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Abstract

We investigate the use of diffusion models as neural density estimators. The current
approach to this problem involves converting the generative process to a smooth flow,
known as the Probability Flow ODE. The log density at a given sample can be obtained
by solving the ODE with a black-box solver. We introduce a new, highly parallelizable
method that computes log densities without the need to solve a flow. Our approach
is based on estimating a path integral by Monte Carlo, in a manner identical to the
simulation-free training of diffusion models. We also study how different training pa-
rameters affect the accuracy of the density calculation, and offer insights into how these
models can be made more scalable and efficient.
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1 Introduction

Given N data vectors {yq}, what is the underlying distribution pq from which they were
sampled? There is no unique solution for finite N, since there are several candidate
distributions that could have produced the same {yq} [1]. However, intuitively it is
clear that the space of admissible solutions must shrink if N is large. Under this
assumption, we can construct a reasonable approximation to pq using neural density
estimators.

A widely used approach to the problem leverages a neural network to learn an
invertible transformation that maps a simple base distribution to a complex target
density, a method known as a normalizing flow. Several versions of this approach have
found great success as a tool for exact density evaluation [2, 3, 4]. A unifying feature
of all flow-based techniques is the need to compute a Jacobian determinant to evaluate
the density. This calculation can be expensive, especially at higher dimensions, so
much effort has been invested in designing architectures and strategies to ameliorate
this cost.

Diffusion models have gained significant popularity for modeling high-dimensional
data distributions with remarkable fidelity. They are often easier to train than normal-
izing flows, and produce much higher quality samples. However, diffusion models are
predominantly used as generative tools rather than density estimators. In this paper,
we explore the latter possibility, study the strengths and weaknesses of diffusion mod-
els as density estimators, and probe their sensitivity to various training parameters.
In doing so, we gain valuable insight into how these models can be improved more
generally, both in terms of compute/energy efficiency and scalability.

The standard procedure for obtaining density from diffusion models is to convert
the generative process into a smooth flow [5]. The resulting expressions constitute a
neural ODE [6, 4], which can be solved to determine the log density. We review this
technique in Sec. 2.2. In Sec. 3.2 we introduce a novel approach for density estimation,
based on evaluating a path integral. This method closely mirrors the training process
of diffusion models, most notably by the fact that it obviates the need to solve the
time evolution of the sample of interest. As such, our approach translates the key
strengths of diffusion model training, like ease of parallelization and fast convergence,
to the problem of evaluating densities.

Notation: We use the time variable s for the forward diffusion process, which runs
from right (s = 0) to left (s = T') in Fig. 2. Sometimes we indicate functions of s
—

as f to remove ambiguity when the same function is also expressed in terms of time
— — .
variable t = T — s. That is, f(s) = f(T —t) = f(t). Bs and B; denote the Brownian
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Figure 1: Log densities computed from diffusion models using the path integral ap-
proach (see Sec. 3.2). pq is the true data distribution, a mixture of six Gaussians in
D = 9 dimensions, and ppy is the density computed from the diffusion model. All
models were trained with parameters N = 8192, ny = 10, nep, = 200 (see Sec. 4).

motions associated with the forward and reverse/controlled SDEs, respectively. V is
the gradient with respect the spatial coordinates, and 0y, J, are partial time derivatives.
log is the natural logarithm. pgq and py denote the initial (s = 0) and final (s = T)
densities for the forward process. p,(-,0) and p,(-,T") are the initial (¢ = 0) and final
(t = T') densities of the controlled process. There is a slight abuse of notation here
because p,(-,0) is a prior that does not depend on the control u. p,(-,T") is the same

as ppm(-) in Fig. 1.

2 Diffusion Models

2.1 Reverse Diffusion

Generative modeling seeks to reconstruct a data distribution pq from a set of its samples
{ya}. Diffusion models convert a tractable initial (prior) distribution py to the final
distribution pq, using information gathered from the evolution of {y4} to a nearly p,
shaped distribution under a diffusive process. The latter is described by the stochastic
differential equation (SDE),

~

dYs; = b, (Y, s)ds + o(s)dBs, (2.1)

where the time variable s runs from 0 to 7" (see Fig. 2). Let E(y, s) be the distribution
that interpolates between py and py under Eq. (2.1). If we know the score function



V log }; this process can be inverted using the reverse diffusion equation [7, 8, 9, 10],
dX; = —-b_ (X, T —t)dt + o(T — t)d By, (2.2)

where t =T — s and the drift term is

b_ = by (X,s) — 02(5)VIog P(X, 5). (2.3)
Po(7) Forward SDE pa(z)
or ) or
p(l’, 0) dYs=byds+odB; p(fL‘, T)
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Figure 2: A schematic of the forward and reverse diffusion processes.

Under Eq. (2.2), the distribution p(z,t) that bridges the evolution of py back to

pa will be a playback of the forward process in Eq. (2.1). That is, p(x,t) = ]?(x,T —
t). Suppose we replace b_ in Eq. (2.2) with a different drift term u, which we call
the control. If we start with a distribution p,(x,0) close to po(x) and evolve by the
stochastic process

dX = —u(X, t)dt + o(T — t)dB,, (2.4)

the density p,(x,t) of X; will differ from p(z,t), and land on a terminal distribution

5



pu(z,T) # p(z,T). The Kullback-Leibler divergence between these distributions is
bounded as [11]

/0 dtT;EP (b= = u|*] + Dz (po()lpu(-+0)) = Dicr, (p(- TDllpul~T)) . (25)

In a diffusion model, all or part of u is parameterized by a neural network that is trained
to minimize a loss function derived from the first term in the L.h.s. (see App. A). In
this work we consider two forms of w,

. {b+ — o?%sg, Score Matching (SM) (2.6)

—b, — o%eg, Entropy Matching (EM).
We use the Variance Preserving (VP) process [12, 5] for forward diffusion, for which
bi(y,s) = —pB(s)y/2 and o(s) = \/B(s). In the absence of the drift term, b, , entropy
matching and score matching are identical. The Variance Exploding (VE) process from
[5], is an example of a driftless diffusion process. The expectation value in Eq. (2.5)

is taken over stochastic trajectories that take pqy — po. In physics, such averages are
known as path integrals. We discuss them in detail in Sec. 3

2.2 Probability Flow ODE

The standard approach to density estimation with diffusion models entails transforming
the model into a continuous flow [5]. To understand this, observe that under Eq. (2.2),
the probability distribution evolves according to the Fokker-Planck equation

2
op=V- [(b+ — 02V10gp)p} + %Vzp. (2.7)

This equation can be written in a Liouville form [13]

2

op=V- (1), fla.0):=by — T Vlogp. (2.8)

for the deterministic system described by the ordinary differential equation (ODE)

dX
= (X1, (2.9)

Furthermore, d/dt = 0; + (dX/dt) - V, allowing for Eq. (2.8) to be written as

d
3 logp =V f(X.1). (2.10)



For example, in a score matching model sy &~ V log p, so we can replace V log p in with
S to obtain a continuous normalizing flow that approximates Eqgs. (2.9) and (2.10)
6, 5]. A point zg ~ po flows to zr ~ pq under Eq. (2.9), and the log likelihood
log pa(x7) can be determined by solving

o] =, [T

with the initial value [29,1og po(z0)] . Note that, to compute the log density at some
test point xr, we must first evolve it to t = 0 and then solve the ODE to return it to

7t)
)’t)} (2.11)

its original value. The details of solving Eq. (2.11) are given in App. B. The following
practical features of this approach are particularly relevant to this work:

1. The log likelihood is computed by solving the first order system Eq. (2.11) using
a black box ODE solver. That means x and log p at any instant ¢ are determined
from their values at the previous instant. Therefore, the calculation is sequential,
limiting the speed at which the likelihood can be computed.

2. Depending on the method of solution, the solver might use adaptive step sizes
to control accuracy in regions where the derivative changes rapidly, or when it
becomes too small. As a result, the time taken to solve the ODE varies widely
between samples (see Fig. 6).

3. The V - f term involves derivatives of the neural network, V - sg or V - €9, which
can be expensive to compute especially for higher dimensional x. In practice,
it is estimated using the Hutchinson trace estimator, along with reverse-mode
automatic differentiation [4, 5]. The estimator introduces fluctuations in the
derivative, which in turn affect the final answer.

3 Path Integrals

3.1 Path Averages

Under Eq. (2.1), the probability that a sample yq ~ pq travels along a trajectory y(s)
s [14, 15]

Ply(3)l] = Nexp(— | s gati= b+ 59 m). (31)

We use square brackets to denote functionals over the paths. The path-independent
normalization N ensures that the path weights add up to 1. The expectation value
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Figure 3: The Monte Carlo estimate of the path integral, Eq. (3.4), propagates yq ~ pq
to several random instants of time by sampling the transition kernel p(ys, s|yq,0). This
allows us to reach the encircled points in one large jump (the dashed lines), thereby
avoiding a full simulation of the stochastic trajectories. The accuracy of the MC
estimate will improve if we use a larger number of such ‘throws’. See Sec. 4.1.

over a path-dependent observable O[y(s)] can be computed by integrating it over the
weights,

E. / dyq / dy(s)] Ofy(s)] ply(5)lya] pava)- (3.2)

Often in our calculations, the observable is an integral over the path,! Oly(s)] =
fOT dsf(ys, s), in which case we can compute Eq. (3.2) with the regular integral

T
E;[Oly(s)]] = / dsE[f (ys, s / dS/dyd/dys Ys: $)P(Ys: S|ya, 0)pa(ya),

0 (33)
where we p(ys, $|yq, 0) is the finite time transition probability that aggregates the weight
of all paths connecting y4 at time 0 to y; at time s. By changing the order of time
integration and spatial averaging we are slicing the path integral in a different way:
rather than evaluating the time integral over each stochastic trajectory and taking the
average, we aggregate the expectation values of integrand f at each time slice, for each
Ya-

In a diffusion model we choose the forward process such that p(ys, s|yq,0) is a

!Notation: y(s) denotes the entire path, whereas y, is the position at time s.



Gaussian. This allows us to estimate Eq. (3.3) by Monte Carlo,

Eo [0[9(3)“ = T]Eyd"/pdESNM(OvT)Eysz(ys75‘yd70) [f(957 3)] (3.4)

p

The key advantage is that we can evaluate the path integral without simulating the
full stochastic evolution of each yq—using the Gaussian kernel we can propagate yq to
any instant of time in a single step (see Fig. 3). Furthermore, we can improve the MC
estimate at no extra runtime cost by evolving each 14 to several random points of time.
This is why E, is nested inside E,, in Eq. (3.4). We discuss this in greater detail in
Sec. 4.1.

Diffusion models much easier to train compared to vanilla continuous normalizing
flows (CNFs) [6, 4], because the training objective is a path integral that can be esti-
mated efficiently by Eq. (3.4). In particular, this approach obviates the need to solve
ODEs during training, replacing it with a simple average that can be computed effi-
ciently. The path integral approach confers the same advantage on density estimation,
as explained below.

3.2 Density Estimation

Diffusion models can be formulated as a stochastic control problem [16, 17]. Such an
analysis leads to the following lower bound on the log likelihood of an individual datum
» [11],

r 1
log py(z,0) > —Ey, {/ ds (F by — u||2 -V u) —logp,(Yr,0)|Yy = :1:} . (3.5)
0 o

The bound is saturated if u = b_ (see App. B.1 of [11]), in which case p,(-,T") = pa(-).
The conditional expectation value on the r.h.s. can be understood as follows: release
a large number of ‘particles’ from = at time s = 0, let them evolve under Eq. (2.1),
and calculate the average over the trajectories of each individual particle. At a glance
this expression suffers from the same problems (items 1 and 3) as the ODE approach—
we need to simulate stochastic trajectories and evaluate an integral that involves the
gradient of a neural network, V - u. Worse still, we need to do compute the average
over several such trajectories to evaluate the r.h.s. for a single z.

We can get around these issues by noting that, for a vector valued function h(ys, s)

Ey, [V - WYy, 8)[Yy = 2] = — /dys h(ys, s) - Vp(ys, s|lz,0)

- _]EYs [h(}/sv S) ' VIng(}/S7 S|x70)|§/0 = l‘] 5

(3.6)



where we have used integration by parts in the first step and assumed that the product
hp vanishes at the spatial boundaries. Using Eq. (3.6) in Eq. (3.5) we obtain

log pu(,0) > (3.7)

g 1
“By, | [ s (g s =l 4w Thogp(Yeosle0) ) = logp (V0
0

Y():x].

By transferring the gradient operator from u we avoid the need to take derivatives of
the neural network; since the transition probability is a Gaussian the gradients of their
log are easy to calculate. The r.h.s. is a path integral, so we can estimate it efficiently
as shown in Eq. (3.4):

log pu(,0) 2Ky, <pyr112,0) 108 Pu(yr)]

| (3.8)
— Esvi0) Eysmpy, 512,0) 257 b4 — u|® +u - Viog p(Yy, s|lz,0)| .

This is the central result of this paper. The path integral approach addresses all three
issues mentioned in Sec. 2.2:

1. We do not have to simulate the SDE Eq. (2.1) to compute Eq. (3.8); the transition
probability allows us to project the initial value x to an arbitrary s in a single step.
Since the time s is drawn from a uniform distribution over [0, 7, the calculation
can also be sped up by suitable vectorization.

2. The path integral is agnostic to the value of z, or the drift and diffusion coeffi-
cients, so it computes log p for all samples in nearly the same time. See Fig. 6.

3. We do not require derivatives of the neural network; we moved that derivative to
the transition probability in Eq. (3.6). The latter has a simple analytic expression.

Both the ODE and path integral approaches can be vectorized to compute the
log densities for multiple samples concurrently. However, the ODE method incurs
an iterative overhead since the time integral must be calculated sequentially. On the
other hand, the path integral estimates the solution by computing a Monte Carlo
approximation at several points simultaneously, making it easier to scale, and more
flexible in handling irregularities. These properties are manifest in the experiments in
Sec. 4.2.
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4 Experiments

In order to understand the accuracy of our diffusion density estimator, we primarily
work with lower-dimensional Gaussian mixture distributions for pq. We sample these
distributions to obtain {yq}, which are used to train a diffusion model. The neural
network is a simple MLP with additional Gaussian random feature layers for embedding
x and t. The structure of the network was kept fixed in all experiments, and we used
the ELBO loss from [18] to train the models. This is the same setup we used in [11].
More details are given there.

In this work we are primarily interested in the path integral approach to density es-
timation, so the majority of our experiments are based on Eq. (3.8). Since we know the
actual value of log pq, we can approximate the KL between the data and reconstructed
distributions by computing log density on a large number of samples,

Ntest

~— > logpa(a) —log pu(«, 7). (4.1)
test =1

DKL (pd()”pu(v T)) ~

A few points to note: First, we substitute the bound from Eq. (3.8) in place of log p,
in these expressions. Therefore, what we are actually computing is the lLh.s. from
Eq. (2.5), the upper bound on the KL. Henceforth all mention of KL divergence is
actually referring to its maximum value. Second, due to imperfections in learning
the result of evaluating Eq. (3.8) can be quite noisy. In fact it can be larger than
log pa(z®) in some cases (see Fig. 1). To address these fluctuations we evaluated
the KL at Nyt = 10* points in each experiment, and repeated each experiment with 8
different seed values to initialize the random number generators and the neural network
parameters. Under these conditions Eq. (4.1) consistently gives a non-negative answer.
We use this KL divergence as a gauge of the model performance in all our experiments.

4.1 Finite Number Effects

Both the loss function of a diffusion model (cf. Egs. (A.2) and (A.5)), as well as the
lower bound on the log density, Eq. (3.7), are path averages of the form discussed in
Sec. 3.1. In reality, this bound is not saturated since no neural network can reproduce
u = b_ perfectly; the loss function is never zero. To a large extent, these limitations
are a manifestation of the Law of Large Numbers; both the loss and the log density
bound are averages that approach the true value when evaluated over a great many
sample points. However, in practice we only have a finite amount of data and compute,
so we are limited in how close we can get to the actual answer. The key drivers of
model performance are the number of training samples (N), the number of throws (n;)
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per sample, and the number of training epochs (nep). In every training epoch, each of
the IV samples is projected forward to ny random points of time in the interval (0,77,
with the n; instants differing from one epoch to another. Therefore, the loss function
is evaluated over a total of N X ng X ne, points. The effect of varying each of these
parameters is shown in Fig. 4. The main characteristics of these plots are discussed
below.

Number of training samples (N): A larger value of N helps us reconstitute the
underlying distribution more faithfully [1, 19]. This is unsurprising, since the diffusion
model converts the prior to the target density using information gathered from the
samples {yq}. At the same time, the training data becomes sparser at higher D, so
more samples are required to achieve the same model performance as the dimensionality
increases. See Fig. 4a.

Number of throws per sample (n;): Each yq is thrown n; times in our training
process (for example, ny = 4 in Fig. 3). In the score matching VP and VE models,
there is a notable improvement in the KL as ny is increased, as shown in Fig. 4b. But
the opposite appears to be true for entropy matching: these models learn better with
fewer throws, but worsen at larger ni;. The number of training epochs influences this
behavior. Further experiments show that, for an entropy matching model, fewer throws
and shorter training durations sometimes yield better results than using more throws
and longer training. See the D =9 plots in Fig. 5, particularly for ny = 100, 1000.

Number of training epochs (n.,): Once again, the score matching VP and VE
models improve in performance if training is carried out for longer. Remarkably, the
entropy matching model learns much more rapidly, approaching near-terminal perfor-
mance in less than 10 epochs.

Taken together, these observations provide strong motivation for further research
into entropy matching models. If the properties of this model generalize to real-world
datasets, it could significantly reduce the memory, time, and energy costs of training
diffusion models. We leave this investigation for future work. In the interim, we recall
the following facts about entropy matching, which could be potential clues of their
efficiency: (1) entropy matching models deliver to the network only the information
needed to convert the prior to the target distribution, compared to score matching
wherein the network also needs to retain information to counter the drift term [11],
and (2) the information is localized to a small interval within (0,77, as evident from
the entropy production profile.

It is also worth noting that the VE process consistently underperforms in our bench-
marks, but also gains the most from larger values of N, n, and ne,. The underlying
reason is that, in the absence of a drift term, the forward process spreads the distribu-
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tion over a larger volume, diluting V log p in the process. There are two consequences:
(1) the score values are too small to estimate accurately in most regions at late s, and
(2) a larger and finer grid of points is needed to evaluate Eq. (3.4) accurately. On
the other hand, the VP process transforms the data into a Gaussian ball of roughly
unit radius, therefore the volume effects that plague VE models are subdued to a great
extent in VP. However, the volume of this ball grows with D, which is why the KL
increases with dimensionality in all plots in Figs. 4 and 5. Notably, the deterioration
in performance at larger D is most gradual in entropy matching.

Finally, we point out that the bound in Eq. (3.8) is evaluated over a single test point,
x, unlike the loss function which is evaluated over all N samples in {yq}. Therefore,
the quality of that estimate depends solely on the number throws of x, which was set
to ny = 10° in all cases.

4.2 ODE vs. Path Integral

Given the same diffusion model, the Probability Flow ODE (PF ODE) and path in-
tegral approaches can estimate log density to comparable accuracy. Each approach
introduces its own source of error: in the ODE case it is the trace estimator and
the black-box solver (see App. B), and for path integrals it is the error in estimating
Eq. (3.8) with a finite number of throws. We found that n. = 1000 normal random
vectors in the trace estimator, and n; = 10° throws in the path integral gave similar
results. We used both methods to evaluate the log density over the same 100 samples,
one at a time, and profiled the runtime. The results are shown in Fig. 6.

Unsurprisingly, the ODE is slower than the path integral, for reasons discussed in
Sec. 3.2. The larger variance in time for the ODE is due to adaptive step sizes used
by the RK45 solver. It is also the reason why the ODE approach is slower at larger D
in the VE case; the smaller values of Vlogp at early ¢ cause the solver to take smaller
steps to reduce error. The path integral approach takes nearly the same time for all
samples since it is a simple average.

5 Conclusions

We have shown that diffusion models can be used as neural density estimators, and
introduced a new approach to extract log densities from these models. Through our
experiments, we studied the performance of different models under a range of train-
ing parameters. We found that the entropy matching model trains more quickly and
with a smaller memory footprint, while delivering results on par with, and often sur-
passing, those of the score matching VP and VE models. These observations strongly

13
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Figure 4: The effect of training parameters on model performance.
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Figure 5: Interplay between number of throws and training epochs. N = 8192.
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motivate further research into entropy matching models, particularly for images and
other higher-dimensional distributions, where their efficiency and performance may
offer substantial benefits.

We used samples from simple Gaussian mixtures in low dimensions to train our
diffusion models, although a normalizing flow method like MAF would make a better
density estimator for such distributions [20]. Our experiments serve as proof of concept,
paving the way for future research into potential applications of diffusion models for
log density computation. As density estimators , these models could prove valuable in
simulation-based likelihood-free inference [21] or for learning proposal distributions in
Monte Carlo methods. Furthermore, leveraging diffusion models as zero-shot classifiers
presents another exciting avenue for exploration [22].
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A Parameterization of the control

The control u from Sec. 2.1 can be expressed as u = u, +ug, where u, has a closed-form
expression and ug is the output of a neural network. The choice of how we split u into
these components dictates the information retained by the neural network [11]. We
consider two parameterizations of the control below.

A.1 Score Matching

If we choose u = b, — 02sg, where sg is the output of a neural network, the upper
bound from Eq. (2.5) becomes [5]

/o dso?(s)Ey, BHSQ(YS,S) — Vlog;(Y;,s)HQ : (A.1)

Here Ey, [9(Y;, s)] == [ dys <Z;(ys, $)9(ys, s) = E« [g(Y5, s)] is the expectation value with

— — —
respect to distribution P. We do not have access to P or V log P, so we cannot compute
Eq. (A.1). However, it can be shown that Eq. (A.1) is equivalent to the denoising score-
matching objective [23]

T
1
/ ds o*(s)Ey, v, [QHSO(YS,S)—Vlogp(YS,s]YO,O)HZ : (A.2)
0

If the drift term b, (Y, s) is zero or linear in Y, the transition probability p(Y5, s|Yo,0)
is a Gaussian, and the gradient of its log has a closed form expression. Furthermore,
given the samples {yq} of pq we can form a Monte Carlo estimate of Eq. (A.2), as
explained in Sec. 3. Once the network is trained, we can generate a sample z(T") ~ pq
by drawing a sample z(0) ~ py and evolving it with

dX, = —(by — 02s9)(X, T — t)dt + o(T — t)dB,. (A.3)

A.2 Entropy Matching

With the choice u = —b, — 02eg, the upper bound in Eq. (2.5) becomes

T
/ ds o?(s)Ey, — Vlog (Z;(Ys, s)+ eq(Ys, s)
0

1 2b+(}/:97 S)
2| o%(s)

2] (A.4)

It is beneficial to parameterize the control this way because we can assess the amount
of information delivered to the neural network during training [11]. It has been empir-
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ically observed that the density estimates worsen when the network has to retain more
information. Following the same steps that led to Eq. (A.2), we obtain the denoising
entropy matching objective

T 1|20, (Y,
/ dso?(s)Ey.y, | = HM — Vlog p(Ys, s|Yo,0) + eq(Ys, s)
0 T2 o?(s)

2] . (A5)

The generative SDE is now
dX; = (by + 0%eg)(X, T — t)dt + o(T — t)dB,. (A.6)

Score matching and entropy matching become identical when the drift term in the
forward process is set to zero, b, = 0.

B Trace Estimator

We review the Hutchinson trace estimator and provide practical tips for vectorizing its
use in computing neural network derivatives.

Consider Eq. (2.11). To solve for the log term we need to compute V - f, where f
involves a neural network that approximates Vlogp (cf. Eq. (2.8)). For example, in a
VE model, the log density at T" is given by [5]

1 T
logpalr) =logm(zn) 5 [ dto™T OV - so(a 1), (B.1)
0

where & is a constant, and sg is a deep neural network. The divergence of sg is
simply the trace of its Jacobian, Js,. The latter can be approximated by the Skilling-
Hutchinson trace estimator [24, 25]. We can estimate the trace of a matrix A by
multiplying it with random vectors and taking the average. In the Einstein notation,

tl"(A) = Aij(sji ~ AUE [Ejﬁi} =K [(Aijfj)ei] =FE [Q’Aijﬁj] =K [GT -A- 6:| s (BQ)

Here €’s are random vectors sampled from a distribution with mean 0 and unit variance
along cach direction, for e.g. Rademacher or Gaussian (we denote it by P(0,1)). In
the second step we have used E [eew ~ 1. We can use the estimator to compute the
divergence in Eq. (B.1),

V- S — tI'(JSG) ~ ]EENP(O,]I) |:6T : JSg : E} . (B?))

Computing V - 8¢ costs O(D?), whereas €' - Js, can be computed for nearly the same

18



Entropy Matching (VP) Score Matching (VP) VE

o— PFODE
5t ©— PF ODE FFJORD
—o— Path Integral °
- -
2 (o}
% 4+ o o
Q o
g’ : T
ot o
= o o s 4 ° ’ o * ° ¢ °© ] ?
| © . © o o | o o S s o o
2 o © * ® o o ~ o ©
1t 3 i i ; i
4 6 8 10 4 6 8 10 4 6 8 10
D D D

Figure 7: Time per sample taken by the ODE approach when the average over the
random € vectors are computed only after evaluating the time integral. This is the ‘PF
ODE FFJORD’ plot, shown together with the data from Fig. 6.

cost as evaluating sg using reverse-mode automatic differentiation. That is, €' - J,, =
(V(e" - 86))7, and so

V- S ~ EGNP(O,]l) [(V(ET . Sg))T . E] . (B4)

Eq. (B.4) is then

1 (7
logpd(xT) = Ingg(ZE()) — 5/ dt 5'2(T_t)EEN7D(07]1) [(V(ET . Sg))T . 6] s (B5)
0

The average can be moved outside the time integral, as done in FEJORD [4], but we
observed empirically that this slowed down the solver without any notable improvement
in accuracy (see Fig. 7).

The expectation value can be computed efficiently by forming a sum over all n.
random vectors, and then taking the derivative. This is easier to understand in the
Einstein notation. We start by writing V(¢ - s9) = 0;¢;8;. Let @ be a batch of n,
copies of the same sample, which means the indices ¢, j run over Dn, values. We can
split each of these indices into two. ¢ — pa and j — vb, where the u, v indices run
over n, values, and a,b run over the D coordinates. Then, 0;¢;8; = 0,,4€,48. can be
understood as an n. x D matrix. We can contract this derivative with the matrix of
all €’s,

€1a0ua€rbSub = Z Z €1a01a€0bSuib- (B.6)

pa  vb
We have written out the sums explicitly for clarity. Since we are using the same sample,
we can drop the batch indices from the derivative and the score function, d,, = 9, and
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Syp = Sp. Dividing the sum by n, gives us the average in Eq. (B.4):

nie Z Z €1a0a€0bSp = = Z Da8p Z €patub

pna  vb ab uv
1 Ne Te Ne
= n_ § aasb E €ua E €vp T E €papub
€ ab p=1 v=1 p=1
v#Ep

~ Z 048, = V - 8¢ (B.7)

In the second step used the fact that, for large enough n., Y €, o< E[e], = 0, and in
the last step ni > Epaub = Elee |ap & Sap-
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