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We demonstrate a programmable quantum Hall circuit that implements a novel iterative voltage
bisection scheme and allows obtaining any binary fraction (k/2n) of the fundamental resistance
quantum RK/2 = h/2e2. The circuit requires a number n of bisection stages that only scales
logarithmically with the precision of the fraction. The value of k can be set to any integer between
1 and 2n by proper gate configuration. The architecture exploits gate-controlled routing, mixing
and equilibration of edge modes of robust quantum Hall states. The device does not contain any
internal ohmic contact potentially leading to spurious voltage drops. Our scheme addresses key
critical aspects of quantum Hall arrays of resistance standards, which are today widely studied and
used to create custom calibration resistances. The approach is demonstrated in a proof-of-principle
two-stage bisection circuit built on a high-mobility GaAs/AlGaAs heterostructure operating at a
temperature of 260 mK and a magnetic field of 4.1 T.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The integer quantum Hall (QH) effect [1–4] is one
of the cornerstones of metrology and provides a precise
experimental realization of the von Klitzing resistance
quantum RK = h/e2 [5–9], where h is the Planck con-
stant and e the electron charge. Integer QH resistance
is exactly quantized RH = RK/i, where i is the integer
number of filled Landau levels in the device, but cali-
bration procedures would greatly benefit from the avail-
ability of generic quantum Hall resistance (QHR) stan-
dards, and decadic values (e.g. 1 kΩ, 10 kΩ etc) in partic-
ular. This is typically achieved by using resistance ratio
bridges, which are based – in their most accurate and
refined implementation – on cryogenic current compara-
tor bridges [9–13]. The technical complexity entailed by
these methods has motivated the development of alter-
native strategies to produce new QHRs.

Advanced QHR can be obtained by creating devices
that combine different quantized regions that are either:
(i) contiguous, as in the case of a unique two-dimensional
electron system (2DES) with a space-dependent filling
factor; or (ii) connected by a set of low-resistance ohmic
contacts and metallic connections. Devices combining
multiple filling factors in the same electron system typi-
cally display complex non-local resistance effects [14, 15]
and require the use of small filling factors since large
mobility gaps are necessary to obtain a robust quantiza-
tion [4]. Because of these reasons, they have been sub-
ject to a limited investigation in the context of metrol-
ogy. The second option has led to the creation of quan-
tum Hall arrays of resistance standards (QHARSs), that
integrate large networks of distinct identical Hall bars
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connected in series/parallel and can yield a rescaled re-
sistance (p/q) × RH where p and q are integer num-
bers [16, 17]. QHARSs provide a practical way to ob-
tain a variety of QHRs, but they typically require a large
number of elements and, despite the discovery of effec-
tive mitigation techniques [18–20], they critically depend
on the quality of a large number of internal ohmic con-
tacts traversed by a finite current flow. This obviously
introduces internal stray voltage drops that hamper the
precision of the device. In spite of the progress in the syn-
thesis and modeling of innovative QHARSs [21–24] that
maximize their simplicity and accuracy while minimizing
the number of integrated elements, these limitations are
still relevant.

The possibility of creating QHRs that include contigu-
ous regions at different filling factors has been recently
revived by the development of graphene-based resistance
standards [25–31]. Indeed graphene – beyond displaying
sizably larger Landau gaps – can combine p-type and n-
type regions leading to non-standard edge configurations
at their junction [32–35]. Recent studies have even high-
lighted how the local control of the filling factor by field-
effect can be used to create programmable QHRs [36].
Nevertheless, devices demonstrated so far still typically
rely to some extent – similarly to QHARS – on internal
resistive connections, and the number of elements they
integrate does not scale favorably as a function of the
precision of the required (p/q) fraction.

Here, we discuss and experimentally demonstrate a
radically different QH architecture that allows obtain-
ing an electrically-programmable QHRs that can produce
any binary fraction (k/2n) of the resistance quantum
RK/2. Remarkably, the size of the circuit only grows lin-
early with the integer n, and thus logarithmically with
the precision of the required fraction. Every integer k
value between 1 and 2n can be obtained with an easy-
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FIG. 1. (a,b) Edge mixing can be obtained by patterning a single barrier on an electron gas at filling factor ν = 2. The
edge connectivity for the two Landau levels is visible in (b): due to edge equilibration, the top-right and bottom-left contacts
both equilibrate at an average voltage VTR = VBL = (VTL + VBR)/2. (c) The action of a single mixer is fully equivalent to
the double-parallel-double-serial (DPDS) mixer: this implies that any individual barrier can be replaced by a DPDS barrier
without affecting the currents and potentials of the outer edge system. (d) The effect of equilibration in the DPDS mixer can
be easily deduced from the edge connectivity scheme, as discussed in the main text.

to-predict gate configuration and, regardless of the value
of n, the circuit only requires using robust QH states at
low filling factors. Finally, the device architecture does
not contain any internal ohmic contact with a net current
flow, and thus it is fundamentally less susceptible than
conventional QHARSs to errors due to spurious contact
resistances. We illustrate a proof-of-principle n = 2 im-
plementation based on a GaAs/AlGaAs heterostructure
and report a relative accuracy of the output fractions of
the order of 10−4, which is at the limit of the precision
currently attainable with our measurement set-up.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section II we de-
scribe the key building block of the programmable QHRs,
which consists in a voltage bisection scheme that is not
affected by the non-local resistance effects that typically
occur in QH circuits with a complex edge connectivity; in
Section III we describe the structure of the full device; in
Section IV we present the experimental results obtained
on our proof-of-principle devices; and finally, in Section
V, conclusions are drawn.

II. EDGE MIXERS

The basic building block of the device is depicted in
Figs. 1a,b: it consists of a field-effect transistor with a set
of equilibration contacts and implements a QH edge-state
mixer. The device is designed to operate at a filling factor
ν = 2 in the ungated 2DES. The filling factor underneath
the barrier region depends on the gate voltage: when the
filling factor below the gate is set to ν = 1, the mixer
will be said to be in an “active” configuration; when the
filling is ν = 2, the mixer will be said to be in a “neutral”
configuration. The full-depletion case is not relevant to
the current paper and will not be taken into account.

The operation of the mixer is straightforward. When

the mixer is “active”, only the outer edge channel is able
to cross the barrier while the inner one is completely
reflected, as sketched in Fig. 1b. Given the chirality in
the figure (set by the sign of the magnetic field), the
Landauer-Büttiker formalism [15] implies that the two
output voltages VTR and VBL equilibrate to the average
value of the two input voltages VTL and VBR, i.e.

VBL = VTR = (VTL + VBR)/2. (1)

We note that the equilibration will naturally occur dur-
ing the copropagation of edge modes [37] and that it can
be reasonably assumed to be extremely good for a macro-
scopic ohmic contact; this expectation likely deserves a
proper experimental quantification, but required meth-
ods go beyond the level of accuracy reachable in the cur-
rent paper. The crucial principle behind the voltage bi-
section scheme is the following: the single mixer in Fig. 1a
is electrically equivalent to the combination of barriers
and equilibration contacts visible in Fig. 1c,d which in
the following will be named double-parallel-double-serial
(DPDS) mixer. Here, “equivalent” means that any sin-
gle barrier can be replaced with a DPDS barrier system
without affecting in any way the voltages and the cur-
rents in the rest of the circuit. This is a basic conse-
quence of the Landauer-Büttiker theory: as explained in
detail in the following, once the input voltage VTL and
VBR are set, the contacts VTR and VBL equilibrate at the
same voltages as in the single barrier; this in turn en-
sures that all the input and output currents are exactly
the same and thus that the two edge circuits are indis-
tinguishable from the point of view of the rest of the QH
circuit. The DPDS edge mixing scheme is fairly more
complicated than a single mixer and indeed includes 6
new equilibration contacts E1-E6 (see Figs. 1c,d). Nev-
ertheless, the behavior of the circuit can be deduced in
a straightforward way from the following set of simple
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linear equations, one for each mixer:
VE5 = VE6 = (VTL + VE4)/2
VE4 = VTR = (VE6 + VE2)/2
VBL = VE3 = (VE5 + VE1)/2
VE1 = VE2 = (VE3 + VBR)/2.

(2)

Simple substitutions lead again to equation (1), i.e.
the circuit reproduces the behavior of the single mixer
in Figs. 1a,b. Therefore, any single barrier can be re-
placed by a DPDS mixer without affecting the rest of
the edge circuit. This is a crucial and non-obvious prop-
erty of the circuital scheme we describe, since in most
of QH circuits a local modification of the edge-channel
connectivity differently leads to non-trivial non-local ef-
fects that can substantially change the global behavior
of the device. It is useful to stress that the procedure
can be iterated multiple times also on any of the newly
introduced barriers in the DPDS mixer.

Furthermore, a new intermediate voltage (VBL +
VBR)/2 is available at the equilibration probe E1 located
between BL and BR. As a consequence, any of the two
gates at the bottom of Fig. 1c can be in turn replaced
by a DPDS so to obtain a voltage which is intermediate
between BL and E1, or between E1 and BL. This bi-
section scheme can be iteratively repeated to obtain any
binary fractional value in the interval between the initial
voltages VBL and VBR. This procedure can be expected
to lead to a rather complex multiply connected circuit
architecture but, as discussed in the next paragraph, a
simple reconfigurable version of this approach can be im-
plemented.

The individual bisection step described above can be
obtained as a reconfigurable QH circuit allowing a more
natural stacking of multiple bisection stages. The key
idea is illustrated in Fig. 2: we report a simple mixer,
whose behavior is identical to the topologically equivalent
scheme in Fig. 1a; in the sketch, we highlight the BL and
BR contacts and simply rename them as L and R. Since
this circuit will be regarded as the nth bisection stage of
a larger circuit, we name the voltages at the L and R
contacts as VL,n and VR,n, respectively. As in Fig. 1, the
barrier can be replaced by a DPDS circuit but here we
adopt a redundant gate scheme that allows a reconfigu-
ration of the bisection stage. In Fig. 2b, the dashed gate
on the left side is assumed to be in a “neutral” configu-
ration, i.e. it has no effect on the edge system and can
be neglected. All the other gates are assumed to be in
an “active” configuration. In this case, which we will call
configuration “0”, we expect

VL,n+1 = VL,n

VR,n+1 = (VL,n + VR,n)/2 = VR,n − ∆Vn/2

where we define the nth voltage interval ∆Vn = VR,n −
VL,n. In Fig. 2c, we depict the configuration “1” of the
stage, where the gate on the right side is inactive, and
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FIG. 2. (a) Single-barrier mixer with initial left and right
voltages VL,n and VR,n. (b,c) The barrier can be replaced
by a DPDS mixer without affecting the rest of the circuit.
The two complementary gate configurations (dashed gate is
inactive) lead to reconfigurable output voltages VL,n+1 and
VR,n+1. The circuit can be used to implement and iterative
voltage bisection scheme, as discussed in the main text.

the contacts equilibrate to

VL,n+1 = (VL,n + VR,n)/2 = VL,n + ∆Vn/2

VR,n+1 = VR,n.

Note that in both configurations the new voltage inter-
val is ∆Vn+1 = ∆Vn/2. If we introduce the binary con-
stant cn+1 indicating the configuration of the (n + 1)th

bisection stage [cn+1 = 0 or cn+1 = 1], both results can
be described by

VL,n+1 = VL,n + cn+1 · ∆Vn+1 (3)

VR,n+1 = VL,n+1 + ∆Vn+1. (4)

This method can be iteratively applied to the bottom
barrier and allows obtaining any binary fractional value
between two initial extremal voltages VL,0 and VR,0. In
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particular, after n bisections we have

VL,n = VL,0 +

n∑
i=1

ci ·
∆V0
2i

(5)

= VL,0 +

n∑
i=1

ci2
n−i · ∆V0

2n
(6)

= VL,0 + (k − 1) · ∆V0
2n

. (7)

where we introduced an integer k that runs, depending
on the binary values ci, from 1 to 2n. Finally we can
also write VR,n = VL,0 + (k/2n) ·∆V0 and notice that the
configuration of the bisection stages is directly connected
to the binary representation of k − 1. Importantly, the
number n of bisection stages grows only logarithmically
with the magnitude of the denominator 2n.

To conclude the illustration of the device working prin-
ciple, it is important to note that the bisection scheme
described here does not introduce any spurious potential
drop due to internal connections, such as typically oc-
curs in the case of conventional QHARS and similar QH
schemes. As such, the described approach implements
a pure four-wire scheme that is not fundamentally lim-
ited by the contact quality. This bodes well for potential
applications in the context of metrology.

III. CIRCUIT ARCHITECTURE

The staged bisector described in the previous section
was implemented using a high mobility GaAs/AlGaAs
single-heterojucton 2DES located at 100 nm below the
surface. The architecture of the final device is il-
lustrated in the optical picture of Fig. 3 and imple-
ments a two-stage demonstrator of the iterative bisection
scheme of Fig. 2; a further sketch of the device struc-
ture is reported in the Supplementary Information. The
ohmic contact pads are fabricated by UV-lithography,
followed by thermal evaporation of a Ni/GeAu/Ni/Au
(100/10/200/10 nm) multilayer and standard rapid ther-
mal annealing. The mesa was defined by H3PO4 wet
etching in a second UV-lithographic step. Finally,
the gate electrode layer was obtained in a third UV-
lithography step followed by thermal evaporation of
Ti/Au (10/50 nm).

The device is designed to operate at ν = 2 in the gate-
free regions of the heterostructure. In addition, it con-
tains a set of central gates that need to be configured to
the “active” state, i.e. at ν = 1. The gates are controlled
by the bottom pad GB and by a common top pad GT.
Two sets of side electrodes GLn and GRn control the sta-
tus of the two bisection stages. All inner equilibration
contacts are fabricated so as to expose a large interface
to the 2DES and ensure full edge equilibration. All bar-
riers and channels have a large size of about 100µm to
minimize spurious backscattering due to disorder. With
respect to the design in Fig. 2, the top part of the device

GT

GB

GR1
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GL2

B

I+I–
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+
–
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VR
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FIG. 3. Optical micrograph of one of the studied proof-of-
principle circuits. The device implements a two-stage bisector
that can produce the following quantized resistances: h/8e2,
h/4e2, 3h/8e2 and h/2e2. The value can be tuned by choos-
ing a suitable configuration of the lateral control gates of the
bisection stages.

implements four additional ohmic contacts to drive the
circuit with a given current I. Differential voltage mea-
surements are using contacts VL,0 and VR,n=2. At ν = 2,
for a given drive current I, the Landauer-Büttiker for-
malism implies VR,0 = hI/2e2 and thus ∆V0 = hI/2e2.
This leads to

VR2 − VL0
I

=

(
k

2n

)
· h

2e2
(8)

and by properly biasing the control gates we thus expect
to obtain the fractional resistance quanta R = h/8e2 (bi-
section configuration “00”), h/4e2 (“01”), 3h/8e2 (“10”)
and h/2e2 (“11”).

Magneto-transport experiments were performed using
a phase-locked technique at 17 Hz and at a temperature
of T = 260 mK. The ideal current source indicated in
Fig. 3 was obtained using the lock-in AC source and a
10 MΩ bias resistor. Since metallic gates naturally induce
some depletion and backscattering even when grounded,
it is important to calibrate the device so as to find the
finite (positive) bias voltage that neutralize the action of
the gate electrodes. As discussed in the Supplementary
Information, this can be experimentally achieved based
on the value of the “pseudo-longitudinal” resistance mea-
surement using the voltage probe pair VR,0 and VR,2. A
gate bias of at least ≈ +0.1 V was found to be neces-
sary to obtain dissipationless transport in the QH regime.
The basic transport parameters of the electron system
were directly measured on the final devices with all gates
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FIG. 4. (a) Experimental demonstration of a two-stage
bisection circuit implementing four different quantized resis-
tances depending on the two control parameters s1 and s2.
Four plateus are visible at the fractions 2e2R/h = 1/4, 1/2,
3/4 and 1. (b) Cross-section along the trajectory indicated
by the white line in (a). The precision of the quantization can
be assessed from the inset showing the 0.5 plateau, and from
the statistical analysis reported in Fig. 5.

biased at their neutral configuration. Based on QH evi-
dences and on a numerical simulation of the actual device
geometry (see Supplementary Information), we estimate
a carrier density n = 1.9 × 1011 cm−2 and electron mo-
bility µ ≈ 0.5 × 106 cm2/Vs. A robust ν = 2 QH state
is observed in the range B = 3.8 − 4.4 T. Measurements
reported in the next section were performed at B = 4.1 T.

Gate stage “neutral” state “active” state

GR1 1 +0.120 V −0.025 V

GL1 1 +0.110 V −0.065 V

GL2 2 +0.100 V −0.050 V

GR2 2 +0.200 V +0.060 V

TABLE I. Calibration bias values for the mixers.

IV. DEVICE OPERATION

The operation of the bisection circuit is demonstrated
in Figs. 4 and 5. The first step consists in a precise cali-
bration of all mixers, i.e. the gate voltages corresponding
to the “neutral” versus “active” state have to be deter-
mined. The procedure is described in the Supplementary
Information and involves the measurement of the voltage
drops along the edge system versus gate voltage: clear
plateaus can be observed as a function of the gate volt-
age and allow a clear identification of the bias necessary
to obtain ν = 2 or ν = 1 in the gated region. The result
of the calibration is reported in the Tab. 1.

Each configuration is typically found to be stable over a
gate voltage interval of few tens of milliVolts. The device
was operated by varying the gate voltages in a linear
combination between the “neutral” and “active” states,
using two continuous sweep parameters s1 and s2 for the
two bisection stages, so that the “active” and “neutral”
configurations for the bisection stage i are obtained for
si = 1 and si = 0, respectively. In the reported datasets
we used

VGR1
= +0.120 − 0.145s1 (9)

VGL1
= −0.065 + 0.175s1 (10)

VGR2
= +0.200 − 0.140s2 (11)

VGL2
= −0.050 + 0.150s2 (12)

The resulting four-wire resistance R as a function of s1
and s2 in the [−0.5,+1.5] interval is reported in Fig. 4
and contains clear plateaus at the predicted fractional re-
sistance quanta, as visible in the contour plot in Fig. 4a.
In the dataset, we report the measured resistance values
obtained by using the h/8e2 plateaus as a reference for
the lock-in calibration. Using this procedure, the relative
quantization values are found to be consistent within a
precision on the order of few parts per 104, thus demon-
strating the working principle illustrated in the previ-
ous sections. Further details concerning this operational
choice is reported in the Supplementary Information.

The values of the different resistance plateaus are high-
lighted in the cross-sectional view in Fig. 4b, obtained
by slicing the full dataset along the white line visible in
Fig. 4a. In order to quantify the quality of the quantized
plateaus, we created an histogram of the full set of mea-
sured R values (see Fig. 5, no selection was done on the
range of control parameters s1 and s2): very sharp peaks
(full width half maximum ≈ 2 × 10−4) are observed in
correspondence to the predicted fractions 1/4, 1/2, 3/4



6

0.25 0.5 0.75 1
0

50

100

150

200

250
co

un
ts

0.249 0.25 0.251
0

50

100

150

200

250

co
un

ts

0.499 0.5 0.501 0.749 0.75 0.751 0.999 1 1.001

(a) (b)

FIG. 5. (a) Histogram of the whole dataset reported in Fig. 4. No clipping was performed to select the quantization plateaus.
A sharp concentration of values is observed in correspondence to the fractions 1/4, 1/2, 3/4 and 1. (b) The precision of the
quantization can be better assessed in the zoomed plots. The quantized plateaus are consistent within an error of the order of
10−4, which is at the limit of the current measurement setup.

and 1. The relative precision of the quantized values is
very good and plateau ratios are exact within a preci-
sion well below 10−3. Further discussion on the attained
precision is reported in the Supplementary Information.

For the sake of the possible application of the circuit
as a resistance standard, it is worth to highlight few ad-
ditional facts. As already mentioned, the circuit does not
contain any internal contacts, thus it implements a true
four-wire measurement scheme that is not affected by
the quality of any of the contacts. We also highlight that
the input impedance of the circuit does not change with
the bisector configuration, owing to the equivalence dis-
cussed in the previous sections. Differently, the output
resistance of the circuit is not negligible and any mea-
surement performed with a finite input resistance set-up
will affect the resistance value in a non-trivial way, which
depends on the specific bisector configuration. In order
to increase the precision it is thus important to intro-
duce an high-impedance voltage preamplifier. Finally,
we highlight that possible unideal effects might originate
from the capacitive and DC coupling of the 2DES to the
various gates included in the device architecture. The
investigation of these effects is beyond the scope of the
current paper.

To conclude, we would also like to highlight that of
course many addition configurations could be obtained,
beyond the ones visible in Fig. 4, by setting the bisection
stages to configurations different from the states “0” and
“1”. For instance, both barriers can be set to be “active”
or both “neutral”, and in principle for an n stage circuit
there are 4n different gate configurations, i.e. many more

than those explored here. The resulting quantized resis-
tance is less trivial to derive, and no unique formula was
obtained so far. In principle these configurations could
lead to further useful QHR values. However it is im-
portant to note that such additional configurations will
display a different input impedance and possibly be as-
sociated with further systematic errors.

V. CONCLUSION

We discussed and demonstrated a novel edge mix-
ing and equilibration architecture implementing a pro-
grammable QHRs. The circuit yields a generic binary
fraction of the fundamental quantum (Rk/2). The circuit
represent a fundamental improvement of QHARSs: inter-
nal ohmic contacts with a net current flow are removed;
the complexity of the circuit network only scales loga-
rithmically as a function of the precision of the required
conversion fraction; the circuit is reconfigurable using an
easy-to-predict gating configuration. Additional studies
will be required to test the viability of the approach at the
levels of precision required by metrological applications,
including in particular a quantification of the precision of
edge equilibration at a macroscopic (≈ 100µm) voltage
probe and the impact of output impedance in association
with finite impedance voltage measurement systems. No
fundamental limitation to the method has been identified
at the present time of the study.
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Supporting Information:

I. DEVICE STRUCTURE AND STAGE
SCALING

The procedure described in the main text can be it-
erated to obtain a QH circuit with a large number of
stages, even if only up to two bisection stages – sketch
reported in Fig. 6a – have been physically demonstrated
so far. For the sake of clarity, in Fig. 6b we report the full
schematics of an eight-stage bisection circuit, which can
reproduce any resistance between 0 and h/2e2 ≈ 12.9 kΩ
with a relative resolution 1 : 28 = 1 : 256, corresponding
to steps of resistance RK/512 ≈ 50 Ω. Smaller steps can
be obtained by adding further bisection stages, using a
circuit whose complexity scales logarithmically with the
target resolution.

II. MEASUREMENT SET-UP

Measurements were performed using a conventional
phase-locked technique: current biasing was achieved us-
ing a resistive load of 10 MΩ and a nominal voltage ex-
citation of 100 mV, leading to a nominal current bias of
10 nA. SR830 lock-in amplifiers by Stanford Research
were used to measure currents and differential voltage
drops across different pairs of contacts. Measurements
have been carried out in a helium cryostat operating at
260 mK.

As reported in the main text, datasets in Fig. 4 and
5 were finely calibrated using the h/8e2 plateau (corre-
sponding to the 1/4 fractional configuration of the bi-
section circuit) as a reference. Absolute resistance values
can be calculated using the measured current as well, but
simultaneous current and voltage measurements could
not be performed: given the non-negligible modification
of the circuit due to the finite input resistance of the
lock-in preamplifiers and given the intrinsic calibration
limits of the instrument, at present a relative compari-
son of the plateaus resulted to be the best procedure to
quantify the precision of our bisection circuit. In this re-
spect, it is important to consider the effect of the input
and output resistances (Ri and Ro) of the QH circuit.
We note in particular that Ri, by design, is expected to
be independent from the configuration of the bisection
circuit and to correspond to a universal value Ri = h/e2.
This is a trivial consequence of the equivalence principle
illustrated in the main text: the full bisection circuit –
from the point of view of the I+ and I− current leads –
is always equivalent to a simple barrier at ν = 1. The
experimental behavior of the current in our non-ideal bi-
asing scheme confirmed such expectation. Differently,
the value of Ro is not universal, even if we cannot pro-
vide at present a general expression for Ro as a function
of the circuit configuration. The output resistance was
thus numerically calculated by solving the node equa-

I+I-VL0 VR0

VR2

GR1

GR2GL2

GL1

(a)

(b)

FIG. 6. (a) Sketch of the two-stage bisection circuit demon-
strated in the main text. (b) Sketch of an eight-stage bisection
circuit.

tions for selected circuits with a few bisection stages (in
particular, two stages) and Ro ≤ 2h/e2 was always ob-
tained, with minor variations ∆Ro between the different
configurations of the bisection circuit. In particular, for
the specific two-stage circuit we used to demonstrate our
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FIG. 7. Schubnikov-de Haas oscillations for the bisector circuit in a “pseudo-longitudinal” resistance configuration (see Fig. 8)
where a suitable positive bias was applied to the gates to compensate the intrinsic depletion they induce in the electron system.
Dissipationless transport is achieved for all the main QH states. A zero-field resistance of about 90 Ω is obtained and used to
estimate the average mobility of the 2D system.

concept circuit, we calculated

Ro,00 = (27/32)RK ≈ 21.78 kΩ, (13)

Ro,01 = (28/32)RK ≈ 22.59 kΩ, (14)

Ro,10 = (35/32)RK ≈ 28.23 kΩ, (15)

Ro,11 = (32/32)RK ≈ 25.81 kΩ, (16)

with a maximum variation ∆Ro of kΩ between the dif-
ferent configurations. Since our measurements were per-
formed with a standard lock-in with a nominal input re-
sistance RLI = 10 MΩ, variations in the quantized values
on the order of ∆Ro/RLI, falling in the few 10−4 range,
are to be expected. In this respect, we note that the
minor deviations reported in Figs. 4 and 5 are partially
consistent with the expected values of Ro in the different
configurations, in particular: (i) given Ro,00 is very simi-
lar to Ro,01 (∆Ro < 1 kΩ), the precise relative quantiza-
tion value of “01” is non surprising; (ii) the lower relative
quantization value measured for “10” is consistent with
the larger Ro,10, leading to a larger voltage partitioning
effect at the input of the lock-in preamplifier; (iii) based
on output resistances above, a larger error should instead
be expected for the relative quantization value of config-
uration “11”. Besides these specific consistency checks,
we note however that issues with the intrinsic linearity of
the lock-in or further effects that have not been identified
yet could not be ruled out at the moment. In conclusion,
while the perspectives of the circuit for metrology appli-
cations are surely promising, their exact assessment goes
beyond the scope of the current proof-of-principle paper
and we have not attempted to further investigate the ul-
timate precision of our bisection circuit.

III. ESTIMATE OF THE ELECTRON
MOBILITY

FIG. 8. The current flow in the device was simulated us-
ing a FEM model assuming a perfect neutralization of the
gated region and neglecting the inner equilibration contacts.
Based on magnetotrasnport measurements in the “pseudo-
longitudinal” 4-wire configuration, we estimate an average
electron mobility µ ≈ 0.5 × 106 cm2/Vs. In the simulation
current is injected using the I± contacts while the four-wire
resistance is calculated between VR and V+ (the so-called
“pseudo-longitudinal” configuration cited in the main text).

The electron mobility in the complete device was es-
timated using a finite element calculation using MAT-
LAB, starting from the known mesa geometry and based
on magneto-transport data obtained while keeping all the
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gates at a positive gate voltage compensating their intrin-
sic depletion effect on the electron system (see Fig. 7). In
the simulation reported in Fig. 8, the geometry depicted
corresponds to the one actually implemented in the ex-
periment. Gray rectangles represent the ohmic contacts
and are set as fixed (I± contacts) or floating (all other)
potential boundary conditions; on the rest of the bound-
ary the J · n̂ = 0 condition is imposed. A voltage V
is applied to the contact I+ while I− is kept grounded:
the resulting current density is calculated to be equal
to I = 0.23978 · σV , where σ is the 2DES conductivity.
The voltage drop between contacts VR and V+ is found
to be equal to 0.338 · V , leading to a four-wire resis-
tance R ≈ 1.42/σ. The actual measured value R ≈ 90 Ω
(see zero field intercept in Fig. 7) leads to an estimated
σ = 0.0157 S/�. Using n = 1.9 × 1011 cm−2, this corre-
sponds to µ ≈ 0.5 × 106 cm2/Vs. The estimated average
mobility is lower by a factor 2 − 3 with respect to the
nominal value obtained from the pristine wafer, which is
not particularly surprising given all the processing steps
and, in particular, the number of gated regions present
in the final device.

IV. GATE CALIBRATION PROCEDURE

The calibration procedure for the various gates con-
sisted of a sequence of steps. First of all, the metallic
gate electrodes are found to partially deplete the under-
lying electron system. This can be easily seen by looking
at magneto-transport data using the so-called “pseudo-
longitudinal” configuration (voltage drop between VR0

and VR2). When gates are grounded and the electron
system is in the QH regime, one would ideally expect
VR0 = VR2. This is not what is observed in practice and
a finite backscattering is observed at every value of the
magnetic field B. True dissipationless transport at inte-
ger ν values (Fig. S2) can only be obtained if a positive
bias is applied to the gates so that a sufficiently uniform
carrier density is re-established throughout the device.
In particular, a voltage of about +0.2 V was found to be
necessary to reach such a condition for all the gates. The
observation of clean Shubnikov-de Haas oscillation also
allowed to precisely determine the best working condi-
tion to achieve ν = 2 in the ungated regions of the device.
In the specific case reported in the paper, measurements
were performed at a magnetic field of 4.1 T.

In a second calibration step, central gates were biased
to their correct operation point. The required bias was
again determined by looking at the voltage drop between

VR0 and VR2, which achieves a finite quantized value
when the central gates are set to ν = 1. In the current
layout, four out of five central gates were connected to a
single bonding pad, so all central gates had to be biased
to the same voltage. Given the relatively small size of
the device, resistance data indicate that ν = 1 could be
achieved simultaneously under all central barriers. We
note that larger devices might require addressing indi-
vidual barriers, if the homogeneity of the carrier density
and/or of the processing is not ideal.

In a third calibration step, once central gates are cor-
rectly configured, each of the lateral gates is sequentially
calibrated so to identify the correct bias ranges to obtain
ν = 2, ν = 1 and the pinch-off ν = 0 under the field-effect
barrier. Upon biasing the gate, four wire resistances in
the device display a stepwise increase with clear plateaus
that allow a precise calibration. The results for gate GL2

are shown in Fig. 9. In the figure, we report the four wire
resistance obtained by biasing the device through I± and
recording the voltage drop on the pair VL0 and VR2. De-
pending on the specific barrier, different voltage probes
can have a different sensitivity on the gate configuration
and can be selected accordingly. Based on the reported
data, we identify the bias for the “active” configuration
as VL2 = −0.05 V, and VL2 = +0.10 V has to be used
to put the mixer in the “neutral” condition. A similar
procedure was performed for GL1, GR1 and GR2.

pinch-off

active

neutral
-0.2 -0.15 -0.1 -0.05 0 0.05 0.1

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

ν=1

ν=2

FIG. 9. Calibration of mixer L2. All the other lateral gates
are kept at neutralizing voltage. The sweep of VL2 allows to
identify a safe range for setting ν = 2 and ν = 1 under the
field effect barrier.
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