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All-electrical baseband control of qubits facilitates scaling up quantum processors by removing
issues of crosstalk and heat generation. In semiconductor quantum dots, this is enabled by multi-spin
qubit encodings, such as the exchange-only qubit, where high-fidelity readout and both single- and
two-qubit operations have been demonstrated. However, their performance is limited by unavoidable
leakage states that are energetically close to the computational subspace. In this work, we introduce
an alternative, scalable spin qubit architecture that leverages strong spin-orbit interactions of hole
nanostructures for baseband qubit operations while completely eliminating leakage channels and
reducing the overall gate overhead. This encoding is intrinsically robust to local variability in hole
spin properties and operates with two degenerate states, removing the need for precise calibration
and mitigating heat generation from fast signal sources. Finally, our architecture is fully compatible
with current technology, utilizing the same initialization, readout, and multi-qubit protocols of state-
of-the-art spin-1/2 systems. By addressing critical scalability challenges, our design offers a robust
and scalable pathway for semiconductor spin qubit technologies.

Introduction. Semiconductor quantum-dot-based
spin qubits are a quantum computing platform promis-
ing large-scale and fault-tolerant quantum processors
using industrial fabrication [1–6]. Among them, hole spin
qubits in silicon (Si) and germanium (Ge) quantum dots
are leading candidates for scaling [7–18]. Their strong
spin-orbit interaction (SOI) enables ultrafast all-electric
local operations [18–27] and long-distance interactions
beyond the nearest neighbor [28–33]. Furthermore,
SOI also provides a means to control the properties of
the qubit performance in situ, offering sweet spots to
improve the performance of the qubit [14, 34–44]. In
analogy to superconducting qubits, most spin qubits
are controlled using microwave pulses [20, 45–47], which
introduce critical scaling challenges such as cross-talk
and heating [48, 49] posing significant barriers to the
development of large-scale devices [50, 51]. Progress
has been made toward discrete baseband control of hole
qubits through spin hopping in Ge quantum dots [18],
but this approach still requires high-frequency signal
generators and high-bandwidth pulses for diabatic
gates, adding considerable technological constraints on
electronic control.

The exchange-only (XO) qubit does not have such
strict electronic requirements. The XO qubit uses multi-
spin encoding with degenerate qubit states during idling,
making phase tracking and dynamic pulse shaping obso-
lete and allowing electric two-axis control via inter-dot
exchange interactions [9, 52–56]. XO qubits have shown
high-fidelity single- and two-qubit gates, readout, and
state initialization [57]. However, XO qubits are heavily
impacted by leakage into close-in-energy states, requir-
ing complex pulse sequences for high-fidelity quantum
gates and large overhead in fault tolerance. Furthermore,
readout and initialization are also limited by additional
close-in-energy orbital leakage states [58].

In this work, we propose a novel qubit implementation
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Figure 1. a) Schematics of an architecture for our novel spin-
less spin qubit (S2) qubit. Each qubit is controlled using
5 gate electrodes. Single-qubit gates are operated by elec-
trically compressing and stretching the qubit. Readout, ini-
tialization, and two-qubit gates can be implemented along x
and y direction. Readout and initialization uses Pauli-spin-
blockade and either requires a close by charge sensor or read-
out resonator. During idling, the qubit states are not sub-
ject to any dynamics. Optimal magnetic field direction is
B ∥ [110] or B ∥ [110] b) Effective g-tensor g⋆ = ||GB||/||B||
in the optimal direction as a function of characteristic con-
finement lengths of the groundstate wavefunction in X,Y -
direction, assuming biaxial strain. The S2 qubit conditions
are ≈ 14 nm. The inset shows the conditions assuming non-
biaxial strain. c) The S2 qubit conditions for different heavy-
hole light-hole coupling strengths as a function of strain asym-
metry (ϵxx − ϵyy)/(ϵxx + ϵyy).

by electrically tuning a hole spin qubit in the presence
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of strong SOI such that the qubit energy splitting, its
Lamor frequency, can be tuned to zero [59]. Our spinless
spin (S2) qubit combines the best features of XO and
single spin qubits; simple and fast baseband controlled
gates, no phase tracking, simple calibration, and the ab-
sence of leakage states. Remarkably, the S2 qubit further
enables a scalable architecture (See Fig. 1 a)) suppressing
additional cross-talk and observer errors, multiple read-
out axes, and flexible high-fidelity two-qubit gates. By
mitigating these key issues, our S2 qubit encoding rep-
resents paves a path to scalable architectures for a full
fault-tolerant quantum processors.

Architecture Fig. 1 a) shows our envisioned quantum
processor architecture. Each qubit requires five gate elec-
trodes for universal control, a central plunger gates sur-
rounded by four control gates, thus, has a similar or
smaller gate per qubit count than alternative implemen-
tation for baseband controlled qubits [9]. We note, that
the double barrier design was already demonstrated in
Ref. [15] and gives rise to a stronger suppression of resid-
ual exchange coupling and reduced electrostatic crosstalk
due to the larger spacing. By design, such a densely occu-
pied design (with individual control) can be used to im-
plement 2D quantum error corrections codes such as the
surface code [60]. However, we note that using a sparse
qubit occupation combined with hopping or shuttling in-
terconnects [18, 61] or conveying the full qubit [62, 63],
novel and more efficient low-density-parity-check codes
may be implemented [64, 65].

S2 Qubit For our qubit encoding, we consider a single
Kramer doublet of a confined particle in a semiconductor
quantum dot. The Hamiltonian of such a system is given
by

H =
1

2
µBσ · GB. (1)

Here, B = (Bx, By, Bz)
T is the magnetic field vector,

µB is Bohr’s magneton, and G is the (anisotropic) gyro-
magnetic matrix 3 × 3 [66], also called the g-tensor, of
the doublet. For our qubit design, we use two proper-
ties. Firstly, at least two eigenvalues of the g-tensor, so-
called principal values, can be electrically tuned to zero.
Secondly, the magnetic field is not collinear with one of
the principal axes of the g-tensor and is orthogonal to
the principal axis with non-zero eigenvalue. While not
exclusive, these requirements are often found in semicon-
ductor hole qubits. Examples, that fulfill this condition
are silicon and germanium heterostructures [11, 67, 68].

Without loss of generality, we now consider for the re-
minder of the article planar germanium grown in [001]
directions and prove that both requirements can be ful-
filled in state-of-the-art materials. The g-tensor for pla-
nar strained germanium approximately consists of three
parts [69, 70] G = G0 + Gstrain + Gconf. The first term
is the bare g-tensor, which for heavy-hole ground states
is given by G0 = diag(3q,−3q, 6κ + 27q/2) and is highly

anisotropic |κ| ≫ |q|. The second and third expressions
are g-tensor corrections arising from non-axial strain
components and from confinement.

Explicitly, considering an in-plane magnetic field, the
Hamiltonian of the ground doublet is given by

H =
1

2
µB(BxGxx +ByGxy)σx +

1

2
µB(ByGyy +BxGyx)σy

(2)

with the electrically tunable g-tensor components [69–73]

Gxx ≈ 3q − 6κ̃bv(⟨ϵxx⟩ − ⟨ϵyy⟩)
∆HL

−
6(λ ⟨p2x⟩ − λ′ ⟨p2y⟩)

m0∆HL
(3)

Gyy ≈ −3q − 6κ̃bv(⟨ϵxx⟩ − ⟨ϵyy⟩)
∆HL

+
6(λ ⟨p2y⟩ − λ′ ⟨p2x⟩)

m0∆HL
,

(4)

Gxy,yx ≈ ±4
√
3κdvϵxy
∆HL

∓ 12λ̃ ⟨pxpy⟩
m0∆HL

, (5)

Here the average ⟨·⟩ is with respect to the in-plane
component of the groundstate wavefunction. The ma-
terial dependent scaling parameters λ = 2ηhγ

2
3 − κ̃γ2,

λ′ = 2ηhγ3γ2 − κ̃γ2, λ̃ = 2ηh(γ2γ3 + γ23)− κ̃γ3, and κ̃ =
κ − 2η̃hγ3 depend on the material-dependent Luttinger
parameters γ1, γ2, and γ3, the material dependent defor-
mation parameters av, bv, and dv [74], and the inter-band
couplings, ηh and η̃h, that depend on matrix elements be-
tween out-of-plane wave functions. Conveniently, ηh and
η̃h and ⟨pipj⟩ can be electrically controlled. In principle,
⟨ϵij⟩ is also electrically tunable but strain is in state-of-
the-art devices less predictable. In Figure 1 b) we show
the energy splitting of Hamiltonian (2) considering neg-
ligible shear strain, ⟨ϵxy⟩ = ⟨ϵxz⟩ = ⟨ϵyz⟩ = 0 and sepa-
rable wave-functions ⟨pxpy⟩ = ⟨pxpz⟩ = ⟨pxpz⟩ = 0 with
and without axial-symmetric strain. Here, we introduced
for better understanding the characteristic length of the
in-plane wavefunction ⟨p2i ⟩ = h̄2/(2L2

i ) with i = x, y. We
can clearly identify the operation regime of our S2 qubit
at characteristic confinement lengths of 10 − 20 nm us-
ing parameters from Ref. [69]. The zero-crossings can be
analytically expressed as

⟨p2x⟩ = p2x,a =
m0

2

[
∆HLq

λ− λ′
− 2bvκ̃(⟨ϵxx⟩ − ⟨ϵyy⟩)

λ+ λ′

]
(6)

⟨p2y⟩ = p2y,a =
m0

2

[
∆HLq

λ− λ′
+

2bvκ̃(⟨ϵxx⟩ − ⟨ϵyy⟩)
λ+ λ′

]
. (7)

While the required characteristic confinement lengths
seem small, simulations and experimental demonstra-
tion show that they are feasible [75]. In Fig. 1-c), we
show the S2 condition for varying strain asymmetry
(ϵxx−ϵyy)/(ϵxx+ϵyy) that may arise from disorder [76] for
different heavy-hole light-hole coupling strengths. Con-
veniently, typical strain fluctuations arising from dislo-
cations are on a length-scale multiple times the size of
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Figure 2. a) Single qubit gate fidelity [78] of a X-gate as
a function of miscalibration by,z ̸= 0 from the S2 condi-
tion without decoherence effects. Three pulse techniques are
shown, using a (blue) single pulse, (red) composite pulse se-
quence short-CORPSE, and (green) composite pulse sequence
CORPSE. b) Fidelity of a (black) X-operation and (blue and
red) idling I-operation under the influence of low frequency
noise coupling in via the g-tensor as a function of operation
time. Our simulation assumes fluctuations in bx and by, uses
the quasistatic approximation, neglects transversally coupled
noise for the X-operation, and in the case of idling, (blue) cor-
related and (red) uncorrelated fluctuations between bx and by.

single qubits [76], thus each S2 qubit can be tuned to
its own respective operation point. We also remark, that
the S2 condition is predicted to be possible in different
material and device structures [37, 67, 68].

Additionally, shear strain from metallic top gates [69]
or strong confinement [77] adds terms of the form
(BxGzx +ByGzy)σz to Hamiltonian (2) giving rise to er-
rors. However, due to the interplay of confinement and
strain terms, there exist a confinement that fulfills our
requirements (see general expressions in Ref. [70]). In
practice, one wants to avoid these shear contributions,
for example, through deeper quantum wells, gate designs
that minimize average shear strain, or materials with a
smaller differential thermal expansion coefficient.

Qubit states The qubit states are encoded in the two-
fold degenerate Kramer doublet, defined as |↑, ↓⟩. Un-
like conventional Loss-DiVincenzo qubits and similar to
exchange-only qubits, the degeneracy ensures that our
qubit has no dynamics during idling. Unlike exchange-
only qubits, however, our qubit has no leakage states
since only a single Kramer doublet is used and excited
states are far-off separated by more than 1 meV. There-
fore, our design combines the best of both worlds. To the
best of our knowledge, there is no equivalent encoding in
any quantum computing platform.

Single qubit operations Single qubit gates are en-
abled by small deviations from the degeneracy condition
⟨p2x⟩ → ⟨p2x⟩ + p2x,a and ⟨p2y⟩ → ⟨p2y⟩ + p2y,a that lead to
the standard Hamiltonian

H1q = bxσx + byσy (8)

with bx,y = − 1
2µBBx,y

3
m0∆HL

(λ ⟨p2x,y⟩−λ′ ⟨p2y,x⟩) and ne-
glecting out-of-plane tilts.

Using for example the layout shown in Fig. 1 a), ⟨p2x⟩
and ⟨p2y⟩ can be individually and electrically controlled,
giving rise to arbitrary single qubit rotations. Orthogonal
rotations around the X,Y -axis can be realized by puls-
ing ⟨p2

x,y⟩
⟨p2

y,x⟩
= λ

λ′ [79]. Notably, a misaligned magnetic field
only affects the gate speed and not the rotation angle of
the quantum gate. Consequently, the fastest operations
are achieved if B ∥ [110] or B ∥ [110]. We remark that in
realistic structures due to cross-capacitance coupling, or-
thogonal control might require an additional calibration
step [80] or sufficient virtualization [81].

Potential error sources for the gate operations are ad-
ditional terms in Hamiltonian (8) proportional to σz and
calibration errors that lead to by,x ̸= 0 while doing X,Y -
operations. Fortunately, there are several techniques be-
ing able to suppress such errors. For small to medium-
size σz-terms, composite pulse sequences can be used to
drastically suppress off-resonant errors [82]. In Fig. 2-a),
we show the infidelity of X-operations using naive direct
pules, the composite pulse short-CORPSE (sCORPSE),
and the composite pulse sequence CORPSE. Conve-
niently, the CORPSE pulse sequence for a X,Y -pulse
only requires X,Y and −X,−Y pulses, thus no addi-
tional constraint on the electronics is imposed and no
additional calibration is needed. For large σz terms, non-
adiabatic gates can be used instead [18]. We further note,
that due to the degeneracy, Holonomic single-qubit gates
might be possible [83, 84].

Analogously to almost all qubit encodings, the S2 qubit
is also subject to electric and magnetic noise. Elec-
tric noise dominantly arises from ubiquitous charge noise
present in condensed matter that couples to the electro-
static confinement and wavefunction of the charge car-
rier and affects the qubit via spin-orbit and exchange
couplings. Unlike qubits with a finite frequency split-
ting during idling, zero-frequency qubits are subject to
a different type of decoherence in the presence of noise,
and distinction of the terms T1 and T2 is obsolete. To
still provide a meaningful description, we instead com-
pute and report the process fidelity of the operations [78],
including the idling operation, as a function of time.
By design, decoherence during an X,Y -operation cor-
responds to the T ⋆

2 -time of conventional spin-1/2 qubits.
However, note that the gate time of performing X,Y -
operations is given by the change in Lamor frequency
instead of the Rabi frequency, which can be multiple
times faster. Quality factors fLamor × T ⋆

2 exceeding 100
are frequently reported [10, 14, 18]. Using Schrödinger-
Poisson simulations [85], we estimate a central gate sen-
sitivity ∂Vc

⟨p2y⟩ /h̄
2 = (0.064)2 nm−2/V giving rise to

bx ≈ 630 MHz
V considering B = 100mT and η = 0.42.

Faster operations can be achieved by pulsing center and
side gates simultaneously. Further improvement in gate
fidelity can be gained by more sophisticated composite
pulse sequence design [86].



4

Decoherence during idling is caused by two orthogo-
nally coupled random fluctuations and is approximately√
2-times faster depending on their cross-correlation. In

Fig. 2 b) we show the gate fidelity as a function of opera-
tion time and T ⋆

2 for single-qubit gates X and the idling
operation. Using a lower estimate of Q = 100, gate in-
fidelities above 1 − F = 10−4 are achievable for all op-
erations. Since charge and magnetic noise is dominantly
slow, dynamical decoupling protocols, such as echo us-
ing Z pulses or derivates of the XY4 protocol [87–89],
can greatly extend the coherence time. Conveniently,
the XY4 protocol and its derivates also decouples pulse
errors.

Magnetic noise typically originates from nuclear spins
with non-zero spin that are coupled to the spin directly
through the hyperfine tensor. For planar germanium,
the hyperfine tensor is highly anisotropic, thus, magnetic
noise is highly suppressed for in-plane magnetic field di-
rections. Remarkably, the S2 operation regime coincides
in some materials with the noise sweet spot [35, 37]. Fur-
thermore, the nuclear spins as a magnetic noise source
can be effectively eliminated by isotopic enrichment of
spinless isotopes.

Readout and initialization We read out our qubit
using conventional Pauli-spin blockade (PSB) meth-
ods, where spin-selective charge transitions are observed.
While PSB readout is generally used to read out any
quantum dot spin-qubit, the spin state of the unblocked
state depends on the interplay of the Zeeman interaction
and the exchange interaction between spin in neighbor-
ing quantum dots. We distinguish three cases. i) For
a uniform magnetic field and a uniform g-tensor with-
out spin-orbit interaction, the spin singlet state |S⟩ =
(|10⟩ − |01⟩)/

√
2 is unblocked. We call this PSB-S and

is typically used for electron spin qubits without micro-
magnet, singlet-triplet, and exchange-only qubits. ii)
For magnetic fields with a parallel gradient or a uniform
magnetic field along a (common) principal axis of the
g-tensors without spin-orbit interaction, the |01⟩ or |10⟩
state is unblocked. We call this the PSB-Z and is typi-
cally used for electron spin qubits with a micromagnet.
iii) For magnetic fields with an orthogonal gradient, a
uniform magnetic field along a (common) principal axis
of the g-tensors, or spin-orbit interaction, the |11⟩ is un-
blocked. We call this the PSB-T and is typically imple-
mented for hole spin qubits.

The Hamiltonian for readout can be well approximated
by [92]

H =H
(A)
1q +H

(B)
1q + ε |S02⟩ ⟨S02|+

√
2tc cos(θSOI) |S⟩ ⟨S02|

+ i
√
2tc sin(θSOI)n · |T ⟩ ⟨S02|+ h.c., (9)

where H(A,B)
1q is the single-qubit Hamiltonian (8) of qubit

A,B, n is the normalized spin-orbit vector, θSOI the spin-
flip angle, and TAB = (Tx, Ty, Tz)

T is a vector consisting
of the spin-1 triplet states with |Tx,y⟩ = i1/2∓1/2(|00⟩ ∓

|11⟩)/
√
2 and |Tz⟩ = (|01⟩ + |10⟩)/

√
2. For hole imple-

mentations in planar heterostructure, θSOI arises from
cubic-in-momentum spin-orbit coupling [93] or linear-in-
momentum from gradients in strain [69], and can be as-
sumed or engineered to be small [94–96]. For other plat-
forms, however, θSOI can be size-able [11]. Remarkably,
our qubit can be electrically tuned into all mentioned
PSB readout types if the spin-flip angle θSOI ≈ mπ
with integer m. For bAx = bBx = bAy = bBy during the
charge transition, we find PSB-S, for bAx,y ̸= bBx,y ̸= 0 and
bAy,x = bBy,x = 0 we find PSB-X,Y which is PSB-Z in the
x,y-basis, and for bAx,y ̸= bBy,x ̸= 0 we find PSB-T readout.

To avoid this variability, we conceive a two-step PSB
readout protocol for high-fidelity readout and initializa-
tion: i) We elongate the wave-functions such that they
get closer and the tunnel coupling between the two dots
is increased. For PSB-X, this leads to bA,B

x > 0. ii) While
tilting the two dots by sweeping the detuning ε from pos-
itive to negative, we additionally compress (stretch) the
first (second) wavefunction such that bAy ≈ −bBy [97]. The
second step ensures that we open the anti-crossing be-
tween the between |00⟩ and |S02⟩ even in the presence of
small θSOI and ensure PSB-T (see Fig. 3 a)). Fig. 3 b)
shows the readout infidelity 1 − Pread for a constant de-
tuning pulse, where Pread = P|00⟩→|S02⟩ − P|10⟩→|S02⟩ is
the readout visibility [98]. Noticeably, high-fidelity read-
out is achieved for the vast majority of conditions. Only
for θSOI ≈ π/2 and ϕSOI ≈ 0 the anti-crossing between
|00⟩ and |S02⟩ is closed due to the interplay between spin-
orbit interaction and quantization axis rotation [25]. The
oscillations originate from Landau-Zener transitions. We
further remark, that faster pulses with higher fidelity can
be achieved using optimal control, especially the QUAD
protocol allows for consistently high transfer fidelity [99–
101]. Consequently, high-fidelity state initialization can
be achieved by reversing the upper protocol.

Two qubit gates The two qubit gates are implemented
similar to other spin qubit implementations using the ex-
change interaction originating from the overlap of the
wave-function and the Coulomb interaction. The inter-
action Hamiltonian between qubit A and B can be ap-
proximated by [47, 102, 103]

H2q = H
(A)
1q +H

(B)
1q +

J

4
σ(A) ·Rn(2θSOI)σ

(B) (10)

where J is the electrically tunable exchange coupling and
Rn(2θSOI) is a 3D rotation matrix originating from the
influence of the spin-orbit interaction [102]. In our pro-
posed architecture in Fig. 1 a), two-qubit gates can be
implemented in the X,Y direction, giving rise to a maxi-
mally entangling cnot gate up to single-qubit rotations.
Additionally, the two-qubit gate can be implemented us-
ing adiabatic or diabatic pulses [90, 104, 105]. An unde-
sired evolution during the diabatic gate can be strongly
suppressed by interleaving the two-qubit gate with single-
qubit X,Y gates [7, 106]. Fig. 3 c) shows the average
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 3. a) Energy diagram of the anti-crossing used for Pauli-Spin Blockade (PSB) readout as a function of detuning ε for
stabilized protocol b(A)

y = −b
(B)
y = 0.1GHz (dashed lines showing b

(A)
y = b

(B)
y = 0) considering b

(A)
x = 0.3GHz, b(B)

x = 0.4GHz,
tc = 3GHz, and θSOI = 0. Our protocol induces an anti-crossing between |00⟩ and |S02⟩ identical as in the presence of finite spin-
orbit interaction. b) Simulated readout infidelity of the stabilized protocol for a linear ramp from ε(t = 0) = 0.5meV to ε(t =
T ) = −0.5meV with duration T = 52.7 ns as a function of the spin-flip angle θSOI and SOI vector n = (cos(ΦSOI), sin(ΦSOI), 0)

T

and using the same parameters as before. c) Simulated average gate infidelity of an adiabatic CX two-qubit gate up to single-
qubit X gates with fixed duration T = 36ns using a Tukey pulse [90] as a function of the spin-flip angle θSOI and SOI vector
n = (cos(ΦSOI), sin(ΦSOI), 0)

T . The dashed black lines highlight the problematic regime in which SWAP oscillations can be
hardly suppressed [70]. Simulation parameters are identical to a) and b). Tunneling and exchange are modelled assuming
Gaussian overlaps [91].

gate fidelity [78] for an adiabatic cnot gate in the x-
direction for a maximum qubit frequency difference of
∆E = 200MHz. Noticeably, there are three regimes
showing vastly different infidelities. The outer area is
the conventional adiabatic regime, where SWAP oscil-
lations giving rise to non-adiabatic dynamics are suffi-
ciently suppressed. In the area highlighted by the dashed
lines [70], the adiabatic condition is not fulfilled as the
entangling phase becomes very small, giving rise to large
diabatic errors. In the center area, the diabatic contribu-
tions are strongly suppressed, giving rise to the highest
fidelities [102]. We anticipate that the gate fidelity can
be further enhanced by optimal control techniques [90].

Conclusion We have introduced the S2 qubit, a qubit
encoding without requirements for complex control elec-
tronics, that can be controlled fully using only baseband
pulses, possess no noticeably leakage states, and allows
fast and high-fidelity two-qubit gates. Furthermore, the
degenerate qubit states may allow for the implementa-
tion of holonomic quantum operations with even higher
fidelity [83, 84]. Our encoding fully leverages the po-
tential of hole qubits and spin-orbit interaction through
the g-tensor. Remarkably, our qubit can be implemented
in state-of-the-art materials. This makes the S2 qubit a
truly promising encoding to realize a large-scale quantum
processor.
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ABSTRACT

In this Supplemental Material, we derive the effective Hamiltonian of the spinless spin (S2) qubit and provide
explicit expressions for all g-tensor components. Lastly, we report the complete numerical details and pulse shapes
used for the numerical simulations of single qubit, readout, and two qubit gates.

G-TENSOR FOR HOLE QUBITS IN HETEROSTRUCTURES

Hole qubits in semiconductors and gate-defined quantum dots are well described by the Luttinger-Kohn-Bir-Pikus
Hamiltonian. In the basis of total angular momentum eigenstates |j,mj⟩ = {| 32 ,

3
2 ⟩ , |

3
2 ,−

3
2 ⟩ , |

3
2 ,

1
2 ⟩ , |

3
2 ,−

1
2 ⟩} the

Luttinger-Kohn-Bir-Pikus Hamiltonian reads [S74]

HLKPB =


P +Q 0 S R

0 P +Q R† −S†

S† R P −Q 0
R† −S 0 P −Q

 . (S1)

The upper-left block P + Q describe the energy of the ± 3
2 heavy-hole state, the lower-right block P − Q describes

the energy of the ± 1
2 light-hole state, S describes the heavy-light-hole coupling with same spin, and R describes the

heavy-light-hole coupling with opposite spin direction. The operators are described by

P =
h̄2

2m0
γ1(k

2
x + k2y + k2z)− av(εxx + εyy + εzz), (S2)

Q =
h̄2

2m0
γ2(k

2
x + k2y − 2k2z)−

bv
2
(εxx + εyy − 2εzz), (S3)

R =
√
3
h̄2

2m0

[
−γ2(k2x − k2y) + iγ3kxky + iγ3kykx

]
+

√
3

2
(εxx − εyy)− idvεxy, (S4)

S = −
√
3
h̄2

2m0
γ3 [(kx − iky)kz + kz(kx − iky)]− dv(εxz − εyz). (S5)

Here, pξ = h̄kξ = −ih̄∂ξ is the momentum operator in ξ = x, y, z direction, h̄ the reduced Planck constant, m0 the bare
electron mass, γ1, γ2, and γ3 the material-dependent Luttinger parameters, and av, bv, and dv the material dependent
deformation parameters. The full system without magnetic field is consequently given by HLKPB +V , where V is the
confinement potential. The impact of magnetic fields is through the Zeeman interaction terms and by substituting
the momentum with the generalized momentum p −→ p + eA, where A is the electromagnetic vector potential. The
Zeeman interaction term is HZeeman = 2µBκJ · B + 2µBq(J

3
xBx + J3

yBy + J3
zBz), where µB = eh̄/(2m0) is Bohr’s

magneton, h̄ is the reduced Planck constant, m0 is the electron mass, e is the elementary charge, B = (Bx, By, Bz)
T

is the magnetic field, J = (Jx, Jy, Jz)
T is the vector consisting of the spin- 32 matrices, and κ and q are material

dependent parameters.
The g-tensor G of the hole qubit is then given by the linear response of the groundstate doublet of the full Hamiltonian

HLKPB + V with respect to a magnetic field. We can then find G via perturbation theory following Ref. [S71]. For
gate-defined quantum dots in silicon-germanium heterostructures grown in [001]-direction, the groundstate doublet is
approximately a heavy-hole state and the light-hole sector is split by a gap ∆HL that depends on the material and
confinement [S11]. The low-energy Hamiltonian can then be approximated via block-diagonalization or Schrieffer-Wolff
transformation [S71]

Heff,ij ≈ Hij −
∑
k

⟨HH,0|Hik |LH,k⟩ ⟨LH,k|Hkj |HH,0⟩
ELH,k − EHH,0

. (S6)
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Here ELH,k are the orbital energies, EHH,0 the ground state energy, and k = (l, n) a multi-index that labels out-
of-plane and in-plane wavefunctions. Considering strong confinement in z-direction ∆HL ≫ |ELH,n − ELH,0|, where
ELH,n are the energies from the in-plane orbital states, the sum over in-plane wavefunctions becomes trivial for most
components due to

∑
n |LH,n⟩ ⟨LH,n| ≈ 1. Collecting terms linear in B, the g-tensor is then given by [S69, S71, S73]

Gxx = 3q − 6κ̃bv(⟨ϵxx⟩ − ⟨ϵyy⟩)
∆HL

−
6(λ ⟨p2x⟩ − λ′ ⟨p2y⟩)

m0∆HL
(S7)

Gyy = −3q − 6κ̃bv(⟨ϵxx⟩ − ⟨ϵyy⟩)
∆HL

+
6(λ ⟨p2y⟩ − λ′ ⟨p2x⟩)

m0∆HL
, (S8)

Gzz = 6κ− 27

2
q − 2γh (S9)

Gxy,yx = ±4
√
3κdvϵxy
∆HL

∓ 12λ̃ ⟨pxpy⟩
m0∆HL

, (S10)

Gxz,yz =
4
√
3κdvϵxz,yz
∆HL

− (Ax,y + Bx,y) ⟨px,y⟩
m0∆HL

. (S11)

Assuming that the groundstate wavefunction is separable in z and x, y direction, explicit expressions of the constants
above are [S69, S72]

γh =
6γ23 h̄

m0

∑
l

|⟨HH0| kz |LHl⟩|2

ELH,l − EHH,0
(S12)

ηh = −∆LH
∑
l

2Im (⟨HH0| z |LHl⟩ ⟨LHl| kz |HH0⟩)
ELH,l − EHH,0

(S13)

η̃h = ∆LH
∑
l

Im (⟨HH0| kzz + zkz |LHl⟩ ⟨LHl|HH0⟩)
ELH,l − EHH,0

(S14)

κ̃ = κ− η̃h. (S15)

Terms that require a non-separability of the groundstate wavefunction between z and x, y direction are [S73]

Ax,y = 6κ∆LH
∑
l

Re (⟨HH0| px,ypz |LHl⟩ ⟨LHl|HH0⟩)
ELH,l − EHH,0

(S16)

Bx,y = 3γ23∆LH
∑
l

Im (⟨HH0| kzz + kzz |LHl⟩ ⟨LHl| px,ypz |HH0⟩)
ELH,l − EHH,0

. (S17)
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VOLTAGE SUSCEPTIBILITY

We have performed Schrödinger-Poisson simulations of a gate layout similar to Fig. 1a) and a heterostructure as
discussed in Ref. [S18] to estimate the tunability of our S2 qubit.

★★

Figure S1. Expectation value ⟨k2
y⟩ using a gate layout similar to Fig. 1a) in the main text as a function of voltage applied to

the center gate of radius 80 nm. Blue dots are extracted simulation, the star (⋆) highlights the S2 operation regime, and the
solid line is linear regression with ⟨k2

y⟩ = 1.2× 1015 m−2 + 4.1× 1015 m−2V−1 Vg around the operation point. Heterostructure
and device layout are taken from Ref. [S18] and material parameters Ref. [S74]. Schrödinger-Poisson simulations are performed
using QTCAD [S85].

SIMULATION OF QUBIT DYNAMICS

For all simulations of the qubit dynamic, we solve the time-dependent Schrödinger equation

ih̄
d

dt
|ψ(t)⟩ = H |ψ(t)⟩ (S18)

for a full set of basis states and using the NDSOLVE command of Mathematica with sufficiently high precision. The
time evolution operator can then be constructed from the final state vectors.

Single-qubit operations

The single-qubit dynamics is modelled by the Hamiltonian

H1q = bx(t)σx + by(t)σy + bzσz. (S19)

Here, σx, σy, and σz are the Pauli matrices and bx,y(t) are the (time-dependent) control parameters. We consider for
simplicity a constant pulse amplitude bx(t) = bx and constant calibration errors by(t) = by and bz(t) = bz. We further
assume that the g-tensor is a linear function of voltage, bx ∝ Vg. However, we note that this is not an requirement.
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The the three-pulse CORPSE sequence is then given by

bx(t) =


bx t ∈ [t0, t1)

−bx t ∈ [t1, t2)

bx t ∈ [t2, t3)

0 otherwise

(S20)

with the pulse times for the short-CORPSE

bx(t0 − t1) = (θ/2− arcsin(θ/2))/2 (S21)
bx(t1 − t2) = (2π − 2 arcsin(θ/2))/2 (S22)
bx(t2 − t3) = (θ/2− arcsin(θ/2))/2 (S23)

and for the conventional CORPSE composite pulse sequence

bx(t0 − t1) = (2π + θ/2− arcsin(θ/2)/2) (S24)
bx(t1 − t2) = (2π − arcsin(θ/2)/2) (S25)
bx(t2 − t3) = (θ/2− arcsin(θ/2))/2. (S26)

Readout

For readout, we use the Hamiltonian

H =H
(A)
1q +H

(B)
1q + ε(t) |S02⟩ ⟨S02|+

√
2tc cos(θSOI) |S⟩ ⟨S02|

+ i
√
2tc(t) sin(θSOI)n · |T ⟩ ⟨S02|+ h.c., (S27)

where H(A,B)
1q is the single-qubit Hamiltonian (S19) of qubit A,B, n is the normalized spin-orbit vector, θSOI the

spin-flip angle, and TAB = (Tx, Ty, Tz)
T is a vector consisting of the spin-1 triplet states with |Tx,y⟩ = i1/2∓1/2(|00⟩∓

|11⟩)/
√
2 and |Tz⟩ = (|01⟩ + |10⟩)/

√
2. Since the tunnel coupling is approximately given by the overlaps of the

wavefunctions between qubit A and B, we model the tunnel coupling as a Gaussian function of voltage [S91]. The
explicit simulation parameters for Fig. 3b) in the main text are

b(A)
x (t) = 0.3GHz


0 t < 0
t
tr

t ∈ [0, tr]

1 otherwise
(S28)

b(B)
x (t) = 0.4GHz


0 t < 0
t
tr

t ∈ [0, tr]

1 otherwise
(S29)

b(A)
y (t) = 0.1GHz


0 t < tr/2
2t−tr
tr

t ∈ [tr/2, tr]

1 otherwise
(S30)

b(B)
y (t) = −0.1GHz


0 t < tr/2
2t−tr
tr

t ∈ [tr/2, tr]

1 otherwise
(S31)

tc(t) = 3GHz


0 t < 0
exp

[
log(10)( t

tr
)
2
]
−1

tr−1 t ∈ [0, tr]

1 otherwise

(S32)

ε(t) = 0.1meV

{
1 t < 0

1− 2t
tPSB

otherwise
. (S33)

Here, tr = 10ns is the ramp time to elongate the wavefunction and tPSB = 86ns the total time for the readout.
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Two-qubit gates

For two-qubit gate simulations, we use the Hamiltonian

H2q = H
(A)
1q +H

(B)
1q +

J(t)

4
σ(A) ·Rn(2θSOI)σ

(B) (S34)

where J is the electrically tunable exchange coupling and Rn(2θSOI) is a 3D rotation matrix originating from the
influence of the spin-orbit interaction [S102]. Since J ∝ t2c , we also model J(t) assuming a Gaussian profile. The
explicit simulation parameters for Fig. 3c) in the main text are

b(A)
x (t) = 0.3GHz


t
tr

t ∈ [0, tr)

1 t ∈ [tr, 2tr)
3tr−t
tr

t ∈ [2tr, 3tr)

0 otherwise

(S35)

b(B)
x (t) = 0.4GHz


t
tr

t ∈ [0, tr)

1 t ∈ [tr, 2tr)
3tr−t
tr

t ∈ [2tr, 3tr)

0 otherwise

(S36)

b(A)
y (t) = 0 (S37)

b(B)
y (t) = 0 (S38)

J(t) = J0



exp
[
log(10)( t

tr
)
2
]
−1

tr−1 t ∈ [0, tr)
9

tr−1 t ∈ [tr, 2tr)
exp

[
log(10)( 3tr−t

tr
)
2
]
−1

tr−1 t ∈ [2tr, 3tr]

0 otherwise,

(S39)

where t3 = 18ns and J0 is chosen such that
∫ 3tr
0

J(t)(cos(2θ)(n2
2 + n2

3) + n2
1) = π with n = (cos(ϕ), sin(ϕ), 0)T .


	A spinless spin qubit
	Abstract
	References
	abstract
	G-tensor for hole qubits in heterostructures
	Voltage susceptibility
	Simulation of qubit dynamics
	Single-qubit operations
	Readout
	Two-qubit gates




