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Abstract
In this study, we focus on sampling from the latent space

of generative models built upon autoencoders so as the re-
constructed samples are lifelike images. To do to, we in-
troduce a novel post-training sampling algorithm rooted in
the concept of probability mass functions, coupled with a
quantization process. Our proposed algorithm establishes
a vicinity around each latent vector from the input data and
then proceeds to draw samples from these defined neigh-
borhoods. This strategic approach ensures that the sam-
pled latent vectors predominantly inhabit high-probability
regions, which, in turn, can be effectively transformed into
authentic real-world images. A noteworthy point of com-
parison for our sampling algorithm is the sampling tech-
nique based on Gaussian mixture models (GMM), owing to
its inherent capability to represent clusters. Remarkably, we
manage to improve the time complexity from the previous
O(n×d×k× i) associated with GMM sampling to a much
more streamlined O(n×d), thereby resulting in substantial
speedup during runtime. Moreover, our experimental re-
sults, gauged through the Fréchet inception distance (FID)
for image generation, underscore the superior performance
of our sampling algorithm across a diverse range of mod-
els and datasets. On the MNIST benchmark dataset, our
approach outperforms GMM sampling by yielding a note-
worthy improvement of up to 0.89 in FID value. Further-
more, when it comes to generating images of faces and oc-
ular images, our approach showcases substantial enhance-
ments with FID improvements of 1.69 and 0.87 respectively,
as compared to GMM sampling, as evidenced on the CelebA
and MOBIUS datasets. Lastly, we substantiate our method-
ology’s efficacy in estimating latent space distributions in
contrast to GMM sampling, particularly through the lens of
the Wasserstein distance.

1. Introduction
The realm of image generation in biometric imaging has

undergone a notable surge in recent times, with a variety
of generative models rooted in Generative Adversarial Net-
works (GANs) [12], as in [23, 36, 47]. In contrast, our
approach charts a distinct path by employing autoencoder-
based generative models for image synthesis. This deci-
sion is underpinned by the intricate and potentially unstable
learning phase inherent to GANs, where improper tuning
can lead to complications such as mode collapse [32]. As a
result, our focus in this study centers on the nuanced task of
sampling within the latent space of autoencoders.

Existing literature presents three primary strategies for
latent space sampling within autoencoders. The first ap-
proach involves the incorporation of a prior distribution
onto the latent space through a regularization term. To ac-
quire a vector sample, we draw from this prior distribution.
Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) [18] are a representative
model category following this strategy. However, a limita-
tion of these methods emerges after training, where the la-
tent space might not precisely adhere to the predefined prior
distribution, leading to the emergence of clusters within the
latent space [10]. Consequently, samples drawn from the
prior distribution might deviate from the actual ground truth
distribution. Consequently, the decoder model struggles to
faithfully reconstruct these samples into tangible real-world
data points [10].

The second avenue revolves around modeling clusters
within the latent space through a Gaussian mixture model
(GMM)-based sampling approach. This method entails fit-
ting a GMM to the latent vectors from the training data,
then generating new samples from this learned mixture
model [10]. Generally, this technique yields superior sam-
ples compared to sampling from a prior. However, due to
the expansive nature of the Gaussian distribution across the
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entire Euclidean space, there are instances where generated
samples fall outside the decoder network’s capacity to trans-
form them into authentic real-world samples [4].

Lastly, an alternative strategy involves the random
sampling of latent vectors, followed by their manipu-
lation through either discrete or continuous normalizing
flows [2, 43], aiming to guide them towards high-density re-
gions. Various methodologies to identify such high-density
regions have been formulated in the literature [2, 4, 43, 46].
Nonetheless, these techniques entail significant computa-
tional overhead and are applicable only to specific types of
autoencoder-based models necessitating tailored model ar-
chitectures [26]. For instance, the approach presented in [4]
introduces supplementary learnable layers to estimate the
metric of the latent space, which assumes the form of a Rie-
mannian manifold.

Within the scope of this study, we craft a novel tech-
nique for sampling from latent spaces, a methodology that
can be seamlessly integrated with any autoencoder model.
Our approach effectively sidesteps the challenge of draw-
ing samples from regions that cannot be faithfully recon-
structed into authentic real-world images, a shortcoming
often encountered in GMM sampling. This bears signifi-
cance in biometrics, where superior latent samples can be
adeptly transformed into highly realistic synthetic images.
As a solution, we present a post-training density estima-
tion algorithm designed to operate on the latent space of
any autoencoder-based generative model. This algorithm
employs both a quantization step and the concept of prob-
ability mass function. The salient attribute of our algo-
rithm lies in its impressive time complexity of O(n × d),
where n denotes the dataset size and d symbolizes the
latent space dimension. This translates into a signifi-
cant acceleration in runtime compared to GMM sampling.
Moreover, we validate the quality of the generated images
through our methodology both qualitatively and quantita-
tively. This validation is performed on three distinct image
generation benchmark datasets (including two in the bio-
metric domain) and five distinct autoencoder-based mod-
els. In terms of image quality gauged by the Fréchet
Inception Distance (FID) metric, our approach demon-
strates a considerable enhancement compared to GMM
sampling. Specifically, on the MNIST [20], CelebA [21],
and MOBIUS [30, 31, 40, 41, 42] datasets, we achieve im-
provements of up to 0.89, 1.69, and 0.87 respectively when
compared to GMM sampling.

To delve into the specifics, Section 2 presents related
works addressing the challenge of latent space sampling
within autoencoders. In Section 3, we introduce essential
background definitions and notations. The mechanics of
our sampling methodology, anchored in quantization and
probability mass function concepts, are presented in Sec-
tion 4. The efficacy of our method in image generation is

rigorously tested and verified across diverse datasets in Sec-
tion 5. Lastly, we conclude and outline avenues for future
exploration in Section 6.

2. Related works
2.1. Sampling from a prior

Numerous studies have introduced a regularization term
to encourage the distribution of latent vectors to approxi-
mate a predefined prior distribution, often taking the form
of a normal distribution. Within this category of meth-
ods, notables include variational autoencoders (VAEs) [18],
and β-VAE [16]. These approaches model the latent space
as a distribution and employ the Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence [6] to steer each distribution towards a normal dis-
tribution. Furthermore, the landscape includes Wasserstein
autoencoders (WAE) [37], which retain the deterministic
essence of autoencoders while harnessing the Wasserstein
distance [29] to drive the overall distribution of latent vec-
tors towards a Gaussian distribution.

Following the minimization of these regularization
terms, the process of latent vector sampling often involves
drawing from the prior distribution and subsequently re-
constructing the sampled vector into a data point. Conse-
quently, due to the inherent non-zero nature of the resulting
loss after enforcing such constraints, clusters may material-
ize within the latent space. Additionally, the latent vectors
might not precisely adhere to the predefined prior distribu-
tion [10]. To counteract this challenge, β-VAEs adopt an
elevated weighting for the regularization term, striving to
align the distribution of latent vectors with the prior distri-
bution. However, this intensified weighting negatively im-
pacts the autoencoder model’s reconstruction prowess and
significantly hampers its generative potential [16].

2.2. Sampling from a Gaussian mixture model

Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs) assume the presence
of subpopulations in the data and have demonstrated high
performance in multiple works [5, 10]. Therefore, GMMs
model each subpopulation i via a Gaussian distribution
Ni(·|µi,Σi) with a mean parameter µi and covariance pa-
rameter Σi. To express the probability distribution of the
entire data set, a weighted sum of the probability distribu-
tions Ni(·|µi,Σi) by weights αi is taken, where

∑
i αi = 1.

This way, the probability of any data point in the dataset can
be written as:

p(x) =
∑
i

αiNi(x|µi,Σi).

The parameters of the GMM can be estimated by using the
Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm [24]. Nonethe-
less, this sampling method presents two drawbacks. 1) The
large value of O(n× d× k × i) computational complexity



of the EM algorithm, where n, d, k and i represent respec-
tively the size of the data set, the dimension of the latent
space, the number of distributions in the GMM model and
the number of iterations. In fact, we could have an infinite
time complexity for this algorithm, if not for the number
of iterations. 2) With low probability, outliers can be sam-
pled, since the model is based on distributions defined on
the whole latent space.

2.3. Sampling using normalizing flows

Recent works like in [2, 3, 4, 45, 46] propose to use nor-
malizing flows [19, 26] to sample latent vectors from the
latent space of autoencoders. These methods select vectors
randomly as sample vectors, then move them to high prob-
ability regions. Normalizing flow methods can be divided
into two families, notably discrete and continuous normaliz-
ing flows [26]. The difference comes from the definition of
the flow process T (z) as discrete steps via the composition
of functions {Ti}ki=1 as in [45, 46]:

T (z) = Tk ◦ · · · ◦ T1(z)

or continuous via an integral over an interval as in [3]:

T (z) = z +

∫ t1

t=t0

gϕ(t, zt)dt.

Recent works such as [2, 3, 4] focus mostly on continuous
normalizing flows due to their better modeling of the flow
dynamics. These works propose to see the Euclidean latent
space of VAEs as a Riemannian manifold [33] with the sum
of all covariance matrices weighted by the distance to the
mean as the manifold’s metrics [3]. This metric was further
improved in [4] by learning a covariance matrix from the
data. Then, using the determinant of this metric, the prob-
ability density at any point can be estimated. Finally, via
a Hamiltonian Monte Carlo process, the drawn samples are
moved to regions of high probability. These regions can be
reconstructed into realistic data points [4]. Yet, these meth-
ods do not represent a general off-the-shelf method to sam-
ple from the latent space because they require a dedicated
model architecture. Also, as noted in [26], using Rieman-
nian metrics is only applicable to topologies homeomorphic
to Euclidean space Rd which is not applicable, for example,
to spherical latent spaces such as in Hyperspherical Varia-
tional Auto-Encoders [8].

In this work, our proposed sampling method performs
density estimation over the latent space via probability mass
function and quantization processes. Consequently, it does
not require a special regularization term (as in sampling
from a prior distribution) nor a special autoencoder archi-
tecture (as in sampling using normalizing flows). Further-
more, in addition to not sampling outliers, training our sam-
pling method improves the time complexity of Gaussian
mixture model sampling.

3. Background
In this section, we introduce necessary background defi-

nitions and notations.

3.1. Autoencoders

A Vanilla Autoencoder [11] is a neural network archi-
tecture comprised of two main components: an encoder Eϕ

and a decoder Dθ. The role of the encoder is to map input
data x from the space X to a latent representation z within
a lower-dimensional space Z , where dim(Z) ≪ dim(X ).
Conversely, the decoder’s function is to reconstruct the in-
put data x̂ using the latent representation z. Both the en-
coder and decoder are equipped with parameters ϕ and θ
correspondingly. The optimization of the weights ϕ and θ
is achieved through gradient descent, aimed at minimizing
the reconstruction loss. This loss is generally defined as the
squared ℓ2 norm of the difference between the input data x
and its corresponding reconstruction x̂, and can be mathe-
matically articulated as LAE(x, x̂) = ||x− x̂||22.

3.2. Quantization

Quantization involves the process of discretizing an in-
put, often derived from a continuous or extensive set of val-
ues, into a discrete integer set. In the case of a vector, each
dimension is commonly treated independently. Machine
learning and autoencoder studies on quantization can be di-
vided into two main categories: quantization-aware training
and post-training quantization. In the quantization-aware
training approach, quantization is applied during the learn-
ing phase. This approach yields a model that has learned
to handle quantized vectors, making the resulting sampling
techniques model-specific. Notable among such methods
is VQ-VAE [39], which develops a dictionary of quantized
vectors and maps each latent vector of input data to the
nearest quantized vector. On the other hand, the second
approach of post-training quantization applies quantization
subsequent to the model’s training. This method’s advan-
tage lies in its applicability to various models without al-
tering the learning phase nor necessitating extra layers for
fine-tuning. Within the realm of post-training quantization
methods, examples include lattice quantization [1, 22] and
clustering-based non-uniform quantization [13, 34]. While
these methods offer superior quantization quality, they tend
to be computationally intensive. In this study, we adopt
a post-training quantization strategy to leverage its broad
applicability. However, given our focus on simplicity and
reduced computational complexity, we introduce a quanti-
zation method in Section 4 with a time complexity of just
O(d), where d represents the length of the vector.

3.3. Probability density function

Given a continuous random variable x taking on an in-
numerable infinite number of possible values with support



in C. A probability density function PDF (·) estimates the
probability of a < x < b, i.e. P (a < x < b) and satisfies
the following conditions :

• PDF (x) ≥ 0 ∀x ∈ C.

•
∫
C PDF (x)dx = 1.

• P (a < x < b) =
∫ b

a
PDF (x)dx.

• P (x = a) = 0 ∀a ∈ C.

3.4. Probability mass function

A Probability mass function (PMF) is an adaptation of
the probability density function to the case of discrete ran-
dom variables. Given a discrete random variable x tak-
ing a finite or countably infinite number of possible val-
ues with support in D, a PMF estimates the probability
P (x = a) ∀a ∈ D and satisfies the following conditions:

• P (x = a) ≥ 0 ∀a ∈ D.

•
∑

a∈D P (x = a) = 1.

3.5. Fréchet Inception Distance

Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [15] is a metric used
for evaluating the quality of synthetic images generated by
generative models such as GANs and AEs. It compares the
distribution of generated images to that of a set of real-world
images, with a score of 0 indicating a perfect match between
the distribution of synthetic and real images. The FID met-
ric has been employed in various works targeting biometric
image generation, including IrisGAN [23].

To compute the FID, first, an encoding of real and syn-
thetic images is calculated using the Inception V3 net-
work [35] without the classification layer. Subsequently,
under the assumption that the encodings follow Gaussian
distributions, mean values µr and µs as well as covariance
matrices Σr and Σs are estimated for real and synthetic im-
ages, respectively. Finally, the FID is evaluated using the
following formula:

FID = ∥µr − µs∥22 + tr
(
Σr +Σs − 2 (ΣrΣs)

1
2

)
.

3.6. Wasserstein Distance

The Wasserstein distance [29] is a metric used for calcu-
lating the distance between probability distributions. It can
be computed between two distributions, p and q, as follows:

Wξ(p, q) =

(
inf

γ∈P(p(x),q(x′))
Eγ(x,x′)[d

ξ(x, x′)]

) 1
ξ

where d(x, x′) represents the distance between x and x′,
ξ is a positive integer, and P(p(x), q(x′)) represents the
joint distribution between p and q. Given that computing

the infimum1 is often computationally challenging, entropy-
regularized optimal transport was introduced in [7] along-
side the Sinkhorn algorithm.

4. Probability mass function sampling
In this work, we introduce the Probability Mass Function

Sampling (PMFS) method, an innovative approach for sam-
pling from the latent space of any autoencoder model. This
post-training method employs discrete density estimation
through probability mass functions and quantization proce-
dures. PMFS presents a solution to the challenge of contin-
uous density estimation, which becomes complex due to the
infinite nature of the space.

Formally, given a set of latent vectors
Z = {zi ∈ Rd}ni=1 and a parameter k indicating the
number of uniform partitions or bins per dimension2.
Initially, we identify the maximum maxj and minimum
minj values per dimension j ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Subsequently,
we compute the width of each partition wj =

maxj−minj

k
for dimension j. The quantization step is then performed
for each vector zi in the set Z . This process assigns one of
the kd global partitions in the space to each latent vector
zi. The quantized values Qzi,j corresponding to the latent
vector zi and each dimension j are determined using the
formula:

Qzi,j =

⌊
zi,j −minj

wj

⌋
=

⌊
k(zi,j −minj)

maxj −minj

⌋
. (1)

In Appendix A, we provide an illustrative example of the
proposed quantization step.

Lastly, we define our probability mass function as fol-
lows3:

P (x = p) =
#vectors in the global partition p

n
(2)

where p denotes a global partition. This formulation of the
probability mass function can also be interpreted as a weight
assigned to each global partition. Hence, to sample a la-
tent vector, a global partition p is sampled according to its
weight calculated using Equation 2. Subsequently, given
that each partition has upper and lower bounds pmin and
pmax, a vector z is uniformly sampled from the partition,
i.e., z ∼ U[pmin,pmax](·). The proposed PMFS sampling
method can be visualized as defining volumes with control-
lable dimensions around the known latent vectors, followed
by uniform sampling from these volumes. PMFS sampling

1The infimum of a subset S of a partially ordered set P is the greatest
p ∈ P that is less than or equal to each element of S, if such an element
exists.

2The hyperparameter k is chosen via a tuning process to minimize the
FID metric (See Figure 2).

3This definition can be easily verified to represent a probability mass
function.



ensures that the generated samples can be accurately recon-
structed into real-world data points, given their proximity to
actual latent vectors. We provide a summary of the PMFS
sampling model and its per-step time-complexity in Algo-
rithm 1. Additionally, the related Python and Mathematica
code is available in Appendix B.

Algorithm 1 Probability mass function sampling
Input : Z = {zi ∈ Rd}ni=1 set of latent vectors, k number
of partition per dimension.
Output : partitions and their weight;

1: for each j ∈ {1 . . . d} do ▷ O(n× d)
2: maxj = maxi{zi,j}ni=1; ▷ O(n)
3: minj = mini{zi,j}ni=1; ▷ O(n)
4: end for each
5: P = 0 ▷ hashmap of partition weights.
6: for each j ∈ {1 . . . n} do ▷ O(n× d)

▷ Quantize vector zi.
7: Qzi = Q(zi, k, {minj}dj=1, {maxj}dj=1) ▷ O(d)

▷ Increment the weight of the partition Qzi .
8: P [X = Qzi ] =

P [X=Qzi
]×n+1

n ▷ O(1)
9: end for each

Analyzing and comparing the PMFS sampling algorithm
to the Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) sampling algo-
rithm, we observe that in terms of time complexity, we tran-
sition from O(n × d × k × i) to O(n × d), which consti-
tutes a significant improvement. Moreover, we shift from
relying on the infinite Expectation-Maximization (EM) al-
gorithm [24] with the number of iterations i as a stopping
criterion to a finite algorithm that depends solely on the
number of latent vectors n and their dimension d.

Furthermore, for performance optimization, we retain
only bins containing data points by utilizing a hashmap to
store the weights. This is a strategy to avoid an exponential
growth in the number of partitions as the latent dimension
d increases, given the kd global partitions generated. Con-
sequently, we only maintain in memory the weights of ex-
isting partitions. This approach is equivalent to preserving
all bins without sacrificing performance nor generality, as
global partitions lacking data samples possess a weight of
zero and therefore never get selected.

To summarize, the PMFS method facilitates density esti-
mation and the sampling of high-probability vectors. When
these vectors are reconstructed by the decoder network, they
yield synthetic data points that closely resemble real-world
data (See to Section 5 and Appendix G). Also, the estima-
tion process in our model operates with a time complexity
of O(n× d). This stands as a significant improvement over
Gaussian mixture model sampling, which entails a time
complexity of O(n × d × k × i). Finally, we address the
challenge of an exponentially growing number of partitions
by utilizing a hash map to retain only pertinent partitions.

5. Experiments

This section presents experimental results validating the
proposed PMFS sampling method described in Section 4,
compared to GMM sampling. In Section 5.1 we present an
overview of the autoencoder model architectures employed
in this work. Appendix C and D present our experimental
setup and a description of the used datasets. Moreover, in
Appendix F, we provide samples of image reconstructions
using different autoencoder models. Furthermore, we lay
out a qualitative comparison on the impact of the sampling
method on the synthetic images in Appendix G.

5.1. Model architectures

The autoencoder models used is this work contain an en-
coder network with convolutional layers and a linear layer
which allows operating on images. The decoder network
comprises a non-linear layer and a set of transpose con-
volutional layers to reconstruct the input images (See Fig-
ure 1, ample network architecture details are provided in
Appendix E).

Figure 1. Overview of the models’ architecture used in this work.

5.2. Training parameters

The MOBIUS [30, 31, 40, 41, 42], MNIST [20], and
CelebA [21] datasets used in this work were maintained at
their original resolutions. The different models were trained
for 50 epochs using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate
of 10−3 and β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999, and a batch size of 64.
However, for the CelebA dataset, we trained our models for
100 epochs with a learning rate of 10−4. The rest of the
parameters remained unchanged. We ensured the conver-
gence of all models. In terms of latent dimensionality, we
employed sizes of 32, 256, and 256 for the MNIST, CelebA,
and MOBIUS datasets, respectively, for all models. More-
over, we used the latent vectors of the validation set images
to fit the GMM and PMFS models. The models utilized in
this work encompass the Vanilla Autoencoder [11], Varia-
tional Autoencoder [18], β-VAE [16] with β = 2, Wasser-
stein Autoencoder [37] with β = 100, and InfoVAE [44]
with α = 0, λ = 1000. The hyperparameters of the net-
works are those yielding the best results in the original pa-
pers introducing each model, except for β-VAE, where we
set β = 2 to better minimize the reconstruction loss.



5.3. Results and discussion

Following the training of various autoencoder-based
generative models, notably the Vanilla Autoencoder [11],
Variational Autoencoder [18], β-VAE [16], Wasserstein
Autoencoder [37], and InfoVAE [44] on the MNIST [20],
CelebA [21], and MOBIUS [30, 31, 40, 41, 42] datasets,
we computed the Fréchet Inception Distance FID metric.
The obtained results are presented in Table 1. Furthermore,
Figure 2 illustrates the progression of the FID metric in rela-
tion to the number of distributions for GMM sampling and
the number of partitions for PMFS sampling. It’s important
to note that for calculating the FID metric, we generated
a quantity of synthetic images equivalent to the number of
images in the respective test set for each dataset. Lastly,
Figure 3 displays the distribution of the latent space of the
validation set, providing a comparison with samples drawn
from GMM and PMFS models.

Table 1. A comparison between GMM sampling and PMFS based
on the lowest FID, Wasserstein distance (denoted by W), and
model fitting time in seconds (denoted by T ). The comparison
is performed across the MNIST, CelebA, and MOBIUS datasets.
The columns labeled #dist and k respectively signify the number
of distributions utilized in GMM sampling and the number of par-
titions per dimension in the PMFS sampling method, aiming to
minimize the FID metric. In the table, the most favorable values
are highlighted in bold.

Model GMM PMFS
FID ↓ W ↓ T ↓ #dists FID ↓ W ↓ T ↓ k

M
N

IS
T

AE 4.66 839.77 25.64 20 4.19 551.81 0.02 8
VAE 8.66 13.63 20.59 12 8.57 14.16 0.07 10
β-VAE 11.98 13.50 24.64 12 11.74 53.71 0.06 2
WAE 4.67 880.54 29.24 18 4.24 570.55 0.04 8

InfoVAE 8.84 13.03 18.81 10 7.95 49.18 0.08 2

C
el

eb
A

AE 10.63 4.6× 105 95.56 8 8.94 3.3× 105 0.11 20
VAE 10.49 190.93 65.31 16 9.25 159.14 0.18 14
β-VAE 11.10 196.48 50.01 20 9.91 170.28 0.16 20
WAE 10.58 4.9× 105 52.86 20 8.89 3.8× 105 0.15 12

InfoVAE 10.56 193.85 48.90 20 9.33 159.26 0.18 12

M
O

B
IU

S

AE 24.61 6.4× 103 1.59 2 24.33 2× 104 0.02 2
VAE 24.55 528.51 1.48 6 23.68 1765.73 0.06 2
β-VAE 24.74 303.68 1.69 2 24.05 836.28 0.02 2
WAE 23.60 5.9× 103 1.57 2 23.66 1.8× 104 0.03 2

InfoVAE 24.18 387.27 1.78 2 23.41 1156.14 0.05 2

From Table 1 and Figure 2, it becomes evident that, in
terms of GMM sampling, the optimal choice for the number
of distributions (#dist) is rarely the same as the number of
classes in the dataset, even for relatively simple datasets like
MNIST. As a result, relying on the heuristic of setting the
number of classes as the number of distributions in a GMM,
as is commonly done [10], is likely to yield suboptimal out-
comes. Furthermore, a comparison of the lowest FID values
achieved by GMM sampling with those obtained through
PMFS sampling underscores the enhancements introduced
by PMFS sampling across all models and datasets. This
improvement can be attributed to the strategy of defining a
neighborhood around each latent vector and sampling from
within this neighborhood, leading to the acquisition of supe-
rior, high-probability samples that can be effectively recon-

structed by the decoder network into realistic data points.
This contrasts with GMM sampling, which operates on dis-
tributions encompassing the entire space and might yield
samples lying outside the regions reconstructable by the de-
coder network. Such a characteristic is crucial in biometric
image synthesis, where the goal is to generate synthetic im-
ages that closely resemble real-world counterparts.

Furthermore, Table 1 reveals substantial gains in terms
of the FID metric when applying our proposed PMFS
sampling method to deterministic models, particularly the
Vanilla Autoencoder [11] and the Wasserstein Autoen-
coder [37]. This trend can be attributed to the stochas-
tic learning phase in these models, which capitalizes on
the vicinity of each mean latent vector corresponding to an
image. Consequently, our method, rooted in the concept
of neighborhoods, yields slightly reduced efficacy for this
model type. However, it still outperforms the GMM sam-
pling method in terms of FID. Consequently, when employ-
ing the PMFS sampling method on biometric data, the out-
come is a collection of synthetic images resembling more
closely the actual instances. Additionally, a comparison of
the model fitting time between PMFS and GMM sampling
reveals a substantial improvement, quantifiable in terms of
orders of magnitude, thus corroborating the anticipated the-
oretical disparity in time complexity.

Moreover, we conducted an investigation into the dis-
tribution of drawn samples via GMM sampling and PMFS,
comparing them to the underlying distribution of latent vec-
tors generated by the validation dataset. This investiga-
tion was executed quantitatively using the Wasserstein dis-
tance [29] (see the W column in Table 1) and qualitatively
(see Figure 3). From the W column in Table 1, it is ev-
ident that, particularly for large datasets like MNIST and
CelebA, PMFS has the capacity to generate distributions
which closely approximate the real ones, demonstrating an
improvement over GMM sampling. This holds true, espe-
cially when the value of k is high. Consequently, for smaller
datasets like MOBIUS, GMM sampling exhibits superior
performance over PMFS due to the low number of parti-
tions k employed in PMFS, aiming to maximize FID while
compensating for the distribution discrepancy between the
training and testing sets. These findings are visually sup-
ported by Figure 3 and Appendix H.

Upon analyzing Figure 2, it becomes evident that, for all
the datasets, there exists a specific number of partitions k
for PMFS sampling that yields the lowest FID outcome, ir-
respective of the number of distributions employed in GMM
sampling. Particularly on the CelebA dataset, known for
face generation, a substantial advantage of PMFS sampling
over GMM sampling is apparent. Here, a notable margin
separates the images generated using GMM sampling from
those produced via PMFS sampling. Additionally, it’s no-
ticeable that the optimal value for the number of partitions k



2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5 20.0
#dist or k

4

6

8

10

12

FI
D

AE GMM
AE PMFS

VAE GMM
VAE PMFS

β-VAE GMM
β-VAE PMFS

WAE GMM
WAE PMFS

InfoVAE GMM
InfoVAE PMFS

(a) MNIST data set.

2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5 20.0
#dist or k

8.5

9.0

9.5

10.0

10.5

11.0

11.5

12.0

FI
D

AE GMM
AE PMFS

VAE GMM
VAE PMFS

β-VAE GMM
β-VAE PMFS

WAE GMM
WAE PMFS

InfoVAE GMM
InfoVAE PMFS
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Figure 2. The evolution of the FID metric in relation to the number of partitions in PMFS or the number of distributions in a GMM. Dashed
and solid lines respectively illustrate the FID evolution using GMM and PMFS sampling methods. The colors green, red, magenta, yellow,
and black correspond to the Vanilla Autoencoder, Variational Autoencoder (VAE), β-VAE, Wasserstein Autoencoder (WAE), and InfoVAE
models, respectively. This figure is best viewed in color.
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(a) Latent space distribution on MNIST.
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(b) Latent space distribution on CelebA.
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(c) Latent space distribution on MOBIUS.

Figure 3. An illustration of the distribution of the latent vectors from the validation set of the Vanilla Autoencoder, along with samples
generated using GMM and PMFS sampling. These figures portray a dimensionality reduction through PCA into the two-dimensional
space R2, encompassing the first hundred images from the validation set as well as a hundred samples extracted from the GMM and PMFS
sampling methods. This figure is best viewed in color.

in PMFS sampling varies depending on the dataset.
Figure 4 showcases samples of synthetic images gener-

ated through GMM and PMFS sampling using a Vanilla
Autoencoder model (Additional images are provided in Ap-
pendix G). From this figure, we notice that the images gen-
erated with PMFS sampling possess a heightened realism.
Notably, when PMFS sampling is applied to the CelebA
dataset. For example, the first image depicts the actor
Daniel Radcliffe (Harry Potter) without glasses. This ob-
servation underscores how PMFS sampling introduces data
augmentation and modifications to images present in the
training dataset. This enhancement emphasises the signifi-
cance of our method in biometric image synthesis and data
augmentation on biometric datasets.

Furthermore, in Table 2, we present a face image quality
assessment on the synthetic images generated using PMFS
and GMM sampling via the SDD-FIQA metric [25]. Since
the SDD-FIQA metric uses a model which was not trained
on the CelebA data set [21], we start by establishing a base-
line by calculating the value of SDD-FIQA metric on the
original untouched images of the CelebA data set. Then

we generate 10, 000 synthetic images per sampling strategy,
notably GMM sampling and PMFS, and per autoencoder
model. The obtained results are presented in Table 2. From
this table we observe improvements in terms of synthetic
face image quality on all models when samples are gen-
erated through PMFS which emphasizes the performance
gains of PMFS over GMM sampling.

Table 2. Face image quality assessment on the CelebA data set. In
the table, the most favorable values are highlighted in bold.

Maximum obtainable value
on CelebA data set 41.55

Model GMM PMFS

Vanilla Autoencoder 39.28 39.85
VAE 38.78 39.43
β-VAE 38.71 38.79
WAE 37.60 38.85

InfoVAE 38.68 39.39

In this section, we have presented a quantitative compar-
ison through the FID metric and a qualitative comparison
via synthetic images between the GMM sampling method
and our proposed method. These comparisons were con-
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(c) CelebA GMM samples. (d) CelebA PMFS samples.
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Figure 4. Sample synthetic images from a Vanilla Autoencoder model on the MNIST, CelebA and MOBIUS data sets using GMM and
PMFS sampling. Figure better viewed in color.

ducted across five distinct autoencoder-based generative
models and three diverse datasets, including two biometric
datasets. Throughout these experiments, PMFS sampling
consistently outperformed GMM sampling, showcasing the
lowest FID values, achieving fitting times several orders of
magnitude faster, producing more lifelike synthetic images
across all scenarios, and on large datasets with a high num-
ber of partitions generating samples with distributions that
closely resemble real-world ones.

6. Conclusion

In this study, our focus revolves around the task of sam-
pling from the latent space of autoencoder-based generative
models. Our primary objective is to extract samples from
regions characterized by high density, ensuring that these
samples can be subsequently reconstructed into images that
possess a realistic quality. To accomplish this goal, we in-
troduce a novel sampling algorithm that leverages the con-
cept of probability mass functions coupled with a quanti-
zation process. Notably, this algorithm boasts a time com-
plexity of O(n × d), resulting in a substantial acceleration
compared to Gaussian mixture model (GMM) sampling.
The core principle underlying our algorithm entails the def-
inition of neighborhoods surrounding each latent encod-
ing corresponding to input data points. Subsequently, the
sampling process targets these neighborhoods, guarantee-
ing that the sampled latent vectors fall within regions of ele-
vated probability. Consequently, these vectors can be seam-
lessly transformed into genuine images. Our experimen-
tation covers a diverse array of scenarios, spanning three
distinct datasets—MNIST for digit generation, CelebA for
face generation, and MOBIUS for ocular generation—as
well as five autoencoder-based generative models. The em-
pirical results across our experiments consistently showcase
the superiority of the PMFS sampling method in compar-
ison to Gaussian mixture model (GMM) sampling. Im-
pressively, this superiority is especially pronounced on the

biometric datasets—CelebA and MOBIUS—where PMFS
exhibits a remarkable enhancement of 1.69 and 0.87 in
terms of the Fréchet inception distance (FID), respectively,
when compared to GMM sampling. These findings un-
derscore the exceptional efficacy of our novel sampling
algorithm, particularly in generating high-quality images
in diverse contexts, with a marked emphasis on biomet-
ric images. Moreover, when considering the Wasserstein
distance, PMFS outperforms GMMs in approximating the
true latent distribution. Prospective extensions of our work
could encompass enhancements aimed at improving the im-
age quality produced by autoencoder models by mitigating
the blur introduced by the ℓ2 norm [11]. Additionally, we
aspire to differentiate between whether the generated syn-
thetic images serve as data augmentations over the training
set or constitute an entirely new dataset, thereby necessitat-
ing the quantification of data leakage. This perspective is
particularly salient given the sensitive nature of biometric
data, which warrants stringent privacy considerations. In
summary, these insights lay the groundwork for further ex-
ploration and refinement of the PMFS method.
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Supplementary material
A. Quantization example

Given the dimension d = 3 latent vector zi = [1.5; 2.6; 8] and the two vectors [−19;−5; 0], [5.7; 3; 20] representing
the minimums and maximums for each dimension, respectively, and k = 10. The quantized components of the vector Qzi

corresponding to the latent vector zi are calculated as follows :

Qzi,1 =

⌊
10(1.5 + 19)

5.7 + 19

⌋
=

⌊
10× 20.5

24.7

⌋
= ⌊8.29⌋ = 8

Qzi,2 =

⌊
10(2.6 + 5)

3 + 5

⌋
=

⌊
10× 7.6

8

⌋
= ⌊9.5⌋ = 9

Qzi,3 =

⌊
10(8− 0)

20− 0

⌋
=

⌊
10× 8

20

⌋
= ⌊4⌋ = 4.

Thus, the quantized vector Qzi is [8; 9; 4]. This means the vector zi belongs to the global partition [8; 9; 4] (partition 8 in
the first dimension, partition 9 in the second dimension and partition 4 in the last dimension). We point out that we start the
numbering of partitions from zero.

B. Probability mass function sampling code
Python code:

de f PMFS sampling ( z , k ) :
max , min = np .max( z , ax i s =0, keepdims=True ) , np . min ( z , ax i s =0, keepdims=True )
p a r t i t i o n s i z e s = (max − min ) /k
z = ( ( z−min ) / p a r t i t i o n s i z e s ) . astype (np . i n t8 )
unique , counts = np . unique ( z , ax i s =0, r e tu rn count s=True )
b in edge s = (min , max , num=k)
return unique , counts , b in edge s

Mathematica code:

MFSSampling [ z L i s t , k I n t e g e r ] := Module [{max , min , p a r t i t i o nS i z e s , quantizedZ , unique , counts ,
binEdges } , max = Max[ z ] ; min = Min [ z ] ;

p a r t i t i o n S i z e s = (max − min) /k ;
quantizedZ = Floor [ ( z − min) / p a r t i t i o n S i z e s ] ;
{unique , counts } = Transpose [ Tal ly [ quantizedZ ] ] ;
binEdges = {min , max , k } ;
{unique , counts , binEdges } ]

C. Experimental setup
To train the models for this work, we used the Pytorch [27] and Pytorch Lightning [9] libraries in conjunction with

Torchvision [38] to obtain the training benchmark data sets. We conducted experiments on Nvidia Tesla V100 GPUs with 32
GB of VRAM, available in the MesoPSL computing cluster. With these GPUs, training on the MNIST, CelebA and MOBIUS
data sets took approximately 1 minute, 14 minutes and 25 minutes per epoch respectively, while computing the FID required
approximately 30 minutes per data set.

The Numpy [14] and the Scikit-learn [28] libraries are respectively used to implement the PMFS and GMM sampling
strategies. The Matplotlib library [17] is used to generate the figures in this work.

D. Datasets
D.1. MNIST

The MNIST dataset [20], comprises ten classes of grayscale images, each with a size of 28 × 28, which we employ for
training and testing our models. The dataset is divided into : a training set with 50, 000 images, a validation set with 10, 000
images, and a test set with 10, 000 images. This dataset serves as a standard benchmark for computer vision tasks, particularly
for evaluating models on simple, low-resolution grayscale images.



D.2. CelebA

The Celebrity Faces dataset [21], encompasses colored images of celebrity faces with a size of 178 × 218, which we
employ for training and testing our models. It comprises a total of 200, 000 images. In our experiments, we utilize the
original train, validation, and test dataset split provided with the dataset. This dataset serves as a standard benchmark for
computer vision applications, particularly in the domain of face generation, rendering it highly relevant to the field of face
biometrics.

D.3. MOBIUS

The MOBIUS dataset [30, 31, 40, 41, 42] is a compilation of 16, 717 colored ocular images with dimensions
1, 700× 3, 000, which we utilize for training and testing our models. During our experiments, we removed blurry im-
ages, resulting in a total of 14, 331 images. We partitioned the dataset into training, validation, and test subsets, consisting
of 9, 172, 2, 293, and 2, 866 images, respectively. The images from the MOBIUS dataset employed in this work have been
generously provided by the University of Ljubljana, Slovenia, representing a typical biometric dataset suitable for image
generation tasks.

E. Model architecture details

The models we trained in this work have the architectures details in Tables 3, 4 and 5. In all tables, ⋆ stands for a duplicated
layer in stochastic models to calculate the mean and the variance, and BN stands for batch normalization.

Table 3. Autoencoders model architecture for the MNIST data set.
Layers Encoder Decoder

Layer 1 Conv(128, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1) Linear(32, 16384)
BN, ReLU Reshape(1024, 4, 4)

Layer 2 Conv(256, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1) ConvT(512, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1)
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 3 Conv(512, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1) ConvT(256, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 2)
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 4 Conv(1024, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1) ConvT(256, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1)
BN, ReLU Sigmoid

Layer 5 Linear(1024, 32)⋆ -

Table 4. Autoencoders model architecture for the CelebA data set.
Layers Encoder Decoder

Layer 1 Conv(128, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1) Linear(256, 146432)
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU, Reshape(1024, 4, 4)

Layer 2 Conv(256, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1) ConvT(512, (3, 4), s = 2, p = (0, 1))
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 3 Conv(512, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1) ConvT(256, (3, 4), s = 2, p = (0, 1))
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 4 Conv(1024, (4, 4), s = 2, p = 1) ConvT(128, (3, 4), s = 2, p = 1)
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 5 Linear(146432, 256)⋆ ConvT(3, (2, 4), s = 2, p = 0)
Sigmoid



Table 5. Autoencoders model architecture for the MOBIUS data set.
Layers Encoder Decoder

Layer 1 Conv(32, (7, 7), s = 3, p = 0) Linear(256, 3072)
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU, Reshape(1024, 1, 3)

Layer 2 Conv(64, (7, 7), s = 3, p = 0) ConvT(512, (7, 7), s = 2, p = (0, 0))
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 3 Conv(128, (7, 7), s = 3, p = 0) ConvT(256, (5, 7), s = 3, p = (1, 0))
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 4 Conv(256, (7, 7), s = 3, p = 0) ConvT(128, (5, 7), s = 3, p = (1, 2))
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 5 Conv(512, (7, 7), s = 3, p = 0) ConvT(64, (5, 7), s = 3, p = (1, 2))
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 6 Conv(1024, (5, 5), s = 2, p = 0) ConvT(32, (5, 7), s = 3, p = (1, 2))
BN, ReLU BN, ReLU

Layer 7 Linear(3072, 256)⋆ ConvT(3, (4, 6), s = 3, p = (1, 0))
Sigmoid



F. Image reconstruction
F.1. MNIST

(a) Vanilla Autoencoder.

(b) VAE.

(c) β-VAE.

(d) WAE.

(e) InfoVAE.

Figure 5. Reconstruction of MNIST images via different autoencoder based models.



F.2. CelebA

(a) Vanilla Autoencoder.

(b) VAE.

(c) β-VAE.

(d) WAE.

(e) InfoVAE.

Figure 6. Reconstruction of CelebA images via different autoencoder based models.



F.3. MOBIUS

(a) Vanilla Autoencoder.

(b) VAE.

(c) β-VAE.

(d) WAE.

(e) InfoVAE.

Figure 7. Reconstruction of MOBIUS images via different autoencoder based models.



G. Synthetic images

G.1. MNIST

(a) GMM Vanilla Autoencoder.

(b) PMFS Vanilla Autoencoder.

(c) GMM VAE.

(d) PMFS VAE.

(e) GMM β-VAE.



(f) PMFS β-VAE.

(g) GMM WAE.

(h) PMFS WAE.

(i) GMM InfoVAE.

(j) PMFS InfoVAE.

Figure 8. Synthetic images generated using GMM and PMFS sampling on the MNIST data set via different autoencoder based models.



G.2. CelebA

(a) GMM Vanilla Autoencoder.

(b) PMFS Vanilla Autoencoder.

(c) GMM VAE.

(d) PMFS VAE.

(e) GMM β-VAE.



(f) PMFS β-VAE.

(g) GMM WAE.

(h) PMFS WAE.

(i) GMM InfoVAE.

(j) PMFS InfoVAE.

Figure 9. Synthetic images generated using GMM and PMFS sampling on the CelebA data set via different autoencoder based models.



G.3. MOBIUS

(a) GMM Vanilla Autoencoder.

(b) PMFS Vanilla Autoencoder.

(c) GMM VAE.

(d) PMFS VAE.

(e) GMM β-VAE.



(f) PMFS β-VAE.

(g) GMM WAE.

(h) PMFS WAE.

(i) GMM InfoVAE.

(j) PMFS InfoVAE.

Figure 10. Synthetic images generated using GMM and PMFS sampling on the MOBIUS data set via different autoencoder based models.



H. Distribution plots
H.1. MNIST
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(a) Latent space distribution of Vanilla Autoencoder.
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(b) Latent space distribution of VAE.
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(c) Latent space distribution of β-VAE.
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(d) Latent space distribution of WAE.
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(e) Latent space distribution of InfoVAE.

Figure 11. Distribution of the validation set’s latent vectors of different Autoencoder models and samples generated via GMM and PMFS
sampling on the MNIST data set. These figures represents a dimensionality reduction using PCA into the two dimensional R2 space of the
first hundred images from the validation set, as well as a hundred samples from GMM and PMFS sampling methods.



H.2. CelebA
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(a) Latent space distribution of Vanilla Autoencoder.
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(b) Latent space distribution of VAE.
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(c) Latent space distribution of β-VAE.
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(d) Latent space distribution of WAE.
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(e) Latent space distribution of InfoVAE.

Figure 12. Distribution of the validation set’s latent vectors of different Autoencoder models and samples generated via GMM and PMFS
sampling on the CelebA data set. These figures represents a dimensionality reduction using PCA into the two dimensional R2 space of the
first hundred images from the validation set, as well as a hundred samples from GMM and PMFS sampling methods.



H.3. MOBIUS
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(a) Latent space distribution of Vanilla Autoencoder.
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(b) Latent space distribution of VAE.

−30 −20 −10 0 10 20 30
Dimension 1

−20

−10

0

10

20

Di
m
en

sio
n 
2

Validation latents PMFS samples GMM samples

(c) Latent space distribution of β-VAE.
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(d) Latent space distribution of WAE.
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(e) Latent space distribution of InfoVAE.

Figure 13. Distribution of the validation set’s latent vectors of different Autoencoder models and samples generated via GMM and PMFS
sampling on the MOBIUS data set. These figures represents a dimensionality reduction using PCA into the two dimensional R2 space of
the first hundred images from the validation set, as well as a hundred samples from GMM and PMFS sampling methods.


