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We consider a spin circuit-QED device where a superconducting microwave resonator is capac-
itively coupled to a single hole confined in a semiconductor quantum dot. Thanks to the strong
spin-orbit coupling intrinsic to valence-band states, the gyromagnetic g-matrix of the hole can be
modulated electrically. This modulation couples the photons in the resonator to the hole spin. We
show that the applied gate voltages and the magnetic-field orientation enable a versatile control of
the spin-photon interaction, whose character can be switched from fully transverse to fully longitudi-
nal. The longitudinal coupling is actually maximal when the transverse one vanishes and vice-versa.
This “reciprocal sweetness” results from geometrical properties of the g-matrix and protects the spin
against dephasing or relaxation. We estimate coupling rates reaching ∼ 10 MHz in realistic settings
and discuss potential circuit-QED applications harnessing either the transverse or the longitudinal
spin-photon interaction. Furthermore, we demonstrate that the g-matrix curvature can be used to
achieve parametric longitudinal coupling with enhanced coherence.

Hybrid circuit quantum electrodynamics (cQED) in-
vestigates the interaction between microwave photons
in resonators and diverse quantum excitations in solid
state devices [1]. This field inherits from cavity QED [2]
its fundamental interest in light-matter interactions, and
sustains the development of quantum information [3] by
extending the research initiated with superconducting
circuits [4]. Special efforts are currently devoted to the
coupling of microwave photons with the charge [5–8] and
spin [9–14] degrees of freedom of a localized electron or
hole. The spin of a single carrier is indeed of particular
interest as it is one of the most elemental realizations of
a two-level system [15].

Light acts on two-level systems either transversally or
longitudinally, that is by changing or preserving the level
occupations, respectively. Transverse coupling underpins
high-fidelity dispersive readout [16] and control opera-
tions [17–22], while longitudinal coupling has recently
emerged as a valuable resource for fast quantum non-
demolition measurements [23–28] and multi-qubit entan-
gling gates [24, 29–40]. Yet, controlling the relative
strength of longitudinal and transverse couplings requires
specific circuit design [23–28], driving protocols [41] or
additional elements such as micro-magnets [42]. Relying
on intrinsic physical mechanisms to switch from one cou-
pling to the other may thus open new opportunities to
explore and harness various aspects of light-matter inter-
action.

In this work, we show that a single hole confined in
a compact semiconductor nanostructure exhibits a con-
trollable spin-photon interaction, without the need for
additional driving or circuit elements [11, 12]. In such a
spin cQED system, the key to tunability is the presence of
an intrinsically strong spin-orbit coupling (SOC) allow-
ing for all-electrical modulation of the hole gyromagnetic
g-matrix [43–47]. This strong SOC underpins hole-spin
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qubit control in silicon [48–50] and germanium [51, 52],
as well as multi-qubit logic [53, 54]. Thanks to SOC,
photons in a microwave resonator directly couple to the
hole spin. With the minimal device depicted in Fig. 1a,
we demonstrate that the gate voltages and the orienta-
tion of the applied magnetic field provide flexible con-
trol over the spin-photon interaction. In particular, we
find that the spin-photon coupling can be switched from
fully transverse to fully longitudinal owing to geometri-
cal properties of the hole spin g-matrix. Moreover, we
show that strong parametric longitudinal coupling with
long coherence can also be achieved. With realistic pa-
rameter estimates we discuss potential applications such
as quantum-state transfer and CZ gates. Our work thus
highlights the potential of hole quantum dots in semi-
conductors as compact and versatile platforms for cQED
experiments with spins.

We start by discussing the physics of the hole qubit
device sketched in Fig. 1, and outline how it features all
the ingredients needed to achieve tunable spin-photon
coupling. The choice of this device is motivated by its
simplicity, where a minimal set of elements – one gate and
one resonator capacitively coupled to a semiconducting
slab – features different and tunable spin-photon interac-
tions. However, the considerations here exposed are gen-
eral and readily extend to arbitrary and more complex
device geometries. It is well established [43–47, 49, 55–
57] that strong SOC in the valence band of semiconduc-
tors leads to an anisotropic Zeeman interaction between
the spin of a single hole and an external magnetic field
B. This interaction is generally described by a two-level
Hamiltonian

H =
µB
2
σ · g(V ) ·B , (1)

where σ is the vector collecting the Pauli matrices of
the hole spin, µB is the Bohr magneton, and g(V ) is
the g-matrix [45, 49, 58]. Differently from electrons in
vacuum, the g-matrix is not a number (ge ' 2) and it
strongly depends on the voltage V applied to confine the
hole [59].
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In the thin dot regime Lz � Lx,y, the spin wave-
function has a dominant heavy-hole character [44, 60]
along the strong confinement axis taken as z = [001].
The behavior of the g-matrix of such heavy-hole de-
vices has been extensively analyzed with different meth-
ods [45–47, 56, 61] reproducing experimental observa-
tions [49, 57]. We provide details about our theoretical
derivation of the g-matrix in the Supplemental Material
(SM) [62]. Given the freedom of choice on the magnetic
axes and two-level basis set, the g-matrix can always be
cast in diagonal form

g(V ) = diag [ gx , gy , gz ] , (2)

where gz > gx,y is the fingerprint of the dominant heavy-
hole character of the wave-function, while the smaller gx,y
arise from heavy/light hole mixing, mainly controlled by
lateral confinement in the (xy) plane. Ultimately, this
g-matrix leads to a strongly anisotropic Larmor pseu-
dovector ωL = µB

~ g ·B [58]. Figure 2a illustrates this
anisotropy for a particular realization of the device of
Fig. 1, by showing the effective g-factor g∗ = | g ·b| re-
lating the Larmor angular frequency |ωL| = µB

~ g∗B to
the amplitude B = |B| of the magnetic field for a given
orientation b = B/B.

We focus now on the coupling of the hole spin to
photons confined in a microwave resonator with angu-
lar frequency ω0. These photons give rise to quantized
voltage fluctuations δV = Vzpf(a + a†) on the confining

gate, where Vzpf = ω0

√
~Zr/π is the zero point voltage

fluctuation at the resonator edge, Zr is its characteristic
impedance and the operator a† creates a photon [63, 64].
Such voltage fluctuations modulate the g-matrix, leading
to spin-photon coupling. Without loss of generality, we
separate the spin precession vector σ into components
longitudinal (‖) and transverse (⊥) to the static Larmor
vector ωL(V 0

G) [43, 65], where V 0
G is the DC bias on the

gate. Expanding Eq. (2) to the leading order in Vzpf , the
Hamiltonian for the spin-resonator dynamics reads

H =
~
2
ωLσ‖ + ~ω0 a

†a+ ~
[
g‖σ‖ + g⊥σ⊥

]
(a+ a†) , (3)

where ωL = |ωL(V 0
G)|. The spin-photon coupling thus

involves longitudinal and transverse components, see
Fig. 1b. Defining the unit vector n along ωL(V 0

G), these
couplings take the form

g‖/⊥ = Vzpf
µBB

2~
β‖/⊥(b) , (4)

where we have introduced the parallel and transverse g-
susceptibilities

β‖ =
(
g′(V 0

G) · b
)
· n , β⊥ =

∣∣(g′(V 0
G) · b

)
× n

∣∣ , (5)

with the shorthand notation g′(V 0
G) = ∂V g(V )|V=V 0

G
.

These susceptibilities characterize the spin-photon cou-
plings per unit of voltage and magnetic field.

The transverse (β⊥) and longitudinal (β‖) susceptibil-
ities show strong dependence on the orientation of the
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FIG. 1. (a) Sketch of the setup considered here. A single
hole quantum dot (red shape) is confined in a rectangular
nanowire with sides Ly > Lz by a partly overlapping gate
(light blue) with length Lx and DC bias V = V 0

G. The hole
is coupled to photons in a microwave coplanar resonator con-
nected to the gate. In this configuration, the shape of the
quantum dot (dashed lines) is primarily controlled by the in-
plane component Ey of the electric field of the gate [45–47],
which modulates the Larmor vector ωL of the hole spin ow-
ing to spin-orbit coupling. (b) As a consequence, quantized
voltage fluctuations δV originating from the resonator pho-
ton field can change the norm of ωL (longitudinal coupling
g‖) and/or its orientation (spin flip transverse coupling g⊥).

magnetic field B, as illustrated in Figs. 2b-c. In par-
ticular, β⊥ vanishes where β‖ is maximum (longitudi-
nal sweet spot, along the device axes), while |β‖| van-
ishes next to the maxima of β⊥ (transverse sweet spot).
At such sweet spots, the hole spin is better protected
against, respectively, relaxation (β⊥ = 0) or dephasing
(β‖ = 0) due to electrical noise [66]. This “reciprocal
sweetness” between the transverse and longitudinal cou-
plings is a key argument of the following discussion and
has a robust geometrical origin. Indeed, β‖ and β⊥ are
proportional to the projections of g′ ·b onto vectors that
are respectively parallel and perpendicular to ωL. There-
fore, whenever one of the couplings is zero because g′ ·b
and ωL are either parallel or perpendicular, the other
is expected to be maximum. Reciprocal sweetness shall
hence be ubiquitous in a large variety of electron and
hole spin devices that can be described by the g-matrix
formalism. The role played by the variations of | g′ ·b| in
the reciprocal sweetness are discussed in the SM [62].

A non-zero g‖ here means that gate voltage fluctua-
tions effectively modulate the Zeeman splitting |ωL| by
reshaping the hole wave function. This mechanism is
known as g-tensor modulation resonance (g-TMR) in the
context of Rabi oscillations (transverse coupling). We
point out, though, that additional contributions to g‖
may arise from the displacement of the dot as a whole
[67]. They are negligible at low lateral electric field Ey in
the present setup but would be relevant if the hole was
driven along the wire axis x at large Ey [47], allowing for
significant Rashba-type SOC [68].

In the device of Fig. 1, the deformation of the wave-
function is controlled by the joint action of the lateral
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FIG. 2. Maps of (a) the effective g-factor and (b), (c) the perpendicular β⊥ and parallel |β‖| susceptibilities as a function
of the magnetic field orientation b = B/|B|. We consider an idealized silicon device with hard-wall confinement along y
and z (Lz = 15 nm, Ly = 40 nm), harmonic confinement along x (harmonic length `x = 11.5 nm, as defined in [47]), and
a homogeneous static electric field Ey = 0.12 mV/nm (we assume ∂ Ey /∂V = −1/Ly [62]). The g-matrices are numerically
computed from the solutions of the four bands Luttinger-Kohn Hamiltonian [46, 47, 62]. The longitudinal susceptibility |β‖|
is maximum for specific orientations (dephasing hot spots) where the transverse susceptibility β⊥ is zero, and vanishes along
dephasing sweet lines. The transverse susceptibility β⊥ is maximum (fastest Rabi oscillations) very close to such a sweet line.

electric field Ey and the anharmonic hard-wall confine-
ment across the channel width. The interplay between
anharmonicity and symmetries is illustrated in Fig. 3a,
where we track the maximum βmax

‖/⊥ as a function of the

lateral electric field Ey. In the absence of electric field
(Ey = 0), both β‖ and β⊥ vanish due to the existence of
an inversion symmetry in the confinement potential [45].
Once the electric field is turned on, the hole gets progres-
sively squeezed onto the side facet of the channel, and the
spin-photon couplings increase. Furthermore, βmax

‖ and

βmax
⊥ are of the same order of magnitude whatever Ey.

Ultimately, β‖/⊥ tend to zero at large Ey as the heavily
squeezed hole hardly responds any more to fluctuations
of the electric field. Both spin-photon couplings are op-
timal at a comparable electric field E∗y = 0.12 mV/nm
[69], with B lying in the (xy) plane for β‖, and at an

angle δθ = ± arctan(
√
| gy / gz |) from that plane for

β⊥ [46, 47]. We emphasize that β⊥ is typically maxi-
mal at out-of-plane values of Bz that remain compatible
with the critical fields of resilient superconducting res-
onators [70, 71].

We confirm analytically that βmax
‖ = βmax

⊥ in the thin

dot regime Lz � Lx,y [62]. The optimal susceptibilities
β∗‖/⊥ = Ce/∆ are achieved at the electric field e E∗y ∼
1.5π3~2/(mh

‖L
3
y), where ∆ is the heavy-hole/light-hole

band gap, mh
‖ is the in-plane heavy-hole effective mass,

and C is a material-dependent constant of order unity
(C ≈ 0.33 for silicon and C ≈ 0.84 for germanium).

The thin dot regime is, however, usually suboptimal
as the gap ∆ ∝ L−2

z may be large. In the more fa-
vorable conditions of Fig. 2, and considering a typical
Vzpf = 20µV, the numerically computed couplings at
E∗y ' 0.12 mV/nm reach up to g‖/⊥/2π ∼ 10 MHz at
B = 0.5 T (ωL/2π ≈ 5 GHz for parallel and ωL/2π ≈
12 GHz for perpendicular coupling). We stress that these
values for single holes confined in a single quantum dot

are comparable to the transverse couplings reported in
spin-cQED experiments with electrons in silicon double
quantum dots with micromagnets [11, 12]. We show in
the SM that these estimates are reproduced by numerical
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FIG. 3. (a) Maximum parallel and perpendicular susceptibil-
ities βmax

‖ (red) and βmax
⊥ (blue) as a function of the static

electric field Ey, for the same parameters as in Fig. 2. They
are computed at the magnetic field orientations that maxi-
mize respectively β‖ and β⊥ for each Ey. The dashed line
pinpoints the electric field E∗y that optimizes βmax

‖ and βmax
⊥ .

(b) Second-order longitudinal susceptibility γ‖ at the optimal
Ey = 0 and B ‖ y, as a function of Ly. The dots are the
numerical calculations with the parameters of Fig. 2, and the
line is an analytical fit γmax

‖ = 0.14mh
‖L

2
ye

2/(π3~2∆).
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simulations of more realistic devices with inhomogeneous
lateral and vertical electric fields [62].

The strong dependence of g‖/⊥ on the electric field Ey
can be used to turn on and off the coupling between single
hole spins and resonators. Moreover, owing to the recip-
rocal sweetness between β‖ and β⊥, the nature of the
spin-photon coupling can be switched from purely trans-
verse to purely longitudinal by a rotation of the magnetic
field. This provides a playground for the exploration of
the physics and applications of spin-photon interactions
in arbitrary regimes, and allows the optimization of a
specific coupling for the operations targeted in an exper-
iment.

As an example, the sweet lines for transverse cou-
pling (β‖ = 0) enable spin-microwave photon quantum
state transfer [72] with fidelities reaching ∼ 97% for re-
alistic noise, typically limited by the photon losses in
the resonator (see SM [62]). Single holes have already
demonstrated coherence times of the order of tens of µs
on such sweet lines [57]. In principle, it is also pos-
sible to leverage the longitudinal coupling at finite Ey
to mediate CZ gates or ZZ interactions between distant
qubits [30, 31, 35–37, 62]. Nevertheless, regimes where
β‖ is large are hot spots for two-level dephasing induced
by charge noise [57, 73, 74], which may compromise the
experimental demonstration of coherent spin manipula-
tion.

This difficulty can be overcome by exploiting the
second-order longitudinal coupling proportional to the
curvature g′′(V 0

G) of the g-matrix [23, 24, 30, 32–40].
Curvature coupling indeed prevails at Ey = 0, where
β‖ = β⊥ = 0, so that the qubit is insensitive (to first-
order) to both charge noise dephasing and relaxation.

In this regime, if the resonator is driven at its reso-
nant frequency V → V (t) = V 0

G +Vd cos(ω0t), the Hamil-

tonian (3) reduces to H = ~
2 g̃‖σ‖(a + a†) in the frame

rotating at angular frequency ω0 [23]. There the para-
metrically strong longitudinal coupling g̃‖ is proportional
to the curvature of the g-matrix [75]:

g̃‖ = Vzpf Vd
µBB

2~
γ‖ , γ‖ =

(
g′′(V 0

G) · b
)
· n , (6)

where we use the shorthand notation g′′(V 0
G) =

∂2
V g(V )|V=V 0

G
. Notice that there is a concomitant trans-

verse curvature parameter γ⊥ in total analogy with
Eq. (5). Nevertheless, reciprocal sweetness applies to
γ‖/⊥ for the same geometrical reasons as for β‖/⊥.
Namely, the orientation of the magnetic field B can be
always chosen such that γ⊥ = 0 while γ‖ is maximum, or
vice-versa. The dependence of γ‖/⊥ on the magnetic field
orientation is actually similar to that shown in Fig. 2 for
the linear susceptibilities β‖/⊥ [62].

The curvature coupling can be readily tuned (and
switched on/off) with the drive amplitude Vd. We also
highlight that γ‖ strongly depends on the lateral confine-
ment length Ly, and tends to increase when widening
the channel as shown in Fig. 3b. This trend can in-
deed be understood from Fig. 3a, which suggests that

γmax
‖ ∼ βmax

‖ /(Ly E∗y) ∼ Cmh
‖L

2
ye

2/(π3~2∆) in the thin

dot regime. This estimate is however expected to be less
accurate when Lz gets comparable to Ly, as is the case
in Fig. 3b, where we actually fit the numerical data with
C = 0.14. Moreover, the curvature coupling tends to sat-
urate at large Ly � `x/π. Practically, the quantum dot
size will ultimately be limited by disorder-induced local-
ization [61], and/or by the larger magnetic fields needed
to compensate for the decrease of gy.

For the device parameters of Figs. 2 and 3, assum-
ing Vzpf = 20µV, a magnetic field B = 2 T along y
(ωL/2π ∼ 6 GHz), and a voltage drive Vd = 2 mV, the
longitudinal coupling is of the order of g̃‖/2π ∼ 10 MHz.
Such couplings would enable different operations, such
as genuine quantum non-demolition measurements [23],
CZ gates and, more generally, non-resonant ZZ interac-
tions between distant spins connected to the same res-
onator [30, 31, 34, 36, 37]. We address the fidelity of a
CZ gate leveraging the curvature coupling in the SM [62],
and find that the error may be brought down to the per-
cent range thanks to the high coherence at Ey = 0.

In conclusion, we have shown that various aspects of
spin circuit-QED can be efficiently addressed and ex-
ploited in minimal single hole semiconductor devices.
The all-electrical modulation of the hole g-matrix allows
to tune both transverse and longitudinal spin-photon
couplings, whose relative strengths can be controlled by
the orientation of the magnetic field thanks to their re-
ciprocal sweetness. In an experiment the couplings can
be electrically switched on and off, either by using the
gate voltage dependence of the β‖/⊥ susceptibilities (see
Fig. 3), or by switching-off the AC modulation of the gate
voltage for parametric longitudinal coupling. The trans-
verse coupling can be harnessed to transfer the spin state
to the microwave photon state, with high fidelity when
operating on the sweet lines where dephasing due to elec-
tric noise is reduced. On the other hand the longitudinal
coupling can be used for fast quantum non-demolition
readout and robust multi-spin interactions [23, 33].

An interesting perspective would be to tune the rela-
tive strength of the transverse and longitudinal couplings
with a fully electrical knob instead of the magnetic field
orientation. This would enable rapid switching between
both couplings within single experiments, but calls for
the ability to rotate electrically the spheres in Fig. 2b-c
around the x or y axis. This operation is challenging in
simple, few-gate geometries and we leave this question
open for further investigations.

While we have mainly considered single holes in silicon
nanowire quantum dots, the principles discussed in this
work also apply to other hole spin qubit systems, such as
germanium nanowires and heterostructures [76, 77], or
dopant-based hole qubits [78, 79]. Further improvements
in the quality of the microwave resonators and the use of
low-loss substrates will lead to enhancements of the fideli-
ties of multi-spin operations and allow progress towards
a highly connected spin-qubit architecture for quantum
computation and quantum simulation.
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[77] S. Bosco, B. Hetényi, and D. Loss, PRX Quantum 2,
010348 (2021).

[78] J. Salfi, J. A. Mol, D. Culcer, and S. Rogge, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 116, 246801 (2016).

[79] J. Abadillo-Uriel, J. Salfi, X. Hu, S. Rogge, M. Calderón,
and D. Culcer, Appl. Phys. Lett. 113, 012102 (2018).

[80] N. Ares, V. N. Golovach, G. Katsaros, M. Stoffel, F. Four-
nel, L. I. Glazman, O. G. Schmidt, and S. De Franceschi,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 046602 (2013).

[81] In the dephasing model of Ref. [36] the two-qubit CZ gate
fidelity decays linearly with time at small time. Different
dephasing models can change the exponent in Eq. (16)
but this expression still generally provides a valid esti-
mate for the gate error.

[82] B. Roche, E. Dupont-Ferrier, B. Voisin, M. Cobian,
X. Jehl, R. Wacquez, M. Vinet, Y.-M. Niquet, and
M. Sanquer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 206812 (2012).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.97.125429
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-13548-w
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1080880
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4858959
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.98.155319
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.115317
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.115317
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.103.045305
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.103.045305
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms13575
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms13575
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.137702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.137702
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41928-022-00722-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41928-022-00722-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-06418-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-06418-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-17211-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1919-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-03332-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.93.121408
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.235303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.104.235303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.246601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.17.024022
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.17.024022
https://doi.org/10.1002/andp.200710261
https://doi.org/10.1002/andp.200710261
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.69.042302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.69.042302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.72.134519
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.72.134519
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.17163
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.5.044004
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0039945
https://doi.org/10.1088/0957-4484/27/46/464003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.165305
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.14.024066
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.3.013194
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.3.013194
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010348
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010348
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.246801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.246801
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5036521
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.046602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.108.206812


7

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Here we give details on the hole g-factors in the quasi-two-dimensional regime (Section A), on the fidelity of the
spin/microwave-photon quantum state transfer protocol in the presence of spin/photon decay and quasistatic charge
noise (Section B), and on the fidelity of the two-qubit controlled-Z gate based on longitudinal couplings (Section C).
Finally, we further support the proposal with numerical simulations on a more realistic setup (Section D).

A. Holes in a thin channel

The hole g-factors in the quasi-two-dimensional (thin dot) regime were analytically calculated in [47] with the four
bands Luttinger-Kohn Hamiltonian. There, the analytical expressions were benchmarked against numerical methods
developed in [45, 46]. For holes with mostly heavy character, only the diagonal elements of the g-matrix are non-zero
and read:

gx =
6γ3~2

m0∆

(
κ3〈k2

y〉 − κ2〈k2
x〉
)
, (7a)

gy =
6γ3~2

m0∆

(
κ2〈k2

y〉 − κ3〈k2
x〉
)
, (7b)

gz = −6κ+ 2γh + δgz . (7c)

Here m0 is the bare electron mass, γ1, γ2, γ3 are the Luttinger parameters characterizing the hole masses, and κ is
the valence band Zeeman parameter. ∆ = 2π2γ2~2/m0L

2
z is the energy splitting between the heavy-hole and light-

hole 2D subbands, and κ2 = κ − 2γ2ηh, κ3 = κ − 2γ3ηh, where γh and ηh are dimensionless parameters defined in
Refs. [47, 80] (γh ≈ 1.16 and ηh ≈ 0.08 in thin silicon films with hard wall boundary conditions). The expectations
values of kx = −i∂x and ky = −i∂y are calculated for the ground-state heavy-hole envelope. The term δgz collects
corrections of order ~2〈k2

x〉/m0∆ and ~2〈k2
y〉/m0∆ [60]. In this regime gx, gy � gz (see Figure 2 of the Main Text).

In this work, we assume (as in Ref. [47]) hard-wall confinement in a rectangular nanowire with sides Ly and Lz,
and harmonic confinement along x with characteristic length `x ∝ Lx (`x ≈ 11.5 nm for gate length Lx ≈ 35 nm
[45, 47]). Following Ref. [47], we can then optimize the transverse and parallel susceptibilities with respect to the
magnetic field orientation, and find βmax

⊥/‖ = max(g′x(V 0
G), g′y(V 0

G)). β‖ is actually maximum for a magnetic field B

in the (xy) plane, and β⊥ for a magnetic field B at an angle δθ = ± arctan(
√
| gy / gz |) from that plane. Further

optimization with respect to the electric field Ey yields:

β∗‖/⊥ ≈
1.2γ3 max(|κ2 |, |κ3 |)e

(γ1 + γ2 − γh)∆
≡ Ce

∆
, (8)

at e Ey ∼ 3π3~2/(2mh
‖L

3
y), where mh

‖ = m0/(γ1 +γ2−γh) is the in-plane heavy-hole mass and e > 0 is the elementary

charge (see the corresponding equation in the Main Text). We have assumed here that zero point gate voltage
fluctuations δV = Vzpf translate into zero point electric field fluctuations δ Ey = −Vzpf/Ly. The relevance of this
assumption is confirmed by the simulations of section D. Eq. (8) is valid in the thin dot regime ∆ � ~2γ3/(m0`

2
‖),

where `‖ is the minimal in-plane confinement length, which may ultimately be limited by disorder [61]. Beyond the
thin dot regime, the Luttinger-Kohn equations can be solved numerically with Fourier-series expansions, as done in
[46, 47] and in Figs. 2 and 3 of the Main Text.

As discussed in the Main Text, one of the susceptibilities β‖ or β⊥ is expected to be maximum if the other vanishes
because g′ ·b and ωL are either parallel (β⊥ = 0) or perpendicular (β‖ = 0). In practice however, the actual maxima
of |β‖| or β⊥ may be shifted from the zeros of the other because | g′ ·b| also depends on b [see Eq. (5) in the Main text].
In the present case, | g′ ·b| is only weakly dependent on the orientation of the magnetic field, as shown in Fig. 4. The
maxima of |β‖| therefore coincide with the zeros of β⊥, because they lie on the high symmetry device axes, while the
maxima of β⊥ are very slightly moved away from the sweet lines of β‖. In general, one may still expect a maximum
of one coupling in the close vicinity of a zero of the other, unless the variations of | g′ ·b| are really strong around that
point.
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FIG. 4. Map of the norm of the Larmor vector derivative as a function of magnetic field orientation, for the same parameters
as in Fig. 2 of the Main Text.

B. Fidelity for the resonant spin/microwave-photon state transfer in the presence spin/photon decay and
quasistatic charge noise

As an example of a protocol realizable with the setup presented here, we discuss the spin-microwave photon
quantum state transfer [72] and compute the fidelities achievable for realistic noise (Markovian and quasistatic). This
protocol makes use of the transverse coupling to map the quantum state |ψin〉 = cos(ζ/2)|g, 0〉 + eiξ sin(ζ/2)|e, 0〉 to
|ψtar〉 = cos(ζ/2)|g, 0〉− ieiξ sin(ζ/2)|g, 1〉 by performing a resonant π rotation between the states |e, 0〉 and |g, 1〉 over
time tg = π/2g⊥ [here |g, n〉 and |e, n〉 are respectively the ground (g) and excited (e) qubit states with n photons in
the resonator]. For that purpose, the resonant transverse coupling g⊥ between the hole spin and the microwave photon
can be electrically switched on and off thanks to the voltage dependence of the hole g-factors (see Fig. 3 of the Main
Text) [45, 47]. Let us evaluate the fidelity of such an operation in the presence of noise. We first consider the effect of

damping due to photon decay and spin relaxation. The fidelity is then defined as FM = 〈ψtar|ρ(tg)|ψtar〉, where ρ(tg)
is the density matrix at time tg, and the overline denotes an uniform average over the Bloch sphere parametrized by
the angles ζ and ξ. The master equation for the density matrix of the coupled spin qubit/microwave photon reads in
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FIG. 5. Fidelity of the spin-microwave photon quantum state transfer protocol as a function of the orientation of the magnetic
field, using the spin-photon couplings of Fig. 2 of the Main Text. We use the same convention for the magnetic field angles θ
and ϕ as in Refs. 45–47: θ is the angle between the z axis and the magnetic field, and ϕ is the angle between its projection
in the (xy) plane and the y axis. (a) Fidelity FM limited by the decay of the microwave photon as given by Eq. (9) with
parameters Vzpf = 20µV and κr /2π = 0.5 MHz� γ↓/2π, at constant Larmor frequency ωL/2π = ω0/2π = 5 GHz. (b) Fidelity
Fc limited by quasistatic charge noise as given by Eq. (11) with σV = 20µV [73, 74]. The dashed blue lines are the sweet
lines where the first-order longitudinal susceptibility β‖ cancels and Fc ≈ 1. The blue dots are the points on these lines that

maximize FM ≈ 97%.
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the presence of photon decay and qubit relaxation:

ρ̇(t) = − i
~

[H′, ρ(t)] + κr D[a]ρ(t) + γ↓D[σ−]ρ(t) , (9)

where κr is the photon decay rate, γ↓ is the relaxation rate of the spin qubit, D[O]ρ = OρO† − 1
2 (O†Oρ + ρO†O) is

the damping superoperator, and H′ is the Hamiltonian that includes perturbative corrections such as the qubit Lamb
shift. Equation (9) is valid when kBT � ~ω0, kB being the Boltzmann constant and T the device temperature. This
equation can be solved exactly, which yields the average fidelity FM = 1

2 + 1
3e
−a/2 + 1

6e
−a, with a = π(κr +γ↓)/4g⊥.

Hence, for 2g⊥ � ω0 and to first order in (κr +γ↓)tg, the average error evaluates to 1−FM = π(κr +γ↓)/12g⊥. Here
we assume that the fidelity is realistically limited by the microwave photon decay [52], which for κr /2π = 0.5 MHz
(resonator quality factor Qr = ω0 /κr = 104 with ω0/2π = 5 GHz), results in a minimal process error of a few percents
(see Fig. 5a).

We furthermore analyze the error in the spin-photon transfer process due to quasistatic charge noise on the gate.
The process fidelity due to such electric noise is defined as

Fc = 〈ψtar|E[Ug(VG)|ψin〉〈ψin|U†g (VG)]|ψtar〉 , (10)

where Ug(VG) is the evolution operator at gate voltage VG and E[.] is the ensemble average over the random gate voltage
fluctuations δVG = VG − V 0

G that we assume Gaussian. The unitary evolution of the state |ψin〉 = cos(ζ/2)|g, 0〉 +
eiξ sin(ζ/2)|e, 0〉 under Hamiltonian (3) of the Main Text close to the resonant condition |δωL| = |ωL(VG)−ω0 | � ω0

yields Ug(VG)|ψin〉 = cos(ζ/2)|g, 0〉 + sin(ζ/2)eiξ ([cos(ωRtg/2)− i cosα sin(ωRtg/2)]|e, 0〉 − i sinα sin(ωRtg/2)|g, 1〉),
with cosα = δωL/ωR, sinα = 2g⊥/ωR, and ωR =

√
4g⊥(VG)2 + δωL(VG)2. This leads to the fidelity of the quantum

state transfer averaged over the initial state:

Fc =
1

3

(
1 + E[sinα sin(ωRtg/2)] + E[sin2 α sin2(ωRtg/2)]

)
. (11)

For small deviation from resonance |δωL| � 2g⊥(V 0
G) and |δg⊥| � g⊥(V 0

G), the angular frequency of state rotation

approximates as ωR ≈ 2g⊥(V 0
G) + 2δg⊥ + δω2

L/4g⊥(V 0
G), and at leading order in the noise 1 − Fc = (E[δω2

L] +
π2E[δg2

⊥])/8g2
⊥. Close to the optimal g⊥ (Ey ' E∗y), the second term of the latter expression is much smaller than the

first one, so that

1−Fc =
1

2

(
σV β‖

Vzpf β⊥

)2

, (12)

with σ2
V = E[δV 2

G] the variance of δVG. A sweet condition occurs when the longitudinal coupling vanishes (β‖ = 0) and
the error cancels at this leading order in σV . Figure 2 of the Main Text shows the presence of sweet lines in the vicinity
of the magnetic field orientations where the transverse coupling is maximal. As discussed previously, such sweet regions
are expected to occur in a variety of systems and geometries [57, 77]. In order to assess the robustness of the sweet
lines, we compute the fidelity, Eq. (12), up to second order in gate voltage fluctuations. Then δωL = ωL(VG)− ω0 =

δω‖+δω2
⊥/2ω0, where the transverse noise is first-order with respect to the fluctuations, δω⊥ = µBB

~ β⊥δVG, while the

longitudinal noise (as well as δg⊥) is expanded up to the second order, δω‖ = δω
(1)
‖ + δω

(2)
‖ = µBB

~
[
β‖δVG + 1

2γ‖δV
2
G

]
.

Figure 5b displays the spin-photon quantum state transfer fidelities numerically calculated this way. It reveals that
the sweet lines are remarkably robust to higher order charge noise so that the process fidelity is overall limited by the
resonator microwave photon decay.

C. Fidelity of the CZ gates based on longitudinal first-order and second-order parametric couplings

So far, we have dealt with the coherent interaction between a microwave photon and a single-hole qubit using
the most common transverse coupling. However, at particular magnetic field orientations, the single-hole qubit also
exhibits pure longitudinal spin-photon coupling [24, 30–40], either at first order (Fig. 2 of the Main Text) or at second
order (curvature or dispersive coupling, see Fig. 6) with respect to the gate voltage. We comment on the formal
correspondence between the two cases after Eq. (16) below.

The longitudinal coupling provides a mechanism for efficient readout [23] and for two-qubit gates based on geometric
phases [30, 36, 37]. The CZ gate mediated by longitudinal coupling for example has the important advantage to allow
for efficient operation even when the resonator state is thermal [35, 36], so that the latter does not need to be cooled
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FIG. 6. (a) Effective g-factor and (b) curvature parameter µB
2~ γ‖ as functions of the orientation of the magnetic field at Ey = 0.

The parameters are the same as in Fig. 2 of the Main Text. (c) Curvature parameter µB
2~ γ‖ as a function of the electric field Ey

for different orientations of the magnetic field. γ‖ is optimal for B along y and for Ey = 0 (where the first-order spin-photon
couplings g‖/⊥ are zero).

down to its ground-state. Moreover, the static Larmor frequencies of the qubits can be different, since the longitudinal
interaction can be harnessed non-resonantly. We focus here on the curvature coupling because of its tunability (the
interaction is controlled by a drive) [36, 37], of the enhanced coherence (the curvature is optimal where the first-order
susceptibilities β‖/⊥ are zero), and of its relation to readout [23].

We address below the fidelity of the CZ gate. For that purpose, we consider an ensemble of spins located at the
anti-nodes of some mode n of the resonator with angular frequency ωn = (n+ 1)ω0 (not necessarily the fundamental
mode n = 0). The longitudinal coupling between these spins can be tuned and possibly enhanced by applying a time-
dependent voltage Vd(t) = Vd cos(ωdt) on the gates, with angular frequency ωd close to ωn [36, 37]. The modulated

longitudinal coupling of spin i, g
(i)
‖n(t) = Vn

µBB
2~ β

(i)
‖ + g̃

(i)
‖n cos(ωdt), acquires a time-dependent component proportional

to the curvature of the Larmor frequency:

g̃
(i)
‖n =

1

2

∂2ω
(i)
L

∂ V 0
G

2 VnVd , (13)

where

∂2ω
(i)
L

∂ V 0
G

2 =
µBB

~
γ‖ (14)

and

γ‖ =
(
g(i)′′(V 0

G) · b
)
· n +

(
β

(i)
⊥

)2∣∣g(i) ·b
∣∣ , (15)

with Vn =
√
n+ 1Vzpf the voltage amplitude of mode n at a resonator anti-node [64].

It has been shown that for two spins coupled to a common resonator a polaron transformation [30, 31, 34, 36, 37]

yields the effective, non-resonant two-spin interaction H12 = ~J12σ
(1)
‖ σ

(2)
‖ , where J12 = −g̃(1)

‖n g̃
(2)
‖n /2∆n and ∆n =

ωn−ωd. This interaction is realized at the discrete times tp = 2πp/∆n (p = 1, 2, . . . ) at which the resonator decouples

from the spins dynamics (assuming here ∆n , g̃
(i)
‖n � ωd). On the other hand, the two spins are maximally entangled

at the two-qubit CZ gate time tCZ = π/4|J12|. The two times match when ∆n = 2
√
pg̃

(1)
‖n g̃

(2)
‖n .

Sources of error for the CZ gate include the decay of the resonator photon that gives rise to a global dephasing
channel for the two-qubit system (measurement induced dephasing), and the dephasing rate γφ due to residual noise
on the individual qubits [34–38]. The fidelity of the two-qubit CZ gate was calculated in Refs. [34, 36, 37], taking

these processes into account. When g̃
(1)
‖n = g̃

(2)
‖n = g̃‖n and the damping is small, the gate error is 1 − FCZ =

4
5 [γφ + κeff(g̃‖n/∆n)2]tCZ ∼ (2

√
pγφ + κeff /(2

√
p))/g̃‖n [37], where κeff = κr[1 + 2nth(ωn)] is the effective resonator

damping rate that accounts for the finite thermal occupation of the resonator mode [36]. Thus a larger resonator
cycle count p can improve the fidelity, optimal at p∗ = max(1, [κeff /4γφ]), where [·] is the integer closest to a number.
This yields the minimal error [81]:

1−F∗CZ ∼ 2 max
(
γφ ,
√
κeff γφ

)
/g̃‖n . (16)
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We emphasize that close to zero electric field Ey, the dipolar couplings vanish, so that the dephasing rate due

to quasistatic charge noise γst
φ = µBB

~ γ‖σ
2
V is second-order in σV . Moreover, a sufficiently large p allows for the

integration of the entangling gate into a noise decoupling pulse sequence [37]. Indeed, since the longitudinal coupling
term commutes with the qubit Hamiltonian, a spin echo protocol can make the CZ gate even more robust to quasistatic
noise and decrease the effective dephasing rate γφ [36, 37]. With the numerically computed curvature parameter shown
in Fig. 6, we estimate g̃‖n/2π ∼ 10 MHz with driving Vd ∼ 2 mV in a magnetic field B = 2 T along y (ωL/2π ≈ 6 GHz).

Along with rates γφ ∼ 50 kHz [57] and κeff /2π ∼ 0.5 MHz (p∗ = 16) the CZ gate error is 1−F∗CZ ∼ 1%, which could
be improved in the near term by reducing the loss rate of the resonator microwave photons and by even further
mitigating the dephasing noise.

Going back to the formal equivalence between the first and the second-order longitudinal couplings, we point out
that Eq. (16) can also be applied to the first-order longitudinal interaction by replacing g̃‖n → 2g‖, ∆n → ω0 [36],

and by properly adapting the dephasing rate parameter. In the quasistatic case, the latter reads γst
φ = µBB

~ β‖σV ,
which is now first-order in σV .

Another interesting application of the longitudinal coupling is readout. Compared to dispersive readout, performed
by detuning a transversely coupled qubit-cavity system, longitudinal readout yields a much larger signal to noise ratio
for similar parameters [3, 23]. To perform longitudinal readout, the longitudinal coupling is driven in resonance with
the resonator (ωd = ωn), which for a single-hole qubit, can be performed with time-dependent gate voltages as above.
The measurement is then performed through homodyne detection and is non-demolition. Furthermore, unlike with
dispersive measurement, Purcell relaxation is not relevant since the longitudinal interaction commutes with the qubit
Hamiltonian.

We finally point out that the second-order longitudinal interaction described in this section also has a transverse
second-order counterpart that gives rise to a two-photon term in the Hamiltonian, H = ~g̃⊥σ⊥[a2 + (a†)2], where

g̃⊥ = V 2
zpf

µBB

2~
γ⊥ , γ⊥ =

∣∣(g′′(V 0
G) · b

)
× n

∣∣ . (17)

This allows for resonant two-photon processes relevant for the generation of non-classical states of radiation [4].
The analysis of these processes is beyond the scope of the article. The second-order longitudinal interaction γ‖ also

gives rise to a dispersive shift of the spin Larmor frequency of order O(V 2
zpf) [38], which is therefore negligible when

Vzpf � Vd.

D. Numerical simulation of a realistic device

In order to strengthen the conclusions of this work, we show that the trends highlighted in Figs. 2 and 3 of the
Main Text can be reproduced in a more realistic setup with non-homogeneous lateral and vertical electric fields (hence
no bias with strict inversion symmetry).

{50 mV0V 0V

V
BG

 = {50 mV

(a)

{50 mV0V 0V

V
BG

 = {85 mV

(b)

x

y

z

x

y

z

FIG. 7. The simulated device. The silicon channel is in red, the silicon oxide in green and the gates in gray. The whole device is
embedded in Si3N4 (not shown). The dot is controlled by the central front gate at potential V 0

G = −50 mV, while the side gates
are grounded. The substrate below is used as a back gate at potential VBG. The iso-probability surface of the ground-state
wave-function that encloses 90% of the hole charge is shown at (a) VBG = −50 mV and (b) VBG = −85 mV.

The device we consider is similar to the one studied in Ref. [45] (see Fig. 7). It consists in a rectangular, [110]
oriented silicon nanowire with (001) × (1̄10) facets and sides Lz = 15 nm and Ly = 40 nm. This nanowire lies on a
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25 nm thick buried oxide and a substrate used as a back gate at potential VBG. A central Lx = 40 nm long front
gate overlaps the channel by Sy = 10 nm. It is insulated from the channel by a 4 nm thick SiO2 layer, and biased at
V 0
G = −50 mV.
Two other front gates laid 40 nm on the left and right mimic other qubits or “access” gates to reservoirs. They

are grounded in the present study. The whole device is embedded in Si3N4. The central conductor of the microwave
resonator is connected to the central front gate.

Poisson’s equation for the electrostatic potential landscape in the device is solved with a finite-volumes method as
a function of the back gate voltage VBG. The wave-function of the single hole trapped under the central front gate is
then computed with a 6 bands k · p model (including the nearby split-off bands) discretized using a finite-differences
scheme. The g-matrices and their derivatives are finally calculated along the lines of Ref. [45].
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FIG. 8. Maps of (a) the effective g-factor and (b), (c) the perpendicular β⊥ and parallel |β‖| susceptibilities as a function of
the magnetic field orientation b = B/|B|, calculated in the device of Fig. 7 at VBG = −77 mV. (d), (e), (f) Plots of the same
quantities at constant azimuthal angle ϕ (measured from the y axis) as a function of the polar angle θ from the z axis (ϕ = 0 is
hence the yz plane and ϕ = π/2 the xz plane). (g) Maximum parallel and perpendicular susceptibilities βmax

‖ (red) and βmax
⊥

(blue) as a function of the back gate voltage VBG. (h) Curvature parameter γmax
‖ (red) as a function of the back gate voltage

VBG (B ‖ y). The contribution from the first term of Eq. (15) is also plotted in blue.

The g-factor, perpendicular susceptibility β⊥, and parallel susceptibility β‖ are plotted as a function of the orienta-
tion of the magnetic field b in Figs. 8a-f, at back gate voltage VBG = −77 mV. They show the same trends as Fig. 2
of the Main Text. The maximal susceptibilities βmax

‖ and βmax
⊥ (with respect to the magnetic field orientation) are

plotted as a function of VBG in Fig. 8g. When sweeping the back gate voltage from positive to negative values, the
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hole moves from the right facet of the channel (under the front gate) to the left facet (opposite to the front gate) [45].
At VBG ≈ −68 mV, the hole wave-function spans the whole width of the channel. This is the situation closest to
Ey = 0 in the model device of the Main Text, although there is no strict inversion symmetry in the confinement
potential at this bias. Yet βmax

‖ and βmax
⊥ do vanish as the orientation of g′ ·b reverses when the hole moves from one

facet to the other. The longitudinal curvature parameter γmax
‖ (for B ‖ y) is also optimal at that back gate voltage

(see Fig. 8h). Therefore, the device of Fig. 7 behaves qualitatively as the model device of the Main Text.
From a quantitative point of view, the optimal susceptibilities β∗‖ , β

∗
⊥ and γ∗‖ are of the same order of magnitude

as in the model device. Voltage drops in the oxides and other materials around the channel however reduce the β’s
by up to 40%. This is (over-)compensated for the γ’s by enhanced non-linearities. The smaller the overlap between
the gate and the channel, the larger the ratio between the y and z components of the electric field (the spin-photon
couplings are significantly stronger for a Sy = 10 nm than for a Sy = 20 nm overlap, by up to a factor two for γ‖).
The present device might be further optimized to limit voltage drops and enhance the electric field along y, with, e.g.,
the introduction of “face-to-face” gate layouts [82], at the expense of a more complex manufacturing.
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