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FIG. S1. Stability map of the device used here. The major
operation voltages areas are encircled. The T3 experiment
was performed around the Vg1 = 1.6424 V Ve = 1.1760 V
operating point, outside the range of this stability map.

I. STABILITY MAP AND OPERATION POINTS

Stability map of the device is shown in Fig. There
are a number of operating regions where data is collected,
including: the g-tensors near the (1,0)-(0,1) anti-crossing,
S-T~ data near the (0,2)-(1,1) anti-crossing, and Stark
shift and coherence time at the (3,0) charge state as in-
dicated in the stability map.

II. EXTRACTING ¢g-TENSOR

To obtain the g-tensor we use the equation

(1)

9*(¢B,08) = #(¢5,08) 41517 (¢5, 08),

where

#(¢B,05)" = (cos(pp) cos(0p), sin(pp)cos(fp), sin((HB;))
2

is a unit vector pointing along the magnetic field direc-
tion. Using the measurements, we obtain the g-tensor
with a least square sum fit. Furthermore, we use this ten-
sor to estimate the g-factor in the whole (¢p, ) plane.
The best fit of the g-factor is presented in Fig. [S2h. The
dashed lines indicate at which points the data was ac-
quired with magnetic field direction sweeps.

III. ¢-FACTOR DIFFERENCE OF QD1 AND

QD2 AND ¢-TENSOR OF QD2

The g-factor difference measurements can also be
used to extract go. We do this by using the informa-
tion from the g-factor difference of QD1 and QD2 that

gives us Agi2 which we use to estimate ga2(pp,0p) =
Agi12(¢B,0B) + g1.est(¥B,0B), Where g1 est(vB,0B) =

\/Bt3191B/|B|. We obtain

36.0 —16.4 —5.8
G2=19xT+|-164 360 —03 | x107% (3)
—-58 —0.3 28.0

with 95% confidence error bar of £1072 for each terms,
which resembles closely ¢;. This is used to estimate the
difference of the g-factors presented in Fig. [S2b. Simi-
larly, as in the main text, we get the Rashba and Dres-
selhaus interaction strengths for the second dot to be
oy = 7.32+3.96 MHz/T and 8; = 119.9 + 7.0 MHz/T.
In addition similarly as in the main text it is unlikely
that we have the an interface step in the vicinity of this
dot [1-3].

In addition to the experiments presented in the main
text, we measure the g-factor difference as function of
in-plane magnetic field in the (1,1) charge configuration
with ESR and S-T latched readout. This is similar to
the ESR singlet-triplet experiment that was performed
earlier M] The pulse sequence used in this measurement
is presented in Fig. [S3h. First, we initialize the singlet
state in (2,0). Then we pulse to (1,1) where the sin-
glet state transfers to 1) or |[1) depending on the mag-
netic field angle. We then use an ESR pulse to flip the
spin of the other dot and readout at the latching point
where the states [11) and |]]) are blockaded. After read-
out we re-initialize in the (1,2) region. The schematic
energy diagram of this anti-crossing is presented in the
inset of Fig. B3h. As function of fgsr we observe two
peaks, where the triplet probability is increased (data
not shown). We probe these two ESR frequencies as a
function in-plane magnetic field angle ¢ 5. The difference
of the two resonant frequencies correspond to the g-factor
difference of the two dots. The results for this measure-
ment are presented in Fig. [S3b. This measurement of
the absolute value of g-factor differences is very similar
to the one presented earlier in a similar system ﬂﬂ] We
use the fit

pBAg
BT - (4)

where Aq is the Rashba term difference, AS is the Dres-
selhaus term difference of the two dots and h is the

Planck constant. We extract |Aal = 2.4 MHz/T and
|AB| = 24.9 MHz/T at this operation regime.

B(Aa + ABsin(ep)),

IV. STARK SHIFT MEASUREMENTS

The Stark shift measurements in the main text were
performed by probing frsg as a function of load level
depth in G1 dot. A linear fit is done to determine the shift
of frsr due to the top gate voltage. The extreme values
differ a lot from the one presented in (3,0) since the spin-
orbit interaction strength is different. This difference in
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FIG. S3. g-factor difference in (1,1) region. (a) Pulse sequence used to measure g-factor difference. Inset: Energy diagram of
the system near the anti-crossing. (b) Absolute value of g-factor difference as a function of in-plane magnetic field angle.

the Stark shift has been studied before and is consistent
with the theories and experiments that show that the
SOI strength can be significantly different between the
valley states [1, 3.

To extract the Rashba coefficient in the main text from
the measurements of derivative of the Stark shift, . The
fit Asin(2¢p)+ B vanishes at the angle ¢y = 3 arcsin(£).
We use the notation from Ref. [2] (Eq. 50) where the

angle where the derivative of the Stark shift vanishes can

be expressed as

1 . Q5
Yo = arcsm(ﬂ—). (5)

i

Hence the ratio a/f equals B/A and we can use the fits
and Dresselhaus to obtain Rashba strength.
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V. 75 MEASUREMENTS

Our coherence time measurements are based on Ram-
sey interferometry experiments, done for each point by
driving two 7, /2 pulses and sweeping the pulse frequency
around the ESR resonance and stepping the time inter-
val between the pulses presented in Fig. S4h. To ex-
tract the T3 we Fourier transform each frequency sweep,
which yields the amplitudes of the oscillations presented
in Fig. [S4b. To obtain the amplitude of the oscillations,
we average three points around the expected oscillation
frequency as shown in Fig. [S4c. We normalize these am-
plitudes by subtracting the background amplitude noise
level. These oscillations can be fit to a exponential decay
with constant amplitude Ag. An example of such a fit is
presented in the inset of Fig. [S4b.

VI. SINGLET-TRIPLET MIXING

As mentioned in the main text, there are three different
mechanisms that we consider as a main suspect for the
S-T~ mixing Ag ;-. These mechanisms are hyperfine,
g-factor difference, and tunneling induced SOI effects, as
schematically depicted in Fig. [S5k. Due to the difference
between the off-diagonal terms in the g-tensors of the two
dots the singlet and triplet T~ states are mixed. For a
moving electron, spin-orbit interaction can induce a net
effective spin-orbit field ﬂaﬂ] Depending how this spin-
orbit field is aligned with respect to the external magnetic
field, it can cause the quantization axis to tilt slightly
during tunneling yielding a finite mixing between the up
and down states of the moving electron. In the main text
we exclude the Overhauser field due to the residual 29Si.

Here we derive the expressions for both of these mixing
terms and show their behaviour.

In order to obtain Agoag(¢n,05), we renormalize the
g-tensor so that it is aligned with the B-field direction.
We construct an orthonormal matrix U using Gram-
Schmidt for which

B=1U(0,0,1)'T. (6)

Now the g-tensor in this new basis reads as g7 = UL §,U.
The mixing Agoag can be obtained now from the matrix

elements g7** and g;”*. Now the difference term is dg** =

. . v
gfl%. It is worth noting that the matrix U is not

unique but depends on the choice of the z and y axis
in the new coordinate system. However, this choice will
only change the phase of Agoag and not the absolute
value.

In Fig. [SBh we show the numerically estimated square
for the S-T~ mixing as a function of in-plane and out-of-
plane angles. This plot is obtained by using the g-tensors
from the experiment. As one can see from the plot the
maximum coupling is around 500 kHz, well below the
observed value of 27.5 MHz. As seen in the previous sec-
tion, the g-factor difference might change upon choosing
different operating points the g-tensors were obtained at
a different operation points, however we would not expect
significantly increased mixing in this configuration.

Electron relaxation due to the SOI for a moving elec-
tron in a double dot system has been studied previously
theoretically ﬂa, B] and experimentally ﬂg, ] The mov-
ing electron induces a spin-orbit field. If this field is not
aligned with the external magnetic field the quantization
axis gets tilted mixing up and down states and alterna-
tively S and T~ states. First we consider the spin Hamil-
tonian as H; = gupB - S, where S = (0,,0,,0,)". We
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can diagonalize the spin Hamiltonian in the case of fixed ~ where 03 = (65 — 90)/2.
external magnetic field to obtain the spin eigenstates

Here, we only consider situation where only the low-
) = cos(6’) ) = —e'8 sin(0y) (M) est energy valley eigenstate is relevant. The S(0,2) and
—\e®Esin(y) )Y T cos(6) ’ T~ (1,1) wave functions in a double dot system can be



written as
(1, 1)) = %wlm CRiLYhl) @)
15(0,2)) = = [Ri Ro)lfade — bata)s  (9)

V2

where L; and R; correspond to the wave functions of the
electrons in the Left and Right dots respectively.

We now compute the spin-orbit coupling matrix el-
ement between [S(0,2)) and [T (1,1)) using the spin-
orbit Hamiltonian (Eq. 1 in the main text),

Asor =(S|Hso|T™) (10)
=5 {tila = Lol (Ra ol Hsol Ly B — RaLa)| b a)

=%<m2 — Lital(Rla(k,o, — kyo)

+ B(kaoa — kyoy)| L) [L112). (11)
Now we rewrite (R|ky|L) = (k¢)cosd and (R|k,|L) =
(ke)sind, where (ke) = (R|k¢|L) is the expectation value

of the electron wave operator along the line of dots. By
substituting these to the equation above we get

Agor :%<T1J,2 — Jite|(ke)a(oy cos§ — o, sind)

+ B(oy cosd — oy sind)[L1d2) (12)
:<k—E2><T1¢2 — Jite|(acosd — Bsind)o,+

(asind + Bcosd)oy|L1de) (13)
=(ke)(T|(acosd — Bsind)o,+

(asind + Bcosd)og|l). (14)

As discussed in the main text in this case we use the «

and ( that are associated with % term and thus replace

them with oy and f; respectively. Hence the equation

above yields the square of the mixing term as

|Asor|* =(ke)|ar cos(pp) + Besin(ef) (15)
+ i cos(20%) (Bt cos(¢h) — ayrsin(pp))[?,

where cpg = pp £ 6. Now (k¢) is dependent on the ex-
act shape of the potential well of the double dot system.
Here, we assume a double parabolic well in which case

this expectation value has been shown ﬂa, |ﬂ] to equal
(ke) = Hrgstit

We show the fit for the normalized square of the S-T—
mixing as function magnetic field direction in Fig. [Shb.
Here, we have chosen ay, 8; and ¢ such that the angular
dependence is the same as in experiments. As discussed
earlier in the text, we have three free parameters in the
model that have an effect on two different model val-
ues: in-plane angle where the mixing vanishes and the
maximum amplitude of the mixing. Hence we cannot
get unique Rahba and Dresselhaus strengths by fitting
the data to our model unless we assume a certain §. In
Fig. [S5H we plot a; and f8; together with the sum and
subtraction of the them as a function of a fixed ¢ fitted
with the experimental data. Here, we have assumed the
interdot length to equal 40 nm and the tunnel coupling
to equal 6 GHz that we extracted from the spin-funnel
experiment.

We note that in Fig. [S5H there are two divergences at
0 = 45° and § = —45° which is arising from the model.
To fit the model we assume two things: the value of §
(that we vary) and Eq. At these divergences one
of the assumptions, essentially the value of §, is wrong.
Hence the real § cannot equal exactly those values. From
another perspective: if 6 = 45° or § = —45° there will be
no ay and f; that can explain the data. The minimum
mixing would in those cases always be at g = 45° or
pp = 45° where as we observe the minimum at g = 51°.
From the lithography we would assume 6 = 45° which
is at the point where the assumption fails. Due to the
strain it is possible that the dots are not induced directly
at the intended spot and might not be aligned with the
gates ﬂﬁ] which would enough to explain the data.
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