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Electrons in closed systems can exhibit Coulomb blockade (CB) oscillations due to charge quanti-
zation. Here, we report CB oscillations in aluminum superconducting islands on InAs nanowires in
the open regime. The Al island is connected to the source/drain leads through two contacts: One
is fully transmitting while the other is tuned into the tunneling regime. This device configuration
is typical for tunneling spectroscopy where charging energy is generally considered negligible. The
oscillation periods are 2e or 1e, depending on the gate settings. A magnetic field can induce the 2e
to 1e transition. Our result is reminiscent of the “mesoscopic Coulomb blockade” in open quantum
dots caused by electron interference.

Quantum dots are closed mesoscopic systems where
electrons are weakly coupled to the outside reservoirs via
tunneling contacts [1]. In the weak tunneling regime,
the transmissions through the contacts are small (≪
1), resulting in well-localized electrons. Coulomb in-
teractions dominate transport, manifesting as Coulomb
blockade (CB) oscillations in device conductance. In the
open regime where contacts are fully transmitting, charge
quantization and CB should disappear. An interesting
intermediate case arises when one point contact is fully
transmitting while the other remains in the tunneling
regime. In this scenario, CB oscillations can persist due
to electron interference, which reduces the transmission
of the open contact and traps electrons on the dot [2].
This effect, known as mesoscopic CB, can also be ob-
served in open quantum dots with two fully transmitting
leads [3]. The mesoscopic CB oscillations can be sup-
pressed by a magnetic field which destroys the interfer-
ence between time-reversal paths. However, the CB has
not been reported in superconducting island with fully
transmitting contact, a superconducting version of open
quantum dot.

In this work, we report a phenomena similar to the
mesoscopic CB in aluminum superconducting islands
coupled to InAs nanowires. These hybrid semiconductor-
superconductor nanowires have been intensively stud-
ied as a promising material platform for realizing Ma-
jorana zero modes [4–8]. Two typical device configura-
tions are tunneling spectroscopy [9–15] and island CB
transport [16]. In the former configuration, the super-
conductor is grounded, i.e., directly contacting the lead
reservoir, resulting in negligible charging energy. In the
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latter case (CB regime), the superconducting island is
tunnel-coupled to the reservoirs through the semiconduc-
tor nanowire, localizing quasiparticles and Cooper pairs
on the island. Although the device configuration in this
work corresponds to the former case, we observe CB os-
cillations with periods of 2e and 1e. We attribute this
phenomenon to a mechanism similar to mesoscopic CB,
where coherent Andreev reflections at the open contact
facilitate charge localization on the island. These CB os-
cillations can be diminished by a magnetic field, which
suppresses the Andreev processes.

Figure 1(a) shows a scanning electron micrograph
(SEM) of the device (device A). The InAs-Al nanowire
was grown in situ using molecular beam epitaxy. For de-
tailed information of growth, we refer to Ref. [17]. The
diameter of InAs is relatively thin (∼ 46 nm). The Al
shell is 7 nm thick. The four electrical contacts are la-
beled as N1, N2, S1, and S2. The device has two side
gates, TG and SG, and one global back gate, BG. The
substrate is p-doped Si (BG) covered by 300-nm-thick
SiO2. The measurement was carried out in a dilution
fridge with a base temperature of ∼ 20 mK using four-
terminal measurement [13]. A bias voltage, along with a
lock-in excitation, was applied to contact N1, while the
corresponding current I and dI were drained from S1. A
voltage meter measured V and dV between N2 and S2,
allowing us to exclude contact resistance through this
four-terminal configuration.

In Fig. 1(b), the device was tuned into the tunneling
regime. Differential conductance, dI/dV , was measured
as a function of V and the tunnel gate voltage VTG. The
magnetic field (B) was set to zero. A hard gap is ob-
served, as indicated by the blue line cut in Fig. 1(c), with
a gap size of ∼ 0.36 meV. Gate-tunable subgap states,
i.e. Andreev bound states [18], can also be revealed, see
the black line cut in Fig. 1(c). The hard gap can sustain
a parallel magnetic field (B||) up to 3 T, see Fig. S1 in
the Supplemental Material. The orientations of B|| and
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FIG. 1. (a) False-colored scanning electron microscope (SEM)
image of device A. The Al shell is in pink. The contacts
and gates are Ti/Au with a thickness of 5/70 nm (yellow).
The substrate is p-doped Si covered by 300-nm-thick SiO2.
Orientations of parallel and perpendicular magnetic fields (B∥
and B⊥) are sketched. (b) Hard gap tunneling spectroscopy
at B = 0 T. VTG = -8 V. (c) Vertical line cuts from (a) at
VTG = -2 V, -2.3 V, and -2.4 V, respectively. (d,e) dI/dV as
a function of VSG and V at B = 0 T, demonstrating 2e (d)
and 1e (e) Coulomb blockade oscillations, respectively. The
black and white dashed lines mark the diamond shapes of the
2e and 1e blockades. The lower panels show line cuts at V =
0 mV (black) and 0.3 mV (red). (f) Device schematic with
the process of Andreev reflection sketched.

B⊥ are illustrated in Fig. 1(a).
Figures 1(d) and 1(e) depict the main result of the

paper: At specific gate settings (labeled in the figure
panels), the zero-bias conductance (lower panels) ex-
hibits periodic oscillations while the corresponding bias
spectroscopy (upper panels) reveals diamond-like shapes
(dashed lines). The oscillation periods in VSG are 10 mV
for Fig. 1(d) and 5 mV for Fig. 1(e), respectively. This
difference by a factor of two suggests the 2e and 1e pe-
riodic nature of the two oscillations, as indicated in the
lower panels. The diamond size in bias V is ∼ 0.2 mV
for Fig. 1(d) and ∼ 0.057 mV for Fig. 1(e). Assuming
the charging energy Ec = e2/2C, the 2e and 1e diamond
sizes correspond to 8Ec and 2Ec, respectively. This ra-
tio is also roughly consistent with the diamond sizes in

Figs. 1(d-e), from which we estimate Ec ∼ 25-29 µeV.
For additional bias spectroscopy scans and a summary of
oscillation periods, see Fig. S1 and Table S1 in Supple-
mental Material.

This charging energy is orders of magnitude smaller
than that of a typical quantum dot formed in the tun-
nel barrier region of the nanowire, yet it is consistent
with the CB observed in a InAs-Al island [17]. We have
also confirmed in Fig. S2 that the oscillations are still
present if using N2 and S2 as the leads in a two-terminal
measurement (N1 and S1 were kept floated). Thus, the
charging energy likely arises from the InAs-Al island be-
tween N2 and S2. This is slightly counter-intuitive since
the island is in principle grounded by the S2 contact. We
note that these oscillations were also present in our previ-
ous device [13] but not investigated systematically. The
charge localization is less likely resulting from the poor
contacting of S2, due to the low contact resistance (∼ 250
Ω) extracted from the comparison between four-terminal
and two-terminal measurements. A possible mechanism
for the charge localization is the mesoscopic CB, pre-
viously observed in open quantum dots [2, 3, 19]. In
this scenario, the left contact of the island operates in
the tunneling regime while the right contact is in the
open regime. The key difference here lies in the contact
couplings, which are mediated by Andreev reflections in
both contacts rather than normal scattering. It is im-
portant to note that the superconducting island is phase
coherent. The quantum interference between Andreev re-
flections localizes the charges on the island, an Andreev
version of mesoscopic CB. The oscillations are generally
observed in thin nanowire devices (based on our results,
diameter < 60nm), highlighting the crucial role of (min-
imal) subband occupation. However, the detailed mech-
anism underlying the gate-dependent transition from 2e
to 1e oscillation requires further investigation. Figure S3
shows an intermediate region between the 2e and 1e oscil-
lation regions, where the spacing between the oscillation
peaks is non-uniform. Emergence of sub-gap states or
quasi-particle poisoning in the InAs-Al island may cause
this transition [16, 20].

We then study the magnetic field dependence of these
oscillations. Figure 2(a) shows the 2e oscillations in a
parallel field, B||. For clarity, the background conduc-
tance was averaged and subtracted, ensuring that ∆G
primarily reflects the oscillation signal. Figure S4 in the
Supplemental Material shows the process of background
subtraction. The 2e CB persists to ∼ 0.7 T, after which
a π phase shift occurs, see Fig. 2(c) for the line cuts.
The dashed lines indicate the oscillation peaks at 0 T,
which become dips at 1.0 T (the green curve), indicating
this π shift. At higher field (∼ 1.5 T and 1.7 T), the os-
cillation period between the two dashed lines are halved
(the blue and red curves), suggesting the 1e nature of the
oscillations. In Fig. S5, we track the oscillation period
as a function of B|| for VSG between -2.295 V and -2.255
V. The π-phase shift and the 2e to 1e transition may be
associated with a subgap state crossing zero energy as
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FIG. 2. (a, b) B∥ and B⊥ dependence of the oscillations, respectively. ∆G is the variation of dI/dV . (c) Line cuts from (a)
at B∥ = 0, 1, 1.5, 1.7, and 2.3 T, respectively. The dashed lines indicate the oscillation peaks at 0 T and dips at 1 T. At
higher fields, the oscillation period between the two dashed lines is reduced by half. (d) FFT analysis of (a) and (b), shown in
the upper and lower panels, respectively. The 2e-periodic oscillations correspond to a FFT peak at ∼ 94 V −1. (e) Oscillation
amplitudes (A) as function of B, extracted from the FFT of (a) and (b), respectively.

sweeping B||. For B|| higher than 2 T, the oscillations
gradually disappears, due to the suppression of the super-
conductivity and Andreev reflection. The B evolution in
Fig. 2(a) further confirm the 2e nature of the oscillations
in Fig. 1(d).

Figure 2(b) illustrates the B dependence of the 2e CB
with the field direction perpendicular to the device sub-
strate (B⊥). For B dependence of the 1e oscillations,
we refer to Fig. S6 in Supplemental Material. The os-
cillations are suppressed at B⊥ ∼ 0.6 T, consistent with
the field value where the superconductivity is suppressed
[21, 22]. This further indicates that the CB oscillations
originate from Andreev reflections.

To quantify the field dependence of the oscillations, we
calculated the oscillation amplitude A by performing fast
Fourier transform (FFT) on ∆G. Figure 2(d) shows the
FFT spectrum at several fields of Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 2(b),
respectively. The dominant peak near 94 V−1 correspond
to the 2e CB oscillations while the secondary peak near

190 V−1 corresponds to the 1e component. A was esti-
mated by integrating this spectrum near the oscillation
frequency over a integration window (the shaded area in
Fig. 2(d)). For details of the integration, see Fig. S4.
Figure 2(e) shows the evolution of the 2e-oscillation am-
plitude (A) with magnetic field for Fig. 2(a) and 2(b),
respectively. For B||, the 2e amplitude remains relatively
unchanged for fields below 0.5 T but is fully suppressed
at 2.5 T. For B⊥, the 2e CB is fully suppressed at 0.6
T. Figure S6 shows a similar analysis on 1e CB. For ad-
ditional data on CB oscillations in devices A and B, see
Figs. S7.

Next, we report CB oscillations observed in a second
device (device B). This device has been extensively inves-
tigated in Ref. [13] in the context of quantized zero-bias
peaks. The InAs has a diameter of 26 nm with the length
of the Al region ∼ 1.1 µm. In Ref. [13], CB oscillations
were observable and superimposed on the zero-bias peaks
as a background. Here, we show their existence in the pa-
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FIG. 3. (a) CB oscillations in a second device (device B). Up-
per panel, dI/dV as a function of VSG and V at BZ = 2 T. BZ

is the z axis of the vector magnet, which is 8 degrees off from
the nanowire axis. Lower panel, zero-bias line cut, showing
the 1e oscillations. (b) B⊥ dependence of the oscillations. (c)
B⊥ dependence of the superconducting gap of device B. (d)
FFT analysis of (b).

rameter regions without zero-bias peaks, see Fig. 3(a).
The diamond shape is indicated by the dashed lines in
the upper panel. The diamond size in bias is ∼ 50 µV,
corresponding to a Ec of 25 µeV if assuming the oscil-
lations to be 1e periodic. This value is also consistent
with the Ec extracted from device A. Throughout the
parameter space, we did not find 2e oscillations, possibly
due to the quasi-particle poisoning introduced by the S2
contact.

Figure 3(b) shows the B⊥ dependence of the oscilla-
tions (background subtracted). Although in a different
gate setting from Fig. 3(a), the oscillation periods in VBG

are nearly identical, i.e. ∼ 13.8 mV. The oscillations are
suppressed for B⊥ above 0.6 T, lower than the critical
field of the gap. In Fig. 3(c), we shows the B⊥ depen-
dence of the gap whose critical field is larger than 1.5
T. The zero-bias conductance (lower panel) exhibits an
increasing trend for B⊥ around 1 T, thus the softening of
the gap at high field may suppress the Andreev process
as well as the oscillations. Figure 3(d) shows the FFT
analysis of Fig. 3(b). The 1e oscillations are revealed
as the dominant peak near 68V −1. From the integration
around this peak (the dahsed area), we extract the oscil-
lation amplitude, A, which decreases sharply near 0.6 T,
consistent with Fig. 3(b).

We then investigate the temperature dependence of the
oscillations in device A. Figures 4(a,b) show the oscil-
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FIG. 4. (a, b) Temperature dependence of the 2e (a) and 1e
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curves. (c,d) Corresponding FFT analysis.

lation signals of 2e and 1e periods, respectively, mea-
sured at various temperatures (background subtracted).
The oscillation amplitudes are roughly halved around 250
mK, and nearly zero at 500 mK. The upper panels in
Figs. 4(c,d) show the FFT spectrum at several tempera-
tures, while the lower panels illustrates the trend of am-
plitudes decay with increasing temperature.
To conclude, we have observed Coulomb blockade os-

cillations in InAs-Al nanowire devices in the open regime.
The oscillation periods are 2e or 1e, depending on specific
gate settings. A magnetic field can suppress the oscilla-
tions as well as the superconductivity. These observa-
tions are reminiscent to the mesoscopic Coulomb block-
ade in an open quantum dot. The charge localization is
likely caused by coherent Andreev reflections, despite of
one contact being fully transmitting. Future study can
explore the interplay between these oscillations and zero-
energy subgap states, which may shed light on Andreev
and Majorana related physics. Our findings also provide
the possibility of achieving synchronized combined mea-
surements (tunneling spectroscopy and island CB trans-
port) in nanowire devices [23].
Raw data for this Letter are openly available from the

Zenodo repository [24].
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Fig. S 1: Additional tunneling spectroscopy results of device A. (a) Hard gap tunneling spectroscopy of device A
with parallel magnetic field, the critical field is >3T. (b) dI/dV as a function of VSG and Vbias under B = 0 T,
demonstrating clear Coulomb blockade effect. (c,d) dI/dV as a function of VTG and Vbias under B= 0 T. VTG also
reveals the Coulomb blockade effect with much larger period due to crosstalk between VTG and VSG.
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Table. S I: Oscillation period of the Figures. The average oscillation period of device A is 10.62 mV for 2e, and 5.62
mV for 1e. The average oscillation period of 1e oscillation of device B is 13.85 mV.
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Fig. S 2: Schematic diagram of four-terminal and two-terminal measurement circuits. The four-terminal setup can
directly eliminate the additional influence of circuit and device contact resistances. (c,d) Four-terminal and
two-terminal dI/dV results of device A with same gate parameters (VTG = VBG = VSG = 0V ). The contact
resistance is obtained by subtracting the results of four-terminal setup from the two-terminal setup in dI/dV
saturation region (Vbias ≫ ∆). After removing the calibrated circuit resistance (3.85 kOhm, mainly from RC filters),
it was found that the contact resistance of the device is only ∼250 Ohm, this value matches the typical contact
resistance of semiconductor-superconductor nanowire devices, indicating that the fabrication process produces good
ohmic contacts.
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Fig. S 3: 2e to 1e period transition analysis. (a-c) dI/dV tuned by VSG with VBG = 1V , VTG = 8V . (a) Uniform
1e-period oscillation region. (b) The oscillation peak spacing becomes non-equal in the transition region between 2e-
and 1e-period. (c) Uniform 2e-period oscillation region.
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Fig. S 4: Procedure to extract oscillation signal and oscillation FFT amplitudes. 1) The raw data are smoothed by
using Savgol filter in Python environment. The smooth process contains two levels of filtering: The first level uses
window length = 60, poly-order = 2. The second level uses window length = 30, poly-order = 2. The raw data and
smoothed curves of Fig. 2(c) are shown in (a). 2) The oscillation signal ∆G is calculated by removing the smoothed
curve from raw data. 3) Performing fast Fourier transform (FFT) analysis on ∆G [up panel of (b)]. 4) The FFT
curve is interpolated into ten-times data points for better integration [bottom panel of (b)]. 5) The interpolated
FFT spectrum is integrated within a frequency window of 40 V −1 around the oscillation peak frequency [red
shadowed region in (b)]. 6) The oscillation amplitude is determined as:

ACB =

∫ fCB+ 1
2W

fCB− 1
2W

A(f) dx

Where ACB is the oscillation amplitude, fCB is oscillation peak frequency (determined by average period of the
Coulomb oscillation at zero field, as shown in Table S1), W = 40V −1 is the integration window, A(f) is the FFT
amplitude.
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Fig. S 5: The evolution of the dominated oscillation period as a function of the magnetic field. The data are from
Figure 2a, within range VSG = [-2.295 V, -2.255 V]. The dominant oscillation period transitions from 2e (10.85 mV)
at B = 0 T to 1e (5.1 mV) at B = 1.5 T. To extract the dominated oscillation period, oscillation peak positions
within the VSG = [-2.295 V, -2.255 V] range under different magnetic fields were extracted using a peak-finding
function in Python environment. Peak spacings between adjacent peaks were extracted, then peak spacing data
differing from the mean value by more than one standard deviation were excluded. The remaining data’s average
was recalculated, which is viewed as the dominated oscillation period.
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Fig. S 6: (a.b) 1e-period Coulomb blockade oscillation results with parallel and perpendicular magnetic fields of
device A. (c,d) Oscillation signal after removing background and (e,f) FFT analysis results.
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Fig. S 7: (a,b) Raw data of Fig. 2(a,b) without removing background. (c,d) Additional Coulomb blockade oscillation
results with parallel magnetic field of device A. (e) Raw data of Fig. 3(e). (f) Coulomb blockade oscillation results
with magnetic field along z-axis of device B. The oscillation period remains unchanged from 0 to 2T.


