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Two-dimensional (2D) ion crystals have become a promising way to scale up qubit numbers for
ion trap quantum information processing. However, to realize universal quantum computing in
this system, individually addressed high-fidelity two-qubit entangling gates still remain challenging
due to the inevitable micromotion of ions in a 2D crystal as well as the technical difficulty in 2D
addressing. Here we demonstrate two-qubit entangling gates between any ion pairs in a 2D crystal
of four ions. We use symmetrically placed crossed acousto-optic deflectors (AODs) to drive Raman
transitions and achieve an addressing crosstalk error below 0.1%. We design and demonstrate a
gate sequence by alternatingly addressing two target ions, making it compatible with any single-ion
addressing techniques without crosstalk from multiple addressing beams. We further examine the
gate performance versus the micromotion amplitude of the ions and show that its effect can be
compensated by a recalibration of the laser intensity without degrading the gate fidelity. Our work
paves the way for ion trap quantum computing with hundreds to thousands of qubits on a 2D ion
crystal.

Quantum computation has attracted wide research in-
terest because of its potential computational power be-
yond the framework of classical computers [1]. To date,
various physical platforms have demonstrated elementary
quantum operations whose fidelities are above the thresh-
old of fault-tolerant quantum computing [2–8]. However,
to obtain a large-scale error-corrected universal quantum
computer and to solve practical problems like factoring,
the currently available qubit number of tens to hundreds
[2, 6, 9–11] still needs to be improved by several orders of
magnitude [12], which remains an outstanding challenge
to the community.

As one of the leading physical platforms for quantum
information processing, trapped ions are remarkable for
their high-fidelity quantum operations and long-range en-
tangling gates [13]. A single-qubit gate fidelity above
99.9999% [14], a two-qubit gate fidelity above 99.9%
[4, 5, 15], and a state-preparation-and-measurement fi-
delity above 99.99% [16] have been reported. How-
ever, the number of qubits in the commonly used one-
dimensional (1D) configuration of ion crystals is seri-
ously limited [17–19]. To further scale up the qubit
number, one promising scheme is the quantum charge-
coupled device (QCCD) architecture where ions are phys-
ically shuttled into small crystals in separated regions
for different tasks like storage, quantum gates and mea-
surements [10, 17, 20]. However, currently this scheme
is limited by the relatively slow transport speed of the
ions and the follow-up cooling operations, which take up
more than 98% of the time budget [10]. On the other
hand, an ion-photon quantum network can connect up
individual quantum computing modules [21–23] and is
compatible with the 1D ion crystals or the QCCD archi-

tectures. However, its performance is restricted by the
relatively low efficiency for ion-photon entanglement gen-
eration and connection [24]. Therefore it is still desirable
to push up the qubit number in each module to reduce
the communication overhead.

Recently, 2D ion crystals have been used to largely ex-
tend the ionic qubit number in a single Paul trap [25–31].
In particular, quantum simulation with up to 300 ions has
been demonstrated [31]. Despite the site-resolved single-
shot measurement capability, previous experiments are
still restricted to global quantum manipulations, while
individually addressed single-qubit and two-qubit quan-
tum gates have not yet been realized. Fundamentally,
the inevitable micromotion of ions in a 2D crystal seems
to affect the gate fidelity, although theoretical works al-
ready show that the micromotion is a coherent process
and can in principle be included into the gate design [32–
36]. Technically, individual addressing in 2D is also more
complicated than 1D [37–41]. For example, although
crossed AODs can address a rectangular array by gen-
erating multiple beams within a single row or a single
column [37], it struggles to address two ions along the
diagonal without creating undesired light spots on the
other two corners. Here we solve this problem by de-
veloping a two-qubit gate sequence that addresses only
one ion at a time. We demonstrate a crosstalk below
0.1% by symmetrically placed crossed AODs, and realize
two-qubit entangling gates between any ion pairs in a 2D
crystal. By pushing an ion pair away from the RF null
axis of the trap, we adjust the micromotion amplitude
and experimentally show that it does not affect the gate
fidelity up to a recalibration of the laser intensity. Com-
bined with gate sequences with more degrees of freedom,
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FIG. 1. Experimental setup and 2D individual addressing.
(a) We address a 2D ion crystal in the xz plane by two
pairs of symmetrically placed crossed AODs. By tuning the
driving frequency of the AODs, the incoming 355 nm laser
can be steered in the x or z directions to form a Raman
transition on a target ion. By applying two frequencies to
an AOD, we can generate addressing beams for two target
ions simultaneously, e.g., along the z direction. (b) The
image of the four-ion crystal on an EMCCD camera. The
z axis is chosen to be the micromotion-free axial direction
of the trap. Below we label the four ions by left, right,
up and down according to this image. (c) Rabi oscillation
of the four ions when addressing the left ion. (d) Similar
plot as (c) for longer evolution time. Crosstalk infidelity
can be estimated by comparing the Rabi rates of different
ions. Note that the oscillation for the left ion is not visi-
ble here due to the insufficient time points. (e) Schematic
of the four transverse (drumhead) modes with frequencies
ωk = 2π × (2.284, 2.216, 2.167, 2.138)MHz (k = 1, 2, 3, 4).
The blue, gray and orange colors of the ions represent the pos-
itive, zero and negative mode amplitudes, respectively. The
vertical dashed lines indicate the laser detuning for two-qubit
gates between the left-right (LR), up-down (UD) and left-up
(LU) ion pairs.

our work can be readily applied to larger 2D ion crystals,
thus paves the way toward ion trap quantum computing
with hundreds to thousands of qubits in a single quantum
computation module.

Experimental setup. Our experimental setup is
sketched in Fig. 1(a). We design a special configura-
tion of the blade trap, as described in Supplementary

Information, to obtain a 2D crystal of 171Yb+ ions per-
pendicular to the imaging direction while allowing wide
optical access. A DC bias voltage is applied on both
RF electrodes to split the radial trap frequency into
ωx = 2π × 0.803MHz and ωy = 2π × 2.284MHz. We
further use DC electrodes for the axial trapping ωz =
2π × 0.553MHz and obtain a 2D crystal whose major
axis is oriented in the z direction as shown in Fig. 1(b).
In the following we label our four trapped ions in a 2D
crystal by left (L), right (R), up (U) and down (D). Due
to the overlap between the images of adjacent ions and
the low photon collection efficiency, there exists consid-
erable crosstalk error in the single-shot measurement of
the four qubits encoded in |0⟩ ≡ |S1/2, F = 0,mF = 0⟩
and |1⟩ ≡ |S1/2, F = 1,mF = 0⟩ under 370 nm detection
laser. In the future, this can be improved by electron
shelving to the D5/2 and F7/2 levels [42, 43], but in this
experiment for the purpose of calibrating individual ad-
dressing and two-qubit gate errors, it suffices to recover
the population in the 24 = 16 computational basis states
by the maximum likelihood method. More details can be
found in Supplementary Information.

We use two pairs of symmetrically placed crossed
AODs for individual addressing of the 355 nm Raman
laser beams [37]. By tuning the driving frequencies on
the horizontal or vertical AODs, the addressing beam
can be scanned along the z or x directions, respectively.
The objectives for the two addressing beams have the
same focal length so that the two pairs of crossed AODs
have equal driving frequencies when addressing the same
target ion. In this way, the frequency shift introduced
by the AODs can be cancelled in the Raman transition
[37]. Each Raman beam has a waist radius (where the
intensity drops to 1/e2) of about 1.5µm as compared
with the distance between adjacent ions of about 5µm.
To estimate the crosstalk for individual addressing, we
drive a resonant Raman transition between |0⟩ and |1⟩
on one target ion, and measure the Rabi oscillation of
all the ions. An example is shown in Fig. 1(c) and (d)
for the addressing beam on the left ion. By fitting the
Rabi frequency of ΩL = 2π × 1.04MHz for the left ion,
and ΩU = ΩD = 2π × 2.7 kHz for the up and down ions
(the Rabi rate for the right ion is even smaller due to its
larger distance), we estimate the crosstalk infidelity for a
single-qubit π pulse to be [(π/2)(ΩD/ΩL)]

2 = 2 × 10−5.
Similarly, we measure the crosstalk for other target ions
as shown in Fig. S3 of Supplementary Information and
obtain a maximal crosstalk infidelity of 0.08%.

The four transverse (drumhead) phonon modes of the
four-ion crystal are illustrated in Fig. 1(e). Mediated by
these phonon modes, two-qubit entangling gates between
any ion pair, say, LR, UD or LU, can be realized by
spin-dependent forces via, e.g., a phase-modulated gate
sequence [44].

Individually addressed two-qubit gates. For universal
quantum computing, we want two-qubit entangling gates
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FIG. 2. Entangling gates between ion pairs in the same row
or the same column. (a) Population for the LR ion pair af-
ter an entangling gate. (b) Parity oscillation for the LR ion
pair after an entangling gate. (c) Theoretical estimation of
gate errors for the LR and the UD ion pairs. The laser de-
phasing, motional dephasing and motional heating effects are
modeled by Lindblad operators. The intensity fluctuation
is described by a shot-to-shot variation. (d) Experimentally
measured Bell-state fidelity for the LR ion pair vs. the num-
ber of entangling gates. The blue and the orange data points
represent the population and parity, respectively, while the
fidelity is their average as the green dots. By fitting the slope
of the fidelity, we extract a gate infidelity of about 1.4(2)%.
(e) Similar plot for the UD ion pair with an extracted gate
infidelity of about 1.6(1)%. All the error bars represent one
standard deviation.

between all ion pairs, or at least a connected graph of
them. For our four-ion crystal, this set includes a hor-
izontal pair (LR), a vertical pair (UD), and four diago-
nal pairs (LU, LD, RU and RD). Here we demonstrate
the entangling gates for the LR, UD and LU pairs, and
expect similar performance for other diagonal pairs by
symmetry.

With the crossed AODs, the horizontal or the vertical
pair can be easily addressed by applying two frequency
components to the horizontal or the vertical AODs, re-
spectively. Then we can use bichromatic 355 nm Raman
laser to generate spin-dependent forces on the target ions
[45] and use a phase-modulated gate sequence to disen-

tangle the spin and the motional states at the end of the
gate [44]. For the horizontal pair, as shown in Fig. 1(e),
the fourth phonon mode has zero mode coefficient and
thus can be ignored in the gate design. We set the Ra-
man laser detuning µ = (ω2 + ω3)/2 in the middle of
Mode 2 and Mode 3 such that after each segment of
t = 4π/(ω2 − ω3) (one loop in the phase space) they
will be disentangled simultaneously. We further choose
the phase shift between two segments to decouple the
center-of-mass (COM) mode and obtain the total gate
time T = 2t = 81.6µs. Finally, we scale the laser inten-
sity for the accumulated two-spin phase to give us a max-
imally entangled two-qubit gate. As shown in Figs. 2(a)
and (b), we obtain a population of 99.6(1)% in |00⟩ and
|11⟩, and a parity contrast of 98(2)%, thus a Bell state
fidelity of 99(1)% for the LR pair [45]. As we show in
Fig. 2(c), the error mainly comes from the laser dephas-
ing time of 4ms due to the optical phase fluctuation be-
tween the two Raman beams, and the motional dephas-
ing time of 3ms. However, note that these theoretical
analyses are based on a white-noise model, which may
over-estimate the gate error as the actual noise can be
dominated by the low-frequency part. More details can
be found in Supplementary Information.

Similarly, we can address the UD ion pair by two fre-
quency components on the vertical AODs. These two
ions do not participate in the second mode, and we set
the Raman laser detuning as µ = 2ω4 − ω3 such that
after each segment of t = 2π/(ω3 − ω4), one loop in the
phase space will be traversed by the fourth mode while
two by the third mode. Again we use two segments with
an adjustable phase shift to disentangle the COM mode.
At the total gate time T = 2t = 69.0µs, we obtain a Bell
state fidelity of 98(2)%.

In Figs. 2(d) and (e), we repeat the two-qubit gates
for an odd number of times and examine the decay of
the Bell state fidelity vs. the repetition number. As-
suming a dominant incoherent error, this can be used to
separate the gate infidelity from the state-preparation-
and-measurement (SPAM) error [39, 46], although in our
case the detection error is already corrected reasonably
well and indeed we fit an intercept close to 100%. Nev-
ertheless, it still allows us to reduce the statistical uncer-
tainty and we fit the gate infidelities to be 1.4(2)% and
1.6(1)%, respectively, for LR and UD pairs.

To address the LU ion pair by the crossed AODs is
more complicated. If we apply two frequency compo-
nents to both the horizontal and the vertical AODs, four
light spots in a rectangular pattern will be generated. It
not only decreases the laser intensity on the target ions,
but also causes stronger crosstalk on the other ions due
to the undesired light spots. To circumvent this problem,
we develop an alternating gate sequence such that at any
time only a single ion will be addressed. Note that al-
though we demonstrate this scheme on crossed AODs, it
is also compatible with other 2D addressing techniques.
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FIG. 3. Entangling gate between a diagonal ion pair. (a)
Phase modulation sequence for the LU ion pair. We alter-
natingly apply the driving laser on the two target ions, in-
dicated by the color of the bars, with a fixed laser detuning
µLU = (ω2+ω4)/2. Each segment takes time t = 4π/(ω2−ω4)
with the laser phase given by the height of the bars. We set a
separation ∆t = 2µs between adjacent segments to turn the
driving laser off and on, so as to avoid crosstalk during the
switching. (b) Theoretical phase space trajectories for the
four phonon modes when the spin state is |++⟩. Different
segments are indicated by different colors. (c) Similar plot
as Figs. 2(d) and (e) for the LU ion pair. A gate infidelity of
4.0(3)% is fitted. (d) Similar plot as Fig. 2(c) for theoretically
simulated gate errors.

Similar to the commonly used Molmer-Sorensen gate
with amplitude, phase or frequency modulation [44, 47,
48], our alternating gate sequence also aims to disentan-
gle the spin and the phonon modes while accumulating a
desired two-qubit phase for maximal entanglement. Note
that the two-qubit phase comes from the commutation
relation between a new displacement in the phase space
and an accumulative one (see Supplementary Informa-
tion), and does not require simultaneous addressing of
both ions. Specifically, for the LU ion pair we design a
phase modulation sequence as shown in Fig. 3(a) with
a Raman laser detuning µ = (ω2 + ω4)/2 in the mid-
dle of Mode 2 and Mode 4, and a segment duration
t = 4π/(ω2 − ω4). Note that these two modes have
participation of only one ion from the desired LU ion
pair, hence do not contribute to the two-qubit phase.
Therefore we use the above elementary segment to dis-
entangle them from the spin states trivially. The rest
two phonon modes can be disentangled by four phase-
modulation segments [44], and we apply such a sequence
alternatingly on the two target ions, obtaining the se-
quence in Fig. 3(a). We set a separation ∆t = 2µs be-
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FIG. 4. Entangling gates under micromotion. (a) We orient
an ion pair along the x axis with a separation of about 5µm.
Then we push the ion pair away from the micromotion-free z
axis by a bias electric field. The relative micromotion ampli-
tudes of the two ions are indicated by the blue arrows, which
are not to scale with the ion spacing or their displacements.
(b) Rabi oscillations of the lower ion under a Raman laser
with the same intensity before (blue) and after (orange) the
displacement. (c) Theoretical relative Rabi rate r vs. the mi-
cromotion amplitude A in the unit of the laser waist radius
R = 1.5µm. (d) Bell-state fidelity vs. the number of entan-
gling gates for the ion pairs before (blue) and after (orange)
the displacement. We fit both gate infidelities to be 1.7(1)%.
All the error bars represent one standard deviation.

tween adjacent segments to avoid crosstalk when switch-
ing the addressing beam. This gives us a total gate time
of T = 8t + 7∆t = 219.1µs. The corresponding phase
space trajectories for the four phonon modes from the
initial spin state |++⟩ (an eigenstate of the laser-induced
spin-dependent force, see Supplementary Information) is
shown in Fig. 3(b), with different segments indicated by
different colors. As designed, all these trajectories close
at the end of the gate. Then we repeat the entangling
gate for an odd number of times in Fig. 3(c) and fit a
gate infidelity of 4.0(3)%, which is again dominated by
the laser dephasing and motional dephasing effects as
shown in Fig. 3(d).

Note that the above construction of gate sequences to
disentangle all the phonon modes exactly can become in-
efficient as the ion number increases [44]. As we describe
in Supplementary Information, we can also use a mod-
erate number of segments to decouple the spin and the
phonon modes approximately while still achieving high
gate fidelity.

Effects of Micromotion. In our four-ion crystal, the
LR pair locates on the RF null axis, while the UD pair
has nonzero excess micromotion proportional to the de-
viation from the RF null. From the above results we see
that the entangling gates on these two ion pairs have sim-
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ilar infidelities and that their difference is mainly caused
by the different gate time and phonon excitations rather
than the existence of micromotion. This suggests that
micromotion of ions in a 2D crystal is not a limiting fac-
tor for the gate performance.

We further examine the influence of micromotion in
Fig. 4 using a two-ion crystal aligned in the x direc-
tion. We apply a bias voltage on one DC and one RF
electrode to create a bias electric field along the x di-
rection and push the ion pair away from the RF null
axis. Theoretically, the micromotion amplitude is given
by A = qx/2 where x is the coordinate of the concerned
ion and q = 0.12 is the Mathieu parameter in that di-
rection [49]. As the micromotion amplitude becomes
comparable to the radius R = 1.5µm of the addressing
beams, we expect a reduction in the effective laser in-
tensity felt by the ions. This can be seen from Fig. 4(b)
where we plot the Raman Rabi oscillation of the lower ion
before (blue) and after (orange) the displacement under
the same laser intensity. We fit the corresponding Rabi
frequencies and get their ratio Ω2/Ω1 = 0.90. If we as-
sume a Gaussian profile of the addressing beams, we can
theoretically compute the relative Rabi rate [Fig. 4(c)]

r(A) = (1/2π)
∫ 2π

0
e−2(A cos θ/R)2dθ = e−A2/R2

I0(A
2/R2)

where I0(x) is the modified Bessel function of the first
kind. Here we average over an RF period without wor-
rying about its initial phase because the RF frequency
ωrf = 2π × 37MHz is much higher than any other
timescales in this experiment. This calculation predicts
a Rabi rate ratio of 0.935. Small deviation between theo-
retical and experimental results may come from the non-
Gaussian distribution of the laser intensity.

We further perform two-qubit gates on the ion pair
before and after the displacement. We set the laser de-
tuning to the middle of the two phonon modes and evolve
both modes by four loops in the phase space for a gate
time of about 100µs. As shown in Fig. 4(d), after cali-
brating the laser intensity, we get almost the same gate
performance with small (blue) or large (orange) excess
micromotion. Also note that due to the different micro-
motion amplitudes of the two ions, their effective Rabi
rates will differ under the same laser intensity. Ideally,
a two-qubit phase can still be obtained which is propor-
tional to the product of the two Rabi frequencies, but it
may increase the spontaneous emission error from the ex-
cited states. Therefore, here we calibrate the intensities
of the two addressing beams to ensure the same effective
Rabi frequencies on the two target ions.

In this experiment, we only push the ions to about
7µm from the RF null with a micromotion amplitude of
about 420 nm. This is restricted by the stability of the
crystal under large excess micromotion. Using a cryo-
genic ion trap, much larger 2D ion crystals can be stably
trapped [31], and we expect the ultimate limit for 2D in-
dividual addressing to be when the micromotion ampli-
tude A becomes comparable to the ion spacing d ≈ 5µm.

According to Fig. 4(c), in such cases the required laser
intensity may be increased by about eight times to com-
pensate the micromotion effect. Nevertheless, this does
not restrict the gate fidelity because all the other noise
sources like the spontaneous emission are rescaled as well.

To sum up, we demonstrate the individual addressing
of a 2D ion crystal by crossed AODs and achieve all-to-all
connected two-qubit gates. For diagonal ion pairs, we de-
velop an alternating gate sequence such that at most one
ion needs to be addressed at any time. We further show
that the gate fidelities on a 2D crystal is not limited by
the micromotion which can be compensated by calibrat-
ing the intensity of the addressing beams. Our current
two-qubit gate fidelities are restricted by the short laser
and motional dephasing time, and can be improved by
shortening and stabilizing the optical path and by lock-
ing the trap frequency in future upgrades.
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I. BLADE TRAP FOR 2D ION CRYSTALS WITH LARGE OPTICAL ACCESS

40°

20°

DC

RF+DC’

DC

RF+DC’

355nm Laser

x

FIG. S1. Side view of our blade trap for 2D ion crystals. A DC bias (DC′) is applied on the RF electrodes to split the radial
trap frequencies. The 2D ion crystal locates close to the xz plane, perpendicular to the counter-propagating 355 nm Raman
laser beams and the imaging system in the y direction.

Our blade trap for 2D ion crystals is sketched in Fig. S1. The DC and the RF blades are at an angle of 40◦, with
their inner edges separated along the diagonal direction by 500µm. With this configuration, when we apply zero
voltage on the DC electrodes (thus no axial trapping), the two radial principal axes of the trap will be 45◦ from
the symmetric axes of these blades, or about 5◦ from the x and y axes in the plot. We further apply a DC bias on
the RF electrodes to split the two radial trap frequencies such that ωy ≫ ωx. Finally we introduce a weaker axial
trapping ωz by the voltage pattern on the five segments of each DC blade, which does not significantly change the
radial principal axes. Therefore the obtained 2D crystal will locate close to the xz plane. This design gives us larger
optical access to the ion crystal than the typical monolithic 3D ion traps. Apart from the counter-propagating Raman
laser beams and the imaging system perpendicular to the ion plane, our system also allows a detection laser along
the micromotion-free z direction and a Doppler cooling laser at 20◦ from the xz plane with equal angles to the x and
z axes.

II. CORRECTION OF DETECTION ERROR

We use an EMCCD camera to collect the fluorescence from individual ions under 370 nm detection laser for a 1ms
duration. Due to the low NA of 0.34 of our homemade objective, the quantum efficiency of the EMCCD, and the loss

∗ These authors contribute equally to this work
† lmduan@tsinghua.edu.cn
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on many optic elements, we have a relatively low photon collection efficiency, which restricts the single-shot detection
fidelity. From the measured photon count distributions for the bright and the dark states, we estimate a detection
infidelity of about 7% for each ion. Moreover, aberrations in the imaging system increase the size of each ion’s image
and cause their overlap. This leads to crosstalk between different ions. In other words, an ion is more likely to be
detected as bright when its adjacent ions are in the bright state. To calibrate this error, we prepare all the ions in
|+⟩ by optical pumping and a microwave π/2 pulse. Ideally there should be no correlation in the measured states
for different ions, while experimentally we estimate an average detection crosstalk of about 1% from the measured
correlations.

Although such errors limit the performance of single-shot measurements, we can still recover the probability dis-
tribution in the computational basis when only the expectation values are needed. For this purpose, first we prepare
all the 16 computational basis states for the four-ion crystal by optical pumping into |0000⟩ followed by a global
microwave π pulse and/or several individually addressed single-qubit π pulses. To suppress the slow drift in the laser
intensity and to enhance the single-qubit gate fidelity, we use the Tycko’s composite pulse sequence which consists of
three sequential π pulses [1]. For each computational basis state, we repeat the preparation-detection sequence for
10000 times to estimate its distribution under the detection errors. This gives us a 16× 16 matrix M whose columns
are the distributions for each computational basis state.

Now for any quantum state to be measured, we obtain a vector of frequencies f = [f0, f1, · · · , f15]T over the 16
possible states from the total T =

∑
i fi repetitions. Our task is to find the most likely probability distribution

p = [p0, p1, · · · , p15]T such that the distribution Mp can generate the observed frequencies f following a multinomial
distribution. This maximum likelihood estimation problem can be solved by numerically optimizing p under the
constraint that all the probabilities are nonnegative. We further estimate the error bar of the recovered observable
by Monte Carlo sampling from the theoretical probability distribution of f/T and computing the standard deviation
of the simulated observables. For the data presented in the main text, we measure the population like Fig. 2(a) for
T = 2000 repetitions, and we measure each data point for the Rabi oscillation like Fig. 1(c) and the parity oscillation
like Fig. 2(b) for T = 200 repetitions.

III. PHASE-MODULATED GATE DESIGN

Our two-qubit entangling gates are realized by counter-propagating bichromatic 355 nm Raman laser beams with
symmetric blue- and red-detuned frequency components [2]. We have a Hamiltonian in the form of a spin-dependent

force as H =
∑

jk(ηkbjkΩj/2){akei[(µ−ωk)t+ϕj
m] + h.c.}σj

ϕj
s
where j goes over all the target ions, k goes over all the

phonon modes, ηk is the Lamb-Dicke parameter of Mode k with a frequency ωk and an annihilation operator ak, bjk
is the mode vector of Ion j in Mode k, Ωj is the Raman Rabi frequency on Ion j, and µ is the symmetric detuning

of the Raman laser. The motional phase ϕj
m = (φj

b − φj
r)/2 and the spin phase ϕj

s = (φj
b + φj

r)/2 are determined by

the phases of the blue- and red-detuned components φj
b and φj

r on Ion j, and the spin operator on Ion j is defined as

σj

ϕj
s
= σi

x cosϕ
j
s + σi

y sinϕ
j
s. By tuning φj

b and φj
r simultaneously, we can adjust the motional phase ϕj

m while keeping

the spin phase ϕj
s a constant, which we define as the σx axis of the qubit. In the above Hamiltonian we have also

performed rotating-wave approximation to drop the far-off-resonant terms.
The unitary evolution under the above Hamiltonian can be expressed as spin-dependent displacements of all the

phonon modes together with two-qubit phases between the target ions U =
∏

i<j e
iΘijσ

i
xσ

j
x
∏

k Dk(
∑

j αjkσ
j
x). The

displacement due to Ion j on Mode k is given by

αjk =
1

2i
ηkbjk

∫
Ωje

−i[(µ−ωk)t+ϕj
m]dt, (S1)

which we want to suppress at the end of the gate. The two-qubit phase between ions i and j is given by

Θij = −
∑

k

Im

[∫
αik(t)dα

∗
jk(t) +

∫
αjk(t)dα

∗
ik(t)

]
, (S2)

which appears from applying a new displacement dα to the accumulative one α(t) at different directions.
In this experiment we use a phase-modulated gate sequence where we divide the whole gate into several equal

segments and set the motional phase ϕj
m to be piecewise-constant on these segments. When we set the duration of

each segment to be a multiple of 2π/|µ − ωk| for some mode k, clearly the spin-dependent displacement vanishes
independent of ϕj

m. For the LR and the UD ion pairs, we further cancel the spin-dependent displacement of the COM
mode by a phase shift of ∆ϕ = π − (µ− ω1)∆T between the two segments where ∆T is the time difference between
the starting points of the two segments, namely the duration of a single segment.
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As for the LU ion pair, after designing each segment to disentangle Mode 2 and Mode 4 as described in the main
text, we still need to choose the phases of different segments to set the spin-dependent displacements of Mode 1 and
Mode 3 to zero. This can be achieved using 22 = 4 segments [3] in the pattern of [0, π− (µ−ω3)×∆T, π− (µ−ω1)×
2∆T,−(µ − ω3) ×∆T − (µ − ω1) × 2∆T ]. Note that here we use the same phase sequence alternatingly on the two
target ions, so we have ∆T = 2[4π/(ω2 − ω4) + ∆t] covering two segments and separations. Such a phase sequence
can accumulate a nonzero two-qubit phase between the two target ions according to Eq. (S2), and we can scale the
overall Raman Rabi rate of the laser to set this phase to ±π/4, which gives us the desired maximal entangling gate.

Finally, note that when applying the 355 nm Raman laser, there will be a differential AC Stark shift on the target ions
on the order of kHz [2]. On the one hand, we can shift the blue- and red-detuned frequency components accordingly
so that we still get a spin-dependent force in a suitable rotating frame. On the other hand, when switching the
addressing beam between the two target ions, we are effectively switching between two frames and we need a shift in
the spin phase ϕj

s to compensate it.

IV. GATE ERROR SOURCES

To estimate the influence of various error sources, we calibrate their strength by separated single-ion or multi-
ion experiments. The laser dephasing time is measured to be τs = 4ms by fitting the exponential decay of the
Ramsey fringes under the counter-propagating Raman π/2 pulses. To separate its effect from the measurement of
the motional dephasing time, we use the following sequence: First we initialize the ion in |0⟩ |0⟩ of the spin and the
motional states by sideband cooling and optical pumping; Then we perform a carrier Raman π/2 pulse followed by
a red-sideband Raman π pulse to prepare the superposition of the motional state 1√

2
|0⟩ (|0⟩+ |1⟩); After waiting for

time t to accumulate some unknown phase between the motional states |0⟩ and |1⟩ due to the fluctuation of the trap
frequency, we apply another red-sideband π pulse and another carrier π/2 pulse to turn this phase information into
the population of the spin. Note that in this way the optical phase is cancelled between the adjacent carrier and
red-sideband pulses, and we fit a motional dephasing time of τm = 3ms.

We estimate the average phonon number of the four normal modes in the y direction by comparing the excitation
probability of the red and the blue motional sidebands [4] under a weak individually addressed Raman laser. Then
by fitting the increase of the average phonon number vs. the waiting time, we obtain the heating rate of the COM
mode to be 120 s−1, and those of the other modes to be below 10 s−1.

The above error sources are modeled as Lindblad operators in our numerical analysis and are solved by QuTip
[5]. As for the fluctuation of the laser intensity, we treat it as a low-frequency shot-to-shot variation. To estimate
its strength, we set the Raman laser to a large detuning ∆ such that its effect is mainly an AC Stark shift on the
qubit. Then we perform the Ramsey spectroscopy using microwave π/2 pulses with this far-detuned Raman laser
turned on during the waiting time. The intensity fluctuation thus translates into the phase noise and can be fitted
from the Gaussian envelope of the Ramsey fringes. By comparing this decay rate with the oscillation frequency of the
Ramsey fringes which is proportional to Ω2/∆, we estimate a standard deviation of σ = 1% in the relative Raman
Rabi frequency. Its effect on the gate fidelity will further be squared as (π2/4)σ2.

V. ALTERNATING TWO-QUBIT GATES IN LARGE ION CRYSTALS

In the main text, we use phase-modulated pulse sequences to disentangle the spin and the phonon modes exactly.
However, its required segment number increases exponentially with the number of phonon modes to be decoupled [3],
which is inefficient for large ion crystals. Fortunately, previous works already show that we can use a much smaller
number of segments to disentangle the spin and the phonon modes approximately, while still achieving high gate
fidelities (see, e.g. Refs. [6, 7]). In principle we can use any degrees of freedom like the amplitude, phase or frequency
of the laser to optimize the gate performance. In practice, finding an amplitude-modulated gate sequence is often
easier: The direct optimization of gate infidelity can be formulated as a generalized eigenvalue problem, and even with
the robustness criteria included, it can still be expressed as an optimization of polynomial functions [8]. Therefore,
here we present results for an alternating gate sequence on two target ions with amplitude modulation.

Following the derivation of Ref. [8], we divide the total gate time into nseg equal segments with piecewise-constant
Raman Rabi rate given by a real vector Ω = (Ω1,Ω2, · · · ,Ωnseg)

T . The optimization of the spin-dependent displace-
ment [Eq. (1) of the main text] and the two-qubit phase [Eq. (2) of the main text], as well as their robustness against
small drifts in the trap frequency, can then be expressed as a quartic function of Ω (see Appendix B of Ref. [8])

ΩTMΩ+ (ΩTγΩ)2, (S3)
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where the matrix elements of M and γ come from the time integral in Eqs. (1) and (2) of the main text on the
corresponding segments under unit Rabi rate.

Now for an alternating pulse sequence, we can still write it as a single vector Ω = (Ω1,Ω2, · · · ,Ωnseg
)T , knowing

that this sequence is to be alternatingly applied on the two target ions. To ensure this in the formulation of the
optimization problem, we simply set the spin-dependent displacement on the corresponding segments and the two-
qubit phase on the corresponding segment pairs to zero, which gives us a modified matrix M and a modified matrix
γ. We optimize this cost function under the constraint that the accumulated two-qubit phase, which is quadratic in
Ω, is equal to ±π/4.

We present some numerical results in Fig. S2 for a 2D ion crystal of N = 100 ions in a harmonic trap with
ωx = 2π×0.7MHz, ωy = 2π×3MHz and ωz = 2π×0.2MHz. An actual 2D crystal will be subjected to micromotion,
but as shown in Ref. [9], for even larger crystals, the micromotion amplitude can still be much smaller than the ion
spacings such that individual addressing can still be achieved with low crosstalk. Then as we show in the main text,
the effect of the micromotion can be compensated by a recalibration of the laser intensity.

We consider two target ions colored in red and blue in Fig. S2(a). We fix a total gate time of 300µs and a
segment number of nseg = 240. Note that here we apply the same amplitude modulation sequence to the two
target ions alternatingly and require a time reversal symmetry in the sequence [see Fig. S2(c)]. Therefore, in the
nseg = 240 segments there are only nseg/4 = 60 adjustable parameters, smaller than the number of phonon modes
to be distentangled exactly. We scan the Raman laser detuning and optimize the gate fidelity as the red curve in
Fig. S2(b). We obtain the gate sequence in Fig. S2(c) at the detuning µ = 2π × 3.0194MHz, namely 2π × 19.4 kHz
above the COM mode, with a theoretical gate fidelity above 99.99% assuming an average phonon number of 0.5 for
each mode. As a comparison, we also present a gate design when the laser beams are applied on the two target ions
simultaneously. For a fair comparison, we use nseg = 120 segments so that there are again 60 adjustable parameters
when we require the amplitude modulation sequence to be time-reversible. We set a duration of 1.25µs for each
segment and wait for another 1.25µs between adjacent segments so that the total gate time is still 300µs. The result
is shown as the blue curve in Fig. S2(b). As we can see, the two curves have similar tendency, which suggests that
using alternating gate sequence does not harm the gate performance.

VI. ADDITIONAL DATA FOR CROSSTALK IN INDIVIDUAL ADDRESSING

In Fig. S3 we show additional data for individual addressing of different target ions in the four-ion crystal similar
to Figs. 1(c) and (d) of the main text.
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(a)

(b) (c)

FIG. S2. (a) A 2D ion crystal of N = 100 ions in a harmonic trap with ωx = 2π × 0.7MHz, ωy = 2π × 3MHz and
ωz = 2π × 0.2MHz. Two target ions are colored in red and blue, respectively. (b) Optimized gate infidelity for the amplitude-
modulated simultaneous-pulse gate (blue) and the alternating-pulse gate (red) vs. the laser detuning µ. We fix a gate time
of 300µs and use nseg = 120 symmetric segments for the simultaneous-pulse gate and nseg = 240 symmetric segments for the
alternating-pulse gate. (c) Optimized alternating gate sequence at the detuning µ = 2π × 3.0194MHz, namely 2π × 19.4 kHz
above the COM mode. The red and blue colors correspond to the laser sequences that are alternatingly applied on the two
target ions, respectively. The theoretical gate infidelity is below 10−4.
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FIG. S3. Individual addressing of (a) the right ion, (b) the up ion, and (c) the down ion. The left and the right panels show
the short-time and the long-time Rabi oscillations, respectively. Due to the aberration of the addressing beams, the crosstalk
errors are not exactly symmetric, but for all the target ions we can bound the crosstalk infidelity for a single-qubit π pulse to
be below 0.08%.


