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The simulation of large-scale classical systems in exponentially small space on quan-
tum computers has gained attention. The prior work demonstrated that a quantum
algorithm offers an exponential speedup over any classical algorithm in simulating
classical dynamics with long-range interactions. However, many real-world classical
systems, such as those arising from partial differential equations, exhibit only local
interactions. The question remains whether quantum algorithms can still provide ex-
ponential speedup under this condition. In this work, we thoroughly characterize the
computational complexity of simulating such geometrically local systems on quantum
computers. First, we dequantize the quantum algorithm for simulating short-time
(polynomial-time) dynamics of such systems. This implies that the problem of simu-
lating this dynamics does not yield any exponential quantum advantage. Second, we
show that simulating short-time dynamics is at least as hard as polynomial-time and
linear-space probabilistic classical computation. Third, we show that the computa-
tional complexity of simulating long-time (exponential-time) dynamics is captured by
exponential-time and polynomial-space quantum computation. This suggests a super-
polynomial time advantage when restricting the computation to polynomial-space, or
an exponential space advantage otherwise. This work offers new insights into the com-
plexity of classical dynamics governed by partial differential equations, providing a
pathway for achieving quantum advantage in practical problems.

1 Introduction
The simulation of quantum systems is one of the key problems expected to demonstrate exponential
quantum advantage. This advantage is natural because quantum computers inherently utilize the
principles of quantum mechanics as Feynman pointed out [1]. Moreover, such speedups achieved
in quantum simulation is guaranteed by rigorous analysis with computational complexity theory.
That is, quantum simulation problem is BQP-complete [2–4], which implies that “any” classical
algorithm cannot simulate those quantum systems efficiently under the widely-believed complexity-
theoretic assumption BPP ̸= BQP.

As recent works investigated, quantum computers have potential applications to not only quan-
tum systems but also classical systems. Many classical systems can be described by first-order linear
ordinary differential equations. Even when higher-order derivatives are involved, these equations
can be converted to first-order equations by introducing auxiliary variables [5, 6]. Therefore,
quantum algorithms for solving first-order linear ordinary differential equations have been actively
studied. One major approach converts the differential equation into a linear system of equations
by discretizing the time derivative and dilating the Hilbert space [7–11] and uses quantum linear
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system solvers [12–16]. Another approach converts the differential equation into a Schrödinger
equation [5, 17, 18] and uses Hamiltonian simulation algorithm [3, 19–21]. While many other al-
gorithms use their unique approaches respectively [22–25], in any case, we can interpret most of
the algorithms as a polynomial transformation of some matrices using quantum eigenvalue trans-
formation (QEVT) [11]. In the case of linear partial differential equations, quantum computers
can also solve the problems since discretizing a partial differential equation leads to an ordinary
differential equation. Then quantum algorithms and their circuit implementations for specific par-
tial differential equations appeared in physics are proposed [5, 17, 18, 26–33]. It should be noted
that such quantum algorithms assume an efficient initial state preparation and provide efficient
access to limited information extracted from the final quantum state, such as expectation values
or samples, rather than unrestricted access to the full classical solution. In this setting, quantum
computers are expected to solve certain tasks associated with classical systems with exponentially
smaller resources of time and space than classical computers [5, 30, 31, 34, 35]. However, at present,
such exponential quantum advantages are not guaranteed from complexity theoretic perspectives
in most cases.

Recent work by Babbush et al. partially solved this problem [6]. They proposed a quantum
algorithm that can simulate the classical dynamics of exponentially many coupled oscillators, e.g.,
masses coupled by springs, in polynomial time. They introduced the reduction from Newton’s
equation to Schrödinger equation and then showed that the Schrödinger equation can be solved
efficiently using Hamiltonian simulation algorithm under appropriate conditions such as the spar-
sity of interactions. This algorithm also relies on efficient initial state preparation and provides
access only to quantities that can be efficiently extracted from the final quantum state. They
also showed that such classical dynamics can simulate universal quantum computation, that is, a
certain problem obtained from that dynamics is BQP-complete. This means that the dynamics
cannot be simulated efficiently on classical computers under the assumption of BQP ̸= BPP. The
essential part for showing BQP-completeness is that they allow long-range interactions between
masses. However, many classical systems which appear in the real world have only geometrically
local interactions. For example, the equations obtained by discretizing partial differential equations
of fluid dynamics [36] or plasma dynamics [37], e.g., the wave equation [5], can be regarded as clas-
sical systems with spatially local interactions. Thus it is important to analyze the computational
complexity of simulating the dynamics of such geometrically local classical systems on quantum
computers.

In this work, we provide a thorough characterization of the computational complexity of sim-
ulating classical linear dynamics with geometrically local interactions on quantum computers.
Specifically, we consider classical systems of size N = 2n governed by first-order linear differential
equations that can be solved by O(n)-qubit quantum algorithms. Note that we assume that the
initial state can be efficiently sampled classically. This assumption ensures that quantum advan-
tages arise solely from the time evolution, not from the description of the initial state. We then
consider the problem of either estimating a quantity given by an inner product, or sampling from
the time-evolved state. These problems are natural setups for quantum computers and corre-
sponding quantum algorithms have an exponential space advantage over the conventional classical
algorithms. In addition, we assume that the quantum algorithm runs in poly(t, n)-time for an
evolution time t, which restricts our focus to classical systems that can be efficiently simulated on
quantum computers. This condition naturally holds when the original equation can be mapped to
the Schrödinger equation [6]. In contrast, it does not generally hold for arbitrary linear dynamics,
thereby excluding equations that cannot be solved efficiently on quantum computers. Through-
out this work, we refer to the regime t = polylog(N) = poly(n) as short-time evolution, and
t = poly(N) = exp (n) as long-time evolution. We distinguish these two regimes for both compu-
tational and physical reasons. The short-time regime corresponds to the parameter region where
quantum algorithms run efficiently, that is, in poly(n)-time. In contrast, the long-time regime is
necessary for information to propagate across geometrically local systems and reach the bound-
aries, thereby enabling us to observe global and physically meaningful phenomena. We have three
main results (see Fig. 1):

(i) We dequantize the quantum algorithm for simulating the classical dynamics in the short-time
regime t = polylog(N) (see Theorem 1 and Theorem 3). That is, classical computers can
solve this simulation problem with the same complexity as quantum ones up to polynomial
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The computational complexity of simulating 𝒆𝑨𝒕
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quantum computation
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classical computation

probabilistic classical computation

Figure 1: The overview of this paper. N = 2n is the system size. Here we consider the classical linear dynamics
with geometrically local interactions that can be efficiently simulated by O(n)-qubit quantum algorithm, i.e.,
the runtime of the quantum algorithm is at most poly(t, n). Result (i) (Theorem 1 and Theorem 3) shows that
the short-time dynamics can be simulated by polylog(N)-time probabilistic classical computation. In result (ii)
(Sec. 5.2), we establish the opposite direction that the short-time dynamics can simulate polylog(N)-time and
O(n)-space probabilistic classical computation. In result (iii) (Sec. 6), we indicate that the long-time dynamics
can simulate poly(N)-time and O(n)-qubit quantum computation. The opposite direction is by the assumption
that the quantum algorithm runs in poly(t, n)-time.

overhead when the evolution time is small.

(ii) We show that simulating short-time (t = polylog(N)) dynamics is at least as hard as
polylog(N)-time and O(n)-space probabilistic classical computation (see Sec. 5.2).

(iii) We show that the computational complexity of simulating long-time (t = poly(N)) dynamics
is equivalent to that of poly(N)-time and O(n)-space quantum computation (see Sec. 6). This
indicates that we obtain a super-polynomial time advantage in simulating long-time dynamics
when restricting the computation to poly(n)-space, and an exponential space advantage
otherwise. A more detailed discussion is given in Sec. 6.

As the first result, we provide the dequantized algorithm for simulating this classical system
(Theorem 1). Dequantization is the effort to demonstrate that a quantum algorithm for some prob-
lems in the specific parameter region can be efficiently simulated on a classical computer [38, 39].
In the previous work, quantum singular value transformation (QSVT) of low-rank matrices [40–43]
and general sparse matrices [44] are dequantized, providing new insights into quantum advantages
in machine learning and quantum chemistry. On the other hand, quantum algorithms for solving
the differential equation are based on QEVT, which we consider. To dequantize the QEVT for
simulating the general classical linear dynamics with geometrically local interactions, we consider a
class of geometrically local matrices. By leveraging the locality of these matrices, we demonstrate
that polynomial transformations of these matrices with polynomials of degree d can be simulated
classically using poly(d)-time and poly(d)-space. Remarkably, these complexities are the same as
those of a quantum algorithm up to polynomial overhead as long as d = poly(n). This result
implies that simulating the short-time (t = polylog(N)) dynamics with geometrically local inter-
actions does not yield any exponential quantum advantage in both time and space complexities.
Note that, if the initial states or the observables are restricted to local ones, then we can simulate
the dynamics classically by considering the subsystem determined by the “light cone” as discussed
in Refs. [6, 33]. However, it was not known whether we could demonstrate the classical easiness
if both the initial state and the observable are global. We also provide an even stronger result.
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Our proposed algorithm mentioned above estimates quantities which is given by an inner product.
However, estimating the inner product is not the only way to prove classical hardness, that is,
sampling problems are also important. For example, it is proven that efficient classical simulations
of sampling from restricted quantum models [45] are hard (implying the collapse of the polynomial
hierarchy) while such models are thought to be unable to perform universal quantum computation.
Thus it is worth analyzing whether sampling from a short-time evolved state under a geometrically
local matrix can be simulated classically or not. As a result, we show that such a sampling problem
can also be simulated efficiently on classical computers (Theorem 3).

The above results show the classical easiness of simulating classical linear dynamics with ge-
ometrically local interactions. On the other hand, it is also essential to provide hardness re-
sults to capture the genuine complexity. Our second result is that simulating the short-time
(t = polylog(N)) dynamics is at least as hard as polylog(N)-time and O(n)-space probabilistic
classical computation (Sec. 5.2). To show this, we embed the classical reversible circuit to some
simple 1D geometrically local system of size ≈ N , which implies that the short-time dynamics can
simulate polylog(N)-time and O(n)-space probabilistic classical computation.

We also analyze the long-time (t = poly(N)) dynamics of such systems. As the third result, we
show that the computational complexity of simulating the long-time dynamics is equivalent to that
of poly(N)-time and O(n)-space quantum computation (Sec. 6). We prove this by embedding the
quantum circuit to some simple 2D geometrically local system, demonstrating that the long-time
dynamics can simulate the quantum computation. This result implies that simulating the long-time
dynamics of such systems has a super-polynomial time advantage or exponential space advantage
unless any exp(n)-time and poly(n)-space quantum circuit is simulated by classical computation
with the same resources. A more detailed discussion is given in Sec. 6.

These results indicate that a certain computational model captures the complexity of simulat-
ing the classical dynamics with geometrically local interactions and reveal how much advantage
quantum computers offer for this simulation problem. In particular, our results imply that no
exponential quantum advantage exists for short-time evolution. This is a nontrivial finding that
rules out the exponential quantum speedup or space advantage in the form discussed in many
prior works [5, 30, 31]. More specifically, the matrices governing the classical systems considered
in these works are geometrically local matrices. Therefore, for short-time dynamics, our dequan-
tized algorithm can perform the same tasks as the corresponding quantum algorithms with only
polynomial overhead. On the other hand, for long-time evolution, we have proven an exponential
space advantage under a plausible assumption. The sharp difference between these two regimes
comes from the fact that short-time geometrically local dynamics restricts information propaga-
tion to a region of radius polylog(N), whereas long-time evolution can propagate information to
sites separated by a distance of poly(N) and effectively induce long-range interactions. We explain
this point in more detail in Sec. 6. To the best of our knowledge, this result provides the first
complexity-theoretic evidence for an exponential space advantage 1 in simulating realistic classical
systems with geometrically local interactions, such as systems arising from discretized partial dif-
ferential equations, or a super-polynomial time advantage when the space complexity is restricted
to poly(n). This work provides a new insight into the complexity of classical dynamics determined
by partial differential equations and deepens our understanding of the necessary elements to obtain
quantum advantages.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we briefly review the definition and quantum
algorithmic primitives. Sec. 3 provides the formal definition of geometrically local matrices and
dequantizes the quantum algorithm for geometrically local matrices. Sec. 4 is devoted to the direct
application of our dequantized algorithm for simulating classical dynamics of coupled harmonic
oscillators. In Sec. 5 and Sec. 6, we analyze the computational complexity of simulating short-time
and long-time dynamics under a geometrically local matrix. Then we discuss how much quantum
advantage is obtained from the simulation problems.

1As a related work, quantum memory advantages for stochastic-process generation have been studied in, e.g.,
Refs. [46–49]. These works concern stochastic-process simulation, including processes associated with classical spin
chains, rather than finite-precision simulation of geometrically local classical linear dynamics considered here.
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2 Preliminaries
Throughout this paper, we use the notation of N = 2n, n ∈ N, where N denotes the system size
and n denotes the number of qubits to represent the system on quantum computers. Given two
probability distributions p, q : {1, . . . , N} → [0, 1], the total variation distance between them is
defined as

|p− q|tv = 1
2

N∑
i=1

|pi − qi|. (1)

For any non-zero vector u ∈ CN , we define the probability distribution pu : {1, . . . , N} → [0, 1] as

pui = |ui|2

∥u∥2 , (2)

for each i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.

2.1 Query-access and sampling-access to vectors and matrices
We introduce two ways of accessing vectors and matrices mainly based on Refs. [42, 44]. First, we
define query-access to a vector.

Definition 1 (Query-access to a vector). We say that we have query-access to a vector u ∈ CN ,
which we write Q(u), if on input i ∈ {1, . . . , N} we can query the entry ui. We denote the runtime
cost of implementing one such query as q(u).

We define query-access to sparse square matrices which allows us to efficiently compute the
non-zero entries and their positions.

Definition 2 (Query-access to a sparse square matrix). We say that we have query-access to an
s-sparse square matrix A ∈ CN×N , which we write Q(A), if we have queries Qrow(A) and Qcol(A)
such that:

• on input (i, l) ∈ {1, . . . , N}×{1, . . . , s}, the query Qrow(A) outputs the l-th non-zero entry of
the i-th row of A and its column index if this row has at least l non-zero entries, and outputs
an error message otherwise;

• on input (j, l) ∈ {1, . . . , N} × {1, . . . , s}, the query Qcol(A) outputs the l-th non-zero entry
of the j-th column of A and its row index if this column has at least l non-zero entries, and
outputs an error message otherwise.

We denote the runtime cost of implementing one such query as q(A).

Typically, the cost of implementing one query is polylogarithmic-time with respect to the
dimension of vectors and matrices when each entry is stored in a (classical) random-access-memory.

Next, we define sampling-access to a vector.

Definition 3 (Sampling-access to a vector). We say that we have ε-sampling-access to a vector
u ∈ CN , which we write Sε(u), if we can sample from a distribution p̃ : {1, . . . , N} → [0, 1] such
that |pu − p̃|tv ≤ ε. We denote the runtime cost of generating one sample as s(u).

Combined with query-access, we define sampling-and-query-access, which we mainly use.

Definition 4 (Sampling-and-query-access to a vector). We say that we have ε-sampling-and-query-
access to a vector u ∈ CN , which we write SQε(u), if we have Q(u) and Sε(u) and additionally
can get the value ∥u∥. We denote the maximum among q(u), s(u) and the cost of obtaining ∥u∥
as sq(u). When ε = 0, we simply write SQ(u)
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2.2 Eigenvalue transformation and singular value transformation
The eigenvalue transformation (EVT) of a square matrix A with a polynomial P ∈ C[x] is defined
as a polynomial transformation of A. That is, given a square matrix A ∈ CN×N (possibly non-
normal) and a polynomial P ∈ C[x] of degree d, if we write

P (x) = a0 + a1x+ a2x
2 + · · · + adx

d, (3)

then EVT of A is given by

P (A) = SP (J)S−1 = a0I + a1A+ a2A
2 + · · · + adA

d, (4)

where A = SJS−1 is the Jordan form decomposition, S is an invertible matrix, and J is the
so-called Jordan normal form that is block diagonal (see Ref. [11] for more details about the EVT
from the aspect of Jordan form decomposition). Quantum eigenvalue transformation (QEVT)
is a quantum algorithm for implementing P (A) on quantum computers [11, 50–52], which has
various applications, including linear differential equations [7, 8, 16, 23–25] and non-Hermitian
physics [53, 54]. In this work, we dequantize the QEVT for geometrically local matrices, whose
definition is given in Sec. 3.1, since we mainly consider the application to solving linear differential
equations.

On the other hand, the singular value transformation (SVT) transforms the singular values of a
given matrix rather than its eigenvalues. Due to some technical issues, SVT is defined in different
forms for the cases of odd polynomials and even polynomials. For any matrix A ∈ CM×N (possibly
non-square), singular value decomposition (SVD) is defined as

A =
min (M,N)∑

i=1
σiuiv

†
i , (5)

where σi’s are non-negative real numbers (so-called singular values), {ui}i are orthonormal vectors
in CM and {vi}i are orthonormal vectors in CN . Then SVT of A with an even polynomial Peven
of degree 2d, which we write

Peven(x) = a0 + a2x
2 + a4x

4 + · · · + a2dx
2d, (6)

is defined as

Peven(
√
A†A) =

min (M,N)∑
i=1

Peven(σi)viv†
i = a0I + a2A

†A+ a4(A†A)2 + · · · + a2d(A†A)d. (7)

Similarly, SVT of A with an odd polynomial Podd of degree 2d+ 1, which we write

Podd(x) = a1x+ a3x
3 + a5x

5 + · · · + a2d+1x
2d+1 =: xP ′

odd(x), (8)

is defined as

AP ′
odd(

√
A†A) =

min (M,N)∑
i=1

Podd(σi)uiv†
i = a1A+a3AA

†A+a5A(A†A)2 + · · ·+a2d+1A(A†A)d. (9)

Quantum singular value transformation (QSVT) allows efficient polynomial transformations of the
singular values of a block-encoded matrix on quantum computers [21, 55]. QSVT is significantly
more efficient than QEVT and provides a unified framework for describing many existing quantum
algorithms [56]. However, when solving differential equations, we often want to transform the
eigenvalues of a given matrix rather than its singular values, which is a case where QSVT is not
applicable. In this sense, QEVT has an affinity with applications to differential equation solvers,
which makes us focus on QEVT in this work. Nonetheless, note that the dequantization techniques
we have developed can be naturally extended to QSVT as well.
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3 The dequantized algorithm for the classical linear systems with geo-
metrically local interactions

In this work, we consider classical linear systems determined by first-order linear differential equa-
tions of the form:

d
dtx(t) = Ax(t), (10)

where x(t) is an N -element vector, A is an N × N matrix and N = 2n. If we consider the
linear differential equation with higher-order derivatives, we can convert it into a first-order linear
differential equation of higher dimensions by introducing auxiliary variables. We focus on quantum
algorithms that simulate such systems using O(n) qubits. The goal of quantum algorithms is to
prepare a quantum state proportional to the solution x(t) = eAtx(0) for a given evolution time
t. For instance, quantum computers approximate the time evolution operator by polynomial
transformation P (A) ≈ eAt of the given matrix A using QEVT algorithm [11]. Thus we consider
a general problem of simulating a polynomial transformation of a given matrix A. When A is
anti-Hermitian and ∥A∥ = poly(n), we can simulate the dynamics efficiently since the degree of
polynomial approximation of eAt is given by d = O(∥A∥t) [21]. This includes the case of the
system of classical coupled oscillators [6] and the wave equation [5], where the classical systems are
mapped into Schrödinger equation. In the case of a general matrix A, quantum algorithms do not
necessarily simulate the dynamics efficiently since the worst-case runtime is Ω(et) [57]. However,
under the conditions that A has eigenvalues with non-positive real parts, ∥A∥ = poly(n), and
∥eAtx(0)∥ ≥ 1/poly(n), the quantum algorithm works efficiently [9, 10, 15, 25]. Throughout this
work, we impose these assumptions on A, which restricts our focus to classical systems that can be
efficiently simulated by O(n)-qubit quantum algorithms whose runtime is at most poly(t, n). We
also assume that we have a sampling-and-query-access to the initial state x(0). This assumption
ensures that the description of the initial state does not contribute to a quantum advantage. We
then consider two computational problems which are natural for quantum computation: estimating
a quantity given by an inner product (such as ⟨c|x(t)⟩) in Sec. 3 and Sec. 4, and sampling from
the quantum state corresponding to x(t) in Sec. 5 and Sec. 6.

In this section, we show that, if A has a certain feature of locality, we can simulate the poly-
nomial transformation of A classically using poly(n, d) resources, where d is the degree of the
polynomial. Here, it is important to emphasize that the locality of A is defined not for qubits, but
for indices in the computational basis, which arises naturally when considering differential equa-
tions for classical systems. The complexity of poly(n, d) is the same as that of quantum computers
up to polynomial overhead as long as d = poly(n). This leads to our first result that there is no
exponential quantum advantage in simulating the short-time (t = polylog(N) = poly(n)) classical
linear dynamics with geometrically local interactions.

3.1 Geometrically local matrices
Here we define the class of matrices, so-called geometrically local matrix, which is the central
concept of our work. The matrices in this class have a certain kind of locality, which leads to the
essential feature of this matrix corresponding to the light cone as shown in Sec. 3.2.

Definition 5 (Geometrically local matrix). Consider the finite-volume lattice with sites labeled as
i = {1, . . . , N}, where the structure of the lattice is determined by some set of bonds. Let d(i, j) be
the distance between the sites i and j, and N (·) ∈ R+ → N be a locality function defined as:

N (r) := max
i={1,...,N}

|{j|d(i, j) ≤ r}| , (11)

where |{j|d(i, j) ≤ r}| is the number of elements contained in the set {j|d(i, j) ≤ r}. Then we say
that A ∈ CN×N is an (r0,N (r0))-geometrically local matrix if there exists a value r0 ∈ R+ such
that

Aij = 0 for d(i, j) > r0, (12)
and N (r) = poly(r) for any r ∈ R+. When A is Hermitian, we particularly say that it is an
(r0,N (r0))-geometrically local Hamiltonian.
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Figure 2: The one-dimensional system behind a tridiagonal matrix A. Each vertex corresponds to some index
of A and each edge represents the matrix element Ai,j . Clearly, we can consider non-symmetric matrices by
introducing one-dimensional directed graph.

We note that the lattice and its distance function used in the definition of a geometrically
local matrix are assumed to be given a priori. This lattice structure does not necessarily have
to represent some physical system since it is introduced only to define distances between sites.
Moreover, the constant r0 does not have to represent the real diameter of locality, just counts the
number of sites to which information propagates from a given site when the geometrically local
matrix is applied once. Thus N (r0) directly corresponds to the sparsity of the geometrically local
matrix. For example, if we consider D-dimensional system, N (r0) = rD0 .

Here we provide some specific examples of gemetrically local matrices. Clearly, the identity
matrix I is a (0,N (0) = 1)-geometrically local matrix. One non-trivial example is a tridiagonal
matrix. We say a matrix A as a tridiagonal matrix when A has non-zero elements only on the
diagonal, lower diagonal and upper diagonal. We can consider the one-dimensional system behind
this matrix as in Fig. 2, and then we conclude that a tridiagonal matrix is a (1,N (1) = 3)-
geometrically local matrix. Similarly, for a general band matrix with bandwidth b such that
Ai,j = 0 for |i− j| > b, we can consider the one-dimensional system where the site i is connected
to at most 2b+ 1 sites i− b, . . . , i− 1, i, i+ 1, . . . , i+ b. Then such matrix is a (b,N (b) = 2b+ 1)-
geometrically local matrix. In addition, Laplacians for wave equations after the discretization and
other matrices corresponding to partial differential equations can be viewed as a special case of
geometrically local matrices. See Sec. 4 and Appendix A for more details.

It is also important to provide an example of non-geometrically local matrices. Consider a
balanced binary tree of depth n. In this case, we take d(i, j) to be the distance on the tree, i.e., the
number of edges in the shortest path between the vertices i and j. Then the locality function of
this graph scales as N (r) = Ω(2r). Thus the adjacency matrix A ∈ R(2n−1)×(2n−1) of a balanced
binary tree of depth n is a sparse matrix but is not geometrically local matrix. This implies that
a sparse matrix is not necessarily geometrically local while a geometrically local matrix is always
sparse.

3.2 Dequantizing the quantum eigenvalue transformation for the geometrically local
matrix

Now we provide the dequantized algorithm of the QEVT for geometrically local matrices. The
following lemma is essential for this purpose, which restricts the space that needs to be considered.

Lemma 1. Suppose that A ∈ CN×N is an (r0,N (r0))-geometrically local matrix for some value
r0 ∈ R+. Then, for any k ∈ N, the following holds:

(Ak)ij = 0 for d(i, j) > kr0. (13)

That is, Ak is a (kr0,N (kr0))-geometrically local matrix.

Proof. For the k = 1 case, A is an (r0,N (r0))-geometrically local matrix by definition. Now we
prove the contrapositive, i.e.,

d(i, j) ≤ kr0 if (Ak)ij ̸= 0, (14)

by induction. Suppose that we have proved for k − 1 that

d(i, j) ≤ (k − 1)r0 if (Ak−1)ij ̸= 0. (15)
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Assuming that i and l are indices such that (Ak)il ̸= 0, there exists an index j such that (Ak−1)ij ̸=
0 and Ajl ̸= 0 since we have (Ak)il =

∑
j(Ak−1)ijAjl. By the induction hypothesis, we get

d(i, j) ≤ (k − 1)r0 and d(j, l) ≤ r0. From the metric axioms, we obtain

d(i, l) ≤ d(i, j) + d(j, l) ≤ kr0. (16)

This implies that (Ak)ij = 0 if d(i, j) > kr0.

Using Lemma 1, we can construct a query-access to a vector generated by acting a polynomial
transformation of a geometrically local matrix on a given vector.

Lemma 2. Let P ∈ C[x] be a polynomial of degree d. Then there exists a O
(
d2N (dr0)N (r0)q(A) + dN (dr0)q(u)

)
-

time classical algorithm that given

• query-access to an (r0,N (r0))-geometrically local matrix A ∈ CN×N ,

• query-access to a vector u ∈ CN ,

• an index i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

outputs the i-th entry of P (A)u.

Proof. Supposing that the polynomial P can be written as

P (x) = a0 + a1x+ a2x
2 + · · · + akx

d, (17)

we have
P (A)u = a0u+ a1Au+ a2A

2u+ · · · + akA
du. (18)

Now we consider how to compute the i-th entry of each term e†
iA

ku for k ∈ {1, . . . , d}, where ei is
a unit vector with a 1 in the i-th position and zeros elsewhere. First, we query all entries of the i-th
row of A and get at most N (r0) non-zero entries and their positions using the query Qrow(A) from
Definition 2. Then we can compute all non-zero entries of e†

iA at the cost of q(A) · N (r0)-time.
Note that the number of non-zero entries of e†

iA is also at most N (r0). Next, we assume that we
have already computed all non-zero entries of e†

iA
k−1. From Lemma 1, the number of non-zero

entries of e†
iA

k−1 is at most N ((k − 1)r0). Here let j1, . . . , jl denote the positions of non-zero
entries of e†

iA
k−1 with l ≤ N ((k− 1)r0). In order to compute all non-zero entries of e†

iA
k, we only

have to query all entries of the j1, . . . , jl-th rows of A and get at most N (kr0) non-zero entries and
their positions. This procedure can be accomplished at the cost of N ((k−1)r0) ·N (r0) ·q(A)-time.
Putting it altogether, the runtime for calculating all non-zero entries of e†

iA
r is upper-bounded by

N (r0) + N (r0) · N (r0) · q(A) + N (2r0) · N (r0) · q(A) + · · · + N ((k − 1)r0) · N (r0) · q(A) (19)

=
k−1∑
j=0

N (jr0) · N (r0) · q(A). (20)

Finally, we calculate e†
iA

ku by computing N (kr0) elements of u using algorithm Q(u) from Defi-
nition 1 at the cost of N (kr0) ·q(u)-time and taking the inner product at the cost of N (kr0)-time.

The resulting runtime for calculating e†
iP (A)u is upper-bounded by

q(u) +
d∑
k=1

k−1∑
j=0

N (jr0) · N (r0) · q(A) + N (kr0) · q(u) + N (kr0)

 (21)

≤q(u) +
d∑
k=1

(kN (kr0) · N (r0) · q(A) + N (kr0) · (q(u) + 1)) (22)

≤q(u) + d (dN (dr0) · N (r0) · q(A) + N (dr0) · (q(u) + 1)) (23)
≤O

(
d2N (dr0)N (r0)q(A) + dN (dr0)q(u)

)
. (24)
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The central idea of dequantization for sparse matrices is that estimation of the inner product of
two vectors u and v can be accomplished by sampling from pv combined with a query-access to u.
Roughly speaking, sampling an index i ∈ {i, . . . , N} according to the probability distribution pv

and computing ui∥v∥2/vi leads to the v†u as an expectation value. Ref. [42] provided the robust
version of the inner product estimation as follows.

Lemma 3 ([42]). Suppose that we are given
• query-access to a vector w ∈ CN such that ∥w∥ ≤ 1,

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to a vector v ∈ CN such that ∥v∥ ≤ 1.
Then we can estimate ẑ ∈ C such that ∣∣ẑ − v†w

∣∣ ≤ ε, (25)

classically with a probability at least 1 − δ in O(log (1/δ)(q(w) + sq(v))/ε2)-time for ζ ≤ ε/9.
Here we formulate the problem of the eigenvalue transformation for the geometrically local

matrix.

Problem 1 (EVT-GL(r0,N (r0), ε, ζ)). Suppose that we are given
• query-access to a vector u ∈ CN such that ∥u∥ ≤ 1,

• query-access to an (r0,N (r0))-geometrically local matrix A ∈ CN×N for some value r0 ∈ R+,

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to a vector v ∈ CN such that ∥v∥ ≤ 1.
Given a polynomial P ∈ C[x] of degree d with |P (x)| ≤ 1 for any x ∈ [−∥A∥, ∥A∥], the goal is to
output an estimate ẑ ∈ C such that ∣∣ẑ − v†P (A)u

∣∣ ≤ ε. (26)

Here is the statement of the main result:

Theorem 1. For any r0 ∈ R+, any ε ∈ (0, 1] and a function N (·) ∈ R+ → N defined in Defini-
tion 5, the problem EVT-GL(r0,N (r0), ε, ζ) can be solved classically with a probability at least 1 − δ
in O(log (1/δ)(d2N (dr0)N (r0)q(A) + dN (dr0)q(u) + sq(v))/ε2)-time for ζ ≤ ε/9.
Proof. From Lemma 2, we can construct a query-access to P (A)u at a cost of

q(P (A)u) = O
(
d2N (dr0)N (r0)q(A) + dN (dr0)q(u)

)
. (27)

Lemma 3 implies that, for ζ ≤ ε/9, we can calculate an estimate such that Eq. (26) classically
with a probability at least 1 − δ at a cost of

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2 (q(P (A)u) + sq(v))
)
. (28)

Combined with Eq. (27), the final runtime of this procedure is

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
d2N (dr0)N (r0)q(A) + dN (dr0)q(u) + sq(v)

))
. (29)

According to Theorem 1 and Definition 5, our dequantized algorithm of QEVT has the com-
plexity of poly(d) for the degree d of the polynomial while the previous work [44] that focused on
general sparse matrices has the complexity of exp(d). The key point is that, for a geometrically
local matrix, Ad has a sparsity bounded by N (dr0) = poly(d), whereas, for a general s-sparse
matrix, the sparsity of Ad can grow as sd in the worst case. This leads to a significant reduction of
the cost of the classical algorithm and broadens the parameter region that is tractable for classical
computers. We note that, if Ad is assumed to have polynomial sparsity in d, the dequantized
algorithm for general sparse matrices [44] can also have polynomial complexity in d. Thus our
contribution is to identify geometrically local matrices as a natural class for which this property is
guaranteed. Also note that our result is different from dequantization results based on low-rank
assumptions since geometrically local matrices are not necessarily low-rank.
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4 Applications of the dequantized algorithm for the geometrically local
matrix

In this section, we provide the classical algorithms that simulate the quantum algorithms for solving
the specific problems related to geometrically local matrices using the results in Sec. 3. Here
we provide only the application for simulating a classical system of coupled harmonic oscillators
while we can also apply our dequantized algorithm for simulating wave equations [5, 31, 33],
advection equations [30] and single particle Schrödinger equations [58–61] which we postpone in
Appendices A.1, A.2 and A.3.

4.1 Application to the simulation of classical dynamics with geometrically local inter-
action

As in Ref. [6], we consider a classical system of coupled harmonic oscillators with N = 2n point
mass m1, . . . ,mN which are coupled with each other by springs. We define κij = κji ≥ 0 as the
spring constants which couple i-th and j-th oscillators and κii as the spring constant which connects
i-th oscillator to a wall. In the case of D = 1-dimension, the displacements and velocities of the
point masses are given by x(t) = (x1(t), . . . , xN (t))T and ẋ(t) = (ẋ1(t), . . . , ẋN (t))T respectively.
We can also address the higher dimensional case similarly. In two-dimensional case, for example,
we just use x1(t) as the first coordinate of the first point mass and x2(t) as the second coordinate
of the first point mass, and handle other point masses in the same manner. After assigning the
indices in this way, we redefine the dimension of vectors x(t) and ẋ(t) as N

In the harmonic approximation, the dynamics of the coupled oscillators is described by Newton’s
equation:

miẍi(t) =
∑
j ̸=i

κij(xj(t) − xi(t)) − κiixi(t), (30)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Now our goal is to simulate the time evolution of x(t) and ẋ(t) given initial
conditions x(0) and ẋ(0).

In order to solve this problem on quantum computers, the authors of Ref. [6] transformed
Eq. (30) into Schrödinger equation. Writing Eq. (30) in matrix form, we obtain Mẍ(t) = −Fx(t),
where M is a N × N diagonal matrix with entries mi ≥ 0 and F is a N × N matrix whose
diagonal and off-diagonal entries are fii =

∑
j κij and fij = −κij respectively. Note that M ≥ 0

and F ≥ 0 are real and positive semidefinite. Changing the variables as y(t) =
√
Mx(t), we get

ÿ(t) = −Ay(t), where A =
√
M

−1
F

√
M

−1 ≥ 0 is real and positive semidefinite. We can transform
this second-order differential equation into the first-order differential equation as:

d
dt

(
ẏ(t) + i

√
Ay(t)

)
= i

√
A
(
ẏ(t) + i

√
Ay(t)

)
. (31)

Then its solution is given by

ẏ(t) + i
√
Ay(t) = ei

√
At
(
ẏ(0) + i

√
Ay(0)

)
. (32)

However, we do not have direct access to
√
A and simulating the time evolution under

√
A requires

additional costs. To address this issue, in Ref. [6] (see also Ref. [5]), the authors introduced the
generalization of

√
A:

H :=
(

0 B
B† 0

)
, (33)

where B is a N ×Ncol matrix such that BB† = A for some integer Ncol. Note that

H2 :=
(
BB† 0

0 B†B

)
=
(
A 0
0 B†B

)
, (34)

which allows us to use H ∈ C(N+Ncol)×(N+Ncol) as a square root of A. Now it is easy to see that

|ψ(t)⟩ := 1√
2E

(
ẏ(t)

iB†y(t)

)
, (35)
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where
√

2E is a normalization factor, is a solution of the Schrödinger equation

d
dt |ψ(t)⟩ = iH |ψ(t)⟩ . (36)

Hence, we obtain

1√
2E

(
ẏ(t)

iB†y(t)

)
= eiHt

1√
2E

(
ẏ(0)

iB†y(0)

)
= (cos (Ht) + i sin (Ht)) 1√

2E

(
ẏ(0)

iB†y(0)

)
. (37)

In the above discussion, the matrix B may be an arbitrary matrix such that BB† = A. In this
work, we choose

B† |i⟩ =
∑
j≥i

√
κij
mi

|i⟩ |j⟩ −
∑
j<i

√
κij
mi

|j⟩ |i⟩ (38)

as in Ref. [6], where Ncol = N(N + 1)/2. This choice allows us to obtain

B†y(t) = B†
√
Mx(t) =

∑
i

√
κiixi(t) |i⟩ |i⟩ +

∑
j>i

√
κij(xi(t) − xj(t)) |i⟩ |j⟩ , (39)

which implies that

1
2(B†y(t))†B†y(t) = 1

2
∑
i

κiixi(t)2 + 1
2
∑
j>i

κij(xi(t) − xj(t))2, (40)

is the potential energy.
Now we are ready to dequantize the simulation of the classical system with geometrically local

interactions. In order to introduce the distance between each point mass, we set each point mass
on some lattice (e.g., square lattice) with lattice spacing 1 (: constant). We have to note that this
lattice is only used to define geometrically local interaction, and the distance between i-th and
j-th sites does not imply the ‘real’ distance between i-th and j-th point masses. In other words,
this lattice is only used to count the number of masses that is connected to one given mass by a
spring. Letting the distance on lattice between i-th and j-th point masses be d(i, j), we can define
the classical system with geometrically local interactions as the system with springs such that

κij = κji = 0 for d(i, j) > r0, (41)

where r0 ≤ poly(n) denotes the spatial locality of the system. From Definition 5, it is easy to see
that F andA are (r0,N (r0))-geometrically local matrices, where N (r0) := maxi={1,...,N} |{j|d(i, j) ≤ r0}| ≤
poly(r0). Remember that N (r0) = O(rD0 ) if we solve the D-dimensional system. In Theorem 2,
we solve the problem related to time evolution of this classical system.

Here we have to note that the dilated Hamiltonian H in Eq. (33) is also a geometrically local
Hamiltonian. Considering the lattice as in the above discussion, we set the position xi and velocity
ẋi of i-th mass to the same site i. Furthermore, we define new sites between all the pairs of sites
of the lattice and interactions between them. For example, for i-th and j-th sites of the lattice, we
define the new site (i, j) and define two interactions: one is between i and (i, j) and the other is
between (i, j) and j. Then we place the spring κij on the site (i, j) if i-th mass is connected to j-th
mass. Using the definition of B† in Eq. (38), the number of masses and springs that are connected
to one given mass or spring is given by O(r2D

0 ) for the locality r0. Thus H is (r0,N (r0) = O(r2D
0 ))-

geometrically local matrix. This leads to the complexity of the dequantized algorithm of O(t2+2D)
while the complexity of the algorithm in Theorem 2 is O(t2+D). To reduce the complexity, we
apply our dequantization technique to A rather than H.

Theorem 2. Let t ∈ R be an evolution time, r0 ≥ 0 be a spatial locality defined in (41) and
ε ∈ (0, 1] be a precision. Suppose that we are given

• query-access to ẋ(0) ∈ RN ,

• query-access to x(0) ∈ RN ,
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• query-access to m ∈ RN , where mi is the mass of i-th point mass for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

• query-access to K ∈ RN×N , where Kij = κij,

• total energy: E = 1
2
∑
imiẋi(0)2 + 1

2
∑
i κiixi(0)2 + 1

2
∑
j>i κij(xi(0) − xj(0))2,

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to v ∈ CN+N(N+1)/2.

Then, for ζ ≤ ε/18, we can calculate

v† · ψ(t) = v† · 1√
2E

( √
Mẋ(t)

iB†
√
Mx(t)

)
, (42)

classically with a probability at least 1 − δ and an additive error ε. The runtime of the classical
algorithm is

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0) (q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m))

+ dexpN (dexpr0) (q(ẋ(0)) + q(x(0)) + 2q(m)) + sq(v)
))

,

(43)

where dexp := O(t
√

N (r0)κmax/mmin + log(1/ε)), or emphasizing the dependence on t, ε and δ,
given the spatial dimension D,

Õ

(
t2+D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (44)

Proof. For some α ∈ R, let Pexp ∈ C[x] be the polynomial approximation of exponential function
eitx on the domain [−α, α] such that∥∥Pexp(x) − eitx

∥∥
[−α,α] ≤ ε, ∥Pexp(x)∥[−α,α] ≤ 1. (45)

According to Ref. [21], there exists such an polynomial approximation of degree O(αt+ log(1/ε)).
Using this polynomial with α ≥ ∥H∥, we obtain

∥∥Pexp(H) − eiHt
∥∥ ≤ ε and ∥Pexp(H)∥ ≤ 1.

Here ∥H∥ can be upper-bounded as ∥H∥ ≤
√

N (r0)κmax/mmin (see Ref. [6]), which enables us
to ε/2-approximate eiHt with Pexp(H) of degree dexp := O(t

√
N (r0)κmax/mmin + log(1/ε)). Note

that if we have an ε/2-approximation of eiHt and estimate v†Pexp(H)ψ(0) with additive error ε/2,
then the overall error is upper-bounded by ε.

Now we decompose Pexp(x) into an even polynomial Pcos(x2) and an odd polynomial ixPsin(x2),
where Pcos(x2) and xPsin(x2) are real polynomials which approximate cos(x) and sin(x) respec-
tively. Using Eq. (34), the polynomial transformation of H can be written as

Pexp(H) = Pcos(H2) + iHPsin(H2) (46)

=
(
Pcos(A) 0

0 Pcos(B†B)

)
+ i

(
0 B
B† 0

)(
Psin(A) 0

0 Psin(B†B)

)
(47)

=
(

Pcos(A) iBPsin(B†B)
iB†Psin(A) Pcos(B†B)

)
. (48)

This leads to

Pexp(H)ψ(0) =
(

Pcos(A) iBPsin(B†B)
iB†Psin(A) Pcos(B†B)

)
1√
2E

( √
Mẋ(0)

iB†
√
Mx(0)

)
(49)

= 1√
2E

(
Pcos(A)

√
Mẋ(0) −BPsin(B†B)B†

√
Mx(0)

iB†Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0) + iPcos(B†B)B†

√
Mx(0)

)
(50)

= 1√
2E

(
Pcos(A)

√
Mẋ(0) − Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0)

iB†(Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0))

)
, (51)

where we define Psin,v(A) := BPsin(B†B)B† andB†Pcos,x(A) := Pcos(B†B)B†. Recalling ∥Pexp(H)ψ(0)∥ ≤
1, we can apply Lemma 3 to a query-access to Pexp(H)ψ(0). Thus we discuss how to construct a
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query-access to Pcos(A)
√
Mẋ(0)−Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0) and iB†(Psin(A)

√
Mẋ(0)+Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0))

below.
First, we construct a query access to

√
Mẋ(0) and

√
Mx(0). The i-th entries of

√
Mẋ(0) and√

Mx(0) can be computed by querying the i-th entries of ẋ(0), x(0) and m. Thus we can compute
each entry of

√
Mẋ(0) and

√
Mx(0) classically in

q(
√
Mẋ(0)) = q(m) + q(ẋ(0)), q(

√
Mx(0)) = q(m) + q(x(0)) (52)

-time respectively. Next, we consider a query-access to A =
√
M

−1
F

√
M

−1. A query-access to
F can be constructed from a query-access to K since the position of non-zero entries of F is the
same as that of K and fii =

∑
j κij can be computed using Qrow(K), N (r0) times, which leads to

q(F ) = q(K)N (r0). Also the position of non-zero entries of A is the same as that of F and the
(i, j)-th entry of A can be written as aij = fij/

√
mimj . Combining query-accesses to F and m,

we can compute the (i, j)-th entry of A classically in

q(A) = q(F ) + 2q(m) = q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m) (53)

-time. Now let us give a query-access to Pcos(A)
√
Mẋ(0)−Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0). Considering that the

degree of Pcos and Psin,v is dexp = O(t
√

N (r0)κmax/mmin + log(1/ε)), from Lemma 2, we obtain

q
(
Pcos(A)

√
Mẋ(0) − Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0)

)
(54)

=q
(
Pcos(A)

√
Mẋ(0)

)
+ q

(
Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0)

)
(55)

=O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)q(
√
Mẋ(0))

)
+O

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)q(
√
Mx(0))

) (56)

=O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0) (q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m)) + dexpN (dexpr0) (q(ẋ(0)) + q(x(0)) + 2q(m))
)
.

(57)

Finally, we provide a query-access to iB†(Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0)). B† defined in

Eq. (38) has at most two entries in each row. This can be seen from the fact that, considering an
(i, j)-th row of B†, the two non-zero entries

√
κij/mi and

√
κij/mj lie in i-th and j-th columns

respectively if j > i, or the one non-zero entry
√
κii/mi lies in i-th column if i = j. Thus, given an

index (i, j) for j ≤ i, we can calculate the (i, j)-th entry of iB†(Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0)+Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0))

using at most two queries to K, m and Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0). Noting that the the

classical runtime for querying Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0) is the same as Eq. (57), we

obtain

q
(
iB†(Psin(A)

√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0))

)
(58)

=2q(K) + 2q(m) + 2q
(
Psin(A)

√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0)

)
(59)

=O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0) (q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m)) + dexpN (dexpr0) (q(ẋ(0)) + q(x(0)) + 2q(m))
)
.

(60)

Putting it all together,

q(Pexp(H)ψ(0)) (61)

=q
(
Pcos(A)

√
Mẋ(0) − Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0)

)
+ q

(
iB†(Psin(A)

√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0))

)
(62)

=O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0) (q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m)) + dexpN (dexpr0) (q(ẋ(0)) + q(x(0)) + 2q(m))
)
.

(63)

From Lemma 3, for ζ ≤ ε/18 we can estimate v†Pexp(H)ψ(0) classically with a probability at
least 1 − δ and an additive error ε/2 in

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2 (q(Pexp(H)ψ(0)) + sq(v))
)

(64)

Accepted in Quantum 2026-07-15, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 14



=O
(

log (1/δ)
ε2

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0) (q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m))

+ dexpN (dexpr0) (q(ẋ(0)) + q(x(0)) + 2q(m)) + sq(v)
)) (65)

-time. Emphasizing the dependence on t, ε and δ, we can write the complexity

Õ

(
t2+D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (66)

Inspired by Ref. [6], we define another problem, where we calculate kinetic and potential energy.

Problem 2. Let t ∈ R be an evolution time. Suppose that we are given

• query-access to ẋ(0) ∈ RN ,

• query-access to x(0) ∈ RN ,

• query-access to m ∈ RN , where mi is the mass of i-th point mass for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

• query-access to K ∈ RN×N , where Kij = κij,

• total energy: E = 1
2
∑
imiẋi(0)2 + 1

2
∑
i κiixi(0)2 + 1

2
∑
j>i κij(xi(0) − xj(0))2,

• a subsets of masses V ⊆ {1, . . . , N} and a subset of springs X ⊆ {1, . . . N(N + 1)/2},

• query-access to V = VV + VX =
∑
i∈V eie

†
i +

∑
i∈X eie

†
i ∈ R(N+N(N+1)/2)×(N+N(N+1)/2),

where ei is a unit vector with an 1 in the i-th position and zeros elsewhere,

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to ψ(0) = 1√
2E ((

√
Mẋ(0))T , (iB†

√
Mx(0))T )T ∈ CN+N(N+1)/2.

Then the goal is to estimate ẑ ∈ C such that∣∣∣∣ẑ − KV(t) + UX (t)
E

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε, (67)

where
KV(t) := 1

2
∑
i∈V

miẋi(t)2, (68)

is the kinetic energy of the masses in V at time t and

UX (t) := 1
2

∑
i:(i,i)∈X

κiixi(t)2 + 1
2

∑
j>i:(i,j)∈X

κij(xi(t) − xj(t))2, (69)

is the potential energy of the springs in X at time t.

Corollary 1. For ζ ≤ ε/27, we can solve Problem 2 classically with a probability at least 1 − δ.
The runtime of the classical algorithm is

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A)

+ dexpN (dexpr0)N (r0) (3q(K) + 3q(m) + q(V ) + 2q (ϕx(t))) + sq(ψ(0))
))

,

(70)

where dexp := O(t
√

N (r0)κmax/mmin + log(1/ε)) and

q (ϕx(t)) = O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0) (q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m))
+ dexpN (dexpr0) (q(ẋ(0)) + q(x(0)) + 2q(m))

)
.

(71)

, or emphasizing the dependence on t, ε and δ, given the spatial dimension D,

Õ

(
t3+2D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (72)
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Proof. Using some equations used in the proof of Theorem 2, the kinetic and potential energy is
written as:

KV(t) + UX (t)
E

= ψ(t)†V ψ(t) = ψ(0)e−iHtV eiHtψ(0) ≈ ψ(0)Pexp(H)†V Pexp(H)ψ(0). (73)

This implies that, if we have ε/3-approximation Pexp(H) of eiHt and estimate ψ(0)Pexp(H)†V Pexp(H)ψ(0)
within an additive error ε/3, then we obtain the overall error ε. Note that the degree of Pexp(H)
is dexp := O(t

√
N (r0)κmax/mmin + log(1/ε)) as in the proof of Theorem 2.

Now we construct a query-access to Pexp(H)†V Pexp(H)ψ(0). Using the notation used in the
proof of Theorem 2,

Pexp(H)†V Pexp(H)ψ(0) (74)

=
(

Pcos(A) −iPsin(A)B
−iPsin(B†B)B† Pcos(B†B)

)(
VV 0
0 VX

)(
Pcos(A) iBPsin(B†B)

iB†Psin(A) Pcos(B†B)

)
ψ(0) (75)

=
(

Pcos(A) −iPsin(A)B
−iPsin(B†B)B† Pcos(B†B)

)(
VV 0
0 VX

)
· 1√

2E

(
Pcos(A)

√
Mẋ(0) − Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0)

iB†(Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0))

)
(76)

=
(

Pcos(A) −iPsin(A)B
−iPsin(B†B)B† Pcos(B†B)

)(
VV 0
0 VXB

†

)
· 1√

2E

(
Pcos(A)

√
Mẋ(0) − Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0)

i(Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0) + Pcos,x(A)

√
Mx(0))

)
(77)

=
(

Pcos(A)VV −iPsin(A)BVXB
†

−iPsin(B†B)B†VV Pcos(B†B)VXB
†

)
·
(
ϕv(t)
ϕx(t)

)
(78)

=
(

Pcos(A)VVϕv(t) − iPsin(A)BVXB
†ϕx(t)

−iPsin(B†B)B†VVϕv(t) + Pcos(B†B)VXB
†ϕx(t)

)
, (79)

where ϕv(t) := 1√
2E (Pcos(A)

√
Mẋ(0) − Psin,v(A)

√
Mx(0)) and ϕx(t) := i√

2E (Psin(A)
√
Mẋ(0) +

Pcos,x(A)
√
Mx(0)). In the proof of Theorem 2, we have shown that

q (ϕv(t)) = q (ϕx(t))
=O

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0) (q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m)) + dexpN (dexpr0) (q(ẋ(0)) + q(x(0)) + 2q(m))
)
.

(80)

From now, we consider each term in Eq. (79) respectively. The i-th entry of VVϕv(t) can be
calculated by querying the (i, i)-th entry of VV and the i-th entry of ϕv(t) since VV is a projector
and a diagonal matrix. Thus q(VVϕv(t)) = q(V ) + q(ϕv(t)). Combined with Lemma 2, we obtain

q(Pcos(A)VVϕv(t))
=O

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0) (q(V ) + q(ϕv(t)))
)
.

(81)

Next, we consider Psin(B†B)B†VVϕv(t). We define B†Psin,x(A) := Psin(B†B)B†, which is well-
defined since Psin is an odd polynomial. It is easy to see that q(Psin,x(A)VVϕv(t)) = O(q(Pcos(A)VVϕv(t))).
In the proof of Theorem 2, we have proven that, for any vector u,

q(B†u) = 2q(K) + 2q(m) + 2q(u), (82)

which implies that

q(Psin(B†B)B†VVϕv(t))
=q(B†Psin,x(A)VVϕv(t))
=2q(K) + 2q(m) + 2q(Psin,x(A)VVϕv(t))
=2q(K) + 2q(m) +O

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0) (q(V ) + q(ϕv(t)))
)
.

(83)

In order to analyze Psin(A)BVXB
†ϕx(t), we compute q(Bu) for any vector u. Observing that

⟨i|B =
∑
j≥i

√
κij
mi

⟨i| ⟨j| −
∑
j<i

√
κij
mi

⟨j| ⟨i| , (84)
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for the i-th row of B, there are at most N (r0) non-zero entries and each element has the form of√
κij/mi. Querying all non-zero entries of the i-th row of B and their positions and computing

corresponding N (r0) elements of u, we can calculate the i-th entry of Bu. Thus

q(Bu) = N (r0) (q(K) + q(m) + q(u)) , (85)

holds. Using Eq. (82) and Lemma 2, we obtain

q
(
Psin(A)BVXB

†ϕx(t)
)

(86)
=O

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)q
(
BVXB

†ϕx(t)
))

(87)
=O

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)N (r0)
(
q(K) + q(m) + q

(
VXB

†ϕx(t)
)))

(88)
=O

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)N (r0) (3q(K) + 3q(m) + q(V ) + 2q (ϕx(t)))
)
.

(89)

Finally, we consider Pcos(B†B)VXB
†ϕx(t). We decompose Pcos(B†B) into the identity term and

another term such that a0I+Pcos,i(B†B) := Pcos(B†B). Furthermore, we define B†Pcos,ix(A)B :=
Pcos,i(B†B), which is well-defined since Pcos,i(B†B) does not have an identity term. Observing
that

Pcos(B†B)VXB
†ϕx(t)

=a0VXB
†ϕx(t) + Pcos,i(B†B)VXB

†ϕx(t)
=a0VXB

†ϕx(t) +B†Pcos,ix(A)BVXB
†ϕx(t),

(90)

from Eqs. (82), (85) and Lemma 2, we obtain

q
(
Pcos(B†B)VXB

†ϕx(t)
)

(91)
=q
(
a0VXB

†ϕx(t)
)

+ q
(
B†Pcos,ix(A)BVXB

†ϕx(t)
)

(92)
=q(V ) + q

(
B†ϕx(t)

)
+ 2q(K) + 2q(m) + 2q

(
Pcos,ix(A)BVXB

†ϕx(t)
)

(93)
=4q(K) + 4q(m) + q(V ) + 2q (ϕx(t))

+O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)N (r0) (3q(K) + 3q(m) + q(V ) + 2q (ϕx(t)))
)

(94)
=O

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)N (r0) (3q(K) + 3q(m) + q(V ) + 2q (ϕx(t)))
)
.

(95)

Combining Eqs. (81), (83), (89) and (95), we get

q
(
Pexp(H)†V Pexp(H)ψ(0)

)
(96)

=q(Pcos(A)VVϕv(t)) + q(Psin(B†B)B†VVϕv(t))
+ q

(
Psin(A)BVXB

†ϕx(t)
)

+ q
(
Pcos(B†B)VXB

†ϕx(t)
) (97)

=O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)N (r0) (3q(K) + 3q(m) + q(V ) + 2q (ϕx(t)))
)
,

(98)

where we used q(ϕv(t)) = O(q(ϕx(t))) in the last equality.
From Lemma 3, for ζ ≤ ε/27 we can estimate ψ(0)Pexp(H)†V Pexp(H)ψ(0) classically with a

probability at least 1 − δ and an additive error ε/3 in

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
q(Pexp(H)†V Pexp(H)ψ(0)) + sq(ψ(0))

))
(99)

=O
(

log (1/δ)
ε2

(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A)

+ dexpN (dexpr0)N (r0) (3q(K) + 3q(m) + q(V ) + 2q (ϕx(t))) + sq(ψ(0))
)) (100)
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-time, where

q (ϕx(t)) = O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0) (q(K)N (r0) + 2q(m))
+ dexpN (dexpr0) (q(ẋ(0)) + q(x(0)) + 2q(m))

)
.

(101)

Emphasizing the dependence on t, ε and δ, we can write the complexity

Õ

(
t3+2D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (102)

According to Corollary 1, classical computers can calculate kinetic and potential energy in
O(d3+2D

exp /ε2)-time while the runtime of the corresponding quantum algorithm is O(dexp/ε) [6].
This is one of the demonstrations that the time complexity of classical algorithms differs from that
of quantum algorithms only polynomially.

5 Computational complexity of simulating short-time dynamics under
the geometrically local matrix

In this section, we show that the computational complexity of simulating short-time (i.e. t =
polylog(N)) dynamics under the geometrically local matrix is upper-bounded by that of polylog(N)-
time probabilistic classical computation and is lower-bounded by that of polylog(N)-time and
O(n)-space probabilistic classical computation. To this end, we first show that polylog(N)-time
probabilistic classical computers can simulate the short-time dynamics. In Sec. 3 and Sec. 4, we
have provided the dequantized algorithm for estimating the quantity given by this short-time dy-
namics. However, this is insufficient as a result of classical easiness since it does not address the
sampling problem, which is considered a more challenging task in the context of quantum advan-
tage. In the following, we thus show that sampling from the short-time evolved state under the
geometrically local matrix can also be simulated classically.

5.1 Classical sampling simulation of short-time dynamics under the geometrically local
matrix

Here we provide the polylog(N)-time classical algorithm that simulates the sampling from the
quantum state which evolved for a short time under the geometrically local matrix of size N ×N .
In the following, we assume that the time evolution operator eAt is approximated by a polynomial
transformation of A such that ∥Pexp(A) − eAt∥ ≤ ε, where the degree of Pexp is at most dexp =
O(poly(t, n, 1/ε)). When A is anti-Hermitian, we can set the degree as dexp = O(∥A∥t+ log (1/ε))
as in Ref. [21]. The following lemma ensures that the state approximating the time evolved state
by polynomial transformation also approximates the output probability distribution in the total
variation distance.

Lemma 4. Let t ∈ R be an evolution time and ε ∈ (0, 1] be a precision. Suppose that A is a square
matrix and |ψ⟩ is an initial state. Assume that Pexp is a polynomial of degree dexp that Pexp(A)
ε-approximates eAt such that ∥Pexp(A) − eAt∥ ≤ ε. Let papp := pPexp(A)|ψ⟩ and pexact := pe

At|ψ⟩ be
the output distributions of Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ and eAt |ψ⟩. Then the total variation distance between papp

and pexact is upper-bounded by

|papp − pexact|tv ≤ 2ε
∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥

. (103)

Proof. Let |Pexp(A)ψ⟩N := Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ /∥Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ ∥ and |eAtψ⟩N := eAt |ψ⟩ /∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥ denote
the normalized state and note that p|Pexp(A)ψ⟩N = pPexp(A)|ψ⟩ = papp and p|eAtψ⟩N = pe

At|ψ⟩ =
pexact.
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First, we show that ∥ |Pexp(A)ψ⟩N − |eAtψ⟩N ∥ ≤ 2ε/∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥. For any vectors u and ϕ such
that ∥ϕ∥ = 1, we have ∥∥∥∥ u

∥u∥
− ϕ

∥∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥∥ u

∥u∥
− u

∥∥∥∥+ ∥u− ϕ∥ ≤ 2∥u− ϕ∥. (104)

Substituting u = Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ /∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥ and ϕ = eAt |ψ⟩ /∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥ into the above inequality, we
obtain

∥ |Pexp(A)ψ⟩N − |eAtψ⟩N ∥ =
∥∥∥∥ ∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥

∥Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ ∥
Pexp(A) |ψ⟩
∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥

− eAt |ψ⟩
∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥

∥∥∥∥ (105)

≤ 2 1
∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥

∥∥Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ − eAt |ψ⟩
∥∥ (106)

≤ 2 ε

∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥
. (107)

Recall the well-known fact that, for two quantum states |Ψ⟩ and |Φ⟩, when ∥ |Ψ⟩ − |Φ⟩ ∥ ≤ ε,
we have |p|Ψ⟩ − p|Φ⟩|tv ≤ ε. Then we obtain

|papp − pexact|tv ≤ 2ε
∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥

. (108)

From the above lemma, we only have to sample from the probability distribution pPexp(A)|ψ⟩ of
Pexp(A) |ψ⟩. To this end, we use rejection sampling which is a method to sample from the hard
distribution Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ given the sampling-access to some easy distribution pover. In the standard
rejection sampling scheme, we need a query-access to the normalized target state |Pexp(A)ψ⟩N. In
our case, however, we have a query-access to the unnormalized state Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ but |Pexp(A)ψ⟩N.
Thus we have to show that rejection sampling works with a query-access to the unnormalized
state, i.e., without the exact knowledge of the normalization factor. The following lemma provides
the robust rejection sampling with a query-access to the unnormalized state, which is the slightly
modified version of Proposition 4 in Ref. [42]. Note that, from the triangle inequality, we have
∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥ − ε ≤ ∥Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ ∥ ≤ ∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥ + ε.

Lemma 5 (Robust rejection sampling with a query-access to the unnormalized state). Let p ∈ RN
be a probability distribution and u ∈ CN is a vector such that αmin − ε ≤ ∥u∥ ≤ αmax + ε for some
known αmin and αmax. Suppose that we are given

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to p,

• query-access to u,

• a real number ϕ ≥ 1 such that |ui|2

ϕpi
≤ 1 holds for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.

Assume that 0 < ε ≤ αmin
2 and 0 ≤ ζ ≤ α2

min
16ϕ . Then we can sample from the probability distribution

p′ such that |p′ − pu|tv ≤ 16ϕζ/α2
min with a probability ≥ 1 − δ in O((sq(p) + q(u)) ϕ

α2
min

log (1/δ))-
time.

Proof. Our sampling procedure is as follows:

(i) Take a sample i ∈ {1, . . . , N} from the probability distribution p̃ such that |p− p̃|tv ≤ ζ using
ζ-sampling-access to p.

(ii) Take t uniformly at random in [0, 1].

(iii) If t ≤ |ui|2

ϕpi
, then output i, otherwise output failure.
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First, we evaluate the success probability pacc of this procedure. We have

pacc =
N∑
i=1

p̃i
|ui|2

ϕpi
=

N∑
i=1

pi
|ui|2

ϕpi
+

N∑
i=1

(p̃i − pi)
|ui|2

ϕpi
= ∥u∥2

ϕ
+

N∑
i=1

(p̃i − pi)
|ui|2

ϕpi
, (109)

and thus, from the assumption |ui|2

ϕpi
≤ 1 for all i,

∣∣∣∣pacc − ∥u∥2

ϕ

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

(p̃i − pi)
|ui|2

ϕpi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
N∑
i=1

|p̃i − pi| = 2|p− p̃|tv ≤ 2ζ. (110)

We obtain
∥u∥2

ϕ
− 2ζ ≤ pacc ≤ ∥u∥2

ϕ
+ 2ζ. (111)

Then we have

ϕ

∥u∥2 + 2ϕζ ≤ 1
pacc

≤ ϕ

∥u∥2 − 2ϕζ (112)

ϕ

∥u∥2

(
1 − 2ϕζ

∥u∥2

)
≤ 1
pacc

≤ ϕ

∥u∥2

(
1 + 4ϕζ

∥u∥2

)
(113)

for 0 ≤ ζ ≤ α2
min

16ϕ ≤ ∥u∥2

4ϕ .
Let p′ : {1, . . . , N} → [0, 1] be the output probability distribution of the above procedure

conditioned on success. We have
p′
i = p̃i|ui|2

paccϕpi
, (114)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. We can see that p′ is close to the desired distribution pu:

|p′ − pu|tv = 1
2

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ p̃i|ui|2paccϕpi
− |ui|2

∥u∥2

∣∣∣∣ (115)

= 1
2

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ pi|ui|2paccϕpi
− |ui|2

∥u∥2

∣∣∣∣+ 1
2

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ (p̃i − pi)|ui|2
paccϕpi

∣∣∣∣ (116)

= 1
2

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ pi|ui|2paccϕpi
− |ui|2

∥u∥2

∣∣∣∣+ 1
2

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣ (p̃i − pi)|ui|2
paccϕpi

∣∣∣∣ (117)

≤ 1
2

∣∣∣∣ ∥u∥2

paccϕ
− 1
∣∣∣∣+ 1

pacc
|p̃− p|tv (118)

≤ 2ϕζ
∥u∥2 + ϕζ

∥u∥2

(
1 + 4ϕζ

∥u∥2

)
(119)

≤ 16ϕζ
α2

min
, (120)

for 0 < ε ≤ αmin
2 and 0 ≤ ζ ≤ α2

min
16ϕ .

Now we provide the number of repetitions required to obtain the success probability ≥ 1 − δ.
When we repeat the procedure s times, the failure probability is upper-bounded by

(1 − pacc)s ≤
(

1 − α2
min
8ϕ

)s
≤ e−α2

mins/8ϕ, (121)

since pacc ≥ ∥u∥2

ϕ − 2ζ ≥ α2
min
4ϕ − α2

min
8ϕ ≥ α2

min
8ϕ . Thus, if we choose s = 8ϕ

α2
min

log (1/δ), the success
probability is lower-bounded by 1 − δ.

The runtime for one trial is given by 2sq(p) + q(u). Thus, to get one sample, the overall
complexity is O((sq(p) + q(u)) ϕ

α2
min

log (1/δ)).
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To perform rejection sampling, we also need a sampling-access to some easy distribution pover

with an appropriate property. That is, we need an easy distribution which oversamples the desired
distribution p|Pexp(A)ψ⟩N with a small oversampling parameter ϕ (defined in Lemma 5). Now we
demonstrate how to get this distribution. Our strategy is just sampling from the initial state |ψ⟩
followed by sampling from the uniform distribution over the region determined by the light cone.

Lemma 6. Suppose that A ∈ CN×N is an (r0,N (r0))-geometrically local matrix and we are given
• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to a quantum state |ψ⟩ ∈ CN .

Let P ∈ C[x] be a polynomial of degree d. Then we can sample from the probability distribution p′

such that |p′ − pover|tv ≤ ζ, where pover satisfies that |(P (A)|ψ⟩)i|2

ϕpover
i

≤ 1 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and
ϕ = ∥P (A)∥2N (dr0), in sq(ψ)-time.
Proof. Our sampling procedure is as follows:

• Take a sample i ∈ {1, . . . , N} from the probability distribution p̃|ψ⟩ such that |p̃|ψ⟩ −p|ψ⟩|tv ≤
ζ using ζ-sampling-access to |ψ⟩.

• Take j uniformly at random in {j|d(i, j) ≤ dr0}.
This procedure generates the probability distribution p′ such that

p′
i =

∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

1
|{k|d(j, k) ≤ dr0}|

p̃
|ψ⟩
j . (122)

When ζ = 0, p′ coincides with the desired probability distribution pover such that

pover
i =

∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

1
|{k|d(j, k) ≤ dr0}|

p
|ψ⟩
j =

∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

1
|{k|d(j, k) ≤ dr0}|

|ψj |2. (123)

First, we show that p′ is close to pover:

|p′ − pover|tv = 1
2

N∑
i=1

|p′
i − pover

i | (124)

≤ 1
2

N∑
i=1

∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

1
|{k|d(j, k) ≤ dr0}|

∣∣∣p̃|ψ⟩
j − p

|ψ⟩
j

∣∣∣ (125)

= 1
2

N∑
i=1

∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

1
|{k|d(i, k) ≤ dr0}|

∣∣∣p̃|ψ⟩
i − p

|ψ⟩
i

∣∣∣ (126)

≤ 1
2

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣p̃|ψ⟩
i − p

|ψ⟩
i

∣∣∣ (127)

= |p̃|ψ⟩ − p|ψ⟩|tv (128)
≤ ζ. (129)

Now we show that pover ∥P (A)∥2N (dr0)-oversamples P (A) |ψ⟩. First, we consider the subnor-
malized state |P (A)ψ⟩SN = P (A) |ψ⟩ /∥P (A)∥. Let bi denote the i-th element of |P (A)ψ⟩SN. Due
to the locality of P (A) (see Lemma 1), bi can be written as a linear combination of N (dr0) terms
of |ψ⟩

bi =
∑

j:d(i,j)≤dr0

a∗
jψj = a†ψ̃, (130)

where a and ψ̃ are N (dr0)-dimensional vectors with elements ai and ψi. Note that a satisfies
∥a∥ ≤ 1 since

∥∥∥ P (A)
∥P (A)∥

∥∥∥ = 1. Define the normalized vector λ1 := a/∥a∥ and construct a orthonormal
basis {λ1, . . . , λN (dr0)} of N (dr0)-dimensional subspace. Then we can observe that

∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

|ψj |2 = ψ̃†ψ̃ = ψ̃†

(∑
i

λiλ
†
i

)
ψ̃ =

∑
i

∣∣∣λ†
i ψ̃
∣∣∣2 ≥

∣∣∣λ†
1ψ̃
∣∣∣2 = 1

∥a∥2

∣∣∣a†ψ̃
∣∣∣2 ≥ |bi|2. (131)
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Combined with the fact that

pover
i =

∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

1
|{k|d(j, k) ≤ dr0}|

|ψj |2 ≥ 1
N (dr0)

∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

|ψj |2, (132)

we obtain
|(|P (A)ψ⟩SN)i|2

N (dr0)pover
i

≤ |bi|2∑
j:d(i,j)≤dr0

|ψj |2
≤ 1 (133)

for all i. This leads to

|(P (A) |ψ⟩)i|2
∥P (A)∥2N (dr0)pover

i

= |(|P (A)ψ⟩SN)i|2
N (dr0)pover

i

≤ 1, (134)

which implies that pover ∥P (A)∥2N (dr0)-oversamples P (A) |ψ⟩.
It is easy to see that this procedure only requires a cost of sq(ψ).

Now we are ready to sample from the desired distribution pe
At|ψ⟩.

Theorem 3. Let t ∈ R be an evolution time. Suppose that A ∈ CN×N is an (r0,N (r0))-
geometrically local matrix with spatial locality r0 ∈ R+, |ψ⟩ is a quantum state and we are given

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to |ψ⟩,

• query-access to A.

Let αmin ≤ ∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥ be an lower bound on norm of the solution vector and αexp ≥ ∥eAt∥ be an
upper bound on norm of the time evolution operator. Assume that Pexp is a polynomial of degree
dexp such that Pexp(A) ε-approximates eAt such that ∥Pexp(A) − eAt∥ ≤ ε, and that 0 < ε ≤ αmin

2

and 0 ≤ ζ ≤ α2
min

64α2
expN (dexpr0) . Let pexact := pe

At|ψ⟩ be the output distributions of eAt |ψ⟩. Then we
can sample from the probability distribution p̃ such that

|p̃− pexact|tv ≤
64α2

expN (dexpr0)ζ
α2

min
+ 2ε
αmin

, (135)

classically with a probability ≥ 1−δ in O
((
d2

expN (r0)q(A) + dexpsq(ψ)
)

N (dexpr0)2 α
2
exp

α2
min

log (1/δ)
)

-
time.

Proof. Let papp := pPexp(A)|ψ⟩ be the output distributions of Pexp(A) |ψ⟩. Then, from Lemma 4,
we have

|papp − pexact|tv ≤ 2ε
∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥

. (136)

Thus we consider how to sample from papp.
Our sampling procedure is as follows:

(i) Take a sample i ∈ {1, . . . , N} from the probability distribution p̃over such that |p̃over −
pover|tv ≤ ζ, where pover ∥Pexp(A)∥2N (dexpr0)-oversamples Pexp(A) |ψ⟩.

(ii) Take t uniformly at random in [0, 1].

(iii) If t ≤ |(Pexp(A)|ψ⟩)i|2

4α2
expN (dexpr0)pover

i
, then output i, otherwise output failure.

According to Lemma 6, we can sample from p̃over in sq(ψ)-time. Note that p̃over also 4α2
expN (dexpr0)-

oversamples Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ since ∥Pexp(A)∥ ≤ ∥eAt∥+ε ≤ 2αexp. Now we have ζ-sampling-and-query-
access to pover. Combined with Lemma 5 for p = pover, u = Pexp(A) |ψ⟩ and ϕ = 4α2

expN (dexpr0),
we can sample from the probability distribution p̃ such that |p̃− papp|tv ≤ 64α2

expN (dexpr0)ζ/α2
min

with a probability ≥ 1 − δ in O((sq(pover) + q(Pexp(A) |ψ⟩))α
2
expN (dexpr0)

α2
min

log (1/δ))-time. Consid-
ering that sq(pover) = sq(ψ) and

q(Pexp(A) |ψ⟩) = O
(
d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)q(ψ)
)
, (137)
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(see Lemma 2), we obtain the overall complexity

O

(
(sq(ψ) + d2

expN (dexpr0)N (r0)q(A) + dexpN (dexpr0)q(ψ))N (dexpr0)
α2

exp

α2
min

log (1/δ)
)

(138)

=O
((
d2

expN (r0)q(A) + dexpsq(ψ)
)

N (dexpr0)2 α
2
exp

α2
min

log (1/δ)
)
. (139)

It is noteworthy that the complexity of quantum algorithms for generating the solution state
eAt |ψ⟩ /∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥ is of the form

Õ

(
max0≤τ≤t ∥eAτ∥

∥eAt |ψ⟩ ∥
dexp

)
, (140)

see e.g. Refs. [9–11, 15, 23–25]. In this work, we only consider O(n)-qubit quantum algorithm that

runs in poly(t, n)-time, which means that ∥eAt∥
∥eAt|ψ⟩∥ ≤ αexp

αmin
= poly(t, n) and dexp = poly(t, n). As

a result, our classical algorithm runs in poly(t, n)-time and poly(t, n)-space. Thus the O(n)-qubit
quantum algorithm for short-time dynamics under the geometrically local matrix can be simulated
classically even when we consider the sampling from the solution state.

5.2 Short-time dynamics of the 1D geometrically local Hamiltonian can simulate clas-
sical computation

Next we show the opposite direction, that is, the computational complexity of simulating short-
time (polylog(N)-time) dynamics under the geometrically local matrix is at least as hard as that
of polylog(N)-time and O(n)-space probabilistic classical computation. To this end, we embed
the classical reversible circuit to some simple geometrically local Hamiltonian. In the following,
we consider the system of classical coupled harmonic oscillators to show a hardness result for a
physically meaningful system.

First, we construct the Hamiltonian based on the standard Feynman-Kitaev circuit-to-Hamiltonian
construction [2, 4]. To embed the circuit to the Hamiltonian of classical coupled harmonic oscilla-
tors, we use the following construction:

AFK := 2I −
L∑
l=1

(
|l + 1⟩ ⟨l| ⊗ Ul + |l⟩ ⟨l + 1| ⊗ U†

l

)
, (141)

where U = UL . . . U1 is a n-qubit unitary operator generated by L = poly(n) = polylog(N)
classical reversible gates, e.g., {X,CNOT,Toffoli}. When U1, . . . , UL are classical reversible gates,
the above Hamiltonian AFK ∈ C(L+1)2n×(L+1)2n

can be viewed as (1,N (1))-geometrically local
Hamiltonian on one-dimensional lattice with N (r) = 2r + 1. Intuitively, this Hamiltonian can be
understood as tracking the classical computation for all 2n possible inputs, and therefore it can
be viewed as a collection of 2n independent one-dimensional geometrically local Hamiltonians of
length L + 1. We can see this formally as follows: We consider the two-dimensional lattice of
size 2n × (L + 1), whose sites correspond to some computational basis state, as shown in Fig. 3.
The indices of this lattice is determined as follows: The sites in the l = 1-th column represent
the input computational basis states. For simplicity, we assign them from top to bottom as
|0⟩ , |1⟩ , . . . , |2n − 1⟩, and label them the indices (0, 1), (1, 1), . . . , (2n−1, 1). The sites in the l = 2-
th column represent the output computational basis states after U1 is applied. That is, if |f1(i)⟩ :=
U1 |i⟩, then the sites named (i, 1) and (f1(i), 2) are connected. In this way, we can determine
all indices in the l = 2-th column uniquely since U1 is a classical reversible gate (i.e., basis-
preserving). In the same manner, we can also uniquely assign the indices for the sites in the columns
l = 2, . . . , L + 1. For example, the site in the k-th row and the l-th column has the index (fl−1 ◦
· · · ◦ f1(k), l), where |fl−1 ◦ · · · ◦ f1(k)⟩ := Ul−1 . . . U1 |k⟩, and corresponds to the computational
basis state |l⟩ |fl−1 ◦ · · · ◦ f1(k)⟩. From the above discussion, we can map the interactions of the
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Figure 3: The underlying two-dimensional (inherently one-dimensional) lattice of the reduced Hamiltonian in
Eq. (141).

Hamiltonian AFK onto the two-dimensional lattice in Fig. 3 with mi = 1, κii = 0, and κij ∈ {0, 1}
(i ̸= j), which is inherently one-dimensional and has nearest neighbor interactions N (r) = 2r+1. It
should be noted that this argument is solely intended to demonstrate geometric locality, and that no
explicit classical computation is required when the quantum algorithm simulates the corresponding
dynamics. Also, the Feynman–Kitaev Hamiltonian may appear to be geometrically local even for a
universal gate set since that Hamiltonian can be regarded as a one-dimensional tight-binding model
on the clock register. However, this does not hold, since geometric locality in classical systems
is defined with respect to the computational basis state, and the dequantized algorithm use the
sampling in this basis.

Next, we consider the time evolution of classical dynamics discussed in Sec. 4.1:

ẏ(t) + i
√
AFKy(t) = ei

√
AFKt

(
ẏ(0) + i

√
AFKy(0)

)
, (142)

with y(0) = 0 and ẏ(0) = |1⟩ |ψ0⟩, and discuss how to obtain the sufficiently large overlap with
the desired state for some time t = O(L2 log (L)). The discussion below is well-studied (see
e.g. [6, 62, 63]), so we provide a sketch of the proof. The Feynman-Kitaev Hamiltonian can be
expressed as the product of two operators

W :=
L∑
l=0

|l + 1⟩ ⟨l + 1| ⊗ Ul . . . U0, J := 2I −
L∑
l=1

(|l + 1⟩ ⟨l| + |l⟩ ⟨l + 1|) ⊗ I, (143)

such that HFK = WJW †. Then the solution to Newton’s equation is written as

ẏ(t) = Re
(
ei

√
AFKt |1⟩ |ψ0⟩

)
= cos

(√
AFKt

)
|1⟩ |ψ0⟩

= W cos
(√

Jt
)
W † |1⟩ |ψ0⟩ =

L+1∑
l=1

αl(t) |l⟩ ⊗ Ul−1 . . . U0 |ψ0⟩ ,
(144)

where the coefficients αl(t) is given by

cos
(√

Jt
)

|1⟩ =
L+1∑
l=1

αl(t) |l⟩ . (145)

Thus we only have to analyze the time evolution under J to achieve the inverse polynomial overlap
|αL+1(t)|2 = Ω(1/poly(n)) = Ω(1/polylog(N)). According to Ref. [6], there exists a probability
distribution p(t) such that ∣∣∣∣∣

T∑
t=0

p(t)|αL+1(t)|2 − 3
4(L+ 2)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2ε, (146)
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for T = O(L2 log (1/ε)). Choosing ε = 1/(4(L + 2)), we obtain that
∑T
t=0 p(t)|αL+1(t)|2 =

Ω(1/L) for T = O(L2 log (L)). This implies that there must exist a t = O(L2 log (L)) such
that |αL+1(t)|2 = Ω(1/L). Thus we can simulate the classical reversible circuit UL . . . U0 |ψ0⟩ in
polylog(N)-time by simulating this classical system for all t ∈ {1, . . . , T = polylog(N)}. It is easy
to see that the Hamiltonian discussed above can be simulated by an O(n)-qubit quantum algorithm
in polylog(N)-time. This finishes the proof.

Note that we can also establish the perfect overlap |αL+1(t)|2 = 1 for t = 2πL = O(L) by
adjusting the weight of J as in Ref. [6] (see also Ref. [62]). This problem is known as perfect state
transfer [64–66], and we can use the “mass–spring chains” version of this result [67–69].

Here we discuss one corollary of the above result. Theorem 3 indicates that a short-time
evolved state e−iHt |ψ⟩ under the geometrically local Hamiltonian is classically simulatable in the
weak sense. On the other hand, we can also observe that such a state cannot be simulated in the
strong sense (i.e., simulation of any marginal probability of the state) as a corollary of this Section.
This is followed by the fact shown in Ref. [70] that strong simulation of HT circuit (first a layer
of Hadamard gates which are applied to a subset of the qubits, followed by a round of classical
reversible gates, e.g., {X,CNOT,Toffoli}) is #P-hard.

6 Computational complexity of simulating long-time dynamics under the
geometrically local matrix

In this section, we show that the computational complexity of simulating long-time (poly(N)-time)
dynamics under the geometrically local matrix is equivalent to that of poly(N)-time and O(n)-
space quantum computation. In this work, we only consider the quantum algorithms that run in
poly(t, n)-time, and thus the long-time dynamics under the geometrically local matrix with system
size ofN = 2n is simulated by quantum computers in O(t) = poly(N)-time and O(log (N)) = O(n)-
space. Thus we prove the opposite direction in next Subsection 6.1.

It is worth explaining why the dequantization technique for the short-time regime cannot be
extended to the long-time regime. For a geometrically local matrix, the time-evolution operator
has an effective light cone, that is, information initially localized at a site affects only sites within
a region of radius growing with the evolution time. Our dequantized algorithm relies on this
light-cone property. In the short-time regime, this radius is at most polylog(N), and therefore
the resulting dequantized algorithm has a complexity of polylog(N) = poly(n). In the long-time
regime, however, the radius can be poly(N), so our dequantized algorithm may require poly(N)-
time and poly(N)-space. Thus this dequantization technique does not yield a classical simulation
with resources comparable to poly(N)-time and poly(n)-space quantum algorithms. Also note
that this long-range information propagation in the long-time regime effectively induces long-range
interaction, which enables us to encode quantum circuits into the long-time dynamics.

It is also worth discussing the implication of this result of universality. From this result,
we can say that simulating the long-time dynamics of such geometrically local systems has a
super-polynomial quantum advantage unless any exp(n)-time and poly(n)-space quantum circuit
is simulated by classical computation with the same resources. This can be understood from
two perspectives of time and space complexity. First, if we are given a classical resource of only
exp(n)-time, classical computers can simulate the exp(n)-time and poly(n)-space quantum circuit
using exp (n)-space by the direct calculation of multiplication of matrices and vectors. In this case,
quantum computers obtain an exponential space advantage over classical computers. Second,
if we are given a classical resource of only poly(n)-space, classical computers can simulate the
exp(n)-time and poly(n)-space quantum circuit using exp (n2)-time. This can be accomplished by
the state-of-the-art classical algorithm in Theorem 4.1 in Ref. [71]. Thus, in this case, quantum
computers have a super-polynomial time advantage over classical computers.

6.1 Universality of long-time dynamics under the 2D geometrically local Hamiltonian
Now we show that the computational complexity of simulating long-time dynamics is at least as
hard as that of poly(N)-time and O(n)-space quantum computation. To show this, in the following,
we show that quantum circuits with n-qubit and poly(N)-depth can be simulated by the long-time
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dynamics of coupled harmonic oscillators with geometrically local interactions. Our construction
is based on Ref. [6].

First, we construct the Hamiltonian as in Sec. 5.2:

AL := 3I −
L∑
l=1

(
|l + 1⟩ ⟨l| ⊗ Ul + |l⟩ ⟨l + 1| ⊗ U†

l

)
, (147)

where U = UL . . . U1 is a n-qubit unitary operator generated by L = exp (n) = poly(N) quantum
gates belonging to a universal gate set of {H,CNOT,Toffoli}. Without loss of generality, we
assume that all Hadamard gates H act on the last qubit to impose locality to the Hamiltonian
AL. We add CNOT gate which can generate SWAP gates so that we satisfy the above property of
Hadamard gates, while only {H,Toffoli} is a universal gate set [72, 73].

The Hamiltonian of a classical system of coupled harmonic oscillators A =
√
M

−1
F

√
M

−1

defined in Sec. 4.1 has non-positive off-diagonal terms. However, the Hamiltonian in Eq. (147) has
positive terms since the Hadamard gate has a negative term, so this Hamiltonian does not imply
that classical system. To address this issue, we add one ancilla qubit and use the dilated version
of the Hadamard gate as used in Ref. [6] (see also Refs. [74, 75]):

Hdil := 1√
2

(
I2 I2
I2 X

)
, (148)

where I2 is the identity operator on the two-dimensional space and X is the Pauli X operator.
Note that Hdil is not a unitary operator. However, we can observe that Hdil acts as the unitary
operator H within the subspace where the last ancilla qubit is |−⟩ since

Hdil (I2 ⊗ |−⟩) = 1√
2

(
I2 I2
I2 X

)
(I2 ⊗ |−⟩) = 1√

2

(
I2 I2
I2 −I2

)
(I2 ⊗ |−⟩) = (H ⊗ I2) (I2 ⊗ |−⟩) .

(149)
This concludes that the new Hamiltonian

AL,dil := 3I −
L∑
l=1

(
|l + 1⟩ ⟨l| ⊗Wl + |l⟩ ⟨l + 1| ⊗W †

l

)
, (150)

whereWl = Hdil if Ul is the Hadamard gate andWl = Ul⊗I2 otherwise, has the same operation as
AL on the subspace where the last qubit is |−⟩. Note that AL,dil has only non-positive off-diagonal
terms and is diagonally dominant since the absolute value of the sum of the off-diagonal elements
of the fixed column is upper-bounded by 1 + 2/

√
2. Here, without loss of generality, we assume

that our circuit does not have two consecutive Hadamard gates since Hadamard gates act on the
same qubit.

Now we have another issue that the classical system which AL,dil implies has non-local interac-
tions. As shown in Fig. 4, this non-locality comes from CNOT and Toffoli gates while Hadamard
gates can be represented by 3-local interactions. To solve this, ifWl is CNOT or Toffoli gate, we just
decomposeWl into the product of unitaries which can be represented by 2-local interactions. As in
Fig. 5, Wl can be decomposed into the product of at most O(22n) unitaries Wl = Vl,O(22n) . . . Vl,1,
where each unitary Vl,i exchanges only two adjacent computational bases. Using this decomposi-
tion, we obtain the final Hamiltonian:

AL,local := 3I −
L×O(22n)∑
m=1

(
|m+ 1⟩ ⟨m| ⊗ Vm + |m⟩ ⟨m+ 1| ⊗ V †

m

)
, (151)

which is (3,N (3))-geometrically local Hamiltonian in two-dimension.
Finally, we consider the time evolution of the classical system discussed in Sec. 4.1:

ẏ(t) + i
√
AL,localy(t) = ei

√
AL,localt

(
ẏ(0) + i

√
AL,localy(0)

)
, (152)

with y(0) = 0 and ẏ(0) = |1⟩ |ψ0⟩ |−⟩, and discuss how to obtain the overlap with the desired state
for some time t = O(L224n). The discussion below is almost the same as that in Sec. 5.2 and
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⇔

Figure 4: An example of the underlying two-dimensional system of the reduced Hamiltonian in Eq. (150).

Figure 5: Two-dimensional system with local interaction which has the same operation as the system with
non-local interactions in Fig. 4.
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Ref. [6]. Now the Hamiltonian AL,local within the subspace where the last ancilla qubit is |−⟩ can
be written as

A′
L,local := 3I −

L×O(22n)∑
m=1

(
|m+ 1⟩ ⟨m| ⊗ V ′

m + |m⟩ ⟨m+ 1| ⊗ V ′†
m

)
, (153)

where V ′
m is H ⊗ I2 if Vm = Hdil and V

′
m = Vm otherwise. Indeed, Vm ̸= Hdil does not preserve

this subspace. However, recalling that Wl = Vl,O(22n) . . . Vl,1 = Ul ⊗ I2, we are in this subspace
just before Vm = Hdil is applied. All V ′

m’s are unitary operators, which enables us to decompose
the Hamiltonian A′

L,local into the product of two operators

W ′ :=
L×O(22n)∑
m=0

|m+ 1⟩ ⟨m+ 1| ⊗ V ′
m . . . V

′
0 , (154)

J ′ := 2I −
L×O(22n)∑
m=1

(|m+ 1⟩ ⟨m| + |m⟩ ⟨m+ 1|) ⊗ I, (155)

such that A′
L,local = W ′J ′W ′†. Putting it altogether, the solution to Newton’s equation is written

as

ẏ(t) = cos
(√

AL,localt
)

|1⟩ |ψ0⟩ |−⟩ = cos
(√

A′
L,localt

)
|1⟩ |ψ0⟩ |−⟩ (156)

= W ′ cos
(√

J ′t
)
W ′† |1⟩ |ψ0⟩ |−⟩ =

L×O(22n)+1∑
m=1

αm(t) |m⟩ ⊗
(
V ′
m−1 . . . V

′
0 |ψ0⟩

)
⊗ |−⟩ , (157)

where the coefficients αm(t) are given by

cos
(√

J ′t
)

|1⟩ =
L×O(22n)+1∑

m=1
αm(t) |m⟩ . (158)

According to the discussion in Sec. 5.2, there must exist a t = O(L224n(n+log (L))) = poly(N) such
that |αL×O(22n)+1(t)|2 = Ω(1/(L×O(22n))) = Ω(1/poly(N)). Thus we can simulate the quantum
circuit UL . . . U0 |ψ0⟩ = V ′

L×O(22n)−1 . . . V
′

0 |ψ0⟩ in poly(N)-time by simulating this classical system

for all t ∈ {1, . . . , T = poly(N)}. This indicates that the O(n)-qubit quantum algorithm for
long-time dynamics can simulate poly(N)-time and O(n)-space quantum computation.

7 Conclusion
We have studied the computational complexity of simulating classical linear dynamics of system
size N = 2n with geometrically local interactions on quantum computers. The contributions of this
work can be summarized in three main aspects. First, we dequantize the quantum algorithm for
simulating short-time dynamics (t = polylog(N)) of such systems. We achieved this by dequantiz-
ing the quantum eigenvalue transformation (QEVT) for geometrically local matrices. This implies
that no exponential quantum advantage exists in this regime, even when both the initial state and
the observable are global. We further proved that sampling from the time evolved states is also
classically tractable. Second, we showed that simulating short-time dynamics is at least as hard as
polylog(N)-time and O(n)-space probabilistic classical computation by embedding the latter into
the former. Third, we extended our analysis to the long-time dynamics and showed that simulating
such dynamics is equivalent in computational complexity to poly(N)-time and O(n)-space quan-
tum computation. This indicates a super-polynomial quantum advantage unless such quantum
computations can be classically simulated with the same resources. Our finding provides a new
technical tool to understand the complexity of classical dynamics governed by partial differential
equations and clarifies the computational boundary between classical and quantum systems.

Here, we discuss further the implications of our dequantized algorithm. In the short-time
regime, we have fully dequantized the quantum algorithm, and obtained classical algorithm achieves
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the same computational complexity as the quantum one up to a polynomial overhead. Moreover,
compared to existing classical algorithms such as forward and backward Euler methods, our al-
gorithm requires exponentially smaller time and space complexities. In the long-time regime, the
dequantized algorithm requires exp (n)-space. Thus the O(n)-qubit quantum algorithm retains an
exponential advantage in space complexity. Also, our dequantized algorithm offers no particular
advantage over existing classical methods in this regime. Developing quantum-inspired classical
algorithms that outperform conventional methods for the long-time dynamics, which is commonly
encountered in practical applications, remains a significant research challenge.

We now have several interesting future directions about our dequantized algorithm. One impor-
tant direction is the extension of our framework to nonlinear partial differential equations, which
frequently appear in real-world physical systems, e.g. Navier–Stokes equations. Understanding
whether similar dequantization techniques can be applied to nonlinear dynamics remains a signif-
icant open problem. Another avenue is to explore new applications of our dequantized algorithm.
While the geometrically local matrices we introduced are motivated by classical physical systems,
it is a valuable question whether our dequantization techniques can also be applied to problem
settings in computer science or mathematics that are not directly derived from physical models.
Further improvements of the dequantized algorithms themselves in terms of runtime and space
complexities may broaden their applicability and enhance their practical utility. In the long-time
case, our algorithm does not have an advantage over the existing classical algorithm as discussed
above. Thus improving this algorithm and showing the optimality may offer its practicality as a
quantum-inspired classical algorithm.

We also have notable open questions about our other results. For long-time dynamics, an
important open question is whether stronger classical hardness results can be established. In
Sec. 6.1, we embed quantum circuits into 2D geometrically local systems. However, the resulting
graph after embedding is not planar, which is not the case for wave equations. Thus it is essential
to show the universality of geometrically local systems on planar graphs or on 2D square lattices.
One potential approach to this problem is using the method established in the context of universal
quantum computation on quantum walk via scattering theory [75–78]. Extending this method
to the system of coupled harmonic oscillators on planar graphs or on 2D square lattices is an
interesting future direction. Finally, more intensive works that investigate polynomial quantum
speedups in simulating systems governed by geometrically local matrices are required. As shown in
Ref. [79], quantum speedups greater than quartic speedups may have a practical advantage. Thus
we need to analyze how much polynomial speedups can be extracted from this kind of problem.
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[68] Hugo Schérer, Luc Vinet, and Alexei Zhedanov. “Analytic “newton’s cradles” with perfect
transfer and fractional revival”. Annals of Physics 439, 168790 (2022).

Accepted in Quantum 2026-07-15, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 32

https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1761
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04928-7
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04928-7
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.11.021019
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41534-018-0064-4
https://dx.doi.org/10.26421/qic20.1-2-2
https://dx.doi.org/10.26421/qic20.1-2-2
https://dx.doi.org/10.26421/qic22.11-12-4
https://dx.doi.org/10.1137/24M1720160
https://dx.doi.org/10.1137/24M1720160
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2021.1876991
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2021.1876991
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.040403
https://dx.doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2019.33
https://dx.doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2019.33
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040203
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-025-05358-7
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-025-05358-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9603028
https://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspa.1998.0162
https://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspa.1998.0162
https://dx.doi.org/10.1119/1.2894532
https://dx.doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-11-17-860
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.32.3266
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/zmwm-gdmw
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.92.187902
https://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0219749910006514
https://dx.doi.org/10.3842/sigma.2017.074
https://dx.doi.org/10.3842/sigma.2017.074
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.laa.2019.10.002
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.laa.2019.10.002
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2022.168790


[69] Jean-Michel Lemay, Luc Vinet, and Alexei Zhedanov. “The para-racah polynomials”. Journal
of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 438, 565–577 (2016).

[70] M Nest. “Classical simulation of quantum computation, the gottesman-knill theorem, and
slightly beyond”. Quantum Information and Computation (2010).

[71] Scott Aaronson and Lijie Chen. “Complexity-Theoretic Foundations of Quantum Supremacy
Experiments”. In Ryan O’Donnell, editor, 32nd Computational Complexity Conference (CCC
2017). Volume 79 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 22:1–
22:67. Dagstuhl, Germany (2017). Schloss Dagstuhl – Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik.

[72] Yaoyun Shi. “Both toffoli and controlled-not need little help to do universal quantum com-
putation”. Quantum Information and Computation (2003).

[73] Dorit Aharonov. “A simple proof that toffoli and hadamard are quantum universal” (2003).
arXiv:quant-ph/0301040.

[74] Stephen P Jordan, David Gosset, and Peter J Love. “Quantum-merlin-arthur–complete prob-
lems for stoquastic hamiltonians and markov matrices”. Physical Review A—Atomic, Molec-
ular, and Optical Physics 81, 032331 (2010).

[75] Andrew M Childs, David Gosset, and Zak Webb. “The bose-hubbard model is qma-
complete”. In Automata, Languages, and Programming: 41st International Colloquium,
ICALP 2014, Copenhagen, Denmark, July 8-11, 2014, Proceedings, Part I 41. Pages 308–
319. Springer (2014).

[76] Andrew M Childs. “Universal computation by quantum walk”. Physical review letters 102,
180501 (2009).

[77] Benjamin A Blumer, Michael S Underwood, and David L Feder. “Single-qubit unitary
gates by graph scattering”. Physical Review A—Atomic, Molecular, and Optical Physics
84, 062302 (2011).

[78] Andrew M Childs, David Gosset, and Zak Webb. “Universal computation by multiparticle
quantum walk”. Science 339, 791–794 (2013).

[79] Ryan Babbush, Jarrod R McClean, Michael Newman, Craig Gidney, Sergio Boixo, and Hart-
mut Neven. “Focus beyond quadratic speedups for error-corrected quantum advantage”. PRX
quantum 2, 010103 (2021).

[80] Yufan Zheng, Jiaqi Leng, Yizhou Liu, and Xiaodi Wu. “On the computational complexity of
schrödinger operators” (2024). arXiv:2411.05120.

Accepted in Quantum 2026-07-15, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 33

https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmaa.2016.02.024
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmaa.2016.02.024
https://dx.doi.org/10.26421/qic10.3-4-6
https://dx.doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CCC.2017.22
https://dx.doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.CCC.2017.22
https://dx.doi.org/10.26421/qic3.1-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0301040
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.032331
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.032331
https://dx.doi.org/10.4086/toc.2015.v011a020
https://dx.doi.org/10.4086/toc.2015.v011a020
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.180501
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.180501
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.062302
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.062302
https://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1229957
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010103
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.010103
http://arxiv.org/abs/2411.05120


A Other Applications of the dequantized algorithm for the geometrically
local matrix

A.1 Application to the simulation of wave equations
The wave equation is written as

d2

dt2ϕ(t,x) = c2∇2ϕ(t,x), (159)

where c is a wave propagation speed. After the discretization using the central difference scheme,
we obtain

d2

dt2ϕ(t) = −c2 1
a2Lϕ(t), (160)

where L is the Laplacian operator and a is a lattice spacing. Here we note that L is an (1,N (1))-
geometrically local Hamiltonian, where N (r) = O(rD). Comparing the above equation to the

Newton’s equation ÿ(t) = −Ay(t), where A =
√
M

−1
F

√
M

−1 ≥ 0, we can observe that the wave
equation is a special case of classical systems of coupled harmonic oscillators with geometrically

local interactions in Sec. 4.1. That is, substituting mi = 1 and κii = c2

a2

∑
j Lij for all i and

κij = − c2

a2Lij for i ̸= j to the Newton’s equation, we obtain the wave equation. Using this
substitution, as in Sec. 4.1, we can transform the wave equation to the Hamiltonian dynamics as

d
dt |Φ(t)⟩ = iHwave |Φ(t)⟩ , (161)

where

Hwave :=
(

0 Bwave
B†

wave 0

)
, (162)

Bwave is a N ×Ncol matrix such that BwaveB
†
wave = c2

a2L,

|Φ(t)⟩ := 1√
2E

(
ϕ̇(t)

iB†
waveϕ(t)

)
, (163)

and
√

2E is a normalization factor. Also we can choose Bwave as

B†
wave |i⟩ =

∑
i

√√√√ c2

a2

∑
j

Lij |i⟩ |i⟩ +
∑
j>i

√
− c2

a2Lij |i⟩ |j⟩ −
∑
j<i

√
− c2

a2Lij |j⟩ |i⟩ . (164)

The following corollary is the direct consequence of Theorem 2, which provides the complexity
of the dequantized algorithm for simulating the wave equation.

Corollary 2. Let t ∈ R be an evolution time, a be a lattice spacing and ε ∈ (0, 1] be a precision.
Suppose that we are given

• query-access to ϕ̇(0) ∈ RN ,

• query-access to ϕ(0) ∈ RN ,

• query-access to Laplacian L ∈ RN×N which is obtained by discretizing the wave equation,

• total energy: E = 1
2
∑
i ϕ̇i(0)2 + 1

2
c2

a2

∑
i(
∑
j Lij)ϕi(0)2 − 1

2
c2

a2

∑
j>i Lij(ϕi(0) − ϕj(0))2,

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to v ∈ CN+N(N+1)/2.

Then, for ζ ≤ ε/18, we can calculate

v† · Φ(t) = v† · 1√
2E

(
ϕ̇(t)

iB†
waveϕ(t)

)
, (165)
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classically with a probability at least 1 − δ and an additive error ε. The runtime of the classical
algorithm is

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
d2

expN (dexp)N (1)q(L) + dexpN (dexp)
(
q(ϕ̇(0)) + q(ϕ(0))

)
+ sq(v)

))
, (166)

where dexp := O((ct/a)
√

N (1) + log(1/ε)), or emphasizing the dependence on t, a, ε and δ, given
the spatial dimension D,

Õ

(
(t/a)2+D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (167)

A.2 Application to the simulation of advection equations
The dequantized algorithm for simulating advection equations is much simpler than that discussed
above. We consider the advection equation in D-dimension with the constant velocity v:

∂u(t,x)
∂t

+ v · ∇u(t,x) = 0, (168)

where u is a scalar field, t is a time and x is a spatial coordinate. As in Ref. [30], we can rewrite
Eq. (168) as

∂u(t,x)
∂t

= −i(−iv · ∇)u(t,x), (169)

and then discretize the field u and the Hamiltonian −iv · ∇ as

|u(t)⟩ :=
N∑
j1=1

· · ·
N∑

jD=1
u(t, xj1 , . . . , xjD

) |j1⟩ . . . |jD⟩ , (170)

H = −iv1D
± ⊗ I⊗D−1 − iv2I ⊗D± ⊗ I⊗D−2 − · · · − ivDI

⊗D−1 ⊗D±, (171)

where N = 2n, (D±∑N
j=1 u(xj) |j⟩)i = (u(xi+1)−u(xi−1))|i⟩

2a and a is the lattice spacing. It is worth
noting that our dequantized algorithm can be applied to the case of spatially varying parameters
and various boundary conditions as long as (−iv · ∇) is self-adjoint. Now we set each site on
D-dimensional cubic lattice with lattice spacing 1 (: constant), which must be distinguished with
that for discretization a. Then we can observe that the Hamiltonian H in Eq. (171) is a (1,N (1))-
geometrically local matrix, where N (r) := maxi={1,...,N} |{j|d(i, j) ≤ r}| = O(rD).

As a result of Theorem 1, we obtain the following statement.

Corollary 3. Let t ∈ R be an evolution time, D = O(1) be a dimension, ε ∈ (0, 1] be a precision
and vmax = maxi∈{1,...,D} |vi| be the maximum of velocities. Suppose that we are given

• query-access to u(0) :=
∑N
j1=1 · · ·

∑N
jD=1 u(0, xj1 , . . . , xjD

)ej1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ejD
∈ RND such that

∥u(0)∥ ≤ 1.

• query-access to H ∈ RND×ND which is defined in Eq. (171),

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to v ∈ RND such that ∥v∥ ≤ 1.

Then, for ζ ≤ ε/18, we can calculate v†u(t) classically with a probability at least 1 − δ and an
additive error ε. The runtime of the classical algorithm is

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
d2

expN (dexp)N (1)q(H) + dexpN (dexp)q(u(0)) + sq(v)
))

, (172)

where dexp := O(Dvmaxt/a + log(1/ε)), or emphasizing the dependence on t, vmax, a, ε and δ,
given the spatial dimension D,

Õ

(
(Dvmaxt/a)2+D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (173)
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Proof. For some α ∈ R, let Pexp ∈ C[x] be the polynomial approximation of exponential function
e−itx on the domain [−α, α] such that∥∥Pexp(x) − e−itx∥∥

[−α,α] ≤ ε, ∥Pexp(x)∥[−α,α] ≤ 1. (174)

According to Ref. [21], there exists such an polynomial approximation of degree O(αt+ log(1/ε)).
Recalling that v†u(t) = v†e−iHtu(0), we only have to construct a ε/2-approximation Pexp of

e−itx on the domain [−∥H∥, ∥H∥] and estimate v†Pexp(H)u(0) with an additive error ε/2. H is
2D-sparse and its max norm ∥H∥max = vmax/2a. This implies ∥H∥ ≤ 2D · ∥H∥max = Dvmax/a
and we obtain Pexp of degree dexp := O(Dvmaxt/a+ log(1/ε)). Also note that ∥Pexp(H)∥ ≤ 1.

As discussed earlier, H is a (1,N (1))-geometrically local matrix and N (r) = O(rD). Combined
with Theorem 1, we obtain a classical algorithm which calculate v†Pexp(H)u(0) with an additive
error ε/2. For ζ ≤ ε/18, the runtime of this classical algorithm is given by

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
d2

expN (dexp)N (1)q(H) + dexpN (dexp)q(u(0)) + sq(v)
))

. (175)

Emphasizing the dependence on t, vmax, a, ε and δ, we can write the complexity as

Õ

(
(Dvmaxt/a)2+D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (176)

A.3 Application to the simulation of single particle Schrödinger equations
The single particle Schrödinger equation is given by

i
d
dtψ(t,x) = (−∇2 + V (x))ψ(t,x), (177)

where V : RD → R is a potential function and D is the spatial dimension. After the discretization
using the central difference scheme, we get

i
d
dt |ψ(t)⟩ = ( 1

a2L+ V ) |ψ(t)⟩ , (178)

where L is the Laplacian, a is a lattice spacing and V is a diagonal matrix. It is easy to see
that HSE := 1

a2L + V is an (1,N (1))-geometrically local matrix, where N (r) = O(rD). Its norm

is upper-bounded by ∥HSE∥ ≤ 1
a2 ∥L∥ + ∥V ∥ ≤ 1

a2 (2D + 1)2D + Vmax = O(D2

a2 + Vmax), where
Vmax := ∥V ∥max.

Then we obtain the dequantized algorithm for simulating the above dynamics as follows.

Corollary 4. Let t ∈ R be an evolution time, a be a lattice spacing and ε ∈ (0, 1] be a precision.
Suppose that we are given

• query-access to |ψ(0)⟩ ∈ CN ,

• query-access to V ∈ RN , where Vi is the potential of i-th site for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

• query-access to Laplacian L ∈ RN×N ,

• ζ-sampling-and-query-access to |v⟩ ∈ CN .

Then, for ζ ≤ ε/18, we can calculate ⟨v|ψ(t)⟩ classically with a probability at least 1 − δ and an
additive error ε. The runtime of the classical algorithm is

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
d2

expN (dexp)N (1) (q(L) + q(V )) + dexpN (dexp)q(ψ(0)) + sq(v)
))

, (179)

where dexp := O(t(D2/a2 + Vmax) + log(1/ε)), or emphasizing the dependence on t, a, Vmax, ε and
δ, given the spatial dimension D,

Õ

(
(t(D2/a2 + Vmax))2+D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (180)
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Proof. As in the proof of Corollary 3, for the Hamiltonian HSE, there exists a polynomial Pexp ∈
C[x] of degree O(∥HSE∥t+ log (1/ε)) such that ∥Pexp(HSE) − e−iHSEt∥ ≤ ε and ∥Pexp(HSE)∥ ≤ 1.
Now ∥HSE∥ is upper-bounded by O(D2

a2 +Vmax), which provides the ε/2-approximation Pexp(HSE)
of e−iHSEt with degree dexp := O(t(D2

a2 + Vmax) + log (1/ε)).
All that is left is estimating ⟨v|Pexp(HSE)|ψ(0)⟩ with an additive error ε/2. Theorem 1 provides

a classical algorithm which estimates ⟨v|Pexp(HSE)|ψ(0)⟩ with a probability at least 1 − δ. For
ζ ≤ ε/18, the runtime of this classical algorithm is given by

O

(
log (1/δ)

ε2

(
d2

expN (dexp)N (1) (q(L) + q(V )) + dexpN (dexp)q(ψ(0)) + sq(v)
))

. (181)

Emphasizing the dependence on t, Vmax, a, ε and δ, given the spatial dimension D, we can write
the complexity as

Õ

(
(t(D2/a2 + Vmax))2+D log (1/δ)

ε2

)
. (182)

Here we discuss this result from the computational complexity aspect. Although the system is
a single-particle system in a fixed spatial dimension, the discretized wave function over N spatial
sites is an N -dimensional vector and nontrivial spatial structure can be introduced through the
potential and boundary conditions. Therefore, it is still meaningful to ask whether the quantum
solver using n = logN qubits yields a super-polynomial advantage in n. Corollary 4 indicates
that simulating the single particle Schrödinger equation (also multi-particle with no interactions
between particles) does not yield super-polynomial quantum speedups. This fact is contrast to
the recent result [80] showing that simulating the multi-particle Schrödinger equation with two-
body interactions is BQP-complete, which implies an exponential quantum speedup in terms of the
particle number. Thus our work provides a complementary result that the interactions between
two particles are essential for exponential speedups in simulating the Schrödinger operators.
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