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We present a variational quantum algorithm that solves the one-dimensional diffusion problem

with a space-dependent diffusion constant D(z).

This problem is relevant for the exchange of

hydroxide ions across a multi-layer membrane in an alkaline electrolyzer. We use 16 to 64 grid points
across the membrane, resulting from n = 4 to 6 data qubits for the ideal quantum simulations that
are based on the Qiskit software. For these qubit numbers, the depth of the parametric quantum
circuit has been chosen to ensure sufficient expressibility. The state preparation requires particular
attention since the diffusivity D is piecewise constant in the different layers with discontinuities
at the interface. Furthermore, we compare different classical optimization schemes with respect to
their convergence in the VQA method. We demonstrate the applicability of the quantum algorithm
to a problem with non-trivial boundary conditions and jump conditions of the diffusion constant
and outline possible extensions of the proof-of-concept application case of quantum computing.

I. INTRODUCTION

Electrolyzers and fuel cells are a central component for
enabling the transformation to a green economy, which
use electricity, e.g. from renewable energy, to split wa-
ter into oxygen and hydrogen — a clean fuel and carrier
of energy [1, 2]. Membranes and diaphragms are key
components of alkaline electrolyzers, where they sepa-
rate the anode and cathode compartments while allow-
ing ionic transport. Conventional alkaline water electrol-
ysis (AWE) employs porous diaphragms such as Zirfon
(ZrOg—polysulfone), valued for their mechanical stability,
chemical durability, and low area resistance (~0.1 £ cm?
at 80 °C in 30 wt% KOH) [3]. However, their relatively
high gas crossover, especially under pressure gradients
between cathode and anode, limits efficiency and safety
in pressurized operation [4, 5]. In contrast, anion ex-
change membranes (AEMs) offer low Hy/O2 crossover
and enable differential pressure operation [6, 7], but suf-
fer from limited mechanical robustness and higher cost.
Recent reviews highlight the potential of hybrid or graded
separators that combine the dense, selective character of
AEMSs with the mechanical stability of porous supports
(multi-layered AEM) [8, 9]. Such configurations will be
studied in the following.

The transport of the negatively charged anions across
the membrane is macroscopically modeled as a diffusion
process with a space-dependent diffusion constant, see
e.g. [10]. The numerical modeling of these transport
processes is established by a broad spectrum of meth-
ods ranging from microscopic molecular dynamics models
[11-13] to one- and two-dimensional diffusion processes
with or without additional drift terms, which are for ex-
ample caused by electrical fields [14].

The solution of classical physics problems using quan-
tum computing [15, 16] is an emerging research field,
which explores the potential capabilities of quantum de-
vices and systems to study dynamics that is often formu-
lated in the form of partial differential equations (PDE),

such as in fluid mechanics [17-19]. One class of algo-
rithms to investigate transport processes are variational
quantum algorithms (VQA). When applied to solving dif-
ferential equations, VQAs typically reformulate the prob-
lem as an optimization task; they are hybrid quantum-
classical algorithms [20]. A popular field of applica-
tion are linear one-dimensional advection-diffusion equa-
tions for simple transport problems [21-26]. The frame-
work was extended from frequently used periodic [25]
to Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions in ref.
[27]. Furthermore, linear heat equations in one and two
dimensions were considered by VQAs in refs. [28, 29].
VQA applications to nonlinear partial differential equa-
tions include steady [30] and time-dependent [31] one-
dimensional nonlinear Schrodinger equations, as well as
the one-dimensional Burgers equation [30, 32, 33]. In
refs. [32, 33] an alternative Feynman-Kitaev algorithm
is used which orders spatial and temporal qubits in one
register and thus avoids time stepping.

In the present work, we investigate the diffusive an-
ion transport problem across a multi-layered AEM by a
variational quantum algorithm in an ideal quantum simu-
lation framework. The studied classical field is the anion
concentration c(z,t) for t > 0 and = € [Z¢, Zy,]. In con-
trast to a recent quantum spectral method for constant
diffusion [34], our application is characterized by a linear
PDE with piecewise constant diffusion constants D(z) in
the different layers of the AEM,

oc 0 dc
5 Lle(z,t), D(x)] = 7z (D(@(%) ) (1)

where L is a linear operator. We apply different Dirich-
let boundary conditions at the two ends of the membrane
cross-section, which have to be included in the variational
formulation. We derive an analytical solution for the
temporal relaxation to a steady ion concentration, which
allows us to validate the quantum algorithm for different
grid resolutions, which are connected to the number of
qubits: a discretization of the interval into NV equidistant
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mesh cells requires n = logy(N) qubits. The state prepa-
ration is adapted here to capture for the discontinuities of
D in the multi-layered AEM. In addition, we compare dif-
ferent optimization algorithms for the problem at hand,
among them a recently suggested surrogate model-based
optimization scheme [35] for the search of the minimum
of nonconvex cost functions. This optimization step of
the VQA typically complicates complexity estimates of
the algorithm as the optimization procedure can run into
barren plateaus [36]. Furthermore, we investigate the ex-
pressivity of the quantum ansatz for different depths [37].
Our proof-of-concept study demonstrates the capability
of VQA algorithms to solve the concrete application case
at hand. We discuss possible straight extensions of the
anion transport problem.

The hybrid quantum-classical nature of VQAs implies
that the cost function C(A) is minimized classically by
an optimization method [20]. This cost function is eval-
uated by a parametric quantum circuit, which is com-
posed of n qubits and single- and two-qubit gates. The
cost minimum search is performed classically in a high-
dimensional parameter space of dimension M ~ O(N)
that contains a parameter vector A. This parameter vec-
tor A, which consists of the angles of the single-qubit
unitary rotation gates A = (A1, Ao, ..., Ayr) € RM s the
input to the algorithm. Several approaches exist for the
implementation, such as minimizing the Euclidean dis-
tance between the VQA and a finite difference solution
[25], or adopting a weak variational formulation [27], the
latter of which will be used here (and detailed below).

The outline is as follows. In Sec. II, we explain the
classical framework including the analytical solution of
the initial-boundary value problem, the relaxation rate to
the steady state profile, and the finite difference method
which will be used for the comparison with the quantum
algorithm. Section III discusses the specifics of the vari-
ational quantum algorithm including the quantum state
preparation. In Sec. IV, the results and analyses are pre-
sented. This includes expressibility study, a comparison
of classical optimization algorithms, and a detailed dis-
cussion of the time evolution towards the steady solution
in comparison to the classical finite difference method.
We conclude with a summary and an outlook.

II. CLASSICAL FRAMEWORK
A. Problem description and analytical solution

We employ a variational quantum algorithm (VQA) to
numerically simulate hydroxide-ion transport in alkaline
water electrolysis. This diffusive transport process with
spatially varying diffusivity D is depicted in Fig. 1(a).
The system produces hydrogen gas at the cathode by re-
ducing water molecules, generating hydroxide ions as a
byproduct. These hydroxide ions migrate through the
anion exchange membrane (AEM) to the anode, where
they are oxidized to produce oxygen gas and release elec-

trons. The process efficiently converts electrical energy
to chemical energy stored in hydrogen, while safely sep-
arating hydrogen and oxygen production. The number
of layers in the original AEM electrolysis problem can be
reduced to two layers, see Fig. 1(b), by assuming that
the electrolytes are well-mixed, such that the charge dis-
tribution within them remains uniform.

The anion-exchange membrane electrolysis problem is
described by the one-dimensional diffusion equation (1)
with piecewise-constant diffusivity in Qp = (Zg, Zm) X
(0,T]. The following initial condition,

e(z,0) = co(x), (2)
and Dirichlet boundary conditions do hold,
A(&m,t) = com , (3)

where g = 0/ and Z,, = 14, are boundaries, ¢ is the
characteristic length unit of sub-millimeter size, m is the
number of layers, T is the time horizon, c¢o(z) is the initial
condition at location z, co 1 is the concentration at the
left boundary and ¢y, is the concentration at the right
boundary. While &y and Z,, are the boundary points, lo-
cations 1, s, ..., Tn_1 represent the interfaces between
the layers. For example, the number of layers is m = 4
for the problem in Fig. 1(a) with interfaces Z;, &2 and
Z3 and m = 2 for the problem in Fig. 1(b) with a sin-
gle interface T, respectively. Interfaces are subject to
interface conditions discussed in the next section.

In eqns. (1) and (2), the diffusion coefficient D(x)
and the initial conditions co(x) are piecewise-constant
functions defined as

C(jo, t) = Co,1 and

D(z) = D;, (4)
co(z) = coj, (5)
for ;1 <2 < Z; and j = 1,...,m. Throughout this

work, diffusion constants D; ~ 1078 m? /s are expressed
in characteristic units of 2 / 7p, where 7p = ¢ / Dy de-
fines the characteristic time unit. Note that at the inter-
face positions Z; the diffusion coefficient and the initial
concentration is taken from the region to the right of
the interface. In the following sections the steady-state
and analytical solutions will be derived for an arbitrary
number of layers m.

1. Steady-state analytical solution

To obtain the steady-state solution in the presence
of discontinuities, the right-hand side of (1) is equated
to zero in m individual regions (Z;_i,Z;) with each
region corresponding to the j-th layer, and, addition-
ally, interface conditions are imposed at the interfaces
T1,%2,...,Tm—1 between the layers where discontinuities
arise. When a region (Z;_1,;) is considered, the equa-
tion (1) simplifies as,

Oc 0 Oc Oc 9%c
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FIG. 1: Sketch of the anion-exchange membrane (AEM). (a) The 4-layer AEM electrolysis system. (b) The
simplified configuration, which will be used for the actual quantum computation approximates the two electrolyte
reservoirs by Dirichlet conditions for the anion concentration at the corresponding outer membrane interfaces. The
layer ZrOs refers to Zirfon, a composite material consisting of ZrO, embedded in a polysulfone matrix.

where D; is the diffusivity of the j-th layer. Then, the
right-hand side of the simplified equation is equated to
zero while treating c(x,t) as the steady-state solution
¢s(), and an integral is taken with respect to z,

0%c,
nre

deg

Jj,

where J; is the flux in the j-th layer. Taking another
integral yields the steady-state solution for Z,_; < z <
Zjand j=1,...,m,

cs(x) = éjjsc +0b;,
where b; is an integration constant. Next, to further
address the discontinuities and determine the unknowns
J; and bj, the interface conditions are imposed at the
interface positions z; as j = 1,2,...,m — 1 along with
boundary conditions, namely

lim ¢s(z) = lim cq(x), (6)

deg dcg
lim D = lim D 2 7
zf% (@)~ xi% (@)= (7)
cs(Zo) =con and  cs(Em) = Com - (8)

Equations (6) and (7) correspond to solution and flux
continuity, respectively, at interface positions. Eq. (7)
is satisfied when J; = Jj41, meaning that fluxes in all
m layers are equal and can be equated to a global flux
J, thus leaving only m unknown constants b; and one
unknown flux J,

J=dh==J,=J.

Substituting for ¢, in eqns. (6) and (8), and using the
global flux J results in the following linear system:

J J

G+ b= ——F; + b1, 9
D] J J -Dj+1 J j+1 ()
7D1 .’EO + b1 = 60’1 5 (10)

(11)

— Ty bm = m -
Dmx + Co,

Equations (9) and (10) can be rewritten as a recurrence
relation of b; in terms of J as:

J
— 12
Dlwo’ ( )

bj =bj1+J (D

by =con —

~ DY) &,

; (13)

for j = 2,3,...,m. Unrolling eqns. (12) and (13) pro-
duces a non-recursive closed-form formula for arbitrary
b; in terms of the flux J:

j
by =J | > [(Dply = D) #xa] = Dy tio| +eoa (14)
k=2

Using (14) to evaluate b,, and combining it with (11)
produces an expression for J which is given by

Co,m — Co,1
— .
Ditan + 3 [(Dity — DY) #6-1] — D7 "o
k=2

(15)
To simplify the expression for ¢ and further derivations,
the prefactor of x in cg(x) is defined as:

J:

J



The steady-state solution is then expressed as

cs(x)zajm+bj, Tj1<x<zj j=1,...,m. (17)
To calculate the steady-state solution the flux J is ob-
tained first using (15). Then a; are computed using (16),
and b; are computed using recurrence relation (12) and
(13).

2. Full time-dependent analytical solution

Similarly to the heat equation with uniform thermal
diffusivity, eq.(1) is solved by the method of separation
of variables. We use the ansatz

c(z,t) = K(x)T'(t). (18)

In each region (Z;_1,%;), (1) simplifies as:

oc D%

5 = Piga x (0,7].  (19)
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Substituting (18) into (19) and rearranging terms gives

1 dT  D; d°K, 20)

T(t) dt — Kj(zx) da?

Since left-hand and right-hand sides of (20) have to be
equal for all x and ¢, they must be equal to some sepa-
ration constant which can be written as f)\%. This gives
rise to two ordinary differential equations for each )\%:

dt+A%u) 0, (21)
PEjx A}
+ 2k Ko (z) = 0. (22)
d.’E2 Dj J

The solution to (21) reads Ty (t) = Cj exp (—A%t). How-
ever, since c¢(x,t) = K(z)T(t) the constant Cy can be
absorbed by the constants appearing in the solution of
(22). Therefore, (21) and (22) admit the following solu-
tions:

Tis(t) = exp(=AZt) | (23)

Kjn(z) = Ajp exp (z\?%j:c)

_ e
+ Bigexp | i——x | .
’ p<ij>
To simplify the further derivation, the following substi-
tutions for constants A;, and Bjj are introduced such

(24)

that:

- 1 DV

Ajk = 5 Ajk exp (Z @le>
(25)

. DV
+iBj, exp <z \/Dijxj1>] ,

~ 1 .V

Bji = 5 Ajk exp (‘Z\/D—jxj1>
(26)

. Ak
—iBj,e — T, _ .
jkxp( ijJ1>]
Substituting eqns. (25) and (26) into eq. (24) yields

the following expression in terms of the newly introduced
coefficients A, and Bjy:

Kji(x) = Ajj, cos <\;\%(sc - a?jl)>
4 Bysin | (2 — 3,
ik sin ﬁ(x Zji—1) | -

The solution ¢(x,t) is subject to boundary, continu-
ity and flux continuity conditions at interfaces x; as

(27)

i1=1,2,...,m—1. This implies the following conditions,
lim e(z,t) = lim c(z,t), (28)
T E; z—&)
Jc Jc
lim D = lim D(x)—, 29
S (@)% Jm, (@)% (29)
c(Zg,t) =0 and c¢(Z,,t) =0. (30)

Substituting K;(x) and T'(x) into these equations yields,

Ay, =0, (31)

Ajy1 = Aj cos ()\k(x]—x]1)>

+B]ksm< %7% 1)
\/Dj-i-l )\k .Tj )
Bt =— Ajsin
/7Dj J A ( /7]
An( -
+ Bjj, cos ( G Rl )
V' D;j
and
>\ ~m - Nmf . )\ ~Tn, - ~m7
Amk cos (W) + Bmk sin (k(x\/l)ijl)>

=0. (34)

One can see that eqns. (31), (32), and (33) represent a
recurrence relation. One starts with Ay = 0 and an un-
known By, to calculate A, and By, for j =2,3,...,m



These equations together with (34) can be converted into
a form that is mdependent of Big. To this end, we intro-
duce reduced coefficients A ; i and B; i1 and a correspond—

ing reduced spatial solution Kz (z), such that
Ajk = BlkAjk and Bjk = BlkBjk- (35)
Furthermore,

Kj(z)

= A1 cos & r—T;

= Aak ( /ij( Jl)>
A Ak ~

+ Bjk S11 (m(x — f,['jl)) .

Notice that spatial solutions K, (x) are now expressed
in terms of unknown coefficients By and reduced spatial
solutions K (), i.e.,

(36)

Kjk(l‘) = Blk.f(jk(ﬂ}) . (37)
This leads to a new set of equations
Ay =0 and By, =1, (38)

N N e (T
Aji =A;_1 ) cos < k(3

1= Tj-2)
\/Dj,1

(39)
- [ AT —Tj2)
4By sin [ ATl 2 Ti2)
j—1 ( /7D_j—1
A Dj_4 Me(Zj—1 — Tj-2)
Bj, =— J= AJ 1,k sin (
D, /Di_q
: ’ (40)
ID; 1 - Ae(Zj—1 — Tj-2)
+4|—~—=Bj_1cos | —I—"= ]
Dj ’ < VDj-1
2 Ak(jjm - jm 1))
0 =A,, cos <
Vb (41)

+ Bmk sin ()\k(xm _ xm_1)> .

VDn,

The recurrence relations governed by equations (38), (39)
and (40) together with (41) represent a non-linear recur-
sive equation in terms of A;. It is solved numerically
using, e.g., a bracketing algorithm, since all roots of this
equation are at zero-crossings. This results in multiple
separation constants A.

After solving the non-linear recursive equation above
for A, equations (38), (39), (40) are reused to calculate
the reduced coefficients fljk and Bjk and the reduced
spatial solutions Kjz(z). Then, according to (37) the
spatial solutions K i (x) can be written down in terms of
the reduced spatial solutions K i (z) and the coefficients
By which are essentially the expansion coeflicients of
the infinite series representing the solution to the original
problem. To obtain the expansion coefficients Big, the
following integration is carried out:

which results in

A Ak
X Bjk COs (m(xj — xj—l)) (42)
+ < a; Bji + \;\D—](COJ (@)))
X Ajk sin <\/>\lk7](§3] - i‘j_l)> ‘| s

where (), are normalization constants. The normaliza-
tion contants are found by the following integration:

m &5
G=> [ &
j=17%i-1

which yields:

m D[
G = 24, Bk
j; 4)\19 J J
A B B .
22 (3 - 2y0) (A%, + B2,

— 2AjkBjk cos <2 \;%(50] — jjl))
(A ]k) sin <2\/A%(@j —@jl)ﬂ.

To compute the analytical solution one first solves the
non-linear recursive equation governed by (38), (39), (40)
and (41) to obtain the separation constants ;. Then the
obtained )y are used to compute the reduced coefficients
Ajr, and Bjj, using the recurrence relation (38), (39), and

(40). Subsequently, the reduced spatial solutions K k()
are computed as well. Next, the normalization constants
G are computed. The expansion coefﬁcieAnts By, are
computed afterwards and combined with A, and By
using (35) to produce the coefficients A, and Bjj. Fi-
nally, the piecewise solution is written as

) + Z exp ( Kip(z), (43)

c(x,t) = cs(x

for ;1 < = < z;. The graph of the analytical so-
lution (43) is shown in Fig. 2. A system consisting of
4 layers with diffusion coefficients Dy = Dy = 162 /7p,
Dy = 0.75¢%?/7p, and D3 = 0.5¢%/7p and initial con-
ditions ¢p1 = 0.5, cp2 = cp3 = 0, and ¢p4 = 1 serves



as an example. Fig. 2(a) corresponds to the initial con-
ditions, Fig. 2(b) and Fig. 2(c) depict the time evolu-
tion of the analytical and finite-difference solutions, and
Fig. 2(d) demonstrates that both the analytical and the
finite-difference solutions tend to the steady-state solu-
tion as time tends to infinity.

B. Relaxation to steady state

The standard measure of the relaxation rate is in terms
of the principal non-zero eigenvalue of the negative Lapla-
cian [38]. Here, we obtain a similar result in terms of the
smallest separation constant A\;. To this end, the func-
tion 0(¢) depicted in Fig. 3(a) is introduced to measure
the agreement between the analytical solution at time ¢
and the steady-state solution:

o(t) = (z,t) = cs(2)]3- (44)

= ||C
T2 — Xo

Due to the analytical solution exhibiting exponential de-
cay, the following asymptotic equivalence holds for §(¢):

5(t) ~ Cexp (—t) as t—oo,  (45)

Ts

where C is a non-zero constant and 7, is the time con-
stant. The time constant 7, which is the measure of the
relaxation rate, was calculated for different values of Dy
using data depicted in Fig. 3(a). In Fig. 3(b) we com-
pare it with the reciprocal of the separation constant Ay,
which demonstrates that the time constant is indeed the
smallest separation constant reciprocal of the analytical
solution expansion, i.e., 7s = 1/A;. Hence, the relaxation
rate can be expressed in terms of the smallest separation
constant Ay and is inversely proportional to Ds.

C. Finite difference numerical method

The numerical solution of the diffusion equation (1)
can be obtained using the finite difference method
(FDM). In the present case, we will compare our quan-
tum algorithm also with a classical numerical integration
scheme. With respect to the quality of conservation, two
types of FDM schemes can be distinguished, conservative
and non-conservative. Although the non-conservative
FDM may converge faster than the conservative FDM
for smooth solutions, it fails to correctly capture discon-
tinuities [39]. Since discontinuities arise in Eq. (1) due to
discontinuous diffusivity profile, we employ conservative
FDM.

First, the problem is discretized uniformly in space and
time, so that z; = xo+jAx and ¢; = to+IAL, withzg =0
and tg = 0. The indices j and [ satisfy j =0,...,N +1
and [ = 0,..., M. The spatial interval x € [Zg, Z,] is
divided into N interior and 2 boundary nodes; therefore,
Ax = (Zy, — To) / (N 4+ 1). To obtain the conservative

scheme, the time derivative is discretized by a forward
finite difference, while the outer and inner spatial deriva-
tives are discretized by a central finite difference. The
fluxes are evaluated at the staggered points z;_ 1 and
Tii1, and subsequently approximated using concentra-
tions at the grid points:

I+1
i G _ 1 {D. L (i — ) —
At Ag2 |79tz Ul J (46)
V)
Dj s (c; = j—ﬂ}
Defining
DAt D.,:At D. 1At
r; = —2 and s;=1-— S S (47)
Ax? Ax? Ax?
allows for a more explicit expression:
it = ripiCip i Hrach (48)

The scheme can be expressed as a system of linear equa-
tions:

A= Ad, (49)

where matrix A € RWH2)x(N+2) ha5 the following struc-
ture

1 0 0 O 0 0 0
TL 81 T3 0 0 0 0
0 rs sy T3 0 0 0
A= ; .2 (50)
0 0 0 O S TN_1 SN TNyl
L0 0 0 O 0 0 1

The first and the last rows of A serve to incorporate the
inhomogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions located at
ch and ¢y ;. To ensure that this scheme is stable, the
generalization of the Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL)
condition, namely, the principle of frozen coefficients is
used, i.e.:

Ax?
At < ——— . 51
2max, D(x) (51)
It was proven in ref. [40] that the CFL condition is suffi-
cient for the conservative scheme applied to the diffusion
equation with discontinuous coefficients.

III. VARIATIONAL QUANTUM ALGORITHM

A. Weak formulation framework including
boundary conditions

We apply the weak formulation proposed by Ben-
goechea et al. [26]. For the approach to be applicable to
the problem (1), it must be slightly reformulated by rec-
ognizing that the charge profile ¢(x, t) can be decomposed
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FIG. 2: Analytical solution compared at different time instants together with the finite-difference solution. Panel (a)
shows the initial conditions, panels (b) and (c) depict time evolution at different time instants, and panel (d)
demonstrates how the analytical and numerical finite-difference solutions tend to the steady-state solution.
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FIG. 3: Relaxation rate analysis of the problem. (a) The function 6(¢) for various values of Dy. (b) The time
constant 75 and smallest positive eigenvalue reciprocals for various values of Ds.

into two components, namely, the steady-state solution

and the transient solution:
C(J,‘, t) = Cs (l‘) + E(xa t) ) (52)

where ¢(z,t) is the transient solution. Then, eq. (1) is
reformulated in terms of the transient solution ¢&(z,t):

% = % (D(x)?i) in Q7 = (Zo,Tm) x (0, T] (53)

with the following initial,

é(x,0) = cox) — cs(x), (54)
and homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions,
&(Zo,t) =0 and &(&,,t) =0. (55)

Equation (53), expressed in terms of the transient solu-
tion &(z,t), is now ready to be reformulated as a finite-
dimensional optimization problem. The time derivative

is approximated using the backward finite difference for-

mula:
ge ¢t -1

% AL + O(At)

(56)

where & = & (x) is the spatial charge profile at [-th time
instant, and At is the integration time step. Therefore,
the PDE is approximated by a second-order linear system

of ODEs:
d aé
~l At— (D ) At
c tda: (x) T c

The weak formulation of the obtained system of ODEs is
given by

= =l -1
1l c B i dé N 1€
/Qv [At T (D(x)dx>} dx = Qv AL dz,

a(vt,él) fvh)

(57)

(58)




for all test functions v' € V. Here, a(v!, &) is a symmetric

and positive definite bilinear form and f(v') is a linear
form. The weak formulation above is equivalent to the
following optimization problem,

N B -
Inin ;e ¢) = f(@)] - (59)
According to the Ritz-Galerkin method, the space V is
replaced with a finite-dimensional space R, leading to a
finite-dimensional optimization problem. Approximating
integrals in a(é,&) and f(&') using the midpoint rule
results in:

[ Aar KL, Ara,[d dé
Jmin, {QAt S-S5 |4 (b )]

j=1 j=1 T=Tj
N
_ ATy
At 2
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SLin(e)
(60)

The diffusion operator in (60) is discretized by succes-
sive application of the central finite difference formula at
staggered (outer derivative) and collocated (inner deriva-
tives) points. This results in
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Then the second sum in (60) becomes:
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Since the transient solution é(z,t) is subject to homoge-
neous Dirichlet conditions ¢y = ¢éy4+1 = 0, the first and

the last sums in the equation above can be combined as:
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The desired Dirichlet sum Spig is challenging to evaluate
directly on a quantum computer due to its incorporation
of boundary conditions that break translational symme-
try. Bengoechea et al. [26] propose decomposing this
sum into a periodic one,

N—
Sper(¢') = &1 Dy, 10N Z &

~l
Dj+1641,

and an additional corrective term, which can be eval-
uated using the circuit proposed by Over et al. [27].
Therefore, the sum Spig(¢') is expressed in terms of the
periodic sum Spgr (&) and the corrective term Sgnp (¢):

Spir (&) = 25prr(&') — 261 Dy 18N -
N———’
Spnp ()

Then, the sum involving the diffusion operator evaluated
at nodes becomes

28 [i ()]
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Substituting this result into eq. (60) gives the optimiza-
tion problem with a cost function that consists of terms
that can be evaluated directly using quantum circuits:

. Az )
JERN{QN ch] ~ g Seen(d) + 5 Smo(@)
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(61)
Since the cost function is supposed to be expressed as

a function of the normalized charge profile ¢ € RY the
following substitution is made:

d=Mé, j=1,....N, (62)



where A} is the normalization constant and ||&!||y = 1. Fi-
nally, the transformed version of the optimization prob-
lem (60) suitable for an implementation as a VQA algo-
rithm is given by

. Az 1 o .
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(63)

The normalized charge profile ¢ is generated by a pa-
rameterized quantum circuit, that is, it depends on the
parameter vector A

e =e(Ah =Uuhoyer. (64)

Each term Spggr, ST, Spin and Sgnp is computed us-
ing a corresponding Hadamard test circuit, see also the
appendix of ref. [25]. The circuit diagrams for comput-
ing Spgr, ST and Spiy are displayed in Fig. 4. The
quantum circuit for Sprg is introduced in [27]. The first
register containing a single qubit is an ancillary qubit of
the Hadamard test. The solution register allows load-
ing the amplitude encoding of the charge concentrations
and performing operations on them. The purpose of the
coefficient register is to introduce the coefficients of the
quadratic forms Sprr and S*. There, the P unitary is
nothing else but state preparation circuits that prepare
states proportional to (D% ,Ds, .., DN+%) for Sprr and
(Di+D3s,Ds+Ds,...,Dy_1+Dy, 1) for S¥ respec-

tively. When computing S¥, the shift block S_ is omit-
ted. The next section will introduce the quantum state
preparation algorithm for such states.

B. Quantum state preparation algorithm

In this section, we present the quantum state prepa-
ration algorithm designed to encode the coefficients of
quadratic forms in the VQA cost function. The necessity
of this specific state preparation algorithm arises from
the structure of these coefficient vectors, which predom-
inantly consist of a small number of constant subvec-
tors, a property directly resulting from the piecewise-
constant nature of the diffusion coefficient. By exploit-
ing this structure, our algorithm generates quantum cir-
cuits with significantly fewer gates compared to general-
purpose state preparation methods.

1. Successive bisection

The underlying principle of the algorithm employs a
recursive dichotomy process: starting with an initial con-

stant vector, the procedure iteratively bisects it into con-
stant subsegments using a finite number of iterations
until the constructed vector precisely matches the de-
sired target state. In each iteration, the process ensures
that the approximation resulting from the bisection can
be progressively refined in subsequent iterations. This
is achieved by guaranteeing that when a segment is bi-
sected, its magnitude is redistributed among its constant
subsegments, such that they approximate the desired vec-
tor in an average sense. At the end of the process, the ap-
proximated vector is equal to the desired vector element-
wise.

Figure 5(a)-(d) provides an example of an 8-
dimensional vector illustrating this principle. The de-
sired vector is shown in Figure 5(d), it consists of a 3-
element constant segment followed by a 5-element con-
stant segment. To arrive at the desired vector, one starts
with a constant vector as in Figure 5(a). Its magnitude
is set equal to the combined magnitude of the target vec-
tor, i.e., S1 =34+ B+ C. To approximate the desired
vector, the initial constant vector is bisected into two seg-
ments Sy; and Sso, which are separated by moving So;
upward and So downward. This produces the first ap-
proximation of the desired vector shown in Figure 5(b).
As can be seen, the magnitude of the left segment is
S21 = 3A + B and the magnitude of the right segment is
S99 = C'. The first approximation is then compared with
the desired vector to determine which segments of it have
to be further bisected. For example, bisecting Sos is not
necessary, because its counterpart in the desired vector
is already constant, and there is no need to redistribute
the magnitude of S2. The left segment So; in the first
approximation, however, has to be bisected, because it
should eventually exhibit a discontinuity as in the desired
vector. Thus, bisecting and separating Ss; produces the
second approximation shown in Figure 5(c), where the
magnitude Sy; is redistributed between the subsegments
with magnitudes S3; = 2A and S3; = A + B, respec-
tively. Now, the subsegments S3; and S3o are compared
with their counterparts in the desired vector. The subseg-
ment S3; does not have to be bisected, as its counterpart
in the desired vector is already constant, thus it is left
unchanged. The subsegment S35, on the other hand, has
to be bisected, as its counterpart in the desired vector
has a discontinuity. Since S3o is a two-element subseg-
ment, it is bisected into two one-element subsegments
with magnitudes A and B, or, equivalently, two indi-
vidual amplitudes with values VA and v/B. Therefore,
bisecting S32 produces the third and final approximation,
which reproduces the desired vector exactly.

The example described above can be generalized into
the following procedure: for each marked constant seg-
ment in the current approximation, (1) check if its coun-
terpart in the desired vector contains a discontinuity; if
s0, (2) bisect the segment into two smaller constant sub-
segments ensuring correct magnitudes, and (3) mark the
subsegments for the next iteration.

We now formalize this procedure using the quantum
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FIG. 4: Quantum circuits for computing individual terms of the cost function. Circuit (a) evaluates the terms Spgr
and ST, where the unitary P incorporates the respective coefficients. Circuit (b) evaluates the term Spin.

state notation. Suppose a desired real-valued quantum
state [1)) € CV containing normalized coefficients of a
quadratic form is given. If it contains a discontinuity,
which is the case for the given state, it is split into two
partial states |¢)g) and |¢)1) with respect to the most sig-
nificant qubit, i.e.,

[$) = 10) © [4ho) + 1) @ [¢1) - (65)

Then, the state |¢), which is the first approximation of
|1}, is introduced and initialized such that
(ho[10)[0) @ o) + 1/ (Gr[d1)[1) @ [¢1) , (66)

|¢) «—
with
go) «— [-H)®"D and  |y) «— [H)ED L (67)

Therefore, in the first iteration, |¢) is approximated by
|¢), which consists of two uniform superpositions, such
that their norms are equal to those of [{)p) and |1 ). Fig-
ure 5(e) with blocks By, Bs and B, _; being omitted,
shows the circuit for preparing the state |¢). The ampli-
tudes of the partial states |¢o) and |¢) in |¢) are assigned
using a rotation about the y-axis (Ry ) acting on the most
significant qubit g,_1, while partial states |¢o) and |¢;)
themselves are generated using the Hadamard gates act-
ing on qubits qqg, q1, - - ., ¢gn—2. Application of the Ry gate
can be thought of as redistributing the unit norm of the
initial uniform superposition between two constant seg-
ments as in Figs 5(a)-(b). Pairs of states (|¢g), |¢o)) and
(|41), 1)) are then marked as the ones requiring further
processing. In the second iteration, the marked states
|tbo) and |y1) are checked for discontinuities. If among
the marked states there are ones containing discontinu-
ities, the algorithm proceeds further by splitting these
states, denoted as |1;) (where j € {0,1}), analogously to
eq. (65),

[$) = 10) © [j0) + 1) ® [} - (68)

and the state |¢) is updated by bisecting the partial state
|¢J> as,

(j1lhn) T
ldyy | E 1)

sy [T o s
|pj) +— (0 [05) 10) ® |}j0)
with

Bj0) «— [+ and  [§;1) «— [H)®"D, (69)

whereas pairs of states (|¢;0), |@j0)) and (|11), |¢;1)) are
marked for the next iteration. For example, if the state in
Figure 5(d) is to be generated, the partial state |¢g) is bi-
sected in the second iteration, as it corresponds to the left
subsegment So1. The updated state |¢) is generated by
introducing the block By in the circuit in Figure 5(e). De-
pending on which partial states |¢~>j> have to be bisected,
corresponding controlled Ry gates are introduced, such
that they act on qubit ¢, _2 and controlled by qubit g, 1,
while conditioned by the computational state |7). Simi-
larly, in the third iteration, partial states [t;o) and [¢);1)
are checked for discontinuities, and for states [¢);1,) (with
(4,k) € {0,1}?) containing discontinuities, corresponding
states |¢;1) are bisected. However, this time the block By
is introduced, where multi-controlled Ry (MCRY) gates
are conditioned by the state |jk). Therefore, starting
from the third iteration, the process is similar except that
MCRY gates are used to carry out the bisection process.
The complete algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.

2. Gate complexity estimate

A circuit generated by Algorithm 1 requires three types
of components, namely, single-qubit Ry, Hadamard H,
and MCRY gates. From the algorithmic description of
the procedure, it is clear that there is one single-qubit
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FIG. 5: Sketch of the principle of the state preparation algorithm shown in panels (a)-(d) and a general quantum
circuit produced by the state preparation algorithm shown in panel (e). The arrows in panels (a)-(d) indicate the
direction in which each corresponding segment is shifted — either upward or downward. Gray rectangles with
dashed borders depict the areas under the various segments. In panels (e), blocks By and Bs produce the second
and the third approximations of the desired state, respectively. Block B,,_1 produces the final approximation.

Ry rotation gate and n — 1 Hadamard gates, and their
combined gate complexity is, therefore, O(n). The com-
bined gate complexity of all MCRY gates is, however,
less straightforward. On the one hand, there are n — 1
iterations of the outer loop in which MCRY gates might
be applied. On the other hand, interpreting |¢)) as a
piecewise-constant vector consisting of p parts, the num-
ber of MCRY gates applied in each iteration is at most
p—1. This is due to the fact that starting from the second
iteration of the outer loop of Algorithm 1, at most p —1
non-uniform parts will be present in ¥, each requiring one
MCRY gate. Therefore, there are at most (p — 1)(n — 1)
MCRY gates in total. A k-qubit MCRY gate can be im-
plemented using O(k) CNOT and single-qubit gates [41].
The gate complexity of any k-qubit MCRY gate in Al-
gorithm 1, for simplicity, can be bounded from above by
the complexity of the n-qubit MCRY gate, since n > k.
Since there are now (p —1)(n — 1) MCRY gates, each re-
quiring O(n) single-qubit and CNOT gates, the combined
gate complexity of all MCRY gates is O(pn?). Because
the combined gate complexity of the other gates is only
O(n), the gate complexity of the entire state preparation
circuit is O(pn?). This complexity is significantly lower
than that of general state preparation methods, which

typically have exponential complexity O(2").

It is worth pointing out, that the actual gate complex-
ity also depends on how amplitudes in |¢)) are arranged
and can be reduced drastically in special cases, e.g., when
|t) is comprised of p equally-sized parts, in which case the
gate complexity can be reduced to O(pn). The gate com-
plexity O(pn?) obtained above corresponds to the worst
case.

IV. RESULTS

In the following, we present the results of the VQA
simulations. They are performed with the quantum sim-
ulation software Qiskit version 1 [42] in ideal statevector
simulations applying 4 to 6 qubit ansatz circuits. Before
we discuss the performance of the quantum algorithm, we
investigate the expressibility of the ansatz circuit and the
classical optimization algorithms which have been com-
pared in our study.



Algorithm 1: State preparation algorithm

input : A vector of real amplitudes ¢ of size n > 1
such that [[¢]]2 =1

output: State preparation circuit

d <+ n;

while d # 0 do

U« 5

/* Process each state 7 in U */

foreach ¢ € ¥ do

if IsUniform(v) is False then

Jj < Subscript(First(¢));

/* Split ) into two parts */
‘{’ — ‘%’ U{(@5, -+ ¥j10da-1_1)}

U+ vy {(wj_;'_Qd—l, R 1/)j+2d_1)};

/* Compute rotation angle */

St T

U< k=3 Vs
j+24—1 9.
v\ 2 Y

6 + 2arccos(u/v);
if d = n then
Apply MCRY gate with angle 6 to
‘ qubit (d — 1);
else
Apply MCRY gate with angle (6 — 7/2)
to qubit (d — 1) controlled by qubits
(n — 1) through d in state |bin(j));

if d > 1 then
L Apply Hadamard gate to qubit (d — 2);
U \I~/;
| d«d—1;

A. Expressibility of parametric quantum circuit

To encode the transient charge profile ¢&(z,t) in
the VQA, the real-valued parametric quantum circuit
(RPQC) with reverse linear entanglement was selected
from the Qiskit circuit library. As depicted in Fig. 6(a),
this circuit consists of an initial layer of Ry gates fol-
lowed by d layers of alternating CNOT and Ry gates,
resulting in a quantum state with real-valued probability
amplitudes. Given n qubits, the number of parameters
in the RPQC is n(d + 1).

We analyze the expressibility of the RPQC to find an
optimal selection of its depth, d. The expressibility of
a circuit is defined as the ability to explore the Hilbert
space through an entangled unitary circuit. In general, it
can be quantified using the Kullback-Leibler divergence
Dy, of two probability density functions (PDF) [37], the
distribution of fidelities 0 < F' < 1 of Haar random states
Piaar(F) and the distribution of F' resulting from the
PQC, denoted as Prpqc(F; A). For the ensemble of Haar
random states, the analytical form of the PDF of fidelities
[43] is Pgaar(F) = (N — 1)(1 — F)N=2 with N = 2"
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Therefore, the measure of expressibility is:

Prpqc(F;A)

1
Dxi = | P F:\)lo
Kk /O RPQC( ) & ( PHaar(F)

) dF  (70)

Since Haar random states uniformly sample the Hilbert
space of pure states, the smaller the Dgkr,, the better the
states generated by the RPQC approximate this uniform
distribution over the space, and therefore, the higher the
expressibility of the RPQC. The Prpqc(F;A) PDF is
calculated as follows (see also ref. [31]): (1) @ pairs of
parameter vectors A; and Ay are sampled uniformly and
independently; (2) the RPQC is used to generate the
corresponding states [t)(A1)) = U(A1)]|0) and |¢p(A2)) =
U(X2)]0); (3) their fidelities F' = [(1)(A1)[10(X2))]? are
calculated; (4) Prpqc(F'; M) is approximated using the
probability density histogram of the previously obtained
fidelities F'. Figure 6(b) displays the results for Dy,
for the 6-qubit RPQC as a function of the circuit depth
d. The number of bins used to obtain the probability
density histogram is 320. The number of quantum state
pairs is given in the legend. It can be seen that Dky,
decays with increasing d and saturates for d > 4, d > 5
and d > 6 for 4-, 5- and 6-qubit ansdtze respectively.
The number of pairs, @, has been varied from 10* to
5 x 10°, which did not change the result. We use Dk, as
a general measure, for simplicity. The ansatz circuit is
thus a problem-agnostic choice and does not incorporate
application-specific properties.

B. Adaption of surrogate-based optimization

The classical optimization algorithms, such as the
Nelder-Mead (NM) [44], the Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-
Shanno (BFGS), and a surrogate-based optimization
with kernel approximations (SBO) [35], were used for
detecting the minimum of the VQA cost function.

The idea behind the latter SBO algorithm is to approx-
imate the cost function based on its 7 random samples
within a hypercube of length ¢° centered around an initial
guess 69 = (09,69,...,69,) of the variational parameters.
The obtained approximation is then optimized classically
subject to the box-constraints corresponding to the hy-
percube. Once the local minimum is found, it becomes
the center of the next hypercube of smaller length ¢! and
the process repeats. The algorithm requires a user to pro-
vide parameter values including among others the size of
the initial hypercube £°, the number of points T to sam-
ple within each hypercube, and the number of iterations
Niter- As suggested by the original paper, 7 is kept fixed.
For setting njte;, we use a simple heuristic formula,

nfev—‘ 7 (71)

Niter = ’V -

where ng., is the overall function evaluation budget. For
setting the initial hypercube length 9, we use two ap-
proaches. In the first, 9 is set to ||@; — 6yl for all time
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FIG. 6: Real-valued parametric quantum circuit (RPQC) and its expressibility in terms of the Kullback-Leibler
divergence. Left panel shows the RPQC from the Qiskit circuit library with reverse linear entanglement and d
layers. Right panel shows expressibility of the RPQC as a function of the depth d for 4-, 5-, and 6-qubit anséitze.
The legend displays the number of pairs ) that have been generated.

steps, meaning that the hypercube contains the solution
to the next time step, since |61 — Opllco > 1041 — 0500
assuming that RPQC is expressible enough. We call this
approach fixed patch size (FPS). The second approach,
called heuristic patch size (HPS), sets the patch size ac-
cording to the number of iterations nj, and the number
of variational parameters M + 1 such that the maximum
Euclidean distance that the algorithm can cover within
Niter iterations is proportional to [|@; — Og|l2. Namely,
in each iteration of the optimization algorithm the maxi-
mum distance covered by the algorithm is a half diagonal
of the hypercube, as depicted in Fig. 7, and thus

. M+1 .
max || A0 ]| = T*w. (72)
Taking that into account that £ = £°(1 —i/njie; ), the to-
tal maximum distance covered by the algorithm is given
by

VM + 1(njter + 1)
4

max ||Af||s = 0. (73)
Therefore, requiring that max ||A@|2 = |81 — 6o]|2, the
initial patch size can now be defined in terms of the max-
imum distance between two consecutive variational pa-
rameter sets:

o _ Ay +1)[[0:1 — 6l

£= \/M+ 1(niter + 1) 7 (74)

where v > 0 is an empirical parameter that accounts for,
e.g., zigzag behavior of the iterates.

The vector of the variational parameters 6 used in the
SBO algorithm contains M +1 angles in the range [0, 27],
where the first angle should correspond to the normaliza-
tion constant Ay from the VQA formulation. To map the
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FIG. 7: Sketch of the maximum distance max ||A@||2
that can be covered by the surrogate-based
optimization (SBO).

variational parameters (Mg, A) used in (62) and (64) to
0, we use the following relations:

)\l
QOZ%A% and 0, =\, j=1,...,M, (75)
0

where \J and A} are normalization constants of the initial
conditions and the solution at I-th time step, respectively.
Since, the VQA simulates the transient solution ¢&(z,t),
its 2-norm, or, equivalently, the normalization constant
)\6, is bounded from above by AJ and tends to converge
to zero as t — oo, therefore, 6y € [0, 27], as required by



the SBO algorithm.

C. Time evolution of concentration profile
1.  Quantum simulation parameters

The diffusion equation (1) was solved approximately
for 100 time steps with an integration step width At =
Az?/2 using the FDM and VQA methods with D; =
102/tp, Dy = 0.01,0.25,0.50,0.75¢?/7p and N =
16, 32,64 with ideal state-vector simulations. The inter-
face position &7 is chosen to be 10/11¢ as in Fig. 1(b),
with Zop = 0¢ and Zo = 1/¢. The ansatz circuits for the
real amplitudes with d = 4, 5 and 6 layers were used in
all 4-, 5- and 6-qubit quantum simulation experiments
involving the VQA, respectively. The transient solution
é(x,t) is combined with the steady-state solution cg(x)
as prescribed by (52) to produce the full ion concentra-
tion profile ¢(z,t). This is then compared with the FDM
result and the analytical solution. Recall that the an-
alytical series solution is obtained using 30000 terms in
eq. (43).

The BFGS algorithm was chosen at the beginning as
the optimization routine, with a maximum number of
iterations of 100 and |[VC(6)|]2 < 1 x 1072 as the termi-
nation criterion. Figure 8 shows the mean squared error
(MSE) of the FDM and VQA methods relative to the
analytical solution (43).

2. Time evolution and dependence on strength of
discontinuity of diffusion constant

Inspecting the graphs, one can deduce that, in terms
of MSE, the FDM always performs better than the VQA.
The reason is that while the VQA utilizes the same fi-
nite differences as the FDM, it uses an ansatz circuit to
express the solution, which inevitably introduces error
and steers the solution away from the FDM. Moreover,
increasing the spatial resolution leads to a higher MSE
of the VQA as opposed to the FDM when 6 qubits are
employed as can be seen in Figs. 8(a)-(c). This is because
even though 6 layers achieve the maximum expressibility
of a 6-qubit RPQC, the number of free parameters in this
case is still less than the number of grid points, which
leads to the concentrations at grid points being under-
determined. Figure 10 showing the concentration profile
at t = 8 x 1073 7p for Dy = 0.5¢2/1p illustrates this
point. Nevertheless, the capability of the VQA method to
numerically solve this specific problem is demonstrated.
When the number of qubits is n = 6, the charge profile
shown in Fig. 10(b) exhibits small spatial oscillations in
the region z € [0,0.75] ¢, which are absent in the case of
n = 4 depicted in Fig. 10(a).

The MSE curves for Dy = 0.01¢2/7p, which is de-
picted in Fig. 8(d), differ significantly from other cases
due to a monotonic increase in MSE within time steps
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[ € [0,40]. This difference can be explained in parts by
comparing the charge profiles for Dy = 0.25/¢?/7p and
Dy = 0.01/%/7p resolved using N = 64 interior grid
points, as shown in Fig. 9. In both cases, the initial
charge distributions are piecewise constant profiles, with
a sharp change at the interface £; between the two layers.
For Dy = 0.25¢%/7p, this sharp transition is maintained
for approximately 5 time steps before smoothing out.
This behavior corresponds to the short-term increase fol-
lowed by a decrease in MSE near time step | = 0 observed
in Fig. 8(c).

A similar trend is also evident for the MSE in the
case of Dy = 0.50(2/7p shown in Fig. 8(b). How-
ever, when Dy = 0.01/2/7p, the sharp transition in the
charge profile is maintained throughout the entire sim-
ulation duration. Similar to the cases Dy = 0.50¢2/7p
and Dy = 0.25/¢2/7p, the corresponding MSE curves in
Fig. 8(d) exhibit an increase, but this increase occurs
over a much longer timescale. A decrease in MSE is ob-
served only for n = 4, where the larger time step allows
the simulation to progress into the phase where the ini-
tially sharp transition begins to smooth out. Therefore,
the lower the value of D5, the more pronounced and pro-
longed the initial increase in the MSE becomes. This ob-
servation is consistent with the fact that the relaxation
rate of the system decreases as D, decreases, as illus-
trated in Fig. 3(b). A slower relaxation rate means that
the sharp transition in the charge profile diffuses more
slowly, prolonging the duration of elevated MSE, as is
the case for Dy = 0.01¢2/7p.

Apart from that, when Dy = 0.01/?/7p, the perfor-
mance of the VQA closely resembles that of the FDM,
with increasing spatial resolution leading to improved
overall accuracy, even when employing 6 qubits. One
can notice that the MSE curves of the FDM and VQA for
the same number of qubits converge as Dy decreases, as
shown in Fig. 8. Moreover, the MSE curves of the FDM
tend to increase as Dy decreases. Since the VQA uses
the same spatial discretization as the FDM, this suggests
that for Dy — 0, the MSE of the VQA is dominated by
discretization errors rather than limitations of the PQC
in representing the charge profile. This explains why the
VQA performs comparatively well in the low-diffusivity
regime of the membrane.

3. Results for different optimization schemes

The number of iterations of the BFGS algorithm used
in the VQA for various numbers of qubits and different
values of D is depicted in Figs. 11(a)-(b). As shown,
when Dy = 0.01¢2/7p, the BFGS algorithm requires the
fewest iterations compared to other cases. For example,
Fig. 11(a) illustrates that after approximately 15 time
steps (I = 15), a single iteration of the BFGS algorithm
suffices to achieve the required gradient tolerance of the
cost function. Moreover, Figs. 11(a) and (b) indicate
that more iterations are needed at earlier times, near the
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FIG. 8: Mean squared error (MSE) versus time step [ of the FDM and VQA solutions relative to the analytical
solution with Dy = 1/¢2/7p and D, = 0.01,0.25,0.50,0.75 ¢ /7p obtained with 4-, 5- and 6-qubit statevector
simulations.

initial conditions, compared to later times. Since the re-
laxation rate decreases as Do — 0, the spatial charge
profile ¢(z,t) changes very slowly in time. Apart from
that, the closer the discrete charge profiles ¢! at con-
secutive time steps, the closer the corresponding varia-
tional parameters A! of the VQA ansatz. Therefore, when
Do = 0.01£2/7p, the variational parameters change mod-
erately, resulting in a relatively low number of iterations
required by the optimization routine. Table I shows the
computation time used in the BFGS algorithm in the
aforementioned experiments. As is evident, the compu-
tation time increases with both the number of qubits and
the diffusivity of the membrane.

Large computation times presented in Table II have
a dependence on the number of qubits n, but this de-
pendence is not straightforward. Increasing n leads to
a dimension of the solution space growing as N = 2™,
which requires the ansatz circuit to encode solutions in
higher-dimensional spaces. The simplest approach allow-
ing actual solutions of the problem to be discovered by
the ansatz circuit is to increase its depth thus improving
its expressibility. However, as the ansatz circuit depth
grows, the gradients of the VQA cost function vanish ex-
ponentially, requiring more computational resources to
estimate the cost function accurately [45]. Consequently,
the optimization process is dominated by statevector sim-
ulations as shown in Table II, as the increasingly flat cost

No. of qubits n  AEM diffusivity Do Time
0.01 0.18 h
4 0.25 0.40 h
0.50 0.41 h
0.75 0.46 h
0.01 1.55h
5 0.25 3.88 h
0.50 3.62 h
0.75 4.52 h
0.01 25.44 h
6 0.25 76.51 h
0.50 76.02 h
0.75 76.21 h

TABLE I: Comparison of computation time of the
algorithm for different qubit numbers n and diffusivity
constants Dy. All ideal statevector simulations are done
with the BFGS algorithm.

function forces the optimization algorithm to perform nu-
merous evaluations to identify reliable search directions.
Therefore, the actual bottleneck is not the classical opti-
mization algorithm, but the ansatz circuit itself. More-
over, changing the optimization algorithm does not mit-
igate the problem, as the issue affects both gradient-free
and gradient-based optimization algorithms [46].



16

(a) ANA, D, =0.25 ) FDM, D, = 0.25 (c) VQA, D, =0.25
100 100
o
]
n 9x 1071
v 50
g 8 x 101
|_
0
(e) FDM, D, =0.01 (f) VQA,D,=0.01 7x1071
100 —
o
Q
&Hh 6 x 1071
v 50
£
|_
0 5x 1071
0.8 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.0
xin/ xin/f xin/{

FIG. 9: Comparison between the time evolutions shown in panels (a)-(c) for Dy = 0.25¢?/7p and panels (d)-(f) for
Dy = 0.01/2/7p. The number of interior grid points used in the simulations is N = 64. The x-axis is restricted to
the range = € [0.75,1] £, since the concentration is nearly zero for x < 0.75£.

(a) 4 qubits (b) 6 qubits
1.0 4 | o
0.8 A
O
0.6
I'I—I_ T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0
xin{ xin{
—— Analytical Solution —>— FDM —— VQA

FIG. 10: Concentration profile for Dy = 0.5¢2/7p at
t =8 x 1073 1p for (a) 4 qubits and (b) 6 qubits.

No. of qubits n BFGS  Statevector Total
4 2's 280 s 282 s
5 7s 1953 s 1960 s
6 29 s 15913 s 15942 s

TABLE II: Comparison of computation times of
different parts of the VQA algorithm for different qubit
numbers n. The computation times for the statevector
simulations and the calculations performed solely by the
BFGS algorithm were measured separately. In all 4-, 5-
and 6-qubit experiments the equation was solved for 10

time steps.

We also compared various optimization routines for
n =4 and Dy = 0.5/¢2/7p, namely, the BFGS algorithm,
the Nelder—-Mead (NM) algorithm, and the SBO algo-

rithm. For the SBO algorithm, we used both the FPS and
HPS approaches and varied the number of sample points
7. In the HPS method, the empirical parameter v was
set to 1, effectively doubling the anticipated distance be-
tween variational parameters. Other parameters, such as
€i, €t and €7 where set to 0, £°/20 and ¢°/2 respectively.
To ensure a fair comparison, all optimization algorithms
employed the same number of function evaluations, ney .
The results are presented in Fig. 12. The BFGS and
NM algorithms achieved similar performance in terms of
MSE, both yielding values on the order of 10~4, with NM
producing marginally higher errors. The SBO algorithm
produced MSE values on the order of 107! ~ 102, which
is worse than those achieved by BFGS and NM. With the
FPS approach, the corresponding MSE does not improve
when increasing the number of sample points. However,
when using the HPS approach, increasing the number of
sample points reduces the error to the order of 1072.

We also conducted 5-qubit statevector simulations us-
ing the aforementioned algorithms, wherein only the HPS
approach was utilized for the SBO algorithm. In these
tests, the BFGS algorithm demonstrated better perfor-
mance in comparison to 4 qubits and convergent behavior
in terms of MSE, whereas both the NM and SBO algo-
rithms exhibited a stronger increasing MSE. As all algo-
rithms were allocated with the same number of function
evaluations, these results indicate that NM and SBO re-
quire more function evaluations to reach higher accuracy
compared to BFGS. The analysis demonstrates again one
weakness of the VQA methods, the choice and tuning of
the classical optimization procedure for the non-convex
minimum search of the cost function is task-specific.



(a) 4 qubits
102
E’lol— X %
o
X
><»2<>< »“ "‘07
X X
100 4

102 *
1 &4

100
0 20 40 60 80 100
Time Step
¢ D;=075 > D;=025
<« D;=050 x D;=0.01

FIG. 11: Number of iterations of the BFGS
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V. CONCLUSION

The objective of the present work has been to investi-
gate the diffusive ion transport problem across a multi-
layered anion exchange membrane (AEM) and simulate
it using a quantum algorithm. The ion transport prob-
lem is formulated as a time-dependent linear and one-
dimensional diffusion problem with a space-dependent
diffusion coefficient and inhomogeneous Dirichlet bound-
ary conditions. Since the problem does not represent
a unitary time evolution and is subject to non-periodic
boundary conditions, it requires a specific quantum al-
gorithm implementation with corresponding boundary
treatment, similar to [27].

The quantum algorithm used for solving the diffusion
problem is a variational quantum algorithm (VQA) based
on the weak formulation framework. We have investi-
gated its performance under ideal statevector simulations
using N = 16, 32, 64 spatial grid points corresponding to
4, 5, and 6 data qubits, respectively. Moreover, we si-
multaneously varied the diffusivity of the anion exchange
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FIG. 12: Comparison of various classical optimization
algorithms for the case with Dy = 0.5 /(2 /7p using
N = 16 (4 qubits) interior grid points.

membrane (AEM) from Dy = 0.01¢2/7p to 0.750%/7p
while keeping Dy = 1/?/7p fixed. This varies the mag-
nitude of the discontinuity inside the two-layer mem-
brane. The algorithm’s performance was measured using
the mean squared error (MSE), which quantifies the de-
viation from the analytical solution, the latter of which
we could derive for the present benchmark case. The ob-
tained MSE of the VQA was then also compared with
that of a conservative finite difference method (FDM).

The results obtained by ideal statevector simulations
are a proof of concept that the VQA can solve the dif-
fusion problem numerically. The accuracy of the time
evolution in the VQA was bounded below by that of the
FDM method, similar to the investigations in ref. [25].
By comparing the MSE of the VQA and the FDM, we
were able to conclude that their performance depends
not only on the number of grid points (number of qubits
in the VQA) used to resolve the spatial coordinate, but
also on the discontinuity of the diffusion constants of the
layers of the AEM. More detailed, in the low diffusiv-
ity regime, the FDM performance deteriorated, and the
VQA performance became almost identical to the FDM.
The AEM diffusivity also impacted the computational
effort of the optimization part of the VQA, meaning a
low diffusivity regime results in faster convergence to the
optimal solution, see again Table I. We compared three
different classical optimization schemes to find the min-
imum of the cost function. The surrogate-based opti-
mization scheme by Shaffer et al. [35], which we adapted
to the present problem, did not lead to a better perfor-
mance for the present application case in comparison to
standard algorithms like Nelder-Mead or BFGS schemes.



BFGS gave the best results for our case.

Due to the cross-disciplinary nature of the problem
considered in this work, the future research directions can
be separated into two major categories, namely, (1) phys-
ical modeling of the multi-layered AEM and (2) further
studies related to the VQA itself. To ensure the practical
relevance, the multi-layered AEM model can be refined
by, for instance, considering the AEM diffusivity depen-
dence on the anion concentration field, modeling water
concentration within the AEM [47] and/or accounting
for the electric field distribution [48]. This, in turn, will
transform the problem from a relatively simple diffusion
equation into a system of coupled nonlinear partial dif-
ferential equations, which will pose additional challenges
to the quantum algorithm.

Concerning the VQA, the structure of the RPQC has
a substantial impact on the high-dimensional parameter
landscape of the non-convex optimization problem. The
optimization is problem-specific, and thus, complexity es-
timates for the algorithm as a whole will remain difficult.
Therefore, the RPQC has to be chosen according to the
diffusion problem, and ideally, a problem-specific ansatz
circuit can lead to drastic improvement towards opti-
mization and necessary fidelity. Finally, noisy quantum
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circuit and shot-based simulations have to be conducted,
as they can reveal the actual performance of the quantum
algorithm on real quantum computing devices. These ef-
forts are underway and will be reported elsewhere.
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