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In this work we perform real time simulations for probing the non-Abelian fusion of a pair of Majorana zero

modes (MZMs). The nontrivial fusion outcomes can be either a vacuum, or an unpaired fermion, which reflect

the underlying non-Abelian statistics. The two possible outcomes can cause different charge variations in the

nearby probing quantum dot (QD), while the charge occupation in the dot is detected by a quantum point

contact. In particular, we find that gradual fusion and gradual coupling of the MZMs to the QD (in nearly

adiabatic switching-on limit) provide a simpler detection scheme than sudden coupling after fusion to infer

the coexistence of two fusion outcomes, by measuring the occupation probability of the QD. For the scheme

of sudden coupling (after fusion), we propose and analyze continuous weak measurement for the quantum

oscillations of the QD occupancy. From the power spectrum of the measurement currents, one can identify the

characteristic frequencies and infer thus the coexistence of the fusion outcomes.

Introduction. — The nonlocal nature of the Majorana zero

modes (MZMs) and non-Abelian statistics obeyed provide an

elegant paradigm of topological quantum computation [1–6].

In the past decade, after great efforts, considerable progress

has been achieved for realizing the MZMs in various exper-

imental platforms. Yet, the main experimental evidences are

largely associated with the zero-bias conductance peaks (see

the recent review [7] and references therein), which cannot

ultimately confirm the realization of MZMs (even a stable

quantized conductance cannot also). Therefore, an essential

milestone step is to identify the MZMs by probing the un-

derlying non-Abelian statistics, via either braiding or fusion

experiments.

Braiding MZMs in real space can result in quantum state

evolution in the manifold of highly degenerate ground states

[8–11], while fusing the MZMs can yield outcomes of either a

vacuum, or an unpaired fermion (resulting in an extra charge)

[12–17]. The latter is owing to the fact that the MZMs es-

sentially realize “Ising” non-Abelian anyons, which obey a

particularly simple fusion rule as [12, 13]

γ × γ = I + ψ . (1)

This means that a pair of MZMs can either annihilate or com-

bine into a fermion ψ. These two “fusion channels” corre-

spond to the regular fermion being empty or filled. The pres-

ence of multiple fusion channels is essentially related to non-

Abelian statistics (actually is commonly used to define non-

Abelian anyons). More specifically, there exist two types of

fusion design [12, 13]. The “trivial” fusion corresponds to

the fused pair of MZMs with a defined parity within the same

pair. In this case, the outcome is deterministic; it leads to un-

changed parity with no extra charge. Of more interest is the

case of “nontrivial” fusion, where the fused pair of MZMs are

from different pairs with parities (e.g. even parity) being de-
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FIG. 1: Schematic setup of probing the non-Abelian fusion of a pair

of MZMs, say, γ2 and γ3, from different Majorana pairs with parities

(e.g. even parity) being defined in advance. Based on the fusion

rule γ × γ = I + ψ, the fused MZMs would yield probabilistic

outcomes of vacuum I and a regular fermion ψ. A quantum dot

is introduced to couple to the fusing MZMs for probing the fusion

outcomes, and a nearby point-contact detector is introduced to detect

the charge occupation of the quantum dot.

fined in advance. In this case, the fusion yields probabilistic

outcomes as shown above.

While directly probing non-Abelian statistics of MZMs is a

milestone towards topological quantum computation, probing

fusion should be simpler than demonstrating braiding [12, 13].

However, so far there is not yet report of nontrivial fusion ex-

periment [14]. The basic idea of probing fusion is bringing a

pair of MZMs together to remove energy degeneracy between

the two possible outcomes of fusion (i.e., I and ψ), owing to

overlap of the two MZMs. Then, a measurement to distin-

guish the fermion parity can reveal the stochastic result being

I or ψ, with equal probability. This type of nontrivial fusion

demonstration is actually equivalent to demonstrating the un-

derlying non-Abelian statistics [12, 13].

In practice, demonstrating nontrivial fusion of MZMs

should require preparation of initial pair states of MZMs

with definite fermion parities and nonadiabatic moving when
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bringing the MZMs together to fuse. In this work, along the

line proposed in Ref. [14] (as schematically shown here in Fig.

1), we consider fusing a pair of MZMs from two topological

superconducting (TSC) wires (each wire accommodating two

MZMs at the ends). This model setup can correspond to the

platform of mini-gate controlled planar Josephson junctions

[18, 19]. The two TSC segments can be formed from a single

junction wire, by making them separated by a topologically

trivial segment, via gating technology. A quantum dot is in-

troduced to couple to the central part of the coupled wires, for

use of probing the fusion outcomes when bringing the MZMs

together to fuse at the central part. Moreover, a nearby point-

contact (PC) detector is introduced to detect the charge occu-

pation of the quantum dot. All the ingredients in this proposal

are within the reach of nowadays state-of-the-art experiments

[14]. For fusion experiments based on this proposal, one may

encounter some practical complexities, such as the interplay

of charge fluctuations in the quantum dot caused by the two

fusion outcomes, which is relevant to the control of the dot

energy level and its coupling strengths to the MZMs, and the

effect on the dot occupation pattern caused by the speed of fu-

sion and coupling of the MZMs to the quantum dot. Detection

schemes accounting for these issues will be analyzed in this

work, and are expected to be useful for future experiments.

Setup and Basic Consideration.— The setup proposed in Ref.

[14] can be modeled as Fig. 1, where the two TSC quantum

wires are formed by interrupting a single TSC wire at the cen-

ter via mini-gate-voltage control. For each TSC wire, a pair

of MZMs are emergent at the ends, i.e., (γ1, γ2) in the left

wire and (γ3, γ4) in the right wire. The coupling between the

central modes γ2 and γ3 is described by H ′
M = iǫMγ2γ3,

with the coupling energy ǫM changeable when γ2 and γ3 are

separated away in space by mini-gate-voltage control.

Most naturally, one can combine (γ1, γ2) as a regular

fermion f12 with occupation n12 = 0 or 1, and (γ3, γ4) as

another regular fermion f34 with occupation n34 = 0 or 1.

For fusion experiment, one can prepare the specific initial

state |012034〉 as proposed in Ref. [14]. That is, by means of

mini-gate-voltage control, move γ2 and γ3 to the ends of the

two wires, close to γ1 and γ4, respectively; then, empty the

possible occupations of the regular fermions f12 and f34 by

introducing tunnel-coupled side quantum dots and modulat-

ing the dot energies (while the quantum dots are also tunnel-

coupled to outside reservoirs). Starting with |012034〉, con-

sider simultaneously moving γ2 and γ3 from the two terminal

sides back to the central part to fuse (to couple each other such

that ǫM 6= 0), as shown in Fig. 1. For the final state, in the

representation of n12 and n34 occupations, it is still |012034〉.
However, in the representation of n23 and n14, i.e., the oc-

cupations of the regular fermions f23 and f14 associated with

the Majorana pairs (γ2, γ3) and (γ1, γ4), we can reexpress this

state as (for derivation of this transformation rule, or the so-

called fusion rule, see Appendix A)

|012034〉 =
1√
2
(|023014〉+ i|123114〉) . (2)

We find that, in the new representation, the occupation of the

f23 fermion can be empty or occupied, i.e., |023〉 or |123〉.
This is nothing but the two possible outcomes I and ψ of the

nontrivial fusion of Ising anyons, as shown by Eq. (1).

The fusion coupling between the Majorana modes γ2 and

γ3 would lift the energy degeneracy of the states |023〉 and

|123〉, thus allowing to identify the fusion outcomes I and ψ.

Following Ref. [14], we consider to introduce a nearby quan-

tum dot (QD) to couple to the central segment of the quantum

wire, as shown in Fig. 1, where the Majorana modes γ2 and

γ3 are located. The QD is assumed to have a single relevant

energy level, described by HD = ǫDd
†d. We thus expect dif-

ferent charge occupation patterns of the QD, for the different

fusion outcomes I and ψ. In this context, it would be more

convenient to describe the coupling between (γ2, γ3) and the

QD using the regular fermion f23 picture, as follows

H ′
DF = (λNd

†f23 + λAd
†f †

23) + h.c. . (3)

Here we have used the definition f23 = (γ2 + iγ3)/2. Physi-

cally, the first term describes the usual normal tunneling pro-

cess and the second term describes the Andreev process owing

to Cooper pair splitting and recombination. The coupling am-

plitudes are associated with the couplings of γ2 and γ3 to the

QD, say, λ2 and λ3 as shown in Fig. 1, as λN,A = λ2 ± iλ3.

Also following the proposal of Ref. [14], the charge fluctua-

tion in the quantum dot (occupied or unoccupied) is measured

by a point-contact (PC) detector, as schematically shown in

Fig. 1. PC detectors with sensitivity at single electron level

have been experimentally demonstrated and broadly applied

in practice [20–23]. Actually, the measurement dynamics of a

charge qubit by a PC detector has been a long standing theo-

retical problem and has attracted intensive interest in the com-

munity of quantum and mesoscopic physics [24–27]. In this

work, we will perform real-time simulations for probing the

non-Abelian fusion of a pair of MZMs. In particular, within

the scheme of continuous quantum weak measurement, we

will carry out results of individual quantum trajectories and

power spectrum of the measurement currents. The character-

istic frequencies in the power spectrum indicate the quantum

oscillations of charge transfer associated with the two out-

comes of fusion. The coexistence of two characteristic fre-

quencies should be a promising evidence for the non-Abelian

fusion of MZMs.

QD occupations caused by the two fusion outcomes.— Let us

consider first the detection scheme of switching on the cou-

pling of the QD to the Majorana modes γ2 and γ3, after their

fusion from the deterministic initial state |012034〉. This can be

realized by initially setting the QD energy level much higher

than the final coupling energy ǫM between γ2 and γ3. Then,

during the moving and fusion process, the QD level is effec-

tively decoupled with γ2 and γ3, owing to the large mismatch

of energies. After fusion, switch on the coupling by lowering

the QD energy level such that ǫD = ǫM .

For this scheme, the time dependent charge occupation in

the dot is shown in Fig. 2 (the result of the green curve). To

understand this result, we should notice the coexistence of two

channels of charge transfer oscillations between the QD and
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FIG. 2: Dot occupation probability pd (green curve) associated with

the detection scheme of sudden coupling of the MZMs after fusion to

the probing QD. According to the fusion rule, Eq. (2), pd is half of the

sum of p
(N)
d (red curve, labeled by ψ) and p

(A)
d (blue curve, labeled

by I). The meaning of p
(N)
d and p

(A)
d is referred to the main text.

Parameters are assumed as λ2 = λ3 = λ = 1, and ǫD = ǫM = 1.5.

In this work, we use the arbitrary system of units, taking λ as the unit

of energy and λ−1 as the unit of time.

the MZMs γ2 and γ3. One channel is governed by normal

tunneling between the states |1230d〉 and |0231d〉, resulting in

a quantum oscillation state as αN (t)|1230d〉 + βN (t)|0231d〉,
with the dot occupation probability p

(N)
d (t) = |βN (t)|2 plot-

ted in Fig. 2 by the full Rabi-type oscillating red curve. The

other channel is governed by the Andreev process between

|0230d〉 and |1231d〉, resulting in a quantum oscillation given

by αA(t)|0230d〉 + βA(t)|1231d〉, with the dot occupation

probability p
(A)
d (t) = |βA(t)|2 plotted in Fig. 2 by the smaller

amplitude blue curve. These two channels are independent to

each other. Thus the electron occupation in the dot is simply

an equal probability weighted sum, based on Eq. (2), as

pd(t) =
[

|βN (t)|2 + |βA(t)|2
]

/2 . (4)

Actually, the quantum oscillations in the two channels have

simple analytic solutions, with dot occupation probabilities

given by

|βN,A(t)|2 =
(

|λN,A|2/Ω2
N,A

)

sin2 (ΩN,At) , (5)

whereΩN,A =
√

∆2
N,A + |λN,A|2 and ∆N,A = |ǫD∓ǫM |/2.

We then understand that, when ǫD ≃ ǫM >> |λN,A|, the

quantum oscillation associated with the fusion outcome ψ is

dominant, while the Andreev process following the I outcome

is largely suppressed. However, viewing that the coupling en-

ergy ǫM between γ2 and γ3 is small (might be comparable

with λ2 and λ3 in practice, see Fig. 1), one may encounter the

complexity that both channels coexist during detection of the

charge variations in the quantum dot, having thus the result as

shown in Fig. 2 by the green curve.

Next, let us consider an alternative detection scheme of

gradually coupling the QD with the Majorana modes γ2 and

γ3. The initial state preparation and moving of the Majorana

modes γ2 and γ3 are the same as above (the first scheme).

However, we consider now initially setting the QD level in

resonance with the final Majorana coupling energy, i.e., ǫD =

0 20 40 60 80 100

0.0
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FIG. 3: Dot occupation probability pd associated with the detec-

tion scheme of gradual fusion and coupling to the probing QD, as

modeled by Eq. (6). Results of different coupling speeds are shown

for τ = 1 (green curve), 10 (blue curve), and 80 (red curve), re-

spectively. Prominent feature is that the quantum oscillations tend

to disappear when decreasing the speed of coupling, i.e., when ap-

proaching the adiabatic limit of switching on the coupling. Parame-

ters are the same as assumed in Fig. 2.

ǫM . Then, in this scheme, modulation of the QD energy level

after Majorana fusion is not needed. When γ2 and γ3 are

somehow slowly brought to close to each other, they also cou-

ple to the QD gradually. We may model the gradual coupling

as follows

λ2 = λ3 = λ
[

t
τΘ(1− t

τ ) + Θ( t
τ − 1)

]

,

ǫ23 = ǫM
[

t
τΘ(1− t

τ ) + Θ( t
τ − 1)

]

, (6)

where Θ(· · · ) is the step function. In this simple model, τ
is introduced to characterize the speed of moving γ2 and γ3.

Here we assume that the coupling of γ2 and γ3 to the QD

(nonzero λ2 and λ3) and the coupling between them (nonzero

ǫ23) are started at same time. We also use it as the initial time

for latter state evolution, which is associated with the fusion

and detection. Before γ2, γ3 and the QD start to couple to each

other, the moving of γ2 and γ3 can be performed at different

speed (faster speed). However, the moving should satisfy the

adiabatic condition determined by the energy gap of the TSC

wire, which is much larger than the coupling energies ǫM , λ2
and λ3, and the dot energy ǫD. We may remark that the mod-

eling, in terms of Eq. (6), might not be very accurate, but it

captures the underlying physics and can predict valid behav-

ior of electron occupation in the quantum dot, in comparison

with more accurate simulation based on the more realistic lat-

tice model.

In Fig. 3 we show results of different coupling speeds,

which are characterized by the parameter τ . For fast cou-

pling, the result (green curve) is similar to that shown in Fig.

2. However, if decreasing the speed of coupling, the charge

occupation pattern in the quantum dot becomes different. The

most prominent feature is that the quantum oscillations tend

to disappear (see the blue and red curves in Fig. 2). This can

be understood as follows. In this scheme of fusion and detec-
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tion, there exist also two charge transfer channels associated

with, respectively, the fusion outcomes I and ψ. However, in

the limit of adiabatically switching on the coupling, in each

channel the state will largely follow an instantaneous eigen-

state. For instance, for the ψ-related dominant channel (gov-

erned by the normal tunneling between the states |1230d〉 and

|0231d〉), the state can be expressed also as αN (t)|1230d〉 +
βN (t)|0231d〉. Yet, in the adiabatic limit, the superposition

coefficients in the instantaneous eigenstate do not reveal the

feature of Rabi-type quantum oscillations. Actually, we can

easily obtain |βN (t ≥ τ)|2 = p
(N)
d = 1/2. Similarly, for the

outcome-I-related channel, the instantaneous eigenstate can

be expressed as αA(t)|0230d〉 + βA(t)|1231d〉. In the adia-

batic limit, |βA(t)|2 does not oscillate with time and, when

t ≥ τ , we obtain

p
(A)
d = |βA|2 =

(ΩA − ǫM )2

(ΩA − ǫM )2 + 2|λ|2 . (7)

Here, ΩA =
√

ǫ2M + 2|λ|2, under the conditions ǫD = ǫM
and λ2 = λ3 = λ. Based on the fusion rule Eq. (2), we expect

the overall occupation probability of an electron in the QD to

be pd = (p
(N)
d +p

(A)
d )/2. Indeed, this is the asymptotic result

observed in Fig. 3, in the adiabatic limit.

The QD occupations predicted in Figs. 2 and 3 can be

measured by using a charge-sensitive PC-detector as shown

in Fig. 1. The standard method is performing the so-called

single shot projective measurement to infer the QD being

occupied or not by an electron. After a large number of

ensemble measurements, the occupation probability can be

obtained. However, the result in Fig. 2 (the overall pattern

plotted by the green curve) does not very directly reveal the

coexistence of the two fusion outcomes. Also, measuring this

oscillation pattern and the subsequent analyzing will be more

complicated than handling the result from the adiabatic cou-

pling as shown in Fig. 3. That is, importantly, measuring the

final single constant occupation probability is much simpler

than measuring the oscillation pattern in Fig. 2, while the

result can more directly inform us the coexistence of the two

fusion outcomes, by using the formula pd = (p
(N)
d + p

(A)
d )/2

and the result p
(N)
d = 0.5. Therefore, the second detection

scheme proposed above is expected to be useful in practice,

by adiabatically switching on the probe coupling.

Continuous weak measurements.— Besides the usual

strong (projective) measurements, as discussed above for

measuring the QD occupation probability, continuous quan-

tum weak measurement is an interesting and different type

of choice, suitable in particular for measuring quantum

oscillations. For instance, the problem of continuous weak

measurement of charge qubit oscillations by a PC detector has

attracted strong interest for intensive studies [24–26]. In the

following, we consider continuous weak measurement for the

quantum oscillations displayed in Fig. 2 (by the green curve).

Specifically, for the setup shown in Fig. 1, the PC detector is

switched on (applied bias voltage) from the beginning of state

evolution after fusion, owing to tunnel-coupling with the QD.

For continuous weak measurement, the measurement rate

0.0

1.0

-1.5

 1.5

(a)

0.0

1.0

-2.0

 4.0

(b)

0 2 4 6 8 10

0.0

1.0

-4.0

 6.0

(c)

FIG. 4: Quantum trajectories of continuous weak measurement,

associated with the detection scheme of sudden coupling of the

MZMs after fusion to the probing QD. The measurement-current-

conditioned occupation nd,c(t) and the current Īc(t) (low-pass-

filtered with a time window T = 1) are shown for measurement

strengths κ = 0.8 in (a), 0.2 in (b), and 0.05 in (c), respectively.

Other parameters are the same as in Fig. 2.

κ, see the following Eqs. (8) and (9), is much smaller than

the characteristic energy of the system under measurement,

or, equivalently speaking, the measurement time (∼ 1/κ) is

much longer than the quantum oscillation period (e.g., in Fig.

2). Accordingly, the noisy output current in the PC detector

can be expressed as [24, 25, 27]

Ic(t) = nd,c(t) +
1√
4κ

ξ(t) . (8)

This (rescaled) expression of current is valid up to a constant

factor (with current dimension). Then, the first term is simply

the quantum average occupation of an electron in the quantum

dot, i.e., nd,c(t) = Tr[n̂dρc(t)], with ρc(t) the PC-current-

conditioned state of the measured system. The second term

describes the deviation of the real noisy current from the quan-

tum average occupation nd,c(t), owing to classical events of

random tunneling of electrons in the PC detector. The rate pa-

rameter κ characterizes the measurement strength and ξ(t) is

the Gaussian white noise. For completeness, we also present

here the quantum trajectory (QT) equation for the conditional

state as [25]

ρ̇c = Lρc +
√
κH[n̂d]ρcξ(t) . (9)

The first deterministic part is given by Lρc = −i [H, ρc] +
κD[n̂d]ρc, with the Lindblad superoperator defined as

D[x]ρc = xρcx
† − 1

2{x†x, ρc}. The second noisy term stems

from measurement backaction owing to information gain in

the single realization of continuous weak measurement, while

the superoperator is defined as H[x]ρc = xρc + ρcx
† −

Tr
[

(x+ x†)ρc
]

ρc.

Jointly simulating the evolution of Eqs. (8) and (9) we can

obtain ρc(t), nd,c(t), and Ic(t). From Eq. (8), we under-

stand that the measurement current does encode the informa-

tion of the QD occupation. However, owning to measure-
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ment backaction, the measurement-current-conditioned oc-

cupation nd,c(t) is different from the occupation probabil-

ity pd(t) shown in Fig. 2 (in the absence of measurement).

For considerably weak measurement, nd,c(t) should be quite

close to pd(t), yet the noisy term in Eq. (8) will hide the in-

formational term, thus preventing us inferring the dot occu-

pation. In contrast, if increasing the measurement strength,

the noisy term will decrease, but the measurement backac-

tion will make nd,c(t) more seriously deviate from the orig-

inal result pd(t). In Fig. 4, we show the results of nd,c(t)
and Ic(t), for a couple of measurement strengths. In addition

to properly choosing the measurement strengths, we also ap-

plied the so-called low-pass-filtering technique. That is, we

averaged the current over a sliding time window of duration

T , Īc(t) =
1
T

∫ t+T/2

t−T/2
dIc(τ), which gives a smoothed current

for better reflecting the dot occupation. However, even after

making these efforts, we find that from the noisy output cur-

rent Ic(t), it is hard to track the quantum oscillations of the

QD occupation shown in Fig. 2.

Actually, in continuous weak measurements, a useful tech-

nique is extracting information from the power spectrum of

the measurement currents [24–26]. The steady-state current

correlation function is obtained through the ensemble average

SI(τ) = E[Ic(t + τ)Ic(t)] − E[Ic(t + τ)]E[Ic(t)], at long

time limit (large t limit for achieving steady state). From the

power spectrum, SI(ω) =
∫∞

−∞
dτSI(τ)e

iωτ , one can iden-

tify the characteristic frequencies and infer thus quantum co-

herent oscillations inside the system under measurement. For

the problem under study, the goal is to identify the quantum

oscillations shown in Fig. 2, which are associated with the

two fusion outcomes. Based on the result of Eq. (8), it can be

proved [24, 25] that

SI(τ) = Sd(τ) +
1

4κ
δ(τ) − 1

4
. (10)

In this result, the correlation function of the dot occu-

pation is given by Sd(τ) = E[nd,c(t + τ)nd,c(t)] =

Tr[n̂de
L|τ |(n̂dρst)], with ρst the reduced density matrix of

steady state. Then, we know the structure of the current power

spectrum as SI(ω) = S0 +Sd(ω), with S0 the frequency-free

background noise and Sd(ω) the information-contained part.

Based on the master equation ρ̇ = Lρ, which is the ensem-

ble average of Eq. (9), using the so-called quantum regression

theorem we obtain

S
(j)
d (ω)

=
2κ|λj |2(16∆2

j + κ2 + 4ω2)

ω2(16Ω2
j + κ2 − 4ω2)2 + 16κ2(2|λj |2 − ω2)2

.(11)

Here we use j = N,A to denote the two charge transfer

channels, say, the Andreev process and normal tunneling,

with coupling amplitudes λN,A = λ2 ± iλ3. Since the two

channels are independent, we obtained the above results in-

dependently for each process. The overall spectrum Sd(ω)

is the weight-averaged sum of S
(N)
d (ω) and S

(A)
d (ω), i.e.,

Sd(ω) = [S
(N)
d (ω) + S

(A)
d (ω)]/2, owing to the fusion rule

of Eq. (2). Moreover, under the condition of weak-coupling

0 1 2 3 4 5

0

0.5

1

1.5

2S
d
( )

S
(N)

d
( )

S
(A)

d
( )

FIG. 5: Characteristic frequency spectrum, Sd(ω), the Fourier

transform of the QD-occupation correlation function, from the out-

put currents of continuous weak measurement associated with the

detection scheme of sudden coupling of the MZMs after fusion to

the probing QD. Theoretically, owing to the fusion rule Eq. (2),

Sd(ω) = [S
(N)
d (ω) + S

(A)
d (ω)]/2, where S

(N)
d (ω) and S

(A)
d (ω)

are the spectrums related to the fusion outcomes ψ and I . Exact re-

sults of Eq. (11) are displayed by the solid-red and solid-blue curves,

while approximate results of the Lorentzian form Eq. (12) are plotted

by the dashed-yellow and dashed-blue curves. Sd(ω) is from numer-

ically solving the full master equation, which includes the two fusion

outcomes caused charge transfer channels. Satisfactory agreement

between all these results is demonstrated. The coexistence of two

Lorentzian peaks (at 2ΩN and 2ΩA) in Sd(ω) indicates the appear-

ance of the two fusion outcomes, predicted by Eq. (1). Measurement

strength κ = 0.4 is assumed, while other parameters are the same as

in Fig. 2.

measurement, we can further approximate the result as

S
(j)
d (ω) ≃

∆2
j

4Ω2
j

κRj/2

ω2 + (κRj/2)2

+
|λj |2
8Ω2

j

κ
2 (1−

Rj

2 )

(ω − 2Ωj)2 + [κ2 (1−
Rj

2 )]2
. (12)

Here we have introduced Rj ≡ |λj |2/Ω2
j . From this standard

Lorentzian form, one can extract the characteristic frequencies

ΩN and ΩA, which reflect in essence the quantum oscillations

given by Eq. (5).

In Fig. 5, we plot the result of 2Sd(ω) from numerically

solving the full master equation, which includes the two

charger transfer channels. We find that it is indeed the sum of

SN
d (ω) and SA

d (ω), while in this plot, for the purpose of self-

consistence verification, we use their analytic solutions given

by Eq. (11). We also compare the results with the approxi-

mate Lorentzian form solutions and find satisfactory agree-

ment. Very importantly, the coexistence of two Lorentzian

peaks (at 2ΩN and 2ΩA) in Sd(ω) simply indicates the ap-

pearance of the two fusion outcomes, predicted by Eq. (1).

We may remark that, within the scheme of continuous

quantum weak measurement, from its output current power

spectrum SI(ω) to infer the intrinsic quantum oscillations

is a very useful scheme, which is much simpler than the

ensemble single shot projective measurements of the dot

occupation, in order to obtain the probabilities as shown in

Figs. 2 and 3. This type of technique has been analyzed in
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detail in the context of charge-qubit measurements [24–26].

The present proposal is an extension along this line, hope-

fully to be employed to identify the non-Abelian fusion of

MZMs, through the two different characteristic frequencies

of quantum oscillations, which are associated with the two

fusion outcomes.

Summary and Discussion.— We have analyzed two schemes

of detecting the nontrivial fusion of a pair of MZMs. The two

possible stochastic fusion outcomes reflect the non-Abalian

statistics nature of the MZMs, whose experimental demon-

stration will be a milestone for ultimately identifying the

MZMs and paving the way to topological quantum compu-

tation. One scheme, the most natural choice, is to switch on

sudden coupling of the fused MZMs to the probing QD, with

the subsequent QD oscillating occupation being monitored by

a PC detection in terms of continuous weak measurement.

From the power spectrum of the measurement currents, one

can identify two characteristic frequencies of quantum oscil-

lations and infer thus the two fusion outcomes of the pair of

MZMs. The other scheme is to switch on, almost adiabati-

cally, gradual fusion coupling between the MZMs and their

coupling to the probing QD. This type of detection scheme

will result in the QD occupation not oscillating with time, thus

allowing a simpler way to measure the single value of the QD

occupation probability and using it to infer the two outcomes

of nontrivial fusion. We expect that both detection schemes

analyzed in this work can be useful for future fusion experi-

ments.

Before finishing the work, we may make some remarks on

issues of the quantum measurement and some practical com-

plexities. For the quantum measurement of the QD occupa-

tion probabilities shown in Figs. 2 and 3, it should be the well

established single-shot projective measurement [20–23]. For

this type of measurement, the process of wavefunction col-

lapse is usually not described, despite that physically it is still

gradual, but the collapse time (measurement time) is much

shorter than the characteristic evolution time of the system.

The second type measurement analyzed in this work is, after

fusion of γ2 and γ3 (see Fig. 1) and modulating the QD level

such that ǫD = ǫM , switching on the continuous weak mea-

surement by the PC detector (applying a bias voltage cross it),

to get the steady state current power spectrum. Notice that this

type of measurement is also well established, see Refs. [24–

27] and the references therein (especially, the recent work [27]

for the measurement of Majorana qubts, via the spectrum of

the PC detector current). We may point out that, even for the

nontrivial fusion, each time one can obtain only S
(N)
d (ω) or

S
(A)
d (ω). Ensemble average of large number of results will

give the spectrum Sd(ω) shown in Fig. 5.

We also point out that, the fusion of γ2 and γ3 and the fu-

sion outcome probing are within the subspace of low energy

states. The energy scales are determined by the Majorana cou-

pling energy ǫM , the QD energy level ǫD, and the coupling

strengths λ2 and λ3. Either the slow or relatively fast probe

coupling associated with the results in Fig. 3 is with respect

to these energies, which are much smaller than the gap of the

TSC wire. Thus the nonadiabatic transition to the excited Bo-

goliubov quasi-particle states can be ignored. For the probe

coupling (with the QD) after the fusion of γ2 and γ3, with the

result shown in Fig. 2, the QD level ǫD is modulated from

large off-resonance to resonance with the Majorana coupling

energy ǫM , i.e., ǫD = ǫM . In this case, the nonadiabatic tran-

sition of MZMs to higher-energy Bogoliubov states becomes

even less relevant, viewing that the coupling strengths λ2 and

λ3 are also weak. However, for Majorana moving along the

TSC wire, nonadiabatic transition may happen, if the moving

speed is not well controlled. In this case, the impact of nonadi-

abatic transition on the nontrivial fusion analyzed in this work

is an interesting problem, which is to be studied in our next

work.

We may emphasize that for trivial fusion, which corre-

sponds to preparing the Majorana pair γ2 and γ3 in a state

with definite fermion parity, the fusion outcome is determin-

istic, being either I or ψ. Then, for the first probing scheme,

say, adiabatically switching on the probe coupling, the QD

occupation probability is either pd = p
(N)
d or pd = p

(A)
d ,

which is different from the result of nontrivial fusion, pd =

(p
(N)
d +p

(A)
d )/2. From the quite different occupation probabil-

ity, one can infer the fusion being trivial or nontrivial. For the

second probing scheme, say, using the output current power

spectrum of continuous weak measurement, as shown in Fig.

5, there will be two spectral peaks for nontrivial fusion of γ2
and γ3, while for trivial fusion, only one spectral peak ap-

pears. Also, the peak heights are different.

Finally, we mention that a possible complexity in real sys-

tem may be caused by the so-called partially separated An-

dreev bound states (ps-ABSs) [28]. For the setup schemati-

cally shown in Fig. 1, in the case of ps-ABSs, the Majorana γ1
would couple to γ2 and γ3, and the Majorana γ4 would cou-

ple to γ3 and γ2. Then, in terms of regular fermion picture,

f23 and f14 will couple to each other. We know that the non-

trivial fusion of γ2 and γ3 has two outcomes I and ψ, which

correspond to the occupation of the f23 fermion n23 = 0 and

1, and result in two different charge transfer channels with

the probing QD. Therefore, the coupling between f23 and f14
would “swap” the occupations of n23 = 0 and 1, which would

complicate the probing dynamics associated with the two out-

comes I and ψ, and hinder us to identify the fusion outcomes.

In practice, this complexity should be avoided.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the Fusion Rule

In this Appendix let us prove the following transformation

rule (fusion rule):

|012034〉 =
1√
2
(|023014〉+ i|123114〉) .

Under the constraint of fermion parity, in general, we may first

construct the transformation ansatz as |012034〉 = a|023014〉+
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b|123114〉. Then, we express the operator f12 = (γ1 + iγ2)/2
in terms of the regular fermion operators f14 and f23 as

f12 =
1

2

(

f14 + f †
14 + if23 + if †

23

)

. (A1)

This result is obtained by simply associating the Majorana

fermions γ1 and γ4 with the regular fermion f14, and γ2 and

γ3 with f23, respectively. Thus we have γ1 = f14 + f †
14 and

γ2 = f23 + f †
23. Further, acting the annihilation operator f12

on both sides of the ansatz equation, we have

0 = a(|023114〉+ i|123014〉)
+ b(i|023114〉 − |123014〉) . (A2)

During the algebra, one should notice the difference of a mi-

nus sign between f23|123114〉 = |023114〉 and f14|123114〉 =
−|123014〉. From this result, we obtain ia − b = 0 and

a = 1/
√
2, which finishes the proof of the above formula

of transformation. Applying the same method outlined above,

one can carry out all the transformation formulas between the

two sets of basis states, |n12n34〉 and |n23n14〉.
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