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We investigate the dynamics of a charge qubit consisting of two Coulomb-blockaded islands hosting
Majorana zero modes. The frequency of the qubit is determined by coherent single-electron tunneling
between two islands originating from the hybridization of two Majorana zero modes localized at the
junction. We calculate the sequential tunneling current I through the double-island device coupled
to normal metal leads. We demonstrate that the I−V characteristics in the large-bias regime can
be used as a measurement of the coherent Majorana coupling EM . We propose dc and ac transport
experiments for measuring EM , and discuss their limitations due to intrinsic dephasing mechanisms
such as excited quasiparticles.

Introduction. Topological qubits promise long life-
time and precise operations due to exponentially sup-
pressed error rates. The simplest topological qubit based
on Majorana bound states requires four decoupled Ma-
jorana modes [1–9]. While demonstrating non-Abelian
braiding statistics and developing a topological qubit are
the current main objectives on the way towards topologi-
cal quantum computation [1, 10], it is useful to probe and
demonstrate signatures of Majoranas in simple interme-
diate experiments. In this paper, we propose an exper-
iment probing coherent coupling between two Majorana
modes localized at a junction. The device, the Majorana
charge qubit, consists of two Coulomb-blockaded islands
coupled together with a controllable Majorana coupling,
see Fig. 1a. Such a double-island system was recently
used to demonstrate photon-assisted tunneling of single
electrons [11].

Our idea is similar to the one used to demonstrate co-
herent Cooper-pair tunneling in the first generation of
the conventional superconducting charge qubits [16, 17].
Similarly, we propose to measure signatures of the co-
herent single-electron oscillations in transport through
the device. In the conventional superconducting case,
the transport experiment was made possible by the un-
derstanding of the so-called Josephson quasiparticle cy-
cle [18] which was shown to give rise to a resonant Joseph-
son current across the double island. The effect allows
one to extract Josephson coupling EJ between the two
islands in a dc transport experiment. In this paper
we focus on the analogous resonant current in a junc-
tion between two topological superconducting islands,
see Fig. 1a. The tunable coupling EM between the two
islands allows single electrons to tunnel coherently be-
tween the two Majorana zero modes (MZMs). Similar to
the conventional case, the width of the current resonance
can be used to estimate the hybridization energy EM
between two MZMs, see Fig. 1e. We also propose a time-
domain experiment involving measurements of coherent

1e-charge oscillations. We believe aforementioned exper-
iments provide a simple way to detect single-electron co-
herent oscillations in a Majorana charge qubit via trans-
port. In our proposal, the Majorana hybridization EM
largely determines the frequency of the Majorana charge
qubit. It is also a crucial component in other Majorana-
based proposals for quantum computing [8, 11, 19].

As with superconducting qubits [17, 20, 21], parasitic
couplings to the environment lead to dephasing of a Ma-
jorana charge qubit [22–27]. In this paper we focus on in-
trinsic dephasing mechanisms due to the presence of ther-
mally activated or non-equilibrium quasiparticles (QPs).
We estimate the influence of QPs on transport and how
they may hinder the observation of the coherent 1e charge
transfer. We obtain these estimates for Al-based devices
where QP densities are well characterized. Extrinsic de-
phasing mechanisms are not well understood in nanowire
and topological insulator (TI) systems; their effect can be
incorporated into our formalism phenomenologically via
parameter Γ.

Here we focus on the sequential tunneling regime of
large bias voltage eVb � EmC , see Eq. (2), in compar-
ison to the mutual charging energy of the double is-
land [28]. We also assume that applied bias is smaller
than the topological superconducting gap, eVb � ∆P ,
so that the transport is mostly carried by MZMs. The
effect of above-gap quasiparticles is also included. We
assume that most of the non-equilibrium QPs reside in
the parent s-wave superconductor, whose gap we denote
by ∆ > ∆P [29]. In the charge qubit regime, we assume
that the junctions are sufficiently closed for the inter-
island charging energy EC , defined in Eq. (3), to be the
dominant scale, EC � EM , EJ .

At low temperature, T � EC , the current through the
structure is given by a sequential-tunneling expression of
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Figure 1. a–b) Schematic of the topological superconductor
(SC) double island coupled to normal metal leads (N, grey).
The double island can be based on a) a 2D topological insu-
lator edge [12], b) a semiconductor nanowire (NW) [10, 13],
or a 3D topological insulator nanoribbon [8, 14] (not shown)
and hosts four Majorana modes (orange). The outer Majo-
ranas are incoherently coupled to the leads with rates ΓL,ΓR

while the inner two are hybridized with coupling EM . These
couplings are controllable by magnetic barriers (not shown)
or depletion gates, depending on the platform. c) Circuit
diagram corresponding to (a–b). The double island charge
configuration |NL, NR〉 can be controlled with dimensionless
gate charges NgL,R, see Eq. (2). d) Charge stability diagram
showing the ground state charge configurations for different
gate-induced charges. The lattice period corresponds to 1e,
as opposed to 2e found in conventional superconducting is-
lands [11, 15]. The dashed line shows the position of a charge
degeneracy (i.e., ε = 0, see Eq. (4)) which is lifted by EM .
e) Electrical current versus detuning from charge degeneracy
point ε. When carried by the Majorana states, the current is
a Lorentzian function of the detuning ε with a width given by
EM . This enables the measurement of the Majorana coupling
EM in dc transport.

the three junctions in series (see Fig. 1),

I(ε) =
e

γM (ε)−1 + Γ−1
L + Γ−1

R

, γM (ε) =
E2
MΓΣ

(~ΓΣ)2 + 4ε2
,

(1)
where the rate γM (ε) across the central junction [18, 30]
depends on the coherent coupling EM between the Majo-
rana states, allowing its measurement from the current;
ΓL(R) are the tunnel-couplings to outside left (right) nor-
mal metal lead and ΓΣ is the total dephasing rate; in the
absence of other sources of dephasing the couplings to
the leads provide the source of dephasing, ΓΣ ≈ ΓL+ΓR.
Here we neglect effect of excited quasiparticles. The de-
tuning ε = 2EC | 12 − {Ng}| is controllable with external
gates ({. . . } denotes the fractional part).

The current I(ε) is a Lorentzian function of ε with

a width W = max(~ΓΣ, EM

√
ΓΣ(Γ−1

L + Γ−1
R )). (In di-

mensionless gate voltage the width is W/EC .) Assum-

ing W � EC , the current has a prominent resonance
at ε = 0, see Fig. 1e. The height of the Lorentzian
I(0) is given by the smallest of the rates ΓL,ΓR, and
γM (0) = E2

M/(~2ΓΣ). When γM (0) is the largest rate,
the current at resonance is only weakly sensitive to EM ,
but the width of the resonant peak is W ≈ 2EM if we
assume ΓL ≈ ΓR and ΓΣ ≈ 2ΓL, see Fig. 1e. This al-
lows one to estimate EM from the transport measure-
ment. More generally W ∝ EM , with a prefactor that
depends on Γ/ΓL,R where Γ is the dephasing rate from
other sources. While this might not be enough to ex-
tract the value of EM , due to potentially unknown Γ,
one can use it to establish the functional dependence of
EM on a controllable tunnel-barrier gate. When γM (0)
is the smallest rate, the height of the current peak is
I(0) = eE2

M/(~2ΓΣ) and the width W = ~ΓΣ. Under
these conditions (ignoring QP transport) the current is
limited by the Majorana coupling, and one can thus ex-
tract EM from the product I(0)W .

The intra-island hybridization (splitting) of MZMs
does not qualitatively change Eq. (1) but merely shifts
the resonance away from ε = 0, see Eq. (3). This will also
distort the charge stability diagram depicted in Fig. 1d,
see Ref. [11].

At finite temperature or in a non-equilibrium scenario,
intrinsic dephasing due to QP poisoning will modify the
idealized results above. Quasiparticles open a parallel
transport channel across the central junction which in-
troduces a new tunneling rate Γqp and changes the form
of current (1). Similarly, the total dephasing rate ΓΣ will
increase due to Γqp; the full result for current is given
in Eq. (9). Next, we introduce our model and derive the
above results for the current. Throughout, we use units
~ = kB = 1.
Model. The charging Hamiltonian of the double is-

land can be written as [28]

HC = ELC(N̂L −NgL)2 + ERC (N̂R −NgR)2 + EmC N̂LN̂R ,
(2)

where N̂L,R are electron number operators of the left and
right islands and NgL,R = −CgL,RVgL,R/e are dimen-
sionless gate charges [28], Fig. 1d. We assume that each
island hosts a Majorana zero mode so that despite the
islands being superconducting, both even and odd values
of electron number are energetically allowed. We assume
that each island is long enough so that we can ignore the
intra-island hybridization between Majoranas.

We aim to probe the coherent coupling between the
two Majoranas on different islands. This coupling con-
serves the total charge of the double-island but changes
the charge distribution within it. For this reason, it is
useful to project HC on a fixed total number of electrons
N̂L + N̂R and define an effective Hamiltonian that only
depends on the charge difference N̂− = (N̂L − N̂R)/2.
The effective charging Hamiltonian is [31]

Heff = EC(N̂− −Ng)2 , EC = ERC + ELC − EmC , (3)
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where Ng = 1
EC

(
−ELCNgL + ERCNgR

)
up to a constant

independent of NgL , NgR. Starting from a charge state
|NL, NR〉, the energy cost to transfer an electron from
the left island MZM to the MZM on the right island is

ε ≡ U(NL−1, NR+1)−U(NL, NR) = 2EC(N−+
1

2
−Ng) ,

(4)
where we denote U(NL, NR) = 〈NL, NR|HC |NL, NR〉.
The two states are degenerate, ε = 0, when Ng is half-
integer. This is a charge degeneracy line in the NgL-
NgR -plane, see Fig. 1b. We will focus on the vicinity
of the charge degeneracy line ε = 0 where the current
through the structure is the highest. The position of this
degeneracy will shift if one of the MZM pairs is not at
zero energy.

The islands have neutral excitations corresponding to
broken Cooper pairs. We model the islands with a mean-
field BCS Hamiltonian. After a Bogoliubov transforma-
tion [28] to neutral quasiparticle operators dnL,R, the
neutral sector of the α = L,R island Hamiltonian be-
comes

Hα
qp =

∑

n

εnαd
†
nαdnα , (5)

where εnα =
√
ξ2
n,α + ∆2 and ξn,α are the normal state

single-particle energies. We consider quasiparticles in the
parent s-wave superconductor (Al) with gap ∆. Each is-
land also contains a fermionic level at zero energy [and
therefore absent from Eq. (5)] formed from a pair of de-
coupled Majoranas. The annihilation operator for an
electron on the zero-energy level is N̂−L,RdL,R with dL,R =
(γL,R − iγ′L,R)/2 where γL,R, γ

′
L,R are neutral Majorana

operators. The operators N̂
+(−)
L,R raise (lower) the charge

of the L,R island, N̂+
L,R = (N̂−L,R)† = |NL,R + 1〉〈NL,R|;

they commute with the neutral operators dn,α, dα.
Tunneling of the quasiparticles across the central junc-

tion dephases the Majorana charge qubit. The tunnel-
coupling between the islands consists of quasiparticle
tunneling and Majorana coupling,

HLR =
∑

nn′

tnn′(d
†
nLdn′Ru

∗
nun′ − d†n′RdnLvnv∗n′)N̂+

L N̂
−
R

+
1

2
EM iγ

′
Lγ
′
RN̂

+
L N̂

−
R + h.c. , (6)

where we have ignored pair-breaking terms such as
d†nLd

†
n′R because they require a large energy transfer

& ∆. This is a valid assumption in the voltage range we
are interested in, eVb � ∆. The first line in Eq. (6) leads

to incoherent inter-island tunneling rates Γ
N−→N−+1
qp and

Γ
N−+1→N−
qp which satisfy the detailed-balance condition

Γ
N−→N−+1
qp = e−ε/TΓ

N−+1→N−
qp . The second line in

Eq. (6) is the coherent Majorana coupling. (In a single-
channel model [12, 32], the coupling can be related to the
topological gap and the dimensionless conductance gc of
the central junction: EM =

√
gc∆P .)

In addition to neutral excitations, the double island
also has excitations that change the total charge. For
concreteness, we pick the degeneracy line between charge
states |2, 0〉 and |1, 1〉, see Fig. 1b. The lowest charge
excitations of the double island correspond to removing
or adding an electron, with four relevant excitation en-
ergies εL = U(2, 0) − U(1, 0), ε′L = U(2, 1) − U(1, 1),
εR = U(2, 1)− U(2, 0), and ε′R = U(1, 1)− U(1, 0). The
coupling to outside normal metal leads generates these
excitations. We describe the lead-island couplings by a
tunneling Hamiltonian,

Ht =
∑

k

(
tkLN̂

+
L γLckL + tkRN̂

+
R γRckR + h.c.

)
, (7)

where ckL,R are the electron annihilation operators for
the left and right leads, which are assumed to be spin
polarized. Once again, we assume here relatively low bias
voltage and ignore the tunneling from leads to above-gap
quasiparticles in the island, see remarks below Eq. (6).
The Hamiltonian (7) yields incoherent tunneling rates

(α = L,R) Γα =
∑
k |tkα|22πδ(Ekα − ε(′)

α ) between the

leads and the islands. Here ε
(′)
α is one of the four different

energies required for removing/adding an electron from
the double island. We assume uniform density of states
in the leads so that the rates ΓL,R are independent of
the dot charge state. We also neglect the EM -induced
modification to the double-island spectrum, which is a
valid approximation away from zero bias, eVb � EM .

Rate equations. Let us next study the charge trans-
port through the island. In the high-bias regime the
dominant process is sequential tunneling rather than co-
tunneling [30]. The voltage scale is set by the charging
energy, eVb � EmC [28]. For the sequential tunneling cur-
rent, we can use a generalized rate equation where we
include coherent inter-island coupling EM via the inner
Majoranas [30], see Eq. (6). We assume that the islands
are large enough so that the quasiparticle distribution
relaxes to a steady state much faster than the charge dis-
tribution. This assumption is justified when quasiparticle
energy relaxation rate is much faster than charge tunnel-
ing rates [20, 33]. To find charge distribution in steady
state, we introduce a density matrix in the charge basis,
ρ̂ =

∑
ij pjiP̂i;j , where i, j ∈ {|NL, NR〉} label the differ-

ent charge states of the double-island and P̂i;j = |i〉〈j|
is a projector. We truncate the model to the 4 relevant
charge states |1, 0〉, |1, 1〉, |2, 0〉, and |2, 1〉, see Fig. 1b.
By using the Heisenberg equation of motion for P̂i;j , with
Eqs. (2), (5), (6), and (7) we find,
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d

dt
p = Γp , Γ =




−Γ20→11
qp Γ11→20

qp ΓL ΓR
i
2EM − i

2EM
Γ20→11

qp −Γ11→20
qp − ΓL − ΓR 0 0 − i

2EM
i
2EM

0 ΓR −ΓL 0 0 0
0 ΓL 0 −ΓR 0 0

i
2EM − i

2EM 0 0 iε− 1
2ΓΣ 0

− i
2EM

i
2EM 0 0 0 −iε− 1

2ΓΣ



, (8)

where p = (p20;20, p11;11, p10;10, p21;21, p20;11, p
∗
20;11)T . We have replaced the lead distribution functions nα(εk) =

〈c†kαckα〉 by their high-bias values [28]. We denote 1
2ΓΣ = 1

2T
−1
1 + T−1

φ the total decoherence rate of the Majorana

oscillations in the equation for dp20;11/dt. Here T−1
1 = Γ20→11

qp + Γ11→20
qp + ΓL+ ΓR and T−1

φ ≡ Γ correspond to energy
relaxation rate and pure dephasing rate, respectively. The latter rate may, for instance, include contributions due to
extrinsic 1/f charge noise [11, 26]. The estimate of Γ depends on specific microscopic environment of the system and
is beyond the scope of this work.

Steady-state current. The current in steady
state is equal to the rate of electrons flowing to the
right lead [28], I = eΓR(p11;11 + p21;21), assuming high
bias so that no electrons originate from the right lead,
nR = 0. By using the steady state solution dp/dt = 0
from Eq. (8), we find,

I = −e 1
[
γM (ε) + Γ20→11

qp (ε)
]−1

[1 + η(ε)] + Γ−1
L + Γ−1

R

.

(9)
We have introduced the dimensionless parameter η(ε) =
[Γ11→20

qp (ε)−Γ20→11
qp (ε)]/ (ΓR + ΓL) which vanishes at ε =

0. When quasiparticle tunneling is weak, Γ20→11
qp (0) �

γM (0), the transport through the central junction is car-
ried by the Majorana states and current vs. detuning is
given in Eq. (1). In the considered high-bias limit, the
finite-temperature corrections to Eq. (1) only appear at
relatively high temperature T ∼ EC . On the other hand,
if EM is too small, Γ20→11

qp (0)� γM (0), the quasiparticle
contribution dominates the transport through the middle
junction in Eq. (9). In this regime of quasiparticle dom-
inated transport, the I vs ε is no longer Lorentzian but
rather the current decays exponentially, I(ε) ∝ e−|ε|/2T ,
see Eq. (11) below. In order to observe the resonant cur-
rent broadened by EM , Fig. 1c, the rate γM (0) has to
be the largest one. Since γM (0) = E2

M/ΓΣ, we see that
for the device to be in the Majorana-dominated trans-
port regime, EM needs to be larger than the scale ΓΣ,
where ΓΣ is approximately equal to the largest incoher-
ent rate, ΓΣ ≈ max(Γqp,ΓL,R,Γ). In the next Section,
we estimate the rates Γ20→11

qp and ΓL,R to derive the lower
bound for a measurable EM .

Estimation of the required regime of parame-
ters. In this Section, we connect the phenomenological
rates in Eq. (9) to the microscopic Hamiltonians, Eqs. (2)
and (5)–(7). The rates ΓL,ΓR of lead-island tunneling
into the Majorana state can be estimated from Eq. (7)
once tkα is specified. This calculation has been carried

out in Ref. [34] and one finds

Γα= 2π
∑

k

|tkα|2δ(εkα − εα) =
1

π
gα∆ , α = L,R, (10)

where gα = Gα/(e
2/h) is the normal state dimensionless

conductance of the junction to lead α. Since the junction
conductances are independently controllable, it should be
straightforward to enter the regime ΓL,ΓR � EM .

For the QP tunneling rate, we use Eqs. (5)–(6) to
find [35]

Γ20→11
qp (ε) =

1

2π
gc

√
2∆

|ε| ν
−1
0 nqpe

−|ε|/2T , T � ε� ∆ ,

(11)
where we denote π|t|2ν2

0 = 1
2π gc. Here gc is the normal-

state dimensionless conductance of the central junction
and ν0 is the density of states at the Fermi level per
volume. Near the resonance, we can approximate

Γ20→11
qp (ε) = Γ11→20

qp (ε) ≈ 1

2π
gc

√
2∆

πT
ν−1

0 nqp, ε� T .

(12)
The precise form of Γ20→11

qp (ε) near the resonance (ε �
T ) depends on the density of states of the superconduct-
ing island near the band edge; for example, at zero mag-
netic field the BCS singularity in an s-wave supercon-
ductor leads to a log-divergence, [35] Γ20→11

qp (ε) ∝ ln 2T
|ε| .

Although we derived Eqs. (11)–(12) by using the wave
functions of an s-wave superconductor, we expect the re-
sult to be qualitatively similar in the topological regime.

Finally, in Eqs. (11)–(12) we introduced the den-
sity nqp of thermally-activated quasiparticles, nqp =√

πT∆
2 ν0e

−∆/T [35, 36]. In practice, the density of above-

gap quasiparticles is often much larger than its equilib-
rium value [21].

With Eq. (12) we can now estimate the smallest mea-
surable Majorana hybridization E∗M ∼ Γ20→11

qp (0) for a
given quasiparticle density. We take estimates from QP
density in Al without taking into account QP kinetics,
which is the regime relevant for the large volume of the



5

superconductor [27]. For the Al shell, we have [25, 34] a
density of states per volume ν0 ≈ 10/(eVnm3). At zero
magnetic field and T = 20mK, Refs. [33, 37–39] give for
Al a range nnon-eq

qp = 1010cm−3 − 1013cm−3 [40]. Taking
gc ≈ 1, such a range of (low to high) QP densities results
in E∗M ≈ 10−2µeV − 10µeV. Thus the outlined method
of measuring EM should not be limited by QP transport
as long as EM > E∗M . We emphasize that these esti-
mates for E∗M are not limited by the temperature and
that accounting for the QP kinetics would decrease E∗M
even further [27].

Current after a voltage pulse. Finally, we discuss
the possibility to measure Majorana hybridization EM
in time-domain experiments. Perhaps the simplest way
to study coherent dynamics of the hybridized Majorana
states is by using a voltage pulse experiment [6, 17, 41].
One first initializes the system in the ground state (e.g.,
|20〉) by tuning ε→ EC � EM . Then, at time t = 0 one
suddenly brings the system to the resonance ε → 0 for
a time t0 ∼ ~/EM � 1/ΓΣ. The system evolves accord-
ing to Eq. (8) and, thus, at time t = t0 the population
P(t0) = p11;11(t0) + p21;21(t0) will be transferred to the
states |11〉 and |21〉. This probability shows coherent Ma-
jorana oscillations: in the symmetric case and without

quasiparticles [28] P(t0) ≈ I(0)
eΓL

(1− cosEM t0/~), where
I(0) is the current at ε = 0, see Eq. (1). In order to infer
P(t0) from current measurement, one next detunes the
system away from resonance by setting ε ≈ EC for the
duration t1 � 1/ΓΣ. In general, P(t > t0) will decay
slowly to the initial (ground) state with a rate controlled
by ΓL and ΓR (in the absence of QP tunneling). Dur-
ing this decay, a current I(t) = eΓRP(t) is generated,
see above Eq. (9). The time-averaged current over the
pulse is dominated by the decay contribution, and one
finds Ī ≈ e(2ΓR/ΓΣ)P(t0)/t1. Thus, current measure-
ment gives direct access to the coherent Majorana os-
cillations in P(t0). Alternatively, one can measure the
probability P(t0) directly by charge sensing [42].

Conclusions. We analyzed theoretically a way to
measure the Majorana hybridization energy EM in ac
and dc transport experiments through a double-island
device. The former involves a measurement of conduc-
tance peak broadening as a function of island detuning
at large bias. The latter requires measurements of charge
dynamics and dephasing of EM -induced coherent oscilla-
tions in the presence of a voltage pulse. In this work we
estimated intrinsic dephasing due to above-gap QP tun-
neling which provides a lower bound on measurable EM
value. We believe that our proposal can be readily imple-
mented in both nanowire [10] and TI [8, 12, 14] Majorana
platforms. Our method provides a valuable alternative
to measuring EM using electromagnetic response to mi-
crowaves [19, 43–47].
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL TO “MAJORANA SIGNATURES IN CHARGE TRANSPORT
THROUGH A TOPOLOGICAL SUPERCONDUCTING DOUBLE-ISLAND SYSTEM”

In this Supplementary Material, we present the detailed electrostatic Hamiltonian, the Bogoliubov transformation
leading to Eqs. (5)–(6) of the main text, details for the master equation and average current, and numerical simulation
and an analytical result for the coherent oscillations.

I. CHARGING ENERGIES IN TERMS OF CIRCUIT CAPACITANCES.

Let us denote by CgL,R, CL,R, Cm the islands’ capacitances to the gates, leads, and their mutual capacitance.
Ignoring cross-capacitances, the total capacitances of the two islands are C1,2 = CgL,R + CL,R + Cm. The charging
energies and induced charges in Eq. (2) of the main text can be related to junction capacitances and gate charges [1]:

EL,RC =
1

2
e2 C2,1

C1C2 − C2
m

, EmC = e2 Cm
C1C2 − C2

m

. (1)

Since C1 + C2 > 2Cm, we have ELC + ERC > EmC . The induced charges are

NgL =
1

|e|

{
CgLVgL + CLVL + (CgRVgR + CRVR)

EmC
2ELC

}
, (2)

NgR =
1

|e|

{
CgRVgR + CRVR + (CgLVgL + CLVL)

EmC
2ERC

}
. (3)

It is possible to introduce gauge-invariant gate charges,

NgL =
1

|e|

{
CgL(VgL − VL) + [CgR(VgR − VL) + CR(VR − VL)]

EmC
2ELC

}
, (4)

NgR =
1

|e|

{
CgR(VgR − VL) + CR(VR − VL) + CgL(VgL − VL)

EmC
2ERC

}
(5)

which satisfy

2ELCNgL = 2ELCNgL + |e|VL (6)

2ERCNgR = 2ERCNgR + |e|VL (7)

In this choice of gauge, every voltage is measured relative to the left lead. It is then convenient to take the left lead
to be grounded, VL → 0.

II. BOGOLIUBOV TRANSFORMATION LEADING TO EQS. (5)–(6).

Equations (5)–(6) of the main text can be derived by considering the following phenomenological model that
captures the essential physics. We start by considering a superconducting island with s-wave pairing, (τ = ± and n
denote the spin and orbital indices)

Hisland =
∑

n,τ

ξnc
†
n,τ cn,τ + ∆

∑

n

(e−iϕcn,−cn,+ + eiϕc†n,+c
†
n,−) , (8)

where eiϕ decreases the charge of the condensate by 2, eiϕN c = eiϕ(N c − 2) so that the model is charge conserving.
The total charge operator of the island is N = N c +

∑
n,τ c

†
n,τ cn,τ . We consider here a single island and leave out

the index α = L,R used in the double-island case. Even though Hisland is time-reversal symmetric, we do not expect
qualitative changes in the presence of broken time-reversal symmetry, see remarks below Eq. (12). The Hamiltonian
Hisland can be diagonalized with a Bogoliubov transformation

cn,τ = eiϕ/2(dn,τun − τv∗nd†n,−τ ) , dn,τ = u∗ncn,τe
−iϕ/2 + τv∗nc

†
n,−τe

iϕ/2 . (9)
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The operators dn,τ correspond to neutral quasiparticles since they commute with N . The coherence factors are

un =

√√√√1

2

(
1 +

ξn√
ξ2
n + |∆|2

)
, vn =

√√√√1

2

(
1− ξn√

ξ2
n + |∆|2

)
. (10)

The above diagonalization for both the left and the right islands leads to the Hamiltonian (5) of the main text. In
the main text we dispensed with the spin index τ which is not expected to be a good quantum number in the realistic
case with spin-orbit coupling and broken time-reversal symmetry. In our model, the Majorana operators γ , γ′ are
included phenomenologically by including a zero-mode d = (γ − iγ′)/2 in the diagonalized Hamiltonian.

The tunneling of electrons between the islands can be described with the Hamiltonian

HLR =
∑

nn′τ

tnn′c†n,τ,Lcn′,τ,R + h.c. (11)

=
∑

nn′τ

tnn′N+
LN

−
R (d†n,τ,Lu

∗
nL − τvnLdn,−τ,L)(dn′,τ,Run′R − τv∗n′Rd

†
n′,−τ,R) + h.c. , (12)

where we introduced the labels for the islands and denote eiϕL,R/2 = N−L,R = (N+
L,R)†. In the main text, Eq. (??), we

have also included phenomenologically the hybridization term ∝ EM between the inner Majorana modes. Finally, we

note that d†n,τ,α creates a quasiparticle with energy εn,α =
√
ξ2
n,α + |∆|2 > ∆. Thus, the terms such as ∼ d†n,τ,Ld†n′,−τ,R

in the tunneling correspond to a pair-breaking excitation with energy & 2∆ [or & ∆ if one Majorana level is involved].
Assuming low bias voltage and temperature, these terms are not allowed in the sequential tunneling and were dropped
from Eq. (??) of the main text.

III. GENERAL EVOLUTION OF THE DENSITY MATRIX.

In Eq. (??) of the main text we took nL(ε
(′)
L ) = 1−nR(ε

(′)
R ) = 1 valid at high bias voltage. Without this assumption,

the full form of Eq. (??) is

d

dt
p20;20 = −EM Im p20;11 + Γ11→20

qp p11;11 − Γ20→11
qp p20;20 (13)

+ ΓLp10;10nL(εL)− ΓLp20;20[1− nL(εL)]− ΓRp20;20nR(εR) + ΓRp21;21[1− nR(εR)] (14)

d

dt
p11;11 = EM Im p20;11 − Γ11→20

qp p11;11 + Γ20→11
qp p20;20 (15)

+ ΓLp21;21[1− nL(ε′L)]− ΓLp11;11nL(ε′L)− ΓRp11;11[1− nR(ε′R)] + ΓRp10;10nR(ε′R) (16)

d

dt
p10;10 = ΓRp11;11[1− nR(ε′R)] + ΓLp20;20[1− nL(εL)]− ΓLp10;10nL(εL)− ΓRp10;10nR(ε′R) (17)

d

dt
p21;21 = ΓLp11;11nL(ε′L) + ΓRp20;20nR(εR)− ΓRp21;21[1− nR(εR)]− ΓLp21;21[1− nL(ε′L)] (18)

d

dt
p20;11 = iεp20;11 − i

1

2
EM (p11;11 − p20;20)− 1

2
ΓΣp20;11 (19)

where ns(ε) = (e(ε−µs)/T +1)−1 is the Fermi distribution function of the s = L,R lead. The high-bias limit nL(ε
(′)
L ) =

1 − nR(ε
(′)
R ) = 1 requires eVb ≡ |µL − µR| > EmC under symmetric biasing at the resonance ε ≈ 0 and Ng,tot = 2.

Here Ng,tot = 2
EL

CNgL+ER
CNgR

EC,tot
is the “center of mass” dimensionless gate charge and EC,tot = ERC + ELC + EmC is the

total charging energy. The more general condition on the lower bound for the bias voltage depends on both Ng,tot

and Ng =
ER

CNgR−EL
CNgL

EC
.

The upper bound on bias voltage is set by the condition that above-gap quasiparticles are not excited. In the simple
case of an s-wave superconductor with a sharp density of states, this condition can be written as eVb < ∆− T where
∆ is the s-wave gap.
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IV. THE AVERAGE CURRENT.

The current operator can be taken to be the rate of change of the number of electrons in the right lead, Î =
e∂t
∑
k′ c
†
k′Rck′R. From the Heisenberg equation of motion we find,

e〈 d
dt

∑

k′

c†k′Rck′R〉 = ie〈[H,
∑

k′

c†k′Rck′R]〉 (20)

= ie
∑

k′k

〈
tRN

+
R [γRckR, c

†
k′Rck′R]

〉
+ h.c. (21)

= 2eIm tR
∑

k

〈
ckRγR(P̂21;20 + P̂11;10)

〉
, (22)

where we projected to the relevant charge states. We use the Kubo formula to calculate the averages,

Im tR

〈
ckRγRP̂21;20

〉
(t) = −Im it∗R

� t

−∞
dt′e0t′e−i(εkR−εR)(t−t′)

〈
c†kRckRP̂20;20 − ckRc†kRP̂21;21

〉
(23)

≈ −π|tR|2δ(εkR − εR) [p20;20nkR − p21;21(1− nkR)] , (24)

where we factored the average and approximated the slowly-evolving island averages by their static steady-state
values. Similarly, we find

Im tR

〈
ckRγRP̂11;10

〉
(t) = −π|tR|2δ(ξkR − ε′R) [nkRp10;10 − (1− nkR)p11;11] . (25)

We find therefore the current used to derive Eq. (9) of the main text,

〈Î〉 = eΓR{p21;21[1− nR(εR)] + p11;11[1− nR(ε′R)]− p20;20nR(εR)− p10;10nR(ε′R)} . (26)

V. COHERENT OSCILLATIONS AFTER A VOLTAGE PULSE.

We can use Eq. (8) of the main text to also study charge dynamics. We consider a pulse shape that is a piecewise
function, with ε(t) = ε0 for 0 < t < t0 and ε(t) = EC for t0 < t < t0 + t1. We take t0 ∼ 1/EM � 1/ΓΣ � t1.
Mathematically, a suitable function of period t0 + t1 that does this is ε(t) ≈ ε0 + (EC − ε0)Θ(t− (t0 + t1)b t

t0+t1
c− t0)

where Θ and b.c denote the step and floor functions. We denote by ε0 � EC the gate-charge value near resonance;
in the main text we consider a pulse exactly into resonance, ε0 = 0. A numerical simulation for the probability
P(t0, ε0) = p11;11(t0) + p21;21(t0) is shown in Fig. 1, with (a) weak and (b) strong quasiparticle tunneling rates. P(t0)
shows coherent oscillations at frequency EM which enables the dynamical observation of the Majorana hybridization.

A simple analytical expression for P(t, 0), and its coherent oscillations, can be obtained in the symmetric case
(ΓR = ΓL) and in absence of quasiparticles (ΓΣ/2 = ΓL): by taking initial condition p20;20(0) = 1 in Eq. (8) of the

main text, we find P(t0, 0) ≈ I(0)
eΓL

(1− cosEM t0/~), where I(0) is the current at resonance (ε = 0), see Eq. (1) of
the main text. For t > t0, we have ε = EC and the population P(t, 0) will decay exponentially (as charge tunnels
incoherently into the lead). During this decay a current is generated (see text above Eq. (9) of the main text). We

evaluate the time-averaged current, Ī = 1
t0+t1

[
� t0

0
dtI(t) +

� t1+t0
t0

dtI(t)]. It is dominated by the second term since

t0 � t1, and we thus have Ī ≈ e(2ΓR/ΓΣ)P(t0)/t1 with ΓΣ ≈ ΓR + ΓL. Here we neglected subleading contributions
proportional to EM/EC � 1 and ΓΣt0 � 1. Thus, the averaged current Ī over the pulse duration oscillates in t0 with
frequency EM .

[1] W. G. van der Wiel, S. De Franceschi, J. M. Elzerman, T. Fujisawa, S. Tarucha, and L. P. Kouwenhoven, Rev. Mod. Phys.
75, 1 (2002).
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Figure 1. Coherent oscillations in the probability P(t0, ε0) = p11;11(t0, ε0) + p21;21(t0, ε0) following a pulse in gate charge,
ε → ε0, in the cases of a) weak [Γ20→11

qp = 0.5ΓL] and b) strong [Γ20→11
qp = 6ΓL] quasiparticle tunneling. In the the text we

denoted P(t0) ≡ P(t0, 0), discussing the case ε0 = 0. It is assumed that the state before the pulse is initialized in |20〉. We
have also taken the large-bias limit nL = 1 − nR = 1 and assumed ε0 � T so that Γ20→11

qp = Γ11→20
qp . In both plots we have

ΓL = ΓR = 0.05EM and Γ = 0.
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