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Using a fluxonium qubit with in situ tunability of its Josephson energy, we characterize its energy
relaxation at different flux biases as well as different Josephson energy values. The relaxation
rate at qubit energy values, ranging more than one order of magnitude around the thermal energy
kBT , can be quantitatively explained by a combination of dielectric loss and 1/f flux noise with a
crossover point. The amplitude of the 1/f flux noise is consistent with that extracted from the qubit
dephasing measurements at the flux sensitive points. In the dielectric loss dominant regime, the
loss is consistent with that arises from the electric dipole interaction with two-level-system (TLS)
defects. In particular, as increasing Josephson energy thus decreasing qubit frequency at the flux
insensitive spot, we find that the qubit exhibits increasingly weaker coupling to TLS defects thus
desirable for high-fidelity quantum operations.

Fluxonium is a type of superconducting qubits that
feature large anharmonicity [1] and high coherence [2],
therefore attractive for high-fidelity quantum computing
systems [3–7]. Due to the rich structure of its energy lev-
els and selection rules for transitions, the quantum state
of fluxonium can be protected in two ways. The first is
to operate at the static or dynamical flux sweet spots [8],
taking advantage of its insensitivity to dephasing from
flux noise. The second is through an engineered decay-
free subspace [9, 10]. More recently, coherence times
above 1 millisecond were achieved on a fluxonium qubit
with its primary transition energy a fraction of the ther-
mal energy kBT at the flux insensitive spot [11]. To fully
exploit the potential of fluxnoium, it is therefore crucial
to understand the loss mechanisms that affect and ulti-
mately limit its performance.

Despite a wealth of work to this end, the dominant loss
mechanism of fluxnoium remains elusive. Many attribute
the dominant source to a phenomenological dielectric loss
model [2, 9, 10, 12], yet signatures of loss induced by out
of equilibrium quasiparticles [13, 14] were also observed.
Other plausible sources include inductive loss [15] or two-
level-system (TLS) defects [16] in some more exotic de-
signs with highly disordered superconducting materials.

An underlying difficulty originates from the much
larger parameter space, compared with that of transmon,
that one needs to explore. Depending on the circuit pa-
rameters and the operation point, the qubit frequency
as well as the transition matrix elements of both the
charge and flux operators could vary by orders of mag-
nitude, thus exposing the qubit to vastly different noise
sources. The challenge for a systematic characterization
of fluxonium’s loss mechanisms is further compounded
by the unavoidable fabrication and cryogenic-cycle vari-
ations, and the temporal fluctuations of coherence due
to fluctuating TLS [17] or quasiparticles [18]. Previous
studies [2, 9, 10, 12] are limited in the range of param-
eters, largely focusing on decoherence at the sweet spot
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FIG. 1. (a) Optical image of an EJ -tunable fluxonium qubit
made of aluminum (colored and white) on a silicon substrate
(black). (b) Circuit model of the qubit. The circuit compo-
nents are false-colored as in (a). The qubit pads as a shunt
capacitor and the capacitively-coupled charge line for qubit
excitation are marked in blue. The inductively-coupled flux
lines and their threading loops are marked in green and dark
red for ΦL and ΦJ , respectively. (c) Spectroscopy of the qubit
as a function of ΦL at two values of ΦJ . (d) Spectroscopy of
the EJ -tunable fluxonium as a function of ΦJ at Φext = Φ0/2.

or its flux dependence on a narrow sets of circuit param-
eters.

In this letter, we implement a fluxonium qubit with
in situ tunability on the Josephson energy EJ in ad-
dition to the external flux bias. Compared with the
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original fluxonium, we replace the single weak junction
with a DC superconducting quantum interference device
(SQUID) [10, 19], thus the circuit is tunable by the flux
threading the loop formed by the superinductor ΦL and
the flux threading the SQUID loop ΦJ provided by in-
dividual flux bias lines (Fig. 1(a) and (b)). The circuit
Hamiltonian is given by

Ĥ = 4EC n̂
2 +

EL
2

(
ϕ̂+

Φext

ϕ0

)2

− EJ (ΦJ) cos ϕ̂ , (1)

where EC , EL and EJ are the charging, inductive, and
Josephson energies, respectively, ϕ̂ and n̂ are the super-
conducting phase across the SQUID and its conjugate
variable, ϕ0 = Φ0/2π is the reduced flux quantum, and
Φext is the normalized external flux, with its value de-
termined by ΦL and ΦJ . This Hamiltonian can be re-
garded as that of a fluxonium qubit with EJ(ΦJ) and

Φext = ΦL−Φ
(0)
L (ΦJ) independently tunable by two mag-

netic flux controls, where Φ
(0)
L (ΦJ) is a small flux offset

in the superinductor loop for the parameters used in the
following experiments. The precise form of the depen-
dencies is presented in the Supplementary Material.

The device fabrication and measurement setup are sim-
ilar to those presented in Ref. [4]. The qubit parame-
ters EC/h = 1.49 GHz, EL/h = 0.65 GHz, EJ1/h =
7.12 GHz, and EJ2/h = 7.07 GHz are obtained from
a fit to the qubit spectra shown in Fig. 1(c, d), where
EJ1 and EJ2 are the Josephson energies of the two junc-
tions forming the SQUID respectively. The qubit ef-
fective Josephson energy EJ(ΦJ) can be tuned between
0.05−14.19 GHz×h. As a result, we are capable of in situ
tuning this single superconducting circuit from a heavy
fluxonium [9], through a traditional fluxonium qubit [1],
to a weakly nonlinear resonator, by continuously adjust-
ing EJ from its maximum to minimum values.

In Fig. 2(a), we show the relaxation time T1 versus the
qubit frequency with Φext at a few fixed values close to
the sweet spot by varying EJ . In contrast to the com-
monly used dielectric loss model [2, 12], where T1 in-
creases monotonically with increasing EJ and decreas-
ing qubit frequency, we observe that T1 at the sweet
spot (Φext = Φ0/2, blue dots) peaks at a qubit fre-
quency of around 400 MHz. This decreasing trend of
T1 with reduced qubit frequency resembles that of flux
qubits [20, 21], where it is attributed to 1/f flux noise
with its 1/f form noise spectrum extending from very
low frequencies to the GHz range. To account for this

trend, therefore, we use a loss model 1/T1 = Γdiel
1 + Γ

1/f
1

with the combination of dielectric loss and loss due to
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FIG. 2. (a) Qubit relaxation time T1 versus the qubit fre-
quency with the flux difference from the sweet spot ∆ΦL at a
few fixed values while varying EJ . Solid lines represent sim-
ulated T1 values using the combination of dielectric loss and
loss due to 1/f flux noise. (b) Qubit dephasing time Tφ versus
ΦL around the sweet spot at several fixed values of EJ defined
by ΦJ . Solid lines are fit to Gaussian dephasing function.

1/f flux noise in the following form:

Γdiel
1 =

~ω2
01

4EC
| 〈0|ϕ̂|1〉|2 tan δC(ω01) coth

(
~ω01

2kBTeff

)
,

(2)

Γ
1/f
1 =

E2
L

~2ϕ2
0

| 〈0|ϕ̂|1〉|2SΦL(ω01)

(
1 + exp

(
− ~ω01

kBTeff

))
,

(3)

where the dielectric loss tangent and flux noise are writ-
ten as tan δC(ω) = tan δC(ωr) × (ω/ωr)

ε
and SΦβ (ω) =

2πA2
β/ω with Aβ being the 1/f flux noise amplitude in

the external flux variable Φβ with β = L or J . We
find that the flux noise in ΦJ has a negligible contri-
bution to the qubit relaxation, thus is omitted from
the model (see Supplementary Material). We extract
tan δC(ωr) = 2.0×10−6, ε = 0.2, and AL = 14 µΦ0/

√
Hz,
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where we assume Teff = 15 mK from the equilibrium
qubit population and ωr = 2π × 1 GHz as a reference
frequency. The simulated T1 in the vicinity of the sweet
spot (solid lines) shows a good agreement between the
phenomenological model and the experimental result.

We additionally measure qubit dephasing versus the
two flux controls. We find that a Gaussian decay func-
tion fits all the data well, which is consistent with de-
phasing due to 1/f noise [22, 23]. In Fig. 2(b), we show
the Gaussian dephasing time Tφ obtained from spin-echo
measurement versus Φext at different values of EJ . When
EJ is large, we find that Tφ peaks at Φext ≈ Φ0/2 cor-
responding to the flux insensitive point with respect to
Φext. However, as EJ decreases, the maximum Tφ point
with respect to Φext shifts further away from Φ0/2. This
agrees well with a model with correlated 1/f flux noise
in both loops of the qubit [24]. Fitting all the data, we
find AL = 12 µΦ0/

√
Hz, AJ = 7.6 µΦ0/

√
Hz, and a cor-

relation factor cLJ = 0.51 (see Supplementary Material).
The flux noise amplitude AL here is close to that obtained
from the relaxation measurement. In fact, if we use a 1/f
flux noise model SΦL(ω) = 2πA2

L/ω
α with a variable ex-

ponent α, AL = 12 µΦ0/
√

Hz at 1 Hz and α = 0.99 can
describe both T1 and Tφ data simultaneously.

We note that the dielectric loss we extracted is close
to some of the most coherent fluxonium qubits that have
been demonstrated [2, 11], however our coherence at low
frequencies at the sweet spot is limited by 1/f flux noise
with a much higher amplitude. This flux noise level
could be related to the geometry of the Josephson junc-
tion array and superconducting wires forming the qubit
loops [25–27], thus can be further optimized for higher
coherence.

To further understand the loss mechanisms beyond the
phenomenological model, we perform noise spectroscopy
in a frequency range around kBT/h at Φext = Φ0/2 where
the qubit relaxation is the most sensitive to the relevant
noises because the transition matrix element | 〈0|ϕ̂|1〉| is
at its maximum. With high-fidelity qubit reset (see Sup-
plementary Material), we are able to map out the noise
spectra S(ω) and S(−ω) at the positive and negative fre-
quencies by measuring the relaxation rate Γ↓ and Γ↑ from
the excited and ground state, respectively. The represen-
tative relaxation data is shown in Fig. 3(a).

In Fig. 3(b), we plot the extracted noise spectra in
terms of symmetric S+(ω) = S(ω) + S(−ω) and anti-
symmetric S−(ω) = S(ω) − S(−ω) as effective flux
noise, where the noise power spectral density is di-
rectly obtained from the relaxation rate by Γ↓/↑ =

(EL/~/ϕ0)2| 〈0|ϕ̂|1〉|2S(±ω). The effective tempera-
ture is computed as exp(−~ω/(kBTeff)) = Γ↑/Γ↓, as
shown in the inset figure in Fig. 3(b). We fit the
data with a model given by S+(ω) = 2πA2

L/ω
α(1 +

exp(−~ω/kBTA)) + (~3ϕ2
0/(4ECE

2
L)) tan δC × ωγ and

S−(ω) = S+(ω) tanh(~ω01/2kBTA). We find that α ≈ 1,

FIG. 3. (a) Representative experimental data of qubit re-
laxation from the excited (blue circle) and ground (orange
square) state. (b) The extracted symmetric S+(ω) and anti-
symmetric S−(ω) noise power spectra versus the qubit fre-
quency in terms of effective flux noise. The solid lines are
fit to a model with a combination of flux noise and dielectric
loss. The inset figure shows the effective temperature versus
qubit frequency estimated from the measured relaxation rate.

γ ≈ 2.5, and TA = 13 mK can describe the data well. In
fact, the measurement and data analysis protocols for the
noise spectroscopy are very similar to what was demon-
strated in a flux qubit [21] for the quantum annealing
purpose [28]. Due to the reduced sensitivity to flux noise
in fluxonium, we are able to achieve two-orders of magni-
tude longer coherence times and unveil the noise spectra
originated from difference sources.

Same as in the T1 data, a clear turning point in S+(ω)
at near 400 MHz signifies the transition from dielec-
tric loss to flux noise. The frequency of this turning
point coincides with the frequency ω ≈ 2kBTeff/~ around
which the two-sided noise spectrum undergoes a transi-
tion from quantum noise (S+(ω) ≈ S−(ω)) to classical
noise (S+(ω)� S−(ω)).

Below the transition frequency, S+(ω) roughly follows
the 1/fα form and S−(ω) asymptotically approaches to a
constant when frequency decreases below 100 MHz. We
also observe a nearly constant Teff ≈ 15 mK in this regime
which indicates that the system is stabilized in a rela-
tively uniform and cold environment.

Above the transition frequency, a fit to the lower
bound of the noise spectra approximately gives S+(ω) ≈
S−(ω) ∝ ω2.5. We find that the noise amplitude or re-
laxation rate can vary drastically by more than a fac-
tor of 3 from one frequency to another in a reproducible
way, contributing a large uncertainty in the extracted
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functional form of the noise spectrum. Moreover, at
frequencies > 1 GHz, the population decay sometimes
deviates from the exponential decay model. These be-
haviors are commonly understood as resonant interac-
tion with TLS distributed randomly in the relevant range
of qubit frequency in superconducting circuits [29–31].
Apart from the enhanced relaxation at the frequencies
coincide with a TLS, the background relaxation, usually
attributed to dielectric loss, can be derived from the per-
turbation theory assuming weak electric-dipole interac-
tion with a bath of TLS uniformly distributed in fre-
quency [29]. Considering the TLS bath in thermal equi-
librium, the relaxation due to TLS loss can be written
as Γ1 = Γ↑+ Γ↓ = (~ω2

01/4EC)| 〈0|ϕ̂|1〉|2 tan δC therefore
the noise spectrum should have a form S+(ω) ∝ ω2 (see
Supplementary Material and Ref. [32]). We note that
this loss derived from the TLS theory is different from the
phenomenological dielectric loss model in Eq. 2 as S+(ω)
given by TLS loss is temperature independent. The noise
spectra given by a dense weakly-coupled TLS bath con-
stitutes a background noise for relaxation, shown as the
green dashed lines in Fig. 3(b).

We next perform swap spectroscopy [33] along two flux
axes ΦJ and Φext with a fine step for a detail study of
the energy relaxation in the dielectric or TLS loss lim-
ited regime. To improve measurement speed, we choose
to measure the excited state population after a specific
wait time τ in the qubit decay process following a qubit
initialization in the excited state. As shown in Fig. 4(a),
we acquire the P1 at τ = 15 µs, covering a qubit fre-
quency range from 160 MHz to 2 GHz. Comparing with
the qubit frequency f01 contours as shown by the solid
lines in Fig. 4(a), we find that the P1-dip contours closely
follow the qubit frequency contours. This strongly sug-
gests that the positions of these P1-dips are defined by a
set of fixed qubit frequencies. This behavior agrees well
with the typical TLS model, where each contour indicates
the fixed frequency of a TLS that causes enhanced relax-
ation when the qubit is tuned in resonant with the TLS.
We note that we also observe some fluctuating TLS in
frequency, which is consistent with previous observations
in transmon qubits [17, 34].

To acquire quantitative information on the TLS bath,
we repeatedly measure the qubit P1 at τ = 15 µs while
sweeping the qubit frequency by tuning EJ and main-
taining Φext = Φ0/2. As shown in Fig. 4(b), the P1

measurement is repeated 5 times at each frequency and
the whole experiment takes 40 hours. There is an obvi-
ous trend that P1 decreases as qubit frequency increases,
which is consistent with the background noise spectrum
(dashed red line) of dielectric loss S+(ω) ∝ ω2. The ex-
tracted dips with respect to the background in the P1

curve are labeled as TLS as shown in Fig. 4(c).

We find no clear trend of TLS density on frequency
but the dip depth and impacted bandwidth of each TLS
decreases with decreasing frequency. As a result, the

available TLS-free frequency region is larger for the flux-
onium at lower qubit frequency by increasing EJ . This
can be attributed to a decreasing transition element of
the charge operator | 〈0|n̂|1〉| with decreasing qubit fre-
quency, i.e., the electric-dipole interaction between the
qubit and a TLS is suppressed at low qubit frequency for
fluxonium. We confirm this hypothesis by performing
numerical simulations and quantitatively obtaining the
same behavior as shown in Fig. 4(d) (see Supplementary
Material).

In summary, we implement a fluxonium qubit with in
situ tunability of its Josephson energy for the study of
the underlying decoherence mechanisms. We measure
the noise spectrum responsible for the qubit relaxation
from approximately 80 MHz to 2 GHz, covering well
the frequency relevant to the thermal fluctuation energy
kBTeff/h ≈ 300 MHz. In the large explored EJ parame-
ter regime around the Φext = Φ0/2 flux sweet spot, the
relaxation can be explained by loss due to electric-dipole
interaction with TLS defects and 1/f flux noise, with
a transition point of these two noise spectra at around
400 MHz.

Above the transition frequency, we observe a fγ power-
law noise spectrum, with γ & 2, originated from charge
TLS, i.e., the electric-dipole interaction with TLS. We
show strong evidences that these TLS impose a stringent
limit on the coherence times and the stability of fluxo-
nium as the case for transmon. However, due to the ap-
proximate f2 frequency dependence of the TLS-induced
relaxation and the low qubit frequency with large anhar-
monicity by design, fluxonium can couple less to these
TLS with lowered qubit frequencies before hitting the
1/f flux noise limit. On the contrary, weakly anharmonic
qubits like transmon only has a linear frequency depen-
dence on the relaxation due to TLS, and are constrained
at relatively higher qubit frequencies (& 4 GHz) desired
by qubit operations.

Our finding demonstrates a key advantage of fluxo-
nium in qubit coherence: decoupling to charge TLS at
low qubit frequencies. This advantage could pave the
way for fluxonium to become the mainstream qubit of
choice for the implementation of high-fidelity supercon-
ducting quantum processors.
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EJ -TUNABLE FLUXONIUM HAMILTONIAN

The Hamiltonian of the EJ -tunable fluxonium can be written as

Ĥ = 4EC n̂
2 +

1

2
ELϕ̂

2 − EJ1 cos(ϕ̂− ϕL + ϕJ/2)− EJ2 cos(ϕ̂− ϕL − ϕJ/2), (S1)

where ϕL = ΦL/ϕ0 is the effective external reduced magnetic flux on the qubit loop and ϕJ = ΦJ/ϕ0 is that in the
SQUID loop.

Considering the design of two-loop structure, the effective flux and the physical flux has the relationship due to the
qubit geometry [1, 2]

ϕL = ϕ1 + ϕ2/2,

ϕJ = ϕ2, (S2)

where ϕ1 is the external reduced magnetic flux applied in the loop defined by the junction array and ϕ2 is that applied
in the SQUID loop. From these equations, the effective reduced magnetic flux has a native crosstalk of 0.5 from ϕJ
to ϕL.

To compare with the conventional fluxonium Hamiltonian, the potential term in Eq. S1 can be rewritten as

EJ1 cos(ϕ̂− ϕL + ϕJ/2) + EJ2 cos(ϕ̂− ϕL − ϕJ/2)

=sgn
[
cos
(ϕJ

2

)]√
E2
J1 + E2

J2 + 2EJ1EJ2 cosϕJ cos

(
ϕ̂− ϕL + arctan

(
EJ1 − EJ2

EJ1 + EJ2
tan

ϕJ
2

))

=EJ(ϕJ) cos (ϕ̂− ϕext(ϕJ , ϕL)) . (S3)

Now we can see the EJ -tunable fluxonium at any (ϕJ , ϕL) can be treated as a conventional fluxonium Hamiltonian with

effective EJ(ϕJ) = sign [cos(ϕJ/2)]
√
E2
J1 + E2

J2 + 2EJ1EJ2 cosϕJ and effective Φext/ϕ0 = ϕext(ϕJ , ϕL) = ϕL − ϕ(0)
L

where Φ
(0)
L /ϕ0 = ϕ

(0)
L = arctan

(
EJ1−EJ2

EJ1+EJ2
tan ϕJ

2

)
is a ϕJ -dependent flux offset in the qubit loop. Note there is a sign

function in EJ(ϕJ), and a tan function in ϕext(ϕJ , ϕL), both of which are singular at ϕJ = π/2 + 2πn (n ∈ Z). These
will give a sudden change of the flux sweet spot in Φext near the singular point, which is verified in our experiment.

FLUX CROSSTALK

We search for operation points and calibrate the flux crosstalk by first scanning the readout resonator’s response to
the two flux biases. Using standard S-parameter measurement, the fixed frequency readout transmission phase was
measured near the resonator bare frequency, and its dependence on the two flux biases is shown in Fig. S1. The black
dots in the figure mark the symmetry points where ΦL and ΦJ are integer multiples of Φ0/2. The dashed blue line
represents points with ΦL = Φ0/2 in one period of ΦJ . The Φext = Φ0/2 points (the sweet spots) are always in the
adjacent regions along the line. Using two static biases, the qubit was biased at Φext = Φ0/2 points as the coarse
operation points of measurements.

As discussed in the previous section, the two control flux biases ΦJ and ΦL have an intrinsic crosstalk originated
from Eq. S2. An additional magnetic field crosstalk also exists between the two biases. After finding coarse operation
points, we implement a qubit frequency contour measurement to calibrate the crosstalk. The pulse sequence is shown
in Fig. S2(a). A microwave excitation with a duration τ = 50 µs at a fixed frequency is applied to the qubit followed
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FIG. S1. Fixed frequency readout transmission phase versus the bias currents for ΦJ and ΦL. The readout frequency is chosen
near the bare resonance frequency of the readout resonator. The black dots are symmetry points where ΦL and ΦJ are integer
multiples of Φ0/2. The blue dashed line represents bias points with ΦL = Φ0/2 in one period of ΦJ varying from 0 to Φ0/2.

FIG. S2. (a) Pulse sequence used to measure the qubit frequency contours with different amplitude of the two flux biases. (b)
Qubit frequency contour with 500 MHz driving before crosstalk correction. (c) Qubit frequency contour with 500 MHz driving
after crosstalk correction.

by qubit readout. During the qubit drive, flux pulses with amplitudes ZJ and ZL are applied to shift the qubit
frequency. A typical qubit frequency contour with 500 MHz driving is shown in Fig. S2(b). Obviously, the frequency
contour is asymmetric due to the crosstalk between ΦJ and ΦL. Based on measured frequency contours at several
driving frequencies, we extracted a linear crosstalk correction matrix to achieve orthogonal flux control:

[
ZL
ZJ

]
=

[
1 0.57621

0.02358 1

]−1

·
[
ZL,eff

ZJ,eff

]
. (S4)

This simple correction matrix works well in the range of the experiments when ΦJ is away from its Φ0/2 point. The
500 MHz frequency contour after crosstalk correction is shown in Fig. S2(c).

PULSE MEASUREMENT PROTOCOLS

The experiment is performed in a dilution refrigerator at a base temperature below 10 mK. The wiring setup inside
the dilution refrigerator and electronic readout and control circuitries are similar to that described in a previous
report [3]. Except here, 0-dB attenuation (a total of 30 dB in the cryostat) together with a 45 MHz low-pass-filter
on mixing-stage are used for the flux control lines in adaptation with low qubit-frequencies and a large flux tuning
range. We nominally use flux pulses with 10 ns rise/fall time to be within the bandwidth of the flux lines.

Qubit state readout is performed via the dispersive interaction between the qubit and a resonator. A near-resonance
microwave with 1.5 µs duration is applied to the readout cavity for homodyne detection. The qubit readout is
performed at ΦJ = 0.376Φ0 and Φext = Φ0/2 (ΦL = 0.4995Φ0). The qubit excitation pulses are calibrated at this
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FIG. S3. (a) The protocol of the 1-2 Rabi experiment to evaluate the stray population of the qubit excited state. The qubit
is prepared in the initial state (orange) or with its excited state population inverted by a π01 pulse (blue). (b) The observed
1-2 Rabi oscillations with the qubit initialized in the thermal state. Fitting the two oscillations with sinusoidal functions yields
signal amplitudes A0 and A1 that are proportional to the qubit population of the ground and excited states. (c) The observed
1-2 Rabi oscillations with active qubit initialization.

bias point with a duration of about 30 ns. Qubit coherence times at all the other operation points are measured by
actuating the flux pulses in the two flux controls as shown in Fig. S7(a).

At the bias point for readout, the qubit transition frequency f01 = 385 MHz, which is close to the frequency of the
thermal energy kBT/~. So at thermal equilibrium, the qubit always stabilizes at a mixed state. We perform reset
on the qubit to better initialize qubit to its ground state. The reset scheme is similar to that described in Ref. [3]
except that two fast-flux pulses are needed to offset the qubit off the Φext = Φ0/2 point for lifting the selection
rule. Simultaneously, a 20 µs microwave pulse is applied to pump the red-sideband transition, to transfer the qubit
excitation to the rapid damping 1-photon state of the resonator. To evaluate the stray population of the qubit excited
state, we perform a 1-2 Rabi experiment [4]. The experimental protocol is shown in Fig. S3(a), the qubit is prepared
in its initial state or with its population inverted by a π01-pulse to translate its excited/ground state population into
the 1-2 Rabi signal amplitude. The observed 1-2 Rabi oscillations are shown in Fig. S3(b) and Fig. S3(c). Fitting
to a sinusoidal function, the ground state signal amplitude A0 and excited state signal amplitude A1 are acquired.
Then, the excited state stray population can be estimated as P1 = A1/(A1 + A0). With thermal excitation, as is
shown in Fig. S3(b), the stray population of the excited state is extracted as P1 = 23.14%, corresponding to an
effective temperature Teff ≈ 15.4 mK. When qubit is initialized in ground state with the sideband reset, the 1-2 Rabi
oscillations are shown in Fig. S3(c). The stray population of the excited state after reset is extracted as P1 = 3.40%.
After reset, the readout contrast is 89%.

QUBIT PARAMETERS

With crosstalk correction, we managed to tune the qubit in the orthogonal flux bases. However, in the experiments
we found that the sweet spot for each ΦJ is not exactly at ΦL/Φ0 = 0.5, especially when ΦJ is near to Φ0/2. This can
be attributed to the intrinsic dependency of Φext on ΦJ , as shown in Eq. S3. Experimentally, a correction term can be
adapted to further fine-tuning the Φext = Φ0/2 sweet spots for each ΦJ . We implemented a Ramsey experiment with
flux pulses to find out the correction along ΦJ . The pulse sequence for the Ramsey experiment is shown in Fig. S4(a).
After the qubit initialized to its ground state with reset, a π/2-pulse is applied to bring the qubit to the equator on
the Bloch sphere, followed by a delay of variable duration τ , during which the qubit precesses alone its Z-axis. During
the phase accumulating precession, the qubit is flux pulsed using different ΦL and ΦJ . Typical Ramsey oscillations
versus ΦL around the sweet spot with ΦJ/Φ0 = 0.3418 is shown in Fig. S4(b). The qubit frequency as a function
of ΦJ and ΦL can be extracted using fast Fourier transform (FFT) on the Ramsey data. In Fig. S4(c), we plot the
qubit frequency difference compared with the minimum positions of ΦL for each ΦJ . The minimum frequency point
for each ΦJ as plotted by the green line corresponds to the precise sweet spot per ΦJ , which is the Φext/Φ0 = 0.5
spot. We also plot the ΦL/Φ0 = 0.5 line in black for a comparison. The sweet spot (Φext/Φ0 = 0.5) is quite near with
ΦL/Φ0 = 0.5 when ΦJ is far from Φ0/2, but deviate fast when ΦJ getting close to Φ0/2.
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FIG. S4. (a) Pulse sequence used to adjust the Φext = Φ0/2 “sweet line” using a Ramsey experiment with flux pulses. After the
qubit is reset to its grounded state, the Ramsey interference experiment is followed with a 100 ns delay. During the duration τ
of the Ramsey interference experiment, the qubit is tuned to the target EJ and flux bias values using ΦJ and ΦL. (b) Typical
Ramsey data at ΦJ = 0.3418Φ0 with different ΦL in the small range around the Φext = Φ0/2 sweet spot. (c) With fast Fourier
transform (FFT), the frequency difference from the minimum points with respect to ΦL are extracted. The ΦL of the minimum
frequency point for each ΦJ is plotted as the green line correspond to the precise sweet spot where Φext = Φ0/2. The black
line is the ΦL/Φ0 = 0.5 line for comparison.

In the main text, we measure qubit spectroscopy in Fig. 1. Fitting the spectra to the full circuit model, we manage
to extract the qubit parameters. However, we find large errors exist in the fitting. We attribute errors come from
the two aspects: On one hand, full period qubit spectroscopy is hard to be measured because of the extra low qubit
frequency toward ΦJ = 0. Note that the qubit is submerged in thermal flux noise when qubit frequency is in the
pass-band of the 45 MHz low-pass-filter in our flux-control lines. On the other hand, possible errors in the crosstalk
matrix and voltage-to-flux transformation coefficients can be a result of coarse spectroscopy. In the end, we find the
Ramsey experiment with flux-pulses come up with abundant qubit spectroscopy data with high accuracy. This makes
the combined fitting possible that includes the full circuit model, crosstalk matrix and voltage-to-flux transformation
coefficients. We use a relation that can fully define the mapping from the applied flux-pulse voltages (ZL,J) to
magnetic fluxes (ΦL,J).

[
ΦL
ΦJ

]
=

([
1 O1

O2 1

]
·
[
ZL
ZJ

]
−
[
Z0,L

Z0,J

])
·
[
1/SL
1/SJ

]
. (S5)

Here, six parameters are used: the zero-point of the system after crosstalk correction Z0,L and Z0,J ; the scaling
coefficients from voltage to flux SL and SJ ; and the crosstalk matrix off diagonal matrix elements O1 and O2.
Combining this relation with the full circuit model, given the initial guess from crosstalk calibration and qubit
spectroscopy fitting, we fit the above the qubit frequency from Ramsey and acquire the accurate qubit parameters
shown in the main text. The fitting mean absolute deviation (MAD) is about 4 MHz.

PULSE DISTORTION COMPENSATION

Flux pulse distortion is a common concern for the control of frequency tunable superconducting qubits [5, 6]. For
the EJ -tunable fluxonium considered here, there are two synchronously applied flux pulses with large amplitudes that
need to be corrected. We use the qubit phase error as an in situ detector for the flux pulse distortion measurement
and compensation, similar to that discussed in Refs. [3, 7]. The pulse sequence is shown in the insert of Fig. S5. After
the falling edge of a large and long flux pulse Z0, a Ramsey like experiment is performed to trace the accumulated
qubit phase under the following distorted flux pulse tail. During the qubit phase accumulation duration τp, the qubit
is offset to a flux sensitive point by a probing flux pulse Zp. For the probing pulse, we use the combination of flux
pulses in ΦJ and ΦL with the amplitude Zp,J and Zp,L to shift qubit away from the sweet spot after the crosstalk
correction. The qubit is always idled at the readout point in the absence of any flux pulse. Note that we measure
and compensate the two fast flux pulses ZJ and ZL independently, during which the initial flux pulse Z0 is applied
through ZJ or ZL correspondingly.
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FIG. S5. Typical flux pulse distortion measurement for ΦL. The phase error δϕ versus the delay time τd after a large flux
pulse Z0 is shown. The orange line represents the fitting curve to perform correction. The blue dots show the phase error after
the distortion correction. The insert figure shows the Ramsey-like pulse sequence for detecting the pulse distortion as a phase
error.

FIG. S6. (a) Typical experimental data of the T2 spin-echo measurements that shows P1 envelop values decay profiles vs ZL at
a specific ZJ = −0.48 V (corresponding to ΦJ/Φ0 = 0.239). The P1 decay profiles are tilted likely because of the residue flux
distortion on top of the flux crosstalk. The dashed orange line is fit to the maximum P1 of each horizontal trace to indicate
the tilt. The dashed green vertical lines are guide for eyes. (b) The shifted P1 along ZL axis for each time-length after fixing
the tilt, making the orange line in (a) vertical. The dashed orange line and dashed green lines are the same as those in (a).

As shown by the line in Fig. S5, the phase error data (for ZL) can be well fitted with a three-component exponential
function. The settling times and settling amplitudes for ZL are {60.5, 420.8, 1533.7} ns and {-2.87%, -1.52%, -1.06%},
respectively. For ZJ the parameters are {30.2, 113.2, 869.0} ns and {-4.92%, -2.40%, -1.99%}. The flux pulses in
ZL/ZL are pre-distorted at the generator according to the above parameters using corresponding impulse response
digital filters. In Fig. S5, the data in blue dots shows the phase error after the pulse distortion correction for ZL.

Even though we carefully correct the flux pulse distortion independently, in the decoherence measurements, we find
another issue that is also induced by pulse distortion when the two flux pulses are combined applied to eliminate the
crosstalk. Typical raw data of the T2 spin-echo measurements along ΦL is shown in Fig. S6(a). The P1 decay profiles
versus ZL at a specific ZJ = −0.48 V (corresponding to ΦJ/Φ0=0.239) are shown. We find the P1(t) decay profiles are
tilted at specific combinations of voltages ZL and ZJ for two flux pulses. We know that at the sweet spot the T2 should
be the longest and the maximum P1 point should be on a vertical line in the figure. But this line is obviously tilted,
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starting from the bottom center and ending at the top right, as indicated by the dashed orange line which fits the
maximum P1 at each delay. This implies that the combination of pulses ZL and ZJ may have residue tails, especially
when the amplitude of ZJ becomes large (|ZJ | & 0.4 V). To correct the pulse distortion induced P1 tilt, we apply a
ZL-shift at each time-delay to ensure the maxima of P1(t) are always at the sweet spot (ZL = 0). The amplitude of
the shift follows an exponential decay, which is a common shape of pulse tails defined as Zc = a(1− exp(bt)). We use
linear interpolation to determine the corrected P ′1(ZL, t) = P1(ZL + Zc, t). After applying this data correction, the
adjusted P1 decay profiles are shown in Fig. S6(b).

It is worth mentioning that this behavior only affects P1 points with long delay time compared to T2, but the
extracted T2 from fitting to a decay are mainly determined by the decay of a much shorter time scale. So even
without the extra data correction for pulse distortion, the extracted T2 and flux noise do not change much. For
example, we compare the extracted flux noise AL and AJ (discussed in the following section) with and without data
correction and only find a 5% difference.

ADDITIONAL DECOHERENCE DATA

After calibrating the qubit parameters and their tuning range, we perform standard characterization of qubit
decoherence in parameter regimes that are the most relevant for a fluxonium qubit. The pulse sequence for measuring
the qubit energy relaxation using the combination of the two flux pulses is shown in Fig. S7(a). After reset, the qubit
is prepared at its excited state with a π-pulse. With the external fluxes adiabatically actuated to different values with
a varying duration τp for qubit relaxation but remained at the same levels for qubit reset, excitation, and readout,
we are able to measure the qubit decoherence in a 2-dimensional parameter space spanning a large range of ΦJ and
φext with qubit operations calibrated only on a single point.

For clarity, the T1 data shown in Fig. 2(a) of the main text together with calculated values from the model are
re-plotted in Fig. S7(b). This data set is measured along the ΦJ axis with Φext/Φ0 = 0.5 as well as a few difference
flux offset ∆ΦL away from Φext/Φ0 = 0.5. We plot the T1 data versus ΦJ (left panel) and qubit frequency f01 (middle
panel) and the corresponding the qubit frequency versus ΦJ curves are shown in the right panel.

We also show T1 data measured along the Φext axis with fixed ΦJ in a Φ0 ± 0.075Φ0 range at several constant
values of ΦJ . As is shown in Fig. S7(c), the data together with calculated values from the model are plotted versus
Φext (left panel) and qubit frequency f01 (middle panel). The qubit frequency versus Φext curves are shown in the
right panel. For ΦJ < 0.38Φ0 when the qubit frequency at the sweet spot is below 400 MHz, we observe a sharp
increase of T1 when the qubit is moved away from its φext = Φ0/2 sweet spot, which is best described by flux noise.
When ΦJ & 0.38Φ0, this T1 increase is more gentle, which is consistent with dielectric loss. We note that unlike some
demonstrations of heavy fluxonium where T1 can reach a few milliseconds due to the small transition matrix element
| 〈0|ϕ̂|1〉| away from the sweet spot, we observe a limiting T1 of around 400 µs. We hypothesize that this T1 limit is
imposed by the coupling to spurious modes in the environment.

DEPHASING IN THE EJ -TUNABLE FLUXONIUM

From the definition of the reduced flux in the Hamiltonian in Eq. S2, the noises of these two variables are correlated.
The dephasing rate in the spin-echo measurements can be written as [2, 8, 9]

Γ2
φ = ln 2

((
∂ω01

∂ΦL

)2

A2
L +

(
∂ω01

∂ΦJ

)2

A2
J +

∂ω01

∂ΦL

∂ω01

∂ΦJ
2cLJALAJ

)
, (S6)

where AL and AJ are the amplitude of the 1/f flux noise spectrum SΦβ (ω) = 2πA2
β/ω for ΦL and ΦJ correspondingly,

and cLJ is the correlation factor. The fit to the spin-echo measurements is shown in Fig. 2(b) of the main text, and
the extracted parameters are AJ = 7.6 µΦ0, AL = 12.0 µΦ0, and cLJ = 0.51. We can see the model and the data
match quite well except that there could be a small offset in ΦL between the model and data. This offset is estimated
to be ∼ 0.0005Φ0.

In our qubit design, the two loops share a very short section of a wire. So the correlation between the flux in two
loops Φ1 and Φ2 can be assumed zero. Consequently, the correlation between ΦL and ΦJ can be directly computed
as [2, 10]

cLJ =
1

2

AJ
AL

. (S7)
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FIG. S7. (a) Pulse sequence for measuring T1 versus the two flux controls. (b) T1 data along the ΦJ axis with the qubit at
its Φext/Φ0 = 0.5 sweet spot as well as a few difference flux offset ∆ΦL away from the sweet spot. The left and middle panels
are the same data set plotted versus ΦJ and qubit frequency f01, respectively. The solid lines are calculated T1 values using a
model in combination of dielectric loss and loss due to 1/f flux noise. The right panel shows the dependence of qubit frequency
on ΦJ . (c) T1 versus d Φext around the Φext/Φ0 = 0.5 sweet spot at several ΦJ values together with the calculated values from
the model are plotted versus Φext (left panel) and qubit frequency f01 (middle panel). The right panel shows the dependence
of qubit frequency on Φext.

The cLJ calculated from Eq. S7 and AL and AJ values is 0.32, smaller than the cLJ = 0.51 extracted from fitting.
This agreement is reasonable considering the simplicity of the model.

DISSIPATION IN THE EJ -TUNABLE FLUXONIUM

The dissipation due to the flux noise in the EJ -tunable fluxonium is similar to that in a traditional fluxonium [8]
except that the single flux noise source should be replaced by two with a correlation factor. Following the same
manner as deriving the dephasing model in the previous section, we have [2, 8, 9, 11]

Γ1 =
1

~2

(
V 2
LSL + V 2

J SJ + VLVJ2cLJ
√
SLSJ

)
, (S8)
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where Vβ =
∣∣∣
〈

0
∣∣∣ ∂H∂Φβ

∣∣∣1
〉∣∣∣ and Sβ = SΦβ (ω01) is the flux noise spectral density of Φβ at the qubit frequency with

β = L or J . In the region of Φβ where we perform measurements on our device, we verify that VJ is always small
compared with VL. In this case, Eq. S8 reduced to the relaxation due to a single flux noise source on ΦL, used in the
main text.

NOISE SPECTRAL DENSITY DATA PROCESSING

We extract the two-sided noise spectrum by a joint fit to the relaxation starting from the ground and excited state
respectively. In this way, we can reliably estimate two key parameters, the relaxation time T1 and stray population
in equilibrium pstray. This method is neither sensitive to readout errors nor the pulse distortions in long and large
amplitude flux pulses. The symmetric and anti-symmetric noise spectra S+(ω) and S−(ω) in a form of flux noise are
calculated using [12]

S+(ω) =
(2e)2L2

T1 | 〈0|ϕ̂|1〉|2
, (S9)

S−(ω) = (1− 2pstray)S+(ω). (S10)

We note that at large flux pulse amplitudes ((|ZJ | & 0.4 V)), we observe that the relaxation deviates from an
exponential decay at long decay time (τ & 300 µs). Such behavior is similar to what we observe in the T2 data (see
Fig. S6) but the tilted signal is the TLS traces. Therefore, this problem is probably due to uncompensated pulse
distortions thus can be corrected by applying a shift on ZL at different time decay values. Here, we use data with
τ ≤ 300 µs to process the noise spectra, where no pulse distortion problem is observed. We additionally note that
even if we include all the delay time data with τ up to 1.5 ms, the obtained T1 and pstray from the fit remained almost
unchanged because the delay times are chosen evenly on a log scale where the majority of the data points are for
catching the initial part of the relaxation.

The effective temperature is estimated from pstray using exp(−~ω01/kBTeff) = pstray/(1− pstray).

DIELECTRIC LOSS DUE TO CHARGE TLS

Dielectric loss due to electric-dipole interaction with TLS was studied quite extensively in phase qubits [13] and
transmons [14]. However, those previous works only consider the positive side of the noise spectrum for relaxation as
the qubit frequency satisfies ~ω01 � kBTeff.

Here, we extend those studies to low frequency qubits where the TLS is assumed to be in thermal equilibrium. The
Fermi’s golden rule becomes:

Γij =
2π

~

∫

ψTLS

∫
D(p)| 〈jψTLS|Hint|iψeq〉|2dpdψTLS, (S11)

where |ψTLS〉 = cos θ
′

2 |g〉+ eiφ sin θ′

2 |e〉 is an arbitrary TLS state, |ψeq〉 = 1√
Z
|g〉+ exp(−E/2kBTeff)√

Z
|e〉 is a pure state

for representing the TLS in thermal equilibrium with Z = 1 + e−E/kBTeff , and D(p) is the TLS density of states with
respect to the TLS dipole moment p. The qubit-TLS interaction Hamiltonian can be written as

Hint =
V̂ p̂

x
cos η

=
i~pmax

2ϕ0xC

〈
0

∣∣∣∣
∂

∂ϕ

∣∣∣∣ 1
〉

cos η sin θ(|0e〉 〈1g| − |1g〉 〈0e|)

=
i~p

2ϕ0xC

〈
0

∣∣∣∣
∂

∂ϕ

∣∣∣∣ 1
〉

(|0e〉 〈1g| − |1g〉 〈0e|) (S12)

where we have used V̂ = i~∂
ϕ0C∂ϕ

and p̂ = pmax
|L〉〈L|−|R〉〈R|

2 ; η is the angle between the TLS dipole moment and the

qubit electric field, θ = ∆0/∆ is the transformation angle between the location states |L,R〉 and energy eigenstates
|g, e〉 of the TLS, x is a normalized distance between the qubit electrodes, and C is the qubit capacitance. We note
that p = pmax cos η sin θ is defined as the effective dipole moment (scalar) of the TLS measured by the transverse
interaction with the qubit.
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FIG. S8. (a) The experimental data of T1 decay profiles measured along the Φext/Φ0 = 0.5 points with ΦJ varying from 0.26Φ0

to 0.36Φ0. The orange arrow marks a fast decay profile induced by a TLS. (b) T1 decay profiles plotted together for comparison
corresponding to the two arrow markers in (a). The black vertical cut indicates τ = 15 µs. The P1 values at the cut can be a
representative of the T1 value.

Following Ref. [13, 15], the TLS density of states has an approximately uniform distribution over frequency and

a distribution over the effective dipole moment given by D(p) = d2N
dEdp = ρ0

√
1− p2/p2

max/p, assuming the TLS

asymmetry energy ∆ has a uniform distribution and the tunneling energy ∆0 has a distribution proportional to 1/∆0.
The integral in Eq. S11 can be evaluated using

∫
ψTLS

dψTLS = 1
4π

∫
sin θ′dθ′dφ. We obtain

Γ↓ =
(2e)2 tan δC

~C

∣∣∣∣
〈

0

∣∣∣∣
∂

∂ϕ

∣∣∣∣ 1
〉∣∣∣∣

2
2

1 + exp
(
− ~ω01

kBTeff

) ,

Γ↑ =
(2e)2 tan δC

~C

∣∣∣∣
〈

0

∣∣∣∣
∂

∂ϕ

∣∣∣∣ 1
〉∣∣∣∣

2 2 exp
(
− ~ω01

kBTeff

)

1 + exp
(
− ~ω01

kBTeff

) , (S13)

where the dielectric loss tangent is defined as

tan δC =
πρ0

24(2e)2C

(
~pmax

ϕ0x

)2

. (S14)

The relaxation rates obey detailed balance Γ↓/Γ↑ = exp
(

~ω01

kBTeff

)
, and we find that the total relaxation rate Γ1 =

1/T1 = Γ↓ + Γ↑ is a temperature independent quantity. We have

Γ1 =
2(2e)2

~C
tan δC

∣∣∣∣
〈

0

∣∣∣∣
∂

∂ϕ

∣∣∣∣ 1
〉∣∣∣∣

2

,

=
~ω2

01

4EC
tan δC | 〈0|ϕ̂|1〉|2, (S15)

by rewriting the formula using the transition matrix element of the phase operator. Our result is consistent with that
derived using Bloch-Redfield theory [16].

TLS SPECTROSCOPY

When the qubit is on resonance with a TLS, it undergoes a faster energy decay. Qubit-TLS coupling information
can be extracted by mapping the qubit T1 versus a qubit-frequency tuning range [17–21]. To simplify and speed
up the measurement, we pick a single P1 at an specific delay in the qubit relaxation process to represent T1. In
Fig. S8(a), we show the raw data of T1 decay profile versus ΦJ with the qubit at the Φext = Φ0/2 sweet spot. When
the qubit is on resonance with a TLS, as marked by the orange arrow, the qubit relaxes faster with a short T1. For
comparison, we plot the TLS induced fast decay profile (marked by the orange arrow) and a decay profile one ΦJ
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step away (marked by the blue arrow) in Fig. S8(b). Fitting to a single exponential decay function, we have T1 =
48 µs and T1 = 98 µs respectively. Comparing with the P1 values at τ = 15 µs, as labeled by the vertical black line
in Fig. S8(b), the relative value of P1 is a good representative of the T1 value. With this simplified measurement, we
map P1 at delay τ = 15 µs versus a large range of two flux controls ΦJ and ΦL. The result is shown in Fig. 4 of the
main text. TLS-induced P1-dips are in very good agreement with contours at constant qubit frequencies.

SIMULATION OF QUBIT T1 IN A TLS DEFECT BATH

We perform Monte Carlo simulations of the qubit in a bath of TLS defects. The contribution of each TLS defect

to the qubit relaxation rate Γ1 is given by Γ1 = 2g2Γ
Γ2+∆2 , a single Lorentzian peak [14] where Γ = Γ2,Q + Γ2,D. The

TLS defects follow the standard tunneling model, where the asymmetry energy ∆ is assumed to have a uniform
distribution and the tunneling matrix element ∆0 has a distribution proportional to 1/∆0. Considering the relevant
range of qubit frequency, the maximum values of ∆ and ∆0 are both set to 3 GHz× h and the minimum values are
10−4 times the maxima. The qubit-TLS coupling g depends on the dipole moment and the direction of the electric
field of the qubit at the specific TLS location. For simplicity, we assume the charge matrix element 〈0|n̂|1〉 of the
qubit is proportional to the electric field. Following the study in the phase qubit [13], the coupling can be written as
g = | 〈0|n̂|1〉 |Smax cos η sin θ where η is the angle between the TLS dipole moment and the electric field of the qubit
and tan θ = ∆0/∆. We set Smax to 0.5 MHz× h to match our data. The T1 and T2 of the qubit without TLS defects
are set to 1 ms and 50 µs. The T2 of the TLS defects is assumed to have a uniform distribution between 5-100 ns.
We generate 104 random TLS defects according to the above conditions to simulate the relaxation of the qubit at
different frequencies.
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