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Minimal Kitaev chains, composed of two quantum dots (QDs) connected via a superconductor,
have emerged as an attractive platform to realize Majorana bound states (MBSs). These excitations
exist when the ground state is degenerate. The additional requirement of isolating the MBS wave-
functions further restricts the parameter space to discrete sweet spots. While scaling up to Kitaev
chains with more than two sites has the potential to improve the stability of the MBSs, longer chains
offer more features to optimize, including the MBS localization length and the excitation gap. In
this work, we theoretically investigate 3-site Kitaev chains and show that there are three different
types of sweet spots, obtained by maximizing distinct MBS properties: genuine 3-site sweet spots
with well-localized MBSs at the ends, effective 2-site sweet spots, where the middle site acts as a
barrier, and sweet spots with delocalized MBSs that overlap in the middle of the chain. These three
cases feature different degrees of robustness against perturbations, with the genuine 3-site being the
most stable. We analyze the energy spectrum, transport, and microwave absorption associated with
these three cases, showing how to distinguish them.

I. INTRODUCTION

Majorana bound states (MBSs) are non-local states
predicted to appear at the end of one-dimensional (1D)
topological superconductors, that feature a dominant
equal-spin p-wave electron pairing [1–8]. The Kitaev
model, i.e. a 1D tight-binding chain of spinless fermions
that features p-wave pairing between neighboring sites, is
the simplest theoretical model to study this topological
phase [9]. The model predicts the emergence of MBSs ex-
ponentially localized at the ends of the chain for a range
of parameters. In fact, there is a set of parameters for
which the MBSs are fully localized on the outermost sites,
which means that spatially separated MBSs can appear
already in a minimal (2-site) Kitaev chain [10].

Quantum dots (QDs) coupled via narrow superconduc-
tors is a promising system to emulate Kitaev chains [11,
12]. The superconductors mediate two types of indirect
coupling between the QDs: elastic cotunneling (ECT)
and crossed Andreev reflection (CAR). Under sufficiently
strong spin-splitting in the QDs, two MBSs localize at
the ends when CAR and ECT amplitudes are equal.
These amplitudes are tunable in a setup where the in-
termediate superconductors between the QDs host sub-
gap states, so-called Andreev bound states [13–15]. In
their minimal form, featuring only two normal QDs, these
systems implement 2-site Kitaev chains [10, 14]. Sig-
natures consistent with MBSs have been measured in
minimal Kitaev chains fabricated in nanowires [16–19]
and 2D electron gases [20]. This progress motivated pro-
posals for determining the localization of MBSs [21, 22],
demonstrating their non-Abelian signatures through fu-
sion [23, 24] and braiding [25, 26], and using them for
qubits [25, 27, 28]. Other proposals involve directly
coupling superconducting QDs or Josephson junctions

with different phases [29–31], normal-superconductor QD
junctions [32], and coupling normal QDs via floating
superconducting islands [33], see Ref. [34] for a recent
overview.

However, in minimal Kitaev chains, MBSs exhibit lim-
ited protection, as parameter variations can cause their
overlap or lift the ground-state degeneracy. Therefore,
they are sometimes referred to as “Poor man’s Majo-
ranas bound states” [10]. In this work, however, we will
consistently use the term MBSs also for minimal 2-site
Kitaev chains. Longer chains provide greater protection
for MBSs [35], with a fully protected topological phase
in the limit of an infinite chain. This notion motivated
experiments on effective 3-site Kitaev chains, composed
of three normal QDs coupled via two superconductors
[36, 37], that demonstrated a higher degree of protection
of the ground state degeneracy. However, depending on
the physical model parameters and the properties of in-
terest, 3-site chains do not always present an improve-
ment over their 2-site counterparts [29].

In this work, we theoretically analyze a QD-based 3-
site Kitaev chain, as illustrated in Fig. 1. In the origi-
nal Kitaev model, fully isolated zero-energy MBSs at the
edges and a maximum excitation gap can be achieved
concurrently at sweet spots in parameter space [10].
However, at finite magnetic fields, these features can-
not be optimized simultaneously. Thus, the optimization
of disctinct Majorana properties, such as isolated MBSs
at the edges, quantified using the Majorana polarization
(MP) [38–41], and the excitation gap, for instance, leads
to different types of sweet spots. From those, we highlight
three representative cases: effective 2-site sweet spots,
where the central QD is detuned, acting as a barrier that
mediates CAR and ECT between the outermost QDs;
genuine 3-site sweet spots with well-localized MBSs; 3-
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FIG. 1. Sketch of the 3-site artificial Kitaev chain, where
5 QDs couple via tunneling. The even QDs couple to su-
perconductors which gives rise to pairing potentials ∆i (i =
2, 4). The system attaches to metallic leads to perform spec-
troscopy. The superconductors form a SQUID loop that al-
lows for phase control and is capacitively coupled to a mi-
crowave resonator (top left).

site sweet spots where the MBSs localize poorly, signif-
icantly overlapping inside the system, we refer to those
as delocalized sweet spots for short. The genuine 3-site
sweet spot is the ideal case, while the other sweet spots
are reached by shifting the energies of the middle and the
outermost QDs, respectively, while keeping ground state
degeneracy.

The ground state splitting resulting from detuning
some of the QDs allows us to distinguish between these
three types of sweet spots. For instance, shifting the
energy of both outermost QDs results in a quadratic en-
ergy splitting of the ground state in the effective 2-site
sweet spot [10], unlike for the other two cases, where the
ground state remains degenerate. Shifting the energy of
the central QD allows us to distinguish between the 3-site
sweet spots with well-localized and delocalized MBSs, as
the ground state remains degenerate only for the gen-
uine 3-site sweet spot. The phase difference between the
superconductors is another parameter that can help dis-
tinguishing these three cases. We analyze the features as
a function of the phase in both transport and microwave
spectroscopy, discussing the unique features of genuine
three-site sweet spot.

The remainder of the text is organized as follows. We
start discussing the model and formalism in Sec. II.We
consider two different models, starting with the Kitaev
model in Sec. (III A), then switching to a microscopic
model (III B), that includes effects from a finite Zeeman
splitting and charging energy in the QDs. For each case,
we study the conductance and energy spectrum. In Sec.
(III C), we explore the phase degree of freedom, investi-
gating the conductance and microwave absorption spec-
trum. We present our concluding remarks in Sec. (IV).

II. THEORETICAL DESCRIPTION

We consider a realization of the 3-site Kitaev chain
using an array of 5 QDs, as shown in Fig. 1. The
QDs are made of semiconducting materials with large
spin-orbit coupling (SOC). QDs 2 and 4 are proximi-
tized by a grounded s-wave superconductor. The QD-
superconductor coupling generates Andreev bound states
localized on QDs 2 and 4 that mediate two types of pro-
cesses between the normal QDs [13, 14]. In the ECT, sin-
gle electrons are transferred between normal QDs, while
the CAR represents the formation or splitting of Cooper
pairs. Finally, to break time-reversal symmetry, we con-
sider an applied magnetic field perpendicular to the di-
rection of the SOC. The combination of applied magnetic
field, s-wave superconductivity, and SOC opens up the
possibility for equal-spin CAR between the QDs [42, 43].
The Hamiltonian that describes the system can be writ-
ten as

H = Hc +Hl +Hc−l, (1)

where Hc = HQDs + HT describes the artificial Kitaev
chain, composed of five tunnel-coupled QDs. The QDs
are described by

HQDs =
∑
i,σ

(ϵi,σ + sσVz,i)ni,σ +
∑
i

Uini,↑ni,↓+

∆2c
†
2,↑c

†
2,↓ +∆4c

†
4,↑c

†
4,↓ +H.c.,

(2)

where ϵi,σ = αiVi is the on-site energy, tunable via an
external gate voltage Vi (αi is the corresponding gate
lever arm), s↑,↓ = ±1, Vz,i represents the Zeeman energy
due to the applied magnetic field along the z-axis, and

ni,σ = c†i,σci,σ is the electron number operator, where

c†i,σ(ci,σ) creates (destroys) an electron with spin σ on
site i. The electron-electron repulsion, which is typically
strong in QDs, is represented by Ui. We assume that
QDs 2 and 4 are strongly coupled to the superconductor,
which leads to effective superconducting pairings ∆2,4.
The phase difference ϕ between the superconductors can
be tuned if they are connected forming a loop, as sketched
in Fig. 1. Moreover, the strong coupling to the supercon-
ductor significantly renormalizes the charging energy and
the Zeeman splitting on the proximitized QDs. For this
reason, we consider U2 = U4 = 0 and Vz,2 = Vz,4 = 0,
although the qualitative results do not change if we relax
these conditions.

The tunneling between the QDs is given by

HT =
∑
i,σ

[
tic

†
i+1,σci,σ + tsoi sσc

†
i+1,σci,σ̄ +H.c.

]
, (3)

where ti (t
so
i ) is the spin-conserving (spin-flipping) hop-

ping, with the spin-orbit field along the y-axis. Here, σ̄
denotes the opposite spin to σ.

The chain Hamiltonian Hc can map onto the Kitaev
model [9] when we integrate out the degrees of freedom
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of the superconducting QDs 2 and 4. In this context, the
ECT and CAR processes represent couplings between the
normal QDs. In the presence of a sufficiently large mag-
netic field, the effective low-energy Hamiltonian reads
[13]

HK =

3∑
j=1

ϵj c̃
†
j c̃j +

2∑
j=1

(
τj c̃

†
j c̃j+1 + δj c̃

†
j c̃

†
j+1 +H.c.

)
,

(4)
where c̃j is a combination of cj,↑ and cj,↓. Here, τj is the
hopping, associated with ECT processes, and δj repre-
sents the effective p-wave superconducting pairing ampli-
tude, given by the CAR amplitude between QDs without
proximity effect.

Both the microscopic model [Eqs. (2-3)] and the Kitaev
model [Eq. (4)] predict the existence of even-odd ground
state degeneracies, where δE0 = Eodd

0 − Eeven
0 = 0,

with E
even(odd)
0 |E(O)⟩ being the lowest energy eigen-

state with even (odd) fermion parity. To characterize
the sweet spots, we use the MP calculated at the ends of
the chain [14, 38, 39, 44]

Mj =

∑
σ w

2
j,σ − z2j,σ∑

σ w
2
j,σ + zj,σ

, (5)

that takes a value ±1 whenever only one MBS has weight

on site j [45]. Here, wj,σ = ⟨O| (cj,σ + c†j,σ) |E⟩ and

zj,σ = ⟨O| (cj,σ − c†j,σ) |E⟩, which are the MBS wave-

functions coefficients γ1j,σ and γ2j,σ, respectively. Note
that the MP does not contain direct information about
the MBS localization length or the MBS overlap in the
middle of the chain.

We couple the system to metallic leads, whose Hamil-
tonian is

Hl =
∑
k,σ,α

(Ωk − µα) d
†
k,σ,αdk,σ,α, (6)

where α = L,R labels the lead, k is the electron mo-
mentum, which gives the kinetic energy Ωk = k2/2m
(e = kB = ℏ = 1). The tunneling Hamiltonian that
couples chain and leads is

Hc−l =
∑
k,σ

[
tLd

†
k,σ,Lc1,σ + tRd

†
k,σ,Rc5,σ +H.c.

]
. (7)

For the microscopic model, Eqs. (2-3), we calculate
transport properties through the system using a rate
equation approach. In this framework, we solve equa-
tions for the reduced density matrix in the regime Γα =
2πρt2α ≪ T , where ρ is the density of states of the leads,
using the QMEQ python package [14, 46]. The Kitaev
model is exactly solvable in the single-particle picture, al-
lowing us to calculate transport using scattering matrix
theory. We define the conductance as

Gαβ =
dIα
dVβ

, (8)

with α, β = L,R, where α = β and α ̸= β correspond to
the local and nonlocal conductance, respectively.
In addition to the conductance, we analyze the mi-

crowave absorption spectrum of the Kitaev chains. We
consider the superconductors composing a superconduct-
ing quantum interference device (SQUID) loop, where
the left superconductor is capacitively coupled to a res-
onator, as depicted in Fig. 1, see Ref. [47] for an im-
plementation in a minimal Kitaev chain. The resonator
induces a small time-dependent voltage on the super-
conductor, V (t) ∝ cos(ωt), where ω characterizes the
resonator’s frequency. Due to the Josephson relation,
dδϕ(t)

dt = 2V (t), this voltage causes a time-dependent
perturbation of the phase difference between the su-
perconductors [48]. Transitions to excited states oc-
cur when ω matches the energy difference between two
states with the same fermion parity [48]. In linear re-
sponse, the absorption spectrum can be expressed as

S(ω) =
∑

m | ⟨m| n̂ |0⟩ |2δ(ω − ω0m), where n̂ = ∂/∂ϕ̂

is the Cooper pair number operator, with ϕ̂ being the
phase operator, |0⟩ is the ground state, and m labels the
excited states [27]. In addition, ω0m = ωm−ω0 represent
the resonance peaks, which are weighted by the transition
elements to states within the same parity sector.

III. RESULTS

In this section, we discuss the results for the two pre-
sented models, focusing on the different types of sweet
spots that appear.

A. Kitaev chain

We begin our analysis by studying the Kitaev
model (4), which hosts two perfectly localized MBSs at
the ends (|M1| = |MN | = 1) at discrete sweet spots,
τi = δi and ϵi = 0, regardless of the chain length (N ≥ 2).
In minimal Kitaev chains (N = 2), Figs. 2(a-d), the

ground state degeneracy does not split when one of the
site energies is detuned away from the sweet spot [10].
This results in a peak in the local conductance, Fig. 2(b),
and a zero in the nonlocal conductance at zero applied
bias, Fig. 2(c), that remains when either ϵ1 = 0 or ϵ2 = 0.
The ground state splits when two site energies are de-
tuned, showing a quadratic dependence with the level
energies, Fig. 2(d). This results in a decrease of the local
conductance and an increase in the nonlocal conductance
with a sign that depends on whether CAR or ECT dom-
inates [14].
The 3-site Kitaev model features localized MBSs for

τi = δi and ϵi = 0. Notably, there is robustness to param-
eter variations, resulting in extended regions of parame-
ter space where the sweet spot conditions, i.e. degeneracy
of the ground state and high MP, are satisfied. Among
these, we identify three illustrative cases that provide in-
sight into the distinct types of sweet spots achievable in
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FIG. 2. Conductances and energies for the Kitaev model. (a-d): true 2-site Kitaev chain. (e-h): effective 2-site sweet spot in
a 3-site chain, where the middle site is detuned by 2δ and acts as a barrier. (i-l): 3-site sweet spot, ϵ1,2,3 = 0. (m)-(p): 3-site
sweet spot with the outer sites detuned by 1.5δ. In all cases, τ = δ. In the first to fourth columns we show the wavefunctions,
local conductance, nonlocal conductance, and δE0, respectively. For the conductance calculations, we set T = δ/100 and
ΓL = ΓR = 0.1δ.

the microscopic model through optimization of the MBS
properties, as we shall discuss in Sec. III B: an effective
2-site sweet spot, characterized by the middle site acting
as a barrier; a genuine 3-site sweet spot with localized
MBSs at sites 1 and 3; a 3-site sweet spot where ϵ1 and
ϵ3 are detuned, causing the MBSs to overlap at the mid-
dle site. We refer to the latter as the delocalized sweet
spot.

We illustrate the results for the effective 2-site sweet
spot in Figs. 2(e-h). In this case, the central site is de-
tuned, |ϵ2| ≫ |τ |, |δ|, forming a barrier between the out-
ermost sites, that causes the 3-site Kitaev chain to be-
have as an effective 2-site chain. The barrier leads to
effective CAR and ECT amplitudes between the outer-
most sites that are smaller than the corresponding bare
amplitudes. Consequently, the excitation gap is reduced
below 2τ = 2δ, the value for the sweet spot for the true
two-site Kitaev chain. In this regime, the local and non-
local conductance features resemble the ones of the 2-site
sweet spot previously discussed [14, 16, 20], compare the
first and second rows in Fig. 2. In both cases, the ground
state splits quadratically when detuning the outermost

sites. Effective 2-site sweet spots in 3-site Kitaev chains
exhibit robustness against detunings of site energies, pro-
vided these detunings do not simultaneously involve sites
1 and 3, see Fig. 2(h). Additionally, setting τ1(2) = δ1(2)
and ϵ1(3) = 0 results in a disconnected MBS on the left
(right) side, ensuring ground state degeneracy regardless
of the value of τ or δ on the other side.

The genuine 3-site sweet spot appears for τ = δ and
ϵj = 0 (j = 1, 2, 3), see Figs. 2(i-l). In this case, de-
tuning one of the outermost sites converts the 3-site into
an effective 2-site sweet spot. This results in the local
conductance being independent of the energy of the site
at the opposite end, see Fig. 2(j). Additionally, in the
3-site sweet spots, the wavefunctions of the MBSs shift
away from the edges more gradually as ϵ1,3 increase, com-
pared to the effective 2-site case. In the latter, changes
in ϵ1,3 have a more pronounced effect on the MBSs due
to the reduced effective pairing amplitude between the
outermost sites in the effective 2-site description, which
is smaller than the original gap parameter δ of the 3-site
chain. This slower shift results in the local conductance
remaining stable over a broader range of ϵ1 in Figs. 2(j),
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compared to Fig. 2(f). The nonlocal conductance re-
mains fully suppressed at the 3-site sweet spot, Fig. 2(k),
when sites 1 and 3 are detuned, in contrast to the effec-
tive and true 2-site sweet spots, Figs. 2(c, g). The ground
state remains degenerate when detuning one or two sites
simultaneously. Breaking the degeneracy requires detun-
ing all 3 sites away from the sweet spot condition, causing
the nonlocal conductance to acquire a finite value. Even
then, the energy remains closer to zero, in comparison to
the effective 2-site case, as the ground state splits cubi-
cally for a range of |δϵ1,2,3| ≲ δ, signaling the increase in
protection, see Fig. 2(l).

The results discussed above show that the local and
nonlocal conductances can be used to distinguish be-
tween the 2- and 3-site sweet spots. In reality, the extra
features found in Figs. 2(f-g) with respect to Figs. 2(j-k)
progressively appear as the middle site is detuned from
the 3-site sweet spot. Additionally, removing a |ϵ2| > 0
barrier significantly increases the protection of this sys-
tem, as MBSs can leak into the middle site without lift-
ing the ground state degeneracy or reducing MP. For in-
stance, for a 3-site sweet spot, when we vary ϵ1 or ϵ3,
the MBS wavefunction is increasingly pushed into site 2,
while keeping the ground state degeneracy.

The robustness of the ground state degeneracy to vari-
ations of the energy of the outer sites enables a new set
of 3-site sweet spots where the MBS wavefunctions are
pushed toward the middle site, decreasing the weight in
the outermost part of the chain, see Fig. 2(m). These
sweet spots show qualitatively the same transport signa-
tures as the 3-site ones with localized MBSs, compare
Figs. 2(n-o) and Figs. 2(j-k). We note that a lead at-
tached to the central site can be used to measure the
wavefunction localization, as done in Ref. [37]. At the
spectroscopy level, the main difference is the splitting of
the ground state degeneracy when the middle site is de-
tuned, as shown in Fig. 2(p).

The sweet spot shown in Fig. 2(m) illustrates the con-
nection between robustness and localization of the MBSs.
For example, since the MBSs do not overlap in sites 1 and
3, the ground state degeneracy remains robust against
changes in ϵ1 and ϵ3. Conversely, the overlap of the MBSs
at site 2 leads to a linear splitting of the degeneracy when
changing ϵ2, with the slope determined by the weight of
the MBSs in site 2 (not shown). In general, the local-
ization of the MBSs can be assessed by detuning one or
multiple QDs, providing insight into the robustness of
the ground state degeneracy.

B. Microscopic model

After investigating the Kitaev model and introducing
the different types of sweet spots, we move to the mi-
croscopic model given by Eqs. (2-3), which includes ex-
plicitly the Andreev states that mediate the coupling
between the normal QDs, as well as the finite Zeeman
splitting and charging energy of the QDs. [14]. The

FIG. 3. (a) Energy difference between the even and odd
ground states, δE0 = Eodd

0 − Eeven
0 , (b) MP, and (c) exci-

tation gap, as functions QD levels. (d) Local conductance at
the sweet spots, indicated by the crosses in panels (a-c) as a
function of the voltage bias.

microscopic model converges to the Kitaev chain in the
limit t ≪ ∆, Vz. In this section, we consider the sys-
tem’s parameters to have left-right symmetry, so ϵ1 = ϵ5,
ϵ2 = ϵ4, |∆2| = |∆4| = ∆, ti = t5−i, and t

so
i = tso5−i for

i = 1, 2. This is a convenient choice to reduce the num-
ber of parameters, but it is not a requirement for finding
sweet spots [36]. In the following, we choose U = 5∆,
Vz = 2.5∆, ti = 0.5∆, tsoi = 0.2t, T = ∆/100 and
ΓL = ΓR = T/10.
We start by analyzing the parameter space to find zero-

energy solutions with high MP at the ends of the QD
array. We show results for the ground state splitting in
Fig. 3(a), where the red/blue color indicates an even/odd
fermion parity ground state. In between (white color),
the ground state is degenerate, the first sweet spot con-
dition. The MP, |M1| = |M5| = |M |, Fig. 3(b), peaks at
values close to unity for some parameters. Unlike in the
Kitaev model, the microscopic model with finite Vz does
not host fully isolated MBSs at the ends.
The excitation gap, defined as E1 − E0, where both

energies are taken within the lowest-energy parity sector,
significantly varies along the δE0 = 0 lines in Fig. 3(a).
One reason for this variation is a misalignment of the
chemical potential of the middle QD, causing it to act
as a barrier, thereby reducing the excitation gap. The
formation of inner barriers within the array of QDs can
occur even though we keep ϵ1 = ϵ3 = ϵ5 because of the
different renormalization effects experienced by the cen-
tral normal QD, coupled to two superconductors, unlike
the outermost QDs that couple to only one.
Here, we follow the white lines in Fig. 3(a), optimizing

different characteristics such as the MP and excitation
gap, to identify various types of sweet spots. We then
select three representative sweet spots: the one with the
highest MP, one with well-localized MBSs while main-
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FIG. 4. Illustrative sweet spots for the microscopic model. The first to third rows show the results for the green, purple,
and cyan sweet spots shown in Fig. 3, which are ordered with increasing values of the excitation gap. (a, e, i) present the
wavefunctions of the MBSs. (b, f, j) and (c, g, k) show the local and nonlocal conductances, respectively. (d, h, l) show the
dependence of δE0 with respect to variations of multiple QD levels ϵi.

taining MP and excitation gap values above a minimal
threshold, and the one with the largest gap. These sweet
spots, indicated by the green, cyan, and purple crosses
in Figs. 3(a-c), correspond to the types identified in our
previous analysis (Fig. 2), and the excitation gap for each
case is shown in Fig. 3(d) through the local conductance.

First, we analyze the sweet spot indicated by the green
crosses in Figs. 3(a-c). The MBS wavefunctions are
well-localized on QDs 1 and 5, with no overlap between
the MBSs at the ends, Fig. 4(a). The local, Fig. 4(b),
and nonlocal, Fig. 4(c), conductances are consistent with
the signatures of an effective 2-site Kitaev chain, see
Figs. 2(a-g) for comparison. Here, the ground state
degeneracy is lifted when the outer QDs are detuned,
Fig. 4(d), which explains both the suppression of GLL

and the increase in GLR away from the sweet spot con-
dition. These results indicate the formation of a barrier
inside the system, allowing us to identify this case as an
effective 2-site sweet spot.

We next focus on a sweet spot with a larger excita-
tion gap, represented in purple in Figs. 3(a-d), which
signals that the central QD does not act as a barrier to
the same extent as in the effective 2-site sweet spot dis-
cussed above. The MBSs in this case show only a very
small overlap in the central region, see Fig. 4(e), which is
also the case for the effective 2-site sweet spot, Fig. 4(a).
In contrast to the previous case, see Figs. 4(a-d), some of
the 2-site characteristic conductance features are fainter.
For instance, the local conductance, Fig. 4(f), mostly de-
pends on the level of the QD that the lead is attached

to, δϵ1, while being almost independent of the level of
the QD at the opposite side, δϵ5. Additionally, the non-
local conductance, Fig. 4(g), is suppressed compared to
Fig. 4(c). Furthermore, in comparison to Fig. 4(d) the
ground state shows a less pronounced splitting when de-
tuning the outer QDs, and splits cubically when the three
normal QDs are detuned, see Fig. 4(h), signaling en-
hanced protection. This situation resembles the genuine
3-site sweet spot from Kitaev model, see Figs. 2(i-l), and
will henceforth be referred to as such. We note, however,
that the energy splitting due to variations in ϵ1,5 and con-
sequently the finite nonlocal conductance indicates that
this case does not perfectly map onto the genuine 3-site
sweet spot in the Kitaev model, a problem that could be
partially solved with further optimizations considering ϵ3
as a free parameter.
Finally, we look for the sweet spot with the largest ex-

citation gap, depicted by the cyan color in Figs. 3(a-d).
The transport and ground state properties are consis-
tent with a 3-site sweet spot as mentioned above, see
Figs. 2(m-p). The delocalization of the wavefunctions
leads to MBS overlap in the central QDs rendering them
fragile against gate voltage fluctuations in the middle
QD. Thus, this case can be distinguished from the pre-
vious two scenarios due to pronounced energy splittings
in gate detunings involving ϵ3, as shown in Fig. 4(l). In
this case, the optimization required to avoid the central
QD acting as a barrier causes the detuning of the renor-
malized levels on the outermost QDs, similar to the de-
localized 3-site sweet spot in Fig. 2(m). This pushes the
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FIG. 5. Phase dependence of the 3-site Kitaev chain. (a), (c),
and (e) diagrams showing the couplings between the MBSs as
a function of ϕ for the three typoe of sweet spots. (b), (d), and
(f) local conductance as a function of ϕ and bias voltage VL,
revealing the energy spectrum. In the first to last rows, we
show the effective 2-site sweet spot, the genuine 3-site sweet
spot, and the delocalized sweet spot, respectively.

MBSs wavefunctions toward the middle of the system,
resulting in a significant MBS overlap, Fig. 4(i).

It is worth mentioning that, in reality, it is hard to
make a sharp distinction between the three illustrated
cases, as the system features sweet spots that can show
intermediate behaviors between them. To identify opti-
mal sweet spots for a given value of Vz, each parame-
ter must be individually tuned to optimize desirable fea-
tures, such as ground state degeneracy, maximum MP,
excitation gap, and MBS localization. This optimiza-
tion procedure is well-suited to machine learning tech-
niques [49–51], while we choose to focus on the described
representative scenarios for illustrative purposes.

C. Phase control

Now we discuss the effect of the phase difference be-
tween the superconductors, investigated experimentally
in Ref. [37]. We start with the Kitaev model (4) to gain
intuition. Performing the substitution of the MBS oper-
ators cj = 1

2 (γjB + iγjA), the Kitaev Hamiltonian for 3

FIG. 6. (a), (c), and (e) Local conductance as a function
of the voltage applied to the left normal lead and the phase
difference between the superconductors. (b), (d), and (f) Mi-
crowave absorption spectrum for the lowest-energy (odd) par-
ity sector as a function of ϕ. The first to third rows show
the results for the effective 2-site sweet spot, the genuine 3-
site sweet spot, and the delocalized sweet spot highlighted in
Fig. 3, respectively.

sites, Eq. (4), can be written as

HK =
i

2


3∑

j=1

ϵjγjBγjA − 2γ1Bγ2A + γ2Aγ3B [cos(ϕ)− 1]

+ γ2Bγ3A[cos(ϕ) + 1]− (γ2Aγ3A − γ2Bγ3B) sin(ϕ)

}
,

(9)

where we have taken |τ | = |δ| at both sides of the sys-
tem. We have chosen a gauge in which the superconduct-
ing phase is included in the p-wave pairing potential at
the right side. This choice simplifies the interpretation of
the MBS couplings and does not affect the results. Equa-
tion 9 illustrates that detuning the onsite energy, ϵi ̸= 0,
couples the local MBS operators on site i, black lines in
the diagrams of Figs. 5(a, c, e).
We start with the simplest case, the genuine 3-site

sweet spot, where all ϵi = 0, Fig. 5(c). For ϕ = 0, two
MBSs localize at the ends of the chain, γ1A and γ3B , lead-
ing to a degenerate ground state and giving rise to the
zero-bias conductance peak in Fig 5(d). In addition, the
other four MBS operators can be combined to form two
fermions, γ1B+iγ2A and γ2B+iγ3A, which are degenerate
with energy 2t = 2δ, as shown in Fig. 5(d). For a general
superconducting phase, γ1A remains disconnected, while



8

the other 5 MBS operators have ϕ-dependent couplings,
see Eq. (9) and the sketch in Fig. 5(c). This means that,
out of these 5 MBS operators, 2 conventional fermions
form while keeping 1 MBS uncoupled, which ensures de-
generacy of the ground state for any ϕ, a feature observed
for all three sweet spots. However, the phase reduces
the gap to the lowest excited state, which goes to zero
for ϕ = π, where the ground state is four-fold degener-
ate. The origin of this degeneracy can be understood by
looking at the sketch in Fig. 5(c): for ϕ = π there are 3
decoupled MBSs, γ1A, γ2B , and γ3A. The three remain-
ing MBS operators form a finite-energy fermion and a
delocalized MBS [37].

Forming a barrier between the outer sites, i.e. detun-
ing ϵ2, couples the MBS operators at the central site,
Figs. 5(a-b). This coupling splits the excited state at
ϕ = 0, Fig. 5(b), providing a way of distinguishing be-
tween the effective 2-site and the genuine 3-site sweet
spots. The excitation gap is also modified by ϕ. For
ϕ = π, γ1A and γ3A are uncoupled similar to the gen-
uine 3-site sweet spot. However, γ2A now couples to
three MBS operators, γ1B , γ2B , and γ3B . Interestingly,
although there is a four-fold degeneracy, the zero-bias
conductance vanishes near ϕ = π. The reason for this is
that γ2A and γ2B compose a fermionic state with large
energy, such that γ1B and γ3B become effectively decou-
pled. Therefore, localized fermionic states emerge in sites
1 and 3, causing GLL to vanish due to interference effects
from having both MBSs coupled to the same lead.

The delocalized 3-site sweet spot arises when the outer
QDs are detuned, which we indicate in Fig. 5(e) by the
black lines for ϵ1 and ϵ3. In this case, there are two
sets of decoupled MBS operators: {γ1A, γ1B , γ2A} and
{γ2B , γ3A, γ3B}, Fig. 5(e), from which delocalized MBSs
emerge. The odd number of MBS operators on each side
ensures two decoupled MBSs. The symmetry between
the two subsets of operators gives rise to a degeneracy
between the second and third excited states at ϕ = 0,
as shown in Fig. 5(f) (similar to the genuine 3-site sweet
spot). For ϕ > 0 the degeneracy of the fermionic modes
splits due to the local coupling between the MBSs, but
the energy of the lowest mode sticks to zero. Finally, for
ϕ = π there is no four-fold degeneracy as in the previous
cases. Instead, we observe a decoupled MBS operator in
the middle site, γ2B , while the 5 other operators are now
connected due to ϵ1 and ϵ3. This leads to an avoided
crossing between the two lowest modes and the ground
state remains doubly degenerate.

In summary, detunings from the genuine 3-site sweet
spot, Fig. 5(d), lead to energy splittings in two distinct
cases: at ϕ = 0, it causes splittings between the excited
states, Fig. 5(b), corresponding to the effective 2-site
sweet spot, while at ϕ = π, it results in splittings between
the ground and excited states, Fig. 5(f), corresponding
to the delocalized sweet spot.

We next analyze the microscopic model, Eqs. (2-3).
We study the three sweet spots highlighted in Fig. 3,
which feature high MP in the outermost QDs. We show

the conductance as a function of the phase and voltage
bias for the different types of sweet spots in Figs. 6(a, c,
e). The results are qualitatively similar to those for the
spinless model shown in Figs. 5(b, d, f). The genuine
3-site sweet spot, Fig. 6(c), features degenerate excited
states at ϕ = 0 and ϕ = π, unlike the other two cases.
Differently from the Kitaev model, the MBSs always ex-
hibit a finite weight on the central QD, resulting in a
slight breaking of the four-fold ground-state degeneracy
at ϕ = π, see Figs.6(b, d). In Figs. 5(f) and 6(a, c,
e), we note a fainter conductance signature for the ex-
cited states at either positive or negative values of VL.
This is associated with the sign of the detunings that
cause the delocalization of the MBS wavefunctions. In
Fig. 6(a), the detuning is positive, resembling the behav-
ior observed in Fig. 5(f), whereas Figs. 6(c, e) indicate a
negative sign.

D. Microwave absorption

We finish our analysis by studying the microwave re-
sponse of the 3-site chain, based on the cavity coupling
sketched in Fig. 1. This quantity, which measures tran-
sition energies between states with the same fermion
parity [48], provides complementary information to the
conductance analyzed previously. Here we focus on the
odd-parity sector, which becomes the ground state for
0 < ϕ < 2π.
The emergence of spectral holes – vanishing microwave

absorption lines – serves as an indicator of sweet spots
[52]. Here, we illustrate this for the three types of sweet
spots. For the genuine 3-site sweet spot, the second and
third excited states in the odd-parity subspace become
degenerate at ϕ = π, Fig. 6(d). This degeneracy arises
from the doubly degenerate fermionic states shown in
Fig. 6(c), which enable transitions involving two elec-
trons. These degeneracies can be lifted by detuning the
outermost QDs or breaking the symmetry between the
left and right sides, for example, by changing the ECT
and CAR values on one side. In the odd-parity sector
near ϕ = π, interference between the transition ampli-
tudes to the two degenerate states results in one transi-
tion (0 → 3) being amplified while the other (0 → 2) is
completely suppressed (although this is somewhat diffi-
cult to see in the plot because of the energy degeneracy
between the second and third excited states, see Fig. 8).
For the other sweet spots, there is no exact degeneracy
between the excited levels, but the spectral hole is still
visible near ϕ = π, Figs. 6(b, f).
The three types of sweet spots can be distinguished

by comparing their microwave responses. Similar to our
previous analysis, the genuine 3-site sweet spot presents
degeneracies between the first and second excited states
at ϕ = 0, and the second and third excited states at
ϕ = π, as shown in Fig. 6(d). These level crossings turn
into avoided crossings for the other 2 cases, see Figs. 6(b,
f). We also note that in all cases, the transition to the
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first excited state pronouncedly increases near ϕ = π as
the excitation gap diminishes. For the effective 2-site, we
observe additional spectral holes in the 0 → 1 transition.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have analyzed the simplest extension
of the minimal Kitaev chain, a chain with 3 sites, imple-
mented in an array of 3 normal QDs connected via two
QDs proximitized by superconductors. This system can
feature three kinds of Majorana sweet spots with distinc-
tive properties: an effective 2-site sweet spot; a genuine
3-site sweet spot with well-localized MBSs; and a 3-site
sweet spot with delocalized MBSs. The effective 2-site
regime arises when detuning the energy of the central QD
in the 3-site sweet spot, creating an effective barrier be-
tween the outermost QDs. On the other hand, the sweet
spot with delocalized MBSs can be achieved by detun-
ing the outermost QDs, pushing the MBS wavefunctions
toward the middle of the system.

We have shown that the conductance signatures of 3-
site sweet spots differ from those for 2-site chains, al-
lowing us to distinguish between the two cases. Finally,
by considering the phase difference between the super-
conductors we can distinguish between all three types
of sweet spots, using conductance measurements and mi-
crowave spectroscopy. We analyze these features, propos-
ing a way to infer the Majorana localization and robust-
ness from local measurements.
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Appendix A: Transport theory - Kitaev model

The Kitaev model, Eq. (4), disregards electron inter-
actions. This allows us to treat the transport problem
using the scattering matrix formalism. The scattering
matrix, whose expression we show below, provides the
probability amplitudes for the reflection and transmis-
sion of incoming electrons.

S = 1− 2iρπW † 1

E −H+ iρπWW †W, (A1)

where W couples the system to the leads. Considering

the basis Φ =
(
Φe

L Φe
R Φh

L Φh
R

)T
for the leads, where

Φβ
α represents the wavefunction of a particle of type β =

e, h in the α = L,R lead, the W matrix reads

W =


tL 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 tR 0 0
0 0 −tL 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 −tR

 , (A2)

where tα is the hopping between lead α and the system.
In addition, the Bogoliubov-de Gennes Hamiltonian is

H =


ϵ1 τ12 0 0 δ 0
τ12 ϵ2 τ23 −δ 0 δeiϕ

0 τ23 ϵ3 0 −δeiϕ 0
0 −δ 0 −ϵ1 −τ12 0
δ 0 −δe−iϕ −τ12 −ϵ2 −τ23
0 δe−iϕ 0 0 −τ23 −ϵ3

 , (A3)

where we defined the basis as ψ =(
c1 c2 c3 c†1 c†2 c†3

)T
.

After obtaining the scattering matrix, it is possible to
calculate the current using the expression [53]

Iα =
e

h

∫
dE (2Aαα + Tᾱα +Aᾱα) f̃(µα)

− e

h

∫
dE (Tαᾱ −Aαᾱ) f̃(µᾱ),

(A4)

where α ̸= ᾱ = L,R, f̃(µα) = f(E − µα) − f(E), and

f(E) =
[
1 + e(E/kBT )

]−1
is the Fermi function, and µα =

eVα, given by the applied voltage bias. The coefficients
Aij and Tij , given by the s-matrix, represent the transfer
of an incoming electron from lead i to lead j as a hole or
electron, respectively.

Appendix B: microwave absorption for the Kitaev
model

In this Appendix, we discuss the microwave absorption
spectrum for the Kitaev model. We first obtain analyt-
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ical expressions using perturbation theory that corrobo-
rates the findings of Ref. [27], where the emergence of
spectral holes in the microwave spectrum was associated
with the presence of MBSs. Then, we perform numerical
simulations and show the spectral holes at ϕ = π for the
transitions between the ground state and the second and
third excited states.

We start by projecting the Hamiltonian into
the even and odd subspaces, which are uncou-
pled since the above Hamiltonian commutes with
the parity operator. By doing that, in the
basis ψe = {|0, 0, 0⟩ , |1, 1, 0⟩ , |1, 0, 1⟩ , |0, 1, 1⟩} and
ψe = {|1, 0, 0⟩ , |0, 1, 0⟩ , |0, 0, 1⟩ , |1, 1, 1⟩} (|1, 1, 1⟩ =

c†1c
†
2c

†
3 |0, 0, 0⟩), we obtain

H =

(
He 0
0 Ho

)
, (B1)

where

He =


0 δ 0 δe−iϕ

δ Λ12 τ 0
0 τ Λ13 τ
δeiϕ 0 τ Λ23

 , (B2)

Ho =


ϵ1 τ 0 δe−iϕ

τ ϵ2 τ 0
0 τ ϵ3 δ
δeiϕ 0 δ Λ123

 , (B3)

and Λij(k) = ϵi + ϵj(+ϵk).
Initially, let us consider the sweet spot, i.e., τ = 1,

all ϵi = 0 (δ = 1 throughout). The Hamiltonian then
becomes

H(0)
e = H(0)

o =


0 1 0 e−iϕ

1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1
eiϕ 0 1 0

 . (B4)

The eigenenergies are Ei = ±
√
2±

√
2(1 + cos(ϕ)) =

±
√
2(1± | cos(ϕ/2)|), and the eigenvectors are

ψi =
c

E2
i − 1 + e−iϕ


1 + (E2

i − 1)e−iϕ

Ei(1 + e−iϕ)
E2

i − 1 + e−iϕ

Ei(E
2
i − 2).

 (B5)

Considering ϕ ≤ π, | cos(ϕ/2)| = cos(ϕ/2). The
eigenenergies become, E0 = − cos(ϕ/4), E1 =
− sin(ϕ/4), E2 = sin(ϕ/4), and E3 = cos(ϕ/4). The
eigenvectors are

ψ0 =
1

2


e−iϕ

2

−e−iϕ
4

1

−ei
ϕ
4 ,

 , ψ1 =
1

2


−e−iϕ

2

−ie−iϕ
4

1

iei
ϕ
4

 ,

ψ2 =
1

2


−e−iϕ

2

ie−iϕ
4

1

−iei
ϕ
4

 , ψ3 =
1

2


e−iϕ

2

e−iϕ
4

1

ei
ϕ
4

 .

(B6)

We are interested in the quantity t02 = ψ†
2(−i∂ϕ)ψ0.

In this case, the result yields

t02 =
1− i

8
. (B7)

To appreciate the phase dependency on the above tran-
sition, we move the system from the sweet spot by consid-
ering a detuning of the site energies ϵi = ϵ. Additionally,
we set ϕ = π and consider small phase deviations as a
perturbation, such that ϕ − π ≪ 1. In this case, the
even-parity Hamiltonian becomes

He = He,0 + V, (B8)

He,0 =

 0 1 0 −1
1 2ϵ 1 0
0 1 2ϵ 1
−1 0 1 2ϵ

 , (B9)

V =


0 0 0 1− e−i(ϕ−π)

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

1− ei(ϕ−π) 0 0 0

 . (B10)

The eigenvalues and eigenvectors of He,0 are

E0 = 2ϵ−
√
2, ψ0 =

1

2

(
0 1 −

√
2 1

)T
, (B11)

E1 = ϵ−
√
2 + ϵ2, ψ1 =

1√
E2

3 + 2

(
E3 −1 0 1

)T
,

(B12)

E2 = 2ϵ+
√
2, ψ2 =

1

2

(
0 1

√
2 1

)T
, (B13)

E3 = ϵ−
√
2 + ϵ2, ψ3 =

1√
E2

1 + 2

(
E1 −1 0 1

)T
.

(B14)
The wavefunctions ψ0 and ψ2 after the first order cor-

rection become
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FIG. 7. Transition amplitudes for the 3-sites Kitaev chain as
a function of the on-site energies (ϵ) and hopping (τ).

Ψ0 = ψ0 + (a+ψ1 + a−ψ3)
(
1− e−i(ϕ−π)

)
, (B15)

Ψ2 = ψ2 + (b−ψ1 + b+ψ3)
(
1− e−i(ϕ−π)

)
, (B16)

where

a+ =
E3

2(E0 − E1)
√
E2

3 + 2
, a− =

E1

2(E0 − E3)
√
E2

1 + 2
,

(B17)

b− =
E3

2(E2 − E1)
√
E2

3 + 2
, b+ =

E1

2(E2 − E3)
√
E2

1 + 2
.

(B18)

Then we calculate the t02 = −iΨ†
2∂ϕΨ0 transition again,

obtaining

t02 = (b−a++b+a−)[cos(ϕ−π)−1−i sin(ϕ−π)]. (B19)

This result shows that for τ = 1, the Kitaev model
presents a spectral hole in t02 at ϕ = π, similar to the re-
sults obtained for sweet spots in the microscopic model,
presented in Fig. 6. The above expression describes this
transition within the odd (even) parity sector for ϵ < 0
(ϵ > 0), depending on which one has the lowest energy
at ϕ = π.

We now generalize the results by plotting the tran-
sitions from the ground state to the second and third
excited states, T0i = |t0i|2, at ϕ = π as we vary τ and
ϵ in Fig. 7. We note that depending on the values for
the parameters, it can be either the transition to the sec-
ond or third excited states that vanish at ϕ = π. For
instance, for larger values of τ and small values of ϵ, see
Figs. 7(c-d), it is T03 that vanishes, which corroborates
the spectral hole observed in some of the sweet spots con-
sidered in the microscopic model, for instance, the results

for the delocalized sweet spot in the third row of Fig. 6.
From the two figures, we conclude that the 0 → 3 tran-
sition presents a spectral hole at ϕ = π in cases where
the MBSs present delocalized wave functions, which in
the Kitaev model occurs for larger values of τ/ϵ, see the
white regions in Figs. 7(c-d).

Appendix C: Microwave transitions for the
microscopic model

In this section, we present additional plots to comple-
ment the phase dependence of the results shown in Fig. 6
for the microscopic model.

The first column of Fig. 8 displays the energies for the
odd (solid lines) and even (dotted lines) parity sectors.
In all cases, the lowest-energy mode of the odd parity
sector becomes the ground state. Consequently, we focus
on this parity sector when calculating the transition am-
plitudes T0n, presented in the second column. The first,
second, and third rows correspond to the effective 2-site
sweet spot (green), genuine 3-site sweet spot (purple),
and delocalized sweet spot (cyan) sweet spots, respec-
tively. In all cases, the transition to the second or third
excited states vanishes near ϕ = π.

FIG. 8. (a), (c), and (e) energies for the odd (solid lines)
and even (dotted lines) parity sectors as a function of ϕ. (b),
(d), and (f) Transition amplitudes, T0n = | ⟨n| ∂ϕ |0⟩ |2, for
the lowest-energy (odd) parity sector as a function of ϕ. The
first to third rows show the results for the green, purple, and
cyan sweet spots depicted in Fig. 3, respectively.
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