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Quantum gates induced by geometric phases are intrinsically robust against noise due to their
global properties of the evolution paths. Compared to conventional nonadiabatic geometric quantum
computation (NGQC), the recently proposed nonadiabatic noncyclic geometric quantum computa-
tion (NNGQC) works in a faster fashion, while still remaining the robust feature of the geometric
operations. Here, we experimentally implement the NNGQC in a single trapped ultracold 40Ca+ ion
for verifying the noise-resilient and fast feature. By performing unitary operations under imperfect
conditions, we witness the advantages of the NNGQC with measured fidelities by quantum process
tomography in comparison with other two quantum gates by conventional NGQC and by straight-
forwardly dynamical evolution. Our results provide the first evidence confirming the possibility of
accelerated quantum information processing with limited systematic errors even in the imperfect
situation.

Geometric quantum operations [1], no matter adia-
batic or nonadiabatic, are intrinsically noise-resilient due
to their global properties of the evolution paths, which
provide a promising paradigm for robust quantum infor-
mation processing [2–16]. In particular, the nonadiabatic
geometric quantum computation (NGQC) [17–34], with
less gating time than the adiabatic counterpart, could
effectively protect against environment-induced decoher-
ence. Various systems have already demonstrated such
advantages with currently available techniques [35–47].

The NGQC can be further accelerated if the time-
optimal technology is involved to minimize gating time
under the framework of cyclic evolution [48–50]. How-
ever, no matter with or without the time-optimal tech-
nology, the NGQC should satisfy the cyclic condition,
which are more sensitive to decay and dephasing errors
[51–54] compared to the conventional dynamical quan-
tum computation (DQC). In addition, the NGQC takes
exactly the same amount of gating time regardless of the
large or small geometric rotation angle involved, which is
subject to the cyclic condition, but impossibly changed
by optimizing other parameters. Actually, the cyclic re-
quirement is not always necessary in accomplishment
of the NGQC, as indicated in a recent proposal [55],
in which the proposed nonadiabatic noncyclic geomet-
ric quantum computation (NNGQC) could reduce the
gating time, while retaining the robust property of the
geometric gates. In particular, compared to previously
published noncyclic geometric models, e.g., [56–58], the
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proposal using simpler pulse sequences could be executed
with a faster pace and more relevance to current labo-
ratory technique. Despite no experimental justification
so far, the proposal presents us with hopes that practi-
cal quantum computation would be available in a way
of high tolerance to errors and meanwhile high speed of
gating.

Here we demonstrate a single-spin verification of this
NNGQC implementation via experimental manipulation
of a trapped-ion system. Due to high-precision control,
our execution on a qubit (i.e., a single spin) encoded
in a single ultracold 40Ca+ ion provides an elaborate
comparison of the NNGQC with others conventionally
employed, such as the NGQC and DQC. As sketched
in Fig. 1(a), our qubit is encoded in the ground state
|42S1/2,mJ = +1/2〉 (labeled as |g〉) and the metastable

state |32D5/2,mJ = +1/2〉 (labeled as |e〉), where mJ is
the magnetic quantum number. Although our investiga-
tion below only focuses on this qubit, to avoid thermal
phonons yielding offsets of Rabi oscillation, we need to
cool the ion to be within the Lamb-Dicke regime [59–61].

Before specifying the experimental details, we first
elucidate briefly the theory of constructing the single-
qubit geometric gate using the basis states {|g〉, |e〉}. For
our purpose, the light-matter interaction is given by the
Hamiltonian in units of ~ = 1 [55],

H =
1

2
Ω(t)eiϕ(t)|e〉〈g|+ H.C., (1)

which can be achieved in a single trapped ion by laser
irradiation under carrier transitions. Ω(t) and ϕ(t) are
time dependent, representing the driving amplitude (i.e.,
Rabi frequency) and the phase of the laser, respectively.
To understand the physics more clearly, we may map the
system’s states to two auxiliary states |Ψ1,2〉. In terms of
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Single-qubit NNGQC. (a) Level scheme
of the trapped 40Ca+ ion, where the qubit is encoded in
the ground state |42S1/2,mJ = +1/2〉 and the metastable

state |32D5/2,mJ = +1/2〉. |42P1/2〉 is the excited state em-
ployed for qubit readout. (b) Conceptual sketch of the evolu-
tion trajectories on the Bloch sphere for realizing single-qubit
NNGQC gates, where the noncyclic geometric phase is rele-
vant to the solid angle enclosed by the blue solid trajectory
and the purple dashed geodesic between A (A’) and B (B’),
connecting the initial and final points. The realistic trajecto-
ries are determined by the gate-relevant parameters [62] and
the geodesic connection is subject to the geodesic rule propo-
sition [64]. The evolution trajectories of |Ψ1〉 and |Ψ2〉 are or-
thogonal and simultaneously reverse. (c1) Pulse sequences to
realize the U1 gate defined as U1 ≡ [1+i −1−i; 1−i 1−i]/2 =
(I+ iσz)/2− i(σx+σy)/2. (c2-c3) Experimental results of U1

gate reaching the fidelity 0.9796(18) in the evolution started
from the initial state |ψ〉 = (|g〉 − i|e〉)/

√
2, where Pe is the

population in state |e〉 and Pge is the off-diagonal term in the
evolution matrix. (d) Observed fidelity of U1 gate for dif-
ferent input states |ψ(θ)〉 = cos(θ/2)|g〉 − i sin(θ/2)|e〉 with
an average fidelity 0.9784(23). The error bars indicating the
statistical standard deviation of the experimental data are
obtained by 20000 measurements for each data point.

the proposal [55], realizing a NNGQC requires the am-
plitude and phase of the laser in time evolution to satisfy
a couple of differential equations as below,

Ω(t) = − ξ̇

sin(ϕ+ η)
, ϕ(t) = −η + arctan

ξ̇

η̇ tan ξ
, (2)

where ξ and η are time-dependent variables defined by
|Ψ1,2〉 spanning the space for constructing the evolution
operator regarding the NNGQC [62]. To make the gates
purely geometric, however, we have to erase the diag-
onal dynamical phase produced in the state evolution,

implying ϕ + η = −π/2. In this case, the diagonal ge-
ometric phase is relevant to the solid angle enclosed by
the evolution trajectory of |Ψ1〉 or |Ψ2〉 and the dashed
geodesic connecting the initial and final points, see Fig.
1(b). Compared to the NGQC that requires the evolution
trajectories going through the two polars of the Bloch
sphere, requirements for the NNGQC are much relaxed
[57, 64]. As a result, the NNGQC could take less time
than that of the NGQC for the gate implementation. For
example, in U1 gate implementation, the NNGQC takes
half of time compared to the NGQC, and less than half
of time than DQC [62].

For a universal set of single-qubit NNGQC gates, we
may consider the following parameter set

ξ = Ω0t− ξ0, η = φ1ε(t) + φ0, (3)

where Ω0, φ0, φ1 and ξ0 are constants dependent on the
designed phase gate, and ε(t) is the step function dividing
the evolution with duration τ into two parts: ε(t) = 0 for
t ∈ [0, ξ0/Ω0] and ε(t) = 1 in the case of t ∈ [ξ0/Ω0, τ ].
These constants constitute four parameters η± and ξ±,
with η+ = φ1 + 2φ0, η− = φ1, ξ+ = Ω0τ , and ξ− =
Ω0τ − 2ξ0, which are relevant to the rotating angles θ, α
and β regarding the NNGQC, as indicated below. The
total evolution operator is given by

U(θ, α, β) = ZβXθZα, (4)

where the rotation operators regarding z and x axes
of the Bloch sphere are defined as Zβ ≡ e−iβσz/2

and Xθ ≡ e−iθσx/2. The angles are given by

θ = 2 sin−1
√

sin2 γ sin2(ξ+/2) + cos2 γ sin2(ξ−/2), α =

− tan−1 tan γ cos(ξ+/2)
cos(ξ−/2) − tan−1 tan γ sin(ξ+/2)

sin(ξ−/2) + η−−η+−π
2 ,

and β = − tan−1 tan γ cos(ξ+/2)
cos(ξ−/2) + tan−1 tan γ sin(ξ+/2)

sin(ξ−/2) +
η−+η++π

2 [62], where γ =
∫ τ

0
i〈Ψ1(t)|(d/dt)|Ψ1(t)〉 =

φ1/2 is relevant to the NNGQC geometric phase. To
execute U1 (Hadamard) gate, we choose φ0 = −π/2 (0),
φ1 = π/2 (π/2), ξ0 = π/2 (π/2) and τ = π/Ω0 (3π/2Ω0),
as proposed in [55]. These are exactly the gates we will
execute experimentally below.

In our experiment, the 40Ca+ ion is confined in a lin-
ear Paul trap with axial frequency ωz/2π = 1.1 MHz and
radial frequency ωr/2π = 1.6 MHz. We define a quanti-
zation axis along the axial direction by a magnetic field
of approximately 3.4 Gauss at the center of the trap, and
manipulate the qubit by a ultra-stable narrow linewidth
729-nm laser at an angle of 60 degrees to the quantiza-
tion axis with the Lamb-Dicke parameter ∼0.1152. The
729-nm laser is controlled by a double pass acousto-optic
modulator. We have the field programable gate array
to control a direct digital synthesizer for the frequency
sources of the acousto-optic modulator, which provides
the phase and frequency control of the 729-nm laser dur-
ing the experimental operations. Before starting our ex-
periment, we have cooled the ion, from the three dimen-
sions, down to near the ground state of the vibrational
modes, yielding the final average phonon number n̄ <1.



3

(a1) (a2)

ۧ|𝜓𝑘
ۧ|𝜓𝑘

𝑈1 𝐻

FIG. 2: (Color online) Experimental implementation of a
single-qubit NNGQC for (a1) U1 gate as defined in Fig. 1 and
(a2) Hadamard gate H, where the input states are eigenvec-
tors of the operator set {I, σx,−iσy, σz} regarding the basis
states {|g〉, |e〉}. (b-d) The experimental (black) and numeri-
cal (red) bar charts for the real and imaginary parts of the pro-
cess matrix χexp,num, respectively, where the grey parts above
the experimental (black) bars denote the errors of the exper-
imental data acquired by 20000 measurements. The numbers
labeled in the axes represent four input states, i.e., |g〉, |e〉,
|+〉 = (|g〉+ |e〉)/

√
2, and |−〉 = (|g〉− i|e〉)/

√
2. (b,c) U1 gate

with the process fidelity of 0.9658(34); (d,e) Hadamard gate
with the process fidelity of 0.9645(27).

In addition to other noises caused by the magnetic and
electric field fluctuation, the qubit suffers from the de-
phasing of Γ = 0.81(11) kHz, as measured by Ramsey
sequences. However, since the average Rabi frequency re-
garding the 729-nm laser irradiation is Ω0/2π = 67.9(2)
kHz and the decay rate (< 1 Hz) is negligible, we esti-
mate that the dephasing-induced infidelity is about 0.1%
[62], which should be carefully treated in order to distin-
guish the measured fidelities of the three different gate
schemes as elucidated below.

To deliberate on the noise-resilient characteristic of
the NNGQC, we also introduce in our operations some
other imperfection, respectively, regarding the initial
state preparation, the Rabi frequency and the resonance
frequency, which are the primary error sources in most
trapped-ion experiments [65]. We first carry out the U1

gate by the NNGQC scheme in the presence of imperfect
initial state preparation, where the fidelity is defined by
F = Tr[ρexpρid] with ’exp’ and ’id’ denoting the experi-
mental and ideal states. The time sequences of the Rabi
frequency and the laser phase for achieving the NNGQC
are designed in Fig. 1(c1), whose discontinuous features
are also reflected in Fig. 1(c2,c3) as the cusps found
in the observed fidelities and the off-diagonal terms Pge
regrading the output matrix of the state. Despite the
small infidelity as observed in Fig. 1(d), the experimen-
tal results coincide well with the numerical results, whose

average fidelity is F = 0.9789(4).

To further characterize the performance of the
NNGQC in this case, we employ quantum process to-
mography (QPT) [4, 67] for a full measurement of the
experimental process matrices χexp. With the spe-
cific input state set |ψk〉 ∈ {|g〉, |e〉, |+〉 = (|g〉 +

|e〉)/
√

2, |−〉 = (|g〉 − i|e〉)/
√

2}, we have carried out
the U1 and Hadamard (i.e., H) gates under the pulse
sequences as plotted in Fig. 2(a1, a2). We evaluate
their process fidelities by F = Tr[χexpχid], which are
0.9658(34) for U1 gate as in Fig. 2(b,c) and 0.9645(27)
for H gate, see Fig. 2(d,e). This observation is con-
sistent with the corresponding values of our numerically
predicted fidelities, i.e., 0.9681 and 0.9667.

As predicted in [55], the NNGQC works faster and
also owns a higher fidelity than the NGQC and DQC
in accomplishing the same quantum gating tasks. The
higher gating speed is easily understandable from Fig.
3(a,b,c) that the NNGQC only takes half of the gating
time compared to the NGQC, and takes much less gat-
ing time than the DQC [62]. However, distinguishing the
fidelity difference among the three gate schemes, which
is theoretically predicted to be less than 0.3%, is experi-
mentally challenging [62]. To display the fidelity superi-
ority of the NNGQC, we have increased the measurement
times to 50000 for each data point, yielding better fideli-
ties of the gate performance, i.e., 0.9700(20), 0.9660(18)
and 0.9642(17) for NNGQC, NGQC and DQC, respec-
tively. Correspondingly, we have the numerically calcu-
lated fidelities to be 0.9681, 0.9653 and 0.9639. These
values show the similar trend that both the geometric
gates work with evidently higher fidelities than the DQC,
where the NNGQC also has a better performance than
the NGQC even in the presence of imperfection. After
calibrating the data over the imperfection in the initial
state preparation, we have updated the process matrix
elements as shown in Fig. 3(d,e). The corresponding fi-
delities of 0.9978(16), 0.9936(22) and 0.9918(16) are still
consistent with the trend of the calibrated numerical re-
sults 0.9959, 0.9929 and 0.9915. This implies that the
NNGQC works better in both cases with and without
the perfect preparation of the initial state. It also in-
dicates that our calibration is beneficial to improve the
fidelities of the gates, but without essentially changing
the main features of the gates in the comparison.

In Fig. 4, we justify the advantages of the NNGQC
experiencing two other errors. To deliberate on this ro-
bustness, we have explored a wide range of the deviation
from the correct values. We can find from the measure-
ments that the exact resonance frequency is more impor-
tant than the exact Rabi frequency since a small devi-
ation from the required resonance frequency affects the
fidelity more seriously than the counterpart of the Rabi
frequency. Nevertheless, the NNGQC owns a significant
superiority over the other two gating schemes in resisting
both of the errors. For example, for the frequency devi-
ation of |∆|/2π ≤ 10 kHz, which is actually a relatively
large error compared to the Rabi frequency Ω0/2π = 67.9
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Comparison of NNGQC with NGQC and DQC. (a-c) Schematic for processing a U1 gate using the three
gate schemes with Ωm the constant Rabi frequency as explained in [62]. (d,e) Histogram charts for the real and imaginary
parts of χ under different quantum gate processes, where focusing on the data around 0 and 0.25 is to display the difference
among different gate schemes and distinguish small errors of the experimental data. To distinguish the slight differences, we
increase the measurement times to 50000 for each data. For a full comparison, we also plot the ideal U1 gate here, labelled as
IQC.
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FIG. 4: (Color online) Comparison of the robustness against
systematic errors based on the experimental fidelities of the
output states after undertaking the U1 gates carried out, re-
spectively, by the NNGQC, NGQC and DQC schemes for
the input state |g〉. (a) For the Rabi frequency error δΩ of
the laser and (b) for the resonance frequency error ∆ of the
qubit. The experimental results are consistent with the nu-
merical simulation results. The error bars indicating the sta-
tistical standard deviation of experimental data are obtained
by 20000 measurements for each data point.

kHz, the NNGQC could still reach the fidelity larger than
97%, much more robust than the NGQC and the DQC.
In fact, even for a large error, e.g., ±20% deviation of Ω
or ±20 kHz of detuning, the NNGQC could still perform

TABLE I: Gaussian standard deviation (GSD) comparison of
the NNGQC with the NGQC and DQC regarding the sys-
tematic errors from Rabi frequency and resonance frequency,
where the GSD is estimated from the Gaussian distribution.

Parameters GSD
NNGQC NGQC DQC

Exp Num Exp Num Exp Num

σΩ/Ω0
0.1 0.66% 0.65% 0.75% 0.77% 1.22% 1.15%
0.2 1.59% 1.36% 1.74% 1.55% 2.27% 2.04%

σ∆ (kHz)
5 0.68% 0.67% 1.22% 1.28% 0.94% 1.02%
10 2.30% 2.38% 4.13% 4.43% 3.13% 3.50%

better than the other two gates in the same situation.
For a more quantitative comparison, we assume the

fluctuation errors to obey the Gaussian distribution, i.e.,

p(ε) = 1√
2πσ

exp(− ε2

2σ2 ) with σ representing the standard

deviation of the exemplified errors. We evaluate these
Gaussian standard deviations in Table I, which fit well
the trend of the numerically calculated values and also
indicate the prominent advantage of the NNGQC in the
error resistance regarding the imperfect Rabi frequency
and the inaccurate resonance frequency.

In summary, our experiment has provided the first
single-spin evidence confirming the fast and noise-
resilient feature of the NNGQC in qubit manipulation.
In particular, our high-precision control at the funda-
mental level of a single spin has displayed clearly the
higher fidelity of the gate performance accomplished by
the NNGQC than by others under some imperfect con-
ditions. In contrast to the theoretical prediction that
the NNGQC is superior to NGQC under the same en-
vironmental decoherence due to shorter gating time, our
experimental observation has witnessed the advantages
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of the NNGQC regarding the factors more than deco-
herence influence, which would stimulate further study
both theoretically and experimentally. Despite the very
small differences presented here in the comparison, the
higher fidelity, the higher tolerance to imperfection and
the higher speed of the NNGQC gates would be of a
great impact in multi-sequences of gate operations in a
practical quantum information processing.

Considering the two-qubit controlled gates, which are
the essential element in constituting universal quantum
computation, we have found that the two-qubit con-
trolled phase gates can be executed from an effective
Hamiltonian very similar to Eq. (1) [62]. Thus, two-
qubit gates of the NNGQC can be in principle carried
out with the similar operations to the single-qubit gate as
demonstrated above. This implies that our experimental
verification here has actually witnessed the advantages of
both the single-qubit and two-qubit operations required
by the NNGQC [68]. In particular, for the two-qubit
controlled gates, no matter whether they are achieved

by direct coupling of the two levels or by a Raman pro-
cess, the characteristics of the NNGQC would help for
gating operations with higher-speed, higher-fidelity and
lower error fashion, under the same conditions or param-
eters, in comparison with the same gating performance
by other ways.
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I. EFFECT OF DEPHASING ON THE
FIDELITY OF THE GATE

Time evolution of the system’s state under the dephas-
ing effect can be described by Master equation as below,

ρ̇ = −i[H, ρ] +
Γ

2
(σzρσz − ρ), (S1)

where Γ denotes the dephasing rate of the system. We
define the infidelity caused by the dephasing as

ε = 1−F , (S2)

where the fidelity of the quantum gate is defined as F =
Tr[ρρideal] with ρ and ρideal corresponding to the real and
ideal final states after accomplishing the quantum gate.
Considering the weak dephasing in our experiment, we
only plot the cases of Γ� Ω0 in Fig. S1, where to obtain
an infidelity smaller than 10−2, we require Γ/Ω0 < 8.6×
10−3. In our case, we have experimentally measured the
Rabi frequency of Ω/2π = 67.9(2) kHz and the dephasing
rate of Γ = 0.81(11) kHz, implying that the infidelity is
only 0.1%.

II. ERRORS CAUSED BY QUANTUM
PROJECTION MEASUREMENT

Assuming the success probability of the measurement
to be p, we have the error caused by quantum projec-
tion measurement given by ε =

√
p(1− p)/N with N

the times of the projection measurement. Since the phase
gate of a single qubit needs three different measurements
of the elements of the density matrix ρ, the gate error εg
is
√

3 times larger than a single projection measurement
error. However, the projection measurement errors of
the gate are intrinsic and random, which are impossibly
calibrated. Nevertheless, due to the fact of εg ∝ 1/

√
N ,

increasing the measurements is an effective way to sup-
press this error.

In order to distinguish the small difference among the
measured fidelities of the three different gates as men-
tioned in the main text, we need to suppress the pro-
jection measurement errors. Due to the difference being
smaller than 0.5%, we have made 50000 measurements
for each data point in Fig. 3 of the main text.

III. ERRORS CAUSED BY IMPERFECT
PREPARATION OF THE INITIAL STATE

In our experiment, the qubit is initialized by the 397
nm laser, which prepares the initial state in the ground
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FIG. S1: Infidelity as a function of dephasing, where the pa-
rameters are chosen as ξ0 = π/2, φ0 = −π/2, φ1 = π/2, and
τ = π/Ω0 with the Rabi frequency Ω0/2π = 0.1 MHz to con-
struct a U1 geometric gate. The fitting curve is plotted by the
function of ε = a(e−bΓ/Ω0 − 1) with the fitting parameters of
a = −0.4813 and b = 2.447, respectively.

state S1/2 with the population p = 0.9628(1) with imper-
fection dp = 1 − p = 0.0372(1). Thus, when we exclude
this imperfection, we calibrate the experimental data by
the renormalized factor p.

IV. SOME DETAILS FOR THE GATES BY
NONADIABATIC NONCYCLIC GEOMETRIC

QUANTUM COMPUTATION

The rotation angles regarding the NNGQC, as men-
tioned in the main text, are of the general forms as fol-
lows,

θ = 2 sin−1(
√

Λ2
2γ,ξ+

+ ν2
ξ−,2γ

),

α = − tan−1 ν2γ,ξ+

µ2γ,ξ−

− tan−1 Λ2γ,ξ+

νξ−,2γ
+
η− − η+ − π

2
,

β = − tan−1 ν2γ,ξ+

µ2γ,ξ−

+ tan−1 Λ2γ,ξ+

νξ−,2γ
+
η− + η+ + π

2
,

where γ and ξ± are angles as specified below, and
other corresponding parameters are defined as µk,j ≡
cos k2 cos j2 , νk,j ≡ sin k

2 cos j2 , Λk,j ≡ sin k
2 sin j

2 , ξ± =
ξ(τ) ± ξ(0), and η± = η(τ) ± η(0). To see the realistic
trajectory and geodesic connection, we have to introduce
two auxiliary basis states |Ψ1〉 = (cos ξ2e

−i η2 , sin ξ
2e
i η2 )T

and |Ψ2〉 = (sin ξ
2e
−i η2 ,− cos ξ2e

i η2 )T following the

NNGQC theory, where (ξ, η) determine the vector point
on the Bloch sphere. The geometric phase is relevant
to the solid angle enclosed by the trajectory and the
geodesic. As an example, the gate U1 = Uc(π/2,−π/2, 0)
is obtained by setting φ0 = −π/2, φ1 = π/2, ξ0 = π/2
and τ = π/Ω0, with other parameters η+ = −π/2,
η− = π/2, ξ+ = 0, ξ− = π and the calculated
γ =

∫ τ
0
i〈Ψ1(t)|(d/dt)|Ψ1(t)〉 = π/4. In contrast, the

Hadamard gate is achieved by setting φ0 = 0, φ1 = π/2,
ξ0 = π/2 and τ = 3π/2Ω0, with other parameters
η+ = π/2, η− = π/2, ξ+ = π/2, ξ− = 3π/2 and the
calculated γ = π/4. With the given parameters, the
trajectory and the geodesic connection for U1 gate and
Hadamard gate are plotted in Fig. S2.
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FIG. S2: Illustrations of the trajectory and geodesic connec-
tion in the Bloch sphere for the NNGQC U1 and Hadamard
gates. The evolution operator for the NNGQC is U(τ, 0) =
eiγ |Ψ1(τ)〉〈Ψ1(0)|+e−iγ |Ψ2(τ)〉〈Ψ2(0)|. With the parameters
from the same group, |Ψ1〉 and |Ψ2〉 evolve simultaneously
along the trajectories plotted here. In the case of the dynam-
ical phase being zero, the geometric phase is generally given
by γ + arg〈Ψ1(0)|Ψ1(τ)〉 [S1, S2], where for the cyclic case
(i.e., |Ψ1(τ)〉 = |Ψ1(0)〉) the geometric phase is simply γ. The
beginning and ending points of the trajectory for |Ψ1〉(|Ψ2〉)
are A(A′) and B(B′), respectively. It should be noted that
since the dynamical phase is zero throughout the evolution
in our scheme, the realistic trajectories also evolve along the
geodesic lines, which is different from in Refs. [S2, S3] involv-
ing non-zero dynamical phase during the evolution process.

V. SOME DETAILS FOR THE GATES BY
NONADIABATIC GEOMETRIC QUANTUM

COMPUTATION

To achieve a conventional NGQC, the evolution time
τ is divided into three intervals,∫ τ1

0

Ω(t)dt = θ, ϕ = −φ+
π

2
, t ∈ [0, τ1]∫ τ2

τ1

Ω(t)dt = π, ϕ = −φ− γ − π

2
, t ∈ [τ1, τ2]∫ τ

τ2

Ω(t)dt = π − θ, ϕ = −φ+
π

2
, t ∈ [τ2, τ ]
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with θ ∈ [0, π]. Therefore, the obtained single-qubit gate
after the total geometric evolution process is given by

Uc(θ, γ, φ) = exp(iγ~n · ~σ)

= cos γ + i sin γ cos θσz + i sin γ sin θ cosφσx

+i sin γ sin θ sinφσy (S3)

which corresponds to a rotation around the axis ~n =
(sin θ cosφ, sin θ sinφ, cos θ) by an angle −2γ.

In our case, the U1 gate is written as U1 = [1 + i,−1−
i; 1 − i, 1 − i]/2 = (I + iσz)/2 − i(σx + σy)/2. To con-
struct the U1 gate, we require the parameters to satisfy
Uc(θ, γ, φ) = U1 which means

cos γ =
1

2
, cos θ =

1√
3
, sinφ = − 1√

2
, cosφ = − 1√

2
.

Then the parameters are determined as

γ =
π

3
, θ = arccos

√
3

3
, φ =

5π

4
. (S4)

Choosing the constant Rabi frequency, i.e., Ω(t) = Ωm
with Ωm denoting the constant Rabi frequency, we obtain
the total time of a quantum gate to be τ = 2π/Ωm.

VI. SOME DETAILS FOR THE GATES BY
DYNAMICAL QUANTUM COMPUTATION

In our experiment, the DQC is carried out based on
the evolution of the qubit state under carrier transitions,
as described by the Hamiltonian,

H =
1

2
Ω0e

iϕ|e〉〈g|+ H.C., (S5)

with Ω0 and ϕ denoting the Rabi frequency and the phase
of the laser. The corresponding unitary evolution opera-
tor is

Ud(θ, ϕ) = cos
θ

2
− i sin

θ

2
(σ+e

iϕ + σ−e
−iϕ), (S6)

with θ = Ω0t. Thus we generate the U1 gate by following
pulse sequences

U1 = Ud(
π

2
, 0)Ud(π,−

π

4
)Ud(π,

π

2
), (S7)

which means that the process needs a time duration of
τ = 5π/2Ω0.

VII. TOMOGRAPHY OF A SINGLE QUBIT
STATE

Using the Stokes parameters, the arbitrary state of a
single qubit can be uniquely represented as

ρ =
1

2

3∑
i=0

Siσi (S8)

which is constituted by Pauli operators, i.e., σ0 = I,
σ1 = σx, σ2 = σy, and σ3 = σz. We have Si = Tr[σiρ]
with S0 = 1, and three parameters as below need to be
measured.

S1 = P xe − P xg , S2 = P ye − P yg , S3 = Pe − Pg, (S9)

where Px is a projection measurement on
|g〉x = 1√

2
(|e〉 − |g〉) and |e〉x = 1√

2
(|e〉 + |g〉). Py

is a projection measurement on |g〉y = 1√
2
(|e〉 − i|g〉)

and |e〉y = 1√
2
(|e〉 + i|g〉). Then the tomography of a

qubit state under the carrier transition is carried out by
following steps,

I. Measurement of S3: Measure ρ in the state |e〉 to
obtain Pe; Then swap the states |g〉 and |e〉 by applying
a resonant π pulse and then measure ρ in the state |g〉
to obtain Pg. Finally, calculate S3 using the relation
S3 = Pe − Pg.

II. Measurement of S1: Firstly, rotate ρ by applying
a resonant pulse with θ = φ = π/2 (i.e., Ux). Secondly,
make the measurement in |e〉 to obtain P xe ; Then
swap the states |g〉 and |e〉 by applying a resonant π
pulse, and then make the measurement in |e〉 to acquire
P xg . Finally, calculate S1 using the relation S1 = P xe −P xg .

III. Measurement of S2: First rotate ρ by applying
a resonant pulse with θ = π/2, φ = 0 (i.e., Uy). Then
make the measurement in |e〉 and |g〉 to obtain P ye and
P yg , respectively. Then, calculate S1 using the relation
S2 = P ye − P yg .

Assuming that the ideal and experimental states are

defined by the vector ~Sk ≡ (Sk0 , S
k
1 , S

k
2 , S

k
3 )T with k =

exp, id, respectively, regarding ρk = 1
2

∑3
i=0 S

k
i σi, we

have the fidelity of the quantum gate calculated as

F = Tr[ρexpρid] =
1

2
~Sexp · ~Sid. (S10)

Correspondingly, the infidelity is given by

εF =

√√√√1

4

3∑
k=0

(d~Sexp
k · ~Sid

k )2, (S11)

where the vector d~Sexp denotes the experimental error

vector of ~Sexp.

VIII. TOMOGRAPHY FOR THE QUANTUM
GATE PROCESS

A quantum operation process can be described as [S4]

ε(ρ) =
∑
mn

χmnAmρA
†
n, (S12)
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where χmn is a process matrix and the operators Am
consist of a fixed operator set to describe the process
operator ε. In the one-qubit case, the operator set is
defined as

A0 = I, A1 = σx, A2 = −iσy, A3 = σz. (S13)

Then, the process matrix χ can be measured by making a
tomography of the density matrix for the corresponding
output states by choosing four different input states,

|g〉, |e〉, |+〉 = (|g〉+ |e〉)/
√

2, |−〉 = (|g〉 − i|e〉)/
√

2.
(S14)

The four density matrices are determined by the follow-
ing forms

ρ1 = ε(|g〉〈g|),
ρ2 = ε(|e〉〈e|),

ρ3 = ε(|+〉〈+|)− iε(|−〉〈−|)− (1− i)(ρ1 + ρ2)

2
,

ρ4 = ε(|+〉〈+|) + iε(|−〉〈−|)− (1 + i)(ρ1 + ρ2)

2
.

Actually, the states ρ3,4 correspond to the output matri-
ces of the input states |g〉〈e| and |e〉〈g|.

Therefore, the process matrix χ can be expressed as

χ = Λ

[
ρ1 ρ4

ρ3 ρ2

]
Λ,with Λ =

1

2

[
I σx
σx −I

]
. (S15)

Then, the fidelity of the gate process for the ideal and
experimental results is written as

Fgp = Tr[χexpχid]. (S16)

IX. SUPPLEMENTAL FIGURES REGARDING
THE MAIN TEXT

We present in Figs. 3-6 the experimental data of the
Stokes parameters for different output states in the gate
processes by different schemes.
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FIG. S3: Stokes parameters Sk (k = x, y, z) regrading the
experimental data of Fig. 1 in the main text. (a) For the
evolution process of the gate under different time durations
(main text Fig. 1(c)). (b) For the output states with different
input states (main text Fig. 1(d)).
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FIG. S4: Stokes parameters Sk (k = x, y, z) regrading the
experimental data of Fig. 2 in the main text. (a) For the U1

gate process and (b) For the Hadamard gate process under
different input states.

X. SCHEME FOR THE TWO-QUBIT NNGQC

We elucidate below that the two-qubit NNGQC could
be essentially carried out by the similar way to the single-
qubit counterpart.

Consider two ions simultaneously driven by two 729-
nm lasers and coupled by the vibrational mode of motion.
As plotted in Fig. S7, the two lasers couple the levels |g〉
and |e〉 to the auxiliary level |s〉 with the corresponding
detunings ∆1,2 and Rabi frequencies Ω1,2, which can be
described, in the interaction picture, by the Hamiltonian
as

HI =

2∑
j=1

Ωjσ
j
+e
−i∆jt+iφj exp[iη̃j(a

†eiωt+ae−iωt)]+H.C.,

(S17)
where ω is the vibrational frequency of center-of-mass
mode, φj denotes the laser phase, σ1

+ = |s〉〈g|, σ2
+ =

|s〉〈e|, ∆1 = ω1+ωg−ωs, ∆2 = ω2+ωe−ωs and the Lamb-

Dicke parameters are defined as η̃j = k cos θj
√
~/2mω

with θj denoting the intersection angle between the j-
th laser irradiation and the vibrational direction. In
our case, we choose θ1 = 0 and θ2 = π/2. By setting
∆1 = −ω − ∆ and ∆2 = −∆ with ∆ � ω, we rewrite
the above Hamiltonian, under the rotating wave approx-
imation (Ω1,2 � ω), as

HI = (∆|s〉+ Ωe−iφ̄|e〉+
g

2
a†|g〉)〈s|+H.C., (S18)

where Ω = Ω2, g = 2η1Ω1 and we have set φ1 =
−π/2, φ2 = φ̄. Meanwhile, the scheme requires that the
phase of the second laser on different ions can be inde-
pendently adjusted. Thus, the total Hamiltonian of the
system can be written as

Ht =

2∑
k=1

(∆|s〉k + Ω̄k|e〉k +
g

2
a†|g〉k)〈s|+H.C. (S19)

where Ω̄k = Ωe−iφ̄k and k denotes the kth ion.
Given the system in the ground state of vibration,

the initial state of the system will be restricted in the
space spanned by |ψ1〉 = |ee0〉, |ψ2〉 = |eg0〉, |ψ3〉 =
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FIG. S5: Stokes parameters Sk (k = x, y, z) for the experimental data of U1 gate process in Fig. 3 of the main text. (a-c) For
NNGQC, NGQC and DQC, respectively.
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FIG. S7: (a) Schematic of two trapped ions driven by two
729-nm lasers, where one laser (red beam) irradiates along
the ions’ vibrational direction, i.e., θ1 = 0 and the other ir-
radiation (black beams) perpendicular to the vibrational di-
rection (i.e., θ2 = π/2) with the requirement of individually
addressing. (b) Level scheme of the ion, where the Zeeman
sublevels of S1/2 are labeled as |g〉 and |e〉, and one Zeeman
level mJ = 3/2 of D5/2 is employed as the auxiliary state |s〉.

|ge0〉, |ψ4〉 = |gg0〉, where the first and the second terms
of the ket denotation denote the state of two ions and the
third term represents the phonon states of the system.

When the system is initially in |ψ1〉, the evolution will
occur in the subspace Cee0 = {|ψ1〉, |ψ5〉, |ψ6〉, ..., |ψ12〉}
with

|ψ5〉 = |se0〉, |ψ6〉 = |es0〉, |ψ7〉 = |ge1〉, |ψ8〉 = |eg1〉
|ψ9〉 = |ss0〉, |ψ10〉 = |gs1〉, |ψ11〉 = |sg1〉, |ψ12〉 = |gg2〉.

The Hamiltonian of Cee0 can be written as Ĥee0 = Ĥg +

ĤΩ̄ + Ĥ∆ with

Ĥg = g(|ψ5〉 〈ψ7|+ |ψ6〉 〈ψ8|+ |ψ9〉 〈ψ10|+ |ψ9〉 〈ψ11|
+ |ψ10〉 〈ψ12|+ |ψ11〉 〈ψ12|) + H.c.

ĤΩ̄ = Ω̄1(|ψ1〉 〈ψ5|+ |ψ1〉 〈ψ9|+ |ψ8〉 〈ψ11|)
+Ω̄2(|ψ1〉 〈ψ6|+ |ψ5〉 〈ψ9|+ |ψ7〉 〈ψ10|) + H.c.

Ĥ∆ = ∆(|ψ5〉 〈ψ5|+ |ψ6〉 〈ψ6|+
11∑
j=9

|ψj〉 〈ψj |). (S20)

For a quantum Zeno dynamical process under the con-
dition Ĥg � ĤΩ̄, i.e., g � Ω̄1,2, the system will evolve
within the subspace of the initial eigenstates, and the
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bosonic modes have three zero-eigenvalue eigenstates {
|Φd1〉 = (|ψ9〉 + |ψ12〉)/

√
2, |Φd2〉 = (|ψ10〉 + |ψ11〉)/

√
2,

|ψ1〉}. Therefore, there is no effective coupling among
|Φd1〉, |Φd2〉 and |ψ1〉 and the system will be trapped in
the initial state |ψ1〉 = |ee0〉 all the time.

If the initial state is |ψ2〉 or |ψ3〉, the evolu-
tion will be remaining in the subspace Ceg0 =
{|ψ2〉, |ψ3〉, |ψ13〉, |ψ14〉, |ψ15〉} with

|ψ13〉 = |eg0〉, |ψ14〉 = |sg0〉, |ψ15〉 = |gg1〉,

the Hamiltonian in the subspace Ceg0 can be expressed

as Ĥeg0 = Ĥg + ĤΩ̄ + Ĥ∆ with

Ĥg = g(|ψ13〉 〈ψ14|+ |ψ14〉 〈ψ15|+ H.c.,

ĤΩ̄ = Ω̄1 |ψ2〉 〈ψ13|+ Ω̄∗2 |ψ15〉 〈ψ3|+ H.c., (S21)

Ĥ∆ = ∆(|ψ13〉 〈ψ13|+ |ψ15〉 〈ψ15|).

Given the initial state |ψ4〉 = |gg0〉, the system keeps
unchanged based on the Hamiltonian in Eq. (S19).

Thus, in the picture of the eigenstates of Ĥg: {|Ψ±〉 =

(|ψ13〉±
√

2 |ψ14〉+ |ψ15〉)/2, |Ψd〉 = (|ψ13〉− |ψ15〉)/
√

2}
corresponding to the eigenvalues ±

√
2g and 0, the Hamil-

tonian can be represented as

ĤΩ̄ = Ω̄1 |ψ2〉 〈Φ+|+ Ω̄2 |ψ3〉 〈Φ−|+ H.c.,

Ĥ∆ = 2∆ |Ψd〉 〈Ψd|+ ∆ |Φ+〉 〈Φ−|+ H.c., (S22)

where the shorthand states |Φ±〉 ≡ (ei
√

2gt |Ψ+〉 +

e−i
√

2gt |Ψ−〉 ±
√

2 |Ψd〉)/2. Due to the condition of
g � Ω̄1,2, the states |Ψ±〉 will be decoupled from
{|Ψd〉 , |ψ2〉 , |ψ3〉}, and then the effective Hamiltonian is
obtained as

Ĥeff = ∆ |Ψd〉 〈Ψd|+
1√
2

(Ω̄1 |ψ2〉 − Ω̄2 |ψ3〉) 〈Ψd|+ H.c.

Under the large detuning condition ∆� Ω̄1,2 and using
the James-Jerke method [S5], the above equation can be
rewritten as

Ĥeff =
|Ω̄1|2

2∆
(|ψ2〉 〈ψ2| − |Ψd〉 〈Ψd|) +

|Ω̄2|2

2∆
(|ψ3〉 〈ψ3|

− |Ψd〉 〈Ψd|)−
Ω̄∗1Ω̄2

2∆
|ψ3〉 〈ψ2|+ H.c., (S23)

where the first two terms are caused by the Stark shifts

and |Ψd〉 is decoupled from |ψ2〉 and |ψ3〉. Choosing Ω̃ ≡
|Ω̄1| = |Ω̄2| and ignoring the global phase factor, the
effective Hamiltonian in the interaction picture can be
further reduced to

Ĥeff =
Ω̃2eiϕ

2∆
|ψ3〉 〈ψ2|+ H.c. (S24)

with the time-dependent phase difference ϕ = π+φ̄1−φ̄2.
This Hamiltonian is actually of the similar form to Eq.
(1) in the main text, which in principle can be carried
out by the steps of NNGQC, and enjoy the advantages
as we verified. Considering Û ′(θ, α, β) as the evolution
operator relevant to Eq. (24), we may have the two-
qubit evolution operator, which is unitarily equivalent to
Û ′(θ, α, β), constituting a universal two-qubit controlled
gate within the subspace spanned by |ψ1〉, |ψ2〉, |ψ3〉 and

|ψ4〉. Note that Û ′(θ, α, β) owns the same matrix form

as Û(θ, α, β) in the main text, but only works on the
states |ψ2〉 and |ψ3〉. |ψ1〉 and |ψ4〉 remain unchanged in
this two-qubit controlled gate. The NNGQC operational
details as well as the advantages regarding higher-speed,
higher-fidelity and lower error in comparison with the
same gating operations by other ways under the same
conditions/paramters will be published elsewhere.
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