
Quantum simulation for time-dependent Hamiltonians – with applications to
non-autonomous ordinary and partial differential equations

Yu Cao,1, 2, 3 Shi Jin,1, 2, 3, 4 and Nana Liu1, 2, 3, 4, 5, ∗

1School of Mathematical Sciences, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai, 200240, China
2Institute of Natural Sciences, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200240, China

3Ministry of Education Key Laboratory in Scientific and Engineering Computing,
Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200240, China

4Shanghai Artificial Intelligence Laboratory, Shanghai, China
5University of Michigan-Shanghai Jiao Tong University Joint Institute, Shanghai 200240, China.

(Dated: December 6, 2023)

Non-autonomous dynamical systems appear in a very wide range of interesting applications,
both in classical and quantum dynamics, where in the latter case it corresponds to having a time-
dependent Hamiltonian. However, the quantum simulation of these systems often needs to appeal to
rather complicated procedures involving the Dyson series, considerations of time-ordering, require-
ment of time steps to be discrete and/or requiring multiple measurements and postselection. These
procedures are generally much more complicated than the quantum simulation of time-independent
Hamiltonians. Here we propose an alternative formalism that turns any non-autonomous unitary
dynamical system into an autonomous unitary system, i.e., quantum system with a time-independent
Hamiltonian, in one higher dimension, while keeping time continuous. This makes the simulation
with time-dependent Hamiltonians not much more difficult than that of time-independent Hamil-
tonians, and can also be framed in terms of an analogue quantum system evolving continuously
in time. We show how our new quantum protocol for time-dependent Hamiltonians can be per-
formed in a resource-efficient way and without measurements, and can be made possible on either
continuous-variable, qubit or hybrid systems. Combined with a technique called Schrödingerisation,
this dilation technique can be applied to the quantum simulation of any linear ODEs and PDEs,
and nonlinear ODEs and certain nonlinear PDEs, with time-dependent coefficients.

I. INTRODUCTION

Non-autonomous dynamical systems [1–3] appear in broad areas of applications, in both classical [4] and quantum
physical systems [5], in adiabatic quantum simulation [6], in biological systems [7, 8], and in finance such as the
Black-Scholes equations with time-dependent coefficients – for example the risk-free interest rate [9]. Numerical
simulation of such systems are challenging [3], especially when the time-dependent operator in the system do not
commute at different times. In this case, the evolution operator needs time-ordering which is usually interpreted by
Dyson’s theory [10], in the case of unitary dynamics. Quantum simulation of such systems – with time-dependent
Hamiltonians – also become more difficult. For instance, when using Trotter splitting, each step in the split involves
a different Hamiltonian, corresponding to different quantum circuits at different times.

In this paper we introduce a strategy based on extending non-autonomous dynamical systems, including both
ordinary differential equations (ODEs) and partial differential equations (PDEs), to new systems of autonomous
PDEs in one higher dimension. This new dimension, which can be treated like a spatial dimension, gives rise to an
extra linear convection term and acts like a clock parameter. While previous classical methods [11, 12] have also used
such a clock parameter, they turn non-autonomous systems of linear ODEs into a system of nonlinear ODEs in one
higher dimension. In our approach, the autonomous PDEs in one higher dimension remains linear. Such linearity
not only reduces resources but is also much more suitable for quantum simulation.

This idea can be naturally used for unitary dynamics, allowing us to avoid using time ordering and Dyson’s series
– which is the foundation of many of the existing quantum algorithms for time-dependent Hamiltonians (e.g ., [5, 13–
18]) in constructing similarly efficient quantum algorithms. Our formulation has several key benefits: 1) We do not
require discrete time-steps at the outset, which is necessary, for instance, for a formalism based on Dyson’s series.
Our formulation instead transforms the original problem into unitary evolution with a time-independent Hamiltonian
in continuous time using only one additional mode, thus making it also a candidate for analogue quantum simulation.

∗ nana.liu@quantumlah.org

ar
X

iv
:2

31
2.

02
81

7v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 5
 D

ec
 2

02
3

mailto:nana.liu@quantumlah.org


2

2) Unlike many previous methods, we do not require any measurements or postselection. 3) The initial ancilla states
can also be a fully mixed state, which can further simplify implementation. 4) Furthermore, unlike some previous
algorithms, we also do not require extra access to operations dealing with time-ordering or the requirement of imple-
menting a different unitary at a different time-step.

We can easily extend this formalism also to non-unitary dynamics, while still easily maintaining continuity in the
time parameter, as well as all other parameters. For this we will use the Schrödingerisation technique [19–21], which
can turn any non-unitary dynamics into unitary dynamics while preserving continuity in time. Schrödingerisation
can thus be directly integrated with our new method. This means that no discretisation of either time or spatial
parameters at any stage is necessary for the formalism to apply.

Our protocol finds applications not only in linear ODEs and PDES with time-dependent coefficients, but also some
nonlinear PDEs including scalar hyperbolic balance laws, and Hamilton-Jacobi equations. These systems can be
transferred to linear transport equations via the level set techniques [22, 23], and then the aforementioned strategy
applies.

Before moving on, we also mention here a few related, but in-equivalent, works in the mathematical physics
community and in the foundations of quantum physics. To the best of our knowledge, Howland firstly proposed
an augmented Hamiltonian, also known as “Howland’s clock Hamiltonian” to study scattering theories [24]. This
formalism was recently adopted by e.g., Burgarth et al. [25] to construct a dilation method for open quantum systems.
However, these tools were used more as a mathematical method for the study of quantum systems rather than an
explicit proposal of a quantum protocol to allow the quantum simulation of non-autonomous systems, which we
demonstrate explicitly in this paper along with various applications. We emphasise that having the same Hamiltonian
does not mean that one has the same protocol. In the foundations of quantum physics community, a related set of
works relies on the Page-Wooters mechanism [26], which looks at turning time-dependent quantum dynamics into
time-independent quantum dynamics, rather than just autonomous quantum mechanics. It can be used for instance
in finding a quantum description for time [27]. We briefly summarise the mechanism in Appendix C. Although it
is clear that it is distinct from our proposal, it is interesting to speculate on how our protocol could inform future
studies in this foundational area.

Although our initial formulation is chiefly based on continuous-variables, this is for the purpose of conveying the
central ideas in as clean a manner as possible. Our approach can be easily adopted to either continuous-variable
quantum systems (qumodes), qubits or hybrid qubit-qumode formulations, which we describe later in the paper.

In Section II we will formulate our main idea of turning a non-autonomous unitary system into a linear autonomous
PDE system with unitary dynamics, so this applies also to classical simulation. In Section III we describe how general
linear non-autonomous systems can be mapped onto quantum simulation with a time-independent Hamiltonian oper-
ating only on one extra mode. We look at non-autonomous unitary dynamics and non-unitary dynamics separately,
where in the latter case we apply Schrödingerisation. In this section, we also describe the qubit formulation and hybrid
formulations. See Figures 1 and 2 for a summary of the protocols. In Section IV we describe applications to quantum
systems and more general linear and nonlinear ODEs and PDEs. In Section V, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our
quantum algorithms via numerical examples, in particular, emulating a 1D time-dependent Fokker-Planck equation
with 20 qubits in total. Finally, we include a brief discussion in Section VI.

Notation

Here we summarise our notation below. A vector u(t) is time-dependent and in the ket-notation |u(t)⟩ ≡ u(t)/∥u(t)∥
denotes its normalised counterpart, where ∥.∥ is the l2-norm. When u(t) obeys unitary evolution, then ∥u(t)∥ =
∥u(0)∥, where we can assume ∥u(0)∥ = 1 unless otherwise stated, so |u(t)⟩ = u(t). According to the context, u(t)
could act on either finite-dimensional or infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces.

Quantum information processing protocols are often introduced in terms of qubits, which are the quantum counter-
parts to classical bit-strings {0, 1}⊗m. A qubit uses the eigenbasis {|0⟩, |1⟩} for the computational basis. An J-qubit

system is a tensor product of J qubits which lives in 2J -dimensional Hilbert space, so |u(t)⟩ ∝ ∑J
j=1 uj(t)|j⟩, where

uj(t) is the jth-component of u(t). A continuous-variable (CV) quantum state, or ‘qumode’, on the other hand,
spans an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. A qumode is the quantum analogue of a continuous classical degree of
freedom, like position, momentum or energy before being quantised. A qumode is equipped with observables with
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a continuous spectrum, such as the position x̂ and momentum p̂ observables of a quantum particle. Its eigenbasis
can be chosen to be for instance {|x⟩}x∈R, which are the eigenstates of x̂. A system of D-qumodes is a tensor
product of D qumodes. The qubit and qumode language can be easily interchanged as well, in the limit where we are
restricted to a truncation of the infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. In this paper, although most of the language is
in the qumode of CV language, this is done for simplicity only, and the results are easily translated into that of qubits.

In this paper, we use [Â, B̂] = ÂB̂ − B̂Â to denote commutation relations and {Â, B̂} = ÂB̂ + B̂Â to denote
anticommutation relations.

II. TRANSFORMING A NON-AUTONOMOUS SYSTEM TO AN AUTONOMOUS SYSTEM WITH
UNITARY DYNAMICS

We consider a general linear non-autonomous dynamical system u(t) on a Hilbert space H,

du(t)

dt
= −iA(t)u(t) u(0) = u0. (1)

Here u(t) can be either a finite-dimensional vector u(t) =
∑J

j=1 uj(t)|j⟩ (for J-dimensional ODEs), or an infinite-

dimensional vector u(t) =
∫
RD u(t, x1, · · · , xD)|x1, · · · , xD⟩dx1 · · · dxD, where A(t) are differential operators with

(non-linear) time-dependent coefficients. Our aim is to transform this into an autonomous system with unitary
dynamics.

Our first observation is that any system in Eq. (1) can be easily transformed into a linear non-autonomous system
with unitary dynamics

dy(t)

dt
= −iH(t)u(t), H(t) = H†(t),

y(0) = y0.
(2)

This is clear in the case when A is Hermitian: A(t) = A†(t) = H(t), which describes a quantum system u(t) = y(t)

evolving unitarily under a time-dependent Hamiltonian. The second case is the more general A(t) ̸= A†(t) scenario.
In this case we can use a method called Schrödingerisation [19–21], where H(t) can be easily constructed from A(t)
and acts on a Hilbert space with only one extra mode. Then there is another simple step to recover u(t) from y(t).
We will review this Schrödingerisation method in Section III.

We consider the time-dependent Hamiltonian system in Eq (2). The solution to Eq. (2) can be written as

y(t) = Ut,0y0, (3)

where

Ut,s = T e−i
∫ t
s
H(τ)dτ = lim

N→∞
e−iH(tN )∆t · · · e−iH(t1)∆t = I +

∞∑

n=1

(−i)n 1

n!

∫ t

s

dt1 · · ·
∫ t

s

dtnT H(t1) · · ·H(tn),

and T is the chronological time-ordering operator. Note that in the case where [H(t),H(t′)] = 0, then no time-
ordering is required since H(t) commutes at different times. It is important to note that when [H(t),H(t′)] ̸= 0,

exp
(
−i

∫ t

0
H(τ)dτ

)
is not a solution to Eq. (2) and the time-ordering operation is necessary to define an ordering of

the operations exp(−iH(ti)∆t) where tN > tN−1 > · · · > t1 with t = N∆t.

The unitary operator Ut,s satisfies the following properties [10]:

Lemma 1. For any t ∈ R,

dUt,s

dt
= −iH(t)Ut,s,

dUs,t

dt
= iUs,tH(t), Ut,t = 1, (4)

and for any s′ ∈ R,

Ut,s = Ut,s′Us′,s, U†
t,s = Us,t. (5)
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However, solving the problem in Eq. (2) through this time-ordering is complicated. The difficulty for this non-

autonomous system is that one needs to evolve according to the time-dependent operator T exp
(
−i

∫ t

0
H(τ)dτ

)
in a

chronological way. For instance, in quantum simulation, not only are time-ordered oracles necessary, but also at each
time-interval, a different Hamiltonian H(ti), corresponding to a different gate, is required.

In this section we instead propose a reformulation of the initial value problem in Eq. (2) to arrive at a dynamics that
will only evolve according to a time-independent linear operator. In the case of Hamiltonian simulation for instance,
this gives rise to a corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian. The idea is to introduce a new time variable s so
that the problem becomes a new PDE system defined in one higher dimension, now with time-independent coefficients!

Theorem 2. For the non-autonomous system in Eq.(2), we introduce the following initial-value problem of an au-
tonomous PDE

∂w

∂t
+
∂w

∂s
= −iH(s)w

w(0, s) = G(s)y0, s ∈ R.
(6)

The analytical solution to this problem is

w(t, s) = G(s− t)Us,s−ty0, Us,s−t = T e−i
∫ s
s−t

H(τ)dτ = T e−i
∫ t
0
H(s−t+τ)dτ . (7)

When G(s) = δ(s), one can easily recover y(t) in Eq. (2) from w(t, s) using

y(t) =

∫ ∞

−∞
w(t, s) ds. (8)

Alternatively, when G(s) = 1, y(t) can be recovered with w(t, s = t) = y(t).

Proof of Theorem 2. We will now prove that w(t, s) = G(σ)Us,σy0 solves Eq. (6) using σ = s− t. The LHS of Eq. (6)
can be written as

∂w

∂t
+
∂w

∂s
=

(
∂G(σ)

∂t
+
∂G(σ)

∂s

)
Us,σy0 +G(σ)

(
∂Us,σ

∂t
+
∂Us,σ

∂s

)
y0

= G(σ)

(
Us,0

∂U0,σ

∂t
+
∂Us,0

∂s
U0,σ + Us,0

∂U0,σ

∂s

)
y0

= G(σ)
∂Us,0

∂s
U0,σy0 +G(σ)Us,0

(
∂U0,σ

∂t
+
∂U0,σ

∂s

)
y0

= −iH(s)w +G(σ)Us,0

(
∂U0,σ

∂t
+
∂U0,σ

∂s

)
y0

= −iH(s)w.

Here in the first line the first term in brackets is zero, since letting σ = s − t, clearly ∂G(σ)/∂s = −∂G(σ)/∂t. In
the second term we used the expansion Us,σ = Us,0U0,σ. In the third line we used the definition for Us,0 which obeys
Eq. (4) and G(σ)Us,0U0,σy0 = w(t, s). The second term in the third line goes to zero since ∂U0,σ/∂s = −∂U0,σ/∂t.
When G(s) = δ(s), Theorem 2 easily follows by integrating

∫
dsw(t, s) =

∫
ds δ(s− t)Us,s−ty0 = Ut,0y0 = y(t).

When G(s) = 1, w(t, s) = Us,s−ty0, so w(t, s = t) = Ut,0y0 = y(t).

Remark 3. While Theorem 2 holds for Eq. (2) with unitary dynamics, the same result can also hold for non-unitary

dynamics or H(t) ̸= H†(t) in the case when [H(t),H(t′)] = 0 for all t, t′. In this case no time-ordering is required

in the solution, and Us,s−t = exp
(
−i

∫ s

s−t
H(τ)dτ

)
= Us,0U0,s−t. Then it is clear that the same proof for Theorem 2

still holds. However, in the more general case [H(t),H(t′)] ̸= 0 when H(t) ̸= H†(t), we can no longer write
Us,s−t = Us,0U0,s−t and the time-ordered Dyson series itself may not even converge. We leave further investigation
on this topic to future work.

Remark 4. A conventional way to transform a non-autonomous system to an autonomous ones is to add a new
variable representing time [11, 12]

dy

dt
= −iH(τ)y(t)

dτ

dt
= 1

y(0) = y0, τ(0) = 0.

(9)



5

Note that even if the original system is linear, this new autonomous system becomes nonlinear. On the other hand,
our new formulated PDEs (6) remains linear! Maintaining linearity is crucial for the application to the quantum
simulation of non-autonomous PDEs, including applications to time-dependent Hamiltonian simulation. This method
in Eq. (9) is actually more akin to the simulation method described in Appendix C.

Remark 5. If the original system is already independent of time, then

w(t, s) = G(s− t)e−ihty0.

One can easily show that after tracing out the degree of freedom of s (whether classically as in Eq. (8) or quantum
mechanically as in Eq. (17)), we can readily verify that e.g., y(t) = e−ihty0 for any distribution G. Such a consistency
conclusion implies that adding such an extra degree of freedom won’t affect a given time-independent Hamiltonian
problem.

For classical simulation, G(s) = 1 appears like a good choice to recover y(t), but G(s) = δ(s) has its own merits.
We will see later that for the quantum simulation protocol that the choice G(s) = δ(s) corresponds to more precise ini-
tial state preparation with no final measurements required, whereasG(s) = 1 requires a precise final measurement step.

We note that in this case, while t ∈ [0, T ] where T is some final time T , the “clock parameter” s ∈ R tracks the
time. The clock parameter has a much larger range than t ∈ [0, T ] to give flexibility on where we want the clock to
start. If we initialise w(0, s) using G(s) = δ(s), this is equivalent to the clock starting at s = 0 = t0, precisely.

When implementing the algorithms, one often needs to approximate the dirac δ-function by a bounded and narrowly
supported function δω which becomes zero or vanishingly small outside a domain of O(ω), for ω ≪ 1, namely, we
consider

yω(t) =

∫ ∞

−∞
δω(s− t)Us,s−ty0ds. (10)

As conventionally done, we choose δω to be smooth and to satisfy, for x ∈ R1,

δω(x) = 0 if |x| > ω;

∫

|x|≤ω

δω(x) dx = 1. (11)

One usually approximates δω by the form

δω(x) =

{
1
ωβ(x/ω) |x| ≤ ω;

0 |x| > ω,
(12)

where typical choices of β(x) include β(x) = 1−|β| and β(x) = 1
2 (1+cos(πx)) [28]. In a discrete-variable formulation,

one can choose ω = mh where m is the number of mesh points within the support of δω, and h is the grid size. For a
continuous-variable formulation, one can choose δω to be a Gaussian function

δω(s− t) =
1√
2πω2

e−(s−t)2/(2ω2),

which can give good approximation to y(t) if the width ω is small.
A standard analysis can easily show the following:

Lemma 6. Let yω(t) be given by Eq. (10) and y(t) be given by Eq. (1). Assume ∥y0∥ = 1, and the normalised states
are expressed as |yω(t)⟩ = yω(t)/∥yω(t)∥, |y(t)⟩ = y(t)/∥y(t)∥ = y(t) where ∥.∥ is the l2-norm. Furthermore, Assume
that

(i) δw(·) is a probability distribution with mean µ = o(ω) and second moment ω2 (presumably ω ≪ 1);

(ii) the Hamiltonian H(t) is continuously differentiable with respect to t.

Then, in the small ω limit, the quantum fidelity Fid(. , .) between the ideal |y(t)⟩ and the approximated state |yω(t)⟩
is

Fid
(
|yω(t)⟩, |y(t)⟩

)
:= |⟨yω(t)|y(t)⟩|2 = 1− ω2CR +O

(
ω3

)
,

where CR ≥ 0 is given by

CR = ⟨y(t)|H2(t)|y(t)⟩+ ⟨y(0)|H2(0)|y(0)⟩ − 2Re
(
⟨y(t)|H(t)Ut,0H(0) |y(0)⟩

)
.
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Proof. See Appendix B 1.

Remark 7. The mean µ characterises the bias and the second moment characterises how dispersive the distribution
is. Usually when one regularises the Dirac-delta function one uses even functions thus µ = 0, as those examples given
above. We keep µ more general, since the preparation of quantum state may not guarantee that µ = 0 so instead here
we assumer µ ∼ 0.

Example 8 (Hamiltonian commuting at different times). If H(t) = λ(t)h, where h is a time-independent Hamiltonian

and λ(t) is a polynomial. Then y(t) = exp
(
− i

∫ t

0
ds λ(s)h

)
y0, and we can readily compute that

CR = (λ(t)− λ(0))2 ⟨y0|h2|y0⟩ .
Clearly, the approximation error arising from ω > 0 mainly depends on the Hamiltonian at the initial and the final
times.

III. QUANTUM SIMULATION OF A LINEAR NON-AUTONOMOUS SYSTEM USING A
TIME-INDEPENDENT HAMILTONIAN

We distinguish two kinds of non-autonomous dynamical systems. One obeys unitary dynamics

dy(t)

dt
= −iH(t)u(t), H(t) = H†(t),

y(0) = y0.
(13)

and can describe closed quantum systems. The second more general dynamical system does not obey unitary dynamics

du(t)

dt
= −iA(t)u(t), A(t) ̸= A†(t),

u(0) = u0.
(14)

For systems obeying unitary dynamics, we only need to apply the formalism in Section II for transforming a non-
autonomous system into an autonomous system with unitary dynamics. For systems obeying non-unitary dynamics,
the Schödingerisation procedure is required to turn Eq. (14) into Eq. (13). We will look at the quantum simulation
of these cases in the following.

A. Non-autonomous unitary dynamics

We are given a system y(t) evolving under unitary dynamics in Eq. (13), so no Schrödingerisation is required.
To apply the formulation in Theorem 2, we first define w̄(t) ≡

∫
dsw(t, s)|s⟩ and our aim is to first prepare the

quantum state |w̄(t)⟩ = w̄(t)/∥w̄(t)∥ using a time-independent Hamiltonian H̄ and from this state to obtain |y(t)⟩ ≡
y(t)/∥y(t)∥. First we introduce the position operator ŝ and the momentum operator p̂s where [ŝ, p̂s] = i1s. Using
the standard procedure [19] we can make the replacement s → ŝ and ∂/∂s → ip̂s. Then we can rewrite the linear
autonomous system Eq. (6) in Theorem 2 as

dw̄

dt
= −iH̄w̄, H̄ = 1⊗ p̂s +H(ŝ) = H̄

†
, w̄(0) = y0

∫
dsG(s)|s⟩, (15)

where the Hamiltonian H̄ is time-independent. In fact, we can even generalise beyond the pure initial state |w̄(0)⟩
to a more general, possibly mixed, initial state σ = |y0⟩⟨y0| ⊗ ρ0, which we will prove in Theorem 9 below. We note
that even though in Theorem 9 (and later Theorem 10) s is continuous, we can also discretise s and we will see this
in Sections IIID and III E.

Theorem 9. Given the solution in Eq. (3) to the linear non-autonomous dynamical system in Eq. (13) with initial
condition y0. Then |y(t)⟩ can be simulated via unitary evolution with respect to the time-independent Hamiltonian H̄
in the following way. We define the quantum state σ(t) evolving according to

dσ(t)

dt
= −i[H̄, σ(t)], H̄ = 1⊗ p̂s +H(ŝ),

σ(0) = |y0⟩⟨y0| ⊗ ρ0, ρ0 =

∫∫
ds ds′ g(s, s′)|s⟩⟨s′|,

∫
ds g(s, s) = 1,

(16)
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where ρ0 = ρ†0 and ρ0 is also positive semidefinite. With the choice of ρ0 where g(s, s) = δ(s), then |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)| =
Trs(σ(t)) where the trace is over the |s⟩ mode. Alternatively, with the choice of measuring σ(t) in the mode |s = t⟩,
then |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)| = Tr((1⊗ |s = t⟩⟨s = t|)σ(t))/g(0, 0), which means retrieving |y(t)⟩ with probability g(0, 0).

Proof. For simplicity we can assume ∥y0∥ = 1 = ∥u0∥ without losing generality. Using Theorem 2, we can write the
solution of Eq. (15) as

w̄(t) = e−iH̄tw̄(0) = e−iH̄ty0

∫
dsG(s)|s⟩ =

∫
dsUs,s−ty0G(s− t)|s⟩.

Similarly when G(s) ∈ R

y†
0

∫
ds ⟨s|G(s)eiH̄t =

∫
y†
0U†

s,s−tG(s− t)⟨s|.

We can apply this to solving Eq. (16)

σ(t) = e−iH̄tσ(0)eiH̄t, σ(0) = y0y
T
0 ⊗ ρ0 = y0y

T
0

∫∫
dsds′g(s, s′)|s⟩⟨s′|,

where we note that g(s, s) ∈ R since ρ0 = ρ†0. Thus

σ(t) = e−iH̄tσ(0)eiH̄t = e−iH̄t

(
y0y

†
0

∫∫
ds ds′ g(s, s′)|s⟩⟨s′|

)
eiH̄t

=

(∫∫
ds ds′ Us,s−ty0y

†
0g(s− t, s′)|s⟩⟨s′|

)
eiH̄t =

∫∫
ds ds′ g(s− t, s′ − t)Us,s−ty0y

†
0U†

s′,s′−t|s⟩⟨s′|.

For the first protocol of tracing out the |s⟩ mode in σ(t), we have

γ(t) = Trs(σ(t)) =

∫
ds g(s− t, s− t)Us,s−ty0y

T
0 U†

s,s−t. (17)

In the case g(s − t, s − t) = δ(s − t), then clearly γ(t) = Ut,0y0y
†
0U†

t,0 = |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|. This is the simplest protocol,
since not measurements are required at the end, and we simply just need to throw away the final clock register.

For an alternative protocol of measuring σ(t) in the state |s = t⟩, then

Tr
(
(1⊗ |s = t⟩⟨s = t|)σ(t)

)
= g(0, 0)Ut,0y0y

†
0U†

t,0 = g(0, 0)|y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|.

B. Non-autonomous non-unitary dynamics

For a general linear dynamical system

du

dt
= −iA(t)u, A(t) ̸= A†(t), (18)

so we use the following decomposition

A(t) = A1(t)− iA2(t), where A1(t) =
1

2
(A(t) +A†(t)) = A†

1(t), A2(t) =
i

2
(A(t)−A†(t)) = A†

2(t).

To turn this system into Eq. (13), we can apply Schrödingerisation [19–21]. The first step is the application of a
warped phase transformation to u by defining a new parameter ξ ∈ R, where for ξ > 0, and let v(t, ξ) = exp(−ξ)u(t).
We then extend evenly to ξ < 0, see details in [21]. Then Eq. (18) becomes

∂v

∂t
= A2(t)

∂v

∂ξ
− iA1(t)v, v(0, ξ) = e−|ξ|u0.

Taking the Fourier transform of v(t) with respect to ξ, v → ṽ, gives
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∂ṽ

∂t
= −i(ηA2(t) +A1(t))ṽ = −iHη(t)ṽ, (19)

where η ∈ (−∞,∞) is the Fourier mode. Now the new Hamiltonian of the system is Hη(t) = ηA2(t)+A1(t) = H†
η(t).

The only difference is that now this is a system of Schrödinger type equations, one for each η. It can be represented by
augmenting ṽ by a single continuous-variable mode η, and η̂ acts on η by η̂η = ηη. Note that we have a corresponding

conjugate operator ξ̂ where [ξ̂, η̂] = iIη and ξ̂ acts on mode ξ by ξ̂ξ = ξξ. Since η, ξ are conjugate variables, we can
write ⟨η|ξ⟩ = exp(−iξη). Defining y(t) =

∫
ṽ(t, η)|η⟩dη, we then arrive at Eq. (2)

dy

dt
= −iH(t)y, H(t) = η̂ ⊗A2(t) + Iη ⊗A1(t), H(t) = H†(t),

y0 = |Ξ⟩u0, |Ξ⟩ =
∫

2

1 + η2
|η⟩dη =

∫
e−|ξ||ξ⟩dξ,

(20)

where H(t) is the time-dependent Hamiltonian and Iη is the identity operation acting on the ancillary η mode. To
recover u(t) from y(t), we just need to apply an inverse Fourier transform to y(t) with respect to η to get v(t, ξ) and
then to recover u(t) by

u(t) =

∫ ∞

0

v(t, ξ)dξ.

However, Eq. (20) is a non-autonomous system, thus it may not be convenient in all formalisms to recover |y(t)⟩
using the time-dependent H(t). Since Eq. (20) is now in the form of Eq. (13), we can apply Theorem 9 to turn
Eq. (20) into an autonomous system with unitary dynamics and recover |y(t)⟩ using a time-independent Hamiltonian
H̄. Then the state |u(t)⟩ ≡ u(t)/∥u(t)∥ can be recovered from |y(t)⟩ through a measurement procedure. See Figure 2
for a schematic diagram.

Theorem 10. The linear non-autonomous dynamical system in Eq. (14) has a corresponding non-autonomous system

y(t) that evolves with respect to the unitary Ut,0 = T exp
(
−i

∫ t

0
H(τ)dτ

)
and obeys Eq. (20) with initial condition

y0 = |Ξ⟩u0, where |Ξ⟩ =
∫
exp(−|ξ|)|ξ⟩dξ. Then |u(t)⟩ can be simulated via unitary evolution with respect to the

time-independent Hamiltonian H̄ in the following way. We define the quantum state σ(t) evolving according to

dσ(t)

dt
= −i[H̄, σ(t)], H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s +H(ŝ) = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗A2(ŝ) + Iη ⊗A1(ŝ),

σ(0) = |y0⟩⟨y0| ⊗ ρ0, |y0⟩ =
y0

∥y0∥
, ρ0 =

∫∫
dsds′g(s, s′)|s⟩⟨s′|,

∫∫
dsg(s, s) = 1,

(21)

where ρ0 = ρ†0 and ρ0 is also positive semidefinite. With the choice of ρ0 where g(s, s) = δ(s), then |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)| =
Trs(σ(t)) where the trace is over the |s⟩ mode. Alternatively, with the choice of measuring σ(t) in the mode |s = t⟩,
then |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)| = Tr((Iη ⊗ 1 ⊗ |s = t⟩⟨s = t|)σ(t))/g(0, 0), which means retrieving |y(t)⟩ with probability g(0, 0).

Given any measurement P̂>0 =
∫∞
0
f(ξ)|ξ⟩ξ|dξ, then |u(t)⟩ can be retrieved from |y(t)⟩ using P̂>0|y(t)⟩ ∝ |u(t)⟩ with

success probability O(
∫∞
0
f(ξ)e−ξdξ(∥u(t)∥/∥u0∥)2).

Proof. For simplicity we can assume ∥y0∥ = 1 = ∥u0∥ without losing generality. The first step associating u(t) in
Eq. (14) with y(t) obeying Eq. (20) is just the Schrödingerisation procedure, where y(t) evolves with respect to the
time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t) = η̂⊗A2(t)+Iη⊗A1(t) where the corresponding unitary evolution is denoted Ut,0.

With H(t) given in Eq. (21), H(ŝ) = η̂ ⊗ A2(ŝ) + Iη ⊗ A1(ŝ). Therefore, applying Theorem 9, we have the
time-independent Hamiltonian as

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s +H(ŝ) = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗A2(ŝ) + Iη ⊗A1(ŝ).

To obtain |y(t)⟩ from σ(t), the proof is identical to Theorem 9.

To retrieve |u(t)⟩ from |y(t)⟩, a simple measurement procedure is sufficient, outlined in more detail in [19, 21]. This

is a simple projective measurement P̂ =
∫∞
0
dξ|ξ⟩⟨ξ|. This can be shown to be equivalent to accepting the remaining

state, which is |u(t)⟩, if we postselect on ξ > 0. We can also generalise this to imperfect projective measurements in
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the |ξ⟩ basis and define P̂imp =
∫∞
0
f(ξ)|ξ⟩⟨ξ| where f(ξ) models the imperfection in the detector. For instance, it

could be a top-hat function or a Gaussian function with the width or standard deviation denoting the precision of
the detector. In this case, after measurement, the probability of retrieving |u(t)⟩ is now (

∫∞
0
f(ξ)e−ξdξ∥u(t)∥/∥u0∥)2

[19].

e�iH̄t
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FIG. 1: Time-independent Hamiltonian simulation for non-autonomous quantum dynamics in qubit or hybrid
setting. Here we use the simpler first protocol in Theorem 9, where we have a time-dependent Hamiltonian H(t).

This is in principle suitable for fully continuous-variable systems, but for illustration we assume that we use log2(N)
qubits for the clock mode. Here we can begin with a mixed quantum initial state ρ0 which is simple to prepare and
we are assumed we are given |y0⟩. Then the system can evolve under a time-independent Hamiltonian H̄. Retrieval

of an approximation to |y(t)⟩ is very simple, where we simply throw away the clock mode at the end.

.

For applications to different ODEs and PDEs, we see that we only need the corresponding A(t) for the problem

[19], and we can use either Theorem 9 when A(t) = A†(t) or Theorem 10 when A(t) ̸= A†(t). It can be applied to
both linear homogeneous and inhomogeneous PDEs and also a system of nonlinear ODEs and classes of nonlinear
PDEs.

C. Preparing |u(t)⟩ with an (imperfect) auxiliary clock register

The first protocol in Theorems 9 and 10 that prepares |y(t)⟩ by tracing out the clock register |s⟩ entirely is generally
simpler for implementation, since no measurement process is required at the end. An important observation from
Theorems 9 and 10 is that only the diagonal components g(s, s) of the initial ancilla state ρ0 matter for retrieving
|y(t)⟩ – and subsequently |u(t)⟩ – rather than any off-diagonal term g(s, s′) for s ̸= s′. This means it is not the
quantum coherence that acts as a resource but rather the ‘classical precision’ in the clock register |s⟩ through using
g(s, s) = δ(s). Since g(s, s) = δ(s) refers to a clock register with infinite precision, this is not possible to implement,
and we will instead prepare physically realisable states, so we require δ → δω. In an implementation, we can also
prepare a mixed state ρ0 =

∫
dsδω(s)|s⟩⟨s| instead and this achieves the same precision as when using a pure state

|ψ0⟩ =
∫
ds

√
δω(s)|s⟩, since we retrieve the same γ(t) = Trs(σ(t)) state in cases.

We want to bound the quantum fidelity Fid(. , .) between the target |u(t)⟩ and the true output state γ(t) = Trs(σ(t)),
using the first protocol in Theorems 9 and 10. For simplicity, we will not include the part requiring Schrödingerisation
and work with A(t) = H(t), so |u(t)⟩ = |y(t)⟩ and

Fid(γ(t), |y(t)⟩) = Tr (γ(t)|y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|) =
∫
ds g(s− t, s− t)|⟨y(t)|Us,s−t|y0⟩|2 ≥ 1− ζ.

When g(s, s) = δ(s), then clearly Fid(γ(t), |y(t)⟩) = 1. However, if we can only access an approximation,
g(s, s) = δω(s). As we see from Lemma 11, this will give 1 − Fid(γ(t), |y(t)⟩) ≈ O(ω2), thus we need to choose
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FIG. 2: Time-independent Hamiltonian simulation for general non-autonomous linear PDEs. Here we use the
simpler first protocol in Theorem 10. In the ideal initial state preparation, we have the ancillary initial state as the
s = 0 eigenstate ρ0 = |s = 0⟩⟨s = 0|. In this scenario, after the evolution of the initial state with respect to the

time-independent Hamiltonian H̄, we perform the measurement P̂>0 postselected on ξ > 0, and we retrieve the state
|w̄(t)⟩ = w̄(t)/∥w̄(t)∥ with probability ∥w̄(t)∥2/∥w̄(0)∥2 where w̄(t) = exp

(
−iH̄t

)
w̄(0), with w̄(0) = y0|s = 0⟩.

Then |w̄(t)⟩ = |s = t⟩|u(t)⟩ and by tracing out the ancilla state |s = t⟩, we retrieve |u(t)⟩ exactly. However, in
general |s = 0⟩ is an ideal state preparation that cannot be achieved in reality and we can use an approximation. We

can also prepare more general and possibly mixed state ρ0 =
∫∫

g(s, s′)|s⟩⟨s′|dsds′, where the output state
γ(t) = Trs(σ(t)) ≈ |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)| when g(s, s) is close enough to δ(s).

.

widths ω ≲ O(
√
ζ).

The second protocol in Theorems 9 and 10 that require a final projective measurement in |s = t⟩ doesn’t exist in
the limit of g(0, 0) = 1. Instead, suppose we prepare a thermal (Gaussian) state with

g(s, s) = exp
(
−s2/2ω2

)
/
√
2πω2, ∀s and g(s, s′) = 0, ∀s ̸= s′.

Then by measuring the last register in |s = t⟩, we obtain |y(t)⟩ with probability g(0, 0) = 1/
√
2πω2, which is only

possible with perfect final measurement. In this case, although a larger ω corresponding to a higher temperature state
which might be simpler to prepare in some cases, a final more precise measurement is still required. Furthermore,
the larger the ω, the smaller g(0, 0) so the final probability of retrieval of |y(t)⟩ and hence |u(t)⟩ will be multiplied by
the factor ω. Thus, in most cases where there is not much difference in resource in the preparation of ρ0, which does
not require any quantum coherence, the first protocol is preferred.

Lemma 11. Let the reduced density matrix γω(t) = Trs(σ(t)), where σ(t) is defined by either Theorem 9 or 10 and
let g(s, s) = δω(s). Then

γω(t) =

∫
δω(s− t)Us,s−t |y0⟩⟨y0| U†

s,s−t ds.

The quantum fidelity and trace-distance between the approximated state γω(t) and the target state |y(t)⟩ are given by

Fid
(
γω(t), |y(t)⟩

)
= 1− Cω2 + o(ω2)

∥γω(t)− |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|∥tr ≤
√

1− Fid
(
γω(t), |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|

)
=

√
C ω + o(ω).

and the prefactor

C =
〈
H2(t)

〉
− 2Re ⟨y(t)|H(t)Ut,0H(0) |y0⟩+

〈
H2(0)

〉
−

(
⟨H(t)⟩ − ⟨H(0)⟩

)2

≤ CR.
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Proof. See Appendix B 2.

We remark that the above error analysis implicitly assumes that the case µ≫ O(ω) is disregarded, where µ is the
bias. This case can be avoided with most state preparations.

Example 12. If H(t) = λ(t)h, where h is a time-independent Hamiltonian and λ(t) is a polynomial, we can easily
show

C =(λ(t)− λ(0))2
(
⟨y0|h2|y0⟩ − ( ⟨y0|h|y0⟩)2

)
.

D. Qubit-based system

IfH(t) acts on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space, this protocol can also be formulated entirely in terms of operations
on qubits instead of qumodes. We begin with the linear non-autonomous unitary dynamical system

du

dt
= −iH(t)u, H† = H, u0 = u(0), (22)

which can either represent a quantum dynamical system of interest or the already Schrödingerised equation from
a non-Schrödinger-like PDE or dynamical system. We assume unitarity in Eq. (22) since the discretisation of
Schrödingerisation is already dealt with in [20, 21] so here we can focus on the effect of the protocol in going from a
non-autonomous to an autonomous system. Since this is operating on a system of qubits, |u(t)⟩ = u(t)/∥u(t)∥ resides
in finite-dimensional Hilbert space and we can write

u(t) =

J∑

j=1

uj(t)|j⟩.

Here Eq. (22) can represent a quantum dynamical system of n = log2 J qubits or two-level systems. If Eq. (22)
represents a discretised D-dimensional linear PDE, then J = MD, where M is the numnber of mesh points in the
spatial discretisation used for each spatial dimension.

To implement the dynamics in Theorem 10 entirely on a system of qubits, we must choose a discretisation for s.
We can choose a uniform mesh size ∆s = 1/(N + 1) ∼ 1/N with grid points denoted s−N/2 < · · · < sN/2. We can

also define a discretised momentum operator P̂s that discretises −i∂/∂s and a discretised position operator Ŝ that
discretises ŝ. We will use the first protocol in Theorem 10 where the ideal initial state ρ0 has g(s, s) = δ(s). We need
to use a discretised δω(si) instead, defined in Eq. (12). Then we can define a discretised σ(t) which is composed of
log2((N + 1)J) ∼ log2(NJ) qubits. This σ(t) evolves under unitary evolution

σ(t) = e−iH̄tσ(0)eiH̄t, H̄ = 1⊗ P̂s +H(Ŝ), (23)

with H̄ is now represented by a (N + 1)J × (N + 1)J Hermitian matrix given in Eq. (21). That the ancilla |η⟩ mode
here is not required since we started with unitary dynamics in Eq. (22). We can choose our state ρ0 to be a mixed
state with only diagonal components δω(si), so the initial state σ(0) can also be discretised

σ(0) →
N/2∑

i=−N/2

J∑

j,j′=1

σi,j,j′ |ji⟩⟨j′i| =
N/2∑

i=−N/2

J∑

j,j′=1

uj(0)u
∗
j′(0)|j⟩⟨j′| ⊗ δω(si)|i⟩⟨i|. (24)

It is important to note that t remains continuous throughout the evolution. Thus, if H̄ can be naturally prepared by
some analogue quantum simulator, then the evolution in Eq. (23) can be performed directly.

Since H̄ is already a time-independent Hamiltonian simulation, we can now apply any conventional or improved
quantum simulation algorithms for time-independent methods, without resorting to methods especially designed for
time-dependent systems that require time-ordered queries or multiple measurements throughout the evolution. The
first protocol in Theorem 10 (see also Figure 2) requires no measurements at all to deal with the time-dependency of
H(t). Note also that unlike previous qubit-based methods for time-dependent Hamiltonians where the Dyson series
expansion requires that time evolves by discrete steps, here t is a continuous quantity. In principle it is not necessary
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to break up t into discrete time steps unless H̄ cannot be naturally realised in an analogue setting.

For instance, let sH̄ denote the sparsity of matrix H̄ and let ∥H̄∥max denote its max-norm (value of its largest entry
in absolute value). Let the (j, k)th entry of H̄ be denoted (H̄)jk. A common set of black-boxes used in Hamiltonian
simulation is known as sparse access.

Definition 13. Sparse access to Hermitian matrix H̄ refers to two unitary black-boxes OM and OF such that
OM |j⟩|k⟩|z⟩ = |j⟩|k⟩|z ⊕Hjk⟩ and OF |j⟩|k⟩ = |j⟩|F (j, k)⟩. Here the function F takes the row index j and a number
k = 1, 2, ..., sH̄ and outputs the column index of the kth non-zero elements in row j.

There are quantum simulation protocols for quantum simulation with respect to time-independent Hamiltonians
H̄, i.e., exp

(
−iH̄t

)
, in terms of query complexity that scale linearly in t [29] using sparse access or linearly in t up

to logarithmic factors [30].

Lemma 14. [30] Let τ = sH̄T∥H̄∥max. Then exp
(
−iH̄T

)
acting onmH̄ qubits can be simulated to within error ϵ with

query complexity O(τ log(τ/ϵ)/(log log(τ/ϵ))) and gate complexity O
(
τ(mH̄ + log2.5(τ/ϵ)) log(τ/ϵ)/(log log(τ/ϵ))

)
.

We can directly apply this to our protocol. Since to approximate |u(t)⟩ we only need to throw away the extra
|si⟩ registers, consisting of log2N qubits, after obtaining σ(t), this will not incur any extra costs. The initial state

preparation for σ(0) involves the preparation of |u(0)⟩ and the mixed state ρ0 =
∑N/2

i=−N/2 δω(si)|i⟩⟨i|, where we use the
approximate discretised δ-function δω such that

∑N/2
i=−N/2 δω(si) = 1. Since |u(0)⟩ is problem dependent, we assume

it is given. We note ρ0 is a classical mixture of states {|i⟩}N/2
i=−N/2, where each |i⟩ is selected with probability δω(si),

which means that ρ0 does not exploit any quantum coherence. Thus there is no quantum cost in the preparation of

ρ0 once we are given {|i⟩}N/2
i=−N/2.

Theorem 15. Assuming sparse access to H̄, the query and gate complexities for obtaining the J-qubit state |y(T )⟩
to precision ϵ are respectively given in Lemma 14, where mH̄ = log2(J/ϵ) and τ ≲ O(maxt∈[0,T ] s(H(t))(1/ϵ +
maxt∈[0,T ] ∥H(t)∥max)T ).

Proof. Here we just need to be concerned with the cost in obtaining σ(T ) in Eq. (23) with initial condition in
Eq. (24), because γ(T ) = Trs(σ(T )) ≈ |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|. In our protocol, it is clear that the total number of qubits required
is the number required for the state |u(t)⟩ plus that required to represent the discretised ancillary mode. Thus
mH̄ = log2(NJ) = log2(N)+ log2(J). For example, if we want to relate the size N to the 2-norm error ϵ of our state,
the fidelity between the target state and the actual state Fid ≥ 1− ζ where ϵ2 ∼ ζ ∼ ω2, so ω ∼ ϵ. Suppose we choose
the width ω ∼ 1/N , which is the minimum width possible with the discretisation size N , then ϵ ∼ 1/N . So we can
make the replacement N ∼ 1/ϵ up to constants.

The sparsity of H̄ is the sparsity of 1⊗ P̂s +H(Ŝ). In the first-order upwind scheme, for instance, the sparsity of

P̂s is 2, so the sparsity of H̄ is dominated by the sparsity of H(Ŝ), so sH̄ ≈ s(H(Ŝ)). Since Ŝ is a diagonal matrix,

the sparsity of H(Ŝ) =
∑N/2

j=0 H(si)⊗|i⟩⟨i| (where here H(si) = 0 for all si < 0) is only due to the maximum sparsity

of all the matrices H(t) for every t ∈ [0, T ]. So we can rewrite sH̄ ≈ maxt s(H(t)). For the max-norm, we note that

∥H̄∥max ≤ ∥H(Ŝ)∥max + ∥P̂s∥max where ∥P̂s∥max = N . Now ∥H(Ŝ)∥max = maxt ∥H(t)∥max is the maximum norm
of H(t) over all time t ∈ [0, T ] involved in the protocol. Inserting into Lemma 14 we have our result.

For Theorem 15, it’s not necessary to only use Lemma 14, but any protocol for time-independent Hamiltonians can
be used in its place.

Remark 16. The quantities s(H(Ŝ)) and ∥H(Ŝ)∥max cannot be computed without explicit access to the forms of
H(t). However, we can still makes some remarks on their scaling in different situations. For example, when H(t)
results from the discretisation of a PDE with a highest-order Kth derivative, then ∥H(t)∥max ∼ O(MK) where M

denotes the number of mesh points in the discretisation of each dimension of the PDE, while ∥P̂s∥max = O(N)
where N is the number of mesh points in the discretisation of s. Since K ≥ 1 and typically M ∼ N , then we
see ∥P̂s∥max ≲ ∥H(Ŝ)∥max, which implies ∥H̄∥max∥ ∼ H(Ŝ)∥max. Thus the complexity in simulating the time-
dependent case is dominated by O(maxt∈[0,T ] s(H(t))maxt∈[0,T ] ∥H(t)∥max)T ). This means that the presence of the

extra terms in the now time-independent Hamiltonian H̄ due to the ancillary qubits does not significantly contribute
to the complexity. In the case where ∥P̂s∥max dominates the ∥H(Ŝ)∥max, the total query and gate complexity is then
only of order τ ∼ O(maxt∈[0,T ] s(H(t))T/ϵ).
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E. Hybrid system

We can also consider continuous-variable discrete-variable hybrid protocols, where H̄ acts on both continuous-
variable (qumode) or discrete-variable (qubit) degrees of freedom. The first scenario is if the clock register is kept as
a continuous variable, whereas the time-dependent H(t) acts on finite-dimensional Hilbert space. In this case only
a single qumode is required and is especially suitable for non-autonomous ODEs. Alternatively, one can keep H(t)
acting only on qumodes whereas the clock register is discretised, in the way outlined in Section IIID. This can be
suitable for example for non-autonomous PDEs where the discretisation of the PDE can bring problems, but we know

that the preparation of ρ0 is simpler in the qubit setting, since it’s just a classical mixture of {|i⟩}N/2
i=−N/2 states. We

will examine these various settings for different problems and different platforms in upcoming work.

See Figure 1 for a schematic diagram of the process in Theorem 9 to retrieve the approximation to |y(t)⟩ when the
clock mode is replaced by qubits.

IV. APPLICATIONS

Here we will provide applications to general non-autonomous PDEs including quantum dynamics with time-
dependent Hamiltonians, any linear non-autonomous PDE as well as non-autonomous nonlinear scalar hyperbolic
and Hamilton-Jacobi PDEs and systems of nonlinear ODEs.

We will retain the language of continuous-variable qumodes only for simplicity. However, the formalism can be
easily translated into qubit-based systems. For example, the auxiliary clock register can easily be discretised so the
single qumode can be replaced by log2N qubits where N is the size of the discretisation, defined in Section IIID.
Either a single qumode or log2N qubits is the maximum amount of extra spatial resources necessary to turn a
non-autonomous unitary system into an autonomous one.

We can apply the method reviewed in Section III to Schrödingerise linear non-autonomous PDEs. The corresponding
time-dependent Hamiltonian is then given in Eq. (20). If the time-dependent parameters of this Hamiltonian can
be directly manipulated by good quantum control protocols, then no other methods are necessary. However, if a
physical architecture is not capable to engineer the time-dependent control of relevant parameters, then we must
dilate the system to obtain a time-independent Hamiltonian H̄, formulated in Theorem 9 for quantum dynamics and
Theorem 10 for more general linear dynamics. We will write down the corresponding H̄ for different non-autonomous
PDEs.

A. Quantum dynamics

We begin with applications to time-dependent Schrödinger’s equations governing non-autonomous quantum systems.
This can also be applied to Schrödinger’s equations with complex absorbing potentials and even open quantum systems
with time-dependent Hamiltonians and system-environment interactions.

1. Closed quantum systems

There are many problems in quantum physics that involve time-dependent Hamiltonians. Here we will only briefly
mention an application relevant for computation is adiabatic quantum computation [6], and leave descriptions of other
applications to future work. Here the time dependence in the simplest case has the form

H(t) = (1− t)H0 + tHf , t ∈ [0, 1],

where H0 and Hf are the initial and final Hamiltonians, and the ground state of Hf can embed the solution of
certain computational problems. Even for such a simple time-dependency, it is clear that the Hamiltonians don’t
commute at different times

[H(t),H(t′)] = (t′ − t)[H0,Hf ] ̸= 0, t ̸= t′,
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since we don’t want the ground state of the initial Hamiltonian to coincide with the ground state of the final Hamil-
tonian. From our formalism, this evolution can be achieved using a time-independent Hamiltonian

H̄ = 1⊗ p̂s +H(ŝ) = 1⊗ p̂s +H0 ⊗ 1s +Hf ⊗ ŝ,

where the auxiliary mode can be either presented by a continuous variable or log2N qubits (where in the latter case

p̂s → P̂s and ŝ → Ŝ), depending on the physical implementation. More details on the relevance of our protocol for
adiabatic quantum computing will be in an upcoming paper.

2. Open quantum systems

We consider time-dependent Schrödinger’s equations with a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian, as a way to model open
quantum systems [31, 32]

d

dt
u(t) = −iV (t)u(t), V (t) = A1(t)− iA2(t), A1(t) = A†

1(t), A2(t) = A†
2(t), (25)

where the “effective Hamiltonian” V is non-Hermitian. This is known as the effective non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
formalism. This formalism can arise from e.g., a non-trace-preserving quantum channel E(ρ) = MρM † such that

M †M ≤ I; one can rewrite this quantum channel by E(ρ) = e−iV ρ eiV
†
where the effective Hamiltonian V = i log(M)

is non-Hermitian in general. The operator A1 can be physically interpreted as the Hamiltonian for the original closed
quantum system, whereas the term A2 can be viewed as a correction term from the system-environment interaction
[32]. The dissipative rate of the system is governed by

d

dt
∥u(t)∥2 = 2 ⟨u(t)|A2(t) |u(t)⟩ .

This means that for applications of Eq. (25) to open quantum systems, A1,A2 ̸= 0. From Eq. (21), we see that
the quantum state |u(t)⟩ can be prepared using two ancillary qumodes where the augmented Hamiltonian takes the
following form

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗A2(ŝ) + Iη ⊗A1(ŝ), A1(ŝ) =
1

2
(V (ŝ) + V †(ŝ)), A2(s) =

i

2
(V (ŝ)− V †(ŝ)).

We note that Eq. (25) is also relevant to modelling quantum systems with time-dependent Hamiltonians and with
artificial boundary conditions like complex absorbing potentials [33, 34].

B. General ODEs and PDEs

1. Linear ODEs

A system of J first-order linear ODEs can be written in the form

du

dt
= −iA(t)u, u ∈ RJ ,

where here A(t) is now a finite-matrix and does not consist of operators acting in infinite-dimensional Hilbert space.
In the hybrid continuous-variable discrete-variable setting where we can assume the clock mode to be represented by
a qumode, whereas u remains discrete-variable (i.e., represented by qubits), the formulation in Theorem 10 can be
directly applied, so the corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian is

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗A2(ŝ) + Iη ⊗A1(ŝ), A1(ŝ) =
1

2
(A(ŝ) +A†(ŝ)), A2(ŝ) =

i

2
(A(ŝ)−A†(ŝ)).

This can easily extend to the fully discrete setting by discretising s and using the formulation in Section IIID.

Higher-order derivative cases can also be easily treated by adding more qubits, following methods in [19]. For
instance, we can look at second-order ODES for u

d2u

dt2
+ Γ(t)

du

dt
+ iA(t)u = 0, Γ(t) = Γ1(t)− iΓ2(t)

Γ1(t) = (Γ(t) + Γ†(t))/2 = Γ†
1(t), Γ2(t) = i(Γ(t)− Γ†(t))/2 = Γ†

1(t),
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We can dilate the system u(t) → y(t) = u(t) ⊗ |0⟩ + (du/dt) ⊗ |1⟩. Then the following equation for y(t) can be
obtained

dy

dt
=

(
du/dt
d2u/dt2

)
= −iV y, V (t) =

(
0 iI

A(t) −iΓ(t)

)
,

V (t) = V 1(t)− iV 2(t), A(t) = A1(t)− iA2(t),

V 1(t) = (V + V †)/2 = V †
1,V 2 = i(V − V †)/2 = V †

2,

A1 = (A+A†)/2 = A†
1,A2 = i(A−A†)/2 = A†

2,

V 1(t) =
1

2

(
0 A† + iI

A− iI −i(Γ− Γ†)

)
= A1 ⊗ σx +A2 ⊗ σy −

I

2
⊗ σy + Γ2 ⊗

1

2
(I − σz),

V 2(t) =
i

2

(
0 −A† + iI

A+ iI −i(Γ+ Γ†)

)
= −A2 ⊗ σx +A1 ⊗ σy −

I

2
⊗ σx + Γ1 ⊗

1

2
(I − σz).

(26)

Applying Schrödingerisation to dy/dt = −iV (t)y, we have the transformation y(t) → ṽ(t) obeying

dṽ

dt
+ i(V 2(t)⊗ η̂ + V 1(t)⊗ I)ṽ =

dṽ

dt
= −iH(t)ṽ, H(t) = V 2(t)⊗ η̂ + V 1(t)⊗ I = H†(t).

It is straightforward to generalise to higher-order derivatives in t. For instance, it is simple to see that if there is at
most an nth-order derivative in t, then we need log2(n) auxiliary qubits. Then the corresponding time-independent
Hamiltonian becomes

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗ V 2(ŝ) + 1⊗ V 1(ŝ).

For a system of non-autonomous nonlinear ODEs, we will treat later in Section IVB5.

2. Linear homogeneous PDEs with first-order time-derivative

Consider a linear homogeneous non-autonomous PDE for u(x, t) with first-order derivative in t (and any order of
derivative in x = (x1, · · · , xD)) in the following form:

∂u

∂t
+

K∑

k=1

D∑

j=1

ak,j(t, x1, ..., xD)
∂ku

∂xkj
+ b(t, x1, ..., xD)u = 0, (27)

where the coefficients a2k,j has the sign of (−1)k for stability.

To embed this problem into a quantum simulator, without discretising x, we need to identify the corresponding
A(t) acting on infinite-dimensional Hilbert space so Eq. (27) can be turned into Eq. (14), where we can write

u(t) =

∫
dxu(t, x)|x⟩, x ≡ (x1, · · · , xD).

Therefore |u(t)⟩ is a quantum system consisting of D qumodes. We denote the quadrature operators of each qumode
as x̂j and p̂j , j = 1, · · · , D where [x̂j , p̂k] = iδjk1. If we let |xj⟩ and |pj⟩ denote the eigenvectors of x̂j and p̂j
respectively, then ⟨x|p⟩ = exp(ixjpj)/

√
2π. The position and momentum eigenstates each form a complete eigenbasis

so
∫
dxj |xj⟩⟨xj | = 1 =

∫
dpj |pj⟩⟨pj |. Here the spatial degree of freedom can be associated with the position operator

xj → x̂j while the momentum operator p̂j can be associated with the spatial derivative p̂j ↔ −i∂/∂xj . See [19] for
more details and relevant literature.

Then from Eq. (27), one obtains the following equation for u(t)

du

dt
= −iA(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D, p̂1, ..., p̂D)u, u(0) = u0,

where

A(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D, p̂1, ..., p̂D) = −
K∑

k=1

D∑

j=1

ak,j(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D)ik+1p̂kj − ib(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D).
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Here A, acting on u(t), is a linear operator. This is easy to see, since any ∂k/∂xkj gives a contribution of (ip̂j)
k, and

any x-dependent coefficient a(t, x1, ..., xD) gives a contribution a(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D). For unitary dynamics, this corresponds

to when A(t) = A†(t) = H(t) and we can directly apply the formulation in Theorem 9. Otherwise we can use
Theorem 10. Thus in the most general case, the corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian from Theorem 10 is
then

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗A2(ŝ) + Iη ⊗A1(ŝ).

For example, we can look at first-order homogeneous time-dependent PDEs for u(t, x1, ..., xD)

∂u

∂t
+

D∑

j=1

aj(t, x1, ..., xD)
∂u

∂xj
+ b(t, x1, ..., xD)u = 0, aj ∈ R, b ∈ C.

where aj ∈ R to maintain stability of the equation. We can rewrite

du

dt
= −iA(t)u, A =

D∑

j=1

aj(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D)p̂j − ib(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D),

A(t) = A1(t)− iA2(t), A1(t) =
1

2
(A(t) +A†(t)) = A†

1(t), A2(t) =
i

2
(A(t)−A†(t)) = A†

2(t).

Following Schrödingerisation, we have

dṽ

dt
= −iH(t)ṽ, H(t) = A2(t)⊗ η̂ +A1(t)⊗ I = H†,

A1(t) =
1

2

D∑

j=1

{p̂j , aj(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D)}+ i

2
(b∗(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D)− b(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D)),

A2(t) =
i

2

D∑

j=1

[aj(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D), p̂j ] +
1

2
(b(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D) + b∗(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D)).

(28)

Thus the corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian becomes

H̄ = Iη ⊗ f ⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗


 i

2

D∑

j=1

[aj(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D), p̂j ] +
1

2
(b(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D) + b∗(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D))




+ Iη ⊗


1

2

D∑

j=1

{p̂j , aj(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D)}+ i

2
(b∗(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D)− b(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D))




(29)

where we made the replacement t → ŝ in a(t, x̂1, · · · , x̂D) and b(t, x̂1, · · · , x̂D). Note that since ŝ in H̄ in Eq. (29)
only acts on the clock mode, the operation commutes with p̂j , j = 1, · · · , D. Thus if aj(t, x1, · · · , xD) has terms that
only depend on t, then those terms vanish in the commutation relation, and they will not contribute to the term in
H̄ containing η̂. However, if b(t, x1, · · · , xD) has terms that only depend on t, then these terms do still show up in
the time-independent Hamiltonian containing η̂.

The simplest example is considering the convection equation with constant aj in space, which varies linearly in time
so aj = kjt, kj ∈ R, and b = 0. The corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian is then

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + Iη ⊗
D∑

j=1

p̂j ⊗ kj ŝ,

which only involves Gaussian operations. A slightly more involved example is that of a D-dimensional Liouville
equation where aj = kjxjt and b = lt where kj , l ∈ R. In this case, H̄ reduces to

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗ 1

2


−

D∑

j=1

1⊗ kj ŝ+ 1⊗ lŝ


+ Iη ⊗

1

2

D∑

j=1

(x̂j p̂j + p̂j x̂j)⊗ kj ŝ,
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where the time-independent Hamiltonian has a non-Gaussian term.

We can also look at other examples. For instance, consider the D-dimensional general heat equation with a source
term

∂u

∂t
−

D∑

i=1

∂

∂xi




D∑

j=1

Dij(t, x1, ..., xD)
∂u

∂xj


+ V (t, x1, ..., xD)u = 0, Dij(t, x1, ..., xD) > 0, V (t, x1, ..., xD) ∈ R,

where Dij are the components of a symmetric positive definite diffusion matrix. In this case the corresponding
time-independent Hamiltonian is

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗A2(ŝ), A2 =

D∑

i,j=1

p̂iDij(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D)p̂j + V (ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D).

We can also consider the Fokker-Planck equation, which gives the time evolution of the probability density function
u(t, x1, ..., xD) of the velocity of a particle under the impact of drag and random forces. In the Fokker-Planck equation
below, µj are the components of the drift vector and Dj are the components of the diffusion vector

∂u

∂t
+

D∑

j=1

∂

∂xj
(µj(t, x1, ..., xD)u)−

D∑

j=1

∂2

∂x2j
(Dj(t, x1, ..., xD)u) = 0, µj , Dj ∈ R.

The drift vector and diffusion coefficients Dj only have real-valued components, and Dj > 0. The corresponding
time-independent Hamiltonian then becomes

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗A2(ŝ) + Iη ⊗A1(ŝ),

with

A1(ŝ) =
1

2

D∑

j=1

{p̂j , µj(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D)} − i

2

D∑

j=1

[p̂2j , Dj(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D)]

A2(ŝ) =
i

2

D∑

j=1

[µj(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D), p̂j ]−
1

2

D∑

j=1

{p̂2j , Dj(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D)}.

Suppose we have additive noise Dj = aj and when the drift is linear in time

µj = cjt, A = −
D∑

j=1

cj p̂j ŝ− i

D∑

j=1

aj p̂
2
j ,

and the corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian in D + 2 qumodes is

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗ 1

2

D∑

j=1

(
cjI − aj p̂

2
j

)
⊗ Is + Iη ⊗

D∑

j=1

cj p̂j ⊗ ŝ.

3. Linear inhomogeneous PDEs with first-order time-derivative

A linear inhomogeneous PDE for u(x, t) with first derivative in t with an inhomogeneous term f ̸= 0 can be written
as

∂u

∂t
+

K∑

k=1

D∑

j=1

ak,j(t, x1, ..., xD)
∂ku

∂xkj
+ b(t, x1, ..., xD)u = f(t, x1, ..., xD), (30)

where the coefficients satisfy sign(a2k,j) = (−1)k. We can rewrite this as

du

dt
= −iA(t, x̂1, ...x̂D, p̂1, ..., p̂D)u+ f(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D).
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In the case where the time-dependence of the inhomogeneous term can be factored out like f(t, x1, · · · , xD) =
exp(g1(t))g2(x1, · · · , xD), then we only need to augment the system by a single qubit and perform the dilation
y → u⊗ |0⟩+ f ⊗ |1⟩ and we have

dy

dt
=

d

dt

(
u
f

)
= −iB(t)y, B(t) =

(
A(t) iI
0 idg1(t)/dt

)
,

A(t) = A1(t)− iA2(t), B(t) = B1(t)− iB2(t),

B1(t) = (B(t) +B†(t))/2 = B†
1(t), B2(t) = i(B(t)−B†(t))/2 = B†

2(t),

B1(t) =

(
A1(t) iI/2

−iI/2 i
2
d(g1−g∗

1 )
dt

)
= A1(t)⊗

1

2
(I + σz) +

I

2
⊗ σy +

i

2

d(g1 − g∗1)
dt

1⊗ 1

2
(I − σz),

B2(t) =

(
A2(t) −I/2
−I/2 1

2
d(g1+g∗

1 )
dt

)
= A2(t)⊗

1

2
(I + σz)−

I

2
⊗ σx +

1

2

d(g1 + g∗1)
dt

1⊗ 1

2
(I − σz),

(31)

where I =

(
1 0
0 1

)
. Note that the functions dg1/dt and dg

∗
1/dt can be computed classically offline. Then the time-

dependent Hamiltonian after Schrödingerisation acting on D + 1 qumodes and a single qubit is

H(t) = η̂ ⊗B2(t) + Iη ⊗B1(t).

The corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian from Theorem 10 is then

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗B2(ŝ) + 1⊗B1(ŝ),

which is a Hamiltonian acting on a system of D + 2 qumodes and a single qubit.

4. Linear homogeneous PDEs with second-order time derivatives and beyond

It is also straightforward to extend to higher-order derivatives in time, following the same methods in [19]. We look
at the following homogeneous linear PDE (includes for example the wave equation as a special case)

∂2u

∂t2
+ c0(t, x1, ..., xD)

∂u

∂t
+

d∑

j=1

cj(t, x1, ..., xD)
∂2u

∂xj∂t
+

L∑

l=1

D∑

j=1

aj,l(t, x1, ..., xD)
∂lu

∂xlj
+ b(t, x1, ..., xD)u = 0, (32)

where the coefficients aj,l < 0 when l is an even integer. One can rewrite Eq. (32) into the following equation for u

d2u

dt2
+ Γ(t)

du

dt
+ iA(t)u = 0, Γ(t) ≡ c0(t) + i

D∑

j=1

cj(t)(I
⊗j−1 ⊗ p̂j ⊗ I⊗D−j), Γ(t) = Γ1(t)− iΓ2(t),

Γ1(t) = (Γ(t) + Γ†(t))/2 = Γ†
1(t),Γ2(t) = i(Γ(t)− Γ†(t))/2 = Γ†

1(t),

A(t) = −i




L∑

l=1

D∑

j=1

aj,l(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D)(ip̂j)
l + b(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D)




where ci(t) = ci(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D). From Section IVB1, we can dilate the system u(t) → y(t) = u(t)⊗|0⟩+(du/dt)⊗|1⟩.
The formulation with Section IVB1 is the same, except here Γ(t) and A(t) act on infinite dimensional Hilbert space.
Then the corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian becomes

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗ V 2(ŝ) + 1⊗ V 1(ŝ),

with V 1(ŝ),V 1(ŝ) given in Eq. (26). This is easily generalisable to higher-order derivatives in t. If there is at most
an nth-order derivative in t, then we need log2(n) auxiliary qubits.

For instance, consider a D-dimensional wave equation of the form

∂2u

∂t2
−

D∑

j=1

aj(t, x1, ..., xD)
∂2u

∂x2j
= −V (t, x1, ..., xD)u, u(0, x), xj ∈ RD, aj ∈ R+, V ∈ R.
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In this case

V 1(ŝ) = A1(ŝ)⊗ σx +

(
A2(ŝ)−

I

2

)
⊗ σy, V 2(t) = −A1(ŝ)⊗ σy +

(
A2(ŝ) +

I

2

)
⊗ σx,

A1(ŝ) =
i

2

D∑

j=1

[p̂2j , aj(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D)], A2(ŝ) =
1

2

D∑

j=1

{p̂2j , aj(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D)}+ V (ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D).

5. Nonlinear ODEs

Suppose we have a system of J nonlinear ODEs for γn(t) where each γn(t) obeys a nonlinear ODE

dγn(t)

dt
= Fn(t, γ0, ..., γJ−1), n = 0, ..., J − 1,

and Fn is a nonlinear function of its arguments. Here we introduce J auxiliary variables q0, ..., qJ−1 and a function
Φ(t, q0, ..., qJ−1) defined by

Φ(t, q0, ..., qJ−1) =
J−1∏

n=0

δ(qn − γn(t)), qn ∈ R.

Then it is simple to check that Φ(t, q0, ..., qN−1) satisfies, in the weak sense [21, 22], the linear N + 1-dimensional
PDE

∂Φ(t, q0, ..., qJ−1)

∂t
+

J−1∑

n=0

∂

∂qn
(Fn(t, q0, ..., qJ−1)Φ(t, q0, ..., qN−1)) = 0. (33)

We can treat this linear PDE with the same methods as before. We can define q̂n to be a quadrature operator whose
eigenstate is |qn⟩ and its conjugate quadrature operator as Q̂n. Thus [q̂n, Q̂n] = i and we can use the correspondence

−iQ̂n ↔ ∂/∂qn. Then defining Φ(t) ≡
∫
Φ(t, q0, ..., qN−1)|q0, ..., qN−1⟩dq0...dqN−1, we see that Eq. (33) becomes

dΦ(t)

dt
= −iA(t)Φ(t), A(t) =

N−1∑

n=0

Q̂nFn(t, q̂0, ..., q̂N−1).

Using Schrödingerisation Φ(t) → ṽ(t) we obtain

dṽ

dt
= −iH(t)ṽ, H(t) = A2(t)⊗ η̂ +A1(t)⊗ I = H†(t),

A1(t) =
1

2

J−1∑

n=0

{Q̂n, Fn(t, q̂0, ..., q̂J−1)}, A2(t) =
i

2

J−1∑

n=0

[Q̂n, Fn(t, q̂0, ..., q̂J−1)],

where H(t) is a time-dependent Hamiltonian on J + 1 qumodes. From Theorem 10, the corresponding time-
independent Hamiltonian on J + 2 qumodes is then

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗A2(ŝ) + Iη ⊗A1(ŝ).

This method can also be applied to an approximation of general nonlinear PDEs, which will first be discretised
spatially to form a system of ODEs. Here J can be larger or smaller depending on the discretisation technique.

6. Nonlinear PDEs

There are some nonlinear PDEs where one does not need to take spatial discretisation first to form a system of non-
linear ODEs. Such problems belong to the cases where we can find a linear representation in higher dimension which is
linear and equivalent to the original PDEs. These include the scalar hyperbolic and Hamilton-Jacobi equations [23, 35].
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Scalar nonlinear hyperbolic PDEs
AD-dimensional scalar nonlinear hyperbolic PDEs for u(t, x1, · · · , xD) with explicit time-dependence can be written

∂u

∂t
+

D∑

j=1

Fj(t, x1, · · · , xD, u)
∂u

∂xj
+Q(t, x1, ..., xD, u) = 0, u(0, x) = u0(x), (34)

Following the same formalism as in [23], we introduce a level set function ϕ(t, x1, ..., xD, χ), where χ ∈ R. It is defined
so its zero level set is the solution u:

ϕ(t, x1, ..., xD, χ) = 0 at χ = u(t, x1, ..., xD).

By defining

Ψ(t, x1, ..., xD, χ) = δ(ϕ(t, x1, ..., xD, χ)),

it can shown that Ψ (like ϕ) evolves according to the linear PDE in one extra dimension

∂Ψ

∂t
+

D∑

j=1

Fj(t, x1, · · · , xD, χ)
∂Ψ

∂xj
+Q(t, x1, · · · , xD, χ)

∂Ψ

∂χ
= 0

Ψ(0, x1, ..., xD, χ) = δ(χ− u0(x1, ..., xD)).

If Ψ(t) ≡
∫
dx1 · · · dxDdχΨ(t, x1, · · · , xD, χ)|x1, · · · , xD, χ⟩, then it satisfies the following linear ODE

dΨ

dt
= −iA(t)Ψ, A(t) =

D∑

j=1

Fj(t, x̂1, · · · , x̂D, χ̂)p̂j +Q(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D, χ̂)ζ̂,

where ip̂j = ∂/∂xj , iζ̂ = ∂/∂χ. We can apply Schrödingerisation to this system Ψ → ṽ to get

dṽ

dt
= −iH(t)ṽ, H(t) = A2(t)⊗ η̂ +A1(t)⊗ I = H†

A1(t) =

D∑

j=1

Fj(t, x̂1, · · · , x̂D, χ̂)p̂j +
1

2

D∑

j=1

{ζ̂, Q(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D, χ̂)}, A2(t) =
i

2

D∑

j=1

[ζ̂, Q(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D, χ̂)].

Here Ψ consists of D + 1 modes and the Hamiltonian H operates on D + 2 modes. Then from Theorem 10, the
corresponding time-independent Hamiltonian acting on D + 3 qumodes is then

H̄ = Iη ⊗ 1⊗ p̂s + η̂ ⊗ i

2

D∑

j=1

[ζ̂, Q(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D, χ̂)]

+ Iη ⊗




D∑

j=1

Fj(ŝ, x̂1, · · · , x̂D, χ̂)p̂j +
1

2

D∑

j=1

{ζ̂, Q(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D, χ̂)}


 .

Hamilton-Jacobi equations
A similar methodology applies to nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi equations. If S obeys the nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi

PDE and u = ∇S, then u solves the nonlinear hyperbolic system of conservation equations in gradient form

∂uj
∂t

+
∂

∂xj
H(t, x1, ..., xD, u1, ..., uD) = 0, ∀j = 1, ..., D, H ∈ R

where the function H = H(t, x1, ..., xD, p1, ..., p2) is a Hamiltonian. We now introduce D variables χ1, ..., χD ∈ R.
Then one can define a system of level set functions ϕ = (ϕ1, ..., ϕD) where each ϕj(t, x1, ..., xD, χ1, ..., χD) = 0 at
χj = uj . We can then define

Ψ(t, x1, ..., xD, χ1, ..., χD) =

D∏

j=1

δ(ϕj(t, x1, ..., xD, χ1, ..., χD)), Ψ(t = 0) =

D∏

j=1

δ(χj − uj(t = 0)).
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which obeys the following linear transport PDE

∂Ψ

∂t
+

D∑

j=1

∂H

∂χj

∂Ψ

∂xj
−

D∑

j=1

∂H

∂xj

∂Ψ

∂χj
= 0.

Then

dΨ

dt
= −iH(t)Ψ, H(t) = i

D∑

j=1

(ζ̂jH(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D, p̂1, ..., p̂D)p̂j − p̂jH(t, x̂1, ..., x̂D, p̂1, ..., p̂D)ζ̂j) = H†(t).

which acts on 2D qumodes. SinceH(t) = H†(t) becauseH is interpreted as a Hamiltonian and each of the quadratures
is hermitian, no Schrödingerisation is required and we can directly apply Theorem 10 to obtain the corresponding
time-independent Hamiltonian on 2D + 1 qumodes

H̄ = 1⊗ p̂s +H(ŝ), H(ŝ) = i

D∑

j=1

(ζ̂jH(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D, p̂1, ..., p̂D)p̂j − p̂jH(ŝ, x̂1, ..., x̂D, p̂1, ..., p̂D)ζ̂j).

For both the scalar hyperbolic and Hamilton-Jacobi equations, observables of the PDE can be recovered from Ψ using
techniques in [23].

We point out that the level set methods for the above quasi-linear PDEs produce multi-valued solutions [22],
not the viscosity solutions [36, 37]. The multi-valued solution corresponds to solutions obtained by the method of
characteristics, and has applications in semi-classical limit of quantum mechanics, geometric optics, and seismic waves
(for multiple arrivals), and high-frequency limits of general linear waves, for examples [22].

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

We use a classical computer to emulate the above quantum algorithms for a few time-dependent dynamics with
easily accessible solutions for validation: a closed Hamiltonian dynamics, a dynamics for open quantum system char-
acterised via a non-Hermitian linear operator, as well as a 1D Fokker-Planck equation. Emulating high-dimensional
PDEs and quantifying the actual quantum resources necessary in practice are interesting, but are beyond the scope
of this current work, and we shall leave this for future investigations.

A. Simulation details

To simulate Eqs. (6) and (21), we use Galerkin’s method to project the s-qumode to Ns basis functions with
parameter ςs (which amounts to using log2(Ns) additional qubits); similarly, for the η-qumode for Schrödingerisation,
we project the wave function into Nη basis functions with parameter ςη. If the original system is discrete with
dimension Nu, there is no need to perform any approximation; in case, the original system is itself a PDE (for e.g.,
the Fokker-Planck equation below), we similarly project this part into Nu basis functions with parameter ςu. Please
refer to Appendix D for details about the family of basis functions used as well as the meaning of ςs (as well as ςη, ςu).

We choose the projection operator P̂imp =
∫ 2

0
dξ |ξ⟩ ⟨ξ| (see Theorem 10); similarly, we approximate this projection

operator using the basis for η-qumode.

B. A Hamiltonian system

We consider a simple example for numerical validation. The dimension n = 2 and the time-dependent Hamiltonian
is H(s) = ag(s)h where h = 1

2σX+ 1
3σY + 1

4σZ , a > 0 is a parameter, g(s) is a polynomial of s, and σX , σY and σZ are

Pauli matrices. We choose the initial state to be y0 =

[
1√
2

1√
2

]
. The exact solution is accessible for easy validation. To

simulate (6), we use Ns = 32 and ςs = 0.2 (which amounts to using log2(32) = 5 additional qubits, and please refer to
Appendix D for details). In Figure 3, the discrete data points are errors using the quantum algorithm in Theorem 10,
whereas dashed lines represent the theoretical prediction of the error by Lemma 11. When ω is small enough, clearly,
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10−16× 10−2 2× 10−1

ω

10−6

10−5

10−4

1-Fid for the case g(s) = as

a=0.1

a=0.2

a=0.4

(a) Linear function with T = 1/2

10−16× 10−2 2× 10−1

ω

10−6

10−5

10−4

1-Fid for the case g(s) = as2

a=0.1

a=0.2

a=0.4

(b) Quadratic function with T = 3/5

10−16× 10−2 2× 10−1

ω

10−5

10−4

10−3

1-Fid for the case g(s) = a(4
5s

2 − 1
3s)

a=0.1

a=0.2

a=0.4

(c) Quadratic function with T = 6/5

FIG. 3: The error quantified by 1− Fid with respect to ω for various time functions g and magnitude a. The
discrete data points are errors using the quantum algorithm in Theorem 10, whereas dashed lines represent the

theoretical prediction of the error by Lemma 11, namely, we draw the line Cω2.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

t

0.31

0.32

0.33

Observables

ω = 0.05

ω = 0.10

ω = 0.20

ω = 0.30

Exact

(a) a = 0.3, g(s) = s2 − s

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

t

0.3225

0.3250

0.3275

0.3300

0.3325

Observables

ω = 0.05

ω = 0.10

ω = 0.20

ω = 0.30

Exact

(b) a = 0.3, g(s) = 1− s

FIG. 4: We consider a two-dimensional ODE in (35) and visualise observables ⟨σZ⟩ along the time for the
normalised state |u(t)⟩ for various time-dependence g and ω.

the theoretical estimate agrees with the actual error of O(ω2) in general. This example not only demonstrate the
validity of the first protocol of quantum algorithms by discarding the clock mode (s-mode), as well as the asymptotic
error scaling.

C. An open quantum system (a general linear ODE)

We consider a two-dimensional ODE with

A1(s) = ag(s)

[
3
5 0
0 7

5

]
, A2(s) = ag(s)

[
5
4 i
−i 5

4

]
, u0 =

[√
2√
3
1√
3

]
, (35)

where a characterises the magnitude and g characterises the time-dependence. We use an estimator Ô = σZ to observe
the accuracy that the quantum algorithm achieves. We used Ns = 64, ςs = 0.2, Nη = 64, ςη = 2.0 (see Appendix D),
which amounts to using 6 qubits for time dilation and 6 qubits for Schrödingerisation. As is clear in Figure 4, with
accurate enough ω, the quantum algorithms produces reasonably accurate approximation of the exact value as long
as ω is sufficiently small.
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D. 1D Fokker-Planck equation.

We consider the time-dependent Fokker-Planck equation

∂tq(t, x) = g(t)∇ ·
(
xq(t, x)

)
+ β(t)∆q(t, x) =: −iAq(t, x),

which characterises the evolution of the probability density function for a time-dependent Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process

dX(t) = −∂xU
(
t,X(t)

)
dt +

√
2β(t) dW (t), where the time-dependent potential U(t, x) = g(t)x

2

2 . By Theorem 10,
the Hamiltonian conservation part A1 and the interaction part A2 are

A1 = −g(t)x̂ p̂+ i
g(t)

2
, A2 = −g(t)

2
+ β(t)p̂2.

We use the following observables ⟨q(t)|x̂|q(t)⟩, ⟨q(t)|x̂2|q(t)⟩ where |q(t)⟩ is the normalised quantum state of q(t, x).
In total, we consider three cases where explicit solutions are available:





Case (1): g(t) = 0.5s, β(t) = 0.5s;

Case (2): g(t) = 0.5s, β(t) = 0.3;

Case (3): g(t) = 0.5s3, β(t) = 0.3s.

(36)

In all three cases, the initial condition q(0, ·) = N
(
0.8, 0.32

)
. In simulation, we used the Galerkin method with

parameters Ns = 128, ςs = 0.2, Nη = 128, ςη = 2.0, Nu = 64, ςu = 2.0, which amounts to using 7 qubits for time
dilation, 7 qubits for Schrodingersation, 6 qubits for approximating the original Fokker-Planck equation. Notably,
we will numerically demonstrate below that with a noiseless Hamiltonian simulation, we can simulate a 1D time-
dependent PDE only with a total of 20 qubits. Such an amount of noisy qubits is already available at present.
However, to actually implemented it on a quantum hardware, we need e.g., error correcting techniques to deal with
the still noisy environment for Hamiltonian simulations, which will be left as future investigations. In Figure 5, we
visualise the observables as well as their errors (compared with theoretically exact values) for the case (3) in which
g is a cubic function in time and β is linear in time. With a sufficiently small ω in the initial state preparation, the
error is around 10−2. The simulation results for two simpler cases (1) and (2) are deferred to Appendix D, in which
the error has an order 10−3.

VI. DISCUSSION

We have shown how to turn any linear non-autonomous unitary system into an autonomous system obeying unitary
dynamics, in one higher dimension. Combined with our method for turning any linear dynamical system into one
obeying unitary dynamics in one higher dimension (Schrödingerisation), this means that the evolution of any linear
system with time-dependent coefficients can be simulated on a quantum simulator with a single time-independent
Hamiltonian with at most two additional modes for homogeneous systems with a first-order time derivative. For
inhomogeneous systems, there is an additional single qubit, and one additional qubit for each higher-order time
derivative. This means that any methods for the simulation of time-independent Hamiltonians can be immediately
adapted to this time-dependent setting.

Apart from applications to ODEs and PDEs, there are many other interesting applications to explore in future work.
These include further applications to both closed and open quantum systems, adiabatic computation, optimisation,
and time-dependent iterative methods, that can also be applied to stochastic problems and applications of random
matrices and many more.
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[26] D. N. Page and W. K. Wootters, Physical Review D 27, 2885 (1983).
[27] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Physical Review D 92, 045033 (2015).
[28] A.-K. Tornberg and B. Engquist, Journal of Computational Physics 200, 462 (2004).
[29] G. H. Low and I. L. Chuang, Quantum 3, 163 (2019).
[30] D. W. Berry, A. M. Childs, and R. Kothari, in 2015 IEEE 56th annual symposium on foundations of computer science

(IEEE, 2015) pp. 792–809.
[31] C. F. de Morisson Faria and A. Fring, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 39, 9269 (2006).
[32] I. Rotter, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 42, 153001 (2009).
[33] S. Jin, N. Liu, X. Li, and Y. Yu, arXiv:2304.00667 (2023).
[34] D. An, J.-P. Liu, and L. Lin, arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.01029 (2023).
[35] S. Jin, N. Liu, and Y. Yu, Journal of Computational Physics 487, 112149 (2023).
[36] M. G. Crandall and P.-L. Lions, Transactions of the American mathematical society 277, 1 (1983).
[37] P. D. Lax, Hyperbolic systems of conservation laws and the mathematical theory of shock waves (SIAM, 1973).
[38] W. E and B. Yu, Communications in Mathematics and Statistics 6, 1 (2018).

Appendix A: Alternative protocol for the special case of the Hamiltonian that commutes at different times

In the most general case, [Hτ ,Hτ ′ ] ̸= 0. We can also have a simplified scenario where we have the commutativity
between the Hamiltonian at different times [Hτ ,Hτ ′ ] = 0, which can be satisfied for H(t) = g(t)h where h is a
time-independent Hamiltonian. Then the corresponding unitary operation is

U(t) = e−i
∫ t
0
g(τ)dτh = e−iG(t)th, G(t) ≡ 1

t

∫ t

0

g(τ)dτ.

where no time-ordering operation is required since the Hamiltonian commutes at different times. Our aim is to
simulate the time evolution

U(t)|ψ(0)⟩ = |ψ(t)⟩.
Now let us define two new time-independent Hamiltonians that act on the original system plus an ancillary mode

Ĥ1 = 1⊗ p̂s, U1(t) = e−iĤ1t

Ĥ2 = h⊗G(ŝ), U2(t) = e−iĤ2t, [x̂, p̂x] = i1,

where ŝ is a quadrature operator acting on the ancillary mode. We now define an initial state

|0s⟩|ψ(0)⟩
where |0s⟩ is the s = 0 eigenstate so ŝ|0s⟩ = 0.

Applying the unitary U2(t)U1(t) to this initial state

U2(t)U1(t)|0s⟩|ψ(0)⟩ = U2(t)|ts⟩|ψ(0)⟩ = e−iG(t)th⊗1s |ts⟩|ψ(0)⟩.
Tracing out the first (ancillary) register, we end up with the state

e−iG(t)th|ψ(0)⟩ = U(t)|ψ(0)⟩,
which is the initial state that we desired.

This means that with the simulation of the unitary system of D qumodes with a time-dependent Hamiltonian, then
we need only D + 1 qumodes and access to the two unitary operations. The most difficult part is to engineer the
Hamiltonian Ĥ2 when G(t) is a complicated function of t. We note that this is a different method to the method
considered in the main text. This method is more closely akin to solving the first equation first, then inserting the
constant value into the second equation in

ds

dt
= 1, s0 = t0

du

dt
= H(s)u.
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By solving the first equation first, one gets s = T for some final time T . This is equivalent to the U1(T ) step. Then
this means H(s) → H(T ) becomes a time-independent Hamiltonian (since T is now a constant). This method is not
equivalent to that considered in the main text since in general [1⊗ p̂s,H(ŝ)] ̸= 0.

Appendix B: Additional proofs

1. Proof of Lemma 6

Let us define V (t, s) := Us,s−ty0. Clearly V (t, t) = Ut,0y0 = y(t). Using Taylor expansion on V (t, s) at s = t,

yω(t) =

∫ ∞

−∞
δω(s− t)V (t, s)ds

=

∫ ∞

−∞
δω(s− t)[V (t, t) + ∂sV (t, t)(s− t) +

1

2
∂ssV (t, t)(s− t)2 + o((s− t)2)] ds

=V (t, t) + µ∂sV (t, t) +
ω2

2
∂ssV (t, t) + o(ω2),

using µ =
∫
(s− t)δω(s− t)ds. Now, for good state preparation, µ ∼ 0, but we can keep it more general since we see

later the dominant contribution to yω due to µ drops out when computing the quantum fidelity in any case.

We can rewrite the terms ∂sV (t, t) and ∂ssV (t, t) in the following way. We can first decompose Us,s−t = Us,0U0,s−t

and using Eq. (4) for Us,0 and U0,s−t Using Eqs. (4) and (5):

∂sV (t, s) = −iH(s)Us,s−ty0 + Us,s−t

(
iH(s− t)

)
y0,

∂ssV (t, s) = −iḢ(s)Us,s−ty0 −H2(s)Us,s−ty0

+ 2H(s)Us,s−tH(s− t)y0 − Us,s−tH
2(s− t)y0 + iUs,s−tḢ(s− t)y0.

By choosing s = t,

∂sV (t, t) =− iH(t)y(t) + iUt,0H(0)y0

∂ssV (t, t) =− iḢ(t)Ut,0y0 −H2(t)Ut,0y0 + 2H(t)Ut,0H(0)y0 − Ut,0H
2(0)y0 + iUt,0Ḣ(0)y0

=− iḢ(t)yt −H2(t)yt + 2H(t)Ut,0H(0)y0 − Ut,0H
2(0)y0 + iUt,0Ḣ(0)y0.

(B1)

First note that since both y and yω evolve under a unitary operation, their l2 norms are preserved under the evolution,
so ∥y(t)∥ = ∥y0∥ = 1, where we can assume ∥y0∥ = 1 without losing generality, and ∥yω(t)∥ = ∥yω(0)∥. By definition,
yω(0) =

∫
δω(s)dsy0 = y0 when we choose the definition of δω satisfying Eq. (11). Thus the overlap between the

ideal state |y(t)⟩ = y(t) and the approximate state |yω(t)⟩ = yω(t) is

⟨y(t)|yω(t)⟩
= 1 + iµ

(
⟨H(0)⟩ − ⟨H(t)⟩

)

+
ω2

2

(
− i

〈
Ḣ(t)

〉
−
〈
H2(t)

〉
+ 2 ⟨y(t)|H(t)Ut,0H(0) |y(0)⟩ −

〈
H2(0)

〉
+ i

〈
Ḣ(0)

〉)
+O

(
ω3

)

= 1− ω2

2
CR + iCIm +O

(
ω3

)
,

where we had used the fact that |y(t)⟩ is a normalised state in the second line, and we define
〈
H2(t)

〉
:=

⟨y(t)|H2(t)|y(t)⟩,
〈
Ḣ(t)

〉
:= ⟨y(t)|Ḣ(t)|y(t)⟩ for any t ∈ R, and we had introduced short-hand notations

CR =
〈
H2(t)

〉
+
〈
H2(0)

〉
− 2 ⟨y(t)|H(t)Ut,0H(0) |y(0)⟩ ,

CIm = µ
(
⟨H(0)⟩ − ⟨H(t)⟩

)
+
ω2

2

(
−
〈

˙H(t)
〉
+

〈
˙H(0)

〉)
= o(ω).
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By direct computation,

Fid
(
|yω(t)⟩, |y(t)⟩

)
= |⟨y(t)|yω(t)⟩|2

=
(
1− ω2

2
CR

)2 − C2
Im +O

(
ω3

)

= 1− ω2CR + o(ω2),

where we had used the fact that the bias µ = o(ω). Here CR depends on the variance of the initial and final
Hamiltonians, which of course are all bounded for realistic physical systems. For physical systems, the norms of the
initial and final Hamiltonians are also bounded, and the last term CR is also bounded.

2. Proof of Lemma 11

The calculation is similar to Lemma 6. Recall that γω(t) =
∫
δω(t − s) Us,s−t |y0⟩⟨y0| U†

s,s−t ds, and we want to
quantify the overlap between γω(t) and |y(t)⟩ := Ut,0 |y0⟩. After introducing

Ṽ (t, s) := Us,s−t |y0⟩⟨y0| U†
s,s−t,

we can easily derive the following

γω(t) = |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|+ µ∂sṼ (t, t) +
ω2

2
∂ssṼ (t, t) + o(ω2).

Then we can similarly calculate ∂sṼ (t, t) and ∂ssṼ (t, t) similarly:

∂sṼ (t, t) = ∂sV (t, t)V (t, t)† + h.c.

(B1)
= −iH(t) |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|+ iUt,0H(0) |y0⟩⟨y(t)|+ h.c.

and

∂ssṼ (t, t) = ∂ssV (t, t)V (t, t)† + ∂sV (t, t)∂sV (t, t)† + h.c.

(B1)
= −iḢ(t) |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)| −H2(t) |y(t)⟩⟨y(t)|+ 2H(t)Ut,0H(0) |y0⟩⟨y(t)|

− Ut,0H
2(0) |y0⟩⟨y(t)|+ iUt,0Ḣ(0) |y0⟩⟨y(t)|

+
(
− iH(t)|y(t)⟩+ iUt,0H(0)|y0⟩

)(
i ⟨y(t)|H(t)− i ⟨y0|H(0)U†

t,0

)
+ h.c.

As a remark, “+h.c.” means adding the Hermitian conjugate of all previous terms in the equation.
Then the Fidelity between the reduced quantum state γω(t) and |y(t)⟩ is

⟨y(t)|γω(t)|y(t)⟩
=1 + µ

(
− i ⟨y(t)|H(t)|y(t)⟩+ i ⟨y0|H(0)|y0⟩+ h.c.

)

+
ω2

2




− i ⟨y(t)|Ḣ(t)|y(t)⟩ − ⟨y(t)|H2(t)|y(t)⟩
+ 2 ⟨y(t)|H(t)Ut,0H(0) |y0⟩ − ⟨y0|H2(0)|y0⟩+ i ⟨y0|Ḣ(0)|y0⟩
+
(
− i ⟨y(t)|H(t)|y(t)⟩+ i ⟨y0|H(0)|y0⟩

)(
i ⟨y(t)|H(t)|y(t)⟩ − i ⟨y0|H(0)|y0⟩

)
+ h.c.


+ o(ω2)

=1 + ω2




− ⟨y(t)|H2(t)|y(t)⟩
+ 2Re ⟨y(t)|H(t)Ut,0H(0) |y0⟩ − ⟨y0|H2(0)|y0⟩

+
(
⟨y(t)|H(t)|y(t)⟩ − ⟨y0|H(0)|y0⟩

)2)


+ o(ω2).

This proves our lemma by substituting the above expressions via the constant C.
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Appendix C: Page-Wotters mechanism

Although at first our protocol might seem similar to the Page-Wotters mechanism, it is in fact a different protocol,
but which still recovers the state |y(t)⟩. The Page-Wooter’s mechanism relies on the preparation of the ground state
of H̄ = 1⊗ p̂s +H(ŝ). Here we discretise in s and can write the ground state as

H̄|Ψ⟩ = 0, |Ψ⟩ = 1√
N

N/2∑

i=−N/2

|y(si)⟩ ⊗ |i⟩,

which is a quantum superposition of the time-dependent state |y(t)⟩ entangled with the clock register. To recover
|y(t)⟩, one would require a method to prepare the ground state of a given H̄ (which can even be NP-hard depending
on the Hamiltonian H(t)). Given |Ψ⟩, one would further need a projective measurement onto |s = t⟩ so

|y(t)⟩ ∝ ⟨s = t|Ψ⟩.

This is clearly very resource intensive compared to our protocol. Its objective is also different to ours, namely to create
a time-independent state |Ψ⟩, whereas we only aim to create a state |y(t)⟩ that evolves according to a time-independent
Hamiltonian.

Appendix D: Simulation details and additional pictures

We use the classical computer to emulate the above quantum algorithm in Theorem 10 (see also Figure 2). To
approximate the clock mode (s-mode), we use the Galerkin projection method to map the target PDE via a family
of fixed discrete basis functions. For simplicity, we use the following orthonormal basis on L2(R),

ϕn(x) =
Hn(

x
ς ) exp

(
− x2

2ς2

)

Cn
, Cn = (πς2)1/4

√
n!2n/2,

Hn are Hermite polynomials, and ς is a tunable parameter. For the clock mode, the number of basis functions is
denoted as Ns and the parameter is ςs. Similar notations are being used for other continuous modes. Similarly,

the projection operator P̂>0 is also implemented via approximating this operator on the basis {ϕn}Nη−1
n=0 . Such a

Galerkin projection basis method will enable us to simulate an one-dimensional PDE using quantum algorithms in
Theorem 10. For large-scale PDE simulations using our quantum algorithms, a machine learning based simulator [38]
becomes necessary and will be left as future development.

Details about the 1D Fokker-Planck. Below are some formulas for the above 1D Fokker-Planck equations:

• (Observables). If q = N (µ, σ2) is a Gaussian distribution, then the expectations of the corresponding normalised
state are

⟨q|x̂|q⟩ = µ, ⟨q|x̂2|q⟩ = σ2

2
+ µ2,

where |q⟩ = q/∥q∥.
• (Evolution of the second moment). The second moment M(t) :=

∫
dx x2q(t, x) of the 1D Fokker-Planck equation

has the following explicit solution:

M(t) = e−2G(t)M(0) + e−2G(t)

∫ t

0

e2G(r)2β(r) dr

and the mean µ(t) =
∫
dx xq(t, x) has the following explicit solution:

µ(t) = e−G(t)µ(0).

Therefore, we use these exact values as reference to examine the accuracy of quantum algorithms.

We include simulation results for two simpler cases of the time functions g, β below in Figures 6 and 7. In these
pictures, we only measure observables at a selective number of discrete time points, and compared them with the
theoretically exact values, whose formulas are given above.
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FIG. 6: We visualise observables and their corresponding errors for quantum algorithms with various imperfect clock
modes (s-mode). This picture corresponds to the first case in Eq. (36), namely, g(t) = 0.5s, β(t) = 0.5s.
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FIG. 7: We visualise observables and their corresponding errors for quantum algorithms with various imperfect clock
modes (s-mode). This picture corresponds to the second case in Eq. (36), namely, g(t) = 0.5s, β(t) = 0.3.
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