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We study the multi-qubit quantum gates intrinsic to a general array of semiconductor quantum
dots and investigate how they can be implemented in a scalable way. The intrinsic quantum gates re-
fer to the class of natural-forming transformations in the qubit rotating-frame under direct exchange
coupling, and can be recognized as the instruction set of a spin-qubit chip. Adopting an pertur-
bative treatment, we can model intrinsic gates by first-order dynamics in the coupling strength. A
general formalism is developed for identifying the multi-qubit intrinsic gates under arbitrary array
connectivity. Factors influencing the fidelities of the multi-qubit intrinsic gates are discussed. The
advantageous applications of intrinsic gates in quantum computing and quantum error correction
are explored. We also propose a theoretical scheme to overcome the problem of inhomogeneous cou-
pling using dynamical calibration of the connecting bonds. This scheme can be further combined
with periodic dynamical decoupling for robust implementations of multi-qubit gates in large-scale
quantum computers.

I. INTRODUCTION

Semiconductor quantum dots are promising physical
platforms for universal quantum computing [1–4]. The
spins of electrons (or holes) are natural two-level systems
that can be selectively manipulated and brought into in-
teractions by confining them with artificial structures.
Spin qubits defined in quantum dots enjoy several unique
advantages, including their small physical size and com-
patibility with modern semiconductor fabrication tech-
niques, that make them suitable for creating large-scale
quantum chips [5, 6]. Under intensive research efforts
from the global community, the technologies and theories
behind spin qubits have seen significant advancements
over recent years. Continuous developments in key per-
formance metrics such as the coherence times, operation
frequencies and gate fidelities have been made [7]. Spin
qubits in the state-of-the-art can be prepared and mea-
sured with fidelity exceeding 99% [8], manipulated at fre-
quency over 540 MHz [9] and work in temperature above
4K [10]. The fidelity figures for single-qubit and two-
qubit gates have been pushed beyond the fault-tolerance
threshold value [11, 12]. Industrial manufacturing have
also been demonstrated for quantum dot arrays [13, 14].

The natural roadmap of any quantum computing
scheme is to incorporate gradually increasing quantities
of qubits for realizing useful quantum algorithms. How-
ever, accurate control of multiple qubits can be a highly
nontrivial task that implies much more than just putting
the qubits together. For selective control of the interqubit
coupling, one must be able to eliminate the crosstalk ef-
fects of the control signals in an efficient manner. In
addition, there must be a robust method to overcome
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the inhomogeneous coupling across the qubits. The key
challenge is that the relevant control resources must scale
well with the number of qubits, for potential applica-
tion to large-scale chips with millions of qubits. For spin
qubits, a viable way to scale up the qubit count is to
employ an increasing two-dimensional array of quantum
dots, as recently demonstrated for crossbar arrays of hole
qubits [15–18]. This configuration is also compatible with
the surface code, a topological error correction code com-
monly conceived as the framework for large-scale fault-
tolerant quantum computers [19–21]. The ability to con-
trol and optimize such a multi-qubit array necessarily
marks the next milestone in spin qubits.

Analogous to how the basic instruction sets for dif-
ferent classical CPU architectures are different, quan-
tum computers also have platform-dependent instruc-
tion sets. The general quantum computing theory fa-
vors controlled-not (CNOT) as the universal two-qubit
gate [22]. Any algorithm may nevertheless be carried
out with a different set of universal gates. For the best
performance, a quantum algorithm should be compiled
with the most natural gates for the physical platform it
is applied upon. For spin qubits in particular, we con-
sider a quantum gate as intrinsic if it can be attained
with a single-step evolution under exchange interaction
only. The controlled-phase (CPhase) or in particular
controlled-Z (CZ) gate is an intrinsic two-qubit gate as
it can be performed by simply turning on the exchange
coupling [23–25]. In comparison, the CNOT gate for spin
qubits is not intrinsic by our definition as it relies on ex-
ternal microwave drive to resonantly select the transition
states [26]. In general, the “DC control” for CZ gate is
less susceptible to noise compared with the “AC control”
for CNOT [27–29], and is arguably easier to control and
calibrate. Moreover, intrinsic gates need not be limited to
two qubits. Most quantum algorithms require imposing
joint transformations on multiple qubits. In these scenar-
ios, intrinsic multi-qubit gates can often be used in place
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of equivalent clusters of single-qubit and two-qubit gates.
Such replacements can boost efficiency, reducing control
expenditures, while also less prone to errors [30]. Giving
these obvious benefits, an abundance of recent studies
have been devoted to multi-qubit gates in various systems
such as Rydberg atoms [31–34], superconducting qubits
[30, 35–37] and trapped irons [38, 39]. For spin qubits,
three-qubit Toffoli gate have been proposed and imple-
mented using resonant microwave pulse [40, 41]. Notably,
studies on linear quantum dot chains have revealed coher-
ent “superexchange” oscillations of the boundary states
[42, 43], and exhibit long-range coupling [44, 45]. These
studies clearly demonstrate the possibility of multi-qubit
gates with DC control and hint a larger class of intrinsic
multi-qubit gates.

Spin arrays coupled by exchange interaction have long
fascinated theoretical investigations [46–50]. However,
to-date it is still unclear what and how multi-qubit gates
can be achieved in general. In this paper, we fill this
important gap in current research with a comprehensive
study on the qubit dynamics of quantum dot arrays. Ex-
tending the theoretical formalisms developed in an earlier
paper [51], we greatly generalize the CZ/CPhase gate to
a large class of multi-qubit gates intrinsically accessible
to spin qubits. Furthermore, we also show these multi-
qubit gates are scalable by proposing an efficient theoreti-
cal scheme to dynamically calibrate and control the inter-
qubit couplings. While minimizing the crosstalk problem
for selective controls, our scheme can also simultaneously
protect the qubits from environmental couplings. Hope-
fully, our findings can pave the way for future large-scale
quantum computing using spin qubits.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II goes
through the theoretical prerequisites for the study of in-
trinsic gates. These include the entangled-state repre-
sentation of the effective Hamiltonian, followed by in-
troduction of the qubit frame, where quantum gates are
formally derived and extended with additional free phase
gates. In section III, we look into the class of all possi-
ble multi-qubit intrinsic gates defined on a quantum dot
array with any geometry. It turns out that there is a
surprisingly easy way of decomposing them. We esti-
mate the coherent fidelity of these multi-qubit gates and
discuss their potential applications in quantum compu-
tation and quantum error correction. In section IV, we
examine the unavoidable problem of inhomogeneous cou-
pling brought by scaling up the system. We propose a
theoretical scheme to dynamically calibrate the bonds by
applying single-qubit pulses. These scheme can be fur-
ther combined with various dynamical decoupling proto-
cols [52–54] in a suitable way that protect the spin qubits
from environmental noise. Finally, we discuss a techni-
cal prospect implied by our theory where the interdot
coupling can be efficiently controlled by tunning the lo-
cal spin-orbital coupling strength. We summarize and
conclude in section V.

II. DYNAMICS OF THE DOT ARRAY

Let us consider a spin-qubit chip defined in a semicon-
ductor nanostructure using an array of quantum dots.
An example set up is illustrated in Fig. 1(a) for a two-
dimensional grid of quantum dots. The dots can also
form a one-dimensional chain or even a three-dimensional
lattice. Here we will use the general expression of “ar-
ray” irrespective of the dimensionality. The dot array
has suitable confining and chemical potentials that cap-
ture free charge carriers (electrons or holes) in the half-
filling regime, i.e., only a single charge carrier occupies
the lowest-energy orbit of each dot. A static magnetic
field is applied to the system, lifting the two-fold spin
degeneracy of the ground-level orbits and allowing local-
ized spin qubits to be associated with the dots.

(a)

𝑥

𝑦

𝑉

(b)
𝑡* 𝑡

𝑡 𝑡*

𝑠 𝑠*

𝑠 𝑠*

FIG. 1. (a) The potential profile of a two-dimensional array
of quantum dots serving as a prototypical spin qubit quantum
chip (left-bottom inset). Localized charge carriers with spins
are represented as small balls with arrows. The red balls are
in an active region where multiple spins are simultaneously
coupled together for a multi-qubit gate. (b) Schematic plot
of the spin qubits and the interdot coupling through virtual
tunneling. Each qubit is defined by the lowest-energy spin-
split states localized to a dot. The coefficients representing 8
possible tunneling process can be reduced to only two complex
numbers due to symmetry—the spin conserved tunnelling t
and spin-flipped tunneling s.

The semiconducting device is assumed to have consid-
erable spin-orbital interaction (SOI) to enable fast ma-
nipulation of single spin states with electric signals [55].
The SOI can be either intrinsic to the nanostructure [56]
or artificially introduced by slanting magnetic field [57].
In general, the dots can have different Landé g-factors
with different principal axes, hence the spatial spin di-
rections and Zeeman energy splittings for the |↑⟩ and |↓⟩
states can differ across the dots. Electronic tunneling
is allowed among neighboring sites. But the immediate
state after tunneling involves two spins occupying the
same dot and is not energetically favored due to a large
Coulomb repulsion energy. The theory of quantum me-
chanics, however, allows brief transition to such high en-
ergy states in a process known as virtual tunneling. This
is assumed to be the main mechanism for the exchange
interaction between spin qubits.
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A. Entangled state representation of the effective
Hamiltonian

The Fermi-Hubbard model is a good starting point de-
scribing such quantum dot array [58, 59]. The low-energy
states localized to all the dots can be normalized to form
a basis {|ϕj,σ⟩}, where j represents the dot location and
σ ∈ {↑, ↓} is the spin index. Using the annihilation ajσ
and creation a†jσ operators for the basis states, one can
write down a second-quantized Hamiltonian for the dot
array. We split this Hamiltonian into a dot part and a
tunnel-coupling part H = Hd + Ht. The dot part de-
scribes the energy costs for filling 0 to 2 spins into the
ground-level orbit to each dot,

Hd =
∑
jσ

[(
µj + sig(σj)

1
2εZ,j

)
njσ + 1

2Unjσnjσ̄

]
, (1)

where njσ = a†jσajσ is the number operator, µj and εZ,j
are the local chemical potential and the electron Zeeman
energy at site j, the spin sign is defined by sig(↑↓) = ±1
and U is the energy cost for filling two antiparallel spins
into the same orbit. The tunneling part is given by,

Ht =
∑
⟨j,k⟩

∑
σ

(
tjkσσa

†
jσak,σ + sjkσσ̄a

†
jσak,σ̄

)
, (2)

where tjkσσ and sjkσσ̄ represent the spin dependent tunneling
coefficients between adjacent dots j, k. We note that SOI
mixes the orbit and the spin wave functions, while also
opening a spin-flipping channel when tunneling among
the dots [60].

Examining the spin-dependent tunneling process, for
example, among dot j and k. There are four spin con-
served coefficients in addition to four spin flipped terms
due to SOI and differences in spin axises. A key assump-
tion for our theory is that the time reversal symmetry
is approximately preserved for our system. This requires
the Zeeman splitting energy to be much smaller than the
characteristic barrier height between the dots. Hermicity
of the Hamiltonian and well as time reversal symmetry
implies that only two independent coefficients exists: the
spin-conserved tunneling coefficient and spin-flipped tun-
neling coefficient,

tj↓,k↓ = tk↑,j↑ = (tj↑,k↑)
∗ = (tk↓,j↓)

∗ ∝ t⟨jk⟩,

sj↓,k↑ = sj↑,k↓ = (sk↓,j↑)
∗ = (sk↑,j↓)

∗ ∝ s⟨jk⟩,
(3)

where we have introduced dimensionless coefficients for
spin-conserved (t) and spin-flipped (s) tunneling. They
satisfy the normalization condition |t|2 + |s|2 = 1.
In particular, in systems where direct-exchange domi-
nates and g factors are scalar, we can have the explicit
parametrization t = cos(γSO) − i sin(γSO) cos(ϑB) and
s = −i sin(γSO) sin(ϑB) [51], where γSO and ϑB charac-
terize the SOI strength and the effective magnetic field
angle. These relations make it possible to experimentally
control the values of t and s by varying the SOI strength.

The normalized tunneling coefficients uniquely deter-
mines an entangled state |ξw=⟨j,k⟩⟩ that lives on the
four-dimensional Hilbert space defined by the half-filling
states of the connecting vertices,

|ξw⟩ =
1√
2

(
s∗w|↑↑⟩w+t∗w|↑↓⟩w−tw|↓↑⟩w+sw|↓↓⟩w

)
. (4)

With this entangled state defined, the rule to write down
the computational Hamiltonian is handy,

H = Hdot +Hex =
∑
j

1

2
εZj σ

Z
j −

∑
w

Jw|ξw⟩⟨ξw|, (5)

where Hdot is the Hamiltonian of the quantum dots,
which is the summation of the effective Zeeman splitting
energies εZj along the Pauli operator σZ

j = |↑⟩⟨↑|j−|↓⟩⟨↓|j
of all individual dots. The exchange term Hex describes
the coupling among connecting dots (edges). The cou-
pling strength is specified by its exchange energy,

J⟨j,k⟩ =
Tjk

2

(
1

U − µj + µk
+

1

U − µk + µj

)
, (6)

which is a function of the tunneling amplitude, dot charg-
ing energy and the chemical potentials of the connect-
ing dots. Equation (5) represents the effect of direct ex-
change in terms the entangled-state representation. We
explicitly derive it in the Supplementary Material. Be-
sides mathematically compact, the entangled-state rep-
resentation of has many nice properties that we will take
advantage of in the development of multi-qubit gates.

B. Time evolution in the qubit frame

In general, the Hamiltonian governing dynamics of
qubits can be split as H = H0 + HI, where H0 is the
intrinsic Hamiltonian, or self-energy, required for the
proper definition of qubits, and HI includes all other
interactions and control signals. The intrinsic Hamil-
tonian is persistent and applies the unitary rotation
U0(τ) = e−iH0τ to the lab-frame quantum states. This
unitary rotation defines the qubit frame, in which qubit
states are stationary in absence of interaction, and in
which all quantum gates are defined. The natural choice
for our multi-dot array is H0 = Hdot and HI = Hex as
suggested by Eq. (5). Some literatures uses external mi-
crowave to define similar rotating frame. Although this
approach is intuitive for a single-qubit system, it would
be problematic if multiple qubits with different Zeeman
energies are involved.

The qubit-frame time evolution Ũ(τ) is generated by
the interaction picture Hamiltonian U0(τ)

†HIU0(τ), but
the time-dependence makes direct integration difficult.
Here, we take an equivalent approach by reversely rotat-
ing the qubit frame,

Ũ(τ) = e+iτH0e−iτ(H0+HI). (7)
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We note that one cannot cancel the H0 terms, which
would require H0 and HI to commute. To proceed
with the qubit-frame time evolution, we make the as-
sumption that the system works in the non-degenerate
regime, where the qubit ground and excited states are
well-separated. Specially, the typical Zeeman energy
should be much larger than the interdot exchange en-
ergy εZ ≫ J . Notably, this condition is also equivalent
to ∥H0∥ ≫ ∥HI∥, allowing the Hamiltonian H = H0+HI

to be approached in a perturbative way.
Let us denote the eigenstates and eigenenergies of H

as {|n′⟩} and {E′
n}, which are perturbed from the cor-

responding eigenstates {|n⟩} and eigenenergies {E′
n} of

H0. Here, |n⟩ is simply a direct-product of |↑⟩ and |↓⟩ dot
states and En is the combination of the relevant Zeeman
energies, both can be naturally-defined. To calculate the

qubit-frame map Ũ(τ) in the computational basis, we can
calculate the matrix exponential of H in Eq. (7) in terms
of the {|n′⟩} states, and then applying a basis transfor-
mation to the {|n⟩}-basis. In particular, the diagonal

elements of Ũ(τ) are given by

Ũnn(τ) = rnne
−iτδEn +

∑
m ̸=n

rnme−iτ(E′
mn+δEn)

(8)

where rnm ≡ |⟨n|m′⟩|2, δEn ≡ E′
n−En and E′

mn ≡ E′
m−

E′
n. The derivation is exact up to this stage. Next we will

make the perturbative assumption, which will allow us to
split the sum in Eq. (8) into a major term with rnn ∼ 1,
and many minor terms with rnm ∼ O(J2). By keeping
the leading-order effect, we make the approximation,

Ũ(τ) ≈ diag(e−iτδE
(1)
1 , e−iτδE

(1)
2 , · · · ) ≡ Ũideal, (9)

where δE
(1)
n = ⟨n|Hex|n⟩ are the first-order energy cor-

rections. For the most part of this paper, we concern
ourselves with the problems of what and how a useful

quantum gate can be achieved with Ũideal. We attribute

the difference between Ũ(τ) and Ũideal as coherent errors,
whose combined magnitude is should be of higher orders.
We will examine these errors in details in Sec. III C. In
a sense, we can view quantum gates as first-order effects
on the quantum dot array brought by exchange coupling.
In comparison, the zeroth order effect defines the qubits
while higher order effects are considered as errors.

C. Grid and bond vectors

By definition, Ũideal is diagonal in the computational

basis. Therefore a convenient way to express the Ũideal

is to introduce

Ũideal = eiτΛ, (10)

where Λ is the diagonal matrix defined by the first-order
energy corrections, or simply the vector itself when its

clear from the context. Using first-order perturbation
theory, we can explicitly derive

Λ =
⊕
w

Jw diag (|ξw⟩⟨ξw|) ≡
⊕
w

Λw, (11)

where the Kronecker sum (⊕) is defined for vectors (ma-
trices) x ∈ A and y ∈ B in different linear spaces by,
x ⊕ y = x ⊗ 1B\A + 1A\B ⊗ y, where 1B\A is the one-
vector (or identity matrix) on the difference space B\A,
and vice versa for 1A\B . As Λ depends on all connect-
ing edges of the quantum-dot array while Λw depends
only on a particular bond, we refer the former as the
“grid vector” and later as the “bond vector”. Each bond
vector can be explicitly represented in its associated 4-
dimensional subspace by

Λw =̂ ( 12Jw|sw|
2, 1

2Jw|tw|
2, 1

2Jw|tw|
2, 1

2Jw|sw|
2)

≡ (Sw, Tw, Tw, Sw)
(12)

where we have introduced the shorthands Sw and Tw for
the spin-conserved and spin-flipped tunneling strength.
Despite the simple form of each bond vector, it can be

quite involved to calculate the Kronecker sum of all bonds
in a large grid. In general, the vector components of Λ
are summations of different Sw and Tw terms. The exact
expression in terms of these bond strengths depends on
the order of qubits and the geometry of the full grid, and
there can have many possible ways of connection for a
large collection of quantum dots. However, thanks to the
structure of the each bond vector, the grid vector always
satisfies the reflective symmetric condition,

Λ =
←−
Λ ≡

(−→
λ ,
←−
λ
)
, (13)

where we introduce the right and left over-arrow to rep-
resent writing a vector in normal and reserve order re-
spectively. For an NQ-qubit system, the length of Λ is
2NQ while the length of λ is 2NQ−1. This property im-
plies that there are at most one-half independent entries
in Λ, defined by the reduced grid vector λ.

D. Free phase factors

The DC time evolution under anisotropic exchange is
responsible for entangling different spin qubits. To con-
vert the time evolution map into more familiar expres-
sions of quantum gates, we allow additional global phase
and local phase gates. We refer these combined phase
degrees of freedom as the free phase factors.
Firstly, a global phase factor can be applied to any

wave vector without inducing conceivable change of any
physical observables. Hence two unitary maps related
by an arbitrary global phase factor ϕg are completely
equivalent, eiϕgU

.
= U , where the dot-equal symbol is

used to represent such equivalence. More importantly,
we also allow two unitary gates to differ by local phase
gates on individual qubits. The rationale behind such
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local phase freedom is that Z-axis rotations can be im-
plemented by the so-called virtual-Z gates in the software
level and do not require actual operations on the qubits
[61, 62]. This local phase gate freedom is also exploited
in original the proposal of two-qubit CZ gate [23]. In
this paper, we will assume that such single-qubit Z ro-
tations come at trivial cost of state fidelity or operation
time. The phase gate for a single qubit is the operator
Zϕ = e−i(ϕ/2)σz

.
= diag(1, eiϕ). Direct product of single

qubit phase gates gives local phase gates for multi-qubits.
Combing the global and local phase degree of freedom,
we can define a free phase map

Zfree ≡ eiϕg

⊗
j

Zϕj = eiΦF , (14)

where we can associate Zfree with a vector ΦF, as all
phases gates are diagonal. The “free vector” ΦF is a
sum of a global phase and a local part ΦF = ϕg +Φloc,
with the local free vector

Φloc ≡
⊕
j

(0, ϕj). (15)

We say that a multi-qubit gate G can be intrinsically
attained under direct exchange if it is related to the

qubit-frame operator Ũideal up to free phase factors,

Ũideal(τG) = Zfree(ϕG)G, (16)

where ϕG is the solution of (global and local) phase fac-
tors and τG is the time duration for implementing gate

G. As both Ũideal and Zfree are diagonally represented
in the computation basis, we are interested in the multi-
qubit gates that are alo diagonal in the computational
space. The unitarity requirement of such gate G implies
that the diagonal elements of G are all just phase factors
and can be written as

G = eiΘG , (17)

where the gate vector ΘG consists of real numbers asso-
ciated with the gate. Focusing only on the phase factors,
we obtain from Eqns. (9, 14, 17) the relation for the vec-
tors,

τΛ = ΘG +ΦF mod 2π, (18)

where the equality is understood in terms of 2π modulus
in all the vector components as any extra 2π phase factor
contributes trivially.

III. INTRINSIC MULTI-QUBIT GATES

Equipped with the Hamiltonian and phase corrections,
in this section we study what multi-qubit gates can be in-
trinsically achieved on a general spin-qubit grid. We will
first consider some specific examples and their potential
applications then gives a general theory for identifying
the accessible quantum gates.

A. Multi-qubit controlled-phase gates

A particular useful class of quantum gates is the
general controlled-phase gates. We require these gates
to involve at least one control qubit and at least one
target qubit subjecting to phase-shift according to the
state of the control qubit(s). Notable examples in-
clude the regular controlled-Z (CZ) gate, the Toffoli-
type controlled-controlled-Z (CCZ) gate and the parity
checker controlled-Z-Z (CZZ) gate. Here we will examine
of what gates are achievable and in what kind of geome-
try can it be achieved.

1. Composition rules

Without loss of generality, we fix the first qubit as the
control qubit and label it by ‘C’, with the rest qubits,
which may or may not be involved in the gate, labelled
by 1, 2, · · · , n ≡ NQ − 1. The full Hilbert space is thus
spanned by {|0⟩, |1⟩}c⊗{|0⟩, |1⟩}1⊗· · ·⊗{|0⟩, |1⟩}n. Set-
ting the first qubit as control implies that the first half
of the computational states remain intact under the gate
transformation, while the second half is subject to cer-
tain phase flips. The gate vector of such controlled-phase
gate can be written as

ΘG = (0,θG), (19)

where the zero vector 0 has half the length of ΘG and
we refer the vector θG as the reduced gate vector.
For the above specified qubit labels, the local phase fac-

tors comprise a vector ϕloc = (ϕC, ϕ1, · · · , ϕn) = (ϕC,ϕT)
Note that we use capital and lower-case letter to distin-
guish the local free vector with the vector of local phase
factors. Expanding the free vector over the control qubit
according to Eq. (15), we find Φloc = (ΦT, ϕC + ΦT),
where ΦT is the free phase vector for ϕT only. To fur-
ther take advantage of the property that the vector Λ
is reflectively symmetric, we split all vectors in Eq. (18)
into equal halves and equate them separately. This allows
us to formulate two equivalent gate composition rules in
terms of the reduced phases vectors. An intrinsic gate
must satisfy both rules simultaneously. The first is the
parity rule,

θG =
←−
ΦT −

−→
ΦT − ϕc = LNQ

ϕloc mod 2π, (20)

where we have introduce the parity matrix LNQ
that is

uniquely determined by the total number of qubits NQ.
Since θG is 2NQ−1 dimensional but there are only NQ

local phases to vary, a large number of gates are rejected
by the parity rule. The parity rule thus offers a straight-
forward way to examine whether a gate is allowed or not
in theory. After solving the required local phase correc-
tions, the next step is to examine the dynamics rule,

τλ = ϕg +ΦT mod 2π, (21)
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with ΦT determined by Eq. (20). This equation connects
the required local phase corrections to the grid vector.
Therefore it determines what type of connectivity of the
quantum dots is required for implementing a target gate
within finite time.

2. Examples

At this stage, it is helpful to first examine some simple
examples of quantum gates.

The simplest case is a two-qubit system. It is well-
known that DC evolution under exchange can produce
the CZ gate. Here we examine the general controlled-
phase gate CZθ =̂ diag(1, 1, 1, eiθ). The parity rule for
such gate reads(

0
θ

)
=

(
−1 1
−1 −1

)(
ϕc

ϕ1

)
mod 2π. (22)

Since the parity matrix is invertible, any θ value is al-
lowed. The general solution of local phase factors is given
by ϕ1 = − 1

2θ + k1π and ϕc = − 1
2θ + (k1 + 2k2)π for

k1, k2 ∈ Z. As there is only one possible way of con-
necting two dots, the reduced grid vector is identified by
λ = (S, T ). Substituting into the dynamics rule, we can
obtain the explicit gate time,

τ =
−θ/2 + nπ

T − S
, n ∈ Z. (23)

Here the integer n is further restricted such at τ > 0.
Increasing the qubit number to three, we have a much

more interesting system that can demonstrate many in-
teresting aspects of multi-qubit gates. We first explicitly
write down the parity rule for three-qubit gates,

θG =

 −1 1 1
−1 1 −1
−1 −1 1
−1 −1 −1


ϕc

ϕ1

ϕ2

 mod 2π. (24)

The parity matrix is 4×3. This indicates there are more
constraints than the free local phase variables. Hence
only a subset of the three-qubit controlled phase can be
intrinsically implemented. A striking example prohibit
by parity is the CCZ gate. It corresponds to the gate
vector θG = (0, 0, 0, π). Substituting θG into the above
equation, we obtain

−ϕc + ϕ1 + ϕ2 = 2nπ

ϕc − ϕ1 + ϕ2 = 2mπ

ϕc + ϕ1 − ϕ2 = 2kπ

ϕc + ϕ1 + ϕ2 = 2lπ − π

, (25)

where n,m, k, l are integers. Summing up the first three
terms yield the final term on the left-hand-side, but the
right-hand-sides suggests the sum is simultaneously even
and odd multiple of π, an apparent contradiction.

A class of achievable gate is the CZθ1Zθ2 , which ap-
plies conditional phase shifts of θ1 and θ2 for qubit
1 and 2. Plugging in the corresponding gate vector
θG = (0, θ2, θ1, θ1 + θ2) into Eq. (24), one can verify that
a consistent solution can be found by

ϕ1 = − 1
2θ1 + k1π

ϕ2 = − 1
2θ2 + k2π

ϕc = − 1
2θ1 −

1
2θ2 + (k1 + k2 + 2k3)π

, (26)

where k1, k2, k3 are arbitrary integers. From local phase
solutions, we can determine ΦT = (0, ϕ2, ϕ1, ϕ1 + ϕ2).
Next, we also need to check if such gate is dynamically
allowed. For a three-qubit system, there can have three
distinct bonds in the fully-connected setup. And this
generalize to

(
n
2

)
bonds in a fully-connected n-qubit sys-

tem. But here we only consider a one-dimensional array
with two connecting bonds. And we can distinguish two
possibilities for a three-qubit system—that of linear fash-
ion, where the control and target qubits are connected
sequentially in the order of ‘C’-‘1’-‘2’; and the that of
stellar fashion, in which the control qubit is placed in the
center following ‘1’-‘C’-‘2’. For the stellar geometry, the
grid vector can be calculated as

λ(ste) = (S1+S2, S1+T2, S2+T1, T1+T2) . (27)

Substituting the grid vectors into Eq. (20), we find that
the dynamics condition decouples to separate identities
for each bond:

τ(T1 − S1) = ϕ1, τ(T2 − S2) = ϕ2, mod 2π. (28)

This can be in principle achieved by controlling the tun-
neling ratio (T1−S1)/(T2−S2). On the other hand, the
linear geometry is associated with

λ(lin) = (S1+S2, S1+T2, T1+T2, S2+T1) . (29)

Contrary to the previous case, there is no non-trivial so-
lution to the dynamics rule, unless if ϕ2 = π (mod 2π).
But this would indicate that qubit 2 undergoes a condi-
tional 2π rotation, which is equivalent to a Z gate on the
control qubit, and the resulting gate reduces to a two-
qubit gate. In particular, if the two bonds are identical,
then after time τ = π/(T − S), we have ϕc = ϕ2 = π
and ϕ1 = 0, the locally-uncorrected time evolution will
become joint single-qubit Z gates on both ends:

Ũ(τ) = Zc ⊗ Z2, (30)

which is a non-entangling gate even though the qubits
are entangled amidst the time evolution.

3. General multi-qubit control gates

A particular class of quantum gates is naturally al-
lowed by parity. This class has only one control qubit but
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allow multiple target qubits, CZθ1Zθ2 · · ·Zθn . In particu-
lar, when all controlled-phase factors are π, these become
the multi-qubit controlled-Z gates, which have impor-
tant application in quantum computing algorithms and
quantum error correction codes. For such multi-qubit
controlled-phase (MQCP) gate, we have the reduced gate
vector θG = (0, θ1) ⊕ (0, θ2) ⊕ · · · ⊕ (0, θn). After calcu-
lating the target free vector and its reverse vector by
Eq. (15), we obtain the parity rule

n⊕
j=1

(0, θj) =

n⊕
j=1

(ϕj ,−ϕj)− ϕc mod 2π. (31)

for which we have the solution
ϕj = −

1

2
θj mod π

ϕc =

n∑
j=1

ϕj mod 2π
. (32)

This explicitly proves that such one-control, multi-target
gate is allowed by parity.

In comparison, the parity rule requires that the num-
ber of control qubits cannot exceed 1. This is already
hinted by the three qubit example. We formally prove
this theorem in the follows. Without loss of generality,
we set the qubit 1 also as the control qubit. This im-
plies that such θG = (0,θ′

G), where 0 is a zero vector of
length 2n−1. Next, we partition both sides of the parity
rule into equal halves, yielding{

ϕ1 − ϕc +
⊕n

j=2(ϕj ,−ϕj) = 0

−ϕ1 − ϕc +
⊕n

j=2(ϕj ,−ϕj) = θ′
G

mod 2π (33)

Solving this condition, we find the vector θ′
G = −2ϕ1 a

constant vector (up to 2π modulus). But such solution in
turn suggest that the gate is a controlled-phase between
C and 1 instead of a multi-qubit gate with two control
qubits, which completes our proof. For this reason, we
will only consider the gates with one control qubit when
taking about multi-qubit control.

Let us now examine the the dynamics rule for the
multi-qubit control gate. As hinted by the three qubit
example, it turns out that such gate can be generally
implemented in the stellar geometry. In the stellar ge-
ometry, the control qubit lives in the center of a cluster,
and all other qubits are directly connected to the control
qubit via bonds 1, 2, · · · , n. The reduced grid vector in
such case can be worked out as

λ(ste) = (S1, T1)⊕ (S2, T2)⊕ · · · ⊕ (Sn, Tn). (34)

Substituting the λ vector into Eq. (21), we require⊕
j

(τSj , τTj) = ϕg +
⊕
j

(0, ϕj), (35)

which can be solved by taking ϕg =
∑

τSj and that each
bond satisfying

τ(Tj − Sj) = ϕj = −
1

2
θj mod π. (36)

This solution suggests that such multi-qubit control is
also allowed dynamically. This completes the full proof
that the multi-qubit controlled phase gates are intrinsic.
Of course, we have hitherto only considered the theoreti-
cal perspectives and leave out the technical details. From
Eq.(36), we see that arbitrary controlled phases can be in
principle achieved by controlling the tunnelling strength
Tj and Sj for each bond. But as the qubit number scales
up, the resources for simultaneously calibrating and con-
trolling all bond can quickly become unmanageable. We
will discuss a more robust and scalable scheme to fulfill
this dynamics condition in Section IV.
We can also examine the multi-qubit controlled-phase

under another type of geometry—the linear geometry.
In the linear geometry, the qubits are labeled sequen-
tially from one end to another end of an 1D chain (in
a topologically equivalent way), and are connected with
near-neighbors. The linear geometry cannot implement
a general multi-qubit controlled-phase gate. But there is
one exception: For a homogeneous chain with one control
and n target qubits, a π-phase can accumulate on both
ends ϕc = ϕn = π but coherently cancels out for other
qubits ϕ1 = ϕ2 = · · ·ϕn−1 = 0. Such solution is already
discussed in the three-qubit example. We can prove the
general case with mathematical induction by noting the
following recurrence relation

λ(n+1) = λ(n) ⊗ (1, 1) + λ(n−1) ⊗ (S, T, T, S), (37)

where λ(n) is the the grid vector for chains with n target
qubits. In general, the solution to the dynamics rule can
be found for

τ =
(2k + 1)π

T − S
, k ∈ Z. (38)

whence the resulting uncorrected time evolution is simply

Ũ(τ) = Zc ⊗ I1 ⊗ I2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ In−1 ⊗ Zn. (39)

We remark that the superexchange oscillations observed
for boundary states of a spin chain are manifestation of
this gate [42, 43]. Such gate might be trivial from the
quantum computational perspective, as it is just joint
single-qubit Z. But the underlying physics is quite inter-
esting. The final gate does not depend on the length and
participating qubits involved in the path connecting the
control and the final target qubit. In other words, it has
the property of being topologically invariant.

B. General gate decompositions

The MQCP gates stands for only a small fraction of
what can be intrinsically achieved on a multi-qubit array.
And there can be many different intrinsic gates under dif-
ferent types of dot connectivity. But in fact, all intrinsic
gates can be decomposed into simultaneous MQCP gates.
As a result, all the conclusions regarding local phase cor-
rections, gate fidelity, and scalable implementations can
be directly carried over.
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The rationale for the above decomposition theorem is
surprisingly simple. Let us re-examine the gate time evo-
lution, which is governed by a grid vector that further de-
composes into bond vectors Λ = ⊗wΛw. Despite differ-
ent bonds can share common dots, when viewed as diag-
onal matrices, all Λw commutes with each other. Hence
the time-evolution decomposes automatically onto each
bonds

Ũideal = exp
(
iτ
⊗
w

Λw

)
=
∏
w

(
eiτΛw ⊗ Iw⊥

)
, (40)

where Iw⊥ is the identity on the orthogonal space of the
bond w. The combined gate on the full grid is simply
the product of gates on each bonds. The order of this
product is irrelevant since all matrices commute.

As a result, we can view the MQCP gates as the prod-
uct of multiple two-qubit controlled-phase gates with the
same control qubit. As illustrated in Fig. 2(a) for a five-
qubit example. The single quantum gate with a cen-
tral qubit controlling multiple target qubits is equivalent
to the product of multiple controlled-phase gates. Fur-
thermore, for a general quantum dot array with a given
connectivity, we can identify the achievable gate by de-
composing the full array into multiple stellar-connected
subgroups, each implementing a MQCP gate. The result-
ing gate may no longer be an MQCP gate. For example,
consider the three-qubit ring in Fig. 2(b), the intrinsic
gate is a product of three CPhase gates, and no partic-
ular qubit can stand out as the control qubit. The total
time evolution under such connectivity is equivalent to a
product of those MQCP gates. This is demonstrated in
Fig. 2(c) for a six-qubit array wit two equivalent ways of
decomposition.

(a)

C

1

23
= C

1

C
2

C
3

(b)
1

23

(c)

1

3

5

2

4

6

1

3

5

2

4

6

FIG. 2. Decomposition of intrinsic multi-qubit gates based
on the dot connectivity. (a) The intrinsic gate for a four-
qubit system in stellar configuration is an MQCP gate, which
can be decomposed as the Kronecker product of three two-
qubit CPhase gates. (b) The intrinsic gate of a three-qubit
ring does not contain a control qubit, as the three qubits are
totally symmetric to each other. (c) Two different ways of
decomposing the same intrinsic gate for a six-qubits array as
product of MQCP gates. The resulting local phase corrections
are independent of particular choice of decomposition.

Proper local phase corrections are still required for
a multi-qubit array to implement a product of MQCP
gates. It is straightforward to show that the necessary
phase corrections are summations of the phase correc-
tions for each MQCP subgroups. This also explains the
local phase identity ϕc =

∑
j ϕj for a general MQCP

gate, which can be decomposed into multiple two-qubit
groups with ϕc = ϕj . While for more general arrays,
there can have multiple viable ways of gate decompo-
sition. Consider the example in Fig. 2(c), we have two
different ways of decomposition into MQCP gates. At
first sight, this ambiguity seems to give rise to uncertain-
ties in local phase corrections. But it turns out the local
phase corrections for a particular qubit only depends on
the total tunneling strengths of the bonds connecting to
that qubit. Therefore, different ways of decompositions
are just equivalent ways of understanding the same gate.
For the Fig. 2(c) example, assuming that all bonds are
homogeneous and satisfy the condition (T − S)τ = π/2,
we find ϕ1 = ϕ2 = 3π/2 and ϕ3 = ϕ4 = ϕ5 = ϕ6 = π/2
for both decompositions. In general, the necessary local
phase factors are found by

ϕj =
∑
j∈w

τ(Tw − Sw). (41)

C. Fidelity estimations

We have hitherto replaced the actual time evolution in

the rotating frame with the ideal time evolution Ũ(τ) ≈
Ũideal(τ) and considered what can be achievable with

Ũideal. The difference between the actual and ideal uni-
tarity maps is regarded as coherent error. In this section,
we examine how much error is brought by making such
approximation.

In general, we can characterize quantum gate imple-
mentations using the average gate fidelity, defined by av-
eraging the fidelity for output states over all input states.
Here, we are concerned with estimating the fidelity loss

by replacing Ũ with Ũideal. As both are unitary maps
with the same dimensionality, the fidelity function can
be calculated by

F(Ũ , Ũideal) =
d+ |tr(Ũ†Ũideal)|2

d(d+ 1)
, (42)

where d is the dimension of the system. A helpful sim-

plification is brought by the fact that Ũideal is diagonal
in the computational basis: we only need to focus on

the diagonal elements of Ũ for calculating the fidelity.
Substituting in the diagonal elements in Eq. (8), we can
compute the trace product by∣∣∣tr(Ũ†Ũideal)

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∑
n,m

rnme−i(τE′
mn+φn)

∣∣∣, (43)



9

where

φn ≡ τ(δEn − δE(1)
n ) = τ

∑
k≥2

δE(k)
n . (44)

is the residue phase accumulated in time from the higher-
order energy corrections. Using a combination of in-
equalities, we can estimate a lower bound for the trace-
product, hence the gate fidelity by

F ≥ 1− 2d

d+ 1
max
n
|φn| −

4

d+ 1

∑
n

(1− rnn). (45)

We derive this inequality in the appendix. From this
lower bound, we find two major sources of coherent er-
rors. One is the residue phase φn accumulated in time.
The next is the non-unity component rnn = |⟨n|n′⟩|2 < 1
of the perturbed eigenstate. Specially, we can apply the
non-degenerate perturbation theory to find

φn ≃ τ
∑
m ̸=n

∣∣∑
w Jw⟨n|ξw⟩⟨ξw|m⟩

∣∣2
εZ,n − εZ,m

(46)

∑
n

(1− rnn) ≃
∑
n,m

n ̸=m

∣∣∑
w Jw⟨n|ξw⟩⟨ξw|m⟩

∣∣2
(εZ,n − εZ,m)2

. (47)

Although both two terms in Eq.(46) and Eq.(47) seem
to be of second order in the exchange energy J , the total
evolution time contributes inversely τ ∝ 1/J . This makes
φn first order in J/εZ and can be attributed as the dom-
inant source of error. However, it is possible to suppress
this type of error by applying additional corrections to
the local phase values predicted by the first-order theory.
This technique is already seen in two-qubit gates, where
we have slightly different local phase corrections for the
two dots for better fidelity.

In general, a set of extra phase corrections produce the

gate, Ũ ′ = eiδΦŨ , with

δΦ = δϕg +
⊕
j

(0, δϕj), (48)

for the compensated free phases δϕg and {δϕi} similar
as those defined in Eq. (14) and Eq. (15). Comparing the

fidelity between Ũ ′ and Ũideal, we only need to change the
vector of accumulated phases φ = (φ1, φ2, · · · , φ2NQ ) to
the compensated values

φ→ φ′ = φ− δΦ = φ−Ky, (49)

where we introduce the coefficient matrix K is for vector
y = (ϕg, ϕ1, ϕ2, · · · , ϕNQ

). With the gate fidelity bound
by the max norm of the vector φ′, the optimal extra
phase corrections and accumulated phases can be deter-
mined using theory of Moore-Penrose Pseudoinverse by

y = K+φ, φ′ = (I −K+K)φ, (50)

for K+ ≡ (KTK)−1K uniquely determined by the sys-
tem dimension. Combined with optimal values for the

tunneling coefficients, the accumulated phases from sec-

ond order energies correction δE
(2)
n may be removed.

To demonstrate the effect of extra phase corrections in
practice. We explicitly consider the example of a MQCP
gate on linear array of three-qubit (as “1-C-2”). For sim-
plicity, we assume sj = i sin(θj) and ti = eiηj sin(θj)
for the tunneling coefficients for the two bonds j = 1, 2
connected to the center qubit, with exchange energies
J1 and J2. Applying Eq. (46) and Eq. (50), we find
φ′ ≃ φmax × (1,−1,−1, 1,−1, 1, 1,−1)T, with

φmax = τ
J1J2
8εZ,2

sin (2θ1) sin (2θ2) cos (η1 − η2) . (51)

The corresponding local phase compensations δϕ1, δϕ2

and δϕC are derived in the appendix. The accumulated
phase is much smaller under optimal local phase correc-
tions and can be reduced to higher order in J/εZ if the
tunneling coefficients further satisfy conditions such as
θj = kπ/2 or η1 − η2 = (k + 1/2)π for k ∈ Z.

D. Applications and advantages

The rule of general gate decomposition allows us to
conceive other intrinsic multi-qubit gates that can be
useful for quantum information processing tasks. Here
we construct two simple examples. Hopefully these can
inspire more sophisticated discussions in future works.

1. Three-qubit logical Z-gate

The first example is still based on the three-qubit sys-
tem. But this time we assume all three qubits are all
connected to each other, as shown in Fig. 2(b). From
the gate decomposition law, the corresponding intrinsic
gate can be decomposed as three controlled-phase gates,
one for each connecting pair. Assuming that the bonds
are homogeneous and that π-phase flips are applied, the
combined gate becomes

G = (C1Z2) · (C2Z3) · (C3Z1)

=̂ diag(1, 1, 1,−1, 1,−1,−1,−1).
(52)

As a result, the |000⟩, |001⟩, |010⟩ and |100⟩ states are
unaffected while |011⟩, |101⟩, |110⟩ and |111⟩ experience
π-phase (sign) flips. In other words, the resulting phase
flips distinguishes the majorly |0⟩ states with the ma-
jorly |1⟩ states. We can compare this gate with the simple
product of single-qubit gates Z1Z2Z3, which flips the sign
of the states |001⟩, |010⟩, |100⟩ and |111⟩. Both gates acts
the same for |000⟩ and |111⟩, but the later does not re-
spect major voting. Meanwhile, the non-entangling gate
X1X2X3 correctly interchanges the majorly |0⟩ states
with the majorly |1⟩ states and also anticommutes with
G. Based on this property, this three-qubit system can
be considered as a error correction code for bit-flip er-
rors, with the logical |0̄⟩ and logical |1̄⟩ encoded with
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states that are majorly |0⟩ and majorly |1⟩. The gate G
in Eq. (52) becomes the logical Z̄ gate whereas X1X2X3

becomes the logical X̄.

2. Simultaneous parity checks

The MQCP gates has important implications for par-
ity measurement. The ability to perform simultaneous
parity measurement has import applications in quantum
error correction codes.

(a)

|0〉 H C

1

2

H 0/1

(b)

|0〉 H H 0/1

(c)

X Z

1

2

(d)
X

1

2

Z

|0〉 H H

H

H

H

0/1

|0〉 H 0/1

FIG. 3. Example demonstrations of simultaneous parity
checks through MQCP gates. (a) The quantum circuit to
perform parity check of the Z1Z2 operator. The circuit can
also be slightly modified to perform parity check of the X1X2

operator. (b) A two-dimension parity check circuit that si-
multaneously check the parity of the four neighboring qubits
by application of the CZ1Z2Z3Z4 gate and measurement of
the controlled qubit. (c) A basic unit cell of the surface code
that involves data qubits with X and Z parity check maps.
Both of these maps can be efficiently carried out using MQCP
gates. (d) The circuit diagram of the surface code stabilizing
cycle for the shared data qubit 1 and 2. The red and blue
vertical lines joining three circuit wires are an application of
CZ1Z2 gates, with the control qubits X and Z as in (c).

In Fig. 3, we demonstrate the applications of MQCP
as parity checkers. We first consider implementing the
circuit in Fig. 3(a) on a three-qubit array. This circuit
involves in preparing the middle qubit in the |+⟩ state
by applying a Hadamard gate H to the ground state |0⟩,
followed by a CZ1Z2 gate with the middle qubit as con-
trol, then measuring the control qubit in the |±⟩ basis. It
can be easily worked out that the measurement outcome
will project the other two qubits into ±1 eigen-spaces of
the Z1Z2 operator. Essentially, this performs a simul-
taneous parity check on these two qubits. This circuit
can be easily adapted to measure the parity of X1X2

operator, by applying two Hadamard gates H1H2 after
the multi-qubit gate. We only require one multi-qubit
gate, compared with the equivalent circuit with two-qubit
gate, which requires two CNOT gates. This advantage of
MQCP gates as parity checks is especially remarkable for

systems with higher dimension and more complex parity
checks. Fig. 3(b) is a direct extension of the circuit in
Fig. 3(a) for a two-dimensional array. It can be used to
measure the parity of the joint Z- or X- operator of the
surrounding target qubits with only one application of
MQCP gate. In comparison, the equivalent circuit us-
ing two-qubits gates would require 4 applications. and
measuring
Simultaneous parity checks can be used as an basic

element for constructing surface code. Following an ex-
ample in Ref. [21], we consider a “unit cell” of surface
code with one X and one Z parity check operators. We
implement simultaneous parity check gates, shown with
the red and blue colored MQCP gates. These two gates
are separated by single-qubit Hadamard gates for trans-
forming the |0/1⟩ basis with the |±⟩ basis. Fig. 3(d) is a
detailed breakdown of such simultaneous parity check for
qubit 1 and 2, where the red and blue vertical lines are
corresponding MQCP gates. Following this circuit, one
can directly verify that the final state for qubit 1 and 2 is
stabilized to a simultaneous eigenstate of the Z1Z2 and
X1X2 operator. Compared with equivalent circuit us-
ing two-qubit gates, the MQCP gate approach requires
significantly less entangling gates, and is capable of mea-
suring the parity of all qubits simultaneously. This could
dramatically reduce the error rate associated with the
parity measurement process.

3. Fast order reversal

Some quantum computing tasks require reversing the
order of a set of states. Notably, this step is involved
in quantum Fourier transform, which is necessary for
the Shor’s algorithm. Here we assume that these states
are hosted in a linear array of spin qubits, the quan-
tum circuit for reversing the array typically breaks down
into multiple application of swap gates, which is only
allowed for near-neighbors due to restriction in connec-
tivity. In general, flipping an n-qubit array requires
n(n − 1)/2 near-neighbor swaps, with each swap made
up of three CNOT gate (or CZ combined with single-
qubit Hadamard gates). Although some swaps can be
simultaneously performed, the task still requires O(n2)
steps to accomplish.

The same array reversal task can be achieved with only
n multi-qubit gates with π-phase flips on all bonds. By
the gate decomposition theory, it can be expressed as

G = (C1Z2) · (C2Z3) · · · (Cn−1Zn). (53)

Consider the following gate sequence that interleaves n
such gate with single-qubit Hadamard gates H = H1 ⊗
H2 ⊗ · · · ⊗Hn,

R = HGHG · · ·HGH = H(GH)n. (54)

Recall that the array reversal map swaps the state
|a⟩ with |←−a ⟩ for all the n-digit binary strings a, e.g.,
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|0011⟩ ↔ |1100⟩. Using the stabilizer group theory, we
can show that R differs from the array reversal map only
by single-qubit sign flips depending on the parity of the
states, i.e,

R : |a⟩ ↔ p(a)× |←−a ⟩, (55)

where p(a) = ±1 is depends on the number of consec-
utive 1 in string a, with even and odd number of con-
secutive 1 producing p = +1 and p = −1. For example,
the even parity strings “00010” and “01110” contain 0
and 2 occurrence(s) of consecutive 1, compared with the
odd-parity strings “00110” and “01111” with 1 and 3 oc-
currence(s). The matrix representation of R is plotted in
Fig. 4 for a linear array of 3, 4 and 5 qubits for demon-
stration. These extra sign flips can further corrected in
the software level with virtual Z gates.

+1

‒1

FIG. 4. Matrix representations of the array reversal map R in
Eq.(55) for n = 3, 4, 5 (from left to right). The matrices differ
from the corresponding array reversal maps only by negative
signs for some states.

IV. SCALABLE IMPLEMENTATIONS

A. The problem of bond inhomogeneity

Examining the bond strength condition, for example,
of the CZZ gate,

τ

2π
(T1 − S1) = k1 +

1

2
,

τ

2π
(T2 − S2) = k2 +

1

2
,

(56)

One way to think of the of intrinsic multi-control gates is
to examine the “k-space” picture. Time evolution trace
out a parametric path, which is a straight line with tan-
gent vector v = 1

2π (T1 − S1, T2 − S2) here. The target
control gate is specified by a set of lattice points in the
k-space, separating by distance 1. The goal for the time
evolution is to bump into one of the lattice points, as
illustrated in Fig. 5.

In the ideal case, the strength of edge-1 equals that of
edge-2, T1 − S1 = T2 − S2. In such case, the path would
directly heads towards the first lattice point at (1/2, 1/2),
as indicated by the thick green line in Fig.5(a). This gives
the theoretically shortest evolution time of

τmin =
π

T − S
(57)

𝜙1

𝜙
2

(a) (b)

(c)

𝜙
2

𝜙1

𝜙
2

FIG. 5. (a) DC evolution path in the (extended) k-space.
The red lattice points represent the target control gate and
straight lines represent different evolution paths: the ideal
case with identical bonds (thick green line), bonds with mu-
tually rational strengths (dashed green line) and bonds with
mutually irrational strengths (thin blue line). (b) and (c), the
reduced k-space time evolution for the rational and irrational
bonds.

this evolution time is the same as that of two-qubit CZ
gate, despite more target qubits are involved.

In reality, due to structural defects and imperfections,
it is hard to have completely identical bond strength.
Although it is possible to calibrate the bond strength
for small degree of freedoms, the issue of inhomogeneity
poses a major challenge when the size of qubit chips scale
up. From our theory, different coupling strengths are re-
sponsible to the different velocity complement of the k-
space trajectory. And the time evolution target can be
any lattice points offsets by a set of integers. Therefore,
even if the bonds are inhomogeneous, it is still possible
that the evolution path would bump into some lattice
point other than (1/2, 1/2). One such example is plotted
with dashed green line in Fig. 5(a), where the time evo-
lution reaches the lattice point ( 52 ,

3
2 ). Apparently, the

condition for perfectly attaining a lattice points is that
the effective strength T − S between different bonds be-
ing rational to each other. In general, the bond strength
ratio is irrational, and the evolution path will never per-
fectly arrive at a lattice point, as illustrated with the thin
blue line in Fig. 5(a). This imperfection leads to an er-
ror in implementing the target gate. One can still argue
that given sufficiently long evolution time, the evolution
path can get arbitrarily close to the target point. To un-
derstand this property, we consider the reduced k-space
indicated by the shaded area in Fig. 5(a). Due to the
periodic nature of the target gate, we can fold a full evo-
lution path into the first lattice by simply discarding the
integer parts of its vector components. This process is il-
lustrated in Fig. 5(b) and Fig. 5(c) for the rational green
path and irrational blue path. For the rational path, the
trajectory attain the target point after finite cycles, while
for the irrational path, the trajectory will densely cover
the whole reduced k-space given enough time.
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Although the above discussion is made for a three-
qubit system, it holds true for general n-qubit multi
control gates. One simply need to replace the two-
dimensional k-space picture with a n− 1-dimensional
space. We can proceed to estimate an upper bond of
the evolution time given target gate infidelity ϵ by

τ ≃ 1

(n− 1)1/2vm1
Γ(

n

2
)

(
8/π

ϵ(n− 1)

)(n−2)/2

. (58)

The result is derived by transforming the evolution path
into a tube with finite cross-section and ask when does
the tube fill the entire reduced k-space [63].
Despite that eventually the target can be achieved.

The problem is that the time would take too long fol-
lowing a simple straight path. It is very likely the during
these time, the qubit will already decohere. Therefore,
one must find a way to dramatically accelerate the time
evolution. It turns out one can design a controlled path
pof evolution by pulsing the target qubits.

B. Dynamical calibration: example

The time requirement scales exponentially when the
bonds are inhomogeneous. We propose a scheme that
will effectively eliminate this issue by “steering the path”
in the phase space with fast single-qubit pulses.

Till now, we have only considered time evolutions with
time-independent control, i.e., the exchange coupling is
turned on and stays constant during the full evolution.
This is often termed as DC gates in literatures. We de-
note the rotating-frame quantum gate at time τ as

ŨI = eiτH0e−iτH ≃ eiτΛ, (59)

where we set time origin at 0 for brevity, H = H0 +Hex

and the approximation is achieved in the perturbative
limit ∥H0∥ ≫ ∥Hex∥ and does not depend on τ .
Going beyond the simple DC-control scheme, let us

consider applying a bit-flip pulse Xj to the j-th qubit
at time τ1 < τ . Assuming the pulse width to be much
shorter compared to the time duration for achieving the
full multi-qubit gate, we can apply a similar perturbative
treatment to calculate the resulting quantum gate

ŨXj
= eiτH0e−i(τ−τ1)HXje

−iτ1H

≃ Xj e
−iτ1ε

Z
j σ

Z
j exp[i(τ − τ1)XjΛXj + iτ1Λ],

(60)

where we have use the fact that both XjH0Xj and
XjΛXj are diagonal to commute and combine matrix
exponentials. The first and second terms in Eq. (60) are
extra bit-flip and local phase shift for the jth qubit, while
the last term is responsible for entangling different qubits.
As argued earlier, local phase shifts can be compensated
in the software level. The extra bit-flip can be combined
with upcoming gates or recovered by applying another

Xj pulse at τ . In the later case, we have

ŨXjXj
= eiτH0Xje

−iτ2HXje
−iτ1H

≃ eiτ2ε
Z
j σ

Z
j exp[i(τ2XjΛXj + τ1Λ)],

(61)

which produces a different local phase without the extra
bit-flip. The entangling part, same in both cases, can be
seen as time evolution under the normal grid vector Λ,
followed by the conjugated grid vector XjΛXj for the
period of τ1 and τ2 respectively.
Using Eq. (11), we can see that the Xj conjugation is

only relevant to the bonds containing dot j,

XjΛXj =
∑
j∈w

Jw diag
(
|ξ′w⟩⟨ξ′w| ⊗ I⊥w

)
+
∑
j /∈w′

Λw′ ,

(62)
where |ξ′w⟩ ≡ Xj |ξw⟩ is the flipped entangled state
containing dot j. Effectively, the Xj pulse swap the
spin-conserved and spin-flipped tunneling strength Tw =
J |tw|2 and Sw = Jw|sw|2. For multi-control gates, ex-
changing T and S tunneling channel of a bond results in
a reversal of its effective velocity component. This offers
a control possibility where we can design an customize
path in the k-space to the target gate by applying single
qubit pulses at appropriate intervals.

To better demonstrate this idea, we again consider the
three qubit CZZ gate, with bonds connecting the control
qubit c to the target qubit j (j = 1, 2), on which live the
entangled states

|ξcj⟩ = s∗|↑↑⟩cj + t∗|↑↓⟩cj − t |↓↑⟩cj + s |↓↓⟩cj , (63)

where we omit the normalization factor 1/
√
2 and the

subscripts for t and s. Applying bitflip to the target or
control qubit results in,

Xj |ξcj⟩ = t∗|↑↑⟩cj + s∗|↑↓⟩cj + s |↓↑⟩cj − t |↓↓⟩cj ,
Xc|ξcj⟩ = −t |↑↑⟩cj+ s |↑↓⟩cj + s∗|↓↑⟩cj + t∗|↓↓⟩cj .

(64)

In both cases, the spin-conserved and spin-flipped tun-
neling strength T and S are exchanged. In terms of the
k-space velocity v = (v1, v2) in Eq.(56), theXj pulse flips
the velocity component vj → −vj while the Xc pulse flips
both velocity components. Supposing v1 > v2 > 0, the
simplest scheme to overcome bond inhomogeneity is to
apply a X1 pulse at time instant τ1 = 1

4 (v
−1
1 + v−1

2 ), as
illustrated by the path in Fig. 6(a). The total gate time
τ = 1/2v2 is determined by the weaker bond of the two.
Alternatively, one can apply two X1 pulses symmetri-
cally to cancel out the effect of the remaining X gate,
show by the path in Fig. 6(b). One step further, one can
apply pulses to all three qubits in the order of X1, X2

and Xc, separated by time duration τ1, τ2 and τ3 respec-
tively. The corresponding rotating-frame evolution can
be calculated to be

ŨXcX2X1
= eiτH0e−iτ4HXce

−iτ3HX2e
−iτ2HX1e

−iτ1H

≃ XcX2X1 e
−iϕ′

cσ
Z
c e−iϕ′

2σ
Z
2 e−iϕ′

1σ
Z
1 ei

∑4
k=1 τkΛk , (65)
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FIG. 6. (a-d): The phase-space path with (a) a single X pulse, (b) a pair of X pulses, (c) three X pulses on all qubits, (d)
the X−Y−X−Y dynamical decoupling sequence applied to all qubits. In the figure, the target gate is the red point in the
center of the rectangle, while a cross-mark represents that the sequence results in extra X gates to be accounted later. (e):
The temporal decomposition of the relevant single qubit pulses in the dynamical decoupling sequence of (d). The dot array is
shown in the left inset, followed by X and Y pulses on relevant dots with different separation in time.

where apart from the single-qubit bit-flips XcX2X1, the
pulses induce extra local phases ϕ′

c = (τ1 + τ2 + τ3)ε
Z
c ,

ϕ′
2 = (τ1 + τ2)ε

Z
2 and ϕ′

1 = τ1ε
Z
1 . The entangling

part is determined by a four-step time evolution, un-
der the effective grid vectors Λ1 = Λ, Λ2 = X1ΛX1,
Λ3 = X2X1ΛX1X2, and Λ4 = XcX2X1ΛX1X2Xc for
the time duration of τ1, τ2, τ3, and τ4 ≡ τ − (τ1+ τ2+ τ2)
respectively. The k-space path is illustrated in Fig. 6(c).
Compared with a single X1 pulse, one key advantage

of pulsing all three qubits is its potential to be com-
bined with dynamical decoupling (DD), where all three
qubits can be protected by decoupling pulses while per-
forming the gate. Specially, let us consider applying the
XYXY sequence to each of the qubits. For the system-
environment coupling Hamiltonian of HSB, the net effect
of the sequence on a single qubit is

UDD = Y e−iτ0HSBXe−iτ0HSBY e−iτ0HSBXe−iτ0HSB

= e−iτ0(Y HSBY+ZHSBZ+XHSBX+HSB)+O(HSB)2 ,
(66)

The Pauli group twirling results in identity on the sys-
tem part, hence the pulse sequence can suppress noise ef-
fect up to the first order in system-environment coupling.
Similar to the X-pulse, a Y -pulse acts on the entangled
state by

Yj |ξcj⟩ = it|↑↑⟩cj − is|↑↓⟩cj + is∗ |↓↑⟩cj + it∗ |↓↓⟩cj ,
Yc|ξcj⟩ = −it∗|↑↑⟩cj + is∗|↑↓⟩cj − is|↓↑⟩cj − it|↓↓⟩cj .

(67)
which also flips the T and S tunneling strength of a par-
ticular bond. Based on this similarity between X and
Y pulses, we can devise a dynamical calibration scheme
that involves interleaved X and Y pulses. The pulsing
choice and timing breakdown is illustrated in Fig. 6(e).
This dynamical calibration seems like a trivial repetition
of the four-staged evolution with X1,X2 and X3 pulses
in the k-space, see Fig. 6(d). However, the reduced pulse
sequence for each qubit is universal dynamical decou-
pling sequence. Therefore, each qubit is decoupled from

the environmental interaction by the pulses, while these
qubits remain coherently coupled to each other so that
a MQCP gate can be performed on them. Hence we see
that our dynamical calibration scheme not only is capa-
ble of mitigating the inhomogeneity errors, but also allow
enhancing the overall qubit quality.

C. Dynamical calibration: general theory

We now present a general theory for the pulsed evolu-
tion in the presence of bond inhomogeneity. For a general
array of quantum dots with given connection, the intrin-
sic gate can be decomposed into the product of MQCP
gates. The corresponding time evolution reduces to the
time evolution in a high dimensional k-spaces according
the equation

τ∆ = ϕ = − 1
2 θ mod π, (68)

where ∆ = (∆1,∆2, · · · ) is the vector of effective
strength for all the connecting bonds in the array, and
θ = (θ1, θ2, · · · ) is the vector of target phase factors. The
π-modulus makes the target gate represents by a high-
dimensional lattice of target points. However, the bond
strength may differ from ideal values, resulting in un-
wanted errors in gate implementations. For example, to
implement simultaneous multi-qubit controlled-Z gates,
all components of θ are equal to π and it is desirable that
the effective strength ∆w for all the participating bonds
are equal as well. But the actual bond strengths can vary
across the full array.

We can overcome the bond inhomogeneity with recur-
rent single-qubit pulses. This is done by keeping the
dots coupled while inserting single-qubit pulses during
the evolution. In general, we can write the qubit-frame
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time evolution operator for the pulsed evolution as

ŨP = eiτH0 · e−iτNHPN e−iτN−1HPN−1

· · ·P2 e
−iτ1HP1 e

−iτ0H , (69)

where the pulse Pn is applied at time instance τ0 + τ1 +
· · · + τn to some vertex point, within the total dura-
tion τ = τ0 + τ1 + · · · + τN . The reverse rotation eiτH0

in Eq. (69) transforms the lab-frame map to the qubit-
frame. The applied pulses are chosen from the Pauli
group and they compose into PNPN−1 · · ·P1 = Q. Fur-
ther introducing an auxiliary set of pulses according to
Qn = PnPn−1 · · ·P1, with Q0 = I and QN = Q, we can
rewrite the time evolution as

ŨP = eiτH0Q

N∏
n=0

Q†
ne

−iτnHQn

≃ eiτH0Q

N∏
n=0

e−iτnQ
†
nH0Qn eiτnQ

†
nΛQn , (70)

where we have invoked the perturbative assumption
∥H0∥ ≫ ∥Hex∥ for the approximation in Eq. (70). Since
H0 involves only Pauli-Z operators {σZ

j }, conjugation of

H0 by Qn only selectively flips the signs for the σZ
j op-

erators and the resulting matrix is still diagonal in the
computational basis. Hence we can commute and com-
bine terms in Eq. (70) and further derive

ŨP ≃ Q ·
⊗
j

exp
(
iϕ′

jσ
Z
j

)
·

N∏
n=0

exp
(
iτnΛ

(n)
)
. (71)

The time evolution now comprises of three parts. First,
an extra Pauli gate Q is introduced by the applied pulses.
It can be corrected by applying another gate later in the
circuit, or by simply choosing a pulse sequence that com-
poses into the identity. The second part in Eq. (71) is
a set of local phase shifts induced by the Xj and Yj

conjugations with σZ
j . Assuming Qn =

⊗
j Qnj with

Qkj ∈ {I,X, Y, Z} for the jth qubit in the array. For
a given pulse scheme, the additional phases is explicitly
determined by

ϕ′
j =

N∑
n=0

1

2
[sig(QNj)− sig(Qnj)] ε

Z
j , (72)

where sig(I) = sig(Z) = 1 and sig(X) = sig(Y ) = −1.
The extra local phase shifts can be easily corrected with
virtual-Z gates and we may ignore them for now. The
third part in Eq. (71) describes the entangling dynam-
ics of the array, which is a simple product of N + 1
time-independent stages. Each stage is generated by a
Pauli-conjugated grid vector Λ(n) ≡ Q†

nΛQn that can be
decomposed as the Kronecker sum

Λ(n) =
⊕

w=⟨j,k⟩

Q†
njQ

†
nkΛwQnjQnk, (73)

By expressing each bond vector as the diagonal matrix
Λw =̂ diag(Sw, Tw, Tw, Sw), one can directly verify that
X or Y conjugations on either dot exchange the Tw and
Sw tunneling coefficients, while Λw is invariant under
Z conjugations. Applying X or Y conjugation to both
j and k exchanges the tunneling coefficients twice and
leaves the bond vector in its original state. For example,
XjΛwXj = ZjYkΛwZjYk =̂ diag(Tw, Sw, Sw, Tw) and
XjYkΛwXjYk = Λw. The exchange of tunneling coef-
ficients effectively results in a reversal of velocity compo-
nent for bond w,

∆w → −∆w. (74)

For the entire array of dots, anX or Y gate applied to one
vertices point will simultaneously reverse the velocities
for all bonds connected to that dot. Combined with the
geometry of the array, each Qn specifies the signs for
all the bond velocity components. The Λ(n) at different
stages of evolution are just different combinations of bond
velocity components to be integrated with evolution time.
This provide a mean to dynamically calibrating the bond
strength by properly choosing the time and locations of
applied pulses.
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FIG. 7. A minimal dynamic calibration scheme for a rectangle
gird. (a) The connectivity structure of the grid, composing
of dot 1-4 and bonds N, E, W and S with inhomogeneous
(increasing) bond strength. (b) The simplified circuit diagram
for the calibration scheme, featuring a total of three X pulses
on dot 3 and dot 4. (c.1-4) Break down of the phase factors
accumulated in each stage of evolution for the four bonds. The
green and red colored bars represent increment and decrement
of the accumulated phase in a particular stage, while grey bars
are phases accumulated in the previous stage. The effective
grid vector for each stage is labeled above the bar charts.

To demonstrate the principles of dynamical calibra-
tion, we consider the rectangular grid shown in Fig. 7(a).
The dots are connected with four inhomogeneous bonds
labeled by ‘N’, ‘E’, ‘W’ and ‘S’. Without loss of general-
ity, we assume ∆N < ∆E < ∆W < ∆S. The accumulated
phases can be dynamically calibrated to reach identical
values using the pulses schematically plotted in Fig.7(b).
The time evolution is split into the following four-stage
process. At stage 1, the array evolves naturally under the
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grid vector Λ. An X pulse is applied to qubit 3 before
stage 2. This transforms the grid vector into X3ΛX3

and reverses the velocity components of bond ‘W’ and
‘S’. Hence the accumulated phase for bond ‘W’ and ‘S’
seems a decrease while the phases increase for ‘N’ and
‘W’. This is then followed by an X4 pulse, transform-
ing the grid vector for the third stage into X3X4ΛX3X4

and reversing the velocities for bond ‘E’ and ‘W’. An X4

pulse is then applied and transforms the grid vector for
the final stage as X4ΛX4. The time-integrated phases for
the four stages are shown in the bar charts Fig. 7(c.1-4).
Assuming that the target phase is ϕ for all the bonds, the
time durations τ0 to τ3 of the four stages can be solve by1 1 1 1

1 1 −1 −1
1 −1 −1 1
1 −1 1 −1


τ0
τ1
τ2
τ3

 =

ϕ/∆N

ϕ/∆E

ϕ/∆W

ϕ/∆S

 mod π. (75)

We see that the column of the sign matrix corresponds
to the signs of the connecting bond ‘N’, ‘E’, ‘W’ and ‘S’
of a particular stage.

Applying our protocol to the most general case, we
wish to find an appropriate pulse scheme to calibrate the
bond strength for any quantum dot array with arbitrary
connection. Apparently, if the array is loopless, such as
the ones in Fig.2, it is possible to reverse each bond inde-
pendently. A pulse scheme to calibrate all bonds can be
easily constructed. If the array topology involves loops,
such as the rectangular grid example in Fig.7, it is gener-
ally impossible to reverse all bonds independently. There,
one must adopt combinations of different bond reversal
schemes to find consistent solutions for the pulse loca-
tions and intervals. Here we prove that there is always
an appropriate pulse scheme for the fully connected ar-
ray. Note that this automatically indicates that an array
with arbitrary connection can be calibrated as well.

To study the Pauli group conjugations {QΛQ}, it suf-
fices to only consider assigning X gates to the fully con-
nected dot array. A particular assignment of X gates,
flips the bond velocities (∆1,∆2,∆3, · · · ) according to
an assignment vector, e.g, ak = (+1,−1,+1, · · · )T with
|ak| = n(n − 1)/2 ≡ Nb for a a fully connected array
of n dots. There are 2n distinctive ways of assigning X
gates to the vertices, but different assignments can lead
to same bond reversal scheme. We assume that there
are at least Na linearly independent assignment vectors.
The pulses intervals are solved in an equation similar to
Eq. (75),

 | | |
a1 a2 · · · aNa

| | |




τ1
τ2
...

τNa

 =


ϕ̃1

ϕ̃2

...

ϕ̃Nb

 mod π,

(76)

where ϕ̃n ≡ ϕn/∆n is the effective bond phase to be ac-
cumulated. If Na ≥ Nb, i.e., there are same or more
linearly independent assignment schemes than the num-
ber of bonds, the pulse intervals can be found by solving

this under-determined set of equations. Moreover, the π
modulus guarantees that the pulse intervals can always
be non-negative τn ≥ 0. It is straightforward to check
that indeed Na = 4 > Nb = 3 for a fully connected
triple-dot array. We can prove Na > Nb for arbitrary
array using mathematical induction. Assuming this in-
equality holds for an n-dot array, we consider a similar
condition to Eq. (76) for an array with n + 1 dots. By
adding a dot to the array, n additional bonds are cre-
ated. We collect the signs for these extra bonds by the
{bk} vectors for the kth assignment of X gates. We now
have Na assignments with the additional dot unchanged
and Na assignments with an X gate applied to the addi-
tional dot. These two states should have opposite signs
for the extra bonds. In other words, we can write down
the following matrix for the assignment vectors,(

a1 a2 · · · aNa a1 a2 · · · aNa

b1 b2 · · · bNa −b1 −b2 · · · −bNa

)
. (77)

Since the column vectors {ak} are linearly independent
by assumption, the extended column vectors {(ak,±bk)}
must also be linearly independent. Hence when n is in-
creased by one,

N (n+1)
a ≥ 2N (n)

a = n(n− 1) ≥ (n+ 1)n

2
= N

(n+1)
b (78)

for n ≥ 3. This proves our induction hypothesis.

D. Tunable connectivity with SOI

The typical methods to switch on-and-off the interac-
tion between neighboring spins require either biasing the
dot chemical potentials or lowering the tunneling barrier
between neighboring dots. In essence, these methods are
can be viewed as the modulation of the exchange cou-
pling energy J . This approach works well for two qubit
systems, as verified by recent progresses reporting high
fidelity figures. However, there are two problems that can
hinder the wider application of such approach. First, the
interdot coupling cannot be completely cut-off. Experi-
mentally, J is modulated over several order of magnitudes
to distinguish the “on” and “off” state. The residue cou-
pling at “off” state will result in errors that accumulate
through the circuit. Second, such method does not scale
well in terms of the control resources. Modulating the
voltage of one particular gate electrode necessarily im-
pact the the exchange coupling of all surrounding dots.
As a result, the voltages on many gate electrodes must
be simultaneous adjusted. The knowledge of how all the
gates should synchronously change is obtained through
prior calibration stage. One can imagine the tremendous
efforts required to calibrate and accurately control the in-
terdot coupling in a quantum chip with millions of qubits.
A viable solution to this issue is to introduce tunable cou-
plers between dots, such as superconducting Josephson
junctions or transmon qubits [64]. Here we propose a
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whole new approach to control interdot coupling based
on the theory developed in this work.

One key indigent in our theory is the inclusion of spin-
orbital coupling. This effect result in an additional spin-
flipping channeling when tunneling among dots. How-
ever, as suggested by Eq. (36), these two channels act
destructively to constitute an effective bond velocity

∆w = Tw − Sw =
1

2
Jw
(
|tw|2 − |sw|2

)
. (79)

The typical methods to control inter-qubit coupling are
centered around controlling the exchange energy Jw.
Here we see that it is also possible to control the effec-
tive velocity by adjusting the ratio between |tw| and |sw|.
In particular, when |tw| = |sw|, no phase difference can
accumulate across the bond and the bond can be seen
as completely cut off. We note that the effective bond
velocity can be interpret as an effective exchange energy
that can take on negative values, in which the energy
relation between spin singlet and triplet states are re-
versed. Such phenomenon have been reported in studies
on few-electron coupled quantum dots [65, 66].

We can distinguish between the coupling and connec-
tivity of two dots. Spin on two dots is coupled if the
exchange energy is non-zero, while they are considered
connected only if the effective bond velocity is non-zero.
By tunning the relative strength between |tw| and |sw|
while keeping the exchange energy finite, one can control
the connectivity with always-on coupling.
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FIG. 8. Dependence of the spin-conserved and spin-flipped
tunneling fraction |t|2 and |s|2 on the spin-orbit length xSO

for a typical quantum dot array system. The bond connectiv-
ity can be controlled by tunning the relative strength between
spin-conserved and spin flipped channel. In the subsets, we
considered tuning the SOI strength for the right bond in a
three-qubit array. We identity the (a) “on” status and (b)
“off” status of this bond based on the effective bond velocity.
This change of status can be achieved even though the cou-
pling energy J remains unchanged.

Experimentally, both tw and sw are dependent on the
SOI strength and magnetic field angle on the bond w.
It is known that the SOI strength can be continuously
tuned by varying the electric field strength. Hence for

static and global the magnetic field, it is possible to con-
trol the SOI strength of a particular bond by changing
the local electric field. Extra capacitor structure may
be involved to suppress crosstalk and enable such precise
control. Current spin qubit devices demonstrating such
gate tunabelity is in [67] and also in [68]. For small SOI
coupling xSO ≫ 2d, the interdot tunneling is dominated
by the spin-conserved process. As the SOI strength in-
creases (xSO decreases), |s|2 picks up and will come across
the decreasing |t|2 at some point. This cross point always
exists for magnetic field angle π/4 < θB < 3π/4 and de-
fine the “off” state of the relevant bond. In Fig. 8, we
plotted the dependence of |t|2 and |s|2 on the spin-orbit
length xSO, for a system with interdot spacing 2d = 100
nm, characteristic Bohr radius x0 = 10 nm and the angle
between magnetic field and SOI vector θB = π/3. Assum-
ing that we are varying the SOI strength for the second
bond in a three-qubit array. The insets in Fig.8 show the
intrinsic gates for the (a) “on” state and (b) “off” state of
the second bond, where we use parallel lines to indicate a
open bond with finite velocity and cross lines to indicate
closed bond with zero velocity. In state (a), the effective
velocities for the two bonds are identical ∆1 = ∆2, and
the qubits experience a CZZ gate after time evolution
τ = π/∆1. While in state (b), the same time evolution
only induces a CZ gate between the left two qubits—as if
the second bond is disconnected. This property holds for
general many-qubit arrays. A particular bond can ap-
pear disconnected if the spin-conserved and spin-flipped
tunneling strength through that bond are equal.

V. CONCLUSION

This article is a detailed theoretical study of the set
of intrinsic multi-qubit gates implemented on spin qubit
arrays. Our study involves multiple key aspects such as
multi-qubit gate dynamics, fidelity estimation and opti-
mizations, advantages in application, scalable calibration
with pulse-protected evolution.
We start out from a general model of a spin qubit chip

defined by quantum dot array. To describe the dynam-
ics of the half-filling computational subspace, we adopt
an effective Hamiltonian that features representing ex-
change interaction with entangled states on qubit pairs.
The entangled states are associated with tunnel-coupled
quantum dots and determined by the spin-conserved and
spin-flipped tunneling coefficients, which can be further
used to define relevant bond vectors for connecting dots.
Using first order perturbation theory, we find the time
evolution map in the qubit rotating frame is defined by
the grid vector of the quantum dot array, which is the
Kronecker sum of all the bond vectors. Intrinsic multi-
qubit gates is identified with these rotating frame maps
in combination with global and local phase gauges.
Applying the gate composition law to general quan-

tum dot arrays, we identify an important class of gates,
multi-qubit controlled phase gates, and show that these
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gates can be intrinsically achieved by quantum dots ar-
ranged in stellar geometry. We then show that all intrin-
sic multi-qubit gates can be decomposed as simultaneous
products of multi-qubit controlled phase gates, and that
the local phase correction are determined by the connect-
ing bonds to each dot. We estimate the gate fidelity of
these intrinsic gates by deriving an analytical lower bond
for the coherent fidelity loss from higher order pertur-
bation terms. It is found that the coherent fidelity is
mostly limited by the accumulated phase shifts from sec-
ond order energy perturbations. The loss in fidelity due
to accumulated phase shifts can be effectively suppressed
by applying additional local phase corrections obtained
from a systematic algorithm. And the fidelity of opti-
mally phase-corrected gates can be further improved by
working in parametric sweet spots of the interdot tunnel-
ing coefficients. To showcase the advantages of intrinsic
multi-qubit gates, we discuss some examples of there ap-
plication in quantum error correction code, simultaneous

parity measurement and fast array array reversal.
Finally, we examine the problem of bond inhomogene-

ity necessarily encountered by scaling up the system size.
We proposed a theoretical scheme in which the bond
strengths are dynamically calibrated with fast pulses.
After considering specific examples and show its com-
patibility with dynamical decoupling, we show that such
dynamical calibration protocol can be applied for general
array with arbitrary connectivity.
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