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ABSTRACT

Quantum computing has the potential to offer significant advantages over classical computing,
making it a promising avenue for exploring alternative methods in High Energy Physics (HEP)
simulations. This work presents the implementation of a Quantum Generative Adversarial Network
(qGAN) to simultaneously generate gluon-initiated jet images for both ECAL and HCAL detector
channels, a task crucial for high-energy physics simulations at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). The
results demonstrate high fidelity in replicating energy deposit patterns and preserving the implicit
training data features. This study marks the first step toward generating multi-channel pictures and
quark-initiated jet images using quantum computing.

1 Introduction

Monte Carlo simulations have long been essential in computational physics, providing a robust framework for modeling
complex systems and stochastic processes [1], [2] In HEP, Monte Carlo methods are necessary for simulating particle
interactions and understanding fundamental forces [3]. However, the computational intensity of these simulations often
limits their scalability and efficiency, especially when dealing with large datasets or complex models. In recent years,
Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) have emerged as powerful tools for generating realistic data samples [4],
[5]. Although GANs have achieved wide success in HEP [6], [7], a variety of problems during training in practice,
namely vanishing gradients, mode collapse, and a lack of stopping criteria, along with the significant computational
demands, push them toward the limits of current classical computers. Recent theoretical studies suggest that quantum
algorithms have the potential to outperform their classical counterparts in a variety of tasks [8], [9], [10]. On the other
hand, Zoufal et.al.[11] showed that qGANs can efficiently learn and load generic probability distributions into quantum
states, making qGANs a promising method in the search for alternative future HEP simulation approaches.

Generative Adversarial Networks is a framework for estimating generative models using an adversarial process [4].
This framework involves training two models simultaneously: a generative model G that captures the data distribution

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

05
04

4v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
co

m
p-

ph
] 

 6
 M

ar
 2

02
5



and a discriminative model D that distinguishes between samples from the training data distribution and those produced
by G. The goal is to improve G so that D cannot differentiate between training data and generated data. This process is
similar to a min-max two-player game, where G tries to fool D while D aims to detect the fake data. We train D to
maximize the probability of assigning the correct label to both the training data samples and the generated samples from
G. Simultaneously, we train G to minimize the chances of D correctly distinguishing between training and generated
samples. This process involves optimizing the loss function [4]:

V (D,G) = Ex∼pdata(x)[logD(x)] + Ez∼pz(z)[log(1−D(G(z)))]

where D(x) represents the probability that x came from the true data and D(G(z)) the probability of D correctly
labeling a generated sample G(z) from the latent space.

Quantum Generative Adversarial Networks represent a quantum extension of classical GANs, incorporating
quantum mechanics to leverage the computational advantages of quantum systems [12], [13]. In qGANs, the generator
is a parameterized quantum circuit (PQC) that produces quantum states resembling the distribution from the training
data, meanwhile, the discriminator can be either a classical discriminator or a PQC that differentiates between the
training data distribution and generated distribution. When quantum generators produce high-dimensional measurement
statistics, the qGAN may demonstrate quantum advantages over classical GANs. As a result, qGANs can achieve faster
convergence or utilize fewer physical resources [14].

In this work we train and evaluate our proposed (qGAN) on multi-detector jet images obtained from the CMS Open
Data Portal [15]. The qGAN’s objective is to accurately generate jet images, a critical task for improving the efficiency
of simulations and analysis in high-energy physics experiments at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC).

2 Method

2.1 Data

We utilize the dataset described by Andrews et al. [16], generated from simulated data for QCD dijet production
available on the CERN CMS Open Data Portal [15]. The dataset includes 933,206 three-channel images, each measuring
125 × 125 pixels, with half representing quarks and the other half representing gluons. Each channel in the images
corresponds to a specific component of the Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) detector: the inner tracking system (Tracks),
which identifies charged particle tracks; the electromagnetic calorimeter (ECAL), which records energy deposits from
electromagnetic particles; and the hadronic calorimeter (HCAL), which captures energy deposits from hadrons. In this
work, we used the ECAL and HCAL channels from gluon images to train and evaluate the model. Due to computational
constraints, we pre-process gluon images before training. As the relevant information is in the center of the pictures,
these were cropped to 80× 80 pixel images. This cropping led to a slight reduction in the total energy deposited, as we
excluded the peripheral pixels. Next, we down-scaled the cropped images using sum pooling. This process applies a
10× 10 kernel with a stride of ten and no padding, summing the pixel values within each kernel region. The final result
of the pre-processing consist of images of an 8x8 resolution representing the scaled energy deposits in the ECAL and
HCAL channels. The preprocessing steps are shown in the figure 1.

The preprocessing steps applied to the jet images ensure that the essential features of the original data are preserved
while reducing computational complexity. Cropping the raw images from 125x125 to 80x80 pixels focuses on the
central region of the jets, where the majority of the energy is deposited. This process removes peripheral pixels with
negligible energy contributions, retaining the critical energy distribution patterns essential for jet analysis. Subsequently,
sum pooling further reduces the image resolution from 80x80 to 8x8 pixels by summing the pixel intensities within
10x10 kernels. This step preserves the overall energy distribution and spatial correlations, with each pixel in the 8x8
images representing the localized energy sum of a specific region. By focusing on the central high-energy regions
and maintaining the global and local energy patterns, these preprocessing steps ensure that the physics-relevant
characteristics of the jets remain intact.

2.2 Architecture

In this work, we use the hybrid architecture proposed by Huang et. al. [17], composed of many generators, each
responsible for producing a fraction of the image. This approach allows each generator to focus on a simpler distribution
rather than the more complex complete image and a classical discriminator. The generated images are constructed using
the probabilities of quantum basis states, where each basis state probability directly corresponds to the intensity of a
pixel in the final image. We use PQCs as generators with reference state |Ψin⟩ prepared according to a discrete uniform
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Figure 1: Data preprocessing steps for ECAL jet images. The left panel shows the raw ECAL jet with a resolution of
125x125 pixels. The middle panel depicts the cropped ECAL overlay, focusing on the central region with a reduced
resolution of 80x80 pixels. The right panel illustrates the sum-pooled ECAL overlay, further downsampled to an 8x8
resolution. All plotted in a log scale.

distribution as followed by layers of parameterized Pauli-Y rotations along with an entangling block of control Z gates.
This architecture uses an auxiliary register to provide the PQC with more possible solution states through a non-linear
transformation. The individual layers and the complete PQC are shown in figure 2.

Figure 2: Schematic representation of the quantum generator. The PQC (left) includes both a feature register and an
ancillary register along with a post-processing step after measurement. A single layer (right) consisting of Pauli-Y
rotations followed by a control Z gate entangling block.

On the other hand, the discriminator is a dense neural network consisting of a 64-node input layer, two hidden layers
of 128 and 32 nodes respectively both followed by ReLu activation function. Finally, the output layer consist of a
single neuron, applying a Sigmoid activation function. The choice of a hybrid quantum-classical architecture over
purely quantum architecture stems from its ability to leverage the strengths of both paradigms. Quantum generators can
explore complex data distributions more efficiently due to quantum entanglement and superposition, providing potential
exponential speedups in sampling. Meanwhile, classical discriminators are well-suited for large-scale classification tasks.
This hybrid approach balances quantum advantages, such as faster convergence and reduced resource requirements,
with the robustness and scalability of classical models.

2.2.1 Non-linear transform

Since quantum gates are inherently linear transformations, more complex data distributions may require non-linear
transformations for more accurate results. For the pre-measurement state of the generator, we have:

|Ψ(z)⟩ = UG(θ)|z⟩

Where UG(θ) represents the overall unitary operator of the parametrized layers. If we take a partial measurement Π and
trace out the ancillary subsystem:
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V (D,G) =
TrA(Π⊗ |Ψ(z)⟩⟨Ψ(z)|)
Tr(Π⊗ |Ψ(z)⟩⟨Ψ(z)|)

=
TrA(Π⊗ |Ψ(z)⟩⟨Ψ(z)|)

⟨Ψ(z)|Π⊗ |Ψ(z)⟩ (1)

The post-measurement state p(z), is dependent on z on the numerator and denominator. This implies a non-linear
transformation was performed over |Ψ(z)⟩.

2.2.2 Post-processing

Along with the non-linear transformation we performed a post-processing step that allows the output of the quantum
generator to get rid of the normalization constraint of the measurement. As we want the output of the quantum generator
to represent energy deposits, the output should be able to take values larger than 1, and the elements from the quantum
circuit output do not necessarily need to sum up to 1. These limitations can be overcome by applying the following
transformation to the quantum circuit output of the circuit.

x̃ =
g
y

(2)

Where g is the vector with the basis states probabilities and y ∈ (0, 1).

2.3 Experiments

After generating the quantum states representing the jet images, a partial measurement is performed to condition
the results on auxiliary qubits. We simulate outcome probabilities and apply a non-linear transformation 1. The
post-processing step adjusts the probabilities by scaling them with a factor y from eq.2 and filtering out values below a
threshold of 0.001 to remove negligible values. This ensures that the final values reflect realistic energy distributions.
We use a training dataset of 512 gluon-initiated images due to computational constraints and a batch size of 1 for faster
convergence. The generator consists of 4 PQCs of 5 feature qubits, 2 auxiliary qubits, and a depth of 10 layers. We
train the model for 50 epochs using a stochastic gradient descent optimizer and learning rates of 0.001 and 0.005 for
the generator and discriminator respectively. The hyperparameter’s initialization follows a uniform distribution in the
interval [0, 1) and the value of y in the output transformation 2 is 0.28. We use pennylane and torch frameworks and run
on a machine with AMD Ryzen 5 5600G CPU and 16GB RAM resources, the training time with these resources is
about 300 minutes. To ensure reproducibility, we use a fixed random seed, set to 42.

3 Results

For the evaluation of the generative model [18], The evolution of the Frechet Inception Distance (upper plot) and the
Root Mean Squared Error (lower plot) during training is shown in the figure 3.

Figure 3: Frenchet inception distance (left) and the root mean squared error (right) computed using the training data
overlay and the generated data overlay at the end of each epoch.
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We observe a clear convergence and a sharp initial decrease in both of them, this indicates the model’s fast convergence
and increased accuracy in generating realistic gluon images. To evaluate if the model learned the implicit features of
the training dataset, the scaled total energy deposited by a single jet in the ECAL and HCAL channels is analyzed.
Additionally, the rechit energy deposits, which correspond to the energy deposited by a single particle from a jet, are
compared against the same distributions from the generated gluon jets. As shown in figures 4 and 5 it is interesting
to note that both distributions from ECAL and HCAL channels were concurrently generated with a high degree of
accuracy, The final evaluation, shown in Figure 6, compares the total energy of real and generated jets. This total energy
is calculated as the sum of the energies from the ECAL and HCAL channels. This comparison evaluates the model’s
ability to learn the implicit correlation between the channels for the same event. The results demonstrate that the model
successfully captures and reproduces the implicit features present in the training data.

Figure 4: Comparison of the generated and real ECAL energy deposits. The left plot shows the scaled total ECAL
energy deposits. The right plot depicts the scaled rechit ECAL energy deposits plotted in a log scale.

Figure 5: Comparison of the generated and real HCAL energy deposits. The left plot shows the scaled total HCAL
energy deposits. The right plot depicts the scaled rechit HCAL energy deposits plotted in a log scale.

Figure 7 compares real and generated ECAL and HCAL jet images. The upper panel presents three examples of real
ECAL jets and three generated ECAL jets from the trained qGAN model for comparison. Similarly, the lower panel
showcases three examples of real HCAL jets and three generated HCAL jets from the same model. Both sets exhibit
similar energy deposition patterns, with the generated jets closely resembling the real jets regarding core intensity and
distribution of the energy deposits.

Finally, Figure 8 presents a comparison of the energy deposit overlays for both the ECAL and HCAL channels,
highlighting the similarities between real and generated jets. For the ECAL channel, the real energy deposit overlay
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Figure 6: Comparison of the scaled total energy deposits for real and generated jets. The histogram shows the
distribution of total energy deposits, calculated as the sum of deposited energy in the ECAL and HCAL channels, for
real and generated jets.

Figure 7: Comparison of real and generated jet energy distributions in ECAL and HCAL channels. The left plot displays
the scaled energy deposits for three examples of generated jets (top row) and three examples of real jets (second row) in
the ECAL. The right plot shows analogous comparisons for the HCAL, with the first row depicting three examples of
generated jets and the bottom row showing three examples of real jets. Color intensity represents the magnitude of the
energy deposited. Both sets are plotted in a log scale.

(top left) and the generated energy deposit overlay (top right) show comparable energy distributions, with both centered
around the high-energy deposit region. The generated overlay closely replicates the real data, particularly in the core
region, demonstrating the qGAN’s ability to capture the spatial distribution of energy deposits in the ECAL channel.
Similarly, for the HCAL channel, the real overlay (bottom left) and generated overlay (bottom right) exhibit similar
patterns, with the generated overlay effectively reproducing the key features of the real energy distributions. These
results confirm the model’s capability to learn and replicate the energy deposition patterns in both calorimeter channels.

4 Conclusions

In this work, we successfully implemented a qGAN to generate ECAL and HCAL sub-detectors gluon-initiated
jet images from the CMS Open Data simultaneously. The results demonstrate the ability of qGANs to learn and
replicate energy deposit distributions with high accuracy, marking a significant step in advancing quantum approaches
in high-energy physics simulations. However, the current work was limited to 512 images of a downscaled resolution.
Additionally, training was performed on quantum simulators, which may not fully capture the behavior on actual
quantum hardware. These limitations could affect the scalability and generalization of the qGAN, highlighting areas for
future work. Exploring real quantum hardware, expanding the dataset, and integrating data from additional sub-detectors
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Figure 8: Real and generated ECAL and HCAL channels’ jet-view image overlays. In the upper plots, the left panel
shows the real ECAL overlay, while the right panel shows the generated ECAL overlay over 512 jets each, In the bottom
plots the analogous comparisons for the HCAL, where the left panel shows the real HCAL overlay, while the right
panel shows the generated HCAL overlay over 512 jets each. All plotted in log-scale. Image resolution 8× 8.

will be key next steps to enhance the model’s robustness and applicability. This study sets the foundation for future
work to improve the qGAN model to simultaneously generate three-channel images and incorporate quark jet image
generation, enhancing the simulation capabilities for LHC-related tasks.

5 Data Availability

The code is open source and can be found in the following repository:
https://github.com/ReyGuadarrama/QGAN_for_MC_Simulations
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