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Josephson tunnel junctions exhibit a supercurrent typically proportional to the sine of the super-
conducting phase difference ¢. In general, a term proportional to cos(¢) is also present, alongside
microscopic electronic retardation effects. We show that voltage pulses sharply varying in time
prompt a significant impact of the cos(¢) term. Its interplay with the sin(¢) term results in a
nonequilibrium fractional Josephson effect (NFJE) ~ sin(¢/2) in the presence of bound states close
to zero frequency. Our microscopic analysis reveals that the interference of nonequilibrium virtual
quasiparticle excitations is responsible for this phenomenon. We also analyse this phenomenon for
topological Josephson junctions with Majorana bound states. Remarkably, the NFJE is independent
of the ground state fermion parity unlike its equilibrium counterpart.

The Josephson effect [IH6], characterised by coher-
ent tunneling of Cooper pairs across a superconduct-
ing junction, is the quintessential manifestation of su-
perconducting phase coherence. In its simplest ver-
sion, it produces an equilibrium supercurrent with the
current-phase relation (C¢R) Ig(¢) ~ sin(¢p), where
@(t) is the superconducting phase difference satisfying
do(t)/dt = 2eV (t)/h, equaling the Josephson frequency
wy = 2eV/h for constant bias. Typically, time-reversal
symmetry implies Is(¢) = —Is(—¢) which, combined
with the periodicity Is(¢ + 27) = Ig(¢), prompts a
sinusoid as the basic model for Josephson tunnel junc-
tions [7]. However, microscopic descriptions reveal that
the C¢R is altered by the retardation imparted by in-
termediate electronic excitations [I, BHI2]. Specifically,
the current equals I[¢(t)] = In[o(t)] + Is[o(t)], with
In[o()] = R [6()] and Is[6(8)] = R, [6(1)] sin(6(1)) —
STpé(t)] cos(o(t)), where J, ,[¢(t)] characterise the elec-
tronic retardation [Il [BHITL [13]. Iy describes the resis-
tive quasi-particle current [I4HI7]. The first term in Ig,
the sin(¢) term, represents the standard Josephson ef-
fect (SJE). It arises as the tunneling connects the ground
states of the two superconductors via virtual excitations.
The cos(¢) term is linked to the resistive component of
the pair current, including a response in-phase with an

alternating bias [13, 18-20].

We transcend the SJE, limited to smoothly-varying
voltages, by exploring the microscopic Josephson re-
sponse to sharply-varying voltage pulses and waves.
This relatively unexplored regime [21H23] is invaluable
for a precise account of high frequency applications.
For instance, digital superconducting electronics, pro-
viding faster alternatives to their semiconducting coun-
terparts [24429], and superconducting quantum infor-
mation processing employing electromagnetic pulses ap-
plied to Josephson tunnel junctions [30H36]. We discover
that in Josephson tunnel junctions with topologically-
trivial bound states (TTBSs) or Majorana zero modes
(MZMs) [37H43] subjected to sharply varying voltages,

both the sin(¢) and cos(¢) terms are modified, and their
interplay effectively yields a rich C¢R. Specifically, for
any sub-gap state, we obtain a nonequilibrium fractional
Josephson effect (NFJE) with the C¢R Is(¢) ~ sin(¢/2),
oscillating at the fractional Josephson frequency w;y/2.
It initially dominates the SJE but eventually decays over
the time-scale ~ 1/T, associated with the quasiparticle
lifetime. For a topological Josephson tunnel junction
hosting MZMs, the current has two independent parts:
(a) the usual parity-dependent MZM-induced fractional
Josephson effect (MFJE) [37, 43], typically obtained for
a constant/smoothly-varying voltages [44H47], and, (b)
the NFJE, which is universally found for any subgap
states and sharply changing voltage. In contrast to the
MFJE, which involves single quasiparticle tunneling, the
NFJE originates from interfering two-quasiparticle tun-
neling processes (see below) following sudden voltage
changes. Consequently, it is independent of the ground-
state fermion parity, establishing resilience against quasi-
particle poisoning [48H51]. For experimental detection,
we propose using a square wave bias to perpetually sus-
tain the NFJE. Experimentally relevant time-scales and
energies are provided below in the Discussion section.

Phenomenology of the NFJE.— We elucidate the key
concepts underpinning the NFJE by considering the re-
sponse to a voltage step rising to a height Vj over time
7. A microscopic calculation shows that the steady
state pair current is dominated by Cooper pairs breaking
into two Bogoliubov intermediate quasiparticles (IQPs),
which tunnel across the junction and subsequently pair
up (see Fig. [} and the Supplemental Material (SM) [52]).
The nonequilibrium pair current carries an imprint of this
picture, with the dynamical response of IQPs dictating
its temporal behaviour. Indeed, a sharply varying volt-
age excites a nonequilibrium distribution of IQPs, char-
acterised by time and bias dependent phases, whose mu-
tual interference [63H66] manifests as a nonequilibrium
modulation of the amplitudes of the sin(¢) and cos(¢)
terms at a fractional Josephson frequency w’; = wy/2.



In a heuristic description, at leading order in the tun-
neling amplitude, pair tunneling generates states with a
single pair transferred across the junction in both direc-
tions. The pair current is given by the rate of change
of their coefficients [52], with the resulting current os-
cillations determined by J,(¢) = fioo dt’ expli(p(t) —
o(t)/2]S [ derdegv(er)v(er) exp[—i(er — €L)(t —
t")](f(er) — f(er)) where v is the anomalous density of
states [67), ¢(t)/2 = [*__dt'(e/n)V('), and RJp and
SJp are the amplitudes of the sin(¢) and cos(¢) terms,
respectively. This is the time-domain analogue of Fermi’s
golden rule. Its oscillatory response is determined by
three predominant factors: (i) nonequilibrium excitations
generated by the voltage step, (ii) interplay of cos(¢) and
sin(¢) terms, and (iii) electronic retardation. We now
provide a concise account of these factors. First, the
IQPs at the junction (z = 0) are characterised by the
dynamic phase factor e~ (Y with x(e,t) = et. The
voltage step alters it to x'(t) = x(¢) + ¢(t)/2. Note
that ¢(t > 7)/2 ~ (ws/2)t as V(¢ > 1) — V}, while
¢(t < 0) = 0. Consequently, the IQPs tunneling at
different times ¢’ acquire different phases ¢, commensu-
rate with the time spent in the biased lead since the rise
of the voltage step [62]. The resulting mutual interfer-
ence is captured by the factor expli(¢(t) — ¢(¥'))/2] in
Jp, generating oscillations with frequency w’; ~ wy/2.
Second, the cos(¢) term typically requires a driving en-
ergy greater than the pair-breaking energy E,,, which
entails Vy > E,; for a constant bias V(t) = V; [12], or
wq > Epy, for an alternating bias V' (t) = V} cos(wqt) [18].
However, in our dynamic scenario, the sharply varying
voltage can supply Epp. In particular, in the presence
of low-energy TTBSs, apart from exhibiting the modu-
lation described above, both the sin(¢) and cos(¢) terms
are of similar magnitudes. As such, they work concomi-
tantly to suppress the underlying SJE and reinforce the
NFJE. Third, the time-evolution of IQPs governed by
their dynamic phases ~ exp(i(er, + eg)(t — t’)) defines
the microscopic retardation which, together with the first
factor, determines w’;. Consequently, the Josephson ef-
fect is enriched by exploring the electronic spectrum of
the constituent superconductors. Additionally, the time-
evolution is characterised by the inverse quasiparticle life-
time I', which dictates the longevity of the NFJE ~ 7/T.
It naturally arises, e.g., from the inevitable relaxation
to the high-energy quasiparticle continuum [68], exter-
nal environments or dissipation [49, [51], [69] [70], etc. It
also accounts for the coupling to the leads [51], [7T] which,
however, is relatively small in the tunnel limit.

Considering TTBSs at frequency wg in both leads serv-
ing as the IQP states, the bias-dependent and dynamic
phases operate collectively to generate oscillations at fre-
quency w5 = wy/2+2wg in Jp(t) (see Fig. S5 in [52]),
and the current. Notably, the dynamic phase vanishes
for wy — 0, yielding the fractional Josephson frequency
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FIG. 1. The dominant microscopic process for the Josephson
pair current. A Cooper pair breaks up into two excitations
(circles), here involving TTBSs at frequency wog, combining
after tunneling. The un-biased density of states (DOS) (t <
0) is shown in red, while its biased counterpart (¢ > 0) is
shown in green. The interference (shaded blue) of the IQPs
tunneling before and after the voltage step causes the w’; =
wy/2 % 2wp oscillations.

w’y = wy /2. For IQPs belonging to a band having a large
band-width ¢ > wy, their mutual interference washes out
the NFJE oscillations after a short time ¢ 2 i/(, render-
ing them imperceptible. Therefore, we require TTBSs
with sharp spectral support in both leads, although not
necessarily at the same frequency. The interference is
dominated by IQPs tunneling presently at ¢ and those
having tunneled in the recent past t — A/T < 7 < t, par-
ticularly the ones which originated prior to the voltage
step. Not only does this necessitate a voltage step varying
faster than the quasiparticle lifetime, i.e., 7 < h/I' (for
smooth steps see [52]), it also suppresses the NFJE for
t 2 h/T when the waves whose origin precede the voltage
step have decayed. As such, I' cruicially determines the
relevant time scales.

Model.— For a microscopic analysis, we follow the sem-
inal work by Werthamer [9], constituting a perturbative
nonequilibrium formalism capable of handling arbitrary
voltages. Considering a single-channel Josephson junc-
tion, with two s-wave superconducting leads coupled by
the tunneling amplitude 7, we obtain the current

t

I(t) = ? / dt’[sin (W)Ks(t—t’) "
e 1

—sin (W)KN@ - t’)].

The first and second lines represent the pair and quasi-
particle currents, respectively. Kpy,g are the response
kernels describing the retardation, given by Ky/g(t) =
S [ deLdeRe_i(eL_ER)tAg/S(eL)Ag/S(GR)[f(€R) —flen)]
where f is the Fermi function, and AY = —[ImG7],
and Af = —[ImGY]; 2 are normal and anomalous com-
ponents of the surface spectral function of the lead j =



L(left)/R(right). They contain the dynamic phases rep-
resenting the time-evolution of IQPs, weighted by the
corresponding spectral functions. Eq.(l)), in turn, rep-
resents the interference between the tunneled state at ¢’
and its time-evolved version at the present time t, con-
sidering both the retardation from Kp,s and the bias-
dependent phases, thereby accounting for the mutual in-
terference of excited IQPs [52]. In the presence of TTBSs,
noting that AJS (w) is odd in w for s-wave superconduc-
tors [67], A]7°(w) = AJ(50(@) + /s (4A/Q)0(w —
wo) £ 6(w + wo)], where wg and h; ,, /s are frequency and
spectral weight of the TTBS, respectively, A = Ap =
A < ( is the superconducting gap, and Aﬁ/)fnd corre-
sponds to band states. The TTBS peak is regularised by
0 < T < A. We relegate the expressions for Ky/g to
the SM [52] for brevity. For the bands, Ky/g oscillates
at frequency, w = 2A/h [11], 8], corresponding to the
singular band-edge spectral density. Additionally, being
associated with the energy scale A, it follows from the
uncertainty principle that it is significant only for a typi-
cally short time ~ f/A. However, when both leads have
TTBSs with I' < A, Ky/g is significant for a longer
time ~ %/T > h/A. Moreover, corresponding to the dy-
namical evolution of the TTBS, it contains oscillations
associated with its characteristic frequency wy.

In the case of topological leads with MZMs, the four-
fold ground state degeneracy associated with the parities
of each disconnected lead entails a careful choice of the
the initial junction ground state for a convergent per-
turbative result [52] [72]. This creates parity-dependent
correlations in the junction ground state, leading to
the parity-dependent MFJE [37, @3] at order T, I®) =
(eT /h)prsin(o(t)/2)r1¢r N /2, where Y1, 1 (YR N) Tep-
resents the left(right)-localised MZM wavefunctions eval-
uated at the left(right) end of the wire, and p; is the
fermion-parity defined by the two MZMs located near
the junction. At order 72, we again obtain Eq. . Re-
markably, unlike I(?)| Eq. is independent of the choice
of the ground state, and hence, the parity. The reason
is that the NFJE is governed by the mutual interference
in double IQP tunneling at different times (see Fig. [
and SM [52]). While each single IQP process depends on
parity, like the MFJE, double IQP tunneling is indepen-
dent of the parity of ground states. As such, the current
remains unaffected by parity-flipping processes. Further-
more, for a statistically mixed ensemble of ground states
with different parities, which may be established by inco-
herent transitions to the environment, the NFJE current
survives while I(9) averages out to zero. We explore these
points further in the SM [52].

Heaviside step pulse.— Here we elaborate on the re-
sponse to a Heaviside step voltage, V (t) = Vp0O(t), fo-
cusing on TTBSs and MZMs. For ¢t > 0, the pair current
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FIG. 2. (a) Normalised current response to a step bias

V(t) = VoO(t), with eVp = (7/2)A, ¢ = 150A, T' = 0.1A, and
Io = (eT?/h)(2A%/1*¢?)(h/A) = ©A/(8eRn). We consider
TTBSs in both leads at wo = 0.1A with h, = hs = 1 [73].
Strong w;y/2—oscillations dominate initially, eventually de-
caying to SJE oscillations. (b) Short-time Fourier transform
of the current in (a), showing the frequency components ver-
sus time, revealing the NFJE(w;/2) — SJE(w) transition at
time ~ h/T" (dashed line). The Discussion section provides an
estimate for it, which determines the remaining parameters

is obtained from Eq. as

Is(t) = ? [sin (267‘;(”&) R, (1) —cos <26;;°t) %Jp(t)} ,
(2)

where

t /
Jp(t) = / dt' e T Kot — 1), (3)
RJ, and IJ, define the amplitude of the cos(¢) and
sin(¢) terms, respectively. The oscillations in J, arise
from a combination of the bias-dependent excitation
and retardation of the IQPs. An analytical approxima-
tion [52] valid for eV > wo > I, shows that Ig(t) is ini-
tially dominated by NFJE oscillating at w’J71/2 =wy/2+
2w with an amplitude ~ (e7?2/h)(2A2%/h2¢?)(h/T) =
Iy(A/T), which transitions into the SJE over a time
~ h/T. Here, Iy = (eT?/h)(2A%/h*¢?)(h/A) =
wA/(8eRy) is the SJE critical current arising from the
band states [52], with Ry being the normal state resis-
tance. These predictions follow from the temporal be-
haviour of Kg, as described earlier. Importantly, the
NFJE is parametrically larger than the SJE by the fac-
tor A/T'. For a given voltage Vp, since Ky, g contains
oscillations associated with wgy, the NFJE response im-
proves with decreasing wy [52]. Hence, a high voltage
eV >> hwy alongside eV >> I' yields a pronounced
NFJE at frequency wy/2. These features are shown in
Fig. [2] for a single TTBS in each lead [73]. Note that
TTBSs with wg < T', and MZMs, naturally satisfy this
criterion. We remark that the sin(¢)—term, on its own, is
insufficient to generate NFJE, instead creating beatings
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FIG. 3. Normalised current (I/Ip) response to a square wave
bias with eVy = 0.8A and duty-cycle D = 0.75, resolved
in Fourier domain. In (a) we assume BCS superconducting
leads, and in (b) TTBSs at wg = 0.1A in both leads [73] with
I' = 0.1A. For wg 2 I'/h, the NFJE oscillations dominate

~

each pulse cycle in the presence of TTBSs, whereas for wg <
T'/h, they decay to reveal the static normal current through
the TTBS. The stripes arise due to the non-linear response
to the periodic voltage drive, creating resonances. Some of
the prominent ones are marked in green(red), corresponding
to positive bias(both) section(s) of each square pulse being
commensurate with the NFJE oscillation period.

containing both w; and wj/2—oscillations. A coherent
interference between the cos(¢) and sin(¢) channels is
required for NFJE composed solely of w;/2—oscillations.

For a topological Josephson junction hosting MZMs,
the current admits a compact analytical approximation
in the wideband limit ({ > A, eVp) for I' < eVy [52],

Is(t) = I [(?) 1+1(/;t)2 sin (“;—"t) o) (?)0] .
(4)

The sub-leading term, which is parametrically smaller
than the NFJE current by the factor I'/A, is the band-
state SJE current.

Square wave bias.— For experimental detection, the
NFJE can be sustained by periodically driving it with
a square wave bias varying between zero and a positive
voltage, as shown in Fig. [B] For this, we require a drive
frequency wy 2 T'/k, such that new NFJE pulses are gen-
erated before the preceding ones decay. Additionally, the
commensurability of the NFJE oscillations with the volt-
age drive, along with the non-linearities of the system,
generate several resonances, letting us choose wy and the
fraction D of the square pulse having positive voltage
(duty cycle) to strengthen the NFJE signal. Specifically,
the strongest resonances are obtained when the durations
of both sections of each square pulse are commensurate
with the NFJE oscillation period 27h/eV. This trans-
lates to the requirement (27D /wgq)/(27h/eV), (27(1 —
D)/waq)/(2mh/eV) € Z, which ensures that the pair cur-
rent presents a repeatable form in each pulse, and is in-
phase with the normal current. Further examples, in-

30 (8 TS-TS (b) TTBS-TTBS
— (1 N 20
20 —'N |0 s
o _IS/IO 10

-10
2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8
w, t/(27) w, t/(27)

FIG. 4. Normalised current response to a small-amplitude
step bias V(t) = VoO(t), with eVy = 0.4A, ¢ = 150A, and
I' =0.1A. In (a), we consider topologically superconducting
(TS) leads based on Kitaev chains, and in (b) we consider
TTBSs in both leads at wo = 0.1A =T with h, = hs = 1 [73]
(eVo = 4hwp). Unlike the TS junction in (a), there is no
noticeable NFJE for the TTBSs in (b).

cluding the case of MZMs, are presented in the SM [52].

Discussion.— Interestingly, unlike conventional trans-
port techniques whose resolution is limited by the broad-
ening I', NFJE can distinguish MZMs from low-energy
TTBSs even with a large broadening I' ~ hwy <
A [74, [75]. This is because the NFJE frequency, which
accounts for both the interference (~ w;/2) and time-
evolution (~ wg) of IQPs, embodies the energy scales as
Wiz = wy/2 for MZMs and ' pppg = wy/2 — 2wo
for the TTBSs (see Fig. S5 in [52]). These energy scales
can be significantly different at low voltages comparable
to wp. Since the NFJE lifetime is ~ //T", we impose
21 /wyrres 2 A/T to render the NFJE from TTBSs in-
conspicuous as it decays rapidly within a single oscilla-
tion period, whereas 27 /wymzm S A/T, leading to no-
ticeable NFJE oscillations from MZMs. Practically, for
hwo = T', we find eV = ahiwy with a = 3 — 5, as shown
in Fig. @ Following the previous section, we can employ
a square-wave voltage with this amplitude to experimen-
tally achieve this distinction [52].

For the experimental realisation of the NFJE, we re-
quire low-energy TTBSs in both leads with sharp spectral
support, which may arise from disorder [76H78], inhomo-
geneities in the chemical potential or the superconducting
gap [(9-83], as Andreev bound states (ABS) in SNS junc-
tions, Shiba states in presence of magnetic adatoms [84-
86], or MZMs. Primarily, the voltage rise time 7 must
satisfy 7 < i/T". Experiments on Shiba states [70] [87 [8§]
have revealed A/T" ~ 0.4 — 40ns, with the larger values
typically associated with lower temperatures. A simi-
lar value, ~ 1ns, was reported for topological gapless
ABS [47]. Other studies [49, [R9HI3] have estimated re-
laxation times 1us—10ms, from quasiparticle poisoning.
Considering a conservative estimate of i/’ ~ 1ns, the
NFJE is accessible with current experiments. In fact,
voltage pulses with 7 ~ 50ps have already been demon-
strated [63, 04, 05]. For a pronounced NFJE, we re-



quire A > eV > hwy,I’, where the first inequality
limits hot quasiparticles excited by the bias which may
degrade the lifetime. Using, for instance, HgTe-based
topological Josephson junctions [47] or NbTiN/InSb hy-
brid nanowire devices [74] as a guide, we typically have
A ~ 100—300peV and I'/A ~ 0.01—0.1, leaving substan-
tial room for suitable eV and wy. In particular, following
the preceding discussion, considering TTBSs at fwg =T,
we require a square wave with eV ~ 5—50pueV< A, and
drive frequency wq/(27) ~ (0.5 — 5)GHz to distinguish
them from MZMs.
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Supplemental Material: Nonequilibrium Fractional Josephson Effect

In this Supplemental Material, we present and discuss more details for (S1) the Hamiltonian employed in this work;
(S2) the derivation of the tunneling current for the s-wave and p-wave superconductors, including a phenomenological
description of the current, the theoretical procedure to handle the topological degeneracy in the latter, and the parity
dependence; (S3) low-energy Andreev bound states (ABS) in inhomogeneous s-wave superconducting nanowires; (S4)
additional data for the Josephson response to Heaviside step bias (and its smoother version), including the cases of
ABS and Majorana modes; (S5) additional data for the response to-square wave bias; (S6) experimental distinction
of MZMs and TTBSs using a square-wave bias.
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S1. HAMILTONIAN

In this section, we specify the Hamiltonians used in this work. For both the conventional BCS superconductor and
topological Kitaev chain, the factors multiplying A and ¢ are chosen to ensure that the spectral gap and bandwidth
are 2A and 2, respectively.

e s-wave superconductor

1 1 . .
Hyp=Y_ > {24< — el oG — C;r‘,acj‘i‘lﬂ) t3 (A [—i02]00/CjoClior + A[Wz]oo'cj,gc’;,g/) - MC},aCj,a} (S1)
J 4

with excitation spectrum wy = \/(C cos(ka) + p)2 + A2



e Kitaev chain topological superconductor (TS)

1 1 «
Hpp= Z {QC( - cj.ch — c;{cj+1) + 3 (chch +A c}+lc§) — pc;cj (S2)
J

with excitation spectrum wy, = /(¢ cos(ka) + )2 + (A sin(ka))2.

The p-wave superconductor with a generic superconducting phase belongs to class D. In this case, we have the
charge-conjugation operator P = 7./, such that PHpqgP ! = —Hpgqg. The Hamiltonian is diagonalised by,

C% Ypa ipa vi oW ] [
. * *
G Y1 —ipy ui vl | |2
c2| — [Yr2 iYr2 v3 ud ...| |do (s3)
T o Q% 2% dT 9
Ca Yo —ipo u3 vy ...| |d}
S

where 17, ; and ¥p ; are real. The first two columns in S, correspond to the Majorana zero modes (MZM), which are
their own particle-hole partners. This is in contrast to the case of non-Majorana quasiparticles where the 2; and
(2 — 1)*™ columns are particle-hole partners of each other for all j > 1. We denote that 17, and the corresponding
operator 7; represent the left-localised MZM, whereas ¥ g and -y denote the right-localised MZM. In sufficiently long
chains consisting of IV sites, we have 9y, y — 0 and g1 — 0.

In order to define the ground state, we require the fermionic operators di = (y1 — iv2)/v/2 and d} = (71 + i72)/v/2
which satisfy the fermionic anti-commutation relations, with the even-parity ground state satisfying d;|g.) = 0 Vj =
1...N. The second/odd-parity ground state is given by |g,) = d“ ge). We thus have in this new basis,

rYri+yra

Yra—Yra

v u

c 2 2 1 1 d

]% LDL,l[wR,l ¢L,1\1CIJR,1 2% % J%

c 72 NG uy vy d;
co| — ¢L,2\J/r§¢R,2 wL,QJgJR,Q U% u% ds (84)

Cg Yr2—YRr2 YrL2tYr2 2% | 2% d;

V2 V2 2 2 )

S

A. Spectral function

The spectral functions can be obtained by calculating the surface Green’s function recursively using the Dyson
equation [SI]. Since we work in the wide-band limit (¢ > A) for simplicity, we can obtain compact analytical
expressions instead [S2], AN = —(1/2)ITr[G7] and A% = —(1/2)ITr[GT.], where 7; are the Pauli matrices.

e s-wave superconductor: BCS superconductor

40(|lw| — A)

Vot A (Jw|mo + Asign(w)7s). (S5)

AL pTo + A7 pTe =

e p-wave superconductor (TS): Kitaev chain

4 vw? — A2
¢ wl
Note that the MZM peak in the anomalous spectral function B has opposite signs for the two leads. Also, the

fact that the anomalous spectral function contains only MZM contribution ~ §(w) is true only in the wideband
limit.

4
AY o + AS e = (CAW5(W)[TO I . A)), (36)



S2. TUNNELING CURRENT

A. s-wave (BCS) superconductor

In this section, we follow Werthamer [S3] in deriving the current. On gauging out the applied bias potential (positive
voltage V (t) applied to the left lead) by making the unitary transformation ¢ — ce’®)/2 with d¢(T)/dt = 2¢V (t)/h,
all the bias dependence is shifted into the tunnel amplitudes. This yields the tunneling Hamiltonian,

Hr = Z —T(e_i¢(t)/202,1gcR,1a + €i¢(t)/2é§:g,1,,CL,1a), (S7)

where T is the tunnel coupling, and ¢(t) = ¢ (t) — ¢r(t) is the superconducting phase difference between the left
and the right leads. We have indexed the sites such that site 1 from each lead is nearest to the junction. Hence, the
current operator is obtained as,

72 ie( (e (t)/2,. T LoCR Lo — ei¢(t)/2CTR,1)gCL,1,a')a (S8)
where in the pre-factor e = |e| is the unsigned electronic charge. Within the Keldysh formalism, this is evaluated as,
=Y e(;hﬂ Rle RG] (S9)

For a pedagogical guide, see, for instance, Refs. [S4HS6]. Expanding up to order 72,

e(_T)Q o0 _je®=81)) / _ - - T
= Z/ dt10(t —t1)R|e™" 2 (gle_,R,l,a(t’ t1)g;17L71,g(t17 t) — gE,l,R,l,o(t’ tl)gLIL,LU(tl’ t))
o — 00

(¢(t)+¢(t1)) S _
(Fa o OO 00 = P oo )L o010 |

(S10)
where f b (tit1) = —iTx (Ca,o(t%)Cb,0v (t?)) and f oo (tit1) = —iTK<c};’g(t“)c;U, (t2)), with Tk being the time-

ordering rule on the Keldysh contour. This expression is easier to evaluate in the Fourier domain. Defining e ~*¢(*)/2 =
J(dw/2m)W (w)e™ ", we obtain,

—— T [ 2L (W @)e QY () - WW e SN ) (s)

where,

/S dw1@ ) N/S N/S _
Qv = [ R ) AN ) ) — flen)] (5120)

On Fourier transforming,

_ %y / - dr (e~ PN—9=D2QN () _ i 60+1=)/2QS (7)), (S13)

where QN/5(t) = ©(t)Knys(t), with the kernels,

/ /!

Kays(t) = iyslt) = [ Gree [~ RayS (o S)ays(o- 2 [r(e- %) - s(0+5)| G

der, de o—iler—
=[] SR A ) A ) o) fea) ($15)
o 27r
Finally, the time-domain current is obtained as,
1) = — ?5}% o (e‘i (Omgleomn oy i @00 iKs(T)>7 ($16)
0

e dtl{sin <¢(t)_2¢(t1)>KN(tt1)+sin <W)Kg(ttl)]. (S17)



1. Interference interpretation

(a) (b) ()
© © ® ° o ®

L T
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—se e — —ee - 00—

¢
¢

FIG. S1. Schematic of the microscopic processes contributing to the pair current. The translucent elements denote that the
process happens in the next step. For instance, in (a), the translucent pair in the lower panel will form eventually in the
subsequent step once the two electron-like quasiparticles pair up. (a) The dominant process for low temperatures, wherein a
Cooper pair breaks up into two Bogoliubov quasiparticles which combine on the other side of the junction. (b) Another version
of (a), which is sub-dominant as it hinges upon the presence of two thermally excited quasiparticles. (c) Unlike (b), this one
requires only one thermally excited quasiparticle.

For a physical interpretation of the terms entering the expression for the current, we refer back to
Eq.(S10). We look at the pair current, given by its second line, for a simple discussion. The first term,
:( (1) _ _ . . .
et fR7'{7R717UU,(t,tl)f;17L717o,a(t1,t), represents the tunneling from the right to the left lead. Defining
i) = |gr)|gr) as the initial ground state, which is a product of the BCS ground states of each lead, a single tun-

i 2¢)

neling event at time ¢ yields |i') = e~ CE’U, (t1)cr,o(t1)|9L)|gr). Its time evolved version at the present time ¢

is|f) = e”@cL7g(t)cTR’0(t)|gL + 2)|gr — 2), where +2e denotes the addition/removal of a Cooper pair. Note that

the sign of the phase changes as two electrons are transferred. The Cooper instability allows the exchange of a pair
without any energy cost. Note that we have the opposite spin ¢’ # o because CJIT%’(,|QR —2) = cro|gr) as the pair
contains an electron with ¢ and another with ¢’ # o. Finally, the corresponding current is obtained as the overlap of
these two states,

_ (e0)F6(11))
v 2

I~ (fli') =e (92 +2l(gr — 2lcro(t)c] ,(t)c], o (t1)cr.or (t1)lgL) | gR)
_ietem)

= Rt Rtee (BT L1 g (t1 1), (S18)

which effectively represents the transfer of a Cooper pair proceeding via intermediate quasiparticle excitations (IQPs).
These IQPs tunnel at different times ¢, t1, which leads to interference due to their phases being different. These include
not only the phases accumulated by the quasiparticles due to the bias, but also the dynamic phases representing the
time-evolution of the quasiparticles, with the latter being accounted for by the bare Green’s functions. The former
depends only on the time spent in the biased lead and hence, for the quasiparticles having already tunneled at time
t1, there is no further change.

A similar analysis may be done for the normal current where, instead of exchanging a pair, the final and initial
ground states are the same.

2. Phenomenological picture of current oscillations

Pair current:— We denote the BCS ground state of the lead j as |g;). Given the initial product ground state
[¥)(to) = |gL, gr) of the combined left(L)-right(R) lead junction, pair tunneling generates the states |gr, + 2, gr — 2)
and |gr, — 2,9r + 2) denoting a pair transferred to the left and the right side relative to the initial state, re-
spectively. In the interaction picture, the single-particle tunneling Hamiltonian in Eq. becomes Hp =



>, —Tettot (e‘i‘b(t)/QcTL}lgcR,M + ei‘b(t)méklac&lg)e‘iHot. Thus, we obtain,

[)(t) =vo(t)|gL, 9r) + Vr-L()|9L +2,9r — 2) + YR (t)|9L — 2,9R + 2), (S19)
with
Yo(t) =1+ O(T?) (S20a)
1 t t’ ~ ~
Uneont) =0+ sz [t [ " S dan+ 20— 200l en) e el T () g )
to to €R,EL
1 ¢ v o) e’ . ro "
=/ + T [ dt [ dt" Y et T et ptilenten)t (S20b)
(ih) to to cmer
1 t t’ _ ~
Vo) =0+ sz [t [ " S o = 2 gm+ 200 en) e el () g )
to to €R,EL
1 ‘ v 'LM 'LM —i(e € ! i(e € "
=y’ + (ih)2T2 /to at’ /t0 dt” Z et HiTa grilenten)t ptilerten)t (S20c¢)
€REL

The factor ¢’ reflects the fact that the initial uncoupled BCS ground states already contain a superposition of states
with different numbers of pairs in each lead. Note that for the same set of states e g, the factor ¢’ is same for
both ¢r_; and ¥y_,r as we consider the same superconductors on both sides of the junction. The transition
l9L. 9r) — |9 — 2, 9r + 2) is depicted in the process shown in Fig. [SI[b). In a perturbative calculation, states with
more transferred pairs are higher order in the tunnel coupling. In this case, even though we have tunneling of Cooper
pairs, the fact that in a perturbative sense it proceeds through intermediate quasiparticles provides an avenue for
them to interfere amongst themselves. As shown in Fig. a), and from the expression above, there are two tunneling
events involving the virtually excited quasiparticles occurring at different times, #',¢. Since these quasiparticles can
only accumulate the bias-dependent phase as long as they are in the biased (left) lead, they tunnel at different times
with different phases, resulting in a time-dependent interference signature. This directly manifests as oscillations in
the Josephson current. Noting that the IQPs injected from a lead share the same distribution as that lead [S7], the
current is obtained as,

1 N//Om deLdeRAS(EL)AS(eR)%<§t|¢R—>L(t)|2 - gt|1/’L—>R(t)|2> (1= fler))(1 — f(er)) — fler) f(er))
~T? //OOo dELdeRAS(EL)AS(eR)%/_ dt”e_iwe_i(eLJreR)(t_t”)((1 — f(er))(1 — f(er)) — fler) f(er)) + O(T4)

o0 t " . "
=7 [ devdena(e) A% (e [ apre S et (1 fley) - fen)) (s21)
0 —00

Note that now we have the anomalous spectral functions A°(e) = (A/e)AY (¢) which represent the quasiparticle
excitation distribution generated by pair breaking processes. Regarding the group of terms making up the factor with
the Fermi functions, in the first term, the Fermi functions are chosen so as to reflect the requirement that both the
states er, g must be empty to facilitate the pair tunneling. In the second term, we consider an equivalent process
where both the quasiparticles are initially occupied, as shown in Fig. b), with the minus sign arising due to the
fermionic anti-commutation as the same transport happens in the opposite order. While the latter is suppressed at
low temperatures, it nevertheless yields the correct expression which may be generalised to finite temperatures. There
are also additional distinct processes, such as the one shown in Fig. (c), which do not survive at zero-temperature.
They may alternatively be obtained from Eq. by splitting the range of the er r integrals into positive and
negative sectors, which we omit here for brevity. Hence, we obtain,

t / ° ' '
, N§RT2/ i i H0eE) (// derden AS (e1) AS (ep)e~ 1L =em (=) (f(e; ) — f(eR))> (S22)
=iKs(t—t')
t / o0 i '
:%7—26*1'43(75) </ dt/eidb( )—2¢( )%// dELdERAS(GL)AS(GR)eiz(ELieR)(tit )(f(EL) — f(GR)) ) . (823)

Tp(t)




Eq. (S22)) resembles Eq. (S13]) along with Eq. (S15).

Normal current:— We apply the voltage V(t) to the left lead. Consider two quasiparticles at energies €7, and eg
with the corresponding states |L) and |R) in the left and right leads, respectively. Their time evolution is given by,

o) = (7 o fv) 5] o

Starting first with the case where the state |L) is occupied while 9 is unoccupied, with |¢)(to) = |L), we have to
order T,

t ot
W)(t» :wL(t)|L> + wR(t)|R> — (6*i6L(t*to)) |L> + ( - iefiER(tfto) / dtleieR(t 7t0)7~67i5L(t 7t0)6—1fto dTV(T)) |R>
to
(S25)

The term with |R) contains an integral over t’, representing the moment when the tunneling event occurred. As such,
for a given time t’, the bias-dependent phase is fixed at ¢(t') = f:o drV (1), corresponding to the phase picked up by
|L) in the biased left lead until the tunneling event. As we derive below, this leads to interference between states
having tunneled at different times, which in turn leads to oscillations in the current as we mentioned in the main text.

The L — R current may be obtained from the time-derivative of the quasiparticle density on the R side, summed
over all possible combinations of occupied states €7, and unoccupied states eg,

T [ devdena™ () A% er) g Won (O PS(e0) (1~ f(en)

— 00

t

:// derdeg A" (er) AN (€r)2R T2e*i(ER*€L)tei¢(t)/ dt'e =) FieR=e)V f(e ) (1 — f(er))

= // depder AN (ep) AN (eg)2R T2ei*®) / dre =T =ierR=€L)T f(e; V(1 — f(eRr)) (S26)
—oo 0

where we have taken ¢y — —oo. Here v/(¢) denotes the density of states. Note that the same result is obtained on using
the time-derivative of |1/1|? instead. The Fermi functions have been added to reflect the fact that for this process to
happen, €, must be initially occupied while ez must be unoccupied.

Similarly, Ir—, 7 is obtained by considering initially an occupied state eg in right lead with ¢¥r(tp) = 1 and an
initially unoccupied state €y, in the left lead with ¢ (¢¢) = 0.

I~ [ devdena™ () AN (en) g 60O Frler) 0~ Fufe)

— 00

~ // depdeg AN (e) AN (eg)2R T2~ / dre'®t=mFiler=eL)T £ ) (1 — f(e)). (S27)
oo 0
The net current is thus obtained as,

I=L; p—1In.1 N2T2§R eiqb(t) / dt/e—id?(t’) (@(t _ t/) // deLdeRAN(eL)AN(eR) e—i(eR—EL)(t_t’)(f(eR) - f(eL))>

iK N (t—t7)
(S28)

Following the steps outlined in the previous section, the Werthamer current reduces to the same form, as evident
from Eq. (S15)). This analysis clearly reveals that the acceleration of the intermediate quasiparticles constituting the
current by the bias is the primary source of the current oscillations.
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FIG. S2. The kernels for the various cases considered in this work. Band contributions are neglected in the case with bound
states (BS) as they do not lead to NFJE. For Kn we only show the non-singular non-Ohmic part of the kernel to highlight

the retardation. We have used I' = 0.1A. The cases with bound states not only have a longer decay/memory time ~ ki/I", but
they also show oscillations commensurate with the bound state frequency wo.

8. Kernels

We obtain the kernels Ky, Kg following Refs. [S11 [S12]. The pair kernel is given by,

2m 27

=g ([ dmeos (35 ()] v (352 (7))

+ [/000 dasin(A%m)BL(A;a)} [/Ooodbcos (Agtb)BR<Ath)}>, (r = Aga/h, s= ALb/h)7

- B (e (3 v (30 520)] o

Ks(t) :s{ //_Z dr s irto—ist g, () Br(r) [f(r) - £(5)] } (r=Q—w/2, s=9+w?)

The quasiparticle kernel is obtained similarly by separating the Ohmic part,

ot = B8 (S (310 e v (0 (3] - S0 m

These kernels oscillate at the gap frequency 2A/A.
Bound states: ~ We use the exponential regularisation for the bound state spectral peak,

%ﬂé(h(w — o)) = %w {er exp (_h“{“"'ﬂ ($31)

Considering bound states located at wg, 1, and wy, g with spectral weights hIL\, g and hﬁ g in the left and the right leads,
respectively, and following the same procedure as before, the kernels are obtained as,

hwo hwo. R
2ALAR r2cos(wo,rt) —e” T R 2sin(wo,gt) + Hem T
Kt = Hh | h : ’ +(L e R)|, (S32)
e LU ey T
Ro,r hwo, R
2808 [ f 1 Zeos(wo,t) — e7 7T r 2s8in(wo pt) + e” T 8 di(t)
Kn(t) =— h 2 h ) I s(t)
N(t) h2(2 {{ N 1+(%)2 N 1+(%)2 +(L < R) +77TC2 7t (S33)

Note that, in the limit wg /g — 0, the bound state contribution becomes mathematically the same as its MZM
counterpart, which we show later in Eqgs. (S49) and (S50). Hence, the resulting NFJE bears the same functional
form, as captured by Eq. in the main text.



B. p-wave (Kitaev chain [TS]) superconductor

1. Degenerate states

Prior to obtaining the expression for the current, we must establish a formalism to handle the ground state degen-
eracy in each TS lead. In this situation, we must start with suitable initial ground states to obtain a convergent and
well-defined result from a perturbative calculation of the current [S8]. Specifically, we must use one of the eigenstates
vj (Hr(t)v; = E;(t)v;) of the projected tunneling Hamiltonian, PHp P, where P is the projector to the degenerate
subspace of initial states. In our case, considering two isolated Kitaev chains, we write the tunneling Hamiltonian as,

Hr(t) :Te*w(t)/zc}[]vcm + Tew(t)/zc}rncLN. (S34)

In order to define the projected tunneling Hamiltonian PHr P, we use the four-fold degenerate space of ground states
of the two disconnected Kitaev chains: |gregre), |9re9ro): |9r09Re)s |9L0gR0). Here |gr;grr) denotes the product
state of the left (L) chain being in |g;) and the right (R) chain being in |g), with j, k € {e, o} denoting the even and
odd parity ground states. Following the procedure mentioned above along with Eq. , we obtain,

o) _|gLegRe>\J/r§gLogRo> B, = Tcos <¢>;’5)) =1 (S35a)
|v) :|gLegR6>\;§|gLogRO> . E,, =—Tcos (@bgt)) . pr=-1 (S35b)
log) = |9LegRo>\"/|'§|gLogRe> By = —Tcos (‘75(;)> =1 (S35¢)
o) = |gLegRa>\;§|gLogRe> B, = Teos <¢gf)) =1, (S35d)

with pr being the parity defined by the MZMs located near the junction. Note that, these are the four Bell states

considering the two qubits formed by the two ground states of each lead. We assume that the junction stays in the
ground state manifold, given by the adiabatically-evolved Gellmann-Low state formed from the linear combination of
|v2) and |vs), prior to the application of the bias. It is also permissible to start entirely within the excited state manifold
|v1) and |vg), however, we cannot start with a mixture of ground state and excited states within the perturbative
scheme to obtain a convergent result [S§].

2. Tunneling current calculation

The steps are largely the same as those for the previously considered BCS Josephson junction. However, there
is one fundamental difference: The mixing of the ground states between the two isolated leads establishes “initial
correlations” between them, as evident from the form of the states |v1. 4). With such a non-trivial ground state
having initial correlations, the average of operators, in general, do not factorise [S13|,[S14]. For instance, considering
two kinds of fermion operators c; 2, which in the present case could represent fermions from the two different leads,
<01020201> = <c{cl>(0202) + A4, where A4 is a two-particle vertex which destroys the factorisation. In our case, the
non-vanishing contributions to GJIQE’ 1,1,j» Where j denotes the chosen initial state |vj), is obtained as [S4} [S5],

GE,_l,L,l,j (t’ tl)
=9k, 1)

o0
—/ dt(=T) [€_i¢(tl+)/2<vj\TCR,l(t+)CTL,1(t/_)CTLJ(tf)CR,l(tT)\Uj>+ew(q)/z@j|TCR,1(t+)CTL,1(f'_)czm(tf)CL,l(tf)}’Ujﬂ

— 00

P1
b [ (=) e g Dera(t el s )l s ermat)]o) + €52y Dera (6l (¢ )k (67 era (6] )]
P2

(S36)

The first term, gEE L1, (t,t'), arises due to the initial correlations. As we show next, it contributes to the parity-
dependent standard Majorana-induced fractional Josephson current. Note that, in topologically trivial systems with



a non-degenerate ground state, this term typically vanishes. While such anomalous parity-dependent terms also exist

at order 7T, fortunately they cancel out. This can be seen by carrying out the calculation in Eq. (S36) using Eq. .
We demonstrate it only for the terms contributing to the pair-current (denoted P1 and P2 in Eq. (S36))), for brevity.

e The first term contributing to the pair current, P1, becomes,
P1=(Tera(t")el,, ()l (H)era (i),

= Z oufofuf (T (t7)dr (¢ 7)d] () dp 1 (6),, + ot vluful (Tdp(t)d] (1), () dp (1)),

J

o} (Tl (1) 5 ()] () (1)), + ubvfuol
(S37)
In this section we denote v W% and u W’i\[‘b’“ for brevity. Looking at the first term in Eq. (S37)
(named P1—black as it’s written in black) here, we can separate each d;, dj operator into the MZM (j = 1) and
non-MZM contribution (j # 1) to obtain,

Py —black = <TdR7k(t+)dL)j(t’_)dLj(tf)dEk(tf)%j

= D (Tdni(t")dp (1)), (Tdp; (1 7)d] (),

k£l
+ [<TdRJ€:1(t+)dL7j:1(t/_)dTL,j:1(tT)d;{,kzl(tY)>vj - <TdR,7€:1(t+)dTR,k:1(tii_)>vj<TdL7j:1(t/_)dE,j:1(tT)>vj] :

Afl*black

(S38)

Since we are restricting ourselves to order 7?2 while calculating the current, and consequently to order 7 while
calculating GE; L,1,;> We only require Ay at O(T?). This is evaluated as,

APk (P oy (8 )dp g (87 (8)d, e (t)),, — <TdR,k:1(t+)d},k:1(tf)>1,j<TdL,j:1(t")dTL =1(t),,,
—(dp =1 (' )dg p=1 () d}, ;_, (#)dl; (), — {dpp=1 (t7)dfy oy (D)), Adr = (™ ) o (t

1
~(dp g1 (¢ 7)dp oy () oy () drema (1)), + (A oy ()R (¢1)),, (dr o (87)d] ;4 (¢

_{}1;1' [vj) = |v1), [v2) (S39)
-1

[vj) = |vs), [va)

> ot>th

D
1*)> Cot<ty

e Now, the second term contributing to the pair current, P2 in Eq. (S36)), is evaluated as,
P2 :<TCR,1(t+)CL 1(t/_)cz,l(tf)CR,l(tf»vj
= Z Uf“1“1“11€<TdR7k(t+)dL,j(t/_)dj:,j (tf)d;z’k(tf))% + UfU{U{UINTdR,k(#)dTL,j(t/_)dL,j(th;%,k(tf)>U_7,

gk
+ ufudvivf (Tdl, () dy ;(¢7)d], (t0)drk(tr)),, + ufviulvf :
(540)
Looking at the first term in Eq. (S40) (P2—black) and on separating the operators as before,
Py —black =Y " (Tdp i (t)dp;(t'7)d} (t;)d;,k(t;»vi

=) <TdR,k(t+)dJ1r«2,k<tl_)>vj<TdL7j(t/7)dE,j(t1_)>vj
kA1
o [(Tdrams () ()] ()l oy (1)), = (Pdrims (F)df oy (), (Tdrgma ()], (1)),

P2—black
A4

(S41)
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The vertex is turns out to be the same as the one for P1—Dblack,
AP2 black <TdR jet (F7)d (2 )dTL . N )Q{J;3 oy (t7 )> <TdR,k:1(t+)dE’k:1(tf)>Uj<TdL,j:1(t’—)dz)jzl(tf»v.

_ i;l o) =lv1), v2) AP1-black, (S42)
=77 |vj) =v3), |va)

Since the two terms P1 and P2 contributing to the pair-current (marked in Eq. ) appear with opposite signs,
corresponding to them lying on the forward and backward propagating branches of the Keldysh contour, the vertices
cancel between P1—black and P2—black. Similarly, the vertices also cancel between P1—blue and P2—blue, and so
on, yielding a factorised result,

P1—P2=> vfulo]uf ((Tdpp(t)dp,; (¢ 7)d} ;(#)d (1)), — (Tdrk(tH)dy (¢ 7)d] [ (t7)dE (1)), ) + .-
»J ) vj »J ’ vj

7,k
=( 3 bl (Tdra(t)dly (1)), (Tde (7)) (), + vindufutAf =
j,k#1
= 3 buloluf (Tdra(t )l o (47)), (Tdus(¢7)d] (7)), — viudutat AP0 4 (S43)
7,k#1 _v%u%vlulApl black
=(Tera(t)era(t)), (L (7)eh (1), = (Tera(tT)era(tr)), (L (¢ )eL (1)), (S44)

Similarly, all the vertices cancel also for the normal current. Therefore, the factorisation holds at order 7. Note that
while we have shown this factorisation for a single state |v;), following the same steps as above it is easy to see that
we can just as well start with a linear combination of the states in the ground state manifold {|ve), |vs)}.

Hence,

oo

Gl B) =gh1 o0, (61) + / at (=T)O(t — )/ [gat (1 4)gE T, (0, t) = g7 5 (1 gL T, (0, )]

Lyl
— 00

- / At (=T)O(t — t)e™ /2ot (4 00) f 7, (0, 8) = T, (L) FE (0.
(S45)
Following the steps employed previously for the s-wave junction, we obtain,

e(=T) o[ iz 4
I; :T%{e 9;\5 1,L,1,5 (t,t)}

;@) — ¢( )
Ot — t)R|e T

gl_?,jl_,j (ta tl)gzg,j (tlv t) - g;,_l,j(t’ tl)gz,tj (t17 t))

R (o ) 00 — i f )] (s16)

The second term, proportional to 72, bears the same functional structure as in the s-wave BCS Josephson junction
(Eq. ), although the constituent Green’s functions correspond to a p-wave superconductor. This term results in
NFJE. Note that, the corresponding physical mechanism is illustrated in Fig[l]in the main text.

The current has an additional contribution 1(®) ~ O(T), given by the first term, which yields the standard Majorana-
induced anomalous Josephson current [S9, [S10]. Using Eq. , we have,

I](m:@(—ﬂ%{e 12 4 (tt)} e(ﬂsin<¢(ﬂ)wp‘ (S47)

7 9R1,L.1,5 7 B) D) 55

which gives a ground state dependent contribution, depending only on the parity of the inner MZMs, p; = (—1)™",
formed by the two MZMs located at the ends of the wires near the junction. Note that physically, it doesn’t proceed
via the Bogoliubov excitations depicted in Figll] Instead it arises as the degenerate ground states are associated with
different fermion parities and thus changes in ground state, which cost zero energy, can nevertheless contribute to the
current.
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3. Parity dependence

In this section we look at the ground state parity dependence of the current derived previously. Referring back to the
interpretation of the terms entering the current as presented in Sec. we note that the O(7?) current involves
the interference only between the quasiparticles which have already tunneled. This is evident from the fact that both
the states |i’) and |f) introduced in Sec. are the states after the tunneling event. As such, even though the
states |i') and |f) are themselves dependent on the choice of the ground state and hence the parity, the interference
amplitude which determines the current is independent of the parity as both |i') and |f) depend on the parity in the
exact same way. The crucial point is that the current is independent of the choice of the ground state. As such,
starting in the ground state manifold {|vs), |vs3)} as mentioned earlier, any parity-flipping process which alters the
state |v;) — |vj2;) does not change the current. For the same reason, if such processes and enviromnental decoherence
establish a statistically mixed ensemble of the states, such as that described by the density matrix p =3, w;|v;)(v;],
the statistical Green’s function [S8] can be used to obtain the current. Since the NFJE current is independent of the
ground state, they do not cancel. On the other hand, I(®) depends on parity and hence, the contributions from each
state can cancel each other out.

On the contrary, in the case of 1), a similar argument as in Sec. may be repeated, but this time, the overlap
is considered between the quasiparticle state having tunneled presently and the initial untouched ground state without
any tunneling events. As such, it explicitly probes the capacity of the initial ground state to let an electron tunnel.
The structure of the ground states |v;), which establishes entanglement between the even and odd parity states of
the two leads, explicitly permits quasiparticle tunneling while still remaining within the ground state. Since the form
of the ground states differ depending on the choice of the ground state, the resulting overlap and thus the current is
parity dependent.

4. Kernels

We use the exponential regularisation for the MZM spectral peak,

tetmr- o ()]

As before, the kernels are obtained as,

4N AR 1 g
KS(t): C2h2 1+(%)21+(%)2'

=5 (O [t 3o ] 2 G0 [ Grmne) -G oo (520)]

T h o (5E0)?08/2 r B2 8 di(t)
z ; x L < o
X {2 ARtGl’?’( 4 ’[0,1],[1/2] 391 + (Lt)2 +(Le R+ (2 dt, (850)

where Hj is the Struve function, and G denotes the Meijer-G function. The terms marked in blue arise from the
MZM mode. In the wide-band limit, the anomalous spectral function only contains an MZM contribution. In the
general case with a finite bandwidth, the anomalous spectral function contains band contributions for |w| > A, which
would lead to corresponding terms in Kg oscillating at a frequency commensurate with A /f, similar to those present
in K. Nevertheless, since the quasiparticle bands do not produce NFJE, this assumption does not affect our analysis
pertaining to the NFJE.
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S3. ANDREEV BOUND STATES IN INHOMOGENEOUS BCS CHAIN

w(x)
A(x)

0
300 310 320 330 340
X

FIG. S3. The effective chemical potential and the pairing amplitude along the nanowire, with the tunnel junction marked by
the thin shaded region. Each lead has 320 sites in this example.

In this section we consider an inhomogeneous s-wave superconducting nanowire with low-energy Andreev bound
states developing due to inhomogeneity in the chemical potential o and the pairing potential A near the junction,
which in turn typically arise from gate-induced confinement potentials. We employ the Hamiltonian Eq. (S1)), but
with the position-dependent chemical potential and pairing amplitude, as shown in Fig. We assume that both

the leads are identical, apart from having the non-superconducting potential well on opposite ends (see Fig. for a
schematic).

5 0.4 4.3 15
(a) (b) =1 (c) —B(v)
4.2 —A(w)

0.2
41
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38
-1
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10 20 30 40 3 1 1 3
X wlA

FIG. S4. (a) The eigenvalues (blue dots). Those lying below energy A are sub-gap ABS. (b) The ABS wavefunctions for the
lead with a potential well on the left side, shown as a function of the lattice index along the length of the wire. The green
curve, corresponding to the y-axis on the right side, shows the chemical potential profile. (¢) The anomalous B(w) and normal
A(w) surface spectral function, showing two low-energy ABS spectral peaks. We have considered A = 0.5, ¢ = 4, p = 4.20,
I" = 0.04A, with the chemical potential and pairing amplitude as shown in Fig

The results in this section can be readily extended to the case of partially separated Andreev bound states (psABS),
which are near-zero-frequency Andreev bound states whose wavefunctions are partially separated, as opposed to being
fully separated in the case of true MZMs, or fully overlapping in the case of trivial ABS. They arise in the presence
of a non-superconducting smooth potential well at one end of the proximitised Rashba nanowire [SI5HS19], or infact,
even in the simple case of a Kitaev chain.
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S4. RESPONSE TO HEAVISIDE STEP VOLTAGE

In this section we calculate the response to the Heaviside step voltage V (t) = VpO(t). From Eq. (S16)), we separate
the normal and pair-currents,

eT? 67‘2 eT?

10) = 0,0+ -0 1,0 = Ty () + - [sin(oO)RI(0) - con@(®)3 0], ($5)
[N IS
where we have defined,
_ / " dre-i60-ot-1)/2 () (S52a)
0
_ / " drel @0 -00-1)/2 (7). (S52b)
0

Specialising to the case of the step voltage V(t) = V,O(t), we obtain Eq. (2) of the main text,

6 6 ; 6000

—TTBS —TTBS
4 —TS-TS 4 ——TS-TS

—S-S —S-S
311

eVo/h + 2wy

4000
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0 PAWLWY AVAVV
2000

Re Jp/(44%/1*¢?)
Im Jp/(4A%/R*¢?)

10 20 30 40 50 10 20 30 40 50

@) (II)

FIG. S5. (I) Jp, corresponding to a Heaviside-step voltage bias, with eV = 1.83A, ¢ = 150A, and I' = 0.1A. In the S-S
(two s-wave superconducting leads) case, J, is largely constant, with small modulations near ¢ = 0. In the S-S case with
subgap bound states (TTBSs) (both leads having TTBSs at wo = 0.1A, band contributions are neglected as they do not lead
to NFJE), and the TS-TS case (topologically superconducting leads based on Kitaev chain), coherent w;/2—oscillations are
seen, eventually decaying over ¢ ~ h/T". (II) Fourier transform of J,(t) for TTBSs with wg = 0.1A, eVp = 0.4A. The two
peaks at eV /hi &+ 2wo arise due to the combined dynamics of the bias voltage and the intrinsic time-evolution of the TTBSs,
thereby defining the NFJE frequency. The response at the lower frequency eVy/h — 2w dominates and primarily defines the
time dependence. With increasing I', the NFJE decays faster, suppressing the peaks at wy/2 £ 2wo.

1 == s (252 Yo — cos (212 )00 (553)

with,

Jp(t):eie‘;?t /t h drKg(T) + /0 dre™ W Kg(r). (S54)
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FIG. S6. Time-resolved current response to the Heaviside-step voltage bias. (I) For sub-gap bound states (T'TBS), using same
parameters and notation as in Fig. 2] in the main text, but with a larger wo = 0.3A for both leads. Non-bound state band
contributions are neglected as they do not lead to NFJE. (I)(b) With the bound state located at a higher frequency wo = 0.3A,
the transient wy/2—oscillations are significantly weaker as compared to the case with wo = 0.1A (Fig. [2)). (II)(b) The strongest
transient wy/2—oscillations are obtained with MZMs.

A. Bound state

For an analytical approximation, we consider the limit eVy > wy > I'. In this limit, extracting the bound states
contribution from the kernel in Eq. (S32)), and considering h5 = h% = 1 for simplicity, we have,

B 4ALAR 2 Sin(20)0t>

Ks(t) = RC (14 (L) (S55)

Following the same procedure as before, we obtain,

SAL AR R 2hwo eV, 1 9; Lt
Jy(t) ===k R{ - t e ) <— + . 2

ST (50)7 - (T

eV(

it(S52 —2wo)

— €

+
2ZFt
It 2\ (eVo _ 2hw + I't\2 3 Zv 2hwg \ 2
(2(C2+1)%) (52 = Zpeo) (52 +1)° (2 — Z)
Tt
iy | £ sin(2wot) 2hwo 2hwo\ 2hwo . - Tt 27w
+e'n [ 72((%)2+1)+0.5 T cosh T sinh T R(Ci|2(i+ A T )

+0.5 <cosh (27;“’0) - 27?0 sinh <2hrw°)> 3(Si (2 (z + I;;) 2’;“’%) 1 } (S56)

The first term, which contributes to the SJE, is clearly non-zero only for wy # 0. Nevertheless, it is smaller than the
remaining oscillating terms by atleast the factor hwg/eVp, in the limit eV > hwo > T'. The remaining terms oscillate
at wy/2 £ 2wy. Consequently, it follows from Eq. in the main text that Is oscillates at wy/2 4 2wy. Also, the
prefactor in the expression for J, implies that the NFJE current has the amplitude ~ (e72/h)(2ALAr/B¢?)(R/T) =
Ip(A/T), as mentioned in the main text.

We present additional data for the response to the step voltage in Fig. In Fig. I) we see that the NFJE is
weakened on using a larger value of wg = 0.4A, as opposed to wg = 0.1A in Fig.
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1. Smooth steps

Here we consider the response to a smooth step, as mentioned in the introduction of the main text. During the rise
of the step ¢ < 7, the oscillation frequency smoothly changes, which reflects the interference of waves tunneling at the
present time ¢ and those having originated prior to the step. Correspondingly, they have the instantaneous oscillation
frequency wy(t)/2 ~ eV (¢t < 7)/h. Nevertheless, the SJE is recovered after t* = h/T'. Additionally, the normal and
pair currents tend to go out-of-phase with increasing 7, which results in the NFJE oscillations decaying even sooner

than ¢*. This is evident from comparing FiglS7] (I)
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FIG. S7.

w, t/(27)

(IT)

The response to a smooth heaviside step V(¢) = 0.5(1 + tanh(¢/7)), with (I) 7 = 2 and (II) 7 = 10. We have

considered the same parameters as in Fig Note that t* = h/T" = 1/T = 10.

B. MZM

For TS leads hosting MZMs, using the spectral functions in the wideband limit for simplicity, only the MZM
contributes to the anomalous spectral function and the kernel Kg. In this limit, we obtain the analytical result,

AN B (1eVy ewo eVt eV . . 1eVy ﬂ (eVy eVt eV
(S57)
. 4N2 it T 2
[<els Rl_e —il =) |. (S58)
h2e2r 2(1—|— (%)2) eVo

The first term generates the NFJE, which has the magnitude ~ Iy(A/I'). The second term is the SJE arising purely
from the MZMs, and has the magnitude ~ Io(A/T')(I'/eVy)?. In the generic case with a finite band-width, the band
contributions also contribute to the anomalous spectral function and hence J,. Hence, the SJE arising from the band
bears the same magnitude as in the case of the S-S junction (see next section), ~ Iy, which is larger than the SJE
arising purely from the MZMs.

We show the behaviour of J, in Fig. from which it is clear that sub-gap bound states and the MZMs have w /2
modulations, while the conventional S case remains largely feature-less. As in the case of bound states, the NFJE
current has the amplitude ~ Io(A/T).

In Fig. (II), we consider the MZM, having wy = 0, which shows the strongest NFJE signal.

1

2

b
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C. S-S junction

We focus on only the SJE here, as the NFJE response in the absence of any subgap states is negligible. In the
steady state,

S _AALAR D LE((59)°]: leval <24 -
= X 5 , |
p h2C2 A %K (%) :| +'L%K |:]. — (%) :| ; |6’V'0‘ Z QA

where K (x) is the complete elliptic integral of the first kind. Hence, noting that K (0) = 7/2, the Is has the amplitude
~ (eT?/h)(2ALAR/A?C?)(h/A) = Iy, where I is the standard critical current for s-wave superconductors.

D. Andreev Bound States in inhomogeneous BCS chain

In Fig. [S8|we consider the case of near zero-frequency Andreev bound states in inhomogeneous a BCS superconduct-
ing chain. Using the numerically obtained spectral functions (Fig. c)), we compute the kernels using Eq. ,
and subsequently the current using Eq. . Finally, in Fig. where we show the response to the Heaviside step
voltage V(t) = VpO(t), we observe the transition from the initially dominant w/2—oscillations to the w; oscillations,
as described in the main text.

@)

0.04 1

5 10 15 20
w, t/(2 )

FIG. S8. The current response to a Heasviside step voltage. We have used the same parameters as in Fig.
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S5. RESPONSE TO SQUARE WAVE VOLTAGE

A. Andreev Bound States in inhomogeneous BCS chain and Majorana zero modes
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FIG. S9. (I) The response to the square wave for the S-S junction low-energy ABS (same parameters as in Figs. and .
We use eVp = (7/2)A, duty cycle D = 0.75, and wq = (1 — D)eVy/2 which ensures the strongest resonance. As in the main text,
this combination ensures that the sections of the square pulses are commensurate with the NFJE oscillation period. The green
curve shows the square wave bias (amplitude scaled to fit). (II) The Fourier spectra of the current reveals NFJE oscillations at
frequency w, = wy/2. The low-frequency components at wq,2wq . .. arise from the response of the normal current to the bias,
as evident from (I). (III) The response to the square wave for the TS-TS junction with MZMs, with A =1 and I' = 0.1A. We
use the same eVp and wq as above. The green curve shows the square wave bias (amplitude scaled to fit). (IV) The Fourier
spectra of the current in (IIT). The w; response is absent.
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S6. EXPERIMENTAL DISTINCTION: MAJORANA ZERO MODES VS LOW-ENERGY
TOPOLOGICALLY TRIVIAL BOUND STATES

Here, we extend the comparison between non-topological near-zero-frequency TTBSs with wg ~ I' and MZMs, by
using a square-wave bias. Note that since wy ~ T', it cannot be distinguished by conventional transport methods
which have a resolution ~ I'. Choosing the voltage eV = 4wy as motivated in the main text, we obtain significantly
distinct responses from the MZMs and TTBSs. While the former respond at the fractional Josephson frequency
wimzy = Wi/2, the latter largely exhibit SJE at frequency w’; prpg = wy as its NFJE is extremely short-lived and
more importantly, inconspicuous, due to our choice of voltage Vj.

1 2 3 4 2 4 6 8

SRy (@) TS-TS
3

- 0.8
o

L

“— 0.6

)

-

s 0.4

o

O 0.2p4

0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2
Drive freq. (wd) Drive freq. (wd)

FIG. S10. Following the discussion associated with Fig. [3]in the main text, using the same parameters, we extend it to a
square-wave bias. We show the normalised current (I/Iy) resolved in Fourier domain, with varying drive frequency wgq. The
fractional wy/2 response dominates in the TS case, while the TTBS largely shows SJE.
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