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The Coulomb drag effect has been observed as a tiny current induced by both electron-hole asym-
metry and interactions in normal coupled quantum dot devices. In the present work we show that
the effect can be boosted by replacing one of the normal electrodes by a superconducting one. More-
over, we show that at low temperatures and for sufficiently strong coupling to the superconducting
lead, the Coulomb drag is dominated by Andreev processes, is robust against details of the system
parameters and can be controlled with a single gate voltage. This mechanism can be distinguished
from single-particle contributions by a sign inversion of the drag current.

Introduction.— The possibility to induce a current in
an unbiased electronic circuit by proximity with a nearby
driven system is a measurable manifestation of electron-
electron correlations and broken symmetries. For this
reason, the Coulomb drag effect has attracted theoret-
ical and experimental attention for many decades [1].
In extended samples with translational invariance, mo-
mentum exchange across conductors is the relevant drag
mechanism [2]. Remarkably, when the samples are su-
perconducting (e.g., Coulomb coupled bilayers or Joseph-
son junction arrays) Cooper pairs must be taken into ac-
count [3, 4], leading to drag supercurrents [5], charge soli-
tons [6], exciton formation [7] and depinning [8] (see also
Ref. [9] for a discussion of drag currents in normal tunnel
junction arrays).

In contrast, in mesoscopic systems such as coupled
quantum dots or point contacts, which lack translational
invariance, Coulomb drag is driven by energy transfer.
Moreover, finite drag currents with normal leads require
the presence of energy-dependent tunneling rates break-
ing electron-hole and inversion symmetries [10-19]. Al-
though this leads to a rather tiny and uncontrolled effect
strongly dependent on the system parameters, drag cur-
rents have been observed in nanoelectronic devices [20—
24]. The mesoscopic Coulomb drag can also be viewed
as arising from rectifying nonequilibrium charge fluctu-
ations. This makes the connection with exciting issues
in modern quantum thermodynamics: energy harvest-
ing [25-27], heat transport [28-30], and rectifiers [31, 32].

In this Letter, we explore how the mesoscopic Coulomb
drag is affected by superconducting correlations. Let us
consider a proximitized nanostructure [33] like the one de-
picted in Fig. 1(a). It consists of two capacitively coupled
quantum dots [34-36]: the active dot is coupled to two
voltage-biased normal reservoirs, whereas the passive one
is coupled to a normal and a superconducting lead (hence
breaking inversion symmetry). Due to the presence of a
superconducting gap, the tunneling rates exhibit a well
defined energy dependence which has proven useful for
quasiparticle turnstiles [37] and refrigeration [38—41].

Superconductivity gives rise, however, to an additional

and totally different drag mechanism via the Andreev
reflection of an electron into a hole at the passive quan-
tum dot [42]. Mediated by Coulomb interactions, charge
fluctuations in the active dot correlates with the pair-
ing processes, hence breaking electron-hole symmetry, as
schematically depicted in the lower insets of Fig. 1(b). A
key role is played by the coherent superposition of the
passive dot charge states induced by pairing and which
can be controlled by external gate voltages. Tuning the
position of the passive dot level, the drag current would
display a transition from electron- to hole-like dominated
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FIG. 1. Superconductivity induced Coulomb drag in hybrid
dot structures. (a) Scheme of the capacitively coupled double
quantum dot device analyzed in this work. A drag current is
generated in the passive dot (p) connected to unbiased normal
(N) and superconducting (S) electrodes due to the Coulomb
interaction with electrons tunneling through the active dot, a,
attached to voltage biased terminals (L and R). In this dia-
gram, an electron in NV is transformed into a Cooper pair in S
with a retroreflected hole. This Andreev process is correlated
through the interaction (red line) with a charge fluctuation in
the active subsystem (blue arrow). (b) Drag current Iarae as
a function of the passive dot level ¢, and temperature T' (nor-
malized with the critical temperature 7). Cooper pairs and
quasiparticles contribute with opposite signs. At low temper-
ature, the current is given by Andreev processes (lower insets).
By increasing temperature, a crossover occurs where they co-
exist with quasiparticle tunneling (upper insets). Parameters
(in meV): A(TZO) = 0.2, I's =I'y =T =Tr = 0.05,
Viias = 5, €4=0, and Uy, = 5U,p = 0.5.



behavior. As we show in this work, the Andreev drag
mechanism dominates at low temperature T for realistic
system parameters, and could be distinguished from the
conventional (single particle) processes by a drag current
sign reversal in state-of-the-art experiments.

Model and methods.— We model the device depicted
in Fig. 1(a) with a Hamiltonian of the form H = Haqq +
ﬁleads + ﬁt, where

qud = Z&lﬁa + Upiip 47p, | + UapTiaTip, (1)

[e3%

is the double quantum dot Hamiltonian with active (o =
a) and passive (a = p) dots, energy levels ¢, intra- (U,)
and interdot (U,,) charging energies and number opera-
tors i, = LMy o = EU&L,U@,U with spin ¢ = {1,{} and
Ng = cf:flcia, where cipyc, and cfa are the electron annihila-
tion operators in passive and active dots (note that, for
simplicity, the active dot is described in terms of spinless
electrons as this degree of freedom does not play a role
in the drag physics). Iflleads and ﬁt are the uncoupled
leads and the lead-dot tunneling Hamiltonians, respec-
tively. While the passive dot is coupled to a normal (N)
and a superconducting (S) lead, the active dot is con-
nected to two normal ones (L and R). The corresponding
tunneling rates are denoted by I'g, where 3 = N, S,L, R
labels the terminals with chemical potential ptg. Since the
passive dot is in equilibrium we set uy = pg = 0, while
the active dot is voltage biased as ur = —pur = €Vijas/2.

In order to obtain the transport properties for this
model we apply two complementary approaches. For the
numerical calculations, we use a nonequilibrium Green’s
functions (NEGF) formalism including up to second-
order diagrams for the interaction self-energies and tak-
ing into account the BCS temperature dependence for
the S lead gap. Additionally, we use a master equation
description to analytically identify the relevant processes
responsible for the drag current. This latter approach
is valid in two limiting cases: (i) the drag is carried by
Cooper pairs (assuming the infinite limit for the super-
conducting gap A), and (ii) pairing is neglected and drag
is due to single-quasiparticle processes only [43].

The drag current as a function of temperature and pas-
sive dot level obtained using NEGF is shown in Fig. 1(b).
The chosen parameters correspond to realistic values that
can be achieved in current experimental setups [33]. As
a first remark, we notice that the drag current can reach
values of the order of 0.1 nA, which can be easily detected
experimentally [24]. Secondly, we observe four different
regions depending on the sign of the drag current. At
low temperatures, this sign changes when ¢, crosses the
electron-hole symmetric point €2 = —(Up+Uayp)/2, turn-
ing from positive to negative as the passive dot is depop-
ulated. At higher temperatures an additional sign change
occurs, while the size of the drag current is significantly
reduced, and eventually disappears when the gap is closed
for T > T,. As discussed below, this change of behaviour

is physically connected to the microscopic mechanisms
yielding the Coulomb drag, pinpointing a crossover from
the Andreev drag regime to the quasiparticle tunneling
regime as temperature is raised.

Drag out of correlated Andreev reflection.— We can
gain insight on the low temperature behavior using the
master equation approach with the transition rates cal-
culated in the limit A, eViias > kpT. In this approxi-
mate analysis, the relevant basis states are |i,n), where
i = {0,0,2} denotes the occupation of the passive dot
and n = 0,1 is the number of electrons in the active
one. Pairing induced by coupling to the superconduc-
tor hybridizes the even-i states in the passive dot, lead-
ing to |+,n) = N;;L(Ai_,nm,n) —T's|2,n)), with Ay ,, =
Entr/E24T%, &, = ep+nUap+U,/2, and the normaliza-
tion factor Ny ,,. The odd states |o,n) remain uncoupled.
Importantly, the even superpositions and the eigenener-
gies By ,, = neq + A, Eon = €p +n(eq + Uyp) depend
on the occupation of the active dot, see Fig. 2(a).

In the weak tunneling regime, the transition rates be-
tween the different states |k)—|)\) are given by Fif =
g;“f fs(Ex—E,) when involving an electron tunneling
from terminal B into quantum dot «, and yf\f =
TP — f3(E.—FEy)] when involving a hole [53-55].
Here, g;f = I‘5|<)\|SL|/€>|2 are the leading-order tun-
neling rates with b0 = dy, Sp =5, ch,(, and fg(E) =
{1+exp[(E—ppg)/ksT]} " the Fermi-Dirac function. For
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FIG. 2. Andreev-Coulomb drag mechanism. (a) Pairing in-
duces avoided crossings in the even states |£,n). Two cyclic
processes are highlighted which correspond to Eq. (2), with
n=1,n" =0 (orange) and n = 0, n’ = 1 (green). These cy-
cles are assisted by charge fluctuations in the active dot and
lead to finite drag currents. (b) The imbalance of tunneled
electrons and holes dictates the sign of the current by means
of the asymmetry of the transition rates, parametrized here
by R = (r4or—1—1)/(r4or—1+1), depending on the level po-
sition &,. The grey line in (a) and (b) marks the electron-hole
symmetry point, £5". Parameters as in Fig. 1(b).



T ff , one replaces 41 by 0, in the expression for g;f .

At low temperatures, transitions |x)—|A) involving ter-
minal N are energetically suppressed if F) — F, > uny =
0. Noticing that Ei,, — E,, = U,/2 F \/E2+1'%, we see
that transitions to |—,n) are only possible if mediated
by a fluctuation in the active dot. Due to the interac-
tion U, the energies of the |[+,n) and |o,n) states might
cross, as shown in Fig. 2(a). Hence, for a constant n
the passive dot is in a statistical mixture of states |+,n)
and |o,n). Then, electrons tunneling from L to R change
the charge n and consequently the passive dot under-
goes transitions between different states. In particular,
depending on which is the ground state, the transitions
|[+,n) < |—,;n+l) and |o,n) < |o,ntl) are important
for unblocking the dynamics. Furthermore, they enable
cycles of the form

lo,n)—|+,n)|—n")—=|on ) |on), (2)

as sketched in Fig. 2(a) by the green (for n’ = n+1) and
orange (for n’ = n — 1) arrows. They include two transi-
tions in terminal N involving different superpositions at
different occupations of the active dot, |+,n) and |—,n').
Thus, the weights in these superpositions are changed in
the processes due to both pairing and Coulomb interac-
tions. These are the minimal cycles that allow for a net
charge exchange between N and S and ultimately lead to
a drag current.

The drag effect requires the electron-hole symmetry to
be dynamically broken [13]. In our system, transitions
|oyn)—|4+,n) and |—,n)—|o,n) can both be due to the
tunneling of either an electron or a hole into the pas-
sive dot. Whether electron or hole transport dominates
depends in each case on the relative weight of the even
states via the ratios r+n:giﬁ7an/jfggn:F%/Ain and
r,n:ggﬁ_n/jfg_n:A%n/Fg. In the cycles of Eq. (2),
more electrons than holes will on average be transferred
if rynr_ns > 1. Remarkably, these ratios can be con-
trolled by tuning the passive dot energy level with a gate
voltage. For ri, > 1 electron tunneling will occur at a
higher rate than hole tunneling if £, < 0. In this way
if €9<€1<0 (like the green example in Fig. 2), we have
A% <I'E<A? . Then most likely, two electrons tunnel
from N into the passive dot along with a Cooper pair
created in the superconductor, giving rise to a positive
drag current. In the opposite case £y > 0 (like for the
orange cycle in Fig. 2), the two transitions are hole-like
and the drag current is accordingly reversed. As shown in
Fig. 2(b), r4,,r—y, —1 is monotonic when tuning ¢,, across
the intermediate region. It changes sign at sgh, together
with Igrag [see Fig. 1(b)]. At this point electron and hole
processes occur with the same rate during the cycle and
cancel each other, resulting in no net drag current.

We stress that the pairing term is necessary for the drag
current in the Andreev regime since (i) it splits the de-
generacy points of even and odd states, and (ii) it breaks
electron-hole symmetry by making r1,, # 1. However, in-
creasing the S coupling has a counter-productive effect:
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FIG. 3. Unraveling the Andreev and quasiparticle contribu-
tions to the drag current. (a) Drag current as a function of I'g
and ep. (b) Different contributions from the single quasipar-
ticle (Iqp) and pair tunneling (Ia) currents to the total drag
current (I;). Dashed lines in (b) are fitting curves to the I's
and T'% lines. Parameters as in Fig. 1, except for T = 27T./3.

in the limit I's > &, we find r1,, — 1, i.e., tunneling
becomes electron-hole symmetric and the drag effect ac-
cordingly vanishes.

Note that this drag effect differs from the normal
one [13, 16, 17] in that both the existence of the drag
current and its sign are determined by &,, while in nor-
mal systems both depend on energy-resolved tunneling
asymmetries. Our device can also host such conventional
drag effect when current is carried by quasiparticles, as
discussed below. Strikingly enough, the sign of their con-
tribution is also well defined in terms of €, but is oppo-
site to that of the Andreev-Coulomb drag processes. This
would be useful for an experimental distinction of the two
mechanisms.

Quasiparticle drag.— Let us now consider a regime for
which pair tunneling can be neglected (e.g., high tem-
peratures and quantum dot levels close to the gap edges)
and therefore the number of electrons in the passive dot is
well defined. In a qualitative analysis, we can restrict the
charge of the passive dot to fluctuate between 0 or 1. In
the weak coupling regime, transport through the S bar-
rier consists of single-electron tunneling events whose rate
'Y o vs(ep + nlyp) has an explicit energy dependence
given by the superconductor density of states vg(E) [43].
Since the rate is sensitive to the charge state of the active
dot n due to the Coulomb interaction Uy, this situation
is then analogous to that of Ref. [13], where the drag
effect appears in the presence of energy-dependent barri-
ers. Here, such dependence is provided by the supercon-
ducting gap, even if all other couplings I'g are constant.
Thus, a drag current appears proportional to I'¢h — T8,
which depends on ¢,. For instance, if —A < ¢, < A and
ep + Usp > A, we have '] > I'§j, and consequently
electrons tunnel from N when n = 0 and into S over the
gap once the active dot gets occupied (thereby n changing
to 1). This causes a positive drag current. For ¢, < —A
and —A < g,4+Ugyp < A, the same happens for holes tun-
neling below the gap (n changing from 1 to 0) and the



current becomes negative. Both cases are illustrated with
the upper insets in Fig. 1(b). As in the case of the pairing
contribution, the current changes sign at e, = 2"

Andreev wvs. quasiparticle drag.— The two limiting
cases discussed above lead to opposite contributions to
the drag current for the same configuration of the dot
levels. Their competition will then determine the overall
sign of the generated current, for instance, as a func-
tion of temperature as already shown in Fig. 1(b). The
value of €, relative to the crossover depends on temper-
ature since the BCS gap changes with temperature. We
furthermore investigate this competition as a function of
the pairing parameter I'g in Fig. 3. Since the leading
contribution for the quasiparticle tunneling is sequential,
it is of the order I'sI'y. However, the Andreev contri-
bution relies on higher order processes and depends on
I's (through ri,) as (I'sT'x)2. Hence, for small values
of I's the quasiparticle contribution dominates. As the
pairing term increases, the Andreev-Coulomb mechanism
starts to govern the drag effect. This is reflected in a sign
change of the drag current as a function of I'g for a fixed
dot level, see Fig. 3(a).

This interpretation is confirmed by means of an energy-
resolved separation of the different contributions to the
drag current within the NEGF calculations. Let In be
the subgap term, which we expect to be mainly due to
Andreev processes, and I}, the contribution over and be-
low the gap, mainly due to quasiparticles (see Ref. [43]
for further details). These are plotted in Fig. 3(b) for
ep > €5 [along the dashed line in Fig. 3(a)]. It indeed
shows that for small I'g, In is quadratic and negative,
while Iy, is linear and positive, as expected for the An-
dreev and quasiparticle processes discussed above.

Practical considerations.— In a typical experiment,
one could tune the gate voltages that control ¢, and
€p, as well as the bias voltage Viias applied to the ac-
tive dot. The drag effect manifests as a correlation be-
tween the currents through the active and passive dots,
see Figs. 4(a) and (b). These correlations induced by Uy,
are enhanced in the vicinity of the charge stability di-
agram degeneracy points, which give rise to an upward
shift in the drive current, cf. Fig. 4(b). This behaviour
is typical of fluctuation-induced transport in normal dou-
ble dot systems and leads to a current spot in the passive
system whose sign depends on the potential in the pas-
sive system [23, 24, 26]. Remarkably, for the Andreev-
Coulomb drag effect discussed here the induced current
feature is split into electron-like and hole-like contribu-
tions with opposite signs, as shown in Fig. 4(a).

The dependence on the bias voltage plotted in
Figs. 4(c) and (d) shows that the drag current appears at
the onset of nonlinearities in the drive current for large
enough voltages, as expected for active systems with no
energy-dependent tunneling rates [13, 17]. This is partic-
ularly clear at low temperatures where I4;,, is blocked for
low voltages, see Fig. 4(c). The size of the blockade region
scales linearly with the Coulomb interaction, U,,. At
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FIG. 4. Drag and drive currents as functions of experimentally
tunable gate and bias voltages. (a), (b) Mutual backaction of
the drag and drive systems as €, and €, scan the degener-
acy points of the stability diagram for kg7 = 0.01 meV and
Vbias = 0.6meV. (c), (d) The drag current does not change
sign at zero bias voltage, proving its nonlinearity, here for
ep = 0. (c) At low temperatures, the Andreev-Coulomb drag
current is blocked at low voltages. Lifting of the blockade af-
fects the drive response. (d) At higher temperatures, these
features are washed out. Quasiparticle contributions change
the sign of the current. Other parameters are as in Fig. 1 and
kTc = 0.15 meV.

higher temperatures [Fig. 4(d)] the blockade is smeared
out. Further, we observe that the drag current changes
sign with temperature due to the dominance of either
pair-correlated [Fig. 4(c)] or single-electron [Fig. 4(d)]
procesess. This behaviour is absent in coupled super-
conducting wires or layers when their drag effect is due
to supercurrents [5]. In Josephson junction arrays, the
drag current can change its sign when the superconduct-
ing gap is suppressed [6, 8]. However, in these devices
the induced current flows in the same (opposite) direc-
tion as the drive current when transport is due to pairs
(quasiparticles), while in our case it is independent of the
direction of the drive and can be controlled by a local
gate electrode.

Conclusions.— We have shown that pair tunneling in
interacting quantum dots coupled to normal and super-
conducting electrodes leads to a novel drag mechanism.
This Andreev-Coulomb drag can be distinguished from
the conventional single-electron mechanism by means of
a sign change in the drag current. Using two different
theoretical methods, we have evaluated the drag cur-
rents showing that the Andreev mechanism is a robust
effect and dominates at sufficiently small temperatures
and strong coupling to the superconducting electrode.
Our estimations, based on realistic parameters, indicate
that the effect would be significantly strong to be detected
using nowadays experimental techniques.



Acknowledgements.— Work funded by MICINN (Min-
isterio de Ciencia e Innovacién) under Grants Nos.
MAT2017-82639, RY(C2016-20778, F1S2017-84860-R and
PID2019-110125GB-100, and the “Maria de Maeztu” Pro-
gramme for Units of Excellence in R&D (Grant Nos.
MDM2017-0711 and CEX2018-000805-M).

1]
2]
3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

8]

[9]

(10]

(11]

(12]

(13]

(14]

(15]

(16]

(17]

18]

(19]

B. N. Narozhny and A. Levchenko, Coulomb drag, Rev.
Mod. Phys. 88, 025003 (2016).

A. G. Rojo, Electron-drag effects in coupled electron sys-
tems, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 11 R31 (1999).

X. Huang, G. Bazan and G.H. Bernstain, Observation of
Supercurrent Drag between Normal Metal and Supercon-
ducting Films, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 4051 (1995).

A. Kamenev and Y. Oreg, Coulomb drag in normal met-
als and superconductors: Diagrammatic approach, Phys.
Rev. B 52, 7516 (1995).

J.-M. Duan and S. Yip, Supercurrent drag wvia the
Coulomb interaction, Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 3647 (1993).
H. Shimada, C. Ishida, and Y. Mizugaki, Drag Current
Reversal in Capacitively Coupled Arrays of Small Joseph-
son Junctions , Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 19680 (2012).

D. Bercioux, T. M. Klapwijk, and F. S. Bergeret, Trans-
port Properties of an Electron-Hole Bilayer in Contact
with a Superconductor Hybrid Junction, Phys. Rev. Lett.
119, 067001 (2017).

S. A. Wilkinson, N. Vogt and J. H. Cole, Coulomb drag
and depinning in bilinear Josephson junction arrays, New
J. Phys. 19, 093023 (2017)

D. V. Averin, A.N. Korotkov, and Yu. V. Nazarov, Trans-
port of electron-hole pairs in arrays of small tunnel junc-
tions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 66, 2818 (1991).

N. A. Mortensen, K. Flensberg, and A.-P. Jauho,
Coulomb Drag in Coherent Mesoscopic Systems, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 86, 1841 (2001).

A. Levchenko and A. Kamenev, Coulomb Drag in Quan-
tum Circuits, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 216806 (2008).

V. Moldoveanu and B. Tanatar, Coulomb drag in parallel
quantum dots, Europhys. Lett. 86, 67004 (2009).

R. Sénchez, R. Loépez, D. Sanchez and M. Bittiker,
Mesoscopic Coulomb Drag, Broken Detailed Balance, and
Fluctuation Relations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 076801
(2010).

R. Hussein and S. Kohler, Coherent quantum ratchets
driven by tunnel oscillations: Fluctuations and correla-
tions, Phys. Rev. B 86, 115452 (2012).

R. Hussein and S. Kohler, Capacitively coupled nano con-
ductors, Ann. Phys. (Berlin) 527, 610 (2015).

K. Kaasbjerg and A.-P. Jauho, Correlated Coulomb Drag
in Capacitively Coupled Quantum-Dot Structures, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 116, 196801 (2016).

M. A. Sierra, D. Sanchez, A.-P. Jauho, and K. Kaasbjerg,
Fluctuation-driven Coulomb drag in interacting quantum
dot systems, Phys. Rev. B 100, 081404 (2019).

C. Zhou and H. Guo, Coulomb drag between quantum
wires: A nonequilibrium many-body approach, Phys. Rev.
B 99, 035423 (2019).

W.-X. He, Z. Cao, G.-Y. Li, L. Li, H.-F. L, Z. Li, and
H.-G. Luo, Performance of the T-matriz based master
equation for Coulomb drag in double quantum dots, Phys.
Rev. B 101, 035417 (2020).

[20]

23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[29]

[30]

31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

G. Shinkai, T. Hayashi, T. Ota, K. Muraki, and T. Fuji-
sawa Bidirectional Current Drag Induced by Two-FElectron
Cotunneling in Coupled Double Quantum Dots, Appl.
Phys. Express 2, 081101 (2009).

D. Laroche, G. Gervais, M. P. Lilly, and J. L. Reno, Pos-
itive and negative Coulomb drag in vertically integrated
one-dimensional quantum wires, Nature Nanotechnol. 6,
793 (2011).

D. Laroche, G. Gervais, M. P. Lilly, and J. L. Reno, 1D-
1D Coulomb Drag Signature of a Luttinger Liquid, Sci-
ence 343, 631 (2014).

D. Bischoff, M. Eich, O. Zilberberg, C. Rossler, T. IThn,
and K. Ensslin, Measurement Back-Action in Stacked
Graphene Quantum Dots, Nano Letters 15, 6003 (2015).
A. J. Keller, J. S. Lim, D. Sanchez, R. Lépez, S. Amasha,
J. A. Katine, H. Shtrikman, and D. Goldhaber-Gordon,
Cotunneling Drag Effect in Coulomb-Coupled Quantum
Dots, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 066602 (2016).

R. Sanchez, M. Biittiker, Optimal energy quanta to cur-
rent conversion, Phys. Rev. B 83, 085428 (2011).

H. Thierschmann, R. Sanchez, B. Sothmann, F. Arnold,
C. Heyn, W. Hansen, H. Buhmann, L. W. Molenkamp,
Three-terminal energy harvester with coupled quantum
dots, Nat. Nanotechnol. 10, 854 (2015).

B. Roche, P. Roulleau, T. Jullien, Y. Jompol, I. Farrer,
D. A. Ritchie, and D. C. Glattli, Harvesting dissipated
energy with a mesoscopic ratchet, Nat Commun 6, 6738
(2015).

J. V. Koski, A. Kutvonen, I. M. Khaymovich, T. Ala-
Nissila, and J. P. Pekola, On-Chip Mazwell’s Demon as
an Information-Powered Refrigerator, Phys. Rev. Lett.
115, 260602 (2015).

R. Sanchez, H. Thierschmann and L. W. Molenkamp, All-
thermal transistor based on stochastic switching, Phys.
Rev. B 95, 241401(R) (2017).

B. Bhandari, G. Chiriaco, P. A. Erdman, R. Fazio, and
F. Taddei, Thermal drag in electronic conductors, Phys.
Rev. B 98, 035415 (2018).

V. S. Khrapai, S. Ludwig, J. P. Kotthaus, H. P. Tranitz,
and W. Wegscheider, Double-Dot Quantum Ratchet
Driven by an Independently Biased Quantum Point Con-
tact, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 176803 (2006).

F. Hartmann, P. Pfeffer, S. Hofling, M. Kamp, and L.
Worschech, Voltage Fluctuation to Current Converter
with Coulomb-Coupled Quantum Dots, Phys. Rev. Lett.
104, 146805 (2015).

S. D. Franceschi, L. Kouwenhovem, C. Schénenberger,
and W. Wernsdofer, Hybrid superconductor-quantum dot
devices, Nature Nanotech. 5, 703 (2010).

I. H. Chan, R. M. Westervelt, K. D. Maranowski, and A.
C. Gossard, Strongly capacitively coupled quantum dots,
Appl. Phys. Lett. 80, 1818 (2002).

A. Hiibel, J. Weis, W. Dietsche, and K. v. Klitzing, Two
laterally arranged quantum dot systems with strong ca-
pacitive interdot coupling, Appl. Phys. Lett. 91, 102101
(2007).

D. T. McClure, L. DiCarlo, Y. Zhang, H.-A. Engel, C. M.
Marcus, M. P. Hanson, and A. C. Gossard, Tunable Noise
Cross Correlations in a Double Quantum Dot, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 98, 056801 (2007).

D. M. T. van Zanten, D. M. Basko, I. M. Khaymovich,
J. P. Pekola, H. Courtois, and C. B. Winkelmann, Single
Quantum Level Electron Turnstile, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116,
166801 (2016).

M. Nahum, T. M. Eiles, and J. M. Martinis, FElec-


https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.88.025003
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.88.025003
https://doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/11/5/004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.4051
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.52.7516
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.52.7516
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.70.3647
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.196801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.067001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.067001
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aa8661
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aa8661
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.66.2818
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.86.1841
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.86.1841
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.216806
http://dx.doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/86/67004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.076801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.076801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.115452
https://doi.org/10.1002/andp.201500141
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.196801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.196801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.081404
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.035423
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.035423
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.035417
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.035417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/APEX.2.081101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/APEX.2.081101
https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2011.182
https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2011.182
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1244152
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1244152
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.nanolett.5b02167
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.066602
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.83.085428
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2015.176
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms7738
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms7738
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.260602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.260602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.241401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.241401
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.035415
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.035415
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.176803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.146805
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.146805
https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2010.173
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1456552
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2778542
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2778542
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.056801
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.056801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.166801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.166801

tronic microrefrigerator based on a mnormal-insulator-
superconductor tunnel junction, Appl. Phys. Lett. 65,
3123 (1994).

[39] M. M. Leivo and J. P. Pekola, Efficient Peltier refrigera-
tion by a pair of normal metal/insulator/superconductor
junctions, Appl. Phys. Lett. 68, 1996 (1996).

[40] R. Sanchez, Correlation-induced refrigeration with super-
conducting single-electron transistors, Appl. Phys. Lett.
111, 223103 (2017).

[41] H, Hsu, M. Silveri, A. Gunyhd, J, Goetz, G. Catelani, and
M. Méttonen, Tunable refrigerator for nonlinear quantum
electric circuits, Phys. Rev. B 101, 235422 (2020).

[42] A. Martin-Rodero and A. Levy Yeyati, Josephson and
Andreev transport through quantum dots, Adv. Phys. 60,
899 (2011).

[43] See Supplementary Material for further details on the the-
oretical methods, which includes Refs. [44-52].

[44] H. Haug and A. P. Jauho, Quantum kinetics in transport
and optics of semiconductors, (Springer, 2008).

[45] E. Vecino, A. Martin-Rodero, and A. Levy Yeyati,
Josephson current through a correlated quantum level:
Andreev states and 7 junction behavior, Phys. Rev. B
68, 035105 (2003).

[46] Y. Yamada, Y. Tanaka, and N. Kawakami, Interplay of
Kondo and superconducting correlations in the nonequi-
librium Andreev transport through a quantum dot, Phys.
Rev. B 84, 075484 (2011).

[47) J. Wang, B. Wang, W. Ren and H. Guo, Conservation

J

of spin current: Model including self-consistent spin-spin
interaction, Phys. Rev. B 74, 155307 (2006).

[48] H. Bruus and K. Flensberg, Many-Body Quantum Theory
in Condensed Matter Physics: An Introduction, (Oxford
University Press, Oxford, 2004).

[49] P. Trocha and J. Barnas, Spin-polarized Andreev trans-
port influenced by Coulomb repulsion through a two-
quantum-dot system, Phys. Rev. B 89, 245418 (2014).

[50] S. E. Nigg, R. P. Tiwari, S. Walter, and T. L. Schmidst,
Detecting nonlocal Cooper pair entanglement by optical
Bell inequality violation, Phys. Rev. B 91, 094516 (2015).

[51] R. C. Dynes, V. Narayanamurti, and J. P. Garno, Di-
rect Measurement of Quasiparticle-Lifetime Broadening
in a Strong-Coupled Superconductor, Phys. Rev. Lett. 41,
1509 (1978).

[52] J. P. Pekola, V. F. Maisi, S. Kafanov, N. Chekurov, A.
Kemppinen, Yu. A. Pashkin, O.-P. Saira, M. Mottonen,
and J. S. Tsai, Environment-Assisted Tunneling as an
Origin of the Dynes Density of States, Phys. Rev. Lett.
105, 026803 (2010).

[53] O. Sauret, D. Feinberg, and T. Martin, Quantum master
equations for the superconductor-quantum dot entangler,
Phys. Rev. B 70, 245313 (2004).

[54] J. Eldridge, M. G. Pala, M. Governale, and J. Konig,
Superconducting prozimity effect in interacting double-dot
systems, Phys. Rev. B 82, 184507 (2010).

[55] R. Sénchez, P. Burset and A. Levy Yeyati, Cooling by
Cooper pair splitting, Phys. Rev. B 98, 241414(R) (2018).


https://doi.org/10.1063/1.112456
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.112456
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.115651
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5008481
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5008481
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.101.235422
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2011.624266
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2011.624266
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.68.035105
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.68.035105
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.84.075484
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.84.075484
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.155307
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.89.245418
https://journals.aps.org/prb/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevB.91.094516
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.41.1509
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.41.1509
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.026803
https://journals.aps.org/prl/abstract/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.026803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.70.245313
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.82.184507
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.241414

Supplementary materials for “Andreev-Coulomb Drag in Coupled Quantum Dots”

S. Mojtaba Tabatabaei,! David Sdnchez,? Alfredo Levy Yeyati,® and Rafael Sanchez?

! Department of Physics, Shahid Beheshti University, G. C. Evin, 1983963113 Tehran, Iran
2 Institute for Cross-Disciplinary Physics and Complex Systems IFISC (UIB-CSIC), E-07122 Palma de Mallorca, Spain
3 Departamento de Fisica Tedrica de la Materia Condensada, Condensed Matter Physics Center (IFIMAC),
and Instituto Nicolds Cabrera, Universidad Auténoma de Madrid, 28049 Madrid, Spain

S-I. THE MODEL

The total Hamiltonian is H = ﬁdqd + H’leads + ﬁt. The first term is the Hamiltonian for the double quantum dot
[Eq. (1) in the main text]:

Haga =Y £aita + Upitp 1,y + Usphafiy. (S1)

«

Here, the number operators are n, = X;Mp o = EUJLJJPJ with spin ¢ = {1,]} and 7, = ci:gcia where dpﬂ and cza
denote the electron annihilation operators in passive (o = p) and active (o« = a) dots with energy e, (we take spinless
electrons for o = a since the spin degree of freedom in the active subsystem does not change the main physics of the
problem). The Hamiltonian of the electrodes is given by

Hicads = E €kLCkLCkL+E EkRCkRCkRJFE EkNCkNUCkNJJFE €kscksgcksg+g A(CkSTCkSLJrhC)

k k k,o k,o
(52)
where ¢, is the annihilation operator for electrons with energy e and A is the order parameter in the superconducting
lead. The passive dot is coupled to normal (V) and superconductor (5) electrodes. In the drag configuration, these two
electrodes have the same chemical potential p. Without loss of generality, we take the energy reference at uy = pg = 0.
Furthermore, the active dot is attached to two normal electrodes (L and R) through which a symmetric bias voltage

is applied as pur, = —pur = eVhias/2, where e is the electron charge. As a consequence, the tunneling Hamiltonian
becomes
E[t = Z (thzlék’L + thlék,R + h.C.) + Z (tNCZ;Uék,NJ + tchngék,S,a + h.C.) , (S3)
k k,o

where tg for 8 = L, R, N, S are the dot-lead tunnel couplings. In the following, we consider the wide-band approx-

imation, in which case the tunnel hybridization strength is given by I'g = 27T|tﬁ|2p06 , Where pg is the corresponding
electrode’s density of states in its normal state.

S-II. NONEQUILIBRIUM GREEN’S FUNCTIONS METHOD

Here, we give the details of calculating the drag current using the nonequilibrium Green’s functions (NEGF)
formalism [S1]. We consider the Hamiltonian of noninteracting double quantum dots, ﬁdqd(Up = Uy = 0), and
the Hamiltonian of electrodes, ﬁlcads, as the unperturbed Hamiltonian and proceed by considering H’t and ffint =
UapNafiy + Upfip 47p, | the interaction Hamiltonians. Then, we define the contour-ordered single particle Green’s
function of the system for the active and passive dots, respectively, by

iGe (r,7) = (Tuda (1)} (7)) (s4)
iGy (r,7) = (T, (1) W] (7)), (S5)

where (...) is the ground state expectation value of the interacting system, T is the time-ordering operator along the
Keldysh contour and 7 and 7’ are time variables along the Keldysh contour. In Eq. (S5), we represent the Green’s
function of the passive dot in the Nambu basis defined by \I'T (d; + d .1)- Here and in the following, we show the
quantities in the Nambu basis using bold letters such as G and 3.



A. Dyson equation for the passive dot

In frequency space, the retarded interacting Green’s function of the passive dot can be obtained from
= -1
Gl w) = {lgf @] " =S @)} (56)
where gf (w) is the mean-field retarded Green’s function given by

-1
95 (w) = (UJI - h’p - Ez})-{,leads> ’ (87)

where I is the 2 x 2 identity matrix and h,, is a diagonal matrix with diagonal elements (e, +Uqp (foq) +Up (f1p 1) , —€p—
Uap (Na)—Up (fip1)). Moreover, Eﬁleads (w) = EﬁN (w)—i—EﬁS (w) is the sum of self-energies due to coupling the passive
dot to the normal and superconducting electrodes. Their respective expressions in the wide-band approximation read

2y (W) = =il T, (S8)
and
1 A
2 ) = -rspt) ( s ). (59)
where (3 (w) is given by
Bw) = =2 (] - &) —i——L—p (A Ju), (s10)

T Va?-AZ AZ — o2

with 6 (...) the Heaviside step function. Furthermore, in Eq. (S6), Eﬁint (w) is the retarded self-energy of the passive

dot due to interaction with the active dot. Its expression will be given later.
We also need to calculate the interacting lesser and greater Green’s functions of the passive dot, which are given by

G5 (@) = GE @) (i ) + B () Gt (@), ($11)
T
where the advanced Green’s function is obtained as G;‘ (w) = [Gf (w)} and E;i:ads can be calculated from
X5 n/s =—2iIm (Ef,zv/s) frys(w), (S12)
and
) wss =2 I (B s ) (1= fays(@)] (S13)

fs(w) = {1 +exp[(w — pup)/kpT]} ! is the Fermi distribution function of electrode 3 = N, S with chemical potential

tp and temperature T'. The expressions for the lesser and greater interacting self-energies, E;;;, are given below.
B. Dyson equation for the active dot
Next, we will focus on the active dot. Its full retarded Green’s function is given by
G @) = {[f @] - S @} ($14)

where the mean-field retarded Green’s function g% (w) is

-1
95 (w) = (w —€a— Uapz (p,e) — Zalltileads> : (S15)

Here, ©-E (w) = Zf;L (w) + ZﬁR (w) is the self-energy due to coupling the active dot to its right and left normal

a,leads
metal electrodes: Efﬂ (w) = —il'y g for B = R, L. The lesser Green’s function of the active dot is also given in a
similar manner to the passive dot in Eq. (S11) by replacing subscript p with a and considering the hybridization of
the active dot with two normal metallic electrodes.



C. Interaction self-energies for the passive dot

We obtain the interacting lesser and greater self-energies for the passive dot within second-order perturbation
theory [S2]. We generalize the results of Ref. [S3] to include the nonlocal capacitive interaction between the passive
and active dots:

U,\? ) A
E;ii‘u (w) = (271;) /dle;’> (w1) 6y [G) (w1 — w)]Tay

2
+ (ly) /dwl&ZG§’> (w1) G W7 (w—wr), (S16)
™
where &, and ¢, are the second and third Pauli matrices, ), reads
Q5 (w /dwl <3 (@) G55 W —w1) — G533 () G55 (w — w)] (S17)
and W, is given by
W2 (w) = /dw1G§’> (w1) G (w1 —w). (S18)
The interacting retarded self-energy of the passive dot is
R Up ’ < S A T R A < T .
X (W) = o dwy |Qp (w1) oy |:Gp (w1 *w)} Gy +Qp (w1) oy [Gy (w1 —w)] ay
Uap ) . . . .
+ (27:> /dw1 {O’ZG; (w1) 6. WE (w—wp) + O'ZG]? (w1) 62 [Wa< (w—w) +WE(w - wl)ﬂ , (519)
where
QF @) = [ dor [G5y (1) Gy (0= 1) = G (1) Gl (w0 = 1)
+ Gp 11 (@1) Gy g (w—wp) — Gf;m (W1) Gygy (w—wr)
+Gp 11 (wr) G§22 (W—w1) — Gﬁ;u (w1) Gim (w—wi)], (520)
and
WE(w) = /dw1 (G (w1) G2 (w1 — w) + GE (1) G (w1 —w)] . (S21)

D. Interacting self-energies for the active dot

The interacting lesser and greater self-energies for the active dot are given by

2
Soim (W) = (g;) /dw1G§’> (W) W7 (w —w1), (S22)

where the W, functions are

W7 (w) = /dwlTr [6.G” (w1) 6.G,= (w1 —w)], (523)
WE (w) = / der T [&ZG; (1) 6.G (01 — w) + 6.GF (1) 5.G5 (w1 — w)] , (S24)
Tr|[...] being the trace over the Nambu matrices. The interacting retarded self-energy of the active dot is given by

2R, () ( )/dw1 (G5 (@) WE (w—wr) + GF () W (w—wn) - WE @ —w)]].  (525)



E. Expression for the current

The above discussion provides a complete description of the required equations to calculate the interacting Green’s
functions of both active and passive dots in the nonequilibrium steady state. In our numerical calculations, we have
performed self-consistent calculations to obtain the self-consistent Green’s functions and self-energies of the system.
Once the NEGFs are obtained the electric current through the active dot to the lead 8 = L, R can be calculated
as [S1]

e [dwr < > > <

Lp =7 [ 5o [65 )52, @) - 67 @25, )] (526)

On the other hand, the electric current through the passive dot to the lead 3 = N, S can be evaluated from I, g =

[ dwIs(w), where Zg(w) is the energy resolved current density [S4]
e

Ty(w) = 57 T 6.(GF (W) S5 5 (W) + Gy (w) B 5 (w) — B

0 (W) Gy (W) =55 (W) Gy (W) - (S27)

p p

This expression for the electric current of the passive dot has the advantage that by taking appropriate integration
limits we can quantitatively distinguish between the current in the subgap domain (I4), which is mainly due to
pair tunneling accompanied by Andreev reflection, and the current outside the superconductor gap (I,,), which is
dominated by quasiparticle tunneling into the superconductor continuum. It is thus clear that the total current
flowing through the passive dot can be rewritten as I, = I4 + I, where

Iy= /AA Z(w) dw, (528)

and

I, - ( /_ ;A + /A OO) I(w) dov. (S29)

S-III. RATE EQUATION METHOD

The rate equation method can be employed in the kgT" > I'g regime to calculate the electric current using the
eigenstates and eigenenergies of Hyqq as follows [S5]

€ (0% «
o= (87 —T8Y) P (r), (S30)
AR

where o = p, a as before and

T = Dal(MdL1m) s (Bx — Bw)., (S31)
o R 2

5 = D (A |w) [T = fo (B — B3] (532)
are the tunneling rates in and out of the dot a, from and into electrode § = N,L,R,S, respectively. In the

above equations, o, = d, and 5,, =5 cfp,o. Moreover, |)A) is the eigenstate of Hgqq with energy Ey. In Eq.
(S30), P (M) is the occupation probability for state |A) which is calculated by solving the system of equations

0=>0s5x ((Fif + ’yg)’?)P (A — (Fiﬁ + ’yif)P (KZ)) together with the normalization condition ), P () = 1.

K

A. Current carried by Cooper pairs

To investigate the drag current corresponding to the subgap electron transport in the passive dot, it is useful to
take the infinite-gap approximation. This approach is equivalent to taking the superconductor energy gap to be the
largest energy scale in the system. Hence, the coupling between the superconducting electrode and the passive dot
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can be replaced with an effective pairing term I‘S(dJr dJr , th.c.) in the Hamiltonian of the passive dot [S6, S7]. As
a consequence, the Hamiltonian of the isolated double quantum dot can be exactly diagonalized as

|Ua n> P Eo’,n =¢&p + n(ea + Uap)7

£,1) = NEL(Agn [0,0) —Ts(2,m)),  FEi = nea+ Ag., (S33)

where the first argument in the kets (0, o or 2) represents the state of the passive dot while the second (n = 0,1) is
the occupation of the active dot. Moreover, N ,, is a normalization factor and

App =80 21/ (En)” +T%, (S34)

where &, = ¢, +U,/2+nUgyp. The above eigensystem is composed of eight states which allows us to employ Eq. (S30)
to calculate the electric current through the passive and active dots in the infinite gap approximation.

1. Tunneling rates and electron-hole symmetry

The number of electrons in the passive dot is not well defined when it is in one of the superposition states |+, n).
Then, transitions to odd states |, n) may involve an electron either tunneling in or out of the dot. Their probabilities
are determined by the tunneling rates I‘O‘B aﬁ  fs(Ex—E,) for transitions involving an electron tunneling from
terminal 8 into quantum dot a, and ’yf =J, aﬁ [1 — f3(Ex—E))] for those involving an electron tunneling out of the
dot. Here, G327 = Ts|(A[6] |x)|? and T2 = F5|<)\|5a|n>\2.

For the transition |o,n) — |+,n), we have

g+n on FNNJr 2F2 (S?’S)

2
Pron =TNNG 7 (sn +4/E2 + F%) : (S36)

Whether this transition is more likely to happen with an electron tunneling in or out of the passive dot depends on
the sign of €,. The two rates are equal at &, = 0.

For |—,n) — |o,n), we have
2
A e CERRERE ) (s37)
Thn = INNTTS,. (S38)

Note that at the point £ +&; = 0, the electron-hole symmetry is established by having gi’{\,’ o1 = J5 ¢0 Hence, at
this point, sequences of the form |o,0) — |+,0) — |—,1) — |o,1) contribute on average to the transport of an electron
and of a hole. The same (though with opposite contributions) is valid for the cycle |o,1) — |+,1) — |—,0) — |0,0),
resulting in no drag current.

2. NEGF vs. rate equation results

Our NEGF formalism is capable of considering the coupling between the passive dot and the leads nonperturbatively.
However, it is expected that in the weak tunneling regime, where kT > I'g, the NEGF results reproduce the results
of the rate equation method.

The infinite-gap approximation which we discussed earlier in this section can be explored within the NEGF formalism
by setting a large value to A in Eq. (S9). In Fig. S1, we compare the results obtained from both methods. In Fig. S1(a),
we consider a large bias voltage on the active dot and plot the drag current as a function of ¢,. We can see that the
NEGEF results are in good agreement with those of the rate equation method, especially the sign of the drag current
as a function of €, and the inversion of the drag current at the point e, = —(Uqp +U,)/2 = —Uyota1 /2. In Fig. S1(b),
we take e, = —0.7Uotal, and plot the drag current as a function of bias voltage on the active dot, where we find good
agreement between the results obtained from both methods. The insets in both panels show the corresponding results
for the case where kT ~ I'y. We can see that by decreasing the temperature the rate equation results depart from
the NEGF ones, which is an indication that in this parameter regime the results from rate equation method are not
quantitatively correct, though they still give a proper qualitative behaviour.
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FIG. S1. Comparison of NEGF results with the results obtained from rate equation method in the infinite gap approximation.
Left panels show drag current as a function of ¢, for a large Viias while right panels show drag current as a function of Viias for
ep = —0.7Uota1- In (a) and (b) we take kgT = 1 meV whereas in (c) and (d) kgT = 0.03 meV. Here, A in the NEGF calculations
is set to a large value (A = 10 meV). Additional parameters: U, = 5Uup = 0.5 meV and 'y =T'r = 'y =I's/3 = 0.05 meV.

B. Current carried by quasiparticles

Let us now consider the case when the contribution of Cooper pairs is negligible. The only effect of the supercon-
ductor is then introduced by the presence of a gap in the density of states. Tunneling through the S barrier is only
possible for electrons with energy falling outside the gap region.

Assuming strong on-site Coulomb interactions, there are only four relevant charge states, described in terms of the

charge occupations: |n,,n,), with no = 0,1. We ignore the spin degree of freedom here, for simplicity. The different
tunneling rates in the passive dot are:

N
I on =TI (S39)
for electrons tunneling in from terminal N with the active dot having n electrons, and
sz;fOn = Fg%fsn = FSanSn; (840)

for electrons tunneling in from terminal S. For transitions into the active dot, we have Ffﬂﬁ no = L1'sfpn. Here,
fan = fa(ep + nUyqp), when = N, S, and fg, = fa(eq + nUqp), when 8 = L, R. For electrons tunneling out to the
respective terminals, we need to make the replacement fg, — 1— f3,. Since the passive system is unbiased, we define
fn = fnn = fsn. This way, tunneling events involving the superconductor depend on the occupation of the active
dot. Note that we are assuming the simplest case where I'y and I'g are energy-independent, which emphasizes the
key role of the gap.

Writing down a rate equation for these states [S8], we find the drag current

I'nT's

Idrag = —6(1/0 — l/l)ﬁ Z Aﬁﬂ,I‘ﬁI‘ﬂ,, (841)
7 sg—L.R
with the prefactor 42 > 0 setting the normalization of the steady-state density matrix, and
1
Agpr = fofpr(1 = foo) = fifeo(1 = fpn) + 5(fs0 + foro = for = for). (S42)

Remarkably, the presence of a drag current only relies on the asymmetry introduced by the gap, vy — vy.

We obtain a simpler expression in the high bias limit, where fr,, — 1 and fr, — 0, hence tunneling is unidirectional
in the active system and:

(vo —v1)(fo — f1)INTsTLT R

Tgrae = —€ .
drag (T +Tr){’nIn + (o +1v1)T's + T +Tr] + Ts(voril's + 1 + oI'R)}

(543)
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FIG. S2. Drag current as a function of €, calculated using the NEGF (solid line) and the rate equation (dashed line) methods,
when the superconductor lead is replaced by a normal metal with a modified density of states, vs(w). We take in (a) a flat
pseudo-gap and in (b) a Dynes density of states with = A/6 for the normal lead. Additional parameters: A = 1 meV,
I't =Tr=In=Ts=0.0016 meV, U, =0 and U,p = kT = 0.5 meV.

We find a simple interpretation from the above expression for the drag current by introducing a hard gap in the
density of states v, = g(ep + nUgp)0 (lep + nUgp| — A). For the moment, we ignore the explicit energy dependence
of the function g(FE). Now, consider for example that the passive dot level lies in the gap of the superconductor,
—A <¢gp <A, but €y + Uy > A. Then, vy =0 and 4 = 1. Further, consider for simplicity that kg1 < Uy, thereby
we can approximate fy — 1 and f; — 0. Then, the only possible way to charge the passive dot is by an electron
tunneling from N when the active dot is empty. Due to the gap, this electron cannot tunnel out until the active dot
becomes charged, in which case it can tunnel over the gap into the superconductor. This sequence is completed when
the active dot returns to its empty state, hence generating the drag effect. Note that the electron in the passive dot
might also tunnel back to IV, in this case not contributing to the current. For finite temperatures, this sequence is
still the dominant process as fy — f1 > 0. Therefore, the drag current is positive.

The level position with respect to the gap changes the sign of the current. In the opposite case when —A <
ep+Ugp < A and g, < —A (ie., 1 # 0 and vy = 0), the passive dot can be charged both from N and S, but it can
only tunnel out to IV, hence leading to a negative drag current. If both energies lie in the gap, then vy = v; = 0 and
there is no drag current.

Thus, for levels close to the Fermi energy the direction of the current is strongly dominated by the gap. Only in
the case where both energies fall outside the gap will the sign of the current depend on details of the density of states
through the function g(E).

1. NEGF vs. rate equation results

We can also compare the quasiparticle drag current obtained from the rate equation formalism with the NEGF
results. To this end, we replace the superconductor lead self-energy in Eq. (S9) with a normal lead self-energy as in
Eq. (S8) multiplied by an energy dependent density of states, vg(w).

In Fig. S2(a), we show the results obtained from both NEGF and rate equation methods for a hard gap density
of states vg(w) = © (Jw| — A). In this case, the rate equation expression calculated from Eq. (S43) is able to predict
the correct sign of the drag current as a function of €, as compared to the NEGF result. However, the rate equation
results show features with sharp edges, which differ from the smooth NEGF curves. We can understand this because
the rate equation method neglects quantum dot level broadenings due to tunneling. Hence, for piecewise constant
pseudo-gap conditions, the drag current is conditioned on ¢, and &, + Uy, laying on different parts of the v(E) profile
(one in and one out of the gap).

In order to correct this and introduce finite quasiparticle lifetimes, one typically considers the Dynes density of



states [S9, S10] which is given by

v(w) = |Re

: (S44)

w +1in 1

V(w+in)? — A2

where 7 is a positive constant. Figure S2(b) shows the drag current obtained from both methods using Eq. (S44). We
observe that the sign of the drag current is again correctly reproduced by both methods while the broadening of the
drag current is much better in this case. We remark the additional drag current sign change outside the gap due to
the energy dependence of the Dynes density of states near the gap edges.
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