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Abstract
Diffusion models have emerged as powerful tools
for solving inverse problems, yet prior work has
primarily focused on observations with Gaussian
measurement noise, restricting their use in real-
world scenarios. This limitation persists due to
the intractability of the likelihood score, which un-
til now has only been approximated in the simpler
case of Gaussian likelihoods. In this work, we ex-
tend diffusion models to handle inverse problems
where the observations follow a distribution from
the exponential family, such as a Poisson or a Bi-
nomial distribution. By leveraging the conjugacy
properties of exponential family distributions, we
introduce the evidence trick, a method that pro-
vides a tractable approximation to the likelihood
score. In our experiments, we demonstrate that
our methodology effectively performs Bayesian
inference on spatially inhomogeneous Poisson
processes with intensities as intricate as ImageNet
images. Furthermore, we demonstrate the real-
world impact of our methodology by showing
that it performs competitively with the current
state-of-the-art in predicting malaria prevalence
estimates in Sub-Saharan Africa.

1. Introduction
Score-based diffusion models offer a powerful framework
for generating new samples from complex data distributions
through a two-step process (Song et al., 2021). First, the
score of the data distribution is estimated by learning to
denoise corrupted samples. Second, leveraging this learned
score, the noisy inputs are iteratively refined to produce new
samples that align with the data distribution.

This capability is particularly advantageous in solving in-
verse problems. Given access to noisy observations y ∈
Rdy , we are interested in inferring a latent signal x0 ∈ Rdx
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that generated the observations by sampling from the pos-
terior distribution px0|y(x0|y). Diffusion models do not
require the prior distribution px0(x0) to be analytically spec-
ified or explicitly parameterized, they rely only on the ability
to sample from it. Therefore, they can be trained to learn
the score of highly complex prior distributions, for instance
where x0 are images from ImageNet. This distinguishes
them from traditional methods like Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC), which necessitates evaluating the prior den-
sity.

Despite these advantages, current diffusion-based method-
ologies are predominantly confined to Gaussian likelihoods
(e.g., Kadkhodaie & Simoncelli (2021); Kawar et al. (2021;
2022); Chung et al. (2023); Song et al. (2023); Boys et al.
(2024); Rozet et al. (2024)), limiting their applicability to
scenarios such as image deblurring or denoising. However,
many scientific applications involve likelihoods that devi-
ate significantly from Gaussian distributions. For instance,
event data (e.g., COVID-19 case counts) is naturally mod-
eled using a Poisson distribution, while proportion data (e.g.,
prevalence rates) aligns with a Binomial distribution.

One major obstacle to extending diffusion models to non-
Gaussian likelihoods lies in the intractability of the posterior
distribution score at diffusion time t, pxt|y(xt|y). Specifi-
cally, the posterior distribution score incorporates both the
the prior score at time t, pxt(xt), which can be trained, and
the likelihood score at time t, py|xt

(y|xt). The latter is
generally intractable because it depends on an integral over
the reverse diffusion process density, which is itself difficult
to compute. A common approach, when the observations
follow a Gaussian distribution, is to approximate the reverse
diffusion process and derive a closed-form expression for
the likelihood score. This approach is used by methods like
Diffusion Posterior Sampling (DPS) (Chung et al., 2023),
which proposes a delta function approximation centered at
the Tweedie’s posterior first moment, and Tweedie Moment
Projected Diffusions (Boys et al., 2024), which employed a
Multivariate anisotropic Gaussian distribution approxima-
tion.

These methods have significant limitations. They often
struggle to accurately quantify uncertainty in the reverse dif-
fusion process and they rely on Tweedie’s formula (Efron,
2011), which exhibits high variance at high noise levels
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Figure 1. Illustration of the approach using Diffusion Models for Inverse Problems in the Exponential Family. By leveraging the
posterior score ∇xtpxt|y(xt|y), a reverse stochastic differential equation (SDE) can be solved to generate posterior samples of the latent
variable x0 from noise. Posterior samples of the parameter θ are obtained by applying a deterministic inverse link function. The prior
score function, ∇xtpxt(xt), is estimated using a neural network, following established approaches. A novel method is introduced to
estimate the likelihood score function, ∇xtpy|xt(y|xt), leveraging the evidence trick in combination with amortized variational inference.
The Figure illustrates the inference of a spatially inhomogeneous Poisson process where the intensity is as intricate as an ImageNet image.

(see Section 1.2 of De Bortoli et al. (2024)). Addition-
ally, they cannot accommodate non-Gaussian observations.
While Chung et al. (2023) proposed using Gaussian ap-
proximations for non-Gaussian distributions — such as ap-
proximating a Poisson distribution with a Gaussian — this
approach is highly unstable for small values and entirely
inapplicable to certain distributions. These limitations un-
derscore the need for robust methodologies that extend the
applicability of diffusion models to non-Gaussian settings,
ensuring both stability and accurate representation of diverse
likelihoods.

To address these limitations, we introduce an approach that
we term, the evidence trick. By leveraging the properties
of the exponential family and employing an amortized vari-
ational approach, we extend the applicability of diffusion
models for inverse problems to any likelihood distribution
within the one-parameter exponential family, which includes
the Poisson and Binomial distributions. To approximate the
likelihood score, py|xt

(y|xt), we use the conjugate prior
distribution as a variational approximation for the reverse
diffusion process. This reformulation makes the integral
over the reverse process tractable and accounts for parameter
uncertainty. In contrast to previous approaches, we derive
an objective to optimize the variational distribution that is
independent of the reverse process expectation, bypassing
the need for Tweedie’s formula. Figure 1 graphically sum-
marises our methodology.

We leverage our methodology to introduce a “Score-Based
Cox process”, a discrete Cox process where the intensity is

modeled using a score-based diffusion process. We demon-
strate that our model can effectively capture rough and intri-
cate intensity patterns, including those as complex as image
samples from the ImageNet database. Furthermore, we
show that our methodology can address real-world scientific
challenges by performing competitively with the current
state-of-the-art in predicting malaria prevalence estimates
in Sub-Saharan Africa.

2. Background
Throughout this work, vectors and matrices will be repre-
sented using boldface notation, denoted as x, while scalars
will be expressed in standard font as x. Furthermore, we
will use ∥x∥2 to denote the ℓ2-norm of a vector x.

2.1. Score-Based Diffusion Models

Score-based diffusion models aim to generate samples from
a target distribution px0(x0) by progressively perturbing
data with increasing noise levels and then learning to reverse
this perturbation. This reversal defines a generative model
capable of approximating the original data distribution. In
this work, we adopt the framework introduced by Song
et al. (2021), who define the forward noising process via an
Itô stochastic differential equation (SDE). Specifically, we
focus on the Variance-Preserving (VP) formulation of the
SDE presented by Song et al. (2021), which corresponds
to the Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPM)
introduced by Ho et al. (2020).
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We construct a forward diffusion process (xt)t∈[0,T ], with
xt ∈ Rdx , governed by the following equation:

dxt = −1

2
β(t)xt dt+

√
β(t) dwt, x0 ∼ px0 ,

where wt denotes a standard Wiener process, and β(t) :
R → R+ is a noise schedule. A commonly chosen
parametrization for the noise schedule is the linear schedule
β(t) = β0 + t (β1 − β0), as discussed in Song et al. (2021,
Appendix C). The forward process is associated with the
following transition kernel:

pxt|x0
(xt|x0) = N (xt;

√
αtx0, vtIdx

), (1)

where αt := exp
(
−
∫ t

0
β(s) ds

)
and vt := 1− αt.

To recover the data-generating distribution, we reverse the
noising process by solving the reverse SDE, derived from
the forward process (Anderson, 1982):

dxt = −β(t)

(
1

2
xt +∇xt

log pxt
(xt)

)
dt

+
√

β(t) dw̄t, xT ∼ pxT
,

where dt corresponds to time running backward, dw̄t to the
standard Wiener process running backward. Importantly,
the term ∇xt

log pxt
(xt) is the score function, which guides

the reverse process and it is typically approximated using a
neural network sϕ, with learnable parameters ϕ, trained via
Denoising Score Matching (DSM) (Vincent, 2011) using
the objective

JDSM(ϕ) =

Et∼U(ϵ,1)

[
λ(t)Ex0∼px0

,xt∼pxt|x0

[
LDSM(ϕ,x0,xt, t)

]]
,

(2)

with

LDSM(ϕ,x0,xt, t) =∥∥sϕ(xt, t)−∇xt
log pxt|x0

(xt|x0)
∥∥2
2
,

and where ϵ ≈ 0 is a small positive constant, λ(t) : [0, T ] →
R+ is a positive weighting function typically set to λ(t) =

1/E
[∣∣∣∣∇xt

log pxt|x0
(xt|x0)

∣∣∣∣2
2

]
(see Song et al. (2021,

Section 3.3)). Once ϕ∗ is acquired by minimizing (2), one
can use the approximation ∇xt log pxt(xt) ≃ sϕ∗(xt, t).

2.2. Inverse Problems with Diffusion Models

Inverse problems across various scientific domains share
a unified mathematical framework. The objective in these
problems is to infer unknown parameters x0 given a set
of measurements y ∈ Rdy . To solve such problems in a

Bayesian framework, one adopts a prior distribution px0
(x0)

and a likelihood distribution py|x0
(y|x0), and seeks to

sample from the posterior distribution px0|y(x0|y). Using
Bayes’ rule, the posterior is given by:

px0|y(x0|y) =
py|x0

(y|x0)px0
(x0)

py(y)
,

where the evidence is py(y) =
∫
py|x0

(y|x0)px0
(x0)dx0.

The diffusion-based approaches of Section 2.1 can be
adapted to sample from the posterior by adopting the fol-
lowing reverse process

dxt = −β(t)

(
1

2
xt +∇xt log pxt|y(xt|y)

)
dt

+
√

β(t)dw̄t, xT ∼ pxT |y. (3)

It follows from Bayes’ rule that the score of the posterior is

∇xt
log pxt|y(xt|y) =

∇xt
log pxt

(xt) +∇xt
log py|xt

(y|xt). (4)

Hence, computing the score of the posterior distribu-
tion can be reduced to evaluating two terms: the prior
score function, ∇xt

log pxt
(xt), and the likelihood score

function,∇xt
log py|xt

(y|xt). The former can be directly
obtained using the trained prior score function sϕ∗(xt, t).
However, computing the latter is challenging in closed form
due to its dependence on time t, as there is only an explicit
dependence between y and x0. To address this, Chung et al.
(2023) propose to factorize py|xt

(y|xt) as:

py|xt
(y|xt) =

∫
py|x0

(y|x0)px0|xt
(x0|xt)dx0, (5)

which follows from the fact that y and xt are conditionally
independent given x0. The density px0|xt

(x0|xt) is gener-
ally intractable, making the approximation of the integral
in (5) a challenging task.

2.3. Sampling for Linear Inverse Problems

The existing literature has predominantly focused on appli-
cations where observations follow a Gaussian likelihood:

y = H(x0) + u, where u ∼ N (0, σ2
yIdy

),

where H : Rdx → Rdy is the forward measurement operator
and u is the measurement noise. Practical applications rele-
vant to this work often involve a potentially non-invertible
linear setting, where H(x0) = Hx0 for an dy × dx real
matrix H with dx ≤ dy. In this context, existing stud-
ies (Chung et al., 2023; Song et al., 2023; Boys et al., 2024;
Rozet et al., 2024) approximate the integral in (5) by em-
ploying a Gaussian approximation, qx0|xt

(x0|xt), for the
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true posterior distribution px0|xt
(x0|xt). This Gaussian

approximation is defined as:

qx0|xt
(x0|xt) = Ndx(x0;m0(xt), C0(xt)),

where m0(xt) and C0(xt) are the mean and covariance of
the approximation, respectively. This approach enables the
computation of closed-form expressions for py|xt

(y|xt), as
the integral in Equation (5) becomes analytically tractable1.

Relevant to our work is the approach adopted by Boys
et al. (2024) who proposed approximating px0|xt

(x0|xt)
by projecting it onto the closest Gaussian distribution
qx0|xt

(x0|xt) in terms of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) di-
vergence. The closest Gaussian in this sense is the
one that matches the first two moments, Epx0|xt

[x0] and
Epx0|xt

[x0x
⊤
0 ], of the true posterior distribution. They es-

timated these moments using Tweedie’s formula (Efron,
2011).

3. Sampling for Diffusion Models with
Conjugacy Structure

The results presented in this section are derived using the
theoretical framework and properties of exponential family
distributions, which are thoroughly reviewed in Appendix A.

3.1. Setup

The dataset y = {yi}Ni=1 is assumed to consist of N in-
dependent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) observations.
Each observation yi ∈ Yd ⊆ Rd is derived from a pa-
rameter vector θ ∈ Θd ⊆ Rd through the conditional dis-
tribution py|θ(yi|θ) for i = 1, . . . , N . The components
of yi and θ are denoted by yi = (yi,1, yi,2, . . . , yi,d) and
θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θd), respectively. Henceforth we will work
under the following assumptions.

Assumption 3.1 (Conditional Independence of Variables).
The variable yi,j |θ is independent of yi,k|θ for all j ̸= k
and for all i = 1, . . . , N . Furthermore, we assume that
yi,j |θj is independent of θk for all j ̸= k.

Assumption 3.2 (Exponential Family Distribution). The
distribution py|θ(yi,j |θj) belongs to the univariate one-
parameter exponential family with natural parameter η(θj),
base measure hy(yi,j), sufficient statistics Ty(yi,j) and
log-partition function Ay(η(θj)) for j = 1, . . . , d and
i = 1, . . . , N .

Given Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, it follows that the distri-
bution py|θ(yi|θ) belongs to the multivariate exponential

1We informally interpret the delta function approximation in
Chung et al. (2023) as a degenerate Gaussian distribution where
the variance approaches zero.

family with the form

py|θ(yi|θ) =
hy(yi) exp

(
η(θ)⊤Ty(yi)− 1⊤

d Ay(η(θ))
)
,

for i = 1, . . . , N and where 1d is a vector of ones of dimen-
sion d and

hy(yi) =

d∏
j=1

hy (yi,j) ,

η(θ) = (η(θ1), . . . , η(θd)) ,

Ty(yi) = (Ty(yi,1), . . . , Ty(yi,d)) ,

Ay (η (θ)) = (Ay (η (θ1)) , . . . , Ay (η (θd))) .

Furthermore, since y consists of N i.i.d observations, then
the distribution py|θ(y|θ) can be written as,

py|θ(y|θ) =
hy(y) exp

(
η(θ)⊤Ty(y)−N1⊤

d Ay(η(θ))
)
, (6)

where hy(y) =
∏N

i=1 hy(yi) and Ty(y) =
∑N

i=1 Ty(yi).

3.2. Sampling with a Link Function

We introduce a deterministic link function, denoted as g(·).
The following assumption is imposed on the link function:

Assumption 3.3. The link function g : Θ → R is as-
sumed to be continuously differentiable, one-to-one and
with dg/dθ ̸= 0 for all θ ∈ Θ.

These properties are standard assumptions and are consistent
with those typically used in the context of the change-of-
variable technique in probability and statistics (see Theorem
17.2 in Billingsley (2012)). We write g(θ) to denote the
entry-wise application of g(·) to θ. The link function maps
each parameter θ ∈ Θd to a transformed variable x0 =
(x0,1, x0,2, . . . , x0,d) ∈ Rd satisfying the relation

x0 = g(θ). (7)

Our goal is to generate samples from the posterior distribu-
tion pθ|y(θ|y), or a suitable approximation thereof. Instead
of sampling directly from pθ|y(θ|y), this can be achieved
by sampling x0 from the transformed posterior px0|y(x0|y)
using diffusion models as per the methodology described in
Section 2.2 and applying the inverse link function

θ = g−1(x0).

Figure 2 illustrates our approach as a hierarchical probabilis-
tic model. To streamline the presentation of our results, we
defer the discussion in the presence of a linear measurement
operator H ∈ Rdy×dx to Appendix B. Proposed link func-
tions for mapping the likelihood parameters θ to the latent
variable x0 are provided in Appendix D.
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x0 θ y
g−1(·) py|θ(y|θ)

Figure 2. Hierarchical Probabilistic Model. The dotted arrow
represents a deterministic relationship, while the solid arrow indi-
cates a probabilistic relationship.

3.3. The Evidence Trick

To approximate the likelihood py|xt
(y|xt) as defined in (5),

we propose a simple yet effective approach that we call the
evidence trick. Given the assumption that the likelihood
py|θ(y|θ) belongs to the exponential family, there always
exists a natural conjugate prior distribution qθ|ζ(θ|ζ) with
hyperparameters ζ for which the integral∫

py|θ(y|θ)qθ|ζ(θ|ζ)dθ

can be computed in closed-form and corresponds to the
evidence of py|θ(y|θ). As shown in Proposition A.7, the
natural conjugate prior distribution also belongs to the expo-
nential family and takes the form:

qθ|ζ(θ|ζ) = hθ(θ) exp
(
ζTTθ(θ)−Aθ(ν, τ )

)
, (8)

with hyperparameters ζ = (ν, τ ), ν, τ ∈ Rd, base measure
hθ(θ), sufficient statistics Tθ(θ) = (η(θ),−Ay(η(θ)))
and log-partition function Aθ(ν, τ ). The specific form of
the natural conjugate prior distribution’s base measure and
log-partition function is provided in Appendix C.

On this basis, we propose approximating pθ|xt
(θ|xt) using

the variational distribution qθ|ζ(xt)(θ|ζ(xt)), as expressed
below:

pθ|xt
(θ|xt) ≈ qθ|ζ(xt)(θ|ζ(xt)),

where the dependence of the hyperparameters ζ(xt) =
(ν(xt), τ (xt)) on the input xt is explicitly indicated. This
allows us to treat the density py|xt

(y|xt) as the evidence
and approximate it with:

py|xt
(y|xt) ≈

∫
py|θ(y|θ)qθ|ζ(xt)(θ|ζ(xt))dθ. (9)

As shown in Proposition A.8, the integral in (9) has a closed
form expression which is given by

py|xt
(y|xt) ≈

hy(y)
exp (−Aθ(ν(xt), τ (xt)))

exp (−Aθ(Ty(y) + ν(xt), τ (xt) +N1d))
. (10)

3.4. Approximate Inference of pθ|xt
(θ|xt)

In this section, we outline the process of finding the opti-
mal approximation to pθ|xt

(θ|xt) by minimizing the KL

divergence relative to qθ|ζ(xt)(θ|ζ(xt)). For the next re-
sult, it is convenient to denote the log-partition function
of the conjugate prior defined in (8) with Aθ(ζ(xt)) :=
Aθ(ν(xt), τ (xt)).

Lemma 3.4 (KL Divergence of pθ|xt
from qθ|ζ(xt)).

Let θ = g−1(x0). Furthermore, let qθ|ζ(xt)(θ|ζ(xt)) be de-
fined as in (8) and be part of the exponential family with hy-
perparameters ζ(xt), base measure hθ(θ), sufficient statis-
tics Tθ(θ) and log-partition function Aθ(ζ(xt)). The KL
divergence of pθ|xt

from qθ|ζ(xt) is given by

DKL(pθ|xt
||qθ|ζ(xt)) = C(xt) + LAVI(ζ,xt) (11)

where

LAVI (ζ,xt) =

Aθ(ζ(xt))− ζ(xt)
⊤Epx̃0|xt

[Tθ(g
−1(x̃0))]

and for a function C(xt) that does not depend on ζ.

The proof of Lemma 3.4 is postponed to Appendix I.1. We
define ζ⋆(xt) as the set of hyperparameters that minimizes
the KL divergence in (11) for a given input xt. Furthermore,
let ζ⋆(·) denote the function that minimizes the expected
KL divergence, as specified by the objective

JAVI(ζ) = Et∼U(ϵ,1),xt∼pxt

[
LAVI(ζ,xt, t)

]
. (12)

where the function C(xt) in (11) has been excluded from
the optimization, as it does not depend on ζ. A signif-
icant challenge in optimizing (12) arises from the term
Epx̃0|xt

[Tθ(g
−1(x̃0))]. This term requires computing ex-

pectations under the reverse process distribution px̃0|xt
,

which is generally intractable. To address this issue, our
next result demonstrates that the objective in (12) can be
reformulated in a way that entirely avoids this explicit eval-
uation.

Theorem 3.5. Let pθ(θ) be the marginal distribution of
θ. Moreover, assume that ζ(·) is a Lipschitz continuous
function and that the following conditions hold:

Eθ∼pθ
[∥Tθ(θ)∥2] < ∞,

Eθ∼pθ
[∥g(θ)∥2 ∥Tθ(θ)∥2] < ∞

Then, the objective in (12) can be equivalently expressed as:

JAVI(ζ) =

Et∼U(ϵ,1),x0∼px0
,xt∼pxt|x0

[
L̃AVI(ζ,x0,xt)

]
(13)

where

L̃AVI(ζ,x0,xt) = Aθ(ζ(xt))−ζ(xt)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x0)).
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The proof of Theorem 3.5 is deferred to Appendix I.2. To ap-
proximate ζ⋆(·), we adopt the framework of amortized vari-
ational inference (AVI). We use a neural network, denoted
by ζρ(xt, t) where ρ represents the trainable parameters
of the network. We train the neural network such that the
parameters ρ∗ are a minimizer of the following amortized
objective:

JAVI(ρ) =

Et∼U(ϵ,1),x0∼px0
,xt∼pxt|x0

[
L̃AVI(ρ,x0,xt, t)

]
where

L̃AVI(ρ,x0,xt, t) =

Aθ(ζρ(xt, t))− ζρ(xt, t)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x0)).

Remark 3.6 (Inference Network). The function ζρ(xt, t)
serves as an inference network that infers a posterior dis-
tribution over the original (denoised) parameter vector θ,
conditioned on its progressively noised counterpart xt at
diffusion time step t. Implemented via a neural network, ζρ
maps the noisy input xt and timestep t to the parameters
of this posterior distribution, effectively approximating the
inverse of the forward noising process.

3.5. Computing the Score of py|xt
(y|xt)

To sample from the posterior using diffusion models, it
is necessary to approximate the likelihood score function,
∇xt

log py|xt
(y|xt), as defined in (4). From (10), the log-

density log py|xt
(y|xt) can be directly approximated with

log py|xt
(y|xt) ≈ log hy(y)−Aθ(ν(xt), τ (xt))

+Aθ(Ty(y) + ν(xt), τ (xt) +N1d).

The gradient of the log-density, ∇xt log py|xt
(y|xt) with

respect to xt can be efficiently computed using automatic
differentiation.

4. Experiments
The technical details of each experiment discussed in this
section can be found in Appendix F. The first experiment
demonstrates the effectiveness of our method in approx-
imating a posterior distribution that closely aligns with
the ground truth obtained via MCMC, using a hierarchi-
cal model where the prior can be evaluated. The final two
experiments address scenarios where an empirical prior is
used, making MCMC infeasible.

4.1. One-dimensional Benchmark Analysis

We developed a simple one-dimensional experiment to il-
lustrate the effectiveness of our method in approximating

a posterior distribution that closely aligns with the ground
truth obtained through MCMC. This experiment also serves
as a basis for comparing our posterior approximation with
that generated by the DPS method. We consider the follow-
ing hierarchical generative model:

yi,j ∼ Poisson(θj), θ = exp(x0), x0 ∼ GP(0,K)

for i = 1, . . . , N and j = 1, . . . d, where d = 30 and K
is the Gaussian Process (GP) covariance matrix defined by
a radial basis function (RBF) kernel with variance 1 and
length-scale 0.1. Using this model, we generated synthetic
observations. We aim to solve the inverse problem of recov-
ering the unknown Poisson intensity θ from the generated
synthetic observations. We used as a prior the true latent
variable Gaussian Process distribution.

We compared the posterior distribution of θ estimated by
our method against the ground-truth MCMC posterior as
well as the DPS posterior approximation. The results of this
comparison are provided in Appendix G.1. Our approach
demonstrates significantly better alignment with the ground-
truth MCMC posterior. In contrast, DPS fails to accurately
capture both the credible intervals and the point estimates.
To further assess robustness, we repeated this experiment
using other distributions within the exponential family, for
which DPS could not be used. Our method consistently
aligned with the ground-truth MCMC posterior distribution.

4.2. Score-Based Cox Process

A Cox process, also called a doubly stochastic Poisson
process, is a point process that generalizes the Poisson pro-
cess by allowing its intensity function to be governed by a
stochastic process, varying across the underlying mathemat-
ical space. The space over which the intensity function is
defined is discretized to be a 256×256 grid. Each grid cell’s
observation is a Poisson random variable, parameterized by
the corresponding intensity value.

To generate synthetic Cox Process observations, we ex-
plored multiple intensities including samples from the Im-
ageNet validation dataset, a satellite image, and a map of
buildings’ heights in London. For each choice of intensity,
we drew N = 50 event samples according to a Cox Process
and allocated 80% of the grid cells to the training set and
the remaining 20% to the test set.

To address the inverse problem, we employed the ImageNet
prior. This prior assumes that x0 are samples from the
ImageNet train dataset. We use the exponential inverse link
function. The hierarchical generative model was:

yi,j ∼ Poisson(θj), θ = exp(x0), x0 ∼ ImageNet

for i = 1, . . . , N , j = 1, . . . d, and where d = 256 × 256.
We refer to this method as the “Score-Based Cox Process”.
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Figure 3. Score-Based Cox Process Results. (a) (Left) True Cox Process intensity from the ImageNet validation set, transformed using
an exponential link function. (Right) Median of the estimated Cox Process intensity posterior distribution using the Score-Based Cox
Process method. (b) (Left) True Cox Process Intensity from Sentinel-2 Satellite Imagery of Manhattan, New York City (Right) Median of
the estimated Cox Process intensity posterior distribution using the Score-Based Cox Process method.

It should be noted that MCMC inference cannot be used due
to the intractability of the prior density. Figure 3 shows the
results of the “Score-Based Cox Process” on recovering the
true intensity surface. Further experimental results given
different values of N and different intensities are provided
in Appendix G.2.

4.3. Prevalence of Malaria Prevalence in Sub-Saharan
Africa

The Plasmodium falciparum parasite rate (PfPR) quantifies
the proportion of individuals who have the malaria para-
site. The data used to estimate the PfPR consist of the
number of positive cases in location j, denoted as yj (de-
tected using rapid diagnostic tests or PCR), out of the total
number of individuals examined in the same location, nj .
Spatio-temporal mapping of PfPR is typically conducted
using GPs (Bhatt et al., 2015). However, the growing vol-
ume of data has rendered full-rank Bayesian inference with
GPs computationally impractical. Furthermore, the sim-
ple covariance functions commonly used in GPs may be
inadequate, necessitating increasingly complex models to
accurately predict PfPR across spatial and temporal dimen-
sions (Bhatt et al., 2017). Here, we reanalyzed a real-world
dataset on PfPR from the Malaria Atlas Project, previously
used to monitor malaria trends in Sub-Saharan Africa (Bhatt
et al., 2015; Pfeffer et al., 2018; Weiss et al., 2019) — the
continent bearing the highest burden of the disease. We
ignored temporal aspects, and only aimed to interpolate
spatial data across all of Sub-Saharan Africa. We used a
grid resolution of 256 × 256, equivalent to a ∼ 111 km2

resolution, and aggregated positive cases and individuals ex-
amined to this resolution. Out of the grid, 7, 048 (10.75%)
entries had non-missing observations, which were then split
into training and test sets in an 80/20 ratio. The hierarchical
generative model was:

yj ∼ Binomial(nj , θj), θ = σ(sx0), x0 ∼ ImageNet

for j = 1, . . . d, s = 5 and where d = 256×256, and where
σ(·) is the sigmoid (inverse logit) function. Figure 4 presents
the PfPR posterior median and credible interval estimated
using our approach. A benchmark analysis comparing our
method to the Gaussian Markov Random Field (GMRF)
— considered the state-of-the-art for disease mapping (Rue
et al., 2009; Lindgren et al., 2011; Heaton et al., 2018) —
is provided in Appendix G.3. Our results show that our
approach performs competitively with the GMRF model.

5. Related Work
Since our work focuses on addressing inverse problems with
non-Gaussian observations, we review several approaches
that have also attempted to solve this problem.

Markov Chain Monte Carlo. MCMC is the most com-
monly used posterior sampling method for performing
Bayesian inference on inverse problems. A key charac-
teristic of MCMC methods is the need to evaluate the prior
to compute the acceptance rate for candidate samples gener-
ated by the proposal distribution. This requirement presents
a significant limitation compared to diffusion-based ap-
proaches, which only require the ability to sample from
the prior distribution. Therefore, diffusion-based methods
accommodate a much broader range of prior distributions.

Gaussian Process and Gaussian Markov Random Field.
GPs are widely used for modeling latent functions in tasks
where capturing uncertainty is crucial but are computation-
ally expensive due to the worst-case cubic complexity of
inverting large covariance matrices (Rasmussen & Williams,
2005; Adams et al., 2009). For non-Gaussian observations,
Bayesian inference can only be performed via MCMC sam-
pling, which suffers from autocorrelation and slow mixing,
making it impractical for large-scale experiments. Given our
dataset size and parameter dimensionality, MCMC-based
GP inference was infeasible.
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Figure 4. Prevalence of Malaria in Sub-Saharan Africa Results. (a) Empirical PfPR. (b) Median of the estimated PfPR posterior
distribution. (c) 25% quantile of the estimated PfPR posterior distribution. (d) 75% quantile of the estimated PfPR posterior distribution.
The inset plots highlight Nigeria, one of the countries with the highest malaria burden worldwide. The empty entries either correspond to
locations outside Sub-Saharan Africa or the stable spatial limits of P. falciparum transmission (Bhatt et al., 2015)

As an alternative to MCMC, the most popular approxi-
mate method is the integrated nested Laplace approximation
(INLA) (Rue & Held, 2005), combined with GMRFs. INLA
enables sparse computations and avoids MCMC’s mixing
issues through an optimization-based approach. However,
INLA has limitations: it restricts covariance functions to sta-
tionary ones, struggles with high spectral frequencies (Stein,
2014), lacks posterior accuracy guarantees, and makes ob-
taining posterior samples challenging.

Diffusion Posterior Sampling. Among existing diffu-
sion models-based methodologies, we mention DPS, the
work of Chung et al. (2023), who proposed to approximate
px0|xt

(x0|xt) as a Dirac delta distribution centered at the
posterior mean Ex0∼px0|xt

[x0]. The latter is determined
using Tweedie’s formula. Although their method was orig-
inally designed for linear inverse problems with Gaussian
likelihoods, the authors also extended it to address inverse
problems involving Poisson-distributed observations. This
approach relies on the assumption that Gaussian distribu-
tions can effectively approximate Poisson-distributed data
when the rate is sufficiently high. However, as noted in
(Chung et al., 2023, Appendix C.4) and illustrated in the ex-
periment presented in Section 4.1, the method faces numeri-
cal instabilities and produces poor approximations when the
observations come from a low-rate Poisson distribution. Fur-
thermore, the method depends on Tweedie’s formula, which
is known to exhibit high variance at high noise levels during
the reverse diffusion process (see Section 1.2 of De Bortoli
et al. (2024)).

Simulation-Based Inference (SBI). SBI avoids the need
for a tractable likelihood by relying on simulated observa-
tions. Diffusion models enable SBI by approximating the
likelihood score function through a Conditional Denoising
Estimator (CDE) in the form of a neural network. The CDE

directly estimates the likelihood score function by condition-
ing on three inputs: the observations y, the noise-corrupted
latent variable xt and the diffusion timestep t (Batzolis et al.,
2021; Simons et al., 2023).

Existing approaches face three critical limitations. First,
using observations y as network input requires retraining
for each new dataset, incurring high computational costs.
Second, in a multiple samples regime (N > 1), the like-
lihood score function depends on both the prior and the
likelihood score networks (Geffner et al., 2023), causing
errors from the prior network to propagate into the like-
lihood approximation. Third, these methods struggle to
accommodate heterogeneous missing data patterns across
observations. This limitation stems from their reliance on a
fixed input structure for y: missing observations can only be
processed if they conform to the network’s predefined input
format, restricting their applicability to real-world datasets
with variable or unanticipated missingness. In contrast, our
approach trains a single network given a choice of likeli-
hood, decoupling it from the specific missing-data pattern
and the observations themselves.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we introduced a novel approach for solving
inverse problems using diffusion models when observations
follow distributions from the exponential family. Our pos-
terior approximation closely aligns with MCMC methods
while scaling to larger observational datasets and accom-
modating empirical priors. We demonstrate strong perfor-
mance in image denoising under Poisson noise and further
highlight the method’s effectiveness in real-world problems.
Notably, our results suggest that an ImageNet prior can be a
powerful tool for spatial statistics, enabling the recovery of
latent patterns that extend beyond those present in ImageNet
itself.
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Impact Statement
Most real-world phenomena, such as disease case counts,
the time between occurrences of natural climate events, and
the proportion of individuals with certain health conditions,
exhibit non-Gaussian characteristics. A key challenge in
modeling such data lies in solving inverse problems to esti-
mate latent functions of scientific interest. Diffusion models
have consistently demonstrated exceptional performance
in addressing inverse problems and form the foundation of
many recent breakthroughs in artificial intelligence research.
By introducing an approach that leverages diffusion models
within the framework of the exponential family, we signifi-
cantly expand the scope of applications where these models
can be effectively leveraged.
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A. Exponential Family
In this appendix, we introduce the notation for exponential families and provide a summary of key results, drawing inspiration
from Johnson et al. (2016, Appendix B). Throughout this manuscript we take all densities to be absolutely continuous with
respect to the appropriate Lebesgue measure (when the underlying set Y is Euclidean space) or counting measure (when Y is
discrete), and denote the Borel σ-algebra of a set Y as B(Y) (generated by Euclidean and discrete topologies, respectively).
We assume measurability of all functions as necessary.

Given a statistic function Ty : Y → Rk and a base measure hy(y), we can define an exponential family of probability
densities on Y and indexed by natural parameter η ∈ Rk by

py|η(y|η) ∝ hy(y) exp
(
η⊤Ty(y)

)
, ∀η ∈ Rk.

We define the partition function as

Zy(η) :=

∫
hy(y) exp

(
η⊤Ty(y)

)
dy

and the log-partition function as
Ay(η) := logZy(η).

Lastly, we define H ⊆ Rk to be the set of all normalizable natural parameters,

H :=
{
η ∈ Rk : Ay(η) < ∞

}
.

We can write the normalized probability density as

py|η(y|η) = hy(y) exp
(
η⊤Ty(y)−Ay(η)

)
.

We say that an exponential family is regular if H is open, and minimal if there is no η ∈ Rk \ {0} such that η⊤Ty(y) = 0.
We assume all families are regular and minimal.

We parameterize the family by the parameters θ instead of the natural parameters. We write the natural parameter as a
continuous function of the parameters, η(θ) and take Θ = η−1(H) to be the open set of parameters that correspond to
normalizable densities. We summarize this notation in the following definition.

Definition A.1 (Exponential family of densities). Given a measure space (Y,B(Y)), a statistic function Ty : Y → Rk, and
a natural parameter function η : θ → Rk, the corresponding exponential family of densities is

py|θ(y|θ) = hy(y) exp
(
η(θ)⊤Ty(y)−Ay(η(θ))

)
.

When we write exponential families of densities for different random variables, we change the subscripts on the statistic
function, natural parameter function, and log partition function to correspond to the symbol used for the random variable.

The next proposition shows that the log partition function of an exponential family generates cumulants of the statistic.

Proposition A.2 (Gradients of log-partition function and expected sufficient statistics). The gradient of the log partition
function Ay of an exponential family distributed random variable y equals its expected sufficient statistic:

∇ηAy(η) = Epy|η [Ty(y)] ,

where the expectation is taken with respect to the density py|η(y|η).

It is convenient to introduce the following notation for the Jacobian matrix Jf (x) ∈ Rn×m of a vector-value function
f : Rm → Rn with f(x) = (f1(x), . . . , fn(x)) and where

[Jf (x)]ij =
∂fi
∂xi

∣∣∣
x

Corollary A.3. From Proposition A.2, applying the chain rule yields

Jθ(η)
∣∣∣
η=η(θ)

∇θAy(θ) = Epy|θ [Ty(y)] ,

where the expectation is over the random variable y with density py|θ(y|θ).
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Given an exponential family of densities on Y as in Definition A.1, we can define a related exponential family of densities on
θ in terms of the functions η(θ) and Ay(η(θ)) and by defining hyperparameters ζ = (ν, τ) and a base function hθ(ν, τ).

Definition A.4 (Natural exponential family conjugate prior). Given the exponential family py|θ(y|θ) of Definition A.1, the
natural exponential family conjugate prior to the density py|θ(y|θ) is

pθ|ζ(θ|ζ) = hθ(θ) exp
(
ζ⊤Tθ(θ)−Aθ(ν, τ)

)
,

where ζ = (ν, τ), ν ∈ Rk and τ ∈ R are hyperparameters, Tθ(θ) = (η(θ),−Ay(η(θ))), and the density is taken on
(θ,B(θ)).

The next proposition demonstrates that the joint density of independent variables, each following the same univariate
exponential family distribution but with distinct parameters, also belongs to the exponential family.

Proposition A.5 (Exponential Family Form of Independent Univariate Variables). Let yj ∈ Y ⊆ R be part of the one-
parameter univariate exponential family with parameter θj ∈ Θ ⊆ R, natural parameter η(θj), base measure hy(yj),
sufficient statistics Ty(yj) and log-partition function Ay(η(θj)) for j = 1, . . . , d. Further, let yj |θj be independent of yk|θk
for all k ̸= j. Then, the joint density of y = (y1, . . . , yd) conditional on θ = (θ1, . . . , θd), py|θ(y|θ), is given by

py|θ(y|θ) = hy(y) exp
(
η(θ)⊤Ty(y)− 1⊤

d Ay(η(θ))
)

hy(y) =

d∏
j=1

hy(yj), η(θ) = (η(θ1), . . . , η(θd)), Ty(y) = (Ty(y1), . . . , Ty(yd))

Ay(η(θ)) = (Ay(η(θ1)), . . . , Ay(η(θd)))

where 1d is a vector of ones of dimension d.

The next proposition demonstrates that the joint density of N multivariate independent variables following the same
exponential family distribution also belongs to the exponential family.

Proposition A.6 (Exponential Family Form of Independent Multivariate Variables). Let yi ∈ Yd ⊆ Rd be part of the
multivariate exponential family with parameter θ ∈ Θd ⊆ Rd, natural parameter η(θ), base measure hy(yi), sufficient
statistics Ty(yi) and log-partition function 1⊤

d Ay(η(θ)) for i, . . . , N . Further, let yi|θ be independent of yl|θ for all
i ̸= l. Then, the joint density of y = (y1, . . . ,yN ) conditional on θ, py|θ(y|θ), is given by

py|θ(y|θ) = hy(y) exp
(
η(θ)⊤Ty(y)−N1⊤

d Ay(η(θ))
)

hy(y) =

N∏
i=1

hy(yi), η(θ) = (η(θ1), . . . , η(θd)), Ty(y) =

N∑
i=1

Ty(yi)

where 1d is a vector of ones of dimension d.

The next proposition shows that the conjugate prior for the parameters of independent variables, each following the same
univariate exponential family distribution but with distinct parameters, is of the natural exponential family form.

Proposition A.7 (Natural Exponential Family Conjugate Prior for Independent Univariate Parameters). Let yj ∈ Y ⊆ R be
part of the one-parameter univariate exponential family with parameter θj ∈ Θ ⊆ R, natural parameter η(θj), base measure
hy(yj), sufficient statistics Ty(yj) and log-partition function Ay(η(θj)) for j = 1, . . . , d. Let the natural exponential family
conjugate prior of θj with hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj), νj , τj ∈ R be given by,

pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = hθ(θj) exp
(
ζ⊤
j Tθ(θj)−Aθ(νj , τj))

)
.

where Tθ(θj) = (η(θj),−Ay(η(θj)). Further, let θj |ζj be independent of θk|ζk for all k ̸= j. Then the joint natural
exponential family conjugate prior of θ = (θ1, . . . , θd) conditional on ζ = (ν, τ ), where ν = (ν1, . . . , νd) and τ =
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(τ1, . . . , τd), is given by,

pθ|ζ(θ|ζ) = hθ(θ) exp
(
ζTTθ(θ)−Aθ(ν, τ )

)
hθ(θ) =

d∏
j=1

hθ(θj), Tθ(θ) = (η(θ),−Ay(η(θ))),

η(θ) = (η(θ1), . . . , η(θd)), Ay(η(θ)) = (Ay(η(θ1)), . . . , Ay(η(θd))),

Aθ(ν, τ ) =

d∑
j=1

Aθ(νj , τj),

When the exponential family py|θ(y|θ) is a likelihood function and the family pθ|ζ(θ|ζ) is used as a prior, the pair exhibits
a convenient conjugacy property, formalized in the following proposition.

Proposition A.8 (Conjugacy). Let the densities py|θ(y|θ) and pθ|ζ(θ|ζ) be defined as in Proposition A.6 and A.7,
respectively. We have the relations

pθ,y|ζ(θ,y|ζ) = hy(y)hθ(θ) exp (−Aθ(ν, τ )) exp
(
η(θ)⊤ (ν +Ty(y))− (τ +N1d)

⊤
Ay(η(θ))

)
pθ|y,ζ(θ|y, ζ) = hθ(θ) exp (−Aθ(ν +Ty(y), τ +N1d)) exp

(
η(θ)⊤ (ν +Ty(y))− (τ +N1d)

⊤
Ay(η(θ))

)
py|ζ(y|ζ) = hy(y)

exp(−Aθ(ν, τ ))

exp(−Aθ(ν +Ty(y), τ +N1d))

and hence in particular the posterior pθ|y(θ|y) is in the same exponential family as pθ|ζ(θ|ζ) with the parameters
ν +Ty(y), τ +N1d.
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B. Dealing with an Observation Operator H

Our methodology can be extended to accommodate the presence of an observation matrix H ∈ Rdy×dx with dy ≤ dx.
When H is not full-rank, a standard inverse does not exist. To address this, we employ the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse,
defined as:

H† := (H⊤H)−1H⊤,

which is well-defined for any H with dy ≤ dx. Given the original link function g(·), as defined in Section 3.2, we introduce
a modified link function gH : Rdy → Rdx , defined as:

gH(θ) := H†g(θ),

where H† ensures a consistent mapping even when H is not full-rank. In this framework, the inverse of gH is naturally
given by:

g−1
H (x) = g−1(Hx),

where g−1
H maps x into the observation space defined by H. All results presented in Section 3 remain valid under this

modification, provided the link function g is replaced with the modified link function gH.

Finally, we note that the use of the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse is analogous to the standard approach employed in many
overdetermined statistical problems (see, for example, Bishop (2016, Section 3.1.1)).
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C. Likelihood and Prior Formulations
In this appendix, for each likelihood in the one-parameter exponential family distributions we obtain the corresponding
natural conjugate prior. The results of this appendix are also summarized in Table A1.

Let the likelihood of yi,j conditioned on parameters θj be given by

py|θ(yi,j |θj) = hy(yi,j) exp
(
η(θj)

⊤Ty(yi,j)−Ay(η(θj))
)
,

for all i = 1, . . . , N and j = 1, . . . , d. Notice that the likelihood of y = {yi,j}i=1,...,N ; j=1,...,d conditioned on the
parameters θ = (θ1, . . . , θd) can be found using Proposition A.5 and A.6.

Further, let the natural conjugate prior of θj conditional on hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) be given by,

pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = hθ(θj) exp
(
ζ⊤
j Tθ(θj)−Aθ(νj , τj))

)
.

where Tθ(θj) = (η(θj),−Ay(η(θj)). The form of the natural conjugate prior of θ = (θ1, . . . , θd) conditioned on
hyperparameters ζ = (ν, τ ) for ν = (ν1, . . . , νd) and τ = (τ1, . . . , τd) can be found using Proposition A.7.

C.1. Likelihood Distribution with Gaussian Conjugate Prior

Observations following a Normal distribution with fixed variance. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = N (yi,j ; θj , σ
2) with known

variance σ2 and with mean θj , the likelihood can be expressed as an exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) =
1√
2πσ

exp

(
−
y2i,j
2σ2

)
, η(θj) =

θj
σ2

, Ty(yi,j) = yi,j , Ay(η(θj)) =
θ2j
2σ2

Let Σ = Idσ
2, where Id is the identity matrix of dimension d × d. For the discussion that follows it is convenient to

consider the joint distribution py|θ(yi|θ) = Nd(θ,Σ) for all i = 1, . . . , N . The multivariate prior pθ(θ|ζ) conditional on
ζ = (ν, τ ), where ν ∈ Rd and τ ∈ Rd, which is conjugate to py|θ(yi|θ) is of the form

pθ|ζ(θ|ζ) = hθ(θ) exp

(
ν⊤η(θ)− 1

2
(τθ)

⊤
Σ−1θ −Aθ(ν, τ )

)
η(θ) = Σ−1θ, hθ(θ) = (2π)−

d
2 ,

Aθ(ν, τ ) =
1

2

(
τ−1ν

)⊤ (
Σ−1τ

) (
τ−1ν

)
− 1

2
log det

(
Σ−1τ

)
.

(14)

Notice that pθ|ζ(θ|ζ) = Nd(θ;µ0,Σ0) where (ν, τ ) and (µ0,Σ0) are related through ν = ΣΣ−1
0 µ0 and τ = ΣΣ−1

0 .
It follows from the fact that Σ is a diagonal matrix, that also Σ0 is diagonal and the components of θ are independent.
We remark that it is possible to construct a prior for py|θ(yi|θ) whose covariance matrix is not diagonal. This can be
accomplished by utilizing the same form as in (14), but with τ ∈ Rd×d. We remark the similitude from the natural conjugate
prior by noticing that Ay(η(θ)) = − 1

2θ
⊤Σ−1θ.

Observations following a Log-Normal distribution with fixed variance. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Log-Normal(yi,j ; θj , σ2)
with known logarithm of scale σ and with logarithm of location θj , the likelihood can be expressed as an exponential family
distribution with

hy(yi,j) =
1√

2πσyi,j
exp

(
− log(yi,j)

2

2σ2

)
, η(θj) =

θj
σ2

, Ty(yi,j) = log yi,j , Ay(η(θj)) =
θ2j
2σ2

The multivariate conjugate prior pθ(θ|ζ) conditional on ζ = (ν, τ ) where ν ∈ Rd and τ ∈ Rd×d is the same as that of the
Normal distribution case presented in (14).

C.2. Likelihood Distribution with Gamma Conjugate Prior

Observations following a Poisson distribution. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Poisson(yi,j ; θj) with rate θj , the likelihood can be
expressed as an exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) =
1

yi,j !
, η(θj) = log(θj), Ty(yi,j) = yi,j , Ay(η(θj)) = θj .
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The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on the hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distribution
with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ(νj + 1)− (νj + 1) log(τj).

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Gamma(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = αj − 1 and τj = βj .

Observations following an Exponential distribution. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Exponential(yi,j ; θj) with rate θj , the likeli-
hood can be expressed as exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) = 1, η(θj) = −θj , Ty(yi,j) = yi,j , Ay(η(θj)) = − log θj .

The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on the hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distribution
with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ(τj + 1)− (τj + 1) log(νj).

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Gamma(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = βj and τj = αj − 1.

Observations following a Gamma distribution with fixed shape. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Gamma(yi,j ; a, θj) with known
shape a and with rate θj , the likelihood can be expressed as an exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) =
1

Γ(a)
ya−1
i,j , η(θj) = −θj , Ty(yi,j) = yi,j , Ay(η(θj)) = −a log(θj).

The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distribution with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ(τj a+ 1)− (τj a+ 1) log(νj).

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Gamma(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = βj and τj = (αj − 1)/a.

Observations following a Pareto distribution with fixed scale. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Pareto(yi,j ;xm, θj) with known
scale xm and with shape θj , the likelihood can be expressed as an exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) = 1, η(θj) = −θj − 1, Ty(yi,j) = log(yi,j), Ay(η(θj)) = − log(θj)− θj log(xm).

The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on the hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distribution
with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ(τj + 1)− νj − (τj + 1) log(νj − τj log(xm)).

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Gamma(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = (αj − 1) log(xm) + βj and τj = αj − 1.

C.3. Likelihood Distribution with Beta Conjugate Prior

Observations following a Binomial or Bernoulli distribution. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Binomial(yi,j ;n, θj) with known
number of trials n and with success probability θj , the likelihood can be expressed as an exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) =

(
n

yi,j

)
, η(θj) = log

θj
1− θj

, Ty(yi,j) = yi,j , Ay(η(θj)) = −n log(1− θj).

The Bernoulli distribution has the same components with n = 1. The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on the
hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distribution with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ(νj + 1) + log Γ(τj n− νj + 1)− log Γ(τj n+ 2).

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Beta(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = αj − 1 and τj = (αj + βj − 2)/n.
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Observations following a Negative-Binomial distribution. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Negative Binomial(yi,j ; r, θj) with
known number of successes r and with success probability θj , the likelihood of yi,j failures can be expressed as an
exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) =

(
yi,j + r − 1

yi,j

)
, η(θj) = log(1− θj), Ty(yi,j) = yi,j , Ay(η(θj)) = −r log(θj).

The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on the hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distribution
with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ(τj r + 1) + log Γ(νj + 1)− log Γ(τj r + νj + 2).

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Beta(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = βj − 1 and τj = (αj − 1)/r.

Observations following a Geometric distribution. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Geometric(yi,j ; θj) with success probability θj ,
the likelihood of yi,j failures can be expressed as an exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) = 1, η(θj) = log(1− θj), Ty(yi,j) = yi,j , Ay(η(θj)) = − log(θj).

The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on the hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distribution
with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ(τj + 1) + log Γ(νj + 1)− log Γ(τj + νj + 2).

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Beta(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = βj − 1 and τj = αj − 1.

C.4. Likelihood Distribution with Inverse Gamma Conjugate Prior

Observations following a Normal distribution with fixed mean. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = N (yi,j ;µ, θj) with known mean µ
and with variance θj , the likelihood can be expressed as an exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) =
1√
2π

, η(θj) =
1

θj
, Ty(yi,j) =

(
−
y2i,j
2

+ µ yi,j

)
, Ay(η(θj)) =

µ2

2θj
− 1

2
log

(
1

θj

)
.

The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on the hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distribution
with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ
(τj
2

− 1
)
−
(τj
2

− 1
)
log

(
τj µ

2

2
− νj

)
. (15)

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Inverse-Gamma(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = µ2(αj + 1)− βj and τj = 2(αj + 1).

Observations following a Log-Normal distribution with fixed mean. For py|θj (yi,j |θj) = Log-Normal(yi,j ;µ, θj) with
known logarithm of location µ and with logarithm of scale

√
θj , the likelihood can be expressed as an exponential family

distribution with

hy(yi,j) =
1√

2πyi,j
, η(θj) =

1

θ j
, Ty(yi,j) =

(
− log(yi,j)

2

2
+ µ log(yi,j)

)
, Ay(η(θj)) =

µ2

2θj
− 1

2
log

(
1

θj

)
.

The natural conjugate prior of θj conditioned on hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) has the same form as that of the Normal
distribution presented in (15).

Observations following a Weibull distribution with fixed shape. For py|θ(yi,j |θj) = Weibull(yi,j ; θ
1/k
j , k) with known

shape k and with scale parameter θ1/kj , the likelihood can be expressed as an exponential family distribution with

hy(yi,j) = k yk−1
i,j η(θj) = − 1

θj
, Ty(yi,j) = yki,j , Ay(η(θj)) = log(θj).

The natural conjugate prior for θj conditioned on the hyperparameters ζj = (νj , τj) is an exponential family distirbution
with

hθ(θj) = 1, Aθ(νj , τj) = log Γ (τj − 1)− (τj − 1) log (νj) .

We note that pθ|ζ(θj |ζj) = Inverse-Gamma(θj ;αj , βj) for νj = βj and τj = αj + 1.
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Table A1. Summary of Statistical Components. The Likelihood and Prior forms are detailed in Appendix C, while the formulations of the proposed inverse link functions are
described in Appendix D.

Likelihood Distribution Conjugate prior distribution Inverse link function
py|θ(yi|θ) qθ|ζ(xt)(θ|ν(xt), τ (xt)) θ = g−1(x0)

Normal distribution Nd(yi;θ,Σ), Nd(θ;µ0(xt),Σ0(xt)) g−1(x0) = x0

with known variance σ2 Σ = σ2Id µ0(xt) = τ (xt)
−1ν(xt), Σ0 = τ (xt)

−1Σ

Log-Normal distribution Log-Normald(yi;θ,Σ), Same as Normal distribution. Same as Normal distribution.
with known σ2 Σ = σ2Id

Poisson distribution
∏d

j=1 Poisson(yi,j ; θj)
∏d

j=1 Gamma(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = exp(x0)

αj(xt) = νj(xt) + 1, βj(xt) = τj(xt)

Exponential distribution
∏d

j=1 Exponential(yi,j ; θj)
∏d

j=1 Gamma(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = 1/ exp(x0)

αj(xt) = τj(xt) + 1, βj(xt) = νj(xt)

Gamma distribution
∏d

j=1 Gamma(yi,j ; a, θj)
∏d

j=1 Gamma(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = a/ exp(x0)

with known shape a αj(xt) = τj(xt)a+ 1, βj(xt) = νj(xt)

Pareto distribution
∏d

j=1 Pareto(yi,j ;xm, θj)
∏d

j=1 Gamma(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = 1/(exp(x0)− log(xm))

with known scale xm αj(xt) = τj(xt) + 1,
βj(xt) = νj(xt)− τj(xt) log(xm)

Binomial distribution
∏d

j=1 Binomial(yi,j ;n, θj)
∏d

j=1 Beta(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = sigmoid(x0)

with known # trials n αj(xt) = νj(xt) + 1,
βj(xt) = τj(xt)n− νj(xt) + 1

Negative Binomial distribution
∏d

j=1 Neg-Binomial(yi,j ; r, θj)
∏d

j=1 Beta(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = sigmoid(x0)

with known # successes r αj(xt) = τj(xt)r + 1, βj(xt) = νj(xt) + 1

Geometric distribution
∏d

j=1 Geometric(yi,j ; θj)
∏d

j=1 Beta(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = sigmoid(x0)

αj(xt) = τj(xt) + 1, βj(xt) = νj(xt) + 1

Normal distribution Nd(yi;µ,Σ),
∏d

j=1 Inverse-Gamma(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = exp(x0)

with known mean µ Σ = diag(θ1, . . . , θd) αj(xt) = νj(xt)/2− 1,
βj(xt) = µjτj(xt)/2− νj(xt)

Log-Normal distribution Log-Normald(yi;µ,Σ), Same as Normal distribution. Same as Normal distribution.
with known mean µ Σ = diag(θ1, . . . , θd)

Weibull distribution
∏d

j=1 Weibull(yi,j ; θ
1/k
j , k)

∏d
j=1 Inverse-Gamma(θj ;αj(xt), βj(xt)) g−1(x0) = exp(x0)

with known shape k αj(xt) = τj(xt)− 1, βj(xt) = νj(xt)
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D. Proposed Approach to Define Link Function
In this appendix, we discuss our proposed approach to select the link function g(·). It is important to note that this is
a suggested method and that any link function satisfying Assumption 3.3 can be utilized. The proposed link functions,
categorized by likelihood distribution, are summarized in Table A1.

Let us recall the problem formulation outline in Section 3. For notational convenience, we omit the subscripts on y and θ.
We assume partial measurements y ∈ Y ⊆ R dependent on a parameter θ ∈ Θ ⊆ R following a one-parameter univariate
exponential family distribution p(y|θ) of the form

p(y|θ) = hy(y) exp (η(θ)Ty(y)−Ay(η(θ))) ,

where η(θ) are the natural parameters, Ay(y) is the log-partition function, Ty(y) are the sufficient statistics and hy(y) is the
base measure. Further, the parameter θ is related to a latent variable x0 through the relationship:

θ = g−1(x0).

D.1. Direct Derivation of the Link Function

For a parameter that represents a probability, it is common to directly model the relationship between the latent variable
and the parameter using a sigmoid function. Similarly, when the parameter represents a variance, it is typical to model the
relationship between the latent variable and the parameter with an exponential function.

Link function for the Binomial, Negative Binomial, and Geometric distributions. We define the link function as
g−1(x0) = sigmoid(x0).

Link function for the Normal and Log-Normal distributions, with fixed mean. We define the link function as
g−1(x0) = exp(x0).

D.2. Derivation of the Link Function via the Expectation of the Sufficient Statistic

For the discussion that follows, we define the function g2 : Θ → M as:

g2(θ) :=
dθ

dη

∣∣∣
η=η(θ)

d

dθ
A(η(θ)),

where M = {g2(θ) : θ ∈ Θ}. From Corollary A.3, it follows that the expectation of the sufficient statistic Ty(y) is given
by:

Ey|θ[Ty(y)] = g2(θ).

In the context of our hierarchical probabilistic model (Figure 2), when the parameter of interest θ is a shape, a rate or a scale,
it is usually more intuitive to model the relationship between the latent variable x0 and the expectation of the sufficient
statistics Ey|θ[Ty(y)], rather than directly modeling the relationship between a latent variable x0 and the parameter θ itself.
For example, in modeling with the exponential distribution, it is common to set the parameter as the inverse of a function of
the latent variable. This arises because the expectation of a random variable following the exponential distribution with rate θ
is the inverse of its parameter, 1/θ. Therefore, we propose that the link function g(·) should be constructed as a composition
of two distinct link functions. The first link function relates the latent variable to the expectation of the sufficient statistics,
while the second maps the expectation of the sufficient statistics to the parameter. Specifically, the inverse link function can
be expressed as:

g−1(·) = g−1
2 (g−1

1 (·)),
g−1
1 (·) : R → M, g−1

2 (·) : M → Θ,

such that

Ey|θ[Ty(y)] = g−1
1 (x0)

θ = g−1
2

(
Ey|θ[Ty(y)]

)
.

The following assumption is imposed on the link function g1
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Assumption D.1. We assume that g1 : M → R is a continuously differentiable, one-to-one function and with dg
dx ̸= 0 for

all x ∈ M.

Assumption D.1 is standard and is consistent with those typically used in the context of the change-of-variable technique in
probability and statistics (see Theorem 17.2 in (Billingsley, 2012)). Note that this approach of deriving the link function is
related to that of a Generalized Linear Model (GLM), which considers distributions from the exponential family for which
Ty(y) = y. In GLMs, the linear predictor x0 := Xβ ∈ Λ is associated with the first moment, denoted by µ := Ey|θ[y] ∈ M,
through a link function g̃(·). This relationship is expressed as µ = g̃−1(x0). GLMs assume that the linear predictor belongs
to the same space as the natural parameters η ∈ Λ, which is often not the case in practice. A commonly used link function in
GLMs, known as the canonical link function, assumes that g̃−1(·) : Λ → M = d

dηA(η).

Link function for the Normal distribution with variance σ2. We find that g2(θ) = θ, further we decide to use
g−1
1 (x0) = x0. Therefore, g−1(x0) = x0.

Link function for the Log-Normal distribution with variance σ2. We find that g2(θ) = θ, further we decide to use
g−1
1 (x0) = x0. Therefore, g−1(x0) = x0.

Link function for the Poisson distribution. We find that g2(θ) = θ, further we decide to use g−1
1 (x0) = exp(x0).

Therefore, g−1(x0) = exp(x0).

Link function for the Exponential distribution. We find that g2(θ) = 1/θ, further we decide to use g−1
1 (x0) = exp(x0).

Therefore, g−1(x0) = 1/ exp(x0).

Link function for the Gamma distribution with fixed shape a. We find that g2(θ) = a/θ, further we decide to use
g−1
1 (x0) = exp(x0). Therefore, g−1(x0) = a/ exp(x0).

Link function for the Pareto distribution with fixed scale xm. We find that g2(θ) = 1/θ + log(xm), further we decide
to use g−1

1 (x0) = exp(x0). Therefore, g−1(x0) = 1/(exp(x0)− log(xm)).

Link function for the Weibull distribution with fixed shape k. We find that g2(θ) = θ, further we decide to use
g−1
1 (x0) = exp(x0). Therefore, g−1(x0) = exp(x0).

D.3. Ensuring Adequate Prior Coverage

To ensure the stability of the neural network, it is often desirable for x0 — the latent variable upon which xt depends
for t < 1 — to lie within a scalable range, such as [0, 1] or [−1, 1]. In this context, it is crucial to consider whether the
range of the prior distribution can encompass the desired values of the parameter θ. For instance, if x0 is constrained
to the range [−1, 1] and the data are binomial, the value of the parameter θ that the prior covers are limited to the range
sigmoid(−1) ≈ 0.27 and sigmoid(1) ≈ 0.73. A practical solution is to introduce a scaling factor s to the link function. For
binomial data, this adjustment modifies the link function to become g−1(x0) = sigmoid(sx0). In the example above, if
s = 5, the range of the parameters covered become sigmoid(−5) ≈ 0.001 and sigmoid(5) ≈ 0.99.

20



Diffusion Models for Inverse Problems in the Exponential Family

E. Implementation Details
Architecture for experiment in Section 4.1. We employed a feedforward neural network with six hidden layers, each
containing 96 neurons and using SiLU activations. Prior to being input into the network, the diffusion timestep was
transformed using sinusoidal positional embeddings of length 64, as described in Vaswani et al. (2017). The network’s
final layer was designed to reduce the output dimensionality to d for the score network and 2× d for the inference network.
Training was conducted with a batch size of 1, 000, using a learning rate of 1e−4 for the score network and 1e−3 for the
inference network. The training process spanned 100, 000 epochs.

Architecture for experiments in Sections 4.2-4.3. We employed the same U-Net architecture as Ho et al. (2020) for
both the score network (2) and inference network (13), with a key modification: the number of convolutional channels is
reduced from 128 to 64 to align with our single-channel input data (one vs. three-channel in Ho et al. (2020)), optimizing
efficiency while preserving performance. The network features a symmetric encoder-decoder structure with six residual
layers, where the encoder progressively downsamples spatial resolution via strided convolutions and the decoder upsamples
via transposed convolutions, interconnected by skip channels between matching resolution stages. Each residual layer
contains two convolutional blocks with SiLU activations, batch normalization, and diffusion timestep conditioning —
achieved by injecting Transformer-style sinusoidal positional embeddings (Vaswani et al., 2017) of length 64 into each block.
A single-head global attention layer is incorporated at the 16× 16 resolution. The final layer is a 1× 1 convolution which
fuses the concatenated features via channel-wise linear combination, reducing the output dimensionality to one channel for
the score network and two channels for the inference network.

Note that we were unable to leverage pre-trained weights for the score network, as done in Chung et al. (2023) or Boys et al.
(2024), because the pre-trained U-Nets used in these studies were trained on three-channel RGB images.

Our score network model had 33, 766, 529 parameters, and inference network had 33, 943, 234 parameters. To train the
networks, we used a batch size of 128 images, a learning rate of 1e−4 for both networks. We ran the training of the score
network for 100, 000 epochs and the training of the inference network for 50, 000 epochs.

SDE. We adopted the standard VP-SDE setup with β(t) = β0 + t(β1 − β0), β1 = 20 and β0 = 0.001.

Sampling algorithm. To sample from the posterior, we employed the Predictor-Corrector (PC) sampling algorithm
proposed by Song et al. (2021, Algorithm 1, 3, 5). The predictor step was implemented using the Euler-Maruyama solver,
while the corrector step used the annealed Langevin dynamics. The gradients, used by the Predictor and Corrector are
defined by

g = gprior + glikelihood

gprior ≃ ∇xt log pxt(xt), glikelihood ≃ ∇xt log py|xt
(y|xt)

where

gprior = sϕ⋆(xt, t)

glikelihood = ∇xt
(hy(y)−Aθ(ν

⋆(xt), τ
⋆(xt)) +Aθ(Ty(y) + ν⋆(xt), τ

⋆(xt) +N1d))

with (ν⋆, τ ⋆) = ζρ⋆(xt, t) and where sϕ⋆(xt, t) and ζρ⋆(xt, t) are the trained score and inference networks, respectively.
To prevent numerical instabilities, we clip the gradients g to the range [−10, 10]. Following Song et al. (2021), we used
1, 000 noise scales for the sampling process. Through experimentation, we found that the best results were achieved with a
signal-to-noise ratio of r = 0.1. Lastly, we generated 500 posterior samples to compute summary statistics such as posterior
medians and quantiles.

Compute time. The experiments in Section 4.1 required 40 minutes to run the score and inference networks in a multi-CPU
environment. The experiments in Sections 4.2-4.3 were performed on a single NVIDIA A100-SXM4-80GB GPU. The
score and inference networks took 30 hours to train. Sampling 128 posterior samples concurrently on a single GPU took 30
minutes per image. This process was repeated until the required 500 posterior samples were obtained.

Code availability. The code and data are available on the GitHub repository https://github.com/
MLGlobalHealth/score-sde-expfam/.
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F. Experiments Set-up
F.1. One-dimensional Benchmark Analysis

Likelihood. We considered multiple likelihood distributions to evaluate our approach in comparison to MCMC and DPS.
Specifically, we included the Gaussian and Poisson likelihoods, defined as follows:

pynormal|θ(y
normal|θ) =

N∏
i=1

d∏
j=1

N (yi,j ; θj , 1) ,

pypoisson|θ(y
poisson|θ) =

N∏
i=1

d∏
j=1

Poisson (yi,j ; θj) ,

where we set N = 1 and d = 30. Furthermore, to compare our approach to MCMC for additional likelihood distributions,
we considered two additional distributions: the Exponential and Log-Normal likelihoods. These are given by

pylog-normal|θ(y
log-normal|θ) =

N∏
i=1

d∏
j=1

Log-Normal (yi,j ; θj , 1) ,

pyexponential|θ(y
exponential|θ) =

N∏
i=1

d∏
j=1

Exponential (yi,j ; θj) ,

again with N = 1 and d = 30.

Prior. The prior was a zero-mean Gaussian Process:

x0 ∼ GP(0,K)

where K is a covariance matrix defined by an RBF kernel with variance 1 and length-scale 0.1.

Inverse link function. The inverse link functions for the Gaussian, Log-Normal, and Exponential likelihood were specified
as follows:

θ = g−1(x0) = x0, (Normal likelihood)

θ = g−1(x0) = x0, (Log-Normal likelihood)

θ = g−1(x0) = 1/ exp(x0) (Exponential likelihood)

For the Poisson likelihood, we used two different link functions to explore both high-rate and low-rate regimes,

θ = g−1(x0) = exp(x0) (Poisson likelihood with low rate)

θ = g−1(x0) = exp(5 + x0) (Poisson likelihood with high rate)

True Intensity. The true intensity, denoted as θtrue, was generated by sampling from the prior distribution.

Observations. For each likelihood (Normal, Poisson, Log-Normal, Exponential), we generated a single sample (N = 1)
with dimension d = 30, using the corresponding true intensity. All the observations were allocated to the training set.

F.2. Score-Based Cox Process.

Cox Process definition. We consider the inhomogeneous Poisson process on a domain S ⊂ RD. This process is
characterized by a stochastic intensity function λ(s) : S → R+, which specifies the rate at which events occur at each
location s ∈ S. For any subregion T ⊂ S, the number of events N(T ) within T is Poisson-distributed with parameter
λT =

∫
T λ(s)ds. Additionally, for any disjoint subsets Si of S, the event counts N(Si) are independent. This process is

frequently referred to as a Cox process, as it was introduced by Cox (1955).

22



Diffusion Models for Inverse Problems in the Exponential Family

Let s = (s1, . . . , sM ) with sm ∈ S for m = 1, . . . ,M be a set of M observed points. The probability density of s
conditioned on the intensity function λ is

ps|λ(s|λ) = exp

(
−
∫
S
λ(s)ds

) M∏
m=1

λ(sm)

To make inference on λ, a prior distribution over the intensity function, pλ(λ), is introduced. Applying Bayes’ rule, the
posterior distribution of λ conditioned on the observations is

pλ|s(λ|s) =
pλ(λ)ps|λ(s|λ)∫
pλ(λ)ps|λ(s|λ)dλ

This posterior is doubly intractable due to the two challenging integrals: one over S in the numerator and another over λ in
the denominator.

Likelihood. For computational simplicity, we assume that the observations s can be grouped into d distinct sets, represented
by a finite partition P = {Sj}dj=1 of S. The count of observations over the partition is denoted by y = (y1, . . . , yd),
where yj is the number of observations in the set Sj and it is defined as yj =

∑M
m=1 1{sm∈Sj}. Under this partition, we

approximate the function λ with a finite dimensional approximation θ = (θ1, . . . , θd) ∈ Rd, where each θj approximates
the aggregated function λ over the subset Sj . The discrete Cox process has the finite-dimensional distribution

py|θ(y|θ) =
d∏

j=1

Poisson (yj ; θj |Sj |) (16)

where |Sj | > 0 denotes the measure of Sj . Henceforth, we assume that the sets {Sj}dj=1 are of equal measure, which
without loss of generality we set to |S1|. Furthermore, we assume that we can observe multiple samples, denoted as
y = (y1, . . . ,yN ), where each yi is independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.) according to the distribution in (16).
The likelihood of the discrete Cox process becomes,

py|θ(y|θ) =
N∏
i=1

d∏
j=1

Poisson (yi,j ; θj |S1|) .

Evidence. As shown in (16), the intensity of the Poisson depends on the measure |S1|. Using the evidence trick, the
log-density log py|xt

(y|xt) is still tractable. A straightforward computation shows that log py|xt
(y|xt) can be approximated

as

log py|xt
(y|xt) ≈ log hy(y) + |S1|Ty(y) − Aθ (ν(xt), τ (xt)) + Aθ (Ty(y) + ν(xt), τ (xt) + (N |S1|)1d) .

where the likelihood’s base measure hy and sufficient statistics Ty, as well as the natural conjugate prior’s log-partition
function Aθ are the same as in standard Poisson Likelihood case, presented in Appendix C.

Prior. The prior samples of x0 are images from the ImageNet train dataset, which are first converted to grayscale, then
resized such that their smaller edge measured 256 pixels, center-cropped to the size 256 × 256 and finally scaled to the
range [−1, 1] using the transformation

x0 = 2
xorginal
0 −min(xorginal

0 )

max(xorginal
0 )−min(xorginal

0 )
− 1

Note that we converted the images to grayscale, reducing them to a single channel, as this aligns with the latent parameter
space typically encountered in real-world problems.

Inverse link function. We used the following inverse link function:

θ = g−1(x0) = exp(x0).
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True intensity. The true intensity θtrue is obtained by applying the inverse link function on the true latent variable xtrue
0 .

We selected the following true latent variables:

• Two images from the ImageNet validation set: A picture of a corn and a house were used in the experiments. The
images underwent the same preprocessing steps as the prior samples.

• Building Height in London: We used the average building height in 2023 (variable MEAN OBJECT HEIGHT M) in
Greater London sourced from Greater London Authority (GLA), Mayor of London (2025). The map was cropped to a
region defined by latitudes between 51.3274 and 51.6874 and longitudes between −0.4178 and 0.1622. The data were
then rescaled to a 256× 256 grid, where each grid cell contained the average building height within its boundaries.
Finally, the building height values were normalized to the range [−1, 1] using the following transformations:

xtrue
0 = 2

xtrue, norm
0 −min(xtrue, norm

0 )

max(xtrue, norm
0 )−min(xtrue, norm

0 )
− 1, xtrue, norm

0 = log(xtrue, original
0 + 1).

• Satellite image: The satellite image was obtained using Google Earth Engine with Sentinel-2 Image Collection. The
data was filtered to cover the region of New York City Manhattan area defined by latitudes between −74.02 and
−73.97 and longitudes between 40.7 and 40.75, at a resolution of 10 meters, and in the time range from January 1,
2021, to December 31, 2021. The RGB image was converted to grayscale. A 256× 256 region was cropped starting at
coordinates (100, 200). The least cloudy image was selected based on the CLOUDY PIXEL PERCENTAGE property.
Finally, entries were normalized following transformations:

xtrue
0 = −

(
2

xtrue, norm
0 −min(xtrue, norm

0 )

max(xtrue, norm
0 )−min(xtrue, norm

0 )

)4

+ 1, xtrue, norm
0 = log(xtrue, original

0 + 0.01).

The purpose of this transformation was to assign high values to the streets and low values to the buildings.

Observations. We generated N i.i.d samples of the Cox process, y = {yi}i=1,...,N , where the set of variables for one
sample is yi = {yi,j}j=1,...,d. Given the true intensity θtrue, we generated the variables yi,j with

yi,j ∼ Poisson(θtrue
j |S1|),

where |S1| = 1 and for j = 1, . . . , d and i = 1, . . . , N . This resulted in N × 256× 256 = N × 65, 536 observations. We
randomly allocated 80% of the observations (N × 52, 428) to the training set and 20% to the test set (N × 13, 108).

F.3. Prevalence of Malaria in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Likelihood. In each location j = 1, . . . , d, the observations consist of the number of positive cases, denoted as yj , out of
the total number of individuals examined, nj . Accordingly, the number of positive cases follows a Binomial distribution

py|θ(y|θ) =
d∏

j=1

Binomial(yj ;nj , θj)

We note that in this experiment N = 1, so we omit the indexing on i.

Prior. The same prior as in the Score-Based Cox Process experiment was used.

Inverse link function. We used the following inverse link function:

θ = g−1(x0) = sigmoid(sx0),

with s = 5. Such that the range covered by the prior on parameters θ is sigmoid(−5) ≈ 0.001 and sigmoid(5) ≈ 0.99.

Observations. We used a real-world dataset on PfPR in Sub-Saharan Africa from the Malaria Atlas Project (Bhatt et al.,
2015; Pfeffer et al., 2018; Weiss et al., 2019). We ignore temporal aspects, and only aim to interpolate spatial data across
all of Sub-Saharan Africa. We use a grid resolution of 256 × 256, equivalent to a ∼ 111 km2 resolution, and aggregate
the count of the number of positive cases and the number of examined to this resolution. Out of the grid, 7, 048 (10.75%)
entries had non-missing observations. We randomly allocated 80% of the observations (5, 621) to the train set and 20% to
the test set (1, 427).

24



Diffusion Models for Inverse Problems in the Exponential Family

F.4. Benchmark Methods

F.4.1. DIFFUSION POSTERIOR SAMPLING

Recall from (5) the following factorization of the conditional density py|xt
(y|xt) that we repeat here for convenience:

py|xt
(y|xt) =

∫
py|x0

(y|x0) px0|xt
(x0|xt) dx0.

for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1]. When py|x0
(y|x0) is a Gaussian distribution with mean H(x0) and known covariance matrix Σd = σ2Id,

Chung et al. (2023) proposed approximating py|xt
(y|xt) by py|x0

(y|x̂0) where x̂0 denotes the mean of px0|xt
(x0|xt):

x̂0 = Ex0∼px0|xt
[x0].

This approach approximates px0|xt
(x0|xt) with a Dirac delta function centered at x̂0. Consequently, the integral in (5)

simplifies to the following closed-form expression:

py|xt
(y|xt) ≈

1√
(2π)nσ2n

exp

[
−∥y −H(x̂0(xt))∥22

2σ2

]
where the dependency of x̂0 on xt has been made explicit by the notation x̂0(xt).Here, n represents the total number of
observations, defined in our notation as n = N × d. It is worth noting that Chung et al. (2023), in their experiments, focused
on the case where N = 1, making n = d. Nevertheless, their methodologies naturally extend to cases where N > 1.
Moreover, note that under our notation, H(·) = g−1(·).
In the context of VP-SDEs, x̂0 has an analytically tractable form:

x̂0 =
1√
αt

(xt + (1− αt)∇xt log pxt(xt)) , (17)

where αt = exp
(
−
(
tβ0 + (β1 − β0)

t2

2

))
. The expression in (17) is often referred to as Tweedie’s formula. Here, the

prior score function ∇xt log pxt(xt) appearing in (17) can be approximated using the score network sϕ⋆(xt, t).

Observations following a Normal distribution. For inverse problems corrupted by Gaussian noise with unknown mean
and known variance σ2, Chung et al. (2023) proposed to approximate the posterior score function with:

∇xt log pxt|y(xt|y) ≃ sϕ⋆(xt, t)− ρ

N∑
i=1

∇xt ∥yi −H(x̂0)∥22 ,

where ρ = 1/σ2.

Observations following a Poisson distribution. For inverse problems corrupted by Poisson noise, Chung et al. (2023)
proposed two methodologies. The first, termed Poisson-LS, applies the same least squares (LS) method used for Gaussian
noise. This approach is justified by the fact that Poisson noise approximates Gaussian noise in high signal-to-noise regimes.
The posterior score function associated with this approximation is expressed as:

∇xt
log pxt|y(xt|y) ≃ sϕ⋆(xt, t)− ρt

N∑
i=1

∇xt
∥yi −H(x̂0)∥22 .

where ρt is a weight that depends on diffusion timestep t. The second approach, which we call Poisson-DPS, adopts a shot
noise approximation. The posterior score function associated with this approximation is expressed as:

∇xt
log pxt|y(xt|y) ≃ sϕ⋆(xt, t)− ρt

N∑
i=1

∇xt
∥yi −H(x̂0)∥2Λi

. (18)

where ∥a∥2Λ = a⊤Λa and Λi is a diagonal matrix with entries [Λi]jj = 1/(2yi,j). The step size ρt in each method is set to

ρt =
ρ′√∑N

i=1 ∥yi −H(x̂0(xt))∥22
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where ρ′ is a hyperparameter which is manually chosen and where the dependency on xt has been made explicit. The
recommended value for Poisson noise is ρ′ = 0.3.

The results of the experiments discussed in Section 4.1 are presented in Appendix G.1. For the Gaussian likelihood
(Figure A5), we observed that DPS produced point estimates within the correct range but underestimated uncertainty.
We hypothesize that this discrepancy stems from DPS not fully capturing the uncertainty of the conditional distribution
py|xt

(y|xt). In contrast, our method yielded results closer to the ground truth MCMC posterior in both point estimates and
uncertainty quantification.

For the Poisson likelihood, we first tested a low-rate regime (Figure A6), where both Poisson-LS and Poisson-DPS performed
poorly. We suspected that the norm in (18) introduced numerical instabilities due to division by Poisson observations, which
struggle to handle zero-count events. To address this, we added a small noise term (0.01) to zero observations, but this did
not improve performance. We then tested a high-rate regime (Figure A7), yet the results remained unsatisfactory.

We also experimented with different values of ρ′ but observed no noticeable impact on performance. The results presented
use the recommended value ρ′ = 0.3.

F.4.2. GAUSSIAN PROCESS

To obtain the ground-truth MCMC results of the experiment presented in Section 4.1, we used PyStan version 3.10.0 (Stan
Development Team, 2025). Four Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) chains were run in parallel for 600 iterations, with the
first 100 iterations considered as warm-up.

F.4.3. GAUSSIAN MARKOV RANDOM FIELD

In the experiment described in Section 4.3, we compared our results with the case where the prior px0
(x0) was defined by a

GMRF. We considered a discrete set of d points S = {s1, . . . , sd}, where sj ∈ R2 for j = 1, . . . , d. We use the following
model:

yj ∼ Binomial(nj , θj),

θj = Sigmoid(β0 + x0,j)

p(β0) ∝ 1,

x0 ∼ N (0,K),

for j = 1, . . . , d and where K is a covariance matrix. Note that there are only one sample of the observations so we omit the
indexing on i.

The entries of K are given by
Ki,j = k(si, sj) for si, sj ∈ S,

where k(·, ·) is the kernel function. Lindgren et al. (2011) introduced an explicit link between a certain stochastic partial
differential equation and GMRFs. Lindgren et al. (2011) considers linear stochastic partial differential equations of the
form Lu(·) = W(·) to define random fields u(·) with differential operator L and W is a Gaussian white noise process on a
general domain. Choosing L = τ(κ2 −△)

α
2 , the resulting stochastic partial differential equation

τ(κ2 −△)
α
2 u = W

have stationary solutions with a Matérn kernel function of the form

k(s, s′) =
σ2

Γ(ν)2ν−1
(k||s− s′||)νKν(k||s− s′||).

Where ν = α = d
2 and σ2 = Γ(ν){Γ(α)(4π)d/2κ2ντ2}−1 and Kν is the modified Bessel function of the second kind.

ν > 0 is called the smoothness index (generally fixed to 1
2 ,

3
2 ,

5
2 ), κ > 0 is the spatial range and σ2 is the marginal

variance. The stochastic partial differential equation can be solved using the finite element method resulting in a GMRF.
This approach therefore allows the construction of sparse precision matrices for GMRFs that are invariant to geometry of the
spatial neighborhood and allow for extremely accurate low rank approximations with computational tractability. Inference
using these precision matricies is performed using approximate Bayesian inference via the integrated nested Laplace
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approximation (Rue et al., 2009) and constitutes the state-of-the-art in spatial statistics for approximate methods (Heaton
et al., 2018).

We used INLA version 24.12.11 to fit the GMRF. In the experiment, the Matérn stochastic partial differential equation with
the parameter α = 1 yielded the best results.
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G. Further Experimental Results
G.1. Further Results for Section 4.1

G.1.1. NORMAL OBSERVATIONS
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Figure A5. Posterior Density of θ given observations following a Normal distribution. Estimated posterior median (dot) and 95%
credible interval (error bars) by three methods (colors) along with the true value of θ (cross). The inference was performed given N = 1
observations following a Normal distribution for which the mean was equal to θ = x0 and the standard-deviation was fixed to σ = 1.

G.1.2. POISSON OBSERVATIONS
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Figure A6. Posterior Density of θ given observations following a Poisson distribution with low rate. Estimated posterior median (dot)
and 95% credible interval (error bars) by four methods (colors) along with the true value of θ (cross). The inference was performed given
N = 1 Poisson observations for which the rate was equal to θ = exp(x0).
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Figure A7. Posterior Density of θ given observations following a Poisson distribution with high rate. Estimated posterior median
(dot) and 95% credible interval (error bars) by four methods (colors) along with the true value of θ (cross). The inference was performed
given N = 1 Poisson observations for which the rate was equal to θ = exp(5 + x0).
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G.1.3. LOG-NORMAL OBSERVATIONS
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Figure A8. Posterior Density of θ given observations following a Log-Normal distribution. Estimated posterior median (dot) and 95%
credible interval (error bars) by three methods (colors) along with the true value of θ (cross). The inference was performed given N = 1
Log-Normal observations for which the logarithm of location was equal to θ = x0 and the logarithm of scale was fixed to σ = 1.

G.1.4. EXPONENTIAL OBSERVATIONS
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Figure A9. Posterior Density of θ given observations following an Exponential distribution. Estimated posterior median (dot) and
95% credible interval (error bars) by three methods (colors) along with the true value of θ (cross). The inference was performed given
N = 1 Exponential observations for which the rate was equal to θ = 1/ exp(x0).
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G.2. Further Results for Section 4.2
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Figure A10. Further Results for Score-Based Cox Process Experiment with ImageNet Intensity (1). (a) Observations in the train
set (80% of the grid points) sampled from a Cox Process with true intensity equal to the image in (b). (b) True Cox Process intensity
from the ImageNet validation set, transformed using an exponential link function. (c) Median of the estimated Cox Process intensity
posterior distribution using the Score-Based Cox Process method. (d) Interquartile range of the estimated Cox Process intensity posterior
distribution using the Score-Based Cox Process method.
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Figure A11. Further Results for Score-Based Cox Process Experiment with ImageNet Intensity (2). (a) Observations in the train
set (80% of the grid points) sampled from a Cox Process with true intensity equal to the image in (b). (b) True Cox Process intensity
from the ImageNet validation set, transformed using an exponential link function. (c) Median of the estimated Cox Process intensity
posterior distribution using the Score-Based Cox Process method. (d) Interquartile range of the estimated Cox Process intensity posterior
distribution using the Score-Based Cox Process method.
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Figure A12. Further Results for Score-Based Cox Process Experiment with London Buildings Height Intensity. (a) Observations
in the train set (80% of the grid points) sampled from a Cox Process with true intensity equal to the image in (b). (b) True Cox
Process intensity representing buildings height in London. (c) Median of the estimated Cox Process intensity posterior distribution using
the Score-Based Cox Process method. (d) Interquartile range of the estimated Cox Process intensity posterior distribution using the
Score-Based Cox Process method.
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Figure A13. Further Results for Score-Based Cox Process Experiment with Satellite Image Intensity. (a) Observations in the train
set (80% of the grid points) sampled from a Cox Process with true intensity equal to the image in (b). (b) True Cox Process Intensity
from Sentinel-2 Satellite Imagery of Manhattan, New York City. (c) Median of the estimated Cox Process intensity posterior distribution
using the Score-Based Cox Process method. (d) Interquartile range of the estimated Cox Process intensity posterior distribution using the
Score-Based Cox Process method.

N = 1 N = 10 N = 50 N = 500

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

Figure A14. Further Results for Score-Based Cox Process Experiment with Varying Number of Samples N . (Top) Median of the
estimated Cox Process intensity posterior distribution using the Score-Based Cox Process method. (Bottom) Interquartile range of the
estimated Cox Process intensity posterior distribution using the Score-Based Cox Process method.
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G.3. Further Results for Section 4.3
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Figure A15. Benchmark Comparison on the Prevalence of Malaria in Sub-Saharan Africa Experiment. (a) Empirical PfPR. (b)
Median of the estimated PfPR posterior distribution using our approach (MAE = 0.1207). (c) Mean of the estimated PfPR posterior
distribution using a GMRF (MAE = 0.1225). The inset plots highlight Nigeria, one of the countries with the highest malaria burden
worldwide. The empty entries either correspond to locations outside Sub-Saharan Africa or are attributed to lakes or desert zones.
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Figure A16. Posterior Predictive Checks of the Prevalence of Malaria in Sub-Saharan Africa Experiment. (Left) Empirical PfPR in
the train set against the median of the estimated PfPR posterior distribution (dot) along with the 95% credible interval (error bars). The
number of empirical PfPR in the train set lying inside the 95% credible interval was 80%. (Right) Empirical PfPR in the test set against
the median of the estimated PfPR posterior distribution (dot) along with the 95% credible interval (error bars). The number of empirical
PfPR in the test set lying inside the 95% credible interval was 78%.
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Figure A17. Posterior Predictive Checks for the Gaussian Markov Random Field model of the Prevalence of Malaria in Sub-
Saharan Africa Experiment. (Left) Empirical PfPR in the train set against the mean of the estimated PfPR posterior distribution by a
GMRF (dot) along with the 95% credible interval (error bars). The number of empirical PfPR in the train set lying inside the 95% credible
interval was 81%. (Right) Empirical PfPR in the test set against the mean of the estimated PfPR posterior distribution by a GMRF (dot)
along with the 95% credible interval (error bars). The number of empirical PfPR in the test set lying inside the 95% credible interval was
43%.
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H. Limitations
Our methodology inherits the characteristics of diffusion model-based methods, which tend to be relatively slow in terms of
sampling speed (see Appendix E). This limitation could potentially be mitigated by incorporating advanced samplers. Due
to the inherent stochasticity in the posterior sampling, as observed in Chung et al. (2023), we encountered failures among
the posterior samples when the signal-to-noise ratio was not properly tuned. To ensure numerical stability, we also had
to apply gradient clipping on the approximated posterior gradients (see Appendix E). Developing more robust techniques
to stabilize the sampling process presents an interesting avenue for future research. To the best of our knowledge, among
methods that explicitly approximate the measurement-matching term ∇xt

log py|xt
(y|xt), our approach is the only one

capable of handling observations following non-Gaussian distributions (see Daras et al. (2024) for a comprehensive survey
on the subject). However, compared to existing Gaussian-based methodologies, this flexibility comes at the additional cost
of training a separate neural network. Notably, though, both networks can be trained in parallel, potentially mitigating
computational overhead.
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I. Proofs
I.1. Proof of Lemma 3.4

Proof of Lemma 3.4. The KL divergence between pθ|xt
and qθ|ζ(xt) can be expressed as:

DKL(pθ|xt
||qθ|ζ(xt)) =

∫
pθ|xt

(θ|xt) log pθ|xt
(θ|xt) dθ −

∫
pθ|xt

(θ|xt) log qθ|ζ(xt)(θ|ζ(xt)) dθ (19)

Let the function C(xt) be defined as

C(xt) :=

∫
pθ|xt

(θ|xt) log pθ|xt
(θ|xt) dθ −

∫
pθ|xt

(θ|xt) log(hθ(θ))dθ.

Substituting (8) into the KL divergence in (19), we obtain

DKL(pθ|xt
||qθ|ζ(xt)) = C(xt) +Aθ(ζ(xt))

(∫
pθ|xt

(θ|xt)dθ

)
− ζ(xt)

⊤
(∫

pθ|xt
(θ|xt)Tθ(θ) dθ

)
= C(xt) +Aθ(ζ(xt))− ζ(xt)

⊤Epθ|xt
[Tθ(θ)].

(20)

Notice that
Epθ|xt

[Tθ(θ)] = Epx0|xt
[Tθ(g

−1(x0))]

can be plugged in (20) to obtain the desired result.

I.2. Proof of Theorem 3.5

Throughout this section, we denote by pθ(θ) the marginal distribution of θ. Before proving Theorem 3.5 we need to show
the following result.

Lemma I.1. Let ζ(xt) be a Lipschitz continuous function. Suppose the following conditions hold:

Eθ∼pθ
[∥Tθ(θ)∥2] < ∞,

Eθ∼pθ
[∥g(θ)∥2 ∥Tθ(θ)∥2] < ∞.

(21)

Then, the following integral is finite for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1]:∫
px0

(x0)

∫
pxt|x0

(xt)|ζ(xt)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x0))|dxtdx0 < ∞. (22)

Proof. We express the conditions in (21) in terms of x0. Recall that x0 = g(θ), therefore:

Ex0∼px0

[∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

]
< ∞

Ex0∼px0

[
∥x0∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

]
< ∞.

(23)

Let ζ(xt) be a K-Lipschitz continuous function with respect to the Euclidean norm ∥·∥2. Recall from (1) that xt|x0 follows
a multivariate normal distribution2 with mean

√
αtx0 and covariance matrix vtId. We use the triangle inequality and then

the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to obtain the following bound

|ζ(xt)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x0))| ≤ |(ζ(xt)− ζ(
√
αtx0))

⊤Tθ(g
−1(x0))|+ |ζ(√αtx0)

⊤Tθ(g
−1(x0))|

≤ ∥ζ(xt)− ζ(
√
αtx0)∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
+ ∥ζ(√αtx0)∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

(24)

for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1]. Additionally, the Lipschitz continuity of ζ can be applied to the bound in (24), resulting in the following
bound

|ζ(xt)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x0))| ≤ K ∥xt −
√
αtx0∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
+ ∥ζ(√αtx0)∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

≤ K ∥xt∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
+K

√
αt ∥x0∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

+ ∥ζ(√αtx0)∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2

(25)

2Note that in (1), xt is defined with dimension dx. However, throughout Section 3, we assume xt has the same dimension d as y for
consistency with the problem setup.
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where the final inequality follows from the triangle inequality. The inequality in (25) represents a bound for the integrand
in (22). The comparison test for Lebesgue integrability (see (Royden & Fitzpatrick, 2010, Proposition 4.16)) states that, to
show the integral in (22) is finite given the bound in (25), it is sufficient to verify that the following integrals are finite:

I1 := K
√
αt

∫
px0

(x0) ∥x0∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
dx0 (26a)

I2 :=

∫
px0

(x0) ∥ζ(
√
αtx0)∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
dx0 (26b)

I3 := K

∫
px0(x0)

∫
pxt|x0

(xt) ∥xt∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
dxtdx0 (26c)

We will now show that each I1, I2 and I3 is finite for any t ∈ [ϵ, 1].

I1 is finite. This follows immediately from (26a) and (23).

I2 is finite. Let c be an arbitrary point in the domain of ζ. By using the triangle inequality and the Lipschitz continuity of
ζ, the integrand of (26b) can be bounded as follows

∥ζ(√αtx0)∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
≤ ∥ζ(√αtx0)− ζ(c)∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
+ ∥ζ(c)∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

≤ K ∥√αtx0 − c∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
+ ∥ζ(c)∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

≤ (K
√
αt +K ∥c∥2 + ∥ζ(c)∥2) ∥x0∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

(27)

where the last inequality follows again by the triangle inequality. Notice that it follows immediately from (27) and (23) that

(K
√
αt +K ∥c∥2 + ∥ζ(c)∥2)

∫
px0

(x0) ∥x0∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
dx0 < ∞ (28)

for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1]. Hence, it follows immediately from (28) and the comparison test for Lebesgue integrability that I2 is finite
for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1].

I3 is finite. Notice that xt
d
=

√
αtx0 +

√
vtz with z ∼ Nd(0, Id). Therefore, it follows from (26c) that

I3 = K

∫
px0(x0)

∫
pz(z) ∥

√
αtx0 +

√
vtz∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
dzdx0 (29)

where pz(z) is the density of the standard multivariate normal random variable z. We wish to show that I3 is finite by using
the expression in (29). It follows from the triangle inequality that the the integrand of (29) satisfies the following inequality

∥√αtx0 +
√
vtz∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
≤ √

αt ∥x0∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
+

√
vt ∥z∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2

(30)

Given (30), it is sufficient to show that

√
αt

∫
px0

(x0) ∥x0∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
dx0 +

√
vt

∫
px0

(x0)

∫
pz(z) ∥z∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
dzdx0 < ∞ (31)

for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1] to conclude, by the comparison test for Lebesgue integrability, that I3 is finite for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1].

Notice that it follows from (23) that

√
αt

∫
px0

(x0) ∥x0∥2
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
dx0 < ∞ (32)

for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1]. Furthermore, recall that for a standard multivariate normal random variable z ∼ Nd(0, Id) with
z = (z1, . . . , zd), the expectation of its ℓ2-norm satisfies the following bound:

Epz [∥z∥2] ≤

√√√√ d∑
i=1

Var(z2i ) =
√
d. (33)
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where the first inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. It follows from (33) that∫
px0

(x0)

∫
pz(z) ∥

√
vtz∥2

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
dzdx0 =

√
vt (Epz [∥z∥2])

(∫
px0

(x0)
∥∥Tθ(g

−1(x0))
∥∥
2
dx0

)
≤
√

vtd

(∫
px0(x0)

∥∥Tθ(g
−1(x0))

∥∥
2
dx0

)
< ∞

(34)

for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1], where the last inequality follows from (23). Then, it follows from (32) and (34) that the inequality in (31)
is satisfied for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1]. This shows that I3 is finite for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1].

We have verified that I1, I2 and I3 are finite for any t ∈ [ϵ, 1]. This concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. In order to show the desired result, it is sufficient to show that

Et∼U(ϵ,1),xt∼pxt

[
ζ(xt)

⊤Epx̃0|xt
[Tθ(g

−1(x̃0))]
]
= Et∼U(ϵ,1),x0∼px0

,xt∼pxt|x0
,

[
ζ(xt)

⊤Tθ(g
−1(x0))

]
. (35)

To begin, we express the LHS of (35) explicitly as an integral:

Et∼U(ϵ,1),xt∼pxt

[
ζ(xt)

⊤Epx̃0|xt
[Tθ(g

−1(x̃0))]
]

=

∫
t

pU(ϵ,1)(t)

∫
xt

pxt
(xt)

∫
x̃0

px̃0|xt
(x̃0)ζ(xt)

⊤Tθ(g
−1(x̃0))dx̃0dxtdt

=

∫
t

pU(ϵ,1)(t)

∫
xt

∫
x̃0

pxt
(xt)px̃0|xt

(x̃0)ζ(xt)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x̃0))dx̃0dxtdt

=

∫
t

pU(ϵ,1)(t)

∫
xt

∫
x̃0

pxt|x̃0
(xt)px̃0

(x̃0)ζ(xt)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x̃0))dx̃0dxtdt

(36)

where in the last equality we have used Bayes’ theorem as follows

pxt(xt)px̃0|xt
(x̃0) = pxt|x̃0

(xt)px̃0(x̃0).

Lemma I.1 verifies, under the assumptions in the statement of the theorem, a sufficient condition to apply Fubini’s theorem
as follows∫

xt

∫
x̃0

pxt|x̃0
(xt)px̃0

(x̃0)ζ(xt)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x̃0))dx̃0dxt =∫
x̃0

∫
xt

px̃0
(x̃0)pxt|x̃0

(xt)ζ(xt)
⊤Tθ(g

−1(x̃0))dxtdx̃0 (37)

for all t ∈ [ϵ, 1]. We now plug (37) into (36) to obtain

Et∼U(ϵ,1),xt∼pxt

[
ζ(xt)

⊤Epx̃0|xt
[Tθ(g

−1(x̃0))]
]

=

∫
t

pU(ϵ,1)(t)

∫
x̃0

px̃0
(x̃0)

∫
xt

pxt|x̃0
(xt)ζ(xt)

⊤Tθ(g
−1(x̃0))dxtdx̃0dt

= Et∼U(ϵ,1),x0∼px0
,xt∼pxt|x0

[
ζ(xt)

⊤Tθ(g
−1(x0))

]
which shows the desired result.
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