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Qubits that can be efficiently controlled are pivotal in the development of scal-

able quantum hardware. Resonant control is commonly embraced to execute

high-fidelity quantum gates but demands integration of high-frequency oscil-

lating signals and results in qubit crosstalk and heating. Establishing quan-

tum control based on discrete signals could therefore result in a paradigm

shift. This may be accomplished with single-spin semiconductor qubits, if one

can engineer hopping spins between quantum dots with site-dependent spin
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quantization axis. Here, we introduce hopping-based universal quantum logic

and obtain single-qubit gate fidelities of 99.97%, coherent shuttling fidelities

of 99.992%, and two-qubit gates fidelities of 99.3%, corresponding to error

rates that have been predicted to allow for quantum error correction. We

demonstrate that hopping spins also constitute an elegant tuning method by

statistically mapping the coherence of a 10-quantum dot system. These results

motivate dense quantum dot arrays with sparse occupation for efficient and

high-connectivity qubit registers.

Introduction

In their seminal work, Loss and DiVincenzo proposed hopping of electrons between two quan-

tum dots as an efficient method for coherent spin control (1). By applying discrete pulses to

the quantum dot gates, a single spin can be transferred between qubit sites with differently ori-

ented spin quantization axes, thereby enabling two-axis control of the qubit. Universal quantum

logic is then achieved through tunable exchange interaction between spins residing in different

quantum dots. Their work initiated the field of semiconductor spin qubits and inspired over

two decades of extensive research, but a successful implementation of their initial proposal has

remained elusive due to experimental challenges (2).

Alternative methods for coherent single-spin control have emerged, including electric spin

resonance (3, 4) and electron dipole spin resonance using either micromagnets (5, 6) or spin-

orbit interaction (7–10) to enable a coupling between the electric field and the spin degree of

freedom. However, all these methods rely on resonant Rabi driving and require high-power,

and high-frequency analog control signals that already limit qubit performance in small quan-

tum processors (11–13). Therefore, the development of local, efficient, and low-power control

mechanisms of semiconductor spins is a key milestone (14–16). To this end, qubits encoded in
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multiple spins and in multiple quantum dots, such as singlet-triplet, hybrid, and exchange-only

qubits, have been investigated as platforms to overcome these challenges (2). While these qubit

encodings enabled digital single-qubit control, they also come with new challenges in coher-

ence, control, and creation of quantum links. For example, the exchange-only qubits are suscep-

tible to leakage outside their computational subspace, require four exchange pulses to execute

an arbitrary single-qubit gate and over 12 exchange pulses for a single two-qubit gate (17–19).

Here, we demonstrate that single-spin qubits can be operated using discrete digital control

signals, as envisaged in the original proposal for quantum computation with quantum dots (1).

We use hole spins in germanium quantum dots, where the strong spin-orbit interaction gives

rise to an anisotropic g-tensor that is strongly dependent on the electrostatic and strain environ-

ment (20). We harness the resulting differences in the spin quantization axis between quantum

dots to achieve high-fidelity single-qubit control using discrete pulses by shuttling the spin be-

tween quantum dot sites. A key advantage in such hopping-based operation is that the spin

rotation frequency is given by the Larmor precession. The latter remains sizeable even at small

magnetic fields where quantum coherence is substantially improved (21,22). This enables us to

perform universal quantum control with error rates exceeding thresholds predicted for practical

quantum error correction (23), while also operating with low-frequency discrete signals. We

then exploit the differences in quantization axes to map the spin dephasing times and g-factor

distributions of an extended 10 quantum dot array, thereby efficiently gathering statistics on

relevant metrics in large spin qubit systems.
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Results

High-fidelity single-qubit operations and long qubit coherence times at low
magnetic field

A large difference in the orientation of the spin quantization axes between quantum dots is

essential for hopping-based qubit operations. Holes in planar germanium heterostructures man-

ifest a pronounced anisotropic g-tensor, with an out-of-plane g-factor g⊥ that can be even 100

times larger than the in-plane component g∥ (20, 22, 24, 25). Consequently, a small tilt of the

applied magnetic field from the in-plane g-tensor will lead to a strong reorientation of the spin

quantization axis in the out-of-plane direction. Subsequently, when an in-plane magnetic field

is applied, the orientation of the spin quantization axis is very sensitive to the local g-tensor,

and thus confinement, strain, and electric fields, therefore becoming a site-dependent prop-

erty (22,26–28). Here, we exploit this aspect to establish hopping-based quantum operations in

two different devices: a four-quantum dot array (29) arranged in a 2×2 configuration and a 10

quantum dot system arranged in a 3-4-3 configuration.

We populate the four-quantum dot array with quantum dots Dm with m ∈ [[1, 4]] with two

hole spins QA and QB which can be shuttled between quantum dots by electrical pulses on the

gate electrodes, as depicted in Fig. 1a. A magnetic field up to 40 mT is applied to split the

spin states and positioned in-plane up to sample-alignment accuracy (see Material and Meth-

ods). The relatively small magnetic fields ensure that the maximum qubit frequency (140 MHz)

and its corresponding precession period (7 ns) are within the bandwidth of the used arbitrary

waveform generators. In combination with engineered voltage pulses with sub-nanosecond res-

olution (Suppl. Note 1, (27)), we are able to shuttle a spin qubit to an empty quantum dot and

thereby accurately change the qubit precession direction several times within one precession

period. Altogether, this enables efficient single-qubit control via discrete voltage pulses as il-

lustrated in Fig. 1b.
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Crucially, the net effect of a multiple-shuttle protocol is a rotation R(n̂, θ) of the spin state

around an axis n̂ and with an angle θ. To implement a specific rotation such as the quantum

gate Xπ/2, the number of required shuttling steps depends on the angle between the two quanti-

zation axes. Due to the large angle between the axes of D1 and D4, θ14 > 90◦/4 = 22.5◦, a pulse

consisting of four shuttling steps is sufficient to realize a precise quantum gate Xπ/2,A(Suppl.

Note 2 and 3). As outlined on the top right panel of Fig. 1c, such a four-shuttle pulse moves the

spin between D1 and D4 four times with waiting periods t1 and t4, respectively. By measuring

the spin-flip probability of QA, PA↑, after two consecutive rotations R(n̂, θ)2, we can determine

the values of t1 and t4 where PA↑ is maximal, which occur when R(n̂, θ) = Xπ/2,A.

While this method allows to calibrate the pulse timing to compose an Xπ/2,A gate, it is

not necessarily the optimal trajectory. Different choices of (t1, t4) are possible (see Fig. 1c),

including a composition of four-shuttle pulses with different waiting times in D4. The latter

implementation allows to construct gates which have a rotation angle θ less sensitive to Larmor

frequency fluctuations in D4. We construct such a gate by fitting the data in Fig. 1c to an

effective model and determine the quantization axes angle θ14 between the quantum dots D1

and D4, the individual Larmor frequencies, and the effective precession time during the ramp.

Through simulation of the qubit dynamics we design a more noise-resilient Xπ/2,A gate based

on four shuttling steps with unequal wait times t4 and t′4 in D4 (see Fig. 1d). Following the

same approach, we design an Xπ/2,B gate for QB that only requires a two-shuttle protocol as the

angle of the difference in quantization axes of D2 and D3, θ23, is very close to 45◦ (Suppl. Note

3).

We further calibrate the pulse timing using repetition sequences as shown in Fig. 1h and

AllXY sequences (30) (Suppl. Note 3). The Yπ/2 gate in the AllXY sequences is realized by

Yπ/2 = Zπ/2Xπ/2Z3π/2 and the Zπ/2 gate is implemented by idling the qubit for the time defined

by its precession in the lab frame. The calibrated Xπ/2 gates have a total gate time of 98 (35) ns
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Figure 1: High-fidelity hopping-based single-qubit operations and long qubit coherence
times at low magnetic field. a, (left) Scanning electron microscopy image of the 2×2 quantum
dot array device (29), with scale bar of 100 nm, including gate-defined charge sensors at two
corners. (right) Schematic of the two spin qubits QA and QB. The black dashed lines mark
the relative quantization axis direction in the quantum dot pair D1-D4 (D2-D3), with the angle
θ14 (θ23). b, Example of a baseband pulse ϵ14(t) used to manipulate qubit QA, by shuttling the
spin back and forth between quantum dots D1 and D4 and allowing the spin to precess in the
individual quantum dots for the time t4 and t1. c, Tune-up procedure of a four-shuttle pulse for
the Xπ/2 gate of QA at 20 mT. On the top, we display the pulse sequence of the experiment,
on the bottom left the measured spin-up probability PA↑(t1, t4), and on the bottom right the
simulation result. The red markers identify the timings for implementing an Xπ/2,A gate and
corresponds to the maximal spin-up probability. The markers are periodic in t1 and t4, but for
clarity we only plot a few of them. d, The calibrated pulse for Xπ/2,A gate with unequal wait
time t4 and t′4. e, The free induction decay obtained from Ramsey experiments at 25 mT. f,
The coherence times T ∗

2 , TH
2 and TCPMG−512

2 of both qubits at 25 mT. g, T ∗
2 as a function of

magnetic field. The data points are fitted with an effective model including electric noise and
nuclear noise (Suppl. Note 5). h, The spin-up probability after applying a varying number
of Xπ/2 gates on each qubit. i, An example of pulse sequence in QA single-qubit randomized
benchmarking and the measurement results of both qubits. The uncertainties are obtained from
bootstrapping with 95% confidence intervals.
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for QA(QB), corresponding to effective qubit rotation frequencies of 2.6 (7.1) MHz, consider-

able compared to the Larmor frequencies fA(B) = 42.6 (89.5) MHz at the in-plane magnetic field

of 25mT.

The high ratio between qubit rotation and Larmor frequency results in low power dissipa-

tion, which is a critical aspect for scaling up quantum processors (31). To compare the power

consumption of the hopping-based single-qubit control with the electric dipole spin resonance

technique, we define the required number of voltage oscillations to flip a qubit, Ncycles, and the

derived energy efficiency η =1/Ncycles, which we find largely determining the power dissipa-

tion (Suppl. Note 4). For our system, we estimate an efficiency of η = 25(50)% for qubit

A(B). This is a vast improvement compared to previous demonstrations of high-fidelity uni-

versal qubit logic with spin qubits, which exhibit η in the range of 0.04 - 0.07% (11, 15, 32).

Moreover, despite applying sizeable amplitudes to move the spins between localized orbitals of

adjacent quantum dots, we still obtain a reduction of approximately 20 times in power dissipa-

tion with respect to the electric dipole spin resonance technique (Suppl. Note 4). Engineering

lower required pulse amplitudes and increasing the orthogonality of the spin quantization axes

will enable to further reduce the dissipated power. Together with the simplified requirements on

control electronics and the expected reduced sensitivity to qubit errors arising from microwave

crosstalk, this provides an excellent control mechanism suited for larger and dense spin-qubit

arrays.

Having established universal single-qubit control, we utilize the set of gates {Xπ/2, Yπ/2}

to investigate the qubit coherence times at low magnetic fields. By employing a Ramsey se-

quence as illustrated in Fig. 1e, we obtain a dephasing time T ∗
2 of 7.0 (4.5) µs at 25 mT for

QA(QB), an order of magnitude larger than measured at 1 T (21, 29). We can further ex-

tend the coherence times using Hahn and CMPG techniques obtaining TH
2 = 32(24) µs and

TCPMG−512
2 = 1.9(1.7) ms, as summarized in Fig. 1f. In Fig. 1g, the dependence of the dephas-
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ing times as a function of magnetic field indicates that charge noise remains the main cause for

decoherence for magnetic fields as low as 5 mT (Suppl. Note 5).

We characterize the single-qubit gate fidelity using randomized benchmarking (RB) and

gate set tomography (GST) with details discussed in Suppl. Note 6 and Suppl. Note 7, respec-

tively (33–35). Fig. 1i shows the results of RB with average Clifford fidelity, setting the lower

bounds of the Xπ/2 average gate fidelity FXπ/2,A ≥ 99.967(4)% and FXπ/2,B ≥ 99.960(6)%, con-

sistent with the error modeling in Suppl. Note 8. Using GST we benchmark the Xπ/2 and Yπ/2

gates, obtaining an average gate fidelity above 99.9%, providing good correspondence with the

RB experiments. From the GST analysis, we infer that dephasing is the dominant contribution

to the average gate infidelity. Taking into account the multiple shuttling steps to execute a single

gate, we estimate a coherent shuttling fidelity as high as Fshuttle = 99.992%(Suppl. Note 9).

High-fidelity two-qubit exchange gate

We now focus on assessing the single-qubit and two-qubit gate performance in the two-qubit

space. For this purpose, we implement a two-qubit state preparation and measurement (SPAM)

protocol as displayed in Figs. 2a,b. For the state preparation, we adiabatically convert the two-

spin singlet in D2 to the triplet |QAQB⟩ = |↓↓⟩. For the state measurement, we perform sequen-

tial Pauli spin blockade (PSB) readout on QA and QB by loading ancillary spins in quantum

dots D3 and D4 from the reservoir. The significant difference in the effective g-factor between

the quantum dots D1 and D2 allows for the construction of a controlled-phase (CPHASE) gate

even at low magnetic fields. We do so by pulsing the virtual barrier gate voltage vB12, which

controls the exchange coupling J between QA and QB from 10 kHz to 40 MHz as shown in

Fig 2c (see Suppl. Note 10 and Suppl. Note 11 for further details). Since the maximum ex-

change coupling strength is non-negligible compared to the Zeeman energy difference ∆EZ

and the qubit frequency fA, pulse shaping is essential to mitigate coherent errors (12, 36). We
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implement exchange pulses with a Hamming window and perform the CZ gate calibration as

shown in Fig. 2d and Suppl. Note 12.

We analyse the performance of the CZ gate by executing two-qubit randomized benchmark-

ing (see Suppl. Note 6 for further details and Suppl. Note 7 for two-qubit GST). Individual

Clifford gates are implemented by sequentially applying the gates CZ, XA(B)
π/2 , ZA(B)

π/2 , and I.

From the fit of the decay constants of the reference and interleaved sequence in Fig. 2e, we

determine the average Clifford gate fidelity FClifford2 = 98.60(6)% and average CZ gate fidelity

FCZ = 99.33(10)%, consistent with the result of error modeling in Suppl. Note 13. For the

single-qubit gate performance in the two-qubit space, we estimate the lower bound of fidelity,

averaged between both qubits, as 1
2
(FXπ/2,A + FXπ/2,B) ≥ 99.90(5)%. We believe these high

fidelities to result from the high driving efficiency and the relatively long T ⋆
2 at low magnetic

field.

Hopping spins to benchmark large and high-connectivity quantum dot ar-
chitectures

The presented sparse occupation of a quantum dot array allows to construct high-fidelity hopping-

based quantum logic, but it may also facilitate the implementation of quantum circuits with

high-connectivity. While two-dimensional quantum circuits with nearest neighbor connectivity

can already tolerate high error rates (23,37,38), an increased connectivity may drastically lower

the physical qubit overhead and lower the logical qubit error rate (39). We therefore envision a

qubit architecture with sparse occupation, as shown in Fig. 3a, to be a highly compelling plat-

form. Here, qubits may be shuttled to remote sites for distant two-qubit logic, while single-qubit

logic can be executed during this trajectory.

As a first step toward such architectures, we develop and characterize an extended system com-

prising 10 quantum dots. The system is shown in Fig. 3b, and consists of a multilayer gate
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architecture with quantum dots (Dn with n ∈ [[1, 10]]) and peripheral charge sensors, which

may be integrated within the array through development of vertical interconnects such as in

ref. (40). By exploiting dedicated (virtual) barrier and plunger gate voltages, we prepare the

quantum dots D1 and D4 in the single-hole regime, leaving the others empty (Suppl. Note 14

and 15). We now employ the hopping-based qubit gates to rapidly characterize the different

quantum dot g-factors and coherence times. After initializing the associated qubit pair Q1,Q4

into its |↑↓⟩ eigenstate, we diabatically shuttle the Q4 spin to another quantum dot site Dn. We

let it precess for a time tDn, after which the spin is shuttled back and read out. The significant

misalignment between the spin quantization axes gives rise to spin rotations with the Larmor

frequency fDn (27). In Fig. 3d, we show the resulting oscillations as a function of waiting time

in D6, tD6, and magnetic field. From the linear scaling of the D6 Larmor frequency with the

magnetic field, we extract an effective g-factor of 0.042 (Fig. 3e), and from the decay of the

oscillations a dephasing time of T ∗
2 = 1.12µs (Fig. 3f). Repeating this protocol to reach all

the quantum dots, we extract the Larmor frequency and dephasing time at each site, as dis-

played in Figs. 3g, h. For the case of Q1 (Q4), we shuttle the spin to D5 (D8) back and forth

twice, interleaved by a varying precession time in D1, tQ1 (in D4, tQ4), which we explain in

detail in Suppl. Note 16. Our experiments show an average T ∗
2 of 1.3 ± 0.4µs at a magnetic

field of 60 mT (Suppl. Note 17), and we attribute the fast dephasing of D9 (T ∗
2 = 520 ns) to

charge noise originating from a fluctuator nearby. Furthermore, we obtain an average g-factor

of 0.028 ± 0.020. The observed variability in this distribution is likely a result of multiple

factors: the heterogeneity inherent in the shapes of the quantum dots (dot-to-dot variability),

the presence of strain gradients in the quantum well arising from the gates above or the SiGe

strained relaxed buffer below, and the impact of interface charges. Notably, the average g-factor

is considerably lower than observed in the literature (10, 22, 24, 29). We speculate that this

reduction is primarily due to two phenomena: a precise in-plane magnetic field configuration
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and a significant renormalization of the gyromagnetic ratio from the pure heavy-hole value of

∼ 0.18 (25, 26, 41). Such renormalization is driven by substantial inter-band mixing between

the heavy-hole and the light-hole band, which we attribute to asymmetries in the strain, as sim-

ulated in Suppl. Note 18. Furthermore, these simulations indicate that such a low average

effective g-factor only occurs when the misalignment of the magnetic field is smaller than 0.1◦

with respect to the plane of the g-tensors. This further signifies the importance of accurately

controlling the magnetic field orientation when operating with germanium qubits.

Conclusion

In this work we have established that hopping spin qubits between quantum dots with site-

dependent g-tensors allows for coherent shuttling with fidelities up to 99.992%, single-qubit

gate fidelities up to 99.97%, and two-qubit gate fidelities up to 99.3%. This method allows

for efficient control with discrete pulses only and fast execution of quantum gates even at low

magnetic fields where the coherence is high. Furthermore, these results motivate exploration

of dense qubit arrays with sparse occupation. Recent theoretical developments predict that

increased connectivity may substantially improve logical qubit performance and reduce the

required overhead on physical qubits (39). We anticipate that sparse spin qubit arrays may be

particularly suited for error correction schemes requiring a larger number of nearest neighbors

or requiring coupling beyond nearest neighbors. Furthermore, the strongly reduced exchange

and capacitive coupling between remote qubits can mitigate challenges in qubit-qubit crosstalk,

while baseband control can overcome challenges in off-resonant driving present in resonant

control. A significant challenge remains in addressing the qubit-to-qubit variation. Remarkably,

this was already highlighted in the original work by Loss and DiVincenzo (1). We envision that

the characterization of larger qubit arrays and statistical analysis will become pivotal, with the

presented 10 quantum dot array already providing a first indication that design considerations
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can determine relevant qubit parameters. These encouraging results also motivate to explore

hopping-based operation and baseband control in other platforms. For single spins in silicon,

site-dependent quantization axes may be realized using nanomagnets or possibly by applying

currents through nanowires above the qubit plane (42). The developed control methods for

high timing accuracy may also advance exchange-only qubits that are operated using baseband

pulses (19) and inspire other platforms such as superconducting qubits (43). Establishing high-

fidelity quantum operation through low-power control in uniform and large-scale systems will

be a critical step in realizing fault-tolerant quantum computing.
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Material and Methods

The two devices are fabricated on a Ge/SiGe heterostructure with a 16 nm germanium quantum

well buried 55 nm below the semiconductor/oxide interface [1, 2]. The devices gate stack is

realised using a multilayer of Pd gates and Al2O3 gate oxide, grown by atomic layer deposition.

Ohmic contacts are made by a thermally-diffused Al and Pt contact layer for the 2×2 and 10

quantum dot devices, respectively. Details on the fabrication of the first device can be found

in ref. [3]. The second device is based on a similar approach, but has an additional layer of

gates and gate oxide. The experiments are performed in two Bluefors dilution refrigerators

with an electron temperature lower than 140 mK [4]. We estimate a possible misalignment

angle between the device plane and the magnetic field axis of ±2◦. In each of the two setups,

we utilize an in-house built battery-powered SPI rack https://qtwork.tudelft.nl/

˜mtiggelman/spi-rack/chassis.html to set direct-current (DC) voltages, while we

use a Keysight M3202A arbitrary waveform generator (AWG) to apply alternating-current (AC)

pulses via coaxial lines. The DC and AC voltage signals are combined on the printed circuit

board (PCB) with bias-tees and applied to the gates. On the PCB, the DC signals undergo

a low-pass filter with a resistor of 1 MΩ and capacitor of 100 pF, while the high-frequency

signals undergo a high-pass filter with a resistor of 100 kΩ, and capacitor of 100 nF. Each

charge sensor is galvanically connected to a NbTiN inductor with an inductance of a few µH

forming a resonant tank circuit with resonance frequencies of ∼ 100 MHz. The reflectometry

circuit also consists of a directional coupler (ZEDC-15-2B) mounted on the mixing chamber

stage. The readout signals are amplified by a cryogenic SiGe amplifier mounted on the 4 K

stage (a CITLF3 with gain of 33 dB), by a room-temperature amplifier (a M2j module of the

SPI Rack with a gain of 70 dB) and demodulated with a Keysight M3102A digitizer module

with a sampling rate of 500 MSa/s.
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Suppl. Note 1 Timing precision of shuttling pulses

High fidelity hopping-based gates require a precise timing of shuttling pulses. A qubit fidelity

above 99.99% can be achieved when the rotation has an incoherent error of less than 1.3 degrees.

In a simplified example where two quantum dots having quantization axes which are perpendic-

ular, the timing error of ramps for an Xπ/2 shuttling gate on a qubit with a Larmor frequency of

40 MHz should be less than 90 ps. This timing precision is far below the sample rate of 1 GSa/s

of the used AWG. Ramps can be timed with precision higher than the sample rate, because the

voltage resolution of the AWG can be used to shift the ramp in time as shown in Suppl. Fig. 1a.

The time resolution ∆tres of a ramp with a duration long enough to be not affected by the tran-

sients at the start and end of the ramp can be approximated by ∆tres = tramp∆V/A, where tramp

the duration of the ramp, ∆V the voltage resolution of the AWG and A the amplitude of the

ramp. This approximation assumes that the low-pass filter has a cut-off frequency just below the

Nyquist frequency. Surprisingly, the sample rate has no direct effect on the time resolution of

the ramp. A higher sample rate combined with a higher cut-off frequency allows the generation

of shorter ramps and shorter ramps have a higher time resolution. The voltage resolution and

thus the time resolution effectively decrease when oversampling is used, i.e. when the cut-off

frequency is significantly lower than the Nyquist frequency.

We have used AWGs with a voltage resolution of 0.37 mV and pulses with an amplitude on

the order of 200 mV at the AWG outputs (this translates to 25.2 mV on the device due to the

attenuation on the line) and a ramp time of 2 ns. This setting gives a time resolution of 3.7 ps,

which meets the requirement for high-fidelity gates. However, the ramps for the shuttling pulses

are short with respect to the transient response of the low-pass filter. The filter of the AWG adds

small wiggles to the short ramps making the timing less precise. This effect is shown in Suppl.

Fig. 1d, where the time deviation for the ramps with different time shift tshift are plotted. From
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Supplementary Figure 1: Pulse timing. a, Digital inputs and analogue outputs of the AWG for
two pulses with time shifts tshift = 0 and 0.6 ns. The dotted lines are the ideal linear ramps with
0.6 ns time shift that we are aiming for. The solid lines are the digital inputs, represented by the
discrete sampling with 1 ns resolution. To produce a time shift of 0.6 ns, a 60 mV decrement
of the digital input is made on the rising ramp. The low-pass filtering of the AWG results in the
smoothened output voltages represented by the solid curves, as well as the oscillations (ringing)
after the ramp. b, c, Zoom-in of the pulses around the middle of the ideal ramps. The deviation
in time between the ideal ramps and the analogue outputs at half of the voltage amplitude is
denoted as ∆t. d, The deviation ∆t as a function of time shift tshift. The data set is generated
with equally distributed time shifts from 0 to 0.999 ns. The mean of the distribution corresponds
to ∆t = 0. The analogue outputs in all the plots are calculated using the measured step response
of the AWG.

these calculated ramps we have derived a maximum deviation of 30.4 ps from the average and a

standard deviation of 19.4 ps, satisfying the basic requirements for 99.99% fidelity. We modeled

our gate implementation in Suppl. Note 3 and estimate the incoherent error due to such timing

deviation, as summarized in Table. 9.
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Suppl. Note 2 Fitting of quantum dot pair parameters for
shuttling gates
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Supplementary Figure 2: Charge stability diagrams of the shuttling gates. The diagrams
in a-c show the voltages of the working points projected on the corresponding virtual plunger
gates vPi. The hole occupancies are labelled as n1n2n3n4. The idle position is marked as the
circle, in which both qubits QA and QB are in quantum dots D1 and D2. The Xπ/2 on QA(B) is
realized by shuttling between the idle position and the working point marked as the triangle in
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Supplementary Figure 3: Energy levels of a single spin. a, An example of energy levels of
the single spin in double quantum dot given by Eq. (1). b, The transition frequency between
the lowest two states, fres, as function of detuning energy ϵ for the quantization axes angle θ.
Parameters used here: µBBgL(R) = 0.078(0.089) GHz, tc = 20 GHz.

Using the Ramsey sequence, we measure the free precession frequency as a function of de-

tuning in the double quantum dot system D1-D4 as well as D2-D3, in order to characterize the

tunnel couplings, the position of the anti-crossings, and the relative angle of the quantization

axes under the voltage settings used for implementing the hopping-based quantum gates. The

corresponding charge stability diagrams are shown in Suppl. Figs. 2b, c. Following the mod-

elling approach in the work [5], the system is described in the basis {|L, ↑L⟩,|L, ↓L⟩,|R, ↑L⟩,|R, ↓L⟩},
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Supplementary Figure 4: Fitting of tunnel coupling at the shuttling gate settings via spin
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the charge anti-crossing where the frequencies changes rapidly. The oscillation frequencies are
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charge anti-crossing. The oscillation frequencies are extracted and plotted in d. The black lines
are the fits using Eq. (2), with the lever arm ∆ϵ14(23)

∆vP4(3)
= 0.086(0.082)eV/V.

where ‘L’ or ‘R’ indicates the position of the hole in quantum dot QDL or QDR and ↑L or ↓L
specifies its spin states in the frame of quantum dot L. Its Hamiltonian is written as:

H4×4 =




ϵ 0 tc 0
0 ϵ 0 tc
tc 0 −ϵ 0
0 tc 0 −ϵ


+

1

2
µBB




gL(ϵ) 0 0 0
0 −gL(ϵ) 0 0
0 0 gR(ϵ) cos(θ) gR(ϵ) sin(θ)e

−iϕ

0 0 gR(ϵ) sin(θ)e
iϕ −gR(ϵ) cos(θ)


 ,

(1)

where ϵ is the detuning energy of the double quantum dot system (taken as zero at the charge

transition), µB is the Bohr magneton and the gi are the g-factors of the quantum dot i, θ (ϕ)

is the polar (azimuthal) angle between the two quantization axes. An example of the energy

levels is shown in Supp. Fig. 3. We note that this model is similar to that of a flopping-mode

qubit [6]. Diagonalizing the Hamiltonian, we obtain the qubit resonance frequency fres (at the

limit of small Zeeman energy µBB ≪ tc):

fres =
µBB

h

√
(2ϵ2 + t2c)(gL(ϵ)

2 + gR(ϵ)2) + 2ϵ
√
ϵ2 + t2c(gR(ϵ)

2 − gL(ϵ)2) + 2gL(ϵ)gR(ϵ)t2c cos(θ)

2
√
ϵ2 + t2c

,

(2)
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Assuming a linear dependence of g-factors gL(R)(ϵ) on the detuning ϵ, we fit the above

formula to the data and extract the tunnel coupling tc,14 = 27 ± 1 GHz and the angle between

quantization axes θ14 = 65 ± 2◦ for the quantum dot pair D1-D4. In the quantum dot pair

D2-D3 we extract the tunnel coupling tc,23 = 20 ± 1 GHz and the angle θ23 = 51 ± 2◦. The

results are shown in Suppl. Fig. 4. We notice that the extracted quantization axis angles are

higher than the values extracted from the fitting in Fig.1c of the main text and Suppl. Fig. 6c,

where θ14 = 41.5◦ and θ23 = 44.7◦(see Suppl. Note 3). This discrepancy might be attributed

to the adiabaticity of the shuttling process, and the non-linear g-factor variation as a function of

voltages around the charge anti-crossing.

Suppl. Note 3 Simulations of the hopping-based single-qubit
gates

In the lab frame, we have three different models to describe the spin dynamics with decreasing

complexity. The first model considers the full 4×4 Hamiltonian H4×4 as shown in Eq. (1). The

second model is a 2 × 2 Hamiltonian H2×2 where the effective magnetic field experienced by

the spin depends on the orbital wave function hybridization in the double quantum dot. It can

be obtained by projecting the first model onto the orbital ground state, and can be written as

H2×2 =
hfL
4

(1− ϵ√
t2c + ϵ2

)

(
1 0
0 −1

)
+

hfR
4

(1+
ϵ√

t2c + ϵ2
)

(
cos θ sin θe−iϕ

sin θeiϕ − cos θ

)
. (3)

The third model is derived by the second model, Eq. (3), by taking the limit tc → 0

Hdis =
hfL
2

(
1 0
0 −1

)
Θ(−ϵ) +

hfR
2

(
cos θ sin θe−iϕ

sin θeiϕ − cos θ

)
Θ(ϵ), (4)

where we have replace the smooth step 1
2
(1∓ ϵ√

t2c+ϵ2
) by the Heaviside step function Θ(∓ϵ). Es-

sentially, we discretize the dynamics and consider that the spin precession frequency as well as

quantization axis angle only takes two discrete values, ϵ < 0 and ϵ > 0, instead of a continuous

transition through the anti-crossing.
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Model comparison We use QuTiP to compute the final state and the time evolution under the

time dependent detuning ϵ14(t) as depicted in Suppl. Fig. 5a. The detuning is varied linearly

from -337 GHz to 226 GHz, corresponding to the virtual plunger gate voltages shown in Suppl.

Fig. 2b, within the ramp time tramp = 2 ns. Other parameters used in the simulations are: the

tunnel coupling tc,14 = 27 GHz, the angle between quantization axes θ14 = 65◦, frequency

fL = 33.8 MHz, frequency fR = 71.5 MHz.

In Suppl. Fig. 5c,f the small difference between the 2 by 2 model and the full (4 by 4)

model shows that the tunnel coupling is large enough such that the charge degree of freedom

is adiabatic. This agrees with the estimation of the vanishing Landau Zener probability of the

excited orbital state induced by the detuning ramp, PLZ = exp(−2π2t2c,14/(h
dϵ14
dt

)) = 9.9 ×

10−23. In Suppl. Fig. 5d the difference between the discrete model and the full model is less

than 0.11%. This good agreement is attributed to the short ramp time, low Larmor frequencies,

and the large ratio of the detuning difference over tunnel coupling ∆ϵ14/tc,14. These conditions

make the description of abrupt change of the spin Hamiltonian a good approximation. We use

the discrete model in the manuscript and the rest of the supplementary material to describe the

spin dynamics that involves multiple shuttling steps.

Impact of the azimuthal shuttling angle ϕ A two-shuttle process, shuttling to quantum dot

2 and back is described in the following by the time evolution

U(θ, ϕ, t) = exp

[
−iπfBt

(
cos θ sin θe−iϕ

sin θeiϕ − cos θ

)]
. (5)

While the polar shuttling angle θ is essential for the gate implementation, the azimuthal angle

only adds a spin-dependent phase to the double-quantum dot system. This can be easily verified
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Supplementary Figure 5: Simulation and comparison of different spin shuttling models.
a, The pulse of detuning ϵ14(t). b, The spin down probability of the final state P↓ as a function
of the idle time t4 in quantum dot D4, with the initial state of spin down. The simulation results
given by three different models are plotted in blue, orange and green curves. These curves
are overlapping because of the small difference between the curves. c, Comparing the 2 × 2
model and the 4 × 4 model by plotting the difference of final state spin down probability. d,
Comparing the discrete model and the 4 × 4 model. e, The simulated state evolution under a
detuning pulse, given by three different models. The results are presented in the form of spin
polarization ⟨σZ(t)⟩ in the instantaneous eigen-basis at time t. f, Comparing the 2 × 2 model
and the 4× 4 model by plotting the difference of instantaneous spin polarization. g, Comparing
the discrete model and the 4 × 4 model. In e-g the detuning pulse with t4 = 8.8 ns is used in
the simulation to show the maximal discrepancy between the models, based on the observation
in (d) that the maximal deviation occurs around t4 = 8.8 ns.
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by the transformation

U(θ, ϕ, t) → eiβσz/2U(θ, ϕ, t)e−iβσz/2 (6)

= U(θ, ϕ+ β, t). (7)

Since all remaining gates, the single-qubit z-gate implemented via idling and also the two-

qubit CZ gate, commute with the phase gate, we can choose β = −ϕ allowing us to drop the

azimuthal angle.

Gate simulations We use the discrete model in the lab frame to simulate an eight-shuttle

process as a function of wait time in two double quantum dots, as shown in Suppl. Fig. 6. The

process consists of two identical four-shuttle pulses and a wait time in between, τ = 1/fB,

which is assumed to be an identity operation. The time evolution of a four-shuttle pulse is

a series of free precession for various duration {t2r, t3 + dt3, t2 + dt2, t3 + dt3, t2r} around

the corresponding quantization axes in {D2, D3, D2, D3, D2} with two distinct frequencies

{fD2, fD3, fD2, fD3, fD2} as depicted in Suppl. Fig. 6b. For simplicity we assume the Larmor

frequencies of the dots to not change with detuning. Fitting to the experimental data gives

t2r = 1.16 ns, dt3 = 1.54 ns, dt2 = 2.29 ns, fD2 = 70.9 MHz, fD3 = 62.0 MHz, θ23 = 44.7◦

(different than θ23 = 51◦ obtained in Suppl. Note 2 ). Applying the same fitting procedure

for the quantum dot pair D1-D4 as shown in the main script Fig. 1.c, we obtain t1r = 0.98 ns,

dt4 = 1.94 ns, dt1 = 1.94 ns, fD1 = 33.8 MHz, fD4 = 71.5 MHz, θ14 = 41.5◦ (different than

θ14 = 65◦ obtained in Suppl. Note 2 ). For both double quantum dot pairs this effective model

fits well to the experimental data. Based on the fitted parameters, we can find the wait times

t2, t3 (t1, t4) in the individual quantum dot to construct a desired spin state rotation R(n̂, θ) on

qubit QA (QB), as shown in the contour lines in Suppl. Fig. 6c. Specifically, the Xπ/2 gate is the

rotation that satisfies the rotation angle θ = 90◦ as well as the rotation axis lying on the Bloch

S10



sphere equator, n̂ ⊥ ẑ. The rotation axis can be chosen to point along x-axis by redefining the

azimuthal angle of the Bloch sphere, as shown in the previous paragraph.

When the waiting times lead to an exact Xπ/2 gate, the spin-up probability shows a local

maximum. This property is used for the initial tune-up in the experiment. The subsequent fine-

tuning consists of calibrating the rotation axis direction via AllXY sequence [7], as shown in

Suppl. Fig. 7d. The calibration of the rotation angle is done by applying numbers of Xπ/2 gate

to amplify over-rotation error. The tuned-up Xπ/2 gates are shown in Suppl. Fig. 7d,e. The

simulation of the state evolution is plotted in Suppl. Fig. 7b,c.
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Supplementary Figure 6: Initial tune-up of the single qubit gate on qubit QB. a, The pulse
sequence for the experiment. b, The detuning pulse considered in the simulation. The horizontal
dashed line marks the D2-D3 charge anti-crossing. The vertical red lines mark the start and end
of individual evolution time {t2r, t3 + dt3, t2 + dt2, t3 + dt3, t2r}. c, The measured spin-up
probability PA↑(t2, t3) at magnetic field 20 mT is shown on the left. The simulation result is on
the right. The black contour line indicates the wait times (t2, t3) in which the rotation axis n̂ is
on the equator of the Bloch sphere, while on the red lines indicate the rotation angle θ = π/2.
The intersection, marked in white, is the conditions for Xπ/2 gates and corresponds to maximal
spin-up probability. The black lines and red lines are periodic in t2 and t3, while for clear
illustration we only plot a few of them.

Alternative pulse scheme We further consider the pulse with unequal wait times for the gate

on qubit QA. We design the pulse such that the first rotation in D4 is π and the subsequent

rotations in D1 and D4 are either close to π or 2π. The intuition is that, in this scheme the

polarization ⟨σZ⟩ of the final state evolved from the initial spin-down state might have weaker

dependence on the frequency fluctuations in D1 and D4, which may result in a gate rotation
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Supplementary Figure 7: Simulation and calibration of Xπ/2 gates with equal wait times
at 20 mT. a, The detuning pulse ϵ14(t) of the gate Xπ/2,A with equal wait times t4 in D4.
The horizontal dashed line marks the D1-D4 charge anti-crossing. In different parts of the
pulse, marked by {blue,orange,green,red} lines, the spin rotates around quantization axes of
{D4,D1,D4,D1} with frequencies {fD4, fD1, fD4, fD1}. The simulated state evolution, with the
initial state |↓⟩, is plotted in b. The states at time t are plotted as points on the Bloch sphere with
time step of 0.3 ns. The quantization axis of D1(D4) is represented by the orange (blue) arrow.
c, The simulated state evolution of the gate Xπ/2,B with the initial state |↓⟩. d, The measured
spin-up probability of QA and QB in AllXY experiments after the gates are calibrated. In each
graph, three sections of the black horizontal lines mark the expected outcome of the ideal gates
and take into account the state preparation and measurement (SPAM) error. If there is no SPAM
error the black horizontal lines are at values of 0, 0.5, and 1. e, The spin-up probability after
applying repeated Xπ/2 gates on each qubit.
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angle θ that is more robust against noise. We use the discrete model and the fitted parameters

obtained above to compute the required waveform of the detuning pulse, as shown in Suppl.

Fig. 8a. It gives t4a = 3.65 ns, t1a = 19.75 ns, t4b = 10.51 ns, t1a = 8.17 ns. In the

experiment we start with this set of wait times and further fine-tune the wait times using AllXY

sequence and the repetition sequence XN
π/2. The parameters after calibration experiments are

t4a = 3.747 ns, t1a = 19.33 ns, t4b = 10.17 ns, t1a = 9.4 ns, which are close to the initial

values predicted by the model. The AllXY and repetition sequences of a calibrated Xπ/2,A gate

are shown in Suppl. Fig. 8e,f. When comparing to Suppl. Fig. 7e, the extended decay time in

Suppl. Fig. 8f might be explained by the pulse designed to be more robust in rotation angle.

Further discussion and estimation are in Table. 1 and the corresponding paragraph.

For the Xπ/2 on qubit QB, we design a two-shuttle pulse because the quantization axis angle

θ23 = 44.7◦ is very close to 45◦. In theory, the angle 45◦ can realize a gate with only two

shuttles and at the same time have rotation angle insensitive to frequency fluctuations in both

quantum dots. We therefore implement the two-shuttle gate in our experiment, even though

in theory it will not make an exact Xπ/2. Following similar procedure as described above, we

start from the predicted values t3 = 4.91 ns and t2 = 3.35 ns (assume θ23 = 45◦), perform

calibration experiments and determine t3 = 4.86 ns and t2 = 3.42 ns, which only differ slightly

from the initial predictions. The AllXY and repetition sequences of a calibrated Xπ/2,B gates

are shown in Suppl. Fig. 8e,f. These results show that the gate we created is very close to Xπ/2.

In particular from the repetition sequence in Suppl. Fig. 8f we estimate a small rotation angle

error σθ,rep = 0.2◦. An alternative estimation using gate set tomography (GST) (Table. 4) shows

a small rotation angle error σθ,GST = 0.29◦. Combining the rotation angle error σθ,GST(rep) and

the values ∆θrot,∆θ23 in Table. 2, we can estimate the lower bound θ23,GST(rep) ≥ 44.86(44.9)◦.

The drift or fluctuation in the Larmor frequency, in the quantization axis angle, and in the
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Supplementary Figure 8: Simulation and calibration of Xπ/2 gates with unequal wait times
at 25 mT. a, The detuning pulse ϵ14(t) of the gate Xπ/2,A with unequal wait times (t1a, t1b) in
D1 and (t4a, t4b) in D4. The horizontal dashed line marks the D1-D4 charge anti-crossing.
In different parts of the pulse, marked by {blue,orange,green,red} lines, the spin rotates around
quantization axes of {D4,D1,D4,D1} with frequencies {fD4, fD1, fD4, fD1}. The simulated state
evolution, with the initial state |↓⟩, is plotted in b. The states at time t are plotted as points on
the Bloch sphere with time step of 0.3 ns. The quantization axis of D1(D4) is represented by the
orange (blue) arrow. c, The detuning pulse ϵ23(t) of the gate Xπ/2,B with two shuttles. d, The
simulated state evolution of the gate Xπ/2,B with the initial state |↓⟩. e, The measured spin-up
probability of QA and QB in AllXY experiments after the gates are calibrated. In each graph,
three sections of the black horizontal lines mark the expected outcome of the ideal gates and
take into account the state preparation and measurement (SPAM) error. If there is no SPAM
error the black horizontal lines are at values of 0, 0.5, and 1. f, The spin-up probability after
applying repeated Xπ/2 gates on each qubit. Here we replot the data in Fig.1h of the main text
for easier comparison with Suppl. Fig. 7e.
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four-shuttle XA

with unequal wait times
four-shuttle XA

with equal wait times
∆θrot(

◦) ∆θn̂(
◦) ∆θrot(

◦) ∆θn̂(
◦)

∆fD1 = 100 kHz -0.22 1.44 -0.11 1.22
∆fD4 = 100 kHz 0.019 0.44 -0.53 0.34
∆θ14 = 0.1◦ 0.21 0.034 0.17 0.12

∆ϵ14,AC = 10 µeV -0.037 -0.49 0.67 -0.16

Supplementary Table 1: Estimation of XA gate sensitivity to the fluctuations of the system
parameters. Here we assume both gates are operated at 25 mT. The values of uncertainty are
not the measured values. They are chosen to make the calculation easier.

two-shuttle XB
four-shuttle XB

with equal wait times
∆θrot(

◦) ∆θn̂(
◦) ∆θrot(

◦) ∆θn̂(
◦)

∆fD2 = 100 kHz 0.0036 0.51 -0.46 0.58
∆fD3 = 100 kHz 0.0037 0.16 -0.29 0.24
∆θ23 = 0.1◦ 0.2 -0.0023 0.11 0.14

∆ϵ23,AC = 10 µeV −8.5× 10−3 -0.095 0.070 -0.27

Supplementary Table 2: Estimation of XB gate sensitivity to the fluctuations of the system
parameters. Here we assume both gates are operated at 25 mT. The values of uncertainty are
not the measured values. They are chosen to make the calculation easier.

timing of individual shuttling event can contribute to the gate rotation error. Using the model

and parameters described above, we can estimate the corresponding variations of gate rota-

tion angle θrot and the polar angle of the rotation direction θn̂ = arccos(n̂ · ẑ). We denote

such variations as ∆θrot and ∆θn̂. We consider the timing error of the shuttling events caused

by the fluctuations in the position of the charge anti-crossing ∆ϵij,AC. It is estimated to be

tramp∆ϵij,AC/∆ϵij . The estimation is summarized in Table. 1 and Table. 2. From the estimation

we observe the rotation angle θrot of the modified gates is more robust against fluctuations on

most of the parameters. On the other hand, the rotation axis direction becomes more sensitive

to certain parameters.
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Suppl. Note 4 Power dissipation and scaling advantages of
shuttling-based control

To execute the shuttling operations, trapezoidal voltage pulses are applied on the gates. To

achieve high-fidelity single qubit control a handful of such shuttling pulses are required, each

with ramp times of a few nanoseconds between two discrete voltage levels. This stands in stark

contrast with state-of-the-art electron dipole spin resonance (EDSR) control where typically

high frequency, sinusoidal pulses are applied, and many oscillations of the driving signal are

needed to achieve the desired gate fidelity [8, 9]. This gives an advantage to a shuttling-based

architecture considering energy dissipation, crosstalk and complexity of the required control

electronics.

VAC

C

tan(δ)

time (ns)

200

Voltage / Power

1mV / 0.5fW

1mV / 30fW

0.20

Equal Dissipation

a b

Supplementary Figure 9: Heat dissipation. a, Schematic of the model of the heat dissipation,
due to some capacitor C with loss tangent tan(δ). b, For equal pulse amplitude and DC-offset,
the heat dissipated per cycle is the same independent of the pulse shape. C · tan(δ) = 10−18F
was assumed in this example.

Already at the current system sizes, EDSR-based devices experience a drift in qubit fre-

quency that is linked to heat dissipation of the signal [10]. When resistive losses are limited,

this heat-dissipation is believed to result from a dielectric loss of energy is stored in the electric

S16



field around the signal-line. Effectively the system is a capacitor with some loss tangent tan(δ),

defined as tan(δ) = ϵ′′/ϵ′ in a non-conductive system, with ϵ′′ and ϵ′ the imaginary and real part

of the electric permittivity [11]. During each charging cycle, a fraction proportional to tan(δ)

of the stored electric energy is lost as depicted in Suppl. Fig. 9. With a DC bias around zero

the total capacitive energy stored and discharged by the signal line is proportional to CV 2
AC,

where C is the capacitance and VAC the EDSR amplitude, with which the capacitor is charged.

The total energy lost is proportional to ELoss = Ncycles tan(δ)CV 2
AC, where Ncycles gives the

amount of oscillations required to perform a qubit operation. In a simplified model, we can

take the electric permittivity and with it the loss tangent of silicon and germanium to be largely

independent of frequency in the relevant frequency range [12, 13], although we imagine that at

larger frequencies the loss tangent will increase. In this model, for an identical geometry and

driving amplitude, the energy dissipation is assumed to solely depend on the amount of cycles

of the operation and not on the pulse-shape, as indicated in Suppl. Fig. 9. Hence 1/Ncycles is a

measure of the efficiency of the operation.

For an EDSR-based Xπ-gate the amount of cycles is given by Ncycles,EDSR = fLarmor

2fRabi
, which

is exactly the inverse of the efficiency η as defined in the main text. The driving efficiency is

inherently limited by the relatively small Rabi frequency fRabi ≪ fLarmor which is necessary

to stay within the weak-driving (adiabatic) regime, in which the rotating-wave approximation

holds. We note that while faster driving is possible, it requires complex amplitude and phase

modulation for high-fidelity implementations [14, 15] which also dissipate additional heat. An

experimental demonstration of high-fidelity qubit logic is given by Xue et al. operated with Rabi

(Larmor) frequencies of fRabi = 2MHz (fLarmor = 12GHz) [8, 16]. This corresponds to an

efficiency of η = 2fRabi/fLarmor ≈ 1/3000. Similarly Noiri et al. demonstrated η ≈ 1/1500 [9].

For the prior device, an EDSR amplitude of VAC ≈ 5mV is reported at the bond pads of the

chip [16]. This corresponds to an energy dissipation of ELoss ≈ 0.075 tan(δ)C V2 per Xπ-gate
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for high-fidelity EDSR control.

Shuttling based gates do not face a similar inherit efficiency limitation, instead being limited

by the relative tilt in quantization axis. In the main part of the paper, we demonstrate that to per-

form an Xπ-gate using shuttling, the hole is shuttled two to four times back and forth depending

on the angle of between the quantization axes for the quantum dot pairs. With periodic pulse

timings and negligible ramp times this corresponds to Ncycles = 1/η. This is done with a typical

amplitude VAC = 20mV. Using the Ncycles = 4 figure, this corresponds to a heat-dissipation

corresponding to ELoss = 2 · 0.0016 tan(δ)C V2 = 0.0032 tan(δ)C V2, where the additional

factor of two accounts for the two plunger gates on which the voltage is applied.

Crosstalk, like heat dissipation, is a problem observed in the current spin-qubit devices and

is expected to become more significant as the number and density of qubits increase [17]. This

crosstalk can originate from close spacing of signal lines, both on and off the qubit chip. As the

density of the quantum dots increases, the capacitance between the gates is expected to grow

accordingly, increasing the crosstalk further. In a shuttling-based architecture, small deviations

in detuning should have limited impact on the qubit state, as the spin quantization axis within a

quantum dot is relatively constant, making it less sensitive to crosstalk. Moreover since the ad-

mittance between gates is directly proportional to the signal frequency, the capacitive crosstalk

will be less for low-frequency shuttling-based pulses, compared to high-frequency EDSR exper-

iments (which face challenges similar to conventional high-frequency integrated circuits [18]).

In integrated circuits design, a rule of thumb is to keep the distance between traces to three

times the trace width [18]. This might pose a significant limitation for qubit routing, especially

for larger 2D arrays. An architecture based on the demonstrated high-fidelity shuttling gates is

thus expected to be less sensitive to crosstalk, which will be advantageous in scaling to large

qubit counts. Note that the low frequency of the shuttling-based operation does not degrade the

Rabi frequency due to the high efficiency η of the pulses.
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In large spin systems consisting of many hundreds or thousands of qubits, the scalability

of control electronics is a major consideration. The electronic hardware required to generate

the sinusoidal EDSR pulses need high analog voltage resolution, which is significantly more

involved than the shuttling pulses consisting of two voltage levels. The lower required voltage

accuracy and precision of the shuttling based control allows scaling the qubit count while lim-

iting the electronic overhead, cost and energy consumption. The required timing resolution of

shuttling based control should be below 90 ps for a 40MHz Larmor frequency (Suppl. Note

1), higher than the sampling resolution of the IQ modulated EDSR driving. However, EDSR

signals need to control the qubit phase with a similar precision as the shuttling pulses, thus

requiring a internal clock with a similarly high resolution.
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Suppl. Note 5 Coherence times of the individual qubits

Because the g-tensor and hyperfine interaction for heavy hole qubits are expected to be highly

anisotropic, a small magnetic field offset pointing towards an out-of-plane direction can change

the dephasing time significantly. For our device, we find that the measured qubit frequencies

are not completely linear in magnetic field for field strength of 1 mT. Therefore, we can esti-

mate the magnetic field offset for in-plane and out-of-plane direction by fitting the measured

qubit frequency to hf(Bext) =
√

(g∥µB(Bext +B
∥
0))

2 + (g⊥µBB⊥
0 )

2 (Suppl. Fig. 10a and in-

set). Our best fits show perpendicular magnetic field offsets g⊥µBB
⊥
0 = 1.4(1) MHz for QA,

1.8(2) MHz for QB and parallel offsets B
∥
0 = 0.08(3) mT for QA, 0.13(2) mT for QB. The

perpendicular offsets are 10 and 13 µT assuming an out-of-plane g-factor g⊥ = 10. The offsets

might originate from magnetic materials on the sample board, trapped flux in superconducting

magnet, polarized nuclear spins, Meisner effect of the metallic top gates, or the Earth magnetic

field.

To estimate the magnetic field dependence of the dephasing time, we consider a simplified

model assuming Gaussian quasi-static fluctuations of the qubit frequency originating from nu-

clear spin noise and quasi-static fluctuations of the g-factor caused by charge noise. The qubit

frequency for an external applied magnetic field Bext is given by

f(Bext, δg, δfn) =
1

h

√
((g∥ + δg)µB(Bext +B

∥
0))

2 + (δfn + g⊥µBB⊥
0 )

2. (8)

In linear order, the in-plane g-factor fluctuation δg gives rise to qubit frequency fluctuation

δfδg = f(Bext, δg, 0) − f(Bext, 0, 0) with standard deviation σf,δg and the out-of-plane hy-

perfine field fluctuations δfn give rise to qubit frequency fluctuation δfn = f(Bext, 0, δfn) −

f(Bext, 0, 0) with standard deviation σf,δfn . Assuming both noise sources to be independent

and uncorrelated, the standard deviation of the total qubit frequency fluctuation at Bext is σf =
√
σ2
f,δg + σ2

f,δfn
giving rise to a coherence time T ⋆

2 = 1√
2πσf

. From our fit in Fig.1g (replotted in
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Suppl. Fig. 10b), we extract an effective hyperfine noise δfn = 52(7) kHz for QA and 78(8) kHz

for QB, corresponding to the coherent time T ⋆
2 = 4.3(6) and 2.9(3) µs. This result is larger than

δfn = 34.4 kHz reported in Ref. [19] in D3 of the same device and significantly smaller than

δfn = 250 kHz reported in Ref. [20]. The difference could arise from microscopic details in

the device, the simplicity of the model, as well as the complexity of the nuclear spin noise at

low magnetic fields, where the 73Ge nuclear spins have a quadrupolar splitting caused by strain

which has a similar magnitude as the precession frequency.

S21



Magnetic �eld (mT)
0 20 40

0

50

100

150

Q
ub

it 
fr

eq
ue

nc
y 

(M
H

z)

Magnetic �eld (mT)
1 10

10

100

T 2 (µ
s)

Magnetic �eld (mT)
5 10 40

10

100T 2 (µ
s)

1000

Nπ

QA
QB

 Ramsey

Hahn

 Ramsey

Hahn

CPMG-32

CPMG-512

QA
QB

100

T 2 (µ
s) 1000

100

T 2 (µ
s) 1000

1 10 100

QA 5 mT
QA 25 mT

QB 5 mT
QB 25 mT

ba c d

τ τ
YπXπ/2 Xπ/2

τXπ/2 Xπ/2

CPMG-Nπ sequenceRamsey sequence Hahn echo sequence

QA
QB

τ/2 τ/2
YπXπ/2 Xπ/2

Nπ

Nπ
2/3

Nπ
2/3

0 40

20

2

10

40

Supplementary Figure 10: Coherence time and dependence on magnetic field strength
at the idle position of the qubits. a, The frequencies of qubits QA and QB as a function
of external magnetic field, measured by the Ramsey sequence consisting of shuttling gates as
shown on the top. The inset is the zoom-in at low field regime, where a non-linear behavior is
observed. The fitting method is described in the text. Here the superconducting magnet is in
the driven mode. In this mode, the power supply is galvanically connected to its power supply.
It introduces extra noise in the system compared to the normal operation mode. Note that field
below 5 mT can only be reached with the magnet in driven mode. b, The T ⋆

2 and TH
2 as a

function of external magnetic field when the magnet is at the driven mode. The Hahn echo
sequence consists of shuttling gates is plotted at the top. Here a Yπ is realized by two Yπ/2

shuttling gates. The T ⋆
2 is extracted from the Ramsey measurement with an average of 10 traces

and the experimental time 12-19 minutes. Here we replot the data in Fig.1g of the main text
for easier comparison. c, The coherence time as a function of magnetic field above 5 mT when
magnet is in the normal operation mode. The longest coherence time is obtained at 5 mT, with
T ⋆
2 = 24.1 µs, TH

2 = 122 µs and TCPMG−512
2 > 3 ms. The CPMG data at 5 mT can be found in

Fig.11. The T ⋆
2 is extracted from the Ramsey measurement with an average of 10 traces and the

experimental time 12-19 minutes. d, The TCPMG
2 as function of number of π-pulses for both

qubits at two different magnetic fields.
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Supplementary Figure 11: Coherence time with dynamical decoupling pulses at magnetic
field of 5 mT. a, The coherence of qubit A and b, the coherence of qubit B as a function of
total evolution time Nπτ with CPMG dynamical decoupling sequence (schematics depict in top
panel of Suppl. Fig. 10c). The collapse and revival of coherence (peaks marked by black arrows
in the plots Nπ ≤8) should be attributed to hyperfine noise of 73Ge nuclear spin. We notice that
at such low magnetic field the expected linewidth of hyperfine noise becomes comparable to
the nuclear spin precession frequency, which might explain the observed smoother features
compared to the work [20]. Despite the collapse-and-revival features, we still fit the data to
the formula P (t) = A exp (−(t/T2)

α) + B to extract coherence time T2. We also notice the
coherence at Nπτ = 0 almost stay the same for the plots from Nπ = 1 to Nπ = 512, which
implies the spin states do not have noticeable decay with numbers of shuttles up to 4096(2048)
times for qubit QA(B). We remark that the black data points in the plots Nπ = 512 are removed
from the coherence time fitting, due to the decay induced by QA to the reservoir in (a), and due
to the charge jumps of the sensor in (b). In both cases, the fitted T2 should still be valid because
the fitting curves agree with the data, and the fitted T2 fall on the trend of T2-Nπ data in Suppl.
Fig. 10d.
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Suppl. Note 6 Randomized benchmarking

Experiment implementation In the single-qubit randomized benchmarking (RB), the se-

quence lengths are varied from { 1, 3, 10, 30, ..., 6000 }, in total 25 different lengths. We

execute sequences of different lengths once in a random order. After going over all the 25 se-

quences, we repeat a random execution again with different random order. In total we repeat

this execution 32 times. For every sequence we perform 400 single-shot readout. The final

spin-down probability PA(B),↓ of the RB sequences on qubit A(B) with the idled qubit B(A) is

obtained by averaging over 400 single-shot readout and tracing out the qubit B(A) from the two-

qubit state probability Pσσ′ . An experiment takes 4.5 hours to complete, with no re-calibration

within the individual experiment.

In the two-qubit interleaved randomized benchmarking (IRB), the sequence lengths are { 1,

2, 4, 8, ..., 200 }, in total 20 different lengths. The order of sequence execution is similar to the

single-qubit RB. We execute a reference sequence and right afterward an interleaved sequence

with the same length, and then continue on the sequences with different lengths in a random

order. After going over all the 20 sequences, we repeat a random execution again with different

random order. In total we repeat 128 times. For every sequence we perform 200 single-shot

readout. An experiment takes 7.5 hours to complete, with no re-calibration during the individual

experiment.

In both single- and two-qubit RB, we observe the 2D histograms of the charge sensor signal

are well-separate even at the maximal sequence lengths, while they have an overall shift which

gradually increases for the longer sequence. We speculate that the intensive pulsing locally

heats up the two-level fluctuators and the high-kinetic inductors, shifting chemical potential of

the single-hole charge sensor and the impedance of the LC circuits, respectively [10]. For the

single-qubit RB and the first two-qubit RB (IRB1), we apply adaptive thresholding on the his-
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tograms to obtain the two-qubit state probability Pσσ′ . For the other two-qubit RB experiments

(IRB2,3), we add an extra wait time of 300 µs before reloading the ancilla qubits for readout.

This amount of wait time is sufficient to reduce the sensor signal shift and we are able to use

pre-defined constant thresholds to obtain the two-qubit state probability Pσσ′ .

Fidelity extraction In single-qubit RB, the single-qubit Cliffords consist of the gates Xπ/2,

Zπ/2, and the idle gate I. We measure the final state probability of the sequences containing m

Clifford gates and a recovery Clifford gate which is the inverse of the corresponding m-Clifford

sequence. The spin-down probability averaged over 32 random sequences is fitted to P↓(m) =

Apm +B, where p is the decay rate of the sequence, m is the number of Cliffords, A and B are

the parameters absorbing SPAM errors. The average Clifford fidelity is related to the decay rate

by FClifford1 = 1 − 1
2
(1 − p). The measurements in Fig.1i of the main text shows the average

Clifford fidelity FClifford1,A = 99.967(4)% and FClifford1,B = 99.960(6)%. The uncertainties are

obtained from bootstrapping re-sampling with 95% confidence intervals. The average number

of gates for single-qubit Clifford is 1.0 Xπ/2, 2.42 Zπ/2 and 0.04 I. Defining the infidelity of gate

i as ri = 1−Fi and assuming the Clifford gate infidelity equals to the sum of the primitive gate

infidelity weighted by the average composition, rClifford = rXπ/2
+2.42rZπ/2

+0.04rI, the average

Clifford fidelity sets the lower bounds of the Xπ/2 average gate fidelity FXπ/2,A ≥ FClifford1,A

and FXπ/2,B ≥ FClifford1,B.

In two-qubit RB, the two-qubit Cliffords consist of the gates CZ, XA(B)
π/2 , ZA(B)

π/2 , and I. Sim-

ilar to the single-qubit RB, we measure the final state probability of the sequences contain-

ing m Clifford gates and a recovery Clifford gate. The return probability of the reference

sequence (interleaved sequence) is fitted to P↓↓,ref(int)(m) = Apmref(int) + B, where pref(int) is

the decay rate of the sequence, m is the number of Cliffords, while A and B are the pa-

rameters absorbing the SPAM errors. From the reference sequence decay curve in main text
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Fitting formula Results IRB1 IRB2 IRB3

Fit with super-exponent model
P (m) = Ap(m

α) +B

αref 0.862 ± 0.046 1.050 ± 0.058 0.988 ± 0.057
αint 0.867 ± 0.041 0.946 ± 0.047 0.954 ± 0.047

rref (%) 2.55 ± 0.40 1.17 ± 0.25 1.55 ± 0.31
rCZ (%) 1.20 ± 0.68 1.36 ± 0.49 1.21 ± 0.56

Fit with single-exponent model
P (m) = Apm +B

rref (%) 1.56 ± 0.07 1.40 ± 0.06 1.48 ± 0.06
rCZ (%) 0.79 ± 0.11 0.67 ± 0.10 0.86 ± 0.11

Supplementary Table 3: Two-qubit interleaved randomized benchmarking results for
three individual runs. The parameter settings are identical to two-qubit GST experiments,
where magnetic field B = 25 mT and the CZ gate has maximum exchange coupling J ≈
21 MHz. The infidelity of the two-qubit Clifford rref is related to the decay rate of the ref-
erence RB sequence by rref = 1 − Fref = 3

4
(1 − pref). The infidelity of the interleaved CZ

gate rCZ is related to the decay rates of the reference sequence and interleaved sequence by
rCZ = 1− FCZ = 3

4
(1− pint/pref). The uncertainty represents the 95% confidence interval.

Fig.2e, we determine the average Clifford gate fidelity FClifford2 ≡ Fref = 1 − 3
4
(1 − pref) =

98.60(6)%. The uncertainties are obtained from bootstrapping re-sampling with 95% confi-

dence intervals. The average number of gates for two-qubit Clifford is 1.63 CZ, 1.60 X
A(B)
π/2 ,

2.68 Z
A(B)
π/2 , and 0.00009 I. This implies the relation between gate errors, rClifford2 ≡ rref =

1.63rCZ + Σi=A,B1.60rXπ/2,i + 2.68rZπ/2,i. From this relation we find the average Clifford gate

fidelity sets the lower bound of CZ gate fidelity FCZ = 1 − rCZ ≥ 1 − rref
1.63

= 99.14(4)%,

which is consistent with the IRB result FCZ = 1− 3
4
(1− pint/pref) = 99.33(10)%. We estimate

the lower bound of single qubit gate fidelity in the two-qubit subspace, average between both

qubits, as 1
2
(FXπ/2,A + FXπ/2,B) = 1− 1

2
(rXπ/2,A + rXπ/2,B) ≥ 1− 1

2
rref−1.63rCZ

1.60
= 99.90(5)%.

We perform additional check for the potential echoing effect in two-qubit RB/IRB experi-

ments, by fitting the data with super-exponential formula. As shown in Table. 3, the exponents

are in the range of 0.86 - 1.05, not showing echoing effect. This agrees with our simple imple-

mentation of adiabatic CZ gate without using decoupling pulses.
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Suppl. Note 7 Gate set tomography and comparison with two-
qubit randomized benchmarking

Gate set tomography implementation We carried out gate set tomography (GST) experi-

ments using the python package pyGSTi [21]. For single-qubit GST, we use the default gateset

{I, X, Y}, where I is the idle gate of 5
fA

≈ 118 ns ( 9
fB

≈ 102 ns), X(Y) stands for of X(Y)π/2.

The six fiducials for state preparation and measurements are { null, X, Y, XX, XXX, YYY

}, where null is the gate with zero idle time. The five germs are {I, X, Y, XY, XXY }. The

circuit length are power of two from 1 up to 128, resulting in total 1120 sequences, which takes

17 minutes to complete in the experiment. In every sequence, the spin-up probability PA(B),↑

of qubit A(B) with the idled qubit B(A) are obtained by averaging over 500 single-shot readout

and tracing out the qubit B(A) state from the two-qubit state probability Pσσ′ .

For two-qubit GST, we use the default gateset {I, XA, XB, YA, YB, CZ}. Here the idle gate

takes 100 ns. The 11 measurement fiducials are {null, XB, YB, XBXB, XA, YA, XAXA, XAXB,

XAYB, YAXB, YAYB }. The 16 preparation fiducials are measurement fiducials plus the gates

{XAXBXB, YAXBXB, XAXAXB, XAXAYB, XAXAXBXB }. The 16 germs are { I, XA, YA, XB,

YB, CZ, XAYA, XBYB, XAXAYA, XBXBYB, XBYBCZ, CZXAXAXA, XAXBYBXAYBYA,

XAYBXBYAXBXA, CZXBYACZYBXA, YAXAYBXAXBXAYAYB }. The circuit length are

{1,2,4,8}, resulting in total 1702 sequences, which takes 18 minutes to complete in the experi-

ment. In every sequence the two-qubit state probability Pσσ′ is obtained by averaging over 500

single-shot readout.

The measurement outcome of the gate sequence is analyzed in the python package pyGSTi

with CPTP model, which considers the gates, the state preparation and measurement as com-

pletely positive trace-preserving processes. The corresponding process matrices are estimated,

and multiple derived quantities can be computed. In the case of single-qubit GST, the esti-
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mated process of the single qubit gates can be projected and decomposed into rotation oper-

ators as listed in Table. 4. For both single-qubit and two-qubit GST, we report gate errors

metrics (Table.5,6) and SPAM error (Table.7,8). The tables include the averaged gate infidelity

1− tr(G−1
expGideal)+d

d(d+1)
, non-unitary averaged gate infidelity d−1

d
(1−

√
u(G−1

expGideal), 1/2 trace dis-

tance 1
2
∥Ja(Gideal)−Ja(Gexp)∥, and 1/2 diamond-distance 1

2
maxρ∥(Gideal⊗I)ρ−(Gexp⊗I)ρ∥.

Here d = 2Nqubits is the dimension of the Hilbert space, Gexp is the process of the gate in the

GST experiment in the form of Pauli transfer matrix (PTM), Gideal is the PTM of the ideal gate,

u(M) = tr(Ja(M)2) is the unitarity of the matrix M , Ja(M) is the Jamiolkowski isomorphism

map between the matrix M , the corresponding Choi Matrix, and ∥.∥ denotes the trace norm,

and ρ is a density matrix of dimension n2 [21, 22].

Discrepancy between RB and GST in two-qubit gate benchmarking The different bench-

marking results obtained by GST and interleaved RB may stem from the presence of low-

frequency noise. In GST, the CZ gate is repeated to amplify and extract the single-gate de-

phasing error rs. Similar to the Ramsey dephasing, repeating the CZ gate N -times results in an

error r(N) = r
(Nα)
s where α = 1 if the error is Markovian, or α ≈ 2 if the dephasing error is

dominated by the energy level fluctuations with 1/f noise spectrum [23, 24]. In the latter case,

the errors of the CZ gates in different position within a repeated CZ gate sequence (e.g. the first

CZ gate and the second CZ gate) are correlated. This type of error with temporal correlation is

non-Markovian. Analyzing the decay r(N) = r
(N2)
s using a Markovian error model can result

in deviations of estimated single-gate errors from the actual error. The outcome of our GST

experiments always shows model violations, which is in line with this hypothesis. In contrast,

the RB experiments lead to deviations of the estimated gate error within a factor of 2 compared

to the actual error in a 1/f noise spectrum [24]. Therefore, we consider the results of the inter-

leaved RB to be more representative for the average gate fidelity, while GST is used to access
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Gate
Rotation axis

n̂ = (nx, ny, nz)
Rotation angle

θrot(π)
IA (0.038, 0.027, 0.999) 0.0038
XA (1, 1× 10−3,−1.7× 10−6) 0.5018
YA (1× 10−3, 1, 2× 10−7) 0.5019
IB (−0.0057, 0.014, 1) 0.0051
XB (1,−1× 10−4,−2× 10−7) 0.5015
YB (−1× 10−4, 1,−4× 10−7) 0.5016

Supplementary Table 4: Single qubit gate parameters determined from GST.

Gate
Avg. gate

infidelity (%)

Non-unitary
avg. gate

infidelity (%)

1/2 trace
distance (%)

1/2 diamond-
distance (%)

Eigenvalues
1/2 diamond-
distance (%)

IA 0.38 ± 0.02 0.38 ± 0.02 0.82±0.03 0.83±0.05 1.22±0.05
XA 0.061 ± 0.008 0.061 ± 0.008 0.33±0.02 0.34±0.07 0.44±0.03
YA 0.058 ± 0.008 0.057 ± 0.008 0.35±0.02 0.35±0.05 0.45±0.02
IB 0.71 ± 0.03 0.70 ± 0.03 1.32±0.06 1.33±0.09 1.97±0.09
XB 0.019 ± 0.007 0.019 ± 0.007 0.24±0.02 0.25±0.03 0.36±0.03
YB 0.023 ± 0.007 0.022 ± 0.007 0.25±0.02 0.26±0.04 0.37±0.02

Supplementary Table 5: Single-qubit GST gate fidelity. The single-qubit GST is performed
under the same setting as single-qubit RB and two-qubit IRB and GST, where residual exchange
coupling J ≈ 10− 15 kHz. The uncertainty represents the 95% confidence interval.

the full tomographic reconstruction of the quantum processes.
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Gate
Avg. gate

infidelity (%)

Non-unitary
avg. gate

infidelity (%)

1/2 trace
distance (%)

1/2 diamond-
distance (%)

Eigenvalues
1/2 diamond-
distance (%)

IA ⊗ IB 0.36 ± 0.27 0.36 ± 0.26 0.9±1.5 1.0±2.4 1.4±0.6
XA ⊗ IB 0.46 ± 0.28 0.43 ± 0.28 2.0±0.9 2.7±2.4 3.6±1.6
YA ⊗ IB 0.82 ± 0.35 0.78 ± 0.35 2.7±1.2 3.5±4.5 4.4±2.4
IA ⊗ XB 0.33 ± 0.27 0.32 ± 0.27 0.8±0.9 1.2±1.7 0.7±1.2
IA ⊗ YB 0.51 ± 0.39 0.49 ± 0.38 1.7±0.9 2.4±2.5 2.4±1.6

CZ 1.87 ± 0.52 1.78 ± 0.50 4.4±0.7 6.2±3.8 8.1±0.9

Supplementary Table 6: Two-qubit GST gate fidelity. The parameter settings are identical to
two-qubit IRB experiments, where magnetic field B = 25 mT and the CZ gate has maximum
exchange coupling J ≈ 21 MHz. The uncertainty represents the 95% confidence interval.

Qubit Readout probability
Single-qubit GST experiment Two-qubit GST experiment
Prepare |↓⟩ Prepare |↑⟩ Prepare |↓⟩ Prepare |↑⟩

QA
P↓ (%) 96.9 8.6 97.3 10.0
P↑ (%) 3.1 91.4 2.7 90.0

QB
P↓ (%) 95.0 8.0 95.1 7.2
P↑ (%) 5.0 92.0 4.9 92.8

Supplementary Table 7: Estimation of SPAM fidelity in single-qubit space based on single-
qubit GST and two-qubit GST experiments.

Readout probability Prepare |↓↓⟩ Prepare |↓↑⟩ Prepare |↑↓⟩ Prepare |↑↑⟩
P↓↓ (%) 94.0 6.2 8.6 1.5
P↓↑ (%) 3.7 90.7 1.3 8.5
P↑↓ (%) 2.1 0.7 85.4 6.0
P↑↑ (%) 0.2 2.4 4.7 84.0

Supplementary Table 8: Estimation of SPAM fidelity based on two-qubit GST results. We
use the SPAM operations estimated by GST, including the initial state (a density matrix) and
the positive operator-valued measure (POVM), to compute the expected readout probability
when preparing specific computational states. The computational states are prepared using the
imperfect initialization of |↓↓⟩ and the perfect single-qubit gates.
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Suppl. Note 8 Error modeling of the hopping-based single-
qubit gate

Noise estimation We model incoherent error originating from (1) fluctuations in Larmor fre-

quencies of the individual quantum dot, (2) fluctuations in detuning energies, (3) waveform

uncertainty, and (4) thermalization processes near the charge anti-crossing. First we estimate

the noise strength of individual error sources. From the T ⋆
2 of the static qubits as shown in

the main Fig.1f, we estimate Larmor frequency fluctuation σf = 1√
2πT ⋆

2

= 32 kHz for QA and

σf = 50 kHz for QB. For Larmor frequency fluctuations in D3 and D4, we assume that they are

uncorrelated and have equal magnitude as QB. From the fitting of the coherence times in Suppl.

Fig. 12, we obtain the effective electric noise δvP4(δvP3) = 0.19(0.14) mV, which is equiva-

lent to the fluctuations in the position of the charge anti-crossing ∆ϵ14(23),AC = 17(12) µeV and

creates the timing fluctuation of 14(23) ps for shuttling operations of QA (QB). For the errors

from waveform uncertainty (Suppl. Fig. 1d), we compute the expected waveforms of the gates

Xπ/2,A(B) for the time shifts tshift ranging from 0 to 0.99 ns. Each waveform results in slightly

different timing of shuttling, and therefore contributes to incoherent error.

ba
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53 54 55 56
0

200

400

36 3937 38

T*
2 (n

s)
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QB

theory

Supplementary Figure 12: Qubit coherence times near the charge anticrossings. The co-
herence time for qubit A (a) and qubit B (b) extracted from Suppl. Fig. 4 by fitting to the
formula P↑(τ) = A exp(−(τ/T ⋆

2 )
2) +B. The black curves are the expected coherence time as-

suming quasi-static electric noise on the gates vP4(vP3), T ⋆
2 = 1√

2πσf
and the voltage-dependent

qubit frequency fluctuation is σf ≈ ∂f
∂vPi

δvPi +
1
2

∂2f
∂vPi

2 δvPi
2 [25, 6]. We estimate the effective

electric noise δvP4(δvP3) = 0.19(0.14) mV, which minimize the square sum of dephasing rate
difference ∆ 1

T ⋆ between the measured values and the theoretical values.
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Error model We use the discrete model Eq. (4) to compute the unitary matrices of the target

gates and noisy gates, and estimate the incoherent error. The method is described as follow. The

unitary of a gate U is a series of free precession for various duration around the corresponding

quantization axes of the quantum dots with different frequencies as depicted in Suppl. Fig. 6b.

A noise source can either change the duration or change the precession frequencies, resulting

in a slightly different gate unitary. Averaging over the distribution of the noise parameter gives

average gate infidelity, similar to the method used in Suppl. Note 13. For the calculation of

errors caused by waveform uncertainty, instead of using a single target unitary, we use a set of

target unitaries generated by the waveforms with uniformly distributed time shift tshift. This

treatment results in a range of infidelity rather than a single value. We also estimated infidelity

caused by T1-like processes, where the qubits are thermalized to 50-50 population around the

charge anti-crossing with the time scale 1/Γ(ϵ). This time scale depends on the detuning ϵ and

has a minimum value around 300µs. The corresponding infidelity per gate is therefore estimated

by integrating the transition rates over the ramp time and multiplying the number of shuttles,

Nshuttle

3

∫ tramp

0
Γ(ϵ(t))dt.

As summarized in Table. 9, the results show that a large portion of errors arises from the

waveform uncertainty. The relative impact of the detuning noise and Larmor frequency fluc-

tuations depends on the details of the pulses and quantization axes angle. The thermalization

process has little contribution, because of the extended thermalization time at low field and

the short ramp time we use. The estimated infidelity of both qubits are on the same order as

the measured infidelity, rX,A(B) ≈ 0.03 (0.04)% given by randomized benchmarking (RB) and

rX,A(B) ≈ 0.06 (0.02)% given by gate set tomography (GST). The deviations can arise from un-

accounted error sources as well as the robustness of the benchmarking protocols under realistic

experimental conditions.
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Error source Xπ/2,A infidelity (×10−5) Xπ/2,B infidelity (×10−5)
Larmor frequency fluctuations 3.1 0.8

detuning noise 7.2 0.13
waveform uncertainty 4.0 - 14.6 5.1 - 17.2

thermalization 0.04 0.05
total infidelity 14.3 - 25.0 6.0 - 18.1

Supplementary Table 9: Incoherent error estimation. Here we present the error metric in
terms of average gate infidelity in single-qubit space.

Suppl. Note 9 Evaluation of the shuttling fidelity

In this section we show the connection between shuttling fidelity Fshuttle and the gate fidelity

extracted from single-qubit randomized benchmarking. The Xπ/2,A gate is composed of four

shuttling ramps of 2 ns and some idle periods. Because the spin state rotates during the 2 ns-

ramp in a predictable way, we consider the 2 ns-ramp as a quantum gate. The average gate

fidelity of this single-shuttle gate is taken as shuttling fidelity Fshuttle. In principle, the deter-

ministic part of the gate can be compensated by applying a calibrated rotation after the ramp.

The stochastic part of the gate (incoherent error) that cannot be compensated contributes to the

shuttling infidelity.

The Xπ/2,A gate design has limited decoupling effect on all the possible errors. Thus its av-

erage infidelity is considered to be equal to the sum of the infidelities of four single-shuttle gates

and of the infidelities due to the idling operations (precession) in between. This leads to the re-

lation rXπ/2,A
= 4rshuttle + ridle, where rXπ/2,A

is the infidelity of Xπ/2,A, rshuttle = 1 − Fshuttle

is the shuttling infidelity and ridle is the infidelity accounts for all the idling operations. This

relation gives the lower bound of the shuttling fidelity, Fshuttle = 1 − rshuttle ≥ 1 − 1
4
rXπ/2,A

.

Based on the single-qubit RB fidelity FXπ/2,A ≥ 99.967(4)%, we calculate the shuttling fi-

delity Fshuttle ≥ 99.992(1)%. From the gate Xπ/2,B we estimate the shuttling fidelity Fshuttle ≥

99.980(3)%. However we remark that because the quantization axis angle of this gate is very
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close to 45◦, the decoupling effect in Xπ/2,B can lower ridle and possibly rshuttle which affects

the above estimation.
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Suppl. Note 10 Measurement protocol for residual exchange
couplings

b
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Supplementary Figure 13: Measurement of exchange coupling using a Hahn echo se-
quence at magnetic field of 25 mT. a, Illustration of a pulse used to probe the exchange
coupling at vB12,probe starting from the idle point vB12,idle where the single-qubit gates are
performed. The virtual gate voltages vP1,2 are ramped to the values used for the Ramsey ex-
periments (Suppl. Fig. 14) as well as the GST and RB experiments. b, The circuits for Hahn
echo measurement, probing the difference of accumulated phases on qubit A induced by the
flipped state of qubit B. Echo fringes of qubit A are measured in c by inserting X2

π/2,B at various
positions of the circuits {i,ii,iii,iv}, which lets QA interact with flipped QB for various amount
of time τ = nT , n = {0, 1, 2, 3}. (b) shows the gates X2

π/2,B inserting at the position ii. c, The
fringes of the Hahn echo measurement. The data sets are shifted vertically for clearer display.
The fringes are fitted to A cos(θ + ϕ0) +B as black lines and the extracted phase offsets ϕ0 are
plotted in d. The linear fit of the phase offsets ϕ0 as a function of evolution time τ gives the
QB-state-dependent frequency variation of QA. The phase accumulation during the ramp and
the idle time before and after the pulses X2

π/2,B are corrected by the residual exchange at the idle
position, which is 15(1) kHz measured via the same method. We note that the measurement
displayed in this figure are taken after a charge jump of vB12, similar to the situation described
in the caption of Suppl. Fig. 14.
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Suppl. Note 11 Measurement and simulations of the two-qubit
energies and coherence time

We measure the qubit energies and the coherence times of the two-qubit system as shown in

Fig. 14. We observe several features, such as the non-monotonic dependence of qubit energies

as function of barrier gate voltages. To explain this result, we model the two-qubit system using

an extended minimal-size Fermi-Hubbard model with the six basis states { S(2, 0), S(0, 2),

T+(1, 1), S(1, 1), T 0(1, 1), T−(1, 1)}. The Hamiltonian is written as [26, 27, 28]

H2Q =




U + ϵ2Q 0 −ty + itx
√
2tc −i

√
2tz −ty − itx

0 U − ϵ2Q −ty + itx
√
2tc −i

√
2tz −ty − itx

−ty − itx −ty − itx hf+ 0 0 0√
2tc

√
2tc 0 0 hf− 0

i
√
2tz i

√
2tz 0 hf− 0 0

−ty + itx −ty + itx 0 0 0 −hf+




. (9)

The charging energy takes the value U = 2.56 meV [29]. The detuning energy of the two-

spin system is ϵ2Q (which is different than the single-spin system discussed in Suppl. Note

3). The Zeeman interactions are included in hf± = 1
2
(gA ± gB)µBB. The hopping between

the quantum dots is modelled through a spin-probability conserving tunnel coupling tc + itz

and a spin-probability non-conserving tunnel coupling tx + ity. The impact of a magnetic

field is described by the Zeeman interaction Hamiltonian, where we use a local spin basis such

that the two spins are aligned. Consequently, this redefines the spin-conserving and spin-non-

conserving tunnel couplings.

In the experiments, we change the voltage vB12 at constant detuning to tune the tunnel

couplings (tc, tx, ty, tz) and the resulting exchange coupling. We assume that all the tunnel cou-

plings change exponentially as a function of the barrier gate [27] exp (−1
2
κvB12) with identical

κ = 0.059 mV−1 and estimate the prefactors by fitting the parameters to our measurements.

This assumption also implies that the ratios tx,y,z/tc remain constant. Since the eigenenergies

of Hamiltonian (9) only depend on the absolute value of tc+itz and tx+ity and not on their com-
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plex argument (can be easily verified by computing the characteristic polynomial), the phases

cannot be estimated by analyzing the eigenenergies. For the Zeeman interactions, we assume

the g-factors depend linearly on the gate voltage, gA(B)(vB12) = g
(0)
A(B)+g

(1)
A(B)vB12. Finally, we

set the detuning ϵ2Q to a fixed value of zero, because we operate at fixed plunger gate voltages

(vP1, vP2) close to the symmetry point for all the two-qubit experiments.

We fit the qubit frequencies in Suppl. Fig. 14c to the eigenenergies of Eq. (9). Our fit

shows a good agreement between the model and the experiments. We find the relative strength

between spin-dependent tunnel couplings to be t2x+t2y
t2c+t2z

= 0.11. The corresponding energy levels

are plotted in the inset of Suppl. Fig. 14c, where we identify the anti-crossing between |↑↓⟩ and

|↓↓⟩ as the cause of the bending of exchange coupling around vB12 = −85 mV.

Based on this model, we estimate the dephasing of the two-spin system by considering

qubit frequency fluctuations due to three noise sources: the effective electric noise on vB12

and fluctuations of the g-factors g(0)A(B) [8]. Assuming 1/f noise dominates qubit dephasing, the

coherence time reads T ⋆
2 =

√
2/(S1/f ln

0.401
te/tm

) [23, 30], where we define the evolution time te as

the high-frequency cutoff and the total measurement time tm as the low-frequency cutoff, S1/f

is the strength of the single-sided spectral density of the qubit angular frequency. It is related to

the spectrum of a a particular noise source x ∈ {vB12, gA, gB} by S1/f = (∂ω
∂x
)2Sx

1/f , where ∂ω
∂x

is the sensitivity of the qubit angular frequency and the strength of the 1/f noise Sx
1/f is defined

by Sx(ω) =
∫∞
0

Sx(t)eiωtdt = 2πSx
1/f/ω with the autocorrelation function Sx(t) = ⟨x(t)x(0)⟩.

Here we choose te = T ⋆
2 which is the evolution time relevant for a T ⋆

2 measurement. We assume

that the three noise sources are independent and their fluctuations uncorrelated, giving rise to a

total dephasing time T ⋆
2,total = 1/

√
T ⋆
2,vB12

−2 + T⋆

2,g
(0)
A

−2 + T⋆

2,g
(0)
B

−2. For the transition between

two energy levels i and j, we use the derivatives of the transition angular frequency ωij with

respect to the voltage fluctuations to compute theoretical predictions of the coherence time. We

pay close attention to the different bandwidths (tm, te) in the respective measurements. For
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example, the gate voltage noise SvB12

1/f yields T ⋆
2,vB12

−2 = 1
2
ln 0.401

te/tm
(

∂ωij

∂vB12
)2SvB12

1/f . We now

use the the fitting parameters obtained in Suppl. Fig. 14c to fit the noise strength SvB12,gA,gB
1/f

to the coherence time for all the transitions. We estimate the noise strengths by minimizing

the square sum of the dephasing rate differences ∆ 1
T ⋆
2

between theoretical and measurement

values. Suppl. Fig. 14d shows the fitting results, having qualitative agreement between the

model and the experiment. The model reproduce the trend and several features of T ⋆
2 (vB12),

and also predicts the relative dephasing time of different qubit transitions. We find the noise

strength SvB12

1/f = 0.031mV2, which is equivalent to σvB12 = 0.78 mV if integrating from 1 µs

to 1000 seconds, a typical time scale for Ramsey measurement, and on the same order as the

results reported in Ref. [8]. The noise strength of SgA(gB)
1/f at this magnetic field is equivalent

to the qubit frequency noise S
fQA(fQB)

1/f = (µBB)2S
gA(gB)
1/f = 130(200) kHz2, which translates to

σfQA(QB)
= 50(63) kHz and T ⋆

2 = 4.5(3.5)µs if integrating the noise from 1 µs to 1000 seconds.
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Supplementary Figure 14: Qubit frequencies and coherence time as a function of virtual
barrier voltage at magnetic field of 25 mT. a, The Ramsey experiments for measuring qubit
frequencies as well as the free evolution decay time T ⋆

2 at various virtual barrier gate voltage
vB12. The circuits here is an example of qubit A frequency measurement conditioned on qubit
B state. The pulse on vB12 is trapezoidal with linear ramp times of 80 ns to avoid diabatic
state transitions. b, Free induction decay of individual qubit conditioned on the other qubit
at vB12 = −65 mV. The data are fitted to P (τ) = A exp(−(τ/T ⋆

2 )
2) + B to extract T ⋆

2 . c,
The state-dependent qubit frequencies. The fitting results are plotted in black lines, with the
energy diagram in the inset. d, The T ⋆

2 measurement and the fitting curves. The sampling
time and numbers of sample points are chosen to adapt for the qubit frequencies and decay
rates that depends on vB12, resulting in the T ⋆

2 experiment time of 18-58 seconds for QA and
38-133 seconds for QB. e, The exchange couplings J = ∆fA(B). The exchange couplings
predicted by empirical formula J = J0 exp(−κ vB12) is plotted, where J0 = 0.24 MHz and
κ = 0.059 mV−1. One set of the data ∆fA is also plotted in Fig. 2c of the main text. We note
that the measurement displayed in this figure are taken after a charge jump that shift vB12 by
about 10 mV. As an example, the measurement taken at vB12 = −65 mV in this figure should
be considered as the measurement taken at vB12 ≈ −75 mV in other parts of the paper.
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Suppl. Note 12 Calibration of the pulse-shaped CZ gates

We implement exchange pulses with a Hamming window J(t) = Jon(0.54−0.46 cos(πt/τramp)),

using an empirical relation between the exchange coupling and the gate voltage vB12 , J(vB12) =

J0 exp(−κ vB12) where J0 = 0.24 MHz and κ = 0.059 mV−1. The CZ gate calibration is per-

formed in the following order:

1. Conditional phase calibration: for a given pulse amplitude vB12,on, we measure the accu-

mulated state-dependent phases as function of the ramp time τramp, as described in Supp.

Fig. 15bc. We find the ramp time τramp = τπramp that allows the state-dependent phase dif-

ference of π (Supp. Fig. 15d). The pulse amplitudes and ramp times allowing conditional

phase of π are measured and plotted in Supp. Fig. 15e.

2. Single-qubit phase correction: as described in Fig.2d of the main text, after applying an

exchange pulse with a given pulse amplitude and the ramp time, the target qubit QA picks

up a phase that should be calibrated to zero if the control qubit |QB⟩ = |↓⟩, and to π if the

control qubit |QB⟩ = |↑⟩. The same correction needs to apply to both qubits.

3. GST calibration: we fine-tune the ramp time τramp and the single-qubit phase correction

with the error reports from gate set tomography (GST) [31, 22].

We measure the non-adiabatic transitions of the implemented exchange pulses in Supp. Fig. 15.

We observed the gate is sufficiently adiabatic when maximum exchange is below 20 MHz,

motivating the choice of CZ gate parameters (τramp,vB12,on).
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Supplementary Figure 15: Calibration of the conditional phase for the pulse-shaped
CZ gates. a, The illustration of virtual barrier gate voltage vB12(t) with two pulse param-
eters vB12,on and τramp . The pulse vB12(t) generates Hamming window waveform J(t) =
Jon(0.54− 0.46 cos(πt/τramp). The maximum exchange coupling Jon is predicted by empirical
formula Jon = J0 exp(−κ vB12,on), where J0 = 0.24 MHz and κ = 0.059 mV−1. b, The
normalized ⟨σx(y)⟩ of qubit A depending on the state of qubit B, as a function of τramp at a
certain gate voltage vB12,on. The values ⟨σx(y)⟩ are measured by the Xπ/2 without (with) Zπ/2

before the readout, normalized with the Ramsey amplitudes of a reference experiments without
the exchange pulse. Here is an example of vB12,on = −76 mV. c, The state-dependent phases
of the qubit A as a function of the ramp time τramp. d, The ramp time for the state-dependent
π phase shift, τramp = τπramp, is determined by linear interpolation and finding the point where
the state-dependent phase shift ∆φA = φA,B↑ − φA,B↓ = π. e, The ramp time τπramp that re-
sults in CZ gate at various gate voltages vB12,on. We also tune up the CZ gates with Hann
window pulses using the same method. The predictions are based on the analytical formula
tramp = 0.25/(a0J0 exp(−κvB12,on)), where a0 = 0.54(0.5) for Hamming (Hann) window.
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Supplementary Figure 16: Exchange pulse shapes and the resulting non-adiabatic state
transitions. a, The power spectrum density (PSD) of the exchange pulse shapes, indicating the
energy emission that can drive non-adiabatic state transitions. Hamming (Hann) window func-
tions are J(t) = Jon(a0 − (1 − a0) cos(πt/τramp)), where a0 = 0.54(0.5). All the shapes have
the same pulse time of 46 ns, close to the value used in the RB and GST experiments in the main
text. b, The circuit for measuring state transitions induced by the exchange pulses. We use eight
exchange pulses to amplify the transition probability. The pulses with the Hamming window
shape parameters (τramp, vB12,on) are applied on the state |↑↓⟩, and the full two-qubit state is
readout at the end. c, The probability Pσσ′ that indicates non-adiabatic state transitions are mea-
sured at 25 mT (∆EZ ≈ 43.7 MHz). The parameters (τramp, vB12,on) for CZ gates, taken from
Suppl. Fig. 15e, are marked in orange circles. The linecuts at vB12,on = −73,−75,−77 mV
(corresponding Jon ≈ 18, 20, 23 MHz) are displayed in d. An onset of SWAP transition,
|↑↓⟩ → |↓↑⟩, is observed as the emerging dip (peak) around τ = 25 ns in the plot of P↑↓(↓↑)
when vB12,on becomes more negative. In the nearby parameter space we observe another tran-
sition dip (peak) |↑↓⟩ → |↓↓⟩. Combining with other measurement data (not showing here), we
interpret this transition as QB-state-dependent QA transition.
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Suppl. Note 13 Error modeling of the two-qubit gate

In this section we estimate the average gate infidelity of the CZ gate due to the coherent error

and incoherent error. In a d-dimensional Hilbert space, for a unitary operation implemented in

the experiment, Uexp, the corresponding average fidelity is [32]

F =
|tr(U−1

idealUexp)|2 + d

d(d+ 1)
. (10)

Coherent error To evaluate coherent errors, we compute the time evolution of the two-qubit

state under the influence of the gate voltage pulse vB12(t) with a pulse shape matching a

Hamming window [15] as depicted in Fig.2d of the main text by solving the time-dependent

Schrödinger equation numerically [33]. If the system evolves adiabatically, the final state

only acquires one conditional two-qubit phase and two single qubit phases. These phases

can be calibrated in the experiment by fine-tuning the time and amplitude of the pulse [15].

On the other hand, non-adiabatic state transitions, as shown in Suppl. Fig. 16cd, result in

errors that cannot be simply calibrated. In our simulation, we fine-tune the voltage pulses

vB12(t) to achieve a conditional phase of π, compute the unitary time evolution operator of

the quantum process without noise, and compensate for the single qubit Z rotations. We find

the resulting unitary evolution has an average gate infidelity 0.089%. Additionally, we de-

compose the error in the Pauli basis and express the simulated unitary by the dominant terms,

Uexp = e−i(−0.010YI−0.021XY+0.021YX)Uideal. This result is in good agreement with the fact that

the implemented pulse shape is designed to suppress the transition |↑↓⟩ → |↓↑⟩ while the tran-

sitions induced by spin-non-conserving tunneling are not fully suppressed. We believe that a

further reduction of non-adiabatic transitions can be achieved by incorporating Eq. (9) directly

into the optimization process for finding the pulse.
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Incoherent error Incoherent errors are dominantly caused by the 1/f-type low-frequency fluc-

tuations in vB12 and g-factors gA,B, which result in the random deviations of the unitary opera-

tion Uexp from the ideal operation Uideal. We can now write the unitary operation Uexp(x) that

is dependent on a stochastic parameter x of the noise source. While this can be straightforward

generalized to multiple sources, we consider for simplicity only fluctuations of the accumulated

phases and neglect fluctuations of the transition matrix elements caused by the non-adiabatic

time evolution discussed in the previous paragraph. This allows us to further approximate the

1/f spectral noise with quasistatic fluctuations by integrating over the corresponding frequencies

σ2 = 2
∫ t−1

e

t−1
m

Sx

f
df . Assuming x to be a stochastic variable drawn from a Gaussian distribution

with zero mean and standard deviation of σ, we can replace the quantity |tr(U−1
idealUexp)| in

Eq. (10) with the expectation value [34, 35],

⟨|tr(U−1
idealUexp)|2⟩ =

∫ ∞

−∞
|tr(U−1

idealUexp(x))|2
1√
2πσ

e−
x2

2σ2 dx. (11)

We estimate the accumulated phases by integrating the qubit frequencies fQi,Qj(t, x) over time

under the influence of the voltage pulse vB12(t) and the noise amplitude x. The corresponding

(stochastic) unitary matrix in the basis |↓↓⟩, |↑↓⟩, |↓↑⟩, |↑↑⟩ is then given by

Uexp(x) =




1 0 0 0

0 e−2πi
∫
fQB,QA↓(t,x)dt 0 0

0 0 e−2πi
∫
fQA,QB↓(t,x)dt 0

0 0 0 e−2πi
∫
fQA,QB↓(t,x)+fQB,QA↑(t,x)dt


 .

(12)

The standard deviation of the noise σ is estimated in a way similar to the T ⋆
2 fitting in Suppl.

Fig. 14d and depends on the low(high)-frequency cutoff t−1
m (t−1

e ) as σ ∝ 1
T ⋆
2
∝

√
ln 0.401

te/tm
[23,

30]. In the case of two-qubit IRB experiments, the total experimental time is tm = 2680 s and te

is chosen as the total gate time of 108 ns (including padding time). Based on these experimental

conditions and the results of the T ⋆
2 fitting in Suppl. Note 11, we estimate the effective standard

deviations σvB12 = 0.88 mV, σfQA
= 57 kHz and σfQB

= 72 kHz during the IRB experiments.
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Taking the above considerations, we obtain an average gate infidelity 0.23%, where the main

contribution from the noise is caused by fluctuations of vB12 accounting for an error of 0.19%.

In summary, we find that incoherent error caused by dephasing are dominant over coherent

errors for the average gate fidelity. The total average gate infidelity from the models is equal

to 0.32%, which is on the same scale as the estimated value of 0.67 ± 0.09% extracted from

the IRB experiment, while it significantly differs from the estimated value of 1.87 ± 0.52%

extracted from the GST experiment (Table. 3 and Table. 6). The deviations can arise from un-

accounted error sources as well as the robustness of the benchmarking protocols under realistic

experimental conditions.
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Suppl. Note 14 Charge tuning and virtual gate control of the
10 quantum dot array

We prepare the 10 quantum dot system shown in Suppl. Fig. 17 in the charge configuration

with D1 and D4 in the single-hole regime, and the others in the empty charge regime. Suppl.

Figs. 18a-k display the charge stability diagrams acquired via charge sensing as a function of

virtual plunger gates. At first, a virtual gate framework, with virtual matrix shown in Suppl.

Fig. 19, is defined in software to:

• compensate the cross-capacitance of each gate with fast (ac) control to the four charge

sensors;

• achieve independent control of the quantum dots chemical potentials via virtual plunger

gates vP1-vP10.

A second matrix, shown in Suppl. Fig. 20, is used for the definition of virtual barriers J1-J12,

as a linear combinations of vB1-vB12 and vP1-vP10. J1-J12 serve to independently control the

interdot tunnel couplings, without changing the quantum dots chemical potentials.
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Supplementary Figure 17: 10 quantum dot array gate layout. Gate layout indicating the
names of the relevant gates. Plungers and barriers are labelled with P and B, respectively. In
analogy to the cardinal coordinates, the sensors plunger gates are labelled as NP (north), EP
(east), SP (south), and WP (west).

Suppl. Note 15 Shuttling across multiple quantum dots: de-
tuning and barrier voltage dependence

We probe the oscillations induced by differences in quantization axes as a function of detuning

and barrier voltages. In practice, to shuttle from D4 to D8, we follow this protocol:

1. initialize the D1, D4 double quantum dot system in the |↑↓⟩;

2. ramp the gate voltages from the set point defined as (1,0) to the (0,1), passing through the

(1,0)-(0,1) charge anticrossing (AC). Here, the first number defines the filling of D4, and

the second of D8. Ramp times in between these points are of ∼ 10 ns;

3. wait in the (0,1) point for a varying free-precession time;

4. pulse back to the AC, and to the (1,0) setpoint;

5. readout the spin via Pauli spin blockade.
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Supplementary Figure 18: Charge tune-up in the 10 quantum dot array. a-k, Charge
stability diagrams of the 10 quantum dot system showcasing the transition lines of each quantum
dot. At the centre of each map (white square), quantum dots D1 and D4 are prepared in the
single-hole regime, while all the other quantum dots are in an empty state. In the schematic
above each map, the green quantum dot is tuned by the gate swept on the x axis, and the red
dot by the gate swept on the y axis. The horizontal lines at ∆vP6 ∼ 15 mV in panel h and
at ∆vP10 ∼ 20 mV are spurious quantum dots transition lines, while the deformation of the
vertical transition lines in i is due to charge latching effects. ∆vPi indicates a relative voltage
swing with respect to the dc voltage point.
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Supplementary Figure 19: Virtual gate matrix. Virtual gates are defined to compensate the
crosstalk to the charge sensors and to obtain independent control of the chemical potential of
each quantum dot via virtual plungers (vP1-vP10).
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Supplementary Figure 20: Virtual barriers matrix. J barriers are built as control parameters
defined as linear combinations of the virtual barriers and virtual plungers. They are defined to
obtain independent control over the interdot couplings, while leaving the quantum dots chemical
potentials unaffected.
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To probe the dependence of the D8 Larmor frequency, we sweep the detuning of the (0,1) set

point. The results of this measurement are shown in Suppl. Fig. 21a. Oscillations starts to

arise when the gate voltage overcomes the charge anticrossing, that is found at ϵ4,8 = 10 mV.

For lower detuning voltages, the spin remains in D4, and therefore oscillations are not present.

The Fast Fourier Transform of the data shows well the dependence of the Larmor frequency in

the detuning voltage window. Similar measurements are shown for the case of a spin transfer

from D8 to D5 (Suppl. Fig. 21b), from D6 to D10 (Suppl. Fig. 21c) and from D3 to D7

(Suppl. Fig. 21d). We observe that, except for the region around the charge anticrossing, the

qubit frequencies are not strongly affected by the detuning voltages. Rather, barrier gates do

have a much stronger effect on the qubit frequencies, which mostly shift linearly, as illustrated

in Suppl. Fig. 22. Interestingly, the D7 Larmor frequency crosses zero as a function of J6,

suggesting a change of sign in the g-factor of the qubit.

Suppl. Note 16 Hopping-induced oscillations in occupied quan-
tum dots

Obtaining shuttling-induced oscillation in occupied quantum dots (as for the case of the filled

quantum dots D1 and D4 of the main text) requires shuttling the spin back and forth between

the corresponding quantum dot and an empty neighboring dot. In this section we motivate our

procedure and explain why shuttling two times is required.

We assume to have two quantum dots D1 and D2 with a spin qubit Q1 in D1, and D2 empty. For

simplicity, both sites have a g-factor of 0.05 and have a quantisation angle difference of 0.3π.

If we want to obtain shuttling-induced oscillations of Q1 in D1, it is not sufficient to shuttle Q1

using the sequence D1 → D2 → D1, since the rotation in D1 needs to be projected onto another

quantisation axis. Hence, we require shuttling the spin Q1 using this sequence: D1 → D2 →

D1 → D2 → D1, as displayed in Suppl. Fig. 23a. Here, we vary the second time in D1 and
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Supplementary Figure 21: Detuning dependence of the hopping-induced spin oscillations.
a, We vary the detuning gate voltage of the (0, 1) set point, corresponding to the shuttling
sequence that moves the single spin from D4 to D8, i.e., from the (1,0) to the (0,1) charge state,
across the charge interdot. Similarly to ref. [5], oscillations arise when the spin is transferred
from one dot to the other. We observe that the onset of the oscillations corresponds to the
charge interdot point. The panel on the right shown the FFT of the data. In b, c, d,, we illustrate
similar measurements taken for spin shuttling from D8 to D5, from D6 to D10, from D3 to D7,
respectively.
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Supplementary Figure 22: Barrier gate dependence of the hopping-induced spin oscilla-
tions. a, Device layout indicating the two quantum dots D8 and D7, together with the surround-
ing barrier gates. b, c D7 Larmor frequency evolution while sweeping the J6 and J12 voltages,
respectively. d, e D8 Larmor frequency evolution as a function of J7 and J8. Small changes in
the barrier voltages induce a linear shift of the D8 frequency.
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wait 10 ns between all shuttle events. This protocol enables to convert the free evolution in D1

around the z axis to a rotation around a different axis of the D1 Bloch sphere. The resulting

oscillation is shown in Suppl. Fig. 23b. The corresponding state evolution in the Bloch sphere

for the points labelled as i-viii in Suppl. Fig. 23b, are shown in Suppl. Fig. 23c.

i

ii
iii iv

v

vi
vii

viii

a c

b

i ii iii iv

v vi vii viii

time evolution

Q1 Q2
quantisation axes

Q1 Q2

tsweep

time

Supplementary Figure 23: Hopping-induced oscillations in occupied dots. a, Shuttling
sequence that moves Q1 from D1 to D2 and back to D1, twice. In the experiment, we vary the
time in Q1, indicated as tsweep b, Calculated spin down probability as a function of sweep time
in D1. The visibility is dependent on the waiting times in D2 and the difference in quantization
axis. c, State evolution during the shuttling sequence for different waiting times in D1, as
indicated in b. The final time evolution around the z-axis is not displayed for clarity.
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Suppl. Note 17 Dephasing times and Larmor frequencies in
the 10 quantum dot array

We study the dephasing times (T ∗
2 ) of the 10 quantum dots by shuttling a spin diabatically from

the double quantum dot system D1, D4 to each of the quantum dots, and let it evolve for a

varying idle time. We measure the decay of the oscillations as a function of the time spent in

each site by fitting the data shown in Suppl. Fig. 24 and main text Fig. 3f using the equation:

A · sin(2πft + ϕ) exp (−(t/T ∗
2 )

2) + C. Here, 2 · A is the visibility, f the Larmor frequency, t

the free precession time, ϕ the starting phase, and C the oscillations offset.

The Larmor frequency of an isolated Loss-diVincenzo spin qubit satisfies the relation: f =

gµBB
h

, with g the g-factor, µB the Bohr magneton, B the applied magnetic field and h the Planck

constant. From the measurements of the oscillations as a function of magnetic field, we extract

the g-factor for all the 10 quantum dots (Suppl. Fig. 25). We find that except for the tunnel

coupled Q1, Q4 qubits, f shows a linear dependence to the magnetic field. The deviation from

the linear trend can be explained from the coexistence of finite exchange coupling and non-

parallel quantization axes.
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Supplementary Figure 24: T ∗
2 of the 10 quantum dot array at 60 mT. a-j, Each panel is

measured using the same method as presented in the main text Fig. 3.
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Supplementary Figure 25: Single-qubit rotations as a function of in-plane magnetic field
for the 10 quantum dots. a-j, We repeat the experiments shown in main text Fig. 3 and Suppl.
Fig. 24 as a function of magnetic field to obtain a more accurate estimate of the g-factor. We
calculate the Fast Fourier Transform of each trace, and employ a linear fit of the extracted
main frequencies. We observe that all qubits but Q1 and Q4 display a Larmor frequency that
intersects zero at zero magnetic field.
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Suppl. Note 18 Variability of the g-factors and quantization
axes differences

The semiconductor hetorostructure hosting our qubits is prone to imperfections, giving rise

to a variability of the g-tensor. There are two dominant mechanisms: first, variability of the

electrostatics from variations in the confinement through charged defects or neighboring gate

electrodes, and second, variability of the strain in the quantum well through defects in the lattice

and differences in the thermal expansion coefficients of the composite materials.

Since our quantum dot structures are large compared to the inter-atom distances and oper-

ated at low densities ρ ∼ 1010 cm−2 (single hole regime), their dynamics is captured well in

the standard 4× 4 Luttinger-Kohn-Bir-Pikus Hamiltonian. In the basis of total angular momen-

tum eigenstates |j,mj⟩ = {|3
2
, 3
2
⟩ , |3

2
,−3

2
⟩ , |3

2
, 1
2
⟩ , |3

2
,−1

2
⟩} the Luttinger-Kohn Hamiltonian in

[001] growth direction reads as

HLKBP =




P + Pε +Q+Qε 0 S + Sε R +Rε

0 P + Pε +Q+Qε R† +R†
ε −S† − S†

ε

S† + S†
ε R +Rε P + Pε −Q−Qε 0

R† +R†
ε −S − Sε 0 P + Pε −Q−Qε


 .

(13)

The upper-left 2x2 block describes the energy of the spin-3
2

heavy hole state, the lower-right

2x2 block describes the energy of the spin-1
2

light hole state. The remaining terms describe the

heavy-light hole coupling. The momentum operators read as

P =
h̄2

2m0

γ1(k
2
x + k2

y + k2
z), (14)

Q =
h̄2

2m0

γ2(k
2
x + k2

y − 2k2
z), (15)

R =
√
3
h̄2

2m0

[
−γ2(k

2
x − k2

y) + iγ3kxky + iγ3kykx
]
, (16)

S = −
√
3
h̄2

2m0

γ3 [(kx − iky)kz + kz(kx − iky)] , (17)
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where h̄kx,y,z = −ih̄∂x,y,z is the x,y,z momentum operator, h̄ the reduced Planck constant, m0

the bare electron mass, and γ1 = 13.38, γ2 = 4.24, and γ3 = 5.69 are the Luttinger parameters

for Ge [36]. The strain operators read as

Pε = −av(εxx + εyy + εzz), (18)

Qε = −bv
2
(εxx + εyy − 2εzz), (19)

Rε =
√
3
bv
2
(εxx − εyy)− idvεxy, (20)

Sε = −dv(εxz − iεyz), (21)

where εij is the 3D strain tensor, and av = 2.0 eV, bv = −2.16 eV, and dv = −6.06 are the

deformation potentials for Ge [36].

The impact of a magnetic field is described by the substitution p −→ p+ eA, where A is the

electromagnetic vector potential and e is the electron charge, and the Zeeman Hamiltonian

HZeeman = 2µBκJ ·B + 2µBq(J
3
xBx + J3

yBy + J3
zBz), (22)

where Jx,y,z are the spin 3
2

matrices, µB is Bohr’s magneton, κ = 3.41, and q = 0.066.

For weak out-of-plane electric fields, harmonic in-plane confinement, and uniaxial strain,

the g-tensor of the ground state can be approximated as [37]

G ≈




3q + 6
m0∆HL

(
λ ⟨p2x⟩ − λ′ ⟨p2y⟩

)
0 0

0 −3q − 6
m0∆HL

(
λ ⟨p2y⟩ − λ′ ⟨p2x⟩

)
0

0 0 6κ+ 27
2
q − 2γh


 .

(23)

Here, γh ≈ 3.56, λ = κγ2−2ηhγ
2
3 ≈ 1.51 and λ′ = κγ2−2ηhγ2γ3 ≈ 4.81 with ηh ≈ 0.2 are cor-

rection factors from the heavy-hole light-hole coupling [37], ⟨p2ξ⟩ = −h̄2
∫
drΨ(r)∗ d2

dξ2
Ψ(r) ≈

h̄2

2r2HH
is the momentum expectation value, and rHH ≈ 60 nm is the in-plane Bohr radius of

the confined hole. The heavy-hole light-hole splitting is dominated by strain for wide quantum
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wells and can be approximated by ∆HL ≈ bv(ϵxx + ϵyy − 2ϵz,z). We can now emulate the vari-

ability of the electrostatic environment by varying the in-plane Bohr radius of the confined hole

with standard deviation σrHH
.

Corrections from non-uniaxial strain strongly affect the resulting g-tensor [37]

∆G ≈ κ

∆HL




6bv(⟨ϵyy⟩ − ⟨ϵxx⟩) 4
√
3dv ⟨ϵxy⟩ 0

−4
√
3dv ⟨ϵxy⟩ 6bv(⟨ϵyy⟩ − ⟨ϵxx⟩) 0

−4
√
3dv ⟨ϵxz⟩ −4

√
3dv ⟨ϵyz⟩ 0


 , (24)

where ϵij is the strain tensor component averaged over the position of the quantum dot. Analo-

gously, we can now emulate the variability of the strain by varying the different components of

the stress tensor with standard deviations σϵij .

The experimentally observed g-factor is given by gexp = |B(G +∆G)|/|B| and depends on

the magnetic field direction. The mean of the measured devices is ⟨g⟩ = 0.028 with standard

deviation σg = 0.02. The small g-factor can potentially be explained through a very strong

electrostatic in-plane confinement with Bohr radius rHH ≪ 45 nm. We note that a more realistic

numerical simulations may alleviate the estimated conditions. Alternatively, the small (large)

in-plane g-factor can be explained by an asymmetric in-plane strain tensor |ϵyy − ϵxx|/|ϵyy +

ϵxx| = 1.5 − 1.9% if the magnetic field is in the direction of the stronger (weaker) strain. We

note, that such an asymmetry between the strain components ϵyy and ϵxx was already measured

in a device with a similar heterostructure [38]. Since realistic fluctuations in the electrostatic

environment have a smaller impact, we now ignore these and only consider fluctuations of the

averaged strain tensor. Figs. 26a, b show the simulation results with a σϵij = 10−5, which is

on the lower side of measurements and simulations [38, 37], as a function of magnetic field

direction. Small g-factors require ϕ ≈ (n + 1/2)π with integer n and θ ≈ π/2. Here ϕ and θ

indicate the azimuthal and polar angles, respectively, of the magnetic field.
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We model the misalignment angle of the spin quantization axes ∆Φ as

cos(∆Φ) =
B(G + ⟨∆G⟩) ·B (G +∆G)
|B(G + ⟨∆G⟩)| |B(G +∆G)| (25)

Figs. 26c,d show the mean and standard deviation of the ∆Φ as a function of magnetic field

direction using the same parameters as in Figs. 26a, b. We find that large variations of the

quantization axis are only possible if the magnetic field orientation is close to in-plane, θ ≈ π/2,

and in the direction of weaker strain, ϕ ≈ (n+1/2)π. This opens an avenue to engineer devices

with either small or large differences using strain.
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a b

c d

Supplementary Figure 26: Variability of the g-factor and spin quantization axis. a, b,
Mean and standard deviation of the simulated g-factor as a function of the polar, θ, and azimuth,
ϕ, angles of the magnetic field direction. c, d, Same for the difference in quantization axes ∆Φ.
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