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Realizing Majorana bound states (MBSs) in short, well-controllable chains of coupled quantum
dots sidesteps the problem of disorder, but requires fine-tuning and does not give the true topologi-
cal protection inherent to long chains. Here, we introduce a new quality measure that is applicable
also in the presence of strong electron-electron interactions and that quantifies the closeness to
topological protection of finetuned MBSs in short quantum-dot chains. We call this measure local
distinguishability because it puts a bound to the degree an arbitrary local measurement can distin-
guish between two states. We study the local distinguishability for quantum-dot chains of different
length. The three-dot chain is studied in detail, and we find that it may not always be an improve-
ment over the two-dot case, a fact that can be understood within an effective model derived from
perturbation theory. For longer chains, the local distinguishability vanishes exponentially, signalling
a transition to a topological phase with two ground states that cannot be distinguished by any local
measurement.

I. INTRODUCTION

The past 15 years have seen a surge of efforts aiming to
realize the physics of the so-called Kitaev chain [1], which
features a topological superconducting phase. This phase
is associated with Majorana bound states (MBSs), zero
energy excitations with non-abelian statistics [2–6] that
could be used for topological quantum computation [7–
9]. Many different systems can be engineered to have
a low-energy subspace that realizes an effective Kitaev
chain, including, for example, proximitized nanowires
[10–15], magnetic adatoms [16, 17], and planar Joseph-
son junctions [18–21]. However, the disorder present in
all these platforms complicates the realization and exper-
imental detection of a topological superconducting phase
and MBSs [22–33].

Because of this, the proposal to implement a Kitaev
chain in well-controllable coupled quantum dots [34–36]
has attracted increasing attention. Device complexity in-
creases with more dots and short chains are preferable,
but fortunately already the two-dot chain can host MBSs
[35]. The price to pay in short chains is that there is no
true topological phase – the system must be fine-tuned
to a sweet spot to show signatures of MBSs and some
protection against perturbations. Because of the lack of
formal topological protection, the associated states have
been called poor man’s MBSs. Various new ideas for
how to design and tune such two-dot chains have been
explored theoretically [37–41], and experimentally real-
ized [42–45].

Experimentally distinguishing MBSs from topologi-
cally trivial Andreev bound states has proven to be a
difficult problem. Experiments on the quantum-dot plat-
form [43–45] have already demonstrated correlated ap-
pearance and splittings of zero-bias peaks at both ends
of the chain, as well as signatures in the nonlocal con-
ductance that are consistent with (poor man’s) MBSs.
Conductance measurements in a setup including an ad-
ditional probe quantum dot could provide additional es-

timates of the nonlocal properties of the wavefunction
[46]. However, making conclusive statement about the
closeness of the observed states to true topological MBSs
would require protocols aimed at demonstrating non-
abelian physics [47–49]. It is also an interesting theo-
retical problem to define a MBS quality measure, that
quantifies the similarity of a given state to a true topo-
logical MBS. One such measure that is based on the MBS
wavefunction is the Majorana polarization (MP) [38, 50–
52]. However, in the presence of electron-electron inter-
actions, which are typically very strong in the quantum-
dot platform, the many-body nature of the MBSs [53–59]
complicates the interpretation of the MP.

In this article, we introduce a MBS quality measure
based on the local distinguishability of ground states in
topological phases, which has no extra difficulty in inter-
acting systems and gives a rigorous bound on the protec-
tion against perturbations. Increasing the length of the
system should produce better quality MBSs, and recent
experimental results on a three-dot Kitaev chain [60, 61]
shows an increased stability of the energy spectrum un-
der certain perturbations. There is also recent theoretical
work on scaling up to longer length chains [62]. Here, we
analyze the protection as a function of the chain length,
paying particular attention to the three-dot case. We find
that the protection in this case may be worse in some re-
spects than the two-dot case, and we explain these results
with an effective Hamiltonian derived by perturbation
theory.

The paper is organized as follows: Section II describes
the system and Section III discusses how to characterize
and quantify the quality of MBSs and how to tune a sys-
tem to a sweet spot in parameter space where such qual-
ity measures are maximized. Section IVA then focuses
on how to tune the three-dot chain and shows that it can
be worse than the two-dot chain in some respects, while
Section IVB contains a derivation of an effective model
to explain these results. Finally, Section IVC shows what
happens when scaling to longer chains.
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II. SYSTEM

FIG. 1. Sketch of setup where each quantum dot is coupled
to the bulk superconductor via a local proximity effect (with
amplitude ∆ and phase ϕ), and to its neighbours via both
spin-preserving and -flipping tunneling (with amplitudes t and
tso). The dot levels ε and magnetic flux Φ (controlling the
phase ϕ) are used to tune to a sweet spot.

The system we consider consists of a chain of quantum
dots, each locally coupled to a superconductor and cou-
pled to each other via tunneling, see Fig. 1. This setup
was proposed in Ref. [36] and the two-dot interacting ver-
sion was studied in detail in Ref. [40], where it was shown
that for a wide range of parameters it exhibits a sweet
spot with localized MBSs, which can be reached by tun-
ing the dot levels εj and the superconducting phases ϕj

(controlled by the magnetic fluxes Φj through the loops).
As VZ ,∆ → ∞, the system reduces to a Kitaev chain.

The system Hamiltonian consists of two parts,

H = HQD +HC , (1)

where HQD contains all the terms local to each of the N
dots and HC contains the coupling between them. These
parts take the form

HQD =

N∑
j=1

∑
σ

(εj + ησVZ,j)njσ

+ (∆je
iϕjd†j↑d

†
j↓ + h.c.) + Ul,jnj↑nj↓ (2a)

HC =

N−1∑
j=1

∑
σ

(tjd
†
jσdj+1σ + h.c.)

+ (ησtso,jd
†
jσdj+1σ̄ + h.c.) + Unl,jNjNj+1, (2b)

where d†jσ creates an electron with spin σ on dot j,

njσ = d†jσdjσ, Nj = nj↑ + nj↓ and ησ = ±. The lo-
cal term includes the dot levels εj , Zeeman splitting VZ ,
induced local pairing ∆j and its phase ϕj , and the local
Coulomb interaction Ul,j . The term coupling dots to-
gether includes spin-conserving and spin-flip tunnelling
tj and tso,j , and the non-local Coulomb interaction Unl,j .

III. PROTECTION AND SWEET SPOT
QUALITY

In this section, we discuss how to characterize the kind
of protection implied by the existence of MBSs, the essen-
tial differences between short and long chains, and define
how we search for a sweet spot. We denote by |o⟩ and |e⟩
the ground states in the odd and even fermionic parity
sectors respectively and define δρ = |o⟩⟨o| − |e⟩⟨e|, Their
energy difference is δE and Eex is the gap to excited
states.

The existence of non-overlapping Majorana operators
implies that the two ground states can’t be distinguished
by any local measurement. Local means here that the
spatial size of the terms in the operator is smaller than
the separation between the MBSs. In particular, if the
Hamiltonian is local, then δE = 0. This is the case for a
long Kitaev chain in the topological phase. This degen-
eracy is stable under any local perturbation O as

δE = ⟨H +O⟩o − ⟨H +O⟩e
= Tr[Oδρ] (3)

corresponds to the difference of a local measurement of
the states. Characterizing the quantity Tr[Oδρ] will be
one of the main points of this article.

In short chains, even non-overlapping MBSs may be
close enough to be coupled together by the Hamiltonian.
The Hamiltonian is in this sense non-local and δE may
be non-zero even if the MBSs are perfectly localized to
the edges. This splitting introduces an undesirable dy-
namical phase in fusion and braiding protocols. For a
non-local Hamiltonian, δE = 0 is an independent con-
dition from the separation of MBSs. Therefore, as we
search for the sweet spot, we will consider these indepen-
dently.

A. Protection from fluctuating parameters

The stability of δE is not necessarily related to the
presence of separated MBSs. Consider a Hamiltonian
H(λ) that is a function of some parameter λ. Protection
against fluctuations in λ may arise in several ways, some
of which are

1.
∥∥∂H

∂λ δλ
∥∥ is small because the Hamiltonian is natu-

rally insensitive to variations in λ.

2. Tr
[
δρ∂H

∂λ

]
is small, because δρ is orthogonal to this

particular perturbation.

3. There are non-overlapping MBSs that map between
the ground states and the Hamiltonian is local.

The first type has nothing to do with MBSs. The second
type is implied by the third, but can also occur when
the MBSs overlap, see Sec. IVA1. The third type is the
strongest and implies protection based only on the local-
ity of the perturbations and the MBS wavefunction.



3

B. Majorana Polarization

In non-interacting systems the MBS wavefunction is
simple to define and the Majorana polarization (MP) can
be used to characterize how separated the two MBSs are
[50, 51]. A generalization has been used in interacting
systems[38, 40, 52] but in this case it cannot fully charac-
terize MBSs with non-trivial many-body content [54–58].
We use the definition from Ref. [40],

MP =

∣∣∣∑l,s ⟨e|γls|o⟩2
∣∣∣∑

l,s

∣∣∣ ⟨e|γls|o⟩2∣∣∣ , (4)

where |o⟩ and |e⟩ are the odd and even ground states, l
indexes the fermions on the leftmost site [63] and

γl+ = dl + d†l , (5a)

γl− = i(dl − d†l ). (5b)

We have chosen to focus on the outer dots, and by reflec-
tion symmetry, we don’t need to consider the rightmost
dot. For a non-interacting system, MP = 1 implies that
there is no overlap of the MBSs on the outer dots and
the system is protected from perturbations at those dots.
However, with interactions, or imperfect MP, there is no
clear quantitative relation between the MP and protec-
tion from perturbations.

C. Local distinguishability

Due to the difficulties with the MBS wavefunction, we
introduce a measure based on the local distinguishability
of the ground states. This measure provides a rigorous
bound on the stability of δE and is well-defined even with
interactions. Our construction is inspired by Ref. [56]
where the presence of MBSs is diagnosed by probing the
ground states with local measurements such as the charge
on each dot. We extend this to cover all local measure-
ments.

Consider a perturbation OR acting only in some sub-
system R. The rest of the system is denoted by the com-
plement R∁. To first order in this perturbation, the en-
ergy difference between the ground states changes if the
perturbation can distinguish the states, see Eq. 3. This
quantity obeys

|Tr[ORδρ]| = |Tr[ORδρR]| ≤ ∥OR∥∥δρR∥ (6)

where δρR = TrR∁ δρ is the difference in reduced density
matrices and ∥·∥ is the Frobenius norm [64]. We see that
∥δρR∥ bounds the effect of any perturbation in the region
R. In App.A we show that it is zero if there exists a MBS
outside of the region R.

In a topological phase, ∥δρR∥ = 0 in all sufficiently lo-
cal regions. For our system, we take the subsystems to

be each individual dot, and define the local distinguisha-
bility (LD) as

LD =

√∑
i

∥δρQDi
∥2 (7)

which we minimize when optimizing for the sweet spot.
LD is simple to compute as it only relies on finding

ground states. It can be calculated in large interacting
systems by using e.g. DMRG. In non-interacting sys-
tems, the reduced density matrix can be reconstructed
from the single particle density matrix.

D. Optimizing for a sweet spot

In this section, we define how we optimize for sweet
spots, both with and without energy degeneracy and in-
troduce notation to keep the different cases apart. The
term sweet spot is used interchangebly for all of them.
We denote by mLD0 the minimal LD point with degen-

erate ground states, i.e. the solution to the minimization
problem

min LD

s.t. δE = 0.
(8)

In practice, we impose the latter condition by solving the
problem

min LD + λ|δE| (9)

which includes a penalty factor λ that enforces the con-
straint. We will compare this point to the point denoted
by mLD, defined by the solution to

min LD,

which does not require the states to be degenerate.
Another approach to defining a sweet spot, used in e.g.

Refs. [41, 59], is to optimize for a spot with degenerate
ground states and where that degeneracy is protected
against fluctuations in the dot levels ε. In other words,
where ∂δE

∂ε = 0. We call this the level-protected point.
Since we also tune the phase difference δϕ, we also con-
sider a phase-protected point defined analogously. These
points are in general different from the mLD points.

IV. RESULTS

We start by analyzing the three-dot case in Sec. IVA,
comparing the different sweet spots in detail. The ob-
servations will be explained with perturbation theory
in Sec. IVB, and in Sec IVC we consider longer chain
lengths. Our results are produced with the code avail-
able at [65].
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The constant parameters are set to

tso/t = 5 (10a)√
t2 + t2so = ∆/2 (10b)

VZ = 3∆. (10c)

When t > tso, it is advantageous to tune ε in an alternat-
ing manner to effectively enhance the spin-flipping pro-
cess [40]. Picking t < tso is simpler, because the sweet
spot is closer to homogeneous. Similar results are ex-
pected in both cases as the effective Hamiltonians (see
Sec.IVB and App.D) are the same at first order in per-
turbation theory.

For simplicity we also set

Ul = Unl = 0 (11)

for the results in the main paper as we found that the es-
sential features we focus on in this work are qualitatively
the same with and without Coulomb interactions. The
main thing to keep in mind is that there is a limit to how
large interaction strengths can be tolerated, see App.C
for details.

A. Three-dot system

In this section we consider a three-dot system and how
to tune it to a sweet spot. Assuming reflection symmetry,
we have three independent parameters to tune, ε1 = ε3 =
ε, ε2, δϕ = ϕ2 − ϕ1 = ϕ3 − ϕ2. In Sec. IVA1, we reduce
it to two parameters by setting ε1 = ε2, making it easy
to visualize. In Sec. IVA2 we study how the sweet spot
can be improved by tuning ε2 independently.

1. Homogeneous tuning

We start with a three-dot system where we tune the
dot levels ε and phase gradient δϕ homogeneously. The
heatmap in Fig. 2 shows LD as these parameters are
tuned, and the contour lines show the energy splitting
between the two ground states. Unfortunately, and dif-
ferently from the two-dot case, the solid lines where the
ground states are degenerate do not lie in the region with
well separated MBSs and good protection.

In Fig. 2, the condition δE = 0 is satisfied on the solid
contour lines, which has two disconnected branches. One
branch features a point where it the contour is tangent
to the horizontal axis. At this point, the degeneracy is
protected from variations in ε. We call this the level
branch. The other branch is called the phase branch
as it features a point tangent to the vertical axis with
protection against phase fluctuations. These tangential
points feature protection against a specific perturbation,
an example of type 2 protection as defined in Sec. III.

On each branch, we can also define a point with min-
imal LD and δE = 0, denoted by mLD0 and marked in

FIG. 2. Tuning ε and δϕ homogeneously in the three-dot
chain. Brighter color means a smaller LD. The contours show
the energy splitting between ground states δE, with solid line
signifying degeneracy. The three points marked are defined
in Sec IIID, and correspond to points with minimal LD, with
and without energy degeneracy.

FIG. 3. Sweet spot properties as a function of the middle
dot detuning δε2. The mLD0 points on the two branches
improve, but can’t clearly beat the two-dot sweet spot without
reducing the excitation gap. As the detuning increases, the
phase branch becomes irrelevant while the level branch should
be thought of as an effective two-dot chain were the middle
dot acts as a tunnel barrier. At δε2 ≈ ∆/5, the location of
the mLD point changes location discontinuously, see App.B.

the figure. These differ from the tangential points, but
on the level branch they are very close. The constraint of
δE = 0 severely limits the quality of the sweet spot. The
point marked + and denoted by mLD has a non-zero δE
but LD is much smaller. Here, there are well-separated
MBSs and the energy splitting is to some degree pro-
tected against any local perturbation, but the ground
states are not degenerate. We will see why in Sec. IVB.



5

2. Inhomogeneous tuning

Fig. 2 shows that there is a tension between energy
degeneracy and good MBSs at the sweet spot. Here,
we check that this is still the case even if the system is
tuned inhomogeneously. We detune the middle dot so
that ε2 = ε+ δε2.
In Fig. 3, we follow the phase branch and level branch

of the sweet spot as a function of the detuning δε2. The
sweet spots improve, especially the phase branch which
reaches an LD and excitation gap comparable to the two-
dot case. When the detuning gets large enough, the phase
branch quickly gets worse, while the level branch features
a small LD but with a bad excitation gap. Effectively, the
middle dot has been detuned to act as a tunnel barrier
and the three-dot chain can be effectively reduced to a
two-dot chain. We conclude that the three-dot chain does
not improve on the two-dot chain in this way of measur-
ing the protection. Note that our definition of LD does
not cover all possible perturbations, only those local to
each dot. It also only quantifies first order protection,
and says nothing about higher order terms.

B. Effective model

The three-dot chain seems to offer a worse protection
against local perturbations than the two-dot chain when
we impose energy degeneracy. In this section we show
why, by deriving an effective model to second order in
t/VZ . The second order terms give a Kitaev chain that
includes next-nearest neighbours hoppings and pairings.
This makes the effective Hamiltonian less local, and it
can then more easily distinguish the ground states.

1. Deriving the effective model

We can derive an effective Kitaev model using per-
turbation theory. We follow [36, 40] and treat the hop-
ping as a perturbation of HQD. We first transform
dn → dne

iϕn/2 to put the phase winding on the hopping.
HQD is diagonalized by a Bogoliubov transformation

d†n↓ =

√
βn − ϵna

†
n −

√
βn + ϵnb

†
n√

2βn

(12a)

dn↑ =

√
βn + ϵna

†
n +

√
βn − ϵnb

†
n√

2βn
(12b)

where βj =
√

ε2j +∆2
j . The a and b fermions have ener-

gies

Eaj
= βj − VZ ,

Ebj = βj + VZ ,

and we consider the regime where Ea ≪ Eb and integrate
out the b-fermions. Let P be the projector on the sub-
space with no occupied b-fermions, and Q = I − P . To

FIG. 4. The heatmap shows the MP (see Eq. 4) and the red
contour shows where the ground states are degenerate. The
first order effective Hamiltonian has a sweet spot where MP
is maximized and the two branches of δE = 0 coincide. In the
second order model (which closely resembes the full model),
the δE = 0 lines does not coincide with the maximum in MP.
This is due to the additional long range couplings which can
be significant if the Zeeman splitting is finite.

second order in the hoppings, the effective Hamiltonian
in the subspace P is

Heff = PHP − 1

2Eb
PHCQHCP

= Heff
1 +Heff

2 . (13)

The b-fermions have been integrated out, but leave a
trace in the form of the second order term.
The first term is a standard Kitaev chain,

Heff
1 =

∑
n

εaa
†
nan+(taaa

†
nan+1+∆aaanan+1+h.c) (14)

as derived previously for this model in [36, 40]. The ex-
plicit expressions for the parameters for a homogeneous
system are shown in App.D. The second term,

Heff
2 =

∑
n

ε2a
†
nan+ t2a

†
nan+2+∆2a

†
na

†
n+2+h.c, (15)

includes longer range terms that couple next nearest
neighbours. This is not unique to this system, the same
thing happens in other dot-based Kiteav chains [66]. Ki-
taev chains with long range couplings have been studied
in Refs. [67–69]. These terms are to blame for the com-
plications of the three-dot sweet spot, as they make the
Hamiltonian more non-local.
We confirm this with Fig. 4. It shows the tuning plot,

now for the MP for the first and second order effective
Hamiltonian, and for the full model. The first order ef-
fective model, which corresponds to a standard Kitaev
chain, has a definitive sweet spot where the ground states
are degenerate, MP = 1 and LD = 0. The two branches
where δE = 0 cross at the sweet spot and the contours
are tangential to both axes. When the longer range terms
of Heff

2 are included, the plot closely resembles the result
of the full model, where the branches avoid each other as
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FIG. 5. Sweet spot quality as a function of chain length
with homogeneous tuning. (a) LD has an exponential fall-
off at large chain lengths, implying exponentially better pro-
tection. At small lengths, the pattern is less clear. (b) The
energy splitting δE. (c) The excitation gap is somewhat sta-
ble around Eex ∼ ∆/10 for long chains. For N = 2 and 4, the
excitation gap at mLD is very small, with only a very small
improvement in LD over mLD0.

well as the point with maximally separated MBSs. Com-
paring Figs. 2 and 4 we also see that the two measures of
sweet spot quality, MP and LD, are correlated.

C. Scaling to longer chains

In this section, we optimize homogeneously over dot
levels and phase differences to find the sweet spot as
a function of the length of the chain. At large system
sizes, exact diagonalization of the many body Hamilto-
nian is prohibitively expensive, but since we consider a
non-interacting theory at this point, the reduced density
matrices ρQDi

on each dot can be reconstructed from the

correlators ⟨c†i cj⟩ and ⟨c†i c
†
j⟩[70, 71] which are obtainable

via standard Bogoliubov-de-Gennes techniques.
As seen in Fig. 5(a), LD at the sweet spot falls off expo-

nentially as the chain length increases. This is expected
in a topological phase. Fig. 5(b) shows the splitting of
the ground state degeneracy δE, which is constrained to
be very small for mLD0. At the point mLD, there is no
constraint on the energy splitting, but since LD falls off
exponentially, one would expect δE to follow the same
pattern. Fig. 5(c) shows the excitation gap at the sweet
spot, which has an odd-even pattern but is otherwise
quite stable at Eex ∼ ∆/10.

Fig. 6(a) shows the tuning diagram for a 40-dot chain,
where a phase diagram starts taking shape. For long
enough chains, any point in the topological phase has
good protection and energy degeneracy and there is no

FIG. 6. Phase diagrams for finite and infinite systems. (a) In
an open system with 40 sites LD shows clear phase bound-
aries. (b) In an infinite, periodic system, with the second
order effective Hamiltonian, there is a topological phase and
a trivial phase separated by the red contour where the topo-
logical invariant changes sign and the gap closes at k = 0 or
k = π. The heatmap shows the energy gap which also reveals
an extended region where the gap closes at a finite momen-
tum.

need to fine-tune to a sweet spot. The patterns seen in
Fig. 6(a) can be matched with the true phase diagram
of the infinite system in 6(b). Since the second order
effective model captures the physics well, we use it to
determine a topological invariant Q (see App. E) that
signifies when the gap closes at k = 0 or k = π. It can
take on the values +1 (trivial phase) or −1 (topological
phase) and the boundary between these is plotted as the
red contour in Fig. 6(b). Due to the breaking of time
reversal symmetry, there is also a gapless phase where
the gap closes at finite momentum [67], which can be
seen in the heatmap of Fig. 6(b) that shows the energy
gap of the infinite, periodic system.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have introduced the local distinguisha-
bility of ground states as a quality measure of near-
topological phases in finite and (possibly) strongly in-
teracting systems, and applied this measure to quantum-
dot-based Kitaev chains of varying length. As expected,
the local distinguishability decreases exponentially for
long chains indicating a transition to a true topologi-
cal phase, but for short chains the pattern is different.
In particular, we have shown that the three-dot case
can actually be worse than the two-dot case. The ex-
planation for this result is that the long-range nature
of the effective Hamiltonian introduces a trade-off be-
tween separated MBSs and the energy degeneracy be-
tween the ground states. This has consequences for pro-
tocols aiming to demonstrate the non-abelian nature of
MBSs, which rely on both energy degeneracy and the
MBSs not overlapping [49]. It would be an interesting
direction for future works to investigate if non-abelian
protocols can be designed that only require the ground
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state energy splitting to be stable, not zero. On a more
general level, much remains to be understood concerning
the topological-like protection and nonabelian properties
of strongly interacting, finite systems.
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Appendix A: Local Distinguishability and MBSs

Here, we show that ∥δρR∥ = 0 if there exists a Majo-
rana operator in the complement. If there exists a Her-
mitian operator γ = IR ⊗ γR∁ such that |e⟩ = γ |o⟩ and
γ2
R∁ = I, then by the cyclic property of the partial trace

TrR∁ |e⟩⟨e| = TrR∁

[
γR∁ |o⟩⟨o| γR∁

]
= TrR∁ |o⟩⟨o| (A1)

and therefore δρR = 0. This is a necessary condition for
the existence of MBSs outside of R, but not sufficient.
If there are several such operators, then δρR can only

be non-zero in regions that include all of them, as it van-
ishes if any one of them is outside R.

Appendix B: More on branches

In Fig. 7 some additional plots for the three-dot chain
as a function of the detuning of the middle dot, comple-
menting Fig 3.

We plot the gradient of the ground state energy split-

ting ∥∇δE∥ in Fig. 7(a), where ∇ ≡
[

∂
∂ε

∂
∂δϕ

]
. Note

that we still optimize for a minimal LD, not for minimal
gradient. The gradient differs somewhat from the LD
since it is sensitive to details such as how the Hamilto-
nian is parameterized. In other words, it also includes the
effect of type 1 and 2 protection as explained in Sec. III.
The location of the sweet spots is shown in Figures 7(b)
and (c), where we see that the mLD0 points on the level
and phase branch can be followed continuously while the
mLD has a discontinuous jump.

Appendix C: Interactions

For the main conclusions of this article, we found that
that interactions did not play a central role, and excluded
them for simplicity. In Ref. [40], the role of interactions
were studied in the two-dot system. There, the main

FIG. 7. Similar to Fig. 3, we follow different sweet spots as a
function of the detuning δε2. (a) norm of the gradient of δE.
(b) δϕ at the sweet spot. (c) ε at the sweet spot.

FIG. 8. LD at mLD0 (a) and at mLD (b) as a function of the
strength of local Ul and non-local Unl Coulomb interaction.
This is similar to the two-dot chain studied in Ref. [40]. The
system can only tolerate a certain amount of interaction be-
fore strongly degrading the quality of the sweet spot.

conclusion was that if they are sufficiently small, they
only slightly affect the quality of the sweet spot, while if
they are too large, they may prohibit the tuning to the
sweet spot. For the three-dot chain, we find qualitatively
the same result, see Fig. 8. In Fig. 9 we show how the
tuning plot changes when interactions are included.

Appendix D: Effective Hamiltonian

In terms of the Bogoliubov quasiparticles where HQD

is diagonal, the Hamiltonians takes the form

HQD =
∑
n

εaa
†
nan + εbb

†
nbn (D1)

HC =
∑
n

taaa
†
nan+1 +∆aaanan+1+

+ taba
†
nbn+1 +∆abanbn+1 −∆baan+1bn

+ tbab
†
nan+1 +∆bbbnbn+1 + tbbb

†
nbn + h.c,

(D2)
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FIG. 9. LD as a function of δϕ and ε. Same as Fig. 2 but
with finite interactions where Ul = 3∆, Unl = ∆/100.

where

εa =
√

ε2 +∆2 − VZ (D3a)

εb =
√

ε2 +∆2 + VZ (D3b)

taa = −
tε cos

(
δϕ
2

)
√
∆2 + ε2

+ it sin

(
δϕ

2

)
(D3c)

tab = −
∆t cos

(
δϕ
2

)
√
∆2 + ε2

(D3d)

∆aa = −
∆tso cos

(
δϕ
2

)
√
∆2 + ε2

(D3e)

∆ab =
tsoε cos

(
δϕ
2

)
√
∆2 + ε2

+ itso sin

(
δϕ

2

)
(D3f)

tba = tab (D3g)

tbb = t∗aa (D3h)

∆bb = −∆aa (D3i)

∆ba = ∆∗
ab (D3j)

The first order term in the effective Hamiltonian is the
projection onto states with no b-fermions,

Heff
1 =

∑
n

εaa
†
nan + (taaa

†
nan+1 +∆aaanan+1 + h.c).

(D4)
The second order term is

Heff
2 =

∑
n

ε2a
†
nan+ t2a

†
nan+2+∆2a

†
na

†
n+2+h.c (D5)

where

ε2 = 2(|∆ab|2 − |tab|2)/εb (D6)

t2 = (−∆′2
ab − t2ab)/εb (D7)

∆2 = 2Re{∆abtab}/εb (D8)

It includes the effect of next nearest neighbour hoppings
and pairings.

Appendix E: Topological invariant

The topological invariant for the second order effective
model (which is in class D) signifies when the gap closes
at k = 0 or k = π can be characterized by

Q ≡ sign(Pf(H0) Pf(Hπ)). (E1)

In the second order effective model, this is simply

Q ≡ sign((2Re{t1 + t2}+ ε)(2Re{−t1 + t2}+ ε). (E2)

However, it should be noted that the gap can also close
a finite momentum due to the breaking of time-reversal
symmetry [67].
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