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We present a framework for efficient extraction of the viscosity solutions of nonlinear Hamil-
ton–Jacobi equations with convex Hamiltonians. These viscosity solutions play a central role in
areas such as front propagation, mean-field games, optimal control, machine learning, and a direct
application to the forced Burgers’ equation. Our method is based on an entropy penalisation method
proposed by Gomes and Valdinoci [1], which generalises the Cole–Hopf transform from quadratic
to general convex Hamiltonians, allowing a reformulation of viscous Hamilton-Jacobi dynamics by
a discrete-time linear dynamics which approximates a linear heat-like parabolic equation, and can
also extend to continuous-time dynamics. This makes the method suitable for quantum simulation.
The validity of these results hold for arbitrary nonlinearity that correspond to convex Hamiltoni-
ans, and for arbitrarily long times, thus obviating a chief obstacle in most quantum algorithms for
nonlinear partial differential equations. We provide quantum algorithms – both analog and digital
– for extracting pointwise values, gradients, minima, and function evaluations at the minimiser of
the viscosity solution, without requiring nonlinear updates or full state reconstruction.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The simulation of partial differential equations (PDEs) on quantum computers has emerged as a promising direction
in computational mathematics and quantum information science. Most existing quantum algorithms for PDEs, how-
ever, are restricted to linear systems. In contrast, nonlinear PDEs of Hamilton-Jacobi type, which appear ubiquitously
in mechanics, control theory, and statistical physics, remain a formidable challenge for quantum computation. The
goal of this paper is to develop efficient quantum algorithms for viscosity solutions to the Hamilton-Jacobi equations.

There are two challenges in developing quantum algorithms for Hamilton-Jacobi equations. The most obvious is
the nonlinearity in its Hamiltonian H, which can give rise to finite time singularity – caustics – even if the initial data
are smooth. Beyond the singularity, it is necessary to define physically relevant solutions. The first such solution is
the multivalued solution, which is relevant to application domains in geometric optics, seismic waves, semi-classical
limit of quantum mechanics and high frequency limits of linear waves. Previously, the authors developed a quantum
algorithm for nonlinear Hamilton–Jacobi equations capable of capturing multi-valued solutions. The idea there is to
use the level set method [2], that transfers, exactly, the nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi equation to the linear Liouville
equation defined in the phase space [3].

The second interesting kind of solution beyond caustics are the viscosity solutions, introduced by Crandall and
Lions [4], which plays a central role in areas such as front propagation, mean-field games, optimal control and machine
learning [5]. In some of these problems, classical computational methods offer suffer from the curse-of-dimensionality,
thus calls for quantum computation.

So far, there have been two broad classes of quantum algorithms for nonlinear PDEs. The first one uses ana-
lytic transformations to make the equations linear, which we call linear representation [6]. The Level set [3] and
von-Neumann Koopman approach [7] belong to this category. The other class of quantum algorithms for nonlinear
ODEs and PDEs, for example the Carleman truncation method [8, 9], approximates the original problems by linear
ones, which we classify as linear approximations in [3]. For nonlinear PDEs like Hamilton-Jacobi or fluid dynamic
equations, such linear approximations fail to capture essential nonlinear physical phenomena such as caustics, shocks
and turbulence. Linear representations – if they exist and one can design them – can capture these nonlinear features.
Another restriction of the linear approximation methods is that they are usually valid for weak nonlinearity and with
strong dissipations. Linear representation methods are expected to be valid for general nonlinearity, and globally in
time. However, finding a linear representation is not easy.

In this paper, we use what we call a linear formulation, where we can still approximate the results using a linear
representation where the results still remain valid globally in time and truly nonlinear features can be captured.
One challenge comes from the numerical viscosity always needed for computing discontinuous solutions in order to
eliminate numerical oscillations and guarantee convergence to the physically relevant viscosity solutions. Even for
a linear H, the numerical viscosity in modern shock or caustic capturing schemes is nonlinear [10]. To avoid this
difficulty, we use a linear, artificial viscosity approximation, which perturbs the Hamilton-Jacobi equation into a
viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation with a linear viscosity term. The concept of artificial viscosity was first introduced
by von Neumann and Ritchmyer [11] in the 1950’s for the computation of shock waves in compressible gas dynamics,
and has become a standard numerical tool to handle singular solutions. To overcome the problem of nonlinear
H, we first observe that for quadratic Hamiltonians, the classical Cole–Hopf transformation converts the viscous
Hamilton-Jacobi equation into a linear heat equation, providing an exact mapping – thus a true linear representation
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– between nonlinear and linear dynamics. For more general convex Hamiltonians, we adopt and generalise the
entropy penalisation method of Gomes and Valdinoci [1], which constructs an entropy-regularised approximation
that correspond to the viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equations. Furthermore, via the Cole-Hopf transform, it gives a
linear discrete-time model that corresponds to a linear parabolic PDE, which is convenient for quantum simula-
tion. This transformation enables a linear formulation for the nonlinear viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation without
loss of essential nonlinear behavior. A related method was introduced in [12] to compute the minimal Mather measure.

A second main challenge is that even with either a linear formulation or linear representation, one still needs to find
efficient algorithms to extract physical quantities of interest. In the present work we also develop quantum protocols
– both analog and digital – to estimate physically relevant quantities. Examples include the solution at any point, the
global minimum, the gradient of the solution at a given point, and the value of an arbitrary function at the minimum
point of the solution.

In Section II we summarise the classical algorithms to find solutions of the viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation via
linear formulation, along with error bounds to the corresponding viscosity solutions. Here the solutions can be
approximated by solving linear parabolic PDEs. In Section III we present the quantum simulation algorithms –
both analog and digital – for those linear parabolic PDEs. In Section IV, using the quantum states constructed in
Section III, we present methods for estimating four types of quantities: (a) solution at a point (b) gradient of the
solution at a point (c) global minimum of solution and (d) value of known functions at the minimum point.

II. LINEAR FORMULATION OF HAMILTON-JACOBI EQUATIONS

A. Background on viscosity solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations

The Hamilton-Jacobi equation is a classical PDE that takes the general form

∂S

∂t
+H(t, x,∇S) = 0, S0(x) = S(0, x), (1)

where H(t, x,∇S) is the Hamiltonian, assumed to be convex and Lipschitz continuous in the canonical momentum
variable ∇S. The space variable is x ∈ Rd and time t > 0. The Hamilton-Jacobi equation has wide range of
applications, from classical mechanics [13], geometric optics [14], to optimal control [15] and machine learning [5].
It also arises as a numerical tool – known as the level set method for computing propagating interfaces [16]. For
these nonlinear PDEs, even with smooth initial data, the solutions can develop singularities known as caustics (e.g.
discontinuity in the gradient) in finite time, which leads to a breakdown of classical (continuously differentiable)
solutions.

The viscosity solution, introduced by Crandall and Lions [4], is a standard mathematical notion to define a unique
weak solution beyond the singularity. Numerical approximations to Hamilton-Jacobi equations have been extensively
studied, see for example [16]. To avoid numerical oscillations due to the presence of caustics, high order numerical
schemes need to use slope limiters around caustics – which reduce the numerical accuracy to first order – so a sufficient
amount of numerical viscosity is used to suppress numerical oscillations and to guarantee viscosity solutions can be
obtained [10]. It’s important to remark that these numerical viscosity terms are nonlinear because they depend on
the solutions themselves, as their role is to locally suppress oscillations near regions of high oscillations and in smooth
regions they are not used. This nonlinearity is present even when the original equations are linear. Since our goal
is to identify a linear formulation for the viscosity solution of Hamilton-Jacobi equations, we do not use these more
robust but nonlinear modern shock-capturing schemes (which uses slope limiters) [16].

Instead, we use a linear, artificial viscosity approximation. The simplest such approximation is the following
regularised problem, also called the viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation

∂Sν

∂t
+H(t, x,∇Sν) = 2aν

d∑
j=1

∂2Sν

∂x2
j

, Sν(0, x) = S0(x), ν > 0, (2)

where the right hand side is the linear, artificial viscosity term with a small viscosity coefficient 0 < ν << 1., and a is
a constant depending on H (to be given in Lemma 22). The concept of artificial viscosity was first introduced by von
Neumann and Ritchmyer [11] in the 50’s for the computation of shock waves in compressible gas dynamics, and has
become a standard numerical tool to handle singular solutions, although more modern high-resolution schemes use the
more robust nonlinear artificial viscosities as mentioned earlier. The viscosity term smooths out the caustics and the
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solutions of Eq. (2), and in the vanishing viscosity limit ν → 0, recovers the viscosity solution defined by Crandall and
Lions [17]. This added artificial viscosity introduces an error, the rate of convergence of it has been under extensive
mathematical studies, see for examples [17–24]. The rate of convergence is between O(ν1/2) and O(ν), depending on
the regularity and convexity of the Hamiltonian and the initial data.

The dependence of the error on d also varies depending on the nature of H and space dimension. When H is
just Lipschitz continuous, c can be even independent of d while the rate of error is O(ν1/2) [17]. This paper studies
general Hamiltonian so we will not get into specific situations, instead we will loosely use the error in Lemma 1,
which also gives error estimate for derivatives of the solution. To estimate the approximation of the derivative, we
need semi-concavity on S0, and stronger assumptions on H. Let QT = (0, T )×Td where Td is a d-dimensional torus.
Assume H(t, x, p) ∈ C2((0, T )× Rn × Rn), with∑

(t,x)∈QT

|∇xH|,
∑

(t,x)∈QT

|∇2
xpH|,

∑
(t,x)∈QT

|∇2
xxH| ≤ CH(1 + |p|)

and

ξT (∇2
ppH)ξ ≥ a(t, x)|ξ|2, a > 0.

Then by combing Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.4 from [23] gives:

Lemma 1. For the viscosity solution S of Eq. (1),

sup
0≤t≤T

sup
x∈Td

|S(t, x)− Sν(t, x)| ≤ Cνβ , (3)

sup
0≤t≤T

∥∇S(t, x)−∇Sν(t, x)∥l2(Td) ≤ Cνβ , (4)

where β ∈ (1/2, 1), C is linear in d, scales with T 3/2, and also depends on S0 and H.

B. Linear formulations of viscous nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi equations

To simulate the solutions of nonlinear PDEs for with general nonlinearity, with long time validity, using quantum
simulation, one of the important components is being able to find a linear formulation of the nonlinear PDEs. Now
Sν obeying Eq. (2) still satisfies a nonlinear PDE and the next step is to find a linear formulation of the viscous
Hamilton-Jacobi equation. We will see in Section II B 1 that for the special Hamiltonian that is quadratic in ∇Sν ,
one can use the classical Cole-Hopf transform [14] to transform the nonlinear viscous Hamilton-Jacobi PDE (2) into
a linear heat equation.

However, for more general convex Hamiltonians, the direct application of the Cole-Hopf transformation will not
lead to a linear heat or parabolic equation. We will see in Section II B 2 how the entropy penalisation method
introduced by Gomes and Valdinoci in [1] can be used to provide such a linear formulation. Through a discrete-
time process, this method generalises the Cole-Hopf transformation between a general Hamilton-Jacobi equation with
convex Hamiltonian and a linear, discrete-time evolution process that is asymptotically close to a linear parabolic
equation when the time step is small.

1. Quadratic Hamiltonian

We begin with a special example of the quadratically nonlinear viscous Hamilton-Jacobi PDE

∂Sν

∂t
+H(t, x,∇Sν) = ν

d∑
j=1

∂2Sν

∂x2
j

, H(t, x,∇Sν) =

d∑
j=1

1

2

(
∂Sν

∂xj

)2

+ V (t, x), Sν(0, x) = S0(x). (5)

Eq. (5) can be transformed into a linear PDE (heat equation) using the Cole-Hopf transformation [14], except here
we include a normalisation term N0

Sν(t, x) = −2ν log(N0u(t, x)), N0 =

∫
e−Sν(0,x)/νdx. (6)
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Then it is simple to verify that u(t, x) satisfies the d-dimensional heat equation with a linear source term:

∂u

∂t
− V (t, x)

2ν
u = ν

d∑
j=1

∂2u

∂x2
j

, u0(x) = u(0, x),

∫
|u0(x)|2dx = 1, (7)

where the initial state is automatically normalised from our definition of the Cole-Hopf transformation

u0(x) =
e−Sν(0,x)/(2ν)

N0
=⇒

∫
|u0(x)|2dx = 1, (8)

which is more convenient for embedding into a normalised initial quantum state. The linear PDE in Eq. (7) can
then be simulated on a quantum device - both digital and analog with qubit, qudit or continuous-variable quantum
systems. We describe both the analog and digital quantum simulation algorithms for u(t) in the following Section III.

For the purpose of simplifying notation in our algorithm, we can set N0 = 1 in the rest of the paper without losing
generality, since a different value of N0 ̸= 1 can always be added classically at the end, adding −2ν lnN0 to Sν . For
any derivatives of Sν , the value of N0 does not contribute.

Remark 2. Defining Rν = ∇Sν . If one takes gradient on the Hamilton-Jacobi equation (5), one gets the forced
Burgers’ equation

∂Rν

∂t
+Rν · ∇Rν +∇V = ν

d∑
j=1

∂2Rν

∂x2
j

. (9)

Clearly, all of the quantum algorithms developed in this article can also be directly applied to solve this multi-
dimensional forced Burgers’ equation, when Rν is curl-free.

2. More general convex Hamiltonians

In the previous section, the Hamiltonian is quadratic in the canonical momentum, which is represented by the
gradient of Sν(t, x), and intuitively this term acts like a kinetic energy term. For Hamiltonians with terms that are
more general in canonical momentum, however, it is not possible to transform the nonlinear PDE into a linear one.
So we proceed using an alternative method introduced in [1], which still makes use of the Cole-Hopf transformation,
though not directly.

We first define L(x, v) as a suitably smooth Lagrangian and v ∈ Rd is the velocity. This Lagrangian is conjugate
to the Hamiltonian H(x, p) in the Hamilton-Jacobi equation, with conjugate momentum p ∈ Rd. This conjugacy can
be expressed using the Legendre–Fenchel definition

L(x, v) = sup
p
{p · v −H(x, p)}, (10)

H(x, p) = sup
v
{p · v − L(x, v)} = − inf

v
{L(x, v)− p · v}. (11)

We assume that this Lagrangian can be written in the form L(x, v) = K(v)− V (x), where K(v) is strictly convex in
v and superlinear at infinity, and V (x) is semiconvex and bounded.

The basic idea proposed in [1] is that, instead of working directly with the PDEs in continuous time and then
performing the Cole-Hopf transformation, one first chooses a small time step h > 0 and begins with discrete-time
schemes. Here we define at time-step n the solution Sn

D(x) via a time-marching process:

Sn+1
D (x) = G[Sn

D](x) = −2ν ln

(∫
e−(hL(x,v)+Sn

D(x+hv))/(2ν)dv

)
, (12)

where G is a nonlinear operator that approximately corresponds to the viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation Eq. (2).
The solution of the discrete-time scheme Sn

D can be related to the solution of another discrete-time scheme un, defined
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by

un+1(x) = L[un](x) =

∫
e−hL(x,v)/(2ν)un(x+ hv)dv, (13)

Here L is a linear operator that satisfies the property ∥L[u]∥ ≤ ∥u∥, hence the dynamics (13) is contractive, and can
be shown to be approximation of some linear parabolic heat-like operator when the discrete time step is small. With
the above defined G and L, the solutions Sn

D(x) and un(x) are then related through the Cole-Hopf transformation.
The discrete-time steps of the algorithm in [1], following a time-marching process, then proceeds as follows.

Algorithm 1 The discrete-time (via time-marching) classical algorithm to compute viscosity solution at time-step
N [1]. The output SN

ν approximates the viscosity solution S(t = tN , x) to precision O(ϵ), see Lemma 3.

(1) Input: u0(x) = u(0, x) = e−S0(x)/(2ν). Choose a small time step h (see Lemma 3);

(2) Solve for un, for n = 0, · · · , N , by the linear scheme (13)

(3) Define ũN (x) = ZL(x)
NuN (x), where ZL(x) =

∫
Rd e

−hL(x,v)/(2ν)dv is the normalization constant;

(4) The solution to SN
D (x) can be recovered by applying the Cole-Hopf transformation on ũN (x)

SN
D (x) = −2ν log ũN (x), (14)

where Sn
D(x) is the solution to the discrete scheme (12);

(5) The solution of the viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation (1) at time-step N is recovered by

SN
ν = SN

D (x) + 2ν lnZL(x); (15)

where ZL(x) =
∫
Rd e

−hL(x,v)/(2ν)dv;

(6) The gradient of SN
ν is obtained using

∇SN
ν (x) = −2ν∇ũN (x)/ũN (x). (16)

Intuitively, one can see how the definition of Sn
D from Eq. (12) approximates the solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi

equation. We first observe that for small ν ≪ 1, a variation of Laplace’s method can be applied to the integral, which
means that the integral is dominated by the exponential term at its optimal value. From this, it can be proved that
[1]

Sn+1
D (x) = G[Sn

D](x) = inf
γ

∫
(hL(x, v) + Sn

D(x+ hv) + 2ν ln γ(v))γ(v)dv, (17)

where an entropy regulariser γ(v) ln γ(v) is added for ν ̸= 0 and γ(v) is a probability density over Rd so
∫
Rd γ(v)dv = 1.

The inclusion of an entropy regularisation [25] introduces uncertainty in v and the optimal probability distribution
γ(v) is expected to take the form of a Gibbs state with temperature ν, from well-known arguments related to free
energy minimisation. Eq. (17) is also a Hopf-Lax-like representation, one that uses an entropy regulariser. Using this
definition, one can suggestively see how the Hamilton-Jacobi equation emerges. For small ν and h, using Eq. (17), the
time derivative of SD behaves roughly like ∂Sn

D/∂t ∼ (Sn+1
D − Sn

D)/h = (G[Sn
D]− Sn

D)/h ∼ inf(L− p · v) = −H(x, p),
where the p · v term comes from the Taylor expansion Sn

D(x + hv) ∼ Sn
D(x) + h∇Sn

D · v and p = −∇SD. This then
gives the Hamilton-Jacobi equation ∂SD/∂t +H(x, p) = 0. This is to provide intuition only, and for full details see
[1].

Next we show the error of this algorithm for the case of K(v) = |v|2. Our analysis uses the results from [1], in which
most of the theory and error analysis was developed for this special K(v). The analysis for more general K is possible
but involves highly technical and detailed analysis, which is out of the scope of this article. The error analysis also
uses Lemma 1, but we will use the worst case scenario, β = 1/2.

Lemma 3. Let Sν ∈ C3(Rd), and K(v) = |v|2. Suppose that h∥∇2Sν∥L∞(Rd) is smaller than a suitable constant.
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Then

Sn
ν (x)− S(tn, x) = O

(
h2d3/ν + hd2 + (h/ν)3/2d2 + dν1/2

)
, (18)

∥∇Sn
ν (x)−∇S(tn, x)∥l2(Td) = O

(
h2d7/2/ν2 + hd5/2/ν + h3/2d5/2/ν5/2 + dν1/2

)
, (19)

To achieve a precision of ϵ, namely,

Sn
ν (x)− S(tn, x) = O(ϵ), (20)

one needs to choose

ν = O
(
(ϵ/d)2

)
, h = O

(
ϵ8/3/d10/3

)
. (21)

Furthermore, to achieve a precision of ϵ for ∇Sn
ν , namely,

∥∇Sn
ν (x)−∇S(tn, x)∥l2(Td) = O(ϵ), (22)

one needs to choose

ν = O
(
(ϵ/d)2

)
, h = O

(
ϵ4/d5

)
. (23)

Proof. (19) is the result of combining Lemma 22 in Appendix A and Lemma 1. In (18) and (20), the errors were given
in maximum norm. The error (19) in gradient loses one order of ν since ∇Sn

ν = O(1/ν), and from maximum norm to
l2 norm one increases the error by a factor of d1/2. (21) is obtained by requiring each term on the right hand side of
(18) to be of O(ϵ). Likewise for (23).

Remark 4. [1] did not carry out the analysis for more general K(v). Nevertheless, since the analysis will be similar
and the errors come from Taylor expansion of the solutions, up to the same order of derivatives, hence the error
dependence on d is expected to be the same as the special case of K(v) = |v|2.

The steps in the algorithm above is in discrete-time. However, a continuous-time limit (setting h → 0), which we
see later is more suitable for the quantum simulation of PDEs. To derive the continuous-time limit, it is first necessary
to ensure that the following linear iterative process is stable

un+1(x)− un(x)

h
=

1

h
(L− 1)un(x). (24)

This is guaranteed since the operator L − 1 has only non-positive spectra (using ∥L[u]∥ ≤ ∥u∥, Propositions 19 and
20 [1]). One can then take the continuous-time limit of the discrete scheme to obtain a linear heat-like parabolic
differential equation for u(t, x) = limh→0 u

n(x), while Sν = limh→0 Sν is the solution to the corresponding viscous
Hamilton-Jacobi PDE in Eq. (2), as shown by the next lemma.

Lemma 5. [1] Let u(t, x) solve the following linear parabolic differential equation

∂u(t, x)

∂t
=

d∑
i=1

µi
∂u(t, x)

∂xi
+

d∑
j,k=1

νjk
∂2u(t, x)

∂xj∂xk
, u(0, x) =

e−S(0,x)/(2ν)

N0
, N0 =

∫
e−S(0,x)/νdx,

µi = v∗i , νjk = v∗j v
∗
k + 2νD−1

jk , v∗ = argminvK(v), Djk = ∂2K(v∗)/∂vj∂vk, (25)

where the drift coefficient µi and the diffusion coeffients νij are all independent of x. Let Sν(t, x) be the solution of
the viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation in Eq. (2) with

H(x,∇Sν(t, x)) = sup
v
(−p · v −K(v) + V (x)), (26)

(assuming K(v) strictly convex in v and superlinear at infinity, V (x) semiconvex and bounded). Then we can approx-
imate S(t, x), the viscosity solution to the Hamilton-Jacobi PDE in Eq. (1), by Sν(t, x).

To obtain the values µi and νij we can assume a form of K(v) where the minimum is simple to extract using
classical processing. It is also possible to devise quantum algorithms to obtain µi and νij , but we will not examine in
detail these settings here.
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Next we summarize the continuous-time version of Algorithm 1, which is what we will use later for the quantum
simulation of u(t, x), from which we will estimate observables of S(t, x).

Algorithm 2 Continuous-time version of Algorithm 1.

(1) Input: u(0, x) = u0(x) = e−S0(x)/(2ν)

(2) Solve for u(t, x) using the linear parabolic PDE in Eq. (25) in Lemma 5

(3) Apply the Cole-Hopf transformation to u(t, x) to obtain Sν(t, x) = −2ν log u(t, x).

Remark 6. By Proposition 23 in [1],

un − u = O(h2∥D3un∥L∞) = O(d2h2),

where we used ∥D3un∥L∞ = O(d2). This is the extra error introduced on top of the previous error of the discrete
scheme. Since O(d2h2) is much smaller than the terms in (A2), the final error for this continuous time scheme
Algorithm 2 is the same order as the discrete scheme stated in Lemma 3.

III. QUANTUM SIMULATION OF THE CORRESPONDING LINEAR PARABOLIC PDES

The general linear parabolic PDE in d spatial dimensions (x = (x1, · · · , xd) ∈ Rd) that encompasses both Eq. (7)
and Eq. (25) can be written as

∂u(t, x)

∂t
= a(t, x)u+

d∑
j=1

bj
∂u(t, x)

∂xj
+

d∑
j,k=1

cjk
∂2u(t, x)

∂xj∂xk
, u(0, x) = u0(x), t ≥ 0. (27)

When the Hamilton-Jacobi equation is given by Eq. (5) (quadratic H), then we want to simulate Eq. (27) for
a(t, x) = V (t, x)/(2ν), bj = 0 and cjk = νδjk. When we look at the more general H in Eq. (26), then a(t, x) = 0,
bj = µi, cjk = νjk where µi and νjk are constants given in Lemma 5.

The goal of quantum simulation is to prepare quantum states |u(t)⟩ whose amplitudes encode the solution u(t, x).
Then in Section IV we describe how to estimate observables of S(t, x) once we can prepare |u(t)⟩. The state |u(t)⟩ can
come in two forms: continuous-variable and discrete-variable, depending on whether we choose to keep x continuous
or we choose to discretise x. If we keep the simulation continuous in space as well as time, we call this analog quantum
simulation. If it is discrete in space and time, we call this digital quantum simulation.

Below we summarise a simple method – called Schrödingerisation – which is the only currently known method
that can enable quantum simulation of linear PDEs in Eq. (27) in both the fully continuous-space, continuous-time
language. It can also be used in the discrete-variable language (i.e., simulation on qubit-based systems), where the
query complexity of the algorithm can also achieve optimality [26]. The Schrödingerisation protocol also gives a
very accessible way of extracting normalisation constants that does not rely on any extra algorithms requiring access
to special oracles for state preparation or the linear combination of unitaries method, for instance in [27, 28]. We
will make use of this normalisation estimator later on for estimating the minimum value of the viscosity solution
of the Hamilton-Jacobi equation later on, for example. The reader can refer to [29–31] for more details and justification.

However, we note that other methods for simulating |u(t)⟩ using digital quantum simulation can also be used, and
the success of the overall methodology for estimating the observables of the viscosity solution of Hamilton-Jacobi
equation will still carry through.

In the rest of this paper, we will drop the CV , DV subscripts whenever it is clear from context whether we are
using continuous-variables or discrete-variables.
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A. Analog quantum simulation

In the continuous-variable language (i.e. x is continuous and not discretised), each u(t, x) function can be embedded
into a normalised infinite-dimensional vector which we call a continuous-variable quantum state |u(t)⟩CV

|u(t)⟩CV =
u(t)

∥u(t)∥
, u(t) =

∫
u(t, x)|x⟩dx, ∥u(t)∥2 =

∫
|u(t, x)|2dx, (28)

where
∫
=

∫∞
−∞ unless otherwise specified. It is the aim of the quantum algorithm to prepare the state |u(t)⟩.

Here the eigenbasis {|x⟩}x∈Rd over the field of complex numbers spans an infinite-dimensional complex Hilbert
space, and describes states consisting of d qumodes. Qumodes are quantum analogue of a continuous classical degree
of freedom, like position, momentum or energy before being quantised. A qumode is equipped with observables
with a continuous spectrum, such as the position x̂ and momentum p̂ observables of a quantum particle, also known
as quadratures, where [x̂, p̂] = i1x. Here their eigenvectors are denoted respectively by |x⟩ and |p⟩ where ⟨x|p⟩ =

exp(ixp)/
√
2π and

∫
dx|x⟩⟨x| = 1x =

∫
dp|p⟩⟨p|. The |x⟩ and |p⟩ eigenstates are known as the position and momentum

eigenstates. For a system of d-qumodes, we can define the position/momentum operator only acting on the jth mode
as

p̂j = 1⊗j−1
x ⊗ p̂⊗ 1⊗d−j

x , x̂j = 1⊗j−1
x ⊗ x̂⊗ 1⊗d−j

x , [x̂j , p̂k] = iδjk1x. (29)

The PDE in Eq. (27) can be rewritten as

du(t)

dt
= −iA(t)u(t), A(t) = ia(t, x̂) + i

d∑
j=1

bj p̂j −
d∑

j,k=1

cjkp̂j p̂k. (30)

We summarise the algorithm in Algorithm 3 (see [29] for more details). One can also use an alternative a Jaynes-
Cummings-like Hamiltonian in Algorithm 3, where Hamiltonian can be more accessible in analog quantum systems
for certain platforms like circuit QED systems, for example see [32].

Algorithm 3 The continuous-time Schrödingerisation algorithm to prepare |u(t)⟩CV and also to estimate the nor-
malisation constant ∥u(t)∥, see Figure 1.

(1) Input: (a) d qumode state |u0⟩; (b) 1 qumode ancilla state |Ξ⟩ =
∫
e−|ξ||ξ⟩dξ =

∫
2/(1 + η2)|η⟩dη; (c) quantum

Hamiltonian H(t) = A2(t)⊗ η̂ +A1(t)⊗ 1η, A1(t) = (1/2)(A(t) +A†(t)), A2(t) = (i/2)(A(t)−A†(t)), where

[ξ̂, η̂] = i1η.

(2) Given oracle access to H(t), where dv(t)/dt = −iH(t)v(t), beginning with initial state |u0⟩|Ξ⟩, Prepare |v(t)⟩
with quantum simulation

(3) Output: |u(t)⟩ when A2 < 0

Measure |v(t)⟩ from step (2) using imperfect measurement operator 1 ⊗ Π̂imp =
∫∞
0

g(ξ)|ξ⟩⟨ξ|dξ (where g(ξ)
models the imperfection in the detector and g(ξ) = 1 for perfect projective measurement).

Flag success – output |u(t)⟩ – when ancilla mode reads ξ > 0, otherwise measure again. The probability of
success is psucc = (

∫∞
0

e−ξg(ξ)dξ∥u(t)∥/∥u(0)∥)2

(4) Output: ∥u(t)∥ when A2 < 0

psucc estimated from step (3). Then ∥u(t)∥ =
√
psucc∥u(0)∥/

∫∞
0

e−ξg(ξ)dξ

B. Digital quantum simulation

If we instead embed the solution of our problem into a discrete-variable quantum state |u(t)⟩DV , then we need to
first decompose x ∈ [−1/2, 1/2]d into a grid of size Nx in each dimension, and consider the cost of simulating the
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FIG. 1: This is the quantum algorithm for simulating |u(t)⟩ using Schrödingerisation, and it is also an algorithm for
estimating the normalisation constant ∥u(t)∥. This normalisation factor is estimated by measuring the probability
when ξ > 0 is detected for the ancilla state (flag for success). Here the algorithm is expressed in the language of
analog quantum simulation for simplicity, and it can easily be extended to the discrete-variable setting by discretising
all the states and operators, and in the digital case amplitude amplification can be employed to quadratically boost
the success probability.

state of d logNx qubits (or a Nd
x -dimensional qudit), that embeds the solution of Eq. (27)

|u(t)⟩DV =
u(t)

∥u(t)∥
, u(t, xj = j/Nx) =

Nd
x/2∑

j=−Nd
x/2

uj |j⟩, uj = u(t, j/Nx),

∥u(t)∥2 =

Nd
x∑

j=−Nd
x

|u(t, j/Nx)|2, j = j1 · · · jd ∈ {−Nx/2, Nx/2}d. (31)

Each jk, k = 1, · · · d can be decomposed into its binary decimal representation jk = j
(1)
k · · · j(logNx)

k , where each

j
(l)
k ∈ {0, 1}.

In Algorithm 3, we assumed that all the eigenvalues of A2 are negative, which means the original PDE is well-posed,
which is true for the initial value problems that we consider. The more general case where some eigenvalues of A2

can be positive can also be tackled. Here Schrödingerisation can be used in the exactly the same way along with
the same Hamiltonian simulation step for |v(t)⟩, except with a different post-selection process in the final projective
measurement. For well-posed problems where all eigenvalues of A2 is negative, it is sufficient to choose any ξ∗ > 0 and
the state becomes a product v(t, x) = e−ξ∗u(t, x), so we can retrieve u(t) easily. However, when A2 has any positive
eigenvalues, we choose v(t, x) = e−ξ∗u(t, x) when ξ∗ > max{λ(A2)t, 0} where λ(A2) represents the eigenvalues of
A2. Then the final projective measurement process if Πξ>ξ∗ . A prominent example is the backward heat equation,
where we have terminal condition instead of an initial condition. We include this case in step (4) in Algorithm 4
since in the discrete case certain boundary conditions can also give rise to some positive eigenvalues of A2 even when
the PDE itself is well-posed. However, in this paper we do not encounter these problems as we are not concerned
about explicit gate constructions for this simulation step and only provide complexity scalings. For more details on
the procedure and the justification, see [33, 34].

The analog quantum algorithm in Algorithm 3 can be very easily extended to a digital quantum algorithm in
Algorithm 4. In this case, we also discretise the ξ and η modes into Nξ and Nη segments respectively. The optimal
resource cost is stated in Lemma 8. Define

HDV (t) = A2,DV (t)⊗ D̂ +A1,DV (t)⊗ I
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which is a matrix of size NηN
d
x × NηN

d
x that acts on a system of logNη + d logNx qubits. One can obtain

A1,DV and A2,DV by discretising the spatial components of A1,A2, for example. In this case replace p̂ → P̂ ,

x̂ → X, where P̂j is a sparse shift matrix and X̂ = diag(−1/2Nx, · · · , 1/2Nx) for the one-dimensional case, and

D̂ = diag(−1/2Nη, · · · , 1/2Nη). We summarize the algorithm below.

Algorithm 4 The discrete-variable (digital) quantum algorithm to prepare |u(t)⟩DV (Schrödingerisation) and also
to estimate the normalisation constant ∥u(t)∥DV .

(1) Input: discrete-variable counterparts |u0⟩DV and |Ξ⟩DV or smoothed initial ancilla qubit state (see [26]); oracle
access to Hamiltonian HDV (t);

(2) Hamiltonian simulation for time t applied to state |v(0)⟩ = |u0⟩DV |Ξ⟩DV , which evolves with respect to the
unitary generated by HDV (t), to obtain |v(t)⟩DV

(3) Output |u(t)⟩ and ∥u(t)∥ when A2 < 0.

Apply projective operator Π̂ξ>0 on logNξ ancilla qubits (or Nξ-dimensional ancilla qudit). Flag success – output
|u(t)⟩ – when ξ > 0 and success probability psucc = ∥u(t)∥/∥u(0)∥ (amplitude amplification used for quadratic
boosting).

Output normalisation ∥u(t)∥ = psucc∥u(0)∥.

(4) Output |u(t)⟩ and ∥u(t)∥ when some eigenvalues of A2 are positive

Repeat step (3) using the measurement operator Π̂ξ>ξ∗ , where success is flagged when ξ > ξ∗ and ξ∗ >
max{λ(A2)t, 0}. Here λ(A2) represents the eigenvalues of A2.

Suppose we solve the Schrödingerized linear heat equation with forward Euler in time, center difference in space, and
spectral method in η, and choose the optimal initial data as in [26]. This will introduce an error of O(h+d(∆x)2) (the
error from the discretization in η is ignored since it is much smaller when one uses spectral method with smooth data).
Numerical stability condition requires h = O((∆x)2/d) (the above order could be divided by ν when L(v) = |v|2,
since cjk = O(ν), but here when we treat the general case we don’t seek the sharp estimate, which can be improved
when one works on specific examples). So the overall error is of O(d(∆x)2). Combining this with the continuous error
results in Lemma 3, we have the following error estimates by classical numerical analysis:

Lemma 7. Let Sν,∆ = −2ν log |u⟩ where |u⟩ is the discrete solution obtained by Algorithm 4. Then,

Sn
ν,∆(x)− S(tn, x) = O

(
h2d3/ν + hd2 + (h/ν)3/2d2 + d(∆x)2 + dν1/2

)
, (32)

Sn
ν,∆(x)− Sν(t

n, x) = O
(
h2d3/ν + hd2 + (h/ν)3/2d2 + d(∆x)2

)
, (33)

∥∇Sn
ν,∆(x)−∇Sν(t

n, x)∥l2(Tn) = O
(
h3/2d3/ν + h1/2d2 + hd2/ν3/2 + d3/2∆x

)
. (34)

To achieve a precision of ϵ, namely,

Sn
ν,∆(x)− S(tn, x) = O(ϵ), Sn

ν,∆(x)− Sν(t
n, x) = O(ϵ), (35)

one needs to choose

ν = O
(
(ϵ/d)2

)
, ∆x = O((ϵ/d)1/2), h = O

(
ϵ8/3/d10/3

)
. (36)

Furthermore, to achieve a precision of ϵ for ∇Sn
ν,∆, namely,

∥∇Sn
ν,∆(x)−∇Sν(t

n, x)∥l2(Tn) = O(ϵ), (37)

one needs to choose

∆x = O(ϵ/d3/2), h = O
(
ϵ4/d5

)
. (38)
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Proof. The approximation of spatial derivative is one order less accurate in ∆x = O((dh)1/2) than the approximation
of the function. In addition, from maximum norm to l2 norm increases the error by a factor of d1/2. This is how we
get (34) from (33). (36) is obtained by requiring each term on the right hand side of (32) to be of O(ϵ). Likewise for
(38).

Lemma 8. [26, 30, 31] Let the discretisation mesh size in η be ∆η = 1/Nη = O(µ). Then the Schrödingerisation
algorithm can prepare the state |u(t)⟩ to precision ϵ with Ω(1) success probability and a flag indicating success, with
query complexity (oracle access to block-encoding of the Hamiltonian HDV (t), see [26])

Õ

(
1

∥u(t)∥

(
αAtµ+ log

(
µ

ϵ∥u(t)∥

)))
, ∥u(0)∥ = 1, (39)

where αA ≥ ∥A1∥, ∥A2∥ (spectral norm) and using O(∥u(0)∥/∥u(t)∥) queries to the initial state preparation protocol
for |v(0)⟩. If one discretises the initial ancilla state |Ξ⟩DV by discretising ξ with the total number of grids Nξ ∼ 1/ϵ,
then µ = O(1/ϵ). There also exists optimal choices of the ancilla initial state that can give µ = O(log(1/ϵ)). For
time-dependent Hamiltonians, the optimal query complexity only incurs an extra log(1/ϵ) factor.

Corollary 9. Ignoring the terms with logarithmic scaling, one can simulate |u(t)⟩DV to precision ϵ with cost

Õ(αAt log(1/ϵ)/∥u(t)∥), where it is sufficient to choose αA ≥ max{∥A1∥, ∥A2∥} = O(d4/ϵ2).

Proof. If we use centre difference approximation to approximate the space derivative in the linear parabolic equation
(27), we can obtain the corresponding A1 and A2, then A1 is the difference operator corresponding to the first order
derivative term while A2 corresponds to the other two terms. It is classical results that

∥A1∥ = O(dNx), ∥A2∥ = O(dN2
x). (40)

Since we take ∆x = O(1/Nx) = O((ϵ/d)1/2) in (36) to approximate S, this gives

∥A1∥ = O(d3/2/ϵ1/2), ∥A2∥ = O(d2/ϵ). (41)

If one wants to compute ∇S, then (38) requires ∆x = 1/Nx = O(ϵ/d3/2). Consequently,

∥A1∥ = O(d5/2/ϵ), ∥A2∥ = O(d4/ϵ2). (42)

Remark 10. For example, if L(v) = |v|2, then bj = 0, cjk = O(ν) in (27). Consequently ∥A1∥ = O(1), while ∥A2∥
will be multiplied by ν = O((ϵ/d)2).

Remark 11. Here we have given an example of a quantum simulation algorithm when we discretise the continuous-
time algorithm in Algorithm 2, by discretising Eq. (25). However, it is also possible to directly use Algorithm 1 via the
linear scheme in (13), and we apply instead a time-marching quantum simulation algorithm to approximate |u(t)⟩DV .
The comparison between these methods and more precise implementation under different boundary conditions will be
explored in future work.

The above is the cost for the optimal algorithm and it involves block-encoding oracles and a different initial ancilla
state from the simplest one stated. However, there are simpler Hamiltonian simulation algorithms (for example using
sparse-access instead of block-encoding) one can also use and the simplest initial ancilla state gives the first-order
Schrödingerisation scheme. The cost in these cases is also not prohibitive, see Appendix B.

IV. ESTIMATING PHYSICALLY RELEVANT QUANTITIES OF THE HAMILTON-JACOBI
EQUATION

In the previous section, it is easy to see that we can always use quantum simulation to simulate |u(t)⟩. However,
what we are really interested in are physically relevant quantities of the viscosity solution of the original Hamilton-
Jacobi equation in Eq. (1). Since full tomography of the output state is extremely inefficient in general, we must find
alternative methods. It can be non-trivial to find suitable measurement protocols to extract those quantities of interest.

In this section, we construct quantum protocols to extract four quantities of interest
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(1) the value of S at a point,

(2) the gradient ∇S at a point,

(3) the minimum value of S,

(4) the value of a known function f(x) at the location of the minimum of S.

The gradient ∇S(t, x) corresponds to physically-relevant observables like velocity in the Hamilton-Jacobi PDE,
and |∇S|2/2 would correspond to a kinetic energy. The gradient is in fact also the solution to the forced Burgers’
equation (9) in Eq. 9 since here the gradient ∇S is by definition curl-free (unlike the usual Burger’s equation which
is only curl-free in 1D).

In many applications of the Hamilton-Jacobi equation, for example in geometric optics and semi-classical com-
putation of quantum dynamics (the WKB analysis), the minimum value of S(t, x) for a given t is of interest since
it corresponds to stationary phase, which is an important quantity when one wants to evaluate a highly oscillatory
integral [14]. While it would be inefficient to extract all the values of S(t, xa) in order to identify the minimum value,
we can identify a quantum algorithm that can directly estimate this quantity.

Here a function f(x) can represent any cost function one is interested in at the stationary point x∗ when S is at
its minimum and its gradient vanishes. For example, to obtain a total energy, one could be interested in a potential
energy contribution f(x) = V (x) at x∗.

For each of the four quantities we mentioned above, we construct both analog and digital quantum protocols. See
Table I for the list of protocols.

TABLE I: List of algorithms for simulating |u(t)⟩ and for estimating different quantities . Here we denote
x∗ = argminxS(t, x) at some fixed t > 0. All these algorithms require calls to either Algorithm 3 (or Algorithm 4)

for the preparation of |u(t)⟩CV (or |u(t)⟩DV ) or the estimation of the normalisation constant ∥u(t)∥2.

State or quantity Analog protocol Digital protocol
|u(t)⟩, ∥u(t)∥2 Algorithm 3 Algorithm 4
S(t, xa) at some x = xa Algorithm 5 Algorithm 6
∂kS(xa) at some x = xa Algorithm 7 Algorithm 8
Smin(t) = minx S(t, x) Algorithm 9 Algorithm 10
f(x∗) for some given function f Algorithm 11 Algorithm 12

A. Estimating the value at a point

We first observe that at a location x = xa, if we measure the probability |⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2, then we can write

−ν ln |⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2 = −ν ln

(
e−Sν(t,xa)/ν

∥u(t)∥2

)
= Sν(t, xa) + ν ln ∥u(t)∥2. (43)

This means the viscosity solution S(t, xa) can be estimated from measuring the normalisation constant and the
probability |⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2:

|S(t, xa)− Sν(t, xa)| = |S(t, xa) + (ν ln |⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2 + ν ln ∥u(t)∥2)| ≤ ϵmin, ν = O(ϵ2min/d
2), (44)

where ϵmin is the minimum error if the normalisation constant is known and |u(t)⟩ is prepared exactly and we use
the result in Lemma 3. Thus using Algorithm 3 or Algorithm 4 to prepare |u(t)⟩ and to measure its normalisation
constant, it is then straightforward to estimate S(t, xa) at a particular location x = xa. See Algorithm 5 for a
summary and the cost in Lemma 12.
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1. Analog protocol to measure value at a point

Algorithm 5 An analog protocol to estimate S(t, x) at some given point x = xa. Output estimates S(t, xa) to
precision ϵ with cost given in Lemma 12.

(1) Input: xa and |u(t)⟩CV , ∥u(t)∥2CV from Algorithm 3

(2) Output: −ν ln |⟨xa|u(t)⟩CV |2 − ν ln ∥u(t)∥2CV

Although here we use the projection of |u(t)⟩ onto outcome |x⟩ = |xa⟩ after applying a projective measurement
|x⟩⟨x|, which is an ideal measurement, this can be straightforwardly generalised to more realistic measurements as
well.

Lemma 12. The minimum precision in estimating S(t, xa) with using |u(t)⟩ and the normalisation constant of
Sν(t, xa) is ϵmin. Then, using Algorithm 5, the number of preparations of state |v(t)⟩ in Step (2) of Algorithm 3
required to estimate S(t, xa) to precision ϵ with success probability 1− δ is O(ln(1/δ)ν2/(ϵ− ϵmin)

2), and the constant
ν in Algorithm 3 can be chosen to be O(ϵ2min/d

2).

Proof. Here we have two sources of error: one is the error ϵj in measuring the probability |⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2 and the other error
ϵnorm in measuring ∥u(t)∥2, which we have already seen is also a probability of obtaining ξ > 0 in the ancilla qumode.
This means the corresponding errors in −ν ln |⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2 and −ν ln ∥u(t)∥2 are respectively ϵ̃j ∼ νϵj/|⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2 and
ϵ̃norm ∼ νϵnorm/∥u(t)∥2 respectively. So the total error in S(t, xa) becomes

|S(t, xa)− S̃ν(t, xa)| ≤ |S(t, xa)− Sν(t, xa)|+ |Sν(t, xa)− S̃ν(t, xa)| ≤ ϵmin + ϵ̃j + ϵ̃norm ∼ ϵ. (45)

Let the number of |u(t)⟩ samples used be denoted Nj ∼ ln(1/δ)/ϵ2j and the number of quantum simulation protocol

with respect toH(t) be denotedNnorm ∼ ln(1/δ)/ϵ2norm. Since each preparation of |u(t)⟩ already provides information
about ∥u(t)∥2, then clearly Nnorm ∼ Nj/∥u(t)∥2, since O(∥u(t)∥2) is the success probability of getting |u(t)⟩ from
the quantum simulation algorithm with respect to H(t), so ϵ2norm ∼ ϵ2j∥u(t)∥2. Inserting into Eq. (45) implies

νϵj(1/|⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2 + 1/∥u(t)∥) ∼ ϵ − ϵmin. A sufficient total number of quantum simulation algorithms with respect
to H(t) required is therefore Nnorm ∼ ln(1/δ)/(ϵ2j∥u(t)∥2), where ϵj can be constrained from the above relationship.

So the total cost is ∼ ln(1/δ)ν2J/(ϵ− ϵmin)
2, where J = (1/|⟨xa|u(t)⟩|2 + 1/∥u(t)∥)2/∥u(t)∥2. Then from Lemma 3,

we see that we can choose ν = O(ϵ2min/d
2).

2. Digital protocol to measure value at a point

Algorithm 6 Summary of digital protocol to estimate S(t, x) at some given point x = xa. Output estimates S(t, xa)
to precision ϵ with cost given in Lemma 13.

(1) Input: xa and |u(t)⟩DV , , ∥u(t)∥2DV from Algorithm 4

(2) Output: −ν ln |⟨xa|u(t)⟩DV |2 − ν ln ∥u(t)∥2DV .

Here the digital protocol follows the same idea as the analog protocol, except we need to use the digital state
|u(t)⟩DV and its corresponding normalisation constant. Here |u(t)⟩DV results from a discretised PDE, so we need to
modify ϵmin to include the error from discretisation.

Lemma 13. The minimum precision in estimating S(t, xa) when using |u(t)⟩ constructed from d logNx qubits and

the normalisation constant of Sν(t, xa) is ϵmin, where a large enough Nx is chosen so 1/Nx = O
(√

ϵmin/d
)
. Then,

using Algorithm 6, the number of preparations of state |v(t)⟩ in Step (2) of Algorithm 4 required to estimate S(t, xa)
to precision ϵ with success probability 1 − δ is O(ln(1/δ)ν2/(ϵ − ϵmin)

2), and it is sufficient to choose the constant ν
Algorithm 4 to be O(ϵ2min/d

2).
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Proof. The proof follows in the same way as Lemma 12, where the main difference is that we also need to take into
account error coming from discretisation using finite Nx. Then Sν,∆(t, xa) = −ν ln |⟨xa|u(t)⟩DV |2 − ν ln ∥u(t)∥2DV is
the estimate for Sν when using the solution u from the discretised parabolic PDE. Using Lemma 7

|S(t, xa)− Sν,∆(t, xa)| ≤ ϵmin, ν = O(ϵ2min/d
2), (1/Nx) = O

(√
ϵmin/d

)
. (46)

This means the total error

|S(t, xa)− S̃ν(t, xa)| ≤ |S(t, xa)− Sν,∆(t, xa)|+ |Sν,∆(t, xa)− S̃ν(t, xa)| ≤ ϵmin + ζ = ϵ (47)

where the error ζ comes from sampling. The cost to estimate S(t, xa) has the same form as the analog protocol
O(ln(1/δ)ν2/(ϵ− ϵmin)

2).

B. Estimating the gradient at a point

If given copies of |u(t)⟩, there are different ways to estimate the gradient ∂Sν(t, xa)/∂xk at a particular point
x = xa. Here we choose a more elegant method based on weak measurement, which involves measuring an ancilla or
probe state and using a ’pointer-variable’ measurement to output the final observable. We examine both the analog
and digital protocols below.

1. Analog protocol for gradient estimation

We summarise the analog protocol in Algorithm 7 with cost given in Lemma 14.

Algorithm 7 Summary of analog protocol to estimate |gka| ≡ ∂kSν(t, xa), see Fig. 2. Output estimates ∂kS(t, xa)
to precision ϵ with cost given in Lemma 14.

(1) Input: |u(t)⟩CV from Algorithm 3; copies of single-mode vacuum coherent state |α0⟩ (ancilla qumode); ability
to perform unitary operation exp(2iκνp̂k ⊗ p̂), xa;

(2) Apply exp(2iκνp̂k ⊗ p̂) to |u(t)⟩CV |α0⟩, where κ ≪ 1 makes this more experimentally feasible;

(3) Project the d-mode (non-ancilla) state onto |xa⟩⟨xa|. This has success probability ϕcoh(xa);

(4) If step (3) succeeds, the resulting ancilla mode is |Ψ⟩. Measure ⟨Ψ|x̂|Ψ⟩ and ⟨Ψ|p̂|Ψ⟩;

(5) Output: |gka| =
√

⟨Ψ|x̂|Ψ⟩2 + ⟨Ψ|p̂|Ψ⟩2/κ

We first begin with the following simple observation

|gka| ≡
∂Sν(t, xa)

∂xk
= −2ν

1

u(t, xa)

∂u(t, xa)

∂xk
, gka = −2iν

⟨xa|p̂k|u(t)⟩
⟨xa|u(t)⟩

, (48)

where |gka| is real-valued. If the amplitudes of |u(t)⟩ are always real-valued, then |gka| = gka, however, complex
phases could appear in the amplitudes during quantum simulation. To retrieve the real solutions of the original
Hamilton-Jacobi equation, the absolute value is taken. Then gka can be estimated with the help of a vacuum coherent
state, which we label |α0⟩. Apply the unitary operation exp(2iδνp̂k ⊗ p̂) onto |u(t)⟩|α0⟩ where the second p̂ acts on
the ancilla mode, for κ ≪ 1 we can write

|xa⟩⟨xa|e2iκνp̂k⊗p̂|u(t)⟩|α0⟩ = |xa⟩⟨xa|u(t)⟩ (1− κgkap̂) |α0⟩+O(κ2) = |xa⟩⟨xa|u(t)⟩e−iκgkap̂|α0⟩+O(κ2). (49)
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FIG. 2: Schematic diagram of analog quantum protocol for extracting the gradient |gka| = ∂Sν(t, xa)/∂xk, when
given copies of the coherent state |α0⟩ (easy to prepare) and the state |u(t)⟩. Here u(t, x) is related to Sν(t, x) by the
Cole-Hopf transformation as outlined in II B. The coherent state is an ancilla qumode that acts as a measurement
probe, and we proceed to use a ’pointer-variable’ measurement. Given the initial state |u(t)⟩|α0⟩, we apply a Gaussian
operation exp(2iκνp̂k ⊗ p̂), where p̂k acts on the |u(t)⟩ register and p̂ acts on the coherent state register and κ ≪ 1.
Then projecting the resulting first register onto the desired position |xa⟩⟨xa|, the resulting ancilla qumode will have
its coherence shifted by a value that is −i times ∂Sν(t, xa)/∂xk. To extract this coherence, the expectation value of
the ancilla mode with respect to x̂ and p̂ are taken. Then we can estimate the real and imaginary components of gak
by measuring the quadratures ⟨x̂⟩α = κIm(gka), ⟨p̂⟩α = −κRe(gka), and thus recover |gka|.

We examine only the ancilla state after the projective measurement, which now has the form |Ψ⟩, so up to O(δ2)

|xa⟩⟨xa|e2iκνp̂k⊗p̂|u(t)⟩|α0⟩ ∝ |xa⟩|Ψ⟩,

|Ψ⟩ = e−κgkap̂|α0⟩
∥e−κgkap̂|α0⟩∥

, ∥e−κgkap̂|α = 0⟩∥2 = eκ
2Re(gka)

2

, (50)

where the normalisation can be easily verified using |α0⟩ = (1/π)1/4
∫
e−p2/2|p⟩dp. Then it can be straightforwardly

verified that

⟨Ψ|x̂|Ψ⟩ = κIm(gka), ⟨Ψ|p̂|Ψ⟩ = −κRe(gka). (51)

Thus to retrieve the gradient we use

|gka| =
√

⟨Ψ|x̂|Ψ⟩2 + ⟨Ψ|p̂|Ψ⟩2/κ. (52)

To prepare |Ψ⟩, we require the application of a Gaussian two-mode entangling gate (the continuous-variable
controlled-phase (CZ) gate) exp(2iκνp̂k ⊗ p̂) with small ν ≪ 1 coupling constant, followed by a projective mea-
surement onto |xa⟩. This projective measurement has success probability

Tr
(
(1⊗ |xa⟩⟨xa|)e2iκνp̂k⊗p̂(|u(t)⟩⟨u(t)| ⊗ |α0⟩⟨α0|)e−2iκνp̂k⊗p̂

)
=

∫
e−p2

√
π

|u(xa + p)|2

∥u(t)∥2
dp = ϕcoh(x

j). (53)

This success probability can also be easily boosted to a value as close to |u(t, xa)|2/∥u(t)∥2 as needed. For example,
instead of using the coherent state input, one can instead choose a state with much less variance in one quadrature
direction compared to another and also changing exp(2iκνp̂k ⊗ p̂) to exp(2iκνp̂k ⊗ x̂). For example, a state highly
squeezed in the x̂ quadrature would provide much less variance in recovering Im(gjk). However, such an initial
state preparation would be more difficult than preparing a coherent state, and the payoff may not be so high since
improvement in Im(gjk) estimation can always be improved by increasing sampling size instead of changing the ancilla
state.
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Lemma 14. The minimum possible precision to recover ∂S(t, xa)/∂xk using ∂Sν(t, xa)/∂xk is ϵmin. Then using
Algorithm 7 with ν ∼ O(ϵ2min/d

2) and with success probability 1− δ, one needs O(d ln(1/δ)/(κ2(ϵ− ϵmin)
2)) copies of

|u(t)⟩ from Algorithm 3 and uses of the two mode control-gate exp(2iκνp̂k ⊗ p̂) to recover ∂S(t, xa)/∂xk to precision
ϵ.

Proof. We denote the estimate of gka using Algorithm 7 by g̃ka. Then combining with Lemma 3∣∣∣∣∣∂S(t, xa)

∂xk
− |g̃ka|

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∂S(t, x)∂xk

− |g̃k|

∣∣∣∣∣
max

≤ ∥∂S(t, x)/∂xk − |g̃k|∥2 ≤ ∥∂S(t, x)/∂xk − |gk|∥2 + ∥|gk| − |g̃k|∥2

≤ O(ϵ̃) +
√
d||gk| − |g̃k||max = O(ϵ̃) +

√
dζ = ϵmin +

√
dζ = ϵ, ν = O(ϵ̃2/d2), (54)

where gk = −2iν⟨x|p̂k|u(t)⟩/⟨x|u(t)⟩ and ζ is the maximum sampling error in estimating gka. The total er-
ror ϵ can only be reduced by minimising ζ error. Suppose one measures the expectation values of the ancilla
qumode ⟨Ψ|x̂|Ψ̂⟩, ⟨Ψ|p̂|Ψ⟩ each to precision γ with probability 1 − δ. Now γ is related to ζ using Eq. (52),

where ζ = (γ/κ)(⟨Ψ|x̂|Ψ̂⟩ + ⟨Ψ|p̂|Ψ̂⟩)/
√
⟨Ψ|x̂|Ψ̂⟩2 + ⟨Ψ|p̂|Ψ̂⟩2 ∼ O(γ/κ). Thus the number of |Ψ⟩ states required

is O(ln(1/δ)/γ2) = O(ln(1/δ)/(ζκ)2) where ζ = (ϵ − ϵmin)/
√
d. Each |Ψ⟩ requires the preparation of O(ϕcoh(x

j))
copies of |u(t)⟩ from Algorithm 3 and the same number of uses of exp(2iκνp̂k ⊗ p̂), so the total number of |u(t)⟩
state preparations required need to be multiplied by 1/ϕcoh. From Lemma 3 we see it is sufficient to choose
ν = O(ϵ2min/d

2).

2. Digital protocol for gradient estimation

We will first make a discrete-variable estimate of gjk from Section IVB1 using the discrete-variable state |u(t)⟩DV

and discrete-variable operator P̂k:

ĝka = −2iν
⟨xa|P̂k|u(t)⟩DV

⟨xa|u(t)⟩DV
. (55)

Instead of discretising the ancilla coherent state, we can instead find a simpler digital protocol by using a single-qubit
ancilla |0⟩. We summarise the protocol in Algorithm 8 with cost given in Lemma 15.

Algorithm 8 The digital protocol to estimate |ĝka| at some given x = xa, see Fig. 3. Output estimates ∂kS(t, xa) to
precision ϵ with cost given in Lemma 15

(1) Input: |u(t)⟩DV from Algorithm 4; copies of single-qubit ancilla state |0⟩; ability to perform unitary operation

exp
(
2iκνP̂k ⊗ σx

)
, xa;

(2) Simulate exp
(
2iκνP̂k ⊗ σx

)
|u(t)⟩DV |0⟩;

(3) Project the non-ancilla state onto |xa⟩⟨xa|. This has success probability ϕ(xa);

(4) If step (3) succeeds, the resulting single-qubit ancilla state is |Ψ̂⟩. Measure ⟨Ψ̂|σz|Ψ̂⟩

(5) Output: |ĝka| =
√
2/(1 + ⟨Ψ̂|σz|Ψ̂⟩)− 1

In the limit when κ ≪ 1, one can apply the projective measurement |xa⟩⟨xa| onto the initial state |u(t)⟩|0⟩ after

applying the unitary operation exp
(
2iκνP̂k ⊗ σx

)
:

|xa⟩⟨xa|e2iκνP̂k⊗σx |u(t)⟩|0⟩ = |xa⟩⟨xa|u(t)⟩ (1− κĝkaσx) |0⟩+O(κ2)

∝ |xa⟩|Ψ̂⟩+O(κ2), |Ψ̂⟩ = (1− κĝkaσx)|0⟩
∥|Ψ⟩∥

, ∥|Ψ⟩∥2 = 1 + |ĝjk|2, (56)
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where |ĝka|2 = Re(ĝka)
2 + Im(ĝka)

2. It is simple to verify that the expectation values

⟨Ψ̂|σx|Ψ̂⟩ = −2
Re(κĝka)

1 + κ2|ĝka|2
, ⟨Ψ̂|σy|Ψ̂⟩ = −2

Im(κĝka)

1 + κ2|ĝka|2
, ⟨Ψ̂|σz|Ψ̂⟩ = 1− κ2|ĝka|2

1 + κ2|ĝka|2
. (57)

Since we only need |ĝka|, it is simple to see

|ĝka| =
1

κ

√
2

1 + ⟨Ψ̂|σz|Ψ̂⟩
− 1. (58)

To prepare |Ψ̂⟩, we require the application of the hybrid CV-DV gate exp
(
2iκνP̂k ⊗ σx

)
, followed by a projective

measurement onto |xa⟩. This projective measurement has success probability

Tr
(
(1⊗ |xa⟩⟨xa|)e2iκνP̂k⊗σx(|u(t)⟩⟨u(t)| ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)e−2iκνP̂k⊗σx

)
= ϕ(xa), (59)

See Fig. 3 for the schematic figure of the protocol to estimate ĝka. The total cost is given in Lemma 15.

FIG. 3: Schematic diagram of digital quantum protocol for extracting the digital approximation of the gradient
∂Sν(t, x = xa/∂xk) by |ĝka|, when given copies of the single-qubit ancilla state |0⟩ and the discrete-variable state

|u(t)⟩. Given the initial state |u(t)⟩|0⟩, we apply the operation exp
(
2iκνP̂k ⊗ σx

)
, where P̂k acts on the |u(t)⟩ register

and σx acts on the qubit ancilla and κ ≪ 1. By projecting the resulting first register onto the desired position |xa⟩⟨xa|,
the resulting qubit state can be used to estimate |ĝjk| by measuring ⟨σz⟩ of the resulting ancilla qubit.

Lemma 15. Let the minimum error to recover ∂S(t, xa)/∂xk be ϵmin. To estimate ∂S(t, xa)/∂xk to precision ϵ
requires O(d ln(1/δ)/(κ2(ϵ − ϵmin)

2)) copies of |u(t)⟩ from Algorithm 4, and the same uses of the qubit-control gate

exp
(
2iϵνP̂k ⊗ σx

)
, where P̂k acts on a system of O(d log(Nx)) qubits. In Algorithm 4 it is sufficient to choose

ν = O(ϵ2min/d
2) where ϵmin = d3/2/Nx.

Proof. Here the results are very similar to the analog case, except we need to take into account the discretisation
error. Thus following the same reasoning as the analog case using Lemma 3 and Lemma 7∣∣∣∣∣∂S(t, xa)

∂xk
− |˜̂gka|

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∂S(t, x)∂xk

− |˜̂gk|

∣∣∣∣∣
max

≤ O(ϵ̃) +
√
d||ĝk| − |˜̂gk||max = O(ϵ̃) +

√
dζ = ϵmin +

√
dζ = ϵ,

ν = O(ϵ̃2/d2), 1/Nx = O(ϵ̃/d3/2), (60)

where ĝka differs from gka = ∂Sν(t, xa)/∂xk also by discretisation errors analysed in Lemma 7. The total error is ϵ =
ϵmin+ζ where ζ is the precision of estimating ĝjk using Algorithm 8. Suppose we measure the expectation values of the
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ancilla qubit ⟨Ψ̂|σz|Ψ̂⟩ to precision η with probability 1−δ. Then ζ ∼ η/(κĝka(1+⟨Ψ̂|σz|Ψ̂⟩)2) ∼ O(η/κ). The number

of |Ψ⟩ states required is therefore O(ln(1/δ)/η2) = O(ln(1/δ)/(κ2ζ2), where ζ = (ϵ− ϵmin)/
√
d. Each |Ψ̂⟩ requires the

preparation of O(ϕ(xj)) copies of |u(t)⟩ from Algorithm 4 and the same number of uses exp
(
2iνP̂k ⊗ σx

)
.

C. Estimating the minimum value of the solution

For the following algorithms, we will use the following Assumption 16.

Assumption 16. For the function Sν(t, x) at some constant t, we will assume the following properties:

(1) x∗
ν is the unique global minimiser of Sν(t, x);

(2) x∗
ν is an interior point in the domain;

(3) The Hessian HSν
(t, x∗

ν) = ∇2Sν(t, x
∗
ν) is positive definite (so we have a minimum at that point)

(4) ∥u(t)∥2CV =
∫
e−Sν(t,x)/νdx < ∞ since we assume |u(t)⟩CV is a physical state. No extra assumption is needed

in the discrete-variable case since the normalisation constant is always bounded.

We begin by defining the minimum value of Sν(t, x) at some given time t:

Sν,min = inf
x

Sν(t, x), (61)

where we suppress the t in Sν,min to simplify notation. Then using Assumption 16 for Sν , we can show how Sν,min

can be estimated using the normalisation constant ∥u(t)∥2 for the state |u(t)⟩. We summarise the analog protocol to
estimate Smin in Algorithm 9 and find the cost in Lemma 17.

1. Analog protocol to estimate Smin

Algorithm 9 The analog protocol to estimate Smin. Output estimates Smin to precision ϵS∗ with cost given in
Lemma 17.

(1) Input: ∥u(t)∥2CV from Algorithm 3;

(2) Output: −ν log ∥u(t)∥2CV .

In the small ν ≤ O(1/d) ≪ 1 regime, it is possible to show (see Appendix C 1) that Sν,min can be approximated
using −ν ln ∥u(t)∥2 such that

|Sν,min + ν log ∥u(t)∥2| ≲ Õ(νd), (62)

where Õ contains log factors of ν. From Section III and Fig. 1, one sees that there is a simple protocol to estimate the
normalisation constant ∥u∥2 of |u(t)⟩ as a byproduct of preparing |u(t)⟩, and this therefore also becomes a protocol to
estimate Sν,min. Combining Eq. (62) with Lemma 3, in order to use the normalisation constant ∥u(t)∥2 to estimate
the minimum of the viscosity solution Smin = infx S(t, x) to precision ϵmin, the minimum possible error in the scheme
is:

|Smin + v log ∥u(t)∥2| ≤ |Smin − Sν,min|+ |Sν,min + ν log ∥u(t)∥2| ≲ O(ϵ̃) + Õ(νd) = ϵmin, (63)

where ν = O(ϵ̃2/d2). Thus the dominant error still comes from |Smin−Sν,min|, so we can write ϵmin ∼
√
νd. This means

that even when the precision of estimation for ∥u(t)∥2 is perfect (i.e. an infinite number of measurements in the pro-
tocol in Fig. 1), there is still a minimum error ϵmin in estimating Smin dependent on ν, and ϵmin → 0 only when ν → 0.

However, we only have the above minimum error when the normalisation constant itself is perfectly known. In
general, the normalisation constant itself is not known perfectly due to a limited (finite) number of measurements
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allowed in the quantum protocol. Below we give the cost in number of measurements of the final ancilla state in
Fig. 1 to obtain the estimate ∥ũ(t)∥2, so Smin can be obtained to precision ϵS , which is a combination of ϵmin and the
sampling error from the quantum protocol.

Lemma 17. The minimum precision in estimating Smin using the normalisation constant of Sν is ϵmin. Let ϵS∗ be
the total error in estimating Smin when using Algorithm 3 to estimate the normalisation constant ∥u(t)∥2. Then the
number of preparations of state |v(t)⟩ in Step (2) of Algorithm 3 required to estimate the normalisation constant is

O

(
ν2

∥u(t)∥4
log

(
1

δ

)
1

(ϵS∗ − ϵmin)2

)
, (64)

where it is sufficient to choose ν = O(ϵ2min/d
2) for some fixed ϵmin.

Proof. See the proof of Eq. (62) in Appendix C 1, where in the proof of Eq. (62) we used ν ≤ O(1/d). In order to
estimate the minimum viscosity solution Smin to precision ϵS using the estimated ∥ũ(t)∥2, we combine Eq. (62) and
Lemma 3 and see that it is sufficient to impose

|Smin + ν log ∥ũ(t)∥2| ≤ |Smin − Sν,min|+ |Sν,min + ν log ∥u(t)∥2|+ |ν log ∥u(t)∥2 − ν log ∥ũ(t)∥2|
≤ O(ϵ̃) + νd log(2πν/detHSν (x

∗))/2 + Õhot(ν) + ζ ≲ O(ϵ̃) + Õ(νd) + ζ = ϵmin + ζ = ϵS∗ , (65)

where ν = O(ϵ̃2/d2) and only the last error ϵ can be improved by increasing sampling in the quantum protocol in
Fig. 1, and ϵmin(ν) is the infimum error that can be achieved.

One can relate ζ to the sampling cost in the following way. Let ϵnorm denote the precision to which one can
measure the normalisation ∥u(t)∥2. Let 1 − δ be the success probability, then the total measurement cost (which is
equivalent to the number of repetitions of the quantum simulation with respect to H(t), since the normalisation is
estimated as a byproduct – it is the probability of measuring the final ancilla state in ξ > 0) in the protocol in Fig. 1
is O(log(1/δ)/ϵ2norm). Then we can use

|ν log ∥u(t)∥2 − ν log ∥ũ(t)∥2| ≤ ζ =⇒ ζ ∼ νϵnorm/∥u(t)∥2, (66)

so the sampling cost O(log(1/δ)/ϵ2norm) ∼ O(ν2 log(1/δ)/(ζ2∥u(t)∥4). From Eq. (65) it is sufficient to choose ν =
O(ϵ2min/d

2) and ζ = ϵS∗ − ϵmin(ν), so the quantum sampling cost O(ν2 log(1/δ)/(ζ2∥u(t)∥4) can be rewritten in terms
of ϵmin(ν) and ϵS∗ .

2. Digital protocol to estimate Smin

Algorithm 10 The digital protocol to estimate Smin. Output estimates Smin to precision ϵS∗ with cost given in
Lemma 18.

(1) Input: ∥u(t)∥2DV from Algorithm 4;

(2) Output: −ν log ∥u(t)∥2DV .

In the digital protocol, one can proceed similarly, where the minimal viscosity solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi
equation can also be approximated using only the normalisation constant. In the digital case, give the discrete mesh
points xj = j/Nx, and define the minimum of Sν by

Sν,min(t) = min
j

Sν(t, xj). (67)

One can use a similar bound to Eq. (62) to estimate Sν,min, except we can derive it in a much simpler way (similar to
the LogSumExp (LSE) function log

∑
j exp(yj), used widely in machine learning to construct a smooth approximation

to a maximum function). It is simple to see the following (using Sν,∆,min(t) < Sν,∆(t, xj) for any xj that is not the
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minimum point) and Lemma 3 and Lemma 7:

∣∣∣∣ν ln (∥u(t)∥2DV

)
+ Smin

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣ν ln (∥u(t)∥2DV

)
+ Sν,∆,min

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣Sν,∆,min − Smin

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣ν log
Nd

x∑
j

e−
Sν,∆(t,xj)

ν

+ Sν,∆,min

∣∣∣∣+ ϵ̃

=

∣∣∣∣ν log
e−Sν,∆,min(t)/ν

Nd
x∑
j

e
−Sν,∆(t,xj)+Sν,∆,min(t)

ν

+ Sν,∆,min

∣∣∣∣+ ϵ̃ = ν log

Nd
x∑
j

e
−(Sν,∆(t,xj)−Sν,∆,min(t))

ν

+ ϵ̃

≤ ν log
(
Nd

x

)
+ ϵ̃ = νd logNx + ϵ̃ = ϵmin, ν = O(ϵ̃2/d2), 1/Nx = O(

√
ϵ̃/d), (68)

where ϵmin is the minimum error in estimating Smin even if the normalisation constant is perfectly known, just like in
the case of the analog protocol.

Lemma 18. Let minimum precision in estimating Smin using the normalisation constant from Sν be ϵmin when one
uses logNx qubits to represent |u(t)⟩DV . Let ϵS∗ be the total error in estimating Smin when we are using Algorithm 4 to
estimate the normalisation constant ∥u(t)∥2DV . The number of preparations of state |v(t)⟩ in Step (2) of Algorithm 2
to estimate the normalisation constant is

O

(
ν2

∥u(t)∥4
log

(
1

δ

)
1

(ϵS∗ − ϵmin)2

)
, (69)

where the constant ν used in the quantum simulation algorithm can be chosen ν = 1/N4
x and the resulting minimum

error is ϵmin =
√
νd+ νd log(1/ν)/4.

Proof. Here Algorithm 4 can be used to estimate the normalisation constant. The proof then proceeds in the same way
as Lemma 17, except now ϵmin is slightly modified, see Eq. (68). Using Eq. (68), one can for example choose N2

x = d/ϵ̃
and ν = ϵ̃2/d2, which implies ν = 1/N4

x . Then the minimum error can be rewritten ϵmin =
√
νd + νd log(1/ν)/4 =

d/N2
x + d log(Nx)/N

4
x ∼ d/N2

x .

D. Estimating value of known f(x) at the minimal point

Suppose there is a known function f : X → R and one wants to estimate the value of this function at the minimal
point x = x∗ of S at a particular t defined by

x∗ = argminxS(t, x). (70)

However, one only has direct access to Sν(t, x), and we define its minimum to occur at x = x∗
ν

x∗
ν = argminxSν(t, x). (71)

We can bound ∥x∗ − x∗
ν∥ if for example by assuming a strongly convex initial condition S0(x) function, which for

convex H(∇S, x) as we consider, implies convexity in the solution Sν(t, x). Furthermore, if assuming that f(x) is a
Lipschitz continuous function, then one can also bound |f(x∗)− f(x∗

ν)|.

Lemma 19. Let S0(x) be a smooth, µ-strongly convex function, and f(x) be a Lipschitz continuous function with
Lipschitz constant K. Then

|f(x∗)− f(x∗
ν)| ≤ 2Kϵ/

√
µ, ν = O(ϵ4/d2). (72)

Proof. Suppose Sν(t, x) is a µt-strongly convex function at time t, so for any x ∈ Rd, Sν(x) ≥ Sν(x
∗
ν)+µt∥x−x∗

ν∥2/2,
since ∇Sν(x

∗
ν) = 0. Inserting x = x∗, one gets the inequality Sν(x

∗) − Sν(x
∗
ν) ≥ µt∥x∗ − x∗

ν∥2/2. From Lemma 3,
one knows that −ϵ ≤ Sν(x)− S(x) ≤ ϵ where ν = O(ϵ2/d2), which implies the inequality chain Sν(x

∗)− ϵ ≤ S(x∗) ≤
S(x∗

ν) ≤ Sν(x
∗
ν)+ϵ, so Sν(x

∗) ≤ Sν(x
∗
ν)+2ϵ. Together this implies ∥x∗−x∗

ν∥ ≤ 2
√

ϵ/µt. Using this with the Lipschitz
continuity of f(x), this implies

|f(x∗)− f(x∗
ν)| ≤ K∥x∗ − x∗

ν∥ ≤ 2Kϵ/
√
µt, ν = O(ϵ4/d2). (73)

It is possible to show, when h is convex, that µt ≥ µ, where the initial condition Sν(0, x) = S0(x) is a µ-strongly
convex function.
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For our following protocols to estimate f(x∗), in addition to use Assumption 16 on Sν(t, x), we also require the
additional assumption of S0(x) being µ-strongly convex (equivalent to HS(0, x

∗
ν) ≥ µI).

1. Analog protocol to compute f(x) at minimal point

We summarise the analog protocol to estimate f(x∗) in Algorithm 11, with cost given in Lemma 20.

Algorithm 11 The analog protocol to estimate f(x∗). Output estimates f(x∗) to precision ϵf with cost given in
Lemma 20.

(1) Input: Access to f(x̂) as a sum of Hermitian operators and |u(t)⟩CV from Algorithm 3;

(2) Output: ⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩CV .

In this section, we will show how by preparing |u(t)⟩ and by promoting each xi → x̂i in the function f(x =
(x1, · · · , xd)) to the operator form using the shorthand f(x̂), we can estimate f(x∗

ν) to high precision by measuring
the expectation value ⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩. Schematically, when ν is very small so one can make use of Laplace’s method,
we can write (see Appendix C 2)

|⟨f(x̂)⟩ − f(x∗
ν)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
f(x)e−Sν(t,x)/νdx∫
e−Sν(t,x)/νdx

− f(x∗
ν)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O(ν), ⟨f(x̂)⟩ = ⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩, (74)

plus higher order terms in ν. Since f(x) can always be approximated by sums of polynomials, the expectation value
⟨f(x̂)⟩ can always be measured with homodyne measurements to obtain moments of x̂. Denoting the estimate of this

expectation by ⟨f̃(x̂)⟩, then one can only use the quantum protocol to reduce |⟨f(x̂)⟩−⟨f̃(x̂)⟩| ≤ ϵ with more accurate
estimation by quantum sampling. So, using Lemma 19 and Eq. (74), the total error in obtaining f(x∗) is ϵf

|f(x∗)− ⟨f̃(x̂)⟩| ≤ |f(x∗)− f(x∗
ν)|+ |f(x∗

ν)− ⟨f(x̂)⟩|+ |⟨f(x̂)⟩ − ⟨f̃(x̂)⟩|
≤ O(ϵ) +O(dν) + ζ = ϵmin + ζ = ϵf , ν = O(ϵ4/d2), (75)

ϵmin is the minimum error that cannot be improved by increased quantum sampling of the expectation value, and can
only decrease with a smaller choice of ν. The dominant error in ϵmin comes from the first term |f(x∗) − f(x∗

ν)|, so
only keep that.

Lemma 20. Given f(x) =
∑L

i=1 αigi(x) which can be written as a sum of L terms where one can access gi(x̂) as
hermitian operators, where we can measure the expectation value of each gi(x̂) with repetitions of some measurement

Π̂i. The minimum precision in estimating f(x∗) using
∫
f(x) exp(−Sν/ν)dx/

∫
exp(−Sν/ν)dx is ϵmin. Then to

estimate f(x∗) to precision ϵf one can use Algorithm 11. Here it is sufficient to prepare O(Lmaxi⟨g2i (x̂)⟩/(ϵf −ϵmin)
2)

copies of |u(t)⟩ (using Algorithm 3 with ν = O(ϵ4min/d
2)) to estimate ⟨f(x̂)⟩.

Proof. Firstly, it is possible to show the following bound

|⟨f(x̂)⟩ − f(x∗
ν)| ≤ Bν, B =

∇2f(x∗
ν)

2
|Tr(∇2Sν(t, x

∗
ν)

−1)|, ⟨f(x̂)⟩ = ⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩, (76)

including higher order terms in ν (which we ignore for ν ≪ 1), see Appendix C 2. From the definition of µt-strong
convexity of Sν(t, x) so that ∇2Sν(t, x

∗
ν) ≥ µtI, and µ ≥ µt from Lemma 19, then Tr(∇2Sν(t, x

∗
ν)

−1) ≤ d/µ, so
B ≤ ∇2f(x∗

ν)d/(2µ). From Lemma 19, we see that using ν = O(ϵ4/d2), the dominant contribution to ϵmin comes
from |f(x∗) − f(x∗

ν)|, so it’s sufficient to choose ν = O(ϵ4min/d
2), to ensure that the minimum error (even with the

perfect estimation of the quantum expectation value) does not exceed ϵmin. For the quantum protocol to estimate
⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩ to precision ϵ, and using αi = O(1), it is sufficient to have O(Lmaxi⟨g2i (x̂)⟩/ζ2) copies of |u(t)⟩, where
ζ = ϵf − ϵmin.
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2. Digital protocol to compute f(x) at minimal point

Algorithm 12 The digital protocol to estimate f(x∗). Output estimates f(x∗) to precision ϵf with cost given in
Lemma 21.

(1) Input: Access to f(X̂) as a sum of Hermitian operators and |u(t)⟩DV from Algorithm 4;

(2) Output: ⟨u(t)|f(X̂)|u(t)⟩DV .

One can proceed, like in Section IVD1, but now we discretise x ∈ Rd by decomposing it into a grid of size Nx in
each dimension. Here we can take the expectation value of f(X̂) with respect to the now qubit-based quantum state

|u(t)⟩ =
∑Nd

x
j=1 u(t, xj = j/Nd

x )|j⟩, where the discrete position operator X̂ is represented by a Nd
x×Nd

x diagonal matrix,

with elements diag(−1/2Nx, · · · , 1/2Nx) in the one-dimensional case. Then it can be seen that, since the expectation

value of f(X̂) with respect to the digital quantum state |u(t)⟩ – up to discretisation error – can be written as the
expectation value of f(x̂) with respect to the continuous-variable quantum state |u(t)⟩CV , thus it is also dominated
by f(x) when x is the minimal point of Sν

⟨f(X̂)⟩ =
∑Nd

x
j=1 f(xj)e

−Sν(t,xj)/ν∑Nd
x

j=1 e
−Sν(t,xj)/ν

≈
∫
f(x)e−Sν(t,x)/νdx∫
e−Sν(t,x)/νdx

≈ f(x∗
ν), ⟨f(X̂)⟩ = ⟨u(t)|f(X̂)|u(t)⟩, (77)

where we choose the discretisation in a box [−1/2, 1/2]d so the volume of the hypercube is 1 for simplicity. Then ϵmin

from Eq. (75) needs to be augmented by an extra factor that is the error in the discretisation of the integral (e.g.
using the midpoint rule) in Eq. (77)

|⟨f(x̂)⟩ − ⟨f(X̂)⟩| ≲ O(1/(νN2
x)), (78)

so now the minimum error is ϵmin ∼ O(ϵ̃) + O(1/(νN2
x)) for ν = O(ϵ̃4/d2). The quantum protocol in estimating

⟨f(X̂)⟩ then has the cost given below.

Lemma 21. Given a known function f(x) =
∑L

i=1 αigi(x) which can be written as a sum of L polynomial
terms. Then to estimate f(x∗) to precision ϵf with the minimal accepted precision ϵmin, it is sufficient to pre-

pare O(Lmaxi⟨g2i (x̂)⟩/(ϵf − ϵmin)
2) copies of |u(t)⟩ to estimate ⟨f(X̂)⟩. The constant ν used in Algorithm 4 to

prepare |u(t)⟩ can be chosen to be ν = (ϵmin −O(
√
d/Nx))/Nx.

Proof. It can be shown (see Appendix C 3) that

|⟨f(X̂)⟩ − ⟨f(x̂)⟩| ≲ O(1/(νN2
x)). (79)

Thus the total error ϵf can be written as a sum

|f(x∗)− ⟨f̃(X̂)⟩| ≤ |f(x∗)− f(x∗
ν)|+ |f(x∗

ν)− ⟨f(x̂)⟩|+ |⟨f(x̂)⟩ − ⟨f(X̂)⟩|+ |⟨f(X̂)⟩ − ⟨f̃(X̂)⟩|
≤ O(ϵ̃) +O(dν) +O(1/(νN2

x)) + ϵ = ϵmin + ϵ = ϵf , ν = O(ϵ̃4/d2). (80)

Here the expectation value should approximately agree with the analog case, except one now only needs to estimate
the discretisation error. So, combining with the results in Lemma 20 and only including the dominant error in ϵmin,
the total error becomes

|⟨u(t)|f(X̂)|u(t)⟩ − f(x∗)| ≤ |⟨u(t)|f(X̂)|u(t)⟩ − ⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩CV |+ |f(x∗)− ⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩CV |
≲ O(1/(νN2

x)) +O(ϵ̃) = ϵmin, ν = O(ϵ̃4/d2). (81)

where the choice ν = ϵ̃4/d2 gives ϵmin = O(ϵ̃+ d2/(N2
x ϵ̃

4)). Suppose for simplicity one chooses ν = ϵ̃4/d2 = β/N2
x for

a small β ≪ 1. Then ϵmin = O(ϵ̃) + β for β ≪ 1, where ϵ̃ =
√
d/Nx, so ν = β/N2

x = (ϵmin −O(
√
d/Nx))/Nx.
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V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we have established a unified framework for quantum simulation of viscosity solutions to nonlinear
Hamilton–Jacobi equations with convex Hamiltonians, by combining the entropy penalisation method of Gomes and
Valdinoci with quantum simulation of linear parabolic dynamics. This framework generalises the classical Cole–Hopf
transformation, enabling a linear approximation of nonlinear viscous Hamilton–Jacobi equations that is valid for
more general convex nonlinearities (quadratic and beyond) and arbitrary evolution times. This construction provides
a relatively rare example of a nonlinear PDE class that admits an exact linear quantum representation, extending
beyond perturbative truncations such as Carleman embeddings or other linear approximation methods that are not
valid globally in time and strong nonlinearities.

Our results demonstrate that the entropy-penalised linear methods retains the essential features of the nonlinear
dynamics while remaining amenable to efficient quantum evolution. In particular, the viscosity regularisation ensures
convergence to physically meaningful weak solutions even when singularities appear, while the quantum protocols
allows for efficient recovery of physically relevant quantities without full state tomography. These quantities included
pointwise evaluation of the viscosity solution, its gradient, the global minimum and evaluation of functions at the
minimiser of the solutions. It is the goal of future work to apply these methods to more specific applications, from
front propagation to optimal control and reinforcement learning.
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& Control: Foundations & Applications (Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 1997) pp. xviii+570, with appendices by
Maurizio Falcone and Pierpaolo Soravia.

[16] S. Osher and J. A. Sethian, Fronts propagating with curvature-dependent speed: algorithms based on Hamilton-Jacobi
formulations, J. Comput. Phys. 79, 12 (1988).

[17] M. G. Crandall and P.-L. Lions, Two approximations of solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations, Math. Comp. 43, 1 (1984).
[18] W. H. Fleming, The convergence problem for differential games. II, in Advances in Game Theory, Ann. of Math. Stud.,

Vol. No. 52 (Princeton Univ. Press, Princeton, NJ, 1964) pp. 195–210.
[19] P. E. Souganidis, Approximation schemes for viscosity solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations, J. Differential Equations

59, 1 (1985).
[20] L. C. Evans, Adjoint and compensated compactness methods for Hamilton-Jacobi PDE, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 197,

1053 (2010).
[21] C.-T. Lin and E. Tadmor, Lˆ1-stability and error estimates for approximate hamilton-jacobi solutions, Numerische Math-

ematik 87, 701 (2001).
[22] Y. Brenier, Examples of hidden convexity in nonlinear pdes, in Lecture Notes at ETH Zurich, Vol. hal-02928398 (2020).
[23] M. Cirant and A. Goffi, Convergence rates for the vanishing viscosity approximation of hamilton-jacobi equations: the

convex case (2025), arXiv:2502.15495 [math.AP].
[24] H. V. Tran, Hamilton–Jacobi equations: theory and applications, Vol. 213 (American Mathematical Soc., 2021).
[25] R. Jordan, D. Kinderlehrer, and F. Otto, The variational formulation of the Fokker-Planck equation, SIAM J. Math. Anal.

29, 1 (1998).
[26] S. Jin, N. Liu, C. Ma, and Y. Yu, On the schrodingerization method for linear non-unitary dynamics with optimal

dependence on matrix queries, arXiv:2505.00370 (2025).
[27] G. Wang, Efficient quantum algorithms for analyzing large sparse electrical networks, Quantum Information & Computation

17, 987 (2017).
[28] S. Chakraborty, A. Gilyén, and S. Jeffery, The power of block-encoded matrix powers: improved regression techniques via

faster hamiltonian simulation, arXiv preprint arXiv:1804.01973 (2018).
[29] S. Jin and N. Liu, Analog quantum simulation of partial differential equations, Quantum Science and Technology (2023).
[30] S. Jin, N. Liu, and Y. Yu, Quantum simulation of partial differential equations via schrödingerization, Physical Review

Letters 133, 230602 (2024).
[31] S. Jin, N. Liu, and Y. Yu, Quantum simulation of partial differential equations: Applications and detailed analysis, Physical

Review A 108, 032603 (2023).
[32] S. Jin and N. Liu, Analog quantum simulation of parabolic partial differential equations using jaynes-cummings-like models,

arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.01913 (2024).
[33] S. Jin, N. Liu, and C. Ma, Schrödingerization based computationally stable algorithms for ill-posed problems in partial

differential equations, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 47, B976 (2025).
[34] S. Jin, N. Liu, and C. Ma, On schrödingerization-based quantum algorithms for linear dynamical systems with inhomoge-

neous terms, SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis 63, 1861 (2025).
[35] D. W. Berry, A. M. Childs, and R. Kothari, Hamiltonian simulation with nearly optimal dependence on all parameters, in

2015 IEEE 56th annual symposium on foundations of computer science (IEEE, 2015) pp. 792–809.
[36] Y. Cao, S. Jin, and N. Liu, Quantum simulation for time-dependent hamiltonians—with applications to non-autonomous

ordinary and partial differential equations, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 58, 155304 (2025).

Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 3

We first show that the entropy penalty solution Sn
ν satisfies a discrete-time Hamilton-Jacobi equation with an error

estimate.

Lemma 22. Let Sν ∈ C3(Rd), and K(v) = |v|2. Suppose that h∥∇2Sν∥L∞(Rd) is smaller than a suitable constant.
Define

Sn
ν (x) = −2ν ln ũn(x) + νdn ln
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and the error

E = O
(
h2d3/ν + hd2 + (h/ν)3/2d2

)
. (A3)

Proof. (A3) is the result by combining Proposition 24 and the remark below it in [1]. Here we need to track the
dependence on d, and also the dependence of ∇jSn

ν on ν. We use the estimate that ∇jSn
ν = O(1/νj−1) for j ≥ 1.

Next we give the error estimate between the entropy penalisation solution Sn
ν and the solution Sν(t

n, x) of the
viscous Hamilton-Jacob equation (2) in the Lemma 3.

Lemma 23. Under the same assumption as Lemma 22, we have

Sn
ν (x)− Sν(t

n, x) = O
(
d3(h/ν2 + (h/ν)1/2)

)
. (A4)

Proof. Since ∂tSν = O(1), now the result follows easily by comparing (A2) and (2).

Appendix B: First-order quantum simulation algorithms with sparse-access

While certainly the cost in the preparation of the desired quantum state can always be optimised (as easily derived
from Lemma 8), here for simplicity we provide the cost in simulation using the simplest possible scheme with the
easiest-to-prepare ancilla states and simpler Hamiltonian simulation protocols. This is illustrating that the cost is not
prohibitively large even without trying to optimise.

Lemma 24. Given the linear heat equation in Eq. (7) and using ∥u(0)∥ = 1, the cost in the digital quantum simulation
of |u(t)⟩ to precision ϵ is O(∥u(t)∥−1d(νd/ϵ+Vmax/ν)t/

√
ϵ) using the simplest first-order Schrödingerisation scheme.

Proof. This simulation can be achieved with Schrödingerisation, which can achieve optimal sample complexity in the
simulation of linear PDEs [26]. In this case, we are simulating the discrete-variable quantum system, so we first
discretise the spatial variables x and η and define x, η to lie within a bounded box or interval. Along each dimension,
x can be discretised into Nx cells and η is discretised into Nη cells. In this case we can perform Hamiltonian simulation
for the Hamiltonian corresponding to Eq. (7), which is a matrix of size NηN

d
x ×NηN

d
x :

H(t) =

ν

2

d∑
j=1

P̂ 2
j +

V (X̂, t)

2ν

⊗ D̂, (B1)

which acts on a system of logNη+d logNx qubits. Here P̂j is a sparse shift matrix and X̂ = diag(−1/2Nx, · · · , 1/2Nx)

for the one-dimensional case, and D̂ = diag(−1/2Nη, · · · , 1/2Nη).

The optimal cost for the simulation of exp
(
iH̄t

)
for time-independent Hamiltonian simulation is Õ(sH̄∥H̄∥maxt)

[35], where sH̄ is the row-sparsity of H̄ and ∥H̄∥max is the size of the maximum entry in H̄. This can be directly
applied in the case when V (x) is time-independent. In this case, sP̂ 2 = 2d+ 1 and sV (X̂) = 1 = sD̂, so sH̄ ≤ 2d+ 2.

Then the max-norm ∥H̄(t)∥max ≤ (ν/2)∥
∑

j P̂
2
j ∥max∥D̂∥max + (Vmax/ν)∥D̂∥max, where ∥

∑
j P̂

2
j ∥max ∼ O(dN2

x),

Vmax = maxV (X̂), ∥D̂∥max ∼ O(Nη). Thus the cost scales like O(dNη(νdN
2
x + Vmax/ν)t) for the Hamiltonian

simulation part.

In the case where V (x, t) has explicit dependence on time, time-dependent Hamiltonian simulation problem can be
easily transformed into a time-independent Hamiltonian by including an extra clock mode s [36]:

H̄ = P̂s ⊗ 1+ Ĥ(Ŝ), H(Ŝ) =

ν

2
1s ⊗

d∑
j=1

P̂ 2
j +

1

ν

L∑
l=1

fl(Ŝ)⊗ Vl(X̂)

⊗ D̂. (B2)

The row-sparsity doesn’t change from the previous Hamiltonian, and the max-norm only needs to be modified from
Vmax = maxx V (x) → maxt,x V (t, x). Since we are including a new clock mode with the addition of P̂s and we

partition this clock mode into Ns segments, then ∥P̂s∥max ∼ Ns [36]. Thus the total cost for the simulation of the
relevant time-dependent Hamiltonian is O(Nst + dNη(νdN

2
x + Vmax/ν)t). Now, since Ns does not need to exceed
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Nx or Nη, the first term is dominated by the second term. Finally, to recover the state |u(t)⟩ after the Hamiltonian
simulation requires a post-selection process, which has the probability of success that can be amplified to ∼ ∥u(t)∥.

Lemma 25. Given the linear heat equation in Eq. (25), the cost in the digital quantum simulation of |u(t)⟩ to precision
ϵ is O(∥u(t)∥−1d3t(|µmax|+ νmaxd/ϵ)/

√
ϵ), where µmax = maxi µi, ν

max = maxij νij.

Proof. As before, to simulate the discrete-variable quantum system, we first discretise the spatial variables x and η
and define x, η to lie within a bounded box or interval. Along each dimension inx, it can be discretised into Nx cells
and the η domain is discretised into Nη cells. In this case we can perform Hamiltonian simulation for the discretised
version of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (25) which is matrix of size NηN

d
x ×NηN

d
x

H = −
d∑

i=1

µiP̂i ⊗ I +

d∑
j=1

νijP̂iP̂j ⊗ D̂, (B3)

which acts on a system of logNη+d logNx qubits. Here P̂j is a sparse shift matrix and X̂ = diag(−1/2Nx, · · · , 1/2Nx)

for the one-dimensional case, and D̂ = diag(−1/2Nη, · · · , 1/2Nη). The optimal cost for the simulation of exp(iHt)
for time-independent Hamiltonian simulation is O(sH∥H∥maxt), where sH is the row-sparsity of H and ∥H∥max

is the size of the maximum entry in H. In this case, s(
∑

i µiP̂i) = O(d), s(
∑

ij νijP̂iP̂j ⊗ D̂) = O(d2). The

max-norm ∥H∥max ≤ ∥
∑

i µiP̂i ⊗ I∥max + ∥
∑

ij νijP̂iP̂j ⊗ D̂∥max, where ∥
∑

i µiP̂i ⊗ I∥max ≤ O(d|µmax|Nx),

∥
∑

ij νijP̂iP̂j ⊗ D̂∥max ≤ O(νmaxd2N2
xNη), with µmax = maxi µi, ν

max = maxij νij . Thus, the optimal cost scales

as O(d3Nxt(|µmax| + νmaxdNxNη)). Finally, to recover the state |u(t)⟩ after the Hamiltonian simulation requires a
post-selection process, which has the probability of success that can be amplified to ∼ ∥u(t)∥.

In our case here, we do not consider explicit time-dependence since, for the validity of Lemma 5 to extract S(x, t),
we used the fact that we do not have explicit time-dependence in the corresponding Lagrangian.

Since we typically use a second order approximation (for example the center difference) for the spatial derivatives,
Nx ∼ 1/ϵ1/2 where ϵ is the error in estimating u(t) from discretising space, and assuming Nη ∼ Nx for simplicity,
then the total cost becomes O(∥u(t)∥−1d3t(|µmax|+ νmaxd/ϵ)/

√
ϵ).

Appendix C: Details of proofs in Section IV

1. Proof details of Lemma 17

Here we show a proof for Eq. (62) needed in Lemma 17. To compute the integral IN = ∥u(t)∥2 =
∫
eSν(t,x)/νdx we

first divide x ∈ Rd into the following three regions.

(1) x ∈ Bδ is called near-field when ∥x∗
ν − x∥ ≤ δ is small, and Bδ is a ball centered at x∗

ν with radius δ. In this
region, Sν(t, x)− Sν(t, x

2) ≥ c1|∥x − x∗
ν∥2, where c1 ∝ λmax(HS(x

∗
ν)), which denotes the maximum eigenvalue

of HS(x
∗
ν).

(2) x ∈ BR\Bδ is said to be in the intermediate region when R > δ. Here we can define η = minx Sν(t, x)−Sν(t, x
∗
ν)

(3) x ∈ Rd\BR is called far-field when ∥x − x∗
ν∥ ≥ R. In this case, we have Sν(t, x) − Sν(t, x

∗
ν) < c2∥x∗ − x∥2

for some c2. Since ν ≪ 1, we can apply Laplace’s method and show each integral If and IN is dominated by
contributions from near-field x.

(1) Near-field x: In the near field we have

Sν(t, x) = S(t, x∗
ν) +

1

2
(x− x∗

ν)
THS(x− x∗

ν) +O(∥x− x∗
ν∥3), (C1)

where −(x−x∗
ν)

THS(x−x∗
ν) ≤ |λmax(HS(x

∗
ν))|∥x−x∗

ν∥2, so Sν(t, x)−Sν(t, x
∗
ν) ≳ c1∥x−x∗

ν∥2 for c1 ∝ |λmax(HS(x
∗
ν))|.

Then rewriting y = (x− x∗
ν)/

√
ν,

IN ,δ =

∫
Bδ

e−Sν(t,x)/νdx ∼ νd/2e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

∫
Bδ

e−yTHSy/2(1 +O(ν3/2∥y∥3)dy ∼ e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

√(
2πν

detHS

)d

, (C2)
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where in the last line the integral over Bδ can be approximated by the integral over Rd, when ∥y∥ ≤ δ/
√
ν and

δ/
√
ν ≫

√
2/ detHS , where

√
2/ detHS is the standard deviation of the Gaussian in exp

(
yTHSy/2

)
.

(2) Intermediate field x: In this limit, we can define η = minx Sν(t, x)− Sν(t, x
∗
ν). Thus

IN ,R\δ =

∫
BR\Bδ

e−Sν(t,x)/νdx = e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

∫
BR\Bδ

e−(Sν(t,x)−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/νdx ≤ e−Sν(t,x

∗
ν)/νVol(BR\Bδ)e

−η/ν . (C3)

Due to the exponentially decaying term exp(−η/ν), this contribution to the intermediate term is exponentially smaller
than Iδ. For example, we can approximate the scaling Vol(BR\Bδ) ∼ vd for some v, so requiring Vol(BR\Bδ) exp(−η/ν) ≪
1 just needs ν ≲ η/d.

(iii) Far-field x: Since the normalisation ∥u∥2 =
∫
e−Sν(t,x)/νdx < ∞, which means that in the far-field limit u(t)

must be a decaying function as x → ∞. In the Laplace method a quadratic decay is often assumed (greater than
quadratic decay still satisfies the same bound) as it is the sharpest case that matches the local quadratic expansion
about x∗

ν , so we can write Sν(t, x)− Sν(t, x
∗
ν) ∼ c2∥x∗

ν − x∥2 for some c2. Then

IN ,R =

∫
Rd\BR

e−Sν(t,x)/νdx = e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

∫
Rd\BR

e−(Sν(t,x)−Sν(t,x
∗
ν))/νdx ∼ e−Sν(t,x

∗
ν)/ν

∫
Rd\BR

e−c2(x
∗
ν−x)2/νdx.

(C4)

Let z = x − x∗
ν , then dx = dz = ωd−1r

d−1dr, ωd−1 = 2πd/2/Γ(d/2) is the surface area of the unit sphere in of d − 1
dimensions. So we can rewrite the last integral as∫

Rd\BR

e−c2(x
∗
ν−x)2/νdx =

∫
∥x∥>R

e−c2∥z∥2/νdz = ωd−1

∫ ∞

R

e−c2r
2/νrd−1dr

=
ωd−1νd/2

2c
d/2
2

∫ ∞

c2R2/ν

sd/2−1e−sds =
ωd−1νd/2

2c
d/2
2

Γ(d/2, c2R
2/ν) (C5)

where in the last line we used the substitution s = c2r
2/ν and the definition of the incomplete upper gamma

function Γ(a, b) =
∫∞
b

τa−1e−τdτ ∼ ba−1e−b(1 + (a − 1)/b + (a − 1)(a − 2)/b2 + · · · ). For any fixed dimension

d, one can choose ν ≪ 1 so we are in the regime d ≪ c2R
2/ν. In this regime, one can write Γ(d/2, c2R

2/ν) ≤
(c2R

2/ν)d/2−1e−c2R
2/ν(1 + (d/2− 1)ν/(c2R

2) +O(d2ν2/R4)). Insert this back into Eq. (C14)

IN ,R ≲ e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

1

Γ(d/2)

(
πν

c2

)d/2 (
c2R

2

ν

)d/2−1

e−c2R
2/ν (C6)

where clearly we can see that the exponential fall-off dominates, so (c2R
2/ν)d/2−1e−c2R

2/ν ≪ 1. Thus this term is
also clearly much smaller than the dominant near-field term.

After taking the logarithm of the integral, the intermediate and far-field terms will be even more negligible so long
as ν can be made small enough, so the dominant contribution comes from the near-term values and we can write

| − ν ln ∥u(t)∥2 − Sν,min| ≲ νd log(2πν/ detHS)/2 (C7)

and other terms in the upper bound are higher order terms in ν.

2. Proof details of Lemma 20

To prove Eq. (76), let us rewrite

⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩ = If
IN

, If =

∫
f(x)e−Sν(t,x)/νdx, IN =

∫
e−Sν(t,x)/νdx. (C8)

For each integral If and IN , we can divide it into three regions:

(1) x ∈ Bδ is called near-field when ∥x∗
ν − x∥ ≤ δ is small, and Bδ is a ball centered at x∗

ν with radius δ. In this
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region, Sν(t, x)− Sν(t, x
∗
ν) ≥ c1|∥x− x∗

ν∥2, where c1 ∝ λmax(HS(x
∗
ν)), which denotes the maximum eigenvalue

of HS(x
∗
ν).

(2) x ∈ BR\Bδ is said to be in the intermediate region when R > δ. Here we can define η = minx Sν(t, x)−Sν(t, x
∗
ν)

(3) x ∈ Rd\BR is called far-field when ∥x − x∗
ν∥ ≥ R. In this case, we have Sν(t, x) − Sν(t, x

∗
ν) < c2∥x∗

ν − x∥2 for
some c2 (or some stronger polynomial dependence). Since ν ≪ 1, we can apply Laplace’s method and show
each integral If and IN is dominated by contributions from near-field x.

(1) Near-field x: In the near field we have

Sν(t, x) = S(t, x∗
ν) +

1

2
(x− x∗

ν)
THS(x− x∗

ν) +O(∥x− x∗
ν∥3), (C9)

where (x−x∗
ν)

THS(x−x∗
ν) ≤ |λmax(HS(x

∗
ν))|∥x−x∗

ν∥2, so Sν(t, x)−Sν(t, x
∗
ν) ≳ c1∥x−x∗

ν∥2 for c1 ∝ |λmax(HS(x
∗
ν))|.

Then rewriting y = (x− x∗
ν)/

√
ν,

IN ,δ =

∫
Bδ

e−Sν(t,x)/νdx ∼ νd/2e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

∫
Bδ

e−yTHSy/2(1 +O(ν3/2∥y∥3)dy ∼ e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

√(
2πν

− detHS

)d

, (C10)

where in the last line the integral over Bδ can be approximated by the integral over Rd, when ∥y∥ ≤ δ/
√
ν and

δ/
√
ν ≫

√
2/ detHS , where

√
2/ detHS is the standard deviation of the Gaussian in exp

(
−yTHSy/2

)
.

Similarly for If , using f(x) ∼ f(x∗
ν) + ∇f(x∗

ν)(x − x∗
ν) + (x − x∗

ν)
T∇2f(x∗

ν)(x − x∗
ν)/2 in the near-field. Then

combined with the previous result we get

If,δ ≈
∫
Bδ

f(x)e−Sν(t,x)/νdx ∼ νd/2e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

∫
Bδ

(f(x∗
ν) +

√
ν∇f(x∗

ν)y +
ν

2
yT∇2f(x∗

ν)y)e
−yTHSy/2dy

∼

√(
2πν

detHS

)d

e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

(
f(x∗

ν) +
ν

2
∇2f(x∗

ν)Tr(h
−1
S (x∗

ν))
)

(C11)

up to order O(ν3/2).

(2) Intermediate field x: In this limit, we can define η = minx Sν(t, x)− Sν(t, x
∗). Thus

IN ,R\δ =

∫
BR\Bδ

e−Sν(t,x)/ν ≤ Vol(BR\Bδ)e
−Sν(t,x

∗
ν)/νe−η/ν . (C12)

Due to the exponentially decaying term exp(−η/ν), this contribution to the intermediate term is exponentially smaller
than IN ,δ. Similarly the intermediate region contribution to the If integral is also much smaller than the near-field
contribution, if we assume there is some constant η′ = minx f(x

∗
ν)− f(x),

If,R\δ =

∫
BR\Bδ

f(x)eSν(t,x)/νdx ≲ η′Vol(BR\Bδ)e
Sν(t,x

∗
ν)/νe−η/ν . (C13)

(iii) Far-field x: We are given the fact that the normalisation ∥u∥2 =
∫
e−Sν(t,x)/νdx < ∞, which means that in the

far-field limit u(t) must be a decaying function as x → ∞. In the Laplace method a quadratic decay is often assumed
(greater than quadratic decay still satisfies the same bound) as it is the sharpest case that matches the local quadratic
expansion about x∗

ν , so we can write Sν(t, x)− Sν(t, x
∗
ν) ∼ c2∥x∗

ν − x∥2 for some c2. Then

IN ,R =

∫
Rd\BR

e−Sν(t,x)/νdx ∼ e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/ν

∫
Rd\BR

e−c2(x
∗
ν−x)2/νdx. (C14)

Let z = x − x∗
ν , then dx = dz = ωd−1r

d−1dr, ωd−1 = 2πd/2/Γ(d/2) is the surface area of the unit sphere in of d − 1
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dimensions. So we can rewrite the last integral as∫
Rd\BR

e−c2(x
∗−x)2/νdx =

∫
∥x∥>R

e−c2∥z∥2/νdz = ωd−1

∫ ∞

R

e−c2r
2/νrd−1dr

=
ωd−1νd/2

2c
d/2
2

∫ ∞

c2R2/ν

sd/2−1e−sds =
ωd−1νd/2

2c
d/2
2

Γ(d/2, c2R
2/ν) (C15)

where in the last line we used the substitution s = c2r
2/ν and the definition of the incomplete upper gamma

function Γ(a, b) =
∫∞
b

τa−1e−τdτ ∼ ba−1e−b(1 + (a − 1)/b + (a − 1)(a − 2)/b2 + · · · ). For any fixed dimension

d, we can choose ν ≪ 1 so we are in the regime d ≪ c2R
2/ν. In this regime, we can write Γ(d/2, c2R

2/ν) ≤
(c2R

2/ν)d/2−1e−c2R
2/ν(1 + (d/2− 1)ν/(c2R

2) +O(d2ν2/R4)). We can insert this back into Eq. (C14)

IN ,R ≲ e−Sν(t,x
∗)/ν 1

Γ(d/2)

(
πν

c2

)d/2 (
c2R

2

ν

)d/2−1

e−c2R
2/ν (C16)

where clearly we can see that the exponential fall-off dominates, so (c2R
2/ν)d/2−1e−c2R

2/ν ≪ 1. Thus this term is
also clearly much smaller than the dominant near-field term.

Similarly for the numerator term in the far-field, choosing a function |f(x)| ≤ c3(1 + |x|L) for some c3, then this
far-field term is also dominated by the exponentially decaying term so long as d+m ≪ c2R

2/ν

If,R =

∫
Rd\BR

f(x)e−Sν(t,x)/νdx ≲ e−Sν(t,x
∗
ν)/νO((R2/ν)d/2+L−1e−c2R

2/ν). (C17)

Putting all the results together, we observe that since the contributions to the integrals from the intermediate and
far-fields are negligible compared to the near-field, then

⟨u(t)|f(x̂)|u(t)⟩ =
If,δ + If,R\δ + If,R

IN ,δ + IN ,R\δ + IN ,R
≈ If,δ

IN ,δ
≈ f(x∗

ν) +
ν

2
∇2f(x∗

ν)|Tr(∇2Sν(t, x
∗
ν)

−1)|+O(ν3/2). (C18)

Note that the above holds well when f(x∗
ν) is large enough compared to the intermediate and far-field contributions.

However, in the case where f(x) is very large when |x − x∗
ν | is very large, but is negligibly small in the near-

field limit, then the intermediate and far-field terms could dominate. For example, a sufficient condition would be
f(x∗

ν)−f(x) ≥ 0 for all x. However, since intermediate and far-field terms are exponentially smaller than the near-field
term as ν increases, this means that f(x) in the intermediate and far-field x region would need to be exponentially
larger than f(x) in the near-field region to compete with the near-field limit. Thus, in general, unless f(x) is localised
very strongly at the intermediate and far-field regions, then the near-field approximation dominates. This means we
want f(x)/f(x∗

ν) ≲ exp(C/ν) where C is a constant for all x in the intermediate and far-field regions.

3. Proof details of Lemma 21

For example, using the midpoint rule in approximating an integral, the total error |
∫
g(x)dx−

∑
j g(xj)(1/Nx)

d| ∼
(1/N2

x)
∫
∇2g(x)dx. When g(x) = f(x)e−Sν/ν , then∫

∇2f(x)e−Sν/νdx =
1

ν

∫
∇f(x)∇Sνe

−Sν/νdx+
1

ν2

∫
f(x)(∇Sν)

2e−Sν/νdx− 1

ν

∫
f(x)∇2Sνe

−Sν/νdx. (C19)

Using the Laplace integral method as done previously in Section IVD1, the integrals should localise at the value of
the minimum of Sν , so the first-order derivative terms ∇Sν become negligible. Thus, only the terms ∼ 1/ν dominates.
Out of those terms, again using the Laplace integral method where only the x near x∗ dominate, then in the integrals
above we need to evaluate Gaussian integrals, with the standard deviation term proportional to ν, where the Gaussian
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integrals would obtain terms ∼ νd/2. Thus, in Eq. (C19), we would have surviving terms that scale like νd/2−1. Then∫
f(x)e−Sν(t,x)/νdx∫
e−Sν(t,x)/νdx

≈
(1/Nd

x )
∑Nd

x
j=1 f(xj)e

−Sν(t,xj)/ν +O(νd/2−1/N2
x)

(1/Nd
x )

∑Nd
x

j=1 e
−Sν(t,xj)/ν +O(νd/2−1/N2

x)
=

∑Nd
x

j=1 f(xj)e
−Sν(t,xj)/ν +O(1/(νN2

x))∑Nd
x

j=1 e
−Sν(t,xj)/ν +O(1/(νN2

x))
,

(C20)

thus

|⟨f(X̂)⟩ − ⟨f(x̂)⟩| ≲ O(1/(νN2
x)). (C21)
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