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We study the temperature dependence of Coulomb Blockade peak conductance based on a Majorana-hosted
superconducting island. In the low-temperature regime, we discover a coherent double Fu-teleportation (FT)
process, where any independent tunneling process always involves two coherent FTs; and we also find an
anomalous universal scaling behavior, which shows a crossover from a [max(T, eV )]6 to a [max(T, eV )]3 con-
ductance behavior as increasing energy scale. In the high-temperature regime, using the familiar rate equation
method, we find that the conductance is proportional to the reciprocal of the temperature and shows a non-
monotonic temperature-dependence. Both the anomalous power-law behavior and non-monotonic temperature-
dependence can be distinguished from the conductance peak in the traditional Coulomb block, and therefore,
serve as a hallmark for the non-local transport in the topological superconducting island.

Introduction. The experimental search for Majorana zero
modes (MZMs) [1, 2] is a promising yet hotly debated topic
in recent years. The standard tunneling spectroscopy detec-
tion has not yet reached the robust quantized zero bias value
2e2/h [3, 4] in nanowire [5–24] or vortex Majorana plat-
forms [25–28]. The dissipative tunneling scheme [29–32] pro-
vides a tool to distinguish the local Majorana resonance from
trivial signals using interaction-induced quantum phase tran-
sition/quantum criticality. Instead of the single-terminal mea-
surement where only local state is probed, the two-terminal
measurement can capture the non-local feature of the topolog-
ical island [33]. It thus provides more confirmative and direct
evidence of the presence of MZMs. In addition, this non-local
feature is directly associated with the topological protection of
the potential Majorana-based quantum information process-
ing. This fact has inspired multiple recent theoretical [33–40]
proposals and experimental [41–50] efforts.

Confined quantum islands usually feel an electrostatic en-
ergy, and therefore, the electron transport shows Coulomb
blockade (CB) signatures with conductance oscillations [51].
In the presence of superconductivity (SC), the signature of
CB is modified. When the order parameter is larger than the
charging energy, the single electron (or 1e) tunneling is sup-
pressed and only the 2e cooper pair tunneling survives, lead-
ing to the oscillation with 2e periodicity [52]. This 2e-feature
maybe however not the case when facing a topological SC
island. Indeed, the non-local transport through a topologi-
cal SC island [33], known as the Fu-teleportation (FT), has
a 1e periodicity in CB. Afterwards, a more careful theoreti-
cal analysis was carried out to obtain the CB signatures [34].
We summarize three major features of the FT [33, 34] : 1) for
all different cases, the CB peak height increases while low-
ering the temperature; 2) CB oscillations with 1e and 2e pe-
riod respectively accompany the tunneling of 1e quasiparti-
cles and 2e Cooper pairs, and 3) The CB peak shape of FT
is the same as that of a resonant level model [34] captured by
Breit-Wigner formula [53, 54]. Because of these coincidences
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Figure 1. (a) Illustration of our system that consists of four MZMs
on opposite sides of the nanowire. Two of them (γ1 and γ2) are
coupled with the strength ν, and the others (γ3 and γ4) are either
decoupled MZMs or quasi-MZMs. (b) The CB peak conductance
through our Majorana-hosted island that is tuned to the half filling.

with the standard CB features, it is not yet known whether or
not the two-terminal CB island could provide a hallmark for
verifying MZMs.

Main results. In this work, we study the two-terminal trans-
port through a CB island that hosts a MZM and two coupled
MZMs at opposite sides of the island [Fig.1(a)]. Based on our
analysis, when ν is much larger than the the MZM-lead cou-
pling ΓR, such a Majorana-hosted SC island displays unique
features. As the starter, the 1e conductance peak locations
are independent of the value of ν [55]. This is in stark con-
trast to the FT where the peak position is inter-MZM cou-
pling dependent [34]. More interestingly, our system is ex-
pected to display a non-monotonic temperature dependence
at the 1e CB conductance peak [Fig. 1(b)]. In the lowest en-
ergy regime, we predict a coherent double FT with the peak
conductance scaling ∼ [max(T, eV )]6, where any tunneling
event connecting two leads involves two coherent FT pro-
cesses. When energy increases (above the level broadening),
the paired FTs lose coherence and the conductance crossover
to the ∼ [max(T, eV )]3 scaling. Further increasing the en-
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ergy, the 1e peak height reaches its maximum when the energy
is around the inter-MZM coupling ν. Above this energy, the
1e peak height starts to decrease and approaches the standard
FT results [34] with the ∼ 1/T scaling. Both the anoma-
lous temperature dependence and the coherent double FT ef-
fect associated with the 1e CB peak can be used as hallmarks
for Majorana-assisted non-local transport, as they are in sharp
contrast to those of the normal CB systems.

Model and low-energy effective theory. One possible real-
ization of the proposed system is shown in Fig. 1(a), where a
floated superconductor-proximitized nanowire (the pink line)
weakly couples to one normal lead at each side. Under the
protection of the smooth potential [56], two pairs of partially
separated MZMs (or quasi-Majoranas) emerge at two ends of
the nanowire in the (topologically) trivial regime [56–70]. In
Fig. 1(a), we model our system with four quasi-Majoranas at
each end as γ1, γ2, γ3 and γ4. With these Majorana operators,
we construct two independent auxiliary fermionic operators
d1 = (γ1 + iγ4)/2 and d2 = (γ2 + iγ3)/2. We tune the left
tunneling barrier into a steep shape to partially overlap γ1 and
γ2 with the coupling strength ν, and consider the regime that
only γ1 of the pair effectively coupled to the left lead and the
γ2− lead coupling is exponentially suppressed. In addition,
we keep the right barrier in a shallow shape to make sure the
coupling between the other pair is negligible [66]. We can
also consider the setup with both a coupled MZM pair and a
single MZM in a regular Majorana-hosted island.

For the proposed Majorana-hosted island system [shown in
Fig. 1(a)], the total Hamiltonian can be written as

H = Hlead + Uc +Hcoupling +HT, (1)

where Hlead =
∑
k,j=L,R εj(k)c†j,kcj,k describes two non-

interacting leads. Uc = Ec(N − ng)
2 is the electrostatic

energy induced by the Coulomb interaction between elec-
trons in the nanowire island. Ec is the charging energy
which is smaller than the proximity SC gap but larger than
other relevant energy scales. N represents the total number
of electrons, and ng is tunable through a backgate voltage.
H coupling = iνγ1γ2 is the coupling term between γ1 and
γ2. As γ1 and γ2 are both close to the left lead [Fig. 1(a)],
their coupling ν does not change the conductance peak po-
sition (i.e., ng = 2n0 + 1/2, where n0 indicates the num-
ber of hosted Cooper pairs). This is in stark contrast to the
ν-dependent peak position of a Fu-teleportation, where the
inter-MZM coupling is between two non-local MZMs through
which the non-local transport is realized. Neglecting the con-
tribution of the quasi-particle states above the SC gap to the
electric current at low energies, the tunneling Hamiltonian is

HT =λL
∑

k,L

c†kLγ1e
−iϕ/2+λR

∑

k,R

c†kRγ4e
−iϕ/2+h.c., (2)

where λL,R denotes the respective tunnel matrix elements,
and e±iϕ/2 raises/lowers N by one charge unit [71].

Due to the Coulomb blockade, we can further map the
model to its low-energy sector. With ng a half integer

(ng = 2n0 + 1/2), we only need to consider states in the
Hilbert space {|00〉, |10〉, |11〉, |01〉} spanned by basis vec-
tors that dominate low-energy current tunneling, where |i, j〉
refers to the state with particle numbers i and j respec-
tively for d1 and d2. To further explore the relevance to
Fu-teleportation [33], we define two impurity operators: one
fermionic f1 = |00〉〈10| − |11〉〈01| = (d1− d†1) exp(−iϕ/2)

and one bosonic f2 = |00〉〈11| − |10〉〈01| = −d1d2 − d†1d2.
They are independent since [f1, f2] = {f1, f2} = 0. The
bosonic operator f2 is equivalent to a spin operator, via the
mapping f2 = S−, f†2 = S+, and Sz = f†2f2 − 1/2 [55].
With analysis above, for the peak positions (i.e., half-filling
ng = 1/2), the effective Hamiltonian becomes

Heff =Hleads − 2νSy − 2λL
∑

k

c†kLSzf1

+ λR
∑

k

c†kRf1 + h.c.,
(3)

where we have used the fact that Sy = i(−S+ + S−)/2.
It is instructive to study the equilibrium conductance be-

havior in Eq. (3) at zero temperature. The impurity Hamil-
tonian −2νSy has its ground state |G〉 = (−i, 1)T which
has a zero Sz expectation 〈G|Sz|G〉 = 0. Consequently,
the island tunneling to the left lead vanishes at zero-energies
(T = eV = 0), leading to a zero conductance at the low-
energy fixed point. This result can be understood that the in-
fluence of the coupling term is to form a localized Andreev
bound state that prevents non-local tunneling completely at
zero energies.

Double Fu-teleportation at low-Temperature. Let us first
analyze the fluctuations near the low-energy fixed point of
the effective Hamiltonian Eq. (3) using the leading irrele-
vant operator. Eq. (3) tells us that the tunneling at the left
lead ∝ λL changes the impurity between the low-energy and
the high-energy states. This is classically forbidden when
ν � max(T, eV ),ΓR, as the energy of the high-energy state
is unaffordable by either thermal (∼ T ), quantum (∼ ΓR =
πρ|λ2R|, where ρ refers to the lead density of states) fluctua-
tions, or the non-equilibrium driving (∼ eV ). Quantum me-
chanically, however, tunneling is possible via high-order tun-
neling operators that transport particles through high-energy
virtual states. More specifically, when f1 is occupied, we can
construct a higher-order tunneling operator with three sub-
operators: (i) c†qLSzf1, (ii) f†1ckR and (iii) c†pLf1Sz . Each
operator alone is forbidden at low energies due to the en-
ergy penalty. However, if high-energy states occur virtually,
these operators together combine into a higher-order operator
c†pLSzf1 · f†1ckR · c†qLSzf1 (labeled as process A) that bridges
two energy-allowed real states. To produce a persistent cur-
rent, process A is followed by the operator ckRf

†
1 that returns

the island to its initial state (labeled as process B). The suc-
cessive occurrence of processes A and B leads to a persistent
electron transport from the right to the left lead. Noteworthily,
one needs a careful treatment of the operator OA of process
A, since it involves two fermionic operators in the left leads.
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Figure 2. The schematic diagrams of high-order coherent opera-
tors. Process A (red arrow) and B (blue arrow) are coherent in the
extremely low-temperature regime T � Γseq � ν, where they to-
gether construct the coherent double Fu-teleportation (FT). In the
regime Γseq � T � ν, these two processes decohere, and only
single coherent FT exists.

Indeed, after a careful Schiffer-Wolff transformation [55, 72],
the process A operator

OA=
∑

εp>εq,k

2(εp − εq)
ν3

λ2LλRc
†
pLSzf1 ·f†1ckR ·c†qLSzf1 (4)

contains a momentum-dependent prefactor, and a conditional
summation εp > εq . This prefactor vanishes in zero-energy
(i.e., zero-temperature and in-equilibrium) situations where
εp = εq = 0. For finite-energy situations, (εp − εq)

2 ∼
[max(T, eV )]2 after the summation over momenta.

In this low-energy situation, the effective transmission rate
[73] becomes τseq ≡ 1/Γseq = 1/Γeff

L + 1/ΓR. where
Γeff
L = πρ|〈Sz〉2||λ2L| refers to the effective level broadening

from the higher-order operator. Following a standard renor-
malization group (RG) analysis [74], Γeff

L is RG irrelevant and
becomes increasingly unimportant at low energies, in compar-
ison to the level broadening ΓR of the RG-relevant right-lead
coupling. With low-enough energies, ΓR � Γeff

L , and the se-
quential tunneling rate τseq ≈ 1/Γeff

L is almost determined by
the effective level broadening Γeff

L of the higher-order opera-
tor OA. With this knowledge in mind, we begin to analyze
the system low-energy conductance features in two limiting
cases.

In the extremely low energy regime max(T, eV )� ΓR �
ν, processes A and B are coherent, leading to a coherent dou-
ble Fu-teleportation as shown in Fig. 2(a). Indeed, in this
regime, an A or B process alone is forbidden as they relax the
f1-right lead hybridization, leading to an energy penalty ΓR
that is unaffordable by the fluctuation max(T, eV ) � ΓR.
Consequently, A and B processes always occur coherently.
This coherent double Fu-teleportation can be captured ex-
perimentally via the low-energy current measurement. In-
deed, the impurity operator f1 becomes dynamical in this
regime [75], and OA of Eq. (4) now effectively consists of

six non-interacting lead fermions. Operator OA then has
the scaling dimension α = 6 × 1/2 = 3 at low energies,
which equals six times that of one free fermionic operator
(i.e., 1/2 [76]). This scaling dimension indicates the sup-
pressed tunneling ∼ [max(T, eV )]2(α−1) = [max(T, eV )]4

at low energies [77, 78]. This fact, in combination with the
extra power from the prefactor of OA in Eq. (4), leads to
the expected low-energy conductance G ∝ [max(T, eV )]6,
which is anomalous and highly distinguishable from conduc-
tance features through normal structures. This high power-law
in energy is a strong signature of non-local coherent tunneling.
Indeed, the energy-forbidding of local tunneling operators re-
veals the higher order non-local events that manifest the deep
inner structures of the system.

This anomalous conductance feature accompanies the
crossover to another feature for the regime with a slightly
higher temperature ΓR � T � ν. In this regime, the
lead-f1 hybridization is relaxed (after which f1 loses its dy-
namics), thus allowing the individual occurrences of A and B
[Fig. 2(b)]. Now, the operator OA has the scaling dimension
α = 3/2 (three times that of a free fermion ck), indicating the
low-energy power law ∼ max(T, eV ) [79]. Once again, we
combine this power law with that from the prefactor of OA,
leading to the conductance feature G ∼ [max(T, eV )]3 for
low energies.

These two anomalous conductance power laws are among
the central points of our work. Briefly, we anticipate
the crossover between these power laws in the low-energy
regime max(T, eV ) � ν: When max(T, eV ) � ΓR,
the conductance is determined by operator OA, with G ∼
[max(T, eV )]3; When energy decreases, OA is modified by
the impurity-right lead coupling, and the related conductance
feature crosses over to another power lawG ∼ [max(T, eV )]6

when finally max(T, V ) � ΓR. Both the anomalous power
laws and the crossover over between them are highly excep-
tional, and thus capable in the experimental identification of
the non-local teleportation.

To support our analysis, we calculate the low-bias conduc-
tance of our system at zero temperature using Green function
technique [55]. During our calculation, we treat the effective
Hamiltonian exactly, except for OA. Indeed, as OA is RG
irrelevant, it is safe to treat OA perturbatively to the leading
order, where the current becomes

I =
2e2

h

∫ ∞

−∞
dteieV t/~

〈
[O†A(t),OA(0)]

〉
. (5)

In Eq. (5) we have taken the trick (see, e.g., Refs. [79, 80])
to deal with the bias as a time-dependent phase factor: by
doing so, the correlation can be evaluated as if the system was
in equilibrium. The current calculation is tedious but rather
straightforward, with which we obtain the exact curve [55]
shown in Fig. 3. For two limiting cases, we can show that the
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Figure 3. Conductance calculated with Eq. (5) for our system. The
blue and red dashed lines highlight power laws in different limits.
The conductance G� e2/h is required in both limits.

conductance yields

G ≈ e2

h

4Γ2
L

45π2ν6Γ2
R

(eV )6 ∝ (eV )6, when eV � ΓR, (6)

G ≈ e2

h

16Γ2
LΓR

3πν6
(eV )3 ∝ (eV )3, when eV � ΓR. (7)

These low-bias conductance power laws, valid in the regime
eV,ΓR � ν, perfectly agree with our RG analysis above.

Single-electron tunneling in the high temperature regime.
In the high-temperature regime ν � T � Ec, thermal fluctu-
ation allows transport processes (e.g., c†pLSzf1) that are other-
wise forbidden in low-energies regimes. It is then legitimate
to evaluate the conductance via the master equation formal-
ism [34, 36, 40, 51]. Of our case, the superconducting is-
land contains four eigenstates, |o1,2〉 = (±i|10〉+ |01〉) /2
and |e1,2〉 = (±i|00〉+ |11〉) /2, where e and o respectively
label impurity states with even and odd parities. The occupa-
tion probability of each state follow the rate equations

Ṗα = −
∑

β

Γα→βPα +
∑

β

Γβ→αPβ ,

Ṗβ = −
∑

α

Γβ→αPβ +
∑

α

Γα→βPα,
(8)

where Pα and Pβ are the occupation probability of even
α = |e1〉, |e2〉 and odd β = |o1〉, |o2〉 parity states, respec-
tively, and Γi→f = ΓLi→f + ΓRi→f =

∑
j Γji→f represents

the transition probability from state |i〉 to |f〉. They can be
evaluated from the Fermi golden rule

Γjα→β =
2Γj
~
∑

p

δ (Eα − Eβ + ξp) f (ξp − µj) ,

Γjβ→α =
2Γj
~
∑

p

δ (Eβ − Eα − ξp) [1− f (ξp − µj)] ,
(9)

where chemical potentials µL = eV, µR = 0, and f(ε) is the
fermionic distribution. Eβ − Eα is the energy difference be-
tween the odd β and even α parity states, and ξp is the electron
energy in the leads.

One can solve Eq. (8) with the normalization requirement∑
α Pα +

∑
β Pβ = 1. With them, the current can be eval-

uated via I = e
∑
α,β PαΓLα→β − e

∑
α,β PβΓLβ→α. At zero

bias, the tunneling conductance becomes [55]

G =
e2

2T~
ΓLΓR

ΓL + ΓR
sech

( ν
T

)2
sech

[
Ec(1− 2δg)

2T

]2
.

(10)
In agreement with our previous analysis, the conductance ar-
rives at its peak value at half-filling δg = ng − 2n0 = 1/2,
independent of the inter-MZM coupling ν. As another feature,
the peak conductance follows ∼ 1/T in the high-temperature
ν � T � Ec limit, where the factor sech(ν/T ) approxi-
mately equals one. In the above calculation, the equilibration
is reached from the self-consistent treatment of only the lead-
island couplings. However, if the thermal effects of the island
is mainly from the external environment, the island will first
reach the thermal equilibrium. We call this situation ”dirty”
transport, and the conductance formula becomes slightly dif-
ferent [55].

Combining the analysis in the low-energy regimes
(max(T, eV ) � ν) and the rate-equation calculations in the
high energy regime (ν � max(T, eV ) � Ec), we obtain the
1e conductance-peak features over the main energy regimes,
as shown in Fig. 1(b). Here the energy that induces the largest
conductance is expected to be around max(T, eV ) ∼ ν, as
given by the rate equation result Eq. (10). Indeed, the semi-
classical rate-equation is legitimate near this regime, where
charge transport mainly relies on uncorrelated sequential tun-
nelings. In the low-energy limit, conductance predicted by
Eq. (10) decays exponentially, instead of the polynomial fea-
ture predicted for coherent tunneling operators. In this limit,
one needs to go beyond the semi-classical picture, as coherent
tunneling has become dominant.

Discussion. We mostly focus on the 1e CB conductance
peak, i.e. δg = 1/2, of our Majorana-hosted SC island.
We discover a novel double Fu-teleportation and anomalous
Coulomb blockade, which manifest the deep inner structures
of the system and could serve as a hallmark for the non-local
transport in Majorana-hosted SC island. We emphasize that
the analysis above is valid if ν � ΓR: otherwise the trans-
port mimics that of a normal Fu-teleportation. In this sense,
a crossover between the normal and anomalous conductance
features is anticipated via the tuning of ν or ΓR. For instance,
if max(T, eV ) � ΓR � ν initially, we anticipate to experi-
mentally observe the crossover from the high-order power law
feature G ∼ [max(T, eV )]6 to a constant conductance via
increasing the value of ΓR. We also emphasize that to ob-
serve these anomalous power laws and the crossover between
them, the background zero-energy conductance ∼ ΓL,R/Ec
or ∼ ΓL,R/∆sc must be small, where ∆sc refers to the super-
conducting gap.

When we tune the voltage to a different location δg = 1,
electron statesN andN+2 are degenerate and form the 2eCB
conductance peak [34, 52]. We notice that the 2e peak height
keeps almost constant in the relevant regime of this paper (i.e.
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T � ∆sc, EC). In addition, the 2e peak height is also very
small compared to the 1e peak: for example, the ratio of the
maximum of the 1e peak to the 2e peak is ∆sc/(gT ) [34] for
the standard Fu-teleportation limit ∆sc � T � ν, where
g � 1 is the dimensionless tunneling conductance.
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Supplementary meterial for “Double Fu-teleportation and anomalous Coulomb blockade in a
Majorana-hosted superconducting island”

In this supplementary information, we will provide details concerning: (I) The effective low-energy Hamiltonian of the
impurity and the conductance peak position; (II) The effective low-energy tunneling Hamiltonian, (III) Detailed derivation of
the current following Eq. (5) of the main text, (IV) High temperature regime: detailed derivation of Eq.(10) of the main text, and
(V) High temperature regime for the case the thermal effect of the SC island is mainly from the external environment.

I. EFFECTIVE LOW-ENERGY IMPURITY HAMILTONIAN AND CONDUCTANCE PEAK POSITION

In this section, we discuss the effective low-energy impurity Hamiltonian after neglecting the lead-impurity tunnelings λL and
λR. Of this situation, the Hamiltonian of the island becomes

Uc = Ec(N − ng)
2 + νγ1γ2, (S1)

where ng indicates the energetically most-preferred occupation number in the dot, and γ1, γ2 refer to two quasi-MZMs (or
two coupled regular MZMs) next to the left lead. For a standard Fu-teleportation, the coupling between two non-local MZMs
modifies the peak position (represented by the value of ng) where two impurity states become energy-degenerate. Indeed, in
Fu-teleportation, energies of these two impurity states are both ν and ng-dependent. By contrast, in our system the peak position
is instead ν-independent.

To see this is indeed the case, we consider a small detuning δn from the half-filling (i.e., ng = 2n0 + 1/2 + δn), with which
the impurity Hamiltonian can be presented in the matrix form

Himpurity =




Ecδn 0 0 −iν
0 −Ecδn iν 0
0 −iν −Ecδn 0
iν 0 0 Ecδn


 , (S2)

where matrix indices respectively represents impurity states {|00⟩, |10⟩, |01⟩, |11⟩}. After the exact diagonalization of Himpurity,
we figure out its four eigenstates with their corresponding energies

|ψ1⟩ = |o1⟩ =
1√
2
(i|10⟩+ |01⟩) , ϵo1 = ν − Ecδn,

|ψ2⟩ = |e2⟩ =
1√
2
(−i|00⟩+ |11⟩) , ϵe2 = ν + Ecδn,

|ϕ1⟩ = |o2⟩ =
1√
2
(−i|10⟩+ |01⟩) , ϵo2 = −ν − Ecδn,

|ϕ2⟩ = |e1⟩ =
1√
2
(i|00⟩+ |11⟩) , ϵe1 = −ν + Ecδn,

(S3)

where e and o respectively label impurity states with even and odd parities. Assuming that ν > 0, states |ϕ1⟩ and |ϕ2⟩ respectively
have lower energies in comparison to that of |ψ1⟩ and |ψ2⟩. Clearly, when ν ̸= 0, degenerate states are possible only when
δn = 0, i.e., when ng = 2n0+1/2 is indeed tuned to the half-filling. This criteria is the same of degeneracy for both low-energy
and high-energy regimes discussed in the main text. Since degeneracy provides extra options in the tunneling of particles, we
anticipate the occurrence of the 1e tunneling peak of our model at half filling, independent of the inter-MZM coupling constant
ν. Briefly, this irrelevance of ν to the peak position grounds in the fact that γ1 and γ2 of our model are local in space. By
contrast, two coupling MZMs of a common Fu-teleportation are responsible for the non-local transport.

II. EFFECTIVE LOW-ENERGY TUNNELING HAMILTONIAN

After obtaining eigenstates and their corresponding energies of the island, we discuss the influence of tunneling amplitudes.
Here we assume that δn = 0, and focus only on the tunneling at the peak position. We check the effect of lead-island tunneling
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operators on the island states, leading to

γ1e
−iφ/2|ψ2⟩ = |ϕ1⟩, γ1e

−iφ/2|ϕ2⟩ = |ψ1⟩,
γ4e

−iφ/2|ϕ1⟩ = |ϕ2⟩, γ4e
−iφ/2|ψ1⟩ = |ψ2⟩.

(S4)

Eq. (S4) shows us the effect of γ1e−iφ/2 and γ4e−iφ/2: γ4e−iφ/2 changes the parity state while conserving the system energy;
while γ1e−iφ/2 changes the impurity state between the low-energy states (|ϕ1⟩ and |ϕ2⟩) and the high-energy ones (|ψ1⟩ and
|ψ2⟩).

Eq. (S4) provides an alternative way in the understanding of the effective spin operators in Eq. (3) of the main text: here
the spin operator Sz models the change of energy (i.e., different Sy eigenvalues) induced by the impurity-left lead coupling.
Following Eq. (S4), we understand the zero-conductance at zero energies as the lack of energy to visit the high-energy states
(|ψ1⟩ and |ψ2⟩). Indeed, the operator c†kLγ1e

−iφ/2 is forbidden at zero energies. In contrast, c†kRγ4e
−iφ/2 is allowed, as it does

not change the system energy. However, it alone can not produce a persistent current. Instead, a persistent current requires the
higher order tunneling operator introduced in the main text that connects the island and the left lead. At zero energies, these
higher-order processes have zero amplitudes following Eq. (4) of the main text.

As another key feature, in Eq. (3) of the main text we model the energy change induced by the impurity MZM γ1 via the
definition of the impurity operator f2 = |00⟩⟨11| − |10⟩⟨01| = −d1d2 − d†1d2. This operator is mappable to spin operators,
as it satisfies the commutators: (i) f22 = (f†2 )

2 = 0 = S2
− = S2

+; (ii) [f†2f2 − 1/2, f2] = −f2 and [f†2f2 − 1/2, f†2 ] = f†2 .
These commutation relations perfectly agree with [Sz, S+] = S+ and [Sz, S−] = −S− of spin operators. After substituting the
impurity operator f2 by the corresponding spin operators, we have arrived at Eq. (3) of the main text.

III. CALCULATION OF THE CURRENT

In this section, we provide details on the derivation of the zero-temperature current under an applied bias. As the starter, in
the main text we have shown that the bare tunneling at the left side, i.e., −2λL

∑
k c

†
kLSzf1 is energetically forbidden, as it

connects two states with different energies. However, it can be used to construct tunnelings through virtual states. Indeed, with
the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation [S1], one can construct the higher-order tunneling Hamiltonian

OA

∑

p,q,k

λLc
†
pLSzf1

1

ν − ϵp
λRf

†
1ckR

1

ν + ϵq
λLc

†
qLSzf1

≈
∑

ϵp,ϵq,k

2(ϵp − ϵq)

ν3
λ2LλRc

†
pLc

†
qLckRf1,

(S5)

where in the second line we have expand to the leading order of lead-state energies ϵp and ϵq . For non-equilibrium or finite-
temperature situations, ϵp − ϵq respectively has the order of bias and temperature. It thus adds to the energy power-laws from
RG analysis.

We visit the current through the superconducting island via the Greens function technique. In this work, since the only non-
quadratic OA is RG-irrelevant operator, we treat it perturbatively, while solving the rest of the Hamiltonian exactly. By doing
so, the current operator becomes

Î = −∂t[f†1f1 +
∑

k

c†kRckR] = −[HT, f
†
1f1 +

∑

k′

c†k′Rck′R]

= 2i
∑

p>q,k

(tp,qc
†
pLc

†
qLckRf1 − h.c.) ≡ 2i(L− L†),

(S6)

where the minus sign is added to define the R → L current as positive, tp,q = 2(ϵp − ϵq)λ
2
LλR/ν

3, and L =∑
p>q tp,qc

†
pLc

†
qLckRf1.

We calculate the current at zero temperature T , under a bias V that is applied to the right lead. As a famous trick (see e.g.,
Refs. [S2, S3]), one can deal with this bias with the transformation c†kR → c†kR exp(ieV t), after which the calculation can be
delta with as if the system was in equilibrium.

With this trick, to the leading order of tL, current can be calculated as

I = 2

ˆ ∞

−∞
dteieV t

〈
[L†(t), L(0)]

〉
= 2

ˆ ∞

−∞
dteiV t

{〈
L†(t)L(0)

〉
+

〈
L(0)L†(t)

〉}
. (S7)
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The first part of this calculation equals
ˆ ∞

−∞
dteieV t

∑

p>q,k

∑

p′>q′,k′

tp,qtp′,q′⟨cqL(t)cpL(t)c†p′Lc
†
q′L⟩⟨f†1 (t)c†kR(t)ck′R(0)f1(0)⟩

=
∑

p>q

∑

k,k′

ˆ ∞

−∞
dtei(eV−ϵp−ϵq)ttp,qtp′,q′ [1− nF (ϵp)][1− nF (ϵq)]

×
[
G<(f†1 , ck′R,−t)G<(c†kR, f1,−t)−G<(f†1 , f1,−t)G<(c†kR, ck′R,−t)

]

=
∑

p>q

∑

k,k′

ˆ ∞

−∞
dω′ 4λ

4
Lλ

2
R

ν6
(ϵp − ϵq)

2[1− nF (ϵp)][1− nF (ϵq)]

×
[
G̃<(f†1 , ck′R, ω

′)G̃<(c†kR, f1,−eV + ϵp + ϵq − ω′)− G̃<(f†1 , f1, ω
′)G̃<(c†kR, ck′R,−eV + ϵp + ϵq − ω′)

]
,

(S8)

where nF refers to the fermi distribution function. At zero temperature T = 0, nF (ϵ) = Θ(−ϵ) equals the step function.
Lesser Greens functions of Eq. (S8) can be obtained via standard method [S4], with the result

∑

k

G̃<(f†1 , ckR, ω) =
∑

k

G̃<(c†kR, f1, ω) = 2πiρ
λRω

ω2 + Γ2
R

nF (ω)

G̃<(f†1 , f1, ω) =
2iΓR

ω2 + Γ2
R

nF (ω),
∑

k,k′

G̃<(c†kR, ck′R, ω) = 2πiρ
ω2

ω2 + Γ2
R

nF (ω).

(S9)

Notice that the lead lesser Greens function contains an extra power of energy ∼ ω2. This factor reflects the hybridization of the
impurity f1 by the right lead when ΓR ≫ ω ∼ eV .

With Eq. (S9), the target integral Eq. (S8) becomes

∑

p>q

16λ4LΓ
2
R

ν6
(ϵp − ϵq)

2

[
arctan(δω)

ΓR
− 1

δω
ln

(
δω2 + Γ2

R

Γ2
R

)]
Sp,q. (S10)

where δω = eV − ϵp − ϵq . Here the summation over p, q is taken in the area

Sp,q = { p, q | ϵp > 0, ϵq > 0, ϵp + ϵq < eV and ϵp > ϵq } , (S11)

which is a triangle in the (ϵp, ϵq) space. The full expression of the conductance becomes

G =
e2

h

32Γ2
LΓ

2
R

3π2ν6

{
−8(eV )2 + eV ΓR

[
9 +

(eV )2

Γ2
R

]
arctan

(
eV

Γ

)
+

+
(eV )2

Γ2

[
−1 + 3

(
eV

Γ

)2
]
ln

[
1 +

(
eV

Γ

)2
]
+

3

2
(eV )2Li2

[
−
(
eV

ΓR

)2
]}

,

(S12)

with which we plot Fig. 3 of the main text. Here Lin refers to the polylogarithm function. In two limiting cases, the conductance
approximately becomes

G ≈ e2

h

4Γ2
L

45π2ν6Γ2
R

(eV )6, when eV ≪ ΓR,

G ≈ e2

h

16Γ2
LΓR

3πν6
(eV )3, when eV ≫ ΓR.

(S13)

IV. 1E CONDUCTANCE OF THE CLEAN CASE IN ν ≪ T ≪ Ec

The occupation probability of electrons at different energy levels can be described by rate equations

Ṗα = −
∑

β

Γα→βPα +
∑

β

Γβ→αPβ ,

Ṗβ = −
∑

α

Γβ→αPβ +
∑

α

Γα→βPα,
(S14)
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where Ṗα and Ṗβ are the occupation probability of even α = |e1⟩, |e2⟩ and odd β = |o1⟩, |o2⟩ parity state, respectively, and
Γi→f = ΓL

i→f +ΓR
i→f =

∑
j Γ

j
i→f represents the transition probability between different impurity states |i⟩ and |f⟩. Assuming

that the occupation probability of the single particle state in the lead follows the Fermi-Dirac distribution f(ω) = 1/(1+eω/kT ),
the following expressions of Γj

i→f are obtained from the Fermi golden rule:

Γj
α→β =

2Γj

ℏ

ˆ

dξp δ (Eα − Eβ + ξp) f (ξp − µj) ,

Γj
β→α =

2Γj

ℏ

ˆ

dξp δ (Eβ − Eα − ξp) [1− f (ξp − µj)] ,

(S15)

where µL = eV, µR = 0, Γj = πρ|λ2j | describes transition amplitude, ρ is the density of states, Eβ−Eα is the energy difference
between odd β and even α parity states, and ξp is the electron energy in the leads.

In the steady state, rate equations become Ṗα = 0, Ṗβ = 0. Combining the normalization conditions
∑

α Pα +
∑

β Pβ = 1,
we can work out the occupation probabilities of the four impurity states P|e1⟩, P|e2⟩, P|o1⟩ and P|o1⟩. Then the steady current
can be easily calculated, the expression of the current is

I = e
∑

α,β

PαΓ
L
α→β − e

∑

α,β

PβΓ
L
β→α (S16)

From Eq. (S4), only two specific transitions |e1⟩ → |o1⟩ and |e2⟩ → |o2⟩ are allowed in the tunneling between γ1 and the left
lead, so we have

∑

α,β

PαΓ
L
α→β =Pe1Γ

L
e1→o1 + Pe2Γ

L
e2→o2 ,

∑

α,β

PβΓ
L
β→α =Po1Γ

L
o1→e1 + Po2Γ

L
o2→e2 .

(S17)

At zero bias, using the formula of the differential conductance G = ∂I
∂V

∣∣
V→0

, the tunneling conductance reads as

G =
e2

2Tℏ
ΓLΓR

ΓL + ΓR
sech(

ν

T
)2sech[

Ec(1− 2δg)

2T
]2. (S18)

For Majorana case with level spacing 2ν, the analytical method is the same, while the impurity states in the island reduce to
two eigenstates (even stste |o⟩ and odd state |o⟩). In the large temperautre limit ν/T → 0, we can easily obtain the expression
of conductance for the standard Fu-teleportation [S5]

GMaj =
e2

2Tℏ
ΓLΓR

ΓL + ΓR
sech[

2ν + Ec(1− 2δg)

2T
]2. (S19)

V. 1E CONDUCTANCE OF THE DIRTY CASE IN ν ≪ T ≪ Ec

Actually, the above calculation of the current is self-consistent and corresponds to a "clean" transport process, where the
energy levels in the island are discrete and the island is only coupled with two leads. However, if the nanowire is also affected
by disorder or the external environment, the self-consistency will be broken. In this case, the occupation of the energy levels is
sophisticated and the entire island is more like in thermal equilibrium. We call this situation "dirty" transport. In this case, the
occupation probabilities of different electronic states are proportional to the Fermi distribution function

Pe1 = P0
1

e−ν/kT + 1
, Pe2 = P0

1

eν/kT + 1
,

Po1 = P1
1

eν/kT + 1
, Po2 = P1

1

e−ν/kT + 1
,

(S20)

where P0/1 represents the probability to find the nanowire in the even/odd parity electronic state. In the steady state, the current
satisfy

I = IL = −IR, (S21)
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where IL is expressed in Eq. (10), similarly IR is obtained by changing the superscript of the transition probability in IL from L
to R

IR = e
∑

α,β

PαΓ
R
α→β − e

∑

α,β

PβΓ
R
β→α. (S22)

From Eq. (S4), we have
∑

α,β

PαΓ
R
α→β = Pe1Γ

R
e1→o2 + Pe2Γ

R
e2→o1 ,

∑

α,β

PβΓ
R
β→α = Po1Γ

R
o1→e2 + Po2Γ

L
o2→e1 .

(S23)

It is worth noting that although the expression of IR seems to be obtained only by changing the superscript of the transition
probability in IL from L to R, however, because of the asymmetry, the transition of the impurity states has become different (i.e.,
left is |e1⟩ → |o1⟩ while right is |e1⟩ → |o2⟩).

Similarly, substituting Eq. (10) and Eq. (S22) into Eq. (S21), then combining normalization equation P0 + P1 = 1, one can
figure out the differential conductance at zero-bias voltage

G =
e2ΓLΓR

Tℏ

×
ΓL + 2ΓR − 2ΓR cosh

(
ν
T

)
+ ΓR cosh

(
2ν
T

)
+ (ΓL + ΓR)

[
−1 + 2 cosh

(
ν
T

)]
cosh

[
Ec(1−2δg)

T

]

(
−ΓL + 2ΓL cosh

(
ν
T

)
+ ΓR cosh

(
2ν
T

)
+ (ΓL + ΓR) cosh

[
Ec(1−2δg)

T

])2 .
(S24)

At δg = 1/2, the peak conductance becomes

Gpeak =
e2

2Tℏ
ΓLΓR sech

(
ν
T

)

ΓL + ΓR cosh
(
ν
T

) , (S25)
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