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Reading out the parity degree of freedom of Majorana bound states is key to demonstrating their
non-Abelian exchange properties. Here, we present a low-energy model describing localized edge
states in a two-arm device. We study parity-to-charge conversion based on coupling the supercon-
ductor bound states to a quantum dot whose charge is read out by a sensor. The dynamics of the
system, including the readout device, is analyzed in full using a quantum-jump approach. We show
how the resulting signal and signal-to-noise ratio differentiates between local Majorana and Andreev
bound states.

Topological superconductors host Majorana zero-
energy modes [1, 2] that store quantum information non-
locally, and are thereby in principle protected against lo-
cal perturbations. Many protocols to detect this nonlocal
storage have been theorized in fractional quantum Hall
systems [3] and, more recently, in superconducting wires
[4–12]. The latter are inspired by the idea of engineered
topological superconductors, many of which have been re-
alized experimentally. Transport spectroscopy and inter-
ference [13–19] indeed suggests the presence of Majoranas
in such systems, but differentiating between topological
and trivial states remains challenging [20–27]. Most im-
portantly, however, transport via the states of interest
themselves violates the conservation of fermionic parity
essential to most topological qubit proposals.

The key question addressed in this Letter is thus how
to test for Majoranas directly via the conserved parity
of nonlocal Majorana pairs, using the same readout de-
vice as in the intended quantum information applica-
tion. Typical parity measurement schemes are theorized
to rely on a conversion to a charge or magnetic flux when
the Majorana modes overlap [4, 6, 8–11, 28–37]. Here,
we consider parity-to-charge conversion with a quantum
dot coupled to the subgap end states of superconduct-
ing wires, such that the dot charge measures the com-
bined dot-subgap parity [6, 10, 11, 35, 36, 38]. Integrat-
ing dots into semiconductor-superconductor structures is
experimentally well developed [39–46]: Couplings are ac-
curately tuned via gate voltages, and charge readout is
performed via electromagnetic resonators [47–55], sensor
dots [56–62], or quantum point contacts [63–67].

However, while the parity-to-charge conversion princi-
ple is well established, its implementation raises many
fundamental questions which we answer in this Letter.
First, can the charge detection, even in principle, dif-
ferentiate Majorana modes from Andreev bound states?
Second, do readout fluctuations provide additional in-
formation about these modes? And third, how do the
coupling strengths affect the detection scheme?

We concretely study the system in Fig. 1(a): Two su-

FIG. 1. (a) Subgap modes in two superconducting wires
tunnel-coupled to a parity-to-charge converter dot [Eq. (1)]
that capacitively couples to a charge sensor. (b) Sensor cur-
rent IL(t) due to driven µL, corresponding first harmonic G(t)
[Eq. (2)], and dot-subgap parity pd,SC. (c) Sample-averaged
conductances Ge/o = Gpd,SC=±1 scaled by GT = Γ/(8T ). (b)
shares parameters with (c); other parameters are from Fig. 2.

perconducting wires with one or several subgap states at
their ends (black dots) are tunnel coupled to a parity-to-
charge converter dot (CD). The stable charge of this dot
changes with subgap parity flips [6], which we assume to
be simply due to rare, but inevitable quasi-particle (QP)
poisoning [68–73] on a time scale tQP. As the occasional
CD charge jumps affect a capacitively coupled sensor dot
(SD), the parity flips are measurable via telegraph noise
in the zero-bias SD conductance G across two tunnel
coupled leads [Fig. 1(b)]. We calculate this conductance
by explicitly mimicking the experimental lock-in charge
readout technique [56, 74]: Applying a small ac-voltage
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at zero dc bias, the equal-frequency first harmonic cur-
rent response provides a measure forG. The strength and
unique feature of our approach is to quantify the conduc-
tance as directly sampled from the experimentally acces-
sible readout signal G(t), including SD back-action via a
consistent quantum master equation [35, 38, 75, 76] in
a quantum-jump Monte-Carlo simulation [77–80]. We
thereby capture the effect of measurement induced re-
laxation, thermal- and non-equilibrium noise, and of the
lock-in drive as well as the readout integration time. This
includes possible signal loss due to state projections away
from the CD-subgap ground state [6, 35, 36, 81].

The low-energy Hamiltonian for the single-level CD
with energy ε, N superconducting subgap modes i at en-
ergies εi in either wire, and the CD-subgap tunnel cou-
plings λi=1,...,N reads (|e| = ~ = kB = 1)

Hd,SC = εn+

N∑

i=1

εini+

N∑

i=1

λie
iφid†

[
|ui|αi + |vi|α†i

]
+H.c.

(1)
Here, n = d†d is the CD occupation with fermionic cre-
ation/annihilation operator d†, d; the subgap state occu-

pations ni = α†iαi are likewise associated with the cre-

ation/annihilation operators α†i , αi. To justify the single-
level dot picture, we assume both the CD single-particle
level spacing and onsite Coulomb interaction to be large
compared to the tunneling amplitudes λi Ref. [38]. This
implies sufficient CD-spin polarization, motivated by the
large magnetic field needed for Majorana modes [82, 83].
We, however, allow for subgap modes with εi 6= 0, with
spin-axis orientations different from the CD [84, 85], and
with (normalized, |ui|2 + |vi|2 = 1) couplings featur-
ing unequal particle- and hole components |ui| 6= |vi|
and mode-dependent phases φi 6= φj . Unlike previous
works [6, 10, 35, 36, 38] which assumed a dot coupling to
only one Majorana per wire, we thus represent Hd,SC in

terms of fermionic fields α†i , αi instead of Majorana op-
erators. These fermions are gauged to obtain λi ≥ 0, so
phases enter Eq. (1) exclusively via eiφi . These depend
on uncontrollable CD/subgap wave function details, but
in the important case of one fermion per wire, the only
relevant phase difference φ2 − φ1 = φ is flux(φ)-tunable.

The model (1) implies quantum fluctuations in all oc-

cupations n, ni and their sum nd,SC = n +
∑N
i=1 ni, but

leaves the combined parity pd,SC = (−1)nd,SC a good
quantum number. Our central question is how this par-
ity pd,SC — converted to the CD charge (〈n〉) affecting
the SD conductance [Figs. 1(a,b)] — distinguishes be-
tween finite- and zero-energy Andreev- and Majorana
wire modes. The capacitive coupling Hcap = EcapnSn to
the SD charge nS is quantified by Ecap. The SD tunnel-
couples to metallic non-interacting leads, assuming sym-
metric, energy-independent tunneling rates ΓL/R = Γ
[80, 86]. The Supplemental Material [80] details how
we obtain the time-resolved conductance from the quan-

tum jump method [77–79], with universal Lindblad oper-
ators [35, 38, 75, 76] applicable even for the here relevant
near-degenerate states. We assume weak coupling com-
pared to the lead temperature, Γ� T , and lead-internal
relaxation as the shortest time scale in the problem.

In brief, our method yields current-time series ad-
mitting sample averaging. After each numerical time
step δt � Γ−1 of each series, we record the accumu-
lated number of electron jumps Jrη(t) to (η = +) and
from (η = −) lead r, and calculate the current IL(t) =∑
η=±(η/tb) [JLη(t)− JLη(t− tb)] with the bandwidth

(1/tb) < Γ reflecting detector-internal time averaging.
Mimicking the experimental lock-in technique, the zero-
bias conductance signal G(t) is extracted from IL(t) by
applying a low-amplitude voltage oscillation µL(t) =
µR + δµ sin (Ωt) with frequency (1/tQP) � Ω � (1/tb),
and by taking the first harmonic response divided by
δµ . T . Explicitly, each G(t)-sample averages over Nosc

voltage oscillations,

G(t) =
Ωδt/GT
πNoscδµ

∣∣∣∣∣∣

d 2πNosc
Ωδt e−1∑

n=0

IL(t+ nδt)e−inΩδt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
, (2)

where GT = Γ/(8T ) is the spinless on-resonance conduc-
tance [86]. Figure 1(b) shows the difference between the
raw conductance time series IL(t)/(δµGT ) and the first
harmonic response. The sudden jumps causing the tele-
graph noise stem from randomly inserted pd,SC flips [68–
73]. Just as in experiments, G(t) filters out high fre-
quencies via the Fourier transform, bounding the noise
spectrum not by the inaccessible bandwidth 1/tb, but by
the well-controlled lock-in frequency Ω.

The even/odd-parity conductances Ge/o =
〈G〉M,pd,SC=±1 in Fig. 1(c) are averages over M = NTMT

samples from NT trajectories G(t) at fixed pd,SC = ±1;
each trajectory consists of MT subsequent samples in
a time ∆t = MTNosc

2π
Ω ≤ tQP expected to be within

two QP poisonings [80], as exemplified by the typical
G-plateau length in Fig. 1(b). The Ge/o and their

fluctuations δGe/o =
√
〈G2〉M,pd,SC=±1 −G2

e/o define the

signal S and signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) D:

S = |Ge −Go| , D = 2S/(δGe + δGo). (3)

The ratio D as a function of the tunable CD level ε
and flux φ is our key observable to characterize the sub-
gap states, as it sets the number of G-samples required
for statistically significant parity distinguishability. We,
however, also refer to S, mostly based on data in the
Supplemental Material [80], to rule out or identify any
nontrivial scaling between noise and signal. This fur-
thermore allows us to estimate how the distinguishabil-
ity would diminish with additional noise unaccounted for
here.

The detector setup and SD level εS for optimal D de-
pends on both Ecap and λi [80], since S,D > 0 are due
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FIG. 2. Signal S and signal-to-noise ratio D [Eq. (3)] as a
function of various parameters for N = 1 (a,b), and N = 2
(c,d) zero-energy subgap modes. All panels use εi = 0, λi = λ,
εS = 0, Ecap = 2λ = 6T = 6δµ = 20Γ, 2π/Ω = 4tb =
2π × 2400/λ = 104δt = 1µs, Nosc = 2, NT = 10, MT = 50.

to pd,SC-dependent CD-subgap hybridization inducing a
pd,SC-dependent conductance peak shift away from the
classical resonances εS = 0,−Ecap. We here focus on
Ecap > λi, yielding nearly classical Go-peaks and sizably
deviating Ge [Fig. 1(c)]. The largest S then appears be-
tween Coulomb peaks, εS = −Ecap/2, but this point is
often susceptible to the here neglected higher-order-Γ ef-
fects such as Kondo resonances. We hence instead fix
εS = 0 and reduce lead-induced broadening by demand-
ing Γ, T � Ecap. Larger Γ

T ,
δµ
T tend to improve D [80],

but we must keep Γ, δµ, and especially T smaller than
λi; otherwise, capacitive back-action may drive the sys-
tem too far away from the near-ground state in Fig. 1(c)
to obtain a signal [36, 38].

Let us now first discuss the ideal limit in Fig. 2, with
all subgap energies εi/λi → 0. The CD then effectively
couples to only one subgap fermion [80], being a linear
combination of all N subgap modes in Eq. (1):

Hd,SC = εn+
[
d†
(
λ+α† + λ−α

)
+ H.c.

]
, (4)

where α is a fermionic annihilation operator and

λ± = λeff

√
1±

√
1− |Q|2 , Q =

N∑

i=1

λ2
i

λ2
eff

ei2φi |ui||vi|

(5)
with 0 ≤ |Q| ≤ 1 and effective coupling λeff =√∑N

i=1 λ
2
i /2. The capacitive readout likewise only

senses the subparity of this one α-mode and the CD,

pdα = (−1)n+α†α; the other N − 1 orthogonal subgap
modes are invisible. For this single remaining mode, Q
generalizes the Majorana quality factor of Refs. [87, 88]:
Interpolating between a pure particle- or hole-like (|Q| =
0), and an equally particle- and hole like coupling (|Q| =
1), the latter crucially maps to the single-Majorana case:

Hd,SC
|Q|=1→ εn+ λeff

(
d† − d

)
γ, (6)

with γ = α†+α. The sensor is then insensitive to pdα [6],
and yields S = D = 0 for any ε, λi within the single-level
CD approximation. We emphasize that for this (ε, λi)-
independent parity insensitivity, εi/λi → 0 and |Q| =
1 are not only sufficient, but necessary [80]. Following
Eq. (5), this means that all N subgap modes i in Eq. (1)
must couple as zero-energy Majoranas to the CD, |ui| =
|vi|, and with equal φi up to a π-shift.

The key Majorana signature deriving from Eq. (6) are
constant S,D = 0 with varying individual conductances
Ge/o in sweeps of the dot level ε and, if possible, the cou-
pling strengths λi: Constant Ge/o may merely indicate
insufficient sensor coupling, and if S,D = 0 only for spe-
cific ε, λi, one can neither rule out fine-tuning unrelated
to Majoranas, nor the quasi-Majorana case [24] with a
coincidentally uncoupled zero mode. Importantly, such
a sweep test is inherently robust to fluctuating ε, εS, λi
due to, e.g., 1/f noise [89–91], and towards unavoidable
coupling asymmetries λi 6= λj [80].

Table I lists the subgap mode setups for which
the suggested prescription can or cannot yield (ε, λi)-
independent S,D = 0. The simplest case involves
only one wire with only one (N = 1) coupled mode,
see [87, 88, 92, 93]. For this φ-independent situation,
Figs. 2(a,b) show that all ε-traces approach S,D = 0
close to the particle-hole symmetry point ε = 0, but only
a Majorana (|u1|2 = 0.5 ⇒ Eq. (6)) yields S = D = 0
for all ε. This robustness is equivalent to the single-site
protection in the minimal Kitaev chain [92, 93], but us-
ing it to identify a Majorana in a single, actual wire is
difficult. First, it relies on the SNR in the Andreev case
|u1|2 6= 0.5: The parameters in Fig. 2(b) yield D > 1
if ||u1|2 − 0.5| & 0.1, which may improve if εS, Ecap, Γ
are optimizable within the stated constraints. But more
importantly, convincing evidence would also include tun-
ability towards a control case with S,D > 0 for some ε
at fixed ε1/λ1 → 0.

The latter is provided when both wires couple, mak-
ing S,D flux(φ)-tunable as shown for one mode per arm
(N = 2) in Figs. 2(c,d). For Majoranas (|u1/2|2 = 0.5), ε-
independent S,D = 0 are seen exclusively at φ = 0, π ful-
filling Eq. (6), and D & 1 already if φ deviates by ∼ π/20
with the detector parameters in Fig. 2(c). Given instead
at least one zero-energy Andreev mode (|ui|2 6= 0.5), ε-
independent traces S,D = 0 cannot be observed for any
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Subgap mode setup
εi = 0 for all i at least one εi 6= 0

Maj. And. Any |ui|
N = 1 Yes

No

No

N = 2 , φ2 − φ1 = φ Iff φ = 0, π
No*N ≥ 2 , φi 6= φj mod π No

N ≥ 2 , φi = φj mod π Yes

TABLE I. Setups that do (“Yes”)/do not (“No”) admit (ε, λi)-
independent S,D = 0. “Maj.”: All N modes are Majoranas,
|ui| = 0.5. “And.”: At least one Andreev mode, |ui| 6= 0.5.
“No*”: D � 1 ∀ε, φ possible if ∆t & tp ∼ (λ/εi)

2 [Fig. 3(b)].

φ, with Fig. 2(d) exhibiting D ≥ 1 for ||ui|2 − 0.5| & 0.1
close to φ = 0, π. A (ε, φ)-profile as in Fig. 2(c) thus
strongly indicates Majorana modes in both wires.

Moreover, while the steep φ-profile increases the sus-
ceptibility to flux noise, it also enhances the sensitiv-
ity towards additional, typically unwanted zero-energy
modes, N > 2. This is because even for Majoranas,
|ui|2 = 0.5, the flux cannot generally fix the φi required
for Eq. (6) simultaneously for all N > 2 modes. The ab-
sence of a line S(ε) = D(ε) = 0 at a specific flux φ then
no longer rules out Majoranas [Tab. (I), last two lines],
but it remains conclusive in ruling out the Majorana pair
interference desired for applications in, e.g., qubits.

To finish the analysis in the limit εi/λi → 0, we also
highlight the (ε, λi)-sensitive signature at φ = π

2 ,
3π
2

[Fig. 2(c)], showing reduced D without S loss [80] for
|ε| . λi , but enhanced D at |ε| � λi. Here, the
particle-hole-mixed subgap modes superpose to a fully
electron/hole-like effective mode (Q = 0). The CD-
subgap tunneling is then nearly blocked for one parity
only, Hd,SC → εn+

√
2λeff

[
d†α† + αd

]
. The much longer

tunneling time for this parity (pdα = −1 in our gauge) re-
sults in D-lowering noise at fixed S if the time exceeds the
sample time ∼ Ω−1, but again raises S,D if the hopping
time even surpasses the poisoning time tQP. Previous
studies of this parity blockade focused on one Majorana
per wire end [36, 38, 94]. Our analysis shows blockade for
any number N ≥ 2 of Majorana- or Andreev modes with
εi/λi → 0 [80], but —unlike for Majoranas at φ = 0, π—
only for specific λi permitting Q = 0 in Eq. (5).

The sensor’s ability to discern finite subgap energies
εi 6= 0 at specific particle-hole mixing is illustrated in
Fig. 3 [Tab. (I), rightmost column]. For a single wire
(N = 1), Fig. 3(a) shows an ε-regime with D & 1 al-
ready for small |ε1|/λ1 & 0.1 and the given detector pa-
rameters, even at u2

1 = 0.5. With N ≥ 2 states in both
wires giving rise to φ-tunable interference, any εi 6= 0 now
couples the effective mode to the other N − 1 formerly
invisible subgap modes. The no longer conserved par-
ity pdα then no longer protects against relaxation to an
energetically favorable steady state that is independent
of pdα right after a QP poisoning. Given a small typ-

FIG. 3. Signal-to-noise ratio D [Eq. (3)] as a function of
the subgap energies εi for (a) one coupled wire with N =
1, |u1|2 = 0.5, and (b) one mode per wire, N = 2, |ui|2 = 0.5.
In (b), we set ε2 = 2ε1 = 2εsg > 0. Other parameters are as
in Fig. 2.

ical energy difference εsg between effective and orthog-
onal modes, 0 < εsg/λ � 1 for λi ∼ λ, and a sensor-
dominated dissipation rate ∼ Γ, this relaxation occurs
on a time scale tp ∼ 1

Γ ( λ
εsg

)2. If the trajectory time ∆t

exceeds tp, the signal no longer represents the pdα = ±1-
difference. The signal and noise profiles S(ε, φ),D(ε, φ)
may then be suppressed and lose any conclusive feature in
a broad parameter range. We exemplify this for one mode
per wire in Fig. 3(b), showing the Majorana-specific φ-
profile of Fig. 2(c) to vanish if tp(εsg) � ∆t. Note that
even for weak Γ = λ/10 with typical λ ∼ 2.4GHz, al-
ready εi/λ . 10−2 leads to rather small tp ∼ 10µs. We
furthermore stress that the φ-variations are significantly
attenuated for any ε and |ui| [80], also if εsg & λ where
S,D 6= 0. In the latter case, the CD effectively decouples
from the wire with the higher-lying level, reducing the
problem to the single-wire case in Fig. 3(a).

In conclusion, identifying Majorana modes with a sub-
gap parity readout via a capacitively sensed dot is both
a major opportunity and challenge. Table I and Fig. 2(c)
show the telltale signature for two topological wires pro-
viding a single, nonlocal pair of interfering Majoranas
— a level-independent sensor parity signal and signal-
to-noise-ratio S(ε) = D(ε) = 0 exclusively at fluxes
φ = 0, π. This signature is conclusive in that it dis-
appears whenever any Andreev mode, or any additional
Majorana orthogonal to the other two Majoranas couples
to the converter dot. Furthermore, our protocol is inher-
ently robust to experimentally unavoidable 1/f charge
noise and asymmetric wire couplings. A clear inference
may, however, still be impeded by flux noise. More-
over, already small subgap mode energies can suppress
the φ-dependence after a perhaps challengingly short de-
cay time tp. On the flip side, extracting tp by varying
measurement times may be an interferometric method
to resolve deviations εi 6= 0 more precisely than dc trans-
port spectroscopy.
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This supplementary material details the parity-to-charge readout description based on the Lindblad quantum master
equation as well as the quantum jump method, and furthermore derives and supports various claims and relations
from the main paper. Equations and figures in this supplementary are labeled with an additional S to distinguish
them from labels referring to the main text. For example, Eq. 1 refers to the main text, whereas Eq. S1 refers to this
supplementary material. Note that we set kB = |e| = ℏ = 1 as in the main text. Moreover, symbols that have already
been defined in the main text are not always explicitly redefined in this document.

I. FULL HAMILTONIAN AND QUANTUM MASTER EQUATION

To describe the sensor-dot readout, let us start by giving the full Hamiltonian including the sensor dot and the
coupled leads:

Htot = H +Hlead +Htun (S1)

The subsystem consisting of sensor dot, main dot, and subgap states is described by

H = Hd,SC + ϵSnS +Hcap , Hcap = EcapnSn, (S2)

with Hd,SC given in Eq. 1 of the main text. The sensor dot excess charge nS = d†SdS with potential ϵS is cre-

ated(annihilated) by d†S(dS), and capacitively coupled with strength Ecap to the main dot. The Hamiltonian of the
two non-interacting fermionic leads r = L,R is given by

Hlead =
∑

r=L,R

Hr , Hr =
∑

kν

ϵrkνc
†
rkνcrkν , (S3)



2

where c†rkν and crkν , respectively, create and annihilate electrons in lead r with energy ϵrkν , wave number k, and all
further discrete quantum numbers ν necessary to fully characterize the single-particle states. The tunnel coupling

Htun =
∑

r=L,R

Htun,r , Htun,r =
∑

kν

τrkνd
†
Scrkν +H.c. (S4)

is characterized by the typical coupling strengths

Γr(E) = 2π
∑

kν

δ(E − ϵrkν)|τrkν |2 → Γ, (S5)

where we assume the wideband limit and symmetric lead couplings, i.e., an (r, E)-independent coupling Γ.
To describe the dynamics of the subsystem H in the presence of the leads, we first consider the reduced density

operator

ρ(t) = Tr
lead

[ρtot(t)] (S6)

with the electronic leads r = L,R traced out from the density operator ρtot(t) of the total system. We assume the
leads to act as Markovian, weakly coupled baths. Their states ρr are initially, i.e., at time t0 = 0 in the distant past
relative to the steady-state on the scale of the typical frequencies in H, given by the grand-canonical ensemble

ρr = exp

(
−Hr − µrNr

T

)
/Tr
lead

[
exp

(
−Hr − µrNr

T

)]
(S7)

with respect to the individual electro-chemical potentials µr, particle numbers Nr =
∑

kν c
†
rkνcrkν , and common

temperature T . The lead states (S7) are hence assumed to be initially uncorrelated both from each other, and from
the initial main-system state,

ρtot(t0 = 0) = ρ0
∏

r=L,R

ρr , ρ0 = ρ(t0 = 0). (S8)

This means that ρ(t) evolves from ρ0 approximately according to the Lindblad master equation as in Refs. 1–4:

∂tρ(t) = −i[H + Λ, ρ(t)] +
∑

r=L,R,η=±
Lrηρ(t), (S9)

including the Lamb shift Λ and the dissipators

Lrη• = Lrη • L†
rη −

1

2
{L†

rηLrη.•}. (S10)

The jump operators Lrη represent the dynamics due to electrons jumping to(η = +1) or from(η = −1) the sensor dot
via the tunnel coupled lead r. With the tunneling Htun as described by Eqs. (S4)-(S5) in the wideband limit, these
jumps are given by [1, 2]

Lrη =
√
Γ
∑

ij

√
fη
r (ηEij)⟨i|dS,η|j⟩ × |i⟩⟨j|, (S11)

where fη
r (E) =

[
exp

(
ηE−µr

T

)
+ 1
]−1

are the lead Fermi functions, dS,η=+ = d†S, and dS,η=− = dS. The symbols

Eij = Ei − Ej denote energy differences between the eigenstates |i⟩, |j⟩ of the local Hamiltonian H [Eq. (S2)]. The
Hermitian Lamb shift Λ = Λ† further modifies the local coherent dynamics due to this Hamiltonian. Following Ref. 2
and using a finite energy bandwidth D for the frequency integral,

Λ = Γ
∑

rη
ii′j

F

(
Ei′i − ηµr

T
,
Ei′j − ηµr

T

)
(⟨i′|dS,η|i⟩)∗ ⟨i′|dS,η|j⟩ × |i⟩⟨j|

F (a, b) = − 1

2π
P
∫ D/T

−D/T

dx
1

x
√
ex+a + 1

√
ex+b + 1

, (S12)
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where P indicates the Cauchy principal value integral avoiding x = 0. Crucially, the precise choice of the bandwidth
D/T is not critical as long as it is much larger than any possible energy difference (Ei′i ± µr)/T occurring in our
simulations, in accordance with the wideband limit. Namely, while the integral in Eq. (S12) diverges logarithmically
in D on the negative x branch, the (a, b) dependence of this divergence is suppressed by the exponential factors ex.
For large enough D, we may thus always write F (a, b) = F0(a, b) + FD with an (a, b)-dependent, but bandwidth-
independent part F0(a, b), and a practically (a, b)-independent part FD ∼ ln(D) that diverges with bandwidth D.
In the Lamb shift Λ, the latter only generates a constant shift ΛD ∼ ln(D)1 which drops out in the commutator of
the master equation (S9). Note, however, that since [H,n] ̸= 0, the non-divergent part of Λ may generally depend

on the subparity pdα = (−1)n+α†α of dot and effective subgap mode [Sec. (IV)]. We hence always account for Λ by
calculating F (a, b) numerically as in Ref. 4, with D/T = 104. More precisely, Simpson’s 1/3 rule with 8192 intervals
of sufficiently small size is used to perform the integral once for a fixed set of points (a, b) on a grid. This grid is chosen
dense (512 × 512 points) and large enough so that bilinear interpolation between those fixed points yields F with
sufficient accuracy for any energy pair. This works because the integrand in Eq. (S12) behaves well for x, a, b ∈ R.
To obtain ρ(t), we solve the master equation (S9) with an initial state ρ0 of fixed subparity in the subspace of

the dot and the effective mode described below in Sec. IV, i.e., [pdα, ρ0] = 0 and pdαρ0 = ±ρ0, where the effective
mode is defined with respect to the initial system parameters [Eq. (S24)]. Note that the parity pdα is not generally
conserved for finite-energy subgap modes, [Htot, pdα] = [Hd,SC, pdα] ̸= 0, and hence does not generally allow us to
reduce the Hilbert space to blocks of fixed pdα. Conversely, Eq. (S9) conserves the parity pd,SC and does not generate
any quantum coherences between states of different sensor dot occupations nS. This reduces the effectively required
size of the 2N+2 × 2N+2 matrix for ρ(t) describing N subgap states, main dot, and sensor dot to four blocks of size
(2N × 2N ). The dissipators (S10) are accordingly represented by two blocks of size 4(2N × 2N )2, namely one for
pd,SC = +1 and one for pd,SC = −1.

With ρ(t) at hand, we use the fact that the tunneling Htun,r =
∑

kν

[
τrkνd

†
Scrkν +H.c.

]
to only one lead r conserves

the sum of charges in lead r and in the sensor dot, [nS +Nr, Htun,r] = 0. Namely, with the total Hamiltonian (S1),
the time-dependent, ensemble-averaged tunnel current out of lead r = L is given by

ĪL(t) = −∂tTr
tot

[NLρtot] = −Tr
tot

[NL∂tρtot] = iTr
tot

[NL [Htot, ρtot]] = iTr
tot

[[NL, Htot] ρtot] = iTr
tot

[[NL, Htun,L] ρtot]

[nS+Nr,Htun,r]=0
= −iTr

tot
[[nS, Htun,L] ρtot]

[nS,H+Hlead]=0
= −iTr

tot
[[nS, Htun,L +H +Hlead] ρtot]

= Tr
tot

[nS (−i [Htun,L +H +Hlead, ρtot])] = Tr
tot

[
nS (−i [Htot, ρtot])τRkν=0

]

Tr
tot

•=Tr Tr
lead

•
=

Tr
lead

nS•=nS Tr
lead

•
Tr

[
nS Tr

lead
(−i [Htot, ρtot])τRkν=0

]
(S6)
= Tr

[
nS [∂tρ(t)]τRkν=0

]
. (S13)

Using the master equation (S9),

ĪL(t)
(S9)
=

(S13)
−iTr [nS [H + Λ, ρ(t)]]τRkν=0 +Tr

[
nS

(∑

η=±
LLηρ(t)

)]
[nS,H]=0

=
[nS,Λ]=0

Tr

[
nS

(∑

η=±
LLηρ(t)

)]

(S10),(S11)
=

nSLLη=δη+LLη

Tr
[
LL+ρ(t)L

†
L+

]
− 1

2

∑

η=±
Tr
[
nSL

†
LηLLηρ(t)

]
− 1

2

∑

η=±
Tr
[
L†
LηLLηnSρ(t)

]

nSL
†
Lη=L†

Lηδη−
=

LLηnS=LLηδη−

∑

η=±
ηTr

[
LLηρ(t)L

†
Lη

]
, (S14)

where the overbar •̄ indicates the ensemble-average. Equation (S14) gives the current response

Ḡ(t) =
ĪL(t)

δµ
=
∑

η=±

η

δµ
Tr
[
LLηρ(t)L

†
Lη

]
(S15)

to a small potential bias δµ = µL − µR applied to the left lead while keeping µR ≡ 0 fixed. We use Eq. (S15) to
confirm that Eq. 2 from the main text —as further detailed in the next Sec. II— approximates the absolute value
of (S15) when averaged over many samples. In this comparison, we do not assume the steady-state limit t → ∞ in
Ḡ(t), but rather choose the sampled trajectory time ∆t = MTNosc(2π/Ω), as detailed in the main text and below.
This matters since for nearly degenerate subgap states, the dot-SC Hamiltonian Hd,SC may contain small splittings
∆E < 1/∆t which result in a metastable state ρ(t) decaying on times comparable to ∆t.
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II. QUANTUM JUMP METHOD FOR FIRST HARMONIC CURRENT RESPONSE

This section details how to use the quantum jump method to evaluate the first harmonic current response in
Eq. 2 of the main paper. The general approach is to unravel the master equation (S9) into quantum jumps [5–7],
amounting to a Monte Carlo simulation yielding possible individual trajectories of the quantum state |Ψ(t)⟩ describing
the subsystem of sensor dot, main dot, and subgap states. The procedure can be divided into the following steps:

1. We generate the jump operators Lrη(t) = Lrη(µL(t)), the Lamb shift Λ(t) = Λ(µL(t)), and the no-jump evolution

U(t) = exp

(
−iδt

[
H + Λ(t)− i

2

∑

rη

L†
rη(t)Lrη(t)

])
(S16)

as a function of time for one driving period of the chemical potential µL(t) = µR + δµ sin (Ωt) by evaluating
Eq. (S11) and Eq. (S12) with respect to the instantaneous µL(t), where δµ = T and Ω/2π = 1GHz as given in
the main text. Note that for the here chosen, slow driving frequency compared to the lead coupling, Ω ≪ Γ, the
driven dissipative evolution is well approximated by such instantaneous updates, see Ref. 2. Since we repeat the
simulation for a large set of different subsystem Hamiltonian(H) parameters (400× 400 points for each density
plot), we reduce the numerical cost by evaluating Eqs. (S11) and the exponential (S16) including the Lamb
shift (S12) only for a fixed subset of 103 times points among the full set of (2π/Ω)/δt = 104 time points per
µL(t)-oscillation; the remaining Lrη(t) and U(t) are obtained by linear interpolation between those time points.

2. For each trajectory, the initial state is defined to be a pure state |Ψ(t = 0)⟩ with fixed nS and fixed effective-mode

parity pdα = (−1)n+α†α [Sec. (IV)] with respect to the system parameters entering Hd,SC. This means that
for pdα = +1, we randomly fix n = α†α = 0 or n = α†α = 1, whereas for pdα = −1, we randomly set either
n = 1−α†α = 0 or n = 1−α†α = 1. Since nS = 0 or nS = 1 during the entire evolution, we track the sensor dot
state with a simple boolean index, thereby reducing the dimension of |Ψ⟩ from 2N+1 to 2N for the state of the
main dot and N subgap modes at fixed parity pd,SC. We also initialize the four jump numbers Jrη(t0 = 0) = 0
counting the total number of jump events Jrη(t) to (η = +)/from(η = −) lead r up to any time t.

3. To advance the state |Ψ(t)⟩ at time t by a step δt, we first perform the no-jump evolution

|Ψ(t+ δt)⟩ = U(t)|Ψ(t)⟩ (S17)

with U(t) chosen from the set generated in step 1 according to the time within the µL(t)-driving period.
Since the evolution in Eq. (S16) is not unitary but dissipative, the state needs to be renormalized afterwards,

|Ψ(t+ δt)⟩ → |Ψ(t+ δt)⟩/
√

⟨Ψ(t+ δt)|Ψ(t+ δt)⟩. Note that even though we have chosen a time step δt similar
to the typical oscillation frequencies in H, meaning (1/δt) ∼ λ, the numerical precision suffices since we apply
the full exponential in Eq. (S16), and since both the driving and the dissipative jump dynamics proceed on the
much longer time scales 2π/Ω and 1/Γ.

4. We set the lead index r randomly to either r = L or r = R.

5. For the chosen lead index r and time t′ = t+ δt, we pick the corresponding Lrη(t
′) from step 1 to calculate the

probability Prη(t
′) = ⟨Ψ(t′)|L†

rη(t
′)Lrη(t

′)|Ψ(t′)⟩δt, where η = +1 if nS|Ψ(t′)⟩ = 0 and η = −1 if nS|Ψ(t′)⟩ =
|Ψ(t′)⟩. We draw a uniformly distributed, random number P ∈ [0, 1], and proceed as follows:

• If P < Prη(t
′), we perform the jump

|Ψ(t′)⟩ → Lrη(t
′)|Ψ(t′)⟩√

⟨Ψ(t′)|L†
rη(t′)Lrη(t′)|Ψ(t′)⟩

=
Lrη(t

′)|Ψ(t′)⟩√
Prη(t′)/δt

, (S18)

flip the sensor dot index, nS → 1 − nS, and increment the jump number Jrη(t
′) = Jrη(t) + 1. We then

repeat starting from step 3 with the new state |Ψ(t′)⟩.
• If P ≥ Prη(t

′), we repeat step 5 with the opposite lead index r′ ̸= r, i.e., r′ = R if r = L and vice versa.
If the newly generated random number P ′ < Pr′η(t

′), we perform the jump as described in Eq. (S18) and
below. If P ′ ≥ Pr′η(t

′), we repeat from step 3 with the new state |Ψ(t′)⟩, without performing a jump.
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FIG. S1. Parity signal S and signal-to-noise ratio D for one mode per wire (N = 2) as a function of various parameters. In
(a), we set λ2 = (1 − a)λ1 = λ. If not specified in the plots, we set ϵ = 3λ/4, |ui|2 = 1/2, ϵi = 0, a = 0, ϵS = 0, Ecap = 2λ,
T = λ/3, δµ = λ/3, Γ = λ/10, 2π/Ω = 4tb = 2π × 2400/λ = 104δt = 1µs, Nosc = 2, NT = 10, MT = 50.

6. We take a current record

IL(t) =
∑

η=±

η

tb
[JLη(t)− JLη(t− tb)] . (S19)

with detector bandwidth tbΩ/2π = 1/4 for a duration of ∆t + ∆t0. This includes the measurement time
∆t = MTNosc(2π/Ω) consisting of MT samples, each integrating over Nosc oscillations with frequency Ω/2π,
and a one-oscillation offset ∆t0 = 2π/Ω ≫ 1/Γ after which transients on a time scale ∼ Γ−1 have decayed.
Equation (S19) then enters Eq. 2 from the main text, where we generate NT trajectories of MT samples. The
expectation values in Eq. 3 are taken with respect to the combined number of M = NTMT samples.

All random numbers are obtained from a 64-bit Xorshift∗ pseudo-random number generator that, per trajectory, is
seeded by another, regular 64-bit Xorshift pseudo-random number generator.

III. DEPENDENCE ON SENSOR LEVEL, COUPLINGS, DRIVING AMPLITUDE AND
TEMPERATURE

In Fig. S1, we provide further results supporting our statements from the main text about how the flux(ϕ)-variations
of the parity signal S and signal-to-noise ratio D depend on

• the subgap-converter coupling asymmetry a for one mode per wire, with λ2 = (1− a)λ1 = λ [Figs. S1(a,b)]

• the sensor-lead tunnel coupling Γ [Figs. S1(c,d)]

• the driving amplitude δµ [Figs. S1(e,f)]

• and the lead temperature T at constant ratio Ecap/T = 6 [Figs. S1(g,h)].

The constant S,D = 0 at ϕ = 0, π confirm that the Majorana signature is independent of any tunnel coupling
strengths, sensor driving amplitude and lead temperature. However, more symmetric CD-subgap state couplings and
larger Γ give higher D-contrast between ϕ = 0, π and any ϕ ̸= 0, π. The temperature in Figs. S1(g,h) also scales
the capacitive coupling Ecap = 6T . This rules out any trivial effect due to increasing T blurring the two sensor
dot conductance peaks, and thereby links the S,D-suppression for T/λ ≳ 1 to sensor-induced thermal excitations
of the converter-subgap system. Note also that the upper Γ range in Figs. S1(c,d) needs to be viewed carefully, as
Γ > T = λ/3 reaches beyond the point at which neglecting higher-order-Γ effects as in our theory is justified.
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FIG. S2. Parity signal S and signal-to-noise ratio D as a function of CD level ϵ and SD level ϵS with one mode per wire
(N = 2). Parameters not specified in the plots are ϕ = 0.48π, |ui|2 = 1/2, ϵi = 0, λi = λ, T = λ/3, δµ = λ/3, Γ = λ/10,
2π/Ω = 4tb = 2π × 2400/λ = 104δt = 1µs, Nosc = 2, NT = 10, MT = 50.

FIG. S3. Parity signal S and signal-to-noise ratio D as a function of CD level ϵ and flux ϕ with one mode per wire (N = 2).
Parameters not specified in the plots are the same as in Fig. S2.

Figures S2 and S3 show how the optimal sensor dot level ϵS and the key Majorana signature from Fig. 2(c) of the
main text depend on the capacitive coupling Ecap in relation to the CD-subgap tunnel couplings λi. More precisely,
Fig. S2 shows generally very low S,D for Ecap < T [Figs. S2(a,b)], and moderate S,D across the considered ϵ-range
for T < Ecap < λi at ϵS slightly tuned away from resonance ϵS = 0 [Figs. S2(c,d)]; the result from the main text for
Ecap > λi > T at ϵS = 0 corresponds to Figs. S2(e,f). Note that even though ϵS = −Ecap/2 features generally large
D across the ϵ-range, we do not choose this ϵS in the main text, as this off-resonant point in the Coulomb blockade
regime may be more susceptible to higher-order-Γ effects (such as a Kondo resonance) unaccounted for in our theory.

Given the above suggested ϵS choices, the S(ϵ, ϕ)- and D(ϵ, ϕ) maps indicative of Majorana modes are displayed in
Fig. S3 for the three different ratios Ecap/λ studied in Fig. S2. A capacitive coupling Ecap > λi is chosen in the main
text, as it gives the highest D contrast between ϕ = 0, π and ϕ ̸= 0, π, and hence the clearest Majorana signature.
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IV. EFFECTIVE MODE

The expression of the creation and annihilation operators α†, α for the effective mode entering Eq. 4 from the main

text in terms of the fermionic operators α†
i , αi in Hd,SC as given Eq. 1 is derived by demanding

{α, α} =
{
α†, α†} = 0 ,

{
α†, α

}
= 1 (S20)

d†
[
λ+α† + λ−α

]
=

N∑

i=1

λie
iϕid†

[
|vi|α†

i + |ui|αi

]
. (S21)

Let us first construct fields α†, α solving Eq. (S21) for any λ±, and then constrain these coefficients with the anti-
commutation relations (S20). To find α†, we insert the ansatz

α† =
N∑

i=1

(
ξ+i α

†
i + ξ−i αi

)
, α = (α†)† (S22)

into the left-hand side of Eq. (S21), and then apply {[•, d], αi} as well as
{
[•, d], α†

i

}
on both sides, yielding

(
λ+ λ−

(λ−)∗ (λ+)∗

)
·
(

ξ+i
(ξ−i )∗

)
= λi

(
|vi|eiϕi

|ui|e−iϕi

)
. (S23)

If |λ+| ≠ |λ−|, Eq. (S23) becomes invertible:

α† |λ+|≠|λ−|
=

1

|λ+|2 − |λ−|2
N∑

i=1

λi

[(
(λ+)∗|vi|eiϕi − λ−|ui|e−iϕi

)
α†
i +

(
(λ+)∗|ui|eiϕi − λ−|vi|e−iϕi

)
αi

]
, α = (α†)†.

(S24)

In the special case |λ+| = |λ−|, we can always insert λ+ = |λ+|e−iϕ+

, λ− = |λ+|ei(ϕ++ϕ−) into Eq. (S23), and get

|λ+|
(
e−iϕ+

ξ+i + ei(ϕ
++ϕ−)(ξ−i )∗

)
= λi|vi|eiϕi = λi|ui|e−i(ϕi−ϕ−). (S25)

Thus, |λ+| = |λ−| is only possible if |ui| = |vi| = 1/
√
2 and if e2iϕi = eiϕ

−
is independent of i for all coupled modes i

with λi > 0. This implies in particular that the phases are equal up to a π-shift, ϕi = ϕi′ + zπ with z ∈ Z. If this is
guaranteed, we are free to set ξ−i = 0 and solve Eq. (S23) by

α† |λ+|=|λ−|
= eiϕ

+
N∑

i=1

λi√
2|λ+|

α†
i , α = (α†)†. (S26)

Having constructed solutions α†, α to Eq. (S21) as a function of two yet-to-be-determined coefficients λ±, we now fix
the latter by imposing the anti-commutation relations (S20). Namely, we apply the commutator [•, d] to Eq. (S21)
to factor out d†, apply the anti-commutator of both sides of the resulting equation with either themselves or their
Hermitian conjugate, assume Eq. (S20) to be true to obtain λ± as functions of all λi, |ui|, |vi|, ϕi, and finally substitute
λ± by these functions in Eqs. (S24),(S26) to explicitly verify Eq. (S20). Using the known anti-commutation relations

{αi, αj} =
{
α†
i , α

†
j

}
= 0 and

{
α†
i , αj

}
= δij as well as the normalization |ui|2 + |vi|2 = 1 in Eq. (S21), this gives

∣∣λ+
∣∣2 +

∣∣λ−∣∣2 =
N∑

i=1

λ2
i = 2λ2

eff , λ+λ− =
N∑

i=1

λ2
i e

i2ϕi |ui||vi| = Qλ2
eff (S27)

with λeff and Q as defined in the main text. We here assume λ± ≥ 0, since any two phase factors for the coefficients
λ± appearing in Eq. (S21) can be gauged into the fields α, α†, d† without modifying any other term of Hd,SC as written
in Eq. 4 of the main text. Equation (S27) then yields Eq. 5,

λ± = λeff

√
1±

√
1− |Q|2 , Q = |Q| = λ+λ−

λ2
eff

=
N∑

i=1

λ2
i

λ2
eff

ei2ϕi |ui||vi|, (S28)

where 0 ≤ |ui||vi| ≤ 1/2 ensures 0 ≤ Q ≤ 1. The upper bound Q = 1 can, according to Eqs. (S27)-(S28) and due
to 0 ≤ |ui||vi| ≤ 1/2, only be saturated for the above highlighted special case |ui|2 = |vi|2 = 1/2 and ϕi = ϕi′ + zπ
with z ∈ Z for all coupled modes i with λi > 0, leading to λ+ = λ− = λeff. We finish by inserting Eq. (S28) into

Eqs. (S24),(S26) and using {αi, αj} = 0,
{
α†
i , αj

}
= δij to explicitly verify the anti-commutation relations (S20).
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V. PARITY-INDEPENDENT DYNAMICS IN THE SINGLE-MAJORANA COUPLING LIMIT

This section establishes the connection between (−1)n+α†α-independent dot dynamics and the presence of Majorana
modes. We have already argued below Eqs. (S25) and (S28) that Q = 1 can only be fulfilled if all modes couple equally

particle- and hole like |ui| = |vi| = 1/
√
2, and with equal phase ϕi = ϕ up to a π shift. The general dot-subgap

Hamiltonian in Eq. 1 then simplifies to

Hd,SC
Q=1→ ϵn+ λeff(d

† − d)γ +
∑

i

ϵini , γ = α+ α†. (S29)

For Majorana modes with ϵi = 0, this Hamiltonian evidently conserves pdα = (−1)n+α†α and admits a representation
with two identical blocks for the two parities pdα = ±1, thus leading to complete independence of the steady-state
dot dynamics from any (−1)ni for any choice of ϵ, λi. Such independence more generally requires the existence of

at least one excitation ci = ζ+i α†
i + ζ−i αi for each independent mode i that commutes with the total Hamiltonian

Htot as given Eq. (S1). Equating [Htot, ci] = [Hd,SC, ci] = 0 with Hd,SC given in Eq. 1, and subsequently applying{
•, α†

i

}
, {•, αi} ,

{
•, d†

}
, {•, d}, we obtain

(
ϵi 0
0 −ϵi

)
·
(
ζ+i
ζ−i

)
=

(
0
0

)
,

(
eiϕi |ui| eiϕi |vi|

−e−iϕi |vi| −e−iϕi |ui|

)
·
(
ζ+i
ζ−i

)
=

(
0
0

)
. (S30)

A solution different from the trivial one ζ±i = 0 only exists for ϵi = 0 and |ui| = |vi|. For zero-energy modes ϵi = 0,
we, however, already know that the dot dynamics are only completely parity independent for Q = 1, additionally
requiring ϕi = ϕi′ + zπ with z ∈ Z. This confirms that the Majorana limit ϵi = 0, |ui| = |vi|, ϕi = ϕi′ + zπ is indeed
necessary and sufficient for parity-independent dynamics with arbitrary converter dot level ϵ and couplings λi.

VI. PARITY BLOCKADE

We show in this section that a state with permanently blocked dynamics despite finite couplings λi ̸= 0 for at least
one mode i only exists if all ϵi = 0 and Q = 0. First, a blocked dot at any time t implies that the system resides
in a normalized state |Φ⟩ for which [Htot, n] |Φ⟩ = [Hd,SC, n] |Φ⟩ = 0. This is only possible if det ([Hd,SC, n]) = 0,
which by expressing Hd,SC as in Eq. 4 reduces to either λ+ = 0 or λ− = 0. Since only λ− = 0 is possible in our
gauge [Eq. (S28)], we require Q = 0 and a prepared blocked state with odd subparity in the subspace of dot and
effective mode, pdα|Φ⟩ = −|Φ⟩. A permanent blocking then requires that this specific subparity pdα remains constant,
[Htot, pdα] = [Hd,SC, pdα] = 0, which by Eq. 4 simplifies to

[
N∑

i=1

ϵini, α
†α

]
=

N∑

i=1

ϵi

(
α†α†

i {αi, α} − α†
{
α†
i , α
}
αi + α†

i

{
αi, α

†}α−
{
α†
i , α

†
}
αiα

)
!
= 0. (S31)

We evaluate this using Eq. (S24) for the effective-mode creation operator α† with Q = 0 ⇒ λ− = 0, and exclude
both the single-mode case N = 1 and uncoupled modes λi = 0, for which Eq. (S31) is trivially fulfilled. Comparing
coefficients for linearly independent operators, this eventually yields the two conditions

(ϵi + ϵj)
(
|ui||vj | − e−i2(ϕi−ϕj)|uj ||vi|

)
= 0 , (ϵi − ϵj)

(
|ui||uj |+ e−i2(ϕi−ϕj)|vi||vj |

)
= 0 (S32)

for any pair of modes i ̸= j. These conditions cannot be fulfilled simultaneously with proper normalization |ui|2 +
|vi|2 = 1 if there is any two modes i ̸= j for which |ϵi| ≠ |ϵj |. Hence, we either have only zero modes, ϵi = 0 for all
0 ≤ i ≤ N , or two groups of modes, one with energy ϵi = ϵsg ̸= 0 and another group with ϵj = −ϵsg ̸= 0. The sign

of any finite ϵi in Hd,SC can be freely changed by substituting particles with holes, α†
i ↔ αi, since this only adds

an irrelevant constant to Hd,SC that drops out of the commutators [•, Hd,SC] leading to Eq. (S31). We can therefore
assume that Eq. (S32) can only be fulfilled if all modes have equal energy ϵi = ϵsg. For ϵsg ̸= 0, the first relation in
Eq. (S32) dictates |ui| = |uj | and ϕi = ϕj+zπ with z ∈ Z for any pair of modes i ̸= j. Equation (S28) shows that this
is only compatible with Q = 0 if the modes couple either all perfectly particle-like, |ui| = 1, or all perfectly hole-like,
|vi| = 1. This case reduces to an ordinary Pauli blockade scenario between the dot and a perfectly particle- or hole-like

effective mode that attains an overall energy shift from
∑N

i=1 ϵini → ϵsg
∑N

i=1 ni. Nontrivial parity blockade with
particle-hole interference, however, requires all modes to be zero-energy modes.
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FIG. S4. Parity signals S and signal-to-noise ratios D for one coupled mode per wire (N = 2) with equal particle-hole mixing
(|ui|2 = 0.5) but different subgap energies ϵ2 = 2ϵ1 = 2ϵsg > 0. Parameters: λi = λ, ϵS = 0, Ecap = 2λ = 6T = 6δµ = 20Γ,
2π/Ω = 4tb = 2π × 2400/λ = 104δt = 1µs, Nosc = 2, NT = 10, MT = 50.

FIG. S5. Parity signals S and signal-to-noise ratios D for one coupled mode per wire (N = 2) and different subgap energies
ϵ2 = 2ϵ1 = 2ϵsg > 0, where |u1|2 = 4|u2|2/3 = u2 and ϵ = 3λ/4. Parameters: λi = λ, ϵS = 0, Ecap = 2λ = 6T = 6δµ = 20Γ,
2π/Ω = 4tb = 2π × 2400/λ = 104δt = 1µs, Nosc = 2, NT = 10, MT = 50.

VII. ADDITIONAL RESULTS IN SUPPORT OF MAIN TEXT

This appendix provides some further data supporting the main statements of the paper. In Fig. S4 and Fig. S5,
we explicitly demonstrate that the suppressed flux(ϕ)-dependence at finite subgap energies ϵi ̸= 0 shown in Fig. 3 of
the main text does not only occur at specific converter levels ϵ and equal particle hole mixing |ui|2 = 0.5, but affects
nearly the entire S(ϵ, ϕ),D(ϵ, ϕ) profile and a broad range of |ui|2.
In Fig. S6, we confirm that our results do not critically depend on any lead-SD-coupling asymmetry, ΓR ̸= ΓL.

In agreement with the well-known theory of electronic transport through quantum dots and metallic islands [8], the
conductance and hence the signal S reduces with any finite coupling asymmetry |ΓL − ΓR|/|ΓL + ΓR| > 0. However,
for not too small coupling, the noise is also reduced, and hence partly compensates the effect on the signal-to-noise
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FIG. S6. Parity signals S and signal-to-noise ratios D for one coupled mode per wire (N = 2) and different lead-SD tunnel
couplings ΓR,ΓL, where we fix ΓL = Γ and vary ΓR. Parameters: λi = λ, ϵi = 0, |ui|2 = 0.5, ϵS = 0, Ecap = 2λ = 6T = 6δµ =
20Γ, 2π/Ω = 4tb = 2π × 2400/λ = 104δt = 1µs, Nosc = 2, NT = 10, MT = 50.

FIG. S7. Parity signals S for the signal-to-noise ratios D shown in the main paper for the same parameters. (a) corresponds
to Fig. 3(a), (b) to Fig. 2(c), (c) to Fig. 2(d), and (d) to Fig. 3(b) from the main text.

ratio D. Namely, close to the Majorana signature at ϕ = 0, π, Fig. S6 exhibits nearly equal D up to ΓR = 0.5ΓL with
ΓL = Γ. Finally, for completion, Fig. S7 shows the S corresponding to the D plots in the main text.
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