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Hole spins in silicon or germanium quantum dots have emerged as a compelling solid-state platform
for scalable quantum processors. Besides relying on well-established manufacturing technologies,
hole-spin qubits feature fast, electric-field-mediated control stemming from their intrinsically large
spin-orbit coupling [1, 2]. This key feature is accompanied by an undesirable susceptibility to
charge noise, which usually limits qubit coherence. Here, by varying the magnetic-field orientation,
we experimentally establish the existence of “sweetlines” in the polar-azimuthal manifold where
the qubit is insensitive to charge noise. In agreement with recent predictions [3], we find that
the observed sweetlines host the points of maximal driving efficiency, where we achieve fast Rabi
oscillations with quality factors as high as 1200. Furthermore, we demonstrate that moderate
adjustments in gate voltages can significantly shift the sweetlines. This tunability allows multiple
qubits to be simultaneously made insensitive to electrical noise, paving the way for scalable qubit
architectures that fully leverage all-electrical spin control. The conclusions of this experimental
study, performed on a silicon metal-oxide-semiconductor device, are expected to apply to other
implementations of hole spin qubits.

Since the first proof-of-concept demonstrations in sili-
con [4] and germanium [5] quantum dots, hole spin qubits
have made significant strides in both operational perfor-
mance and scalability [1]. Notable achievements include
high-speed single[6, 7]- and two-qubit gates [8, 9], singlet-
triplet qubits [10, 11], quantum dot arrays hosting up to
ten qubits [12], and the creation of four-qubit entangled
states [13]. Central to these advances is spin-orbit cou-
pling, which enables fast electric control of spins but also
increases sensitivity to electrical noise, limiting coherence
times. Theoretical predictions and supporting experi-
mental observations have identified special magnetic-field
orientations, known as “sweetspots”, where hole spins
become first-order immune to electrical noise [14]. Op-
erating hole spin qubits at these sweetspots significantly
enhances Hahn echo coherence times, beyond several tens
of microseconds in both natural silicon and germanium
quantum dots [14, 15]. While these advancements mark
a clear breakthrough in improving qubit coherence, they
also raise important questions about the characteristics
of sweetspot operation and its feasibility in large-scale
qubit architectures.

How does the sweetspot condition manifests across the
full range of polar and azimuthal magnetic-field angles?
To what extent can noise resilience coexist with the abil-
ity to perform fast spin control? Recent theoretical pre-
dictions even suggest that optimal coherence and control
speed can coexist [16, 17], with initial experimental evi-
dence supporting this intriguing possibility [18]. Finally,
considering the inherent variability in quantum dot prop-
erties, it is crucial to determine whether noise-resilient
operation could be realistically established across large
qubit arrays — a key requirement for the development of
scalable quantum processors based on hole spin qubits.

The above mentioned questions are addressed in this ex-
perimental work.

In a static magnetic field B, the up and down spin
states split by a Zeeman energy EZ = µBg

∗|B|, where
µB is Bohr’s magneton and g∗ is the effective gyro-
magnetic factor (in short, g-factor). Due to spin-orbit
coupling, g∗ becomes dependent on the magnetic field
orientation and on the local electric fields [19]. Conse-
quently, spin dynamics is governed by time-dependent
electric fields, induced either by driving signals applied
to the gates, or by charge noise. In general, the action
of a gate-voltage modulation δV is twofold (for a more
detailed and rigorous discussion, see Methods and
Supplementary Information). First, it can shift the
Larmor precession frequency of the spin fL = EZ/h
(with h the Planck constant). This so-called longitudinal
response is to first-order proportional to the longitudinal
spin-electric susceptibility (LSES) β∥ = ∂fL/∂V . When
longitudinal fluctuations originate from gate-voltage
noise or, equivalently, charge fluctuations in the environ-
ment, they lead to dephasing due to random variations
in the Larmor frequency. Second, δV can mix the up and
down spin components leading to population changes. If
the voltage modulation frequency is in resonance with
the Larmor frequency, this so-called transverse coupling
gives rise to coherent Rabi oscillations at frequency
fR = β⊥Vac, where β⊥ is the transverse spin-electric
susceptibility (TSES) and Vac the amplitude of the
resonant drive. It is, therefore, highly desirable to find
operational sweetspots where the longitudinal coupling
β∥ is minimal (ideally zero), in order to limit dephasing,
while the transverse coupling β⊥ remains as large as
possible, to optimize spin manipulation.
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FIG. 1. Device and measurement of the longitudinal spin electric susceptibility (LSES) a False-color scanning
electron micrograph of the silicon metal–oxide–semiconductor device used in the experiment. It consists of a silicon nanowire
channel (yellow) with p-doped source (S) and drain (D) contacts, and six gates on each side of the nanowire (T1,..,T6 and
B1,..,B6). The blue gates are negatively biased to accumulate holes, while the green gates are used to tune tunnel rates and
confinement potentials. The investigated single-hole qubits, Q3 and Q4, are located next to the gates T3 and T4, respectively.
(n⃗, o⃗, p⃗) defines the coordinate system. b LSES of Q3 to gate T3 denoted β∥(T3) , as a function of magnetic-field orientation
in the three device symmetry planes. The red arrows mark the sweetspot orientations where β∥(T3)= 0. The solid line is a fit
based on the g-matrix formalism (see Supplementary Information). c Full angular dependence of β∥(T3) as derived from the

fits in b. The LSES is represented in color scale on the sphere defined by the magnetic-field unit vector, (bn, bo, bp) = B⃗/|B|.
The LSES vanishes all along the white lines circling around the poles (sweetlines).

I. ONE QUBIT SWEETLINE

Our experiment is performed on a metal-oxide-
semiconductor (MOS) device consisting of an undoped
natural silicon nanowire with p-doped ends connected to
source and drain contacts and six finger gates on each
side of the nanowire (see Fig. 1a). We begin by form-
ing a single-hole quantum dot at the lateral side of the
nanowire accumulate by gate T3. In the presence of a
magnetic field the accumulated hole encodes a two-level
spin qubit, which we label Q3. The single-shot readout
of this qubit is performed by means of a well-established
technique [20] based on spin-selective tunneling. The
tunneling occurs to a large hole island defined in the
nanowire portion near gates T1, B1, and B2, which are
biased to a strong accumulation mode. Tunneling is de-
tected in real time by probing the charge state of the
island via source-coupled, radio-frequency reflectometry
(see Methods for more details on the readout technique
and setup).

Because of its proximity, T3 is the gate with the
strongest effect on Q3. Its voltage, VT3, controls the per-

pendicular confinement of the dot hence has a strong in-
fluence on the effective g-factor anisotropy, which results
in a generally large longitudinal spin-electric susceptibil-
ity (LSES), defined as β∥(T3) = ∂fL/∂VT3. For this
reason, and in line with previous observations on similar
devices [14], we expect the hole spin qubit to be primarily
sensitive to the perpendicular electric-field noise gener-
ated by charge fluctuators, probably located in the oxide
of gate T3. To minimize the impact of this dominant
noise contribution, we thus need to search for magnetic-
field orientations where β∥(T3) cancels out.

Figure 1b shows LSES measurements as a function of
magnetic-field angle for three rotation planes (NO, OP,
and NP) defined by the device symmetry axes, as in-
dicated in Figure 1a. Each data point is obtained by
measuring the Larmor frequency at different gate volt-
ages and fitting to a linear function (see Supplementary
information). The LSES is clearly anisotropic and ex-
hibit a pair of sweetspots (β∥(T3) = 0) in two of the
planes as indicated by the red arrows. The solid lines
are fits based on the g-matrix formalism (Methods and
[19, 21]). From these fits we can reconstruct the full
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angular dependence of the LSES, which is displayed in
Fig. 1c. The LSES vanishes along two continuous lines
circling around the axis of maximum g-factor (see Ex-
tended Data section for the full g-factor dependence).
This result showcases the existence of a one-dimensional
continuum of magnetic-field orientations where the qubit
is resilient to the dominant electrical noise. The observed
“sweetlines” are a generalization of the already reported
sweetspots [14, 15].

II. RECIPROCAL SWEETNESS

Usually, decoupling a qubit from the environment en-
hances its coherence time but lowers the qubit control
efficiency with no net benefit for the qubit performance.
This performance can be measured by the number of
π rotations within the characteristic decay time TR

2 of
Rabi oscillations, the so-called gate quality factor, Q [22].
The decoupling occurring on the experimentally observed
sweetlines is however qualitatively different. As pointed
out before, suppressing the LSES does not necessarily
impact the ability to drive coherent Rabi oscillations. In
fact, recent theoretical work [3, 17] has even shown that
the transverse spin susceptibility maxima should lie on
the sweetline, enabling an uncommon win-win scenario,
referred to as “reciprocal sweetness”, where the coher-
ence time and the Rabi frequency are simultaneously en-
hanced, resulting in a larger quality factor.

To experimentally test this prediction, we drive the
qubit by applying a resonant voltage excitation to gate
T3 and we determine the full angular dependence of the
TSES, obtained from the ratio between measured Rabi
frequency and voltage modulation amplitude. The re-
sults, generated from measurements and fits in the three
symmetry planes (see Extended Data), are presented in
Fig. 2a, where β⊥(T3) is plotted in color scale as a func-
tion of the magnetic-field θ and ψ angles (as defined in
Fig. 2b). The green dotted lines are the sweetlines ob-
tained from the LSES measurements, which we plot onto
Fig. 2b to ease for the direct comparison with Fig. 2a.
The maxima of β⊥(T3) (dark blue) denote the locations
of highest driving speed and they indeed lie on the sweet-
lines demonstrating the theoretically expected reciprocal
sweetness. By operating the qubit at these special loca-
tions, we leverage the two key properties of hole spins:
their ability to hide from surrounding charge noise and
their efficient response to electrical drive. As discussed
in section IV, this provides large quality factors.

While there are only two absolute maxima of β⊥(T3)
fully realizing the desirable reciprocal sweetness (one per
sweetline), any vertical trace in Fig. 2a exhibits at least
a relative maximum, lying either on the upper or the
lower sweetline. Noteworthy, β⊥(T3) displays a rather
gentle dependence along a given sweetline, such that a
fairly large maximum can be found for practically any
azimuthal angle.
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FIG. 2. Reciprocal sweetness. Experimentally recon-
structed relevant quantity for qubit Q3, as function of mag-
netic field angle. a Color plot of the transverse spin electric
susceptibility (TSES) of qubit Q3 to gate T3, β⊥(T3), as
a function of the magnetic-field angles θ and ψ, and for a
constant qubit frequency fL = 18GHz. The β⊥(T3) maxima
(dark blue), which correspond to the highest Rabi frequencies,
align with the sweetlines where β∥(T3)= 0 (dashed lines).
Conversely, the β⊥(T3) minima (light blue) coincide with the
β∥(T3)maxima. b The angular dependence of β∥(T3) is re-
produced here from Fig. 1 for direct comparison with β⊥(T3)
in a. As in a, the sweetlines are indicated by dashed lines.

III. SINGLE QUBIT TUNABILITY

Figure 2 provides a “user guide” for the hole spin qubit,
indicating how to tune it to its optimal operation point.
In a hypothetical quantum processor, all the qubits are
subject to the externally applied magnetic field. As a re-
sult, their performance can be simultaneously enhanced
if they share a common optimal operating point. How-
ever, this condition is disrupted by charge disorder, which
introduces variability in the hole confinement potential,
in turn leading to deviations in the position of the qubit
sweetlines. Here we use Q3 to test the possibility to coun-
teract such deviations by adjusting the gate voltages that
control the qubit electrostatics. In fact, due to spin-orbit
coupling, the g-factor anisotropy is expected to depend
on the confinement potential of the quantum dot [23–
25]. In the case of Q3, confinement is mostly affected
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FIG. 3. Gate tunability of the sweetlines. Angular dependence of β∥(T3) for three different gate-voltage settings at
fL = 17.99GHz). Increasing the voltage on gate B3 pushes the hole wave function against the left-side facet of the silicon
nanowire as schematically represented in the top insets. The deformation of the wave function results in a shift of the sweetlines
(blue lines).

by the electric field orthogonal to the nanowire, which
is controlled by the voltage difference between the fac-
ing gates T3 and B3. As a result, it can be shown that
β∥(T3) ≈ −β∥(B3) (see Supplementary Information).

Figure 3 displays the LSES angular dependence mea-
sured for three different values of the voltage applied
to gate B3 (meanwhile, VT3 is simultaneously adjusted
to keep the electrochemical potential of Q3 dot approx-
imately constant). Upon increasing VB3, the hole wave-
function is squeezed more and more against the nanowire
left-side facet. The effect is qualitatively illustrated in the
upper insets, where the wave function deformation has
been deliberately magnified for clarity. This deforma-
tion changes the anisotropy of the hole g-factor leading
to a significant variation in the position and shape of the
sweetlines. For a fixed azimuthal angle, we observe a shift
of 10◦ to 26◦ in the polar coordinate of the corresponding
sweetspot. The demonstrated electrostatic tuning offers
a practical approach to compensate for moderate levels
of qubit variability and realize noise-resilient operation
across a multi-qubit processor. Furthermore, dynamic
local tuning can be leveraged to selectively enable and
disable the longitudinal coupling of hole spin qubits to
EDSR drives [6] or to microwave resonators [16, 26].

IV. ALIGNING TWO QUBITS SWEETSPOTS

We now present an experimental proof-of-concept
demonstrating the feasibility of tuning two hole spin
qubits to a shared optimal operation point. For this
purpose, we form a second single-hole quantum dot, Q4,
confined by gate T4. Despite their proximity, Q3 and Q4

remain effectively independent due to negligible interac-
tion. We begin by setting VB3 = −0.58V, i.e. within the
range explored in figure 3, and tune Q3 to an operational

sweetspot at (ψ, θ) = (0◦, 26◦), where the large trans-
verse coupling term enables fast spin control. Through a
subsequent iterative procedure, we adjust the voltages on
B4 and T4 in order to modify the electric field across Q4

and hence achieve a vanishing LSES (i.e. β∥(T4) = 0).
This straightforward procedure is sufficient to realize the
desired sweetspot alignment. For completeness, we then
perform an ensemble of additional LSES measurements
at different magnetic-field orientations in order to recon-
struct the full angular dependence of β∥(T4) , which is
shown in Fig. 4a. The red dotted lines highlight the
sweetlines for Q4. The blue lines are the three pairs of
sweetlines belonging to Q3 and previously shown in Fig.
3 for three different electrostatic configurations. The cho-
sen shared sweetspot at (ψ, θ) = (0◦,−26◦), indicated by
a red cross, lies on the lower line. The shaded blue ar-
eas highlight the angular region over which Q3 can be
tuned to a noise-resilient regime, overlapping with the
Q4 sweetlines across 23 % of the full ψ range. This sub-
stantial overlap underscores the ample opportunity for
simultaneous sweetspot operation.

We conclude this experimental study by investigating
the performance of Q3 and Q4 at the common sweetspot
through independent measurements of their Rabi oscil-
lations. Both qubits exhibit a slow decay of the Rabi
envelope with characteristic times TR

2 (Q3) = 17.9(9) µs
and TR

2 (Q4) = 25.0(9) µs, as shown in Fig. 4b-c. They
also operate at relatively large Rabi frequencies about
fR(Q3) ≃ 10.0MHz and fR(Q4) ≃ 24.0MHz, leading to
remarkably high quality factors Q = 2TR

2 fR of 360(20)
and 1200(60) respectively. Noticeably, the quality factor
of Q4 surpasses the current state-of-the-art for semicon-
ductor spin qubits [22, 27, 28]. To evaluate the single-
qubit fidelities, we perform randomized benchmarking
measurements whose results are presented in Fig. 4d.
From the decay of the recovery contrast with increasing
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FIG. 4. Simultaneous tuning of two qubits to noise-resilient and fast operation points. a LSES of qubit Q4 to
gate T4 as a function of magnetic-field orientation, with sweetlines indicated by dashed red lines. The previously measured
sweetlines of qubit Q3 (shown in Fig. 3) are reproduced here as dashed blue lines, with the shaded blue region in between
highlighting the range over which qubit Q3 can be tuned to a noise-resilient regime. b-c Rabi oscillations measured at the
common fast-operation sweetspot marked by the red cross in panel a. The different panels correspond to widely spaced time
intervals. Solid lines are fits to a sinusoidal function. The decay of the oscillation amplitudes are shown in the rightmost panels.
Fitting to a generalized Gaussian decay function of the type e−(t/TR)γ (solid line) yields the Rabi decay time TR and hence the
quality factor, Q, for single-qubit operation. d Randomized benchmarking measurements for the two qubits, Q3 (red) and Q4

(blue), averaged over 40 repetitions shown as light red (blue) at the common sweetspot. PQi is the recovery contrast of qubit i
measured after N random Clifford gates (See Methods). Fc is the fitted Clifford fidelity, and F1 is the single qubit gate fidelity.
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number of Clifford gates (N), we obtain averaged single-
qubit gate fidelities of 99.53(3) and 99.71(2)% for Q3 and
Q4 (see Methods). Both fidelities are above the fault-
tolerant threshold for quantum error correction, yet, they
are below the values that could be expected from the
measured quality factors, which we respectively estimate
to be about 99.85% and 99.95%. This discrepancy most
likely results from a non-optimal calibration of the Clif-
ford gates [29]. Further improvements in qubit perfor-
mances could be achieved either by reducing the charge-
noise level, currently an order of magnitude higher than
those in state-of-the-art silicon-based devices or by re-
placing natural silicon with 28Si-enriched silicon, in order
to mitigate low-frequency magnetic noise from hyperfine
interactions [30, 31].

V. CONCLUSIONS

The results of this work mark a pivotal advance-
ment in understanding hole spin qubits and harnessing
their favorable properties. The concepts of longitudi-
nal and transverse spin-electric susceptibility, along with
the observation of reciprocal sweetness, are expected to
be broadly applicable to any type of spin-orbit qubit
and semiconductor material. Notably, this includes hole
spin qubits in Ge/SiGe heterostructures, which have re-
cently emerged as a promising platform, demonstrating
remarkable progress and attracting increasing attention
[10, 12, 32]. A key takeaway from this study is that
achieving optimal spin operation across an entire multi-
qubit quantum processor appears feasible, provided the
electrostatics of each qubit can be individually tuned and
variability remains within manageable limits.

VI. METHODS

A. Device fabrication

The device is a 6 split-gate silicon-on-insulator
nanowire transistor fabricated in an industry standard
300 mm CMOS platform [4]. The [110]-oriented silicon
nanowire channel is 10 nm thick and 40 nm wide. It is
connected on both ends to large boron-doped pads (la-
beled source and drain in the main text), used as reser-
voirs of positive charges. The 12 gates, etched on the
top of the nanowire are 40 nm wide and spaced by 40 nm
also. The gap between neighboring gates and between the
doped contacts are filled with Si3N4 spacers. The gate
stack consists in a 6 nm thick silicon oxide dielectric over-
lapped by a metallic bilayer of 6.5 nm of TiN and 50 nm
of heavily doped poly-silicon. A large metallic gate ly-
ing about 250 nm above the whole device is designed to
globally shape the electrostatic landscape.

B. Experimental setup

The sample was cooled down at cryogenic tempera-
tures 80-100 mK in a dilution refrigerator (Triton from
Oxford Instrument) surrounded by a superconducting 3D
vector magnet. DC voltages are provided by an IVVI
DAC from Delft in the first 3 sections, then with BE2142
DACs from Bilt. Except for randomized benchmarking
measurements, the microwave pulses are generated using
a SMW200 vector signal generator (Rohde & Schwarz),
using frequency modulation (when measuring β∥) or IQ
modulation (for Rabi and Hahn-Echo experiments). Fre-
quency (FM), IQ modulation as well as square pulses on
T3 and T4 are generated using an Arbitrary Waveform
Generator AWG5208 (Tektronix). A QBlox cluster was
used for RB measurements, with a QCM module gener-
ating voltage pulses for gates T3 and T4, and a QCM-
RF module used to generate the microwave signals. For
readout, a high-frequency locking (UHF from Zurich In-
struments) was used to generate and demodulate the 2
radio-frequency signals.

C. Spin readout

The spin readout of qubit Q3 is performed with a sec-
ondary dot, located under gates T1, B1, and B2. At the
readout conditions, the up-spin charge is energetically al-
lowed to tunnel to a reservoir, which capacitively changes
the electrical potential of the readout dot for a short time,
until a new charge is reloaded on qubit Q3. The read-
out dot is probed with a tank circuit connected to the
nearby ohmic (S), itself driven at its resonance frequency
fREF, S = 361.5MHz. A decent reflectometry signal is
achieved by tuning gates T1 and B1 for the readout dot
to be coupled to the reservoir with a tunnel rate of few
hundreds of MHz. Symmetrically, the qubit Q4 is mea-
sured with the aid of a readout dot placed under gates T6,
B6 and B5, probed at a frequency fREF, D = 293.5MHz.

D. g-matrix formalism

We consider a single spin in a homogeneous magnetic
field B = Bb oriented along the unit vector b. The
Hamiltonian of this spin can formally be written [21]

H0 =
1

2
µBσ · ĝB =

1

2
g∗µBBσ∥ , (1)

with ĝ a real 3 × 3 matrix and σ ≡ (σx, σy, σz) the
vector of Pauli matrices; g∗ = |ĝb| is the effective gy-
romagnetic factor and σ∥ = u · σ, where u = ĝb/g∗ is
the unit vector that defines the spin precession axis. We
can moreover introduce the symmetric matrix Ĝ = ĝTĝ

such that g∗ =
√
b · Ĝb; in hole spin systems, the spin

precession (Larmor) frequency fL = g∗µBB/h is usually
anisotropic due to the strong spin-orbit coupling.
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In a fluctuating gate voltage δV , this Hamiltonian can
be further expanded as

H(V0 + δV ) = H0 + hδV

(
1

2
β∥σ∥ + β⊥σ⊥

)
, (2)

where σ⊥ = v · σ with v a unit vector orthogonal to
u. It features two distinct corrections: the first, ∝ σ∥
term is the longitudinal response, which describes how
the Larmor frequency depends on the gate voltage but
does not act on the spin precession axis. It is responsible
for dephasing in noisy electric environments. The second,
∝ σ⊥ term is the transverse response, which tilts the spin
precession axis and gives rise to Rabi oscillations (with
Rabi frequency fR = δV β⊥ at resonance). Following
Refs. [3, 21], we can express the longitudinal (β∥) and
transverse (β⊥) spin electric susceptibilities as a function

of ĝ (or Ĝ) and their derivatives ĝ′ = ∂ĝ/∂V and Ĝ′ =

∂Ĝ/∂V :

β∥ =
∂fL
∂V

=
µBB

2hg∗
b · Ĝ′b (3a)

β⊥ =
fR
δV

=
µBB

2hg∗
|(ĝb)× (ĝ′b)| . (3b)

Eqs. (1) and (3) were used to reconstruct the maps of
g∗, LSES and Rabi frequencies of Figs. 1c and 2. For
that purpose, the symmetric Ĝ and Ĝ′ matrices were
fitted to the experimental Larmor frequencies and their
dependence on gate T3 (Fig. 1b), while ĝ′ was fitted
to the experimental Rabi frequencies according to the
methodology of Ref. [19] (see supplementary materials).

E. Randomized benchmarking

Randomized benchmarking (RB) is used to assess the
single-qubit gate fidelity [33, 34]. After initializing a spin-
down state, we apply N successive and randomly chosen
gates from the Clifford group. This sequence is followed
by a recovery gate, aiming at bringing the state alterna-
tively to the up- or down-spin state. The contrast PQi

is calculated from difference for 400 averages of 40 ran-
dom choices. The contrast decays as (2F − 1)N with F
the averaged Clifford gate fidelity. The Clifford set is
constructed from physical gates, π and ±π/2 rotations
around the x and y axes so as each Clifford gate concate-
nates on average 1.875 primitives. The single gate fidelity
is therefore calculated as F1 = 1 − (1 − Fc)/1.875 [33].
The microwave pulses driving the qubit Q3 (resp. Q4)
have a square envelope, and a duration of 48 ns (resp.
20 ns) for the π/2 pulses and 96 ns (resp. 40 ns) for the
π-pulses.
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FIG. 5. Hole effective g-factor comparison between
qubits located below gates T3 and T4: Blue (red) points
are g-factor values evaluated by EDSR relating to the qubit
located underneath gate T3 (T4). Solid lines are the fitted
g-factor using the g-matrix formalism as presented in Meth-
ods. The g-factor configuration presented for the qubit Q3

correspond to the dotted line configuration of Figure 1.

VII. EXTENDED DATA

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work is supported by the French National
Research Agency under the program “France 2030”
(PEPR PRESQUILE - ANR-22-PETQ-0002), by the
European Union’s Horizon 2020 research innovation
program (Grant Agreement No. 951852 QLSI) and
the European Research Council (ERC) Project No.
810504 (QuCube). J.C.A.-U. is supported by Grants
RYC2022-037527-I and PID2023-148257NA-I00 funded
by MCIU/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and by the
ESF+. V.C. acknowledges support from the Program
QuantForm-UGA ANR-21-CMAQ-0003 France 2030 and
by the LabEx LANEF ANR-10-LABX-51-01.

COMPETING INTERESTS

The authors declare no competing interests.

DATA AVAILABILITY

All data underlying this study are available in an online
repository at XXX.



8

-90 45 0 -45 90
θ (deg)

(M
H

z/
m

V
)

(s
-1

)

0

40

20

150

100

50

0

x103

ψ = 0 deg

a.

10

5

0

(M
H

z)

ψ = 0 deg

(deg)θ
-90 0 90

40

20

0

(M
H

z/
m

V
)

b.

FIG. 6. Hahn-Echo coherence time and Rabi fre-
quency measured in the sample plane: a Inverse of
Hahn-Echo coherence time plotted as a function of magnetic
field direction in the sample plane (NP). The red solid line rep-
resents the LSES fit (in absolute value) β∥(T3) as presented
in the main text. b Rabi frequency variations according to
magnetic field direction in the sample plane (NP). Red line
and points (fit) represent β∥(T3) in absolute value. At the
sweetspot orientations two distinct cases are observed: one
sweetspot with a fast electrical control (θ = −20◦) and the
second one (θ = 35◦) with a much slower Rabi frequency.
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