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ABSTRACT

When solving inverse problems, it is increasingly popular to use pre-trained dif-
fusion models as plug-and-play priors. This framework can accommodate differ-
ent forward models without re-training while preserving the generative capability
of diffusion models. Despite their success in many imaging inverse problems,
most existing methods rely on privileged information such as derivative, pseudo-
inverse, or full knowledge about the forward model. This reliance poses a sub-
stantial limitation that restricts their use in a wide range of problems where such
information is unavailable, such as in many scientific applications. To address
this issue, we propose Ensemble Kalman Diffusion Guidance (EnKG) for diffu-
sion models, a derivative-free approach that can solve inverse problems by only
accessing forward model evaluations and a pre-trained diffusion model prior. We
study the empirical effectiveness of our method across various inverse problems,
including scientific settings such as inferring fluid flows and astronomical objects,
which are highly non-linear inverse problems that often only permit black-box
access to the forward model.

1 INTRODUCTION

The idea of using pre-trained diffusion models (Song et al.l2020; [Ho et al.,[2020) as plug-and-play
priors for solving inverse problems has been increasingly popular and successful across various ap-
plications including medical imaging (Song et al.l 20215 |Sun et al.,|2023)), image restoration (Chung
et al., |2022b; [Wang et al., 2022)), and music generation (Huang et al., 2024)). A key advantage of
this approach is its flexibility to accommodate different problems without re-training while main-
taining the expressive power of diffusion models to capture complex and high-dimensional prior
data distributions. However, most existing algorithms rely on privileged information of the forward
model, such as its derivative (Chung et al.| 2022a; |Song et al.,|2023b), pseudo-inverse (Song et al.,
2023a)), or knowledge of its parameterization (Chung et al.,|2023a). This reliance poses a substantial
limitation that prevents their use in problems where such information is generally unavailable. For
instance, in many scientific applications (Oliver et al., 2008; Evensen & Van Leeuwen, 1996; |Igle-
sias| [2015), the forward model consists of a system of partial differential equations whose derivative
or pseudo-inverse is generally unavailable or even undefined.

The goal of this work is to develop an efficient method that only requires black-box access to the for-
ward model and pre-trained diffusion model for solving general inverse problems. Such an approach
could significantly extend the range of diffusion-based inverse problems studied in the current lit-
erature, unlocking a new class of applications — especially many scientific applications. The major
challenge here arises from the difficulty of approximating the gradient of a general forward model
with only black-box access. The standard zero-order gradient estimation methods are known to scale
poorly with the problem dimension (Berahas et al., [2022)).

In this paper, we first propose a generic prediction-correction (PC) framework using an optimiza-
tion perspective that includes existing diffusion guidance-based methods (Chung et al.| [2022a} [Song
et al., 2023bza; |Peng et al., 2024} Tang et al., 2024) as special cases. The proposed PC framework
consists of two main steps for each iteration: 1) the prediction step, which is a numerical integra-
tion step of the unconditional reverse ordinary differential equation (ODE) or stochastic differential
equation (SDE); 2) the correction step, which is a proximal operator that maps the current point
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towards the high likelihood region while remaining close to the original trajectory. This viewpoint
not only provides an alternative view and additional insights of the existing methods but also al-
lows us to introduce new designs to develop a fully derivative-free guidance method. Our approach,
called Ensemble Kalman Diffusion Guidance (EnKG), uses an ensemble of particles to estimate the
guidance term. A key technical step is to use the empirical covariance matrix of this ensemble in-
stead of relying on a usual scalar weight for the L? regularization in the correction step. Using this
step allows us to derive the update rule for each ensemble member without the need for gradient,
following the same approach from classic ensemble Kalman methods (Evensen, 2003} |Schillings &
Stuart, 2017). Consequently, EnKG is a fully derivative-free diffusion guidance method, and can
solve challenging inverse problems that only permit black-box access to the forward model.

Contributions

* We present a generic prediction-correction (PC) framework that provides an alternative
interpretation of guided diffusion, as well as additional insights of the existing methods.

* Building upon the PC framework, we propose Ensemble Kalman Diffusion Guidance
(EnKG), a fully derivative-free approach that leverages pre-trained model in a plug-and-
play manner for solving general inverse problems. EnKG only requires black-box access to
the forward model and can accommodate different forward models without any re-training.

* We evaluate on various inverse problems including the standard imaging tasks and scientific
problems like the Navier-Stokes equation and black-hole imaging. On the standard imaging
tasks, the proposed EnKG outperforms baseline methods on the nonlinear phase retrieval
by a large margin. More importantly, EnKG remains effective and efficent on the highly
nonlinear inverse problem where the gradient information is genuinely inaccessible such as
Navier-Stokes, while the baseline methods fail to generate reasonable predictions.

2 BACKGROUND & PROBLEM SETTING

Problem setting Let G : R” — R™ denote the forward model that maps the true unobserved
source x to observations y. We consider the following general inverse problem given by:

y=G=x)+§ zeR"y eR™ (1)
where we only have black-box access to GG, which we generally assume to be non-linear. ¢ rep-
resents the observation noise which is typically Gaussian, i.e., & ~ A(0,T), and y represents
the observation which is usually sparse, i.e., m < n. In this paper, solving the inverse problem
amounts to finding the @ that has high posterior p(x|y), which is often expressed via Bayes’s rule as
p(x|y) x p(y|x) p(x). Here p(x) is the prior distribution over source signals (which we instantiate
using a pre-trained diffusion model), and p(y|x) is defined as (T)). Because we only have black-box
access to G, we can only sample from p(y|x), and do not know its functional form. For simplicity,
we focus on finding the max a posteriori estimate: arg max,, p(y|x) - p(x).

Diffusion models Diffusion models (Song et al., 2020; Karras et al. 2022) capture the prior
p(x) implicitly using a diffusion process, which includes a forward process and backward pro-
cess. The forward process transforms a data distribution &y ~ pPgats into a Gaussian distribution
x7r ~ N(0,02(T)I) defined by a pre-determined stochastic process. The Gaussian distribution is
often referred to as noise, and so the forward process (¢ going from 0 to T") is typically used to create
training data (iteratively noisier versions of &y ~ Dgat,) for the diffusion model. The backward pro-
cess (t going from 7" to 0), which is typically learned in a diffusion model, is the standard generative
model and operates by sequentially denoising the noisy data into clean data, which can be done by
either a probability flow ODE or a reverse-time stochastic process. In this paper, we consider the
following probability flow ODE throughout the whole paper for light notation without loss of gener-
ality because every other probability flow ODE is equivalent to it up to a simple reparameterization
as shown by [Karras et al.|(2022):

da; = —6(t)o(t) Vg, log pe(xs)dt. (2)
Training a diffusion model amounts to training the so-called score function V, log p;(x;), which
we assume is already completed. Given a trained diffusion model, we can sample p(x) by integrating
(2) starting from a random noise sample. As such, the focus of this paper is not on training diffusion
models, but rather on guiding pre-trained diffusion models for solving inverse problems, discussed
next.
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Diffusion guidance for inverse problems Arguably the most popular approach to solving inverse
problems with a pre-trained diffusion model is guidance-based (Chung et al., 2022a; [Wang et al.,
2022; Kawar et al., 2022} Song et al., 2023a}; |Zhu et al.,2023; Rout et al.,|2023} |Chung et al.|[2023b;
Tang et al.| [2024). Guidance-based methods are originally interpreted as the conditional reverse
diffusion process targeting the posterior distribution. For ease of notation and clear presentation, we
use the probability flow ODE to represent the reverse process and rewrite it with Bayes Theorem.

dx; = —6(t)o(t) Ve, log pi(x:|y)dt,
where Vo, logp:(x;) is the unconditional score and the V, log p:(y|x:) is the guidance from
likelihood. In practice, the unconditional score is approximated by a pre-trained diffusion model

s¢(x+, t) and the weight of the likelihood term is considered as a hyperparameter. The corresponding
reverse dynamics is given by

dwt = —O'(t)U(t)Sg(wt, t)dt — wtth 10gﬁt (y|$t)dt, (4)

where w; is the adaptive time-dependent weight. The design of w; in Eq. (4)) varies across different
methods but it is typically not related to &(¢)o (¢) that Eq. () suggests, which makes it hard to inter-
pret from a posterior sampling perspective. In this paper, we will take an optimization perspective
develop a useful interpretation for designing our proposed algorithm.

One key issue with Eq. @) is that many algorithms for sampling along Eq. (@) assume the ability
to access the gradient Vo, log p,(y|z,). When this gradient is unavailable (e.g., when one only has
black-box access to p¢(y)), then one must develop a derivative-free approach, which is the central
technical contribution of our work.

Derivative-free optimization Our approach relies on derivative-free optimization in order to solve
the inverse problem Derivative-free optimization (DFO) refers to the optimization of a function
where access to its derivative is not available, and only black-box access is available. Traditional
DFO algorithms are broadly classified as direct search, which includes the coordinate search (Fermi,
1952), stochastic finite-difference approximations of the gradient (Spall, |1998), and Nelder-Mead
simplex methods (Nelder & Mead, [1965)), and model-based methods which include descent and
trust region methods (Conn et al., 2000; Bortz & Kelley, |1998)). Recent stochastic zero-order
optimization techniques involve approximating the gradient via Gaussian smoothing (Nesterov &
Spokoinyl, [2017); these gradient estimates can be plugged into algorithms like stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) and directly parallel their first-order counterparts (LeCun et al.,|1998). Our approach
builds on top of Ensemble Kalman Inversion (EKI) which is a popular scientific computing method
used primarily for solving physical inverse problems (Iglesias et al. 2013} |Calvello et al.| [2022).
From an optimization perspective, the method can be seen as performing gradient decent with a
particle-based approximation to the derivative of the forward operator (Schillings & Stuart, |2017;
Kovachki & Stuart, 2019)).

3 METHOD

To develop our Ensemble Kalman Diffusion Guidance (EnKG) method, we first provide an interpre-
tation of diffusion guidance through the lens of the prediction-correction framework. EnKG can be
viewed as an instantiation which enables derivative-free approximation of the guidance term.

3.1 PREDICTION-CORRECTION INTERPRETATION OF GUIDANCE-BASED METHODS

Inspired by the idea of the Predictor-Corrector continuation method in numerical analysis (Allgo-
wer & Georgl 2012), we show how to express the guidance-based methods within the following
prediction-correction framework. Suppose the time discretization scheme is T' = to > t;--- >
tny = 0. Let w; = wy, for light notation. As illustrated in Algorithm|[T] guidance-based methods for
inverse problems can be summarized into the following steps.

Prior prediction step This step is simply a numerical integration step of the unconditional prob-
ability flow ODE, i.e., by moving one step along the unconditional ODE trajectory:

iL‘; = ; — d(ti)a(ti)&) (:Ei,ti) (ti+1 — ti>. (5)
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Algorithm 1 Generic Guidance-based Method (ODE version)

Require: Gy, s, {t:}1L,, {wi}},

sample zo ~ N(0,02(t)I)

fori € {0,...,N—1}do
) < x; —o(t;)o(ti)se (i, ti) (bir1 — t;) > Prior prediction step
log p(y|x:) ~ logp(y|zs) > Log-likelihood estimation

1 —a)||2 . . .
Tjp1 < argming, w — log p(y|xit1) > Guidance correction step

end for

N s

return x

e Figure 1: Illustration of the prediction-

Start correction interpretation for guidance-
mEm Prediction step based methods on a 1D Gaussian mix-
= Correction step ture example. From left to right, the
21 probability flow ODE gradually trans-
forms p;(x;) from a Gaussian into a
=< 01 mixture of two Gaussians. The grey
lines indicate the vector field of the
probability flow. The prediction step
is simply a numerical integration step
over the probability flow trajectory.
7 The correction step moves towards the
MAP estimator while staying near to
0 5 10 15 20 25 the initial prediction point.

Iteration step

Log-likelihood estimation step This step estimates the log-likelihood log p(y|x:):
log p(yle;) ~ log p(y|x;).

Guidance correction step This step solves the following optimization problem that formulates a
compromise between maximizing the log-likelihood and being near x/;:

|zi1 — xf|l3

x;+1 = arg min 2 —logp(y|zit), (©)

Tit1 2’w,‘

where the larger guidance scale w; gives the solution point near the MAP estimator and smaller
value leads to small movement towards the MAP estimator. Eq. (6)) is essentially a proximal opera-
tor (Parikh et al.,[2014)) if w; is lower bounded by a positive number. Thus it is firmly non-expansive
in the convex setting and will converge to MAP estimator when applied recursively.

To solve Eq. (6)) efficiently in practice, we may use first-order Taylor approximation of log p(y|®;41)
at «;, which gives:

log py|ai41) = log plylz;) + V' log p(ylaf) (xi1 — x}) + O(Ax]). @
Substituting the approximation Eq. (7) into the correction step (6) gives:

i1 — 3

T;41 ~ argmin —logp(ylz;) — V' log p(y|x}) (zit1 — x}) (8)
Lit+1 Wy
= x; + w; V log p(y|x}), 9)

which can recover the gradient step structure of most existing guidance-based methods (Chung et al.,
2022a; Song et al., |2023bja; [Mardani et al., [2023)).

Putting it together. Figure|l| visually demonstrates the Prediction-Correction interpretation in a
1D Gaussian mixture example. This depiction shows how the guidance-based methods iteratively
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Algorithm 2 Our method: Ensemble Kalman Diffusion Guidance (EnKG).

Require: Gy, sg,solver ¢, {t; }N {w;} ¥, J

1: sample m(J) ~N(,0%(to)I),j=1,...,J > Initialize particles
2: fori € {0,...,N—1}do
3: /(]) — ac( 7) —o(t;)o(t;)se (a:gj), tl-) (tiv1 — t;) > Prior prediction step

4 2y <—¢( ) J=1.J
s g ey 1< (@ <k>>—é,y—G<@§é>>>F () ~ )

6: EJ)1 ) twg? j=1,.0 > Guidance correction step

7: end for

8: return {x{'}/ H

step towards the MAP estimator while staying close to the initial unconditional generation trajectory
defined by the prediction step. More importantly, this PC framework allows more degrees of freedom
in design. In the next section, we introduce ensemble covariance matrix to the step size and derive
the update rule that does not require gradient information. To stimulate further research, Section [f]
discusses other potential design innovations within the PC framework.

3.2 OUR APPROACH: ENSEMBLE KALMAN DIFFUSION GUIDANCE

We now demonstrate how the correction step can be performed in a derivative-free manner using the
idea of statistical linearization. Our overall approach is described in Algorithm 2]

Likelihood estimation. The likelihood term can be factorized as follows:
p(ylz:) = /p(ylmN)p(lewi)da:N =Ean~p(@n|z)P(YTN), (10)

which is intractable in general. We use the following Monte Carlo approximation:

p(ylxi) = Ezyp(@n|z)P(YlTN) = p(Y|ZN), (1n
where & is obtained by running the Probability Flow ODE solver ¢ starting at «;. One attractive
property of this estimate compared to popular ones based on E[x |x;] and isotropic Gaussian ap-
proximations in previous works|Chung et al.|(2022a)); |Song et al.|(2023a;b) is that our approximation
stays on data manifold but the Gaussian approximations include additive noise that do not live on
data manifold. This aspect is particularly important for scientific inverse problems based on partial
differential equations (PDEs), where staying on the data manifold is important for reliably solv-
ing the forward model p(y|x). For instance, we observe that Gaussian approximations frequently
violate the stability conditions of numerical PDE solvers, leading to meaningless estimates.

(J)}

Derivative-free correction step. Consider an ensemble of particles {x Let &; denote

their empirical mean and Cg(wE denote their empirical covariance matrix, at the ¢-th iteration.
1 J . , T
= j Zm(J Cél) J Z (.’IZEJ) — :il> (.’BEJ) — ifil)
=1 =1

Instead of the commonly used scalar weight w;, we use a weighting matrix w; C’g(gbr) in Eq. (8):

1 1

ccg_)l ~ arg ml)n2 (Tip1 — :c;)—r <w1C§fm)) (Tip1 — ) (12)
w'L

/(J)—&—w CWVlogp <y|x(J)) (14)
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which can be viewed as a gradient step preconditioned by Cg(c;) Leveraging the idea of statistical
linearization in the ensemble Kalman methods (Bergemann & Reich, [2010; Schillings & Stuart,
2017), we can perform the preconditioned gradient step without explicit derivative.

Assumption 1. G o ¢ has bounded first and second order derivatives. Let 1) denote G o ¢. There
exist constants My, My such that for all w,u’,v,v' € R%

[ (w) = ()| < Millu—u'|l, v " Hy(v')v < Ma]|v||*.

where H,, denotes the Hessian matrix of 1.
Assumption 2. The distance between ensemble particles is bounded. There exists a constant Mgy
such that ||:1:Z(-j) —Z;|| < Ms,5=1,...,J.
Assumption 3. The observation empirical covariance matrix does not degenerate to zero unless the

covariance matrix collapses to zero. In other words, tr (C’q%)) = 0 if and only if C’g(fz) =0, and

W 20 = tr (C;;'}) > My, My >0,
where

s 1 J . _ . T 1 .
) = j; (v@?) =) (V@) ~ i) 0 = J;w<w£”)~ (15)

Proposition 1. Under Assumption [I} 2] and 3| suppose the algorithm is implemented with w; =
1/ (tr (C’ysly))) then we have the following approximation:

Cfnglogﬁ (y|a:2(j)) ~ }i <1/1 (mg(k)) -G y—1 (mgm)>r (a:;(j) — a?i) , (16)
k=1

where

G

[~
Q
/N
2
=
N—
I
<
[~
<
Ch
)

_!
=5,
J

Il
-
<.
Il
-

The detailed derivation can be found in Appendix Therefore, we can update each particle with
the ensemble difference to move toward the high-likelihood region without evaluating the derivative.
A full description of our method is given in Algorithm [2| We name it Ensemble Kalman Diffusion
Guidance as it is a guidance for diffusion models based on ensemble Kalman approximation. Im-
plementation details are provided in Appendix [A.4]

4 EXPERIMENTS

We empirically study our method on the classic image restoration problems and two scientific inverse
problems. We view the scientific inverse problems as the more interesting domains for evaluating
our method, particularly the Navier-Stokes equation where it is impractical to accurately compute
the gradient of the forward model.

Baselines We focus on comparing against methods that only use black-box access to the forward
model. Our first two baselines incorporate numerical estimation methods to substitute automatic
differentiation, named Forward-GSG and Central-GSG given in Algorithm [3] Specifically, we use
forward Gaussian smoothed gradient (Forward GSG in Eq. and central Gaussian smoothed
gradient (Central GSG in Eq. to approximate the gradient of the log-likelihood, and plug it
into the standard gradient-based method, Diffusion Posterior Sampling (DPS)(Chung et al.,2023b).
more details can be found in Appendix[A.3] The third baseline is Stochastic Control Guidance (SCG)
proposed in |Huang et al.| (2024), which is designed to deal with non-differentiable guidance. The
last baseline in Diffusion Policy Gradient (DPG) proposed by Tang et al.| (2024). Additionally, for
Navier-Stokes equation, we add the traditional method Ensemble Kalman Inversion (EKI) proposed
in|Iglesias et al.|(2013).
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Table 1: Quantitative evaluation on FFHQ 256x256 dataset. We report average metrics for image
quality and samples consistency on four tasks. Measurement noise level o = 0.05 is used if not
otherwise stated.

Inpaint (box) SR (x4) Deblur (Gauss) Phase retrieval
PSNRT SSIMt LPIPS| PSNRtT SSIMt LPIPS| PSNRt SSIMT LPIPS|, PSNRT SSIMtT LPIPS)

Gradient access

DPst 21.77 0.767 0.213 24.90 0.710 0.265 25.46 0.708 0.212 14.14 0.401 0.486
Black-box access

Forward-GSG 17.82 0.562 0.302 18.08 0.469 0.384 2443 0.704 0.206 7.88 0.070 0.838
Central-GSG 18.76 0.720 0.229 26.55 0.740 0.169 25.39 0.775 0.180 10.10 0.353 0.691
DPG 20.89 0.752 0.184 28.12 0.831 0.126 26.42 0.798 0.143 15.47 0.486 0.495
SCG 4.71 0.302 0.763 4.71 0.302 0.760 4.69 0.300 0.759 4.623 0.294 0.764
EnKG(Ours) 21.70 0.727 0.286 27.17 0.773 0.237 26.13 0.723 0.224 20.06 0.584 0.393

Table 2: Comparison of different derivative-free algorithms on Navier-Stokes inverse problem.
Numbers in parentheses represent the sample standard deviation.

Onoise = 0 Onoise = 1.0 Onoise = 2.0 Computation cost

Relative L2 Relative L2 Relative L2~ Total # FME  Total # DME  Seq # FME  Seq # DME
EKI 0.577 (0.138)  0.609 (0.119)  0.673 (0.107) 1024k 0 0.50k 0
Forward-GSG  1.687 (0.156) 1.612(0.173)  1.454 (0.154) 2049k 1k 1k 1k
Central-GSG ~ 2.203* (0.314)  2.117(0.295)  1.746 (0.191) 2048k 1k 1k 1k
DPG 0.325(0.188)  0.408* (0.173)  0.466 (0.171) 4000k 1k 1k 1k
SCG 0.908 (0.600)  0.928 (0.557)  0.966 (0.546) 512k 384k 0.75k 1k
EnKG(Ours) 0.120 (0.085)  0.191(0.057)  0.294 (0.061) 295k 2695k 0.14k 1.3k

4.1 IMAGE INVERSE PROBLEMS

Tackling image inverse problems (e.g., deblurring) is common in the literature and serves as a rea-
sonable reference domain for evaluation. We note that we consider a harder version of the problem
where we do not use the gradient of the forward model. Moreover, most imaging problems use a
linear forward model (except for phase retrieval), which is significantly simpler than the nonlinear
forward models more often used in scientific domains. We do note that, perhaps surprisingly, for the
nonlinear phase retrieval task, our approach outperforms the standard strong DPS baseline which
actually uses the gradient of the forward model.

Problem setting We evaluate our algorithm on the standard image inpainting, superresolution,
deblurring (Gaussian), and phase retrieval problems. For inpainting, the forward model is a box
mask with randomized location. For superresolution, we employ bicubic downsampling (either x2
or x4) and for Gaussian deblurring, a blurring kernel of size 61 x 61 with standard deviation 3.0.
Finally, phase retrieval takes the magnitude of the Fourier transform of the image as the observation.
We use measurement noise o = 0.05 in all experiments except for superresolution on 64 x 64 images,
where we set 0 = 0.01. The pre-trained diffusion model for FFHQ 64 x 64 is taken unmodified
from [Karras et al.|(2022). The model for FFHQ 256 x 256 is taken from Chung et al.[(2022a)) and
converted to the EDM framework using their Variance-Preserving (VP) preconditioning.

Evaluation metrics We evaluate the sample quality of all methods using peak signal signal-to-
noise-ratio (PSNR), structural similarity (SSIM) index (Wang et al., |2004)), and learned perceptual
image patch similarity (LPIPS) score (Zhang et al., 2018]).

Results We demonstrate the qualitative results for image inverse problems in Figure [/} and show
the quantitative results in Table [5| and [[] EnKG achieves comparable or even better performance
compared to DPS (Chung et al., 2022a)), which has gradient access to the forward function and the
diffusion model. EnKG consistently outperforms all baseline methods with black-box access on two
data settings and four different tasks.
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Observation Ground truth EKI (baseline) Central-GSG

Figure 2: Visualization of results on Navier-Stokes inverse problem with different levels of obser-
vation noise. Each observation is subsampled by a factor of 2, representing a sparse measurement.
Note that the results of Central-GSG are here for demonstration purpose because neither Central-
GSG nor Forward-GSG is able to produce reasonable results.

4.2 NAVIER STOKES

The Navier-Stokes problem is representative of the key class of scientific inverse problems
that our approach aims to tackle. The gradient of the forward model is impractical to
reliably compute via auto-differentiation, as it requires differentiating through a PDE solver. Having
effective derivative-free methods would be highly desirable here.

Problem setting We consider the 2-d Navier-Stokes equation for a viscous, incompressible fluid
in vorticity form on a torus, where u € C ([0, T]; H},,((0, 27)?;R?)) for any r > 0 is the velocity

field, w = V x w is the vorticity, wo € L3, ((0,27)% R) is the initial vorticity, » € R is the
viscosity coefficient, and f € Lger ((0, 27)?; ]R) is the forcing function. The solution operator G

is defined as the operator mapping the vorticity from the initial vorticity to the vorticity at time 7.
G : wy — wyp. Our experiments implement it as a pseudo-spectral solver (He & Sun, [2007).

Oow(z,t) + u(z,t) - Vw(x, t) = vAw(x, t) + f(x), x € (0,27)%t € (0,T]
V-u(x,t) =0, x € (0,2m)%,t €[0,T] 17)
w(z,0) = wo(x), x € (0,2m)?

The goal is to recover the initial vorticity field from a noisy sparse observation of the vorticity field
at time T = 1. The Navier-Stokes equation [I7]does not admit a closed form solution and thus there
is no closed form derivative available for the solution operator. Moreover, obtaining an accurate
numerical derivative via automatic differentiation through the numerical solver is challenging due
to the extensive computation graph expanded after thousands of discrete time steps.

We first solve the equation up to time 7' = 5 using initial conditions from a Gaussian random field,
which is highly complicated due to the nonlinearity of Navier-Stokes equation. We sample 20,000
vorticity fields from this empirical measure to train our diffusion model. Then, we independently
sample 10 random vorticity fields as the test set.

Evaluation metrics We report the relative L? error to evaluate the accuracy of the algorithm,
lwo—well L2
| “’6| L2
To comprehensively capture the computational characteristics of different algorithms, we use the
following metrics: 1) Total # Fwd: total number of forward model evaluations; 2) Seq. # Fwd:
number of sequential forward model evaluations; 3) Total # DM: total number of diffusion model
evaluations; 4) Seq. # DM: number of sequential diffusion model evaluations; 5) Total # DM grad:

which is given by where wy is the predicted vorticity and w is the ground truth.
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Figure 3: Panel (a): radial power spectrum of the solutions from different algorithms. Panel (b):
runtime of single evaluation of the forward model, diffusion model, and diffusion model gradient
(tested on a single A100). Panel (c): comparison of computational characteristics of different algo-
rithms on Navier-Stokes problem.

total number of diffusion model gradient evaluations; 6) Seq. # DM grad: number of sequential
diffusion model gradient evaluations.

Results In Table we show the average relative L? error of the recovered ground truth at differ-
ent noise levels of the observations. Our approach, by far, outperforms methods which use other
forms of approximate derivative information. Indeed, we show in Figure 2] that our method give so-
lutions which qualitatively preserve important features of the flow while other methods completely
fail to give a reasonable answer. Additionally, we compare the results in the radial power spectrum
as shown in Figure [3[a). The traditional baseline EKI produces an over-smoothed solution, while
DPG,SCG, and GSG tend to generate noisy solutions. In Figure |§| (b), we visualize the main source
of computation costs, showing that the forward model evaluation of Navier-Stokes equation is sig-
nificantly slower than other parts as the numerical solver has to take thousands of iterations. Figure3]
(c) compares different algorithms with our proposed efficiency metrics, showing that EnKG requires
the least number of forward model evaluations and is highly parallelizable. Therefore, for problems
where the forward model evaluation is slow, EnKG stands out to be the most efficient algorithm
compared to the baseline methods.

4.3 BLACK-HOLE IMAGING INVERSE PROBLEM

The black-hole imaging problem is interesting due to its highly non-linear and ill-posed forward
model (i.e., the sparse observations captured by telescopes on Earth). For evaluation purposes, we
assume only black-box access to the forward model.

Problem setting The black hole interferometric imaging system aims to reconstruct image of
black holes using a set of telescopes distributed on the Earth. Each pair of telescopes produces
a measurement th called visibility, where (a,b) is a pair of telescopes and ¢ is the measuring
time. To mitigate the effect of measurement noise caused by atmosphere turbulence and thermal
noise, multiple visibilities can be grouped together to cancel out n01se (Chael et al} 2018). This

produces noise-invariant measurements, termed closure phases yt ( and log closure amplitudes

a,b,c)
y:ag“;c 4)- We specify the likelihood of this measuring function similar as Sun & Bouman (2021),

1e

AT (2) — 5™ 13 A" (@) — g3 IS —y ™3
U(yle) = + +p , (18)
Z 2/Bcph Z 2ﬁcamp 2

where AP" and AS™P measures the closure phase and log closure amplitude of black hole im-
ages . Bcph and Soamp are some known parameters given by the telescope system. The first two
terms are the sum of chi-square values for closure phases and log closure amplitudes, and the last
term constrain the total flux of the black-hole image. We trained a diffusion model on GRMHD
dataset (Wong et al.l |2022)) with resolution 64 x 64 to generate black hole images from telescope
measurements.
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Ground Truth EnKG Sample 1 EnKG Sample 2 EnKG Sample 3 EnKG Mean Sample DPS-cGSG

..

Ground Truth EnKG Sample 1 EnKG Sample 2 EnKG Sample 3 EnKG Mean Sample DPS-cGSG

PSNR: 32.99 PSNR: 32.49 PSNR: 32.40 PSNR: 28.31 PSNR: 30.01 PSNR: 20.98 PSNR: 14.28

Figure 4: Visualization of generated samples on the black-hole imaging inverse problem. The first
row shows the results on the original resolution, while the second row shows the blurred images in
the intrinsic resolution of the imaging system.

Evaluation metrics We report the chi-square errors of closure phases Xgph and closure amplitudes

Xcamp t0 measure how the generated samples fit the given measurement. We calculate the peak
signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) between reconstructed images and the ground truth. Moreover, since
the black-hole imaging system provides only information for low spatial frequencies, following
conventional evaluation methodology (EHTC 2019)), we blur images with a circular Gaussian filter
and compute their PSNR on the intrinsic resolution of the imaging system.

Results Figure ] shows the reconstructed images of the black-hole using our method and the
baseline methods with black box access. EnKG is able to generate black hole images with visual
features consistent with the ground truth. Moreover, we report quantitative results of each method
in Table[3] EnKG achieves relatively low measurement error and the best (blurred) PSNR compared
with baseline methods. SCG achieves slightly better data fitting metrics measured by chi-square
value, but produces images that are much noisier than those of EnKG.

Table 3: Quantitative evaluation of the reconstructed black-hole images.

PSNR 1 Blurred PSNR T X2, b Xeamp 4

Central-GSG  24.700 30.011 4.616 79.669
SCG 20.201 20.976 1.103 1.134
DPG 13.222 14.281 5.116 15.679
EnKG (Ours)  29.093 32.803 1.426 1.270

5 LIMITATIONS AND DISCUSSION

The first limitation of the proposed EnKG is that as a optimization-based method, it cannot capture
the exact posterior distribution and thus cannot provide reliable uncertainty quantification, which
might be important in some applications. A potential future improvement can involve adapting
ideas from the sequential Monte Carlo approach to EnKG to enable provable posterior sampling.
Secondly, while the per-sample time cost of EnKG is smaller than the standard gradient-based ap-
proach, the total runtime is much longer because EnKG maintains a whole ensemble of interacting
particles at each iteration. However, as we shown in Figure [6] even a small number of particles
can achieve 20-30% relative L? error. A potential improvement could be introducing a scheme
that adaptively controls the number of particles according to the optimization landscape to improve
efficiency.

6 CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose EnKG, a fully derivative-free approach to solve general inverse problems
that only permit black-box access. EnKG can accommodate different forward models without any
re-training while maintaining the expressive ability of diffusion models to capture complex distri-

10
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bution. The experiments on various inverse problems arising from imaging and partial differential
equations demonstrate the robustness and effectiveness of our methodology.
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Table 4: Table of notations.

Notation Description

G the forward model of the inverse problem

10) Probability ODE solver

P Composition of G and ¢

Df Jacobian matrix of function f

Lo Lebesgue space of periodic r-integrable functions
Hy,, Sobolev space of r-times weakly differentiable periodic functions
v f approximate gradient of f

I Gaussian smoothing factor

Q number of gradient estimation queries

w; log-likelihood gradient scale at step @

N number of sampling steps

E,q(f(x)) gradient estimator of f(a) using smoothing factor x and @ queries

A APPENDIX / SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

A.1 NOTATION
A.2 PROOFS
Lemma 1. Under Assumption [I| 2| and [3| suppose the algorithm is implemented with w; =
1/ (tr (C’qj(,z))) then

tr(c0) <o (€) - 3t (CHC9T). (19)
where

(i):lJ 20 _ 2 RONEANE
=15 81 o))

Note that tr (C£QC§2T> is zero if and only if all ensemble members collapse to a single point,

ie, tr (C;EQ) = 0. Therefore, tr (Cg(;?) monotonically decreases to zero in the limit as i goes to

infinity.

Proof. We first rewrite the ensemble update at iteration ¢ as follows

2y = 2 +wicl) (y - v(@)) (20)
where j € {1,...,J}. The covariance matrix at the next iteration is given by
1 <
c =5 Z (@7, —2) (@) — 30)T. 1)

Plugging the update rule in Eq. (Z0) into Eq. ZI), we have

Clir) = 23 [@ — @)+ wicf) (3 )] [@ - @)+ wCH @ - @)

J

=0 — 2w, )T +wicHoHoOT.

Ty vy

14
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By linearity of trace, we have
tr (c@“)) = tr (cgg) — 2witr (cg;c;gT) +wltr (cgy cie ) .
By cyclic and submultiplicative properties, we have
witr (CHCHCHT) = witr (i Tel)) < witr () r (CHTCW).
Since w; =1/ (tr (C&))), we have

r (CE) <o () - tzt (cew) + t(é“)t (cred)
yy vy

= tr (02) - Mtr (e

By Assumption and we know there exists a constant M, > 0 such that tr (0?5;)) < My.
Therefore,

o (Cg(ﬂijl)) <tr (Cg(c?) _ @m)tr (ijy)cyf) <tr (ng)) - ]\24 (ng C l)T> .
tr ( Cyy

By Assumptlon tr (ny C’ oy ) is zero if and only if all the ensemble members collapse to a single

point, which is tr (Cm) = 0. Therefore, tr (C&)) monotonically decreases to zero. Additionally,

we empirically check how quickly the average distance decays as we iterate in our experiments as
shown in Figure [5] O

®
&

—— FFHQ256 (SR) o —— Navier Stokes —e— Black Hole

Average distance
5 8 8 8 8 3 3
B
PO

°
°
°

[ 20 40 60 80 100 120 [ 20 40 60 80 100 120 [ 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Iterations

Figure 5: Distance of ensemble members quickly decays over update steps. Empirical verification
of Lemmal(T]

Proposition 1. Under Assumption[I} 2] and [3} suppose the algorithm is implemented with w; <
1/ (tr (C’;?))) then we have the following approximation:

LIV 10gp (ylai”) ~ ;XJX ~Gy-G@y) (o &), @

where

G — ZG (J)

j=1

M\H

Proof. Note that we can always normalize the problem so that I' is identity. Therefore, without loss
of generality and for the ease of notation, we assume I' = I throughout the whole proof. Given
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the inverse problem setting in Eq. [I] where the observation noise is Gaussian, we can rewrite the

preconditioned gradient w.r.t m;(j )

L)V logp (ylzl?) (23)
5 e -2) (- 2) 3o ) of
J

;Jl (21~ ) (2 - w) D7 () (0 (/) - v) 25)
3 (61 ) (D a1 - D0 (o)) (0(e1) ) 0
L3S (ol -a) (Do (o) () (6 () ). )

1

as

k=1 1=
By definition, we have

r(00) =0 [ 53 (o0 - 2) (o )

j=1

(e -2) (o -2)
- }2”.@9) - a3,

which represents the average distance between ensemble members. By Lemma [T} we know that

k.\H

tr (C’&)) monotonically decreases to zero in the limit. Therefore, the ensemble members will get
sufficiently close as we iterate. Therefore, we can apply first-order Taylor approximation to h at
:c;(J ) under Assumption|l{and obtain

" (m;(k)) — (m{(j) va® a,-;@)
— o (o ( ) + Dy (o ( /(J)) (w;(k) _ x;(a‘)) To (||$/i(k) _ wg(j)lli) ’
where k € {1,...,J}. Therefore for any kI € {1,...,.J}, we have
v (2l) —v () = Dw( D) (@ - )
We then plug it into Eq.[27]
COVlogp <y|sr: <J>)

Z( ) (o) -4) (+(617) -0
S S G () ) - 5)

== i (6@ -Gy -c@R)) (« - ).

concluding the proof. O
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Algorithm 3 Central/Forward-GSG baseline with o(¢) = ¢ and s(¢) = 1
Require: G,y, Do, {t;}V 1, {wi}N 1, E,q

1: sample zo ~ N (0,t31)

2: fori e {0,...,N -1} do

3: &g Dy (2, t;)

4 @) @y B (fy — 1) > Prior prediction step
5 V. log p(y|z:) + Vi, (2] Euqlogp(y | #0))) > Gradient estimation
6: Tiyy — )+ w; Vg, log p(y|e;) > Guidance correction step
7: end for

8: return x N

A.3 ZERO-ORDER GRADIENT ESTIMATION BASELINE

We use the forward Gaussian smoothing and central Gaussian smoothing gradient estimation meth-
ods to establish a baseline to compare against. These methods approximate the gradient of a function
using only function evaluations and can be expressed in the following (forward-GSG) form :

Q N
W(w)zzf(w+mz) f( )ﬁi (28)

And Central-GSG:

Q ) — — )

2

For Gaussian smoothing, u; follows the standard normal distribution and w; = éuz The smoothing

factor 14 and number of queries ) are both tunable hyperparameters.

Posterior sampling requires computation of the scores V,p(x¢) and V4, p(y | o¢); the former is
learned by the pre-trained diffusion model, and the latter can be estimated by various approximation
methods. In our baseline derivative-free inverse problem solver, we substitute the explicit automatic
differentiation used in algorithms such as DPS with (28) and (29). We estimate this gradient by

leveraging the fact that a probability flow ODE deterministically maps every @ to €o; Vz,0(y | £o)
is approximated with Gaussian smoothing, and a vector-Jacobian product (VJP) is used to then

calculate V., p(y | ). Our gradient estimate is defined as follows:

Va, logp(y | ) = Va, logp(y | 20) = D, 20V, logp(y | #o) (30)

DmTt is the transpose of the Jacobian matrix; (30)) can be efficiently computed using automatic differ-
entiation. Note that although automatic differentiation is used, differentiation through the forward
model does not occur. Thus, this method is still applicable to non-differentiable inverse problems.
Furthermore, we choose to perturb &, and use a VJP rather than directly perturb x; so that we
can avoid repeated forward passes through the pre-trained network, which is very expensive. Pseu-
docode for these algorithms is provided in Algorithm ??.

A.4 ENKG IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS
There are mainly two design choices in our algorithm [2] to be made. The first is the step size w;

which controls the extent to which the correction step moves towards the MAP estimator. In the
ensemble Kalman literature (Kovachki & Stuart, |2019), the following adaptive step size is widely
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Figure 6: Ablation study on the number of particles for Navier-Stokes. The shaded region represents
best and worst particle.

Table 5: Qualitative evaluation on FFHQ 64x64 dataset. We report average metrics for image quality
and samples consistency on four tasks. Measurement noise level o = 0.05 is used if not otherwise
stated.

Inpaint (box) SR (x2,0 = 0.01) Deblur (Gauss) Phase retrieval
PSNRT SSIMtT LPIPS| PSNRt SSIMt LPIPS| PSNRT SSIMtT LPIPS| PSNRt SSIMt LPIPS]

Gradient access

DPst 22.58 0.767 0.087 29.19 0.924 0.032 21.50 0.663 0.157 12.19 0.245 0.592
Black-box access

Forward-GSG 19.62 0.612 0.189 25.25 0.836 0.093 20.27 0.606 0.170 10.307  0.170 0.493
Central-GSG 21.37 0.764 0.095 2741 0.916 0.030 20.88 0.729 0.123 11.36 0.283 0.619
DPG 21.92 0.799 0.088 26.86 0.917 0.027 20.00 0.734 0.114 15.56 0.438 0.446
SCG 20.27 0.734 0.098 27.02 0.910 0.036 20.73 0.754 0.100 10.59 0.233 0.617
EnKG(Ours) 23.53 0.822 0.067 29.52 0.930 0.036 22.02 0.698 0.136 26.14 0.840 0.122

used and we adopt it for our experiments as well.

ot = g S ot -6 Jo- e
k=1

Secondly, we find it useful to perform two correction steps in Eq. (6) when solving highly nonlinear
and high-dimensional problems such as Navier Stokes. Therefore, we perform two correction steps
at each iteration when running experiments on Navier Stokes.

A.5 BASELINE DETAILS
A.6 ADDITIONAL RESULTS

We include more qualitative results for inverse problems on FFHQ 256x256 dataset in Figure

A.7 DETAILS OF BLACK HOLE IMAGING

The measurement of black hole imaging is defined as (Sun & Bouman), 2021

yg?(havbvc) = A(V ‘/b c at,c) = Ai?(ha,b,c) (X) (32)
Vol IVl
camp a, c, L camp
Yi(ap,ed) = = log m : t(abcd)( x) 33)

where V,, ; is the visibility defined by

Vi) = glgtexp(—i(¢l, — ¢})) - It ,(®) + Nap. (34)
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Observation Ground truth SCG Forward-GSG Central-GSG DPG EnKG

¥

Gaussian
deblur

Super
resolution

Inpainting [

Phase
retrieval

Figure 7: Qualitative results on FFHQ 256.

Table 6: Hyperparameter choices for DPS with zero-order gradient estimation (64 x 64).

Inpaint (box) SR (x2,0 =0.01) Deblur (Gauss) Phase retrieval

Forward GSG

7 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
Q 10000 10000 10000 10000
w; 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

N 1000 1000 1000 1000
Central GSG

7 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
Q 10000 10000 10000 10000
w; 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

N 1000 1000 1000 1000

a, gv are telescope-based gain errors, ¢, ¢} are phase errors, and 7, 5 is baseline-based Gaussian

noise. The measurements consist of (M — 1)(M — 2)/2 closure phases y*® and M (M — 3)/2 log
closure amplitudes y“*™P for an array of M telescopes. Our experiments use M = 9 telescopes from
Event Horizon Telescope.

Ground truth J = 1024 ] = 2048 ] = 4096

= o

Figure 8: Vorticity field predicted by EnKG with different number of particles. From left to right,
the result gets better as we increase the number of particles.
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Table 7: Hyperparameter choices for baselines based on zero-order gradient estimation (256 x 256).

Inpaint (box) SR (x4,0 =0.05) Deblur (Gauss) Phase retrieval

Forward-GSG

7 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Q 10000 10000 20000 20000
w; 1.0 1.0 3.0 0.7
N 1000 1000 1000 1000
Central-GSG

7 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Q 10000 10000 20000 20000
w; 1.0 1.0 3.0 0.7
N 1000 1000 1000 1000
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