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A Conditional Diffusion Model for Electrical
Impedance Tomography Image Reconstruction
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Abstract—Electrical impedance tomography (EIT) is a non-
invasive imaging technique, capable of reconstructing images of
the electrical conductivity of tissues and materials. It is popular
in diverse application areas, from medical imaging to industrial
process monitoring and tactile sensing, due to its low cost,
real-time capabilities and non-ionizing nature. EIT visualizes
the conductivity distribution within a body by measuring the
boundary voltages, given a current injection. However, EIT image
reconstruction is ill-posed due to the mismatch between the
under-sampled voltage data and the high-resolution conductivity
image. A variety of approaches, both conventional and deep
learning-based, have been proposed, capitalizing on the use of
spatial regularizers, and the paradigm of image regression. In this
research, a novel method based on the conditional diffusion model
for EIT reconstruction is proposed, termed CDEIT. Specifically,
CDEIT consists of the forward diffusion process, which first
gradually adds Gaussian noise to the clean conductivity images,
and a reverse denoising process, which learns to predict the
original conductivity image from its noisy version, conditioned
on the boundary voltages. Following model training, CDEIT
applies the conditional reverse process on test voltage data to
generate the desired conductivities. Moreover, we provide the
details of a normalization procedure, which demonstrates how
EIT image reconstruction models trained on simulated datasets
can be applied on real datasets with varying sizes, excitation
currents and background conductivities. Experiments conducted
on a synthetic dataset and two real datasets demonstrate that
the proposed model outperforms state-of-the-art methods. The
CDEIT software is available as open-source (https://github.com/
shuaikaishi/CDEIT) for reproducibility purposes.

Index Terms—Electrical impedance tomography, image re-
construction, diffusion model, probabilistic model, measurement
visualization.

I. INTRODUCTION

TOMOGRAPHIC imaging is a technique used to recon-
struct the internal structure of an object by scanning it

from multiple angles [1]. It is widely applied to the fields such
as medicine [2], [3], [4], industrial inspection [5], robotics [6],
[7] and geological exploration [8]. Conventional tomographic
imaging methods, such as Computed Tomography (CT) and
Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI), achieved significant
success in terms of accuracy and resolution but also face
challenges, e.g., high equipment costs and long imaging times
[9], [10], as well as vulnerability in the visible band [11].

Electrical Impedance Tomography (EIT), an emerging imag-
ing technology, has garnered extensive attention benefiting
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from its non-invasive nature, low cost, and real-time imaging
capabilities [12], and has been applied to fields such as medical
imaging, process tomography, nondestructive testing [13], etc.
EIT infers the impedance distribution inside an object by mea-
suring the voltage changes between electrodes, which could be
used for the object structure inversion. However, limited by
the highly nonlinear and ill-posed nature of this inverse prob-
lem, conventional EIT image reconstruction methods usually
provide suboptimal imaging quality and low resolution [14].
Recently, Deep Learning (DL)-based reconstruction methods
demonstrated the ability to directly map voltage signals to
desired conductivity images due to its powerful expressive
ability [15].

A. Motivation
Classical image reconstruction methods based on linear

back-projection [16] hypothesize a linear model between
the conductivity distribution and associated voltage measure-
ments. Additionally, spatial prior knowledge is incorporated
by employing regularization [17] to improve the quality of
reconstruction. This type of method can also be applied
within an iterative framework for solving the nonlinear inverse
problem [18]. However, in practice, conventional optimization
approaches for EIT image reconstruction demonstrated limited
performance as they are primarily based on simplified linear
modeling, and cannot meet the demands of real-time imaging.

DL-based methods have been employed to address these
limitations. These methods use deep neural networks, such as
generative adversarial networks (GAN), convolutional neural
networks (CNN) and attention modules, to either directly
learn the mapping from the voltage signals to conductivity
images or indirectly, or improve initial conductivity estimate
obtained from conventional methods. The related researches
have demonstrated high-definition reconstructions of conduc-
tivity images [12], [15]. However, the majority of approaches
map the voltage information to the output conductivity in a
single step. This process can be further improved by incor-
porating multiple iterative models. Furthermore, regression-
based methods may exhibit limited generalization ability on
noisy data due to overfitting on training metrics. Notably,
these issues can be mitigated by integrating generative models
[19], such as the recently prevailing diffusion model [20], [21].
Motivated by these insights, we propose a novel multi-stage
EIT image reconstruction model.

B. Methodology Overview and Contributions
Recently, the denoising diffusion probabilistic model

(DDPM) [21] has garnered significant attention within the

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

16
97

9v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 2

2 
D

ec
 2

02
4

https://github.com/shuaikaishi/CDEIT
https://github.com/shuaikaishi/CDEIT


2 SUBMISSION TO IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON INSTRUMENTATION AND MEASUREMENT, VOL. XX, NO. XX, 2024

deep generative models community and has been applied to
various generative tasks, such as image generation [22], and
audio synthesis [23]. Moreover, DDPM with additional inputs
can be employed for conditional generation tasks, including
image superresolution [24], image fusion [25], text-to-image
generation [26], and image editing [27], encompassing inpaint-
ing, uncropping, etc.

DDPM learns to generate a clean output from its noisy coun-
terpart through a series of denoising steps. Specifically, DDPM
incorporates two processes, i.e., the forward diffusion process
and the reverse denoising process. During the training phase,
the diffusion process introduces independent Gaussian noise
to the initial clean image sample multiple times, guiding the
output towards a standard Gaussian distribution. Subsequently,
the denoising process, implemented by a deep neural network,
learns to map noisy input data back to the original clean data.
After completing training, DDPM can generate new samples
by applying the denoising process to Gaussian noise inputs
[28]. Furthermore, the conditional diffusion model introduces
a conditional input into the reverse denoising process, which
provides the controller in output generation. Such a design
reduce the randomness of generation and a highly correlated
one could be acquired. Inspired by this benefit, we propose
an EIT image reconstruction model, called CDEIT. It uses the
voltage signal as conditional inputs to shape the generation
from the Gaussian noise to spatial details of the desired
conductivity image.

The main contributions of this work can be summarized as
follows:

1) Unlike the majority of state-of-the-art EIT image re-
construction models that perform image regression, we
adapt the generative diffusion model to address the
EIT inverse problem. The proposed approach models a
probability distribution of conductivity images directly
conditioned on boundary voltages. This design implicitly
learns the prior of conductivity images from the data and
can benefit from it when sampling from the conditional
distribution.

2) The proposed CDEIT model produces image reconstruc-
tion results through multiple iterative denoising steps,
distinguishing it from general-purpose, deep learning-
based EIT methods. The multi-stage process enhances
the quality of the model output by progressively re-
fining the conductivity images, thereby capturing more
spatial details and reducing noise. The backbone is a
Transformer-based U-net, with an encoder, which uses
multi-scale and windowed attention to extract features,
connected to a decoder via residuals for information
fusion to predict the desired outputs.

3) We propose a generalization framework, based on volt-
age and current normalization, supporting EIT image
reconstruction models, trained on simulated data, to be
tested on real-world data. This method can handle real-
world scenarios, where the background conductivity and
excitation current values differ from the training data.
This offers the ability to adapt image reconstruction
models across different conditions without the need for
retraining.

Fig. 1. Overview of the proposed CDEIT framework, encompassing both the
forward and the reverse processes. In the forward diffusion process, Gaussian
noise is incrementally added to the conductivity image σ0 over T time steps.
In the reverse process, the denoising network µθ(·) progressively restores the
spatial details of the original conductivity image, conditioned on the boundary
voltages U.

The paper is structured as follows. Section II provides a re-
view of related work, encompassing conventional, deep learn-
ing, and diffusion-based image reconstruction approaches.
Section III introduces the mathematical framework of the
proposed CDEIT model. In Sec. IV, we provide the details of
the normalization procedure, which supports the generalization
of EIT image reconstruction models, trained with simulated
data, on real datasets. In Section V, we present the image
reconstruction experiments, conducted on one simulated and
two real-world EIT datasets to demonstrate the effectiveness
of our proposed model. We also provide quantitative and
qualitative comparison with state-of-the-art methods, while
discussing the performance of CDEIT in the presence of noise,
and a complexity analysis. Last but not least, Section VI
concludes the research and discusses to the further exploration
of this work.

II. RELATED WORK

EIT is considered as an effective tool to obtain the inter-
nal conductivity distribution of a target, based on boundary
information. In the context of this research, EIT image recon-
struction approaches are broadly categorized into conventional
methods, which often use a simplified linear model to estimate
the conductivity distribution, and deep learning approaches,
which usually rely on the pairing of conductivity images and
corresponding boundary voltage data for supervised learning
purposes.

A. Conventional Methods

Earlier EIT image reconstruction methods were based on
the back-projection algorithm [16]. Regularization approaches
assist in tackling the ill-posedness. For instance, Tikhonov
regularization (TR) [17], also known as ridge regression,
assumes that conductivity changes take small values. In sparse
Bayesian learning [29], the ℓ1 norm of conductivity changes
are introduced to improve the reconstruction accuracy for
small targets. The total variation regularizer [30] is introduced
to enforce the reconstruction smoothness. In addition, various
physics-informed regularizers have been introduced to improve
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reconstruction accuracy, such as Laplacian prior [31], NOSER
prior [32], etc. These approaches have been used in the context
of the single-step and iterative Gauss-Newton (GN) techniques
[18]. Apart from that, D-bar method [33], a non-iterative
reconstruction algorithm, uses a regularization term based on
low-pass filtering of the nonlinear backscatter transform of the
potential function of the conductivity distribution.

Despite improvements in reconstruction performance, the
performance is sensitive to hyperparameter selection, while
some approaches require multiple forward model calculations
for electric conductivity distribution, resulting in low model
efficiency.

B. Deep Learning Approaches

Deep learning has powerful representation capabilities, en-
ableing it to handle the non-linearity and ill-posed nature of
the problem [12] in a convenient end-to-end manner, and is
currently, becoming a new paradigm for EIT reconstruction.

The improved LeNet [34], which combined CNN and
MultiLayer Perceptron (MLP), was first attempted on the
EIT reconstruction task. Later on, Hu et al., introduced a
2D representation of the 1D boundary voltages combined
with CNN, namely electrical impedance tomography (CNN-
EIM) [35], which attempts to learn the relationship between
spatial variations in conductivity and variations in electrode
voltage positions. Chen et al., drew on the U-net segmentation
network [36], which is popular in segmentation tasks, to
perform EIT image reconstruction, and obtained a significantly
better performance, than classical sparse regression models.
A further development was the structure-aware dual-branch
network (SADB-Net) [37], which incorporates a U-net. In
which, one branch of the network is used to segment out
the regions of conductivity changes in the target scene, while
the other branch extracts the high-level features from the
input voltages.The information from the two branches is fused
for an accurate estimate of conductivity distribution changes.
Following the work, Yu et al., proposed the structure-aware
hybrid-fusion learning (SA-HFL) model [38] to improve the
fusion efficiency of the features from the two branches, which
enhances the correlation between the image segmentation
results and the predicted conductivity distribution changes. In
addition, the radial basis function was added to CNN (CNN-
RBF) network [39], to accelerate network convergence, as well
as enhance reconstruction accuracy and robustness. Residual
learning is also introduced to the field [40] to improve the
initial solutions from conventional methods, and also gain
better performance than classical CNNs. Similar idea was
also applied to dual-branch U-net (DHU-Net) model [41].
Meanwhile, the deep image prior was introduced to EIT
[42] to allow the network to learn a spatial prior for the
conductivity distribution to be reconstructed. However, this
approach requires multiple finite element calculations for the
forward process.

In summary, DL approaches for the solution of the EIT
inverse problem are becoming increasingly complex, leading
to a substantial growth in the number of model parameters.
Consequently, model training is becoming more computa-

tionally expensive, while necessitating the use of substantial
amounts of training data to mitigate overfitting.

C. Diffusion Models

The generative diffusion model, inspired by non-equilibrium
statistical physics, was first introduced in [20]. Subsequent
studies [21] enhanced this model for image generation, leading
to the development of the denoising diffusion probabilistic
model (DDPM). An intriguing aspect of this approach is the
ability to attach additional conditions to the input data for
performing conditional generation tasks. For example, super-
resolution tasks can be conditioned on low-resolution images
[24], or controlled semantic generation can be conditioned
on text [26]. The diffusion process can be applied at the
pixel level [21], [24], where the dimensions of the latent
space are equal to the input data, or at lower dimensions
to reduce computational burden and the number of diffusion
steps [26]. Due to the multi-stage generation process, DDPM-
based models achieved state-of-the-art performance in fields
such as image generation and restoration [22]. DDPM was
also introduced to EIT image reconstruction. Wang et al.,
employed the score-based diffusion model (CSD) [43] to learn
the unconditional distribution of high-resolution conductivity
images. The image reconstruction estimates from the iterative
GN method were then introduced as the sampling midpoint,
which was subsequently refined using a noise reduction net-
work. Although this method is capable of obtaining high-
resolution conductivity images, it is unable to accurately
represent the curvature and sharpness of the boundary at the
location of the conductivity change since the learning process
of the model is independent on the boundary voltages. Another
approach proposed a diffusion model [44] combined with the
initial guess from several conventional methods. Similarly,
this model is trained without the use of boundary voltages,
resulting in a model performance that relies on the accuracy of
the classical approaches. Direct reconstruction of conductivity
images from voltage signals mitigates the cumulative error
inherent in classical methods. However, the direct approach
presents significant challenges due to the highly ill-posed
nature of the inverse problem.

III. CDEIT: CONDITIONAL DIFFUSION MODEL-BASED
EIT RECONSTRUCTION

In this section, we introduce the proposed CDEIT, covering
the problem formulation, forward and backward processes,
loss function, optimization techniques, and fast reconstruction
strategy.

A. Problem Formulation

The forward problem of EIT is the calculation of the electric
potentials induced by the conductivity distribution in the target
region. In practice, we are concerned with the relationship
between the conductivity values and the associated voltages
across the boundary electrodes. The relationship between these
physical quantities in the 2D EIT formulation, when current is
injected through a pair of electrodes is given by the following
set of equations [12]:
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udegraphics[width=8cm]fig/ddpm/2deit.jpg

Fig. 2. 2D EIT forward model with 16 electrodes. When a current excitation
is applied through a pair of electrodes, changes in the conductivity distribution
of the target will result to changes in the voltages of the boundary electrodes.

∇ · (σ∇ϕ) = 0 in Ω, (1)

ϕ+ zlσ
∂ϕ

∂n
= Φl on ∂Ω (2)∫

el

σ
∂ϕ

∂n
dS = Il on ∂Ω, (3)

σ
∂ϕ

∂n

∣∣∣
∂Ω\∪el

= 0 on ∂Ω, (4)

where σ, ϕ,n, respectively, denote the conductivity, electric
potential and unity outward-pointing vector at position (x, y)
within the area Ω, el is the position of the l-th electrode on the
boundary ∂Ω, l = 1, 2, . . . , L is the index of the number of
boundary electrodes, Φl is the potential on the l-th electrode
and Il is the current excitation from the l-th electrode. The
solution of the forward problem is commonly found using the
finite element method (FEM). Fig. 2 depicts a 16-electrode 2D
EIT model, which uses the adjacent excitation and adjacent
measurement protocols [4]. The noise-free forward problem
can be represented as:

U = f(σ), (5)

where U denotes the vector of boundary voltages, f(·)
represents the nonlinear forward operator and σ =
{σ(x, y)|(x, y) ∈ Ω} is the conductivity distribution.

EIT image reconstruction, i.e., an inverse problem, includes
recovering the position and shape of the objects inside the
conductivity distribution. This is achieved by solving the
following nonlinear least squares problem [6]:

σ̂ = argmin
σ

∥f(σ)−U∥22. (6)

In order to suppress most of the systematic errors and to
tolerate small errors in the model, the time-difference EIT
model is commonly adopted:

U(0) = f(σ(0)) (7)

U(i) = f(σ(i)) (8)

where the estimate of the conductivity distribution changes,
δσ = σ(i) − σ(0), is obtained from the values of the
voltage changes, δU = U(i) − U(0) between two sets of
measurements. Typically, σ(0) and U(0) are the conductiv-
ity distribution and associated voltage measurements of the
background, respectively. Similarly, σ(i) and U(i) are the
conductivity distribution and associated voltage measurements
at instance i, when the inclusions are present, respectively. In
the text that follows, unless otherwise specified, all voltage
and conductivity quantities will relate to time differences.

In summary, the inverse EIT problem aims to recover
the conductivity distribution σ using the information of the

voltage measurement U. In the context of this research, EIT
image reconstruction is posed as the problem of modeling the
conditional probabilistic distribution p(σ|U). In this perspec-
tive, it is possible to obtain the desired conductivity distribu-
tion through sampling this conditional distribution. Drawing
inspiration from the advanced denoising diffusion generative
model [21], in the following subsections, we describe the
specifics of the two processes to learn the aforementioned
conditional distribution.

B. Forward Diffusion Process

Building on DDPM [21], a Markovian chain of length T
with a Gaussian diffusion kernel is employed to incrementally
add noise to the conductivity values σ:

q(σt|σt−1) = N (
√

1− βtσt−1, βtI), (9)

where t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}, σ0 = σ is the conductivity ground
truth, σT is the noisy conductivity image after the last forward
step, βt ∈ {β1, β2, . . . , βT } is a sequence of hyperparameters
representing the variances of Gaussian noise and I denotes the
identity matrix.

Given the characteristics of the Gaussian distribution, it is
possible to directly determine the output at each diffusion step
by:

q(σt|σ0) = N (
√
ᾱtσ0,

√
1− ᾱtI) (10)

or σt =
√
ᾱtσ0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, (11)

where ᾱt =
∏t

s=1(1−βs) and ϵ ∼ N (0, I). Note that when T
approaches infinity, q(σ∞) converges to N (0, I). The forward
diffusion process is illustrated at the top of Fig. 1.

C. Reverse Denoising Process

Following the completion of the forward diffusion process,
the reverse denoising process is applied to reconstruct the
desired conductivity image from the noise input and the
information of the corresponding boundary voltages, as shown
at the bottom of Fig. 1.

In particular, the reverse process transforms the standard
Gaussian noise into the clean conductivity image σ. It is
assumed that the inverse of the previously described forward
diffusion step (9) follows another Gaussian kernel, as detailed
below:

pθ(σt−1|σt) = N (µθ(σt,U, t), γ2
t I), (12)

where µθ(·) is a function modeled by a deep neural network
parameterized by θ and γ2

t represents a sequence of hyper-
parameters {γ2

1 , γ
2
2 , . . . , γ

2
T }. The specific values for these

hyperparameters will be discussed in the next subsection.

D. Loss Function

In this subsection, we introduce the objective function of the
proposed CDEIT model. The noisy conductivity image from
the forward process is considered as a sequence of hidden
variables and a variational inference framework is employed
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Fig. 3. Framework of the denoising net σθ(σt,U, t).

to derive the loss function. The evidence lower bound (ELBO)
of the log-likelihood is given by [45]:

L(θ) = −
T∑

t=1

KL (q(σt−1|σt,σ0)||pθ(σt−1|σt)) , (13)

where KL(·||·) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between
the conditional posterior distribution and (12). A compre-
hensive derivation of (13) can be found in the Appendix.
q(σt−1|σt,σ0) is the conditional posterior distribution which
can be derived as:

q(σt−1|σt,σ0) ∝ q(σt|σt−1,σ0)q(σt−1|σ0)

= q(σt|σt−1)q(σt−1|σ0). (14)

Since both the conditional distribution (9) and the prior dis-
tribution (10) are Gaussian, the posterior distribution inherits
this Gaussian form. This is due to the self-conjugate property
[46] of the Gaussian distribution. Thus, the distribution (14)
described above is:

q(σt−1|σt,σ0) = N (µ̃t(σt,σ0), β̃tI), (15)

where

µ̃t(σt,σ0) =

√
1− βt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
σt +

√
ᾱt−1βt

1− ᾱt
σ0, (16)

β̃t =
1− ᾱt−1

1− ᾱt
βt. (17)

The KL divergence in (13) is tractable since it only involves
the diagonal Gaussian distributions. Consequently, the KL
divergence for a single time step can be expressed as:

Lt(θ) = −KL(q(σt−1|σt,σ0)||pθ(σt−1|σt,U))

= − 1

2γ2
t

∥µ̃t(σt,σ0)− µθ(σt,U, t)∥22 + C, (18)

where C is a constant independent of θ and includes certain
fixed hyperparameters.

By further simplification, the network prediction
µθ(σt,U, t) can be written in a form similar to (16),
i.e.,:

µθ(σt,U, t)

=

√
1− βt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
σt +

√
ᾱt−1βt

1− ᾱt
σθ(σt,U, t), (19)

where σθ(·) is an alternative expression of µθ(·), which
estimates the clean conductivity image during the forward
process and will be implemented in the following subsection.

Consequently, the Kullback-Leibler divergence presented in
(18) can be further streamlined:

Lt(θ) = − ᾱt−1βt

2(1− ᾱt)2
∥σ0 − σθ(σt,U, t)∥22 (20)

During the training phase, we establish the relationship γ2
t =

β̃t. Subsequently, we can optimize the ELBO as expressed
in (13) through a stepwise process along the time dimension.
At each step, we concentrate on a simplified loss function,
disregarding the hyperparameter coefficients, which can be
formulated as:

Lsimple(θ) = ∥σ0 − σθ(σt,U, t)∥1 (21)

For our experimental protocol, the ℓ1 loss function is used to
replace the ℓ2 loss function due to its improved robustness to
outliers.

E. Network & Optimization

Next, the conditional denoising network σθ(·) is constructed
using the Transformer-based U-net architecture. Overall, the
network is shown in Fig. 3. The inputs to the U-net consists
of three parts, {σt,U, t}. At each training step t, Gaussian
noise is added to the clean conductivity image σ0 to produce
σt via (11) in the forward diffusion process. By listing the
results of the voltages produced by each current excitation
in one row and by setting the voltage values associated with
the excitation electrodes to zero, a 2D electrical impedance
maps (EIM) U can be constructed that contains some spatial
information. Interpolation is applied to the EIM to match the
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(a) (b)

Fig. 4. Transformer block and Swin-Transformer block. (a) global attention
and windowed attention. (b) Time-involved Transformer blocks.

spatial resolution of the input image. Subsequently, σt and the
upsampled Uup are concatenated along the channel dimension.
These data preprocessing steps can be represented as

Uup = Interp.(U) ↑S×, (22)
X = [σt,Uup]. (23)

In the experiments, the spatial resolution of the conductivity
image σ is 128 × 128, which is divisible by the number of
electrodes, i.e., 16. The symbol ↑S× denotes an increase in
the spatial resolution of the 2D EIM by a factor of S through
nearest neighbor interpolation. The notation [·] signifies the
concatenation operation, while X represents the data input
fed into the denoising network. The input is embedded as a
sequence with a patch size of 2 and a model dimension of
512, then processed by subsequent transformer-based blocks.

In addition, the Transformer-based denoising U-net com-
prises a series of Transformer blocks, Swin-Transformer
blocks, patch merging, skip connections, and upsampling
modules. The Transformer block computes attention globally
on the feature map, while the Swin-Transformer splits the map
into small patches to compute attention inside the window in a
memory-saving manner, as shown in Fig. 4 (a). After feature
embedding, the result of l-th layerself-attention mechanism,
H(l+1), is computed as

H(l+1) = Softmax(
QKT

√
dk

)V, (24)

where dk is the dimension of the key as a normalization factor,
and Q, K and V represent the query, key and value, respec-
tively. These are computed by the linear projections of the
input features H(l) with the model parameters Wq,Wk and
Wv , i.e., Q = H(l)Wq , K = H(l)Wk and V = H(l)Wv .
The current time step t is encoded as a fully learned time
embedding as the positional embedding in the Transformer
[47] and inputs to each Transformer and Swin-Transformer
block [48] within the network as affine transform coefficients
as shown in Fig. 4 (b).

The patch merging is employed to downsample the feature
map in the upper encoder, preserving information that might

(a) (b)

Fig. 5. Scale transformation modules. (a) Patch merging. (b) Upsampling
by interpolation.

Algorithm 1: Training algorithm of CDEIT
Input: paired training data: (U, σ0);
hyperparameter sequence: {β1, β2, . . . , βT };
model parameters: θ.

1 Initialize θ randomly;
2 repeat
3 ϵ ∼ N (0, I);
4 t ∼ U(1, T );
5 Compute the noisy image through (11):

σt =
√
ᾱtσ0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ

6 Compute the gradient of (21) w.r.t. θ:
∇θ∥σ − σθ(σt,U, t)∥;

7 Update θ via Adam optimizer [51].
8 until training phase end;

Algorithm 2: Reconstruction of CDEIT
Input: test boundary voltage: U′;
the sub-sequence of {1, 2, . . . , T} is denoted as
{τ1, τ2, . . . , τd = T}

1 σ′
T ∼ N (0, I);

2 for t = τd, . . . , τ1 do
3 ϵ ∼ N (0, I) if t > 1, else ϵ = 0
4 Compute the denoised result by σθ(σ

′
t,U

′, t);
5 Sample the denoising output σ′

t−1 from DDIM [52]
sampler (25);

6 end

otherwise be lost through conventional pooling operations,
while the upsampling module comprises the nearest neighbor
interpolation and a linear layer for feature channel adjustment
as shown in Fig. 5. Finally, the network outputs an estimate
of the clean conductivity image. To adapt the model for EIT
image reconstruction, we employ the Sigmoid-weighted Linear
Unit (SiLU) nonlinear activation function [49] and root mean
square (RMS) normalization [50]. The training process of the
proposed CDEIT is outlined in Algorithm 1.

F. CDEIT with Fast Sampling

Upon completion of training, we can generate image recon-
struction results on the test data by implementing the reverse
denoising process. Rather than sampling from (12) in a step-
by-step manner, we employ an alternative reverse sampler to
expedite the reconstruction process. This sampler, introduced
in [52], is based on a non-Markovian forward process that
allows for step-skipping during the reverse process implemen-
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Fig. 6. Variations in size, excitation currents, and background conductivities.
(a) Small study area. (b) Study area enlarged by a factor of SA. (c) The case
of no inclusions in the simulated data. (d) A case of one inclusion in the
simulated data. (e) The case of no inclusions in the real data. (f) A case of
one inclusion in the real data.

tation, known as denoising diffusion implicit models (DDIM).
Specifically, the new forward process can be formulated as:

qσ(σt−1|σt,σ0)

=N (
√
ᾱt−1σ0 +

√
1− ᾱt−1 − γ2

t · σt −
√
ᾱtσ0√

1− ᾱt
, γ2

t I).

(25)

Leveraging this relationship, we can utilize the estimated
values of σ0 to execute the reverse process. Specifically, the
fused results on the test data can be generated by implementing
the reverse denoising process, as outlined in Algorithm 2.

IV. MODEL GENERALIZATION

This section presents a generalization method for 2D EIT
image reconstruction that enables models trained on simulated
data to be applied directly to real data, accommodating vari-
ations in size, excitation currents, and background conductiv-
ities.

We consider the conventional setting of a circular sensor
with the electrodes on the periphery. We first consider the
implications of variations in the sensor dimensions (i.e., area)
in the context of real-world experiments. The equivalent resis-
tance between two points located on the periphery of the disk
electrode is expressed as [53]:

R ≈ 2

πσ
ln

2d

δ
, (26)

where d represents the length of the chord connecting the two
measurement points, and δ denotes the diameter of the small
circular contact area at each point. Consider a scenario where
the geometry of the real dataset is scaled by a factor of SA

compared to the training dataset. The resistance value between
the electrodes remains constant, as both the chord length and
contact width scale proportionally by a factor of SA, as shown
in Figs. 6 (a)-(b). Consequently, injecting an identical current
value through an electrode pair in the real-world setup will
yield the same voltage, as observed in the simulation studies.
In other words, an EIT image reconstruction model trained on
a unit-length simulated dataset can be directly applied to a real
dataset with different, but proportionally scaled, dimensions.

In the remaining of this subsection, we propose and demon-
strate the application of normalization techniques to address
scenarios where the real-world experimental setup introduces
variations in both the values of the excitation current and the
background conductivity level.

To demonstrate the principle, we consider only voltage
changes across a pair of neighboring electrodes. In the case
of the simulated dataset, I0 current is injected on the excita-
tion electrodes. We assume that the effective current values
between the measurement electrodes are I00 and I01 for the
target area without and with inclusions, and the corresponding
conductivity distributions are σ00 and σ01, respectively. Based
on Ohm’s law, the values of the currents in the case of the
simulation study are:

I00 = U00σ00

I01 = U01σ01
(27)

where U00 and U01 are the boundary voltages in the absence
and presence of an inhomogeneity, as shown in Figs. 6 (c)-(d).

The trained model g(·) can be used to predict the change of
the conductivity via δσ̂0 = g(U01 − U00). For the real world
dataset cases, shown in Figs. 6 (e)-(f), the current formulae
are identical:

I10 = U10σ10

I11 = U11σ11
(28)

where U10 and σ10, U11 and σ11 are, respectively, the bound-
ary voltages and conductivity distributions, in the absence and
presence of an inhomogeneity.

Due to the domain translation, direct deployment of the EIT
image reconstruction model trained on the simulated data to
the real data will result to incorrect conductivity estimates,
δσ̂1 ̸= g(U11 − U10). However, the proposed normalization
procedure can be used to tackle the model mismatch between
simulated and real-world datasets.

In specific, the current scaling factor SI is determined to be
SI = I1/I0 = I10/I00 = I11/I01 due to linearity. This factor
can be used to normalize the values of the excitation current
in (28):

I00 = U10σ10/SI

I01 = U11σ11/SI
(29)

Next, the additional term U00/U10 · U10/U00 is introduced to
the above equation, which can be simplified to:
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(a) (b)

Fig. 7. Forward and inverse FEM mesh configurations. (a) Forward mesh.
(b) Pixelized inverse mesh.

I00 = U10
U00

U10
· σ00

I01 = U11
U00

U10
· σ11

U10

U00

1
SI

(30)

We proceed to introduce the voltage scaling factor as SU =
U10/U00. This leads to (30) being further simplified as:

I00 = U10
1
SU

· σ00

I01 = U11
1
SU

· σ11
SU

SI

(31)

As the real dataset has been normalized to the case where
the conductivity of the background is σ00 and the excitation
current is I0, the model trained on the simulated dataset can
be used to predict the normalized conductivity changes as:

δσ̂1 = g(
U11 − U10

SU
) · SI

SU
(32)

In the experiments performed in this work, the voltage scaling
factor is approximated by SU ≈ Ur/Us, where Ur and
Us are the average values of the reference voltages without
the presence of inclusions for the simulated and real data,
respectively.

V. EXPERIMENTS

We present the experimental results of the proposed CDEIT
conducted on one simulated dataset and two publicly available
real datasets, namely UEF20171 and KTC20232. For compar-
ative analysis, we employ two conventional algorithms, i.e.,
single-step Tikhonov regression (TR) [17] and the iterative
Gauss-Newton (GN) [18] method, and several supervised
deep learning-based EIT image reconstruction models. These
include Improved LeNet [34], CNN-EIM [35], SADB-Net
[37], SA-HFL [38], Ec-Net [40], DHU-Net [41], and CSD
[43]. Unlike the deep learning models, the first two methods,
primarily based on the principles of linear regression, struggle
to produce accurate conductivity reconstruction images and
necessitate the computation of the Jacobian observation ma-
trix. These methods constitute a distinct category, and their
results are included for reference purposes.

1https://zenodo.org/records/1203914
2https://zenodo.org/records/10418802
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0
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1

(a)

(b) (c) (d)

Fig. 8. Example benchmark images in the experimental datasets. (a) Conduc-
tivity changes for three samples from the simulated dataset, with one, two and
three objects, respectively (b)-(c) Samples 4 1 and 5 1 from the UEF2017
dataset, respectively, (d) a sample from the KTC2023 dataset.

A. Data Description

The simulated dataset consists of a number of inhomo-
geneities of varying shape, i.e., circular, triangular and square.
We explored combinations between one and three objects. The
background conductivity is set to 1 S/m. The inclusions are
randomly designated as either insulating or conductive mate-
rials, with conductivities of 0.01 S/m and 2 S/m, respectively.
All simulation experiments were performed using the MAT-
LAB’s EIDORS 3 open-source toolbox [54], which provides a
variety of choices, including sensor geometry, current injection
and voltage measurement protocols, and material properties.
We followed the popular measurement setup [55] of a circular
sensor with 16 electrodes on the boundary, adjacent current
stimulation of 1 mA, and the adjacent voltage measurement
protocol. Next, the finite element method (FEM) was used
to solve the EIT forward problem in (1)-(4). This resulted
to boundary voltage measurement vectors with 208 elements
for each data sample. Fig. 7 illustrates meshes for solving
the forward and inverse problems. For the forward problem
using the circular homogeneous model, the mesh comprises
10,496 nodes and 20,230 elements. The mesh for the inverse
problem solved by TR and GN is set to a regular shape
and consists of 3,956 nodes and 7,862 elements. Next, the
values of the FEM elements were interpolated to a pixel
space of size 128 × 128 for the training of deep learning-
based models and performance evaluation for all methods. The
simulated data is randomly partitioned into training, validation,
and test sets with a ratio of 8:1:1. The resulting datasets
contain 46,080, 5,760, and 5,760 samples, respectively. Three
benchmark conductivity images are illustrated in Fig. 8 (a).

The second dataset, UEF2017 [56], was collected in 2017
at the University of Eastern Finland. The experiments were
performed using a circular, flat water tank with a radius of
14 cm. There were sixteen electrodes uniformly distributed
around the periphery of the tank with an excitation current of

3https://eidors3d.sourceforge.net
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2 mA. The interior of the tank was filled with saline solution to
a height of 7 cm, containing various conductive and resistive
inclusions. Samples with uneven backgrounds and complex
inclusions were removed, and the remaining 22 samples were
used for the evaluation. Fig. 8 (b) and (c) depict the RGB
images of two samples from the dataset. In the absence of
ground truth for the changes in the conductivity distributions,
these images were utilized to generate the reference conductiv-
ity. In this setup, the white inclusions represent insulators with
a conductivity change value of -1, while the black inclusions
represent conductors with a conductivity change value of +1.
This configuration was used for evaluation purposes.

The third dataset is KTC2023 [57] from the Kuopio To-
mography Challenge held in 2023. The measurement system
comprises an electrical impedance tomography device with
a circular plastic water tank, and 32 electrodes uniformly
distributed along its periphery. Half of the electrodes were
used to inject a current of 2 mA sequentially in the skip-1
manner [58], i.e., injecting current to 1− 3, 3− 5, . . . , 31− 1
electrodes. The voltages between all neighboring electrodes
were collected. When the voltage values of two adjacent pairs
of electrodes are summed together, they yield voltage data
equivalent to using adjacent current excitation and adjacent
voltage measurement patterns with 16 electrodes. This dataset
incorporates conductivity change masks, which were utilized
for evaluation purposes. The reference conductivity change
parameters align with those employed in the UEF2017 dataset.

B. Experimental Setup
1) Hyperparameter Settings: The Transformer-based Unet

is used for the conductivity reconstruction. The forward diffu-
sion time step T is set to 1000. The hyperparameter sequence
{β1, β2, . . . , βT } is set to a sequence with uniform growth
from 1 × e−4 to 2 × e−2. The number of training iterations
is set to 150k, the batch size is set to 64, and the Adam
optimizer [51] with learning rate 1 × e−5 is adopted here.
Once the model training is complete, the image reconstruction
is performed using a DDIM sampler with 5 sampling steps.
For the deep learning-based methods, we performed the image
reconstruction task on an NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU with
32GB memory, while the two conventional algorithms were
run on an Intel i7-10870H CPU with 16GB of RAM.

2) Performance Metrics: The peak signal-to-noise ratio
(PSNR), structure similarity index measure (SSIM) [59] and
correlation coefficient (CC) are adopted to quantitatively
evaluate the reconstruction results of comparison methods.
PSNR is equivalent to the root mean squared error (RMSE).
In regards to SSIM, this considers luminance, contrast and
structure, and helps to assess perceptual quality changes,
e.g., the appearance of edges and texture. CC, on the other
hand, provides a pixel to pixel intensity value comparison and
supports pattern detection through linear shifting of one image
over the other. All estimates and ground truth are normalized
to [0, 1] for the evaluation of criteria.

C. Experiments on the Simulated Dataset
Table I summarizes the performance metrics of all compar-

ison methods evaluated on the simulated dataset. The results

TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE METRICS OF THE COMPARISON METHODS ON 5760 TEST

SAMPLES FROM THE SIMULATED DATASET. THE BEST RESULTS ARE
SHOWN IN BOLD, WHILE THE SECOND BEST ARE UNDERLINED.

PSNR SSIM CC
TR [17] 15.02 ± 10.27 0.608 ± 0.247 0.797 ± 0.088
GN [18] 24.97 ± 3.88 0.852 ± 0.049 0.895 ± 0.073

Improved LeNet [34] 26.99 ± 3.13 0.923 ± 0.035 0.931 ± 0.048
CNN-EIM [35] 30.66 ± 7.88 0.967 ± 0.036 0.978 ± 0.025
SADB-Net [37] 25.42 ± 3.60 0.848 ± 0.047 0.904 ± 0.063
SA-HFL [38] 38.05 ± 6.19 0.990 ± 0.015 0.990 ± 0.015
Ec-Net [40] 35.51 ± 5.10 0.987 ± 0.014 0.987 ± 0.014

DHU-Net [41] 38.76 ± 5.31 0.994 ± 0.010 0.992 ± 0.013
CSD [43] 28.19 ± 5.65 0.953 ± 0.044 0.922 ± 0.133

CDEIT 39.57 ± 4.85 0.998 ± 0.004 0.999 ± 0.002

reveal significant variations in reconstruction quality across
different approaches. TR, as a single-step linear reconstruc-
tion method, demonstrates the lowest performance overall. In
contrast, the GN method, employing an iterative optimization
strategy, achieves a substantial improvement, leading to an
increase in PSNR by 9.95 dB, compared to TR. Deep learning-
based models exhibit competitive performance, compared to
conventional methods. Notably, CNN-EIM demonstrates supe-
rior results, yielding a 3.67 dB improvement in PSNR, com-
pared to the Improved LeNet architecture. The dual-branch
SA-HFL model, which directly incorporates mask informa-
tion and integrates more advanced segmentation techniques,
outperforms SADB-Net. Ec-Net and DHU-Net, designed as
image refinement models, estimate conductivity images from
initial guesses provided by TR. However, their performance
is constrained by the limitations of conventional methods,
resulting in suboptimal outcomes. Moreover, the CSD model
functions primarily as an unconditional diffusion model during
the training phase, learning the probabilistic distribution of
conductivity images. During the prediction stage, it employs
a denoising network to process the results generated by the
GN method. This modeling strategy yields a conductivity
image with improved clarity, but compromised accuracy. The
limitations stem from the direct application of classical recon-
struction methods, which, despite their refinement, fail to fully
capture the complexities inherent in the EIT inverse problem.

The proposed CDEIT model incorporates numerous recon-
struction stages in the reverse denoising process, which are
directly conditioned on the voltage signals. We obtain the
approximated reconstructed images using the DDIM sampler
[52]. The performance of the proposed CDEIT model sur-
passes those of all other reconstruction models evaluated in
this study. Notably, it achieves a 0.81 dB improvement in
PSNR compared to the second-best model, DHU-Net. More-
over, compared to most of the state-of-the-art deep learning
models, CDEIT provides more stable image reconstruction,
as manifested by the relatively low standard deviation of
the performance metrics. This enhancement underscores the
efficacy of our approach in addressing the complex inverse
problem inherent in electrical impedance tomography. As for
the SSIM and CC metrics, CDEIT was also 0.004 and 0.006
higher than the second best method, respectively.
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Fig. 9. Reconstructed conductivity images from simulated test data samples.
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Fig. 10. Reconstructed conductivity images from two real test data samples.

Fig. 9 illustrates the reconstructed conductivity images
derived from the simulated test dataset, showcasing the com-
parative performance of various reconstruction methods. As
illustrated in the first column of Fig. 9, the reconstructed
images generated by the TR method fail to accurately delineate
the spatial distribution of the inclusions. The GN method and
improved LeNet model demonstrate the capability to localize
the positions of the inclusions, however, they fall short in ac-
curately reconstructing their precise morphology, as evidenced
in Case #3 depicted in Fig. 9. The CNN-EIM exhibits high
accuracy in image reconstruction scenarios characterized by
a limited number of inclusions. However, as the number of
inclusions increases, thereby elevating the overall complexity
of the reconstruction task, the performance shows a marked
decline as shown in Fig. 9. This degradation in efficacy is
a consequence of the relatively simple architecture of the
CNN-EIM, which may lack the capacity to fully represent and

resolve the intricate spatial relationships present in more com-
plex inclusion configurations. Furthermore, SA-HFL provides
clearer results for reconstructing the edges of the inclusions,
compared to SADBnet. However, if the segmentation network
produces incorrect mask predictions, the model will predict
inaccurate locations for conductivity changes, as observed in
case #4 in Fig. 9. DHU-Net has a larger capacity than Ec-Net,
resulting in more accurate conductivity images for both single
and multiple inclusions.

For the diffusion models, CSD relies on the initial estimates
of the GN for image reconstruction. Although CSD can
reconstruct high-definition conductivity images, it sometimes
predicts incorrect shapes for the inclusions. For example, in
case #2 in Fig. 9, the ground truth in the upper left corner
is a triangle, but CSD predicts it as a square. Evidently, the
proposed CDEIT produces the best reconstruction results for
the desired conductivity images, compared to other methods,
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when evaluated against the ground truth.

D. Experiments on Real Datasets

Furthermore, we conducted experiments on two real EIT
datasets with the model trained on the simulated dataset, via
the generalization method, described in Sec. IV, to further
evaluate reconstruction performance. Real data, in contrast to
the simulated data, have domain shifts caused by measurement
noise, electrode movement, domain deformation and temper-
ature effects. Due to the lack of ground truth conductivity
values for the real data, we used manually labeled reference
values for the purposes of quantitative assessment. As can
be seen, results tested on these two datasets are significantly
worse than the same metrics evaluated on the simulated data in
Table I. For visual comparison, we present four reconstructed
conductivity images with objects characterized by irregular
geometry, as seen in Fig. 10. The corresponding metrics for
all image reconstruction methods on these images are shown
in Fig 11. The proposed CDEIT is able to obtain competitive
performance in terms of the PSNR and CC. We would like to
iterate that in the absence of standardized ground truth for the
real data, these quantitative indicators are shown for reference
purposes only.

E. Model Discussion

1) Complexity Analysis: In this subsection, we discuss
the computational complexity of the various reconstruction
models considered in this research, which relates to the
number of parameters and training time/model convergence.
Table II provides an overview of the number of parameters,
floating-point operations (FLOPs), when implementing once-
forward computing, and training times when using the sim-
ulated datasets of the proposed model vs the state-of-the-
art DL methods. In regards to model size, which may be
thought as being indicative of capacity, the largest models
are SADB-Net, and CDEIT. These models could be more
suited to handling complex tasks, and may require more
resources for training. At the opposite end, Ec-Net and CNN-
EIM are lightweight models, which indicates reduced memory
requirements. Considering the number of FLOPs, Ec-Net is
the most resource-intensive model with 16.35 billion FLOPs,
despite having a small parameter size. This is in contrast to
CDEIT, which has a large parameter size but relatively few
FLOPs (1.55 bilion). Overall, CDEIT strikes a good balance
between high model capacity and computational efficiency,
offering an effective solution where there are constraints in
terms of memory and inference, while model complexity is
still important. Moreover, using the DDIM sampler, CDEIT
delivers similar performance to multi-stage fusion models.

2) Ablation Study: We performed an ablation study for
the EIT image reconstruction task, exploring different types
of normalization layers and activation functions to determine
the optimal settings. This experiment was conducted on the
simulated dataset to save time by only using 10k training
steps. Table III presents the PSNR results, when using layer
normalization and RMS normalization, with SiLU and ReLU
activation functions. It is evident that these configurations
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Fig. 11. Reconstruction results for the various methods on 4 samples in real
datasets: (a) PSNR (b) SSIM (c) CC.

achieve very similar reconstruction performance. We adopted
the use of SiLU and RMSnorm in the proposed model due to
their simplicity and absence of additional hyperparameters.

3) Robustness Analysis: Last, we tested the generalization
ability of the EIT reconstruction models. Gaussian white noise
was introduced at 40 dB and 30 dB in the simulated test
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TABLE II
NUMBER OF PARAMETERS, FLOPS AND TRAINING TIME OF COMPARISON

MODELS.

Size (×106) FLOPS (×109) Training time (h)
Improved LeNet 10.13 0.01 0.29

CNN-EIM 1.73 0.07 0.80
SADB-Net 176.52 11.38 28.98
SA-HFL 7.84 4.35 25.29
Ec-Net 1.00 16.35 43.48

DHU-Net 2.45 0.89 23.87
CSD 4.04 4.15 5.79

CDEIT 107.52 1.55 43.33

TABLE III
ABLATION EXPERIMENTS FOR DIFFERENT CONFIGURATIONS.

ReLU
LayerNorm 17.10
RMSNorm 17.10

SiLU
LayerNorm 17.11
RMSNorm 17.12

TABLE IV
PSNR OF IMAGE RECONSTRUCTION RESULTS AT DIFFERENT NOISE

LEVELS ON THE SIMULATED DATASET.

Data Data 40 dB Data 30dB
TR 15.02 14.93 14.28
GN 24.97 22.69 18.60

Improved LeNet 26.99 26.08 22.99
CNN-EIM 30.66 28.31 23.40
SADB-Net 25.42 24.32 19.46
SA-HFL 38.05 33.20 25.11
Ec-Net 35.51 32.41 28.78

DHU-Net 38.76 34.35 28.94
CSD 28.19 26.02 22.36

CDEIT 39.57 35.58 26.70

set, and the new datasets are labeled as ”Data 40 dB” and
”Data 30 dB”, respectively. The original dataset is labeled as
”Data”. The PSNR values of the image reconstruction results
at different noise levels are shown in Table IV. From the
results, it can be seen that when the amount of noise is
low, CDEIT achieves high reconstruction accuracy, however
as the amount of noise increases, its performance deteriorates
compared to the DHU-Net and Ec-Net models, which rely on
the classical TR approach.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this research, we introduce CDEIT, a novel supervised
EIT image reconstruction method based on conditional denois-
ing diffusion. This method leverages spatial details in conduc-
tivity images through a learned conditional generative model.
A Transformer-based U-net is used to model the denoising
process in the reverse diffusion model. Following training,
CDEIT is able to generate EIT images from the conditional
inputs of the voltage measurements by performing conditional
denoising through a step-by-step reverse process. Moreover,
a new methodology is introduced to support generalizion of

the application of EIT image reconstruction models trained on
simulated data on real-world data with varying background
conductivities and excitation currents. Experiments conducted
on one simulated and two publicly available datasets demon-
strate the effectiveness and efficiency of the proposed model.

Future research will consider incorporating pre-trained dif-
fusion models from RGB images to enhance the quality of
reconstructed conductivity distributions. Additionally, we plan
to explore diffusion models operating in lower-dimensional la-
tent spaces to reconstruct high-resolution conductivity images
and further improve model efficiency.

APPENDIX

In this section, we present the derivation of the evidence
lower bound (ELBO) (13).

In the DDPM model, all noise-corrupted images,
σ1,σ2, . . . ,σT , are seen as latent matrices. From
the framework of variational inference, the real
posterior distribution p(σ1:T |σ0) is approximated by a
variational distribution q(σ1:T |σ0), where σ1:T represents
σ1,σ2, . . . ,σT for short. Generally, we minimize the KL
divergence between these two distributions as

KL(q(σ1:T |σ0)||p(σ1:T |σ0))

=

∫
q(σ1:T |σ0) log

q(σ1:T |σ0)

p(σ1:T |σ0)
dσ1:T

=

∫
q(σ1:T |σ0) log

q(σ1:T |σ0)p(σ0)

p(σ0:T )
dσ1:T

=

∫
q(σ1:T |σ0) log

q(σ1:T |σ0)

p(σ0:T )
dσ1:T + log p(σ0)

= log p(σ0)− Eq

[
log

p(σ0:T )

q(σ1:T |σ0)

]
(33)

Due to the nonnegativity of KL divergence, we get the ELBO
of the log-likelihood as

Eq

[
log

p(σ0:T )

q(σ1:T |σ0)

]
≤ log p(σ0). (34)

Therefore, we can maximize the ELBO to achieve the maxi-
mum likelihood estimate. Note that the joint distribution of all
variables in the forward diffusion and reverse denoising are

q(σ1,σ2, · · · ,σT |σ0) =

T∏
t=1

q(σt|σt−1), (35)

p(σ0,σ1,σ2, · · · ,σT ) = p(σT )

T∏
t=1

pθ(σt−1|σt). (36)
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Then, the ELBO can be further simplified as

Eq

[
log

p(σ0:T )

q(σ1:T |σ0)

]
=Eq

[
log p(σT ) +

T∑
t=1

log
pθ(σt−1|σt)

q(σt|σt−1)

]

=Eq

[
log p(σT ) +

T∑
t=1

log
pθ(σt−1|σt)

q(σt−1|σt,σ0)
· q(σt−1|σ0)

q(σt|σ0)

]

=Eq

[
log

p(σT )

q(σT |σ0)
+

T∑
t=1

log
pθ(σt−1|σt)

q(σt−1|σt,σ0)

]
=− KL (q(σT |σ0)||p(σT ))

−
T∑

t=1

KL (q(σt−1|σt,σ0)||pθ(σt−1|σt)) . (37)

Note that the first term represents the KL divergence between
the distribution of σT , which is the output of the forward
diffusion process, and the prior distribution p(σT ). Due to
the Gaussian diffusion kernel used in the forward process, the
first term is close to 0. Therefore, we can ignore the first term,
making the second term our desired result (13).
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