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Abstract—Imitation learning empowers artificial agents to
mimic behavior by learning from demonstrations. Recently, dif-
fusion models, which have the ability to model high-dimensional
and multimodal distributions, have shown impressive perfor-
mance on imitation learning tasks. These models learn to
shape a policy by diffusing actions (or states) from standard
Gaussian noise. However, the target policy to be learned is
often significantly different from Gaussian and this mismatch
can result in poor performance when using a small number of
diffusion steps (to improve inference speed) and under limited
data. The key idea in this work is that initiating from a more
informative source than Gaussian enables diffusion methods to
mitigate the above limitations. We contribute both theoretical
results, a new method, and empirical findings that show the
benefits of using an informative source policy. Our method,
which we call BRIDGER, leverages the stochastic interpolants
framework to bridge arbitrary policies, thus enabling a flexible
approach towards imitation learning. It generalizes prior work
in that standard Gaussians can still be applied, but other source
policies can be used if available. In experiments on challenging
benchmarks, BRIDGER outperforms state-of-the-art diffusion
policies and we provide further analysis on design considerations
when applying BRIDGER.

I. INTRODUCTION

Imitation learning enables robots to learn policies from
demonstrations and has been applied to a variety of domains
including manipulation [33, 56, 12], autonomous driving
[32, 4], and shared autonomy [38, 54]. Recently, there has been
a significant interest in the adaptation of diffusion models for
imitation learning [6, 36, 17]. These deep generative models,
which progressively transform Gaussian noise to a policy
over a number of diffusion steps, offer practical advantages
over classical techniques [40, 41] — they scale well with
the number of dimensions in the action/state spaces (e.g.,
for visuo-motor learning on a 7-DoF robot arm [6]) and are
able to capture complex multimodal distributions. However,
current diffusion methods also require large training datasets
and typically have long inference times due to the number of
diffusion steps needed to obtain effective action distributions
for complex tasks [36].

An examination of existing diffusion-style imitation learn-
ing reveals a fundamental issue: these models learn to shape
a policy starting from standard Gaussian noise, which is often
starkly different from the intended policy or action distribution.
The key insight in our work is that initiating from Gaussian
noise isn’t a prerequisite. To explore this, we move beyond
the conventional diffusion framework and employ stochastic
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Figure 1: (A) Overview of action generation with BRIDGER. With
trained velocity b and score s functions, BRIDGER transports the
actions from source distribution π0(a|x) to the target distribution
π1(a|x) via the forward SDE (Eq. 9). (B) We tested BRIDGER on
challenging robot benchmark tasks and show that using informative
source policies enhances performance. For example, in 6-DoF grasp
generation, using heuristic or data-driven source policies results in
more successful grasps compared to the conventional Gaussian.

interpolants [2] for bridging arbitrary densities within finite
time (Fig. 1). This approach allows us to leverage stochastic
source policies, enabling the diffusion process to begin from a
more informative starting point. We find that this shift retains
the inherent advantages of diffusion-style imitation learning,
but positively impacts inference time and performance. Our
approach also generalizes prior work in diffusion-based imi-
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tation learning since if no source policy is available, simple
distributions such as the Gaussian can be used.

In this paper, we first contribute a theoretical analysis of
the impact of different source policies in diffusion. In brief,
we find that under reasonable assumptions, selecting a better
source policy results in better target policies. We then turn
to a practical approach for incorporating source policies into
diffusion methods. Applying the stochastic interpolants frame-
work [2] to imitation learning, we derive a new method called
BRIDGER (Behavioral Refinement through Interpolant-based
Diffusion for Generative Robotics). To our knowledge, our
work is the first application of this bridging methodology
to imitation learning, contrasting with its previous use in
simple synthetic tasks [58] and image generation [58, 24].
In addition to standard neural architecture design for the
learnt forward model, the stochastic interpolant framework
relies on several critical design choices including the source
policy and interpolant. The interpolant dictates how a sample
transitions from the source to the target distribution, with
the transition modulated by noise introduced through time-
dependent Gaussian latent variables [2].

We contribute a systematic empirical study of the effects of
using source policies (and other design elements) on a diverse
set of robot tasks, including the Franka kitchen benchmark,
grasp generation, and challenging tasks using a robot hand.
Overall, the experimental results coincide with our theoretical
findings; Gaussians were seldom the most effective source dis-
tribution and surprisingly, even simple heuristic distributions
resulted in superior learnt policies compared to the Gaussian.
We demonstrate that given a good source policy, BRIDGER
surpasses existing state-of-the-art diffusion policies. Addition-
ally, we discuss the effects of the interpolant function when
learning highly multi-modal behaviors.

In summary, our work connects distribution bridging to
imitation learning, which results in improved performance and
addresses inherent limitations of standard diffusion, such as
lengthy inference times. We contribute:

• Theoretical results on the impact of diffusing from source
policies of varying quality;

• A practical method that enables source distributions to
be used in diffusion methods for imitation learning,
allowing for better trade-offs between inference speed and
performance;

• A comprehensive empirical study demonstrating the im-
pact of source distributions and interpolant design on
outcome quality across various robot tasks.

From a broader perspective, our research demonstrates the
potential of bridging models in imitation learning. We hope
that this work lays the foundation for future imitation learning
methods that leverage past policies for lifelong robot learning.

II. PRELIMINARIES: BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

A. Problem Formulation

In imitation learning, we wish to learn a policy from expert
demonstrations. Let π1(a|x) be an expert policy; it captures

the probability of an expert selecting an action a given an
observation x. Suppose we have a dataset D = {x(i), a(i)}Ni=1

drawn from π1(a|x) and let π0(a|x) be a distribution that we
can easily sample a from.

Our goal is to learn a model for transporting actions drawn
from π0 to π1. More concretely, given an observation x, let
πt(a|x) over time t ∈ [0, 1] be distributions on the bridge that
links π0(a|x) and π1(a|x). Let π̂t be the density of the learned
distribution over time t ∈ [0, 1]. We want the generated target
density π̂1 to match the ground truth density π1.

Similar to recent research [6], our approach primarily gen-
erates action sequences rather than single-step actions. Upon
completing (or partially completing) an action sequence, the
model assimilates a new observation to generate the subse-
quent action sequence. In the following, a denotes an action
sequence or a target pose, depending on the context.

B. Diffusion-based Policy Learning

Diffusion-based policy methods [6, 36] are largely based
on Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPM) [16].
These methods operate by progressively adding noise to an
action a1 during a forward process and subsequently, em-
ploying a reverse process to learn how to denoise. This is
achieved by training a neural network gυ(atk , tk) to predict the
noise z ∼ N (0, I) added to the data sample, within a defined
temporal sequence 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tK−1 < tK = 1. The
training utilizes a regression loss,

L(υ) = E
[
∥z − gυ(

√
ᾱka1 +

√
1− ᾱkz, tk)∥2

]
. (1)

Upon completion of training, DDPM utilizes initial samples
a0 drawn from a standard Gaussian distribution and applies a
K-step denoising procedure to synthesize the desired output
a1,

atk =
1√
αk

(
atk−1

− 1− αk√
1− ᾱk

gυ(atk , tk)

)
+ σkN (0, I).

(2)
One limitation the original DDPM is slow sampling; the

number of steps K required is typically large (e.g., hun-
dreds to thousands). To improve sample efficiency, diffusion-
based policy methods [6, 36] employ Denoising Diffusion
Implicit Models (DDIM) [8], which apply a deterministic non-
Markovian process to trade-off between sample quality and
inference speed.

III. BRIDGING POLICIES: THEORETICAL
CONSIDERATIONS

The central premise of this work is the use of source policies
for diffusion-based imitation learning: we posit that starting
with a more informative source density facilitates the shaping
of the target density. We examine this hypothesis theoretically
in this section. Under reasonable assumptions, we show that
a “good” source policy can enhance the resultant the target
policy up to an addictive factor. Note that these results apply
to any diffusion-type model whereby a source distribution is
gradually adapted over time to match a target.



Formally, we denote the “difference” between the action
distribution π̂ at time t (conditioned upon observation x) and
the expert policy π1 as

ϕF,π̂(t, x) = F (π̂t(·|x), π1(·|x)).

where F (·, ·) is a measure of difference between two distribu-
tions (e.g. KL divergence KL(·, ·) and cross-entropy H(·, ·)).
In our setup, we diffuse from a source distribution π̂ from
time t = 0 to t = 1, and would like ϕF,π̂(1, x) to be small.

Assumption 1. There exist constants ϵmax > ϵmin > 0 such
that for all t, x,

0 ≥ −ϵmin ≥ ∂tϕF,π̂(t, x) ≥ −ϵmax.

We can interpret ϵmin dt and ϵmax dt as the minimum and
maximum improvement in the differences towards π1 after
diffusing for some infinitesimal dt time. We believe is this
reasonable given a trained model with limited capacity.

Theorem 1. Let π̂0 and ρ̂0 be two source distributions and
given that Assumption 1 holds. Then the improvement of the
generated target distribution is bounded by the improvement
of the source distribution

ϕF,π̂(1, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(1, x)

≤ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + ϵmax − ϵmin.

The proof can be found in the Appendix A. Intuitively,
Theorem 1 states that if π̂0 is a better source distribution than
ρ̂0 (i.e., ϕF,π̂(0, x) < ϕF,ρ̂(0, x)), then after diffusion, π̂1 is
better than ρ̂1 up to an additive factor of ϵmax − ϵmin. To
elaborate, let us rewrite the bound as

ϕF,π̂(1, x) + d(π̂0, ρ̂0)− (ϵmax − ϵmin) ≤ ϕF,ρ̂(1, x)

where d(π̂0, ρ̂0) = ϕF,ρ̂(0, x)−ϕF,π̂(0, x) is the difference in
F between π̂ and ρ̂ at time 0. If ϕF,π̂(0, x) < ϕF,ρ̂(0, x), then
d(π̂0, ρ̂0) > 0. The positive factor ϵmax − ϵmin accounts for
the variability in improvements during the diffusion process;
a greater disparity in the changes when starting from π̂0

versus ρ̂0 can influence the quality of the resulting target
distributions. If we further assume that the improvements
are equal regardless of the initial source, then this factor
disappears and we obtain

ϕF,π̂(1, x) + d(π̂0, ρ̂0) ≤ ϕF,ρ̂(1, x).

In practice, it is necessary to discretize time steps for
sampling. Next, we extend our theoretical results to discrete
time. Suppose we split the domain of time [0, 1] into K + 1
discrete time steps 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tK−1 < tK = 1. We
make a similar assumption,

Assumption 2. There exist constants ϵmax > ϵmin > 0 such
that for all t, x,

0 ≥ −ϵminδtk ≥ ϕF,π̂(tk, x)− ϕF,π̂(tk−1, x) ≥ −ϵmaxδtk

where k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} and δtk = tk+1 − tk.

Here, ϵmin δtk and ϵmax δtk quantify the minimum and
maximum improvement in F towards π1 after diffusing with
step size δtk.

Theorem 2. Let π̂0 and ρ̂0 be two source distributions and
given that Assumption 2 holds. Then the improvement of the
generated target distribution is bounded by the improvement
of the source distribution

ϕF,π̂(1, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(1, x)

≤ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + ϵmax − ϵmin.

Finally, we establish a similar result for the expected cost
E[c(a|x)] when F is the cross-entropy and the expert is
Boltzmann rational.

Assumption 3. The density of the expert policy

π1(a|x) =
1

Z
exp(−c(a|x))

where Z is a normalizing constant.

Theorem 3. Let π̂0 and ρ̂0 be two source distributions and
given that both Assumption 2 and 3 holds for F = H (cross-
entropy). Then for any observation x, we have

Ea∼π̂1 [c(a|x)]− Ea∼ρ̂1 [c(a|x)]
≤Ea∼π̂0 [c(a|x)]− Ea∼ρ̂0 [c(a|x)] + ϵmax − ϵmin.

Similar to Theorem 1, if we let dc(π̂0, ρ̂0) =
Ea∼ρ̂0

[c(a|x)]−Ea∼π̂0
[c(a|x)]) and π̂0 is a lower-cost source

policy compared to ρ̂0, i.e., dc(π̂0, ρ̂0) > 0, then under equal
improvement (ϵmax − ϵmin) = 0,

Eπ̂1 [c(a|x)] + dc(π̂0, ρ̂0) < Eρ̂1 [c(a|x)].
In words, the policy derived from the better source policy
achieves a lower expected cost. In the next section, we discuss
how we can practically bridge distributions for imitation
learning.

IV. METHOD: BRIDGER FOR IMITATION LEARNING

In this section, we present a method that can learn to
adapt a source policy to match observed demonstrations. The
source policy could be a simple Gaussian, or an action distri-
bution hand-crafted using prior knowledge, or a data-driven
policy learned from data. We call our method Behavioral
Refinement via Interpolant-based Diffusion for Generative
Robotics (BRIDGER).

BRIDGER is based on Stochastic Interpolants [2], a
recently-proposed framework to bridge densities in finite time.
At a high-level, a stochastic interpolant is a time-dependent
random variable that “interpolates” between two arbitrary
densities. As a concrete example, consider two densities p0
and p1. A simple linear stochastic interpolant is

yt = (1− t)y0 + ty1 +
√

2t(1− t)z (3)

where y0 and y1 are drawn from p0 and p1, respectively, and z
is drawn from a standard Gaussian. By construction, the paths
of yt bridge samples from p0 at time t = 0 and from p1 at



t = 1. Our goal is to learn how to transport samples along the
paths of this interpolant.

In the following, we will present stochastic interpolants
more formally and show how they can be adapted to imitation
learning. We will then detail the key design elements explored
in this work.

A. Stochastic Interpolants for Imitation Learning

Let (Cr(Rn))m be the space of r continuously differen-
tiable functions from Rm to Rn and (Cr

0(Rn))m as the space
of compactly supported and r continuously differentiable func-
tions from Rm to Rn. We extend the definition of stochastic
interpolant in [2] to condition on observation x, similar to the
concurrent work [18].

Definition 1 (Stochastic Interpolant). Denote nx and na as the
dimension of observation and action respectively. Let x ∈ Rnx

be an observation. Given two probability density functions
π0(a|x) and π1(a|x), a stochastic interpolant between π0(a|x)
and π1(a|x) is a stochastic process {at}t∈[0,1] satisfying

at = I(t, a0, a1, x) + γ(t)z, t ∈ [0, 1] (4)

where
1. I ∈ C2([0, 1]×Rna×Rna×Rnx)na satisfies the boundary

conditions I(0, a0, a1, x) = a0 and I(1, a0, a1, x) = a1
2. There exist some C1 <∞ such that |∂tI(t, a0, a1, x)| ≤

C1|a0 − a1| for t ∈ [0, 1].
3. γ(t) satisfies γ(0) = γ(1) = 0, γ(t) > 0 for all t ∈ (0, 1),

and γ2 ∈ C2([0, 1]).
4. The pair (a0, a1) is drawn from a probability measure v

that marginalizes on π0(·|x) and π1(·|x).
5. z is a standard Gaussian random variable independent of

(a0, a1).

From Definition 1 and Theorem 2.6 of [2], the transport
equation between the source and target distribution is

∂tπ +∇a · (bπ) = 0 (5)

where π(t, a, x) := πt(a|x) and the velocity b is defined as

b(t, a, x) = E [∂tI(t, a0, a1, x) + γ̇(t)z] . (6)

We can rewrite the transport equation (Eq. 5) as a forward
Fokker-Planck equation, along with the corresponding forward
stochastic process [2]. For any ϵ ∈ C0([0, 1]) with ϵ(t) ≥ 0 for
all t ∈ [0, 1], the probability density π in equation 4 satisfies
the forward Fokker-Planck equation

∂tπ +∇a · (bFπ) = ϵ∇2
aπ, π(0) = π0 (7)

where

bF (t, a, x) := b(t, a, x) + ϵ(t)s(t, a, x) (8)

and s(t, a, x) := ∇a log π(t, a, x) is the score of πt(·|x).
The solutions of the forward stochastic differentiable equation
(SDE) associated with the Fokker-Planck (Eqn. 7) satisfy

dat = bF (t, at, x) dt+
√
2ϵ(t) dWt (9)

solved forward in time from the initial action a0 ∼ π0.

Action Sampling. Using above properties, we can sample
actions by transporting samples from the source distribution
π0 to the target distribution π1, i.e., we solve the forward
SDE in Eq. 9 (See Fig. 1). The time interval t ∈ [0, 1] is
discretized into points t0, . . . , tK , with K denoting the total
number of diffusion steps and δt representing the uniform
time step increment between tk and tk+1. The specifics of
the sampling process are outlined in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 BRIDGER Sampling

Input: Current observation x and a sample from the source
policy a0 ∼ π0(a0|x)
for k ← 1 to K do

z ∼ N (0, I)
bF (tk, atk , x) = b(tk, x) + ϵ(tk)s(tk, atk , x)
atk+1

= at(k) + bF (t, atk , x)δt+
√
2ϵ(tk)z

end for
Output: a1

Model Training. Sampling actions as above requires the
velocity b and score s. Suppose that these two functions
are parameterized by function approximators (e.g., neural
networks), denoted as bθ and sη . The velocity b defined in
equation 6 can be trained by minimizing,

Lb(θ) =

∫ 1

0

E [bθ(t, at, x)− (∂tI(t, a0, a1, x) + γ̇(t)z)]
2
dt

(10)

where at is defined in Eqn. (4) and the expectation is taken
independently over π0(a0|x), π1(a1|x), and N (z|0, I). Simi-
larly, the score s of the probability density π(t) can be trained
by minimizing

Ls(η) =

∫ 1

0

E
[
sη(t, at, x) + γ−1(t)z

]2
dt. (11)

In practice, predicting γ−1(t)z can be difficult since γ−1(t)
approaches infinity as t approaches 0 or 1. To address this
issue, we re-parameterize the score as sη = ŝηγ

−1(t) in our
model. To further improve training stability, we decompose
the velocity b as suggested in [2],

b(t, a, x) = v(t, a, x)− γ̇(t)γ(t)s(t, a, x) (12)

where v can be trained by minimizing the quadratic objective

Lv(ϕ) =

∫ 1

0

E (vϕ(t, at, x)− ∂tI(t, a0, a1, x)))
2
dt (13)

Given samples in the dataset D comprising tuples (x, a1),
the above objectives can be approximated via Monte-Carlo
sampling. Our training algorithm is outlined in Algorithm 2.



Algorithm 2 BRIDGER Training

Input: D and batch size N
while Not Converged do

(x, a1) ∼ D and a0 ∼ π0(a|x) ▷ Sample data
t ∼ U(0, 1) ▷ Uniformly sample t
Sample at ∼ I(t, a0, a1, x) + γ(t)z
Compute losses:
Lb(θ) =

1
N

∑
(bθ(t, at, x)− (∂tI + γ̇z)).

Ls(η) =
1
N

∑(
sη(t, at, x) + γ−1z

)
.

Lv(ϕ) =
1
N

∑
(vϕ(t, at, x)− ∂tI).

Gradient descent on θ, η and ϕ
end while

Output: bθ, sη and vϕ

BRIDGER  / EMD (20.04)

BRIDGER  / EMD (34.15)

BRIDGER  / EMD (75.22)

BRIDGER / EMD (10.22)

DDIM / EMD (75.22)

true targetk=0 k=1 k=2 k=3 k=4 k=5

Figure 2: Intermediate distributions obtained from BRIDGER and
DDIM trained on 2D synthetic data. With a source distribution that
is closer to the target distribution (smaller Earth Mover’s Distance
(EMD) values), BRIDGER can better recover the true target distri-
bution.

B. Design Decisions

To apply BRIDGER in practice, we have to design several
key components, specifically the source distribution π0, the
interpolant I(t, a0, a1, x), and the noise schedule γ(t) and the
ϵ(t). In this work, we will focus on comparing specific source
distributions and interpolants.

Source Distributions. As shown by Theorem 1 in Sec.
III, a source distribution that closer to the target can yield
better policies. Our preliminary experiments with 2D synthetic
samples supports this notion (Fig. 2 and 3) — we see that
source distributions that are closer to the target (lower EMD)
are more similar to the true target distribution. Along with
standard Gaussians, our experiments will involve two kinds of
source policies:

• Heuristic policies: hand-crafted policies (e.g., using rules)
based on prior knowledge. Our heuristic policies are task-
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Figure 3: Earth Mover’s Distance (EMD) of the generated target
distributions under different source distributions and interpolant func-
tions on our 2D synthetic dataset. Each point represents the EMD
between a source/target distribution and the true target distribution.
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true targetk=0 k=1 k=2 k=3 k=4 k=5

Figure 4: Intermediate distributions under different interpolant func-
tions (trained on 2D synthetic data).

dependent and detailed in Appendix C.
• Data-driven policies: policies learned from a dataset. In

our experiments, we use lightweight Conditional Vari-
ational Autoencoders (CVAEs) [44] as a representative
policy. CVAEs tend to not fully capture complex target
distributions, but are cheap to sample from.

These policy types are commonly employed in robotics and
by comparing them, we aim to evaluate potential benefits that
BRIDGER may offer under different use-cases.

Interpolant Function. The second major component is the
interpolant function I(t, a0, a1, x). We will use spatially linear
interpolants [2], at = α(t)a0 + β(t)a1 + γ(t)z, specifically,

• Linear Interpolant where α(t) = 1− t and β(t) = t.
• Power3 Interpolant where α(t) = (1 − t)m and β(t) =

1− (1− t)m. In our experiments, we set m = 3, which
worked well in preliminary tests.

The linear interpolant uniformly progresses samples from the
source to the target distribution, which we observed makes
training more stable. Conversely, the Power3 interpolant starts
with larger steps that decelerate towards the end. This intro-
duces the target pattern sooner than the linear approach, as
shown in Fig. 4. Qualitatively, we find Power3 worked better
in scenarios with highly multi-modal demonstrations.

Noise Schedule and Diffusion Coefficient. The noise sched-
ule governs the variance of Gaussian latent noise across the
bridge. In our experiments, we set γ(t) = d

√
2t(1− t), with

d acting as a scalar to adjust γ’s magnitude. This configuration
results in minimal Gaussian noise at the onset of the transition
from the source distribution, increasing to a peak variance



BRIDGER / d=0.03

BRIDGER / d=0.3

BRIDGER / d=3.0

true targetk=0 k=1 k=2 k=3 k=4 k=5

Figure 5: Intermediate distributions with varying γ(t) =
d
√

2t(1− t). When the support of the source distribution is narrower
than the target distribution, selecting a small γ value (d = 0.03)
results in samples clustering within the high-density areas of the
source. Conversely, an excessively large γ (d = 3) results in
overdispersion. However, a well-choosen γ (d = 0.3) facilitates
coverage to ensure reasonable recovery of the target.

before tapering off to zero as samples approach the target
distribution. Selecting a larger d facilitates exploration of low-
density areas but risks introducing excessive noise, as illus-
trated in Figure 5. The diffusion coefficient ϵ(t) controls the
level of noise in the forward SDE (Eq. 9). In our experiments,
we define ϵ as ϵ(t) = c(1− t), where c is a scalar to adjust its
magnitude. We set two choices for c (1 and 3) and for d (0.03
and 0.3) and reported the best results. In general, our results
were relatively robust to these choices.

V. RELATED WORK

BRIDGER builds upon a large body of work in imitation
learning [19, 57, 49], specifically behavior cloning.

Behavior cloning has had a long history, with early methods
adopting supervised learning techniques, principally regres-
sion [4, 33, 33, 56, 12, 37, 46]. Although efficient, regression-
based methods were generally unable to capture multi-modal
behavior. Later methods used classification methods, by dis-
cretizing the action space [40, 41, 3, 50], to address this
limitation but were sensitive to the hyperparameters (such as
the level of discretization) and struggled with high-precision
tasks [11].

Modern imitation methods employ generative models, start-
ing with Gaussian Mixture Models [27], then transitioning to
more powerful Energy-Based Models (EBMs) [7, 11, 20, 43]
and Diffusion Models [39, 6, 31, 30]. Compared to EBMs,
diffusion models have demonstrated better training stability [6]
and effectiveness in generating consistent, multi-modal action
sequences for visual-motor control [39, 6, 31, 30] and hierar-
chical, long-horizon planning tasks [35, 15, 29, 5, 51].

Recent progress has been made in reducing the computa-
tional costs of diffusion methods by adapting the number of
diffusion steps [17] or leveraging DDIM [36].

Unlike the above methods, BRIDGER is the first to gener-
alize diffusion-type policy learning to exploit source stochastic
policies. As we will see, this leads to better performance com-
pared to strong baselines (such as DDIM) when informative

policies are available, especially when using a small number
of diffusion steps.

Since BRIDGER adapts existing distributions, it can be
seen as a few-shot learner, specifically for imitation learn-
ing [9, 49]. Existing work on few-shot imitation learning
requires either specific prior policies [10, 55, 23] or a hier-
archical structure [52]. In contrast, BRIDGER only requires
that we are able to sample from the source policy. For
fair comparison against few-shot methods, we adopt residual
learning which is used for few-shot reinforcement learning
[42, 1, 21], planning [28], and shared autonomy [38, 54].

VI. EXPERIMENTS

This section describes experiments designed to evaluate the
performance of BRIDGER relative to recent methods, par-
ticularly diffusion-based imitation learning. More importantly,
we aimed to test our hypothesis that leveraging better source
distributions within a diffusion framework can lead to better
policies. We further hypothesized that BRIDGER performs
better than DDIM policies given a small number of diffusion
steps, and limited data. Finally, we sought to examine the
effect of decision decisions, particularly the interpolant choice.

In the following, we first give an overview of our experi-
mental setup (details relegated to Appendix) followed by our
main results.

A. Domains

To evaluate our hypotheses above, we chose six challenging
robot benchmarks in three domains [13, 34, 14, 47] (See
Fig. 6). The tasks in these domains feature multi-modal
demonstrations, which comprise multiple stages with high-
dimensional and high-precision actions.

Franka Kitchen (State Observations). The goal in Franka
Kitchen is to control a 7 DoF robot arm to solve seven
subtasks by reaching a desired state configuration (Fig. 6).
Franka Kitchen comprises three datasets and we chose the
mixed dataset, which is considered as the most challenging; it
presents various subtasks being executed with 4 target subtasks
that are not completed in sequence [13]. The model is trained
on three varying data sizes: small (16k sequences), medium
(32k sequences), large (64k sequences).

Adroit (State Observations). The Adroit tasks require control
of a 24-DoF robot hand to accomplish four tasks and is
considered one of the most challenging task sets; it requires
a model to generate intricate, high-dimensional, and high-
precision action sequences over long time horizons. We use
the dataset of human demonstrations provided in the DAPG
repository [13]. Similar to Franka Kitchen, we train the model
on three different data sizes; small (1.25k sequences), medium
(2.5k sequences), and large (5k sequences).

6-DoF Grasp Pose Generation (Point-Cloud Observations).
The goal here is to generate grasp poses capable of picking up
an object given the object’s point cloud. The target grasp-pose
distribution is multi-modal [47], with high-dimensional point
clouds as conditioning observations. BRIDGER is trained on



(A) Door (B) Relocate (C) Hammer (D) Pen (E) Franka Kitchen (F) Grasp Generation

Figure 6: Experimental Domains. (A)-(D) Adroit tasks that involve the control of a 24-degree-of-freedom robot hand to accomplish four
specific tasks: (A) Door: opening a door, (B) Relocate: moving a ball to a target position, (C) Hammer: driving a nail into a board, and (D)
Pen: aligning a pen with a target orientation [13]. (E) Franka Kitchen includes 7 objects available for interaction and the aim is to accomplish
4 subtasks: opening the microwave, relocating the kettle, flipping the light switch, and sliding open the cabinet door, with arbitrary order.
(F) The goal of 6-DoF Grasp-Pose generation is to generate grasp poses capable of successfully picking up an object.

Acronym dataset [48] (552 objects with 200-2000 grasps per
object) after a LogMap transformation [47] of the grasp poses.

B. Compared Methods.

BRIDGER was implemented in PyTorch and trained using
the Algorithm 2. Additional details regarding hyperparameters
and network structure are given in Appendix D. To evaluate
performance, we compared BRIDGER against strong base-
lines, specifically:

• DDIM: Diffusion policy [6, 36], a recent diffusion-based
imitation-learning method which trains DDPM and ap-
plies DDIM [45] during test-time.

• Residual Policy: This baseline applies residual learning
towards policy learning [42, 1, 21] and is a representative
method not based on diffusion.

• SE3: A state-of-the-art score-based diffusion model de-
signed in SE(3) [47] specifically designed for generating
6-Dof grasp poses. Note that this baseline only applies to
the grasp generation domain.

We also evaluated variants of BRIDGER with different
Interpolant functions (Linear and Power3), along with different
source policies. As stated in Sec. IV, we investigate three
different kinds of source policies:

• Gaussian: a standard Gaussian, similar to DDPM.
• CVAE: a data-driven policy. For fair comparison to the

baselines, the CVAE source policy was trained using the
same dataset. Qualitatively, we find the CVAE was gen-
erally not able to capture the diversity of demonstrations.

• Heuristic: hand-crafted policies for the Hammer, Door,
and Grasp tasks (described in Appendix C). Heuristic
policies were not available for the other tasks due to their
complexity and the high-dimension of the action space.

We label each BRIDGER variant as BRIDGER / [· · · ] /
[· · · ]. For example, BRIDGER / CVAE / Linear represents
BRIDGER with a CVAE source policy and the linear inter-
polant.

C. Test Methodology.

Following prior work, we compute success measures for the
different tasks. We report success rate (Adroit) and number
of successful tasks (Franka Kitchen), averaged over three

SE3

DDIM

BRIDGeR / Heuristic

BRIDGeR / CVAE

t=0 t=2 t=4 t=6 t=8 t=10

source generated target

Figure 7: Fifteen sampled grasps across the diffusion steps for
BRIDGER, DDIM and SE3. We visualize 15 grasps samples every
2 diffuse steps until k = 10.

different seeds. Under each seed, the models are tested with
100 random initializations for each configuration (dataset sizes
[small, medium, large] × the number of diffusion steps).

For the Grasp task, we evaluated the models in Nvidia
Isaac Gym [26] and we report the rate of successful grasps;
the robot was able to pick up the object without dropping it
[47]. Each object was evaluated using 100 grasps with random
initialization of the object pose. We tested our models on
both on unseen-objects belonging to the object categories seen
in the dataset and unseen-objects from unseen categories. In
addition to success rates, we also measured the Earth Mover’s
Distance (EMD) between the generated grasps and the training
data distribution.

D. Main Results and Discussion

In this section, we summarize our key findings, with full
results and plots in Appendix F. We focus on our main
hypotheses and significant observations.

With a more informative source policy, BRIDGER out-
performs the baselines, especially with a small of diffusion
steps. We observed that BRIDGER achieves the best success



Table I: Average task performance of BRIDGER against current state-of-the-art methods under a different number of diffusion
steps when trained with the Large dataset. Overall, BRIDGER outperforms all competing methods. Results are similar for the
small and medium datasets with complete results in the Appendix.

BRIDGER Residual Policy DDIMCVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic

Door
k = 5 0.60± 0.15 0.00± 0.00 0.08± 0.06 0.04± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.02± 0.02
k = 20 0.52± 0.23 0.45± 0.04 0.10± 0.07 0.04± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.38± 0.11
k = 80 0.50± 0.14 0.63± 0.08 0.12± 0.09 0.04± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.05± 0.02

Relocate
k = 5 0.75± 0.11 - 0.61± 0.05 0.3± 0.04 - 0.17± 0.04
k = 20 0.7± 0.11 - 0.72± 0.09 0.34± 0.04 - 0.37± 0.04
k = 80 0.79± 0.08 - 0.81± 0.04 0.34± 0.04 - 0.26± 0.03

Hammer
k = 5 0.44± 0.11 0.2± 0.24 0.16± 0.04 0.13± 0.06 0.24± 0.07 0.01± 0.01
k = 20 0.63± 0.08 0.74± 0.07 0.35± 0.02 0.13± 0.06 0.24± 0.07 0.17± 0.12
k = 80 0.72± 0.09 0.47± 0.25 0.43± 0.09 0.13± 0.06 0.24± 0.07 0.03± 0.04

Pen
k = 5 0.45± 0.04 - 0.43± 0.02 0.33± 0.12 - 0.54± 0.03
k = 20 0.49± 0.09 - 0.53± 0.02 0.33± 0.12 - 0.51± 0.03
k = 80 0.55± 0.06 - 0.55± 0.03 0.33± 0.12 - 0.52± 0.05

Franka Kitchen
k = 5 1.96± 0.03 - 1.18± 0.02 1.55± 0.10 - 1.84± 0.06
k = 20 2.09± 0.04 - 1.54± 0.03 1.55± 0.10 - 1.93± 0.07
k = 80 2.16± 0.03 - 1.70± 0.05 1.55± 0.10 - 1.92± 0.02

Table II: Success rate (averaged over 100 grasps on ten test objects). BRIDGER significantly outperforms DDIM and Residual
Policy across the number of diffusion steps. Compared to SE3, BRIDGER achieve higher success rate when the number of
diffusion steps is small. We show up to k = 160 steps to be consistent with prior reported results [47].

BRIDGER Residual Policy DDIM SE3CVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic

Seen Categories
k = 5 0.73± 0.15 0.64± 0.17 0.56± 0.17 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.52± 0.24 0.38± 0.26
k = 20 0.93± 0.08 0.91± 0.07 0.83± 0.28 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.64± 0.21 0.78± 0.19
k = 160 0.88± 0.10 0.91± 0.08 0.90± 0.06 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.64± 0.26 0.91± 0.08

Unseen Categories
k = 5 0.48± 0.12 0.43± 0.19 0.45± 0.14 0.10± 0.16 0.12± 0.28 0.33± 0.20 0.20± 0.10
k = 20 0.67± 0.21 0.67± 0.26 0.65± 0.25 0.10± 0.16 0.12± 0.28 0.41± 0.23 0.55± 0.24
k = 160 0.71± 0.24 0.66± 0.23 0.64± 0.23 0.10± 0.16 0.12± 0.28 0.35± 0.19 0.66± 0.25

rate across the diffusion steps for many of the tasks. The
differences in success rates for Adroit and Franka Kitchen
tasks (Table I) are significant when the number of diffusion
steps was small k = 5; the exception was the Adroit pen task
where DDIM performs slightly better. The grasp generation
results in Table II further supports this finding, where we see
BRIDGER’s average success rates surpassing the state-of-the-
art SE3 model with k = 5 and k = 20. For higher diffusion
steps, SE3 catches up and the methods appear comparable in
terms of success rate. However, SE3 achieves poorer EMD
scores compared to BRIDGER (Fig. 9). Fig. 7 shows sample
grasps at different diffusion steps; we see that using an
informative source policy enables BRIDGER to more quickly
converge to a reasonable set of grasps.

Interestingly, we observed that BRIDGER consistently
achieved better scores than DDIM and the Residual Policy
regardless of the dataset size (See Fig. 8 for the Door task,
with plots for other tasks in the Appendix). Potentially, larger
datasets may negate the benefit afforded by the source policy
since more data could enable DDIM to better generalize.

BRIDGER achieves better performance when using better
source policies. Fig. 10 illustrates the difference in success
rates between the source and final action distributions. Overall,
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Figure 8: Average success rate under different training dataset on
Adroit Door task (k = 80 for DDIM and BRIDGER). BRIDGER
consistently surpasses baselines across different training data size.
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Figure 9: Average Earth Mover’s Distance between generated grasps
pose and target grasp poses on Seen Categories in Grasp Generation
task (k = 160 for SE3, DDIM and BRIDGER). Lower EMD
indicates BRIDGER is closer to the dataset distribution.
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Figure 10: Task performance of BRIDGER starting from different
source policies using the Power3 interpolant. In general, with better
source distribution, BRIDGER achieves higher task performance.

starting from a source policy with higher success rates tended
to result in a better action distributions. This difference can
persists even with k = 80 steps, with potentially diminish-
ing marginal improvement as illustrated in the Relocate and
Franka Kitchen tasks. As suggested by our theoretical results,
this could be due to variations in the gradual improvements
over the diffusion steps.

The Power3 interpolant is more appropriate than the
Linear interpolant when behavior distributions exhibit
high multi-modality. We find that both interpolants perform
comparably in tasks like Adroit, where robot behaviors are
intricate, but largely uni-modal. In contrast, the Power3 in-
terpolant significantly outperforms the Linear interpolant in
Grasp Generation (Fig. 11) where the distribution of end-
effector poses is highly multi-modal (Fig. 6.F). This efficiency
potentially stems from Power3’s rapid convergence to a variety
of high-density target areas, followed by fine-scale adaptation.
This notion is supported by Fig. 12, which illustrates the
smoothness of the velocity and score functions over time
(as measured by approximate Lipschitz constants [53]). We
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Figure 11: The success rate of BRIDGER with the Power3 and
Linear interpolants for grasp generation. In general, Power3 achieves
better scores when starting from the same source policy, especially
when the number of diffusion steps is small. The error bars represent
standard deviations over 10 test objects.
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Figure 12: Approximate Lipschitz constants of the velocity b and
score s for the Grasp task.

observe the Lipschitz constants for Power3 to be larger at the
start of the process (a “rougher” function) but gradually falls
below that of Linear. This suggests that the function is making
more rapid changes at the outset and smaller adaptations
towards the middle and end of the diffusion process.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we investigate the potential of integrating
informative source distributions into diffusion-style imitation
learning. We provide theoretical results that support this
idea and propose BRIDGER, a stochastic interpolant method
for imitation learning. Our experiments results show that
BRIDGER outperforms strong baselines, including state-of-
the-art diffusion policies on various benchmark tasks. We pro-
vide additional analyses on our experimental results to eluci-
date the effect of various design decisions within BRIDGER.

Limitations and Future Work. Here, we have shown that
leveraging prior knowledge (in the form of source policies)
improves learned diffusion policy performance. Here, the prior
knowledge can be obtained either from human experts or
existing datasets. It would be interesting to explore other forms
of prior knowledge, e.g., policies designed for other tasks
and those constructed using foundation models. Specific to



BRIDGER, we explored a salient but limited set of design
considerations; future work can examine more elaborate inter-
polant functions, along with more in-depth analysis of noise
schedules and diffusion coefficients. Moreover, our evaluations
comprise simulation benchmarks as our study involved tens of
thousands of trials; recent work [6] has shown that diffusion
policies can work on real robots and we plan to conduct real
world trials using BRIDGER in subsequent work. Finally,
we plan to extend BRIDGER to enable classifier-guided
sampling.
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APPENDIX A
PROOFS

Theorem 1. Let π̂0 and ρ̂0 be two source distributions and
given that Assumption 1 holds. Then the improvement of the
generated target distribution is bounded by the improvement
of the source distribution

ϕF,π̂(1, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(1, x)

≤ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + ϵmax − ϵmin.

Proof: By Lagrange’s Theorem, there exist s ∈ [0, 1] such
that ∂tϕF,π̂(s, x) = ϕF,π̂(1, x) − ϕF,π̂(0, x). Rearranging the
terms and using the assumption that the derivative is upper
bounded by −ϵmin, we have

ϕF,π̂(1, x) = ϕF,π̂(0, x) + ∂tϕF,π̂(s, x)

≤ ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϵmin. (14)

Similarly, there must exist s′ such that ∂tϕF,ρ̂(s
′, x) =

ϕF,ρ̂(1, x) − ϕF,ρ̂(0, x). Rearranging the terms and using the
assumption that the derivative is lower bounded by −ϵmax,

ϕF,ρ̂(1, x) = ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + ∂tϕF,ρ̂(s
′, x)

≥ ϕF,ρ̂(0, x)− ϵmax. (15)

Putting these results together, we have

ϕF,π̂(1, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(1, x)

≤ (ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϵmin)− (ϕF,ρ̂(0, x)− ϵmax)

=ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + ϵmax − ϵmin.

where the inequality is due to Equation 14 and 15.

Theorem 2. Let π̂0 and ρ̂0 be two source distributions and
given that Assumption 2 holds. Then the improvement of the
generated target distribution is bounded by the improvement
of the source distribution

ϕF,π̂(1, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(1, x)

≤ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + ϵmax − ϵmin.

Proof: We prove by induction. In particular, we will prove
that for all k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, we have

ϕF,π̂(tk, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(tk, x)

≤ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + (ϵmax − ϵmin)

k∑

i=1

δti. (16)

When k = 1, we have

ϕF,π̂(t1, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(t1, x)

≤ (ϕF,π̂(t0, x)− ϵminδt1)− (ϕF,ρ̂(t0, x)− ϵmaxδt1)

= (ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x)) + (ϵmax − ϵmin)δt1.

Now assume that Equation 16 is true for k. Then

ϕF,π̂(tk+1, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(tk+1, x)

≤ (ϕF,π̂(tk, x)− ϵminδtk+1)− (ϕF,ρ̂(tk, x)− ϵmaxδtk+1)

= (ϕF,π̂(tk, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(tk, x)) + (ϵmax − ϵmin)δtk+1

≤ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + (ϵmax − ϵmin)

k+1∑

i=1

δti.

In particular, when k = K, we have

ϕF,π̂(1, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(1, x)

=ϕF,π̂(tK , x)− ϕF,ρ̂(tK , x)

≤ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + (ϵmax − ϵmin)

K∑

i=1

δti

≤ϕF,π̂(0, x)− ϕF,ρ̂(0, x) + ϵmax − ϵmin

where the sum telescopes to tK − t0 = 1.

Theorem 3. Let π̂0 and ρ̂0 be two source distributions and
given that both Assumption 2 and 3 holds for F = H (cross-
entropy). Then for any observation x, we have

Ea∼π̂1
[c(a|x)]− Ea∼ρ̂1

[c(a|x)]
≤Ea∼π̂0

[c(a|x)]− Ea∼ρ̂0
[c(a|x)] + ϵmax − ϵmin.

Proof: We prove by induction. In particular, we will prove
that for all k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, we have

Eπ̂[k]
[c(a|x)]− Eρ̂[k]

[c(a|x)]

≤Eπ̂[k−1]
[c(a|x)]− Eρ̂[k−1]

[c(a|x)] + (ϵmax − ϵmin)

k∑

i=1

δti.

where for brevity, we denote π̂tk as π̂[k]. Let ϵ = ϵmax− ϵmin.
When k = 1, we have

Eπ̂[1]
[c(a|x)]− Eρ̂[1]

[c(a|x)]

=

∫
(π̂[1](a|x)− ρ̂[1](a|x)) c(a|x) da

= −
∫
(π̂[1](a|x)− ρ̂[1](a|x))(lnZ − lnπ1(a|x)) da

= −
∫

π̂[1](a|x) lnπ1(a|x)− ρ̂[1](a|x) lnπ1(a|x) da

=H(π̂[1](·|x), π1(·|x))−H(ρ̂[1](·|x), π1(·|x))
≤H(π̂[0](·|x), π1(·|x))−H(ρ̂[0](·|x), π1(·|x)) + ϵδt1

= −
∫

π̂[0](a|x) lnπ1(a|x)− ρ̂[0](a|x) lnπ1(a|x) da+ ϵδt1

= −
∫
(π̂[0](a|x)− ρ̂[0](a|x))(lnZ − lnπ1(a|x)) da+ ϵδt1

=

∫
(π̂[0](a|x)− ρ̂[0](a|x)) c(a|x) da+ ϵδt1

=Eπ̂[0]
[c(a|x)]− Eρ̂[0]

[c(a|x)] + (ϵmax − ϵmin) δt1.

The inductive case can be proven similarly. At k = K, the
sum telescopes to 1, thus yielding our result.

APPENDIX B
EXPERIMENT DOMAINS

Franka Kitchen (State). The goal of Franka Kitchen is
to control a 7 DoF robot arm to interact with the various
objects to reach a desired state configuration (Fig. 6). The
environment includes 7 objects available for interaction [13].
Franka Kitchen comprises three datasets: 1) a complete dataset
that includes demonstrations of all 4 target subtasks performed



in a specific order, 2) a partial dataset that includes sub-
trajectories where the 4 subtasks are completed sequentially,
and 3) a mixed dataset, presenting various subtasks being
executed, but the 4 subtasks are not completed in sequence
and the demonstrated behaviors are multi-modal [13]. We train
the models on the mixed dataset, which is considered the
most challenging among the three. The model is trained on
varying data sizes: 1) small size: 16000 sequences, 2) medium
size: 32000 sequences, and 3) large size: 64000 sequences.
We evaluate CVAE [44] source distributions trained on the
same dataset (using state observations). Similar to [6], the
models predict action sequences with receding-horizon control
(16 steps of actions, of which 8 steps of actions are executed
on the robot without re-planning).

Adroit (State). Adroit encompasses the control of a 24-
degree-of-freedom robotic hand to accomplish four specific
tasks (Fig. 6). Adroit is one of the most challenging task sets,
as it requires a model to generate intricate, high-dimensional,
and high-precision action sequences over long time horizons.
We use the dataset of human demonstrations provided in
the DAPG repository [13]. Similar to Franka Kitchen, we
train the model on different data sizes: 1) small size: 1250
sequences, 2) medium size: 2500 sequences, and 3) large
size: 5000 sequences. We evaluate two source distributions:
1) CVAE [44] trained on the same dataset (on 4 tasks)
and 2) hand-craft heuristic source distribution (on door and
hammer). The models are trained on state observation. Similar
to Franka Kitchen, we apply receding-horizon control; the
models predict 64 steps of actions, of which 48 steps of actions
are executed on the robot without re-planning.

6-DoF Grasp Pose Generation (Point-Cloud). The objective
is to generate grasp poses capable of picking up an object
based on the object’s point cloud (Fig. 6). The demonstrated
behavior’s distribution is intricate and highly multi-modal
[47], with high-dimensional point clouds as observations. Our
model is trained on 11 object categories sourced from the
Acronym dataset [48], encompassing 552 objects with approx-
imately 200-2000 grasps for each object. Similar to Adroit,
we evaluate two different source distributions: 1) CVAE [44]
trained on the same dataset and 2) hand-crafted heuristic
source distributions. Both source distributions use point-cloud
observations.

APPENDIX C
SOURCE POLICIES

As mentioned above, our experiments involve heuristic
policies and data-driven CVAE policies:

Heuristic policies. We used hand-crafted policies for the
following tasks:

• Adroit Hammer: the policy involves moving the hand
towards the hammer, closing the hand, and subsequently
rotating the wrist to swing the hammer.

• Adroit Door: the policy involves moving the hand to-
wards the handle of the door, closing the hand, rotating
the wrist, and pulling the hand back.

• Grasp Generation: We sample grasp poses directed at
the object, distributing them uniformly on a sphere with
its center at the object. The sphere’s radius is determined
by adding 0.5 to the average distance from the normalized
point cloud to its center.

Data-driven policies. We use lightweight Conditional Varia-
tional Autoencoders (CVAEs) as a representative policy. The
CVAEs are trained to generate action sequences conditioned on
observations specific to each domain (as described above). In
Franka Kitchen and Adroit tasks, the CVAEs are parameterized
by multi-layer perceptrons with≈ 3×106 parameters (10 times
fewer parameters compared to the diffusion models). In Grasp
Generation task, CVAE is parameterized using the Grasp
SE(3)-DiffusionFields neural network [47] with ≈ 3.5 × 106

parameters (approximately half of the number of parameters
of the diffusion models).

APPENDIX D
BASELINES

We compare BRIDGER Policy with the current state-of-
the-art diffusion-style behavior cloning. Since BRIDGER can
be viewed as one kind of residual model, we also compare
it against a residual policy. For ablation studies, we evaluate
BRIDGER under different configurations, focusing on the
source distributions and interpolants. In the following, we
present an overview of each methods.

DDIM. Diffusion Policy [6, 36] trains a Denoising Diffusion
Probabilistic Model [16] and applied Denoising Diffusion
Implicit Model (DDIM) [45] during testing. In Adroit and
Franka Kitchen tasks, the model is parameterized by the CNN-
based U-net [6]. In Grasp Generation tasks, the model is
parameterized by Grasp SE(3)-DiffusionFields neural network
[47].

SE3 for Grasping. Score-based diffusion model designed
in SE(3) space [47]. The model is specifically designed for
generating 6-DoF grasp poses and parameterized by Grasp
SE(3)-DiffusionFields neural network. It represents a state-of-
the-art generative model for grasps.

Residual Policy. Residual Policy [42, 1, 21] takes in the
sample from the source distribution as input and predicts the
difference between the source sample and the target sample.
The model is parameterized by the CNN-based U-net [6]
similar to the network used in DDIM and is trained by
Mean Square Error (MSE). For Grasp Generation tasks, it
is parameterized by the Grasp SE(3)-DiffusionFields neural
network [47].

BRIDGER. Our stochastic interpolant policy. The model is
parameterized by the CNN-based U-net [6] for the Adroit
and Franka Kitchen tasks and parameterized by Grasp SE(3)-
DiffusionFields neural network [47] for Grasp Generation.
When compared with other baselines, we set γ scale d and
ϵ scale c as in Table. III. We conduct an ablation study
of BRIDGER with different source distribution, interpolant
functions, γ and ϵ scale. We name each ablation as BRIDGER



Table III: Values of γ scale d and ϵ scale c in BRIDGER under different source policies.

CVAE Heuristic Gaussian
γ scale d ϵ scale c γ scale d ϵ scale c γ scale d ϵ scale c

Door 0.03 1.0 0.03 1.0 0.03 1.0
Relocate 0.3 1.0 - - 0.3 1.0
Hammer 0.03 3.0 0.3 1.0 0.03 3.0

Pen 0.03 1.0 - - 0.03 1.0
Franka Kitchen 0.03 3.0 - - 0.03 3.0

Grasp Generation 0.3 1.0 0.3 1.0 0.3 1.0

/ [· · · ] / [· · · ]. For example, BRIDGER / Linear / CVAE
represents BRIDGER with CVAE as the source distribution
and linear function as the interpolant.

For fair comparison, each method has approximately the
same number of parameters. In Adroit and Franka Kitchen,
methods have ≈ 6.7× 107 parameters each. In Grasp Genera-
tion tasks, the parameter count for each method is ≈ 6.2×106.

APPENDIX E
MODEL TRAINING

In both Adroit and Franka Kitchen, we utilized AdamW
[25] as the optimizer. The model was trained for 3000 epochs
for Adroit and 5000 epochs for Franka Kitchen. The learning
rate was set to 5 × 10−6 with a learning rate decay of 0.5
every 500 epochs. The batch size was fixed at 256.

For Grasp Generation, we employed Adam [22] as the
optimizer. The model was trained for 4000 epochs with the
learning rate 5× 10−4. Similar to Adroit and Franka Kitchen,
the learning rate decay was set to 0.5 every 500 epochs. The
batch contains 100 objects with 80 grasps per object.

APPENDIX F
ADDITIONAL RESULTS AND PLOTS

In this section, we present additional results, complementing
the main paper.

BRIDGER against baselines. Performance comparisons be-
tween BRIDGER v.s. the baselines on different training data
sizes and diffusion steps for Adroit and Franka Kitchen are
shown in Table. IV (large training data size), V (medium
training data size) and VI (small training data size). Results for
Grasp Generation with varying number of steps are presented
in Table. VII and VIII. We report the results of BRIDGER
with Power3 interpolant function and decomposed velocity b.
The values of γ scale and ϵ scale are listed in Table. III.

BRIDGER with Power3 and Linear interpolant function.
The performance metrics comparing the different interpolant
functions on the Adroit and Franka Kitchen tasks are shown in
Table. IX (large training data size), X (medium training data
size) and XI (small training data size). The results for grasp
generation presented in Table. XII and XIII.

A. Other Findings

Larger γ value encourages exploration. Our findings indi-
cate that increasing the γ scale d is beneficial when there
is a significant discrepancy between the source and target
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Figure 13: Relative improvement is the ratio of the source
distribution’s performance to the best performance achieved
by BRIDGER. Increasing the γ scale parameter from d =
0.03 to d = 0.3 yields relative improvements in scenarios
where the source distribution significantly deviates from the
target distribution, as observed in the Hammer and Relocate
tasks. This adjustment promotes exploration, enhancing per-
formance. Conversely, in cases where the source distribution
closely matches the target, such as in the Franka Kitchen
task, increasing the γ scale parameter does not contribute to
performance gains.

distributions. Specifically, in experiments, the heuristic source
policy in Hammer and the CVAE source policy in Relo-
cate exhibited suboptimal performance, with relative ratios
of source policy performance to the best performance of
our method being 0.41 and 0.21, respectively. Comparing γ
scale values (0.03 vs. 0.3), we observed that an increased γ
scale led to improved outcomes, as depicted in Figure 13.
We believe this is due to larger exploration in the sampling
process during training. However, when the source distribution
closely resembles the target distribution, increasing γ does not
further enhance performance. This is exemplified in the Franka
Kitchen scenario, where the relative ratio between source-
only and optimal performance of our method stands at 0.73,
suggesting a relatively minor gap. In such contexts, our method
yields comparable results regardless of the increased γ scale,
as illustrated in Figure 13.



Table IV: Full results of average task performance of BRIDGER against current state-of-the-art methods under varying number
of diffusion steps when trained with the Large dataset.

BRIDGER Residual Policy DDIMCVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic

Door

k = 0 0.13± 0.04 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.13± 0.04 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.60± 0.15 0.00± 0.00 0.08± 0.06 0.04± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.02± 0.02
k = 10 0.54± 0.18 0.27± 0.01 0.07± 0.05 0.04± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.31± 0.08
k = 20 0.52± 0.23 0.45± 0.04 0.10± 0.07 0.04± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.38± 0.11
k = 40 0.48± 0.19 0.72± 0.02 0.07± 0.05 0.04± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.03± 0.00
k = 80 0.50± 0.14 0.63± 0.08 0.12± 0.09 0.04± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.05± 0.02

Relocate

k = 0 0.31± 0.15 - 0.00± 0.00 0.31± 0.15 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.75± 0.11 - 0.61± 0.05 0.30± 0.04 - 0.17± 0.04
k = 10 0.75± 0.08 - 0.73± 0.11 0.30± 0.04 - 0.38± 0.11
k = 20 0.70± 0.11 - 0.72± 0.09 0.30± 0.04 - 0.37± 0.04
k = 40 0.77± 0.11 - 0.78± 0.05 0.30± 0.04 - 0.38± 0.11
k = 80 0.79± 0.08 - 0.81± 0.04 0.30± 0.04 - 0.26± 0.03

Hammer

k = 0 0.16± 0.03 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00 0.16± 0.03 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.44± 0.11 0.20± 0.24 0.16± 0.04 0.13± 0.06 0.24± 0.07 0.01± 0.01
k = 10 0.54± 0.17 0.62± 0.11 0.30± 0.04 0.13± 0.06 0.24± 0.07 0.11± 0.08
k = 20 0.63± 0.08 0.74± 0.07 0.35± 0.02 0.13± 0.06 0.24± 0.07 0.17± 0.12
k = 40 0.58± 0.12 0.58± 0.21 0.36± 0.05 0.13± 0.06 0.24± 0.07 0.01± 0.01
k = 80 0.72± 0.09 0.47± 0.25 0.43± 0.09 0.13± 0.06 0.24± 0.07 0.03± 0.04

Pen

k = 0 0.29± 0.05 - 0.00± 0.00 0.29± 0.05 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.45± 0.04 - 0.43± 0.02 0.33± 0.12 - 0.54± 0.03
k = 10 0.49± 0.02 - 0.46± 0.04 0.33± 0.12 - 0.54± 0.04
k = 20 0.49± 0.09 - 0.53± 0.02 0.33± 0.12 - 0.51± 0.03
k = 40 0.52± 0.07 - 0.54± 0.05 0.33± 0.12 - 0.53± 0.02
k = 80 0.55± 0.06 - 0.55± 0.03 0.33± 0.12 - 0.52± 0.05

Franka Kitchen

k = 0 1.53± 0.09 - 0.00± 0.00 1.53± 0.09 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 1.96± 0.03 - 1.18± 0.02 1.55± 0.10 - 1.84± 0.06
k = 10 2.13± 0.01 - 1.28± 0.24 1.55± 0.10 - 1.91± 0.01
k = 20 2.09± 0.04 - 1.54± 0.03 1.55± 0.10 - 1.93± 0.07
k = 40 2.13± 0.06 - 1.67± 0.01 1.55± 0.10 - 1.99± 0.04
k = 80 2.16± 0.03 - 1.70± 0.05 1.55± 0.10 - 1.92± 0.02



Table V: Full results of average task performance of BRIDGER against current state-of-the-art methods under varying number
of diffusion steps when trained with the Medium dataset.

BRIDGER Residual Policy DDIMCVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic

Door

k = 0 0.12± 0.08 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.12± 0.08 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.20± 0.11 0.07± 0.00 0.08± 0.00 0.16± 0.11 0.02± 0.02 0.00± 0.00
k = 10 0.15± 0.07 0.00± 0.00 0.02± 0.02 0.16± 0.11 0.02± 0.02 0.02± 0.01
k = 20 0.13± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.08± 0.10 0.16± 0.11 0.02± 0.02 0.03± 0.02
k = 40 0.13± 0.08 0.01± 0.02 0.12± 0.11 0.16± 0.11 0.02± 0.02 0.00± 0.00
k = 80 0.18± 0.13 0.08± 0.06 0.13± 0.11 0.16± 0.11 0.02± 0.02 0.00± 0.00

Relocate

k = 0 0.24± 0.15 - 0.00± 0.00 0.24± 0.12 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.55± 0.02 - 0.52± 0.08 0.29± 0.07 - 0.01± 0.01
k = 10 0.56± 0.04 - 0.61± 0.09 0.29± 0.07 - 0.09± 0.01
k = 20 0.62± 0.16 - 0.63± 0.12 0.29± 0.07 - 0.12± 0.04
k = 40 0.55± 0.12 - 0.58± 0.15 0.29± 0.07 - 0.020± 0.01
k = 80 0.64± 0.11 - 0.54± 0.10 0.29± 0.07 - 0.03± 0.01

Hammer

k = 0 0.09± 0.15 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00 0.09± 0.15 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.04± 0.05 0.17± 0.20 0.04± 0.01 0.11± 0.02 0.12± 0.05 0.00± 0.00
k = 10 0.14± 0.14 0.43± 0.18 0.11± 0.03 0.11± 0.02 0.12± 0.05 0.03± 0.02
k = 20 0.25± 0.11 0.51± 0.18 0.24± 0.03 0.11± 0.02 0.12± 0.05 0.04± 0.04
k = 40 0.42± 0.10 0.48± 0.27 0.29± 0.02 0.11± 0.02 0.12± 0.05 0.00± 0.00
k = 80 0.37± 0.06 0.32± 0.24 0.31± 0.07 0.11± 0.02 0.12± 0.05 0.00± 0.00

Pen

k = 0 0.21± 0.05 - 0.00± 0.00 0.21± 0.05 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.48± 0.06 - 0.48± 0.02 0.19± 0.05 - 0.42± 0.02
k = 10 0.50± 0.04 - 0.46± 0.07 0.19± 0.05 - 0.50± 0.07
k = 20 0.57± 0.05 - 0.46± 0.05 0.19± 0.05 - 0.49± 0.03
k = 40 0.58± 0.04 - 0.45± 0.07 0.19± 0.05 - 0.52± 0.03
k = 80 0.56± 0.05 - 0.49± 0.06 0.19± 0.05 - 0.57± 0.04

Franka Kitchen

k = 0 1.43± 0.17 - 0.00± 0.00 1.43± 0.17 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 1.88± 0.04 - 1.57± 0.14 1.4± 0.06 - 1.82± 0.08
k = 10 2.04± 0.02 - 1.62± 0.22 1.4± 0.06 - 1.74± 0.04
k = 20 2.12± 0.05 - 1.48± 0.23 1.4± 0.06 - 1.81± 0.04
k = 40 2.09± 0.05 - 1.51± 0.36 1.4± 0.06 - 1.79± 0.07
k = 80 2.11± 0.05 - 1.44± 0.28 1.4± 0.06 - 1.79± 0.06



Table VI: Full results of average task performance of BRIDGER against current state-of-the-art methods under varying number
of diffusion steps when trained with the Small dataset.

BRIDGER Residual Policy DDIMCVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic

Door

k = 0 0.08± 0.12 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.08± 0.12 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.10± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.01± 0.02 0.00± 0.00
k = 10 0.10± 0.07 0.00± 0.00 0.01± 0.01 0.00± 0.00 0.01± 0.02 0.00± 0.00
k = 20 0.12± 0.08 0.00± 0.00 0.05± 0.02 0.00± 0.00 0.01± 0.02 0.00± 0.00
k = 40 0.14± 0.14 0.00± 0.00 0.06± 0.01 0.00± 0.00 0.01± 0.02 0.00± 0.00
k = 80 0.14± 0.14 0.00± 0.00 0.06± 0.01 0.00± 0.00 0.01± 0.02 0.00± 0.00

Relocate

k = 0 0.18± 0.13 - 0.00± 0.00 0.18± 0.13 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.56± 0.06 - 0.23± 0.05 0.20± 0.07 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 10 0.55± 0.06 - 0.31± 0.05 0.20± 0.07 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 20 0.51± 0.03 - 0.28± 0.04 0.20± 0.07 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 40 0.49± 0.04 - 0.37± 0.06 0.20± 0.07 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 80 0.56± 0.14 - 0.31± 0.04 0.20± 0.07 - 0.01± 0.01

Hammer

k = 0 0.09± 0.15 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00 0.07± 0.12 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.04± 0.04 0.16± 0.08 0.03± 0.03 0.07± 0.04 0.08± 0.04 0.00± 0.00
k = 10 0.09± 0.08 0.04± 0.01 0.06± 0.02 0.07± 0.04 0.08± 0.04 0.01± 0.01
k = 20 0.21± 0.12 0.14± 0.09 0.18± 0.07 0.07± 0.04 0.08± 0.04 0.01± 0.01
k = 40 0.28± 0.21 0.21± 0.18 0.18± 0.04 0.07± 0.04 0.08± 0.04 0.01± 0.01
k = 80 0.21± 0.13 0.24± 0.26 0.17± 0.01 0.07± 0.04 0.08± 0.04 0.01± 0.00

Pen

k = 0 0.24± 0.11 - 0.00± 0.00 0.24± 0.11 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.38± 0.07 - 0.34± 0.03 0.48± 0.10 - 0.41± 0.05
k = 10 0.44± 0.05 - 0.43± 0.03 0.48± 0.10 - 0.45± 0.03
k = 20 0.50± 0.08 - 0.40± 0.03 0.48± 0.10 - 0.47± 0.01
k = 40 0.53± 0.09 - 0.48± 0.01 0.48± 0.10 - 0.47± 0.04
k = 80 0.55± 0.05 - 0.38± 0.08 0.48± 0.10 - 0.47± 0.03

Franka Kitchen

k = 0 1.43± 0.17 - 0.00± 0.00 1.43± 0.17 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 1.88± 0.04 - 1.41± 0.06 1.33± 0.07 - 1.81± 0.03
k = 10 2.02± 0.11 - 1.66± 0.07 1.33± 0.07 - 1.94± 0.12
k = 20 1.99± 0.06 - 1.60± 0.09 1.33± 0.07 - 1.92± 0.04
k = 40 2.01± 0.03 - 1.70± 0.07 1.33± 0.07 - 1.71± 0.05
k = 80 2.00± 0.01 - 1.60± 0.03 1.33± 0.07 - 1.78± 0.09

Table VII: Success rate (averaged over 100 grasps on ten test objects). BRIDGER significantly outperforms DDIM and Residual
Policy across the number of diffusion steps. Compared to SE3, BRIDGER achieve higher success rate when the number of
diffusion steps is small. We show up to k = 160 steps to be consistent with prior reported results [47].

BRIDGER Residual Policy DDIM SE3CVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic

Seen Categories

k = 0 0.26± 0.02 0.06± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.26± 0.02 0.06± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.73± 0.15 0.64± 0.17 0.56± 0.17 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.52± 0.24 0.38± 0.26
k = 10 0.85± 0.17 0.87± 0.12 0.72± 0.27 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.61± 0.27 0.56± 0.20
k = 20 0.93± 0.08 0.91± 0.07 0.83± 0.28 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.64± 0.21 0.78± 0.19
k = 40 0.91± 0.08 0.90± 0.08 0.81± 0.27 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.61± 0.26 0.89± 0.04
k = 80 0.88± 0.18 0.88± 0.08 0.82± 0.05 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.64± 0.24 0.83± 0.20
k = 160 0.88± 0.10 0.91± 0.08 0.90± 0.06 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.64± 0.26 0.91± 0.08

Unseen Categories

k = 0 0.23± 0.04 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.23± 0.04 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.48± 0.12 0.43± 0.19 0.45± 0.14 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.33± 0.20 0.20± 0.10
k = 10 0.59± 0.31 0.61± 0.26 0.60± 0.21 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.38± 0.21 0.39± 0.15
k = 20 0.67± 0.21 0.67± 0.26 0.65± 0.25 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.41± 0.23 0.55± 0.24
k = 40 0.63± 0.29 0.69± 0.22 0.69± 0.20 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.33± 0.19 0.61± 0.21
k = 80 0.71± 0.20 0.68± 0.25 0.69± 0.21 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.38± 0.23 0.63± 0.29
k = 160 0.71± 0.24 0.66± 0.23 0.64± 0.23 0.09± 0.15 0.01± 0.03 0.35± 0.19 0.66± 0.25



Table VIII: Average Earth Mover’s Distance between generated grasp poses and target grasp poses. BRIDGER significantly
outperforms SE3, DDIM and Residual Policy across the number of diffusion steps..

BRIDGER Residual Policy DDIM SE3CVAE Heuristicx Gaussian CVAE Heuristic

Seen Categories

k = 0 0.86± 0.09 1.11± 0.06 1.34± 0.08 0.66± 0.09 1.21± 0.06 1.34± 0.08 1.45± 0.08
k = 5 0.38± 0.03 0.36± 0.03 0.39± 0.05 0.69± 0.02 1.55± 0.03 1.41± 0.14 0.44± 0.03
k = 10 0.38± 0.03 0.36± 0.03 0.37± 0.04 0.69± 0.02 1.55± 0.03 1.41± 0.14 0.41± 0.03
k = 20 0.39± 0.05 0.35± 0.03 0.39± 0.05 0.79± 0.03 1.55± 0.03 0.64± 0.21 0.40± 0.02
k = 40 0.37± 0.02 0.35± 0.02 0.40± 0.06 0.73± 0.03 1.55± 0.03 0.52± 0.24 0.40± 0.01
k = 80 0.38± 0.02 0.35± 0.02 0.40± 0.03 0.74± 0.02 1.55± 0.03 0.52± 0.24 0.45± 0.02
k = 160 0.38± 0.02 0.35± 0.02 0.43± 0.08 0.70± 0.02 1.55± 0.03 0.64± 0.26 0.50± 0.03

Unseen Categories

k = 0 0.83± 0.15 1.21± 0.12 1.42± 0.04 0.83± 0.15 1.21± 0.12 1.42± 0.04 1.38± 0.02
k = 5 0.48± 0.13 0.44± 0.09 0.45± 0.09 1.48± 0.06 1.57± 0.06 0.73± 0.08 0.49± 0.07
k = 10 0.49± 0.15 0.45± 0.11 0.44± 0.09 1.48± 0.06 1.57± 0.06 0.80± 0.10 0.45± 0.06
k = 20 0.50± 0.15 0.42± 0.10 0.48± 0.11 1.48± 0.06 1.57± 0.06 0.76± 0.09 0.45± 0.09
k = 40 0.49± 0.13 0.43± 0.08 0.48± 0.12 1.48± 0.06 1.57± 0.06 0.80± 0.13 0.47± 0.06
k = 80 0.50± 0.15 0.45± 0.11 0.49± 0.12 1.48± 0.06 1.57± 0.06 0.81± 0.12 0.56± 0.10
k = 160 0.49± 0.141 0.44± 0.11 0.52± 0.15 1.48± 0.06 1.57± 0.06 0.78± 0.14 0.58± 0.10

Table IX: Full results of average task performance of BRIDGER with Power3 and Linear interpolant functions under varying
number of diffusion steps when trained with the Large dataset.

BRIDGER / Power3 BRIDGER / Linear
CVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic Gaussian

Door

k = 0 0.13± 0.04 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.13± 0.04 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.60± 0.15 0.00± 0.00 0.08± 0.06 0.44± 0.26 0.16± 0.01 0.04± 0.06
k = 10 0.54± 0.18 0.27± 0.01 0.07± 0.05 0.44± 0.32 0.16± 0.02 0.21± 0.15
k = 20 0.52± 0.23 0.45± 0.04 0.10± 0.07 0.45± 0.29 0.18± 0.03 0.31± 0.20
k = 40 0.48± 0.19 0.72± 0.02 0.07± 0.05 0.46± 0.30 0.11± 0.02 0.33± 0.18
k = 80 0.50± 0.14 0.63± 0.08 0.12± 0.09 0.42± 0.29 0.14± 0.06 0.20± 0.09

Relocate

k = 0 0.31± 0.15 - 0.00± 0.00 0.31± 0.15 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.75± 0.11 - 0.61± 0.05 0.64± 0.12 - 0.29± 0.12
k = 10 0.75± 0.08 - 0.73± 0.11 0.68± 0.16 - 0.74± 0.04
k = 20 0.70± 0.11 - 0.72± 0.09 0.64± 0.12 - 0.76± 0.07
k = 40 0.77± 0.11 - 0.78± 0.05 0.63± 0.19 - 0.71± 0.04
k = 80 0.79± 0.08 - 0.81± 0.04 0.68± 0.19 - 0.74± 0.01

Hammer

k = 0 0.16± 0.03 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00 0.16± 0.03 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.44± 0.11 0.20± 0.24 0.16± 0.04 0.31± 0.18 0.06± 0.04 0.04± 0.02
k = 10 0.54± 0.17 0.62± 0.11 0.30± 0.04 0.54± 0.13 0.22± 0.07 0.08± 0.05
k = 20 0.63± 0.08 0.74± 0.07 0.35± 0.02 0.56± 0.05 0.50± 0.10 0.14± 0.04
k = 40 0.58± 0.12 0.58± 0.21 0.36± 0.05 0.48± 0.06 0.50± 0.12 0.24± 0.06
k = 80 0.72± 0.09 0.47± 0.25 0.43± 0.09 0.48± 0.09 0.50± 0.17 0.29± 0.10

Pen

k = 0 0.29± 0.05 - 0.00± 0.00 0.29± 0.05 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.45± 0.04 - 0.43± 0.02 0.48± 0.05 - 0.42± 0.03
k = 10 0.49± 0.02 - 0.46± 0.04 0.49± 0.03 - 0.49± 0.05
k = 20 0.49± 0.09 - 0.53± 0.02 0.51± 0.03 - 0.52± 0.04
k = 40 0.52± 0.07 - 0.54± 0.05 0.49± 0.04 - 0.51± 0.04
k = 80 0.55± 0.06 - 0.55± 0.03 0.59± 0.03 - 0.57± 0.05

Franka Kitchen

k = 0 1.53± 0.09 - 0.00± 0.00 1.53± 0.09 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 1.96± 0.03 - 1.18± 0.02 2.03± 0.11 - 1.12± 0.09
k = 10 2.13± 0.01 - 1.28± 0.24 2.10± 0.01 - 1.55± 0.09
k = 20 2.09± 0.04 - 1.54± 0.03 2.11± 0.05 - 1.70± 0.04
k = 40 2.13± 0.06 - 1.67± 0.01 2.08± 0.06 - 1.79± 0.04
k = 80 2.16± 0.03 - 1.70± 0.05 2.06± 0.06 - 1.79± 0.01



Table X: Full results of average task performance of BRIDGER with Power3 and Linear interpolant functions under varying
number of diffusion steps when trained with the Medium dataset.

BRIDGER / Power3 BRIDGER / Linear
CVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic Gaussian

Door

k = 0 0.12± 0.08 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.12± 0.08 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.20± 0.11 0.07± 0.00 0.08± 0.00 0.32± 0.11 0.02± 0.02 0.04± 0.05
k = 10 0.15± 0.07 0.00± 0.00 0.02± 0.02 0.25± 0.11 0.00± 0.00 0.22± 0.12
k = 20 0.13± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.08± 0.10 0.25± 0.09 0.00± 0.00 0.25± 0.16
k = 40 0.13± 0.08 0.01± 0.02 0.12± 0.11 0.28± 0.12 0.00± 0.00 0.22± 0.12
k = 80 0.18± 0.13 0.08± 0.06 0.13± 0.11 0.28± 0.12 0.02± 0.03 0.26± 0.16

Relocate

k = 0 0.24± 0.15 - 0.00± 0.00 0.24± 0.12 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.55± 0.02 - 0.52± 0.08 0.63± 0.09 - 0.52± 0.08
k = 10 0.56± 0.04 - 0.61± 0.09 0.65± 0.06 - 0.65± 0.02
k = 20 0.62± 0.16 - 0.63± 0.12 0.61± 0.05 - 0.65± 0.02
k = 40 0.55± 0.12 - 0.58± 0.15 0.57± 0.01 - 0.60± 0.08
k = 80 0.64± 0.11 - 0.54± 0.10 0.65± 0.05 - 0.66± 0.06

Hammer

k = 0 0.09± 0.15 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00 0.09± 0.15 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.04± 0.05 0.17± 0.20 0.04± 0.01 0.10± 0.07 0.09± 0.01 0.03± 0.01
k = 10 0.14± 0.14 0.43± 0.18 0.11± 0.03 0.22± 0.09 0.24± 0.07 0.20± 0.02
k = 20 0.25± 0.11 0.51± 0.18 0.24± 0.03 0.28± 0.08 0.33± 0.07 0.22± 0.07
k = 40 0.42± 0.10 0.48± 0.27 0.29± 0.02 0.43± 0.15 0.25± 0.03 0.36± 0.05
k = 80 0.37± 0.06 0.32± 0.24 0.31± 0.07 0.40± 0.08 0.35± 0.01 0.28± 0.10

Pen

k = 0 0.21± 0.05 - 0.00± 0.00 0.21± 0.05 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.48± 0.06 - 0.48± 0.02 0.48± 0.05 - 0.42± 0.03
k = 10 0.50± 0.04 - 0.46± 0.07 0.49± 0.03 - 0.49± 0.05
k = 20 0.57± 0.05 - 0.46± 0.05 0.51± 0.03 - 0.52± 0.04
k = 40 0.58± 0.04 - 0.45± 0.07 0.49± 0.04 - 0.51± 0.04
k = 80 0.56± 0.05 - 0.49± 0.06 0.59± 0.03 - 0.56± 0.05

Franka Kitchen

k = 0 1.43± 0.17 - 0.00± 0.00 1.43± 0.17 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 1.88± 0.04 - 1.57± 0.14 2.06± 0.02 - 1.02± 0.04
k = 10 2.04± 0.02 - 1.62± 0.22 2.09± 0.01 - 1.41± 0.09
k = 20 2.12± 0.05 - 1.48± 0.23 2.04± 0.02 - 1.75± 0.02
k = 40 2.09± 0.05 - 1.51± 0.36 2.11± 0.05 - 1.81± 0.16
k = 80 2.11± 0.05 - 1.44± 0.28 2.03± 0.07 - 1.82± 0.06



Table XI: Full results of average task performance of BRIDGER with Power3 and Linear interpolant functions under varying
number of diffusion steps when trained with the Small dataset.

BRIDGER / Power3 BRIDGER / Linear
CVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic Gaussian

Door

k = 0 0.08± 0.12 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.08± 0.12 0.16± 0.06 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.10± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.13± 0.04 0.00± 0.00 0.03± 0.03
k = 10 0.10± 0.07 0.00± 0.00 0.01± 0.01 0.11± 0.06 0.00± 0.00 0.06± 0.07
k = 20 0.12± 0.08 0.00± 0.00 0.05± 0.02 0.09± 0.03 0.00± 0.00 0.08± 0.06
k = 40 0.14± 0.14 0.00± 0.00 0.06± 0.01 0.11± 0.05 0.00± 0.00 0.12± 0.02
k = 80 0.14± 0.14 0.00± 0.00 0.06± 0.01 0.12± 0.05 0.00± 0.00 0.13± 0.03

Relocate

k = 0 0.18± 0.13 - 0.00± 0.00 0.18± 0.13 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.56± 0.06 - 0.23± 0.05 0.59± 0.14 - 0.11± 0.10
k = 10 0.55± 0.06 - 0.31± 0.05 0.60± 0.05 - 0.59± 0.16
k = 20 0.51± 0.03 - 0.28± 0.04 0.59± 0.02 - 0.63± 0.06
k = 40 0.49± 0.04 - 0.37± 0.06 0.57± 0.11 - 0.58± 0.04
k = 80 0.56± 0.14 - 0.31± 0.04 0.61± 0.02 - 0.55± 0.02

Hammer

k = 0 0.09± 0.15 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00 0.07± 0.12 0.11± 0.08 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.04± 0.04 0.16± 0.08 0.03± 0.03 0.05± 0.01 0.17± 0.01 0.04± 0.06
k = 10 0.09± 0.08 0.04± 0.01 0.06± 0.02 0.22± 0.01 0.20± 0.07 0.12± 0.10
k = 20 0.21± 0.12 0.14± 0.09 0.18± 0.07 0.20± 0.08 0.28± 0.07 0.19± 0.11
k = 40 0.28± 0.21 0.21± 0.18 0.18± 0.04 0.24± 0.09 0.36± 0.18 0.17± 0.11
k = 80 0.21± 0.13 0.24± 0.26 0.17± 0.01 0.29± 0.00 0.37± 0.21 0.21± 0.08

Pen

k = 0 0.24± 0.11 - 0.00± 0.00 0.24± 0.11 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.38± 0.07 - 0.34± 0.03 0.42± 0.09 - 0.35± 0.03
k = 10 0.44± 0.05 - 0.43± 0.03 0.42± 0.10 - 0.45± 0.03
k = 20 0.50± 0.08 - 0.40± 0.03 0.45± 0.11 - 0.47± 0.01
k = 40 0.53± 0.09 - 0.48± 0.01 0.46± 0.08 - 0.46± 0.09
k = 80 0.55± 0.05 - 0.38± 0.08 0.49± 0.07 - 0.52± 0.05

Franka Kitchen

k = 0 1.43± 0.17 - 0.00± 0.00 1.43± 0.17 - 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 1.88± 0.04 - 1.41± 0.06 2.02± 0.04 - 1.04± 0.07
k = 10 2.02± 0.11 - 1.66± 0.07 2.02± 0.04 - 1.42± 0.03
k = 20 1.99± 0.06 - 1.60± 0.09 2.07± 0.04 - 1.69± 0.05
k = 40 2.01± 0.03 - 1.70± 0.07 2.00± 0.02 - 1.78± 0.07
k = 80 2.00± 0.01 - 1.60± 0.03 1.93± 0.04 - 1.57± 0.11

Table XII: Success rate (averaged over 100 grasps on ten test objects). BRIDGER with Power3 interpolant function performs
better than Linear interpolant function. We show up to k = 160 steps to be consistent with prior reported results [47].

BRIDGER / Power3 BRIDGER / Linear
CVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic Gaussian

Seen Categories

k = 0 0.26± 0.02 0.06± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.26± 0.02 0.06± 0.00 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.73± 0.15 0.64± 0.17 0.56± 0.17 0.52± 0.29 0.31± 0.28 0.30± 0.30
k = 10 0.85± 0.17 0.87± 0.12 0.72± 0.27 0.71± 0.30 0.53± 0.27 0.68± 0.24
k = 20 0.93± 0.08 0.91± 0.07 0.83± 0.28 0.73± 0.33 0.86± 0.10 0.77± 0.14
k = 40 0.91± 0.08 0.90± 0.08 0.81± 0.27 0.72± 0.33 0.77± 0.28 0.76± 0.28
k = 80 0.88± 0.18 0.88± 0.08 0.82± 0.05 0.76± 0.25 0.79± 0.27 0.78± 0.29
k = 160 0.88± 0.10 0.91± 0.08 0.90± 0.06 0.85± 0.16 0.86± 0.14 0.78± 0.28

Unseen Categories

k = 0 0.23± 0.04 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00 0.23± 0.04 0.00± 0.00 0.00± 0.00
k = 5 0.48± 0.12 0.43± 0.19 0.45± 0.14 0.20± 0.14 0.19± 0.18 0.20± 0.14
k = 10 0.59± 0.31 0.61± 0.26 0.60± 0.21 0.52± 0.25 0.50± 0.22 0.52± 0.25
k = 20 0.67± 0.21 0.67± 0.26 0.65± 0.25 0.63± 0.26 0.57± 0.24 0.63± 0.26
k = 40 0.63± 0.29 0.69± 0.22 0.69± 0.20 0.63± 0.27 0.62± 0.25 0.63± 0.27
k = 80 0.71± 0.20 0.68± 0.25 0.69± 0.21 0.60± 0.28 0.57± 0.25 0.60± 0.28
k = 160 0.71± 0.24 0.66± 0.23 0.64± 0.23 0.60± 0.31 0.66± 0.23 0.60± 0.31



Table XIII: Average Earth Mover’s Distance between generated grasp poses and target grasp poses. BRIDGER with Power3
interpolant function performs better than Linear interpolant function.

BRIDGER / Power3 BRIDGER / Linear
CVAE Heuristic Gaussian CVAE Heuristic Gaussian

Seen Categories

k = 0 0.86± 0.09 1.11± 0.06 1.34± 0.08 0.66± 0.09 1.21± 0.06 1.34± 0.08
k = 5 0.38± 0.03 0.36± 0.03 0.39± 0.05 0.56± 0.12 0.42± 0.04 0.42± 0.04
k = 10 0.38± 0.03 0.36± 0.03 0.37± 0.04 0.49± 0.09 0.42± 0.06 0.43± 0.05
k = 20 0.39± 0.05 0.35± 0.03 0.39± 0.05 0.57± 0.15 0.39± 0.04 0.51± 0.06
k = 40 0.37± 0.02 0.35± 0.02 0.40± 0.06 0.54± 0.12 0.39± 0.05 0.51± 0.12
k = 80 0.38± 0.02 0.35± 0.02 0.40± 0.03 0.49± 0.07 0.39± 0.05 0.54± 0.13
k = 160 0.38± 0.02 0.35± 0.02 0.43± 0.08 0.50± 0.07 0.38± 0.04 0.51± 0.08

Unseen Categories

k = 0 0.83± 0.15 1.21± 0.12 1.42± 0.04 0.83± 0.15 1.21± 0.12 1.42± 0.04
k = 5 0.48± 0.13 0.44± 0.09 0.45± 0.09 0.56± 0.08 0.51± 0.10 0.54± 0.05
k = 10 0.49± 0.15 0.45± 0.11 0.44± 0.09 0.62± 0.18 0.48± 0.10 0.54± 0.10
k = 20 0.50± 0.15 0.42± 0.10 0.48± 0.11 0.64± 0.18 0.45± 0.06 0.53± 0.13
k = 40 0.49± 0.13 0.43± 0.08 0.48± 0.12 0.59± 0.15 0.48± 0.08 0.57± 0.11
k = 80 0.50± 0.15 0.45± 0.11 0.49± 0.12 0.66± 0.18 0.45± 0.08 0.64± 0.19
k = 160 0.49± 0.14 0.44± 0.11 0.52± 0.15 0.58± 0.10 0.46± 0.08 0.69± 0.11
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Figure 14: Success rate of BRIDGER / Power3 in the Adroit
tasks with standard and decomposed velocity functions. Error
bars represent standard deviation over three seeds.
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Figure 15: Success rate of BRIDGER / Linear in Adroit tasks
with standard and decomposed velocity functions. Error bars
represent standard deviation over three seeds.
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