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Abstract

We introduce ScoreFusion, a theoretically grounded method for fusing multiple pre-trained
diffusion models that are assumed to generate from auxiliary populations. ScoreFusion is partic-
ularly useful for enhancing the generative modeling of a target population with limited observed
data. Our starting point considers the family of KL barycenters of the auxiliary populations,
which is proven to be an optimal parametric class in the KL sense, but difficult to learn. Nev-
ertheless, by recasting the learning problem as score matching in denoising diffusion, we obtain
a tractable way of computing the optimal KL barycenter weights. We prove a dimension-free
sample complexity bound in total variation distance, provided that the auxiliary models are well
fitted for their own task and the auxiliary tasks combined capture the target well. We also ex-
plain a connection of the practice of checkpoint merging in AI art creation to an approximation
of our KL-barycenter-based fusion approach. However, our fusion method differs in key aspects,
allowing generation of new populations, as we illustrate in experiments.
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1 Introduction

Our goal in this paper is to propose and analyze a general method (which we call ScoreFusion) for
fusing multiple pre-trained diffusion models that are assumed to simulate auxiliary populations.

There are multiple needs that motivate this goal. For example, it is well known that diffusion
models rely on large datasets (often involving high-dimensional features) and there simply may not be
enough data to train a diffusion model from a target population [48, 58, 37, 49]. Another motivation
is that we may wish (at inference time) to sample from a region that has a low probability in the
target population, but such a region may be targeted with the help of auxiliary models. As we will
demonstrate, ScoreFusion addresses precisely these types of needs.

ScoreFusion starts from the idea that if the auxiliary populations are well chosen, then the target
population could be well represented by some KL-weighted-barycenter of the auxiliary populations for
a suitable choice of weights, which has an analytical closed form expression [18, 8]. The ScoreFusion
method then tries to find the distribution that optimizes the fit to the target population within this
parametric family, based on a limited number of samples. From a statistical standpoint, ScoreFusion
reduces the problem of fitting a non-parametric distribution (a task that is extremely challenging to
do with a limited sample size) to that of fitting a parametric family (a much more manageable task
with a moderate sample size). Moreover, the parametric family is not arbitrary, but derived from a
key optimality principle, namely, the KL-barycenter criterion.

Another common barycenter criterion that we could have used is the Wasserstein barycenter [20,
42, 51, 17, 35]. However, computing Wasserstein barycenters is generally challenging [41, 9, 55, 27].
This is why we utilize the Kullback–Leibler (KL) barycenter.

Next, we proceed to optimize the weights of the KL-barycenter parametric family to minimize
the empirical score-matching loss computed from a limited collection of target samples. Although
this formulation is elegant—essentially reducing to a maximum likelihood estimation problem that
is convex (as a function of the parametric weights, see Equation (9))—applying gradient descent
poses challenges, particularly in high-dimensional settings, due to the need for complex numerical
integration.

Fortunately, diffusion generative modeling is particularly useful in our setting, and the way we
use them underscores a novel way to apply diffusion modeling. Diffusion-based models are known
for their capabilities in images, audio, and textual content [28, 5, 44, 43, 7, 59]. Such successful
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applications have sparked a well-developed infrastructure to train those models [53, 29, 50], with
many pre-trained or fine-tuned checkpoints available on websites like Hugging Face and Civitai. We
take advantage of these models and show that if the auxiliary target populations have been fitted
using them, then our learning task is greatly simplified. To be more precise, using auxiliares trained
with diffusion and solving Problem (10) is a simpler way of learning the KL-barycenter parametric
family.

Our method can be viewed as an example of ensemble learning [23, 60]. We combine the idea of
ensemble learning and score-based generative model. Moreover, our approach is optimal in the sense
of KL divergence, and our weights can be easily learned on limited data. It is related to empirical
methods like checkpoint merging for diffusion models [6, 33], which are not based on an optimality
principle as we do (Equation (10)) and lack theoretical basis.

A Taylor expansion argument is presented in Biggs et al. [10], which tries to connect interpolation
in the parameter space (checkpoint merging) of the denoiser U-Net to that in its function space
(ScoreFusion sampling). The catch is, the Taylor expansion argument is valid only if the parameters
of the merging neural networks differ by small amounts. So our paper provides theoretical basis to
checkpoint merging in the context of small parameter perturbations. But we also show in experiments
that the KL-barycenter approach is different and can produce more heterogeneity in populations that
have relatively low representation.

Our main contributions are summarized as:

• We demonstrate that KL barycenter fusion of auxiliary models can be efficiently implemented
when the auxiliary models are trained by score matching. In this case, the optimal score is
linear in the auxiliary scores.

• We provide generalization bounds which split the error into four components. First, the error
between the optimal KL barycenter and the target at time zero (whose direct implementation
is difficult due to numerical integration). The second term corresponds to the sample com-
plexity O(n−1/4) and the third term is the approximation error incurred from converting the
training into a regression problem. The fourth component reflects the quality of auxiliary score
estimations.

• We demonstrate empirically that ScoreFusion succesfully addresses the needs that motivate our
goal, as mentioned earlier. We demonstrate ScoreFusion’s sample efficiency on MNIST digits
measured in both image fidelity and class proportions. Further, we show ScoreFusion’s ability
to sample from low probability regions on the task of generating professional portraits.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the background of KL barycenter
and diffusion models. Section 3 details our proposed fusion methods. Section 4 provides convergence
results for our methods. Section 5 presents experiment results. Finally, Section 6 concludes the
paper with future directions. All proofs, code, and additional experimental details are relegated to
the Supplementary Materials.
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2 Preliminaries and setup

2.1 Notations

The following notation will be used. Given two functions f, g : D → R, we say f ≲ g if there exists
a constant C > 0 such that for all x ∈ D, f(x) ≤ Cg(x). When x → a, where a ∈ [−∞,∞],
we say f(x) = O(g(x)) if there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all x close enough to a,
|f(x)| ≤ Mg(x). In asymptotic cases, we use O and ≲ interchangeably. f ∼ g if and only if f ≲ g

and g ≲ f . C([0, T ] : Rd) is the space of all continuous functions on Rd equipped with the uniform
topology. In this paper, we consider a Polish spaces S, which could be Rd or C([0, T ] : Rd). For
a Polish space S equipped with Borel σ-algebra B(S), we denote P(S) as the space of probability
measures on S equipped with the topology of weak convergence. In a normed vector space (X, ∥.∥),
∥.∥ denotes the corresponding norm. ∥.∥p denotes the standard Lp norm. Given a matrix A, we
use AT to denote its transpose. We denote λ = (λ1, . . . , λk)

T ∈ [0, 1]k. We use ∆k to present the
k-dimensional probability simplex, i.e., ∆k = {λ ∈ [0, 1]k :

∑k
i=1 λi = 1}.

2.2 Barycenter Problems and Kullback–Leibler Divergence

Given a set of probability measures P1, . . . , Pk ∈ P(S) on a Polish space S and a measure of dissim-
ilarity (e.g. a metric or a divergence) between two elements in P(S), D, we define the barycenter
problem with respect to D and weight λ as the optimization problem

min
µ∈P(S)

k∑
i=1

λiD (µ, Pi) s.t. λ ∈ ∆k,

where P1, . . . , Pk are called the reference measures. With a fixed choice of weight and reference
measures, the solution of the barycenter problem is denoted as µλ.

Recall the definition of Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence: suppose P,Q ∈ P(S), then DKL (P ∥ Q) =∫
log
(
dP
dQ

)
dP if P ≪ Q and DKL (P ∥ Q) =∞ otherwise; where dP

dQ is the Radon-Nikodym deriva-

tive of P with respect to Q. In particular, if S = Rd, P and Q are absolutely continuous ran-
dom vectors (with respect to Lebesgue measure) in Rd with densities p and q respectively, then
DKL (P ∥ Q) =

∫
p(x) log

(
p(x)
q(x)

)
dx. If D is the KL divergence, we recover the KL barycenter prob-

lem [18]. In fact, for any Polish space S, the KL barycenter problem is strictly convex hence has at
most one solution.

2.3 Background on Diffusion Models

Our score fusion method depends the generative diffusion model driven by stochastic differential
equations (SDEs) developed in Song et al. [53], Ho et al. [29], Sohl-Dickstein et al. [50]. In this
section, we review the background of generative diffusion model.
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2.3.1 Forward Process

We begin with the unsupervised learning setup. Given an unlabeled dataset i.i.d. from a distribution
p0, the forward diffusion process is defined as the differential form

dX(t) = f(t,X(t))dt+ g(t)dW (t), X(0) ∼ p0, (1)

where f : R+ × Rd → Rd is a vector-valued function, g : R+ → R+ is a scalar function, and W (t)

denotes a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion. From now on, we assume the existence and
denote by pt(x) the marginal density function of X(t), and let pt|s (X(t)|X(s)) be the transition
kernel from X(s) to X(t), for 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T < ∞, where T is the terminal time for the forward
process (time horizon). If f(t, x) = −ax and g(t) = σ with a > 0 and σ > 0, then Equation (1)
becomes a linear SDE with Gaussian transition kernels

dX(t) = −aX(t)dt+ σdW (t), X(0) ∼ p0, (2)

which is an Ornstein-Ulenback (OU) process. If T is large enough, then pT is close to π ∼ N
(
0, σ

2

2a I
)
,

a Gaussian distribution with mean 0 (vector) and covariance matrix σ2

2a I. The forward process can
be viewed as the following dynamic: given the data distribution, we gradually add noise to it such
that it becomes a known distribution in the long run.

2.3.2 Backward Process (Denoising)

If we reverse a diffusion process in time, then under some mild conditions (see, for example, Cattiaux
et al. [13], Föllmer [25]) which are satisfied for all processes under consideration in this work, we still
get a diffusion process. To be more precise, we want to have a process X̃ such that for t ∈ [0, T ],
X̃(t) = X(T − t). From the Fokker–Planck equation and the log trick [4], the corresponding reverse
process for Process (1) is

dX̃(t) =
(
−f(T − t, X̃(t)) + g2(T − t)∇ log pT−t

(
X̃(t)

))
dt+ g(T − t)dW (t), X̃(0) ∼ pT , (3)

where∇ represents taking derivative with respect to the space variable x. We call the term∇ log pt(x)

as the (Stein) score function. If the forward process is an OU process, then the reverse process is
X̃(0) ∼ pT and

dX̃(t) =
(
aX̃(t) + σ2∇ log pT−t

(
X̃(t)

))
dt+ σdW (t). (4)

If the backward SDE can be simulated (which is typically done via Euler–Maruyama method, see
details in Supplementary Material Section B.2), we can generate samples from the distribution p0.
We can view simulating the backward SDE as the denoising step from pure noise to the groundtruth
distribution.

6



2.3.3 Score Estimation

The only remaining task is score estimation for ∇ log pt(x). There are many ways to achieve this,
and some of them are equivalent up to constants that is independent of the training parameters. In
this paper, we choose the time-dependent score matching loss used in Song et al. [52]:

L (θ; γ) := Et∼U [0,T ]

[
γ(t)EX(t)∼pt

[
∥st,θ (X(t))−∇ log pt(X(t))∥22

]]
, (5)

where γ : [0, T ] → R+ is a weighting function, and st,θ : Rd → Rd is a score estimator st,θ, usually
chosen as a neural network. Then score estimation is done by the empirical loss using SGD [38].

There are many ways to measure the goodness of the generative model. Suppose D(., .) is a
measure of dissimilarity in P(S), then we say D(µ, µ̂) is a generalization error with respect to D,
where µ is the target distribution and µ̂ is the distribution of the generated samples.

Recently, several analysis about the generative properties of diffusion models has been done;
however, even in the case of compactly supported target distributions and sufficient smoothness
regularity, the basic diffusion model encounters the curse of dimensionality. Therefore, a large amount
of target data is needed to generate high quality samples. For a detailed discussion, see Supplementary
Material Section B.3.

3 KL Barycenter and Fusion Methods

In Section 3.1, we propose and analytically solve two types of KL barycenter problems. These
solutions will lead to the development of our fusion methods, which is detailed in Section 3.2.

3.1 KL Barycenter Problems

Distribution-level KL barycenter. We first consider a simple case, where the KL barycenter
problem is solved on an Euclidean space, i.e., S = Rd. The barycenter obtained in this scenario is
referred to as a distribution-level KL barycenter. Theorem 1 gives the analytical solution.

Theorem 1. Suppose {µ1, . . . , µk} ⊂ P(Rd) and for each i = 1, . . . , k, µi is absolutely continuous
with respect to the Lebesgue measure, with densities p1, . . . , pk respectively. Then, the distribution-level
KL barycenter µλ is unique with density pλ(x) =

∏k
i=1 pi(x)

λi∫
Rd

∏k
i=1 pi(x)

λidx
.

Process-level KL barycenter. Our second barycenter problem is performed when the state
space is the continuous-function space, i.e., S = C([0, T ] : Rd). This context yields a process-level KL
barycenter. When the underlying measures are represented by SDEs, we offer a closed-form solution
for the process-level KL barycenter in Theorem 2.

Theorem 2. Suppose for each i = 1, 2, . . . , k, the i-th SDE has the form with Xi(0) ∼ µi,

dXi(t) = ai (t,X(t)) dt+ σ(t)dWi(t)
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and has a unique strong solution. The law of solution of each SDE is denoted as Pi ∈ P(C([0, T ] :

Rd)). We further assume, for each i = 1, 2, . . . , k, µi has an absolutely continuous density with respect
to the Lebesgue measure and ai uniformly bounded, then process-level KL barycenter can be represented
as the SDE with X(0) ∼ µ and

dX(t) = a (t,X(t)) dt+ σ(t)dW (t),

where a(t, x) =
∑k

i=1 λiai(t, x), µ is the distribution-level KL barycenter of reference measures µ1, . . . , µk,
and W is a standard Brownian motion.

In this paper, fusing k distributions is viewed as computing a KL barycenter with optimized
weights. Given k well-trained reference generative models, our fusing method optimizes the weights
λ1, . . . , λk to approximate a target distribution.

3.2 Fusion Methods

Recall that in our task, we are given k datasets with abundant samples, and our goal is to generate
samples for a target dataset (with limited available data). Therefore, in this section, we denote the
target measure as ν and we assume that we are given k reference diffusion generative models and they
are able to generate samples from k different reference measures µ1, . . . , µk, respectively. Specifically,
each reference measure corresponds to an auxiliary backward diffusion process with X̃i(0) ∼ piT and

dX̃i(t) =
(
aX̃i(t) + σ2siT−t,θ∗

(
X̃i(t)

))
dt+ σdWi(t), (6)

where siT−t,θ∗ is a well-trained score function for the the i-th reference measure. we introduce two
fusion algorithms and related generalization error results.

In practice, the discretized version of the SDE (6) is used. Specifically, we employ a small time-
discretization step h and a total of N time steps (hence T = Nh). Since piT is close to the Gaussian
distribution π, the SDE (6) is approximated by X̂(0) ∼ π and for all t ∈ [lh, (l + 1)h],

dX̂i(t) =
(
aX̂i(t) + σ2siT−lh,θ∗

(
X̂i(lh)

))
dt+ σdW (t). (7)

As shown in Li et al. [38] Lemma 1, when the target distribution is compactly supported, then with
high probability, the trajectory is also compactly supported, thus the score term is uniformly bounded.
Thus, given a weight λ, Theorem 2 implies that the corresponding process-level KL barycenter follows
the SDE: for all t ∈ [lh, (l + 1)h], Ŷ (0) ∼ π,

dŶ (t) =

(
aŶ (t) + σ2

k∑
i=1

λis
i
T−lh,θ∗

(
Ŷ (lh)

))
dt+ σdW (t). (8)

We denote the distribution of the terminal variable Ŷ (T ) as p̂λ, which will later serve as the distri-
bution of generated sample.
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The key component in our diffusion method is to find an optimal λ∗ such that the p̂λ∗ is as close
as the target measure ν as possible. To achieve this goal, we propose two fusion methods that relies
on two different optimization problems.

The first method directly optimizes on the probability measure defined on the Euclidean space,
which is based on Theorem 1. Namely, we consider the following convex problem

min
λ∈∆k

DKL(ν ∥ µλ) = min
λ∈∆k

Eν

[
log q(X)−

k∑
i=1

λi log pi(X)

]
+ log

(∫ k∏
i=1

pi(y)
λidy

)
, (9)

where p1, . . . , pk denote the densities of the reference measures and q(x) denote the density of target
distribution ν. We refer to this fusion method as vanilla fusion. Suppose we have an accurate
estimation of the densities pis. We then use Frank-Wolfe method to solve Problem (9) and get an
optimal λ∗. In the Frank-Wolfe method, the gradient term can be approximated by sample mean
estimators from target data ν (See Remark 2 in Supplementary Material Section D.1.3). To generate
samples, we plug in the λ∗ to (8) and simulate the SDE.

We notice that a similar idea of fusing component distributions via KL barycenter compared with
vanilla fusion has been proposed in Claici et al. [18], which uses averaging KL divergence as a metric
to recover the mean-field approximation of posterior distribution of the fused global model. Both
methods solves a two-layer optimziation problem: finding the barycenter and the optimal weight.
Moreover, both methods introduce a convex optimization problem to help find optimizers. The
difference is that vanilla fusion solves the barycenter problem first (since we almost know the analytical
barycenter) and the main task is to find optimal weights, while Claici et al. [18] finds both optimizers
simultaneously and their convex problem is only a relaxation of the original target.

However, the diffusion generative models usually cannot directly estimate the densities p1, . . . , pk.
Therefore, for complicated high-dimension distributions, it is usually hard to directly apply vanilla
fusion. Therefore, we propose a practical alternative, process-level method called ScoreFusion. The
numerical results in Section 5 were generated by employing Algorithm 1.

In our second method, we first build a forward process starting from the target dataset, according
to (2). We denote this forward process as X̃ν(t) and the corresponding density as pνt (x). Then, we
modify the loss function (5) as a linear regression problem

L̃ (λ; θ∗, γ) = Et∼U [0,T̃ ]

γ(t)
EX(t)∼pνt

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

(
λis

i
t,θ∗ (X(t))

)
−∇ log pνt (X(t))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 (10)

where we choose T̃ ≪ T . The intuition behind the choice of T̃ is that we want to learn an optimal
λ∗ such that pλ∗ is close to the target ν. Therefore, when T̃ ≪ T (the forward process has not inject
much noise), the λ̂ obtained from the training is affected less by the noise. Theoretically, choosing
T̃ = 0 is optimal, but this is hard to implement. Algorithm 1 with T̃ = 0 can be viewed as a variant
of vanilla fusion since the learning is only performed on the distribution level (p0), and extremely
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small T̃ causes numerical instability in practice, which makes sense given the numerical integration
and density estimations needed in the vanilla fusion. The optimization problem associated with our
second method is minλ∈∆k

L̃ (λ; θ∗, γ) . The details are in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 ScoreFusion
1: Input: Calibration data D, pre-trained score functions s1t,θ∗ , . . . , s

k
t,θ∗ . Hyperparameter T̃ .

2: Output: Samples from a distribution ν̂P .
3: I. Calibration Phase
4: Randomly initialize non-negative λ1, . . . , λk s.t.

∑
λi = 1.

5: repeat
6: Run forward process X̃ν(t) using a mini-batch from D.
7: Evaluate the loss function (10) and back-propagate onto λ1, . . . , λk.
8: ▷ λi’s are softmaxed to enforce the probability simplex constraint
9: until converged. Save the optimal λ∗ = {λ∗

1, λ
∗
2, . . . , λ

∗
k}.

10: II. Sampling Phase
11: st,λ∗(Ŷ (t)) :=

∑k
i=1 λ

∗
i s

i
t,θ∗(Ŷ (t)).

12: Simulate the backward SDE (8) with st,λ∗(·) starting from a Gaussian prior and generate samples.

4 Convergence Results

This section details the convergence results for our proposed fusion methods. We focus on sample
complexities, quantified by the necessary number of samples in the target dataset, in terms of total
variation distance. We show that the sample complexities of our methods are dimension-free, given
that the auxiliary processes are accurately fitted to their reference distributions and together offer
adequate information for the target distribution. To begin with, we assume all distributions are
compactly supported.

Assumption 1. The target and reference distributions are all compactly supported in K ⊂ Rd with
absolutely continuous densities. We assume that their second moments are bounded by M ∈ (0,∞).

Proposition 1. Under Assumption 1, Problem (9) is convex in λ.

Proposition 1 implies that Problem (9) is easy to solve given that the reference densities can be
estimated. We further require Assumption 2 below, which guarantees that each auxilary process is
accurately trained in the sense that the score function at each time step is well-fitted.

Assumption 2. For each 1, 2, . . . , k and for all t ∈ [0, T ], ∇ log pit is L-Lipschitz with L ≥ 1, the
step size h = T/N satisfies h ≲ 1/L, and the inverse of ∇ log pit is also Lipschitz; for each 1, . . . , k

and l = 0, 1, . . . , N , Epilh

[∥∥∥silh,θ∗ −∇ log pilh

∥∥∥2
2

]
≤ ϵ2score with small ϵscore.

Assumption 2 is widely used in the diffuion model literature (see, for example, Chen et al. [15]).
To proceed, we denote λ∗ and Λ∗ to be the solutions of Problems 9 and 10, respectively. Fur-

thermore, the corresponding barycenters are denoted as µλ∗ and µΛ∗ . Assumption 3 below states
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that the theoretical optimal barycenters are close to the target measure, which ensures all reference
distributions together are able to provide sufficient information for the target distribution.

Assumption 3. DKL (ν ∥ µλ∗) ≤ ϵ20 and DKL (ν ∥ µΛ∗) ≤ ϵ21, with small ϵ0 and ϵ1.

Based on Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, we provide convergence results for the vanilla fusion and
ScoreFusion (Algorithm 1) in Theorems 3 and 4, respectively.

Theorem 3. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 are satisfied. We further assume for each fixed
λ ∈ ∆k, TV (µλ, µ̂λ) ≤ ϵ2, where µ̂λ is the barycenter of the output distributions of k auxiliary
processes. Then, for δ > 0 and δ ≪ 1, the output distribution of the vanilla fusion method, ν̂D, we
have with probability at least 1− δ,

TV (ν, ν̂D) ≲ ϵ0︸︷︷︸
quality of combined auxiliaries

+ ϵ2︸︷︷︸
auxiliary density estimation

+O

((
log

(
1

δ

))1/4

n−1/4

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

mean estimation error

+ SE,

where SE is the error of auxiliary score estimation, defined as

SE :=

[
exp(−T ) max

i=1,2,...,k

√
DKL

(
piT ∥ π

)
+σ
√
kT
(
ϵscore + L

√
dh+ Lh

√
M
)]

.

Theorem 4. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 are satisfied. Then, for δ > 0 and δ ≪ 1, for the
output distribution of Algorithm 1, ν̂P , with probability at least 1− δ,

TV (ν, ν̂P ) ≲ (σ + 1)ϵ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
quality of combined auxiliaries

+ σ
√
kO
(
T̃ 1/4

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

approximation of time 0

+O

(
σ

(
log

(
1

δ

))1/4

n−1/4

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

sampling error

+ SE.

Theorems 3 and 4 demonstrate dimension-free sample complexities given that auxiliaries are well
approximated and auxiliaries all combined capture the features of target well. More specifically, each
bound in Theorems 3 and 4 has 4 terms, which represents different sources of error.

The quality of combined auxiliaries is the essential assumption in both Theorems 3 and 4. The
sampling error in Theorem 4 reflects the fact that with the help of diffusion models, the optimiza-
tion in fact becomes linear in terms of scores, making the problem easier and escape the curse of
dimensionality. The the approximation to time t = 0 term replaces the vanilla fusion with a small
controllable noise but makes the implementation much easier. It worth noticing that there is a trade-
off between choosing T̃ : the smaller T̃ , the more accurate the optimal weights are, but the more
probably that the algorithm will encounter numerical instability. Finally, the score estimation term
of the auxiliaries can be small with a careful choice of discretization time steps and accurate auxiliary
score approximation (see Remark 3 in Supplementary Material Section D.2).
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5 Experiments

In this section, we use images to illustrate some of the key features highlighted in our contribu-
tions (third bullet point) in the Introduction. Additional conceptual experiments are given in the
Supplementary Material.

5.1 Calibrating MNIST Digits Distribution

EMNIST [19] is an extended edition of the well-known MNIST dataset of handwritten digits in
1x28x28 format. We selected five non-overlapping subsets (Di, i = 1, . . . , 5), composed entirely of the
digits 7 and 9 but with varying proportions: (10%, 90%), (30%, 70%), (70%, 30%), (90%, 10%), and
(60%, 40%). D1, . . . , D4 serve as auxiliary datasets for pre-training four auxiliary score networks from
scratch; each dataset has enough training samples to ensure the adequate training of the corresponding
auxiliary score. D5 is reserved as the target dataset for calibrating (finetuning) both ScoreFusion and
the baseline models. The independent variable in our experiment is the quantity of class-balanced
samples from D5 made available for the model to learn, doubling from 26 to 212.

We evaluate two baseline methods alongside ScoreFusion. The first baseline trains a diffusion
model from scratch using only the target data, and it serves to illustrate the difficulty of density
estimation in the low-data regime. The second baseline involves directly fine-tuning one of the pre-
trained auxiliary models on the target data by unfreezing its checkpoint; the chosen auxiliary model
was pre-trained on D3, whose proportions (70-30) is the closest to 60-40 in a Wasserstein sense.
Fine-tuning used the ADAM optimizer with lr=2e-5 and earlystopped when the test loss increases.

Sample fidelity is measured by the negative log likelihood (NLL) of a holdout test dataset under
the trained model, expressed in bits per dimension [29]. To quantify the samples’ digits proportions,
we separately trained a classifier [36] on the entire EMNIST dataset, achieving a 99.5% classification
accuracy. At evaluation, we classify 1024 image samples to estimate the class proportions.

Table 1: Mean NLL (bits/dim) under different sample sizes. A smaller value is better.
Sample size 26 28 210 212

B1 7.186± 0.019 6.235± 0.016 5.725± 0.024 4.979± 0.028
B2 4.779± 0.042 4.786± 0.034 4.769± 0.032 4.763± 0.034

Frozen B2 4.768± 0.024
Ours 4.733± 0.029 4.733± 0.018 4.718± 0.022 4.715± 0.021

Table 2: Class proportions estimated by a well-trained MNIST classifier. “B1” and “B2” refer to
Baselines 1 and 2 respectively. “Others” are samples looking neither like 7 nor 9.

Digit True 26 28 210 212

B1 B2 Ours B1 B2 Ours B1 B2 Ours B1 B2 Ours
7 60% 47.9% 72.4% 55.6% 66.8% 65.5% 57.5% 65.5% 65.1% 56.6% 66.7% 65.5% 59.8%
9 40% 10.3% 23.2% 39.4% 23.8% 29.9% 38.0% 26.7% 30.6% 39.8% 27.9% 30.4% 36.7%

Others 0 41.8% 4.4% 5.0% 9.4% 4.6% 4.5% 7.8% 4.3% 3.6% 5.4% 4.1% 3.5%

Results are reported Tables 1 and 2. Uncurated digits images generated by each model are
attached in the supplementary material. Across all four tested sample sizes, ScoreFusion achieves
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Figure 1: Top: portraits sampled from the first auxiliary model. It was finetuned on images of
people identifying as White male. Bottom: portraits sampled from the second auxiliary model. It
was finetuned on images of people identifying as Asian female.

a lower NLL than the other two baselines. Moreover, despite the alignment of digits proportions
not being hard-coded in the score matching loss minimization, Table 2 shows that with as few as 64

samples, ScoreFusion already learns a generative model whose digits proportions closely align with
the ground-truth 60-40 split. At the same time, Baseline 2 is slow to calibrate its digits proportions
even as we increase the fine-tuning data size.

5.2 Creating a New Facial Distribution

SDXL 1.0 is the newest model in the Stable Diffusion family [54], capable of generating realistic
images in 1024x1024 resolution. We downloaded two fine-tuned SDXL models from Hugging Face to
use them as our auxiliary models [1, 2]. For consistency, we use the same text prompt in all images
generations: “a photo of a mathematics scientist, looking at the camera, ultra quality, sharp focus”.
This prompt only specifies a person’s profession, leaving their other traits unspecified. However,
as shown in Figure 1, absent alignment, each auxiliary model generates images that predominantly
reflect one conventional gender and ethnic trait—even though the prompt does not specify these
attributes.

Whereas the MNIST experiment tests the sample efficiency of training a ScoreFusion model, we
focus on sampling from a low-probability region of interest, which was one of our motivations. So
we fix the barycenter weights at λ = (0.5, 0.5), use the same prompt as before, and sample images
from the KL barycenter distribution of the two auxiliary models. To do this sampling, we revised the
source code of the Diffusers library that implements the denoising loop of SDXL 1.0, allowing us to
ensemble score evaluations of the two auxiliary models at inference time (Figure 2). For comparison,
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we also sampled images from the diffusion model that resulted from linearly averaging the checkpoints
of the two auxiliary models, corresponding to the popular empirical approach (Figure 3).

A comparison of Figures 2 and 3 suggests a caveat of Biggs et al. [10]’s Taylor expansion argument
to approximate interpolation in the parameter space of the score network by that in the function
space. Our experiment used the same PyTorch random seed and prompt for both methods, ensuring
identical Gaussian noise and text conditioning. Still, we see a clear visual difference of their respective
outputs; portraits in Figure 2 look more gender-neutral than those in Figure 3. This suggests that
the error term introduced by Taylor expansion is non-trivial when running a Stable Diffusion model.
The observation provides further evidence that our approach fuses a distribution that is distinct from
that of weight-averaging two fine-tuned models.

Overall, images in Figure 2 spotlight a new spectrum of gender expressions and physical appear-
ances uncommon in both Figures 1 and 3, moving beyond the stereotypical portrayals and embodying
qualities that may be read as gender-neutral. This distinction highlights the ability of the KL barycen-
ter approach to encourage the sampling of low-probability regions in the auxiliary distributions, which
one would not obtain just by resampling from the auxiliary models.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an ensemble method based on KL barycenter that can be easily implemented
if the auxiliary score estimations are obtained from diffusion. Our method not only simplifies a
parametric training in the low data regime, but also contributes a mathematically grounded algorithm
for visual generative models. In particular, we provide a theoretical analysis of the sample complexity,
showing that it is dimension-free given accurate auxiliary score estimation and closeness between
optimal KL barycenter and the target distribution. The numerical experiments further demonstrate
that our method performs well in the low data regime and show the difference between our method
and checkpoint merging. More broadly, this method may be applied to other variants in the gradient
flow family of learning methods, including different assumptions on initial distributions [21, 22, 11],
other neural network structures, [14], Schrödinger bridges [39, 57, 22] etc. We leave these for future
work.
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A Overview of Supplementary Materials

The supplementary material is organized as follows. B gives additional information about the basic
diffusion models, including the time reversal formulas, time discretization steps, and the current
generalization error results. C and D provide missing proofs in Section 3.1 and 4 of the main text,
respectively. E discusses a related work in quantitative finance. F clarifies some experiment notations.
G provides implementation details and additional results of the MNIST experiment. H provides
implementation details of the Stable Diffusion experiment, more image samples (H.3), and a heuristic
mathematical explanation of the observation (H.4). I provides results from a conceptual Gaussian
mixtures experiment.

B More about Basic Diffusion Models

B.1 About the Time Reversal Formula

Note that Equations (3) and (4) are still represented as a “forward” processes. If we replace W (t) by
W̃ (t), where W̃ (t) is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion which flows backward from time T

to 0, then Equation (3) becomes

dX̂(t) =
(
f(T − t, X̂(t))− g2(T − t)∇ log pT−t

(
X̂(t)

))
dt+ g(T − t)dW̃ (t), X̂(T ) ∼ pT ,

which is the reverse SDE presented in Song et al. [53]. Hence for the forward OU process, the reverse
process has another representation by

dX̂(t) =
(
−aX̂(t)− σ2∇ log pT−t

(
X̂(t)

))
dt+ σdW̃ (t), X̂(T ) ∼ pT . (11)

B.2 Discretization and Backward Sampling

In this section, we follow the scheme in Chen et al. [15].
Given n samples X

(1)
0 , . . . , X

(n)
0 from p0 (data distribution), we train a neural network with the

loss function (5). Let h > 0 be the step size of the time discretization, and there are N steps, hence
T = Nh. We assume that for each time l = 0, 1, . . . , N , the score estimation slh,θ∗ of ∇ log pt is
obtained. In order to simulate the reverse SDE (3), we first replace the score function ∇ log pT−t

21



with the estimate sT−t,θ∗ . Next, for each t ∈ [lh, (l+ 1)h], the value of this coefficient in the SDE at
time lh, which yields the new time-discretized SDE with each t ∈ [lh, (l + 1)h],

dX̂(t) =
(
−f(T − t, X̂(t)) + g2(T − t)sT−t,θ∗

(
X̂kh

))
dt+ g(T − t)dW (t) (12)

and X̂(0) ∼ Π, where Π is the (theoretical) stationary distribution of the forward process (1).
There are several details in this implementation. In practice, when we use OU process as the

forward, then Equation (12) becomes

dX̂(t) =
(
aX̂(t) + σ2sT−t,θ∗

(
X̂kh

))
dt+ σdW (t), t ∈ [lh, (l + 1)h],

with Π = π, which is a linear SDE. In particular, X(l+1)h conditioned on Xlh is Gaussian, so the
sampling is easier.

In theory, we should use Π ∼ pT , which we have no access to. The above implementation takes
advantage of pT ≈ Π as T is large enough. This introduces a small initialization error.

B.3 About the Generalization Error of Basic Diffusion Model

In Li et al. [38], a random feature model is considered as the score estimator. The basic intuition
is that the generalization error with respect to the KL divergence, DKL (µ ∥ µ̂) is decomposed into
three terms: the training error, approximation error of underlying random feature model, and the
convergence error of stationary measures. Among these three, the third one is ignorable since the fast
rate of convergence of an OU process (or, from log Sobolev inequality for Gaussian random variables
in van Handel [56]). The first one is also small since random feature model in this setting is essentially
linear regression with least squares.

Moreover, as stated in Hsu et al. [30], random feature model can approximate Lipschitz functions
with compact supports. However, the approximation error can be large and cause curse of dimension-
ality if we choose m ∼ n. To illustrate this, we make a more general statement including smoothness
considerations.

To be more precise, we introduce the following setting. We use the basic diffusion model with a
forward OU process. The score function st,θ(x) is parameterized by the random feature model with
m random features:

st,θ(x) =
1

m
Aσ (Wx+ Ue(t)) =

1

m

m∑
j=1

ajσ
(
wT
j x+ uTj e(t)

)
,

where σ is the ReLU activation function, A = (a1, . . . , am) ∈ Rd×m is the trainable parameters,
W = (w1, . . . , wm)T ∈ Rm×d, U = (u1, . . . , um)T ∈ Rm×de are initially sampled from some pre-chosen
distributions (related to random features) and remain frozen during the training, and e : R+ → Rde

is the time embedding function. The precise description is given below.
Assume that aj , wj , and uj are drawn i.i.d. from a distribution ρ, then as m → ∞, from strong
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law of large numbers, with probability 1,

st,θ(x)→ s̄t,θ̄(x) = E(w,u)∼ρ0

[
a(w, u)σ

(
wTx+ uT e(t)

)]
, (13)

where a(w, u) = 1
ρ0(w,u)

∫
aρ(a,w, u)da and ρ0(w, u) =

∫
ρ(a,w, u)da. From the positive homogeneity

of ReLU function, we may assume ∥u∥ + ∥w∥ ≤ 1. The optimal solution is denoted by θ̄∗ when
replacing st,θ(x) in loss objective with s̄t,θ̄(x).

Define a kernel Kρ0(x, y) = E(w,u)∼ρ0

[
σ
(
wTx+ uT e(t)

)
σ
(
wT y + uT e(t)

)]
and denote the in-

duced reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) as HKρ0
; if there is no misunderstanding, we denote

H := HKρ0
. It follows that s̄t,θ̄ ∈ H if and only if

∥∥s̄t,θ̄∥∥H = E(w,u)∼ρ0

[
∥a(w, u)∥22

]
<∞.

In Hsu et al. [30], a notion of approximation quality called minimum width of the neural network
is defined to measure the minimum number of random features needed to guarantee an accurate
enough approximation with high probability. The exact definition is given below.

Definition 1. Given ϵ, δ > 0 and a function f : Rd → R with bounded norm ∥f∥α < ∞, where
α is the measure in Rd associated with the corresponding function space. We also denote g(i)(x) =

σ
(
wTx+ uT e(t)

)
. The minimum width mf,ϵ,δ,α,ρ0 is defined to be the smallest r ∈ Z+ such that

with probability at least 1− δ over g(1), . . . , g(r),

inf
g∈span(g(1),...,g(r))

∥f − g∥α < ϵ.

Moreover, for s ≥ 0, p ∈ [1,∞], and U ⊂ Rd be an open and bounded set, W s,p(U) is the Sobolev
space with order s, p consists of all locally integrable function f such that for each multiindex α with
|α| ≤ s, weak derivative of f exists and has finite Lp norm (see Evans [24]). If p = 2, we denote
W s,2(U) = Hs(U) to reflect the fact that it is a Hilbert space now. Finally, recall that the space of
all Lipshitz functions on U is the same as W 1,∞(U).

With these settings and definitions, we can state and prove the following generalization error for
the basic diffusion model using random feature model.

Theorem 5. Suppose that the target distribution µ is continuously differentiable and has a compact
support, we choose an appropriate random feature ρ0, and there exists a RKHS H such that s̄0,θ̄∗ ∈ H.
Assume that the initial loss, trainable parameters, the embedding function e(t) and the weighting
function γ(t) are all bounded. We further suppose that for all t ∈ [0, T ], the score function ∇ log pt ∈
Hs(K) ∩W 1,∞(K) and there exists γ > 0 such that ∥∇ log pt∥Hs(K) ≤ γ, where K ⊂ Rd is compact.
Then for fixed 0 < ϵ, δ ≪ 1, with probability at least 1− δ, we have

DKL (µ||µ̂) ≲
(

τ4

m3n
+

τ2

mn
+

τ3

m2
+

1

τ
+

1

m

)

+min

( s

logm

)s/2

,

(
d
(
m1/d − 2

)
sγ2/s

)−s/2
+DKL (pT ||π) ,
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where τ is the training time (steps) in the gradient flow dynamics (see Li et al. [38]), m is the
number of random features, n is the sample size of the target distribution, π is the stationary Gaussian
distribution, pT is the distribution of the forward OU process at time T , µ is the target distribution,
and µ̂ is the distribution of the generated samples.

Proof. The proof follows exactly the same as in the proof of Theorem 1 in Li et al. [38]. The only
extra work is to compute the universal approximation error of the random feature model for Sobolev
functions on a compact domain. From compacted supported assumption (Lemma 1 in Li et al. [38]),
the forward process defines a random path (X(t), t)t∈[0,T ] contained in a compact rectangular domain
in Rd+1.

Theorem 35 in Hsu et al. [30] states the existence of a random feature ρ0 such that for any f ∈
Hs(K) with ∥f∥Hs(K) ≤ γ, mf,ϵ,δ,α,ρ0 ≲ s2γ2+4/sd2

ϵ2+4/s log
(
1
δ

)
exp

(
min

(
d log

(
γ2

ϵ2d
+ 2
)
, γ

2

ϵ2
log
(
dϵ2

γ2 + 2
)))

,
which implies the approximation error term.

Remark 1. The random feature model has two difficulties in implementation.
If m, T , and τ are large enough, then the generalization error is small regardless to the sample

size n. However, the choice of random feature ρ0 is hard in practice, especially in neither Hsu et al.
[30] nor Li et al. [38] the method to choose ρ0 is specified. Therefore, the assumption that ρ0 is
appropriately chosen is very strong.

Even if ρ0 is appropriately chosen, if we let m ∼ n and try to find an optimal early stopping time

as in Li et al. [38], the term min

((
s

logn

)s/2
,

(
d(n1/d−2)

sγ2/s

)−s/2
)

still dominates and shows the curse

of dimensionality.

C Proof of Results in Section 3.1

Before the proofs, we note the strict convexity of the KL barycenter problems via a simple lemma.

Lemma 1. For any Polish space S, the KL barycenter problem minµ∈P(S)

∑k
i=1 λiDKL (µ ∥ Pi) s.t.

∑k
i=1 λi =

1 is strictly convex.

Proof. Let t ∈ (0, 1) and µ1, µ2 ∈ S such that µ1 ≪ Pi and µ2 ≪ Pi, for each i = 1, 2, . . . , k, then

k∑
i=1

λiDKL (tµ1 + (1− t)µ2 ∥ Pi) <
k∑

i=1

λi [tDKL (µ1 ∥ Pi) + (1− t)DKL (µ2 ∥ Pi)]

= t

k∑
i=1

λiDKL (µ1 ∥ Pi) + (1− t)

k∑
i=1

λiDKL (µ2 ∥ Pi) ,

where the inequality follows from the strictly convexity of KL divergence in terms of µ with fixed Pi.
Therefore, the KL barycenter problem is strictly convex.
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C.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. It suffices to consider a probability measure µ ∈ P(Rd) with absolutely continuous density
q(x) (otherwise the KL divergence is ∞) and show the existence. If there is no confusion, we use the
density and measure interchangeably. We denote Pac(Rd) as the space of all absolutely continuous
distributions and define a functional F : Pac(Rd)→ R that for x ∈ Rd,

F (q, x) =
k∑

i=1

λiq(x) log

(
q(x)

pi(x)

)
.

Therefore, the barycenter problem becomes

min
µ∈Pac(Rd)

∫
x∈Rd

F (q, x)dx s.t.
k∑

i=1

λi = 1 and
∫
x∈Rd

q(x)dx = 1,

which is a variational problem with a subsidiary condition ([26]). Therefore, from calculus of varia-
tions, a necessary condition for q to be an extremal of the variational problem is for some constant
m

∂

∂q
F (q) +m = 0.

Hence, the optimal solution is

q∗(x) =

∏k
i=1 pi(x)

λi∫ ∏k
i=1 pi(x)

λidx
.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Before the proof of Theorem 2, we review a consequence of Girsanov’s theorem (Theorem 8 in Chen
et al. [15]). We will use a similar technique as in Chen et al. [15]) to prove Theorem 2.

Theorem 6. Suppose Q ∈ P(C([0, T ] : Rd)). For t ∈ [0, T ], let L(t) =
∫ t
0 b(s)dB(s) and the

stochastic exponential E (L) (t) = exp
(∫ t

0 b(s)dB(s)− 1
2

∫ t
0 ∥b(s)∥

2
2 ds

)
, where B is a Q-Brownian

motion. Assume EQ

[∫ T
0 ∥b(s)∥

2
2 ds

]
<∞. Then L is a square integrable Q-martingale. Moreover, if

EQ [E (L) (T )] = 1, then E (L) is a true Q-martingale and the process B(t)−
∫ t
0 b(s)ds is a P -Brownian

motion, where P is a probabilty measure such that P = E (L) (T )Q.

In most applications of Girsanov’s theorem, we need to check a sufficient condition to hold, known
as Novikov’s condition. In the context of Theorem 6, Novikov’s condition is

EQ

[
exp

(
1

2

∫ T

0
∥b(s)∥22 ds

)]
<∞. (14)

Now we begin the proof of Theorem 2.
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Proof. From Lemma 1, it suffices to show the existence. Let α ∈ P(C([0, T ] : Rd)) with initial
distribution α0. We denote α(0) as the initial distribution of the process whose law is measure α as
notation. From the chain rule of KL divergence, we have

k∑
i=1

λiDKL (α ∥ Pi) =

k∑
i=1

λiDKL (α0 ∥ µi)

+ Ez∼α0

[
k∑

i=1

λiDKL (α (.|α(0) = z) ∥ Pi (.|Pi(0) = z))

]
,

where the first term solves the KL barycenter problem with respect to the initial distributions, and
the second term solves the KL barycenter problem with all reference processes have the same initial
distribution. Therefore, to finish the proof, we can assume for each i = 1, . . . , k, µi ∼ µ, the same
initial distribution.

Since we are finding the minimizer of the weight sum of KL divergences, it is sufficient to assume
that α is the law of a diffusion process which is a strong solution of an SDE with the same diffusion
(volatility) coefficient as all reference processes:

dX(t) = a (t,X(t)) dt+ σ(t)dB(t), X(0) ∼ µ,

where B is a standard Brownian motion, and otherwise the KL divergence would be ∞. For now, we
assume that a(t, x) is uniformly bounded.

When applying Girsanov’s theorem, it is more convenient to view different path measures on
P(C([0, T ] : Rd) as the different laws of the same single stochastic process. For notational convenience,
we denote the single process as {Z(t)}t∈[0,T ].

For each i = 1, . . . , k, we can apply the Girsanov’s theorem to Q = α and

b(t) =
1

σ(t)
(ai(t, Z(t))− a(t, Z(t)))

in the setting of Theorem 6. Therefore, under the measure P = E (L) (T )α, there exists a Brownian
motion {β(t)}t∈[0,T ] such that

dB(t) =
1

σ(t)
(ai(t, Z(t))− a(t, Z(t))) dt+ dβ(t).

Since under the measure α, with probability 1,

dZ(t) = a (t, Z(t)) dt+ σ(t)dB(t), Z(0) ∼ µ,

then this also holds P -almost surely, which implies that P -almost surely, Z(0) ∼ µ, and

dZ(t) = a (t, Z(t)) dt+ σ(t)

(
1

σ(t)
[ai(t, Z(t))− a(t, Z(t))] dt+ dβ(t)

)
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= ai (t, Z(t)) dt+ σ(t)dβ(t).

In other words, P ∼ Pi in law.
Therefore,

DKL (α ∥ Pi) = Eα

[
log

(
dα

dPi

)]
= Eα

[
log

(
1

E (L) (T )

)]
=

1

2
Eα

[∫ T

0

1

σ(t)2
∥ai(t, Z(t))− a(t, Z(t)∥22 dt

]
+ Eα

[∫ T

0

1

σ(t)2
(a(t, Z(t))− ai(t, Z(t)) dt

]
=

1

2
Eα

[∫ T

0

1

σ(t)2
∥ai(t, Z(t))− a(t, Z(t)∥22 dt

]
since Ito integral with regular integrand is a true martingale.

Therefore, the objective function of process level KL barycenter problem becomes

1

2

k∑
i=1

λiEα

[∫ T

0

1

σ(t)2
∥a(t, Z(t))− ai(t, Z(t)∥22 dt

]
,

given we assume that all of reference laws have the same initial distribution. Therefore, as a functional
optimization problem, the minimizer a∗(t, x) =

∑k
i=1 λiai(t, x), which is indeed uniformly bounded

and optimal, thus this finishes the proof.

D Proof of Results in Section 4

D.1 Preliminaries and Basic Tools

D.1.1 Preliminaries

We include this subsection to present basic definitions and notations used in our proofs.

Definition 2. S is a Polish space equipped with Borel σ-algebra B(S), {Pn}n∈N ⊂ P(S) is a set of
probability measures, we say Pn converges to P ∈ P(S) weakly if and only if for each bounded and
continuous function f : S → R, as n→∞,∫

S
f(x)dPn(x)→

∫
S
f(x)dP (x).

Definition 3. Given two measurable spaces (X,F) and (Y,G), f : X → Y is a measurable function,
and (X,F , µ) is a (positive) measure space. The pushforward of µ is defined to be a measure f#µ
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such that for any B ∈ G,
f#µ(B) = µ

(
f−1(B)

)
.

Definition 4. A differentiable function F : Rd → R is called L-smooth if for any x, y ∈ Rd,

|F (x)− F (y)− F ′(y)(x− y)| ≤ L

2
∥y − x∥22 .

Definition 5. A stochastic process {Xt}t∈[0,T ] is called a local martingale if there exists a sequence
of nondecreasing stopping times {Tn}n∈N such that Tn → T and {Xt∧Tn}t∈[0,T ] is a true martingale.

Next we define some notations and stochastic processes that will be used in the following proofs.
Recall the process (6) is a backward SDE with score terms replaced by the estimations. We say

for each i = 1, 2, . . . , k, process X̄i is the theoretical backward process with exact score terms:

dX̄i(t) =
(
aX̄i(t) + σ2∇ log piT−t

(
X̄i(t)

))
dt+ σdWi(t), X̄i(0) ∼ piT . (15)

The corresponding forward process is denoted as Xi:

dXi(t) = −aXi(t)dt+ σdW (t), Xi(0) ∼ pi ∼ µi. (16)

We denote the marginal density of Xi(t) as pit; when t = 0, we use the notation pi ∼ µi. Process (8)
is a time-discretized SDE to be implemented in practice. It can be viewed as an approximation of
the theoretical barycenter process (denoted as Ỹ ) of the backward SDEs of the form (15):

dỸ (t) =

(
aỸ (t) + σ2

k∑
i=1

λi∇ log piT−t

(
Ỹ (t)

))
dt+ σdW (t), Ỹ (0) ∼ γdT , (17)

where γdT is the distribution level KL barycenter at time T with respect to the reference measures
{p1T , . . . , pkT }. When T is large, γdT is approximated by π in Equation (8). In theory, there is
corresponding forward process with respect to process (17):

dY (t) = −aX(t)dt+ σdW (t), Y (0) ∼ Ỹ (T ). (18)

For a fixed λ, we denote pλ,t as the marginal distribution of process (18) at time t; when t = 0,
we ignore the time subscript.

D.1.2 Basic Algorithms

In this section, we recall the Frank-Wolfe method [12], which is used to solve an optimization problem
with L-smooth convex function f : X → R on a compact domain X :

min
x∈X

f(x) (19)

To measure the error of the algorithm, we define for each τ ≥ 1, the primary gap is
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Algorithm 2 (vanilla) Frank-Wolfe with function-agnostic step size rule [12]
1: Input: Start atom x0 ∈ X , objective function f , smoothness L
2: Output: Iterates x1, . . . , xτ ∈ X
3: for τ = 0 to . . . do
4: vτ ← argminv∈X ⟨∇f(xτ ), v⟩

5: γτ ←

{
1 if τ = 1
2

τ+3 if τ > 1

6: xτ+1 ← xτ + γτ (vτ − xτ )
7: end for

hτ = h(xτ ) = f(xτ )− f(x∗),

where x∗ is the minimizer of problem (19).

D.1.3 Basic Lemmas

In this subsection, we first list some basic lemmas (Lemma 2 to 5) that serve as essential tools in our
proofs. All proofs can be found in [15].

Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumption 1 and 2 hold. For each i = 1, 2, . . . , k, let Zi(t) denote the
forward auxiliary process (16), then for all t ≥ 0,

E
[
∥Zi(t)∥22

]
≤ d ∨M and E

[∥∥∇ log pit (Zi(t))
∥∥2
2

]
≤ Ld.

Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. For each i = 1, 2, . . . , k, let Zi(t) denote the forward
auxiliary process (16). For 0 ≤ s < t, let δ = t− s. If δ ≤ 1, then

E
[
∥Zi(t)− Zi(s)∥22

]
≲ δ2M + δd.

Lemma 4. Consider a sequence of functions fn : [0, T ] → Rd and a function f : [0, T ] → Rd such
that there exists a nondecreasing sequence {Tn}n∈N ⊂ [0, T ] such that Tn → T as n → ∞ and for
each t ≤ Tn, fn(t) = f(t), then for each ϵ > 0, fn → f uniformly over [0, T − ϵ].

Lemma 5. f : [0, T ] → Rd is a continuous function, and fϵ : [0, T ] → Rd such that for each ϵ > 0,
fϵ(t) = f (t ∧ (T − ϵ)), then as ϵ→ 0, fϵ → f uniformly over [0, T ].

Next, we review and give two results related to the fusion algorithms.

Lemma 6. For any fixed λ ∈ ∆k, Ỹ (T ) ∼ µλ, the KL barycenter of {µ1, . . . , µk}.

Proof. In this proof, we use the following notations: suppose x, y ∈ Rd and 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T , we
denote pi(x, t|y, s) as the transition density of the ith auxiliary process from time s to t. Similarly,
pλ(x, t|y, s) as the transition density of the barycenter process from time s to t.
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Let λ be fixed, then at each time t ∈ [0, T ],

∇ log (pλ,t(x)) = ∇
n∑

i=1

λi log
(
pit(x)

)
.

Expanding LHS and RHS at the same time, we get

∇ log

(∫
pλ(x, t|y, 0)pλ(y)dy

)
= ∇

k∑
i=1

λi log

(∫
pi(x, t|y, 0)pi(y)dy

)
,

Note that as t→ 0, pi(x, t|y, 0)→ δ(x− y) and pλ(x, t|y, 0)→ δ(x− y), where the limit is the delta
function. Therefore, from the compactness assumption and dominated convergence theorem,

∇ log pλ(x) = lim
t→0
∇ log

(∫
pλ(x, t|y, 0)pλ(y)dy

)
= lim

t→0
∇

k∑
i=1

λi log

(∫
pi(x, t|y, 0)pi(y)dy

)

= ∇
k∑

i=1

λi log pi(x).

Therefore,

log pλ(x) ∝
k∑

i=1

λi log pi(x)

= log

(
k∏

i=1

pi(x)
λi

)

= log

(
k∏

i=1

pi(x)
λi

)
.

Since pλ(x) is a density function, then after normalization

pλ(x) =

∏k
i=1 pi(x)

λi∫ ∏k
i=1 pi(x)

λidx
,

which is the solution of KL barycenter problem with reference measures p1, . . . , pk.

Next we give the proof of Proposition 1.

Proof. Recall that the objective function for λ is

F (λ) = Eν

[
log ν(X)−

k∑
i=1

λi log pi(X)

]
+ log

(∫ k∏
i=1

pi(y)
λidy

)
. (20)
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We note that the first term is linear in λ, so to show convexity, it is enough to show the second
term is convex in λ. If we denote hi(x) = log (pi(x)) for each i = 1, 2, . . . , k and X as the uniform
distribution on K, then

log

(∫ k∏
i=1

pi(y)
λidy

)
= log

(∫
K

k∏
i=1

pi(y)
λidy

)

= log

(
1

|K|

∫
K
exp

(
k∑

i=1

hi(y)λi

)
dy

)
+ log (|K|)

= log
(
E
[
exp

(
λTZ

)])
+ log (|K|) ,

where Z = (h1(X), . . . , hk(X)) and |K| is the Lebesgue measure of K. Since log of moment generating
function is convex, then second term in Equation (20) is convex in λ.

Remark 2. In theory, the first order condition of the convex optimization problem (9) is

∂F

∂λi
(λ) = −

∫
ν(x)hi(x)dx+

∂

∂λi
log

(∫ k∏
l=1

pl(y)
λldy

)

= −Eν [hi(X)] +

∫ ∏k
l=1 pl(y)

λl log pi(y)dy∫ ∏k
l=1 pl(y)

λldy

= −Eν [hi(X)] +

∫
exp

(∑k
l=1 λlhl(y)

)
hi(y)dy∫

exp
(∑k

l=1 λlhl(y)
)
dy

.

In practice, each hi is replaced by the estimated auxiliary densities, and the second term is computed
independent of the target data ν. However, the implementation is extremely hard since the numerical
integration of the second term may have large error and the error is hard to control.

D.2 Proof of Theorem 3

Before the proof of the sample complexity of the whole algorithm, we first prove a lemma about the
auxiliary score estimation errors. The proof is adapted from Chen et al. [15].

Lemma 7. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, λ is fixed, and the step size h = T/N satisfies h ≲ 1/L,
where L ≥ 1. Let pλ and p̂λ denote the distribution of process (17) and (8) at time T , respectively.
Then we have

TV (pλ, p̂λ) ≲ exp(−T ) max
i=1,2,...,k

√
DKL

(
piT ∥ π

)
+ σ
√
kT
(
ϵscore + L

√
dh+ Lh

√
M
)
.

Remark 3. To interpret the result, suppose maxi=1,2,...,k

√
DKL

(
piT ∥ π

)
≲ poly(d) and M ≤ d,

then for fixed ϵ, if we choose T ∼ log
(
maxi=1,2,...,k

√
DKL

(
piT ∥ π

)
/ϵ
)

and h ∼ ϵ2

L2σ2kd
, and hiding
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the logarithmic factors, then with N ∼ L2σ2kd
ϵ2

, SE ≲ ϵ + ϵscore. In particular, if we want to choose
the sampling error SE ≲ ϵ, it suffices to have ϵscore ≲ ϵ.

Proof. We denote the laws of process (17) and (8) as α and β ∈ C([0, T ] : Rd), respectively. For
simplicity of the proof, we define a fictitious diffusion satisfying the SDE with Ŷ (0) ∼ γdT :

dŶ (t) =

(
aŶ (t) + σ2

k∑
i=1

λis
i
T−lh,θ∗

(
Ŷ (lh)

))
dt+ σdWi(t), t ∈ [lh, (l + 1)h]. (21)

since in practice, it is always convenient to use Gaussian π as a prior. We denote law of process (21)
as βT ∈ C([0, T ] : Rd).

We also denote the score estimators of the process (18) as sλlh,θ∗ . Similarly as before, we consider
only one stochastic process Z(t)t∈[0,T ] now to use Girsanov’s theorem.

For t ∈ [lh, (l + 1)h], we have the discretization error L with

L = σ2Eα

[∥∥∥sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log pλ,T−t (Z(t))
∥∥∥2
2

]

= σ2Eα

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

λi

[
siT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log piT−t (Z(t))

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


≲ σ2

k∑
i=1

λ2
iEα

[∥∥∥siT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log piT−t (Z(t))
∥∥∥2
2

]

≲ σ2
k∑

i=1

λ2
iEα

[∥∥∥siT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log piT−lh (Z(lh))
∥∥∥2
2

]

+ σ2
k∑

i=1

λ2
iEα

[∥∥∇ log piT−lh (Z(lh))−∇ log piT−t (Z(lh))
∥∥2
2

]
+ σ2

k∑
i=1

λ2
iEα

[∥∥∇ log piT−t (Z(lh))−∇ log piT−t (Z(t))
∥∥2
2

]

≲ kσ2

ϵ2score + Eα

∥∥∥∥∥∇ log

(
piT−lh

piT−t

)
(Z(lh))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

+ L2Eα

[
∥Z(lh)− Z(t)∥22

] .

From Lemma 16 in Chen et al. [15], we have the bound for the second term since L ≥ 1,

Eα

∥∥∥∥∥∇ log

(
piT−lh

piT−t

)
(Z(lh))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 ≲ L2dh+ L2h2Eα

[
∥Z(lh)∥22

]
+ (1 + L2)h2Eα

[∥∥∇ log piT−tZ(lh)
∥∥2
2

]
≲ L2dh+ L2h2Eα

[
∥Z(lh)∥22

]
+ L2h2Eα

[∥∥∇ log piT−tZ(lh)
∥∥2
2

]
.
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Moreover, from L-Lipschitz condition,∥∥∇ log piT−tZ(lh)
∥∥2
2
≲
∥∥∇ log piT−tZ(t)

∥∥2
2
+
∥∥∇ log piT−tZ(lh)−∇ log piT−tZ(t)

∥∥2
2

≲
∥∥∇ log piT−tZ(t)

∥∥2
2
+ L2 ∥Z(lh)− Z(t)∥22

Hence,

L = σ2Eα

[∥∥∥sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log pλ,T−t (Z(t))
∥∥∥2
2

]
≲ kσ2ϵ2score + kσ2L2dh+ kσ2L2h2Eα

[
∥Z(lh)∥22

]
+ kσ2L2h2Eα

[∥∥∇ log piT−tZ(t)
∥∥2
2

]
+ kσ2L2Eα

[
∥Z(lh)− Z(t)∥22

]
.

From Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we have

L = σ2Eα

[∥∥∥sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log pλ,T−t (Z(t))
∥∥∥2
2

]
≲ kσ2

(
ϵ2score + L2dh+ L2h2 (d+M) + L3dh2 + L2

(
dh+Mh2

))
≲ kσ2

(
ϵ2score + L2dh+ L2h2M

)
.

Therefore,

L = σ2
N−1∑
l=0

Eα

[∫ (l+1)h

lh

∥∥∥sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log pλ,T−t (Z(t))
∥∥∥2
2
dt

]
≲ σ2kT

(
ϵ2score + L2dh+ L2h2M

)
.

Next, we claim that
DKL (α ∥ βT ) ≲ kσ2T

(
ϵ2score + L2dh+ L2h2M

)
. (22)

Then from triangle inequality, Pinsker’s inequality, and data processing inequality,

TV (pλ, p̂λ) ≤ TV (α, β)

≤ TV (β, βT ) + TV (α, βT )

≤ TV
(
π, γdT

)
+ TV (α, βT )

≲ exp(−T ) max
i=1,2,...,k

√
DKL

(
piT ∥ π

)
+ σ
√
kT
(
ϵscore + L

√
dh+ Lh

√
M
)
.

Hence it suffices to prove Equation (22). We will use a localization argument and apply Girsanov’s
theorem. The notations are the same as in Theorem 6.

Let t ∈ [0, T ], L(t) =
∫ t
0 b(s)dB(s), where B is an α-Brownian motion and for t ∈ [lh, (l + 1)h],

b(t) = σ
(
sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log pλ,T−t (Z(t))

)
.
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Recall that

Eα

[∫ T

0
∥b(s)∥22 ds

]
≲ kTσ2

(
ϵ2score + L2dh+ L2h2M

)
.

Since {E (L) (t)}t∈[0,T ] is a local martingale, then there exists a non-decreasing sequence of stopping
times Tn → T such that {E (L) (t ∧ Tn)}t∈[0,T ] is a true martingale. Note that E (L) (t ∧ Tn) =

E (Ln) (t), where Ln(t) = L(t ∧ Tn), therefore

Eα [E (Ln) (T )] = Eα [E (Ln) (0)] = 1.

Applying Theorem 6 to Ln(t) =
∫ t
0 b(s)1[0,Tn](s)dB(s), we have that under the measure Pn =

E (Ln) (T )α, there exists a Brownian motion βn such that for all t ∈ [0, T ],

dB(t) = σ
(
sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log pλ,T−t (Z(t))

)
1[0,Tn](t)dt+ dβn(t).

Since under α we have almost surely

dZ(t) =
(
aZ(t) + σ2∇ log pλ,T−t (Z(t))

)
dt+ σdB(t), Z(0) ∼ γd,

which also holds Pn-almost surely since Pn ≪ α. Therefore, Pn-almost surely, Z(0) ∼ γd and

dZ(t) =
[
aZ(t) + σ2sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))

]
1[0,Tn]dt

+ [aZ(t)∇ log pλ,T−t (Z(t))]1[Tn,T ]dt+ σdβ(t).

In other words, Pn is the law of the solution of the above SDE. Plugging in the Radon-Nikodym
derivatives, we get

DKL (α ∥ Pn) = Eα

[
log

(
dα

dPn

)]
= Eα

[
log

(
1

E (L) (Tn)

)]
= Eα

[
−L(Tn) +

1

2

∫ Tn

0
∥b(s)∥22 ds

]
= Eα

[
1

2

∫ Tn

0
∥b(s)∥22 ds

]
≤ Eα

[
1

2

∫ T

0
∥b(s)∥22 ds

]
≲ kTσ2

(
ϵ2score + L2dh+ L2h2M

)
since L(Tn) is a martingale and Tn is a bounded stopping time (apply optional sampling theorem).

Now consider a coupling of (Pn)n∈N, βT : a sequence of stochastic processes (Zn)n∈N over the
same probability space, a stochastic process Z and a single Brownian motion W over that space such
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that Z(0) = Zn(0) almost surely, Z(0) ∼ γd,

dZn(t) =
[
aZn(t) + σ2sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z

n(lh))
]
1[0,Tn]dt

+ [aZn(t) +∇ log pλ,T−t (Z
n(t))]1[Tn,T ]dt+ σdW (t),

and
dZ(t) =

[
aZ(t) + σ2sλT−lh,θ∗ (Z

n(lh))
]
dt+ σdW (t).

Hence law of Zn is Pn and law of Z is βT . The existence of such coupling is shown in Chen et al.
[15].

Fix ϵ > 0, define the map πϵ : C([0, T ] : Rd)→ C([0, T ] : Rd) such that

πϵ(ω)(t) = ω (t ∧ T − ϵ) .

Since for each t ∈ [0, Tn], Zn(t) = Z(t), then from Lemma 4, we have πϵ (Z
n)→ πϵ (Z) almost surely

uniformly over [0, T ], which implies that πϵ#P
n → πϵ#βT weakly.

Since KL divergence is lower semicontinuous, then from data processing inequality, we have

DKL (πϵ#α ∥ πϵ#βT ) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

DKL (πϵ#α ∥ πϵ#P
n)

≤ DKL (α ∥ Pn)

≲ kTσ2
(
ϵ2score + L2dh+ L2h2M

)
.

From Lemma 5, as ϵ→ 0, πϵ(ω)→ ω uniformly over [0, T ]. Hence, from Corollary 9.4.6 in Ambrosio
et al. [3], as ϵ→ 0, DKL (πϵ#α ∥ πϵ#βT )→ DKL (α ∥ βT ). Therefore, from Pinsker’s inequality,

DKL (α ∥ βT ) ≲ kTσ2
(
ϵ2score + L2dh+ L2h2M

)
.

Before the proof, we introduce some notations that will only be used for the proof of Theorem 3.
Recall that the vanilla fusion method requires two layers of approximation before running the Frank-
Wolfe method: we use target samples to estimate an expectation and we also estimate the densities
of auxiliaries. As a notation, we denote ˆ̄pλ̂ as the distribution of the generated sample by vanilla
fusion, which is ν̂D in Section 4. λ̂ is the weight computed with n target samples, pλ̂ denotes the
barycenter of {µ1, . . . , µk} with the weight λ̂, and p̄λ̂ denotes the barycenter of {p̄1, . . . , p̄k} with the
weight λ̂, where {p̄1, . . . , p̄k} is the collection of estimates of auxiliary densities. Note that p̄λ̂ ∼ µ̂λ

in Section 4.

Proof. From triangle inequality, we have

TV
(
ν, ˆ̄pλ̂

)
≤ TV

(
ν, pλ̂

)
+ TV

(
pλ̂, p̄λ̂

)
+ TV

(
p̄λ̂, ˆ̄pλ̂

)
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:= I1 + I2 + I3,

where I1 represents the error when computing using the Frank-Wolfe method, I2 ≤ ϵ2 by assumption,
and I3 is the error from auxiliary score estimations, which is bounded by Lemma 7.

Therefore it only remains to bound I1. From Pinsker’s inequality,

I1 = TV
(
ν, pλ̂

)
≲
√
DKL

(
ν ∥ pλ̂

)
,

hence it is enough to bound DKL
(
ν ∥ pλ̂

)
. From the compactedness assumption, we note that the

objective function F of problem (9) is L̃-smooth for some constant L̃. Since the simplex in real space
is convex, we denote the diameter of constrain set as D.

Recall that in Remark 2 in Section D.1.3, the target gradient ∇F is given by

Fi(λ) = −Eν [hi(X)] +

∫
exp

(∑k
l=1 λlhl(y)

)
hi(y)dy∫

exp
(∑k

l=1 λlhl(y)
)
dy

.

Thus we define F̂ as the estimator of F with the gradient estimated by

∇F̂i(λ) =
−1
n

n∑
j=1

hi(xj) +

∫
exp

(∑k
l=1 λlhl(y)

)
hi(y)dy∫

exp
(∑k

l=1 λlhl(y)
)
dy

,

where xj are i.i.d. samples from the target distribution ν. Obviously F̂ is also convex and L̃-smooth
on a compact set with diameter D.

We denote λ̂(τ) as the weight computed after τ iterations with n target samples, then from a
standard Frank-Wolfe error analysis (e.g. Theorem 2.2 in Braun et al. [12]), we have

F̂ (λ̂(τ))− F̂ (λ∗) ≤ 2L̃D2

τ + 3
.

From Fundamental Theorem of Calculus, there exists a curve γ : [0, 1]→ ∆k such that

γ(0) = λ̂(τ), γ(1) = λ∗,

F (λ̂(τ))− F (λ∗) =

∫
γ
∇F (z)dz,

and
F̂ (λ̂(τ))− F̂ (λ∗) =

∫
γ
∇F̂ (z)dz,

where the right hand sides are line integrals. From Hoeffding’s inequality, for a fixed z ∈ ∆k, with
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probability at least 1− δ,

∇F (z) ≲ ∇F̂ (z) +O

((
log

(
1

δ

))1/2

n−1/2

)
.

Therefore,

F (λ̂(τ))− F (λ∗) =

∫
γ
∇F (z)dz

≲
∫
γ
∇F̂ (z)dz +O

((
log

(
1

δ

))1/2

n−1/2

)

= F̂ (λ̂(τ))− F̂ (λ∗) +O

((
log

(
1

δ

))1/2

n−1/2

)

≤ 2L̃D2

τ + 3
+O

((
log

(
1

δ

))1/2

n−1/2

)
.

If we let τ →∞, then

DKL

(
ν ∥ pλ̂(τ)

)
≤ DKL (ν ∥ pλ∗) +O

((
log

(
1

δ

))1/2

n−1/2

)

≲ ϵ20 +O

((
log

(
1

δ

))1/2

n−1/2

)
.

Therefore, from Pinsker’s inequality, with probability at least 1− δ,

TV
(
ν, ˆ̄pλ̂

)
≲ ϵ0 + ϵ2 + exp(−T ) max

i=1,2,...,k

√
DKL

(
piT ∥ π

)
+ σ
√
kT
(
ϵscore + L

√
dh+ Lh

√
M
)

+O

((
log

(
1

δ

))1/4

n−1/4

)
.

D.3 Proof of Theorem 4

Before the proof, we define some notations that will be used in this proof. p̂Λ̂ denotes the output
distribution of Algorithm 1, which is ν̂P in Section 4. For a fixed small T̃ ≪ 1, in the calibration
phase of ScoreFusion, we denote the forward process as Z (which is X̃ν in Section 4): for t ∈ [0, T̃ ],

dZ(t) = −aZ(t)dt+ σdW (t), Z(0) ∼ ν. (23)

We learn an optimal weight by solving problem (10). We still denote the marginal distribution of
process (23) at time t for fixed Λ as pνt . Even though in practice we do not use the backward process
of process (23), the following two versions of backward processes will help in the proof of Theorem 4:
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for t ∈ [0, T̃ ] with Z̃(0) ∼ γd
T̃
∼ Ẑ(0), and fixed Λ,

dZ̃(t) =
(
aZ̃(t) + σ2∇ log pνT−t

(
Z̃(t)

))
dt+ σdW (t), Z̃(T̃ ) ∼ ν, (24)

and for l = 0, 1, . . . , NT̃ ,

dẐ(t) =

(
aẐ(t) + σ2

k∑
i=1

Λis
i
T−lh,θ∗

(
Ẑ(lh)

))
dt+ σdW (t), t ∈ [lh, (l + 1)h], (25)

where hNT̃ = T̃ . Process (25) is the time-discretization version of process (24) without the ini-
tialization error (since Z̃(0) ∼ Ẑ(0)). We denote the law of process (24) and (25) as αT̃ and
βT̃ ∈ P(C([0, T ] : Rd)), respectively. For fixed Λ, we call Z̃(T̃ ) ∼ pT̃Λ (which is in fact ν) and
Ẑ(T̃ ) ∼ p̂T̃Λ.

Proof. From triangle inequality, we have

TV
(
ν, p̂Λ̂

)
≤ TV

(
ν, p̂T̃

Λ̂

)
+ TV

(
p̂T̃
Λ̂
, pT̃

Λ̂

)
+ TV

(
pT̃
Λ̂
, pT̃Λ∗

)
+ TV

(
pT̃Λ∗ , pΛ∗

)
+ TV

(
pΛ∗ , pΛ̂

)
+ TV

(
pΛ̂, p̂Λ̂

)
≲ TV

(
ν, p̂T̃

Λ̂

)
+ TV

(
pΛ̂, p̂Λ̂

)
+ TV (ν, pΛ∗) + TV

(
pΛ̂, pΛ∗

)
≲ TV

(
ν, p̂T̃

Λ̂

)
+ TV

(
pΛ̂, p̂Λ̂

)
+ ϵ1 + TV

(
pΛ̂, pΛ∗

)
.

From Lemma 7, we bound the second term

TV
(
pΛ̂, p̂Λ̂

)
≲ exp(−T ) max

i=1,2,...,k

√
DKL

(
piT ∥ π

)
+
√
kTσ

(
ϵscore + L

√
dh+ Lh

√
M
)
.

To bound the first term, we use a Girsanov’s theorem and approximation argument similar as in
Section D.2 to get

DKL

(
ν ∥ p̂T̃

Λ̂

)
≲ DKL

(
αT̃ ∥ βT̃

)
≲

1

T̃

NT̃−1∑
l=0

EαT̃

[∫ (l+1)h

lh
σ2
∥∥∥sΛT−lh,θ∗ (Z(lh))−∇ log pνT−t (Z(t))

∥∥∥2
2
dt

]

≲
1

T̃

∫ T̃

0

σ2EZ(t)∼pνt

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

(
Λis

i
t,θ∗ (Z(t))

)
−∇ log pνt (Z(t))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 dt

≲ L̃
(
Λ̂; θ∗, σ2

)
= L̃

(
Λ∗; θ∗, σ2

)
+
[
L̃
(
Λ̂; θ∗, σ2

)
− L̃

(
Λ∗; θ∗, σ2

)]
:= I1 + I2,

where I1 represents the approximation error and I2 represents the excess risk.
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We note that from the bi-Lipschitz assumption and the compact support assumption,

DKL

(
pΛ̂ ∥ pΛ∗

)
∼ L̃

(
Λ̂; θ∗, σ2

)
,

hence we only need to bound I1 and I2 then.
From McDiarmid’s inequality, for δ > 0, with probability at least 1− δ,

I2 ≲ O

(
σ2

(
log

(
1

δ

))1/2 (
NT̃n

)−1/2

)
≲ O

(
σ2

(
log

(
1

δ

))1/2

n−1/2

)

since T̃ ≲ T and NT̃ is small.
Finally, we need to give a bound on I1. The intuition is that from continuity of a diffusion process,

when h is small, then ph and p0 are similar. Since the backward fused process is constructed as a
process whose drift term is a linear combination of the auxiliary drifts, then the approximation error
of the linear regression should be small, given Assumption 3.

Fix t ∈ [0, T̃ ], then from the Lipschitz and the compactedness assumption, the loss L is

L = L̃
(
Λ∗; θ∗, σ2

)
=

σ2

T̃

∫ T̃

0
EZ(t)∼pνt

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

Λ∗
i s

i
t,θ∗ (Z(t))−∇ log pνt (Z(t))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 dt

≲
σ2

T̃

∫ T̃

0
EZ(t)∼pνt

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

Λ∗
i s

i
t,θ∗ (Z(t))−

k∑
i=1

Λ∗
i∇ log pit(Z(t))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 dt

+
σ2

T̃

∫ T̃

0
EZ(t)∼pνt

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

Λ∗
i∇ log pit(Z(t))−∇ log pνt (Z(t))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 dt

≲ σ2kϵ2score + σ2EZ(0)∼ν

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

Λ∗
i∇ log pi0(Z(0))−∇ log pν0(Z(0))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 dt

+
σ2

T̃

∫ T̃

0
EZ(t)∼pνt

∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

Λ∗
i∇ log pit(Z(t))−

k∑
i=1

Λ∗
i∇ log pi0(Z(t))

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

 dt

+
σ2

T̃

∫ T̃

0
EZ(t)∼pνt

[
∥∇ log pνt (Z(t))−∇ log pν0(Z(t))∥22

]
dt

≲ σ2kϵ2score + σ2EZ(0)∼ν

[
∥pν0(Z(0))− pΛ∗(Z(0))∥22

]
+ σ2EZ(T̃ )∼γd

T̃

[∥∥∥pν
T̃
(Z(T̃ ))− pν0(Z(T̃ ))

∥∥∥2
2

]
+ max

j=1,2,...,k
σ2EZ(T̃ )∼γd

T̃

[∥∥∥pj
T̃
(Z(T̃ ))− pj0(Z(T̃ ))

∥∥∥2
2

]
≲ σ2kϵ2score + σ2DKL (ν ∥ p∗Λ) + max

j=1,2,...,k
σ2DKL

(
pj
T̃
∥ pj0

)
≲ σ2kϵ2score + σ2ϵ21 + σ2kO

((
T̃
)1/2)

.
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Therefore, from Pinsker’s inequality, with probability at least 1− δ,

TV
(
ν, p̂Λ̂

)
≲ TV

(
ν, p̂T̃

Λ̂

)
+ TV

(
pΛ̂, p̂Λ̂

)
+ ϵ1 + TV

(
pΛ̂, pΛ∗

)
≲

√
DKL

(
ν ∥ p̂T̃

Λ̂

)
+ TV

(
pΛ̂, p̂Λ̂

)
+ ϵ1 +

√
DKL

(
pΛ̂ ∥ pΛ∗

)
≲ (σ + 1)ϵ1 + σ

√
kO
(
T̃ 1/4

)
+O

(
σ

(
log

(
1

δ

))1/4

n−1/4

)
+ exp(−T ) max

i=1,2,...,k

√
DKL

(
piT ∥ π

)
+ σ
√
kT
(
ϵscore + L

√
dh+ Lh

√
M
)
,

which finishes the proof.

E Related Work in Finance

After the first draft of our paper, a concurrent work has been published by Jaimungal and Pesenti
[34], which discusses the KL barycenter in the process level. Jaimungal and Pesenti [34] considers
a constrained optimization problem in the finance setting of merging experts’ ideas, while our KL
barycenter problem is unconstrained to fuse several auxiliary processes. The KL barycenter problem
in Jaimungal and Pesenti [34] imposes additional constrained conditions and coefficients of the SDEs.
However, at this stage, our assumption is enough for the purpose of combining auxiliary models in the
setting of generative models and is easy to integrate with neural network architecture. Our solution
of the barycenter problem (Theorem 2) is equivalent to Proposition 2.4 in Jaimungal and Pesenti
[34] since the Radon-Nikodym derivative is 1 if our setting is plugged in. Moreover, the two papers
discuss two different problems, use different approaches, and derive different results: in Jaimungal
and Pesenti [34], the constrained optimization is solved via the dynamic programming approach and
it is not related to statistics or machine learning, while in our case, we utilize the optimality of in
the sense of KL barycenter to design a new machine learning method (ScoreFusion) and derive the
sample complexity bound.

F Terminology Clarification

• When we use the phrase “diffusion model” in this paper, or in discussing how to “fuse” a number
of them, the underlying object is the U-Net [46] that parametrizes the score function of the time-
reversed Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process, i.e., the st,θ(X) that parametrizes the ∇ log pt(X) term
in Equation 11. Although our notation is based on the stochastic differential equation (SDE)
view of diffusion modeling, we note that denoising diffusion probabilistic modeling (DDPM;
Ho et al. [29]) can be formulated as a time-discretized version of SDE diffusion, as shown in
Song et al. [53]; the U-Net (i.e. st,θ(X)) in SDE plays a similar role as the ϵθ(X, t) function in
DDPM.
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• In this paper, we often used the term “MNIST” to refer to the digits dataset; but to be exact,
what we meant is the extended version of the original MNIST dataset called EMNIST [19].
It is curated by the same institution (NIST), but containing a significantly larger set of digit
samples. Since MNIST is the better-known name for the digits dataset, we referred to it as such
in the text. In our code base, however, you would see us referencing the dataset as EMNIST, its
real name.

G MNIST Digits Experiment

G.1 Model Architecture

Our parametrization of st,θ(X) employs a U-Net architecture composed of 8 convolutional layers (4
for encoding and 4 for decoding) with group normalization applied after each convolution, totaling
1M trainable parameters. Its code is modified from the ScoreNet class in the GitHub repository of
Song et al. [53]. The model also has skip connections between corresponding layers in the encoder
and decoder. Temporal information is encoded via Gaussian random Fourier projections, followed by
a dense layer to produce time embeddings, which are injected into each layer of the network through
fully connected layers. This allows the model to condition its outputs on time steps effectively while
maintaining multi-resolution feature extraction.

G.2 Implementation Details

Calibration of ScoreFusion (Part I of Algorithm 1 in the main text) can be understood as optimizing
the normalized weights of an additional linear layer that sum over the st,θi(X) score tensors. The
PyTorch workflow is implemented by our FusionNet class in src/model_EMNIST.py, provided in the
Supplementary Material. To ensure a fair comparison, the baselines and the auxiliary score models
share the same U-Net architecture dimensions. The only difference between a Baseline 1 (B1) instance
and an auxiliary instance is whether they are pre-trained or not. Each Baseline 2 (B2) instance is
instantiated from a pre-trained auxiliary instance, and its parameters are fine-tuned on the target
data until its test loss starts to increase.

We follow the standard machine learning convention of splitting each dataset into train, validation,
and test sets with stratified sampling to ensure class balance. The ratio of training data to validation
data is 4 : 1. We use the ground truth digit labels only for data-splitting, hiding them from the model
during training. Model training taking more than an hour was run on two NVIDIA A40 GPUs in a
computing cluster, while lightweight tasks were run on Google Colab using one A100 GPU.

Auxiliary and baseline U-Nets use the same trainer function generic_train(*args), implemented
in src/model_EMNIST.py in the code attachment. Auxiliary models are trained from scratch on 25000
MNIST images. Baseline 1 instances are also trained from scratch, with training data ranging from
26 up to 214. At training time, we supply an additional 25% data as the validation set. In short,
auxiliary and baseline training share the training workflow, U-Net architecture, and score matching
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loss loss_fn(*args) as defined in src/model_EMNIST.py. Test evaluations are conducted on 5000
held-out images with a batch size of 200. The trainer contains the usual PyTorch pipeline of mini-
batch + ADAM optimizer, plus three adaptations:

• ADAM learning rate (lr) is 1e-4 for all auxiliary score training. Baseline 1 training follows
the lr schedule in format (lr, [sample size using this lr]): (1e-3, [64, 128]), (2e-4, [256, 512,
1024]), (1e-4, [4096, 16384]). We set a higher lr for smaller datasets to accelerate loss decrease;
empirically, it goes a lot slower on smaller datasets. The batch size is min(128, T rainSize) for
both training and validation loss.

• ExponentialMovingAverage (see src/training.py) is used for all checkpoint updating, the
decay rate being a default 0.999.

• Early-stopping of both baseline and auxiliary training is determined by the same algorithm to
ensure consistency. A detailed description is given in below.

Early Stopping To balance overfitting reduction and adequate learning, our experiments early-
stop the model learning when validation loss exceeds the lowest realized validation loss by ≥ 50% for
more than 50 consecutive epochs, implemented by the EarlyStopper class in src/training.py. We
examine the fine-tuning / training loss curves of Baseline 2 and 1 U-Nets on ≤ 1000 MNIST images
and provide one such plot in Figure 4. These inspections suggest that there is no under-training of
neither Baseline 1 nor Baseline 2.

Baseline 2 Setup The auxiliary model we fine-tuned on generates an empirical digits distribution
of {‘7’: 72%, ‘9’: 24%, others: 4%} over 10,000 samples. Out of the four pre-trained auxiliaries, this
one is chosen because it was trained from the (70%, 30%) frequency and therefore is the closest in
frequency to the target distribution of {‘7’: 60%, ‘9’: 40%}; intuitively, it should be the easiest to
finetune among the four. Using full parameter fine-tuning, we initialize the score weights with the
chosen auxiliary, and update all weights every step. We use the ADAM optimizer with lr = 2e-5.
Max_epoch is set at 200, and rest of the training/test hyperparameters remain the same as stated as
above (e.g. early-stopping criterion, exponential moving average).

G.3 Additional Statistics & Samples

H SDXL Professional Portraits Experiment

H.1 Model Architecture

All generative models in our stable diffusion experiment are derived from the open-source SDXL 1.0
base [54]. As a type of latent diffusion model [45], SDXL is composed of a variational autoencoder
(VAE), a text encoder and a 2D conditioned U-Net. The U-Net consists of a combination of con-
volutional and cross-attention blocks. It operates across three resolution scales, with cross-attention
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Table 3: Full digits proportions of 1024 images sampled from each of the four unadapted auxiliary
models, classified by a SpinalNet [36]. For simplicity, in the main text we have combined the propor-
tions of digits other than 7 and 9 into one class named Others.

Auxiliary 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 0.1% 0.1% 0.6% 0.6% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0% 18.7% 0.2% 78.2%
2 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.8% 1.1% 0.5% 0.0% 41.1% 0.2% 55.8%
3 0.0% 0.2% 0.7% 0.7% 1.2% 0.8% 0.0% 72.1% 0.6% 23.7%
4 0.1% 0.5% 0.7% 0.5% 0.9% 0.4% 0.1% 87.9% 0.3% 8.6%

Target Distribution 60% 40%

Table 4: Optimal weights λ∗ corresponding to the ScoreFusion models whose NLL test losses we
reported in Table 1. Each column is a weight vector that parameterizes the ScoreFusion model
trained with 2j data.

λi 26 27 28 29 210 212 214

i = 1 0.199 0.187 0.182 0.181 0.167 0.183 0.176
i = 2 0.305 0.326 0.328 0.319 0.345 0.311 0.310
i = 3 0.279 0.267 0.284 0.285 0.319 0.294 0.295
i = 4 0.217 0.220 0.206 0.216 0.170 0.213 0.220

Figure 4: Left: Typical fine-tuning loss curves for Baseline 2. Train data size + Val data size
= 64 + 16 = 80. Right: Baseline 1 training loss curves. Train data size + Val data size = 512+128
=640. EMA = Exponential Moving Average. Dotted line is the epoch where EMA checkpoint had
the lowest loss on the validation data.
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Figure 5: Left: uncurated samples generated by Baseline 2, obtained from directly fine-tuning a 70-
30 auxiliary model. Right: uncurated samples generated by calibrating a ScoreFusion model. Both
Left and Right models were fine-tuned/calibrated on the same 64 images from the target population.

Figure 6: Samples generated by Baseline 1 under different quantities of training data.

integrated into both the downsampling and upsampling paths. The model conditions on text and
time-step information via cross-attention, using positional embeddings for time encoding. According
to Hugging Face’s documentation [32], fine-tuned models in the stable diffusion community are almost
always produced with DreamBooth [47], which outputs a LoRA adapter (Low-Rank Adaptation; Hu
et al. [31]) of only the U-Net model, leaving the text encoder and the VAE unchanged. Intuitively,
the LoRA adapter adds low-rank perturbations to the dense layers in a base U-Net so as to minimize
the empirical score-matching loss on the fine-tuning dataset.

The two auxiliary diffusion models used in our experiment are also products of LoRA fine-tuning;
their U-Nets were each fine-tuned from a gender- and race-homogenoeous dataset by AlDahoul et al.
[1, 2], such that the unconditional generation (unspecified conditions being a person’s gender and race)
of professional portraits creates image samples that predominantly mirror the monolithic phenotype
of the corresponding finetuning population. This design choice is intended to stylize the issue of
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distributional social bias in popular text-to-image (TTI) models, a problem widely recognized in the
AI alignment literature [16, 40]. The sub-problem addressed by our SDXL experiment is: given TTI
model checkpoints that are individually fine-tuned on a distinct subpopulation, sampling from the KL
barycenter provides a theoretically grounded approach to organically blend heterogeneous features in
the subpopulations into one generative model.

H.2 Implementation Details

Since Appendix G and Section 5.1 have thoroughly tested the sample efficiency of the training phase
of ScoreFusion and reflected our theoretical development, we focus on exploring the inference-time
/ sampling benefit of our proposed KL barycenter approach in the SDXL experiment. Hence we
assumed that the barycenter weights λ are fixed at (0.5, 0.5) in this experiment. Our goal is to probe
the ability of KL barycenter sampling to sample from low-probability regions (with respect to the
auxiliary models’ sampling distributions) in the pixel space; we provide more theoretical motivation
in section H.4.

H.2.1 Sampling from KL-Divergence Barycenter

Because the StableDiffusionXLPipeline class in Hugging Face’s Diffusers library does not na-
tively support the ensembling of two U-Nets denoisers during inference, we adapted their source code
so that it can ensemble the log-probability gradient tensors for a specified set of barycenter weights.
The new pipeline class can be inspected in src/SDXL_inference.py in the Supplementary Material.
As mentioned in the previous subsection, the two auxiliary models share the exact same VAE and
text encoder. Therefore, the only component of the generation pipeline that we combine at inference
time is the U-Net’s outputs.

Our hyperparameter setting follows the default values of a general Diffusers inference pipeline;
checkpoints are loaded at fp16 precision, CFG guidance scale is 5.0, guidance rescale is zeroed, latent
noise has shape 4x128x128, and the final tensor output has shape 4x1024x1024. The number of
denoising steps is set to 100, and the timesteps are given by the default discrete Euler scheduler. We
used the same text prompts across all generations: {‘Positive Prompt’: “a photo of a mathematics
scientist, looking at the camera, ultra quality, sharp focus”, ‘Negative Prompt’: “cartoon, anime, 3d,
painting, b&w, low quality.”}

H.2.2 Checkpoint Merging Model

For comparison, we also generated samples from a diffusion model that results from equally merging
LoRA checkpoints of the two auxiliary models. Note that because the base SDXL model is the
same for both models, merging the LoRA checkpoints and appending the merged checkpoint to the
base model is the same as merging the entirety of the two auxiliary model checkpoints. As stated
in the main text, checkpoint merging is a common model adaptation method in the online stable
diffusion community. Figure 7 shows the checkpoint merging UI of the popular image generation
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tool stable-diffusion-webui [6]. The inference-time hyperparameter setting is the same as the one
stated in Section H.2.1.

Figure 7: UI for checkpoint merging in stable-diffusion-webui [6]. Screenshot is ours. The
exposition text for computing the weighted sum was embedded by the UI developer. The public
repository has over 140k GitHub stars and 26.7k forks as of October 2024. To put its popularity in
perspective, OpenAI’s API demo repository openai-cookbook has 59.2k stars and 9.4k forks.

H.2.3 Individual Auxiliary Models

Sampling from an individual auxiliary model is the same as sampling from a regular SDXL model,
also equivalent to setting λ = (1, 0) or (0, 1) for the KL barycenter approach or checkpoint merging.
The inference-time hyperparameter setting is the same as the one stated in Section H.2.1.

H.3 Additional Portrait Samples

For consistency, we use the same text prompt as the one stated in section H.2.1 for all image gener-
ations. Importantly, the text prompt does not specify the gender or race of the person. However, as
Figure 8 shows, two grids of samples generated by the two auxiliary models display a homogeneous
gender & ethnic expression. This setup is to contrast how our KL barycenter approach can effectively
spotlight an underrepresented subpopulation in either model. Figures 9, and 10 provide additional
samples generated by the model combination methods (checkpoint merging & KL barycenter) beyond
those presented in the main text. They are reproducible using code in the Supplementary Material.
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Figure 8: Left: uncurated samples from the first auxiliary model. Right: uncurated samples from
the second auxiliary model. Each 6x2 grid of portraits (here and in Figure 9) is generated from the
same set of initial latent noise tensors, ensuring comparability across models.
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Figure 9: Left: uncurated samples from the KL barycenter distribution with λ = (0.5, 0.5). Right:
uncurated samples from a 50-50 checkpoint merged model. The left grid embodies a more neutral,
ambiguous gender expressions, such as the absence of mustaches or beards present in the right and
Figure 8. 48



Figure 10: More image samples, continuing Figure 9. Left: uncurated samples from the KL barycen-
ter distribution with λ = (0.5, 0.5). Right: uncurated samples from a 50-50 checkpoint merged
model.
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H.4 Theory-Inspired Heuristic for the Phenomenon

As we saw in Figures 9 and 10, the KL barycenter of the two auxiliary models generate professional
portraits that seem unlikely under the marginal distribution of either model, depicting an under-
represented and much more gender-neutral gender expression. We provide a heuristic, theory-based
explanation for this phenonmenon, using an example of combining two one-dimensional Gaussian
models. Recall from Theorem 1 the density function of the distribution-level KL barycenter with
barycenter weights vector λ:

pλ(x) =

∏k
i=1 pi(x)

λi∫
Rd

∏k
i=1 pi(x)

λidx
,

where p1, · · · , pk are the probability density functions of the marginal distributions of the k

auxiliary models, and d is the dimension of the Euclidean space that x lives in.
Set k = 2, d = 1. Let p1 and p2 be probability density functions of Gaussian distributions with

means µ1, µ2 and variance σ2
1, σ2

2. Then the numerator becomes

2∏
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 1√
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i
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2
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)
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Putting aside constant terms, we see that pλ is also Gaussian. With some routine algebraic
manipulations, it can be shown that the distribution has mean µλ = B

A and variance σ2
λ = 1

2A , where

A = λ1
1

2σ2
1

+ λ2
1

2σ2
2

, B = λ1
µ1

2σ2
1

+ λ2
µ2

2σ2
2

and we impose the constraint that λi ≥ 0 and λ1 + λ2 = 1. When λi = 1, µλ = µi and σλ = σ2
i .

Figure 11 shows the barycenter distribution under different λ1 values.

Figure 11: Blue: KL-divergence barycenter PDF with λ1 = 0.5. Red and Purple: two auxiliary
(unimodal Gaussian) PDFs. Red corresponds to λ1 = 1, purple corresponds to λ1 = 0.

One way to interpret this stylized setup is that the real line represents a spectrum of gender
expression (or another semantic concept), with the origin (x = 0) denoting the peak of gender
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ambiguity. This corresponds to the two auxiliary models in Figure 8, each generating distinct,
yet narrowly focused gender representations. As Figure 11 illustrates, at λ1 = 0.5, the barycenter
distribution ultimately emphasizes sampling from regions where neither generative model assigns high
probability. Like celestial bodies pulling one another into balance, the diffusion process finds a shared
orbit between the biases of both models. The barycenter does not merely split the difference—it
crafts a new gravitational midpoint, where the intersection of opposing forces yields something not
yet observed, harmonizing their influence on the vast canvas of the latent space.

I Additional Experiment with Bimodal Gaussian mixtures

We also test ScoreFusion’s ability to approximate a one-dimensional bimodal Gaussian mixture dis-
tribution using two auxillary models that were trained on different Gaussian mixtures. Since the
data is synthetic, we can access the true density function of the target distribution and auxiliary
distributions, shown in the right of Figure 12; the ground truth distribution is in grey. Table 5 gives
the 1-Wasserstein distanceW1 between the distribution learned by ScoreFusion and the ground truth
distribution, calculated using SciPy.

Table 5: 1-Wasserstein distance from the ground truth distribution. Standard error is calculated from
the W1 distances of 10 random draws of 8096 samples from each generator.

Model 25 26 27 29 210

Baseline 106.93± 1.43 13.46± 0.28 16.74± 0.27 0.55± 0.04 0.15± 0.02
ScoreFusion 0.39± 0.02 0.51± 0.03 0.36± 0.02 0.38± 0.02 0.30± 0.02

Figure 12: Left: Histograms of 8096 ScoreFusion samples and 8096 baseline samples; both models
are calibrated / trained on 64 samples. Right: Density functions of ground truth vs. the auxiliary
distributions.

Using only 64 training data, ScoreFusion can already learn a good representation of the ground
truth distribution. In contrast, the standard diffusion model is overly widespread and fails to capture
the modes of the Gaussian mixture. Moreover, ScoreFusion consistently outperforms the baseline in
W1 distance when the number of training data is fewer than 210.
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I.1 Section I supplementary data

Since we could not fit all data into Table 5 in the main text, in this section we attach Table 6,
the complete data table for 1-Wasserstein distances from each learned distribution to the ground
truth distribution when the training size varies. Standard error is calculated from the 1-Wasserstein
distance of 10 batch-pairs of 8096 random samples drawn independently from the ground truth and a
trained generative model. We note that there exists randomness in fitting λ∗ as a result of stochastic
gradient descent.

Table 6: 1-Wasserstein distance from the ground truth Gaussian mixture
Model 25 26 27

Baseline 106.93± 1.43 13.46± 0.28 16.74± 0.27
ScoreFusion 0.39± 0.02 0.51± 0.03 0.36± 0.02

λ∗ of ScoreFusion [0.62, 0.38] [0.65, 0.35] [0.46, 0.54]

Model 28 29 210

Baseline 2.13± 0.12 0.55± 0.04 0.15± 0.02
ScoreFusion 0.58± 0.03 0.38± 0.02 0.30± 0.02

λ∗ of ScoreFusion [0.68, 0.32] [0.61, 0.39] [0.58, 0.42]

Additional histograms of the distributions learned by ScoreFusion versus the baseline are attached:

Figure 13: Left: Models trained on 32 samples. Right: Models trained on 64 samples.

Figure 14: Left: Models trained on 128 samples. Right: Models trained on 256 samples.
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Figure 15: Left: Models trained on 512 samples. Right: Models trained on 1024 samples.
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