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Abstract

Neural ordinary differential equations (ODEs) provide expressive representations of invertible trans-
port maps that can be used to approximate complex probability distributions, e.g., for generative mod-
eling, density estimation, and Bayesian inference. We show that for a large class of transport maps T ,
there exists a time-dependent ODE velocity field realizing a straight-line interpolation (1− t)x+ tT (x),
t ∈ [0, 1], of the displacement induced by the map. Moreover, we show that such velocity fields are
minimizers of a training objective containing a specific minimum-energy regularization. We then derive
explicit upper bounds for the Ck norm of the velocity field that are polynomial in the Ck norm of the
corresponding transport map T ; in the case of triangular (Knothe–Rosenblatt) maps, we also show that
these bounds are polynomial in the Ck norms of the associated source and target densities. Combining
these results with stability arguments for distribution approximation via ODEs, we show that Wasser-
stein or Kullback–Leibler approximation of the target distribution to any desired accuracy ǫ > 0 can be
achieved by a deep neural network representation of the velocity field whose size is bounded in terms of
ǫ, the dimension, and the smoothness of the source and target densities. The same neural network ansatz
yields guarantees on the value of the regularized training objective.
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1 Introduction

Sampling from an arbitrary probability distribution is a central problem in computational statistics and
machine learning. Transportation of measure (Villani, 2008) offers a useful approach to this problem: the
idea is to construct a measurable map that pushes forward a relatively simple source distribution (usually
chosen to be uniform or standard Gaussian) to the target probability distribution. One can then simulate from
the target distribution by drawing samples from the source distribution and evaluating the transport map.
This construction is useful for both generative modeling (Grathwohl et al., 2019; Kingma and Dhariwal,
2018) and variational inference (Moselhy and Marzouk, 2012; Rezende and Mohamed, 2015). When the
map is invertible, one can also estimate the density of the target measure by evaluating the density of the
pushforward of the source distribution under the transport map.

Many parameterizations of such transports, ranging from monotone polynomial-based approximations
(Marzouk et al., 2016; Zech and Marzouk, 2022a,b; Baptista et al., 2023) to input-convex neural networks
(Huang et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2023) have been proposed. In the machine learning literature, normalizing
flows (Tabak and Vanden-Eijnden, 2010; Kobyzev et al., 2020) represent transport maps by composing a
sequence of relatively simple invertible functions. It is typically required that the Jacobian determinant of the
resulting map be easily computable, as it appears in expressions for the pushforward or pullback densities
via the change-of-variables formula. Common constructions for normalizing flows including planar and
radial flows (Rezende and Mohamed, 2015), affine coupling flows (Dinh et al., 2015), autoregressive flows
(Kingma et al., 2016), and neural autoregressive flows (Huang et al., 2018).

More recent work in deep learning has elucidated connections between deep neural networks and differ-
ential equations (Sonoda and Murata, 2019; Lu et al., 2018; Ruthotto and Haber, 2020). In particular, neural
ordinary differential equations (neural ODEs) (Chen et al., 2018) are ODEs whose velocity fields are rep-
resented by neural networks. A neural ODE can be understood intuitively as the “continuous-time limit”
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of a normalizing flow, insofar as the flow map of the ODE is given by the composition of infinitely many
incremental transformations. Neural ODEs can be used to represent distributions (Grathwohl et al., 2019)—
again for the purposes of generative modeling, inference, or density estimation—as follows. Let π denote
the target distribution from which we wish to sample and let ρ denote the source distribution. Solving the
initial value problem

{
d
dtX(x, t) = f

(
X(x, t), t

)

X(x, 0) = x
(1.1)

up to time t = 1, for some initial condition x ∈ Ω0, yields a flow map x 7→ Xf (x, 1). The goal is to
learn a Lipschitz continuous velocity field f , parameterized as a neural network, such that x ∼ ρ implies
Xf (x, 1) ∼ π; in other words, the flow map pushes forward the source distribution to the target distribution.

Such dynamical representations of transport enjoy several desirable properties. Invertibility of x 7→
Xf (x, 1) is guaranteed for any Lipschitz f satisfying suitable boundary conditions, as one can solve (1.1)
backward in time. Therefore, and in contrast to other methods that directly parameterize the displacement
(such as invertible neural networks (Behrmann et al., 2019), normalizing flows (Kobyzev et al., 2020), or
other transport maps (Baptista et al., 2023)), no further restrictions need to be imposed on the vector field f
that is to be learned. The density η of the ODE state at time t, i.e., the density of X(·, t)♯ρ, can also easily
be computed as it obeys the dynamics

d log η(x, t)

dt
= −tr

(
∇Xf(X(x, t), t)

)
,

which is known as the instantaneous change of variables formula; see Chen et al. (2018).
To understand the usefulness of neural ODEs in learning distributions, there are at least three natural

questions to ask. First, it is known that when the source and target measures are well-behaved (for example,
both absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure), there are in general infinitely many
transport maps that push forward one measure onto the other. Moreover, even if we require the time-one
flow map x 7→ Xf (x, 1) to be a particular transport map T , there are in general still infinitely many velocity
fields f that realize T . It has thus been observed (Onken et al., 2021; Finlay et al., 2020) that without any
form of regularization, learned ODE trajectories connecting x to T (x) may be very irregular. It is therefore
natural to ask how we can regularize the training objective to improve the training process. Second, given a
regularized training objective, we would like to characterize the structure of its minimizers, and in particular
to quantify how well a neural network of a given size (e.g., width, depth, sparsity) can approximate the
velocity field corresponding to an optimal solution. Third, we would like to know how to bound the distance
between the target measure and the pushforward of the source measure under the ODE-induced flow map,
when a neural network is used to approximate the velocity field f .

Our work is the first attempt to address these questions in a unified way. One of our key goals is to
obtain explicit rates for distribution approximation using regularized neural ODEs, linking properties of the
source and target measures to bounds on the size of a deep neural network representation of the velocity field
that achieves a given distributional approximation error. Furthermore, we aim to connect this distribution
approximation error to the value of the regularized training objective.

1.1 Contributions

We summarize the main contributions of this paper as follows:

• Realizing straight-line trajectories. For a large class of transport maps T , we show that there exists
a corresponding time-dependent velocity field f(x, t) achieving the interpolation (1 − t)x + tT (x)
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and hence producing straight-line trajectories. In a Lagrangian frame, these trajectories have constant
velocity and hence zero acceleration.

• Regularity of the space-time domain. We show that, under certain conditions, the space-time domain
covered by such ODE trajectories is a Lipschitz domain, and thus admits suitable extensions that
enable the application of existing neural network approximation results.

• Minimum energy regularization. We propose a new regularization scheme for ODE velocity fields,
based on penalizing the average kinetic energy of trajectories. We characterize the minimizers of the
resulting optimization problem (whose objective is the sum of a divergence and this penalty), and
show that these time-dependent velocity fields take the straight-line interpolation form above.

• Regularity of the ODE velocity field. We derive explicit upper bounds for the Ck norm of a straight-
line velocity field that are polynomial in the Ck norm of the corresponding transport map T . This
development involves applying a multivariate Faà di Bruno formula in Banach spaces, a procedure
that may be of independent interest.

• Explicit links to Ck-smooth densities. For specific transports T , in particular triangular (Knothe–
Rosenblatt) transport maps, we then construct upper bounds on the Ck norm of the corresponding
straight-line velocity field that have polynomial dependence on the Ck norm of the source and target
densities. Along the way, we obtain an explicit upper bound for the Ck norm of the Knothe–Rosenblatt
map that depends polynomially on the Ck norms of the source and target densities.

• Distributional stability. We relate the approximation error in the velocity field to the error in the
distribution induced by the time-one flow map of the resulting ODE, in both Wasserstein distance and
Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence.

• Neural network approximation and optimization. Combining our analysis of the regularity of the
velocity field with the preceding stability results, we show that approximation of the target distribution
to any desired accuracy ε > 0, in Wasserstein distance or KL divergence, can be achieved by a deep
neural network representation of the velocity field whose depth, width, and sparsity are bounded
explicitly in terms of ε and the smoothness and dimension of the source and target densities. We
then provide guarantees for minimizers of the regularized optimization problem over such neural
network classes, showing that there exist velocity fields that render the objective—and hence both the
distribution approximation error and the departure from minimum kinetic energy—arbitrarily small.

1.2 Related work

Several papers have studied the approximation power of discrete normalizing flows. Kong and Chaudhuri
(2020) investigate basic flow structures (e.g., planar flows, radial flows, Sylvester flows, Householder flows)
for L1 approximation of a target density on R

d. The authors establish a universal approximation result for
d = 1, but show partially negative results for d > 1: there exist distributions that cannot be exactly cou-
pled by such flows, and there are other distributions for which accurate approximation requires composing
together a prohibitive number of layers. Teshima et al. (2020a), on the other hand, show that normalizing
flows based on the so-called “affine coupling” construction are universal approximators of diffeomorphisms,
and consequently that their pushforward distributions converge weakly to any desired target as the complex-
ity of the flow increases in suitable way. Additional universal approximation results have been developed for
more specific flow architectures (Huang et al., 2018). However, none of these works characterizes the rate
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of convergence of the approximation—i.e., how the distribution approximation error that can be achieved
scales with the size of the model.

For triangular (Knothe–Rosenblatt) transport maps on [0, 1]d, Zech and Marzouk (2022a) develop a com-
plete approximation theory under the assumption of analytic source and target densities, for neural network
or sparse polynomial representations of the map. These results encompass approximation of the maps
themselves, but also distribution approximation via the pushforward of a given source distribution by the
approximate map. Zech and Marzouk (2022b) extend this analysis to triangular transport maps in infinite
dimensions, i.e., on [0, 1]∞. Baptista et al. (2024) provide a general framework for analyzing the error of
variational approximations of distributions realized using transport maps, and shows how this framework
can be applied in specific situations to derive approximation rates.

The preceding works considered approximation of the transport map itself, i.e., direct representations of
the ‘displacement’ of points from the support of the source to the support of the target. In contrast, other
recent efforts have addressed approximation issues in dynamic representations of transport. Most of these
have focused on neural ODEs. Teshima et al. (2020b) show that neural ODEs are universal approximators of
smooth diffeomorphisms on R

d in appropriate Sobolev norms. Li et al. (2019) adapt ideas from dynamical
systems to show that neural ODEs are universal approximators of continuous functions from R

d to R
m

(hence, not only diffeomorphisms) in a L2 sense, for d ≥ 2. Yet these universal approximation results do
not characterize approximation rates, e.g., relate bounds on function approximation error to the size of the
network representing the velocity field. Moreover, we note that universal function approximation results are
not necessarily relevant to distribution learning: that is, universal approximation of distributions does not
require universal function approximation.

Ruiz-Balet and Zuazua (2023) study distribution approximation with neural ODEs, and prove universal
approximation for certain target distributions in Wasserstein-1 distance, using an approach that is discrete
and constructive. Specifically, they analyze neural ODE-type models from a controllability perspective, ex-
plicitly constructing piecewie constant approximations of the target density using a neural network velocity
field with ReLU activations. Their analysis does not consider higher-order smoothness, however, and their
velocity construction is different from that considered here. In subsequent work, Álvarez-López et al. (2024)
show that ReLU velocity fields chosen to be piecewise constant in time can approximate a target distribution
arbitrarily closely in relative entropy.

As mentioned earlier, several other works identify neural ODE velocity fields via a regularized training
objective, i.e., by minimizing a linear combination of a statistical divergence (or negative log-likelihood)
and some regularization term. Finlay et al. (2020) argue that a good way of measuring the regularity of the
velocity field is through the “acceleration” experienced by a “particle” Xf (x, t) starting at some point x.
This acceleration is the total derivative of f in time:

Df(X, t)

Dt
= ∇Xf(X, t) · ∂X

∂t
+

∂f(X, t)

∂t
= ∇Xf(X, t) · f(X, t) +

∂f(X, t)

∂t
. (1.2)

When this term is zero, particle trajectories will be straight lines. Since the Jacobian matrix ∇Xf(X, t) is
in general not easily accessible, Finlay et al. (2020) choose to implicitly penalize this term by penalizing
|f(X, t)|2 and the Frobenius norm ‖∇Xf(X, t)‖2F instead. Similar to Grathwohl et al. (2019), stochas-
tic methods are used to estimate ‖∇Xf‖2F and tr(∇Xf(X, t)) in training, where the latter is used in the
change of variables formula for the log-likelihood. In more recent work, Onken et al. (2021) propose a
discretize-then-optimize approach to training neural ODEs, where a ResNet structure is used to implement
the underlying neural network in the ODE. This approach enables exact computation of the Jacobian matrix
as well as its trace from the recursive structure of the ResNet. Then, automatic differentiation is used to
update the parameters in the neural network, instead of solving the adjoint equation as in Grathwohl et al.
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(2019) and Finlay et al. (2020). By adopting this discretize-then-optimize approach, we propose to penalize
(1.2) directly. We will show that the velocity field f making this term zero is the unique velocity field that
yields the minimal kinetic energy among all velocity fields f that produce the same transport map T at time
one; hence it is termed the minimal energy regularization.

While the neural ODE framework learns the velocity field by minimizing the KL divergence from the
target distribution to the pushforward distribution of the source under ODE flow maps, another recent line
of research aims to specify the velocity field a priori using conditional expectations and to learn the ve-
locity field directly via least-squares regression (Albergo et al., 2023; Albergo and Vanden-Eijnden, 2023;
Lipman et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2023). However, the same velocity field approximation questions and distri-
butional stability questions are present in that setting as well. We note that the approximation results we
develop in this work are independent of training scheme, and in particular, the straight-line velocity fields
we analyze here are central to the rectified flows proposed in Liu et al. (2023).

Indeed, there are a variety of related distributional stability results in recent literature (cf. Section 5),
addressing the question of how error in the pushforward distribution under an ODE flow map (in some
distance or divergence) is controlled by error in the velocity field (in some norm). Benton et al. (2024)
show that W2 error in distribution is controlled by L2 approximation error of the true velocity field and
the time-averaged spatial Lipschitz constant of the approximate flow. In a study of the convergence of
continuous normalizing flows, Gao et al. (2024) obtain a stability result almost exactly the same as that
in Benton et al. (2024), where W2 error in distribution is controlled by L2 error in velocity field times the
exponential of spatial Lipschitz constant of the velocity field. Li et al. (2024) analyze a discrete-time version
of the probability flow ODE, where TV error in distribution is bounded by terms involving the L2 error in
the score function and in its Jacobian. Again in the setting of probability flow ODEs, Huang et al. (2024)
start in continuous time and then considers discretization using a Runge–Kutta scheme. At the continuous
level, it is shown that TV error in distribution is controlled by L2 error in the approximation of the score
function and the first and second derivatives of the estimated score; at the discrete level, it is shown that the
p-th order integrator also converges under an additional assumption that the estimated score function’s first
p + 1 derivatives are bounded. In our work, we show that W p error in the distribution, for p ∈ [1,∞], is
controlled by the space-time L∞ (i.e., C0) error and spatial Lipschitz constant of f , on compact domains;
these are further related to properties of the densities. In addition, we obtain that distribution approximation
error in KL is controlled by the C1 norm of f , again on compact domains.

There are also some results linking properties of the velocity field (e.g., Lipschitz constant in space or
time) to properties of the underlying densities. In Benton et al. (2024), the time-averaged spatial Lipschitz
constant is related to assumptions on the regularity of all the intermediate distributions between t = 0 and
t = 1, along with some Gaussian smoothing; an upper bound is obtained that depends on properties of the
chosen interpolant. We note that their regularity assumption is rather different than the Ck smoothness we
assume here, as they do not consider higher-order smoothness of the velocity field. Gao et al. (2024) focus on
flow matching with linear interpolation. It is shown that the Lipschitz constant of the target velocity field in
both the space and time variables is bounded under assumptions of log-concavity/convexity of distributions
and boundedness of the domain. In addition, they show that the velocity field itself grows at most linearly
with respect to the space variable. No Gaussian smoothing is used in their setting, but they require an early
stopping before reaching time t = 1. Both Benton et al. (2024) and Gao et al. (2024) are specific to certain
stochastic interpolants, which are different than the straight-line ansatz we analyze here. Also, they do
not consider higher-order smoothness of the velocity field or derive upper bounds that are explicit in the
densities.

With regard to neural network approximation results, Gao et al. (2024) construct neural network classes
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that capture the Lipschitz properties of the velocity field, and derive rates of approximation in the L∞

sense. Our companion paper (Marzouk et al., 2024) derives explicit neural network approximation rates
for general Ck velocity fields, but its main focus is on statistical finite sample guarantees for neural ODEs
trained through likelihood maximization, different from our focus here.

There are also stochastic differential equation (SDE) and specifically neural SDE methods for distri-
bution learning (Tzen and Raginsky, 2019; Song et al., 2021). However, they are rather different than the
deterministic ODE approach, and again are not the focus of this work.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation and definitions

ODEs and flow maps. We write X(x, t) or Xf (x, t) for the solution of (1.1) with initial condition x at time
t = 0, i.e.,

Xf (x, t) = x+

∫ t

0
f(Xf (x, s), s)ds. (2.1)

Given an initial distribution π0, we write πt or πf,t for the pushforward measure Xf (·, t)♯π0 and π(x, t) or
πf (x, t) for the corresponding density.

Vectors and multiindices. For x = (x1, . . . , xd)
⊤ ∈ R

d, |x| is the Euclidean norm. With N = {0, 1, 2, . . . },
we denote multiindices by bold letters such as v = (v1, v2, . . . , vd) ∈ N

d, and we use the standard multiin-
dex notations |v| =∑d

i=1 vi and v! =
∏d

i=1(vi!). Additionally, xv =
∏d

i=1 x
vi
i and x[k] := (x1, . . . , xk) ∈

R
k for all k ≤ d. For two multiindices v, w ∈ N

d, w ≺ v if and only if one of the following holds: (i)

|w| < |v|, (ii) |w| = |v| and there exists a k < d such that w1 = v1, . . . , wk = vk, but wk+1 < vk+1.

Derivatives. For f ∈ C1(Rd,Rm), ∇f : Rd → R
d×m is the gradient. In case f depends on multiple

variables, we write, for example, ∇xf(x, t). For a multiindex v = (v1, v2, . . . , vd) ∈ N
d, where N =

{0, 1, 2, . . . }, we write Dvf(x) = ∂|v|

∂x
v1
1 ...∂x

vd
d

f(x) for the partial derivative and similarly to the notation

above, Dv

xf(x, t).

Function spaces. For two Banach spaces X, Y and n ∈ N we denote by Ln(X;Y ) the space of all n-linear
maps from Xn → Y , and by Ln

sym(X;Y ) the space of all symmetric n-linear maps from Xn → Y (i.e.,
A ∈ Ln

sym iff A(xσ(1), . . . , xσ(n)) is independent of the permutation σ of {1, . . . , n}). The norms on these
spaces are defined as

‖A‖Ln(X;Y ) := sup
‖xi‖X≤1

‖A(x1, . . . , xn)‖Y , ‖A‖Ln
sym(X;Y ) := sup

‖x‖X≤1
‖A(x, . . . , x)‖Y .

We recall that if A ∈ Ln
sym(X;Y ) and B ∈ Ln(X;Y ) such that A(xn) = B(xn) for all x ∈ X, then, see

e.g., (Chae, 1985, 14.13),

‖A‖Ln
sym(X;Y ) ≤ ‖B‖Ln(X;Y ) ≤ exp(n)‖A‖Ln

sym(X;Y ). (2.2)

Recall that for f ∈ Ck(X,Y ), the k-th Fréchet derivative Dkf(x) of f at x ∈ X belongs to Lk
sym(X;Y ).

For S ⊆ X open and f ∈ Ck(S, Y ) we write

‖f‖Ck(S) := sup
n≤k

sup
x∈S
‖Dnf(x)‖Ln(X;Y ). (2.3)
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For X = R
d and S ⊆ X, we use the usual notation W k,p(S), k ∈ N, p ∈ [1,∞], to denote functions

with weak derivative up to order k belonging to Lp(S). As a norm, we will use

‖f‖W k,p(S) =







(
∑

|α|≤k ‖Dαf‖pLp(S))
1
p if 1 ≤ p <∞

max|α|≤k ‖Dαf‖L∞(S) if p =∞.

Divergences between distributions. Let (Ω,F, µ) be a probability space. For two probability measures ρ
and π such that ρ≪ µ, π ≪ µ, the information divergences we consider are the following:

• KL (Kullback–Leibler) divergence: Assuming also ρ≪ π, we define KL(ρ, π) =
∫

Ω log dρ
dπ (x)ρ(dx).

• If (Ω,m) is also a metric space, then the Wasserstein distance of order p is defined as:

Wp(ρ, π) =

(

inf
γ∈Γ(ρ,π)

∫

Ω×Ω
m(x, y)pγ(dxdy)

) 1
p

,

where Γ(ρ, π) is the set of all measures on Ω × Ω with marginals ρ and π. In R
d, this is simply

Wp(ρ, π) =
(

infγ∈Γ(ρ,π)
∫

Rd×Rd |x− y|pγ(dxdy)
) 1

p
.

2.2 Problem setup

In the following we denote by π a target measure and by ρ a source measure on R
d. Our general goal is to

sample from the target. The source measure is an auxiliary measure that is easy to sample from, and may be
chosen at will. Throughout we work under the following assumptions:

Assumption 2.1 (compact support). With Ω0 := supp(π) and Ω1 := supp(ρ), it holds that Ω0, Ω1 ⊆ R
d

are compact and convex sets. Both ρ and π are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

By abuse of notation, we denote the (Lebesgue-) densities of ρ and π by ρ(x) and π(x), respectively.

Assumption 2.2 (regularity). There exist constants L1 > 1, L2 > 0 and k ∈ N, k ≥ 2 such that

‖π‖Ck(Ω0) ≤ L1, ‖ρ‖Ck(Ω1) ≤ L1 and infx∈Ω0 π(x) ≥ L2, infx∈Ω1 ρ(x) ≥ L2.

We consider two types of problems:

P1 The target measure π is known through a collection of iid samples. This is the problem considered
in, e.g., Grathwohl et al. (2019); Finlay et al. (2020); Onken et al. (2021). The goal is to learn a ve-
locity field f in (1.1) such that with initial distribution chosen to be the target, π0 = π, the time-one
distribution satisfies πf,1(·) = Xf (·, 1)♯π ≈ ρ. Since the flow map x 7→ Xf (x, 1) is by construction
invertible (and its inverse can be evaluated by solving (1.1) backwards in time), one can draw new
samples from the source measure and apply the inverse of the flow map to generate (approximate)
samples from π. The learned flow map can also be used, without inversion, to estimate the density of
π.

P2 The target measure is known up to a normalizing constant; that is, we can evaluate the unnormalized
target density π̃. This setting is ubiquitous in Bayesian statistics, since the posterior normalizing
constant of a Bayesian model is usually unavailable. This problem is in the reverse direction of
the previous problem (Marzouk et al., 2016; Rezende and Mohamed, 2015; Moselhy and Marzouk,
2012); that is, we choose the initial distribution to be the source distribution, π0 = ρ, and learn a
velocity field f such that πf,1(·) = Xf (·, 1)♯ρ ≈ π.
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From the approximation and algorithmic perspectives, there is no essential difference between problems
P1 and P2 above. In both cases, algorithms for learning the velocity field f require: (i) a sample from the
chosen initial distribution and (ii) the ability to evaluate the desired time-one density up to a normalizing
constant. For the rest of the paper, we will thus adopt the setting of P1 (with initial distribution for the ODE
system chosen to be the target π). Our results can be translated to P2 simply by exchanging π and ρ.

The objective functional considered in this work takes the following form:

J(f) = D(Xf (·, 1)♯π, ρ) +R(f). (2.4)

The first part of the objective is an information divergence between two probability distributions (for exam-
ple, KL, Wasserstein, etc.). The second part is a regularization term that follows from the discussion in Sec-
tion 1: we would like the trajectory of the ODE, starting from any initial condition, to be a straight line with
constant velocity. In other words, we would like the acceleration in a Lagrangian frame, df(X(x, t), t)/dt,
to be zero for all x ∈ Ω0 and t ∈ [0, 1]. To this end, we integrate the squared acceleration from (1.2) along
the trajectory of a particle x ∈ Ω0:

R(x, t) =

∫ t

0

∣
∣
∣

(
∇Xf(X(x, s), s)

)
f(X(x, s), s) + ∂sf(X, s)

∣
∣
∣

2
ds, (2.5)

and

R(f) =

∫

Ω0

∫ 1

0

∣
∣
∣

(
∇Xf(X(x, s), s)

)
f(X(x, s), s) + ∂sf(X, s)

∣
∣
∣

2
dsdx (2.6)

We comment here that while our theoretical analysis works for general divergence D, KL-divergence is
the most common objective used in practice. For this purpose, we derived the training algorithm for it in
Appendix A.

By the Picard-–Lindelöf theorem (Arnold and Silverman, 1978), existence and uniqueness of solutions
to the ODE (1.1) requires that the velocity field f(x, t) be continuous in t and Lipschitz continuous in x.
Therefore, searching over the space of functions

V =
{

f : Rd × [0, 1]→ R
d : f is Lipschitz continuous in x, continuous in t

}

, (2.7)

we have the following optimization problem:

minimize
f∈V

J(f)

with R(f) defined in (2.6)
(OP)

Remark 2.3. In practice, the conditions of the Picard–Lindelöf theorem will always be satisfied for a neural

network of finite size with Lipschitz activation functions. In particular, these conditions hold true for ReLU

networks, which is what we consider in our theoretical analysis.

3 Existence and structure of minimizers

The objective J(f) is nonnegative, since it is the sum of an information divergence and a nonnegative
regularizer. Moreover, as we will see, the optimal solution will make both terms in the objective J(f) zero
under our assumptions. First, we state necessary and sufficient conditions on a transport map T such that
there exists a velocity field f whose time-one flow map yields straight-line trajectories from x to T (x).
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3.1 Existence

Lemma 3.1. Let Ω0 ⊆ R
d be convex and T ∈ C1(Ω0,R

d) such that det∇xT (x) 6= 0 for all x ∈ Ω0. Then

T is injective.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Assume not. Then there exist x, y ∈ Ω0 such that x 6= y and T (x) = T (y). For
s ∈ [0, 1] set f(s) := T ((1 − s)x + sy). Since f(0) = f(1), by the mean value theorem there exists
s ∈ (0, 1) such that f ′(s) = 0. Then f ′(s) = ∇xT ((1− s)x+ sy)(y − x) = 0. Since v = y − x 6= 0, we
have det(∇xT ((1 − s)x+ sy)) = 0, which is a contradiction.

Denote in the following, for x ∈ Ω0 ⊂ R
d, t ∈ [0, 1], and a map T : Ω0 → R

d,

Tt(x) := (1− t)x+ tT (x), (3.1)

i.e., [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ (Tt(x), t) parameterizes the straight line of constant velocity between the points (x, 0) and
(T (x), 1) in R

d × [0, 1]. We refer to t 7→ Tt(x) as the displacement interpolation of T . We now investigate
under which conditions these lines do not cross for different x, which is necessary for Tt(x) to be expressible
as a flow X(x, t) solving (1.1) for a certain f . In other words, we check under what conditions the map
Ω0 ∋ x 7→ Tt(x) is injective for all t ∈ [0, 1]. To state the following lemma, for A ∈ R

d×d we let
σ(A) :=

{
λ ∈ R : det(A− λI) = 0

}
denote its spectrum.

Assumption 3.2. It holds that T ∈ C1(Ω0,R
d) and

(−∞, 0] ∩ σ(∇xT (x)) = ∅ ∀x ∈ Ω0. (3.2)

Lemma 3.3. Let Ω0 ⊆ R
d be convex and T ∈ C1(Ω0,R

d). Then det(∇xTt(x)) > 0 for all x ∈ Ω0 and all

t ∈ [0, 1], iff (3.2) holds.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Since∇xTt(x) = (1−t)I+t∇xT (x), the map t 7→ det(∇xTt(x)) ∈ R is continuous.
Because of ∇xT0(x) = I , to prove the lemma it is sufficient to show that for every x ∈ Ω0, σ(∇xT (x)) ∩
(−∞, 0] = ∅ iff det(∇xTt(x)) 6= 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1].

Fix x ∈ Ω0. Assume for contradiction that for some t ∈ [0, 1], we have det(∇xTt(x)) = 0. Then there
exists v 6= 0 such that ∇xTt(x)v = 0 ∈ R

d. Thus ∇xT (x)v = −1−t
t v and hence −1−t

t ∈ (−∞, 0] is an
eigenvalue of ∇xT (x). The reverse implication follows similarly. Assume that s ∈ σ(∇xT (x)) ∩ (−∞, 0].
Then there exists v 6= 0 such that ∇xT (x)v = sv. Since t 7→ −1−t

t
: (0, 1] → (−∞, 0] is bijective, we can

find t ∈ (0, 1] such that ∇xT (x)v = −1−t
t v, implying v ∈ ker(∇xTt(x)) and thus det(∇xTt(x)) = 0.

Combining the previous two statements establishes the existence of a velocity field such that the time-
one flow map of the ODE (1.1) realizes the map x 7→ T (x), and the ODE dynamics produce straight-line
trajectories of constant speed.

Theorem 3.4. Let k ∈ N and let Ω0 ⊆ R
d be convex and compact. Assume that T ∈ Ck(Ω0,R

d) for some

k ≥ 2 satisfies (3.2). With Tt in (3.1) set

Ω[0,1] :=
{
(Tt(x), t) : x ∈ Ω0, t ∈ [0, 1]

}
⊂ R

d+1. (3.3)

Then there exists a unique f : Ω[0,1] → R
d such that the solution X : Ω0 × [0, 1] → R

d of the ODE (1.1)
satisfies X(x, t) = Tt(x) for all x ∈ Ω0, t ∈ [0, 1]. Moreover Ω[0,1] is simply connected and f ∈ Ck(Ω◦

[0,1]).

A key element of the proof of Theorem 3.4 is that the velocity field f corresponding to the displacement
interpolation Tt can be defined implicitly in terms of T : f

(
(1− t)x+ tT (x), t

)
= T (x)− x.
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Proof of Theorem 3.4. By (1.1) and because X(x, t) = Tt(x) = (1− t)x+ tT (x), we have for x ∈ Ω0 and
t ∈ [0, 1]

T (x)− x =
d

dt
X(x, t) = f(X(x, t), t) = f(Tt(x), t). (3.4)

By Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.3, the map

(x, t) 7→ G(x, t) := (Tt(x), t) ∈ Ω

is injective on Ω0 × [0, 1]. Thus (3.4) uniquely defines f at each point G(x, t) ∈ Ω. By construction, this f
yields a flow map X as in (1.1) satisfying X(x, t) = Tt(x).

The map G : Ω0 × [0, 1] → Ω is a continuous bijection, and since Ω0 × [0, 1] ⊆ R
d+1 is compact,

G−1 : Ω → Ω0 × [0, 1] is also a continuous bijection. Since Ω0 × [0, 1] is a convex set, it is simply
connected. Hence, the homotopy equivalent set Ω[0,1] must also be simply connected. Moreover, the interior
Ω◦ of Ω is the image of Ω◦

0 × (0, 1) under G.
It remains to show f ∈ Ck(Ω◦

[0,1]). Fix x ∈ Ω◦
0 and t ∈ (0, 1). Then

∇(x,t)G(x, t) =

(

∇xTt(x) T (x)− x
0 1

)

∈ R
(d+1)×(d+1),

and this matrix is regular by Lemma 3.3. Since G ∈ Ck(Ω0× [0, 1]), the inverse function theorem (see, e.g.,
Spivak (1965)[Theorem 2.11]) implies that G−1 locally belongs to Ck in a neighbourhood of G(x, t). Since
x ∈ Ω◦

0 and t ∈ (0, 1) were arbitrary, we have G−1 ∈ Ck(Ω◦
[0,1],R

d+1). Denote G−1 = (F,E) such that

F : Ω[0,1] → R
d corresponds to the first d components of G−1. By (3.4), for all (y, s) ∈ Ω◦

[0,1] it holds that

f(y, s) = T (F (y, s))− F (y, s), so that f belongs to Ck(Ω◦
[0,1]) as a composition of two Ck functions.

Remark 3.5. Note that f ∈ Ck(Ω◦
[0,1]) means only that f is Ck on the interior of Ω[0,1]. To show that the

derivatives are well-defined on the boundary of Ω[0,1] and that f can be extended to a Ck function outside

of Ω[0,1], certain regularity conditions of the domain are required, which will be discussed in later parts of

this section.

3.2 Properties of Ω[0,1]

The set Ω[0,1] is simply connected, but unlike Ω0 × [0, 1], it need not be convex:

Example 3.6 (Rotation). Let Ω0 = {x ∈ R
2 : |x| ≤ 1} be the unit disc and let T : R2 → R

2 be the

rotation by α ∈ [0, 2π) around 0 ∈ R
2. Then

∇xT (x) =

(

cos(α) − sin(α)
sin(α) cos(α)

)

. (3.5)

The spectrum of this matrix consists of the two values exp(±iα), where i denotes the imaginary root of −1.

Thus (3.2) holds iff α 6= π. If α = π, then T is the negative identity, and thus T1/2(x) =
1
2x− 1

2x = 0 for

all x ∈ Ω0, so that the all straight lines connecting x and T (x) for x ∈ Ω0, meet at t = 1
2 in the midpoint

0 of the disc. For all α ∈ [0, 2π)\{π}, by Theorem 3.4 and with Ω[0,1] as in (3.3), there exists a vector field

f ∈ C∞(Ω[0,1]) such that Tt(x) = X(x, t) for X as in (1.1). One can check that

Ω[0,1] =







(x, t) ∈ R
2 × [0, 1] : |x| ≤

√
√
√
√sin

(
π

2
− α

2

)2

+

[

t cos

(
π

2
− α

2

)

+ (1− t) cos

(
π

2
+

α

2

)]2






,
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which is convex if α = 0 and nonconvex for all α ∈ (0, 2π).

To approximate the velocity field f from Theorem 3.4 with a neural network, we also need to understand
the regularity of the domain Ω[0,1] on which f is defined. As we will see, Ω[0,1] is a Lipschitz domain.

Definition 3.7. A bounded domain Ω is called a Lipschitz domain if there exist numbers δ > 0, M > 0,

J ∈ N, and a finite cover of open sets {Uj}Jj=1 of ∂Ω such that:

• For every pair of points x1, x2 ∈ Ω such that |x1 − x2| < δ and dist(xi, ∂Ω) < δ, i = 1, 2, there

exists an index j such that xi ∈ Uj , i = 1, 2, and dist(xi, ∂Uj) > δ, i = 1, 2.

• For each j there exists some coordinate system {ζj,1, . . . , ζj,d} in Uj such that the set Ω∩Uj consists

of all points satisfying ζj,d ≤ fj(ζj,2, . . . , ζj,d−1), where fj : R
d−1 → R is a Lipschitz function with

Lipschitz constant M .

To show that Ω[0,1] is a Lipschitz domain, we first need an auxiliary result, Theorem C.2 in Appendix C,
establishing that the image of a Lipschitz domain under a sufficiently regular map remains a Lipschitz
domain. We can then show the following:

Theorem 3.8. Consider the setting of Theorem 3.4. Then Ω[0,1] ⊂ R
d+1 in (3.3) is a Lipschitz domain.

Proof of Theorem 3.8. To show that Ω[0,1] is a Lipschitz domain, first we observe that Ω[0,1] is the image of
Ω0×[0, 1] under the map (x, t)→ G(x, t) := (tT (x)+(1−t)x, t) for x ∈ Ω0, t ∈ [0, 1]. Since Ω0×[0, 1] is
a product of two convex sets, which is convex, Lemma C.1 shows that the cylinder Ω0× [0, 1] is a Lipschitz
domain. To apply Theorem C.2, we need to find a C1-diffeomorphism from an open neighborhood O

of Ω0 × [0, 1] onto its image. In the context of Theorem 3.4, we have det(∇xTt(x)) > 0 for all (x, t) ∈
Ω0×[0, 1]. Since Ω0×[0, 1] is a compact set, the infimum of the continuous function (x, t)→ det(∇xTt(x))
is achieved at some point in the set and thus we can conclude that inf(x,t)∈Ω0×[0,1] det(∇xTt(x)) > 0.

On the other hand, since T ∈ Ck(Ω0,R
d) for some k ≥ 2, it follows that T ∈ W k,∞(Ω0,R

d). By
the extension theorem 3.9, T can be extended to a function T̃ ∈ W k,∞(Rd,Rd). Since k ≥ 2, Sobolev
embedding shows that T̃ ∈ C1(Rd,Rd). Now consider the map T̃t(x) = tT̃ (x)+(1− t)x for (x, t) ∈ R

d+1.
It is clear that T̃t(x) is C1 in (x, t) and also T̃t(x)|Ω0×[0,1] = Tt(x). By the continuity of determinant
operator and inf(x,t)∈Ω0×[0,1] det(∇xTt(x)) > 0, it follows that there exists an open neighborhood O ⊂
R
d+1 of Ω0× [0, 1] such that det(∇xT̃t(x)) > 0 for all x ∈ O. Without loss of generality, we can assume O

is convex. This is because we can choose the neighborhood Ω0× [0, 1]∪{Bǫ((x, t))|(x, t) ∈ ∂(Ω0× [0, 1])},
which is an open and convex set that can be made arbitrarily close to Ω0 × [0, 1] when ǫ→ 0.

Now, consider the extension of G, G̃(x, t) = (tT̃ (x) + (1− t)x, t) for (x, t) ∈ O. We have

∇(x,t)G̃(x, t) =

(

∇xT̃t(x) T̃ (x)− x
0 1

)

∈ R
(d+1)×(d+1)

is a regular matrix for fixed (x, t) ∈ O. Then, the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 3.4 show
that G̃(x, t) has a global inverse and G̃−1 is C1. Therefore, we have a C1-diffeomorphism from O onto its
image, and Theorem C.2 shows that Ω[0,1] = {(Tt(x), t)} for x ∈ Ω0, t ∈ [0, 1] is a Lipschitz domain.

For Sobolev functions on Lipschitz domains, we have the following extension theorem:

Theorem 3.9 ((Stein, 1970, Chap. 3)). Let D ⊂ R
d be a Lipschitz domain.1 Then there exists a linear

operator E mapping functions on D to functions on R
d with the following properties:

1The result in Stein (1970) is stated in terms of so-called “minimally smooth domains,” which is a generalization of the notion
of Lipschitz domains.
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• E(f)|D = f , that is, E is an extension operator.

• E maps W k,p(D) continuously into W k,p(Rd) for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and all nonnegative integer k.

Combining Theorem 3.4 and 3.8, the extension result in Theorem 3.9 shows that the velocity field f of
Theorem 3.4 can be extended to a function in W k,∞ on all of Rd+1.

3.3 Regularized solutions

In the theorem below, we show that the straight-line connections between x and T (x), for a transport map T
that pushes forward π to ρ, yield the minimal average kinetic energy, which is why we name the construction
minimal energy regularization. Here, the “average kinetic energy” is the squared magnitude of the ODE
velocity averaged along trajectories, given a distribution π on the initial condition. For any ODE velocity
field g(x, t), this quantity can be written in either Lagrangian or Eulerian frames as follows:

∫

Ω0

∫ 1

0
π(x)|g(Xg(x, t), t)|2dt dx =

∫

Rd

∫ 1

0
πg,t(x)|g(x, t)|2dt dx.

Theorem 3.10. Let Ω0,Ω1 ⊆ R
d with Ω0 convex, and let T ∈ C1(Ω0,Ω1) satisfy (3.2). Assume that π and

ρ are probability measures on Ω0, Ω1, respectively, and that T♯π = ρ. Then with

H :=
{
g ∈ V : Xg(·, 1)|Ω0 = T

}

and f from Theorem 3.4, it holds that

f = argmin
g∈H

∫

Rd

∫ 1

0
πg,t(x)|g(x, t)|2 dt dx.

Proof of Theorem 3.10. By Theorem 3.4, we know the existence of velocity fields that realize these con-
structions. We then bound the average kinetic energy from below, using Lagrangian coordinates, as follows:

∫

Rd

∫ 1

0
πg,t(x)|g(x, t)|2dtdx =

∫

Ω0

∫ 1

0
πg,0(x)|g(X(x, t), t)|2dtdx

=

∫

Ω0

∫ 1

0
π(x)|∂tX(x, t)|2dtdx ≥

∫

Ω0

π(x)

(
∫ 1

0
|∂tX(x, t)|dt

)2

dx ≥
∫

Ω0

π(x)|X(x, 1) −X(x, 0)|2dx

=

∫

Ω0

π(x)|X(x, 1) − x|2dx =

∫

Ω0

π(x)|T (x) − x|2dx,

where the second inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality, and equality holds iff ∂tX(x, t) = X(x, 1) −
X(x, 0) = T (x)−x. Then the optimal choice of X is given by X(x, t) = x+ t(T (x)−x), which is exactly
the displacement interpolation. As a result, the optimal choice for f is given by f(X(x, t), t) = T (x) − x,
which is the straight line construction from Theorem 3.4.

Remark 3.11. This construction has important connections to the fluid dynamics formulation of optimal

transport (Benamou and Brenier, 2000). Theorem 3.10 shows that for a fixed transport map T , the straight-

line construction gives the minimal average kinetic energy. The optimal transport map T is then just the

transport map T that minimizes
∫

Rd π(x)|T (x) − x|2dx, which is the L2-Wasserstein distance.
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With this machinery developed, we are now ready to prove that under our assumptions on the measures
π and ρ, (OP) admits optimal solutions that realize the displacement interpolation of transport maps T that
push forward π to ρ.

Theorem 3.12. Let π and ρ be measures supported on Ω0 and Ω1, respectively, and let Assumptions 2.1 and

2.2 be satisfied. Then there exists at least one velocity field f ∈ V that achieves the global minimum of zero

in the optimization problem (OP). Moreover, all global minimizers of (OP) take the form f(y, t) = T (x)−x,

with y = Tt(x), for some transport map T such that T♯π = ρ, where (y, t) ∈ Ω[0,1] := {(Tt(x), t) : x ∈
Ω0, t ∈ [0, 1]} ⊂ R

d+1 and T satisfies (3.2).

To show the existence of a velocity field that achieves J(f) = 0, in the proof of Theorem 3.12 we
consider a velocity field that realizes the optimal transport map.

Proof of Theorem 3.12. Clearly, the objective function is bounded from below by zero. We first show that
the velocity field corresponding to the optimal transport map achieves this minimum value. The existence
of optimal transport map (associated with quadratic cost) under our assumptions and the fact that the map
can be written as the gradient of a convex potential φ are well-established results in the theory of optimal
transport maps (see e.g., Villani (2008) and Brenier (1991)). By Assumptions 2.1,2.2 and Theorem C.3,the
optimal transport map is given by T (x) = ∇φ(x) for some φ ∈ Ck+2(Ω0) that is strictly convex. Therefore,
∇T (x) has real and nonnegative eigenvalues.

Since φ ∈ Ck+2(Ω0), the following Monge-Ampere equation is satisfied in the classical sense (Brenier
(1991)), :

det(∇2φ(x)) =
π(x)

ρ(∇φ(x)) ,∀x ∈ Ω0.

Since the densities are both bounded away from zero, we can conclude from the Monge-Ampere equa-
tion that det∇T (x) = det∇2φ(x) > 0,∀x ∈ Ω0. In particular, Assumption 3.2 is satisfied and Theorem
3.4 establishes the existence of a velocity field such that the time-one flow map of the ODE realizes this
T (x) and the ODE dynamics yield straight line trajectories.

Now, suppose that there is a continuous velocity field f that achieves zero loss in (A.1). Since the den-
sities are continuous and bounded from below by a constant, the expectation Eπ[R(x, 1)] = 0 implies that

R(x, 1) = 0 ∀x ∈ Ω0. That is, along each trajectory X(x, t) starting from x ∈ Ω0, we have df(X(x,t),t)
dt = 0,

i.e., f is constant in time along each trajectory. In other words, f(X(x, t), t) = g(x) for some function g.
Now consider the ODE dX

dt = f(X, t) = g(x); the solution is X(t) = g(x)t + C , where C is constant in t.
To make the KL-divergence zero, we must have X(1) = T (x) for some transport map T such that T♯π = ρ,
and we also have X(0) = x as the initial condition. Solving the equations gives g(x) = T (x) − x. That is,
the velocity field must take the form T (x)− x for some transport map T .

4 Regularity of the velocity field f

As we have seen in Theorem 3.4, for a transport T : Ω0 → Ω1 as in Assumption 3.2, there exists a unique
velocity field f : Ω[0,1] → R

d such that T (x) = Xf (x, 1) for all x ∈ Ω0. This f is the unique minimizer
of the objective (A.1). Furthermore we have an explicit formula for f : With G : Ω0 × [0, 1] → Ω[0,1],
G(x, t) := (tT (x) + (1− t)x, t) define F : Ω[0,1] → Ω0 as the first d components of G−1, then

f(y, s) = T (F (y, s)) − F (y, s) ∀(y, s) ∈ Ω[0,1]. (4.1)

14



Based on (4.1), in this section we investigate the regularity of the velocity field f .
As we will see, f inherits the regularity of T , in the sense that T ∈ Ck(Ω0) implies f ∈ Ck(Ω[0,1]).

Essentially, this follows by the inverse function theorem, which yields G−1 ∈ Ck(Ω[0,1]) so that f in (4.1)
is a composition of Ck functions. Since the approximability of f by neural networks crucially depends on
‖f‖Ck(Ω[0,1])

(see Section 6 ahead), we will carefully derive a precise bound on this norm. We proceed as
follows: In Section 4.1, we discuss regularity of f for arbitrary transport maps T . Subsequently, in Section
4.2 we deepen the discussion in the special case of triangular transport maps (which yield triangular velocity
fields f ).

4.1 General transports

To bound the norm of f in Ck(Ω[0,1]), our proof strategy is to first upper bound ‖F‖Ck(Ω[0,1])
, and then use

a version of Faá di Bruno’s formula to estimate the norm of the composition of F with T .
Since F is obtained as the first d components of the inverse G : Ω[0,1] → Ω0 × [0, 1], we first provide

some abstract results about how to bound the kth derivative of an inverse function. We start by recalling
Faá di Bruno’s formula in Banach spaces. For completeness we have added the proof in Appendix C, but
emphasize that the argument is the same as for real valued functions . In the following, for a multilinear
map A ∈ Ln(X,Y ) we write A(xn) to denote A(x, . . . , x).

Theorem 4.1 (Faá di Bruno). Let k ∈ N. Let X, Y and Z be three Banach spaces, and let F ∈ Ck(X,Y )
and G ∈ Ck(Y,Z).

Then for all 0 ≤ n ≤ k and with Tn := {α ∈ N
n :

∑n
j=1 jαj = n}, for all x, h ∈ X the nth derivative

[Dn(G ◦ F )](x)(hn) ∈ Z of G ◦ F at x evaluated at hn ∈ Xn equals

∑

α∈Tn

n!

α!
[D|α|G](F (x))

(

[DF (x)](h)

1!
, . . . ,

[DF (x)](h)

1!
︸ ︷︷ ︸

α1 times

, . . . ,
[DnF (x)](hn)

n!
, . . . ,

[DnF (x)](hn)

n!
︸ ︷︷ ︸

αn times

)

.

Additionally we need the inverse function theorem, the proof of which can also be found in Appendix
C.

Theorem 4.2 (Inverse function theorem). Let k ≥ 1, let X, Y be two Banach spaces, and let F ∈ Ck(X,Y ).
At every x ∈ X for which DF (x) ∈ L1(X,Y ) is an isomorphism, there exists an open neighbourhood

O ⊆ Y of F (x) and a function G ∈ Ck(O,X) such that F (G(y)) = y for all y ∈ O.

Moreover, for every n ≤ k there exists a continuous function Cn : Rn+1
+ → R+ (independent of F , G,

O) such that for y = F (x) with x as above

‖DnG(y)‖Ln
sym(Y ;X) ≤ Cn(‖[DF (x)]−1‖L1

sym(Y ;X), ‖DF (x)‖L1
sym(X;Y ), . . . , ‖DnF (x)‖Ln

sym(X;Y )).
(4.2)

We start by giving a bound on the derivatives of the composition of functions.

Corollary 4.3. Let S1 ⊆ X, S2 ⊆ Y , S3 ⊆ Z be three open subsets of the Banach spaces X, Y and Z .

Suppose k ∈ N and F ∈ Ck(S1, S2) and G ∈ Ck(S2, S3).
Then ‖G ◦ F‖Ck(S1) ≤ kk exp(k)‖G‖Ck(S2)max{1, ‖F‖Ck(S1)}k.
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Proof. By Theorem 4.1, for all x ∈ S1

‖Dn(G ◦ F )](x)‖Ln
sym(X;Y )

≤ ‖G‖Cn(S2)

∑

α∈Tn

n!

α!

n∏

j=1

‖F‖αj

Cj (S1)

(j!)αj

≤ ‖G‖Cn(S2)max{1, ‖F‖Cj (S1)}n
∑

α∈Tn

n!

α!

n∏

j=1

1

(j!)αj
, (4.3)

where we used
∑n

j=1 αj ≤ n for all α ∈ Tn, and that ‖F‖Cj (S1) ≤ ‖F‖Cn(S1) for all j ≤ n by definition
of the norm. By Lemma C.6, the last sum in (4.3) is bounded by nn. Finally (2.2) and the definition of the
Cn-norm in (2.3) imply claim.

We next use Faa di Bruno’s formula, to bound the derivatives of the inverse G−1 of a function G.

Proposition 4.4. Consider the setting of Theorem 4.2. Let S ⊆ X be open such that DG(x) ∈ L(X,Y )
is an isomorphism for each x ∈ S and let there be a continuous function F : G(S) → X such that

F (G(y)) = y for all y ∈ G(S). Additionally assume that for some γ > 0

sup
x∈S
‖[DG(x)]−1‖L1(Y ;X) ≤ γ and ‖G‖Ck(S) ≤ γ. (4.4)

Then

‖DnF (y)‖Ln(Y,X) ≤ ekkk
2
γ3k−2 ∀y ∈ G(S). (4.5)

Proof of Proposition 4.4. We proceed by induction over n, and will show that for all y ∈ G(S) and all
1 ≤ n ≤ k

‖DnF (y)‖Lsymn(X;Y )
≤ nn2

γ3n−2. (4.6)

Then (2.2) implies the claim.
For n = 1, Id = D(G ◦ F )(y) for all y ∈ G(S). By the chain rule, (D(G ◦ F )(y) ◦ (DF (y)) = Id, so

that DF (y) = [DG(F (y))]−1. Thus ‖DF (y)‖L1(X;Y ) ≤ γ by (4.4). This implies (4.6) for n = 1.
Now let n ≥ 1. Then for any y ∈ G(S) by (C.3)

‖DnF (y)‖Ln
sym(Y ;X)

≤‖([DG](F (y)))−1‖L1(Y ;X)

·




∑

α∈T̄n

n!

α!
‖D|α|G(F (y))‖

L|α|(X;Y )

n−1∏

m=1

(

‖DmF (y)‖Lsymm(Y ;X)

m!

)αm



 .

Using the induction Assumption (4.6) to bound ‖DmF (y)‖Lsymm(Y ;X)
≤ mm2

γ3m−2 for 1 ≤ m < n, we
find for y ∈ G(S)

‖DnF (y)‖Lsymn(Y ;X)
≤ γ2




∑

α∈T̄n

n!

α!

n−1∏

m=1

(

mmγ3m−2

m!

)αm





≤ γ2m
∑n−1

m=1 m
2αmγ3n−4




∑

α∈T̄n

n!

α!

n−1∏

m=1

1

(m!)αm





≤ γ3n−2n(n−1)n




∑

α∈T̄n

n!

α!

n−1∏

m=1

1

(m!)αm



 ,
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where we have used
∑n−1

m=1 mαm = n and
∑n−1

m=1 αm ≥ 2 for all α ∈ T̄n. The term in the sum is bounded
by nn according to Lemma C.6. Thus for 2 ≤ n ≤ k,

‖DnF (y)‖Ln
sym(Y ;X) ≤ nn2

γ3n−2

which shows (4.6) and concludes the proof.

We now present our first bound on ‖f‖Ck . The estimate depends on ‖T‖Ck as well as

cT := sup
t∈[0,1]

sup
x∈Ω0

‖(∇Tt(x))
−1‖Rd×d . (4.7)

We subsequently discuss situations in which we can give precise bounds on this constant.

Theorem 4.5. Let Assumption 2.1 be satisfied. Let k ∈ N and let T ∈ Ck(Ω0,Ω1) satisfy Assumption 3.2.

Then for the velocity field f : Ω[0,1] → R
d in (4.1) it holds with

γ := max{2, 1 + cT }(1 + ‖T‖Ck(Ω0) + sup
x∈Ω0

‖x‖),

that

‖f‖Ck(Ω[0,1])
≤ 2kk

3+kek
2+kγ3k

2−2k+1.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Due to f = T ◦ F − F (cp. (4.1)),

‖f‖Ck(Ω[0,1])
≤ ‖T ◦ F‖Ck(Ω[0,1])

+ ‖F‖Ck(Ω[0,1])
. (4.8)

Moreover, since F is given as the first d components of G−1 : Ω[0,1] → Ω0 × [0, 1], it holds ‖F‖Ck(Ω,Rd) ≤
‖G−1‖Ck(Ω,Rd+1). We start by bounding the latter norm.

By definition of G(x, t) = (Tt(x), t) = (tT (x) + (1− t)x, t),

DG(x, t) =

(

∇xTt(x) T (x)− x
0 1

)

=

(

t∇T (x) + (1− t)I T (x)− x
0 1

)

.

An application of Lemma C.7 and the assumption that cT = supx∈Ω0
‖(∇xTt(x))

−1‖ < ∞ gives for all
(x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1]

‖[DG(x, t)]−1‖2 ≤ 1 + (1 + ‖T − Id‖L∞(Ω0))‖(∇xTt(x))
−1‖2 ≤ 1 + (1 + ‖T − Id‖L∞(Ω0))cT .

Next we bound the derivatives of G. For n = 1,

‖DG(x, t)‖L1(Rd+1;Rd+1) ≤ ‖∇xTt(x)‖2 + ‖T (x) − x‖2 + 1 ≤ ‖T‖C1(Ω0) + 1 + ‖T − Id‖C0(Ω0) + 1

≤ 2 + 2‖T‖C1(Ω0) + max
x∈Ω0

‖x‖2.

For n ≥ 2, we first write G(x, t) = (G1(x, t), G2(x, t)) where G1(x, t) = Tt(x) and G2(x, t) = t. Then
for 2 ≤ n ≤ k and (x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1]

‖DnG(x, t)‖Ln(Rd+1;Rd+1) ≤ ‖DnG1(x, t)‖Ln(Rd+1;Rd) + ‖DnG2(x, t)‖Ln(Rd+1;R).
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The second term is bounded by 1 since t ∈ [0, 1]. For the first term, due to D2
tG1(x, t) ≡ 0,

‖DnG1(x, t)‖Ln(Rd+1;Rd+1) ≤ ‖Dn
xG1(x, t)‖Ln(Rd;Rd)) + ‖Dn−1

x (T (x)− x)‖Ln−1(Rd;Rd)

≤ ‖Dn
x(x)‖Ln(Rd;Rd) + ‖Dn

xT (x)‖Ln(Rd;Rd) + ‖Dn−1
x T (x)‖Ln−1(Rd;Rd) + ‖Dn−1

x (x)‖Ln−1(Rd;Rd)

≤ ‖Dn
xT (x)‖Ln(Rd;Rd) + ‖Dn−1

x T (x)‖Ln−1(Rd;Rd) + 1.

We conclude with M := maxx∈Ω0 ‖x‖2 that for all 0 ≤ n ≤ k and all (x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1]

‖DnG(x, t)‖Ln

sym Rd+1;Rd+1
≤ 2(‖T‖Cn(Ω0) + 1 +M) ≤ 2(‖T‖Ck(Ω0) + 1 +M).

With
γ := max{2, 1 + cT }(‖T‖Ck(Ω0) + 1 +M),

Proposition 4.4 then implies

‖F‖Ck(Ω[0,1])
≤ ‖G−1‖Ck(Ω[0,1])

≤ ekkk
2
γ3k−2.

Furthermore, Corollary 4.3 and (4.8) yield

‖f‖Ck(Ω[0,1])
≤ kkek‖T‖Ck(Ω0)(e

kkk
2
γ3k−2)k + ekkk

2
γ3k−2 ≤ 2kk

3+kek
2+kγ3k

2−2k+1.

Our main observation is, that ‖f‖Ck(Ω0) behaves at worst polynomial in ‖T‖Ck(Ω0) and cT in (4.7). One

important instance where we can give a precise bound on cT , is if ∇T is close to identity matrix Id ∈ R
d×d

in the sense ‖∇T (x) − Id‖2 < 1. Since T is a transport pushing forward the source π to the target ρ, this
condition can be interpreted as the source and the target not being too different.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that supx∈Ω0
‖∇T (x) − Id‖2 = δ < 1, where Id is d-by-d identity matrix. Then the

constant in (4.7) satisfies cT ≤ 1
1−δ .

Proof. The assumption implies that for all t ∈ [0, 1]

‖∇xTt(x)− Id‖2 = ‖t∇T (x) + (1− t)Id − (tId + (1− t)Id)‖2 = t‖∇T (x)− Id‖2 ≤ δ.

Since for any A ∈ R
d×d with ‖A− Id‖2 = δ < 1 we have A−1 =

∑

j∈N(I −A)j and thus ‖A−1‖2 ≤ 1
1−δ ,

the claim follows.

Another instance where cT can be bounded is if T is a triangular transport. We next discuss this case in
more detail.

4.2 Triangular transports

A special type of transport map commonly used in practice is the so-called Knothe-Rosenblatt (KR) map.
To avoid further techincalities, throughout this section we restrict ourselves to measures on d-dimensional
cubes, i.e.

Ω0 = Ω1 = [0, 1]d. (4.9)

The KR map, is the unique transport satisfying triangularity and monotonicity. To formally introduce these
notions, recall that we use the notation convention x[j] = (xi)

j
i=1.
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Definition 4.7. We say that a map T = (Tj)
d
j=1 : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d is triangular iff Tj depends only on

x[j] (but not on xj+1, . . . , xd) for each j = 1, . . . , d. A triangular map T is called monotone iff for each

j = 1, . . . , d the map [0, 1] ∋ xj 7→ Tj(x[j]) is differentiable and ∂
∂xj

Tj(x[j]) > 0 for all x[j] ∈ [0, 1]j .

Under rather mild assumptions on the reference and target one can show existence and uniqueness of the
KR map (Santambrogio (2015)). Moreover, it allows an explicit construction, which we recall in Appendix
B. The goal of the present section is to derive bounds on the norms of the velocity field associated with the
KR-map.

We start our analysis by pointing out that triangularity of the transport T implies a similar structure for
the corresponding velocity field f :

Lemma 4.8. Consider the setting of Theorem 3.4 and let Ω0, Ω1 be as in (4.9). If T : Ω0 → Ω1 is triangular,

then f : Ω[0,1] → R
d is triangular in the sense f(x, t) = (fi(x[i], t))

d
i=1.

Proof. Let the solution X : Ω0 × [0, 1] → R
d of (1.1) satisfy X(x, t) = tT (x) + (1 − t)x. Then for the

velocity field f : Ω[0,1] → R
d in (1.1) it holds f(X(x, t), t) = T (x)− x, i.e. for each i = 1, . . . , d

fi(X(x, t), t) = Ti(x[i])− xi ∀(x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1].

To prove the lemma we show that for all i ∈ {1, . . . , d} it holds

∂

∂Xj
fi(X(x, t), t) = 0 ∀j > i, ∀(x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1]. (4.10)

Fix i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. To prove (4.10), we proceed by induction over j = i+ 1, . . . , d starting with j = d.
Note that the triangularity of T implies that also X(x, t) = (Xl(x[l], t))

d
l=1 inherits this triangular structure.

Hence ∂
∂xd

Xl(x[l]) = 0 for all l < d. Consequently

d

dxd
fi(X(x, t), t) =

∂

∂Xd
fi(X(x, t), t)

∂

∂xd
Xd(x, t) = 0 ∀(x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1].

By the monotonicity assumption on T it holds ∂Td(x)
∂xd

> 0, and therefore

∂

∂xd
Xd(x, t) = t

∂

∂xd
Td(x) + (1− t) > 0 ∀(x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1].

Hence ∂fi(X(x,t),t)
∂Xd

= 0 for all (x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1].

Now suppose (4.10) is true for all j = k+1, . . . , d and some k ≥ i. Then, using ∂Xj(x,t)
∂xk

= 0 whenever
k > j and as well as (4.10) whenever j > k

d

dxk
fi(X(x, t), t) =

d∑

j=1

∂

∂Xj
fi(X(x, t), t)

∂

∂xk
Xj(x, t) =

∂

∂Xk
fi(X(x, t), t)

∂

∂xk
Xk(x, t) = 0,

for (x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1]. Since as before
∂Xk(x[k],t)

∂xk
> 0 we find ∂fi(X(x,t),t)

∂Xj
= 0.

In Theorem 3.8 we showed that the domain Ω[0,1] (cp. (3.3)) of the velocity field f is a Lipschitz domain.
For triangular maps and if (4.9) it even holds Ω[0,1] = [0, 1]d × [0, 1], i.e. the trajectories of the solutions to
(1.1) cover the whole d+ 1 dimensional cube:
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Proposition 4.9. Let T : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d be a monotone, triangular and bijective map. Then

Ω[0,1] = [0, 1]d × [0, 1].

Proof. It is easy to see, that for a monotone triangular map, T : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d being bijective is equivalent
to xj 7→ Tj(x[j]) being bijective from [0, 1] → [0, 1] for each j = 1, . . . , d, see e.g., (Zech and Marzouk,
2022b, Lemma 3.1).

Denote Tt(x) = (1− t)T (x) + tx and additionally Tt,j(x) = (1− t)Tj(x[j]) + txj (x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1].
For every t ∈ [0, 1], Tt : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d is a convex combination of two monotone, triangular bijective
maps. Hence Tt : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d is also triangular. Moreover, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d} and t ∈ [0, 1],
xj 7→ Tt,j(x[j]) is a convex combination of two monotonically increasing maps that bijectively map [0, 1]

onto itself, and thus this function has the same property. In all this shows that Tt : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d is
monotone, triangular and bijective for each t ∈ [0, 1], which implies the claim.

We wish to apply Theorem 4.5 to bound ‖f‖Ck(Ω). To do so, it remains to bound ‖T‖Ck([0,1]d,[0,1]d) and
cT as below.

Lemma 4.10. Let π, ρ be densities supported on [0, 1]d and satisfy regularity Assumption 2.2. Let T ∈
C1([0, 1]d, [0, 1]d) be the Knothe-Rosenblatt map such that T♯π = ρ. Then the constant cT from (4.7)
satisfies

cT := sup
x∈[0,1]d

‖(∇Tt(x))
−1‖Rd×d ≤ (

L1

L2
)2d max{1, ‖T‖C1([0,1]d)}d−1.

Proof. In this proof we use the notation and construction of the transport map provided in appendix B. In
particular πi is the marginal density of π in (x1, . . . , xi), and with Fρ,i, Fπ,i as in (B.2), we let

Gρ,i(x[i−1], ·) = Fρ,i(x[i−1], ·)−1.

By construction, the Jacobian ∇T is a triangular matrix. We shall compute the diagonal entries of the
Jacobian matrix, which are the eigenvalues. By (B.3)

Ti(x) = Gρ,i(T1(x1), ..., Ti−1(x[i−1]), Fπ,i(x)).

Taking derivatives in xi, we have

∂xi
Ti(x) = ∂xi

Gρ,i(T1(x1), ..., Ti−1(x[i−1]), πi(x))∂xi
Fπ,i(x).

Recall that Fπ,i(x) is the CDF of xi when viewing x[i−1] as fixed, thus we have ∂xi
Fπ,i(x) = πi(x).

Note that Gρ,i(x[i−1], Fρ,i(x)) = xi. Taking derivative in xi, we have

(∂xi
Gρ,i)(x[i−1], Fρ,i(x))(∂xi

Fρ,i(x)) = 1.

Note that Fρ,i(x[i−1], ·) : [0, 1] → [0, 1] is a bijection. We make the substitution yi = Fρ,i(x) and we
have for all (x[i−1], yi) ∈ [0, 1]i−1 × [0, 1],

(∂xi
Gρ,i)(x[i−1], yi) =

1

∂xi
Fρ,i(x[i−1], Gρ,i(x[i−1], yi))

.

Hence

∂xi
Ti(x[i]) =

πi(x[i])

ρi(T1(x1), ..., Ti−1(x[i−1]), Gρ,i(T1(x1), ..., Ti−1(x[i−1]), Fπ,i(x)))
.
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By Assumption 2.2, ρ and π are bounded from above and below by L1 and L2. Thus πi(x[i]) and ρi(x[i])

are bounded from above and below by L1
L2

and L2
L1

, and ∂xi
Ti(x[i]) is bounded from below by L2

2

L2
1
. Note that

the diagonal entries of ∇xTt(x)
−1 = [(1 − t)Id×d + t∇FT (F (y, t))]−1 are exactly { 1

1−t+tσi
}di=1, which

are lower bounded by L2
2

(1−t)L2
2+tL2

1
≥ L2

2

L2
1
.

Therefore, we have infx∈Ω0 det(∇xT (x)) ≥
(
L2
L1

)2d
. Applying Lemma C.9 then gives the result.

When T is the KR triangular map, ‖T‖CK ([0, 1]d, [0.1]d) can be computed explicitly in terms of densi-
ties as we see below.

Theorem 4.11. Let Ω0 = Ω1 = [0, 1]d and let π, ρ satisfy Assumption 2.2 with the constants k ≥ 2,

0 < L1 ≤ L2 <∞.

Then there exist constants Ck,d (depending on k and d but independent of ρ, π) and βd > 0 (depending

on d but independent of k, ρ, π) such that the KR map T pushing forward π to ρ satisfies

‖T‖Ck([0,1]d,[0,1]d) ≤ Ck,d

(
L1

L2

)βdk
d+1

. (4.11)

Proof. Throughout this proof we use the notation and explicit construction of the KR map introduced in
Appendix B: The i-th component of the KR map can then be expressed as

Ti(x[i]) = Gρ,i(T1(x1), ..., Ti−1(x[i−1]), Fπ,i(x[i])). (4.12)

Here Fρ,i(x[i]) =
∫ xi

0 ρi(x[i−1], ti)dti with ρi =
ρ̂i

ρ̂i−1
, where

ρ̂i(x1, ...xi) =

∫

[0,1]d−i

ρ(x1, ..., xd)dxi+1...dxd. (4.13)

The function Fπ,i(x[i]) is defined analogous with ρ replaced by π. Finally, xi 7→ Gρ,i(x[i]) is defined as the
inverse of xi 7→ Fρ,i(x[i]) on [0, 1], i.e.

Gρ,i(x[i−1], Fρ,i(x[i])) = xi. (4.14)

The proof proceeds as follows: In step 1 we bound ‖Fπ,i‖Ck([0,1]i), ‖Fρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i), and in step 2 we
bound ‖Gρ,i‖Ck([0,1]d). In Step 3 we use induction over i to bound the norm of Ti in (4.12).

Step 1. Fix i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. In this step we show

max{‖Fπ,i‖Ck([0,1]i), ‖Fρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i)} ≤ C
(L1

L2

)k+1
(4.15)

for some constant C depending on d and k but independent of π and ρ. Since our assumptions on ρ and π
are identical, it suffices to prove (4.15) for ρ.

Fix a multiindex v ∈ N
d
0. If vi = 0, then DvFρ,i =

∫ xi

0 Dvρi(x[i−1], ti)dti. Otherwise with v
′ =

v − ei (where ei = (δi,j)
d
j=1) it holds DvFρ,i = Dv

′
ρi(x[i−1], xi). In either case ‖DvFρ,i‖L∞([0,1]i) ≤

‖ρi‖Ck([0,1]i). Thus ‖Fρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i) ≤ ‖ρi‖Ck([0,1]i).
Similarly, Assumption 2.2 implies

ρ̂i(x1, ..., xi) =

∫

[0,1]d−i

ρ(x1, ...xd)dxi+1...dxd >

∫

[0,1]d−i

L2dxi+1...dxd > L2
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and

Dvρ̂i(x1, ..., xi) =

∫

[0,1]d−i

Dvρ(x1, ...xd)dxi+1...dxd ≤
∫

[0,1]d−i

L1dxi+1...dxd = L1

for all (x1, .., xi) ∈ [0, 1]i and multi-index v ∈ N
d
0 with |v| ≤ k. Thus we can conclude that ‖ρ̂i‖Ck([0,1]i) ≤

L1 and Lemma C.10 gives ‖Dn−j( 1
ρ̂i−1

)‖L∞([0,1]i−1) ≤ Cn−j
Ln−j
1

Ln−j+1
2

for some constant Cn−j that is inde-

pendent of L1, L2. By the Leibniz rule

Dnρi =

n∑

j=0

(
n

j

)

Dj ρ̂iD
n−j
( 1

ρ̂i−1

)

and thus

‖Dnρi‖L∞([0,1]i) ≤ CL1
Ln
1

Ln+1
2

= C
Ln+1
1

Ln+1
2

∀n ∈ {0, . . . , k}

for some constant C that depends on k but is independent of L1, L2. In all this shows (4.15) for ρ.
Step 2. Fix i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. In this step we show

max{‖Gπ,i‖Ck([0,1]i), ‖Gρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i)} ≤ C
(L1

L2

)(k+1)(3k−2)
(4.16)

for some constant C depending on d and k but independent of π and ρ. As before, by symmetry it suffices
to provide the bound for π.

For x[i] ∈ [0, 1]i define

F̃ρ,i(x[i]) := (x[i−1], Fρ,i(x[i])) ∈ [0, 1]i. (4.17)

Since xi 7→ F̃ρ,i(x[i]) is bijective from [0, 1] → [0, 1] for every fixed x[i−1] ∈ [0, 1]i−1, the map F̃ρ,i :

[0, 1]i → [0, 1]i is a bijection. So is its inverse which we denote by G̃ρ,i : [0, 1]
i → [0, 1]i. It holds for all

x[i] ∈ [0, 1]i that

G̃ρ,i(F̃ρ,i(x[i])) = x[i].

Due to (4.14) and the definition of F̃ρ,i in (4.17), the ith component of G̃ρ,i is given by Gρ,i and thus

‖Gρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i,[0,1]) ≤ ‖G̃ρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i,[0,1]i).

In the following we wish to apply Prop. 4.4 to bound the right-hand side, which will yield a bound on
the left-hand side. To this end we first derive a bound on the norm of F̃ρ,i. By (4.17) and (4.15)

‖F̃ρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i,[0,1]i) ≤ ‖Fρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i,[0,1]) + (i− 1) ≤ C
(L1

L2

)k+1
. (4.18)

For the last inequality we used L1
L2
≥ 1, so that i− 1 ≤ k− 1 can be absorbed into the k-dependent constant

C . Next we bound ‖[DF̃ρ,i]
−1‖2. It holds









1 . . . 0 0
...

. . .
0 1 0

∂x1Fρ,i ∂x2Fρ,i . . . ∂xi
Fρ,i
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and 







1 . . . 0 0
...

. . .
0 1 0

−∂x1Fρ,i

∂xiFρ,i
−∂x2Fρ,i

∂xiFρ,i
. . . − 1

∂xiFρ,i









.

Since ∂xi
Fρ,i(x[i]) = ρi(x[i]) ≥ L2 and ‖∂xj

Fρ,i(x[i])‖ ≤ L1 for all x[i] ∈ [0, 1]i and j ∈ {1, . . . , i},
we have

∥
∥
∥
∂xj

Fρ,i

∂xi
Fρ,i

∥
∥
∥
L∞([0,1]i)

≤ L1

L2
∀j ∈ {1, . . . , i}.

Thus for all x[i] ∈ [0, 1]i

‖[DF̃ρ,i(x[i])]
−1‖2 ≤ ‖[DF̃ρ,i(x[i])]

−1‖F ≤
√

(i− 1) + i(
L1

L2
)2 ≤

√
2i
L1

L2
.

Since L1
L2
≥ 1, we conclude that there exists a constant C depending on k, but independent of L1, L2 such

that

max{‖[DF̃ρ,i]
−1‖2, ‖F̃ρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i,[0,1]i)} ≤ C

Lk+1
1

Lk+1
2

.

Thus by Proposition 4.4

‖Gρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i,[0,1]) ≤ ‖G̃ρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i,[0,1]i) ≤ ekkk
2

(

C
Lk+1
1

Lk+1
2

)3k−2

≤ C

(
L1

L2

)(k+1)(3k−2)

.

This shows (4.16) for ρ.
Step 3. We finish the proof by showing that for all i ∈ {1, . . . , d}

‖Ti‖Ck([0,1]i,[0,1]) ≤ C

(
L1

L2

)ki(k+1)+(k+1)(3k−2)(
∑i−1

j=0 k
j)

. (4.19)

For x[i] ∈ [0, 1]i define

T̃i(x[i]) := (T1(x1), . . . , Ti−1(x[i−1]), Fπ,i(x[i])) ∈ [0, 1]i. (4.20)

By (4.12) it holds Ti = Gρ,i ◦ T̃i, and thus Corollary 4.3 implies

‖Ti‖Ck([0,1]i) ≤ C‖Gρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i)max{1, ‖T̃i‖Ck([0,1]i)}k (4.21)

for a k-dependent constant C .
We proceed by induction over i, and start with i = 1. In this case (4.15), (4.16) and (4.21) yield

‖T1‖Ck([0,1]) = ‖Gρ,1 ◦ Fπ,1‖Ck([0,1]) ≤ C
(L1

L2

)(k+1)(3k−2)+k(k+1)
,
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and thus (4.19) is satisfied. For the induction step assume the statement is true for i − 1 ≥ 1. By (4.15),
(4.20) and the induction hypothesis

‖T̃i‖Ck([0,1]i) ≤ C

(
i−1∑

j=1

‖Tj‖Ck([0,1]j) + ‖Fπ,i‖Ck([0,1]i)

)

≤ C
(L1

L2

)ki−1(k+1)+(k+1)(3k−2)(
∑i−2

j=0 k
j)
,

where again C may depend on k (or i ≤ k) but not on L1, L2. Then (4.16) and (4.21) imply

‖Ti‖Ck([0,1]i) ≤ C‖Gρ,i‖Ck([0,1]i)max{1, ‖T̃i‖Ck([0,1]i)}k

≤ C
(L1

L2

)(k+1)(3k−2)(L1

L2

)k(ki−1(k+1)+(k+1)(3k−2)(
∑i−2

j=0 k
j))

= C

(
L1

L2

)ki(k+1)+(k+1)(3k−2)(
∑i−1

j=0 k
j)

.

Finally, by putting all the estimates together, we obtain the following upper bound for the Ck norm of
velocity field.

Theorem 4.12. Let Ω0 = Ω1 = [0, 1]d and π, ρ satisfy Assumption 2.2 with constant k ≥ 2, 0 < L1 ≤
L2 < ∞. Let T : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d be the KR map pushing forward π to ρ and f : [0, 1]d × [0, 1] → [0, 1]d

be the velocity field in (2.7) that corresponds to the displacement interpolation between x and T (x). Then,

there exists constants Ck,d that only depends on k, d and βd that only depends on d, such that the following

holds:

‖f‖Ck([0,1]d×[0,1]) ≤ Ck,d

(
L1

L2

)βdk
d+3

.

Proof. The proof of the theorem requires a combination of Theorem 4.5, Lemma.4.10 and Theorem 4.11.
First, by Lemma.4.10 and Theorem 4.11, there exists constant Cd and β′

d such that ‖T‖C1([0,1]d,[0,1]) ≤
Cd(

L1
L2

)β
′
d and

cT ≤ (
L1

L2
)2d max{1, (Cd(

L1

L2
)β

′
d)d−1} ≤ max{(L1

L2
)2d, Cd−1

d (
L1

L2
)β

′
d
(d−1)}.

By renaming Cd = max{1, Cd−1
d } and β′

d = max{2d, β′
d(d− 1)}, we can simplify the above expression as

cT ≤ Cd(
L1
L2

)β
′
d . Note it holds true that cT ≥ 1.

By lemma.4.10 and Theorem 4.11, there exists constants Ck,d and βd and

γ = max{2, 1 + cT }(1 + ‖T‖Ck + sup
x∈Ω0

‖x‖) ≤ (1 + cT )(1 + Ck,d(
L1

L2
)βdk

d+1
+
√
d)

≤ 2cT (1 + Ck,d(
L1

L2
)βdk

d+1
+
√
d) ≤ 2cTCk,d(

L1

L2
)βdk

d+1

≤ Cd(
L1

L2
)β

′
dCk,d(

L1

L2
)βdk

d+1 ≤ Ck,d(
L1

L2
)βdk

d+1
.
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where we absorb constants whenever possible. In particular, we used L1
L2

> 1 to absorb into Ck,d in the
third inequality and we used k > 1 to absorb everything in the exponent into a d−dependent βd in the last
inequality.

Finally, applying Theorem 4.5, we obtain

‖f‖Ck([0,1]d×[0,1]) ≤ 2kk
3+kek

2+kγ3k
2−2k+1 ≤ Ck,d(

L1

L2
)βdk

d+13k2 ≤ Ck,d(
L1

L2
)βdk

d+3
.

5 Stability in the velocity field

In the previous sections we showed existence of velocity fields f that yield flow maps realizing a (triangular)
transport that pushes forward π to ρ. In practice, a suitable velocity field g is obtained by minimizing
the objective (2.4) over some parametrized function class such as the set of Neural Networks of a certain
architecture. In general, such g will only approximate f , and it is therefore of interest to understand how
errors in the approximation of f propagate to errors in the distributions realized by the corresponding flow
map. This is the purpose of the present section.

5.1 Wasserstein distance

First, we present results when the divergence between probability distributions is measured by Wasserstein
distance. That is, we take D = Wp in (2.4), where Wp is the p−Wasserstein distance.

Theorem 5.1. Let f , g ∈ V (cp. (2.7)) and ‖f − g‖C0(Rd×[0,1]) < ∞. Assume that L > 0 is such that

x 7→ f(x, t) has Lipschitz constant L for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Let Xf , Xg : R
d × [0, 1]→ R

d be as in (2.1). Then

‖Xf (·, 1) −Xg(·, 1)‖C0(Rd) ≤ ‖f − g‖C0(Rd×[0,1])e
L. (5.1)

The idea of the proof of Theorem 5.1 is to apply Grönwall’s inequality to the evolution of the error
|Xf (x, t) −Xg(x, t)| over time. We point out that this stability result merely requires g to approximate f
uniformly, however f is additionally assumed to be Lipschitz continuous in space.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Fix x ∈ R
d. Then for all s ∈ [0, 1]

|f(Xf (x, s), s)− g(Xg(x, s), s)| ≤ |f(Xf (x, s), s)− f(Xg(x, s), s)|+ |f(Xg(x, s), s)− g(Xg(x, s), s)|
≤ L|Xf (x, s)−Xg(x, s)|+ ‖f − g‖C0(Rd×R),

where we used the spatial Lipschitz continuity of f . Hence for t ∈ [0, 1]

|Xf (x, t) −Xg(x, t)| =
∣
∣
∣

∫ t

0
f(Xf (x, s), s)− g(Xg(x, s), s)ds

∣
∣
∣

≤
∫ t

0
L|Xf (x, s)−Xg(x, s)|ds + t‖f − g‖C0(Rd×R).

Using Grönwall’s inequality, we get |Xf (x, 1) −Xg(x, 1)| ≤ ‖f − g‖C0(Rd×R)e
L as claimed.
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Next we show how an approximation of the velocity field affects the difference in distributions in terms
of the Wasserstein distance Wp. In the following corollary, we denote by |supp(π)| the Lebesgue measure
of the support of π.

Corollary 5.2. Let f , g ∈ V and Xf , Xg be as in Theorem 5.1. Let π be a probability distribution on R
d.

Then for any p ∈ [1,∞)

Wp(Xf (·, 1)♯π,Xg(·, 1)♯π) ≤ ‖f − g‖C0(Rd×R)e
L|supp(π)|1/p.

Moreover, for p =∞ holds W∞(Xf (·, 1)♯π,Xg(·, 1)♯π) ≤ ‖f − g‖C0(Rd×R)e
L.

Proof. Let F : Rd → R
d × R

d via F (x) := (Xf (x, 1),Xg(x, 1)). Observe that γ := F♯(π ⊗ π) is then a
probability distribution on R

d × R
d with marginals Xf (·, 1)♯π and Xg(·, 1)♯π, i.e. it is a coupling of these

measures. If p <∞ then by definition of the Wasserstein distance

Wp(Xf (·, 1)♯π,Xg(·, 1)♯π)p ≤
∫

Rd×Rd

‖x− y‖p dγ(x, y)

=

∫

Rd

‖Xf (x, 1) −Xg(x, 1)‖p dπ(x)

≤ |supp(π)|(‖f − g‖C0(Rd×R)e
L)p.

The case p =∞ is obtained with the usual adjustment of arguments.

5.2 KL-divergence

In this subsection, we measure the distance in the KL-divergence, i.e. D = DKL in (2.4). Unlike for the
Wasserstein distance, for DKL(X(·, 1)♯π, ρ) to be finite, we need in particular X(·, 1)♯π ≪ ρ. We restrict
ourselves to distributions on cubes, and consider Ω0 = Ω1 = [0, 1]d.

Most of the work regarding the approximation distributions in KL-divergence using ODE flow maps has
already been studied in our companion paper Marzouk et al. (2024); we include some of the relevant results
here for the sake of completeness. In Marzouk et al. (2024), an ansatz space

Ck
ansatz(r) ={f = (f1, ..., fd)

T : fj = f̃jxj(1− xj), f̃j ∈ Ck([0, 1]d × [0, 1], [0, 1]d)}
∩ {f ∈ C2([0, 1]d × [0, 1], [0, 1]d) : ‖f‖C2([0,1]d×[0,1],[0,1]d) ≤ r}

was proposed. Its definition ensures that all push-forward distributions Xf (·, 1)♯π are supported on [0, 1]d

for any f ∈ Ck
ansatz(r). In Theorem 4.12, we showed the velocity field corresponding to the straight-

line interpolation of Knothe-Rosenblatt maps f∆ lies in Ck([0, 1]d × [0, 1], [0, 1]d) and in Theorem 9 of
Marzouk et al. (2024), it is shown that

f∆
j (x1, · · · , xj)
xj(1− xj)

∈ Ck([0, 1]d × [0, 1], [0, 1]).

Therefore, by choosing r to be large enough, for example, by taking r = Ck,d(
L1
L2

)βdk
d+3

corresponding to

the upper bound in Theorem 4.12, it suffices to consider an approximating element in Ck
ansatz(r).

We emphasize that bounding discrepancies in Wasserstein distance only requires C0 control of the ve-
locity fields; however, controlling discrepancies in the KL-divergence, requires C1 control of the velocity
fields, as stated in the next theorem.

26



Theorem 5.3. Let π, ρ satisfy Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 with Ω0 = Ω1 = [0, 1]d. Let f∆ as in Theorem 4.12

and g ∈ C2
ansatz(r). Then

DKL(Xg(·, 1)♯π,Xf∆(·, 1)♯π) ≤ C‖f∆ − g‖2C1([0,1]d),

for some constant C that depends on L1, L2, d.

Proof. By Lemma 6, Theorem 7 and Theorem 8 of Marzouk et al. (2024) there exists a constant CL1,L2,d

that depends on L1, L2, d such that

‖Xg(·, 1)♯π −Xf∆(·, 1)♯π‖C0([0,1]d) = ‖Xg(·, 1)♯π − ρ‖C0([0,1]d) ≤ CL1,L2,d‖f∆ − g‖C1([0,1]d).

To get an upper bound for DKL(Xg(·, 1)♯π,Xf∆(·, 1)♯π), we bound

DKL(Xg(·, 1)♯π,Xf∆(·, 1)♯π) = Eπg(·,1)

[

log
πg(·, 1)
ρ(x)

]

≤ logEπg(x,1)[
πg(x, 1)

ρ(x)
] = log

∫

[0,1]d

πg(x, 1)
2

ρ(x)
dx

= log

(
∫

[0,1]d

(ρ(x)− πg(x, 1))
2

ρ(x)
dx+ 1

)

≤ log

(

C2
L1,L2,d

L2
‖f∆ − g‖2C1([0,1]d) + 1

)

.

The fact that log(1 + x) ≤ x for all x ≥ 0 gives the result.

6 Neural network approximation

In Section 4.2 we studied the regularity of the velocity field corresponding to straight-line trajectories real-
izing the Knothe-Rosenblatt map at time t = 1. Building on earlier works on neural network approximation
theory such as Yarotsky (2017); Yarotsky and Zhevnerchuk (2020); Marzouk et al. (2024) in the present sec-
tion we conclude that by parameterizing the velocity field via neural networks, NODE flows can achieve
arbitrary accuracy in terms of the Wasserstein distance and KL-divergence. Furthermore, given a desired
accuracy ε > 0, we give upper bounds on the required network depth, width, and size in terms of ε. Since
the objective functional J contains first-order derivatives, we shall consider the approximation theory using
ReLU2 networks developed in Marzouk et al. (2024).

We first recall the definition of ReLU2 networks.

Definition 6.1. Denote σ2(x) := max{0, x}2 and let d1, d2 ≥ 1. Then, the class of ReLU2 networks

mapping from [0, 1]d1 to R
d2 , with depth L, width W , sparsity S, and bound B on the network weights, is

denoted

Φd1,d2(L,W,S,B) =
{(

W (L)σ2(·) + b(L)
)
◦ · · · ◦

(
W (1)σ2(·) + b(1)

)
: W (L) ∈ R

1×W ,

b(L) ∈ R
d2 ,W (1) ∈ R

W×d1 , b(1) ∈ R
W ,W (l) ∈ R

W×W , b(l) ∈ R
W (1 < l < L),

L∑

l=1

(
‖W (l)‖0 + ‖b(l)‖0

)
≤ S, max

1≤l≤L

(
‖W (l)‖∞,∞ ∨ ‖b(l)‖∞

)
≤ B

}

.

Remark 6.2. Since the representation of a function via neural networks is not unique in general, the state-

ment “g is a ReLU2 NN of depth L, width W , sparsity S, norm bound B” merely implies the existence of

such a network satisfying the above properties. Possibly, for some other L̃, W̃ , S̃ and B̃, it may additionally

hold that “g is a ReLU2 NN of depth L̃, width W̃ , sparsity S̃, and norm bound B̃”.
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6.1 Wasserstein distance

As noted before, approximation in Wasserstein distance only requires C0, rather than C1, control of the
velocity fields. In terms of the Wasserstein distance, we have the following result, which is a consequence of
our regularity analysis of the velocity field in Theorem 4.12, Corollary 5.2 and neural network approximation
results as e.g. presented in Marzouk et al. (2024):

Proposition 6.3. Let k ≥ 1, p ∈ [1,∞], and let ρ, π be two probability distributions on [0, 1]d with Lebesgue

densities in Ck([0, 1]d) satisfying Assumption 2.2. Then there exist constants Cd,k and C ′
d,k,L1,L2

such that

for every ε ∈ (0, 1] there exists a ReLU2 neural network g ∈ Φd+1,d(L,W,S,B) with

L ≤ Cd,k, W ≤ C ′
d,k,L1,L2

ε−
d+1
k , S ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2
ε−

d+1
k , B ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2
ε−

1
k

such that for another constant Cd,k,L1,L2 , we have

Wp(ρ,Xg(·, 1)♯π) ≤ Cε.

Proof. According to Theorem 4.12 there exists f∆ ∈ Ck([0, 1]d × [0, 1]) such that Xf∆(·, 1)♯π = ρ and

‖f∆‖Ck([0,1]d×[0,1]) only depends on L1, L2, k, d. We can extend f∆ to some f̃∆ ∈ Ck(Rd × [0, 1]) with
compact support and such that

‖f̃∆‖Ck(Rd×[0,1]) ≤ C‖f∆‖Ck(Ω[0,1])

for some C solely depending on d (see for example Step 1 of the proof of (Marzouk et al., 2024, The-
orem 33)). Since f̃∆ has compact support and belongs to C1(Rd × [0, 1]), there exists L < ∞ such
that x 7→ f̃∆(x, t) : Rd → R

d has Lipschitz constant L for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Again, L solely depends on
‖f∆‖C1([0,1]d×[0,1]) and thus on L1, L2, k, d. Next, let M = 1 + exp(L).

According to Marzouk et al. (2024, Theorem 16), there exists a ReLU2 neural network g satisfying the
bounds (6.3) and

‖f̃∆(x)− g(x)‖C0([−M,M ]d×[0,1]) ≤ ε. (6.1)

Fix x ∈ [0, 1]d. By (5.1) and (6.1), we have for all t ∈ [0, 1]

‖Xf̃∆(x, t)−Xg(x, t)‖ ≤ ε exp(L) ≤ exp(L) (6.2)

and thus ‖Xg(x, t)‖ ≤ 1 + exp(L) = M . Hence Xg(x, 1) ∈ R
d is well-defined since the trajectory

t 7→ Xg(x, t), t ∈ [0, 1], remains within [−M,M ]d × [0, 1]. Finally, the first inequality in (6.2) and an
application of Corollary 5.2 concludes the proof.

Next we discuss convergence of the objective J defined in (2.4), for the Wasserstein distance; specifically

JW(f) := W2(ρ,Xf (·, 1)♯π)2 +R(f)

where

R(f) =

∫ 1

0
‖∇Xf(Xf (x, t))f(Xf (x, t), t) + ∂tf(Xf (x, t), t)‖2 dt. (6.3)

Since the regularization term R(f) contains first order derivatives of f , it will not suffice to have uniform
approximation in f , but rather we’ll additionally need uniform approximation of the derivatives of f . We
also point out that by Theorem 3.12, inff∈V JW(f) = 0.
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Theorem 6.4. Let k ≥ 2, p ∈ [1,∞] and let ρ, π be two probability distributions on [0, 1]d with Lebesgue

densities in Ck([0, 1]d) satisfying Assumption 2.2.

Then there exist constants Cd,k and C ′
d,k,L1,L2

such that for every ε ∈ (0, 1] there exists a ReLU2 neural

network g ∈ Φd+1,d(L,W,S,B) with

L ≤ Cd,k, W ≤ C ′
d,k,L1,L2

ε−
d+1
k−1 , S ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2
ε−

d+1
k−1 , B ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2
ε−

1
k−1 (6.4)

and such that for another constant Cd,k,L1,L2 , we have

JW(g) ≤ Cd,k,L1,L2ε
2.

Proof. According to Theorem 4.12, there exists f∆ ∈ Ck([0, 1]d × [0, 1]) such that Xf∆(·, 1)♯π = ρ (i.e.
W2(ρ,Xf∆(·, 1)♯π) = 0), f∆ realizes straight line trajectories (i.e. R(f∆) = 0) and ‖f∆‖Ck([0,1]d×[0,1])

only depends on L1, L2, k, d. In particular f∆ can be extended to an element of V in (2.7) such that
JW(f∆) = 0. Hence it suffices to show existence of g such that JW(g) ≤ Cε2.

We can extend f∆ to some f̃∆ ∈ Ck(Rd × [0, 1]) with compact support and such that

‖f̃∆‖Ck(Rd×[0,1]) ≤ C‖f∆‖Ck([0,1]d×[0,1])

for some C solely depending on d (see for example Step 1 of the proof of (Marzouk et al., 2024, Theorem
33)) Since f̃∆ has compact support and belongs to Ck, k ≥ 2, there exists L <∞ such that the three maps

x 7→ f̃∆(x, t), x 7→ ∂tf̃∆(x, t), x 7→ ∇xf̃∆(x, t),

have Lipschitz constant L for all t ∈ [0, 1] and all x ∈ R
d. Again, L solely depends on ‖f∆‖Ck([0,1]d×[0,1])

and thus on L1, L2, k, d.
Next, let M > exp(L) be so large that [0, 1]d ⊆ [−M + exp(L),M − exp(L)]d. According to

(Marzouk et al., 2024, Theorem 16), there exists a ReLU2 neural network g satisfying the bounds (6.4)
and

‖f̃∆(x)− g(x)‖C1([−M,M ]d×[0,1]) ≤ ε. (6.5)

As in the proof of Proposition 6.3, we conclude that Xg(x, 1) ∈ R
d is well-defined and

‖Xf̃∆(x, t)−Xg(x, t)‖ ≤ ε exp(L) ∀x ∈ [0, 1]d, t ∈ [0, 1].

Since the trajectories t 7→ Xf̃∆(x, t) remain in [0, 1]d× [0, 1] according to Proposition 4.9, we conclude that

Xg(x, t) ∈ [−M,M ]d ∀x ∈ [0, 1]d, t ∈ [0, 1]. (6.6)

Moreover, as in the proof of Proposition 6.3 holds

W2(ρ,Xg(·, 1)♯π)2 ≤ Cε2.

To bound JW(g), it remains to treat the term R(g) in (6.3). We have

‖∇X f̃∆(Xf̃∆(x, t))−∇Xg(Xg(x, t))‖ ≤‖∇X f̃∆(Xf̃∆(x, t)) −∇X f̃∆(Xg(x, t))‖
+ ‖∇X f̃∆(Xg(x, t)) −∇Xg(Xg(x, t))‖.
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Since∇X f̃∆ has Lipschitz constant L, The first term on the right-hand side is bounded by L exp(L)ε. Due
to Xg(x, t) ∈ [0, 1]d ⊆ [−M,M ]d by (6.6), we can use (6.5) to bound the second term which gives

‖∇X f̃∆(Xf̃∆(x, t)) −∇Xg(Xg(x, t))‖ ≤ L exp(L)ε+ ε ∀x ∈ [0, 1]d, t ∈ [0, 1].

Similarly we obtain

‖∂tf̃∆(Xf̃∆(x, t))− ∂tg(Xg(x, t))‖ ≤ L exp(L)ε+ ε ∀x ∈ [0, 1]d, t ∈ [0, 1]

and
‖f̃∆(Xf̃∆(x, t)) − g(Xg(x, t))‖ ≤ L exp(L)ε+ ε ∀x ∈ [0, 1]d, t ∈ [0, 1].

Therefore

R(g) = |R(f∆)−R(g)| ≤
∫ 1

0
‖∇X f̃(Xf̃∆(x, t))f̃∆(Xf̃∆(x, t), t) + ∂tf̃(Xf̃∆(x, t), t)

−∇Xg(Xg(x, t))g(Xg(x, t), t) − ∂tg(Xg(x, t), t)‖2 dt

≤ C

∫ 1

0
ε2 dt,

where C only depends on L.

6.2 KL-divergence

Now we discuss convergence of the objective J defined in (2.4) for case where D is the KL divergence, i.e.,

JKL(f) := KL(Xf (·, 1)♯π||ρ) +R(f).

Note again that by Theorem 3.12, we have inff∈V JKL(f) = 0.
For the KL-divergence to be well-defined, we need to enforce the constraint that the ODE flow map is

a diffeomorphism onto [0, 1]d. Therefore, we shall use the neural network based ansatz space introduced in
Marzouk et al. (2024). To this end define χd(x1, . . . xd) : D → D via

χd(x1, . . . xd) = [x1(1 − x1), . . . , xd(1− xd)]
T .

Letting ⊗ be the coordinate-wise (Hadamard) multiplication of two vectors, for any velocity field f :

[0, 1]d × [0, 1] → R
d, f ⊗ χd then yields a vector field with vanishing normal components at the boundary

of [0, 1]d at any time t ∈ [0, 1]. We define our neural network ansatz space as

FNN(L,W,S,B, r) :=

{fNN(x1, . . . , xd, t)⊗ χd(x1, . . . , xd) : fNN ∈ Φd+1,d(L,W,S,B), ‖f‖W 2,∞(Ω) ≤ r}. (6.7)

Proposition 6.5. Let k ≥ 2 and ρ, π two probability distributions satisfying Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 with

Ω0 = Ω1 = [0, 1]d.

Then there exists constants Cd,k and C ′
d,k,L1,L2

such that for every ε ∈ (0, 1], there exists a ReLU2

network g in the ansatz space FNN (L,W,S,B, r) with parameters satisfying

L ≤ Cd,k, W ≤ C ′
d,k,L1,L2

ε−
d+1
k−1 , S ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2
ε−

d+1
k−1 , B ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2
ε−

1
k−1 , r ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2

such that for another constant Cd,k,L1,L2 , we have

KL(Xg(·, 1)♯π, ρ) ≤ C ′
d,k,L1,L2

ε2.
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Proof. According to Theorem 4.12, there exists f∆ ∈ Ck([0, 1]d × [0, 1]) such that Xf∆(·, 1)♯π = ρ (i.e.
DKL(ρ,Xf∆(·, 1)♯π) = 0), f∆ realizes straight line trajectories (i.e. R(f∆) = 0) and ‖f∆‖Ck([0,1]d×[0,1])

only depends on L1, L2, k, d. By Step 1 of (Marzouk et al., 2024, Theorem 20), for all N ≥ 1, there exists
g ∈ FNN (L,W,S,B, r) with

L ≤ Cd,k, W ≤ N, S ≤ N, B ≤ Cd,k‖f∆‖Ck([0,1]d×[0,1]) +N
1

d+1 , r ≤ Cd,k,L1,L2 ,

such that ‖f∆ − g‖C1([0,1]d×[0,1]) ≤ Cd,k,L1,L2N
− k−1

d+1 , where Cd,k and C̃d,k,L1,L2 are constants depend-

ing on d, k and d, k, L1, L2 respectively. Letting C̃d,k,L1,L2N
− k−1

d+1 = ε, we solve for N to get N =

Cd,k,L1,L2ε
− d+1

k−1 for some Cd,k,L1,L2 . By Theorem 5.3, we then have DKL(Xg(·, 1), ρ) ≤ Cd,k,L1,L2ε
2.

Theorem 6.6. Let k ≥ 2 and ρ, π two probability distributions satisfying Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 with

Ω0 = Ω1 = [0, 1]d.

Then there exist constants Cd,k and C ′
d,k,L1,L2

such that for every ε ∈ (0, 1], there exists a ReLU2

network g in the ansatz space FNN (L,W,S,B, r) with parameters satisfying

L ≤ Cd,k, W ≤ C ′
d,k,L1,L2

ε−
d+1
k−1 , S ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2
ε−

d+1
k−1 , B ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2
ε−

1
k−1 , r ≤ C ′

d,k,L1,L2

such that for another constant Cd,k,L1,L2 , we have

J(g) ≤ Cd,k,L1,L2ε
2.

Proof. The proof follows by the same arguments as the proof of Theorem 6.4. The error in the KL-
divergence part of the objective follows from Proposition 6.5 and the error in minimal-energy regularization
has already been treated in Theorem 6.4.

Remark 6.7. We comment here that the estimates we obtained above are L∞ in nature, thus we are able to

derive distribution error estimates in other metrics as well, such as Hellinger, chi-square and total variation.

7 Discussion and future work

Our work is a crucial first step towards establishing a theoretical framework for sampling and distribution
learning through ODE flow maps. In particular, the approximation results in this work can be viewed
as quantifying the bias term in the classical context of statistical learning theory. In our parallel work
Marzouk et al. (2024), we explore the variance term by analyzing the statistical complexity of the function
class represented by ODE flow maps whose velocity fields come from a bounded neural network class.

While our work establishes a theoretical framework for analyzing ODE-based models, several important
questions still remain open. First, we only consider distributions supported on bounded domains because
the Lipschitz constant of straight-line ansatz considered in this work and Marzouk et al. (2024) can be un-
controllable when the distributions are not lower bounded. It will be interesting to see how our theories
could be extended to the case of unbounded domains. Second, the approximation errors obtained in this
work depend on d+1 and k−1, because we considered the velocity field as a generic function on R

d+1 and
the approximation error metric considered is in C1 for distributional stability results. This approximation

error leads to nonparametric convergence rate of n− 2(k−1)
d+1+2(k−1) in Marzouk et al. (2024). We note this statis-

tical rate obtained is suboptimal, compared to the minimax optimal rate of learning k-smooth densities on

d-dimensional domains (which is n− 2k
d+2k ). Therefore, an important question to ask is whether neural-ODE

based models can achieve the same minimax optimal statistical rates, as classical density estimators such as
wavelets or kernel-based methods. We leave these open questions to future studies.
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A Comments on training

A.1 Training algorithm

Here we present pseudocode for a notional training algorithm, i.e., an algorithm to learn the velocity field f
of a neural ODE in the setting of problem P1 (see Section 2.2), when the information divergence used is the
KL-divergence.

Recall the training objective we consider consists of two parts: one is the KL divergence from the source
distribution to the pushforward of the target by the time-one flow map of the ODE; the other is the integration
of (1.2) along the trajectories of the particles.

Given a distribution π for the initial condition x, the KL divergence from the source distribution to πf,t
at time t = 1 can be written as

DKL(πf,1 || ρ) = DKL(Xf (·, 1)♯π || ρ) = DKL(π ||X−1
f (·, 1)♯ρ)

= Ex∼π

[
log π(x)− log ρ(Xf (x, 1)) − log det∇xXf (x, 1)

]
.

where X−1
f (·, 1) denotes the inverse of x 7→ Xf (x, 1). The log determinant term above can be com-

puted from the instantaneous change of variables formula (e.g., Chen et al. (2018)): log det∇xX(x, 1) =
−
∫ 1
0 tr

(
∇Xf(X(x, t), t)

)
dt.

The combined training objective becomes:

J(f) = Ex∼π

[

log π(x)− log ρ(X(x, 1)) +

∫ 1

0
tr
(
∇Xf(X(x, t), t)

)
dt+ λR(x, 1)

]

(A.1)

where λ controls the impact of penalization.
To evaluate the optimization objective, we need the ability to compute the matrix∇Xf(X(x, t), t), as its

trace appears in the change-of-variables term and the entire matrix appears in the regularization term. Also,
we need the ability to compute ∂tf(X(x, t), t). We can assemble these two terms into a full Jacobian matrix,
which we denote by ∇X,tf(X(x, t), t); in practice, this is the Jacobian of a neural network with respect to
all of its inputs. With the discretize-then-optimize approach of Onken et al. (2021), we can compute this
matrix exactly via automatic differentiation. For details, see Appendix A.2.

In practice, we only have access to finite samples from the target measure, so we replace the population
risk in objective (A.1) with an empirical risk based on this sample. Moreover, since log π(x) is independent
of the velocity field f , it can be ignored in the optimization procedure. Hence, we arrive at the following
empirical risk minimization problem:

JERM(f) =
1

N

N∑

i=1

(

− log ρ(X(xi, 1)) +

∫ 1

0
tr
(
∇Xf(X(xi, t), t)

)
dt+ λR(xi, 1)

)

. (ERM)

Putting everything together, we have Algorithm 1 in Appendix A.
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Algorithm 1 Neural ODE training, problem P1

1: Input: sample X = {xi}Ni=1 from target measure π, parameterized neural network f(x, t; θ), regular-
ization parameter λ, source measure ρ.

2: Initialize θ,
3: while θ not converged do

4: Sample minibatch {xj} of size m from X

5: Set xj(0) = xj , lj(0) = rj(0) = 0
6: Solve the following ODE system up to time t = 1

dxj
dt

= f(xj, t; θ)

dlj
dt

= −tr(∇xf(xj, t; θ))

drj
dt

= |∇xf(xj, t; θ)f(xj , t; θ) + ∂tf(xj, t)|2

7: Compute the loss L(θ) = 1
m

∑m
j=1− log ρ(xj(1)) − lj(1) + λrj(1)

8: Use automatic differentiation to backpropagate and update θ
9: end while

A.2 Exact computation of the Jacobian

Training neural ODEs consists of minimizing the (regularized) loss over the network weights subject to the
ODE constraint. The adjoint-based methods in Chen et al. (2018), Grathwohl et al. (2019), and Finlay et al.
(2020) can be viewed as an optimize-then-discretize approach: another continuous-time ODE (the adjoint

equation) provides exact gradients with respect to network weights. Both the forward and adjoint equations
are then discretized, checkpointing is typically employed to reduce memory requirements, and some care is
required to ensure consistency of gradients. Alternatively, a discretize-then-optimize approach is proposed
in Gholaminejad et al. (2019) and Onken et al. (2021), where one first discretizes the forward dynamics and
computes gradients backwards in time via automatic differentiation. Since the training objective proposed
in our work involves the entire Jacobian matrix of the velocity field, it is natural to use the discretize-then-
optimize approach, which allows exact computation of the Jacobian. As in Onken et al. (2021), the velocity
field can be implemented as a ResNet and we can compute the Jacobian recursively.

Let s = (x, t) be the new variable formed by appending the time variable to the space variable. We then
have the following recursive relation in a M -layer ResNet, where the {ui} are the outputs from intermediate
layers:

u0 = σ(K0s+ b0)

u1 = u0 + hσ(K1u0 + b1)

...

uM = uM−1 + hσ(KMuM−1 + bM )

Taking the gradient with respect to variable s, we have ∇su
T
i = ∇sui−1 + hσ′(Kiui−1 + bi)K

T
i ∇sui−1.
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Therefore, we have the following update rule for the Jacobian:

J ← J + hσ′(Kiui−1 + bi)K
T
i J.

The network parameters Ki and bi are to be learned. Since we use a discretized version of the velocity field
in the implementation, these parameters can be updated through automatic differentiation.

B Knothe–Rosenblatt construction of triangular transport maps

Given probability measures ρ and π, the Knothe–Rosenblatt transport is, under appropriate conditions, the
unique triangular monotone transport T such that T♯π = ρ. In this section, we describe the explicit Knothe–
Rosenblatt construction of triangular transport maps, as presented in Santambrogio (2015). Let d ∈ N be the
dimension. For simplicity of presentation, we assume that π and ρ are supported on the hypercube [0, 1]d.
Let µ be a base measure (for example the Lebesgue measure) and assume that dπ

dµ = π(x) ∈ C0([0, 1]d,R+)

and dρ
dµ = ρ(x) ∈ C0([0, 1]d,R+) are the corresponding densities. Assume also that the densities ρ(x) and

π(x) are uniformly bounded from below by a positive constant.
For a continuous density function f ∈ {ρ, π}, we define the following auxiliary functions for x ∈ [0, 1]k ,

k ≤ d:

f̂k(x) =

∫

[0,1]d−k

f(x, tk+1, . . . , td)dµ((tj)
d
j=k+1)

fk(x) =
f̂k(x)

f̂k−1(x[k−1])
.

(B.1)

Hence fk(x[k−1], ·) is the marginal density of the variable xk conditioned on x[k−1] = (x1, . . . , xk−1) ∈
[0, 1]k−1.

Then, we define the corresponding CDFs:

Fπ,k(x[k−1], xk) =

∫ xk

0
πk(x[k−1], tk)dµ(tk)

Fρ,k(x[k−1], xk) =

∫ xk

0
ρk(x[k−1], tk)dµ(tk),

(B.2)

which are well-defined for x ∈ [0, 1]k and k ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Note that these are interpreted as functions
of the last variable xk with x[k−1] fixed. In particular, we let Fρ,k(x[k−1], ·)−1 be the inverse of the map
xk → Fρ,k(x[k−1], xk)

For x ∈ [0, 1]d, the Knothe–Rosenblatt map is constructed recursively in the following way. First, define

T1(x1) = F−1
ρ,1 ◦ Fπ,1(x1),

and for k > 1, define

Tk(x[k−1], ·) = Fρ,k(T1(x1), . . . , Tk−1(x[k−1]), ·)−1 ◦ Fπ,k(x[k−1], ·). (B.3)

Then the map

T (x1, . . . , xd) =
(

T1(x1), T2(x[2]), . . . , Td(x[d])
)

is the triangular Knothe–Rosenblatt transport T : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d, for which we have the following theorem:
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Theorem B.1. The triangular Knothe–Rosenblatt map satisfies T♯π = ρ and det∇T (x)ρ(T (x)) = π(x),
∀x ∈ [0, 1]d.

We comment that regularity assumptions for Theorem B.1 can be relaxed. For a more detailed discussion,
see Bogachev et al. (2007).

C Auxiliary results

In this appendix, we collect statements and proofs that are required for the proofs of the main theorems.
First, we present two technical results about domains.

Lemma C.1. (uniform-cone characterization of convex domains) Let Ω ⊂ R
d be a bounded, convex, and

open domain. Then Ω is a Lipschitz domain.

Proof of Lemma C.1. Without loss of generality, we may assume that 0 ∈ Ω. Since Ω is bounded and open,
there exist r,R > 0 such that B(0, r) ⊂ Ω ⊂ B(0, R), where B(0, r) and B(0, R) denote balls of radius r
and R respectively.

Then, we can cover the surface of the ball of radius R by overlapping d − 1 dimensional balls of
radius ǫ such that the boundary of each such ball, Bd−1(0, ǫ), is completely covered by the adjacent balls.
If ~n denotes the unit vector emanating from the origin in the direction of the center of such a ball, then
U = {t~n + y : t ≥ 0, y ∈ Bd−1(0, ǫ)} is the cylinder of radius ǫ whose intersection with B(0, R) is the
boundary of this ball.

Since the surface of B(0, R) can be covered by finitely many such d− 1 dimensional balls, we can find
a finite collection of such cylinders {Uj}Jj=1 so that their union cover Ω. From this construction of {Uj}Jj=1,
the first property in the definition of Lipschitz domain is clearly satisfied.

To verify the second property, note that for each j, the coordinate system is simply the map that trans-
forms the cylinder Uj to align with the direction of ed, where ed is the last vector of the standard basis of Rd.
For any x ∈ ∂Ω∩Uj , the cone defined by the convex closure of {x}∪B(0, r) is contained in the closure of
Ω and the head angle α of the cone satisfies sin(α2 ) ≥ r

R , and thus the boundary is a Lipschitz function.

The image of a Lipschitz domain under a sufficiently regular map remains a Lipschitz domain:

Theorem C.2 ((Hofmann et al., 2007, Theorem 4.1)). Assume Ω ⊂ R
d is a bounded Lipschitz domain and

O is an open neighborhood of Ω̄ and f : O → R
n is a C1-diffeomorphism onto its image. Then, Ω̃ = f(Ω)

is also a Lipschitz domain.

Next, we we shall state the following regularity result about the regularity of optimal transport map from
Panaretos and Zemel (2020), which is used in the proof of Theorem 3.12.

Theorem C.3. Fix open sets Ω0,Ω1 ⊂ R
d with Ω1 convex and absolutely continuous measure µ, ν with finite

second moment and bounded, strictly positive densities f, g respectively such that µ(Ω0) = ν(Ω1) = 1. Let

φ be such that ∇φ♯µ = ν. If Ω0 and Ω1 are bounded and f, g bounded from below, then φ is strictly convex

and of class C1,α(Ω0) for some α > 0. In addition, if f, g ∈ Ck,α, then φ ∈ Ck+2,α(Ω0).

Then, we shall need the following results about composition and the inverse of a function in Section 4.

Theorem C.4 (Faá di Bruno). Let k ∈ N. Let X, Y and Z be three Banach spaces, and let F ∈ Ck(X,Y )
and G ∈ Ck(Y,Z).
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Then for all 0 ≤ n ≤ k and with Tn := {α ∈ N
n :

∑n
j=1 jαj = n}, for all x, h ∈ X the nth derivative

[Dn(G ◦ F )](x)(hn) ∈ Z of G ◦ F at x evaluated at hn ∈ Xn equals

∑

α∈Tn

n!

α!
[D|α|G](F (x))

(

[DF (x)](h)

1!
, . . . ,

[DF (x)](h)

1!
︸ ︷︷ ︸

α1 times

, . . . ,
[DnF (x)](hn)

n!
, . . . ,

[DnF (x)](hn)

n!
︸ ︷︷ ︸

αn times

)

.

Proof. Without loss of generality assume F (0) = 0 ∈ Y . Using Taylor’s theorem (in Banach spaces) for G

G(F (x)) =

k∑

r=1

[DrG](0)

r!
(F (x), . . . , F (x)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

r times

) + o(‖F (x)‖kY ) as ‖F (x)‖Y → 0.

Taylor expanding F (x) around 0 ∈ X then implies

G(F (x)) =
k∑

r=1

[DrG](0)

r!
(Sr(x)) + o(‖F (x)‖kY )

where, using the notation xαj to denote (x, . . . , x) ∈ Xαj ,

Sr(x) =





k∑

α1=1

[Dα1F ](0)

α1!
(xα1) + o(‖x‖kX ), . . . ,

k∑

αr=1

[DαrF ](0)

n!
(xαr) + o(‖x‖kX )



 ∈ Y r.

Note that F ∈ C1 and F (0) = 0 ∈ Y implies o(‖F (x)‖k) = o(‖x‖k) as x → 0. Using multilinearity of
the differential operators we thus find

G(F (x)) =
k∑

r=1

∑

{α∈Nr : |α|≤k}

[DrG](0)

r!

(
[Dα1F ](0)(xα1)

α1!
, . . . ,

[DαrF ](0)(xαr )

αr!

)

+ o(‖x‖k)

as x→ 0.
On the other hand, we can Taylor expand G ◦ F . That is,

G(F (x)) =

k∑

r=1

[Dr(G ◦ F )(0)]

r!
(xr) + o(‖x‖k) as x→ 0.

Comparing the powers of x, we get for n ≤ k

Dn(G ◦ F )(0)(xn) = n!

k∑

r=1

∑

{α∈Nr : |α|=n}

[DrG](0)

r!

(
[Dα1F ](0)(xα1)

α1!
, . . . ,

[DαrF ](0)(xαr )

αr!

)

.

To show that the expression for Dn(G ◦ F )(0)(xn) is equivalent to the one given by Faá di Bruno’s
formula in Theorem 4.1, we make the following observation: the summation

∑

{α∈Nr : |α|=n} is over the
partition of a set of n elements into r subsets each of αi elements such that r ≥ i ≥ 1, αi ≥ 1. If we let set
Tn = {α′ = (α′

1, . . . , α
′
n) :

∑n
j=1 jα

′
j = n} as in Theorem 4.1, each α′

j can be interpreted as the number
of subsets with j elements and the total number of subsets is given by |α′|. Another observation we make is
that the summation in Theorem 4.1 takes ordered tuples while the summation in the above expression takes
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unordered tuple (α1, ..., αr). If |α′| = r, the number of ways to arrange a tuple of r elements such that α′
1

of the elements are same (of value 1), α′
2 of the elements are the same (of value 2),..., and α′

n of the elements
are same (of value n), is given by r!

α′
1!...α

′
n!

= r!
α

′! .
Therefore, by regrouping the summation, we obtain:

Dn(G ◦ F )(0)(xn) = n!

k∑

r=1

∑

{α∈Nr : |α|=n}

[DrG](0)

r!

(
[Dα1F ](0)(xα1)

α1!
, . . . ,

[DαrF ](0)(xαr )

αr!

)

=
∑

α
′∈Tn

n!

r!

r!

α
′!
[D|α′|G](0)

(

[DF ](0)(x)

1!
, . . . ,

[DF ](0)(x)

1!
︸ ︷︷ ︸

α′
1 times

, . . . ,
[DnF ](0)(xn)

n!
, . . . ,

[DnF ](0)(xn)

n!
︸ ︷︷ ︸

α′
n times

)

=
∑

α
′∈Tn

n!

α
′!
[D|α′|G](0)

(

[DF ](0)(x)

1!
, . . . ,

[DF ](0)(x)

1!
︸ ︷︷ ︸

α′
1 times

, . . . ,
[DnF ](0)(xn)

n!
, . . . ,

[DnF ](0)(xn)

n!
︸ ︷︷ ︸

α′
n times

)

Theorem C.5 (Inverse function theorem). Let k ≥ 1, let X, Y be two Banach spaces, and let F ∈
Ck(X,Y ). At every x ∈ X for which DF (x) ∈ L1(X,Y ) is an isomorphism, there exists an open neigh-

bourhood O ⊆ Y of F (x) and a function G ∈ Ck(O,X) such that F (G(y)) = y for all y ∈ O.

Moreover, for every n ≤ k there exists a continuous function Cn : Rn+1
+ → R+ (independent of F , G,

O) such that for y = F (x) with x as above

‖DnG(y)‖Ln
sym(Y ;X) ≤ Cn(‖[DF (x)]−1‖L1

sym(Y ;X), ‖DF (x)‖L1
sym(X;Y ), . . . , ‖DnF (x)‖Ln

sym(X;Y )).
(C.1)

Proof. The stated local invertibility of F holds by the inverse function theorem in Banach spaces, see for
instance (Deimling, 1985, Cor. 15.1).

Next, if F (G(y)) = y in a neighbourhood of y = F (x), then by Theorem 4.1, for 2 ≤ n ≤ k

0 = Dn(F ◦G)(y) =
∑

α∈Tn

n!

α!
[D|α|F ](G(y))

n∏

m=1

(
[DmG](y)

m!

)αm

, (C.2)

where Tn = {α ∈ N
n :

∑n
j=1 jαj = n}. The only multiindex with αn 6= 0 is α = (0, . . . , 0, 1). Solving

(C.2) for DnG(y), we obtain with T̄n := {α ∈ N
n−1 :

∑n−1
j=1 jαj = n} and y = F (x),

DnG(y) = −([DF ](G(y)))−1






∑

α∈T̄n

n!

α!
[D|α|F ](G(y))





n−1∏

m=1

(
[DmG](y)

m!

)αm








 . (C.3)

Since G(y) = x, for n = 1, we have

‖DG(y)‖L1(Y ;X) = ‖[DF (x)]−1‖L1(Y ;X)

and thus (C.1) holds with

C1(‖[DF (x)]−1‖L1(Y ;X), ‖DF (x)‖L1(X;Y )) := ‖[DF (x)]−1‖L1(Y ;X).
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Since the right-hand side of (C.3) only depends on G through DmG with m ≤ n− 1 and on F through
D|α|F with |α| ≤ n, an induction argument implies the existence of Cn : Rn+1

+ → R+ as in (C.1) for every
n ≥ 2.

A technical lemma that upper bounds terms in Faá di Bruno’s formula:

Lemma C.6. For every n ∈ N holds
∑

α∈Tn

n!
α!

∏n
j=1

1
(j!)αj ≤ nn.

Proof. The sum
∑

{α∈Tn : |α|=k}
n!
α!

∏n
j=1

1
(j!)αj is equal to the so-called Stirling number of the second kind,

Sk
n (Constantine and Savits (1996)). Therefore, all we need to do is to upper bound

∑n
k=1 S

k
n.

Note Sk
n denote the number of ways to distribute n distinct items into k non-distinct boxes such that

each box contains at least one item. Then, k!Sk
n is the number of ways to distribute n distinct items into k

distinct boxes such that none of the boxes are empty. The total number of ways to distribute n distinct items
into n distinct boxes is given by nn (without the restriction that the boxes are nonempty). Therefore, we
have

n∑

k=1

(
n

k

)

k!Sk
n = nn,

and it follows that
∑n

k=1 S
k
n ≤ nn.

We also collect several auxiliary results about norm of matrices and their inverses.

Lemma C.7. Suppose M is a block triangular matrix:

M =

(

A B
0 D

)

where A,D are invertible. Then,

‖M−1‖2 ≤ ‖D−1‖2 + ‖A−1BD−1‖2 + ‖A−1‖2.

Proof. Since A,D are invertible, the inverse of M is

M−1 =

(

A−1 −A−1BD−1

0 D−1

)

.

The claim follows from the triangle inequality.

Lemma C.8. Let A ∈ R
d×d be regular. Then ‖A−1‖2 ≤ ‖A‖d−1

2
|det(A)| .

Proof. Denote the singular values of A by σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σd > 0. Then

‖A‖d−1
2

|det(A)| =
σd−1
1

∏d
i=1 σi

=





d−1∏

i=1

σ1
σi




1

σ1
≥ 1

σ1
= ‖A−1‖2.
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Lemma C.9. Let T ∈ C1(Ω0,Ω1) be a monotonic triangular map. Moreover, assume ∇T (x) has positive

eigenvalues λj(x) for j = 1, · · · , d and all x ∈ Ω0. Then for all t ∈ [0, 1] and all x ∈ Ω0

‖(∇xTt(x))
−1‖2 = ‖((1− t)I + t∇xT (x))

−1‖2 ≤
max{1, ‖T‖C1(Ω0)}d−1

min{1, infx∈Ω0 det dT (x)
}.

Proof. By Lemma C.8, for every (x, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, 1]

‖(∇xTt(x))
−1‖2 ≤

‖∇xTt(x)‖d−1
2

|det(Tt(x))|
.

We have ‖∇Tt(x)‖2 ≤ (1 − t) + t‖∇T (x)‖2 ≤ max{1, ‖T‖C1(Ω0)}. For s ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ (0, 1) set
gt(s) := log(1− t+ es). This function is convex in s ∈ [0, 1]. Thus

gt




1

d

d∑

i=1

log(tλi(x))



 ≤ 1

d

d∑

i=1

gt(log(tλi(x))),

and therefore

d∑

i=1

log(1− t+ tλi(x)) ≥ d log

(

1− t+ t

(
d∏

i=1

λi(x)

)1/d)

= d log(1− t+ t det(∇T (x))1/d).

Taking the exponential on both sides, we conclude that

det((1− t)I + t∇T (x)) ≥ (1− t+ t det(∇T (x))1/d)d ≥ min{1,det dT (x)}.

Finally, Lemma C.8 gives the result.

Finally, a technical lemma about the upper bounds on the Ck norm of the reciprocal of a Ck function
bounded away from zero.

Lemma C.10. Let k ∈ N, k ≥ 1 and f ∈ Ck(D) for domain D ⊂ R
d such that infx∈D f(x) > C2 for

some constant C2 > 0. Assume further ‖f‖Ck(D) ≤ C1 for another constant C1 > 0. Then, it holds that

‖1
f
‖Ck(D) ≤ C

Ck
1

Ck+1
2

for some constant C that depends on k but independent of f , C1, C2.

Proof. We proceed as in (Zech and Marzouk, 2022a, Lemma C.4 (iii)). Let n ∈ N be an integer such that
0 ≤ n ≤ k. We shall show by induction that Dn( 1f ) =

pn
fn+1 for some function pn such that ‖pn‖Ck−n(D) ≤

C(‖f‖Ck(D))
n.

When n = 1, it holds that D( 1f ) =
−Df
f2 and thus ‖D( 1f )‖Ck−1(D) ≤ C1

C2
2

.

Assume the induction hypothesis holds, for n+ 1, we have

Dn+1(
1

f
) = D(

pn
fn+1

) =
fn+1Dpn + pn(n+ 1)fnDf

f2n+2
=

fDpn + (n+ 1)pnDf

fn+2
:=

pn+1

fn+2
.
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Then it holds that

‖pn+1‖Ck−n−1(D) = ‖fDpn + (n+ 1)pnDf‖Ck−n−1(D)

≤ C(n+ 2)‖f‖Ck(D)‖pn‖Ck−n

≤ C(n+ 2)(‖f‖Ck(D))
n+1.

Therefore, we have ‖ 1f ‖Ck(D) ≤ C
Ck

1

Ck+1
2

for some constant C that depends on k but independent of f ,

C1, C2.
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