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A recent study have shown that it is possible to have enhancement, in contrast to an expected
suppression, in tunneling density of states (TDOS) in a Luttinger liquid (LL) which is solely driven
by the non-local density-density interactions. Also, it is well known that a LL in proximity to
a superconductor (SC) shows enhancement in TDOS in the vicinity of the junction in the zero
energy limit. In this paper, we study the interplay of nonlocal density-density interaction and
superconducting correlations in the TDOS in the vicinity of the SC-LL junction, where the LL
maybe realized on the edge of an integer or a fractional quantum Hall state. We show that the
interplay of superconducting proximity effect and non-local interactions can give rise to enhancement
in TDOS in the weak interaction limit, beyond what was previously observed. We also show that,
in the full parameter regime comprising both, the local and the non-local interaction, the region
of enhanced TDOS for LL junction with "superconducting" boundary condition and that of "nonsuperconducting charge conserving" boundary condition (discussed in Phys. Rev. B 104, 045402
(2021)) are mutually exclusive. We show that this fact can be understood in terms of symmetry
relation established between the superconducting and non-superconducting sectors of the theory. We
compare the dependence of the proximity induced pair potential and TDOS as a function of distance
x from the junction. We demonstrate that the dependence of the spatial power law exponent for the
‘TDOS(x)/TDOS(x → 0)’ and the ‘pair-potential(x)/pair-potential(x → 0)’ are distinct function of
the various local and non-local interaction parameters, which implies that the TDOS enhancement
can not be directly attributed to the proximity induced pair potential in the LL.
PACS numbers:

I.

INTRODUCTION

The low energy physics of an interacting one dimensional (1-D) electronic system is described by the universal Luttinger liquid (LL) model which exhibits "nonFermi-liquid behavior" due to the absence of electronlike
quasi particles in the low energy excitation spectrum 1–15 .
Tunneling experiments have played a key role in probing
and understanding the "non-Fermi liquid" properties of
both, the chiral16–31 and the non-chiral LLs32–39 . For
non-chiral LLs, such as 1-D quantum wires (QWs), it
is difficult to observe LL behavior in a tunneling experimental setup because any residual disorder can affect the
power law characteristic of the tunneling conductance.
However, a chiral LL, realized at the edge of the FQH
system, is immune to disorders and impurities at the
boundary and as such, shows the characteristic power
law behavior for tunneling conductance. To this end, experiments including local electron tunneling between the
edge states of a fractional quantum Hall (FQH) system
realized on the gated 2 DEGs16–27 or between the Fermiliquid (FL) lead and FQH edge realized on a graphene
sheet28–31 have been performed. The tunneling current
is shown to have a power law suppression at the zerobias limit, which provides the robust evidence of the LL
behavior of the chiral edge modes of FQH system.
An exception to the suppression, leading to enhancement in TDOS, is predicted at the junction of multiple
LLs. 40–48 . Due to strong correlation which are localized
at the junction of multiple LLs, fixed point (FP) struc-

ture has a possibility to host hole current which gets
reflected in the LL in response to an incident electron
current, which in turn was attributed as the reason for
enhancement in TDOS at the junction.40 . Such fixed
points showing enhancement in TDOS were found to be
unstable against perturbation which can be switched on
at the junction in the renormalization group (RG) sense,
rendering it hard for such FPs to be observed in an experimental setup. A recent study done by current authors, showed that for a minimal model of a junction
of two LLs, it is possible to have simultaneous TDOS
enhancement and stability at the junction, even in the
absence of Andreev like process, if we switch on the nonlocal density-density interactions between the two LLs.
49
.
An independent scenario, which naturally supports the
hole current in response to an incident electron current
and TDOS enhancement, is that of a LL in proximity
to a superconductor (SC). Previous studies have shown
that for a junction between half wire LL and an SC, in
the strong coupling limit, TDOS shows enhancement in
the vicinity of the junction9 . Later, the study of such
junctions was extended to the case of a junction of two
or more LL half wires, where the junction itself was considered to be superconducting50 . Duality relation were
established between scaling dimension of various perturbation belonging to the current conserving (Normal) and
current non-conserving (superconducting) fixed points of
the theory and junction conductance were calculated,
though the question of TDOS enhancement in the new
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scenario stayed unexplored.
Hence, it is pertinent to explore the effect of superconducting proximity effect on TDOS for a junction of two
LL with a superconductor in the presence of non-local
density-density interactions. It is assumed that the distance between the two LLs at the junction is less than the
superconducting coherence length, such that the cross
Andreev tunneling across the junction is facilitated. It
may be expected for TDOS in the vicinity of the junction
to show amplified enhancement, upon introducing the superconducting correlation at the junction, in the region of
parameter space of bulk interaction in which the TDOS is
already enhanced for non-superconducting current conserving (normal) fixed point49 . On the contrary, we find
that the superconducting correlation induces suppression
in this parameter regime. The parameter regime in which
TDOS shows enhancement for both, Normal and superconducting junction, are mutually exclusive. This can
be understood in terms of symmetry relations between
the charge conserving and superconducting fixed point,
as shown in Sec IV and V. We report the possibility of
enhancement in TDOS in a LL QW, beyond what was
observed in Ref.9 , in the presence of appropriate nonlocal density-density interactions, with superconducting
boundary condition as the fixed point of theory. We also
study the spatial dependencies of proximity induced pair
correlation function and the TDOS. One could naively
think if the enhancement of TDOS at the SC-LL junction
is the consequence of proximity effect then the decay profile of both, the TDOS and the induced pair correlation
function, to be the same. It was shown in the Ref.9 , that
in the presence of local interactions, the induced pair amplitude decays faster as compared to the enhanced TDOS
away from the SC-LL junction. We present a clear understanding of this mismatch in the decay profile in terms of
the Bogoliubov modes of the system and show that this
behavior remains true even in the presence of non-local
interaction.
This paper is organized in the following way: Section II reviews the results of TDOS, induced pair amplitude function and stability of the fixed point for a
junction of single and double LL QWs in proximity to
a superconductor (as shown in fig. 1). Subsequent sections deals with the more general case of a junction of
edge state of two factional (or integer) quantum Hall
(QH) system in proximity to a superconductor with all
possible density-density interaction between them. Section III primarily deals with the diagonalization of the
interacting edge Hamiltonian by finding the appropriate
Bogoliubov modes for the system. A general framework
to calculate the scaling dimension of perturbation operators and power law of different correlation function is
presented. The results of TDOS enhancement and the
stability scenario for the fixed point at the junction is
analyzed in Sec. IV and Sec. V for the case when the
filling fraction for both the QH system is same and different respectively. We conclude the results and discuss
the experimental relevance of our set-up in Sec. VI.

II.

REVIEW: SC-LL AND LL-SC-LL JUNCTION
A.

SC-LL junction

Consider the case of a spinless LL quantum wire (QW)
strongly coupled to a superconductor at x = 0 as shown
in fig. 1a. The fermionic field can be decomposed in
terms of right (R) and left (L) moving components. One
can use bosonization to define fermionic fields ψR/L (x)
in terms of bosonic fields φR/L (x) through the rela√


tion ψR/L (x) = (FR/L / 2πδ)Exp iφR/L (x) 1,3–5 , where
FR/L is the Klein factor corresponding to right/left moving chiral fields. Then the bosonized interacting Hamiltonian for the LL QW is given by
Z
H = ~πvF

∞


dx ρL (x)2 + ρR (x)2 + 2αρL (x)ρR (x) .

0

(1)
The electron density operators and electron current operators are given by ρR/L (x, t) = ± (1/2π) ∂x φR/L (x, t)
and jR/L (x, t)
=
±(vF /2π)∂x φR/L (x, t) respectively40,41,50 . α is the local density-density interaction
parameter between the ‘right’ and ‘left’ moving fields.
The interacting bosonic fields φR/L can be expressed in
terms of Bogoliubov (Bg) fields φ̃R/L as

1
φR/L (x) = √ (g + 1)φ̃R/L (x) − (g − 1)φ̃L/R (x)
2 g
(2)
√
√
where g = 1 − α/ 1 + α and g < 1 (g > 1) for repulsive (attractive) inter-electron interaction. In this paper,
only the repulsive inter-electron interaction is considered,
unless otherwise mentioned. The boundary condition
(BC) that a left moving electronic current is reflected
back as a right moving hole current at the junction,
jR (0) = −jL (0)41,50 , is equivalent to φR (0) = −φL (0)+C
(where C is an integration constant). Since the evaluation of scaling dimensions of operators around any fixed
point does not depend on C, we can ignore it by taking
C = 0. The condition, φR (0) = −φL (0), defines Andreev
fixed point (A1 ) at the junction. The BC on interacting
fields gives the BC on the Bg fields as φ̃R (0) = −φ̃L (0),
which, at finite x, translates to φ̃R (x) = −φ̃L (−x).
The local TDOS2,40 at energy E and at finite distance
x away from the junction is given by
Z

∞

ρ(x, E) =

h0|ψ(x, t)ψ † (x, 0)|0ie−iEt dt

(3)

−∞

The TDOS is studied in the zero temperature limit
(T → 0). The Green function in Eq. 3 is given by
†
G(x, t) = hψ(x, t)ψ † (x, 0)i = hψR (x, t)ψR
(x, 0)i +
†
†
2ikF x
hψL (x, t)ψL (x, 0)i
+
e
hψR (x, t)ψL (x, 0)i
+
†
e−2ikF x hψL (x, t)ψR
(x, 0)i.
In general, the oscillatory part goes to zero in the limit L → ∞ and hence
we focus on the non-oscillatory part which, in the limit
T → 0, is given by
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†
†
hψR (x, t)ψR
(x, 0)i = hψL (x, t)ψL
(x, 0)i
 ā4 ( g1 −g)

 12 (g+ g1 ) 
iδ
(iδ)2 − 4x2
1
,
=
2πδ iδ − vt
(iδ − vt)2 − 4x2
(4)

where√v is the renormalized velocity and is given by
v = vF 1 − α2 . δ is the short cutoff length such that
x > δ. In general, a fixed point is denoted by a current splitting matrix at the junction connecting multiple
left moving bosonic fields to the multiple right moving
bosonic fields at the junction. ā, then, is the diagonal element of the current splitting matrix, which in the
case of a single LL in contact with a superconductor, is
given by ā = −1. While calculating the Green’s func†
(x, 0)i = heiφR/L (x,t) e−iφR/L (x,0) i,
tion hψR/L (x, t)ψR/L
we must note that the contribution to the term (iδ/iδ −
2
vt)(1+g )/2g comes from the bosonic correlation function,
hφ̃R/L (x, t)φ̃R/L (x, 0)i and is insensitive to the BC at the
junction. While on the other hand, the contribution to
2
the term ((iδ)2 − 4x2 )/((iδ − vt)2 − 4x2 ))ā(1−g )/4g in
the Green’s function comes from the correlation function between hφ̃R/L (x, t)φ̃L/R (x, 0)i and depends on the
BC at the junction because at finite x the φ̃R (x) and
φ̃L (−x) are related through appropriate BC on the Bg
fields. In the limit x → ∞, only the contribution
from hφ̃R/L (x, t)φ̃R/L (x, 0)i in the Green’s function remains. As a result of which, the TDOS becomes insensitive to the BC and results in the usual power law
suppression of the TDOS in the zero energy limit. On
the other hand, in the proximity to the junction, that
is, in the limit x → 0, TDOS gets contribution from
both, hφR/L (x, t)φR/L (x, 0)i and hφ̃R/L (x, t)φ̃L/R (x, 0)i,
in the Green’s function and hence deviates from the
TDOS power law corresponding to the bulk of the LL, i.e,
(1/2)(g +1/g). For a LL in contact with an SC (ā = −1),
TDOS at the junction is given by ρ(x → 0, E) ∝ E g−1
and shows enhancement in the zero Energy limit in the
repulsive interaction regime (g < 1). In contrast to the
SC-LL junction, a LL half wire, with perfect backscattering normal fixed point (NB ) at the junction (ā = 1),
the TDOS is given by ρ(x → 0, E) ∝ E 1/g−1 and is more
suppressed at the junction as compared to the bulk in the
E → 0 limit. Note that as far as the TDOS is concerned,
there is a symmetry relation between the A1 and the NB
fixed point in the α → −α exchange and is given by
∆0A1 (α) = ∆0NB (−α)

A1 fixed point is stable if the scaling dimension of the
†
ψR
(0)ψL (0) is greater than 1, that is, if g > 1/2.
At finite distance x from the junction, the TDOS varies
as a power law of x in the limit x << v/E and is given
by
ā

ρ(x, E) ∝ (δ 2 + 4x2 ) 4 ( g −g) ω 2 (g+ g +ā( g −g))
1

1

1

1

(6)

Note that for the A1 fixed point, the enhanced TDOS
at the junction decreases as x(1/2)(g−1/g) . For the half
wire LL tuned to NB fixed point, TDOS increases with
x as x−(1/2)(g−1/g) .
As far as the enhancement of TDOS in the vicinity of
a superconducting junction is concerned, one might be
tempted to interpret it as the sole consequence of proximity effect and expect the decay profile of both, the
enhanced TDOS and the induced pair amplitude to be
the same. In order to understand the supposed interdependence of TDOS on induced pair amplitude (if it
exists) in LL, we must have a look at the spatial dependence of the two. The spatial dependence of the
induced pair amplitude is given by the pair correlation
function F (x) = hψR (x, t+ )ψL (x, t)i51–54 , which in the
limit L → ∞ , is given by

F (x) = hψR (x, t+ )ψL (x, t)i =
=

+
1
heiφR (x,t ) eiφL (x,t) i
2πδ

−(1+g)
−(1−g)
1
1
(iδ) g (2x + iδ) 2g (−2x + iδ) 2g (7)
2πδ

In the limit x >> δ, the pair correlation function varies
as F (x) ∝ (1/x)1/g . Here, we introduce a term, ’relative TDOS’ (’relative pair amplitude’), which is defined
as the ratio of TDOS (pair amplitude) at finite distance
x from the junction to the TDOS (pair amplitude) at
the junction, that is, ρ(x, E → 0)/ρ(x → 0, E → 0)
(F (x)/F (x → 0)). Note that ρ(x, E → 0)/ρ(x →
0, E → 0) decays at a slower rate with x as compared
to F (x)/F (x → 0) function. As a result of which, the
enhancement in TDOS persists over larger distances as
compared to the decay length of the pair correlation function. Hence, the TDOS enhancement in the vicinity of a
superconductor cannot be simply explained in terms of
finite cooper pair density in the LL.

B.

LL-SC-LL junction

(5)

From Eq. 5 it is clear that as far as enhancement in
TDOS for A1 fixed point in the presence of repulsive
(α > 0 or g < 1) interaction is concerned, the identical
enhancement can be achieved for NB point but in the
presence of attractive interaction of the same strength
(α < 0 or g > 1).
The stability of the A1 fixed point is determined against the electron backscattering operator,
†
ψR
(0)ψL (0), which has a scaling dimension of 2g 50 . The

Here we consider two LL QWs, namely wire 1 and wire
2, in proximity to a superconductor as shown in fig. 1b.
Similar to Eq. 1, the bosonized Hamiltonian for the two
LL QWs is given by

H =

2 Z
~vF X ∞ h
2
2
dx (∂x φiL (x)) + (∂x φiR (x))
4π i=1 0

−2α (∂x φiL (x)) (∂x φiR (x))]

4

Figure 1: Figure a) and b) corresponds to the physical setting of the LL QWs. Schematic figure shows the junction of
superconductor with a) a single LL quantum wire (SC-LL junction) and b) two LL quantum wire (LL-SC-LL junction), such
that the distance between the two LL QWs at the junction is less than the superconducting coherence length, which can
facilitate the cross Andreev tunneling at the junction. α is the inter-electron density-density interaction. The dashed line is
indicative of the Andreev reflection process at the junction. Figure a) shows the SC-LL junction tuned to A1 fixed point. Figure
b) shows the two possible fixed point, 1) corresponding to the weak coupling limit, in which junction is tuned to disconnected
A2 fixed point (Note that A2 fixed point is the copy of two A1 fixed points) and 2) corresponding to the strong coupling limit,
in which junction is tuned to cross Andreev reflection CA2 fixed point.
Current Conserving Normal junction
a) N=1
-Perfectly backscattering NB fixed point with ā = 1,
TDOS is suppressed for g < 1. Note that, the fixed
point is stable against the Andreev reflection operator
for g < 150 .

Superconducting junction
a) N=1 (LL-SC junction)
-Disconnected Andreev fixed point A1 , with ā = −1.
TDOS is enhanced for g < 1 and the A1 fixed point is stable against electron backscattering operator for g > 1/2.

b) N=2
-Disconnected fixed point DN2 = I2×2 . TDOS is suppressed, and the fixed point is stable against electron tunneling operator for g < 1.
-Connected fixed point. TDOS is suppressed, and the
junction is unstable against electron backscattering operator for g < 1.

b) N=2 (LL-SC-LL junction)
-Disconnected Andreev fixed point A2 . TDOS is enhanced, but the junction is unstable against CAR and
electron backscattering operator for g < 1.
-Cross Andreev fixed point CA2 . TDOS is suppressed,
and the fixed point is unstable against electron backscattering operator for g < 1.

Table I: The table provides results of TDOS enhancement and stability of the junction fixed point in absence of non-local
interaction for current conserving boundary condition and their counterparts in the superconducting sector.

φiR/L (x) =


1
√ (g + 1)φ̃iR/L (x) − (g − 1)φ̃iL/R (x)
2 g
(8)

There are four possible fixed point for such a junction:
1) Disconnected Normal (DN2 ) fixed point, where the
QWs are disconnected from each other and also
with the SC. The incident incoming electron at the
junction reflects back as the outgoing electron in
the same LL QW.
2) Fully transmitting charge conserving fixed point,
where the QWs are strongly coupled to each other
at the junction but disconnected from the superconductor, such that an incoming electron along
the wire 1 is perfectly transmitted in the wire 2
and vice-versa.

3) Disconnected Andreev (A2 ) fixed point, where the
QWs are disconnected with each other but are
strongly coupled to the superconductor, such that
the incident incoming electron current at the junction reflects as the outgoing hole current in the
same LL wire.
4) Cross Andreev reflection (CA2 ) fixed point, where
the QWs are connected to the superconductor and
strongly coupled to each other also. The incoming
electron current along wire 1 is perfectly transmitted as a hole current in wire 2 and vice-versa55–60 .
Here, we primarily focus on the Andreev fixed point
A2 and the cross Andreev reflection CA2 fixed points,
which are given by
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−1 0
0 −1
A2 =
; CA2 =
0 −1
−1 0

(9)

We first consider the case where the junction is tuned
to CA2 fixed point. Since, in this case ā = 0, from Eq. 6,
we note that the TDOS becomes independent of ‘x0 and
behaves as a translation invariant single QW even when
we have a superconducting junction at x = 0. TDOS
shows power law suppression, ρ(x, E) ∝ E (1/2)(g+1/g) ,
in the zero energy limit. This is counterintuitive in the
light of previous studies, where we expect the TDOS to
show enhancement in the vicinity of a superconductor.
As it turns out, the fraction of incident electron current
which reflects back as a hole solely decides the criteria of
TDOS enhancement, and not just the mere presence of
hole current at the junction.
The stability of the CA2 fixed point is determined against Andreev backscattering (AR) operator (ψiR (0)ψiL (0)), electron tunneling operator
†
(ψ2R
(0)ψ1L (0)) and electron backscattering operator
†
(ψiR
(0)ψiL (0)) at the junction. The scaling dimensions
of these operators are 1/g 50 , (g + 1/g) and g respectively. Hence, the CA2 fixed point is unstable against
electron backscattering operator in the repulsive interaction regime (g < 1).
Now we study the spatial dependence of induced pair
correlation function. For a superconducting junction of
two LL QWs tunes to CA2 fixed point, the induced pair
correlation function is calculated between the right (R)
and left (L) moving fields of the different LL QWs and
is termed as non-local pair correlation function, F12 (x).
The non-local induced pair correlations in the limit L →
∞ is given by
F12 (x) = hψ1R (x, t+ )ψ2L (x, t))i =

+
1
heiφ1R (x,t )φ2L (x,t) i
2πδ

operator ψ1R (0)ψ2L (0), electron backscattering oper†
ator ψiR
(0)ψiL (0) and electron tunneling operator
†
ψ1R (0)ψ2L (0) at the junction. The scaling dimensions
of these operators are given by g, 2g and g respectively.
Hence, the A2 fixed point is unstable against CAR and
electron backscattering operator for g < 1 and is stable
against the electron backscattering operator for g > 1/2.
The results for the TDOS and the stability of the fixed
point, as discussed in this section, are summarized in table I. In this section, we reaffirmed that the enhancement
in TDOS at the junction can not be solely attributed as
the consequence of the induced pair amplitude as the
spatial power law dependence of both are different, as
pointed out in Ref.9 . The pair correlation functions decays faster as compared to the enhanced TDOS at distance x away from the junction, as a result of which
TDOS remains enhanced up to distances larger than that
of the decay length of induced pair amplitude.
In subsequent sections, we introduce a more general
system of a junction of QH edge states corresponding to
two QH layers in proximity to a superconductor. We allow for non-local interaction between the two QH layer
to exist and study the effect of both, the non-local interactions and superconducting boundary condition, on
the TDOS and the stability of the junction fixed point.
It would also be interesting to study the spatial dependence of TDOS and pair correlation function in this setting, which we may expect to be different as a corollary
to this section.

III.

INTERACTING QH EDGE HAMILTONIAN
AND SUPERCONDUCTING PROXIMITY
EFFECT

The model which is considered here is a similar to the
one mentioned in Ref.49 but with boundary condition
corresponding to a junction of edge states of two QH
(1−g)2
− 4g
× (−2x + iδ)
(10) system strongly coupled to a superconductor as shown in
fig. 2. We allow for repulsive density-density interaction
to exist between all the QH edge states corresponding to
The induced pair amplitude is given by the real part
the two QH layers. The chiral fermionic fields ψiR/L can
of the F12 (x), which, in the limit x >> δ, decays as
be expressed in terms of chiral bosonic fields φiR/L as
F12 (x) ∝ (1/x)(1/2)(g+1/g) with distance x from the junction. The power law decay of F12 is independent of the
ψiR/L ∼ FiR/L e(ιφiR/L /νi )1–5,61–65 , where the subscript
type of the interaction present in the system (be it reR(L) describes right (left) moving fields and νi is the fillpulsive or attractive). The spatial dependence of both
ing fraction of the ith QH layer. FiR/L is the Klein factor
F12 (x) and TDOS are different, as the latter is indepenfor right/left moving fields. The bosonized interacting
dent of x.
QH edge Hamiltonian is given by
For the disconnected A2 fixed point, the TDOS spatial
and energy dependence remains the same as that of given
in Eq. 6. The TDOS is enhanced at the junction and
4 Z
~vF X ∞
Kij
decays as x(1/2)(g−1/g) away from the junction in both
H=
dx √
∂x φi (x)∂x φj (x)
(11)
the wires. The local induced pair correlation function,
4π ij=1 0
νi νj
†
†
hψiR
(x)ψiL
(x)i is also the same as in Eq. 7 and decays
as a power law of distance x from the junction.
The stability of the Andreev fixed point, A2 is
where vF is the Fermi velocity and (φ1 , φ2 , φ3 , φ4 ) =
determined against cross Andreev reflection (CAR)
(φ1R , φ2R , φ1L , φ2L ). The matrix K is given by
=

(1+g)2
1
1
g+ 1
−
(iδ) 2 ( g ) (2x + iδ) 4g
2πδ
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1 β −α −γ
1 −γ −α
 β
K=
−α −γ 1 β 
−γ −α β
1


(12)

where
1)α is the interaction between the counter-propagating
edge states in the same QH layer (intralayer interaction).
2)β is the interaction between the co-propagating edge
states of the different QH system (interlayer interaction).
3)γ is the interaction between the counter-propagating
edge states of the different QH system (interlayer interaction).
The commutation
relation between the bosonic fields is

given by φiR/L (x), φjR/L (y) = ±iπνi δij Sgn(x−y). The
electronic charge density operator is given by ρiR/L =
±(1/2π)∂x φiR/L . The interacting Hamiltonian can be
diagonalized as done in the ref49,66 , by expressing interacting bosonic fields in terms of Bg fields as
 

 
φ̄R
X1 X2
φ̃R
=
.
(13)
X3 X4
φ̄L (x,t)
φ̃L (x,t)
√
√ T
where, φ̄R/L = φ1R/L / ν1 , φ2R/L / ν2 .
The
commutation
relation
for
Bg
fields
is
then
given
by


φ̃iR/L (x), φ̃jR/L (y) = ±iπδij Sgn(x−y). Superconducting boundary condition at the junction, is expressed as
the current splitting matrix S and corresponds to the different fixed points of the theory. Taking into account the
fact that all the fields are defined from x = 0 to x = ∞,
the interacting bosonic fields φiR/L can be expressed in
terms of left moving Bg field φ̃iL as


φR (x, t) = M T1 φ̃L (−x, t) + T2 φ̃L (x, t) ,


φL (x, t) = M T3 φ̃L (−x, t) + T4 φ̃L (x, t) , (14)
T
√
where, φ̃R/L (x, t) = φ1R/L , φ2R/L (x,t) , [M ]ij = νi δij
and
−1

T1 = X1 X1 − S̄X3
S̄X4 − X2 ,
T2 = X2 ,
−1

T3 = X3 X1 − S̄X3
S̄X4 − X2 ,
T4 = X4 ,
(15)
where, matrix S̄ = M −1 SM . For a junction of edge
states corresponding to two QH layers in the vicinity of
a superconductor, it should be noted that there are only
two fixed point corresponding to the superconducting
boundary condition other than the conventional charge
conserving fixed point discussed in Ref.49,61–71 . The two
superconducting fixed points are given by the current
splitting matrices as


−1 0
A2 =
(16)
0 −1

CA2 =

−1
ν1 + ν2



ν1 − ν2 2ν1
2ν2 ν2 − ν1


(17)

Figure 2: The schematic figure a) shows two QH states, with
filling fraction ν1 and ν2 in a bilayer stacking induced by a
uniform magnetic field B, strongly coupled to a superconductor (SC) at the apex. ViR/L and IiR/L are the voltages
and the corresponding electronic current (satisfying the Hall
relation) belonging to the right/left moving edge of the ith
QH state. The distance between the two QH layers at the
superconducting junction is denoted by “L” and is assumed
to be less than the superconducting coherence length in order
to facilitate the cross Andreev tunneling (denoted by dashed
red line) between the edges of the two QH systems at the
junction. In fig. b), φiR/L denotes the chiral bosonic field
corresponding to the right/left moving field of the ith QH system. α, β, γ indicates the density-density interaction, where
1) α is the interaction between ρiR/L and ρiL/R , 2) β is the
interaction between ρ1R/L and ρ2R/L , and 3) γ is the interaction between ρ1R/L and ρ2L/R . The parameters, α, β, γ
will symbolize the interaction strength in this article unless
otherwise mentioned. The dashed black line at the junction
denotes the direct Andreev Reflection. The dashed red line at
the junction denotes the cross Andreev tunneling. Here, the
subscript “L" and “R" stand for the left moving fields flowing
into the junction and the right moving fields flowing out of
the junction.

The disconnected Andreev fixed point, A2 , corresponds to the case when an incident electron current
along a left moving edge of a QH layer perfectly reflects back as a hole current in the right moving edge
of the same QH layer. The cross Andreev CA2 fixed
point corresponds to the case when an incident electronic
current along a left moving edge of a first QH layer with
ν1 > ν2 , gets partially transmitted and partially reflected
as a hole current at the junction. Also, an incident electronic current along the left moving edge of the second
QH layer, with ν2 < ν1 , gets transmitted as hole current
with larger amplitude than that of incident electron current and partially reflects back as an electronic current.
For both the fixed points, the total current conservation
at
factor of 2, such that,
P2the junction is violated byPthe
2
41,50
. Taking
i=1 ji,L (0) − ji,R (0) = 2
i=1 ji,L (0)
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into account the boundary condition, one can find the
structure of the CA2 fixed point using the bosonic commutation relations as shown in Ref.61–65,68,69,72 .

A.

Power-Law Dependence of TDOS

The electronic tunneling density of states2,40,49
(TDOS ) at energy E and distance x from the junction,
is given by
Z

∞

h0|ψ(x, t)ψ † (x, 0)|0ie−iEt dt. (18)

ρ(x, E) =
−∞

TDOS is calculated in the right moving edge, as they
carry the information about the fixed point that the junction is tuned to. Using the bosonization formula, one can
express Eq. 18 in terms of bosonic fields as

in the zero energy limit, i.e, (ρ(x, E → 0)/ρ(x → 0, E →
0)). The relative TDOS has a pure spatial power law dependence in the x << max{ṽ1 , ṽ2 }/E limit and is given
by
ς
 2
ρi (x, E → 0)
δ + 4x2 i
(20)
∝
ρi (x = 0, E → 0)
δ2
P2 [T 1]ij [T2 ]ij
where ςi =
(see Appendix. A). If the
j=1
νi
spatial power law of relative TDOS, ςi , is negative, then
the relative TDOS decays as a power law of x and is
indicative of the fact that TDOS at the junction is less
suppressed as compared to the TDOS in the x → ∞ limit.
On the other hand, if ςi is positive, then the relative
TDOS increases as a power law of x and implies that the
TDOS at the junction is more suppressed as compared
to the TDOS in the x → ∞ limit.
B.

Z

∞

ρi (x, E) ∼

dth0|e

i

φiR (x,t)
νi

e

−i

φiR (x,0)
νi

|0ie−iEt ,

−∞

where i is the index of the QH layer. The energy power
law of the TDOS at the junction is denoted by ∆0 . In the
zero-energy limit, TDOS is enhanced when ∆0 −1 < 0, is
marginal when ∆0 = 1 and is suppressed when ∆0 − 1 >
0. Here, we mainly focused on TDOS at the junction
and its relative evolution at finite distance x away from
the junction. Before we go further, we first discuss the
TDOS in the limit x → ∞. The energy power law of the
TDOS in this limit is denoted by ∆∞ , such that

∆∞
i

=

1
2νi

The stability of the superconducting junction fixed
points, in the presence of non-local interaction, is determined by analyzing the scaling dimensions of all the
physically relevant perturbations which can be switched
on at the junction. In general, the stability at the junction is determined against the direct Andreev reflection
(AR) operator, cross Andreev reflection (CAR) operator, intralayer quasi-particle backscattering operator and
interlayer electron tunneling operator. The scaling dimensions of the operators can be calculated using Eq. 14
as follows
(1) The direct Andreev reflection (AR) operator,
ψe,iR (0)ψe,iL (0), has a scaling dimension given by
P2
(1/2) k=1 (ΛkAR,i )2 , where

1−β
p

(1 − β)2 − (α − γ)2
!
1+β
.
+ p
(1 + β)2 − (α + γ)2

Scaling dimensions of perturbation operators
at the junction

(19)

∆∞
i does not depend on the type of fixed point (superconducting or normal), as in the limit x → ∞,
†
hψiR
(x, t)ψiR (x, 0)i becomes insensitive to the boundary
condition. Although, the bulk power law gets modified in
presence of non-local interaction, it is still always greater
than 1, i.e, ∆∞ > 1, as a result of which TDOS in the
limit x → ∞ is always suppressed. We get the standard
1/ν power-law suppression in TDOS for an edge of a fractional quantum Hall state in the limit α = β = γ = 073
and also, in the case when α = γ = 0 while β 6= 0. The
latter is due to the fact that the β interaction corresponds
to a forward scattering interaction and hence can result
only in the renormalization of Fermi velocity but can not
influence the power law of correlation functions.
The TDOS at finite distance x from the junction
has a power law dependence on x in the limit x <<
max{ṽ1 , ṽ2 }/E, where ṽi is the renormalized velocity. We
define a term, the ‘relative TDOS’, as the ratio of the
TDOS at finite distance x and the TDOS at the junction

1
ΛkAR,i = √ (T1 + T2 + T3 + T4 )ik
νi

(21)

(2) The cross Andreev reflection (CAR) operator,
ψe,iR (0)ψe,jL (0), has a scaling dimension given by
P2
(1/2) k=1 (ΛkCAR,ij )2 , where
1
1
ΛkCAR,ij = √ (T1 + T2 )ik + √ (T3 + T4 )jk
νi
νj

(22)

(3) The intralayer quasiparticle backscattering operaqp†
tor, ψiR
(0)ψ qp (0), has a scaling dimension given
P2 iL k 2
by (1/2) k=1 (ΛB,i ) , where
√
ΛkB,i = νi (T3 + T4 − T1 − T2 )ik ,
(23)
(4) The interlayer electron tunneling operator,
†
ψe,iR
(0)ψe,jL (0), has a scaling dimension given by
P2
(1/2) k=1 (ΛkT,ji )2 , where
1
1
ΛkT,ij = √ (T3 + T4 )ik − √ (T1 + T2 )jk .
νi
νj

(24)
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The junction fixed point is stable when the perturbation operators in the vicinity of the junction becomes
irrelevant, that is, the corresponding scaling dimension
of the all the physically relevant operators at the junction becomes more than unity simultaneously. In the
vicinity of the junction x = 0, for disconnected Andreev
fixed point, A2 , physically relevant perturbation operators are the CAR, electron tunneling and quasi-particle
backscattering operators. For the cross Andreev fixed
point, CA2 , physically relevant perturbation operators
are the AR, electron tunneling, quasi-particle backscattering operators.

where,

2
1 [T1 ]ik + [T2 ]ik
[T3 ]jk + [T4 ]jk
+
√
√
2
νi
νj
"
2 
2 #
[T2 ]ik
[T1 ]ik
[T3 ]jk
[T4 ]jk
1
+ √
+ √
+ √
=
√
2
νi
νj
νi
νj


1 [T1 ]ik [T2 ]ik
[T3 ]jk [T4 ]jk
2[T1 ]ik [T4 ]jk
=
+
+
√
2
νi
νj
νi νj


1 [T1 ]ik [T2 ]ik
[T3 ]jk [T4 ]jk
2[T2 ]ik [T3 ]jk
=
+
+
.
√
2
νi
νj
νi νj

Λ0ijk =
Λ1ijk
Λ2ijk
Λ3ijk

(26)
C.

Power Law Dependence of Induced Pair
Amplitude

In this section, we will evaluate the induced pair amplitude when the junction of chiral edges state corresponding to the two QH system are in proximity to a superconductor. In the subsequent sections, the aim is to study
the effect of non-local interactions on the pair correlation
function. We will compare the evolution of TDOS and
the pair correlation function at finite distance x from the
junction. As a corollary to section II, we expect the spatial dependence of both, the TDOS and pair correlation
function, to be different. It would be interesting to see
if the presence of non-local interaction can reverse the
order of the decay of TDOS and pair correlation function, as opposed to what was observed in section II. The
pair amplitude is given by the anomalous pair correlation
function, defined as Fij (x, t) = hψiR (x, t+ )ψjL (x, t)i100 .
There are two types of pair correlation functions, which
are given by:
(1) Local pair correlation function given by Fii (x) =
i

φiR (x,t+ )

i

φiL (x,t)

νi
e νi i for i ∈
hψiR (x, t+ )ψiL (x, t)i ∼ he
{1, 2}. Fii (x) is calculated for the case when we
have disconnected Andreev A2 fixed point as the
boundary condition at the junction.

In general, the short-wavelength cut-off δ is taken to
be the order of superconducting coherence length ξSC =
~vF /∆SC 52 , where ∆SC is the superconducting gap. In
the limit ∆SC → ∞, δ → 0, and can be considered as the
lowest length scale available in the system. The induced
pair amplitude is given by the real part of Fij (x), which,
in the limit x >> δ, has a spatial power law dependence
given by (see Appendix B). Here, we define a term, the
‘relative pair amplitude’, as the ratio of the real part of
the pair correlation function at finite distance x to the
real part of the pair correlation function at the junction
x = 0, i.e, Re [Fij (x)] /Re [Fij (x → 0)]. The relative pair
correlation function has a pure power law dependence in
the x >> δ limit and is given by
Re [Fij (x)]
∝
Re [Fij (x → 0)]



δ 2 + 4x2
δ2

Λij
(27)

P2
where, Λij = k=1 (Λ2ijk +Λ3ijk )/2. It can be seen from
Eq. 20, Eq. 26 and Eq. 27 that the spatial power law
of relative TDOS and relative pair correlation function
are very different in their composition owing to the fact
that the Green’s function for both, the TDOS and Fij (x)
are different. Hence, the evolution of both, the TDOS
and Fij (x) is distinct at finite distance x away from the
junction. The power laws are fixed point specific and
hence will be analyzed in detail in the subsequent section
for different scenarios.

(2) Non-local pair correlation function given
by F12 (x)
=
hψiR (x, t+ )ψjL (x, t)i
∼
i

φiO (x,t+ )

i

φjI (x,t)

νi
he
e νj i for i 6= j and {i, j} ∈ {1, 2}.
F12 (x) is calculated when we have cross Andreev
fixed point as the boundary condition at the
junction.

The pair correlation function is calculated between the
right moving edge of the ith QH system and the left moving edge of the j th QH system, in the limit T → 0 and
L → ∞ and is given by

Fij (x) =

1
2πδ




Λ0
i2π ijk
Λ1
Π2k=1 −
(iδ) ijk
L

× (2x + iδ)

Λ2ijk

Λ3ijk

(−2x + iδ)

(25)

IV.

SUPERCONDUCTING JUNCTION OF QH
EDGE STATES WITH EQUAL FILLING
FRACTION ν1 = ν2

We will first present a brief review of Ref.49 for the
case when ν1 = ν2 ∈ {1, 1/3} in the presence of non-local
interaction with current conserving boundary condition
as the fixed point and contrast this with the case when
we have superconducting boundary condition as the fixed
point. To summarize, for a fixed point corresponding to
the current conserving boundary condition in the presence of non-local interactions, we can have simultaneous
TDOS enhancement at the junction and stability of the
fixed point, provided the symmetry between the two QH
layers about the junction is broken. In the case when
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ν1 = ν2 , this is achieved by having asymmetry in the interaction between the counter-propagating edges of the
same QH layer. Then the entanglement due to non-local
interaction between the two QH layers can stabilize the
junction in the interaction parameter regime, where we
have enhancement in TDOS at the junction in the zero
energy limit.
Coming back to the case when the edge states of the
two QH system are strongly coupled to a superconductor, there are two possible current non-conserving fixed
points, which in the case of ν1 = ν2 , are given by

A2 =


−1 0
;
0 −1


CA2 =


0 −1
.
−1 0

(28)

For A2 fixed point, the TDOS energy power law exponent at the junction is denoted by ∆0A2 and is the same
for both the right moving edges corresponding to the two
QH layers. ∆0A2 is given by

∆0A2

=

1
2ν

s

1−α−β+γ
+
1+α−β−γ

s

1−α+β−γ
1+α+β+γ

.

!

(29)

In the absence of non-local interactions, i.e, β = γ = 0,
∆0A2 = g/ν and the TDOS shows enhancement at the
junction for g < ν in the zero energy limit.
Comparing ∆0A2 with the TDOS power law exponent
for the current conserving disconnected fixed point, S1
(where S1 = I2×2 ), denoted by ∆0S1 , we get the symmetry
relation between the two fixed points counterparts in α ↔
−α and γ ↔ −γ exchange, such that,
∆0A2 (α, β, γ) = ∆0S1 (−α, β, −γ)

(30)

Eq. 30 can be thought of as an extension of the symmetry relation as given in Eq. 5, to the case when we
have the superconducting junction of fractional QH edge
states with non-local interactions between them. This
equation implies that the TDOS enhancement, which we
get in the case of repulsive α, γ interaction (α, γ > 0) for
A2 fixed point, is the same as that of the one we get for
S1 fixed point in presence of attractive α, γ interaction
(α, γ < 0). Note that the α, γ denotes the interaction between the counter-propagating edge modes of the system.
Naively, it is expected that the β interaction (interaction
between the co-propagating modes) is not of relevance
for Eq. 30, as the interaction between the co-propagating
modes belongs to the pure forward scattering and should
not directly influence the superconducting correlations.
As a result of the symmetry relation, the interaction
parameter regime, in which TDOS shows enhancement
for A2 and S1 fixed point, are mutually exclusive and
separated by a set of intermediate interaction parameters for which TDOS is suppressed for both the fixed
points (see fig. 4 a). This separation in parameter space
is a direct consequence of non-local interaction present in

the system. In the absence of non-local interactions, the
TDOS enhanced region in parameter space for A2 and S1
fixed point are adjacent to each other and are identified
by g < 1 and g > 1, respectively.
In order to understand the interplay of various interaction parameters which may lead to the enhancement of TDOS, we study the ∆0A2 in the weak α, γ
limit by carrying out an expansion of ∆0A2 (α, β, γ) around
(α = 0, β, γ = 0) to the leading orders in α and γ, such
that ∆0A2 in the weak α, γ limit is given by


1
βγ − α
∆0A2 '
.
(31)
1+
νi
1 − β2
It is interesting to note that the non-local interaction
in this limit adversely affects the TDOS enhancement at
the junction, while it had a favorable effect on the corresponding charge conserving S1 fixed point, studied in
Ref.49 . This can be understood as the direct consequence
of the symmetry relation between the A2 and S1 fixed
points.
Consider the case of ν1 = ν2 = 1 in the weak α, γ limit.
In this limit, TDOS shows enhancement when α > βγ.
The minimal requirement for TDOS to show enhancement is the presence of only α interaction with β, γ = 0,
as was reported in Ref.9 . In the presence of finite α, β
interaction with γ = 0, TDOS enhancement is further
amplified (stronger power law divergence), beyond what
was observed for local α interaction. Note that from
Eq. 31, an increase in β, starting from β = 0 with γ 6= 0,
can lead to a crossover from enhancement to suppression
in TDOS in the weak α, γ limit.
In the non perturbative limit (for arbitrary values of
α, γ), TDOS shows enhancement in large α, β limit (see
fig. 4 a) and b)). Even for the case of ν1 = ν2 = 1/3,
TDOS shows enhancement at the junction, although in
the strong α, β limit (see fig. 4b)), which was impossible
irrespective of the strength of α, β, γ in the case when we
have a normal S1 fixed point as the BC at the junction
as shown in Ref.49 .
Next, we study the evolution of relative TDOS and the
relative local pair correlation function for A2 fixed point
as a function of distance x from the junction. This can
be done by comparing the spatial power laws as given in
Eq. 20 and Eq. 27. The spatial power law for the relative TDOS and the relative pair correlation function is
denoted by ς A2 and ΛA2 ii respectively and are as follows

ς

A2

2
ΛA
ii

1
=
4ν

"

γ−α
p

(1 − β)2 − (α − γ)2
#
α+γ

−p
(1 + β)2 − (α + γ)2
s
"s
#
1
1+α−β−γ
1+α+β+γ
= −
+
.
4ν
1−α−β+γ
1−α+β−γ
(32)

As can be seen from Eq. 32, the algebraic dependence
of the two power laws on the interaction parameters are
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Figure 3: The schematic figure a) and b) shows the unfolded version of the junction of SC with the edge states of two FQH
system with equal filling fraction ν, tuned to A2 and CA2 fixed point respectively. α, β, γ interactions are shown between the
edges states about the junction. The A2 fixed point is given by the BC, φi,R (0) = −φi,L (0) at the junction for i ∈ {1, 2}. The
CA2 fixed point is given by the BC, φ1/2,R (0) = −φ2/1,L (0) at the junction. Figure c) shows a version of CA2 fixed point
(figure b)) where the edge φ2R is folded on the side of φ1L and φ1R is folded on the side of φ2L to create an equivalent setup
as shown in figure a). Comparison between figure a) and figure c) shows the symmetry between A2 and CA2 fixed point in the
α ↔ γ exchange.

very different from each other. The relative local pair
correlation function decreases as a power law at finite
2
distance x from the junction, as ΛA
ii is always negative
irrespective of the type of the interaction (repulsive or
attractive). On the other hand, the relative TDOS can
show a transition from an increasing function to a decreasing function of x about ς A2 (α, β, γ) = 0 in the interaction parameter space. In the interaction parameter regime where TDOS is less suppressed at the junction with respect to the bulk, the induced pair amplitude function Fii (x) decays more rapidly as compared to
TDOS at finite x (see fig. 5).
The stability of the A2 fixed point is determined
against the cross Andreev reflection (CAR) operator ψ1R (0)ψ2L (0), quasi-particle backscattering operator
qp†
qp
†
ψiR
(0)ψiL
(0) and electron tunneling ψ1R
(0)ψ2L (0) operator at the junction. The scaling dimension correspondA2
2
ing to these perturbation operators is given by dA
CAR , dii
2
and dA
12 respectively, and is given by,
2
dA
CAR

1
=
ν

s

s
2
dA
ii = ν

2
dA
12

1
=
ν

s

at the junction gets compromised due to electron tunneling operator (see fig. 4a). On the other hand, for
ν1 = ν2 = 1/3, the A2 fixed point becomes unstable
against quasi-particle back-scattering operators in the interaction parameter regime where TDOS is enhanced at
the junction (see fig. 4b).
Importantly, for the case of ν1 = ν2 , we note that
there exist a symmetry relation between the A2 fixed
point and the CA2 fixed point in the α ↔ γ exchange.
This implies that as we change from disconnected A2 to
strongly coupled CA2 fixed point, the roles of α and γ
interactions gets interchanged (see fig. 3). As a result of
which, the energy power law exponent of TDOS, ∆0CA2 ,
the spatial power law of the relative TDOS ς CA2 and
2
relative induced pair-amplitude ΛCA
12 , are given by
∆0CA2 (α, β, γ) = ∆0A2 (γ, β, α)
ς CA2 (α, β, γ) = ς A2 (γ, β, α)
A2
2
ΛCA
12 (α, β, γ) = Λ11 (γ, β, α)

1−α−β+γ
,
1+α−β−γ
1−α−β+γ
+
1+α−β−γ

1−α+β−γ
.
1+α+β+γ

s

1−α+β−γ
1+α+β+γ

!
,

(33)

For A2 fixed point, with ν1 = ν2 = 1, the stability

(34)

Note that the symmetry exist between the local induced pair amplitude for A2 fixed point and the non-local
induced pair-amplitude for CA2 fixed point. As can be
seen from fig. 5 and fig. 7, the relative TDOS and relative induced pair amplitude follows the same behavior if
the interaction parameters are changed from α = 0.5, β =
0.4, γ = 0.4 for A2 fixed point to α = 0.4, β = 0.4, γ = 0.5
for CA2 fixed point. Also, from Eq. 29 and Eq. 34, we
note that in the weak α, γ interaction limit, for ν = 1,
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Figure 4: The Schematic picture on the top shows the unfolded version of the direct Andreev reflection A2 fixed point for a
junction of two QH system in bi-layer stacking. Figure (a) shows a junction of ν1 = ν2 = 1 QH system in presence of interactions
2
symmetric in the layer. The four density plots correspond to ∆0A2 , ∆0S1 , dA
12 and the plot for the interaction parameter region
for which the TDOS is enhanced in right moving ν = 1 edge when the junction is tuned to A2 and S1 fixed points. Density plots
are plotted for γ = 0.4. Figure (b) shows the junction of ν1 = ν2 = 1/3 QH system in presence of interactions symmetric in
2
the layer. The three density plots correspond to ∆0A2 , dA
ii , and the interaction parameter region for which TDOS is enhanced,
and the junction fixed point is stable against quasi-particle backscattering operator for γ = 0.4.

TDOS shows enhancement for γ > βα. In general, the
TDOS enhancement for CA2 fixed point is supported in
the large γ and small α limit (see fig. 6).
The stability of the CA2 fixed point is determined
against direct Andreev reflection (AR) operator ψiR ψiL ,
†
electron tunneling operator ψ1R
ψ2L and quasiparticle
qp† qp
backscattering operator ψiR ψiL at the junction. The
scaling dimension of these perturbation operators at the
CA2
2
2
junction is given by dCA
and dCA
respectively.
ii
AR , d12
We note that the scaling dimension of the backscattering
(quasi-particle and Andreev reflection) operator and the
tunneling (electron and cross Andreev reflection) operator for the two fixed points, CA2 and A2 , are also related
through a symmetry relation and are given by
A2
2
dCA
AR (α, β, γ) = dCAR (γ, β, α)
1 A2
2
dCA
d (γ, β, α)
12 (α, β, γ) =
ν 2 ii
CA2
2
dii (α, β, γ) = ν 2 dA
12 (γ, β, α)

(35)

Note that the CA2 fixed point is unstable against
quasi-particle backscattering operator for both, ν1 =
ν2 = 1 and 1/3 (see fig. 6a and 6b).
In the next section, we add further twist to the system

by having different filling fraction in the two QH layers
such that ν1 6= ν2 with ν1,2 ∈ {1, 1/3} and analyze the
effect of unequal filling fraction on TDOS enhancement
and stability of the superconducting junction fixed point
in the presence of non-local interaction.
V. SUPERCONDUCTING JUNCTION OF QH
EDGE STATES WITH UNEQUAL FILLING
FRACTION ν1 6= ν2

It was noted in Ref.49 that for the fixed points corresponding to the current conserving junction of edge
states of two QH system with unequal filling fractions,
ν1 6= ν2 , one can have simultaneous TDOS enhancement
and stability of the junction fixed point in presence of
symmetric non-local interaction. In this section, we will
analyze how the current non-conserving superconducting
junction changes the scenario for TDOS and stability in
the presence of non-local interaction for ν1 6= ν2 .
To be specific, we will focus on the junction of ν1 = 1
and ν2 = 1/3. The two Andreev fixed points corresponding to Eq. 16 and Eq. 17 are given by




−1 1 3
−1 0
A2 =
; CA2 =
(36)
0 −1
2 1 −1
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Figure 5: The Schematic picture on the left shows the unfolded version of the direct Andreev reflection A2 fixed point for
a junction of two QH system in bi-layer stacking. Figure (a) and (b) shows a junction of ν1 = ν2 = 1 and ν1 = ν2 = 1/3
QH system, respectively, in presence of interactions symmetric in layer. Density plots corresponds to the spatial power law of
relative TDOS for α = 0.4. The Dashed line corresponds to ς A2 = 0 and the interaction parameter region for which ς A2 < 0 is
shown. The rightmost plots show the decay profile of relative TDOS, ρ(x, E → 0)/ρ(x → 0, E → 0) (shown in red), and relative
pair correlation function Fii (x)/Fii (x → 0) (shown in black). The solid line shows relative TDOS (red line) and relative pair
correlation function (black line) decay for α = 0.2, β = γ = 0. The Dashed line shows relative TDOS (red) and relative pair
correlation function (black) decay for α = 0.5, β = γ = 0.4.

Note that for A2 fixed point, the power law of any
correlation function calculated between the modes of
†
the same QH layer (for example, hψiR
(x, t)ψiR (x, 0)i or
+
th
hψiR (x, t )ψiL (x, t)i for the i QH layer) does not depend on the filling fraction of the other QH layer even
though they coupled through non-local interactions. The
energy power law for TDOS, that is ∆0A2 , the spatial
power law of relative TDOS and the relative local pair
correlation function, remains the same as given in Eq. 29
and Eq. 32, respectively. Simultaneous TDOS enhancement can be observed in both the right moving edges of
ν1 = 1 and ν2 = 1/3 QH layers, in the strong α limit
(see fig. 8a). The symmetry relation as given in Eq. 30
remains valid here, between the disconnected normal S1
fixed point and the A2 fixed point, even when ν1 6= ν2 .

The stability of the A2 fixed point is determined
against CAR operator, quasi-particle backscattering operator and electron tunneling operator. The notations
of the scaling dimension remains the same as used in the
A2
A2
2
section IV. dA
CAR , dii and d12 , in the case when ν1 6= ν2 ,
is given by

2
dA
CAR

2
dA
ii

2
dA
12

" s

!
2
1−α−β+γ
1
1
√ +√
1+α−β−γ
ν1
ν2
s

2 #
1−α+β−γ
1
1
+
√ −√
1+α+β+γ
ν1
ν2
s
#
"s
1−α−β+γ
1−α+β−γ
+
= νi
1+α−β−γ
1+α+β+γ
"s

2
1−α−β+γ
1
1
1
=
√ −√
4
1+α−β−γ
ν1
ν2
s

2 #
1
1−α+β−γ
1
+
(37)
√ +√
1+α+β+γ
ν1
ν2

1
=
4

The A2 fixed point is unstable against the quasiparticle backscattering operator which can be switched
on between the edge states of ν2 = 1/3 QH layer at
the junction, in the region where TDOS is enhanced at
the junction in either of the two right moving edges (see
fig. 8a). Hence, we do not have simultaneous TDOS enhancement at the junction and stability of the A2 fixed
point. On the other hand, as was reported in Ref.49 ,
for disconnected normal fixed point, we can have simultaneous TDOS enhancement in ν1 = 1 QH edge and
the stable fixed point against electron tunneling operator (the only physically relevant operator) for some set
of interaction parameters.
Now we focus on the junction of edge states corresponding to ν1 = 1 and ν2 = 1/3 QH system, tuned
to CA2 fixed point. The TDOS energy power law at
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Figure 6: The Schematic picture on the top shows the unfolded version of the Cross Andreev reflection CA2 fixed point for a
junction of two QH system in bi-layer stacking. Figure (a) shows a junction of ν1 = ν2 = 1 QH system in presence of interactions
2
and the plot for the interaction parameter region
symmetric in layer. The four density plots correspond to ∆0CA2 , ∆0S2 , dCA
ii
for which the TDOS is enhanced in ν = 1 edge when the junction is tuned to CA2 and S2 fixed points. Density plots are
plotted for α = 0.4. Figure (b) shows the junction of ν1 = ν2 = 1/3 QH system in presence of interactions symmetric in layer.
2
for α = 0.4.
The two density plots correspond to ∆0CA2 , dCA
ii

the junction corresponding to the ith QH layer is given
by ∆0i,CA2 . The algebraic expression of ∆0i,CA2 is long
and hence is not shown here. But we can analyze
∆0i,CA2 in the weak α, γ limit by expanding ∆0i,CA2 about
(α = 0, β, γ = 0). ∆0i,CA2 in the weak α, γ limit is given
by
∆0i,CA2






1
α − βγ
γ − βα
¯
'
−d
,
1 + āi
νi
1 − β2
1 − β2
(38)

where ‘āi ’ is the diagonal element of the current
splitting matrix corresponding to CA2 fixed point (see
Eq. 17), such that ā1 = −(ν1 − ν2 )/(ν1 + ν2 ) and ā2 =
−(ν2 − ν1 )/(ν1 + ν2 ) and contributes anti-symmetrically
to ∆0i,CA2 in the ν1 ↔ ν2 exchange. d¯ is given by
√
2 ν1 ν2 /(ν1 + ν2 ) and contributes symmetrically to the
∆0i,CA2 in the ν1 ↔ ν2 exchange. In the absence of
non-local interaction, that is, β = γ = 0, ∆0i,CA2 is



given by ∆0i,CA2 = 2ν1 i g + g1 − āi g − g1 , which in
the case of ν1 = ν2, gives the usual bulk TDOS powerlaw, ∆0i,CA2 = 2ν1 i g + g1 as expected from the discussion in section II. In the presence of non-local interaction,
TDOS shows enhancement in the strong γ and weak α
limit in both the ν1 = 1 and ν2 = 1/3 edge (see fig. 8b).

The stability of the CA2 fixed point is determined against direct Andreev reflection (AR) operator
†
ψiR (0)ψiL (0), electron tunneling operator ψ1R
(0)ψ2L (0)
†
and quasiparticle backscattering ψqp,iR (0)ψqp,iL (0) operator at the junction. The scaling dimensions of the above2
mentioned perturbation operators are given by dCA
i,AR ,
2
2
dCA
and dCA
respectively. Here, the scaling dimen12
ii
sions and consequently the stability of the CA2 fixed
point is studied numerically, as the exact expression for
the scaling dimensions of the perturbation operator are
too lengthy to report. We note that the CA2 fixed point
for the junction of edge states belonging to ν1 = 1 and
ν2 = 1/3 QH systems, is unstable against the quasiparticle backscattering operator which can be switched
on at the junction between the edge states of ν2 = 1/3
QH layer irrespective of the strength of the interaction
parameters (see fig. 8b).
The evolution of relative TDOS and the relative nonlocal pair correlation function, for the junction of ν1 6= ν2
QH system tuned to CA2 fixed point, is studied numerically. The spatial power law for the relative TDOS for
the ith QH layer and the relative non-local pair correla2
tion function is denoted by ςiCA2 and ΛCA
12 , respectively.
We note that the relative TDOS for the right moving
edge of ν1 = 1 QH layer always decreases as a power
law at finite distance x from the junction for all possi-
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Figure 7: The Schematic picture on the left shows the unfolded version of the Cross Andreev reflection CA2 fixed point for
a junction of two QH system in bi-layer stacking. Figure (a) and (b) shows a junction of ν1 = ν2 = 1 and ν1 = ν2 = 1/3
QH system, respectively, in presence of interactions symmetric in layers. Density plots corresponds to the spatial power law of
relative TDOS for α = 0.4. The Dashed line corresponds to ς CA2 = 0 and the interaction parameter region for which ς CA2 < 0
is shown. The rightmost plots show the decay profile of relative TDOS, ρ(x, E → 0)/ρ(x → 0, E → 0) (shown in red), and
relative pair correlation function F12 (x)/F12 (x → 0) (shown in black). The solid line shows decay of relative TDOS (red line)
and relative pair correlation function (black line) for α = 0.2, β = γ = 0. The Dashed line shows decay of relative TDOS (red)
and relative pair correlation function (black) for α = β = 0.4, γ = 0.5.

ble (α, β, γ) in repulsive regime (see fig. 9). The relative
TDOS in the edge of ν2 = 1/3 can show a transition from
increasing function to decreasing function of distance x
about ς2CA2 = 0 in the interaction parameter space (see
fig. 9). As observed previously, in the parameter regime
where TDOS at the junction is less suppressed in one
of the edge than the TDOS in the bulk of the same QH
system, the relative nonlocal pair correlation function decays rapidly as compared to the relative TDOS at finite
distance x away from the junction (see fig. 9).

VI.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

It is well known that, for a LL QW strongly coupled to
superconductor, TDOS shows enhancement in the zero
energy limit in the vicinity of the junction9 . Recently,
it has been established that the presence of non-local
interactions between the LLs can also give rise to enhancement in TDOS for fixed points corresponding to
the current conserving boundary condition at the junction49 . In this paper, we assumed a general scenario of
a junction of edge states corresponding to two fractional
QH systems strongly coupled to a superconductor. Additionally, we have allowed for non-local density-density
interactions to exists between the edge states of the two
fractional QH systems. Here, we have done a comprehensive study of the possible scenarios for enhancement in
TDOS and stability of the fixed point in the parameter
space of the local and non-local (bulk) interactions.
The conclusions derived from the paper are as follows:
1) TDOS can show enhancement in the vicinity of the
superconducting junction in the presence of non-

local interactions. Even the highly suppressed ν =
1/3 edge shows the TDOS enhancement, although
in the strong interaction regime. This should be
contrasted with the current conserving BC studied
in Ref.49 , where TDOS enhancement was not possible ν = 1/3 QH edge irrespective of the strength
of the interaction parameters as long as it is in repulsive regime.
2) Simultaneous TDOS enhancement and stability of
the junction fixed point is impossible for a superconducting junction against all physically relevant
perturbations that can be switched on at the junction. If we only consider the Andreev type instabilities, then we can have simultaneous TDOS enhancement and stability of the fixed point at the
junction (see fig. 10 and fig. 11 in Appendix C).
3) A LL QW in proximity to a superconductor shows
TDOS enhancement at the junction. In the weak α
limit (α << 1), upon introducing non-local interaction, specifically, increasing β while keeping γ at
γ = 0, can further boost the existing enhancement
in TDOS for finite α.
4) There exist a symmetry relation between the fixed
point corresponding to current conserving boundary condition and superconducting boundary condition. As a result of which, upon the introduction
of superconducting correlations at the junction, the
interaction parameter regime in which TDOS is
enhanced at the junction for the fixed point corresponding to current conserving boundary condition, begins to show suppression in TDOS in the
zero energy limit.

15

Figure 8: The Schematic picture on the top shows the unfolded version of the junction of ν1 = 1, ν2 = 1/3 QH system in a
bilayer stacking tuned to A2 and CA2 fixed point. Figure (a) shows the junction tuned to A2 fixed point. The four density
2
plots corresponding to ∆01,A2 , ∆02,A2 , dA
22 and the plot showing the interaction parameter region for which TDOS is enhanced
and junction is stable with respect to quasi-particle backscattering operator in the ν2 = 1/3 QH layer for γ = 0.4. In the fourth
plot, region A corresponds to (∆01A2 < 1, ∆02,A2 < 1), region B corresponds to (∆01A2 < 1, ∆02,A2 > 1) and region C corresponds
2
to dA
22 > 1. Figure (b) shows a junction of ν1 = 1 and ν2 = 1/3 QH system tuned to the CA2 fixed point. The three density
2
for α = 0.4.
plots corresponds to ∆01,CA2 , ∆02,CA2 and dCA
22

5) In general, the TDOS does not follow spatial power
law behavior at finite distance away from the junction. Hence, we can identify a quantity "relative
TDOS", defined as ρ(x, E)/ρ(x −→ 0, E), which
shows a pure spatial power law dependence in the
E −→ 0 limit. We observed that, in the interaction
parameter regime in which TDOS is less suppressed
at the junction with respect to the bulk, the relative
pair amplitude decays more rapidly as compared to
the relative TDOS even in the presence of non-local
interactions irrespective of the fixed point.
The system which can naturally hosts the interlayer
density-density interaction between the LLs is the quantum Hall systems in a bilayer stacking74–79 , which, in
general, has the interlayer distance 0 d0 of the order of d ∼
30 nm between the two GaAs quantum wells78,79 . This,
in proximity to a superconductor, with superconducting
coherence length ξSC of the order of ξSC ∼ 38 − 230
nm80,81 , can host the model which supports both the

1

F. D. M. Haldane, Journal of Physics C: Solid State
Physics 14, 2585 (1981), URL https://doi.org/10.
1088/0022-3719/14/19/010.

non-local interaction and interlayer Andreev tunneling at
the junction. The junction of superconductor with chiral (quantum Hall edge states) and non-chiral LL have
been of recent interest owing to the possibilities of hosting majorana/parafermion zero modes58,59,82–99 . Large
cross Andreev reflection has already been observed experimentally for a fractional QH edge in proximity to
a superconductor53,58,59,92 . Such experimental advancement suggest that the technology required for the proposed setup is not a farfetched one.

Acknowledgments

A.R. acknowledges University Grants Commission, India, for support in the form of a fellowship. S.D. would
like to acknowledge the MATRICS grant (Grant No.
MTR/ 2019/001 043) from the Science and Engineering
Research Board (SERB) for funding.

2

3

C. Kane and M. P. Fisher, Physical review letters 68,
1220 (1992).
S. Rao, Field theories in condensed matter physics

16

Figure 9: The Schematic picture on the left shows the unfolded version of the Cross Andreev reflection CA2 fixed point
for a junction of ν1 = 1 and ν2 = 1/3 QH system in bi-layer stacking. Density plots corresponds to the spatial power
law of relative TDOS calculated for α = 0.4. The Dashed line corresponds to ς2CA2 = 0 and the interaction parameter
region for which ςiCA2 < 0 (i ∈ {1, 2}) is shown. The two plots in the bottom shows the spatial profile of relative TDOS,
ρ(x, E → 0)/ρ(x → 0, E → 0) (shown in solid red for ν1 = 1 edge and in solid black for ν2 = 1/3 edge), and the relative pair
correlation function F12 (x)/F12 (x → 0) (shown in dashed red). The spatial profile plots for relative TDOS and relative pair
correlation function are plotted for α = 0.2, β = γ = 0 and also for α = β = 0.4, γ = 0.5.

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
11
12

13

14
15

16

17
18

(CRC Press, 2002), URL https://doi.org/10.1201/
9780429187520.
T. Giamarchi, Quantum Physics in One Dimension, International Series of Monographs on Physics (Clarendon
Press, 2004), ISBN 9780198525004, URL https://books.
google.co.in/books?id=1MwTDAAAQBAJ.
J. Von Delft and H. Schoeller, Annalen der Physik 7, 225
(1998).
Y. Oreg and A. M. Finkel’Stein, Physical review letters
76, 4230 (1996).
M. Fabrizio and A. O. Gogolin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78,
4527 (1997), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/
PhysRevLett.78.4527.
C. L. Kane and M. P. A. Fisher, Phys. Rev. B
46, 15233 (1992), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevB.46.15233.
C. Winkelholz, R. Fazio, F. Hekking, and G. Schön, Physical review letters 77, 3200 (1996).
E. Fradkin, arXiv preprint cond-mat/9905218 (1999).
S. Eggert, Physical review letters 84, 4413 (2000).
M. P. Fisher and L. I. Glazman, in Mesoscopic Electron
Transport (Springer, 1997), pp. 331–373.
D. Aristov, A. Dmitriev, I. Gornyi, V. Y. Kachorovskii,
D. Polyakov, and P. Wölfle, Physical review letters 105,
266404 (2010).
D. L. Maslov, arXiv preprint cond-mat/0506035 (2005).
D. Vu, A. Iucci, and S. Das Sarma, Phys. Rev. Research
2, 023246 (2020), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevResearch.2.023246.
A. Chang, L. Pfeiffer, and K. West, Physical review letters
77, 2538 (1996).
A. Chang, Reviews of Modern Physics 75, 1449 (2003).
M. Grayson, D. Tsui, L. Pfeiffer, K. West, and A. Chang,
Physical review letters 80, 1062 (1998).

19
20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

A. M. Chang, Comptes Rendus Physique 3, 677 (2002).
F. Milliken, C. Umbach, and R. Webb, Solid State Communications 97, 309 (1996).
S. Roddaro, V. Pellegrini, F. Beltram, G. Biasiol,
L. Sorba, R. Raimondi, and G. Vignale, Phys. Rev. Lett.
90, 046805 (2003), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevLett.90.046805.
M. Hilke, D. C. Tsui, M. Grayson, L. N. Pfeiffer, and
K. W. West, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 186806 (2001), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.
186806.
W. Kang, H. Stormer, L. Pfeiffer, K. Baldwin, and
K. West, Nature 403, 59 (2000).
A. Chang, H. Zhang, L. Pfeiffer, and K. West, Applied
Physics Letters 100, 123106 (2012).
H. Meier, Y. Gefen, and L. I. Glazman, Physical Review
B 90, 081101 (2014).
P. Turley, D. Druist, E. Gwinn, K. Maranowski, K. Campmann, and A. Gossard, Physica B: Condensed Matter
249, 410 (1998).
S. Roddaro, V. Pellegrini, F. Beltram, G. Biasiol,
L. Sorba, R. D’Agosta, R. Raimondi, and G. Vignale,
Physica E: Low-dimensional Systems and Nanostructures
22, 185 (2004).
A. C. Neto, F. Guinea, and N. Peres, Physical Review B
73, 205408 (2006).
Z.-x. Hu, R. N. Bhatt, X. Wan, and K. Yang, in Journal of
Physics: Conference Series (IOP Publishing, 2012), vol.
402, p. 012017.
G. Li, A. Luican-Mayer, D. Abanin, L. Levitov, and E. Y.
Andrei, Nature communications 4, 1 (2013).
N. Moreau, B. Brun, S. Somanchi, K. Watanabe,
T. Taniguchi, C. Stampfer, and B. Hackens, Nature Communications 12, 1 (2021).

17
32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

S. Ngo Dinh, D. A. Bagrets, and A. D. Mirlin, Phys. Rev.
B 81, 081306 (2010), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/
10.1103/PhysRevB.81.081306.
W. Ning, H. Yu, N. Wang, Y. Liu, Y. Han, J. Yang, H. Du,
C. Zhang, K. Yang, M. Tian, et al., Applied Physics Letters 105, 172603 (2014).
Y. Sato, S. Matsuo, C.-H. Hsu, P. Stano, K. Ueda,
Y. Takeshige, H. Kamata, J. S. Lee, B. Shojaei, K. Wickramasinghe, et al., Physical Review B 99, 155304 (2019).
S. Zhao, S. Wang, F. Wu, W. Shi, I. B. Utama, T. Lyu,
L. Jiang, Y. Su, S. Wang, K. Watanabe, et al., Physical
review letters 121, 047702 (2018).
A. N. Aleshin, H. J. Lee, Y. W. Park, and K. Akagi, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 93, 196601 (2004), URL https://link.aps.
org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.196601.
A. Aleshin, H. Lee, K. Akagi, and Y. Park, Microelectronic engineering 81, 420 (2005).
S. Zaitsev-Zotov, Y. A. Kumzerov, Y. A. Firsov, and
P. Monceau, Journal of Physics: Condensed Matter 12,
L303 (2000).
M. Bockrath, D. H. Cobden, J. Lu, A. G. Rinzler, R. E.
Smalley, L. Balents, and P. L. McEuen, Nature 397, 598
(1999).
A. Agarwal, S. Das, S. Rao, and D. Sen, Physical review
letters 103, 026401 (2009).
M. Oshikawa, C. Chamon, and I. Affleck, Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2006, P02008
(2006).
C. Chamon, M. Oshikawa, and I. Affleck, Phys. Rev. Lett.
91, 206403 (2003), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevLett.91.206403.
Z. Shi and I. Affleck, Physical Review B 94, 035106
(2016).
D. N. Aristov and P. Wölfle, Phys. Rev. B 84,
155426 (2011), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevB.84.155426.
S. Mardanya and A. Agarwal, Physical Review B 92,
045432 (2015).
D. Aristov and P. Wölfle, Physical Review B 88, 075131
(2013).
M. S. Roy, M. Kumar, and S. Das, Physical Review B
102, 035130 (2020).
A. Agarwal, S. Das, and D. Sen, Physical Review B 81,
035324 (2010).
A. Ratnakar and S. Das, Phys. Rev. B 104,
045402 (2021), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevB.104.045402.
S. Das and S. Rao, Phys. Rev. B 78, 205421 (2008),
URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.
78.205421.
D. L. Maslov, M. Stone, P. M. Goldbart, and D. Loss,
Physical Review B 53, 1548 (1996).
R. Fazio and F. Hekking, Il Nuovo Cimento D 19, 1335
(1997).
A. B. Michelsen, T. L. Schmidt, and E. G. Idrisov, Physical Review B 102, 125402 (2020).
Ö. Gül, Y. Ronen, S. Y. Lee, H. Shapourian, J. Zauberman, Y. H. Lee, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi,
A. Vishwanath, A. Yacoby, et al., arXiv preprint
arXiv:2009.07836 (2020).
G. Bignon, M. Houzet, F. Pistolesi, and F. Hekking, EPL
(Europhysics Letters) 67, 110 (2004).
G. Falci, D. Feinberg, and F. Hekking, EPL (Europhysics
Letters) 54, 255 (2001).
G. Deutscher and D. Feinberg, Applied Physics Letters

58

59

60

61
62
63
64
65

66

67

68
69

70

71

72

73
74

75

76

77
78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

76, 487 (2000).
S. Baba, C. Jünger, S. Matsuo, A. Baumgartner, Y. Sato,
H. Kamata, K. Li, S. Jeppesen, L. Samuelson, H. Xu,
et al., New Journal of Physics 20, 063021 (2018).
K. Ueda, S. Matsuo, H. Kamata, S. Baba, Y. Sato,
Y. Takeshige, K. Li, S. Jeppesen, L. Samuelson, H. Xu,
et al., Science advances 5, eaaw2194 (2019).
M. Thakurathi, P. Simon, I. Mandal, J. Klinovaja, and
D. Loss, Physical Review B 97, 045415 (2018).
X.-G. Wen, Physical Review B 41, 12838 (1990).
X.-G. Wen, Physical review letters 64, 2206 (1990).
X.-G. Wen, Physical Review B 44, 5708 (1991).
X.-G. Wen, Physical Review B 43, 11025 (1991).
X.-G. Wen, International journal of modern physics B 6,
1711 (1992).
S. Das, S. Rao, and D. Sen, EPL (Europhysics Letters)
86, 37010 (2009).
S. Das, S. Rao, and D. Sen, Physical Review B 74, 045322
(2006).
X.-G. Wen, Physical Review B 50, 5420 (1994).
D. Sen and A. Agarwal, Physical Review B 78, 085430
(2008).
D. B. Chklovskii and B. I. Halperin, Physical Review B
57, 3781 (1998).
N. P. Sandler, C. d. C. Chamon, and E. Fradkin, Physical
Review B 59, 12521 (1999).
S. Das, S. Rao, and D. Sen, Phys. Rev. B 74,
045322 (2006), URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.
1103/PhysRevB.74.045322.
A. Chang, Reviews of Modern Physics 75, 1449 (2003).
J. Li, H. Wen, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, and J. Zhu,
Physical review letters 120, 057701 (2018).
H. Fu, K. Huang, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, and J. Zhu,
Physical Review X 11, 021012 (2021).
N. Shibata and K. Nomura, Journal of the Physical Society of Japan 78, 104708 (2009).
J. E. Jacak, Scientific reports 7, 1 (2017).
J. Eisenstein, Annu. Rev. Condens. Matter Phys. 5, 159
(2014).
A. Finck, J. Eisenstein, L. Pfeiffer, and K. West, Physical
review letters 106, 236807 (2011).
C. Kittel and P. McEuen, Kittel’s Introduction to Solid
State Physics (John Wiley & Sons, 2018).
N. W. Ashcroft, N. D. Mermin, et al., Solid state physics
(holt, rinehart and winston, new york London, 1976).
R. Fazio, F. Hekking, and A. Odintsov, Physical Review
B 53, 6653 (1996).
A. Haim, A. Keselman, E. Berg, and Y. Oreg, Physical
Review B 89, 220504 (2014).
J. Alicea, Y. Oreg, G. Refael, F. Von Oppen, and
M. Fisher, Nature Physics 7, 412 (2011).
R. Fazio, F. Hekking, and A. Odintsov, Physical review
letters 74, 1843 (1995).
L. Fidkowski, J. Alicea, N. H. Lindner, R. M. Lutchyn,
and M. P. Fisher, Physical Review B 85, 245121 (2012).
I. Affleck and D. Giuliano, Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2013, P06011 (2013).
Z.-W. Zuo, L. Sheng, and D. Xing, Solid State Communications 184, 17 (2014).
M. R. Sahu, X. Liu, A. K. Paul, S. Das, P. Raychaudhuri,
J. Jain, and A. Das, Physical review letters 121, 086809
(2018).
Z. Hou, Y. Xing, A.-M. Guo, and Q.-F. Sun, Physical
Review B 94, 064516 (2016).
Z. Wan, A. Kazakov, M. J. Manfra, L. N. Pfeiffer, K. W.

18

92

93

94

95
96

97

98

99

100

West, and L. P. Rokhinson, Nature communications 6, 1
(2015).
G.-H. Lee, K.-F. Huang, D. K. Efetov, D. S. Wei, S. Hart,
T. Taniguchi, K. Watanabe, A. Yacoby, and P. Kim, Nature Physics 13, 693 (2017).
D. J. Clarke, J. Alicea, and K. Shtengel, Nature Physics
10, 877 (2014).
S. Guiducci, M. Carrega, G. Biasiol, L. Sorba, F. Beltram,
and S. Heun, physica status solidi (RRL)–Rapid Research
Letters 13, 1800222 (2019).
M. Barkeshli, Physical review letters 117, 096803 (2016).
P.
Rickhaus,
M.
Weiss,
L.
Marot,
and
C. Scho480nenberger, Nano letters 12, 1942 (2012).
F. Amet, C. T. Ke, I. V. Borzenets, J. Wang, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi, R. S. Deacon, M. Yamamoto,
Y. Bomze, S. Tarucha, et al., Science 352, 966 (2016).
M. Hatefipour, J. J. Cuozzo, J. Kanter, W. Strickland,
T.-M. Lu, E. Rossi, and J. Shabani, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2108.08899 (2021).
M. Carrega, S. Guiducci, A. Iorio, L. Bours, E. Strambini,
G. Biasiol, M. Rocci, V. Zannier, L. Sorba, F. Beltram,
et al., in Spintronics XII (International Society for Optics
and Photonics, 2019), vol. 11090, p. 110903Z.
Such pairing correlation functions have already been studied, both experimentally and theoretically, in Ref.53,54

Appendix A: TDOS spatial and Energy power laws

From Eq. 18, the TDOS, in the limit x → 0 and x →
∞, has the form of
ρi (x, E) =

1
2πδ

Z

−∞ j=1

[T1 ]2 +[T2 ]2

[T1 ] [T2 ]

ij
ij
ij
ij
given by
and
, respectively, where
νi
νi
the expressions
of
T1
and
T2
can
be
found in the main
P2
text.
j=1 Γij does not depend on the type of fixed
point (superconducting or normal). On the other hand,
P2
j=1 ζij depends on the specifications of the boundary
fixed point. The fixed point contribution in the Green’s

ζij
(iδ)2 −4x2
function comes from the (iδ−ṽ
, which in the
2
2
j t) −4x
limit x → ∞ reduces to 1, as a result of which TDOS
power law becomes insensitive to the boundary condition
at the junction. In the limit x → 0, Green’s function
picks up the contribution from the boundary condition

Γij +2ζij
Q2
iδ
1
. In the both
and is given by j=1 2πδ
iδ−ṽj t
the limit,x → 0 and x → ∞, the Green’s function has
the form of

∆ij
2
Y
1
iδ
†
hψiR (x, t)ψiR (x, 0)i ∝
(A2)
2πδ iδ − ṽj t
j=1

∆ij

eiEt dt

The above equation, in the E → 0 limit, gives the
energy
P2 power law divergence in TDOS of the form of
P2
∆ −1
E j=1 ij , if j=1 ∆ij < 1. The TDOS energy power
P2
law at the junction, hence, is given by ∆0 = j=1 ∆ij .
The spatial power law of the TDOS at finite distance x
away from the junction can be calculated from Eq. A1
and Eq. 18, such that,
Γij
2 
iδ
1 Y
ρi (x, E) =
−∞ 2πδ j=1 −ṽj t + iδ

ζij
(iδ)2 − 4x2
×
eiEt dt
(iδ − ṽj t)2 − 4x2
∞

Z

(A4)
By taking constant terms in t, outside the integral, we
get the form of the integral as
Z

∞

ρi (x, E) = F (x)

2 
Y

−∞ j=1



where ṽi are the renormalized velocities in the presence of symmetric non-local interactions. Γij and ζij is

iδ
iδ − ṽj t

(A3)

The Green’s function for the TDOS for the right mov†
ing edge of the ith QH system, hψiR
(x, t)ψiR (x, 0)i in the
presence of non-local interaction, is given by
Γij
2 
iδ
1 Y
†
hψiR
(x, t)ψiR (x, 0)i =
2πδ j=1 −ṽj t + iδ

ζij
(iδ)2 − 4x2
,
×
(iδ − ṽj t)2 − 4x2
(A1)

2 
Y

∞

×

1
−ṽj t + iδ
ζij

1
(iδ − ṽj t)2 − 4x2

Γij

eiEt dt
(A5)

where, P the
2

function

Γij

1
2πδ (iδ)

2

2

F (x)
P2 ζij

is

j=1
(iδ) − 4x
.
tegral in Eq. A5, can be written as

Z

2 
Y

∞

I=
−∞

j=1


×

1
−ṽj t + iδ

j=1

Γij


×

1
iδ − ṽj t + 2x

ζij

given

by

Now, the in-

1
iδ − ṽj t − 2x

eiEt dt

ζij

(A6)

A substitution of Et = T can be made, such that the
integral in Eq. A6, becomes
∞

2
Y

−∞

j=1

Z
I = C(E)

×

1
T − iδE
ṽj

!Γij
T−
!ζij

1
T−

iδE
ṽj

−

2xE
ṽj

!ζij

1
iδE
ṽj

+

dT eiT

2xE
ṽj

(A7)

where, C(E) is given by
Γ +2ζ
2 
1 Y −E ij ij
C(E) =
E j=1 ṽj

(A8)
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In the limit x << max{ṽ1 , ṽ2 }/E, integral I(x, E), will
have the form of
!Γij +2ζij
Z ∞
2
Y
1
. (A9)
I(E) ∼ C(E)
dT
T − iδE
−∞
ṽj
j=1
Hence, in the limit, x << max{ṽ1 , ṽ2 }/E, the relative
TDOS has a pure spatial power law dependence, given
by
P
 2 ζij
 2
j=1
ρ(x, E)
F (x)I(E)
δ + 4x2
∼
=
ρ(x → 0, E)
F (x → 0)I(E)
δ2
(A10)

Appendix B: Pair Amplitude spatial power law

In general, a pair correlation function calculated between the right moving edge of the ith QH system and
the left moving edge of the j th QH system, in the limit
T → 0 and L → ∞, is given by

Fij (x) =

1
2πδ

Y
2 
k=1

× (−i2x + δ)

2π
L

Λ2ijk

Λ0ijk



The induced pair amplitude is given by the real part
of the pair correlation function as given in Eq. B1. The
Eq. B1 can be rewritten as


Fij (x) =

1
2πδ

Y
2 
k=1

× δ + 4x

2

Λ1ijk

(δ)
3

ijk
 Λijk +Λ
2

2

3

ei(θ− Λijk +θ+ Λijk )
(B3)


where, θ+ = −θ− = tan−1 2x
δ . In the limit x >>
δ, θ± = ± π2 . Hence, the induced pair amplitude,
Re [Fij (x)], is given by


Re [Fij (x)] ∼

1
2πδ

Y
2 
k=1

2π
L

Λ0ijk

2

Λ1ijk

(δ)
3

ijk
 Λijk +Λ
2


π 3
Λijk − Λ2ijk
2
(B4)
Then, the relative pair correlation function is given by
× δ + 4x

Λ1ijk

(δ)

Λ3ijk

Λ0ijk

2

2

2

(i2x + δ)

2π
L

2

cos

(B1)

where,
Λ0ijk
Λ1ijk
Λ2ijk
Λ3ijk


2
1 [T1 ]ik + [T2 ]ik
[T3 ]jk + [T4 ]jk
=
+
√
√
2
νi
νj
"
2 
2 #
[T1 ]ik
[T3 ]jk
[T4 ]jk
[T2 ]ik
1
+ √
+ √
+ √
=
√
2
νi
νj
νi
νj


1 [T1 ]ik [T2 ]ik
[T3 ]jk [T4 ]jk
2[T1 ]ik [T4 ]jk
=
+
+
√
2
νi
νj
νi νj


1 [T1 ]ik [T2 ]ik
[T3 ]jk [T4 ]jk
2[T2 ]ik [T3 ]jk
=
+
+
.
√
2
νi
νj
νi νj
(B2)

Re [Fij (x)]
∼
Re [Fij (x → 0)]



2

δ + 4x
δ2

2

P
 2

k=1

Λ2 +Λ3
ijk
ijk
2

.

(B5)

Appendix C: Stability analysis against Andreev type
perturbations
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Figure 10: The schematic figure on the top shows the unfolded version of the junction of bilayer QH edge states with unequal
filling fraction, ν1 = 1 and ν2 = 1/3, tuned to A2 and CA2 fixed points. In fig. a), the junction is tuned to A2 fixed point.
A2
0
2
The four plots correspond to ∆01,A2 , ∆02,A2 , dA
CAR and ’∆A2 − dCAR overlap’ plot showing the interaction parameter region for
2
which TDOS is enhanced and junction is stable against CAR operator for γ = 0.4. Region ’A’ in ∆0A2 − dA
CAR overlap plot
A2
0
0
denotes the interaction parameters for which ∆1,A2 < 1, ∆2,A2 < 1, dCAR > 1 simultaneously. In fig. b), the junction is tuned
CA2
CA2
0
2
to CA2 fixed point. The five plots correspond to ∆01,CA2 , ∆02,CA2 , dCA
1,AR , d2,AR and ’∆CA2 − dAR overlap’ plot showing the
interaction parameter region for which TDOS is enhanced and junction is stable against AR operator for α = 0.4.
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Figure 11: The schematic figure on the left shows the unfolded version of the junction of bilayer QH edge states with equal
filling fraction, ν1 = ν2 ∈ {1, 1/3}, tuned to A2 fixed point. Fig. a) shows the junction of edge states with ν1 = ν2 = 1.
A2
0
2
The three plots correspond to ∆0A2 , dA
CAR and ’∆A2 − dCAR overlap’ plot showing the interaction parameter region for which
TDOS is enhanced and junction is stable against CAR operator for γ = 0.4. Fig. b) shows the junction of edge states with
A2
0
2
ν1 = ν2 = 1/3. The three plots correspond to ∆0A2 , dA
CAR and ’∆A2 − dCAR overlap’ plot showing the interaction parameter
2
region for which TDOS is enhanced and junction is stable against AR operator for γ = 0.4. Region ’A’ in ∆0A2 − dA
CAR overlap
A2
0
plot, in both fig. a) and b), denotes the interaction parameters for which ∆A2 < 1 and dCAR > 1 simultaneously. When the
junction is tuned to CA2 fixed point, we can speculate the TDOS enhancement and stability (against AR operator) scenarios
through the symmetry relations between the A2 and CA2 fixed point in the α ↔ γ exchange.

