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Quantum computers stand at the forefront of technological innovation, offering exponential com-
putational speed-ups that challenge classical computing capabilities. At the cutting edge of this
transformation is Google Quantum AI, a leader in driving forward the development of practical
quantum computers. This article provides a comprehensive review of Google Quantum AI’s piv-
otal role in the quantum computing landscape over the past decade, emphasizing their significant
strides towards achieving quantum computational supremacy. By exploring their advancements and
contributions in quantum hardware, quantum software, error correction, and quantum algorithms,
this study highlights the transformative impact of Google Quantum AI’s initiatives in shaping the
future of quantum computing technology.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Noisy Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) com-
puting era [1] has marked a significant milestone in the
evolution of quantum technology [2]. While these quan-
tum processors are powerful [3–6], they still face sub-
stantial challenges due to escalating error rates, as sys-
tem sizes increase [7], presenting significant challenges to
reliable computation [1, 8].
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To address these limitations [1], error-corrected quan-
tum computers are crucial for advancing quantum tech-
nology in the post-NISQ era. These systems aim to mit-
igate the inherent errors associated with qubit opera-
tions [9, 10], particularly as system sizes increase, en-
abling more reliable computation. By focusing on reduc-
ing operational error rates in quantum processing units
(QPUs) [11, 12], we can unlock the full potential of
quantum computing [13, 14], paving the way for large-
scale quantum computers capable of executing complex,
error-corrected computations [15–17]. This progress is
essential for pushing the boundaries of quantum technol-
ogy and realizing meaningful applications across diverse
fields, from drug design [18] to cryptography [19] and
beyond [2].

At the forefront of this transformation is Google Quan-
tum AI, a key player pushing the boundaries of what
quantum technology can achieve [6]. Since its inception,
Google Quantum AI has been instrumental in advancing
the field, particularly through its innovations in super-
conducting qubits and its ambitious pursuit of quantum
computational supremacy [20, 21].

This paper explores Google Quantum AI’s pivotal role
in advancing quantum computing technology. The re-
search highlights the company’s journey from early de-
velopments to achieving notable milestones in quantum
supremacy. With a focus on their advancements in quan-
tum hardware, quantum software, and quantum error
correction (QErC) [15–17].

Our exploration offers insights into their impact on
both theoretical and practical aspects of quantum com-
puting. By analyzing their research and development
efforts year by year, we aim to provide a comprehen-
sive overview of how Google Quantum AI has shaped the
landscape of quantum technology and what lies ahead in
their ongoing quest to build error-corrected, large-scale
quantum computers.

The subsequent sections of this paper are structured
as follows: Section II presents an overview of Google
Quantum AI, highlighting its foundational role and key
milestones. Section III chronicles the company’s progress
year by year from 2013 to 2024. Section IV discuss com-
paring the performance of NISQ processors with classical
computers. Section V addresses Google Quantum AI’s
achievement of computational supremacy, with detailed
examinations of the 53-qubit Sycamore processor (SYC-
53) and subsequent quantum processors like the SYC
67- and SYC 70-qubit models. Section VI provides an
overview of Google’s contributions to quantum software
and open-source tools, highlighting key platforms such
as Cirq, OpenFermion, TensorFlow Quantum, Qsim, and
discussing their impact on quantum algorithm develop-
ment and research. Section VIII discusses Google Quan-
tum AI roadmap and the path towards building large-
scale useful quantum computers, emphasizing the strate-
gies and challenges involved. The paper concludes with
a summary of findings and reflections on the future tra-
jectory of quantum computing technology in Section IX.

II. GOOGLE QUANTUM AI

Google Quantum AI stands at the forefront of quan-
tum computing innovation, shaping the future of the field
with transformative advancements in technology and the-
ory [6]. Since its inception, Google Quantum AI has been
dedicated to pushing the boundaries of classical com-
puting, leveraging quantum mechanics to solve complex
problems across various domains, including physics [6],
chemistry [22], and optimization [23, 24].

Central to Google Quantum AI’s efforts is the Quan-
tum Artificial Intelligence Lab (QuAIL), a collabora-
tive initiative established in 2013 with partners such
as NASA and the Universities Space Research Associ-
ation (USRA). This lab has been instrumental in ad-
vancing quantum computing research, culminating in the
landmark achievement of quantum supremacy regime in
2019 [6]—a milestone that demonstrated the practical ca-
pabilities of quantum processors to outperform classical
supercomputers on specific tasks [2, 20].

A cornerstone of Google Quantum AI’s research is
the development and refinement of superconducting
qubits [25–27], which are implemented using supercon-
ducting circuits [28, 29]. These circuits, often based on
Josephson junctions, represent a promising approach to
scalable quantum computing due to their compatibility
with existing semiconductor technologies and their po-
tential for high fidelity and coherence [30–32].

One of the key achievements of Google Quantum AI in
this area has been the significant improvement in qubit
coherence times [33]. Coherence time, the period dur-
ing which a qubit maintains its quantum state without
succumbing to decoherence, is crucial for reliable quan-
tum computations. By addressing environmental noise
and enhancing qubit design, Google Quantum AI has
successfully extended coherence times, thereby enhanc-
ing the stability and reliability of their qubits.

Error management remains another critical focus for
Google Quantum AI. Quantum systems are inherently
susceptible to errors from noise, control imperfections,
and environmental interactions [15, 16]. To address these
challenges, the team has made notable progress in re-
ducing error rates through sophisticated error correc-
tion techniques and optimization of qubit designs [33–
35]. These advancements contribute to more accurate
and stable quantum computations.

Google Quantum AI has utilized their quantum pro-
cessors to explore novel physical phenomena. This in-
cludes observing time crystals [36] and Majorana edge
modes [37], as well as making new experimental discov-
eries like robust bound states of interacting photons [38]
and the noise resilience of Majorana edge modes in Flo-
quet evolutions [37].

Looking ahead, Google Quantum AI is committed to
further advancing qubit performance and expanding its
quantum infrastructure. Their ambitious goal is to con-
struct a fully fault-tolerant quantum computer by inte-
grating thousands of surface-encoded logical qubits, sig-
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FIG. 1. The roadmap for quantum computing at Google Quantum AI illustrates their commitment to unlocking the ultimate
potential of quantum computing through the development of a large-scale, error-corrected computer. The journey is guided by
six pivotal milestones. The first milestone, beyond classical, was achieved in 2019, marking a significant advance over classical
computing [6]. The second milestone, error-corrected qubits (see Section III K). Subsequent milestones include building a
long-lived logical qubit, creating a logical gate, and engineering scale-up. The final milestone, a large error-corrected quantum
computer, represents the ultimate goal of connecting and controlling 1 million qubits, pushing the boundaries of quantum
technology to realize meaningful applications.

nificantly reducing error rates and overcoming the limi-
tations of current technology [38].

As the field progresses, Google Quantum AI’s ongoing
contributions will undoubtedly continue to shape the fu-
ture of quantum computing and drive the next wave of
technological innovation.

III. A DECADE OF RESEARCH AND
INNOVATION

In this section, we shed light on the progress and
achievements of Google Quantum AI over the past
decade, tracing their journey from early developmental
stages to achieving quantum computational supremacy
and advancing QErC (see Figure 1). As a leader in the
field, Google Quantum AI has made significant strides,
and we will delve into key research from each year to
highlight their major contributions and their impact on
the broader quantum computing landscape.

A. 2013: Early developments

The application of quantum computing to machine
learning tasks was explored in 2013 [39]. The study ex-
amined how quantum algorithms could potentially en-
hance the efficiency of processing and classifying large
datasets within high-dimensional spaces [40]. Unlike clas-
sical algorithms, which typically exhibit polynomial time
complexity, these quantum algorithms are capable of per-
forming clustering tasks in logarithmic time relative to
the number of data points and dimensions, thereby offer-
ing an exponential speed-up.

B. 2014: Defining and detecting quantum speedup

In 2014, a superconducting qubit architecture featur-
ing high-coherence qubits and dynamically tunable cou-
pling is presented in [41]. This architecture (known as
gmon, constructed using the Xmon transmon design [42])
allows the coupling to be set to zero and adjusted with
nanosecond precision, thereby avoiding frequency crowd-
ing issues and supporting a range of applications, includ-

FIG. 1. The roadmap for quantum computing at Google Quantum AI illustrates their commitment to unlocking the ultimate
potential of quantum computing through the development of a large-scale, error-corrected computer. The journey is guided by
six pivotal milestones. The first milestone, beyond classical, was achieved in 2019, marking a significant advance over classical
computing [6]. The second milestone, error-corrected qubits (see Section III K). Subsequent milestones include building a
long-lived logical qubit, creating a logical gate, and engineering scale-up. The final milestone, a large error-corrected quantum
computer, represents the ultimate goal of connecting and controlling 1 million qubits, pushing the boundaries of quantum
technology to realize meaningful applications.

nificantly reducing error rates and overcoming the limi-
tations of current technology [39].

As the field progresses, Google Quantum AI’s ongoing
contributions will undoubtedly continue to shape the fu-
ture of quantum computing and drive the next wave of
technological innovation.

III. A DECADE OF RESEARCH AND
INNOVATION

In this section, we shed light on the progress and
achievements of Google Quantum AI over the past
decade, tracing their journey from early developmental
stages to achieving quantum computational supremacy
and advancing QErC (see Figure 1). As a leader in the
field, Google Quantum AI has made significant strides,
and we will delve into key research from each year to
highlight their major contributions and their impact on
the broader quantum computing landscape.

A. 2013: Early developments

The application of quantum computing to machine
learning tasks was explored in 2013 [40]. The study ex-
amined how quantum algorithms could potentially en-
hance the efficiency of processing and classifying large
datasets within high-dimensional spaces [41]. Unlike clas-
sical algorithms, which typically exhibit polynomial time
complexity, these quantum algorithms are capable of per-
forming clustering tasks in logarithmic time relative to
the number of data points and dimensions, thereby offer-
ing an exponential speed-up.

B. 2014: Defining and detecting quantum speedup

In 2014, a superconducting qubit architecture featur-
ing high-coherence qubits and dynamically tunable cou-
pling is presented in [42]. This architecture (known as
gmon, constructed using the Xmon transmon design [43])
allows the coupling to be set to zero and adjusted with
nanosecond precision, thereby avoiding frequency crowd-
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ing issues and supporting a range of applications, includ-
ing quantum logic gates and simulations. The approach
was demonstrated with a novel, fast adiabatic controlled-
Z gate (CZ), showcasing potential for scalable quantum
computation.

The research in [44] focused on defining and measuring
quantum speedup. Using data from a D-Wave Two de-
vice with up to 503 qubits, the study conducted bench-
mark tests with random spin glass instances [45]. The
results showed no clear evidence of quantum speedup,
both when analyzing the full dataset and its subsets.

The first experimental evidence of the computational
role of multi-qubit quantum tunneling in quantum an-
nealers [46, 47] is presented in [48]. Utilizing the NIBA
(Non-interacting Blip Approximation) Quantum Master
Equation [49], the researchers developed a model that
describes the effects of multi-qubit dissipative tunneling
in the presence of complex noise. The model’s predic-
tions align well with experimental data from the D-Wave
Two quantum annealer, illustrating an increase in success
probabilities for problems with up to 200 qubits.

Quantum coherence in scalable quantum annealing
processors using qubit tunneling spectroscopy [50] is ex-
plored in [51]. The study revealed that qubits in both
two- and eight-qubit systems became entangled during
quantum annealing, and this entanglement persisted even
at thermal equilibrium.

Advanced superconducting quantum circuits are lever-
aged in [52], to explore the topological properties of
quantum systems. By measuring the deflection of quan-
tum trajectories in the parameter space of a Hamilto-
nian [53], the researchers applied a quantum analog of
the Gauss–Bonnet theorem, revealing essential topolog-
ical features. They validated their technique using the
Haldane model [54] and extended it to interacting sys-
tems with a certain qubit architecture [55, 56], uncover-
ing an interaction-induced topological phase. This ap-
proach established a robust platform for studying topo-
logical phenomena in quantum systems.

Dynamics-based sampling methods are improved [57],
by introducing variables that stabilized momentum fluc-
tuations caused by noise from stochastic gradients [58,
59]. Drawing inspiration from statistical mechanics [60],
this method enhanced sampling efficiency and stability
in large datasets.

C. 2015: Quantum hardware design and error
correction

In 2015, a tunable coupler design for superconducting
Xmon qubits was investigated in [61], utilizing a flux-
biased Josephson junction as a tunable current divider.
The study calculated the effective qubit-qubit interac-
tion Hamiltonian, finding that the qubit’s nonlinearity
reduces the transverse coupling by about 15% and in-
troduces a small diagonal coupling. The approach offers
insights applicable to other complex nonlinear circuits in

quantum hardware design [43].
The simulation of the bond dissociation curve of the

helium hydride cation (HeH+ is thought to be the first
molecule formed in the early universe [62]) using a solid-
state quantum register based on nitrogen-vacancy (NV)
centers in diamond [63] was demonstrated in [22]. The re-
searchers achieved an energy uncertainty of about 10−14

Hartree, surpassing the precision required for chemical
applications. This work marks significant progress to-
ward scalable quantum chemistry simulations using solid-
state quantum platforms [64–66].

Advancements in QErC were highlighted in [67], where
a nine-qubit linear array was used to protect classi-
cal states from bit-flip errors [7]. The researchers
demonstrated reduced error rates with increasing sys-
tem size, achieving a factor of 2.7 improvement with
five qubits and 8.5 with nine qubits after eight cycles.
Additionally, the preservation of a non-classical Green-
berger–Horne–Zeilinger (GHZ) state [68] was verified,
and effectively reducing environment-induced errors. Ad-
ditional research efforts from the same year can be found
in [69–71].

D. 2016: Quantum algorithms and system
performance

In 2016, the variational quantum eigensolver (VQE)
algorithm [72] was improved in [73] by introducing a vari-
ational adiabatic ansatz, quantum variational error sup-
pression, and cost-reducing techniques such as trunca-
tion. The study demonstrated that modern optimization
methods can significantly lower computational costs.

Digitized adiabatic quantum computing [74, 75] was
implemented in a superconducting system [76]. This
study combined adiabatic [77–79] and digital quantum
computing [65, 80–83], using tomography to probe the
system’s evolution and assess error scaling with system
size [7]. The researchers solved the one-dimensional Ising
problem and more complex Hamiltonians with up to nine
qubits and 1,000 gates, contributing to the development
of scalable quantum computing systems.

The first electronic structure calculation on a quan-
tum computer without extensive pre-compilation was
performed in [23]. Using superconducting qubits, the re-
searchers computed the energy surface of molecular hy-
drogen using two quantum algorithms: the UCC (uni-
tary coupled cluster) [84–87] method via the VQE [72]
and Trotterization [88] with quantum phase estimation
(QPE) [89]. The VQE achieved chemical accuracy and
demonstrated better robustness to errors compared to
traditional methods, highlighting its potential for future
simulations of complex molecules.

Ergodic dynamics in a 3-qubit superconducting system
were demonstrated in [90]. The research showed that the
system explores all states over time, similar to classical
chaotic systems [91–95]. By measuring entanglement en-
tropy, the study revealed that the system acts as a reser-
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voir, increasing entropy through entanglement. For ad-
ditional research efforts by Google Quantum AI in 2016,
readers are directed to [96–102].

E. 2017: Commercialize quantum technologies in
five years

In 2017, Google’s Quantum AI outlined strategies
for commercializing quantum technologies within five
years [103]. Focusing on investment opportunities and
steps needed to advance towards fully functional quan-
tum machines, providing a roadmap to accelerate the
development and deployment of these technologies (see
Section VIII).

A scalable trapped ion quantum computer [104–107]
was proposed in [108], featuring a modular design
based on silicon microfabrication and long-wavelength
radiation-based quantum gates [109, 110]. The design
supports fault-tolerant operations through high error-
threshold surface codes and allows for interconnection of
standalone units via ion transport [111–113]. This ap-
proach can be adapted for various quantum computing
architectures, including those utilizing photonic intercon-
nects [4, 5].

Chiral ground-state currents of interacting photons
were demonstrated in [114] using superconducting qubits
in synthetic magnetic fields. By modulating qubit cou-
plings to create artificial magnetic fields, the researchers
observed directional photon circulation and strong pho-
ton interactions [115–117]. This setup offers a new
platform for exploring quantum phases in systems with
strongly interacting photons.

The energy levels of interacting photons were analyzed
using a chain of nine superconducting qubits in [118].
This study revealed features of the Hofstadter butter-
fly spectrum [119, 120] and observed a transition from
a thermalized to a localized phase by introducing disor-
der. This technique provides a novel approach to study-
ing quantum phases of matter through many-body spec-
troscopy [121–123]. Additional research efforts from the
same year can be found in [124–132].

F. 2018: The path to quantum supremacy with
superconducting qubits

In 2018, several key contributions advanced the quest
for quantum supremacy and improved quantum simula-
tions [64–66]. The investigation of unpredictable fluc-
tuations in energy-relaxation times of superconducting
qubits was performed in [133]. This study identified in-
dividual two-level-system defects as the primary cause of
these fluctuations by using qubits as temporal and spec-
tral probes. The findings provide a basis for enhancing
qubit stability through improved calibration, design, and
fabrication techniques.

A dual plane wave basis for quantum simulation of elec-
tronic structures was introduced in [134]. This method
reduces the complexity of Hamiltonians from O(N4)
to O(N2) terms, facilitating more efficient Hamiltonian
steps and reducing circuit depths for Trotter [135, 136]
and Taylor-series simulations [137]. It also requires fewer
measurements for variational algorithms.

The simulation of the electronic structure Hamiltonian
using a ”fermionic swap network” was presented in [138].
This approach achieves Trotter steps with linear depth
(N) and requires O(N2) two-qubit entangling gates [139–
141]. It also allows for the preparation of Slater determi-
nants with a depth of at most N/2, even on minimally
connected qubit architectures. The authors suggest that
this method is optimal in terms of gate count for Trotter
steps and represents a significant practical advancement
for quantum chemistry simulations [142].

A strategy for achieving quantum computational
supremacy using superconducting qubits was outlined
in [143]. By tuning nine qubits to generate diverse Hamil-
tonian evolutions, the researchers observed output prob-
abilities aligning with a universal distribution, indicating
uniform sampling of the Hilbert space [144]. These re-
sults demonstrate that increasing the qubit count could
allow quantum systems to solve problems beyond the
reach of classical computers.

The application of the VQE algorithm [72] to molec-
ular energy simulations using the UCC (unitary coupled
cluster) ansatz [72, 73, 84] was explored in [145]. The
study introduced methods to reduce circuit depth and en-
hance wave-function optimization through efficient clas-
sical approximations of cluster amplitudes [146–149].

The challenges of using random circuits as initial
guesses for hybrid quantum-classical algorithms [73] were
revealed in [150]. They showed that the probability of ob-
taining a non-zero gradient decreases exponentially with
the number of qubits, highlighting the need for improved
designs of parameterized quantum circuits.

A QNN (quantum neural network) for binary classifi-
cation tasks was presented in [151]. This QNN handles
both classical and quantum data by applying parameter-
ized unitary transformations to an input quantum state
and measuring a Pauli operator to predict binary labels.
The study also explored adapting the QNN for quantum
data, suggesting its suitability for near-term quantum
processors [1].

Sampling from RQCs as a task to demonstrate quan-
tum supremacy [20] was proposed in [144]. The study ar-
gued that classical computation would require exponen-
tial time for this task, and introduced XEB [6, 143, 144,
152] to measure experimental fidelity in complex multi-
qubit dynamics. It found that a 7×7 qubit grid perform-
ing around 40 clock cycles with specific error rates could
achieve this milestone [2].

The experimental implementation of the VQE algo-
rithm [72] using a trapped-ion quantum simulator [153]
to calculate the ground-state energies of two molecules
was reported in [142]. The study demonstrated and com-
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pared different encoding methods with up to four qubits,
addressed measurement noise and its mitigation, and ex-
plored adaptive strategies for achieving chemical accu-
racy, setting a benchmark for multi-qubit quantum sim-
ulators [154–157]. Additional research efforts from the
same year can be found in [158–170].

G. 2019: Quantum supremacy—the Sycamore
processor and beyond

In 2019, significant advancements in quantum comput-
ing were achieved. Quantum supremacy regime [20, 21]
was demonstrated in [6] using a superconducting qubit
processor with 54 qubits (see Figure 2), creating states in
a computational space of dimension 253 (approximately
1016). Google Quantum AI and Collaborators revealed
that the SYC-53 processor sampled quantum states in
about 200 seconds, a task that would take approximately
10,000 years on a state-of-the-art classical supercomputer
(see Section IV B). Shortly after the publication, a de-
bate arose concerning the possible overestimation of the
time needed to solve the same problem on a supercom-
puter [172–174]. Nevertheless, this achievement stands
as a significant milestone in the field [2].

A quantum algorithm for simulating quantum chem-
istry was introduced in [175], with gate complexity scal-
ing as O(N1/3η8/3), where N is the number of orbitals
and η is the number of electrons. This method employs
interaction picture techniques in the rotating frame of the
kinetic operator, offering significant efficiency improve-
ments over previous algorithms [176–178], particularly
for large basis sizes or without the Born-Oppenheimer
approximation [179].

Diabatic two-qubit gates for frequency-tunable super-
conducting qubits were reported in [180], achieving Pauli
error rates as low as 4.3 × 10−3 ± 0.0002 in 18 ns, with
average gate fidelities up to 0.9966 ± 0.0002. This im-
provement is attributed to the synchronization of gate
parameters with minima in the leakage channel, which
enhances gate robustness. This method, validated with
CPHASE [181] and iSWAP-like [182] gates, lays the
groundwork for extending to multi-body operations.

A prototype cryogenic CMOS quantum controller was
presented in [183], designed in a 28-nm CMOS process to
manage transmon qubits [184, 185] with a 16-word XY
gate instruction set. The study details the controller’s
design and performance, noting low error rates, scalabil-
ity, and cryogenic operation. It achieves under 2 mW
power dissipation and a digital data stream of less than
500 Mb/s.

The flexible quantum circuit simulator, qFlex, was in-
troduced in [186]. Using tensor networks, qFlex com-
putes both exact and low-fidelity amplitudes for ver-
ifying and mimicking NISQ devices [1, 2]. It effi-
ciently simulates RQCs expected in supremacy experi-
ments [144, 187–196], achieving simulations at a cost 1/f
of perfect fidelity ones. The study also eliminates rejec-

tion sampling overhead and benchmarks qFlex on NASA
HPC clusters [197], achieving a peak performance of 20
PFLOPS, the highest numerical computation in terms of
sustained floating-point operations per second (FLOPS)
and node usage on these clusters.

The improvement of QNNs through classical neural
networks and meta-learning, alternatively referred to as
“learning to learn” [198–202], was explored in [203]. By
training classical recurrent neural networks to find ap-
proximate optimal parameters for quantum algorithms.
They investigated the effectiveness of this method for sev-
eral problem classes, including QAOA for Sherrington-
Kirkpatrick Ising models [128], QAOA for MaxCut [204],
and a VQE for the Hubbard model [86, 138, 162]. The
approach reduces the number of optimization iterations
needed, improves convergence to local minima, and gen-
eralizes well across different problem sizes.

A framework combining reinforcement learning (RL)
and deep neural networks (DNNs) [205–209] to optimize
quantum control was introduced in [210]. The framework
(namely “Universal control cost Function Optimization”
or “UFO”) focuses on improving both speed and fidelity
of two-qubit gates by incorporating control noise into
the training environment [211–213]. This approach re-
duces average gate error [214–218] by two orders of mag-
nitude and gate time by up to one order of magnitude
compared to traditional methods [219], offering promis-
ing applications for quantum simulation [156], quantum
chemistry [142], and quantum supremacy [1, 2] tests with
near-term quantum devices [2, 144]. Additional research
efforts from the same year can be found in [220–227].

H. 2020: Quantum chemistry and simulation
techniques

In 2020, several notable advancements were witnessed.
Quantum simulations of chemistry, including diazene iso-
merization, were explored in [228] using up to twelve
qubits. This paper introduces error-mitigation tech-
niques based on “N -representability” [229–231] to en-
hance fidelity. By employing parameterized ansatz cir-
cuits and variationally optimizing Givens rotation for
non-interacting fermion evolution, the study prepares the
Hartree-Fock wave function [232]. Although this method
remains classically tractable, it generates highly entan-
gled states, offering insights into hardware performance
and paving the way for larger-scale quantum chemistry
simulations [64–66, 233–237].

The introduction of OpenFermion, an open-source
Python library for quantum simulations, is detailed
in [238]. This library simplifies the simulation of
fermionic and bosonic systems, providing an interface to
electronic structure packages. It facilitates the transla-
tion from molecular specifications to quantum circuits,
reducing the need for deep domain expertise (see sec-
tion VI).

TensorFlow Quantum (TFQ), an open-source library



7

FIG. 2. Demonstration of quantum computational supremacy using SYC-53. The process comprises four steps: First, a specific
quantum circuit is selected. Next, the circuit is executed on the quantum processor. Following this, the processor’s fidelity
is estimated, and the labor cost is assessed. Finally, the results indicate that quantum computational supremacy has been
achieved. Reproduced from [171].

for designing and training hybrid quantum-classical mod-
els, was introduced in [239]. TFQ integrates with Ten-
sorFlow to support quantum circuit simulations and of-
fers high-level tools for tasks such as quantum classifi-
cation, control, and optimization. It also facilitates ad-
vanced quantum learning applications, including meta-
learning [198–202] and VQEs, aiming to enable research
in quantum computing and machine learning [240] (see
section VI).

The variational quantum unsampling protocol was in-
troduced in [241]. This method learns the features of
quantum circuits by unraveling their unknown dynam-
ics using a nonlinear QNN. Tested on a photonic quan-
tum processor [5], the protocol aids in verifying quan-
tum outputs and has broad applications, including quan-
tum measurement [242], quantum tomography [141, 243],
sensing [244], quantum imaging [245], and ansatz valida-
tion [86, 246, 247].

A 16-qubit digital superconducting quantum processor
was used in [248] to simulate the dynamics of the one-
dimensional Fermi-Hubbard model [249–253], revealing
distinct spreading velocities of charge and spin densities
in the highly excited regime. Advanced gate calibration
and error-mitigation techniques [248, 254–256] were in-
troduced to address systematic errors and decoherence,
enabling accurate simulation despite complex circuits.

The paper [257] presents qFlex, a tensor-network-
based classical simulator for benchmarking NISQ com-
puters [2]. The study details high-performance comput-
ing simulations of RQCs on Summit, the world’s fastest
supercomputer (at that time), achieving 281 PFLOP/s.
The results highlight the significant energy efficiency ad-
vantage of NISQ devices [1, 2] over classical supercom-

puters and propose a standard benchmark for evaluating
NISQ systems based on qFlex.

A continuous two-qubit gate set for gmon qubits was
demonstrated in [258], achieving a threefold reduction
in circuit depth compared to standard methods. The
implemented gates include an iSWAP-like gate [182] for
arbitrary swap angles and a controlled-phase gate for ar-
bitrary conditional phases [180], enabling the full fSim
gate set. Results show an average two-qubit Pauli error
of 3.8 × 10−3, reflecting high fidelity across 525 different
fSim gates. Additional research efforts from the same
year can be found in [259–269].

I. 2021: Quantum machine learning and
optimization

In 2021, Google Quantum AI made significant progress
in various areas of quantum computing. The application
of quantum computing to machine learning was explored
in [270]. The method to factor 2048-bit RSA integers in 8
hours using 20 million noisy qubits is presented in [271].
The paper outlines the requirements for this construc-
tion, including logical qubits, Toffoli gates [272, 273],
and measurement depth, and discusses its implications
for RSA encryption [274] and discrete logarithm-based
cryptographic schemes [275].

The use of Google Sycamore’s quantum processor,
comprises a 2-dimensional grid of 54 transmon qubits [6],
for combinatorial optimization with the QAOA is demon-
strated in [276]. The study explores both hardware-
native problems (defined on the connectivity graph of the
hardware) and non-native ones, such as the Sherrington-
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Kirkpatrick model and MaxCut [277]. For native prob-
lems, performance improves with circuit depth, while for
non-native problems, it decreases with size. Although
QAOA [204] circuits outperform random guessing, they
do not surpass some classical algorithms, highlighting the
difficulty of scaling QAOA [204] for non-native problems
and suggesting a focus on non-native problems for bench-
marking quantum processors.

The preparation of the ground state of the toric code
Hamiltonian using a superconducting quantum proces-
sor is reported in [278]. The paper measures topological
entanglement entropy close to the expected value and
performs anyon interferometry to analyze the braiding
statistics of emergent excitations [279–283]. These re-
sults highlight the potential of quantum processors to
advance understanding in topological quantum matter
and QErC [284–286].

The use of one-dimensional repetition codes on a 2-
dimensional grid of superconducting qubits to achieve
exponential suppression of bit-flip and phase-flip errors
is demonstrated in [287]. The study shows that increas-
ing the number of qubits from 5 to 21 reduces logical
errors by over 100 times, with stability maintained over
50 rounds of error correction [15, 16, 288]. The paper
presents a method for precise error correlation analysis
and performs error detection with a small logical qubit
using the 2D surface code [289, 290].

An overview of variational quantum algorithms
(VQAs) as a promising approach to leveraging quantum
computing despite current device limitations is provided
in [24]. The rapid development and potential of quantum
simulators are discussed in [291]. The paper highlights
the use of entanglement and many-particle behavior to
tackle complex scientific and engineering problems, not-
ing that over 300 quantum simulators worldwide have
emerged in the last two decades [291]. Recent advance-
ments promise a new era for both specialized and pro-
grammable simulators, recommending investment to en-
hance scientific applications and foster multi-disciplinary
collaborations. Additional research efforts from the same
year can be found in [292–324].

J. 2022: Quantum advantage in learning from
experiments

In 2022, the potential of quantum technology to sig-
nificantly enhance learning from experiments is demon-
strated in [325]. The study reveals that quantum ma-
chines can offer exponential advantages in predicting sys-
tem properties, performing quantum principal compo-
nent analysis on noisy states, and learning physical dy-
namics [240, 244]. Experimental results using up to 40
superconducting qubits and 1, 300 quantum gates con-
firm that substantial advantages are achievable even with
current noisy quantum processors [1].

The observation of a discrete time crystal (DTC) [326–
333] in a periodically driven many-body-localized

(MBL) [334, 335] system using superconducting qubits
and CPHASE gates is reported in [336]. The study
demonstrates the DTC’s characteristic spatiotemporal
response from various initial states and employs a time-
reversal protocol to measure external decoherence ef-
fects. Efficient sampling of the eigen-spectrum and a
finite-size analysis identify the phase transition out of
the DTC, showcasing a scalable approach for exploring
non-equilibrium phases of matter with quantum proces-
sors.

The investigation into the QAOA for the Sherrington-
Kirkpatrick model [277], a complex optimization prob-
lem with random signed couplings among spins, is de-
tailed in [337]. The research assesses whether QAOA
can match the performance of a classical algorithm by
Montanari [338], which can efficiently approximate the
Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model’s ground state energy.
Additional contributions from 2022 include [339–367].

K. 2023: Quantum error correction

In 2023, several notable advancements were made, par-
ticularly in quantum error correction and achieving quan-
tum computational advantage. The study [9] addressed
the challenge of incoherent noise in quantum proces-
sors, which disrupts long-range correlations and coher-
ent computation. By employing RCS [144, 187–196] and
XEB [6, 143, 144, 152], the researchers identify key phase
transitions related to cycle counts and error rates per
cycle. Their RCS experiment, involving 67 qubits and
32 cycles, demonstrates that quantum processors can
reach a computationally complex phase despite noise,
surpassing current classical supercomputers’ capabilities
and marking a significant advancement in handling quan-
tum noise (as detailed in Section V D).

The performance of logical qubits in a supercon-
ducting qubit system with QErC [15, 16] is reported
in [33]. QErC is capable of significantly reducing op-
erational error rates in quantum processing units, al-
beit with increased demands on both time and qubit
resources [369, 370]. Numerous studies have successfully
implemented error correction using codes designed to rec-
tify single errors, including color QErC code [371], the
distance-3 Bacon–Shor QErC code [372], 5-qubit QErC
code [373], surface QErC codes [374, 375], and heavy-
hexagon QErC code [376], along with (CV) continuous
variable QErC codes [377–380]. Nevertheless, a pivotal
question persists: will scaling up the size of the error-
correcting code lead to lower logical error rates in prac-
tical devices [33]? An answer to this question is reported
by Google Quantum AI in [33]. The study shows that
increasing the number of physical qubits enhances logi-
cal qubit performance, even though it introduces addi-
tional error sources. They unveiled a 72-qubit super-
conducting processor that employs a 49-qubit distance-5
surface code slightly surpasses the performance of its av-
erage subset, a 17-qubit distance-3 surface code (see Fig-
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FIG. 3. Google’s quantum computer achieves a significant milestone by decreasing error rates. Researchers have shown for
the first time that increasing the number of qubits can reduce the error rate in quantum calculations [33]. Image source [368].
Credit: Google Quantum AI.

ure 3). The research also identifies high-energy events af-
fecting performance using a distance-25 repetition code,
highlighting progress and ongoing challenges in achiev-
ing low logical error rates for practical quantum comput-
ing [7, 10, 271, 296, 381–384].

A critical challenge in QErC, specifically leakage of
quantum information into non-computational states, is
addressed in [385]. The study introduces a technique
using a distance-3 surface code and a distance-21 bit-
flip code to actively remove leakage from qubits [357,
386, 387]. This approach reduces steady-state leakage
by tenfold and maintains an average leakage population
of less than 1 × 10−3, preventing leakage from causing
correlated errors and advancing the feasibility of scalable
QErC [33].

A control optimization strategy [388] for managing the
frequency trajectories of 68 frequency-tunable [389] su-
perconducting transmon qubits [33] is presented in [390].
This strategy improves gate execution and error mitiga-
tion, significantly reducing physical error rates compared
to non-optimized systems. The approach is projected to
be effective for larger systems, such as a distance-23 sur-
face code with 1057 physical qubits, offering a scalable
solution adaptable to various quantum algorithms and
architectures.

The development of a high dynamic range Josephson
parametric amplifier [391], using an array of rf-SQUIDs,
is detailed in [392]. The amplifier achieves a bandwidth
of 250-300 MHz and handles input saturation powers up
to -95 dBm at 20 dB gain, tested with a Sycamore (54-

qubit) quantum processor. The amplifier exhibits no neg-
ative effects on system noise, readout fidelity, or qubit
dephasing, with added noise only 1.6 times the quan-
tum limit, addressing gain compression issues common
in traditional Josephson parametric amplifiers used for
multi-tone multiplexed readout.

The challenges and opportunities in leveraging quan-
tum computing for drug development are examined
in [18]. The perspective highlights the transforma-
tive potential of quantum computing in this field and
outlines the necessary steps to achieve these advance-
ments [393–395]. Additionally, the potential for expo-
nential quantum advantage in quantum chemistry is ex-
amined in [396]. The review evaluates the efficiency of
quantum state preparation features and classical heuris-
tics [23, 397]. The findings suggest that while quantum
computers may offer polynomial speedups, exponential
speedups for ground-state quantum chemistry are un-
likely to be generically achievable.

A review of quantum error mitigation techniques, es-
sential for addressing noise in quantum computers, is
provided in [17]. The review evaluates various mitiga-
tion strategies, summarizes current hardware demonstra-
tions, and discusses open challenges. It offers guidance
on selecting appropriate techniques based on noise types
and explores the potential of these strategies to advance
quantum devices in science and industry [11, 12, 253, 349,
384, 398–406]. Further details on Google Quantum AI’s
research in 2023 can be found in [357, 407–434].
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L. 2024: Continuing the quantum quest

In 2024, the study in [435] introduces a model-based
optimization technique aimed at enhancing the accuracy
of quantum measurements in superconducting qubits.
This technique achieves a measurement error rate of
1.5% per qubit with a 500 ns end-to-end duration by
addressing issues like excess reset errors and state transi-
tions [357, 390]. Effective across 17 qubits, this method
promises improvements in QErC and other near-term
quantum applications.

The research [436] demonstrates how engineered dissi-
pative reservoirs can direct many-body quantum systems
towards useful steady states, with applications in sim-
ulating phenomena such as high-temperature supercon-
ductivity. Using up to 49-qubit superconducting (trans-
mon) quantum processor, the researchers observed sig-
nificant results [33]; including long-range quantum cor-
relations in one dimension and mutual information be-
yond nearest neighbors in two dimensions. Their find-
ings suggest that engineered dissipation [437–443] could
be a scalable alternative to unitary evolution for prepar-
ing entangled many-body states on NISQ processors.

In [444], a quantum simulator with 69 superconduct-
ing qubits is presented, capable of both universal quan-
tum gates and high-fidelity analog evolution. This sim-
ulator surpasses classical simulation limits in XEB [6,
143, 144, 152] and models a 2D XY quantum magnet.
The study reveals signatures of the Kosterlitz-Thouless
phase transition [445] and deviations from Kibble-Zurek
scaling [446] due to quantum-classical domain coarsen-
ing [447]. It also examines the eigenstate thermalization
hypothesis (ETH) [448–450] and investigates energy and
vorticity transport in pairwise-entangled dimer states,
highlighting the simulator’s effectiveness for exploring
many-body spectra and thermalization dynamics [451].

The method introduced in [452] uses quantum in-
formation theory to simplify many-body Hamiltonians
for near-term quantum devices [72, 453–455]. By ap-
plying similarity transformations [456–460] as a prepro-
cessing step, this method reduces circuit depth and im-
proves performance on quantum hardware [456–459, 461–
464]. It enhances zero and finite temperature free en-
ergy calculations, demonstrating increased effectiveness
with higher-quality transformations. This approach rep-
resents a practical advance for quantum chemistry on
current hardware [233–237].

The work in [465] explores the interplay between
measurement-induced dynamics and conditional unitary
evolution, focusing on their effects on entanglement neg-
ativity in quantum systems. By analyzing random mea-
surement and feed-forward (MFF) processes [466, 467],
the study identifies a sharp transition in the ability to
generate entanglement negativity as the number of MFF
channels changes. The research links these findings to
transitions caused by random dephasing with broken
time-reversal symmetry [468] and rigorously proves the
transition using free probability theory [469], with impli-

cations for dynamic circuit representations tested on cur-
rent quantum computing platforms. For further details
on Google Quantum AI’s research in 2024, refer to [470–
474].

Through these pioneering efforts, Google Quantum AI
continues to pushing the boundaries of what is possible
and paving the way for groundbreaking discoveries and
applications in quantum computation.

IV. COMPARING NISQ PROCESSORS AND
CLASSICAL COMPUTERS

Currently, NISQ processors are limited to executing a
few thousand quantum operations or gates before noise
significantly impacts the quantum state [1]. Google
Quantum AI anticipates that even within this interme-
diate, noisy regime, their quantum processors will en-
able applications where quantum experiments can be per-
formed significantly faster than classical supercomputers
allow.

To assess the performance of error-corrected quantum
algorithms versus classical algorithms, one can compare
their computational costs, as discussed in the field of
computational complexity [475–480]. However, this com-
parison is less straightforward with current experimental
quantum processors [481].

In [483], Google Quantum AI introduced a framework
known as the “effective quantum volume” (EFQV) for
evaluating the computational cost of quantum experi-
ments. This measure quantifies the number of quantum
operations or gates involved in producing a measurement
outcome. The scheme has been applied to assess the com-
putational cost of various recent experiments, including
RCS [9], measurements of “out-of-time-order correlators”
(OTOCs)[484], and a recent IBM and UC Berkeley ex-
periment “Evidence for the utility of quantum computing
before fault tolerance,” which explores Floquet evolutions
related to the Ising model [384]. OTOCs are particularly
noteworthy as they offer a direct method for experimen-
tally measuring the EFQV of a circuit, a task that re-
mains computationally challenging for classical comput-
ers. Furthermore, OTOCs are valuable in fields such as
nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) and electron spin res-
onance spectroscopy. Consequently, Google Quantum AI
considers OTOC experiments to be promising candidates
for demonstrating the practical applications of quantum
processors, as detailed in Section IV C.

A. Evaluating the computational cost of noisy
quantum processing experiments

Running a quantum circuit on a “noisy quantum pro-
cessor” involves balancing two key factors. On one hand,
Google Quantum AI aims to tackle problems that are
challenging for classical computers [20, 21]. The compu-
tational cost, or the number of operations required for a
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classical computer to complete a task, is related to the
circuit’s EFQV. A larger effective volume generally im-
plies a higher computational cost, indicating that a quan-
tum processor could outperform classical counterparts.

Conversely, each quantum gate on a noisy processor
can introduce errors [15–17], which degrade the fidelity of
the quantum circuit’s measurements [139, 141, 460]. As
the number of operations increases, so does the error rate,
reducing the accuracy of the results [485, 486]. Thus, sim-
pler circuits with smaller effective volumes might be pre-
ferred, although they are more easily simulated by clas-
sical computers. Google Quantum AI seeks to optimize
this trade-off, aiming to maximize the “computational
resource,” a measure of how well a quantum processor
balances these considerations.

A prime example of this trade-off is the RCS exper-
iment [9], a fundamental benchmark in quantum com-
puting. RCS [144, 187–196], which first demonstrated a
quantum processor’s ability to surpass a classical com-
puter, is highly sensitive to errors. Any gate error [15–
17] can compromise the experiment, making it a rigorous
test of system fidelity while also representing the high-
est computational cost achievable by a quantum proces-
sor. Google Quantum AI recently reported their most
advanced RCS experiment to date, featuring a low ex-
perimental fidelity of 1.7 × 10−3 and a theoretical com-
putational cost of approximately 1023. This experiment,
which involved 700 two-qubit gates, would take around
47 years to simulate on the world’s largest supercom-
puter (at the time of estimation). While this confirms
the quantum processor’s superiority over classical com-
puters [481, 482], it does not represent a particularly
practical application on its own.

B. Random circuit sampling

Achieving quantum advantage [2, 20, 21] with noisy
processors is a key goal in NISQ computing era [1]. A
leading approach to this challenge is RCS [191], which
involves sampling from probability distributions created
by randomly chosen quantum circuits. Random quantum
circuits are generally considered challenging for classical
systems to simulate [195, 196, 407]. This challenge has
been pivotal in the quest for quantum supremacy [20],
where a quantum computer achieves a task deemed in-
feasible for classical computers [1, 20, 21].

The aim of RCS [144, 187–196] is to generate a bit
string from a distribution that approximates the output
distribution of a random quantum circuit. It is important
to recognize that a certain level of error is inevitable, as
even fault-tolerant quantum computers can only perform
RCS with a small acceptable error margin.

From an experimental standpoint, performing RCS on
noisy quantum computers without error correction is rel-
atively straightforward. The quality of the samples de-
pends on the fidelity of the quantum device [6, 144, 165].
Theoretical studies have furthered our understanding of

RCS’s computational complexity [189, 190]. The RCS
supremacy conjecture, in particular, suggests that no
classical algorithm can efficiently perform RCS within
polynomial time while maintaining a small, reasonable
error margin.

Historically, the exploration of circuit sampling be-
gan with studying quantum circuits from specific fam-
ilies with structured properties. For instance, simulat-
ing instantaneous quantum polynomial (IQP) circuits
classically has been notably difficult under reasonable
average-case assumptions [187, 188]. RCS is also ac-
knowledged as computationally demanding for fully ran-
dom quantum circuits, according to widely accepted con-
jectures [191, 192, 407].

RCS has proven to meet average-case hardness con-
ditions [187, 189, 190], which is crucial for understand-
ing computational difficulty in the presence of experi-
mental noise [191]. Additionally, RCS demonstrates an
anti-concentration property, meaning errors in estimat-
ing output probabilities are relatively small compared to
the probabilities themselves [407]. These features make
RCS a leading candidate for achieving quantum advan-
tage and drive its use in experiments aimed at demon-
strating quantum supremacy [191]. For a more detailed
examination of RCS and its computational complexity,
readers are referred to [195, 196, 407].

C. The OTOCs and Floquet evolution

Many complex questions in quantum many-body
physics [487] remain beyond classical computation, pre-
senting significant opportunities for quantum proces-
sors [488]. Unlike RCS, which measures the entire quan-
tum state at the end of an experiment, these investiga-
tions often focus on specific local observables. The EFQV
for a local observable can be smaller than that of the
complete circuit due to the localized impact of quantum
operations on the observable [483].

To illustrate this, Google Quantum AI use the concept
of a “butterfly cone,” analogous to the light cone in the
“theory of relativity,” which defines the causal connec-
tions between events. In quantum systems, the butterfly
cone (depicted in Figure 4) represents the area where
quantum information spreads, with its growth rate de-
termined by the butterfly speed—measured by OTOCs.
The EFQV of a local observable corresponds to the vol-
ume within this butterfly cone, encompassing only those
operations causally related to the observable. Thus,
faster information spreading results in a larger effective
volume, making classical simulation more challenging.

In [483], Google Quantum AI explores and elucidates
the trade-off between the sensitivity of an experimen-
tal observable to noise and the corresponding classical
computational cost required to evaluate this observable.
Given an operator Q with an ideal expectation value
⟨Q⟩ideal and an experimental expectation tr(£Q), where
£ denotes a noisy quantum state density matrix. Their
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findings suggest that, under certain experimental condi-
tions [483], we have:

tr(£Q) = Feff⟨Q⟩ideal, (1)

where Feff represents the effective fidelity of the observ-
able. This fidelity is anticipated to decrease exponen-
tially as:

Feff ∼ e−ϖVeff , (2)

with Veff the effective circuit volume and ϖ being the
dominant error per 2-qubit entangling gate. For systems
lacking conservation laws, Veff equates to the number
of entangling 2-qubit gates influencing the expectation
value ⟨Q⟩ideal. The computational cost associated with
tensor network contraction is expected to grow exponen-
tially with an effective area Aeff related to a specific cut
of the effective volume Veff, given by:

cost ∝ 2γAeff , (3)

where γ is a constant. Consequently, Google Quantum
AI anticipates a trade-off between achieving a high signal-
to-noise ratio and incurring high classical computational
costs (large Aeff). A depiction of the EFQV, Veff, asso-
ciated with the gates influencing the local observable B
is shown in Figure 4. Additionally, the effective area,
Aeff, is illustrated as the cross-sectional area of the cone.
The perimeter of the cone’s base represents the bound-
ary of information propagation, moving at the butterfly
velocity, vB . For further details on this framework, espe-
cially in the context of RCS where it is more naturally
applicable, see [483].

In a recent experiment involving a Floquet Ising
model [384], related to time crystal and Majorana edge
mode studies, a pioneering experiment by IBM Quantum
and UC Berkeley unveiled a significant advancement to-
wards practical quantum computing [384]. The study
revealed that quantum computers can perform circuits
that surpass the limits of classical brute-force simula-
tions. Notably, IBM Quantum [406] now possesses both
hardware and software capable of running quantum cir-
cuits involving 100 qubits and 3,000 gates, all without
prior outcome knowledge [10].

Later on, Google quantum AI applied its scheme [483]
to the data from [384]. They noted that an effective fi-
delity of 0.37 was estimated for the largest circuits. Given
a gate error rate of approximately 1%, this corresponds
to an effective volume of around 100, significantly smaller
than the light cone volume, which includes about 2,000
gates across 127 qubits. Numerical simulations suggest
that the effective volume is closer to 28 qubits. This
discrepancy [482] in effective volume is consistent with
OTOC measurements. Despite the experiment’s depth,
the computational cost is about 5 × 1011, nearly a tril-
lion times less than that of the recent RCS experiment.
Consequently, this experiment can be simulated in un-
der a second per data point on an A100 GPU, making

FIG. 4. A schematic representation shows a conical surface in
the (x, y, t) space, encompassing the effective volume Veff that
envelops the tensorial structure of entangling gates affecting
the local observable B(t) = U†(t)BU(t), with B(0) = B indi-
cated by a black dot. The cross-section of this cone, with area
Aeff, is highlighted where the plane intersects the cone. The
cone’s base represents the subset of qubits in the (x, y) plane
engaged in the operator spreading of B at time t, while the
perimeter of this base signifies the scrambling front advanc-
ing with velocity vB . Reproduced under a creative common
license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)
from [483].

it a valuable application but not yet surpassing classical
simulations [483].

OTOC experiments hold promise for computational
applications by revealing critical physical insights [484],
such as butterfly velocity, which is essential for accu-
rately measuring a circuit’s EFQV. Experiments with
rapid entangling gates may pave the way for the first
beyond-classical demonstration using quantum proces-
sors. Google quantum AI’s 2021 OTOC experiment [484]
achieved an effective fidelity of approximately 0.06 with
a signal-to-noise ratio of ≈ 1, resulting in an effective
volume of around 250 gates and a computational cost of
2 × 1012.

Although current OTOC experiments do not yet ex-
ceed classical simulation capabilities, their potential is
significant. Quantum circuits exploring extensive energy
levels, which are typically chaotic, are hard to simulate
classically and quickly decay in standard time-order cor-
relators (TOCs) [29]. OTOCs, however, allow for grow-
ing complexity, limited primarily by gate errors. A reduc-
tion in error rates could double the computational cost,
moving the experiment into the beyond-classical regime.

 https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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V. THE QUANTUM COMPUTATIONAL
SUPREMACY

In this section, we explore Google Quantum AI’s pur-
suit of quantum computational supremacy [1, 20, 21]. For
a comprehensive review of the broader quest for quan-
tum supremacy, including experiments beyond those con-
ducted by Google, as well as a variety of pioneering proof-
of-principle experiments in various quantum computing
domains, readers are encouraged to consult [2].

A. The XEB theory

To confirm the accurate performance of the Google’s
quantum processors during the quantum supremacy ex-
periment, Google Quantum AI and its collaborators uti-
lize a technique known as cross-entropy benchmarking
(XEB) [143, 144, 191]. XEB evaluates how closely the
distribution of observed bit strings from the quantum
processor matches the expected probabilities from clas-
sical simulations [6, 143, 144, 152]. This method allows
for a rigorous performance assessment by comparing ex-
perimental results with theoretical predictions [6].

XEB [143, 489] offers a method for calibrating single-
and 2-qubit gates and assessing fidelity in RQCs [144,
187–196], even those with numerous qubits. It capi-
talizes on the analogy between the measurement prob-
abilities of random quantum states and the patterns of
laser “speckles,” where some bit strings are more likely
than others [490, 491]. By analyzing distortions in these
speckle patterns, XEB can assess error rates and fi-
delity without needing to reconstruct complex experi-
mental output probabilities, which would be impractical
due to the exponential increase in measurements with
more qubits [6, 143, 144, 492].

The XEB fidelity (FXEB) gauges how often high-
probability bit strings are sampled, with values ranging
from 0 to 1 reflecting the degree of error in the circuit
execution. Google Quantum AI aims to achieve a high
FXEB for a quantum circuit with adequate width and
depth, making classical computation costs prohibitive.
This goal is challenging due to the imperfections in logic
gates and the susceptibility of the quantum states to er-
rors [6]. Even a small error, such as a bit or phase flip
during the algorithm’s execution, can drastically alter
the speckle pattern, resulting in nearly zero fidelity [144].
Therefore, quantum processors capable of executing cir-
cuits with minimal error rates are required to demon-
strate quantum supremacy [9].

B. Quantum processors

Google Quantum AI’s quantum processors are at the
cutting edge of computational technology, designed to
address problems that exceed the capabilities of classical

computers [6, 9]. The company has developed several sig-
nificant quantum processors, including Foxtail [28, 493],
Bristlecone [494], and Sycamore [6]. These processors are
characterized by their advanced control and precision, en-
abling the manipulation and measurement of qubits with
remarkable accuracy [6, 9].

Sycamore: The Sycamore processor, a key player in
Google Quantum AI’s portfolio, utilizes superconduct-
ing qubits and gained widespread attention for its role in
achieving quantum supremacy in 2019 [6]. The SYC-53,
specifically, is engineered to perform intricate quantum
computations using a 2-dimensional array of 54 trans-
mon qubits [184, 185]. It stands out for its ability to
execute high-fidelity 1-qubit and 2-qubit quantum gates,
which are crucial for conducting practical and complex
quantum operations [485, 486].

Bristlecone: Bristlecone QPUs [186] represent a signif-
icant advancement in quantum processor design with a
larger array of qubits compared to Sycamore. This pro-
cessor aims to enhance the scalability and performance
of quantum computing [186]. Bristlecone’s design focuses
on improving qubit coherence times and reducing error
rates, setting the stage for more sophisticated quantum
computations and demonstrating the progress towards
more robust and scalable quantum systems. An architec-
tural overview of Google’s Bristlecone-72 quantum pro-
cessor and series of sub-lattices (Bristlecone-24, Bristle-
cone-30, Bristlecone-40, Bristlecone-48, Bristlecone-60,
Bristlecone-64, and Bristlecone-70) are shown in Fig-
ure 5.

Weber: Google’s universal gate-based superconduct-
ing quantum computer, known as Weber (part of the
Sycamore family). The qubit grid of weber is shown in
Figure 6, general specifications are detailed in Table I.
Although these values reflect historical data [495], they
are important for documenting the evolution of Google’s
quantum computing technology in the NISQ era [1].

Recent performance metrics, including system charac-
teristics of Google’s Sycamore quantum processors dur-
ing the quantum supremacy experiments, are discussed in
the subsequent sections V C and V D. This section pro-
vides updated insights into the hardware performance
of these advanced quantum processors, highlighting their
capabilities and improvements achieved over time. These
quantum processors exemplify Google Quantum AI’s
dedication to pushing the frontiers of quantum comput-
ing.

C. The 53-qubits Sycamore processor

Google’s Sycamore (SYC-53) quantum processor [6]
features a two-dimensional grid of 54 superconducting
transmon qubits [184]. Each qubit is linked to its
four nearest neighbors, creating a rectangular lattice, as
shown in Figure 7. A landmark achievement of the SYC-
53 processor was its ability to perform a computation in
just 200 seconds that would have taken a classical com-
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FIG. 5. Architectural overview of Google’s Bristlecone quantum processor. The sub-lattices of the complete Bristlecone-72
(shown in the bottom right) are arranged in order of increasing complexity for a given depth. Notably, Bristlecone-72 is not
more difficult to simulate than Bristlecone-70, as the corner tensors can be contracted with minimal computational expense.
Additionally, Bristlecone-64 exhibits similar simulation complexity to Bristlecone-48, while being significantly easier to simulate
than Bristlecone-60 [185]. Google Quantum AI has identified a series of sub-lattices, specifically Bristlecone-24, Bristlecone-30,
Bristlecone-40, Bristlecone-48, Bristlecone-60, Bristlecone-64, and Bristlecone-70, arranged from top left to bottom left, all of
which present significant challenges for classical simulation while maintaining a low qubit count.

puter roughly 10,000 years [6].
In this experiment[6], Google’s Quantum AI team pro-

grammed the SYC-53 quantum processor to perform
RCS [143, 186–195]. This task was executed in a compu-
tational space of 9 × 1015—a scale too complex for tra-
ditional machines. The initial estimation for performing

this computation on Summit, the leading supercomputer
at the time of Google’s quantum supremacy demonstra-
tion, was about 10,000 years. In contrast, the SYC-53
completed the same task in just 200 seconds. This mile-
stone demonstrated the potential of quantum comput-
ing [2] to tackle problems that are beyond the reach of
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tational space of 9 × 1015—a scale too complex for tra-
ditional machines. The initial estimation for performing

this computation on Summit, the leading supercomputer
at the time of Google’s quantum supremacy demonstra-
tion, was about 10,000 years. In contrast, the SYC-53
completed the same task in just 200 seconds. This mile-
stone demonstrated the potential of quantum comput-
ing [2] to tackle problems that are beyond the reach of
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TABLE I. The general service specifications of Google’s universal gate-based superconducting quantum processor, Weber
(Sycamore family) [494]. Recorded for historical documentation in the NISQ era literature.
System characteristic Symbol Condition 90th percentilea Medianb 10th percentilec Units
1-qubit gate error rate e1 isolated 0.1 0.1 0.2 % error per gate

2-qubit gate error e2(
√
iSWAP) isolated 1.9 0.9 0.7 % error per gate

parallel 3.3 1.4 0.8 XEB

Readout error (|1⟩) er1
isolated 9.0 5.0 3.0 % error
simultaneous 9.0 7.0 3.0 % error

Readout error (|0⟩) er0
isolated 2.6 1.1 0.5 % error
simultaneous 3.0 2.0 1.0 % error

Relaxation T1 isolated 21 15 11 µs

System timingb repetition rate
single circuit, 2,000 reps. 0.3 0.3 0.2 KHz
25 sweeps, 2,000 reps. each 1.1 1.1 1.1 KHz
single circuit, 20,000 reps. 2.1 2.1 1.9 KHz
25 sweeps, 20,000 reps. each 4.1 4.1 4.0 KHz

Latency − - 2.8 2.3 1.6 seconds
a The 90th percentile value from the overall distribution of post-calibration characterizations for all qubits from January to March 2021.
b The median value derived from the 90-day distribution of median values across all qubits from January to March 2021.
c The 10th percentile value from the aggregated distribution of post-calibration characterizations for all qubits between January and

March 2021.

TABLE II. Aggregate system characteristics of Google’s SYC-53 quantum processor [6].
System characteristics Min. Mean Median Stdev. Max. units
Qubit idle frequency 6.553 6.665 6.661 0.064 6.830 GHz
Qubit anharmonicity -0.226 -0.208 -0.208 0.0047 -0.202 GHz
Qubit maximum frequency 6.634 6.927 6.911 0.120 7.237 GHz
Qubit frequency at readout 5.180 5.784 5.760 0.384 6.730 GHz
T1 at Idle Frequency 9.70 16.035 15.50 3.991 27.8 µs
Resonator linewidth (κ/2π) 0.360 0.691 0.640 0.233 1.250 MHz
Readout drive frequency 4.470 4.588 4.618 0.076 4.690 GHz
Qubit-resonator coupling (ξ/2π) 63.90 72.10 72.30 2.794 79.10 MHz
Readout error |1⟩ isolated 2.40 4.984 4.5 1.774 9.40 (%)
Readout error |1⟩ simultaneous 2.50 5.477 5.1 2.253 15.60 (%)
Readout error |0⟩ isolated 0.20 1.158 1.0 0.7548 3.80 (%)
Readout error |0⟩ simultaneous 0.40 2.256 1.8 2.128 13.0 (%)
1-qubit XEBa e1 simultaneous/isolated - 0.16/0.15 0.14/0.13 0.05/0.05 - (%)
2-qubit XEBa e2 simultaneous/isolated - 0.62/0.36 0.60/0.30 0.24/0.17 - (%)
Measurement em simultaneous/isolated - 3.77/3.05 3.50/2.83 1.61/1.09 - (%)

a Cross-entropy benchmarking.

classical methods.
However, after the publication, a discussion emerged

about the potential overestimation of the time required
to tackle the same problem on a supercomputer. Ped-
nault et al. [171] later argued that a similar task could
be achieved with high accuracy using a classical super-
computer like Summit, within a few days. Additionally,
Huang et al. [172] presented a classical simulation algo-
rithm based on tensor networks that can accomplish the
task in under 20 days. Another tensor network approach,
detailed by Pan et al. [173], addressed the sampling prob-
lem of Sycamore’s quantum circuits and was executed on
a computational cluster with 512 GPUs, completing the
computation in 15 hours.

Google Quantum AI and its collaborators tested the
largest circuit, which included 53 qubits and 20 cycles.
They collected 30× 106 samples from ten runs of the cir-

cuit, finding an observed FXEB of (2.24±0.21)×10−3 for
the truncated circuits. They assert that the average fi-
delity of running these circuits on the quantum processor
is at least 0.1% [6].

To reach this quantum supremacy milestone [20, 142],
the SYC-53 processor incorporated several technological
innovations, as detailed in [6]. These advancements al-
lowed the execution of RQCs composed of alternating
layers of single-qubit and two-qubit gates, organized into
cycles (as depicted in Figure 8). Each random circuit in-
cludes s-cycles, where a cycle is defined by a sequence of
single-qubit gates, followed by two-qubit gates, and con-
cluding with another layer of single-qubit gates before
measurement.

The SYC-53 uses transmon qubits [183], which are
nonlinear superconducting resonators operating between
5 and 7 GHz. Each qubit utilizes the two lowest energy

a The 90th percentile value from the overall distribution of post-calibration characterizations for all qubits from January to March 2021.
b The median value derived from the 90-day distribution of median values across all qubits from January to March 2021.
c The 10th percentile value from the aggregated distribution of post-calibration characterizations for all qubits between January and

March 2021.
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task in under 20 days. Another tensor network approach,
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layers of single-qubit and two-qubit gates, organized into
cycles (as depicted in Figure 8). Each random circuit in-
cludes s-cycles, where a cycle is defined by a sequence of
single-qubit gates, followed by two-qubit gates, and con-
cluding with another layer of single-qubit gates before
measurement.
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However, after the publication, a discussion emerged

about the potential overestimation of the time required
to tackle the same problem on a supercomputer. Ped-
nault et al. [172] later argued that a similar task could
be achieved with high accuracy using a classical super-
computer like Summit, within a few days. Additionally,
Huang et al. [173] presented a classical simulation algo-
rithm based on tensor networks that can accomplish the
task in under 20 days. Another tensor network approach,
detailed by Pan et al. [174], addressed the sampling prob-
lem of Sycamore’s quantum circuits and was executed on
a computational cluster with 512 GPUs, completing the
computation in 15 hours.

Google Quantum AI and its collaborators tested the
largest circuit, which included 53 qubits and 20 cycles.
They collected 30 × 106 samples from ten runs of the cir-
cuit, finding an observed FXEB of (2.24±0.21)×10−3 for

the truncated circuits. They assert that the average fi-
delity of running these circuits on the quantum processor
is at least 0.1% [6].

To reach this quantum supremacy milestone [20, 143],
the SYC-53 processor incorporated several technological
innovations, as detailed in [6]. These advancements al-
lowed the execution of RQCs composed of alternating
layers of 1-qubit and 2-qubit gates, organized into cycles
(as depicted in Figure 8). Each random circuit includes
s-cycles, where a cycle is defined by a sequence of one-
qubit gates, followed by two-qubit gates, and concluding
with another layer of single-qubit gates before measure-
ment.

The SYC-53 uses transmon qubits [184, 185], which
are nonlinear superconducting resonators operating be-
tween 5 and 7 GHz. Each qubit utilizes the two lowest
energy states of the resonant circuit and has two con-
trol mechanisms: a microwave drive for excitation and
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TABLE III. Estimated computational costs for simulations with various superconducting quantum computers: SYC-53, SYC-
67, SYC-70, Zuchongzhi 2.0, and Zuchongzhi 2.1. The fifth column shows the number of FLOPs required to compute a single
output amplitude without memory constraints. The subsequent three columns detail the computational resources required to
simulate noisy sampling of one million bit-strings. These estimates are based on Frontier, a leading supercomputer with a
theoretical peak performance of 1.685 × 1018 single-precision FLOPS. A 20% efficiency in FLOP utilization is assumed [173,
174, 496], and the simulation’s lower fidelity is factored into the cost [165, 173, 186, 496]. Each single-precision complex
FLOP requires eight machine FLOPs. For SYC-67, costs are estimated assuming memory is distributed across all RAM|= or
secondary storage/∈, without considering bandwidth constraints. Other entries use tensor contraction algorithms that are easily
parallelizable across GPUs [173, 174, 497]. Adapted under a Creative Commons license (https://creativecommons.org/lice
nses/by/4.0/) from [9].

16

TABLE III. Estimated computational costs for simulations with various superconducting quantum computers: SYC-53, SYC-
67, SYC-70, Zuchongzhi 2.0, and Zuchongzhi 2.1. The fifth column shows the number of FLOPs required to compute a single
output amplitude without memory constraints. The subsequent three columns detail the computational resources required to
simulate noisy sampling of one million bit-strings. These estimates are based on Frontier, a leading supercomputer with a
theoretical peak performance of 1.685 × 1018 single-precision FLOPS. A 20% efficiency in FLOP utilization is assumed [172,
173, 495], and the simulation’s lower fidelity is factored into the cost [164, 172, 185, 495]. Each single-precision complex
FLOP requires eight machine FLOPs. For SYC-67, costs are estimated assuming memory is distributed across all RAM|= or
secondary storage/∈, without considering bandwidth constraints. Other entries use tensor contraction algorithms that are easily
parallelizable across GPUs [172, 173, 496]. Adapted under a Creative Commons license (https://creativecommons.org/lice
nses/by/4.0/) from [9].

Quantum processor Single amplitude 1,000,000 noisy samples
experiment year qubits FLOPs FXEB FLOPs time

Google’s SYC-53 Arute et al. [6] 2019 53 6.0 × 1017 2.0 × 10−3 2.0 × 1017 6 seconds
Zuchongzhi 2.0 Wu et al. [497] 2021 56 6.0 × 1019 6.0 × 10−4 6.0 × 1019 20 minutes
Zuchongzhi 2.1 Zhu et al. [498] 2022 60 1.0 × 1021 3.0 × 10−4 1.0 × 1023 40 days
Google’s SYC-70 Morvan et al. [9] 2023 70 5.0 × 1023 2.0 × 10−3 6.0 × 1025 50 years

Google’s SYC-67 Morvan et al. [9] 2023 67 2.0 × 1023 1.0 × 10−3
2.0 × 1037 1.0 × 1013 years
2.0 × 1028 1.0 × 104 years|=

2.0 × 1025 12 years/∈

FIG. 6. Qubit grid of the Weber quantum computer (part of
the Sycamore family), a universal gate-based quantum com-
puter, features 53 superconducting qubits.

states of the resonant circuit and has two control mech-
anisms: a microwave drive for excitation and a magnetic
flux control for frequency tuning. For state readout, each
qubit is linked to a linear resonator [25], and adjustable
couplers [388, 499] enable dynamic tuning of qubit cou-
pling from fully disengaged to 40 MHz. During the
supremacy experiment, one qubit malfunctioned, leaving
the device operational with 53 qubits and 86 couplers [1].
For more information on Google’s SYC-53 quantum AI,
refer to [484, 485], which details the characterization of
the Sycamore quantum processes through comprehensive

FIG. 7. Architecture of Google’s Sycamore (SYC-53) quan-
tum processor. The processor features a rectangular array of
54 programmable superconducting transmon qubits, with ad-
justable couplers linking each qubit to its four nearest neigh-
bors. Due to one non-functional qubit during the supremacy
regime experiment [6], the device operated with 53 qubits and
86 couplers.

quantum tomography experiments.

D. The SYC-67 and SYC-70 quantum processors

In late 2023, Google Quantum AI and its collabo-
rators conducted groundbreaking experiments [9] using
quantum processors with 67 (SYC-67) and 70 (SYC-70)
qubits, targeting the realm of quantum supremacy [2,
20, 21]. These experiments provided valuable insights
into how quantum dynamics interact with noise [9].
The identified phase boundaries offer crucial information
about the conditions needed for noisy quantum devices to
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a magnetic flux control for frequency tuning. For state
readout, each qubit is linked to a linear resonator [25],
and adjustable couplers [389, 500] enable dynamic tun-
ing of qubit coupling from fully disengaged to 40 MHz.
During the supremacy experiment, one qubit malfunc-
tioned, leaving the device operational with 53 qubits and
86 couplers [1]. For more information on Google’s SYC-
53 quantum AI, refer to [485, 486], which details the char-
acterization of the Sycamore quantum processes through
comprehensive quantum tomography experiments.
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D. The SYC-67 and SYC-70 quantum processors

In late 2023, Google Quantum AI and its collabo-
rators conducted groundbreaking experiments [9] using
quantum processors with 67 (SYC-67) and 70 (SYC-70)
qubits, targeting the realm of quantum supremacy [2,
20, 21]. These experiments provided valuable insights
into how quantum dynamics interact with noise [9].
The identified phase boundaries offer crucial information
about the conditions needed for noisy quantum devices to
maximize their computational potential. Notably, they
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FIG. 8. Schematic diagram of an s-cycle circuit for the SYC-53 RQCs. Each cycle includes a layer of random single-qubit gates
(selected from {X1/2,W 1/2, Y 1/2}), followed by a layer of 2-qubit gates labeled A, B, C, or D. In longer circuits, the sequence
of layers repeats as A; B; C; D – C; D; A; B. 1-qubit gates are not repeated consecutively, and there is an additional layer of
1-qubit gates before measurement.

maximize their computational potential. Notably, they
achieved new results in RCS [143, 186–195] with an esti-
mated fidelity of 1.5 × 10−3 for 67 qubits and 32 cycles
(or 880 entanglement gates). This represents a signifi-
cant expansion in circuit complexity compared to earlier
studies [6], while maintaining the same fidelity level.

To realistically assess the computational resources
needed to simulate RCS [143, 186–195], one must ac-
count for the limitations of supercomputers, including
FLOPS, memory capacity, and bandwidth constraints.
Table III provides estimates for simulating the largest
RCS instances from previous studies [6, 497, 498] and
the recent Google study [9]. These estimates consider
sampling 1 million uncorrelated bit-strings with fidelity
comparable to the experimental results, using the top-
performing supercomputer, Frontier, which has a theo-
retical peak performance of 1.7 × 1018 single-precision
FLOPS across GPUs with 128 GB of RAM each.

By demonstrating an RCS experiment with 67 qubits
at 32 cycles, Google Quantum AI and its collaborators
show that their computational requirements exceed the
capabilities of current classical supercomputers, even in
the presence of unavoidable noise. Additionally, the dom-
inance of global correlations over XEB [6, 142, 143, 151]
in the weak noise phase offers protection against “spoof-
ing” attacks, a notable distinction from Boson-Sampling
(BoS) experiments [500]. Recent BoS metrics [501–503]
have been predominantly influenced by local correla-
tions [311]. For a more exploration of BoS and Gaussian
Boson-Sampling (GBoS) experiments, as well as their sig-
nificance in achieving quantum supremacy with photonic
quantum computers [504], readers are directed to [4, 5].

Figures 9 and 10 offer critical insights into the perfor-
mance of the SYC-67 and SYC-70 devices, respectively.
Both figures detail the performance metrics and bench-
marking results, including 1-qubit and 2-qubit Pauli er-
ror rates, readout error rates, and T1 and T2 echo times,
along with the cumulative distribution function (CDF)
of various errors [9].

Figure 11 illustrates the upper bounds on the required
bond dimension to achieve a target fidelity of F = 10−4,
comparing analytical and numerical results as functions
of qubit count and circuit depth. It also details the
memory footprint needed to store complex tensors of di-
mension (2n/2 × χ), with varying memory capacities for
different computing resources, including laptops, cluster
nodes, and high-performance systems like Frontier. Ad-
ditionally, the figure shows the density map, which is ob-
tained by averaging over circuits with specific patterns,
including A;B;C;D;C;D;A;B/B;A;D;C;D;C;B;A and var-
ious diagonal or vertical cuts [9]. By continually advanc-
ing their hardware capabilities, Google Quantum AI is
driving the development of quantum technology and fa-
cilitating breakthroughs across various fields.

VI. QUANTUM SOFTWARE

Google Quantum AI is advancing the field of quan-
tum computing; creating powerful tools that enable re-
searchers to go beyond the limits of classical comput-
ing [2, 20, 21]. Google’s dedicated software and hardware
solutions are specifically crafted to facilitate the develop-
ment of innovative quantum algorithms capable of tack-
ling practical problems in the near term [505]. They have
created various tools, which we explore in this section.

A. Cirq

Cirq is a Python software library for creating, manip-
ulating, and optimizing quantum circuits [506]. It en-
ables precise control over quantum gates and operations,
allowing researchers to fully utilize quantum computers
and simulators. Developed by Google Quantum AI, this
open-source framework addresses the unique challenges
of NISQ devices. Cirq provides essential tools for work-
ing with NISQ systems [2, 20, 21], where detailed hard-

FIG. 8. Schematic diagram of an s-cycle circuit for the SYC-53 RQCs. Each cycle includes a layer of random single-qubit gates
(selected from {X1/2, W 1/2, Y 1/2}), followed by a layer of 2-qubit gates labeled A, B, C, or D. In longer circuits, the sequence
of layers repeats as A; B; C; D – C; D; A; B. 1-qubit gates are not repeated consecutively, and there is an additional layer of
1-qubit gates before measurement.

achieved new results in RCS [144, 187–196] with an esti-
mated fidelity of 1.5 × 10−3 for 67 qubits and 32 cycles
(or 880 entanglement gates). This represents a signifi-
cant expansion in circuit complexity compared to earlier
studies [6], while maintaining the same fidelity level.

To realistically assess the computational resources
needed to simulate RCS [144, 187–196], one must ac-
count for the limitations of supercomputers, including
FLOPS, memory capacity, and bandwidth constraints.
Table III provides estimates for simulating the largest
RCS instances from previous studies [6, 498, 499] and
the recent Google study [9]. These estimates consider
sampling 1 million uncorrelated bit-strings with fidelity
comparable to the experimental results, using the top-
performing supercomputer, Frontier, which has a theo-
retical peak performance of 1.7 × 1018 single-precision
FLOPS across GPUs with 128 GB of RAM each.

By demonstrating an RCS experiment with 67 qubits
at 32 cycles, Google Quantum AI and its collaborators
show that their computational requirements exceed the
capabilities of current classical supercomputers, even in
the presence of unavoidable noise. Additionally, the dom-
inance of global correlations over XEB [6, 143, 144, 152]
in the weak noise phase offers protection against “spoof-
ing” attacks, a notable distinction from Boson-Sampling
(BoS) experiments [501]. Recent BoS metrics [502–504]
have been predominantly influenced by local correla-
tions [312]. For a more exploration of BoS and Gaussian
Boson-Sampling (GBoS) experiments, as well as their sig-
nificance in achieving quantum supremacy with photonic
quantum computers [505], readers are directed to [4, 5].

Figures 9 and 10 offer critical insights into the perfor-
mance of the SYC-67 and SYC-70 devices, respectively.
Both figures detail the performance metrics and bench-
marking results, including 1-qubit and 2-qubit Pauli er-
ror rates, readout error rates, and T1 and T2 echo times,
along with the cumulative distribution function (CDF)
of various errors [9].

Figure 11 illustrates the upper bounds on the required
bond dimension to achieve a target fidelity of F = 10−4,
comparing analytical and numerical results as functions
of qubit count and circuit depth. It also details the
memory footprint needed to store complex tensors of di-
mension (2n/2 × χ), with varying memory capacities for
different computing resources, including laptops, cluster
nodes, and high-performance systems like Frontier. Ad-
ditionally, the figure shows the density map, which is ob-
tained by averaging over circuits with specific patterns,
including A;B;C;D;C;D;A;B/B;A;D;C;D;C;B;A and var-
ious diagonal or vertical cuts [9]. By continually advanc-
ing their hardware capabilities, Google Quantum AI is
driving the development of quantum technology and fa-
cilitating breakthroughs across various fields.

VI. QUANTUM SOFTWARE

Google Quantum AI is advancing the field of quan-
tum computing; creating powerful tools that enable re-
searchers to go beyond the limits of classical comput-
ing [2, 20, 21]. Google’s dedicated software and hardware
solutions are specifically crafted to facilitate the develop-
ment of innovative quantum algorithms capable of tack-
ling practical problems in the near term [506]. They have
created various tools, which we explore in this section.

A. Cirq

Cirq is a Python software library for creating, manip-
ulating, and optimizing quantum circuits [507]. It en-
ables precise control over quantum gates and operations,
allowing researchers to fully utilize quantum computers
and simulators. Developed by Google Quantum AI, this
open-source framework addresses the unique challenges
of NISQ devices [1, 2]. Cirq provides essential tools
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FIG. 9. SYC-67 Device Benchmarking: A: Single-qubit Pauli error rate from Randomized Benchmarking. B: Readout error
rate averaged from random bitstrings. C: Two-qubit Pauli error rate via parallel 2-qubit XEB. D: T1, and E: T2 echo times.
F: Cumulative distribution function (CDF) of errors, with the solid vertical line indicating the average and the dashed line
showing the median. Regenerated under a Creative Commons license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)
from [9].

FIG. 9. SYC-67 Device Benchmarking: A: Single-qubit Pauli error rate from Randomized Benchmarking. B: Readout error
rate averaged from random bitstrings. C: Two-qubit Pauli error rate via parallel 2-qubit XEB. D: T1, and E: T2 echo times.
F: Cumulative distribution function (CDF) of errors, with the solid vertical line indicating the average and the dashed line
showing the median. Regenerated under a Creative Commons license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/)
from [9].
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FIG. 10. Device Benchmarking for SYC-70: Assessment of random circuit elements. A: Single-qubit Pauli error rate via
Randomized Benchmarking. B: Readout error rate from averaging random bitstrings. C: Two-qubit Pauli error rate using
parallel 2-qubit XEB. D: T1, and E: T2 echo times. F: CDF of various error types, with the solid vertical line denoting
the average and the dashed line representing the average from Ref. [6]. Regenerated under a Creative Commons license
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/) from [9].

FIG. 10. Device Benchmarking for SYC-70: Assessment of random circuit elements. A: Single-qubit Pauli error rate via
Randomized Benchmarking. B: Readout error rate from averaging random bitstrings. C: Two-qubit Pauli error rate using
parallel 2-qubit XEB. D: T1, and E: T2 echo times. F: CDF of various error types, with the solid vertical line denoting
the average and the dashed line representing the average from Ref. [6]. Regenerated under a Creative Commons license
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/) from [9].

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


2020

�� �� �� �� ��� ���

�������������������

��

��

��

��
�
�
�
�
�
��
�
��
�
�
�
��
�
��
�

������
�����

������������
�����

��������
�����

��������
���������

����� �� ��������������������

����

���

���

���

�����������

�����������

������������

�� �� �� �� ��� ���

�������������������

��

��

��

��

�
�
�
�
�
��
�
��
�
�
�
��
�
��
�

������
�����

������������
�����

��������
�����

��������
���������

����� �� �������������������

����

���

���

���

�����������

�����������

������������

FIG. 11. Upper bounds on the required bond dimension for achieving a target fidelity of F = 10−4, shown analytically (left)
and numerically (right) as functions of qubit count and circuit depth. The memory footprint (blue dashed-and-dotted lines)
represents the memory needed to store two complex 32 tensors of dimension 2n/2 × χ. Memory specifications are: Laptop
(RAM) = 32GB, cluster node (RAM) = 256GB, Frontier (RAM) = 9.2PB, and Frontier (storage) = 700PB. The density
map averages over circuits with patterns A;B;C;D;C;D;A;B/B;A;D;C;D;C;B;A and diagonal/vertical cuts. Regenerated under
a Creative Commons license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/) from [9].

ware knowledge is crucial for optimal performance [15–
17]. Additionally, Cirq is specifically tailored for crafting
innovative quantum algorithms for near-term quantum
computers [505].

B. OpenFermion

Another valuable library developed by Google Quan-
tum AI is OpenFermion [237]. OpenFermion is an open-
source tool for translating chemistry and materials sci-
ence problems into quantum circuits that can be executed
on current quantum computing platforms [2, 20, 21].
It specializes in compiling and analyzing quantum al-
gorithms specifically designed for simulating fermionic
systems, including quantum chemistry [63–65, 232–236].
The library offers efficient data structures for fermionic
operators and circuit primitives for execution on quan-
tum devices. Its plugins further streamline the trans-
lation of electronic structure calculations into quantum
circuits [227].

Recent research highlights OpenFermion’s application
in variational simulations of chemistry. The study
in [227] involved simulating molecules with up to a
dozen qubits, demonstrating the use of error-mitigation
strategies and parameterized ansatz circuits [72] to pre-
pare Hartree-Fock wavefunctions [231]. These exper-
iments benchmark the hardware performance and lay
the groundwork for more complex simulations of molecu-
lar and correlated systems [63–65, 232–236], illustrating
OpenFermion’s utility in advancing quantum chemistry
and material science research.

C. TensorFlow Quantum

TensorFlow Quantum [238] is a unique library that
combines the power of quantum computing with classical
machine learning. It enables researchers to rapidly pro-
totype hybrid quantum-classical machine learning mod-
els, opening up new avenues for exploration and innova-
tion [507–511].

It facilitates the design and training of both discrimi-
native and generative quantum models while leveraging
high-performance quantum circuit simulators. TFQ sup-
ports seamless integration with quantum algorithms and
logic from Google’s Cirq [506], providing essential quan-
tum computing primitives that are compatible with Ten-
sorFlow’s existing APIs. This framework is designed for
exploring and developing models for quantum data and
applications, supporting a range of applications, from ba-
sic supervised learning and quantum control to advanced
quantum learning techniques [197–201]. For further de-
tails, refer to [238].

D. Qsim

Qsim is an advanced (optimized) quantum circuit sim-
ulator that seamlessly integrates with Cirq [506], offer-
ing high-performance capabilities. It is a comprehen-
sive wave function simulator developed in C++. Devel-
oped in C++, it serves as a comprehensive wave function
simulator. Qsim utilizes AVX/FMA vector operations,
OpenMP multi-threading, and gate fusion [512, 513] to
accelerate simulation speed and perform complex quan-

FIG. 11. Upper bounds on the required bond dimension for achieving a target fidelity of F = 10−4, shown analytically (left)
and numerically (right) as functions of qubit count and circuit depth. The memory footprint (blue dashed-and-dotted lines)
represents the memory needed to store two complex 32 tensors of dimension 2n/2 × χ. Memory specifications are: Laptop
(RAM) = 32GB, cluster node (RAM) = 256GB, Frontier (RAM) = 9.2PB, and Frontier (storage) = 700PB. The density
map averages over circuits with patterns A;B;C;D;C;D;A;B/B;A;D;C;D;C;B;A and diagonal/vertical cuts. Regenerated under
a Creative Commons license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/) from [9].

for working with NISQ systems [2, 20, 21], where de-
tailed hardware knowledge is crucial for optimal perfor-
mance [15–17]. Additionally, Cirq is specifically tailored
for crafting innovative quantum algorithms for near-term
quantum computers [506].

B. OpenFermion

Another valuable library developed by Google Quan-
tum AI is OpenFermion [238]. OpenFermion is an open-
source tool for translating chemistry and materials sci-
ence problems into quantum circuits that can be executed
on current quantum computing platforms [2, 20, 21].
It specializes in compiling and analyzing quantum al-
gorithms specifically designed for simulating fermionic
systems, including quantum chemistry [64–66, 233–237].
The library offers efficient data structures for fermionic
operators and circuit primitives for execution on quan-
tum devices. Its plugins further streamline the trans-
lation of electronic structure calculations into quantum
circuits [228].

Recent research highlights OpenFermion’s application
in variational simulations of chemistry. The study
in [228] involved simulating molecules with up to a
dozen qubits, demonstrating the use of error-mitigation
strategies and parameterized ansatz circuits [73] to pre-
pare Hartree-Fock wavefunctions [232]. These exper-
iments benchmark the hardware performance and lay
the groundwork for more complex simulations of molecu-
lar and correlated systems [64–66, 233–237], illustrating
OpenFermion’s utility in advancing quantum chemistry
and material science research.

C. TensorFlow Quantum

TensorFlow Quantum [239] is a unique library that
combines the power of quantum computing with classical
machine learning. It enables researchers to rapidly pro-
totype hybrid quantum-classical machine learning mod-
els, opening up new avenues for exploration and innova-
tion [508–512].

It facilitates the design and training of both discrimi-
native and generative quantum models while leveraging
high-performance quantum circuit simulators. TFQ sup-
ports seamless integration with quantum algorithms and
logic from Google’s Cirq [507], providing essential quan-
tum computing primitives that are compatible with Ten-
sorFlow’s existing APIs. This framework is designed for
exploring and developing models for quantum data and
applications, supporting a range of applications, from ba-
sic supervised learning and quantum control to advanced
quantum learning techniques [198–202]. For further de-
tails, refer to [239].

D. Qsim

Qsim is an advanced (optimized) quantum circuit sim-
ulator that seamlessly integrates with Cirq [507], offer-
ing high-performance capabilities. It is a comprehen-
sive wave function simulator developed in C++. Devel-
oped in C++, it serves as a comprehensive wave function
simulator. Qsim utilizes AVX/FMA vector operations,
OpenMP multi-threading, and gate fusion [513, 514] to
accelerate simulation speed and perform complex quan-
tum circuit simulations. Integrated with Cirq [507], qsim

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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is capable of executing simulations for up to 40 qubits on
a 90-core Intel® Xeon® processor [515]. Its performance is
effectively showcased through its application in XEB [6].

These quantum software tools from Google Quantum
AI [228, 238, 239, 507, 516] equip researchers with the
necessary resources and capabilities to explore and ex-
pand the frontiers of quantum computing. By offering ro-
bust libraries such as Cirq [507], OpenFermion [238], and
TensorFlow Quantum [239], Google enables researchers
to explore the potential of quantum computing and push
the boundaries of what is possible in solving complex
problems.

VII. GROVER SEARCH ALGORITHM WITH
CRIQ

Grover’s algorithm [517] is a quantum search algo-
rithm designed to find a specific item from an unsorted
database with quadratic speedup over classical search
methods [518]. Given a black-box oracle function ξ(x)
that marks the target solution x⊕ by flipping its phase,
Grover’s search algorithm (GSA) identifies x⊕ with high
probability. The algorithm operates in O(

√
N) quantum

operations, where N is the number of possible items,
compared to the O(N) operations required classically.
The core of GSA involves the following steps:

1. Initialization: Create a superposition of all pos-
sible states using Hadamard gates.

2. Oracle Query: Apply the oracle to flip the phase
of the state corresponding to the target solution.

3. Diffusion Operator: Enhance the probability
amplitude of the target state through inversion
about the average amplitude.

4. Measurement: Measure the quantum state to de-
termine the solution.

By iterating the oracle and diffusion operator, GSA con-
verges to the solution with a high probability, making it
an efficient tool for unstructured search problems. This
section provides a demonstration of GSA using the Cirq
framework. This demonstration adapted from [507]. The
implementation includes the initialization of qubits, con-
struction of the oracle, application of the Grover opera-
tor, and measurement of the results.

• Initialization of qubits: Set up the qubits required
for the algorithm. This includes initializing input qubits
and an output qubit.
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CRIQ

Grover’s algorithm [516] is a quantum search algo-
rithm designed to find a specific item from an unsorted
database with quadratic speedup over classical search
methods [517]. Given a black-box oracle function ξ(x)
that marks the target solution x⊕ by flipping its phase,
Grover’s search algorithm (GSA) identifies x⊕ with high
probability. The algorithm operates in O(

√
N) quantum

operations, where N is the number of possible items,
compared to the O(N) operations required classically.
The core of GSA involves the following steps:

1. Initialization: Create a superposition of all pos-
sible states using Hadamard gates.

2. Oracle Query: Apply the oracle to flip the phase
of the state corresponding to the target solution.

3. Diffusion Operator: Enhance the probability
amplitude of the target state through inversion
about the average amplitude.

4. Measurement: Measure the quantum state to de-
termine the solution.

By iterating the oracle and diffusion operator, GSA con-
verges to the solution with a high probability, making it
an efficient tool for unstructured search problems. This
section provides a demonstration of GSA using the Cirq
framework. This demonstration adapted from [506]. The
implementation includes the initialization of qubits, con-
struction of the oracle, application of the Grover opera-
tor, and measurement of the results.
• Initialization of qubits: Set up the qubits required

for the algorithm. This includes initializing input qubits
and an output qubit.

def setup_qubits(num_qubits):
"""Initialize input qubits and an output qubit."""
inputs = [cirq.GridQubit(i, 0) for i in range(num_qubits)]
output = cirq.GridQubit(num_qubits, 0)
return inputs, output

• Oracle construction: Create an oracle function
that marks the correct solution by flipping the sign of

the amplitude of the state that matches the target bit
sequence.

def create_oracle(inputs, output, target_bits):
"""Define the oracle function f(x) that flips the phase if x

matches the target.""",→
# Apply X gates to zero bits
yield (cirq.X(q) for q, bit in zip(inputs, target_bits) if

not bit),→
# Apply Toffoli gate to flip the phase of the target state
yield cirq.TOFFOLI(inputs[0], inputs[1], output)
# Reapply X gates to zero bits
yield (cirq.X(q) for q, bit in zip(inputs, target_bits) if

not bit),→

• Grover operator implementation: Implement
the Grover operator, which includes initialization, apply-
ing the oracle, and performing amplitude amplification.

def build_grover_circuit(inputs, output, oracle):
"""Construct the quantum circuit incorporating the Grover

operator and oracle.""",→
circuit = cirq.Circuit()

# Initialization phase
circuit.append([cirq.X(output), cirq.H(output),

cirq.H.on_each(*inputs)]),→

# Apply oracle
circuit.append(oracle)

# Apply Grover diffusion operator
circuit.append(cirq.H.on_each(*inputs))
circuit.append(cirq.X.on_each(*inputs))
circuit.append(cirq.H.on(inputs[1]))
circuit.append(cirq.CNOT(inputs[0], inputs[1]))
circuit.append(cirq.H.on(inputs[1]))
circuit.append(cirq.X.on_each(*inputs))
circuit.append(cirq.H.on_each(*inputs))

# Measurement
circuit.append(cirq.measure(*inputs, key='result'))

return circuit

• Oracle construction: Create an oracle function
that marks the correct solution by flipping the sign of

the amplitude of the state that matches the target bit
sequence.
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• Grover operator implementation: Implement
the Grover operator, which includes initialization, apply-
ing the oracle, and performing amplitude amplification.

def build_grover_circuit(inputs, output, oracle):
"""Construct the quantum circuit incorporating the Grover

operator and oracle.""",→
circuit = cirq.Circuit()

# Initialization phase
circuit.append([cirq.X(output), cirq.H(output),

cirq.H.on_each(*inputs)]),→

# Apply oracle
circuit.append(oracle)

# Apply Grover diffusion operator
circuit.append(cirq.H.on_each(*inputs))
circuit.append(cirq.X.on_each(*inputs))
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circuit.append(cirq.H.on_each(*inputs))

# Measurement
circuit.append(cirq.measure(*inputs, key='result'))
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• Simulation and measurement: Simulate the
quantum circuit and measure the results. Analyze the
measurement results to find the most frequent outcome.
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• Simulation and measurement: Simulate the
quantum circuit and measure the results. Analyze the
measurement results to find the most frequent outcome.

def run_simulation():
num_qubits = 2
samples = 10

# Initialize qubits
inputs, output = setup_qubits(num_qubits)

# Randomly select the target bit sequence
target_bits = [random.randint(0, 1) for _ in

range(num_qubits)],→
print(f'Target bit sequence: {target_bits}')

# Create the oracle
oracle = create_oracle(inputs, output, target_bits)

# Build and display the Grover circuit
grover_circuit = build_grover_circuit(inputs, output,

oracle),→
print('Quantum Circuit:')
print(grover_circuit)

# Run the simulation
simulator = cirq.Simulator()
result = simulator.run(grover_circuit, repetitions=samples)

# Analyze results
outcomes = result.histogram(key='result', fold_func=lambda

b: ''.join(str(int(x)) for x in b)),→
print(f'Results:\n{outcomes}')

# Determine the most common result
most_common_result = outcomes.most_common(1)[0][0]
print(f'Most frequent bitstring: {most_common_result}')
print(f'Target identified: {most_common_result ==

''.join(str(bit) for bit in target_bits)}'),→

• Result analysis: Examine the results from the sim-
ulation to determine if the algorithm successfully identi-
fied the target bit sequence.

outcomes = result.histogram(key='result', fold_func=lambda
b: ''.join(str(int(x)) for x in b)),→

print(f'Results:\n{outcomes}')

most_common_result = outcomes.most_common(1)[0][0]
print(f'Most frequent bitstring: {most_common_result}')
print(f'Target identified: {most_common_result ==

''.join(str(bit) for bit in target_bits)}'),→

The output of the GSA is as follows: The target bit
sequence identified by the algorithm was [1,0]. Upon sim-
ulation, the results showed a counter with a frequency of
‘10’: 10, indicating that the bitstring ‘10’ was observed
in all measurement repetitions. The most frequent bit-
string was therefore ‘10’, which matched the target se-
quence. This confirms that the Grover algorithm success-
fully identified the target bitstring [1,0] as the most com-
mon result from multiple circuit runs. A comprehensive
characterization of GSA on state-of-the-art large-scale
superconducting quantum hardware is presented in [517].
End-to-end experiments conducted on Google’s quantum
processors, utilizing algorithms and experiments that can
be run with ReCirq [518], a GitHub repository dedicated
to research code that extends and leverages Cirq [506].

VIII. TOWARDS LARGE-SCALE USEFUL
QUANTUM COMPUTERS

Google’s Quantum AI aims to unlock the full poten-
tial of quantum computing by developing a large-scale
quantum computer capable of complex, error-corrected
computations. A roadmap for Quantum Computing
at Google Quantum AI is shown in Figure 12. Their
roadmap outlines six key milestones towards achieving
high-quality quantum hardware and software for impact-
ful applications [519]:

1. Beyond classical (2019) (physical qubits: 54):
This milestone marked the achievement of quan-
tum computational advantage.Google’s Quantum
AI team demonstrated this with their 53-qubit
(SYC-53) quantum processor [6], which completed
a specific computation (see Section VC) in 200 sec-
onds—an endeavor that would have taken classical
supercomputers 10,000 years [6]. This result signi-
fies a pivotal advancement in quantum computing
capabilities beyond classical limitations.

2. Error-corrected qubits (2023) (physical qubits:
102, logical qubit error rate: 10−2): Achieving
reliable quantum computing necessitates the use
of error-corrected qubits, or logical qubits [15–17].
In 2023, Google Quantum AI successfully demon-
strated a prototype for a logical qubit, showing that
errors could be mitigated by employing quantum
error correction techniques [9]. This achievement
marks a transition from theoretical to practical
quantum error correction, laying the groundwork
for large-scale, functional quantum computers.

3. Building a long-lived logical qubit (2025+)
(physical qubits: 103, logical qubit error rate:
10−6): This milestone focuses on developing log-
ical qubits that can maintain coherence over long
durations, performing up to one million operations
with minimal errors. Achieving this involves scaling
up error correction, enhancing qubit performance,
and expanding infrastructure. The goal is to dra-
matically reduce error rates while increasing qubit
count, with a requirement for meaningful compu-
tational benchmarks.

4. Creating a logical gate (physical qubits: 104,
logical qubit error rate: 10−6): The development of
logical gates is crucial for executing reliable quan-
tum computations. This stage involves demon-
strating low-error gates between logical qubits, akin
to the universal gates in classical computers. Suc-
cessfully creating these gates will advance the real-
ization of practical error-corrected quantum appli-
cations.

5. Engineering scale-up (physical qubits: 105, logi-
cal qubit error rate: 10−6): This milestone aims at

• Result analysis: Examine the results from the sim-
ulation to determine if the algorithm successfully identi-
fied the target bit sequence.
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• Simulation and measurement: Simulate the
quantum circuit and measure the results. Analyze the
measurement results to find the most frequent outcome.
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print(f'Target identified: {most_common_result ==
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ulation, the results showed a counter with a frequency of
‘10’: 10, indicating that the bitstring ‘10’ was observed
in all measurement repetitions. The most frequent bit-
string was therefore ‘10’, which matched the target se-
quence. This confirms that the Grover algorithm success-
fully identified the target bitstring [1,0] as the most com-
mon result from multiple circuit runs. A comprehensive
characterization of GSA on state-of-the-art large-scale
superconducting quantum hardware is presented in [517].
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onds—an endeavor that would have taken classical
supercomputers 10,000 years [6]. This result signi-
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2. Error-corrected qubits (2023) (physical qubits:
102, logical qubit error rate: 10−2): Achieving
reliable quantum computing necessitates the use
of error-corrected qubits, or logical qubits [15–17].
In 2023, Google Quantum AI successfully demon-
strated a prototype for a logical qubit, showing that
errors could be mitigated by employing quantum
error correction techniques [9]. This achievement
marks a transition from theoretical to practical
quantum error correction, laying the groundwork
for large-scale, functional quantum computers.

3. Building a long-lived logical qubit (2025+)
(physical qubits: 103, logical qubit error rate:
10−6): This milestone focuses on developing log-
ical qubits that can maintain coherence over long
durations, performing up to one million operations
with minimal errors. Achieving this involves scaling
up error correction, enhancing qubit performance,
and expanding infrastructure. The goal is to dra-
matically reduce error rates while increasing qubit
count, with a requirement for meaningful compu-
tational benchmarks.

4. Creating a logical gate (physical qubits: 104,
logical qubit error rate: 10−6): The development of
logical gates is crucial for executing reliable quan-
tum computations. This stage involves demon-
strating low-error gates between logical qubits, akin
to the universal gates in classical computers. Suc-
cessfully creating these gates will advance the real-
ization of practical error-corrected quantum appli-
cations.

5. Engineering scale-up (physical qubits: 105, logi-
cal qubit error rate: 10−6): This milestone aims at

The output of the GSA is as follows: The target bit
sequence identified by the algorithm was [1, 0]. Upon sim-
ulation, the results showed a counter with a frequency of
‘10’: 10, indicating that the bitstring ‘10’ was observed
in all measurement repetitions. The most frequent bit-
string was therefore ‘10’, which matched the target se-
quence. This confirms that the GSA successfully identi-
fied the target bitstring [1, 0] as the most common result
from multiple circuit runs. A comprehensive character-
ization of GSA on state-of-the-art large-scale supercon-
ducting quantum hardware is presented in [518]. End-
to-end experiments conducted on Google’s quantum pro-
cessors, utilizing algorithms and experiments that can be
run with ReCirq [519], a GitHub repository dedicated to
research code that extends and leverages Cirq [507].
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at Google Quantum AI is shown in Figure 12. Their
roadmap outlines six key milestones towards achieving
high-quality quantum hardware and software for impact-
ful applications [520]:

1. Beyond classical (2019) (physical qubits: 54):
This milestone marked the achievement of quan-
tum computational advantage. Google’s Quan-
tum AI team demonstrated this with their 53-qubit
(SYC-53) quantum processor [6], which completed
a specific computation (see Section V C) in 200 sec-
onds—an endeavor that would have taken classical
supercomputers 10,000 years [6]. This result signi-
fies a pivotal advancement in quantum computing
capabilities beyond classical limitations.

2. Error-corrected qubits (2023) (physical qubits:
102, logical qubit error rate: 10−2): Achieving
reliable quantum computing necessitates the use
of error-corrected qubits, or logical qubits [15–17].
In 2023, Google Quantum AI successfully demon-
strated a prototype for a logical qubit, showing that
errors could be mitigated by employing quantum
error correction techniques [9]. This achievement
marks a transition from theoretical to practical
quantum error correction, laying the groundwork
for large-scale, functional quantum computers.

3. Building a long-lived logical qubit (2025+)
(physical qubits: 103, logical qubit error rate:
10−6): This milestone focuses on developing log-
ical qubits that can maintain coherence over long
durations, performing up to one million operations
with minimal errors. Achieving this involves scaling
up error correction, enhancing qubit performance,
and expanding infrastructure. The goal is to dra-
matically reduce error rates while increasing qubit
count, with a requirement for meaningful compu-
tational benchmarks.

4. Creating a logical gate (physical qubits: 104,
logical qubit error rate: 10−6): The development of
logical gates is crucial for executing reliable quan-
tum computations. This stage involves demon-
strating low-error gates between logical qubits, akin
to the universal gates in classical computers. Suc-
cessfully creating these gates will advance the real-
ization of practical error-corrected quantum appli-
cations.

5. Engineering scale-up (physical qubits: 105, logi-
cal qubit error rate: 10−6): This milestone aims at
scaling quantum systems to incorporate more log-
ical qubits with high-fidelity gate operations. The
objective is to enable the implementation of sev-
eral error-corrected quantum computing applica-
tions, marking a significant step toward practical
and scalable quantum computing.

6. Large error-corrected quantum computer
(physical qubits: 106, logical qubit error rate:
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FIG. 12. The roadmap for Google Quantum AI’s quantum computing. Aiming to fully realize the potential of this technology
by creating a large-scale quantum computer that can handle complex computations with error correction. This journey is guided
by six key milestones designed to advance their quantum computing hardware and software towards impactful applications.
Image source [520].

10−13): The ultimate milestone targets the devel-
opment of a quantum computer with the capability
to manage and control 1,000,000 qubits. This am-
bitious goal seeks to push the boundaries of quan-
tum technology, with the potential to revolutionize
various fields, including medicine and sustainable
technology. Upon reaching this milestone, Google
Quantum AI anticipates unveiling over 10 error-
corrected quantum computing applications.

IX. CONCLUSION

Quantum computing stands at the precipice of trans-
forming technology, offering computational capabilities
that promise to reshape industries and scientific endeav-
ors. In this review, we have traced the remarkable
journey of Google Quantum AI over the past decade,
highlighting its pivotal role in advancing quantum com-
puting technology. From its early developmental mile-
stones to its groundbreaking achievements in quantum
supremacy, Google Quantum AI’s achievements under-
score the transformative potential of quantum technol-
ogy and its capacity to address complex computational
problems that are currently beyond the reach of classi-
cal systems. Through these pioneering efforts, Google
Quantum AI has consistently pushed the boundaries of
what is possible, in the realm of quantum computation,
and paving the way for groundbreaking discoveries and
applications.

Throughout the years (2013-2024), Google Quantum
AI has demonstrated significant progress in various areas,
including quantum hardware development, error correc-
tion, and software innovations. The evolution from initial
experimental setups to the sophisticated quantum pro-
cessors like Foxtail, Bristlecone, Weber, Sycamore (SYC-
53, SYC-67 and SYC-70) and the ambitious quest for
error-corrected quantum computers reflects a commit-

ment to overcoming the fundamental challenges of quan-
tum computing. Their work in extending qubit coher-
ence times, reducing error rates, and enhancing compu-
tational capabilities has paved the way for more practical
and scalable quantum systems.

Google Quantum AI’s approach to evaluating effective
quantum volume has provided valuable insights into the
computational costs associated with RCS, OTOC exper-
iments, and recent Floquet evolution studies. Although
these experiments have not yet reached the stage of prac-
tical computational applications, Google Quantum AI is
optimistic that advancements in error rates will enable
OTOC experiments to achieve the first truly practical,
beyond-classical applications of quantum processors.

As we look towards the future, Google Quantum AI’s
continued efforts in improving quantum error correction,
expanding quantum hardware, and refining quantum al-
gorithms will be crucial in realizing the vision of large-
scale, fault-tolerant quantum computers. While a full-
scale error-corrected quantum computer has the poten-
tial to tackle problems beyond the reach of classical com-
puters, developing such a device remains a formidable
challenge and is still several years away.
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[91] Haake, F., Kuś, M. and Scharf, R. Classical and quan-
tum chaos for a kicked top. Z. Phys. B 65, 381–395
(1987).

[92] Wang, X., Ghose, S., Sanders, B. C. and Hu, B. Entan-
glement as a signature of quantum chaos. Phys. Rev. E
70, 016217 (2004).



27

[93] Ghose, S., Stock, R., Jessen, P., Lal, R. and Silberfarb,
A. Chaos, entanglement, and decoherence in the quan-
tum kicked top. Phys. Rev. A 78, 042318 (2008).

[94] Chaudhury, S., Smith, A., Anderson, B., Ghose, S. and
Jessen, P. Quantum signatures of chaos in a kicked top.
Nature 461, 768–771 (2009).

[95] Lombardi, M. and Matzkin, A. Entanglement and chaos
in the kicked top. Phys. Rev. E 83, 016207 (2011).

[96] Sergio Boixo, Vadim N Smelyanskiy, Alireza Shabani,
Sergei V Isakov, Mark Dykman, Vasil S Denchev,
Mohammad H Amin, Anatoly Yu Smirnov, Masoud
Mohseni, Hartmut Neven, Computational multiqubit
tunnelling in programmable quantum annealers, Nat.
Comm. 7 (1), 10327, 2016

[97] Vasil S Denchev, Sergio Boixo, Sergei V Isakov, Nan
Ding, Ryan Babbush, Vadim Smelyanskiy, John Marti-
nis, Hartmut Neven, What is the computational value
of finite-range tunneling?, Phys. Rev. X 6 (3), 031015,
2016

[98] Ryan Babbush, Dominic W Berry, Ian D Kivlichan, An-
nie Y Wei, Peter J Love, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Exponen-
tially more precise quantum simulation of fermions in
second quantization, New J. Phys. 18 (3), 033032, 2016

[99] Sergei V Isakov, Guglielmo Mazzola, Vadim N Smelyan-
skiy, Zhang Jiang, Sergio Boixo, Hartmut Neven,
Matthias Troyer, Understanding quantum tunneling
through quantum Monte Carlo simulations, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 117 (18), 180402, 2016

[100] Jirawat Tangpanitanon, Victor M Bastidas, Sarah Al-
Assam, Pedram Roushan, Dieter Jaksch, Dimitris G
Angelakis, Topological pumping of photons in nonlin-
ear resonator arrays, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117 (21), 213603,
2016

[101] Theodore C White, JY Mutus, Justin Dressel, J Kelly,
R Barends, E Jeffrey, D Sank, A Megrant, B Campbell,
Yu Chen, Z Chen, B Chiaro, A Dunsworth, IC Hoi,
C Neill, PJJ O’malley, P Roushan, A Vainsencher, J
Wenner, AN Korotkov, John M Martinis, Preserving
entanglement during weak measurement demonstrated
with a violation of the Bell-Leggett-Garg inequality, npj
Quantum Inf 2 (1), 1-5, (2016).

[102] Marek M Rams, Masoud Mohseni, Adolfo Del Campo,
Inhomogeneous quasi-adiabatic driving of quantum crit-
ical dynamics in weakly disordered spin chains, New J.
Phys. 18 (12), 123034, (2016).

[103] Masoud Mohseni, Peter Read, Hartmut Neven, Ser-
gio Boixo, Vasil Denchev, Ryan Babbush, Austin
Fowler, Vadim Smelyanskiy, John Martinis, Commer-
cialize quantum technologies in five years, Nature 543
(7644), 171-174, (2017).

[104] D. Kielpinski, C. Monroe, D. J. Wineland, Architec-
ture for a large-scale ion-trap quantum computer. Na-
ture 417, 709–711 (2002).

[105] C. Monroe, J. Kim, Scaling the ion trap quantum pro-
cessor. Science 339, 1164–1169 (2013).

[106] C. Monroe, R. Raussendorf, A. Ruthven, K. R. Brown,
P. Maunz, L.-M. Duan, J. Kim, Large-scale modular
quantum-computer architecture with atomic memory
and photonic interconnects. Phys. Rev. A 89, 022317
(2014).

[107] N. H. Nickerson, J. F. Fitzsimons, S. C. Benjamin,
Freely scalable quantum technologies using cells of 5-
to-50 qubits with very lossy and noisy photonic links.
Phys. Rev. X 4, 041041 (2014).

[108] Bjoern Lekitsch, Sebastian Weidt, Austin G Fowler,
Klaus Mølmer, Simon J Devitt, Christof Wunder-
lich, Winfried K Hensinger, Blueprint for a microwave
trapped ion quantum computer, Science Advances 3 (2),
e1601540, (2017).

[109] S. Weidt, J. Randall, S. C. Webster, K. Lake, A. E.
Webb, I. Cohen, T. Navickas, B. Lekitsch, A. Ret-
zker, W. K. Hensinger, Trapped-ion quantum logic with
global radiation fields. Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 220501
(2016).

[110] F. Mintert, C. Wunderlich, Ion-trap quantum logic
using long-wavelength radiation. Phys. Rev. Lett. 87,
257904 (2001).

[111] A. G. Fowler, A. M. Stephens, P. Groszkowski, High-
threshold universal quantum computation on the sur-
face code. Phys. Rev. A 80, 052312 (2009).

[112] R. Bowler, J. Gaebler, Y. Lin, T. R. Tan, D. Hanneke,
J. D. Jost, J. P. Home, D. Leibfried, D. J. Wineland,
Coherent diabatic ion transport and separation in a mul-
tizone trap array. Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 080502 (2012).

[113] A. Walther, F. Ziesel, T. Ruster, S. T. Dawkins, K.
Ott, M. Hettrich, K. Singer, F. Schmidt-Kaler, U.
Poschinger, Controlling fast transport of cold trapped
ions. Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 080501 (2012).

[114] Pedram Roushan, Charles Neill, Anthony Megrant, Yu
Chen, Ryan Babbush, Rami Barends, Brooks Campbell,
Zijun Chen, Ben Chiaro, Andrew Dunsworth, Austin
Fowler, Evan Jeffrey, Julian Kelly, Erik Lucero, Josh
Mutus, PJJ O’Malley, Matthew Neeley, Chris Quin-
tana, Daniel Sank, Amit Vainsencher, Jim Wenner, Ted
White, Eliot Kapit, Hartmut Neven, John Martinis,
Chiral ground-state currents of interacting photons in
a synthetic magnetic field, Nature Physics 13 (2), 146-
151, (2017).

[115] Fang, K., Yu, Z. and Fan, S. Realizing effective magnetic
field for photons by controlling the phase of dynamic
modulation. Nat. Photon. 6, 782–787 (2012).

[116] Hafezi, M., Adhikari, P. and Taylor, J. M. Engineer-
ing three-body interaction and Pfaffian states in circuit
QED systems. Phys. Rev. B 90, 060503 (2014).

[117] Kapit, E. Universal two-qubit interactions, measure-
ment, and cooling for quantum simulation and comput-
ing. Phys. Rev. A 92, 012302 (2015).

[118] Pedram Roushan, Charles Neill, J Tangpanitanon, Vic-
tor M Bastidas, A Megrant, Rami Barends, Yu Chen,
Z Chen, B Chiaro, A Dunsworth, A Fowler, B Foxen,
Marissa Giustina, E Jeffrey, J Kelly, Erik Lucero, J Mu-
tus, Matthew Neeley, Chris Quintana, D Sank, Amit
Vainsencher, James Wenner, T White, H Neven, DG
Angelakis, J Martinis, Spectroscopic signatures of lo-
calization with interacting photons in superconducting
qubits, Science 358 (6367), 1175-1179, (2017).

[119] D. Jaksch and P. Zoller, Creation of effective magnetic
fields in optical lattices: the hofstadter butterfly for cold
neutral atoms, New J. Phys. 5 (2003).

[120] B. Hunt, J. D. Sanchez-Yamagishi, A. F. Young, M.
Yankowitz, B. J. LeRoy, K. Watanabe, T. Taniguchi,
P. Moon, M. Koshino, P. Jarillo-Herrero, and R. C.
Ashoori, Massive dirac fermions and hofstadter but-
terfly in a van der waals heterostructure, Science 340,
1427–602 (2013).

[121] A. Pal and D. A. Huse, Many-body localization phase
transition, Phys. Rev. B 82, 174411 (2010).



28

[122] A. M. Kaufman, M. E. Tai, A. Lukin, M. Rispoli, R.
Schittko, P. M. Preiss, and M. Greiner, Quantum ther-
malization through entanglement in an isolated many-
body system, Science 353, 794–800 (2016).

[123] J. Choi, S. Hild, J. Zeiher, P. Schauss, T. Yefsah A.
Rubio-Abadal, V. Khemani, D. A. Huse, I. Bloch, and
C. Gross, Exploring the many-body localization transi-
tion in two dimensions, Science 352, 1547–1552 (2016).

[124] Sergio Boixo, Vadim N Smelyanskiy, Hartmut Neven,
Fourier analysis of sampling from noisy chaotic quantum
circuits, arXiv preprint arXiv:1708.01875, (2017).

[125] Zhang Jiang, Vadim N Smelyanskiy, Sergei V Isakov,
Sergio Boixo, Guglielmo Mazzola, Matthias Troyer,
Hartmut Neven, Scaling analysis and instantons for
thermally assisted tunneling and quantum Monte Carlo
simulations, Phys. Rev. A 95 (1), 012322, (2017).

[126] Ryan Babbush, Dominic W Berry, Yuval R Sanders,
Ian D Kivlichan, Artur Scherer, Annie Y Wei, Peter J
Love, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Exponentially more precise
quantum simulation of fermions in the configuration in-
teraction representation, Quantum Sci. Technol. 3 (1),
015006, (2017).

[127] CM Quintana, Yu Chen, Daniel Sank, AG Petukhov,
TC White, Dvir Kafri, Ben Chiaro, Anthony Megrant,
Rami Barends, Brooks Campbell, Zijun Chen, Andrew
Dunsworth, Austin G Fowler, Rob Graff, Evan Jeffrey,
Julian Kelly, Erik Lucero, JY Mutus, Matthew Neeley,
Charles Neill, PJJ O’Malley, Pedram Roushan, Alireza
Shabani, VN Smelyanskiy, Amit Vainsencher, James
Wenner, Hartmut Neven, John M Martinis, Observa-
tion of Classical-Quantum Crossover of Flux Noise and
Its Paramagnetic Temperature Dependence, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 118 (5), 057702, (2017).

[128] Zhi-Cheng Yang, Armin Rahmani, Alireza Shabani,
Hartmut Neven, Claudio Chamon, Optimizing varia-
tional quantum algorithms using pontryagin’s minimum
principle, Phys. Rev. X 7 (2), 021027, (2017).

[129] Sergio Boixo, Sergei V Isakov, Vadim N Smelyanskiy,
Hartmut Neven, Simulation of low-depth quantum cir-
cuits as complex undirected graphical models, arXiv
preprint arXiv:1712.05384, (2017).

[130] Edward Farhi, Jeffrey Goldstone, Sam Gutmann, Hart-
mut Neven, Quantum algorithms for fixed qubit archi-
tectures, arXiv preprint arXiv:1703.06199, (2017).

[131] Ian D Kivlichan, Nathan Wiebe, Ryan Babbush, Alán
Aspuru-Guzik, Bounding the costs of quantum sim-
ulation of many-body physics in real space, Journal
of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 50 (30),
305301, (2017).

[132] Craig Gidney, Factoring with n+2 clean qubits and n−1
dirty qubits, arXiv preprint arXiv:1706.07884, (2017).

[133] PV Klimov, Julian Kelly, Zijun Chen, Matthew Neeley,
Anthony Megrant, Brian Burkett, Rami Barends, Ku-
nal Arya, Ben Chiaro, Yu Chen, Andrew Dunsworth,
Austin Fowler, Brooks Foxen, Craig Gidney, Marissa
Giustina, Rob Graff, Trent Huang, Evan Jeffrey, Erik
Lucero, Josh Y Mutus, Ofer Naaman, Charles Neill,
Chris Quintana, Pedram Roushan, Daniel Sank, Amit
Vainsencher, Jim Wenner, Timothy C White, Sergio
Boixo, Ryan Babbush, Vadim N Smelyanskiy, Hart-
mut Neven, John M Martinis, Fluctuations of energy-
relaxation times in superconducting qubits, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 121 (9), 090502, (2018).

[134] Ryan Babbush, Nathan Wiebe, Jarrod McClean, James
McClain, Hartmut Neven, Garnet Kin-Lic Chan, Low-
depth quantum simulation of materials, Phys. Rev. X 8
(1), 011044, (2018).

[135] H. F. Trotter, On the Product of Semi-Groups of Oper-
ators, Proc. Amer. Math. Soci. 10, 4, 545-551 (1959).

[136] Masuo Suzuki, Improved Trotter-like formula, Physics
Letters A, 180, 3, 232-234, (1993).

[137] Ryan Babbush et al. Exponentially more precise quan-
tum simulation of fermions in second quantization, New
J. Phys. 18 033032 (2016).

[138] Ian D Kivlichan, Jarrod McClean, Nathan Wiebe, Craig
Gidney, Alán Aspuru-Guzik, Garnet Kin-Lic Chan,
Ryan Babbush, Quantum simulation of electronic struc-
ture with linear depth and connectivity, Phys. Rev. Lett.
120 (11), 110501, (2018).

[139] M. AbuGhanem and H. Eleuch, Two-qubit entangling
gates for superconducting quantum computers, Results
in Physics 56, 107236 (2024).

[140] M. AbuGhanem et al., Fast universal entangling gate for
superconducting quantum computers, Elsevier, SSRN,
4726035 (2024). http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.47
26035

[141] M. AbuGhanem, Full quantum process tomography of
a universal entangling gate on an IBM’s quantum com-
puter, arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.06946, (2024).

[142] Cornelius Hempel, Christine Maier, Jonathan Romero,
Jarrod McClean, Thomas Monz, Heng Shen, Petar Ju-
rcevic, Ben P Lanyon, Peter Love, Ryan Babbush, Alán
Aspuru-Guzik, Rainer Blatt, Christian F Roos, Quan-
tum chemistry calculations on a trapped-ion quantum
simulator, Phys. Rev. X, 8, 031022 (2018).

[143] Charles Neill, Pedran Roushan, K Kechedzhi, Sergio
Boixo, Sergei V Isakov, V Smelyanskiy, A Megrant, B
Chiaro, A Dunsworth, K Arya, Rami Barends, B Bur-
kett, Y Chen, Z Chen, A Fowler, B Foxen, M Giustina,
R Graff, E Jeffrey, T Huang, J Kelly, P Klimov, E
Lucero, J Mutus, M Neeley, C Quintana, D Sank, A
Vainsencher, J Wenner, TC White, Hartmut Neven,
John M Martinis, A blueprint for demonstrating quan-
tum supremacy with superconducting qubits, Science
360 (6385), 195-199, (2018).

[144] Sergio Boixo, Sergei V Isakov, Vadim N Smelyanskiy,
Ryan Babbush, Nan Ding, Zhang Jiang, Michael J
Bremner, John M Martinis, Hartmut Neven, Character-
izing quantum supremacy in near-term devices, Nature
Physics 14 (6), 595-600, (2018).

[145] Jonathan Romero, Ryan Babbush, Jarrod R McClean,
Cornelius Hempel, Peter J Love, Alán Aspuru-Guzik,
Strategies for quantum computing molecular energies
using the unitary coupled cluster ansatz, Quantum Sci.
Technol. 4 (1), 014008, (2018).

[146] M. R. Hoffmann and J. Simons, A unitary multiconfig-
urational coupled-cluster method: Theory and applica-
tions, J. Chem. Phys. 88, 993 (1988).

[147] R. J. Bartlett, S. A. Kucharski, and J. Noga, Alternative
coupled-cluster ansätze II. The unitary coupled-cluster
method, Chem. Phys. Lett. 155, 133 (1989).

[148] B. Cooper and P. J. Knowles, Benchmark studies of vari-
ational, unitary and extended coupled cluster methods,
J. Chem. Phys. 133, 234102 (2010).

[149] F. A. Evangelista, Alternative single-reference coupled
cluster approaches for multireference problems: The
simpler, the better, J. Chem. Phys. 134, 224102 (2011).

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4726035
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4726035


29

[150] McClean, J.R., Boixo, S., Smelyanskiy, V.N. et al. Bar-
ren plateaus in quantum neural network training land-
scapes. Nat Commun 9, 4812 (2018).

[151] Edward Farhi, Hartmut Neven, Classification with
quantum neural networks on near term processors,
arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.06002, (2018).

[152] Y. Liu, M. Otten, R. Bassirianjahromi, L. Jiang, and
B. Fefferman, Benchmarking near-term quantum com-
puters via random circuit sampling, arXiv:2105.05232
(2021).

[153] D Leibfried, B DeMarco, V Meyer, M Rowe, A Ben-
Kish, J Britton, Wayne M Itano, B Jelenkovic, C
Langer, T Rosenband, and David J Wineland, Trapped-
ion quantum simulator: Experimental application to
nonlinear interferometers, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 247901
(2002).

[154] Iulia Buluta and Franco Nori, Quantum Simulators, Sci-
ence 326, 108 (2009).

[155] Tobias Schaetz, Christopher Roy Monroe, and Tilman
Esslinger, Focus on quantum simulation, New J. Phys.
15, 085009 (2013).

[156] I M Georgescu, S. Ashhab, and Franco Nori, Quantum
simulation, Rev. Mod. Phys. 86, 153–185 (2014).

[157] Tomi H Johnson, Stephen R Clark, and Dieter Jaksch,
What is a quantum simulator? EPJ Quantum Technol-
ogy 1, 10 (2014).
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dran Dunjko, Thomas E O’Brien, Performance compar-
ison of optimization methods on variational quantum
algorithms, Phys. Rev. A 107 (3), 032407, (2023).

[435] Andreas Bengtsson et al. Model-based Optimization of
Superconducting Qubit Readout, Phys. Rev. Lett. 132
(10), 100603, (2024).

[436] Xiao Mi, AA Michailidis, Sara Shabani et al. et al.
Stable quantum-correlated many-body states through
engineered dissipation, Science 383 (6689), 1332-1337,
(2024).

[437] M. B. Plenio, S. F. Huelga, A. Beige, P. L. Knight,
Cavity-loss-induced generation of entangled atoms,
Phys. Rev. A 59, 2468 (1999).

[438] B. Kraus, et al., Preparation of entangled states by
quantum Markov processes, Phys. Rev. A 78, 042307
(2008).

[439] S. Diehl, et al. Quantum states and phases in driven
open quantum systems with cold atoms, Nat. Phys. 4,
878 (2008).

[440] F. Verstraete, M. M. Wolf, J. Ignacio Cirac, Quantum
computation and quantum-state engineering driven by
dissipation, Nat. Phys. 5, 633 (2009).

[441] C. Aron, M. Kulkarni, H. E. Türeci, Photon-Mediated
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