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Supplementary Note 1: Initialization and Readout
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Supplementary Figure 1. (a) Charge stability diagram of the 2x2 quantum dot array. Anticrossings between the (1,1,1,1)/(0,2,1,1) and
(1,1,1,1)/(1,1,0,2) charge transitions are shown in red and blue respectively. These anticrossings are used for spin-to-charge conversion and thus
for readout of the qubit state. The axes ϵ12,34 and U12,34 are virtual gates describing the combined detuning and energy of the two qubit pairs
Q1Q2 and Q3Q4. (b) Readout calibration of the Q1Q2 system. While in the (1,1,1,1) charge state, we prepare the qubit system in the | ↓↓↓↓>
state and apply a π-pulse to qubit Q2, bringing the system to the | ↓↑↓↓> state. We then sweep the detuning (Vϵ 12) and on-site energy (VU 12)
around the (1,1,1,1)/(0,2,1,1) anticrossing. We then repeat the experiment without applying the Xπ-pulse to Q2, and plot the difference of the two
measurements, and pick the point of greatest visibility as the readout position. (c-d) Single shot readout calibration. (c) Sensor signal as a function
of virtual plunger gate potential (VPS12) for upper (red) and lower (blue) sensors, for the Q1Q2 system. Qubit Q2 is brought into a superposition
state by applying a Xπ/2-pulse, and the system is pulsed to the readout point from (b). We repeat 1000 single shot measurements, for each value
of VPS12 and plot the resulting histogram of sensor response. A double-gaussian is fitted to the line cuts to extract sensor response of the blocked
and non-blocked signals to find the gate voltage VPS12 for the maximal visibility. (d) The same experiment performed at the given VPS12. A double
gaussian is fit to the histogram, to find the single-shot threshold, defined to be the point of equal separation. (e) Visibility of the two qubit subspace
of the Q1Q2 system. Rabi oscillations are performed on Q1 with Q2 prepared either in spin-down (red) or spin-up (yellow). There is a small
blocked fraction difference between the | ↓↑> and | ↑↓> states, and the | ↑↑> state is less blocked than the | ↓↑>. (f-i) The same procedure as
(b-e), but for the Q3Q4 system, (1,1,1,1)/(1,1,0,2) anticrossing, with Xπ- and Xπ/2-pulses on qubit Q4.
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Supplementary Note 2: Tuning Procedure for Single-Qubit and Simultaneous-Qubit Driving

Tuning the resonance frequency f and Rabi period 2tπ for each single qubit for single qubit randomized benchmakring is detailed
in Supplementary Figure 2a. Here, Each individual qubit is tuned by first finding f by applying an Xπ pulse over a range of frequen-
cies and fitting the optimum value. Then, X(t)-pulses at the extracted resonance frequency f are applied for varying pulse lengths t,
resulting in Rabi oscillations. These are then fit to a decaying sinusoid of the form Pblocked = A exp{−t/TRabi} cos (2πt/tπ + ϕ)+c
where A and c represent visibility parameters, and TRabi is the Rabi coherence time. We note that exp{−t/TRabi} ≈ 1 in all cases
due to TRabi being very high for all qubits, and can be left out of the fitting routine.

Supplementary Figure 2b shows the tuning procedure for simultaneously driven qubit resonance frequencies and Rabi peri-
ods. We tune the simultaneous resonance frequencies of each qubit pair separately. This is done by preparing the two qubits in the
|↓↓⟩ state, applying an X2π pulse each qubit simultaneously, and sweeping the IQ-modulation frequency of each qubit. The optimal
simultaneous qubit frequencies are given by those which maximize return probability to the |↓↓⟩ state, as indicated by a bright
yellow feature in Supplementary Figure 2b. In order to tune the simultaneous qubit Rabi periods, the microwave power for each
qubit is set to give both qubits the same single-qubit Rabi period (see Supplementary Figures 2 and 3). The qubits are then prepared
in the |↓↓⟩ state, and an X2π pulse is applied to both qubits simultaneously, while varying the IQ modulation amplitude Amp. The
optimal amplitudes are extracted where the return probability is maximised.
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Supplementary Figure 2. Tuning protocols for single- and simultaneous-driving. (a) Single-qubit resonance frequency and Rabi period tuning
protocols. (b) Simultaneous qubit tuning protocols. (c) IQ mixing schematic detailing tuning parameters.
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Supplementary Note 3: Effects of Driving Power
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Supplementary Figure 3. Power dependence of resonance frequency shifts and 1/tπ for single qubit tuning. Data in this figure are from Main
Figure 2. The calibration procedure is shown in Supplementary Figure 2a.(a-d) Extracted frequencies 1/tπ at which an Xπ rotation of qubits Q1-4
is performed, respectively. (e-h) Resonance frequency dependence on driving power. The deviation in resonance frequency is likely due to an
average change in position of the quantum dot due to the electric field modulation during driving, which in combination with a strong Rashba spin
orbit interaction, can alter the frequency eigenstates of the qubits.
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Supplementary Note 4: Clifford Gate Set

Supplementary Table I. single-qubit Clifford sequences and their composition via the minimal generator set. We benchmark by selecting a random
sequence of Cliffords from the table below excluding C1, and calculate the recovery Clifford that projects the system back into it’s original state.
We only use a gate set containing π/2 rotations around the Bloch Sphere, so the gates Xπ/2 and Yπ/2 are explicitly referring to a rotation of π/2
around the x-axis and y-axis of the Bloch sphere of a single-qubit respectively. A Yπ/2 rotation is just an Xπ/2 rotation with a π/2 software phase
correction. There are on average 3.217 generators per Clifford composition. The extracted fidelity then corresponds exactly to the π/2 rotation
fidelity.

Clifford Composition
C1 I
C2 Yπ/2

C3 Xπ/2

C4 Yπ/2Xπ/2

C5 Xπ/2Yπ/2

C6 Yπ/2Yπ/2

C7 Xπ/2Xπ/2

C8 Yπ/2Xπ/2Xπ/2

C9 Yπ/2Yπ/2Xπ/2

C10 Yπ/2Xπ/2Yπ/2

C11 Yπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2

C12 Xπ/2Xπ/2Xπ/2

C13 Xπ/2Xπ/2Yπ/2

C14 Xπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2

C15 Yπ/2Xπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2

C16 Yπ/2Yπ/2Xπ/2Yπ/2

C17 Xπ/2Xπ/2Xπ/2Yπ/2

C18 Yπ/2Xπ/2Xπ/2Xπ/2

C19 Yπ/2Yπ/2Xπ/2Xπ/2

C20 Xπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2

C21 Yπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2Xπ/2

C22 Yπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2Xπ/2Yπ/2

C23 Yπ/2Xπ/2Xπ/2Xπ/2Yπ/2

C24 Yπ/2Xπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2Yπ/2
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Supplementary Note 5: Even and odd-parity input states for two-copy RB
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Supplementary Figure 4. ES and OS two-copy randomized benchmarking of qubits Q1 and Q2 (a) and qubits Q3 and Q4 (b) at Bext = 0.65 T for
the even-parity input state |↓↓⟩ (black) and odd-parity input state |↑↓⟩ ((a),red and (b),blue). To prepare the odd-parity space, we apply a Xπ pulse
to flip Q1(Q3) in the Q1Q2(Q3Q4) system before performing two-copy randomized benchmarking, then applying a second Xπ pulse to the same
qubit to project the final system back to the |↓↓⟩ state. The fidelity Fπ/2 is obtained by fitting an exponential decay to the two-copy ES RB trace
(black). A rigorous lower bound on the fidelity F

π/2
L can be obtained from the extracted decay rates of both even-parity (Table II) and odd-parity

(Table III) experiments, by substituting them into Equation 38.

We perform ES two-copy RB on systems Q1Q2 (a) and Q3Q4 (b) for even-parity |↓↓⟩ and odd-parity |↑↓⟩ input states. The
resulting decays give us access to every eigenvalue required to estimate the average fidelity of the system, bar one. However,
as shown in section 8 B, we can place a rigorous lower bound on the average fidelity using equation (38), assuming we have
experimental access to the remaining eigenvalues. Figures 4 a and Bext show Two-copy randomized benchmarking experiments
on combined systems Q1Q2 and Q3Q4 respectively. In these experiments, we perform two-copy RB for an even-parity input state
|↓↓⟩ (Yellow trace in (a), Cyan trace in (b)) and an odd-parity input state |↑↓⟩ (red in (a), blue in (b)). We find that fitting a single
exponent with one real decay rate to the even-parity input traces is sufficient, while for the odd-parity case, we fit three exponentials
comprising one real decay and two complex conjugate decays, that give us access to decay rates λadj and λ̄adj from equation (2).
In the case of the real decay rates, the form of the even input states in equation (16) should access all real decay rates, while for
the odd-parity case, there will be no contribution to the decay from fadj. We also have no a-priori reason to know which decay is
represented by which eigenvalue. However, by choosing the lower of the real decays for substitution into equation (38), we can
be certain that we are lower bounding the fidelity. Tables II and III show the extracted decay rates for systems Q1Q2 and Q3Q4
respectively. By taking the lower of the real decays extracted from the even and odd-parity input state cases, we find lower bounds
on the average fidelities of Fπ/2

Q1Q2 ≥ 98.03% and F
π/2
Q3Q4 ≥ 99.01%.
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Input State Decay Value
|↓↓⟩ ftr , fadj , f3 0.9722
|↑↓⟩ ftr , f3 0.9798
|↑↓⟩ λadj 0.9200+0.2779i
|↑↓⟩ λ̄adj 0.9200-0.2779i

Supplementary Table II. Measured decay rates for system Q1Q2, for even and odd-parity input states in the two-copy benchmarking experiment
presented in Figure 4a.

Input State Decay Value
|↓↓⟩ ftr , fadj , f3 0.9709
|↑↓⟩ ftr , f3 0.9770
|↑↓⟩ λadj 0.9715+0.1110i
|↑↓⟩ λ̄adj 0.9715-0.1110i

Supplementary Table III. Measured decay rates for system Q3Q4, for even and odd-parity input states in the two-copy benchmarking experiment
presented in Figure 4b.

Supplementary Note 6: Two-copy benchmarking Characterization

Supplementary Table IV. Extracted error rates from figure 3a-b in the main text, a two-copy randomized benchmarking experiment with single, two
and four-copy qubit error rates and leakage rates (when applicable) reported. Qubits measured simultaneously in the same readout system (ES) are
not measured independently, so the reported number is a combined system error rate (ϵQ1|Q2 = ϵQ2|Q1 and ϵQ3|Q4 = ϵQ4|Q3 in the table). For this
dataset, tπ = 96 ns. Leakage rates LQi|Qj

are reported when the decay plateau approaches the expected value of the fully depolarized two-qubit
subspace, and are taken to be the longer of the two decay constants. The reported error rates ϵQi|Qj

indicate a leakage free fidelity, such that the
true fidelity can be calculated as F=1-L-ϵ (see methods). Note that both two-copy ES RB and two-copy ED RB errors are reported in the table.
The two-copy ES RB experiments are highlighted in purple, while the ED RB experiments are highlighted in green. The quoted errors correspond
to the fit uncertainty of the traces.

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

ϵ1Q 0.000329 ± 0.000042 0.003155 ± 0.000310 0.000308 ± 0.000019 0.003224 ± 0.000446

L1Q - - - 0.000153 ± 0.000041

ϵQi|Q1 - 0.004018 ± 0.000130 0.000249 ± 0.000022 0.003087 ± 0.000690

ϵQi|Q2 0.004018 ± 0.000130 - 0.003791 ± 0.000300 0.004692 ± 0.000978

ϵQi|Q3 0.000301 ± 0.000048 0.003445 ± 0.000294 - 0.002778 ± 0.000298

ϵQi|Q4 0.002676 ± 0.000565 0.007324 ± 0.000388 0.002778 ± 0.000298 -

LQi|Q1 - - - 0.000175 ± 0.000065

LQi|Q2 - - 0.000210 ± 0.000034 0.000741 ± 0.000213

LQi|Q3 - 0.000195 ± 0.000068 - -

LQi|Q4 0.000273 ± 0.000092 - - -

ϵ4Q 0.098565 ± 0.009031 0.020007 ± 0.000428
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Supplementary Figure 5. Table of infidelities and relative fidelity losses of the two-simultaneously driven qubit cases reported in Table II of the
supplementary information and Figure 3a-b of the main text. The plots can be interpreted by considering the qubit in question to be the column,
and the qubit to be driven with to be the row. Qubits are represented diagrammatically by a small colored circle, while the plunger gate from
which they are driven is depicted above them by a larger coloured circle. (a) Absolute infidelity of the simultaneously driven qubits. Values on
the diagonals represent the single-qubit fidelity in the non-simultaneously driven space. (b) relative fidelity loss δ of each qubit pair. Diagonals
have no significance and are set to 0. Here we observe that typically nearest neighbour qubit pairs exhibit higher values of δ, while next-nearest
neighbour pairs exhibit lower values of δ. We observe some exceptions to this trend, typically when Q4 is involved in the driving. Q4 is driven via
next-nearest plunger gate P2, requiring greater power achieve a similar tπ . This is detrimental to the simultaneous driving fidelity of qubit Q2.

Supplementary Note 7: Decay structure of two-copy benchmarking

In this section we discuss the functional form (w.r.t. the sequence length) of two-copy RB data. We know from [1] that under
general Markovian noise conditions the functional form of RB is fixed by the irreducible subrepresentations of the implemented
representation. For one-qubit Clifford RB this representation is R1

c(ρ) = UcρU
†
c , where ρ is an arbitrary one-qubit density matrix

and Uc is the standard circuit representation of the Clifford group element c. This representation has two inequivalent irreducible
subrepresentations, leading to the well-known single exponential decay seen in standard RB. In two copy-RB on the other hand
the representation structure is more sophisticated. Formally we are interested in the representation structure of the representation
R2

c(ρ) = (Uc)
⊗2ρ(U†

c )
⊗2, where ρ is now a two-qubit density matrix. The irreducible subrepresentations of this representation were

worked out in [2] (see also [3, 4]), where it was proven that R2 decomposes into four inequivalent irreducible subrepresentations:
the (one dimensional) trivial representation (appearing with multiplicity 2), the 3 dimensional adjoint representation (appearing with
multiplicity 3) and two more inequivalent representation of dimensions 2 and 3 respectively (both appearing with multiplicity one).
With this information we can conclude immediately from Theorem 1 in [1] that (if the noise is time-independent and Markovian)
the functional form of two-copy RB data is of the form

p(NC) ≈ tr
{
AtrM

NC
tr

}
+ tr

{
AadjM

NC

adj

}
+A3f

NC
3 +A4f

NC
4 , (1)

where Atr,Mtr are 2×2 real matrices (associated to the trivial representation, appearing with multiplicity 2), Aadj,Madj are 3×3 real
matrices (associated to the adjoint representation, appearing with multiplicity 3), and A3, f3 and A4, f4 are real numbers associated
to the third and fourth irreducible sub-representations respectively. This decay model holds under general conditions, but to further
analyse it, it is convenient to make the standard RB assumption that the noise associated to each gate in the Clifford group is constant
(the so-called gate independent noise assumption). Concretely this means that we assume there exists a two qubit quantum channel
Λ such that the noisy implementation of the gate U⊗2

c is of the form Λ ◦ R2
c . With this assumption we can interpret the (possibly

matrix valued) decay rates seen in the two-copy RB experiment. Firstly, it follows from standard RB theory that the conventional
average fidelity of the channel Λ is given as:

4Favg(Λ)− 1

3
=

1

15
((tr{Mtr} − 1) + 3 tr{Madj}+ 2f3 + 3f4). (2)

Hence in principle we can learn the average fidelity by fitting the decay model in equation (1) (as in standard RB). The presence of
multiple decays and matrix valued decays complicates this straightforward procedure however, and additional analysis is needed.
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To do this we first need more information on the irreducible sub-representations of R2
c . By noting that the Pauli matrices form an

orthogonal basis (under the trace inner product) we can write down explicit orthonormal bases for the spaces carrying the represen-
tations discussed above (following [2]):

Vtr,1 = Span

{
1

2
II

}
(3)

Vtr,2 = Span

{
1

2
√
3
(XX + Y Y + ZZ)

}
(4)

Vadj,1 = Span

{
1

2
IX,

1

2
IY,

1

2
IZ

}
(5)

Vadj,2 = Span

{
1

2
XI,

1

2
Y I,

1

2
ZI

}
(6)

Vadj,3 = Span

{
1

2
√
2
(XY − Y X),

1

2
√
2
(ZY − Y Z),

1

2
√
2
(XZ − ZX)

}
(7)

V3 = Span

{
1

2
√
2
(XX − Y Y ),

1

2
√
6
(XX + Y Y − 2ZZ)

}
(8)

V4 = Span

{
1

2
√
2
(XY + Y X),

1

2
√
2
(ZY + Y Z),

1

2
√
2
(XZ + ZX)

}
. (9)

In the Pauli transfer matrix representation (or Liouville representation), we can define superoperators

T i,j
rep =

∑
v∈Basis(Vrep,i)
w∈Basis(Vrep,j)

vTr{w · }, (10)

where rep can be tr, adj and i, j run over the multiplicity of the representation labeled by rep. Note that T i,i
rep = P i,i

rep is the
orthogonal superoperator projector onto the space Vrep,i. With this definition we can, from standard RB theory, extract the matrix
entries of the matrices Arep:

[Arep]i,j = |Vrep|−1 tr
{
ET i,j

rep(ρ)
}
, (11)

where ρ,E are the implemented initial state and output measurement POVM element respectively. By the same logic we have
A3 = (1/2) tr{EP3(ρ)} and A4 = (1/3) tr{EP4(ρ)} (dropping the index, as these representations only appear with multiplicity
one).

A. Structure of the matrix decays

Two-copy RB differs from standard RB and simultaneous RB by the presence of matrix-valued decay rates (encoded by the
matrices Mtr and Madj) . To estimate the average fidelity we need to learn the trace of these matrices. This can be done in practice
by assuming that the matrices Mtr,Madj are diagonalisable (note that this is a rather weak assumption). The matrix-valued signal
then decomposes into a linear combination of exponentials with decay rates set by the eigenvalues. This is worth addressing in more
detail. We begin by treating Mtr. If we assume that Λ is a trace preserving quantum channel, then certain entries of Mtr are fixed a
priori. We concretely get that

Mtr =

(
1 0
α ftr

)
, (12)

where α and ftr are real parameters. Note that only the diagonal parameter ftr contributes to the average fidelity. The case of Madj

is more sophisticated, and has some novel features not earlier observed in benchmarking experiments. By construction Madj is a
3 × 3 real matrix, which means it will have at least 1 real eigenvalue fadj and two more eigenvalues that are either both real, or a
complex conjugate pair of complex numbers. The telltale sign of the appearance of such a complex eigenvalue pair would be the
appearance of damped oscillations in the two-copy randomized benchmarking data. Note from Supplementary figure 4 that we do
in fact observe such oscillations in certain two-copy RB experiments. Hence we will from now on assume that we are indeed in this
scenario with two complex conjugate eigenvalues λadj, λ̄adj and one real eigenvalue fadj.

To gain further insight into Madj it is worth making a natural extra assumption on the noise channel Λ. In particular we will
assume that Λ is invariant under the interchange of two qubits. Examples of such channels include a global depolarizing channel



11

and cross-talk due to exchange interaction (on which more later). Through a straightforward calculation we see that if Λ is invariant
under the interchange of the two qubits, then v = (1, 1, 0)/

√
2 is a right eigenvector of Madj. Since this eigenvector is real, the

associated eigenvector must also be real. Complementary, the subspace spanned by w1 = (1,−1, 0)/
√
2, w2 = (0, 0, 1) carries the

pair of complex eigenvalues.

It is worth noting that this decomposition is robust against violations of the symmetry assumption we made above, as long as the
complex eigenvalues are sufficiently far from being real. By this we mean that the eigenvector v and the associated real eigenvalue
will be modified continuously even under a symmetry breaking perturbation. This means the analysis above holds broadly even
for quantum channels that do not exactly respect the symmetry (as long as there are two complex eigenvalues). This is impor-
tant as we expect the symmetry condition not to hold exactly in practice (for instance if the two qubits have different local error rates).

To summarise, under some mild assumptions, the average fidelity takes the form:

4Favg(Λ)− 1

3
=

1

15
(ftr + 3(fadj + λadj + λ̄adj) + 2f3 + 3f4). (13)

All these parameters can in principle be extracted from decay experiments. However, what decays are visible depends on the
choice of input state and output measurement. Note that this not the case in standard RB, making two-copy RB more difficult to
analyse even beyond the complexity of the representation structure. In some sense this is the price we pay for an experiment with
easier-to-implement gate structure. We have implemented several types of two-copy RB, distinguished by different input states and
measurements. We now discuss these in greater detail.

B. Different types of two-copy RB

With the information collected above we can further discuss the types of two-copy RB experiments discussed in the main text.
We distinguish three types of two-copy RB, each with different input states ρ and measurement operators E:

ρ ≈ |00⟩⟨00| = (1/4)(II + IZ + ZI + ZZ), E ≈ |00⟩⟨00| = (1/4)(II + IZ + ZI + ZZ), (even, same-system (ES))
ρ ≈ |00⟩⟨00| = (1/4)(II + IZ + ZI + ZZ), E ≈ |0⟩⟨0| ⊗ I = (1/2)(II + ZI), (even, different-system (ED))
ρ ≈ |01⟩⟨01| = (1/4)(II − IZ + ZI − ZZ), E ≈ |01⟩⟨01| = (1/4)(II − IZ + ZI − ZZ). (odd, same-system (OS))

Here even/odd refers to the parity of the input state, and same/different system refers to the type of output measurement being
performed. The logical fourth experiment (odd, different-system (OD)) was not performed, so we will not analyse it here. With
these expressions for E, ρ we can directly calculate what the pre-factors A in equation (1) are in the ideal case for the three executed
types of two-copy RB:

Atr =
1

4

(
1 1/

√
3

1/
√
3 1/3

)
, Aadj =

1

12

1 1 0
1 1 0
0 0 0

 , A3 =
1

12
, A4 = 0 (ES)

Atr =
1

4

(
1 0
0 0

)
, Aadj =

1

12

1 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

 , A3 = 0, A4 = 0 (ED)

Atr =
1

4

(
1 −1/

√
3

−1/
√
3 1/3

)
, Aadj =

1

12

 1 −1 0
−1 1 0
0 0 0

 , A3 =
1

12
, A4 = 0. (OS)

The first thing to note here is that in all three experiments A4 = 0 in the absence of SPAM errors. Hence we do not expect to be able
to reliably extract f4 from the performed experiments. We note that this is a consequence of our choices of state preparation and
measurement (in particular our choice to prepare and measure in stabilizer states), and one can choose more exotic (non-stabilizer
state) SPAM where f4 is visible such as π/8-rotated states. We will now discuss each experiment in more detail.

C. Even same-system (ES) two-copy RB

As can be seen above, in the ES experiment the matrices Atr and Aadj are rank one. Hence it is not a priori clear we can
reliably observe the full matrix decays (i.e. observe all the eigenvalues of the matrices Mtr,Madj). This is worth addressing in
more detail. We begin by treating Mtr. Recall that under the assumption of gate-dependent trace preserving noise this matrix has a



12

lower-triangular form (given by equation (12)). Note that only the diagonal parameter ftr contributes to the average fidelity. Using
the expression for Atr for the ES experiment we see that

tr
(
AtrM

NC
tr

)
=

1

4

(
1 + (1/3)fNC

tr + α(1− fNC
tr )/(

√
3(1− ftr)

)
= afNC

tr +B (14)

for some real constants a, b. Hence the trivial ”sector” contributes only a single exponential decay to the model in equation (1).
Moreover, in the high fidelity limit the constant a will be approximately 1/12 for the ES experiment, which means that ftr will
typically be observable.
Next consider tr

{
AadjM

NC

adj

}
. The symmetry assumption made above constrains the structure of the matrix Madj. In par-

ticular we see that a := tr{Padj,1ΛPadj,1} = tr{Padj,2ΛPadj,2} and b := tr{Padj,2ΛPadj,1} = tr{Padj,1ΛPadj,2}, while
α := tr{Padj,1ΛPadj,3} = − tr{Padj,2ΛPadj,3} and β := tr{Padj,3ΛPadj,1} = − tr{Padj,3ΛPadj,2}. Hence the matrix Madj

has the general form:

Madj =

a Bext α
b a −α
β −β t

 (15)

with t := tr{Padj,3ΛPadj,3}. From this construction it is easy to see that v = (1, 1, 0)/
√
2 is a (left and right) eigenvector of Madj

with real eigenvalue fadj = a+ b.

Note now that Aadj = vT v in the ES experiment, and thus that tr
{
AadjM

NC

adj

}
= fm

adj. Hence in the absence of SPAM errors
the ES experiment perfectly detects the one real decay in Madj, and does not detect the two conjugate complex eigenvalues at
all. Hence, if the symmetry assumption is satisfied, the presence of oscillations in the even experiment are only due to SPAM
errors. However if the symmetry assumption is only approximately satisfied then the eigenvector associated to fadj will only be
approximately v = (1, 1, 0)

√
2, which means Aadj might have overlap with vectors orthogonal to v and thus pick up an oscillatory

component even in the SPAM free case. It is important to realise here that as long as the deviation from symmetry is small enough
the eigenvector v will perturb continuously, which means the ”SPAM-free” oscillatory component will be similar in size to the
change of fadj, which will, under typical experimental conditions, be much smaller than the SPAM error (simply because fadj is
typically close to 1). Hence we will neglect this component in our analysis and consider oscillations in the ES experiment to be due
to SPAM errors.

To summarize, in the ES two-copy RB experiment, we expect the data to take the functional form

p(NC)ES ≈ atrf
NC
tr + btr +A3f

NC
3 + aadjf

m
adj, (16)

where atr, btr, A3, aadj are real numbers encoding SPAM.

D. Odd same-system (OS) two-copy RB

The discussion of the odd same-system (OS) two-copy RB experiment is largely analogous. Considering Mtr first, we see that

tr
(
AtrM

NC
tr

)
=

1

4

(
1 + (1/3)fNC

tr − α(1− fNC
tr )/(

√
3(1− ftr)

)
= afNC

tr + b, (17)

for some real constants a, b. Again in the high fidelity limit a will be approximately 1/12 and we thus expect good visibility for ftr.
For Madj we note that in the OS type experiment we have Aadj = wT

1 w1 with w1 = (1,−1, 0)/
√
2. This means the OS experiment

does not observe the real eigenvalue fad (as the corresponding eigenvector is orthogonal). Instead we find, because tr
{
AadjM

NC

adj

}
is real-valued, that

tr
{
AadjM

NC

adj

}
= aadj(λ

NC

adj + λ̄NC

adj ), (18)

for some real parameter aadj. Thus in this experiment we expect a quite strong oscillating component in the signal. This is confirmed
in practice, see Supplementary Figure 4. To summarise, in the OS two-copy experiment we expect the data to take the functional
form

p(NC)OS ≈ atrf
NC
tr + btr +A3f

NC
3 + aadj(λ

NC

adj + λ̄NC

adj ), (19)

where atr, btr, A3, aadj are real numbers encoding SPAM (similar to the pre-factor and offset in standard RB).
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E. Even different-system (ED) two-copy RB

Finally we discuss the case of ED two-copy RB. This experiment has a significantly simpler decay structure (but as a consequence
also collects less information about error processes). Note first that

tr
{
AtrM

NC
tr

}
= tr

{
1

4

(
1 0
0 0

)(
1 0
α ftr

)}
=

1

4
, (20)

which means ftr is not visible in this experiment. Furthermore, we see that Aadj ∝ (1, 0, 0)T (1, 1, 0), and hence that

tr
{
AadjM

NC

adj

}
= aadjf

NC

adj , (21)

for some real parameter aadj.
To summarise, in the ED two-copy experiment we expect the data to take the functional form

p(NC)ED ≈ btr + aadjf
NC

adj (22)

which means the ED experiment leads, under mild assumptions on the noise channel and SPAM, to a standard single exponential
decay with offset. This single exponential only gives us incomplete information on the average fidelity of the two qubit noise
channel. However, it can be interpreted in relevant special cases. Consider for instance the scenario of local noise, i.e. Λ = Λ1⊗Λ2.
In this scenario the matrix Madj is of the general form

Madj =

f1 0 α1

0 f2 −α2

β1 −β2 t

 (23)

where f1, f2 are the single qubit depolarising parameters (and αi, βi, t are real parameters). From this we can directly calculate that

tr
{
AadjM

NC

adj

}
= aadjf

NC
1 (24)

and thus that ED two-copy RB measures, in this limit, the average gate fidelity of the first qubit (note that one can equally well
define ED two copy RB such that the measurement is on the second qubit, in which case the relevant parameter is f2). We will see
numerically in the next section that this interpretation holds up quite well even when Λ is not strictly of product form.

Supplementary Note 8: Two-copy RB in practice

In the previous section we discussed the general functional form of the different types of two-copy RB, and how the extracted
decay rates relate to the fidelity. In this section we will discuss in more detail how to extract these decay rates and also how to
interpret them. There are three problems to deal with here. The first is the question of extracting the decay rates from the data
p(NC). In the next subsection we will discuss how to deal with this problem. The second problem is that none of the three
performed types of two-copy RB give access to the decay rate f4. This means that even if we perform all three experiments on
the same pair of qubits we can not evaluate the two-qubit average gate fidelity directly. We can partially deal with this question
by arguing that (which we do in subsection 8 B) if one has access to all other decay rates (ftr, f3, fadj, λadj, λ̄adj) one can derive
a very sharp lower bound on the average fidelity proper. This allows us to give rigorous lower bounds on the average fidelity in
the case where both the ES and OS two-copy experiments were performed (see Supplementary Figure 4). Additionally, one can
also access f4 directly by considering an experiment with the magic state |T ⟩ = 1√

2
(|0⟩ + eiπ/4|1⟩) as input and corresponding

magic measurements. Experimentally, this particular magic state can be very easily accessed with high fidelity as it only requires a
virtual-z gate (update of the microwave drive phase) for implementation.

Finally we deal with the question of how to interpret the decay rates themselves in the scenario where no rigorous statement on
the average fidelity can be given (i.e. for qubit pairs where only the ES or ED experiment have been performed).

A. Extracting decay rates

Parameter estimation of multi-exponential signals, such as equations (16), (19), is a difficult problem with a storied history. We
will make use of a modern algorithm for this task called ESPRIT, which comes with rigorous performance guarantees [5] and has
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been used in multiple quantum information tasks such as randomized benchmarking [1], spectral tomography [6] and low-cost phase
estimation [7]. This algorithm allows us to extract decay rates, but does not allow us to identify which decay rate is associated
to which irreducible representation (with the exception of the complex decay rates in the odd experiment). When computing the
average fidelity (equation (2)) we will take this into account by choosing the assignment of representations to observed decays that
leads to the lowest possible average fidelity, hence providing a principled lower bound. Similarly, when two decay rates are close
together, ESPRIT can not distinguish between these decay rates and instead reports a single decay rate that is the average of the two
(this process is called clumping [5]). We will solve this issue by assigning the smallest detected decay rate to as many decay rates as
are expected. This gives a lower bound estimate on the average fidelity. It turns out that in practice the observed real decay rates are
quite close together, which means the errors made here are usually small.

B. Average fidelity lower bound

In the main text we claimed that even with only partial access to the decay rates composing equation (1) we can provide a lower
bound on the average fidelity (given as a weighted average of these decay rates, as per equation (2)). Here we will give a proof of
this claim, which follows from the complete positivity of the channel Λ. Concretely we assume we have access (through performing
both ES and OS two-copy RB), to the decay rates ftr, f3, fadj, λadj, λ̄adj (i.e. only f4 is missing). We will argue that f4 is sharply
lower bounded by the average infidelity r(Λ) = 1 − Favg(Λ). Key to this is the following general theorem, which might be of
broader interest.

Theorem 1. Let P,Q be commuting n-qubit Pauli operators and consider for a quantum channel Λ the Pauli transfer matrix element
2n tr{PΛ(Q)}. We have ∣∣δP,Q − 2−n tr{PΛ(Q)}

∣∣ ≤ 2
2n + 1

2n
r(Λ). (25)

where δP,Q = 1 if P = Q and zero otherwise.

Proof. Since P,Q commute, they are diagonal in a joint basis {|x⟩}x∈{0,1}n . Since the average fidelity is invariant under unitary
conjugation we can, without loss of generality, take this basis to be the computational basis. Writing P |x⟩ = p(x) |x⟩ and Q |x⟩ =
q(x) |x⟩ for the eigenvalues of P,Q we see

tr{PΛ(Q)} =
∑

x∈{0,1}n

p(x)q(x) tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)}+
∑

x∈{0,1}n

∑
x′∈{0,1}n,

x′ ̸=x

p(x)q(x′) tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x′⟩⟨x′|)}. (26)

We begin by bounding the second term. By noting that tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x′⟩⟨x′|)} ∈ [0, 1] we see∣∣∣∣ ∑
x∈{0,1}n

∑
x′∈{0,1}n,

x′ ̸=x

p(x)q(x′) tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x′⟩⟨x′|)}
∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∑

x∈{0,1}n

∑
x′∈{0,1}n,

x′ ̸=x

∣∣∣∣ tr{|x′⟩⟨x′|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)}
∣∣∣∣ (27)

=
∑

x∈{0,1}n

(
1− tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)}

)
, (28)

where we used that
∑

x′ tr{|x′⟩⟨x′|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)} = 1. We can bound this directly by using Theorem 1 from [8], which states that∑
x∈{0,1}n

(
1− tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)}

)
≤ (2n + 1)r(Λ). (29)

For the first term we have two cases. If P = Q then p(x) = q(x) and thus p(x)q(x) = 1, which means we can lower bound the first
term by 2n − (2n + 1)r(Λ) (by the above equation). On the other hand if P ̸= Q, we know that there are exactly 2n−1 values of
x s.t. p(x)q(x) = 1 and 2n−1 values of x s.t. p(x)q(x) = −1 (since P,Q must now be trace orthogonal). Labeling these two sets
X+, X− we see that∑

x∈{0,1}n

p(x)q(x) tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)} =
∑

x∈X+

tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)} −
∑

x∈X−

tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)} (30)

=
∑

x∈X−

(
1− tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)}

)
−

∑
x∈X+

(
1− tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)}

)
(31)

≤
∑

x∈X−

(
1− tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)}

)
+

∑
x∈X+

(
1− tr{|x⟩⟨x|Λ(|x⟩⟨x|)}

)
(32)

≤ (2n + 1)r(Λ). (33)
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Putting these two cases together we obtain the theorem statement.

With this theorem we can directly lower bound f4 in terms of the average infidelity r(Λ):

f4 =
1

24

(
tr{(XY + Y X)Λ(XY + Y X)}+ tr{(XZ + ZX)Λ(XZ + ZX)}+ tr{(ZY + Y Z)Λ(ZY + Y Z)}

)
(34)

≥ 1

6

(
6(1− 5

2
r(Λ))− 6

5

2
r(Λ)

)
(35)

≥ 1− 5r(Λ). (36)

And thus by equation (2) we see that

1− 4

3
r(Λ) ≥ 1

15

(
ftr + 2f3 + 3(fadj + λadj + λ̄adj) + 3− 15r(Λ)

)
, (37)

which after a rearranging of terms gives

r(Λ) ≤ 3

(
1− 1

15

(
ftr + 2f3 + 3(fadj + λadj + λ̄adj) + 3

))
. (38)

C. Direct comparison of two-copy benchmarking and two-qubit simultaneous benchmarking

In this section we provide numerical evidence, beyond the formal bounds given above, that the decays numbers extracted from
ES and ED two-copy RB are representative of the average fidelity. We do this by directly comparing two-copy RB to standard
simultaneous RB.

One drawback of standard simultaneous benchmarking is the requirement that all Clifford gates require to be equal in time to
avoid synchronization problems of simultaneous Clifford operations. In general the synchronization problem can be avoided by
extending short Clifford gate sequences with an idle time such that the duration of all Clifford gate sequences is equal. Fortunately,
elementary gates based on single-qubit π/2-microwave pulses with individual phase control allow to construct all 24 single-qubit
Clifford gates using two ”real” and a up to two ”virtual” z-gates (see Ref. [9] and table V). We use this Clifford-gate compilation
for a direct comparison of two-copy randomized benchmarking and standard simultaneous benchmarking. For standard two-qubit
simultaneous benchmarking random single-qubit Cliffords are chosen from the set with the respective recovery Clifford. Important,
each Clifford gates is chosen randomly and independently with respect to the other qubit. We note here, that the discussion regarding
the simulation is independent of the Clifford compilation as derived above.

1. Simulation of the Clifford gate superoperator

In order to efficiently yet accurately simulate the two protocols we first compute the full time-evolution superoperator for each
combination of single-qubit Clifford gates on two qubits assuming quasistatic noise. In detail we solve the time-dependent Liou-
ville–von Neumann equation for the density matrix ρ:

ih̄
d

dt
|ρ⟩ = [H(t)ρ− ρH(t)] , (39)

where h̄ = h/(2π) is the reduced Planck constant. Here, the system consisting of two germanium hole qubits is described by the
Hamiltonian following [10, 11]

H(t) = µBB1 · S1 + µBB2 · S2 + S1 · JS2. (40)

Here, J is the tensorial form of the exchange interaction between Q1 and Q2, µB is Bohr’s magneton, h the Planck constant and
Sj = (σx, σy, σx)

T /2 is the vector consisting of the spin matrices acting on Qj. The effective magnetic field ”felt” by Qj

B1 = (bQ1,fQ1 cos (2πfQ1t+ ϕQ1) + bQ1,fQ2 cos (2πfQ2t+ ϕQ2) , 0, gQ1Bz)
T (41)

B2 = (bQ2,fQ1 cos (2πfQ1t+ ϕQ1) + bQ2,fQ2 cos (2πfQ2t+ ϕQ2) , 0, gQ2Bz)
T (42)

consists of the external magnetic field Bz multiplied by the in-plane g-factor gQj as well as contributions due to the spin-orbit
interaction. Assuming an isotropic exchange interaction, Jjk = Jjk13 and driving frequencies fQj =

µBgQj

h Bz ≫ J
h the dominating
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contribution of the exchange interaction is of the form HJ = S1 · JS2 ≈ −J
4 ZZ (see Ref. [12]). Single-qubit rotations are

implemented via resonant driving fQj =
µBgQj

h Bz with a Rabi frequency ΩQj = µB

2h bQj,fQj . To follow the experiment we set
ΩQ1 = ΩQ2 = 10.6MHz. We simulate cross-talk such that each qubit is affected by both driving fields (one resonant and one
is off-resonant) via the amplitudes bQj,fQ1 and bQj,fQ2 . To simplify our simulations and maximize the cross-talk effect we set
bQj,fQk = 10.6MHz for j, k = 1, 2.

We solve Eq. (39) by iteratively computing the unitary propagator according to

U(t+∆t) = e−
i
h̄H(t)∆tU(t). (43)

We discretize H(t) into N segments of length ∆t such that H(t) is constant in the time-interval [t, t+∆t). For all simulation
we chose ∆t = 10 ps. Furthermore, we include quasistatic noise in the simulations by introducing classical fluctuations of fQ1 →
fQ1 + δfQ1, fQ2 → fQ2 + δfQ2 which are assumed to be static on the time-scale of 94 ns for a single Clifford gate. The fluctuations
follow a Gaussian distribution with zero mean, standard deviation σδfQj

and are estimated from the corresponding dephasing times
T ⋆
2,Qj = (2

√
πσδfQj

)−1 if not otherwise mentioned. To estimate the noisy density matrix we perform 250 noise implementations for
each Clifford gate. In order to find the noisy superoperator we repeat the simulations for a full basis set of initial density matrices
ρinit. The noisy superoperator is then constructed via the linear system

ρfinal,1
ρfinal,2

...
ρfinal,16

 = L


ρinit,1
ρinit,2

...
ρinit,16

 , (44)

where L is the 16 × 16-dimensional superoperator. The noisy superoperator in Liouville form is then constructed by transforming
into the basis ρ1 = |0⟩ ⟨0| , ρ2 = |0⟩ ⟨1| , ρ3 = |0⟩ ⟨2| , · · · , ρ16 = |4⟩ ⟨4| following row ordering.

2. Simulation of the Clifford experiments

Since we now have the propagator or superoperator in Liouville form of each Clifford gate we can model a randomized bench-
marking experiment. We model each randomized benchmarking protocol using the following procedure.

1. Create a sequence of N -Cliffords chosen randomly on both qubits and add the ”recovery” Clifford to the sequence. For the
standard two-qubit simultaneous RB protocol Cliffords the picked random Cliffords are uncorrelated between both qubits. For
the two-copy RB protocol pick the same Clifford on both qubits. Repeat this K times.

2. Compute the final superoperator via multiplication of the corresponding two-qubit superoperator in Liouville form. This
allows us to efficiently perform the initialization and measurement step at a later stage.

3. Chose an initial state and a measurement POVM to compute the expectation value for each sequence. Average over all K
implementations.

4. Fit single exponential to the final data.

3. Comparison between the results

Supplementary Figures 6a and 6b show a comparison of the simulations of two-copy ES RB, two-copy ED RB, and SRB for
different values of exchange interaction strength (6a), and dephasing times (TRB) (6b). The simulations suggest that the Clifford
fidelity of two-copy ES RB F2CRB is larger than of SRB FSRB. However, the difference of fidelities can be very small if the exchange
interaction strength is smaller than 1 MHz. This can be explained that coherent errors, such as residual exchange interaction, only
contribute to the average gate infidelity at second order [13]. However, reducing the amount of dephasing in the simulations shows
that for J = 260 kHz the fidelity of the two protocols are still very close thus the dominant errors are most likely due classical
cross-talk and not residual exchange interaction. We recommend when doing RB and in particular two-copy ED RB to characterize
both qubits, as individual qubits may show non-monotonic fidelities as a function of noise. For example, in Supplementary Figure
6, we see an increase in fidelity for two-copy ED RB measuring qubit 2 for increasing interaction due to state distillation from the
better to the worse qubit.
Supplementary figure 7 shows the simulated decay structure comparing four-copy RB (4CRB in Supplementary figure 7b) and four
qubit simultaneous randomized benchmarking (4SRB in Supplementary figure 7b), for different values of qubit coherence (TRB)
for exchange interaction strengths of J12 = 260 kHz, J23 = 680 kHz, J34 = 340 kHz and J41 = 370 kHz, where Jij is the exchange
interaction strength between qubits Qi and Qj . These values are indicative of the exchange interaction strengths measured in the
present system.
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Supplementary Figure 6. Full Hamiltonian simulations comparing two-copy ES, two-copy ED, and simultaneous randomized benchmark-
ing. (a) Simulated RB decay for two-copy ES (red), two-copy ED (blue), and simultaneous (black) randomized benchmarking protocols at different
values of exchange interaction strength. (b) Extracted average generator fidelity. Divergence in performance occurs for values of exchange inter-
action strength above ≈ 0.5 MHz, where two-copy ES benchmarking returns higher average fidelities than SRB. (c) Comparing two-copy ES RB
(red), two-copy ED RB (blue) and SRB (black) for different values of spin coherence time at J = 260 kHz. (d) Extracted fidelities for SRB,
two-copy ES RB and two-copy ED RB, showing that all protocols return comparable fidelities at the exchange interaction strength present in our
system. Error bars correspond to fit uncertainty.
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Supplementary Figure 7. Full Hamiltonian simulations comparing four-copy and four-qubit simultaneous randomized benchmarking. (a)
Simulated RB decay for four-copy RB (red), four-qubit SRB (black) protocols at different values of qubit coherence time (T 2,RB). (b) Extracted
average generator fidelity (Fπ/2). Error bars correspond to fit uncertainty.

Supplementary Note 9: Fidelity Tables
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Supplementary Table V. Single-qubit Clifford compilation for a direct comparison between two-copy and simultaneous benchmarking without
idling times. We simulate both benchmarks by selecting a random sequence of Cliffords from the table below excluding C1, and calculate the
recovery Clifford that projects the system back into it’s original state. We use here a gate set containing ±π/2 rotations around the Bloch Sphere,
so the gates X±π/2 and Y±π/2 are referring to explicit rotations of ±π/2 around the x-axis and y-axis of the Bloch sphere of a single-qubit.
Z±π/2 are rotations around the z-axis and implemented ”virtually” via software correction of the signal generator. In this respect a Yπ/2 rotation
is implemented identical to a Xπ/2 rotation with a π/2 software phase correction.

Clifford Composition
C1 Xπ/2X−π/2

C2 Xπ/2Xπ/2

C3 Y−π/2Y−π/2

C4 Xπ/2X−π/2Zπ/2Zπ/2

C5 Xπ/2Y−π/2

C6 Xπ/2Yπ/2

C7 X−π/2Y−π/2

C8 X−π/2Yπ/2

C9 Y−π/2Xπ/2

C10 Y−π/2X−π/2

C11 Yπ/2Xπ/2

C12 Yπ/2X−π/2

C13 Y−π/2Xπ/2Z−π/2

C14 Y−π/2X−π/2Zπ/2

C15 Xπ/2Y−π/2Zπ/2

C16 Xπ/2Yπ/2Z−π/2

C17 X−π/2Xπ/2Zπ/2

C18 X−π/2Xπ/2Z−π/2

C19 Xπ/2Y−π/2Z−π/2

C20 Xπ/2Yπ/2Zπ/2

C21 Y−π/2Xπ/2Zπ/2

C22 Y−π/2X−π/2Z−π/2

C23 Xπ/2Xπ/2Zπ/2

C24 X−π/2X−π/2Z−π/2

Qi F
π/2
Qi FC

Qi tπ Bext

Q1 99.980(4) 99.94(2) 97 ns 0.65 T
Q2 99.936(9) 99.79(3) 71 ns 0.65 T
Q3 99.992(1) 99.974(3) 58 ns 0.65 T
Q4 99.7(2) 99.0(6) 41 ns 0.65 T
Q1 99.989(1) 99.965(3) 50 ns 1 T
Q2 99.90(2) 99.68(6) 48 ns 1 T
Q3 99.958(2) 99.865(6) 50 ns 1 T
Q4 99.79(2) 99.32(6) 50 ns 1 T

Supplementary Table VI. Summary of best single qubit fidelities and tuning parameters at Bext = 0.65 T and Bext = 1 T. Quoted errors correspond
to the fit uncertainty.

QiQj F
π/2
QiQj FC

QiQj tπ Bext

Q1Q2 99.72(1) 99.10(3) 69 ns 0.65 T
Q3Q4 99.905(8) 99.69(3) 61 ns 0.65 T
Q1Q2 99.81(3) 99.4(1) 35 ns 1 T
Q3Q4 99.52(4) 98.5(1) 50 ns 1 T

Supplementary Table VII. Summary of best ES two-copy RB fidelities and tuning parameters at Bext = 0.65 T and Bext = 1 T. Quoted errors
correspond to the fit uncertainty.
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QiQj—QkQl F
π/2

QiQj|QkQl FC
QiQj|QkQl tπ Bext

Q1Q2—Q3Q4 98.9(2) 96.5(6) 150 ns 0.65 T
Q3Q4—Q1Q2 99.0(1) 96.8(3) 150 ns 0.65 T
Q1Q2—Q3Q4 99.3(2) 97.7(6) 60 ns 1 T
Q3Q4—Q1Q2 99.34(4) 97.9(1) 55 ns 1 T

Supplementary Table VIII. Summary of best ES four-copy RB fidelities and tuning parameters at Bext = 0.65 T and Bext = 1 T. Quoted errors
correspond to the fit uncertainty.
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