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4Departamento de Fı́sica Teórica de la Materia Condensada,

Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, 28049 Madrid, Spain
5Condensed Matter Physics Center (IFIMAC), Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, 28049 Madrid, Spain

(Dated: January 15, 2025)

Hybrid multiterminal Josephson junctions (JJs) are expected to harbor a novel class of Andreev bound states
(ABSs), including topologically nontrivial states in four-terminal devices. In these systems, topological phases
emerge when ABSs depend on at least three superconducting phase differences, resulting in a three-dimensional
(3D) energy spectrum characterized by Weyl nodes at zero energy. Here, we realize a four-terminal JJ in a hybrid
Al/InAs heterostructure, where ABSs form a synthetic 3D band structure. We probe the energy spectrum using
tunneling spectroscopy and identify spectral features associated with the formation of a tri-Andreev molecule,
a bound state whose energy depends on three superconducting phases and, therefore, is able to host topological
ABSs. The experimental observations are well described by a numerical model. The calculations predict the
appearance of four Weyl nodes at zero energy within a gap smaller than the experimental resolution. These
topological states are theoretically predicted to remain stable within an extended region of the parameter space,
well accessible by our device. These findings establish an experimental foundation to study high-dimensional
synthetic band structures in multiterminal JJs, and to realize topological Andreev bands.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Josephson junctions (JJs) are key elements of supercon-
ducting circuits, used in quantum technology applications
and fundamental research. In a superconducting-normal
conductor-superconducting junction, supercurrent transport is
mediated by Andreev bound states (ABSs), electron-hole su-
perposition states confined within the normal area. The ABS
energy depends on the phase difference between the supercon-
ducting wave functions of the two leads [1–4]. Recently, these
electronic modes have been the subject of extensive study [5–
12], including the coherent manipulation of ABSs [13–16]
and the exploration of topological superconductivity [17–20].

In multiterminal JJs (MTJJs), where three or more super-
conducting terminals are linked to a single normal scattering
region, ABSs form synthetic band structures which are ex-
pected to host a wide range of properties not attainable in
two-terminal devices. Among the most intriguing prospects
is the potential to realize topologically nontrivial phases in
the three-dimensional (3D) band structure of four-terminal JJs
(4TJJs), with Weyl nodes arising in the energy spectrum [21–
27]. Topological phases in these systems are inherently robust
with respect to external perturbations [21], making them par-
ticularly appealing for applications in quantum information
processing [28, 29] and spintronics [30].

A first set of studies on MTJJs focused on their transport
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properties, including the signatures of Cooper pair quartets
[31–35] and the flow of supercurrents across multiple super-
conducting leads [36–42]. Recently, MTJJs have been pro-
posed as a platform to realize Andreev molecules—a sys-
tem where ABSs hybridize due to the spatial overlap of their
wave functions [43–47], resulting in delocalized states that
extend across all leads and exhibit nonlocal Josephson ef-
fect [43, 48–51]. In Andreev molecules, two primary coher-
ent transport processes occur: double elastic cotunneling and
double crossed Andreev reflection [31, 43, 52], both essen-
tial for the generation of Cooper pair multiplets [31, 32, 53]
and for engineering Kitaev chains [54] in quantum dot arrays
[55–65]. Detailed understanding of Andreev band structures
in multiterminal devices can be gained through local spec-
troscopy, which has been employed to probe hybridized ABSs
[66, 67], as well as spin-split energy levels and ground state
parity transitions [68, 69]. In these experiments, phase bi-
asing allowed the exploration of ABS spectra as a function
of up to two superconducting phase differences [66, 69, 70].
However, realizing topological phases with nontrivial Chern
numbers strictly requires independent tuning of three phase
degrees of freedom [21, 24, 71, 72], a challenge that remains
to be addressed.

In this work, we realize a 4TJJ where three phases are in-
dependently controlled through flux biasing. We probe the
ABS energy spectrum of the system across the entire 3D phase
space using tunneling spectroscopy. Moreover, we observe
the simultaneous hybridization of three ABSs, i.e., the for-
mation of a so called tri-Andreev molecule, when the three
phases are tuned close to π. Our findings are supported by
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FIG. 1. (a) False-colored scanning electron micrograph of the four-terminal device under study, showing the three-loop geometry. (b) Close-up
view of the scattering area taken prior to the gate deposition. Gates structures are drawn on the image (yellow). (c) Tunneling spectroscopy
measurement, showing the differential conductance G as a function of bias Vsd and the current IL flowing in flux line L. (d) Differential
conductance map measured at Vsd = −175 µV as a function of the flux-line currents IL and IR. (e) As in (d), but measured as a function
of the magnetic fluxes ΦL and ΦR after the current-to-flux remapping (see text). The schematics on the right of (d) and (e) represent the
orientations of the corresponding maps with respect to the cubic unit cell in the 3D flux space.

a theoretical model, which qualitatively reproduces the main
features of the measured Andreev spectra. Furthermore, our
simulations indicate that the Andreev bands undergo a phase-
controlled topological transition in which hybridization in-
duces a band inversion accompanied by the appearance of
Weyl nodes. Due to the finite resolution of the tunneling spec-
troscopy, with a linewidth of ∼ 15 µeV, the gapless states
(Weyl nodes) cannot be experimentally distinguished from the
gapped states. Finally, we study the robustness of the topo-
logical phase under variations of experimentally addressable
parameters, finding that the regime best describing our de-
vice is well within the topological region. Overall, our work
provides access to Andreev band structures in three synthetic
dimensions, creating an experimental platform and practical
guidelines for the realization of topological states in hybrid
multiterminal devices.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND 3D PHASE CONTROL

The device under study, shown in Fig. 1(a), consists of a
4TJJ embedded in a triple-loop geometry. It is realized in an
InAs/Al heterostructure [73, 74] where the epitaxial Al layer
is selectively removed to expose the III–V semiconductor be-
low. Three flux-bias lines are patterned on top of a uniform
dielectric layer to generate the external magnetic fluxes Φi

(i = L,M,R) threading the three interconnected supercon-
ducting loops (L, M, R). This enables us to control the phase
differences ϕi between the four terminals (T1-T4). The latter
couple with a common semiconducting region [see Fig. 1(b)]
where a superconducting island with diameter ∼ 90 nm is left

at its center to partially screen the probe gate voltages. By
design, the minimum distance between neighboring terminals
is 50 nm, while the distance between T1 and T4 is 220 nm.
All these lengths are small in comparison with the supercon-
ducting coherence length in the InAs 2DEG, estimated to be
600 nm [49]. Four gate electrodes on the dielectric layer are
energized by voltages Vg (g ∈ {TL, TR, H, JJ}), allowing for
electrostatic tuning of the electron density in the InAs layer
below. Tunneling spectroscopy of the scattering area is per-
formed by measuring the differential conductance G across
a tunneling barrier, formed by depleting the InAs region be-
low the gates VTL and VTR (see Supplemental Material [75],
Sec. I for additional details). The device was measured in a
dilution refrigerator with a base temperature of about 10 mK
using lock-in techniques, with a DC voltage bias Vsd and an
AC voltage bias of amplitude δVsd = 3 µV applied between
the probe and the four terminals. More information about
materials, fabrication and measurement setup is available in
Ref. [66].

Figure 1(c) shows a typical tunneling spectrum measured
by varying the flux-line current IL and the DC bias Vsd. The
flux-dependent ABS spectrum is visible outside a transport
gap of 350 µV = 2∆/e, that is due to the superconducting
probe (∆ is the superconducting gap). Two flux-independent
conductance peaks at Vsd = ±∆/e highlight the probe gap
edges and are attributed to multiple Andreev reflection pro-
cesses. Assuming a BCS-like density of states (DOS) for the
superconducting probe with peaks at energy ±∆, G is ex-
pected to have a resonance at a voltage ±(∆ + E)/e when
a peak is present in the DOS of the scattering area at en-
ergy E. Consequently, spectroscopic features observed at
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FIG. 2. (a) Tunneling differential conductance G measured as a function of DC voltage bias Vsd and magnetic flux ΦL, with ΦM = ΦR = 0.
(b) As in (a), but varying ΦM with ΦL = ΦR = 0. (c) Tunneling differential conductance measured at fixed Vsd = −200 µV and plotted
in the 3D flux unit cell for values G ≥ 0.095 × 2e2/h. The unit cell axes are also labeled using the crystallographic-like notation used to
define specific directions in the flux space. (d,e) Flux-flux maps of two cube faces [as indicated by the colored squares in (c)], measured at
Vsd = −200 µV, showing avoided crossing induced by the formation of bi-Andreev molecules. (f,g) G measured as a function of Vsd along
the directions (110) and (101), as indicated by the white arrows in (d) and (e), respectively.

eVsd = ±∆/e = ±175 µeV correspond to DOS peaks at
zero energy (E = 0) in the scattering area. When half of a su-
perconducting flux quantum (Φ0 = 2h/e) induced by the left
flux line penetrates loop L, the superconducting phase differ-
ence ϕL is tuned to π and the ABS energy approaches zero
energy as for a highly transparent two-terminal JJ [2]. No-
tably, the dispersion shows an additional modulation with a
larger periodicity in IL, which is evident in the map shown
in Fig. 1(d) measured at constant Vsd = −∆/e by varying
IL and IR. Here, we observe a slower modulation along the
diagonal direction IL = IR, caused by the magnetic flux gen-
erated by lines L and R impinging through the middle loop. A
useful way to navigate within the 3D flux space is to consider
the cubic unit cell defined by the three independent magnetic
fluxes ΦL, ΦM, ΦR, as schematically illustrated in the insets
of Fig. 1(d,e). Within this framework, the IL-IR map follows
a tilted plane sketched in gray, whose orientation is defined by
the 3× 3 mutual inductance matrix M :

Φ =

ΦL

ΦM

ΦR

 = M

IL
IM
IR

+Φ(0,0,0), (1)

where Φ(0,0,0) is an offset defining the corner of a unit cell.
In order to cut the unit cell in a controlled way, we compen-
sate for the cross-coupling between loops and flux lines by si-
multaneously setting the three currents IL, IM and IR needed
to reach a flux point Φ, according to Eq. (1). Figure 1(e)
shows the differential conductance map measured in this way
by sweeping the fluxes ΦL and ΦR and keeping ΦM = 0. As
a result, a periodic square net is obtained, demonstrating inde-
pendent flux control over the three loops. More details about

the current-to-flux remapping and how to extract the mutual
inductance matrix elements are provided in Ref. [75], Sec. II.

III. ABS ENERGY DISPERSION IN THE 3D FLUX SPACE

Having established a measurement protocol that allows for
independent flux control, we systematically map the ABS en-
ergy spectrum in the 3D flux space. Owing to the period-
icity of the spectrum, we can restrict our investigation to a
single 3D flux unit cell. We start with a simple case where
we sweep the flux threading a loop while keeping the other
two fluxes at zero, as shown in Fig. 2(a) for varying ΦL. The
energy spectrum reveals the dispersion of a highly transpar-
ent ABS, that we identify as the mode formed between the
terminal pair T1-T2. The large but finite transparency is ex-
pected to prevent the band from reaching zero energy, forming
a minigap between the electron- and hole-like branches of the
ABS spectrum [3]. However, this small energy gap is not ex-
perimentally revolved due to the sizable spectral broadening,
estimated to be 15 µeV (see Ref. [75], Sec. III). Notably, the
ABS dispersion does not reach the superconducting gap edge,
but it is reduced to ∼ 0.4∆/e, potentially due to the repulsion
with the lower-transmission states visible at Vsd < −0.3 mV.
Figure 2(b) shows the dispersion of the ABSs formed between
T2-T3, which are tuned by sweeping ΦM. Similar to the pre-
vious case, the spectrum is dominated by a brighter highly
transparent mode having the same reduced dispersion, and a
low-transmission manifold of states at lower energies. The
dispersion of the modes formed between T3 and T4 (shown in
Ref. [75], Sec. III) is qualitatively equivalent to the one along
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FIG. 3. (a) Slicing the cubic unit cell (see schematic) by measuring ΦL-ΦR maps at different values of ΦM, with voltage bias Vsd kept fixed
at −175 µV. (b,c) Cuts measured as a function of Vsd along the (101) and (101) direction (see gray arrows in (a) at ΦM = 0.5 Φ0). In the
schematics on the right of the plots, the currents flowing in the two outer loops of device are sketched, revealing that mutual inductive effects
on the center loop are expected along Φ101 and not along Φ101.

ΦL. In the following, we focus on the three high-transmission
ABSs that we label |L⟩, |M⟩ and |R⟩ as shown in Fig. 1(b).

To have an overview on how such states disperse in the
flux space, we map the differential conductance G fixed at
Vsd = −∆/e − 25 µV within the whole 3D unit cell. In
Fig. 2(c) we plot G for values larger than 0.095× 2e2/h, i.e.,
where the DOS is nonzero. At this Vsd value, the Andreev
dispersions are cut twice around Φi = 0.5 Φ0, forming pairs
of parallel conductance lines along the cube faces. At the cen-
ter of each face, the ABSs do not cross each other, but they
rather interact opening avoided crossings, as highlighted in the
face maps of Fig. 2(d,e). These avoided crossings are spec-
tral signatures characteristic of bi-Andreev molecular states
formed by the hybridization of two ABSs, which have recently
been observed in three-terminal devices [66]. Notably, the
four-terminal device presented here acts as an effective three-
terminal system on the cube faces, i.e., when one flux is kept
fixed to zero.

To better define directions in the 3D flux space, we in-
troduce a crystallographic-like notation, where the three flux
axes (ΦL, ΦM and ΦR) are denoted as (100), (010), and
(001), respectively. The hybridization lifts the degeneracy of
the original two-terminal ABSs, splitting the dispersion in two
bands as observed in the spectra in Figs. 2(f) and 2(g), mea-
sured along the directions (110) and (101) (white arrows in
Figs. 2(d) and 2(e), respectively). A larger splitting is ob-
served along the (110) direction (f) compared to (101) cut (g),
indicating a stronger coupling between the nearest neighbor
ABSs |L⟩ and |M⟩. A weaker hybridization is instead ex-
pected between |L⟩ and |R⟩, due to their smaller wavefunction
overlap. In Fig. S4 [75], additional tunneling spectra show
that the energy splitting is much smaller along the perpendic-
ular directions Φ101 and Φ110, as expected when the interact-

ing ABSs have opposite phases [43, 47, 66]. Thus, our ob-
servations reveal a significant hybridization between all three
ABSs, which couple in pairs to form bi-Andreev molecules on
each face of the cubic unit cell.

IV. EXPLORING THE CENTER OF THE UNIT CELL

The device configurations discussed so far reproduce the
behavior of either two-terminal devices (when two phase dif-
ferences are kept to zero, i.e., along the unit cell edges) or
three-terminal ones (along the unit cell faces, where only one
phase difference is kept to zero). Inside the unit cell, all
the phase differences are nonzero, leading to a more com-
plex ABS spectrum achievable only with four or more leads.
To explore such configurations, we slice the cubic cell from
the ΦL-ΦR face to the center along parallel planes measured
at different ΦM values and at Vsd = −∆/e, as shown in
Fig. 3(a). At this Vsd value, we probe the energy spectrum
near the maxima of the ABSs, resulting in one conductance
line per state. By increasing ΦM, the conductance becomes
asymmetric around the center of the plot and develops a max-
imum at ΦL = ΦR = 0.7 Φ0. More detailed discussions of
this figure are presented in Ref. [75], Sec. V. Moving ΦM fur-
ther to 0.5 Φ0, the map recovers its inversion symmetry, fea-
turing two lobes of low conductance around the center. In this
configuration, one would expect to measure constant conduc-
tance across the entire plane, since |M⟩ is fixed at its energy
maximum. Instead, the energy cut along Φ101 [Fig. 3(b)] re-
veals that the state |M⟩ has a relatively weak dispersion just
below Vsd = −0.175 mV.

We explain the weak influence of ΦL,R on this ABSs in
terms of mutual inductive coupling between loops. When ΦL
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FIG. 4. (a) Schematic of the model comprising three two-level quantum dots (blue, red, green) coupled to each other and to four super-
conducting terminals (T1-T4). Andreev bound states (ABSs) form in the quantum dots and have energies dispersing as a function of the
superconducting phase differences ϕi. The model parameters (see definitions in the text) are: ϵ = 0.005∆, Γ = 0.37∆ and t = 0.12∆. (b)
Phase-effective flux relation including mutual inductive coupling between the loops when the other phases ϕL and ϕR are kept constant to
zero (dashed gray line) and when they are equal to ϕM (solid purple line). (c) Simulated energy spectrum along ΦL, with ΦM = ΦR = 0.
The energy axis E is shifted by ∆ = 175 µeV to align to the experimental data. (d) Simulated flux-flux map at E = 0 corresponding to
the measurement shown in Fig.3(a) for ΦM = 0.5 Φ0. (e) Conceptual illustration of the hybridization among three degenerate energy levels
resulting in bonding, nonbonding and antibonding states separated by energy gaps, as in a tri-atomic molecule. (f) Simulated energy spectra
along Φ101 for different ΦM values, showing that hybridization between ABSs opens energy gaps at the crossing points between different
levels. The colored squares refer to the arrows in Fig. 5(f).

and ΦR are swept in-phase (Φ101), two opposite currents flow
along the two long sides of loop M, as shown in Fig. 3(c).
These currents induce two parallel flux contributions to ΦM,
providing an additional phase difference between T2 and T3.
When ΦL and ΦR are swept with opposite sign, i.e., along
Φ101, the two currents flow in the same direction as sketched
in Fig. 3(e), and the two induced fluxes cancel each other out.
Indeed, the spectrum measured along this direction [Fig. 3(d)]
shows that |M⟩ forms a flat band independent of the other two
fluxes just below Vsd = −0.175 mV.

In Fig. 3(d), we also observe two dispersive bands repre-
senting the |L⟩ − |R⟩ hybridized states and having their max-
ima at Φ101 ∼ 0.5Φ0. Here, they interact with the |M⟩-
derived flat band which significantly decreases its energy to
Vsd ∼ −0.2 mV. This indicates that an additional gap be-
tween the electron- and hole-like branches of the overall ABS
spectrum is opened in addition to the minigap formed by the
finite junction transparency. In the following, we show that
this spectral feature marks the hybridization among three two-
terminal ABSs occurring when they are tuned to the same en-
ergy, i.e., the formation of a tri-Andreev molecule.

V. THEORETICAL MODEL

To better understand how the hybridization between ABSs
reshapes the complex Andreev band structure observed in the
previous paragraph, we develop a theoretical model schemat-

ically represented in Fig. 4(a). The model features four su-
perconducting leads coupled to a normal scattering region de-
scribed by means of three coupled quantum dots. The super-
conducting phase differences ϕL,M,R (or equivalently mag-
netic fluxes ΦL,M,R = Φ0ϕL,M,R/2π) are defined between
the leads using the same convention introduced in Fig. 1(a).
Each dot contains two noninteracting spin-degenerate levels
of energy ϵ±i (i = 1, 2, 3), and is coupled to the neighboring
leads with a coupling strength characterized by the parameter
Γ, as well as to the other dots, described by the parameter t.
All dot-lead couplings and interdot couplings are assumed to
be equal. We note that the choice of a quantum dot network
provides a convenient description of a normal region hosting
discrete ABSs, with the degree of hybridization among them
determined by t. No Coulomb interaction or charging energy
are introduced in the system, as the dots are strongly coupled
to the leads. To compare with the experimental data, we com-
pute the total DOS projected onto the three dots as a function
of the energy E and the three superconducting phase differ-
ences ϕL,M,R (fluxes ΦL,M,R), indicated in Fig. 4(a). Further-
more, to include the effect of the mutual inductive coupling
between the superconducting loops, which causes a nonlinear
cross-dependence between the phases (magnetic fluxes), we
remap them to effective phases ϕeff

i (effective magnetic fluxes
Φeff

i ) using the relations:
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FIG. 5. Experimental (a) and simulated (b) zero-energy plane (at fixed Vsd = −175 µV or E = 0, respectively) along a diagonal of the cubic
unit cell (top-left schematic). Experimental (c) and simulated (d) energy spectrum along the diagonal direction of (a,b), i.e., along the flux
direction Φ111 [gray arrow in (a)]. (e,f) As in (a,b), but along another diagonal plane of the cubic unit cell Φ101-ΦM (bottom-left schematic).
Experimental (g) and simulated (h) energy spectrum along the flux direction Φ111 [gray arrow in (e)]

ϕeff
L,R = [ϕL,R + αf (ϕM)]

ϕeff
M = {ϕM + α [f(ϕL) + f(ϕR)]} ,

where ϕeff
i /2π = Φeff

i /Φ0 for i = L,M,R. Here, f(ϕ) =

−2∂ϕ
[
1− τ sin2(ϕ/2)

]−1/2
, α = 0.2 is the strength of the

mutual coupling and τ = 0.9 introduces nonsinusoidal char-
acter to f(ϕ). Additional details on the model are discussed
in Ref. [75], Secs. VI and VII. Figure 4(b) illustrates the influ-
ence of ϕL,R on Φeff

M (ϕM) as a consequence of the mutual cou-
pling, highlighting a nonlinear behavior when ϕL,R are varied
together with ϕM.

The simulated DOS as a function of energy and of ΦL while
ΦM = ΦR = 0 is shown in Fig. 4(c). The two energy levels
in each of the three dots give rise to two distinct manifolds
comprising three modes each. As expected, only one state per
manifold has a significant energy dispersion, while the oth-
ers remain mostly constant in energy. Similar to the tunneling
spectra in Fig. 2(a,b), the simulated band structure exhibits
one resonance that approaches E = 0 at ΦL = 0.5Φ0, form-
ing a cusp consistent with an isolated high-transmission ABS.
Figure 4(d) displays the simulated ΦL-ΦR plane for constant
flux ΦM = 0.5Φ0 and constant energy E = 0, which corre-
sponds to the measurement shown in Fig. 3(a). The presence
of two lobes of minimum DOS around ΦL = ΦR = 0.5Φ0

is captured by the model as a result of the mutual coupling
between the phases.

To focus on the effects of ABS hybridization, we consider
the Φ101 direction (in which mutual inductance effects are
negligible) and simulate the Andreev spectra as a function of
E for different values of ΦM [Fig. 4(f)]. At ΦM = 0, |M⟩

remains flat at high energy, while both |R⟩ and |L⟩ form dis-
persing bands which are nearly degenerate in energy. By in-
creasing ΦM, the flat state approaches zero energy and forms
avoided crossings with the dispersing states. These three non-
degenerate ABSs resemble the energy levels of a tri-atomic
molecule, where three molecular orbitals (bonding, nonbond-
ing and antibonding) are split in energy, as conceptually de-
picted in Fig. 4(e). At ΦM = 0.5Φ0, the state |M⟩ reaches the
energy closest to zero and remains constant around that en-
ergy. Here, its dispersion bends downwards from zero energy
as observed in the corresponding measurement in Fig. 3(c).
These results support the interpretation that our device hosts
three ABSs hybridizing among each other, forming a tri-
Andreev molecule delocalized over the four superconducting
terminals.

VI. TRI-ANDREEV MOLECULE

Supported by our theoretical model, we investigate more
complex spectral features measured along the diagonals of the
cubic unit cell, when all three fluxes are varied. Figure 5(a)
shows a map measured at Vsd = −∆/e along the Φ101-ΦM

plane sketched in the schematic on the left. As previously dis-
cussed in Sec. III, |L⟩ and |R⟩ are already hybridized along
the Φ101 direction, as also visible by the splitting of the con-
ductance line at ΦM = 0 and Φ101 = 0.5Φ0. When ΦM is
tuned to 0.5Φ0, these hybridized states mix with |M⟩ forming
an avoided crossing which is well reproduced by the simula-
tion displayed in Fig. 5(b). Taking an energy cut along the
(1, 1, 1) direction [gray arrow in (a)], we observe how the en-
ergy spectrum is affected by the hybridization, as shown in
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FIG. 6. (a) ABS spectra extracted from the density of states as a function of the phase differences ϕL and ϕR for fixed ϕM = 0.21π. The
energy gap between the highest band with E < 0 and the lowest band with E > 0 vanishes in one point, where a Weyl node forms. (b)
Enlargement of (a) around zero energy, highlighting the Weyl node. (c) As in (b), but for ϕM = 0.58π. A topological gap is present between
the bands. (d) As in (b), but for ϕM = 0.96π, showing a second Weyl node with opposite topological charge where the gap closes. The
parameters are the same as in Figs. 4 and 5. (e) Positions of the positively (blue) and negatively (red) charged Weyl nodes in the 3D phase
space. (f) Chern number CLR calculated as a function of ϕM with ϵ̃ ≈ 0.01 and t̃ ≈ 0.32, showing extensive topologically nontrivial regions
where |CLR| = 1 (green shading). (g) Topological phase diagram displaying the ϕM range of the topological region, ρ, as a function of the
model parameters ϵ̃ and t̃. The diagram shows the robustness of the topological phase, that is present for ρ > 0. The black dot indicates the
parametric point corresponding to the model used in Figs. 4 and 5.

Fig. 5(c). Here, the bands split in energy forming an M-
shape dispersion close to zero energy. Notably, such effect
is much stronger compared to the one observed for the bi-
Andreev molecules in Fig. 2(f,g). By simulating the same en-
ergy spectrum [Fig. 5(d)], we reproduce a similar M-shape of
the topmost band and reveal the energy splitting between the
three bands representing the bonding, nonbonding and anti-
bonding molecular states illustrated in Fig. 4(e).

As discussed in Sec. III for the bi-Andreev molecules,
the energy splitting induced by the hybridization is strongly
anisotropic in the phase space. Figure 5(e) shows the conduc-
tance map along the Φ101-ΦM plane sketched in the schematic
on the left. Here, the dispersions of |L⟩ and |R⟩ overlap with
each other at ΦM = 0, but split when ΦM is swept towards
0.5 Φ0. Notably, the splitting appears larger along the (111̄)
direction compared to (11̄1̄), since |L⟩ has a slightly larger
transparency than |R⟩ (see [75], Sec. IV). Also, the horizon-
tal conductance resonance representing the maximum of |M⟩
significantly decreases in intensity approaching the center of
the map. The simulation in Fig. 5(f) reproduces the opening
of a low conductance region at the crossing point, which ul-
timately derives from the splitting at E = 0 observed in the
simulated energy spectra in Fig. 4(f). Indeed, those disper-
sions represent horizontal energy-dependent cuts of Fig. 5(f),
at ΦM values indicated by the colored arrows. Taking an
energy-dependent cut along the direction (11̄1̄) [Fig. 5(g)],

we observe a sizable splitting into two bands, but smaller than
the splitting observed along the (111) direction. The overall
hybridization strength is indeed reduced along the direction
(11̄1̄) since two phases always have opposite values. There-
fore, two bands are expected to remain nearly degenerate, as
reproduced in the simulated spectrum in Fig. 5(h).

In summary, the dispersion of a tri-Andreev molecule is
characterized by an anisotropic energy splitting, larger along
the (111) direction and weaker along its perpendicular direc-
tion (11̄1̄). This is directly reflected into the different shapes
of the avoided crossings observed at the center of the cube
diagonal conductance maps of Fig. 5(a,e). The spectral sig-
natures of a tri-Andreev molecule discussed here are also ob-
served in a second device (see [75], Sec. VIII).

VII. TOPOLOGICAL ANDREEV BANDS

The hybridization between the three ABSs in our device
leads to the formation of molecular-like states whose energy
depends on all three superconducting phase differences. This
property is one of the requirements for the formation of Weyl
nodes, which would appear as zero-energy crossing points
with linear dispersion as a function of all the three phases. In
the following, we analyze the simulated Andreev band struc-
ture matching our experimental results. In Fig. 6(a), we show
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the ABSs spectrum extracted from the maxima of the density
of states for ϕM = 0.21π. Here, the two particle-hole sym-
metric bands closest to the Fermi level form a zero energy
crossing at ϕL = ϕR = 0.89π as highlighted in the zoomed-
in plot in Fig. 6(b). Increasing ϕM, we obtain gapped states
[see Fig. 6(c)] with a small energy gap. The gap is closed
again at ϕM = 0.96π, where another zero-energy crossing ap-
pears at ϕL ∼ ϕR ∼ 0.6π [Fig. 6(d)]. Within the whole cubic
unit cell we find four zero-energy crossings appearing in two
pairs (red and blue points in Fig. 6(e)), which are related by
time-reversal symmetry.

As shown in Ref. [76–78], the full information about the
topology of the ABS spectrum is encoded in the topologi-
cal Hamiltonian, Htop, given by the inverse of the central
Green’s functions GC evaluated at zero energy, i.e., Htop =

−G−1
C (E = 0). Htop depends on the dimensionless pa-

rameters ϵ̃ = ϵ/Γ and t̃ = t/Γ [24, 27] (see more details
in Ref. [75], Sec. VII). The values of t and ϵ used for the
DOS simulations matching our measurements correspond to
ϵ̃ ≈ 0.01 and t̃ ≈ 0.32. By diagonalizing Htop, we obtain
the eigenvectors |vi⟩ and the corresponding spin-degenerate
eigenenergies. To establish the topological properties of the
ABSs, we compute the topological invariant following the nu-
merical method in Ref. [79]. The Chern number is given by

CLR
i (ϕM) =

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

∫ 2π

0

BLR
i (ϕL, ϕR, ϕM) dϕLdϕR, (2)

with the total Chern number CLR =
∑

i=1,2,3 C
LR
i as the sum

over all occupied bands and BLR
i ≡ −2Im ⟨∂ϕL

vi|∂ϕR
vi⟩

represents the Berry curvature calculated at fixed ϕM. Figure
6(f) shows two distinct nontrivial topological phases having
Chern number equal to ±1 within extensive ϕM intervals indi-
cated by the green areas. Therefore, the zero energy crossing
points in (e) are positively (blue) and negatively (red) charged
Weyl nodes appearing in the energy spectra (b,d) as the states
cross the Fermi level. The eigenenergies of the topological
Hamiltonian for the same parameters as in Fig. 6 are shown in
Fig. S7 [75]. The eigenenergies exhibit zero-energy states ex-
actly when one local maximum of the DOS is at zero energy,
as expected. Notably, the spectrum shown in Fig. 6(c) repre-
sents a topological insulating phase with a small energy gap.
Since such features are masked by the relatively large spectral
broadening in our measurements, we cannot experimentally
confirm the predicted topological phase transitions.

To evaluate the robustness of the topological regime in our
simulations, we calculate the extension ρ of the region in ϕM

where the Chern number differs from zero [green areas in (f)]
as a function of the two key parameters of our model, ϵ̃ and
t̃. The phase diagram in Fig. 6(g) shows a first topological
transition when the hybridization t̃ exceeds ϵ̃. Intuitively, the
hybridization has to be large enough to push one state through
zero energy, a mechanism analogous to the band inversion
driven by spin-orbit coupling occurring in topological insu-
lators [80]. By further increasing t̃, the two opposite charged
Weyl nodes get closer to each other gradually reducing ρ to
zero. At this point, the oppositely charged Weyl nodes anni-
hilate with each other completely suppressing the topological

phase. The parameters used for simulating our measurements
corresponds to ϵ̃ = 0.01 and t̃ = 0.32, which places our sys-
tem well within the calculated topological region as indicated
by the black dot in Fig. 6(g).

VIII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we studied the hybridization between ABSs
in a 4TJJ and demonstrated the formation of a tri-Andreev
molecule. This state, whose energy is controlled by three
superconducting phase differences, is expected to support
topological Andreev bands. According to our model, Weyl
nodes emerge when the hybridization shifts at least one ABS
through zero energy, inducing an inversion between electron-
and hole-like bands in certain regions of the phase space. By
varying ϕM, the system undergoes four topological transi-
tions marked by Weyl nodes as shown in Fig.6(f). The An-
dreev bands as a function of ϕL-ϕR have an energy gap rang-
ing between 0 (at the Weyl nodes) and ∼ 7 µeV, depending
on ϕM. The resolution of tunneling spectroscopy, approxi-
mately 15 µeV, prevents us from experimentally resolving
any gapped states in the low-energy spectrum. Thus, the spec-
tral detection of Weyl nodes would be facilitated by a larger
minigap, which could be obtained through an increase of the
superconducting gap ∆ or by a enhanced device tunability.
For example, a larger minigap would be obtained by making
the coupling parameters [see Γ in Fig. 4(a)] asymmetric or by
increasing ϵ, while keeping a sufficiently large hybridization
strength. The phase diagram shown in Fig. 6(g) provides a
useful guideline for engineering these parameters while pre-
serving the topological properties of the device.

The large transparency and hybridization strength observed
in our 4TJJ already fall well into the stability range of the
topological state. Experimental techniques with higher en-
ergy resolution would be highly favorable for confirming the
presence of Weyl nodes in the ABS spectrum, even in systems
with such a large transparency. Microwave spectroscopy, in
particular, offers sub-µV resolution, making it well suited for
this purpose. Furthermore, hybrid InAs/Al heterostructures
are readily integrated in circuit QED architectures [11, 14, 81–
84], offering a tangible prospect for studies of topological
Andreev band structure. The employment of polarized mi-
crowave radiation can also make this technique sensitive to
the Berry curvature [24].

In summary, we realized a phase-controlled 4TJJ and stud-
ied its energy spectrum using tunneling spectroscopy. The
measurement protocol based on independent flux control de-
veloped here allows the systematic exploration of the An-
dreev spectrum in the 3D phase space. We identified the
spectral signatures of a tri-Andreev molecule resulting from
the simultaneous hybridization of three ABSs. A numeri-
cal model reproduced the key experimental observation, and
suggested that the current generation of devices already hosts
topological Andreev bands. In the light of our results, phase-
tunable MTJJs offer new opportunities for studying topologi-
cal phases in high-dimensional synthetic band structures and
developing novel superconducting quantum circuits [85].
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IX. DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that support the findings of this article will be
available on Zenodo.
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J. I. Väyrynen, L. I. Glazman, P. Krogstrup, J. Nygård, L. P.
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T. Taniguchi, and P. Kim, Evidence for 4e charge of Cooper
quartets in a biased multi-terminal graphene-based Josephson
junction, Nat. Commun. 13, 3032 (2022).

[36] A. W. Draelos, M.-T. Wei, A. Seredinski, H. Li, Y. Mehta,
K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, I. V. Borzenets, F. Amet, and
G. Finkelstein, Supercurrent flow in multiterminal graphene
Josephson junctions, Nano Lett. 19, 1039 (2019).

[37] G. V. Graziano, J. S. Lee, M. Pendharkar, C. J. Palmstrøm, and
V. S. Pribiag, Transport studies in a gate-tunable three-terminal
Josephson junction, Phys. Rev. B 101, 054510 (2020).

[38] N. Pankratova, H. Lee, R. Kuzmin, K. Wickramasinghe,
W. Mayer, J. Yuan, M. G. Vavilov, J. Shabani, and V. E.
Manucharyan, Multiterminal Josephson effect, Phys. Rev. X 10,
031051 (2020).

[39] E. G. Arnault, T. F. Q. Larson, A. Seredinski, L. Zhao, S. Idris,
A. McConnell, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, I. Borzenets,
F. Amet, and G. Finkelstein, Multiterminal inverse AC Joseph-
son effect, Nano Lett. 21, 9668 (2021).

[40] G. V. Graziano, M. Gupta, M. Pendharkar, J. T. Dong, C. P.
Dempsey, C. Palmstrøm, and V. S. Pribiag, Selective control of
conductance modes in multi-terminal Josephson junctions, Nat.
Commun. 13, 5933 (2022).

[41] M. Gupta, G. V. Graziano, M. Pendharkar, J. T. Dong, C. P.
Dempsey, C. Palmstrøm, and V. S. Pribiag, Gate-tunable super-
conducting diode effect in a three-terminal Josephson device,
Nat. Commun. 14, 3078 (2023).

[42] M. Coraiola, A. E. Svetogorov, D. Z. Haxell, D. Sabonis,
M. Hinderling, S. C. ten Kate, E. Cheah, F. Krizek, R. Schott,
W. Wegscheider, J. C. Cuevas, W. Belzig, and F. Nichele,
Flux-tunable Josephson diode effect in a hybrid four-terminal
Josephson junction, ACS Nano 18, 9221–9231 (2024).

[43] J.-D. Pillet, V. Benzoni, J. Griesmar, J.-L. Smirr, and Ç. O. Girit,
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Supplemental Material

I. GATE DEPENDENCE OF DIFFERENTIAL CONDUCTANCE

The transmission between the superconducting probe and the four-terminal Josephson junction (4TJJ) is tuned by the gate
voltages VTL and VTR (see Fig. 1 of the Main Text). Figure S.1 shows the dependence of the differential conductance spectrum
on VT = VTL = VTR for two values of the gate voltage VJJ: 250 mV (a) and −150 mV (b). Both spectra reveal a transport
gap of ∼ 0.35 mV and differential conductance peaks at ∼ ±0.25 mV that correspond to the Andreev bound states (ABSs). By
setting more negative VT values, the overall differential conductance G decreases, until the tunneling barrier is closed. All data
presented in the Main Text and Supplemental Material are measured in the tunneling regime, where the normal-state differential
conductance (at |Vsd| ≈ 0.45 mV) is ∼ 5% of the conductance quantum G0 = 2e2/h. The other gate voltages are kept
fixed at VH = 250 mV and VJJ = −150 mV, apart from the datasets in Fig. 1(c-e) of the Main Text, which are measured at
VJJ = 250 mV. Figure S.1(c,d) shows the tunneling conductance spectra measured in these two gate configurations along the
flux direction Φ111 (we use the crystallographic notation defined in the Main Text). Both measurements reveal the dispersion
of three hybridized ABSs forming a tri-Andreev molecule, as discussed in Sec. VI of the Main Text. More low-transmission
states are present at low energies in Fig. S.1(c) compared to (d), since electrons are accumulated in the InAs quantum well
(QW) between the terminals for VJJ = 250 mV. In addition, the repulsion between these states and the high-transmission
ABSs reduces the energy range of the dispersion of the high-transmission ABSs in Fig. S.1(c) with respect to the more depleted
configuration of Fig. S.1(d).

FIG. S.1. (a,b) Differential conductance G as a function of voltage bias Vsd and gate voltage VT = VTL = VTR, for VJJ = 250 mV (a) and
VJJ = −150 mV (b). (c,d) Tunneling spectra measured along the flux direction Φ111 (see definition in the Main Text), for VJJ = 250 mV (c)
and VJJ = −150 mV (d).

II. CURRENT-FLUX REMAPPING USING 3×3 MUTUAL INDUCTANCE MATRIX

The three loops and the three flux lines control the three superconducting phase differences across each terminal pair. However,
the magnetic field generated by one flux line also threads the other loops, thus affecting all phase differences. Due to this
cross-coupling, the current-current maps displayed in Fig. S.2(a) represent skewed cuts of the 3D flux space, i.e., they are not
along the faces of the flux unit cell. To achieve independent flux control, the cross-coupling has be corrected by determining
the 3 × 3 mutual inductance matrix M , defined in Eq. 1 of the Main Text. Each matrix element Mij represents the mutual
inductance between the superconducting loop i and the flux-line current Ij (i, j = L,M,R). The elements of M are derived
from Fig. S.2(a), where each of the three maps allows one to extract 4 matrix elements (e.g., the IL-IM map contains information
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on MLL, MLM, MML and MMM). Reference [66] provides more details on the extraction procedure. To minimize the error on
the matrix elements, we iterate this process at least three times, until the relative variation in any matrix element between two
consecutive iterations is smaller than 0.5%. Figure S.2(b) shows the conductance maps measured as a function of the magnetic
fluxes extracted in the first iteration, where the cross-coupling is already strongly reduced. After three iterations, the extracted
M is:

M =

4.053 0.430 0.291
0.875 3.786 0.883
0.316 0.424 4.031

 pH, (3)

that is utilized in all the datasets of the Main Text where one or more magnetic fluxes are swept.

FIG. S.2. (a) Differential conductance maps measured at Vsd = −0.2 mV as a function of each pair of flux-line currents IL, IM, and IR. The
flux unit cell (grey polygon) is used to estimate the mutual inductance matrix M and compensate the cross-coupling between loops and flux
lines. (b) As in (a), with G measured as a function of magnetic fluxes ΦL, ΦM, and ΦR after the first extraction of M from (a), showing that
deviation of the unit cell from a square shape is significantly reduced. The process is iterated two more times to obtain fully orthogonal maps
as in Fig. 1(e) of the Main Text.

III. DEPENDENCE OF TUNNELING SPECTRUM ON INDIVIDUAL FLUXES

The four-terminal device under study behaves as an effective two-terminal system when one flux is swept and the other two
are kept at zero. Figure S.3(a-c) shows the energy dispersion as a function of ΦL, ΦM and ΦR, respectively, in these effective
two-terminal configurations. The three high-transmission ABSs span similar energy ranges. In all three cases, low-transmission
modes are visible at bias voltages Vsd below approximately −0.3 mV. The Andreev dispersion along ΦM has a larger spectral
weight than the other two, likely because the T2-T3 junction is positioned directly in front of the tunneling probe.

We estimate the energy resolution from the full width at half maximum (FWHM) of the multiple Andreev reflection (MAR)
peak at Vsd = −0.175 mV, as displayed in Fig. S.3(d) for ΦL = ΦM = ΦR = 0. The data is well fit by a Gaussian function
having a FWHM = 15 µV with a linear background. This indicates that the resolution of our probe is comparable to state-of-
the-art tunneling probes using gate-tunable constrictions and significantly higher to those employing insulating barriers.
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FIG. S.3. (a-c) Tunneling spectra of the two-terminal Andreev bound states, measured by sweeping one magnetic flux while keeping the
other two to zero. All the three states show a similar dispersion and high transmission. (d) Fit of the conductance peak associated to multiple
Andreev reflection, measured at ΦL = ΦM = ΦR = 0, using a Gaussian function and a linear background. The full width at half maximum
of the Gaussian is 15 µV and gives an estimate of the energy resolution of tunneling spectroscopy in our device.

IV. TUNNELING SPECTRA ALONG Φ101 AND Φ110

The hybridization between two ABSs is expected to produce different avoided crossings when the two phases are swept in
the same or opposite directions [43]. An energy splitting is resolved along Φ101 and Φ110 [see Fig. 2(f,g) of the Main Text]. In
Fig. S.4, we report the spectra measured along the two orthogonal directions, namely ϕ101 and ϕ110, where the energy splitting
is expected to be of the order of the minigap (that is, the energy gap between the hole-like and electron-like branches of a
two-terminal ABS due to its finite transparency). Since the minigap in our device is smaller than the spectral broadening, such
splitting is not resolved. The anisotropy of the ABS dispersion along the two orthogonal directions observed in our 4TJJ is also
in agreement with previous studies of bi-Andreev molecules [66].

FIG. S.4. (a,b) Tunneling spectra measured along the flux directions Φ11̄0 and Φ101̄, respectively. Along these directions, the energy splitting
induced by the hybridization between two Andreev bound states is expected to be of the order of the minigap, which, in turn, is smaller than
the experimental resolution.

V. COMPARISON BETWEEN |L⟩ AND |R⟩

We observe that the ABS formed between the terminals T1-T2 |L⟩ has a slightly larger transparency than the state |R⟩ formed
between T3-T4. In Fig. S.3, we show the Vsd dependence of the ΦL-ΦR map measured at ΦM = 0. At Vsd = −175 µV, the map
displays a vertical and a horizontal conductance line, representing the maxima of |L⟩ and |R⟩, respectively. By setting Vsd more
negative, these lines gradually split, as the dispersions of both ABSs are cut twice at voltages below their maxima. The vertical
line representing |L⟩ splits earlier (at Vsd = −183 µV) than the horizontal line, |R⟩, which instead develops a clear splitting only
at −186 µV. Therefore, we conclude that |L⟩ has a slightly larger transparency compared to |R⟩, thus explaining the splitting
observed in Fig. 3(a) and the asymmetry between the two diagonals in Fig. 5(e) of the Main Text.
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FIG. S.5. Dependence of the conductance map ΦL-ΦR on the voltage bias Vsd, measured at ΦM = 0. As the bias is decreased, the vertical line
start splitting at −183 µV, while the splitting of the horizontal line is clearly resolved only at slightly lower voltage (−186 µV). This indicates
a slightly different transparency between the |L⟩ and |R⟩ Andreev bound states.

VI. THEORETICAL MODEL

This section is meant to further discuss the model used to explain the experimental findings in the Main Text. We simulate
the ABS spectrum using a minimal model displayed in Fig. 4(a) of the Main Text, comprising four superconducting leads with
superconducting phases ϕj (j = 1, 2, 3, 4), respectively, and three quantum dots. Because of gauge invariance, we specify the
following three superconducting phase differences ϕL = ϕ2 − ϕ1, ϕM = ϕ3 − ϕ2 and ϕR = ϕ4 − ϕ3, in accordance with the
three magnetic fluxes ΦL,M,R which are varied in the experiment. We choose three dots motivated by the observation of three
high-energy ABSs in the experiment. In particular, the geometry is chosen such that each quantum dot gives rise to two-terminal
ABSs between leads 1-2, 2-3 and 3-4, which disperse with their corresponding phase differences ϕL, ϕM and ϕR, respectively,
when all other phase differences are zero.

We consider a coupling strength Γ between the leads and the dots [see Fig. 4(a) of the Main Text], and we ignore any
possible anisotropy between the couplings. This choice is justified by the following arguments: first, we strive for a model
with the least number of parameters that still quantitatively captures the experimental features. Secondly, as the model is
suitable for comparison with the experiment, any asymmetry introduced between the couplings would be arbitrary. Lastly,
the topological aspects of the system discussed in the Main Text are not due to any symmetry of parameters (including the
couplings), meaning that they are stable under small variations of the parameters. Therefore, the symmetric model leads to a
more insightful discussion about the topology and also captures the physics of a system with small anisotropy.

The experimental spectra [see, for example, Fig. 2(a,b) of the Main Text and Fig. S.3] highlight three high-transmission ABSs
(τ ≲ 1), and additional lower transmission ABSs. Numerous low-transmission states occupy the spectrum near the supercon-
ducting gap edge and, due to level repulsion, these states spread over a finite energy range [86]. This, in turn, effectively pushes
the high-transmission states further from the gap edge. Modeling the many low-transmission states and their level repulsion
requires an unreasonable number of fitting parameters and goes beyond the scope of this work. Instead, we proceed with an
effective model where each dot has two energy levels, corresponding to the high- and low-transmission states, respectively.
The repulsion of the high-transmission states from the gap edge is accounted for by renormalizing the coupling strength to the
superconducting leads. In addition, we do not include level repulsion between the two dot levels, meaning that the transport
through each combination of levels is considered as independent. The on-site energy ϵ of each dot level determines the effective
transmission of the two-terminal JJs formed between pairs of leads. As all couplings Γ are chosen to be equal, the effective
transmission of the two-terminal JJs is 1 for ϵ = 0 (where the two-terminal ABSs reach zero energy) and < 1 for |ϵ| > 0 (where
a finite minigap opens between the ABSs). The on-site energies of the low- and high-transmission channels in each dot are
chosen such that |ϵlow| > |ϵhigh| > 0. The dots are symmetrically coupled to each other with the hybridization strength t. We
note that the experiments show a weaker avoided crossing between the |L⟩ and |R⟩ ABSs compared to |L⟩-|M⟩ and |M⟩-|R⟩,
which might naively be attributed to a weaker coupling between the left and right dots. However, the geometry of the model is
sufficient to explain the weaker avoided crossing, without introducing different hybridization strengths.

The coupling strengths Γ = 0.37∆ are chosen in accordance with the reduced energy range of the ABS dispersion, experimen-
tally observed in Fig. 2(a,b) of the Main Text. The on-site energies for the high- and low-transmission ABSs are ϵhigh = 0.005∆
and ϵlow = 1.5∆, respectively, while t = 0.12∆. We observe that the exact value of ϵhigh does not affect the form of the cor-
responding ABSs significantly, as long as the effective two-terminal transmission is ≲ 1. As level repulsion between high- and
low-transmission states is negligible close to zero energy, the low-transmission ABSs do not influence the topological properties
of the system.

We compute the density of states (DOS) of the central region as a function of energy and of the superconducting phases
ϕL,M,R (or equivalently the bare magnetic fluxes ΦL,M,R). Whereas the DOS is portrayed as a function of bare phases (bare
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FIG. S.6. Cuts of the phase space at constant ϕM = π (gray) and the surface of the corresponding effective phase ϕeff
M (ϕM = π) (blue). Due

to the mutual inductive coupling in the phases (fluxes) (see Sec. V of the Main Text), the effective phase (flux) surface is not constant.

fluxes), it depends on the effective phases (effective fluxes), as discussed in Sec. V of the Main Text. Thus, the final DOS used
to compare with the experimental findings reads as

ρ
(
ϕeff
L (ϕL, ϕM), ϕeff

R (ϕR, ϕM), ϕeff
M (ϕM, ϕL, ϕR)

)
. (4)

In the main text, the DOS is portrayed as a function of magnetic fluxes by setting ϕi = 2πΦi/Φ0 (i = L,M,R). In the following,
we illustrate the conversion from superconducting phases (magnetic fluxes) to effective phases (effective magnetic fluxes). We
plot a surface of constant phase ϕM = π and a surface of the corresponding effective phase ϕeff

M (ϕM = π) in the phase space
(Fig. S.6). The former is simply a plane parallel to the ϕL-ϕR plane, while the latter has a more complex shape in the phase
space.

VII. GREEN’S FUNCTION FORMALISM AND TOPOLOGICAL HAMILTONIAN

In the following, we provide the microscopic model from which we infer the central region Green’s function and from that
the topological Hamiltonian used in Sec. VII of the Main Text. As discussed in the previous section, our system comprises
four superconducting leads coupled to three quantum dots, each of them hosting two energy states representing the high- and
low-transmission ABSs. Since these two energy levels are not interacting with each other, we can independently compute the
DOS derived from each ABS manifold. The Hamiltonian for one set of levels reads

H =
∑

j=1,2,3,4

H(s,j) +Hdd (5)

+
∑

j=1,2,3,4/α=L,M,R

H(s,j)−(dd,α), (6)

with H(s,j) the Hamiltonian of the jth superconducting lead, Hdd the Hamiltonian describing the three quantum dots labelled as
α ∈ {L,M,R} and H(s,j)−(dd,α) representing the interaction between the leads and the quantum dots.

The first term takes the following BCS form:

H(s,j) =
∑
kσ

ϵkc
†
jkσcjkσ +

∑
k

(
∆eiϕjc†jk↑c

†
j(−k)↓ + h.c.

)
, (7)

where ϕj is the superconducting phase of the jth terminal, c†jkσ the creation operator of an electron in the jth lead with momen-
tum k, spin σ and superconducting gap ∆ (which is chosen the same for each terminal). Considering only one spinful energy
state per quantum dot, Hdd reads

Hdd =
∑

α=L,M,R

∑
σ

ϵαd
†
ασdασ +

∑
α ̸=β=L,M,R

∑
σ

tαβ
(
d†βσdασ + h.c.

)
, (8)
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where tαβ is the hopping between dots α and β, and d†ασ is the creation operator of an electron on the dot α with energy ϵα and
spin σ =↑, ↓. The coupling between the energy levels and the superconducting terminals is described by following tunneling
Hamiltonian:

H(s,j)−(dd,α) =
∑
kσ,α

vj,αd
†
ασcjkσ + h.c. , (9)

with the hopping amplitude vj,α between the jth superconducting lead and the αth energy level. The Dyson equation for the
central region Green’s function reads

G
r/a
dd = g

r/a
dd + g

r/a
dd Σr/aG

r/a
dd (10)

where G
r/a
dd are the retarded/advanced dressed Green’s functions, gr/add the unpertubed Green’s functions, and Σr/a the self

energies due to the coupling to the superconducting leads, which are defined as:

Σr/a =
∑

j=1,2,3,4/α=L,M,R

V †
j,αg

r/a
(s,j)Vj,α. (11)

The bare Green’s function of the superconducting leads in spin-Nambu space is given by

g(s,j)(E) = − πN0√
∆2 − E2

σ0 ⊗
(
Eτ0 +∆eiϕjτ3τ1

)
, (12)

with the Pauli matrices σj , τj in spin and Nambu space respectively, N0 is the DOS in the normal state, and g
r/a
sj = gsj(E ± iη)

with the Dynes’ parameter η. Since the hoppings do not depend on the quasimomentum k, we have integrated out k to obtain
an effective Green’s function of the superconducting leads. The unperturbed Green’s function of the dot is given by

g
r/a
dd (E) = (E ± iη −Hdd)

−1. (13)

The different coupling terms Vj,α read

V1,L ≡ v1,Lσ0 ⊗ τ3 (14)
V2,L ≡ v2,Lσ0 ⊗ τ3 (15)
V2,M ≡ v2,Mσ0 ⊗ τ3 (16)
V3,M ≡ v3,Mσ0 ⊗ τ3 (17)
V3,R ≡ v3,Rσ0 ⊗ τ3 (18)
V4,R ≡ v4,Rσ0 ⊗ τ3, (19)

and all other components are zero. The DOS is obtained by

ρ = −Im tr Gr
dd. (20)

Finally, the total DOS is the sum of DOS of the high- and low-transmission ABSs:

ρtotal = ρhigh + ρlow. (21)

For the zero energy limit E = 0, the topological information of the system is contained in the so-called topological Hamiltonian
Htop, which reads

Htop = G−1
dd (E = 0) = Hdd − Σ(E = 0). (22)

The Green’s functions of the superconductors become gs,j = −πN0 (σ0 ⊗ eiϕjτ3τ1) in the case of E = 0. Additionally, upon
introducing the couplings Γj,α = πN0v

2
j,α, we obtain the following self energy:

Σ(E = 0) = (σ0 ⊗ τ1)

Γ1,Le
iϕ1τ3 + Γ2,Le

iϕ2τ3 0 0
0 Γ2,Meiϕ2τ3 + Γ3,Meiϕ3τ3 0
0 0 Γ3,Re

iϕ3τ3 + Γ4,Re
iϕ4τ3

 . (23)
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FIG. S.7. (a) Eigenenergies of the topological Hamiltonian Htop calculated as a function of the phase differences ϕL and ϕR for fixed
ϕM = 0.21π. The energy gap between the electron- and hole-like branches vanishes at the Weyl node. (b) Enlargement of (a) around zero
energy, highlighting the Weyl node dispersion. (c) As in (b), but for ϕM = 0.58π, revealing a topological gap between the bands. (d) As in (b),
but for ϕM = 0.96π, showing a second Weyl node with opposite topological charge where the gap closes. All calculations were performed
with the input parameters ϵ̃ ≈ 0.01 and t̃ ≈ 0.32, in agreement with the simulations of the spectra in Figs. 4 and 5. The spectra closely
resemble the corresponding bands extracted from the maxima of the density of states in Fig. 6(a-d) of the Main Text, respectively.

which then results in the topological Hamiltonian:

Htop = σ0

ϵLτ3 − τ1(Γ1,Le
iϕ1τ3 + Γ2,Le

iϕ2τ3) tLMτ3 tLRτ3
tLMτ3 ϵMτ3 − τ1(Γ2,Meiϕ2τ3 + Γ3,Meiϕ3τ3) tMRτ3
tLRτ3 tMRτ3 ϵRτ3 − τ1(Γ3,Re

iϕ3τ3 + Γ4,Re
iϕ4τ3)

 .

(24)
We neglect the contributions from the low-transmission ABSs, as they do not influence the topology, thus Htop = Htop,high.

For E = 0, the superconducting gap ∆ drops out of the expression for the superconducting Green’s functions and thus does not
appear in the topological Hamiltonian. Therefore, we choose one coupling ΓL as the unit of energy and normalize all parameters
with respect to it. In agreement with the DOS calculations, where all couplings Γj,α = Γ, hybridizations tα,β = t and dot
energies ϵα = ϵ are equal, the topological Hamiltonian only depends on two parameters: the dimensionless dot-hybridization
t̃ ≡ t/Γ and the dimensionless on-site energy ϵ̃ = ϵ/Γ.

The ABS energies plotted in Fig. 6 of the Main Text are extracted by the local maxima of ρhigh when the Dynes’ parameter
goes to zero, η → 0. We find that these ABSs exhibit zero-energy crossings and corresponding Weyl nodes when the Chern
number changes, as illustrated in the Main Text. For completeness, we show in Fig. S.7(a-d) the energy spectrum of the
topological Hamiltonian Htop that closely matches the one extracted from ρhigh shown in Fig. 6(a-d) of the Main Text. The two
numerical methods provide very similar band structures that are in one-to-one correspondence at exactly zero energy. Therefore,
the topological Hamiltonian is sufficient to determine topological properties of the system.

VIII. SECOND DEVICE

In this section, we present tunneling spectroscopy measurements performed on a second device. The geometry of Device 2
is similar to that discussed in the Main Text for Device 1, but with a slightly different scattering area, as shown in Fig. S.8(a).
The aluminum island at the center of the scattering region has dimension 260 × 200 nm2, larger than in Device 1. Also, the
gate tuning the InAs region between the junctions, energized by the voltage VJJ, has a different shape, partially covering the
superconducting island. Gate voltages are set to VH = 110 mV, VJJ = −350 mV and VTL = VTR = −1.419 V to form
a tunneling barrier between the superconducting probe and the 4TJJ. Figure S.8(b,c) shows the ABS dispersion of |M⟩ and
|R⟩, respectively. A larger number of states is visible in this device compared to Device 1 [see Fig. 2(a,b) of the Main Text].
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FIG. S.8. (a) False-colored scanning electron micrograph of Device 2, showing a slightly different scattering area compared to Device 1 (shown
in the Main Text). (b,c) Tunneling spectra of two-terminal Andreev bound states (ABSs) as a function of magnetic flux ΦM for ΦL = ΦR = 0
(b), and as a function of ΦR for ΦL = ΦM = 0 (c). (d-f) Flux-flux maps measured at Vsd = −0.182 mV, revealing avoided crossings induced
by the hybridization between ABSs. (g,h) Tunneling spectra along the cube diagonal directions Φ111 (g) and Φ11̄1̄ (h), where all three ABSs
hybridize as discussed in Sec. VI of the Main Text. (i,j) Flux-flux maps measured at Vsd = −0.157 meV along two cube diagonal planes,
ΦM −Φ101 and ΦM −Φ101̄, respectively. As in the datasets showing in Fig. 5(a,e) of the Main Text for Device 1, the Andreev band structure
measured in Device 2 shows the characteristic features indicating the formation of a tri-Andreev molecule.

Nevertheless, discrete states are still visible in the spectrum, with one of them having near-unity transparency and reaching
energy close to zero at 0.5Φ0. The superconducting probe gap is slightly smaller, 0.157 meV compared to 0.175 meV in Device
1. Cutting the energy spectrum at Vsd = −0.182 meV [Fig. S.8(d-f)], we observe flux-flux conductance maps with avoided
crossings at the center of the map as a result of the hybridization between two ABSs, as also reported in Fig. 2(d,e) of the Main
Text.

We also verified the formation of a tri-Andreev molecule by measuring the energy spectrum along the cube diagonal directions
Φ111 and Φ11̄1̄, as shown in Fig. S.7(g,h). Both dispersions are similar to those discussed in the Main Text [see Fig. 5(c,g)].
Moreover, the maps measured along the cube diagonal planes in Fig. S.8(i,j) show the same characteristic signatures reported in
Fig. 5(a,e) of the Main Text for Device 1.
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