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Abstract—Many application domains, spanning from compu-
tational photography to medical imaging, require recovery of
high-fidelity images from noisy, incomplete or partial/compressed
measurements. State of the art methods for solving these in-
verse problems combine deep learning with iterative model-
based solvers, a concept known as deep algorithm unfolding.
By combining a-priori knowledge of the forward measurement
model with learned (proximal) mappings based on deep networks,
these methods yield solutions that are both physically feasible
(data-consistent) and perceptually plausible. However, current
proximal mappings only implicitly learn such image priors. In
this paper, we propose to make these image priors fully explicit
by embedding deep generative models in the form of normalizing
flows within the unfolded proximal gradient algorithm. We
demonstrate that the proposed method outperforms competitive
baselines on various image recovery tasks, spanning from image
denoising to inpainting and deblurring.

Index Terms—Deep unfolding, normalizing flow, inverse prob-
lem, image reconstruction

I. INTRODUCTION

IMAGE reconstruction from noisy, partial or limited-
bandwidth measurements is an important problem with

applications spanning from fast Magnetic Resonance Imaging
(MRI)[1] to photography [2]. These reconstruction tasks can
be posed as linear inverse problems, which are however
often ill-posed, with many potential solutions satisfying the
measurements. Recovery of a meaningful and plausible solution
thus requires adequate statistical priors. Formulating such priors
for natural or medical image recovery is however not trivial and
likely dependent on the recovery task itself. Traditional convex
optimization methods for, e.g., compressed sensing assume
sparsity in some transformed domain [3], [4]. Choosing an
appropriate sparse basis is however highly dependent on the
application and requires careful analysis of ,e.g., wavelet or
total variation-based regularizers that are in practice hard to
tune. Later, so called plug-and-play methods started to adopt
pretrained deep-learning-based denoisers into proximal-gradient
optimization algorithms. Generative neural models, such as
generative adversarial networks (GANs) [5] and normalizing
flows [6], allow for explicit modelling of the priors and have
also been adopted within iterative optimization frameworks.
While all of these approaches improve upon the hand-crafted
sparsity-based priors and exhibited great empirical success, they

do not accelerate the optimization process and still rely on
time-consuming iterative algorithms. Moreover, their strength,
being agnostic of the task and merely concerned with modeling
the general image prior, is also a limitation: these approaches
do not exploit task-specific statistical properties that can aid
the optimization.

Deep algorithm unfolding aims to address these problems
by unrolling the iterative optimization algorithm as a feed
forward deep neural network [7], [8]. The result is a deep
network that takes the structure of the iterations in proximal-
gradient methods, but allows for learning the successive
“neural” proximal mappings directly from training data [9].
Deep algorithm unfolding has greatly accelerated compressive
imaging, requiring far less folds/iterations than its conventional
counterparts by fully adapting and tuning the optimization
algorithm to the specific domain/data and task through learning.

However, these fast and task-based neural unrolled proximal
gradient descent methods no longer explicitly model the under-
lying statistical priors as a data-generating probability density
function. Instead, current methods rely on “discriminative”
network architectures to model the proximal mapping, such as
Resnet- or U-net-based architectures. Despite their success and
vast application space, such implicit priors via neural mappings
complicate analysis and steer away from a probabilistic
interpretation and modeling of the data distribution.

In this paper, we propose an end-to-end deep algorithm
unfolding framework that combines neural proximal gradient
descent with generative normalizing flow priors. Our approach
first pre-trains a generic flow-based model on natural images
by direct likelihood maximization, and subsequently fine-
tunes the entire pipeline and priors to adapt to specific image
reconstruction tasks.

Our main contributions are:
• We propose a new framework for solving linear inverse

problems based on deep algorithm unfolding and normal-
izing flow priors that adapt to the data and task.

• We leverage the generative probabilistic nature of our
model to yield a strong initial guess: the maximum
likelihood solution of the learned flow prior.

• We demonstrate strong performance gains over state-of-
the art neural proximal gradient descent baselines on a
wide range of image restoration problems.
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II. RELATED WORK

A. Deep learning for image reconstruction

Deep learning [10] is increasingly adopted for image
reconstruction tasks, outperforming traditional iterative-based
reconstruction methods for tasks such as image denoising
[11], [12], [13], [14], [15], deconvolution [16], inpainting [17]
[18] and end-to-end signal recovery [19] [20] [21][22]. More
specifically, within the framework of compressed sensing, in
which signals are to be reconstructed from a set of compressed
measurements, deep learning methods have improved both
image quality and reconstruction speed [23], [24].

B. Optimization using deep denoisers and generative models

Recent works have shown that, using variable splitting
techniques [25], [26], any preferred denoiser can be used within
(plugged into) classical model-based optimization methods (so
called “plug-and-play” approaches). Typical denoising architec-
tures include are based on convolutional autoencoders, U-Nets
[27], or ResNets [28]. An interesting special case to note is
DRUNet, having the ability to handle various noise levels via
a single model [29]. Related to this, Deep generative models
(DGMs), such as generative adversarial networks (GANs) [30],
variational autoencoders (VAEs) [31] and normalizing flows
[32], can also serve as meaningful priors for inverse problems
in imaging [33], [34], [24], [35], [6]. DGMs generate a complex
distribution (e.g. that of natural images) from a simple latent
base distribution (e.g. independent Gaussians) using a learned
deterministic transformation, obtained by pretraining on a large
dataset of clean images. This pretrained model is subsequently
used to solve inverse problems by performing gradient-based
optimization in their (possibly lower dimensional) latent space.

While optimization algorithms that make use of deep
denoisers and generative models have shown strong empirical
performance, their time-consuming iterative nature makes them
slow. Moreover, these approaches do not exploit task-specific
information to aid the optimization process.

C. Deep algorithm unfolding

In deep (algorithm) unfolding, the structure of model-
based iterative optimization algorithms is unfolded/unrolled
into a fixed-length feedforward neural network [7], [8]. The
parameters of the unfolded algorithm are then trained using
deep-learning approaches [36]. Examples include ADMM-
Net, an unfolded version of the iterative ADMM solver [37],
and ISTA-Net, integrating convolutional networks with sparse-
coding-based soft thresholding activations [38]. Other works
include D-AMP [39] [40] inspired by the approximate message
passing (AMP) algorithm, neural proximal gradient descent
[9], and approaches that unfold primal-dual solvers [41][42]
or half-quadratic splitting methods [43][44].

Unlike current deep algorithm unfolding methods, which
rely on non-generative neural models to learn their proximal
mappings, we here propose to integrate deep generative
(normalizing flow) models into their unrolled architectures.
This results in an interpretable deep network that explicitly
models the image prior and adapts it to its task by end-to-end
training.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We concern consider problems of the following form:

y = Ax + η, (1)

where y ∈ Rm is a noisy measurement vector, x ∈ Rn is the
desired signal/image expressed in vector form, η ∈ Rm is a
noise vector, and A ∈ Rm×n is a measurement matrix, which
we here assume to be known. For the ill-posed inverse problems
that we are interested in, maximum-likelihood estimation, i.e.,
argmaxxp(y|x), is insufficient, yielding solutions that adhere
to the measurement model but are visually implausible. By
imposing statistical priors, meaningful solutions (i.e. those that
fit expected behavior and prior knowledge) can be obtained
through maximum a posteriori (MAP) inference:

x̂MAP := argmax
x

p(x|y) ∝ argmax
x

p(y|x) pθ(x), (2)

where p(y|x) is the likelihood according to the linear noisy
measurement model, and pθ(x) is the signal prior. The effec-
tiveness of MAP inference strongly depends on the adequacy
of the chosen prior. Formalizing such knowledge is challenging
and requires careful analysis for each domain (e.g., natural
images vs medical images) and recovery task (e.g., denoising vs
inpainting). Assuming a Gaussian distribution of measurement
model errors, i.e. p(y|x) ∼ N (µ = Ax, σ2

n), MAP optimization
leads to the following (negative log posterior) minimization
problem:

x̂ = argmin
x

1

2σ2
n

‖y − Ax‖22 − log pθ(x). (3)

Given (3), our goal is now twofold: 1) to learn a useful prior
pθ(x), and 2) to accelerate standard gradient-based optimization
of (3) using deep algorithm unfolding. We will address the
former in the next section, and then proceed with the latter in
section IV-B.

IV. DEEP ALGORITHM UNFOLDING WITH FLOW PRIORS

In section we present the framework of the proposed
architecture.

A. Flow priors

Normalizing flows [32] are a class of generative models,
which are capable of modeling powerful and expressive
priors for natural images. Normalizing flows transform a base
probability distribution p(z) ∼ N (0, I) into a more complex,
possibly multi-modal distribution by a series of composable,
bijective, and differentiable mappings.

Due to the invertible nature of normalizing flow models,
they can operate in both directions. These are the generative
direction, which generates an image from a point in latent space
(x = gθ(z)), and the flow direction, which maps images into its
latent representation (z = fθ(x)). To create a normalizing flow
model of sufficient capacity, many layers of bijective functions
can be composed together:

z = fθ(x) = (f1 ◦ f2 ◦ ... ◦ fi)(x), (4)

x = gθ(z) = (f−1
i ◦ f−1

i−1 ◦ ... ◦ f
−1
1 )(z), (5)
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Fig. 1. Overview of the proposed algorithm. We unroll the iterations of a proximal gradient algorithm as a deep neural network. The proximal step performs
shrinkage in the latent space of a normalizing flow prior, successively pushing the image likelihood in that distribution across the folds.

where ‘◦’ denotes the composition of two functions, and θ are
the parameters of the model. Details of the specific normalizing
flow model we adopted, and its parameterization, are given
in section V. Exact density evaluation of pθ(x) is possible
through the use of the change of variables formula, leading to:

log pθ(x) = log p(z) + log | detDfθ(x) |, (6)

where D is the Jacobian, accounting for the change in density
caused by the transformation fθ.

With latent z following a (zero-mean, unity-variance) normal
distribution and x = gθ(z), we can rewrite (3) to perform the
optimization in latent space:

ẑ = argmin
z

1

2σ2
n

‖y − Agθ(z)‖22 − log p(z)

= argmin
z
‖y − Agθ(z)‖22 + λ‖z‖22,

(7)

where λ is a parameter that balances the importance of
adhering to the measurements (data consistency) and the prior.

B. Unrolled proximal gradient iterations

The optimization problem in (7) can be solved using
an iterative proximal-style algorithm that alternates between
gradient updates in the direction of the data consistency term
and pushing the solution in the proximity of the prior. We here
unfold this iterative algorithm as a K-fold feedforward neural
network that we train end-to-end.

To derive our iterative scheme, we will alternate using the
problem formulations in (3) and (7). More specifically, at every

fold k the network performs data consistency updates using
the x-space formulation in equation (3):

x̃(k+1) = x(k) − µ(k)AT (y −Ax(k)) (8)

where superscript (k) denotes the current fold and µ(k) is the
trainable step size. The signal representation is then converted
to the latent space:

z̃(k+1) = f
(k+1)
θ (x̃(k+1)) (9)

The purpose of this conversion to latent space is so that we may
perform the proximal update P(·) using the z-space formulation
in (7):

z(k+1) = P(k+1)(z̃(k+1)) =
z̃(k+1)

1 + λ(k+1)
(10)

where λ(k+1) is a trainable shrinkage parameter. Intuitively, this
can be understood as pushing solutions into a high likelihood
regime (i.e. closer to the origin in z). Finally, we convert from
latent space back to signal space

x(k+1) = g
(k+1)
θ (z(k+1)) (11)

and continue on to the next iteration.
After K folds the final estimate x̂ is produced from the

latent space after data consistency:

x̂ = g
(K)
θ (z̃(K)). (12)

C. End-to-end task-adaptive training and initial guess

We make use of a pre-trained single generative normalizing
flow model from a set of clean images to learn a generic density
function (the experiment shows pre-training the normalizing
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flow model leads to better results than not pre-training is in
the Appendix). After pre-training, we embed these generic
priors into the unrolled architecture and tailor it to the specific
recovery task at hand using end-to-end supervised learning.
This yields an architecture in which each fold has a distinct
and task-based flow model.

Moreover, we make use of the explicit likelihood modeling
of the normalizing flow prior to yield a useful initial guess
for x: the maximum likelihood solution according to the clean
images, by exploiting the fact that the most likely image lives
at z = 0. This serves as an input to our network and is denoted
by x̂(0) = g

(0)
θ (z(0) = 0) - see also figure 1.

V. NORMALIZING FLOW ARCHITECTURE

For the normalizing flow model we make use of GLOW [32],
a normalizing flow architecture that uses 1× 1 convolutions
to permute the dimensions on a multi-scale architecture [46].
Central to GLOW is the affine transformation, which is defined
as:

y = s · x + t, (13)

where s is the scale, and t is the translation that is applied
to x. In general, each step of GLOW consists of three stages:
actnorm, an invertible 1×1 convolution, and an affine coupling
layer. The actnorm stage (short for activation normalization)
is a normalization scheme that is better adapted to low batch
sizes than conventional batch normalization. The actnorm stage
is implemented as an affine transformation that acts upon the
incoming data, with learnable scale and translation parameters.

After normalization an invertible 1 × 1 convolution is
performed. This convolution can be viewed as a generalization
of a permutation operation. Permutation of the dimensions is a
vital step in normalizing flow to ensure that each dimension can
affect every other dimension, enabling the model to transform
complex (data) distributions into normal distributions. By
learning this permutation as a convolution, rather than choosing
it a-priori, the permutation can more powerfully adapt to the
data and/or task.

Lastly, each step of GLOW is concluded with an affine
coupling layer. Where the scale and translation parameters are
created from part of the incoming tensor, using:

xa, xb = split(x)
(log s, t) = NN(xb)

s = exp(log s)

ya = s · xa + tyb = xb

y = concat(ya, yb),

where NN is a neural network that is not required to be
invertible, as its input is known in both directions (yb = xb).

These steps are then combined within a multi-scale archi-
tecture [46] having 6 levels and a depth of 32. We refer the
reader to [32] for further details regarding GLOW.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

We assess our method’s performance for various image
recovery tasks on both the in-distribution images of human

faces, using the CelebA dataset, and the out-of-distribution
images (see Appendix B). Across all experiments we used
K = 5 folds of the unfolded proximal gradient algorithm.

A. Training strategy

The first step is to pre-train a Glow model. We leverage
the existing pre-trained model from [6]. The pre-trained Glow
architecture consists of a sequence of affine transformations
with a depth of flow 18. The number of multi-scale levels is 4.
A total of 23,000 training images from the CelebA-HQ dataset
are used [47]. They are cropped to the faces, and resized to a
size of 64× 64 with 3 color channels. The model is trained
on maximizing the data-likelihood given in by:

log p(D|θ) =
N∑
i=1

[log pz(fθ(xi)) + log | detDfθ(xi) |] .

(14)
After pre-training, We untie the weights of the Glow models

at every fold. We then train the proximal gradient network
making use of the CelebA Dataset [48], from which we exclude
all images that are not of faces and then crop. This results in
10,000 images, in total of size 64×64 pixels, each with 3 color
channels. We split the dataset into 992 training, 200 validation,
and 200 testing images, and normalize them between -0.5 and
0.5. We train the proximal gradient network for the specific
image recovery tasks using a Mean Square Error (MSE) loss.
We again employ the Adam optimizer with (lr = 1e−5, β1 = 0.9,
β2 = 0.999, and ε = 1e− 8). Moreover, we train the learnable
step size µ(k), and shrinkage factor λ(k) with a higher learning
rate, namely 1e−2. As before, we perform early stopping based
on the validation loss. Leveraging the invertible nature of the
glow model, we strongly reduce train-time memory of the
full unfolded architecture using the approach by Putzky and
Welling [49]; instead of storing all intermediate activations for
back-propagation, the proximal-gradient outputs after each fold
are calculated on the fly.

B. Baselines

We compare our generative flow-based priors, with 25.78M
parameters, to two alternative neural proximal mappings; one
based on ResNets [9], with 0.16M parameters, and one based
on a U-net with 31.04M parameters. Note that for fair and
direct comparison, we focus on typical alternatives within
the unfolded proximal gradient framework. This allows for
straightforward assessment of the merit of the proposed (task-
adapted) normalizing flow priors, beyond the architectural
advantages of unfolding the proximal gradient algorithm itself.
Training settings and strategy are identical to those described
in section VI-A.

Our ResNet proximal baseline follows the structure proposed
by Mardani et al., [9]. Each residual block consists of two
convolutional layers (3 × 3 kernel and 128 feature maps),
followed by batch normalization and ReLU activation. This
is then followed by another 3 convolutional layers with 1× 1
kernels. Mardani et al. found that using 2 such residual blocks
per proximal fold works best, so we follow that here as well.
Our second baseline proximal mapping is a standard U-net
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TABLE I
EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS OF DEEP UNFOLDING WITH NORMALIZING FLOW PRIORS COMPARED TO TWO STRONG BASELINES. VALUES REPORTED ARE MEAN

PEAK SIGNAL TO NOISE RATIO (PSNR) OF THE RECONSTRUCTED IMAGES ACROSS THE TEST SET.

Experiment (settings) ResNet Prox U-Net Prox Glow Prox (ours)
[9] [45]

Denoising (η ∼ N (µn = 0, σn = 0.1)) 27.957 dB 27.977 dB 29.062 dB
Denoising (η ∼ N (µn = 0, σn = 0.2)) 26.559 dB 26.773 dB 27.566 dB
Inpainting (W = 19× 19) 32.504 dB 32.729 dB 34.720 dB
Deblurring (σb = 5) 32.340 dB 28.091 dB 33.301 dB

Fig. 2. Comparison of the proposed normalizing flows proximal mapping with baselines based on standard U-net or ResNet proximal mappings across the
in-distribution dataset. Results are shown for 3 image restoration tasks applied to 6 typical example images.

[45] implementation. The U-net is a fully convolutional neural
network that consists of a contracting path and an expansive
path with skip connections between the two. This allows for
learning both low-level and high-level features. We here make
use of the Pytorch U-Net implementation.

C. Denoising

1) Experiment setup: We consider noisy measurements y =
x+ η, where η is an i.i.d. Gaussian noise vector with standard
deviation σn and mean µn = 0. Note that A in (8) is thus an

identity matrix here. We analyze performance for two noise
levels, σn = 0.1 and σn = 0.2. The goal of the recovery
algorithm is to denoise the image, recovering x from y

2) Results: Table I shows that the proposed GLOW prox
outperforms the baselines by about 1 dB PSNR for both
noise levels. Qualitatively, this also becomes apparent from the
examples displayed in figure 2 (top two rows). The challenging
example in the second row shows how the most important
features (note e.g. the cheeks) are better preserved using the
GLOW prox.

https://github.com/usuyama/pytorch-unet.git
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D. Inpainting

1) Experiment setup: We perform measurements y = Ax,
where A is a matrix masking the center W = 19×19 elements
of an image by operating on its vectorized form x. The goal
of the recovery algorithm is to “inpaint” the masked pixels as
accurately as possible.

2) Results: For inpainting, the performance gain using
GLOW is about 2dB (see table I). Visual inspection of the first
inpainting example given in row 3 of figure 2 shows that the
proposed method is better capable of producing high-resolution
reconstructions. Note that this apparent higher fidelity is paired
with a pixel-wise PSNR improvement: reconstructions are not
merely visually pleasing, but also more accurate. We again
also include a highly challenging example (row 4): while all
methods fail to reconstruct the actual shape of the nose, the
proposed method does produce improved skin tone compared
to the surroundings of the inpainted area.

E. Deblurring

1) Experiment setup: We take measurements y = Ax,
where A is a 2D convolution matrix blurring the image with
a Gaussian kernel having standard deviation σb = 5 pixels.
We analyze the performance of our method in recovering the
original image from the blurred measurements, i.e. deblurring.

2) Results: As for the other tasks, the proposed GLOW
prox outperforms the other baselines (see table I). While the
performance gain is about 1dB PSNR with respect to the
ResNet prox, the U-Net prox performs significantly worse for
this particular experiment. Figure 2 shows two illustrative
examples from which this difference is apparent. While
the qualitative improvement of GLOW- over ResNet-based
proximal mappings is less striking, one can e.g. notice it from
the details around the eyes and cheeks.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper we proposed a framework for deep algorithm
unfolding based on task-adapted normalizing flow priors. Our
method first learns generic priors on a given train dataset,
and then adapts these to the specific image restoration task
at hand. We evaluated the performance of our approach for
a variety of such tasks, i.e., image denoising, inpainting and
deblurring, and demonstrate performance gains compared to
strong baselines. Beyond image restoration, we expect our
method to find applications in compressed sensing and medical
image reconstruction, which is part of future work.

APPENDIX A
INITIAL GUESS: MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD PRIOR

We make use of the explicit likelihood modeling of our
normalizing flow prior to yield a useful initial guess: the
maximum likelihood solution according to the distribution
of clean images. This image is visualized in figure 3.

Fig. 3. Visualization of our initial guess: the maximum likelihood image
according to the flow prior.

Fig. 4. Comparison of the proposed normalizing flows proximal mapping with
baselines based on standard U-net or ResNet proximal mappings. Results are
shown for the denoising, inpainting and deblurring tasks applied to 6 typical
out-of-distribution images.

APPENDIX B
MORE EXPERIMENTS ON OUT-OF-DISTRIBUTION DATASET

We also evaluate the behaviour of the proposed method on
out-of-distribution data. To that end, we tested our models
trained on the CelebA dataset on images from the Anime
Faces set. The original images were taken from here. As a
preprocessing step, the faces are detected and cropped to sizes
64 x 64 (details can be found on github). The images in this
out-of-distribution set show clear differences with respect to
the train set, such as much bigger eyes and much smaller
noses. We evaluate performance on 100 images that were
randomly selected from the full dataset.

While performance deteriorates for out of distribution
prediction, our proposed model still outperforms our two
baselines, gaining 0.1 dB, 0.1dB, 0.4dB in the image denoising,
inpainting and deblurring tasks, respectively, see table II.
Example images for visual assessment are given in Fig. 4.
Interestingly, visual comparison qualitatively shows a stronger
“CelebA” image prior in the reconstructions by the proposed

https://www.kaggle.com/soumikrakshit/anime-faces
https://www.kaggle.com/soumikrakshit/anime-faces
www.getchu.com
https://github.com/nagadomi/lbpcascade_animeface
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model compared to the ResNet-based reconstructions. This is
particularly evident form the inpainting task, where natural
noses and eyes are painted into the unnatural Anime faces. In
this case the ResNet-based reconstructions are more smooth
and blurry, with a less clear “CelebA fingerprint”.

Fig. 5. Comparison of the normalizing flows proximal mapping with pre-
training (proposed) and without pre-training. Results are shown for 3 image
restoration tasks applied to 6 typical example images.

APPENDIX C
PRE-TRAINING NORMALIZING FLOW (NF) PRIOR

We investigated whether pre-training a NF prior and subse-
quently fine-tuning its instances within the unfolded scheme
achieves better results than training the flow models directly
from scratch. To this end, we used the same training setup as
detailed in the main body of the paper and test it on the test set
of the CelebA [48] dataset. For the denoising, inpainting and
deblurring tasks, the performance gains using a pre-trained NF
prior are 1 dB, 1.8 dB and 0.6 dB, respectively (see table III). A
series of illustrative example images, comparing both training
strategies, are shown in Fig. 5.
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