
EFFICIENT NEURAL NETWORK APPROACHES FOR CONDITIONAL
OPTIMAL TRANSPORT WITH APPLICATIONS IN BAYESIAN INFERENCE∗

ZHEYU OLIVER WANG† , RICARDO BAPTISTA‡ , YOUSSEF MARZOUK† , LARS RUTHOTTO§ , AND

DEEPANSHU VERMA§

Abstract. We present two neural network approaches that approximate the solutions of static and dynamic
conditional optimal transport (COT) problems. Both approaches enable conditional sampling and conditional den-
sity estimation, which are core tasks in Bayesian inference—particularly in the simulation-based (“likelihood-free”)
setting. Our methods represent the target conditional distributions as transformations of a tractable reference distri-
bution and, therefore, fall into the framework of measure transport. Although many measure transport approaches
model the transformation as COT maps, obtaining the map is computationally challenging, even in moderate di-
mensions. To improve scalability, our numerical algorithms use neural networks to parameterize COT maps and
further exploit the structure of the COT problem. Our static approach approximates the map as the gradient of a
partially input-convex neural network. It uses a novel numerical implementation to increase computational efficiency
compared to state-of-the-art alternatives. Our dynamic approach approximates the conditional optimal transport
via the flow map of a regularized neural ODE; compared to the static approach, it is slower to train but offers
more modeling choices and can lead to faster sampling. We demonstrate both algorithms numerically, comparing
them with competing state-of-the-art approaches, using benchmark datasets and simulation-based Bayesian inverse
problems.
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1. Introduction. Conditional sampling is a core computational challenge in many mathemat-
ical and statistical problems. A widespread motivation is Bayesian inference: given a statistical
model π(y|x) for some observations y, parameterized by x, one endows the parameters x with a
prior distribution π(x) and therefore specifies the joint distribution π(x,y) = π(y|x)π(x). The
computational goal of Bayesian inference is then to characterize the posterior distribution π(x|y)
for some realization of y. While in some simple (conjugate) models, the posterior may lie in a
tractable family of distributions, in more general settings one seeks to draw samples from the pos-
terior, such that the expectation of any test function (yielding, for example, posterior moments or
predictions) can be estimated via Monte Carlo.

Most methods for sampling the posterior, such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [7], or for
otherwise approximating it in some variational family [13], require evaluations of the unnormalized
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posterior density. This requirement limits such methods to the “conventional” setting of a tractable
likelihood function and prior density—i.e., a likelihood and prior that can be evaluated pointwise.
This setting includes likelihoods common in inverse problems, given by a forward operator that
maps x to a prediction of the observations, which is then perturbed by noise. Even in this setting,
producing thousands of approximately i.i.d. samples from the posterior distribution may require
millions of unnormalized posterior density evaluations. This can be especially expensive for science
and engineering applications where the forward operator entering the likelihood involves the solution
of differential equations.

Conditional sampling is even more challenging when the likelihood model—and hence the un-
normalized posterior density—is intractable to compute. One common reason is that the forward
model is intrinsically stochastic, or (equivalently) that it contains perhaps a high-dimensional set
of random latent parameters c that are not the target of inference; in this setting, computing the
likelihood x 7→ π(y|x) requires an expensive step of marginalization. In other applications, often
the case in data assimilation [53] or inverse problems with data-driven priors [23], the prior distri-
bution may be known only through samples with no closed-form density. In both of these cases,
one can simulate sample pairs (xi,yi) ∼ π(x,y) but not evaluate their joint density.

As a possible remedy, likelihood-free (also called simulation-based) inference methods [12] have
gained significant recent interest, Instead of relying on evaluations of the unnormalized posterior
density, most of these methods employ some form of sample-driven measure transport, either as a
way of estimating conditional densities [43] or directly sampling from the posterior [18]. The latter
can understood as using transport for conditional generative modeling: we seek transport maps,
amortized over multiple realizations of the data the data y, that push forward a given reference
distribution to the target posterior distribution π(x|y). Once such a map is obtained, one can
readily generate i.i.d. samples from the target by evaluating the map on samples drawn from the
reference given any realization of data y. This distinguishes transport maps from methods such
as MCMC, which are intrinsically serial (thus challenging to parallelize) and typically requiring
re-initialization for any new value of y.

Under mild assumptions on the reference and posterior, there exist infinitely many transport
maps that couple the two distributions. Accordingly, many parameterizations and construction
methods for such transport maps have been pursued in recent literature. In particular, neural
networks are widely used to represent transport maps, due to their expressiveness and scalability to
high dimensions [2, 20, 14, 40, 24]. Yet in many settings, the target map, e.g., the map obtained in
the limit of increasing expressiveness of the network, is not clearly or uniquely specified. The
lack of a specific target transport leaves open a wide variety of ad hoc design choices, where
these choices implicitly determine the class of transport maps being considered. Moreover, it
is then challenging to understand the approximation properties of resulting transports and their
implications for computational cost. A more systematic way of using neural networks to represent
conditional transports with a well-specified target map is desirable. To this end, we will seek neural
network approximations of conditional optimal transport (COT) maps, in particular, maps that
are optimal under the L2 transport cost. These maps are unique, under mild assumptions on the
reference and the target conditionals, and are also known as conditional Brenier maps [9].

This paper contributes two neural network approaches for learning the static and dynamic COT
maps, respectively, through maximum likelihood training. We select conditional Brenier maps as
our target transport class and enforce their gradient-of-convex-potential structure to regularize
the transport map learning problem, eliminating exploration of the unnecessary off-target choices.
This leads directly to our first approach, the partially convex potential map (PCP-Map), where
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we parameterize the map as the (partial) gradient of a partially input convex neural network
(PICNN) [1]. PCP-Maps, by construction, approximate static conditional Brenier maps in the
limit of network expressiveness. For our second approach, called conditional optimal transport flow
(COT-Flow), we extend our prior approach, OT-Flow [40], to include amortization over multiple
realizations of the data. Like OT-Flow, our method considers dynamic measure transport, which has
recently gained much popularity. The dynamic approach realizes transport by integrating a velocity
field for a finite time. COT-Flow seeks a conditional optimal transport defined by the flow map of
an ODE with constant-velocity (in a Lagrangian sense) trajectories. Rather than strongly enforcing
the structure of optimal transport on this velocity field, we encourage optimality of the conditional
transport via appropriate penalties on the velocity. In particular, we represent the velocity as the
gradient of a scalar potential parameterized by a neural network (hence obtaining a neural ODE)
and penalize the squared magnitude of the velocity and violations of a Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman
PDE.

We compare the performance of our approaches with each other and against other state-of-
the-art neural and non-neural approaches for conditional sampling and density estimation in terms
of the computational cost of training and sampling, the quality of the resulting samples, and the
complexity of hyperparameter tuning. We conduct numerical experiments using six UCI tabular
datasets [32], inverse problems involving the stochastic Lotka-Volterra model [44], and the one-
dimensional shallow water equations [48]. Across all experiments, we observe that both PCP-
Map and COT-Flow achieve competitive accuracy as measured by negative log-likelihoods, sample
visualizations, and posterior calibration analyses, compared to consistent approximate Bayesian
computation methods [57] and other transport or deep learning approaches [3, 48]. While PCP-
Map and COT-Flow enjoy comparable accuracy, the strongly-constrained PCP-Map can be trained
more quickly than COT-Flow in our experiments. Also, PCP-Map relies on fewer and less influential
hyperparameters than the weakly-constrained COT-Flow and thus requires less parameter tuning.
COT-Flow, however, offers faster sampling after training due to its nearly straight-line velocity
field. We also conduct a comparative study of PCP-Map and a conditional version of the optimal
transport approach proposed in [24] and observe that our numerical implementation improves the
numerical accuracy and efficiency.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates the conditional sam-
pling problem and reviews related learning approaches. Section 3 presents our partially convex
potential map (PCP-Map). Section 4 presents our conditional optimal transport flow (COT-Flow).
Section 5 describes our effort to achieve reproducible results and systematic procedures for iden-
tifying effective hyperparameters for neural network training. Section 6 contains a detailed nu-
merical evaluation of both approaches using six open-source data sets and experiments motivated
by Bayesian inference for the stochastic Lotka–Volterra equation and the shallow water equations.
Section 7 features a detailed discussion of our results and highlights the advantages and limitations
of the presented approaches.

2. Background and related work. Given i.i.d. sample pairs {(xi,yi)}Ni=1 drawn from the
joint distribution π(x,y), with xi ∈ Rn and yi ∈ Rm, our goal is to sample from π(x|y) for any
value of the conditioning variable y. In the context of Bayesian inference, π(x|y) is the posterior
distribution. Even when the likelihood is not available, the joint sample pairs can be obtained by
first drawing xi from the prior distribution π(x) and then drawing yi from π(y|xi).

Under the transport-based framework, solving this conditional sampling problem amounts to
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learning a block-triangular map, as described in [2],

T : Rn+m → Rn+m, T (zx, zy) =

[
h(zy)
g (zx, h(zy))

]
(2.1)

that pushes forward a tensor-product reference distribution ρz(z) := ρzx
(zx)⊗ρzy

(zy) to the target
joint distribution π(x,y) = π(y)π(x|y) where ρzx

(zx) and ρzy
(zy) are defined on Rn and Rm,

respectively. More specifically, to evaluate T (zx, zy), we first evaluate the mapping h on zy and then
substitute h(zy) into g to evaluate g(zx, h(zy)). Notice that h : Rm → Rm and g : Rn × Rm → Rn.
If zy ∼ ρzy

(zy) and zx ∼ ρzx
(zx), Theorem 2.4 in [2] shows that we will have g(zx, h(zy)) ∼ π(x|y).

We can simplify this construction by choosing h to be the identity function and setting the
reference distribution to be π(y) ⊗ ρzx

(zx) The reference marginal ρzx
(zx) can be chosen as any

tractable distribution, e.g., a standard Gaussian. We can use the conditioning variable y as the
second argument of g. The block triangular map becomes

T (zx,y) =

[
y
g(zx,y)

]
.(2.2)

With this construction, we can sample from the conditional distribution π(x|y) simply by evaluating
the mapping g : zx 7→ g(zx,y) for zx ∼ ρzx

(zx). We will focus on such a g in this paper, and call
it the conditional generator (interchangeably with ‘conditional transport map’). We view g as a
mapping from Rn → Rn, parameterized by y, and will write g(zx;y), for zx ∈ Rn, to make this
interpretation clear. We will also use g−1(· ;y) to denote the inverse of this mapping (when it
exists) for any given value of y. In other words, g

(
g−1(x;y);y

)
= x.

There are numerous ways of parameterizing, constraining, and learning the conditional gen-
erator. For example, [3, 26] use transformations of polynomials to approximate g. While linear
spaces (such as polynomial spaces) are amenable to analysis and have well-understood approxi-
mation properties, they typically suffer from the computational difficulties of basis selection and
the curse of dimensionality. In the deep generative modeling community [49], neural networks are
instead used to parameterize g. This paper will focus on deep generative modeling approaches
that learn invertible and differentiable generators; as we will explain shortly, these properties en-
able exact density evaluations and, hence, maximum likelihood training. This choice thus excludes
other conditional generative models popular in machine learning, such as conditional VAEs [51] and
conditional GANs [38, 34], as they do not employ invertible maps or allow density evaluations. In
such methods, when the latent code z has a dimension less than n, the pushforward distribution,
in fact, does not have a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure on Rn. Therefore, these
methods must be trained by methods other than maximum likelihood.

Given a conditional generator g(· ;y) that is a diffeomorphism for any value of y, we can write
the pushforward of the reference density ρzx

by g(· ;y) via the change-of-variables formula:

g(·;y)♯ρzx
(x) := ρzx

(
g−1(x;y)

) ∣∣det∇xg
−1(x;y)

∣∣ .(2.3)

Then we can use g(·;y)♯ρzx
(x) to approximate the conditional density π(x|y), i.e., to seek

(2.4) g(·;y)♯ρzx
(x) ≈ π(x|y).

The explicit density in (2.3) is quite useful in this regard; for instance, it allows us to identify a
good g within a given class of diffeomorphisms via maximum likelihood estimation.
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In general, there are infinitely many diffeomorphisms that can achieve equality in (2.4). One
class of diffeomorphisms for smooth densities is given by monotone triangular maps [36, 58], which
include the canonical Knothe–Rosenblatt rearrangement; the latter achieves equality in (2.4) for
any absolutely continuous target. Triangular maps allow easy inversion and Jacobian determinant
evaluations, though they are sensitive to variable ordering. A different class of candidate diffeo-
morphisms is given by conditional normalizing flows [35, 46]; these are specific neural network
representations of diffeomorphisms on Rn, parameterized by y, that also allow easy inversion and
evaluations of the Jacobian determinant. A vast array of architectures for such flows, in the con-
ditional and unconditional cases, have been proposed in the literature [45], and there even exist
universal approximation results for certain common architectures [56].

Early normalizing flows [14, 30, 46] directly modeled the displacement of points from the ref-
erence to the target distribution. They can be thus viewed as a “static” approach to measure
transport. Most of these flows do not aim to approximate any particular canonical transport, al-
though many (e.g., autoregressive flows) use restricted classes of triangular maps as a building block.
Continuous normalizing flows, as proposed in [11, 22], on the other hand, represent the diffeomor-
phism of interest by the finite-time flow map of an ODE [37] whose velocity field is parameterized
by a deep neural network. These flows thus can be viewed as a “dynamic” form of measure trans-
port. Generic continuous normalizing flows also lack a specific approximation target; they can, in
principle, represent infinitely many transport maps that are consistent with (2.4), with no direct
control over what map is realized. To resolve this ill-posedness [62], recent works have sought to
tailor continuous NFs towards specific target transports. In particular, there has been considerable
interest in targeting optimal transport with quadratic cost (i.e., the Brenier map) to take advantage
of its properties. Several dynamic measure transport approaches drive their flows towards optimal
transport by adding regularization penalties to the training objective [40, 20, 63, 61]. Static density
estimation and generative modeling approaches that seek to approximate the Brenier map include
[24, 8, 2]; we will discuss [24] and [8] further below. Figure 1 provides a schematic overview of vari-
ous (conditional and unconditional) measure transport approaches, arranged by the approximation
target (if any) and whether they are static or dynamic.

As discussed in Section 1, this paper focuses on neural network approaches to learning COT
maps. A close relative to our PCP-Map construction is the CP-Flow approach of [24]. CP-Flow is
primarily designed to approximate solutions of the joint (rather than conditional) optimal transport
problem. A variant of CP-Flow defines a variational autoencoder (VAE) suitable for variational
Bayesian inference. But extensions of CP-Flow to COT are also natural; though not described in the
paper, a script in the GitHub repository associated with [24] enables CP-Flow to approximate the
COT problem for a simple Gaussian mixture target distribution in a similar fashion to PCP-Map.
We, therefore, compare PCP-Map to conditional CP-Flow numerically; see Subsection 6.4. In these
experiments, we find that CP-Flow either fails to provide a solution or is considerably slower than
PCP-Map. We discuss possible reasons in Subsection 6.4, but note here some distinctions between
(conditional) CP-Flow and PCP-Map: the latter uses a simplified transport map architecture, new
automatic differentiation tools that avoid the need for stochastic log-determinant estimators, and
a projected gradient method to enforce non-negativity constraints on parts of the weights.

Another close relative of PCP-Map is the CondOT approach in [8]. The main distinction
between CondOT and PCP-Map is in the definition of the learning problem. The former solves the
W2 COT problem in an adversarial manner, which leads to a challenging stochastic saddle point
problem. Our approach instead uses a maximum likelihood estimation, which yields a simpler,
direct minimization problem.



NEURAL NETWORK APPROACHES FOR CONDITIONAL OPTIMAL TRANSPORT 6

OT

KR

Static

Glow[29]

Conditional Glow[35]

RealNVP[14]

NAF[25]

IAF[30]

RQ-NSF[17]

MAF[46]

UMNN[59]

Dynamic

FFJORD[22]

CNF [11]

ANODE [16]

RNODE[20]

OT-Flow[40]

COT-Flow

CP-Flow[24]
PCP-Map
CondOT[8]

MGAN[2]

ATM[3]

Diffeomorphic

Fig. 1. Schematic overview of related measure transport approaches, all of which produce diffeomorphic trans-
port maps. Approaches are first separated into static versus dynamic, then grouped by their approximation tar-
get assumptions. The red dots represent specific, canonical transport maps: (L2) optimal transport (OT) and the
Knothe–Rosenblatt (KR) transport. The surrounding ellipses capture methods that seek to approximate these canon-
ical maps.

The COT-Flow developed in this paper approach extends the dynamic OT formulation in [40]
to enable conditional sampling and density estimation. The resulting approach is similar to the
recent work [42], which uses an RKHS approach to approximate the velocity and bases the training
objective function on maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) instead of maximum likelihood.

3. Partially convex potential maps (PCP-Map). Our first approach, PCP-Map, approx-
imates the static COT problem by solving a maximum likelihood estimation problem over a class of
neural network-based conditional transport maps whose structure is enforced to match the struc-
ture of conditional Brenier maps—which are partial gradients of partially convex potentials. By
the neural network architectural design, this partial convexity is guaranteed for any choice of the
network weights.

Training problem. Given samples from the joint distribution, our algorithm seeks a conditional
generator g by solving the maximum likelihood problem

(3.1) min
g−1∈G

JNLL[g],

where the objective JNLL is the expected negative log-likelihood functional

(3.2) JNLL[g] = Eπ(x,y)

[
1

2

∥∥g−1(x;y)
∥∥2 − log det∇xg

−1(x;y)

]
.

This objective arises from choosing ρzx
to be a standard Gaussian and it maximizes the likelihood

that g−1 samples are standard Gaussian. Since the learning problem in (3.2) only involves the
inverse conditional generator g−1, in (3.1) we follow [2] and directly seek conditional generators
whose inverses take the structural form of conditional Brenier maps, i.e.,

(3.3) G = {(x;y) 7→ ∇xG(x;y) s.t. G : Rn × Rm → R is convex in its first argument} .
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These parameterizations are equivalent: if, for any fixed y, g(·;y) is the gradient of a convex poten-
tial, then g(·;y)−1 is also the gradient of a (different) convex potential by Brenier’s theorem. While
this choice avoids inverting the generator during training, sampling requires inverting the learned
map. Note that the inverse conditional generator pushes forward the conditional distribution π(x|y)
to the reference distribution. We note that the negative log-likelihood JNLL also agrees (up to an
additive constant) with the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence from the pushforward g(·;y)♯ρzx

to
the conditional distribution π(x|y), in expectation over the conditioning variable y ∼ π(y).

Theoretically speaking, Brenier’s theorem ensures the existence of a unique monotone transport
map among all maps written as the gradient of a convex potential; see [6] for the original result and
[9] for conditional transport maps. Theorem 2.3 in [9] also shows that g−1 is optimal in the sense
that among all maps that match the distributions, it minimizes the integrated L2 transport costs

(3.4) POT[g] = Eπ(x,y)

[
∥x− g−1(x;y)∥2

]
.

Neural Network Representation. In this work, we directly enforce the structural form of condi-
tional Brenier maps on the inverse conditional generator using scalar-valued partially input convex
neural networks (PICNNs) [1]. In particular, we parameterize g−1

θ as the gradient of a PICNN

based potential G̃θ : Rn × Rm → R that depends on weights θ. A PICNN is a feed-forward neural
network that is specifically designed to ensure convexity in some of its inputs; see the original work
that introduced this neural network architecture in [1] and its use for generative modeling in [24].
To the best of our knowledge, investigating if PICNNs are universal approximators of partially
input convex functions is still an open issue, also see [28, Section IV], that is beyond the scope of
our paper; a perhaps related result for fully input convex neural networks is given in [24, Appendix
C].

To ensure the monotonicity of g−1
θ , we construct G̃θ to be strictly convex as a linear combination

of a scalar-valued PICNN and a positive definite quadratic term. That is,

(3.5) G̃θ(x,y) = σsoftplus(γ1) · wK + (σReLU(γ2) + σsoftplus(γ3)) ·
1

2
∥x∥2,

where γ1, γ2, and γ3 are scalar parameters that are re-parameterized via the soft-plus function
σsoftplus(x) = log(1 + exp(x)) and the ReLU function σReLU(x) = max{0, x} to ensure strict con-

vexity of G̃θ. Here, wK is the output of a K-layer scalar-valued PICNN and is computed through
forward propagation through the layers k = 0, . . . ,K − 1 starting with the inputs v0 = y and
w0 = x

vk+1 = σ(v)
(
L
(v)
k vk + b

(v)
k

)
,

wk+1 = σ(w)
(
σReLU

(
L
(w)
k

)(
wk ⊙ σReLU

(
L
(wv)
k vk + b

(wv)
k

))
+

L
(x)
k

(
x ⊙

(
L
(xv)
k vk + b

(xv)
k

))
+ L

(vw)
k vk + b

(w)
k

)
.

(3.6)

Here, vk, termed contexts, are layer activations of input y, and ⊙ denotes the element-wise Hada-

mard product. We implement the non-negativity constraints on L
(w)
k and L

(wv)
k vk + b

(wv)
k via the

ReLU activation and set σ(w) and σ(v) to the softplus and ELU functions, respectively, where

σELU(x) =

{
x if x > 0

ex − 1 if x ≤ 0
.
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Table 1
Parameter dimensions of a K-layer PICNN architecture from (3.6). Since the dimensions of the inputs, x ∈ Rn

and y ∈ Rm, are given, and the network outputs a scalar, we vary only the depth, K, feature width, w, and context
width, u, in our experiments.

k, layer size(L
(v)
k ) size(L

(vw)
k ) size(L

(w)
k ) size(L

(wv)
k ) size(L

(xv)
k ) size(L

(x)
k )

0 (u, m) (w, m) (w, n) (n, m) 0 0
1 (u, u) (w, u) (w, w) (w, u) (n, u) (w, n)
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

K − 2 (u, u) (w, u) (w, w) (w, u) (n, u) (w, n)
K − 1 0 (1, u) (1, w) (w, u) (n, u) (w, n)

We list the dimensions of the weight matrices in Table 1. The sizes of the bias terms equal the
number of rows of their corresponding weight matrices. The trainable parameters are

θ = (γ1:3,L
(v)
0:K−2,b

(v)
0:K−2,L

(vw)
0:K−1,L

(w)
0:K−1,b

(w)
0:K−1,

L
(wv)
0:K−1,b

(wv)
0:K−1,L

(xv)
1:K−1,b

(xv)
1:K−1,L

(x)
1:K−1).

(3.7)

Using properties for the composition of convex functions [21], it can be verified that the forward
propagation in (3.6) defines a function that is convex in x, but not necessarily in y (which is not
needed), as long as σ(w) is convex and non-decreasing.

To compute the log determinant of g−1
θ , we use vectorized automatic differentiation to obtain

the Hessian of G̃θ with respect to its first input and then compute its eigenvalues. This is feasible
when the Hessian is moderate; e.g., in our experiments, it is less than one hundred. We use efficient
implementations of these methods that parallelize the computations over all the samples in a batch.

Our algorithm enforces the non-negativity constraint by projecting the parameters into the
non-negative orthant after each optimization step using ReLU. Thereby, we alleviate the need for
re-parameterization, for example, using the softplus function in [1]. Another novelty introduced

in PICNN is that we utilize trainable affine layer parameters L
(v)
k and a context width u as a

hyperparameter to increase the expressiveness over the conditioning variables, which are pivotal to

characterizing conditional distributions; existing works such as [24] set L
(v)
1:K−2 = I.

Sample generation. Due to our neural network parameterization, there is generally no closed-
form relation between gθ and g−1

θ . As in [24], we approximate the inverse of g−1
θ during sampling

as the Legendre-Fenchel dual. That is, given a reference sample zx ∼ ρzx
(zx) and a conditioning

variable y ∼ π(y), we solve the convex optimization problem

(3.8) v∗ = argmin
v

G̃θ(v;y)− z⊤x v.

Due to the strict convexity of G̃θ in its first argument, the first-order optimality conditions gives

v∗ ≈ ∇zx
G̃−1

θ (zx;y) = gθ(zx;y) ∼ π(x|y).

Hyperparameters. In our numerical experiments, we vary only three hyperparameters to adjust
the complexity of the architecture. As described in section 5 we randomly sample the depth, K,
the feature width, w, and the context width, u, from the values in Table 2.
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4. Conditional OT-Flow (COT-Flow). In this section, we extend the OT-regularized con-
tinuous normalizing flows in [40] to the conditional generative modeling problem introduced in
section 2.

Training Problem. Following the general approach of continuous normalizing flows [10, 22],
we express the transport map that pushes forward the reference distribution ρzx

(zx) to the target
π(x|y) via the flow map of an ODE. That is, we define g(zx;y) = u(1) as the terminal state of the
ODE

(4.1)
d

dt
u(t) = v(t,u(t);y), t ∈ (0, 1], u(0) = zx,

where the evolution of u : [0, 1] → Rn depends on the velocity field v : [0, 1] × Rn × Rm → Rn

and will be parameterized with a neural network below. When the velocity is trained to minimize
the negative log-likelihood loss in (3.2), the resulting mapping is called a continuous normalizing
flow [22]. We add y as an additional input to the velocity field to enable conditional sampling.
Consequently, the resulting flow map and generator g depend on y.

One advantage of defining the generator through an ODE is that the loss function can be
evaluated efficiently for a wide range of velocity functions. Recall that the loss function requires the
inverse of the generator and the log-determinant of its Jacobian. For sufficiently regular velocity
fields, the inverse of the generator can be obtained by integrating backward in time. To be precise,
we define g−1(x;y) = p(0) where p : [0, 1] → Rn satisfies (4.1) with the terminal condition p(1) = x.
As derived in [63, 22, 61], constructing the generator through an ODE also simplifies computing
the log-determinant of the Jacobian, i.e.,

(4.2) log det∇xg
−1(x;y) =

∫ 1

0

trace (∇pv(t,p(t);y)) dt.

Penalizing transport costs during training leads to theoretical and numerical advantages; see,
for example, [63, 61, 40, 20]. Hence, we consider the OT-regularized training problem

(4.3) min
v

JNLL[g] + α1PDOT[v]

where α1 > 0 is a regularization parameter that trades off matching the distributions (for α1 ≪ 1)
and minimizing the transport costs (for α1 ≫ 0) given by the dynamic transport cost penalty

(4.4) PDOT[v] = Eπ(x,y)

[∫ 1

0

1

2
∥v(t,p(t);y)∥2dt

]
.

This penalty is stronger than the static counterpart in (3.4), in other words

(4.5) POT[g] ≤ PDOT[g] ∀g : Rn → Rn.

However, the values of both penalties agree when the velocity field in (4.1) is constant along the
trajectories, which is the case for the optimal transport map. Hence, we expect the solution of the
dynamic problem to be close to that of the static formulation when α1 is chosen well.

To provide additional theoretical insight and motivate our numerical method, we note that
(4.3) is related to the potential mean field game (MFG)

min
ϱ,v

∫
Rm

∫
Rn

(
− log ϱ(1,x;y)π(x,y) + α1

∫ 1

0

1

2
∥v(t,x;y)∥2ϱ(t,x;y)dt

)
dxdy

subject to ∂tϱ(t,x;y) +∇x · (ϱ(t,x;y)v(t,x;y)) = 0, t ∈ (0, 1]

ϱ(0,x;y) = ρzx
(x).

(4.6)
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Here, the terminal and running costs in the objective functional are the L2 anti-derivatives of JNLL

and PDOT, respectively, and the continuity equation is used to represent the density evolution
under the velocity v. To be precise, (4.3) can be seen as a discretization of (4.6) in the Lagrangian
coordinates defined by the reversed ODE (4.14). Note that both formulations differ in the way the
transport costs are measured: (4.4) computes the cost of pushing the conditional distribution to
the Gaussian, while (4.6) penalizes the costs of pushing the Gaussian to the conditional. While
these two terms do not generally agree, they coincide for the L2 optimal transport map; see [19,
Corollary 2.5.13] for a proof for unconditional optimal transport. For more insights into MFGs and
their relation to optimal transport and generative modeling, we refer to our prior work [50] and the
more recent work [62, Sec 3.4]. The fact that the solutions of the microscopic version in (4.3) and
the macroscopic version in (4.6) agree is remarkable and was first shown in the seminal work [31].

By Pontryagin’s maximum principle, the solution of (4.3) satisfies the feedback form

(4.7) v(t,p(t);y) = − 1

α1
∇pΦ(t,p(t);y)

where Φ : [0, 1] × Rn × Rm → R and Φ(·, ·;y) can be seen as the value function of the MFG and,
alternatively, as the Lagrange multiplier in (4.6) for a fixed y. Therefore, we model the velocity as
a conservative vector field as also proposed in [40, 50]. This also simplifies the computation of the
log-determinant since the Jacobian of v is symmetric, and we note that

(4.8) trace∇p (∇pΦ(t,p(t);y)) = ∆pΦ(t,p(t);y).

Another consequence of optimal control theory is that the value function satisfies the Hamilton
Jacobi Bellman (HJB) equations

(4.9) ∂tΦ(t,x;y)−
1

2α1
∥∇xΦ(t,x;y)∥2 = 0, t ∈ [0, 1)

with the terminal condition

(4.10) Φ(1,x;y) = − π(x,y)

ϱ(1,x;y)
,

which is only tractable if the joint density π(x,y) is available. These n-dimensional PDEs are
parameterized by y ∈ Rm.

Neural network approach. We parameterize the value function, Φ, with a scalar-valued neural
network. In contrast to the static approach in the previous section, the choice of function approx-
imator is more flexible in the dynamic approach. The approach can be effective as long as Φ is
parameterized with any function approximation tool that is effective in high dimensions, allows ef-
ficient evaluation of its gradient and Laplacian, and the training problem can be solved sufficiently
well. For our numerical experiments, we use the architecture considered in [40] and model Φ as the
sum of a simple feed-forward neural network and a quadratic term. That is,

(4.11) Φθ(q) = NNθNN
(q) +QθQ(q), with q = (t,x;y), θ = (θNN, θQ).

As in [40], we model the neural network as a two-layer residual network of width w that reads

h0 = σ(A0q+ b0)

h1 = h0 + σ(A1,h0 + b1)

NNθNN
(q) = a⊤h1

(4.12)



NEURAL NETWORK APPROACHES FOR CONDITIONAL OPTIMAL TRANSPORT 11

with trainable weights θNN = (a,A0,b0,A1,b1) where a ∈ Rw,A0 ∈ R(w×(m+n+1), b0 ∈ Rw,A1 ∈
Rw×w, and b1 ∈ Rw. The quadratic term depends on the weights θQ = (A,b, c) where A ∈
R(n+m+1)×r,b ∈ Rm+n+1, c ∈ R and is defined as

(4.13) QθQ(q) =
1

2
q⊤(AA⊤)q+ b⊤q+ c.

Adding the quadratic term provides a simple and efficient way to model affine shifts between the
distributions. In our experiments r is chosen to be min(10, n+m+ 1).

Training problem. In summary, we obtain the training problem

min
θ

JNLL[gθ] + α1PDOT[∇pΦθ] + α2PHJB[Φθ]

where g−1
θ (x;y) = p(0) and

d

dt
p(t) = − 1

α1
∇pΦθ(t,p(t);y), t ∈ (0, 1], p(1) = x.

(4.14)

Here, α2 ≥ 0 controls the influence of the HJB penalty term from [40], which reads

(4.15) PHJB[Φ] = Eπ(x,y)

[∫ 1

0

∣∣∣∣∂tΦ(t,p(t);y)− 1

2α1
∥∇pΦ(t,p(t);y)∥2

∣∣∣∣ dt] .
When α1 is chosen so that the minimizer of the above problem matches the densities exactly, the
solution is the optimal transport map. In this situation, the relationship between the value function,
Φθ, and the optimal potential, G̃θ, is given by

(4.16) G̃θ(x,y) + C =
1

2
x⊤x+

1

α1
Φθ(1,x;y).

for some constant C ∈ R. To train the COT-Flow, we use a discretize-then-optimize paradigm. In
our experiments, we use nt equidistant steps of the Runge-Kutta-4 scheme to discretize the ODE
constraint in (4.14) and apply the Adam optimizer to the resulting unconstrained optimization
problem. Note that following the implementation by [40], we enforce a box constraint of [−1.5, 1.5]
to the network parameters θNN . Since the velocities defining the optimal transport map will be
constant along the trajectories, we expect the accuracy of the discretization to improve as we get
closer to the solution.

Sample generation. After training, we draw i.i.d. samples from the approximated conditional
distribution for a given y by sampling zx ∼ ρzx

(zx) and solving the ODE (4.1). Since we train the
inverse generator using a fixed number of integration steps, nt, it is interesting to investigate how
close our solution is to the continuous problem. One indicator is to compare the samples obtained
with different number of integration steps during sampling. Another indicator is to compute the
variance of ∇Φ along the trajectories.

Hyperparameters. As described in section 5, we randomly sample the width, w, of the neural
network, the number of time integration steps during training, the penalty parameters α1, α2, and
the hyperparameters of the Adam optimizer (batch size and initial learning rate) from the values
listed in Table 2.

5. Implementation and Experimental Setup. This section describes our implementa-
tions, experimental setups and provides guidance for applying our techniques to new problems.
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Table 2
Hyperparameter search space for PCP-Map and COT-Flow. Here m denotes the size of the context feature or

observation y

Hyperparameters PCP-Map COT-Flow

Batch size {25, 26, 27, 28} {25, 26, ..., 210}
Learning rate {0.05, 0.01, 10−3, 10−4} {0.05, 0.01, 10−3, 10−4}
Feature Layer width, w {25, 26, ..., 29} {25, 26, ..., 210}
Context Layer width, u { w

2i |
w
2i > m, i=0,1,...}∪{m}

Embedding feature width, wy {25, 26, 27}
Embedding output width, wyout {25, 26, 27}
Number of layers, K {2, 3, 4, 5, 6} {2}
Number of time steps, nt {8, 16}
[log(α1), log(α2)] [U(-1, 3), U(-1, 3)] or

[U(102, 105), U(102, 105)]

Implementation. The scripts for implementing our neural network approaches and running our
numerical experiments are written in Python using PyTorch. For datasets that are not publicly
available, we provide the binary files we use in our experiments and the Python scripts for generating
the data. We have published the code and data along with detailed instructions on how to reproduce
the results in our main repository https://github.com/EmoryMLIP/PCP-Map.git. Since the COT-
Flow approach is a generalization of a previous approach, we have created a fork for this paper
https://github.com/EmoryMLIP/COT-Flow.git.

Hyperparameter selection. Finding hyperparameters, such as network architectures and opti-
mization parameters, is crucial in neural network approaches. In our experience, the choice of
hyperparameters is often approach and problem-dependent. Establishing rigorous mathematical
principles for choosing the parameters in these models (as is now well known for regularizing con-
vex optimization problems based on results from high-dimensional statistics [39]) is an important
area of future work and is beyond the scope of this paper. Nevertheless, we present an objective
and robust way, relying only on random grid search over a pre-determined search space Table 2, of
identifying an effective combination of hyperparameters for our approaches. To be more specific,
we first perform a pilot run for each experiment using randomly selected hyperparameters combi-
nations from a subset of Table 2. The number of hyperparameters considered in the pilot run for
each experiment will be presented in the next section. Then, after identifying the best combination
in terms of validation loss, we perform full training with that combination.

6. Numerical Experiments. We test the accuracy, robustness, efficiency, and scalability of
our approaches from sections 3 and 4 using three problem settings that lead to different challenges
and benchmark methods for comparison. All numerical expriments are conducted on one Quadro
RTX 8000 GPU with 48 GB of RAM. In subsection 6.1, we compare our proposed approaches to the
Adaptive Transport Maps (ATM) approach developed in [3] on estimating the joint and conditional
distributions of six UCI tabular datasets [32]. In subsection 6.2, we compare our approaches to
a provably convergent approximate Bayesian computation (ABC) approach on accuracy and com-
putational cost using the stochastic Lotka–Volterra model, which yields an intractable likelihood.
Using this dataset, we also compare PCP-Map’s and COT-Flow’s sampling efficiency for different
settings. In subsection 6.3, we demonstrate the scalability of our approaches to higher-dimensional
problems by comparing them to the flow-based neural posterior estimation (NPE) approach on an
inference problem involving the 1D shallow water equations. To demonstrate the improvements of

https://github.com/EmoryMLIP/PCP-Map.git
https://github.com/EmoryMLIP/COT-Flow.git
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PCP-Map over the amortized CP-Flow approach in the repository associated with [24], we compare
computational cost in subsection 6.4.

6.1. UCI Tabular Datasets. We follow the experimental setup in [3] by first removing the
discrete-valued features and one variable of every pair with a Pearson correlation coefficient greater
than 0.98. We then partition the datasets into training, validation, and testing sets using an 8:1:1
split, followed by normalization. For the joint and conditional tasks, we set x to be the second
half of the features and the last feature, respectively. The conditioning variable y is set to be the
remaining features for both tasks.

To perform joint density estimation and sampling, we use the inverse of the block-triangular
generator in (2.1)

(6.1) T−1(x,y) =

[
h−1(y)
g−1 (x;y)

]
and ∇T−1(x,y) =

[
∇yh

−1(y) 0
∇yg

−1 (x;y) ∇xg
−1 (x;y)

]
.

We learn the map T by minimizing the expected negative log-likelihood functional

(6.2) JNLL[T ] = Eπ(x,y)

[
1

2

∥∥T−1(x,y)
∥∥2 − log det∇T−1(x,y)

]
.

Since the reference distribution, ρz = N (0, In+m), is of product type, we can decouple the objective
functional into the following two terms

JNLL[T ] = JNLL,x[g] + JNLL,y[h]

with JNLL,x defined in (3.2) and

(6.3) JNLL,y[h] = Ey∼π(y)

[∥∥h−1(y)
∥∥2 − log det∇yh

−1(y)
]
.

For PCP-Map, as proposed in [1], we employ the gradient of a fully input convex neural network
(FICNN) F̃θF : Rn → R, parameterized by weights θF , to represent the inverse generator h−1. A
general K-layer FICNN can be expressed as the following sequence starting with s0 = y:

(6.4) sk+1 = σ(s)
(
L
(w)
k sk + L

(y)
k y + bk

)
for k = 0, . . . ,K−1. Here σ(s) is the softplus activation function. Since the FICNN map is not part
of our contribution, we use the input-augmented ICNN implementation used in [24]. For the second
map component g−1, we use the gradient of a PICNN as described in section 3. For COT-Flow, we
construct two distinct neural network parameterized potentials Φx and Φy. Here, Φy only takes the
conditioning variable y as inputs and can be constructed exactly like in [40]. Φx acts on all features
and is the same potential described in section 4. We learn the inverse conditional generator g−1

θ to
perform conditional density estimation. This is equivalent to solely learning the weights θ of the
PICNN G̃θ for PCP-Map. For COT-Flow, we only construct and learn the potential Φx.

The hyperparameter sample space we use for this experiment is presented in Table 3. We select
smaller batch sizes and large learning rates as this leads to fast convergence on these relatively
simple problems. For each dataset, we select the ten best hyperparameter combinations based on a
pilot run for full training. For PCP-Map’s pilot run, we performed 15 epochs for all three conditional
datasets, three epochs for the Parkinson’s and the White Wine datasets, and four epochs for Red



NEURAL NETWORK APPROACHES FOR CONDITIONAL OPTIMAL TRANSPORT 14

Table 3
Hyperparameter sample space for the UCI tabular datasets experiment.

Hyperparameters PCP-Map COT-Flow

Batch size {32, 64} {32, 64}
Learning rate {0.01, 0.005, 0.001} {0.01, 0.005, 0.001}
Feature Layer width, w {32, 64, 128, 256, 512} {32, 64, 128, 256, 512}
Context Layer width, u { w

2i |
w
2i > m, i = 0, 1, ...}∪{m}

Number of layers, K {2, 3, 4, 5, 6} {2}
Number of time steps, nt {8, 16}
[log(α1), log(α2)] [U(-1, 3), U(-1, 3)]

Table 4
Mean negative log-likelihood comparisons between ATM, PCP-Map, and COT-Flow on test data. For our

approaches, we report the best, median, and worst results over different hyperparameter combinations and five
training runs. Lower is better, and we highlight the best results in bold.

joint conditional
dataset name Parkinson’s white wine red wine concrete energy yacht
dimensionality d = 15 d = 11 d = 11 d = 9 d = 10 d = 7
no. samples N = 5875 N = 4898 N = 1599 N = 1030 N = 768 N = 308

ATM [3] 2.8± 0.4 11.0± 0.2 9.8± 0.4 3.1± 0.1 1.5± 0.1 0.5± 0.2
PCP-Map (best) 1.59±0.08 10.81±0.15 8.80±0.11 0.19±0.14 -1.15±0.08 -2.76±0.18
PCP-Map (median) 1.96±0.08 10.99±0.24 9.90±0.53 0.28±0.07 -1.02±0.16 -2.42±0.25
PCP-Map (worst) 2.34±0.09 12.53±2.68 11.08±0.72 1.18±0.54 0.30±0.63 -0.27±1.28
COT-Flow (best) 1.58±0.09 10.45±0.08 8.54±0.13 0.15±0.05 -1.19±0.09 -3.14±0.14
COT-Flow (median) 2.72±0.34 10.73±0.05 8.71±0.12 0.21±0.04 -0.83±0.05 -2.77±0.12
COT-Flow (worst) 3.27±0.15 11.04±0.28 9.00±0.05 0.35±0.04 -0.56±0.04 -2.38±0.11

Wine using 100 randomly sampled combinations. For COT-Flow, we limit the pilot runs to only
50 sampled combinations due to a narrower sample space on model architecture. To assess the
robustness of our approaches, we performed five full training runs with random initializations of
network weights for each of the ten hyperparameter combinations for each dataset.

In Table 4, we report the best, median, and worst mean negative log-likelihood on the test
data across the six datasets for the two proposed approaches and the best results for ATM. The
table demonstrates that the best models outperform ATM for all datasets and that the median
performance is typically superior. Overall, COT-Flow slightly outperforms PCP-Map in terms
of loss values for the best models. The improvements are more pronounced for the conditional
sampling tasks, where even the worst hyperparameters from PCP-Map and COT-Flow improve
over ATM with a substantial margin.

6.2. Stochastic Lotka-Volterra. We compare our approaches to an ABC approach based
on Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) for likelihood-free Bayesian inference using the stochastic Lotka-
Volterra (LV) model [60]. The LV model is a stochastic process whose dynamics describe the
evolution of the populations S(t) = (S1(t), S2(t)) of two interacting species, e.g., predators and
prey. These populations start from a fixed initial condition S(0) = (50, 100). The parameter x ∈ R4

determines the rate of change of the populations over time, and the observation y ∈ R9 contains
summary statistics of the time series generated by the model. This results in an observation vector
with nine entries: the mean, the log-variance, the auto-correlation with lags one and two, and the
cross-correlation coefficient. The procedure for sampling a trajectory of the species populations is
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known as Gillespie’s algorithm.
Given a prior distribution for the parameter x, we aim to sample from the posterior distribution

corresponding to an observation y∗. As in [44], we consider a log-uniform prior distribution for the
parameters whose density (of each component) is given by π(log xi) = U(−5, 2). As a result of the
stochasticity that enters non-linearly in the dynamics, the likelihood function is not available in
closed form. Hence, this model is a popular benchmark for likelihood-free inference algorithms as
they avoid evaluating π(y|x) [44].

We generate two training sets consisting of 50k and 500k samples from the joint distribution
π(x,y) obtained using Gillespie’s algorithm. To account for the strict positivity of the parameter,
which follows a log-uniform prior distribution, we perform a log transformation of the x samples.
This ensures that the conditional distribution of interest has full support, which is needed to find
a diffeomorphic map to a Gaussian. We split the log-transformed data into ten folds and use nine
folds of the samples as training data and one fold as validation data. We normalize the training
and validation sets using the training set’s empirical mean and standard deviation.

For the pilot run, we use the same sample space in Table 3 except expanding the batch size
space to {64, 128, 256} for PCP-Map and {32, 64, 128, 256} for COT-Flow to account for the
increase in sample size. We also fixed, for PCP-Map, w = u. During PCP-Map’s pilot run, we
perform two training epochs with 100 hyperparameter combination samples using the 50k dataset.
For COT-Flow, we only perform one epoch of pilot training as it is empirically observed to be
sufficient. We then use the best hyperparameter combinations to train our models on the 50k
and 500k datasets to learn the posterior for the normalized parameter in the log-domain. After
learning the maps, we used their inverses, the training data mean and standard deviation, and the
log transformations to yield parameter samples in the original domain.

The SMC-ABC algorithm finds parameters that match the observations with respect to a
selected distance function by gradually reducing a tolerance ϵ > 0, which leads to samples from the
true posterior exactly as ϵ → 0. For our experiment, we consider inference problems arising from
observations associated with two true parameters. We allow ϵ to converge to 0.1 for the first true
parameter and 0.15 for the second.

We evaluate our approaches for maximum-a-posteriori (MAP) estimation and posterior sam-
pling. We consider a true parameter x∗ = (0.01, 0.5, 1, 0.01)⊤, which was chosen to give rise to
oscillatory behavior in the population time series. Given one observation y∗ ∼ π(y|x∗), we first
identify the MAP point by maximizing the estimated log-likelihoods provided by our approaches.
Then, we generate 2000 samples from the approximate posterior π(x|y∗) using our approaches.
Figure 2 presents one and two-dimensional marginal histograms and scatter plots of the MAP point
and samples, compared against 2000 samples generated by the SMC-ABC algorithm from [5]. Our
approaches yield samples tightly concentrated around the MAP points that are close to the true
parameter x∗.

To provide more evidence that our learning approaches indeed solve the amortized problem,
Figure 3 shows the MAP points and approximate posterior samples generated from a new random
observation y∗ corresponding to the true parameter x∗ = (0.02, 0.02, 0.02, 0.02)⊤. We observe
similar concentrations of the MAP point and posterior samples around the true parameter and
similar correlations learned by the generative model and ABC, for example, between the third and
other parameters.

Efficiency-wise, PCP-Map and COT-Flow yield similar approximations to ABC at a fraction
of the computational cost of ABC. The latter requires approximately 5 or 18 million model simu-
lations for each conditioning observation, while the learned approaches use the same 50 thousand
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Fig. 2. Posterior samples in log scale and MAP point quality comparisons between proposed approaches and
ABC with x∗ = (0.01, 0.5, 1, 0.01)⊤. Left: posterior samples generated by proposed approaches trained on 50k
samples. Middle: posterior samples generated by proposed approaches trained on 500k samples. The red dots and
bars correspond to x∗, and the black crosses and bars correspond to the MAP point. Right: posterior samples from
ABC.

simulations to amortize over the observation. These savings generally offset the hyperparameter
search and training time for the proposed approaches, which is typically less than half an hour per
full training run on a GPU. For some comparison, SMC-ABC took 15 days to reach ϵ = 0.1 for
x∗ = (0.01, 0.5, 1, 0.01)⊤.

To further validate that we approximate the posterior distribution as well, Figure 4 compares the
population time series generated from approximate posterior samples given by our approaches and
SMC-ABC. This corresponds to comparing the posterior predictive distributions for the states S(t)
given different posterior approximations for the parameters. While the simulations have inherent
stochasticity, we observe that the generated posterior parameter samples from all approaches recover
the expected oscillatory time series simulated from the true parameter x∗, especially at earlier times.

In the experiments above, we employed nt = 32 to generate posterior samples during testing for
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Fig. 3. Posterior samples log scale and MAP point quality comparisons between proposed approaches and
ABC with x∗ = (0.02, 0.02, 0.02, 0.02)⊤. Left: posterior samples generated by proposed approaches trained on 50k
samples. Middle: posterior samples generated by proposed approaches trained on 500k samples. The red dots and
bars correspond to x∗, and the black crosses and bars correspond to the MAP point. Right: posterior samples from
ABC.

the COT-Flow. However, one can also decrease nt after training to generate samples faster without
sacrificing much accuracy, as shown in Figure 5. Thereby, one can achieve faster sampling speed
using COT-Flow than using PCP-Map as demonstrated in Table 5. To establish such a comparison,
we increase the l-BFGS tolerance when sampling using PCP-Map, which produces a similar effect
on sampling accuracy than decreasing the number of time steps for COT-Flow.

6.3. 1D Shallow Water Equations. The shallow water equations model wave propagation
through shallow basins described by the depth profiles parameter, x ∈ R100, which is discretized
at 100 equidistant points in space. After solving the equations over a time grid with 100 cells, the
resulting wave amplitudes form the 10k-dimensional raw observations. As in [48], we perform a 2D
Fourier transform on the raw observations and concatenate the real and imaginary parts since the
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Fig. 4. Posterior predictives quality comparisons between proposed approaches and ABC with x∗ =
(0.01, 0.5, 1, 0.01)⊤. The solid lines in each plot represent a simulated time series using x∗. Dotted lines repre-
sent time series simulated using ten randomly selected posterior samples from the 2000. Left: posterior predictives
from proposed approaches trained on 50k samples. Middle: posterior predictives from proposed approaches trained
on 500k samples. Right: posterior predictives from ABC.
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Fig. 5. Relative normed errors between COT-Flow posterior samples generated with smaller nt values and
samples generated with nt = 32. Here x∗

1 = (0.01, 0.5, 1, 0.01)⊤ and x∗
2 = (0.02, 0.02, 0.02, 0.02)⊤.

waves are periodic. We define this simulation-then-Fourier-transform process as our forward model
and denote it as Ψ(x). Additive Gaussian noise is then introduced to the outputs of Ψ, which gives
us the observations y = Ψ(x) + 0.25ϵ, where y, ϵ ∈ R200×100 and ϵi,j ∼ N (0, 1). We aim to use the
proposed approaches to learn the posterior π(x|y).

We follow instructions from [48] to set up the experiment and obtain 100k samples from the
joint distribution π(x,y) as the training dataset using the provided scripts. We use the prior
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Table 5
Sampling efficiency comparisons between PCP-Map and COT-Flow in terms of GPU time in seconds (s). We

report the mean and standard deviation over five runs, respectively.

COT-Flow Sampling (s) PCP-Map Sampling (s)

nt=32 0.538 ± 0.003 tol=1e-6 0.069 ± 0.004
nt=16 0.187 ± 0.004 tol=1e-5 0.066 ± 0.004
nt=8 0.044 ± 0.000 tol=1e-4 0.066 ± 0.004
nt=4 0.025 ± 0.001 tol=1e-3 0.066 ± 0.004
nt=2 0.012 ± 0.000 tol=1e-2 0.059 ± 0.001
nt=1 0.006 ± 0.000 tol=1e-1 0.049 ± 0.004

distribution defined as

π(x) = N (10 · µ1100,Σ) with Σij = σ exp

(
−(i− j)2

2τ

)
, σ = 15, τ = 100.

Using a principal component analysis (PCA), we analyze the intrinsic dimensions of x and y. To
ensure that the large additive noise 0.25ϵ does not affect our analysis, we first study the noise-free
prior predictive by collecting a set of 100k forward model evaluations and forming the estimated
covariance Cov(Ψ(X)) ≈ 1

N−1Ψ(X)⊤Ψ(X). Here, Ψ(X) ∈ R100000×20000 stores the forward model
outputs row-wise in a matrix. The top 3500 modes explain around 96.5% of the variance. A similar
analysis on the noise-present training dataset shows that the top 3500 modes, in this case, only
explain around 75.6% of the variance due to the added noise. To address the rank deficiency,
we construct a projection matrix Vproj using the top 3500 eigenvectors of Cov(Ψ(X)) and obtain
the projected observations yproj = V⊤

projy from the training datasets. We then perform a similar
analysis for x and discovered that the top 14 modes explained around 99.9% of the variance. Hence,
we obtain xproj ∈ R14 as the projected parameters.

We then trained our approaches to learn the reduced posterior, πproj(xproj|yproj). For compar-
isons, we trained the flow-based NPE approach to learn the same posterior by following [48]. For
COT-Flow, we add a 3-layer fully connected neural network with tanh activation to embed yproj.
To pre-process the training dataset, we randomly select 5% of the dataset as the validation set and
use the rest as the training set. We project both x and y and then normalize them by subtracting
the empirical mean and dividing by the empirical standard deviations of the training data.

We employ the sample space presented in Table 6 for the pilot runs. For COT-Flow, we select a
w sample space with larger values for maximum expressiveness and allow multiple optimization steps
over one batch, randomly selected from {8, 16}. We then use the best hyperparameter combination
based on the validation loss for the full training. For NPE, we used the sbi package [55] and the
scripts provided by [48].

We first compare the accuracy of the MAP points, posterior samples, and posterior predictives
across the three approaches. The MAP points are obtained using the same method as in sub-
section 6.2. For posterior sampling, we first sample a “ground truth” x∗ ∼ π(x) and obtain the
associated ground truth reduced observation y∗

proj = V⊤
proj(Ψ(x∗) + 0.25ϵ). Then, we use the three

approaches to sample from the posterior πproj(xproj|y∗
proj). This allows us to obtain approximate

samples x ∼ π(x|y∗). The posterior predictives are obtained by solving the forward model for the
generated parameters. Through Figure 6, we observe that the MAP points, posterior samples, and
predictives produced by PCP-Map and COT-Flow are more concentrated around the ground truth
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Table 6
Hyperparameter sample space for the 1D shallow water equations experiment.

Hyperparameters PCP-Map COT-Flow

Batch size {64, 128, 256} {27, 28, 29, 210}
Learning rate {10−2, 10−3, 10−4} {10−2, 10−3, 10−4}
Feature layer width, w {32, 64, 128, 256, 512} {512, 1024}
Context layer width, u {u = w}
Embedding feature width, wy {25, 26, 27}
Embedding output width, wyout {25, 26, 27}
Number of layers, K {2, 3, 4, 5, 6} {2}
Number of time steps, nt {8, 16}
[log(α1), log(α2)] [U(102, 105), U(102, 105)]

than those produced by NPE.
We perform the simulation-based calibration (SBC) analysis described in [48, App. D.2] to

further assess the three approaches’ accuracy; see Figure 7. We can see that, while they are all
well calibrated, the cumulative density functions of the rank statistics produced by PCP-Map align
almost perfectly with the CDF of a uniform distribution besides a few outliers.

Finally, we analyze the three approaches’ efficiency in terms of the number of forward model
evaluations. We train the models using the best hyperparameter combinations from the pilot run on
two extra datasets with 50k and 20k samples. We compare the posterior samples’ mean and standard
deviation against x∗ across three approaches trained on the 100k, 50k, and 20k sized datasets as
presented in Figure 8. We see that PCP-Map and COT-Flow can generate posterior samples
centered more closely around the ground truth than NPE using only 50k training samples, which
translates to higher computational efficiency since fewer forward model evaluations are required.

6.4. Comparing PCP-Map to amortized CP Flow. We conduct this comparative exper-
iment using the shallow water equations problem for its high dimensionality. We include the more
challenging task of learning π(x|yproj), obtained without projecting the parameter, to test the two
approaches most effectively. We followed [24] and its associated GitHub repository as closely as pos-
sible to implement the amortized CP-Flow. To ensure as fair of a comparison as possible, we used
the hyperparameter combination from the amortized CP-Flow pilot run for learning π(x|yproj) and
the combination from the PCP-Map pilot run for learning πproj(xproj|yproj). Note that for learning
π(x|yproj), we limited the learning rate to 0.0001 for which we observed reasonable convergence.

In the experiment, we observed that amortized CP-Flow’s Hessian vector product function gave
NaNs consistently when computing the stochastic log-determinant estimation. Thus, we resorted
to exact computation for the pilot and training runs. PCP-Map circumvents this as it uses exact
log-determinant computations. Each model was trained five times to capture possible variance.

For comparison, we use the exact mean negative log-likelihood as the metric for accuracy and
GPU time as the metric for computational cost. We only record the time for loss function evaluations
and optimizer steps for both approaches. The comparative results are presented in Table 7. We see
that PCP-Map and amortized CP-Flow reach similar training and validation accuracy measured
by NLL. However, PCP-Map on average takes roughly 7 and 3 times less GPU time, respectively,
to achieve that accuracy than amortized CP-Flow. Possible reasons for the increased efficiency of
PCP-Map’s are its use of ReLU non-negative projection, exact and vectorized Hessian computation,
removal of activation normalization, and gradient clipping.
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Fig. 6. Prior, MAP point, posterior samples, and predictives quality comparisons between PCP-Map, COT-
Flow, and NPE. Each Row: left: prior (first row) or posterior samples in gray and x∗ in black. middle: 2D
image of the wave amplitudes simulated using x∗ (first row) or posterior samples for 100 time grids. right: wave
amplitudes simulated using 50 prior (first row) or posterior samples at t = 22, 69, 94. Here y∗ is plotted in black.

7. Discussion. In our numerical experiments, the comparison to the SMC-ABC approach
for the stochastic Lotka-Volterra problem illustrates common trade-offs when selecting conditional
sampling approaches. Advantages of the ABC approach include its strong theoretical guarantees
and well-known guidelines for choosing the involved hyper-parameters (annealing, burn-in, number
of samples to skip to reduce correlation, etc.). The disadvantages are that ABC typically requires
a large number of likelihood evaluations to produce (approximately) i.i.d. samples and low-variance
estimators in high-dimensional parameter spaces; the computation is difficult to parallelize in the
sequential Monte Carlo setting, and the sampling process is not amortized over the conditioning
variable y∗, i.e., it needs to be recomputed whenever y∗ changes.

Comparisons to the flow-based NPE method [48] for the high-dimensional 1D shallow water
equations problem subsection 6.3 illustrate the superior accuracy achieved by our approaches. The
results indicate that both methods can learn high-dimensional COT maps. Here, the number
of effective parameters in the dataset was n = 14, and the number of effective measurements was
m = 3500. Particularly worth noting is that PCP-Map, on average, converges in around 715 seconds
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Fig. 7. SBC Analysis for PCP-Map, COT-Flow and NPE. Each colored line represents the empirical cumulative
density function (CDF) of the SBC rank associated with one posterior sample dimension.

Table 7
Computational cost comparisons between amortized CP-Flow and PCP-Map in terms of GPU time in seconds

(s). We report the mean and standard deviation of the training and validation mean NLL, the mean and standard
deviation of the GPU times over five training runs, and the number of parameters in million(M), respectively.

π(x|yproj) πproj(xproj|yproj)
Approach PCP-Map CP-Flow PCP-Map CP-Flow
Number of Parameters ∼8.9M ∼5.7M ∼2.5M ∼1.4M
Training Mean NLL −540.3± 4.5 −534.2± 9.1 −5.8± 0.6 −6.6± 0.3
Validation Mean NLL −519.0± 4.1 −506.4± 5.1 8.5± 0.1 6.1± 0.2

Training(s) 6652.2±1030.3 47207.4±7221.0 706.9±61.0 1989.4±10.5
Validation(s) 108.5±17.1 232.1±35.5 6.6±0.6 10.3±0.1
Total(s) 6760.7±1047.4 47439.5±7256.4 713.5±61.5 1999.7±10.5

on one GPU on this challenging high-dimensional problem. Moreover, when compared to the
amortized CP-Flow approach, PCP-Map achieves significantly faster convergence while providing
a working computational scheme to the static COT problem.

Learning posterior distributions using our techniques or similar measure transport approaches
is attractive for real-world applications where samples from the joint distributions are available (or
can be generated efficiently), but evaluating the prior density or the likelihood model is intractable.
Common examples where a non-intrusive approach for conditional sampling can be fruitful in-
clude inverse problems where the predictive model involves stochastic differential equations (as in
subsection 6.2) or legacy code and imaging problems where only prior samples are available. Our
conditional OT approaches can also be integrated into LFI frameworks such as BayesFlow [47, 55] to
perform the density estimation. Another interesting avenue of future work is using our conditional
generators in hybrid inference approaches such as [41], which demonstrates that physics-based
modeling combined with conditional normalizing flows can improve the scalability and sampling
efficiency of LFI for large scale problems

One key advantage of our approaches compared to other transport-based methods that lack
approximation targets is they allow for the development of theoretical guarantees. Although this
paper focuses on computational algorithms and their empirical validation, we see potential in pro-
viding statistical complexity analysis and approximation theoretic analysis for approximating COT
maps using our approaches in a conditional sampling context. Encouraging recent progress can
already be seen in the theoretical analysis of unconditional OT maps [58, 15].

Given the empirical nature of our study, we paid particular attention to the setup and repro-
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Fig. 8. Posterior sample quality comparisons between PCP-Map, COT-Flow, and NPE trained using 20k, 50k,
and 100k samples. We report the relative normed error between the posterior sample mean (over 100 samples) and
the ground truth parameter. The gray bands represent regions within one standard deviation of the means.

ducibility of our numerical experiments. To show the robustness of our approaches to hyperpa-
rameters and to provide guidelines for hyperparameter selection in future experiments, we report
the results of a simple two-step heuristic that randomly samples hyperparameters and identifies
the most promising configurations after a small number of training steps. We stress that the same
search space of hyperparameters is used across all numerical experiments.

Since both approaches perform similarly in our numerical experiments, we want to comment
on some distinguishing factors. One advantage of the PCP-Map approach is its model simplicity,
depending only on three hyperparameters (feature width, context width, and network depth), en-
abled by identifying clearly the conditional Brenier maps as the target. We observed consistent
performance for most choices of hyperparameter combination. This feature is particularly attrac-
tive when experimenting with new problems. The limitation is that constraints must be imposed
to guarantee partial convexity of the potential. On the other hand, the value function (i.e., the
velocity field) in COT-Flow can be designed almost arbitrarily. Thus, the latter approach may
be beneficial when new data types and their invariances need to be modeled, e.g., permutation
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invariances or symmetries, that might conflict with the network architecture required by the direct
transport map. Both approaches also differ in terms of their numerical implementation. Training
the PCP-Map via backpropagation is relatively straightforward, but sampling requires solving a
convex program, which can be more expensive than integrating the ODE defined by the COT-Flow
approach, especially when that model is trained well, and the velocity is constant along trajecto-
ries. Training the COT-Flow model, however, is more involved due to the ODE constraints and
influential hyperparameters for the transport cost and HJB penalties.

Beyond the approaches surveyed and discussed, diffusion models [52] gained much success
recently across many applications. In particular, following the procedure in [52, Appendix I.4], the
resulting unconditional generator can be used to obtain various conditional distributions as long
as there is a tractable and differentiable log-likelihood function; see, e.g., applications to image
generation and time series imputation in [4, 54]. We omit discussions on diffusion models since the
notion of measure transport is not immediately obvious in this setting as the reference samples are
evolved stochastically. Besides diffusion models, flow matching has been recently proposed as an
alternative training scheme for continuous normalizing flows [33] with connections to OT. Since flow
matching alleviates the need for time integration, investigating extensions to COT merits further
investigation [27].
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