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Abstract

Diffusion models (DMs) have emerged as powerful generative models for solving
inverse problems, offering a good approximation of prior distributions of real-
world image data. Typically, diffusion models rely on large-scale clean signals
to accurately learn the score functions of ground truth clean image distributions.
However, such a requirement for large amounts of clean data is often impractical
in real-world applications, especially in fields where data samples are expensive to
obtain. To address this limitation, in this work, we introduce FlowDiff, a novel joint
training paradigm that leverages a conditional normalizing flow model to facilitate
the training of diffusion models on corrupted data sources. The conditional normal-
izing flow try to learn to recover clean images through a novel amortized inference
mechanism, and can thus effectively facilitate the diffusion model’s training with
corrupted data. On the other side, diffusion models provide strong priors which
in turn improve the quality of image recovery. The flow model and the diffusion
model can therefore promote each other and demonstrate strong empirical perfor-
mances. Our elaborate experiment shows that FlowDiff can effectively learn clean
distributions across a wide range of corrupted data sources, such as noisy and blurry
images. It consistently outperforms existing baselines with significant margins
under identical conditions. Additionally, we also study the learned diffusion prior,
observing its superior performance in downstream computational imaging tasks,
including inpainting, denoising, and deblurring.

1 Introduction

Diffusion models (DMs) [14, 36, 34, 32] have become a key focus in generative modeling due to their
exceptional ability to capture complex data distributions and generate high-fidelity samples. Their
versatility has led to successful applications across various data modalities, including images [31, 7],
videos [13, 15], text [25], audio [23], 3D shapes [39, 26], and scientific domains like molecule
design [12, 16]. A particularly promising application of DMs is in solving computational imaging
inverse problems, which aim to recover the underlying image x from noisy or corrupted observations
y [4]. This can be probabilistically formulated as:

p(x | y) ∝ p(y | x)p(x). (1)

where p(y | x) represents the forward model mapping images to observations, and p(x) encodes
prior knowledge about the images. Inverse problems are often ill-posed due to noise and corruption,
leading to ambiguous solutions. DMs serve as powerful priors because they approximate the gradient
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of the data’s log-likelihood function ∇x log pdata(x), effectively constraining the solution space by
leveraging their ability to model complex image distributions, favoring realistic and high-quality
reconstructions.

However, training an effective DM typically requires a large dataset of clean images, which can
be expensive or sometimes impossible to acquire. For example, in structural biology, 3D protein
structures cannot be directly observed, and only low signal-to-noise 2D projections are captured by
cryo-electron microscopy (Cryo-EM) [29]. Similarly, in astronomy, black hole images are impossible
to observe directly. Such scenarios, where only corrupted data is available, are common, especially in
scientific applications. This raises the question: is it possible to train DMs on clean data distributions
using only corrupted observations?

In this paper, we provide an affirmative answer and introduce a general framework capable of learning
clean data distributions from arbitrary or mixed types of corrupted observations. The key insight
is to incorporate an additional normalizing flow [22] that estimates clean images from corrupted
observations through amortized inference. The normalizing flow is trained jointly with the DM in
a variational inference framework: the normalizing flow generates clean images for training the
DM, while the DM in turn imposes an image prior to guide the the normalizing flow model to get
reasonable estimations Although this may seem like a chicken-and-egg problem, we demonstrate
that a good equilibrium can be reached using an appropriate training strategy. The normalizing
flow converges to a good inference function, and the DM converges to the clean data distribution,
enabling simultaneous retrieval of clean images and learning of the clean distribution, even when no
clean signals are provided. Through extensive experiments, we show that our method significantly
outperforms existing approaches across multiple computational imaging applications, including
denoising, deblurring, and fluorescent microscopy.

2 Background

2.1 Score-based diffusion models

Score-based diffusion models [14, 36, 34, 32] are a class of generative models that leverage stochastic
processes to generate high-quality data, such as images or audio. Unlike traditional generative models
that directly map latent codes to data samples, these models operate by gradually transforming a
simple noise distribution, π ∼ N (0, I), into a complex data distribution, pdata, through a series of
small, iterative steps. This process involves a forward diffusion phase, which adds noise to the data,
and a reverse diffusion phase, which denoises it. Both phases are governed by stochastic differential
equations (SDEs) defined over the time interval t ∈ [0, T ]:

Forward-time SDE: dx = f(x, t)dt+ g(t)dw,

Reverse-time SDE: dx =
[
f(x, t)− g(t)2∇x log pt(x)

]
dt+ g(t)dw,

(2)

where w ∈ Rd and w ∈ Rd are Brownian motions, f(·, t) : Rd → Rd defines the drift coefficient that
controls the deterministic evolution of x(t), and g(·) : R → R is the diffusion coefficient that controls
the rate of noise increase in x(t). At the core of the reverse diffusion process is a neural network, sθ,
which is trained to approximate the score function, i.e., the gradient of the log-density ∇x log pt(x).
This allows constructing a diffusion process xt=0:T where x0 ∼ pdata and xT ∼ N (0, I). Score-
based diffusion models have demonstrated remarkable success in generating high-fidelity data and
have become a significant area of research in machine learning and artificial intelligence.

2.2 Diffusion models for inverse problems

Inverse problems aim to recover an underlying signal or image from observations and arise in various
fields, such as computational imaging. These problems are often ill-posed due to factors like noise,
incomplete data, or non-invertible forward operators (x → y) that map the underlying signal x to
observations y. Traditional inverse problem solvers rely on handcrafted priors or regularizers that
impose assumptions about the signal’s structure or smoothness. However, these assumptions may lead
to suboptimal reconstructions, especially for complex images with intricate details. Diffusion models
offer powerful data-driven priors or regularizers for the inversion process [27, 10]. By incorporating
the forward operator into the diffusion process using Bayes’ rule, a conditional score function,
∇x log pt(x | y), can be defined, enabling a conditional diffusion process to gradually recover
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the underlying clean image from noisy observations [11, 18, 4]. As diffusion models inherently
define a sampling approach, they not only provide point estimates but also quantify reconstruction
uncertainties, which is valuable for scientific and medical imaging applications [35].

2.3 Learning generative priors from corrupted data

Generative models need large clean datasets to learn accurate data distributions. However, when
only corrupted observations are available, directly training generative models on these data may
lead to distorted or biased distributions, resulting in poor generative performance and suboptimal
priors for inverse problems. A promising approach is learning the clean generative prior directly from
corrupted observations. Early approaches like AmbientGAN [2] and AmbientFlow [19] have explored
this concept for GANs and normalizing flows, respectively. AmbientGAN integrates the forward
model into its generator, simulating the measurements of generated images, while its discriminator
differentiates between real and simulated measurements. AmbientFlow uses a variational Bayesian
framework [38] to train two flow-based models; one predicts clean images from noisy data, and the
other models the clean distribution. However, the limited capacity of GANs and flows restricts the
modeling of complicated distributions

Recent research has shifted towards training clean diffusion models using corrupted data. Techniques
such as AmbientDiffusion [6] introduce additional corruption during training. As the model cannot
distinguish between original and further corruptions, this helps the diffusion model restore the clean
distribution. Methods like SURE-Score [1] and GSURE [17] utilize Stein’s Unbiased Risk Estimate
(SURE) loss to jointly train denoising and diffusion models through denoising score matching.
However, these methods often have restrictive assumptions about the type of corruption—SURE-
Score is limited to denoising, and AmbientDiffusion to inpainting. This motivates exploring a more
generalizable framework for training expressive diffusion models using arbitrary or mixed types of
corrupted data.

3 Methods

In this section, we propose a diffusion-based framework to learn clean distribution from corrupted
observations, as shown in Fig. 1. Specifically, we first introduce the amortized inference framework
with a parameterized normalizing flow for the image inverse problems in Sec. 3.1. Then, we elaborate
on how to adopt score-based generative models to approximate image priors in Sec. 3.2. Finally, we
discuss the techniques and implementation details for jointly optimizing the normalizing flow and the
diffusion prior in Sec. 3.3.

3.1 Amortized inference with normalizing flows

To solve a general noisy inverse problem y = f(x) + η, where observations y are given, f(·) is
the known forward model, η ∼ N (0, σ2

nI), we aim to compute the posterior p(x | y) to recover
underlying signals x from corrupted observations y. However, it is intractable to compute the
posterior exactly, as the true values of the measurement distribution p(y) remain unknown. Therefore,
we consider an amortized inference framework to approximate the underlying posterior with a deep
neural network parameterized by φ. The goal of optimization is to minimize the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence between the variational distribution pφ(x | y) and the true posterior p(x | y):

DKL(pφ(x | y) ∥ p(x | y)) =
∫

pφ(x | y) log pφ(x | y)
p(x | y)

dx

=

∫
pφ(x | y) log pφ(x | y)p(y)

p(y | x)p(x)
dx

= Epφ(x|y) [log pφ(x | y) + log p(y)− log p(y | x)− log p(x)] .
(3)

Specifically, we introduce a conditional normalizing flow model Gφ to model the likelihood term
pφ(x | y). Normalizing flows [8] are invertible generative models that can model complex distri-
butions of target data [28]. They draw samples x from a simple distribution(i.e. standard Gaussian
distribution) π(z) through a nonlinear but invertible transformation. The log-likelihood of samples

3



log�� ��(�, �) 

���(�; �(∙), �)

log� � ��(�, �) log  det
���(�, �)

��
 

Observations, �(�)

��

Posterior Samples, ��(� �)

��

�~�(�, �)
Prior, ��(�)

++
Prior term   bounded by

Entropy trem Data fidelity trem

Figure 1: Overview of the FlowDiff. We aim to train a clean diffusion model, sθ, using only
corrupted observations. To achieve this, a conditional normalizing flow, Gφ, is introduced to recover
underlying clean images through amortized inference. The conditional normalizing flow and the
diffusion model are trained jointly: the flow generates clean images for training the diffusion model,
while the diffusion model provides an image prior to regularize the output of the flow. Once the two
networks reach equilibrium, clean reconstructions of corrupted observations are produced, and a
clean diffusion prior is learned.

from a normalizing flow can be analytically computed based on the “change of variables theorem”:

log pφ(x) = log π(z)− log

∣∣∣∣detdGφ(z)

dz

∣∣∣∣ , (4)

where det
dGφ(z)

dz is the determinant of the generative model’s Jacobian matrix. Once the weights of
Gφ are trained, one can efficiently sample through the normalizing flow and exactly compute the
log-likelihood of target samples. These excellent properties make them natural tools for modeling the
variational distribution. In the context of inverse problems, we adapt the unconditional flow to model
the posterior distribution pφ(x | y) conditioned on observations y. Therefore, we can further expand
the KL divergence in Eq. 3 based on conditional normalizing flows, Gφ(z,y):

Ez∼π(z)

log π(z)− log

∣∣∣∣detdGφ(z,y)

dz

∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lentropy

+ log p(y)− log p(y | Gφ(z,y))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ldatafidelity

− log p(Gφ(z,y))︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lprior

 .

(5)
Since log π(z) and log p(y) are constant and have no learnable parameters, we simply ignore these
terms during training. For simplification, we denote the posterior samples produced by the conditional
normalizing flow, Gφ(z,y), as x̂. The final objective function of the proposed amortized inference
framework can be written as:

L = Ep(x̂)

− log

∣∣∣∣detdx̂dz
∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

Lentropy

− log p(y | x̂)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ldatafidelity

− log p(x̂)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lprior

 , (6)

where the entropy loss Lentropy and the data fidelity loss Ldatafidelity can be computed by the
log-determinant of the generative model’s Jacobian matrix and data consistency, respectively. As
for the prior term, previous works mainly use handcrafted priors such as sparsity or total variation
(TV) [24, 3]. However, these priors can not capture the complex nature of natural image distributions
and always introduce human bias. We propose to introduce data-driven DMs as the powerful priors.
Previous works are limited to simply adopting DMs pre-trained on a large dataset of clean images as
priors [4, 9, 10], which can be expensive or sometimes impossible to acquire. Therefore, we carefully
design an amortized inference framework to train the DM from scratch, without requiring any clean
images.

3.2 Jointly optimizing score-based priors

Ideally, we adopt a clean DM pre-trained on large-scale signals as a plug-and-play prior to Eq. 6.
Extensive works have focused on solving general inverse problems in this paradigm. We argue that
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it is feasible to train this prior jointly with the amortized inference framework. Assuming that the
posterior samples are clean, we can train the score-based DM through well-established techniques.

Maximum likelihood training of score-based diffusion models Our goal is to learn the data
distribution by approximating their score function ∇x log p(x) with a neural network sθ. In order to
train sθ(x, t), [34] proposed score matching loss

JSM (θ;λ(·)) = 1

2

∫ T

0

Ept(x)

[
λ(t)∥∇x log pt(x)− sθ(x, t)∥22

]
, (7)

where λ(t) is a weighting factor, i.e. λ(t) = g(t)2. Eq. 7 stands for a weighted MSE loss between
sθ(x, t) and ∇x log pt(x) with a manually chosen weighting function λ(t). During training, we
ignore λ(t) for the benefits of sample quality (and simpler to implement) [14]. Notably, the score
matching loss could also serve as a data-driven regularizer during inference.

Prior probability computed through DMs By removing the Brownian motion from the reverse-time
SDE in Eq. 2, that is, ignoring the stochastic term in the SDE, we can derive a probability flow ODE
sampler [36]:

dx =

[
f(x, t)− 1

2
g(t)2∇x log pt(x)

]
dt. (8)

[33] proved that if sθ(x, t) ≡ ∇x log pt(x), Then pODE
θ = pSDE

θ = pdata. Assuming the former
equation always holds, we can compute the probability of a single image through integration:

log pdata(x) = log pODE
θ (x)

= log π(x(T )) +

∫ T

0

∇x ·
[
f(x, t)− 1

2
g(t)2∇x log pt(x)

]
dt.

= log π(x(T )) +

∫ T

0

∇x ·
[
f(x, t)− 1

2
g(t)2sθ(x, t)

]
dt.

(9)

[10] has verified that a pre-trained sθ can serve as a powerful plug-and-play prior for inverse imaging.
However, the log-probability function in Eq. 9 is computationally expensive, requiring hundreds
of discrete ODE time steps to accurately compute, thus not practical to use in the training process.
To reduce the computational overhead, [33, 9] prove that the evidence lower bound (ELBO) could
approximate the performance of pODE

θ to serve as a prior distribution. Interestingly, we find that
in our setting, the score matching loss in Eq. 7 becomes a lower bound of log p(x) by selecting a
specific weighting function λ(·) = g(·)2, which gives us an explicit function to approximate the
probability of a prior image [33]:

−Ep(x) [log pdata(x)] = −Ep(x)

[
log pSDE

θ (x)
]
≤ JSM (θ; g(·)2) + C (10)

Consequently, by replacing Ep(x̂) [− log p(x̂)] in Eq. 6 with the upper bound in Eq. 10, we derive the
loss for jointly optimizing the normalizing flow and the score-based diffusion prior.

3.3 Implementation details

Training scheme We briefly discuss how to jointly train the normalizing flow and the diffusion
model with the objective function in Eq. 6. Figure 1 illustrates our training framework. Our training
loss consists of three terms: the first two terms (highlighted in green) are influenced only by the
amortized inference network (i.e., conditional normalizing flow), while the third term (highlighted in
blue) is influenced by both the inference network and the diffusion prior. In our joint optimization
implementation, we alternate between updating the weights of the flow and the diffusion model in
each training step. The flow is trained with all three terms, as defined in Eq.6, assuming the diffusion
prior is fixed. Then, we fix the flow’s weights and use the posterior images sampled from the flow
model to train the DM using only the third term, i.e., the score matching loss defined in Eq.7. Note
that when training the DM, we remove the weighting function λ(t) in Eq.7 for better performance, as
suggested by Kingma et al. [20].

Model reset Considering the joint optimization of the normalizing flow and diffusion model is
highly non-convex, we often observe unstable model performance during training. Additionally,
because both the normalizing flow and the diffusion prior are randomly initialized, they are initially
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Figure 2: Training procedure of the conditional flow model and the diffusion model. We
alternately report the amortized inference results from the flow model and the generative images
from the diffusion model during training. The diffusion model initially captures low-frequency
signals, guiding the amortized inference model. As the amortized inference improves, it produces
better-quality images, further enhancing the diffusion model’s training. Eventually, both models
converge to produce clean images.

trained with poor posterior samples, hindering optimal convergence due to memorization effects. To
help the networks escape local minima, we periodically reset the weights of the normalizing flow and
diffusion prior after a certain number of joint training steps.

For example, in denoising tasks, we reset the weights of the normalizing flow (amortized inference
network) after 9000 joint training steps and retrain it from scratch until convergence, fixing the learned
diffusion prior at the 9000th step. We then reverse the process: using the improved normalizing flow
to generate better posterior samples, we retrain the diffusion model from scratch until it converges.
Empirically, this model resetting strategy significantly reduces the influence of memorization effects,
thereby enhancing both the amortized inference accuracy and the generative performance of the
diffusion model. We also employ a similar strategy for the deblurring task.

Posterior sampling In addition to generating posterior samples using amortized inference, the in-
verse problem can also be solved by leveraging the Diffusion Posterior Sampling (DPS) algorithm [4]
to sample from corrupted observations using the learned diffusion model. Specifically, we modify the
reverse-time SDE from Eq. 2 into a conditional reversed process for posterior sampling:

dx =
[
f(x, t)− g(t)2∇x log pt(x | y)

]
dt+ g(t)dw, (11)

where y is the given observation. Using Bayes’ theorem, the conditional score function can be
decomposed into:

∇x log pt(x|y) = ∇x log pt(y | x) +∇x log pt(x). (12)
Here ∇x log pt(x) can be replaced by the learned score function sθ(x, t), while for ∇x log pt(y | x)
we adopt the approximation proposed by DPS [4]:

pt (y | x) ≃ p (y | x̂0(x)) , where x̂0(xt) := E [x0 | xt] , (13)

Substituting Eq.13 and Eq.12 into Eq. 11, we obtain a conditional reverse-time SDE that can
reconstruct images from corrupted observations.

4 Experiments

In this section, we first demonstrate our method on image denoising and deblurring tasks using
various datasets, including MNIST, CIFAR-10, and fluorescent microscopic images of tubulins. After
that, we apply the models learned by our methods to solving inverse problems. Further details on
neural network architectures, training settings, and additional reconstruction and generation samples
are provided in the appendix.

4.1 Experimental setting

Datasets Our experiments are conducted on three sets of corrupted observations. First, we per-
formed a toy experiment on denoising MNIST images corrupted by additive Gaussian noise with
σ = 0.3. Next, we tested our method on a deblurring task using dog images from CIFAR-10,
where all images were blurred by a Gaussian kernel of size 3×3 and a standard deviation of 1.5
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(a) Ground Truth (b) Observations,
FID=204

(c) AmbientFlow [19],
FID=147

(d) Ours,
FID=149

(a) Ground Truth (b) Observations,
FID=109

(c) AmbientFlow [19],
FID=272

(d) Ours,
FID=209

(a) Ground Truth (b) Observations,
FID=298

(c) AmbientFlow [19],
FID=295

(d) Ours,
FID=210

Figure 3: Image samples from diffusion models learned from corrupted observations. The
three rows show results from models trained on different datasets: noisy MNIST handwritten digits,
blurred CIFAR-10 dog images, and noisy fluorescent microscope images. The learned diffusion
models generate samples similar to the ground-truth images, significantly outperforming the baseline,
AmbientFlow. Notably, when directly training the diffusion model using blurred images (2nd row
(b)), we achieve samples with low FID scores. This is because FID mainly measures the similarity of
smoothed features among image sets. However, our method (2nd row (d)) produces more reasonable
and sharper dog images, despite the FID score not being superior.

pixels. Finally, for more realistic, higher-resolution images, we attempted to restore and learn a clean
distribution from noisy microscopic images of tubulins, assuming they are corrupted by additive
Gaussian noise with σ = 0.2.

Evaluation metrics We use the Frechet Inception Distance (FID) [30] to assess the generative
ability of our learned diffusion model by comparing 5000 image samples generated from it to
reserved test data from the underlying true distribution. For posterior sampling results, including
those from either the amortized inference network or the conditional diffusion process using the
learned generative model, we compute Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR), Structural Similarity
(SSIM), and Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) to evaluate the image reconstruction
quality.

Baselines We compare our methods with three baselines that operate under the same conditions,
where no clean signals are available. AmbientFlow [19] employs a similar amortized inference
approach but uses a normalizing flow model [22], instead of a diffusion model, to learn the uncondi-
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Flow [19] Ours Ground

Truth Observation Ambient
Flow [19] Ours Ground

Truth

(a) Amortized Inference Results of CIFAR-10 (b) Amortized Inference Results of Tubulins

Figure 4: Amortized inference results on CIFAR-10 deblurring and microscopy imaging tasks.
Our method achieves superior performance compared to AmbientFlow, because of the diffusion
model’s stronger generative modeling capabilities over the flow model employed by AmbientFlow.

Observation Ambient
Diffusion [6]

SURE-
Score [1]

Ambient
Flow [19] Ours Ground

Truth Observation Ambient
Diffusion [6]

SURE-
Score [1]

Ambient
Flow [19] Ours Ground

Truth

(a) CIFAR-10, Denoising (b) CIFAR-10, Deblurring

Observation Ambient
Diffusion [6]

SURE-
Score [1]

Ambient
Flow [19] Ours Ground

Truth Observation Ambient
Diffusion [6]

SURE-
Score [1]

Ambient
Flow [19] Ours Ground

Truth

(c) CIFAR-10, Inpainting (d) CIFAR-10, Deblurring+Denoising

Figure 5: Posterior samples from the generative model trained on blurred CIFAR-10 images. On
four downstream tasks - denoising, deblurring, inpainting, and combined denoising and deblurring -
our method surpasses the performance of baseline approaches including AmbientDiffusion, SURE-
Score, and AmbientFlow.

tional clean distribution. AmbientDiffusion [6] learns a clean score-based prior by further corrupting
the input data, rather than restoring the clean images first. SURE-Score [1] combines the SURE
loss [37] to implicitly regularize the weights of the learned diffusion model, enabling direct training
of clean diffusion models using corrupted observations. We carefully tune the hyperparameters of all
the baselines and report the best results. More information on these neural networks’ architectures
and hyperparameters can be found in Appendix A.

4.2 Results

Clean distributions learned from corrupted observations Fig 3 compares the FID scores of
image samples from the baseline method, AmbientFlow, and our method, FlowDiff. As shown in
Fig.3, our method significantly outperforms AmbientFlow across all three tasks, learning high-quality,
complex, clean image distributions from blurred or noisy observations. During training, as illustrated
in Fig. 2, we observed that the diffusion model captures low-frequency signals first, providing
guidance for the amortized inference model. As the amortized inference improves, it produces
better-quality images, which in turn enhances the training of the diffusion model. By alternatively
updating the weights of these models, the diffusion model eventually learns the distribution of the
clean data. The model reset technique described in Sec. 3.3 is used in our training process.

Amortized inference Fig. 4 and Table 1 present the amortized inference results, i.e., the posterior
samples drawn from the conditional normalizing flow. Our method produces better reconstructed
images compared to AmbientFlow. Furthermore, results show that the amortized inference models
trained by our method achieve performance comparable to those trained with a clean diffusion prior,

8



Table 1: Amortized inference results for three different tasks. In all cases, our method produces a
better flow model for amortized inference than AmbientFlow, despite using the same flow architec-
tures. This indicates that the diffusion model in our framework provides a superior prior compared to
the flow prior in AmbientFlow. The optimal results are highlighted in bold.

Tasks
Input AmbientFlow Ours

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
MNIST Denoising 13.57 0.210 0.591 21.18 0.394 0.177 20.73 0.399 0.160

CIFAR-10 Deblurring 20.91 0.582 0.182 20.38 0.704 0.199 21.97 0.787 0.135
Microscopy Imaging 14.32 0.106 0.572 16.76 0.220 0.467 18.87 0.263 0.397

again demonstrating that our method successfully captures the underlying clean data distribution.
More details can be found in Appendix C.

Table 2: Performance on downstream posterior sampling tasks using the CIFAR-10 dog images.
The optimal results are highlighted in bold, and the second-best results are underlined. All metrics
are computed using 128 posterior samples.

Tasks Metrics Input Ambient
Diffusion

SURE-
Score

Ambient
Flow Ours

Denoising
PSNR ↑ 14.79 21.37 19.04 14.95 21.70
SSIM ↑ 0.444 0.743 0.636 0.356 0.782
LPIPS ↓ 0.107 0.033 0.111 0.142 0.040

Deblurring
PSNR↑ 22.34 16.14 23.52 15.03 23.91
SSIM ↑ 0.724 0.761 0.829 0.305 0.880
LPIPS↓ 0.228 0.074 0.078 0.163 0.031

Deblurring + Denoising
PSNR↑ 19.34 16.23 21.28 15.11 22.55
SSIM ↑ 0.609 0.767 0.666 0.339 0.816
LPIPS↓ 0.044 0.062 0.122 0.137 0.037

Inpainting
PSNR ↑ 13.49 20.57 21.60 13.20 22.46
SSIM ↑ 0.404 0.639 0.732 0.217 0.836
LPIPS↓ 0.295 0.038 0.049 0.179 0.034

Posterior sampling with learned clean prior We leverage the learned clean priors to solve various
downstream computational imaging inverse problems, including inpainting, denoising, deblurring,
and a combination of denoising and deblurring. Table 2 and Fig. 5 present comprehensive experi-
ments on CIFAR-10 across all four tasks. Assuming the clean distributions are trained on blurred
images as explained in Sec. 4.1, our methods significantly outperform all the baselines, including
AmbientDiffusion, SURE-Score, and AmbientFlow, across all tasks.

5 Conclusion and limitation

In this work, we present FlowDiff, a framework that integrates amortized inference with state-of-the-
art diffusion models to learn clean signal distributions directly from corrupted observations. Through
amortized inference, our framework incorporates an additional normalizing flow [22] that generates
clean images from corrupted observations. The normalizing flow is trained jointly with the DM
in a variational inference framework: the normalizing flow generates clean images for training the
DM, while the DM imposes an image prior to guide reasonable estimations by the normalizing flow.
After training, our method provides both a diffusion prior that models a complex, high-quality clean
image distribution and a normalizing flow-based amortized inference network that directly generates
posterior samples from corrupted observations. We demonstrate our method through extensive
experiments on various datasets and multiple computational imaging tasks. We also apply the models
our method learned to solving inverse problems including denoising, deblurring, and inpainting.
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However, the different learning speeds of diffusion models and normalizing flows make the joint
training of the two networks sometimes unstable. Besides, normalizing flows often fail to model
complex data distributions due to their limited model capacity. In the future, we plan to explore better
optimization frameworks, such as alternating optimization methods like expectation-maximization,
to achieve more stable training.
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Figure 6: Posterior samples from the generative model trained on noisy microscopic images. On
the downstream image denoising task, our approach outperforms BM3D [5] and AmbientFlow [19]
by effectively removing noise while preserving intricate structural details of microscopic images of
tubulins.

A Neural network architectures and hyper-parameters

We conducted all our experiments using the same neural network architectures, but slightly adjusting
the number of parameters based on the complexity of the data distribution. The specific numbers
are shown in Table 3. For our amortized inference model, we use the same conditional invertible
network as AmbientFlow [19] and employ DDPM [14] for learning the clean distribution. To balance
the learning speeds between the flow model and the diffusion model, we set the learning rate of the
diffusion model to be smaller. Specifically, for the MNIST and CIFAR-10 experiments, the flow
network’s learning rate is 1e−3 and the diffusion model’s learning rate is 1e−4. For the microscopic
experiment, we train the normalizing flow with a learning rate of 2e− 5 and the diffusion model with
a learning rate of 1e− 5. We use Adam [21] as the optimizer for our models. All the experiments are
conducted on an NVIDIA A800 GPU workstation.

Table 3: The number of model parameters for each experiment. We adjusted the size of our models
based on the complexity of data distributions as well as the resolution of input images.

MNIST CIFAR-10 Microscopic images
of tubulins

Flow 8M 11.5M 23.9M
Diffusion 6M 35.7M 17.2M
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(a) Amortized Inference Results of MNIST (b) Amortized Inference Results of CIFAR-10

Figure 7: Comparative Analysis of Amortized Inference Networks Trained by Our Method and
Clean Diffusion Priors.

B Additional posterior sampling results

Table 4: Performance on downstream posterior sampling tasks using MNIST and microscopic
images. The optimal results are highlighted in bold.

Method
MNIST Microscopic images of tubulins

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Observations 13.36 0.344 0.103 18.89 0.477 0.252

BM3D 13.57 0.427 0.088 21.28 0.542 0.073
AmbientFlow 17.67 0.476 0.047 15.35 0.120 0.537

Ours 20.97 0.618 0.053 23.33 0.687 0.111

In this section, we present additional results on posterior sampling for the denoising task using
diffusion models trained on corrupted MNIST and microscopic images. Table 4 demonstrates
that our method surpasses both the classical method, BM3D [5], and the deep learning baseline,
AmbientFlow, in terms of PSNR and SSIM. Fig. 6 showcases the posterior samples obtained from
denoising problems using generative models trained on noisy microscopic images. Our method
achieves superior denoising performance on microscopic images of tubulins, preserving detailed
cellular structures visually. These findings underscore the significant potential of our framework in
reconstructing clean fluorescent microscopic images, particularly in scenarios where acquiring clean
signals is impractical or cost-prohibitive.

C Comparison with amortized inference models trained with a clean
diffusion prior

We provide an additional comparison of our method to flow models trained with clean diffusion prior.
The clean diffusion priors are trained with the clean images of MNIST and CIFAR-10. As illustrated
by Fig. 7 and Table 5, the performance of the amortized inference networks trained using our method
achieves similar results to those trained with clean diffusion priors.

Table 5: Amortized inference results for our method and flow trained with clean diffusion prior.

Method
MNIST CIFAR-10

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
Observations 13.57 0.210 0.591 20.91 0.582 0.182
Clean Prior 24.61 0.482 0.064 22.37 0.787 0.117

Ours 20.73 0.399 0.160 21.97 0.787 0.135
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