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We perform readout of a quantum-dot hybrid qubit coupled to a superconducting resonator
through a parametric, longitudinal interaction mechanism. Our experiments are performed with
the qubit and resonator frequencies detuned by ∼10 GHz, demonstrating that longitudinal coupling
can facilitate semiconductor qubit operation in the ‘ultra-dispersive’ regime of circuit quantum
electrodynamics.

Coupling semiconductor qubits to superconduct-
ing resonators using circuit quantum electrodynamics
(cQED) techniques is an important element in proposed
quantum computing architectures [1, 2]. Transverse cou-
pling schemes based on qubit-resonator photon exchange
are conventionally studied for this purpose. However, the
transverse interaction becomes weak when the qubit and
resonator frequencies are far from resonance, which could
constrain operation protocols for large-scale processors.
Longitudinal interactions offer an intriguing alternative
for quantum coupling, as they do not require frequency
resonance [3]. These couplings have attracted growing at-
tention, and although they have recently been observed
in semiconductor-qubit systems [4, 5], they have not yet
been utilized to extend device functionality. Here, as an
initial use case for longitudinal coupling in quantum-dot
qubits, we demonstrate excited-state resonator readout
and spectroscopy at qubit frequencies far beyond the typ-
ical cQED operating range.

Experiments are performed using a Si/SiGe quantum-
dot qubit device coupled to an off-chip, TiN microwave
resonator. The qubit and resonator are fabricated on
separate dies and vertically integrated in a flip-chip ar-
chitecture, shown in Fig. 1(a) [5, 6]. Figure 1(b) shows
a scanning-electron micrograph of a nominally-identical
device with a simplified schematic of the measurement
circuit. A double quantum dot (DQD) formed under
plunger gates P2 and P3 is coupled to the resonator field
through capacitance with gate C; the estimated charge-
photon coupling rate is gc/2π ≈ 3.2 MHz.

During experiments, a continuous ac drive is applied
to P3 at the resonator fundamental-mode frequency of
ωr/2π ≈ 1.304 GHz. This drive modulates the DQD
energy detuning adiabatically with amplitude ε̃, activat-
ing a dynamic longitudinal coupling with the resonator
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photons [3–5, 7]. The effective interaction Hamiltonian
is

H̃∥ = h̄ g̃0∥ cos (ωrt) σ̂z

(
â+ â†

)
, (1)

where g̃0∥ denotes the coupling strength, σ̂z is the Pauli

z operator in the qubit energy basis, and â and â† are
photon annihilation and creation operators. The cou-
pling g̃0∥ gives rise to a qubit-state-dependent resonator

drive, which can be measured as changes in its station-
ary field amplitude. Figure 1(c) shows the normalized
resonator transmission amplitude A/A0 measured near
the (2,1)-(1,2) interdot charge transition. The axis for
DQD detuning ε is indicated, where the total detuning,
ε(t) = ε0 + ε̃ cos (ωrt), includes a dc component ε0. The
normalization constant A0 is defined by the transmission
level at ε0 ≫ 0. A boost in A/A0 measured around ε0 = 0
is a telltale indicator of g̃0∥ coupling the DQD to the res-

onator for this measurement configuration, as shown in
Ref. [5].

In the following experiments, we operate our device as
a quantum-dot hybrid qubit (QDHQ) [8, 9]. The qubit
frequency at ε0 = 0 in Fig. 1(c) is ωq/2π ≈ 2∆1/h =
14.6 ± 1.2 GHz, where the interdot tunnel coupling ∆1

is extracted through fits to the resonator transmission
peak (see the Supplementary Information [10] for fur-
ther details). At large |ε0|, ωq is set by the left- or
right-dot singlet-triplet splitting, EL or ER. We mea-
sure ER using time-averaged pulsed-gate spectroscopy
[11], with an alternating-voltage waveform applied to P3.
Reservoir tunneling resonances for the ground and first-
excited states are marked in Fig. 1(c) with yellow and
teal circles, respectively. These resonances occur along
equipotentials where a dot energy level aligns with the
reservoir Fermi energy, as depicted in Fig. 1(d). From
the voltage splitting between resonances, we estimate
ER/h = 34.8 ± 1.2 GHz ≈ ωq/2π for ε0 ≫ 0 [10]. We
note that the magnitude of ε̃ is kept much smaller than
h̄ωq and all tunnel couplings for our measurements, so
the ac drive cannot excite the qubit.

The above measurements demonstrate operation in the
‘ultra-dispersive’ coupling regime, which we define by the
condition gc ≪ ωr ≪ ωq. Dynamic longitudinal coupling
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FIG. 1. Pulsed-gate spectroscopy of a 3D DQD-resonator device. (a) Photo of the packaged sample, comprising a Si/SiGe
quantum-dot qubit device and TiN microwave resonator integrated in a flip-chip architecture. (b) Simplified circuit schematic
for experiments. A false-color, scanning-electron micrograph of a quantum-dot device nominally identical to the one used in
experiments is shown. A DQD is formed under gates P2 and P3 and capacitively coupled to the off-chip resonator via gate
C. Qubit control pulses and an ac drive at frequency ωr are applied to P3 (dc voltage sources are not shown). The resonator
transmission amplitude A is measured using homodyne detection. (c) Normalized transmission amplitude A/A0 measured
as a function of dc plunger voltages VP2 and VP3 near the (2,1)-(1,2) charge transition. A pulsed gate voltage is applied for
spectroscopy of the right dot. Reservoir tunneling resonances with the lowest two energy states are marked with yellow and teal
circles. (d) Energy level configurations corresponding to the equipotentials marked in (c). The dot’s energy levels are cycled
between lower (solid) and upper (dashed) positions by the alternating-voltage waveform. Arrows indicate electron tunneling
pathways between the dot and reservoir.

is an important mechanism for working in this regime;
through parametric driving, its coupling strength g̃0∥ ∝ ε̃

can be made significantly larger than effective transverse
coupling (which is the dominant qubit-photon interaction
for most dispersive-cQED experiments, but considerably
weakened at ωq ≫ ωr) [5, 12]. In the experiments below,
we show how this coupling can be used for QDHQ state
readout in the ultra-dispersive regime.

Figure 2(a) illustrates the QDHQ energy levels and a
two-step qubit control sequence with fast voltage pulses
applied to P3. The logical states |0⟩ and |1⟩ and leakage
state |2⟩ are defined as energy eigenstates for the low-
est three levels. In the first control step [panel (i)], ε0
is pulsed from εm to εp for an interval of tpulse = 2 ns.
The detuning amplitude of the pulse is given by εpulse =
εp − εm. As the pulse shuttles the qubit through the |0⟩-
|1⟩ energy anticrossing at ε0 = 0, fractional excited-state
occupation is generated through Landau-Zener transi-
tions [13, 14]. In the second control step [panel (ii)],
ε0 is pulsed back to εm and maintained there for a mea-
surement time of tmeas = 48 ns. Qubit-resonator cou-
pling during this interval generates the transmission sig-
nal used for readout. We note that no coherent oscil-
lations are observed in our measurements, likely because
the manipulation scheme frequently involves idling in the
detuning range ∆1 < |ε0| < EL(R), where the qubit is
highly susceptible to charge noise [9]. The control proto-
col can be easily modified to avoid these detuning zones
in future experiments.

The above pulse sequence is cycled while simulta-
neously sweeping dc voltages VP2 and VP3 near the
(2,1)-(1,2) transition. Figures 2(b) and 2(c) show time-

averaged A/A0 measurements with opposite-amplitude
pulses applied, εpulse/h ≈ 63 GHz and −63 GHz, respec-
tively; these amplitudes are indicated by dashed white
lines. In both plots, a peak in A/A0 is visible at εm = 0
(blue arrows), where the adiabatic qubit modulation near
the |0⟩-|1⟩ anticrossing enlarges g̃0∥ due to a higher energy

curvature [5, 7]. Additional boosts in A/A0 at |εm| ≠ 0
(yellow and green arrows) are the result of resonator cou-
pling through occupation of the first-excited state. These
features are caused by qubit modulation near a |1⟩-|2⟩ an-
ticrossing at εm = εL [Fig. 2(c)] or εm = εR [Fig. 2(d)],
activating an excited-state coupling channel, which we
label g̃L∥ and g̃R∥ , respectively. DQD-resonator coupling

involving excited silicon valley states has been observed
previously, but was mediated through the transverse in-
teraction [15]; the A/A0 peak in our measurements is the
key signature of longitudinal coupling.

The resonator transmission signal at εL or εR provides
a sensitive probe of the qubit state that can be used for

readout. Crucially, the g̃
L(R)
∥ coupling channel is only ac-

tive if the logical state |1⟩ is occupied, which we demon-
strate by varying εpulse. Under the model illustrated in
Fig. 2(a), excitation into |1⟩ is negligible when the con-
trol pulse amplitude is significantly smaller in magnitude
than |εL(R)|, preventing interaction with the resonator

via g̃
L(R)
∥ . The data in Figs. 2(d) and 2(e) are consis-

tent with this model: in contrast to the A/A0 peak from
g̃0∥ visible at all εpulse, the |εm| ̸= 0 signal boost due to

g̃
L(R)
∥ only appears for εpulse/h >∼ 13 GHz in Fig. 2(d)

and εpulse/h <∼ −33 GHz in Fig. 2(e). A reduction in
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FIG. 2. QDHQ readout and spectroscopy using longitudinal coupling. (a) QDHQ energy level diagram and qubit control
scheme. The pulsed voltage waveform is applied to P3. Dashed lines illustrate qubit dynamics and state transitions. (b, c)
A/A0 measured as a function of dc voltages VP2 and VP3 with positive-amplitude [panel (b)] and negative-amplitude [panel
(c)] control pulses applied simultaneously. Dashed white lines indicate the scale of detuning pulses. Signal boosts marked with
arrows are from longitudinal coupling at the corresponding-color (blue, yellow, and green) anticrossings in (a). (d, e) A/A0

as a function of measurement detuning εm and pulse amplitude εpulse. Arrows highlight |1⟩-state occupation thresholds. The
|1⟩-|2⟩ energy anticrossing detunings εL and εR can be estimated from the distance between transmission peaks.

signal for the |εm| ≠ 0 peaks is also observed near reser-
voir transition boundaries in Figs. 2(b) and 2(c). Here,
reservoir tunneling during the pulse sequence removes oc-
cupation from |1⟩, weakening the time-averaged coupling.
The qubit-state dependence in these experiments implies
that readout can be performed by idling at εL or εR.

The data in Fig. 2 contain spectroscopic information
about the qubit’s energy parameters. Using these mea-
surements and additional numerical analysis methods
outlined in [10], we are able to reconstruct the full QDHQ
Hamiltonian and compute the qubit frequency. We esti-
mate ωq/2π = 21.1 ± 1.2 GHz and 31.9 ± 3.1 GHz at
the εL and εR readout operating points. This affirms the
ultra-dispersive nature of our experiments, since qubit-
resonator detuning in this regime, ∆ = |ωq − ωr| ∼
2π × 10 GHz, is orders of magnitude larger than typi-
cally used for dispersive-cQED experiments.

The experiments above outline a method for ultra-
dispersive QDHQ readout based on longitudinal cou-
pling. Our approach offers a number of potential benefits
for qubit operation, which can be explored in future ex-
periments. First, it implements, in principle, a quantum-
nondemolition measurement, as H̃∥ [Eq. (1)] commutes
with the qubit Hamiltonian. Second, it requires no
qubit-resonator photon exchange, minimizing pathways
for Purcell decay [16] and measurement-induced dephas-
ing [17] intrinsic to transverse interactions [3]. Third,
our readout is performed at DQD detuning points where
qubit relaxation involves a slow spin-flip mechanism,

which may provide a T1 advantage compared to read-
ing out at the ε0 = 0 measurement point, where no spin
flip is required. We emphasize that slow qubit relax-
ation could be helpful for improving measurement fidelity
and achieving single-shot readout in near-term experi-
ments, where relatively weak coupling may necessitate
longer integration times. Finally, our technique works
in the ultra-dispersive regime, where transverse coupling
is suppressed. Our work demonstrates that qubits can
be measured through longitudinal interactions while far-
detuned from the readout resonator, allowing space for a
wide range of qubit frequencies. Longitudinal coupling,
therefore, is a promising tool for mitigating engineering
bottlenecks and scaling quantum processors.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data that support the findings of this study are
openly available in a Zenodo repository [18].
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

These supplemental materials provide additional data and details about the methods used in this work.

SI. QUBIT HAMILTONIAN & LOGICAL STATES

The QDHQ combines the charge and spin degrees of freedom of a three-electron DQD depicted in Fig. S1(a). The
DQD is operated with two electrons in one dot and a single electron in the other dot. In the absence of tunnel
coupling, the eigenstates of the four-level system pictured can be defined in the charge-spin basis:

|L, S⟩ ≡ |S⟩ |↓⟩ ; |L, T ⟩ ≡
√

1

3
|T0⟩ |↓⟩ −

√
2

3
|T−⟩ |↑⟩ ;

|R,S⟩ ≡ |↓⟩ |S⟩ ; |R, T ⟩ ≡
√

1

3
|↓⟩ |T0⟩ −

√
2

3
|↑⟩ |T−⟩ .

(S1)

In these definitions, |S⟩ ≡ (|↑↓⟩− |↓↑⟩)/
√
2 is the spin-singlet state, while |T0⟩ ≡ (|↑↓⟩+ |↓↑⟩)/

√
2 and |T−⟩ ≡ |↓↓⟩ are

spin-triplet states of the doubly-occupied dot; |↑⟩ and |↓⟩ denote spin-up and spin-down electrons in the singly-occupied
dot.

The bare (i.e., undressed) DQD Hamiltonian in the charge-spin basis is

Hq =


ε/2 0 ∆1 −∆2

0 ε/2 + EL −∆3 ∆4

∆1 −∆3 −ε/2 0

−∆2 ∆4 0 −ε/2 + ER

 , (S2)

where EL and ER are the singlet-triplet energy level splittings in the left and right dot, respectively. There are four
interdot tunnel coupling parameters which lead to hybridization of the eigenstates in Eq. (S1): ∆1 for singlet-singlet
tunneling; ∆2 and ∆3 for singlet-triplet tunneling; and ∆4 for triplet-triplet tunneling. Figure S1(b) plots the energy
levels of Hq as a function of ε for our device, with parameter values derived in the following sections. For this work,
we define the qubit logical states |0⟩ and |1⟩ as the lowest two energy eigenstates of Hq [teal-colored energy levels in
Fig. S1(b)]. At large DQD detuning, these logical states are asymptotically equal to the basis states in Eq. (S1).

SII. QUBIT SPECTROSCOPY ANALYSIS METHODS

The following sections describe analysis procedures used for estimating the QDHQ energy parameters. Before
plotting or analysis, all data are normalized by the constant A0, which denotes the transmission amplitude measured

FIG. S1. QDHQ states and energy levels. (a) Electrostatic potential for a three-electron DQD. Quantum-dot energy levels are
labeled corresponding to the basis states of Eq. (S1); the third electron’s level occupation determines the state of the system
in this basis. EL and ER denote the singlet-triplet splitting for each dot, and ∆1 through ∆4 are interdot tunnel couplings.
(b) Energy levels of the system in (a) as a function of ε. Qubit logical-state levels are colored teal. The energy eigenstates |0⟩
through |3⟩ are asymptotically equal to the basis states in Eq. (S1) at large |ε|. Detuning values of the |1⟩-|2⟩ anticrossings are
labeled εL and εR.
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FIG. S2. Curve fitting analysis of resonator transmission peaks. (a) Combined traces from Figs. 2(d) (light teal points)
and 2(e) (dark teal points; offset for clarity). Yellow curves show phenomenological Lorentzian fits by which εL and εR are
estimated. (b) A/A0 near the (2,1)-(1,2) charge transition measured at the device tunings of Fig. 1(c) (left plot) and Fig. 2
(right plot). Fits using Eq. (S5) are shown as yellow curves.

with the DQD in Coulomb blockade. A0 is determined independently for each dataset. The estimated values and
uncertainties of all parameters are summarized in Table S1 below.

A. Quantum-dot gate lever arms

The device gate lever arms convert changes in gate voltage to calibrated movement of the quantum-dot chemical
potentials, and are used throughout the analyses below. We measure gate-to-dot lever arms from the thermal broad-
ening of reservoir tunneling transition lines, as detailed in Ref. [5], obtaining αL

P2 ≡ |∂µL/∂VP2| = 0.140±0.005 eV/V
and αR

P3 ≡ |∂µR/∂VP3| = 0.149 ± 0.003 eV/V, where µL and µR are the chemical potentials of the left and right
dot. The DQD detuning lever arms for gates P3 and C are calculated using the slopes of reservoir transitions in
two-dimensional voltage sweeps:

αε
P3 ≡ ∂ε0

∂VP3
= αR

P3 − αL
P2

∣∣∣∣δVP2

δVP3

∣∣∣∣
L

= 0.105± 0.005 eV/V; (S3)

αε
C ≡

∣∣∣∣ ∂ε0∂VC

∣∣∣∣ = αL
P2

∣∣∣∣δVP2

δVC

∣∣∣∣
L

− αR
P3

∣∣∣∣δVP3

δVC

∣∣∣∣
R

= 0.023± 0.004 eV/V. (S4)

In these equations, the quantity |δVi/δVj |L(R) represents the slope of a left-dot (right-dot) reservoir transition in
(Vj , Vi) parameter space. The values of all lever arms are found to remain roughly constant between the main-text
device tunings of Fig. 1(c) and Fig. 2.

B. |1⟩-|2⟩ anticrossing detunings: εL, εR

The detuning values of the |1⟩-|2⟩ energy anticrossings used for resonator coupling during readout are obtained
through phenomenological Lorentzian fits to the data in Figs. 2(d) and 2(e). The data points in Fig. S2(a) show
41 overlaid traces from Fig. 2(d) (light teal) and 25 traces from Fig. 2(e) (dark teal) with |εpulse| beyond the qubit
excitation thresholds. The Fig. 2(e) data are vertically offset by A/A0 = 0.07 for clarity, and we have shifted the
horizontal positions of traces with εpulse/h < −57 GHz to correct for electrostatic device drift during the measurement.
The yellow curves are double-Lorentzian fits of each data set; we extract values of εL/h = −24.0 ± 1.0 GHz and
εR/h = 36.7± 1.5 GHz from the distance between peak centers.

C. Interdot tunnel couplings: ∆1, ∆2, ∆3

The interdot tunnel coupling parameter ∆1 is extracted from measurements of the resonator transmission peak
near the (2,1)-(1,2) charge degeneracy point. Figure S2(b) shows two A/A0 peaks acquired at the same device tunings
used for the main-text experiments. We do not apply any control pulses during these measurements; consequently,
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FIG. S3. Pulsed-gate spectroscopy measurement and analysis. (a) Idealized pulsed-voltage waveform applied to gate P3 during
measurements. (b) Diagram showing cyclic pulsing of the two lowest right-dot energy levels, split by energy ER. We label the
chemical potential for the spin-singlet ground state µS,+ during the high-voltage pulse stage and µS,− during the low-voltage
stage; the spin-triplet, excited-state chemical potential during each stage is µT,+ and µT,−. Electrons tunnel cyclically between
the dot and neighboring reservoir during pulsing with an overall rate Γ. (c) Typical pulsed-gate spectroscopy measurement:
A/A0 as a function of VP3 and AWG pulse amplitude (measured in instrument units). Dips in A/A0 are caused by resonant
electron tunneling. (d) Data from Fig. 1(c) with extracted coordinates for the µS,+ and µT,+ tunneling resonances marked
with yellow and green points, respectively. The voltage splitting VR between resonances is used to estimate ER. (e) Data from
Fig. 2(c) with an extended measurement range for the VP2 axis. Tunneling resonance coordinates are marked as in (d) and
used to estimate ER.

the DQD remains in its ground state, and can be modeled as a single-electron charge qubit with tunnel coupling tc. In
the following analysis, we assume that tc is equivalent to the singlet-singlet tunnel coupling ∆1 of the three-electron
QDHQ. Following the derivation in Ref. [5], the transmission response for a resonator interacting with the ac-driven
charge qubit is given by

A

A0
=

1− h̄ g̃∥/(2β ε̃)√
1 + (2 δω/κ)2

, (S5)

where g̃∥ = 4gct
2
c ε̃/E

3
cq and δω = 8h̄g2c t

2
c/E

3
cq are dynamic longitudinal and static dispersive coupling strengths, and

Ecq =
√
ε20 + 4t2c is the bare charge qubit energy. The constant β parameterizes direct excitation of the resonator

through gate capacitance, and κ is the photon loss rate.
To analyze the data in Fig. S2(b), they are fit using Eq. (S5), with tc and β as the fitting parameters. The value

of κ/2π = 125 kHz is known from resonance linewidth measurements, and the charge-photon coupling rate,

gc
2π

=
1

2π

ωr α
ε
C

2e

√
2Zr

h/e2
= 3.2 MHz, (S6)

is calculated using Eq. (S4) and the resonator characteristic impedance, Zr ≈ 575 Ω [1, 6]. The results are shown by
yellow curves in Fig. S2(b), with extracted values of ∆1/h = tc/h = 7.3± 0.6 GHz for Fig 1(c) and 4.4± 0.2 GHz for
Fig. 2.

The transmission peak width scales approximately linearly with tc in Eq. (S5). Using this relationship, we are able
to extrapolate singlet-triplet tunnel couplings for the measurements of Fig. 2 from the known ∆1 value and the relative
peak widths in Fig. S2(a). The values obtained in this manner are ∆2/h = 7.5± 0.6 GHz and ∆3/h = 6.1± 0.5 GHz.

D. Right-dot singlet-triplet splitting: ER (pulsed-gate spectroscopy)

Pulsed-gate spectroscopy is performed by applying an alternating-voltage pulse train to the plunger P3. Fig-
ure S3(a) depicts an idealized voltage waveform with peak-to-peak amplitude Vpulse and a duty cycle defined by
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D ≡ t+/(t+ + t−), where t+ and t− are the periods of the high-voltage (V+) and low-voltage (V−) pulse stages. The
voltage pulses cycle the right-dot energy levels between upper and lower positions separated by Epulse = αR

P3Vpulse,
as diagrammed in Fig. S3(b).

Figure S3(c) shows an illustrative measurement of A/A0 at the (1,1)-(1,2) reservoir transition as a function of
VP3 and arbitrary waveform generator (AWG) pulse amplitude. We note that this measurement is acquired at a
different device tuning than the main-text experiments, and the microwave resonator drive is delivered through an
alternative on-chip port rather than through P3. The duty cycle of the applied pulse train is D = 0.6, with t+ = 3 ns
and t− = 2 ns. The reservoir energy barrier and pulse-train frequency are calibrated so that the total electron
tunneling rate Γ sharply increases at tunings where a dot energy level aligns with the reservoir Fermi energy EF .
The onset of resonant tunneling at these points changes the dot’s complex admittance, thereby suppressing A/A0.
The features in Fig. S3(c) closely resemble those of time-averaged pulsed-gate spectroscopy measurements using
conventional integrated charge sensors and lock-in techniques (e.g., Ref [11]). For AWG pulse amplitudes below ∼100
mV, two tunneling resonances are visible, corresponding to P3 voltages where µS,+ = EF and µS,− = EF . The
splitting between these features provides a direct measurement of the on-chip amplitude Vpulse. At larger amplitudes,
the pulse window straddles the first-excited energy level, and a third resonance, corresponding to µT,+ = EF , is
observed. The singlet-triplet splitting,

ER = µT,+ − µS,+ = αR
P3VR, (S7)

may be estimated from this measurement using the voltage splitting VR between the µS,+ and µT,+ tunneling reso-
nances.

The pulse train applied in Fig. 1(c) of the main text is configured with Vpulse ≈ 1.7 mV, t+ = 15 ns, and t− = 2 ns.
(As an aside, we speculate that no A/A0 boost from the g̃R∥ resonator coupling is observed in this experiment

because the duty cycle D = 0.88 is too small to provide sufficient signal integration time at εR.) To estimate
ER, voltage coordinates of the tunneling resonances are extracted using phenomenological double-Lorentzian fits.
These coordinates are overlaid on the measurement data in Fig. S3(d), with yellow pixels corresponding to the µS,+

resonance and green pixels corresponding to the µT,+ resonance. The µS,− resonance is faintly visible as well. We
estimate VR = 0.97 ± 0.03 mV from the average voltage splitting between resonance coordinates, which equates to
ER = 34.8± 1.2 GHz using Eq. (S7).

Reservoir tunneling resonances are also observed in the lower part of Fig. 2(c). The control pulse waveform used
for this readout experiment has a very large duty cycle of D = 0.96, with t+ = tmeas = 48 ns and t− = tpulse = 2 ns.
Only the resonances associated with µS,+ and µT,+ tunneling are visible due to the extreme duty cycle. Figure S3(e)
shows the same measurement as Fig. 2(c), but with an extended VP2 sweep range. We extract VR = 1.15± 0.08 mV
and ER = 41.3± 2.9 GHz from the tunneling resonances using the analysis method described above. This ER value
is larger than the value measured in Fig. S3(d). The discrepancy is likely due to variation in electrostatic device
tuning between the measurements; singlet-triplet splitting has been shown to change substantially as a function of
quantum-dot confinement and lateral position due to local interface disorder [19].

Finally, we note that we are only able to implement pulsed-gate spectroscopy for the right quantum dot in this
device, as the left-dot plunger P2 is not connected to coaxial wiring for high-frequency pulsing. The left dot’s singlet-
triplet splitting EL is therefore estimated based on other measurement data and numerical calculations described in
the next section.

E. Other Hamiltonian parameters: EL, ∆4

The main-text experiments do not provide direct measurements of the left-dot singlet-triplet splitting EL or the
triplet-triplet tunnel coupling ∆4. However, we are able to estimate these parameters through numerical analysis.
We first diagonalize the qubit Hamiltonian in Eq. (S2) as a function of EL and ∆4 with the other matrix entries
fixed to the values derived above. Then, we compute the |1⟩-|2⟩ energy anticrossing detunings εL and εR for each
diagonalized matrix and compare them to the experimentally measured values. Figure S4(a) summarizes the results
of this analysis, with color-filled contours bounding the regions of (EL,∆4) parameter space in which the calculated
εL and εR values match experimental results to within 1σ or 2σ experimental uncertainty. The closest match to
our measurements occurs at the coordinate pair marked with an ‘×’ in the plot; from these coordinates, we estimate
the qubit parameters in the Fig. 2 measurements to be EL/h = 27.3 ± 1.0 GHz and ∆4/h = 9.3 ± 1.8 GHz (the
uncertainties are given by the 1σ contour dimensions about this point).
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FIG. S4. Qubit spectroscopy numerical analysis. (a) Contours showing regions of (EL,∆4) parameter space in which
calculated εL and εR values match Fig. 2 measurements to within 1σ or 2σ experimental uncertainty. The closest-match
parameter coordinates marked with an ‘×’ are used as EL and ∆4 estimates for main-text experiments. (b) Qubit frequency
ωq as a function of ε. Yellow and green circles mark frequencies at the εL and εR readout operating points. (c) Results of a
Monte Carlo simulation calculating qubit frequency at the εL (yellow histogram) and εR (green histogram) readout operating
points. Black curves show Gaussian fits to the histograms.

F. Qubit frequency at the readout operating points

With all QDHQ parameters estimated, the qubit frequency ωq can be calculated by diagonalizing the Hamiltonian
in Eq. (S2). Figure S4(b) plots ωq as a function of ε. For our work, we are particularly interested in the qubit
frequency at the readout operating points marked by green and yellow circles in the plot. Using the Hamiltonian
parameters for the Fig. 2 measurements found above, we compute ωq/2π = 21.2 ± 1.2 GHz at the εL readout point
and ωq/2π = 31.9± 3.1 GHz at the εR readout point.
The qubit frequency uncertainties are obtained through a Monte Carlo simulation. In each simulation iteration,

Hamiltonian parameter entries are drawn from Gaussian distributions whose means and standard deviations corre-
spond to the values and uncertainties computed in previous sections. Figure S4(c) charts histograms of the readout-
point qubit frequencies after 10,000 iterations. The frequency uncertainties are extracted through Gaussian fits to
the histograms.
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SIII. PARAMETER TABLE

TABLE S1. Summary of device and measurement parameters used throughout this work. Parameters are classified into one
of three categories: ‘controlled’ variables with values chosen as part of the experiment protocol; ‘measured’ values determined
primarily through direct measurement; and ‘calculated’ values determined primarily through a numerical calculation or simu-
lation described in previous sections.

Resonator properties Determination Value Units

Fundamental-mode frequency, ωr/2π measured 1.30380 GHz

Photon decay rate, κ/2π measured 124.5± 0.5 kHz

Loaded quality factor, QL measured 10, 476± 46

Characteristic impedance, Zr calculated 575 Ω

Charge-photon coupling rate, gc/2π calculated 3.16± 0.55 MHz

DQD properties

P2-left dot lever arm, αL
P2/h measured 33.9± 1.2 GHz/mV

P3-right dot lever arm, αR
P3/h measured 36.0± 0.7 GHz/mV

P3 detuning lever arm, αε
P3/h measured 25.4± 1.2 GHz/mV

Coupling-gate detuning lever arm, αε
C/h measured 5.6± 1.0 GHz/mV

Electron temperature, Te measured 213± 6 mK

Fig. 1(c)

Pulse peak-to-peak voltage amplitude, Vpulse controlled 1.7 mV

Pulse-sequence high-voltage period, t+ controlled 15 ns

Pulse-sequence low-voltage period, t− controlled 2 ns

Pulse-sequence duty cycle, D controlled 0.88

Pulse-sequence repetitions per data point controlled 8.8× 106

Interdot singlet-singlet tunnel coupling, ∆1/h measured 7.3± 0.6 GHz

Right-dot tunneling resonance voltage splitting, VR measured 0.97± 0.03 mV

Right-dot singlet-triplet splitting, ER/h measured 34.8± 1.2 GHz

Minimum qubit frequency, ωq(ε0 = 0)/2π calculated 14.6± 1.2 GHz

Maximum qubit frequency, ωq(ε0 ≫ 0)/2π calculated 34.8± 1.2 GHz

Figs. 2(b, c, d, e)

Pulse detuning amplitude (b, c), |εpulse|/h controlled 63.5 GHz

Pulse detuning amplitude (d, e), |εpulse|/h controlled 0 to 63.5 GHz

Pulse phase period, tpulse (= t−) controlled 2 ns

Measurement phase period, tmeas (= t+) controlled 48 ns

Pulse-sequence duty cycle, D controlled 0.96

Pulse-sequence repetitions per data point (b, c) controlled 4× 106

Pulse-sequence repetitions per data point (d, e) controlled 2× 106

Interdot singlet-singlet tunnel coupling, ∆1/h measured 4.4± 0.2 GHz

Interdot singlet-triplet tunnel coupling, ∆2/h measured 7.5± 0.6 GHz

Interdot singlet-triplet tunnel coupling, ∆3/h measured 6.1± 0.5 GHz

Interdot singlet-singlet tunnel coupling, ∆4/h calculated 9.3± 1.8 GHz

Left-dot singlet-triplet splitting, EL/h calculated 27.3± 1.0 GHz

Right-dot tunneling resonance voltage splitting, VR measured 1.15± 0.08 mV

Right-dot singlet-triplet splitting, ER/h measured 41.3± 2.9 GHz

|1⟩-|2⟩ anticrossing detuning, εL/h measured −24.0± 1.0 GHz

|1⟩-|2⟩ anticrossing detuning, εR/h measured 36.7± 1.5 GHz

Minimum qubit frequency, ωq(ε0 = 0)/2π calculated 8.8± 0.4 GHz

Maximum qubit frequency, ωq(ε0 ≫ 0)/2π calculated 41.3± 2.9 GHz

Readout-point qubit frequency, ωq(ε0 = εL)/2π calculated 21.2± 1.2 GHz

Readout-point qubit frequency, ωq(ε0 = εR)/2π calculated 31.9± 3.1 GHz
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SIV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

FIG. S5. Wiring diagram for the measurement instrumentation. Experiments are performed in a Leiden Cryogenics CF-450
dilution refrigerator with a mixing-chamber base temperature around 20 mK.
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