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Fast and Stable Diffusion Inverse Solver with
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Abstract—Diffusion models have recently been recognised as
efficient inverse problem solvers due to their ability to produce
high-quality reconstruction results without relying on pairwise
data training. Existing diffusion-based solvers utilize Gradient
Descent strategy to get a optimal sample solution. However, these
solvers only calculate the current gradient and have not utilized
any history information of sampling process, thus resulting in
unstable optimization progresses and suboptimal solutions. To
address this issue, we propose to utilize the history information of
the diffusion-based inverse solvers. In this paper, we first prove
that, in previous work, using the gradient descent method to
optimize the data fidelity term is convergent. Building on this,
we introduce the incorporation of historical gradients into this
optimization process, termed History Gradient Update (HGU).
We also provide theoretical evidence that HGU ensures the
convergence of the entire algorithm. It’s worth noting that HGU
is applicable to both pixel-based and latent-based diffusion model
solvers. Experimental results demonstrate that, compared to
previous sampling algorithms, sampling algorithms with HGU
achieves state-of-the-art results in medical image reconstruction,
surpassing even supervised learning methods. Additionally, it
achieves competitive results on natural images.

Index Terms—Diffusion model, inverse problem, CT recon-
struction.

I. INTRODUCTION

Inverse problem solving is of paramount significance, as
it typically entails the recovery of missing data from sparse
measurement y which is usually formulated as:

x̂ = argmin
x

||Ax− y||22 + λR (x) , (1)

where ||Ax− y||22 is the data-fidelity term that ensures the
reconstructed results are consistent with the measurements,
while λR (x) is a prior term that ensures the reconstructed
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results are realistic and follow the ground truth image distri-
bution p (x). Due to the sparsity of y, the solving processes are
well-known ill-posed problems. Therefore, it is important to
take advantage of good prior models to generate high-quality
results. Commonly, pre-trained generative models are used as
the prior models, including GANs [1], [2], VAEs [1], [3], and
diffusion models [4]–[6].

Previous research on optimization problems in diffusion-
based inverse problem solvers, specifically with regards to
optimizing the data fidelity term, has traditionally utilized
the most basic Gradient Descent (GD) strategy [5], [7]–
[9] to obtain the generated result. However, the loss-guided
optimization process of the data fidelity term is typically a
stochastic process that is naturally unstable. Additionally, the
GD strategy only relies on the gradient in a single step to op-
timize the target. These facts make the current diffusion-based
solvers difficult to optimize and ultimately lead to inaccurate
samples. One solution to this issue is to incorporate historical
gradient information into the optimization processes, which
can make the processes more stable and produce high-quality
samples. However, current research has yet to explore the
historical gradient information, and no studies have provided
evidence of the convergence properties of the GD strategy
when optimizing the data fidelity term.

Pixel-based diffusion models have been widely used to
solve inverse problems in recent research [5], [6], [8]–[12].
These models can effectively act as prior models and generate
high-quality samples in an iterative optimization framework.
However, they have a significant limitation: they can learn
accurate prior information from large-scale data, but inaccurate
from small-scale data. This limits their efficiency and applica-
bility to data-constrained tasks, such as medical image inverse
problems. To the best of our knowledge, no previous work
has investigated the applicability of diffusion-based solvers on
small-scale datasets.

In this paper, we aim to address the above issues by
introducing a new optimization method, which greatly expands
the applicability of diffusion-based solvers. Specifically, (1)
to address the optimization problems within diffusion-based
solvers, we prove the evidence of the convergence properties
of the GD strategy. (2) Based on this evidence, we develop a
new strategy for the optimization of data fidelity term which
use the historical gradient from previous optimization steps to
adaptively adjust sample-level gradient, namely History Gradi-
ent Update (HGU), thereby stabilizing the whole optimization
process and improving the quality of final samples. (3) We
introduce the latent diffusion model (LDM) to the diffusion-
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(a) Medical image Limited-Angle

(b) Medical image Sparse-View

(c) Image Super Resolution

(d) Image 99% Inpainting

Fig. 1. Our method is capable of reconstructing both nature images and medical data in a zero-shot manner with stable and fast optimization processes. In
this paper, we demonstrate the reconstruction ability of our method on various datasets and measurements. FBP is filtered backprojection.

based solver, such that we can learn accurate prior information
from small-scale data.

Extensive experiments of various inverse problems demon-
strate that HGU with LDMs outperforms state-of-the-art su-
pervised and unsupervised methods on small-scale medical
datasets. Additionally, as a general method of inverse problem
solvers, we extend HGU to the natural image restoration task
and HGU achieves competitive performance compared to other
state-of-the-art zero-shot methods. HGU provides a valuable
optimization tool for solving the inverse problem, allowing
the community to solve the inverse problem for different
modalities without regrading the scale of the dataset and
leveraging the vast amount of available LDMs such as Stable
Diffusion. Fig. 1 shows some representative visual results of
the proposed method.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Diffusion models

Consider a Gaussian diffusion process, where xt ∈ Rn, t ∈
[0, T ] and initial x0 is sampled from the original data distri-
bution Pdata. We define the forward diffusion process using
stochastic differential equation (SDE) [13]:

dx = f (x, t) dt+ g (t) dw, (2)

where f (·, t) : Rn → Rn > 0 is a drift coefficient function,
g (t) ∈ R is defined as a diffusion coefficient function, and

w ∈ Rn is a standard n-dimensional Brownian motion. Thus,
the reverse SDE of Eq. equation 2 can also defined as:

dx =
[
f (xt, t)− g (t)

2∇xt log pt (xt)
]
dt+ g (t) dw̄, (3)

where dt is a negative infinitesimal time step and dw̄ is
the backward process of dw. The reverse SDE defines a
generative process that transforms standard Gaussian noise
into meaningful content. To accomplish this transformation,
the score function∇xt

log pt (xt) needs to be matching, which
is typically replaced with ∇xt

log p0|t (xt|x0) in practice.
Therefore, we can train a score model sθ (xt, t), so that
sθ (xt, t) ≈ ∇xt log pt (xt) ≈ ∇xt log p0|t (xt|x0) using the
following score-matching objective:

min
θ

Et∈[1,...,T ],x0∼Pdata,xt∼p0|t(xt|x0)[∣∣∣∣sθ (xt, t)−∇xt log p0|t (xt|x0)
∣∣∣∣2
2

]
. (4)

Subsequently, the reverse SDE can yield meaningful contents
x0 ∼ Pdata from random noises xT ∼ N (0, I) by iteratively
using sθ (xt, t) to estimate the scores ∇xt log pt (xt). In
our experiments, we adopt the standard Denoising Diffusion
Probabilistic Models (DDPM) [4] which is equivalent to the
above variance preserving SDE (VP-SDE) [13].

B. Diffusion model for inverse problem solving

To solve the inverse problems using the diffusion model,
various workarounds are proposed [14]–[17]. These meth-
ods use conditional diffusion models to iteratively denoise
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Gaussian noise and obtain reconstructed samples. However,
these approaches have limitations, as they rely on conditional
diffusion models that require paired data for training and can
only handle specific tasks without retraining. To address these
issues, several zero-shot diffusion-based inverse solvers [5],
[6], [10]–[12] have been proposed. Typically, for each de-
noising step, they [6], [10], [12] unconditionally estimate new
denoised samples based on the previous step, followed by re-
placing the corresponding items in the denoised samples using
the measurement y, which is also known as range-null space
decomposition [12]. This approach ensures data consistency,
but it fails in the case of noisy measurements, since A−1y is
not a correct corresponding item for the denoised samples.
To deal with noisy measurements, alternative methods [8],
[18] have been proposed to solve the inverse problems with
noised measurements. Rather than directly replace items, these
approaches use the gradient of ||y −Ax||22 to conditionally
guide the generative process. These methods are robust to
noise and can process nonlinear projection operators, which
can be formulated as

∇xt
log p(y|xt) ≃ ∇xt

log p (y|E [x0|xt]) ,

E [x0|xt] =
1√
ᾱ
(xt − (1− ᾱ)sθ(xt, t)) . (5)

Despite the achievements, these methods try to solve the
inverse problem on the pixel space which are very effective
when having large-scale training dataset for DDPM mod-
els, while obtaining bad performance on small-scale datasets
which limits their availability in solving the inverse problem
of medical imaging.

III. METHOD

A. Latent diffusion solver

Previous works on diffusion-based inverse problem solv-
ing, such as [5]–[8], [12], [18], have solved the problems
in the pixel space, which is sensitive to the scale of data.
To overcome this limitation, we are inspired by the Latent
Diffusion Models (LDMs) [14]. We introduce a new inverse
solver called Latent Diffusion Solver (LDS) that aims to solve
general inverse problems on the latent space for small-scale
datasets.

Assumption 1. For paired encoder E and decoder D, E can
compress any data x ∼ pdata into a distinct low-dimensional
latent z ∼ platent, and subsequently D can restore z from x.

z = E(x),x = D(z), x ∼ pdata (6)

Although the above Assumption 1 is a strong assumption,
in real-world applications, variational autoencoders [3], [19]
have revealed their strong performance in compressing and
restoring. When both the encoder and decoder are well-trained,
we posit that the aforementioned assumptions hold. So that
we can obtain a score model on latent space denoted as ϵzθ as
shown in Proposition 1.

Proposition 1. Considering a data x ∼ pdata, we can get its
unique latent z by z = E(x). By minimizing the below score
matching function, we can get ϵzθ :

min
θ

Et∈[1,...,T ],z0∼platent,zt∼p0|t(zt|z0)[∣∣∣∣szθ (zt, t)−∇zt
log p0|t (zt|z0)

∣∣∣∣2
2

]
, z = E(x). (7)

Also, given the well-trained decoder D, we can have a new
data consistency term on the latent space as shown in the
following Proposition.

Proposition 2. Considering a latent zt ∼ platent(zi|z0) where
i ∈ [0, 1] and z0 ∼ platent, the data consistency term on the
latent space can be computed by

p(y|zi) = U(y,AD (zi)). (8)

Based on the above assumption and proposition, we can
solve inverse problems on the latent space without losing any
generalization ability. Similarly, we can use the posterior mean
method from DPS [8] to replace zi with ẑ0 to derive LDS.
The following theorem indicates this manner.

Theorem 1 (Latent Diffusion Solver). Considering Assump-
tion 1, Proposition 1 and 2, we can derive Eq. 5 to the latent
space. Formally,

∇zt
log p(y|zt) ≃ ∇zt

log p (y|E [z0|zt])
= U (y,AD (E [z0|zt])) ,

E [z0|zt] =
1√
ᾱ
(zt − (1− ᾱ)szθ (zt, t)) , (9)

∇zt
log p(zt|y) ≃ szθ (zt, t)− ϵ∇zt

U (y,AD (E [z0|zt]))
(10)

where ϵ is the guidance rate, which can balance the realness
and consistency of results, and U is the evaluation function
which evaluates the difference between the measurement y
and predicted measurement AD (E [z0|zt]).

B. History gradient update

Latent diffusion solvers typically generate superior sam-
ples [14]. However, both pixel and latent-based diffusion
solvers still face challenges from unstable optimization pro-
cesses and the gradient descent strategy, which result in sub-
optimal samples. To improve the stability of solvers and
achieve the best quality samples, we propose a new opti-
mization method for diffusion-based solvers, called History
Gradient Update. In this section, we explain how our HGU
solves the inverse problem with two variants.

Momentum-variant. Given a well-trained latent-based
score model szθ , we have the posterior mean:

E [z0|zt] =
1√
ᾱ

(
zt −

√
1− ᾱszθ (zt, t)

)
, t ∈ [0, T ], (11)
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Fig. 2. Left: the proposed framework for inverse problem solving.. We extend the previous work in the pixel-based diffusion models ( [8]) to the latent-
based diffusion models, which are more efficient. We design a new approach to update the latent after every data consistency step, making the optimization
process of latent more stable and the results more accuracy. Right: an illustration of the latent updating process and the proposed History Gradient
Updating. The history gradients are essential to stabilize optimization processing and improve the quality of samples. We collect the history information from
previous step, and estimate the optimal gradient factors {mt,vt} based on the current gradient gt. Finally, we compute the optimal gradients based on the
estimated momentum through our Momentum-variant HGU (GDM) and Improved-Momentum-variant HGU (iGDM) algorithms and obtain the next latent
zt−1.

Algorithm 1 HGU: Momentum-variant.

Require: T, y, szθ ,D, η
1: zT ∼ N (0, I)
2: for t = T − 1, · · · , 0 do
3: z0|t ← 1√

ᾱt
(zt − (1− ᾱt)s

z
θ (zt, t))

4: k ∼ N (0, I)

5: z′
t−1 ←

√
αi(1−ᾱt−1)

1−ᾱt
zt +

√
ᾱt−1βt

1−ᾱt
z0|t + g(t)k

6: if t == T − 1 then
7: mt ← ∇ztU

(
y,AD

(
z0|t
))

8: else
9: mt ← ηmt+1 + (1− η)∇zt

U
(
y,AD

(
z0|t
))

10: end if
11: zt−1 ← z′

t−1 − ϵtmt

12: end for
13: x̂0 ← D (z0)

return x̂0

Algorithm 2 HGU: Improved-Momentum-variant.

Require: T, y, szθ ,D, η1, η2, ε, ϵ
1: zT ∼ N (0, I),mT ← 0,vT ← 0
2: for t = T − 1, · · · , 0 do
3: z0|t ← 1√

ᾱt
(zt − (1− ᾱt)s

z
θ (zt, t))

4: k ∼ N (0, I)

5: z′
t−1 ←

√
αt(1−ᾱt−1)

1−ᾱt
zt +

√
ᾱt−1βt

1−ᾱt
z0|t + g(t)k

6: gt ← ∇ztU
(
y,AD

(
z0|t
))

7: mt ← η1mt+1 + (1− η1)gt
8: vt ← η2vt+1 + (1− η2)g

2
t

9: zt−1 ← z′
t−1 − ϵ mt√

vt+ε

10: end for
11: x̂0 ← D (z0)

return x̂0

where zT ∼ N (0, I). Thus we can add historical gradient to
the reconstruction as:

zt−1 = z′
t−1 − ϵtm

t, (12)

z′
t−1 =

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
zt +

√
ᾱt−1βt

1− ᾱt
E [z0|zt] + g(t)k,

(13)
mt = ηmt−1 + (1− η)∇ztU (y,AD (E [z0|zt])) , (14)

where k ∼ N (0, I). The final results can be obtained by
decoding the latent z0 as x̂0 = D(z0).

Improved-Momentum-variant. Similarly to the
Momentum-variant, we have the same predicted posterior
mean E [z0|zt]. The Momentum-variant only considers the
first momentum information. Thus, we develop a new variant,
named Improved-Momentum-variant HGU (iGDM), which
includes the both first momentum and second momentum
information [20]. We derive the Improved-Momentum-variant
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HGU as:

zt−1 = z′
t−1 − ϵt

mt

√
vt + ε

, (15)

mt = η1mt−1 + (1− η1)U (y,AD (E [z0|zt])) , (16)

vt = η2vt−1 + (1− η2)U (y,AD (E [z0|zt]))2 , (17)

where ε helps improve the numerical stability. The detail pseu-
docode of the above variant HGU is provided in Algorithm 1
and 2.

It should be noted that our iGDM and Adam [20] both
use the first and second momentum to optimize variables.
However, Adam is designed as an optimizer for neural network
training, while our iGDM is designed to maintain consistent
measurements during the solving process. Therefore, based
on their purposes, there are two major differences between
our iGDM and Adam: (1) The Adam optimizer assumes that
the parameters in the neural network follow the L2 distribu-
tion, so it applies a weight decay algorithm to preserve this
assumption. In contrast, our iGDM does not make any prior
assumption on the variables, because the prior is approximated
by the diffusion models. Thus, iGDM does not include the
weight decay algorithm. (2) The second momentum in the
Adam optimizer is often unstable and requires a term added
to the denominator to improve numerical stability. The value
of this term would greatly affect the performance of the neural
network. However, this term in iGDM has little influence on
the performance (shown in Tab. V), which may be because
our algorithm can provide a stable second moment. This term
is necessary to prevent the unlikely case where the second
momentum is zero in iGDM.

C. Theoretical analysis of history gradient update

In the following, we show the theoretical analysis of the
gradient decent algorithm and our history gradient update in
the context of diffusion-based solvers. The basic formulation
of gradient guidance in Eq. 1 corresponds to a simple gradient
descent scheme. However, previous work [5], [8] did not
provide convergence proofs for the use of gradient descent
algorithms on the data fidelity term. Here, we give the proofs
for the use of gradient descent algorithms on the data fidelity
term. We also demonstrate through theoretical analysis that in-
corporating historical gradients into updates of the data fidelity
term can still convergence. The following definitions shows
our definition on the data fidelity term and the convergence
criteria:

Definition 1 (Data fidelity term). For all t ∈ R, the data
fidelity term Ut(z) is a convex function related to latent
variable z, then any z1 and z2 in a given domain and
∀a ∈ (0, 1) have:

Ut(az1 + (1− a)z2) ≤ aUt(z1) + (1− a)Ut(z2), (18)
Ut(z2) ≥ Ut(z1) + ⟨∇Ut(z1), z2 − z1⟩ . (19)

Definition 2 (Convergence Criteria). When Ut(z) is a convex
function, the regret algorithm R(T ) from [21] is chosen as
the statistical quantity:

R(T ) =

T∑
t=1

Ut

(
z(t)
)
−min

z

T∑
t=1

Ut(z). (20)

When T → ∞ and R(T )/T → 0, we can conduct that
the gradient descent algorithm is convergent, i.e., z →
argminz

∑T
t=1 Ut(z) ≜ z∗, not only does it converge to some

value, but this value minimizes the data fidelity term. Subject
to convergence of the algorithm, we generally assume that
1. the slower R(T ) grows with T , the faster the algorithm
converges, and 2. the slower the guidance rate ϵ decays for
the same growth rate, the faster the algorithm converges.

Based on the above definitions, we make assumptions on
the latent variable z and the gradient g:

Assumption 2. Latent variable z is bounded, i.e., ∥z−z′∥2 ≤
D,∀z, z′, and the gradient g = ∇ztU (y,AD (E [z0|zt])) is
also bounded, i.e., ∥gt∥2 ≤ G,∀t.

This assumption is very common and has been widely
adopted in neural network analysis. Now we can provide a
theoretical proof of convergence for the GD algorithm.

Theorem 2. For the gradient descent algorithm used in [5],
[8], we have the upper bound of GD as:

R(T ) =
1

2ϵT
D2 +

G2

2

T∑
t=1

ϵ2t . (21)

When T →∞, the GD algorithm is tend to convergence:

lim
T→∞

R(T )

T
≤ lim

T→∞

1

T

[
1

2ϵT
D2 +

G2

2

T∑
t=1

ϵ2t

]
= 0. (22)

Considering ϵt is a function w.r.t t: ϵt = ϵ(t), and a polynomial
decay with a constant C is employed: ϵt = C/tn, n ≥ 0:

R(T ) ≤ D2 T
n

2C
+

G2C

2

(
1

1− n
T 1−n − n

1− n

)
. (23)

Thus, R(T ) = O
(
Tmax(n,1−n)

)
. When n = 1/2, R(T ) attain

the optimal upper bound O
(
T 1/2

)
.

By leveraging the result of Theorem 2, we can ensure
the GD algorithm can converge on the data fidelity term. In
the training of neural networks, the integration of historical
gradient information with gradient descent algorithms has
achieved significant success [20], [22]. Therefore, similarly,
we introduce historical gradient information into the optimiza-
tion process for the data fidelity term to form our history
gradient update method. Here, we demonstrate a variants of
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(c)

(a)

(b)

(d)

Fig. 3. Qualitative results of medical sparse data reconstruction. (a) represents the visual results of 18 sparse-view CT reconstruction. (b) represents the visual
results of 32 sparse-view CT reconstruction. (c) represents the visual results of 45 degree limited-angle CT reconstruction. (d) represents the visual results
of 90 degree limited-angle CT reconstruction. The resolution of CT images is 256× 256 The display window of CT images is set to [−150, 256] HU. The
standard measurement of CT is 512 views around 180 degrees.

gradient update policies based on first and second moments.
For any dimension i of the variable z, we have:

z
(t+1)
i = z

(t)
i − ϵt

m̂
(t)
i√
v̂
(t)
i

= z
(t)
i −

ϵt

1−
∏t

s=1 η1,s

η1,tm
(t−1)
i + (1− η1,t)gt,i√

v̂
(t)
i

,

m̂
(t)
i =

1− η1
1− ηt1

t∑
s=1

ηt−s
1 gs, v̂

(t)
i =

1− η2
1− ηt2

t∑
s=1

ηt−s
2 g2s .

(24)

Where m̂
(t)
i , v̂

(t)
i are the first and second momentum of gra-

dient. (η1, η2) are the coefficient for m̂
(t)
i , v̂

(t)
i . Based on the

Assumption 2, we have a theoretical proof convergence for
Improved-Momentum-variant history gradient update:

Theorem 3. For the Improved-Momentum-variant history gra-

dient update, we have the upper bound as:

R(T ) ≤
∑d

i=1 D
2
iGi

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
+

(
d∑

i=1

DiGi

)(
T∑

t=1

η1,t
1− η1,t

)
+

(
d∑

i=1

Gi

) T∑
t=1

γt
2(1− η1,t)

·
t∑

s=1

(1− η1,s)
2
(∏t

r=s+1 η1,r

)2
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

 ,

(25)

where γt = ϵt
1−

∏t
s=1 η1,s

. Similarly, When T → ∞,
this Improved-Momentum-variant history gradient update
algorithm is tend to convergence. Considering η1,t ∈
(0, 1),∀t, η1,1 ≥ η1,2 ≥ · · · ≥ η1,T ≥ . . . and η2 ∈
(0, 1),

η1,t√
η2
≤
√
c < 1, we have:

R(T ) ≤
∑d

i=1 D
2
iGi

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
+

(
d∑

i=1

DiGi

)(
T∑

t=1

η1,t

)
+(

d∑
i=1

Gi

)[ ∑T
t=1 ϵt

2(1− η1,1)2(1− η2)(1− c)

]
. (26)
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TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION (PSNR, SSIM) OF MEDICAL IMAGE RECONSTRUCTION ON AAPM TEST 256× 256 DATASET. WE MARK BOLD FOR THE

BEST AND UNDERLINE FOR THE SECOND BEST. CLEAR [24] IS A SUPERVISED METHOD.

Method
Sparse view Limited angle

18 32 45 90

PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑

FBP 24.76 0.5296 28.03 0.6779 16.65 0.5422 20.35 0.5113
FISTA-TV 24.86 0.5408 28.14 0.6888 16.66 0.5463 20.40 0.5241
CLEAR 32.28 0.8798 36.24 0.9257 25.71 0.8559 31.60 0.9223
MCG 28.54 0.8135 28.98 0.8242 26.08 0.7418 28.44 0.8079
DPS 28.55 0.8140 28.97 0.8242 28.25 0.8204 28.25 0.8088

LHGU 39.01 0.9552 39.77 0.9612 30.05 0.8747 32.68 0.9032

Similar to Theorem 2, when n = 1/2, R(T ) attain the optimal
upper bound O

(
T 1/2

)
.

Remark 1. Note that the GD algorithm and our Improved-
Momentum-variant history gradient update algorithm have
similar upper bound which mean they can both converge when
optimize the data fidelity term. Although Theorem 2and 3
both require T → ∞, in real-world applications, both the
algorithms can converge with limited iterations. In addition,
although both the algorithms have the same optimal up-
per bound O

(
T 1/2

)
, the Improved-Momentum-variant history

gradient update has a faster and more stable convergence
process than the naive GD algorithm when deals with the
various inverse problems in real-world applications. While
we have only proven the convergence of GD and iGDM,
these proofs can also be extended to update algorithms using
historical gradient information, such as Gradient Descent with
Momentum (GDM) [22].

It is worth noting that our history gradient update method
is a generalize optimizing method for the data fidelity term,
thus, we can apply it to our latent-diffusion-based solver [23]
and previous pixel-diffusion-based solvers (e.g., MCG [5] and
DPS [8]). Details of the proof process are presented in the
supporting document.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental setup

Models and datasets. For medical image reconstruction,
we train our DDPM and LDM model on the 2016 American
Association of Physicists in Medicine (AAPM) grand chal-
lenge dataset [25]. The dataset has normal-dose data from
10 patients. 9 patients’ data are used for training, and 1 for
validation which contains 526 images. To simulate low-dose
imaging, a parallel-beam imaging geometry with 180 degrees
was employed. Regarding inpainting and super-resolution
tasks, we test our method on CelebAHQ 1k 256 × 256
dataset [26] and LSUN-bedroom 256 × 256 dataset [27]. We
utilize pretrained DDPM and LDM models from the open-
source model repository from [4], [14]. All the images are
normalized to range [0, 1]. More details including the hyper-
parameters are listed in Appendix. B. We call the Latent
diffusion solver with HGU as LHGU.

Measurement operators. For sparse-view CT reconstruc-
tion, we uniformly sample 18 and 32 views. For limited-
angle CT reconstruction, we restrict the imaging degree range
to 45 and 90 degrees with 128 views using parallel beam
geometry. For random inpainting, following [5], [8], we mask
out 99% of the total pixels (including all the channels). For
super-resolution, we use 8× bilinear downsampling. Gaussian
noise is added in the nature image evaluation after a forward
operation performed with σ = 0.05. The medical data are
evaluated without noise.

B. Evaluation on medical data

To assess the performance of HGU in reconstructing medi-
cal sparse data, we compare it with several recent state-of-the-
art methods: manifold constrained gradients (MCG) [5], dif-
fusion posterior sampling (DPS) [8], comprehensive learning
enabled adversarial reconstruction (CLEAR) [24], fast iterative
shrinkage-thresholding algorithm with total-variation (FISTA-
TV), and the analytical reconstruction method, filtered back
projection (FBP). Peak-signal-to-noise-ratio (PSNR) and struc-
tural similarity index measure (SSIM) are used for quantitative
evaluation.

The quantitative results of medical sparse data reconstruc-
tion are demonstrated in Tab. I and Tab. II. LHGU outperforms
all other state-of-the-art methods by a significant margin across
all experiment settings. We also compare our method in the
high-resolution CT image reconstruction task with zero-shot
methods. However, due to the large memory consumption of
DDPM, it is challenging to train DDPM models for high-
resolution reconstruction. Thus, we exclude MCG and DPS
which rely on DDPM from Tab. II. The results show that
LHGU provides noise-free reconstruction results, although
there is still a significant gap between the reconstructed images
and the ground truth. In contrast, other zero-shot methods fail
to reconstruct meaningful results.

The qualitative results of medical sparse image reconstruc-
tion are demonstrated in Fig. 3 which are consistent with the
quantitative results reported in Tab. I. In Fig. 3, we compare
our method with the state-of-the-art zero-shot unsupervised
and supervised methods. We observe that LHGU can provide
high-quality reconstructions, especially for the sparse view
reconstruction task. Specifically, LHGU can provide better
overall structure and nearly artifact-free reconstruction. Addi-
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TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION (PSNR, SSIM) OF MEDICAL IMAGE RECONSTRUCTION ON AAPM TEST 512× 512 DATASET FOR ZERO-SHOT METHODS.

WE MARK BOLD FOR THE BEST AND UNDERLINE FOR THE SECOND BEST.

Method
Sparse view Limited angle

18 32 45 90

PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑

FBP 23.48 0.5096 26.70 0.6423 16.53 0.5480 19.88 0.4932
FISTA-TV 23.93 0.5566 27.11 0.6768 16.59 0.5695 20.08 0.5348

LHGU 36.94 0.9216 37.63 0.9373 30.47 0.8579 33.41 0.8837

GT Input PnP-ADMM MCG DPS Ours

Fig. 4. Qualitative results of 99% inpaint nature image reconstruction with Gaussian noise (σ = 0.05).

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION (PSNR, SSIM, LPIPS) OF NATURE IMAGE RECONSTRUCTION ON CELEBAHQ AND LSUN-BEDROOM DATASET. WE MARK

BOLD FOR THE BEST AND UNDERLINE FOR THE SECOND BEST.

Method Type
CelebAHQ LSUN-bedroom

Inpaint SR (8×) Inpaint SR (8×)

PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓

PnP-ADMM Traditional IR 3.97 0.3017 0.8916 22.94 0.6303 0.6820 5.059 0.3236 0.8940 20.14 0.5458 0.7944
MCG Pixel Diffusion 18.91 0.5600 0.2544 12.47 0.1655 0.6713 16.89 0.4555 0.5486 9.39 0.0606 0.8698
DPS Pixel Diffusion 18.95 0.5614 0.2543 24.36 0.7116 0.1089 17.03 0.4587 0.5414 19.15 0.5614 0.3074

LHGU Latent Diffusion 22.14 0.6647 0.2280 25.27 0.7530 0.0878 20.33 0.5845 0.4858 19.83 0.5762 0.3253

tionally, our method also provides better reconstructions than
other methods in limited angle reconstruction tasks.

C. Evaluation on nature images

In order to further test the performance of our method, we
compare our method against state-of-the-art methods, namely,
MCG, DPS, and plug-and-play alternating direction method of
multipliers (PnP-ADMM) [28]. For quantitative analysis, we
utilize three widely used perceptual evaluation metrics: LPIPS
distance, PSNR, and SSIM.

The quantitative results of nature image reconstruction are
illustrated in Tab. III. Our method achieves competitive results
compared to the previous state-of-the-art. Specifically, we
observe that our method is able to accurately reconstruct the
original data and preserve the most data consistency, even
when dealing with highly sparse measurements such as 99%
random inpainting. Additionally, we note that LHGU gains
some advantages over the previous best method on the super-
resolution task.

The qualitative results of nature sparse image reconstruction
are demonstrated in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5. Notably, the traditional
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GT Input PnP-ADMM MCG DPS Ours

Fig. 5. Qualitative results of 8× super-resolution nature image reconstruction with Gaussian noise (σ = 0.05).

TABLE IV
ABLATION EVALUATION (PSNR, SSIM) ON THE EFFECT OF OUR METHOD. HGU DENOTES THE IMPROVED-MOMENTUM-VARIANT HGU. MODEL A IS

EQUAL TO DPS [8] WE MARK BOLD FOR THE BEST AND UNDERLINE FOR THE SECOND BEST.

Model Diffusion
Type

Update
Strategy

Sparse View Limited Angle Speed
(iter/s)

Memory
(MB)18 32 45 90

PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

A (DPS) Pixel GD 28.55 0.8140 28.97 0.8242 28.25 0.8204 28.25 0.8088 20.88 6338
B Latent GD 31.37 0.8775 31.88 0.8891 29.82 0.8684 31.65 0.8884 37.03 4268
C Pixel HGU 32.83 0.8892 34.29 0.9171 29.40 0.8562 32.42 0.9047 20.62 6338
D (Ours, LHGU) Latent HGU 39.01 0.9552 39.77 0.9612 29.60 0.8779 32.89 0.9116 36.67 4268

iterative method PnP-ADMM failed to produce satisfactory
results for both the inpainting and super-resolution tasks due
to its limited prior terms. In contrast, our method outperforms
the comparison methods, particularly in terms of color and
structure in the inpainting task. In the super-resolution task,
the results obtained by MCG exhibit many artifacts, which
are likely due to the projection step [8]. Our method, on the
other hand, achieves competitive results with DPS, the most
advanced method, with small gaps.

D. Ablation studies

We conducted ablation studies to validate the effectiveness
of our approach. we compared the performance of our ap-
proach against a pixel-based iterative reconstruction approach.
To ensure a fair comparison, we conducted these ablation
studies on the medical image reconstruction task, as both
the DDPM and LDM models were trained using the same
protocol.

In Table IV, we can observe that our method outperforms
the pixel-based iterative reconstruction method, DPS, by a
large margin. This result confirms that the latent-based ap-
proach is superior to the pixel-based approach in terms of
both speed and accuracy. Additionally, we can see that using
HGU in the pixel space can improve the performance of DPS,
allowing it to surpass the naive DPS. Compared to pixel-
space models, LHGU achieves significant speed-up with less
memory consumption. Although LHGU decodes latent into
pictures at each step, it still has a greater advantage than
processing directly in pixel space.

From Table V, we can observe that our history gradient
update method significantly enhances performance, regardless

of the evaluation function used, even for non-strong-convex
functions such as LPIPS [29] and FFL [30]. This suggests that
our history gradient update is a versatile method applicable to
various scenarios. Similarly, from Fig. 6, we can observe that
in the case of using Improved-Momentum-variant, all evalua-
tion functions achieve relatively stable optimization. In Fig. 7,
we present a comparison between our history gradient update
and the GD algorithm. It is evident that our algorithm provides
a more stable optimization process and does not exhibit an
increase in error during the later stages of optimization. This
indicates that historical gradient information contributes to a
more stable optimization of the data fidelity term.

E. Hyper-parameter studies

To analyze the impact of the history gradient update on the
entire reconstruction process, we conducted multiple exper-
iments on the hyperparameters of its Improved-Momentum-
variant. Table VI presents the experimental results of adjusting
the three hyperparameters, ε, η1, η2. From the results, it is
evident that adjusting ε does not significantly impact the
final performance. However, modifications to η1 and η2 result
in a substantial reduction in performance, a phenomenon
reminiscent of using the Adam optimizer for neural network
optimization. On the other hand, this phenomenon underscores
the necessity of incorporating historical gradients into the
optimization process. Proper hyperparameter selection can
lead to a significant performance improvement.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce the History Gradient Update
(HGU) as a powerful optimization tool for solving general
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Fig. 6. Errors of different evaluation functions using Improved-Momentum-
variant LHGU in sparse-view CT reconstruction.

Fig. 7. Errors of different gradient update algorithms in sparse-view CT
reconstruction. The bands show 90% percentile interval.

TABLE V
ABLATION EVALUATION (PSNR, SSIM) ON THE EFFECT OF EVALUATION FUNCTION AND HISTORY GRADIENT UPDATE VARIANTS. WE MARK BOLD FOR

THE BEST AND UNDERLINE FOR THE SECOND BEST.

Evaluation function L1 L1 L1 L2 L2 L2 FFL FFL FFL LPIPS LPIPS LPIPS

Gradient update method GD GDM iGDM GD GDM iGDM GD GDM iGDM GD GDM iGDM

PSNR ↑ 27.07 38.87 39.77 32.23 32.36 39.86 23.18 34.30 39.56 19.03 23.30 39.54
SSIM ↑ 0.8857 0.9551 0.9612 0.8933 0.8948 0.9612 0.7822 0.9009 0.9598 0.6144 0.6409 0.9597

TABLE VI
HYPER-PARAMETERS EVALUATION ON THE IMPROVED-MOMENTUM-VARIANT HISTORY GRADIENT UPDATE. WE MARK BOLD FOR THE BEST.

Model Baseline A B C D E F G H

ε 1e−8 1e−3 1 1e−8 1e−8 1e−8 1e−8 1e−8 1e−8

η1 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.99 0.5 0.1 0.9 0.9 0.9
η2 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.9 0.5 0.1

PSNR 39.77 39.74 39.77 30.85 34.11 30.83 29.88 20.02 20.85
SSIM 0.9612 0.9609 0.9610 0.8465 0.9200 0.8720 0.8245 0.6252 0.6414

inverse problems. We ensured the convergence of optimizing
the data fidelity term using a gradient descent algorithm
through theoretical derivation. Simultaneously, we demon-
strated that incorporating historical gradient information into
the optimization process accelerates its convergence. In addi-
tion, we generate the prior term in the latent space instead
of the pixel space, which has proven its effectiveness on
small-scale datasets and also leads to faster sampling speed.
Our experimental results demonstrate that the latent diffusion
solver with HGU outperforms state-of-the-art methods includ-
ing the supervised method on sparse CT data reconstruction
and achieves competitive results on nature image restoration.
We believe that our work offers the community a promising
tool for leveraging the rapidly growing field of latent diffusion
models to restore high-quality and high-resolution data from
degraded measurements with stable and fast optimizations.
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PROOFS

Theorem 2. For the gradient descent algorithm used in [5],
[8], we have the upper bound of GD as:

R(T ) =
1

2ϵT
D2 +

G2

2

T∑
t=1

ϵ2t . (14)

When T →∞, the GD algorithm is tend to convergence:

lim
T→∞

R(T )

T
≤ lim

T→∞

1

T

[
1

2ϵT
D2 +

G2

2

T∑
t=1

ϵ2t

]
= 0. (15)

Considering ϵt is a function w.r.t t: ϵt = ϵ(t), and a polynomial
decay with a constant C is employed: ϵt = C/tn, n ≥ 0:

R(T ) ≤ D2 T
n

2C
+

G2C

2

(
1

1− n
T 1−n − n

1− n

)
. (16)

Thus, R(T ) = O
(
Tmax(n,1−n)

)
. When n = 1/2, R(T ) attain

the optimal upper bound O
(
T 1/2

)
.

Proof. Considering z∗ = argminz
∑T

t=1 Ut(z), we have:

R(T ) =

T∑
t=1

Ut

(
z(t)
)
−min

z

T∑
t=1

Ut(z) (27)

=

T∑
t=1

Ut

(
z(t)
)
−

T∑
t=1

Ut(z
∗) (28)

=

T∑
t=1

[(
z(t)
)
− Ut(z

∗)
]
, (29)

because Ut(z) is a convex function, we have:

Ut(z
∗) ≥ Ut

(
z(t)
)
+
〈
gt, z

∗ − z(t)
〉

(30)

=⇒Ut

(
z(t)
)
− Ut(z

∗) ≤
〈
gt, z

(t) − z∗
〉
. (31)

Hence, we can substitute the above expression into R(T ):

R(T ) ≤
T∑

t=1

〈
gt, z

(t) − z∗
〉
. (32)

For the GD algorithm, we have:

z(t+1) =z(t) − ϵtgt (33)

=⇒ z(t+1) − z∗ =z(t) − z∗ − ϵtgt (34)

=⇒
∥∥∥z(t+1) − z∗

∥∥∥2
2
=
∥∥∥z(t) − z∗ − ϵtgt

∥∥∥2
2

(35)

=⇒
∥∥∥z(t+1) − z∗

∥∥∥2
2
=
∥∥∥z(t) − z∗

∥∥∥2
2
− 2ϵt

〈
gt, z

(t) − z∗
〉

+ ϵ2t∥gt∥22 (36)

=⇒
〈
gt, z

(t) − z∗
〉
=

1

2ϵt

[∥∥∥z(t) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
−
∥∥∥z(t+1) − z∗

∥∥∥2
2

]
+

ϵt
2
∥gt∥22. (37)

Thus, the upper bound of R(T ) can be:

R(T ) ≤
T∑

i=1

1

2ϵt

[∥∥∥z(t) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
−
∥∥∥z(t+1) − z∗

∥∥∥2
2

]
+

ϵt
2
∥gt∥22

(38)

=

T∑
i=1

1

2ϵt

[∥∥∥z(t) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
−
∥∥∥z(t+1) − z∗

∥∥∥2
2

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(1)

+

T∑
i=1

ϵt
2
∥gt∥22︸ ︷︷ ︸

(2)

. (39)

For the (1) in Eq. 39, we have:
T∑

i=1

1

2ϵt

[∥∥∥z(t) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
−
∥∥∥z(t+1) − z∗

∥∥∥2
2

]
(40)

=
1

2ϵ1

∥∥∥z(1) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
− 1

2ϵ1

∥∥∥z(2) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
+ (41)

1

2ϵ2

∥∥∥z(2) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
− 1

2ϵ2

∥∥∥z(3) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
+ · · ·+ (42)

1

2ϵT

∥∥∥z(T ) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
− 1

2ϵT

∥∥∥z(T+1) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2

(43)

=
1

2ϵ1

∥∥∥z(1) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
+

T∑
t=2

(
1

2ϵt
− 1

2ϵt−1

)∥∥∥z(t) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2

(44)

− 1

2ϵT

∥∥∥z(T+1) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
. (45)

Since the latent variable z is bounded, we have:
1

2ϵ1

∥∥∥z(1) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
≤ 1

2ϵ1
D2. (46)

Since {ϵt} is monotonically non-decreasing and the latent
variable z is bounded, we have:
T∑

t=2

(
1

2ϵt
− 1

2ϵt−1

)∥∥∥z(t) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
≤

T∑
t=2

(
1

2ϵt
− 1

2ϵt−1

)
D2.

(47)
Clearly, − 1

2ϵT

∥∥z(T+1) − z∗
∥∥2
2

is less than or equal to 0.
Therefore, we can rescale equation (1) as:

T∑
i=1

1

2ϵt

[∥∥∥z(t) − z∗
∥∥∥2
2
−
∥∥∥z(t+1) − z∗

∥∥∥2
2

]
(48)

≤ 1

2ϵ1
D2 +

T∑
t=2

(
1

2ϵt
− 1

2ϵt−1

)
D2 + 0 =

1

2ϵT
D2. (49)

And for (2), considering the gradient g is bounded, we have:
T∑

i=1

ϵt
2
∥gt∥22 ≤

T∑
i=1

ϵt
2
G2 =

G2

2

T∑
t=1

ϵ2t . (50)

Thus, we have the upper bound for R(T ):

R(T ) =
1

2ϵT
D2 +

G2

2

T∑
t=1

ϵ2t . (51)
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Clearly, when T →∞, the above equation is tend to 0:

lim
T→∞

R(T )

T
≤ lim

T→∞

1

T

[
1

2ϵT
D2 +

G2

2

T∑
t=1

ϵ2t

]
= 0. (52)

Thus, we can conclude that the GD algorithm is tend to
convergence when T →∞. Considering ϵt is a function w.r.t
t: ϵt = ϵ(t), and a polynomial decay with a constant C is
employed: ϵt = C/tn, n ≥ 0:

R(T ) ≤ T p

2C
D2 +

G2

2

T∑
t=1

C

tp
(53)

≤ T p

2C
D2 +

G2C

2

(
1 +

∫ T

1

dt

tp

)
(54)

=
T p

2C
D2 +

G2C

2

(
1

1− p
T 1−p − p

1− p

)
. (55)

Thus, R(T ) = O
(
Tmax(n,1−n)

)
. When n = 1/2, R(T ) attain

the optimal upper bound O
(
T 1/2

)
.

Theorem 3. For the Improved-Momentum-variant history gra-
dient update, we have the upper bound as:

R(T ) ≤
∑d

i=1 D
2
iGi

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
+

(
d∑

i=1

DiGi

)(
T∑

t=1

η1,t
1− η1,t

)
+

(
d∑

i=1

Gi

) T∑
t=1

γt
2(1− η1,t)

·
t∑

s=1

(1− η1,s)
2
(∏t

r=s+1 η1,r

)2
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

 ,

(18)

where γt = ϵt
1−

∏t
s=1 η1,s

. Similarly, When T → ∞,
this Improved-Momentum-variant history gradient update
algorithm is tend to convergence. Considering η1,t ∈
(0, 1),∀t, η1,1 ≥ η1,2 ≥ · · · ≥ η1,T ≥ . . . and η2 ∈
(0, 1),

η1,t√
η2
≤
√
c < 1, we have:

R(T ) ≤
∑d

i=1 D
2
iGi

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
+

(
d∑

i=1

DiGi

)(
T∑

t=1

η1,t

)
+(

d∑
i=1

Gi

)[ ∑T
t=1 ϵt

2(1− η1,1)2(1− η2)(1− c)

]
. (19)

Similar to Theorem 2, when n = 1/2, R(T ) attain the optimal
upper bound O

(
T 1/2

)
.

Proof. For the Improved-Momentum-variant algorithm, we
have:

m(t) = η1m
(t−1) + (1− η1)gt, m̂

(t) =
m(t)

1− ηt1
,m(0) = 0,

(56)

v(t) = η2v
(t−1) + (1− η2)g

2
t , v̂

(t) =
v(t)

1− ηt2
,v(0) = 0,

(57)

z(t+1) = z(t) − ϵt
m̂(t)

√
v̂(t)

, gt = ∇Ut(z
(t)). (58)

We can calculate its closed-form solution based on the iterative
equation for m(t) as:

m(t) =η1m
(t−1) + (1− η1)gt (59)

=η21m
(t−2) + η1(1− η1)gt−1 + (1− η1)gt (60)

=η31m
(t−3) + η21(1− η1)gt−2 + η1(1− η1)gt−1+

(1− η1)gt (61)

=ηt1m
(0) + ηt−1

1 (1− η1)g1 + · · ·+ η21(1− η1)gt−2+

η1(1− η1)gt−1 + (1− η1)gt (62)
(a)
=ηt−1

1 (1− η1)g1 + · · ·+ η21(1− η1)gt−2+

η1(1− η1)gt−1 + (1− η1)gt (63)

=(1− η1)

t∑
s=1

ηt−s
1 gs. (64)

Where (a) holds because m(0) = 0. Similarly, we have:

v(t) = (1− η2)

t∑
s=1

ηt−s
2 g2

s . (65)

For E
[
m(t)

]
and E

[
v(t)
]
, we have:

E
[
m(t)

]
= (1− η1)

t∑
s=1

ηt−s
1 E [gs] = E [gs] · (1− ηt1),

(66)

E
[
v(t)
]
= (1− η2)

t∑
s=1

ηt−s
2 E

[
g2
s

]
= E

[
g2
s

]
· (1− ηt2).

(67)

In order to make E
[
m(t)

]
= E [gs] and E

[
v(t)
]
= E

[
g2
s

]
,

we need to make the following corrections:

m(t) → m̂(t) =
m(t)

1− ηt1
, (68)

v(t) → v̂(t) =
v(t)

1− ηt2
. (69)

We break down the upper bound of R(T ) into individual
dimensions of the variables as:

R(T ) ≤
T∑

t=1

〈
gt, z

(t) − z∗
〉

(70)

=

T∑
t=1

d∑
i=1

gt,i

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)
(71)

=

d∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

gt,i

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)
. (72)

For any dimension i of the variable, we have:

z
(t+1)
i = z

(t+1)
i − ϵt

m̂
(t)
i√
v̂
(t)
i

(73)

= z
(t+1)
i − ϵt

1

1− ηt1

m
(t)
i√
v̂
(t)
i

(74)

= z
(t+1)
i − ϵt

1

1− ηt1

η1m
(t−1)
i + (1− η1)gt,i√

v̂
(t)
i

. (75)
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Therefore, according to [20], we define η1 = η1,t, allowing
η1 to change with an increase in the number of iterations, and
η1,t is non-decreasing. This implies that momentum gradually
diminishes, and eventually, mi approaches gi. Such that, z(t+1)

i

changes to:

z
(t+1)
i = z

(t)
i − γt

η1,tm
t−1
i + (1− η1,t) gt,i√

v̂
(t)
i

(76)

=⇒
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2
=

(z(t)i − z∗i

)
− γt

η1,tm
t−1
i + (1− η1,t) gt,i√

v̂
(t)
i

2

(77)

=⇒ 2γt
η1,tm

t−1
i + (1− η1,t) gt,i√

v̂
(t)
i

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)
=

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2
+ γt

[
η1,tm

t−1
i + (1− η1,t) gt,i

]2√
v̂
(t)
i

. (78)

Here, γt = ϵt
1

1−
∏t

s=1 η1,s
. Considering m

(t)
i = η1,tm

(t−1) +

(1− η1,t)gt,i, we have:

gt,i

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)
=

√
v̂
(t)
i

[(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2]
2γt(1− η1,t)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(1)

− η1,t
1− η1,t

m
(t−1)
i

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(2)

+
γt

2(1− η1,t)

(
m

(t)
i

)2
√
v̂
(t)
i︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3)

.

(79)

In order to get the upper bound of R(T ), we need to rescale
(1), (2), and (3) in the Eq. 79. For (1), we have:

T∑
t=1

√
v̂
(t)
i

[(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2]
2γt(1− η1,t)

(80)

=

T∑
t=1

√
v̂
(t)
i

[(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2]
2ϵt

1
1−

∏t
s=1 η1,s

(1− η1,t)
(81)

=

T∑
t=1

√
v̂
(t)
i

[(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2](
1−

∏t
s=1 η1,s

)
2ϵt(1− η1,t)

(82)

≤
T∑

t=1

√
v̂
(t)
i

[(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2]
2ϵt(1− η1,1)

. (83)

We obtain the result using permutation recombination and
summation:

T∑
t=1

√
v̂
(t)
i

[(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2]
2ϵt(1− η1,1)

(84)

=

T∑
t=1

√
v̂
(t)
i

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
2ϵt(1− η1,1)

−

√
v̂
(t)
i

(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2
2ϵt(1− η1,1)

(85)

=

√
v̂
(1)
i

(
z
(1)
i − z∗i

)2
2ϵ1(1− η1,1)

−

√
v̂
(T )
i

(
z
(T+1)
i − z∗i

)2
2ϵT (1− η1,1)

+

T∑
t=2

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
·


√
v̂
(t)
i

2ϵt(1− η1,1)
−

√
v̂
(t−1)
i

2ϵt−1(1− η1,1)

 .

(86)

We mainly focus on the last term. Considering

√
v̂
(t)
i

2ϵt(1−η1,1)
≥√

v̂
(t−1)
i

2ϵt−1(1−η1,1)
,∀t, we have:

T∑
t=2

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
·


√
v̂
(t)
i

2ϵt(1− η1,1)
−

√
v̂
(t−1)
i

2ϵt−1(1− η1,1)


(87)

≤
T∑

t=2

D2
i ·


√

v̂
(t)
i

2ϵt(1− η1,1)
−

√
v̂
(t−1)
i

2ϵt−1(1− η1,1)

 (88)

=D2
i


√

v̂
(T )
i

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
−

√
v̂
(1)
i

2ϵ1(1− η1,1)

 . (89)

Because

√
v̂
(1)
i

(
z
(1)
i −z∗

i

)2

2ϵ1(1−η1,1)
≤ D2

i

√
v̂
(1)
i

2ϵ1(1−η1,1)
,

√
v̂
(T )
i

(
z
(T+1)
i −z∗

i

)2

2ϵT (1−η1,1)
≤

0, we can rescale (1) to:

T∑
t=1

√
v̂
(t)
i

[(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2]
2γt(1− η1,t)

(90)

≤

 2
i

√
v̂
(T )
i

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
−

D2
i

√
v̂
(1)
i

2ϵ1(1− η1,1)

+
D2

i

√
v̂
(1)
i

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
(91)

≤
2
i

√
v̂
(T )
i

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
. (92)

We focus on v̂
(T )
i for further scaling. As mentioned earlier,

v
(t)
i = (1− η2)

∑t
s=1 η2,t−sg

2
s,i, so we can explore its bound-

edness based on the earlier gradient bounded assumption:

v
(t)
i ≤
v̂
(t)
i =

}
v
(t)
i

1− ηt−s
2

≤
(1− η2)

∑t
s=1 η

t−s
2 G2

i

1− η2,t
(93)

=
G2

i (1− ηt−s
2 )

1− η2,t
= G2

i . (94)
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So, finally, (1) is scaled to:

T∑
t=1

√
v̂
(t)
i

[(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)2
−
(
z
(t+1)
i − z∗i

)2]
2γt(1− η1,t)

(95)

≤
D2

i

√
v̂
(T )
i

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
≤ D2

iGi

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
. (96)

Regarding (2), we first apply the variable bounded assumption:

T∑
t=1

−η1,t
1− η1,t

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)
(97)

=

T∑
t=1

η1,t
1− η1,t

m
(t−1)
i

[
−
(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)]
(98)

≤
T∑

t=1

η1,t
1− η1,t

m
(t−1)
i |m(t−1)

i |Di. (99)

Now, we focuses on m
(t−1)
i :

m
(t)
i =η1,tm

(t−1)
i + (1− η1,t)gt,i (100)

=η1,tη1,t−1m
(t−2)
i + η1,t(1− η1,t−1)gt−1,i+

(1− η1,t)gt,i (101)

=η1,tη1,t−1η1,t−2m
(t−3)
i + η1,tη1,t−1(1− η1,t−2)gt−2,i

+ η1,t(1− η1,t−1)gt−1,i + (1− η1,t)gt,i (102)

=η1,tη1,t−1 · · · η1,1m(0)
i + η1,tη1,t−1 · · · (1− η1,1)g1,i+

· · ·+ η1,tη1,t−1(1− η1,t−2)gt−2,i+

η1,t(1− η1,t−1)gt−1,i + (1− η1,t)gt,i (103)
(a)
=η1,tη1,t−1 · · · (1− η1,1)g1,i + · · ·+
η1,tη1,t−1(1− η1,t−2)gt−2,i+

η1,t(1− η1,t−1)gt−1,i + (1− η1,t)gt,i (104)

=

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)

(
t∏

k=s+1

η1,k

)
gs,i. (105)

Where (a) holds because m
(0)
i = 0. Here, we apply the

gradient bounded assumption, for any t we have:

|m(t)
i | ≤

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)

(
t∏

k=s+1

η1,k

)
|gs,i| (106)

≤
t∑

s=1

(1− η1,s)

(
t∏

k=s+1

η1,k

)
Gi (107)

= Gi

(
1−

t∑
s=1

η1,s

)
≤ Gi. (108)

This way, we can scale equation (2):

T∑
t=1

−η1,t
1− η1,t

m
(t−1)
i

(
z
(t)
i − z∗i

)
(109)

≤
T∑

t=1

η1,t
1− η1,t

m
(t−1)
i GiDi (110)

=GiDi

T∑
t=1

η1,t
1− η1,t

. (111)

About (3), we mainly focus on

(
m

(t)
i

)2√
v̂
(t)
i

=
√
1− ηt2

(
m

(t)
i

)2√
v̂
(t)
i

≤(
m

(t)
i

)2√
v̂
(t)
i

, we have:

m
(t)
i =

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)

(
t∏

k=s+1

η1,k

)
gs,i, (112)

v
(t)
i = (1− η2)

t∑
s=1

ηt−s
2 . (113)

Then, we transform
(
m

(t)
i

)2
to:

(
m

(t)
i

)2
=

 t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)
(∏t

k=s+1 η1,k

)
√
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

·
√
(1− η2)η

t−s
2 gs,i

2

(114)

=

t∑
s=1

 (1− η1,s)
(∏t

k=s+1 η1,k

)
√
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

2

·
t∑

s=1

(√
(1− η2)η

t−s
2 gs,i

)2

(115)

=

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)
2
(∏t

k=s+1 η1,k

)2
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

·
t∑

s=1

(1− η2)η
t−s
2 g2s,i.

(116)

So that, we can derive (3) to:

T∑
t=1

γt
2(1− η1,t)

(
m

(t)
i

)2
√
v̂
(t)
i

≤
T∑

t=1

γt
2(1− η1,t)

· (117)

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)
2
(∏t

k=s+1 η1,k

)2
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

·
∑t

s=1(1− η2)η
t−s
2 g2s,i√∑t

s=1(1− η2)η
t−s
2 g2s,i
(118)

=

T∑
t=1

γt
2(1− η1,t)

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)
2
(∏t

k=s+1 η1,k

)2
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

√
v
(t)
i

(119)

≤
T∑

t=1

γt
2(1− η1,t)

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)
2
(∏t

k=s+1 η1,k

)2
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

·Gi.

(120)
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Finally, we have the upper bound of R(T ):

R(T ) ≤
∑d

i=1 D
2
iGi

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
+

d∑
i=1

GiDi

T∑
t=1

η1,t
1− η1,t

+

d∑
i=1

Gi

T∑
t=1

γt
2(1− η1,t)

·

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)
2
(∏t

k=s+1 η1,k

)
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

(121)

=

∑d
i=1 D

2
iGi

2ϵT (1− η1,1)
+

(
d∑

i=1

DiGi

)(
T∑

t=1

η1,t
1− η1,t

)
+(

d∑
i=1

Gi

)[
T∑

t=1

γt
2(1− η1,t)

·

t∑
s=1

(1− η1,s)
2
(∏t

r=s+1 η1,r

)2
(1− η2)η

t−s
2

 , (122)

Clearly, when T →∞, the above equation is tend to 0:

lim
T→∞

R(T )

T
≤ lim

T→∞

1
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[ ∑d
i=1 D

2
iGi
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)(
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t=1
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·
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2
(∏t

r=s+1 η1,r

)2
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2

 = 0. (123)

Thus, we can conclude that the Improved-Momentum-variant
history gradient update algorithm is tend to convergence.
Considering η1,t ∈ (0, 1),∀t, η1,1 ≥ η1,2 ≥ · · · ≥ η1,T ≥ . . .
and η2 ∈ (0, 1),

η1,t√
η2
≤
√
c < 1, about (2), we have:

(
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)
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)(
1
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)
. (124)

About (3), we have:(
d∑
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·
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
(125)

=
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(a)
≤

(
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)
·
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=

(
d∑

i=1

Gi

)
·
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(128)

=

(
d∑

i=1

Gi

)
·

∑T
t=1 ϵt

2(1− η1,t)2(1− η2)(1− c)
. (129)

Where (a) holds because the assumption η1,t√
η2
≤
√
c < 1.

Similar to Theorem 2, when n = 1/2, R(T ) attain the optimal
upper bound O

(
T 1/2

)
.

EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

A. Model Details

Here, we present the parameters utilized in our experiments
for each dataset.

• CelebaHQ. This pretrained DDPM model can be ac-
cessed from the huggingface model zoo. The pretrained
LDM model can be accessed from the huggingface model
zoo.

• LSUN Bedroom. This pretrained DDPM model can be
accessed from the huggingface model zoo. The pretrained
LDM model can be accessed from the Github repository.

• AAPM CT. Both the DDPM and LDM models are
trained from scratch using the AAPM CT dataset. The
hyperparameters employed for the models can be found
in Table VII.

All models were trained using a single RTX 4090 GPU, with
the training process taking approximately 1 day, 2 days, and
5 days for each respective model. The reconstruction process
running on a single RTX 4090 GPU.

B. Details of the measurement operators

CT Reconstruction. The measurement operator of CT
reconstruction can be defined as:

y = Ax+ n (130)
y = P(Λ)x+ n, (131)

here, we define P as the discretized Radon transform, which
is utilized in CT to generate Sinogram data. Additionally, Λ
represents the selection mask matrix, determining the chosen
views for measurement. Consequently, the disparity between
sparse-view and limited-angle CT reconstruction lies solely in

https://huggingface.co/google/ddpm-ema-celebahq-256
https://huggingface.co/CompVis/ldm-celebahq-256
https://huggingface.co/CompVis/ldm-celebahq-256
https://huggingface.co/google/ddpm-ema-bedroom-256
https://github.com/CompVis/latent-diffusion#pretrained-ldms
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TABLE VII
MODEL HYPERPARAMETERS FOR THE UNCONDITIONAL DDPM AND LDMS USED IN THE AAPM CT EVALUATION EXPERIMENTS. ALL MODELS ARE

TRAINED ON A SINGLE RTX 4090.

DDPM 256 LDM 256 LDM 512

Latent shape - 32× 32× 4 32× 32× 4
Input shape 256× 256 32× 32 32× 32
Diffusion steps 1000 1000 1000
Noise schedule linear linear linear
U-Net Channels 128 128 128
U-Net Channel Multiplier 1,2,2,4 1,2,2,4 1,2,2,4
U-Net Depth 2 2 2
U-Net Batch size 4 32 32
U-Net Epochs 500 500 500
U-Net Learning Rate 1e-4 1e-4 1e-4
VQVAE Channels - 128 32
VQVAE Channel Multiplier - 1,1,2,4 1,4,8,8,16
VQ Dimension - 4 4
Numbers of VQ embedding - 16384 16384
VQVAE Batch size - 4 4
VQVAE Epochs - 251 251
VQVAE Learning rate - 4.5e-5 4.5e-5

TABLE VIII
GUIDANCE HYPERPARAMETERS OF LHGU FOR AAPM CT AND NATURE IMAGE EXPERIMENTS.

Sparse view CT Limited angle CT Inpainting Super-Resolution

Evaluation function U L1 L2 L2 L2
Guidance rate ϵ 0.5 0.1 0.05 0.001
History gradient update Improved-Momentum-variant Improved-Momentum-variant Improved-Momentum-variant Improved-Momentum-variant

the variation of Λ. Throughout our experiments, we set the
noise variable n to 0.

Random Inpainting. The measurement operator of random
inpainting can be defined as:

y = Ax+ n (132)
y = M ◦ x+ n,n ∼ N (0, I), (133)

where we define M as a random masking matrix with the same
shape as x and comprising elementary unit vectors. The sym-
bol ◦ represents the Hadamard product. In our experiments,
we set σ to a value of 0.05.

Super Resolution. The measurement operator of super-
resolution can be defined as:

y = Ax+ n (134)
y = Hx+ n,n ∼ N (0, I), (135)

where we denote H as the bilinear downsampling catalecticant
matrix. In our experiments, we set the value of σ to 0.05.

The hyperparameters used for the LHGU guiding process
with different measurement operators are presented in Ta-
ble VIII.
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