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Abstract

This paper investigates how diffusion generative models leverage (unknown) low-dimensional struc-
ture to accelerate sampling. Focusing on two mainstream samplers — the denoising diffusion implicit
model (DDIM) and the denoising diffusion probabilistic model (DDPM) — and assuming accurate score
estimates, we prove that their iteration complexities are no greater than the order of k/e (up to some
log factor), where € is the precision in total variation distance and k is some intrinsic dimension of
the target distribution. Owur results are applicable to a broad family of target distributions without
requiring smoothness or log-concavity assumptions. Further, we develop a lower bound that suggests
the (near) necessity of the coefficients introduced by Ho et al. (2020) and Song et al. (2020) in facilitat-
ing low-dimensional adaptation. Our findings provide the first rigorous evidence for the adaptivity of
the DDIM-type samplers to unknown low-dimensional structure, and improve over the state-of-the-art
DDPM theory regarding total variation convergence.
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1 Introduction

As a cornerstone of the rapidly evolving field of generative Al, diffusion generative models have driven
mind-blowing progress across a diverse range of applications, such as image and video generation, medical
image analysis, and time-series forecasting, to name just a few (Ramesh et al., 2022; Croitoru et al., 2023;
Kazerouni et al., 2023; Lin et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2023). The remarkable effectiveness of diffusion models
has inspired a recent wave of activity aimed at developing and strengthening their theoretical underpinnings.

1.1 Score-based generative modeling: DDPM and DDIM

At their core, diffusion models seek to gradually transform pure noise into new samples that emulate a
d-dimensional target distribution pgata, accomplished by learning to reverse a forward stochastic process that
progressively converts data into noise, detailed below.

Forward process. A common choice of the forward process with finite horizon T' is given by
X0 ~ Pdata; Xi=vVauXia+vli-—aWy, t=1,---.T, (1)
where {W;}1_, comprises independent noise vectors obeying W; RNV (0,14), and the sequence {oy};_; C

(0, 1) controls the variance of the Gaussian noise injected in each step. Informally, as T grows, the distribution
of X; typically converges rapidly to the standard Gaussian N(0, I).



Reverse process and diffusion-based samplers. As it turns out, the forward Markov process (1) is
reversible in general, a property that follows from classical results in the stochastic differential equation (SDE)
literature (Anderson, 1982; Haussmann and Pardoux, 1986). This intriguing property underpins the data
generation process of diffusion models, which involves constructing a reverse process Y — --- — Y] — Y

d
that closely mimics the forward process (1) in the sense that Y; = X; for each step ¢. Crucially, the reversal
of the forward process hinges upon access to the so-called (Stein) score function

st (X) = Vlogpx, (X) (2)

— hence the term “score-based generative modeling.” To formalize the sampling process, one needs to
specify the initialization and iterative steps of the reverse process. The initialization step is straightforward:
given that Xp is approximately Gaussian for large enough 7', one generic choice is to draw Y as pure noise
N(0,1;). As such, a key step underlying the design of the sampling process boils down to how to update
Y; at each step while maintaining the desired distributional proximity. In what follows, we single out two
mainstream paradigms, assuming availability of an estimate s; of the true score function s; at each t:

e Denoising Diffusion Implicit Model (DDIM). The DDIM sampler (or the probability flow ODE sampler)
(Song et al., 2020) adopts a deterministic update rule below:

YT NN(O7Id)7 }/tfl = +ngdim5t(}/t)); t:Ta 517 (3)

1
—
\/ Ot (
where {n@9m} represents some suitably chosen coefficients. In words, each step (3) computes Y;_; as
a weighted sum of Y; and its score estimate.

e Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Model (DDPM). Originally proposed by Ho et al. (2020) as a way to
optimize certain variational lower bounds on the log-likelihood, DDPM employs the following stochastic
iterative updates:

1 m m
YT NN(OaId)v }/tfl = —(}/t +77§dp St(}/t) + Ugdp Zt)v t= Ta o 715 (4)

NG

where the Z,’s are independently generated obeying Z, ~ N(0,1;), and {n{®™} and {o?%™} are
properly chosen coefficients. A key distinction from DDIM is that the iterative updates (4) inject
additional stochastic noise at each step.

1.2 Harnessing low-dimensional structure?

Motivated by the practical efficacy of diffusion models, the past few years have witnessed a flurry of ac-
tivity towards establishing convergence theory for both DDPM and DDIM (Lee et al., 2022; Chen et al.,
2022b, 2023a,d, 2024b; Benton et al., 2024, 2023; Li et al., 2024b,c,d; Gao and Zhu, 2024; Huang et al.,
2024a; Li and Yan, 2024b; Tang, 2023; Tang and Zhao, 2024b; Liang et al., 2024; Li and Jiao, 2024). For
a fairly general family of target distributions pgata (without assuming smoothness and log-concavity), the
state-of-the-art theory Li and Yan (2024a); Li et al. (2024c) demonstrated that for both DDPM and DDIM,
it takes at most the order of (modulo some log factor)

d
— iterations (5)
€

to yield a sample whose distribution is e-close in total variation (TV) distance to the target distribution,
provided that perfect score function estimates are available.

Nevertheless, even linear scaling in the ambient dimension d can still be prohibitively expensive for many
contemporary applications. Take the ImageNet dataset (Deng et al., 2009) for instance: each image might
contain 150,528 pixels, while its intrinsic dimension is estimated to be 43 or less (Pope et al., 2021). As



a result, applying the state-of-the-art theory (5) could suggest an iteration complexity that exceeds one
million, even though practical implementations of DDIM and DDPM often produce high-quality samples in
just a few hundred (or even a few ten) iterations. The discrepancy between theory and practice suggests
that worst-case bounds, such as (5), may be overly conservative. To reconcile this discrepancy, it is crucial to
bear in mind the intrinsic dimension of the target data distribution and explore whether and how diffusion
models can harness this potentially low-dimensional structure.

The development of diffusion model theory that can effectively account for low dimensionality is, however,
still in its early stages. For example, the ability of DDIM to adapt to low-dimensional structure was previously
out of reach in theory, despite its widespread use. The situation for DDPM is more advanced: a few recent
papers (e.g., Li and Yan (2024a); Azangulov et al. (2024); Potaptchik et al. (2024); Huang et al. (2024b))
explored its low-dimensional adaptation capability, assuming that the target data distribution is supported
on some low-dimensional structure like a manifold. These studies focused primarily on convergence in
Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence, which, as we shall explain momentarily, is known to yield loose results
when directly translated into convergence guarantees based on other metrics like the TV distance.

1.3 This paper

An overview of our contributions. In this paper, we develop a new suite of total-variation-based
convergence guarantees for the DDIM and DDPM samplers, aimed at uncovering how they leverage low-
dimensional structure to accelerate sampling. More concretely, consider a general definition of intrinsic
dimension for the target distribution pgata, such that the intrinsic dimension is k if the logarithm of the
covering number of the support of pgata is on the order of k (up to some log factor). With this type of
intrinsic dimension in mind, we prove in Theorems 1-3 that both DDPM and DDIM take no more than the
order of

k
— iterations (up to log factor) (6)
€

to generate a sample that is e-close in TV distance to the target distribution, assuming availability of perfect
score estimates. Note that we do not impose stringent assumptions like smoothness or log-concavity on pgata.
For those applications where k < d — a situation that is prevalent in many modern-day applications — our
theory underscores the striking capability of diffusion models to automatically exploit the favorable intrin-
sic structure of pgata Without explicitly modeling the low-dimensional structure or altering the algorithms.
Importantly, these results provide the first theory justifying the low-dimensional adaptation ability of the
DDIM-type samplers, and significantly improve over the state-of-the-art DDPM theory regarding total vari-
ation convergence; see Table 1 and Table 2 for detailed comparisons with prior DDIM and DDPM theory,
respectively.! These convergence guarantees are also shown to be robust vis-a-vis £2 score estimation errors.
Furthermore, we illuminate the specific coefficient choices of the DDIM/DDPM samplers, by linking them
with reverse-time differential equations with specific discretization to exploit low dimensionality. Finally, we
develop a lower bound for a single step of the discretized reverse process, which unravels the necessity and
optimality of the coefficient designs proposed originally by Ho et al. (2020); Song et al. (2020).

Notation. For any positive integer n, let [n] = {1,...,n}. For any two functions f and g, we employ the
notation f = O(g) or f < g to mean that there exists some universal constant C' > 0 such that f < Cg. The
notation f = 6(9) is defined analogously except that the logarithmic dependency is hidden. Additionally,
f2Zgmeans g < f, and f < g means f < g and g < f hold at once. For any two distributions p and ¢, we
denote by TV(p,q) (resp. KL(p || ¢)) the TV distance between p and ¢ (resp. the KL divergence from ¢ to
p). We denote by px, and py, the probability density function of X; and Y;, respectively. For any matrix A,
we denote by ||A|| (resp. ||A||r) the spectral norm (resp. Frobenius norm) of A, and tr(A) the trace of A.

For any vector-valued function f(z) , we let % represent the Jacobian matrix of f(x); for any real-valued

INote that in a large fraction of prior DDPM theory, the bound based on the TV distance is obtained by applying Pinsker’s
inequality (i.e., TV(px,,qv;) < 2KL(px; |l pyy))-



a smoothness of score matching convergence rate iteration ad:p‘iatlon
paper scores assumption in total variation complexit ro low
p P 4 dimension
Chen et al. R _ % P
(2023d) L-Lipschitz st = S poly(Ld)/\/T poly(Ld)/E X
Li et al. (2023a) no requirement St R sy, %S;‘ ~ 5;; d?/T + d%/T? d?/e +d% /e X
Huang et al. L-Lipschitz sprost L2d%)T L%d? /e X
(2024a) B
Li et al. (2024c) no requirement St & sy, %S; ~ 5;;' d/T when T > d? d/e + d? X
Li et al. (2024d) L-Lipschitz s¢ R sy, aasz' = aa;’f Ld(L +d)/T Ld(L +d)/= X
o Kk sp ~ s dsy ., Osf
ur wor no requirement 6;’ o LN k/T k/e 4
(Theorem 1) Vir( %t ) Vir (5t

Table 1: Comparison with prior DDIM theory. The convergence rates and iteration complexities provided
here assume accurate scores and ignore log factors, where the iteration complexity refers to the number of
iterations needed to yield € precision in total variation.

function g(z), we let Vg(x) represent the gradient of g(x). Also, for any random object X, we denote by
supp(X) the support of X.

2 Preliminaries

Before proceeding to our formal theory and analysis, we briefly overview some basics and the operational
mechanism of diffusion models, covering both DDIM and DDPM.

Forward process and noise schedule. As previously described in (1), the forward process progressively
injects Gaussian noise to transform the target distribution pgata into a pure noise distribution that is easy
to sample from. The Gaussian nature of the injected noise allows for a more direct relation between X, and

X; as follows: .
X =vVaXo+V1I—a W,

where we introduce the following parameters for any 1 <¢ < T"

with W, ~ N(0, I;), (7)

ap = H Q. (8)
i=1

As it turns out, the choices of the coefficients {a;} play an important role in determining the convergence
properties of diffusion models. Here and throughout, we adopt the choices used in the previous work (Li et al.,
2024c; Li and Yan, 2024a,b):

1
[311:1—@1:%,

log T log T
ﬂt+11—1—at+1—¥min{ﬂl<1+¥) 71}, 1<t<T, (9)

where ¢g,c; > 0 are some large enough numerical constants. In words, this noise variance schedule (as f;
is the variance of the noise injected at step ¢) contains two phases: it grows exponentially at the beginning,
and then stays flat after reaching the order of I‘LT, which is consistent with the state-of-the-art diffusion
model theory (e.g., Benton et al. (2024); Potaptchik et al. (2024); Huang et al. (2024b); Li and Yan (2024b);
Li et al. (2024c)).



smoothness of score matching convergence iteration adaptation
paper . rate (in total . to low
scores assumption NI complexity . N
variation) dimension
Chen et al. S ok 2 2
(2022b) L-Lipschitz St A s} L.\/d/T L*d/e X
Lee et al. (2022) no requirement st R sy \/d3/T d3/82 X
Chen et al. . ok 5 2.2
(2023a) no requirement St A s} \d?/T d=/e X
Benton et al. . ok 2
(2024) no requirement St A sy d/T d/e X
Liang et al. . st R Sy, 3/2 3/2
(2024) no requirement Vs, ~ V! d /T d /s X
Li and Yan . ~ oF 2 4.2
(2024a) no requirement EP k< /T k* /e v
Li and Yan . o
(2024b) no requirement St A s} d/T d/e X
Azangulov et al. . o 3 3,2
(2024) no requirement st R 8, VK3 /T k> /e v
Potaptchik et al. . " 2
(2024) no requirement EP M k/e k/T 4
Huang et al. . ok 2
(2024b) no requirement St A s} k/e k)T v
OTTEWoTlE no requirement st A 8} k/T k/e v
(Theorems 2-3) o i ¢

Table 2: Comparison with prior DDPM theory. The convergence rates and iteration complexities provided
here assume accurate scores and ignore log factors, where the iteration complexity refers to the number of
iterations needed to yield € accuracy in total-variation distance.

Score-based generative models. Next, we describe the precise update rules for both DDIM-type and
DDPM-type samplers.

e DDIM-type samplers. As mentioned previously, a DDIM-type sampler starts with Yy ~ A(0, I4) and
adopts the following deterministic update rule:

1 .
Vior = — (Vi + nf4™s (V7))

t=T, -, 1. 10

Here, n¢9™ is a design parameter that admits multiple alternatives, and we list a couple of choices used
in previous literature:
1—
— (original DDIM (Song et al., 2020); this work) (11a)
1 + /oit:g;t
ddim _ ) 1 —
me = To‘t (Li et al., 2023a, 2024d,c) (11b)
—1+4/o; —3
+ 2\/2% Y (Song et al., 2021) (11c)

Importantly, all of these parameter choices lead to samplers that are asymptotically consistent —
meaning that the distribution of the sampling output converges to the target data distribution as 7'
grows — under mild conditions on the target data distribution. In this paper, we concentrate on the
parameter schedule (11a) proposed in the original DDIM paper (Song et al., 2020).

e DDPM-type samplers. A DDPM-type sampler adopts the initialization Y7 ~ N(0, I4) and implements
the stochastic update rule:
1

Qi

Y, = (Ve + 075, (V) + 0™ Z),  t=T,-- 1, (12)

&‘



with independent noise Z; L N(0,1;). Here, 708%™ and 069%™ are design parameters, with several

choices listed below:

original DDPM (Ho et al., 2020);

(1—o)(ar —ay) Potaptchik et al. (2024);
e 1=a, \/ = Huang et al. (2024b); (132)
(P, 0y P = a special case of this work
(201 = V), V1 — o) (Benton et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2023a) (13b)
(1—ap, vV1— o) (Li et al., 2023a; Li and Yan, 2024b) (13c¢)

All of the above choices come with convergence theory guaranteeing asymptotic consistency. In this
work, we would like to accommodate a range of parameter schedules that subsumes as a special case
the one (13a) proposed in the original DDPM paper (Ho et al., 2020).

ODE and SDE perspectives. To shed light on the rationale and feasibility of the DDIM-type and
DDPM-type samplers, it is helpful to look at the continuous-time analogs of both forward and backward
processes and resort to the toolbox of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) and stochastic differential
equations (SDEs). We briefly review some basics in the sequel, and will illuminate deeper connections in
Section 3.4.

e Forward SDE. The forward process (7) is intimately connected with the following continuous-time
process with some specific choice of 8(t):

dX; = —B(t) X,dt + /28(t) dB,, (14)

where (B;) represents a standard Brownian motion in R?. In fact, standard SDE theory reveals that
SDE (14) admits the following characterization

e (= [ atons) xo s ¢ o (=2 [ atwas) . 15)

for some Wy ~ N(0, I;), whose marginal distribution coincides with that of Eqn. (7) if we set

t
ay = exp <—2 ﬁ(s)ds) , t=1,---,T. (16)
t—1

e Probability flow ODE or diffusion ODE. One way to reverse the forward process is through the so-called
probability flow ODE (Song et al., 2021) (also known as diffusion ODE):

aY; = (Yi + 55, (¥) BT —t)dt,  te[0,T), (17)

which enjoys matching marginal distribution Yr_; 4 X; for all 0 < ¢t < T as long as we generate
Yy ~ px,. To approximately simulate this reverse ODE in practice and obtain a tractable sampler,
a common strategy is to perform time discretization of ODE (17). Note that different discretization

schemes can result in different design coefficients 784™ as in the DDIM-type update rule (10).

e Reverse-time SDE.  An alternative way to reverse the forward process is via a properly chosen SDE.
In view of the classical results in the SDE literature (Anderson, 1982; Haussmann and Pardoux, 1986),
the following SDE,

aY; = (Y + 255, (V1)) B(T — t)dt + /2B8(T — t) dW,, t € 10,7 (18)
with (W;) a standard Brownian motion in R?, reverses the forward process (14) in the sense that

Yr_: 4 X; for all 0 <t < T as long as Yy ~ px,. Akin to the DDIM counterpart, the DDPM-type
samplers can often be viewed as time discretization of SDE (18), and different discretization schemes
correspond to different coefficient choices of (779%™, 9™ as in (12).



e Generalized reverse-time ODE/SDE.
Y, = (Y + (1 4+ &(T — 1) sh_,(Y2)) B(T — t)dt + /26(T — t)B(T —t)dW,,  t€[0,T]  (19)

for some general function £(¢) > 0 for all 0 < ¢ < T, where (W) again represents a standard Brownian
motion in R?. We shall formally demonstrate the desired distributional property of this family of
differential equations in Appendix E.1. When £(¢) = 0 (resp. £(t) = 1) for all t € [0,T7], (19) reduces
to ODE (17) (resp. SDE (18)). For a general £(¢), suitable time discretizationschemes of (19) can lead
to new samplers other than the original DDIM and DDPM.

3 Main results

In this section, we present our main results and discuss their implications. The key assumptions are intro-
duced in Section 3.1, followed by our convergence theory in Sections 3.2-3.3.

3.1 Key assumptions

To begin with, let us single out two assumptions concerning the target data distribution pgata. We denote
by Xgata € R? the support of pata, i.e., the closure of the intersection of all the sets X’ € R% such that
Pxympa (Xo € X’) = 1. In order to rigorously define the “intrinsic dimension” of pgata, we find it convenient
to introduce the following definition of covering number (Wainwright, 2019, Chapter 5), which provides a
generic way to measure the complexity of a set X.

Definition 1 (Covering number) For any set X C R, the (Euclidean) covering number at scale eg > 0,
denoted by N, (X), is defined as the smallest integer n such that there exist points x1, ..., T, obeying

Xdata C U B(z, €0),
i=1

where B(z;,€0) = {x € R | |z — ;|2 < €0} and || - ||2 denotes the 5 norm.
The covering number in turn enables a flexible characterization of the complexity of the data distribution.

Assumption 1 (Intrinsic dimension) Consider eg = T %<0 for some sufficiently large universal constant
Ceo > 0. The covering number of the support Xyata Of Pdata @S assumed to satisfy

1Og NE() (Xdata) S Ccoverk IOgT
for some constant Ceover > 0. Here and throughout, we shall refer to k as the intrinsic dimension of Pdata-

The intrinsic dimension defined above is fairly generic, facilitating studies of a number of important low-
dimensional structures. Partial examples that satisfy Assumption 1 include k-dimensional linear subspace in
R? and k-dimensional non-linear manifolds (provided that Xya¢, is polynomially bounded as in Assumption 2
below), as well as structures with doubling dimension k (Dasgupta and Freund, 2008). The interested reader
is referred to Huang et al. (2024b, Section 4.1) for a more detailed discussion.

The second assumption we would like to impose on pgata is the boundedness of its support as follows.

Assumption 2 (Bounded support) Suppose that there exists a universal constant cg > 0 such that

sup |lz]|, <R where R:=T°.
T E Xdata

Note that the size of the support Xyata is allowed to scale polynomially (with arbitrarily large degree) in the
number of iterations of the sampler, which accommodates a very wide range of practical applications like
image generation.

Next, we turn to the quality of score estimates and impose the following assumption regarding their
{5 accuracy. It is noteworthy that the score error metric egore defined below captures the mean squared
estimation error when averaged over all time steps, rather than representing the error for a single time step.



Assumption 3 ({3 score estimation error) Suppose that the estimated score functions {s;(-)}1_, obey

T
1 . *
T Zggcore,t < Egcore with Es2core,t = E[ Hst(Xt) — S5t (Xt)Hg } . (2())
t=1

The ¢5 score estimation error is commonly assumed in the state-of-the-art results on diffusion models (e.g.,
Chen et al. (2022a); Benton et al. (2024)). Additionally, this form of estimation error also aligns with prac-
tical training procedures such as score matching (e.g., Hyvérinen (2005); Vincent (2011)).

Finally, while our convergence theory for both DDIM and DDPM relies upon Assumptions 1-3, these
assumptions alone are insufficient to guarantee convergence of the DDIM-type samplers; see Li et al. (2024c,
Section 3.2) for a counterexample. Consequently, we introduce below an additional set of assumptions in
order to establish convergence theory for DDIM-type samplers.

Assumption 4 (Additional score estimation assumption for DDIM) Consider the estimated score
functions {s¢(-)}1_,. Assume that s;(-) is twice continuously differentiable for each 1 <t < T, and suppose

T 2
1 . Bst(Xt) 85*(Xt)
T ; Eﬁacobi,l,t < Eﬁacobi,l with Eﬁacobi,l,t = E|: H ox - tax . ) (218“)
1., , o dsi(Xy)  0si(X)\?
T ; EJacobi,2,t S EJacobi,Q with EJacobi,Q,t =E|tr or - o ’ (21b)

T 2

1 0s:(X 0sF (X

23 st < s with S = | [vur (2658 SLEN) 1 a1
t=1

2

In short, Assumption 4 is concerned with higher-order estimation errors of the score functions under dif-
ferent metrics, namely, the time-averaged errors w.r.t. the associated Jacobian matrix and Hessian tensor.
Intuitively, given that DDIM is deterministic without bringing in random noise to smooth the trajectory,
additional assumptions like higher-order score estimation accuracy are needed in order to mitigate the prop-
agation of estimation errors in each backward step. We shall see how these error metrics influence the final
sampling fidelity in the next subsection.

3.2 Convergence theory for DDIM

We are now positioned to present below our total-variation-based convergence theory for the DDIM sampler
in the presence of low-dimensional structure. The proof of this theorem is postponed to Appendix B.

Theorem 1 Under Assumptions 1-4, the DDIM sampler (3) with the coefficients nfdim = % yields
1+ 1t7£t
klog®T
TV(le 7pY1) 5 i + (Escore + €Jacobi,1 + €Jacobi,2 + EHess) V 10g T. (22)

T

To the best of our knowledge, this provides the first theory that unveils how the DDIM sampler adapts
to unknown low-dimensional structure of pgata; see Table 1 for a summary of prior results. Noteworthily, this
convergence theory accommodates a very broad family of target data distributions pgata, without requiring
stringent assumptions like smoothness or log-concavity. Several remarks are in order.

e [teration complexity. When accurate scores (i.e., s; = s; for all ¢) are available, the number of steps
needed for the DDIM sampler to achieve TV(px,,py,) < € scales as

6<§>. (23)

As a consequence, if the intrinsic dimension k£ < d, then the DDIM sampler automatically accelerates,
without any prior knowledge about the underlying low-dimensional structure.



e No burn-in cost. We also compare Theorem 1 with the state-of-the-art DDIM theory (Li et al., 2024c¢)
for the case with k& = d and accurate scores. Recall that Li et al. (2024c) established an O(d/T)
convergence rate, which is consistent with Theorem 1. Nevertheless, the theory therein requires a
burn-in cost T > d? 1og5 T, a condition that contrasts sharply with our theorem as we do not impose
such a burn-in requirement.

o Coefficient choices. Interestingly, the remarkable low-dimensional adaptation capability is achieved

with the coefficient nddim = %, which matches exactly the coefficient proposed for the original
+

1—aq
DDIM sampler (Song et al., 2020). As we shall elaborate on momentarily, not all the coefficient choices
in (11) are capable of adapting to low-dimensional structure.

e Second-order assumptions on score estimation. Unlike previous convergence analysis for DDIM, Theo-
rem 1 makes an assumption about the second-order approximation of s:(-) to s} (), i.e., the additional
erTor term eness in Assumption 4. This arises because, in prior studies, the score error terms in the
convergence rate of DDIM were dependent on the ambient dimension d. For instance, in Huang et al.
(2024a); Li et al. (2024c), the estimation error terms in their respective convergence rates are given by
d%L%sscore and Vdescore + de Jacobi- In comparison, in our Theorem 1, the score estimation error term
in the sampling error is nearly dimension-free (except for logarithmic dependency), meaning that this
error does not amplify when the intrinsic and ambient dimensions increase.

3.3 Convergence theory for DDPM

Turning attention to the DDPM-type samplers, we present below our total-variation-based convergence guar-
antees for the original DDPM sampler proposed by Ho et al. (2020). The proof can be found in Appendix C.

Theorem 2 Under Assumptions 1-3, the DDPM sampler (4) with the coefficients nfdpm =1—a and

dd —a)(1— ,
gddm — | [lor—ar) (o) ?‘)ﬁ 2t gchieves
—a

klog® T
TV(px,,pvi) < % + Escore v/ 10g T'. (24)
Akin to our DDIM theory, the DDPM sampler — using coefficients proposed in the original DDPM work
Ho et al. (2020) — achieves an iteration complexity no greater than

9] <§> (25)

when exact score estimates are available, without requiring any sort of smoothness or log-concavity assump-
tions. Our result improves upon the state-of-the-art general theory for DDPM (i.e., O(d/e) as established
by Li and Yan (2024b)) by a factor of d/k, uncovering a substantial speed-up when k¥ < d. It is worth
noting that low-dimensional adaptation of the DDPM sampler was first rigorized by Li and Yan (2024a),
followed by a couple of recent papers to sharpen the KIL-based convergence guarantees (Azangulov et al.,
2024; Potaptchik et al., 2024; Huang et al., 2024b). Nevertheless, directly combining Pinsker’s inequality
with these KL-based bounds falls short of delivering tight TV-based results. See Table 2 for more detailed
comparisons.

Additionally, when score estimation is imperfect, our TV-based convergence guarantees degrade grace-
fully, with the bounds scaling linearly in escore (a metric that measures the ¢5 estimation error). In stark
contrast to our DDIM theory in Theorem 1, the convergence of DDPM can be established under fewer
assumptions; for instance, there is no need of imposing assumptions on the Jacobian or Hessian of score esti-
mates as in Assumption 4. This favorable feature of DDPM arises since its stochastic update rule introduces
additional Gaussian noise in each step, which helps smooth the trajectory and eliminates the need to cope
with many boundary cases.
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As it turns out, the coefficients (13a) are not the only choice of DDPM-type samplers that enable the
desirable adaptation. Our convergence theory can be extended to accommodate a broader set of coefficients,
as summarized in the following theorem. The proof is deferred to Section C.

Theorem 3 Suppose that the coefficients 1°P™ and o?%™ satisfy
ddpm \ 2 5
(1—at)<1—£7t _) =ap—a— ({7,  t=1,...,T. (26)
—_a

Also, assume that there exists some universal constant C; > 1/2 such that

1
nfdpmSmin{Cl(l—at),§(1—at)}, t=1,---,T. (27)

o Consider the case with exact score estimation, i.e., sy = s; for allt =1,...,T. Then under Assump-
tions 1-2, the DDPM sampler (4) yields

klog®>T

TV(pX17pY1) S T

o Consider the case with imperfect score estimation. Also, assume that
(™) < Col =) (@} ™™, t=1,- T (28)

for some universal constant Cy > 0. Then under Assumptions 1-3, the DDPM sampler (4) yields

klog®T
TV(px,:pvi) S 5 + €scorer/10g T.

Let us take a moment to discuss the range of coefficients satisfying relation (26). Interestingly, this
relation between 177%™ and ¢%%™ aligns perfectly with the set of coefficients discussed in Song et al. (2020,

Section 4.1). More specifically, Song et al. (2020, Eq. (12)) singled out the update rule below:

1 . .
Y1 = \/? (Yt — V1 — el (V) + /o — @ — cusF el (Vz) + \/OétCtZt) (29)
¢

for some coefficient ¢;, where €/°%¢(V;) = —/T — a;s;(Y;) serves as an estimate of the noise injected in
the forward process. One can demonstrate its equivalence with (26). The interested reader is referred to
Appendix D for more details.

Additionally, it was conjectured in Li and Yan (2024a) that the coefficients studied therein might not be
the only optimal choice when it comes to total-variation convergence. In light of this, Theorem 3 addresses
this conjecture by showing that the coefficients analyzed therein are a special case of a wider range of feasible
coefficients.

3.4 Interpretation from the lens of differential equations

In order to help elucidate why DDIM and DDPM are adaptive to low dimensionality, we take a moment to
derive their exact correspondence to reversed differential equations. This viewpoint unearths the underlying
forces that steer their trajectories toward the low-dimensional structure of interest, despite the effects of
time discretization. For convenience of presentation, we overload the notation by setting

@ = exp (—2/t B(s)ds) , for all t € [0, T, (30)
0
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where 3(t) denotes the coefficient schedule in the forward SDE (14); as alluded to previously, this function @
coincides with {@;}7{_; defined in (8) for the discrete-time process. In addition, we recall from the Tweedie
formula (Efron, 2011) that

‘ .

wi(z) =E[Xo | Xy =2] = = (x4 (1 —ay)s;(2)), (31a)
t
and also introduce the noisy counterpart:
1
/J,t(.’IJ) = \/—a_t (LL' + (1 — at)St(JJ)) . (31b)

In the sequel, we isolate several discretized differential equations that correpond exactly with the DDIM
and DDPM samplers considered in the present paper.

e DDIM sampler. The probability flow ODE (17) can be reparametrized by u} as follows using Tweedie’s
formula (31a):

_( Qry ar—i _
v = (~ 2+ YL 0) B - o,

where the drift term exhibits a semi-linear structure. To approximately solve this ODE, one can apply
the exponential integrator scheme on the estimated semi-linear structure and select time discretization

points as t, = n for alln =0,1,--- T, leading to the discretized dynamics below:
AV, = (-2t y, ¢ VU (V) ) BT = t)dt, £ € [ta, tasr)- (32)
1—ar, 1—ar,

The DDIM sampler is intimately connected with this discretized dynamic, as asserted by the following
proposition, whose proof can be found in Appendix E.3.

Proposition 1 The discretized process (32) is solved exactly by the DDIM update rule (3) with coef-
ficient (11a) in the sense that Y, = Yr_, for alln=0,1,...,T, provided that Yo = Yr.

e (Generalized) DDPM sampler. Similarly, the DDPM-type sampler — with the coefficients chosen as
in Theorem 3 — can be exactly mapped to certain discretized differential equations. More precisely,
consider the generalized semi-linear SDE/ODE (19), which can be reparametrized via p; through
Tweedie’s formula (31a):

ay, = (—ﬂTl‘ Ny, UEET D) VaT‘tu*Ttm)) BT — )dt + v/2E(Y — DB — ) AW,
— a7r—¢ — Q¢

Adopting similar discretization scheme as in (32), we arrive at the following discretized process:

i = (‘ﬂT_tn) taroig  (LHET — 1)) VAT,

1—ar_ 1—ar_

HT—t, (f/tn)) B(T —t)dt

+V26(T —t,)B(T —t) AWy, t € [tn,tns1), (33)

where we recall that t,, = n. Interestingly, the DDPM-type samplers considered in Theorem 3 corre-
spond exactly to (33) with suitably chosen £(t), as stated below. The proof of Proposition 2 can be
found in Appendix E.2.

Proposition 2 The discretized process (33) can be solved exactly by the (generalized) DDPM update
rule (4) — with coefficients satisfying (26) — in the sense that Y, = Yr_, for alln = 0,1,...,T,
provided that Yo = Y and that the standard Gaussian vectors {Z} are chosen properly based on (Wy).
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Remark 1 In the special case with coefficients (13a), the precise connection between such a discretized
differential equation and the original DDPM sampler (Ho et al., 2020) has been discussed and utilized
in the recent work Azangulov et al. (2024); Potaptchik et al. (2024); Huang et al. (2024b).

With the equivalent description (32) (resp. (33)) of the DDIM (resp. DDPM) sampler, one can already
gain insight into how these samplers adapt to unknown low-dimensional structure. Suppose that we have
access to accurate scores, so that uf = ps. A closer inspection of (32) and (33) reveals that: the nonlinear
components of the drift terms of both processes are proportional to 7., , which is defined as the conditional
expectation of X (cf. (31a)). In other words, the most critical drift components take the form of conditional
expectation of Xy, which inherently capture the low-dimensional structure of py.ts and steer the sampling
dynamics towards this inherent structure.

3.5 Other alternatives of coefficient design?

Thus far, our main theorems (i.e., Theorems 1-3) focus attention on specific coefficient choices as in the
original DDIM and DDPM samplers. One might naturally wonder whether other coefficient choices could
also facilitate low-dimensional adaptation capabilities. As it turns out, these particular coefficients — or
those exceedingly close to them — are almost necessary to achieve adaptivity, as explained in this subsection.
For simplicity, consider the case with accurate score estimates (i.e., sy = s; for all ¢), and let us look at
the following mapping:
O (z,2) = \/%_t (x4 mesi(x) + 0v2). (34)
Clearly, both the DDIM update rule (10) and DDPM update rule (12) in the t-th iteration can be described
as Y;—1 = ®7 (Y}, Z;) for some choices of 1; and o (i.e., o3 = 0 for DDIM and o} # 0 for DDPM), where Z; is
an independent standard Gaussian vector. To evaluate how well the efficacy of DDIM-type and DDPM-type
samplers, we propose to perform a sort of one-step analysis as follows:

1) Start the sampler from X; of the forward process (1);
2) Compute one iteration Y;—1 = ®;(Y;, Z;) with an independent Gaussian vector Z; ~ N (0, Iy);
3) Evaluate the TV distance between Y; and X; and see whether it is well-controlled.

An ideal sampler that can effectively adapt to unknown low dimensionality would not incur a TV distance
blowing up with the ambient dimension d.

As it turns out, in order for the TV distance between X; and Y; to be well-controlled, the coefficients
(nt, o) must be carefully chosen, as revealed by the following lower bound. The proof of this lower bound is
provided in Appendix F.

Theorem 4 Consider any k < d/2, and take the target distribution pgata to be N (O, [ I 0 D Then for

arbitrary choices of (n,01), we have
l1-@ 2 2
ol (1— ”t_> bt —1,1}. (35)
Qr — O 1—0(15 Qr — O

In words, Theorem 4 asserts that even when initialized from a point from the true forward process, performing
one iteration of DDIM/DDPM updates might already incur a TV distance that scales polynomially in the
ambient dimension, unless the coefficients are chosen to obey

1-a; Mt 2 o}
(1 - ) + —1=~0. (36)

Oét—at 1—615

1 d
* _ > mi e
TV(@t (X1, Z4), Xy 1) = 100 mln{ )

13



e Consider the DDIM-type sampler (10), which has oy = 0. The requirement (36) then simplifies to

1—«a
ntzl—at—\/(at—at)(l—at):7)5_ )
1+ Oit:aOit

the right-hand side of which is precisely the choice (11a) of the original DDIM sampler.

e The DDPM-type sampler (12) then corresponds to the case with oy > 0. Clearly, all coefficient choices
studied in Theorem 3 satisfy this requirement, subsuming the choice (13a) of the original DDPM
sampler as a special case.

Somewhat surprisingly, while the original DDIM and DDPM update rules (Song et al., 2020; Ho et al., 2020)
were derived heuristically (namely, by maximizing some variational lower bounds on the log-likelihoods)
without any explicit consideration of the low-dimensional structure, the coefficients of the resulting algorithms
prove to be nearly essential for adaptation to low dimensionality.

4 Related work

General convergence analysis of diffusion models. A recent strand of work has been devoted to
analyzing the convergence behavior of diffusion models (Chen et al., 2022b; Lee et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2022;
Lee et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023a; Benton et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2023d; Li et al., 2023a; Pedrotti et al.,
2023; Cheng et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2024a; Liang et al., 2024; Li and Yan, 2024b; Tang and Zhao, 2024a;
Li et al., 2024d; Ren et al., 2024; Gao and Zhu, 2024; Gentiloni-Silveri and Ocello, 2025); see Tang and Zhao
(2024b) for a tutorial. Take the DDPM for instance, the work Chen et al. (2022b) established conver-
gence analysis (based on Girsanov’s theorem) without assuming log-concavity; the smoothness assumption
was further relaxed by Lee et al. (2023); Chen et al. (2023a). Regarding the use of DDPM for a general
class of non-smooth and non-log-concave distributions, Benton et al. (2024) established the best-known KL-
based convergence guarantees, whereas the state-of-the-art TV-based convergence was derived by Li and Yan
(2024b). Turning attention to the DDIM, Chen et al. (2023d) derived the first polynomial-time analy-
sis, while Chen et al. (2023¢) provided improved analysis for a variation of the probability flow ODE (by
adding an additional stochastic step). Li et al. (2023a) improved the TV-based iteration complexity of
the DDIM to O(d?/e), which was subsequently improved by Li et al. (2024c) to O(d/e + d?). Addition-
ally, higher-order samplers tailored to solving the reverse-time SDE or probability flow ODE (e.g., Lu et al.
(2022a,b)) have been proven to achieve faster convergence (Li et al., 2024a; Wu et al., 2024b; Li and Cai,
2024; Huang et al., 2024a). Randomized midpoint methods have also been leveraged to provably speed
up convergence (Shen and Lee, 2019; Gupta et al., 2024; Li and Jiao, 2024). The convergence behavior of
conditional diffusion models (or diffusion guidance) is another important topic that has been studied by sev-
eral recent work (e.g., Wu et al. (2024a); Chidambaram et al. (2024); Chen et al. (2024a); Fu et al. (2024);
Tang and Xu (2024)).

Score matching. An important stage of score-based generative modeling is score matching or score learn-
ing (Hyvéarinen, 2005, 2007; Vincent, 2011; Song and Ermon, 2019; Ho et al., 2020), which aims to learn the
score functions (typically using deep neural networks or transformers). From the statistical perspectives,
Koehler et al. (2023) characterized the asymptotic statistical efficiency of score matching, while Oko et al.
(2023); Wibisono et al. (2024); Zhang et al. (2024); Han et al. (2024); Dou et al. (2024) derived the statisti-
cal error rates and sample complexity for score matching. Another recent work Feng et al. (2024) leveraged
some idea from score matching to tackle convex M-estimation. As the score matching phase is not the
primary focus of our work, we do not delve into further details here.

Diffusion models in the presence of low-dimensional structure. Given the ubiquity of low-dimensional
structure in practice (Pope et al., 2021), a recent line of research sought to unveil the role of low dimensional-
ity in enabling more efficient data generation (Li and Yan, 2024a; Azangulov et al., 2024; Potaptchik et al.,
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2024; Huang et al., 2024b). More concretely, Li and Yan (2024a) established the first iteration complexity
upper bound for the DDPM that is adaptive to unknown low-dimensional structures, without the need of
modifying the algorithm; the iteration complexity therein is proportional to k*, with k the intrinsic dimen-
sion. This k-dependency was subsequently improved by Azangulov et al. (2024) to k* and then tightened
by Potaptchik et al. (2024); Huang et al. (2024b) to linear scaling. However, all of these past results fo-
cused on KL-based convergence, which are loose when translated to TV-based convergence theory using
Pinsker’s inequality. What is more, no prior theory studied how ODE-based samplers adapt to unknown
low-dimensional structure.

Apart from the above-mentioned convergence analysis for the sampling stage, the interplay between diffu-
sion models and low-dimensional structure has been investigated from other perspectives as well (Chen et al.,
2023b; Wang et al., 2024; Tang and Yang, 2024; Stanczuk et al., 2024; Mei and Wu, 2023; Li et al., 2023b;
Azangulov et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024f,e; Cui et al., 2025). For instance, Chen et al. (2023b) considered the
case where the target distribution lies on a linear subspace and developed sample complexity bounds for
score matching that are independent of the ambient dimension. Wang et al. (2024) assumed the target dis-
tribution to be a mixture of low-rank Gaussians and explored the equivalence between score matching in
this setting and subspace clustering. Tang and Yang (2024) studied the case when the data are supported
on low-dimensional manifolds, and provided explicit convergence rates highlighting the importance of score
estimation methods in such settings. Stanczuk et al. (2024) showed that diffusion models encode the data
manifold by approximating its normal bundle. Moreover, Li et al. (2023b) established theoretical estimates
of the generalization gap that evolves with the training dynamics of score-based diffusion models, suggesting
a polynomially small generalization error that evades the curse of dimensionality.

5 Discussion

We have made progress towards understanding how diffusion models harness (unknown) low-dimensional
structure to accelerate data generation. For the DDIM sampler (or the ODE-based sampler), we have
provided the first analysis demonstrating its ability to adapt to low-dimensional structure. Along the way,
we have managed to eliminate the need of a large burn-in requirement imposed in the state-of-the-art
work Li et al. (2024c) for the general full-dimensional case with & = d. When it comes to the DDPM
sampler (or the SDE-based sampler), we have improved the TV-based iteration complexity from O(k/c2)
(Potaptchik et al., 2024; Huang et al., 2024b) to O(k/). It is worth noting that the coefficients analyzed in
the current work align perfectly with the choices proposed originally in Ho et al. (2020); Song et al. (2020).
Through a lower bound analysis, we have offered insights into the critical role of such coefficient designs in
facilitating low-dimensional adaptation.

Before concluding this paper, we briefly point out a couple of directions worthy of future investigation.
First, careful readers would notice that the coefficients of the DDIM analyzed in Theorem 1 is a special case
of the ones satisfying (26) as isolated in Theorem 3. However, our current analysis for Theorem 3 does not
yet accommodate the case when 17; = (1 — ay)o?2, thus leaving a gap in the connection between DDIM and
DDPM samplers. Bridging this gap would offer a deeper understanding of the connection between DDPM
and DDIM and, potentially, offer a unified theoretical framework to study both types of samplers. Moreover,
Theorem 4 currently provides only a lower bound for a single step of the discretized reverse process, which
does not encompass all SDE/ODE-based samplers. It would be helpful to develop multi-step lower bounds
that apply to a wider family of diffusion-based samplers. Finally, while the present paper focuses on the
sampling stage, it does not unpack the score learning phase; in particular, it remains unclear how low-
dimensional structure affects the efficiency of score learning. Establishing an end-to-end theory that takes
into account the adaptivity of both score learning and sampling would be an avenue for future exploration.
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A Technical lemmas

In this section, we present several technical lemmas that prove useful for establishing our main theorems,
with their proofs deferred to Appendix G. For simplicity of presentation, we assume without loss of generality
that k£ > logd throughout the proof.

Before proceeding, let us introduce several notation that will be useful throughout.

o Let {I;}léiSNm be an €p-net of Xyata, with N, denote its cardinality. Let {Bi}lgigNeo be a disjoint €g-
cover for Xgata such that « € B; for each i. See, e.g., Vershynin (2018), for the definition of epsilon-net
and epsilon-cover.

e Define the following two sets:
IT={1<i<N, :P(Xoe€B;)>exp(—CiklogT)} (37)
and

G = {o.; eR?: |wll2 < 2Vd + +/CiklogT, |(z} — x}k)—rw‘ <V CiklogT ||z} — 2fl2, V1 < i,j < NEO}.

for some sufficiently large universal constant C; > 0. As it turns out, both (J,.; B; and G can be
utilized to define certain high-probability sets related to the random vector Xy ~ pgata and a standard
Gaussian random vector in R¢.
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e Let us express
X =vVarXo+V1—-aZ (38)
for some random vector Z ~ N(0, I;). By taking
Vo i=vaVhi +v1 —aZ with V; := Xo, (39)

we see that
X =Vg, (40)

for any ¢. For every a € [0,1 — 1/T1], define a typical set for each V,, as follows
To = {\/avl—l—\/l—aw:leUBi,weg}. (41)
ieT

e Next, we turn to the posterior distribution of V; given V,, which dictates the performance of DDIM
and DDPM samplers. Let us introduce the following shorthand notation:

P v, (v) = E[V1 | Vo =], 42)
Covyy v, (v) = EVIV," | Vo = 0] — sy v, (V) v v (0) T

Given that the random objects piy, v, (Va,) and Covy, vz, (Vi,) will be used frequently throughout the
proof, we shall often employ the following shorthand notation

,UJO\t = :uV1|VHt (Vat) and COVO|t = (jOVV1 ‘VEt (Vat) (43)
as long as it is clear from the context.

e In addition, we find it convenient to define

e(z) == s,(z) — si(x)  and  el(x) = 835;1’) - asgf). (44)

Now, let us proceed to present the technical lemmas. While some of these proofs can be found in
Li and Yan (2024a); Huang et al. (2024b), we provide them here for the sake of completeness.

The first lemma demonstrates that, for any o € [0,1 — 1/T], T, is a high-probability set for V,,. The
proof of this result is deferred to Appendix G.1.

Lemma 1 There exists some universal constant Cy > Ceover such that for any « € [0,1 — 1/T), we have

P(Vy ¢ To) < exp <—%klogT) .

Next, we develop a lemma that characterizes the concentration property of the point V; given the obser-
vation V; the proof can be found in Appendix G.2.

Lemma 2 Consider any v € To, and let us write v = \/avi + /1 — aw for some v{ € J;cr Bi and w € G
(cf. (41)). Suppose that vi € B,y for some i(v) € Z. Then there exists some universal constant Cy > 0
such that for any C > Cs,

c
P (ValVi -2, = VORI = a)log T | Vo = v) < exp <—%k10gT> .

Armed with the above lemma, we can readily establish, for any « € [0,1 — 1/T], upper bounds on the
moments of V4 under the posterior distribution P(- | Vi, = v), provided that v € 7,. This is stated in the
following corollary.
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Corollary 1 There exists a universal constant C3 > 0, such that for any a € [0,1 — 1/T], the following
inequalities hold for any point v € Ty:

. 1—a 1/2
E[||Vi - map, @], | Va =] < <TklogT> L 1=1,2,3,4. (45)

Moreover, we single out the lemma below that can help control the posterior covariance of interest. The
proof is postponed to Appendix G.3.

Lemma 3 Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Denote 67 = _aloar) e for any t > 2, the

(ap—ars)(1—ow) *

posterior covariance defined in (42) satisfies

~ 3
7 Ex, [ ||Cov0‘t||§} < 3{E[tr(Cov0|t)} — E[tr(Covo‘t_l)} } + 710"

We also make note of the following basic property about {a;} (see Li et al. (2024c, Section 5.1)):

11— 11— 1-— 4cqlogT
z gt < - a_t < _at < €106 for any 2 <t <T. (46)

21—at 204t_04t 1—Oét_1 T
The lemma below is a consequence of this property, whose proof can be found in Appendix G.4.

Lemma 4 There exists some universal constant Cg > 0 such that for any t > 1,

at(l — at) at+1(1 - Oét+1) < Cs 10g2 T @

(O[t —at)(l —at) (Oét+1 —at+1)(1 —at+1) - T2 1 —at'

In addition, Lemma 5 below helps control the tightness of the second-order Taylor expansion of a certain
log-determinant function. Its proof is deferred to Appendix G.5.

Lemma 5 Let A € RY*? be any positive semi-definite matriz, and A € R4*? be any square matriz. Suppose

nl|Al| € %, where 0 < n < 1. Then it holds that

log det (I + 714 +nA) > n(tr(4) + tr(A)) — 4P (JAI + |A]3)

Finally, the Tweedie formula as stated below (Efron, 2011), which establishes the intimate connection
between the score function (resp. its corresponding Jacobian matrix) and the posterior mean (resp. posterior
covariance) of Xy given X;, will be invoked multiple times. For its proof, one can refer to Robbins (1992).

Vo 1

st (w1) = 1_—at#0\t($t) T1-a Tt
. _ (47)
Osi (1) = a Covy(zt) —
8(1715 (1 — at)z ofe\Lt 1-a .
where
poje(@e) = E[Xo | Xy = 2], (48a)
Covoye(z¢) = E[Xo Xy | X = 4] —E[Xo | X¢ = 2] E[Xo | X; = 2] . (48b)

B Analysis for DDIM (proof of Theorem 1)

In this section, we establish our convergence guarantees for the DDIM sampler as stated in Theorem 1.
Throughout this section, we define the (deterministic) mapping ®.(-) as

1 . 1-a
D,(z) = N (z 4+ mese(2)) with ny = 171, (49)
+ Oit:aait
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where s;(z) is the score estimate. According to the update rule (10) and (11a) of DDIM, we know that
(since nfd™ = n;)
Yie1 = ©(Y2).

We begin by isolating the following recursion that plays an important role in our analysis: for any ¢ > 2,

TV(pXt—l 7th71) = ,lelcll?\/ {]P)Xt—l ('A) - ]P)Yt—l (A)} = ilég( {]P)Xt—l ('A) - PYt ((I)t_l(A))}

S SU.]Z)){ {]P)XFl (.A) - ]P)Xt (‘I)til(A))} + /Sllcllf)){ {]P)Xt (‘I)til(A)) - Pyt (‘I)til(A))}

S Sjp {th—l (A) - ]P)q?‘t(Xt)(A)} + TV(pXHpYr)

(50)

= TV(pXt—1 ap<1>t(Xt)) + TV(pXtvat)a

where the first identity arises from the basic property of the TV distance.
Next, we define a set &; as

1
& = {x € Xgata © Mt ||5f(3:)|| < g} . (51)

Based on the set &, we define an auxiliary map Dy Xyara — RIU {o0} as

0, otherwise.

Further, for any vector v € R? with ||v||2 = 1 and any x € &, Tweedie’s formula (47) tells us that

0D (x) 0, (x) 0st(x) Jsy(x)
TO(z) _ 7OP(z) 7 = ¢ Te)
Vg U=V =0 I+n 5 V=Y I+n e v+ e (x)v

88*(.@) 1 2 Mt atnt 1 2
Z’UT(I—F’I]tﬁ)’U—g”’L”b_’UT 1-— — I+ WCOVQH(I) U—§||U||2

1—0(15
U 1 2 3
>(1- — = =
_< T—=, 8) lvllz > 3

Here, the penultimate relation follows from the positive semidefiniteness of the covariance matrix Covo,(x);
and the last inequality holds since

i 1—oy 1— oy 4derlogT 1
—_ — < — < <-,
- 1-wm+(w—a)(1-—a) 2(w—a) T 4

a consequence of property (46). This result implies that ’%8;:5(9”) is positive definite uniformly over all z € &;.

According to the inverse mapping theorem, we know that E)t is a bijection on &;. Therefore, for any
-1 € D4(&;), we can find a unique z; € & such that ®;(x;) = x;—1, which in turn allows us to derive

~ o ! Ty T
P, (xoy (@e—1) = px, (P7 ' (24-1)) - det <M> = px, () - det (88 ) -

O0xi—1 Tt—1
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Consequently, we see that: for any ¢ > 2 and any ;1 € &)t(&),

ox
P, (x,) (@t-1) = Px, (Te-1) = px, (2¢) det (8 - ) —px, 1 (Te-1)
Tt—1

ox
= /{PXtIXo(It | x0) det <8 : > = Px, 4% (@1 | $0)}pxo(il?o)d1?o
Tt—1

Pxi_a| %o (Tt—1 | o) (axt_l) ( oy
) " det Tt,T det
/ pthXo(xt | o) 0z, PX,, X, (Tt, To) 3

Tt—1

) ) (53)
o

=T (z¢,z0)

0
= /{1 — T (e, 20)} x,.x, (Tt, x0) det <8 Tt ) dzg.
Tt—1

The next step is then to analyze T (z¢, o).

Controlling 7 (z;,x0): Given how X;_; and X, are generated, we observe that

d
1 2 *llzt—lfx/at—ﬂrﬂ@}
T (w4, ) =2 x0T [30) 4o (axt‘l) - (1_5‘*1) eXp{ ) det (axt‘l)

Px,|xo (Tt | Zo) Oxy g Oy

2 —l|lze—varx 2
(—1fm) *exp {7” 2(1\7/;)0“2}

B _ 5 _ ) (54)
(L= \E (O e = V@aoll, |1 — Va1l
= — et exp — - - ’
1— [e T} al't 2(1 — at) 2(1 — at_l)
::ﬂ(mt,mo) ::B(Ztyxf))
leaving us with two terms to control.
Let us first study the term 77 (2, ), towards which we see that
d d
71(:1715’ :170) _ 1 __at 2 dot 8(xt + T]tSt(CCt))/\/Oé_t _ 1-— a_t 2 dot 8((1715 + ﬁtSt(CCt))
1— [e T} 8:10,5 Qr — O 8xt
d
1—a; \? 0 0 0
= det | 1 —s7
(258 ) et (1 s o)+ (msa(on) = sl )
d
(a) 1-— Et 2 Et 1 55
= (at _at> det <I—|— Nt {m(}ovm(:ct) 1 —a } =+ ntEt :ct)) ( )

1—a U 11— T—a
= det 1-— I C
’ (V o — @y ( 1 —m) TV e T Vo) ¥ g e ()
(b) 1— oy Etnt 1-— ay J
= det | I+ 4/ C .
¢ < * oy — O (1 — at)Q OVOIt(It) + oy — 77t5t (xt)

Here, (a) arises from Tweedie’s formula (47), whereas

) follows since

o
Vorw (- is) = e m e e e e e o

ay — O 1—Oét

Next, we turn attention to the term T5(xy, xo), which satisfies

tog Ta(an, a0 — JZ = VEolly _ e mesu(e))/ v — @il

2(1 —ay) 2(1 —ay_1)
2 2 (57)
B ||l — \/@tﬂCoH2 B |z + mese(2) — \/516200“2
- 2(1 —Et) 2(0[,5 —Et) ’
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Let us first look at the term @y + nse(z:) — v/@xo. It follows from Tweedie’s formula (47) that

a *
Tt + 1 tgt poj¢(T¢) — Vaizo + nt(st(xt) — 5 (xt))
- &t

1- 1-

(21 — Vaizo) + fgi (Hoje(xe) — wo) +me(se(we) — 57 (w¢))

(z1 — Vaumo) +

)

_ <1 S ) (20 — Vo) + Va_tgi poe() = 2 -+ 1 (selar) — 57 21)
)
)

Qa
I/__mt (1oje () — mo) + mes(zy).

Qi

Substitution into (57) yields

Hilft—\/a_thOH2 1 n 2 — 2
g Ta(or,z0) = 1 Yo = o (1o ) o - v

# (1 725) iy V) (0 b)) — s o — o)

1 — Q¢ Qg —at)(l —at) 2((115 —at)(l —a

T n? 2
(1oje(ze)—m0) €5 (w4) + m——= [le3°(z0)]]5 -

2 (12 ) (o = Vamolan) o) + T
(59)

ap — Q¢ 1—515 ap — Q¢

We now control each term of the above display. It follows from (56) that

1 1 L R L a—m
2(1—@,5) 2(0@—6,5) 1—6,5 o 2(1—@15) 2(0&15—615) 1—615 o

thus implying that

bl 1y

2
— 2 _
20—a) 2w —a) 1—@)”“_¢amm_0

Further, invoke Tweedie’s formula (47) once again to reach

Y (12 ) o = V(o) ) = = 2R ) e ),

ap — Q¢ 1—@,5 ap — Q¢

Additionally, consider the following component of log Ta(x¢, xg):

(1 o ) ( Vain: (ze — Vazzo) " (zo — pope(a))

1-— at ay — at)(l — at)

ayn? )
- 2(ay — a:)(tl —w)? (B Mo\t(ﬂﬁt)H2 +

(e () = 20) i),

Taking the expectation of the above expression under the conditional distribution px,|x,, we find that

_ (1 e ) ( Qe tr(Covoye(2¢)) — QL1 tr(Covo¢(z4))

1 —at (6% —at)(l —at) 2(0[,5 —at)(l —at)Q

— — Nt et r(Covge(xt)).
= (1w it o)

Defining

QM — an? 2
§(xy, w0) = <1 L > ( vam (z¢ — \/Oé_txo)T(Io - /Lo\t(xt))— ! +)? HIO - ﬂou(xt)Hg

_1—@5 Oét—at)(l—at) 2(0@—@0(1—@
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+a,ﬁat (1oje (1) — o) " €5 () + <1 S 2(1 = at)) (e — g:)?l - at)tr(COVO\t(xt))v

one can easily verify that

/ @0 20, (@0 | ©1) = 0, Yy € i
Zo

Thus, based on Eqn. (58), we can further simplify log 72 (z, zg) as follows:

log%(xt; 5170) = §($t,$0) — (at — aa:)/rétl — at) (1 — ﬁ) tr (COVolt(It))
el —ay —n) sc 772 sc
+ %st (@) (w1) — g i

(59)

= &(zs.10) — Qe —7’% T OV (Tt
~ Sl = 5 (1- gy = (Comonteo)

Oét—at)(l—at 1—at

4/ O s ) T ) — i [EAEA][F
ap—a, T T gy —ay) T

where the last equality holds since

1—at—77t_\/(1—@)(04,5—5,5)_\/1—@

ay — O Qar — o ap— o

Now, to streamline the presentation, define

T—a, am [T—a i 2
w = logdet | C — T |
(2¢) == logde ( Voo AT ovoje(t) + po—— mey (@) >y —70) lle3 (o)l

1—oy

ot (1 s ) (Covnlan) + 2 s ) e )

Then for any z; € Xyata, it holds that
/ (1 - 65(1“%)) €W(wt)pxo\xt (wo | @¢)dao < —GW(M)/ §(e, 20)P x| x, (w0 | 2¢)dzo = 0. (60)
ZTo o

where the inequality results from the elementary inequality 1 — e®* < —x for all z € R. Putting (53), (54),
(55) and (58) together reveals that: for any A C Xyaa N &,

Pg,x,)(A) = Px, ., (A) Z/A {p&?t(xt)(fﬂt—l) — DX (wt—l)} dzy

0
:/ {1 =T (z¢,20)} px, x, (@1, T0) det ((9 Tt ) drodzs_1
-AXXdata

Tt—1
z/~ {1 =T (z,20)} Px,,x0 (%1, x0)dzodm,
B, (A) X Xata
:/~ {1 — ebl@nmo) . ew(zt)}pxt,xo (w4, o)daoday
B (A) X Xata

(2/ {(1 - ef(m“z")) W) 4 (1 - GW(“)) } Px,,xo (24, To)dzodws
©; " (A) X Xeira

(b)
< / {1 — eW(zt)}pxt (z)dzy < / ~W(x¢)px, (v¢)dat,
€D (A) €D (A)

where (a) follows from simple telescoping, (b) invokes (60), and the last inequality follows from the elementary
inequality 1 — e* < —ux.
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B.1 Controlling the function —W(x;)

For z; € &, applying Lemma 5 reveals that

1-a; oy 1-a; |
—logd I
opdet ( * ap —ay (1 —ay)? Covop(z) + O — Oy ey (@)
dain? A(L —@)ng J(
T (o — @) (1 —@)? HCOVO“ o HF o — 0y H HF

1—a;y oum - J
— tr (C - t
A/ o m A w) r (Covoe(24)) o r(ei(zy)),

provided that 4/ O}t__%t Nt Hag (xt)H < 1. Combining this with the definition of W (z;) results in

o Qi _ Mt r ov T ni% Sl 2
~Wie) = (at—at)(l—at) <1 2(1—at))t (Covoulen)) + 55—y ¥ (@l

l-@ T _sc 11— Qe 1—@,5 J
po—— sy (z0) €5 (1) — log det (I+ Vom0 —m)? Covoye(a:)+ o (@)

dain A(L —a)n? )1 U s |2
= (om0 @) o, Il 5y Il

* |:(04t —;it)?ztl —ay) (1 a 2(177—t@t)> -V ;tiogt (16—%1)2} tr (Covor(@0))
— 4/ 01_70[_7% (Sf(ft)Tffic(iﬂt) +tr (&7 () )

HCOVOIt Tt ||F

(62)
Recalling the choice of the coefficient n; = (1 — o) /(1 + ,/—_t) we have
Qe (1 . Nt > ] 1—a; o
(Oét — at)(l — at) 2(1 — at) ap — O (1 — at)2
_ Qe <1 B Nt o — at)
(at —at)(l —at) 2(1 —at) Qg —at
_ QN (1 I n UG ) _ an?
(O[t —at)(l —at) 1 —at it —at 2(1—&,5) 2(0[,5 —at)(l —at)Q,
where the penultimate equality holds due to Eqn. (56). Substituting this result into (62) yields
da?n? 4(1 —ay)n? 2 n? 9
-W < t It C 7t J Y S P
(‘Tt) — (at —at)(l — H OV0|t Tt HF ar —a H‘gt(xt)HF + 2(0415 _ at) Hgt (xt)HQ
at?? 1- ay * sc
T at)(tl - at)2tr (Covoye(zt)) — o (s5(ze) Tes (@) + tr (e4(24)))
=A(e5 (24),61 () (63)
dain; AL =) |y, 2 n >
C sC
(-l —a H OVOIt Tt HF o —a Hgt(xt HF + 2oy — @) lle3 (xt)”z
CYt??t 1-a; J
tr (C — A )
e —a)(l —ar)? r (Covope()) o — e A (e (2e), €7 (20))

B.2 Controlling the term related to score estimation errors

In this subsection, we would like to control the term A( (), sg(:vt)) related to the score estimation error.
Specifically, we aim to prove the following lemma.
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Lemma 6 For any set A C X, we have

2
/thA _A(Eic(xt), Eg (iUt))PXt (xt)dxt < ﬁ {Escore,t + €Jacobi,1,t + EJacobi,2,t T EHess,t} .

Proof of Lemma 6. To begin with, consider the inner product term s} (z;) "&5(x;). For any set A,

* 1 — T
/ —5 (fct)TEic(CUt)PXt (z)dzy = / — (CCt - Vatﬂo\t(xt)) & (z)px, (ve)dwy
€A tEA -

x

1
iA (20 — Varz0) F (@ )px (0D x, (@0 | @)dzidzs

X Xdata 1 - Qg

(64)

1
:/ (¢ — \/a_txo)Taic(It)pquo (¢ | 0)px, (z0)dzdzo

0,0t EXgmax A 1 —
1 -
S/ — (¢ — Vo) " (z)
Xdata X 2{data -
For any given point zg € Xyata, applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality gives

1
/ (z1 — Vo) T3 (1)
Xdata
1
2

1—oy
< (/Xdata (1 —1@t (z¢ — \/@_t$o)T€§c($t)>2pxt|Xo (2t | wo)dﬂct) (65)

1
2

Pxy| X0 (xt | xO)pXO (l'o)dlCthJQ.

Px,|x, (Tt | 20)day

= </Xdata ﬁ <€ic($t)€§c(xt)T’ (s = Vaizo) (@ — \/a_txO)T>pXt|X0 (¢ | fﬂo)dxt)

Note that for given xg, one has X; | Xo = 29 ~ N(\/@txo, (1- at)—ll). As a result,

= 2
Vhppstor ) =9 | (5 ) o (-l )
— 1 2 Tt — \/Qrx th _ /—atonz
B (M) Va {_1—7@0 exp <_W

(o fe%ﬁ%qm—ﬁmM—ﬁmﬁ L)
= T t —

1—@) 1 — @) -

[SI%

. (J,'t — \/atxo)(xt — \/at:vo)T 1 7
= PX¢|Xo (It | IO) (1 — at)g - 1_ ay .
From this, we can derive
Ty — Vw0 ) (s — VArxo) " 1
( : t(l )_(att)Q t ) pXt\Xo(fL't | «TO) = vithdXo(xt | QCO) +pxt\xo(:ct | .’L‘o)l — atf.
Substituting this into (65) yields
1
/ — (2 — Vauwo) | €5 (x) Px,x0 (Te | 20)day
2{data - Oét
1 3
< (/X <5§c($t)5§c($t)Ta V2. 0x,1%0 (%4 | 20) + mpxt\xo (z+ | $0)I> diCt)
data . s
< ([ (e Vi (o w0y o)+ ([ @0l o z0)de)
B 2{data o ' ’ 1 - at Xdata 2 ' ’

(66)
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where the last inequality follows since va + b < v/a + Vb, Va,b > 0. With regards to the first term of the
above bound, note that

d d
82
(ef(@)es (@) T, Vipx, xo (@ | 0)) = D> [eF° 7 (20 B, X Xo (@ | o),

=1 j=1

where [v]; represents the i-coordinate of the vector v. We can start by analyzing each (4, j) component. In
fact, for any 1 < i,j5 < d, we have

Lq

sc sc 82 (a) a sc sc 8
/de [e3° (2e)]ile} (fct)]jmpmxo(ﬂﬁt | wo)day :_/de ([e3°(@e)]ilez" (z4)];) B, PXe1Xo (2t | zo)day

® ? «
= v 010z, ([e3°(@e)]iler (z)]5) Px, 1 x0 (@t | T0)da,
data ? J

(67)
where (a) applies the integration by parts formula with respect to xz;, and (b) applies integration by parts
with respect to z;. Denoting by [A];; the (4, j)-th element of the matrix A, we have

2 2 2
g (et = (5o el ) (el + el (52 )
el + RNl @l

Substitution into (67) yields

62
/de (ef et ()", 7" o (e | 0)) dou = ;le Xdata (z4)]ilef (ze)]; prtlxo (w4 | xo)day
d
gg o axm] 5 ()]s [5(@0)]5) P, xo (@ | w0)dae
- - C SC . scC ) 82 sc )
3 /X {( 5250 m)]z) )]s + ), (—axi s @tm)}pxt& (o1 | 2
d
- ZZ pe {le2(za)lisled @)l + e @)]islei (20)]s } pxax (@0 | o) da,

(68)
We now proceed to investigate each term in the above expression. For any two indices ¢ and j, we observe

that ,
<5w?5:vj ler ()] ) [e7" ()]s = <5%J (e ()] ii) [5%(24)];-

Consequently, we have

ii /X {( (990?(;0] [£3° (1) )i ) [e3° ()] + [ ()i < &C‘?;x][ <(20)]; )} P, x0 (0 | 20)day
d

= 22/ 8% (Z[ﬁf(wt)]u) [e3° (@)l x0 (e | @o)dae

i=1

— / 2 <Vtr(£f(xt)),sic(xt)>pxt‘xo (x4 | o)da
Xdata
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Next, for terms of the form [e} (z)];5[e](24)];: and [e7 (z¢)]i:[e7 (z¢)] 5, simple calculations yield

63 () )ijled(@))ji = (ed@e),ed(@)) = ||ed@n)|n

M=
M=

s
Il
-
<.
Il
-

M=
M-

[ (e)]iiled (24)] 5 = <Z[€§(!Et)]ii> > el @)y = tr(e}(21))”.

i=1 j=1

=1 j=1

Substituting these results into (68), we obtain
| e Vs o | ) o
Xata
- / {209t (s1(0))  e55(a)) + (tr(ed @) + [led @Iy} pxoixo (| 20)da
Xdata
J 2 sc 2 J 2 J 2
< [ {Ivenl; + ol + (selw)® + el pxax, (o | 20)da.
data

Combining the above inequality with (64) and (66), we can obtain

2

1

* T _sc sc 2

—si(xe) e (xe)px, (ve)day < — / (/ i () |l5 Px,1x, (Xt | o dxt> px, (20)dxg
/ztG.A ¢ ( ) t ( ) ( ) i-a, X, X, H 7 ( )”2 \ 0( | ) ol )

2

+/ (/ (5 ()5 (we) T, V2px, x (2 | $0)>d$t) Px, (w0)dzo
0 € Xdata Xdata

< (1 n ﬁ) ( / el @t)dxt)% + ( / [l <xt>dxt)

2

1

(L letwolesean) + ([ e wods

Sﬁsscore,t + € Jacobi,1,t + € Jacobi,2,t + EHess,t-
- Gt

Thus, we arrive at

[ A ede = [ {=sile) e (@)  twlel@)} px, (o)d
€A

i EA

2 J
S ———Cscore,t + € Jacobi,1,t + € Jacobi,2,t + EHess,t + |tr(5t (xt)) | Px, (It)dxt
1 - Oét Xdata
2
< T—= (Escore,t + €Jacobi,1,t + €Jacobi,2,t T EHess,t) .
- Gt

B.3 Controlling the TV distance between X; ; and ®;(X;)

In Appendices B.1 and B.2, we have developed bounds for all terms in —W (x;). In this subsection, we
combine these results and substitute them into (61), in order to establish a bound on the TV distance
between X;_; and ®;(X;). Recall the definition of the set & (51) and the function ®; (52). Then for any
set A C Xyata, we can partition the points in Xyt based on whether they belong to the set & and obtain

Pq)t(Xt)(A) - ]P)Xt—l(A) S ]P)((I)t(Xt) S A; Xt S gt) - P(Xt—l S ./4) + ]P)(Xt ¢ 51&)
@ p (@(xg €A B,(X,) € cpt(gt)) —Px, (A) +P(X; ¢ &)
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< P@t(xt) (A N (I)t(gt)) — ]P)an1 (.A N q)t(gt)) + P(Xt ¢ 5,5)

(b)
S / (1 — eW(“)) Px, ((Et)dl't + P(Xt ¢ 51&)
€D, (A)NE;

Here, (a) follows since ®; = ®; on &, and (b) holds by combining (61) and the following fact:
O AND®U(E)) = 7L A) NS Lo @y (&) = B HA) NE = DA NE,.

Next, let us look at the two terms on the right-hand side of the above inequality.

In what follows, we would like to make use of inequality (63), which provides a bound for —W (x;).
Before applying this result, we look at the key coefficients in the inequality. According to Lemma 3, we
define o7 = _ @) o the DDIM coefficient choice (11a), it holds that n; = —1=%_— <1 — oy.

(ag—a)(1—ay) " 14/ 3
=,

Taking these results collectively, we arrive at

a;n? < o — Oy ( a (1 —ay) >2 o — Oy
— —\3 = —_ — — - — Ut7

(at — at)(l — at) 1-— Qi (Oét — Oét)(l — Oét) 1-— Qg
amn; m o a(l-o)  Gim

(at—at)(l—at)2 - 1—6,5 (Oét—at)(l—at) o 1—@15'
Substitution into (63) allows one to control the term fmt6<1>;1(A)ﬁ€t(_W(It))pXt (x¢)da; as follows:

Qp — 6t~4

527715 2
-W day < — R 4 (C _ C d
~/<I>t1(A)r‘1€t (x)px, (z)dz, < [btl(A)mEt {2(1 —@) Y( OVo\t(UCt)) + 1—a, Oy H OVOt(‘Tt)HF}pXt(‘Tt) Lt

41 —a)n? || 2 n; 2
A . r SC d
N [ptl(A NE: { oy — Hat(xt)HF + 2(ay — @) let*(@)llz f px. (1) d

1—-o
: nt/ A(e5 (1), 61 (w4) ) px, (1)
o7 (ANE,

ap — Qg

Qp — QO y

o2y ,
: /Xdata {ﬁtr (COVO‘t(xt)) + 1 -y Tt HCOVQH(It)HF}pXt (fﬂt)dxt

4(1 _at)n? J 2 771% sc 2
S\ T T e d
w [ R el + gy el | )

1-«
+

fm$m/—M§@MWMMMM%
Ot — Ot ACXywa J A

In view of Lemma 6, we know that for any measurable set A C Xyata,

1—oy

po—— — A5 (1), 1 (1)) px, () day

27715
S ﬁ {Escore,t + € Jacobi,1,t + € Jacobi,2,t + EHess,t} .
t — &t

Thus, we can further deduce that

/ —W (@¢)px, (z:)day < ﬂEx [tr(Covoy)] + = — Gtz [||Covoe|[2 ]
o7 (A)NE, ' “2(1l—m) 1—a, % F
4(1 — at)n? 2 77152 2 70
+ oy — ay EJacobi,l,t + 2(0415 _ at) Escore)t ( )

20,
+ m {Escore,t + €Jacobi,1,t + €Jacobi,2,t + EHess,t}'
t — g
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Regarding the second term P(X; ¢ &), apply Markov’s inequality to obtain

_ _ _ (71)
11—y 2 1—-a; 2 1—ay
< 64— LB, [[|2X0||°] < 64—, [[lAX0 7] = 647 =2 i
Putting (70) and (71) together yields
TV(px,_1sPa,(x,) = U {Px, 1 (A) = Pa,(x,)(A) }
data
~2 — — 2 2
(o) 2 Q — Oy 2 4(1 —a@)n; 2 Us 2
= 2(1 — at)EXt [tr(COVO”)} + 11— Oy EXt [ HCOV0|tHF ] + ay — oy € Jacobi,1,t + 2(at — at)‘gscore,if
2 11—«
+ \/% {Escore,t + € Jacobi,1,t + € Jacobi,2,t + EHess,t} + 16Oét — att n?aﬁacobi,l,t (72)
~2 — — 2 2
Ot Qp — Qg .y 2 20(1 —a)n; o YD 2
i e o, [[Covopl] + 20T
> 2(1 _at) Xt [ I‘( 0V0|t)} + 1—a, Oy lEX, || OVO\tHF + a — @ EJacobl,l,t+2(at —515) score,t
27715
+ ————=— 1Escore,t T EJacobi,1,t T EJacobi,2,t T EHess .
m { ,t Jacobi,1,t Jacobi,2,t H ,t}
Lemma 3 tells us that
(673 —at,v 2 3(0[,5 —at),v 1
=, ok [HCOV0|,5HF] < 1_7@0? {E[tr(Covy,x,)] —E[tr(Covxyx, )]} + T10" (73)
Taking (50), (72) and (73) collectively, we can demonstrate that
TV(pXt—1 5th—1) < TV(pXt—1 ap<1>t(Xt)) + TV(pXtvat)
52(7’]15 + 30ét — 3515) 3(Oét — @t)N 1
S TV(pXHth) =+ t 1 at ]E [tr (COV()'t)} — 71 — at O’?E [tl" (COVO‘tfl)} =+ ﬁ
= St,l (74)
2n; 20(1 —@y)n? n?
+ ﬂ {Escore,t+5Jacobi,1,t+5Jacobi,2,t+5Hess,t} +Tatt5?acobi71,t + mgim,t .

=S¢ 2

Here, we divide the residual terms generated by recursion into two parts, S;; and S;2. The term S;;

represents the discretization error, while S; 5 is associated with the score estimation error.
T
Let us first cope with the accumulated discretization error ) Sy 1. Simple algebraic transformation yields
t=1

T T-1 , ~3 =2 = V=2
Zst,l _ Z < Ot 4 3(ay Oét)O't _ 31 Oét+1)0t+1> E [tr (COVO‘t)]
t=1

—~\1-a 1—a 1— @i

a2 (nr + ar —ar) 1
T Tl _aTT T E[tr (COVO‘T)] + =

+ ik

Applying Lemma 4 and the basic property (46), we can show that

1—a 1—a 1— T1-a

TP +3(at — )07 3(aepr — Qr1)Ti  Opme +3 <1 1= at> 523 <1 1= at+1> ~2
l-a, ) !
3(1—ar)ap 31 —ay)a7 | 3(1— ouq1)o7y ~2 o
_ 3(52 —
1—a; 1—a s i1 +3(07 = 1)
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<3 1— a1 2 @fﬂ Cs logQT [ 206 log T a;
- 1—at+1 T2 1—Oét - T2 1—0&,5

Equipped with this, the accumulated discretization error can be further bounded as follows:

T 2T-1 _ _
Zst,lg (M) Z N at_ E [tr (Covo‘t)] + 2Cs log T aT_ E [tr (COVO|T)] 4 1

1—a

T — T 1—ar T9
t=1 t=1 (75)
(a) 2CslogT\? 2C3Csklog®T 1 klog®T 1 klog® T
< C3kT10gT( T + T +ﬁ§09 T +ﬁ§010 T

where (a) applies the moment inequality (45) with [ = 2.

. . . T . _
Next, we turn to the cumulative estimation error Y., | Sto. Given that —Lt— < I < oo <
t=1 s Vo —ay 1—o; 1—a
8¢y logT
T

, we can derive
T T
S, ., — 2n
§ t,2 = § S {Escore,t+5Jacobi,1,t+5Jacobi,2,t+5Hess,t}
—2 5 V&t — Qg

Y BT Y
ay — 0 Jacobl 1,t at score t

T
< % {Z Escore,t T Z € Jacobi,1,t T Z € Jacobi,2,t T Z EHess,tf}
t=2
oy Crolog™T Cho 1og T {Z e conite + Z Eicore t} (76)

T T T T

(@) 8¢y logT ) ) ) )

< /—T E Escore,t + § :EJacobi,l,t + E :EJacobi,2,t + § :EHess,t
t=2 t=2 t=2 t=2

B s Clo 1Og r {Z EJacobl 1,t + Z Escore t}

(b) Ciolog®T
< 8c1 (Escore + €Jacobi,1 + €Jacobi,2 + EHess) log T + % ( score T EJaCObI )

<Cn (Escore ~+ €Jacobi,1 + EJacobi,2 + EHess) logT,

where (a) results from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (b) follows from Assumption 4, and the last inequality
holds provided that %(Escore + €Jacobi,1) < 1.
Applying inequality (74) recursively from 1 to T, and combining (75) and (76), we reach

T T
TV(pxy:pvi) < TV(Pxpspyr) + ZS“ + Zst,z

< Cho T +Ch (Escore + €Jacobi,1 + EJacobi,2 + EHess) IOgT + TV(pXTapYT)

1
70
where the last inequality arises from Li and Yan (2024a, Lemma 10). The proof is thus complete.

+ Cll (Escore + € Jacobi,1 + € Jacobi,2 + EHess) 1OgT +

C Analysis for DDPM (proof of Theorem 3)

Given that Theorem 2 is a special case of Theorem 3, we shall focus on proving Theorem 3 in this section.
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Define the extended d-dimensional Euclidean space R? U {co} by adding the point oo to R?. From now
on, the random vectors can take value in R U {oc}, namely, they can be constructed in the following way:

P X', with probability 6,
~ ] 0o, with probability 1 — 6,

where # € [0,1] and X’ is a random vector in R? in the usual sense. If X’ has a density px/, then the
generalized density of X is
px(x) = Opx:(2)1{z € R} + (1 — )6,

where d, indicates the Dirac measure at co.

C.1 Introducing auxiliary sequences

Let us define two auxiliary sequences that play a pivotal role in our theoretical analysis. First, define an
auxiliary reverse process Y based on Y;* as follows:

— : Px, (Ys )
y; , with prob. p77; ) A1,

Yo | Yo~ Vi | Y, Yil{Y, =u}=
oo, otherwise.

Here, a A b :=min{a,b}. One can derive the following property of the auxiliary sequence {Y;}5:
pr, ) = [ b 0|50 = () A oy o) (77)

To control the estimation error, we introduce another auxiliary reverse process Y; based on Y;:

yt_a with prob, L(y;) A 17

Vo YVin Y |V VMY =u) = pe, W)
00, otherwise.
We can use induction to show that
Py, (I) > p?t (.I), Vx € Xdata (78)

holds for all ¢ = 1,---,T. In fact, we can check that py, = ps, . Suppose (78) holds for ¢ + 1, then

py,(2) = /Rd Py, v, (x| ;[;/)p?; (2')da’ = (M A 1) Py~ (x) < Py~ (x)

p?; ()
- / p?til?t+1 (CL' | x/)p?t+l (xl)dx/ = / Pyi|viqq (CL' | ‘Tl)pywl (:L'/)dxl =Dy, (‘T)
R4 Rd
In order to facilitate discussion, we define the following set

A = {3: :px, () zwf(:zr)}.

It can be easily verified that
TV(px,,pyvy) = /A (px. () = py; (2))da.
Note that, for density py— (24-1), we have
1

T
py,  (Ti-1) = /
X

Py v, (@1 [ 2)py, (2)dzy = / pyy vy (@1 | @)y, () da
T Xdata

ata
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=/ Py vy (@1 |$t)pxt($t)dwt+/ pyy vy (@1 | 2)(py, (20) — px, (20))de.
Xdata Xy

Further, by plugging the above equation into the expression of the TV distance between px, and py;, we
can derive the following recursive relationship for all ¢ > 2:

(@)
TV(pxt,l,p?H)=/ (pxo_ (@e1)—py, , (xi-1))dzey = /A (Px, 1 (@e-1) =Py (w1-1))dwi
t—1

t—1

:/ X,y (Te-1) —/ Pyy | |yy (ze—1 | w)px, (2)dws—1day
A1 Ar—1X Xdata

=Ri—1
+/ pyy v (e | @) (px, (2) — py, (20))day 1 day
-Atfl ><‘)C‘data
(b)
< Ri1+ Py vy (-1 | x1) (px, (x4) — Py, (2¢))day—1da
A1 X As

(c)
=Ri-1 +/ P}/;;1|Yt* (»At71|117t)(pxt (z¢) — Py, (xt))dilft < Ri1+ TV(pXt7p?t)'
Ay

Here, (a) follows since py;, = = py-  on Ai_1, (b) holds due to the fact that py- |y (vi—1 | 2¢)(px, (21) —
t— t—1 t— t

pys(w¢)) <0 on Af, and (c) is valid since Py+ |y« (A1 | 7¢) < 1 for all 7; € Xyara. Denote px, , (z1-1) —

Jx Py vy (-1 | 2e)px, (zr)dzy as Ry—1(24-1), then we can see that

Ri—1 = Ri—1(we—1)dai—1.
A1

In the ensuing subsections, we would like to bound R;—1(z;—1) for x;—1 € A;—1, which can then be invoked
to bound R;_1.

C.2 Analysis of R;_i(x4_1)

Recall that Y;* | = \/% (Yt* +mesy(Y7) + UtWt). For the vector z;, denote

ug = Ty + Sy (Te)-

Note that for t > 2,

1
pXt—lIXO(It71 | 20) = (m)
Ve - wHi)

1 \?
Py vy (@1 [ we) = (W) exp 202
t t

which means both px, ,|x, and py~ |y are density functions of conditional Gaussians. In light of this,

d - 2
2 —
exp <_|It1 \/Oét1170|2> :

2(1 — at_l)

we can find another conditional Gaussian distribution py,|x,(u¢|7o) such that the following convolutional
formula holds

Px, 1 |Xo (Tt—1 | o) = / Py v (Ti—1 | ue)pu, x, (ue | wo)due,  Vai—1 € As1, 0 € Xdara-  (80)

Tt

Further, we can derive

Ri—1(zi-1) = px, , (Te-1) —/ Py vy (@1 | e)px,|x, (e | 2o)p(w0)dzoda

Z0,Tt
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Pu | xo\Ut | Zo

DX X0 W p(xo)dxodxt

dx
det <d_u,i) p(xo)dzodus

= px;l(xtfl) —/ b o (w1 | Ut)pU,\Xo (ut | wo)=
o It

(ue

(
Pxi|xo (Ut | Zo
Vvl

=Px: (xt—l) —/ Y (xt 1 | Ut)pU X (Ut | Zo
ot To xt -l 1 %o Pu | xo\Ut | Zo

= (/ Px, 1 |Xo(Ti—1 | o)p(w0)dao —/ Py vy (@1 | ue)pu,|x, (e | iCo)P(fﬂo)divodut)
ZTo Z0,Tt

Px,|x0 (Ut | Zo) dxy
— —— ~det | — | -1 dxzoduy.
/IOM Py vy (iCt 1 |Ut)pUt|Xg(Ut | xo)(pwxo(ut | zo) € dug P(fco) Todut

According to (80), the value in parentheses at the end of the above equation is 0. In addition, combining
the definition of u; leads to

Px, Ut | T dx
—/ v vy (@1 | ue)pu, x, (ue | $0)(Lt|og et <—t) - 1>P($o)d$0dut
io@t

Pu:|xo (ut | Zo

dz U, U | T du
= —/ Py vy (Te—1 | Ut)pquo (ut | o) det <—t) (1 - M det < t>> p(xo)dzoduy
Z0,Tt

duy Px,|x0 (Ut | o) dxy

DU, |x,o(Ut | T du
-/ mwwm1mmm&wmeﬂﬁ@Lﬂ@(—Q—Qmmmm%
T, Tt

Px,|x0 (ut | o) dxy
Let

Gl | )= LRI g (1),

P, x, (Ut | o) dx;

then we can derive the following equation via the above analysis
Ri—1(w-1) = / Py vy (@1 [ u)px, xo (ue | 20) (G (e, 20) — 1)p(ao)dzoda:. (81)
Z0,Tt

Next, we have two steps to accomplish. The first one is to determine the specific form of the surrogate
distribution py,|x,(ut | xo), while the second one is to control the magnitude of G(x¢,z9) — 1. These are
detailed in the subsequent subsections.

C.3 Determining the surrogate distribution

Suppose that py,| x, (u|zo) satisfies Uy ~ N'(A\swo,571). It is easily seen that the distribution of the proba-
bilistic density function [, py vy (2e—1]ue)Pu, |x, (welzo)duy is

thNN()‘t M»

,—at X0, Oét

while under the choice of py,|x, we have

Px, 1 |Xo (Tt—1 | o) = / Py vy (Te—1 | ue)pu, | x, (we | wo)duy, Vi1 € Ai—1, o € Xata-
Tt

This implies that N ( \)‘ﬁ'x

of o2 leads to

2, =2
05 %) is the same as N (y/@;—170, 1 — @;—1). Combining this with the choice

)\t:\/at-\/@_l :\/at; Ef:at(l—at_l)—af.

Hence, the surrogate distribution of density py,x, is N (\/atxo, oy — o — af).
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C.4 Bounding the residual G(z;, ) — 1

Since both py,|x, and px,|x, are Gaussian distributions, we can derive that

o2) " Vol
g(xt,x()):det(d<~’ct+msz‘<xt»>. (@2) P exp { - el
(

— 2
dzt 1—@)—d/2 exp{ _ Hzt;(lV_a_atf)oH }

d(w +mesi (@) (1—a@)"? e = Vamolly  Jlus - i zoll5
:det< dz ) 7 eXp{ 2(1—ay) 200

Ot
=:G1(z¢,%0)

(82)

=: G (x¢,20)
From Tweedie’s formula (42), we can further simplify G; (x4, o) as follows:

9 1—ay)%?
G1(z¢, o) = det <I+77t si (e ) ) (1 —@)

—d
O¢

(a) Qg 1 (1 —a,)"?
= det <I+77t {mCOVOt(CCt) — 1—= I}) E e —

— 0

e QM (1— at)d/2
= det <<1 -1 —at) I+ = at)chVOt(xt)) -
<1

+ ( 5 )(_1 “a — m)COVou(zt)) =: det (I+at77t(1)COVo|t(:17t)) )

Here, n,gl) = m Eqn. (a) follows from the expression of %xt) listed above, whereas (b) holds

by combining det(AA) = A% det(A) and the relationship (26).
We then move on to Ga(x¢,x). Towards this end, we make the observation that

ogs(onamy I VT = ol = v} = Vo + msi o)

2(1 — @) 252 21— 257
1 152 * 2
= (m 252> [|lze— \/_CCOHQ—E— (we—vawo) " s} (we)— 77 |87 (@) I3
(@ U = T/ = _ _ — _ 2
= 7@2(1 at)(xt \/Oé—tiﬂo) (\/a_tMO\t(xt) iCt) 726%(1 )2 H\/a_tumt(:vt) UCtH2

1 1 = 2
+ (g vl

1 m 2
- (st ) vl + (s - s ) IVAoton) =
+ 2777t— (Vaiao — \/a—tﬂon(iﬂt)) (Vo (i) — x4),

Et (1 — at)
(84)
where (a) follows since s} (x:) = 1,—@#%(%) - %mxt. Further, in view of (26), one has
p— 2 p—
1 1 #-(1-a) (1—0%)(1—11”@) -1 -@)
2(1—a) 257 200 —-@)o? 2(1 — @52

2(1 — @) %02 a

_ 20 =@ —nf _ Nt n;
(1—a)z: 2(1—a)%5: )"

37



Denote (1_2’1)52 = th) 57 as nt . Substituting these equations into (84) yields
L)0¢

08 Ga(e1,20) =1 |1V o) = I o=} L e (i) (V1))

Oét - Oét)

= ((x¢,z0) — / log Ga (¢, T0)px,|x, (To | 2¢)dze = (4, :vo)—amt@)tr (Covoye(zt)) -

° (85)
Here, ((x, zo) satisfies fmo C(we, 20)pxy|x, (o | 2¢)dzo = 0, Vs € Xgata. Now, to streamline the presentation
of the proof, we define

Z(zy) = log det (I —|—at77t(1)Covo‘t(xt)> — Etnt(z)tr (COV0|t(It)) .

It is readily seen that, for any z; € X,

/ (64(1“10) — 1) eZ(“)pXO‘Xt (wo | x¢)dxo > 62(“)/ C(@e, 20)px, | x, (T0 | 2¢)dzo = 0. (86)
o xo
We now proceed to the analysis of R(x¢—1). With (81) in mind, we can obtain
Ri—1 = Rt—l(ﬂﬁt—l)dﬂﬁt—l—/ Py v (Te—1lue)px,, xo (21, 20) (G (¢, o) — 1) dwodardas—1
A1 Ar1 XX,

= / L Py (zt—1lue)px,,xo (21, 20) {G1 (21, ¥0)Ga (24, 70) — 1} dwodardas—q
At 1><X

data

w / Py v (Te—1]ue)px,, xo (Tt, To) {64(1“’1°)+Z(1‘) - 1} dzodaides—
At 1><X

data

< [ By (A 1|ut>pxt<xt>{ / <e<<ft*zo>—1>ez<ft>pmXt<xo|xt>dxo+\ezm>—1\}dxt
(b)

Tt xo
< / Px, (It) {/ (ec(mmio)_1)6Z(It)pX0‘Xt (5170 | It) Z(It)_l’}dxt
Tt o

:/ PX0 o (2, 0)et =T EE) Ay — / px, (w)e? ™ dz, + / px, (z1)
Tt,T0 Tt Tt

eZ(@e) _ 1’ dzy.

87
Note that e¢(®or0)+2(@) — Gz, 20) = % det (dZ:) As a result, o
/ DX, Xo (xt,xo)eC(m“onz(mt)dxtdxo = / P, |xo (wt]|z0)p(20)dusday = 1.
ZTt,XTo ZTt,To
Substituting this into (87) gives
Ri1 <1 —/ pXt(xt)eZ(zt)dxt —|—/ px, () eZ@e) _ 1’ dzy
o o (88)

= 2/ px, () (1 — ez(mt))erﬂ?t < 2Ex, (—Z(Xt>)+

Tt

where the last inequality holds by combining 1—e® < —z and the fact that the function ()4 is non-decreasing.

C.5 Controlling the discretization error

From equation (88), we know R;—1 < Ex, [(— Z(Xt))+]. By setting the square matrix A in Lemma 5 to 0,
we can show that for any positive semi-definite matrix A € R4x9,

log det (I + A) > tr(A) — ||A]7. (89)
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Equipped with this result, we can derive the following inequality:
Ex, [(—Z(Xt))+] =Ex, [(am;tr (COV0|t) — logdet(I + atn,gl)COVOt))J

2y, [ (57— i) e (Cov) 4200 [Comol2) ] O
= (i) E [ix (Covop)] +77 (nf") B [||Covor ]
Here, (a) holds by combining (89) and the fact that the function (-); is non-decreasing. Then we begin

to deal with the coeflicient o (nf) — 77,51)
relationship (26) results in

2
@, (m(2) B 77)9)) - (( o n; N )

l—a)o? 2(1—a)%? (1 —a)(1—a—mn)

) and @’ (n,gl))2. Combining the definition of 17,51), 77§2) and the

= = 2m¢ n;

[ .1—515—7715—5?_ [l .1_04‘5_77’5_(1_0"5)(1_17—77&4_@)

“l-o Ti(l-wm-—m) 11—

_ Qe .ﬁt—ﬁf/(l—at) < 8an?
1—at (1—6t—nt)Ef - (1—@15)37

(1—a —n)o}

where the last inequality holds by utilizing n, < 2(1—a;) and o7 = (1—a) (1 —

nt 2 — 1\2
) = (1w (1-3)' =
4(1 — @;). Applying the same conclusion and arguments, we can also derive the following inequality:
=2,2 4—2 2 402 1— 2 _
6?(77151))2 = = 2atnt— 2 = = C;tnt =.)2 = = (2 at)— 2 = 4C%5},
(L= )2 —ar—n)? — (1—a)* (o — ) ~ (1 —@)*(ar — )

where 52 = % According to Lemma 3, one has
t (ar—ay)(1—on)

=~ ~ 3
5, E [HCOVopHﬂ < 367 {E [tr(Covx,|x,)] — E [tr(Covipx, )] } + 75
Back to (90), now we have

E 20x)) | < S0 g 072 [E [tx(C E [tr(C ¢ (o1
x |(=2(%0), | £ TR [(Covo)] + €5} {B [ir(Covx,)] — B [ir(Covxix, )]} + g (91)

where C represents a new universal constant in the above inequality. Taking (79), (88) and (91) together
results in

TV(px, .0y, ) < Ri—1+ TV(px,,py,) < TV(px,,py,) + Ex, [(—Z(X:))+]

= 2
. an . C
S TV(pXt,pyt)—l— (OU?‘Fﬁ) E [tI‘ (COVQH)} — OO’?E [tI‘ (COV0|t_1)] +ﬁ
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Applying the above result from 1 to T recursively, we arrive at

T—1
8> I
TV(px,.py,) < TV(pxspve) + 3 (—” L@ - aEH)) E [tr (Covoy)]

— (1 —ay)3
8a:n? C
~2 1)
+ (OO’t + ﬁ) E [tr (COVO|T)] 4 ﬁ
(@) ClogT 271 O
=TV E [tr (C
>~ (pXT7p?T)+ ( T > ; 1_ @ [ I’( OVO\t)] (92)
ClogT ar 1
P T ir (Covr)] + 75
¢ ClogT\> Cs5Cklog’T C
< TV(pXTvp?T) + CskT log T ( T > 4 - + 7
! 2 klog’T  C klog®T
ST C7Cs T TS Cs e

Here, (a) applies Lemma 4 and the basic property (46), (b) makes use of the moment inequality (45) with
I = 2, whereas the penultimate inequality results from Li and Yan (2024a, Lemma 10).
C.6 Controlling the term related to score estimation errors

In this subsection, we bound the TV distance between py, and py . Observe that

TV(pYNp?1) = /]Rd (p71 (.I) — Py (I)) 1{])71 (.I) > Py, (x)}dx + P(Yl — OO)
@ / (p?l () = pg, (w)) 1{py, (z) > py, (v)}dz + P(Y1 = o) (93)
Rd

®) )
< TV(py,,pp,) + TV(px,,py,) < /KLy, [ Pp) +C

—~

klog®T

T )
where (a) holds due to (78), (b) follows since P(Y( = oo) < TV(Xo,Y)), and (c) invokes Pinsker’s inequality
and (92). Regarding the KL divergence term, it follows from the data processing inequality that

KL(py, || py,) <KL (p?h?;,...yT,?; | p?l,?;,...,?T,?;)

T

(@)

= KL(p?; H p?;) + ZEthp?t |:KL (pyr’:l‘?t:mt H pzil‘?t:zt)}
t=2

+
[M]=

Ethp?; |:KL (th,l\ngmt H p?til‘?t*:wt)}

~+

=
MH 8

~
||
N

T
©) Z
Ewt’”p?t [KL (pvt:ﬂ?t:m H p?t:ﬂ?t:wt)} - Ewtwp?t [KL (th’il\Yt*:xt H pYFl'Yt:xt)} '
t=2

Here, (a) follows from the chain rule of KL divergence, (b) holds since the conditional distributions of ¥

given SA/[ =z and Y given Y, = x are identical, and (c) arises from the construction of the two sequences
Y, |V and 7,7, | V.

Recall that Y* | | Y* = 2; and Y | Y; = 2 are two Gaussian distributions with different means but
the same covariance. More precisely,

. . Ty + nes; (x Ty + nese(x
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with 7, o2 satisfying n? < C(1 — a4)o?. Further, the KL divergence between two Gaussian measures can
be computed in closed form, i.e.,

+ sy +
KL (v v () e ) ) = K (a0 (22000 g ) e (2520 2, ) )

2

77/04 77/04 C(l—O&) sc sc

= oz Isel@) = si@lly = o7 ek (el = =5 lei(en)llz < € - a0) e (@)l
t

Therefore, we can calculate that

KL(p?1 H pf/l) < EItNPVt |:KL (th*,1|Yt*:1t || th—l\Yt:iEt):|

M= 11

@ T
< D2 C0 =~ @By, [l @] < D2 C0 — a)Bamp, [l @] (90
pt t=2
c1ClogT a
1
< 7 Zafcore’t < e1C(log T)£§core’
t=2

where (a) follows from (77). Combine (92), (93) and (94) to reach

TV(pX17PY1) < TV(pXUp?l) + TV(p?prl)

klog®T klog®>T
<C T +C T +4/KL(py, pr,l)
klog® T klog®T
<2C f—, + v Clﬁfcore logT =C f—, + v/ c1C log Tegeore,

thereby concluding the proof of Theorem 3.

D Equivalence between relation (26) and Song et al. (2020, Eq. (12))

Recall that e'°¢(Y;) = —/T — ays¢(Y;). Substituting this expression into (29) (i.e., Song et al. (2020,
Eq. (12))) results in:

1
Jar

Vi1 = (Y} + (1 —a)s:(Yz) — \/(1 — ) (o — o — aus?) 5 (Ve) + \/CY_tCtZt)-

By taking

n?dpm =(1-a) - \/(1 —o) (o —a — Oét§t2) and Ugdpm = VSt

we can derive

(1—a) (1 — ngdpm )2 =(1-m) (1 B (1—a) - \/(1 _at)(Oét — oy — (gfdpm)2)>2

at—at—(depm)Q ddpm) 2
:(l—at) — :at_at_(atp)a

1-— (673
1-— Qg
which is precisely the relation in (26).
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E Proofs about reverse-time differential equations

E.1 Generalized reverse-time differential equations

We formally state the time-reversal property of the generalized reverse-time differential equation introduced
in Section 2.

Proposition 3 Suppose the generalized reverse-time differential equation

AY; = (Ve + (1 +&(T = 1)) s7_,(Y2)) BT — t)dt + \/26(T — t)3(T — t)dW;,  t€[0,T]  (95)

has a unique strong solution, where (W) represents a standard Brownian motion in R?. Then under the
boundary condition Yy 4 X, it satisfies Yp_y 4 X¢ forall0<t<T.

Proof of Proposition 3. Recall that the continuous-time forward process is given by

dX, = —B)X,dt + /2B(t) dB,,

with (B;) a standard Brownian motion in R%. Denote by px(x,t) the probability density of X; at point
r w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure in R?. 1In the following proof, we use V (resp. V-) to be the gradient
(resp. divergence) operator taken w.r.t. the first argument (i.e., ) of the function, and denote by A the
corresponding Laplace operator. The Fokker-Planck equation then tells us that

Spx(,0) = V- (B0px (2,6) + 3 A(2B(0px(r,)
= B(t)V - (zpx(x,1)) + B(H)A(px (2, 1)). (96)

Similarly, denoting by py (z,t) the probability density of Y; at point = w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure in RY,
then we can apply the Fokker-Planck equation once again to obtain

i (@.0) = =T (o4 (L4 6T = 0)370)) BT ~ oy (2.0)) + FARET ~ DT = Opy.0)

= —(z+ (L+&T = 0)s7_,(@), BT = )Vpy(a,1))
—tr(Ia+ (14 &(T — 1)) Vsi_,(2)) BT — t)py (z,t) + &(T — t)B(T — ) A(py (2,1)). (97)

Recall that our goal is to show that X; and Y7_; have the same marginal distributions, i.e., px(x,t) =
py(z,T —t), or equivalently, px(z,T —t) = py(z,t). Since the generalized differential equation (95) is
assumed to have a unique strong solution, the induced Fokker-Planck equation has a unique strong solution.

From the assumption Yy 4 X7, we know that px(x,T) = py(x,0), and hence it suffices to show that
px(x, T —1t) is a solution of the partial differential equation (PDE) (97). It is readily seen from PDE (96)
that

%px(x,T —t)=—-B(T —t)V - (xpx(a:, T— t)) - B(T — t)A(pX(x,T — t)) (98)

Replacing py (x,t) with px(x,T —t) on the right-hand side of PDE (97), one can derive
— {24+ (L4 €T = )31 @), AT = ¥px (@7 — 1)) — ()BT — px (@, T — 1)
= (14T - 1))B(T = )A(log(px (v, T = 1)) px (2, T — t) + &(T = )B(T — ) A(px (2, T — t))

— BT t><x+ (1+&T - f))%avpx(%T - t>> — BT — tpx (e, T — 1)
[Vx (2,7 — 1)1}

+ (14T = 0))B(T 1) + (= (14 €T =0) + €T = )BT ~ HA(px (2. T ~ 1))

px(x, T —t)
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= —B(T —t){x,Vpx (2, T —t)) —dB(T — t)px (z, T — t) — B(T — t)A(px (z, T — t))
= —B(T—t)V' (pr(‘rvT_t)) _B(T_t)A(pX(va_t))

%px(a: T —1t), (99)

where we invoke PDE (98) in the last line. Eqn. (99) reveals that px(x,T — t) is a strong solution of
PDE (97), which is equivalent to px(x, T —t) = py (x,t).

E.2 Proof of Proposition 2

We prove this result by explicitly solving SDE (33) when ¢ € [tn,tnt1). To begin with, we make the
observation that: under the time transformation

t — t’—/otﬂ(s)ds, (100)

SDE (33) can be rewritten as

~ T—t AT _t1 =~ 1 a ’
dYy = <_5( - Wtarvg +5(1 L) Vor—v, . (7,) >dt’+\/7_t/th,
—ar—y —ar—y

for t € [t],,t;, 1), where t;, and ¢, are the images of ¢, and t,,1 under the transformation (100). Note

no

that this transformed SDE has the same form as SDE (33) when 3(t) = 1 for t € [t],,t],, ;). Thus, without
loss of generality, it suffices to assume §(t) = 1 for all ¢ € [0, T] and solve SDE (33). Under this assumption,

we can simplify

t
@ = exp (—2/ B(s)ds) =e 2, (101)
0
Recall that SDE (33) with £(T" —¢,,) = & > 0 and B(t) = 1 can be written as
- 1 e -
4y, = ( Ctarag  (L+8)var tuTtn(Ytn)> dt + /2€ dW;. (102)
1—ar, 1—ar,

To solve SDE (102), we find it convenient to introduce the following function

—&§(T—t)

f(t) = (1 — 872(T7t))% .

It follows from It0’s formula that

a(rw7) = ( (70~ 52110 Bt YT g, (3) )dt+ VEF(D) W,

1—ar_, 1—ar_

_ % PO, (Va, )t + /28 (1) AW

Integrating both sides of the above display from ¢, to t,,+1, we obtain

~ ~ tnt1 v tnt1
Fltwi Voo = ST, = [ S e, Figae+ [ VB

n 1 —ar—t

From It6’s isometry property of the Brownian motion, we can write, for each 0 <n < T — 1,

1/2

RN th—< /t:"ﬂzs(f(t)fdt) Z,
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for some Gaussian vector Z, ~ N(0, 1), where {Zn}nzo)m)’f_l are statistically independent. Consequently,

- - tnt1 ~ - tnt1 /2
Fltnes Wi = 1%, + [ Y gt () + ( / 2§(f(t))2dt) 7.
= A, =: By

Taking this together with the definition (31b) of u;, we can express the update rule induced by SDE (102)
as

v f(tn) + An/\/ AT —t, 1- ar_t An e Bn >
Y, = Y, + ——= L st—t, (Yz,) + L. 103
F) T VA T T R 1o
To simplify the notation, we define
_ —(T—ty)
Y =€ .
The terms A,, and B,, can be explicitly calculated as follows:
tn+1 1 =
A, = / L_Cyﬁef(t)dt
tn 1—ar_;
tnt1 e~ (1+E)(T—1)
= 1 dt
/tn (1+¢) (1= 2wy B0
_ _ tnt1 £+1
_ e~ (1+E(T—1) _ v - AE+ (104)
1 1 Y
(1—e20-0) O] -2 )F (1-92)F
where we have applied (101). Through similar calculation, we can reach
tnt1 9
B, = / 26(f(t))7dt
t’Vl
tnt1 672§(T7t)
= 2 dt
/tn 5(1 )
_2g(T— bnt1 2¢
26(T—t) 26
S S 'S S (105)

(I—92,)8 Q=2

(1- 672(T7t))§

n

Substituting (104) and (105) into (103) and comparing the coefficients with the DDPM update rule (4), we
obtain

— 2
o, = L) ANV < n > = ¢ 2int1~in), (106)
f(tns1) Y41
which coincides with our choice of @y, i.e.,
atn — e—2(tn+1—tn) — ai’nﬁrl .
O,
Additionally, we can easily verify that
+1
P B e B S A B
o Yo flas) e fla) \(1—n2 )0 (1-A2)2 )
1/2 2 1/2
of P = \Ja, - v - Tn . g _
" T fltar) e fltar) \ Q=78 1 =92)8
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We are now ready to show that the relation (26)

77ddpm 2 9
(1—-a,) (1 1 t"a ) =0, — 0, — (U?:pm)
- t’Vl

is satisfied by this solution for all n. Towards this end, calculate the left-hand side above as:

ddpm \ 2 E+1 E+1 2
1 S
(1—-a,) <1 N 77%7_) =(1- 7721) 1- ) Tuil ire T Tt
1-ay, Yot fltnr) \(1-92,)7  (1-92)7F

ﬁ 2

_ (1 _72) (,.Yngl . (1 _7121-1-1) 2 )
- n 1 1+¢€
%fzj;l (1—)7=

%21(£+1) (1_72+1)1+5
DI

2(6+1
_ —2 = (1-92) Ta _%(E : .(1_%2#1)5
= 1
Yo A\ viffl) (1 =12)¢
_ 2
= 0, — O, — (O’?:pm) .

n

Thus, setting ¢, =T —n for n =0,1,...,T exactly recovers the relation (26).

E.3 Proof of Proposition 1

Proposition 1 can be regarded as a corollary of Proposition 2 in the following sense: if we set £(T'—t,,) = 0 for
alln =0,1,...,T—1, then SDE (33) degenerates to ODE (32). In addition, the whole proof of Proposition 2
in Appendix E.2 works for £(T —t,,) = 0. Thus, the proof of Proposition 1 can be directly completed by
repeating the proof arguments in Appendix E.2.

F Proof of the lower bound in Theorem 4

Let Xo ~ N (O, [ L D, then it follows from (7) that

0
Xt == \/a_th + Vv 1-— at Wt ~ N 0, Ik — . (107)
(1 — Olt)Idfk
It is then easily seen that
si(x) =— I 7117: L x
¢ (1 —a)lq—« ==l |
As a result, the mapping ®; admits a closed-form expression as follows

1 1
(w +mesy () + atz) = —(Ayx +0v2)

Qy Ve

Dy (z,2) =

where

A = [ (1 —ne) Ik

e *

(1= 725 ) Lar ] '

These properties taken together further imply that
1 I of
O ( Xy, Zy) ~ 0, —A _ A —1
t( ty t) N<aat 77t|: (1_at)Id—k:| 77t+at d | >
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or equivalently,

(1*77t)21
@:(Xt,zt)~N<o, [ ar K

iy (108)
1, (1- |

(623

2
Nt
17@) Loy,

Armed with the above basic properties, we can proceed to derive the advertised lower bound. Towards
this end, we resort to the following result concerning the TV distance between two multivariate Gaussians
with the same mean, whose proof can be found in Devroye et al. (2018).

Lemma 7 (TV distance between Gaussians with the same mean) Consider any u € R?, and any
positive semidefinite matrices X1, Yo € R4¥%. Then it holds that

1 TV %), N, %)) _ 3
100~ min {1, Hzllzz—lu} =3

Recall from (107) that

X, ~J\/<O, [ I 1 — @) D

With this and (108) in mind, we take

Iy,

5 = Sy =

(1—@—1) gk } ’

which satisfy

= 77;)r JF‘Tt I

iy, = _ 2 o2
' (ﬁ (1_117tat) +0¢t Oct)Id k

Invoke Lemma 7 to arrive at the following lower bound:

TV(X;_1, ®F(Xy)) >

mln{l 7122—IHF}

100

2
1 1— )2 + o2 2 1-a ? 2

S D TN 1Y (Sl 2 /A R R RS S (| A |
100 Qi Qr — O 1—0(15 Qr — O

2
1 d{1-a 2 2
> —min 1, 4| = O[_t 1- nt_ + Ut_ -1 )
100 2 Qr — Ot 1—at Qr — O

where the last line follows from our assumption that d > 2k. This concludes the proof.

G Auxiliary lemmas and related proofs

G.1 Proof of Lemma 1
Recall that V,, = v/aVi ++/1 — aW, where Vi ~ pgata and W ~ N(0, I4). From this, we can derive that

]P’(Va%’fa)—P(\/aV1+\/1—aW¢7;)§P<{V1¢UBZ}U{W@ég})

i€l
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< Y PWVieB)+PW ¢0).
Ne,

JEININT
According to the definition (37) of Z, we know that, for any j ¢ Z,
P(Vi € B;) < exp{—Ciklog T},

with C7; > 0 a universal constant. Taking this with Assumption 1 yields

> P(Vi€B)) < Neexp{—CiklogT}
JE[NGN\T

< exp {Cco\,e,klogT — ClklogT} < exp {—%ClklogT} ,

where the last inequality holds as long as C7 > 16Cover-
In addition, we can establish an upper bound on P(W ¢ G) using the definition of G as follows:

P(W ¢ G) <P (HW”2 > 2vd + \/OlklogT)
—HP’(ngi,jgNEOs.t. ’x —:C W‘> CiklogT

i), (09)

leaving us with two terms to control.

e Using the concentration property of x? random variables (e.g., Laurent and Massart (2000, Lemma
1)), we find that the first term on the right-hand side of (109) satisfies

P (HWH2 > 2vd + \/ClklogT) < exp {—%klogT} .

e When it comes to the second term on the right-hand side of (109), we observe that: for every pair of

one has (& x*)H W ~ N(0,1). Thus, it follows from the concentration property of

fixed points =} B

19 J)

standard Gaussians that

* ok T
]P(| T — T W‘ > \/ClklogTH:r —xJH ) <MW > \/OlklogT> < exp{—%klogT}.
i ill2

Combining this with the union-bound and Assumption 1, we can obtain

]P)(Ellgi,jSNéos.t. ’x —a: W‘>\/ClklogT‘ JH)
< > P(l@ =) W] > VOklogT ||e; —zill,) < Y- exp{—%klogT}

1<i,j<Ne, 1<i,j<Ne,

< N2 exp {—leogT} < exp { Ceover — C1/2) klogT} < exp {—%C’lklogT} ,
where the last inequality holds provided that C7 > 16Ccoer. Consequently, it holds that

P(W ¢ G) <exp {—%klogT} + exp {—gOlklogT} < 2exp {—%OlklogT} .

To finish up, we make the observation that

P(Va ¢ Ta) < Y. P(Vi€B)+P(W ¢G)

JE[Ne\Z

3 1
< 3exp {—gClklogT} < exp {—ZOlklogT} .
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G.2 Proof of Lemma 2
Define the set

Eac(v) = {vl

Invoke the Bayes rule to obtain

Va[or = |l = /ORI = a)logT}

Jeo o P )PV v (v [ v1)dvr o PXo (01)Py,v; (v | v1)dor

Pla,c(v) | Vo =v) =

pro (51)pVa‘V1 (v|v1)doy - fmeBi(u) DX, (El)pvalvl (v | o)doy
fga’c(v) PXo (Ul )pVQWI (v | vi)dvy 1 SUPgoeeq o (v) PValVi (v]w)
. P(Bi(v)hnfmelgi(”) pvapvi (v 1) = P(Biw)) nf, s, Pvajvi (v[o1)
1 o )
< exp(Ciklog T) sup exp{i [ v —Vat |, —||lv — Vav }}
v1€€a,c(v),01EB;(v) 2(1 - «) H H2 H H2

(110)
Here, the last inequality follows from the property P(B;,) > exp (—C1klog T), which is a direct consequence
of the assumption v € 7,,.
Further, consider any (vi,v1) with v1 € £4,c(v) and v1 € Bj,y. Without loss of generality, suppose
v1 € B;. Using the expression v = y/avi + v/1 — aw, we can show that

lo = Va5 = [l — vaw
= —a|lv] — v1||2+2\/ (1—-a){vy —v1,w) + a|v] — 51||§

(a)

< -« (fo(x) - x;‘HQ - 260) +2v/a(l — a) (v; —1,w) + 4aed

(b)

< 40(60H$ — 2|, — aHxZ(v I;Hi +2va(l - a) {<:v;“ Tirpy, W) + 2 (Vd++/CiklogT 60}

Here, (a) follows from the property of the €p-net, while (b) combines the definition of the ey-net with the
norm bound for w € G. Moreover, since w € G, it is clearly seen that

<x;7—:v (v) W w) < /CiklogT

i [l
/klog T
In addition, with the choice of ¢ satisfying ¢y < %min{l, £/ klngT} < %, the following

property holds:
4y/a(1 — a)(Vd + /Ciklog T)ey < 5(1 — a)klogT.

With the preceding bounds in place, we can readily obtain

lo = Va3 = llo = Vawl; < ~allzi, - 3],
+ (2\/Cla(1 —a)klogT + 4a60) |5 — xf(v)H2

(1—-a)klogT

(@)

*|2+4(1 - a)klog T

< —%Hx;f(v) — zo||2 + 4(1 — a)klog T

—g 1—a)klogT +4(1 — a)klogT < —g 1—a)klogT.
4 5

Here, both (a) and the last inequality follow since v; € &€, c(v) and C > C,. Taking the above bound
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collectively with (110) yields

1 12 2
P(En,c(v) | Vo = v) < exp(CiklogT sup exp{i v —+av |, - |[v — Van }
(€ncl®) [ Vo =) Sop(CiklogT) s o {37 [ I5-1 o
< exp(CiklogT) -e —g#(l—a)klo T)<e —gklo T
< exp(CiklogT) -exp { — 5 57— gT ) <exp —55hlog

as claimed.

G.3 Proof of Lemma 3

To simplify notation of this proof, we shall often employ the following shorthand notation (cf. (42))
COVVI‘VOL = COVVI‘VOL(VQ) and COVXO\Xt = COVX0|Xt(Xt) (111)

whenever it is clear from the context. )
To bound the term Ex, [ HCOVX0| XtHFL we resort to the following result, originally developed in the
stochastic localization literature (Eldan, 2020) (see also Benton et al. (2024, Lemma 1)).

Lemma 8 Let \; .= /1 —e~2t, then for all t > 0,
A3 d 2
TLEEUt [Covy, v, (Ur)] = Eg, {(COVU0|Ut(Ut)) } :
where Uy == e ' Xo + V1 — e 2tZ with Xo ~ paata and Z ~ N(0,1;). Here, we let Covy, v, (u) = E[U; Ul |
Uy =u) —E[U, | Uy = u]E[Uy | Uy = u]T, and denote by A, the derivative of A, with respect to t.
Now, let us introduce the bijection a(t) := e~2! that maps t € [0,00) to a € (0, 1]. Define

1

1
Vo = VaXy +V1—aZ, Vo = V1 —aq, and  t(a) = 5 log —. (112)
@
Then it can be readily seen that
Va = Ut(a) and Vo = )\t(a)' (113)
Straightforward calculations allow one to rewrite the result in Lemma 8 as
2 dh 2 e 2
dEy, [Covyy,] = o— —t Ev,, [Covdyy, | dt(a) = =2y, |Covdyyy, | da
Aty At Li—i(ay ° Ve *
1o (114)
(1-a)” 2 1 2
= = g B [Covtw] da = g Bu. [Coviyy, ] da.
Integrating the above equation over the interval [a;1,@;), we obtain
ot 1 9
 Taz Ey, [COVVIWQ] do = Ev;, | [COVvl\vatH} — Evs, [Covyy v, |
Qi1
= EXt+1 I:COVXU‘Xt+J — ]EXt [COVXU|Xt] . (115)
Next, we proceed to control the relative magnitude between Covy, |y, (with a € [@y1,%]) and Covy, Ve

To achieve this, we resort to the following SDE to describe the random process {Covy, |y, }, whose proof can
be found in Eldan (2022, Section 4.2.1):

~Covy,y, da+ MPdB =

1
ClCOVV1 ‘Va = — m
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Here, (B;) denotes the standard Brownian motion in R? and
MY =E[(Vi —EVA[Va))® | Va] - (116)

For a vector-valued stochastic process (M;), we denote its quadratic variation process by (M). Apply Itd’s
formula to obtain

d (tI’ (COV%/1 \Va) ) = 2 <COVV1|VQ 5 dCOVV1\Va> + d [tl" (<COVV1‘VQ >)]
2

N 3
=2 (Cony MPUB 2, ) ~ 7 o

<COVV1|VQ , COV%/1|VQ> da + ./\/1((13)7 j\/lg3)>da.

1
T—ap!

Taking expectation then yields

d [tr (E [Cov%,l‘va})} = —ﬁﬂi KCOVVIWQ,COV%,IWQH do + ﬁﬂl [<M&3),M§f)>} da. (117)

We now analyze IEKCOVVIWQ, Cov%,l‘vaﬂ. Towards this, use the symmetry of Covy, |y, to derive that

E {<COVV1‘VOL, Cov%,llva >} =E {tr (Cov%,l‘va)} <E [HCOVVAVQH : HCOVVI\VQHH
<E |:tl“(COVV1|VQ) . HCOVV1|VQ HH

= E [tl‘(COVvﬂva)]].{Va S 7:1} . HCOVVl\Va Hi} +E [tl‘(COVVI‘VQ)]].{Va ¢ 7:1} . HCOVVl\Va Hi}

11—«

< (C5 (klogT)E {HCOVVlIVaHH +E [tr(CovV1|Va)]l{Va ¢ Tot- ||COVV1IVaH§} .

«

Here, the last inequality follows from the definition of 7, in (41) and Corollary 1. Regarding the last term
of the above inequality, combining Assumption 2 and Lemma 1 results in

2 c 1
E {tr(CovVl‘Va)]l{Va ¢ 7:1} . HCOVV}\VQ HF:| S 8T6 RP(VQ ¢ 7:1) S ﬁ
As a consequence, we arrive at
9 11—« 2 1
E [<COVV1‘VQ,COVV1W&>} < Gy~ (klog T)E {HCovmVaHF} + =55 (118)

Substitution into (117) yields

aE [|Covyiyv, I12] = —ﬁﬂﬂ [(Covviv.., Coviyyy, )] da+ ﬁﬂﬂ (M, ME)] da
> —ﬁE [<Covvl|va,cov2mva>] da
> _2a)2 Cs 2 (k1og T)E [|[Coviyy, [17] da — iy
> _%E [ —,

where the last line holds since « € [@¢41,a:]. In view of Grownwall’s inequality, we can derive

2Cskalog T 2Cs k41 log T
exp {ﬁ}E [l[Cov, v, [[7] = exp {_Bat—ﬂog}E [Icovvve,., ]

a1 (1 — ) 1 (1 —ap)
1 @ 2Cska’ logT

> [ e {ZE L gy
T [P Oét+1(1 — Oét)
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atﬂ(l - at) <eXp { 203I€O[ IOgT } — exp { 203kat+1 log T })

- _203kT10 logT at+1(1 - at) at+1(1 - at)

203 kat+1 log T
Qty1 (1fat)

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by exp {

o 203k(a — @pq1) log T
P T (l— @)

} , we obtain

b [lcovwie 2] = B [ICovvae, I
> setroner (a7
According to Lemma 4, any « € [@s11, @] obeys
2C3k(a — @eq1) log T < 2C3k(1 — agy1) log T < 8C5c1klog® T <1
1 (1 — @) - Qg1 — Oy 1 - T -

provided that 8Csc¢qklog? T < T. Consequently, we have
2 2Cs5k(a — @pq1) log T 2
< E[lc |
| <o { 2R R 8 T g [ Covy
+ atﬂ(l - at) exp 203]1(0[ - atJrl_) 10gT _1
QngTIO IOgT Q41 (1 — O[t)

at+1(1 - at) ox 203/6((1 - aﬂ_l) logT 1
205kT 0 log T \ Tl — @)

‘Vat+1

E |:HCOVV1

(119)

< 3E [||Covy . |Ip] +

(a) 2 2( — @py1)

< 3E |[Covv, v, ] + Tt

where (a) holds since e* —1 < 2z for all z < 1. Combining (115) and (119), and making use of the equivalence
between X; and Vg,, we arrive at

E [tr (Covyyjx,..)] =E [tr (Covxy x,)] = /_ - ﬁﬂi [ir (Cov, v, )]

Qt41
e 2 — =

=t |- o
S 3(1—a) F T

(1 —ayq1) (1 —a)?

2
31 —m)(1 - aHl)E [HCOVXU'XM HF} ST — ) (1 — )

2
‘Covv1

‘Vat+1

This in turn allows us to derive

~ 1—o)a
B o) .
< 3{E [tr(Covx,x,)] — E [tr(Covx,x,_,)]} + %
thus completing the proof of this lemma.
G.4 Proof of Lemma 4
A little algebra yields
a(l—o) ap1(l—ougn) _ () —a@) @l — )1 - @)
200 — @) (1 —a) 2(aet1 — @ )(1 — @ep) 21 =-1)(1 — @) (1 — @)
(@ @ 1(1—oy)[(1 — @py1) — o + @) _ Wo1(1— )l — o + (1 — aqq)]
T 21— @)1 @) (1 = Wegr) 21 = @—1)(1 — @) (1 — @q1)

<

@ro1(1— ) (1 — ayq) < <801 10gT>2 o
(1 —a—1)(1 —a)(1 —@y1) — T 1—ay’

51



where (a) follows since 1 — a; < 1 — a1, and the last inequality applies (46).

G.5 Proof of Lemma 5

Note that for any matrix B, we know that B and BT have the same determinant. As a result,

logdet(I +nA+nA) = % {logdet(I + nA+nAT) +logdet(I +nA +nA)} (o)
= %logdet (I+2nA+n(AT +A)+7*(A+A)T(A+A)).
For any vector x € R?%, we observe that
e (T +n2A+AT + A))a = |lz] + 202" Az +na (AT + Az

2 2 2 1 2
> [zl = nl|AT + Allll2l; = (1 =20 A l2]5 > 5 ll=]l3

which implies that the matrix I + 2nA + (AT + A) = 0. Further, it is easily seen that
T+2nA+n(AT +A) T+ 2pA+ (AT + A) + 72 (A+A)T(A+ A).

According to the Lowner-Heinz theorem, log A < log B holds for any 0 = A < B. This in turn allows one
to derive

logdet (I +2nA+n(AT + A) +n*(A+A)T(A+A))
= tr(log (T+ 204 + (AT + A) +72(A+4)T(4+4)) ) (122)
> tr(log (I+2nA+nAT + A))) = logdet (I +2nA + (AT + A)).

For any symmetric matrix B € R?4 we denote its eigenvalues as {\;(B)}%_,. Then according to Weyl’s
inequality, we have

Xi(2nA+n(AT +A)) > 2n)(A) —n HAT +A|| > -2n]A] > —% for all i < d.

Further, it can be verified that log(1 + ) > x — 22 holds for any x > —1/2, which results in

d d
logdet (I +2nA+n(AT +A)) > nhi 24+ AT +A) =) 9?27 24+ AT +A)

i=1 i=1

123
—tr (2A+ AT +A) =P |24+ AT + A 129

> 2ntr(A) + 2ntr(A) — 8% | A5 — 877 Al -

The proof can thus be completed by combining (121), (122) and (123).
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