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Abstract

Coupled colloidal quantum dot molecules are an emerging class of nanomaterials, introducing new degrees
of freedom for designing quantum dot-based technologies. The properties of multiply excited states in these
materials are crucial to their performance as quantum light emitters but cannot be fully resolved by existing
spectroscopic techniques. Here we study the characteristics of biexcitonic species, which represent a rich
landscape of different configurations, such as segregated and localized biexciton states. To this end, we introduce
an extension of Heralded Spectroscopy to resolve different biexciton species in the prototypical CdSe/CdS
coupled quantum dot dimer system. We uncover the coexistence and interplay of two distinct biexciton species:
A fast-decaying, strongly-interacting biexciton species, analogous to biexcitons in single quantum dots, and a
long-lived, weakly-interacting species corresponding to two nearly-independent excitons separated to the two
sides of the coupled quantum dot pair. The two biexciton types are consistent with numerical simulations,
assigning the strongly-interacting species to two excitons localized at one side of the quantum dot molecule
and the weakly-interacting species to excitons segregated to the two quantum dot molecule sides. This deeper
understanding of multiply excited states in coupled quantum dot molecules can support the rational design of
tunable single- or multiple-photon quantum emitters.

Keywords: Quantum dots, Hybridization, Biexcitons, Binding Energy, Single-particle Spectroscopy, SPAD
arrays

Since the introduction of colloidal quantum dots
(QDs) a few decades ago, their research is constantly
developing, due to the intriguing quantum confinement
effect that influences the electronic and optical proper-
ties as a function of the QD’s size and shape.1,2 QDs
are impressively already widely implemented in com-
mercial displays3 and are of further relevance in ad-
ditional applications including lasers,4 light emitting
diodes (LEDs),5,6 single photon sources,7 and photo-
voltaics.8,9 The extensive study in this field established
synthetic means to allow for better control over the
size, morphology, and surface chemistry of QDs of var-
ious semiconductor materials, enabling improved quan-
tum yields (QY) and tunable emission and absorption
spectra.10–12 In recent years, further research has been
carried out to synthesize more complex nano-structures
with two or more coupled emission centers, thus launch-
ing a new field of “nano-chemistry”.13–17 In particular,
it was demonstrated that two QDs can be fused together
via a process of constrained oriented attachment, form-

ing a coupled QD molecule (CQDM).18–21

As QDs are often described as “artificial atoms” due
to their discrete electronic states,22 CQDMs are in
many senses analogous to artificial molecules,23 man-
ifesting hybridization of the charge carrier wave func-
tions. For the particular case of CdSe/CdS CQDMs,
electron wave functions hybridize, whereas the hole
wave function is localized to the cores due to the quasi-
type II band alignment, the relatively large valence band
offset between CdSe and CdS, and the heavier effec-
tive mass of the hole.24 CQDMs exhibit optical and
electronic properties which differ from their single QD
building blocks as a result of the coupling.18 Notably,
CQDMs’ spectrum is red-shifted and broader,20,25,26

the absorption cross-section is modified to be doubled
at high energy and smeared out near the band gap,24

their fluorescence decay lifetime is shorter, and their
brightness is higher than their single QD constituents.25

The optical properties of the CQDMs depend on the
width of the interfacial area between the two fused
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QDs, or “neck”, serving as a potential barrier. The
neck can be tuned chemically during the fusion pro-
cess and was found to control the extent of the cou-
pling and thus the electronic and optical properties.20,25

Moreover, the joining of two light emitting centers and
the increase in the volume can stabilize both charged-
and multi- electron–hole pairs (i.e., excitons), relative to
such states in the respective single QDs, which are gen-
erally dimmed. The unique structure of the CQDMs can
accommodate new types of multi-excitonic states and
different relaxation pathways.25 In the simplest case
of a biexciton (BX; two excitons occupying the same
CQDM), the excitons can arrange in multiple spatial
configurations within these nano-structures, whereas
single QDs can only accommodate a single BX spatial
configuration.25

Due to exciton–exciton interactions, the BX emis-
sion in many cases is spectrally shifted from the sin-
gle exciton (1X) emission.27 In addition, multiple re-
combination pathways and non-radiative processes for
BXs, such as the efficient Auger recombination, reduce
the fluorescence decay lifetime of the BX, relative to
that of the 1X.28 Therefore, a better understanding of
BXs in nanocrystals is crucial for their incorporation
in various applications, such as in lasing media, LEDs,
and photovoltaics. In CQDMs, this could help reveal
some of their coupling properties towards more exten-
sive control over their multi-excitonic characteristics.
However, characterization of BX emission is challeng-
ing, as they generally cannot be spectrally separated
at room temperature from the neutral and charged ex-
citonic events, due to spectral diffusion and thermal
broadening.27 Most of the previous work in this field uti-
lized indirect methods to characterize the BX emission.
The prevalent methods were power-dependent photo-
luminescence and transient absorption measurements,
which exhibited a large variance in results.29–36 Re-
cently, direct approaches to probe BX emission events
at the single particle level were introduced, such as cas-
cade or heralded spectroscopy.27,37 These newly devel-
oped methods enable the energetic and temporal detec-
tion of sequential photons, thus eliminating the ambi-
guity associated with indirect methods. The heralded
spectroscopy technique utilizes a spectroSPAD system,
which includes a single photon avalanche diode (SPAD)
array at the output of a grating spectrometer.27 This
system enables the post-selection of cascaded BX–1X
events in a time-resolved-spectrally-resolved manner at
room temperature. Therefore, it serves as an excellent
tool for BX characterization in complex nano-structures
such as CQDMs. Previous studies that utilized her-
alded spectroscopy, used temporal photon correlation
between BX and 1X emissions to measure the BX shift
(∆BX ≡ E1X − EBX ; the difference between the spec-
trum peaks of the 1X and of the BX emissions) at room
temperature in single CdSe/CdS/ZnS quantum dots,27

and in CsPbBr3 and CsPbI3 perovskite nanocrystals
(NCs).38

Herein, we explore the BX events in CQDMs and com-

pare their properties to those of their constituent QDs,
presenting an expansion of the powerful heralded spec-
troscopy methodology. Studying the prototypical sys-
tem of CdSe/CdS core/shell CQDMs, we establish the
coexistence of two BX species characterized by different
lifetimes and 1X–1X interactions. Combining the exper-
imental results with theoretical analysis, we attribute
these to two BX spatial configurations. One where two
holes are localized in the same QD (localized biexciton;
LBX) and one where the two holes are segregated to
the two constituent QDs (segregated biexciton; SBX),
as illustrated at the top of Figure 1a(i).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The model system under study constitutes of CdSe/CdS
CQDMs formed via the template approach introduced
previously.18,20 Briefly, CdSe/CdS core/shell QDs (ra-
dius of 1.35/2.1 nm; electron microscopy characteriza-
tion in Figure 1a(ii) and Figure S1), were bound to
surface-functionalized silica spheres of 200 nm in diam-
eter, followed by controlled coverage by an additional
layer of silica, which blocks the unreacted silica bind-
ing sites and partially covers the QDs’ surface, reducing
the possibility to generate oligomers. Then, a molecular
linker was added followed by the addition of a second
batch of the same QDs, thereby attaching to the bound
QDs, forming dimers on the template. Dimers are re-
leased via selective etching of the silica spheres by hy-
drofluoric acid and then undergo a fusion process at a
moderate temperature. Size-selective separation is per-
formed using the controlled addition of an anti-solvent,
yielding a sample of the CQDMs.

In previous works that utilized heralded spectroscopy,
extracting the BX emission spectrum was sufficient for
a comprehensive BX characterization.27,38 In the cur-
rent case, the analysis is extended to resolve the BX
population both spectrally and temporally, in order to
account for the multiple BX species assumed to coex-
ist in CQDMs. To explore BX states in CQDMs, cas-
caded emission events are directly probed at room tem-
perature, extracting both temporal and spectral infor-
mation simultaneously. The setup relies on exciting a
single particle with a pulsed laser excitation, dispers-
ing the emitted fluorescence by a grating spectrometer,
and detecting the photons (temporally- and spectrally-
resolved) with a SPAD array detector. Occurrences of
photon-pair emission detected following the same exci-
tation pulse are post-selected and treated as heralded
events. Each photon within the post-selected photon
pairs is time- and energy-tagged according to its time
and pixel of detection. The high spectral and temporal
resolutions (see Methods section) enable an unambigu-
ous temporal separation between the two detections, at-
tributing the first arriving photon to emission from the
BX state and the second photon to emission from the
1X state (Figure 1a(i) bottom).

Then, the BX population, in the form of a 2D
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Figure 1: Multiple BX States in CQDMs and the Heralded Spectroscopy Method. a)(i) Top: Two
photons are emitted sequentially by a radiative relaxation in a CQDM from a biexciton (BX) state of two possible
spatial configurations, to the exciton (1X) state and eventually to the ground state (GS). Bottom: Scheme of the
heralded spectroscopy method that uses photon correlations to resolve the arrival time and energy of the photon
pairs. Only two-photon cascades that were detected following the same excitation pulse are registered as heralded
events. (ii) High-angle annular dark-field scanning transmission electron microscopy (HAADF-STEM) image and
energy-dispersive spectroscopy (EDS) images of a fused dimer. b) 2D spectrum-lifetime histogram of all the post-
selected BX emissions from a 5-min measurement of a single CQDM. On top is the full vertical binning in logarithmic
scale and to the left is the full horizontal binning of the 2D BX histogram, showcasing the BX decay lifetime and
spectrum, respectively. c) The two-component fit of the BX population in (b), each component with an independent
exponential decay in time and an independent Voigt profile distribution in energy. The black horizontal line in (b)
and (c) is due to a ‘hot’ excluded pixel in the detector (see Methods section).

spectrum-lifetime histogram (Figure 1b), is fitted to the
sum of two independent exponentially decaying compo-
nents, using a least-squares solver (Figure 1c):

fmodel = a1·V1(E)
e−

t
τ1

τ1
+ a2·V2(E)

e−
t
τ2

τ2
(1)

Where Vi(E) is a Voigt profile distribution in energy,
i.e., over the detector’s pixels, τi is the component’s
mono-exponential decay lifetime, and ai is a prefactor.

The results shown herein compare single NCs from
two samples. One is of fused CQDMs, or “fused
dimers”, and one is of “non-fused dimers”, where two
QDs were linked together by the same template-based
procedure described above, but not fused under moder-
ate temperatures. Non-fused dimers remain connected
by the molecular linker, but do not feature the continu-
ous CdS lattice, i.e., the neck, between the QDs seen in
Figure 1a(ii). The dimer samples also contained single
QDs, or “monomers”, that failed to attach to another
QD (see Methods section and Figure S1 for further de-
tails). The monomers within the fused dimers sample
were used as a reference for single QDs that underwent
the same process. The photoluminescence signal from
single particle measurements was used in several further
analyses, allowing nanoparticle-type classification (Fig-
ure S2), and collected under a single excitation power for

all particle types (Figure S3). The additional analyses
included fluorescence intensity, intensity fluctuations,
decay lifetimes, and the zero-delay normalized second-
order correlation of photon arrival times (g(2)(0)).27,38

The first two supported nanoparticle-type classification
for distinguishing monomers from dimers (following ref.
25), while the g(2)(0) value was integral in revealing
the nature of the NCs as quantum emitters, positioning
them on the continuum between a single- and a multi-
photon emitter.

Figure 2 presents representative results of the 2D
heralded analysis from 5-min measurements of (i) a
monomer, (ii) a fused dimer with high g(2)(0) contrast,
(iii) a fused dimer with low g(2)(0) contrast and (iv) a
non-fused dimer. The left column (panels (a)) depicts
the BX decay kinetics and the right column (panels (b))
shows the BX emission spectrum, both as bright gray
areas. (i) and (ii) exhibited a single exponential BX
decay, whereas (iii) and (iv) exhibited a bi-exponential
BX decay. To graphically emphasize the difference be-
tween the NCs with a single exponential decay and the
ones with a bi-exponential feature, the fitted compo-
nents were labeled as “fast” and “slow”, which refers
to short and long BX decay lifetimes, respectively (blue
and orange areas in panel (a), respectively). To distin-
guish between slow and fast decay patterns, a lifetime
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Figure 2: 2D Heralded Analysis of Single Particles. The BX population from a 5-min measurement of (i) a
monomer, a fused dimer with (ii) a high g2(0) contrast and (iii) a low g(2)(0) contrast, and (iv) a non-fused dimer.
The particles feature a g2(0) contrast of approximately 0.09, 0.13, 0.37, and 0.45, respectively. Orange, blue, and
green boxes distinguish between the different types of particles: monomers, fused dimers, and non-fused dimers,
respectively. Schematics of the particle types are shown in the inset of (a) and transmission electron microscopy
(TEM) images of the different particle types are shown in the inset of (b). The image of the fused dimers sample
in panel (b) (ii) features two fused dimers that differ in the extent of fusion and filling of their interfacial area, the
“neck”. a) The bright gray bars are the full vertical binning (FVB) of the 2D BX population histogram (as the one
shown in Figure 1b), showcasing the BX fluorescence decay lifetime. The blue and orange areas correspond to the
FVB of the fast and the slow fitted BX components, respectively. A lifetime of 1 ns acts as a threshold between
“fast” and “slow”. b) The bright gray area is the full horizontal binning (FHB) of the 2D BX population histogram,
showcasing the BX spectrum. The blue and orange lines correspond to the FHB of the fast and the slow fitted
BX components, respectively. In red asterisks and red dashed line are the 1X spectrum and its fitted Voigt profile,
respectively. In dark gray, the normalized spectrum of all detections from the measurement. The gap in the gray
areas is due to a ‘hot’ excluded pixel in the detector (see Methods section).

4



threshold of 1 ns was selected after preliminary results
showed that monomers displayed only a sub-ns BX de-
cay component (Figure S4). The appearance of a >1 ns
BX lifetime in dimers (Figure S5) is therefore assumed
to emanate from a BX species unavailable in monomers.
Cases where the 2D fit exhibited two sub-ns components
might be attributed to neutral and charged BXs,39 or
simply to the additional degree of freedom in the fit.
Consequently, in such cases, as in Figure 2(i) and (ii),
the two fast components are summed together and dis-
played as a single fast component, which represents well
the observed decay.

Figure 2(i) presents a typical heralded spectroscopy
characterization of a single monomer (g(2)(0)≈0.09, see
Figure S6). Panel (a) showcases a single sub-ns expo-
nentially decaying fitted component (blue area; lifetime
of τ≈0.3 ns), and panel (b) presents its spectrum (solid
blue line). The BX shift of this component, i.e., the dif-
ference between the 1X peak (red dashed line) and the
BX component’s peak, is ∆BX = −27±2 meV (all the
error intervals in this work are given at 68% confidence
levels). The negative BX shift (that is, a blue shift due
to the 1X–1X repulsion) agrees well with a quasi-type
II band-alignment regime, in which spilling out of the
electrons wave functions to the shell reduces the over-
lap with the holes localized in the core, and hence the
like-charges repulsion energies dominate over correla-
tive attractions.33 The normalized spectrum of all the
detections from the 5-min measurement (including sin-
gle photon events) is shown in dark gray and highly
matches the 1X spectrum, indicating that the overall
emission is dominated by 1X emission.

Figure 2(iv) presents a typical single non-fused dimer,
which in contrast to the monomer in (i), displays two
different components, with lifetimes of ∼0.2 and ∼9 ns
and different spectra (panels (a) and (b), respectively).
The slow component (solid orange area) dominates the
BX emission, with a relative contribution ( a1∑2

i=1 ai
) of

∼97%. The fast component (solid blue line in panel
(b)) features ∆BX,fast = −6±1 meV. The emergence
of a long-lived fitted BX component with a negligible
shift (∆BX,slow = −4±1 meV), is naturally associated
with the multiple emission centers in this single non-
fused dimer.

In monomers, where the only possible BX spatial con-
figuration is of two holes confined to one core (LBX),
only a sub-ns strongly-interacting BX component is ob-
served. Therefore, it is reasonable to attribute the reap-
pearance of a similar fast-decaying BX component in
the non-fused dimer, to LBX emission events. Accord-
ing to this reasoning, we assign the order-of-magnitude
slower BX component to segregated BX (SBX) emis-
sion events. These assignments are validated by numer-
ical simulations later in this section. Non-fused dimers
consist of two nearly independent QDs, thus the SBX
can be treated as two weakly-interacting 1Xs, as the
two holes are separated into two different cores. Hence,
the BX emission from such a state is expected to re-
semble the 1X emission in energy but with a shorter
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Figure 3: BX Shifts According to Particle Type.
BX shifts (∆BX) of (a) the fast and (b) the slow fitted
BX components of all the single particles, according to
type. Monomers and ∼68% of the fused dimers did not
exhibit a component with a lifetime of 1 ns or higher
and therefore do not appear in panel (b). Black dashed
lines represent zero BX shift (equal energy of BX and
1X emissions).

lifetime (τ1X≈18 ns in non-fused dimers), due to multi-
ple recombination pathways and possible non-radiative
competing processes, such as energy transfer or inter-
core tunneling mechanisms.18 Moreover, in non-fused
dimers, the long-lived BX is more dominant than the
short-lived BX. This also supports their attribution to
SBX and LBX states, respectively, as the non-radiative
Auger decay dominates the LBX decay and reduces its
QY. The near-zero ∆BX,slow values are in agreement
with the expected weak 1X–1X interaction. The small
observed negative BX shift may be attributed to dif-
ferent quantum confinements of the constituent QDs.
Bluer-emitting QDs feature shorter decay lifetimes (Fig-
ure S7a), and hence the bluer-emitting QD of the non-
fused dimer will more often emit first.

Fused dimers featured two distinct populations. Typ-
ical examples of each are seen in Figure 2(ii) and (iii).
Case (ii) resembles the monomer in (i) with its single
sub-ns lifetime, ∆BX = −25±1 meV, and strong photon
antibunching (g(2)(0)≈0.13). Case (iii) has an emerging
slow component (∼11 ns lifetime), with a spectral offset
(∆BX,slow = −1±1 meV) resembling that of the non-
fused dimer in (iv). This is accompanied by a weaker
antibunching (g(2)(0)≈0.37) compared to (i) and (ii).
Case (iii) also shows a fast BX component that resem-
bles the BX properties in (i) and (ii), featuring a lifetime
of ∼0.3 ns and ∆BX,fast = −32±1 meV.
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Moving to a statistical representation measured over
numerous single particles, Figure 3 displays the BX
shifts of the fast and the slow components (panels (a)
and (b), respectively) for all particles according to type.
Monomers and ∼68% of the fused dimers presented only
sub-ns BX components and therefore do not appear
in panel (b). As shown in Figure 3a, monomers and
fused dimers feature a similar ∆BX,fast (−21±6 meV
and −22±8 meV, respectively). In non-fused dimers the
fast BX shift is weaker (∆BX,fast = −7±7 meV), due to
stronger confinement effect. Unlike non-fused dimers,
the monomers and fused dimers underwent ripening
during the fusion process, which slightly thickened their
shell, as apparent in their red-shifted emission (Fig-
ure S7b). The lower volume of non-fused dimers in-
creases the localization of electrons, which screens the
Coulombic repulsion between the holes, reducing their
fast BX shift, attributed to the LBX.36 Indeed, the dif-
ferent distributions of ∆BX,fast for fused and non-fused
dimers are in agreement with monomers that underwent
the fusion process and monomers that did not, respec-
tively (Figure S8).

Figure 3b shows a slightly negative BX shift of
∆BX,slow = −4±6 meV for non-fused dimers, consistent
with the previously mentioned expectation of an aver-
aged faster emission by the bluer-emitting QD within a
dimer. Notably, 32% of the fused dimers also exhibited
a slow component and showed ∆BX,slow = 8±15 meV.

Figure 4 shows the 2D heralded analysis of all par-
ticles as a function of the g(2)(0) contrast, indicating
a single- or a multiple-photon emitter.40 This, with the
exception of particles from the non-fused dimers sample
that exhibited g(2)(0)>0.55, which were omitted from
this work. This was to avoid the possible inclusion of
oligomers or charged particles (see section S3 and Fig-
ure S9). The lifetimes of the two fitted BX components
and their BX shifts (i.e., the difference between the spec-
trum peak of the 1X and the relevant BX component)
are weighted according to the component’s relative con-
tribution ( ai∑2

i=1 ai
). Figure 4a shows that monomers

display only a fast sub-ns BX dynamics, which agrees
well with the LBX being the only available BX spatial
configuration in monomers. The Auger recombination
in such particles is highly efficient, leading to a high
g(2)(0) contrast of 0.1±0.03, classifying them as single
photon emitters.

The majority of the fused dimers exhibit high g(2)(0)
contrasts (<0.2) and a sub-ns BX lifetime, which we
attribute to the LBX in those systems. Their BX shift
distribution overlaps that of the monomers, as apparent
in Figure 4b. Consequently, these ‘monomer-like’ fused
dimers can also be considered as single-photon emitters,
yet with a larger absorption cross-section (see 〈N〉 esti-
mation in Methods section) that increases the probabil-
ity of multi-excitations.24 Additionally, the larger vol-
ume at the neck region allows further electron delocal-
ization in the LBX state, which reduces the efficiency of
Auger recombination and slightly increases their emis-
sion intensity and BX yield (Figure S10).

Figure 4: BX Components as a Function of g(2)(0).
Weighted mean of (a) BX lifetimes and (b) BX shifts
of the two fitted BX components of single particles and
(c) the relative contribution of the “slow” BX compo-
nent, as a function of g(2)(0), colored according to par-
ticle type. The particles shown in Figure 2 are marked
with their corresponding number. Lines to the left and
above the axes represent the marginal distributions as
kernel density plots, with colors matching the particle
type. In panel (c), the particles centered at 0 contribu-
tion are those that exhibited a sub-ns decay in both BX
components.

Together with increasing values of g(2)(0), the slow
BX component emerges and eventually becomes the
dominant one, as apparent in Figure 4c and in the in-
crease in the weighted mean of BX lifetimes and shifts
(Figure 4a,b). Notably, the BX shifts of each of the two
BX states do not exhibit such correlation with g(2)(0)
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(Figure S11). Accordingly, we assume that the observed
trends in Figure 4 result from the varying ratio be-
tween the contribution of the segregated and localized
BX states.

Previous works showed that the neck thickness, which
acts as a potential barrier, can control the extent of
the electronic coupling, thus tuning the optical prop-
erties.20,25 Generally, joining two emitting centers re-
duces photon antibunching due to the lower rate of the
non-radiative Auger recombination of multiply excited
states. However, by increasing the neck width, electron
wave function delocalization partially retrieves the sin-
gle photon source characteristics, increasing the g(2)(0)
contrast.25 Therefore, we suggest that the trend of a
decrease in photon antibunching is correlated with a
decrease in the neck size. The position of the non-
fused dimers at the edge of this trend (top right cor-
ner in Figure 4a,b,c), with a negligible ∆BX and a long
BX lifetime, further validates the realization of the de-
crease in photon antibunching as a consequence of the
decrease in the neck thickness. Non-fused dimers are
separated by a linker, as mentioned earlier, and exhibit
g(2)(0)&0.35; therefore, they can be considered as two
nearly-independent monomers. This sets the monomers
and non-fused dimers as the extremes on the g(2)(0)
scale, with the fused dimers distributed along it ac-
cording to the extent of their neck filling.25 This trend
demonstrates a unique property of CQDMs; by con-
trolling their neck thickness, which acts as a synthetic
tunable potential barrier, it is possible to continuously
alter their behavior from a single-photon emitter to a
two-photon emitter.
Quantum mechanical Simulations. In order to

establish a connection between the optical properties
reported above and the morphological features of the
CQDMs, we next carry out quantum mechanical simu-
lations of the 1X and BX electronic structures in such
systems. Our model is based on effective mass theory,
which has successfully provided insight into the single
exciton physics of CQDMs.18,20,24,25 Unlike in previ-
ous studies, however, we account for Coulomb interac-
tions via a Configuration Interaction (CI) procedure.
Compared to the self-consistent method used in earlier
works,18,24 the CI method has the advantage of describ-
ing not only the ground state but also excited states. We
shall see below that these can be relevant to understand
the optical properties at room temperature.

To gain an understanding of the CQDMs’ optical
properties, we proceed in steps of increasing complexity.
In the first step, we describe the BX shift in monomers
through the “BX binding energy” (i.e., the difference
between twice the 1X ground state energy and the BX
ground state energy). In the second step, we extend
the analysis to BX and 1X excited states in CQDMs
that are occupied at room temperature under thermal
equilibrium. At this point, the comparison of the sim-
ulated spectrum with that observed in the experiments
will allow us to infer information regarding the BX re-
laxation dynamics, and the existence of meta-stable ex-

cited states to explain the multi-exponential BX decay
observed above.

Here, the BX binding energy is calculated as
εb≡2ε1X − εBX , where ε1X and εBX are the ground
state energies of single 1Xs and of BXs, respectively.
Prior to the analysis of the complex dimer system,
the monomer case was simulated. The monomers are
approximated as spherical core/shell particles with a
total (core+shell) diameter of 6.8 nm. Negative bind-
ing energies, indicating repulsive 1X–1X interactions,
in the same range as Figure 3a, are obtained for core
radii between 1.25 and 1.55 nm (Figure S14). In what
follows, we consider QDs with a core radius of 1.35 nm
that exhibit εb≈−35 meV, which is a slightly stronger
interaction than the mean BX shift for monomers in
the experimental results. Next, we study the case of
CQDMs (illustration in Figure 5a). The CdSe cores
are spherical, with radii rb and rt for the bottom and
top cores, respectively. Each core has an ellipsoidal
shell, with semi-axes Rb and Rt except in the coupling
direction, where the semi-axes nb and nt define the neck
filling.24 The central CQDM in Figure 5a illustrates a
fused homodimer with rb=rt=1.35 nm, Rb=Rt=3.4 nm
(according to the size of the studied constituent QDs;
see Figure S1), and nb=nt=7 nm, which corresponds to
a CQDM with a ‘rod-like’ geometry (notice that a case
of n=R would imply no fusion at all).

Because variations in the size of the QDs that consti-
tute the CQDMs are likely to occur, we fix rb=1.35 nm
and vary rt. Thus, the left and right CQDMs in Fig-
ure 5a schematically present small fluctuations in the
size of the top core. Figure 5b presents the BX bind-
ing energy of the lowest-energy BX state as a function
of ∆r=rt − rb. It follows from the figure that a pre-
cise homodimer (∆r=0) presents a weak binding energy
(εb≈0 meV), but as soon as heterogeneity in the core
sizes comes into play, the BX binding energy switches
to large negative values. Thus, for cores differing only in
∆r=±0.1 nm, the CQDM already exhibits a BX bind-
ing energy of εb≈ − 30 meV. It is then clear that core
size fluctuations have a major influence on the BX en-
ergetics, whereas the neck size dispersion has a much
weaker influence on it (Figure S15. Note that neck size
can be expected to affect the BX dynamics as discussed
above).

To understand the origin of this seemingly bimodal
distribution of BX binding energies, in Figure 5c
we compare the electronic structure of a homodimer
(∆r=0), and a heterodimer (∆r=0.2 nm). In the pre-
cise homodimer case (Figure 5c(i)), the BX ground
state is the SBX, with the LBX state blue shifted by
∼37 meV. The different stability stems from the na-
ture of the 1X–1X interactions in each state. In the
LBX state, these are repulsive intra-dot interactions,
much like in the monomer, whereas in the SBX they
are inter-dot interactions. Because 1X–1X interactions
are dipole–dipole-like, they decay rapidly with distance.
Inter-dot interactions are thus a minor effect, resulting
in the SBX having about twice the energy of the 1X
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Figure 5: Electronic Structures and Calculated Fluorescence Spectra of BX and 1X States in CQDMs.
a) Illustration of the homodimer (center) and heterodimers (left, right) under study. b) BX binding energy of
the lowest-energy BX state as a function of the asymmetry between the sizes of the cores forming the CQDMs.
Dots are calculated values and the dotted line is a guide to the eye. A small departure from the homodimer limit
(∆r≈0.1 nm) leads to a highly negative BX shift. c) Low-energy states of BXs and 1Xs in (i) homodimers (∆r=0) and
(ii) heterodimers (∆r=0.2 nm). The blue arrows label the BX optical transitions, and the schematics illustrate the
main charge carrier spatial configuration in the CI expansion. d) Simulated emission spectra of the BX (bright gray)
and the 1X (red) in (i) homodimers and in (ii) heterodimers, as the ones shown in (c), at T=300 K. The reference
energy (shift=0 meV) is that of the 1X in the homodimers. The black dashed arrows indicate for transitions 3, 4
and 5 their respective resulting 1X state.

(i.e., εb≈0 meV). The situation is, however, reversed in
the heterodimer (Figure 5c(ii)). When one of the cores
is larger than the other, the LBX with both excitons in
the large QD rapidly becomes the ground state. This
is because the cores are in a strong quantum confine-
ment regime, so relaxing the confinement easily over-
comes the Coulomb repulsion between excitons. For
this LBX state, εb≈−24 meV.

For a more direct comparison with the experiments,
we next study how the electronic structures of homod-
imers and heterodimers translate into different opti-
cal spectra. Figure 5d presents the calculated emis-
sion spectrum (assuming thermal equilibrium) of the 1X
(red) and of the BX (bright gray) at room temperature
for each type of CQDM, with the 1X emission in the ho-
modimer acting as a reference point (shift=0 meV). For
the homodimer case (i), the 1X and BX spectra present
a dominant peak at a similar energy. This is because
at 300 K, most BXs are in the SBX state, which has
εb≈0 meV and relaxes to the direct exciton ground state
(see arrow labeled as transition 1 in Figure 5c). A small
peak shows up at higher energies (transition 2), which
corresponds to recombination from the LBX state, but
its contribution is small as it originates from an excited
state beyond thermal energy.

In the heterodimer case (Figure 5d(ii)), the 1X
presents two peaks: a low-energy peak corresponding
to recombination in the larger QD, and a small peak
at high-energy corresponding to recombination in the
smaller QD. The latter is small because of the scarce
thermal occupation of the excited 1X state (∼52 meV

above the ground state in Figure 5c). The spectrum of
the BX presents three relevant transitions. Transition
3 originates from the BX ground state, here the LBX.
Its BX peak is blue-shifted from the main 1X transition
by ∼25 meV. Transitions 4 and 5 correspond to recom-
bination of an exciton in the smaller or in the larger
QD, respectively. They arise from the SBX state, which
can have some thermal occupation at room tempera-
ture if the core asymmetry is not large. Both transition
4 and 5 present a double peak fine structure (splitting
of ∼2 meV). This feature is a consequence of the hy-
bridization of the electron orbitals, forming bonding and
anti-bonding molecular states, but it is not resolved in
the experiments. It is also worth noting that both tran-
sition 4 and 5 present a similar intensity to 3, despite
the SBX being a few tens of meVs higher in energy than
the LBX. This is because the SBX state is highly degen-
erate (there are multiple ways to sort the two electrons
and two holes in two QDs). This property increases
the chances of room temperature occupation for SBX
up to a few tens of meV above the LBX ground state,
such that an SBX contribution can be expected except
in CQDMs with severe core asymmetries. According to
these calculations, the spectral width of the SBX emis-
sion (transitions 4 and 5) is expected to be greater than
the one of the LBX emission (transition 3), which is
supported by experimental results (Figure S12).

We conclude from Figure 5d that the BX optical emis-
sion of the homodimers is governed by the SBX, which
has weak 1X–1X interactions, and hence emits at sim-
ilar energies to the 1X. However, the BX emission en-
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ergetics of heterodimers is richer, for it is governed by
the LBX ground state with possible additional contribu-
tions from the SBX state. This occurs even in thermal
equilibrium at room temperature and seems to account
well for the observed energetic shifts of BXs for the case
of heterodimers. Indeed, the heterodimer case is to be
considered when interpreting the experiments, since it is
unlikely that the two cores forming a CQDM would be
identical at the ångström level, which suffices to depart
from the homodimer limit according to our calculations.

The simulations shed light on the experimental re-
sults. They show that core heterogeneity must be as-
sumed, resulting in LBX as the BX ground state, at
least for the majority of fused dimers. This explains
the fact that most of the fused dimers exhibited a dom-
inant LBX emission, despite its strong quenching due
to Auger recombination. The calculated LBX binding
energy of εb≈− 25 meV also agrees with the values ob-
served for the fast BX component shift in fused dimers,
shown in Figure 3a. Nevertheless, considering the het-
erodimer limit, the observation of the ∼0 BX shift in
some fused dimers and in the majority of the non-fused
dimers (Figure 4b) is not fully explained by the cal-
culations. Additionally, the simulations assume ther-
mal equilibrium between the different BX states. This
would result in a single BX lifetime averaged according
to the Boltzmann distribution, contrasting the observed
bi-exponential temporal decay in this aforementioned
fraction of the fused and non-fused dimers. Therefore,
to explain multiple BX radiative lifetimes, we must as-
sume meta-stability for the different BX states. More-
over, since the neck size is shown to have a negligible
effect on the calculated energetics, we posit that it does,
however, have a significant impact on the BX relaxation
dynamics, which is not captured by the static simula-
tions.

We suggest that the BX emission greatly depends on
the dynamics of BX relaxation to the lower-energy BX
state, which can become much faster than the radia-
tive BX recombination when the potential barrier is low
(Figure S13). Thus, assuming the case of heterodimers
as mentioned earlier, the ‘hot’ generated SBX will relax
with a high probability to form the lower-energy LBX
in the larger QD of the pair. As the neck thickness
decreases (corresponding to higher g(2)(0) in Figure 4),
relaxation from an SBX to an LBX becomes slower and
thus less probable, as it competes with radiative pro-
cesses. Because of a higher Auger rate in the LBX state,
the SBX will become the dominant emitting BX in such
a case, resulting in dimers with a multi-component BX
emission characteristic. Indeed, the significant variable
that changes along the decrease in photon antibunch-
ing and that agrees with its correlation with the mean
BX shift in Figure 4b , is the increasing ratio of SBX
to LBX events (Figure 4c). Consequently, the observed
behavior of BXs in CQDMs is a result of the interplay
between energetics, governed by size heterogeneity, and
kinetics, governed by the potential barrier.

CONCLUSIONS

We resolve multiple biexciton species in the emission
from coupled quantum dot molecules, introducing an
extension to the powerful approach of heralded spec-
troscopy. Applying the technique to the prototypical
CdSe/CdS coupled quantum dot dimers, single quan-
tum dots, and non-fused dimers, revealed the coexis-
tence and interplay of two biexciton species. Numeri-
cal simulations and experimental results attribute the
fast-decaying, strongly-interacting biexciton species to
localized biexcitons, where both holes are confined to
the same CdSe core. The long-lived, weakly-interacting
biexciton species is attributed to segregated biexcitons,
where the two holes reside in the two CdSe cores. The
relative contribution of each species correlates with the
level of antibunching, ranging from single-photon emit-
ters to two-photon emitters, and can be tuned contin-
uously by controlling the width of the neck barrier be-
tween the constituent quantum dots. Finally, the nu-
merical simulations also unveil the strong dependence of
the energetics of the dimers’ biexciton states on minute
differences in the quantum dot core sizes, explaining the
large percentage of dimers featuring a single quantum
dot-like behavior.

The unveiling of multiple biexciton species in coupled
quantum dot molecules further demonstrates the po-
tential of these materials as tunable and versatile quan-
tum light emitters. Moreover, the extended heralded
spectroscopy method applied here exemplifies the power
and potential of this emerging spectroscopy technique to
promote the understanding of nanocrystal photophysics
and multiple-photon quantum emitters.

METHODS

Synthesis of CQDMs and Sample Preparation.
The CdSe/CdS CQDMs were synthesized according
to the protocol reported by Cui et al.,20 using silica
nanoparticles as a template. The template was used
to link CdSe/CdS monomers through a thiol group.
Additional SiO2 was added to mask the exposed sil-
ica and immobilize the bound monomers. Introduc-
ing a second group of monomers after treating the first
with a tetrathiol linker, formed dimer structures, at-
tached by the linker. Then the silica nanoparticles were
etched away via hydrofluoric acid treatment. Later,
a “strong” fusion process,20 which includes prolonged
heating, removed the linker and formed a uniform crys-
talline dimer. Size-selective separation excluded a large
portion of monomers, resulting in a high dimer popu-
lation. A dilute solution of NCs in 2.5% polymethyl
methacrylate in toluene was spin-cast on a glass cover-
slip for the single-particle measurements.

Three batches were used in this work (electron mi-
croscopy characterization in Figure S1). The first is
of monomers (referred to as “pristine monomers”) that
did not undergo any further synthetic process and are
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used mainly for reference. The second is of fused dimers
that underwent the fusion process with “strong” fusion
conditions (240 °C; 20 h; 5% ligands).20 Since this pro-
cedure yields not just dimers but also some monomers
(and some oligomers), the NCs from the fused dimers
sample were classified according to their optical prop-
erties,25 to isolate the monomers in this sample (re-
ferred to as “monomers”. See inset in Figure 2(i)b)
from the dimers (see section S1 for classification de-
tails). The last batch is of non-fused dimers, meaning
pristine monomers that were linked and instead of un-
dergoing the fusion process, were only heated for 1 h at
120 °C (see inset in Figure 2(iv)b). This study displays
results for single-particle measurements in which 400
BXs or more were detected, which amounted to 14 pris-
tine monomers, 24 monomers out of the fused dimers
sample, 116 fused dimers, and 16 non-fused dimers.
Optical Setup. The SPAD array spectrometer is

built around a commercial inverted microscope (Eclipse
Ti-U, Nikon). An oil immersion objective (×100, 1.3
NA, Nikon) focuses light from a pulsed laser source
(470 nm, 5 MHz, LDH-P-C-470B, PicoQuant) on a sin-
gle particle (QD or CQDM) and collects the emitted
photoluminescence. The emitted light is then filtered
through a dichroic mirror (FF484-FDi02-t3, Semrock)
and a long-pass filter (BLP01-473R, Semrock). The
magnified image plane (×150) serves as the input for
a Czerny-Turner spectrometer that consists of a 4-f sys-
tem (AC254-300-A-ML and AC254-100-A-ML, Thor-
labs) with a blazed grating (53-*-426R, Richardson) at
the Fourier plane. At the output image plane of the
spectrometer, a 512-pixel on-chip linear SPAD array is
placed. Only fixed quarters of 64 pixels can partici-
pate simultaneously in the time-tagging measurement,
which is done by an array of 64 time-to-digital con-
verters (TDCs) implemented on a field programmable
gate array (FPGA). The physical pixel pitch is 26.2 um,
which corresponds to a difference between neighboring
pixels of ∼1.7 nm in photon wavelength, or ∼5− 8 meV
in energy. Of the single 64-pixel segment used in this
work, the 34th pixel is a ‘hot’ pixel and therefore omit-
ted from all analyses. The instrument response function
(IRF) of the system featured a ∼190 ps full width at half
maximum (FWHM). This response is a convolution of
the excitation pulse temporal width and the timing jit-
ter of the pixels. The pixels’ dead time is ∼15 ns and the
average dark counts are ∼41 counts per second (CPS)
per pixel. For further details on the experimental setup
and analysis parameters see section S2 and ref. 27.

The laser illumination intensity was set to yield an av-
erage number of absorbed photons per particle per pulse
(〈N〉) of ∼0.1 for pristine monomers, calculated by satu-
ration curves of the ‘on’ state. Using the same analysis
for fused dimers yielded 〈N〉≈0.14 (see section S2 for
further details).
Quantum Mechanical Simulations. Calcula-

tions are carried within k · p theory framework. Non-
interacting (single-particle) electron and hole states are
calculated with the single-band Hamiltonians and ma-

terial parameters of ref. 24, except for the relative di-
electric constant inside the nano-structure which is here
rounded to 10. In particular, we note that the conduc-
tion band offset is 0.1 eV, which was found to provide
good agreement with the experiments in earlier sim-
ulations of CQDMs.24 Strain and self-energy correc-
tions are disregarded for simplicity. Many-body eigen-
states and eigenenergies are calculated within a full CI
method, using CItool codes.41 Coulomb integrals for the
CI matrix elements, including the enhancement com-
ing from dielectric confinement, are calculated by solv-
ing the Poisson equation with Comsol Multiphysics 4.2.
The CI basis set is formed by all possible combinations
of the first 20 independent-electron and 20 independent-
hole spin-orbitals. Charged exciton and biexciton con-
figurations are then defined by all possible Hartree prod-
ucts between the few-electron and few-hole Slater de-
terminants, consistent with spin and symmetry require-
ments. Optical spectra are calculated within the dipole
approximation,42 assuming Lorentzian bands with a
line-width of 0.5 meV. Overall, the CI model is similar
to that we have used to analyze other colloidal nano-
structures, where the balance between carrier–carrier
interactions is a key magnitude.43,44
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Abstract

This supporting information describes in greater detail the synthesis, data analysis, and system parameters
used in this work, as well as additional analyses supporting the information given in the main text. Sections are
brought in the order of their reference in the main text.

S1 The Studied Coupled Quan-
tum Dot Molecule Samples

Synthetic Procedure. The synthetic procedure fol-
lows ref. 1 and is described briefly in the Methods sec-
tion in the main text.

Particle Type Classification. The size-selective pre-
cipitation at the end of the synthetic dimer formation
separates monomers, dimers, and multimers. Yet, the
separation is not full, and monomers and oligomers are
still found in the dimer samples (see Figure S1). Ac-
cording to transmission electron microscope (TEM) im-
ages, in the fused dimers sample ∼50% of the particles
were dimers, and in the non-fused dimers sample ∼25%
of the particles were dimers. Consequently, we can-
not avoid single-particle measurements of all the species

in these samples. Therefore, a classification procedure
is required to distinguish between the single particle
types. Here, we applied the classification process re-
ported by Koley et al. and adapted it as described be-
low.2 We note that the strength of the ‘spectroSPAD’
as a comprehensive spectroscopy tool is demonstrated
by the extraction of all the spectroscopic insights de-
scribed below by post-processing of the same 5-min
single-particle raw data collected for the heralded anal-
ysis described in the main text. Upon classifying the
type of the measured single particles, it is apparent that
the percentage of measured dimers exceeded their oc-
currence in the samples, as ∼83% of the measured par-
ticles in the fused dimers samples were dimers. At least
∼35% of the measured particles in the non-fused dimers
sample were dimers (see section S3 for further insight on
the non-fused dimers as nearly uncorrelated single pho-
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ton sources). We attribute these statistics to selection
bias, selecting brighter spots in the sample (thus avoid-
ing most monomers) and avoiding spatially extended
spots (suspected to be aggregates) during the single-
particle measurements. This might have increased the
fraction of the measured dimers compared with the un-
biased statistics collected by electron microscopy.
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Figure S1: Electron Microscopy Characterization
of the Studied Samples. a) High-resolution trans-
mission electron microscopy (HR-TEM) image of “pris-
tine monomers” (single QDs that were not exposed to
fusion conditions). b) Size distribution of 95 pristine
monomers with a mean diameter of 6.9±0.5 nm. c)
TEM image of fused dimers. HR-TEM image in the
inset showcases different extents of filling of the con-
necting area between the fused monomers (the neck).
d) TEM image of non-fused dimers. The dimer sam-
ples include monomers and multimers. All scale bars
are 10 nm.

The joining of two emitting centers and the different
structure of dimers are manifested in different optical
properties. Those differences help in distinguishing be-
tween monomers and dimers.2 Here we present addi-
tional analyses performed to allow particle type classi-
fication.
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Figure S2: Typical Optical Properties of Single
Particles. The single particles from Figure 2 in the
main text are shown: (i) A monomer, a fused dimer
with a (ii) high and a (iii) low g(2)(0) contrast, and a
(iv) non-fused dimer. a) Fluorescence intensity fluc-
tuation time-trace. All detections from a 5-min mea-
surement are binned into 10 ms bins according to the
global detection time. The counts per second (CPS) for
each bin are then calculated. b) fluorescence-lifetime-
intensity distribution (FLID). Each dot represents a 50
ms time-bin within the 5-min measurement. The color
indicates data-point density, where brighter areas cor-
respond to a denser population.
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Examples of these are shown in Figure S2 for the single
particles from Figure 2 in the main text, where (i) is a
monomer, (ii) and (iii) are fused dimers with high and
low g(2)(0) contrasts, respectively, and (iv) is a non-
fused dimer. Figure S2a displays the intensity fluctua-
tions (‘blinking’) of the single particles and Figure S2b
presents the fluorescence intensity-lifetime distribution
(FLID). In Figure S2b, detections are binned into 50 ms
time bins. Each bin is assigned with an intensity value,
by summing over all detections in that bin, and with
an average lifetime, estimated as the temporal delay
from the laser where the detections population drops
by 1

e . In the monomer, there is a clear ‘on’ state with
an emission rate of ∼4 ·104 counts per second (CPS), as
apparent in Figure S2a,b (i). Most photons are emitted
from the ‘on’ state that features a relatively high count
rate and a long lifetime (Figure S2b (i)). In dimers, the
top count rate is higher than the ∼4 · 104 CPS of the
monomer (Figure S2a,b (ii), (iii), and (iv)), which al-
lows their identification. Figure S2b (ii), (iii), and (iv)
do not feature a well-defined ‘on’ state, and emission is
probable at different count rates. The lifetime of the
frequent emitting states is shorter as well.

All of the observed differences can be associated
with the larger absorption cross-section of the dimers
and their larger volume compared to monomers. In
monomers, Auger decay is efficient. Hence emission
from charged and multi-excited states is dimmed. Most
of the detections are emitted from the neutral exciton
state with a high count rate and a long lifetime. In
dimers, the higher count rate is attributed to the nearly
two-fold absorption cross-section (see section S2).3 The
high volume of the dimers decreases the Auger rate,
which increases the contribution of charged and multi-
excited states. Emission from charged states, in par-
ticular, was found to be significant in dimers.2 Accord-
ingly, in dimers, the peak of most detections is shifted
toward intermediate count rates with a shorter lifetime
(Figure S2b (ii), (iii), and (iv)). The fused dimers in
panels (ii) and (iii) also vary in some of their optical
properties. For example, the fused dimer in panel (iii)
exhibits stronger intensity fluctuations than the fused
dimer in panel (ii). We later show that another differ-
ing feature between dimers is the g(2)(0) contrast (see
Figure S6). These different properties were previously
explained by variations in the potential barrier, gov-
erned by the neck thickness.2

The collective overview of the optical properties in Fig-
ure S2 helps to distinguish between monomers and
dimers. The identification of multimers is done accord-
ing to the intensity and g(2)(0) contrast (see section S3).

S2 System and Analyses Param-
eters

This section describes the measurement and analysis
parameters and details some of the progress in the
SPAD detector since previous accounts.4,5

〈N〉 Estimation. To assess the saturation intensity,
we follow the procedure in the Supporting Information
of ref. 4. Single pristine monomers were illuminated
in varying intensities, increasing every 10 seconds up
to some maximal value, and then decreasing following
the same steps (see Figure S3a). In order to assess the
emission saturation, we plot the intensity histogram for
each excitation power and identify the ‘on’ state peak.
We use these data points to fit a saturation curve model
(see Figure S3b):6

P = A(1− eI/Isat) (1)

P is the ‘on’ state peak and I is the excitation power.
The fitted parameters are Isat, which is the saturation
power, and A, the asymptotic ‘on’ state peak. We then
estimate the average number of absorbed photons per
excitation pulse as 〈N〉 = Iused

Isat
, where Iused is the laser

intensity used in the experiment (dashed purple line in
Figure S3b).

This model assumes negligible contribution by multi-
excitation recombinations, which is validated by
g(2)(0)≈0.09 for pristine monomers under the illumi-
nation power in this study. For pristine monomers, we
obtain 〈N〉=0.1± 0.07. The same procedure was done
for single fused dimers and resulted in 〈N〉=0.14±0.11.
Dimers are the product of joining two monomers. Thus
we expect a two-fold absorption cross-section. Yet, as
discussed above, emission from charged states is sig-
nificant, whereas emission from the ‘on’ state is less
frequent. This results in an underestimation of the in-
tensity of the ‘on’ state in each excitation power, which
reduces the calculated 〈N〉. Still, we can set an up-
per limit of 〈N〉≈0.2 for dimers, as they consist of two
monomers.
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Figure S3: Saturation Experiment of a Pristine
Monomer. a) Intensity fluctuation trace (shown as
kilo-counts per second, i.e. kCPS) as a function of time
for a single pristine monomer under varying illumina-
tion powers. The laser intensity increases in 10 seconds
steps and then decreases back after reaching the max-
imum power. b) In blue circles, the intensity of the
‘on’ peaks at each illumination power. The red line
indicates the saturation curve fit. The dashed purple
line indicates the power used in the experiments of this
study (160 nW). For this particle 〈N〉=0.08±0.07 (68%
confidence interval).

SPAD Detector. The main difference between the
experimental setup used in this work and the one de-
picted in refs. 4,5 is an updated pixel wiring config-
uration of the detector by the manufacturer. Neigh-
boring pixels are now active during the measurement,
compared with an every-other-pixel configuration in the
previous version. The higher fill factor leads to a two-
fold enhancement of the single-photon detection proba-
bility, which translates to a dramatic four-fold enhance-
ment in the photon-pair detection probability. The use
of neighboring pixels also increases the probability of
inter-pixel optical crosstalk (a detailed description of
its characterization could be found in ref. 7), which re-

quired closer attention to the corrections made. The
crosstalk and dark counts contribution was calculated
for each spectral-temporal bin of the 1X and BX 2D
histograms and subtracted from the raw signal.

Analyses Parameters. Sequential photon emissions
that were both detected after the same laser excitation
pulse were registered as heralded events, as depicted
in the main text. This, providing that they met the
following temporal and pixel constraints. The first de-
tected photon of the pair (BX) was constrained between
−0.5 and 20 ns delay from the laser pulse peak. The
lower gate is to accommodate for the instrument re-
sponse function (IRF) of the system (some detections
will seem to arrive before the excitation pulse due to
detector jitter and excitation pulse width). The sec-
ond photon of the pair (1X) was gated between 0.5 to
60 ns delay from the first photon. The non-zero lower
gate serves to exclude events where the detection order
is not clear, and diminish the contribution of crosstalk
events (both feature temporal response corresponding
to the system IRF). The upper bounds for both de-
tections (BX and 1X) are longer than their respective
lifetimes but significantly shorter than the laser pulse
period (200 ns). This was chosen to lower signal loss
while maintaining low dark counts contributions and
ensuring both photons originated from the same exci-
tation pulse. In addition, because of the detection dead
time, mentioned in the Methods section in the main
text, sequential detections in the same pixel could only
occur if the photons are 15 ns apart or longer. There-
fore, photon pairs that were detected at the same pixel
were excluded entirely to prevent bias in favor of longer-
lived photon cascades. After sifting the raw data for
cascaded BX–1X events, statistical corrections for dark
counts and crosstalk were applied to subtract false de-
tections, following the scheme outlined in refs. 4,5.

Biexciton Components Distinction. Biexciton
(BX) events (i.e., the first detected photon of each
post-selected photon cascade) were fitted to two inde-
pendent exponentially decaying components, as men-
tioned in the main text. The distinction of two BX
sub-populations, one slowly- and one fast-decaying, was
based on preliminary results for monomers and pristine
monomers (see Figure S4). These showed a weighted
mean BX lifetime (calculation mentioned in the main
text) of the two BX components no greater than 0.6 ns.
Therefore, a threshold of 1 ns ns lifetime was chosen to

4



distinguish between “fast” and “slow” BX components.

This distinction was made assuming that the emergence
of a slow component in dimers would be due to a phys-
ical process not available in monomers. Indeed, Fig-
ure S5 shows two distinct populations of fused dimers.
All fused dimers have at least one BX component with
a sub-ns lifetime (blue area). For most of them, the sec-
ond BX component also has a sub-ns lifetime (orange
area overlapping the blue area), while for the minority,
the second component has a lifetime of 1 ns or above
(orange area not overlapping the blue area).
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Figure S4: BX Lifetime of Monomers and Pris-
tine Monomers. Weighted mean of BX lifetimes of
the two BX components for monomers and pristine
monomers.

S3 Supporting Analyses

This section includes further analyses performed on the
single-particle level. It describes the calculation for the
zero-delay normalized second-order correlation of pho-
ton arrival times (g(2)(0)) and presents it for the single
particles in Figure 2 in the main text, as an example.
Then, it follows with further aggregate analyses that
support the information in the main text. All support-
ing analyses were performed on the same raw data col-
lected for the heralded spectroscopy and used in the
main text.
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Figure S5: Decay Lifetime of BX Components in
Fused Dimers. The lifetime distribution of the two
BX components in all fused dimers, without categoriz-
ing them to “slow” and “fast” components as shown
in other figures. In orange, the component with the
longer lifetime out of the two and in blue, the one with
the shorter lifetime.

g(2)(0) Calculation. The g(2)(0) was calculated and
corrected for errors emanating from dark counts and
inter-pixel crosstalk according to the protocol detailed
in ref. 7. Briefly, each combination of SPAD array pix-
els pair is treated as the arms of a Hanbury Brown and
Twiss photon correlation setup. Pairs of photon detec-
tions are counted according to the delay between them
(τ) and binned to ∼2.5 ns bins to form the second-order
correlation of photon arrival times, or G(2)(τ) (after the
aforementioned corrections are applied).

Figure S6 displays G(2)(τ) of the single particles shown
in Figure 2 in the main text. It shows a series of peaks
corresponding to the laser excitation period (200 ns).
The ratio between the area under the central peak and
the average area under the other peaks is termed the
zero-delay normalized second-order correlation of pho-
ton arrival times (g(2)(0)). To eliminate the dominant
contribution of crosstalk at shorter τ , the G(2)(0) bin
is zeroed. To avoid a biased area ratio between peaks
with and without the exclusion of the peak point, the
other peak points are also zeroed and excluded from
the g(2)(0) calculation. The particles shown display
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g(2)(0) values of (i) ∼0.09, (ii) ∼0.13, (iii) ∼0.37 and
(iv) ∼0.45.
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Figure S6: Second-Order Correlation of Photon
Arrival Times. G(2)(τ) of the single particles shown
in Figure 2 in the main text. (i) A monomer, a fused
dimer with a (ii) high and a (iii) low g(2)(0) contrast,
and a (iv) non-fused dimer. The value of G(2)(τ) in-
dicates the number of photon pairs detected τ apart.
The ratio between the area under the central peak and
the average area under the other peaks is termed the
zero-delay normalized second-order correlation of pho-
ton arrival times (g(2)(0)). To eliminate the dominant
contribution of crosstalk at shorter τ , the central bin of
each peak is zeroed.

Comparison to Pristine Monomers. Figure S7
shows the emission spectrum as a function of the over-
all lifetime (τall), i.e., the weighted mean lifetime as-
sessed for all detections, for each particle. All detec-
tions from a single measurement, binned according to
the delay from their preceding laser pulse, are fitted to
a bi-exponential decay model. The weighted mean of
both lifetimes is then used to assess the overall lifetime.
Figure S7a displays this plot for monomers only and
shows a negative correlation between the overall life-
time and emission energy. Figure S7b shows the same
plot, but for all particle types. The non-fused dimers
and pristine monomers have a similar distribution in en-
ergy. This makes sense since pristine monomers are the
building blocks of the non-fused dimers, both of which
did not undergo fusion. Both particle types are slightly

blue-shifted relative to monomers, that were exposed
to the same fusion conditions as the fused dimers. This
is due to the ripening process that occurs during fu-
sion, which resulted in further shell growth and thus, a
red-shift in emission energy. An additional red-shift is
observed in fused dimers compared to monomers. We
attribute this shift to the hybridization of the electron
wave function and the additional shell volume in the
neck region.

Figure S7: Lifetime as a Function of the Peak of
Emission Spectrum. Weighted mean of the lifetimes
of all detections as a function of the emission peak for
(a) monomers only and for (b) all particles, colored
according to particle type. p-value: p-value of Pear-
son’s linear correlation. ρ: Pearson’s linear correlation
coefficient. In panel (b), lines to the left and beneath
the axes represent the marginal distributions as kernel
density plots, with colors matching the particle type.
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Figure S7 also shows that the lifetimes of monomers
and pristine monomers have similar distributions, while
fused dimers exhibit slightly shorter lifetimes, possi-
bly due to increased emission from charged and multi-
excited states.2 Non-fused dimers display a significantly
shorter decay lifetime than pristine monomers. This
might be due to the architecture of the non-fused
dimers, increasing charge-trapping in the region be-
tween the two QDs and increasing occupation of the
charged exciton state, with a shorter lifetime than the
neutral exciton state, thus shortening the effective de-
cay lifetime of emission.

A further confirmation regarding the assumption of
monomers’ shell growth is shown in Figure S8, which
compares the weighted mean of the BX shifts (∆BX)
of the two BX components for monomers and pristine
monomers. The weighted mean is calculated accord-
ing to each component’s relative contribution, as shown
in Figure 4 in the main text. Monomers exhibit a
slightly stronger BX shift than pristine monomers. This
stronger shift agrees with the suggested shell growth
in monomers, allowing electrons to delocalize further
into the shell. Thus, hole–hole repulsion is given more
weight, leading to further blue-shift.8
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Figure S8: BX Shifts of Monomers and Pristine
Monomers. The weighted mean of ∆BX is calculated
by averaging the BX shifts of the two BX components,
weighting them according to their relative contribution.

Additionally, we note that the weighted mean of ∆BX

for pristine monomers (in Figure S8) resembles the
∆BX of the fast BX component of non-fused dimers
(bottom panel of Figure 3a in the main text). The fast
BX component represents the LBX, which is compara-
ble to BX states in monomers. Accordingly, we see sim-
ilarities in the fast BX component’s ∆BX of monomers
and fused dimers, which underwent fusion, and of pris-
tine monomers and non-fused dimers, which did not
undergo fusion.

g(2)(0) of Two Uncorrelated Photo-emitters and
the Non-fused Dimers Sample. At the low exci-
tation regime of this experiment (〈N〉�1), the pho-
ton antibunching is expected to be proportional to the
BX quantum yield (QY) so that g(2)(0)∼QYBX

QY1X
.9 If we

assume unity for the QY1X , then g(2)(0)'QYBX . To
set an upper bound for the expected g(2)(0) for non-
fused dimers, we consider them as two uncorrelated
monomers. To be more accurate, pristine monomers
are the building blocks of non-fused dimers, featuring
a g(2)(0) distribution of 0.09±0.02, which is similar to
monomers (g(2)(0)=0.1±0.03). The calculation here is
done by counting the probabilities for the different con-
figurations of two detections following the same laser
pulse (G(2)(τ) central peak, or G(2)(center); see Fig-
ure S6) and sequential laser pulses (G(2)(τ) side peaks,
or G(2)(∞)). Considering two uncorrelated monomers,
termed as emitter “A” and emitter “B”, the possi-
ble configurations that contribute to G(2)(∞) are A-
A, B-B, A-B, and B-A, corresponding to the proba-
bility of two emissions a laser period (200 ns) apart.
Each character represents an emission from the cor-
responding emitter (”A” or ”B”). Since we assume
QY1X≈1, this sums up to G(2)(∞)=4. The possible
configurations that contribute to G(2)(center) are AA,
BB, AB, and BA, corresponding to the probability of
two emissions following a single excitation pulse. The
AA and BB configurations represent the probability of
a BX–1X emission cascade in a monomer. Hence, they
are equal to QYBX,monomer'g(2)(0)=0.1±0.03. In con-
trast, the AB and BA configurations represent two non-
interacting single excitons. Hence their probability is
1, as shown before. Consequently, the expected g(2)(0)
contrast for two uncorrelated single photon emitters is

g(2)(0) = G(2)(center)
G(2)(∞)

≈ 2·1+2·0.1
4·1 =0.55.

We note that the non-fused dimers measured can
be categorized into two distinct populations, with
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g(0)(2)<0.55 and g(0)(2)>0.55 (see Figure S9). The
first population suggests that even for the non-fused
dimers, some interaction between segregated excitons
may exist, which leads to enhanced antibunching. We
attribute the second category of g(0)(2)>0.55 to contri-
bution from oligomers or charged states. The architec-
ture of the non-fused dimers may increase charge trap-
ping in the region between the two QDs. The charged
excitons will undergo fast Auger decay and decrease the
1X and BX QYs. As the QY of the 1X is much more
sensitive to charging than that of the BX,10 g(2)(0) con-
trasts might exceed expected values, for g(2)(0)∼QYBX

QY1X

at the 〈N〉 � 1 regime of this experiment (Figure S3).9

Figure S9 displays all particles from the non-fused
dimers sample (except ones classified as monomers).
Two distinct populations can be observed: one with
g(2)(0)<0.5 and another with higher values. To
avoid the possible inclusion of oligomers or highly
charged particles, in this work we set a threshold of
g(2)(0)<0.55, and omitted non-fused dimers with higher
g(2)(0) values.
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Figure S9: g(2)(0) Values from the Non-fused
Dimers Sample. Photon antibunching for all
particles from the non-fused dimers sample (except
ones classified as monomers), without filtering for
g(2)(0)<0.55.

Figure S10: Number of Heralded Events, Bright-
ness and g(2)(0). The number of BX events is shown
as a function of (a) the total amount of detections in
a 5-minute measurement, (b) the maximal counts per
second (CPS) in a 10 ms bin, and (c) the g(2)(0), col-
ored according to type. Lines to the left and above
the axes represent the marginal distributions as kernel
density plots, with colors matching the particle type.
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BX Detection Count. Figure S10a features the num-
ber of BX detection events as a function of the total
amount of detections for each 5-minute measurement.
The excitation probability of single or multiple excitons
follows the Poisson distribution.11 Hence, for bright sin-
gle particles, dominated by radiative exciton emission,
more BX emission is expected as well. Therefore, a
positive correlation is observed between the two vari-
ables. Figure S10a shows that on average, fused dimers
are about as bright as monomers, whereas Figure S10b
shows that upon binning the detections (10 ms bins),
fused dimers exhibit higher maximal brightness (the
bin with the most detections is taken as the maximum
momentary brightness). These two observations sup-
port prior claims regarding the prevalence of charged
states in dimers.2 Fused dimers have a higher absorp-
tion cross-section than monomers and therefore present
a brighter ‘on’ state (as appears in Figure S10b).3 How-
ever, they are frequently charged, which reduces their
overall counts.

As mentioned earlier, at the low excitation regime of
this experiment (〈N〉�1), the photon antibunching
(g(2)(0)) is expected to be proportional to the BX quan-
tum yield.9 Accordingly, a strong correlation between
the g(2)(0) and the number of BX events is observed in
Figure S10c.

BX Components Shift. Figure 4 in the main text
displays a variation in the mean BX shift and BX life-
time as a function of g(2)(0), especially for fused dimers.
The fused dimers’ distribution of the fast BX shift is
uncorrelated with variation in g(2)(0) (Figure S11a).
Non-fused dimers exhibit a slightly weaker fast BX
shift, however, this is attributed to the increasing con-
finement in their constituent thinner-shell QDs, as ex-
plained in the main text. In contrast to the fast compo-
nent, the BX shift of the slow BX component in fused
dimers does show a stronger correlation with g(2)(0)
(Figure S11b). Nevertheless, it shows a negative corre-
lation with g(2)(0), opposite from the trend observed in
Figure 4 in the main text. The slow BX component con-
tribution, however, is positively correlated with g(2)(0)
(Figure 4c). This trend corresponds to our suggestion
in the main text that the variations in the mean BX
shift and BX lifetime are carried out by the changing
ratio between the contributions of the two BX compo-
nents, and not by a change in the BX states’ energetics.

Figure S11: BX Shifts as a Function of g(2)(0).
BX shifts (∆BX) of the (a) fast and the (b) slow BX
components of each particle, as a function of photon
antibunching. Most of the fused dimers and monomers
do not appear in (b) because they do not exhibit a slow
BX component at all.

BX Spectral Width. The overall BX spectral width
is assessed here by fitting the whole BX population
(without separation into different components) to a
Voigt profile. In Figure S12, the full width at half max-
imum (FWHM) for each particle, according to type, is
plotted against g(2)(0). The BX FWHM increases with
g(2)(0), which is correlated with an increase in SBX
emission over LBX, as observed in the increasing con-
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tribution of the slow BX component in Figure 4c in the
main text. This agrees with the expected BX spectral
broadening due to an increased emission by transitions
4 and 5 (see Figure 5 in the main text) as the SBX
emission increases. This is compared to a spectrally
narrow BX emission expected for particles with a dom-
inant LBX emission (monomers and most of the fused
dimers), that would emit BXs mainly through transi-
tion 3.

Figure S12: BX Spectral Width. The full width
at half maximum (FWHM) of the whole BX emission,
according to its fit to a Voigt profile, as a function of
g(2)(0), colored according to particle type.

BX Initial Occupation. To study the initial occu-
pation of the different BX species, we examine the rel-

ative amplitude of the two components, i.e.,
ai
τi∑2
i=1

ai
τi

from Equation 1 in the main text. This quantity is at-
tributed to the relative weight of each component at
t = 0 (compared to ai∑2

i=1 ai
which means the total con-

tribution of each component between t = 0 and t =∞;
see Figure 4c in the main text). Following the Pois-
son distribution, the probabilities to initiate each of the
BX states is PLBX'2PBX=2(1− (1 + 〈N〉)e−〈N〉) and
PSBX'P 2

1X=(1 − e−〈N〉)2. In the 〈N〉 � 1 regime of
this experiment, their ratio is ∼1, so we would expect
that the initial excitations of the LBX and of the SBX
states would be with a similar probability. This agrees
well with the similar relative amplitude for the fast and

slow BX components (which we attribute to the LBX
and the SBX, respectively), observed in Figure S13 for
non-fused dimers (relative amplitude of 40±10% for the
slow component).

In comparison, all fused dimers exhibit a greater am-
plitude for the fast BX component (slow component
relative amplitude <50%). This agrees with our as-
sumption of exciton kinetics coming into play in our
observations. As the neck size increases (i.e., g(2)(0)
values decrease), we assume that the inter-dot trans-
fer mechanisms become much faster than the radiative
lifetime (τT�τr). Therefore, the transition of SBX to
LBX (which we suggest is the BX ground state) is faster
than our detection resolution, resulting in an apparent
increased occupation of the LBX state over the SBX. In
addition, for a homodimer case, the SBX state would
be the ground state, which will result in a greater SBX
initial occupation. All of the fused dimers and most
of the non-fused dimers have a relative slow BX am-
plitude of <50%, showing the dominance of the LBX
state, which also supports our assumption regarding
the heterogeneity of all dimers.
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Figure S13: Slow BX Component Initial Occupa-

tion. The relative amplitude
a1
τ1∑2
i=1

ai
τi

of the slow BX

component is shown as a function of g(2)(0). Only par-
ticles that featured some contribution of the slow (life-
time of >1 ns) BX component (as defined in the main
text) are shown.
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S4 Quantum Mechanical Simu-
lations

Calculated Monomer BX Binding Energy. Fig-
ure S14 features the calculated BX binding energy of a
monomer as a function of its core radius. The total core
and shell radius is fixed to 3.4 nm while the core radius
alone is varied. For the core radius in this experiment
(∼1.35 nm) εb≈ − 34 meV, which is a stronger 1X–1X
interaction than the one observed experimentally (see
Figure 3a in the main text).
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Figure S14: Calculated Monomer BX Binding
Energy. The BX binding energy of a monomer with a
fixed total radius (core + shell) of 3.4 nm as a function
of the core radius. The black dots are calculated val-
ues, while the black dashed line is a guide to the eye.
The red dot indicates the approximate core size of the
particles studied experimentally.

Neck Size Effect on BX Binding Energy. Fig-
ure S15 exhibits the calculated effect the neck size has
on the BX binding energy in homodimers. The BX
binding energy is always close to zero, which is a result
of the weak inter-dot 1X–1X interaction in the SBX
state (i.e., the lower-energy BX state in homodimers;
see main text). The neck size has a minor influence
on the electronic structure because the wave functions
of both the electrons and holes are mostly localized in
or around the respective cores. The neck was found to
have a negligible effect on the BX binding energy in the

heterodimer case as well. Notice that the y-axis units
in Figure S15b are in meVs, displaying a change in εb
of <1 meV while varying from a dimer with almost no
connecting neck (n=4 nm) to a one with a ‘rod-like’
geometry (n=7 nm).

Figure S15: Neck Size Effect on BX Binding En-
ergy. a) Illustrations of homodimers with a small (left)
and a large (right) neck size. b) The BX binding en-
ergy of a homodimer is shown as a function of n, which
is the semi-axis of the ellipsoidal shell in the coupling
direction of the dimer. An increase in n corresponds to
a larger neck size, as explained in the main text. The
black dots are calculated values, while the black dashed
line is a guide to the eye.
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