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Abstract—Along with the prosperity of generative artificial
intelligence (AI), its potential for solving conventional chal-
lenges in wireless communications has also surfaced. Inspired
by this trend, we investigate the application of the advanced
diffusion models (DMs), a representative class of generative
AI models, to high dimensional wireless channel estimation.
By capturing the structure of multiple-input multiple-output
(MIMO) wireless channels via a deep generative prior encoded
by DMs, we develop a novel posterior inference method for
channel reconstruction. We further adapt the proposed method
to recover channel information from low-resolution quantized
measurements. Additionally, to enhance the over-the-air viability,
we integrate the DM with the unsupervised Stein’s unbiased
risk estimator to enable learning from noisy observations and
circumvent the requirements for ground truth channel data that
is hardly available in practice. Results reveal that the proposed
estimator achieves high-fidelity channel recovery while reducing
estimation latency by a factor of 10 compared to state-of-the-
art schemes, facilitating real-time implementation. Moreover, our
method outperforms existing estimators while reducing the pilot
overhead by half, showcasing its scalability to ultra-massive
antenna arrays.

Index Terms—MIMO channel estimation, deep learning, dif-
fusion models, generative AI.

I. INTRODUCTION

TO support the exploding demands of data transmission
and diverse vertical application scenarios, next-generation

wireless networks are poised to usher in an era characterized
by tens of thousands of antennas and the use of terahertz
frequency bands [1], [2]. In this context, channel estimation
for the underlying high-dimensional multiple-input multiple-
output (MIMO) systems is crucial for harnessing the potential
gains of multiple antennas [3]. For this purpose, the number of
pilot symbols is conventionally assumed to exceed the number
of transmit antennas, a requirement that becomes increasingly
burdensome as antenna array sizes escalate. Therefore, the
challenge of acquiring accurate channel information with lim-
ited pilot overhead has garnered substantial research interest.

Traditional linear channel estimators, including the least
squares (LS) and linear minimum mean-squared error
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(LMMSE) methods, are widely adopted but struggle to scale
effectively to high-dimensional MIMO systems. The LS es-
timator relies on sufficient pilot measurements no less than
the transmit antenna counts, leading to significant training
overhead. For jointly Gaussian distributed channels and re-
ceived signals, the LMMSE method gives the maximum a
posteriori estimate and generally achieves superior accuracy
over LS [4]. However, this estimator requires the statistics of
channel correlation, typically demanding channel sample sizes
proportional to the dimension of the covariance matrix.

A majority of existing works exploit the sparsity of high-
dimensional wireless channels to simplify channel estimation
using compressed sensing (CS)-based methods [5], assuming
a sparse or low-rank channel representation in the angular
domain or beamspace. Consequently, channel coefficients can
be recovered with a reduced number of pilot measurements.
Standard l1-norm regularization in the angular domain was
employed in [6] to develop the LASSO method for mil-
limeter wave (mmWave) channel estimation. An alternative
research direction investigated the application of approximate
message passing (AMP) [7] for CS-based channel recovery.
Specifically, AMP has been combined with the expectation
maximization (EM) algorithm to achieve enhanced estimation
performance over traditional CS methods [8], [9]. This strat-
egy also found successful applications in systems with low-
resolution analog-to-digital converters (ADCs) [10]. Despite
the wide variety of CS-based channel estimation methods
being proposed, a significant roadblock before practical use
is that the sparsity assumption would not exactly hold in
realistic propagation scenarios. In other words, sparsity alone
is insufficient to capture the structure of real-world channels,
as this simple hand-crafted prior (or assumed channel model)
fails to adequately represent the propagation environments
across an entire urban cell [11].

Following the trend of artificial intelligence (AI)-enhanced
air interface, data-driven deep learning (DL) has been ap-
plied to address the dilemma of high-dimensional channel
estimation [12]–[14]. These studies generally involve neural
networks that are trained in a supervised manner, where
the network learns to map the received pilot signals to the
estimated channels. In [12], a learned denoising-based AMP
(LDAMP) algorithm was proposed, which incorporated a de-
noising convolutional neural network (CNN) into the iterative
recovery structure of AMP, constructing a high-performance
DL-based estimator. Similarly, a two-stage DL-based estima-
tion scheme was developed in [13], integrating pilot design
and data-aided strategies for enhancement. However, these
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supervised DL-based methods are measurement-specific and
do not generalize effectively when the measurement setups,
such as pilot and antenna counts, are altered.

As a representative technology in the new era of AI,
generative AI has been revolutionizing the forefronts of both
academia and industry. Deep generative modeling has shown
potent abilities in capturing highly complex relationships,
facilitating high-dimensional data synthesis and efficient data
transmission, and circumventing the curse of dimensionality
[15], [16]. Particularly, generative diffusion models (DMs)
[17]–[19] have significantly advanced generative modeling due
to their ability to produce diverse high-quality samples through
simple training implementations, laying the groundwork for
numerous popular generative foundation models [20].

Leveraging deep generative modeling to address conven-
tional challenges in wireless transmission has also emerged
as a prominent topic. For channel estimation, generative AI
models such as generative adversarial networks (GANs) [21],
[22], variational autoencoders [23], and Gaussian mixture
models [24], have been utilized for performance enhancement.
These deep generative networks capture prior knowledge and
offer a model-agnostic approach to characterize inherently
structured or sparse channels, circumventing channel model
assumptions that may not be applicable.

As the most popular generative model, DMs’ proficiency
in modeling intricate distributions and furnishing robust prior
information underscores its promise in tackling inverse prob-
lems such as channel estimation. A MIMO channel estima-
tor utilizing score-based generative models (SGMs), closely
associated with DMs, was proposed in [25], achieving state-
of-the-art estimation accuracy and robust out-of-distribution
performance. However, the practical value of this scheme is
hindered by the huge number of inference steps and network
parameters involved, hardly satisfying the latency requirement
of channel estimation while leading to a substantial storage
burden. To address the challenge of real-time implementation,
the authors of [26] develop a low-complexity DM-based
channel estimator using a lightweight CNN, which learns
the channel prior within the angular domain. However, the
proposed method necessitates orthogonal pilot sequences to
conduct an LS estimate as initialization, leading to substan-
tial overhead in high-dimensional MIMO systems. Moreover,
applying these DM-based estimators [25], [26] to quantized
MIMO receivers with low-resolution ADCs remains an open
issue. Additionally, existing works assume the availability of
a large dataset containing clean channel samples for training
DMs. However, collecting such a dataset can be difficult or
even impossible for realistic air interfaces.

In this paper, we propose a DM-based posterior inference
method for high-dimensional MIMO channel estimation. Dis-
tinct from existing schemes, we design a conditional posterior
sampling process as the per-step update rule to recover the
original channel from noise. The proposed method achieves
precise estimation in the low-pilot regime with significantly
lower latency than state-of-the-art schemes, while maintaining
favorable scalability to various system setups. Moreover, we
apply our approach to channel estimation with low-resolution
ADCs and scenarios wherein only noisy training data is

available. The contributions of this paper are summarized as
follows.

• DM-Based Channel Estimation: We utilize the powerful
DM as a data-driven generative prior to characterize high-
dimensional MIMO channels and formulate a posterior
channel estimator given pilot observations. By combining
prior information from the pre-trained DM with a closed-
form approximation of the likelihood term, our method
iteratively conducts conditional posterior estimation at
each step. This posterior inference method, combined
with a lightweight network architecture for the DM,
enables high-fidelity estimation with reduced latency.

• Applying to Quantized Channel Estimation: We adapt
the proposed method to channel estimation with low-
resolution ADCs by modifying the likelihood information
corresponding to the quantized measurements. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first work to investigate
the applications of DMs in few-bit quantized receivers.
The developed scheme achieves notable performance
enhancements over state-of-the-art quantized channel es-
timators while maintaining low latency.

• Learning from Noisy Channel Realizations: We inte-
grate Stein’s unbiased risk estimator (SURE) denoising
[27] into the training of DMs to enable learning with
noisy channel data. Results show that the model learned
via the proposed scheme provides robust prior knowledge
for channel estimation and enables competitive recovery
accuracy. This strategy alleviates the requirements for
substantial clean channel datasets and facilitates over-the-
air (OTA) implementation.

Notations: For any matrix A, AT , AH, and A−1 repre-
sent the transpose, conjugate transpose, and inverse of A,
respectively. Also, 0 is a zero vector, I is an identity matrix,
∥ · ∥2 denotes the l2-norm, vec(·) denotes the vectorization
operation, ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product, E[·] denotes the
expectation operator, and I(·) represents an indicator function
that returns value one only when the event as the argument
is true and zero otherwise. Moreover, Re(·) and Im(·) extract
the real and imaginary parts of a complex value, respectively.
N (z;µ, σ2) represents a Gaussian random variable z with
mean µ and variance σ2. Finally, C and R denote the sets
of complex and real numbers, respectively, [N ] is the set of
nonnegative integers up to N , and U([N ]) denotes a discrete
uniform distribution within [N ].

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

This section commences with the formulation of the MIMO
channel estimation problem. Subsequently, a brief overview of
DMs is provided as the preliminaries.

A. MIMO Channel Estimation
Consider a point-to-point, narrowband MIMO system with

Nt transmit and Nr receive antennas. A total of Np symbols
are allocated for pilot transmissions and channel estimation,
where the k-th pilot symbol is denoted as pk ∈ CNt×1, k ∈
[Np]. The received signal at this k-th slot is given by

yk = Hpk + nk, (1)
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where H ∈ CNr×Nt represents the MIMO channel matrix to
be estimated, and nk ∼ CN (0, 2σ2

nI) denotes the additive
white Gaussian noise (AWGN) vector with variance σ2

n per
real/imaginary component. The MIMO channels are assumed
to be quasi-static, remaining constant within the Np pilot trans-
missions. Therefore, the received signal during this training
period can be written in the matrix form Y ∈ CNr×Np as

Y = HP+N, (2)

where P = [p1, . . . ,pNp
] and N = [n1, . . . ,nNp

] contain
the stacked pilot symbols and noise vectors, respectively. For
simplicity, the pilot symbols are supposed to be equiprobably
drawn from the quadrature phase shift keying (QPSK) lattice,
i.e., {±1/

√
2± j/

√
2}, fulfilling the unit power constraint.

Using vectorization, the signal model (2) can be reformu-
lated as

y⃗ = Āh⃗+ n⃗, (3)

where y⃗ = vec(Y), h⃗ = vec(H), n⃗ = vec(N), and
Ā = PT ⊗INr

. The MIMO channels are normalized to ensure
that E[|⃗hij |2] = 1. The signal-to-noise power ratio (SNR) is
defined as Nt/(2σ

2
n).

Consider the angular domain representation of MIMO chan-
nels, which is a natural choice for channels at high-frequency
bands characterized by high dimensionality and pronounced
propagation directionality [5]. Assuming the use of uniform
linear arrays (ULAs) with half-wavelength spacing at both the
transmitter and receiver, the so-called virtual channel model
[28] allows us to represent h⃗ with respect to the angular
domain channel h⃗ad as

h⃗ =
(
(AT

T)
H ⊗AR

)
h⃗ad, (4)

where AT ∈ CNt×Nt and AR ∈ CNr×Nr denote the dis-
crete Fourier transform matrices corresponding to the array
response matrices at the transmitter and receiver, respectively.
Substituting (4) into (3), we derive

y⃗ = Aadh⃗ad + n⃗, (5)

where Aad = Ā
(
(AT

T)
H ⊗ AR

)
∈ CNrNp×NrNt . For no-

tational convenience, we consider the equivalent real-valued
form of (5) throughout this paper, given as

y = Ah+ n, (6)

where y ∈ RM×1, A ∈ RM×N , h ∈ RN×1, and n ∈ RM×1,
with M = 2NrNp and N = 2NrNt.

The objective of channel estimation is to estimate h given
the received pilot measurements y and the knowledge of the
pilot P. Let α = Np/Nt denote the pilot density. When
α < 1, channel estimation becomes an under-determined linear
inverse problem, requiring strong priors for regularization.

B. Denoising Diffusion Generative Models

DMs are among the most advanced generative learning
models. This class of models establishes a Markov chain of
diffusion steps to incrementally introduce random noise to data
and subsequently learn to invert the forward process to enable
high-quality data sample generation from noise [17], [18].

Next, we introduce DMs with vectorized notations for conve-
nience. Specifically, given a data prior distribution h0 ∼ p0(·),
DMs’ forward process adds noise using a Gaussian transition
kernel for T time steps,

p(ht|ht−1) = N (ht;
√
1− βtht−1, βtI), t ∈ [T ], (7)

where ht is the latent variable at time step t, and 0 < β1 <
β2 < . . . < βT < 1 denote the prescribed noise schedule.
Defining αt ≜ 1 − βt and ᾱt ≜

∏t
i=1 αi and using the

reparameterization trick, it is easy to derive that

ht =
√
ᾱth0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵt, ϵt ∼ N (0, I). (8)

The noise schedule is crafted such that ᾱT ≈ 0, and
hT approximately follows an isotropic Gaussian distribution
N (0, I).

Ideally, the reverse process recreates data samples from
pure Gaussian noise by sampling from the reverse conditional
distribution p(ht−1|ht). However, p(ht−1|ht) is generally
intractable to calculate due to the unknown prior p0(·). Hence,
DMs learn a variational Markov chain pθ(ht−1|ht) parame-
terized by θ to conduct the reverse process hT → hT−1 →
· · · → h0. Note that the reverse conditional distribution is
tractable if further conditioned on h0 [18], which also becomes
Gaussian,

p(ht−1|ht,h0) = N (ht−1; µ̃t, β̃tI), (9)

µ̃t =
1
√
αt

(
ht −

1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵt

)
, (10)

β̃t =
1− ᾱt−1

1− ᾱt
βt. (11)

Therefore, it is reasonable to parameterize pθ as Gaussian,
given by N (ht−1;µθ(ht, t), β̃tI), where µθ is used to ap-
proximate µ̃t. The objective is to learn an approximation
of p(ht−1|ht,h0) averaged across h0, which amounts to
minimizing a series of Kullback-Leibler divergences between
Gaussians [18].

The authors of [18] further parameterize µθ using the same
functional form as in (10), replacing ϵt with a neural network
ϵθ(ht, t). This network, referred to as the denoising network
throughout this paper, takes the noisy ht in (8) and the time
step t as inputs and predicts the additive noise ϵt for each
time step. Consequently, a practically effective loss function
is identified as follows

LDM(θ) = Eh0,ϵt,t

[∥∥ϵt − ϵθ(
√
ᾱth0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵt, t)

∥∥2
2

]
,

(12)
where t ∼ U([T ]). After training, the parameters of ϵθ are
fixed, and data samples are generated by the following iterative
step for t = T to 1,

ht−1 =
1
√
αt

(
ht −

1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(ht, t)

)
+ β̃tzt, (13)

where zt ∼ N (0, I).

III. PROPOSED METHODS

First, we establish the DM-based channel estimation scheme
targeting the full-resolution system (6). Subsequently, we
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(b) Reverse sampling step

Measurement

prior

(a) Forward diffusion step

Fig. 1. Block diagram of the proposed method, where (a) illustrates the
forward diffusion involved in the training phase, and (b) depicts the reverse
sampling step in the inference phase.

investigate the application to scenarios with low-resolution
ADCs. Finally, we consider training adaptations that enable
learning the DM without ground truth channel data to enhance
the practical viability of the proposed method.

A. Diffusion Model-Based Channel Estimation

We develop a posterior inference method for channel es-
timation, leveraging the DM as a deep generative prior. Ac-
cording to the Bayesian philosophy, the channel estimation
problem of recovering h from y in (6) can be framed as
conducting posterior inference on h, targeting the posterior
distribution p(h|y) ∝ p0(h)p(y|h). We decouple this task
into learning the unknown channel prior p0(·) in the offline
training phase and recovering channels using the learned prior
and pilot measurements in the online inference phase. The
block diagram of the proposed method is illustrated in Fig. 1.

1) Learning a DM for Wireless Channels: The prior chan-
nel distribution p0(·) is generally hand-crafted in CS-based
methods, such as the l0 sparsity used in orthogonal matching
pursuit [29] and the l1 sparsity used in LASSO [6]. How-
ever, these hand-crafted priors may not fully represent the
intricate structure of realistic wireless channels. To address
this challenge, a pre-trained DM can be utilized as a data-
driven prior by providing the score function1 of the underlying
channel distribution without assuming specific structures of
the distribution. We follow [26] to adopt a lightweight CNN
architecture (Fig. 12 in Appendix A) for the DM’s denoising
network ϵθ and learn the channel distribution in the angular
domain. This virtual channel representation is known to be
compressible [32], especially for high-dimensional channels,
such that the network parameters can be significantly dimin-
ished. Note that this strategy does not impose any assumptions
on the structure or sparsity of the channel distribution.

The denoising network ϵθ takes ht as the input, with the
Transformer sinusoidal positional embedding [33] specifying
the time step index t, utilizes several convolutional layers for
feature extraction, and finally outputs the predicted noise. De-
tails of the network structure can be found in Appendix A. The

1The score function of a distribution p(h) is given by the gradient of the
log-probability, i.e., ∇h log p(h), which enables sampling from p(h) using
Langevin dynamics [19], [30], [31].

network is trained by minimizing the mini-batch version of
the loss function in (12). At each training step, a random data
sample h0 is drawn from the channel dataset. Concurrently,
random noise ϵ ∼ N (0, I) is generated and added to the
selected sample h0 according to (8), where the ratio ᾱt is
determined by a time step index t uniformly chosen from [T ].
Then, the network parameters θ can be updated by taking the
gradient descent step on

∇θ

∥∥ϵ− ϵθ(
√
ᾱth0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, t)

∥∥2
2
. (14)

It is noteworthy that no information on the measurement
model, e.g., the measurement matrix A and noise statistics, is
involved in the training process, differentiating our approach
from supervised learning-based channel estimators. This mea-
surement model-agnostic DM-based generative approach en-
hances robustness against variations in pilot counts, noise
distributions, and SNR values.

2) Derivation of the Posterior Inference Algorithm: Our
approach to solving the inverse problem in (6) originates
from using the score of the posterior distribution for diffusion
posterior sampling [19]. Since DM’s forward process grad-
ually perturbs the data with noise, what is required is the
noise-perturbed posteriors score ∇ht

log pt(ht|y) for ht with
varying noise levels [34].2 Aligning with the reverse process of
the DM, we use an iterative algorithm for channel estimation,
where each step t (from t = T to 1) applies the update rule
as follows

ht−1 =
1√
αt

(
ht + (1− αt)∇ht

log pt(ht|y)
)
. (15)

The intuition to employ this update rule is supported by the
following proposition, proved in Appendix B.

Proposition 1: The update rule in (15) gives a posterior
mean estimate of the latent variable ht−1 conditioned on ht

and y, i.e., E[ht−1|ht,y] =
∫
ht−1pt−1(ht−1|ht,y)dht−1.

Remark 1: As indicated by Proposition 1, the conditional
posterior mean update outlined in (15) utilizes the posterior
information, which is a combination of the prior and likeli-
hood, to satisfy both prior and measurement consistency of
the estimate. This leads to samples in high probability regions
of the channel posterior distribution, particularly as t → 0,
boosting estimation performance. Moreover, the update rule
follows the deterministic sampling paradigm [35], eliminating
the extra perturbation added in the reverse process of DM (zt
in (13)). This strategy is known to enhance sample quality
when fewer time steps are utilized.

To derive the posterior score, the crucial observation is that,
by applying Bayes’ rule, it can be decomposed as [34], [36]

∇ht log pt(ht|y) = ∇ht log pt(ht) +∇ht log pt(y|ht), (16)

where the corresponding prior score can be approximated by
the pre-trained DM’s denoising network as follows [19], [31]

∇ht log pt(ht) ≈ −
1√

1− ᾱt
ϵθ(ht, t), (17)

2Note that we use the index t to distinguish the noise-perturbed distribution
at each time step from the distribution of the original clean data.
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where pt(ht) =
∫
p0(h0)p(ht|h0)dh0 represents the noise-

perturbed data distribution at time step t. However, the like-
lihood score ∇ht log pt(y|ht) becomes intractable for t > 0
[34], [37]. To illustrate this assertion, let us revisit the def-
inition of DM, which allows for representing pt(y|ht) as
pt(y|ht) =

∫
p(y|h0)p(h0|ht)dh0. Herein, we have used the

fact that ht and y are independent conditioned on h0, verified
by the graphical model y ← h0 → ht of the DM [37].
In the integral, the reverse probability p(h0|ht) can only be
approximated by sampling from the entire DM, as discussed
in Sec. II-B, making it challenging to compute.

To resolve the challenge in handling ∇ht
log pt(y|ht), we

resort to approximations using an uninformative prior assump-
tion inspired by [34]. Specifically, by assuming p0(h0) is
uninformative with respect to p(ht|h0), we have p(h0|ht) ∝
p(ht|h0)p0(h0) ≈ p(ht|h0). This assumption is asymptot-
ically precise when t → 0, as shown in the exemplified
verification in [34, Appendix A]. To see why it works, recall
that from (8) we have

p(ht|h0) ∝ exp

(
−∥ht −

√
ᾱth0∥22

2(1− ᾱt)

)
, (18)

which notably increases as t → 0 due to the small amount
of added noise (ᾱt → 1) at the initial stage of the forward
process. Hence, the conditional probability p(ht|h0) domi-
nates, and ignoring the prior would not result in significant
deviations.

Based on the uninformative prior assumption, the noise-
perturbed likelihood score can be derived in closed form as
follows. Owing to the approximation p(h0|ht) ∝ p(ht|h0) ≈
N (h0;

1√
ᾱt
ht,

1−ᾱt

ᾱt
I), h0 can be equivalently expressed as

h0 =
1√
ᾱt

(
ht +

√
1− ᾱtu

)
, u ∼ N (0, I). (19)

Therefore, the received signal y in (6) can be alternatively
represented as

y =
1√
ᾱt

Aht +

√
1− ᾱt√
ᾱt

Au+ n. (20)

Therefore, the noise-perturbed likelihood is in the form of a
Gaussian distribution given by

pt(y|ht) = N
(
y;

1√
ᾱt

Aht,
1− ᾱt

ᾱt
AAT + σ2

nI

)
, (21)

and its score can be written as

∇ht
log pt(y|ht)

=
1√
ᾱt

AT

(
1− ᾱt

ᾱt
AAT + σ2

nI

)−1 (
y − 1√

ᾱt
Aht

)
.

(22)

Remark 2: To mitigate the high-complexity matrix inversion
in (22), based on the singular value decomposition (SVD) A =
UΣVT , we can reformulate the computation as follows

∇ht
log pt(y|ht)

=
1√
ᾱt

VΣ

(
1− ᾱt

ᾱt
Σ2 + σ2

nI

)−1 (
UTy − 1√

ᾱt
ΣVTht

)
.

(23)

Algorithm 1 DM-Based Channel Estimation
Input: A, y, σ2

n, pre-trained denoising network ϵθ, noise
schedule {βt}Tt=1, gradient scale s.

1: Initialize: hT ∼ N (0, I).
2: Compute: αt = 1− βt, ᾱt =

∏t
i=1 αt, t ∈ [T ].

3: for t = T to 1 do
4: ht−1 = 1√

αt

(
ht − 1−αt√

1−ᾱt
ϵθ(ht, t)

)
.

5: Compute l = ∇ht
log pt(y|ht) using (23).

6: ht−1 ← ht−1 + s 1−αt√
αt

l.
7: end for

Output: Estimated channel ĥ = h0.

The SVD can be computed in advance and reused as long as
the measurement matrix A remains fixed. Hence, significant
computational costs are saved as compared to the per-step
matrix inversion in (22).

The proposed DM-based channel estimation scheme is out-
lined in Algorithm 1 and illustrated in the lower half of Fig. 1.
Line 4 of the algorithm encodes the deep generative prior
into the update, and Line 6 further incorporates the likelihood
score. According to [34] and [38], we adopt a gradient scale
parameter s in the update rule to effectively weigh between
the prior and likelihood. In literature, it is observed that
s > 1 yields empirically enhanced performance. This can be
attributed to the fact that the scaled score s · ∇ht

log pt(y|ht)
leads to a sharper likelihood pt(y|ht)

s that emphasizes the
mode of the posterior distribution, aiding in the generation
of high-quality estimates [38]. Nevertheless, our algorithm is
robust to the selection of s, as shown in experiments.

B. DM-Based Quantized Channel Estimation

To reduce power consumption, low-resolution ADCs can be
deployed at the receiver end. The quantized received signal is
given by

ȳ = Q(y) = Q(Ah+ n), (24)

where Q(·) denotes the quantization function of the ADCs.
A scalar quantizer that performs element-wise on the input is
assumed due to its simplicity and widespread usage.

For ADCs with b quantization bits, the quantizer maps
the input into a countable set of codewords, R =
{r1, r2, . . . , r2b−1}. The codewords correspond to intervals
split by the quantization thresholds T = {(rlowk , rupk ) | k ∈
[2b]}. For example, if Q(z) = z̄ ∈ R, the input z would
satisfy z̄low ≤ z < z̄up, where z̄low and z̄up represent the
lower and upper thresholds with respect to the codeword z̄,
respectively. Considering a uniform mid-rise quantizer3, we
have rk = (2k − 2b − 1)∆2 , k ∈ [2b],

rlowk =

{
−∞, k = 1,(
k − 2b−1 − 1

)
∆, k = 2, . . . , 2b,

and

rupk =

{ (
k − 2b−1

)
∆, k = 1, . . . , 2b − 1,

+∞, k = 2b,

3The proposed channel estimation method is not confined to this choice
and can be readily extended to more complex non-uniform quantizers.
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where ∆ is the step size. For the selection of ∆, we utilize
the received power-dependent step size [11],

∆ =
√
Py/2∆b, (25)

where Py = E[∥y∥22] is the received power, and ∆b is the step
size optimized for zero-mean unit variance Gaussian inputs
[39]. In practical implementation, this variable step size can
be realized by automatic gain control.

When low-resolution ADCs are employed at the receiver,
severe nonlinear effects exacerbate the difficulty of the channel
estimation task. Therefore, the significance of prior informa-
tion becomes more prominent in this ill-posed inverse problem.
That being said, the pre-trained DM seamlessly fits this task as
it exclusively models the channel prior distribution instead of
learning the mapping from measurements to channel estimates.
Hence, the only thing to be modified compared to the infinite
resolution case is the noise-perturbed likelihood for quantized
measurements ȳ in (24).

Building upon the preceding uninformative prior assumption
and integrating (20) into (24), we have

ȳ = Q(
1√
ᾱt

Aht + ñ), (26)

where ñ ∼ N (0,Ct) with Ct =
1−ᾱt

ᾱt
AAT + σ2

nI. Denoting
zt ≜ Aht√

ᾱt
, the noise-perturbed likelihood can be revised as

[40]

pt(ȳ|ht) =∫ M∏
m=1

I
(
zm + ñm ∈ Q−1(ȳm)

)
· N (ñ;0,Ct)dñ, (27)

where zm, ñm, and ȳm denote the m-th element of zt, ñt,
and ȳ, respectively. The notation Q−1(ȳm) represents the
quantization interval associated with the quantized output ȳm.

It is difficult to exactly compute (27) since Ct is generally
a non-diagonal matrix [40], resulting in a computationally ex-
pensive high-dimensional integral. To simplify, and motivated
by [40], we further assume that A is row-orthogonal such
that AAT reduces to a diagonal matrix. By combining this
assumption with the previous uninformative prior assumption,
we establish the following proposition for a closed-form
approximation of ∇ht

log pt(ȳ|ht). The detailed derivation is
left in Appendix C.

Proposition 2: Assuming an uninformative prior, i.e.,
p(h0|ht) ∝ p(ht|h0)p0(h0) ≈ p(ht|h0), and a row-
orthogonal A, the noise-perturbed likelihood score for ȳ can
be derived in closed form as

∇ht
log pt(ȳ|ht) =

1√
ᾱt

ATg, (28)

where g = [g1, g2, . . . , gM ]T ∈ RM×1, the m-th (m ∈ [M ])
element given by

gm =
exp

(
− (ỹlow

m )2

2

)
− exp

(
− (ỹup

m )2

2

)
√
2πσ̃m (Φ(ỹupm )− Φ(ỹlowm ))

, (29)

where

ỹupm =
ȳupm − zm

σ̃m
, ỹlowm =

ȳlowm − zm
σ̃m

, (30)

Φ(u) = 1√
2π

∫ u

−∞ e−
z2

2 dz denotes the cumulative distribution
function of the standard Gaussian distribution, and σ̃2

m =
1−ᾱt

ᾱt
∥aTm∥22+σ2

n with aTm ∈ R1×N denoting the m-th row of
A. In (30), ȳlowm and ȳupm denote the lower and upper thresholds
with respect to the codeword ȳm, respectively.

Based on Proposition 2, we can adapt Algorithm 1 to low-
resolution quantization by substituting Line 5 of the algorithm
with the modified noise-perturbed likelihood score in (28).

Remark 3: To gain insights, the row-orthogonal assumption
of A renders the covariance of the effective noise ñ diagonal.
In other words, the elements of ñ would be independent of
each other. Therefore, the high-dimensional integral involved
in (27) can be decoupled, leading to significant simplification
of computation. For practical considerations, this assumption
can be met through the use of orthogonal pilots.

C. Learning from Noisy Channel Realizations

In practical air interfaces, acquiring a large dataset com-
prising ground truth channel samples for training DL-based
channel estimators is expensive or impossible. A potential
approach to addressing this challenge is to enable learning
the models solely using noisy channel realizations as the
training data [11], [41], [42]. We investigate the adaptation
of the proposed approach in this subsection. Specifically,
we consider an LMMSE estimator for acquiring the training
channel dataset from noisy pilot measurements. The acquired
training sample is thus statistically equivalent to an AWGN
observation of the true channel h, i.e.,

h̃ = h+w, (31)

where w ∼ N (0, σ2
wI) is the estimation error with σ2

w

denoting the error variance [43]. We further normalize h̃ to
have unit power to align it with the noise model of the DM
in (8),

h̄ =
√
ᾱtwh+

√
1− ᾱtwϵ, (32)

where h̄ =
√
ᾱtw h̃, ᾱtw = 1

1+σ2
w

, and

tw = argmin
t∈[T ]

|ᾱt − ᾱtw |. (33)

Inspired by [42], we develop a training strategy for the DM
when only a noisy channel dataset H̄ = {h̄(i)} is available
by coupling the SURE denoising into the training of DM. To
begin, we provide a brief introduction to the SURE denoising.

The SURE is a classical solution for learning a denoiser
to reconstruct data from noisy observations without access to
ground truth data [27]. It offers an unbiased estimate of the
MSE loss that necessitates the ground truth h. The SURE loss
for (32) is given by [44]

LSURE,σw
(θ)

= Eh̄

[∥∥∥∥fθ(h̄)− 1
√
ᾱtw

h̄

∥∥∥∥2
2

+ 2σ2
w · divh̄(fθ(h̄))

]
, (34)

where fθ(·) is the denoiser that takes the noisy h̄ as input and
outputs an estimate of h, and divh̄(·) denotes the divergence
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Fig. 2. Block diagram of the SURE-DM’s training flow.

defined as the sum of partial derivates with respect to each
element of h̄ given by

divh̄(fθ(h̄)) =

N∑
n=1

∂[fθ(h̄)]n
∂h̄n

. (35)

To avoid the high-complexity N -times partial derivates in-
volved in this definition, we follow the well-established prac-
tice [45] to simplify computation by employing a Monte Carlo
approximation as follows

divh̄(fθ(h̄)) ≈ vT

(
fθ(h̄+ εv)− fθ(h̄)

ε

)
, (36)

where v ∼ N (0, I), and ε is a small positive number, which
is set to 10−5 in experiments according to [46].

Collectively, the proposed method adds noise to the MMSE-
denoised channel samples obtained by SURE denoising and
learns the corresponding generative prior based on DM’s
training objective. The SURE denoising and DM’s training
can be unified by Tweedie’s formula [47], enabling both parts
to share the same network structure ϵθ while using different
parameters, θ1 and θ2. The block diagram of the proposed
training scheme, termed SURE-DM, is presented in Fig. 2.

Specifically, for the noise model in (32), Tweedie’s formula
[47] introduces a MMSE denoiser,

E[h|h̄] = 1
√
ᾱtw

(
h̄+ (1− ᾱtw)∇h̄ log p(h̄)

)
. (37)

We can replace ∇h̄ log p(h̄) with the score estimate on the
right-hand side (RHS) of (17) and approximate the MMSE
denoiser as

fθ1
(h̄, tw) =

1
√
ᾱtw

(
h̄−

√
1− ᾱtwϵθ1

(h̄, tw)
)
. (38)

This approximate MMSE denoiser can be learned using the
SURE loss in (34). After the convergence of the training for
the MMSE denoiser, the parameters θ1 are fixed, and the DM’s
denoising network ϵθ2

can be trained based on the denoised
samples ĥ0 = fθ1(h̄, tw). This training process employs the
loss function from (12), where the ground truth h0 is replaced
by the denoised samples ĥ0.

We note that although this strategy differs from learning
directly on ground truth samples, the SURE-denoised samples
serve as an effective alternative, as verified by simulation
results. Therefore, this strategy offers an approach to learning
a DM for wireless channels without the need for a significant
amount of clean channel data, which can be challenging to
acquire in practice.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section presents numerical results to evaluate the pro-
posed DM-based channel estimator. We initiate by introducing
experimental details including datasets and training setups.
Then, we investigate the channel estimation performance of
the proposed method in both full- and low-resolution receivers.
Next, we conduct experiments to validate the effectiveness
of the proposed SURE-DM scheme. Finally, we provide a
detailed complexity analysis.

A. Experimental Details

We adopt the QuaDRiGa toolbox [48] as the channel
simulator to generate training, testing, and validation data.
We consider an urban macro-cell line-of-sight (LOS) scenario
according to the 3rd generation partnership project (3GPP)
38.901 technical report [49]. The carrier frequency is set
to 40 GHz. ULAs with “3GPP-3D” antennas featuring half-
wavelength spacing are utilized at both the base station (BS)
and the multi-antenna user terminal (UT). Downlink transmis-
sion is assumed, where the BS’s antenna array is placed at a
height of 25 m. The UT randomly resides in a 120◦ cell sector
with a radius of 500 m and a guard distance of 35 m to the BS.
The number of antennas at the BS and UT is set as Nt = 64
and Nr = 16, respectively. A total of D = 100, 000 channel
samples are generated as the training dataset. Two distinct
setups are considered, i.e., noiseless and noisy datasets. For the
noiseless case (Sections IV-B and IV-C), a simulated dataset
H = {h(i)}Di=1 containing ground truth samples generated via
QuaDRiGa is employed; for the noisy case (Section IV-D),
the simulated dataset H serves as a benchmark for deriving
normalized LMMSE estimates as given in (32), constituting
a noisy dataset H̄ = {h̄(i)}Di=1. Furthermore, a validation
dataset containing 100 channel realizations is utilized for
hyperparameter tuning.

During training, the number of epochs is set to 500. The
batch size is configured as 128. The Adam optimizer with the
learning rate fixed as 10−4 is utilized. For the noise schedule
{βt}Tt=1 of DM, we employ the linear schedule prescribed
in [50, Table 1] for different numbers of time steps T . For
the backbone CNN of the denoising network, the maximum
channel size is set as Smax = 64, leading to the channel
sizes of different convolutional layers as shown in Fig. 12.
Details of the network are illustrated in Appendix A. The
gradient scale s of the proposed approach is selected by grid
search using the validation dataset. During testing, we generate
100 channel realizations with UT locations that differ from
the training dataset to assess the estimation normalized MSE
(NMSE) performance defined as

NMSE = E
∥ĥ− h∥22
∥h∥22

. (39)

The pilot symbols are randomly drawn from the QPSK lattice
unless noted otherwise.

The following baseline methods are compared:
• LMMSE: Linear estimator using the sample covari-

ance computed via all training samples, Ch =
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Fig. 3. NMSE with respect to the pilot density of the proposed DM-based
channel estimator across various configurations (SNR = 30 dB).

1
D

∑D
i=1 h

(i)(h(i))T , and computing the estimate as ĥ =
ChA

T (ATChA+ σ2
nI)

−1y [4].
• Bussgang LMMSE (BLMMSE): The linear estimator

introduced in [51] that adapts to low-resolution measure-
ments based on Bussgang decomposition [52].

• LASSO: A standard l1-norm regularization-based CS
channel recovery method within the angular domain [6].

• EM-GM-AMP: The AMP-based iterative CS scheme
from [8], which adopts a Gaussian mixture prior for
angular domain channels.

• LDAMP: A supervised DL-based channel estimator by
unfolding the AMP method and incorporating a denoising
CNN [12]. We use the implementation from the publicly
available code.4

• Variational autoencoder (VAE): The VAE-based chan-
nel estimator that models the channel distribution as
conditionally Gaussian. During inference, the estimator
parameterizes the channel covariance for each received
measurement, based on which individual LMMSE filters
are employed to derive the final estimates [11], [23]. We
adopt the publicly accessible implementation.5

• SGM: The SGM-based estimator from [25], which learns
a score-based generative prior and performs estimation
using annealed Langevin dynamics. We utilize the refer-
ence code repository6 for implementation and adopt the
deepest model in [25] for maximizing performance.

Hyperparameters of these baselines are meticulously tuned
based on the validation dataset. Note that for LDAMP and
VAE, a distinct model is trained for each value of SNR, α, or
quantization bit count to maximize their performance due to
their supervised learning nature.

B. Full-Resolution Channel Estimation

We first evaluate the estimation performance of the pro-
posed DM-based method in the full-resolution receiver. Fig. 3
presents the NMSE as a function of the pilot density α
with the SNR fixed as 30 dB. We consider three distinct

4https://github.com/hehengtao/LDAMP_based-Channel-estimation
5https://github.com/benediktfesl/Quantized_Channel_Estimation
6https://github.com/utcsilab/score-based-channels
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Fig. 4. NMSE performance and estimation latency when α = 1.

configurations for the proposed method. The former two are
equipped with T = 100 and T = 1000, respectively. The
last one, also equipped with T = 100 time steps, utilizes
an enhancing strategy to refine the estimate by iterating the
update rule 3 rounds at each time index t ∈ [0, T/2], i.e., the
latter half of the reverse process. This strategy, termed “DM
T100-Enhanced”, is motivated by the observation that there
exists a refinement stage as t approaches 0 where additional
efforts can significantly refine the details of the estimation
[53]. As shown in Fig. 4(a), the “DM T100-Enhanced” variant
outperforms the vanilla versions with both T = 100 and
T = 1000, particularly when α is small. Similar phenomena
are noted in the low SNR regime, showcasing the superiority
of this variant. Therefore, this variant is maintained for the
remaining experiments. Moreover, the figure shows that the
NMSE improvement within the range α ∈ (0.4, 1] is relatively
gradual compared to the rapid decrease in estimation error
within the range α ∈ [0.2, 0.4]. This result reveals that the prior
incorporated in the DM can provide sufficient information
for approaching the recovery performance achieved in a fully
determined inverse problem.

Fig. 4 compares the NMSE and latency of the proposed
method with baselines when the pilot density is α = 1.
As shown in Fig. 4(a), DM outperforms all the compared
schemes by a wide margin in estimation accuracy except

https://github.com/hehengtao/LDAMP_based-Channel-estimation
https://github.com/benediktfesl/Quantized_Channel_Estimation
https://github.com/utcsilab/score-based-channels
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Fig. 5. NMSE performance when α = 0.6.
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Fig. 6. Recovered channel images and NMSE performance of the proposed
method with different gradient scales. The SNR is 20 dB, and the pilot density
is α = 0.6.

for the high-complexity SGM. Due to the absence of true
covariance information, the LMMSE estimator only uses an
estimated sample covariance, hence lagging behind the DM
that can capture deep-level propagation features. Fig. 4(b)
presents the online estimation latency per channel realization
across the compared methods. The latency is evaluated on
a machine with an NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU and an Intel
Xeon E5-4627 CPU. The figure demonstrates that the proposed
method achieves notable latency reduction compared to the
SGM, making it one of the most efficient methods among those
compared. This advantage can be attributed to the lightweight
network architecture, substantially reduced time steps, and
low computational overhead at each step. Considering the
comparable performance to SGM as depicted in Fig. 4(a),
our method can be viewed as a favorable option for wireless
channel estimation featuring real-time implementation.

We further investigate the impact of a limited number of pi-
lots on performance comparisons. Fig. 5 illustrates the NMSE
when the pilot count is Np = 38 (α = Np/Nt ≈ 0.6). As
demonstrated in the figure, the DM-based method maintains
its effectiveness under this limited pilot scenario owing to the
powerful prior learned by the DM. The gains over baselines
become even more pronounced.

Fig. 6 analyzes the performance of the proposed estimator
using various choices of the gradient scale s introduced in
Algorithm 1 by visualizing the recovered channel via grayscale
plots. It is observed that the proposed method is empirically
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Fig. 7. Robustness of the proposed method under mismatch channel scenarios.
We evaluate the performance in an NLOS scenario with α = 1.

robust to the selection of this hyperparameter: when s ranges
from 1.0 to 10.0, the NMSE remains consistent and the
recovered channels closely resemble the ground truth channel.

To verify the robustness of the proposed deep generative
prior-based method, we consider a mismatched channel setting
in Fig. 7. Specifically, we deploy the DM trained using LOS
channel samples in a non-line-of-sight (NLOS) scenario (with
other configurations remaining unchanged) for channel esti-
mation without any retraining or adaptation. We also present
the NMSE of benchmark models trained with NLOS channel
samples. As shown in the figure, the performance loss of the
proposed method in mismatched setups is minor compared to
that of the LMMSE and akin to the SGM baseline. This can
be attributed to the powerful distribution coverage capability
of generative DMs [17].

C. Low-Resolution Channel Estimation

In this subsection, we evaluate the channel estimation per-
formance when the receiver is equipped with few-bit ADCs.
Note that the pilot sequence (QPSK-based) is not specifically
crafted to adhere to the row-orthogonal assumption of A
as outlined in Proposition 2. Nonetheless, results show the
robustness of the update rule derived in Proposition 2 to the
violation of this assumption. We first consider the extreme 1-
bit ADC scenario, where the quantization function becomes
a sign function. The corresponding NMSE performance and
estimation latency is shown in Fig. 8. Fig. 8(a) showcases that
the DM-based channel estimator using the revised likelihood
score for low-resolution ADCs, i.e., “w/ (28)”, outperforms
linear (BLMMSE), CS-based (EM-GM-AMP), and DL-based
(VAE) estimators by more than 1 dB in NMSE. This figure
also highlights the necessity of utilizing the revised score
instead of the score for the full-resolution case in (23). It
is observed that both SGM and the proposed DM for full-
resolution channel estimation exhibit severe degradation when
SNR > 5 dB, confirming the significance of the modification
to tackle nonlinear effects caused by low-resolution ADCs.
Therefore, we always utilize this modification for quantized
channel estimation in the rest of the experiments.
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Fig. 8. NMSE performance and estimation latency under 1-bit ADCs when
α = 1.
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Fig. 9. Performance with various pilot density α under 3-bit ADCs and
SNR = 10 dB.

Fig. 8(b) further reveals the superiority of the proposed
method in computation efficiency. The latency of DM is com-
parable to the low-complexity LS estimator and is significantly
lower than other baselines, achieving a reduction of more than
10 folds. These results, combined with the performance gains
over all baselines shown in Fig. 8(a), underscore the practical
feasibility and favorable properties of our method in massive
MIMO channel estimation with few-bit ADCs.
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Fig. 10. Performance with various ADC resolutions when α = 0.6.

Next, we investigate the impact of pilot density on the
estimation NMSE. Fig. 9 illustrates the NMSE of different
estimators as a function of α = Np/Nt when 3-bit ADCs are
employed and SNR = 10 dB. It is observed that the proposed
method outperforms all baselines while using less than 50%
pilot overhead. We also show the performance of our method
when using the orthogonal Zadoff-Chu (ZC) pilot sequence
[10] with α = 1, which satisfies the row-orthogonal assump-
tion of A. In contrast, the performance degradation caused
by using random QPSK pilots that violate the assumption is
minimal, verifying the resilience of our method.

We further show the estimation NMSE with respect to
ADC resolutions in Fig. 10, where the pilot density is fixed
at α = 0.6. The figure reveals that the performance gap
between using 1-bit and infinite-bit ADCs remains mild at
SNR ≤ 0 dB, a desirable region for deploying low-resolution
ADCs. Moreover, the proposed method constantly showcases
notable gains over the powerful VAE baseline across various
ADC resolutions.

D. Effectiveness of SURE-DM

Previous subsections assume the availability of ground truth
channel samples. Next, we target the case where only noisy
channel data is accessible to evaluate the effectiveness of the
proposed SURE-DM. We first train the MMSE denoiser for
100 epochs using the SURE loss given the noisy dataset H̄ =
{h̄(i)}Di=1, and then train the DM for 500 epochs using the
MMSE-denoised samples corresponding to {h̄(i)}Di=1.

Fig. 11 shows the NMSE performance of the model trained
using SURE-DM. We adopt noisy training datasets collected at
medium and low SNR values, corresponding to σ2

w ∈ {0.1, 1}
as illustrated in Sec. III-C. The baselines include the LMMSE
(BLMMSE) method that computes the channel covariance
using noisy training datasets and the DM trained without
SURE denoising, marked by “Naive”. We also consider the
LMMSE (BLMMSE) and DM equipped with ground truth
channel samples as training datasets, marked by “Oracle”.

Fig. 11(a) presents the results in the full-resolution case.
LMMSE and the naive DM exhibit notable performance
decline, especially when learning at the high noise level of
σ2
w = 1, since they overfit to the noisy data. Our SURE-

DM models exhibit markedly enhanced performance by using
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Fig. 11. Performance evaluation of SURE-DM in full-resolution and low-
resolution cases.

tailored sequential training, effectively realizing denoising
and subsequently learning the structure of the denoised data.
Particularly, the SURE-DM with highly noisy data (σ2

w = 1)
even performs on par with the LMMSE using clean data.
Fig. 11(b) further shows the results when employing 3-bit
ADCs, and similar trends as Fig. 11(a) can be observed.

E. Complexity Analysis

We investigate the complexity aspect of the proposed
method in this subsection. The metrics we evaluate include
the inference floating point operations (FLOPs) count, the
latency, and the number of parameters in the model, as shown
in Table I. We consider two MIMO sizes to analyze the
complexity scaling behavior with respect to the antenna count.

The table demonstrates that the FLOPs count of the pro-
posed DM-based estimator is comparable to BLMMSE and
VAE at the MIMO size of (Nr, Nt) = (16, 64) and signif-
icantly lower than all baselines when (Nr, Nt) = (32, 128).
This result underscores the superior scalability of our method
to large-scale MIMO systems due to its linear complexity in
proportion to the antenna count. For the estimation latency,
similar results can be observed: our method achieves a reduc-
tion by a factor of 60 at the MIMO size of (32, 128). In terms
of model parameters, BLMMSE requires N2

r N
2
t parameters to

Positional 
embedding

Dense

Conv 3 × 3
ReLU

Conv 3 × 3

32 64 2264 432 2

Connection

Multiplication
(pointwise)

Addition
(pointwise)

Fig. 12. Structure of the DM’s denoising network ϵθ using a lightweight
CNN with positional embedding of the time step [26]. With a little abuse of
notations, we use ht to denote the matrix form channel sample.

represent the channel covariance, imposing a huge burden as
the system dimension increases. For SGM and the proposed
DM, the input size (Nr, Nt) does not affect the number of
parameters due to their fully convolutional nature, a distinct
advantage for scaling to large MIMO dimensions. Moreover,
DM’s parameter count is notably lower than SGM due to the
lightweight architecture, markedly reducing memory usage.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a deep generative prior-aided
MIMO channel estimator using denoising diffusion generative
models. Based on the prior channel knowledge learned by the
DM, a posterior inference method was developed to accurately
recover high-dimensional MIMO channels and tackle quan-
tized measurements when low-resolution ADCs are employed.
Furthermore, we combined the DM’s training with SURE de-
noising to enable learning from noisy observations. Extensive
numerical simulations showcase that the proposed method
outperforms existing linear, CS-, and DL-based channel es-
timators in NMSE performance. It also achieves substantial
latency reduction compared to state-of-the-art methods in both
full- and low-resolution cases. This generative learning-based
approach demonstrates exceptional scalability and offers a
promising solution for high-dimensional channel estimation
in next-generation wireless networks.

APPENDIX A
DETAILS OF THE DENOISING NETWORK STRUCTURE

The denoising network (Fig. 12) takes the matrix form of ht

as the input, treating its real and imaginary parts as two sepa-
rate convolutional channels. Aligning with common practices,
network parameters are shared across all time steps, and time
step index t is specified to the network as a vector t ∈ RSinit

via the Transformer sinusoidal positional embedding [33]. The
time feature vector t is subsequently passed through a fully
connected dense layer and the output is divided into the scaling
subvector ts and the bias subvector tb, both of size Smax, the
maximum number of convolutional channels in the network.

Two convolutional layers using kernels of sizes 3×3 initially
process the input, with the number of convolutional channels
linearly increased to Smax, where the first layer employs the
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TABLE I
COMPLEXITY, LATENCY, AND PARAMETERS COMPARISON

FLOPs Latency [ms] Parameters

Methods
(Nr, Nt) (16, 64) (32, 128) (16, 64) (32, 128) (16, 64) (32, 128)

BLMMSE [51] 4.9G 154.4G 14 1820 1.05× 106 1.68× 107

VAE [11] 5.9G 133.9G 15 > 104 8.95× 106 1.43× 108

SGM [25] 476.8G 1907.2G 280 610 5.89× 106

DM 5.5G 22.4G 4.17 10 5.50× 104

Note: The FLOPs count and latency is evaluated under 1-bit ADCs and α = 0.6 and averaged over 100
channel realizations.

rectifier linear unit (ReLU) activation. Next, the time features
ts and tb are inserted. Subsequently, three convolutional layers
(the first two layers equipped with the ReLU activation)
transform intermediate results back to the input size and derive
the output via linearly decreasing convolutional channels.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

We commence with the representation of pt(ht|y) by
marginalizing out ht−1 conditioned on y,

pt(ht|y) =
∫

pt(ht|ht−1,y)pt−1(ht−1|y)dht−1. (40)

By taking the gradient with respect to ht on both sides, we
have

∇ht
pt(ht|y) =

∫
pt−1(ht−1|y)∇ht

pt(ht|ht−1,y)dht−1

=

∫
pt−1(ht−1|y)pt(ht|ht−1,y)

· ∇ht log pt(ht|ht−1,y)dht−1, (41)

where the last equation originates from the identity
∇x log f(x) = ∇xf(x)/f(x). Noting that ht and y
are conditionally independent given ht−1, we replace
∇ht log pt(ht|ht−1,y) by ∇ht log p(ht|ht−1) and derive

∇htpt(ht|y) =
∫
pt−1(ht−1|y)pt(ht|ht−1,y)

·
√
αtht−1 − ht

1− αt
dht−1. (42)

where we have utilized the fact that p(ht|ht−1) =
N (ht;

√
αtht−1, (1−αt)I) according to (7) to obtain the score

∇ht log p(ht|ht−1). The RHS of (42) can be expanded as

1

1− αt

(∫ √
αtht−1pt−1(ht−1|y)pt(ht|ht−1,y)dht−1

− ht

∫
pt(ht|ht−1,y)pt−1(ht−1|y)dht−1

)
=

1

1− αt

(√
αtpt(ht|y)

∫
ht−1pt−1(ht−1|ht,y)dht−1

− htpt(ht|y)
)

=
pt(ht|y)
1− αt

(
√
αtE[ht−1|ht,y]− ht), (43)

where we use the Bayes’ rule pt−1(ht−1|y)pt(ht|ht−1,y) =
pt−1(ht−1|ht,y)pt(ht|y) and (40) to derive the first equality.
Replacing the RHS of (42) with (43), we have

∇ht
pt(ht|y)

pt(ht|y)
=

1

1− αt
(
√
αtE[ht−1|ht,y]− ht). (44)

Recalling the identity ∇x log f(x) = ∇xf(x)/f(x), we get

∇ht
log pt(ht|y) =

1

1− αt
(
√
αtE[ht−1|ht,y]− ht). (45)

The conditional posterior mean E[ht−1|ht,y] as given in the
RHS of (15) can be derived by rearranging this result, thereby
completing the proof.

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Under the assumption that A is row-orthogonal such that
AAT is a diagonal matrix, each element ñm of the effec-
tive noise ñ independently follows N

(
0, σ̃2

m

)
, where σ̃2

m ≜
1−ᾱt

ᾱt
∥aTm∥22 + σ2

n. Hence, (27) can be simplified as

pt(ȳ|ht) =

M∏
m=1

pñ
(
zm + ñm ∈ Q−1(ȳm)

)
, (46)

where pñ(·) is the probability density function of ñ, with the
index m omitted for brevity. Based on the definition of the
quantizer Q, we have

pñ(zm + ñm ∈ Q−1(ȳm))

=pñ(ȳ
low
m ≤ zm + ñm < ȳupm ) ≜ Pm. (47)

Since ñm ∼ N (0, σ̃2
m), it is straightforward that

Pm = Φ(ỹupm )− Φ(ỹlowm ), (48)

where ỹupm and ỹupm are given in (30).
Based on (46)-(48), the score of pt(ȳ|ht) is computed as

∇ht log pt(ȳ|ht)

=

M∑
m=1

∇ht
zm · ∇zm log pñ

(
zm + ñm ∈ Q−1(ȳm)

)
=

M∑
m=1

1√
ᾱt

am
∂ logPm

∂zm︸ ︷︷ ︸
gm

, (49)

where we have utilized the fact that zm =
aT
mht√
ᾱt

in the last
equality. By taking partial derivatives of (48) with respect
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to zm, the expression for gm given in (29) can be verified.
Therefore, by writing (49) into a compact form, we derive the
score given in (28), completing the proof.
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