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Abstract

Given an unconditional diffusion model 7(z, y), using it to perform conditional
simulation 7(x | y) is still largely an open question and is typically achieved by
learning conditional drifts to the denoising SDE after the fact. In this work, we
express conditional simulation as an inference problem on an augmented space
corresponding to a partial SDE bridge. This perspective allows us to implement
efficient and principled particle Gibbs and pseudo-marginal samplers marginally
targeting the conditional distribution 7(z | y). Contrary to existing methodology,
our methods do not introduce any additional approximation to the unconditional
diffusion model aside from the Monte Carlo error. We showcase the benefits and
drawbacks of our approach on a series of synthetic and real data examples.

1 Introduction

Denoising diffusion models (Song et al., 2021; Ho et al., 2020) have recently received a lot of attention
as general-purpose samplers for generative modelling in diverse fields such as image analysis (Luo
et al., 2023), protein folding (Wu et al., 2023), and statistical inference (Vargas et al., 2023). At the
core, given a target distribution 7 that we want to generate samples from, and a time-homogeneous
stochastic differential equation (SDE, see, e.g., Karatzas and Shreve, 1991)

dXt = f(Xt) dt + th, X() ~ T, (1)

with stationary distribution ., they sample from my by “denoising” (1) via Doob’s h-
transform (Rogers and Williams, 2000). Formally, let 7r; be the distribution of X; under (1), and
assume that we know how to sample from 7 for some 7" > 0. We can obtain approximate samples
from 7y by sampling from

dUt = frev(Ut,t) dt + d.Bt7 UQ ~ T, (2)

where B is another Brownian motion, and we write fyey (U, t) = — f(Uy) + V log mr—_¢(U;). When
T > 1, and under ergodicity guarantees (Meyn and Tweedie, 2009), 7 ~ 7. Consequently, if (1)
is chosen such that 7. is easy to sample from, then the only remaining difficulty is computing the
score V log mr_;, which is typically overcome by training a neural network to approximate the score
function (or drift) via score matching (Hyvérinen, 2005).

Once the score function has been computed, approximate samples from 7 can be obtained by running
a discretised simulation of (2)

Uk =Up—1 — (tk — ti—1) frev(Un—1,th—1) + Vi — the1 Zg,

3
UO ~ Tref, Zk ~ N(Oald)> ( )
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for an integration grid 0 =ty < t; < --- < txg = T, where I; is a d-dimensional diagonal matrix.

A typical choice for the forward SDE (1) is a Langevin diffusion targeting a standard Gaussian
distribution, namely taking f(z) = —x, also known as the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process. Variants of
this choice have been proposed, such as the use of time-dependent diffusion coefficient (Song and
Ermon, 2020) or non-Markovian dynamics (Song et al., 2020). A remarkable extension is the use of
Schrodinger bridges (De Bortoli et al., 2021), which generalise the approach by forming SDE bridges
between two arbitrary distributions, thereby allowing for the generation of samples from 7 given
samples from mp = mf, in finite time rather than asymptotically as 7' > 1 at the cost of learning
both the forward and backward dynamics.

1.1 Problem formulation

Despite their success, using diffusion models to perform exact conditional simulation is still largely
an open question, whereby the goal is to sample from the conditional distribution 7(x | y). Here, x
represents the sample of interest, unconditionally obtained from the diffusion model (3) and y is a
conditioning variable. In this article, we consider the problem of exact conditioning within diffusion
models. This is a question posed by Bayesian inference in general (Martin et al., 2023), also known
as inpainting and super-resolution within the computer vision community.

We assume that a diffusion model (e.g., Schrodinger bridge) has been trained to sample from the joint
distribution 7(x, y), and our aim is to produce (asymptotically) exact samples from the conditional
distribution 7 (x | y) on top of the trained model.

1.2 Contributions

We propose a new Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC, Meyn and Tweedie, 2009) method for
conditioning within diffusion models, to obtain samples from 7(z | y). Our method, which we call
forward-backward bridging (FBB), is based on the following observation: conditioning a diffusion
model can be written as a partial SDE bridge, constructed by running a preliminary forward simulation,
noising the initial states (Xo, y) into (X7, Y7 ), and then a backward particle filter corresponding to
bridging back to the target distribution 7o (z | ). This perspective was originally proposed in Trippe
et al. (2023) and in the work, developed independently from ours, of Dou and Song (2024).

In contrast to both these works, here we take a more principled approach of treating the conditioning
problem as an inference problem on the joint p(zg, 27, yr | Yo = y), as well as all intermediary
missing steps. We achieve this by leveraging the dynamic structure of diffusion models and alternating
between a forward noising process and a conditional sequential Monte Carlo (CSMC, Andrieu et al.,
2010) algorithm, thereby forming a Gibbs sampler (Geman and Geman, 1984) alternatively sampling
from the joint and conditional distributions of the diffusion model. This presents the substantial
benefits of correcting the sampler for lack of ergodicity (i.e., the fact of using finite number of
particles, and that 7' < oo being finite create biases in Trippe et al., 2023; Dou and Song, 2024) as
well as providing a way to treat Schrodinger bridge samplers (De Bortoli et al., 2021; Shi et al., 2023)
which cannot be handled by existing methodology.

The contributions of this article are therefore as follows:
1. We develop forward-backward bridging (FBB), a new particle Gibbs (Andrieu et al., 2010) method
for conditioning diffusion models.

2. In Section 3, we show how, when the noising process is tractable and separable, which is the case
for the usual denoising diffusion models, the method can be adapted to be run in-place, at zero
memory cost using a pseudo-marginal approach (Andrieu et al., 2010). This provides a principled
and unbiased generalisation of Trippe et al. (2023).

3. The benefits of our approach are illustrated in Section 4 on a series of high-dimensional bench-
marks, showcasing the improved sample quality.

2 Forward-backward conditioning of diffusions

Let us consider a target density 7(z,y) = 7(y) 7(z | y) for which we have a diffusion sampler, and a
value y for conditioning. We remark that in contrast to Shi et al. (2022); Wu et al. (2023); Song et al.



(2021), we do nor assume the capability to sample from or evaluate 7(y | ). This section describes
how we sample from 7 (z | y) given a diffusion sampler for 7(z, y) without any additional training.

2.1 An abstract Gibbs sampler for the conditional distribution
Let us define a forward “noising” diffusion model
Ay, = p¥ (X, Vi, t)dt +of dWY,  dX; = p* (X, Vi, t) dt + o AWK, )

with (X, Yy) ~ 7 and such that the pair (X, Y7) is distributed according to any reference measure
T = Trf. We denote the measure associated with the diffusion (4) by F. This type of SDE is
typically given by standard diffusion models (Song et al., 2021) or Schrédinger bridges (De Bortoli
etal., 2021, see also Appendix A).

The forward diffusion model can be associated with a denoising reverse-time diffusion model
AV, = p¥ (U, Vi, t) dt + o) dw)Y, AU, = pY (U, Vi, t) dt + oV dW Y, 5)

such that if (Up, V) ~ myet then (Ur, V) ~ 7 is distributed according to the target measure 7(z, y).
We denote the measure associated with the backward diffusion (5) by B. Our conditional sampler
construction is based on the following abstract Gibbs sampler (Geman and Geman, 1984), which
corresponds to alternatively propagating (4) from ¢t = 0 to ¢t = T, and then sampling Ur conditionally
on Uy = X7, Vy = Yr, and Vp = y, coming from the forwards simulation pass. Formally, suppose
that, at a Gibbs step j > 0, the path sample X7 is distributed according to 7(z | y) for a given y, and
consider the following procedure:

1. sample (Y(JOJ}],X%H) ~TF(-| Xg,Yo =9);

2. sample X3+ = US ~ B(- | Up = X5+, Vio.r) = Y3ia).

Then, X" is distributed according to the target 7(z | ).

In general, it is hard to directly apply the steps 1 and 2 above. Indeed, (i) at evaluation time, diffusion
models are given in a discretised form, not in their continuous-time formulation, and (ii), even in their
discretised form, the distributions arising in Steps 1 and 2 are not available in closed form. Next, we
describe a practical MCMC algorithm targeting the discretised version of the two steps.

2.2 Discrete-time formulation

In Section 2.1, we have described an abstract procedure for sampling from the conditional model
(- | y) by iterative sampling from a conditioned forward noising process (step 1) and then running a
conditioned version of the denoising SDE (step 2).

For this procedure to be practically implementable, we now assume that we have access to the
discretised forward and backward SDEs, which are given marginally by

14
}/tkﬁ»l ~ ]F};( | }/tkvth)7 Vt;-,+1 ~ Btﬁc( | Vt;c’Ut;c)’

(6)
th+1 ~ ]Ft)i( | Ytk?th)a Ut§€+1 ~ E%( | Vt;’Ut;)v

where t), =T — t, k = 0,..., K, and form the diffusion model at hand?.

Writing hereafter X, and Y, for X;, and Y;, (and similarly for U, V, I, and B), as well as the
shorthands Xo.5 = (X k)ﬁ(:o and Xx.0 = (X;)?_, for K time steps, the procedure described in
Section 2.1 then becomes:

1. sample (Y1, X5) ~ F(- | 2 = X3, 50 = ¥);
2. sample Xé“ = U;(H ~B(- | vo.x = Y;J(Tolvuo = X}(+1)~

This structure of the conditional sampler was first introduced in Trippe et al. (2023, albeit not
explicitly as a Gibbs sampler) for the special case when the drift in (1) is separable, namely when the

?For simplicity, we use the same notation for the continuous-time SDE and its (approximate) discretisation.



drifts 41X and 1" in (1) do not depend on both Y and X, respectively (we come back to this special
case in Section 3).

The simulation in step 1 is directly implementable. On the other hand, step 2 a well-studied problem
in the literature on Bayesian filtering (see, e.g., Sdrkkd and Svensson, 2023), and approximate
solutions are available, for example, in the form of particle filters (for a recent review of these see
Chopin and Papaspiliopoulos, 2020) which were employed in Trippe et al. (2023). However, for
a finite number of Monte Carlo samples used, these methods provide biased (despite consistency)
samples from the filtering distribution, therefore resulting in a biased sampler for targeting 7 (- | y)
in Trippe et al. (2023). Instead, we implement a Markov kernel KC keeping the filtering posterior
B(ui.x | vo.x,uo), for given v,k and wug, invariant within the Gibbs sampler, resulting in the
following structure:

1. sample (Y711 UZ?) ~ F(- | 2 = X, 90 = v):;

2. sample XE53 = UL ~ K- | X437, targetng B | e = V250 = X5°2)

The intermediary steps, including X { ";(1 can then be discarded.

A natural algorithm for this purpose is given by conditional sequential Monte Carlo (CSMC, Andrieu
et al., 2010), which modifies the standard particle filter algorithm into a Markov kernel. CSMC is
known to be fast converging under weak conditions and scales well to long time horizons (Andrieu
et al., 2018) as well as diminishing discretisation steps in continuous systems (provided an adequate
implementation is used, see, e.g., Karppinen et al., 2023), including for as little as N > 2 Monte
Carlo samples (Lee et al., 2020). We assume that the conditional transition density b} of By, can be
evaluated, and we provide pseudo-code for the CSMC algorithm (as well as the unconditional version,
which we use later in Section 3) applied to step 2 above in Algorithm 1. For more details on both the
unconditional and conditional versions of the algorithm, we refer to Chopin and Papaspiliopoulos
(2020, Chap. 10 and 15, respectively) and Andrieu et al. (2010). In practice, to increase statistical
efficiency, we use lower-variance resampling schemes and a final index selection step as in Karppinen
et al. (2023); Chopin and Singh (2015).

Algorithm 1 Conditional/unconditional particle filter for X(- | xéz %)

input The current Markov chain state x%: x» measurement path yg: x» number of particles N > 1,
and conditional flag F' € {0, 1}.

output An updated state xé“, and a marginal likelihood estimator Z 7.
1: Sample UJ* ~ By (- | y5, 2% ) forn € {1,..., N}, and set Z7 =0

2: if F' =1 then B} ]

3:  Sample n} ~ U[1, N], and set Uy° = z7.

4: end if ] ]

5. Setw? = by (o | yje_1, UT) forn € {1,..., N} and set {1 = Zgﬂ wi
6: Normalise w} = w} /¢, forn € {1,...,N},and Z/ = & x Z x {4

7: fork=2,..., K do

8:

Sample A} = i with probability w}_, forn € {1,...,N}

9:  Sample U}’ ~ By (- |y}<_k,U:_’“l’1)f0rn€{1,...,N}
10:  if F' =1 then . ) .
11: Sample nj ~ U[1, N], and set U, * = yi and A" =n}_,
12:  endif ) )
13: Setw} = by (yvh 1 | vi_ Up)forn e {1,...,N}andset { = S0 wp
14:  Normalise w} = w}! /¢y forn € {1,...,N},and Z/ = £ x Z x {},
15: end for .
16: Sample U ~ Byc_1(- |y, Up™;") forn € {1,... N}
17: if F' =1 then . ) .
18:  Sample n} ~ U[1, N, and set UpX = 2} and A}* =n}_,
19: end if )
20: Sample By € {1,..., N} with probabilities {w? ,}_, and set 2" = UZ¥




Remark 2.1. When we are willing to make the assumption that 7 = 7yf, then an al_ternative is to
initialise Algorithm 1 with UJ' ~ ¢ rather than starting at k& = 1 from By (- | v, x% ).

3 Separable dynamics

The approach described in the previous section is generic, and in particular, it is applicable to non-
separable noising SDEs, that is, those that have drifts X and 1Y that both depend on X and Y, such
as the SDEs resulting from Schrodinger bridges. However, many diffusion models are derived from a
separable forward noising SDE, typically given as an Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process, where ;1 only
depends on X and ;¥ on Y. These models take the form

v, _ ., [v
d |:Xt:| = A [XJ dt + X, dW; 7

with block diagonal ¥; and A;. In this section, we describe how our approach can be further improved
or adapted for these models.

3.1 Improving the efficiency of the CSMC

In the case when the forward-noising dynamics are given by an SDE of the form (7), the conditional
trajectories F(- | zr, yr, zo, yo) are tractable, which allows improving the procedure outlined in
Section 2 by implementing step 1 as simulating a diffusion bridge. Namely, instead of simulating
the dynamics F(- | X}, y) forward and storing the result to then feed the CSMC sampler, we can
obtain X7, Y either from the forward simulation (or from ¢ if it is trusted) and then implement
the bridge backwards in time, simulating F(xy, yi | ), 41 vi +1>T0, Yo) online rather than storing
the full path. This is particularly useful for high-dimensional distributions for which samples are
expensive to store.

Remark 3.1. We note that this can be done approximately in the context of non-separable nonlinear
SDEs (Bladt et al., 2016), for example, arising from Schrodinger bridges. However, since we
specifically focus on exact conditioning, we elect not to treat this case here.

3.2 A pseudo-marginal implementation

When the forward noising process is given as in (7), we can implement a pseudo-marginal counterpart
of Section 2, known as the particle Markov chain Monte Carlo (PMCMC) method, or more precisely
the particle marginal Metropolis—Hastings (PMMH) algorithm (Andrieu et al., 2010). This approach
relies on the fact that particle filtering returns an unbiased estimate of the marginal likelihood
of the path Y7.x under B, given as Hi(:l + Zf:[:l wy, outputted by Algorithm 1 (with F' = 0),
which can be used in a Metropolis—Hastings step to sample from the posterior distribution of the
path X.x. In the context of our problem, this corresponds to the following procedure. Given

Xg distributed according to (- | ) and an unbiased estimator of the marginal likelihood Z7 of
B(yk:0) = [ B(yx:0, duo.x):
1. propose a path Y7*,- from a proposal distribution ¢(- | Yoj ) keeping F(dy1.x | yo = y)
invariant?;

2. run Algorithm 1 (with F' = 0) targeting B(- | Y}%.,) to obtain a marginal likelihood estimate
Z* and a proposed Xj;

_z.
3. seta = 753

4. set Xgﬂ = X, 22t = Z*, and Yljj(l = Y% with probability 1 A «, otherwise set
X =x3, 23t = 23, and Y = Y7 .

“It is possible to use other proposals, not reversible with respect to F(- | yo), but this would require
modifying the acceptance probability in step 3 to account for the difference introduced by the proposal.

The algorithm above marginally keeps 7 (- | y) invariant under the sole assumption that 7 = .

Remark 3.2. In step 1, we take an F(- | yo)-invariant kernel. In this work, we choose the precondi-
tioned Crank—Nicolson (PCN, Cotter et al., 2013) proposal, which is well adapted to Gaussian priors



Table 1: Errors statistics for the the conditional sampling problem of Section 4.1. The left and
right panels show the errors when using 10 and 100 particles, respectively. The columns “Mean”
and “Variance” report the errors in the marginal mean and variance of the posterior distribution.
The number after PMCMC is the PCN parameter ¢ applied. Note that the CSGM approach can be
computed exactly, we therefore use it as the reference and do not compete against it here.

KL Bures Mean (x10~2)  Variance (x1072) KL Bures Mean (x1072)  Variance (x1072)
PF 1.67 £0.12 0.71£0.10 4.51+0.74 4.02 £0.05 1112+ 0.07 0.29+£0.05 3.12+0.49 2.33+£0.05
Gibbs-CSMC 1.05+0.01 0.07+£0.00 0.88+0.08 0.41 £0.03 : 0.76 £0.00 0.04+0.00 0.54+0.04 0.32 £0.02
PMCMC-0.005 26.31+1.41 1.22+£0.09 4.45+0.45 1.74 £0.12 ) 22.114+£1.04 1.18+£0.08 5.01 £0.47 1.73+£0.11
PMCMC-0.001 6.83 £0.57 0.50 £0.07 3.48 +0.39 1.24 +0.08 1 4.50 £0.21 0.55£0.07 4.68+0.45 1.50 +0.07
TPF 5.22 +0.67 1.324+0.56 6.04£1.92 2.26 £0.47 : 2.61 £0.34 0.78£0.32 5.84+£0.02 1.09 £ 0.50
CSGM-exact 0.66 £0.01 0.03£0.00 0.33+0.04 0.20 +0.02 I — — —

such as (7). Noting that F(y1.x | yo = y) is a linear transformation of Gaussian variables 7, and
writing 7’ for those corresponding to Y/ i this consists in sampling ¢ as follows: given a step size
§ > 0, (i) sample 1y’ ~ N'(0, 1), (ii) set n* = 5257/ + (/1 — m n', and (iii) form Y* from
n*. Importantly, this can be done with zero memory cost if one has access to the random number

generator that was used to sample 7/ originally, in which case we can simply re-simulate 7 alongside
1’ at zero memory cost and negligible (compared to evaluating the SDE drift) computational cost.

4 Experiments

In this section, we conduct quantitative and qualitative experiments to validate our proposed method
(i.e., Gibbs-CSMC in Sections 2.1 and 3.1 and PMCMC in Section 3.2) on both synthetic and real
data. We compare to the methods most related to ours: the standard particle filter (PF, Trippe et al.,
2023; Dou and Song, 2024), twisted particle filter (TPF, Wu et al., 2023), and conditional score
matching (CSGM, Song et al., 2021). Throughout our experiments, when a particle filter is used, we
implement it using stratified resampling (see, e.g., Chopin and Papaspiliopoulos, 2020, Chap. 9), and
when we use a conditional particle filter, we implement it using the conditional “killing” resampling
of Karppinen et al. (2023), rather than the multinomial resampling as described in Algorithm 1.
Unless otherwise mentioned, we repeat every experiment 100 times independently, and we report the
statistics (i.e., mean, standard deviation, and/or quantile) of their results. For ease of reproducibility,
we publish our implementations at https://github.com/zgbkdlm/fbs.

4.1 High-dimensional synthetic conditional sampling

In our first experiment, we assess the convergence of all the conditioning methods considered to the
‘true’ conditional distribution. To do so, we set the target 7(x | y) as the posterior distribution of a
Gaussian process (GP) regression model for which the ground truth is available. We choose a standard
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck forward noising process, for which we can compute the reverse SDE (2) exactly,
removing the discretisation bias to isolate the error coming from the conditioning only. For each
method, we generate 10,000 posterior samples, and then compute how these samples approximate the
true posterior distribution in terms of Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence, Wasserstein—Bures (Bures)
distance, and mean absolute errors of the marginal means and variances. The detailed experimental
setting is given in Appendix B.2.

As demonstrated by Table 1, Gibbs-CSMC significantly outperforms all other methods for all metrics.
Importantly, the Gibbs-CSMC method is substantially better than PF, showing that our MCMC
strategy effectively corrects the bias of the PF approach of Trippe et al. (2023). Our PMCMC approach
also improves upon PF but is sensitive to the calibration of the PCN parameter J. Specifically, when
0 = 0.005, the KL of PMCMC is the worst, and decreasing it to 4 = 0.001 improves the errors. On
the other hand, the marginal mean and variance errors of PMCMC are relatively good, compared to
KL, indicating that the method does not approximate well the off-diagonal part of the GP posterior
covariance. The results of TPF appear to be worse than PF, and also have larger standard deviations.
Finally, we also see from the table that increasing the number of particles improves the errors for all
methods. More qualitative results are given in Appendix B.2.

Figure 1 plots the autocorrelations of our Gibbs-CSMC and PMCMC methods. We see that the
autocorrelation of Gibbs-CSMC is better than PMCMC, even when using a lower number of particles.
We also observe that the autocorrelation of PMCMC can be improved by decreasing the PCN
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Figure 1: Autocorrelations of PMCMC and
Gibbs-CSMC in Section 4.1. For each of the
100 dimensions we compute the autocorrelation
averaged over four independent chains. We then
report the autocorrelation of the worst dimen-
sion. We see that Gibbs-CSMC is better than
PMCMC, and that increasing the number of par-
ticles improves the autocorrelation.
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Figure 2: Conditional sampling errors on a
Gaussian Schrodinger bridge. PF (ideal) refers
to using the exact posterior distribution (which
is not available in general) to initialise PF,
whereas PF (approximate) uses a standard Nor-
mal at initialisation. Gibbs sampling improves
the sampling quality even compared to PF
(ideal), highlighting the incorrectness of PF.
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Figure 3: MNIST super-resolution (x4) on a (non-separable) Schrodinger bridge noising process.
For each method, we show two samples (more samples are shown in Figure 7). We find that PF is
significantly affected by its initialisation of X, while our Gibbs-CSMC method barely suffers from
this problem.

parameter J. This is mostly due to the variance of the log-likelihood estimation (see Section 3.2) of
the PMCMC method (Andrieu and Roberts, 2009; Doucet et al., 2015), sometimes preventing the
algorithm from moving, and which is negatively affected by ¢. Lastly, the figure also confirms that
increasing the number of particles improves the autocorrelations overall.

4.2 Conditional sampling on non-separable noising processes

One key merit of our method is its generalisability: it works on non-separable noising processes as
well as separable ones. Precisely, our method does not need X; and Y; of the noising process in (4)
to be independent conditionally on X and Yj. On the other hand, the separability is a requirement
for the standard PF approach of Dou and Song (2024); Trippe et al. (2023). Indeed, when the noising
process is non-separable, their approach requires us to sample X in order to generate a path ¢ — Y.
Ideally, X ~ 7(x | y) should come from the true conditional distribution, but in reality, we have to
use approximate conditional samplers, which incur additional biases that are hard to eliminate.

To quantify the bias arising from the non-separability, we perform conditional sampling on a Gaussian
Schrodinger bridge model (for which closed-form expressions are available, see, e.g., Bunne et al.,
2023) using our Gibbs-CSMC approach and the PF of Trippe et al. (2023). We do not compare to our
PMCMC approach given its non-applicability here (see Section 3.2). We continue working on the
same GP regression problem in Section 4.1, but, to highlight further the impact of non-separability,
rather than using a reference A'(0, I), we use 77 ~ N(0, ), where 3 is a random covariance matrix
drawn from a Wishart distribution. The results are shown in Figure 2. We see that approximating
the initial 7(z | y) introduces significant errors compared to the PF using exact initial sampling.
Moreover, increasing the number of particles does not compensate for this initial bias highlighting
the defect of the standard approach in non-separable models.



Table 2: Results of MNIST inpainting and super-resolution. In the left and right panels, we show the
results using 10 and 100 particles, respectively. Bold numbers are the best column-wise.

MNIST Inpainting Super-resolution  Inpainting Super-resolution
PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM |, PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM
PF 1585 0.74 10.14 0.32 1734 079  11.66 0.45

Gibbs-CSMC 16.79 0.77  10.84 0.38
PMCMC-0.005 17.51 0.80 12.88 0.54
TPF 13.45 048  9.67 0.19
CSGM 15.17  0.71 9.72 0.28

17.82  0.82 14.06  0.61
17.84 0.81 14.22 0.63
13.89  0.51 10.38  0.25
— — — —

Table 3: Results of CelebA-HQ inpainting and super-resolution. In the left and right panels, we apply
2 and 10 particles, respectively. Bold numbers are the best column-wise.

CelebA-HQ Inpainting Super-resolution Inpainting Super-resolution

PSNR SSIM LPIPS PSNR SSIM LPIPS A/ PSNR SSIM LPIPS PSNR SSIM LPIPS
PF 22.88 085 0.05 2329 079  0.11 : 2398 0.87  0.04 2457 0.82  0.09
Gibbs-CSMC 2286 0.86  0.05 2375 080 011 12422 0.87 0.04 2507 0.84  0.09
PMCMC-0.005 2396 0.87 0.04 2437 082 0.10 : 24.68 0.88  0.04 2530 085  0.07
TPF 1379 059  0.20 1271 044 023 1393 058 020 1292 045 0.23
CSGM 2286 0.85 0.05 2348 079 011 1« — — — — —

We also qualitatively show the results for MNIST super-resolution on a pre-trained Schrodinger
bridge. This time, we no longer have access to an exact X, sampler for the PF method, and we
here use a uniform random X, and an X using linear interpolation of . The results are shown in
Figure 3. We see from this figure that the initial specification of X appearing in the forward noising
process significantly impacts the results. When using a random X, where all pixels are uniform
U(0, 1), the recovered images deviate significantly from the truth. When using linear interpolation,
which is a better initialisation, the recovered images look closer to the truth, but the quality is still
poor. On the other hand, Gibbs-CSMC does not suffer from this initialisation problem and recovers
the original digit as the MCMC chain converges. More results are given in Appendix B.3.

4.3 Inpainting and super-resolution

In this section, we apply our methods for inpainting and super-resolution on MNIST (resolution 28 by
28) and CelebA-HQ (resolution 64 by 64) images. For a complete description of the inpainting and
super-resolution problems and additional experimental details, we refer the reader to Appendix B.4.

Given pre-trained (via the standard score matching method of Song et al., 2021) unconditional
generative diffusions for MNIST and Celeba-HQ images, we then perform conditional sampling
of missing (inpainting) or deblurred (super-resolution) of images given an observation thereof. To
quantify the results, for each test image we recover 100 conditional image samples, and we compute
the peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), structural similarity index (SSIM), and learnt perceptual patch
similarity (LPIPS, Zhang et al., 2018) metrics averaged over the 100 samples.

The results are summarised in Tables 2 and 3. We see that our PMCMC approach is the best in
terms of all the metrics, followed by Gibbs-CSMC. Importantly, our PMCMC and Gibbs-CSMC
methods outperform the PF approach, showing that our MCMC framework indeed compensates the
bias exhibited by PF for real applications. The classical CSGM approach performs similarly as PF,
however, the filtering-based approaches can be systematically improved by increasing the number of
particles, while CSGM cannot

In Figure 4, we illustrate the methods for inpainting and super-resolution on a single task. We see
that PF, TPF, and CSGM can generate unrealistic samples, and the super-resolution samples are
sometimes contaminated by pixel distortions (e.g., the isolated white dots in the second panel, first
row, third-fifth columns in the figure). This is particularly true for TPF despite it largely higher
computational cost (due to taking gradient with respect to the score function in its twisting function,
Wu et al., 2023) as it requires to further approximate the likelihood model 7(y | ) by a smoother
version to be usable.

However, our Gibbs-CSMC and PMCMC methods tend to produce better quality samples, albeit
more correlated ones, as those wrong samples are rejected by the MCMC kernel. For more examples
and results, we refer the readers to Appendix B.4.
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Figure 4: Examples of inpainting (first and third panels) and super-resolution (second and fourth
panels) on MNIST and CelebA-HQ. In each panel, the first to the last rows show the results of PF,
Gibbs-CSMC, PMCMC-0.005, TPF, and CSGM, respectively. We see that the samples generated by
Gibbs-CSMC and PMCMC have overall better quality.

5 Related works

In the past few years, several methods have been proposed to perform conditional sampling within
diffusion models. The first way to do so was proposed alongside score-based denoising diffusion
models in the landmark work by Song et al. (2021). They rely on learning an approximate conditioning
drift model after the fact, adding a layer of approximate learning on top of the unconditional one.
This type of idea can also be found in Shi et al. (2022) who train a Schrodinger bridge on the joint
distribution of the latent variable X and the observed Y when the model 7 (y | z) is available. Closer
to our work, Wu et al. (2023) propose using a twisted particle filter (Whiteley and Lee, 2014) to
efficiently bridge between the reference distribution and the conditional 7(x | y) at the cost of
additional expensive computations in the procedure. Finally, Trippe et al. (2023), as well as the
contemporaneous Dou and Song (2024), express the problem of conditioning as a bridge for simulated
observations too. In fact, Trippe et al. (2023) is exactly given as a special case of Section 3.2 where
the new path is proposed independently from the previous one (i.e., in our formulation, ¢ = F(- | yo)),
and the resulting sample is accepted unconditionally (i.e., their method is equivalent to setting o = 1),
ignoring the fact that two Y paths sampled under the forward dynamics (the prior) may have different
marginal likelihoods under the backward denoising model. This means that their method is inherently
biased and does not asymptotically target the right distribution, despite their consistency result, even
under the assumption 77 = m..¢. The resulting bias is reflected in our experiments. This defect is
shared by Dou and Song (2024). Additional background details can be found in Appendix A.

6 Conclusion

We have presented a novel MCMC-based method for sampling from conditional distributions ex-
pressed as diffusion models and Schrodinger bridges. Our method relies on formulating the sampling
procedure as an inference problem on missing observation data, thanks to which we can apply classi-
cal particle MCMC algorithms (Andrieu et al., 2010) to perform (asymptotically) exact sampling
within the model. We have demonstrated the performance and correctness of our method on simulated
and real datasets, for inpainting and super-resolution problems alike.

While our method improves on the pre-existing methodology, in particular Trippe et al. (2023) on
which we generalise, several questions remain open. In particular, (i) while we did not directly report
on this, we observed that the distribution of the particles in the backward filtering pass contracts at
the terminal time (Trippe et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2023, this is true for all methods considered here,
including), and may consequently increase the autocorrelation of our MCMC chains, explaining
their lack of diversity despite the overall improvement in quality. Because this appears throughout, it
seems to be a feature of the model decomposition rather than a feature of Gibbs-CSMC or PMCMC.
(i1) We also notice that the variance of the log-likelihood estimation in PMCMC can be large, and
hence, its acceptance rate can be unstable, also making the calibration of its step-size difficult. While
this is detrimental to our approach, it also explains the poor posterior coverage of Trippe et al. (2023)
who completely ignore this step.

Consequently, to obtain independent samples with adequate posterior coverage, a pragmatic com-
promise is likely to repeatedly use Trippe et al. (2023) as initialisation and then correct the posterior



sample by running our methods for a few iterations. Nevertheless, solving both these issues is of
great interest, and is likely feasible within the framework we outlined in this article by a more careful
consideration of the structure of the augmented model. We leave these questions for future work.
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A Additional background

In this section we present additional background on generative diffusions in general. In particular,
we show the foundation of sampling within generative diffusions, and how we can further leverage
generative diffusions for conditional sampling.

A.1 Unconditional generative models

There are two popular classes of diffusion-based generative models in the community, that are,
denoising diffusion models, and Schrédinger bridges.

A.1.1 Denoising diffusion models

Denoising diffusion models (Song et al., 2021) have recently received a lot of attention as a general-
purpose sampler for generative modelling (Song et al., 2021) or statistical inference (Vargas et al.,
2023). At the core, given a target distribution 7y and a time-homogeneous stochastic differential
equation (SDE)

dX; = f(X;)dt +dW;, Xo ~ o, (®)
with stationary distribution 7., they sample from 7 by “denoising” (8) by means of Doob’s h-
transform (Rogers and Williams, 2000). Formally, let 7; be the distribution of X; under (8), and
assume that we know how to sample from 7 for some 7" > 0. We can obtain approximate samples
from 7 by sampling from

AU; = fuoo(Us, 1) dt + dB;,
Up ~ 7,

©))

where B is another Brownian motion, and we write fyoy (Uy, t) == — f(Uy) + V log mr_(Uy).

When 7" > 1, and under ergodicity guarantees (Meyn and Tweedie, 2009), mp /= Tyf, SO that if (8) is
chosen such that ¢ is easy to sample from, then the only remaining blocker is computing the score
V log mr_4. However, obtaining an expression for 7r; (and therefore for V log mp_;) is in general not
possible, and denoising diffusion models usually rely on score matching (Hyvirinen, 2005), whereby
an approximation sg+ (t, x;) to V log m; is learnt under samples by minimising the loss function

T
L) = / E [llso(Xe,t) ~ Viogm (X, | Xo)|*at] (10)
0

with the expectation being taken under PP in (8). In practice, the method is implemented in discrete
time, SDEs are sampled using numerical integrators, and the loss (10) becomes

K
£0) = B [llso(Xiyta) = Viogm, (X, | Xo)]

k=1
X i (1)
- E [}ySQ(th,tk) — Vlog i, (X, | Xup )| } :
k=1
with 0 = tg < t; < --- < tg = T being a given integration grid used also at evaluation time

to simulate from (9). When (8) is chosen, as is often the case, to be linear (for example, as an
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process, Uhlenbeck and Ornstein, 1930), 7;(- | Xo) can be computed and
sampled from exactly so that the first version of (11) incurs no error other than the sampling noise.
When it is not, as in the next section, the second version is more amenable to computations (and is
also more numerically stable), at the cost of storing trajectories under PP.

A.1.2 Schrodinger bridges

A strong drawback of denoising diffusion models lies in the assumption 7" > 1, under which X7 is
only approximately distributed according to 7. Under this assumption, the denoising process (9)
will need to be numerically simulated for a large number of steps K, resulting in an inefficient and
expensive procedure for both training and testing procedures. To mitigate this, it is preferable to
explicitly bridge between the distributions 7y and 7.f in a finite-time horizon, that is, find a forward

13



SDE (8) and a time reversal (9) such that 7 is exactly m..¢ for a finite 7. There are infinitely many
such bridges, and in practice, we resort to the one that is in some sense easy to simulate.

Schrodinger bridges (Léonard, 2014; Chen et al., 2021) constitute a class of bridges which aim at
minimising the total energy expense to move from 7 to 7w and vice versa. Given a reference path
measure Q on the set of continuous paths C([0, T], R%) =: C, the Schrédinger bridge solution P5 is
defined as the (unique) solution to

P® = argmin {KL (P || Q) | Py = mo,Pr =77}, (12)

PEP(C)

where P(C) denotes all the path measures on C. In general, solving (12) directly is not possible,
and instead, one needs to rely on alternative ways of solving the Schrodinger bridge. The two
main methods to do so are given by iterative proportional fitting (IPF, De Bortoli et al., 2021) and
Schrodinger bridge matching (SBM, Shi et al., 2023) which we review below.

The IPF method follows from the fact that the solution of (12) is given by the fixed point of
a sequence of time-reversal operations: starting from P* = g QJo, one constructs a sequence
P2t = 7p{P?"} 1, P22 = mo{P?" 1} 1 by iteratively learning the time-reversal (P of the
previous bridge P", where we denote ¢ as a time-reversal operation.

The SBM method is given by the characterisation of PSP as the unique measure in the set
of Markov processes M which also belongs to the reciprocal class of Q, ie., R(Q) =
{P e P(C)|P="PyrQr} defined as the set of measures that correspond to bridges under the
dynamics of Q. To find the Schrodinger bridge PSB, one can then construct a sequence of measures
in P(C) as follows: P = (my @ 77)Q|o,r € R(Q), and then iteratively project the approximate
measure onto M and R(Q). Formally,

P***! = argmin {KL (P*" || P) } ,
2n+2 ;P:ivll (13)
P n - PO,T Q|01T'

Given P?"+1_ sampling from P2"*2 can be done by first sampling from Pg?‘l, discarding intermedi-

ate steps, and then sampling from the diffusion bridge Q0,7 by, for instance, Doob’s h-transform.
The first step can then be done under samples from P2"*! by techniques akin to score matching
(see, Section A.1.1). Under weak conditions, it can be shown that the sequence P™ converges to
PSB as n — oo, and that it preserves the marginal distributions P} = my, P = w7 which is the key
difference compared to the IPF approach.

A.2 Conditional generative models

In many applications, rather than unconditional sampling from a distribution 7(x), we are interested
in generating conditional samples 7(x | y) for an observation y under a joint model 7(x, y). In this
section, we review several conditioning methods for diffusion models, focusing on bridging.

A.2.1 Conditional score matching

Score-based generative models can readily generate conditional samples from pre-trained uncondi-
tional models by plugging V. log 7(y | «) into the drift of (9). However, it is in general hard to know
m(y | z) or its score, for example, in image restoration/classification applications (Song et al., 2021).
Due to this, one often needs to approximate a separate time-varying model for 7 (y | x;) or make
domain-based heuristics, but this inevitably incurs additional errors for the conditional sampling.

A.2.2 Conditional Schrodinger bridges

Song et al. (2021) which requires learning or approximating the likelihood 7+ (y | ;). By contrast,
Shi et al. (2022) propose a method to learn a conditional sampler only requiring being able to
sample artificial observations 7(y | «). The idea is built upon constructing a Schrédinger bridge (see
Section A.1.2) for the augmented distribution 7 (z, y), namely

PB =  argmin KL(P| Q) (14)
PEP(C)
Po=n(ylz)7(x)
Pr=mret(z]y) 7 (y)
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with reference measure QQ given by the system of SDEs
dXt = Q(Xt)dt—Fth, d}/f = 0, (15)

with initial distribution X, Yy ~ 7(x, y) and an arbitrary drift a. In Equation (14), 7t (y | «) refers
to any informative approximation to 7w(x | y) that is easy to sample from. We can then apply the
methodology introduced in Section A.1.2 to solve Equation (14).

Importantly, under (14) one samples 7(y) = [ 7(y, dz) by repeatedly sampling a data-point X ~
m(x) and then generating Y ~ w(y | X). This makes CSB ill-suited to problems for which one
has only access to joint samples (X,Y") from the data, rather than to an observation-generator.
Furthermore, CSB requires training a specialised conditional model, adding to the complexity and
the approximate nature of the resulting conditional sampler.

A.3 Twisted diffusion samplers

When an observation model p(y | x) is available, and given a discretised version of (5), it is possible
to form an augmented model

Utk+1 = Utk + frev(Utkvtk) (tk - tk—l) + €k, UO ~ Tref, Y ~ ﬂ-(y | UT); (16)

for which the conditional distribution of Uz | y is 7(- | y). This corresponds to a state-space model
with a final observation Y = y, which can therefore be sampled by running the reverse diffusion (16)
and then correcting the samples via importance sampling at the final time step. This is however
well-known to be inefficient (Whiteley and Lee, 2014) as the unconditional samples Ur are unlikely
to be distributed according to 7 (- | yr).

In order to efficiently sample from 7 (- | y), Wu et al. (2023) proposed to form the twisted model

0tk+1 ~ p(utk+1 | Y, utk)7 00 ~ Tyef (17)
enabling the following posterior distribution

K-1

- p(y ‘ utk+1)p(utk:+1 | utk)
T(Utoxe | y) = mret(Uo) | | Dty [y ue,) -
o re kl;[(] o g p(y | utk+1)p<utk+1 | y?“’tk)

; (18)

which marginally recovers 7(Ur | ). Once an approximation p(uy,, , | ¥, us, ) to the true conditional
process p(ut, ., | ¥, us, ) is chosen, the twisted model (17) can then be sampled from using particle
filtering, with a proposal p(u, ., | y,u¢, ) and the corresponding importance weights as given in (18),
see also Wu et al. (2023); Whiteley and Lee (2014) for more details. While principled, this approach
presents at least the following two issues: (i) it requires the likelihood model 7(y | ) to be known,
which is not the case in most applications of interest, (ii) and it is computationally intensive as
forming the approximation p requires the denoising score function to be differentiated (Wu et al.,
2023, Section 3.2).

A.4 Pathwise conditioning

The idea of conditioning on the path of a diffusion process has been explored in the context of
diffusion models by Trippe et al. (2023) for scaffolding and by Dou and Song (2024, concurrent
with our paper) for the slighly more general setting of inverse problems. The idea is that, given
an observation Y = y, and provided that the forward noising diffusion for X;,Y; is separable,
one can form a sequence of observations Y. and then sample from the conditional distribution
m(Xo.x | Yo.x) by running the reverse diffusion (5) conditioned on Yy, for instance by using a
particle filter as in Wu et al. (2023). Beside the need for a separable noising SDE, the method is
asymptotically consistent under three assumptions:

1. (X7 | yo) = mret (X7), that is, the forward noising process forgets the initial condition yq fast
enough;

2. the number of particles IV is large enough to ensure that the particle filter is sufficiently close to
the true posterior;

3. the forward noising dynamics is separable.
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Condition 1 is hard to verify in practice, condition 2 is computationally expensive to ensure, and
condition 3 does not cover all useful models, therefore making the method impractical for many
applications. Furthermore, once the reverse diffusion has been run, the samples only constitute an
approximation to the conditional distribution, for a single observation path Y; ... Therefore the
method needs to be repeated for another observation path Y{, ;. if one wants an independent sample
from 7(Xo.x | Yy ;) and all intermediary samples need to be discarded accordingly. Nonetheless, as
we explain in Section 5, this approach is a biased approximation of the PMMH algorithm we develop
in Section 3.2 as it ignores the acceptance probability for the new path Y{. ..

B Experiment settings

In this section, we detail our experimental setting and report additional results supporting the
conclusions of our experiments.

B.1 Common settings

Unless otherwise stated, our Gibbs-CSMC method applies the explicit backward sampling in Sec-
tion 3.1 and the killing conditional resampling (Karppinen et al., 2023), and our PMCMC method
applies the PCN proposal of Cotter et al. (2013) and stratified resampling (Chopin and Papaspiliopou-
los, 2020, Chap. 9).

For image-related experiments, we use a standard UNet commonly used in denoising diffusion
models (see Ho et al., 2020) with three downsampling and three upsampling layers, and we use the
pixel shuffle method for upsampling in the UNet. The initial number of convolution features is 64,
followed by 128, and 256 in the three layers. The detailed construction of the neural network is given
in our companion code repository at https://github. com/zgbkdlm/fbs.

We randomly split the MNIST dataset into 60,000 training and 10,000 test data points. As for the
CelebaHQ dataset (Liu et al., 2015), we split it into 29,000 training and 1,000 test data points. All the
image data are normalised within the range [0, 1].

All experiments are implemented in JAX (Bradbury et al., 2018) with the Flax (Heek et al., 2023)
neural network backend. The experiments are conducted on an NVIDIA A100 80G GPU and the code
required to reproduce our empirical findings can be found at https://github.com/zgbkdlm/fbs.

B.2 High-dimensional synthetic conditional sampling

In this experiment, our goal is to sample the posterior distribution of a Gaussian process model
f(T) ~ GP(Oa C(Tv T/))a
y(r) [ f(7) ~N(0,5),

where C' is an exponential covariance function with length scale ¢ = 1 and magnitude o = 1, and
the observation noise covariance = is a unit diagonal matrix. The GP regression is taken on 100 test
points uniformly placed at 7 € [0, 5], resulting in a 100-dimensional target conditional distribution to
sample from. The forward noising process is chosen to be dX; = —0.5 X; d¢t + dW; at ¢ € [0, 1],
so that we can compute the associated score function exactly by computing the marginal mean and
covariance of X;. For each single experiment and each method, we generate 10,000 conditional
samples, and then repeat the experiment independently 100 times to report the results. To show how
the samples approximate the true distribution, we compute the KL divergence, Bures—Wasserstein
distance, and the mean absolute errors on the marginal means and variances.

While the CSGM method needs the likelihood distribution p(y | x;) to work (Song et al., 2021),
in this Gaussian special case, the likelihood is analytically tractable, and hence the method can be
applied exactly. For the twisted PF, we apply the GP observation model as the twisting function as
per Wu et al. (2023, Eq. (8)).

Figure 5 compares the true and approximate distributions over two marginal random variables. The
figure shows that the Gibbs-CSMC method outperforms others, followed by the PMCMC method.
Increasing the number of particles gives noticeable improvements for the PF and TPF methods,
meaning that these two methods require larger numbers of particles to work well for high-dimensional
conditional samplings.
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Figure 5: Contour plot of two-dimensional marginal densities for the true and approximate distri-
butions in Section 4.1. The contour level lines are consistent in all the figures. The first and second
rows show the results when using 10 and 100 particles, respectively. The figure shows that the
Gibbs-CSMC method is visibly the best, and that it works well, even when using a small number of
particles.
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Figure 6: Trace plot of the PMCMC chain for the conditional sampling in Section 4.1 when using 10
particles and different §. The traces are downsampled by 2 for visibility. We see that the calibration
of § reflects the effectiveness of the MCMC chain.

Figure 6 shows the trace of the PMCMC chain of one marginal variable. We see that the parameter
0 affects the autocorrelation of the MCMC chain, which is also reflected in Table 1 and Figure 1.
The chain appears to be more effective when § is small, meaning that the measurement path ¢ — Y;
in Section 3.2 ideally should not move too much. Furthermore, we also see that the chain seems to
gradually degenerate as the chain iteration goes for larger moves in the Y space. This is a well-known
defect of pseudo-marginal methods (Andrieu and Roberts, 2009) in general, and comes from the
fact that proposed paths are likely to be accepted originally due to the variance in the acceptance
ratio, and then unlikely once the process has stabilised if the proposed path is too far from the current
one. Solving this problem is an interesting avenue of future work and likely involves redesigning the
proposal kernel for the path Y to take into account the specific structure of the model.

B.3 Conditional sampling in non-separable noising processes

In this section, we detail the experimental setting of Section 4.2.

To show the effect of using a non-separable noising process, we conduct quantitative and qualitative
experiments using Schrodinger bridges. In the quantitative experiment, we apply the same GP model
in Appendix B.2, but we scale the observation noise covariance to 0.1 to increase the correlation
between X and Y. We use a Wishart distribution to randomly generate the reference covariance
matrix @ = g ® g, where ® is the outer product, and ¢ ~ N(0, I;). We then consider a Gaussian
Schrodinger bridge between 7 (z, y) and N(0, Q), with reference process dZ; = dW; given as the
standard Brownian motion, the formulation of which is analytically tractable (Bunne et al., 2023).

For the qualitative experiments on MNIST images, we train a Schrodinger bridge with reference
process dZ; = —0.58; Z; dt + /B AWy at t € [0,0.5], where B¢ := (bmax — bmin) / (T —to)t +
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(bmin T —bmax to) / (T —10), and we set byyax = 5, bmax = 0.02, tg = 0, and T' = 0.5. The reference
distribution .. at 7" is a standard unit Gaussian. The number of Schrodinger bridge iterations is 20.
At each Schrodinger bridge iteration, we run 20 epochs training the forward and backward models,
with spatial batch size 64 and temporal batch size 32. We use the Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2015)
optimiser with learning rate decaying from 2 x 10~ to 2 x 107 in a cosine curve (Loshchilov and
Hutter, 2017). For more details on the algorithm used to train the bridge, see De Bortoli et al. (2021,
Algorithm 1).

Figure 7 shows additional examples of the MNIST super-resolution task using this Schrédinger
bridge unconditional sampler model. In this figure, we reproduce the results returned by PF with
various initialisations for X and compare them to our Gibbs-CSMC method. Specifically, in PF
we generate the initial value for X using random uniform values (between O and 1), all zeros, and
a linear interpolation based on y. This starting value is then used within the learnt non-separable
noising diffusion to generate the measurement path is then used for the backward filtering routine.
When using our CSMC-Gibbs method, we did not observe significant differences arising from the
choice of the initial X, and therefore report the result using an initial Xy = 0 only.

As shown in Figure 7, the initialisation of X indeed affects the quality of PF samples due to the
non-separability of the Schrodinger bridge, while our Gibbs-CSMC sampler returns valid samples.
This visible bias stems from the fact that, under non-separability, the choice of X has a direct impact
on the distribution of the path Y7.x | Y = y, X, as conditional independence is then not verified
anymore. For the path Y7.x | {Yo = y, Xo} to be marginally distributed according to the forward
noising diffusion (as required by Trippe et al., 2023), one would need the initial value of X to be
distributed according to w(z | y), which is the problem we are trying to solve and is therefore not
feasible in practice. While it is reasonable to assume that approximate samples from 7(z | y) can
be obtained via other methods, this would incur additional computation and still not eliminate the
bias. On the other hand, our Gibbs-CSMC method provides a natural way to produce samples that
iteratively converge to m(x | y), explaining its improved performance.

B.4 Image inpainting and super-resolution

In this section, we describe the image inpainting and super-resolution experiments of Section 4.3.
These two tasks can be solved by our conditional samplers without dedicated training. Namely, given
a corrupted image, we can obtain clean images by using our samplers as they are, on pre-trained
generative diffusion models. More precisely, for any image Z ~ 7 (dz), we split it into the unobserved
X and observed Y parts, which correspondingly separate the (backward) generative diffusion of (7)
for m(dz). When the task is super-resolution, we model the observed low-resolution image as a
subsampling of the original image. We then model the image inpainting and super-resolution as
sampling from the unobserved pixels conditioned on the observed pixels.

For both tasks, we use a time-varying linear SDE as the noising process as in (7). Specifically,
the forward process is given dZ; = —0.53; Z; dt + /By dW; at t € [0, 2], where Z; == [X;, Yy),
By = (bmax — bmin) / (T — t()) t+ (bmin T — bmax to) / (T — to), and we set byyax = 5, bax = 0.02,
to=0,and T' = 2.

We first pre-train the unconditional model to approximate the resulting score function using the
standard denoising score matching method of Song et al. (2020). The optimiser we used for training
is Adam with a decaying cosine learning rate schedule, i.e., the learning rate starts from 2 x 10~* and
ends at 2 x 1079 following a cosine curve (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017). The spatial and temporal
batch sizes are 256. We also apply gradient clipping and exponential moving average (with 0.99
decay rate per two iterations) as suggested in Song and Ermon (2020). We run the training for 3,000
epochs and use the model obtained in the last epoch.

In the inpainting task, we apply rectangles of sizes 15 and 32 for MNIST and CelebAHQ, respectively,
spawning at random locations (uniformly) in the image. As for super-resolution, we use rates 4 and 2
for MNIST and CelebAHQ. Precisely, rate 2 means that for an image of size 32 by 32, we partition it
into 16 by 16 squares, where each square has 2 by 2 pixels; at each square, we randomly select one
pixel for the low-resolution image. For each test (inpainting/super-resolution) image, we generate
100 restored image samples, and report the statistics as in Tables 2 and 3. In the table, the LPIPS
score uses an Alex net (Zhang et al., 2018). The commonly used Fréchet inception distance is not

18



L

2 7
a3
35
I3
2Ly
]

f’

d

2z
i/
¢

¢ 2 0
%0
) F 2
22

AN O N A
%NQNW?

Figure 7: MNIST super-resolution (x4) on a Schrodinger bridge. The four panels illustrate four test
samples. In each panel, the first to last rows show the samples of PF (using random intialisation), PF
(using all-zeros initialisation), PF (using linear interpolation initialisation), and our Gibbs-CSMC
method, respectively. The initialisation in PF affects the quality, with the linear interpolation slightly
better than other initialisations. Nonetheless, all PF methods generate worse samples compared to
Gibbs-CSMC. For Gibbs-CSMC, while the initial sample is poor, it gradually improves and reaches
the ‘true’ stationary distribution 7(x | y) in a few iterations of the MCMC chain.

applied here, since it is not clear how to use it to benchmark MCMC samples (cf. the arguments in
Cardoso et al., 2024).

For the CSGM method, we implement the conditional drift as per Song et al. (2021, Sec. 1.2). As for
the TPF, we also implement the same twisting function as in Wu et al. (2023, Sec. 3.3).
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Figure 8: Autocorrelations of Gibbs-CSMC and PMCMC (with § = 0.005) for image inpainting
and super-resolution. The autorrelations are averaged over 100 individual test samples. For each
test sample, its autocorrelation is computed over 100 MCMC samples, and we select the best curve
among all the image pixels. We select the best curve because some pixels will not change at all given
the problem definition. The autocorrelation of Gibbs-CSMC is marginally better than PMCMC.

We show samples of inpainting and super-resolution tasks in Figures 9-12, to qualitatively compare
the methods. We find from these figures that our Gibbs-CSMC and PMCMC methods indeed
outperform all other methods, in terms of quality and correctness. By correctness, we mean that the
samples generated by our methods are realistic and closer to the true images. As an example, in the
first panel of Figure 9, the MCMC chains generate a variety of digits “4” which indeed correspond to
the true digit, while other methods can generate wrong, albeit more diverse digits.

The autocorrelations of Gibbs-CSMC and PMCMC methods are shown in Figure 8. We see that both
MCMC methods admit reasonable autocorrelations in all the tasks, while Gibbs-CSMC is better than
PMCMC.

20



mple 10 sample L1

111111

& b b 4

——

{WNNNNi
‘wNNNN

sam;

BSASASEISAE
SRS

Q -8 A
4&&%

o r2p 2
1-C O 22y

~H D -A A

-r;_"_.‘-._.-'
-D.

i |
1~
<

"
4
4
b
Ie.
2
2
2 2
3
3
7
9
l"
9
7
{
/
/
-

04 . . ]
O\~~~
N e N
0 " ™ |
~

R
[
(
{
(935196013619

Figure 9: Examples of MNIST inpainting (using 100 particles) tasks. The figure has four panels,
showing the results for four test images. In each panel, the first to last rows show the results of PF,
Gibbs-CSMC, PMCMC-0.005, TPF, and CSGM, respectively. Wrong samples and artefacts appear
less in our MCMC methods compared to others.
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Figure 10: Examples of MNIST super-resolution tasks. The figure has four panels, showing the
results for four test images. For each panel, the first to last rows show the results of PF, Gibbs-CSMC,
PMCMC-0.005, TPF, and CSGM, respectively. Wrong samples and artefacts appear less in our
MCMC methods compared to others.
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Figure 11: Examples of CelebaHQ inpainting tasks. The figure has four panels, showing the results
for four test images. For each panel, the first to the last rows show the results of PF, Gibbs-CSMC,
PMCMC-0.005, TPF, and CSGM, respectively.
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Figure 12: Examples of CelebaHQ super-resolution tasks. The figure has four panels, showing
the results for four test images. For each panel, the first to the last rows show the results of PF,
Gibbs-CSMC, PMCMC-0.005, TPF, and CSGM, respectively.
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