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Crossed Andreev reflection (CAR) is a process that creates entanglement between spatially separated electrons
and holes. Such entangled pairs have potential applications in quantum information processing, and it is
therefore relevant to determine how the probability for CAR can be increased. CAR competes with another
non-local process called elastic cotunneling (EC), which does not create entanglement. In conventional normal
metal/superconductor/normal metal heterostructures, earlier theoretical work predicted that EC dominates over
CAR. Nevertheless, we show numerically that when the Keldysh-Usadel equations are solved self-consistently in
the superconductor, CAR can dominate over EC. Self-consistency is necessary both for the conversion from a
quasiparticle current to a supercurrent and to describe the spatial variation of the order parameter correctly. A
requirement for the CAR probability to surpass the EC probability is that the inverse proximity effect be small.
Otherwise, the subvoltage density of states becomes large and EC is strengthened by quasiparticles flowing
through the superconductor. Therefore, CAR becomes dominant in the non-local transport with increasing
interface resistance and length of the superconducting region. Our results show that even the simplest possible
experimental setup with easily accessible normal metals and superconductors can provide dominant CAR by
designing the experimental parameters correctly. We also find that spin-splitting in the superconductor increases
the subvoltage density of states, and thus always favors EC over CAR. Finally, we tune the chemical potential in
the leads such that transport is governed by electrons of one spin type. This can increase the CAR probability at
finite values of the spin-splitting compared to using a spin-degenerate voltage bias, and provides a way to control
the spin of the conduction electrons electrically.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum information processing, such as quantum cryptog-
raphy and teleportation, offers exciting possibilities for future
computation and communication technologies [1–4]. One
of the stepping stones toward such technologies is to create
entanglement between particles that are separated in space
[5]. Superconductors provide a natural platform for creating
entanglement since the Cooper pair consists of two entangled
electrons. Crossed Andreev reflection (CAR) is a process that
exploits the correlations in the Cooper pair to create entangle-
ment between spatially separated electrons and holes.

CAR can be explained in a superconducting hybrid system
where a Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) [6] superconductor
is coupled to three different leads, as sketched in Fig. 1(a). We
illustrate the concept here with two normal leads 𝑁1 and 𝑁2
and one superconducting lead 𝑆 as in Fig. 1(b). Two of the
leads, 𝑁2 and 𝑆, are grounded, while the chemical potential is
shifted to 𝑒𝑉 < 0 in the third lead 𝑁1. The electron occupation
in the different leads is illustrated in Fig. 1(c)-(d). Here,
𝑉 < Δ0/|𝑒 | is the voltage bias, 𝑒 < 0 is the electronic charge,
and Δ0 is the bulk superconducting gap at zero temperature.
This causes a drive current to flow into 𝑁1 from the closest
grounded lead 𝑆, or equivalently it causes electrons to flow
from 𝑁1 to 𝑆. However, electrons in 𝑁1 cannot enter the
superconductor as long-lived quasiparticles due to the gap in
the density of states (DOS). Instead, the incoming electrons
in 𝑁1 might pair up with electrons of opposite spin from 𝑁1
or 𝑁2, and together they can enter the superconductor as a
Cooper pair. These processes are called Andreev reflection
(AR) [7] and crossed Andreev reflection, respectively. AR
causes a hole to be reflected into 𝑁1, while CAR causes a hole
to propagate away from the superconductor in 𝑁2. This hole is
entangled with the incoming electron. Another possibility is

that the incoming electron is directly transmitted from 𝑁1 to
𝑁2 via for example charge imbalance, which is the conversion
from a resistive current to a supercurrent, or via a virtual
state in the superconductor. We call this elastic cotunneling
(EC). EC competes with CAR, and since EC does not induce
entanglement, we want to increase the CAR signal relative to
EC.

The sign of the non-local current over the 𝑆2/𝑁2 interface
determines whether CAR or EC dominates the non-local trans-
port. We define the drive current 𝐼𝑑𝑐 as flowing from 𝑁1 to
𝑆, and the non-local current 𝐼𝑛𝑙 as flowing from 𝑆 to 𝑁2. The
currents can be represented in terms of the voltages 𝑉 and 𝑉𝑛𝑙
on the normal leads 𝑁1 and 𝑁2, respectively, as [8, 9](

𝐼𝑑𝑐
𝐼𝑛𝑙

)
=

(
𝐺𝐴 + 𝐺𝐶 + 𝐺𝐸 𝐺𝐶 − 𝐺𝐸
−𝐺𝐶 + 𝐺𝐸 −𝐺𝐴 − 𝐺𝐶 − 𝐺𝐸

) (
𝑉

𝑉𝑛𝑙

)
. (1)

Here, we assumed that the left and right interfaces are identical.
𝐺𝐴 is the Andreev conductance, 𝐺𝐶 is the crossed Andreev
conductance, and 𝐺𝐸 is the EC conductance. If we ground the
right lead by setting𝑉𝑛𝑙 = 0, we find 𝐼𝑛𝑙 = (𝐺𝐸 −𝐺𝐶 )𝑉 . Thus,
the non-local current is positive if 𝐺𝐸 > 𝐺𝐶 , meaning that
EC dominates the non-local transport. The non-local current
is negative if 𝐺𝐶 > 𝐺𝐸 , meaning that CAR dominates the
non-local transport. On the other hand, if we invert Eq. (1) to
write the voltages in terms of the currents, we have(

𝑉

𝑉𝑛𝑙

)
=

1
𝑎

(
−𝐺𝐴 − 𝐺𝐶 − 𝐺𝐸 −𝐺𝐶 + 𝐺𝐸

𝐺𝐶 − 𝐺𝐸 𝐺𝐴 + 𝐺𝐶 + 𝐺𝐸

) (
𝐼𝑑𝑐
𝐼𝑛𝑙

)
, (2)

with the determinant 𝑎 < 0 since the conductances are positive.
In an open circuit where 𝑁2 is not grounded, a voltage builds up
until 𝐼𝑛𝑙 = 0. In this case, 𝑉𝑛𝑙 = −(𝐺𝐶 − 𝐺𝐸)𝐼𝑑𝑐/|𝑎 |. When
the drive current is positive, we see that 𝑉𝑛𝑙 > 0 when EC
dominates and 𝑉𝑛𝑙 < 0 when CAR dominates. Numerically, it
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic experimental setup for a superconductor coupled to two normal leads. A drive current 𝐼𝑑𝑐 flows from the left normal lead
and into the grounded superconductor. The non-local current 𝐼𝑛𝑙 is measured in the second normal metal lead and its sign indicates whether
CAR or EC dominates the non-local processes. (b) Theoretical model for the setup in (a). The reservoirs 𝑁1 and 𝑁2 represent the normal
leads, while the superconducting reservoir 𝑆 represents the grounded part of the superconductor. The distribution function ℎ𝑣 in 𝑁1 represents
an electrical voltage, and 𝑁2 and 𝑆 are kept at the ground level by setting the distribution functions to ℎ𝑔. For numerical convenience, the
superconductor is split into two parts 𝑆1 and 𝑆2. (c, d) A sketch showing the electron occupation for spin-down (blue) and spin-up (red) in
𝑁1, 𝑆 and 𝑁2, respectively. The energy 𝜀 is measured relative to the Fermi energy, and 𝑘 is the wave number. (e) Schematic experimental
setup for spin-dependent transport. A spin voltage 𝑉𝑆/2 is applied to 𝑁1, while an electrical voltage −𝑉/2 shifts the chemical potentials in 𝑆

and 𝑁2. In practice, the spin voltage can also be replaced by a spin accumulation which leaves the band energies intact and instead shifts the
chemical potentials of the two spin species oppositely, for instance via spin pumping. (f) Theoretical model for the setup in (e). We redefine the
ground level to align with 𝑆 and 𝑁2 since only differences in chemical potentials matter. (g, h) A sketch of the electron occupation in (e) and (f),
respectively.

is easier to calculate the non-local current than the non-local
voltage.

A great collection of literature, both theoretical and experi-
mental, exists on how the CAR signal can be enhanced relative
to the EC signal. Using ferromagnetic leads [8, 10–12] in-
stead of normal leads enhances CAR in an antiparallel setup
and enhances EC in the parallel setup. The probabilities of
CAR and EC can be tuned by changing the gate voltage of
an intermediate normal region [13]. However, ferromagnets
cause stray fields that could act disruptively to neighboring
elements in a device architecture. Other proposals include
using spin-polarized interfaces [14], antiferromagnetic leads
[15], altermagnetic leads [16], an ac voltage bias [17], and
graphene [18–22]. In the simplest system that displays CAR,
namely a conventional superconductor with normal leads, the
CAR signal is theoretically predicted [23–32] to be smaller or
equal in magnitude compared to the EC signal. On the other
hand, experiments [33, 34] show that CAR may dominate the
non-local signal. Using normal leads, such as copper, does not
require fine-tuning of the electronic structure or other parame-
ters, or any rare materials, and this is an advantage compared
to many of the previous works.

CAR has previously been studied in the quasiclassical
Keldysh-Usadel formalism in a normal/superconductor/normal
(NSN) heterostructure [24, 32], but not in a fully self-consistent
manner. Specifically, the spatial variation of the gap and the
resistive and dissipationless currents in the superconductor have
not been considered in these works. However, accounting for
these properties through full self-consistency is important be-
cause otherwise the conversion from resistive to supercurrent is
not captured, nor the spatial modulation of the superconducting
gap, which both affect the local density of states and the proba-

bilities for EC and CAR. This becomes increasingly important
the longer the superconductor is, unlike a short superconductor
smaller than the coherence length [32]. We consider the system
shown in Fig. 1(a)-(b) and find numerically that CAR can
dominate over EC when the superconducting order parameter
is determined self-consistently. This underlines the importance
of self-consistency when solving the Usadel equation.

We find that the subvoltage density of states is a crucial
factor in determining whether CAR or EC dominates. In
a bulk superconductor, the subgap density of states is zero.
However, when a short superconductor is proximitized with
a non-superconductor, the inverse proximity effect causes the
subgap density of states to be suppressed, but not exactly zero.
This means that there are available quasiparticle states also
for small energies, and therefore electrons can travel through
the superconductor as quasiparticles. Hence, if the subvoltage
density of states is large, EC will dominate. Additionally, a
resistive current is converted to a supercurrent over the length
scale of the coherence length. CAR gives rise to transport
by supercurrents and is also strengthened by the presence
of a supercurrent [35], and thus CAR is suppressed in short
superconductors where the supercurrent is negligible.

Furthermore, we determine how the presence of a spin-
splitting 𝑚 in the superconductor affects the ratio of the CAR
signal. Spin-splitting in a thin film superconductor can be
achieved by growing a ferromagnetic insulator underneath it or
by applying an in-plane magnetic field. The motivation behind
introducing spin-splitting is that the combination of magnetism
and superconductivity may enhance existing phenomena and
give rise to new phenomena, such as giant thermoelectric
effects, huge magnetoresistance effects, and very long spin
diffusion lengths [36–38]. Spin-splitting will affect EC in a
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different way than CAR because CAR involves electrons with
opposite spins while EC involves one electron with one spin.
We find that spin-splitting increases the subgap density of states
for two reasons. First, it increases because the peaks in the
density of states for spin-up and spin-down quasiparticles are
shifted relative to each other. This enables quasiparticle states
to be available for transport in the superconductor at smaller
bias voltages than without spin-splitting. Second, spin-splitting
causes the gap to decrease, and then the DOS at low energies
increases. Therefore, spin-splitting always favors EC over
CAR.

Nevertheless, if we filter out one of the spin bands inside
the superconductor, shifting the peaks in the DOS due to spin-
splitting does not increase the relevant density of states. If
the spin-splitting does not increase the low-energy DOS too
much, we demonstrate that a spin-dependent voltage allows for
CAR in regimes where an electrical voltage would give EC.
Spin-filtering can be achieved by using ferromagnetic leads or
spin-filtering at the interfaces between the superconductor and
the leads [8, 14, 39]. We propose a different means of achieving
spin-dependent transport by tuning the chemical potentials in
the leads, as illustrated in Fig. 1(h). In effect, the chemical
potential for spin-up electrons changes in the different leads,
while for spin-down electrons the chemical potential is the
same in the entire system. Therefore, we only get transport
of spin-up electrons and holes representing missing spin-up
electrons. In practice, this could be achieved by applying a
spin accumulation 𝑉𝑆/2 in 𝑁1, as shown in Fig. 1(e). This
shifts the chemical potential to |𝑒 |𝑉𝑆/2 for spin-down electrons
and to −|𝑒 |𝑉𝑆/2 for spin-up electrons. If at the same time we
apply an electrical voltage −𝑉/2 = −𝑉𝑆/2 to 𝑆 and 𝑁2, the
chemical potential for spin-down electrons will be |𝑒 |𝑉𝑆/2 in all
leads while the chemical potential will vary between ±|𝑒 |𝑉𝑆/2
for spin-up electrons, see Fig. 1(g). We find that we cannot
increase the probability of CAR by spin-dependent transport.
The only exception is when the voltage and the spin-splitting
are both large, but then CAR could also be restored by removing
the spin-splitting.

II. MODEL

The quasiclassical, non-equilibrium Keldysh Green function
theory [38, 40, 41] is a powerful formalism for calculating
observables in superconducting hybrid systems. The 8 × 8
Green function �̌� in Keldysh⊗Nambu⊗spin space is defined
in terms of the spinor

𝜓(𝒓, 𝑡) =
(
𝜓↑ (𝒓, 𝑡) 𝜓↓ (𝒓, 𝑡) 𝜓

†
↑ (𝒓, 𝑡) 𝜓

†
↓ (𝒓, 𝑡)

)𝑇
, (3)

where 𝜓
†
𝜎 and 𝜓𝜎 are the electronic creation and annihilation

operators, respectively. The Green function has the matrix
structure

�̌� =

(
�̂�𝑅 �̂�𝐾

0 �̂�𝐴

)
, (4)

where the retarded Green function �̂�𝑅, the advanced Green
function �̂�𝐴 and the Keldysh Green function �̂�𝐾 are defined

by

�̂�𝑅 (𝒓, 𝑡, 𝒓′, 𝑡′) = −𝑖𝜃 (𝑡 − 𝑡′) �̂�4⟨{𝜓(𝒓, 𝑡), 𝜓† (𝒓′, 𝑡′)}⟩,
�̂�𝐴(𝒓, 𝑡, 𝒓′, 𝑡′) = +𝑖𝜃 (𝑡′ − 𝑡) �̂�4⟨{𝜓(𝒓, 𝑡), 𝜓† (𝒓′, 𝑡′)}⟩,
�̂�𝐾 (𝒓, 𝑡, 𝒓′, 𝑡′) = −𝑖 �̂�4⟨[𝜓(𝒓, 𝑡), 𝜓† (𝒓′, 𝑡′)]⟩.

The matrix �̂�4 = diag(1, 1,−1,−1) is a part of a set of matrices
{ �̂�𝑛} that span the block-diagonal Nambu⊗spin space. They are
defined as �̂�𝑛 = 𝜏0 ⊗𝜎𝑛 for 𝑛 ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} and �̂�𝑛 = 𝜏3 ⊗𝜎𝑛−4
for 𝑛 ∈ {4, 5, 6, 7}. The Green function �̌� is exact and can in
principle be determined from the Gorkov equation [42], but in
practice this is prohibitively difficult. The problem is simplified
in the quasiclassical limit, where all energy scales in the system
are much smaller than the Fermi energy. In such systems, �̌� is
strongly peaked near the Fermi momentum 𝒑𝐹 [40, 41]. The
quasiclassical Green function Γ̌ is defined by constricting �̌� to
the Fermi surface, or equivalently by the integral

Γ̌

(
𝜀,

𝒑𝐹
| 𝒑𝐹 |

)
=

𝑖

𝜋

∫ 𝜔𝑐

−𝜔𝑐

�̌� (𝜀, 𝒑)d𝜖𝒑 , (5)

where 𝜖𝒑 = ( | 𝒑 |2 − | 𝒑𝐹 |2)/2𝑚. The energy 𝜀 is measured
relative to the Fermi energy. The quasiclassical Green function
obeys the Eilenberger equation [43], which can be reduced
to a diffusion-like equation in the dirty limit. In the dirty
limit one assumes that the impurity concentration is high, such
that the elastic mean free path is much smaller than any other
length scale in the system except the Fermi wavelength. In this
limit, the quasiclassical Green function should depend weakly
on the transport direction 𝒑𝐹/| 𝒑𝐹 |. The equation can then
be expressed in terms of the isotropic, quasiclassical Green
function �̌�, which we from here term the Green function:

𝜕

𝜕 (𝑥/𝜉)

(
�̌�

𝜕�̌�

𝜕 (𝑥/𝜉)

)
= −𝑖[𝜀�̂�4 + Δ̂ + �̂�, �̌�]/Δ0. (6)

This is the Usadel equation [44]. The self-energy �̂� =

diag(𝑚𝜎𝑧 , 𝑚𝜎𝑧) describes spin-splitting of strength 𝑚 in the
𝑧-direction. The superconducting order parameter, defined
as Δ(𝒓) = −𝜆⟨𝜓↓ (𝒓)𝜓↑ (𝒓)⟩, enters the equation in the self-
energy Δ̂ = antidiag(Δ,−Δ,Δ∗,−Δ∗). The time coordinate
was omitted because we consider time-independent systems,
while importantly we keep the spatial coordinate in the order
parameter. Inelastic scattering in the Usadel equation is mod-
eled using the Dynes approximation 𝜀 → 𝜀 + 𝑖𝛿. This is a
good approximation for spectral properties, but it does not
model energy loss in the sense that the occupation of holes
and electrons at any energy is unaffected by inelastic scattering.
Thus, we are assuming that the superconductor is much shorter
than the inelastic scattering length.

The Green function allows us to calculate observables such
as the charge current 𝐼,

𝐼 = −𝐼0
∫ ∞

0
Re Tr

[
�̂�4

(
�̌�

𝜕�̌�

𝜕 (𝑥/𝜉)

)𝐾 ]
d
(
𝜀

Δ0

)
, (7)

or the superconducting order parameter,

Δ

Δ0
= −𝑁0𝜆

4

∫ 𝜔𝑐

−𝜔𝑐

�̂�𝐾23

(
𝜀

Δ0

)
d
(
𝜀

Δ0

)
. (8)
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The prefactor 𝐼0 = 𝐴|𝑒 |𝑁0Δ
2
0𝜉/8ℏ, with 𝐴 being the interfacial

contact area, 𝑁0 the normal-state density of states at the Fermi
level, and 𝜉 the superconducting coherence length, is typically
of the order 𝐼0/𝐴 ∝ 109A/m². For eq. (8) to be consistent,
the coupling constant 𝜆 is related to the cutoff energy by
𝜔𝑐 = cosh(1/𝑁0𝜆). The order parameter can be calculated
from the solution �̌� of the Usadel equation, but it also enters the
equation as a fixed self-energy. Therefore, the Usadel equation
must be solved self-consistently for the order parameter using
fixed-point iterations.

The Keldysh Green function is given by

�̂�𝐾 = �̂�𝑅 ℎ̂ − ℎ̂�̂�𝐴, (9)

where the distribution function ℎ̂ = ℎ𝑛 �̂�𝑛 describes the occu-
pancy of electron and hole states. The nonequilibrium modes
ℎ𝑛 are associated with different electronic degrees of freedom.
For example, the charge mode ℎ4 is generated by electric cur-
rents and it is an imbalance of the occupation of electron and
hole states. This can be seen by rewriting ℎ̂ in terms of the
electron and hole occupation probabilities 𝑓𝑒,𝜎 and 𝑓ℎ,𝜎 [45],

ℎ̂ = 1̂ − 2 · diag( 𝑓𝑒,↑, 𝑓𝑒,↓, 𝑓ℎ,↓, 𝑓ℎ,↑), (10)

where we define a hole with spin 𝜎 as a missing electron with
spin −𝜎. Thus,

ℎ4 =
1
4

Tr
(
�̂�4 ℎ̂

)
=

1
2
( 𝑓𝑒,↑ + 𝑓𝑒,↓ − 𝑓ℎ,↓ − 𝑓ℎ,↑). (11)

In equilibrium, the electron and hole occupation probabilities
are given by the Fermi-Dirac distribution 𝑓 (𝜀). In the presence
of a spin-dependent voltage 𝑉𝜎 , they are given by 𝑓𝑒,𝜎 =

𝑓 (𝜀 + |𝑒 |𝑉𝜎) and 𝑓ℎ,𝜎 = 𝑓 (𝜀 + |𝑒 |𝑉−𝜎). We define the ground
level to be at 𝑉 = 0, and thus the distribution function ℎ̂𝑔 at the
ground level is

ℎ̂𝑔 = diag(𝑡0, 𝑡0, 𝑡0, 𝑡0), (12)

where 𝑡0 = tanh [𝜀/2𝑇], and 𝑇 = 0.01𝑇𝑐 is the temperature we
use in our simulations. An applied standard electrical voltage
is modeled by the distribution function ℎ̂ as

ℎ̂𝑣 = diag(𝑡+, 𝑡+, 𝑡− , 𝑡−), (13)

where 𝑡± = tanh[(𝜀 ± |𝑒 |𝑉)/2𝑇]. The spin-up equivalent ℎ̂↑
describing transport of spin-up electrons is

ℎ̂↑ = diag(𝑡+, 𝑡0, 𝑡− , 𝑡0). (14)

This is derived from eq. (10) by setting 𝑉↓ = 0. We will write
that we use an electrical voltage when the distribution function
in 𝑁1 is given by eq. (13), as in Fig. 1(b), and that we use a
spin-up voltage 𝑉↑ when it is given by eq. (14), as in Fig. 1(f).

The retarded Green function and the corresponding Usadel
equation were Riccati parametrized [46, 47],

�̂�𝑅 =

(
𝑁 0
0 −�̃�

) (
1 + 𝛾�̃� 2𝛾

2�̃� 1 + �̃�𝛾

)
. (15)

This parametrization is convenient for numerical calculations
because it is single-valued and the parameters are bound to

the interval [0, 1]. The kinetic equations for the distribution
function were parametrized using the �̂�𝑛–matrices defined
earlier, similarly to Ref. [48].

The Usadel equation is accompanied by boundary conditions.
At the normal interfaces, we use the tunneling Kuprianov-
Lukichev boundary conditions [49],

�̌�
𝜕�̌�

𝜕 (𝑥/𝜉) =
±1
2𝐿𝑟

[�̌�, �̌�], (16)

when the normal metals are to the left and right of the super-
conductor, respectively. Here, �̌� is the Green function at the
interface while �̌� is the Green function in the reservoir. We
normalize the length 𝑙 of the superconductor on the coherence
length so that the dimensionless measure 𝐿 of the length of the
superconductor is 𝐿 = 𝑙/𝜉. The interfaces are characterized by
the interface parameter 𝑟 = 𝑟𝐵/𝑟0. A high interface parameter
corresponds to a high barrier resistance 𝑟𝐵 compared to the
bulk resistance 𝑟0, and conversely a low interface transparency.
The Kuprianov-Lukichev boundary conditions can be justified
by comparing the expression for the quasiclassical current with
a current calculated from a tunneling Hamiltonian [50, 51].
The original derivation was done by Kuprianov and Lukichev
[49], while the boundary conditions were more thoroughly
derived and also generalized to magnetic interfaces by Ref.
[52].

The system that we consider is a superconductor coupled
to two normal leads 𝑁1 and 𝑁2, as shown in Fig. 1(a). In
an experiment, the superconductor is typically connected to
ground whereas a voltage difference is applied between one
of the normal leads and the superconductor. This induces
either a non-local voltage or current in the second normal lead,
depending on whether the second normal lead is open-ended or
grounded, respectively. Figure 2 shows the difference between
the open-ended and grounded setup.

In the case where this lead is open-ended, charge will ac-
cumulate until the net current into the second normal lead
is zero. The accumulated charge is measured as a non-local
voltage. It is called non-local because it appears in a part of
the system where no current is flowing. Therefore, in order for
a non-local voltage to exist, it is necessary to drain currents
from the superconductor. In a two-terminal setup, in effect a
superconductor coupled to two normal leads, the currents in the
two leads are identical due to current conservation. Therefore,
it is impossible to induce a non-local voltage by driving a
current through a distant part of the system. It is necessary
to have at least three terminals in order to model a non-local
voltage.

In some experiments, the second normal lead is instead
grounded, and one measures a current through this lead. We
refer to this current as the non-local current, since this is the
current that would build up a non-local voltage for an open-
ended circuit. This scenario is shown in Fig. 1(a) and this is
the case we are considering for the most part in this paper.

Importantly, the sign of the current flowing in this lead
contains the same information as the sign of voltage in the
open-ended geometry. The reason for this is shown in Fig. 2.
If the current flows into the grounded second normal lead due
to EC, the sign of the non-local voltage will be the same as in
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FIG. 2. Illustration of the difference between the second normal
lead being (a) open-ended or (b) grounded. The minus signs in the
bias voltage and drive current are chosen to illustrate the CAR and
EC processes in terms of an incoming electron. In the open-ended
setup, charge accumulates in the second normal lead. The charge has
opposite sign for the CAR and EC processes because CAR causes an
accumulation of holes, while EC causes an accumulation of electrons.
When the second normal lead is grounded, the non-local currents
induced by CAR and EC have opposite signs.

the first lead. If the current instead flows out of the grounded
second normal lead due to CAR, a non-local voltage of the
opposite sign must be induced. Therefore, instead of looking
at the sign of the induced voltage in an open-ended system, one
can look at the sign of the current into the grounded second
normal lead. It is simpler and faster to numerically calculate
the current than the non-local voltage, and it is also viable to
measure this current experimentally [53]. We will verify the
correspondence between the sign of the current in the grounded
setup and the voltage in the open-ended setup with numerical
simulations later in this paper.

Finally, we comment on the role of the superconducting reser-
voir in our setup. We want to model a current flowing from a
normal lead into the superconducting bar and into ground. One
could then use a 2D geometry shaped like a T [as shown in Fig.
1(a)] and solve self-consistently throughout the entire supercon-
ductor. However, solving the non-equilibrium Usadel equation
self-consistently in a 2D geometry is very time consuming.
Therefore, we replace the part of the superconductor that is
connected to ground with a tunneling interface into a grounded
superconducting reservoir. The tunneling interface is assumed
to be quite transparent since it represents an actual part of the
superconductor. Since currents are allowed to flow into the
superconducting reservoir, the current is not constant in the
remaining part of the superconductor due to current conserva-
tion. We therefore solve the Usadel equation self-consistently
on each side of the connection to the superconducting reservoir.
As illustrated in Fig. 1(b), our model then consists of the first
normal lead 𝑁1 connected to one part of the superconductor 𝑆1.
The second normal lead 𝑁2 is connected to another part of the
superconductor 𝑆2, and 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 are connected with boundary
conditions demanding the Green function to be continuous. At
the connection between 𝑆1 and 𝑆2, a current can flow into the
grounded superconducting reservoir 𝑆.

The boundary conditions we use to connect the different
superconducting regions are the following [54]. The Green
function is demanded to be continuous at the 𝑆1/𝑆2 interface
through the boundary condition

�̌�1 (𝐿/2) = �̌�2 (𝐿/2). (17)

Here, �̌�1 and �̌�2 are the Green functions in 𝑆1 and 𝑆2, respec-
tively. At the 𝑆1/𝑆/𝑆2 intersection, we demand the current to
be conserved,[

�̌�2
𝜕�̌�2

𝜕 (𝑥/𝜉) − �̌�1
𝜕�̌�1

𝜕 (𝑥/𝜉)

] (
𝐿

2

)
=

1
2𝐿𝑟𝑆

[�̌�𝑆 , �̌�1

(
𝐿

2

)
] . (18)

The left hand side of this equation is the difference between
the currents in 𝑆1 and 𝑆2, and the right hand side is the current
that tunnels into the superconducting reservoir. The interface
parameter 𝑟𝑆 = 1 means that the barrier resistance is equal to
the normal state bulk resistance. The retarded part of the bulk
Green function �̌�𝑆 in 𝑆 has the Riccati matrices

𝛾𝑆 =

(
0 𝑠↑

1+𝑐↑
𝑠↓

1+𝑐↓ 0

)
�̃�𝑆 =

(
0 𝑠↓

1+𝑐↓
𝑠↑

1+𝑐↑ 0

)
(19)

where 𝑠𝜎 = sinh(𝜗𝜎), 𝑐𝜎 = cosh(𝜗𝜎), and 𝜗𝜎 =

atanh(𝜎Δ0/(𝜎𝑚 + 𝜀 + 𝑖𝛿)) [55].
We treat the leads 𝑁1, 𝑁2 and 𝑆 as reservoirs. Such an

approach was also chosen in Ref. [29]. The leads could in
principle be treated self-consistently by introducing interme-
diate normal or superconducting layers at the interfaces, but
it is unlikely that this would change the results qualitatively.
For instance, Ref. [56] took the proximity effect in a normal
lead into account in a voltage-biased NSN structure and found
that self-consistency in the normal leads simply leads to an
effectively smaller voltage across the superconducting region,
since part of the voltage drop can now occur in the N parts. The
magnitude of the superconducting gap may be slightly affected
near the interface by treating the normal leads self consistently.

Numerically, the Usadel equation is solved by fixed-point iter-
ations by first guessing a value Δ = Δ0 for the order parameters
in 𝑆1 and 𝑆2. Then the retarded equations are solved, the kinetic
equations are solved, and the order parameters are calculated
from the Green functions in 𝑆1 and 𝑆2. This is repeated until
the absolute changes in the real and imaginary parts of the order
parameters fall below the threshold value 10−6. In principle,
one could solve the equations first in 𝑆1 using the boundary
condition given in eq. (17) and then in 𝑆2 using the other
boundary condition given in eq. (18). However, we found that
the numerical calculations were more stable and accurate when
we solved the equations in 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 simultaneously, thereby
ensuring that the boundary conditions were always satisfied.

In the setup shown in Fig. 1, 𝑁2 is grounded and we calculate
the non-local current. This is possible to achieve experimentally
[53], but it is usually simpler to measure the induced non-local
voltage for which the non-local current disappears [9]. This
can be done numerically by solving the equation 𝐼𝑛𝑙 (𝑉𝑛𝑙) = 0.

Finally, we note that the numerical values for the spin-
splitting and the voltage bias should be carefully chosen to
avoid bistability. Bistability means that the order parameter
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converges to different values depending on the initial guess,
which all correspond to local minima in the free energy. For
example, for the interval Δ0/2 < 𝑚 < Δ0 there exists both a
normal and a superconducting solution to the Usadel equation in
equilibrium, which are both numerically stable [48]. Physically,
one of these states would be metastable. The ground state
switches from superconducting to normal at the Chandrasekhar-
Clogston limit 𝑚𝑐 = Δ0/

√
2 [57, 58]. An out-of-equilibrium

superconductor is to a great extent equivalent to a spin-split
equilibrium superconductor [59], so in the presence of a voltage
bias, the ground state switches from superconducting to normal
at |𝑒 |𝑉𝑐 = Δ0/

√
2. Nevertheless, it is hard to calculate free

energies in the Keldysh-Usadel formalism and thus numerically
determine which state is the physical ground state. Therefore,
we choose combinations 𝑚 ≤ Δ0/2 and |𝑒 |𝑉 ≤ Δ0/2 for which
the superconducting state is the ground state [48]. In this
parameter regime, it is reasonable to approximate the grounded
part of the superconductor with a reservoir. For high voltages
and spin-splitting fields, the superconducting reservoir should
be replaced with a normal reservoir. This means that our model
is not valid for the high voltages considered in Ref. [32].

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Fig. 3 shows how the non-local current develops over the
fixed point iterations for a given choice of length, interface
transparency, and applied voltage. In the beginning, the non-
local current acquires an increasingly positive value, indicating
that EC dominates the non-local transport. After some more
iterations, the non-local current starts decreasing. At some
point the non-local current switches sign, and then it stabilizes
to a negative value. Therefore, CAR dominates the non-local
transport. This illustrates that self-consistency in the Usadel
equation can reveal physics that cannot be seen unless the
equation is solved self-consistently. Fig. 3 also shows that the
supercurrent and the quasiparticle current in the middle of the
superconductor vary much over the first 50 iterations. Note
that the number of iterations needed for the currents to stabilize
depends on parameter choices such as the length and the bias
voltage. Self-consistency assures that the supercurrent and
the quasiparticle currents converge to their true values, which
again assures that the non-local current converges to its true
value.

The strength of the inverse proximity effect inside the su-
perconductor is the crucial factor that regulates the ratio of
CAR and EC. We consider the setup shown in Fig. 1(b), and
we calculate the non-local current in the (𝑟, 𝐿)-plane for two
different voltage biases. The results are shown in Fig. 4(a)-(b).
Looking at the blue regions in the plots, we observe that CAR
is at its strongest when the superconductor is long and the
interface resistance is high. These are parameter sets that
decrease the impact of the normal leads. Low transparencies
obviously decrease the contact between the normal leads and
the superconductor, while a long superconductor is unaffected
by the normal leads far from the interfaces. Furthermore,
a long superconductor is more favorable for CAR because
CAR requires the establishment of a supercurrent. In short

0 50 100
Iteration

0.042

0.000

0.042

Cu
rre

nt
 I/

I 0

Is
Iqp

Inl

FIG. 3. The evolution of various currents as functions of fixed point
iterations. The supercurrent 𝐼𝑠 and the quasiparticle current 𝐼𝑞𝑝 are
calculated in the middle of the superconductor at the 𝑆2 side, i.e. at
𝑥/𝜉 = (𝐿/2)+. The non-local current 𝐼𝑛𝑙 changes sign at iteration
number 38. The parameters used are 𝑟 = 2.5, 𝐿 = 2.125, 𝑚 = 0 and
|𝑒 |𝑉 = 0.3Δ0.

superconductors where the supercurrent is small, CAR is sup-
pressed in accordance with the results in Ref. [32]. In the
red regions where EC dominates the non-local transport, the
superconductor is short or the interface transparency is high.
Therefore, the inverse proximity effect in the superconductor
is considerable, weakening the superconducting correlations.
This is seen in Figs. 5(a)-(b). The zero-energy DOS is high
in the regions where EC dominates, while it is smaller in the
regions where CAR dominates. The DOS at small energies is
important for the transport properties for the following reason.
In the grounded regions, electrons occupy the states with 𝜀 < 0,
while they occupy states with 𝜀 < −|𝑒 |𝑉 in the left normal
electrode 𝑁1. This is illustrated in Fig. 1(c). Therefore, low
energies −|𝑒 |𝑉 ≤ 𝜀 ≤ 0 are the relevant energies concerning
electron transport properties. When the DOS at low energies
is high, quasiparticles can flow through the superconductor.
This process contributes to EC, and thus EC is strong when
the inverse proximity effect is strong. However, when the
DOS is sufficiently suppressed at low energies, EC depends
on charge imbalance, tunneling through evanescent states, or
other processes that do not require available quasiparticle states
inside the superconductor. Since CAR requires Cooper pairs it
becomes more probable the more intact the superconductor is
with respect to the inverse proximity effect, and therefore CAR
can surpass EC when the gap suppression is small. We under-
line that it is not only the influence of the spatially dependent
gap on the density of states that is an important consequence
of the self-consistency but also the fact that self-consistency
correctly describes conversion between resistive and supercur-
rents, which was not accounted for in previous works studying
CAR with quasiclassical theory. As shown in Fig. 3, this is
crucial with respect to obtaining the correct result for CAR in
non-local transport. When we decrease the proximity effect by
using less transparent NS contacts or a longer superconductor,
we also increase the resistance of the junction. This causes both
the local and the non-local currents to decrease. Therefore, we
must trade a higher CAR-to-EC ratio against a weaker non-local
signal.

Another limitation on the magnitude of the CAR signal is
that the voltage bias must be small enough. When the voltage
bias is increased, the region where EC dominates grows. We
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FIG. 4. The non-local current 𝐼𝑛𝑙/𝐼0 in the (𝑟, 𝐿)-plane for different
combinations of the spin-splitting 𝑚 and the voltage bias 𝑉 . The left
column has voltage bias |𝑒 |𝑉 = 0.1Δ0, while the right column has
|𝑒 |𝑉 = 0.5Δ0. EC dominates the non-local transport when 𝐼𝑛𝑙 > 0,
colored red in the plot. In the blue regions, 𝐼𝑛𝑙 < 0 and CAR
dominates. Note that the color minimum and maximum represent
currents |𝐼𝑛𝑙 |/𝐼0 > 2 · 10−3.

can see this by comparing Fig. 4(a) where |𝑒 |𝑉 = 0.1Δ0 with
Fig. 4(b) where |𝑒 |𝑉 = 0.5Δ0. In a bulk superconductor, the
DOS increases sharply as the energy |𝜀 | → Δ−

0 as seen in
Fig. 6(a). Figure 6(b) shows how the proximity effect causes
the DOS to increase gradually towards its peaks. Increasing
the range of relevant energies by increasing the voltage will
therefore increase the number of available states. Consequently,
CAR is suppressed relative to EC when the voltage increases.

Instead of calculating the non-local current, it is possible
to calculate the induced non-local voltage in an open circuit
setup. Figure 7 shows the non-local voltage for the same
parameters used in Fig. 4(a). We see that the regions with a
positive non-local current 𝐼𝑛𝑙 > 0 are turned into regions with
a positive non-local voltage 𝑉𝑛𝑙 > 0, and similarly for negative
values. Therefore, calculating the voltage or the current gives
the same result in terms of whether CAR or EC dominates.
This justifies the computationally easier approach of calculating
the current when the second lead 𝑁2 is grounded. Interestingly,
the non-local voltage does not display the decline seen in the
non-local current for decreasing interface resistances. Even
though the current decreases with increased interface resistance,
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FIG. 5. The density of states in the middle of the superconductor
at zero energy in the (𝑟, 𝐿)-plane for different combinations of the
spin-splitting 𝑚 and the voltage bias 𝑉 .
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FIG. 6. (a) The density of states in a bulk superconductor. (b) The
density of states in a superconductor proximitized with a normal
metal. (c) The total and spin-resolved density of states in a spin-split
superconductor proximitized with a normal metal. The peaks in the
density of states now occur at 𝜖 = ±Δ0 ± 𝑚.
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FIG. 7. Non-local voltage |𝑒 |𝑉𝑛𝑙/Δ0 in the (𝑟, 𝐿)-plane for spin-
splitting 𝑚 = 0 and voltage bias |𝑒 |𝑉/Δ0 = 0.1. This is the same
parameter set as used in Fig. 4(a). A negative non-local voltage (blue
in the plot) means that CAR dominates the non-local transport, while
a positive non-local voltage (red in the plot) means that EC dominates.

the non-local voltage required to stabilize the non-local current
at zero remains the same. Therefore, it might be experimentally
more suitable to measure the non-local voltage as this signal
retains its strength even when the leads are weakly connected
to the superconductor.

Spin-splitting always favors EC over CAR. Fig. 4 shows that
the region where EC dominates grows when the spin-splitting
increases. This can again be explained by the density of states.
We already emphasized that EC dominates when the DOS at
low energies becomes large. Spin-splitting always increases
the density of states at low energies, and the reason for this is
twofold. First, the spin-splitting splits the peaks in the DOS
as shown in Fig. 6(c). The proximity effect makes the DOS
increase close to the peaks, thus the shifting causes the low-
energy DOS to increase. Second, spin-splitting reduces the
magnitude of the gap, as demonstrated in Fig. 8(a). When
the magnitude of the gap decreases, the DOS at low energy
increases. This is shown in Fig. 8(b). Therefore, CAR cannot
be enhanced by spin-splitting. We note that in a previous work
[60], the peaks in the DOS were shifted around the actual gap
of the superconductor 𝜀 = |Δ|. Now we find that the DOS
is shifted around the bulk gap 𝜀 = Δ0, even when the gap
is suppressed far below its bulk value. This is because the
superconductor in our model is strongly coupled to a spin-split
superconducting reservoir. If the peaks were centered around
the actual gap |Δ|, CAR would be further suppressed because
the gapped region in the DOS would shrink.

In ballistic systems, it has been shown that the EC probability
always exceeds the CAR probability even when the problem
is treated fully self-consistently [29]. The reason we find a
different result in the diffusive limit may be related to the
enhancement of AR in diffusive NS structures [61]. This effect
is called reflectionless tunneling. Since the AR probability can
be enhanced by impurities in the normal metal, we hypothesize
that the CAR probability can be enhanced as well. Verification
of this hypothesis would require a separate study, however.

We now turn our attention to the spin-dependent transport
scheme shown in Fig. 1(e)-(f). From the previous discus-
sion, we know that CAR-dominated transport turns into EC-
dominated transport when the spin-splitting and voltage bias
increase. This is shown in Fig. 9(a). When spin-splitting
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FIG. 8. (a) A typical profile of the gap |Δ|/Δ0 in the middle of the
superconductor 𝑥/𝜉 = 𝐿/2 as a function of of the spin-splitting field.
The gap decreases when the spin-splitting field increases. (b) The
relation between the gap and the density of states at zero energy in
the middle of the superconductor. The blue markers originate from
the combinations of (𝑟, 𝐿) in Fig. 4(a). The black line is the linear
regression of the blue markers, revealing a close-to-linear relation
between the gap and the zero-energy density of states.
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FIG. 9. Non-local current 𝐼𝑛𝑙/𝐼0 in the (𝑚,𝑉)-plane for (a) an
electrical voltage, and (b) a spin-up voltage. The superconductor has
length 𝐿 = 1 and interface resistance 𝑟 = 10.

destroys CAR mainly because the peaks in the DOS are shifted,
CAR can be restored by using a spin-up voltage 𝑉↑. Fig.
9(b) shows that the EC-dominated region turns into a CAR-
dominated region when the voltage switches from an electrical
voltage to a spin-up voltage. A prerequisite for this is that CAR
must dominate at low spin-splitting fields and low voltages
since increasing the voltage bias or the spin-splitting cannot
make the spin-resolved DOS smaller at low energies. The
reason that the CAR dominance is destroyed in Fig. 9(a) is
that the spin-down quasiparticle peak in the DOS closes in the
low-energy regime. Therefore, EC is strengthened because
spin-down electrons can flow through the superconductor. This
transport channel is removed by switching to transport of spin-
up electrons. For other combinations of (𝑟, 𝐿), increasing the
electrical voltage at zero spin-splitting causes the probability
of EC to exceed that of CAR. We hypothesized that we could
restore CAR for high voltages by switching to a spin-up voltage
and using spin-splitting. In this case, spin-splitting is necessary
because the spin-up voltage gives essentially the same result as
the electrical voltage at zero spin-splitting. We discarded this
hypothesis since the parameter region in which it is true is very
small if it even exists, and thus not particularly interesting. The
reason we could not restore CAR by increasing the spin-splitting
for high spin-up voltages is that the gap decreases under such
conditions, and thus the DOS at low energies increases. Again,
we conclude that spin-splitting cannot enhance the probability
of CAR.
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Nevertheless, the setup sketched in Fig. 1(d) demonstrates
a new way to achieve spin-dependent transport by tuning the
chemical potentials in the leads. Such transport could be
interesting for other applications where one needs transport
of electrons with one spin-type only. A spin-up voltage also
allows for transport of spin-down electrons due to AR or CAR
and is thus a different method for achieving spin-dependent
transport compared to using spin-polarized leads or interfaces.

IV. CONCLUSION

Summarizing, we have shown that self-consistency is crucial
in determining whether crossed Andreev reflection (CAR) or
elastic cotunneling (EC) dominates for a system consisting
of a superconductor in contact with two normal metal leads.
In particular, we show that CAR dominates when the inverse
proximity effect weakens, as happens for increasing interface
resistance or junction length. We also consider a scenario with
spin-splitting in the superconductor, accomplished either via an
external in-plane magnetic field for a thin-film superconductor
or by growing the superconductor on top of a ferromagnetic
insulator. In this case, the spin-splitting increases the subgap

density of states and favors EC over CAR. However, when tuning
the voltage difference between the leads via spin-pumping so
that transport is governed by electrons of one spin type, the
CAR probability increases at finite values of the spin-splitting
compared to using a purely electric voltage. Our results may
be useful as a guide for experiments to select optimal system
parameters for the purpose of maximizing CAR and importantly
show that even the simplest possible setup with conventional
normal metals and a superconductor can provide dominant CAR
in a feasible experimental regime. Our results also provide a
way to probe non-local transport via pure spin injection into a
superconductor.
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