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Abstract

Generative models realized with machine
learning techniques are powerful tools to
infer complex and unknown data distri-
butions from a finite number of training
samples in order to produce new synthetic
data. Diffusion models are an emerg-
ing framework that have recently overcome
generative adversarial networks in creat-
ing high-quality images. Here, is pro-
posed and discussed the quantum gener-
alization of diffusion models, i.e., three
quantum-noise-driven generative diffusion
models that could be experimentally tested
on real quantum systems. The idea is to
harness unique quantum features, in partic-
ular the non-trivial interplay among coher-
ence, entanglement and noise that the cur-
rently available noisy quantum processors
do unavoidably suffer from, in order to over-
come the main computational burdens of
classical diffusion models during inference.
Hence, the suggestion is to exploit quantum

noise not as an issue to be detected and
solved but instead as a beneficial key ingre-
dient to generate complex probability dis-
tributions from which a quantum processor
might sample more efficiently than a clas-
sical one. We also include three examples
of the numerical simulations for the pro-
posed approaches. The results are expected
to pave the way for new quantum-inspired
or quantum-based generative diffusion algo-
rithms addressing tasks as data generation
with widespread real-world applications.

1 Introduction

In Machine Learning (ML), diffusion prob-
abilistic models, or briefly Diffusion Mod-
els (DMs), are an emerging class of gen-
erative models used to learn an unknown
data distribution in order to produce new
data samples. They has been proposed for
the first time by Sohl-Dickstein et al. [1]
and take inspiration from diffusion phenom-
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Figure 1: Depiction of the diffusion (from left to right) and denoising (from right to
left) processes within a diffusion probabilistic model framework. The original image x0

sampled from the unknown data distribution p(x0) is progressively perturbed (t→ t+1)
by adding noise to obtain a latent variable xT from a known and tractable distribution
where the information is completely destroyed. In our framework the diffusion process can
be implemented with a classical or a quantum stochastic dynamics. The denoising process
is trained to approximate the structure of the data distribution in order to generate new
samples. The latter is implemented step by step, using a classical (on the left in orange)
or quantum (on the right in green) parameterized model Û(θ) in order to approximate
the backward mapping. The standard diffusion models implement both the diffusion
and the denoising processes in a classical framework. We propose three different new
approaches for the other cases: i) classical diffusion and quantum denoising (CQGDM); ii)
quantum diffusion and classical denoising (QCGDM); iii) quantum diffusion and quantum
denoising (QQGDM). A similar picture can be applied to time series.

ena of non-equilibrium statistical physics.
The underlying core idea of the DMs is to
gradually and slowly destroy the informa-

tion encoded into the data distribution un-
til it became fully noisy, and then learn how
to restore the corrupted information in or-
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der to generate new synthetic data. More
precisely, the generic structure of diffusion
models consists of two stages: (i) a diffusion
(or forward) process and (ii) a denoising (or
reverse) process. In the former phase, a
training data is progressively perturbed by
adding noise, typically Gaussian, until all
data information is destroyed. The increas-
ing perturbation of information due to the
systematically and progressive injections of
noise can be physically understood as if the
noise propagates inside the data structure,
as shown in Fig. 1 from left to right. Let
us highlight the fact that in this first stage
the training of any ML model is not re-
quired. In the second phase, the previous
diffusive dynamics is slowly reversed in or-
der to restore the initial data information.
The goal of this phase is to learn how to re-
move noise correctly and produce new data
starting from uninformative noise samples
as in Fig. 1 from right to left. In contrast
to the forward diffusion process, the noise
extraction—and as a result the data infor-
mation retrieval—is implemented training a
ML model typically based on a so-called U-
Net neural network (NN) architecture [2].
In detail, U-Net models are structured in a
succession of convolutional layers followed
by an equal number of deconvolutional lay-
ers where each deconvolution takes as in-
put the output of the previous deconvolu-
tion and also the copy of the output of the
corresponding convolutional layer in reverse
order. The procedure described above al-
lows DMs to succesfully address the main
complication in the design of probabilistic
models, i.e., being tractable and flexible at
the same time [1, 3]. In fact, alternatively
to DMs there are other generative proba-
bilistic models, for instance, Autoregressive

Models (ARMs) that are generally tractable
but not flexible, or Variational Auto En-
coders (VAEs) [4] and Generative Adver-
sarial Networks (GANs) [5] that are flexible
but not tractable.
Diffusion models find use in computer vi-

sion for several image processing tasks [6],
such as, inpainting [7], super-resolution [8],
image-to-image translation [9], and image
generation [10, 11, 12]. They are also suc-
cessfully adopted in several applications,
for instance: Stable diffusion [13] that is
an open source model for high resolution
image syntesis [10]; DALL-E 2 that is a
platform implemented by OpenAI [14] to
generate photorealistic images from text
prompts [11]; Google Imagen [15] that com-
bines transformer language models with
diffusion models also in the context of text-
to-image generation [12]. Moreover, it has
recently been shown that diffusion models
perform better than GANs on image syn-
thesis [16].
Furthermore, diffusion models can also be

applied to other contexts, for instance in
text generation [17, 18] and time-series re-
lated tasks [19, 20, 21]. For instance, time
series forecasting is the task of predicting
future values from past history and diffu-
sion models can be employed to generate
new samples from the forecasting distribu-
tion [22, 23]. Diffusion models can also be
used in time series generation, which is a
more complex task involving the complete
generation of new time-series samples from
a certain distribution [24, 25].
On the other side, very recently, we are

witnessing an increasing interest in quan-
tum technologies. Near-term quantum pro-
cessors are called Noisy Intermediate-Scale
Quantum (NISQ) devices [26] and they rep-
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resent the-state-of-the-art in this context.
NISQ computers are engineered with quan-
tum physical systems using different strate-
gies. For instance, a commonly used tech-
nology employs superconductive-circuits-
based platforms [27, 28] realized with trans-
mon qubits [29, 30]. This technology is ex-
ploited, for instance, by IBM [31], Rigetti
Computing [32], Google [33]. Moreover
D-Wave [34] exploits superconducting in-
tegrated circuits mainly as quantum an-
nealers [35]. Xanadu [36] is instead a
company employing photons as informa-
tion units within the linear optical quantum
computing paradigm [37] to realize their de-
vices. Finally, the quantum computation
can be realized directly manipulating the
properties of single atoms. For instance,
IonQ [38] realizes quantum devices with
trapped ions [39, 40], while Pasqal [41] and
QuEra [42] realize analog quantum comput-
ers with Rubidium Rydberg neutral atoms
held in optical tweezers [43]. All the men-
tioned devices can be in principle integrated
in computational pipelines that can involve
also classical computation. In this con-
text they can be referred with the term
quantum processing unit (QPU) that can
make some computational task much faster
than its classical counterpart (CPU) har-
nessing the quantum properties of particles
at the atomic scale. The main reason for
building a quantum processor is the pos-
sibility of exploiting inherent and peculiar
resources of quantum mechanical systems
such as superposition, coherence and en-
tanglement that, in some cases, allow to
perform computational tasks that are im-
possible or much more difficult via a clas-
sic supercomputer [44, 45]. In particular,
the peculiar properties of quantum systems

could lead to quantum speedup on some
tasks compared to their classical counter-
part [46, 47, 48].
One of the most promising applications

of NISQ devices is represented by Quantum
Machine Learning (QML) that is a re-
cent interdisciplinary field merging ML and
quantum computing fields in a way such
that data to be processed and/or learning
algorithms are quantum [49, 50, 51, 44]. In-
deed, it involves the integration of ML tech-
niques and quantum computers in order to
process and subsequently analyze/learn the
underlying data structure. QML can in-
volve the adoption of classical ML meth-
ods with quantum data or environments,
for instance to analyze noise in quantum de-
vices [52, 53, 54, 55] or to control quantum
systems [56]. Alternatively, QML can con-
sider the implementation of novel ML tech-
niques using quantum devices, for instance
to implement visual tasks [57] or generative
models like Quantum Generative Adversar-
ial Network (QGAN) [58, 59, 60, 61, 62]
that are the quantum implementation of
classical GAN or in Natural Language Pro-
cessing (NLP) context to generate text [63].
In fact, quantum devices are capable of pro-
cessing information in ways that are differ-
ent from the classical computation. Thus,
the implementation of QML models can of-
fer an advantage over the corresponding
classical ML models [64, 65], especially in
the context of generative models [66]. How-
ever, NISQ devices are indeed still very
noisy and thus they do not perform the
ideal (pure) dynamics. Therefore, the sys-
tem evolution is affected and driven by
quantum noise due to the undesired inter-
actions with external environment and has
to be described by the more general open
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quantum system formalism [67].
In order to generalize DMs with quantum

computing ideas, a crucial role is played
by noise. In classical information the-
ory, noise is usually modeled by the frame-
work of probability theory, and in general
via Markovian processes. Accordingly, the
main features of classical noise are a linear
relationship among successive steps of the
dynamics whose evolution depends only on
the current state. Formally, noise is repre-
sented by a transition matrix that has the
properties of positivity (non-negative en-
tries) and completeness (columns summing
to one). In particular, Gaussian noise is
a type of random noise that is very often
added to the input data of a DM in order
to help its learning to generate new data
that is as similar as possible to the training
data, also in the case when the input is not
perfect.
In the quantum domain, noise can be gen-

erated also by quantum fluctuations that
are typical of quantum systems, hence go-
ing much beyond the classical noise sources.
Mathematically, quantum noise is described
by the more general formalism of quantum
operations or quantum maps [67], where,
for instance, the decoherence is the typical
noise affecting the phase coherence among
the quantum states. The noise is, in fact,
the main enemy to fight in order to build
up quantum processors that are more pow-
erful than the classical counterpart. In-
deed, recent works show that the noise can
even destroy quantum computation mak-
ing the dynamic more classically simula-
ble [68]. But what about if such noise is
not only detrimental for the quantum com-
putation but it is instead actually benefi-
cial for some ML tasks? Even consider-

ing the aforementioned detrimental effects,
there are theoretical and experimental evi-
dences [69, 70, 56] that quantum noise can
improve the efficiency of information trans-
port and a noisy quantum dynamics can
diffuse faster than the noiseless equivalent.
Quantum noise might allow, for instance,
to generate more complex (due to the pres-
ence of entanglement) probability distribu-
tions that would be difficult, or even impos-
sible, to express classically and from which
is possible to sample more efficiently via a
quantum processor than via a classical su-
percomputer.
Compared to other generative models,

classical DMs require a large number of
steps, both for the diffusion and the de-
noising phases. This means that, when
used in data generation, the sampling is
computationally expensive because it re-
quires to iterate through all such steps. In-
spired by the aforementioned physical sys-
tems where the quantum noise accelerates
the diffusion, in this article we therefore
introduce and formalize the quantum ver-
sions of DMs, in particularly based on
Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models
(DDPMs) and Score Stochastic Differen-
tial Equations (Score SDEs) in the con-
text of QML. More precisely, we pro-
pose three potential quantum-noise-driven
generative diffusion models (QNDGDMs)
that can be both computationally sim-
ulated in the NISQ devices and imple-
mented experimentally due to the natu-
rally occurring noise effects in open quan-
tum systems. The three algorithms are:
i) Classical-Quantum Generative Diffusion
Model (CQGDM) in which the forward dif-
fusion process can be implemented in the
classical way, while the backward denoising
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with a Quantum Neural Network (QNN)
(that can be either a Parametrized Quan-
tum Circuit (PQC) or an hybrid quantum-
classical NN); (ii) Quantum-Classical Gen-
erative Diffusion Model (QCGDM) in which
the noise diffusion process can be imple-
mented in a quantum way, while in the
denoising process classical NNs are used;
(iii) Quantum-Quantum Generative Diffu-
sion Model (QQGDM) where both the dif-
fusion and the denoising dynamics can be
implemented in a quantum domain.

2 Results

2.1 Classical-Quantum Gen-
erative Diffusion Model
(CQGDM)

In this section we propose a model where
the diffusion process is classical while the
denoising phase is implemented with a
quantum dynamics. Moreover, as a result
of this setting, the training dataset is neces-
sarily classical, for instance, images, videos,
time series, etc.
Formally, given an initial training data x0

sampled from a generic and unknown prob-
ability distribution p(x0), the procedure
consists in a progressive destruction of the
information encoded in the initial data via
a diffusive stochastic process. At the end,
the data is degraded to a fully noisy state
xT sampled from a classical closed form and
tractable prior distribution p(xT ) that rep-
resents the latent space of the model. Here,
tractable stands for the fact that the distri-
bution can be computationally calculated.
The implementation of this process can be
obtained with different ways. For instance,

in DDPMs the dynamics of forward diffu-
sive process is implemented by a classical
Markov chain [1, 3], while in Score SDEs
the stochastic evolution is determined by
a differential equation [71]. In detail, the
former approach considers a discrete-time
stochastic process whose evolution, at ev-
ery step, depends only on the previous state
and the transition relies on hand-designed
kernels p(xt|xt−1), t = 1, 2, . . . , T (see Sec-
tion 4.1 for more details). Alternatively, in
Score SDEs the evolution is a continuous-
time process within a close time interval
t ∈ [0, T ] and determined by the stochas-
tic differential equation: dx = f(x, t) d t +
g(t) dw, where f(x, t) is the drift coeffi-
cient, g(t) is the diffusion term, and w is
the Wiener process (also known as standard
Brownian motion) that models the stochas-
tic process [72]. The solutions of this equa-
tion lead to the tractable prior distribution
p(x(T )).
Afterwards, in order to generate new data

samples, the objective is to learn how to
reverse the diffusion process starting from
the prior latent distribution. In case of
DDPMs, calculating p(xt−1|xt) is not com-
putationally tractable and it is classically
approximated by a model parameterized
with θ (e.g., a NN): pθ(xt−1|xt) (see Sec-
tion 4.1). In the case of Score SDE models,
the quantity to be estimated is∇x log pt(x),
where pt(x) is the density probability of
x(t) [71]. Here, for either DDPMs and
Score SDE diffusion processes, we propose
to implement the denoising process with
a classical method aided by a QNN that
can be fully quantum, via a PQC, or
even a classical-quantum hybrid NN model.
The results of a simulation of this type
of algorithm on a dataset composed of 2-
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dimensional points distributed along a line
segment in the interval [−1, 1] is shown in
Fig. 2a. At the best of our knowledge,
this is the first implementation of a hybrid
classical-quantum diffusion model, and in-
deed represents a starting point for more
in-depth future studies. The model is ca-
pable to reconstruct the initial data dis-
tribution p(x0) with a good approxima-
tion that is quantified by the Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence KL(p(x0)||pθ(xt:T ))
between the data distribution and the one
reconstructed starting from the Gaussian
distribution p(xT ) until time t. In detail, we
estimate the KL from the 1 000 samples us-
ing the method described in [73]. In Fig. 2b
we show the evolution of the loss during the
training of the model averaged every 1 000
iterations (more details on the model and
the implementation in Section 4.3.1).
In this context, the main advantage of us-

ing the quantum denoising process instead
of the classical one can be the possibility
of using the trained quantum model to ef-
ficiently generate highly dimensional data
(e.g., images) taking advantage of the pecu-
liar quantum mechanical properties, such as
quantum superposition and entanglement,
to speed up data processing [74, 75, 76].
Indeed, QPU devices could be very effec-
tive to overcome the main computational
burdens of classical diffusion model during
this inference process. As shown in Fig. 4,
the denoising process for CQGDM crosses
the border between classical and quantum
distribution spaces, this could take advan-
tage of the quantum speedup in order to
accelerate the training of the model. More-
over, in literature there are evidences of a
quantum advantage of using PQCs instead
of deep NNs. For instance, it is proved that

PQCs outperform classical NNs in genera-
tive tasks [77] and it is shown that PQCs
have an exponential advantage in model
size respect to NNs in function approxi-
mation of high dimensional smooth func-
tions [78]. Therefore, it is plausible that we
also can take advantage in using PQCs in-
stead of NNs in our context.

2.2 Quantum-Classical Gen-
erative Diffusion Model
(QCGDM)

In real experiments quantum systems are
never perfectly isolated, but they are easily
subjected to noise, e.g., interactions with
the environment and imperfect implemen-
tations. Accordingly, we propose to physi-
cally implement the diffusion process via a
noisy quantum dynamics.
In this setting a quantum dataset is con-

sidered, i.e., a collection of quantum data.
Classical information can be embedded into
the initial state of a quantum system, allow-
ing to treat classical data as quantum [51,
79, 80]. Even better, we could avoid the
encoding of the classical data if we con-
sider quantum data as any result arising
from a quantum experiment [81] or pro-
duced directly by a quantum sensing tech-
nology [65]. Formally, a quantum data is
identified with the density operator ρ living
in S(H) being the set of non-negative oper-
ators with unit trace acting on the elements
of the Hilbert space H where the quantum
states live.
We here propose two approaches to im-

plement the diffusion process: (i) quan-
tum Markov chains generalizing their clas-
sical counterparts [82], and (ii) Stochastic
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Figure 2: (a) Evolution of the data distribution for a trained simulated CQGDM and (b)
its Kullback-Leibler divergence loss function L during the training, averaged every 1 000
iterations. The initial data distribution consists of two-dimensional points distributed in
a line segment between −1 and 1. The diffusion process is implemented via a classical
diffusion process that transforms the initial data distribution p(x0) at time t = 0 to
the prior p(xT ) that is a normalized Gaussian distribution at the final time t = 40.
Meanwhile, the denoising is implemented via a (noiseless) simulated PQC to reconstruct
the initial data distribution (t = 0) from the Gaussian prior (t = 40). In the top row of (a),
we show the forward process (from left to right) for a sample of 1 000 points at different
discrete time steps t = 0, 8, . . . , 40. In the bottom row, we display the denoising (from
right to left) of a different sample of 1 000 points. Under the figure is reported also the
Kullback-Leibler divergence between the data distribution p(x0) and the reconstructed
distribution at the corresponding time.

Schrödinger Equation (SSE) [83, 84, 85, 86]
modelling the dynamics of an open quan-
tum system subjected to an external noise
source.
In the former approach (i), a quantum

Markov chain can be described with a com-
position of transition operation matrices
(TOMs) mapping a density operator ρ to
another density operator ρ′. TOMs are ma-
trices whose elements are completely pos-
itive maps and whose column sums form
a quantum operation (for more details re-
fer to Section 4). A special case of TOMs

are the transition effect matrices (TEMs)
whose columns are discrete positive oper-
ator valued measures (POVMs). A quan-
tum Markov chains can be, thereby, imple-
mented by a sequence of quantum measure-
ments [82].
The second approach (ii) employs SSEs

to describe the physical quantum diffusion
process. Given a system in the state ρ(t), its
stochastic evolution is determined by a SSE
that takes the form ρ̇(t) = −i[H(t), ρ(t)],
with ℏ = 1, and where the Hamiltonian
H(t) = Hs(t) + Hp(t) consists of the sum
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of the Hamiltonian of the system Hs(t) and
the stochastic term Hp(t) representing the
stochastic dynamics to which the quantum
system is subjected. Arbitrary sources of
noise applied to optimally controlled quan-
tum systems were very recently investigated
with the SSEs formalism by our group [87].
As a practical implementation of the

QCGDM model, we decide to realize the
forward dynamic as a discrete quantum
Markovian chain composed by the iteration
at each time step of a depolarizing quantum
channel ρt+1 = (1−p)ρt+p

I
d
with p ∈ [0, 1]

and t ∈ [0, T ]. In this way, the (quantum)
information encoded in the initial quantum
state ρ0 is progressively degraded until we
reach the maximally mixed state ρT ≡ I

d

where d is the dimension of the quantum
system considered. Formally, the loss of in-
formation on the quantum state of a system
can be quantified by the von Neumann en-
tropy S(ρ) = − tr(ρ log2 ρ) that is zero for
pure states ρ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|, strictly positive for
mixed states ρ =

∑
i pi |ψi⟩⟨ψi|, with pi ≥ 0

and
∑

i pi = 1, and it is maximal and equal
to S( I

d
) = log2 d for the maximally mixed

state [44]. Regarding the implementation of
the backward, we use classical neural net-
works that predict ρ̂t from the input at time
t + 1. A specific neural network is trained
for each time step t to maximize the fidelity
between the ρt obtained during the forward
pass and the ρ̂t obtained from the NN when
its input is ρt+1 in turn from the forward. In
generation after the training, the NN can be
iteratively used to obtain ρ̂0 from the initial
maximally mixed state I

d
predicting, at each

time step t, ρ̂t from the previous prediction
ρ̂t+1. In Fig. 3a we show the simulation on
a single qubit system of ten QCGDMs and
T = 5. The neural network is capable to re-

construct the information of the initial state
ρ0. The average reconstruction quantum fi-
delity on a sample of 100 different random
states is equal to 0.997±0.013. In Fig. 3c is
visible, with the red curves, the evolution of
the infidelity for batches of data during the
training for one of the single states and also
the infidelity loss between ρ̂0 and the ρ0 in
dashed (see Section 4.3.3 for more details).
In our simulations, the forward process

is classically simulated, therefore we obtain
all the states ρt directly from the simula-
tor. If we want to use real NISQ devices,
we need to perform quantum state tomog-
raphy to obtain the ρt, and classically cal-
culate the infidelity loss between the recon-
structed state and the ρ̂t predicted by the
NN. As a possible solution to avoid tomog-
raphy, we could prepare the predicted ρ̂t
and use the swap test, which is a common
method to obtain the fidelity between quan-
tum states [57], to compute the loss. In any
case, both strategies are used only during
the training of the model. After the train-
ing, the NN is a generative model that clas-
sically simulate the generation of quantum
states starting from the maximally mixed
state, representing the noisy state.
The implementation of diffusion dynam-

ics on quantum systems during the forward
stage can allows the processing of the data
information not only by classically simu-
lated noise but also with quantum physical
noise. Here, as previously mentioned, let us
remind that quantum noise is more general
with respect to its classical counterpart. In
particular, the noise distributions used in
QCGDMs can be expressed (and more nat-
urally arise by quantum dynamics) in more
general and powerful forms respect to the
typical Gaussian distributions that are com-
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Figure 3: Reconstruction of 10 random one-qubit pure states for trained (a) QCGDMs
and (b) QQGDMs, and (c) the evolution of the quantum infidelity loss for both models
for one of the 10 states. In (a) and (b), the blue segments represent the evolution of
the forward dynamic implemented with a depolarizing quantum channel. In (a) the
red segments are the evolutions of the backward process implemented with a neural
network and in (b) with a parameterized quantum circuit. The green points are the final
reconstructed states. The solid lines in (c) report the evolution of the loss used during
the training while the dashed lines are the same loss but calculated only on the final
reconstructed states. The red lines refers to the QCGDM and the blue lines to QQGDM.

monly employed in classical DMs. In this
set up, at the end of the diffusion process,
it is possible to obtain non-classical prior
distributions related to entangled state that
do not exist in the classical information sce-
nario. In other terms there are probability
density distributions that are purely quan-
tum. This can be used to implement dif-
fusion processes that are not possible to be
implemented classically. At the end, dur-
ing the denoising phase, classical NNs can
be used in order to remove noise and thus
finally generate new samples. Moreover, if
the obtained prior distribution is not clas-
sical, it is possible to consider the adoption
of the denoising NN as a discriminator to
identify probability distributions that are
purely quantum. This could also be framed
in a security context. One can imagine a

channel where the communication of data
takes place with the application of a quan-
tum diffusion process that maps to a purely
quantum probability distribution. In that
case, the receiver can restore and so obtain
the initial information only with the train-
ing of a QNN and thus only with a quantum
device. This might be also exploited for
quantum attacks/defence in cyber-security
applications.

2.3 Quantum-Quantum Gen-
erative Diffusion Model
(QQGDM)

In this last section we describe diffusion
models within a fully quantum physical
framework. Precisely, the training data,
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the diffusion process and the denoising pro-
cess have all a quantum mechanical nature.
This scenario can be obtained by exploiting
the quantum tools described above, namely,
quantum Markov chain or SSE for the for-
ward diffusion phase, and a PQC for the
backward denoising phase.
Accordingly, all the advantages described

in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 hold. The adoption
of a fully quantum pipeline for both the dif-
fusion and denoising phases would allow the
possibility to obtain purely quantum prior
distributions that can be processed during
the denoising phase with PQCs obtaining a
generation process that is not feasible clas-
sically. As shown in Fig. 4, the diffusion
and denoising processes for QQGDM are
entirely located in the space of quantum dis-
tributions. This might lead to the speedup
already described previously for CQGDM
and in addition to the possibility of ex-
ponentially reducing the computational re-
sources for storing and processing of data
information [76]. Finally, it is also possible
to access to complex quantum probability
distributions that are impossible or much
more difficult to treat classically.
Similarly to QCGDM model, we propose

a practical implementation of the forward
quantum noise dynamic with a depolariz-
ing channel to degrade the initial state ρ0 to
the maximally mixed state ρT . The quan-
tum backward process should be an equally
noisy dynamic, in fact an unitary dynamics
is not sufficient to reconstruct any initial
state different from the maximally mixed
one: I

d
7→ U I

d
U † = I

d
. For this reason,

we propose an implementation of the back-
ward via the interaction of a system with an
external environment that we trace out at
each time step. In detail, in our numerical

simulations we consider a single-qubit sys-
tem coupled via a parameterized circuit to
another single-qubit that acts as the envi-
ronment. During training, at each time step
t, the system is initialized with ρt+1 and, af-
ter the environment tracing-out, the state
is ρ̂t. In generation, it is possible to ob-
tain ρ̂0, starting from the maximally mixed
state I

2
, iteratively applying the denoising

with the previous prediction as input. Sim-
ilarly to the QCGDM, the loss is based on
the infidelity between the quantum states
ρt from the forward and ρ̂t predicted dur-
ing the backward (for more details see Sec-
tion 4.3.3). In our classical simulations we
have access directly to the quantum states
ρt and ρ̂t at each time step and, therefore,
the loss can be straightforwardly computed.
On real NISQ devices, the loss could be ob-
tained with the help of swap test. Prac-
tically, the forward process could be imple-
mented in two parallel copies of the system.
The first one stops at time t to prepare ρt
while the second one makes a further step
to obtain ρt+1. The backward system can
be appended to the second copy to prepare
ρ̂t and trained using the swap test between
the two states.
In Fig. 3c in blue is reported the evolu-

tion of the loss during the training of one
QQGDMs and in Fig. 3b the resulting sim-
ulations for ten different initial states. For
each one, we train the model to reconstruct
a random pure state with T = 5. We can
observe that the model is capable to learn
the reverse dynamic from the maximally
mixed state ρT at the centre of the Bloch
sphere to the state ρ̂0. Furthermore, we
compute the average reconstruction quan-
tum fidelity for 100 random states obtain-
ing 0.996± 0.0086.
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3 Conclusions

The entanglement is a crucial quantum me-
chanical phenomenon occurring only in the
quantum domain (not classical analogue)
when two or more quantum systems inter-
act. It is detected by measurement corre-
lations between the quantum systems that
cannot be described with classical physics.
Accordingly, quantum systems are capable
of representing distributions that are im-
possible to be produced efficiently with clas-
sical computers [88, 49]. For this reason, a
quantum diffusion process is capable to ex-
plore probability density functions that are
not classically tractable.
In Fig. 4 we highlight the relationship

between the space of the probability dis-
tributions that are tractable with classic
computers, which we denote with classical
distributions to be more concise, and the
space of the probability distributions that
are tractable with quantum devices, which
we denote with quantum distributions here-
inafter. Moreover, we can observe several
possible trajectories that map probability
distributions to other probability distribu-
tions during the diffusion and denoising of
the classical DM and of the three proposed
quantum approaches: CQGDM, QCGDM
and QQGDM.
The classic DM realizes maps from clas-

sical distributions to other classical dis-
tributions and the NN that implements
the denoising are trained to realize the in-
verse maps, i.e., to match the distributions
crossed during the diffusion.
In the CQGDM approach, the diffusion

process is implemented classically. Thus,
all the probability distributions are neces-
sarily classical. However, during the de-

noising process, the quantum dynamics is
free to explore also the quantum probabil-
ity space within each one of the steps hence
exploiting potential (noise-assisted and/or
quantum-enhanced) shortcuts. This may
give advantages for the training of the de-
noising model. Moreover, when we evolve
quantum systems within a QPU it is possi-
ble to process and manipulate exponentially
more information as compared to the clas-
sical case.
When we consider the fully quantum

framework QQGDM we gain the advan-
tage of exploring quantum distributions
also during the diffusion phase. For this
reason we could explore more complex noisy
dynamics compared to the ones that can be
simulated in classical computers. Moreover,
the two processes can be experimentally
implemented on real quantum processors.
Furthermore, compared to the CQGDM ap-
proach, and provided that the initial dis-
tribution of the dataset is quantum, it is
possible to design a QQGDM generative
models that is capable of generating com-
plex quantum data that are not analytically
computable.
Besides, we would like point out that the

QCGDM approach can be challenging to be
implemented. In detail, if the diffusion pro-
cess leads to an entagled quantum distribu-
tion it is impossible, for the previously men-
tioned reasons, to efficiently train a classi-
cal NN to perform the denoising. This con-
text could be adopted as a proof of con-
cept for the realization of a discriminator
for the quantum distributions from the clas-
sical ones. In other words, if it is possible
to train a model to perform the denoising,
then the distribution is classical.
After the second version of our work
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Figure 4: Relationship between the space of the probability distributions that are
tractable with classical computation (C) and instead only with quantum computation
(Q). We show the trajectories arising from the mappings between probability distribu-
tions (colored and white shapes) during the diffusion (blue wavy arrows) and denoising
(red arrows) processes for the four different combination: CC, CQ, QC and CC indi-
cating whether the diffusion (first letter) and the denoising (second letter) are classical
or quantum. The initial data distribution (squares) is progressively transformed during
diffusion (changing color and shape) to an uninformative distribution represented by the
white circles, and vice versa during denoising. Completely classical models are limited
to operate within the space of classically-tractable probability distributions, while com-
pletely quantum models can manipulate quantum-tractable probabilities. Models that
have classical diffusion and quantum denoising are forced to work only with classical
probabilities, but during the denoising phase they can exploit quantum properties within
each step. Finally, models that have quantum diffusion and classical denoising can ma-
nipulate quantum probabilities during the forward, but in that case, it is not possible to
train the classical backward to map those probability distributions.

was published on arXiv [89], related works
have appeared, showing indeed a remark-
able research interest on this topic. Com-
pared to [89], the current version of our
manuscript contains two more examples for
QCGDM and QQGDM.
More precisely, in Ref. [90] the authors

propose an implementation of a quantum
generative diffusion model where the for-
ward phase is implemented with random

unitaries iteratively applied at every time
step t and the backward with trainable
PQCs with ancilla systems that are mea-
sured after each step. The main differ-
ence with respect to our approach is that
in their case all the states ρt and ρ̂t dur-
ing respectively the forward and backward
phases are pure. Instead in our proposed
method all the intermediate states, and in
principle also the initial ρ0 can be mixed
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states.
Another research group in Ref. [91] has

implemented an hybrid model where the
classic forward degrades images similarly to
DMs, while the quantum backward recon-
structs the images with PQCs. The main
difference with our example implementation
is that we use the PQC as a real-valued
function to predict the parameters of a clas-
sical Markov chain, while they use it as a
quantum operator directly to reconstruct
the state.
Finally, another recent work [92] has later

proposed a fully quantum generative diffu-
sion model where the forward phase iter-
atively degrades an initial quantum state
ρ0 using depolarizing channels to the maxi-
mally mixed state ρT and the backward re-
stores ρ0 with a parameterized quantum op-
eration. Our QQGDM example approach
is similar to their implementation, but with
some differences. The first difference is that
they use a cosine noise schedule in the for-
ward, while we use a linear schedule. The
second difference regards the denoising pro-
cess where in order to reconstruct ρ̂t−1 from
the state ρt they also use a quantum cir-
cuit to perform the embedding of time t on
quantum state τt and then employ a PQC
that acts on the state of total system τt⊗ρt.
Next, they trace out the qubits of τt and
obtain the state ρ̂t−1. Instead, in our im-
plementation of the backward we use a sin-
gle PQC with parameters specific to each
timestep t without any embedding of time.
Moreover, they also provide a second imple-
mentation that uses less resources (qubits)
for the backward.
As a future outlook, we would like to re-

alize the implementation of the QNDGDMs
either computationally via NISQ and/or

physically by using quantum sensing tech-
nologies. In particular, regarding QCGDMs
and QQGDMs, we propose to imple-
ment the diffusion process exploiting nat-
urally noisy quantum dynamics in order
to take advantage of the possible benefits
of the quantum noise. Instead, regarding
CQGDMs and QQGDMs, we propose to use
quantum implemented QML models, for in-
stance QNNs and PQCs, to learn the de-
noising process.
A possible future work direction could be

to study the applicability of other kinds of
loss functions. In fact, there are evidences
that the adoption of KL divergence loss in
the context of quantum generative mod-
els leads to the formation of a new flavour
of barren plateaus [93]. Related to this,
we plan to deepen the study of the possi-
ble noise-induced speedup of the diffusion
dynamic and the trainability of the quan-
tum QNDGDMs. Moreover, other kinds of
quantum channels could enhance the diffu-
sion models by fully exploiting the quantum
properties over all the diffusion and denois-
ing dynamic. For instance, we can consider
the adoption of coherent or non-unital noise
such as the amplitude damping.
Finally, the design and realization of

QNDGDMs, with respect to classical DMs,
could alleviate and reduce the computa-
tional resources (e.g. space of memory,
time and energy) to successfully address
ML applications such as generation of high-
resolution images, the analysis and the pre-
diction of rare events in time-series, and
the learning of underlying patterns in ex-
perimental data coming also from very dif-
ferent fields as, among others, life and
earth science, physics, quantum chemistry,
medicine, material science, smart technol-
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ogy engineering, and finance.

4 Methods

In this section we include some mathemat-
ical details on the classical and quantum
tools for the diffusion and denoising pro-
cessed discussed in the main text.

4.1 Classical methods

Here we formalize the classical methods
used in the standard generative diffusion
models and for the relevant part of the pro-
posed CQGDM and QCGDM. In particu-
lar, we consider classical Markov chains for
a Gaussian pertubation and the NNs are
used for the classical denoising.
The classical diffusion process [1, 3] starts

from an initial data sample x0 drawn from
an unknown generic distribution p(x0).
Gaussian noise is then iteratively injected
for a number T of time steps to degrade
the data to xT sampled from a prior Gaus-
sian distributionN (0, I). In detail, the used
Gaussian transition kernel is in the form:

p(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;
√
1− βtxt−1, βtI), (1)

where βt ∈ (0, 1) is an hyperparameter
(fixed or scheduled over the time) for the
model at the time step t that describes the
level of the injected noise, βtI is the iden-
tity matrix, and xt and xt−1 are the random
variables at the time steps t and t − 1, re-
spectively. In this way it is possible to cal-
culate a tractable closed form for the tra-
jectory:

p(x1:T |x0) =
T∏
t=1

p(xt|xt−1). (2)

By obing so, for T sufficiently high,
p(x1:T |x0) converges to an isotropic Gaus-
sian p(xT ) ≈ N (0, I). Moreover, given
an initial data x0 we can obtain a data
sample xt by sampling a Gaussian vector
ϵ ∼ N (0, I):

xt =
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, (3)

where αt := 1− βt and ᾱt :=
∏t

s=0 αs.
The denoising phase starts from the

Gaussian prior distribution and the tran-
sition kernel that is implemented is in the
form:

pθ(xt−1|xt) = N (xt−1;µθ(xt, t),Σθ(xt, t)),
(4)

and the closed form for the trajectory is:

pθ(x0:T ) = p(xT )
T∏
t=1

pθ(xt−1|xt). (5)

Usually, a NN, specifically a U-Net archi-
tecture [2], is used to estimate the mean
µθ(xt, t) and the covariance Σθ(xt, t) in
Eq. (4). In principle, the approach to train
the NN would be to find the parameters θ
such that pθ(x0) would be maximized for
each training sample x0. However pθ(x0)
is intractable because it is impossible to
marginalize over all the possible trajecto-
ries. For this reason, the common approach
is to minimize the KL loss:

L = KL(p(x0:T )||pθ(x0:T ))

= −Ep[log pθ(x0:T )] + const

= E

[
− log p(xT )−

∑
t≥1

log
pθ(xt−1|xt)

p(xt|xt−1)

]
+ const

≥ E[− log pθ(x0)] + const.

(6)
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4.2 Quantum methods

Here we formalize the use of the quantum
Markov chain introduced for the diffusion
processes of QCGDM and QQGDM in Sec-
tions 2.2 and 2.3 and the QNNs used for
the denoising of CQGDM and QQGDM in
Sections 2.1 and 2.3.
Formally, a quantum Markov chain can

be described by two elements: i) a directed
graph G whose sites represent the possi-
ble state that the quantum system can oc-
cupy, ii) a TOM E = Eij whose elements
are completely positive maps [94, 67] and
whose column sums form a quantum op-
eration [82, 44]. Formally, a positive a
map is a linear transformation of one pos-
itive bounded operator into another. A
completely positive map is a linear map
ϕ : B(H) → B(H), where B(H) is the set
of bounded linear operators acting on the
Hilbert space H, such that the map ϕ ⊗ I
is positive on the space B(H) ⊗ B(H′) for
any Hilbert space H′. A quantum opera-
tion is a completely positive map ϕ preserv-
ing the trace, i.e., tr(ρ) = tr(ϕ(ρ)), with
ρ ∈ B(H). Physically, the elements Eij de-
scribe the passage operation of the quantum
system from site j to site i in one time step.
Given a density operator ρ, representing the
state of system, the quantity E(ρ) is again
a density operator. Moreover, if E and F
are two TOMs with the same size and act-
ing on the same Hilbert space, then the EF
is again a TOM by matrix multiplication.
Accordingly, the dynamics of the quantum
system after a discrete number of time steps
n is described by the map En = EEn−1, with
n = 2, 3..., and the initial state ρ is trans-
formed in the final state En(ρ).
Let us now introduce the concepts of

QNN [51] in the QML framework and how
they are trained. Formally, a QNN can be
written as a product of layers of unitary op-
erations:

Û(θ) =
L∏

ℓ=1

V̂ℓÛℓ(θℓ), (7)

where V̂ℓ and Ûℓ(θℓ) are fixed and parame-
terized unitary operations, respectively, for
ℓth layer of QNN. The output of the QNN
is:

f(θ) = tr(Mρθ) (8)

where M is an Hermitian operator rep-
resenting the physical observable, ρθ =
Û(θ)ρ0Û

†(θ) and ρ0 is the initial state,
which is the input of the QNN. The QNN
is optimized minimizing the difference be-
tween its output and the desired value.
Generally, the latter is performed with the
gradient descent method with the adoption
of the parameters shift rule [95].

4.3 Simulations

Here we describe in detail both the model
and its implementation regarding the sim-
ulation of the CQGDM, QCGDM and
QQGDM used to obtain the results of
Fig. 2, Fig. 3a and Fig. 3b, respectively.

4.3.1 CQGDM

For the training of the CQGDM model il-
lustrated in Section 2.1, we use a dataset
composed of points (x, y) distributed along
a segment of the line y = x in the interval
[−1, 1]. The model is trained on batches of
1 000 points uniformly random sampled for
each step.
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The diffusion process is implemented via
a classical Markov chain composed of a se-
quence of Gaussian transition kernels as in
Eq. (1) in order to map the initial data
distribution p(x0) to an isotropic Gaussian
p(xT ) with final time T ≡ 40. Furthermore,
the data sampling at each time step t is
computed by using Eq. (3).
The denoising process is realized via a

PQC and trained to estimate the mean
µθ(xt, t) and the covariance Σθ(xt, t) of the
kernel of the classical denoising Markov
chain in Eq. (4). The model is built
and simulated with the help of the Penny-
lane [96] and PyTorch [97] libraries. More
precisely, the PQC, whose output is in the
form of Eq. (8), consists of a four qubits
circuit divided in two concatenated parts
called head and tail. The parameters of the
head are shared among all the values of t,
while the parameters of the tail are specific
for each value of t = 0, . . . , 39. In partic-
ular, the head takes as input the values of
the coordinates of a single point and encode
them in the state of the first two qubits with
an angle embedding [51], while the other two
qubits are initialized to |0⟩. After the em-
bedding, the circuit is composed of 256 lay-
ers of parametric rotations on the three axes
for all the four qubits alternated by layers
of entangling controlled not gates (in par-
ticular, we use StronglyEntanglingLayers of
Pennylane with default arguments [98]). At
the end of the circuit, measurements are
performed and the expectation values of
the observable Pauli matrix σz on all four
qubits are computed. The tail is similarly
composed, except that the first operation
is the angle embedding of the four expec-
tation values previously obtained from the
head. In order to simplify the model, we

assume that the denoising kernel is uncor-
related among the features and therefore,
the covariance matrix is diagonal and only
two values for the variance are necessary.
This assumption, analogous to the one of
the classical DDPM, is justified by the fact
that the denoising is implemented with a
quantum-aided Markov chain and between
each couple of time steps t, t − 1 the data
is classical and also the evolution of its dis-
tribution. Finally, the four expectation val-
ues measured from the tail are used for the
predictions of the mean (the first two val-
ues) and variance (the second two values) of
the classical kernel. In detail, we multiply
the expectation values used for the mean
by a factor 3 in order to enlarge the possible
range and the values for the variance are in-
creased by 1 to force positivity. The model
is trained for 40 000 epochs on random
batches of 1 000 points to minimize the KL
divergence loss of Eq. (6) between the pre-
dicted and desired Gaussian distributions
using Adam [99] with learning rate 10−4.
The evolution of such loss during the train-
ing is shown in Fig. 2b averaged over every
1 000 iterations. The plots of Fig. 2a are
obtained, after the training of the model,
using two different random batches of 1 000
points, one for the forward and another one
for the backward. In detail, the top left
plot in Fig. 2a is the initial random batch
of the data distributed with p(x0) in the
line segment. The batch is iteratively cor-
rupted by the classical Markov chain with
the kernel of Eq. (1) and we report, on the
top part of the figure, the evolution of the
distribution at the intermediate time steps
t = 8, 16, 24, 32 and at the final time t =
T ≡ 40. The kernel parameter in Eq. (1)
is taken equal to βt = 0.3 × σ(bt) with
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σ(x) = 1/(1 + e−x) the sigmoid function
and bt equally spaced in [−18, 10] for the 40
steps. The properties of the classical diffu-
sion processes guarantee that for sufficiently
large T any initial distribution converges to
the isotropic Gaussian distribution p(xT ).
The bottom right plot is another random
batch sampled from N (0, I) that is itera-
tively denoised with a parametrized classi-
cal Markov chain with the kernel of Eq. (4).
The kernel parameters are predicted by the
previously mentioned PQC and in the fig-
ure we report in the bottom part the evo-
lution pθ(xT ), . . . , pθ(xt:T ), . . . , pθ(x0:T ) of
such process on the batch for the same val-
ues of t of the forward.

4.3.2 QCGDM

Here, we describe in details the implemen-
tation of the quantum forward and clas-
sical backward used for the single qubit
QCGDM model illustrated in Section 2.2.
The quantum forward dynamics is classi-
cally simulated in Pennylane with a circuit
initialized with a pure quantum state that
is iteratively degraded at each time step
t ∈ [1, T ≡ 5]. The noise is introduced
by a depolarizing channel applied T times.
Formally, the action of the channel on the
quantum state is described by:

ρt = (1−pt)ρt−1+
pt
3
(XρX+Y ρY +ZρZ),

(9)
where pt ∈ [0, 1] represents the probability
that the qubit depolarizes at time t. The
values of pt are linearly scheduled in time
with uniformly spaced values in [1, T ]. All
the values of the states ρ0, . . . , ρT are col-
lected and used for the training of the back-
ward phase.

The denoising process is implemented
with neural networks that are trained to
simulate the reverse noisy dynamic in order
to obtain an approximation ρ̂0 of the initial
pure state ρ0 starting from the maximally
mixed state I

2
≡ ρT . The full process is im-

plemented in PyTorch with T different neu-
ral networks specialized to reconstruct the
mixed state ρ̂t from another mixed state at
time t + 1. Each one of them have a single
hidden layer of 5 neurons with ReLU ac-
tivation function, f(x) = max(x, 0), for a
total of 32 parameters, and it is trained to
minimize the loss between the ρt from the
forward pass and the ρ̂t predicted when the
input is ρt+1. In detail, the loss L is com-
puted and minimized for batches of n ≡ 16
reconstructed states ρ̂t with random values
of t. Formally, it is given by:

L =
1

n

∑
t∼[0,T ]n

(1− F (ρ̂t, ρt)) , (10)

where F (ρ1, ρ2) =
(
tr
√√

ρ1ρ2
√
ρ1
)2

is the
quantum fidelity between two states. The
optimization is performed with Adam with
learning rate 10−2. The loss function is clas-
sically calculated in our simulations. How-
ever, we can use the swap test in a possible
implementation on NISQ devices.
As we formalized the problem, the in-

puts and outputs of the neural networks are
mixed quantum states. A quantum state
for one quit is represented by a 2 × 2 pos-
itive semi-definite Hermitian matrix with
trace one, for this reason to represent it
are necessary only three real values. The
three elements can be expressed as spheri-
cal coordinates with radius r ∈ [0, 1], polar
angle θ ∈ [0, π] and azimuth ϕ ∈ [0, 2π).
Therefore, the input and output layers of
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the neural networks are both of dimension
3 and the final activation functions for the
three neurons are respectively σ(r), πσ(θ)
and 2πσ(ϕ) with σ(·) the sigmoid function.

4.3.3 QQGDM

In this section we give the details for the
implementation of the QQGDM in Sec-
tion 2.3. Here, the forward phase is imple-
mented with the same depolarizing chan-
nel of QCGDM explained in Section 4.3.2,
while the backward phase is realized with
a quantum dynamic. The latter, is im-
plemented with a non-unitary dynamic for
each time step t ∈ [T − 1, 0], with T = 5.
In particular, such dynamic is formalized in
the context of open quantum systems with
one qubit initialized with ρ̂t+1 (in predic-
tion) that interacts with an environment
that is traced out to prepare the output
state ρ̂t on the same system qubit. The en-
vironment relies on another qubit and the
interaction with the system is realized with
a trainable PQC on both qubits. In detail,
the used PQCs are implemented with the
Pennylane StronglyEntanglingLayers with
5 layers and default other arguments for a
total of 30 trainable parameters. The t-
specific PQCs are trained analogously to
the neural networks of Section 4.3.2. In
particular, using Adam with learning rate
10−2 to minimize the loss of Eq. (10) cal-
culated on batches composed by 16 pairs
(ρ̂t, ρt) with random values of t where ρ̂t is
obtained when the system is initialized with
ρt+1 from the forward.
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[94] Göran Lindblad. Completely positive
maps and entropy inequalities. Com-
munications in Mathematical Physics,
40:147–151, 1975.

[95] Maria Schuld, Ville Bergholm, Chris-
tian Gogolin, Josh Izaac, and Nathan
Killoran. Evaluating analytic gradients
on quantum hardware. Phys. Rev. A,
99:032331, Mar 2019.

[96] Ville Bergholm, Josh Izaac, Maria
Schuld, Christian Gogolin, Shahnawaz
Ahmed, Vishnu Ajith, M. Sohaib
Alam, Guillermo Alonso-Linaje,
B. AkashNarayanan, Ali Asadi,

26



Juan Miguel Arrazola, Utkarsh
Azad, Sam Banning, Carsten Blank,
Thomas R Bromley, Benjamin A.
Cordier, Jack Ceroni, Alain Del-
gado, Olivia Di Matteo, Amintor
Dusko, Tanya Garg, Diego Guala,
Anthony Hayes, Ryan Hill, Aroosa
Ijaz, Theodor Isacsson, David Ittah,
Soran Jahangiri, Prateek Jain, Edward
Jiang, Ankit Khandelwal, Korbinian
Kottmann, Robert A. Lang, Christina
Lee, Thomas Loke, Angus Lowe,
Keri McKiernan, Johannes Jakob
Meyer, J. A. Montañez-Barrera, Ro-
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bet, Rodrigo A. Vargas-Hernández,
Trevor Vincent, Nicola Vitucci,
Maurice Weber, David Wierichs,
Roeland Wiersema, Moritz Willmann,
Vincent Wong, Shaoming Zhang,
and Nathan Killoran. Pennylane:
Automatic differentiation of hybrid
quantum-classical computations.
e-print arXiv:1811.04968, 2022.

[97] Adam Paszke, Sam Gross, Francisco
Massa, Adam Lerer, James Bradbury,
Gregory Chanan, Trevor Killeen, Zem-
ing Lin, Natalia Gimelshein, Luca
Antiga, et al. Pytorch: An imperative
style, high-performance deep learning
library. Advances in neural informa-
tion processing systems, 32, 2019.

[98] Maria Schuld, Alex Bocharov,
Krysta M. Svore, and Nathan Wiebe.
Circuit-centric quantum classifiers.
Phys. Rev. A, 101:032308, Mar 2020.

[99] Diederik P. Kingma and Jimmy Ba.
Adam: A method for stochastic op-
timization. e-print arXiv:1412.6980,
2017.

27


	Introduction
	Results
	Classical-Quantum Generative Diffusion Model (CQGDM)
	Quantum-Classical Generative Diffusion Model (QCGDM)
	Quantum-Quantum Generative Diffusion Model (QQGDM)

	Conclusions
	Methods
	Classical methods
	Quantum methods
	Simulations
	cqgdm
	qcgdm
	qqgdm



