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Abstract

Blind inverse problems in imaging arise from uncertain-
ties in the system used to collect (noisy) measurements of
images. Recovering clean images from these measurements
typically requires identifying the imaging system, either im-
plicitly or explicitly. A common solution leverages genera-
tive models as priors for both the images and the imaging
system parameters (e.g., a class of point spread functions).
To learn these priors in a straightforward manner requires
access to a dataset of clean images as well as samples of the
imaging system. We propose an AmbientGAN-based gener-
ative technique to identify the distribution of parameters in
unknown imaging systems, using only unpaired clean im-
ages and corrupted measurements. This learned distribu-
tion can then be used in model-based recovery algorithms
to solve blind inverse problems such as blind deconvolu-
tion. We successfully demonstrate our technique for learn-
ing Gaussian blur and motion blur priors from noisy mea-
surements and show their utility in solving blind deconvolu-
tion with diffusion posterior sampling.

1. Introduction
Computational imaging techniques are integral across a
wide range of disciplines, including astronomy [18, 56], mi-
croscopy [12, 50], medicine [22, 49], and consumer elec-
tronics [16]. Under additive noise, the imaging system can
be modeled as

y = A(x) + η, (1)

where x ∈ Cn is the image, A : Cn → Cm represents the
measurement (forward) operator, η ∈ Cm is random addi-
tive noise, and y ∈ Cm are the measurements. The cen-
tral challenge is to estimate the clean image x from mea-

surements y, a task known as the inverse problem. This
problem is typically ill-posed due to additive noise (η) and
potentially insufficient measurements (m < n) for stable
inversion.

Numerous classical [17, 42] and deep learning-based
methods [7, 21, 29, 48] have been proposed to address sig-
nal recovery. These methods commonly assume that the
measurement process A is known a priori, allowing it to be
used directly in the recovery algorithm. This assumption
implies that the exact characteristics of the imaging system
used to acquire the measurements are known.

Figure 1. Example of imaging system setup where the measure-
ment process is unknown due to hardware, environment, or scene
variables.

Blind Inverse Problems. In many practical scenarios, the
imaging system is not known exactly at the time of signal
recovery, but can be modeled as belonging to a family of
forward models Aκ, where κ parameterizes the unknown
components. The uncertainty in the imaging system can
stem from various sources, and can often be modeled sta-
tistically. Randomness may be introduced by the imaging
hardware itself, such as fixed but unknown lens aberrations.
Uncertainty may also arise from hardware-agnostic effects
like camera shake [15], motion blur due to scene dynamics
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Figure 2. Schematic block diagram illustrating our algorithm for unsupervised learning of the imaging system parameters. We learn a
generative network Gθ that generates system parameters κg . Given a set of training images {x1, x2, · · · , xN}, we pass these images along
with the parameters κg through the imaging system to generate measurements yg . The discriminative network Dϕ is trained to distinguish
between the generated measurements yg and actual measurements yr ∼ {y1, y2, · · · , yN}. Note that the image dataset and measurement
dataset are unpaired, independent, and disjoint of one another.

[19], or atmospheric turbulence [44]. In these cases, even if
the imaging hardware is static, the overall system is not, ne-
cessitating estimation of the imaging system for each mea-
surement capture.

Model-based algorithms for blind inverse problems
jointly estimate both the clean image x and the correct for-
ward model Aκ corresponding to the measurement data y
[1, 35, 40, 41, 59]. This is typically accomplished by im-
posing priors on the image, p(x), and the measurement
model, p(A) [13]. While it is often feasible to learn p(x)
through generative modeling using available clean images
x ∼ p(x), directly observing or learning p(A) is more chal-
lenging. This is because the imaging system itself is not
directly observed; rather, only the measurements y ∼ p(y)
that follow Eq. 1. Moreover, it is not practical to assume
a training set of paired data of images and measurements,
i.e. {(xi, yi)}i∈[N ], which further complicates the learning
of the imaging system.

Our approach. We are interested in the setting where we
do not have access to direct observations of the forward
process or paired data. We assume there is some low-
dimensional structure in the forward process, and we as-
sume access to an independent training set of clean images,
and an independent training set of measurements. We build
upon the principles of AmbientGAN [8], but with a cru-
cial distinction: instead of learning the distribution of clean
images, we learn the distribution of forward operators us-
ing the unpaired images and measurements as training data.
Our underlying assumption is that the measurement process
can be represented implicitly by a generative model due to
some underlying low-dimensional structure.

This approach to learning the imaging system from un-
paired examples naturally integrates with downstream sys-
tem ID tasks that have model uncertainty (e.g. in blind de-
convolution). Traditional blind deconvolution methods rely
on alternating or joint estimation of the image and the blur
kernel by assuming both are unknown and iteratively re-
fining both components [1, 35, 59]. With our generative
model-based framework, the learned distribution of forward
operators p(A) can be used to provide a robust prior for
the measurement operator in these solvers. This prior can
guide off-the-shelf blind deconvolution algorithms by con-
straining the possible forms of the blur kernel, improving
convergence to accurate solutions even when no exact oper-
ator measurements are available [13]. Our approach acts as
a flexible plug-in for downstream tasks that require a statis-
tical model for the imaging system.

Our Contributions

1. We propose an unsupervised algorithm that learns a prior
distribution over forward operators using only unpaired
clean images and corrupted measurements that are in-
dependent and disjoint from one-another. Forward op-
erators are structured operators defined by a physical
imaging system, and in this paper we consider Gaussian
smoothing and motion blur, though other structure can
also be incorporated. We design a network architecture
for the generative model which respects the physics of
the imaging system and then leverage the loss function
in AmbientGAN [8] to train the model.

2. We experimentally show that our method is robust to ad-
ditive noise in the imaging system. The experiments in



Section 4.3 show that our method is robust in low-SNR
settings.

3. Our learning algorithm is independent of the down-
stream system ID or signal recovery algorithm. In Sec-
tion 4.4, we show that this modular approach of learning
system priors can be used in off-the-shelf state-of-the-art
algorithms [13] for blind deconvolution.

4. In Section 4.4, we evaluate our algorithm on the classical
problems of Gaussian and motion deblurring. We find
that training with imaging forward processes learned
with our technique enables reconstruction quality close
to that of models trained with direct access to imaging
system forward process examples.
These contributions provide a versatile and robust tool

for enabling blind inverse imaging problem solvers, ad-
dressing limitations of previous models that rely on direct
observations of measurement systems. While we focus on
the application of blind deblurring here, our framework has
the potential to be applied to more general structured blind
inverse problems.

2. Related Work
2.1. Generative Modeling

The goal of generative modeling is to learn a probability
distribution p(x) with access to a training set of individual
samples {xi}i=1,...N . This can be done by a variety of dif-
ferent ways [20, 24, 33, 34, 52]. Each approach has pros and
cons [6]; here we focus on generative adversarial networks
(GAN) and diffusion models as we use attractive properties
of GANs for the task of learning the imaging model and
we use diffusion models for the downstream task of blind
inverse problems.

GANs are a class of implicit generative models which
learn to sample from the desired distribution p(x) by solv-
ing a min-max optimization problem between competing
generator Gθ and discriminator networks Dϕ. In their
most basic form, GANs are trained by optimizing network
weights θ, ϕ using the optimization objective

min
Gθ

max
Dϕ

Ex∼p(x)[ln(Dϕ(x))]

+ Ez∼pz(z)[ln(1−Dϕ(Gθ(z)))]. (2)

There are many practical issues that arise when training
GANs. For example, the inherent instability in solving a
min-max problem can lead to mode collapse. To address
these issues, a variety of alterations and improvements over
the basic objective and training procedure above have been
proposed such as Wasserstein GANs [3] and discriminator
augmentation [27].

Diffusion models are a class of generative models that
approximate a target data distribution p(x) by learning to
reverse a process that gradually transforms data into noise

over a continuous time interval [24, 28, 52]. They do this
by learning to estimate the score function ∇x log pt(x) of
a family of intermediate distributions pt(x), where pt(x)
is a progressively noised version of the original data distri-
bution. These distributions pt(x) are produced by adding
noise to the data in a continuous or discrete fashion, con-
trolled by a variance schedule.

The forward (or diffusion) process that creates these
noised distributions can be formalized as a Stochastic Dif-
ferential Equation (SDE), which models the continuous-
time addition of noise:

dx = f(x, t)dt+ g(t)dω, (3)

where f(x, t) is the drift term which controls the determin-
istic part of the transformation, g(t) is the diffusion term
that scales the noise added at each time step, and ω is Brow-
nian motion. It is possible to learn the score of intermedi-
ate distributions in an unsupervised fashion using denoising
score matching [55]. With the score function in hand, sam-
ples can be drawn from p(x) by solving the following SDE
[28, 52]:

dx = [f(x, t)− g2(t)∇x log pt(x)]dt+ g(t)dω̄, (4)

which can be solved using Euler integration and other
higher order solvers. A common assumption for train-
ing these models is direct access to clean samples
{xi}i=1,...,N ∼ p(x).

2.2. Unsupervised Learning

Generative models are typically trained with access to a
large dataset of signals from the desired distribution. In
practice, however, this is not always possible. Specifi-
cally, since most signals of interest are collected in the nat-
ural world using physical measurement devices it is com-
mon that the underlying signal distribution is corrupted by
the action of the measurement process (e.g., noise, low-
resolution, etc.). A valid question then arises: when can we
learn the signal distribution p(x) with access only to mea-
surements y ∼ p(y) where y = A(x) + η?

Ultimately this requires varying alterations to the train-
ing procedure depending on the generative model type
[8, 14, 30, 31, 37]. To guarantee recovery even in the noise-
less case, there must often also be assumptions over the un-
derlying dimensionality of the p(x) in addition to the struc-
ture of the measurement process A used to collect data[53].
In the case that additive noise is present in the measurement
data, recovery of p(x) is often still theoretically possible
[53]. The application of unsupervised learning in the con-
text of inverse problems almost always assumes a known
forward model A and an unknown image distribution p(x).



2.3. Blind Inverse Problem Solvers with Deep
Learning

As with traditional inverse problems, blind-inverse prob-
lems can be solved in a variety of ways. In the context of
deep learning, the first of such categories is end-to-end esti-
mation. In this category it is common to assume a dataset of
clean signal + corrupt measurement pairs {xi, yi}i=1,...,N

which can then be used to directly train a neural network
fθ(·) : y → x to invert the forward process y = Ax + η
(e.g., MMSE estimators), or training a time-conditional
sampler to sample from the posterior distribution p(x|y)
[58]. A key drawback to end-to-end techniques is that they
struggle to adapt to distribution shifts in the corruption pro-
cess at test time [38]. Additionally, those techniques which
produce deterministic estimators have been shown to be
provably sub-optimal when it comes to perceptual quality
[5, 47].

Another category leverages generative models as plug-
and-play priors in a stochastic sampling scheme, for exam-
ple using diffusion models[4, 13, 36, 39]. These techniques
typically assume independence and have separate priors for
the image and forward operator. Perhaps the most popu-
lar of such approaches, Blind Diffusion Posterior Sampling
[13], runs joint optimization through a parallel sampling
procedure over the image and the measurement system:

dx =
(
−β(t)

2
x− β(t)

[
∇xt

log p(y|x̂0, κ̂)

+Dθx(xt, t)
])
dt+

√
β(t)dω̄ (5)

dκ =
(
−β(t)

2
κ− β(t)

[
∇κt

log p(y|x̂0, κ̂)

+Dθκ(κt, t)
])
dt+

√
β(t)dω̄ (6)

Where β(t) ∈ R is a time dependent signal scaling, and
Dθx and Dθκ are pre-trained diffusion networks on images
and forward operators, respectively. This approach, and
others like it, allow for more modular training and don’t
require paired data of clean images xi and measurement
operators Aκ. They do, however, require access to direct
observations of Aκ which is not always possible. Recent
approaches that do not assume distributional independence
attempt to sample from the joint posterior [46].

3. Our Approach – Double Blind Imaging
As stated above, many SOTA approaches to solving blind
inverse problems require information about the prior over
possible measurement operators p(A) [13, 36]. We pro-
pose learning this from only unpaired samples of clean im-
ages and corrupted measurements. In other words, we use

samples from the marginal distributions xi ∼ p(x) and
yj ∼ p(y) respectively where it is assumed that

y = Aκ(x) + η (7)

where Aκ ∼ p(Aκ), and η is additive noise of a known fam-
ily (Gaussian with known variance in this work). It is also
assumed that Aκ and x are independent random variables.

A schematic diagram of our approach is shown in Fig-
ure 2. Our method approximates p(Aκ) implicitly by learn-
ing how to match the measurement distribution p(y) by se-
lecting an xi from the clean dataset and passing it through a
synthetic measurement system sampled from some genera-
tor function Aκ = Gθ(z), where z ∼ N (0, I). Importantly,
we assume some structure about A is known, e.g. through
the parameterization κ. For example, for blind deconvolu-
tion, κ defines a k-dimensional convolution kernel.

More specifically, we use the following GAN inspired
objective:

min
Gθ

max
Dϕ

Ey∼p(y) [ln(Dϕ(y))]

+ Ez∼pz(z),x∼p(x),η∼p(η) [ln(1−Dϕ(Gθ(z)x+ η))] .
(8)

Note here that the discriminator does not incentive the out-
put of the generative process to create realistic images but
rather it pushes to learn realistic measurements which may
be corrupted images (e.g., blurred, noised, etc.). The ob-
jective above is similar to that of AmbientGAN [8], except
that we learn the generator of imaging systems (degrada-
tions processes) instead of clean distributions of signals.

Due to the implicit nature of GAN training, a natural so-
lution to learning in the presence of additive noise can be
achieved. This is done by simply adding the correct amount
of random noise at training time to the generated measure-
ments from the synthetic imaging system. This implicitly
deconvolves the noisy measurement distribution we learn
to match with the additive noise distribution used to corrupt
our real measurement data distribution.

4. Experiments
We focus our experiments on blind deconvolution, where
Aκ is a linear shift invariant system and κ is a k-dimensional
convolution kernel. While our approach can handle other
low-dimensional structure, we leave more general forward
operator constructions for future work.

4.1. Point Spread Function Identification

We experiment with two different unknown point spread
function (PSF) classes: unknown Gaussian blurring, and
unknown motion blurring. In both cases, the kernel is as-
sumed to have k = 128 × 128 coefficients. Figure 4
shows random PSF samples from each class. We conduct



Figure 3. BDPS reconstructions for blind Gaussian (top) and motion (bottom) deblurring on AFHQ 128×128. Using various kernel priors.

Figure 4. Ground truth point spread functions for both the Gaus-
sian (left) and motion (right) examples.

all training experiments on the AFHQ dataset [11] resized
to 128 × 128 images. We split the training dataset into
two non-overlapping subsets of N = 7000 images. One
subset we keep as clean images {xi}i=1,...,N ∼ p(x) the
other set of images is passed through random operators
sampled from {Aκ,j}j=1,...,N ∼ p(Aκ) to create a dataset
{yj}j=1,...,N ∼ p(y). We emphasize that in this setup there
are no image/measurement pairs shared between either sub-
set of the training data. See Figure 5 for example of these
subsets in the training dataset.

4.2. Imaging Generator Architecture Choice

In general, for linear inverse problems, the measurement
model requires a generative architecture that outputs a ma-
trix A ∈ Rm×n. If however, we know that the imaging
system is inherently lower dimensional (e.g., linear shift
invariant) we can adjust the architecture of our generative
model accordingly. In the LSI case we consider here we
have k = 128×128 free parameters which must be learned.
With this in mind we use the architecture proposed in [27].

Figure 5. Example training split of unpaired data where the top
row is for Gaussian blur and the bottom row is motion blur.

We used 17M parameters for the generator, and 30M for
the discriminator. If we know certain things about the imag-
ing system we can incorporate constraints directly into the
imaging system generator itself. For example, we can add
an energy constraint by including a softmax layer so as to
only output normalized PSFs. To explore the effect of these
architecture constraints we train two sets of models: (1)
without softmax constraints (2) with softmax constraints.
All models were trained for 22000 steps using a batch size
of 16. We show that adding these architecture type con-
straints to the generative network can improve the repre-
sentation quality of the imaging system. See Figure 6 for
example PSFs learned when using GAN architectures with
and without normalization aware architectures. For the re-
mainder of experiments we use a softmax output to normal-
ize the PSFs.

4.3. Noise Robustness

To test our method’s robustness to additive noise, we used
the motion blur case and added varying amounts of Gaus-
sian noise, σ ∈ {0.0, 0.05, 0.10, 0.20}, to the measure-
ments. See Figure 7 for example measurements at each
noise level. We applied our technique to learn the underly-



Figure 6. Comparisons of imaging systems learned with uncon-
strained vs. constrained generator architectures.

Figure 7. Noised measurement examples at various noise levels.

ing distribution of PSFs in the presence of such noise with
known value σ. We note here that noise was added a single
time to all measurement data and that our networks did not
see different noise instances for the same underlying blurred
image at training time which ensures a more realistic train-
ing setting. See Figure 8 for random examples of learned
motion PSFs at each noise level.

4.4. Double-blind diffusion posterior sampling

Perhaps the most important measure of our proposed tech-
nique’s utility is its use as a prior for solving blind inverse
problems as a downstream task. There are many solvers that
have been recently introduced [4, 13, 36, 46] which could
have been used here. As our goal is not to propose a new
blind inverse problem solver, but rather to show its use as a
drop-in replacement, we choose a single popular method to
evaluate our technique.

To test this we used the Blind Diffusion Posterior Sam-
pling (BDPS) [13] method which leverages parallel diffu-
sion models: one trained on clean images, another trained
on PSF kernels. Inference is then run using Eqs. 5 and 6.
We used both the AFHQ dataset at 128×128 and the FFHQ
dataset at 256× 256 for these experiments. For AFHQ, we

Figure 8. PSFs learned using the proposed technique on data at
various noise levels.

trained a diffusion model over the 7000 clean images in our
training dataset. For FFHQ, we used the pretrained model
from [13].

We then trained diffusion models over the PSFs for a va-
riety of different cases, either using ground truth simulated
kernels (i.e. first column of Figure 6), or kernels sampled
from our trained generators (i.e. third column of Figure 6).
In both cases we used 7000 PSF samples to train each dif-
fusion model. The image and kernel networks were each
trained for 150, 000 steps using a batch size of 32. In-
ference was 1000 steps using the repository provided by
[13]. For both the blind Gaussian and motion deblurring
on AFHQ and FFHQ, we ran inference using a variety of
kernel diffusion models. (1) The kernel model trained on
ground-truth kernels (Correct); (2) a uniform prior over
kernels (Uniform); (3) the incorrect kernel prior for the
other task (e.g., Gaussian kernel model for motion deblur-
ring and vice-versa)(Mismatch); and (4) the kernel trained
on PSFs from our generative imaging technique (Ours). We
display numerical results for both the blind Gaussian de-
blurring and motion deblurring cases on both the AFHQ and
FFHQ datasets for both the image and kernel reconstruc-
tions in tables 1, 2 and 3,4 respectively. We show exam-
ple reconstructions for the AFHQ and FFHQ experiments
in Figures 3 and 9 respectively.

Metrics. We report metrics over test sets of N = 200
images for both AFHQ and FFHQ experiments. For images



Kernel Prior PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) LPIPS (↓) FID (↓) CMMD (↓) NIQE (↓)

Correct (Gaussian) 22.17 0.563 0.1538 39.14 0.249 7.516
Uniform 11.43 0.207 0.443 111.82 0.602 9.828

Mismatch (Motion) 21.72 0.558 0.203 53.85 0.587 7.264
OURS 21.81 0.550 0.1595 40.00 0.280 7.608

Correct (Motion) 21.97 0.587 0.1401 40.76 0.345 6.520
Uniform 11.63 0.212 0.4326 102.57 0.555 9.773

Mismatch (Gaussian) 18.53 0.393 0.2608 73.00 0.892 7.444
OURS 21.43 0.555 0.1502 42.724 0.332 7.105

Table 1. Image reconstruction metrics on AFHQ 128× 128 blind gaussian (top) and motion (bottom) deblurring using a variety of priors
for the kernel.

Kernel Prior PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) LPIPS (↓) FID (↓) CMMD (↓) NIQE (↓)

Correct (Gaussian) 25.53 0.721 0.1511 58.93 0.076 5.622
Uniform 14.68 0.363 0.3863 93.02 1.048 5.3886

Mismatch (Motion) 24.835 0.712 0.2643 86.00 0.395 8.0117
OURS 25.16 0.714 0.1552 60.57 0.082 5.6688

Correct (Motion) 24.93 0.720 0.1602 63.27 0.092 5.923
Uniform 14.68 0.362 0.3893 94.60 0.990 5.3212

Mismatch (Gaussian) 21.51 0.597 0.2455 85.30 0.629 5.9278
OURS 24.70 0.710 0.1539 60.36 0.090 5.7292

Table 2. Image reconstruction metrics on FFHQ 256 × 256 blind gaussian (top) and motion (bottom) deblurring using a variety of priors
for the kernel.

Figure 9. BDPS reconstructions for blind Gaussian (top) and motion (bottom) deblurring on FFHQ 256×256. Using various kernel priors.

we report image-to-image based metrics such as SSIM [57],
PSNR, and LPIPS as well as reference free metrics such as
FID, CMMD [26], and NIQE [51]. To evaluate the quality
of the reconstructed kernel we use MSE, MAE, and MNC
[25].

5. Results and Discussion

From our experiments we see that for both Gaussian and
motion blurring, we are able to recover useful information
about the underlying imaging system. Specifically, we can
implicitly represent the imaging system prior using a gen-
erative model trained on unpaired sets of images and cor-



Kernel Prior MSE (↓) MAE (↓) MNC (↑)

Correct (Gaussian) 0.0006 0.0072 0.9982
Uniform 0.0162 0.1100 0.905

Mismatch (Motion) 0.0037 0.0249 0.9807
OURS 0.0009 0.0121 0.9960

Correct (Motion) 0.0010 0.0048 0.9944
Uniform 0.0173 0.1116 0.9023

Mismatch (Gaussian) 0.0032 0.0109 0.9798
OURS 0.0017 0.0144 0.9898

Table 3. Kernel reconstruction metrics on AFHQ 128× 128 blind
gaussian (top) and motion (bottom) deblurring using a variety of
priors for the kernel.

Kernel Prior MSE (↓) MAE (↓) MNC (↑)

Correct (Gaussian) 0.0012 0.0098 0.9956
Uniform 0.0140 0.1019 0.9239

Mismatch (Motion) 0.0065 0.0503 0.9733
OURS 0.0026 0.0260 0.9897

Correct (Motion) 0.0017 0.0144 0.9939
Uniform 0.0151 0.1034 0.9197

Mismatch (Gaussian) 0.0036 0.0152 0.9775
OURS 0.0034 0.0342 0.9887

Table 4. Kernel reconstruction metrics on FFHQ 256× 256 blind
gaussian (top) and motion (bottom) deblurring using a variety of
priors for the kernel.

rupted measurements. Samples from the generative model
closely match true samples drawn from the respective dis-
tribution, even in the presence of noise (Figure 8).

Successful recovery of the PSFs is feasible because our
generative model and forward model take advantage of a
prior structure. In the case of the forward model, we as-
sume in this work linear shift invariance, which implies the
forward operator as parameterized by at most n degrees of
freedom. In practice, following [13], we further constrain
this to k < n to model localized blurring. When creating
a “fake” sample y to compare to a true sample yj , we use
the explicit knowledge that the measurement operator rep-
resents a convolution. Other structure could be imposed, for
example to represent nonlinearities such as phase retrieval
[37], turbulence [9], or other degradation such as quantiza-
tion, saturation, and gamma correction [2].

As a simple example, in Figure 6 we showed that by
modifying the architecture of the generator representing the
imaging system we can inject domain knowledge about the
physics of our imaging system to guide the learning proce-
dure to more realistic imaging systems. Specifically, we ob-
served that kernels produced from the softmax-constrained
architecture provided more isotropic kernels for Gaussian

and straighter kernels for motion than did their respective
unconstrained generator counterparts. This is very impor-
tant, in that it allows an explicit and relatively straight for-
ward process for including knowledge of imaging physics
to guide the learning procedure. Although not explored fur-
ther in this paper, it is possible to enforce other useful prop-
erties in network architectures such as equivariance [10, 23]
which have proven to be very useful in other signal recovery
settings in imaging [10, 53].

Additionally, we displayed the noise robust properties of
our technique which requires only knowing the statistics of
the additive noise distribution (i.e., mean/variance of Gaus-
sian noise). Even at very high noise levels σ = 0.20 (Fig. 7)
we were able to recover meaningful kernel representations
(Fig. 8). This is in part owed to the implicit distribution
deconvolution properties of adversarial training which can
be achieved by simply adding the correct additive noise at
training time. We note that it is not unrealistic to know
the additive noise statistics of a given imaging measurement
process through classical estimation [43] or to even correct
for it with access only to corrupted measurements [45, 54].
For example, in MRI this is done with a simple pre-scan
[32].

Our method is useful for downstream tasks that require
access to a prior model of the measurement system without
direct access to imaging system examples at training time.
A straightforward application of this is solving blind inverse
problems. While a variety of methods could be used, in-
cluding end-to-end learning, here we focus on BDPS be-
cause our prior is a straightforward drop-in replacement.
We emphasize that our technique is not meant to compete
with these methods, but rather provide the ability to do
“double-blind” imaging. With this in mind, we observed
that by using our technique to learn the distribution of imag-
ing systems we were able to provide both numerical (Tables
1, 2, 3, and 4 ) and qualitative results (Figures 3 and 9)
which demonstrate that the prior we learn over imaging sys-
tems only gives minimal degradations in restoration perfor-
mance when compared to using true examples of imaging
systems to train on.

A key drawback of our approach, however, is that to use
our technique with diffusion based solvers required a two-
stage training procedure: (1) training a GAN according to
Section 3, followed by (2) training a diffusion model on
samples from the GAN in the previous step. As stated previ-
ously, there are unsupervised methods for training diffusion
models [14]. However, they explicitly require paired access
to the measurement model and measurements. This was the
primary motivator for using a GAN style training objective
for our method rather than newer SOTA supervised genera-
tive techniques such as diffusion. Other recent approaches
have also explored this paradigm [37].



6. Conclusion
We proposed and validated a generative technique to learn
stochastic imaging systems from unpaired + noisy data to
assist in downstream imaging tasks such as solving blind
inverse problems. The training scheme allows for easy in-
corporation of prior physical system knowledge through ar-
chitecture construction and can easily handle noisy data by
adding appropriately matched noise at training time. We
demonstrated our technique for recovering the distributions
of two blind deconvolution tasks: Gaussian blur and motion
blur. Finally, we demonstrated that the measurement system
distribution which we learned can be very helpful in down-
stream blind inverse problem tasks such as image recovery.
There is still a great deal of work which must be explored to
(1) remove the need for two step training to use SOTA blind
solvers (2) evaluate performance on more general linear and
nonlinear imaging systems.
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