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Abstract
Generative modeling aims to generate new data samples that resemble a given dataset,

with diffusion models recently becoming the most popular generative model. One of the
main challenges of diffusion models is solving the problem in the input space, which tends
to be very high-dimensional. Recently, solving diffusion models in the latent space through
an encoder that maps from the data space to a lower-dimensional latent space has been
considered to make the training process more efficient and has shown state-of-the-art re-
sults. The variational autoencoder (VAE) is the most commonly used encoder/decoder
framework in this domain, known for its ability to learn latent representations and gen-
erate data samples. In this paper, we introduce a novel encoder/decoder framework with
theoretical properties distinct from those of the VAE, specifically designed to preserve the
geometric structure of the data distribution. We demonstrate the significant advantages of
this geometry-preserving encoder in the training process of both the encoder and decoder.
Additionally, we provide theoretical results proving convergence of the training process, in-
cluding convergence guarantees for encoder training, and results showing faster convergence
of decoder training when using the geometry-preserving encoder.
Keywords: Generative modeling, latent diffusion model, geometry-preserving encoder,
autoencoder, isometric map

1 Introduction

Autoencoders have long been recognized for their capability of representing data in low-
dimensional spaces thanks to their encoder-decoder structures, and have been used widely
since early dates of deep learning (Kramer, 1991; Bengio et al., 2013). More recently, latent
diffusion models (Vahdat et al., 2021; Rombach et al., 2022) have attained remarkable success
in generative tasks by doing diffusion in the latent spaces of autoencoders, significantly
reducing the computational cost of diffusion models while maintaining high-quality image
synthesis (Podell et al., 2023). In particular, Rombach et al. (2022) pointed out that using
a pre-trained, regularized encoder/decoder module simplifies the training process compared
to training the encoder/decoder and score-based prior simultaneously. However, the task
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of training this regularized encoder/decoder itself – equivalent to training a Variational
Autoencoder (VAE) – has its own challenges. Furthermore, its training process is not yet
fully understood and often exhibits instabilities.

In the VAE framework, the encoder and decoder are optimized together using the Evi-
dence Lower Bound (ELBO) loss, which combines a reconstruction loss term with a Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence term to enforce a prior constraint. Balancing these two terms is
crucial for the quality of VAE training results, but achieving this balance is known to be
difficult (Lin et al., 2019; Asperti and Trentin, 2020; Alemi et al., 2018; Mathieu et al.,
2019). Moreover, the KL divergence does not take into account the geometric structure
of the underlying data space. It measures the difference between the distributions without
considering how the structure among points in the data space is maintained in the latent
space. This may lead to loss of information in the latent representation. Indeed, it is well
known that VAEs suffer from so-called “posterior collapse” (Wang et al., 2021b), where the
latent representation bends too much towards the prior distribution and discards important
information about the data.

To address these challenges and achieve a latent representation that preserves essential
data information, we propose a geometry-preserving encoder/decoder (GPE) model. Our
approach involves learning a Gromov-Monge embedding as the encoder, followed by train-
ing the decoder based on reconstruction. The GPE framework offers provable theoretical
properties concerning training loss and stability. Our specific contributions are as follows:

• We propose a new encoder/decoder framework that is primarily designed to preserve
geometric structure in the data. The encoder and decoder are trained sequentially,
rather than jointly, and are trained independently from downstream components such
as diffusion models. Sequential training not only simplifies implementation but also
facilitates theoretical analysis (Chapter 3).

• For the encoder, we theoretically show that the stability of training improves as the loss
decreases, by proving the increasing convexity of the loss function. For the decoder,
we demonstrate that as the encoder adheres more closely to the geometry-preserving
condition, the stability and convergence rate for training the decoder both improve
(Section 4).

• We provide upper bounds for the Wasserstein distance between the true distribution
and the generated distribution, which serves as a measure for the performance of the
GPE-based latent generative models, where the bounds are functions of the optimiza-
tion objective of the GPE encoder, the reconstruction loss, and the distance between
the embedded distribution and the pushforward distribution from the latent distribu-
tion (Section 5).

• We demonstrate through extensive experiments that GPE performs better and con-
verges faster than VAE in reconstruction tasks. Moreover, due to its superior perfor-
mance in reconstruction tasks, GPE also shows superior performance in generation
tasks for certain datasets, specifically CelebA (Section 7)
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1.1 Related works

1.1.1 Encoder-decoder framework for generative tasks

Encoder-decoder frameworks have been pivotal in generative modeling. Variational Au-
toencoders (VAEs) (Kingma and Welling, 2014) encode data into a low-dimensional latent
space, and use the decoder for generation. Although VAEs are not capable of generat-
ing high-quality images, they can be improved by carefully designing the latent space. A
well-known example is the Vector Quantized-VAE (VQ-VAE) (Van Den Oord et al., 2017).
Learning the latent distribution also benefits other types of generative models. For instance,
it can alleviate mode collapse in Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) (Larsen et al.,
2016; Srivastava et al., 2017; Gao et al., 2020; Makkuva et al., 2020). More recently, encoder-
decoder structures have been used in diffusion models to improve sample efficiency (Pandey
et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2021a; Vahdat et al., 2021; Gu et al., 2022; Rombach et al., 2022;
Dao et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2024a).

1.1.2 Geometry-preserving embeddings

Recent works have studied encoders whose latent representations preserve the structures
of input data. For instance, Falorsi et al. (2019); Connor et al. (2021); Chen et al. (2021);
Huh et al. (2024); Kim et al. (2024b) considered the manifold of the latent space data for
recovering low-dimensional geometry in the data space. Meanwhile, Kato et al. (2020);
Gropp et al. (2020); Lee et al. (2022) focused on constructing local isometries between the
input and latent spaces. In contrast, our geometry-preserving property reveals a provably
approximate global isometry.

The structural difference can be quantified using the Gromov-Wasserstein distance (Mé-
moli, 2011; Peyré et al., 2016; Alvarez-Melis and Jaakkola, 2018; Xu et al., 2019a,b; Li et al.,
2022), which has recently found application in neural generative models (Bunne et al., 2019;
Titouan et al., 2019; Nakagawa et al., 2023). More recently, Lee et al. (2023) and Yang et al.
(2024) discovered that the Gromov-Monge variant of the Gromov-Wasserstein distance serves
as an effective regularization term for preserving the geometry of data representations. Our
work also utilizes the Gromov-Monge distance. However, we train the encoder entirely based
on this distance rather than using it as a regularization term. Thanks to this algorithmic
difference, we have theories that directly address training stability and efficiently, as well
as an upper bound for the generated distribution. The theories are different from previous
works.

1.2 Structure of the paper

This paper is organized as follows. We begin in Section 2, where we detail the underlying
assumptions that are crucial for the theoretical analysis. In Section 3, we introduce the
geometry-preserving encoder/decoder (GPE) framework and contrast it with the Variational
Autoencoder (VAE) framework. This section highlights the key differences in how each
framework handles the embedding of data distributions into latent space, with a focus on
the preservation of geometric structure.

Section 4 presents our theoretical analysis of the GPE framework, including the efficiency
of computing the GPE encoder and decoder from the proposed formulations. We provide
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detailed proofs and discuss the implications of these results. Following this, in Section 5,
we briefly review the latent diffusion model and extend our theoretical analysis to the GPE-
based latent diffusion model. Here, we demonstrate how the framework’s performance, as
measured by the Wasserstein distance between the underlying and generated distributions,
improves with enhanced geometry-preserving properties of the encoder and decoder.

In Section 6, we outline the algorithm for computing the GPE encoder and decoder.
Section 7 follows with numerical results that validate the theoretical findings from the pre-
ceding sections. We present experiments on both artificial datasets and real-world datasets,
such as MNIST and CelebA-HQ (256 × 256), and compare the performance of the GPE
framework with the VAE framework in both reconstruction and generation tasks.

Finally, the paper concludes in Section 8, where we summarize the key findings, discuss
the broader implications of our results, and suggest potential directions for future research.

2 Assumptions

In this section, we establish notations and assumptions essential for our study. The
probability distribution µ, which is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure
L on a k-dimensional compact submanifoldM in RD (where k ≪ D) such that there exists
a measurable function ρ : M → R satisfying dµ(x) = ρ(x)dL(x). Assume ρ is bounded
above and below by positive constants ρmin and ρmax, ensuring

0 < ρmin ≤ ρ(x) ≤ ρmax, ∀x ∈M. (1)

Denote by ν = P(Rd) the latent distribution, specifically chosen as the d-dimensional stan-
dard normal distribution with d ≥ k. Define T : M → Rd as an embedding map or an
encoder, and T#µ as the pushforward measure defined by T#µ(A) = ρ(T−1(A)) for all
measurable subsets A ⊂M. The pushforward measure can also be characterized by∫

M
f(T (x))dµ(x) =

∫
T (M)

f(y)dT#µ(y),

for all continuous functions f : Rd → R. We assume that T is a diffeomorphism betweenM
and supp(T#µ), meaning that T is bijective, smooth, and its inverse is smooth. Therefore,
the pushforward measure T#µ is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure
on Rd, and there exists a density function ρT such that dT#µ(x) = ρT (x) dx.

3 Geometry-Preserving Encoder/Decoder (GPE)

We first propose a geometry-preserving encoder, where “geometry-preserving” refers to a
concept introduced in (Lee et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2024). We call an encoder α-geometry-
preserving if it is a mapping T from M to Rd that is α-bi-Lipschitz, where 0 < α ≤ 1.
Recall that T is α-bi-Lipschitz if and only if

α∥x− x′∥ ≤ ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥ ≤ 1

α
∥x− x′∥, ∀x, x′ ∈M. (2)

In practical scenarios, computing an encoder that satisfies the α-bi-Lipschitz condition for
all pairs of points (x, x′) ∈ M2 is challenging. Therefore, we consider a weaker version of
the α-bi-Lipschitz condition.
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Definition 1. We say that a map T :M→ Rd satisfies the weak α-bi-Lipschitz condition
on a subset A ⊂M2 if

α2∥x− x′∥2 − (1− α2) ≤ ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 ≤ 1

α2
∥x− x′∥2 +

(
1

α2
− 1

)
,

for all (x, x′) ∈ A.

This weak α-bi-Lipschitz property has a connection to the standard bi-Lipschitz con-
dition under the additional assumption that we evaluate it on pairs of points that are
sufficiently well-separated. We present this connection in the following proposition.

Proposition 2. Let T :M→ Rd be a weak α-bi-Lipschitz map on a subset A ⊂M2. Given
0 < γ < 1, T satisfies the following bi-Lipschitz condition:

α(1− γ)∥x− x′∥2 ≤ ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 ≤
(
1

α
+ γ

)
∥x− x′∥2, ∀(x, x′) ∈ Ã,

where Ã is a subset of A defined as

Ã :=

{
(x, x′) ∈ A : ∥x− x′∥2 ≥ 1− α

αγ

}
.

In simple language, the above proposition shows that the weak bi-Lipschitz condition
implies the regular bi-Lipschitz condition for sufficiently separated pairs of points.

Next, we discuss how to compute a weak α-bi-Lipschitz encoder. Before we introduce our
framework, we first review the Gromov-Monge embedding (GME) cost function introduced
in Lee et al. (2023); Yang et al. (2024):

CGME(T, µ) := E(x,x′)∼µ2

(
cX(x, x′)− cY (T (x), T (x

′))
)2

,

where cX :M×M→ R and cY : Rd×Rd → R are cost functions defined in the data space
and the latent space, respectively. Throughout this paper, we fix

cX(x, x′) = log(1 + ∥x− x′∥2) and cY (y, y
′) = log(1 + ∥y − y′∥2).

Thus, the GME cost function we consider takes the form

CGME(T, µ) := E(x,x′)∼µ2

[
log

(
1 + ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2

1 + ∥x− x′∥2

)2
]
. (3)

In Lee et al. (2023), it is shown that with this particular choice of cost functions, if T
satisfies a small value of the GME cost, then it follows that T satisfies the weak α-bi-
Lipschitz condition for the majority of pairs of points in M2. We review this result in the
following theorem.

Theorem 3 (Lee et al. (2023)). Fix 0 < α ≤ 1 and εGME ≥ 0. Given a distribution
µ ∈ P(M), suppose T :M→ Rd satisfies CGME(T, µ) ≤ εGME. Then, T satisfies the weak
α-bi-Lipschitz condition on a subset A ⊂M2 where A satisfies

µ2 (A) > 1− εGME

4(logα)2
.

We are now ready to present the geometry-preserving encoder/decoder (GPE) frame-
work:
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GPE Framework Given an empirical distribution µ̂n = 1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi , where {xi} are sam-

pled from the data distribution µ ∈ P(M):

1. Compute the GPE encoder by solving the following minimization problem:

inf
T :M→Rd

CGME(T, µ̂n). (4)

2. Once the GPE encoder is computed, calculate the GPE decoder by solving:

min
S:Rd→M

Ex∼µ̂nLrec(S ◦ T (x), x)

where Lrec is a quadratic cost function defined as

Lrec(S ◦ T (x), x) = ∥S ◦ T (x)− x∥2.

Note that there are several differences in the usage of the GME cost between this paper
and the works by Lee et al. (2023) and Yang et al. (2024). The key distinction is that the
cost function in (3) was used as a regularization term in a minimax problem within the GAN
framework and hyperbolic neural networks to weakly enforce the geometry-preserving prop-
erty on the encoder. However, in this paper, we use the GME cost as the sole minimization
objective, making it crucial to achieve the smallest possible value, which implies the weak
bi-Lipschitz condition on a large subset of the domain M2. This approach necessitates the
development of a more refined theory for this variational formulation to establish stability
and convergence results for the GME cost. We also discuss Hessian analysis to explore the
smoothness properties and convergence results of the gradient descent algorithm applied to
the GME cost. Additionally, given an encoder that minimizes the GME cost, we present new
theorems for error bounds, demonstrating that this theory can be both useful and practical
in the latent diffusion model when using the GPE framework.

Remark 4. The main objective of the encoder loss in eq. (3) is to find an embedding map
close to a 1-bi-Lipschitz map. This objective is essentially the same as that of Multidimen-
sional Scaling (MDS) (Carroll and Arabie, 1998). However, MDS requires the entire dataset
to compute the embedding map, which may not even be feasible for very large datasets, such
as those considered in the numerical experiments in Section 7 (e.g., CIFAR-10 and CelebA).
In contrast, the approach proposed in this paper, based on the GME cost using neural net-
works, allows for minibatch training, making it more suitable for large datasets.

3.1 Comparing GPE with VAE

The GPE framework differs from the VAE framework in its approach and objectives. In
the VAE framework, the primary goal is to embed the data distribution onto a d-dimensional
standard normal distribution N in the latent space. Specifically, it seeks an encoder T :
M→ Rd and a decoder S : Rd →M that satisfy:

T#µ = N and S = T−1. (5)
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To achieve this, the VAE framework employs the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) cost,
formulated as:

min
T :M→Rd

S:Rd→M

{
LELBO(T, S) = Lrec(S, T ) + λLprior(T#µ,N )

}
,

where Lrec is a reconstruction cost minimized when S = T−1, and Lprior is a prior constraint
term (often chosen to be Kullback-Leibler divergence) to enforce the pushforward relation
in (5). The parameter λ balances the trade-off between these two terms. However, selecting
λ is challenging, and different choices can yield significantly different results, making VAE
training difficult. The encoder satisfying (5) is by no means geometry-preserving, as it does
not satisfy the α-bi-Lipschitz condition with α close to 1. For example, when considering the
data distribution of Gaussian mixtures, the encoder T must map this mixture of Gaussians
to a single Gaussian. Inevitably, there are pairs of points where it almost collapses, causing
α to approach 0. Figure 1 provides an example illustrating this behavior.

In contrast, the GPE framework allows for independent training of the encoder and
decoder through:

inf
T :M→Rd

CGME(T, µ), min
S:Rd→M

Lrec(S, T ).

This independence simplifies the training process, eliminating the need to balance or trade
off parameters. Each minimization problem can be analyzed separately, with both demon-
strating stable and efficient training properties. Additionally, by Theorem 3, minimizing the
GME cost ensures that T satisfies the weak α-bi-Lipschitz condition, which also implies the
regular bi-Lipschitz condition for well-separated pairs of points. The difference between the
embedded distributions from the VAE and GPE encoders is also discussed in an experiment
presented by Lee et al. (2023).

In what follows, we provide theoretical properties of the GPE framework for the recon-
struction task from an optimization perspective, demonstrating that the cost function (3) is
ε-convex, where ε is the value of the cost function ε = CGME(T, µ). Thus, as the cost value
becomes smaller, the problem becomes more convex. Furthermore, we show that computing
the decoder can become more efficient and faster if the encoder adheres to the α-geometry-
preserving structure with α close to 1. Lastly, we establish an error bound for the GPE
framework applied to generation tasks.

4 Theoretical properties of GPE

In this section, we focus on the efficiency of training the GPE encoder and decoder, as well
as the convergence analysis of using gradient descent algorithms for this purpose. To achieve
this, we provide theoretical results that include a Hessian analysis of the minimization
problem for the GPE encoder in (3) (Section 4.1) and for the decoder given the α-geometry-
preserving encoder (Section 4.2). Throughout the theoretical results presented in Section 4
and Section 5, we assume a minimal regularity condition on the GPE encoders T .
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ν ∈ P(Rd)

µ ∈ P(M)

T#µ ∈ P(Rd)

µ ∈ P(M)

GPE VAE

Figure 1: Illustration showing how GPE (left) and VAE (right) encoders work. The GPE
encoder embeds the data distribution into the latent space while maintaining the geometric
structure of the data distribution. In contrast, the VAE encoder maps the data distribution
onto the latent distribution (or a prior distribution) ν such that T#µ ≈ ν.

Minimal Regularity Assumption on GPE Encoders:

Tβ :=

{
T :M→ Rd :

T is invertible, T (x) = 0 for some x ∈M, and
∥T (x)− T (x′)∥ ≤ β∥x− x′∥, ∀x, x′ ∈M

}
. (6)

The constant β may be very large, depending on how the encoder T is defined or parame-
terized. Thus, the set Tβ represents the minimal regularity required of the encoder for the
validity of the subsequent theoretical results. The first immediate property arising from this
regularity assumption is as follows:

Proposition 5. Fix β > 0 and let T ∈ Tβ. Then, the GME cost in (3) is bounded above
and below such that

0 ≤ CGME(T, µ) ≤
(
log
(
max(β2, 1 + diam(M)2)

))2
for any µ ∈ P(M). Furthermore, there exists a minimizer T ∗ such that

CGME(T
∗, µ) = min

T∈Tβ
CGME(T, µ).

Remark 6. Note that Proposition 5 shows that the cost function attains a minimizer. Thus,
the problem in eq. (4) within the constraint Tβ becomes a min problem instead of an inf
problem.
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Proof From the definitions of CGME from eq. (3) and constraint Tβ in eq. (6),

CGME(T, µ) = E(x,x′)∼µ2

[
log

(
1 + ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2

1 + ∥x− x′∥2

)2
]

≤ E(x,x′)∼µ2

[
log

(
max

(
1 + β2∥x− x′∥2

1 + ∥x− x′∥2
, 1 + ∥x− x′∥2

))2
]

≤ log
(
max

(
β2, 1 + diam(M)2

))2
.

The second part of the proposition follows from the facts that CGME is a continuous
function with respect to T and that the constraint set Tβ is compact.

From this point onward, we will define a positive constant B as

B := log
(
max(β2, 1 + diam(M)2)

)
, (7)

since it frequently appears in the subsequent theoretical results.

4.1 Stability of GPE encoder training

In this section, we present a theorem that establishes an approximate convexity property
of the GME cost when CGME(T, µ) is sufficiently small. First, let us review the notion of
first and second variations that will be used throughout the paper.

Definition 7. Given a Hilbert space H and a function f : H → R, the first variation of a
functional f at u ∈ H in the direction of h ∈ H is defined by

δf(u)(h) = lim
t→0

f(u+ th)− f(u)

t
. (8)

The second variation of f at u in the direction of h is defined by

δ2f(u)(h, h) = lim
t→0

δf(u+ th)(h)− δf(u)(h)

t
(9)

Using this definition, we find the explicit formula for the second variation of the GME
cost. The derivation of the second variation is based on straightforward algebraic computa-
tions. The proof of Proposition 8 is provided in the appendix.

Proposition 8. Given a distribution µ ∈ P(M) and maps T, h : M → Rd and T, h ∈
L4(M), the first and the second variations of the GME cost at T in the direction of h take
the following forms:

δCGME(T, µ)(h) =

∫
M2

4 log

(
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

∥x− x′∥2 + 1

)
⟨Tx,x′ , hx,x′⟩
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

dµ dµ,

δ2CGME(T, µ)(h, h) =

∫
M2

4 log

(
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

∥x− x′∥2 + 1

)(
∥hx,x′∥2

∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1
− 2

(
⟨Tx,x′ , hx,x′⟩
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

)2
)

+ 8

(
⟨Tx,x′ , hx,x′⟩
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

)2

dµ dµ.

Here, for any function f :M→ Rd, we denote fx,x′ = f(x)− f(x′) for simplicity.
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The following theorem demonstrates the convexity of the GME cost function. Although
the cost function is inherently nonconvex, the theorem indicates that as the optimization
process progresses and the GME cost function decreases, the cost function becomes less
nonconvex.

Theorem 9. Fix ε > 0 and β > 0. If T ∈ Tβ, and CGME(T, µ) < ε, then the Hessian of the
GME cost is bounded as follows:

−16
√
ε∥h∥2L4(M) < δ2CGME(T, µ)(h, h) < 8

(
2B + 1

)
∥h∥2L2(M), (10)

for all h :M→ Rd and h ∈ L4(M) where B is defined in (7).

Proof For simplicity, we use throughout the proof, the notation fx,x′ := f(x) − f(x′) for
any f :M → Rd. From Proposition 8, the second variation of the GME cost implies that
for T, h :M→ Rd

1

4
δ2CGME(T, µ)(h, h)

=

∫
M2

log

(
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

∥x− x′∥2 + 1

)(
∥hx,x′∥2

∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1
− 2

(
⟨Tx,x′ , hx,x′⟩
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

)2
)

+ 2

(
⟨Tx,x′ , hx,x′⟩
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

)2

dµdµ (11)

≥ − (CGME(T, µ))
1/2

∫
M2

(
∥hx,x′∥2

∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1
− 2

(
⟨Tx,x′ , hx,x′⟩
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

)2
)2

dµdµ

1/2

(12)

where we used Hölder’s inequality in the last line. Note that from the last line, the following
holds:

0 ≤
∥hx,x′∥2

∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1
≤ ∥hx,x′∥2

and using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and t/(t+ 1)2 ≤ 1/2 for t ≥ 0:

0 ≤
(
⟨Tx,x′ , hx,x′⟩
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

)2

≤
∥Tx,x′∥2∥hx,x′∥2

(∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1)2
≤
∥hx,x′∥2

4
. (13)

Combining these two inequalities we have∣∣∣∣∣ ∥hx,x′∥2

∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1
− 2

(
⟨Tx,x′ , hx,x′⟩
∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

)2
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥hx,x′∥2. (14)

Furthermore, note that by using the inequality (a + b)p ≤ 2p−1(ap + bp) for a, b ≥ 0 and
p ≥ 1, we can bound

∫
M2 ∥hx,x′∥pdµdµ by∫

M2

∥hx,x′∥pdµdµ ≤
∫
M2

2p−1(∥h(x)∥p + ∥h(x′)∥p)dµdµ ≤ 2p
∫
M
∥h(x)∥pdµ. (15)

10
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Using the above inequalities and CGME(T, µ) < ε, we bound the right-hand side of (12)
below by

−4
√
ε

(∫
M2

∥hx,x′∥4dµdµ
)1/2

.

Now, let us find the upper bound of the hessian. Since T ∈ Tβ , we have the following
bound: ∣∣∣∣log( ∥Tx,x′∥2 + 1

∥x− x′∥2 + 1

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ log
(
max(β2, 1 + diam(M2))

)
=: B, (16)

for all (x, x′) ∈ M2. From (11), using (13), (14), (15), and (16), we can bound the hessian
above by

B

∫
M2

∥hx,x′∥2dµdµ+
1

2

∫
M2

∥hx,x′∥2dµdµ ≤ 2(2B + 1)∥h∥2L2(M).

This completes the proof.

Theorem 9 shows that as the cost function decreases, the minimization problem becomes
more stable because the lower bound of the Hessian approaches 0, indicating that the cost
function exhibits more convex behavior. Additionally, the upper bound of the Hessian
suggests that the GME cost function is smooth, which is crucial for the convergence of the
gradient descent algorithm when applied to a nonconvex function. In the next corollary
which is a direct consequence from Theorem 9, we present our convergence analysis of
gradient descent on the GME cost.

Corollary 10. Given a data distribution µ ∈ P(M) and a latent space Rd, let δ ≥ 0 be the
minimal value of CGME(T, µ) such that

δ ≤ CGME(T, µ), ∀T :M→ Rd.

Let T (k) be a sequence of maps generated by the following gradient descent steps:

T (k+1) = T (k) − σ∇CGME(T
(k), µ), k ≥ 0 (17)

with T (0) as the initial point. Here, ∇CGME is a gradient of CGME with respect to T . With
the choice of σ = 1/(8(2B + 1)), the gradient descent will find a T (k) that is an almost
stationary point in a finite number of steps such that

min
k<K
∥∇L2CGME(T

(k), µ)∥2 ≤ 16

K
(2B + 1)(CGME(T

(0), µ)− δ),

where B is defined in (7).

Corollary 10 shows the gradient descent algorithm for T and its convergence rate. In
practice, the function T is approximated using a neural network architecture. This network
is parameterized by a set of learnable parameters, which are optimized during training.
Thus, gradient descent operates on these neural network parameters rather than directly on
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the training data x ∼ µ. By setting θθθ as a vector of neural network parameters and T = Tθθθ
as the neural network function approximating T , the gradient descent algorithm takes the
form:

θθθ(k+1) = θθθ(k) − σ∇θθθCGME(Tθθθ(k) , µ)

where ∇θθθ is a gradient with respect to θθθ. However, as shown in Jacot et al. (2018), it is well
known that neural network optimization can be understood as a gradient descent formulation
similar to eq. (17), except that it includes an additional preconditioning operator based solely
on the neural network architecture. Thus, gradient descent takes the form:

Tθθθ(k+1) = Tθθθ(k) − σK(k)∇CGME(Tθθθ(k) , µ),

where K(k) is the preconditioning operator at iteration step (k). This preconditioning oper-
ator affects the training dynamics, making it different from standard gradient descent as in
eq. (17). We will not delve further into this here, but it is an interesting direction for future
research, as it could explain why, in practice, one consistently obtains solutions for T with
sufficiently small values of CGME using neural network optimization, rather than converging
to the local minimizer with a large CGME value.

4.2 Efficiency of decoder training given a bi-Lipschitz encoder

The primary advantage of using an α-bi-Lipschitz encoder with α close to 1 is that it can
lead to more efficient computation of the decoder that minimizes the reconstruction cost.
Consider the following reconstruction cost function given an encoder T :

Lrec(S, µ) := Ex∼µ[c(S ◦ T (x), x)] (18)

where c is a convex function that is minimized when S ◦T (x) = x. The subsequent theorem,
which provides upper and lower bounds on the Hessian of the reconstruction cost, highlights
the theoretical benefits of having an α-geometry-preserving property in the encoder.

Theorem 11. Given a data distribution µ ∈ P(M) and an α-bi-Lipschitz map T :M→ Rd,
consider the reconstruction cost in (18), where c :M×M → R is a convex function such
that c(x, y) ≥ 0 for all x, y ∈ M, and c(x, y) = 0 if and only if x = y. Assume the second
derivatives of c are bounded as follows:

cminI ≤ ∇2
xxc = ∇2

yyc ≤ cmaxI

for some constants 0 < cmin ≤ cmax.
The second variation of the cost function satisfies

αdcminρmin∥h∥2L2(Rd) ≤ δ2Lrec(S, µ)(h, h) ≤
cmaxρmax

αd
∥h∥2L2(Rd). (19)

Thus, the map S satisfying S(T (x)) = x for all x ∈ M is the unique solution of the
problem.

Proof For a test function h : Rd →M, the Euler-Lagrange equation takes the form

Ex∼µ [⟨h(T (x)), ∂xc(S(T (x)), x)⟩] = 0.

12
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It follows that the map S satisfying S(T (x)) = x for all x ∼ µ satisfies the equation thus is
a minimizer.

Using the formulation of the second variation of the cost function in Proposition 8 and
the fact that T#µ is absolutely continuous, we have

δ2Lrec(S, µ)(h, h)

= Ex∼µ

[
⟨h(T (x)),∇2

xxc(S(T (x)), x)h(T (x))⟩
]

=

∫
Rd

[
⟨h(y),∇2

xxc(S(y), T
−1(y))h(y)⟩

]
dT#µ(y)

=

∫
Rd

[
⟨h(y),∇2

xxc(S(y), T
−1(y))h(y)⟩

]
ρT (y)dy

=

∫
Rd

[
⟨h(y),∇2

xxc(S(y), T
−1(y))h(y)⟩

] ρ(T−1(y))

|det (∇T (T−1(y))∇T (T−1(y))T ) |1/2
dy

≥ αdcminρmin∥h∥2L2(Rd).

Similarly, the other direction of the inequality can be shown.

δ2Lrec(S)(h, h) ≤
cmaxρmax

αd
∥h∥2L2(Rd).

Since the function is a strongly convex function, the function admits a unique solution de-
scribed above.

According to Theorem 11, the upper and lower bounds of the Hessian of the cost function
in (19) are influenced by α, which shows that the Hessian has a tighter bound when given
an encoder with α-geometry-preserving properties with α closer to 1.

The following theorem shows the convergence rate of the gradient descent algorithm on
the reconstruction cost with respect to the α-geometry-preserving parameter α. The proof
is provided in the appendix.

Theorem 12. Consider a step size σ > 0 and a sequence S(k) that follows a gradient descent
algorithm on (18), starting from an initial point S(0), such that for k = 0, 1, 2, . . .,

S(k+1) = S(k) − σ∇Lrec(S
(k), µ).

Choose σ = αd

cmaxρmax
. Then,

∥S(k) − S(∗)∥ ≤
(
1− α2dcminρmin

cmaxρmax

)k

∥S(0) − S(∗)∥.

As the encoder better satisfies the α-geometry-preserving property with α closer to 1,
the optimization process for computing the decoder map S becomes more efficient and
accelerated.

Note that Theorem 11 and Theorem 12 are predicated on the assumption that T is
α-bi-Lipschitz. This assumption is crucial for the proof, as it permits the bounding of
∥∇T∥. However, under a weak α-bi-Lipschitz condition, one cannot assume the existence
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of a positive constant 0 < c ≤ 1 such that c < ∥T (x) − T (x′)∥/∥x − x′∥ < 1/c for any
arbitrarily close pair of points (x, x′) ∈ M2. Although the theorems rely on the α-bi-
Lipschitz assumption, numerical results show that a weak α-bi-Lipschitz condition on the
encoder is sufficient to accelerate decoder training. The training efficiency of the decoder
improves as the encoder achieves a smaller GME cost, which corresponds to a larger subset
of the domain where the weak α-bi-Lipschitz condition holds with α close to 1.

5 Efficiency of GPE in LGM

In this section, we provide error bounds to demonstrate that the generated distribution
from the GPE framework can efficiently approximate the input data distribution. Let us
briefly review how the latent generative model (LGM) works. Suppose we have the input
data distribution µ ∈ P(M) and a latent distribution ν ∈ P(Rd). In the latent diffusion
model, the generative map from ν to µ is found by considering the embedding of µ into the
latent space Rd with an encoder T : M → Rd and computing a flow map R : Rd → Rd

that generates trajectories from samples in ν to the embedded distribution T#µ, such that
R#ν = T#µ. This flow map is computed by training diffusion models, such as score-based
generative models (Song et al., 2020) and conditional flow matching models (Lipman et al.,
2022). Thus, the generated distribution can be described by a composite map G = S ◦ R,
where S : Rd → M is a decoder such that S = T−1.See Figure 2 for the visualization of
LGM framework.

Encoder T

Decoder S

Flow map R

M⊂ RD

µ ∈ P(M)

T#µ ∈ P(Rd) ν ∈ P(Rd)

Rd

Figure 2: Visualization of latent generative model framework

This section presents two main theorems. The first theorem, Theorem 13, establishes
that if the encoder is α-geometry-preserving, the error bound between the data distribution
and the generated distribution (from the latent distribution) is determined by three key
factors:

(i) The parameter α,

(ii) The reconstruction loss, and

(iii) The Wasserstein distance Wp(T#µ,R#ν) between the embedded data distribution T#µ
and the pushforward measure R#ν of the latent distribution, which is computed using
the flow map from the diffusion models.

14



Geometry-Preserving Encoder/Decoder in Latent Generative Models

The theorem shows that the error bound approaches 0 as the number of points in the dataset
increases and the rate improves as α is closer to 1. The second theorem, Theorem 14, is
similar to Theorem 13, but the assumption changes to T being a minimizer of the GME
cost rather than an α-bi-Lipschitz function. This shows that by minimizing the GME cost,
one can achieve a tight error bound for LGM. The proofs of two theorems are presented in
Section 5.1 and Section 5.2.

Theorem 13 (Error bound of α-bi-Lipschitz encoder in LGM). Fix 0 < α ≤ 1, ε > 0,
εdif , εrec > 0 and 1 ≤ p ≤ p′. Let µ ∈ P(M) and ν ∈ P(Rd), µ̂n = 1

n

∑n
i=1 δxi be an empirical

distribution where xi are sampled from µ, and let T :M→ Rd be an α-bi-Lipschitz map and
R : Rd → Rd be a flow map such that R#ν is an absolutely continuous measure satisfying

dR#ν(x) = ρR(x)dx, sup
x∈Rd

ρR(x) ≤ (R#ν)max (20)

for some nonnegative function ρR and a positive constant (R#ν)max > 0 and

Wp(T#µ̂n, R#ν) < εdif . (21)

Let S : Rd →M be a decoder satisfying

Lrec(S, µ̂n) < εrec (22)

where Lrec is defined in (18) with c(x, x′) = ∥x−x′∥p′. Denote by Ωd := supp(R#ν). Then,
there exist positive constants C1 = C1(p, p

′,diam(M), (R#ν)max, ρmin) and C2 = C2(T#µ, d)
such that the event

Wp(µ, (S ◦R)#ν)

≤ 2

(
C1

αd/p
(εrec + ε)1/p +

1

α
(εdif + C2n

−2/(d+4)) + diam(M)
(
R#ν(Ωd\T (M))

)1/p)
holds with probability at least 1−2 exp

(
− nε

6(1+ε/3)

)
. Here, Wp is the Wasserstein-p distance.

Note that the error bound in Theorem 13 depends on the latent dimension d, which
is much smaller than the data distribution dimension D. This is due to the encoder,
which converts the comparison of two D-dimensional distributions to the comparison of
two d-dimensional ones, allowing a more efficient bound with respect to dimensionality.
Furthermore, the α-geometry-preserving constant α directly affects the upper bound of the
Wasserstein distance between the data distribution and the generated distribution. The
bound becomes tighter as α approaches 1. Thus, having α close to 1 allows the generative
map more room for error in approximating the embedded distribution in the latent space,
making the computation more efficient in the LGM framework. Therefore, the theorem
highlights the importance of an encoder with α-geometry-preserving with α closer to 1 for
better performance in LGM.

Theorem 13 is based on the assumption that the encoder T exhibits the α-bi-Lipschitz
property with α close to 1 for all pairs of points inM. Thus, in the next theorem, we present
an upper bound on the performance of the GPE-based LGM with respect to the encoder T
that minimizes the GME cost. The theorem provides the bound as the Wasserstein distance

15



Lee, O’Neill, Zou, Calder, Lerman

between the data distribution and the generated distribution, expressed as functions of
the GME cost, the reconstruction cost, and the Wasserstein distance between T#µ (the
embedded distribution) and R#ν (the pushforward distribution from the latent distribution
through the flow map R). This statement holds true with high probability, given a small
GME cost for the encoder. The proof is presented in Section 5.2.

Theorem 14 (Performance bound of GPE-based LGM). Fix β, ε > 0, εGME, εdif , εrec ≥ 0,
0 < α ≤ 1, and p ≥ 1. Given the same assumptions and conditions on µ, ν, µ̂n, R, and
S as in Theorem 13, let T ∈ Tβ and ĈGME(T, µ̂n) ≤ εGME, where the discrete GME cost
ĈGME(T, µ̂n) is defined in Definition 17, and B is defined in (7).

Then there exist positive constants C1 = C1(diam(M), ρmin, ρmax, (R#ν)max), and C2 =
C2(T#µ, d) such that the event

W1(µ, (S◦R)#ν) ≤ C1β
d

(
εGME +B2ε

(logα)2
+ εrec + ε

)
+
1

α

(
εdif+C2n

−2/(d+4)+2(1−α2)1/2
)

+ diam(M)R#ν(Ωd\T (M))

holds with probability at least 1− 4 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 13

First, let us examine several lemmas related to the bounds of the reconstruction loss
that will be used in proving the theorem.

Lemma 15. Suppose µ ∈ P(M) is an absolutely continuous measure satisfying (1) and
ν ∈ P(Rd) is an absolutely continuous probability distribution in Rd satisfying

dν(y) = f(y)dy, f(y) ≤ νmax

for some nonnegative function f and a positive constant νmax. Suppose T : M → Rd is
invertible and satisfies

∥T (x)− T (x′)∥ ≤ K∥x− x′∥ (23)

for all x, x′ ∈M for some K > 0. Then,

∥S − T−1∥pLp(ν,T (M)) =

∫
T (M)

∥S(y)− T−1(y)∥pdν(y) ≤ νmaxK
d

ρmin
Lrec(S, µ).

Proof By the assumption (23), we have

|det(∇T (y)∇T (y)T )|1/2 ≤ Kd

for any y ∈ Rd. Using the change of variables, we have

T−1
# ν(x) = f(T (x))|det(∇T (x)∇T (x)T )|1/2 ≤ νmaxK

d. (24)
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Using the change of variables, the assumption (1), and (24), we have∫
T (M)

∥S(y)− T−1(y)∥pdν(y) =
∫
M
∥S(T (x))− x∥pdT−1

# ν(x)

≤ νmaxK
d

ρmin

∫
M
∥S(T (x))− x∥pdµ(x).

This proves the lemma.

Lemma 16. Fix p ≥ 1 and ε > 0. Let µ ∈ P(M) and µ̂n = 1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi be an empirical

distribution from µ, T : M → Rd be an encoder, S : Rd → M be a decoder, and the cost
function c(x, x′) = ∥x− x′∥p in (18). Then, the following event

|Lrec(S, µ)− Lrec(S, µ̂n)| ≤ ε diam(M)p

holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− nε

6(1+ε/3)

)
.

Proof We bound |Lrec(S, µ) − Lrec(S, µ̂n)| by using Bernstein’s inequality (Calder, 2020,
Theorem 5.12). We begin by defining

Fn =
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(xi) (25)

where

f(xi) = ∥S ◦ T (xi)− xi∥p

and we observe that Lrec(T, µ̂n) = Fn. We also note that

E[f(x)] = Lrec(S, µ).

SinceM is compact, we have

b := sup
x∈M

|f(x)| ≤ diam(M)p.

Furthermore, the variance is bounded by

σ2 ≤ E[f(x)2] =
∫
M
∥S(T (x))− x∥2pdµ(x) ≤ diam(M)2p.

Using Bernstein’s inequality for U -statistics, we have

P
(
|Fn − Lrec(S, µ)| ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− nt2

6(σ2 + bt/3)

)
.

Choosing t = εdiam(M)p and using the bounds for b and σ we have

P
(
|Fn − Lrec(S, µ)| ≥ εdiam(M)p

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− nε2

6(1 + ε/3)

)
.
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This proves the lemma.

We are now ready to present the theorem demonstrating the importance of geometry-
preserving encoder in latent generative models (LGM).
Proof of Theorem 13 From the definition of Wasserstein distance, we have

W p
p (µ̂n, (S ◦R)#ν) = min

γ∈Π(µ̂n,(S◦R)#ν)

∫
M2

∥x− y∥pdγ(x, y) (26)

where Π(µ̂n, (S ◦ R)#ν) is a set of transport plans γ ∈ P(M×M) such that the first and
second marginals of γ are µ̂n and (S ◦R)#ν, respectively. Define a map S̃ :M→ Rd by

S̃(x) =

{
T−1(x) if x ∈ T (M)

S(x) if x ∈ Rd\T (M).

Using the change of variables and a simple algebraic inequality |a+ b|p ≤ 2p−1(|a|p + |b|p),
we have

W p
p (µ̂n, (S ◦R)#ν) = min

γ̃∈Π(T#µ̂n,R#ν)

∫
T (M)×Ωd

∥T−1(x)− S(y)∥pdγ̃(x, y)

= min
γ̃∈Π(T#µ̂n,R#ν)

∫
T (M)×Ωd

∥T−1(x)− S̃(y) + S̃(y)− S(y)∥pdγ̃(x, y)

≤ 2p−1

(
min

γ̃∈Π(T#µ̂n,R#ν)

∫
T (M)×Ωd

∥T−1(x)− S̃(y)∥pdγ̃(x, y)

+

∫
Ωd

∥S̃(y)− S(y)∥pdR#ν(y)

)
.

(27)
Using Lemma 15, the assumption that T is α-bi-Lipschitz, and Hölder’s inequality, the
second term in the last line can be bounded above by∫

Ωd

∥S̃(y)− S(y)∥pdR#ν(y) ≤
∫
T (M)

∥T−1(y)− S(y)∥p′dR#ν(y) ≤
(R#ν)max

ρminαd
Lrec(S, µ).

Therefore, by using Lemma 16 and eq. (22), the following event∫
Ωd

∥S̃(y)− S(y)∥p′dR#ν(y) ≤
(R#ν)max

ρminαd

(
εrec + ε diam(M)p

′
)

(28)

holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− nε

6(1+ε/3)

)
.

From the integral in the first term, using the definition of S̃ and the α-bi-Lipschitz
property of T , we have∫

T (M)×Ωd

∥T−1(x)− S̃(y)∥pdγ̃(x, y)

=

∫
T (M)2

∥T−1(x)− T−1(y)∥pdγ̃(x, y) +
∫
T (M)×(Ωd\T (M))

∥T−1(x)− S(y)∥pdγ̃(x, y)

=

∫
T (M)2

1

αp
∥x− y∥pdγ̃(x, y) +

∫
T (M)×(Ωd\T (M))

∥T−1(x)− S(y)∥pdγ̃(x, y).

(29)
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The second term can be bounded above by∫
T (M)×(Ωd\T (M))

∥T−1(x)− S(y)∥pdγ̃ =

∫
M×(T−1(Ωd\T (M)))

∥x− S(T (y))∥pdγ0

≤ diam(M)p
∫
M

∫
T−1(Ωd\T (M))

d(T−1 ◦R)#ν(y)dµ̂n(x)

= diam(M)p
∫
Ωd\T (M)

dR#ν(y)

= diam(M)pR#ν
(
Ωd\T (M)

)
where γ0 ∈ Π(µ̂n, (T

−1 ◦R)#ν) in the second inequality. Thus, we have∫
T (M)×Ωd

∥T−1(x)− S̃(y)∥pdγ̃(x, y)

≤ 1

αp

∫
T (M)2

∥x− y∥pdγ̃(x, y) + diam(M)pR#ν(Ωd\T (M)).

By applying minγ̃∈Π(T#µ̂n,R#ν) both sides and using (21), we have

min
γ̃∈Π(T#µ̂n,R#ν)

∫
T (M)×Ωd

∥T−1(x)− S̃(y)∥pdγ̃ ≤
εpdif
αp

+ diam(M)pR#ν(Ωd\T (M)). (30)

Combining (27), (28), and (30), the following event

W p
p (µ̂n, (S ◦R)#ν)

≤ 2p−1

(
εpdif
αp

+
(R#ν)max diam(M)p

′

ρminαd
(εrec + ε) + diam(M)pR#ν(Ωd\T (M))

)

holds with probability at least 1−2 exp
(
− nε

6(1+ε/3)

)
. Applying power 1/p on both sides and

using the inequality (a+ b)1/p ≤ a1/p + b1/p for a, b ≥ 0, we obtain

Wp(µ̂n, (S ◦R)#ν)

≤ 2

(
εdif
α

+
C1

αd/p
(εrec + ε)1/p + diam(M)

(
R#ν(Ωd\T (M))

)1/p) (31)

where C1 = C1(p, p
′, diam(M), (R#ν)max, ρmin).

From the triangle inequality property of Wasserstein distance, we have

Wp(µ, (S ◦R)#ν) ≤Wp(µ̂n, (S ◦R)#ν) +Wp(µ, µ̂n). (32)

From the second term, using the assumption that T is α-bi-Lipschitz and Proposition 1 from
(Lee et al., 2023), we have

Wp(µ, µ̂n) ≤
1

α
Wp(T#µ, T#µ̂n).
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By applying the expectation over samples and using the result from Horowitz and Karandikar
(1994), we have

EWp(µ, µ̂n) ≤
1

α
EWp(T#µ, T#µ̂n) ≤

C2n
−2/(d+4)

α
(33)

where C2 depends only on T#µ and d.
Combining (31), (32), and (33), we get the desired result.

5.2 Proof of Theorem 14

The proof of Theorem 14 follows a similar structure to the proof of Theorem 13. However,
it requires careful attention to the region where the α-bi-Lipschitz property is not satisfied
by the encoder minimizing the GME cost. To prove the theorem, we first define the discrete
GME cost function given the discrete measure.

Definition 17. Given a discrete measure µ̂n = 1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi where {xi}ni=1 are sampled from

µ, we define the discrete Gromov-Monge embedding (GME) cost as follows:

ĈGME(T, µ̂n) :=
1

n(n− 1)

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

(
log

(
1 + ∥T (xi)− T (xj)∥2

1 + ∥xi − xj∥2

))2

.

The following proposition shows the difference between the discrete cost ĈGME(T, µ̂n)
and the continuous cost CGME(T, µ) is small with high probability given a large number of
points.

Proposition 18. Fix β > 0 and ε > 0. Let µ̂n = 1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi where {xi}ni=1 are sampled

from µ. Suppose T ∈ Tβ. Then, the following event

|CGME(T, µ)− ĈGME(T, µ̂n)| < B2ε

holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
where B is defined in (7).

Proof We bound |CGME(T, µ) − ĈGME(T, µ̂n)| by using Bernstein’s inequality for U -
statistics (Calder, 2020, Theorem 5.15). We begin by defining the U -statistics

Un =
1

n(n− 1)

∑
i ̸=j

g(xi, xj) (34)

where

g(x, x′) =

(
log

(
1 + ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2

1 + ∥x− x′∥2

))2

and we observe that ĈGME(T, µ̂n) = Un. We also note that

E[g(x, x′)] = CGME(T, µ).
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Since T ∈ Tβ , we have

b := sup
x,x′∈M

|g(x, x′)| ≤
(
log(max(β2, 1 + diam(M)2))

)2
=: B2.

Furthermore, the variance is bounded by

σ2 ≤ E[g(x, x′)2] =
∫
M2

(
log

(
1 + ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2

1 + ∥x− x′∥2

))4

dµ(x)dµ(x) ≤ B4.

Using Bernstein’s inequality for U -statistics, we have

P
(
|Un − CGME(T, µ)| ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− nt2

6(σ2 + bt/3)

)
.

Choosing t = B2ε and using the bounds for b and σ we have

P
(
|Un − CGME(T, µ)| ≥ B2ε

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− nε2

6(1 + ε/3)

)
.

This proves the theorem.

In Proposition 18, the parameter β represents the least regularity assumption of the
encoder T along with the invertibility assumption. To generalize and consider practical
scenarios, one can assume β to be close to 0. In this case, we can choose ε to be small and
increase the probability of the event holding by increasing the number of points n.

From Proposition 18 and Theorem 3, we can describe the subset of the domain where
the α-bi-Lipschitz property is satisfied from the encoder that minimizes the discrete GME
cost.

Proposition 19. Fix ε > 0, εGME ≥ 0, and 0 < β < α ≤ 1. Given a discrete measure
µ̂n, suppose T ∈ Tβ and ĈGME(T, µ̂n) ≤ εGME. Denote the Lebesgue measure on M by L.
Then, the following event

L2
({

(x, x′) ∈M2 : α2 ≤ 1 + ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2

1 + ∥x− x′∥2
≤ 1

α2

})
> 1− εGME +B2ε

4ρ2min(logα)
2

holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
where B is defined in (7).

Proof By Proposition 18, with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
, we have

CGME(T, µ) < εGME +B2ε.

Denote by A the event such that

A :=

{
(x, x′) ∈M2 : α2 ≤ 1 + ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2

1 + ∥x− x′∥2
≤ 1

α2

}
.
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Using Theorem 3 and the assumption in (1), we have

εGME +B2ε

4(logα)2
> µ2(Ac) ≥ ρ2minL2(Ac).

Thus, rearranging the terms and using L2(A) = 1− L2(Ac),

L2(A) > 1− εGME +B2ε

4ρ2min(logα)
2
.

This proves the proposition.

The following lemma provides an upper bound that allows for comparing the distance
between two measures from the data space in D dimensions to the latent space Rd, which
is d dimensions with d ≪ D, and thus the upper bound is independent of the data space
dimension D. This lemma will be crucial in the proof of Theorem 14.

Lemma 20. Fix 0 < α ≤ 1, β > 0, ε > 0, εGME ≥ 0, and p ≥ 1. Let µ, ν ∈ P(M) are
absolutely continuous measures with respect to the Lebesgue measure L on M satisfying the
assumption (1) and

dν(x) = f(x)dL(x), f(x) ≤ νmax,

for some nonnegative function f and a positive constant νmax. Let µ̂n = 1
n

∑n
i=1 δxi be an

empirical distribution from µ. Let T ∈ Tβ be an embedding map satisfying ĈGME(T, µ̂n) ≤
εGME. Define a transport plan γ ∈ Π(µ̂n, ν) and γT ∈ Π(T#µ̂n, T#ν) such that γT is defined
as γT (x, y) = γ(T (x), T (y)). Then, there exists a positive constant C depending only on p,
diam(M), ρmin, ρmax, and νmax such that the following event∫
M2

∥x−y∥pdγ(x, y) ≤ 2p−1

(
1

αp

∫
(Rd)2

∥x− y∥pdγT (x, y) +
(

1

α2
− 1

)p/2
)
+
C(εGME +B2ε)

(logα)2

holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
where B is defined in Proposition 18.

Proof By Proposition 19, with probability at least 1 − 2 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
, there exists a

subset A ⊂M2 such that

A =

{
(x, x′) ∈M2 : α2 ≤ 1 + ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2

1 + ∥x− x′∥2
≤ 1

α2

}
(35)

and

L2(A) > 1− εGME +B2ε

4ρ2min(logα)
2
. (36)

Note that from (35), using the inequality (a+ b)1/2 ≤ a1/2 + b1/2 for a, b ≥ 0, one can write

∥T−1(x)− T−1(y)∥ ≤ 1

α
∥x− y∥+

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

. (37)
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Then, ∫
M2

∥x− y∥pdγ(x, y) =
∫
A
∥x− y∥pdγ(x, y) +

∫
M2\A

∥x− y∥pdγ(x, y). (38)

Using (36), the second term can be bounded above by∫
M2\A

∥x− y∥pdγ(x, y) ≤ diam(M)p
∫
M2\A

dγ(x, y)

≤ diam(M)pρmaxνmax(εGME +B2ε)

4µ2
min(logα)

2
. (39)

Using the definition of a set A, (37), and inequality (a + b)p ≤ 2p−1(ap + bp) for a, b ≥ 0,
the first term in (38) can be bounded by∫

A
∥x− y∥pdγ(x, y) =

∫
T (A)
∥T−1(x)− T−1(y)∥pdγT (x, y)

≤ 2p−1

(
1

αp

∫
T (A)
∥x− y∥pdγT (x, y) +

(
1

α2
− 1

)p/2
)

≤ 2p−1

(
1

αp

∫
(Rd)2

∥x− y∥pdγT (x, y) +
(

1

α2
− 1

)p/2
)

(40)

where T (A) := {(T (x), T (y)) ∈ (Rd)2 : (x, y) ∈ A} and γT ∈ Π(T#µ̂n, T#ν) is defined by
γT (x, y) = γ(T (x), T (y)).

Combining (39) and (40), we obtain the desired result.

As a direct consequence of Lemma 20, using the GME encoder, we can bound the Wasserstein
distance between the data distribution and any distribution in the data space with dimension
D by the Wasserstein distance between the embedded distributions in the latent space with
dimension d, with high probability.

Lemma 21. Under the same assumptions and conditions as in Lemma 20, there exists a
positive constant C depending only on p, diam(M), ρmin, ρmax, and νmax such that the
following event

Wp(µ̂n, ν) ≤
2

α
Wp(T#µ̂n, T#ν) + 2

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

+
C(εGME +B2ε)1/p

(logα)2/p

holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
.

Proof From the result in Lemma 20, the term∫
M2

∥x− y∥pdγ(x, y)

can be bounded below by W p
p (µ̂n, ν) by the fact that γ ∈ Π(µ̂n, ν) and by the definition of

Wasserstein distance. Therefore, we have

W p
p (µ̂n, ν) ≤ 2p−1

(
1

αp

∫
(Rd)2

∥x− y∥pdγT (x, y) +
(

1

α2
− 1

)p/2
)

+
C(εGME +B2ε)

(logα)2
.
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By applying minγT∈Π(T#µ̂n,T#ν) on both sides, applying power 1/p, and using the inequality
(a+ b)1/p ≤ ap + bp for a, b ≥ 0, we obtain the desired result.

Now, we are now ready to prove Theorem 14.
Proof of Theorem 14 The proof follows the similar structure as the proof of Theorem 13.
Note that, we assume T is a minimizer of ĈGME(T, µ̂n) instead of being assumed as α-bi-
Lipshcitz map. Thus, the difference happens when bounding ∥T−1(x)− T−1(y)∥. From the
second line in (29) with p = 1, we have∫

T (M)

∫
T (M)

∥T−1(x)− T−1(y)∥dγ̃(x, y) =
∫
M2

∥x− y∥dγ0(x, y),

where γ0 ∈ Π(̃̂µ, (T−1 ◦R)#ν) and defined as γ0(x, y) = γ̃(T−1(x), T−1(y)). By Lemma 20,
we have the following event∫
M2

∥x− y∥dγ0

≤ 1

α

∫
(Rd)2

∥x− y∥dγ̃ +

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

+
diam(M)ρmax supx∈M(T−1 ◦R)#ν(x)

4µ2
min(logα)

2
(εGME +B2ε)

≤ 1

α

∫
(Rd)2

∥x− y∥dγ̃ +

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

+
βd diam(M)ρmax(R#ν)max

4µ2
min(logα)

2
(εGME +B2ε)

(41)
holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp

(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
. In the last inequality, we used

(T−1 ◦R)#ν(x) = ρR(T (x))|det(∇T (x)∇T (x)T )|1/2 ≤ βd(R#ν)max,

to have the bound

sup
y∈M

(T−1 ◦R)#ν ≤ βd(R#ν)max.

Furthermore, following the same argument in (28) and using the assumption that T ∈ Tβ ,
we have ∫

Ωd

∥S̃(y)− S(y)∥2dR#ν ≤
(R#ν)maxβ

d

ρmin
(εrec + diam(M2)ε) (42)

holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
.

Going back to (29), and combining with (41) and (42), we obtain the following event

W1(µ̂n, (S ◦R)#ν)

≤ 1

α

∫
(Rd)2

∥x− y∥dγ̃ +

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

+ C1β
d

(
εGME +B2ε

(logα)2
+ εrec + ε

)
+ diam(M)R#ν(Ωd\T (M))
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holds with probability at least 1 − 4 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
where C1 is a positive constant de-

pending on diam(M), ρmin, ρmax, and (R#ν)max. By applying minγ̃∈Π(T#µ̂n,R#ν) on both
sides and using (21) and the inequality W1(µ, ν) ≤ Wp(µ, ν) for any probability measures
µ, ν and p ≥ 1, we obtain

W1(µ̂n, (S ◦R)#ν)

≤ εdif
α

+

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

+ C1β
d

(
εGME +B2ε

(logα)2
+ εrec + ε

)
+ diam(M)R#ν(Ωd\T (M)).

(43)

Next we will relate (43) with W1(µ, (S ◦R)#ν). Note that, using the triangle inequality
property of the Wasserstein-1 distance, we have

W1(µ, (S ◦R)#ν) ≤W1(µ̂n, (S ◦R)#ν) +W1(µ, µ̂n). (44)

Using Lemma 21, we can bound the second term by

W1(µ, µ̂n) ≤
1

α
W1(T#µ, T#µ̂n) +

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

+
C2(εGME +B2ε)

(logα)2

where C2 is a positive constant depending only on diam(M), ρmin, and ρmax. By applying
the expectation over samples and using the result from Horowitz and Karandikar (1994), we
have

EW1(µ, µ̂n) ≤
1

α
EW1(T#µ, T#µ̂n) +

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

+
C2(εGME +B2ε)

(logα)2

≤ C3n
−2/(d+4)

α
+

(
1

α2
− 1

)1/2

+
C2(εGME +B2ε)

(logα)2
(45)

where C3 depends only on T#µ and d.
Combining (43), (44), and (45), we have

W1(µ, (S ◦R)#ν)

≤ C4β
d

(
εGME +B2ε

(logα)2
+ εrec + ε

)
+

1

α

(
εdif + C3n

−2/(d+4) + 2(1− α2)1/2
)

+ diam(M)R#ν(Ωd\T (M))

holds with probability at least 1−4 exp
(
− nε2

6(1+ε/3)

)
where C4 is a positive constant depend-

ing on diam(M), ρmin, ρmax, and (R#ν)max. This completes the proof.

6 Algorithm

In this section, we outline the algorithms for computing the geometry-preserving encoder
T :M→ Rd (Algorithm 1) and the decoder S : Rd →M (Algorithm 2).
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6.1 Algorithm for the GPE encoder

Let’s delve into the details of the first part of the algorithm. Given a data distribution
µ ∈ P(M), the initial step aims to compute the geometry-preserving encoder T :M→ Rd

by solving the optimization problem in (3). Let TwT be a neural network function that
approximates the map T , where wT is a vector of neural network parameters. The algorithm
is presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Computing the GPE encoder
Input: Data distribution µ ∈ P(M), latent dimension d, tolerance TOL, learning rate σ.
Output: GPE encoder TwT :M→ Rd.
while CGME(TwT , µ) > TOL do
wT ← wT − σ∇wTCGME(TwT , µ).

end while

6.2 Algorithm for the GPE decoder

Now, we present the algorithm for computing the decoder S : Rd → M which is an
inverse map S = T−1. Let SwS be a neural network function approximating the map S,
where wS is a vector of neural network parameters. By employing a simple L2 loss function,

Lrec(S) = Ex∼µ

[
∥x− SwS (TwT (x))∥

2
]
, (46)

we can compute the decoder S. The algorithm is presented in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Computing the GPE decoder

Input: Data distribution µ ∈ P(M), an encoder TwT :M→ Rd, tolerance TOL, learning
rate σ.
Input: GPE decoder SwS : Rd →M such that SwS = T−1

wT
.

while Lrec(SwS ) > TOL do
wS ← wS − σ∇wSLrec(SwS ).

end while

Here, cmin = cmax = 2 due to the choice of the cost function in (46). Thus, the step size
σ in Algorithm 2 depends only on α and ρmax by Theorem 11. Although ρmax is unknown
in practice, we can still infer that if CGME(T, µ) is small from Algorithm 1, one can choose
a higher step size.

7 Numerical results

In this section, we present numerical experiments demonstrating the effectiveness of our
proposed method across various datasets, highlighting its efficiency in both reconstruction
and generation tasks compared to other methods.
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7.1 Visualization of encoder differences in GPE and VAE

In this experiment, our goal is to visualize the differences between the encoders from
GPE and VAE. The primary objective of the GPE encoder is to embed the data distribution
while preserving its geometric structure, whereas the VAE encoder aims to map the data
distribution to a Gaussian distribution in the latent space.

To demonstrate this, we use artificial datasets in 500 dimensions consisting of a mixture
of Gaussians. The covariance matrix of each Gaussian is diagonal, with the first two diagonal
entries being 0.152 and the rest 10−4. This setup represents a dataset lying on a manifold
in the first two dimensions of the ambient space, with small noise in the other dimensions.
We train both GPE and VAE encoders using a 4-layer fully-connected neural network.

The results are displayed in Figure 3. The first column shows the input data distribution
in R500 by plotting the first two coordinates in a cross-section, while the second and third
columns show the embedded distributions on R2 from the trained GPE and VAE encoders,
respectively. As expected, the GPE encoder preserves the geometric structure of the original
data distribution, whereas the VAE encoder maps the distribution onto a Gaussian distri-
bution, which illustrates the posterior collapse phenomenon (Wang et al., 2021b). Although
the VAE results still show some geometric structure, the GPE encoder better preserves the
geometric structure of the data distribution.

(a) µ in 500D (b) T#µ from GPE (c) T#µ from VAE

(d) µ in 500D (e) T#µ from GPE (f) T#µ from VAE

Figure 3: Comparison of embedded data distributions from GPE and VAE. The first column
shows the input data distribution µ in 500D, while the second and third columns show the
embedded distributions T#µ from GPE and VAE, respectively, in 2D.
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7.2 Optimization efficiency with GPE encoders

Throughout the experiments, we implement the algorithm on real-world datasets. Specif-
ically, we use the MNIST (Deng, 2012), CIFAR10 (Krizhevsky et al., 2009), CelebA (Liu
et al., 2015), and CelebA-HQ (256× 256) (Karras et al., 2017) datasets to demonstrate the
efficiency of the GPE framework compared to the VAE framework in terms of reconstruction
and generation tasks.

In this experiment, we demonstrate the efficiency of the optimization process for com-
puting the decoder while considering the geometry-preserving property of the encoder, as
established in Theorem 11. Specifically, we illustrate that the computation of the decoder
becomes more efficient and faster as the encoder’s bi-Lipschitz constant α approaches 1. For
this experiment, we utilize the CIFAR10 dataset.

We employ three distinct encoders, each computed using Algorithm 1 and the GME cost,
with training stopped at three difference TOL values as indicated in Figure 4. We use the
same neural network architectures for encoders and the same learning rate lr = 10−4 and
batch size 100.

Using each pretrained encoder with a different value of TOL, we use Algorithm 2 to
minimize the cost in (46). Figure 4 displays the loss plots for the first 5, 000 iterations. We
use the same neural network architectures for decoders and the same learning rate lr = 10−4

and batch size 100. The figure clearly illustrates the relationship between optimization
efficiency and the level of geometry preservation exhibited by the encoder.

7.3 Comparison of reconstruction task efficiency between GPE and VAE
Frameworks

In this experiment, we compare the efficiency of reconstruction tasks by training the
encoders and decoders from both the VAE and GPE frameworks, using the same neural
network architectures for both. To evaluate performance, we first train the encoders from
both frameworks. Using the pre-trained encoders, we then separately train the decoders
using only the reconstruction cost and assess the efficiency and performance of the training
optimization results.

Note that, unlike GPE, where the optimization process involves the encoder indepen-
dently of the decoder, VAE requires training both the encoder and decoder simultaneously
using the ELBO loss. Therefore, to obtain the pre-trained encoders for VAE, we first train
both the encoder and decoder. Afterward, we freeze the VAE encoder, ignore the trained
decoder, and train a new decoder from scratch. This allows us to compare the optimization
process of minimizing solely the reconstruction loss for decoders from both frameworks.

The results, shown in Table 1, indicate the iterations required for each method to reach
the specified loss value. For GPE, the third column includes the value of TOL used in
Algorithm 1. All parameters, including learning rates and neural network architectures for
both the encoder and decoder, are identical across datasets. The results for GPE were
obtained using two A40 GPUs, while two A100 GPUs were for VAE.

The numerical results indicate a reduction in the number of training iterations required
by GPE compared to VAE across all datasets. Specifically, some datasets exhibit a sub-
stantial improvement, with iteration reductions ranging from 3 times (CelebA) to 900 times
(MNIST) with the given loss thresholds. Notably, the discrepancy in the number of itera-
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(a) MNIST (b) CIFAR10

(c) CelebA (d) CelebA-HQ

Figure 4: The plots illustrate the results of minimizing the reconstruction loss in (46) on
four datasets, MNIST, CIFAR10, CelebA, and CelebA-HQ using three different encoders,
each characterized by a different tolerance values.

tions becomes more pronounced as the loss threshold is decreased. For instance, in the case
of CelebA, GPE converges to a loss value of 0.005 within 225,000 iterations, whereas VAE
fails to converge to this loss even after 700,000 iterations.

However, the performance on the CelebA-HQ dataset is similar for both VAE and GPE.
This can be explained by the fact that, although CelebA-HQ resides in a higher-dimensional
space (R256×256×3), it only consists of 30,000 images, which is much smaller in size compared
to CelebA, which contains over 200,000 images. We believe this smaller dataset size allows
for easier convergence of the decoder to a lower reconstruction loss.
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The visualization of the convergence of the optimization process for minimizing the
reconstruction cost is shown in Figure 5, and the results of the reconstructed images from
GPE and VAE are displayed in Figure 6. Figure 7 highlights the notable difference in
reconstruction performance between VAE and GPE, clearly showing better performance
from GPE.

Pretrained
Encoder

Encoder
iterations TOL

Decoder
iterations

Decoder
iterations

MNIST (Latent dimensions: 30) Loss: 0.1 Loss: 0.022
VAE 2,700,000 N/A 80 280,899
GPE 3,800 0.03 47 1,044
GPE 16,000 0.004 47 308

CIFAR10 (Latent dimensions: 100) Loss: 0.1 Loss: 0.015
VAE 1,250,000 N/A 37 159,036
GPE 2,700 0.03 19 64,281
GPE 23,700 0.0009 19 11,071
CelebA (Latent dimensions: 100) Loss: 0.1 Loss: 0.015
VAE 1,215,000 N/A 28 120,497
GPE 66,000 0.0007 20 40,023

CelebA-HQ (Latent dimensions: 100) Loss: 0.1 Loss: 0.0045
VAE 180,000 N/A 23 105,178
GPE 141,100 0.0007 21 104,129

Table 1: Comparison of training decoders from pretrained encoders on various datasets

7.4 Comparison of latent generative task efficiency between GPE and VAE
Frameworks

In this experiment, we aim to compare the performance of latent generative tasks between
the GPE and VAE frameworks. Given pre-trained encoders and decoders from both models,
we train the diffusion model to compute a flow map R : Rd → Rd such that R#ν ≈ T#µ,
where ν is the latent distribution and µ is the embedded data distribution generated by the
encoder T . Notably, the flow map R is computed using the same neural network architectures
for both frameworks. We employ the conditional flow matching algorithm (Lipman et al.,
2022) to compute R, and the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) score (Heusel et al., 2017)
is used to assess the quality of the generated samples, calculated from five sets of 5000 fake
samples versus 5000 real samples.

The results are shown in Table 2, where it can be seen that the FID scores are similar
for both frameworks. While all the other data show similar performance for VAE and
GPE, a notable difference can be found in CelebA. Specifically, the FID score for VAE
after 1.7 million iterations of training is about 4.24, whereas the FID score for GPE after
400,000 iterations is about 1.24, which is significantly better than VAE. This difference
is due to the fact that training VAE on the CelebA dataset was challenging, as can also
be seen in Table 1, where a large number of iterations are required to reach the desired
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It. 0 (0 s) It. 100 (4 s) It. 200 (8 s) It. 300 (12 s) It. 400 (16 s) It. 600 (24 s)

It. 0 (0 m) It. 100 (0.15 m) It. 500 (0.75 m) It. 5,000 (7.5 m) It. 10,000 (15 m)

It. 0 (0 s) It. 100 (0.2 m) It. 20,000 (40 m) It. 60,000 (2 hrs) It. 140,000 (5 hrs)

It. 0 (0 s) It. 100 (0.8 m) It. 1,000 (7 m) It. 30,000 (3.4 hrs) It. 70,000 (7.8 hrs)

Figure 5: Convergence of training a decoder G using a geometry-preserving encoder with
various datasets: first row (MNIST), second row (CIFAR10), third row (CelebA), and fourth
row (CelebA-HQ). Each figure caption shows the iteration number and the time taken in
seconds (s) and minutes (m). Different neural network architectures for the decoder were
used for each dataset. All experiments were done with the same GPU settings: 2 A40 GPUs.

reconstruction loss. Furthermore, as mentioned previously, even if VAE is trained for longer,
its reconstruction loss does not decrease beyond a certain point, whereas GPE continues to
improve its reconstruction loss, leading to better performance. This explains the difference
in FID scores between the two models, with GPE showing better generation performance
due to its superior reconstruction performance.

Additionally, note that, from Table 2, for VAE, the FID score starts low and increases,
then decreases over the course of training. This behavior is due to the fact that when VAE
is trained, the embedded distribution TVAE#µ is expected to resemble a Gaussian in the
latent space (see Figure 3). As a result, the goal is to compute a flow map from a Gaussian
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(a) Original (b) VAE (c) GPE

(d) Original (e) VAE (f) GPE

(g) Original (h) VAE (i) GPE

(j) Original (k) VAE (l) GPE

Figure 6: The figure shows the original images (left column), the corresponding reconstructed
images from the VAE (center column), and those from the GPE (right column). The datasets
used are CIFAR10 (a) - (c), CelebA (d) - (f), and CelebA-HQ (256×256) (g) - (i).

distribution to the embedded distribution, similar to the Gaussian distribution. The ideal
flow map is similar to the identity map, where R(x) ≈ x. However, during the training of the
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Original Image VAE GPE

Figure 7: Examples of reconstructed images from CelebA-HQ, as shown in Figure 6, high-
lighting the clear distinction between VAE and GPE reconstructed images, presented along-
side the original image.

flow map in diffusion models, including the conditional flow matching algorithm, the flow
map deviates from the identity map and converges to the map that solves the conditional
flow matching algorithm. This explains the initial increase in the FID score followed by its
subsequent decrease.

On the other hand, for GPE, since the embedded distribution is not related to the
Gaussian distribution, the FID score at iteration 0 is high. However, as training progresses,
the FID score decreases because the algorithm learns the flow map that transforms the
Gaussian distribution into the embedded distribution, resulting in a decreasing trend in
FID scores over training iterations.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we presented a novel encoder/decoder framework that can be implemented
on LGMs. The key finding is that training efficiency in terms of accuracy and speed can be
drastically improved by considering the geometry-preserving property of the encoder. These
findings are supported by both theoretical analysis and numerical experiments. Future re-
search directions may include implementing the GPE framework on Large Language Models
(LLMs), where the transformer model uses an encoder/decoder framework, making it a
natural consideration. Furthermore, we may also explore multi-modal generative modeling
problems using both text and images.
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VAE GPE

Dataset Latent
Dimension FID It (K) FID It (K)

MNIST 30

0.65± 0.14 0 106.40± 0.77 0
0.54± 0.03 10 2.22± 0.17 10
0.56± 0.04 30 1.13± 0.11 30
0.59± 0.04 60 0.57± 0.07 150

CIFAR10 100

1.16± 0.13 0 97.03± 3.06 0
1.42± 0.11 10 8.89± 0.88 10
1.42± 0.08 50 3.79± 0.37 50
1.21± 0.05 150 1.27± 0.26 200

CelebA 100

3.37± 0.38 0 121.30± 1.21 0
14.7± 0.64 100 5.82± 0.65 100
6.10± 0.52 1,000 2.79± 0.59 200
4.24± 0.37 1,700 1.24± 0.08 400

CelebA-HQ 100

3.88± 0.12 0 82.65± 2.01 0
4.15± 0.43 100 7.46± 0.59 100
3.03± 0.22 200 3.91± 0.46 200
2.30± 0.29 500 2.32± 0.24 500

Table 2: Comparison of FID scores and total training iterations between two different en-
coder/decoder frameworks, VAE and GPE, across various datasets. Conditional flow match-
ing algorithm was used as the diffusion model in the latent space.
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Figure 8: The figure shows the generation results from the GPE-based LGM. Using the
diffusion model (specifically the conditional flow matching model) trained in the latent
space, the interpolation between two images is generated for various datasets, including
MNIST (top left, 1st row), CIFAR10 (top left, 2nd row), CelebA (top right), and CelebA-
HQ (256 × 256, bottom). The training times for the encoder/decoder and diffusion model
for all datasets are displayed in Table 1 and Table 2.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Proof of Proposition 8

To derive the second variation of GME cost, we will assume general form on cost functions
cX and cY . Throughout the proofs, we assume the cost functions cX and cY take the form

cX(x, x′) = ηX(x− x′), cY (y, y
′) = ηY (y − y′)

where ηX : X → R and ηY : Y → R are differentiable functions. In the following, for
simplicity, we denote by

ηX = ηX(x− x′)

ηY = ηY (T (x)− T (x′))

∇ηY = ∇ηY (T (x)− T (x′))

∇2ηY = ∇2ηY (T (x)− T (x′))

hx,x′ = h(x)− h(x′).

Thus, the GME cost can be written as

CGME(T, µ) =

∫
M2

(
ηX − ηY

)2
dµdµ.

Proposition 22. The first and second variations of the GME cost functional at T :M→ Rd

in the direction of h :M→ Rd take the form

δCGME(T, µ)(h) = 2

∫
M2

(
ηY − ηX

)
⟨∇ηY , hx,x′⟩dµ(x)dµ(x′)

and

δ2CGME(T, µ)(h, h) = 2

∫
M2

⟨∇ηY , hx,x′⟩2 + (ηY − ηX)⟨∇2ηY hx,x′ , hx,x′⟩dµ(x)dµ(x′).

respectively.

Proof Let h :M→ Rd be a function, and let t ∈ R. Since ηY is assumed to be differentiable,
it follows that

ηY ((T + th)x,x′) = ηY (Tx,x′ + thx,x′) = ηY + t⟨∇ηY , hx,x′⟩+O(t2). (47)

Using (47), we have

CGME(T + th;µ)

=

∫
M2

(
ηX − ηY ((T + th)x,x′)

)2
dµ(x)dµ(x′)

=

∫
M2

(
ηX − ηY − t⟨∇ηY , hx,x′⟩+O(t2)

)2
dµ(x)dµ(x′)

=

∫
M2

(
ηX − ηY

)2
− t

(
2
(
ηX − ηY

)
⟨∇ηY , hx,x′⟩

)
dµ(x)dµ(x′) +O(t2).
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From the definition of the first variation in (8), we get the formulation for δCGME(T, µ)(h).
Next, we compute the second variation. For any t ∈ R, using (47) and the first variation

δGM(T, µ),

δCGME(T + th)(h)

=2

∫
M2

(
ηY + t⟨∇ηY , hx,x′⟩+O(t2)− ηX

)〈
∇ηY + t∇2ηY hx,x′ +O(t2), hx,x′

〉
dµ(x)dµ(x′)

=2

∫
M2

(ηY − ηX)⟨∇ηY , hx,x′⟩+ t⟨∇ηY , hx,x′⟩2

+ t(ηY − ηX)⟨∇2ηY hx,x′ , hx,x′⟩dµ(x)dµ(x′) +O(t2).

From the definition of the second variation in (9), we get the formulation for δ2CGME(T, µ)(h, h).
This concludes the proof.

Using Proposition 22, by plugging in ηX(x− x′) = log(1 + ∥x− x′∥2) and ηY (y − y′) =
log(1 + ∥y − y′∥2), we get the second variation in Proposition 8.

Appendix B. Proof of Corollary 10

The proof follows a standard optimization proof for gradient descent convergence. For
simplicity, let us omit µ and write F (T ) = CGME(T, µ). From the second-order approxima-
tion of CGME(T, µ) and using the upper bound of the Hessian from Theorem 9 and (17), we
have:

F (T (k+1)) ≤ F (T (k)) + δF (T (k))(T (k+1) − T (k)) +
L

2
∥T (k+1) − T (k)∥2L2(M)

≤ F (T (k))− σ∥∇L2F (T (k))∥2L2(M) +
σ2L

2
∥∇L2F (T (k))∥2L2(M) (48)

where L is an upper bound of the hessian defined as L = 8(2 log(1 + β2 diam(M)2) + 1).
Note that the L2 gradient of a function in L2(M) and the first variation are related by

⟨∇L2F (T ), h⟩L2(M) = δF (T )(h), ∀h :M→ Rd.

For simplicity, we will omit L2 in the gradient notation and write ∇ = ∇L2 .
By choosing σ = 1

L in (48) and rearranging terms, we have

F (T (k))− F (T (k+1)) ≥ 1

2L
∥∇F (T (k))∥2L2(M).

Summing over k = 0, . . . ,K − 1, we have

F (T (0))− F (T (K)) ≥ 1

2L

K−1∑
i=0

∥∇F (T (i))∥2L2(M) ≥
K

2L
min
k<K
∥∇F (T (k))∥2L2(M).

This completes the proof.
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Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 12

Consider a domain Ω ⊂ RD and a function f : Ω → R that is ℓ-strongly convex with
ℓ > 0:

f(y) ≥ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), y − x⟩+ ℓ

2
∥y − x∥2 ∀x, y ∈ Ω,

and L-smooth:
∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥, ∀x, y ∈ Ω.

The convergence rate of the gradient descent iterations follows:

∥x(k) − x(∗)∥ ≤ (1− σℓ)k ∥x(0) − x(∗)∥,

where x(∗) is the minimizer of f and σ > 0 is the step size of the iteration satisfying σ ≤ 1/L.
By applying ℓ = αdcminρmin and L = cmaxρmax

αd , we obtain the desired result.
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