
A brief history of quantum vs classical computational advantage

Ryan LaRose1, ∗

1Center for Quantum Computing, Science, and Engineering,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 48823, USA

In this review article we summarize all experiments claiming quantum computational advantage
to date. Our review highlights challenges, loopholes, and refutations appearing in subsequent work
to provide a complete picture of the current statuses of these experiments. In addition, we also
discuss theoretical computational advantage in example problems such as approximate optimization
and recommendation systems. Finally, we review recent experiments in quantum error correction
— the biggest frontier to reach experimental quantum advantage in Shor’s algorithm.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the first experimental demonstration of quan-
tum advantage on Oct 23 2019, several new experiments
have been performed and previous experiments have been
challenged or refuted. The purpose of this review article
is to collect these experiments, challenges, and refuta-
tions in a single place to provide a complete picture of
the current status of quantum vs classical computational
advantage.

While computational advantage could refer to several
aspects (e.g. lower energy consumption or higher accu-
racy), here we use it to mean lower time to solution as is
common in the quantum computing literature [1]1. This
captures the intuitive meaning of advantage as the an-
swer to the following question: for a given computational
problem, which solves the problem faster — the best clas-
sical algorithm on the best classical computer, or the best
quantum algorithm on the best quantum computer? Two
notes are in order. First, computational advantage is de-
fined with respect to a particular problem, which may
or may not have any practical relevance or utility. Sec-
ond, the best computers, as well as the best algorithms,
change over time, both in the classical and quantum set-
tings. Thus computational advantage is a moving target
and can change hands between classical and quantum
computers. The history of this changing status is the
primary purpose of this review article. Table I provides
a chronological list of all experiments claiming compu-
tational advantage to date along with their current sta-

∗ rmlarose@msu.edu.
1 Note that, after the first experiment, quantum advantage is used

preferentially to the previous term of quantum supremacy al-
though the technical meaning has not changed [2]. Note that
there are several other terms used for the notion of quantum ad-
vantage — e.g. beyond-classical computation. Some authors pre-
fer to use quantum advantage only for “useful” computations as
opposed to (probably) arbitrary computations designed around
what quantum computers are good at. Still some other authors
prefer quantum utility for this concept. While these distinctions
are useful, there is not yet standard terminology nor a standard
definition for any term. In this article, by quantum advantage
we always mean a computation performed faster on a quantum
computer than on a classical computer, irrespective of the utility
of the problem.

tuses, and Sec. II provides the narrative discussion.
In addition to this primary purpose, we also discuss

theoretical quantum vs classical computational advan-
tage. In this setting, advantage refers to lower algo-
rithmic complexity for a given computational problem,
typically in the asymptotic setting, without regard to
any computer or experiment implementing the algorithm.
Even in this arena, computational advantage has shifted
hands between quantum and classical as better classical
algorithms, often inspired by the quantum algorithms,
have been developed. Sec. III provides a discussion for
the examples of recommendation systems, approximate
optimization, and quantum chemistry.

Finally, since many quantum algorithms with hypoth-
esized or proven computational advantage will require
error correction to experimentally realize, we include a
history of quantum error correction experiments, espe-
cially in recent years, as the final element to this review
article. While error correction is typically considered sep-
arate and independent of computational advantage, some
quantum algorithms with theoretical computational ad-
vantage can actually lose their speedup due to the over-
head of error correction [3]. For this reason, and because
quantum information is so inherently fragile, the two are
intricately connected in quantum computing. Error cor-
rection can thus be considered the final frontier to ex-
perimentally demonstrating quantum computational ad-
vantage for problems such as Shor’s algorithm for prime
factorization [4]. Table II provides a history of quantum
error correction experiments, and Sec. IV provides the
narrative discussion.

II. QUANTUM ADVANTAGE EXPERIMENTS

Table I shows the complete list of articles claim-
ing quantum computational advantage to date, ordered
chronologically. As can be seen, so far three compu-
tational problems have been considered: Random Cir-
cuit Sampling (RCS), Gaussian Boson Sampling (GBS),
and quantum simulation (QSim). Each problem is de-
fined when it appears in the chronological narrative.
Briefly, random circuit sampling is the computational
task of sampling bitstrings from a random quantum cir-
cuit; Gaussian boson sampling is the analogous problem
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Date Problem n m Group & computer Computer type Ref. Status Section
Oct 23 2019 RCS 53 20 Google Sycamore Superconducting [5] Refuted by [6] Sec. IIA 1
Dec 03 2020 GBS 50 100 USTC Jiŭzhāng Photonic [7] Weakly refuted by [8] Sec. II B 1
Jun 28 2021 RCS 56 20 USTC Zuchongzhi Superconducting [9] Challenged by [10, 11] Sec. II C 1
Jun 29 2021 GBS 50 144 USTC Jiŭzhāng 2.0 Photonic [12] Weakly refuted by [8] Sec. II B 2
Sep 08 2021 RCS 60 24 USTC Zuchongzhi Superconducting [13] Challenged by [11, 14] Sec. II C 2
Jun 01 2022 GBS 216 216 Xanadu Borealis Photonic [15] Weakly refuted by [8] Sec. IID 1
Apr 21 2023 RCS 67 32 Google Sycamore Superconducting [11] Unrefuted Sec. II E
Apr 21 2023 RCS 70 24 Google Sycamore Superconducting [11] Unrefuted Sec. II E
Apr 24 2023 GBS 50 144 USTC Jiŭzhāng 3.0 Photonic [16] Weakly refuted by [8] Sec. II F
Jun 14 2023 QSim 127 60 IBM Kyiv Superconducting [17] Refuted by [18–22] Sec. IIG
Mar 01 2024 QSim 567 – D-Wave ADV1/2 Annealing [23] Unrefuted Sec. IIH

TABLE I. A chronological list of claims to quantum advantage and current statuses. Statuses show only the strongest chal-
lenge/refutations — additional ones can be found in the main text. Problem abbreviations are random circuit sampling (RCS),
Gaussian boson sampling (GBS), and quantum simulation (QSim). Variables n and m denote the size of the experiment: n
is the number of qubits and m is the circuit depth for random circuit sampling and gate-model quantum simulation; n is the
number of photons and m is the number of modes for Gaussian Boson sampling; and in quantum annealing, n is the number
of qubits but m is not defined since the evolution is not decomposed into gates. Challenged refers to literature improving the
classical simulation and/or calling some aspect of the experiment into question; Weakly refuted means a new algorithm has been
developed which likely could classically simulate the experiment on a powerful enough classical computer that is achievable in
the near future; Refuted means a classical computer has simulated the experiment faster than the quantum computer.

for continuous variable quantum computers; and quan-
tum simulation is the problem of (i) time-evolving a
quantum state under a specified Hamiltonian then (ii)
computing certain properties from the evolved state, e.g.
expectation values of observables. Parameters n and m
refer to the size of the experiment. In random circuit
sampling and quantum simulation, n is the number of
qubits and m is the depth of the random quantum cir-
cuit, also referred to as the number of layers or cycles.
In Gaussian boson sampling, n is the number of input
photons and m is the number of modes (locations) where
photons can be sampled. Each experiment involves ad-
ditional parameters — such as the number of samples
generated, the (estimated) fidelity, and the total runtime
— which are omitted from the table for brevity and dis-
cussed in the main text. The final column shows the
current status of each experiment, for which we use the
following terminology.

Terminology Here and throughout, we use quan-
tum advantage, quantum supremacy, and beyond-classical
computation interchangeably to mean the experimental
demonstration of a well-defined computational task per-
formed faster on a quantum computer than is believed
to be possible on any classical computer. A challenge
to a claim of quantum advantage is any work which
demonstrates a significant improvement in the classical
simulation time of a quantum advantage experiment. A
weak refutation is a paper with evidence, via an improved
classical algorithm and/or numerical demonstration, that
with reasonably expected future classical computers a
quantum advantage claim could be classically simulated.
A (strong) refutation is the classical simulation of a quan-
tum advantage experiment faster than the quantum com-
puter.

A. The first demonstration of quantum advantage:
Google’s 2019 experiment in random circuit

sampling on the Sycamore quantum computer

1. Description of the experiment

On Oct 23 2019, Google Quantum AI announced
the first experimental demonstration of quantum advan-
tage [5]. The paper, bypassing the conventional arXiv
submission prior to peer review and first appearing in
Nature after peer review, showed computational advan-
tage for the problem of sampling from random quan-
tum circuits with n = 53 qubits and depth d = 20 on
the Sycamore quantum computer. One million bitstrings
were sampled in 200 seconds with estimated fidelity of
0.2%. (See the next section for an explanation of fidelity
and other parameters described here.) Referring to the
best-known classical simulation algorithms at the time,
and assuming a state-of-the-art classical supercomputer
(Summit), the authors estimated it would take ten thou-
sand years to classically simulate the experiment. Thus
computational advantage was demonstrated for the prob-
lem of random circuit sampling.

Back to Table I

2. Background on random circuit sampling

Random circuit sampling is the computational problem
of sampling bitstrings from an n-qubit, depth d quan-
tum circuit. This quantum circuit is designed to be hard
to classically simulate relative to known classical algo-
rithms. For example, quantum circuits with low entan-
glement such as short-depth circuits in one dimension
can be efficiently classically simulated [24], quantum cir-
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cuits with only Clifford gates can be efficiently classically
simulated [25], and quantum circuits with peaked output
distributions can be efficiently classically simulated [26].
In constructing the random circuit, two-qubit gates are
applied, usually in a two-dimensional pattern, to rapidly
increase entanglement, and single-qubit gates drawn ran-
domly from an ensemble are inserted afterwards. This
pattern of single- and two-qubit gates generally defines
a cycle or layer, and the depth is the number of cycles.
The random circuit U (and fixed input state |0⟩ ≡ |0⟩⊗n)
defines a probability distribution

p(z) := |⟨z|U |0⟩|2 (1)

and is designed to follow a Porter-Thomas (exponential)
distribution. The computational problem is to produce
samples from the distribution p(z). Prior to the ex-
periment, the problem of random circuit sampling and
its theory had been developed in several papers [27–30],
and the question of when quantum advantage would be
achieved was highly anticipated and speculated on [31].

Experimentally, quantum computers are noisy. To en-
sure the device is producing signal instead of pure noise
in the experiment, a metric known as the (linear) cross
entropy benchmark (XEB) fidelity is computed. Letting
zi ∈ {0, 1}n be the sampled bitstrings from the device,
the (linear) XEB fidelity is

FXEB := 2nE[p(zi)]− 1 (2)

where n is the number of qubits and p(zi) is the prob-
ability of sampling bitstring zi. On a perfect (noiseless)
quantum computer, FXEB = 1 for random circuits follow-
ing the Porter-Thomas (exponential) distribution. On a
completely noisy quantum computer which causes the
output distribution to be completely flat, FXEB = 0.
Thus 0 ≤ FXEB ≤ 1, and the value of the fidelity
gives an estimate to the quality of the quantum com-
puter. Note importantly that p(zi) must be computed
classically, thus FXEB is intractable to evaluate in the
supremacy or beyond-classical regime and must be es-
timated. As noted, the the authors of [5] estimate an
XEB fidelity of FXEB = 0.002. This estimate is done
by evaluating the fidelity for small circuits which can be
classically simulated, as well as evaluating the fidelity of
large circuits that are modified to be easy to classically
simulate, e.g. by removing some or all two-qubit gates
across a bipartition of the circuit.

Although the random circuit sampling problem is clas-
sically hard and quantumly easy, it is not something (ob-
viously) useful since the samples are drawn from random
quantum dynamics. However, the idea to use the random
circuit sampling to generate certified randomness quickly
emerged and is being formalized [32, 33]. Thus, although
not originally designed for this purpose, the random cir-
cuit sampling problem may have applications in certified
random number generation.

3. Significance of the experiment

Prior to the experiment, as mentioned, whether quan-
tum advantage could be achieved, and when it could be
achieved, were highly discussed open questions [1, 2, 31].
Although it is questionable whether the computational
problem solved by Sycamore has practical value, the ex-
periment has remarkable aspects and profound implica-
tions for both the theory of quantum physics and the
theory of computer science. Physically, as noted in a
talk by John Martinis on Nov 01 2019 at Caltech just
after the results were announced, this experiment can be
considered a test of quantum mechanics at a scale which
has never been achievable before. Indeed, the experiment
probes a Hilbert space of size roughly 1016, whereas the
previous largest tests of quantum mechanics took place
in Hilbert spaces of size roughly 103. The fact that the
experiment behaved as expected at this scale is a remark-
able testament to the theory of quantum mechanics. In
computer science, the experiment provides evidence that
the extended Church-Turing thesis — at the core of the
theory of quantum computational complexity since the
1980s [34] — may be violated. This thesis posits that
a probabilistic Turing machine (i.e., classical computer)
can efficiently simulate any physical process (i.e., com-
putation) with polynomial overhead. If a quantum com-
puter is truly performing a computation that cannot be
simulated classically, the extended Church-Turing thesis
would be violated. As noted in [28], this has both prac-
tical and and philosophical implications, demonstrating
that quantum mechanics challenges our models of in-
formation and computation built on classical physics.
For example, Bell’s inequality shows quantum correla-
tions (entanglement) are stronger than classical correla-
tions and refutes local hidden variable theories. Quan-
tum advantage experiments can thus be thought of as
computational analogues to Bell experiments, as noted
in [28]. Finally, the extremely good performance of the
Sycamore computer — average simultaneous single-qubit
error of 0.16% and average simultaneous two-qubit error
of 0.62% [5] — are remarkable achievements in experi-
mental physics and engineering. These comments gen-
erally apply equally to subsequent quantum advantage
experiments but are only stated here for the first exper-
iment.

4. Challenges to the experiment

While the experiment was announced when the paper
was published in Nature on Oct 23, 2019, the first chal-
lenge to the experiment came two days before on Oct 21,
20192 [35]. This seemingly bizarre fact is because the pa-

2 As developments were rather rapid and chronology is important,
here and throughout we use the first posting (typically to arXiv)
for the date.
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per was accidentally leaked on a NASA pre-print server
on Sep 14, 2019 during peer review [36, 37]. This chal-
lenge built on previous work [38] and claimed that with
memory modifications it would only take Summit a mat-
ter of days, rather than thousands of years, to simulate
the experiment using the simple Schrödinger algorithm
in which the entire wavefunction is stored and updated
gate-by-gate. However this is a (disputed) claim and not
an actual computation, and no actual computation has
been performed since the challenge appeared five years
ago. So this challenge appears to be unsubstantiated,
however it is of historical interest as the first challenge to
a claim of quantum advantage, humorously coming two
days before the claim of quantum advantage was made.

The first chronologically intelligible challenge to
Google’s 2019 experiment appeared on Feb 5, 2020 [39],
estimating a 10,000 times speedup over the 10,000 year
estimate of [5]. This speedup is achieved through new
algorithms to find good contraction paths in tensor net-
works, formulating the problem of simulating a quantum
circuit as contracting a tensor network [40]. The best
algorithm for contracting tensor networks from Google’s
2019 experiment, roughly speaking, uses a divisive ap-
proach to partition a vertex in the contraction graph into
k partitions (k being a hyperparameter) then emplys a
greedy or optimal algorithm to construct the contraction
tree for each subgraph. This approach, known as hy-
pergraph partitioning , is shown to produce an orders of
magnitude better contraction cost compared to five other
state-of-the-art algorithms when applied to Google’s 2019
experiment. This approach is also combined with slicing
to parallelize tensor network contraction. To mimic the
fidelity f of Google’s experiment, it is proposed to sam-
ple from the maximally mixed state I/2n with probabil-
ity 1 − f and sample from |ψ⟩ (i.e., contract the tensor
network) with fidelity f . Referencing a similar recent
tensor network contraction on Summit, the authors es-
timate that Google’s experiment could be performed in
195 days on Summit, assuming a 68% FLOPS efficiency.

The first challenge to Google’s 2019 experiment uti-
lizing noise to make the classical simulation easier oc-
curred on Feb 18, 2020 [41]. As mentioned, the fidelity of
Google’s experiment was estimated at 0.2%. The authors
of [41] ask what random circuits are classically simulable
with low fidelity. Their technique uses the well-known
time-evolving block decimation (TEBD) algorithm [24]
with truncation to emulate loss of fidelity. In this tech-
nique, the wavefunction is represented by a matrix prod-
uct state (MPS) and gates are applied by contracting the
tensors into the MPS. For two-qubit operations, a singu-
lar value decomposition is performed after contracting
the operation into the MPS. A degree of approximation
is achieved by truncating the singular value (Schmidt)
spectrum, either by keeping a maximum number of sin-
gular values (Schmidt rank) or discarding singular values
below a pre-determined threshold. Arguing that singular
value truncation is a proxy for physical noise in quan-
tum computers, and arguing that overall fidelity due to

approximation is multiplicative in each gate fidelity, the
authors of [41] are able to simulate two-dimensional ran-
dom circuits on n = 54 qubits with depth 20, the same
parameters as in Google’s 2019 experiment [5]. However,
the random circuits in [41] are not identical to Google’s
experiment since they use controlled-Z (CZ) gates and
different random rotations on single qubits. The differ-
ent two-qubit gate is notable because CZ has Schmidt
rank two whereas the

√
iSWAP used in Google’s experi-

ment has Schmidt rank four. Although the entanglement
dynamics are not completely determined by the Schmidt
rank, it is generally expected that higher Schmidt rank
corresponds to harder classical simulation. Using a max-
imum MPS bond dimension of χ = 320 to produce a final
fidelity of around 0.2% as in Google’s experiment, the to-
tal classical simulation on a single core took less than 48
hours and used 4.5 GB of memory. When using a two-
qubit gate with Schmidt rank four, as in Google’s 2019
experiment, the authors are unable to perform the clas-
sical simulation with fidelity as large as Google’s 2019
experiment. They speculate that a parallelized version
with a few hundred cores and a few terabytes of mem-
ory could reach comparable fidelity, but note that such
a calculation has not been attempted. While this work
raises many interesting questions, and is very notable as
the first to exploit approximate classical simulation to
challenge Google’s 2019 experiment, it is generally not
considered to refute Google’s 2019 experiment because
of differences in the circuits and differences in the defini-
tion of fidelity.

On May 14 2020, another approach using optimized
tensor network contraction [42] was put forth to chal-
lenge the 10,000 year estimate. Specifically, for depth 14
circuits with 53 qubits, the authors collect three million
samples with 1% fidelity in 264 seconds. In addition to
significantly improving the 1.1 year estimate of [5], this
time is actually two times faster than Sycamore. For
depth 20, it was estimated to take twelve hours to sam-
ple bitstrings at 0.2% fidelity. However, this estimate is
assuming 100% FLOPS efficiency, when in practice on
depth 14 circuits only a low FLOPS efficiency of around
15% was reached. The main contribution in this ap-
proach is optimization of the tensor network contraction
through several veins. First, the authors identify a “stem”
of the contraction tree which dominates the cost, and
optimize this stem through several recently introduced
techniques — notably hypergraph partitioning [39] and
dynamic slicing [43] — to find a good contraction path.
As in [31, 44], six time-like edges are left open in the ten-
sor network to compute a batch of amplitudes and sample
bitstrings via frugal rejection sampling. Although there
are many improvements introduced in this work and the
depth 14 results are impressive, the depth 20 results in
12 hours would have required substantial engineering ef-
fort and improved hardware to be done in practice, thus
we do not consider this work to be a weak refutation of
Google’s 2019 experiment.

On Mar 04 2021, a challenge to Google’s 2019 experi-
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ment was announced by two researchers from the Chinese
Academy of Sciences [45]. In this work, the authors are
able to sample one million correlated bitstrings from the
53 qubit depth 20 Sycamore circuits in five days. The rea-
son why bitstrings are correlated can be understood from
the method. As in previous works, the authors use ten-
sor network contraction to simulate the circuit. Whereas
previous works have kept a small number (typically six)
of qubits open to compute a batch of amplitudes rather
than a single amplitude, a key contribution of this work
is to select a large number of open qubits, significantly in-
creasing the batch size. As noted by the authors, keeping
more qubits open increases the complexity of the con-
traction, and finding an optimal set of qubits to keep
open is a hard combinatorial optimization problem. To
deal with these challenges, the authors first find a good
contraction order and then select the set of open qubits
based on this order. This contraction order is optimized
to find a structure — called a “big-head structure” by the
authors — which encapsulates the bottleneck of the con-
traction. The overall tensor network is then partitioned
into the head and tail sub tensor networks, where qubits
in the head are open and qubits in the tail are closed,
which are further partitioned and contracted indepen-
dently. The final step is to contract the resulting head
and tail tensors (vectors) via a dot product. Because the
key idea of this approach is to maximize the number of
open qubits which occur in the “head” tensor network,
this algorithm is dubbed the “big head algorithm.” It is
important to note that the authors use dynamic slicing
to contract the head and tail tensor networks, building
on previous work [39]. This results in 223 subtasks, each
of which have 230 space complexity and are put into 32
GB of GPU memory. For sampling different bitstrings,
the algorithm can be perfectly parallelized; the authors
use a cluster of 48 NVIDIA V100 GPUs and 12 NVIDIA
A100 GPUs to sample two million bitstrings in about five
days. In practice, the head tensor network contains 21
open qubits and the tail tensor network contains 32 fixed
(closed) indices. This means that each contraction yields
a set of 221 bitstrings, of which 32 bits are fixed. Thus,
the sampled bitstrings are correlated. This bitstrings are
then post-selected to reduce correlations and obtain a lin-
ear XEB fidelity of 0.739, higher than that achieved by
Sycamore in Google’s 2019 experiment. Thus, less than
eighteen months after Google’s announcement of quan-
tum supremacy, the estimated classical runtime of 10, 000
years was reduced to five days, albeit with caveats such
as the fact that bitstrings were correlated.

On Oct 27 2021, a scheme to sample one bitstring from
Google’s 2019 experiment in 304 seconds on the Sunway
supercomputer was presented [46]. Estimating a runtime
of 7,610 years on Sunway at 100% compute efficiency to
do the “naive” tensor network contraction, the authors
build on previously discussed work and utilize a PEPS-
based contraction algorithm optimized for both the cir-
cuits and the underlying Sunway architecture. Sampling
is done by frugal rejection sampling in which 512 ampli-

tudes are computed in a batch (i.e., ten qubit wires are
left open in the contraction). The authors use 41,932,800
cores on Sunway, each having 32 GB memory and a peak
performance of 4.7 TFlops, in their largest experiment.
Circuit sizes of up to n = 100 qubits and m = 42 cycles
are considered, however the definitions of random circuits
here are not identical with those used experimentally, dif-
fering both in the definition of depth as well as the type
of two-qubit gate (which drastically affects complexity).
For example, this work references and builds off [47], con-
sisting of several of the same authors, in which n = 64
and depth m = 25 quantum circuits were simulated on
a personal computer, numbers which would have already
refuted Google’s 2019 experiment if they corresponded
directly to the definitions used in the experiment. In
the published version of the paper in ACM, a video of a
talk given by an author shows that with further improve-
ments it is projected that one uncorrelated sample could
be drawn in 60.4 seconds. Recall that Sycamore sampled
one million bitstrings in 200 seconds.

On Nov 01 2021, a single uncorrelated bitstring from
the n = 52, m = 20 random circuits in Google’s 2019
experiment is sampled on the Sunway supercomputer in
400 seconds in single-precision arithmetic and 276 sec-
onds in mixed-precision arithmetic [14]. This work ap-
plies the “big head” contraction algorithm of [45] com-
bined with the previous optimizations for Sunway (by a
similar group of authors) in [46], again using 41,932,800
cores but this time with experimental parameters (i.e.,
n, m, and the two-qubit gates + overall structure of the
random circuits) matching those of Google’s 2019 exper-
iment. In this work six qubit wires are left open to com-
pute a batch of 64 amplitudes per contraction, then frugal
sampling is performed to extract uncorrelated bitstrings.
In addition to the m = 20 cycle experiment, the authors
also consider the m = 12 and m = 14 cycle experiments,
showing they can draw bitstrings in 18 and 82 seconds,
respectively.

5. Refutations of the experiment

On Nov 04 2021, two years and twelve days after
Google’s announcement of quantum advantage, the ex-
periment was (weakly) refuted [48]. This work, posted
by the same authors as [45] in addition to one other
co-author, generated one million uncorrelated bitstrings
from the Sycamore circuits with fidelity 0.0037 in fifteen
hours. This computation was performed on a cluster of
512 GPUS, and, while slower than Sycamore which sam-
pled one million bitstrings in 200 seconds, it is estimated
and reasonably believed that on a larger exa-scale clus-
ter the entire classical simulation could be done in a few
dozens of seconds, faster than Sycamore. For this rea-
son we take this to be a weak refutation of Google’s 2019
experiment. The key new idea in this work is remov-
ing a subset of edges to contract in the original tensor
network to obtain an approximate tensor network. This
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approximation can be viewed as the analogue of noise in
the quantum processor. Specifically, breaking an edge is
equivalent to a Pauli error E := (I + Z)/2 = |0⟩⟨0|, the
projector onto the |0⟩ state, effectively replacing the local
state with a |0⟩ state. As each path in the error chan-
nel E contributes weight 1/2, each broken edge halves
the fidelity. In practice, eight edges (or four two-qubit
gates) are removed to get a fidelity of 2−8 ≈ 0.0039,
which combined with other approximations yield the fi-
nal fidelity estimate of 0.0037. These other approxima-
tions come from exploiting the singular value spectrum
of the two-qubit gates in special cases. The approximate
tensor network is then contracted using the big head algo-
rithm [45], which again builds on previous work by, e.g.,
incorporating dynamic slicing [39]. In this work, how-
ever, six qubits are left open in the head tensor network,
and importance sampling is used to remove correlations
in the sampled bitstrings. Ultimately, 220 ≈ 106 uncorre-
lated bitstrings were computed in just over fifteen hours.
The code, contraction path(s), and sampled bitstrings
are openly available [49]. We remark that Ref. [10] is
also notable for achieving similar runtime (15 hours) just
two months later.

On Jun 27 2024, Zhao et al. claimed the first strong
refutation of Google’s 2019 experiment, using a cluster
of 1432 GPUs to compute three million samples in 86.4
seconds, faster than the time it took Sycamore to sam-
ple one million bitstrings (200 seconds). The algorithm
is a culmination of previous techniques (which have been
previously described) including the “big head” algorithm,
dynamic slicing, and optimizing the stem of the contrac-
tion tree. Markov chain Monte Carlo is used to sample,
then bitstrings are post-selected to maximize the XEB fi-
delity. In particular, ten qubits are left open in the “head”
of the tensor network and 3 ·106 samples are drawn. Out
of a total 224 subtasks (from slicing), only 0.03% of these
are contracted to reach an XEB value of 0.002 which is
what was achieved by Sycamore. Distributed across 1432
GPUs the entire simulation takes 86.4 seconds. To the
author’s knowledge, this work constitutes the first strong
refutation of of Google’s 2019 random circuit sampling
experiment. It is interesting to note that the authors
also consider power consumption of both experiments.
Noting that previous challenges to Google’s 2019 experi-
ment have used roughly three orders of magnitude more
energy than Sycamore (which is taken to be 4.3 kWh for
cooling), the authors note that their entire simulation re-
quires 13.7 kWh. Thus, although still larger, this is sig-
nificantly closer to energy consumption of Sycamore. In
a comment on the arXiv version of this paper, it is noted
that the work was completed in Aug 2023 and that a 50x
improvement has since been achieved, however this has
yet to be published. Finally, it is worth remarking that
as classical techniques have steadily improved culminat-
ing in this refutation, quantum computers have likewise
steadily improved resulting in larger random circuit sam-
pling experiments which have not been refuted (see Tab. I
and the subsequent discussion).

It is notable that Google’s decision to openly share
data from the experiment [5] — the exact circuits and
sampled bitstrings are made available — has significantly
catalyzed these developments and advanced science. It
is also important to note that, as can be seen in the
preceding discussion, there is a clear thread of ideas being
used and built upon from the first challenge to the final
refutation. Without the infrastructure or the incentive
to publish scientific articles freely online — in this case
the arXiv — the developments described here would have
taken significantly longer or may not have happened at
all.

6. Loopholes in the cross entropy benchmark fidelity

In the previous section, the classical simulators input
quantum circuits and output bitstrings in the same way
that a quantum computer would, and the XEB fidelity
was used as a benchmark of the quality of the bitstrings.
A different strategy is to focus on the definition of XEB
fidelity itself and devise a classical algorithm which takes
advantage of any loopholes in this metric. The first such
work towards this end was presented in [50] in which
the authors try to use locality to “spoof” the cross en-
tropy benchmark. In this work, a randomized classical
algorithm is given to yield FXEB = 1/poly(n) (on aver-
age) in running time 2O(mc) where the depth of the Haar
random circuit is logarithmic in the number of qubits
m = O(log n) and c is a constant. Note that random
circuit sampling experiments are designed to scale the
depth as m ∼

√
n. However, as noted by the authors,

prior to their work only results with constant m = O(1)
were known. As mentioned, the key idea of this spoof-
ing strategy is to exploit locality. In particular, the algo-
rithm works by identifying a small number of qubits with
disjoint light cones to compute the output distribution
of. Bits are sampled from these qubits according to the
computed probability distributions, then bits are sam-
pled uniformly at random for the remaining qubits. For
a light cone size of L the time to find disjoint qubits can
be done in poly(n) time, while computing the marginal
distributions requires time poly(n, 2L). The main ques-
tion is thus the locality of the XEB fidelity. In follow-up
experimental work [11] (Sec. II E), this question is exper-
imentally probed to find that global correlations are the
biggest contributing factor to XEB fideltiy.

The validity of XEB was also called to question
in [51]. In this work, an efficient classical algorithm
which achieves high XEB values without simulating the
full circuit is presented. This algorithm simply parti-
tions the circuit into l parts of size ⌈n/l⌉ qubits which
can be simulated directly in time exponential in l. It
is argued that these partitioned circuits will achieve rel-
atively high XEB values, and several ways to improve
the XEB based on post-processing sampled bitstrings are
given. For Google’s experiment, the circuits are parti-
tioned into roughly equal halfs of l = n/2 qubits, and



7

this subsystem is simulated on an NVIDIA Tesla V100
GPU with 32GB memory in about one second, achieving
an XEB of 2.7×10−4, a value that is 12.3% of the exper-
imentally achieved value (around 0.2%). Additionally, a
general discussion of vulnerabilities of XEB as a metric
is given. In particular, examples where the XEB fidelity
and “traditional” fidelity F := ⟨ψ|ρ|ψ⟩ (where ρ is the
noisy state and |ψ⟩ is the target state) diverge are given.
The authors also show numerically that the ratio of XEB
to “traditional” fidelity actually increases in n with their
algorithm faster than on a noisy quantum processor with
fixed error rate.

B. Two Gaussian Boson sampling experiments on
the Jiŭzhāng quantum computer

1. Description of the first experiment

On Dec 03 2020, researchers from USTC reported an
n = 50, m = 100 Gaussian boson sampling experi-
ment with threshold detectors measuring up to Nc = 76
clicks [7]. The authors estimate a quantum computa-
tional advantage of 1014 — i.e., it would take the best-
known classical algorithm running on the TaihuLight su-
percomputer 1014 times as long as the quantum com-
puter. As the Gaussian boson sampler Jiŭzhāng took
200 seconds to collect all samples, this corresponds to an
estimate of 2.5 billion years to classically simulate the
experiment.

The experiment uses 25 two-mode squeezed states,
equivalent to n = 50 single-mode squeezed states, as in-
put. Both the spatial and polarization degrees of freedom
are used to implement a random 100×100 unitary trans-
formation acting on the basis |H⟩1, |V ⟩1, ..., |H⟩50, |V ⟩50.
Here, H denotes horizontal polarization, V denotes verti-
cal polarization, and subscripts index the mode. The uni-
tary transformation is implemented by 300 beam split-
ters and 75 mirrors. The m = 100 output modes are
detected by 100 threshold detectors with an average ef-
ficiency of 81%. Up to Nc = 76 photons are detected in
the experiment, and the total data collection time of the
experiment is 200 seconds.

Just as in random circuit sampling (Sec. IIA 1), the
experimental apparatus is noisy and needs to be bench-
marked or validated to show it is behaving as intended.
Also similar to random circuit sampling, this is tricky be-
cause the experiment is designed to be beyond classical
so that the output cannot directly be verified. Nonethe-
less, several measures are taken towards this end. First,
the 100×100 unitary matrix is measured experimentally
and computed analytically and shown to be in agree-
ment. The experimentally measured matrix is also shown
to be (Haar) random which is required for the com-
putational hardness. Next, a smaller experiment with
n = 6 single-mode squeezed states and an output pho-
ton number of two is performed. In this regime, the
experiment is small enough to be classically simulated.

The fidelity F :=
∑

i

√
piqi and total variation distance

D :=
∑

i |pi − qi| /2 are used to compare the ideal and
experimental distributions p and q. For these small ex-
periments. the average fidelity is 0.990 and the average
total variation distances is 0.103. (For a perfect boson
sampler, the fidelity would be one and the total variation
distance would be zero.) Finally, the authors consider
several scenarios under which the large-scale experiment
would be classically simulable, and show these scenarios
produce outcomes which do not agree with the experi-
mental results. For example, the authors consider the
scenario in which the input light was distinguishable, as
well as the case in which the boson sampler was just
doing uniform random sampling, and show strong devia-
tions from the actual experiment.

Last, we note importantly that this experimental con-
figuration is not programmable, meaning that performing
a different experiment would require physically changing
hardware components.

Back to Table I

2. Description of the second experiment

Approximately six months after the first experiment,
on Jun 29 2021 the same team from USTC published
an improved version of their Gaussian boson sampling
experiment [12]. In this improved version, a Gaussian
boson sampling experiment with threshold detection is
performed on the photonic quantum computer Jiuzhang
2.0 with n = 50, m = 144, and up to Nc = 113 clicks.
This largest number of clicks corresponds to sampling
from a Hilbert space with dimension around 1043. It is
estimated that the same computational task would take
1024 times longer using brute-force simulation on clas-
sical supercomputers. The total sampling time in the
experiment is 200 seconds. The Jiuzhang 2.0 computer
is also partially programmable — phases can be changed
via the addition of adjustable electric delay lines. This is
an improvement over the first experiment which was not
programmable, however the majority of the hardware is
still fixed and this does not represent a programmable
computer.

This experiment introduces the new concept of stim-
ulated emission of squeezed states to address the diffi-
culty of generating large arrays of squeezed states suit-
able for Gaussian boson sampling. Using this, 25 two-
mode squeezed states, corresponding to n = 50 single-
mode squeezed states, are sent into an m = 144 mode
interferometer implementing a random unitary transfor-
mation. After, the output photons are detected with 144
single-photon detectors with an average efficiency of 83%.

As in the first experiment, the authors consider sev-
eral methods which could spoof their experiment — such
as using thermal states (due to excessive photon) loss
or performing uniform random sampling — and show
they deviate from their experimental results. This is also
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done for smaller experiments in which the results can be
classically simulated, providing some verification that the
Gaussian boson sampler is performing as intended in the
beyond-classical regime.

Back to Table I

3. Background on (Gaussian) boson sampling

Boson sampling [52] is the quantum analogue of a Gal-
ton’s board — spherical balls dropped through a series
of equally spaced pegs to illustrate, in the limit of many
balls, a normal distribution. Here, the probability of find-
ing a ball in a particular location is given by the perma-
nent of the matrix A = [aij ] where aij is the probability of
ball i landing at location j. In the classical case, aij ≥ 0.
This leads to an efficient (classical) algorithm to approx-
imate the permanent [53]. The Boson sampling problem
is identical to this problem, however the matrix A has
complex elements. In this case it turns out that unless
P#P = BPPNP and the polynomial hierarchy collapses
to the third level, the exact Boson sampling problem is
not efficiently solvable by a classical computer [52, The-
orem 1]. Typically photons are used experimentally, and
we will use photon and boson interchangeably. Experi-
mentally, a setup analogous to a Galton’s board is con-
structed in which n identical photons can be found in m
modes (locations). The experiment can be described by
an m ×m unitary transformation, which is constructed
via a sequence of smaller unitary transformations that are
realized experimentally by optical elements, e.g. beam-
splitters and phaseshifters. Let U be the m×m unitary
implemented by the experiment, and let A be the m× n
isometry defined by the first n columns of U . Then, the
probability of sampling z = z1 · · · zm where

∑
i zi = n is

given by

p(z) =
|PerAz|2

z1! · · · zm!
(3)

where Az is the square submatrix of A with zi copies of
row i [54]. The permanent of a square n × n matrix M
is given by

∑
σ∈Sn

∏n
i=1 aiσ(i) where Sn is the symmetric

group of n elements — i.e., the set of all permutations of
n elements. As in random circuit sampling, the computa-
tional problem of boson sampling is to produce samples
from the distribution p(z). Note that boson sampling is
not a universal model for quantum computation, however
when combined with adaptive measurements the model
is universal [55].

Sources of single photons (primarily spontaneous para-
metric down conversion) are non-deterministic, creating
experimental challenges to scaling boson sampling. Be-
cause of this several variants have been proposed. In
Gaussian boson sampling (GBS) [56], a particular Gaus-
sian state known as a single-mode squeezed state is used
as input to the array of optical elements. The output is
measurements in the photon number basis, as in boson

sampling. The difference is that now the probability of
sampling depends on the hafnian of a matrix character-
izing the state, rather than the permanent. The hafnian
is another matrix function related to the permanent by

Perm(A) = Haf
[
0 A
AT 0

]
and computing it is also in the

class #P, even in the approximate case (under some as-
sumptions) [56]. Due to experimental advantages, Gaus-
sian boson sampling has thus far been the preferred ex-
perimental route to demonstrating quantum advantage
via boson sampling.

An output sample from a boson sampling experiment
depends on the type of measurement apparatus, or de-
tector, that is used. Certain detectors count the number
of photons in each mode, termed photon number resolv-
ing detectors. In this case, an output sample is a string
of non-negative numbers z1, ...zm where zi is the number
of photons detected in mode i. Photon number resolving
detectors are currently based on superconducting tech-
nology and must be operated at cryogenic temperatures.
An alternative, proposed in [57], is to use threshold de-
tectors which distinguish between two cases: zero pho-
tons, or one or more photons. The case of one or more
photons is referred to as a click. Thus in this case the
output is a bitstring z ∈ {0, 1}m, and the number of
ones in the bitstring z is the number of clicks in the ex-
periment. Threshold detectors can be operated at room
temperature, providing an experimental advantage over
photon umber resolving detectors. The best-known clas-
sical algorithm for classically simulating Gaussian boson
sampling with threshold detectors scales as O

(
m22Nc

)
where Nc is the number of clicks (and m as before is the
number of modes) [57].

After the theoretical proposal, several small, proof-
of-principle boson sampling experiments with increasing
complexity had been performed [58–66]. Prior to the
first claim of quantum advantage in boson sampling, the
state of the art was an Oct 22 2019 paper in which re-
sults from an n = 20 photon and m = 60 mode Gaussian
boson sampling experiment with up to Nc = 14 detected
photons were presented [67].

4. The status of classically simulating Gaussian boson
sampling prior to quantum advantage experiments

Prior to these experiments claiming quantum advan-
tage, Neville et al. in 2017 developed and benchmarked
classical algorithms for boson sampling to set the goal-
posts for quantum advantage [54]. In this work, a small
cluster was used to classically compute 250 samples from
an n = 30, m = 900 boson sampling problem in five
hours. From this benchmark of their algorithm, as well
as from experimental parameters of recent boson sam-
pling experiments, the authors estimate it would require
around n = 80 photons with m = n2 modes to reach
quantum advantage.

After this work, in 2017 Clifford and Clifford presented
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an exact classical algorithm for boson sampling which
improves the brute-force sampling algorithm [68]. For
an n boson, m mode problem, the brute-force algorithm
requires computing

(
m+n−1

n

)
permanents of n × n ma-

trices, giving a runtime of O(
(
m+n−1

n

)
n2n). As noted

by the authors, in the case that m ≥ n2 this becomes
Θ(2nen(m/n)n

√
n) as shown in [52]. The authors present

a new algorithm for exact sampling which takes time
O(n2n + mn2) and O(m) space. This algorithm is in-
spired by hierarchical sampling in Bayesian computation
uses several innovations, for example introducing permu-
tations which do not change the permanent and make it
easier to compute, using conditional sampling, and using
the Laplace expansion for permanents. Ultimately, the
algorithm presents a large

(
m+n−1

n

)
speedup for the boson

sampling problem and has small constant factors making
it amenable to implementation. Indeed the algorithm has
been implemented in R and is freely available [69]. The
authors estimate it would require n = 50 photons with
m = n2 modes to achieve quantum advantage in boson
sampling.

In 2018, two algorithms for computing the permanent
of n × n matrices with complexity O(n22n) were im-
plemented on the Tianhe-2 supercomputer as a classical
benchmark of boson sampling [70]. The two algorithms
are the Ryser algorithm [71] implementing the formula

PerA = (−1)n
∑

S⊂{1,2,...,n}

(−1)|S|
n∏

i=1

∑
j∈S

aij

and the so-called BBFB algorithm [72, 73] implementing
the formula

2n−1PerA =
∑
δ

n∏
k=1

δk

n∏
i=1

n∑
j=1

δjaij

where δ = {δ1, ...δn} with δ1 = 1 and δi = ±1 for i > 1.
These algorithms are parallelized across up to 312,000
CPU cores, and the result is that one sample from an
n = 50 boson sampling experiment (with m = n2) can
be drawn in around 100 minutes.

In 2018, Björklund et al. devised an algorithm to com-
pute the hafnian of a complex matrix in time O(n32n/2)
and benchmarked it on the Titan supercomputer [74].
Recall that computing the permanent corresponds to bo-
son sampling and computing the hafnian corresponds to
Gaussian boson sampling. Although the developed al-
gorithm is perfectly parallel, the authors estimate that
computing the hafnian of a 100 × 100 matrix would re-
quire the 288,000 CPUs of Titan roughly 1.5 months,
assuming perfect parallelization over distributed nodes.
The largest computed benchmarks were for 50× 50 ma-
trices which took a few hundred seconds on a single node
and a few seconds on around 100 nodes, both using 16
threads per node.

Also in 2018, a similar group of authors in Ref. [75]
implemented the proposed sampling algorithm from the
previously-described original paper proposing Gaussian

boson sampling with threshold detectors [57]. Using a
similar parallel scheme on the Titan supercomputer, this
time with up to 240,000 nodes, a classical simulation of
Gaussian boson sampling with m = 800 modes and Nc =
20 clicks is implemented, producing a sample in around
two hours. This benchmarking indicates that Gaussian
boson sampling with threshold detectors could achieve
quantum computational advantage with m = 2N2

c modes
and Nc > 22 clicks.

In 2019, Qi et al. considered noisy processes in Gaus-
sian boson sampling and used this to reduce the classi-
cal simulation time [76]. In particular, a model of pho-
ton loss during state preparation is considered and it is
shown that lossy Gaussian boson sampling can be effi-
ciently simulated classically when the average number
of detected photons is quadratically related to the num-
ber of input photons. This result establishes a condition
which Gaussian boson sampling experiments must satisfy
in order to claim computational hardness. Interestingly,
the authors also show that exact lossy Gaussian boson
sampling is likely still hard. Specifically, it is shown that
if lossy Gaussian boson sampling can be efficiently simu-
lated classically, then the polynomial hierarchy collapses
to the third level.

Later in 2019, Wu et al. developed an alternative al-
gorithm and sampled from an n = 18, m = n2 = 324
Gaussian boson sampling experiment on a laptop in
twenty hours [77]. This algorithm assumes single mode
squeeze states as input and its complexity depends on
the squeezing parameter. The algorithm is only bench-
marked against brute force sampling and not rigorously
compared to other relevant work.

In September 2020, just a few months before the first
experiment claiming quantum advantage was posted,
authors including those on the experimental paper [7]
benchmarked Gaussian boson sampling with threshold
detection on the Sunway TiahuLight cluster [78]. An
n = 50 Gaussian boson sampling experiment is dis-
tributed across 32,286 nodes (157,144 processors) of Sun-
way TaihuLight (which contains a total of 40,960 nodes).
Using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo sampling method,
computing one sample took from a Nc = 50 click detec-
tion took about 20 hours in 128 bit precision and about
two days for 256 bit precision. This large-scale classical
computation set the boundary for quantum advantage
which was to appear just a few months later.

Finally, in October 2020, a paper by Queseda et al.
presents a quadratic speedup for clasically simulating
Gaussian boson sampling [79]. The algorithm would be
corrected in subsequent version of the manuscript in Au-
gust 2021, however the main claim of quadratic speedup
remains. The algorithm introduces partial heterodyne
measurements so that only pure state probabilities need
to be calculated. Implementing the algorithm on a small
cluster of 96 CPUs, the authors are able to compute a
pure state probability in around an hour for a 50 × 50
matrix, corresponding to a Gaussian boson sampling ex-
periment with Nc = 50 detection events.
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5. Challenges to the experiments

On May 20, 2021, Shi and Byrnes provided a new re-
sult which reduces the complexity of classically simulat-
ing Gaussian boson sampling with both threshold detec-
tors and photon number resolving detectors when input
photons are distinguishable [80]. In particular, the au-
thors define the indistinguishability efficiency ηind as the
probability that an input indistinguishable photon does
not become distinguishable. In other words, ηind = 1 cor-
responds to all indistinguishable photons, while ηind = 0
corresponds to all distinguishable photons. In the com-
plexity of generating a sample with Nc photons (clicks)
O(poly(Nc)2

Nc/2), the algorithms provide a speedup in
the exponential term from 2Nc/2 to 2Ncηind/2. This en-
capsulates the result that Gaussian boson sampling with
distinguishable photons, corresponding to ηind = 0, is
efficiently simulable classically, as well as the speedups
obtained for partial (in)distinguishability 0 < ηind < 1.
No large-scale numerical simulations are performed and
no estimated speedup over either Gaussian boson sam-
pling experiment is provided. We remark that the in-
distuingishability in Gaussian boson sampling was also
considered by Renema in 2019 [81].

On Aug 03 2021, a new work exploiting collisions
in Gaussian boson sampling was presented, estimating
a 109 reduction in the time to classically simulate the
Jiŭzhāng experiments [82]. A collision in boson sampling
occurs when two or more photons are measured in the
same mode. The computational hardness results for bo-
son sampling assume photon number resolving detectors,
but the experiments used threshold detectors. As shown
in [57], the hardness results do not change for threshold
detectors as long as the probability of collisions is suf-
ficiently small. However, the authors note that collision
probability in the Jiŭzhāng experiments is non-negligible,
also noted in [80], and develop algorithms for experiments
in which collisions are likely. Intuitively, collisions allow
one to group photons into pairs such that the number
of terms when computing hafnians is reduced. Letting
ni be the number of photons measured in mode i, the
lower bound for the number of terms when grouping is∏

i

√
ni + 1, as opposed to 2

∑
i ni/2 terms without group-

ing. In the case of threshold detectors with Nc clicks, the
authors algorithm reduces the 2Nc complexity to 2Nc/2.
The algorithms are implemented on a cluster with 1024
nodes, and the authors are able to classically simulate
Gaussian boson sampling experiments with threshold de-
tectors with up to m = 100 modes and Nc = 60 clicks.
In the case of photon number resolving detectors, the
authors are able to simulate a 92 photon sample, but at
significantly increased runtime.

On Sep 09 2021, work by Kaposi et al. presented a
polynomial speedup in Gaussian boson sampling with
threshold detectors [83]. While not commenting directly
on the claimed computational advantage of either ex-
periment, the authors show a 237x speedup over the
best-known classical algorithm for problem sizes larger

than around Nc = 20. We note that this algorithm
is implemented in an open source Python package [84].
This speedup is obtained by careful reuse of calculations
during the evaluation of the Torontonian matrix func-
tion. As fitted empirically, this reduces the complex-
ity of the best-known algorithm from O(N2.7355

c 2Nc/2) to
O(N1.0695

c 2Nc/2), i.e., a speedup of approximatelyN1.666
c ,

where Nc is the number of detected photons (clicks).

6. Loopholes in Gaussian boson sampling

On Sep 23 2021, researchers from Google published a
classical algorithm which provides better total variation
distance than the experiment and which is quadratic in
the number of modes [85]. The algorithm exploits a key
difference between Gaussian boson sampling and random
circuit sampling — in random circuit sampling, marginal
distributions for any subset of qubits are (exponentially)
close to the uniform distribution, however in Gaussian
boson sampling marginal distributions are not generally
close to uniform and in fact can be efficiently approxi-
mated. The intuition for this algorithm is to sample from
a distribution that approximates all single-mode and two-
mode marginals. While the cost of computing a probabil-
ity is still exponential in the number of clicks, restricting
to subsets with one or two modes makes the cost upper
bounded by the size of these subsets, which is chosen to
be small. Thus marginal distributions over a small num-
ber of modes are easy to compute in (Gaussian) boson
sampling. The authors use a Boltzmann machine and
Gibbs sampling to produce “mockup samples”. The run-
time of the algorithm scales as O(m2L) where m is the
number of modes and L is the number of samples. Using
this algorithm, the authors are able to compute millions
of bitstrings per minute on a single workstation. In an
updated version of the original experimental paper [7],
an added note emphasizes that collision modes dominate
in the experiment, and that the actual photon number
is approximately twice the number of clicked detectors.
It is therefore claimed that the algorithm of [85] cannot
readily be used to speed up their experiment.

As a final note, we remark that Ref. [86] attempts to
close several potential loopholes in Gaussian boson sam-
pling and introduces a new architecture — termed “high-
dimensional Gaussian boson sampling” — which is pro-
grammable and which may experimentally outperform
previous Gaussian boson sampling experiments.

C. Two random circuit sampling experiments on
the Zuchongzhi quantum computer

1. Description of the first experiment

On Jun 28 2021, the USTC group reported a ran-
dom circuit sampling experiment with n = 56 qubits and
m = 20 cycles [9]. Approximately 19 million bitstrings
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are sampled in 1.2 hours at an estimated fidelity (2) of
0.0662%. The authors estimate that the classical com-
putational cost of simulating their experiment is two to
three orders of magnitude higher than Google’s 2019 ran-
dom circuit sampling experiment [5] (Sec. IIA 1). In par-
ticular, building on recent advances in tensor network
simulation of random quantum circuits (Sec. II A 4), they
estimate Google’s 2019 experiment could be classically
simulated on Summit in 15.9 days, whereas their experi-
ment would take 8.24 years.

The experiment is performed on the Zuchongzhi quan-
tum computer which consists of a two-dimensional ar-
chitecture with 66 superconducting transmon qubits and
tunable couplers. The average single-qubit gate fidelity
is 99.86% and the average two-qubit gate fidelity is
99.41%, with an average readout (measurement) fidelity
of 95.48%. Additionally, qubits have an average T1 time
of 30.6 µs and average T2 time of 5.3 µs, both at idle
frequency.

Back to Table I

2. Description of the second experiment

On Sep 08 2021, the same group performed an up-
graded experiment with n = 60 qubits andm = 24 cycles,
collecting 70 million bitstrings in 4.2 hours (one million
bitstring every 210 seconds) at an estimated fidelity (2)
of 0.0366% [13]. The experiment is performed on an
updated Zuchongzhi computer, dubbed Zuchongzhi 2.1.
On this device, average single-qubit and two-qubit gate
errors were essentially the same as the previous experi-
ment, however the average readout fidelity was improved
to 97.74%. Again building on the latest advances in ten-
sor network simulation (Sec. II A 4), the authors estimate
it would take 48,000 years on Summit to classically sim-
ulate their experiment.

Back to Table I

3. Challenges, refutations, and loopholes

Due to the fact that this is again a random circuit sam-
pling experiment, all of the challenges and loopholes from
Sec. II A 4 apply to this work. The difference is of course
the larger size of the experiment: n = 53 qubits and
m = 20 cycles in Google’s 2019 experiment, improved up
to n = 60 qubits and m = 24 cycles here. Recall that
the (weak) refutation of Google’s 2019 experiment [48]
occurred on Nov 04 2021, almost two months after the
second RCS experiment on Zuchongzhi was published.
Hence this work, and the work leading up to it, does not
directly comment on the Zuchongzhi experiments, but
the challenges still apply. One exception is that the pre-
viously discussed [14] — although largely framed around
Google’s 2019 experiment — does estimate their meth-
ods would take around five years for the Zuchongzhi 2.1

experiment. In addition, Ref. [10] estimates the n = 56,
m = 20 circuit can be done in four days on a cluster with
4480 GPUs. The loopholes for the cross entropy fidelity
in random circuit sampling discussed in Sec. IIA 6 also
of course apply to these experiments.

D. Gaussian boson sampling on the Borealis
quantum computer

1. Description of the experiment

On Jun 01 2022, researchers from Xanadu announced
a Gaussian boson sampling experiment with n = 216
squeezed states and m = 216 modes. Up to Nc = 219
photons are measured, with a mean photon number of
125. One reason this photon number is larger compared
to previous Gaussian boson sampling experiments is that
this experiment uses photon number resolving detectors
instead of threshold detectors. Also, another important
difference is that this experiment is fully programmable.
Referring to the time needed to exactly calculate a single
probability in Gaussian boson sampling under the best-
known classical algorithm, the authors estimate it would
take the Fukagu supercomputer 9,000 years to generate
one sample, corresponding to 9 billion years to generate
the full dataset of one million samples collected by Bore-
alis.

To verify the experimental setup, the authors classi-
cally simulate the experiment for smaller sizes. In par-
ticular, for 3 ≤ n ≤ 6 photons and m = 16 modes,
the authors calculate the exact output distribution and
compare them to the experimental output distribution,
finding fidelities greater than 99% and total variation dis-
tances less than or equal to 6.5%. In the intermediate size
regime — an average photon number of around n = 21
with m = 216 modes — a classical computation taking
22 hours is performed which allows the authors to com-
pute the cross entropy of experimental and classically
computed samples, finding good agreement. Finally, in
the large size regime — an average photon number of
Nc = 125 with m = 216 modes — the first and sec-
ond order cumulants (which can be efficiently computed
classically) of the photon-number distributions are cal-
culated from one million samples, for which they again
find good agreement. Similar to the previous Gaussian
boson sampling experiments, several adversarial distri-
butions are considered — squashed, thermal, coherent,
and distinguishable squeezed light — and are shown to
match poorly with the ground truth. (These distribu-
tions are adversarial in the sense that they are easy to
classically simulate, presenting a potential challenge to
the experiment.) In addition, a fifth adversary is con-
sidered, namely the algorithm of Ref. [85] discussed in
Sec. II B 6. Still in this case the samples from Borealis
are found to better match the ground truth.

Back to Table I
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E. Two new random circuit sampling experiments
on the Sycamore quantum computer

On Apr 21 2023, the team from Google published a pa-
per describing two new random circuit sampling experi-
ments [11]. In the first, an n = 67 qubit, m = 32 cycle
(880 two-qubit gates) experiment is performed. Seventy
million bitstrings are sampled at an estimated XEB fi-
delity of 0.1%. In the second, an n = 70 qubit, m = 24
cycle random circuit experiment is performed. Seventy
million bitstrings are sampled at an estimated XEB fi-
delity of 0.2%. In this latter experiment at shorter depth,
the Loschmidt echo technique — which applies the uni-
tary U† after the random circuit unitary U and counts
the number of times the all zero bitstring is measured
— is used to estimate the XEB fidelity, and the results
agree with other techniques used.

In addition to presenting the largest random circuit
sampling experiments to date, commentary is given as to
references challenging, refuting, and/or discussing loop-
holes in the original 2019 experiment. Indeed, it is shown
that the (linear) XEB fidelity (2) exhibits a phase transi-
tion from weak to strong noise, and the authors present
a simple experimental protocol to locate this phase tran-
sition. Second, the authors estimate the classical run-
time in light of the new techniques used to challenge and
(weakly) refute the smaller 2019 experiment. Assuming
the Frontier cluster, the task of sampling one million un-
correlated bitstrings from their n = 67, m = 32 experi-
ment is estimated to take ten thousand years. Note that
this considers the best case scenario where all RAM is
used all bandwidth constraints are ignored. If the mem-
ory was expanded to included secondary storage, as pre-
viously suggested by [35] for the 2019 experiment, the
authors estimate it would take Frontier 12 years to sim-
ulate the experiment.

Back to Table I

F. A third Gaussian Boson sampling experiment
on the Jiŭzhāng quantum computer

On Apr 24 2023, the group from USTC reported a third
n = 50, m = 144 Gaussian boson sampling experiment
on an upgraded version Jiŭzhāng photonic quantum com-
puter, termed Jiŭzhāng 3.0 [16]. The highest number of
detected photons obtained in the experiment isNc = 255,
compared to Nc = 113 in the previous one. In this third
experiment, pseudo photon number resolving detectors
are used, as opposed to threshold detectors in previous
experiments. Recall that threshold detectors distinguish
between two cases — zero photons or one or more pho-
tons. Although easier to work with experimentally, this
version of Gaussian boson sampling is easier to classi-
cally simulate by exploiting collisions [82], as previously
discussed. The pseudo photon resolving number detec-
tors make the experiment harder to classically simulate,

the dominant computational cost being proportional to
mN3

√
G where N :=

∑m
i=1 ni , ni being the number

of photons resolved in mode i, and G :=
∏m

i=1(ni + 1)
. Using this cost and runtime estimates from the Fron-
tier supercomputer, the authors estimate it would take
at least 600 years to generate a single sample classically,
and up to 3.1×1010 years for the hardest sample, whereas
Jiŭzhāng takes 1.27 µs per sample.

Back to Table I

1. A weak refutation of the experiment and previous
Gaussian boson sampling experiments

On Jun 06 2023, Oh et al. presented work using ten-
sor networks to classical simulate Gaussian boson sam-
pling [8]. This builds on previous work (which features
the current authors) using matrix product operators to
simulate lossy boson sampling [87, 88], and shares some
features with previous algorithms exploiting the fact that
noise results in an easier distribution to sample from [89].
A key difference in the new algorithm is that thermal
states are removed and matrix product states (MPS),
instead of matrix product operators, are used. As de-
scribed, exact sampling algorithms scale exponentially in
the number of detected photons, but do not discriminate
between which types of photons are detected. The ten-
sor network algorithm is able to significantly reduce the
complexity when detected photons are thermal states by
removing them. The algorithm is implemented in Python
using CuPy and MPI, and the code is executed on a clus-
ter ofm GPUs where, as usual, m is the number of modes
in Gaussian boson sampling. An MPS with bond dimen-
sion χ = 104 is used for each of the previous Gaussian
boson sampling experiments claiming quantum advan-
tage. The longest time for the MPS construction is 9.5
minutes for the Jiŭzhāng 2.0 experiment, and the time
for generating 10 million samples is 62 minutes, a sig-
nificant speedup relative to previous classical algorithms.
Because the experimental sampling times were a few hun-
dred seconds (e.g., 200 seconds for the Jiŭzhāng 1.0 and
2.0 experiments), we consider this work to be a weak
refutation of these experiments. It is notable that the
source code used in this paper is available online (see
the Supplementary Material of [8]), and that part of this
algorithm directly uses and/or modifies previously men-
tioned open source software for simulating Gaussian bo-
son sampling [84], again highlighting how openly sharing
data and code have accelerated — if not caused — these
developments.

G. A quickly refuted quantum simulation by IBM

On Jun 14 2023, researchers from IBM report quan-
tum simulation of the transverse field Ising model [17]
defined by H = −J

∑
⟨i,j⟩ ZiZj+h

∑
iXi, on an n = 127
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qubit processor with two-dimensional connectivity ⟨i, j⟩.
In other words, the connectivity of the Ising model is
taken to be that of the quantum processor with qubits
arranged in a two-dimensional “heavy hexagon” pattern.
The quantum simulation is done via Trotterization up to
m = 60 layers, corresponding to 2880 two-qubit gates.
Expectation values of weight 17 observables are com-
puted and taken to be the output of the experiment.
(The weight of an observable, taken to be a Pauli string,
is the number of non-identity terms in the Pauli string, or
the cardinality of the support of the string.) For certain
evolution times, the circuit is Clifford and therefore effi-
ciently classically simulable — this is used to benchmark
the performance of the device, analogous to how linear
XEB is used to quantify the performance in random cir-
cuit sampling experiments. Noise is mitigated by use of
zero-noise extrapolation and probabilistic error amplifi-
cation to produce more accurate expectation values. The
authors consider classical simulation by quasi-1D matrix
product states and 2D isometric tensor network states,
arguing that the size of the experiment would be out of
reach for these methods, therefore allowing them to claim
quantum advantage.

Back to Table I

1. Refutations and loopholes

On Jun 26 2023, just two weeks after the IBM ex-
periment is announced, a classical simulation of the ex-
periment was presented [18]. This classical simulation
uses a tensor network ansatz based on the connectivity of
the quantum computer and uses the recently-introduced
technique of belief propagation [90] to approximately
contract it. Belief propagation is a technique for gauging
tensor networks and has been shown numerically to be
faster than existing methods. In this work, it is used to
apply two-qubit gates appearing in the Trotterization to
evolve time in the tensor network. The full classical com-
putation simulating IBM’s experiment was performed on
a laptop in a few minutes. The code to do so is built on
open-source libraries and is available online [90].

Two days later, on Jun 28 2023, authors of [91] show
the simulation of a smaller n = 30 qubit circuit can accu-
rately reproduce the experimental data obtained for the
weight 17 observable considered in the IBM experiment.
Assuming that Tr[ρO] = F ⟨O⟩ where O is an observ-
able, |ψ⟩ is the noiseless state, and ρ is the noisy state,
the authors argue that the effective fidelity F scales as
exp(−ϵVO) where ϵ is the error per two-qubit gate and
VO, called the “effective circuit volume” depending on
the observable O and the circuit, is a number of two-
qubit gates. Then, the authors argue the classical sim-
ulation cost scales as 2α∂VO where α is a constant and
∂VO is a boundary or “cut” of the effective circuit vol-
ume (which again depends on the observable O and the
circuit). This demonstrates a tradeoff between high fi-
delity and high classical simulation cost. These ideas

are discussed in the context of random circuit sampling
experiments, quantum chaos experiments, and the IBM
experiment. For the IBM experiment, it is argued that
the effective circuit volume VO is around 100 two-qubit
gates, as opposed to the 2880 two-qubit gates in the ex-
periment. (Note that this is distinct from the lightcone
of an observable — the lightcone of observables used in
the IBM experiment covers all 127 qubits.) It is then
shown that classically simulating these smaller circuits
— done on a single GPU in less than one second per
circuit — reproduces the experimental results from IBM
within one standard deviation. Because the exact circuits
are not executed, this computation can be considered a
loophole, e.g., “spoofing” the expectation values based on
the chosen observables and circuit design, just as various
vulnerabilities in the XEB fidelity have been exploited
(Sec. II A 6). It is worth noting that these techniques do
not lead to efficient spoofing of random circuit sampling
experiments as discussed by the authors.

Again on Jun 28 2023, the same day as the previous
paper, an approximate simulation technique is used to
classically reproduce IBM’s experiment [92]. The approx-
imate simulation technique is the so-called Clifford per-
turbation theory — recently introduced in [93] — which
is notable in the context of this review for not being a
tensor network technique. Rather, the technique updates
the assumed Pauli observable in the Heisenberg picture
using an expansion into sums of Cliffords. For an ac-
tual Clifford gate, the sum is just over one term and the
update is trivial. For non-Clifford gates, the sum is over
two Cliffords. Thus the cost is exponential in the number
of non-Clifford gates. This exponentially growing sum is
truncated after a certain number of terms, thus yielding
an approximate technique, which is argued to be accu-
rate under certain assumptions. In terms of IBM’s ex-
periment, the technique is shown to accurately reproduce
the dynamics of the observables, and the overall classical
runtime is between one and two minutes on a laptop. An
updated and published version of the paper [94] also con-
siders classical simulation via tensor network contraction
with projected entangled pair states/operators.

Shortly after, on Aug 06 2023, a classical simula-
tion using projected entangled pair operators (PEPOs)
is presented which runs on a single CPU in three sec-
onds [95]. In some detail, the authors construct the
three-dimensional tensor network (two space + one time)
⟨0|U†OU |0⟩ and contract it in the Heisenberg picture —
i.e., starting from the center of the network representing
the observable O as a PEPO and contracting outward
to the boundaries symmetrically. While operations with
PEPOs are generally more expensive than with matrix
product states (MPS), as considered in the classical sim-
ulation discussion of the IBM experiment, the authors
note some practical advantages of using PEPOs — for
example, a PEPO reflects the geometry of the underly-
ing hardware and so does not require SWAP operations
like in MPS, which increase the bond dimension. Cal-
culations with a PEPO with surprisingly small bond di-
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mension χ = 2 are shown to accurately reproduce IBM’s
experiment, and an errors with a χ = 184 PEPO are
shown to be lower than with an MPO at bond dimen-
sion χ = 1024. (Errors with an MPO at bond dimension
χ = 124 are comparable to the errors with a PEPO at
bond dimension χ = 2.) Running time for χ = 184 is
three seconds using a single CPU.

Finally, on Sep 27 2023, a classical simulation of IBM’s
experiment using graph-based projected entangled pair
states (gPEPs) and computing expectation values via
mean field theory is presented [95]. Like others discussed,
this classical simulation runs in just a few seconds (two
seconds) on a laptop. It is interesting to note that, in
addition to the above techniques, the authors considered
belief propagation from [18] and found it did not improve
accuracy but did increase runtime from two seconds to
nine seconds. This paper is particularly notable for not
just simulating the n = 127 qubit Ising model experi-
ment, but also for classically simulating n = 433 and
n = 1121 qubit experiments (two future milestones on
IBM Quantum’s roadmap) up to 39 Trotter steps.

H. A quantum simulation experiment by D-Wave

On Mar 01 2024, researchers from D-Wave published
a paper claiming quantum advantage for the problem of
quantum simulation [23]. The dynamics simulated are
the same as the previously discussed IBM experiment
(Sec. II G), namely time evolution of the transverse field
Ising model defined by H(t) = J(t/ta)

∑
i<j JijZiZj +

h(t/ta)
∑

iXi. Here ta is the quench time and the con-
nectivity (i.e., the sum over i < j), is taken to be the
connectivity of the quantum processor. Two processors
are used in the experiment, termed Advantage and Ad-
vantage2 (ADV1 and ADV2 ). Each device samples 1000
bitstrings per second, taken to be the output of the ex-
periment. Nonzero coupling coefficients Jij are chosen
randomly under different topologies including square lat-
tices, diamond lattices, and dimerized biclique graphs.
The largest input is a 12 × 12 × 16 diamond lattice re-
quiring 576 qubits.

The authors consider three classical algorithms to sim-
ulate their experiment — two using tensor networks and
one using neural networks (neural quantum states). Both
matrix product states and the two-dimensional version of
projected entangled pair states are considered for tensor
network ansatze, and autoregressive Boltzmann machines
as well as transformers and recurrent neural networks
are considered for neural quantum states. By studying
the numerical scaling of these techniques, the authors
conclude that they cannot reach the largest experiment
performed on the quantum computer, thereby claiming
quantum advantage.

Back to Table I

Due to the recency of this experiment (at the time of
writing), there is no literature directly challenging or re-

futing this claim of quantum advantage, however it seems
likely that the techniques of Sec. IIG 1 as well as others
could do so in the future.

III. QUANTUM ADVANTAGE THEORY

While the preceding discussion focused solely on exper-
imental computational advantage and emphasized how
this has been classically challenged and even refuted, sim-
ilar results can be found in theoretical computational ad-
vantage. We include brief histories for two cases in which
this has happened — computational advantage with re-
spect to approximate optimization and recommendation
systems. Last, we discuss prospects for the long-expected
(exponential) advantage in simulating quantum systems,
in particular quantum chemistry.

A. A brief quantum computational advantage in
approximate optimization

The Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm
(QAOA) [96] inputs a classical cost function C :
{0, 1}n → R defined on a bitstring z1, ..., zn and quan-
tizes it by taking zi 7→ Zi. At p = 1 layer, the QAOA
prepares the state

|γ, β⟩ := eiHXβe−iHZγ |+⟩⊗n (4)

where |+⟩ := (|0⟩ + |1⟩)/
√
2. Thus for γ = β = 0 the

QAOA is equivalent to random guessing, and for other
parameter values 0 ≤ γ, β < 2π different performance
can be achieved. The driver Hamiltonian HZ embeds
the problem information via the cost function C, and
the mixer Hamiltonian HX is a parameter, commonly
taken to be HX =

∑n
i=1Xi. The QAOA can be naturally

extended to p layers (or rounds) by repeated application
of the driver and mixer Hamiltonians, nominally with
different parameters. The p round QAOA thus contains
2p parameters γ1, β1, ..., γp, βp. In theory work, p = 1 is
almost always chosen due to the difficulty of analytical
expressions with p > 1. By taking γj = βj = 0 for all
j > i, it is easy to see the additional parameters cannot
decrease the performance of the QAOA, and it is hoped
that additional rounds can increase the performance. In
the original paper [96], it was shown that when applied to
the MaxCut problem on three-regular graphs, the p = 1
QAOA always finds a cut that is at least 0.6924 times
the size of the optimal cut.

On Dec 18 2014, the inventors of the QAOA apply
the algorithm to a new problem, Max E3LIN2, and show
they achieve an advantage over the best-known classi-
cal algorithm. The Max E3LIN2 problem is a constraint
sanctification problem over n bits z1, ..., zn where C(z)
is a sum of clauses (terms) with Exactly 3 (E3) binary
variables that sum to zero or one modulo 2 (LIN2). Note
that the problem is also known as Max-3XOR and can
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be easily generalized to Max-kXOR. The problem is to
maximize the number of satisfied clauses (assuming they
cannot all be satisfied, in which case the problem is triv-
ial). A random guess z will satisfy half of the clauses on
average, and it is known that for any ϵ > 0 there is no
efficient classical algorithm to satisfy 1/2 + ϵ clauses un-
less P = NP [97]. With the additional assumption that
each variable appears in at most D clauses, a classical al-
gorithm is known that produces an approximation ratio
of 1/2 + c/D where c is a constant [98].

In [99], Farhi, Goldstone, and Gutman applied the p =
1 round QAOA to the Max E3LIN2 problem and showed
it achieved an approximation ratio of 1/2 + c/D3/4,
thereby demonstrating an advantage over the best-known
classical algorithm. Because of this, the result generated
significant interest, notably in the form of a blog and
discussion [100]. This interest prompted researchers to
consider if an equal or better classical algorithm could
be found.

Less than five months later on May 13 2015, Barak
et al. — directly responding to Farhi, Goldstone, and
Gutman — presented a randomized classical algorithm
able to achieve an approximation ratio of at least 1/2 +
c/D1/2 where c is a constant [101]. In addition to beating
the QAOA, they show that the 1/D1/2 dependence is
optimal. Thus, the theoretical quantum advantage for
Max-E3LIN2 was lost.

It is notable that on Jun 25 2015, Farhi, Goldstone,
and Gutman responded to Barak et al. and improve
their analysis of the QAOA approximation ratio to show
it achieves 1/2 + c/D1/2 logD, and in “typical” cases de-
fined by the authors the QAOA will output a string with
high probability that satisfies 1/2+c/D1/2 clauses. Note
that this is not in a separate paper but rather in an
updated version of [99] (v1 and v2 on arXiv). Thus,
the QAOA is worse than the best-known classical algo-
rithm by a factor of logD, or (in the best case) achieves
equal performance, so a theoretical quantum advantage
for Max-E3LIN2 cannot be claimed. It is worthwhile to
note that, like most theoretical QAOA analyses, the al-
gorithm is analyzed for p = 1 layers (or rounds), and
as mentioned the performance of the QAOA cannot de-
crease for additional layers, and hopefully will increase.

The question of whether the QAOA can achieve a prov-
able computational advantage is still open and highly ac-
tive. For example, recently Montanaro and Zhou proved
that the p = 1 QAOA can achieve a success probability
of at least 1/

√
n for particular symmetric constraint sat-

isfaction problems with planted solutions [102]. Certain
classical algorithms are shown to have worse theoretical
performance, and other state-of-the-art SAT solvers are
studied numerically, suggesting a quantum advantage for
the p = 1 QAOA on these problems.

B. Dequantization of recommendation systems

The recommendation systems problem is to produce
good products for users based on available data. Specif-
ically, given m users and n products, we can imagine an
m× n preference matrix Tij where Tij = 1 is user i likes
product j, else Tij = 0. Given this data in an “online”
fashion of the form (i, j, Tij), the goal is output a small
number of new products for a given user. We assume
that the preference matrix T has a low rank k, specifi-
cally taking k to be independent of m and n, to make
the problem tractable. This low rank assumption arises
fairly naturally from social and economic reasons (e.g.,
people often naturally form groups, and some products
will be better than others) and is found to hold well in
empirical data.

One classical algorithm to solve this problem first sam-
ples entries from Tij to get a random matrix T̂ij , com-
putes the singular value decomposition, then truncates
to a given rank (which is independent of m and n). An
input user vector is then projected onto this low-rank
subspace, from which we can read out recommendations.

On Mar 29 2016, a quantum algorithm for the recom-
mendation systems problem was presented by Kerenidis
and Prakash [103]. The algorithm proceeds in line with
the previous classical algorithm but uses quantum rou-
tines to compute the singular value decomposition and to
truncate. The algorithm has the very nice feature that
it avoids the “output problem” of reading out entries of
an exponentially large vector from a quantum computer.
This is because we only want to get a small number of
recommended products. So, after the quantum singular
value decomposition and truncation is performed, sim-
ply measuring the final state samples from the desired
distribution, and good products are sampled with high
probability. The quantum recommendation systems al-
gorithm runs in time O(poly(k) logmn) which achieves
an exponential speedup over the best-known classical al-
gorithms (which depend polynomially on the dimensions
m and n). The algorithm is a cornerstone of theoretical
advantage in quantum algorithms and quantum machine
learning.

However, the quantum algorithm must assume a new
data structure — a so-called binary tree data structure
— to be able to efficiently read in the problem input (the
preference matrix Tij and a given user i). What if the
same data structure was allowed for classical algorithms?
Ewin Tang presented the answer to this question on Jul
10 2018, showing that there exists a classical algorithm
running in time O(poly(k) logmn) using the binary tree
data structure [104]. In other words, the quantum rec-
ommendation systems algorithm only achieves an (expo-
nential) advantage due to assumptions on the input of
the problem. The term dequantization is used to refer
to this situation of a new classical algorithm inspired by
a quantum algorithm with the same (or better) perfor-
mance.

The dequantized algorithm works as follows. The bi-
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nary tree data structure leads to efficient sample and
query access of a vector: i.e., given x ∈ CN , we can
efficiently sample i from the distribution |x2i /||x||2 and
query i 7→ xi. This leads to advantages in certain com-
putations. For example, finding a large, hidden element
of a vector takes time Ω(N), however with sample and
query access can be done in constant time — the large
element will have high weight and so will be sampled
with high probability in time independent of n. In a sim-
ilar way, sample and query access leads to efficient inner
products and thus efficient projections as needed in the
recommendation systems algorithm. The dequnatized al-
gorithm then computes the singular value decomposition,
projects, and samples entries (products). It is worth not-
ing that the singular value decomposition is performed
via the random (classical) algorithm of [105].

While the runtime of the quantum and dequantized
classical algorithms are the same asymptotically, they
have different constant factors and different degree poly-
nomials. A paper by Arrazola et al. [106] explored the
performance of both in practice, finding that the de-
qunatized algorithm can perform well in practice despite
strong requirements, but also has significant polynomial
overhead relative to the quantum algorithm. Assuming
the binary tree data structure of [103] could be efficiently
prepared, then, it follows that the quantum recommen-
dation systems algorithm could be advantageous in prac-
tice. However, it could also be possible to improve the
constants and polynomials in the dequantized algorithm,
negating this advantage.

It is worthwhile to note that the dequantization ideas
from Tang [104] were applied to other quantum algo-
rithms, for example linear systems [107] and linear regres-
sion [108]. Finally, the question of whether the sample
and query access assumption of dequantized algorithms
is too powerful a model has been considered [109], moti-
vated by the result that classical algorithms with sample
and query access can solve certain learning tasks expo-
nentially faster than quantum algorithms with quantum
state inputs.

C. Quantum chemistry

Perhaps the clearest application in which we can ex-
pect quantum computers to achieve computational ad-
vantage is simulating quantum systems, one of the first
motivations for the idea of quantum computers in the
1980s [110]. Roughly speaking, computational advan-
tage is expected because all known classical algorithms
for simulating quantum systems scale exponentially in
some parameter —- e.g. dimensionality, entanglement,
or coherence — whereas quantum computers naturally
mimic the behavior of (many-body) quantum systems.

One formalization of this intuition is the quantum
phase estimation (QPE) algorithm [111]. The goal of
QPE is to find the ground state energy (smallest eigen-
value) of a given a n-qubit unitary operator U . This

energy can be written e2πiϕ where ϕ is known as the
phase, whence the name of the algorithm. Computing ϕ
to accuracy ϵ requires a number of gates which scales as
O(ϵ−1poly(n)polylog

(
ϵ−1π−1

0 )
)
, where π0 is the overlap

of the initial state and the ground state. With respect
to general quantum systems, the poly(n) term is expo-
nentially better than all known classical algorithms. The
dependence on π0 reflects the fact that QPE must have a
relatively good initial state — measured by overlap with
the desired state — in order to succeed.

Quantum phase estimation is a staple quantum algo-
rithm, and much work has been done to improve the prac-
ticality of the algorithm while retaining its complexity
— for some recent developments, see for example [112–
114]. On Aug 22 2022, however, Lee et al. asked if there
is evidence for QPE to achieve an exponential speedup
on typical problems in quantum chemistry [115]. These
typical problems are taken to be ground state energy cal-
culation — one of the most common tasks in chemistry
— for which QPE is designed. Highlighting the powerful
classical heuristic algorithms which have been developed
over many years for these problems, the authors suggest
primarily through numerical analyses that evidence for
exponential advantage for QPE in ground state energy
calculation has yet to be firmly demonstrated (leaving
the possibility for polynomial speedups). It is worth not-
ing that, although the scaling of QPE is exponentially
better than known algorithms, the overhead is signifi-
cant despite ongoing work to make the algorithm more
practical and amenable to current quantum computers.
For this reason QPE has not been experimentally demon-
strated on problem sizes which could claim quantum ad-
vantage. Further improvements in both the algorithm
and in quantum hardware are required to perform such
experiments and conclusively demonstrate the advantage
of QPE.

D. Shor’s algorithm

Perhaps the most solid example of an algorithm with
theoretical quantum advantage is Shor’s algorithm for
prime factorization (or discrete logarithms) [4]. Whereas
every known classical algorithm takes time exponential in
the number of bits in the integer to be factored, Shor’s
quantum algorithm requires polynomial time. The catch
is that the overhead is so large that an experimental
demonstration of the algorithm will require quantum er-
ror correction. In this sense the final frontier towards
experimental quantum advantage in prime factorization
is quantum error correction, and we turn our final part
of the review towards this topic.

Prior to this point, however, it is worth noting that
the overhead of Shor’s algorithm has been significantly
brought down since the inception of the algorithm in
1995. Shor’s algorithm works by reducing the problem
of factoring to period finding, which quantum computers
are particularly suitable for due to constructive and de-
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structive interference effects. Factoring can be reduced
to period finding by considering the modular exponen-
tial function fx(r) := xr mod n where x is an integer
and n = pq is the number to be factored into unknown
primes p and q. This function is periodic with period
ϕ(n) := (p − 1)(q − 1), known as Euler’s totient func-
tion. Once the period ϕ(n) is known, the two equations
n = pq and ϕ(n) = (p−1)(q−1) can be readily solved for
p and q. (It may turn out that there is a smaller funda-
mental period of the modular exponential function fx(r),
however in this case the period can still be determined
efficiently by Euclid’s algorithm for finding the greatest
common divisor.) The quantum part of Shor’s algorithm
simply computes the modular exponential function on a
superposition of all inputs, then implements the quan-
tum Fourier transform to determine it’s period with high
probability. The quantum Fourier transform is relatively
easy, so the bulk of the quantum part of Shor’s algorithm
is computing fx(r) through multiplication. Much of the
work reducing the overhead of Shor’s algorithm has been
developing better circuits for this task. A relatively re-
cent proposal with a clear cost estimate and summary
of prior techniques can be found in [116]. To factor an
n bit RSA number, the technique of this paper requires
3n+0.002n log n logical qubits and 0.3n3+0.0005n3 log n
Toffoli gates, ignoring the cost of magic state distillation
to implement Toffoli gates as well as the cost of routing
(due to limited hardware connectivity) and the overhead
from error correction. The final estimate is that it would
take 20 million noisy qubits and eight hours to factor
2048-bit RSA numbers. Reducing this cost further is
still an active an open problem for which new results are
still appearing, e.g. [117].

IV. TOWARDS FAULT TOLERANCE

We finish this review article by briefly covering
progress in quantum error correction, the final frontier
to realizing experimental quantum advantage in Shor’s
algorithm and others. For readers familiar with classical
error correction, quantum error correction can be intu-
itively understood as using redundancy. For example,
the repetition code maps the basis states of a qubit to
|0⟩ 7→ |000⟩ and |1⟩ 7→ |111⟩. In this way information is
encoded redundantly in three physical qubits represent-
ing a single logical qubit. This particular code is able to
correct a single bit flip on any physical qubit by taking
a majority vote in the decoding process. For example, if
a single bit flip occurs on the last qubit, the error state
|001⟩ would be corrected to |000⟩, and so the bit flip can
be corrected. However if two or more bit flips happen,
the state would get mapped to the other logical basis
state, known as a logical error. This intuition for how
many errors a code can correct is reflected in a param-
eter known as the distance of the code. Thus higher
distance is desirable, and a certain physical error rate
necessitates a minimum distance for error correction to

Year Code name Params. nQ Qubit type Ref.
1998 Repetition [3,1,3] 3 NMR [118]
2004 Repetition [3, 1, 3] 3 Trapped ion [119]
2005 Cat N/A 2 Photonic [120]
2001 Perfect [[5,1,3]] 5 NMR [121]
2011 Repetition [3,1,3] 3 Trapped ion [122]
2011 Repetition [3,1,3] 3 NMR [123]
2011 Repetition [3,1,3] 3 NMR [124]
2012 Repetition [3,1,3] 3 Superconducting [125]
2012 Perfect [[5,1,3]] 5 NMR [126]
2014 Surface [[4,1,2]] 4 Photonic [127]
2014 Repetition [5,1,5] 9 Superconducting [128]
2014 Color [[7,1,3]] 7 Trapped ion [129]
2014 Repetition [3,1,3] 4 Diamond [130]
2015 Repetition [3,1,3] 5 Superconducting [131]
2015 Bell [[2,0,2]] 4 Superconducting [132]
2016 Repetition [3,1,3] 4 Superconducting [133]
2016 Cat N/A 1 3D cavity [134]
2017 Color [[4,2,2]] 5 Superconducting [135]
2017 Color [[4,2,2]] 5 Trapped ion [136]
2017 Cat N/A 1 Superconducting [137]
2018 Repetition [8,1,8] 15 Superconducting [138]
2019 Bell [[2,0,2]] 3 Superconducting [139]
2019 Perfect [[5,1,3]] 5 Superconducting [140]
2019 Binomial N/A 1 3D cavity [141]
2019 Color [[4,2,2]] 4 Superconducting [142]
2020 Repetition [22,1,22] 43 Superconducting [143]
2020 Surface [[4,1,2]] 7 Superconducting [144]
2020 Bacon-Shor [[9,1,3]] 15 Trapped ion [145]
2020 Bacon-Shor [[9,1,3]] 11 Photonic [146]
2020 GKP N/A 1 3D cavity [147]
2021 Repetition [11,1,11] 21 Superconducting [148]
2021 Steane [[7, 1, 3]] 10 Trapped ion [149]
2022 Surface [[9, 1, 3]] 17 Superconducting [150]
2022 Five-qubit [[5, 1, 3]] 7 Diamond [151]
2022 Surface [[9, 1, 3]] 17 Superconducting [152]
2023 GKP N/A 1 Superconducting [153]
2023 Surface [[25, 1, 5]] 49 Superconducting [154]
2024 Carbon [[12, 2, 4]] 30 Trapped ion [155]
2024 Surface/Color k ≤ 48 218 Neutral atom [156]
2024 Surface [[49, 1, 7]] 101 Superconducting [157]

TABLE II. A selection of quantum error correction experi-
ments ordered chronologically. The code parameters are the
[[n, k, d]] notation (see main text for a definition) and the nQ

column denotes the total number of physical qubits, includ-
ing any ancilla qubits used for stabilizer measurement or other
tasks outside of the n data qubits. Note that if a reference
implements multiple error correction experiments we list the
parameters for the largest experiment. Many entries prior
to 2021 are taken from a similar list in the 2021 experiment
of [148], and later entries build on this history.

work. A quantum error correction code is described in
the notation [[n, k, d]] where n physical qubits are used to
encode k logical qubits and d is the distance of the code.
For example, the previously described repetition code is
a [[3, 1, 3]] code. (Since this code is only capable of cor-
recting a single type of error (bit flips), it sometimes may
be written with single brackets [3, 1, 3] to emphasize it is
a classical code.) An error corrected quantum computer
is said to be fault tolerant when errors do not propagate
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between logical qubits during operations that are neces-
sary to implement the code and manipulate the logical
information to perform a computation.

Table II shows a chronological history of quantum er-
ror correction experiments, from which one can see the
remarkable progress in recent years. Moving beyond
simple proof of principle demonstrations, the first error
correction experiment to achieve a logical qubit lifetime
longer than any component physical qubit occurred in
2016 [134]. In this work, a logical qubit is encoded in
a superconducting resonator in a so-called cat state, ex-
hibiting a lifetime 1.1 times as long as the best physical
qubit, demonstrating a fundamental feature of error cor-
rection that additional noisy components can combine
to create higher fidelity quantum information. Later, in
2020, Ref. [143] is notable for implementing the largest
repetition codes at that time, using up to 43 physical
qubits of a superconducting (IBM) quantum computer.
Also of note from 2020 is the first experimental demon-
stration of the surface code on a superconducting quan-
tum computer [144]. The surface code is one of the most
targeted codes due to its high threshold and relatively
low experimental complexity, so although this work in-
volved only four data qubits it generated significant inter-
est. Another work from 2020 showed the first experimen-
tal demonstration of fault-tolerant preparation, measure-
ment, and rotation using 13 trapped ion qubits imple-
menting the [[9, 1, 3]] Bacon-Shor code. In 2021, the team
from Google published the first error correction experi-
ment on its Sycamore computer used in random circuit
sampling experiments [148]. This work scaled the size of
repetition codes and showed, although the logical error
rates were worse than physical component error rates,
that the logical error rate decreased exponentially in the
distance of the code. Subsequently, building on [144],
in 2022 Ref. [150] implemented a distance three surface
code using 17 physical qubits on a superconducting quan-
tum computer. The USTC group also implemented a
distance three surface code in 2022 on the Zuchongzhi
quantum computer used for random circuit sampling ex-
periments. The Google group regained the lead with the
largest surface code implementation of distance five (49
physical qubits) in 2023 on the Sycamore computer [154].
This line of work culminated in the most recent surface
code experiment by Google in 2024 [157]. In this work,
using a new 105 qubit quantum computer called Wil-
low, surface codes up to distance seven (101 physical
qubits) were implemented, and for the first time error
rates were below the surface code threshold. (Note that
Google has claimed quantum advantage in a new random

circuit sampling experiment on Willow in several press
releases [158], however no details about the experiment
have been given at the time of writing.) Other experi-
mental work in error correction in 2024 showed up to 218
physical qubits encoding k = 48 logical qubits and imple-
menting logical operations on a neutral atom quantum
computer [156], and still other work has demonstrated
necessary protocols for fault-tolerant quantum comput-
ing, e.g. magic state distillation in [159].

While the pace of these advancements has been re-
markable, there is still a long road to fault-tolerant quan-
tum computation. For example, although the latest sur-
face code experiment from Google is below the threshold,
this is a “memory” experiment with a single logical qubit,
lacking any logical operations. We expect to see an even
larger volume of quantum error correction experiments in
the coming years to continue reaching milestones on the
path towards a large-scale, fault-tolerant quantum com-
puter capable of demonstrating quantum advantage for
factoring and other problems.

V. CONCLUSION

In the long run, it seems reasonable to expect quantum
computational advantage for certain problems in which
quantum algorithms have exponential or strong poly-
nomial speedups. However, while quantum algorithms
may be faster, quantum information is inherently sen-
sitive, limiting the size of experiments and opening the
door to classical challenges and refutations. The alterna-
tive route to using noisy, physical qubits to demonstrate
quantum advantage is to develop quantum error correc-
tion, for which the engineering challenges are formidable,
but also for which there has been a tremendous amount of
progress and exciting advances in recent years. With re-
gards theoretical computational advantage, the possibil-
ity remains to devise new classical algorithms which are
even faster, as we have seen for example problems such as
approximate optimization and recommendation systems.
Ultimately, any hypothesized computational advantage
must be experimentally performed to be substantiated,
and we have seen in this review that experiments can
be challenged and refuted. It seems at this moment in
history we are just on the boundary between quantum
and classical computational advantage, and in the near
future we expect the status of computational advantage
to continue shifting between quantum and classical. We
hope that this brief history helps to propel readers to the
research frontier and develop new ideas which advance
both classical and quantum computation.
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