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This study introduces an uncertainty-aware, mesh-free numerical method for solving Kolmogorov
PDEs. In the proposed method, we use Gaussian process regression (GPR) to smoothly interpolate
pointwise solutions that are obtained by Monte Carlo methods based on the Feynman–Kac formula.
The proposed method has two main advantages: 1. uncertainty assessment, which is facilitated by
the probabilistic nature of GPR, and 2. mesh-free computation, which allows efficient handling of
high-dimensional PDEs. The quality of the solution is improved by adjusting the kernel function
and incorporating noise information from the Monte Carlo samples into the GPR noise model.
The performance of the method is rigorously analyzed based on a theoretical lower bound on the
posterior variance, which serves as a measure of the error between the numerical and true solutions.
Extensive tests on three representative PDEs demonstrate the high accuracy and robustness of the
method compared to existing methods.

I. INTRODUCTION

Kolmogorov partial differential equations (PDEs) have found wide application in physics [29], chemistry [40], fi-
nance [3], and the natural sciences [7]. Various numerical methods such as finite difference [4, 18, 19, 45] and finite
element method [10, 46] have been proposed and widely adopted by practitioners. While these numerical methods
are undoubtedly of high value in solving various engineering problems, two challenges remain in approaching more
complex real-world problems:

1. Evaluating the validity of numerical results is challenging. Error analysis of existing numerical methods requires
careful mathematical analysis, which is different for each PDE of interest. Furthermore, the tightness of these
bounds is sometimes not enough to assess the detailed error of the computed results.

2. The computational complexity dramatically increases with the degrees of freedom in meshes. Solving the linear
equations arising from discretizing the PDE with meshes typically requires a computational complexity that
scales cubically with the mesh size. This growth, scaled to the powers of the spatial dimensions, imposes
impractical time requirements for solving high-dimensional PDEs.

The first challenge has long been the focus of error analysis in conventional numerical methods, such as finite
difference and finite element methods [37, 41]. In particular, in the finite element method, a priori or a posteriori error
estimation plays a crucial role, which is performed before and after the numerical solution is obtained, respectively [5,
20]. A priori estimation primarily involves truncation error analysis [6], while a posteriori estimation often involves
flux recovery methods, residual methods, and duality-based approaches [38]. In general, tight error analysis requires
careful mathematical evaluation, which depends on the form of the PDEs. It is therefore desirable to evaluate the
error numerically, regardless of the form of the PDEs. Furthermore, the reliance on meshes in these conventional
methods poses computational challenges for solving high-dimensional equations.

To address the second issue, Monte Carlo-based mesh-free calculations are actively investigated. In particular,
methods based on the Feynman–Kac (FK) formula have attracted attention as a promising strategy for solving high-
dimensional problems [8, 9, 14, 15, 23, 30, 32]. This method selects a point in space-time to be solved, calculates
multiple stochastic differential equations (SDEs) starting from the point, and approximates the solution of the PDE
at the selected point as an ensemble average of the SDE solutions. Here, the FK formula provides a solution at a
single point in space-time, requiring regressions from multiple sampled points to derive a solution over the entire
domain. Regression via linear interpolation and neural networks [2, 9, 33, 39] has been proposed. Nonetheless, these
approaches give only estimates of the PDE solutions and cannot guarantee the accuracy of the estimated results.

∗ daisuke-inoue@mosk.tytlabs.co.jp

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

05
62

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

N
A

] 
 9

 M
ay

 2
02

4

mailto:daisuke-inoue@mosk.tytlabs.co.jp


2

This study proposes a new numerical method to solve the above two challenges simultaneously. In the proposed
method, Gaussian Process Regression (GPR) is used to obtain solutions to PDEs over an entire domain while eval-
uating their uncertainty. Specifically, GPR smoothly interpolates solutions at discrete points obtained by a Monte
Carlo method based on the FK formula. GPR not only allows us to obtain regression results as a mean function of the
posterior distribution but also enables us to assess the uncertainty of the regression through the posterior variance.
The latter allows a posteriori probabilistic evaluation of the error between the numerical solution and the true solution
under appropriate assumptions.

GPR is compatible with Monte Carlo methods from two perspectives that are unattainable with other regression
techniques. Firstly, GPR can incorporate a priori knowledge about the regularity of PDE solutions. In particular,
designing a kernel function allows for determining the differentiability of the regression results. Secondly, using the
variance information of noise contained in the Monte Carlo samples increases the accuracy of the regression. The
variance is easily estimated by the sample variance of the Monte Carlo samples.

The use of GPR allows not only a posteriori evaluation of the uncertainty of the numerical solution through posterior
variance, but also a priori estimation of the posterior variance. This is achieved through the following two theoretical
analyses. First, we establish a lower bound on the posterior variance which is crucial for estimating the best-case
performance in numerical solutions. This bound is obtained by extending the asymptotic theory of standard GPR to
the heteroscedastic case, where the noise term has different magnitudes at each point in space-time (see Theorem 1).
Yet, this lower bound includes the variance of the noise term in GPR, making it difficult to evaluate before computing
the posterior distribution. To address this, we probabilistically assess the error between the true variance and the
sample variance, which can be easily calculated from the FK sample. This is given as a concentration inequality using
Chebyshev’s inequality (see Theorem 2). The combination of these two analytical results allows us to obtain a priori
error bounds for the proposed numerical methods.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In Section II, we define the class of the PDEs to be addressed.
In Section III, we propose a numerical method that combines the GPR and the FK formula. Theoretical results for the
estimation of the posterior variance in the proposed method are presented in Section IV. In Section V, we apply the
proposed method to three types of high-dimensional PDEs and show that more accurate and less uncertain solutions
are obtained than with existing methods. Section VI provides a brief summary and suggests possible future work.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Throughout this paper, we consider the following Cauchy problem for the Kolmogorov PDEs:

∂tv(t, x) +
1

2
tr
{
a(t, x)a(t, x)⊤∂xxv(t, x)

}
+ b(t, x)⊤∂xv(t, x)

+ c(t, x)v(t, x) + h(t, x) = 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Rd,
(1)

v(T, x) = g(x), x ∈ Rd, (2)

where T > 0 denotes the terminal time, t ∈ [0, T ] denotes the time, and v : [0, T ]× Rd → R denotes the variables of
the PDE. The function b : [0, T ] × Rd → Rd denotes the advection coefficient, a : [0, T ] × Rd → Rd×m denotes the
diffusion coefficient, c : [0, T ] × Rd → R denotes the reaction coefficient, h : [0, T ] × Rd → R denotes the generative
coefficient, and g : Rd → R denotes the terminal condition. We assume that each function satisfies the following
conditions.

Assumption 1. The functions b : [0, T ]× Rd → Rd, a : [0, T ]× Rd → Rd×m c : [0, T ]× Rd → R, h : [0, T ]× Rd → R
are uniformly continuous. The function c is bounded. There exists a constant L > 0 and the following are satisfied
for φ ∈ {b, a, c, h}:

|φ(t, x)− φ(t, x′)| ≤ L|x− x′|, ∀t ∈ [0, T ], x, x′ ∈ Rd,

|φ(t, 0)| ≤ L, ∀t ∈ [0, T ].
(3)

Proposition 1 (Ref. [44]). Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Then, (1) and (2) have a unique viscosity solution.

Finding a solution to (1) and (2) in closed form is possible only in very limited cases and thus numerical calculations
are usually required. The goal of this study is to find a numerical solution v of (1) and (2). More specifically, under
the known functions a, b, c, h, and g, we aim to find the solution v(0, x) (x ∈ X ) at the initial time t = 0, where the
set X ⊆ Rd is the domain for which we want to know the solution. In addition, we also aim to assess the uncertainty
of the solution, that is, how much the results of the numerical calculation deviate from the true solution.



3

Remark 1. The terminal value problem (1) and (2) is transformed into the initial value problem by introducing the
variable transformation w(t, x) := v(T − t, x):

−∂sw(s, x) +
1

2
tr
{
a(s, x)a(s, x)⊤∂xxw(s, x)

}
+ b(s, x)⊤∂xw(s, x)

+ c(s, x)w(s, x) + h(s, x) = 0, (s, x) ∈ [0, T )× Rd,
(4)

w(0, x) = g(x), x ∈ Rd, (5)

Thus, for initial value problems, this variable transformation should be performed before applying the proposed
method described below.

III. PROPOSED ALGORITHM

In this section, we propose a method to find the solution v(0, x) (x ∈ X ) of the PDE (1) and (2) at the initial
time t = 0. We use GPR to compute the possibility that each candidate function is a solution v of the PDE. Using
prior knowledge and data sets, the GPR provides such a possibility as a distribution over possible functions. The
prior knowledge represents the possibility regarding the solution v as a probability distribution p(v). If the data set
U associated with v is observed, the posterior probability p(v|U) is analytically obtained by Bayesian estimation. In
this sense, the proposed data-driven method estimates the possibility p(v|U) that each candidate of v is the solution
to the PDE instead of solving the PDE directly. In Section III A, we describe how to obtain the posterior distribution
by using GPR. In Section III B, we describe how to obtain the data set that approximates the solution of the PDE
by using the Feynman–Kac formula.

A. Gaussian Process Regression

We design the prior as a Gaussian process. For any X = [x1, . . . , xN ]⊤ ∈ XN , we assume that the probability
distribution p(vX |X), where

vX := [v(0, x1), . . . , v(0, xN )]⊤ ∈ RN , (6)

is a normal distribution:

p(vX |X) = N (0, kXX). (7)

Here, the matrix kXX ∈ RN×N is defined as [kXX ]ij = k (xi, xj) with a positive-definite kernel function k : X×X → R,
where [kXX ]ij denotes the (i, j) component of kXX . See Appendix for a detailed definition of the Gaussian process.
The method for designing the kernel function k is discussed in Section III B.

We assume that the data set is given as follows. For N observation points X = [x1, . . . , xN ]
⊤ ∈ XN and M sample

size, we assume that the data

U = [u1(x1), . . . , uM (x1), . . . , u1(xN ), . . . , uM (xN )]
⊤ ∈ RMN , (8)

which approximates the solution of the PDE, are obtained. We assume that these data satisfy

uj(xi) = v(0, xi) + ξi,j , i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, (9)

where ξi,j (i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}) are random variables that are independent and follow a normal distribution
with mean 0 and variance r(xi):

ξi,j ∼ N (0, r(xi)) , i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. (10)

The function r : X → R≥0 is the noise variance function. To reduce the effect of noise, we derive the posterior
distribution using the sample mean u(xi) for the data at the same observation point xi:

U = [u(x1), . . . , u(xN )]
⊤ ∈ RN , (11)
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where u(xi) :=
∑M

j=1 uj(xi)/M . Since the variance of the sample mean is the variance of each sample divided by M ,
(9) is rewritten as follows:

u(xi) = v(0, xi) + ξi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, (12)

where

ξi ∼ N
(
0,

r(xi)

M

)
, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. (13)

In summary, the dataset is observed to satisfy

p(U |vX , X) = N
(
vX ,

rXX

M

)
, (14)

where rXX ∈ RN×N is a noise variance matrix of the form [rXX ]ij = δijr(xi). The methods for obtaining the data
set U and the noise variance matrix rXX are described in Section III B.

In GPR, the posterior distribution can be analytically obtained from the prior and the data set, as stated in the
next proposition. Recalling that k is the kernel function representing the prior in (7), we define kXx = k⊤xX =

[k (x1, x) , . . . , k (xN , x)]
⊤.

Proposition 2 (Ref. [13]). Suppose that (7) and (14) holds. For any x ∈ X , the posterior distribution is calculated
as

p(v(0, x)|X,U, x) = N (ũ(x), k̃(x, x)), (15)

where

ũ(x) = kxX

(
kXX +

rXX

M

)−1

U, x ∈ X , (16)

k̃ (x, x′) = k (x, x′)− kxX

(
kXX +

rXX

M

)−1

kXx′ , x, x′ ∈ X . (17)

Here, we estimate the solution of the PDE by evaluating the posterior mean function (16). We use the posterior
variance σ̃2(x) := k̃(x, x) to assess the uncertainty of the estimates. This value represents the expectation of the
mean squared error (MSE) between the true solution v(0, x) and the posterior mean function, where the expectation
is evaluated for the probability p(v(0, x)|X,U, x).

Remark 2. In standard GPR, the random variable ξi,j has constant variance r(x) ≡ σ2, which is a hyperparameter
learned to maximize the likelihood. As described in Section III B, in our method the noise variance is estimated as a
function over the space X by using the sampled data set. Although the concept of heteroscedastic GPR has already
been studied for many years [21, 22, 26, 27], to the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that it has been used
for the numerical calculation of PDEs.

B. Prior and Data Set

In the GPR introduced in the previous section, the following design parameters have not yet been determined:

1. The kernel function k in (7)

2. The data set U and the noise variance matrix rXX that satisfy (14)

We first discuss the kernel function k. We propose the use of the following Matérn kernel to reflect a priori knowledge
about the regularity of the PDE solution:

k (x, x′) =
1

2α−1Γ(α)

(√
2α ∥x− x′∥

h

)α

Kα

(√
2α ∥x− x′∥

h

)
, (18)

where α > 0 and h > 0 are hyperparameters, Γ is the Gamma function, and Kα is the modified Bessel function of the
second kind of order α.

This is justified by the following. According to the Moore–Aronszajn theorem [1], for any positive-definite kernel k,
there is only one reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) Hk for k. The norm defined on this RKHS can evaluate
the smoothness of the function. Particularly, the RKHS of the Matérn kernel is known to be norm-equivalent to the
following Sobolev space:
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Proposition 3 (RKHSs of Matérn kernels: Sobolev spaces [17, 42]). Let k be the Matérn kernel on X ⊆ Rd. Suppose
that s := α+ d/2 is an integer. Then, the RKHS Hk is norm-equivalent to the Sobolev space of order s.

Therefore, in situations where information about the regularity of the PDE solutions is known, the smoothness
of the regression results can be made to match the smoothness of the true solution by appropriately choosing the
parameter α in the Matérn kernel.

Next, to observe the data that satisfy (9), we employ the Feynman-Kac formula. Using the coefficients of (1)
and (2), we define a random variable

pu(t, x) :=

∫ T

t

h(s,X(s; t, x))e−
∫ s
t
c(r,X(r;t,x))drds

+ g(X(T ; t, x))e−
∫ T
t

c(r,X(r;t,x))dr,

(19)

where X(·) ≡ X(·; t, x) is a strong solution of the following stochastic differential equation:

dX(s) = b(s,X(s))ds+ a(s,X(s))dW (s), s ∈ [t, T ],

X(t) = x,
(20)

where (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Rd and W (·) is a standard m-dimensional Wiener process starting at W (t) = 0 at time t.
As stated below, the Feynman–Kac formula guarantees that pu appropriately approximates the solution v of the

PDE. For any (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× Rd, let pξ(t, x) := pu(t, x)− v(t, x):

pu(t, x) = v(t, x) + pξ(t, x), (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× Rd, (21)

where pu is defined as (19) and v satisfies (1) and (2).

Proposition 4 (Feynman–Kac formula for Kolmogorov PDE [44]). Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Then, pξ(t, x)
satisfies

E[pξ(t, x)|t, x, v] = 0. (22)

In this study, numerical computation of (19) is called Feynman–Kac (FK) sampling. Note that in the implemen-
tation of FK sampling, the computation of (20) requires a numerical calculation of the SDE using a method such as
the Euler–Maruyama method, and the computation of (19) requires a numerical integration using a technique such
as the trapezoidal rule.

We describe how to use the data resulting from FK sampling as a dataset U and noise variance matrix rXX that
satisfy (14). For the data set U in (11), we use qU = [qu(x1), . . . , qu(xN )]⊤, where qu(xi) is the sample mean of M FK
samples {puj(0, xi)}Mj=1:

qu(xi) :=

M∑
j=1

puj(0, xi)

M
, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, (23)

where puj denotes the jth FK sample. It is also appropriate to use qrXX for the noise variance matrix rXX in (14),
which satisfies [qrXX ]ij = qr(xi)δij , where

qr(xi) :=

M∑
j=1

(puj(0, xi)− qu(xi))
2

M − 1
, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, (24)

is the unbiased sample variance of M FK samples. In summary, our dataset satisfies the following:

qu(xi) = v(0, xi) + qξi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, (25)

where qξi :=
∑M

j=1
pξj(0, xi)/M and pξj(0, xi) := puj(0, xi)− v(0, xi).

Remark 3. Because the noise term qξ in (25) is not normally distributed, (12) and (25) do not correspond directly.
However, if the variance of pξ is bounded and the sample size M is large enough, the central limit theorem guarantees
that the random variable qξ approximately follows a normal distribution with mean 0 and variance qr/M [16]. Because
of this fact, we use (25) as an approximate model for (12). In addition, several results assess the non-normality of
variables for finite sample sizes M [16, 25]. For example, the error of the distributions for finite M is estimated by
the Berry–Esseen theorem [16], which states that the rate of convergence is O(M−1/2).
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IV. POSTERIOR VARIANCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we carry out an a priori evaluation of the posterior variance in (17). We focus on the integral value
of the MSE on the input space X , called integrated MSE (IMSE):

IMSE :=

∫
X
σ̃2(x)dν(x), (26)

where ν is a given probability measure of the observation points whose support is X .
Here, we aim to characterize the speed of the decay of IMSE with respect to an increase in the number of observation

points N and the sample size M . To achieve this, we first characterize the decay speed using the eigenvalues of the
kernel function and the magnitude of the noise term. Specifically, we derive a probabilistic lower bound for the IMSE
and show that the IMSE is expected to decrease as N and M increase (see Theorem 1). Among the variables used
in this lower bound, the eigenvalues can be considered known, but the magnitude of the noise term is unknown. We
therefore probabilistically assess the error between the true value of the noise term and its estimate, and show that
the evaluation of the IMSE is justified under sufficiently large sample size M (see Theorem 2). After deriving these
theorems, we give a more conservative estimate of the IMSE, which does not include information on the eigenvalues
of the kernel and the magnitude of the noise term (see Corollary 1).

Assumption 2. 1. The kernel function k is bounded and positive-definite on X .

2. The observation points X = [x1, . . . , xN ]⊤ are sampled from the known probability measure ν.

3. The data set U in (11) satisfies (14).

4. For the noise variance function r in (10), there exists a positive minimum value rmin = minx∈X r(x) > 0.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds. Then, for any ϵ > 0, there exists an integer Ñ(ϵ) > 0 such that for
any N > Ñ the following holds:

Pr (IMSE > (1− ϵ)LIMSE) = 1, (27)

where

LIMSE := rmin

∑
p∈I

λp

rmin +NMλp
. (28)

Here, {λp}p∈I denotes the eigenvalues of the kernel function k for the probability measure ν. The set I ⊆ N denotes
the index set of the eigenvalues of the kernel.

Remark 4. In ordinary error analysis in the numerical method of PDEs, upper bounds on the decay of the error are
derived. The lower bound given here helps assess the possible best performance of the method. For example, one can
estimate the minimum number of observation points needed for a pre-determined performance requirement.

Remark 5. The evaluation of lower bounds on the posterior variance has long been studied as an asymptotic analysis
of Gaussian processes [35, 43]. To the best of our knowledge, they only address the case where the noise model in the
GPR is uniform. We extend the results to the heteroscedastic case.

Remark 6. In the right-hand side of (27), the actual decay speed depends on the decay rate of the eigenvalues of the
kernel. For some smooth kernels, the decay rate of the eigenvalues has been evaluated under known measures of the
observation points [34]. It is also possible to evaluate the eigenvalues numerically by performing a sampling routine
(see chapter 4 in [43]).

To evaluate the right-hand side of Theorem 1, it is necessary to find the minimum rmin of the noise variance function
r of the GPR. However, as mentioned in Section III B, r can only be estimated pointwise using sample variance as
in (24). Therefore, it is natural to use rmin := r(xi∗) (i∗ := argmini∈{1,...,N} r(xi)) as an estimate of rmin, where
r(xi) =

∑M
j=1(uj(xi) − u(xi))

2/(M − 1) is the unbiased variance of (9). The following theorem probabilistically
evaluates the error between rmin and rmin.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumption 2.2–2.4 holds. Then, for any N , M , δ > 0, and ϵ > δ,

Pr(|rmin − rmin| ≥ ϵ, δ > |r(xi∗)− rmin|)

≤ 1−
N∏
i=1

max

{
1− 2r2 (xi)

(ϵ− δ)2(M − 1)
, 0

}
.

(29)
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Remark 7. From (29), we can justify replacing rmin in (28) with the minimum sample variance rmin under a
sufficiently large M relative to N .

Apart from the results above, it is also possible to evaluate the lower bound of the posterior variance in a form that
does not include eigenvalues or noise variance. The following lower bound is more conservative than the one given in
Theorem 1 but is more useful for an intuitive understanding.

Corollary 1. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds. Then, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any N ∈ N and
M ∈ N,

LIMSE ≥ C

NM
. (30)

Remark 8. From (30), we see that the fastest convergence rate of the posterior variance is O((NM)−1) for an FK
sample size M and the number of GPR observation points N .

V. NUMERICAL CALCULATION

In this section, we apply the proposed method to several PDEs and evaluate their performance. The target PDEs
are the heat equation, the advection-diffusion equation, and the Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equation. The goal
is to learn the functional form of the solution on x ∈ [0, 1]d for d = 10 spatial dimensions. Specifically, we learn only
the first-dimensional component of the PDE solution; we use N equally spaced grid points in the range [0, 1] for the 1-
dimensional component and fix the 2–9-dimensional components to 0.5. In other words, we set X = [0, 1]×0.5×· · ·×0.5

and we use a one-dimensional Lebesgue measure as the probability measure ν. This is because using Ñ = Nd as the
number of observation points would drain the machine’s memory for allocating variables in GPR. The approximation
methods proposed in [12] would solve this problem, but this implementation is beyond the scope of this paper and is
not done here.

We compare the performance of the following three estimation methods:

• Heteroscedastic GPR (HSGPR): The proposed method, where the noise variance function in GPR is estimated
using the sample variance of the FK sample, using (24).

• Standard GPR: A method that treats r ≡ σ2 (σ ∈ R) as a hyperparameter in GPR, where the hyperparameters
are determined to maximize the marginal likelihood.

• Linear interpolation: A method to linearly interpolate the function value {u(xi)}Ni=1 obtained by FK sampling.

We evaluate each method using the following criteria:

1. Squared L2-norm error of the estimates for the test data:

Error =

∫
X
[ũ(x)− v(x)]

2
dx, (31)

where ũ(x) is the estimate of the solution of the PDE and v(x) is the test data to approximate the true solution
v(0, x) of the PDE (1) and (2). For numerical integration in (31), the trapezoidal law is used.

2. Integrated mean squared error (IMSE) defined in (26), along with its bound in (28). Here, to evaluate the bound
in (28), the eigenvalues are approximated using a sampling routine, as described in chapter 4 in [43]. The term
rmin is approximated with qrmin = mini qr(xi), where {qr(xi)}Ni=1 are the sample variance of the FK sample (19).

The first criterion evaluates the accuracy of the estimate, while the second criterion evaluates the uncertainty. Here,
the results of FK sampling with sufficiently large M,N , i.e. M = 40000 and N = 40, are used as test data v. Note
that only GPR-based methods can calculate the IMSE.

In GPR, we use the Matérn kernel corresponding to a Sobolev space of order 2, considering that we seek to solve
second-order PDEs. The hyperparameters in the kernel are determined to maximize the marginal likelihood of the
data. This maximization is performed by a gradient ascent method on the log-likelihood of the hyperparameters.
Since the log-likelihood is a non-convex function, the optimization steps converge to a local solution depending on
the choice of initial values. To search for a better local solution, 27 initial values of hyperparameters are randomly
determined, and the value with the largest likelihood is adopted. Functions built into gpytorch are used for optimizing
hyperparameters, calculating posterior distributions and kernel functions [11].
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In FK sampling, the Euler–Maruyama method is used to numerically calculate the SDE of (20) at each observation
point, and the trapezoidal law is used for numerical integration in (21). The results of the FK sampling depend on the
sample path of the Brownian motion. To suppress the effect of this randomness, we ran 50 simulations with different
random number seeds in each experiment and compared the results using the average of these simulations.

Before discussing the results for each PDE, we give a summary of the results that are common to each experiment.
First, regarding the squared L2-norm error, the error tends to become smaller as M,N are increased for all three
methods. The errors for HSGPR and GPR are comparable, and these two methods achieve smaller errors than linear
interpolation. With respect to IMSE, both HSGPR and GP achieve smaller IMSE for larger N and M . Comparing
the two, HSGPR achieves a smaller IMSE overall, suggesting that the proposed method achieves estimation with
lower uncertainty.

A. Heat Equation

We considered the following initial value problem for the heat equation:

∂tw(t, x) =
1

2
tr
{
aa⊤∂xxw(t, x)

}
, (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Rd, (32)

w(0, x) = exp
(
−λ(x− 0.5)⊤(x− 0.5)

)
, x ∈ Rd, (33)

where we have defined a ≡ 0.4Id, λ = 5.0, and T = 1.0. To solve the initial value problem, the proposed method is
applied after using the variable transformation described in Remark 1.

We examined the behavior of the squared L2-norm error and IMSE with respect to sample size M and number of
observation points N . Here, we set N = 20 when varying M and M = 800 when varying N . The respective results
are shown in Fig. 1. We see that increasing M or N in each method tends to decrease the L2-norm error and IMSE.

Regarding the L2-norm error, all methods decrease the error as the sample size M is increased. This shows that
the proposed method approximates the solution of the PDE more accurately as the parameters are increased. The
errors for HSGPR and GPR are comparable, while the errors for linear interpolation are worse. As the number of
observation points N is increased, linear interpolation tends to have a larger error, while HSGPR and GPR have
smaller errors. In the region where N is small, HSGPR reduces the error more than GPR.

For both HSGPR and GPR, the IMSE decreases monotonically with increasing M . For all M , HSGPR achieves
a smaller IMSE than GPR. When N is increased, the IMSE decreases in both HSGPR and GPR, and the value in
HSGPR is smaller than the value in GPR. The approximated IMSE bounds are found to decay on the same order of
magnitude as the measured values.

Summarizing the results for both criteria, HSGPR is better than linear interpolation but similar to GPR in terms
of error, and better than GPR in terms of uncertainty.

B. Advection-Diffusion Equation

Next, we consider the following initial value problem for the advection-diffusion equation:

∂tw(t, x) =
1

2
tr
{
aa⊤∂xxw(t, x)

}
+ b⊤w(t, x), (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Rd, (34)

w(0, x) = exp
(
−λ(x− 0.5)⊤(x− 0.5)

)
, x ∈ Rd, (35)

where we have defined a ≡ 0.4Id and b = 0.011d, λ = 5.0, and T = 1.0. As in the previous subsection, the proposed
method is applied after using the variable transformation described in Remark 1.

The squared L2-norm error and IMSE when varying M and N are plotted in Fig. 2. Similar to the example above,
increasing M or N in each method tends to decrease the L2-norm error and IMSE.

All methods decrease the L2-norm error as the sample size M is increased. The errors for HSGPR are slightly
smaller than for GPR, while the errors for linear interpolation are larger. As the number of observation points N
is increased, linear interpolation tends to have a larger error, while HSGPR and GPR have smaller errors. HSGPR
reduces the error more than GPR, particularly in the region where N is small.

For both HSGPR and GPR, the IMSE decreases monotonically when increasing M , and for all M , HSGPR achieves
a smaller IMSE than GPR. When N is increased, the IMSE of HSGPR decreases, while that of GPR increases. The
approximately calculated IMSE bounds decay on a similar order of magnitude to the measured values.
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FIG. 1: Squared L2-norm error and IMSE when each method is applied to the 10-dimensional heat equation. Blue
(solid): HSGPR / Orange (dash-dot): GPR / Green (dotted): linear interpolation / Red (dashed): lower bound of

IMSE in HSGPR. The error bars represent the standard error of the calculation results for 50 different seeds used in
the FK sampling. When varying the sample size M , the number of observation points N is set as N = 20, and when

varying the number of observation points N , the sample size M is set as M = 800.

C. Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman Equation

Finally, we considered the following terminal value problem for the Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equation:

−∂tv(t, x) = ℓ(x)− 1

2
∂xv(t, x)

⊤BR−1B⊤∂xv(t, x) + tr
{
aa⊤∂xxv(t, x)

}
,

(t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Rd, (36)

v(T, x) = g(x), x ∈ Rd, (37)
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FIG. 2: Squared L2-norm error and IMSE when each method is applied to the 10-dimensional advection-diffusion
equation. Blue (solid): HSGPR / Orange (dash-dot): GPR / Green (dotted): linear interpolation / Red (dashed):

lower bound of IMSE in HSGPR. The error bars represent the standard error of the calculation results for 50
different seeds used in the FK sampling. When varying the sample size M , we set the number of observation points

N as N = 20, and when varying the number of observation points N , we set the sample size M as M = 800.

where we have defined ℓ(x) = (x− 0.51d)
⊤(x− 0.51d), g(x) ≡ 0, B = Id, R = Id, a ≡ 0.4Id, and T = 1.0. This PDE

corresponds to the following optimal control problem:

minimize J(α) = E

{∫ T

0

ℓ(X(s)) + α(s)⊤Rα(s)ds+ g(X(T ))

}
, (38)

subject to dX(s) = Bα(s)ds+ adW (s), s ∈ [0, T ], (39)
X(0) = x. (40)

Since the HJB equation contains nonlinear terms, the proposed method is not directly applicable. Thus, we use the
Cole–Hopf transformation to linearize the equation. First, we find the real number λ which satisfies λBR−1B⊤ = aa⊤.
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Using this, we transform the PDE with ṽ = exp
(
− v

λ

)
:

∂tṽ(t, x) = −1

2
tr
{
aa⊤∂xxṽ(t, x)

}
+

1

λ
ℓ(x)ṽ(t, x), (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Rd, (41)

ṽ(T, x) = exp

(
−g(x)

λ

)
, x ∈ Rd, (42)

We conducted FK sampling on this linearized HJB equation and performed the regression for the Cole-Hopf inverse
transformed data.
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FIG. 3: Squared L2-norm error and IMSE when each method is applied to the 10-dimensional HJB equation. Blue
(solid): HSGPR / Orange (dash-dot): GPR / Green (dotted): linear interpolation / Red (dashed): lower bound of

IMSE in HSGPR. The error bars represent the standard error of the calculation results for 50 different seeds used in
the FK sampling. When varying the sample size M , we set the number of observation points N as N = 20, and

when varying the number of observation points N , we set the sample size M as M = 800.

The squared L2-norm error and IMSE when varying M and N are plotted in Fig. 3. Similar to the two examples
above, increasing M or N in each method tends to decrease the L2-norm error and IMSE.

All methods decrease the L2-norm error as sample size M is increased. The values for HSGPR and GPR are
comparable, while the values for linear interpolation are larger. When the number of observation points N is increased,
linear interpolation has a larger error, while HSGPR and GPR have smaller errors. HSGPR reduces the error more
than GPR, particularly in the region where N is small.
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Next, for both HSGPR and GPR, the IMSE decreases monotonically with increasing M , and for all M , HSGPR
achieves a smaller IMSE than GPR. As N is increased, the IMSE of the HSGPR decreases more than that of the
GPR. The tightness of IMSE bounds is improved compared to the two examples above. In the region where N is
small, the IMSE of the GPR is close to the estimated lower bound. Note that the lower bound given in Theorem 1 is
a probabilistic inequality that holds when N is sufficiently large and does not necessarily hold for small N .

VI. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a numerical method for PDEs by combining the heteroscedastic Gaussian process regression
and the Feynman–Kac formula. The proposed method is able to assess the uncertainty in the numerical results and
to seek high-dimensional PDEs. The quality of the solution can be improved by adjusting the kernel function and
incorporating noise information obtained from Monte Carlo samples into the GPR noise model. The method succeeds
in providing a lower bound on the posterior variance, which is useful for estimating the best-case performance in
numerical calculations. The numerical results confirm that the proposed method provides better approximations in
the wide parameter domains compared to naive linear interpolation and standard GPR-based methods.

In future work, we will explore iterative observation schemes that leverage uncertainty information. By adaptively
sampling the most uncertain points, we expect to efficiently estimate the solution of the PDE. We will also investigate
the design of uncertainty-aware acquisition functions to guide the search for regions of interest, such as those that
maximize or minimize a specific physical quantity.
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APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem 1

Our proof is based on the proof of Theorem 1 of [24]. The main difference is the extension of the noise model in
the GPR to the heteroscedastic case. Proofs for nondegenerate kernels can be given by way of using the Karhunen–
Loève expansion as in [24]. Thus, we only consider degenerate kernels, that is, the case where the number of nonzero
eigenvalues of the kernel is finite.

Let {λp, ϕp}p∈I be the eigensystems of the kernel function k for the probability measure ν. Let p be the number
of nonzero eigenvalues. We define Λ := diag (λi)1≤i≤p, ϕ(x) := [ϕ1(x), . . . , ϕp(x)]

⊤, and Φ := [ϕ (x1) , . . . , ϕ (xN )]
⊤.

Then, by using (72), the MSE in (17) is rewritten in the following form:

σ̃2(x) = ϕ(x)⊤Λϕ(x)− ϕ(x)⊤ΛΦ⊤
(
ΦΛΦ⊤ +

rXX

M

)−1

ΦΛϕ(x)

≥ ϕ(x)⊤Λϕ(x)− ϕ(x)⊤ΛΦ⊤
(
ΦΛΦ⊤ +

rmin

M
IN

)−1

ΦΛϕ(x),

(43)

where IN ∈ RN×N denotes the identity matrix of size N . By using Woodbury-Sherman-Morrison formula [31], this
is rearranged as

σ̃2(x) ≥ ϕ(x)⊤
(

M

rmin
Φ⊤Φ+ Λ−1

)−1

ϕ(x). (44)

On the right-hand side, each component of the matrix Φ⊤Φ is written as

(Φ⊤Φ)pq =
∑

i∈{1,...,N}

ϕp(xi)ϕq(xi). (45)

By the strong law of large numbers, the right-hand side divided by N converges almost surely to the Kronecker delta
(see (71)). That is, for any ϵ > 0, there exists Ñ(ϵ) > 0 and for any N ≥ Ñ(ϵ),

Pr

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
∑

i∈{1,...,N}

ϕp(xi)ϕq(xi)− δpq

∣∣∣∣∣∣ < ϵ

p

 = 1. (46)

From this and the Gershgorin circle theorem, we can obtain

Pr

(
M

rmin
Φ⊤Φ+ Λ−1 ≺ NM(1 + ϵ)

rmin
Ip + Λ−1

)
= 1, (47)
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and hence,

Pr

((
M

rmin
Φ⊤Φ+ Λ−1

)−1

≻
(
NM(1 + ϵ)

rmin
Ip + Λ−1

)−1
)

= 1. (48)

By combining (48) with (44), we can obtain

Pr

σ̃2(x) >
∑
p≤p

rminλp

rmin +NMλp(1 + ϵ)
ϕp(x)

2

 = 1. (49)

Since rmin > 0, the right-hand side of the inequality inside the probability is bounded by

rminλp

rmin +NMλp(1 + ϵ)
>

rminλp

rmin +NMλp
(1− ϵ). (50)

By substituting (50) into (49), we obtain

Pr

σ̃2(x) >
∑
p≤p

rminλp

rmin +NMλp
(1− ϵ) ϕp(x)

2

 = 1. (51)

Integrating both sides of the expression inside the probability with measure ν(x) completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2

First, by using the triangle inequality, we have

|rmin − rmin| ≤ |rmin − r(xi∗)|+ |r(xi∗)− rmin|. (52)

Similarly, when an event δ > |r (xi∗)− rmin| occurs,

|rmin − r (xi∗)| ≥ |rmin − rmin| − |r (xi∗)− rmin|
> |rmin − rmin| − δ.

(53)

Combining these inequalities, we obtain

Pr (|rmin − rmin| ≥ ϵ, δ > |r (xi∗)− rmin|)
≤ Pr (|rmin − rmin| ≥ ϵ, |rmin − r (xi∗)| ≥ |rmin − rmin| − δ)

≤ Pr (|rmin − r (xi∗)| ≥ ϵ− δ) .

(54)

For the rightmost side, we have the following inequality:

Pr (|rmin − r (xi∗)| ≥ ϵ− δ)

≤ Pr
(
max

i
|r (xi)− r (xi)| ≥ ϵ− δ

)
= Pr (∃i, |r (xi)− r (xi)| ≥ ϵ− δ)

= 1− Pr (∀i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, |r (xi)− r (xi)| < ϵ− δ)

= 1−
N∏
i=1

Pr (|r (xi)− r (xi)| < ϵ− δ) .

(55)

We will find a bound for the probability on the rightmost side. For the Chebyshev’s inequality [16]

Pr(|Z| ≥ ϵ) ≤ E[|Z|2]
ϵ2

, (56)
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we substitute Z = r(x)− r(x), where r(x) denotes the unbiased sample variance of {uj(x)}Mj=1 and r(x) denotes the
variance of u(x):

Pr(|r(x)− r(x)| ≥ ϵ) ≤ E[|r(x)− r(x)|2]
ϵ2

=
V[r(x)]

ϵ2
. (57)

The variance of the unbiased sample variance is known to be written as

V[r(x)] =
1

M

(
µ4[u(x)]−

M − 3

M − 1
r2(x)

)
, (58)

where µ4[u(x)] denote the 4th central moment of u(x) (see [28]). Note that µ4[u(x)] = 3r2(x) when u follows a normal
distribution. By substituting this, we obtain the following concentration inequality:

Pr(|r(x)− r(x)| ≥ ϵ) ≤ 2r2(x)

ϵ2(M − 1)
, (59)

and thus,

Pr(|r(x)− r(x)| < ϵ) = 1− Pr(|r(x)− r(x)| ≥ ϵ)

≥ max

{
1− 2r2(x)

ϵ2(M − 1)
, 0

}
.

(60)

Substituting this into (55) yields

Pr (|rmin − r (xi∗)| ≥ ϵ− δ) ≤ 1−
N∏
i=1

max

{
1− 2r2 (xi)

(ϵ− δ)2(M − 1)
, 0

}
. (61)

Combining this and (54) completes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 1

Let c ∈ (0,∞) be a constant. We have

∀λp ≥ c,
λp

rmin +NMλp
≥ c

rmin +NMc
, (62)

∀λp < c,
λp

rmin +NMλp
≥ 0. (63)

For I≥c := {p ∈ I | λp ≥ c}, we have

LIMSE ≥ rmin

∑
p∈I≥c

c

rmin +NMc
=

c rmin

rmin +NMc
|I≥c| . (64)

Because λp is independent of N and M , substituting N = 1 and M = 1 into the above equation yields the boundedness
of |I≥c|:

|I≥c| ≤
(rmin + c)

c rmin
LIMSE < ∞. (65)

Thus, there exists C > 0 such that for all N ∈ N and M ∈ N,

LIMSE ≥ c rmin

rmin +NMc
|I≥c| ≥

C

NM
, (66)

which completes the proof.
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Review of Gaussian Process Regression

We provide a brief review of the fundamentals of Gaussian process regression so that this paper is effectively self-
contained, The main purpose is to give an overview of the eigenfunction expansions of kernels and Gaussian processes,
which are necessary for the proof of Theorem 1.

Definition 1 (Positive-definite kernel). For a set X ⊆ Rd, the function k : X ×X → R is a positive-definite kernel if
the following is satisfied for any n ∈ N, [c1, . . . , cn]⊤ ∈ Rn and [x1, . . . , xn]

⊤ ∈ Xn:
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

cicjk (xi, xj) ≥ 0. (67)

Definition 2 (Gaussian process). For a set X ⊆ Rd, let k : X ×X → R be a positive-definite kernel and m : X → R
be a real-valued function. For a function f : X → R, suppose that for any n ∈ N and X = [x1, . . . , xn]

⊤ ∈ Xn,
the vector value fX = [f (x1) , . . . , f (xn)]

⊤ is a random variable that follows the multivariate Gaussian distribution
N (mX , kXX) with mean mX = [m (x1) , . . . ,m (xn)]

⊤ ∈ Rn and covariance kXX = [k (xi, xj)]
n
i,j=1 ∈ Rn×n. Then, f

is called a Gaussian process GP(m, k) with mean m and covariance k.

Definition 3 (reproducing kernel Hilbert space, RKHS). Consider a set X ⊆ Rd and a positive-definite kernel k on
X . A Hilbert space Hk consisting of functions on X whose inner product is defined by ⟨·, ·⟩Hk

is called a reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) for a kernel k if Hk satisfies the following conditions:

1. For any x ∈ X , k(·, x) ∈ Hk.

2. For any x ∈ X and f ∈ Hk, f(x) = ⟨f, k(·, x)⟩Hk
.

Let ν be a Borel measure on X . Let L2(ν) be a Hilbert space consisting of square-integrable functions on ν. Define
the map Tk : L2(ν) → L2(ν) as follows:

Tkf :=

∫
k(·, x)f(x)dν(x), f ∈ L2(ν). (68)

Since Tk is a compact, positive-valued, self-adjoint function, eigenfunction expansion is possible according to spectral
theory:

Tkf =
∑
i∈I

λi ⟨ϕi, f⟩L2(ν)
ϕi, (69)

where the convergence is in the L2(ν)-sense, and I ⊆ N denotes the index set. For example, I = N if RKHS is infinite
dimensional and I = {1, . . . ,K} if K(∈ N) dimensional. Let {(ϕi, λi)}i∈I ⊂ L2(ν)× (0,∞) be the eigenfunction and
eigenvalue of Tk, that is,

Tkϕi = λiϕi, i ∈ I, λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ · · · > 0. (70)

Note that the eigenfunctions {ϕi}i∈N satisfy ∫
ϕi(x)ϕj(x)dν(x) = δij , (71)

where δij is the Kronecker delta.
Mercer’s theorem states that the kernel k can be represented by a system of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions.

Proposition 5 (Mercer’s theorem, [36]). Let X ⊆ Rd be a compact topological space, k : X ×X → R be a continuous
kernel, and ν be a bounded Borel measure on X . Then,

k (x, x′) =
∑
i∈I

λiϕi(x)ϕi (x
′) , x, x′ ∈ X , (72)

where the convergence is absolute and uniform over x, x′ ∈ X .

Note that the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions {(ϕi, λi)}i∈I in (72) depend on the measure ν because they are defined
through integral operators of (68).

Definition 4. A kernel that has only a finite number of nonzero eigenvalues is called a degenerate kernel. A kernel
that is not degenerate is called a nondegenerate kernel.


