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A quantitative description of the exchange interaction in quantum dots is relevant for modeling
gate operations of spin qubits. By measuring the amplitude and frequency of exchange-driven
qubit state oscillations, we measure the detuning dependence of the exchange coupling in a GaAs
double quantum dot over three orders of magnitude. Both 1D and 3D full configuration interaction
simulations can replicate the observed behavior. Extending a Hubbard model by including excited
states increases the range of detuning where it provides a good fit, thus elucidating the underlying
physics.

Introduction.— Many spin qubit implementations
rely on the Heisenberg exchange interaction for gate op-
erations. Exchange coupling is a very convenient control
resource because it can be electrically controlled by mod-
ifying the tunnel coupling or detuning between adjacent
quantum dots or donor sites, and is so far the most suc-
cessful approach for high-fidelity two-qubit gates [1–7].
For qubits encoded in several spins, it can also be used
for all-electrical single-qubit control [8–10].

Experimentally, the use of exchange coupling is well
established with recent results showing two-qubit gate
fidelities above the error correction threshold [1–3]. Un-
derstanding the quantitative dependence of the exchange
coupling strength J on gate voltages and electric poten-
tials is relevant for aspects like designing optimal control
pulses, modeling the sensitivity of qubits to charge noise
and achieving a high on-off ratio as required for high-
fidelity multi-qubit operations. Yet, such a quantitative
understanding is surprisingly incomplete.

Widely used in the literature [10–15] to model the ex-
change interaction is the Fermi-Hubbard model (FH),
due to its simplicity and analytic nature. For a detuning
ϵ larger than a few tunnel couplings away from the charge
transition, the FH model predicts [10, 12]

J(ϵ) ∝ 1

ϵ
, (1)

which significantly deviates from experimental observa-
tions [4, 16–19]. In experiments, the exchange has been
empirically found to follow

J(ϵ) ∼ J0 exp

(
ϵ

ϵ0

)
(2)

over narrow ranges of detuning, however a quantitative
theory for the parameters ϵ0 and J0 is still missing. This

exponential dependence can be reproduced by introduc-
ing an exponentially detuning-dependent tunnel coupling
t [19], but the necessary change in t is larger than 1D
simulations support and is experimentally plausible. Ad-
ditional terms, for example to include effects like triplet
hybridization, can be added to the FH model to increase
agreement in certain areas [11], however the overall dis-
crepancy remains. The most general and comprehen-
sive approach are 3D full configuration interaction (FCI)
models that solve the two-electron Hamiltonian within
the effective mass approximation numerically and can
include the complete electrostatic potential seen by the
electrons [10, 13, 20]. While FCI models can capture
effects that the Fermi-Hubbard model might not, FCI
models provide little qualitative understanding and re-
quire significant computational power. Here, we experi-
mentally characterize exchange over a large range of de-
tunings by complementing a standard Ramsey method
with the simultaneous extraction of the amplitude and
frequency of coherent oscillations of the qubit state while
varying the magnetic field gradient. Using this dataset,
we compare a simple FH, an extended FH, a 3D FCI as
well as a simplified 1D FCI model, which only consid-
ers the degree of freedom along the inter-dot axis. We
find that extending the simple FH model is useful over
a significantly wider regime but still fails to capture ex-
change over the full detuning range. The 3D FCI model,
on the other hand, matches the data well and can be re-
duced to 1D without losing predictive power if gauged
appropriately.

We use a two-electron spin qubit in a double quantum
dot formed in a two-dimensional electron gas (2DEG).
The 2DEG resides in a GaAs based modulation-doped
heterostructure with a 35 nm AlGaAs undoped setback
and 50 nm AlGaAs:Si, capped with a 5 nm GaAs:Si pro-
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FIG. 1. (a) Electron micrograph of an identical device. Red
circles indicate the dot positions. Gate voltages Vi can be
pulsed to change the double dot state on a nanosecond time
scale. Reflectance from a nearby sensor dot in an rf tank cir-
cuit senses the double dot charge state. We define the x-axis
along the inter-dot direction, the z-axis along the out-of-plane
direction and y-axis perpendicular to both. (b) Bloch sphere
for the S-T0 qubit. Exchange J and nuclear magnetic field
gradient ∆Bz drive rotations around the z-/x-axis. A finite
J tilts the rotation axis, so that the observed frequency is
increased and the oscillation amplitude is decreased. (c) Ex-
change interaction J measured as a function of detuning ϵ′

using a combination of the Ramsey and combined amplitude-
frequency technique. ϵ′ is offset to be zero at the (2, 0)-(1, 1)
charge transition. The middle of the (1, 1) charge region is
situated at approximately ϵ′ = −15mV. As expected from
symmetry, J(ϵ′) levels off to a minimum value in the middle
of the (1, 1) charge region.

tection layer. The electrostatic gating is defined by elec-
tron beam lithography (Fig. 1(a)). The qubit is defined
in the mz = 0 subspace spanned by S = (|↑↓⟩ −|↓↑⟩ )/

√
2

and T0 = (|↑↓⟩ + |↓↑⟩ )/
√
2, where the first (second) ar-

row indicates the spin state of the electron in the left
(right) quantum dot. The fully polarized triplet states
|T+⟩ = |↑↑⟩ and |T−⟩ = |↓↓⟩ are split off by the external
magnetic field Bext = 200mT. In the regime where the
qubit states have mostly (1, 1)-character, with (N,M)
indicating the number of electrons in the left (N) and
right (M) quantum dot, the qubit can be described by
the Hamiltonian

H =
1

2
∆Bzσx +

1

2
J(ϵ)σz (3)

in the S-T0 basis, where ∆Bz is the difference in magnetic
field between left and right dot along the z-direction.

Operations on the qubit are performed by rapidly
changing the detuning ϵ, i.e., the energy difference be-
tween the left and right quantum dot, by applying a volt-
age detuning ϵ′ = VL − VR, which can be related to ϵ us-
ing the lever arm α (See Appendix E). This modifies the
exchange interaction J(ϵ) and induces rotations around
the z-axis on the Bloch sphere. ∆Bz, which arises mostly
from nuclear spins, can be controlled using dynamic nu-
clear polarization (DNP) [21].

Exchange interaction measurement.— To character-
ize the exchange J as a function of detuning ϵ all the
way from the (2, 0)-(1, 1) charge transition to the middle
of the (1, 1) charge region, we use a combination of two
techniques. Near the charge transition, where J ≫ ∆Bz,
coherent exchange oscillations around the z-axis give ac-
cess to J(ϵ) using a Ramsey-like pulse sequence [16]. The
qubit is prepared in the |↑↓⟩ spin state by adiabatically
reducing J(ϵ) to a value where J ≪ ∆Bz, pulsed rapidly
to the target detuning ϵrot and evolves freely for some
time τ , followed by read out along the x-axis. J(ϵrot) can
be extracted from the frequency of the resulting decaying
oscillation Ae−τ/T∗

2 cos(ωτ) + c (see Fig. B.1). However,
since

ω =
√
J2 +∆B2

z , (4)

∆Bz can make a relevant contribution to ω, especially
if J ≲ ∆Bz. Therefore, we perform an additional free
induction decay (FID) experiment, where the qubit is
initialized in |S⟩ before pulsing to some detuning ϵref
where J(ϵref) ≪ ∆Bz, giving rise to coherent oscilla-
tions around the x-axis (dashed circle in Fig. 1(b), see ap-
pendix B for the corresponding pulse shapes of the Ram-
sey and FID experiment). We repeatedly sweep ∆Bz by
employing DNP and perform multiple repetitions of the
FID sequence directly followed by the Ramsey sequence
at every ∆Bz value to extract J from ω(∆Bz).

Due to the increasingly weak J-dependence of ω for
J < ∆Bz and the fact that ∆Bz cannot be stabilized at
arbitrarily small values, this measurement technique has
a lower bound in J of 5 to 10MHz. To access smaller
values of J , we analyze both the amplitude and the fre-
quency of the FID experiment carried out at variable
detuning ϵFID. For J(ϵFID) ∼ ∆Bz, the rotation axis is
tilted away from the x-axis and the frequency increases
according to Equation 4, while at the same time the am-
plitude of the measured oscillations of the qubit state is
reduced (continuous, tilted circle in Fig. 1(b)). By sweep-
ing ∆Bz and extracting the resulting frequency and am-
plitude variation of the FID, we obtain J(ϵFID) using a
simple fit model. This approach is particularly useful for
systems without single-spin control such as S-T0 qubits
with a controllable ∆Bz. For details, see Appendix A.

By combining the Ramsey and the amplitude-
frequency method, we map out J(ϵ) over a wide ϵ-range
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for different values of the inter-dot tunnel coupling t
(Fig. 1(c)). As additional input for modeling J(ϵ), we
measure the charging energy U , the ground state (sin-
glet) tunnel coupling tS(=: t), the exited (triplet) tunnel
coupling tT , which is in general different from tS , as well
as the singlet-triplet splitting ∆ST and singlet excited-
singlet splitting ∆SS∗ , which are given by the distance in
detuning between the respective charge transitions. De-
tails are provided in Appendix D.

FCI Models.— Having a comprehensive dataset of
the detuning dependence of the exchange interaction at
hand, we turn to comparing it to various theoretical mod-
els. A model is most useful for predicting the qubit be-
havior if it reproduces the data, uses parameters that
are accessible based on experiments or the potential seen
by the electrons, and is computationally inexpensive to
evaluate.

The most general approach is a 3D FCI model which
solves the two-electron Hamiltonian

H =

1,2∑
i

−ℏ2

2m∗∇
2
i + V (ri) +

e2

4πε0εr|r1 − r2|
(5)

where i denotes the two electrons, εr is the relative per-
mittivity and m∗ is the effective electron mass. A sim-
plified 1D version only considers the degree of freedom
along the inter-dot axis, which makes it computationally
less involved and reduces the number of parameters. To
account for the reduced dimensionality and to avoid di-
vergence of the model, we introduce a Coulomb-cutoff
length lc such that the Coulomb interaction for the 1D
model is given by

EC =
e2

4πε0εr

1√
(x1 − x2)2 + l2c

. (6)

We assume a quartic dependence of the confinement po-
tential in the x-direction of the form

V = V0

(
(x/x0)

4 − 2(x/x0)
2
)
+ γx (7)

with minima at ±x0, a barrier height of V0 and a linear
term with slope γ to detune the potential. For the 1D
model, the energy spectrum as a function of detuning γ
can then be found with moderate computational effort
using exact numerical diagonalization after discretiza-
tion.
For the 3D FCI, model we assume an approximately sym-
metric shape of the quantum dots in the 2D plane with
a quadratic y-dependence and self-consistently solve the
Poisson-Schrödinger equation to determine the potential
of the heterostructure in z-direction. From this poten-
tial, the energy spectrum is then obtained using a FCI
calculation following Shehata et al. [20].

In the following, we focus on the measured curve with
t = 22µeV as it is the most extensive dataset of the three.
We calibrate each model’s detuning to compare it to the

(a)

(b)
state-dependent
tunneling

on-site
exchange

excited
orbital states

FIG. 2. (a) Comparison of the measured J(ϵ) with the out-
put of the numerical models. The different curves are labeled
with the respective tunnel couplings and offset in J for visual
clarity. We use the 3D model to gauge the Coulomb-cutoff
length lc of the 1D model to lc = 21.85 nm using the curve
with t = 22µeV and employ this 1D model to fit the other two
measurements. Using the experimentally determined lever
arm we find good qualitative agreement between model and
experiment. For t = 22µeV the potential parameters are
x0 = 107.5 nm, V0 = 1.575meV and a comparison of ex-
tracted parameters with the experiment are shown in Tab. I
(for all parameters of other two measurements see Appendix
G). The detuning axis is referenced to the (2, 0)-(1, 1) charge
transition. (b) Common models with parameters extracted
from the exact 1D model. The range over which the extended
FH model captures the J(ϵ) behavior is much extended, es-
pecially in the range of low detuning. Inset: Diagram for the
additional terms in the extended FH model.

experimental data using the slope of the ground-state
energy as a function of γ far from the avoided crossing
and reference all curves to the charge transition. From
the simulated energy diagrams we determine U , ∆ST ,
∆SS∗ , and tS and tT as widths and offsets between vari-
ous avoided crossings to compare them to the experimen-
tal values. As the 1D model is computationally cheaper,
we use it to fit J(ϵ) to the experiment by varying the
inter-dot distance 2x0 and the barrier height V0 such that
tS , tT and ∆ST match the experimental values.

The cutoff length lc was chosen such that the result-
ing J(ϵ) and parameters match those from the 3D FCI
calculation in the parameter region of interest. The dis-
crepancies in J(ϵ) as well as ∆ST and ∆SS∗ between the
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two models primarily arise from a difference in calibra-
tion that slightly stretches the detuning axis ϵ of the 1D
model relative to the 3D model. For both models we
find very good agreement with the experimental param-
eters (Table I) and qualitative agreement on the same
order of magnitude as the experimentally measured ex-
change (Fig. 2(a)). Using the 1D model with the same lc
to fit the other two measured curves yields similarly good
agreement, indicating that the gauge of the cutoff length
remains sensible for different confinement configurations
in x-direction (see Appendix G). Note that to obtain this
match, we had to shift the data by 0.175meV in ϵ, rel-
ative to the model, for which the ϵ = 0-point was de-
termined from a separate charge stability measurement.
This discrepancy may result from a charge rearrangement
in the device between the charge stability measurement
and the start of the Ramsey measurement, which seems
plausible since a comparable shift of ∼ 0.1meV is visible
between the Ramsey and the amplitude-frequency data
at around ϵ = −0.4meV in Fig. 2(a). The simulated ex-
change matches well close to the charge transition, but
it increasingly diverges from the data points towards the
center of (1, 1). A possible explanation for this devia-
tion is the oversimplified form of the used potential that
cannot fully capture the real quantum dots’ shape and
specifically neglects any asymmetry that might arise from
disorder. Both screening by gates and a difference in
confinement strength may additionally contribute to the
discrepancy in U seen in Tab. I. Due to the curves being
referenced and fitted by parameters close to the charge
transition, these effects likely have the largest influence
further away in the symmetric configuration (ϵ ∼ −U).

The FCI model and, after gauging lc, also the 1D model
have two free parameters, the inter-dot distance 2x0 and
the barrier height V0. The parameters that we extract
from the experiment are tS and tT , which depend on the
barrier shape, ∆ST , U , which depends on the shape of the
potential in the center of the dot. We also measure the
energy splitting between the ground and excited state sin-
glet ∆SS∗ , which depends on the confinement strength,
albeit for a different dot tuning (see Appendix H). 2x0

and V0 are reasonable free parameters to fit the model
as the tunnel couplings primarily depend on the shape
of the potential in x-direction. Note, however, that the
excited state energies and U also strongly depend on the
lateral confinement, which is not fitted in our procedure
for simplicity. The fitted values for the barrier height and
inter-dot distance, V0 = 1.575meV and 2x0 = 215 nm,
are plausible with respect to a nominal dot distance of
200 nm in the device layout. In combination with the
good agreement between the above mentioned param-
eters as extracted from the experiment and the model
(Table I) with only two fitting parameters, this shows a
good consistency of the model with the experiment.

Hubbard Model.— While the FCI models are suitable
for a quantitative description, they provide little insight

Experiment 3D FCI 1D model ext. FH
U (meV) 2.3 2.7 3.0 2.7
tS (µeV) 22.0 22.0 21.8 22.0
tT (µeV) 29.9 29.2 29.7 29.2
∆ST (meV) 0.19 0.21 0.22 0.21
∆SS∗ (meV) ∼0.43 1.11 1.20 1.11
x (µeV) 0.01

TABLE I. Comparison of theory and experiment values for
characteristic parameters for Fig. 2

on the origin of the deviation between the data and the
single-orbital Fermi-Hubbard model. To fill this gap, we
also consider an extended Fermi-Hubbard model, which
increases the detuning range around the charge transition
for which a good agreement is obtained. Starting from a
simple three-state Fermi-Hubbard model

H =

 ϵ
2 0 0
0 ϵ

2 t
0 t U − ϵ

2

 (8)

in the T (1, 1), S(1, 1), S(2, 0) basis, we extend the orbital
basis to include both the (2, 0) and (0, 2) configuration
as well as all singly-excited orbital states. This inclu-
sion of excited states is motivated as follows. As the
standard Fermi-Hubbard model includes no excited or-
bital states in each dot, there is no charge transition of
the triplet states. However, experimentally, the triplets
also exhibit a charge transition into the (0,2) configu-
ration less than 1meV from the singlet charge transi-
tion, which is relevant within the considered detuning
range. Away from the charge transition, the hybridiza-
tion of the triplet states reduces the exchange splitting
compared to the case without triplet-transition. Since
excited states see a lower potential barrier, their tunnel
coupling is stronger, as seen in Table I. We do not con-
sider doubly excited states, which would lead to a 16×16
Hamiltonian, because they are physically not needed for
the triplet charge transition and their effect is negligible.

Therefore allowing only for singly-excited states and
spin-preserving tunneling, we arrive at a 12× 12 Hamil-
tonian that separates into two orbital sub-Hamiltonians
HS and HT (Appendix C) with a symmetrized ba-
sis {|LL⟩ , |LR⟩ , |LL∗⟩ , |LR∗⟩ , |RR⟩ , |L∗R⟩ , |RR∗⟩}
and an anti-symmetrized basis
{|LR⟩ , |LL∗⟩ , |LR∗⟩ , |L∗R⟩ , |RR∗⟩} for the singlet
and triplet spin configuration respectively, where L(R)
denotes the ground orbital state in the left(right)
quantum dot and L∗(R∗) denotes excited orbital states.
The extended model contains as parameters the state-
dependent tunnel couplings, tS = ⟨LL|HS |LR⟩ and
tT = ⟨LL∗|HT |LR⟩, the ground state on-site interaction
U = 1

2 (⟨LL|HS |LL⟩+ ⟨RR|HS |RR⟩), the direct remote
exchange x = ⟨LR|HS |LR⟩, the direct on-site exchange
χ2 = 1

2 ⟨LL
∗| (HS − HT ) |LL∗⟩, and the orbital energy

ℏω = ⟨LR∗|HT |LR∗⟩. Note that model parameters
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can equally be related to other combinations of the
matrix elements so that the expressions given reflect
a somewhat arbitrary choice. Values for these terms
can be measured independently on the experiment or
estimated from numerical and analytical calculations.
The direct on-site exchange and orbital energy can be
calculated from the experimentally accessible splittings
∆ST (see Appendix D) and ∆SS∗ (see Appendix H) as
χ2 = 1

2 (∆SS∗ −∆ST ) and ℏω = 1
2 (∆SS∗ +∆ST ).

Model comparison.— To compare the models (to
each other) we use the parameters obtained from the 3D
FCI model, wherefore all models are close to each other
near the charge transition by design and no free param-
eters need to be adjusted. Figure 2(b) shows the result-
ing curves. Note that the phenomenological exponential
model would appear as a straight line. We see that the
extended Fermi-Hubbard model agrees with the numeri-
cal calculations over a much wider range in detuning than
the single avoided-crossing model, indicating that the ad-
dition of both (2, 0) and (0, 2) and singly-excited states
is a step towards a more accurate analytical description.
We attribute the remaining divergence towards the cen-
ter of (1, 1) to the eigenstates and thus tunnel couplings
being implicitly assumed as constant in the extended FH
model. In reality, a significant change is expected when
the detuning is varied on the scale of both the inter-
dot barrier height and level splitting, since the energy
of the exact single particle double-dot eigenstates will
change significantly in this case, which will in turn affect
the wave functions. The model also suffers from the di-
rect remote exchange term x being not directly derivable
from the energy spectrum, which therefore needs to be
estimated and tuned manually.

Conclusion.— In summary, we characterized the
exchange interaction as a function of detuning in a GaAs
double quantum dot over the full detuning range by
employing a dedicated amplitude-frequency method and
compare various models to this extensive dataset. These
results lead us to propose the following approach for
modeling the exchange interaction between spin qubits
in gate-defined quantum dots. A simple Hubbard model
is generally not recommended, as it is only reliable very
close to the charge transition. An extended Hubbard
model including excited states can be used over a wider
range near the charge transition. A 1D configuration
interaction model can be used with reasonable accuracy
over the full detuning range and still has a moderate
computational complexity. It is suitable for estimating
the charge noise sensitivity, modeling crosstalk effects
and computing transfer functions in the typical oper-
ating regime of exchange-based gate operations. It has
the further advantage that the computed wave functions
can be used to estimate the influence of different gates,
taking the detailed shape of the potential changes
they generate into account. However, its accuracy for
quantitative predictions of the residual exchange in the

center of the (1, 1) region is limited and needs an initial
estimation of the Coulomb-cutoff length. Although
the experimental method relies on special properties of
GaAs, the results also apply to other host materials for
quantum dots, such as SiGe or Si-MOS. Extensions to
this study could address the question how (well) larger
exchange couplings in barrier control mode at symmetric
detuning could be modeled with the 1D model as well
as if and how the low lying valley states typically
encountered in Si-based devices have to be included.
Furthermore, it would be interesting to what extent a
2D configuration interaction model represents a use-
ful compromise between the used 3D and 1D FCI models.
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Appendix A: Amplitude-Frequency Method

For small but non-zero values of J the rotation axis of
the FID is slightly tilted, as stated in the main text. The
frequency of the measured oscillations increases while the
amplitude is reduced to

A(ω) = A0
ω2 − J2

ω2
(A1)

(Fig. 1(b)), which depends on the observed frequency ω.
A0 is the full S-T0 contrast.

To measure the frequency and amplitude we Fourier-
analyze the time trace of a single FID sequence (Ap-
pendix Figure F.1(a)) and extract the frequency as the
bin with maximum power and the amplitude by numer-
ically integrating around this maximum (±2MHz) (Ap-
pendix Figure F.1(c)). Since the nuclear magnetic field
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FIG. A.1. Measured oscillation amplitude as a function of
its frequency using the FID pulse for different pulse depths ϵ
at t = 22 µeV. The two colored traces exemplary show fits of
Eq.A1, which are used to extract J(ϵ) shown in figure 1(c) of
the main text. The fit range is chosen manually to exclude the
noise floor at small ω and the drop off at large ω, as indicated
by the dashed lines

gradient ∆Bz, which arises mostly from nuclear spins,
significantly varies even within scanlines, we analyze each
repetition individually rather than averaging repetitions
of a scanline to reduce the effect of these fluctuations.

By sweeping ∆Bz back and forth across zero using
DNP [21] while measuring frequency and amplitude of
the FID, we can extract A(ω) at a certain detuning ϵ0.
To do so, the acquired amplitude-frequency pairs are av-
eraged over 200 kHz-wide frequency bins to give A(ω)
(Appendix Figure F.1(d)-(e)). The exchange at detuning
ϵ0 is then given by the x-intercept, when fitting Equation
A1 to the measured A(ω) (Fig. A.1).

For large ∆Bz (large ω in Fig.A.1) the readout con-
trast is reduced because of an increased relaxation rate
of the metastable triplet state in the readout region [24].
While this effect is not included in the fit model, it is
negligible in the examined region of small ∆Bz as the fit
is restricted up to the point of maximum amplitude. The

lower bound in J is given by the ∆Bz fluctuations dur-
ing a single repetition of the experiment, as the fit model
assumes the precession frequency ω to be constant. Ex-
perimentally, a trade-off for the acquisition time of one
repetition has to be made: Shorter individual repetitions
limit δ∆Bz and thus increase visibility. However, reduc-
ing the number of pulses in the pulse sequence increases

(b)(a)

FIG. B.1. (a) Fit Acos(ω)et/T
∗
2 to the Ramsey measurement

results (J = 91MHz). Using an exponential decay for the
oscillations provides a better fit to the data a Gaussian decay,
which may be related to non-ergodicity effects of the system.
(b) Pulse sequences used in this work (offset in ϵ). For the
Ramsey sequence |↑↓⟩ is adiabatically prepared and read out
to observe z-rotations. For the FID sequence a singlet is pre-
pared and rapidly separated to observe S − T0 oscillations.

noise, and shorter maximum separation times decreases
spectral resolution as well as access to low frequencies.

Appendix B: Ramsey and FID Measurement

For the Ramsey measurement the qubit is prepared
in the |↑↓⟩ spin state by adiabatically reducing J(ϵ) to
a value where J ≪ ∆Bz, pulsed rapidly to the target
detuning ϵrot and evolves freely around the z-axis for
some time τrot, followed by read out on the |↑↓⟩-|↓↑⟩ axis
(Fig. B.1(b)). Figure B.1(a) shows a representative Ram-
sey measurement of the exchange oscillations.

Appendix C: Extended Hubbard Hamiltonian

The complete extended Hubbard Hamiltonian of the
symmetric singlet subspace is given by
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HS =



U − ϵ −tS 0 −tT 0 0 0
−tS x −tT 0 −tS 0 −tT
0 −tT U + χ2 + ℏω − ϵ −tT 0 −tS 0

−tT 0 −tT x+ ℏω 0 0 −tS
0 −tS 0 0 U + ϵ −tT 0
0 0 −tS 0 −tT x+ ℏω −tT
0 −tT 0 −tS 0 −tT U + χ2 + ℏω + ϵ


(C1)

with the basis states {|LL⟩ , |LR⟩ , |LL∗⟩ , |LR∗⟩ , |RR⟩ , |L∗R⟩ , |RR∗⟩} and for the anti-symmetric triplet subspace by

HT =


−x −tT 0 0 tT
−tT U − χ2 + ℏω − ϵ −tT tS 0
0 −tT ℏω 0 −tS
0 tS 0 ℏω tT
tT 0 −tS tT U − χ2 + ℏω + ϵ

 (C2)

with basis states {|LR⟩ , |LL∗⟩ , |LR∗⟩ , |L∗R⟩ , |RR∗⟩}.
Note that we assume the same tunnel coupling tT for
all singly excited states as well as the same on-site en-
ergy U and direct remote exchange term x irrespective
of whether the states are singly excited or not.

Appendix D: Independent tunnel coupling
measurement

(a) (b)
adiabatic 
state
preparation

short
readout

singlet
reload

Time

D
et

un
in

g

S transition

T0 transition

FIG. D.1. (a) Pulse sequence for the excited-state tunneling
measurement tT . The |↑↓⟩ state is prepared adiabatically and
pulsed back rapidly to some detuning where the charge state
is read out for 100 ns to 200 ns, which is short compared to the
lifetime of the prepared state. (b) Charge signal of the singlet
ground state (blue) and the |↑↓⟩ state (orange) measurement.
The width of the transition labeled S (T0) transition gives tS
(tT ) while the distance between both transitions corresponds
to the singlet-triplet splitting ∆ST . The linear background
reflects the direct effect of the gates on the charge sensor.

To measure the ground state (singlet) tunnel coupling
tS(=: t) we slowly sweep over the (2, 0)-(1, 1) transition
while recording the charge sensor response. As the tun-
nel coupling of the exited (triplet) state tT is generally
different and not accessible with this method, we employ

Pauli-Spin blockade by adiabatically initializing in |↑↓⟩
and rapidly pulsing to variable detunings near the charge
transition (Fig. D.1(a)). For each pulse, the charge sen-
sor response of the initialized metastable state is recorded
at the target detuning on a timescale that is short com-
pared to the relaxation time. Averaging over many rep-
etition leads to a data set as shown in Figure D.1(b),
from which tT (as well as tS) can be extracted. It also
yields the singlet-triplet splitting ∆ST via the distance
in detuning between both, singlet and metastable triplet,
charge transitions. We determine the values of tS and tT
by fitting an avoided crossing model of the form

A+B · (ϵ′ − ϵ′S) +
∑

i=S,T

Ci
ϵ′ − ϵ′i√

(ϵ′ − ϵ′i)
2 + 4w2

i

, (D1)

to the data (Figure D.1(b)). Here, ϵ′S,T represent the po-
sitions of the two transitions, wS,T the tunnel couplings in
voltage, and A and B correspond to the SET background
signal and the direct coupling of the gates to the SET,
respectively. We use A, B, Ci, ϵ′i, and wi as fit parame-
ters. The width and position of the ground state charge
transition agree well between both measurements. The
transitions are in principle broadened by thermal fluc-
tuations, however in our typical operating regime, tS,T
is well above kBT and we therefore neglect the thermal
broadening.

Appendix E: Lever Arm Measurement

For comparison between the theoretical models and the
measured exchange curves, we transform the experimen-
tal gate voltages along the detuning axis ϵ′ into energy
units, i.e. ϵ = ϵ′

α , where α is the lever arm, whose mea-
surement is explained in the following.
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(a)

(b) (c)

(2,0)

(1,0) (1,1)

(2,1)

FIG. E.1. (a) Charge state occupation as a function of
VR and mixing chamber temperature. The electrons thermal-
ize with the substrate and the reservoir charge transition is
thermally broadened. (Inset) Sketch of the charge stability
diagram. Sweep range indicated in red. (b-c) Width of the
(1, 0) ↔ (2, 0)/(1, 0) ↔ (1, 1) charge transition as a function
of thermal energy. The linear behavior indicates an electron
temperature below 50mK, the slope gives the lever arm α for
the VL and VR gates.

The thermal broadening of charge transitions between
a dot and its lead can be used to characterize the electron
temperature Te of the sample [25] using

A+BVi + C tanh

(
Vi − Vi,0

2kBTe

)
. (E1)

With typical tunneling times of order 10 ns, the leads
from the dots to the reservoir are opaque compared to the
electron temperature so that the width of the charge tran-
sition is dominated by thermal broadening. By control-
ling the temperature of the sample with external heaters
in the dilution refrigerator, we can measure the transi-
tion width w as a function of temperature and determine
the lever arm α, as demonstrated in Fig. E.1. The tem-
perature then acts as an absolute energy scale used to
gauge the gate voltages via the lever arm. The values for
the lever arms of the RF gates are in the expected range
set by similar devices. The lever arm along the detuning
axis can be calculated from the single-gate lever arms as

α−1
ϵ = α−1

VL
+ α−1

VR
(E2)

where VL and VR correspond to the plunger gates labeled
in Figure 1(a) of the main text. Because of the limited

thermometer calibration range we can only give an upper
limit of roughly 50mK to the electron temperature.

Appendix F: Amplitude-frequency data

Figure F.1 exemplary shows the workflow from raw
data to exchange fit for the amplitude frequency method.

Appendix G: Additional exchange fits

To fit the two curves with tunnel coupling t = 9 µeV
and t = 15 µeV we use the 1D model with the Coulomb-
cutoff length lc = 21.85 nm gauged from t = 22µeV as
described in the main text. This seems justified since in
order to vary the tunnel coupling of the double quantum
dot predominantly the inter-dot barrier is modified.
Therefore, the most significant change in potential takes
place in the x-direction, which does not influence lc.
This rationale is supported by the good agreement of
the 1D model to both measurements. The extracted
parameters for these two curves is given in Table G.1.
Again, a detuning-offset of 84 µeV and 81 µeV had to be
applied to the curves with t = 9 µeV and t = 15 µeV,
respectively, to align the data with the simulation. Due
to a technical issue, the measurement of the triplet
tunnel coupling for t = 9µeV could not be completed
and only the singlet tunnel coupling was used for fitting.
U and ∆SS∗ were only measured once (see Appendix H)
and are therefore the same as in the main text.

Appendix H: Time Domain Pulsed-Gate
Spectroscopy

To investigate the excited energy levels of the double
dot system, we perform time domain pulsed-gate spec-
troscopy. For this the double dot is initialized in the
(1, 0) charge configuration and a square voltage pulse
with varying plunge depth VR pulses the double dot into
the (2, 0) regime. Due to our high readout bandwidth, we
are able to look at the tunneling times directly by record-
ing the charge sensor signal in a time-resolved manner.
The time it takes to draw in an additional electron de-
pends on the number of states that are available and
the tunneling time to the leads. When a new state be-
comes energetically available, the tunneling time changes
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µµ

(a)

(b) (c)

(d)

(e)

FIG. F.1. (a) Time domain signals of the ∆Bz FID sequence.
Each data point shows the average of the readout signal over
the 7 µs readout window of one pulse. (b) Example PSD for
subsequent repetitions of the FID pulse measurement (panel
(a)). Each scanline (white lines) consists of 32 repetitions tak-
ing 560ms in total after which DNP pulses are applied for 1 s.
Even within scanlines ∆Bz fluctuates significantly, indicating
that single-shot treatment is necessary. (c) Single traces from
(b). The frequency is extracted as the maximum power of
the PSD and the amplitude by numerically integrating over
±2MHz bins around the peak power. (d-e) Example fits of
the oscillation amplitude vs. frequency ω for ϵ′ = −6.41mV
(ϵ′ = −10.01mV) colored in blue (orange) with same color
code as in Fig. 1(c) of the main text. Fitting the model in
Eq.A1 to A(ω) gives J(ϵ) as the x-axis intercept. The fit
range is chosen manually to not include the noise floor at
small ω. The inset histogram shows how often each frequency
was sampled.

abruptly as visible in Figure H.1(b). In the measure-
ment we can see the T (2, 0) and the S∗(2, 0) states be-
coming available. From Figure H.1(b) we can extract
the singlet-triplet splitting as ∆ST ≈ 0.05meV and the
singlet-excited singlet splitting as ∆SS∗ ≈ 0.43meV. The
singlet-triplet splitting deviates from the value in the

main text, because the dot-reservoir coupling has to be
tuned into a range that enables this type of measure-
ment and hence differs significantly from the tuning in
the main text. Therefore the values measured here can
only be taken as an order of magnitude estimation.
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U (meV) tS (µeV) tT (µeV) ∆ST (meV) ∆SS∗ (meV)
t = 9µeV
Experiment ∼ 2.3 9.1 - - ∼ 0.43
1D model 3.2 9.1 14.7 0.36 1.36
t = 15µeV
Experiment ∼ 2.3 14.6 17.5 0.19 ∼ 0.43
1D model 3.0 13.9 19.1 0.19 1.15

TABLE G.1. Comparison of theory and experiment values for characteristic parameters of the other two measurements of
Fig. 2(a). U and ∆SS∗ were only measured once and are therefore the same as in the main text. The Coulomb-cutoff length was
chosen the same for all three fits, i.e. lc = 21.85 nm. Other parameters for the 1D model are x0 = 106.3 nm and V0 = 2.14meV
and x0 = 115.5 nm and V0 = 1.62meV for t = 9µeV and t = 15 µeV respectively.
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FIG. H.1. (a) Simplified energy scheme. The total tunneling rate Γ depends on the number of states available below the Fermi
energy. Once the plunge depth reaches the orbital energy spacing, an additional state becomes available with an additional
tunneling channel Γe, reducing the charge relaxation time. (b) Charge relaxation time τ as a function of plunge depth. The
position of ground state charge transition is known form the charge stability diagram. The triplet charge transition and the
excited orbital charge transition are visible by abrupt changes in the tunneling times. Before the T(2,0) state becomes available,
τ is much longer than the pulse length, so that fits are unreliable. (c) Charge stability measurement. The pulsed experiment
was carried out at an plunger voltage of VL = −4mV. The blue and yellow circles indicate the corresponding situation in (a)
(d) Relaxation time traces at different plunge depths. The curves are offset for clarity.
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