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Qubits built out of Majorana zero modes (MZMs) constitute the primary path towards topologi-
cally protected quantum computing. Simulating the braiding process of multiple MZMs corresponds
to the quantum dynamics of a superconducting many-body system. It is crucial to study the Majo-
rana dynamics both in the presence of all other quasiparticles and for reasonably large system sizes.
We present a method to calculate arbitrary many-body wavefunctions as well as their expectation
values, correlators and overlaps from time evolved single-particle states of a superconductor, allow-
ing for significantly larger system sizes. We calculate the fidelity, transition probabilities, and joint
parities of Majorana pairs to track the quality of the braiding process. We show how the braiding
success depends on the speed of the braid. Moreover, we demonstrate the topological CNOT two-
qubit gate as an example of two-qubit entanglement. Our work opens the path to test and analyze
the many theoretical implementations of Majorana qubits. Moreover, this method can be used to
study the dynamics of any non-interacting superconductor.

Introduction.—With the advent of commercially avail-
able noisy intermediate-scale quantum computers, the
research focus has drifted towards fault-tolerant quan-
tum computing concepts. Topological quantum comput-
ing might be the most exciting and fascinating strategy
to accomplish fault-tolerance [1]. In a nutshell, exotic
particles which obey non-Abelian braiding statistics are
used to construct quantum bits (qubits). Unitary opera-
tions are realized by braiding of these anyons, and mea-
surement is accomplished by analyzing the multi-anyon
states. In the past decade topological superconductiv-
ity has proven to be a suitable platform for non-Abelian
anyons [2, 3], due to the ability to artificially engineer
such systems as nanostructures [4, 5]. Topological super-
conductors may host localized zero-energy subgap states,
referred to as Majorana zero modes (MZMs), which are
for practical purposes equivalent to Ising anyons [6, 7].
Today, MZMs are the most promising building blocks for
future fault-tolerant quantum computers [8–10].

While the mathematical framework for topological
quantum computing is well-established [11–14], it re-
mains unclear what challenges and obstacles to expect
when embedding this framework into a physical system.
Realistic simulations are necessary to address these chal-
lenges and so we must contend with the fact that already
one topological qubit consisting of four MZMs constitutes
a superconducting quantum many-body system. Exact
diagonalization [15–17] is most useful but limited to small
system sizes. Many important contributions focus on
single-particle states [18, 19] or study low-energy effective
theories [20–23], while ignoring bulk states and their po-
tential effects on the MZMs. A promising approach is to
time-evolve the quasi-particles [24–26], although simula-
tion of key observables in a full many-body manner, such
as transition amplitudes and parity measurements, have
yet to be demonstrated. Majorana qubit errors have been
studied using the Onishi formula [27], but this is subject

to the sign problem [28, 29] for general use. The covari-
ance matrix of Refs. [30–33] seems to have the potential
to overcome most obstacles, although non-Abelian braid-
ing has not yet been demonstrated.
In this Letter, we present a method for the effi-

cient construction of superconducting ground and ex-
cited states from the single-particle basis. Time-evolving
single-particle states and constructing many-body states,
as known for Slater determinants, seem to be straight-
forward. However, this task turns out to be significantly
more challenging for a superconductor: (i) Time-evolving
the many-body vacuum is non-trivial because this gen-
erates new quasi-particles, in contrast to the electronic
case. That is, the vacuum state at different times is
no longer proportional to itself. (ii) Overlaps of many-
body states lead to a Pfaffian with several anomalous
blocks rather than a determinant with only one. (iii)
The biggest challenge is due to overlaps or expectation
values at different times; because of (i) we end up with ex-
pressions where Wick’s theorem cannot be applied. Our
method resolves all these issues and thus avoids the ex-
ponentially large Hilbert space; that allows us to reach
system sizes with more than a thousand lattice sites. We
dynamically perform Pauli Z and X gate operations via
braiding and show how the transition probabilities de-
pend on the speed of the braid. We also present two-qubit
entanglement by performing the topologically-protected
CNOT gate. Most notably, our method is applicable to
the quantum dynamics of any superconducting many-
body system.
Method.—We consider a general time-dependent

Hamiltonian in the Bogoliubov-de Gennes (BdG) form,

H(t) =
1

2

∑
i,j

(
c†i ci

)(Hij(t) ∆ij(t)

∆∗
ji(t) −H∗

ij(t)

)(
cj

c†j

)
, (1)

where c†i creates an electron with index i, which can in-
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clude site, momentum, orbital and spin. H(t) is the
normal-state Hamiltonian matrix and ∆(t) the pairing
matrix. The former is Hermitian, H = H†, while the
latter is anti-symmetric, ∆ = −∆T . We diagonalize the
Hamiltonian at time t = 0 with the Bogoliubov transfor-
mation, (

ci

c†i

)
=
∑
n

(
Uin V ∗

in

Vin U∗
in

)(
dn

d†n

)
, (2)

which yields

H(0) =
∑
n

En

(
d†ndn − 1

2

)
. (3)

We choose the energies, En, to be non-negative so that
the quasiparticles, dn, are excitations. With this choice,
it is clear that the ground state is the vacuum of quasi-
particles, which we denote |0d⟩, where dn |0d⟩ = 0 for all
n. Such vacua are called Bogoliubov vacua.

One method to construct the Bogoliubov vacuum state

is called the Thouless state, where |0d⟩ ∝ e
∑

i,j Zijc
†
i c

†
j |0c⟩

and Z = (V U−1)∗ [34], which requires U to be invertible.
Another method is called the product state [34], where all
quasiparticle operators are applied on the true vacuum,
|0d⟩ ∝

∏
n dn |0c⟩. This can, however, completely anni-

hilate the vacuum, which occurs when V is singular. To
isolate the modes that annihilate the vacuum, we use the
Bloch-Messiah decomposition [35–37]. The Bogoliubov
matrix is decomposed as U = CŪD† and V = C∗V̄ D†

where C and D are unitary and

Ū =

I ⊕kukσ0
0

 , V̄ =

0
⊕kvkiσy

I

 , (4)

with uk, vk positive and u2k + v2k = 1. The three blocks
are called fully empty, paired, and fully occupied, corre-
sponding to the zero, middle, and identity blocks of V̄ ,
respectively. We define new operators

ci =
∑
j

Cij c̄j , di =
∑
j

Dij d̄j . (5)

The d and d̄ quasiparticles share the same vacuum, which
follows directly from Eq. (5). We construct the prod-
uct state using the d̄ quasiparticles, truncating the fully
empty modes:

|0d⟩ =
1√
N

∏
k∈P

d̄kd̄k̄
∏
k∈O

d̄k |0c⟩ (6)

=
∏
k∈P

(
uk + vk c̄

†
k c̄

†
k̄

) ∏
k∈O

c̄†k |0c⟩ . (7)

O denotes the fully occupied modes and P denotes the
paired modes. The index, k ∈ P , iterates over paired

indices, (k, k̄), corresponding to the 2 × 2 blocks of V̄ .
The normalization is N =

∏
k∈P v

2
k.

To construct excited states, we add excitations to the
vacuum,

|nd⟩ =
∏
k

(
d†k

)nk

|0d⟩ , (8)

where nk ∈ {0, 1} is the occupation of the k-th mode. We
then evolve the state with the time-evolution operator,

S(t) = T exp

(
− i

ℏ

∫ t

0

dt′H(t′)

)
, (9)

where T time-orders the exponential. The time-evolved
state is given by

|nd(t)⟩ =
∏
k

(
d†k(t)

)nk

|0d(t)⟩ , (10)

where d†k(t) = S(t)d†kS−1(t) and |0d(t)⟩ is the vacuum of
time-evolved quasiparticles, dk(t).

Time-evolving the operators is done using the time-
dependent BdG equations [18, 24, 26, 27],

iℏ
∂

∂t

(
U(t)

V (t)

)
= HBdG(t)

(
U(t)

V (t)

)
, (11)

where HBdG(t) is the matrix in Eq. (1) and the initial
conditions are given by the Bogoliubov transformation
in Eq. (2). The time-evolved quasiparticles are given by(

ci

c†i

)
=
∑
n

(
Uin(t) V ∗

in(t)

Vin(t) U∗
in(t)

)(
dn(t)

d†n(t)

)
. (12)

The time-evolved Bogoliubov vacuum is then given by

|0d(t)⟩ =
eiφ(t)√
N (t)

∏
k∈P

d̄k(t)d̄k̄(t)
∏
k∈O

d̄k(t) |0c⟩ , (13)

where di(t) =
∑

j Dij(t)d̄j(t) and N (t) =
∏

k∈P v
2
k(t),

using the time-dependent Bloch-Messiah decomposition
U(t) = C(t)Ū(t)D†(t) and V (t) = C∗(t)V̄ (t)D†(t). φ(t)
is the phase difference between directly time-evolving the
Bogoliubov vacuum and constructing the vacuum from
time-evolved quasiparticles [38].

Consider the quantity ⟨nd(t)|A|n′
d(t

′)⟩ where A is an
arbitrary product of creation and annihilation operators.
For example, to calculate overlaps between states, we
set A = 1, or to calculate expectation values, we set
|n′

d(t
′)⟩ = |nd(t)⟩. By adapting a formula by Bertsch

and Robledo [37, 39, 40] and extending it to the time-
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TABLE I. Contraction matrices, Mij = ⟨0c|aibj |0c⟩, between a (row) and b (column).

d†(t′) d(t′) d̄†(t′) d̄(t′)

d(t) U†(t)U(t′) U†(t)V ∗(t′) U†(t)C(t′)Ū(t′) U†(t)C(t′)V̄ (t′)

d†(t) V T (t)U(t′) V T (t)V ∗(t′) V T (t)C(t′)Ū(t′) V T (t)C(t′)V̄ (t′)

d̄(t) Ū(t)C†(t)U(t′) Ū(t)C†(t)V ∗(t′) Ū(t)C†(t)C(t′)Ū(t′) Ū(t)C†(t)C(t′)V̄ (t′)

d̄†(t) V̄ T (t)C†(t)U(t′) V̄ T (t)C†(t)V ∗(t′) V̄ T (t)C†(t)C(t′)Ū(t′) V̄ T (t)C†(t)C(t′)V̄ (t′)

dependent case, this quantity becomes a Pfaffian:

⟨nd(t)|A|n′
d(t

′)⟩ = ± ei(φ(t′)−φ(t))√
N (t)N (t′)

×

pf



d̄
†
(t)d̄†(t) d̄

†
(t)d(t) d̄

†
(t)A d̄

†
(t)d†(t′) d̄

†
(t)d̄(t′)

d(t)d(t) d(t)A d(t)d†(t′) d(t)d̄(t′)

AA Ad†(t′) Ad̄(t′)

d†(t′)d†(t′) d†(t′)d̄(t′)

d̄(t′)d̄(t′)


(14)

The lower triangle is obtained by anti-symmetry. The
sign is derived from reversing the order of operators in
⟨nd(t)| and is given by ± = (−1)nd̄(nd̄−1)/2+nd(nd−1)/2

where nd̄ (nd) is the number of d̄†(t) (d(t)) operators in

⟨nd(t)|. ab denotes the matrix of contractions such that

[ab]ij = ⟨0c|aibj |0c⟩. This matrix only includes occupied
modes and rows/columns of unoccupied modes are trun-
cated. We list useful contraction matrices in Table I. In
the following, we will refer to the methodology used in
this paper simply as the time-dependent Pfaffian (TDP)
method.

Results.—For the remainder of the paper, we use the
Kitaev chain [3] as the standard model of a topological
superconductor hosting MZMs. It is given by Eq. (1)
with Hij = −µi(t)δij − t̃(δi,j+1 + δi+1,j) and ∆ij =
eiϕ|∆p|(δij+1−δj+1,i), where µ, t̃, ∆p and ϕ correspond to
the chemical potential, tunneling strength, p-wave pair-
ing strength and superconducting phase, respectively.
Throughout the paper we set t̃ = ∆p; for details, see the
supplemental material [38]. The topological phase with
MZMs at chain ends is realized for −2t̃ < µtopo < 2t̃ [3].
Benchmarking: Time-Dependent Pfaffian Method vs.

Exact Diagonalization.—Our first result is the demon-
stration of a Pauli Z gate on a T-junction. The Kitaev
chain model is modified straight-forwardly to fit onto the
T-junction so that all pairing phases on the horizontal
(vertical) legs are ϕ = 0 (ϕ = π/2), corresponding to a
px + ipy superconductor [38]. To allow comparison be-
tween the TDP method and the full many-body states,
we have chosen a leg length L = 5, i.e., total number of
sites N = 16. Time-evolution is approximated using the

Krylov subspace method [41, 42] for both exact diagonal-
ization and TDP method. In subsequent sections, we use
a 4-th order implicit Runge-Kutta method [38].

The Z gate on the T-junction is realized by moving the
Majorana modes via dynamical manipulation of the lo-
cal chemical potential µi(t), as schematically illustrated
in Fig. 1 a [43]. The total braiding time is denoted as T ,
and the delay coefficient α is the relative time between
ramping the chemical potential of two neighboring sites.
That is, α = 0 means that µi(t) of all sites on a given
leg are changed simultaneously, while α = 1 means that
µi(t) of only a single site is changed at a time. For de-
tails on the ramping protocol [15] see the supplemental
material [38]. To guarantee the adiabaticity of the dy-
namics we consider the fidelities [44] of the two degen-
erate many-body ground states |0⟩phys and |1⟩phys. The
former (latter) corresponds to the even (odd) parity sec-
tor (i.e., |0⟩phys = |0d⟩), and they share the relation-

ship |1⟩phys = d†|0⟩phys, where for µ = 0 we simply have

d† = 1
2 (γ1 + iγ2N ). The subscript “phys” refers to the

physical Fock basis.

FIG. 1. Z gate on a T-junction (L = 5). (a) Steps to
perform braid. (b) Probability | ⟨1|1(t)⟩phys |

2using both ex-

act diagonalization and TDP method. (c) Braiding phase
using both methods. Parameters: (µtopo, µtriv, α, T ) =
(−0.05t̃,−4t̃, 0.025, 960ℏ/t̃).
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Fig. 1 b shows the squared fidelity or probability,
| ⟨1|1(t)⟩phys |2, which is here identical to | ⟨0|0(t)⟩phys |2
(not shown). Midway through the braid the fidelity re-
turns to 1 even though the MZMs have been exchanged.
That the states |1⟩phys and |1(T/2)⟩phys are nevertheless
different is revealed through the braiding phase - the dif-
ference between the geometric phases [15, 45] of the odd
and even parity states - shown in Fig. 1 c. The geometric
phase in its gauge- and parameterization-invariant form
is ϕg(t) = arg ⟨ψ|ψ(t)⟩ − Im

∫ t

0
⟨ψ(t′)|ψ̇(t′)⟩ dt′. After ex-

changing the MZMs once, a phase π/2 is accumulated,
demonstrating the anyonic character of the MZMs and
their fractional statistics, while realizing a

√
Z gate. Af-

ter exchanging the MZMs once more, the MZMs return
to their original position and the total braiding phase π
is reached, concluding the Z gate. Moreover, the fideli-
ties have returned to 1, ruling out any transitions into
excited states. The many-body calculation of a Z gate
can be found in the literature [15]; here we only show
it to highlight the agreement between exact diagonaliza-
tion (solid lines) and the TDP method (dashed lines) in
Fig. 1 b and c.

The X gate and non-Abelian braiding.— In the follow-
ing we focus on a single qubit (i.e., four MZMs) and per-
form a Pauli X gate. Fig. 2 a illustrates the setup of two
topological Kitaev chains on the T-junction; the X gate
corresponds to exchanging the two inner MZMs twice.
In Fig. 2 b we show the transition probabilities from one
ground state |n⟩ into the other one |m⟩, | ⟨n|m(t)⟩ |2, and
the ground state parities in Fig. 2 c. These ground states
are either |00⟩phys and |11⟩phys (total parity = even) or
|10⟩phys and |01⟩phys (total parity = odd) [38], and sim-
ply correspond to the logical states |0⟩log and |1⟩log for
either parity sector. At t = 0, same-state probabil-
ities are at unity and transition probabilities at zero.
Midway through the braid, all transition probabilities
reach 1/2 signifying that each initial state has transi-
tioned to an equal superposition with the other initial
state (corresponding to a

√
X gate), e.g. |00⟩phys →

(|00⟩phys − i|11⟩phys)/
√
2. Their total probability adds

up to 1 indicating adiabaticity. Upon completion of the
braid, the transition probability reaches 1 while the same-
state probability goes to 0. We have successfully switched
the Majorana qubit.

Our formalism allows to compute another useful quan-
tity: the time-dependent parities of the original pairs of
MZMs, i.e., of the two topological Kitaev chains, P1 and
P2 with Pi = 1−2d†idi and ⟨Pi(t)⟩ = ⟨n(t)|Pi|n(t)⟩. The
total parity Ptot = ⟨P1(t)⟩ ⟨P2(t)⟩ remains unchanged af-
ter the braid, but ⟨P1(t)⟩ and ⟨P2(t)⟩ will have swapped
their initial values at the end of the braid. All eight
combinations out of the two parity operators and the
four ground states {|00⟩phys, |11⟩phys, |10⟩phys, |01⟩phys}
are shown in Fig. 2 c. At the end of the braid, all parities
are opposite to their initial values. The results confirm

FIG. 2. X gate on a T-junction (L = 20). (a) Steps to per-
form braid. (b) Transition probabilities. Green corresponds
to same state transitions, with purple corresponding to dif-
ferent state transitions within a parity subspace. (c) Parities
of the left MZM, ⟨P1(t)⟩, and right MZM, ⟨P2(t)⟩, for all 4
ground states. (d) Transition probability | ⟨10|01(T )⟩phys |

2 as
a function of braid time T and delay coefficient α. Parame-
ters: (µtopo, µtriv, α, T ) = (0.05t̃, 10t̃, 0.025, 15072ℏ/t̃).

the transition probabilities of Fig. 2 b. More broadly, we
are able to compute arbitrary expectation values and cor-
relation functions, as shown in the supplement [38].

Fig. 2 b also shows the total probabilities, e.g.
| ⟨00|00(t)⟩phys |2 + | ⟨11|00(t)⟩phys |2 in case of the even
parity sector; at t = 0, T/2, T they reach unity, indicat-
ing the absence of transitions into excited states. That
raises the question about robustness of such a braid upon
varying braid time T and delay coefficient α. In Fig. 2 d
we present | ⟨10|01(t)⟩phys |2 as a function of T and α. In
the colorful regions, adiabaticity is violated and transi-
tions out of the Majorana sector into excited states oc-
cur, spoiling the braid. Somewhat surprisingly, for rather
short braid times of T = 1000ℏ/t̃ or 2000ℏ/t̃, the prob-
ability reaches already unity. Most remarkably, even at
zero delay (α = 0), i.e., when the µi(t) are changed si-
multaneously for the entire leg, by slightly increasing T ,
even in this extreme case we find perfect transition prob-
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FIG. 3. Controlled X gate (aka CNOT gate) on a multi-
T junction geometry with six MZMs. (a) World lines
of the MZMs, where the yellow boxes contain Hadamard
gates on the first qubit, and the orange box the CZ gate.
(b, c) Transition probabilities when the control qubit is
(b) off and (c) on. Parameters: (L, µtopo, µtriv, α, T ) =
(10, 0.05t̃, 10t̃, 0.025, 9217ℏ/t̃).

abilities. Assuming a hopping amplitude of the order of
0.1 eV, we obtain e.g. a braid time T = 1000ℏ/t̃ ≈ 6.6 ps.

We have also repeated the X gate simulations on a
T-junction embedded into a 2D substrate. By reaching
system sizes as large asN = 1125, we find that the results
of Fig. 2 remain unchanged [38].

The CNOT gate.—One of the most important gates
for quantum computing is the controlled X (CX) gate
(aka CNOT gate). As a two-qubit gate, it entangles
neighboring qubits and is key to generating entangled
many-qubit states. It flips the first (target) qubit if
and only if the second (control) qubit is in state |1⟩log:
CX|00⟩log = |00⟩log, CX|01⟩log = |11⟩log etc. We de-
fine three Kitaev chains with six MZMs at its ends on a
multi-T junction in order to prepare two qubits for per-
forming the CNOT gate, see Fig. 3 a. The CNOT gate
is realizable using the identity CX = H1CZH1 where CZ
is the controlled Z gate (shown in orange in Fig. 3 a) and
H1 is the Hadamard gate on the target qubit (shown in
yellow in Fig. 3 a). Details of the multi-T junction and
braiding protocol along with the mapping from physi-
cal to logical qubit states can be found in the supple-
mental material [38]. As expected for the CNOT gate,
we find no flip at the end of the braid when the con-
trol qubit is off, | ⟨00|00(T )⟩log |2 = 1 (see Fig. 3 b); in
contrast, the target qubit flips when the control qubit is
on, | ⟨11|01(T )⟩log |2 = 1 (see Fig. 3 c). This constitutes
the explicit demonstration of two-qubit entanglement via

braiding [46, 47].

Discussion and Outlook.—All results have been de-
rived by using “beneficial” parameters to eliminate braid-
ing errors. After having established that the general
ideas of anyon braiding are indeed working in a dynam-
ical many-body simulation, in the future one can focus
on more realistic parameters and models and explore the
role of disorder and electrostatic noise or low-lying sub-
gap states (“quasi-particle poisoning”), and test the limi-
tations of a topological quantum computer. The method
reported in this Letter should help to answer many of
these important questions; more broadly, it allows one
to study the dynamics of an arbitrary superconduct-
ing many-body system. Real-world problems of multi-
Majorana systems under non-equilibrium conditions can
be analyzed, as demonstrated here for Pauli Z and X
gates as well as for the two-qubit CNOT gate.

By choosing a Majorana platform, one can obtain spe-
cific results, such as the braiding dynamics in magnet-
superconductor hybrid systems [48]. This method repre-
sents a powerful tool to perform numerical experiments,
long before the real experiments are in reach.

The data and code for this Letter are openly available
in Zenodo [57].
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