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We theoretically investigate the non-equilibrium steady-state electric and thermoelectric trans-
port properties of a quantum dot coupled to the normal metallic and s-wave superconducting
reservoirs in the Coulomb blockade regime. Using non-equilibrium Keldysh Green’s function
formalism within Hubbard-I approximation, we have initially analyse the thermoelectric transport
properties within the linear response regime. Further, within the non-linear regime, we have
analyse two different situations (i) the finite voltage biasing between isothermal reservoirs and
(ii) the finite thermal gradient in the context of thermoelectric heat engines. In the former case,
we focus on the heat dissipation and thermal rectification effect. It is seen that the subgap
Andreev heat current can become finite beyond the linear response regime and play a vital role
in asymmetric heat dissipation and rectification for low voltage biasing. In the latter case, we
study the variation of thermopower, maximum power output, and corresponding efficiency with
the thermal gradient. We find that the single-particle tunnelling close to the superconducting
gap edge can generate a relatively large thermopower, power output, and efficiency. There is also
a relatively small contribution from the Andreev tunnelling processes in the non-linear regime.
Interestingly, to understand electric and thermoelectric transport properties at finite temperature
in the Coulomb blockade regime, the proximity-induced superconducting gap on the dot state does
not play any role. Our results thus show that hybrid superconductor-quantum dot nano-structures
are a promising candidate for low-temperature thermal applications.

KEYWORDS — quantum dot, superconductivity, Andreev bound states, Coulomb
blockade, Keldysh formalism, linear and non-linear thermoelectric transport, Seebeck
effect, thermoelectric heat engine, Peltier effect, thermal diode

I. INTRODUCTION

Thermoelectric materials convert heat into electricity
and electricity into the temperature difference based on
the Seebeck and Peltier effects, respectively. These abil-
ities of thermoelectric materials could have many appli-
cations, including power generation and solid-state re-
frigeration [1–5]. Recently, there has been a growing in-
terest in identifying and utilizing the materials or sys-
tems that convert heat energy into productive applica-
tions as efficiently as possible (i.e., a large output power
at the cost of less input heat energy). Systems with
a large thermoelectric efficiency (η) or thermoelectric
figure of merit (ZT ) could be used to develop prac-
tical thermoelectric heat engines, or power generators
[6, 7]. To achieve a high η or ZT , one requires a high
thermopower S, a high electrical conductivity G, and a
low thermal conductivity K. But increasing the ther-
mopower for bulk materials lead to a simultaneous de-
crease in the electrical conductivity due to Mott rela-
tion (S ∝ T [∂ lnG(E)/∂E]E=εf ) [8, 9]. Wiedemann-
Franz law (K/GT = constant) also prevents the high
efficiency in bulk thermoelectric materials[9, 10]. So it is
challenging to enhance thermoelectric efficiency for the
bulk thermoelectric materials. Current bulk semiconduc-
tor thermoelectric materials have ZT ≈ 1 at room tem-
perature, which corresponds to an efficiency about one
sixth of the Carnot efficiency [15]. Hicks and Dresselhaus
[11, 12] pointed out that the low-dimensional materials

exhibit better thermoelectric efficiency than their bulk
counterpart. Mahan and Sofo [13] also predicted max-
imization of thermoelectric efficiency for materials with
Dirac-delta-like density of states. Thus low-dimensional
nano-materials are promising candidates for the thermo-
electric power generator. These low-dimensional materi-
als, such as molecular junctions, superlattice thin films,
nanotubes, quantum wires, and quantum dots, provides
a state of the art to manipulate the electron and phonon
properties of the nano-system (for current review see
[14, 15]). The thermoelectric properties of these nano-
materials are strongly influenced by quantum confine-
ment and Coulomb blockade effects which may lead to
the failure of the Mott relation and also a violation of
the Wiedemann-Franz law[16–21]. Also, the phonon or
lattice thermal conductance of low-dimensional systems
is relatively small, which additionally contributes to the
enhancement of thermoelectric efficiency [11, 22–24].
There has been a significant progress in investigating the
linear and non-linear thermoelectric transport properties
of a quantum dot (QD) coupled to the normal metallic
reservoirs[16–21, 25–37]. For single-level QD coupled to
normal reservoirs, the Coulomb interactions can enhance
ZT by suppressing the electron thermal conductance and
increasing the thermopower[19, 31]. Also, ZT is small in
the low-temperature Kondo regime and quite high for
the relatively larger temperatures or in the non-Kondo
regime[17]. It has also been found recently that, in the
non-linear regime, the applied thermal gradient and volt-
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age biasing can manipulate the thermovoltage (electrical
response to a temperature difference) and asymmetric
heat dissipation, respectively, between the normal metal-
lic reservoirs[29].
When one of the reservoirs is a conventional s-wave
Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) superconductor (with
superconducting energy gap ∆), the Andreev tunnelling
occurs in the normal metal-QD-superconductor interface
in which an incident electron from the normal side is re-
flected as a hole and simultaneously creating a Cooper
pair in the superconductor[38]. Hence, Andreev tun-
nelling leads to the formation of discrete Andreev bound
states (ABS), with excitation energies within the super-
conducting energy gap. These ABS dominates the low-
bias subgap electronic transport at low temperatures.
The quasi-particle tunnelling becomes essential when the
thermal energy is comparable to the superconducting en-
ergy gap or when the dot’s energy level lies outside the
superconducting energy gap.
Hybrid superconductor QD systems serve as a perfect
platform to investigate the interplay between supercon-
ducting correlations and typical QD phenomena like
Coulomb interaction and Kondo effect(for review see
[39]). The previous theoretical studies of the normal-
QD-superconductor system (N-QD-S) deal with the equi-
librium spectral properties[40–42], linear and non-linear
transport under the electric response at low temperatures
[43–51]. These studies predicted the effects such as the
emergence of the Kondo-like peaks in the local density
of states at energies equal to ±∆ [45] and the existence
of excess Kondo peak due to novel co-tunnelling process
(Andreev-Normal-Co-tunnelling)[46]. Also, the suppres-
sion or enhancement of the Andreev conductance at low
temperature due to this zero-bias Kondo resonance de-
pends on the values of the model parameters such as
Coulomb interaction (U), superconducting gap ∆, dot-
reservoir coupling ratio ΓN/ΓS [43, 47–51].
The thermoelectric properties of various single QD-
superconductor-based hybrid systems such as N-QD-S
[52, 53], F-QD-S (where, F stands for ferromagnetic
reservoir) [54–57] and S-QD-S [58, 59] have been rather
weakly investigated in linear and non-linear transport
regimes. The thermoelectric properties of QD cou-
pled to normal and superconducting reservoirs were first
studied by Krawiec[52] employing U → ∞ Slave bo-
son method. In the linear response regime, he studied
the background temperature dependence of thermoelec-
tric quantities (electric and thermal conductance, ther-
mopower, figure of merit, and Wiedemann-Franz ra-
tio). Krawiec[52] showed that superconductivity strongly
modifies the thermal properties of the system, and sup-
pression of the Andreev tunnelling due to strong on-site
Coulom repulsion leads to a violation of the Wiedemann-
Franz law (which indicates a non-Fermi liquid ground
state). Hwang et.al.[53] studied the N-QD-S system un-
der the influence of the applied voltage as well as the
temperature gradient in the non-linear regime by using
the gauge-invariant non-linear thermoelectric transport

theory. They showed that the I − V characteristic of
the N-QD-S system can be tuned by thermal gradient if
the system is simultaneously voltage biased. Such cross
effect occurs beyond linear response regime. These au-
thors also proposed a highly efficient thermoelectric diode
built from the coupling of a QD with a normal or ferro-
magnetic reservoir and a superconducting reservoir[54].
Recently, the charge and spin thermoelectric effects in a
QD coupled to ferromagnetic and superconducting reser-
voirs (F-QD-S) have been studied by few authors in the
linear[55, 57] and non-linear transport regime[54, 56].

FIG. 1: (a): A schematic diagram of the thermoelectric
particle-exchange heat engine based on the QD. The engine
operates by a continuous flow of electrons between hot and
cold reservoirs. The electrons carry charge and energy as
they flow through the QD system and they do work against
the electric field created by charge imbalance. (b): The corre-
sponding schematic electronic band diagram when the hybrid
N-QD-S system work as a thermoelectric particle-exchange
heat engine. The single level QD with two effective levels at
εd and εd + U (due to finite Coulomb interaction effect) is
connected to hot normal and cold superconducting reservoirs
with applied bias µS − µN = eV . Where µN and µS are
the chemical potentials of the normal and superconducting
reservoirs respectively.

In this work, we theoretically study the low temper-
ature electric and thermal response of a single-level
quantum dot coupled to normal and BCS supercon-
ductor reservoirs (N-QD-S) in the Coulomb blockade
regime by using Keldysh non-equilibrium Green’s func-
tion technique[60, 61]. The assumption of QD with a sin-
gle level is reasonable if QD is small enough with large
level spacing. The intradot Coulomb correlation is con-
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sidered in the Hubbard-I approximation[62]. The elec-
tric and thermoelectric transport quantities i.e., the elec-
trical conductance, thermal conductance, thermopower,
and thermoelectric efficiency, are calculated in both lin-
ear and non-linear transport regime. We investigate the
non-linear regime for two different cases : (i) voltage-
driven case i.e. voltage biasing without temperature gra-
dient, (ii) temperature driven case i.e. when N-QD-S
system works as a thermoelectric particle-exchange heat
engine or power generator.
Fig.1(a) illustrates the schematic diagram of the ther-
moelectric heat engine based on QD. The correspond-
ing band diagram of the N-QD-S system working as a
thermoelectric heat engine is shown in Fig.1(b). When
a thermal gradient is applied (TN − TS = θ), the elec-
trons flows from the left normal reservoir to the right
superconducting reservoir and creates a potential differ-
ence µN − µS = eVth, where Vth is thermovoltage. The
N-QD-S works as a thermoelectric heat engine when the
temperature field on the electron motion overcomes the
electric field on them, i.e a reverse voltage µS−µN = eV
must be applied.
This paper is organized as follows : A detailed discus-
sion of the model Hamiltonian and theoretical formalism
is provided in the preceding section II. The numerical
results and discussion for linear and non-linear regime
are given in section III. Section IV concludes the present
work.

II. MODEL HAMILTONIAN AND
THEORETICAL FORMALISM

To analyse the thermoelectric transport properties, we
describe the N-QD-S system by the following Ander-
son+BCS model Hamiltonian in second quantization,

Ĥ = ĤN + ĤS + ĤQD + ĤT (1)

where

ĤN =
∑
kσ

(εk,Nc
†
kσ,Nckσ,N ),

ĤS =
∑
kσ

(εk,Sc
†
kσ,Sckσ,S) +

∑
k

(
∆c†k↑,Sc

†
−k↓,S +H.c

)
,

ĤQD =
∑
σ

εdndσ + Un↑n↓,

ĤT =
∑

kσ,α∈N,S

(Vk,αd
†
σckσα + V ∗k,αc

†
kσ,αdσ).

ĤN describes the normal metallic reservoir in the non-
interacting quasi-particle approximation with single elec-

tron kinetic energy εk,N and ckσ,N (c†kσ,N ) is the annihi-

lation(creation) operator of an electron with spin σ and

wave vector ~k.
ĤS describes the superconducting reservoir. ckσ,S(c†kσ,S)

is the annihilation(creation) operator of an electron with

spin σ, wave vector ~k and energy εk,S . The second term

in ĤS describes the BCS pair interaction, with a super-
conducting energy gap ∆.
ĤQD describes the Hamiltonian for single-level QD with
energy εd, and dσ(d†σ) is the annihilation(creation) oper-
ator of electron with spin σ on the QD and nσ = d†σdσ
is number operator. The QD can have maximum oc-
cupancy of two electrons with opposite spins. We also
consider the intradot electron-electron Coulomb repul-
sion with the interaction strength U.
ĤT represents the tunnelling Hamiltonian between the
QD energy level and reservoirs with Vkα as the tun-
nelling amplitude between the QD and the α-reservoir
(α ∈ N,S).
To diagonalized the BCS part of the Hamiltonian, we
use Bogoliubov transformation method which defines the
new Fermionic quasi-particle operators γkσ and coeffi-
cients uk and vk

ck↑,S = u∗kγk↑ + vkγ
†
−k↓, c†−k↓,S = ukγ

†
−k↓ − v

∗
kγk↑ (2)

with normalization condition |uk|2 + |vk|2 = 1. Substi-
tuting above equation in Eq.(1) yields following effective
model Hamiltonian

Ĥ =
∑
k,σ

(εk,Nc
†
kσ,Nckσ,N ) +

∑
kσ

(Vk,Nd
†
σckσ,N +H.c)+

∑
k,σ

(Ekγ
†
kσγkσ) +

∑
kσ

(Vk,Su
∗
kd
†
σγkσ +H.c)+

∑
k

[V ∗k,Svk(d†↑γ
†
−k↓ − d

†
↓γ
†
k↑) +H.c]+∑

σ

εdndσ + Un↑n↓

(3)

where Ek =
√
ε2k,S + |∆|2 is the excitation quasi-particle

energy of the superconducting reservoir. The coefficients
uk and vk read

|uk|2 =
1

2

1 +
εk,S√

ε2k,S + |∆|2

 (4)

|vk|2 =
1

2

1− εk,S√
ε2k,S + |∆|2

 (5)

To solve above effective Hamiltonian (Eq.(3)), we use
the Green’s function equation of motion method with
Zubarev notation [65] for the retarded Green’s function

GrA,B(t) = 〈〈Â|B̂〉〉 = −iθ(t)〈[A(t), B(0)]+〉, where Â and

B̂ are creation or annihilation operators, θ(t) is unit step

or heaviside function and [Â, B̂]± = ÂB̂ ± B̂Â. The
Fourier transform of the above retarded Green’s function
〈〈Â|B̂〉〉ω must satisfies the equation of motion (EOM),

ω〈〈Â; B̂〉〉ω = 〈[Â, B̂]+〉+ 〈〈[Â, Ĥ]−; B̂〉〉ω (6)
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For non-zero Coulomb correlation an equation of motion
for a given Green’s function involves higher-order coupled
Green’s functions, thus creating a hierarchy of Green’s
functions EOM. In order to truncate the hierarchy of

equations one need a decoupling scheme for higher order
Green’s functions and maintain self-consistency.
In Nambu representation, we define the retarded Green’s
function of the QD as a 2× 2 matrices

Gr
d(ω) =

〈〈(
d↑
d†↓

)(
d†↑ d↓

)〉〉
ω

=

(
〈〈d↑|d†↑〉〉ω 〈〈d↑|d↓〉〉ω
〈〈d†↓|d

†
↑〉〉ω 〈〈d

†
↓|d↓〉〉ω

)
=

(
Grd,11(ω) Grd,12(ω)
Grd,21(ω) Grd,22(ω)〉〉

)
(7)

Where the diagonal components of Gr
dσ(ω) represents

the single particle retarded Green’s function of electron
with spin σ =↑ and hole with spin σ =↓ respectively.
The off-diagonal component represents the supercon-
ducting paring correlation on the QD.
By evaluating different commutator and anti-
commutator brackets we drive the following EOM
for the single electron Green’s function with spin σ =↑

(ω − εd)〈〈d↑|d†↑〉〉ω = 1 +
∑
k

V ∗k,N 〈〈ck↑|d
†
↑〉〉ω+∑

k

Vk,Su
∗
k〈〈γk↑|d

†
↑〉〉ω +

∑
k

Vk,Svk〈〈γ−k↓|d†↑〉〉ω+

U〈〈d↑d†↓d↓|d
†
↑〉〉ω.

(8)

Similarly, one may write down the equation of motion
for other Green’s functions in Eq.(7) and for the relevant
correlation functions appearing in those equation of mo-
tions.
We treated the Coulomb correlations within Hubbard-I
approximation, which correctly describes the Coulomb
blockade effects[62–64]. It is important to pointed out
that in the Hubbard-I decoupling scheme one can manage
to retain higher-order tunneling processes through QD
as a manifestation of electron-electron interaction, which
are missing in the Hartree-Fock approximation based on
weak electronic correlation. Within Hubbard-I decou-
pling scheme EOM for higher order Green’s function of

the form U〈〈d↑d†↓d↓|d
†
↑〉〉ω is simplified by using,

U〈〈ck±σ,Nd†−σd−σ|d
†
+σ〉〉ω → U〈n−σ〉〈〈ck±σ,N |d†+σ〉〉ω

(9)

U〈〈γk±σd†−σd−σ|d
†
+σ〉〉ω → U〈n−σ〉〈〈γk±σ|d†+σ〉〉ω (10)

where ±σ ∈↑, ↓ and 〈n−σ〉 = 〈d†−σd−σ〉 denotes the quan-
tum statistical average value of occupation number with
spin −σ.
Within Hubbard-I decoupling scheme the correlations in-
volving reservoir electrons in the higher order Green’s
function and the spin flip processes on the dot(i.e

〈d†−σd+σ〉=0) are neglected. Thus the formalism and re-
sults explained in the present paper are relevant for tem-
peratures higher than the temperature associated with
the Kondo effect (i.e., Kondo temperature TK)[51]. We
also assume that the Coulomb correlation effects are
manifested only in the diagonal elements of the Green’s
function (Eq.(7)) i.e. self-consistent determination of the
proximity induced local superconducting gap or pairing
amplitude on the QD site is excluded from our analysis
(i.e., 〈d↑d↓〉 → 0), which drastically reduces the compu-
tational time. This assumption is justified in subsection
III.D, where we have shown that the inclusion of self-
consistent equation for 〈d↑d↓〉 does not affect the electri-
cal and thermoelectric transport properties analysed in
the present work.
For simplification the tunnelling amplitude is considered
k independent i.e Vk,α = Vα for Vk,α << D (wide band),
where −D ≤ εk,α ≤ D, with D as the half bandwidth.
The tunneling coupling strength of the QD to the α-
reservoir (α ∈ N,S) is defined by Γα = 2π|Vα|2ρ0,α,
where normal metallic density of states ρ0,α is constant
in the range of energy around Fermi level (flat band).
Here ρ0,S is modified in the superconducting state.
Finally after solving coupled EOMs based on above
Hubbard-I scheme we arrive at the expression for the
retarded Green’s function of electron with spin σ =↑ and
off-diagonal superconducting pairing correlation on the
QD,
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Grd,11(ω) = 〈〈d↑|d†↑〉〉 =

(
1 +

U〈n↓〉
ω − εd − U

)
ω − εd +

(
iΓN

2
+ β(ω)

)(
1 +

U〈n↓〉
ω − εd − U

)
−

(
1 +

U〈n↓〉
ω − εd − U

)(
1−

U〈n↑〉
ω + εd + U

)(
∆

|ω|
β(ω)

)2

ω + εd +

(
iΓN

2
+ β(ω)

)(
1−

U〈n↑〉
ω + εd + U

)

(11)

Grd,21(ω) = 〈〈d†↓|d
†
↑〉〉 =


(

1−
U〈n↓〉

ω + εd + U

)(
∆

|ω|
β(ω)

)
ω + εd +

(
iΓN

2
+ β(ω)

)(
1−

U〈n↓〉
ω + εd + U

)
×Grd,11(ω) (12)

with

β(ω) =
ΓS

2
ρS(ω) =

ΓS

2
ω

√
∆2 − ω2

θ(∆− |ω|) +

iΓS

2
|ω|

√
ω2 −∆2

θ(|ω| −∆) (13)

where ρS is the modified BCS density of states.
The other matrix elements is given by Grd,22(ω) =

−Grd,11(−ω)∗ and Grd,12(ω) = Grd,21(−ω)∗. These re-
tarded Green’s functions allows us to calculate the ad-
vanced and lesser/greater Green’s functions and eventu-
ally the single particle thermoelectric properties. The av-
eraged occupation of electrons per spin in dot (〈n↑〉=〈n↓〉
for non-magnetic system) is calculated using the self-
consistent integral equation of the form

〈nσ〉 =
−i
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

G<d,11(ω)dω (14)

where the lesser Green’s function G<d is introduced which
obeys the Keldysh equation (in the matrix form),

G<
d (ω) = −Gr

d(ω)Σ<
d (ω)Ga

d(ω) (15)

where Ga
d(ω) = [Gr

d(ω)]
†

is the advanced Green’s func-
tion and Σ<

d (ω) = −
∑
α∈N,S [Σr

α −Σa
α] fα(ω) is the

lesser self energy matrix given by,

Σ<
d (ω) =

−iΓNfN (ω − µN )−
iΓS |ω|√
ω2 −∆2

θ(|ω| −∆)fS(ω − µS)
iΓS∆

√
ω2 −∆2

θ(|ω| −∆)fS(ω − µS)

iΓS∆
√
ω2 −∆2

θ(|ω| −∆)fS(ω − µS) −iΓNfN (ω + µN )−
iΓS |ω|√
ω2 −∆2

θ(|ω| −∆)fS(ω − µS)


(16)

Thus the lesser Green’s function for electrons on the QD is given by,

G<d,11(ω) =iΓNfN (ω − µN )|Grd,11(ω)|2 + iΓNfN (ω + µN )|Grd,12(ω)|2+

iΓS |ω|√
ω2 −∆2

θ(|ω| −∆)fS(ω − µS)

[
|Grd,11(ω)|2 + |Grd,12(ω)|2 −

2∆

ω
Re
(
Grd,11(ω).Gad,12(ω)

)] (17)

where θ(|ω| − ∆) is the unit step function and

fα∈N,S(ω ∓ µα) = [exp((ω ∓ µα)/kBTα) + 1]
−1

is the
Fermi-Dirac distribution function of reservoirs with
temperature Tα and chemical potential ±µα (measured
from µf = 0).

In the linear response regime, i.e., for small Voltage
biasing (µS − µN = eδV → 0) and small temperature
gradients (TN−TS = δθ → 0) between the reservoirs, the
Fermi function of the normal and the superconducting
reservoirs can be expanded around the equilibrium value
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(average T with µf = 0), which gives

fα(ω ± µα) ≈ feq ±
dfeq

dω

[
µα −

(
ω

T

)
(T − Tα)

]
(18)

where feq = [exp(ω/kBT ) + 1]
−1

is the equilibrium
Fermi-Dirac distribution function with µS = µN and
TS = TN .
Substituting these into Eqs.(25)-(30) (given below) gives
the electrical current and heat current satisfying the On-
sager relations[66],

ICJQ
 =


e2L0

e

T
L1

eL1

1

T
L2


δVδθ

 (19)

with thermoelectric response functions

L0 =
2

h

∫ ( − dfeq
dω

)
(2TA(ω) + TQP (ω))dω

L1 =
2

h

∫
ω

( − dfeq
dω

)
TQP (ω)dω

L2 =
2

h

∫
ω2

( − dfeq
dω

)
TQP (ω)dω

Here, e and h denote the magnitude of the electronic
charge and Planck’s constant, respectively.

TA(ω) = Γ2
N |Grd,12(ω)|2 is the Andreev tunnelling

amplitude and TQP (ω) =
ΓNΓS |ω|√
ω2 −∆2

θ(|ω| − ∆) ×[
|Grd,11(ω)|2 + |Grd,21(ω)|2 −

2∆

ω
Re(Grd,11(ω) Gad,12(ω))

]
is the quasi-particle tunnelling amplitude.
The thermoelectric transport quantities (electrical
conductance G, thermopower or Seeback coefficientS,
and electronic contribution to thermal conductance K)
are then obtained from Eq.(19).

G = lim
δV→0

IC

δV

∣∣∣∣
δθ=0

= e2L0 (20)

S = lim
δθ→0

δV

δθ

∣∣∣∣
IC=0

= −
1

eT

L1

L0
(21)

K = lim
δθ→0

JQ

δθ

∣∣∣∣
IC=0

=
1

T

[
L2 −

L2
1

L0

]
=

1

T
L2 − S2GT

(22)

The electrical conductance is defined as the flow of charge
current per unit voltage between the isothermal reser-
voirs (δθ = 0). The Thermopower (Seebeck coefficient)
is defined as the generated voltage per unit thermal gradi-
ents in open circuit condition i.e. IC = 0. The electronic
thermal conductance is usually given by the heat flow
through the central region (in present case QD) when it is

coupled between electrically insulating source and drain
reservoirs at different temperatures. In such systems, the
reservoirs impose open circuit condition IC = 0. How-
ever, for a thermoelectric system with non-zero L1 or S,
a voltage will build up across the QD proportional to the
temperature difference. Thus, total electronic thermal
conductance K is reduced as compared to electrically in-
sulating reservoirs by a factor of S2GT . Where P = S2G
is the corresponding power factor.
The performance of the thermoelectric heat engine in the
linear response regime is determined by a dimensionless
thermoelectric figure of merit ZT .

ZT =
S2GT

K
=

S2GT

Ke +Kph
(23)

Since we are interested in understanding the electronic
thermal properties at low temperatures, we only con-
sider the thermal contribution by electrons, and the lat-
tice or phonon thermal contribution is negligible at low
temperatures(Ke ≈ K)[55, 70].
For practical applications it is important to calculate effi-
ciency corresponding to maximum power output. In the
linear response regime, the relationship between figure of
merit ZT and efficiency at maximum power output ηPmax

is given by[15, 33]

ηPmax =
ηC

2

ZT

ZT + 2
(24)

where ηC is the Carnot efficiency.

In the non-linear regime the system is under the
influence of finite voltage biasing µN − µS = eV (say
µN = eV and µS = 0) and/or temperature gradient
TN − TS = θ (say TN = T + θ and TS = T ). Thus
the definition of linear response regime fails, and one
needs to go beyond this limit. In the non-equilibrium
steady-state condition, the net current flowing through
the left normal and right superconducting reservoir
is IN = −IS ≡ IC (current conservation) and can
be evaluated from the time evolution of the occu-
pation number operator of the left normal reservoir

(d〈−e
∑
k c
†
k,Nck,N 〉/dt)[61, 67].

IN ≡ IC = IA + IQP ; (25)

where

IA =
2e

h

∫
[fN (ω − µN )− fN (ω + µN )]TA(ω) dω

(26)

IQP =
2e

h

∫
[fN (ω − µN )− fS(ω − µS)]TQP (ω) dω

(27)
are Andreev and quasi-particle contribution to electri-
cal/charge current respectively.
The heat current is evaluated from the rate of energy
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flow at the normal reservoir side and Joule heating in
the presence of voltage biasing.

JN ≡ JQ =
− i
h̄
〈[Ĥ, ĤN ]〉 −

µNIC

e
= JA + JQP ; (28)

where

JA = −4µN
1

h

∫
[fN (ω − µN )− fN (ω + µN )]TA(ω) dω = −2

µLIA

e
(29)

JQP =
2

h

∫
(ω − µN ) [fN (ω − µL)− fS(ω − µS)]TQP (ω) dω

(30)
are Andreev and quasi-particle contribution to heat cur-
rent respectively. The heat currents satisfy the condition
JN + JS = −IC(µN − µS)/e and we have shown the cal-
culation for JQ ≡ JN = −JS − IC(µL − µR)/e.
Also, the prefactor 2 in charge and heat current is due
to the spin degeneracy. Note that for thermal gradient
without voltage biasing (i.e. µN = eV = 0) the subgap
ABS heat current is zero and only quasi-particle contri-
butions to the heat current.
In order to use N-QD-S as a heat engine or power gener-
ator, the temperature gradient θ is set larger then zero.
Due to this temperature difference electrons moves from
left reservoir to the right reservoir and thus creates a po-
tential difference (µN − µS = eVth) due to accumulation
of electron on the right reservoir and positive charge to
the left reservoir.
The thermovoltage (Vth) thermopower (S) and electronic
thermal conductance (K) is determined from the open
circuit condition,

IC(Vth, θ) = IA(Vth, θ) + IQP (Vth, θ) = 0 (31)

For finite Voltage biasing and temperature gradient
above equation is solved numerically to obtain Vth and

eventually S =
Vth

θ
and K =

JQ

θ
.

The heat engine generates a finite power P between
V = 0 and V = Vth and is given by,

P = −ICV (32)

where V = (µS−µN )/e is bias voltage applied to counter-
act the thermally induced current i.e power is generated
when current is driven against the potential difference.
The thermoelectric efficiency is defined as the ratio be-
tween the generated output power (nonlinear current
times voltage) and the nonlinear input heat current i.e
η = output power/input heat = P/JQ. The maximal
power generated by the heat engine is calculated numeri-
cally by using Eq.(31)&(32) and the relative efficiency at
maximal power output is given by,(

ηPmax

ηC

)
=
Pmax

JQ
×
T + θ

θ
(33)

where Carnot efficiency ηC =
θ

T + θ
.

III. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

This section presents the numerical results obtained
using MATLAB for the linear (subsection III.A) and non-
linear response under electric and temperature fields in
the Coulomb blockade regime. We analyse two different
situations in the non-linear regime. In the first situa-
tion (subsection III.B), we consider a voltage-driven case
for isothermal reservoirs (θ = 0) and discuss the An-
dreev and quasi-particle charge and heat transport. In
the second situation (subsection III.C), the N-QD-S sys-
tem is discussed in the context of thermoelectric heat
engine for finite θ and V . In our calculations, all energies
are expressed in the unit of superconducting energy gap
∆ = 1meV .

A. Linear Response regime

By using above linear response relations ((20)-(23)) we
numerically analyse the thermoelectric transport quanti-
ties (G,K,S and ZT ) as a function of QD energy level εd
for several values of parameters U , kBT , ΓS/ΓN and ∆.
Fig.2(a) shows the linear electrical conductance G as a
function of the QD energy level εd for several values of
on-site Coulomb interaction U . For non-interacting QD
(U = 0), the electrical conductance G shows a sharp peak
centred at Fermi level εd = 0. This peak corresponds
to the resonant Andreev tunnelling through the spin-
degenerate QD energy level. For interacting QD (U > 0),
two effective levels are lying at εd and εd+U . The electri-
cal conductance now shows three subgap peaks, and each
corresponds to the Andreev tunnelling. The side peaks
are located at resonance energies εd = 0 and εd = −U ,
while the central peak is located at the particle-hole sym-
metry point (εd = −U/2). The side peaks corresponding
to resonances when either εd = 0 or εd + U = 0 crosses
the Fermi level and the height of these peaks are inde-
pendent of U . While the central peak arises from the
two-level Andreev tunnelling process i.e. Andreev tun-
nelling occurs via εd = −U/2 and εd +U = U/2 effective
levels. The height of this central peak is suppressed as in-
tradot Coulomb repulsion increases because the effective
levels move apart from the Fermi energy with increasing
U and thus reducing the Andreev tunnelling amplitude.
Apart from these subgap peaks, there is a small contribu-
tion from the single particles or quasi-particles tunnelling
close to the superconducting gap edge, i.e., at εd = ∆ and
εd = −(∆ + U)(inset 2(a)).
In Fig.2(c), we plot the corresponding linear ther-
mopower S. The curves are asymmetric due to particle-
hole symmetry and positive(negative) thermopower
shows holes(electrons) as the majority charge carriers.
The magnitude of thermopower |S| becomes significant
for quasi-particle states near the superconducting gap
edge and plays a crucial role in the thermoelectric power
generation in the N-QD-S system. Also, notice that the
maximum value of thermopower is independent of U .
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FIG. 2: Variation of electrical conductance G, thermal conductance K, thermopower S, and figure of merit ZT with the
quantum dot energy level εd in the liner response regime for different on-site Coulomb repulsion U . The other parameters are :
ΓS = ΓN = 0.1∆ and kBT = 0.2∆. The inset in (a) shows the close-up view of the linear electrical conductance G. The inset
in (b) shows L2/T (blue dash-dot line), S2GT (red dotted line) and net electronic thermal conductance K (black solid line) as
a function of QD energy level εd for U = 1.5∆ and other parameters remains same.

FIG. 3: Variation of the figure of merit ZT with the QD energy level εd and superconducting gap ∆ in the liner response regime
for different on-site Coulomb repulsion U with ΓS = ΓN = 0.1Γ0, kBT = 0.2Γ0 and Γ0 = 1meV .

The thermopower becomes zero for εd correspond to the
Andreev conductance peaks in Fig.2(a). This minimiza-
tion of thermopower occurs because thermal gradient
does not give rise to Andreev tunnelling in the linear re-
sponse regime, and electron and hole current compensate
each other at particle-hole symmetry point (εd = −U/2).
However, for U ≥ ∆, the additional peaks emerge close
to εd = −U/2 due to quasi-particle tunnelling through
one of the effective levels.
Fig.2(b) shows the net electronic thermal conductance
K as a function QD energy level εd for different U . The
weak U independent peaks near the superconducting gap
edge show the quasi-particle thermal conductance, while
the in-gap region shows complex U dependence. This be-
haviour can be better understood by analysing the two
terms of Eq.(22) separately. The inset in Fig.2(b) shows
L2/T (blue dash-dotted), S2GT (red dotted) and K
(solid black) as a function of εd for U = 1.5∆. L2/T rep-
resents the thermal conductance between two electrically
insulating reservoirs (i.e., without any thermopower) and

assumes large values for εd close to the superconducting
gap edge and for εd allowing the quasi-particle tunnelling
for U ≥ ∆. It is also important to note that the quasi-
particle tunnelling strongly depends on the background
temperature and gives rise to small thermal conductance
for all values of εd (non-zero blue dash-dotted curve).
S2GT represents the thermal conductance correspond-
ing to the thermopower generation, i.e., thermal energy
converted into electric energy. Thus low net thermal con-
ductance indicates that considerable thermal energy can
be converted into electric energy (i.e., large ZT or ther-
moelectric efficiency).
The figure of merit ZT shows a similar variation with
U as shown by thermopower S, i.e., ZT become large
close to the superconducting gap with a maximum value
of ZT ≈ 13.6 [Fig.2(d)]. The minima, with vanishing
ZT, correspond to the points where S = 0, i.e., to the
Andreev conductance peaks and particle-hole symmetry
point. From Eq.(24), the linear efficiency corresponding
to maximum power output is given by, ηPmax

≈ 0.436 ηC .
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This efficiency will be useful to compare the linear and
non-linear thermoelectric performance of the N-QD-S
heat engine.
Fig.3 shows the variation of the figure of merit ZT with
the QD energy level εd and superconducting energy gap
∆ for different on-site Coulomb interaction U . As already
discussed previously, ZT for the quasi-particle tunnelling
near the superconducting gap edge does not depend on
the Coulomb repulsion U . However, it is significantly en-
hanced by the superconducting gap for 1 < ∆ < 2. The
weak peaks appears due to the finite U effect show zero
and non-zero regions as a function of ∆. This behaviour
arises from the interplay between the quasi-particle tun-

nelling and Andreev tunnelling processes. For the ∆→ 0
limit, the results for QD coupled to normal and/or fer-
romagnetic reservoirs are obtained.
Fig.4 shows the linear thermoelectric quantities as a func-
tion of εd for several background temperatures (kBT ≥
ΓN ). In Fig.4(a), the quasi-particle contribution to
the electrical conductance increases with the background
temperature. On the other hand, the side resonant An-
dreev tunnelling peaks are reduced due to the thermal
broadening of the Fermi function in the normal metal-
lic reservoir. Interestingly, the central two-level Andreev
tunneling peak is first enhanced and then reduced for
kBT ≥ 0.3∆ [see inset 4(a)]. The origin of such a
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behaviour may be understood in terms of energy level
broadening due to finite temperature effects and reduc-
tion of Andreev tunnelling due to the thermal broad-
ening of the Fermi function in the normal metallic reser-
voir. The temperature dependence of the thermopower S
[Fig.4(c)] displays a much more complex behaviour and
has a minimum for εd correspond to the Andreev tun-
neling peaks. The thermopower corresponds to quasi-
particle tunnelling near or outside the superconducting
gap is first enhanced and then reduced with the back-
ground temperature. The small quasi-particle tunnelling
contribution to the thermopower within the gap region
becomes constant for kBT ≥ 0.4∆. The thermal con-
ductance K [Fig.4(b)] is significantly enhanced with in-
creasing kBT , especially at εd ≈ −∆ and εd ≈ 0 due to
minima in thermopower. Also, note that these in-gap
quasi-particle thermal conductance peaks are first en-
hanced and then slightly reduced for kBT = 0.5∆. The
behaviour of ZT is shown in Fig.4(d). First, one can
see that the thermoelectric efficiency for kBT = 0.1∆
is relatively small, and it becomes remarkable for kBT ≥
0.2∆. However, ZT near the superconducting gap edge is
slightly reduced for kBT = 0.5∆. The inset in Fig.4(d)
shows that the small ZT peaks arising for U ≥ ∆ in-
creased with kBT .
Fig.5 shows the linear thermoelectric quantities as a func-
tion of εd for three tunnelling coupling ratios ΓS/ΓN . It
is seen in Fig.5(a) that the subgap conductance is sup-
pressed for normal reservoir dominate coupling because
of the suppression of Andreev tunnelling, while the quasi-
particle conductance is enhanced. On the other hand, the
net thermal conductance [Fig.5(b)] is enhanced for the
normal dominate coupling and suppressed for the sym-
metric couplings (ΓS = ΓN ). The suppression of K is re-
lated to the dominant thermopower S in Fig.5(c) for the
symmetric coupling. Fig.5(d) shows that the combined
effect of G, S, and K causes the significant enhancement
of primary peaks in ZT near the superconducting gap
edge for symmetric coupling while suppression for su-
perconductor dominate coupling. The inset in Fig.5(d)
shows that the small ZT peaks arising close to particle-
hole symmetry point for U ≥ ∆ show the same coupling
dependence as the primary peaks. However, for normal
dominate coupling (ΓS < ΓN ), ZT becomes finite for εd
correspond to the Andreev tunnelling peaks.

B. Non-Linear regime : Voltage biasing without
temperature gradient

In this subsection, we study the non-linear electrical
current and electronic contribution to heat current as a
function of bias voltage. We also study the asymmet-
ric heat dissipation, previously studied for the N-QD-N
system [29, 68]. For voltage-driven case with isothermal
reservoirs (i.e. θ = 0) we set Fermi energy µf = 0 as the
reference point, and consider µL = eV and µR = 0.
We first briefly study the linear electrical current and

conductance as a function of voltage biasing for different
interadot Coulomb interaction U and background tem-
perature kBT . In Fig.6, we present the current-voltage
characteristic curves at the particle-hole symmetry point
εd = −U/2 for several values of intradot Coulomb repul-
sion U . The subgap Andreev current IA is suppressed
with the increasing U and become constant for eV ≥ ∆
[Fig.6(a)]. In addition, we can see the enhanced non-
linear behaviour of Andreev current with increasing U .
The quasi-particle current IQP for eV ≥ ∆ increases with
U [Fig.6(b)].
Fig.7 present the differential conductance G = dIC/dV
as a function of biased voltage for different background
temperature kBT . For the superconducting dominate
coupling ΓS > ΓN [Fig.7(a)], the subgap Andreev peaks
dominate the transport while the quasi-particle tun-
nelling peaks near the superconducting gap edge (|eV | ≈
∆) are suppressed. Also, the height of the Andreev con-
ductance peaks are strongly suppressed by thermal fluc-
tuations. Eventually, for kBT ≥ 0.3∆, two peaks are no
longer resolved and appear as a single broad peak struc-
ture. For normal dominate coupling ΓS < ΓN , the sub-
gap Andreev conductance exhibits a zero-bias peak aris-
ing because the broadening due to interaction with the
normal lead exceeds the splitting of Andreev peaks [see
inset 7(a)]. Also, note that these subgap Andreev tun-
nelling peaks are now suppressed, while the single quasi-
particle tunnelling peaks are slightly enhanced relative
to ΓS > ΓN case. For lower temperatures, the compe-
tition between Andreev tunnelling and finite Coulomb
interaction may lead to the additional splitting of the
U = 0 subgap Andreev peaks and develop a local mini-
mum close to zero biasing [see Fig.7(b)]. The two outer
Andreev conductance peaks may not be visible in the
spectroscopy experiments since they can merge with the
outer quasi-particle continuum with increasing U [69]. As
the temperature increases, these peaks convert into two
broad peaks, and eventually, the Coulomb interaction ef-
fect becomes negligible for kBT ≥ 0.3∆. At low enough
temperature (T < TK , where TK is the Kondo tempera-
ture), a prominent zero-bias Kondo peak may develop at
the local minima, which is out of the scope of the present
analysis of the Coulomb blockade regime.
The voltage biasing also leads to the Peltier effect and
Joule heating effect. The former describes a reversible
heat flow for low voltages in isothermal conditions. In
other words, the electrical current flowing through the
QD connecting source and drain reservoir will emit or
absorb heat per unit time to balance the difference in
the chemical potential of the two reservoirs. Also, in
the Peltier effect, the heating or cooling of the system
depends on the bias polarity or direction of current flow.
On the other hand, in the Joule heating effect, the charge
transport is always accompanied by irreversible heat dis-
sipation. There is no subgap Peltier effect in the linear
response regime due to vanishing Andreev heat current
(JA → 0) because electron and hole heat energy cancel
each other. Beyond the linear response regime, the sub-
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gap heat current can become finite and play an vital role
in asymmetric heat dissipation and rectification for low
bias voltage.
Fig.8 and Fig.9 shows the total heat current (JQ),
Andreev heat current (JA), quasi-particle heat current
(JQP ), and corresponding asymmetric heat dissipation
for different values of εd in the superconducting domi-
nate coupling (ΓS > ΓN ) and normal dominate coupling
(ΓS < ΓN ) respectively. The Andreev heat current is
large for superconducting dominate coupling ΓS > ΓN
than the normal dominate coupling ΓS < ΓN . On the
other hand, the quasi-particle heat current (for |eV | ≥
∆) is enhanced in the normal dominate coupling. For
|eV | < ∆ the quasi-particle contribution to heat current
(JQP ) is almost zero at kBT ≤ 0.1∆. For low voltage
biasing and specific QD energy level the total heat cur-
rent can be rectified and act as a thermal diode [inset in
Fig.8(a) for εd = −0.75∆ and εd = −0.25∆] However,
the Andreev Joule heating effect quickly dominates over
the Peltier effect, and eventually, the heat rectification
ceases. We also observe that, JQ, JA, and JQP are sym-

metric around eV = 0 for the particle-hole symmetry
point similar to the N-QD-N system [29]. However for
superconducting dominate coupling ΓS > ΓN the invari-
ance of heat currents JQ, JA, and JQP under the simul-
taneous transformation of eV → −eV and εd → −εd−U
is no longer valid [see Fig.8(a),8(c) & 8(e)]. The invari-
ance is restored for normal dominate coupling ΓS < ΓN
[see Fig.9(a), 9(c) & 9(e)].
In Fig.8(b), 8(d) and 8(f) (Fig.9(b), 9(d) and 9(f)) we
have shown the respective asymmetric heat dissipations
for different QD energy level εd for ΓS > ΓN (ΓS < ΓN ).
If the transport is electron-hole symmetric (εd = −U/2)
or eV <∼ 0.2∆, then heat is equally dissipated for both
positive and negative voltage biasing. Thus, in order to
have a heating asymmetry, i.e., JQ(V ) − JQ(−V ) 6= 0,
one needs a certain degree of electron-hole asymmetry
(by tuning the QD energy level εd) and eV > 0.2∆. If
the QD energy level εd lie above the electron-hole sym-
metry point then asymmetric heat dissipation correspond
to Andreev heat current is always positive, i.e., the dis-
sipation is larger for eV > 0 than for eV < 0 and shows
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FIG. 9: ΓS < ΓN case : ΓN = 0.5∆, ΓS = 0.1∆ and other parameters are same as in Fig.8.

complex variation with bias voltage. On the other hand,
if the QD energy level εd lies below the electron-hole
symmetry point, then asymmetric heat dissipation corre-
sponds to Andreev heat current is always negative, i.e.,
more dissipation for negative voltages as compared to
positive voltages. The situation is completely opposite
for the asymmetric dissipation corresponds to the quasi-
particle heat current. Thus the total asymmetric dissi-
pation changes the sign, i.e., cross the x-axis only when
quasi-particle contribution becomes finite (i.e., eV > ∆).
For normal dominant coupling (ΓS < ΓN ), the asym-
metric heat dissipation is perfectly symmetric about the

x-axis, i.e., electron-hole symmetry point, and cross x-
axis in a more controllable manner for different values
εd. The study of the asymmetric heat dissipation can be
helpful in the design of superconductor-QD-based nano-
devices with controllable dissipation.
Fig.10(a) shows the total heat current vs. biasing volt-
age for different Coulomb interactions. The heat current
is large for non-interacting QD (U = 0) with equal dis-
sipation in both transport directions. When U becomes
finite, the heat current reduces and strongly depends on
the transport direction. Thus asymmetric heat dissipa-
tion arises due to the Coulomb blockade effect. Also,
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and εd = −3U/4.

heat rectification can be possible at relatively larger volt-
age biasing for strong Coulomb interaction (U = 2∆).
Fig.10(b) shows the effect of thermal fluctuation on the
net heat current for finite U . The heat current first in-
creases with kBT for low voltage biasing, but the Joule
heating effect quickly dominates, and as a result, the
heat current starts to decrease with increasing kBT . The
inset in Fig.10(b) shows that the heat rectification for
low biasing become more effective at the low thermal
fluctuation (JQ(V ) ≈ 10JQ(−V ) for kBT = 0.01∆ and
JQ(V ) ≈ 5JQ(−V ) for kBT = 0.1∆). It is also inter-
esting to explore the combined influence of electric and
thermal fields on heat transport in N-QD-S system and
will be address in future work.

C. Non-Linear regime : Thermoelectric heat
engine

In order to use N-QD-S system as a heat engine or
power generator at finite thermal gradient, we consider
TN = T + θ and TS = T . This temperature difference
(θ > 0) between normal and superconducting reservoir
generates a finite thermovoltage Vth = (µL−µR)/e. It is
clear from Fig.11 that, the linear response thermovoltage
calculated by using Eq.(21) quickly deviates from exact
thermovoltage obtained from the numerical solution of
Eq.(31). Thus linear response theory results from sec-
tion III.A are only valid for very low thermal gradient
energies kBθ <∼ 0.01∆ and it is not reliable to judge the
thermoelectric properties for relatively larger kBθ from
the liner response regime.
In Fig.12(a), we show the non-linear thermovoltage Vth
as a function of thermal gradient (θ) for several val-
ues of εd. The corresponding thermopower S is plot-
ted in Fig.12(b). Both thermovoltage and thermopower
are zero for all θ at electron-hole symmetric point (εd =
−U/2). By tuning the QD energy level above or be-
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FIG. 11: (a) Thermovoltage (Vth) vs thermal gradient θ cal-
culated by using linear response theory (Eq.(21)) and ex-
act equation (Eq.(31)) for a correlated QD (U = ∆) with
εd = 0.5∆, ΓN = ΓS = 0.1∆ and kBT = 0.2∆.

low the electron-hole symmetry point, |Vth| become a
monotonic function of θ for all values of εd. This be-
haviour of Vth as a function of θ is completely different
from N-QD-N system in which Vth can become zero and
changes sign for certain εd at nonzero θ [29, 36]. The cor-
responding thermopower |S| is large near the supercon-
ducting gap due to quasi-particle tunnelling and rapidly
decreases with θ for kBθ < 0.2∆, and then slightly in-
creases before attaining a constant value for kBθ ≈ ∆.
If εd lies within the superconducting energy gap (i.e.,
−(∆ +U) < εd < ∆), then thermopower |S| is relatively
small due to suppression of quasi-particle tunnelling for
low kBT . Also, |Vth| and |S| correspond to the Andreev
tunnelling peaks (i.e. εd = 0 and εd = −∆) are vanish-
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ingly small for kBT <∼ 0.4∆.
The electrical power given by Eq.(32) is zero when no bias
voltage is applied (i.e., zero load resistance for V = 0 )
or when V = Vth (i.e., bias at which IC = 0 or infi-
nite load resistance). Thus maximal power output is at
a bias voltage between V = 0 and V = Vth [for example,
see Fig.13]. The efficiency corresponding to the maxi-
mum power output as a function of θ is also shown in
Fig.13. Furthermore, it can be seen that the efficiency
at the maximum power output is smaller than the max-

imal efficiency that can be achieved by tuning the ap-
plied bias. Next, we consider how this maximum value of
power output and corresponding efficiency changes when
the thermal gradient is varied. Fig.14(a) shows that, the
maximum power output Pmax can be amplified by tuning
the QD energy level (εd) above and below the electron-
hole symmetry point. Pmax increases by a large factor
as εd approaches the quasi-particle states near the su-
perconducting energy gap edge. We also observe the in-
crease of Pmax as a function of θ. This increase is more
dramatic for the quasi-particle tunnelling peaks near the
superconducting gap edge. For example the maximum
output power at εd = −2.5∆ Pmax is of the order pW
and increased by a factor of ≈ 45 from kBθ ≈ 0.2∆ to
kBθ ≈ ∆. Furthermore, for kBθ < 0.1∆ the order of
maximum power is fW if εd lies within the supercon-
ducting gap region. For large kBθ, we observe Pmax of
the order 0.1pW for εd = 0 i.e. correspond to the An-
dreev tunnelling peaks. Fig.14(b) shows the variation of
efficiency at the maximum power output with thermal
gradient θ. It is seen that there is a significant improve-
ment in the ηPmax

for εd correspond to the thermally in-
duce quasi-particle tunnelling peaks and subgap Andreev
tunnelling peaks. While ηPmax for the quasi-particle tun-
nelling close to superconducting gap edge shows a min-
ima for kBT ≈ 0.2∆ and then slightly increases from
ηPmax ≈ 0.41ηC to ηPmax ≈ 0.52ηC for kBT > 0.5∆.

D. Influence of proximity induced gap on the
transport through QD

〈d↑d↓〉 is the measure of the robustness of the super-
conducting proximity effect at the QD site and quanti-
fies the induced on-site superconducting energy gap ∆d.
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ΓN = ΓS = 0.1∆, and εd = −U/2.

The earlier studies of thermoelectric transport through
hybrid superconductor-QD nano-structures ignores the
self-consistent evaluation of 〈d↑d↓〉[55–57].
In this subsection we evaluate the expectation value
〈d↑d↓〉 self-consistently along with occupancy 〈nσ〉 and
justify our assumption about the exclusion of 〈d↑d↓〉. The
self-consistent equation for 〈d↑d↓〉 is given by

〈d↑d↓〉 =
−i
2π

∫ ∞
−∞

G<d,12(ω)dω (34)

where G<d,12 is the off-diagonal element of the lesser

Green’s function (Eq.(15)).
In Fig.15 we have shown the effect of proximity induced
superconducting gap on the linear electrical conductance
G as a function of background thermal energy (kBT ≥
0.015) for two different values of ΓS/U . It is clear that
self-consistent evaluation of 〈d↑d↓〉 become significant

only at low thermal energies kBT ≤ 0.05 with ΓS ≈ U
(Fig.15.(a)). On the other hand for ΓS < U (Fig.15.(b))
the effect of 〈d↑d↓〉 is negligible because strong Coulomb
blockade effect on the dot prevent the double occupancy
and eventually suppressing the effect of 〈d↑d↓〉 on the lin-
ear electrical conductance. Similarly one can also check
that excluding the self-consistent equation for proximity
induced superconducting gap doesn’t change other elec-
tric and thermoelectric transport quantities in linear and
non-linear regime for the parameter regimes considered
in present work.

IV. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We have discussed the non-equilibrium steady-state
thermoelectric transport properties of an elementary



16

single-level QD coupled to normal metallic and BCS
superconducting reservoirs in the presence of intra-dot
Coulomb correlations. In the linear response regime,
we studied the Coulomb interaction, background tem-
perature, superconducting energy gap, and dot-reservoir
coupling dependence of the thermoelectric quantities
as a function of quantum dot energy level. We found
that the magnitude of quasi-particle tunnelling near
the superconducting gap edge is U -independent and
dominates the thermoelectric transport properties. On
the other hand, subgap Andreev tunnelling only shows
large electrical conductance and no contribution to the
thermopower and heat current in the linear response
regime. In the non-linear response regime, the subgap
Andreev heat current generated in response to a voltage
bias becomes significant. It plays an essential role
in asymmetric heat dissipation and low-bias thermal
rectification. We found that the asymmetric heat
dissipation can become zero and changes sign only
when quasi-particle heat current become finite, i.e.,
eV > ∆. This behaviour can be useful for the design of
nano-devices with controlled heat dissipation. Further,
N-QD-S system can act as a thermal diode at low voltage
biasing with enhanced rectification for strong Coulomb
interaction, and at low background temperatures.
Finally, the maximum power output and corresponding
efficiency for the N-QD-S device was investigated in the

non-linear transport regime. We have found that quasi-
particle tunnelling can generate a relatively large power
output with corresponding efficiency ηPmax

≈ 0.5ηC
close to the superconducting gap edge. We also observe
a small power output with corresponding efficiency
ηPmax

<∼ 0.08ηC for moderate and large kBθ at εd = 0
as a manifestation of the Andreev tunnelling process.
We believe that the presented analytical and numerical
analysis provides the basis for the further in-depth
understanding of the non-equilibrium charge and heat
transport in hybrid superconductor-QD nano-structures.
Further, the related research work may also be taken
out related to the influence of Kondo interaction on
the thermoelectric transport through these hybrid
nano-structures as a next step.

Acknowledgments

Sachin Verma, is presently a research scholar at the
department of physics IIT Roorkee and would like to ac-
knowledge the financial support from the Ministry of Hu-
man Resource Development (MHRD), India, in the form
of Ph.D. fellowship.

References

[1] T.M. Tritt, M.A. Subramanian, Thermoelectric Materi-
als, Phenomena, and Applications: A Bird’s Eye View,
MRS Bulletin 31, 188–198 (2006).

[2] L.E. Bell, Science 321, 1457 (2008).
[3] D. Enescu, Thermoelectric Energy Harvesting: Basic

Principles and Applications, Green Energy Advances,
(2019).

[4] N. Jaziri, A. Boughamoura, J.V. Müller, B. Mezghani,
F. Tounsi, M. Ismail, Energy Rep. 124, 264-287, (2020).

[5] M.A. Zoui, S. Bentouba, J.G. Stocholm, M. Bourouis,
Energies 13, 3606, (2020).

[6] G. Mahan, B. Sales, and J. Sharp Phys. Today 50(3), 42,
(1997).

[7] J. Wei, L. Yang, Z. Ma, P. Song, M. Zhang, J. Ma, F.
Yang, X. Wang, J Mater Sci. 55, 12642–12704 (2020).

[8] M. Cutler and N.F. Mott, Phys. Rev. 181, 1336 (1969).
[9] M. Jonson and G. D. Mahan, Phys. Rev. B 21, 4223,

(1980).
[10] N.W. Ashcroft, N.D. Mermin, Solid State Physics, Saun-

ders College Publishing, Philadelphia, (1976), Ch.1, p.20-
23.

[11] L.D. Hicks and M.S. Dresselhaus, Phys. Rev. B 47,
16631(R) (1993).

[12] L.D. Hicks and M.S. Dresselhaus, Phys. Rev. B 47,
12727, (1993).

[13] G.D. Mahan and J.O. Sofo, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA
93, 7436 (1996).

[14] Z-G. Chen, G. Han, L. Yang, L. Cheng, J. Zou, Prog.

Nat. Sci.: Mater. Int. 22, 535-549 (2012).
[15] G. Benenti, G. Casati, K. Saito, R.S. Whitney, Physics

Reports 694, 1-124 (2017).
[16] D. Boese, R. Fazio, , Europhys. Lett. 56, 576 (2001).
[17] M. Krawiec and K. I. Wysokinski, Phys. Rev. B 75,

155330, (2007).
[18] A.M. Lunde, K. Flensberg, L.I. Glazman, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 97, 256802 (2006).
[19] B. Kubala, J. König, J. Pekola, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100,

066801 (2008).
[20] P. Murphy, S. Mukerjee, J. Moore, Phys. Rev. B, 78,

161406(R) (2008).
[21] J.R. Szczech, J.M. Higgins, S. Jin, J. Mater. Chem. 21,

4037-4055, (2011).
[22] A. Hochbaum, R. Chen, R.D. Delgado, W. Liang, E.C.

Garnett, M. Najarian, A. Majumdar, P. Yang, Nature
451, 163 (2008).

[23] A.I. Boukai, Y. Bunimovich, J. Tahir-Kheli, J.-K. Yu,
W.A. Goddard III, J.R. Heath, Nature 451, 168 (2008).

[24] T. Markussen, A-P. Jauho, and M. Brandbyge, Phys.
Rev. B 79, 035415 (2009).

[25] T.E. Humphrey, R. Newbury, R.P. Taylor, and H. Linke,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 116801, (2002).]

[26] X. Zianni, Phys. Rev. B 78, 165327 (2008).
[27] T.A. Costi and V. Zlatić, Phys. Rev. B 81, 235127 (2010).
[28] N. Nakpathomkun, H.Q. Xu, and H. Linke, Phys. Rev.

B 82, 235428 (2010).
[29] M. A. Sierra and D. Sánchez, Phys. Rev. B 90, 115313

(2014).
[30] J. Azema, P. Lombardo, and A.-M. Daré, Phys. Rev. B
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