Controllable single Cooper pair splitting in hybrid quantum dot systems
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Cooper pair splitters hold utility as a platform for investigating the entanglement of electrons
in Cooper pairs, but probing splitters with voltage-biased ohmic contacts prevents the retention
of electrons from split pairs since they can escape to the drain reservoirs. We report the ability
to controllably split and retain single Cooper pairs in a multi-quantum-dot device isolated from
lead reservoirs, and separately demonstrate a technique for detecting the electrons emerging from a
split pair. First, we identify a resonant Cooper pair splitting charge transition using dispersive gate
sensing at GHz frequencies. Second, we utilize a double quantum dot as an electron parity sensor
to detect parity changes resulting from electrons emerging from a superconducting island.

Cooper pairs – bound electron pairs of correlated spin
and momentum – are foundational to the phenomenon of
superconductivity. An interesting consequence of coherently splitting a Cooper pair is that the two constituent
electrons form entangled spins in a Bell state [1]. Using
electron Coulomb repulsion in a pair of quantum dots
(QDs), it is possible to force a Cooper pair to split [2].
Cooper pair splitting (CPS) has accordingly been demonstrated in various material systems [3–12]. In recent
work, the spin character of electrons in Cooper pairs was
also probed through current correlation measurements
exploiting spin-polarized quantum dots [13, 14]. In order
to confirm and utilize the entanglement of the individual
electrons from a split pair, however, it is important to
be capable of retaining them, for example by removing
drain contacts from the QDs. In this manner, the retention of electrons from split Cooper pairs was observed
using charge sensing of metallic islands [15], though the
splitting events occurred stochastically at sub-Hz rates.
Dispersive gate sensing (DGS) provides distinct information from charge sensing, since it is sensitive to the hybridization between charge states [16–29], in particular
between states with a split or recombined pair in a superconductor.
Probed with DGS, we present the deterministic splitting of a single Cooper pair by varying voltages on the
device’s gate electrodes. Separately, we demonstrate the
detection of an unpaired electron emerging from a superconducting island. This is accomplished within a hybrid system comprising a superconducting island with
normal quantum dots on either side, completely decoupled from leads. Multiplexed DGS of resonators coupled
to the device’s gate electrodes allows us to distinguish
different charge transitions in the system, and by extension label relative charge states. One transition in particular corresponds to CPS, where the pair’s constituent
electrons are loaded into the two neighboring quantum

dots. We isolate this CPS transition and study it in detail, observing that it imparts a 1 MHz frequency shift
on the probed few-GHz frequency resonator. Next, we
show how DGS detects changes in the charge parity of a
double quantum dot (DQD) system. Consequently, DGS
can replace charge sensing techniques in our CPS scheme
while allowing electrons tunneling to the DQD to be retained, since no external charge reservoirs couple to the
system. Combined with spin manipulation and readout
techniques [30, 31], these demonstrated capabilities could
be used to perform a Bell test on electrons constituting
Cooper pairs [32–35].
The devices measured (labeled A and B), shown in
Figs. 1a,b, consist of an InAs nanowire with an epitaxial Al shell. For both devices, lithographically patterned
gates define five QDs in the wire, though the Al shell
covers only the centermost dot (labeled island M) such
that only this QD has a superconducting pairing interaction. The semiconducting QDs (labeled QD L, R, and
P) have a length of 0.44 µm in both devices, while island
M has a length of 1.2 µm and 0.44 µm in devices A and
B, respectively. Every QD is capacitively coupled via top
gates to a coplanar waveguide (CPW) resonator with a
common feedline for multiplexed gate-based readout of
the individual QDs [28, 36–38], schematically depicted in
Fig. 1c. Meanwhile, we use separate gates for DC control of the QDs’ chemical potentials and tunnel barriers.
For additional fabrication details, see Ref. [28]. We infer the charging energy of the used semiconducting QDs
from independent Coulomb diamond measurements to be
N
EC
≈ 250 µeV [39]. From the charge stability diagrams
(CSDs) shown in Fig. 1f, we extract the charging energy
S
of the superconducting island for device A EC
≈ 100 µeV
and its lowest-energy odd-parity state at zero magnetic
field E0 ≈ 130 µeV. Similarly, for device B, we obtain
S
EC
≈ 350 µeV and E0 ≈ 50 µeV. The different values
of E0 signify the presence of distinct subgap states, and
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are generally dependent on gate voltages. With device
S
A and B we thus compare the regimes of EC
< E0 and
S
EC > E0 respectively, verified by a measured doubling
of charge transitions in device A as magnetic field is increased [39]. The former case exhibits a CPS transition,
while in the latter this transition is suppressed in favor
of single-electron tunneling.
Both samples are measured in a dilution refrigerator
at a base temperature of approximately 20 mK. The lowpower signals are amplified by a traveling wave parametric amplifier [40], in addition to a high-electron-mobility
transistor.
We begin by investigating the floating triple quantum
dot (TQD) regime. By measuring a CSD, we can obtain
the island parity and relative charge occupation for different regions in gate space, and thereby infer which charge
states hybridize. Both devices are tuned into a TQD by
lowering gate voltages T3 and T4 into their weak tunneling regimes. Subsequently, gate voltages T2 and T5 are
set deep below their pinch-off voltages to prevent any
electrons from tunneling to the leads. In this floating
regime, the total electron number is conserved, leaving
only two charge degrees of freedom. It is therefore sufficient to vary two gate voltages (e.g., VL and VR ) to reach
any available charge state or transition.
To probe the system’s charge stability we employ DGS,
measuring the complex transmission response Ai for i ∈
{L, M, R} of each of the corresponding top gates’ resonators simultaneously with frequency multiplexing. The
responses are projected and normalized to produce realvalued quantities A0i [39], then superimposed as a single CSD to emphasize correlations. The resulting threedimensional color map and CSDs for both devices are
shown in Fig. 1d and Fig. 1f, respectively. We observe
Coulomb-blockaded regions in white, separated by charge
transitions where electrons hybridize between two QDs.
As gate-based sensing reflects resonant tunneling, the resonators connected to both involved QDs show a response.
For the transition between island M and QD L for example, a response is expected in A0M and A0L , appearing as
blue in the color map. Similarly, the transition between
island M and QD R appears as red. These two transitions are the most prominent in the shown CSDs since
they are first order tunneling processes. An electron tunneling from QD L to QD R corresponds to a cotunneling
transition via island M [41, 42]. These transitions appear as green, but are much weaker than the first order
transitions in this configuration.
Comparing the CSDs of Fig. 1f, there is a stark difference between device A and B: the former exhibits rectangular regions of stable charge when the superconductor
has odd parity, while the latter shows only hexagonal
Coulomb-blockaded regions. To further understand this
difference, we compare to charge-state simulations of the
QD system combined with an input-output theory calculation of a representative resonator response, as shown
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FIG. 1. Experimental setup and CSDs in the floating TQD regime. a,b) False-colored SEM micrographs of
devices nominally identical to those measured, labeled device
A and device B. Device A and B are highlighted in the floating triple and quadruple quantum dot regimes, respectively.
Gates are colored according to the assigned colors of the coupled resonators. c) Schematic of the used on-chip resonators.
We measure transmission through a 50Ω feedline capacitively
coupled to λ/2 resonators connected to gates of the devices.
d) Outer shell of the cubic color map for the resonator transmission responses shown in in e). For each pair of responding
resonators, the corresponding tunneling process is schematically depicted. e) Simulated resonator responses using energies given in the main text. f ) Measured CSDs of the floating
TQD systems using the color map in d). Individual resonator
measurements are shown in the Supplemental Material [39].
Charge states are labeled with the relative number of electrons
in dots L, M, and R, respectively, with 0 charge on island M
corresponding to an even charge.

in Fig. 1e [43, 44]. For these, we use the inferred valS
N
ues of EC
, EC
, and E0 , and resonator parameters from
Ref. [28]. Calculating the lowest energy states of the
QD system with a capacitance model provides the necessary details to calculate the theoretical resonator response [39, 44–46]. The difference in structure between
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S
the two CSDs is controlled by the conditions EC
< E0
S
(device A) or EC > E0 (device B). Additionally, the simulated CSDs are labeled with the lowest energy charge
states up to an offset. As expected, transitions separating two charge regimes show response only from resonators coupled to the involved QDs. Crucially, in the
CSD of device A, a transition between (0 2 0) and (1 0 1)
can be observed, corresponding to a Cooper pair splitting
from the superconducting island and appearing as separate electrons in both QD L and QD R. On the other
hand, device B only exhibits transitions involving the
exchange of a single electron between QDs.
Next, we examine this Cooper pair splitting transition
S
– only reachable if EC
< E0 as is the case for device
A – in more detail in Fig. 2. To this end, the full frequency response of the island M resonator is measured at
each gate voltage combination, then fitted to a complex
transmission model [47–49]. The obtained resonance frequency shift from the value in Coulomb blockade ∆ω0
and the photon decay rate κd are shown in Figs. 2a,b.
The resonator responds strongly for most single electron
transitions with ∆ω0 > 2π × 2.5 MHz.
We isolate the CPS transition by measuring along the
dashed arrow labeled ζ, defined as VL +VR up to an offset,
in Figs. 2a,b. We note that this is approximately equivalent to changing island M’s gate voltage in the opposite
direction. Figs. 2b,c show the frequency dependent response as well as ∆ω0 and κd across this transition. A significant dispersive shift, ∆ω0 > 2π × 1 MHz, is observed
for the CPS transition. There, the underlying tunneling
process is likely dominated by crossed Andreev reflection (CAR) [46], since other virtual processes are higherorder or are suppressed in energy by the QDs’ charging
energies. Additionally, transitions involving sequential
tunneling from the island are suppressed by an energy
S
. Meanwhile, CAR is a secondcost of at least E0 − EC
order process coupling split and recombined pair states
via the virtual occupation of a quasiparticle state in the
island [2]. This process is suppressed exponentially by the
length of the superconducting island, L = 1.2 µm over
the superconducting coherence length in the nanowire,
ξ, as exp(−L/πξ) [50]. Nonetheless, the significant observed frequency shift ∆ω0 and relatively small change
in resonator linewidth over the transition suggests that
coherent processes dominate tunneling [44, 51]. Given
a coherence length of 260 nm reported in a comparable
geometry [52], we conclude CAR-dominated CPS is plausible in device A. Importantly, this measurement demonstrates the deterministic splitting of a Cooper pair by
crossing a single charge transition.
In future experiments, one may increase the size in gate
S
space of the transition by increasing E0 /EC
, or increase
the amplitude of CAR by reducing the superconducting
island length to less than the superconducting coherence
length. Concurrently, the presence of a CPS transition
S
requires that EC
< E0 , necessitating a large total ca-

−1
0.0
ζ (V)

0.2 −0.2

0.0
ζ (V)

0.2

FIG. 2.
Middle resonator response in the floating
triple dot regime of device A. a) The resonance frequency
shift ∆ω0 and linewidth κd of the middle resonator. b) Frequency response of the middle resonator, c) frequency shift,
and linewidth across the CPS transition.

pacitance of the island. These conditions may be simultaneously satisfied using methods presented in Ref. [53]
to extend the island perpendicular to the nanowire, or
to replace the island with a grounded superconductor as
S
demonstrated in Ref. [14]. Conversely, a finite EC
or ungrounded superconductor protects the island from quasiparticle poisoning [54], reducing the probability of two
independent quasiparticles entering the QDs instead of a
split pair.
Having observed a CPS transition in a floating system, we next demonstrate how the split pair’s electrons
may be detected without additional charge sensors. In
particular, to detect a single charge tunneling into a QD
it is sufficient to measure changes in the dot’s parity,
which we show is achievable using a strongly hybridized
DQD probed with DGS. For an isolated DQD, only some
charge states are reachable since the total charge and
parity of the DQD is fixed, and interdot transitions are
spaced in chemical potential by the sum of the dots’
charging energies [46]. An electron tunneling into the
DQD flips this parity and shifts one QD’s chemical potenN
tial by EC
, offsetting these transitions by half their spacing and potentially shifting the system from Coulomb
blockade to charge degeneracy or vice versa. It has been
shown that blockade and charge degeneracy can be distinguished rapidly with DGS [16–29], hence DGS is sensitive to parity changes in a coupled DQD. Furthermore,
the readout signal persists for most inter-dot detunings
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FIG. 3. Parity measurement with a DQD in Device
B. a) A chemical potential schematic of the quadruple dot.
b) Multiplexed CSDs in the floating quadruple dot regime at
fixed δ values of δ = 0 mV on the left and 32 mV on the right
diagram, with the color map shown in the top right. Charge
plateaus are labeled to represent the relative occupancy of the
dots where the rightmost number represents the combined occupation of QD R and QD P. Individual resonator responses
composing these figures are shown in the Supplemental Material [39]. c) Linecuts of the resonator P response as a function
of the detuning δ, measured at the voltages indicated by the
square and circle markers in b). The solid and dashed curves
show a fit with a periodic Lorentzian peak to the linecuts. At
zero detuning between the dots, resonator P shows a response
for one parity value, but is blockaded for the other parity. The
insets show a cartoon of the sensor DQD levels in both cases,
neglecting spin degeneracy.

δ = VR −VP if the dots are strongly hybridized, illustrated
by a sweep of δ in Fig. 3c. Notably, if the dot orbitals
are also spin-resolved, Pauli spin blockade renders this
sensing principle a spin measurement via spin-to-charge
conversion [31, 55].
We implement this method in the floating quadruple
dot configuration of Device B, shown in Fig. 1b, since
the performance of Device A deteriorated after multiple thermal cycles. We stress, however, that the parity
sensor signal is independent of the origin of electrons flipping its parity and the properties of the coupled superconducting island. In the quadruple dot regime, we aim
to observe parity changes in the DQD formed by QD R
and the parity-sensing dot (QD P). To reach the appropriate configuration, T5 is tuned to a strong tunneling
regime such that these dots together form a DQD while
effectively sharing a single charging energy [45]. Additionally, T2 and T6 are pinched off completely to pre-

vent electron tunneling to the leads, effectively removing
one charge degree of freedom. We use as independent
voltage coordinates VL together with the detuning between the rightmost two dots δ and the voltages’ average
 = (VR +VL )/2, both defined up to an offset, see Fig. 3a.
The acquisition method and data representation for
this measurement is identical to the procedure outlined
for Fig. 1f. Here, three-dimensional CSDs are measured:
sweeping δ, , and VL . Two slices are shown in Fig. 3b for
δ values chosen such that the sensor DQD is on charge
degeneracy for even or odd parity. The yellow regions
signify that an electron is hybridizing between QD R and
a QD whose resonator is not represented in the color map
(cf. Fig 3c), which by exclusion must be QD P. Notably,
the charge plateaus for which resonator R responds are
opposite between the two shown δ values, and opposite
whenever the sensor DQD changes parity.
Next, we show in Fig. 3c the measured response of resonator P as a function of δ measured at the circle and
square markers in Fig. 3b. We phenomenologically fit the
resulting Coulomb oscillations with a periodic Lorentzian
and observe that Coulomb resonance for the solid line occurs exactly when the dashed line shows Coulomb blockade. Fixing the spacing between peaks, we repeat this
fitting procedure for all voltages shown in the CSD. Importantly, the detuning offset δr of the repeating pattern quantifies the position of charge degeneracy in the
window between δ = −14 mV and δ = 43 mV, allowing
inference of the relative parity of the DQD.
To demonstrate this correspondence, we plot δr as a
function of the remaining gate parameters in Fig. 4. The
figure shows clear regions corresponding to the two different parities in the DQD, consistent with the corresponding histogram of δr values shown on the right side. The
clear splitting of δr values in Fig. 4 demonstrates that
readout of parity changes can be accomplished by fixing
δ to a value which maximizes contrast, such as δ = 0
in this case. This may be extended to single-shot readout provided electrons reside on the detector DQD longer
than the readout time. Placing one DQD sensor on either
side of a superconducting reservoir or island would then
enable time-resolved detection of both electrons from a
split Cooper pair.
We have realized a normal-superconducting-normal
hybrid triple quantum dot system in an InAs nanowire.
Multiplexed DGS shows different pairs of resonators responding depending on the nature of the charge transition. This approach senses the spatial distribution of
resonantly tunneling electrons, enabling us to infer the
quantum dots’ relative charge states [28, 37]. With DGS
we observe a CPS transition, repelling two electrons from
the superconducting island to the normal dots on both
sides. Crossing this transition splits a single Cooper pair
controllably and retains the resulting individual electrons
on the outer dots. Furthermore, we have shown that DGS
of a DQD is sensitive to its parity and can be used to
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Distinguishment of parity for the CSD in
the floating quadruple dot regime for Device B. The
detuning for which the sensor double dot is on resonance,
−14 mV < δr < 43 mV, is shown. On the right, a histogram
showing occurrences of different δr values also defines the color
map of the stability diagram.

observe electrons ejected from a neighboring superconducting island.
Lastly, we note that the demonstrated parity detection method becomes a spin measurement of electrons
entering the sensing DQD when the DQD levels are spinpolarized via the principle of spin-to-charge conversion
[21–24, 27, 55]. Two such multiplexed spin detectors on
either side of a superconductor, combined with spin manipulation techniques [56–60], would enable performing
a Bell test using CPS as an entanglement source [31–35].
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S. Baba, C. Jünger, S. Matsuo, A. Baumgartner, Y. Sato,
H. Kamata, K. Li, S. Jeppesen, L. Samuelson, H. Q. Xu,
C. Schönenberger, and S. Tarucha, Cooper-pair splitting
in two parallel InAs nanowires, New Journal of Physics
20, 063021 (2018).
P. Pandey, R. Danneau, and D. Beckmann, Ballistic
Graphene Cooper Pair Splitter, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126,
147701 (2021).
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[35] P. Samuelsson, E. V. Sukhorukov, and M. Büttiker, Orbital Entanglement and Violation of Bell Inequalities
in Mesoscopic Conductors, Physical Review Letters 91,
157002 (2003).
[36] J. Kroll, F. Borsoi, K. van der Enden, W. Uilhoorn,
D. de Jong, M. Quintero-Pérez, D. van Woerkom,
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I.

PROJECTION AND NORMALIZATION OF RESONATOR DATA

Here we describe the process by which the resonator response is normalized in detail. First, in Fig. S1 and Fig. S2, we
show the raw data for the Charge Stability Diagrams (CSDs) shown in Fig. 1 and Fig. 3 of the main text, respectively.
The goal of normalizing the resonator response data is to reduce the dimensionality of the data while accentuating the
difference between Coulomb blockade and charge degeneracy. First, the complex-valued response is projected onto a
line. Then, the data is normalized such that Coulomb blockade is mapped to 0 while charge degeneracy is mapped
to 1. By following the same procedure for all CSDs, similar charge transitions show up with the same colors in the
different figures.
As an example, we outline the procedure in Fig. S3 showing the response of resonator M corresponding to Fig. S1b.
To project the complex-valued data onto a line, we first estimate the resonator response A0 in Coulomb blockade as
the most occurring response in the CSD after binning the dataset into a two-dimensional histogram. Secondly, we
find the average response, A1 to estimate the vector along which the resonator responds on average. Both points are
marked in Fig. S3a and show that the resonator response indeed roughly falls along the vector A1 − A0 . The data is
subsequently projected onto the line defined by A0 and A1 and normalized to range from 0 to 1. This procedure is
repeated for every resonator individually before they are combined into the same colormap.

II.

DEVICE PROPERTIES

To extract charging energies and lowest lying subgap state energies in device A and B, we first show a Coulomb
diamond measurement from which the charging energy of quantum dot (QD) P is inferred in Fig. S4. Assuming the
other normal QDs have the same charging energy, this allows us to convert the voltage axes in Fig. S1 to energy,
S
and E0 . Next, as an independent confirmation that device A is superconducting
and thereby obtain values for EC
S
with E0 > EC , we show a transition from 2-electron periodic Coulomb resonances to 1-electron periodic resonances
in Fig. S5 for device A as the in-plane magnetic field increases. We emphasize that the presence or absence of the
N
Cooper pair splitting transition does not depend on the precise values of charging energies, provided that EC
> E0
S
for both normal quantum dots. In that case it will appear so long as E0 > EC .
III.

SIMULATION OF CHARGE STABILITY DIAGRAMS

In this section we describe the method by which CSDs, including their corresponding resonator response, were
simulated for Fig. 1e. We employ a general formalism for simulating charge stability in multi-quantum-dot and island
systems which are floating, that is, without any leads. The system initially considered is a system of N quantum
dots (QDs) with a corresponding matrix of charging energies EC defined by matrix elements {EC }i,j = e2 /Ci,j where
Ci,i is the total capacitance of dot i, and Ci,j for i 6= j is the capacitance between dots i and j. Every dot has an
energy cost E0i associated with containing an odd number of electrons, where E0i = 0 for non-superconducting QDs.
Operating in the charge basis {|ni} where n denotes a vector of integers ni specifying the charge state of each QD,
the ‘on-site’ Hamiltonian Ĥ0 of the system in the absence of any inter-dot tunneling is
"
#
X
X 1 − (−1)ni
T
i
Ĥ0 =
(n − ng ) EC (n − ng ) +
E0 |ni hn|
(S1)
2
i
|ni

2
where ng is the vector of reduced gate voltages on each quantum dot, including cross-capacitive couplings from all
gate voltages [1]. Finally, allowing for quantum mechanical single-electron tunneling amplitudes tij between dots, the
full Hamiltonian of the multi-dot system is
Ĥ = Ĥ0 +

1 XX
(tij |n + ei i hn − ej | + h.c.)
2

(S2)

|ni i6=j

where ei is the elementary basis vector on dot site i. From this Hamiltonian, a suitable range of charge states can
be selected and the Hamiltonian can be numerically diagonalized for different ng values to obtain a full CSD. We
denote the resulting eigenstates by {|ψk i}k . In this manuscript’s simulations of devices A and B tuned into the
floating regime, we use charging energies and E0 values given in the main text, and for simplicity we neglect cross
capacitances between dots. On the other hand, cross-capacitances between gates and other dots are included and
chosen to best match with the data. Tunnel couplings are chosen such that every transition appears sharply in the
CSD, including a direct tunnel coupling between the outer quantum dots to make the cotunneling transition clearly
visible.
Next, we use an input output theory model to convert the eigenstates and eigenenergies of the charge stability
simulations into a predicted resonator signal [2], following the model of Ref. [3, 4] to calculate the electric susceptibility
χk,l of each charge transition |ψk i → |ψl i. Importantly, the electric susceptibilities depend on the matrix elements
hψk | Ĥc |ψl i of the Hamiltonian Ĥc coupling the charge system to the measured resonator. Assuming the resonator
capacitively couples only to a single quantum dot with lever arm α, say dot i with charge operator n̂i , this Hamiltonian
is simply Ĥc = g0 n̂i (â† + â) where â† is the photon creation operator of the resonator [4]. In calculating the matrix
element, we take the average value of â† + â, proportional to the voltage swing in the resonator. We use the same
resonator coupling and dephasing as in Ref. [5], since an identical resonator design and nearly identical device design is
P
used here. Finally, the frequency shift g0 k,l hψk | Ĥc |ψl i χk,l can be substituted into a complex transmission model
for a hanger-type resonator circuit and normalized to find simulated values of A0i [5, 6]. To obtain a representative
indication of what a gate sensor signal appears as without clouding the results by subtle resonator differences, we
use the same resonator parameters from Ref. [5] using a resonance frequency of f0 = 5 GHz and a probe frequency of
5.005 GHz for all three resonators.
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FIG. S1. The individual resonator responses corresponding the CSD of a) device A and b) device B shown in Fig. 1f. Here,
|Ai | and φi = arg(Ai ) denote the amplitude and phase response of resonator i for i ∈ {L, M, R}.
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FIG. S2. The individual resonator responses for device B corresponding to the CSDs shown in Fig. 3b, including slices of the
data a) at δ = 0 mV and b) at δ = 32 mV. Here, |Ai | and φi = arg(Ai ) denote the amplitude and phase response of resonator
i. Even though the response of resonator P is not included in the colormap (see Fig. 3), it is added here for completeness.
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FIG. S3. Histogram of the IQ response of the middle resonator, corresponding to the middle panel in Fig. S1b. The square
marker denotes the most occurring IQ response which we associate with Coulomb blockade while the circle marker denotes the
average IQ response. These markers define the dashed line which is used to project the complex-valued data.
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