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Abstract

We present an estimate of the Wasserstein distance between the data distribution and the gen-
eration of score-based generative models, assuming an ǫ-accurate approximation of the score and a
Gaussian-type tail behavior of the data distribution. The complexity bound in dimension is O(

√
d),

with a logarithmic constant. Such Gaussian tail assumption applies to the distribution of a compact
support target with early stopping technique and the Bayesian posterior with a bounded observation
operator. Corresponding convergence and complexity bounds are derived.

The crux of the analysis lies in the Lipchitz bound of the score, which is related to the Hessian
estimate of a viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation (vHJ). This latter is demonstrated by employing a
dimension independent kernel estimate. Consequently, our complexity bound scales linearly (up to
a logarithmic constant) with the square root of the trace of the covariance operator, which relates
to the invariant distribution of forward process. Our analysis also extends to the probabilistic flow
ODE, as the sampling process.

Keywords: Diffusion model, Lipschitz estimate, Score function, viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equation,
convergence

1 Introduction

Diffusion models (DM) are among the state-of-the-art tools in the new GenAI era. As a generative
model, the diffusion model first links its target distribution to some distribution easy to sample via a
diffusive process (forward). The generative process (backward) then involves “reversing” the diffusion
to enable sampling of the target distribution from a distribution that is easily sampled. A well-known
mathematical model that encapsulates this approach is the score-based stochastic differential equation
(SDE) model[25], where the forward and backward processes are represented by two SDEs that share
the same marginal distribution [1]. In most cases, the forward process is assumed to be an Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck (OU) process. The backward SDE incorporates the gradient of the logarithmic density (score)
of the forward process. When the explicit form of the score is unknown, the score is then estimated by
a neural network from discrete samples of the target distribution.

A major direction for the theoretical study of DMs is the convergence of the approximated backward
process with limited assumptions of data. When the Lipschitz bound of the score is available (regular
target), the backward process is generally well-defined until t = 0, and convergence results are related
to the Lipschitz bound. Otherwise, when the bound is unavailable (singular target), the early stopping
technique is introduced, and convergence results are related to the stopping time. Various analytical
approaches (reviewed in the related work part) have been adapted for these two types of assumptions.

In this work, we aim to present a general error analysis that applies to both regular and singular
target distributions and generalizes to an infinite dimensional setting. The analysis is based on an dimen-
sionless and uniform-in-space Lipschitz bound of the score, derived from a partial differential equation
(PDE) analysis approach. Our bounds are under the Wasserstein metric and are linear (with a loga-
rithmic constant) in the square root of variance of Brownian motion in the forward process (Theorem
3.3). In the finite dimensional case with white noise as invariant measure, the variance is linear in the
dimension and hence the complexity is O(

√
d). For the infinite dimensional case, a Gaussian random

field is taken as the base measure and the variance is linear with the trace of the covariance operator.
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Table 1: Summary of previous bounds and our results for score based diffusion models in d dimensions.
Bounds expressed in terms of the number of steps (N) required to guarantee an error of at most ǫ0 in the

stated metric. For ease of presentation, we assume
→
P 0 has finite second moments M2 and is normalized

so that Cov(
→
P 0) = Id, and the forward process is an OU with standard Brownian motion. We ignore

the dependence on Lipschitz constants of the score at t = 0.

Target P0 Metric Complexity Result

Supp BR(0) W1(
→

P 0,
←

Q
T−δ

) logN = O(R
2(d+R

4)2(logR)2

ǫ20
) [10]: Thm. 1 + Cor. 2

Supp BR(0) W2(
→

P 0,
←

Q
T−δ

) logN = O(R
2
d
2

ǫ40
) This work: Cor. 3.13

Supp BR(0) W2(
→

P δ,
←

Q
T−δ

) N = O(
√
d

ǫ0
log d

ǫ20
exp( 1

δ
+ 3R

2

δ2
)R

4

δ4
) This work: Cor. 3.12

E|X0|2 < ∞ KL(
→

P δ||
←

Q
T−δ

) N = O(
d log2 1

δ

ǫ0
) [3] Cor 1

∇ log
→

P 0 L-lip KL(
→

P 0||
←

Q
T
) N = O( d

2

ǫ0
) [6] Thm 5

F(
→

P 0|N (0, Id)) . d (*) KL(
→

P 0||
←

QT ) N = O( d

ǫ20
log d

ǫ0
) [7] Thm 1

P0 log-concave W2(
→

P 0,
←

QT ) N = O( d

ǫ20
log d

ǫ0
) [13] Table 2

G tail, Ass.2 W2(
→

P 0,
←

QT ) N = O(
√

d

ǫ0
log d

ǫ20
) This work: Cor. 3.4

* Here F denotes relative Fisher information. One can show our Gaussian tail Assumption 2 ⇒
F(
→
P 0|N (0, Id)) . d, while in standard Gaussian case, they are equivalent.

It is worth noting that the results of this work adopt the Wasserstein-2 distance as the metric of
error (instead of Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence) due to its flexibility. More precisely, the reasons are
two-fold: (1) In practical applications of diffusion models for the generation of structured data (image,
text, video, protein...), the target distributions mostly find their support in a compact sub-manifold, see
further discussion of the manifold hypothesis in [27, 2]. Consequently, under this hypothesis, standard
KL divergence cannot be consistently defined between the backward process whose support is the entire
space and the target distribution with compact support. (2) In high (towards infinite) dimension settings,
it becomes necessary to compactify the forward process. For instance, by setting C, the covariance matrix
(operator) in the forward process (1), with finite trace, the invariant distribution of forward process thus
has finite second order moment. The Wasserstein distance scales with the trace of C and hence consistent
with the compactification towards infinite dimension generative models. While the KL divergence scales
with the dimension and hence cannot be simply generalized to a dimensionless result. In Appendix B.1
we provide a motivating example to illustrate.

Related work
Complexity bounds [9] obtains the first convergence guarantees in 1-Wasserstein distance assuming

that the data distribution satisfies the so-called manifold hypothesis. Some recent works [24, 14, 13]
established convergence guarantees under Gaussian and log-concave distributions.

We are also aware several complexity bounds under KL divergence, for instance [6, 3, 7]. A common
point of these approaches is the utilizing the chain rule of KL divergence, which is a consequence of
Girsanov theorem, to separate the global error into local truncation errors. To bound local ones, the
probabilistic view point, which estimates the score function under the distribution of forward process,
kicks in. In this work, we instead adopt a PDE approach, which provides point-wise estimate of the
score. Such estimate also facilitates analysis of score under the approximated backward process and
hence provides an Wasserstein bound. In Table.1, we present the comparison of the complexity bounds.

Diffusion model in infinite dimension
Typically, diffusion models operates on finite-dimensional spaces. However, in many domains, the

underlying signal is infinite-dimensional, and the observed data is a collection of discrete observations
of some underlying function, for instance, Bayesian inverse problems [26]. Up to now, there are many
studies applying diffusion models to functional spaces [18, 16, 22, 11].

While many theoretical studies[10, 6, 3] suggest that performance guarantees deteriorate with in-
creasing dimension, [22] established a dimension-independent convergence rate of the distance from the
samples to the target measure in the Wasserstein-2-distance. However, the distance is unideal since it
grows exponentially over the running time T . We follow the main steps of the proof, which is a standard
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Lyapunov type error estimate [17]. While with the Gaussian tail assumption, we get a better bound
for the non-linear perturbation part (see Corollary 3.2) which decrease exponentially over the running
time T in finite dimensional cases. This and together with scheme (6) ensure the accumulation error of
discretization does not grow exponential in time, compared with standard estimates. Our approach can
also be extended to the infinite-dimensional framework proposed in [22].

Lipschitz bounds of the score The score functions in the SGMs are related to the gradient of log-
density (log p) of the forward process. It is well known that the function log p itself follows a viscous
Hamilton Jacobi (vHJ) equation, see (15) in later discussion. Then the Lipchitz bounds of the scores are
equivalent to Hessian bounds for a vHJ equation. There are various regularity results in the literature
for the original Fokker Planck equation or the transformed vHJ, see [5, 12] and most recent results in
[20, 4, 21]. We would point out that except [21], most results are seeking for a spatially global Hessian
bound which only last finite time without the Gaussian tail assumption (Assumption 2) in this work.
[21] also provides a local-in-space and global-in-time bound while only polynomial in dimension (d3)
complexity can be shown from it due to the unknown tail behavior.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Background and Setting the Stage

A large class of generative diffusion models can be analyzed under the SDE framework, it contains two
processes: forward and backward. The forward process, which gradually transforms the data distribution
into white noise is an OU process as follows:

d
→
Xt = −1

2

→
Xtdt+

√
CdBt, 0 ≤ t ≤ T. (1)

where Bt is a standard Brownian motion, C is a symmetric, positive-definite covariance matrix and T is
the final time such that the distribution of XT is close to the Gaussian distribution N (0, C). The initial
→
X0 follows the target(data) distribution, denoted as p0. We use pt(x) to denote the density of

→
Xt. Then

with time reversal t → T − t, the backward process is defined as:

d
←
Xt = (

1

2

←
Xt + C∇ log pT−t(

←
Xt))dt+

√
CdB̃t, (2)

where B̃t is also a standard Brownian motion (may not being the same as Bt. The term,

s(t, x) = C∇ log pt(x), (3)

is generally refered as the score function. The process (
←
Xt)0≤t≤T transforms noise into samples follows

p0.
To be specific, pt will solve the Fokker-Planck equation with Cauchy data p0:

{

∂tp = 1
2 (∇ · (xp) +∇ · C∇p),

p(0, x) = p0(x).
(4)

We also denote
→
P t(correspondingly

←
P t) as the marginal distribution of

→
Xt in (1)(

←
Xt in (2)). Given initial

distribution for (2)
←
P 0 =

→
P T , then ∀0 ≤ t ≤ T ,

←
P t =

→
PT−t, especially

←
PT =

→
P 0 = p0.

However, in practice the score function s(t, x) = C∇ log pt(x) is not available since no closed form
expression of p0 is known. Thus we learn the score function by a neural network sθ(t, x), where θ denotes
latent variables of neural network. We training the network by optimizing an L2 estimation loss,

Ept
‖sθ(t, x)− C∇ log pt(x)‖2.

Given the estimated score sθ (assumed to be ǫ accurate specified in Assumption 3, we can generate
samples by an approximation of the backward process starting from the Gaussian distribution N (0, C):

d
←
Y t = (

1

2

←
Y t + sθ(T − t,

←
Y t))dt+

√
CdB̃t, (5)

Time discretization We employ an Euler-type discretization of the continuous-time stochastic
process which will be helpful to the convergence theorems. Let δ = t0 ≤ t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tN = T be the
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discretization points, δ = 0 for the normal setting and δ > 0 for the early-stopping setting. The process
with initial distribution N (0, C) in the discrete scheme is as follows:

d
←
Y t =(−1

2

←
Y t +

←
Y tk + sθ(T − tk,

←
Y tk))dt+

√
CdB̂t

t ∈ [tk, tk+1], k = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1.
(6)

We denote
←
Qt as the marginal distribution of

←
Y t. This process admits an explicit solution, with zk ∼

N (0, C),
←
Y tk+1

=(2− e
tk−tk+1

2 )
←
Y tk

+ 2(1− e
tk−tk+1

2 )sθ(T − tk,
←
Y tk)

+
√

1− etk−tk+1zk.

(7)

Remark 2.1. The discretization (7) approximately corresponds to the discrete-time scheme introduced
in [15], it can also be found in [10].

General Notations Let γC be the density of Gaussian measure N (0, C). For an n × n matrix A,
we use the operator norm ‖ · ‖:

‖A‖ = sup
v 6=0

|Av|
|v| := the largest eigenvalue of

√
ATA.

For a symmetric, positive-definite n× n matrix A, we use | · |A to denote weighted l2 norm in R
n such

that
|x|2A := 〈x,A−1x〉.

When A is identity matrix, we neglect the letter for simplicity and | · | is the standard l2 norm in R
n.

For vector (matrix, correspondingly) value function f with x as variable, |f |∞ := supx |f(x)| (corre-
spondingly, ‖f‖∞ := supx ‖f(x)‖).

For compactness of the process, we made the following assumption on finite second order moment of
the forward process.

Assumption 1. The data distribution has a bounded second moment,

M2 := Ep0 |x|2 < ∞. (8)

We further denote,

M0 = max{Tr(C),M2}, (9)

relates to the maximum second order moment during the forward process.

2.2 Viscous Hamilton Jacobi Equation approaches

The foundation of our analysis is investigating the behaviour of log p as the solution of a viscous Hamilton
Jacobi Equation(vHJ). Before that, we need the following assumption to derive reasonable point-wise
estimates of gradients of the score function,

Assumption 2. The density of target distribution p0 ∈ C2(Rd) and has the following tail decomposition,

p0(x) = exp(−|x|2A
2

) exp(h(x)), (10)

where there are independent of dimension constants such that,
(i) A is a symmetric, positive-definite matrix which can be simultaneously diagonalized with C and

‖AC−1‖ < ∞, ‖CA−1‖ < ∞. (11)

(ii) the remainder term h follows

|
√
C∇h|∞ < ∞, ‖C∇2h‖∞ < ∞. (12)
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(10) is equivalent to the following in log density form,

log p0(x) = h(x)− |x|2A
2

. (13)

Remark 2.2. The assumption assumes the tail distribution of target is similar to a Gaussian distribution
with covariance matrix A. This is a stronger assumption (less general) than L-Lipchitz of ∇ log p0. As
suggested by Example 3.4 of [21] L-Lipchitz of ∇ log p0 does not guarantee a Lipchitz bound of ∇ log pt.
While the Gaussian tail is more general than the log-concaveness assumption, as one in [13] and [14].

In later Theorem 3.8, we show that density of forward process at the early stopping time δ follows
the assumption with A = (1− exp(−δ))Id.

Our PDE approach considers the score potential function after the following transform,

q(t, x) = − log pt(x)−
xT Ā−1t x

2
, (14)

where Āt = Ae−t + C(1− e−t). Then q satisfies the PDE,






∂tq − 1
2∇ · C∇q + 1

2 |∇q|2C
+(CĀ−1t − 1

2I)x · ∇q = 1
2Tr(CĀ−1t − I),

q(0, x) = h(x).
(15)

To simplify (15), we let f(t) = 1
2

∫ t

0
Tr(CĀ−1s − I)ds and make a two step change of variables: let

K(t) = (AĀ−1t )e−
t
2 , then

q̄(t, x) = q(t,K(t)−1
√
Cx) + f(t), (16)

satisfies the PDE:
{

∂tq̄ − 1
2∇ ·K(t)2∇q̄ + 1

2 |K(t)∇q̄|2 = 0,

q̄(0, x) = h(
√
Cx) := h̄(x).

(17)

Lastly, we define
q̃(t, x) = e−q̄(t,x), (18)

which satisfies
{

∂tq̃ − 1
2∇ ·K(t)2∇q̃ = 0, on (0,∞)× R

n,

q̃(0, x) = e−h̄(x).
(19)

The solution is given by

1

(2π)n

∫

Rn

1
√

detB(t)
exp(

−|x− y|2B(t)

2
) exp(−h̄(y))dy, (20)

where B(t) =
∫ t

0
K(s)2ds = (e

t
2 − e−

t
2 )K(t).

3 Results

In this section, we list the theoretical results and their detailed proofs are provided in Appendix A.
Section 3.1 devotes to the PDE approach to bound of score with Gaussian tail assumption. Section 3.2
listed the fundamental convergence result in Wasserstein metric. Section 3.3 and Section 3.4 are two
applications of the convergence result under manifold assumption and Bayesian inverse problem assump-
tion correspondingly. Additionally in Section 3.5, we discussed migration of our results to probability
flow ODE as the sampling process.

3.1 Lipschitz Bound of Score Function

First, we give a Lipschitz bound of the score function under the tail Assumption 2, which plays a key
role in our convergence theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, then q̄(t, x) in (17) satisfies, for ∀t ∈ [0,∞),

|∇q̄(t, ·)|∞ ≤ |∇q̄(0, ·)|∞, (21)

‖∇2q̄(t, ·)‖∞ ≤ ‖∇2q̄(0, ·)‖∞ + ‖∇q̄(0, ·)‖2∞. (22)
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Proof see Appendix A.1.

Corollary 3.2. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, consider the modified score function,

s̃(t, x) := C∇ log pt(x) + CĀ−1t x, (23)

we have the following estimates,

‖∇s̃‖∞ ≤ e−tL0, |s|∞ ≤ e−
t
2L1, (24)

where

K =sup
t≥0

‖AĀ−1t ‖ ≤ max{1, ‖AC−1‖}, (25)

L0 =K2(‖C∇2h‖∞ + |
√
C∇h|2∞), (26)

L1 =K‖C‖ 1
2 |
√
C∇h|∞, (27)

are bounded constants independent of dimension as per Assumption 2.

Proof see Appendix A.2.

3.2 Main Convergence theories

We now study how far the samples generated by the scheme (6) lie from the true target distribution p0.
We do this in the Wasserstein-2-distance,

W2(µ, ν) =

(

inf
κ

∫

|x− y|2dκ(x, y)
)1/2

,

where κ runs over all measures which have marginals µ and ν. To obtain the convergence results, we
assume the following bound of score approximation at the discretization points,

Assumption 3. For each time discretization point tk,

E→
P T−tk

|s(T − tk, x) − sθ(T − tk, x)|2 ≤ ǫ2.

We would point out due to the limited access of the score approximation error, when deriving the
complexity bounds, we always assume for sufficiently accurate score approximation. In Remark 3.6 , we
provide a slightly more general assumption.

In addition to score approximation error, we made the following assumption on gradient of the learned
score to regulate the approximated backward process.

Assumption 4. Denote s̃θ(t, x) = sθ(t, x)+CĀ(t)x, we assume that s̃θ(t, x) shares the same properties
as s̃(t, x) in Corollary 3.2, i.e.

‖∇s̃θ(t, ·)‖∞ ≤ L0e
−t. (28)

The assumption 4 can be relaxed to bounded gradient of score and yield a similar complexity bound
with a different logarithmic constant, see Remark 3.7

Now we present the main theorem in the convergence analysis.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose Assumption 1, 2, 3, 4 hold, using uniform discretization points in (6) with step
size h = tk+1 − tk ≤ 1 yields,

W2(
→
P δ,

←
QT−δ) ≤ exp(K̃2e

−δ)
(

e−T+ δ
2

√

M2 +Tr(C)

+ K̃1

√

M0h+ 2ǫ
)

. (29)

where M0 is defined in (9), K̃1, K̃2 are some constants which will be specified in the proof.

Proof see Appendix A.3.
With the result in Theorem 3.3, we can get the complexity bound by directly computation:
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Corollary 3.4. Suppose Assumption 1, 2, 3, 4 hold, using uniform discretization points in (6) with step

size tk+1 − tk ≤ 1 to reach a distribution
←
QT such that W2(

→
P 0,

←
QT ) = O(ǫ0) requires:

T = O(log
M2 + Tr(C)

ǫ20
), (30)

N =
T

h
= O(

T

ǫ0

√

M0), (31)

and Assumption 3 to hold with

ǫ = O(ǫ0). (32)

The complexity bound in Corollary 3.4 does not depends on the dimension and hence naturally
extends to infinite dimensional generative models. See discussion on definition in Appendix B.2 and an
example application as Bayesian inverse problems in function space in Section 3.4.

Now we provide three remarks, first on optimality of the result and two on the relaxation of assump-
tions on score approximations.

Remark 3.5. The complexity bound in Corollary 3.4 is O(
√
d
ǫ ) with an logarithmic constant for Gaussian

tail target. In [13] Proposition 8 shows under standard Gaussian distribution, such complexity bound is
optimal.

Remark 3.6. In our main Theorem 3.3, the Assumption 3 can be relaxed to the following,

N−1
∑

k=0

tk+1 − tk

T

√

E→
P T−tk

|s(T − tk, x)− sθ(T − tk, x)|2 ≤ ǫ. (33)

We will list the resulting main Theorem 3.3 in Appendix A.4 where complexity bound with respect to dimension
(or variance) does not change by switching the Assumption 3 with (33). The complexity bounds for the subsequent
applications are direct consequences.

Remark 3.7. We can replace the Assumption 4 by the following,

∀t > 0, ‖∇s̃θ(t, ·)‖∞ ≤ 1

2
. (34)

The complexity bound turns to,

N = O
(

√
M0

ǫ0
(log

M2 + Tr(C)

ǫ20
)2
)

, (35)

Detail discussion and proofs, see Appendix A.5.

3.3 Convergence under manifold assumption

To analyze the Lipschitz bound of the score under manifold assumption, we first need the following
theorem:

Theorem 3.8. Let qσ = exp(− |x|
2

2σ2 )∗q0, where q0 is a distribution with compact support, Diam(Supp q0) ≤
R. Consider g(x) = log pσ(x) +

|x|2
2σ2 , then

|∇g|∞ ≤ R

σ2
, ‖∇2g‖∞ ≤ 2R2

σ4
. (36)

Proof see Appendix A.6.

Remark 3.9. Similar estimates in Theorem 3.8 can be found in [9, 21]. In the current form (36), we extract
the spatial growing part to ensure uniform boundedness in space to be consistent with Assumption 2 .

Applying Theorem 3.8 to the forward OU-process (1) at stopping time δ, then σ2 corresponds to

1 − e−δ, q0(x) corresponds to e
δ
2 p0(e

δ
2 x). Then by Corollary 3.2, we get the following Lipschitz bound

of the score under manifold assumption.
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Corollary 3.10. Suppose p0 is a distribution with compact support, Diam(Supp p0) ≤ R, take C = Id,
A = (1− e−δ)Id, then the corresponding Ā−1t = (1− e−t)Id and for ∀t ≥ δ, we have

‖∇2 log pt(x) + Ā−1t ‖∞ ≤ 3(
R

1− e−δ
)2e−t (37)

|∇ log pt(x) + Ā−1t x|∞ ≤ R

1− e−δ
e−

t
2 . (38)

Proof see Appendix A.2. With the Lipschitz bound in Corollary 3.10, we can get a Wasserstein-2-
distance bound as in Theorem 3.3:

Theorem 3.11. Take C = Id. Suppose p0 is a distribution with compact support, Diam(Supp p0) ≤ R,
δ ≤ 1 and that Assumption 3 holds, then we have

W2(
→
P δ,

←
QT−δ)

≤ exp(3
R2

δ2
+

1

δ
)
(

e−T+ δ
2

√

M2 + d

+ 2(K̃3

√

M0h+ ǫ
)

.

(39)

where K̃3 = O(R
2

δ2 ), M2 is the finite second moment of
→
X0, notice that M2 ≤ M2.

Proof see Appendix A.7.
With the result in Theorem 3.11, we can get the complexity bound with early stopping setting under

manifold assumption by directly computation:

Corollary 3.12. To reach a distribution
←
QT−δ such that W2(

→
P δ,

←
QT−δ) = O(ǫ0) requires:

T = O(
R2

δ2
+ log

M2 + d

ǫ20
), (40)

N =
T − δ

h
= O(

R2
√
M2 ∨ dT

δ2ǫ0
exp(

1

δ
+ 3

R2

δ2
)), (41)

and Assumption 3 to hold with

ǫ = O(ǫ0 exp(−
1

δ
− 3

R2

δ2
)). (42)

With noticing that,

W2(
→
P δ,

→
P 0) ≤

√

E|
→
Xδ −

→
X0|2 ≤ 2

√

M0δ,

we have the following complexity bound with respect to
→
P 0.

Corollary 3.13. Some assumption as Corollary 3.12, to reach a distribution
←
QT−δ such that W2(

→
P 0,

←
QT−δ) =

O(ǫ0) requires:

δ = O(
ǫ20
M0

), logN = O(
R2M2

0

ǫ40
). (43)

Furthermore, if one consider the dimension dependence for the radius of support under l2 metric, R,
and the second order moment, M2, we have the following calculations.

Remark 3.14. In practical application such as image processing, the images are encoded on a finite range.
Then the support of p0 is an hypercube, e.g., Supp p0 ⊆ [0, 255]d which implies a natural assumption,

R2 = O(d).

Since M2 ≤ R2, we also have M2 = O(d). Then the complexity bound to reach W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT−δ) = O(ǫ0)

turns to,

T = O(
d3

ǫ40
), N =O(

d
13
2

ǫ90
exp(

1

δ
+ 3

d

δ2
)), (44)

then, logN =O(
d

δ2
) = O(

d3

ǫ40
). (45)
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3.4 Convergence in the Bayesian Inverse problems

Another important application of generative models is to generative the posterior distribution in the
Bayesian inverse problems. See [26] for a detailed review. Here we restrict our theories to the following
type of applicative scenario where the target distribution p0 is the posterior distribution. More precisely,

p0(x) = D0 exp(−
|x|2C
2

) exp(−|G(x) − y|2Σ
2

), (46)

where D0 is some constant , C and Σ denotes the covariance matrices of the Gaussian type prior
distribution and observation noise distribution. G is a non-linear operator in C2

b (R
d, Rm) and y ∈ Rm

is an observation. During training, we adopt Gaussian type prior distribution with covariance C in (46)
as the invariant measure of forward process (1). A conditioned score is trained with the following loss,

E(x,y)∼pt
|sθ(t, x, y)− C∇x log pt(x, y)|2. (47)

where pt is then the joint distribution of (Xt, Y ) in which Y follows G(X0)+N (I,Σ). For the generation
process of posterior distribution with observation y, we assume the following score approximation error.

Assumption 5. Fixing observation y, For each time discretization point tk,

E→

P T−tk,y

|s(T − tk, x, y)− sθ(T − tk, x, y)|2 ≤ ǫ2,

We then have the following theorem.

Theorem 3.15. Suppose X0 has second moment M2 < ∞, then using uniform discretization points in
(6) yields

W2(
→
P 0(·, y),

←
QT (·, y))

≤ exp(K̃4)
(

e−T
√

M2 +Tr(C) (48)

+ 2(K̃5

√

M0
T

N
+ ǫ)

)

. (49)

where K̃4 and K̃5 are some dimensionless constant depending on (‖C‖, ‖Σ‖, G, y), specified in (144).

Proof see Appendix A.8.

Remark 3.16. With fixed K̃4 and K̃5, for ǫ0 accuracy in Wasserstein distance for (49), one requires,

ǫ = O(ǫ0), T = O(log

√
M2+Tr(C)

ǫ0
) and N = O(T

√
M0)
ǫ20

).

3.5 Migration to probabilistic flow ODE

The probabilistic flow ODE refers to Equation (13) in [25]. With C as the covariance matrix, the
backward process is then,

d
←
Xt =

1

2
(
←
Xt + C∇ log pT−t(

←
Xt))dt,

←
X0 ∼ N (0, C). (50)

The Lipschitz bound (Corollary 3.2) still holds since the forward process is OU. For the generation
process, we revert to the usual Euler-Maruyama scheme:

d
←
Y t =

1

2
(
←
Y tk + sθ(T − tk,

←
Y tk))dt, t ∈ [tk, tk+1]. (51)

which starts from Gaussian distribution
←
Y 0 ∼ N (0, C). With the Lipschitz bound, our method still work

with the ODE flow since we don’t rely on Girsanov type theorem in the proof. And we can get the
following Wasserstein-2-distance bound with linear complexity.

Theorem 3.17. Suppose Assumption 1, 2, 3, 4, hold, using the Euler-Maruyama to the ode flow with
uniform step size h = tk+1 − tk ≤ 1 yields

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤ exp(

K̃2

2
)

·
(

exp (−T

2
)(M2 +Tr(C)) + K̃6

√

T 3M0

N
+

1

2
ǫT

)

.

(52)

where K̃1 and M0 are the same constants as in Theorem 3.3, K̃6 will be specified in the proof.
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Proof see Appendix A.9. Complexity bounds are accessed with similar procedure and listed below.
• In C2 distribution with Gaussian tail, same assumption as Corollary 3.4,

N = O
(M0

ǫ20
(log

M2 + Tr(C)

ǫ20
)3
)

.

• Under manifold hypothesis with early stopping regime, same assumption as Corollary 3.13,

logN = O(
R2M2

0

ǫ40
).

4 Proof Sketch of Theorem 3.3

Basic ideaWe define two strong SDE solutions:
←
Xt which solves (2) starting from

→
PT and and

←
Y t which

solves (6) starting fromN (0, C). We couple them by starting fromWasserstein-2 optimally coupled initial

conditions and using the same Brownian motion. Running them to time T − δ, we get
←
XT−δ ∼

→
P δ and

←
Y T−δ ∼

←
QT−δ. This is a coupling between

→
P δ and

←
QT−δ, by definition, (E|

←
XT−δ −

←
Y T−δ|2) 1

2 upper

bounds the Wasserstein-2 distance W2(
→
P δ,

←
QT−δ).

Detailed computation Our computation consists of four steps:
In step 1, we use Itô’s formula and Cauchy’s inequality to get

d

√

etE|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

dt

≤e
t
2 (E|s̃(T − t,

←
Xt)

+ (I − CĀ−1T−t)
←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)

− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)
←
Y tk |2)

1
2 , t ∈ [tk, tk+1].

(53)

In step 2, by significant technical work we get an approximation for the RHS of (53):

RHS of(53) ≤K1

√

M0(1− e−(t−tk)) + ǫ

+K2e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2.

(54)

where K1,K2 are some constants.
In step 3, by performing integration over time on (54), we get an Iterative formula:

√

etk+1E|
←
Xtk+1

−
←
Y tk+1

|2 exp(−K2e
−T+tk+1)

≤
√

etkE|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2 exp(−K2e

−T+tk)

+ 2(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)(e
tk+1

2 − e
tk
2 ),

(55)

which leads to
√

E|
←
XT−δ −

←
Y T−δ|2 ≤eK2(e−

T−δ
2

√

E|
←
X0 −

←
Y 0|2

+ 2(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)).
(56)

In step 4, by choosing Wasserstein-2 optimally coupled initial conditions and using the fact (see Lemma
A.3):

W2
2 (
→
P T−δ, γC) ≤e−(T−δ)W2

2 (
→
P 0, γC)

≤e−(T−δ)(M2 +Tr(C)),

we get the bound (29) in Theorem 3.3.
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Limitation

We sketched the limitations of our paper below and for detail discussion please refer to the linked context.
We will leave these problems as future directions.

• The paper only analyzed the case when forward process is OU. For general cases when non-linear
drifts are involved in the forward process, our analysis framework may not be easily generalized
due to lack of explicit expression for solution of forward process.

• An important application of the infinite dimension generative modeling is the Bayesian approach
to inverse problems in the functional space. At the moment, our assumption of trace class base
distribution with a bounded perturbation can only be derived from the C2

b bounded observation
operator. See discussion in Section 3.4.

• During derivation we have made the standard assumption on the score approximation Assumption
3. While this assumptions are not easy to be derived from the operator approximation theories or
to be validated through the numerical experiment. Comparing with KL bounds, we also introduce
Assumption 4 to regulate the backward process. The assumption can released as discussed in
Remark 3.7 and logarithmic constant of complexity bound changes.

• Due to the limitation of unknown coefficients in the derivation as well as it is only an upper
bound result, our analysis in Corollary 3.12 cannot give the optimal stopping time for the bounded
support case in practical application. Also we restrict ourselves to uniform time discretization.
The complexity bound may be improved by adapting the discretization with a better estimate of
Lipschitz of score.

Broader Impact

The paper provides insights over the regularity and convergence of one of the state-of-the-art generative
models, which the GenAI community may benefit from. There are many potential societal consequences
of our work, none which we feel must be specifically highlighted here.
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The appendix consists of two parts. In Section A, we present all the detailed proofs. In Section B,
we discuss generalizing our theories to infinite dimensions.

A Proofs of Theorems

Here we present detail proofs.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. Consider the solution of (19) given by (20):

q̃(t, x) =
1

(2π)n

∫

Rn

1
√

detB(t)
exp(

−|x− y|2B(t)

2
) exp(−h̄(y))dy, (t, x) ∈ (0,∞)× R

n.

So q̄(t, x) = − log q̃(t, x) satisfies

∇xq̄(t, x) = −∇xq̃(t, x)

q̃(t, x)
= −

∫

Rn(∇x exp(
−|x−y|2B(t)

2 )) exp(−h̄(y))dy
∫

Rn exp(
−|x−y|2

B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y))dy

=

∫

Rn(∇y exp(
−|x−y|2B(t)

2 )) exp(−h̄(y))dy
∫

Rn exp(
−|x−y|2

B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y))dy

=

∫

Rn(∇yh̄(y)) exp(
−|x−y|2B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y))dy
∫

Rn exp(
−|x−y|2

B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y))dy
.

Here the third equal sign is derived from integration by part.

Since exp(
−|x−y|2B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y)) ≥ 0, taking absolute value we get |∇xq̄(t, x)| ≤ |∇h|∞, thus

|∇q̄(t, ·)|∞ ≤ |∇h̄|∞.

For any unit direction z, taking derivative twice along that direction and using the same method as
above we get :

∇z · ∇z q̄(t, x) =

∫

Rn(∇2
z h̄− (∇z h̄

2))(y) exp(
−|x−y|2B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y))dy
∫

Rn exp(
−|x−y|2

B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y))dy

+ (

∫

Rn(∇y h̄(y)) exp(
−|x−y|2B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y))dy
∫

Rn exp(
−|x−y|2

B(t)

2 ) exp(−h̄(y))dy
)2.

Taking absolute value again we get

|∇z · ∇z q̄(t, x)| ≤ |∇2
zh̄|∞ + |∇zh̄|2∞, (57)

thus

‖∇2q̄(t, ·)‖∞ ≤ ‖∇2h̄‖∞ + |∇h̄|2∞.

A.2 Proof of Corollary 3.2 and Corollary 3.10

Proof. By the construction of q̄ (16), we have

K(t)
√
C−1∇q̄(t, x) =∇q(t,K(t)−1

√
Cx),

K(t)2C−1∇2q̄(t, x) =∇2q(t,K(t)−1
√
Cx).

(58)

Notice that
s̃(t, x) =C∇q(t, x),

∇s̃(t, x) =C∇2q(t, x).
(59)

13



We have

|s̃(t, ·)|∞ =|C∇q(t, ·)|∞ = |K(t)
√
C∇q̄(t, ·)|∞ ≤ e−

t
2 ‖e t

2K(t)‖‖
√
C‖|∇q̄(t, ·)|∞,

‖∇s̃(t, ·)‖∞ =‖C∇2q(t, ·)‖∞ = ‖K(t)2∇2q̄(t, ·)‖∞ ≤ e−t‖e t
2K(t)‖2‖∇2q̄(t, ·)‖∞.

(60)

Let K = supt≥0 ‖e
t
2K(t)‖ = supt≥0 ‖AĀ−1t ‖, then with Theorem 3.1 and the initial value q̄(0, x) =

h(
√
Cx), we get

|s̃(t, ·)| ≤e−
t
2K‖C‖ 1

2 |
√
C∇h|∞,

‖∇s̃(t, ·)‖∞ ≤e−tK2(‖C∇h‖∞ + |
√
C∇h|2∞).

(61)

Let
L0 =K2(‖C∇h‖∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞),

L1 =K‖C‖ 1
2 |
√
C∇h|∞,

(62)

then we get the result in Corollary 3.2.
In Corollary 3.10, we take

C =Id,

A =(1− e−δ)Id,

Āt =(1− e−t)−1Id,

(63)

and
→
P δ = exp(− |x|2

2(1− e−δ)
) ∗ pδ, (64)

where pδ(x) := e
δ
2 p0(e

δ
2x) satisfies Diam(Supp pδ) ≤ e−

δ
2R. Then by Theorem 3.8, the corresponding

h(x) := log
→
P δ(x) +

|x|2
2(1−eδ) has

|∇h|∞ ≤ Re−
δ
2

1− e−δ
, ‖∇2h‖ ≤ 2

R2e−δ

(1− e−δ)2
. (65)

The constants then can be computed directly:

K =sup
t≥δ

‖AĀ−1t ‖ = 1,

L0 =K2(‖∇h‖∞ + |∇h|2∞) ≤ 3
R2e−δ

(1 − e−δ)2
,

L1 =K|∇h|∞ ≤ Re−
δ
2

1− e−δ
.

(66)

Then by Corollary 3.2, for ∀t ≥ δ, we have

‖∇2 log
→
P t(x) + Ā−1t ‖∞ ≤L0e

−(t−δ) = 3
R2

(1− e−δ)2
e−t

|∇2 log
→
P t(x) + Ā−1t x|∞ ≤L1e

− t−δ
2 =

R

1− e−δ
e−

t
2

(67)

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof. By Corollary 3.2, we have ∀t ≥ 0,

‖∇s̃(t, ·)‖∞ ≤ L0e
−t,

|s̃(t, ·)|∞ ≤ L1e
− t

2 ,
(68)

where we recall,

s̃(t, x) = s(t, x) + CĀ−1t x, (69)

s̃θ(t, x) = sθ(t, x) + CĀ−1t x, (70)

K = sup
t≥0

‖AĀ−1t ‖, (71)

L0 = K2(‖C∇2h‖∞ + |
√
C∇h|2∞), (72)

L1 = K‖C‖ 1
2 |
√
C∇h|∞. (73)
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Let

L2 = sup
t≥0

‖et(I − CĀ−1t )‖ = sup
t≥0

‖(A− C)(Ae−t + C(1 − e−t))−1‖,

L3 = sup
t≥s≥0

‖(e−t − e−s)−1C(Ā−1s − Ā−1t )‖ = sup
t≥s≥0

‖(A− C)C(Ae−t + C(1− e−t))−1(Ae−s + C(1− e−s))−1‖.
(74)

More precisely,
L2 ≤max{‖I − CA−1‖, ‖AC−1 − I‖},
L3 ≤L2 max{1, ‖CA−1‖}.

(75)

Then by (74), we have

‖I − CĀ−1t ‖ ≤ L2e
−t,

‖CĀ−1t ‖ ≤ ‖I‖+ ‖I − CĀ−1t ‖ ≤ 1 + L2, ∀t ≥ 0,

‖CĀ−1s − CĀ−1t ‖ ≤ L3(e
−t − e−s), ∀0 ≤ t ≤ s.

(76)

Let M0 = max{Tr(C),M2}, then for ∀t ≥ 0

E|
→
Xt|2 = E|

→
Xt − e−

t
2

→
X0|2 + E|e− t

2

→
X0|2

= (1 − e−t)Tr(C) + e−tM2

≤ M0.

(77)

For any 0 ≤ t ≤ s ≤ T ,

E|
→
Xt −

→
Xs|2 =E|

→
Xs − e−

s−t
2

→
Xt|2 + (1 − e−

s−t
2 )2E|

→
Xt|2

≤(1− e−s+t)Tr(C) + (1− e−
s−t
2 )2M0

≤2M0(s− t).

(78)

For simplicity of notation we take δ = 0 (no early stopping), while the case δ > 0 can be handle with
the same method and we will present the result at the end of the proof.

Step 1. Coupling two solutions of
←
Xt and

←
Y t for the same Brownian motion.

By Itô’s formula, we have for t ∈ [tk, tk+1]

d|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

dt
= −|

←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

+ 2〈
←
Xt −

←
Y t, s̃(T − t,

←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk〉.

Take expectation and use Cauchy’s inequality we get:

dE|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

dt
≤ −E|

←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

+ 2E〈
←
Xt −

←
Y t, s̃(T − t,

←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk〉

≤ − E|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

+ 2

√

(E|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2)(E|s̃(T − t,

←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2).

Denote E(t) =

√

etE|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2, then we have

dE(t)

dt
≤

√

et(E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2). (79)

Step 2. By mean inequality, RHS of (79) can be bounded by
√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2

≤
√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)− s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)|2 +

√

E|(I − CĀ−1T−t
←
Xt − (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2.

(80)
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The first term of (80):

√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)− s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)|2

≤
√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)− s̃(T − tk,

←
Xtk)|2 +

√

E|s̃(T − tk,
←
Xtk)− s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Xtk)|2

+

√

E|s̃θ(T − tk,
←
Xtk)− s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)|2

=:I1 + I2 + I3.

(81)

To bound I1 =

√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)− s̃(T − tk,

←
Xtk)|2, we use the following lemma.

Lemma A.1 (Rmk 3.1 in [19]). For 0 ≤ t < s ≤ T , the forward process satisfies:

∇ log
→
P s(xs) = e

s−t
2 E→

P t|s

[∇y log
→
P t(y)|xs]. (82)

Thus,

s̃(s,
→
Xs) = e

s−t
2 E→

P t|s

[s̃(t,
→
Xt)− CĀ(t)

→
Xt|

→
Xs] + CĀ(s)

→
Xs. (83)

By lemma A.1, we have

I1 ≤
√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)− s̃(T − t, e

t−tk
2

←
Xtk)|2 +

√

E|s̃(T − t, e
t−tk

2

←
Xtk)− s̃(T − tk,

←
Xtk)|2

≤
√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)− s̃(T − t, e

t−tk
2

←
Xtk)|2

+

√

E|s̃(T − t, e
t−tk

2

←
Xtk)− e

t−tk
2 s̃(T − t,

←
Xt) + e

t−tk
2 CĀ(T − t)

←
Xt − CĀ(T − tk)

←
Xtk |2

≤2

√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)− s̃(T − t, e

t−tk
2

←
Xtk)|2

+

√

E|(1 − e
t−tk

2 )s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + e

t−tk
2 CĀ(T − t)

←
Xt − CĀ(T − tk)

←
Xtk |2

≤2L0e
−(T−t)

√

E|
←
Xt − e

t−tk
2

←
Xtk |2 +

√

E|(1 − e
t−tk

2 )s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)|2

+

√

E|e t−tk
2 CĀ(T − t)

←
Xt − CĀ(T − tk)

←
Xtk |2.

(84)

By the transition property of the forward OU-process and the fact t− tk ≤ h ≤ 1, for the first term
in (84) we have,

E|
←
Xt − e

t−tk
2

←
Xtk |2 = et−tkE|

←
Xtk − e−

(T−tk)−(T−t)

2

←
Xt|2

= et−tkE|
√

1− e−((T−tk)−(T−t))z|2 z ∼ N (0, C)

= et−tk(1− etk−t)Tr(C)

≤ 2(t− tk)Tr(C).

(85)

By (68), the second term in (84) is bounded by,

E|(1− e
t−tk

2 )s̃(T − t,
←
Xt)|2 ≤ (1− e

t−tk
2 )2|s̃(T − t, ·)|2∞

≤ (1− e
t−tk

2 )2L2
1e
−(T−t)

≤ e−(T−t)L2
1(t− tk)

2.

(86)
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By (68), (76),(77),(78), the third term in (84) follows,
√

E|e t−tk
2 CĀ−1T−t

←
Xt − CĀ−1T−tk

←
Xtk |2

≤
√

E|(1 − e
t−tk

2 )CĀ−1T−t
←
Xt|2 +

√

E‖CĀ−1T−t
←
Xt − CĀ−1T−tk

←
Xtk |2

≤
√

E|(1 − e
t−tk

2 )CĀ−1T−t
←
Xt|2 +

√

E|C(Ā−1T−t − Ā−1T−tk)
←
Xt|2

+

√

E|CĀ−1T−tk(
←
Xt −

←
Xtk)|2

≤((e
t−tk

2 − 1)‖CĀ−1T−t‖+ ‖C(Ā−1T−t − Ā−1T−tk)‖)
√

E|
←
Xt|2

+ ‖CĀ−1T−tk‖
√

E|
←
Xt −

←
Xtk |2

≤((e
t−tk

2 − 1)(1 + L2)) + L3(e
−T+t − e−T+tk))

√

M0 + (1 + L2)
√

2M0(t− tk)

≤((1 + L2) + 2L3e
−T+tk)(t− tk)

√

M0 + (1 + L2)
√

2M0(t− tk).

(87)

So combining these three parts of I1, we get

I1 ≤2
√
2L0e

−(T−t)√Tr(C)(t− tk) + L1e
− (T−t)

2 (t− tk)

+ (1 +
√
2)(1 + L2)

√

(t− tk)M0 + 2L3e
−(T−tk)

√

M0(t− tk).
(88)

By Assumption 3 with
←
Xtk ∼

→
P T−tk ,

I2 =

√

E|s̃(T − tk,
←
Xtk)− s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Xtk)|2 ≤ ǫ. (89)

By Assumption 4,

I3 =

√

E|s̃θ(T − tk,
←
Xtk)− s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)|2 ≤ L0e

−(T−tk)
√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2. (90)

By (68), (76),(77),(78), we have that the second term of (80) satisfies:
√

E|(I − CĀ−1T−t)
←
Xt − (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2

≤
√

E|(I − CĀ−1T−t)
←
Xt − (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Xtk |2

+

√

E|(I − CĀ−1T−t)
←
Xtk − (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2

≤
√

E|(I − CĀ−1T−t)
←
Xt − (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Xt|2 +

√

E|(I − CĀ−1T−tk)(
←
Xt −

←
Xtk)|2

+

√

E|(I − CĀ−1T−tk)
←
Xtk − (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2

≤‖CĀ−1T−t − CĀ−1T−tk‖
√

E|
←
Xt|2 + ‖I − CĀ−1T−tk‖

√

E|
←
Xt −

←
Xtk |2

+ ‖I − CĀ−1T−tk‖
√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2

≤L3(e
−T+t − e−T+tk)

√

M0 + L2e
−T+tk

√

2M0(t− tk) + L2e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2

≤2L3e
−T+tk

√

M0(t− tk) + L2e
−T+tk

√

2M0(t− tk) + L2e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2.

(91)

Combine I1 by (88), I2 by (89), I3 by (90) and the second term (91) of (80) we get

√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2

≤(2
√
2L0e

−T+t + (1 +
√
2)(1 + L2) + 4L3e

−T+tk +
√
2L2e

−T+tk + L1e
−T−t

2 )
√

M0(t− tk)

+ ǫ + (L0 + L2)e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2.

(92)
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For 0 ≤ t− tk ≤ 1, we have by direct calculation

t− tk ≤ e(1− e−(t−tk)), (93)

Thus by (92) and (93), we have

√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2

≤K1

√

M0(1 − e−(t−tk)) + ǫ+K2e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2.

(94)

where
K1 =

√
e(2

√
2L0 + (1 +

√
2)(1 + L2) + 4L3 +

√
2L2 + L1),

K2 = L0 + L2.
(95)

Step 3. Going back to (79) we get: ∀ t ∈ [tk, tk+1],

dE(t)

dt
≤ K1

√

M0(et − etk) + e
t
2 (ǫ+K2e

−T+tk

√

E‖
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk‖2). (96)

Since tk+1 − tk = h ≤ 1, we have

∫ tk+1

tk

√
et − etkdt =e

tk
2

∫ tk+1−tk

0

√
es − 1ds

=e
tk
2 2(

√

etk+1−tk − 1− arctan
√

etk+1−tk − 1)

≤2

3
e

tk
2 (etk+1−tk − 1)

3
2

=
2

3
(eh − 1)

√
etk+1 − etk

≤4

3
h
√
etk+1 − etk

≤16

3
h(e

tk+1
2 − e

tk
2 ).

(97)

Thus, integration (96) over time yields

E(tk+1) ≤E(tk) + 2(e
tk+1

2 − e
tk
2 )(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ+K2e
−T+

tk
2 E(tk))

≤E(tk) exp(K2e
−T (etk+1 − etk)) + 2(e

tk+1
2 − e

tk
2 )(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ) exp(K2e
−T+tk+1).

(98)

This gives us an Iterative formula:

E(tk+1) exp(−K2e
−T+tk+1)− 2e

tk+1
2 (

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ) ≤ E(tk) exp(−K2e
−T+tk)− 2e

tk
2 (

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ).

(99)
which leads to

E(T ) exp(−K2)− 2e
T
2 (

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ) ≤ E(0) exp(−K2e
−T )− 2(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ).

Therefore we get

√

E|
←
XT −

←
Y T |2 ≤ eK2(e−

T
2

√

E|
←
X0 −

←
Y 0|2 + 2(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (100)

Step 4. Finally we pick a ξ-optimal coupling of
←
X0 ∼

→
P T and

←
Y 0 ∼

←
Q0 = γC in the Wasserstein

distance, i.e

√

E|
←
X0 −

←
Y 0|2 ≤ W2(

→
P T ,

←
Q0) + ξ, (101)
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and obtain

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤

√

E|
←
XT −

←
Y T |2 ≤ eK2(e−

T
2 (W2(

→
P T ,

←
Q0) + ξ) + 2(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)).

Since ξ is arbitrary, the bound will be

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤

√

E|
←
XT −

←
Y T |2 ≤ eK2(e−

T
2 W2(

→
PT ,

←
Q0) + 2(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)).

Noticing that

W2
2 (
→
P 0, γC) ≤ E→

P 0⊗γC

|x− y|2 = E→
P 0

|x|2 + EγC
|y|2 = M2 +Tr(C),

and by Lemma A.3,

W2
2 (
→
P t, γC) ≤ e−tW2

2 (
→
P 0, γC).

We get

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤ eK2(e−T

√

M2 +Tr(C) + 2(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (102)

Remark A.2. For the early stop setting, use the same method we can get

W2(
→
P δ,

←
QT−δ) ≤ exp(K2e

−δ)(e−T+ δ
2

√

M2 +Tr(C) + 2(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (103)

Let K̃1 = 16
3 K1 and K̃2 = K2 in Theorem 3.3 then we complete our proof.

A.4 Result under the assumption in Remark 3.6

We only need to replace the term I2 in the analysis of A.3 by

ǫk :=

√

E|s(T − tk,
←
Xtk)− sθ(T − tk,

←
Xtk)|2. (104)

Then in step 3 the Iterative formula (99) turns to

E(tk+1) exp(−K2e
−T+tk+1)− 2e

tk+1
2 (

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫk) ≤ E(tk) exp(−K2e
−T+tk)− 2e

tk
2 (

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫk),

(105)
or equivalently:

E(tk+1) exp(−K2e
−T+tk+1) ≤ E(tk) exp(−K2e

−T+tk) + 2(e
tk+1

2 − e
tk
2 )(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫk), (106)

The relaxed assumption (33) gives us:

N−1
∑

k=0

e
tk+1

2 − e
tk
2

e
T
2

ǫk =

N−1
∑

k=0

e
tk
2 (e

tk+1−tk
2 − 1)

e
T
2

ǫk

≤
N−1
∑

k=0

(e
tk+1−tk

2 − 1)ǫk

≤
N−1
∑

k=0

(tk+1 − tk)ǫk

≤ǫT,

(107)

so we get

E(T ) exp(−K2) ≤E(0) exp(−K2e
−T ) + 2(e

T
2 − 1)

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ 2e
T
2 ǫT

≤E(0) + 2e
T
2 (

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫT ).

(108)
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or equivalently:

√

E|
←
XT −

←
Y T |2 ≤ eK2(e−

T
2

√

E|
←
X0 −

←
Y 0|2 + 2(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫT )). (109)

Then apply the same argument as in A.3 step 4, we will get a similar result as (102):

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤ eK2(e−T

√

M2 + Tr(C) + 2(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫT )). (110)

The only difference is the term ǫ here is replaced by ǫT .

By direct computation, the running time T and number of steps N to reach a distribution
←
QT such

that W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) = O(ǫ0) are still:

T = O(log
M2 + Tr(C)

ǫ20
), (111)

N = O(
T

ǫ0

√

M0), (112)

while the assumption in Remark 3.6 changes to

ǫ = O(
ǫ0

T
) = O

(

ǫ0(log
M2 + Tr(C)

ǫ20
)−1

)

. (113)

A.5 Result under the assumption in Remark 3.7

Here We need to replace the term I3 in the analysis of A.3 step 2 by

I3 =

√

E|s̃θ(T − tk,
←
Xtk)− s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)|2 ≤ 1

2

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2. (114)

Then the last equation (94) becomes

√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2

≤K1

√

M0(1 − e−(t−tk)) + ǫ+ (L2e
−T+tk +

1

2
)

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2.

(115)

in which the term K2e
−T+tk is replaced by L2e

−T+tk + 1
2 . Then in step 3, the equation (96) becomes

dE(t)

dt
≤ K1

√

M0(et − etk) + e
t
2 (ǫ+ (L2e

−T+tk +
1

2
)

√

E‖
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk‖2). (116)

Again, using (97) integration over time yields

E(tk+1) ≤E(tk) + 2(e
tk+1

2 − e
tk
2 )(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ+ (L2e
−T+

tk
2 +

1

2
e−

tk
2 )E(tk))

≤E(tk) exp(L2e
−T (etk+1 − etk) +

tk+1 − tk

2
)

+ 2(1− e
tk−tk+1

2 )(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ) exp(L2e
−T+tk+1 +

tk+1

2
)

≤E(tk) exp(L2e
−T (etk+1 − etk) +

tk+1 − tk

2
)

+ (tk+1 − tk)(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ) exp(L2e
−T+tk+1 +

tk+1

2
).

(117)

Then in step 3 the Iterative formula (99) turns to

E(tk+1) exp(−L2e
−T+tk+1 − tk+1

2
) ≤ E(tk) exp(−K2e

−T+tk − tk

2
) + (tk+1 − tk)(

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ),

(118)
which lead to

E(T ) exp(−L2 −
T

2
) ≤E(0) exp(−L2e

−T ) + T (
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ). (119)
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or equivalently:
√

E|
←
XT −

←
Y T |2 ≤ eL2(

√

E|
←
X0 −

←
Y 0|2 + T (

8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (120)

Then apply the same argument as in A.3 step 4, we will still a bound

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤ eL2(e−

T
2

√

M2 +Tr(C) + T (
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (121)

By direct computation, to reach a distribution
←
QT such that W2(

→
P 0,

←
QT ) = O(ǫ0) requires:

T = O(log
M2 + Tr(C)

ǫ20
), (122)

N =
T

h
= O(

T 2

ǫ0

√

M0) = O
(

√
M0

ǫ0
(log

M2 + Tr(C)

ǫ20
)2
)

, (123)

and Assumption 3 to hold with

ǫ = O(
ǫ0

T
) = O

(

ǫ0(log
M2 + Tr(C)

ǫ20
)−1

)

. (124)

A.6 Proof of Theorem 3.8

Proof. Recall that

qσ(x) =

∫

Rd

exp(−|x− y|2
2σ2

)q0(y)dy, :=

∫

Rd

V (x, y)dy. (125)

We observe that,

∀x ∈ R
d, ∀|y| > R, V (x, y) = 0. (126)

Fixing x, direct computation shows

∇ log qσ(x) +
x

σ2
=

∫

Rd(−x−y
σ2 )V (x, y)dy

∫

Rd V (x, y)dy
+

x

σ2
(127)

=

∫

Rd

y
σ2 V (x, y)dy

∫

Rd V (x, y)dy
. (128)

Taking absolute value and utilizing (126), we got

|∇g(x)| = |∇ log qσ(x) +
x

σ2
| ≤ R

σ2
.

For any unit direction z, taking derivative twice

∇z · ∇z(log pσ +
|x|2
2σ2

) =
1

σ2
∇z(

∫

Rd(y · z)V (x, y)dy
∫

Rd V (x, y)dy
)

=
1

σ2

∫

Rd(y · z)(−x−y
σ2 · z)V (x, y)dy

∫

Rd V (x, y)dy −
∫

Rd(y · z)V (x, y)dy
∫

Rd(−x−y
σ2 · z)V (x, y)dy

(
∫

Rd V (x, y)dy)2

=
1

σ4

∫

Rd(y · z)2V (x, y)dy
∫

Rd V (x, y)dy − (
∫

Rd(y · z)V (x, y)dy)2

(
∫

Rd V (x, y)dy)2
.

(129)
Taking absolute value and utilizing (126) again, we got,

|∇z · ∇zg(x)| = |∇z · ∇z(log qσ +
|x|2
2σ2

)| ≤ 2R2

σ4
. (130)

Thus

‖∇2g‖∞ ≤ 2R2

σ4
. (131)
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A.7 proof of Theorem 3.11

Proof. Use the same way as in proof A.3.
The corresponding constants (see Corollary 3.10)should be replaced by

K = sup
t≥δ

‖AĀ−1t ‖ = 1,

L0 = 3
R2

(1− e−δ)2
,

L1 =
R

1− e−δ
,

L2 = sup
t≥δ

‖et(I − CĀ−1t )‖ =
1

1− e−δ
,

L3 = sup
t≥s≥δ

‖(e−t − e−s)−1C(Ā−1s − Ā−1t )‖ =
1

(1 − e−δ)2
,

M0 = max{M2,Tr(C)},
K1 =

√
e(2

√
2L0 + (1 +

√
2)(1 + L2) + 4L3 +

√
2L2 + L1),

K2 = L0 + L2.

(132)

By Remark A.2, we get

W2(
→
P δ,

←
QT−δ) ≤ exp((3

R2

(1− e−δ)2
+

1

1− e−δ
)e−δ)(e−T+ δ

2

√

R2 + Tr(C) + 2(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ))

≤ exp(3
M2

δ2
+

1

δ
)(e−T+ δ

2

√

M2 +Tr(C) + 2(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)).

(133)

Let K̃3 = 16
3 K1 = 16

3

√
e(6

√
2 R2

(1−e−δ)2
+ R

1−e−δ + 4 1
(1−e−δ)2

+ (1 + 2
√
2) 1

1−e−δ + 1 +
√
2) here, then we

complete the proof.

A.8 Proof of Theorem 3.15

Proof. Use the same way as in proof A.3.

Take A = C, and h(x) = − |G(x)−y|2Σ
2 , then Ā(t) ≡ C−1 and h(x) satisfies

|
√
C∇h(x)| =|

√
C∇G(x)Σ−1(G(x) − y)| ≤ ‖C‖ 1

2 (|G|∞ + y)‖Σ‖−1‖∇G‖∞,

‖C∇2h(x)‖ =‖C∇2G(x)Σ−1(G(x) − y) + C∇G(x)Σ−1∇G(x)T ‖ ≤ ‖C‖‖Σ‖−1(‖∇2G‖∞(|G|∞ + |y|‖∇G‖2∞).
(134)

The corresponding constants (see Corollary 3.2)should be replaced by

K = sup
t≥0

‖Ā(t)A‖ = 1, (135)

L0 = K2(‖C∇2h‖∞ + |
√
C∇h|2∞) ≤ ‖C‖(‖Σ‖−1(‖∇G‖2∞ + (|G|∞ + |y|)‖∇2G‖∞) + ‖Σ‖−2‖∇G‖2∞(|G|∞ + |y|)2),

(136)

L1 = K‖C‖ 1
2 |
√
C∇h|+∞ ≤ ‖C‖‖Σ‖−1‖∇G‖∞(|G|∞ + |y|), (137)

L2 = sup
t≥δ

‖et(I − CĀ(t))‖ = 0, (138)

L3 = sup
t≥s≥δ

‖(e−t − e−s)−1C(Ā(s)− Ā(t))‖ = 0, (139)

M0 = max{M2,Tr(C)}, (140)

K1 = 2
√
2L0 + (1 +

√
2)(1 + L2) + 4L3 +

√
2L2 + L1, (141)

K2 = L0 + L2. (142)

By (102) in A.3 and the constants listed above we get the bound

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤ eK2(e−T

√

M2 +Tr(C) + 2(
8

3
K1

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (143)
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Let
K̃4 =‖C‖‖Σ‖−1(‖∇G‖2∞ + (|G|∞ + |y|)‖∇2G‖∞)

+ ‖C‖‖Σ‖−2‖∇G‖2∞(|G|∞ + |y|)2,

K̃5 =
8

3

√
e(2

√
2K̃4 + ‖C‖‖Σ‖−1‖∇G‖∞(|G|∞ + |y|)

+ 1 +
√
2),

then
K2 = L2 ≤K̃4,

8

3
K1 ≤K̃5,

(144)

and we get the result

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤ eK̃4(e−T

√

M2 +Tr(C) + 2(K̃5

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (145)

A.9 proof of Theorem 3.17

Proof. We follow the steps in A.3.
Step 1.For t ∈ [tk, tk+1]

d|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

dt
= 〈
←
Xt −

←
Y t,

←
Xt + s(T − t,

←
Xt)−

←
Y tk − sθ(T − t

k
,
←
Y tk)〉

= 〈
←
Xt −

←
Y t, s̃(T − t,

←
Xt) + (I − CĀ(T − t))

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ(T − tk))

←
Y tk〉,

Take expectation and use Cauchy’s inequality we get

dE|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

dt
≤

√

E|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2.

Therefore

d

√

E|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

dt
≤ 1

2

√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2.

Step 2. Recall (92) :
√

E|s̃(T − t,
←
Xt) + (I − CĀ−1T−t)

←
Xt − s̃θ(T − tk,

←
Y tk)− (I − CĀ−1T−tk)

←
Y tk |2

≤(2
√
2L0e

−T+t + (1 +
√
2)(1 + L2) + 4L3e

−T+tk +
√
2L2e

−T+tk + L1e
−T−t

2 )
√

M0(t− tk)

+ ǫ+ (L0 + L2)e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2

=
K1√
e

√

M0(t− tk) + ǫ+K2e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2.

(146)

Thus we have:

d

√

E|
←
Xt −

←
Y t|2

dt
≤ 1

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0(t− tk) + ǫ+K2e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2)

≤ 1

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0h+ ǫ+K2e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2).

M0, K1 and K2 are the same constants as in A.3.
Step 3.Integration over time yields

√

E|
←
Xtk+1

−
←
Y tk+1

|2 ≤
√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2 +

tk+1 − tk

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0h+ ǫ+K2e
−T+tk

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2).

≤(

√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2 +

tk+1 − tk

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0h+ ǫ)) exp(
K2

2
e−T (etk+1 − etk)).
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This gives us an Iterative formula:
√

E|
←
Xtk+1

−
←
Y tk+1

|2 exp(−K2

2
e−T+tk+1)− tk+1

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0h+ ǫ)

≤
√

E|
←
Xtk −

←
Y tk |2 exp(−

K2

2
e−T+tk)− tk

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0h+ ǫ).

which leads to
√

E|
←
XT −

←
Y T |2 exp(

−K2

2
)− T

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0h+ ǫ) ≤
√

E|
←
X0 −

←
Y 0|2 exp(

−K2

2
e−T ).

Therefore
√

E|
←
XT −

←
Y T |2 ≤ e

K2
2 (

√

E|
←
X0 −

←
Y 0|2 +

T

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (147)

Step 4. Using the same argument in A.3 Step 4, we get

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤ e

K2
2 (e−

T
2

√

M2 +Tr(C) +
T

2
(
K1√
e

√

M0h+ ǫ)). (148)

Let K̃6 = K1

2
√
e
then we complete the proof.

Here we present a lemma relates to convergence to equilibrium for the OU process, which is known
by PDE experts.

Lemma A.3 (Theorem 23.26 [29] and Exercise 9.10 [28]). Let V be λ-uniformly convex C2 potential.
Consider Langevin process,

dXt = −1

2
∇V (Xt)dt+ dWt, (149)

with two initial measure µ0 and ν0.

W2(µt, νt) ≤ W2(µ0, ν0)e
−λt

2 . (150)

The convergence of OU is direct consequence, with λ = 1.

B Theories towards the generative diffusion model in infinite

dimension

B.1 Motivating example towards the infinite dimensional result

We consider the following target distribution,

p0(x) =
1

Z
Πd

i=1(
1

2
exp(−|x−√

Ci|2
2Ci

) +
1

2
exp(−|x+

√
Ci|2

2Ci
)), (151)

where C is an d × d matrix diagonal matrix with {Ci}i as diagonal entries. Denote the case d = 1 and
C1 = 1 as

p10(x) =
1√
2π

1

2
(exp(− (x− 1)2

2
) + exp(− (x+ 1)2

2
)),

and if one considers to apply the forward process (1), one can get the distribution at time t

p1t (x) =
1√
2π

1

2
(exp(− (x− e−

t
2 )2

2
) + exp(− (x+ e−

t
2 )2

2
)).

Simple calculation shows,

W2(p0,N (0, C)) ≤
√

2Tr(C), KL(p0||N (0, C)) = d ·KL(p10||N (0, 1)). (152)

And if one considers to apply the forward process (1), one can also show that,

W2(pt, N(0, C)) ≤ e−
t
2

√

2Tr(C), KL(pt||N (0, C)) = d ·KL(p1t ||N (0, 1)). (153)

From (152) and (153) we observe that when increasing dimension of C while keeping Tr(C) fixed, the
Wasserstein-2 bounds only scales with trace of C while the KL bounds scale with d.
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B.2 Defining diffusion model in infinite dimension

Now we consider the forward and backward process in a separable Hilbert space H . [[23]. Section 3] The
forward process has the same form as (1)

d
→
Xt = −1

2

→
Xtdt+

√
CdBt, 0 ≤ t ≤ T, (154)

where C becomes a trace-class. We still denote the marginal distributions of
→
Xt by

→
P t, then

→
P t will

still converge to the stationary distribution N (0, C) as t → ∞. ([8] Theorem 11.11).The corresponding
backward process is defined as:

d
←
Xt = (

1

2

←
Xt + s(T − t,

←
Xt))dt +

√
CdB̃t. (155)

The score function s(t, x) is defined as:

s(t, x) = − 1

1− e−t
E[
→
Xt − e−

t
2

→
X0|

→
Xt = x], (156)

which will be same as C∇ log
→
P t(x) when H = R

d. We still use a neural network sθ(t, x) to approximate
s(t, x) and use our scheme (6) for the sampling process. We assume that our Assumption 3 for the training
loss still holds. We will still focus on the Gaussian tail case(Assumtion 2) with a initial Gaussian N (0, A):

d
→
P 0 ∝ exp(h(x))dN (0, A), (157)

where A shares the same eigen space with C and that both AC−1 and A−1C are bounded linear maps and
h relates to some log-likelihood and detailed assumptions for it will be specified later in Assumption 6.
To extend our Theorem 3.3 to the infinite-dimensional case, we first project H onto a finite-dimensional
subspace HD, and then approximate the infinite-dimensional case using our results on HD.
Spectral approximation of C [[23] Appendix E] Suppose C(A) has an orthonormal basis ei of
eigenvectors and corresponding non-negative eigenvalues ci ≥ 0(ai ≥ 0), we define the linear span of the
first D eigenvectors as

HD = span{e1, e2, · · · , eD}. (158)

Let PD : H → HD be the orthogonal projection onto HD. We define the finite-dimensional approxima-

tions of µdata by µD
data = PD

#(µdata) and discretize the forward process by
→
XD

t = PD
→
Xt, then (

→
XD

t )t≥0
will satisfy

d
→
XD

t = −1

2

→
XD

t dt+
√
PDCPDdBt. (159)

We denote the marginal distributions of
→
XD

t by
→
PD
t . The corresponding backward process will be

d
←
XD

t = (
1

2

←
XD

t + sD(T − t,
←
XD

t ))dt+
√
PDCPDdB̃t. (160)

where sD(t, x) = PD
E[s(t,

→
Xt)|PD

→
Xt = x] = CD∇ log

→
PD
t (x)([23] Appendix E).

To apply our PDE method to get the Hessian bound, we need the following assumption:

Assumption 6. ∀D, the orthogonal projection PD satisfies,

1.
→
P

D

0 is still a Gaussian tail:
→
P

D

0 (x) = exp(− |x|
2

AD

2 ) exp(hD(x)),
2. hD(x) satisfies |∇hD|HD ,∞ ≤ |∇‖H,∞ and ‖∇2hD‖HD ,∞ ≤ ‖∇2h‖H,∞.

Define CDĀD(t) like before in the main context and s̃D(t, x) = sD(t, x)+CDĀD(t)x, with Assumption
6 we have that s̃D(t, x) still satisfies Corollary 3.2:there exist constants L0, L1 ≥ 0 such that

‖∇s̃D(t, ·)‖∞ ≤ L0e
−t,

‖s̃D(t, ·)‖∞ ≤ L1e
− t

2 , ∀t ≥ 0.

and L0, L1 can be independent of the dimension because of the second part of Assumption 6. By [23]

lemma 5 (listed as Proposition B.1), we have s̃D(t,
→
XD

t ) → s̃(t,
→
Xt) = s(t,

→
Xt)+CĀ(t)

→
Xt both a.s. and L2,

as D → ∞, thus we may also assume that
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Assumption 7. Both s̃(t, x) and s̃θ(t, x) are L0e
−t-Lipschitz.

With Assumption 6 and 7 and using the same technical skills in A.3, we can get the same result as
Theorem 3.3 in infinite space:

W2(
→
P 0,

←
QT ) ≤ K̃2(exp (−T )(M2 +Tr(C)) + K̃1

√

T

N
M0 + 2ǫ), (161)

where M0 = max{Tr(C),M2}, K̃1, K̃2 are some constants independent of dimension.
Here we listed the lemma that is used to extend our analysis to infinite dimension.

Proposition B.1. ([23] lemma 5) Let H be a separable Hilbert space and Z, Z̃ be two random variables
taking values in H Let ei be an orthonormal basis of H. Denote byHD = span{e1, · · · , eD} and by
PD the projection onto HD. Furthermore, let ZD = PD

E[Z|PDZ̃] Then, if E[‖E[Z|Z̃]‖2H ] < ∞, then
ZD → E[Z|Z̃] in L2 and almost surely.
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