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We consider a two-particle interferometer, where voltage sources applied to ohmic contacts inject
electronic excitations into a pair of copropagating edge channels. We analyze the impact of channel
mixing due to inter-edge tunneling on the current noise measured at the output of the interferometer.
Due to this mixing, the noise suppression typically expected for synchronized injecting sources is
incomplete, thereby reducing the visibility of the interference. We investigate to which extent the impact of mixing on the noise visibility depends on different shapes of the voltage drives. Furthermore,
we compare a simple model involving a single mixing point between the sources and the quantum
point contact to the more realistic case of a continuous distribution of weak mixing points.
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1.

Introduction

In the last two decades, the research field known as electron quantum optics [1–3] has emerged,
following the technological advances that have led to the more and more accurate manipulation of
electric currents, down to the single-electron level. In particular, the ability to implement reliable,
on-demand single-electron sources [4–7], has allowed researchers to replicate famous quantum optic experiments, such as the Hong-Ou-Mandel (HOM) interference [8], in electronic quantum devices [6, 9–11]. The interest in electron quantum optics is due to multiple reasons. On the one hand,
it offers the possibility to explore in a controlled framework fundamental differences due to particle
statistics (fermions vs bosons and, more recently, even anyons [12]), as well as the effect of manybody interactions. On the other hand, the coherent manipulation of single-electron states in condensed
matter systems may pave the way to the realization of electronic flying qubits [3, 13], with potential
applications to quantum information processing. Finally, generalizations of the HOM interference
principle to ac voltage-driven contacts emitting coherent electron-hole pairs to probe the Hanbury
Brown-Twiss phase, as proposed by Rychkov, Polianski and Büttiker [14], provide a convenient way
to test the quantum coherence of carriers, as realized in a recent experiment [15].
In view of these developments, it is crucial to have an accurate understanding of the ac regime,
relevant for the operation of single-electron sources, and to identify detrimental mechanisms that
may lead to the loss of coherence of the propagating electronic states. In this paper, we address a
two-particle interferometer in the integer quantum Hall regime. In a previous work [16], we have
shown that channel mixing can be responsible for an incomplete suppression of the HOM noise,
thereby reducing the interference visibility. Here, after reporting some of the main results from [16],
we investigate the features of the HOM interference curve and its associated visibility by comparing
three different periodic drives. Furthermore, we extend our previous results by including an analysis
of the HOM noise in the presence of a continuous distribution of weak mixing points. Even though,
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Fig. 1. Sketch of an electronic “collider” in the integer quantum Hall regime. Electronic states are injected
into the edge channels via voltage sources (VA and VB ) and propagate towards a central quantum point contact,
acting as a beamsplitter. Two black stars indicate the presence of possible mixing points, inducing inter-edge
tunneling. We assume them to be symmetrically placed at distance Lm from the sources and described by
identical scattering matrices S m . Current fluctuations are measured at the output contacts (R and L).

strictly speaking, HOM interference deals with single-particle states, throughout this paper we will
use the same word to refer to the generalized interference occurring when the incoming states are
composed of an arbitrary number of electron-hole pairs excited by ac voltage drives.

2.

HOM noise: model and basic results

In this section, we briefly summarize the theoretical modeling of a HOM-like interferometer
in the integer quantum Hall effect at filling factor ν = 2, as sketched in Fig. 1 and inspired by
experiments [15, 19]: two pairs of edge channels are connected to ohmic contacts where ac drives
VA (t) = V(t) and VB (t) = V(t + δ) are applied, with a tunable time delay δ. It is convenient to write
RT
V(t) = Vdc + Vac (t), with 0 Vac (t) dt = 0 and T = 2πΩ−1 the period of the drive. The electronic
states generated by the driven contacts are sent to a central quantum point contact (QPC), acting as
a beamsplitter. Since electron-electron interactions were found to be irrelevant for the HOM noise
suppression in voltage-driven interferometers [16–18, 20], we neglect them here and describe the
system by a Floquet scattering theory approach [21]. The incoming state on channel i = 1, ..., 4 can
be decomposed as a superposition of plane waves
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â
(E)
1,in
2,out
2,in
√
,
=
= √
,
(3)
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where T = 1 − R is the transmission probability at the QPC. The zero-frequency noise associated with
the outgoing charge currents Iˆi,out = −eψ̂†i,out ψ̂i,out is
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The HOM noise is the cross-correlation noise of the outgoing currents collected at the output contacts,
namely IˆRout = Iˆ1out + Iˆ4out and IˆLout = Iˆ2out + Iˆ3out . It is also standard to subtract the equilibrium noise one
would find when the sources are switched off, leading to the definition
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A calculation of the HOM noise at finite temperature θ leads to the following result [22]
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The HOM noise vanishes when the two ac sources are synchronized, S0 (δ = 0) = 0, as expected
for indistinguishable incoming states. Interestingly, the same is true even when interactions are included [16–18, 20], in contrast to what has been reported when the interfering states are injected with
different schemes than the one we address here [19, 23–25]. As we explain below, channel mixing is
a plausible cause of the incomplete suppression of the HOM noise in our setup.

3.

Reduced visibility by channel mixing

We now introduce channel mixing due to inter-edge tunneling as a mechanism that can explain
the recently observed reduction of visibility in the HOM noise [15]. As sketched in Fig. 1, impurities
arising from the native disorder in a two-dimensional electron gas may induce inter-edge tunneling
along the co-propagating edge channels [26–28].
3.1

Symmetric interferometer
We consider two mixing points, placed at a distance Lm from the injecting sources. A more
general configuration can be found in [16]. Moreover, we assume that mixing occurs with equal
probability Rm in both input arms. Thus, the effect of mixing is encoded in the scattering matrix
√
√ !
T
i
m
√ Rm ,
Sm = √
(7)
Tm
i Rm
connecting channels 1 and 2 (respectively 3 and 4). Finally, we assume that the propagation velocities
fulfill v1 = v3 = vout for the outer channels and v2 = v4 = vin for the inner ones. With these hypotheses,
the HOM noise reads [16]
SHOM (∆τ, δ) = 2T 2 Rm T m S0 (∆τ) + RT (T m2 + R2m )S0 (δ) + RT T m Rm [S0 (δ + ∆τ) + S0 (δ − ∆τ)] , (8)
−1
where ∆τ = |Lm (v−1
in − vout )|. This result can be straightforwardly interpreted by realizing that the incoming excitations take different paths to reach the QPC due to mixing, thereby acquiring an effective
time delay on top of the bare time shift δ between the injecting sources. For instance, an excitation
generated by VA on channel 2 can be transferred to channel 1 at the mixing point and eventually interfere at the QPC with another excitation injected by VB and propagating entirely on channel 3. Such
a situation results in an additional shift ∆τ, as soon as the propagation velocities on inner and outer
channels are different. Therefore, for nonvanishing mixing Rm , 0 and vin , vout , the different terms
in Eq. (8) cannot simultaneously vanish, leading to an incomplete suppression of the HOM noise and
a reduced visibility of the interference.

3.2

Comparison between different drives
In the following, we illustrate how the impact of channel mixing on the HOM visibility depends
on the shape of the ac signal, by considering three different drives as shown in the upper row of Fig. 2,
VCos (t) = Vdc [1 − cos(Ωt)],

(9a)
3

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)

(i)

Fig. 2. Density plot of the normalized HOM noise R as a function of the time delay δ and the mixing-induced
time shift ∆τ for (a) cosine, (b) Lorentzian and (c) rectangular drives. In (b) and (c), the width-to-period ratio
is fixed to η = 0.1. Panels (d), (e), (f) show cuts of, respectively (a), (b), (c) at values ∆τ/T = 0 (thick line), 0.3
(short dashed) and 0.5 (long dashed). For all ac drives, the amplitude is fixed as eVdc = ~Ω. Other parameters
in (a-f): T = 0.7, T m = 0.5, kB θ = 0.03~Ω (corresponding to roughly 25 mK at Ω/2π = 14 GHz, which are the
relevant experimental parameters in [15]). Finally, panels (g), (h) and (i) show the visibility as a function of ∆τ
for, respectively, a cosine, a Lorentzian, and a rectangular drive. In these plots, we have also varied the mixing
strength as Rm = 0.1 (full line), 0.3 (short dashed) and 0.5 (long dashed).
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where Θ(x) is the Heaviside step function. The first drive is a standard cosine signal. The second one
is a periodic train of Lorentzian pulses, resulting in the injection of Levitons when eVdc = ~Ω [6, 29];
for this drive, η represents the ratio between the full width at half maximum of each pulse and the
period. The third signal is a rectangular drive with duty cycle η, reducing to a square wave for η = 1/2.
Clearly, VRect and VLor provide an additional knob compared to the cosine drive, as they allow one to
vary the width of the pulse within each period.
In order to compare the HOM noises associated with different signals, it is convenient to study
the parameter R, namely SHOM normalized with its maximum value as function of the detuning δ,
Smax = maxδ {SHOM (δ)}, as well as its visibility V, with Smin = minδ {SHOM (δ)}, defined as,
R=

SHOM
Smax

V=

and

Smax − Smin
.
Smax + Smin

(10)

These dimensionless ratios are plotted in Fig. 2 for the three drives in Eq. (9). In the density plots
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(a-c) we vary the intrinsic time delay δ between the voltage sources VA and VB , as well as the mixinginduced time shift ∆τ. Note that a variation of the latter can be due to differences in the mixing point
position Lm , but also in the velocity mismatch vout − vin . All the density plots in Fig. 2 show that the
HOM noise is fully suppressed at δ = 0 when ∆τ = 0; then the dip is lifted by increasing ∆τ and is
eventually fully restored at ∆τ = T . This restored dip, which is clear from the analytical expression
in Eq. (8), is physically due to the indistinguishability of electronic states emitted with a time delay
of integer multiples of the drive period.
Besides this common feature, some differences emerge when we compare the Lorentzian and the
rectangular drive with the cosine: as shown in Fig. 2(b,c,e,f), additional dips become visible in the
HOM noise, located around δ = ±∆τ. As we already noticed in [16], this feature results from the
collision between pulses that travelled along different edges at different velocities and appears when
the pulse is narrow enough to distinguish the features from the main dip around δ = 0. It is therefore
clear that this effect is much more pronounced for the rectangular drive, as in this case the voltage
drive abruptly shifts from Vdc /η to 0, the pulse being completely localized in a region of width η
within each period.
In panels (g,h,i) of Fig. 2, we plot the visibility as a function of ∆τ for different mixing strengths
Rm . As is intuitively clear, a stronger deterioration of the visibility is observed with increasing Rm .
The other important feature is that the visibility is lost much more quickly with a rectangular drive,
upon varying ∆τ. Once again, this behaviour can be understood as a consequence of the sharpness of
the drive, which makes the minima of the different terms in Eq. (8) well separated even for small ∆τ.
3.3

Average over a continuous distribution of weak mixing points
In a realistic sample, it is likely that multiple mixing points are present, calling for a more refined
model to take this feature into account. In our previous work [16] we have addressed the case of
two consecutive mixing points of arbitrary strength, showing that additional interference effects arise
and that the visibility can both increase or decrease (compared with a single mixing point scenario),
depending on the precise position of the scatterers along the edge channels. Here, we investigate the
case of weak mixing, meaning that the inter-edge tunneling probability Rm is small. Under this condition, and considering that many mixing points may be present between the source and the QPC, it
is reasonable to assume that a given excitation undergoes a single mixing event at a random position
(depending on which impurity is responsible for the tunneling event). Since noise measurements are
the result of a time average, the detected signal will thus be equivalent to an average over many realizations of Eq. (8), where ∆τ is randomly extracted according to the impurity distribution. Without
any detailed knowledge of the sample, it is most reasonable to assume that mixing points are uniformly distributed in the interval [0, Lmax ], with Lmax necessarily smaller than the distance d between
the source and the QPC. Thus, the averaged noise reads
1
SHOM (δ) =
∆τmax

∆τmax

Z

SHOM (∆τ, δ) d(∆τ).

(11)

0

We now illustrate how the presence of multiple mixing points modifies the results obtained from
the simple model with a single mixing point on each input arm of the interferometer. For clarity,
we consider the low-temperature and low-amplitude regime, thus taking eVac /~Ω  1 and θ → 0.
Furthermore, we choose the cosine drive, for which the photo-assisted probabilities are given in terms
of the Bessel functions as Πl (δ) = Jl2 (2eVac sin(Ωδ/2)/~Ω). With this, we find
SHOM (∆τ, δ) ≈

e2 Ω  eVac 2
2
π
~Ω

×

n

2T 2 Rm T m sin2 (Ω∆τ/2)

(12)
o
+RT (T m2 + R2m ) sin2 (Ωδ/2) + RT T m Rm [1 − cos(Ω∆τ) cos(Ωδ)] .
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Fig. 3. Comparison between averaged noise of Eq. (11) (full lines), normalized according to Eq. (10), and
the simple model with a single mixing point per arm (dashed lines). The full blue and green lines correspond
to ∆τmax /T = 0.4 and 1, respectively. The dashed lines are obtained from Eq. (8), selecting the average time
shift ∆τ = ∆τmax /2. Panels (a), (b) and (c) refer to a cosine, a Lorentzian, and a rectangular drive, respectively.
All the other parameters are the same as in Fig. 2, while a weak mixing strength Rm = 0.1 is assumed here.

The advantage of the small Vac approximation is that the averaging can be performed analytically:
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Therefore, we can make a direct comparison between the result in the presence of multiple weak
mixing points [Eq. (13)] and the result with just one mixing point in each input arm [Eq. (12)]. First,
we find by explicit substitution
SHOM (δ)

Ω∆τmax =nπ

= SHOM

!
2m + 1 π
, δ , ∀n, m ∈ Z.
2 Ω

(14)

We find an even more direct relation when the mixing-induced time shifts are small compared to the
period of the drive, namely Ω∆τ  1 and Ω∆τmax  1. Expanding the sine/cosine functions, we
see that the terms in the second rows of Eqs. (12) and (13) √
become identical, while the the ones in
the first map onto each other if one replaces ∆τ ↔ ∆τmax / 3. This shows that, in this regime, the
results obtained in the presence or absence of multiple mixing points are essentially the same and a
simple rescaling of ∆τ maps them onto each other. For a generic drive and ac amplitude, no simple
expression for SHOM can be found and one has to resort to a numerical evaluation of Eq. (11), see
Fig. 3. The quantitative difference between SHOM and SHOM crucially depends on ∆τmax , which is
linked to the sample size, as well as on the chosen drive. Nevertheless, the qualitative features of
the refined model including multiple weak scatterers are the same as those observed in the simple
two-point calculation, within the validity regime of weak tunneling for the continuous mixing-point
model.

4.

Conclusion

We have extended our previous analysis of the impact of tunneling-induced channel mixing on the
current noise in a HOM-like interferometer in the integer quantum Hall effect. Specifically, we have
here compared how the impact of mixing differs for different voltage drives. Furthermore, we have
included the presence of multiple mixing points along the edge channels. Our results can be further
tested by measuring the noise visibility as a function of the edge channel length. Such a measurement
is expected to be within the reach of current experimental techniques.
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