + 2q)Ω] + δ [ω + ω′ − (m+ 2q)Ω]} .

(B8)
We compute the integral over ω′

Qσ(t) =
ieλ4A2

Sν↑ν↓
4π

∑
l,m

p∗l (2q)pm(2q)eαtei(l−m)Ωt

(l −m)Ω + 2iα

[∫ (l+2q)Ω

0

dω +

∫ (m+2q)Ω

0

dω

]
. (B9)

The integrals can be simplified to

Qσ(t) =
ieλ4A2

Sν↑ν↓
4π

∑
l,m

p∗l (2q)pm(2q)eαtei(l−m)Ωt

(l −m)Ω + 2iα
[(l + 2q)Ω + (m+ 2q)Ω] (B10)

Finally, the charge becomes

Qσ(t) =
eλ4A2

Sν↑ν↓
4π

∑
l,m

p∗l (2q)pm(2q)e−αte2αtei(l−m)Ωt

(l −m)Ω + 2iα

{
i (l + 2q) Ω + i (m+ 2q) Ω

}
(B11)

= − ieλ
4A2

Sν↑ν↓
4π

∫ t

−∞
dt′

∑
l,m

p∗l (2q)pm(2q)eα(t
′−t)

{[
− d

dt′
e−i(l+2q)Ωt′

]
ei(m+2q)Ωt′ +

[
d

dt′
ei(m+2q)Ωt′

]
e−i(l+2q)Ωt′

}
(B12)

=
λ4A2

Sν↑ν↓
2π

∫ t

−∞
dt′eα(t

′−t)e2V (t′) (B13)

Appendix C: Witness of the entanglement

In this Appendix, we give the intermediate steps between Eq. (78) and Eq. (83) for the quantum state of Levitons
in Eq. (57). We will consider a dispersion relation linear in k

Eσ
N (k) = vσ (k − kσ) , (C1)
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which is exact in the case of QSH edge states and an approximation for other spin systems.
The expression reads

∆S = e2v↑v↓λ
4R2

∑
k,k′

Θ
[
E↑

N (k)
]
Θ
[
E↓

N (k′)
]
cos (2kD) cos (2k′D) |Υkk′ |2 =

= 4e2v↑v↓ν↑ν↓A
2
Sλ

4R2

∫ ∞

0

dϵ↑

∫ ∞

0

dϵ↓ cos

[
2

(
ϵ↑
v↑

+ k↑

)
D

]
cos

[
2

(
ϵ↓
v↓

+ k↓

)
D

]
×
∑
l,m

p∗l pmδ [ϵ↑ + ϵ↓ − (l + 2q)Ω] δ [ϵ↑ + ϵ↓ − (m+ 2q)Ω]

(C2)

We compute the integral over ϵ↓ by using one of the delta function

∆S = 4e2v↑v↓ν↑ν↓A
2
Sλ

4R2
∑
l,m

∫ ∞

0

dϵ↑ cos

[
2

(
ϵ↑
v↑

+ k↑

)
D

]
cos

{
2

[
ϵ↑ − (l + 2q) Ω

v↓
− k↓

]
D

}
(C3)

× p∗l pmδl,mΘ [−ϵ↑ + (m+ 2q)Ω] (C4)

= 4e2v↑v↓ν↑ν↓A
2
Sλ

4R2
∑
l

|pl|2
∫ (l+2q)Ω

0

dϵ↑ cos

[
2

(
ϵ↑
v↑

+ k↑

)
D

]
cos

{
2

[
ϵ↑ − (l + 2q) Ω

v↓
− k↓

]
D

}
. (C5)

From now on, we focus on system with time-reversal symmetry (v↑ = −v↓, ν↑ = ν↓ and k↑ = −k↓), thus obtaining

∆S = −4e2v2↑ν
2
↑A

2
Sλ

4R2
∑
l

|pl|2
∫ (l+2q)Ω

0

dϵ↑ cos

[
2

(
ϵ↑
v↑

+ k↑

)
D

]
cos

{
2

[
ϵ↑ − (l + 2q) Ω

v↑
− k↑

]
D

}
. (C6)

Then, we evaluate the integral over ϵ↑

∆S = −e2v2↑
ν2↑A

2
Sλ

4R2

D

∑
l

|pl|2
{
2DΩ(l + 2q) cos

[
4k↑D +

2DΩ(l + 2q)

v↑

]
+ v↑ sin

[
2DΩ(l + 2q)

v↑

]}
. (C7)

This expression can be recast as

∆S = −∆S0

∑
l>−2q

|pl|2
{
(l + 2q) cos

[
αF + D̃(l + 2q)

]
+ D̃−1 sin

[
D̃(l + 2q)

]}
(C8)

by defining

∆S0 = 2e2v2↑ν
2
↑A

2
SΩλ

4R2, (C9)

D̃ =
2DΩ

v↑
, (C10)

αF = 4kFD. (C11)

Moreover, we notice that

(l + 2q) cos
[
αF + D̃(l + 2q)

]
=

d

dD̃
sin

[
αF + D̃(l + 2q)

]
(C12)

such that

∆S = −∆S0

∑
l>−2q

|pl|2
{
d

dD̃
sin

[
αF + D̃(l + 2q)

]
+ D̃−1 sin

[
D̃(l + 2q)

]}
(C13)

We remark that this expression is valid for Levitons with 2q ∈ Z. For 2q = 1, the photo-assisted coefficients can be
computed analytically and for l ≥ 0 they are given by

|pl|2 = e−4πηl
(
1− e−4πη

)2
(C14)
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By using the above expression, the sum over l can be computed explicitly. In particular, one has

∑
l≥0

e−4πηl sin
[
αF + D̃(l + 1)

]
=

sin (αF )− e4πη sin
(
D̃ + αF

)
2 cos

(
D̃
)
− 2 cosh (4πη)

(C15)

which can be plugged into Eq. (C13), thus obtaining

∆S = ∆S0

(
1− e−4πη

)2 e8πη [D̃ cos
(
αF + D̃

)
+ sin(D̃)

]
− e4πη

[
2D̃ cos(αF ) + sin(2D̃)

]
+ D̃ cos

(
D̃ − αF

)
+ sin(D)

4D [cos(D)− cosh(4πη)]
2

(C16)
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Wieck, L. Saminadayar, C. Bäuerle, and T. Meunier, Na-
ture 477, 435 (2011).

[11] S. Takada, H. Edlbauer, H. V. Lepage, J. Wang, P.-A.
Mortemousque, G. Georgiou, C. H. W. Barnes, C. J. B.
Ford, M. Yuan, P. V. Santos, X. Waintal, A. Lud-
wig, A. D. Wieck, M. Urdampilleta, T. Meunier, and
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Phys. Rev. X 12, 031035 (2022).

[58] G. Zhang, C. Hong, T. Alkalay, V. Umansky,
M. Heiblum, I. Gornyi, and Y. Gefen, Nature Communi-
cations 15, 3428 (2024).

[59] A. A. Vyshnevyy, G. B. Lesovik, T. Jonckheere, and
T. Martin, Phys. Rev. B 87, 165417 (2013).

[60] N. M. Chtchelkatchev, G. Blatter, G. B. Lesovik, and
T. Martin, Phys. Rev. B 66, 161320 (2002).

[61] P. Recher, E. V. Sukhorukov, and D. Loss, Phys. Rev. B
63, 165314 (2001).

[62] P. Samuelsson, E. V. Sukhorukov, and M. Büttiker, Phys.
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