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Semiconductor double quantum dot (DQD) qubits coupled via superconducting microwave res-
onators provide a powerful means of long-range manipulation of the qubits’ spin and charge degrees
of freedom. Quantum gates can be implemented by parametrically driving the qubits while their
transition frequencies are detuned from the resonator frequency. Long-range two-qubit controlled-Z
(CZ) gates have been proposed for the DQD spin qubit within the rotating-wave approximation
(RWA). Rapid gates demand strong coupling, but RWA breaks down when coupling strengths be-
come significant relative to system frequencies. Therefore, understanding the errors arising from
approximations used is critical for high-fidelity operation. Here, we go beyond RWA to study CZ
gate fidelity for both DQD spin and charge qubits. We propose a novel parametric drive on the
charge qubit that produces smaller errors and show that the fidelity of the CZ gate outperforms
its spin counterpart, resulting in a much smaller fidelity loss of 0.05% compared to 0.80% for the
spin qubit, and greater robustness against qubit dephasing and photon loss. We find that drive
amplitude – a parameter dropped in RWA – is critical for optimizing fidelity, with the charge qubit
exhibiting better tolerance to drive amplitude variations. Our results demonstrate the necessity of
going beyond RWA in understanding how long-range gates can be realized in DQD qubits, with
charge qubits offering considerable advantages in high-fidelity operation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Building a large-scale quantum computer requires
qubits that are able to retain their quantum coherence as
well as a flexible architecture that enables both short and
long range inter-qubit coupling schemes. Electrons con-
fined to semiconductor double quantum dots (DQD) [1–4]
possess both spin and charge degrees of freedom – prop-
erties that are useful for coherent encoding of quantum
information and fast manipulation by electric and mag-
netic fields. Spin coherence can be improved with mate-
rial enrichment to remove spinful nuclear isotopes [5–7]
or with dynamical decoupling techniques [8, 9], and both
spin and charge coherence can be enhanced at optimal
points in parameter space [10–15]. These make semicon-
ductor quantum dots one of the most promising platforms
for quantum computing.

However, inter-qubit coupling based on either Heisen-
berg exchange [16, 17] or capacitive coupling [13, 18]
is limited in range (∼100’s nm and ∼1 µm, respec-
tively), posing a challenge to the scalability of quantum
dot-based qubits. Long distance coupling schemes have
been proposed that transfer qubit states across quan-
tum dot arrays [19–21], or make use of photons in mi-
crowave resonators to mediate qubit-qubit interactions
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using the approach of circuit quantum electrodynamics
(cQED) [22–39]. The cQED platform has the advan-
tage of enabling a modular approach to scaling by linking
well-characterized and locally optimized few-qubit mod-
ules [40].

In cQED, photons confined in superconducting mi-
crowave resonators can couple to both spin and charge
degrees of freedom. Even though direct magnetic cou-
pling of an electron spin to a photon is weak, the wave-
function of an electron can be delocalized in a DQD, cre-
ating a tunable electric dipole moment which can couple
much more strongly to the electric field of the photon. In
this way, the strong and tunable coupling of the electric
dipole to the photon enables fast manipulation of a single
electron DQD qubit, which may be operated as a spin or
charge qubit depending on whether quantum information
is encoded in the spin or charge degree of freedom.

Leveraging the long coherence times for spins in sili-
con [41–43], strong coupling has been demonstrated in
DQD spin and charge qubits [29–32] and a triple QD
spin qubit [33]. Coherent resonator-mediated interaction
of two single-electron spin qubits in silicon has also been
achieved [38, 39]. Even though spin qubits have longer
coherence times than charge qubits, the bare charge-
photon coupling gc can be an order of magnitude larger
than the effective spin-photon coupling gs [32, 34], en-
abling much faster gates for the charge qubit. This en-
hanced coupling also opens up the possibility of studying
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photon-qubit interactions in the ultrastrong regime [34].
Even though the ultrastrong regime has been reached in
superconducting platforms [44], it is a recent develop-
ment for semiconductor quantum dot systems [34].

The strong coupling regime is reached when coupling
strengths exceed dissipation rates in the system, which
are in general, charge and spin decoherence rates γc and
γs, and photon loss rate κ. Ultrastrong coupling, on the
other hand, is achieved when coupling strengths become
comparable to the bare system frequencies, which refer
to the resonator frequency ωr and the DQD charge and
spin qubit transition frequencies, ωc and ωs [45, 46]. Con-
ventionally, this is defined to be when the ratio of cou-
pling strength to system frequency is above a threshold of
0.1 [45]. In this regime, the rotating-wave approximation
(RWA), which is a key approximation used in modelling
light-matter interaction, breaks down. Due to the strict
requirement on low error rates for fault-tolerant quantum
information processing, it is therefore necessary to go be-
yond RWA in order to accurately estimate error rates in
quantum operations.

In this work, we theoretically investigate the two-qubit
Controlled-Z (CZ) gate between a pair of DQD qubits
coupled via microwave photons in a superconducting res-
onator. Detuning the qubit transition frequencies from
the resonator frequency avoids entangling the qubits with
the microwave photons. In this dispersive regime, the ef-
fective qubit-qubit interaction is weak (∝ g2/∆), posing
a challenge to rapid, high-fidelity operation [35]. Here,
g and ∆ (without c/s subscripts) refer generically to
either the charge or spin coupling to the photon, and
the charge or spin qubit-resonator detuning. To imple-
ment faster quantum gates, one can parametrically drive
the qubits – by modulating their transition frequencies
or coupling strengths at specific frequencies – and in-
duce sideband transitions with faster gate times ∝ 1/g.
Although quantum gates based on sideband transitions
have been well-studied in superconducting qubits (see,
e.g. Refs. [47–49]), it has not been studied in detail for
long-range manipulation of semiconductor quantum dot
qubits.

Existing works [50–52] have theoretically studied side-
band transitions for DQD spin qubits using the RWA,
while charge qubits have received less attention. Given
the recent progress towards ultrastrong coupling, under-
standing the errors caused by the time-dependent terms
that are ignored by RWA becomes critical for modeling
high-fidelity operation. In this manuscript, we go beyond
RWA to show how CZ gates may be optimized for both
DQD spin and charge qubits.

The key results of our work can be summarized as fol-
lows.

First, we propose a novel parametric drive for the DQD
charge qubit – an essential step toward realizing a CZ
gate. We demonstrate that this scheme is not only dis-
tinct from existing spin qubit protocols but also experi-
mentally feasible under realistic bandwidth limitations.

Second, we move beyond the RWA, rigorously account-

ing for all error terms in both driven qubit systems. This
comprehensive treatment uncovers previously hidden de-
pendencies of gate fidelity on system and drive parame-
ters, allowing us to map out high-fidelity regions in pa-
rameter space with much greater precision.
Third, our results show that the charge qubit deliv-

ers substantial performance advantages: it is markedly
more resilient to both qubit dephasing and photon loss,
achieves superior gate fidelities, and offers a broader,
more robust operating window tolerant to variations in
drive parameters.
The paper begins in Sec. II with an introduction of how

the CZ gate can be implemented from sideband transi-
tions, followed by a theoretical description of paramet-
rically driven DQD charge and spin qubits. Resonant
conditions and error terms ignored by the RWA are then
explicitly derived. We then study the validity of the RWA
from a heuristic analysis of the error terms. Gate fidelity
is derived in terms of a perturbative expansion in the er-
ror terms and numerical results are calculated using the
superoperator formalism which we detail in the Methods
section. We consider the parameter space of independent
frequencies, and establish the boundaries of high-fidelity
regions in the two-dimensional rescaled frequency space.
We then analyze the fidelity of the exact gate without de-
coherence to quantify the effect of the error terms. This
is followed by incorporating decoherence into the analy-
sis of gate fidelity to establish the demands that fault-
tolerance imposes on the decoherence rates. In Sec. IV,
we elaborate upon three main discussion points to vali-
date our conclusions, namely bandwidth constraints on
the charge qubit, further optimization of the spin qubit
and an alternative control scheme. Finally, in Sec. V, we
evaluate the two qubit systems and discuss the outlook
of implementing the CZ gate in current experimental sys-
tems.

II. THEORETICAL MODEL

A. Red-sideband transition and CZ gate

In this section, we describe the red-sideband Hamilto-
nian, followed by the protocol for achieving the CZ gate
first reported in Ref. [50]. In this work, we take ℏ = 1.
We consider one of the two qubits coupled to a single

resonator mode at a time, in the dispersive regime where
the qubit transition frequency ωq is detuned from the res-
onator frequency ωr. We denote the qubit-resonator de-
tuning by ∆ ≡ ωr−ωq. In this regime, leakage of photons
from the resonator, known as Purcell decay, is strongly
suppressed compared to the resonant case. Detuning re-
duces the effective interaction, leading to slower quantum
gates, at rates that scale with g2/∆. However, an exter-
nal drive applied to the qubit (or the resonator) compen-
sates for the reduced interaction, and can generate either
red or blue sideband transitions [48, 50, 51]. These tran-
sitions are achieved under special resonant conditions on
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stage coupled qubit duration phase full notation abbreviated

b jb g∆tb ϕb Ŝ
(jb)
red (g∆tb, ϕb) notation

1 2 π 0 Ŝ
(2)
red (π, 0) Ŝred(1)

2 1 π
2

π Ŝ
(1)
red

(
π
2
, π

)
Ŝred(2)

3 1
√
2π π

2
Ŝ

(1)
red

(√
2π, π

2

)
Ŝred(3)

4 1 π
2

0 Ŝ
(1)
red

(
π
2
, 0
)

Ŝred(4)

5 2 π π Ŝ
(2)
red (π, π) Ŝred(5)

TABLE I. The correspondence between the full and abbreviated notations in Eqs. (3) and (4).

the drive frequency ωd and amplitude 2Ω. The advan-
tage of this so-called driven dispersive regime is that gate
speeds scale with g, and are therefore much faster.

The system described above can be represented in a

Hilbert space H = HF ⊗ H(1)
q ⊗ H(2)

q , where HF is the

bosonic Fock space and H
(j)
q = C2 denotes the qubit

Hilbert space. The red-sideband Hamiltonian is

Ĥ
(j)
red(g, ϕ) =

ig

2
(eiϕâσ̂

(j)
+ − e−iϕâ†σ̂

(j)
− ), (1)

where â† (â) is the photon creation (annihilation) opera-

tor and σ̂
(j)
+ (σ̂

(j)
− ) is the qubit raising (lowering) operator

acting on the j-th qubit, in anticipation of the two-qubit
CZ gate which follows next. Note that we have imple-
mented a canonical embedding map for all operators so
that they act on the total Hilbert space. In the follow-

ing, we exchangeably denote the composition of opera-
tors Â and B̂ by Â⊗ B̂ or ÂB̂. It is a time-independent
Hamiltonian that describes the exchange of excitations
between a qubit and a photon mode in the resonator.
Here, the phase ϕ of the drive is an additional tuning
knob. Although there is no explicit dependence on drive
frequency and amplitude, this is an idealization which
generally arises from applying the RWA on real systems.
The time-evolution generated by the red-sideband

Hamiltonian is then

Ŝ
(j)
red(g∆t, ϕ) = exp

[
−i∆tĤ(j)

red(g, ϕ)
]
, (2)

which acts on the Fock space and the j-th qubit Hilbert
space.
Following Ref. [50], composing a sequence of five red-

sideband transitions with specific phases and gate times,
the ideal CZ gate is given by

Ûcz = M̂0Ẑ
(1)

(
π√
2

)
Ẑ(2)

(
− π√

2

)
Ŝ
(2)
red (π, π) Ŝ

(1)
red

(π
2
, 0
)
Ŝ
(1)
red

(√
2π,

π

2

)
Ŝ
(1)
red

(π
2
, π
)
Ŝ
(2)
red (π, 0) (3)

≡ M̂0Ẑ
(1)

(
π√
2

)
Ẑ(2)

(
− π√

2

)
Ŝred(5)Ŝred(4)Ŝred(3)Ŝred(2)Ŝred(1), (4)

where the sequence of five qubit-photon interaction
stages is followed by single-qubit z-rotations and a pro-
jection M̂0 ≡ |0⟩r ⟨0| onto the zero-photon state of the
resonator. In this sequence, when the j-th qubit is cou-
pled to the resonator, the uncoupled qubit is tuned to a
regime with a vanishing dipole moment. In the second

line of the gate sequence, we have abbreviated the argu-
ment of each sideband to Ŝred(b) to denote the evolution
in the b-th stage, which automatically indicates the cou-
pled qubit index jb, the gate time ∆tb, and the phase ϕb
in the b-th stage, as shown in Table I. We do this to ease
the notations for the calculations that come later.

B. Double quantum dot qubits

Our goal here is to describe the physical Hamiltonians
for a pair of parametrically driven DQD qubits coupled
to a resonator. The DQD qubits may be operated in
the charge qubit or spin qubit regime, which we describe

separately. Our focus will be to describe the external
drive on each of these qubits. For the DQD spin qubit,
this has been described in Refs. [50–52], so we only sketch
the key ideas for completeness. More importantly, we
explain our proposed, novel driving scheme for the DQD
charge qubit.
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic of two spatially separated DQD qubits
in a circuit QED system. (b) Single-electron DQD charge
qubit and energy scales. Tunnel coupling tc and orbital de-
tuning ϵ control the charge qubit frequency ωc. Logical states
(blue) are eigenstates of ĤDQD. Simultaneous tc(t) and ϵ(t)
drives with amplitude 2Ω = ωc and drive frequency ω = ∆ en-
ables red-sideband transitions. (c) Single-electron DQD spin
qubit. The Zeeman Bz field spin-splits each orbital; a spin-
orbit field Bx admixes spin and orbital states, enabling elec-
trical control of the logical states (red). A resonant ϵ(t) drive
with amplitude 2Ω = ∆ enables red-sideband transitions.

1. Physical Hamiltonians

We begin by describing the undriven, physical Hamil-
tonians for a resonator and two DQD qubits, with the j-
th qubit is coupled to the resonator (see Fig. 1(a)). The
Hamiltonians for the charge and spin qubits (denoted by
subscripts ‘c’, ‘s’) in this scenario are given respectively
by

Ĥ(j)
c = Ĥres +

2∑
q=1

Ĥ
(q)
DQD + Ĥ

(j)
int , (5)

Ĥ(j)
s = Ĥres +

2∑
q=1

(
Ĥ

(q)
DQD + Ĥ

(q)
B

)
+ Ĥ

(j)
int . (6)

Here,

Ĥres = ωrâ
†â (7)

is the resonator Hamiltonian. The DQD term comprises
orbital detuning ϵ and tunnel coupling tc between the
DQDs (see Fig. 1(b, c)), and is given by

Ĥ
(q)
DQD =

1

2
(ϵ(q)τ̂ (q)z + t(q)c τ̂ (q)x ). (8)

Here τ
(q)
z ≡ |L(q)⟩ ⟨L(q)| − |R(q)⟩ ⟨R(q)| and τ

(q)
x ≡

|L(q)⟩ ⟨R(q)| + |R(q)⟩ ⟨L(q)|, where |L(q)⟩ and |R(q)⟩ are
the lowest orbitals in the left and right dots of the q-th
DQD. The interaction term describes the bare coupling
between the charge dipole of the coupled qubit and the
electric field of the resonator,

Ĥ
(j)
int = g(j)c τ̂ (j)z

(
â+ â†

)
, (9)

where gc is the charge-photon coupling strength.
The description of the spin qubit is similar to the

charge qubit, except that there is additional magnetic
term given by

Ĥ
(q)
B =

1

2
(B(q)

z Ŝ(q)
z +B(q)

x τ̂ (q)z Ŝ(q)
x ). (10)

The first term describes an external, static Zeeman field.
The second term describes a spin-orbit interaction which
couples the spin and orbital degrees of freedom, which
may be intrinsic to the material [53–56] or engineered
such that the left and right dots experience a transverse
field gradient [28, 57], e.g. with a micromagnet [27, 29,

58]. Here, Ŝ
(q)
z ≡ |↑(q)⟩ ⟨↑(q)| − |↓(q)⟩ ⟨↓(q)| and Ŝ

(q)
x ≡

|↑(q)⟩ ⟨↓(q)|+|↓(q)⟩ ⟨↑(q)|, where |↕(q)⟩ are the electron spin
components in the z-direction for the q-th DQD.
For both spin and charge qubits, ϵ = 0 is an optimal

operating point. At this sweet spot, the first derivative
of the qubit transition frequencies vanishes, enabling pro-
tection from charge noise in the ϵ parameter. Simulta-
neously, charge-photon coupling and, by extension, spin-
photon coupling, are largest at this point. We take this
as the working point for both qubits in this work.

2. Parametric driving of DQD charge qubit

In this section, we describe our proposed parametric
drive on the DQD charge qubit. We denote the eigen-
basis of ĤDQD by the excited and ground orbital states
{|+⟩ , |−⟩} (denoted by blue lines in Fig. 1(b)). Express-
ing Eq. (5) in this basis, we have

Ĥ(j)
c =ωrâ

†â+

2∑
q=1

ω
(q)
c

2
σ̂(q)
z

+ (â+ â†)(g(j)z σ̂(j)
z − g(j)x σ̂(j)

x ), (11)

where σ̂
(q)
z ≡ |+(q)⟩ ⟨+(q)| − |−(q)⟩ ⟨−(q)|, σ̂

(q)
x ≡

|+(q)⟩ ⟨−(q)| + |−(q)⟩ ⟨+(q)|, g(j)z ≡ g
(j)
c cosϑ(j), g

(j)
x ≡

g
(j)
c sinϑ(j), and ϑ(j) = arctan

(
t
(j)
c /ϵ(j)

)
is the orbital

mixing angle. The charge qubit splitting is

ω(q)
c ≡

√
(t

(q)
c )2 + (ϵ(q))2. (12)

The DQD eigenstates are the logical states of the
charge qubit, and are related to the left and right orbital
states by

|+⟩ = cos
(
ϑ
2

)
|L⟩+ sin

(
ϑ
2

)
|R⟩ , (13)
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|−⟩ = − sin
(
ϑ
2

)
|L⟩+ cos

(
ϑ
2

)
|R⟩ . (14)

At the sweet spot, these are the symmetric and anti-
symmetric orbitals since cos

(
ϑ
2

)
= sin

(
ϑ
2

)
= 1/

√
2. The

orbital detuning and tunnel coupling are controlled by
electric fields applied to metal electrodes that define the
DQD. Orbital detuning controls the relative energy dif-
ference between each QD and can be either positive or
negative, but the sign of the tunnel coupling is non-
negative, tc ≥ 0. We therefore choose to apply a si-
nusoidal drive with a finite offset, so that

tc(t) =Ω− Ωcos(ωdt+ ϕ) = 2Ω sin

(
ωdt+ ϕ

2

)2

. (15)

The drive frequency is ωd and the drive phase is ϕ. For
ease of comparison with the spin qubit which we will see
later, we define drive amplitude to be 2Ω.

In addition, we require that the charge qubit splitting
in Eq. (12) remains constant. Therefore, an additional
drive to the orbital detuning must be applied concur-
rently, given by

ϵ(t) = 2Ω

√
1− sin

(
ωdt+ ϕ

2

)4

. (16)

The qubit splitting and drive amplitude are thus both
constant and equal to each other,

ω(j)
c = 2Ω. (17)

Finally, the drives lead to a time-dependent interac-
tion of the charge qubit with the resonator. Assuming
identical charge qubits, we drop the superscript q on the
qubit splitting term ωc, and express the driven charge
qubit Hamiltonian as

Ĥ(j)
c (t) =ωrâ

†â+

2∑
q=1

ωc

2
σ̂(q)
z

+ (â+ â†)
(
g(j)z (t)σ̂(j)

z − g(j)x (t)σ̂(j)
x

)
, (18)

where

g(j)x (t) = g(j)c sin

(
ωdt+ ϕ

2

)2

, (19)

g(j)z (t) = g(j)c

√
1− sin

(
ωdt+ ϕ

2

)4

. (20)

We note that Eq. (18) is written in terms of the eigen-

states of ĤDQD at the sweet spot, so the drive should
be treated perturbatively. This parametric drive is in-
tended to induce Rabi oscillations between the logical
qubit states, described by the σ̂x term in Eq. (18). An
alternative to the drive described in Eq. (15) could be to
reduce the magnitude of the oscillatory term so that it is
smaller than the constant offset. This would also satisfy
the condition of non-negative tunnel coupling. However,
this choice leads to a smaller value of gx and produces a
smaller Rabi frequency and longer gate time. Our choice,
as described in Eq. (15), is thus optimal.

3. Parametric driving of DQD spin qubit

Now, we describe the driven Hamiltonian for the
DQD spin qubit, which follows the protocol described in
Ref. [52]. Unlike Ref. [52] however, we do not assume the
RWA, and thus all time-dependences of the exact Hamil-
tonian can be seen when we show how the red-sideband
Hamiltonian is induced in the following section.
For the spin qubit, when the orbital spacing is larger

than the Zeeman splitting
√
ϵ2 + t2c > Bz, the ground

manifold comprises mainly the |− ↑⟩ and |− ↓⟩ spin states
(denoted by red lines in Fig. 1(c)) with some admixture
of excited orbital states. States with the same spin but
different orbitals are coupled by the electric field of the
resonator through their dipole moments. The combina-
tion of these two effects couples the two spin states in the
ground manifold.
The spin qubit may be driven by a sinusoidal signal

with amplitude ϵ0 applied to the orbital detuning at the

sweet spot, ϵ(j)(t) = −ϵ(j)0 cos(ωdt+ ϕ). The drive ampli-
tude should be sufficiently small so that the qubit energy
splitting remains approximately constant. In the rotating

frame defined by ei(π/4)τ̂
(j)
y , this appears as a transverse

drive, i.e. a rotation around the x-axis in the rotated
frame.
Next, with a weak magnetic field gradient, the spin-

orbit term in Eq. (10) may be treated perturbatively.
This allows a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation to be ap-
plied such that the low-energy dynamics are decou-
pled and described by an effective two-level Hamilto-
nian [27, 52]. Similar to charge qubit case, we also assume
identical spin qubits and drop the superscript q on the
qubit splitting term ωs. The effective Hamiltonian of the
driven spin qubit thus reads

Ĥ
(j)
s,eff(t) =ωrâ

†â+

2∑
q=1

ωs

2
σ̃(q)
z − 2Ω cos(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̃(j)

x

+g(j)s (â+ â†)σ̃(j)
x . (21)

Here, we use a slightly different Pauli operator notation
from the charge qubit case, σ̃ with a tilde instead of a
hat. This is to indicate the equivalence in the two-level
descriptions, but with the understanding that for the spin
qubit, the qubit operators are written in the basis of the
lowest two eigenstates,

|1⟩ ≈ |− ↑⟩ , |0⟩ ≈ |− ↓⟩ , (22)

shown as red lines in the eigenspectrum in Fig. 1(c). The

new Pauli operators are σ̃
(q)
z ≡ |1(q)⟩ ⟨1(q)| − |0(q)⟩ ⟨0(q)|

and σ̃
(q)
x ≡ |1(q)⟩ ⟨0(q)|+|0(q)⟩ ⟨1(q)|. The spin qubit split-

ting scales with the Zeeman field ωs ≈ Bz. Spin-photon

coupling is g
(j)
s ≡ g

(j)
c | sin

(
Φ(j)/2

)
|, which is tunable by

controlling tunnel coupling or spin-orbit coupling. The
effective drive amplitude is 2Ω ≡ ϵ0| sin

(
Φ(j)/2

)
|, where

Φ ≡ arctan Bx

tc−Bz
is the spin-orbit mixing angle.
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C. Exact Hamiltonians in rotating frames

Now, we are ready to show that the red-sideband
Hamiltonian can be induced with appropriate resonant
conditions on the drives applied to the charge and spin
qubits. To see this, we will apply unitary transforma-

tions R̂c(s) to go into rotating frames using R̂†c(s)(Ĥc(s) −
i∂t)R̂c(s). We note that unlike earlier works that make
use of the RWA, we keep all time-dependent terms ex-
plicitly in our derivation.

We first transform into the frame rotating with the
bare qubit and resonator Hamiltonians with the unitaries

R̂1,c(t) = exp

{
−it

(
ωrâ

†â+

2∑
q=1

ωc

2
σ̂(q)
z

)}
, (23)

R̂1,s(t) = exp

{
−it

(
ωrâ

†â+

2∑
q=1

ωs

2
σ̃(q)
z

)}
, (24)

on the driven charge and spin qubit Hamiltonians
(Eqs. (18), (21)). In the first rotating frame (denoted
by subscript “rf1”), the Hamiltonians are

Ĥ
(j)
c,rf1(t) =(âe−iωrt + â†eiωrt)

⊗
[
g(j)z (t)σ̂(j)

z − gx(t)
(
eiωctσ̂

(j)
+ + e−iωctσ̂

(j)
−

)]
,

(25)

Ĥ
(j)
s,rf1(t) =(âe−iωrt + â†eiωrt)

(
g(j)s − 2Ω cos(ωdt+ ϕ)

)

⊗
(
eiωstσ̃

(j)
+ + e−iωstσ̃

(j)
−

)
. (26)

Next, we move to a second rotating frame defined by a
fixed rotation about the z-axis,

R̂2,c = exp

{
−iπ

4

∑
q

σ̂(q)
z

}
, (27)

R̂2,s(ϕ) = exp

{
−i
(
ϕ

2
+
π

4

)∑
q

σ̃(q)
z

}
. (28)

In this frame, the Hamiltonians are

Ĥ
(j)
c,rf2(t) =(âe−iωrt + â†eiωrt)

⊗
[
g(j)z (t)σ̂(j)

z − igx(t)
(
eiωctσ̂

(j)
+ − e−iωctσ̂

(j)
−

)]
,

(29)

Ĥ
(j)
s,rf2(t) =(âe−iωrt + â†eiωrt)

(
ig(j)s − 2iΩcos(ωdt+ ϕ)

)
⊗
(
ei(ωst+ϕ)σ̃

(j)
+ − e−i(ωst+ϕ)σ̃

(j)
−

)
. (30)

We are done with the transformations for the charge
qubit, but the spin qubit requires two more steps. For
the spin qubit, we rotate with the Rabi drive next, given
by

R̂3,s(t) = exp
{
−i(Ωt)σ̃(j)

y

}
. (31)

This leads to the third rotating frame Hamiltonian,

Ĥ
(j)
s,rf3(t) =

(
âe−iωrt + â†eiωrt

) [
2Ω
(
sin(ωst+ ϕ) cos(ωdt+ ϕ) cos(2Ωt)σ̃(j)

x +
(
cos(ωst+ ϕ) cos(ωdt+ ϕ)− 1

2

)
σ̃(j)
y

+sin(ωst+ ϕ) cos(ωdt+ ϕ) sin(2Ωt)σ̃(j)
z

)
−gs

(
sin(ωst+ ϕ) cos(2Ωt)σ̃(j)

x + cos(ωst+ ϕ)σ̃(j)
y + sin(ωst+ ϕ) sin(2Ωt)σ̃(j)

z

)]
. (32)

The spin-photon interaction (gs term) contains a cir-
cular drive whose axis rotates at a frequency 2Ω on the
xz-plane. A final transformation is required to align the

axis of the circular drive to the z-direction, given by

R̂4,s =exp

{
i(π/4)

∑
q

σ̃(q)
x

}
. (33)

The driven spin qubit Hamiltonian in the final rotating
frame (“rf4”) reads as

Ĥ
(j)
s,rf4(t) =

(
âe−iωrt + â†eiωrt

) [
−gs

(
ei2Ωt sin(ωst+ ϕ)σ̃

(j)
+ + e−i2Ωt sin(ωst+ ϕ)σ̃

(j)
− + cos(ωst+ ϕ)σ̃(j)

z

)
+ 2Ω

(
cos(2Ωt) sin(ωst+ ϕ) cos(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̃(j)

x − sin(2Ωt) sin(ωst+ ϕ) cos(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̃(j)
y

+
(
cos(ωst+ ϕ) cos(ωdt+ ϕ)− 1

2

)
σ̃(j)
z

)]
. (34)
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We note that no approximations have been made and
all rotating frame Hamiltonians are exact. Although the
full expressions are rather cumbersome, the purpose of
doing so is to deduce the resonance conditions for the
red-sideband transition and, more importantly, analyse
all the error terms that the RWA neglects.

D. Resonance conditions, rotating-wave
approximation and error terms

We are now in a position to derive the resonant condi-
tions that induce the red-sideband from the final rotat-
ing frame Hamiltonians of the driven DQD charge and

spin qubits (Eqs. (29) and (34)). First, we define the
resonator-qubit detuning for the charge (spin) qubits:
∆c(s) = ωr − ωc(s).

1. Resonance conditions for DQD charge qubit

For the charge qubit, we observe that the identity

sin
(

ωdt+ϕ
2

)2
=
(
eiωdteiϕ + e−iωdte−iϕ − 2

)
allows us to

re-express the gx(t) term of the driven charge qubit. We
write the driven charge qubit Hamiltonian in its final ro-
tating frame (“rf2”) in a more instructive way, as

Ĥ
(j)
c,rf2(t) =i

g
(j)
c

4

(
âσ̂

(j)
+ eiϕe−i(∆c−ωd)t − â†σ̂

(j)
− e−iϕei(∆c−ωd)t

)
+ i

g
(j)
c

4

[
âσ̂

(j)
+

(
e−iϕe−i(∆c+ωd)t − 2e−i∆ct

)
− â†σ̂

(j)
−

(
eiϕei(∆c+ωd)t − 2ei∆ct

)]
− ig(j)c

(
eiωdteiϕ + e−iωdte−iϕ − 2

) (
â†σ̂

(j)
+ ei(ωc+ωr)t − âσ̂

(j)
− e−i(ωc+ωr)t

)
+ g(j)z (t)

(
âe−iωrt + â†eiωrt

)
σ̂(j)
z . (35)

By inspection of the terms within the first set of brackets
in Eq. (35), we deduce that when ωd = ∆c, the first
line becomes time-independent and identical to the red-
sideband Hamiltonian with a coupling strength of g =
gc/2. Together with the drive amplitude condition in
Eq. (17), the resonance conditions for the charge qubit
are

charge qubit resonance:

{
ωd = ∆c,

2Ω = ωc.
(36)

This is denoted in Fig. 1(b). We note that the drive fre-
quency is equal to the resonator-qubit detuning instead
of the qubit frequency. Finally, the resonantly driven
charge qubit in the final rotating frame is described ex-
actly by the Hamiltonian

Ĥ
(j)
c,exact

(gc
2
, t
)
= i

g
(j)
c

4

(
âσ̂

(j)
+ eiϕ − â†σ̂

(j)
− e−iϕ

)
+ V̂

(j)
c,red(t) + V̂

(j)
c,blue(t) + V̂

(j)
c,long(t), (37)

where


V̂

(j)
c,red(t) = i

g(j)
c

4

(
âσ̂

(j)
+

(
e−iϕe−2iωdt − 2e−iωdt

)
− â†σ̂

(j)
−
(
eiϕe2iωdt − 2eiωdt

))
,

V̂
(j)
c,blue(t) = ig

(j)
c sin

(
ωdt+ϕ

2

)2 (
âσ̂

(j)
− e−i(4Ω+ωd)t − â†σ̂

(j)
+ ei(4Ω+ωd)t

)
,

V̂
(j)
c,long(t) = g

(j)
c

√
1− sin

(
ωdt+ϕ

2

)4 (
âe−i(2Ω+ωd)t + â†ei(2Ω+ωd)t

)
σ̂
(j)
z .

(38)

We can see that the time-independent term is the red-
sideband Hamiltonian, which is our goal. However, the
evolution caused by the time-dependent terms are unde-
sirable and lead to inaccuracies, and we label them error
terms.

Now, we will explain the physical meaning of the error

terms. Terms V̂
(j)
c,red(t) and V̂

(j)
c,blue(t) arise from counter-

rotating terms in the red-sideband and blue-sideband re-
spectively. While red-sidebands induce an exchange of
excitations between the qubit and the resonator (σ̂+â
and σ̂−â

† terms), blue-sidebands correspond to simulta-
neous excitations and emissions (σ̂+â

† and σ̂−â terms).
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We note that a blue-sideband can be induced by a dif-
ferent resonant condition, but it is a slower gate [50] and
we do not consider it in this work.

The final error term V
(j)
c,long(t) arises from the longitudi-

nal precession of the qubit when there are unequal orbital
admixtures in the instantaneous eigenstates. This effect
is due to the drive on orbital detuning ϵ(t) in Eq. (16),
which oscillates asymmetrically away from and back to-
ward the sweet spot. The longitudinal error displaces the
mode of the photon at the cost of acquiring a phase on
the qubit.

Since all the error terms oscillate rapidly, the usual
RWA assumes that they average to zero and have neg-
ligible effect on system dynamics. Using the RWA, we
get

Ĥ
(j)
c,exact

RWA

≈ i
g
(j)
c

4

(
âσ̂

(j)
+ eiϕ − â†σ̂

(j)
− e−iϕ

)
= Ĥ

(j)
red

(
g(j)
c

2 , ϕ
)
.

(39)

As a consequence, there is no dependence on drive am-

plitude and drive frequency in the dynamics governed by
the approximation in Eq. (39). Therefore, any limitations
on the tunability of system parameters and optimal gate
fidelity cannot be derived within the RWA.

2. Resonance conditions for DQD spin qubit

We now analyse the final rotating frame Hamiltonian
for the spin qubit to deduce its resonance conditions.
From the first line of Eq. (34), we observe that in or-
der to produce red-sideband terms, we require

spin qubit resonance:

{
ωd = ωs,

2Ω = ∆s.
(40)

This is illustrated in Fig. 1(c). Thus, the resonantly
driven spin qubit Hamiltonian in the final rotating frame
is given by the exact Hamiltonian

Ĥ
(j)
s,exact(gs, t) = i

g
(j)
s

2

(
âσ̃

(j)
+ eiϕ − â†σ̃

(j)
− e−iϕ

)
+ V̂

(j)
s,red(t) + V̂

(j)
s,blue(t) + V̂

(j)
s,long(t) + V̂

(j)
s,drive(t), (41)

where


V̂

(j)
s,red(t) = i

g(j)
s

2

(
−âσ̃(j)

+ e−i2ωdt−iϕ + â†σ̃
(j)
− eiϕei2ωdt+iϕ

)
,

V̂
(j)
s,blue(t) = −g(j)s sin(ωdt+ ϕ)

(
âσ̃

(j)
− e−i(4Ω+ωd)t + â†σ̃

(j)
+ ei(4Ω+ωd)t

)
,

V̂
(j)
s,long(t) = −g(j)s cos(ωdt+ ϕ)

(
âe−i(2Ω+ωd)t + â†ei(2Ω+ωd)t

)
σ̃
(j)
z ,

V̂
(j)
s,drive(t) = Ωei2Ωt sin(2ωdt+ 2ϕ)σ̃

(j)
+ +Ωe−i2Ωt sin(2ωdt+ 2ϕ)σ̃

(j)
− +Ωcos(2ωdt+ 2ϕ)σ̃

(j)
z .

(42)

Error terms V̂
(j)
s,red(t), V̂

(j)
s,blue(t) and V̂

(j)
s,long(t) have the

same physical meaning as those for the charge qubit, be-
cause arise in the same manner, and we do not repeat it
here. Instead, we note the presence of an additional drive

error term V̂
(j)
s,drive(t) that is absent for the charge qubit.

This error term originates from non-resonant frequencies
generated by the sinusoidal modulation of the orbital de-
tuning. These frequencies drive spurious dynamics due
to precessions around a time-dependent axis. This mo-
tion can be decomposed into two distinct components:
(i) a primary precession about an axis counter-rotating
uniformly in the equatorial plane at a rate 2Ω, and (ii)
a secondary precession about a tilted axis, orthogonal
to the plane defined by the primary axis and the z-axis,
oscillating at a rate 2ωd. The interplay between these
two precessions creates a nonlinear, time-varying trajec-
tory, leading to complex and undesirable dynamics that
deviate significantly from the intended Rabi oscillation
behavior. Since the drive error has a magnitude of Ω,
it becomes significant under strong driving when drive
amplitude is comparable to system frequencies. In the
simpler case of a strongly driven qubit (without coupling
to a resonator), it is known that strong driving gives rise

to a shift in qubit frequency – termed the Bloch-Siegert
shift – and can be accounted for by using gate-time cor-
rections to improve gate fidelity [59]. We will explain, in
Sec. IV that for our case, these gate-time corrections do
not improve CZ gate fidelity.
Similar to the charge qubit case, after applying the

RWA, we get

Ĥ
(j)
s,exact

RWA

≈ i
g
(j)
s

2

(
âσ̂

(j)
+ eiϕ − â†σ̂

(j)
− e−iϕ

)
= Ĥ

(j)
red

(
g(j)s , ϕ

)
.

(43)

The important differences are the coupling strengths g =

g
(j)
s for the spin qubit vs g = g

(j)
c /2 for the charge qubit,

the resonance conditions (Eqs. (36), (40)) and the details
of the error terms.

E. RWA validity conditions and Fourier
decomposition of error terms

In this section, we first present a heuristic argument
for the condition for the validity of the RWA, before we
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analyze the Fourier components of the error terms and
pinpoint the occurrence of spurious resonances.

1. General RWA consideration

We saw in Section IID that parametrically driving the
charge and spin qubits induces the red-sideband Hamilto-
nian, and all the error terms are neglected by the RWA.
The approximation assumes that oscillations are rapid
and average to zero. As such, if a particular system or
drive frequency causes an error term to oscillate slowly
or become time-independent, the RWA no longer holds.
Such spurious resonances will thus cause inaccuracies
in gate operations even as the parametric drive is con-
strained by the sideband resonance conditions.

We first explain how the RWA conditions can be de-
duced from the Fourier decomposition of the error terms.
The RWA can be understood by looking at the Dyson
series expansion of the time-evolution operator in the in-
teraction picture,

Û(t) =1̂+ (−i)
∫ t

0

dt1V̂ (t1)

+ (−i)2
∫ t

0

dt1

∫ t1

0

dt2V̂ (t1)V̂ (t2) + . . . (44)

If we express the perturbation (which in our case would

be the error terms) in the frequency domain as V̂ (t) =∑
j λje

iωjtK̂j where ωj is the frequency, λj is the cou-

pling strength and K̂j are the system’s operators, it be-
comes clear that the n-th order integral in the series
yields terms with magnitude (λj/ωj)

n
. Essentially, for

the RWA to work, the coupling strength has to be much
smaller than the oscillation frequency and the evolution
occurs over a timescale that is much longer than that set
by the oscillation frequencies, meaning |λj/ωj | ≪ 1. This
ensures that the fast-oscillating terms don’t significantly
impact the system’s evolution.

2. Dimensionless quantities

Before we continue, we introduce dimensionless quan-
tities (denoted with a tilde) which will be convenient
for analyses. We rescale all frequencies by the coupling
strength g, where g = gc/2 for the charge qubit and
g = gs for the spin qubit, and introduce dimensionless
frequencies and time as follows.

ω̃r ≡ ωr

g
, ω̃c/s ≡

ωc/s

g
, Ω̃ ≡ Ω

g
, ω̃d ≡ ωd

g
, ∆τ ≡ g∆t.

(45)

We note that there are five frequencies in the driven
system – one each from the resonator and qubit, two
from the drive and one from the qubit-resonator cou-
pling. With two resonance constraints, three indepen-
dent parameters remain. We choose these to be resonator

frequency ωr, coupling strength g and drive amplitude
2Ω. By working with dimensionless quantities, this three-
dimensional parameter space is reduced, allowing us to
consider a smaller two-dimensional space of dimension-
less frequencies {2Ω̃, ω̃r} without loss of generality.
Our selection of independent variables is intentional:

we focus on the system, coupling, and drive frequencies.
While none of these parameters are unique in principle,
experimentally, the frequency of a resonator is typically
fixed and lacks tunability. It is thus useful to understand,
a priori, which resonator frequencies yield the best fi-
delities during the experiment design stage, which is why
we chose resonator frequency as an independent variable.
The validity of the RWA conditions is directly influenced
by drive amplitude as we shall see, making it another log-
ical choice. Additionally, coupling strengths vary signifi-
cantly between devices and even working points, making
results that highlight the dependence on rescaled frequen-
cies (and consequently on coupling strength) valuable.

3. Fourier decomposition and RWA conditions of DQD
charge qubit

Let us now examine the Fourier composition of each of
the three charge qubit error terms in Eqs. (38). The red-

and blue-sideband error terms V̂
(j)
c,red(t) and V̂

(j)
c,blue(t) con-

tains the product of operators with complex exponentials
and sinusoidal functions. Their frequencies can therefore
be listed easily by inspection.

The term V̂
(j)
c,red(t) has coupling strength of order gc/4

and contains frequencies ω ∈ {±ωd,±2ωd}. This means
that the drive frequency on the charge qubit cannot be
too small. Since the resonance condition is ωd = ∆c ≡
ωr−ωc, this implies that a large resonator-qubit detuning
∆c is advantageous. For RWA to be valid,∣∣∣∣gc/4∆c

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1

2(ω̃r − 2Ω̃)

∣∣∣∣≪ 1, (46)

which represents a constraint on the rescaled drive ampli-
tude, upper bounded by the rescaled resonator frequency.

Next, the term V̂
(j)
c,blue(t) has coupling strength of or-

der gc and contains frequencies ω ∈ {±4Ω,±(4Ω +
ωd),±(4Ω+2ωd)}. Spurious resonances occur when these
frequencies approach zero. Expressed in terms of res-
onator and qubit frequencies, these are {±2ωc,±(ωc +
ωr),±2ωr}. Since the charge qubit and resonator fre-
quencies are in the microwave range and non-vanishing,
this error term does not contain spurious resonances in
practice. Therefore, the RWA is valid when∣∣∣∣ gc2ωc

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 12Ω̃
∣∣∣∣≪ 1,

∣∣∣∣ gc
ωc + ωr

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 2

ω̃c + ω̃r

∣∣∣∣≪ 1,∣∣∣∣ gc2ωr

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1ω̃r

∣∣∣∣≪ 1. (47)

These RWA conditions place a lower limit on drive am-
plitude and system frequencies to be much larger than
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the coupling strength. The first RWA condition puts a
lower limit on drive amplitude. In the ultrastrong cou-
pling regime when coupling strength gc becomes a sig-
nificant fraction of either system frequency ωc or ωr,
the above RWA conditions break down and one would
have to take into account the error terms for an accu-
rate prediction of the dynamics. This is a relevant sce-
nario given recent experiments which report ultrastrong
coupling of a resonator-DQD charge qubit device, where
|gc/ωc| ≈ |gc/ωr| > 0.1 [34].

The longitudinal error term features a complicated
time-dependent pre-factor that arises from the orbital de-
tuning drive. To decompose the ϵ(t) drive into complex
exponentials, we utilize the generalized binomial expan-
sion, yielding

ϵ(t) =

√
1− sin

(
ωdt+ ϕ

2

)4

=

∞∑
k=0

4k∑
m=0

C
1/2
k C4k

m (−1)
m

(2i)
4k

ei(2k−m)(ωdt+ϕ)

≡
∞∑
k=0

4k∑
m=0

dkme
i(2k−m)(ωdt+ϕ), (48)

where in the last line above, we have defined the co-

efficient dkm ≡ C
1/2
k C4k

m (−1)m

(2i)4k
. The binomial coefficient

is easily computed from integer factorials, as C4k
m =

(4k)!
m!(4k−m)! , while the generalized binomial coefficient is

more easily computed in terms of the gamma functions,

C
1/2
k = Γ(3/2)

Γ(k+1)Γ(3/2−k) . Note that we give an alternative

analytical expression for Eq. (48) in Appendix C.
We can now examine the longitudinal error term for

its Fourier components. It includes the sum of a pair of
frequencies ±(2Ω+ωd) arising from the longitudinal cou-
pling between the resonator and the charge eigenstates,
as well as an infinite set of frequencies (2k−m)ωd stem-
ming from the orbital detuning drive. The former may
be thought of as a coupling-dependent shift of the qubit
frequency as it originates from the σ̂z(â + â†) term in
Eq. (11), and leads to phase errors.

The longitudinal error term has a coupling strength
of order gc modulated by the factor dkm, and contains
frequencies ω ∈ {±2Ω + (n ± 1)ωd}, where n ≡ 2k −m
runs over all integers Z. Spurious resonances occur when
these frequencies vanish. The first of these happens at
n = 0, which leads to 2Ω + ωd = 0, and consequently
ωr = 0 when the charge qubit is driven at resonance (see
Eqs. (36)). This implies that a large resonator frequency
helps preserve the validity of the RWA. The RWA condi-
tion |gcdkm/ωr| ≪ 1 is further supported by the small
magnitude of the modulating factor, |dkm| < 1 when
n = 0.

When n ̸= 0, spurious resonances emerge at frequen-
cies 2Ω = ωr(1 ∓ 1/n). Since 2Ω ≤ ωr, we ignore the
expression with the positive sign and take n ∈ Z+. When
n increases, this physically implies that the charge qubit

is driven at increasingly larger drive amplitudes, while
the resonator-qubit detuning must decrease for the red-
sideband resonance to remain valid. For progressively
larger values of n, the modulating factor decreases. This
can be observed by examining the behaviour of the bino-
mial coefficients in dkm. When m = 2k−n is substituted
into the binomial coefficients, the ratio for successive val-
ues of n increasing by 1 is given by

C4k
2k−(n+1)

C4k
2k−n

=
1

(2k − (n+ 1))(2k + (n+ 1))
, (49)

which converges to zero as n → ∞. In addition, the

remaining term in the modulating factor,

∣∣∣∣ C1/2
k

(2i)4k

∣∣∣∣ ≪ 1

for all k, further reduces the overall contribution. As a
result, this relaxes the strictness of the RWA condition

when n is large, since
∣∣∣ gcdkm

2Ω−ωr(1±1/n)

∣∣∣ ≈
∣∣∣ gcdkm

∆c

∣∣∣ ≪ 1

is satisfied due to the modulating factor dkm becoming
vanishingly small as n increases. In other words, even
as resonator-qubit detuning approaches zero due to large
values of n, the RWA condition can still hold.
To summarize, in terms of the dimensionless frequen-

cies, the RWA breaks down for small n at

2Ω̃ = ω̃r

(
1− 1

n

)
, (50)

because the strictness of the RWA condition re-
laxed significantly when n is large. In other words,
for any value of resonator frequency, allowed values
of drive amplitude fall within the intervals 2Ω̃ ∈
(0, ω̃r

2 ), ( ω̃r

2 ,
2ω̃r

3 ), ( 2ω̃r

3 , 3ω̃r

4 ), . . . , with successive inter-
vals of decreasing range, up to the theoretical maximum
of 2Ω̃ = ω̃r. We shall see that this is indeed the case for
the charge qubit in the next section where gate fidelities
are calculated.
Finally, it is important to make a few comments on the

frequencies of the longitudinal error term to address po-
tential objections in advance. Firstly, it is not surprising
that there are infinite frequency components, because the
orbital detuning drive contains a square root which intro-
duces sharp cusps in the waveform. Although this results
in an infinite number of spurious resonances with poten-
tially significant consequences, we will show that the im-
pact on gate fidelity is actually minimal in Sec. IVB.
Secondly, an infinite set of frequencies implies very high
bandwidth requirements in experimental settings. We
address this in the Discussion, Sec. IVA, demonstrating
that state-of-the-art waveform generators can meet the
requirements for driving the charge qubit.

4. Fourier decomposition and RWA conditions of DQD
spin qubit

We can analyze the Fourier components of the four spin
qubit error terms in Eqs. (42) in a similar way. Notably,
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three of the error terms – V̂s,red(t), V̂s,blue(t), V̂s,long(t) –
have analogous meanings to their counterparts in the
charge qubit. The key difference is that the spin qubit
has an additional error term, V̂s,drive(t), which is absent
in the charge qubit. This term is responsible for the most
significant limitations on the drive parameters.

The first error term V̂
(j)
s,red(t) has coupling strength of

order gs/2 and contains frequencies ω ∈ {±2ωd}. Given
the red-sideband resonance conditions in Eq. (40), these
frequencies can also be expressed in terms of the spin
qubit transition frequency, ω ∈ {±2ωs}. The second

error term V̂
(j)
s,blue(t) has coupling strength of order gs

and contains frequencies ω ∈ {±4Ω,±(4Ω + 2ωd)} =
{±2(ωr − ωs),±2ωr)}, where in the second equality we
have used the red-sideband resonance conditions. The
third error term V̂

(j)
s,long(t) has coupling strength of order

gs and contains frequencies ω ∈ {±2Ω,±(2Ω + 2ωd)} =
{±(ωr − ωs),±(ωr + ωs)}.

Taken together, for the RWA to hold, we need the con-
ditions ∣∣∣∣ gs4ωs

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1

4ω̃s

∣∣∣∣≪ 1,

∣∣∣∣ gs2ωr

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1

2ω̃r

∣∣∣∣≪ 1,∣∣∣∣ gs
ωr + ωs

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1

ω̃r + ω̃s

∣∣∣∣≪ 1,

∣∣∣∣ gs∆s

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1

∆̃s

∣∣∣∣≪ 1. (51)

These RWA conditions yield conclusions similar to that of
the charge qubit. Specifically, the last condition implies
that a large resonator-qubit detuning – and therefore a
large drive amplitude – is beneficial, suggesting a lower
limit on drive amplitude. In addition, because the res-
onator and spin qubit transition frequencies are in the mi-
crowave range, the RWA generally holds in practice – un-
less ultrastrong coupling is achieved. These conclusions
are similar to that of the charge qubit. However, cur-
rent experiments with spin qubit-resonator devices have
not reached the ultrastrong coupling regime, unlike the
charge qubit case.

Finally, the V̂s,drive(t) error term, which represent devi-
ations from an ideal Rabi drive, is of magnitude Ω with
Fourier components ω ∈ {±2ωd,±(2Ω + 2ωd),±(2Ω −
2ωd)} = {±2ωs,±(ωr + ωs),±(ωr − 3ωs)}. The addi-
tional RWA conditions in dimensionless frequencies, are∣∣∣∣∣ Ω̃

ω̃r + ω̃s

∣∣∣∣∣≪ 1,

∣∣∣∣∣ Ω̃

2ω̃s

∣∣∣∣∣≪ 1,

∣∣∣∣∣ Ω̃

ω̃r − 3ω̃s

∣∣∣∣∣≪ 1. (52)

These conditions all lead to an upper limit on the drive
amplitude. Since the RWA condition from the blue er-
ror term provides a lower limit to drive amplitude, when
taken together, they imply that there could be an opti-
mal drive amplitude between these bounds. In the next
section, we compute gate fidelities numerically and see
that this is indeed the case for the spin qubit.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. Map of high-fidelity regions

To map out high-fidelity regions in parameters space,
we first define the fidelity between an ideal CZ gate and
the actual gate for the charge/spin qubit as [60]

Fc/s =
1

d2
∣∣Tr (𝒰†cz𝒰c/s,exact

)∣∣ , (53)

where 𝒰cz is the superoperator corresponding to the ideal
gate Ûcz, and 𝒰c/s,exact is the superoperator describing
the exact evolution of the charge/spin qubit system, with
d = 4 being the dimension of the two-qubit system. We
first compute the exact evolution (i.e. without RWA)
to quantify the effect of the error terms on gate fidelity.
We then incorporate decoherence in order to deduce the
conditions for high-fidelity operation. The superoperator
formalism and the decoherence model are detailed in the
Methods section.

Earlier in Sec. II E, we established the RWA conditions
that provided heuristic bounds for the frequencies of the
system. Now, we rigorously refine these bounds with a
Dyson series expansion of all the time-evolution oper-
ators, and compute the resulting infidelity in order to
map out high-fidelity regions within the two-dimensional
rescaled frequency space defined by {ω̃r, 2Ω̃}. From the
Dyson series expansions, we express Fc/s = |1 − δc/s|,
where gate infidelity is, in general, complex: δc/s ∈ C.
To leading order in the dimensionality of integration do-
main, gate infidelity is (Appendix E)

δc/s(ω̃r, Ω̃) ≈δ(2)c/s(ω̃r, Ω̃)

=
1

4
Tr r⟨0|

∫ τfin(b)

τini(b)

dτ1

∫ τ1

τini(b)

dτ2

[∑
b<b′

V̂c/s(b; τ1)Ĥred(b
′) +

∑
b>b′

(
Ĥred(b)V̂c/s(b

′; τ2) + V̂c/s(b; τ1)V̂c/s(b
′; τ2)

)
∑
b

(
V̂c/s(b; τ1)Ĥred(b)− T

(
{Ĥred(b), V̂c/s(b; τ2)}

)
+ V̂c/s(b; τ1)V̂c/s(b; τ2)

)]
|0⟩r , (54)
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FIG. 2. Gate fidelity of spin (top row) and charge (bottom row) qubits. (a, b) Map of high (green) and low (blue) fidelity
regions against rescaled resonator frequency and drive amplitudes. Dashed red lines are linecuts taken and plotted in panels
(c) and (d). (c, d) Fidelity linecuts at ω̃r = 531.5 and 292.3, against rescaled drive amplitude, with (blue) and without (red)
decoherence, for rates κ̃s = κ̃c = γ̃s = γ̃c = 0.008. Highest fidelities for spin and charge qubits are 99.20% and 99.95%
(red circles in panels c, a), at optimal drive amplitudes 2Ω̃ = 38.5 and 106.75 respectively, indicated by the central dashed
vertical line. With decoherence, optimal fidelities drop to 76% and 83% (blue circles in panels d, b) for the spin and charge
qubits. The boundaries of high-fidelity regions identified in panels (a) and (b) are shown as vertical dashed lines at the two
sides computed from the infidelity approximation of Eq. (54). Since these boundaries intersect with the 98% fidelity line, the
analytical approximation shows excellent agreement with the numerical results. Arrows denoting n = 1 . . . 4 indicate locations
of spurious resonances from the multiple frequency components of the charge qubit detuning drive, as identified in Eq. (50).
The effect on fidelity is negligible beyond n = 4. (e, f) Fidelity against rescaled photon loss and dephasing rates at optimal
drive amplitudes and resonator frequencies used in panels (a–d), showing that the charge qubit is more resilient against noise
than the spin qubit.

where each error term in the formula is an indepen-
dent sum of specific errors V̂c/s ≡

∑
k V̂c/s,k, with k ∈

{red, blue, long, drive}.
There are two key observations from this result.

Firstly, all first order terms vanish for both the charge
and spin qubit systems. The dominant infidelity contri-
bution in the qubit systems thus scales with the second-
order in the dimensionality of integration, ensuring that
small errors remain negligible, a critical feature for scal-
able quantum gate performance. Secondly, the contri-
butions to infidelity arise from cross terms between red-
sidebands and error terms between stages and the effect
of time ordering of non-commutative error terms.

Now, we estimate the boundaries of the high-fidelity
regions by examining the behavior of the infidelity se-
ries expansion. While the Dyson series converges gen-
erally when the RWA is valid, the practical utility of
the series in perturbation theory depends not just on

convergence but on the monotonic decrease of its terms.
Specifically, when the leading (second-order) term satis-

fies |δ(2)c/s(ω̃r, Ω̃)| < 1
4 , the sequence of higher-order terms

tends to decrease monotonically, allowing the series to
be truncated perturbatively with controlled error (Ap-
pendix E). In other words, the preimage of this bound
under the leading-order mapping identifies the parame-
ter regions where the series behaves perturbatively and
defines the high-fidelity domains. As mentioned in the
next section III B, numerical results show that our im-
posed perturbative-infidelity condition ensures a fidelity
higher than 98%. Henceforth, all mentions of ”high-
fidelity regimes” refer to a sub-parameter space with fi-
delity higher than 98%. The regimes can be further tight-
ened by imposing a stricter bound on the R.H.S. of the
condition.

Next, we summarize the results of the high-fidelity re-
gions, the derivation of which are shown in Appendix E.
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Firstly, as the rescaled drive amplitude 2Ω̃ approaches
zero for the spin qubit, the contribution to infidelity is
dominated by error terms with frequencies in multiples
of the drive amplitude. To leading order in 1/Ω̃, this

yields δ
(2)
s ≈ 5

8iΩ̃
∆τtotal, where ∆τtotal = (3 +

√
2)π is

the total dimensionless gate time. We can then obtain
the lower bound on drive amplitude for the spin qubit to
be |2Ω̃| > 5

4∆τtotal.
For the charge qubit, the blue-sideband error term con-

tributes to infidelity in a similar way as the spin qubit’s.
The complication from the orbital detuning drive in the
longitudinal term is considerably simplified because only
the frequencies at n ≡ 2k−m = ±1 in Eq. (48) dominate.

Therefore, when drive amplitude 2Ω̃ approaches zero, the
dominant infidelity contribution to leading order in 1/Ω̃

is δ
(2)
c ≈ ∆τtotal

i2Ω̃

(
1
4 + 4(2ξ1)

2
)
where ξ1 ≈ 0.196 is the

coefficient of the sum of the n = ±1 exponentials in
Eq. (48). We thus obtain the lower bound of the drive

amplitude for the charge qubit as
∣∣∣2Ω̃∣∣∣ > 0.865∆τtotal.

Next, we estimate the upper bounds on drive am-
plitude. For the spin qubit, we find that the drive

error term dominates infidelity. Numerically, we find
2Ω̃ < 2ω̃r

18.269 , which upper bounds the drive amplitude
of the spin qubit. For the charge qubit, as discussed
in Sec. II E 3, spurious resonances arise from two main
terms. The first is the red-sideband error term when
resonator-qubit detuning ∆c ≡ ωr − ωc approaches zero
as expressed in the RWA condition in Eq. (46). The
second is the longitudinal error term, at small integer
multiples of the driving frequency parameterized by n in
Eq. (50). For the former, the red-sideband error term

yields δ
(2)
c ≈ 9

4i(ω̃r−2Ω̃)
∆τtotal, which establishes an up-

per bound for the drive amplitude 2Ω̃ < ω̃r − 9
4τtotal.

For the latter, Eq. (50) explicitly identifies the center
of the low-fidelity regions for small n; these correspond
to narrow parameter regions. The width of these strips
scale quadratically with the Fourier coefficient ξn (see
Appendix C) given by Eq. (E21) and become vanishingly
small for higher order terms.

To summarise, the bounds that map out the high-
fidelity regions in the two-dimensional parameter space
(2Ω̃, ω̃r) are

5

4
∆τtotal <2Ω̃ <

2ω̃r

18.269
(spin qubit), (55)

0.865∆τtotal <2Ω̃ < ω̃r −
9

4
∆τtotal, excluding neighborhoods of 2Ω̃ = ω̃r

(
1− 1

n

)
(charge qubit). (56)

These boundaries are mapped out in Fig. 2(a, b) with
green (blue) regions representing high (low) fidelity. The
spin qubit has a single, triangular high-fidelity region
with its width proportional to frequency. In contrast,
the charge qubit has multiple high-fidelity regions which
are symmetrical about the diagonal 2Ω̃ = ω̃r. These
high-fidelity slices become sharper and narrower around
the diagonal, which appears to diminish the practicality
of operating in those regions. Fortunately, as mentioned
in the preceding discussion on the breakdown of RWA
from the ϵ(t) drive, at the boundaries of these narrow
slices, the loss in fidelity is very small. In addition, for
the same ω̃r, the high-fidelity regions for the charge qubit
are broader than that of the spin qubit, giving it greater
flexibility in operation. In addition, the plot is mirrored
about the 2Ω̃ = ω̃r diagonal because the mirrored, lower
portion represent negative detuned frequencies which are
allowed solutions for negative integer n in Eq. (50).

B. Gate fidelity results

In this section, we compute the exact numerical calcu-
lation of gate fidelity through a linecut in phase space,
as shown by the dashed red lines in Fig. 2(a, b) and

numerically verify that the high-fidelity boundaries from
the analytical approximations in the preceding discussion
are indeed accurate.

Taking experimental parameters from Ref. [31], we
compute gate fidelities using ωr/2π = 5.846 GHz,
gs/2π = 11 MHz and gc/2π = 40 MHz, corresponding
to ω̃r = 531.5 for the spin qubit and ω̃r = 292.3 for
the charge qubit. Using these values, the partial set of
RWA conditions that require resonator frequency to be
much larger than coupling strength are satisfied. Qubit
transition frequencies are constrained by drive parame-
ters according to the resonance conditions; it is therefore
important to study how fidelities change with drive pa-
rameters. For the charge qubit, the remaining RWA con-
ditions require the rescaled drive amplitude to be much
larger than unity, with the RWA violations occuring at
specific ratios of the resonator frequency as described by
Eq. (50), until the theoretical maximum of ω̃r. On the
other hand, for the spin qubit, while the rescaled drive
amplitude also has to be much larger than unity, it is
upper bounded according to the last RWA condition in
Eq. (52).

We calculate gate fidelities numerically and plot them
in Fig. 2(c, d) against rescaled drive amplitude 2Ω̃. The
numerical results verify the analyses of the exact Hamil-
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tonians: both qubits have fidelities greater than 99%
when the RWA is satisfied. Comparing the two qubit
systems, the charge qubit has wider optimal regions and
flatter fidelity curves, demonstrating greater robustness
across drive amplitudes. The drop in fidelity is great-
est when 2Ω̃ = ω̃r, and is successively smaller for larger
values of n. Beyond n = 4, the infidelity from spurious
resonances at high frequencies of the detuning drive is
negligible, confirming the analysis of Eq. (49). At op-
timal drive amplitudes, fidelities of 99.95% and 99.20%
can be achieved for the charge and spin qubits.

We can draw two conclusions from this result. Firstly,
the infidelity from error terms is much smaller for the
charge qubit than the spin qubit, suggesting that reduc-
ing the number of error terms from parametric driving
is potentially an important route towards better perfor-
mance. Secondly, even without decoherence, error terms
reduce fidelities to a level below the threshold for fault-
tolerance, demonstrating the need to go beyond the usual
RWA in the modeling of quantum dot-resonator systems.

With decoherence (see Appendix A), the fidelity curves
in Fig. 2(c, d) are similar, but optimal fidelities drop to
83% and 76% for the charge and spin qubits, using dimen-
sionless decoherence rates κ̃s = κ̃c = γ̃s = γ̃c = 0.008.
These are much smaller than typical rates in quan-
tum dot-resonator experiments, e.g. Ref. [31] reports
γc/2π = 35 MHz, γs = 5 MHz and κ/2π = 1.3 MHz,
corresponding to γ̃c = 1.750, γ̃s = 0.455, κ̃c = 0.065
and κ̃s = 0.118. However, with these decoherence rates,
gate fidelities drop to below 50%, suggesting that cur-
rent decoherence rates and/or coupling strengths have to
improve in order to realize viable quantum gates.

Next, at the optimal drive amplitudes for both qubit
systems, we calculate gate fidelity against photon loss
and qubit dephasing rates in Fig. 2(e, f). We observe that
both qubits are more sensitive to dephasing than photon
loss from the gradient of the contours. Extracting the
gradient of the respective contour, we find that fidelities
greater than 95% require

γ̃s
1.554

+
κ̃s

7.150
≤ 10−3 (spin qubit), (57)

γ̃c
2.927

+
κ̃c

8.250
≤ 10−3 (charge qubit). (58)

We take the 95% [61] threshold rather than the fault-
tolerant benchmarks greater than 99.9% [62–64], since
current experimental devices have yet to come close
to meeting these stringent requirements. For example,
Refs. [29–33, 38, 39, 65] reported rates yielding figures
1 − 3 orders of magnitude above the threshold set by
the inequalities. Notably, recent experiments showed im-
proved rates, with the best rates in a DQD charge qubit-
resonator device achieving ∼ 8× 10−3 for the left-hand-
side of inequality (58) in Ref. [34], resulting in a fidelity of
61%. Another recent experiment characterizing a high-
impedance TiN resonator yielded a photon loss rate of
κ ≈ 15 × 2π kHz [66], which is an improvement by two
orders of magnitude from earlier works. These results

suggest an optimistic outlook for quantum dot-resonator
systems. Another takeaway is that for the same deco-
herence rates, we observe that the charge qubit performs
better than the spin qubit. This is due to the stronger
charge-photon coupling and hence faster gates, as well as
fewer error terms.

IV. DISCUSSION

Our analysis reveals that the charge qubit outperforms
the spin qubit in CZ gate performance, achieving higher
optimal fidelity, broader tolerance to drive parameter
variations, and greater robustness under decoherence.
To critically assess the validity of this conclusion, we
address three key considerations, namely (i) bandwidth
constraints of the charge qubit, (ii) further optimization
of the spin qubit, and (iii) alternative control schemes
that may mitigate the limitations in either system.

A. Bandwidth constraints of the charge qubit

First, we evaluate whether the finite bandwidth of the
charge qubit’s detuning drive could restrict achievable fi-
delity, potentially limiting its practical advantage. For
example, a state-of-the-art waveform generator of, say
50 GHz bandwidth, can only compose 2 Fourier compo-
nents of the detuning drive at the optimal drive ampli-
tude shown in Fig. 2(d). This will lead to large waveform
deviations and lowered fidelity, but it can be mitigated
by driving at a lower frequency. This requires a higher
qubit frequency, which is dynamically tunable, as well as
a larger drive amplitude for the same resonator frequency.
Fortunately, the broad high-fidelity region of the charge
qubit offers considerable flexibility in the choice of oper-
ating point. For instance, moving to a larger drive ampli-
tude and qubit frequency 2Ω̃ = ω̃c = 247 gives a smaller
drive frequency ω̃d = 45.3, which allows 8 Fourier compo-
nents to be composed for the detuning drive. Including
finite Fourier components leads to additional contribu-
tions on gate infidelity due to the oscillatory qubit split-
ing ω̃c. However, this contribution becomes negligible
once a sufficiently large number N of Fourier components
is included, for two reasons.

1. The oscillation amplitude decreases with increas-
ing N . For N = 8, the oscillatory amplitude
∼ 10−3 · 2Ω̃, contributing to infidelity at the level
of ∼ (10−3 · 2Ω̃)2.

2. The leading oscillatory frequency scales as (N +
1)ω̃d, contributing∼ ((N+1)ω̃d)

−2 to the infidelity.

As such, ωc can be well-approximated to be a constant
as plotted in Fig. 3(b). Therefore, the total contribution
to infidelity of this term after including N = 8 Fourier
components ∼ 10−5 %. A more complete discussion of
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FIG. 3. (a) Spin qubit fidelity for ω̃r = 158 which is smaller
than the linecut in Fig. 2(c). Red (blue) curves represent fi-
delity with (without) gate time correction Appendix D. The
curve is smoothed but the best fidelity (circles) is not im-
proved. (b) Exact ϵ(t) waveform (blue) compared against
realistic waveform (orange) composed with the first 8 Fourier
components. The latter produces a good approximation of
constant qubit frequency ωc(t) (green).

the driving amplitude and infidelity are in Appendix C
and E.

Therefore, we find a reduction in fidelity to 99.29%
mostly by moving away from the optimal drive ampli-
tude. This remains slightly higher than optimal spin
qubit fidelity. Thus, the charge qubit is not limited by
bandwidth constraints.

B. Further optimization of the spin qubit

Next, we investigate whether a conventional gate time
correction strategy can enhance the spin qubit’s fidelity
to bridge the performance gap. This is done by ac-
counting for the Bloch-Siegert shift [59, 67], which is a
shift in qubit transition frequency due to strong driv-
ing. Effectively, this is a gate time correction which ac-
counts for and eliminates phase errors from the drive

error V̂
(j)
s,drive(t). Mathematically, this can be seen by

moving into a time-dependent rotating frame defined

by exp
[
− iΩ

2ωd
sin(2ωdt+ 2ϕ)σ̂z

]
, which has a conve-

nient analytical form using the Jacobi-Anger identity
exp [iz sin(θ)] =

∑∞
n=−∞ Jn(z)e

inθ, where Jn(z) are n-
th Bessel functions of the first kind. In this frame, the

FIG. 4. (a) Plot of final photon population of each Fock state
|n⟩r for various initial states. Only for an initial resonator
vacuum state |0⟩r does the gate sequence achieve a CZ gate
and return to the vacuum subspace (see Appendix B). (b)
Plot of the purity of the final two-qubit state against initial
resonator state. The two-qubit state is pure only with an ini-
tial vacuum state |0⟩r, and becomes increasingly mixed as the
initial resonator state contains a greater number of photons.

coupling strength g(t) = gs cos
[

Ω
2ωd

sin(2ωdt+ 2ϕ)
]
is

time-dependent and a gate time correction can be de-
rived from requiring the same total rotation angle as be-

fore,
∫ τini(b)

′

τini(b)′
g(s)ds = gs∆τb. Full mathematical details

are shown in Appendix D. Performing this correction, we
replot fidelity in Fig. 3(a). Our analysis shows that while
fast fidelity oscillations are suppressed, the overall fidelity
remains unchanged, with the peak fidelity retaining its
original value. This limitation arises because the method
only compensates for one of the two time-dependent pre-
cession axes governed by V̂s,drive(t) (see Sec. IID 2). The
unaccounted axis introduces nonlinear dynamics – stem-
ming from its coupling to the modulated drive param-
eters – which persist as a dominant source of infidelity,
preventing further enhancement of the gate performance
with the present strategy.

C. Alternative control scheme

Finally, we investigate an alternative strategy – driv-
ing the resonator rather than parametrically modulating
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the qubit, as described in Ref. [51]. Our analysis reveals
that the CZ gate protocol requires the qubits to initially
reside in a state disentangled from the resonator’s vac-
uum (zero-photon) state. During the gate sequence, the
protocol drives the system out of the zero-photon sub-
space, dynamically entangling the qubits with one- and
two-photon resonator states, before eventually disentan-
gling them to return to the target two-qubit subspace
(see Appendix B and Fig. 4(a)). Crucially, any initial
photon population disrupts this process by introducing
non-CZ gate dynamics and produces residual entangle-
ment between the qubits and the resonator. As a result,
the system collapses into a two-qubit mixed state upon
projecting the resonator back to vacuum at the proto-
col’s conclusion. The purity of the two-qubit state is re-
duced with increasing initial photon population as shown
in Fig. 4(b). These effects result in gate infidelity that
increases in relation to any initial photon population of
non-zero resonator states. While resonator driving can
generate sidebands analogous to parametric qubit mod-
ulation, it would also drive the resonator out of the zero-
photon state, resulting in non-CZ gate dynamics and un-
avoidable loss in qubit purity. This renders resonator
driving a suboptimal strategy for high-fidelity CZ gates.

V. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we investigated the CZ gate for DQD
spin and charge qubits, mediated by photons in a mi-
crowave resonator, using an existing gate sequence pro-
posed in Ref. [50], with an additional zero-photon pro-
jection at the conclusion of the sequence. To achieve
the gate, each qubit system was parametrically driven to
achieve a red-sideband transition, in a working regime
where the qubit transition frequency was detuned from
the resonator frequency. We proposed a novel parametric
drive for the charge qubit and compared it with an ex-
isting protocol for the spin qubit [51, 52]. By analyzing
the exact Hamiltonians that were induced, without the
conventional RWA, we showed that our proposed drive
on the charge qubit gave rise to fewer undesired time-
dependent terms compared to the conventional drive on
the spin qubit. Although this came at a cost of higher
bandwidth requirement, we showed that bandwidth was
not a limiting constraint.

More significantly, our analysis of gate fidelity for both
qubit systems revealed a non-trivial dependence on drive
parameters that is absent under the RWA, where fideli-
ties would appear ideal and independent of drive pa-
rameters. Our analyses also showed that implementa-
tion details in parametric driving are critical: with the
drive protocol that we proposed, the charge qubit had
one fewer error term, resulting in a much smaller fidelity
loss of 0.05%, compared to 0.80% for the spin qubit. We
mapped out the subspace (non-trivial) in dimensionless

parameter space where reasonably high-fidelity gate op-
erations could be implemented by considering the ex-
act evolution. This was done in the space of indepen-
dent system and drive frequencies rescaled by coupling
strengths, to achieve overall generality. When the qubit
systems were compared, we found that the charge qubit
had superior optimal gate fidelities and a wider operating
range that was more tolerant to variations in the drive
parameter than the spin qubit. In addition, the charge
qubit was more robust against qubit dephasing and pho-
ton loss. However, using experimentally feasible coupling
strengths decoherence rates, we find that achieving a 95%
gate fidelity would be challenging for current devices.

One can distinguish between two primary contribu-
tions to infidelity: those arising from counter-rotating
terms, and those resulting from decoherence. The ef-
fects of counter-rotating terms manifest as unitary errors,
which, in practice, can be treated as calibration errors.
Importantly, these errors are, in principle, correctable
using more sophisticated techniques specifically designed
to mitigate counter-rotating effects. Such approaches in-
clude pulse shaping [68, 69], commensurate pulse cali-
bration [70], or hardware-level improvements [70]. While
the latter methods are actively explored in superconduct-
ing circuit platforms, to our knowledge they have not
yet been applied to hybrid semiconductor qubit systems.
Extending these techniques to semiconductor qubits rep-
resents a promising avenue for further enhancing gate
performance.

Decoherence, on the other hand, calls for device de-
signs which are inherently quieter and cleaner materials
growth, although it can also be mitigated with dynami-
cal gate corrections [68, 69]. Strategies to reduce deco-
herence rates and/or improve coupling strengths must be
pursued to push these limits further. Encouragingly, re-
cent experiments demonstrating a loss-loss resonator [66],
ultrastrong coupling of a DQD charge qubit [34] indi-
cate that these challenges may be overcome in practice.
Whether operating in the strong or ultrastrong coupling
regimes, our results highlight the necessity of going be-
yond the RWA to accurately understand and optimize
long-range gate operations in DQD qubits. Together,
these insights provide both a practical and conceptual
roadmap for achieving higher-fidelity gates in emerging
semiconductor qubit architectures.
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Appendix A: Methods

1. Superoperator Formalism

In general, a superoperator 𝒪 can be represented by a matrix with (µ, ν) elements

(𝒪)µν = Tr
(
Θ̂†µ𝒪 [Θ̂ν ]

)
, (A1)

where {Θ̂ν} is an orthonormal basis of operators in the space of linear operators acting on a d-dimensional Hilbert

space. The normalization condition is Tr
[
Θ̂†µΘ̂ν

]
= δµν . On the right-hand-side, 𝒪 [Θ̂ν ] denotes the superoperator 𝒪

acting on the operator Θ̂ν . The superoperator in Liouville space has dimensions d2×d2, reflecting the d2 elements of the
operator basis in a d-dimensional Hilbert space. For clarity, script font is used exclusively to represent superoperators.

In the context of our system, we now define the operator basis {Θ̂ν}. We denote by Θ̂(q) =
1√
2

(
σ̂
(q)
0 , σ̂

(q)
x , σ̂

(q)
y , σ̂

(q)
z

)
the vector collecting the four rescaled Pauli operators of qubit q where q ∈ {1, 2}. Here,

σ̂
(q)
0 is the identity operator in the qubit Hilbert space and rescaling normalizes the basis operators. Next, we denote

the basis operators for photons as Θ̂
(p)
mn = |m⟩r ⟨n| , for m,n ∈ {0, . . . , N} where |m⟩r are photon number states in

the resonator. In principle, the Fock space is infinite-dimensional but for computational purposes, we truncate at
finite N .

We use Θ̂(p) and Θ̂(q) to express the Hamiltonian of the full system. To this end, it is useful to introduce a single
vectorization index λ which will allow us to keep track of products of operators on the qubits with operators on the
photon. For any (mn,µ1, µ2) which label the operator of the photon and the qubits respectively, we define a composite

index λ in a one-to-one correspondence such that Θ̂λ = Θ̂
(p)
mnΘ̂

(1)
µ1 Θ̂

(2)
µ2 .

Any operator Ô of interest for our system can be expressed as Ô =
∑

λO
λΘ̂λ, and we can express the red-sideband

and exact Hamiltonians, vectorized by h⃗R and h⃗c/s,exact, as

Ĥred(b) =
∑
λ

hλR(b) Θ̂λ, (A2)

Ĥc/s,exact(b; t) =
∑
λ

hλc/s,exact(b; t) Θ̂λ. (A3)

a. Ideal CZ superoperator

The action of an ideal CZ gate superoperator on a density matrix ρ̂ is given by 𝒰cz [ρ̂] = Ûczρ̂Û
†
cz. In the context

of the gate sequence in Eq. (4), the ideal CZ gate superoperator can be expressed as the time-ordered product of
superoperators,

𝒰cz =ℳ0𝒵

(
T←

5∏
b=1

𝒮red(b)

)
. (A4)

where T← performs the normal time-ordering for the five qubit-photon stages, b = 1 . . . 5. Here, 𝒮red(b) denotes
the superoperator describing the ideal red-sideband evolution of stage b of the charge/spin qubit system, 𝒵 is the
single-qubit superoperator and ℳ0 is the zero-photon projection superoperator. These are

ℳ0[ρ̂] = M̂0ρ̂M̂0, (A5)

𝒵 [ρ̂] = Ẑ(1)( π√
2
)Ẑ(2)(− π√

2
)ρ̂Ẑ(2)(− π√

2
)†Ẑ(1)( π√

2
)†, (A6)

𝒮red(b)[ρ̂] = Ŝred(b)ρ̂ Ŝred(b)
†. (A7)

b. Exact CZ superoperator with and without decoherence

The exact time-evolution superoperator for the charge/spin qubit is

ℒc/s [ρ̂] ≡
(
ℒc/s,U +ℒc/s,D

)
[ρ̂] =

dρ̂

dt
, (A8)
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generates unitary time-evolution through the first term on the right side of the first equality

ℒc/s,U [ρ̂] ≡ −i[Ĥc/s,exact, ρ̂] (A9)

and dissipative semigroup evolution through the second term

ℒc/s,D [ρ̂] ≡
∑
ℓ

γc/s,ℓ

(
L̂c/s,ℓρ̂L̂

†
c/s,ℓ −

1
2{L̂

†
c/s,ℓL̂c/s,ℓ, ρ̂}

)
(A10)

via the dissipative operators L̂ and rates γ. Setting all the dissipative rates to zero γ = 0, i.e. ℒD = 0, allows us to
compute the exact time-evolution without decoherence. When the rates are non-zero, we can compute the semigroup
evolution with decoherence.

The formal solution to a time-independent generator ℒ is ρ̂(t) = eℒt[ρ̂(0)]. Generalizing this to the time-dependent
case allows us to find the exact time-dependent superoperator 𝒮c/s,exact(b) of each b-th stage in the CZ gate sequence.
During the b-th stage, the density matrix evolves from time tini(b) to tfin(b) under a time-dependent generator ℒ (b; t)
as

ρ̂(tfin(b)) = 𝒮c/s,exact(b) [ρ̂(tini(b))] , (A11)

where 𝒮c/s,exact(b) = T← exp

[∫ tfin(b)

tini(b)

dtℒc/s(b; t)

]
(A12)

≈ T←
k∏

j=1

exp
[
ℒc/s(b; tj)δt

]
. (A13)

In the final line, we have discretized the time steps with δt ≡ tfin(b)−tini(b)
k−1 . The approximation becomes exact when

k → ∞. We use Eq. (A13) for numerical calculations in this paper.

c. Modeling decoherence

Decoherence is modelled by the dissipative operators, which we describe in the Schrödinger picture here. We take
into account dephasing of qubits 1 and 2 as well as photon loss in the resonator. These are given by the Lindblad

jump operators σ̂
(1)
z and σ̂

(2)
z for the charge qubit system, and correspondingly, σ̃

(1)
z and σ̃

(2)
z (with the tilde symbol)

for the spin qubit system. The Lindblad jump operator for photon loss is identical for both spin and charge qubits
and is given by â, with photon loss rate κ. We assume dephasing rates for qubits 1 and 2 to be identical for each
qubit system: γc for the charge qubit and γs for the spin qubit. Because single-qubit rotations are very fast in typical
quantum dot systems (sub-ns) compared to qubit-resonator gate times (sub-µs). Therefore, we assume all decoherence
effects arise during the qubit-photon interaction stages.

d. Lindblad operators in rotating frames

Transforming into the rotating frames of the spin and charge qubits as described by the exact Hamiltonians
Eqs. (37), (41), the dissipative operators in the preceding section which were given in the Schrödinger picture, gain
time dependences. Using indices j and j′ to indicate coupled and uncoupled qubits and r for the resonator, at stage
b, the Lindblad operators in the rotating frames for the charge qubit are

L̂c,j = σ̂(jb)
z , L̂c,j′ = σ̂

(j′b)
z , L̂c,r = e−iωrtâ. (A14)

For the spin qubit system, they are

L̂s,j = − sin(2Ωt)σ̃(jb)
x − cos(2Ωt)σ̃(jb)

y ,

L̂s,j′ = −σ̃(j′b)
y , L̂s,r = e−iωrtâ. (A15)

The time-dependence in the photon loss rate arises from the frame rotating with the resonator frequency. The
dephasing operators for both the coupled and uncoupled spin qubits are rotated by the final rotating frame of
Eq. (33). Additionally, the dephasing operator for the coupled spin qubit acquires a time-dependence from the
additional time-dependent rotating frame of Eqs. (31).
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2. Numerical convergence

To ensure convergence of the numerical evaluation of Eq. (A13), the total number of time steps assigned is pro-
portional to the maximum oscillation frequency in the evolution. We assign 64 time instances for the shortest period

of oscillation so that for each stage b, the total number of discretized time instances is k =
⌈
max(∆τb)ω̃max

2π × 64 + 1
⌉

where the ceiling operation ⌈ ⌉ rounds up to the nearest integer. Using 64 samples for the shortest period, fidelity
calculations converge to a precision of ∼ 5 × 10−6. In the paper, we report fidelities to a precision of 10−4, well
within convergence limits. For the charge qubit, there are high frequency terms arising from the detuning drive,
but we found that frequencies higher than maximum of the spin qubit’s could be neglected since their amplitudes
are vanishingly small. Therefore, we could take the same sampling rate as that for the spin qubit while retaining
numerical convergence.

Appendix B: Ideal CZ gate evolution

Here, we detail the qubit-photon evolution stages corresponding to the CZ gate sequence of Eq. (4) in the main
text. The unitary time-evolution propagator corresponding to the red-sideband Hamiltonian of main text Eq. (1)
in the subspace of the j-th qubit and the photon Fock space can be expressed with the (coupled) qubit and photon
operators as

Ŝ
(j)
red(g∆t, ϕ) = exp

[
−i∆tĤ(j)

red(g, ϕ)
]

= cos
(

g∆t
2

√
ââ†
)
|1⟩j ⟨1|+ cos

(
g∆t
2

√
â†â
)
|0⟩j ⟨0| − â

sin
(

g∆t
2

√
â†â
)

√
â†â

eiϕ |1⟩j ⟨0|+ â†
sin
(

g∆t
2

√
ââ†
)

√
ââ†

e−iϕ |0⟩j ⟨1|

(B1a)

= cos
(

g∆t
2

√
1 + n̂

)
|1⟩j ⟨1|+ cos

(
g∆t
2

√
n̂
)
|0⟩j ⟨0| − â

sin
(

g∆t
2

√
n̂
)

√
n̂

eiϕ |1⟩j ⟨0|+ â†
sin
(

g∆t
2

√
1 + n̂

)
√
1 + n̂

e−iϕ |0⟩j ⟨1|

(B1b)

where n̂ = â†â. Starting with a product state comprising a general two-qubit state |ψ⟩ = c00 |00⟩+c01 |01⟩+c10 |10⟩+
c11 |11⟩ and the resonator vacuum state |0⟩r, the evolution stages are as follows.

|ψ⟩ ⊗ |0⟩r = (c00 |00⟩+ c01 |01⟩+ c10 |10⟩+ c11 |11⟩)⊗ |0⟩r
Ŝred(1)−−−−→ (c00 |00⟩+ c10 |10⟩)⊗ |0⟩r + (c01 |00⟩+ c11 |10⟩)⊗ |1⟩r (B2a)

Ŝred(2)−−−−→
(
c00 |00⟩+

c01 + c10√
2

|10⟩
)
⊗ |0⟩r +

(
c01 − c10√

2
|00⟩+ c11 cos

(
π

2
√
2

)
|10⟩

)
⊗ |1⟩r

− c11 sin

(
π

2
√
2

)
|00⟩ ⊗ |2⟩r (B2b)

Ŝred(3)−−−−→

c00 |00⟩+
 (c01 + c10) cos

(
π√
2

)
− i(c01 − c10) sin

(
π√
2

)
√
2

 |10⟩

⊗ |0⟩r

+

 (c01 − c10) cos
(

π√
2

)
− i(c01 + c10) sin

(
π√
2

)
√
2

 |00⟩ − c11 cos

(
π

2
√
2

)
|10⟩

⊗ |1⟩r

+ c11 sin

(
π

2
√
2

)
|00⟩ ⊗ |2⟩r (B2c)

Ŝred(4)−−−−→
(
c00 |00⟩+ c10e

− iπ√
2 |10⟩

)
⊗ |0⟩r +

(
c01e

− iπ√
2 |00⟩ − c11 |10⟩

)
⊗ |1⟩r (B2d)

Ŝred(5)−−−−→
(
c00 |00⟩+ c01e

− iπ√
2 |01⟩+ c10e

iπ√
2 |10⟩ − c11 |11⟩

)
⊗ |0⟩r (B2e)
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Z(1)

(
π√
2

)
Z(2)

(
− π√

2

)
−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ (c00 |00⟩+ c01 |01⟩+ c10 |10⟩ − c11 |11⟩)⊗ |0⟩r . (B2f)

We note that the initial resonator state has to be a vacuum state – any other state will not produce a CZ gate.
Therefore, if the initial resonator state is a superposition of photon number states, a final projection onto the vacuum
state is necessary to achieve a CZ gate.

Appendix C: Analytical approximation of detuning drive

The detuning drive on the DQD charge qubit is a square-root oscillatory function which was decomposed in Eq. (48)
of the main text. Here, we show that it has an alternative analytical approximation given by a Fourier cosine series [71]

ϵ(t) ≈ ξ0 +

N∑
n=1

2ξn cos (n(ωdt+ ϕ)) . (C1)

for sufficiently large integer N . The approximation is exact in the limit N → ∞. The amplitude of each frequency is
given by the formula

ξn =
1

2
√
2π

(−1)4cn∓n+1 Γ
(
cn − 1

2

)
Γ
(
cn + 1

4

)
Γ
(
cn + 1

2

)
Γ
(
cn + 3

4

)
Γ
(
cn − n

2 + 1
2

)
Γ
(
cn − n

2 + 1
)
Γ
(
cn + n

2 + 1
2

)
Γ
(
cn + n

2 + 1
)

× 5F4

(
cn − 1

2 cn + 1
4 cn + 1

2 cn + 3
4 1

cn − n
2 + 1

2 cn − n
2 + 1 cn + n

2 + 1
2 cn + n

2 + 1
; 1

)
(C2)

where cn = ⌈n/2⌉ and

pF q

(
a1 a2 . . . ap
b1 b2 . . . bq

; z

)
:=

∞∑
n=0

(a1)n . . . (ap)n
(b1)n . . . (bq)n

zn

n!
(C3)

is the generalized hypergeometric function, and (a)n are Pochhammer symbols. An explicit calculation of the first
two amplitudes yield

ξ0 = 1× 5F4

(
− 1

2
1
4

1
2

3
4 1

1 1
2 1 1

2

; 1

)
≈ 0.731, ξ1 =

1

8
5F4

(
1
2

5
4

3
2

7
4 1

1 3
2 2 5

2

; 1

)
≈ 0.196. (C4)

Appendix D: Conventional gate time correction for spin qubit

Here, we describe the mathematical details of the conventional gate time correction arising from the Bloch-Siegert
shift [59, 67], which is a shift in qubit transition frequency due to strong driving. The correction eliminates phase

errors from the strong drive by eliminating the σ̂
(j)
z terms of the drive error term V̂

(j)
s,drive(t) in Eq. (41–42) of the main

text. Effectively, the phase evolution caused by the drive error term is accounted for with the corrected gate time.
This is performed by first moving into a time-dependent rotating frame [59, 67],

R̂5,s(t) = exp

[
− iΩ

2ω
sin(2ωt+ 2ϕ)σ̂(j)

z

]
. (D1)

Using the Anger-Jacobi identity,

exp [iz sin(θ)] =

∞∑
n=−∞

Jn(z)e
inθ, (D2)

where Jn(z) =
1
2π

∫ π

−π dx cos(nx− z sinx) are Bessel functions of the first kind, the exact spin qubit Hamiltonian in
this fifth and final rotating frame can be evaluated, yielding

Ĥ
(j)
s,rf5(t)

= Ωe2iΩt+iz sin(2ωdt+2ϕ) sin(2ωdt+ 2ϕ)σ̂
(j)
+ +Ωe−2iΩt−iz sin(2ωdt+2ϕ) sin(2ωdt+ 2ϕ)σ̂

(j)
−
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− gâ

(
e−iωdt+iz sin(2ωdt+2ϕ) sin(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̂

(j)
+ + e−i(4Ω+ωd)t−iz sin(2ωdt+2ϕ) sin(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̂

(j)
− + e−i(2Ω+ωd)t cos(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̂(j)

z

)

− gâ†

(
ei(4Ω+ωd)t+iz sin(2ωdt+2ϕ) sin(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̂

(j)
+ + eiωdt−iz sin(2ωdt+2ϕ) sin(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̂

(j)
− + ei(2Ω+ωd)t cos(ωdt+ ϕ)σ̂(j)

z

)
,

(D3)

where z = Ω/2ωd > 0. Factorizing the common function g(t) = g cos [z sin(2ωdt+ 2ϕ)] from sideband transition

terms âσ̂
(j)
+ and â†σ̂

(j)
− , and assuming the RWA by dropping the rest of the time-dependent terms, we obtain the

red-sideband Hamiltonian with a time-dependent effective coupling g(t),

Ĥ
(j)
s,rf5(t)

RWA

≈ Ĥ
(j)
red(g(t), ϕ) =

ig(t)

2
(eiϕâσ̂

(j)
+ − e−iϕâ†σ̂

(j)
− ). (D4)

To achieve the CZ gate, we find the corrected gate times of each stage with∫ τfin(b)
′

τini(b)′
ds cos [z sin(2ωds+ 2ϕb)] = ∆τb. (D5)

We can find the corrected gate time ∆τ ′b = τfin(
′)− τini(

′) for each b-th stage that is related to the original gate times
∆τb by evaluating the above integral, which yields

J0(z)∆τ
′
b +

∞∑
n=1

J2n(z)

2nωd
sin [2n(2ωdt+ 2ϕb)]

∣∣∣τini(b)′+∆τ ′

τini(b)′
= ∆τb. (D6)

The integral is evaluated by the Fourier cosine series of the real function f(x) = cos(z sinx), z ∈ R, i.e.,

cos(z sinx) = J0(z) + 2

∞∑
n=1

J2n(z) cos(2nx) (D7)

However, numerical results shown by Fig. 3(a) of the main text show no improvement in fidelity, due to the
remaining qubit raising and lowering terms σ̂± of the drive error that are unaccounted for in the correction protocol.
We explained in the main text that these are the terms due to the unaccounted axis that persist as a dominant source
of infidelity. As such, our case is unlike that considered in Refs. [59, 67] in which such terms did not exist and the
simple gate time correction could be successfully applied.

Appendix E: Infidelity approximations from the Dyson series expansion of time-evolution operators

The fidelity in Eq. (53) of the main text is a function in the two-dimensional rescaled parameter space Ω̃, ω̃r which
we express explicitly stage-wise as

Fc/s =
1

4

∣∣∣∣∣Tr r⟨0|Ŝc/s,exact(5)Ŝc/s,exact(4)Ŝc/s,exact(3)Ŝc/s,exact(2)Ŝc/s,exact(1)Ŝred(1)
†Ŝred(2)

†Ŝred(3)
†Ŝred(4)

†Ŝred(5)
† |0⟩r

∣∣∣∣∣.
(E1)

The Dyson series expansions of the time-evolution operators of each stage,

Ŝred(b)
† = 1̂+ i

∫ τfin(b)

τini(b)

dτĤred(b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Î

(1)
red(b)

− 1

2

(∫ τfin(b)

τini(b)

dτĤred(b)

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Î

(2)
red(b)

+· · ·

= 1̂+ iÎ
(1)
red(b)− Î

(2)
red(b) +· · · , (E2a)

Ŝc/s,exact(b) = 1̂− i

∫ τfin(b)

τini(b)

dτĤc/s,exact(b; τ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Î

(1)

c/s,exact
(b)

−
∫ τfin(b)

τini(b)

dτ1

∫ τ1

τini(b)

dτ2 Ĥc/s,exact(b; τ1)Ĥc/s,exact(b; τ2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Î

(2)

c/s,exact
(b)

+· · ·
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= 1̂− iÎ
(1)
c/s,exact(b)− Î

(2)
c/s,exact(b) +· · · , (E2b)

can be decomposed into the operator basis {Θ̂λ} and its corresponding functions hλc/s,exact using the superoperator

formalism outlined in the main text. This yields, for the exact Hamiltonian,

Ĥc/s,exact(b; τ) =
∑
λ

(
hλc/s,exact(b; 0) +

∑
ω̃

hλc/s,exact(b; ω̃)e
iω̃τ

)
Θ̂λ

=
∑
λ

(
hλred(b; 0) +

∑
ω̃

hλc/s,exact(b; ω̃)e
iω̃τ

)
Θ̂λ (E3)

where, in the second line, hc/s,exact(b; 0) = hred(b; 0) is a consequence of the resonance condition and the second sum
is over the oscillatory modes in the error terms. We do the same for the red-sideband Hamiltonian, which does not
contain time-dependent terms, yielding a much simpler expression,

Ĥred(b) =
∑
λ

hλred(b; 0)Θ̂λ. (E4)

Therefore, the integrals in the series expansion of the exact evolution can be expressed as

Î
(1)
c/s,exact(b) =

∑
λ

Θ̂λ

∫ τfin(b)

τini(b)

dτ hλc/s,exact(b; τ) =
∑
λ

Θ̂λI
(1)
c/s,exact

λ(b), (E5a)

Î
(2)
c/s,exact(b) =

∑
λλ′

Θ̂λΘ̂λ′

∫ τfin(b)

τini(b)

dτ1

∫ τ1

τini(b)

dτ2 h
λ
c/s,exact(b; τ1)h

λ′

c/s,exact(b; τ2) =
∑
λλ′

Θ̂λΘ̂λ′I
(2)
c/s,exact

λλ′
(b). (E5b)

The integrals of Ŝred(b)
† are similarly decomposed. The general form of the one- and two-dimensional integrals are

I
(1)
red

λ(b) =hλred(b; 0)∆τb (E6a)

I
(2)
red

λλ′
(b) =

∆τ2b
2
hλred(b; 0)h

λ′

red(b; 0) =
1

2
I
(1)
red

λ(b)I
(1)
red

λ′
(b) (E6b)

I
(1)
c/s,exact

λ(b) =hλc/s,exact(b; 0)∆τb +
∑
ω̃

hλc/s,exact(b; ω̃)e
iω̃τ

iω̃

∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

(E6c)

I
(2)
c/s,exact

λλ′
(b) =

∆τ2b
2
hλc/s,exact(b; 0)h

λ′

c/s,exact(b; 0)

+hλc/s,exact(b; 0)
∑
ω̃′

(
hλ

′

c/s,exact(b; ω̃
′)eiω̃

′τ

(iω̃′)2

∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

−
hλ

′

c/s,exact(b; ω̃
′)eiω̃

′τini(b)∆τb

iω̃′

)

+
∑
ω̃

(
hλc/s,exact(b; ω̃)e

iω̃τ

ω̃2

∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

+
hλc/s,exact(b; ω̃)e

iω̃τfin(b)∆τb

iω̃

)
hλ

′

c/s,exact(b; 0)

+
∑
ω̃ω̃′

1

iω̃′

(
hλc/s,exact(b; ω̃)e

iω̃τhλ
′

c/s,exact(b; ω̃
′)eiω̃

′τ

i(ω̃ + ω̃′)

∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

−
hλc/s,exact(b; ω̃)e

iω̃τhλ
′

c/s,exact(b; ω̃
′)eiω̃

′τini(b)

iω̃

∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

)
(E6d)

We make three observations here. Firstly, in the calculation of fidelity, the product of the identity terms of all
stages in the series expansion of time-evolution yield a trace of 4, which when multiplied with the prefactor of 1

4 ,

yields unity and allows us to express the fidelity as Fc/s =
∣∣1− δc/s

∣∣, where infidelity δc/s(Ω̃, ω̃r) ∈ C as defined, is a
complex number and consists of all higher dimensional n ≥ 1 integrals. Thus, if Dyson series converges sufficiently
fast, we can approximate the infidelity (hence, the fidelity) to the leading order perturbatively.

Secondly, the consequence of hc/s,exact(b; 0) = hred(b; 0) is that in the series expansion of time-evolution, for every

stage, the exact Hamiltonian contributes n-th order terms Πλh
λ
red(b; 0)(∆τb)

n that are exactly equal to the same terms
from the ideal red-sideband, to all orders. Thus, these terms cancel exactly in the calculation of infidelity, yielding
leftover terms that reflect the deviation of the exact from the ideal evolution. The infidelity series is thus

δc/s(Ω̃, ω̃r) =
∑
n

δ
(n)
c/s (Ω̃, ω̃r) =

∑
n

1

4
Tr r⟨0|n-th order integrals |0⟩r (E7)
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where the order n refers to the total dimension of the integral domain.
Thirdly, when taking the trace over two-qubit states and the resonator vacuum state, first order terms in the series

expansion of the exact evolution Eq. (E2b) vanish. The reason is that these contain operators in the error terms that
yield zero trace. Thus, the leading order in the infidelity series is the second order, which is given by

δ
(2)
c/s

=
1

4
Tr r⟨0|

∑
b

Î
(2)
c/s,exact(b) +

∑
b

Î
(2)
red(b) +

∑
b<b′

Î
(1)
red(b)Î

(1)
red(b

′) +
∑
b>b′

Î
(1)
c/s,exact(b)Î

(1)
c/s,exact(b

′)−
∑
b,b′

Î
(1)
c/s,exact(b)Î

(1)
red(b

′)

 |0⟩r .

(E8)

To make our calculations concrete, we illustrate the specific form of δ
(2)
c/s, by employing the following abbreviated

notations with the understanding that (i) the first integral on the left is with respect to dτ1 and the second dτ2,
(ii) where two operators are multiplied, the one on the left has a τ1 dependence while the one on the right has a τ2
dependence, unless the operator is the red-sideband Hamiltonian, in which case it is time-independent, and (iii) V̂c/s
is the sum of all errors, i.e. V̂c/s ≡

∑
k V̂c/s,k, where k ∈ {red, blue, long, drive}.

Î
(1)
red(b)Î

(1)
red(b

′) →
∫∫

Ĥred(b)Ĥred(b
′) (E9a)

Î
(1)
c/s,exact(b)Î

(1)
c/s,exact(b

′) →
∫∫ (

Ĥred(b)Ĥred(b
′) + Ĥred(b)V̂c/s(b

′) + V̂c/s(b)Ĥred(b
′) + V̂c/s(b)V̂c/s(b

′))
)

(E9b)

Î
(1)
c/s,exact(b)Î

(1)
red(b

′) →
∫∫ (

Ĥred(b)Ĥred(b
′) + V̂c/s(b)Ĥred(b

′)
)

(E9c)

Î
(2)
red(b) →

∫∫
1

2
Ĥred(b)Ĥred(b) (E9d)

Î
(2)
c/s,exact(b) →

∫∫ (
1

2
Ĥred(b)Ĥred(b) + T (Ĥred(b)V̂c/s(b) + V̂c/s(b)Ĥred(b) + V̂c/s(b)V̂c/s(b))

)
. (E9e)

Decomposing the summation
∑

b,b′ =
∑

b>b′ +
∑

b<b′ +
∑

b=b′ , we obtain the form of the second-order infidelity given
in the main text,

δ
(2)
c/s =

1

4

∫∫
Tr r⟨0|

(∑
b<b′

V̂c/s(b)Ĥred(b
′) +

∑
b>b′

(Ĥred(b)V̂c/s(b
′) + V̂c/s(b)V̂c/s(b

′))

+
∑
b

(V̂c/s(b)Ĥred(b)− T ({Ĥred(b), V̂c/s(b)}+ V̂c/s(b)V̂c/s(b)))
)
|0⟩r . (E10)

We observe that all terms that are quadratic in Ĥred cancel, consistent with the discussion earlier. Inspecting the
surviving terms, we see that infidelity arises from the cross terms between the red sideband and deviations, terms
that are quadratic in the deviations, and the effect of time ordering of non-commutative error terms.

1. Infidelity convergence

In this section, we justify our claim made in the main text that, if the second-order infidelity function satisfies∣∣∣δ(2)c/s(Ω̃, ω̃r)
∣∣∣ < 1/4, the infidelity forms a convergent and perturbative series. The preimage of the leading order

∣∣∣δ(2)c/s

∣∣∣
therefore defines the high-fidelity regimes in the parameter space.

We check the convergence of the series Eq. (E7). Consider first, the real function

Q1(ω̃) :=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ τfin(b)

τini(b)

dτ exp(iω̃τ)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
{

1
|ω̃|
∣∣eiω̃τfin(b) − eiω̃τini(b)

∣∣ ω̃ ∈ R \ {0}
∆τb ω ∈ {0}

(E11)

wherein the singularity at ω = 0 is a removable singularity where the function takes its maximum and approaches 0
asymptotically. This is the integral we encountered in the first order (1d) integral of Dyson series. These properties can
be generalized to higher dimensional integrals, and are responsible for the spurious resonant frequencies responsible
for fidelity losses identified in the main text.
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From the above, we see that the n-th order integral of the infidelity function would be maximum if the Hamiltonian
in the integrand were a constant, which is not possible for our case since the exact Hamiltonians contain time-
dependent error terms. What this observation allows us to do is to identify an upper bound arising from for a
constant Hamiltonian, where if the summation of all terms with non-zero trace yields a convergent infidelity series,
the series expansion is legitimate. We can then satisfy the inequality∣∣∣4δ(n)c/s

∣∣∣ ≤∑
{λ}

Tr r⟨0|Θ̂
λ1 · · · Θ̂λn |0⟩r

rn

n!
<
∑
{λ}

Tr r⟨0|Θ̂
λ1 · · · Θ̂λn |0⟩r

∆τntotal
n!

(E12)

where
∑
{λ} refers to the sum of terms with non-zero trace, and rn/n! is some intermediate value between the

maximum ∆τntotal/n! and the actual n-th order modulus. It is this intermediate value r which gives a tighter bound,
that we aim to deduce.

Each operator basis element Θ̂λ lives in the Hilbert space of the two-qubit and photon states. For the qubit
subspace, Hermitian and unitary generators (Pauli matrices) preserve the trace. However, products of creation and
annihilation operators in the photon subspace result in terms which, after tracing over the photon vacuum state, are

r⟨0|â
mâ†n |0⟩r =

{
0 m ̸= n

n! m = n
. (E13)

Now, we perform a combinatoric analysis of the terms. If the Hamiltonian contains free qubit terms σ̂
(j)
x + σ̂

(j)
y + σ̂

(j)
z ,

the operator polynomial at n-th order is (σ̂
(j)
x + σ̂

(j)
y + σ̂

(j)
z )n contains 3n terms, some of which are zero after taking

the trace. For qubit-photon interaction with the form (σ̂
(j)
x + σ̂

(j)
y + σ̂

(j)
z )(â + â†), only even orders where n = 2m

contribute terms with non-zero trace. For example, r⟨0|(â+ â†)2m |0⟩r contains C2m−2
m−1 possible non-zero combination

of â’s and â†’s, wherein:

r⟨0|âmâ†m |0⟩r = m!

r⟨0|âm−1â†ââ†m−1 |0⟩r = m!− (m− 1)!

r⟨0|âm−2â†ââ†ââ†m−2 |0⟩r = m!− 3(m− 1)! + (m− 2)!

r⟨0|âm−2â†â†âââ†m−2 |0⟩r = m!− 4(m− 1)! + 2(m− 2)!
· · ·

We see that every combination contributes a value of m!, every commutation between â and â† contributes a value
of (m−1)!, and the position of such a commutation contributes an additional value of (m−p)! where p ∈ {p ∈ N; p <
m− 1}, and so on. By counting the terms and collecting the terms with the largest possible magnitude, we have∣∣∣4δ(2m)

c/s

∣∣∣ < N(r, 2m) :=
4(3r)2m

(2m)!

(
m!(2m− 2)!

(m− 1)!2
−O((m− 1)!)

)
(E14a)∣∣∣4δ(2m+1)

c/s

∣∣∣ < N(r, 2m+ 1) :=
4(3r)2m+1

(2m+ 1)!
(E14b)

where the prefactor 4 on the right-hand side comes from the trace of the two-qubit identity operator, i.e., we assume
that among 3n terms of the two-qubit trace, every one of them contributes a trace 4, which is strictly larger than the
actual integrals (the series converges regardless).

This assures the absolute convergence of the infidelity series by checking Eq. (E14a) and (E14b) at m→ ∞. Since
C2m−2

m−1 m! grows faster than (m − 1)!, (m − 2)!, · · · with their combinatorics for all m, we can safely ignore them
when analyzing the general behavior of the order of magnitude of the 2m-th order integral. For (2m + 1)-th order
integral, the free qubit terms make a smaller contribution after the trace operation than that of the 2m-th order terms
because of the properties of SU(2) generators. There are no Fock space contributions of the trace in the (2m+ 1)-th
order integral, so it grows significantly slower than that of the 2m-th order. Additionally, all first order integrals
contain operators that vanish after tracing over the two-qubit and resonator vacuum states, so they do not contribute.
Therefore, we focus on the magnitude of 2m-th order integral. By an analytic continuation from N to R+, we first
plot Eq. (E14a) with r ∈ [1/12, 7/12] in Supp. Fig. 5.

Crucially, our goal is to find a suitable value of r so that the infidelity function can be perturbatively expanded,
which is equivalent to find a suitable value of r that renders the modulus monotonically decreasing. In the domain
of interest m ∈ [1,∞), 1/(2m)! → 1/Γ(2m + 1) oppresses the overall magnitude and ensure convergence. However,
(m− 1)! → Γ(m) is not a monotonic function in this domain, specifically in the subset [1, 2].
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N
(r,

 2
m
)

m

FIG. 5. Upper bound N(r, 2m) of the 2m-th term in the infidelity expansion against the order m of the terms, for various values
of r. Convergence requires monotonically decreasing values as the order m increases. Here, with the exception of r = 7/12
(pink line), all other values ensure convergence, enabling the set of r values in Eq. (E15) to be obtained.

We determine r by requiring that the derivative N ′(r, 2m) := ∂mN(r, 2m) for m ∈ [1, 2] has to be negative for that
value of r. This function can be expressed in terms of zeroth order polygamma functions ψ(0)(z) := ∂zLogΓ(z), z ∈ C.
A set of r values can be found by requiring that the derivative of N(r, 2m) at m = 3/2 is −1, i.e.

D(r) := {r ∈ R+ ; N ′(r, 3) = −1}, for which m = 3/2 ∈ [1, 2]. (E15)

Thus, minD(r) gives the suitable r for the infidelity series with monotonically decreasing terms, i.e. a convergent
series. We find minD(r) := rmono ≈ 0.295, which gives N(rmono, 2) ≈ 1.563 and N(rmono, 4) ≈ 0.407. Thus, we safely
claim that in the high-fidelity regimes Fhigh defined by the preimage in the domain of the two-dimensional rescaled

parameter space (Ω̃, ω̃r),

Fhigh :=
{
(Ω̃, ω̃r) ∈ R2;

∣∣∣4δ(2)c/s

∣∣∣ < 1 < N(rmono, 2)
}
, (E16)

i.e. the infidelity series is well approximated by
∣∣∣δ(2)c/s

∣∣∣ < 1/4, as mentioned in the main text.

From the discussion above, we understand the order of magnitude of the n-th order series expansion of the infidelity:
The high-fidelity regions in the parameter space are located at the space where the series converges fast enough, i.e.,
the second order provides a perturbative approximation of the infidelity; the low-fidelity regions (the complement of
the high-fidelity regions) correspond to a large modulus (related to r) of each term in the series. There are two types
of low-fidelity regions, which can be explained from a physical point of view:

1. Around the neighborhood of the removable singularities Ωs with radius η(Ωs) in the parameter space, denoted
by B(η(Ωs),Ωs), where some time-dependent terms except the red sideband transition in the exact Hamiltonian
become constant, the time evolution consists of both red sideband transitions and other evolution generated
by unwanted constant Hamiltonians (generally non-commutative with the desired evolution) with comparable
magnitude. Their contribution is proportional to the total gate time ∆τtotal, which is larger than 1.

2. In the region where the parameter dependent magnitude, e.g., the magnitude of the free qubit Hamiltonian of
the spin qubit is proportional to Ω, is large enough, the terms other than the desired red sideband transition
dominant, contribute to a large infidelity and the series does not converge.

We are now ready to calculate the general integrals Eq. (E6) and substitute them into Eq. (E10), under the

assumption that (Ω̃, ω̃r) ∈ Fhigh. In the following two subsections, we calculate explicitly the map of high-fidelity
regions.

2. Around the removable singularities

The frequencies at the removable singularities are responsible for the spurious resonances as described in the main
text. If we fix ω̃r, both spin and charge qubit system have a removable singularity at Ω̃ = 0. For the spin qubit, we
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evaluate the second order integrals in Eq. (E6) involving {ω̃} = {±2Ω̃,±4Ω̃}, to obtain

4δ(2)s ≈
5∑

b=1

∑
non-zero trace{λ}

I
(2)
c/s,exact

λ1λ2(b;±2Ω̃,±4Ω̃) =
1

4

(
4

i2Ω̃
+

2

i4Ω̃

)
∆τtotal +O(Ω̃−2, ω̃−1d )

=
1

4

(
5

i2Ω̃

)
∆τtotal, (E17)

where ∆τtotal =
∑5

b=1 ∆τb = (3 +
√
2)π is the total dimensionless gate time. The notation O(ω̃−n) denotes terms

that are asymptotically similar to the Fourier mode-expansion of the form ω̃−n exp(iω̃′τ) for some ω̃′ that are al-
lowed to be zero. The amplitude is singled out since the oscillatory function exp(iω̃′τ) is bounded when ω̃′, τ ∈ R,
while ω̃−n, ω̃ ∈ R is not bounded. The prefactor 1/4 comes from the Fourier complex coefficient 1/2i of the sine

function. The multiplication of two error terms Tr r⟨0|
∫∫

V̂ (b)V̂ (b′) |0⟩r , on the other hand, contributes O(Ω̃−2),
and is therefore negligible in high-fidelity regimes. Additionally, the cross term between red sideband and errors
Tr r⟨0|

∫∫
T ({Ĥred(b), V̂ (b)} |0⟩r and Tr r⟨0|

∫∫
Ĥred(b)V̂ (b′) |0⟩r contribute O(ω̃−1d ) = O((ω̃r − 2Ω̃)−1), which is also

negligible around Ω̃ = 0 given that ω̃r ≫ 1.

The terms that contribute are the oscillating functions with frequencies ±4Ω̃ coming from ⟨0| âσ̂(j)
− â†σ̂

(j)
+ |0⟩ (the

blue sideband terms) with trace 2, and those with frequencies ±2̃Ω coming from ⟨0| âσ̂(j)
z â†σ̂

(j)
z |0⟩ with trace 4

(longitudinal interaction terms). Since we have established that in the high-fidelity regimes,
∣∣∣4δ(2)c/s

∣∣∣ < 1, we thus

obtain the condition ∣∣∣2Ω̃∣∣∣ > 5

4
∆τtotal, (E18)

neglecting corrections of order O(Ω̃−2, ω̃−1d ).

For charge qubit, the second order integrals with frequencies ±4Ω̃ to the leading order gives the same results as that
of the spin qubit: 2

4
∆τtotal
i4Ω . The frequencies ±2Ω̃ contributed by the longitudinal error term have a more complicated

form because of the detuning drive, which contains a square root of an oscillating function. At Ω̃ = 0, the integral
over

2ξ1 cos(ω̃dτ + ϕ)σ̂(j)
z

(
âe−i(2Ω̃+ω̃d)τ + â†ei(2Ω̃+ω̃d)τ

)
(E19)

contributes to a removable singularity. Take the trace Tr r⟨0|âσ̂
(j)
z â†σ̂

(j)
z |0⟩r = 4 into account, the second order

integrals with ω = ±4Ω̃,±2Ω̃ yields

4δ(2)c ≈
5∑

b=1

∑
non-zero trace{λ}

I
(2)
c/s,exact

λ1λ2(b;±2Ω̃,±4Ω̃) =

(
1

4

2

i4Ω̃
+ 4(2ξ1)

2 1

i2Ω̃

)
∆τtotal +O(Ω̃−2, ω̃−1d )

≈ ∆τtotal

i2Ω̃

(
1

4
+ 4(2ξ1)

2

) (E20)

The high-fidelity region of the charge qubit thus satisfies∣∣∣2Ω̃∣∣∣ > (1

4
+ 4(2ξ1)

2

)
∆τtotal ≈ 0.865∆τtotal (E21)

For charge qubit, there are many removable singularities correspond to each n ≥ 1 in Eq. (C1) located at 2Ω̃ =
ω̃r

(
1− 1

n

)
. Analogous to the previous analysis at Ω = 0 (n = 1), we argue that for all 1 < n < ∞, the high-fidelity

regimes additionally satisfies ∣∣∣∣2Ω̃− ω̃r

(
1− 1

n

)∣∣∣∣ > 4(2ξn)
2∆τtotal. (E22)

According to the calculation in Eq. (C2), the width of low-fidelity regimes is decreasing with an increasing n.

When 2Ω̃ → ω̃r (n = ∞), we have ω̃d → 0. Compared to other removable singularities that leads to an constant

term in the longitudinal interaction with small amplitude, the frequency 2Ω̃ = ω̃r renders the entire red-sideband
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error term V̂
(j)
red,tc

(t) to become a constant. In addition, when ϕ = 0, V̂
(j)
red,tc

(t) cancels exactly with Ĥ
(j)
red. The non-zero

trace terms includes Tr ⟨0| âσ̂(j)
+ â†σ̂

(j)
− |0⟩ = 2 such that, to the leading order,

4δ(2)c ≈
5∑

b=1

∑
non-zero trace{λ}

I
(2)
c/s,exact

λ1λ2(b;±2Ω̃,±4Ω̃) =
1

4

(
2

i2ω̃d
+

8

iω̃d

)
∆τtotal +O(ω̃−2d , Ω̃−1,∆τbω̃

−1
d )

≈ ∆τtotal
iω̃d

9

4
. (E23)

The cross terms
∫∫

Tr r⟨0|V̂ (b)Ĥred(b
′) |0⟩r,

∫∫
Tr r⟨0|Ĥred(b)V̂ (b′) |0⟩r, and the term

∫∫
Tr r⟨0|V̂ (b)V̂ (b′) |0⟩r con-

tribute terms of order O(∆τbω̃
−1
d ) and O(ω̃−2d , Ω̃−1) respectively. We solve the high-fidelity condition around 2Ω̃ → ω̃r

to the leading order, yielding ∣∣∣2Ω̃− ω̃r

∣∣∣ > 9

4
∆τtotal. (E24)

The result above yields corrections from the next leading order O(∆τbω̃
−1
d )) which is small after summing all

contributions. This comes from the following observation: the magnitude of each these terms in O(∆τbω̃
−1
d )) is

smaller or equal to 4
√
2

9(3+
√
2)

≈ 0.14. The cross terms
∑

b

∫∫
V̂ (b)Ĥred(b) contains 5 terms which are equal to 4

√
2

9(3+
√
2)
,

while the cross terms between different stages yields 8 terms with non-zero trace that are equal to 4
√
2

9(3+
√
2)
. The

summation of all of these terms yields an estimated amplitude 13 4
√
2

9(3+
√
2)

≈ 1.9 which is small compared to the result

above, 9
4∆τtotal =

9
4 (3 +

√
2π) ≈ 16.75.

3. Spin qubit upper bounds

Now we explicitly detail the steps leading to the upper bound on drive amplitude for the spin qubit, shown in
Eq. (55) in the main text.

For the spin qubit, the upper bound of the drive amplitude arises from the drive error term V̂s,drive(t), whose

amplitude is proportional to parameter Ω̃ (corresponds to the second type (2) of low-fidelity region described at
the end of Sec. E 1). Within this error term, we pay attention to the operators that yield non-zero trace and thus

contribute to infidelity. These are the terms σ̂
(j)
+ σ̂

(j)
− , σ̂

(j)
− σ̂

(j)
+ , and σ̂

(j)
z σ̂

(j)
z . The contribution to infidelity from these

terms are then

5∑
b=1

∑
non-zero trace{λ}

I
(2)
c/s,exact

λ1λ2(b) = 4Re I
(2)
c/s,exact

12(b) + 4I
(2)
c/s,exact

33(b) (E25a)

5∑
b>b′=1

∑
non-zero trace{λ}

I
(1)
c/s,exact

λ1(b)I
(1)
c/s,exact

λ2(b′)

=

5∑
b>b′=1

(
2I

(1)
c/s,exact

1(b)I
(1)
c/s,exact

2(b′) + 2I
(1)
c/s,exact

2(b)I
(1)
c/s,exact

1(b′) + 4I
(1)
c/s,exact

3(b)I
(1)
c/s,exact

3(b′)
)

(E25b)

The constituent integrals are explicitly,

I
(2)
c/s,exact

12(b) =
iΩ̃3

2(ω̃2
d − Ω̃2)

(
− sin(4ω̃τ + 4ϕ)

8ω̃d
+
τ

2

) ∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

+
Ω̃2ω̃d

16ω̃d(ω̃2
d − Ω̃2

d)
cos(4ω̃dτ + 4ϕ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

+
Ω̃2

4(ω̃2
d − Ω̃2)2

(
e2iΩ̃τ

(
iΩ̃ sin(2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ)− ω̃d cos(2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ)

)) ∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

× e−2iΩ̃τini(b)
(
iΩ̃ sin(2ω̃dτini(b) + 2ϕ) + ω̃d cos(2ω̃dτini(b) + 2ϕ)

)
(E26a)

I
(2)
c/s,exact

33(b) = − Ω̃2

16ω̃2
d

cos(4ω̃dτ + 4ϕ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

− Ω̃2

4ω̃2
d

sin(2ω̃dτini(b) + 2ϕ) sin(2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

(E26b)
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I
(1)
c/s,exact

1(b) =
e2iΩ̃τ

(
iΩ̃2 sin (2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ)− Ω̃ω̃d cos (2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ)

)
2
(
ω̃2
d − Ω̃2

) ∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

(E26c)

I
(1)
c/s,exact

2(b) =
e−2iΩ̃τ

(
−iΩ̃2 sin (2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ)− Ω̃ω̃d cos (2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ)

)
2
(
ω̃2
d − Ω̃2

) ∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

(E26d)

I
(1)
c/s,exact

3(b) = Ω̃
sin (2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ)

2ω̃d

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

(E26e)

Here, the superscripts λ1, λ2 serve as book-keeping labels for our notation. To maintain the flow of the argument, we
omit the detailed explanation of these indices. Continuing, we can write

5∑
b=1

∑
non-zero trace{λ}

I
(2)
c/s,exact

λ1λ2(b) =
∑
i

Ai fi(b, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

(E27a)

5∑
b>b′=1

∑
non-zero trace{λ}

I
(1)
c/s,exact

λ1(b)I
(1)
c/s,exact

λ2(b′) =
∑
ij

Bij fi(b, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

fj(b
′, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b′)
τini(b′)

(E27b)

where

(Ai) =

(
− Ω̃2

4ω̃2
d

,− Ω̃2

ω̃2
d

,− Ω̃2

4(ω̃2
d − Ω̃2)

,− Ω̃4

(ω̃2
d − Ω̃2)2

,− Ω̃3ω̃d

(ω̃2
d − Ω̃2)2

,+
Ω̃3ω̃d

(ω̃2
d − Ω̃2)2

,− Ω̃2ω̃2
d

(ω̃2
d − Ω̃2)2

)
(E28a)

(Bij) =
(M

2
⊗

 Ω̃4

(ω̃2
d−Ω̃2)

2 −i Ω̃3ω̃d

(ω̃2
d−Ω̃2)

2

+i Ω̃3ω̃d

(ω̃2
d−Ω̃2)

2

Ω̃2ω̃2
d

(ω̃2
d−Ω̃2)

2

)
(λ1,λ2)
=(1,2)

⊕
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(E28b)

and fi(b, τ) that satisfy fi(b,R) ∈ [−1,+1] and are some periodic functions composed by sine and cosine at stage

b. For example, + Ω̃3ω̃d

(ω̃2
d−Ω̃2)2

in A corresponds to sin
(
2Ω̃τ − 2Ω̃τini(b)

)
cos(2ω̃dτ + 2ϕ) sin(2ω̃dτini(b) + 2ϕ)

∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

. To

count the amplitudes of each terms of periodic functions fi(b, τ) in (Bij), we expand exp = cos+i sin collect the
amplitude of each term. For example, when (λ1, λ2) = (1, 2), we have

exp
(
2iΩ̃τ1

)
exp
(
−2iΩ̃τ2

)
= cos 2Ω̃τ1 cos 2Ω̃τ2 + sin 2Ω̃τ1 sin 2Ω̃τ2 − i cos 2Ω̃τ1 sin 2Ω̃τ2 + i sin 2Ω̃τ1 cos 2Ω̃τ2

which results in M that has the form

(
1 +i
−i 1

)
. Again, we require

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
b

∑
i

Ai fi(b, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

+
∑
b>b′

non-zero trace

∑
ij

Bij fi(b, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

fj(b
′, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b′)
τini(b′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

< 1 . (E29)

Using the triangle inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can write∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
b

∑
i

Ai fi(b, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

+
∑
b>b′

non-zero trace

∑
ij

Bij fi(b, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

fj(b
′, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b′)
τini(b′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤

∑
b

∑
i

|Ai|2 +
∑
b>b′

non-zero trace

∑
ij

|Bij |2


∑

b

∑
i

∣∣∣∣∣fi(b, τ)
∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

+
∑
b>b′

non-zero trace

∑
ij

∣∣∣∣∣fi(b, τ)
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τini(b)

fj(b
′, τ)

∣∣∣∣τfin(b′)
τini(b′)

∣∣∣∣∣
2


(E30a)

To obtain the high-fidelity condition, we require the term on the right-hand side to be as small as possible. Since

fi(b, τ) is a periodic function composed by sine and cosine, the maximum possible value of
∣∣∣fi(b, τ) ∣∣τfin(b)τini(b)

∣∣∣ = 2. In
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addition, there are 5 terms in the sum over all stages
∑

b, and 4 terms in the sum over different stages
∑

b>b′ . Also,
there are 7 frequency terms in the sum over the frequencies of A as given in Eq. (E28a), and (16 + 16 + 1) = 33
frequency terms in the sum over the frequencies of B as given in Eq. (E28b). Finally, there are 4 possible terms
with non-zero trace with b > b′: (b, b′) ∈ {(5, 1), (4, 3), (4, 2), (3, 2)}. We can thus express the right-hand-side of the
inequality (E30a) as∑

b

∑
i

∣∣∣∣∣fi(b, τ)
∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

+
∑
b>b′

∑
non-zero trace

∑
ij

∣∣∣∣∣fi(b, τ)
∣∣∣∣τfin(b)
τini(b)

fj(b
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τini(b′)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

∑

b

∑
i

|Ai|2 +
∑
b>b′

non-zero trace

∑
ij

|Bij |2


<
(
5 · 7 · 22 + 4 · 33 · 22 · 22

)5
∑
i

|Ai|2 + 4
∑
ij

|Bij |2
 = 2252

5
∑
i

|Ai|2 + 4
∑
ij

|Bij |2
 . (E31)

Now, since ω̃d = ω̃r − 2Ω̃, we can denote the ratio between the photon frequency and the driving amplitude to be
x := ω̃r

Ω̃
. This allows us to express the frequency ratios in (Ai) and (Bij) in terms of x. Substituting the frequencies

of Eqs. (E28a), (E28b) in terms of x into the right-hand-side of Eq. (E31), we obtain the high-fidelity condition by
requiring

5

16 (x− 2)
4 +

9

(x− 2)
4 +

5

16 ((x− 2)2 − 1)
2 +

21 + 42(x− 2)2 + 21(x− 2)4

((x− 2)2 − 1)
4 <

1

2252
. (E32)

From the above, we obtain x > ϱ ≈ 18.269, which gives us the boundary of the high-fidelity region of the spin qubit:

2Ω̃ <
2ω̃r

ϱ
. (E33)
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[59] Z. Lü and H. Zheng, Phys. Rev. A 86, 023831 (2012).
[60] X. Wang, C.-S. Yu, and X. Yi, Phys. Lett. A 373, 58

(2008).
[61] D. K. Tuckett, S. D. Bartlett, S. T. Flammia, and B. J.

Brown, Physical review letters 124, 130501 (2020).
[62] P. Aliferis and A. W. Cross, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 220502

(2007).
[63] P. Aliferis, D. Gottesman, and J. Preskill, Quantum Info.

Comput. 8, 181–244 (2008).
[64] D. Aharonov and M. Ben-Or, SIAM J. Comput. 38,

1207–1282 (2008).
[65] D. J. van Woerkom, P. Scarlino, J. H. Ungerer, C. Müller,

J. V. Koski, A. J. Landig, C. Reichl, W. Wegscheider,
T. Ihn, K. Ensslin, and A. Wallraff, Phys. Rev. X 8,
041018 (2018).

[66] N. Holman, D. Rosenberg, D. Yost, J. L. Yoder, R. Das,

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.12.064049
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.97.245428
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.69.042302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.69.042302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.041307
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.041307
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.046807
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.035314
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.86.035314
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.190506
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.96.235434
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-00378-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-00378-x
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.011030
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.011030
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aar4054
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.031004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.161303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.161303
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42254-019-0135-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42254-019-0135-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.93.025005
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1867-y
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.021026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.021026
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1038/s41534-017-0038-y
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04273-w
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04273-w
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abn5130
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abn5130
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04182-y
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04182-y
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1038/nphys1730
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1038/nphys1730
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42254-018-0006-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.91.025005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.050501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.032329
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.032329
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.86.022305
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.5.020339
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.5.020339
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.165319
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.74.165319
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-018-0111-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/adma.202405916
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.nanolett.3c03681
https://doi.org/10.1002/adma.202312736
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1412230111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1412230111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1412230111
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.220502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.220502
https://doi.org/10.1137/S0097539799359385
https://doi.org/10.1137/S0097539799359385
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.041018
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.041018


31

W. D. Oliver, R. McDermott, and M. A. Eriksson, npj
Quant. Inf. 7, 10.1038/s41534-021-00469-0 (2021).

[67] S. Ashhab, J. R. Johansson, A. M. Zagoskin, and F. Nori,
Phys. Rev. A 75, 063414 (2007).

[68] D. Buterakos, S. Das Sarma, and E. Barnes, PRX Quan-
tum 2, 010341 (2021).

[69] E. Barnes, F. A. Calderon-Vargas, W. Dong, B. Li,
J. Zeng, and F. Zhuang, Quantum Science and Technol-
ogy 7, 023001 (2022).

[70] D. A. Rower, L. Ding, H. Zhang, M. Hays, J. An, P. M.

Harrington, I. T. Rosen, J. M. Gertler, T. M. Hazard,
B. M. Niedzielski, M. E. Schwartz, S. Gustavsson, K. Ser-
niak, J. A. Grover, and W. D. Oliver, PRX Quantum 5,
040342 (2024).

[71] W. Magnus, F. Oberhettinger, and R. Soni, Formu-
las and Theorems for the Special Functions of Mathe-
matical Physics, Die Grundlehren der mathematischen
Wissenschaften in Einzeldarstellungen, Bd.52 (Springer
Berlin Heidelberg, 1966) p. 62.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41534-021-00469-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.063414
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010341
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010341
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac4421
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac4421
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.5.040342
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.5.040342

	High-fidelity regimes of resonator-mediated controlled-Z gates between quantum-dot qubits
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical Model
	Red-sideband transition and CZ gate
	Double quantum dot qubits
	Physical Hamiltonians
	Parametric driving of DQD charge qubit
	Parametric driving of DQD spin qubit

	Exact Hamiltonians in rotating frames
	Resonance conditions, rotating-wave approximation and error terms
	Resonance conditions for DQD charge qubit
	Resonance conditions for DQD spin qubit

	RWA validity conditions and Fourier decomposition of error terms
	General RWA consideration
	Dimensionless quantities
	Fourier decomposition and RWA conditions of DQD charge qubit
	Fourier decomposition and RWA conditions of DQD spin qubit


	Numerical Results
	Map of high-fidelity regions
	Gate fidelity results

	Discussion
	Bandwidth constraints of the charge qubit
	Further optimization of the spin qubit
	Alternative control scheme

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Methods
	Superoperator Formalism
	Ideal CZ superoperator
	Exact CZ superoperator with and without decoherence
	Modeling decoherence
	Lindblad operators in rotating frames

	Numerical convergence

	Ideal CZ gate evolution
	Analytical approximation of detuning drive
	Conventional gate time correction for spin qubit
	Infidelity approximations from the Dyson series expansion of time-evolution operators
	Infidelity convergence
	Around the removable singularities
	Spin qubit upper bounds

	References


