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Quantum machine learning has demonstrated significant potential in solving practical problems,
particularly in statistics-focused areas such as data science and finance. However, challenges remain
in preparing and learning statistical models on a quantum processor due to issues with trainability
and interpretability. In this letter, we utilize the maximum entropy principle to design a statistics-
informed parameterized quantum circuit (SI-PQC) for efficiently preparing and training of quantum
computational statistical models, including arbitrary distributions and their weighted mixtures. The
SI-PQC features a static structure with trainable parameters, enabling in-depth optimized circuit
compilation, exponential reductions in resource and time consumption, and improved trainability
and interpretability for learning quantum states and classical model parameters simultaneously.
As an efficient subroutine for preparing and learning in various quantum algorithms, the SI-PQC
addresses the input bottleneck and facilitates the injection of prior knowledge.

Introduction – In data science, statistical models
are simplified representations of real-world data using
stochastic mathematical tools. These models are typ-
ically represented as preset distributions based on prior
knowledge. Model calibration, a central task in this field,
involves estimating parameters of these distributions us-
ing observed data [1–3]. However, model calibration can
often be challenging: analytical methods may fail when
maximum-likelihood functions are too complex or when
closed-form solutions do not exist [1, 2, 4, 5]. Classical
numerical methods based on search or simulation, such
as the expectation-maximization algorithm and Monte
Carlo simulation, become prohibitively expensive when
dealing with large datasets [1, 6].

Quantum machine learning (QML) is a promising ap-
proach for handling large-scale data [7–11]. However,
whether quantum computing can provide a significant
advantage in model calibration remains an emerging
question. Existing model-free methods, such as Quan-
tum Generative Adversarial Networks (QGANs) [12],
can learn the distribution but cannot extract the un-
derlying parameters that are essential for statistical
interpretability-concerned tasks like financial derivatives
pricing and gene clustering [4, 5, 13, 14]. Model-based
methods can prepare a quantum distribution state with
fixed parameters, but these methods are hard to train
with parametric configurations [15–22]. Furthermore,
additional costs are incurred when using these meth-
ods to prepare a mixture of distributions with vary-
ing and latent parameters, which is an essential task in
statistics-related problems and machine learning applica-
tions [5, 23–28].
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Here, we propose the statistics-informed parameterized
quantum circuit (SI-PQC) inspired by maximum entropy
principle, as depicted in Fig. 1(a), to generate and train
statistics models with fixed circuit structure and tunable
parameters explicitly encoded on rotation angles. For
preparing tasks, the costly pre-computing or pre-training
procedure is no longer needed [16, 17, 29, 30], and hence
any in-depth circuit compilation optimizing is permit-
ted. Further, an exponential reduction of time and quan-
tum resource consumption is achieved when preparing
the mixture of numerous statistics models. For learn-
ing tasks, SI-PQC achieves universal expressiveness in
the subspace of interest with an optimal number of pa-
rameters. It improves the trainability, avoiding an unex-
pectedly large output space of problem-agnostic param-
eterized quantum circuit (PQC) ansatz [10, 31–33], as
illustrated in Fig. 1(b).
The main idea of SI-PQC is cut in from the physics

viewpoint of the maximum entropy principle that an ar-
bitrary distribution can be regarded as a maximum en-
tropy distribution (MED), that is

p(x) =
1

N exp

{
M∑
k=1

λkfk(x)

}
. (1)

Herein N is the normalized constant, constraints fk
are M different observables of empirical data where
E[fk(x)] = ak(1 ≤ k ≤ M), and λk are Lagrange multi-
pliers which determine the distribution, as elaborated in
Eq. (1). The generalization of MED is two-fold. First,
any distribution is proven to be a MED. Second, MED is
the best-unbiased guess with given observables from data
when the explicit formula is not accessible [34–36].
Maximum entropy distribution loader – Eq. (1) is ex-

ponentiation of linearly combined constraints, which en-
ables us to propose the following SI-PQC named maxi-
mum entropy distribution loader (MEDL) in three steps,
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FIG. 1. Schematic depiction of Statistics-Informed Parameterized Quantum Circuit (SI-PQC) via maximum entropy principle
(MEP). (a) MEP promises a unified formula to describe empirical data as linearly combined constraints from observables with
maximized entropy. (b) SI-PQC achieves a universal expresiveness in the target space and the output state stays therein during
optimization procedure (solid red arrow). While problem agnostic parameterized quantum circuit output state can often violate
from the target space when varying circuit parameters (dotted green arrow).

as shown in Fig. 2(a).
Firstly, we prepare the normalized distinct constraint

functions f⃗k = 1
2∥fk∥max

fk through a sequence of fixed

constraint layers of unitaries Uk as the quantum singular
value transformation of the diagonal block-encoding of
(0, 1

2n−1 ,
2

2n−1 , ..., 1). The constraints fk are usually ele-
mentary functions with parameters fixed to be 1, which
simplifies the preparation by eliminating the need for
the costly and numerically unstable phase factor eval-
uation [29, 30]. The constraints of common distributions
are listed as a table in SM [37].

Secondly, we inject the varying statistics information

λ⃗ = (λk)1≤k≤M into the parameterized layer as the rota-
tion angles

θ⃗ =

2 arctan

√∑M
j=k+1 2λj∥fj∥max

2λk∥fk∥max


1≤k≤M

(2)

to encode the sparse linear combination of constraints
by linear combination of unitaries (LCU) [38]. This step
creates a block-encoding of

f =

M∑
k=1

λkfk(x). (3)

Note that Eq. (2) gives an optimal parameter space di-
mension since at least M free parameters are needed.
Finally, we apply the imaginary time evolution based

on the block-encoded f by the exponentiation layer. In
specific, we apply an additional quantum singular value
transformation for d = log 1/ϵ Taylor expansion of ex,
within the coefficients is obviously fixed and the phase
angles ϕj(1 ≤ j ≤ d) can be pre-computed [29].

To summarize, we derive the following result:

Theorem 1 (Maximum Entropy Distribu-
tion Loader). Any statistical distribution can
be viewed as a maximum entropy quantum state

|p⟩ =
∑
x

1
N exp

{∑M
k=1 λkfk(x)

}
|x⟩ and can be pre-

pared via a statistics-informed parameterized quantum

circuit with a fixed structure and trainable parameters.
The circuit depth is O

(
nMdf log

(
1
Fϵ
))

with O(log n)
ancillary qubits and success probability O(1/F), given
the data space qubit number n, constraints number M ,

maximum constraint order df , filling rate F = ∥p∥2

∥p∥max
,

and precision ϵ.

Herein, the circuit depth scales linearly as the qubit num-
ber n and hence can serve as an efficient amplitude-
encoded state preparation subroutine for many QML and
quantum-enhanced Monte-Carlo integration tasks [25,
39–41]. The circuit depth also depends linearly on the
free parameter numbers M and the maximum constraint
order df , which are usually a small constant, as detailed
in SM [37]. The logarithmic dependency on the precision
1/ϵ comes from the imperfect rotation angles. The suc-
cess probability dependency on the filling rate [19, 22],
which is to characterize the amplitude-encoded prepara-
tion complexity of continuous function, is equal to the
optimal analytic result up to known.
We build MEDL in the explicit quantum circuit and

show output states in Fig. 2(b-e). Here, we demonstrate
exponential, Chi-squared, normal, and Rayleigh distribu-
tions with applications in financial time series, statistics,
machine learning, and physics, respectively. For each
distribution family, several distribution parameters are
tested. All experiments match well with their theoretical
results, representing the generality of the MEDL.
A key feature of MEDL is that the varying model pa-

rameters λ⃗ are encoded explicitly into the rotation an-

gles θ⃗ in parameterized layers while the constraint layers
and exponentiation layers remain invariant. This pro-
vides two main advantages. First, the circuit structure
is static, enabling advanced circuit compilation, deep op-
timization, reuse, and high-precision computation of the
phase factor, which is considered a primary error source
in QSVT [22, 30]. Second, most layers in the circuit re-
main static for preparing distributions of the same fam-
ily, allowing an efficient scheme for preparing a mixture
of distributions.

Mixture of distributions – The mixture of distributions,
which are widely used in machine learning, finance, as-
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FIG. 2. Maximum entropy distribution loader. (a) The quantum circuit for MEDL. (b-e) The numerical results to prepare
Chi-squared (upper left), exponential (upper right), normal (lower left) and Rayleigh (lower right) distributions. The dots
represent the experimental results and lines are the theoretical distributions.

tronomy, and robust statistics [24, 25, 27, 28, 42], can be
efficiently prepared by SI-PQC by reusing components in
MEDL.

Formally, given distribution of latent parameter space
and visible distribution of data space to be Ppara, respec-
tively, we can prepare

p(x) =

∫
Pdata(x; θ)Ppara(θ)dθ (4)

by Weighted Distribution Mixer (WDM) pictured in
Fig. 3(a).

The procedure of WDM is as follows. First, we prepare
the quantum superposition of Nθ possible model config-
urations θ on the latent space of nθ = logNθ qubits with
dθ circuit depth. Then a digital-analog conversion is uti-
lized to implement the parameterized layer [43]. A de-
tailed description is shown in SM [37]. In summary, we
have:

Theorem 2 (Weighted Distribution Mixer
of a Parametric Family). An arbitrary dis-
tribution mixture of a parametric family f(x; θ)
can be modeled by an entangled quantum system
1
N
∑
θ

∑
x Ppara(θ)Pdata(x; θ) |θ⟩ |x⟩ and can be prepared

via a statistics-informed parameterized quantum circuit
with fixed structure and trainable parameters. The total
circuit depth is O((nxMdf + nθ + dθ) log

1
ϵF ) given

an M -dimension latent parameter space of nθ qubits
and depth dθ, a visible data space of nx qubits, M
corresponding constraints with maximum order df , and
filling rate F .

Note that instead of requiring Nθ repetitions of the
whole circuit, WDM only necessitates an additional

depth of O((logNθ + dθ) log
1
ϵF ) to implement the Nθ-

mixture of parametric distributions and to model the la-
tent distribution simultaneously. Consequently, an ex-
ponentially growing circuit depth is avoided due to the
static structure and invariant output space of SI-PQC.
We also build the quantum circuit for WDM. In the

test, we prepare the mixture of four normal distributions
with different weights wk, means µk and variances σ2

k,
that is

p(x) =
∑
k

wk
1√
2πσk

e
− (x−µk)2

2σ2
k . (5)

Results show a near-perfect match to the theory, as
shown in Fig. 3(b). Our methods can be naturally gen-
eralized to mixtures of other distributions. Additional
numerical results are shown in SM [37].
Data-driven model calibration – In practice, the SI-

PQC method, including MEDL and WDM, can create a
superposition of numerous statistics models with all pos-
sible parameter configurations, viewed as the quantum
brute force of statistics modeling, discussed in the con-
text of stochastic process in Ref. [40]. To showcase the
applicability in statistics learning, we apply a quantum-
classical hybrid optimization procedure to minimize the
calibration metric between the observed and predicted
data argminθ f(Yobs, Ypre(x|θ)). The objective function

is given by ⟨Ppre|Pobs⟩ = ⟨0|U†
SI−PQCOobs |0⟩, and can be

efficiently computed by SI-PQC.
In our numerical experiment, we demonstrate the

learning of the Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM), a
statistics model often used in machine learning and fi-
nance [25, 27, 28]. The classical GMM estimation pro-
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cedure is usually costly and the quantum method is pro-
posed assuming a quantum access of GMM [25]. We use
the fidelity with the black-box oracle as the loss func-
tion. The target mixture of two Gaussian distributions
of means µ1 = 6, µ2 = 14, variances σ2

1 = 16, σ2
2 = 22.5,

and weights w1 = 0.45, w2 = 0.55 is depicted by the red
dashed line in Fig. 4(a). We started from a random ini-
tialized state colored in blue and learned the final state
colored in black. Moreover, SI-PQC enables us to learn
the model parameters as well as the quantum state simul-
taneously. Fig. 4(b-c) show the estimated model parame-
ters converging to the target means and variances, respec-
tively. This illustrates the better interpretability beyond
other variational-based learning protocols. The experi-
mental results agree very well with the target distribu-
tion, characterized by the K-L divergence and fidelity
relative to the target distribution, depicted in Fig. 4(d).
Note that the training protocol of SI-PQC is not limited
to any specific distribution, where we show the training
of exponential mixture model in SM [37].

The potential quantum advantage is twofold: Firstly,
suppose that one is given access to quantum data, such
as the intermediate state from another quantum algo-
rithm that needs further statistical characterization or
evaluation. Instead of a costly quantum state tomogra-
phy procedure, SI-PQC-based model calibration can save
the consumption of quantum states and time. Secondly,
suppose that one is given classical data from the real-
istic world, quantum model calibration procedure still
possesses a potential advantage where one can evaluate
the inner product by a tiny amount of measurements
instead of numerous classical multiplications and sum-
mations. Besides, as prior knowledge from experience
and experts are informed, the parameter space is re-
stricted to a finite-dimensional subspace while the ex-
pressiveness of the PQC is not reduced for the underly-
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ing problem. Hence it is rational to assume a mitiga-
tion of barren plateaus when compared to more general
variational-based QML algorithms [10, 31, 32].

Conclusion – In this letter, we give an early yet natural
glimpse of statistics models through the lens of quantum
information and solve the aforementioned problems of
preparing and learning statistics models on a quantum
computer by introducing statistics information into the
design of PQC.

As an efficient state-preparing subroutine of statistics
models with varying parameters, SI-PQC can play an
essential role in mitigating the intractable input bottle-
neck faced by practical QML and many other algorithms.
Moreover, any in-depth circuit simplification and compi-
lation techniques can be shared, enabling the utilization

of practical applications wherein speed speaks a lot such
as quantitative and high-frequency trading.
As a trainable and knowledge-informed PQC, SI-PQC

can improve the trainability of QML algorithms such as
GMM and physics-informed neural networks. Further-
more, these parameters are learned simultaneously to re-
veal the intrinsic statistical properties in the given model,
promising better theoretical interpretability.
In principle, SI-PQC can be extended to prepare

time series, to study non-parametric and semi-parametric
statistics tests, and to extract information from unknown
quantum states. We leave these interesting problems as
future works.

This work is supported by National Key Re-
search and Development Program of China (Grant No.
2023YFB4502500).
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1. RELATED WORKS

A. Works on statistics distribution preparation task

The efficient amplitude encoding for continuous function is of general interest, and many algorithms have been
proposed to tackle this problem [S1–S7]. Nevertheless, those algorithms fail to meet our requirements due to the
common drawback of an implicit and indirect way to encode the statistics information: The matrix product state
(MPS) method asks for an iterative procedure of piece-wise polynomial approximation, singular value decomposition,
truncation, and gate transformation [S2, S3]. An alternative method of rank-1 projectors simulation implements a
time-dependent Hamiltonian adiabatic evolution wherein the statistics parameters are implicit [S5]. Recently, the
Walsh series loader (WSL) method is proposed to prepare real-valued function demanding a classical computing
procedure of Walsh series expansion coefficients, wherein the statistics information is intractable to extract as being
diffused globally [S4, S6]. Another polynomial transformation of amplitudes method combines the MPS and WSL
methods to prepare the linear function, together with the quantum singular value transformation of amplitudes block-
encoding to implement a (truncated) polynomial transformation of amplitudes [S6–S8]. While we are inspired by these
elegant works and our first algorithm utilizes the nonlinear amplitudes transformation technique in Refs. [S7, S8],
there are two essential differences between their works.

Firstly, in the quantum singular value transformation subroutine, there is a phase evaluating procedure. This
procedure is quite nontrivial as the original construction method admits numerical instability and an optimization
procedure is suggested [S9, S10], and this procedure has to be repeated many times when the model parameters are
varying. By introducing the maximum entropy principle we can prepare the distribution in a static-structured circuit
when the model parameters are varying, and one does not need to re-evaluate the phase factor for the quantum
singular value transformation subroutine. Besides, we give an end-to-end analysis, in a unified way, of the preparation
procedure for many often-used distributions, and extend the conclusions in Ref. [S7] to handle the case of more
functions on larger intervals.

Secondly, since the original block-encoding framework is for operators while one needs to build a bridge from
operators to amplitudes, therein they develop an elegant way named block-encoding of amplitudes to realize this [S6–
S8]:
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FIG. S1. Comparison with related works for preparing a mixture of distributions. (a) For general preparing method, an Nθ

times repetition of circuits is needed for Nθ-components LCU. (b) For WDM method in this letter, the circuit is implemented
once with totally O(dθ + logNθ) log (1/ϵF) additional depth.

Theorem (Block-encoding of amplitudes, specified from Theorem 4 of Ref. [S8]). Suppose a state prepa-

ration unitary U , one can construct a unitary G⃗ such that

(⟨0| ⊗ I2n+1)G⃗(|0⟩ ⊗ I2n+1) =

N−1∑
j=0

xj |ϕj⟩ ⟨ϕj | , (S0)

by using controlled-U and controlled-U† four times and another O(n) one- and two-qubit gates.

A constructive proof of this result is given in Ref. [S8], and it also originates from the quantum analog-digital conversion
algorithm [S11]. Nevertheless, the number of ancillary qubits scales as O(n) and the corresponding success probability

of measuring the target state on the initial state H⊗n |0⟩ scales as
∑
x

(
p(x)√
2n

)2
= 1

2n , inducing an exponentially

growing time complexity. In our work, we introduce a linear block-encoding instead of an amplitude block-encoding
with O(log n) ancillary qubits and O(1) probability as proved in the following text. Consequently, we argue that
our work can make an exponential reduction on both the number of ancillary qubits and the time complexity when
focusing on continuous function preparation problem in comparison to Ref. [S7, S8].
To compare with problem-agnostic PQC-based quantum algorithms, there are three main differences:
Firstly, we consider the scalability and trainability problems to prepare a distribution on n qubits. A general

problem agnostic PQC suffers from scalability and trainability problems when system size grows. For example, in
Ref. [S12] a generative model is implemented via a variational quantum circuit on n qubits with O(n) parameterized
gates to learn the distribution. In our SI-PQC scheme, the independent circuit parameters are fixed to be M , the
free parameters number of the underlying model, and are invariant when enlarging the system size n. Therefore, we
argue that SI-PQC can offer a potential improvement in the scalability and trainability with growing system size n,
corresponding to the sampling precision.

Secondly, we consider the time and resource consumption problem in the training procedure. When preparing
an explicitly encoded distribution with an analytic formula, SI-PQC needs no quantum training procedure and the
classical circuit compiling procedure for the constraint and exponentiation layers can both be re-used since they are
just elementary functions. For varying model parameters, one only needs to re-compute M rotation angles by the
explicit formula given above. However, other problem-agnostic PQC-based algorithms need to be re-trained for an
identical distribution with varying parameters. Consequently, we argue that SI-PQC shows a feasible way to reduce
the time and resource consumption, as well as better transferability on statistics states preparation tasks.
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B. Works on statistics mixture preparation task

In principle, the mixture of distribution can be prepared by combining of LCU technique and all of those distribution-
preparing methods mentioned above. Nevertheless, these methods turn out to be inefficient when preparing a mixture
of numerous distributions: Despite pre-computation procedure, the circuit has to be repeatedNθ times when preparing
an Nθ-mixture by LCU as depicted in Fig. S1(a).
For the WDM method in this letter, since the circuit is static and can be reused, the circuit can be implemented only

once with only O(dθ + logNθ) log (1/ϵF) additional circuit depth as depicted in Fig. S1(b). Consequently, we argue
that WDM enables an exponential time complexity reduction in terms of latent parameter space size (corresponding
to the distribution numbers) over the aforementioned works on the task of preparing a distribution mixture.

C. Works on statistics model learning task

The statistics model learning is also of general interest, especially in the fields of machine learning and statistics.
The learning of distribution mixture based on quantum linear algebra is studied in Ref. [S13]. Therein, they propose a
powerful algorithm named quantum expectation-maximization to solve the GMM learning problem assuming quantum
access to the GMM defined to be

Definition (Quantum access to GMM in Ref. [S13]). We say that we have quantum access to a GMM of a
dataset V ∈ Rn×d and model parameters θj ∈ R, µj ∈ Rd,Σ ∈ Rd×d for all j ∈ [k] if we can perform in O(polylog(d))
the following maps:

• |j⟩ |0⟩ 7→ |j⟩ |µj⟩,

• |j⟩ |i⟩ |0⟩ 7→ |j⟩ |i⟩
∣∣∣σji〉 for i ∈ [d], where σji is the i-the rows of Σj ∈ Rd×d,

• |i⟩ |0⟩ 7→ |i⟩ |vi⟩ for all i ∈ [n],

• |i⟩ |0⟩ |0⟩ 7→ |i⟩
∣∣vec[vivTi ]〉 = |i⟩ |vi⟩ |vi⟩ for i ∈ [n],

• |j⟩ |0⟩ 7→ |j⟩ |θj⟩.
For instance, one may use a QRAM data structure.

In our work, we can learn the GMM directly without the assumption of the QRAM. Instead, SI-PQC can serve as the
quantum access to GMM for the quantum expectation-maximization algorithm in Ref. [S13] after some modification
(for example, a standard quantum amplitude estimation subroutine). Furthermore, SI-PQC can also be utilized to
implement more general statistics learning tasks, such as parametric tests, non-parametric tests, and semi-parametric
tests.
On the other hand, those state preparation algorithms discussed above can not be utilized to solve learning problems:

While variational quantum circuits can learn the implicit distribution of data as discussed in Ref. [S12], the statistics
model parameters can not be extracted directly since the gate parameters can not be converted into the model
parameters. And there is no guarantee that the output state should be a GMM or other specific models as wanted.
In this sense, we consider SI-PQC as a problem-inspired candidate with better interpretability.

2. PREPARING STATISTICS DISTRIBUTION VIA MAXIMUM ENTROPY DISTRIBUTION LOADER

In this section, we address the aforementioned issue of preparing the quantum state of given statistic distributions
formally defined as

Definition 3 (Quantum state preparation of a statistics distribution). Suppose a statistics distribution or
its discretization with the probability density function (p.d.f.) to be p(x) and

∑
x p(x) = 1. Then the quantum state

preparation of this distribution is defined to construct the oracle

Op |0⟩ =
∑
x

p⃗(x) |x⟩ , (S1)

wherein p⃗(x) is the probability amplitude corresponding to the normalized p.d.f. as

p⃗(x) =
p(x)√∑
k p(k)

2
. (S2)
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A. Maximum Entropy Principle

Intuitively, the maximum entropy principle states that given prior knowledge of the system, such as the expectations
of some observables, the best guess for the underlying distribution is the one with maximum entropy [S14–S16].
Formally, we have:

Lemma 4 (Maximum entropy principle for statistics distributions with observable expectation con-
straints). Suppose M constraints of the expectation of observables E[fk(x)] = ak(1 ≤ k ≤ M), then the maximum
entropy distribution admits a probability density function (p.d.f.)

p(x) =
1

N exp

{
M∑
k=1

λkfk(x)

}
, (S3)

wherein f0 = 1 is the constant function, N is the normalization constant and λk are the Lagrange multipliers satisfying

max
λ
{
M∑
k=1

λkak −
∫

exp

{
M∑
k=1

λkfk(x)

}
dx}. (S4)

Proof. One can consider the functional derived from the Lagrange multiplier method as

F (p) =

∫
p(x) ln p(x)dx

− λ0(
∫
p(x)dx− 1)

−
M∑
k=1

λk(

∫
fk(x)dx− ak).

(S5)

Since p(x) maximizes the entropy, the functional derivatives satisfy

δF

δp
= ln p(x) + 1− λ0 −

M∑
k=1

λkfk(x). (S6)

For convenience, one can denote f0 = 1 and substitute λ0 ← λ0 − 1 to finish the proof.

From the quantum computation perspective, these coefficients can either be directly computed by the model pa-
rameters for common distributions (see also Ref. [S15]), or be derived from an optimization procedure as discussed
later.

The generality of the maximum entropy principle is twofold: Firstly, one noticed that the distribution of every
statistic can be treated as a maximum entropy one under some constraints. Secondly and even more importantly, the
constraints are usually the expectation of some elementary function for most practical statistics distributions, including
Gaussian, Laplace, Pareto, Beta, Cauchy, Chi-squared, and log-normal distributions, to name but a few [S14, S15].
These two propositions are formally stated as:

Lemma 5 (Generality of maximum entropy distribution). (a) Any distribution is a maximum entropy dis-
tribution. (b) Most often-used distribution can be viewed as a maximum entropy distribution with a finite number of
constraints taking the form of elementary function expectation (summarized in Table. S1).

Proof. (a) Suppose a distribution with p.d.f. p(x). One can construct a constraint that the expectation of the
observable ln p(x) equals the constant a =

∫
ln p(x)p(x)dx. (b) A direct computation works, following the combination

of Lemma 5 and the constraints listed in Table. S1.

Notice that the maximum entropy principle reveals an elegant and unified way to encode the statistics information.
There are no restrictions on the constraints’ form fk, while it is already quite general by considering the family of
arithmetic and elementary functions that can be efficiently computed. Consequently, we can develop a natural and
efficient paradigm to inject statistics information into a PQC in three steps (as shown in Fig. 2):
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TABLE S1. Summary of maximum entropy distribution, constraints, and preparation time complexity.

Distribution family Probability density function Constraints Total complexity

Normal 1√
2πσ

exp
(
− (x−µ)2

2σ2

)
E[x] = µ, E[(x− µ)2] = σ2 O( n

σ
√

σ2+µ2
log 1

σ
√

σ2+µ2ϵ
)

Exponential λ exp(−λx), λ > 0, x ≥ 0 E[x] = 1
λ

O( n
λ2 log (λ/ϵ))

Pareto
αxα

0
xα+1 E[lnx] = 1

α
+ lnx0 O

(
n log2( 1

ϵ
)
)

Rayleigh x
σ2 exp

(
− x2

2σ2

)
on [0, x0] E[x2] = 2σ2, E[lnx] = ln(2σ2)−γE

2
O

(
n
F polylog( 1

F ,
1
ϵ
)
)
,F =

√
e

2x0
γ(2,

x2
0

σ2 )

Chi 2

2k/2Γ(k/2)
xk−1 exp

(
−x2

2

)
E[x2] = k, E[lnx] = [ψ( k

2
) + ln 2]/2 O

(
n
F polylog( 1

F ,
1
ϵ
)
)
,F =

√
kΓ( k

2
)

√
2( k−1

2e
)
k−1
2

Chi-squared 2

2k/2Γ(k/2)
xk/2−1 exp

(
−x

2

)
E[x] = k, E[lnx] = ψ( k

2
) + ln 2 O

(
n
F polylog( 1

F ,
1
ϵ
)
)
,F =

2
√

k(k+2)Γ( k
2
)

√
2( k−1

2e
)k/2−1

B. Prepare distinct constraint functions

Firstly, for each constraints E[fk] = ak, one can prepare the corresponding oracle Ok of function fk:

Ok : |0⟩ → 1

∥fk∥2

N−1∑
j=0

fk(xj) |j⟩ , (S7)

wherein ∥fk∥2 =
√∑N−1

j=0 fk(xj)2 is the l2-norm of fk. To derive other distributions, one can implement the nonlinear

transformation with the block-encoding language to characterize this procedure at the cost of a ancillary qubits and
an error bound ϵ:

Definition 6 (Block-encoding, Definition 43 in Ref. [S9]). Suppose an n-qubit operator A, a scaling constant
α ∈ R+, an ancillary qubit number a ∈ N, and an error bound ϵ. The (a + n)-qubit unitary is defined to be an
(α, a, ϵ)-block-encoding of A if

∥A− α(⟨0|⊗a ⊗ In)U(|0⟩⊗a ⊗ In)∥ ≤ ϵ. (S8)

One can apply the linear combination of unitaries (LCU) technique that was first introduced to simulate Hamiltonian
in Ref. [S17] and then reformulated in Ref. [S9], and the quantum singular value transformation technique in Ref. [S9]
to implement the desired nonlinear transformation. More specifically, we will use the following results (as depicted in
Fig. S2):

Lemma 7 (Real polynomial eigenvalue transformation of arbitrary parity, reformulated from Theo-
rem 56 in Ref. [S9]). Suppose an (α, a, ϵ)-block-encoding of a Hermitian matrix A, a d-degree real polynomial

f : R→ R bounded on the interval [−1, 1] with ∥P∥max ≤ 1
2 . Then there is a (1, a+ 2, 4d

√
ϵ/α+ δ)-block-encoding of

f(A/α) with d queries of U and U†, one query of controlled-U and O(ad) other one- and two-qubit gates.

Lemma 8 (Linear combination of block-encoded-matrices, Reformulated from Definition 51 and
Lemma 52 in Ref. [S9]). Let: (1) y ∈ Cm, ∥y∥1 ≤ β, and (PL, PR) a (β, b, ϵ1) state-preparation-pair of uni-

taries such that: PL |0⟩b =
∑2b−1
j=0 cj |j⟩, PR |0⟩b =

∑2b−1
j=0 dj |j⟩,

∑m−1
j=0 |β(c∗jdj)− y| ≤ ϵ1, and c∗jdj = 0 for all j ≥ m;

(2)A =
∑m−1
j=0 yjAj be an s-qubit operator, W =

∑m−1
j=0 |j⟩ ⟨j| ⊗Uj + (I −∑m−1

j=0 |j⟩ ⟨j| ⊗Uj)⊗ Ia ⊗ Is is an s+ a+ b

qubit unitary such that for all j < m we have that Uj is an ((α, a, ϵ2)-block-encoding of Aj. Then we implement an

(αβ, a+ b, αϵ1 + αβϵ2)-block-encoding of A, with a single use of W , PR, and P
†
L.

Noticed that Lemma 7 acts on the eigenvalues while a nonlinear transformation on the amplitudes is required, we
need to construct a block-encoding of the linear function as

Lemma 9 (Block-encoding of linear function). There is a (1, log n, 0) block-encoding of the 2n-dimension diagonal
matrix A = diag(0, 1

2n−1 ,
2

2n−1 ,
3

2n−1 , ..., 1) with O(n) circuit depth.
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FIG. S2. Quantum circuit to implement real polynomial eigenvalue transformation via QSVT.

Proof. One observes that

A = I −
n∑
j=1

2j−1

2n
I⊗(j−1) ⊗ Z ⊗ I⊗(n−j). (S9)

Hence one implement a linear combination of n numbers of −Z gates controlled by the log n ancillary qubits for the
state-preparation pair PL, PR defined as

PL |0⟩logn = PR |0⟩logn =

n∑
j=0

√
2j−1

2n
|j⟩ . (S10)

Given the sampling space size 2n, PL and PR can be implemented by a standard amplitude-encoding subroutine via
uniformly controlled Y-rotation with circuit depth O(n). To summarize, the total circuit depth is still O(n).

Combining QSVT and block-encoding of the linear function, we can improve and generalize the results in Refs. [S6–
S8] as:

Lemma 10 (Efficient block-encoding of non-linear functions, improved from Theorem 1 in Ref. [S6],
Theorem 5 in Ref. [S8], and Theorem 5 in Ref. [S7]). Suppose that one is given access to a state preparation

oracle Uψ of the n-qubits state Uψ |0⟩ = |ψ⟩ =
∑N−1
j=0 ψj |j⟩ and a function f , then the non-linear transformation of

amplitudes f(Uψ) =
1
N
∑N−1
j=0 f(ψj) |j⟩ can be ϵ-approximated with log n + 2 ancillary qubits, and controlled Uψ and

U†
ψ query complexity to be:

• O(d/F) if f is a d-degree polynomial with filling rate F = ∥f∥2

∥f∥max
;

• O(log 1
ϵ ) if f = ex or cosx;

• O(n log 1
ϵ ) if f = sinx;

• O(σ log 1
ϵ ) if f = 1

σ
√
2π
e−

1
2σ2 x

2

with σ2 ≥ 1/2;

• O(log(1/ϵ) ln(1−c)
ln(1−c/2) ) if f = ln (1 + cx) with |c| < 1.

Furthermore, in the function preparation task, the unitary of interest is UL as defined in Lemma 9 with gate complexity
O(n), and hence the total gate complexity needs another multiplier of n.

Proof. The proof consists of two steps: Firstly, one considers the case of a d-degree real-value polynomial P (x) : R→ R,
and re-scale it to P⃗ (x) = P (x)/2∥P (x)∥max to satisfy the condition of Lemma 7. In our situation, the error bound is
set to be δ = ϵ

2n+1∥P (x)∥max
and one derives the quantum singular value transformation unitary UP so that

∥P (xk)− 2∥P (x)∥maxUP (xk)∥
=2∥P (x)∥max∥P⃗ (xk)− Up(xk)∥
≤2∥P (x)∥maxδ =

ϵ

2n∥P (x)∥max

.

(S11)
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One then applies Up to the linear block-encoding A as defined in Lemma 9. Due to Lemma 7, G⃗ is queried O(d)
times, and each query possesses a gate complexity O(∥P (x)∥max

∥P (x)∥2
). The total complexity is O(d/F) as claimed.

Secondly, one considers the general case of the nonlinear function. Notice that any continuous function f(x) defined
on a closed interval can be arbitrarily approximated by a polynomial Pf (x) such that ∥f(x) − Pf (x)∥ ≤ ϵ. One can
choose the polynomial Pf to be a ϵ

2 -approximation of f , and set ϵ = ϵ/2 in the first step. More specific results can be
derived as in Ref. [S7]:

(a) For f = ex, consider the k-degree polynomial P
(k)
f =

∑k
j=0

1
j!x

j with error bound 1/2k. Since ex is uniformly

bounded by 1/e and e on [−1, 1], the query complexity O(d/F) is O(log (1/ϵ)/e2), i.e., O(log (1/ϵ)).
(b) For f = cosx, consider the k-degree polynomial P

(k)
f =

∑k
j=0(−1)j 1

(2j)!x
2j with error bound 1/2k. Since cosx is

uniformly bounded by cos 1 and 1 on [−1, 1], the query complexity O(d/F) is O(log (1/ϵ)/ cos 1), i.e., O(log (1/ϵ)).
(c) For f = sinx, consider the k-degree polynomial P

(k)
f =

∑k
j=0(−1)j 1

(2j+1)!x
2j+1 with error bound 1/2k. Since

∥sinx∥max = sin 1 and ∥cosx∥2 is lower bounded by

√ ∫ 1
−1

sin x2dx

2 on [−1, 1], the query complexity O(d/F) is still
O(log (1/ϵ)).
(d) For f = 1

σ
√
2π
e−

1
2σ2 x

2

, consider the k-degree polynomial P
(k)
f = 1

σ
√
2π

∑k
j=0

(− 1
2σ2 )j

j! x2j with error bound 1/π2k.

Since ∥f(x)∥max = 1 and ∥f(x)∥2 is lower bounded by 1
σ
√
2π

on [−1, 1], the query complexity O(d/F) is O(σ log (1/ϵ)).
(e) For f = ln(1 + cx) with 0 < c < 1, consider the k-degree polynomial P

(k)
f =

∑k
j=1

(−1)j+1(cx)j

j with error bounded

by 1/ck. Since ∥f(x)∥max = ln 1
1−c and

∥f(x)∥2 =

√∫ 1

−1
ln2 (1 + cx)dx

2
=

√
1

2c

∫ 1+c

1−c
ln2 udu

≥
√

1

2c

∫ 1−c/2

1−c
ln2 udu ≥ −1

2
ln(1− c/2),

the query complexity O(d/F) is bounded by O(log(1/ϵ) ln(1−c)
ln(1−c/2) ).

Remark. More detailed, to make the function implementable by QSVT, one indeed prepare

f⃗k =
fk

2∥fk∥max

(S12)

with query complexityO(dk ∥fk∥max

∥fk∥2
). It should be emphasized that for standard elementary functions such as constant,

power, trigonometric, exponential, and logarithms functions, the corresponding subroutine can be viewed as a static-
structured subcircuit (depicted in the blue boxes in Fig. 2 (b)). Furthermore, any in-depth circuit simplification or
compilation can be introduced and cured to improve the practical execution performance.

At the end of this subsection, we give a tiny result that will be used in the following sections to enable an end-to-end
error analysis.

Lemma 11 (QSVT error bound with imperfect rotation angles). Suppose a QSVT with d rotation angle
phases, wherein each phase is imperfect with an error bounded by ∆θ. Then the total error is bounded by d∆θ.

Proof. In brief, a QSVT circuit can be written in the form of

U(θ1, θ2, ..., θd) = UdZ(θd)Ud−1Z(θd−1)...U1Z(θ1)U0. (S13)

Then the error of the imperfect implementation can be bounded as:

|U(θ1, θ2, ..., θd)− U(θ̃1, θ̃2, ..., θ̃d)| (S14)

≤|U(θ1, θ2, ..., θd)− U(θ̃1, θ2, ..., θd)|
+ |U(θ1, θ2, ..., θd)− U(θ1, θ̃2, ..., θd)|
+ |U(θ1, θ2, ..., θd)− U(θ1, θ2, ..., θ̃d)| (S15)

≤d∆θ. (S16)
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C. Implement parameterized combination of constraints

One can implement the parameterized combination of constraints via LCU. According to Lemma 8, one needs
an efficient construction of state-preparation-pair for the constraint coefficients. Furthermore, to exposure these
coefficients, one has a trade-off to encode them sparsely with M qubits, instead of a dense encoding of ⌈log2M⌉
qubits, and derive the following explicit construction of state-preparation-pair unitaries.

Lemma 12 (Efficient construction of sparse state-preparation-pair). Let y ∈ RM be the M coefficients, then
there is a (∥y∥1,M −1, ϵspp) state-preparation pair of unitaries (PL, PR), wherein ϵspp is the corresponding error from
implement an arbitrary angle rotation.

Proof. The proof for positive y ∈ R+
M is direct: observe that the M -qubit operator P (θ⃗) (illustrated in Fig. S3) that

consists of a ladder of rotation and controlled-rotation gates

P (θ⃗) = CM−1XM−2 ◦ CM−2Y (θM−1)M−1 ◦ . . . ◦
C1X0 ◦ C0Y (θ1)1 ◦ Y (θ0)0 (S17)

can generate a sparse superposition of M bases {|00...0︸ ︷︷ ︸
M

⟩, |1 0...0︸︷︷︸
M−1

⟩, |01 0...0︸︷︷︸
M−2

⟩, ..., |00...0︸ ︷︷ ︸
M−1

1⟩} as

P (θ⃗) |0⟩M = cos
θ0
2
|00...0︸ ︷︷ ︸
M

⟩+ sin
θ0
2
cos

θ1
2
|1 0...0︸︷︷︸
M−1

⟩

+...+ sin
θ0
2
sin

θ1
2
. . . sin

θM−1

2
|00...0︸ ︷︷ ︸
M−2

1⟩.
(S18)

Then the state-preparation-pair can be constructed by setting the rotation angles as:

PL = PR = P (θ)

θj = 2arctan

√∑M−1
k=j+1 |yk|
|yj |

(0 ≤ j ≤M − 2).
(S19)

The verification is direct:

PL |0⟩ =PR |0⟩ =
M−1∑
j=0

√
yj√
∥y∥

1

| 0...0︸︷︷︸
M−1−j

10...0︸︷︷︸
j−1

⟩, (S20)

∥y∥1(
√
y∗j√
∥y∥

1

√
yj√
∥y∥

1

)− yj = 0. (S21)

The case with negative yj is more tricky: If yj−1 and yj have opposite signs, then one can implement X rotations
with angle θj in PL and with angle −θj in PR instead of Y rotation to derive pure imaginary amplitudes leading to a
negative coefficient. If both yj−1 and yj are negative, then one just implements the Y rotation gate to maintain the
pure imaginary amplitudes.

Armed with these results, one has the following parameterized linear combination of constraints:

Lemma 13 (Sparse linear combination of constraints). Suppose a linear combination of constraints

f =
∑
k

λkfk =
∑
k

2λk∥fk∥maxf⃗k, (S22)

wherein each re-scaled constraint f⃗k can be efficiently prepared via some oracle Ofk , a (1, log n+ 2, ϵk) block-encoding
Uk as constructed in Lemma 10. Then f can be implemented as

ULCC =

M∑
k=0

λkUk : |0⟩ → 1

N
N−1∑
j=0

(

M∑
k=0

λkfk(xj)) |j⟩ . (S23)
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RY (θ0)

RY (θ1)

RY (θ2)

..
.

RY (θM−1)

FIG. S3. State-preparation-pair for sparse linear combination of constraints.

The oracles Ofk are totally queried M times (each Uk is called once) with totally O(M log n) ancillary qubits. The
total error is ϵLCC = 2λmaxk ϵk, and the success probability is

PLCC =
∥f∥2max

4λ2
=

1

4λ⃗2
, (S24)

where

λ =

M∑
k=1

|λk|∥fk∥max and

λ⃗ =

M∑
k=1

|λk|∥fk∥max/∥f∥2

(S25)

are the absolute and relative scaling factors, respectively.

Proof. The linear combination of constraints can be re-written as

f =
∑
k

λkfk =
∑
k

2λk∥fk∥maxf⃗k (S26)

with the coefficients to be 2λk∥fk∥max. According to Lemma 12, there is a (2λ,M − 1, ϵspp) state-preparation-

pair of unitaries with λ and λ⃗ the scaling factors defined in Eq. (S25). By Lemma 10, the re-scaled constraints

f⃗k = λk

2∥fk∥max
fk can be efficiently implemented via a (1, n + 4, ϵf + ϵQSVT1) block-encoding. Utilizing Lemma 8

one has a (2λ, n +M + 3, ϵspp + λ(ϵf + ϵQSVT1))-block-encoding of f . The success probability on the initial state
|ψ⟩ = H⊗n |0⟩ is lower bounded by

PLCC =

∑M
k=1(2λk∥fk∥maxUk |ψ⟩)2
(
∑M
k=1 2|λk|∥fk∥max)2

(S27)

≥
1
M (
∑M
k=1 2λk∥fk∥maxUk |ψ⟩)2

(
∑M
k=1 2|λk|∥fk∥max)2

(S28)

=
∥ULCC |ψ⟩∥2

M(
∑M
k=1 2|λk|∥fk∥max)2

(S29)

=
∥f∥22

M(
∑M
k=1 2|λk|∥fk∥max)2

(S30)

=
1

4Mλ⃗2
. (S31)
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Herein, Eq. (S28) is derived by applying Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to the numerator and Eq. (S30) is derived from
the l2-norm of f on the state |ψ⟩. This success probability can be accelerated by amplitude amplification and the

query complexity is hence O(
√
Mλ⃗).

Remark. It should be noted that:
(a) The success probability is bounded by 1

4 since

∥f∥max = max
x
|
M∑
k=1

λkfk| ≤ max
x

M∑
k=1

|λk||fk| ≤ λ. (S32)

One might argue that the factor 1
4 is too small, yet it is lower bounded by the QSVT condition |f | ≤ 1

2 (Theorem 56
in Ref. [S9]) and any related works [S6–S8].
(b) The success probability grows maximally when all the weighted components take their maximum simultaneously.
This should not be surprising since, at least intuitively, the largest filling rate is achieved and that is coincident with
former works [S5, S6].

(c) There is a one-to-one correspondence between the rotation angles θ⃗ and the re-normalized coefficients 2λk∥fk∥max :
1 ≤ k ≤M . Thus it can be viewed as a parameterized layer wherein a quantum optimization method such as parameter
shift rule can be applied.
(d) Herein, each Lagrange multiplier λk is encoded explicitly as a rotation angle θk in the ULCC subroutine (see
Figure 2(b)). One noticed that while for common distributions these Lagrange multipliers can be computed from
model parameters directly, indeed they can also be learned from some unknown distribution or observed data. As a
result, this SI-PQC can be treated as not only a random variable generator but also a problem-inspired ansatz for
quantum optimization algorithms.

D. Maximum Entropy Distribution Loader

Finally, one can exponentiate the amplitudes encoding of the parameterized constraints combination utilizing
Lemma 10 once again:

UME(λ⃗, f⃗) : |0⟩ →
1

N ′

N−1∑
j=0

exp

{
M∑
k=1

λkfk(xj)

}
|j⟩ . (S33)

As required in Lemma 10, the implementation of UME(λ⃗, f⃗) admits O(log (1ϵ )) queries of the parameterized constraints∑M
k=1 λkUk, and hence can be regarded as a PQC with shared parameters. In summary, one has:

Proof of Theorem 1:

Proof. Correctness: In step 1, by applying the QSVT circuit Uk one can derive the quantum state∣∣∣f⃗k〉 =
∑
x∈I

f⃗k(x) |x⟩ . (S34)

In step 2, by applying the linear combination of constraints denoted by ULCC one has

1

2λ
|f⟩ =

M∑
k=1

∑
x∈I

λk∥fk∥max

2λ
f⃗k(x) |x⟩ =

1

2λ

∑
x∈I

f(x) |x⟩ . (S35)

In step 3, by applying the QSVT circuit UEM one can derive the quantum state

1

2e∥f∥max

∑
x∈I

ef(x) |x⟩ . (S36)

Error analysis: In step 1, without loss of generality, each constraint function f⃗k is assumed to be approximated
by a dk-degree polynomial Pk with a uniform approximation error bound

|f⃗k − Pk| ≤ ϵf (1 ≤ k ≤M). (S37)
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And by Lemma 10, each polynomial can be implemented via Uk, a (1, log n + 2, ϵQSVT1)-block-encoding of Pk given

the error from the QSVT rotation angles approximation to be ϵQSVT1. Thus the error to implement f⃗k is bounded by

|f⃗k − Uk| ≤ |f⃗k − Pk|+ |Pk − Uk| ≤ ϵf + ϵQSVT1, (S38)

and Uk is a (1, log n+ 2, ϵf + ϵQSVT1)-block-encoding of f⃗k.
In step 2, one can utilize Lemma 13 to implement the quantum circuit ULCC, the (2λ, log n+M + 5, ϵspp + λϵf +

λϵQSVT1)-block-encoding of f so that∣∣∣∣∣2λULCC |ψ⟩ −
∑
x∈I

f(x) |x⟩
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵspp + λϵf + λϵQSVT1 (S39)

holds for the initial state |ψ⟩ = H⊗n |0⟩ and the interval I.

In step 3, one can implement a quantum circuit UME to be the (1, log n +M + 7, 4dexp
√
ϵspp/2λ+ ϵf + ϵQSVT1 +

ϵQSVT2)-block-encoding of Pexp(ULCC), wherein Pexp is the dexp-degree polynomial approximation of the normalized
exponential function 1

N e
2λx with the normalization constant

N =

√∑
x

(e2λ
1
2λ f(x))2 =

√∑
x

(ef(x))2 (S40)

and a uniform approximation error bounded by

ϵexp =

∣∣∣∣∣e2λ
f
2λ

N − Pe
(
f

2λ

)∣∣∣∣∣ (S41)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞∑
j=0

(2λ)j

N j!

(
f

2λ

)j
−
dexp∑
j=0

(2λ)j

N j!

(
f

2λ

)j∣∣∣∣∣∣ (S42)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞∑

j=dexp+1

(2λ)j

N j!

(
f

2λ

)j∣∣∣∣∣∣ (S43)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞∑

j=dexp+1

λj

N j!

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣

∞∑
j=dexp+1

1

N2j

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (S44)

=
1

N2dexp
. (S45)

Herein, Eq. (S44) holds for any j ≥ 2eλ since by Stirling’s formula we have

λj

j!
≤ λj√

2πj( je )
j
≤
(
eλ

j

)j
. (S46)

And ϵQSVT2 is the error to implement the QSVT of Pexp. The error from the imperfect approximation ULCC of f can
be evaluated as ∣∣∣∣∣ 1N e2λULCC |ψ⟩ −

∑
x∈I

1

N ef(x) |x⟩
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

N e∥f∥max

∣∣∣∣∣2λULCC |ψ⟩ −
∑
x∈I

f(x) |x⟩
∣∣∣∣∣ (S47)

≤ 1

F (ϵspp + λϵf + λϵQSVT1), (S48)

wherein Eq. (S47) is a result of the Cauchy mean value theorem and Eq. (S48) is derived from the linear combination
of constraints in step 1.
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To summarize, the total error to prepare a quantum state proportional to Eq. (S3) on the interval I is∣∣∣∣∣UEM |ψ⟩ −
∑
x∈I

1

N exp

{
M∑
k=1

λkfk(x)

}
|x⟩
∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣UEM |ψ⟩ − Pexp(

ULCC

λ
) |ψ⟩

∣∣∣∣+∣∣∣∣Pexp(
ULCC

λ
) |ψ⟩ − eULCC

N |ψ⟩
∣∣∣∣+∣∣∣∣∣eULCC

N |ψ⟩ −
∑
x∈I

1

N ef(x) |x⟩
∣∣∣∣∣ (S49)

≤(4dexp
√
ϵspp/λ+ ϵf + ϵQSVT1 + ϵQSVT2)+

ϵexp +
1

F (ϵspp + λϵf + λϵQSVT1) (S50)

≤(4dexp +
λ

F )
√
ϵspp/λ+ ϵf + ϵQSVT1 + ϵexp + ϵQSVT2 (S51)

≤(4dexp +
λ

F )

√
M∆θ0
λ

+ ϵf + df∆θ1 + ϵexp + dexp∆θ2. (S52)

In Eq. (S49), the first part is bounded by the QSVT implementation procedure in step 3, the second part is defined
by Eq. (S41), and the third part is bounded by Eq. (S48). In Eq. (S50), ϵspp + λϵf + λϵQSVT1 is bounded by

λ
√
ϵspp/λ+ ϵf + ϵQSVT1 since ϵspp/λ + ϵf + ϵQSVT1 is assumed to be less than 1 without loss of generality. In

Eq. (S51), ϵQSVT1 is bounded by df∆θ1 from Lemma 11 given the maximum degree of constraints df = max1≤k≤M dk
and ϵQSVT2 is bounded by dexp∆θ2 from Lemma 11.
If continuous rotation of an arbitrary rotation angle is promised, then the terms ∆θ0, ∆θ1 and ∆θ2 all vanish and

Eq. (S52) can be simplified to be

(4dexp +
λ

F )
√
ϵf + ϵexp. (S53)

To suppress the error less than a uniform bound ϵ, we observe that (4dexp + λ
F )
√
ϵf ≤ ϵ/2 holds for

ϵf ≤
ϵ2

4(4dexp + λ
F )2

. (S54)

In practice, the observation functions fk is usually a polynomial, and hence we have ϵf = 0. By Eq. (S45), we also
have ϵexp ≤ ϵ/2 holds for

dexp ≥ max{log 2

N ϵ , 2eλ}. (S55)

If the rotation is imperfect, to suppress the error in Eq. (S52) less than a uniform bound ϵ, one can bound the three

terms by ϵ/3 respectively: To bound (4dexp + λ
F )
√

M∆θ0
λ + ϵf + df∆θ1 by ϵ/3 we have

M∆θ0
λ

+ ϵf + df∆θ1 ≤
ϵ2

9(4dexp + λ
F )2

. (S56)

And this holds if

∆θ0 ≤
λϵ2

27M(4dexp + λ
F )2

, (S57)

ϵf ≤
ϵ2

27(4dexp + λ
F )2

, (S58)

∆θ1 ≤
ϵ2

27df (4dexp + λ
F )2

. (S59)
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By Eq. (S45), ϵexp ≤ ϵ/3 holds for

dexp ≥ max{log 3

N ϵ , 2eλ}. (S60)

And dexp∆θ2 ≤ ϵ/3 holds for

∆θ2 ≤
ϵ

3dexp
. (S61)

Complexity: The complexity can be directly computed in three steps: In step 1, we assume that the kth constraint
can be prepared by Uk with circuit depth ck, as guaranteed by Lemma 10. In step 2, the linear combination of
constraints can be implemented via ULCC with circuit depth bounded by

2(M − 1) +

M∑
k=1

ck + 2(M − 1) ≤ 4M +Mc̄ = O(nMdf ). (S62)

Herein, c̄ = maxk ck is bounded by ndf with df = max1≤k≤M dk. and the success probability is PLCC = 1

4Mλ⃗2
. In

step 3, one implement UME by

dexp < log
2

N ϵ + 2eλ < 2e log

(
2eλ

N ϵ

)
= 2e log

(
2

Fϵ

)
(S63)

calls of ULCC. The total circuit depth is hence bounded by

(4M +Mc̄)dexp = O
(
nMdf log

(
1

Fϵ

))
. (S64)

And the total success probability is

PME =

(∑
x∈I

ef(x)

2e∥f∥max
|x⟩
)†(∑

x∈I

ef(x)

∥ef∥2
|x⟩
)2

(S65)

=

( ∥ef∥2
2∥ef∥max

)
(S66)

=
F2

4
. (S67)

Hence the call complexity of UME after amplitude amplification is O( 1
F ) The total time complexity is hence

O
(
nMdf
F log

(
1

Fϵ

))
. (S68)

E. End-to-end Analysis

Since MEDL is the fundamental subroutine for our further model generation and learning procedures, it is necessary
to give a comprehensive analysis of the end-to-end quantum resource analysis.

Corollary 14 (End-to-end analysis of Maximum Entropy Distribution Loader for Common Statistics
Distributions). We summarize the end-to-end preparation complexity for common statistics distributions in Ta-
ble. S1.

Proof. (a) Normal distribution with large drift.

Given p(x) = 1√
2πσ

exp
(
− (x−µ)2

2σ2

)
, one has M = 1, df = 2, and F =

√
σ2+µ2

1/
√
2π/σ

=
√
2π(σ2 + µ2)σ. Then the total

complexity is O( 1

σ
√
σ2+µ2

n log 1

σ
√
σ2+µ2ϵ

).
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(b) Exponential distribution.

Given p(x) = λ exp(−λx), it is easy to check that M = 1, df = log (1/ϵ) ln (1−c)
ln (1−c/2) and F =

√
2/λ
λ =

√
2

λ2 . Consequently,

the preparation complexity is O( nλ2 log (λ/ϵ)).
(c) Pareto distribution.

Given p(x) =
αxα

0

xα+1 , one needs to prepare the constraint lnx. Observed that lnx = ln
(
1 + c(xc − 1

c )
)
, this constraint

can be implemented through the nonlinear transformation of ln(1 + cx) in Lemma 10 as a d = log(1/ϵ) polynomial

with filling rate F = ln(1−c/2)
ln(1−c) . with O(log(1/ϵ) ln(1−c)

ln(1−c/2) ) queries of the general linear function loader in Lemma 9.

One also has M = 1 and λ⃗ = 1. Consequently, the total complexity is O(n log2( 1ϵ )).
(d) Rayleigh distribution.

Given p(x) = x
σ2 exp

(
− x2

2σ2

)
on the interval [0, x0], one has p(x) = e

− 1
2σ2

σ2 exp
{
ln (1 + cu)− c2

2σ2u
2 − c

σ2u
}

wherein

u = (xc − 1
c ) is a linear function. One has λ⃗ = (1,− c2

2σ2 ,− c
σ2 ), f⃗ = (ln (1 + cu), u2, u), and a similar computation

shows that M = 3, df = log (1/ϵ) ln (1−c)
ln (1−c/2) and

F =

√
1

2σ2x0
γ(2,

x2
0

σ2 )

1/(σ
√
e)

=

√
e

2x0
γ(2,

x20
σ2

), (S69)

where γ(2, t) =
∫ t
0
ue−udu is the lower incomplete gamma function. Hence the circuit depth is

O

 √
x0n

γ
(
2,

x2
0

σ2

) log2

 x0

γ
(
2,

x2
0

σ2

)
ϵ

 . (S70)

(e) Chi distribution.

Given p(x) = 2
2k/2Γ(k/2)

xk−1 exp
(
−x2

2

)
, one has

p(x) ∝ exp

(
(k − 1) lnx− x2

2

)
∝ exp

(
(k − 1) ln (1 + cu)− c2

2
u2 − cu

)
,

(S71)

wherein u = (xc − 1
c ) is a linear function. One has λ⃗ = (k − 1,− c22 ,−c), f⃗ = (ln (1 + cu), u2, u), and a similar

computation shows that M = 3, df = log (1/ϵ) ln (1−c)
ln (1−c/2) and

F =

√
k√

2(k−1
2e )

k−1
2 /Γ(k2 )

=

√
kΓ(k2 )√

2(k−1
2e )

k−1
2

, (S72)

where Γ(z) =
∫∞
0
tz−1e−tdt is the Gamma function. Hence the circuit depth is O

(
n
F polylog( 1

F ,
1
ϵ )
)
.

(f) Chi-squared distribution.
Given p(x) = 1

2k/2Γ(k/2)
xk/2−1 exp

(
−x2
)
, one has

p(x) ∝ exp
(
(k/2− 1) lnx− x

2

)
∝ exp

(
(k/2− 1) ln (1 + cu)− c

2
u
)
,

(S73)

wherein u = (xc − 1
c ) is a linear function. One has λ⃗ = (k − 1,− c

2 ), f⃗ = (ln (1 + cu), u), and a similar computation

shows that M = 2, df = log (1/ϵ) ln (1−c)
ln (1−c/2) and

F =

√
k(k + 2)

(k−2
2e )k/2−1/2/Γ(k2 )

=
2
√
k(k + 2)Γ(k2 )√
2(k−1

2e )k/2−1
. (S74)

Hence the circuit depth is O
(
n
F polylog( 1

F ,
1
ϵ )
)
.
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Remark. Firstly, the preparation complexity for normal distribution with no drift herein is indeed coincident with
Theorem 5 of Ref. [S7] once observed that the assumption of −1 ≤ x ≤ 1 induces the restriction 2σ2 ≥ 1. Moreover, the
complexity dependency on σ can be removed as large σ leads to an easily-preparing flat state. Secondly, the preparation
complexity for normal distribution with small drift herein depends on the relative variance µ/σ. Intuitively, the larger
the variance, the state is closer to a uniform distribution that is easy to prepare.

3. WEIGHTED MIXTURE OF DISTRIBUTIONS

In this subsection, we consider the more general case of a latent distribution of many visible distributions, wherein
different visible distributions are assigned with corresponding probabilities from the latent distribution of their types
and parameters. More formally one has:

Definition 15 (Weighted mixture of distributions [S18]). If Ω = {f} is a family of distribution functions and
ω is a measure on a Borel Field of subsets of Ω with ω(Ω) = 1 (intuitively, ω is the probability measure on the space
of many visible distributions Ω). Then ∫

f(·)dω(f) (S75)

is again a distribution function which is called a ω-mixture of Ω.

This issue is quite common for statistics modeling, especially for practical data science and financial problems, since
the types and parameters of the underlying distribution are usually not sure.

Distinct distributions mixer. Noted the similarity between the random distribution specification for weighted
mixture and the state collapse for quantum superposition, we realize a natural quantum circuit implementation for
the weighted distribution mixer Eq. (S75) as a linear combination of distributions. More specifically, suppose M
distinct distributions fk that can be prepared via some oracle Ok and M positive real-valued numbers of weights wk
(1 ≤ k ≤M) such that

∑M
k=1 wk = 1. Then the weighted mixture p.d.f.

f(x) =

M∑
k=1

wkfk(x) (S76)

can be efficiently implemented in the same way as in Lemma 13. One should notice that no assumption on the
oracle Ok is made, and the underlying distributions can be prepared in a flexible way, including MPS, WSL, QSVT,
quantum generative adversarial networks (QGAN), and many other shallow quantum circuits [S1, S2, S4–S6, S12].
Importantly, both the hidden distribution weights and the underlying distribution parameters are exposed to follow
our Static-Structured, Tunable-Parameterized and Modular Paradigm.

Parametric family mixer. For practical problems, it is often more interesting to tackle with a parametric family
mixture: for example, the time interval between random events is usually supposed to be an exponential distribution
mixture with different decay rates, while the financial instrument price is often assumed to be a normal distributions
mixture with varying means and variances. More formally, we define:

Definition 16 (Distribution Mixture of a Parametric Family). Suppose an M -dimensional latent parameter
space Ωθ = {(θ1, ..., θM )}, the latent distribution with p.d.f. to be p(θ), and a parametric family of underlying distri-
butions defined on the visible data x and parameterized by θ with p.d.f. to be f(x; θ). Then the p-weighted mixture
is

F =

∫
f(x; θ)p(θ)dθ. (S77)

Note that Eq. (S77) is an integration over the parameter space, and no previous works can prepare the corresponding
quantum state directly and easily up to known. Moreover, a direct application of the LCU method, as mentioned
above, will lead to unaffordable resource consumption: The circuit depth and the qubit number both grow linearly
with the whole parameter space size |Ωθ| ∝ (1/∆θ)M , hence polynomially quick with the precision ϵ ∝ 1/∆θ and
exponentially quick with the free parameter number M .
Due to our Static-Structured, Tunable-Parameterized and Modular Paradigm, the SI-PQC proposed in the previous

subsection can be utilized to prepare the desired state with exponential improvement as follows:
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Step 1. Prepare latent distribution on parameter space. Firstly, we prepare the latent distribution of
parameters. Without loss of generality, one may assume M independent parameters θk(1 ≤ k ≤ M) defined on kth

register of n
(θ)
k = log 1

∆θk
qubits. Each parameter θk follows a latent distribution with p.d.f. p

(θ)
k (j) that can be

prepared to a quantum superposition via an operator Lk with circuit depth d
(θ)
k :

Lk |0⟩n(θ)
k

=

2n
(θ)
k −1∑
j=1

√
p
(θ)
k (j) |j⟩ . (S78)

Then the latent distribution on the whole parameter space can be prepared as

(L1 ⊗ . . .⊗ LM ) |0⟩nθ

=

M⊗
k=1

2n
(θ)
k −1∑
j=1

√
p
(θ)
k (j) |j⟩


=
∑
θ

√
p(θ)(θ1, ..., θM ) |θ1, ..., θM ⟩nθ

(S79)

on nθ =
∑M
k=1 n

(θ)
k qubits with circuit depth dθ = maxk d

(θ)
k . Notice that we create a superposition of all possi-

ble parameters, wherein the parameters are digital-encoded and the latent distribution is stored in the probability
amplitudes.
Step 2. Digital-analog parameters conversion. Secondly, we implement a digital-analog conversion before
injecting the parameter information into the quantum circuit. Remember that we prepare digital-encoded parameters
in Step 1, while for maximum entropy distribution loader parameters should be encoded in the amplitudes, as required
in the linear combination subroutine (see Lemma 13, and also Lemma 12 for more details). One can implement this
conversion by a sequence of controlled rotation gates which are uniformly controlled by the superposition in the digital
parameter register DP and generate the corresponding amplitudes in the analog parameter register AP:

∑
θ

√
p(θ)(θ) |θ⟩DP (

M∑
k=1

Amp(θ, k) |k⟩AP). (S80)

Step 3. Prepare visible distribution on data space. Thirdly, since the amplitude-encoded parameters have been
efficiently prepared one can prepare the visible distribution on data space via SI-PQC. Therein the visible distribution
is generated through the fixed structure circuit, parameterized by the analog-encoded parameters sampled from the
latent distribution as desired. To summarize, we have
Proof of Theorem 2:

Proof. In Step 1, as shown in Fig. S4(a), the digital-encoded parameters are prepared on the first M registers of n(θ)

qubits with circuit depth

dθ = max
k

d
(θ)
k . (S81)

In Step 2, to satisfy the requirement in Lemma 13, one need to construct a state-preparation-pair controlled by
the digital-encoded parameters. This is implemented through a sequence of controlled rotation gates as follows (See
Fig. S4(b) for reference): Assume the digital-encoded parameter to be

θ1 = θ0 × 0.s
(1)
1 s

(1)
2 ...s

(1)

n
(θ)
1

, (S82)

wherein θ0 is a common bound for all parameters θk < θ0, 1 ≤ k ≤ M and 0.s
(1)
1 s

(1)
2 ...s

(1)

n
(θ)
1

is the related binary

representation of θ1/θ0. Then it can be converted into an analogue-encoded state

cos
θ1
2
|0⟩+ sin

θ1
2
|1⟩ (S83)
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FIG. S4. Circuit implementation for the weighted distribution mixer of a parametric family. (a) The quantum circuit converts
the digital-encoded latent space into a state preparation pair on the analog-encoded space. (b) The digital-analog conversion
for each parameter.

through n
(θ)
1 controlled rotation gates with control qubit s

(1)
k and target qubit on the analogue-encoded parameters

register. Repeating this subroutine M times one can derive the state-preparation-pair

cos
θ1
2
|00..0⟩+ sin

θ1
2
cos

θ2
2
|10..0⟩+ ...

+ sin
θ1
2
... sin

θM
2
|11..1⟩ ,

(S84)

with circuit depth

M∑
k=1

n
(θ)
k = nθ. (S85)

In Step 3, to apply the linear combination of distribution, one needs to apply the above subroutine twice as well
as controlled-preparation of the visible distribution. Consequently, the additional depth to implement the mixture is
O((dθ + nθ) log

1
ϵF ) The total circuit depth is hence bounded by O((ndxMF + dθ + nθ) log

1
ϵF ).

Remark. Notice that n(θ) =
∑M
k=1 log

1
∆θk

= log 1
∆θ with ∆θ is the grind size of parameter space, and hence this

weighted distribution mixer SI-PQC makes an exponential improvement on the parameter space precision.
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Gaussian Mixture Model. To illustrate the applicability of weighted distribution mixer, we consider the quan-
tum state preparation for the celebrated Gaussian mixture model with applications in a variety of fields such as finance
and biometrics [S19, S20]. Specifically, a Gaussian mixture is a linear combination of different normal distributions
with varying means and variances, and it can be modeled through our weighted distribution mixer SI-PQC as

Corollary 17. (Gaussian Mixture). Suppose a Gaussian mixture of (NµNσ) normal distributions with Nµ means
bounded by |µk| ≤ µ < 1 and Nσ variances bounded by σk ≥ σ. Further, assume that the desired parameters (Nµ and
Nσ) are generated by a parameterized quantum circuit of depth dθ. Then it can be prepared on n qubits through a

quantum circuit of depth O((nx + dθ + nθ) log
1

σ
√
σ2+µ2ϵ

) and total complexity O(nx+dθ+nθ

σ
√
σ2+µ2

log 1

σ
√
σ2+µ2ϵ

).

Proof. The qubit number of latent distribution space is

nθ = logNσ + logNµ = logNσNµ. (S86)

Consequently, the circuit complexity is

O(nx + dθ + nθ

σ
√
σ2 + µ2

log
1

σ
√
σ2 + µ2ϵ

). (S87)

Remark. The complexity dependency on the latent space preparation depth d(θ) characterizes the expressiveness of
learning the hidden distribution of parameters. The complexity dependency on the sampling space size is exponentially
reduced to logNµNσ.

4. QUANTUM-ENHANCED STATISTICS MODEL LEARNING

In this section, we establish the analysis framework based on SI-PQC to illustrate its applicability in solving essential
statistics tasks.

Here, we consider the fundamental statistical task of model calibration to minimize the distance/similarity between
the empirical observed data from the realistic world and the epistemic predicted data from statistics models. Note
that model calibration is the standard procedure when applying any statistics model to the empirical data, and is
preferred, benefiting from its theoretical interpretability and practical prior knowledge, in a variety of fields including
bio-statistics, drug design, actuarial science, elasticity imaging, source identification, and damage detection [S21].
Formally, in the model calibration setup, one is supposed to optimize:

argmin
θ

f(Yobs, Ypre(x|θ)), (S88)

wherein f denotes the objective function of the optimization problem known as the calibration metric, Yobs is the
observed data, Ypre is the predicted data and θ are the parameters to be optimized.
However, classical statistics model calibration is facing challenges as theoretical resolution of explicit form is infeasi-

ble and numerical method based on Monte-Carlo simulation will consume a huge amount of computation resources and
time [S21, S22]. To address this issue, We show that the quantum computational statistics models based on SI-PQC
enable a feasible and flexible framework to implement a model calibration with potential quantum advantage:
Step 1. Prepare the observed and predicted data. To implement the preparation of the observed data, we
make no assumption or restriction considering the flexibility of our framework: it can be accessed from either an
oracle of quantum data or an efficient superposition preparation of classical data, and it can be either a probability
density function or a cumulative density function of the observed data. For example, we can assume here access to
the empirical data histogram as

|Pobs⟩ = Oobs |0⟩n =

2n∑
j=1

p(j) |j⟩ , (S89)

wherein p(j) =
√
Pobs(j) is the probability amplitude of the jth bin of the observed data histogram. As for the

preparation of the predicted data, we can choose any family of SI-PQC mentioned above specified for the problem

|Ppre⟩ = USI−PQC |0⟩n =

2n∑
j=1

p̂(j) |j⟩ , (S90)
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wherein p̂(j) =
√
Ppre(j) is the probability amplitude of the jth bin of the predicted data distribution. Note that

the statistics model specification from prior knowledge is one most significant differences from model calibration and
general machine learning, this is usually not a limitation in principle yet an empirical information injection in practice.
Step 2. Compute the calibration metric. To compute the calibration metric, there are many types
of distance/similarity objective functions to be suggested by statisticians, including Euclidean/Minkowski family
Lp = (

∑
(Pobs, Ppre)

p)1/p, inner product family
∑
PobsPpre and fidelity family

∑√
PobsPpre as discussed in Ref. [S23].

This type of computation can be efficiently implemented on a quantum processor by introducing a SWAP-test, a
Hadamard test, or any other quantum state distance metric. For convenience, here we consider the state fidelity
between the observed and predicted states as

⟨Ppre|Pobs⟩ = ⟨0|U†
SI−PQCOobs |0⟩ . (S91)

It should be mentioned that the operator U†
SI−PQC can be efficiently implemented as a direct consequence of our

explicit construction of the quantum statistics model. Further, the observed data state |Pobs⟩ can be regarded as
either from preparation or a black-box oracle with no prior knowledge, enlarging the scope of applications.
Step 3. Learn the model parameters. To optimize the model parameters, we apply a quantum-classical hybrid
optimization procedure wherein a quantum processor is promised to evaluate the objective function efficiently as
discussed above and a classical optimizer is employed to update the parameters [S24]. As these statistics parameters
are encoded in the rotation angles as guaranteed by our SI-PQC protocol, variational quantum algorithm-typed
techniques such as parameter shift rule are enabled.

5. ADDITIONAL NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we provide additional numerical results for preparing and training various mixtures of distributions
to showcase the generality of SI-PQC.

A. Preparing Mixtures

We prepare a weighted mixture of eight different distributions from the weight vectors listed in Tab. S2 for expo-
nential distributions and normal distributions.

Fig. S5 shows the numerical results to prepare an 8-mixture of exponential distributions with varying rates λ⃗ =
(0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 2, 4, 6, 8). The experimental results (shown in various markers) agree with the theoretical benchmarks
(shown in lines).

Fig. S6 shows the numerical results to prepare an 8-mixture of normal distributions with varying means µ⃗ =

(1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15) and variances σ⃗2 = (25, 30.25, 36, 42.25, 49, 56.25, 64, 72.25). The experimental results (shown
in various markers) also agree well with the theoretical benchmarks (shown in lines).

TABLE S2. Weight vectors in 8-mixture experiments.

Weights vector Value

w⃗1 ( 1
36
, 2
36
, 3
36
, 4
36
, 5
36
, 6
36
, 7
36
, 8
36
)

w⃗2 ( 2
36
, 3
36
, 4
36
, 5
36
, 6
36
, 7
36
, 8
36
, 1
36
)

w⃗3 ( 3
36
, 4
36
, 5
36
, 6
36
, 7
36
, 8
36
, 1
36
, 2
36
)

w⃗4 ( 4
36
, 5
36
, 6
36
, 7
36
, 8
36
, 1
36
, 2
36
, 3
36
)

w⃗5 ( 5
36
, 6
36
, 7
36
, 8
36
, 1
36
, 2
36
, 3
36
, 4
36
)

w⃗6 ( 6
36
, 7
36
, 8
36
, 1
36
, 2
36
, 3
36
, 4
36
, 5
36
)

w⃗7 ( 7
36
, 8
36
, 1
36
, 2
36
, 3
36
, 4
36
, 5
36
, 6
36
)

w⃗8 ( 8
36
, 1
36
, 2
36
, 3
36
, 4
36
, 5
36
, 6
36
, 7
36
)
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FIG. S5. The numerical results to prepare a mixture of eight exponential distributions with rates λ⃗ = (0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 2, 4, 6, 8),
and weights list in Tab. S2.
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FIG. S6. The numerical results to prepare a mixture of eight normal distributions with means µ⃗ = (1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15),

variances σ⃗2 = (25, 30.25, 36, 42.25, 49, 56.25, 64, 72.25) and weights list in Tab. S2.
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B. Training Mixtures

Here, we train the mixture of the exponential mixture model, which is a common model used in time series and
stochastic process simulation.
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FIG. S7. Learning Exponential Mixture Model based on SI-PQC. (a) Quantum states in the learning procedure. (b) Estimated
λ extracted from the angles in the training procedure. (c) The K-L divergence to characterize the distance from the target
state.
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