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Correlation between transmon and its composite Josephson junctions (JJ) plays an important
role in designing new types of superconducting qubits based on quantum materials. It is desirable
to have a type of device that not only allows exploration for use in quantum information process-
ing but also probing intrinsic properties in the composite JJs. Here, we construct a flux-tunable
3D transmon-type superconducting quantum circuit made of graphene as a proof-of-concept proto-
type device. This 3D transmon-type device not only enables coupling to 3D cavities for microwave
probes but also permits DC transport measurements on the same device, providing useful connec-
tions between transmon properties and critical currents associated with JJ’s properties. We have
demonstrated how flux-modulation in cavity frequency and DC critical current can be correlated
under the influence of Fraunhofer pattern of JJs in an asymmetric SQUID. The correlation anal-
ysis was further extended to link the flux-modulated transmon properties, such as flux-tunability
in qubit and cavity frequencies, with SQUID symmetry analysis based on DC measurements. Our
study paves the way towards integrating novel materials for exploration of new types of quantum
devices for future technology while probing underlying physics in the composite materials.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Josephson junction (JJ) is a key component in su-
perconducting qubits. Apart from the commonly used
Al/Al2O3/Al S-I-S junctions (I stands for insulator and
S stands for superconductor), there is a growing interest
in using S-N-S junctions (N stands for normal metals,
but can also be semiconductors) as core components in
superconducting qubits [1–8]. Quantum materials, ow-
ing to their rich internal degrees of freedom unexplored,
provide versatile functions to be integrated as a main
ingredient in superconducting qubits [9–12]. Graphene
and two-dimensional electron gas (2DEG), due to their
2D hence gate tunable natures, can serve as normal met-
als in S-N-S junctions, forming gate tunable transmons
generally referred as gatemons [1–5]. Semiconducting
InAs nanowires can be similarly regarded and have been
demonstrated as gatemons [6–8] or resonator-type super-
conducting devices [13, 14]. On the other hand, 2D ma-
terials such as NbSe2 have been used as superconductors
in S-N-S junctions while hBN and MoS2 have been used
as barrier layers in S-I-S junctions for transmon-type of
devices [15–17]. Furthermore, using topological materi-
als as the weak link in JJs may provide a different route
to realizing the exotic Majorana bound states where 4π-
period phase modulation is expected [18]. Therefore,
with transmon architectures, one will be able to probe the
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topological nature of the composite topological Joseph-
son junctions [19–21].

Transport measurements often provide fundamental
information in probing JJ’s internal degrees of freedom,
including conventional Andreev bound states (ABSs) and
exotic Majorana modes, which are distinguished by 2π vs
4π periodic contributions to the supercurrent [22]. How-
ever, due to its slow probing speed, it cannot access to dy-
namical probing and often suffers from quasiparticle poi-
soning, which tends to restore 4π periodic supercurrent
to 2π periodicity in topological junctions [22, 23]. On the
other hand, microwave technique used in superconductig
qubits is a powerful tool that usually operates in the time
scale of microseconds [24], fast enough to probe dynamic
processes such as quasiparticle tunneling that often hap-
pens in the time scale between µs and ms [23, 25, 26].
Therefore, it is desirable to have a type of device that
can not only allow transport measurement to reveal crit-
ical current information associated with ABSs, but also
permits transmon-type microwave measurements for po-
tential probing the dynamic properties of ABSs.

In this letter, we construct 3D transmon-type super-
conducting quantum circuits made of graphene as a
proof-of-concept prototype device to address the afore-
mentioned desires. This graphene-based superconduct-
ing quantum circuit consists of a pair of capacitor pads,
which serve as the antenna to interact with microwave
in a 3D copper cavity as well as for the bond pads in
DC transport measurements. From both type of mea-
surements, we find correlation between two approaches,
which lay the foundations enabling exploration of new
material-based quantum devices for future technology

ar
X

iv
:2

31
2.

03
98

5v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.m

es
-h

al
l]

  7
 D

ec
 2

02
3



2

FIG. 1: Optical micrograph of a flux tunable graphene-based
superconducting quantum circuit coupled to a 3D copper cav-
ity. This device is referred as device 2 in this manuscript. (a)
3D copper cavity with a device residing in the center. (b)
Optical micrograph of the device, consisting of the shunting
capacitor with SQUID loop in the center. (c) Optical mi-
crograph showing the SQUID made of graphene and super-
conductor Nb. The graphene flake was sandwiched between
two hBN layers [inset in (d)] before making edge contacts
of Nb. (d) The zoom-in image of (c) showing the geome-
try of the SQUID, which is formed by a square loop (line
width: 2 µm; inner area: 16 µm × 16 µm) with encapsu-
lated graphene linking two 500 nm gaps. The inset shows the
hBN/graphene/hBN sandwich structure with edge contacts.

while probing underlying physics in the composite ma-
terials.

II. DEVICE FABRICATION AND
MEASUREMENT SETUP

Fig. 1 shows the optical micrograph of our flux tunable
graphene-based superconducting quantum circuits cou-
pled to a 3D copper cavity. This transmon-type quantum
circuit consists of a superconducting quantum interfer-
ence device (SQUID) made of two Nb-Graphene-Nb junc-
tions, with an enclosed loop of Nb at a nominal size of 16
× 16 µm2 [Fig. 1 (d)]. In order to preserve the graphene
quality, the exfoliated graphene is encapsulated by hexag-
onal Boron Nitride (hBN) [Fig. 1 (c)], and the SQUID is
fabricated based on the edge contact techniques [27], as
described in section I in Supplementary Materials (SM).
The SQUID is shunted by a capacitor formed between
two rectangular capacitor pads as shown in Fig. 1 (b),
which effectively forms a transmon. In qubit type of mi-
crowave measurements, these two capacitor pads act as
an antenna to interact with electromagnetic field in 3D
cavities; while in DC transport measurements, these two

FIG. 2: (a) Qubit punch-out measurement of device 1 [Fig.
S2 (c)], confirming the presence of graphene JJs by showing a
dispersive shift χ/2π. (b) Linecuts in (a) at different powers.
The spectrum peaks at around 5.5 GHz at low power, then
undergoes a broad regime at P ≈ -15 dBm, and finally enters
a bright regime at P = 0 dBm, with the a narrower line shape
of Lorentzian and a dispersive shift of around 13.67 MHz.

capacitor pads are used as bond pads.

The measurement scheme for microwave and DC trans-
port exploited in this work is illustrated in Fig. S3 (a)
and (b), respectively. For microwave measurements, as
shown in Fig. 1 (a), the devices were placed in a two-
ports 3D copper cavity to provide good thermal con-
ductivity and to allow externally applied magnetic fields
to thread through the cavity for flux-tuning. Our 3D
cavity is designed as a rectangular resonator, the reso-
nance frequency of which is given by the formula: fmnl =

c
2π

√
µrϵr

√
(mπ

a )2 + (nπb )2 + ( lπd )
2, where a, b and d rep-

resent the three-dimensional lengths of the rectangular
resonator while m, n and l represent the mode numbers.
Generally, the transmon qubit placed in the center of the
cavity chamber [Fig. 1 (a)] is primarily coupled with
the electric field of TE101 mode [28]. In this work, three
devices labeled as 1, 2 and 3 were characterized, and
they were placed in a 5.5 GHz (device 1 and 2) cavity
and a 6.03 GHz (device 3) cavity for microwave measure-
ments, respectively. For calibrating 3D cavities, perform-
ing transmission (S21) and DC transport measurements,
please refer to section II in SM.

III. DEVICE CHARACTERIZATION AND
RESULTS

We first performed the qubit punch-out measurements
on device 1, in which the transmission of the two-ports
3D cavity was measured via S21 measurement of a vector
network analyzer (VNA) as a function of readout power
and frequency, as shown in Fig. 2(a). This is a conven-
tional way to confirm the existence of JJ [29], where the
resonant frequency of the cavity (fr) shifts toward the
qubit frequency at large enough power around 0 dBm.
Fig. 2(b) shows the linecuts at different readout powers.
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At lower powers from -50 dBm to -15 dBm, the cavity fre-
quency centers around 5.5 GHz with an asymmetric line
shape, indicating a canonical behavior of a Kerr-Duffing
oscillator [30]. After undergoing a broad range (-15 dBm
≤ P ≤ -8 dBm), the cavity response re-appears with a
narrower line shape of Lorentzian and a frequency shifted
to 5.516 GHz at P = 0 dBm, which is known as the bare
cavity frequency (fbare) at which the cavity would res-
onate in the absence of JJs. The dispersive shift χ/2π
of around 13.67 MHz between cavity’s frequency at low
power (fr) and at high-power (fbare) allows us to esti-
mate the qubit-cavity coupling strength g via χ = g2/∆
and ∆ = 2π(fr − fq), where fq is qubit frequency. To
deduce fq, we have performed two-tone measurements
(data not shown), but no qubit transition was found in
the probed frequency range of 4 to 12 GHz. Although we
cannot obtain direct information about fq via two-tone,
we have relied on critical current in transport data to
estimate both fq and g, as discussed in section IV in SM.
Microwave measurements of flux-tuning on graphene

SQUID was executed by measuring the resonant cavity
frequency at a low readout power (-55 dBm) while tuning
the DC source current passing through the home-made
superconducting coil around the cooper 3D cavity. The
flux-modulated resonant cavity frequency for device 1, 2
and 3 is shown in Fig. 3(a), (b) and (c), respectively.
Interestingly, while a periodic modulation of cavity fre-
quency was observed in device 2 and 3 [Fig. 3(b) and
(c)], as being commonly seen in conventional Al/Al2O3-
based transmons [31], there is an additional larger-period
flux modulation observed in device 1, as indicated by the
dashed box in Fig. 3(a). This larger-period modulation
is superimposed on a fine modulation presumably from
SQUID critical current oscillation, with a ratio of 10 to
1 in period. We attribute this additional modulation to
the Fraunhofer oscillation resulted from the composing
graphene JJs (section III in SM). In a symmetric SQUID
whose interference pattern is modulated by the Fraun-
hofer diffraction patterns of each JJ, the total critical
current can be described as [32]:

Ic(B) = 2Ic(0)

∣∣∣∣sin(πΦJ

ϕ0
)/(

πΦJ

ϕ0
)

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣cosπΦϕ0

∣∣∣∣ (1)

where Ic(0) is the critical current of each junction at zero
magnetic field, ΦJ is the flux threading through the sin-
gle junction area, Φ is the flux threading through the
loop area of SQUID and ϕ0 = h/2e is the flux quanta.
The first term in equation 1 represents the Fraunhofer
pattern which consists of a central lobe and a series of
sub-lobes, while the second term represents SQUID oscil-
lations. The ratio between the SQUID loop area and JJ
area determines how many SQUID oscillations reside in
a lobe of Fraunhofer pattern. The central lobe in Fraun-
hofer pattern contains twice the number of SQUID oscil-
lations in other sub-lobes. The modulation behavior of

equation 1 with respect to the applied flux is illustrated
in Fig. 4(a), with the SQUID loop area set to be 10
times of the junction area, to emulate the situation ob-
served in Fig. 3(a) [see detailed discussions in section III
of SM]. As can be seen in Fig. 4(a), the Fraunhofer pat-
tern indicated by the blue solid lines is modulating the
SQUID critical current oscillations indicated by the red
solid lines. We can relate the Fraunhofer effect-mediated
SQUID critical current with different transmon’s param-
eters. Since Josephson energy EJ = Φ0IC

2π is proportional
to IC while qubit frequency fq ≈

√
8EJEC/h is propor-

tional to
√
IC , their flux modulation under Fraunhofer

effect is shown in red and green solid lines in Fig. 4(a),
respectively. By controlling the magnetic flux threading
through the SQUID loop, we are able to modify the crit-
ical current, hence EJ and fq, which leads to different
dispersive shift χ = −g2/2π(fq − fr) to be measured in
cavity frequency. In Fig. 4(b), we show the schematically
simulated dispersive shift under the influence of Fraun-
hofer effect (see discussions in section III of SM). Due to
the effect of square root and reciprocal, the large vari-
ation in height of Fraunhofer lobes [blues curve in Fig.
4(a)] has become a relatively small variation in dispersive
shift as shown in Fig. 4(b).

In order to gain more insight into how critical cur-
rent is correlated with the microwave measurement of
our graphene-based quantum circuits, we have performed
DC transport measurements on device 1, 2 and 3, as
shown in Fig. 3(d), (e) and (f), respectively. All de-
vices have shown the SQUID modulations with Fraun-
hofer pattern, with 82 oscillations in the central lobe for
device 1, 61 oscillations in that for device 2 and 55 oscil-
lations in that for device 3 [bottom panels of Fig. 3(d),
(e) and (f)]. Notably, for device 1, Fig. 3(d) indicates
that the number of SQUID oscillations in the Fraunhofer
sub-lobe is 41, which is four times of the number 10
observed in the microwave measurement shown in Fig.
3(a). One possible reason for the periods’ ratio discrep-
ancy between microwave and DC measurements is due
to different cool down. While the sample moved from
one setup to another, the junction degradation may lead
to a change in the ratio between the Fraunhofer period
and the SQUID period. However, in later analysis, we
found that SQUID’s JJs in device 1 are asymmetric with
a ratio IC1 : IC2 = 1:4, which coincides with the above
ratio 10:41 comparing microwave with DC results. Thus,
we attribute the Fraunhofer modulation observed in mi-
crowave measurement to the larger junction in the asym-
metric SQUID, with a area ratio to SQUID loop 1:10 as
indicated by JJ2 in Fig. S4(c) (see discussions in section
III of SM).

The Fraunhofer pattern modulation was not pro-
nounced in the microwave measurements of device 2 [Fig.
3(b)] and device 3 [Fig. 3 (c)], while the transport data as
shown in Fig. 3(e) and Fig. 3(f) present Fraunhofer mod-
ulation with the central lobes containing large number of
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FIG. 3: Flux modulation of cavity frequency (microwave measurements) and critical current (DC transport measurements) of
our graphene-based superconducting quantum circuits in different cool-down. (a) - (c) Flux modulation of cavity frequency for
device 1, 2 and 3. The dashed rectangle in (a) indicates 10 SQUID oscillations in a Fraunhofer lobe. (d) - (f) Flux modulation
of SQUID critical current for device 1, 2 and 3. The bottom panels show the SQUID oscillations in the Fraunhofer central lobe
for each device.

SQUID oscillations (61 for device 2 and 55 for device
3). This can be understood as illustrated in Fig. S4 (a)
and (b), where different ratio of area between junction
to SQUID loop leads to 10 and 40 SQUID oscillations
residing in a Fraunhofer sub-lobe, respectively. Thus,
if we compare 10 SQUID oscillations in each case, the
Fraunhofer modulation on SQUID oscillations is more
pronounced in large SQUID loop-to-junction area ratio,
as illustrated in Fig. 4(c) and (d), respectively (we used
40 SQUID oscillations as an example but the same con-
cept apply to the case of device 2 and device 3). In ad-
dition, we note that the heights of the three Fraunhofer
sub-lobes observed in Fig. 3(a) are similar (around 5.52
GHz). We speculate that these sub-lobes from JJ2 do
not reside in the strong-modulating central lobe of the
smaller junction (JJ1), but locate in JJ1’s outer sub-lobe
as shown in the inset of Fig. S4(c), possibly due to the
remanent magnetic field in our superconducting coil. In
a similar regard, the flux modulation shown in Fig. 3(b)
and Fig. 3 (c) also origin from the outer Fraunhofer sub-
lobes, which has less modulation on SQUID oscillations
compared to that in the central lobe, as evident in the

transport data shown in Fig. 3(e) and Fig. 3 (f).

In order to find more correlations between transport
and transmon-type measurements, we further compare
the qubit punch-out, flux-tunability of cavity frequency
and DC critical current of SQUID for three devices, as
shown in Fig. 5. In the top panels of Fig. 5, the dis-
persive shift is 13.67 MHz, 0.48 MHz and 0.68 MHz for
device 1, 2 and 3, respectively; while in the middle panels
the maximal flux-tunability of cavity frequency is 1 MHz,
0.23 MHz and 0.5 MHz for device 1, 2 and 3, respectively.
In section IV of SM, we have estimated the qubit-cavity
coupling strength g based on the SQUID critical current
in the sub-lobe of Fraunhofer pattern. The estimated
g/2π for device 2 and 3 are small as 41.76 MHz and 68.5
MHz, which can account for the relatively small flux-
tunability. However, the estimated g/2π for device 1 is
relatively large (318.9 MHz) while the flux-tunability is
still small, and if the qubit frequency intersect with cav-
ity frequency, a large Rabi splitting is expected, which
was not observed in the middle panel of Fig. 5 (a). We
attribute this to the asymmetry of the SQUID in device
1 as compared to device 2 and device 3, as revealed in
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FIG. 4: Schematic simulation of SQUID critical current, qubit frequency and dispersive shift modulated by flux under the
influence of Fraunhofer effect. More details can also be found in section III of SM. (a) SQUID critical current (Ic, red) and
qubit frequency (fq, green) modulated periodically by flux, with the blue curves indicating the Fraunhofer pattern. Note that
we have set 10 oscillations in a sub-lobe (20 oscillations in the central lobe) to emulate the situation in Fig. 3(a). (b) Dispersive
shift modulated periodically by flux. (c) Showing 10 oscillations in critical current when a Fraunhofer sub-lobe contains 10
SQUID oscillations. (d) Showing 10 oscillations in critical current when a Fraunhofer sub-lobe contains 40 SQUID oscillations.
(c) and (d) are zoom-in images of Fig. S4(a) and (b) with a selected range.

FIG. 5: (a) Top panel: Qubit punch-out measurements for device 1. Middle panel: Linecut along the frequency direction
indicated by the colored lines in the inset. Inset: Flux modulation of cavity frequency across one period. Bottom panel:
Oscillation of SQUID critical current for device 1 in a small B-field range. (b) The same as (a) but for device 2. (c) The same
as (a) but for device 3.

the bottom panels of Fig. 5, which show three SQUID critical current oscillations for each device. The asym-
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metry of the SQUID and the resulting skewed current
phase relation (CPR) have been studied in graphene and
InAs junctions before [33, 34]. It has been shown that
the asymmetry in the SQUID inductance (αL) and JJs
(αI) will both account for the distorting nonsinusoidal
SQUID oscillations, while the minimum value of SQUID
critical current IC,min only depends on the JJs asym-
metry (αI) [35]. With increasing αI , IC,min increases,
leading to a reduction of modulation depth of SQUID
critical current (IC,max−IC,min)/I0, where I0 is the av-
erage critical current of the two junctions [35]. This sit-
uation can be clearly observed in the bottom panels of
Fig. 5, where IC,min around 0.6 µA for device 1 is higher
compared to that for device 2 and 3 around 0.1 µA and
0.2 µA, leading to a smaller modulation depth of SQUID
critical current in device 1 as compared to device 2 and
3. This indicates a highly asymmetric SQUID in device
1 as compared to device 2 and 3 (also see relevant dis-
cussions in section V of SM). The transmons made of
SQUID with asymmetric JJs have been investigated be-
fore in ref. [24]. The modulation of EJ with applied
flux Φ in such a transmon is described by EJ(Φ) = EJΣ√

cos2(Φ) + d2sin2(Φ), where EJΣ = EJ1 + EJ2 and d
= (γ − 1)/(γ + 1) is the junction asymmetry param-
eter, with γ = EJ2/EJ1 (subscript 1 and 2 denote the
JJ index) [24]. A large junction asymmetry parameter
will result in qubit frequency oscillating at its maximal
frequency with suppressed flux sensitivity (see section V
in SM). As shown in Fig. S7 (a), the qubit frequency for
device 1 oscillating between 12.935 GHz and 10.02 GHz is
well above without intercepting with the cavity frequency
around 5.5 GHz, leading to the small flux-tunability in
cavity frequency even with a large qubit-cavity coupling
strength g. In contrast, the SQUIDs are more symmetric
in device 2 and 3, in which qubit frequency oscillation
intersects with cavity frequency around 5.5 GHz and 6
GHz, as shown in Fig. S7 (b) and (c), respectively. We
find supports to our simulations (Fig. S7) in our flux-
modulated cavity frequency data as shown in Fig. 6. Fig.
6 (a) shows the flux modulation of cavity frequency for
all three devices while Fig. 6 (b) shows the corresponding
linecuts along the dashed lines in Fig. 6 (a). Since fq,2 in-
tersect with cavity frequency around the central position
while fq,3 intersect with cavity frequency in a lower posi-
tion in modulation as shown in Fig. S7 (b) and (c), one
can expect that the ratio between the flux regions where
fq < fr and fq > fr is different in two devices. This can
be clearly observed in Fig. 6 (b), where the ratio between
the length of line A (denoting the region where fq < fr)
and line B (denoting the region where fq > fr) is larger
in device 2 as compared to that in device 3. In contrast,
fq,1 oscillates well above the cavity frequency as shown
in Fig. S7 (a), we expect the up-and-down modulation
of fq,1 will reflect on that in cavity frequency similarly.
This is also observed in the left panel of Fig. 6 (b), where
the ratio between the length of line A and B is close to

unity.
The estimated g/π is 83.5 MHz for device 2 and 137

MHz for device 3, indicating that an exchange of energy
between qubit and cavity would occur with a period of
11.97 ns in device 2 and 7.3 ns in device 3, respectively.
The fact that the avoided crossing was not observed in
flux-tuning data [Fig. 3 (b) and (c)] implies the qubit
loses its coherence before a full round-trip exchange of
energy can occur between the qubit and the cavity (see
section IV of SM). The coherence time of the qubit should
be roughly two or three times longer to see a well-formed
avoided crossing. This implies an upper bound of coher-
ence time 24 - 36 ns for device 2 and 14.6 - 22 ns for
device 3, which is in a reasonable range within the coher-
ence times reported from graphene 2D transmons [2]. In
future endeavors, we anticipate by replacing Si/SiO2 sub-
strate with Si or sapphire substrates to reduce the dielec-
tric loss, while adding magnetic shielding and infrared ra-
diation filters, can further improve the decoherence time
properties of the graphene-based quantum circuits in our
systems [36–39].

IV. SUMMARY AND PROSPECT

In summary, we have demonstrated and character-
ized a series of flux tunable graphene-based supercon-
ducting quantum circuits based on 3D transmon archi-
tectures. We observed Fraunhofer pattern modulation
in both cavity frequency (microwave measurements) and
SQUID critical current oscillations (transport measure-
ments) in one device, and found the correlation between
the two can be associated with an asymmetric SQUID.
We have provided a schematic to illustrate the flux-
modulated supercurrent, qubit frequency and dispersive
shift under the influence of Fraunhofer effect, which was
used to connect with our microwave and transport data.
We have relied on the DC critical current analysis to ex-
tract both the transmon-related parameters (EJ , fq and
g) and information of SQUID symmetry, which were later
correlated with the flux-modulated transmon behavior in
microwave measurements. Our device architectures en-
abling both DC and microwave probes can be extended
to other quantum materials, where the unconventional
ABSs play a role and result in topological phenomenon
such as nontrivial 4π-period supercurrent and qubit fre-
quency [22, 23]. For example, one can first probe the
missing n=1 Shapiro step in DC transport to reveal the
possible existence of non-trivial 4π-periodic ABSs [40–
42]. The same device can then be placed in a 3D cavity to
probe the 4π modulation of qubit frequency using time-
domain spectroscopy, with the possibility to avoid quasi-
particle poisoning. Our studies pave the way towards
integrating novel materials for exploration of new types
of quantum devices for future technology while probing
underlying physics in the composite materials.
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FIG. 6: (a) Flux modulation of cavity frequency for device 1, 2 and 3. (b) The corresponding linecuts along the red dashed
lines in (a). For device 2 and 3, the lines labeled by A denote the flux range where fq < fr while the lines labeled by B denote
the flux range where fq > fr. For device 1, A and B denote the flux ranges for downward and upward behavior of the oscillating
qubit frequency.
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FIG. S1: Schematic diagrams of device fabrication process for our graphene-based superconducting quantum circuits. (a)
hBN/Graphene/hBN sandwich after 2D material dry transfers. (b) Spin coating of PMMA. (c) E-beam lithography to define
the patterns for SQUID contacts and capacitor pads. (d) Etching stack using ICP-RIE. (e) Deposition of Nb by sputter. (f)
Lift-off to obtain graphene JJs with edge contacts.

Supplementary materials

I. DEVICE FABRICATION

The schematic diagrams for our device fabrication processes are illustrated in Fig. S1. We first prepare the
hBN/graphene/hBN sandwich on intrinsic Si wafers capped with 90 nm SiO2 (substrate) using the polymer-free dry
transfer method [27, 43–45]. Fig. S2 (a) shows the optical micrograph of the as-transferred heterostructure (device
1), with a graphene flake encapsulated between two hBN layers. After spin coating of PMMA (A6, 500 rpm for 5 s
then 4000 rpm for 55 s, bake at 170 ◦C for 2 mins), electron beam lithography (EBL) was used to define the pattern
for capacitor pads and SQUID contacts. After EBL exposure and developing, the optical micrograph of device 1 at
this stage is shown in Fig. S2 (b). In our SQUIDs, we have designed three contacts across the graphene layer, with a
contact width of 2 µm and a 500 nm gap between each other. The extension of SQUID contacts connects to a pair
of capacitor pads, each with a dimension of 600 µm × 320 µm. In order to make edge contact to the encapsulated
graphene, a Inductively Coupled Plasma Reactive-Ion Etching (ICP-RIE) technique was performed, using CHF3 and
O2 gases with a ratio of 20:1 (power: 150 W and bias: 20 V), to selectively remove the hBN and graphene layers. This
allows us to create the desired side contact geometry. Subsequently, 120 nm niobium (Nb) was sputtered (pressure:
3 mTorr, power: 25 W and sputtering rate: 6 nm/min) right after the etching process, ensuring minimal contact
resistance. After lift-off, the optical micrograph of as-fabricated device 1 and device 3 are shown in Fig. S2 (c)
and (d), respectively. Our 3D cavity transmon-type devices consist of two capacitor pads linking by two JJs. The
capacitor pads not only form a shunting capacitor for transmon architecture but also work as an antenna to interact
with microwave photons in 3D cavities.

II. MEASUREMENT SCHEME

Our 3D cavity transmon-type devices allow both microwave measurements and DC transport measurements. All the
experiments detailed in the main text were performed in a dilution refrigerator with a base temperature of 10 mK. In
this section, we will introduce the measurement scheme for both microwave [Fig. S3 (a)] and transport measurements
[Fig. S3 (b)].

3D cavities need to be carefully calibrated before accommodating devices for microwave measurements. Our 3D
copper cavity is milled from two pieces, one half consisting of a pin to drive qubits (drive port), and another with a
pin to read qubits (readout port). The insertion depth of the pin within the ports determine pin’s quality factors.
Typically the readout port with lower quality factor consists of a longer pin, which has higher visibility to the cavity
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FIG. S2: Optical microscope images of device 1 at different stages in fabrication and the as-fabricated device 3. (a) Optical
micrograph of hBN/Graphene/hBN sandwich structure after 2D material transfers. (b) Optical micrograph of device 1 after
E-beam exposure and before ICP-RIE etching and Nb sputtering, with zoom-in image showing the SQUID structure. (c)
Optical microscope images of the as-fabricated device 1 with different magnifications. (d) Optical microscope images of the
as-fabricated device 3 with different magnifications.

photons, and thus couples strongly with the EM fields. In contrast, the drive port with higher quality factor consists
of a shorter pin, thus limiting the leakage of photons through it. The quality factor of each pin is found by the formula

of reflection parameter S11(f) = 2i(f−f0)−f0/Qext+f0/Qint

2i(f−f0)+f0/Qext+f0/Qint
, where f0 is the cavity resonance frequency, Qext is the Q

value of the tested pin, and Qint is the internal Q value of the 3D cavity [28]. We measure S11 of each pin with Vector
Network Analyzer (VNA), and use the above formula to fit the amplitude and phase curve to the measured data to
obtain Qint and Qext of each pin. By carefully cutting pins and measuring the Qext, we generally reach a desired
Qext ratio of drive pin to the readout pin of about 3:1 [28].

The measurement of microwave through the two-ports 3D copper cavity is performed with a transmission setup, in
which two sets of coaxial lines are utilized: readout-in line serving as the input line while readout-out line as the output
line, as shown in Fig. S3 (a). Readout-in line sends microwave from the output port of VNA (Keysight E5071C) to the
drive port of 3D cavity. Subsequently, the transmitted signal from the readout port of 3D cavity travels through the
readout-out line, finally reaching the input port of the VNA. By using a power splitter, readout-in line can also receive
microwave signals from the RF source (Rohde Schwarz SGS100A) to drive the qubit for two-tone measurements. Since
the entry of thermal photons from room temperature sources into the cryogenic environment can critically excite the
qubits, the readout-in line is heavily attenuated with three 20 dB attenuators connected at different stages of dilution
refrigerator. On the other hand, the readout-out line, which has no attenuation (0 dB), is connected to the High
Electron Mobility Transistor (HEMT) amplifier at the 4K stage. The HEMT (LNF-LNC4 8C) has about 40 dB of
gain and a noise temperature of 2K. To shield the device from thermal radiation from the HEMT amplifier, a set
of three isolators are installed. The readout signal is further amplified by two room-temperature amplifiers (in total
40 dB gain) before going into the input of the VNA. In order to provide the necessary magnetic flux, a home-made
superconducting coil is used, which is powered by an external DC source (digital-to-analog converter, DAC). The
entire measurement setup is illustrated in Fig. S3 (a).

DC measurement is conducted within a dilution refrigerator operating at a base temperature of 10 mK, as illustrated
in Fig. S3 (b). To facilitate precise four-wire measurements, the samples are affixed using four-wire connections,
comprising a DC current source, two voltage probes, and a ground. The DC current source is established by combining
a Keithley DAC voltage source with a range of ±10 V and a room temperature 1 MΩ resistor. This setup allowed
to generate a stable current in a range of ±10 µA. Two voltage probes are positioned on either side of the SQUID
device, and the resulting voltage difference was then amplified by a room-temperature voltage amplifier, featuring a
fixed gain of 100. Throughout the manuscript, it is important to note that the current range and amplification factor
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FIG. S3: (a) The measurement scheme used to perform the microwave characterizations, including qubit punch-out, flux
modulation and two-tone spectroscopy of our graphene-based superconducting quantum circuits. (b) The measurement scheme
used to perform the DC transport measurements of the same devices which were previously characterized by the microwave
measurement scheme shown in (a).

remained consistent for all samples. To minimize the impact of external noise, twisted paired wiring is utilized from
room temperature down to the mixing chamber level. To further enhance signal quality, two stages of low-pass RC
filters are deployed at room temperature and on the printed circuit board (PCB). Additionally, a π filter from QDevil
is incorporated at the mixing chamber level within the dilution refrigerator, serving the dual purpose of thermalization
and noise reduction. All measurements and data acquisition are orchestrated through a dedicated PC.

III. SQUID OSCILLATIONS WITH FRAUNHOFER EFFECT

The supercurrent of a single junction considering Fraunhofer effect is described as Ic(B) =

Ic(0)
∣∣∣sin(

πBD
′
W

ϕ0

)
/
(

πBD
′
W

ϕ0

)∣∣∣ [46]. Here, Ic(0) is the critical current of junction at zero magnetic field, D

is the junction length (parallel to supercurrent transmission direction), W is the junction width, ϕ0 is the flux quanta,
and D

′
= D + 2λL is the effective junction length (λL is the London penetration depth). The SQUID oscillation

modulated by JJ’s Fraunhofer effect is described in equation 1 in the main text. In equation 1, the ratio between ΦJ

and Φ, meaning the ratio between JJ’s area (D
′
W ) and SQUID loop area, determines the frequency ratio between the

Fraunhofer oscillation and SQUID oscillation. In Fig. S4 (a) and (b), we plot the function y = |sin(x)/x| |cos(A ∗ x)|,
in which x represent the flux and the factor A (denoting the the area ratio between SQUID loop and JJ) sets to 10
and 40, respectively. This is to mimic the data as shown in Fig. 3 (a) and (d), in which 10 and 41 SQUID oscillations
reside in a Fraunhofer sub-lobe, respectively. Note that in a real case, the period of SQUID oscillation is fixed (as
the designed SQUID loop area for three devices are the same) while the period of JJ’s Fraunhofer oscillation varies
due to the variation of JJ’s area (i.e., width of graphene flake) from device to device. Here, we fix the period of JJ’s
Fraunhofer oscillation while changing that of SQUID oscillation just for easy comparison of the ratio between two
periods.

For an asymmetric SQUID with Fraunhofer pattern modulated by two different size junctions (the case of device
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FIG. S4: (a) Schematic simulation of SQUID critical current (red curve) modulated by flux under the influence of Fraunhofer
effect (blue curve), with 20 SQUID oscillations in the Fraunhofer central lobe. (b) The same as (a) but with 80 oscillations in
the Fraunhofer central lobe. (c) Critical current (red curve) modulated by flux from an asymmetric SQUID, under the influence
of Fraunhofer effect from two JJs with a area ratio 1:4. The blue curve denotes the Fraunhofer pattern of JJ1 while the green
curve denotes that of JJ2. All curves are normalized to 1. The inset shows the SQUID oscillations residing in three Fraunhofer
sub-lobes of JJ2, which are located in the Fraunhofer sub-lobe of JJ1.

1), we construct the function as y = |sin(x)/x| |sin(4x)/x| |cos(40 ∗ x)|, in which the first term accounts for the
Fraunhofer modulation from the smaller junction JJ1, the second term accounts for that from the larger junction JJ2,
and the third term represents the SQUID oscillations. Note that here the function form of SQUID oscillation is still
based on a symmetric SQUID, but it does not affect our analysis below as we mainly aim to discuss the interplay
between two Fraunhofer patterns. The ratio between the factors 1:4:40 denotes the area ratio between JJ1, JJ2 and
SQUID loop, which is based on our analysis (IC1 : IC2 = 1:4 for device 1) in section V of SM. The function is plotted
in Fig. S4 (c), with red curve indicating the total function value and blue (green) curve indicating the Fraunhofer
pattern of JJ1 (JJ2). As can be seen, the SQUID oscillations modulated by a short-period Fraunhofer pattern from
JJ2 are further modulated by a long-period Fraunhofer pattern from JJ1. In our microwave measurements as shown in
Fig. 3 (a), we observe the Fraunhofer modulation of JJ2 whose sub-lobes contain 10 SQUID oscillations. However, we
did not observe the full behavior as shown in Fig. S4 (c) in our transport data shown in Fig. 3 (d). We attribute this
to the possible offset between the two Fraunhofer patterns induced by JJ1 and JJ2. As an example, if JJ2’s Fraunhofer
central lobe is shifted to JJ1’s Fraunhofer sub-lobe regions, meaning JJ2’s Fraunhofer sub-lobes now locate in JJ1’s
Fraunhofer central lobe, one can imagine the SQUID oscillations residing in JJ1’s Fraunhofer central lobe will not be
much modulated by JJ2’s sub-lobes, as the the sub-lobe modulation is much weaker. We found relevant clues in the
third cool down of device 1, in which we have performed the transport measurements again, as shown in Fig. S5. In
Fig. S5 (a), the main features of Fraunhofer pattern remain almost the same as compared to Fig. 3 (d), with now 73
SQUID oscillations residing in the central lobe instead of 82 observed in the second cool down. However, this time we
push the magnetic field range far away from the central lobe region, as shown in Fig. S5 (b). As can been seen, there
is an new period of Fraunhofer lobe which contains only 22 SQUID oscillations, which is clearly not close to half of
73 and cannot be explained if considering a symmetric SQUID. Thus, this serves as an indication of the existence of
another JJ with larger area compared to the one that induces 73 SQUID oscillations in the Fraunhofer central lobe.

In Fig. 4(b), we show the schematically simulated dispersive shift under the influence of Fraunhofer effect based
on χ = −g2/2π(fq − fr). We aim to understand how Fraunhofer pattern modify the periodically flux-modulated
cavity frequency in SQUID-based transmons. To this purpose and for simplicity, we have set g2/2π = 1 and fr = 0
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FIG. S5: (a) Flux modulation of SQUID critical current for device 1 in it’s third cool-down. (b) A Fraunhofer lobe (indicated
by the red dashed square) which is far away from the central lobe and contains 22 SQUID oscillations. The raw data is
differentiated along y-axis (current direction) in order to resolve the oscillations better.

as a reference point. We do this because the qubit punch-out measurements (top panels in Fig. 5) have indicated fq
at zero flux is higher than fr in all devices. Also, in the flux region where fq ≈ fr, a Rabi splitting will form and
χ = −g2/2π(fq − fr) is no longer valid. In Fig. S7, we have shown fq oscillation with regard to cavity frequency for
all devices. We are only interested in Fraunhofer modulation on the maximal fq, which is well above fr. Therefore,
we set fr = 0 as a reference and are only interested in the regime where fq > fr in Fig. 4(b), by ignoring the function
values at peculiar points where fq ≈ 0 that result in divergence in function values. We understand that the symmetry
of SQUID for device 1-3 are different, which results in different critical current minimum hence determines whether
fq intersects with cavity frequency or not (see Fig. S7). However, since we are only interested in the Fraunhofer
modulation on the maximal fq, the results we got from Fig. 4(b) still hold regardless of SQUID symmetry.

The SQUID oscillation periods obtained from the bottom panels of Fig. 5 are 4.4 µT for device 1, 4.07 µT for device
2, and 4.728 µT for device 3, respectively. There exists a small deviation from the ideal period ≈ 8 µT estimated
from the designed SQUID loop area (16 µm × 16 µm), possibly due the fabrication error or different effective JJ
areas in each device. We also note that the Fraunhofer patterns in the transport data exhibit small sample-dependent
variations [Fig. 3(d), (e) and (f)], indicating the different uniformity of spuercurrent in the junctions from device to
device.

IV. COUPLING STRENGTH G ESTIMATION

By using Ansys Maxwell 3D software, we simulated the intrinsic capacitance between the capacitor pads along with
non-connected SQUID contacts, including the effects of the cavity. By applying the voltage of 1V for one pad while
keeping the other pad at 0 V, the capacitance between the pads is determined to be 92 fF. Based on the dispersive
shift obtained from the qubit punch-out measurements, along with the SQUID critical current obtained from DC
transport, we can estimate the qubit-cavity coupling strength g using ∆/2π = fq − fr and χ = g2/∆. Since qubit

frequency fq ≈
√
8EJEC/h, we need to know both charging energy EC = e2

2C and Josephson energy EJ = Φ0IC
2π . We

can first obtain EC/h ≈ 210.5 MHz, using capacitance C = 92 fF obtained form our simulation. Next, we need to
know SQUID critical current IC to estimate EJ . Note that from our discussions in the main text, we speculate there
exists a remanent magnetic field in our superconducting coil, so we have to choose the critical current residing in the
Fraunhofer sub-lobe (i.e., outside central lobe region) in the transport data. Therefore, IC ≈ 0.2 µA for device 1 [Fig.
3(d)], IC ≈ 0.1 µA for device 2 [Fig. 3(e)] and IC ≈ 0.2 µA for device 3 [Fig. 3(f)]. Hence, EJ/h ≈ 99.337 GHz
for device 1, EJ/h ≈ 49.668 GHz for device 2 and EJ/h ≈ 99.337 GHz for device 3. Combined all the parameters,
we can estimate qubit frequency fq ≈ 12.935 GHz and ∆/2π = fq − fr = 12.935 GHz - 5.4955 GHz ≈ 7.44 GHz for
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FIG. S6: The switching current and flipped retrapping current for (a) device 1, (b) device 2 and (c) device 3 . The data is
extracted from the data shown in Fig. 3 (d), (e) and (f).

device 1, fq ≈ 9.146 GHz and ∆/2π = fq − fr = 9.146 GHz − 5.5135 GHz ≈ 3.63 GHz for device 2 and fq ≈ 12.935

GHz and ∆/2π = fq − fr = 12.935 GHz − 6.034 GHz ≈ 6.9 GHz for device 3. Making 2π×13.67 MHz = g2

2π×7.44GHz ,

g/2π = 318.9 MHz can be inferred for device 1; 2π×0.48 MHz = g2

2π×3.63GHz , g/2π = 41.76 MHz can be inferred

for device 2; 2π×0.68 MHz = g2

2π×6.9GHz , g/2π = 68.5 MHz can be inferred for device 3. Note that all three devices
have the same capacitor design and almost identical SQUID contact geometry. We attribute the variation of g in
different devices to the different distribution of graphite flake remaining after the transfer process. We have tested
the transmission (S21) of the same cavity loaded with different devices (in similar designs) at room temperature, and
found the total Q can vary from device to device. We suspect the remaining metallic graphite pieces interact with
microwave, thus amend the distribution of electromagnetic field inside the cavity, thus causing the variation of the
qubit-cavity coupling strength g in different devices.

In the next section, we found that the qubit frequency in device 2 and device 3 intersects with the cavity frequency
[Fig. S7 (b) and (c)], while a Rabi splitting was not observed in the flux-tuning data as shown in Fig. 3(b) and (c).
This indicates that device 2 and device 3 are not in the strong coupling regime: g ≫ κ and γ, where κ is the cavity
decay rate and γ is the qubit total decay rate [47]. From the qubit punch-out measurements shown in the top panels
of Fig. 5(b) and (c), we can estimate κ/2π ≈ 10 MHz for device 2 and κ/2π ≈ 20 MHz for device 3, based on the full
width at half maximum (FWHM) of the cavity response at low powers. Thus, in both devices, g/2π is large enough
compared to κ/2π (41.76 MHz > 10 MHz for device 2 and 68.5 MHz > 20 MHz for device 3), while Rabi splitting is
still absent. This suggest that g is not greater than γ, from which we can estimate the upper bound of qubit coherence
time as discussed in the main text.

V. SQUID SYMMETRY ANALYSIS

To give a qualitative analysis of the supercurrent in the individual Josephson junction of the SQUID, we plot the
switching current and retrapping current as the function of the magnetic field as shown in Fig. S6 for device 1, 2
and 3. Based on the result of the current-to-phase (CPR) relationship in Fig. S6, we suggest that the inductance
effect is small enough allowing us to analyze the supercurrent for each JJ. Firstly, the supercurrent shows a symmetric
shape with respect to phase (magnetic field) without skewness for all devices (see bottom panels of Fig. 5). The
asymmetry of CPR can come from the effect of the screening parameter β, which can be written as β = Imax ·L/ϕ0,
where Imax is the maximum current through SQUID, L is the inductance, and ϕ0 is the magnetic flux quanta. With a
symmetric CPR (i.e, small β), this suggests that the influence of the inductance in the SQUID is negligible. Secondly,
we compare the phase offset between switching and retrapping current, defined as ∆ϕ = 2L(I1 − I2), where I1 and I2
are supercurrents for two Josephson junctions in SQUID. In Fig. S6, we plot the switching and retrapping current for
all three devices by flipping the retrapping current to the positive side. From the orange dashed lines, we see almost
no phase offset from switching respect with retrapping current in all devices. The small phase difference indicates
that they are in either symmetric supercurrent case I1 = I2 or small loop inductance L case [48]. Clearly, for all
devices, they are not in the case of I1 = I2 since the critical current does not reach zero (especially for device 1) as
shown in the bottom panels of Fig. 5, from which we know L is close to zero. Thus, based on the two analyses, we
conclude that the inductance is relatively small in our devices. With that, we are able to give a rough estimation of
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FIG. S7: Simulated qubit frequency modulation with respect to applied flux for (a) device 1, (b) device 2 and (c) device 3.
The red dashed lines indicate the cavity frequencies.

the supercurrent for SQUID’s JJs without complex calculation of the inductance of the SQUID system.
We follow ref. [49] to analyze the symmetry of SQUID in our devices. We chose the SQUID oscillations around B

= 0 T as shown in the bottom panels of Fig. 5 for analysis. For two junctions with different critical currents IC,i, i
= 1, 2, the maximal SQUID critical current IC,max is IC,1 + IC,2 while the minimal SQUID critical current IC,min is
IC,2 − IC,1. In device 1, IC,max ≈ 1 µA while IC,min ≈ 0.6 µA, from which we obtain IC,1 ≈ 0.2 µA and IC,2 ≈ 0.8
µA. Similarly, IC,max ≈ 0.7 µA (1 µA) while IC,min ≈ 0.1 µA (0.2 µA) for device 2 (3), from which we obtain IC,1 ≈
0.3 µA (0.4 µA) and IC,2 ≈ 0.4 µA (0.6 µA) for device 2 (3). Thus, since EJ ∝ IC , EJ1:EJ2 is 1:4 for device 1, 3:4 for

device 2 and 2:3 for device 3, respectively. Using fq ≈
√
8EJEC/h and EJ(Φ) = EJΣ

√
cos2(Φ) + d2sin2(Φ) [24] as

depicted in the main text, where γ = 4 (4/3 and 3/2) and d = 3/5 (1/7 and 1/5) for device 1 (2 and 3), we plot fq as
a function of Φ in Fig. S7. Note that we have combined all the parameters (EJΣ

√
8EC/h) to match fq,max = 12.935

GHz, 9.146 GHz and 12.935 GHz for device 1, 2 and 3, as estimated in section IV in SM. We did this as we only
care about how SQUID symmetry (the ratio between IC1 and IC2) impact the oscillation depth of qubit frequency.
As can be seen in Fig. S7, fq,1 oscillate weakly between 12.935 GHz and 10.02 GHz without intersecting with cavity
frequency at 5.4955 GHz, while fq,2 and fq,3 from more symmetric SQUIDs oscillate more strongly and intersect with
cavity frequencies at 5.5135 GHz and 6.034 GHz, respectively.


	I. Introduction
	II. Device fabrication and measurement setup
	III. Device characterization and results
	IV. Summary and prospect
	V. Acknowledgments
	VI. Author contributions
	VII. Competing financial interests
	References
	I. Device fabrication
	II. Measurement scheme
	III. SQUID oscillations with Fraunhofer effect
	IV. coupling strength g estimation
	V. SQUID symmetry analysis

