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Abstract

This work explores the theoretical and practical foundations of de-
noising diffusion probabilistic models (DDPMs) and score-based gen-
erative models, which leverage stochastic processes and Brownian mo-
tion to model complex data distributions. These models employ for-
ward and reverse diffusion processes defined through stochastic differ-
ential equations (SDEs) to iteratively add and remove noise, enabling
high-quality data generation. By analyzing the performance bounds of
these models, we demonstrate how score estimation errors propagate
through the reverse process and bound the total variation distance
using discrete Girsanov transformations, Pinsker’s inequality, and the
data processing inequality (DPI) for an information theoretic lens.

1 Introduction and Background

1.1 Background

Before we start the introduction of our paper, we would like to provide some
familiarity/introduction with core concepts relevant to our work, such as
Brownian motion and score generative models. Readers familiar with these
concepts may proceed directly to Section 1.2.

1.1.1 Background on denoising diffusion probabilistic modeling

A denoising diffusion probabilistic model (DDPM) is a type of machine learn-
ing model that aims to estimate the underlying distribution of data to gen-
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erate new similar data that could be found as generated from the same dis-
tribution [1]. They are defined by a forward process which iteratively noises
the data distribution, and a reverse process which recovers the original data
distribution. The forward process transforms samples from some data dis-
tribution, i.e. q, into pure noise. The forward process is typically defined
as:

dX̃ = −X̃tdt+
√
2dBt, X̃0 ∼ q (1)

The reverse process involves sampling the outputs of the forward process in
order to transform the noise samples into the distribution sampled from q.
The equation is:

dX̄←T−t = {X̄←T−t + 2∇ ln qT−t(X̄
←
T−t)}dt+

√
2dBt (2)

Where ∇ ln qt is the score function for qt [2].
Since q and thus qt are not explicitly known, the score function is typically

estimated using a neural network based on samples. For this report, we will
assume that there is a method to estimate the score with an error bound
E[∥st − ∇ ln qt∥2] ≤ ϵ2score, where st is the estimated score. Similarly, since
qT is not explicitly known, we can take advantage of the fact that qT ≈ γd

and initialize the algorithm at X←0 ∼ γd, or from pure noise. The DDPM
algorithm and subsequent diffusion models implement a discrete version of
this score-matching algorithm. More precisely,

X̄←T−(k+1)h = ehX̄←kh + 2sT−kh(X̄
←
T−kh)(e

h − 1) + g, g ∼ N(0, e2h − 1) (3)

1.1.2 Score Generative Models

In particular, a score generative model does not try to model the data dis-
tribution, q, but instead, the score function, which is defined as the gradient
of the log probability density using SDEs (stochastic differential equations):

∇x log(q(x)) (4)

In its de-noising process, it tries to estimate the score matching function
instead of minimizing the KL divergence between the predicted distribution
and q [3]. Diffusion models, as shown in [4], surpass GANs in generating
high-quality samples, particularly in image synthesis tasks.
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1.1.3 TVD and W2 Distances

When comparing probability distributions in the context of generative mod-
els, two key metrics are often employed: the Total Variation Distance (TVD)
and the Wasserstein-2 (W2) distance.

Total Variation Distance (TVD). For two probability measures P and
Q, the total variation distance is defined by

TV (P,Q) = sup
A

∣∣P (A) − Q(A)
∣∣ = 1

2
∥P −Q∥1. (5)

This captures the maximum difference in the probabilities assigned by P and
Q to any measurable event A; equivalently, the factor 1

2
ensures TV (·, ·) stays

in [0, 1].

Wasserstein-2 Distance (W2). Also called the 2nd-order Wasserstein or
optimal transport distance, W2 is defined for distributions P and Q over Rd

as

W2(P,Q) =

(
inf

π∈Γ(P,Q)
E(x,y)∼π

[
∥x− y ∥2

])1
2

, (6)

where Γ(P,Q) is the set of joint measures on Rd × Rd whose marginals are
P and Q, respectively. Unlike TVD, W2 incorporates the geometry of the
underlying space and quantifies how much “work” or “effort” is required to
transport one distribution into the other.

1.1.4 Brownian Motion

From the equations above, (Bt)t≥0 is the standard motion for Brownian mo-
tion in Rd. Brownian motion is defined as a stochastic process that models
the random movement of particles in a fluid. It is often characterized by
continuous random trajectories with independent and normally distributed
increments over time. Score-generative models generate data by modeling
a noising process and then learning to de-noise it (as described above) with
the forward and reverse processes. These equations are often formalized as
stochastic differential equations (SDEs) that are inspired by Brownian motion
[5]. Brownian motion describes a natural framework for modeling the contin-
uous addition of noise to data, which, in turn, helps to generate and model
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complex data distributions. From the equations in the generative model, bt
represents the drift term that is approximated using the score function, and
σt controls the rate of diffusion.

1.2 Introduction

Practically, score generative models have had considerable success, starting
with the DDPM [1] paper in 2020. However, until [2], there wasn’t a definitive
bound on how well score generative models capture the true score matching
process described earlier.

For PT being the law of the SGM reverse process initialized at γd, the
standard isotropic gaussian and using the estimated score, and QT being the
law of the reverse OU process initialized at the fully noised point qT and with
score ∇ log qt, we want to bound the difference between these two probability
distributions. This can be done using total variation distance.

To bound Total Variation Distance, we start with the data processing
inequality (DPI)[6]:

TV (PT , QT ) ≤ TV (PT , P
qT
T ) + TV (PQT

T , Q←T ) (7)

≤ TV (qT , γ
d) + TV (PQT

T , Q←T ) (8)

Pinsker’s inequality[7] says:

TV (PQT

T , Q←T )2 ≤ 1

2
KL(PQT

T ∥Q←T ). (9)

We have that PQT

T = P (X) and Q←T = Q(X), where:

P := law of SGM algo initialized at fully noised point qT , law of PQt
t , with Skhθ.

Q := law of the reverse process with ∇ log qkh (true score)

By Discrete Girsanov and the KL formula proved in 1.3:

KL (P (X)∥Q(X)) = EP (x)

[
1

4

N−1∑
k=0

h∥Skh(θ)−∇ log qkh∥22

]
(10)

= O
(
Tϵ2score

)
(11)

as ∥Skh(θ)−∇ log qkh∥2 ≤ ϵscore =⇒ ∥Skh(θ)−∇ log qkh∥22 ≤ ϵ2score.
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Thus, taking the
√
· of both sides of (9), we get that:

TV (PQT

T , Q←T ) ≤ O
(√

T · ϵscore
)
. (12)

For the forward OU process, we know that it’s stationary distribution is
γd, moreover it converges to γd exponentially fast in time[8]:

W2(qt, γ
d) ≤ e−tW2(q, γ

d) (13)

Where qT = law(Xt).
Talgrand’s inequality[9] for the Gaussian measure γd states thatW2(q, γ

d) ≤√
2KL(q∥γd), and W2(qT , γ

d) ≤ e−T
√

2KL(q∥γd).
Since the reverse process also has a drift that is close to the OU drift, as

T → ∞, qT−τ approaches γd, making ∇ ln qT−τ (x) ≈ −x. Thus, the reverse
process closely resembles another stable OU-type process. Since the initial
distributions differ by at most W2(qT , γ

d), W2(q, pT ) ≲ W2(q + T, γd).
Thus, we can show that W2(q, pT ) ≤ Ce−T

√
KL(q∥γd). Working under

the Gaussian measure we can show that TV (q, pT ) ≤ W2(q, pT ), and thus:

TV (q, pT ) ≤ O
(
e−T
√
KL(q∥γd)

)
(14)

Which is what we want to bound.
Thus, combining this with the previous result, we find the bound for the

overall error of the score-matching algorithm and the true reverse process.

TV (PT , QT ) ≤ O
(√

Tϵscore + e−T
√

KL(q∥γd)
)

(15)

1.2.1 Analysis Approach

We directly analyze the discrete definition of score matching models by first
deriving a discrete analog to Girsanov’s theorem [10], and then bounding the
error in the Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models framework (DDPM)
[3] using discrete Girsanov to bound the error due to the score estimation
error, and bounding the initialization error due to initializing at an isotropic
gaussian.
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1.2.2 Statement of Girsanov’s Theorem

Here we introduce the concept of Girsanov’s Theorem, which is core to our
paper. Girsanov’s theorem is a result in stochastic calculus that describes
how the measure associated with a stochastic process changes when the drift
term of a Brownian motion is altered. At its core, Girsanov’s Theorem
provides a framework for relating two probability measures under a change
of drift, which is particularly useful in the context of stochastic differential
equations (SDEs). The relationship between stochastic interpolants and Gir-
sanov’s theorem is particularly useful for understanding changes in drift [11].
Girsanov’s Theorem states that there exists a new measure Q, absolutely
continuous with respect to P, under which the process Xt becomes a stan-
dard Brownian motion. The relationship between the two measures P and Q
is given by the Radon-Nikodym derivative:

dQ
dP

∣∣∣∣∣
Ft

= exp

(
−
∫ t

0

µs dWs −
1

2

∫ t

0

∥µs∥2 ds
)
,

where Ft is the natural filtration up to time t, µs is the drift term, and Wt

is the original Brownian motion under measure P.

1.3 Proof of Girsanov’s Discrete theorem

(1) x(k+1)h = xkh + h · bkh (xkh) +
√
2hgkh.

(2) x(k+1)h = xkh + hb′kh (xkh) +
√
2hg̃kh,

bkh (xkh) , b
′
kh (xkh) are any two functions g̃kh, gkh ∼ N (0, Id)

Say we have trajectory X = (x0, xh, x2h, · · ·xNh)
Under process (1), the likelihood of X is:

P (x) =
N−1∏
k=0

exp

(
−
∥x(k+1)h − (xkh + hbkh(xkh))∥2

4h

)
Under process (2), the likelihood of X is:

Q(x) =
N−1∏
k=0

exp

(
−
∥x(k+1)h − (xkh + hb′kh(xkh))∥2

4h

)
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We aim to quantify the difference between the distributions P (X) and
Q(X). The most natural way for us to do so is via using the KL Divergence:

KL(P (X)∥Q(X)) = EP (X)

[
log

P (x)

Q(x)

]
(16)

Define bkh = bkh(Xkh) and b′kh = b′kh(Xkh).
Define ∆k = X(k+1)h −Xkh.
Define ∆b = bkh − b′kh

P (X)

Q(X)
=

N−1∏
k=0

exp

(
− 1

4h
∥∆k − hbkh∥2 − ∥∆k − kb′kh∥2

)
(17)

d1 ≜ ∥∆k − hbkh∥2 = ∥∆k∥2 − 2h⟨∆k, bkh⟩+ h2∥bkh∥2 (18)

d2 ≜ ∥∆k − hb′kh∥2 = ∥∆k∥2 − 2h⟨∆k, b
′
kh⟩+ h2∥b′kh∥2 (19)

d1 − d2 = h2∥bkh∥2 − h2∥b′kh∥2 − 2h⟨∆k, bkh⟩ − ⟨∆k, b
′
kh⟩ (20)

Thus:

P (X)

Q(X)
=

N−1∏
k=0

exp

(
−1

4h

[
h2∥bkh∥2 − h2∥b′kh∥2 − 2h⟨∆k,∆b⟩

])
(21)

Let ∆k = hb′kh +
√
2hgkh. = X(k+1)h −Xkh ∗ under process (2):

h2∥bkh∥2 − h2∥b′kh∥2 − 2h⟨hb′kh, bkh − b′kh⟩ (22)

h2⟨bkh + b′kh − 2b′kh, bkh − b′kh⟩ (23)

= h2∥bkh − b′kh∥ (24)

= h2∥∆b∥ (25)

P (X)

Q(X)
=

N−1∏
k=0

exp

(
− 1

4h

[
h2∥∆b∥2 − 2h

√
2⟨
√
hgkh,∆b⟩

])
(26)

= exp

(
−1

4

N−1∑
k=0

h∥∆b∥2 +
√
2

2

N−1∑
k=0

⟨
√
hg̃kh,∆b⟩

)
(27)
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setting processes (1), (2) equal, Xkh+hbkh+
√
2hgkh = Xkh+hb′kh+

√
2hg̃kh.

√
hg̃hh =

1√
2
h(∆b) +

√
hgkh (28)

P (X)

Q(X)
= exp

(
N−1∑
k=0

[
−1

4
h∥∆b∥2 +

1√
2
⟨ 1√

2
h∆b,∆b⟩+

1√
2
⟨
√
hgkh,∆b⟩

])
(29)

= exp

(
−1

4

N−1∑
k=0

h∥∆b∥2 +
1√
2

N−1∑
k=0

⟨
√
hgkh,∆b⟩

)
(30)

Note that Discrete Girsanov is usually written as the reciprocal Q(X)
P (X)

.

We reciprocate later between (39) and (38).

KL(P (X)∥Q(X)) = E
[
log

P (X)

Q(X)

]
(31)

= E

1
4

N−1∑
k=0

h∥bkh − b′kh∥2 +
1√
2

N−1∑
k=0

N−1∑
h=0

����������:0

⟨
√
hgkh, bkh − b′kh⟩


(32)

KL(P (X)∥Q(X)) = EP (X)

[
1

4

N−1∑
k=0

h∥bkh − b′kh∥2
]

(33)

This discrete version of Girsanov’s theorem offers a pivotal link between
continuous stochastic calculus and discrete-time simulations – it allows us
to rigorously bound how deviations in the drift at each discrete timestep
accumulate into global errors, ensuring stability and theoretical guarantees
– which is essential for algorithms like DDPMs.

From an information-theoretic viewpoint, the discrete Girsanov bound
indicates how many “bits” are required to distinguish or measure a drift
mismatch at each timestep, thereby ensuring that the global KL divergence
across the entire process remains bounded. By linking drift differences to
this bit cost, we gain a clearer picture of how small local changes – in drift
estimates – can accumulate into large divergences if not carefully controlled.
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Figure 1: Here we see that the KL divergence is clearly linear over time

Typically, Girsanov’s says that P -Brownian motion Bt can be modified
to Q-Brownian motion by suitably changing the drift. Specifically:

B̃t = Bt +

∫ t

0

γs ds

for drift γs.
Consider a process xt evolving under two measures P and Q. Under P ,

we have the equivalent SDE:

dxt = bt dt+
√
2 dBt, (34)

where Bt is a Brownian motion under P and bt is the drift under P .
Under Q, the same process evolves as:

dxt = b′t dt+
√
2 dB̃t, (35)

where B̃t is a Brownian motion under Q and b′t is the drift under Q.
Define

γt =
bt − b′t√

2
. (36)
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Then we can write

dB̃t = dBt + γt dt. (37)

Girsanov’s theorem says that the Radon–Nikodym derivative[12] gives the
change of measure from P to Q:

dQ

dP
= exp

(
−
∫ T

0

γs dBs − 1
2

∫ T

0

γ2
s ds

)
. (38)

Inverting this relationship and sub’ing in eq. (36) for γs, we get:

dP

dQ
= exp

(
1√
2

∫ T

0

(bs − b′s) dBs +
1

4

∫ T

0

(bs − b′s)
2 ds

)
(39)

= exp

(
1√
2

N−1∑
k=0

⟨
√
hgkh, bt − b′t⟩+

1

4

N−1∑
k=0

∥bt − b′t∥2 · h

)
. (40)

This is precisely the relationship we aimed to prove.

Figure 2: Sample Trajectories

Note that when strongly convex, all converge to the same point so there’s
an error correction aspect where you can take too large or too small which
is inverse poly.

10



1.4 Implementation & Results

For our experiment, we simulate an OU process with the forward and reverse
processes with what we expect and what we simulate, which we use to show
the significance of the discrete Girsanov Theorem here.

1. Define a true forward OU process that evolves from some initial data.
We generate data from the distribution using the function y = x.

2. From the noising equations from above, we create a noised version of
the data by simulating the forward process to time T .

3. Define two reverse processes:

• The correct reverse process (what we expect from ground truth).

• The estimated reverse process (with an estimated score that has
some error).

We will then:

• Simulate sample paths from both the correct and approximate reverse
processes starting from the final noised distribution.

• Compare the denoised outputs ỹ to the original data y.

• Plot the original data, the noised version, and the denoised versions.

• Plot the errors and estimate the KL divergence between the two dis-
tributions using the discrete Girsanov formula derived in the paper.
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Figure 3: Forward and Reverse Trajectories from original q to qT

Figure 4: Original Distribution vs. Recovered Distribution of Data
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Figure 5: Here we see how drift mismatches contribute to global errors via
the Cumulative KL Divergence Plot, as demonstrated by eq. (39)

Figure 6: Brownian Motion Approximation Drift across time with KL Di-
vergence

These results show the significance of the data distribution we generated
from the process above – specifically they highlight the accuracy of the dis-
crete Girsanov estimates in recovering the original data distribution – where
we first plot the original and reverse trajectories (as seen in Figure 3). We
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see using the discrete Girsanov estimates that we are able to estimate the
original q distribution well, as seen in Figure 4. Figures 5 and 6 display the
errors for the KL divergence and Brownian motion, which both represent
low errors/KL, meaning our discrete Girsanov representation estimates the
distribution well.
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1.5 Benefits & Drawbacks between Discrete and Con-
tinuous Methods

Discrete Approach Continuous Approach
Time is partitioned into a finite
number of steps, N , and the pro-
cess evolves step-by-step.

Time is treated as a continuum,
with the process defined by SDEs
over an infinite or uncountably
many time points.

Approximates the underlying
continuous dynamics through
numerical schemes (e.g., Eu-
ler–Maruyama), which may
introduce discretization error.

Directly defined by stochastic
differential equations (SDEs)
or continuous-time Markov
processes, capturing exact con-
tinuous behavior.

Often more tractable computa-
tionally for simulation and easier
to code (due to iterative updates).

Elegant and closely tied to the-
oretical tools in stochastic calcu-
lus, at the cost of simulation.

Analysis is usually simpler but
may lose some fine-grained prop-
erties of the continuous process
due to discretization.

Offers richer analytical insights
and exact theoretical results (e.g.,
closed-form solutions for OU pro-
cesses, use of Girsanov’s), but
more difficult to directly simulate.

Complexity often scales linearly
with the number of discrete steps
N ; achieving low error may re-
quire large N .

Continuous-time models do not
have a discrete “step” parameter,
but achieving small approxima-
tion errors may require special-
ized solvers or refined discretiza-
tions, still leading to higher com-
putational costs.

Useful for constructing algo-
rithms like DDPMs or discrete-
time MCMC methods, where dis-
crete iteration is intrinsic.

Useful for theoretical guarantees,
deriving continuous-time bounds,
and leveraging tools from stochas-
tic calculus (e.g., continuous Gir-
sanov transformations).

Table 1: Comparison of Discrete & Continuous Stochastic Models
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In many cases, discrete approximations can serve as a bridge to their con-
tinuous counterparts, allowing insights and results from discrete-time settings
to be refined and extended into continuous-time frameworks. Discrete ver-
sions are often easier to implement computationally, providing practitioners
with finer control over numerical stability, step-size selection, and algorithmic
design. This level of control can facilitate rapid experimentation, debugging,
and the integration of techniques like adaptive step sizing or variance reduc-
tion strategies that might be less straightforward in purely continuous for-
mulations. Conversely, continuous-time models, while theoretically elegant
and rich in analytical tools, may be more challenging to simulate directly,
often requiring specialized solvers or sophisticated approximations. Thus,
the discrete analogs not only approximate their continuous counterparts but
can also offer practical advantages and a more flexible platform for testing,
refinement, and exploration before passing to the continuous case – in the
limit.

While Brownian motion is inherently continuous, score matching is a
discrete process (due to DDPM being a discrete algorithm) and as such,
discretization works very well giving not only a more tractable solution but
also a more efficient one. Thus we are able to tackle a series of problems that
we otherwise could not.

1.6 Conclusion

In this paper, we explored several of the computational trade-offs between
discrete and continuous methods, such as Denoising Diffusion Probabilis-
tic Models, highlighting that while continuous methods are theoretically
grounded, their computational complexity and challenges in modeling of-
ten limit their practical application. By leveraging Girsanov’s Theorem to
bound our results, we were able to establish rigorous mathematical founda-
tions that enable more efficient simulation generation. This approach not
only provides valuable insights into the relationship between discrete and
continuous methods but also lays the groundwork for future research by of-
fering a robust framework for bounding and refining model predictions in
complex systems.
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