
MANUSCRIPT SUBMITTED TO IEEE FOR POSSIBLE PUBLICATION 1

Diffusion Models for Tabular Data:
Challenges, Current Progress, and Future Directions

Zhong Li , Qi Huang* , Lincen Yang* , Jiayang Shi , Zhao Yang ,
Niki van Stein (IEEE Member), Thomas Bäck (IEEE Fellow), Matthijs van Leeuwen

Abstract—In recent years, generative models have achieved
remarkable performance across diverse applications, including
image generation, text synthesis, audio creation, video gener-
ation, and data augmentation. Diffusion models have emerged
as superior alternatives to Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs) and Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) by addressing
their limitations, such as training instability, mode collapse, and
poor representation of multimodal distributions. This success has
spurred widespread research interest. In the domain of tabular
data, diffusion models have begun to showcase similar advan-
tages over GANs and VAEs, achieving significant performance
breakthroughs and demonstrating their potential for addressing
unique challenges in tabular data modeling. However, while
domains like images and time series have numerous surveys
summarizing advancements in diffusion models, there remains
a notable gap in the literature for tabular data. Despite the
increasing interest in diffusion models for tabular data, there
has been little effort to systematically review and summarize
these developments. This lack of a dedicated survey limits a clear
understanding of the challenges, progress, and future directions
in this critical area. This survey addresses this gap by providing
a comprehensive review of diffusion models for tabular data.
Covering works from June 2015, when diffusion models emerged,
to December 2024, we analyze nearly all relevant studies, with
updates maintained in a GitHub repository. Assuming readers
possess foundational knowledge of statistics and diffusion models,
we employ mathematical formulations to deliver a rigorous and
detailed review, aiming to promote developments in this emerging
and exciting area.

Index Terms—Diffusion Models, Tabular Data, Generative
Models

I. INTRODUCTION

Tabular data is a data modality in which information is orga-
nized into rows, representing individual records, and columns,
representing features or attributes. It is ubiquitous in real-
world domains, including but not limited to healthcare [1],
finance [2], education [3], transportation [4], psychology [5],
etc. The demand for high-quality generative models in these
domains is acute due to data privacy regulations such as
GDPR [6] and CCPA [7]. Consequently, real user data is
often restricted from public release, whereas synthetic data
generated by generative models can preserve machine learning
utility while being legally shareable [8]. Beyond privacy
concerns, real-world tabular datasets often contain missing
values, which can arise due to human errors or technical
malfunctions like sensor failures. To address this, generative
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models have been employed for missing value imputation,
demonstrating promising performance [9]. Furthermore, tab-
ular data often presents challenges related to imbalanced
class distributions [10], where certain categories dominate and
result in biased models. Generative models can help mitigate
this issue by generating synthetic samples for underrepre-
sented classes, improving model performance on minority
categories [11]. Overall, these multifaceted applications under-
score the growing importance of generative models for tabular
data, ranging from privacy protections [12], [13], missing
value imputation [14], [15], to training data augmentation [16].

Deep generative models mainly include Energy-based Mod-
els (EBMs) [17], Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) [18], Gen-
erative Adversarial Networks (GANs) [19], Autoregressive
Models [20], Normalized Flows [21], and Diffusion Models
[22]. Diffusion Models offer several advantages that make
them a preferred choice for many generative tasks. Unlike
GANs, which often suffer from mode collapse and unstable
training due to adversarial loss dynamics [23], Diffusion Mod-
els are inherently stable and effectively capture the full data
distribution. Moreover, they produce sharper and more realistic
outputs than VAEs, avoiding the blurry reconstructions in
images caused by Gaussian latent space assumptions [24].
Compared to EBMs, Diffusion Models do not rely on com-
putationally expensive sampling methods like Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) and are easier to train [25]. They also
overcome the limitations of Normalizing Flows by avoiding
bijective transformation constraints and Jacobian calculations
[21], [25], enabling more powerful expressivity. Finally, unlike
Autoregressive Models, Diffusion Models are not constrained
by sequential generation [26], allowing them to utilize flexible
architectures to learn arbitrary data distributions for diverse
data types. These strengths together make Diffusion Models
a highly flexible and robust choice for generative modeling
tasks.

More concretely, diffusion models [22], [27], [28] are
likelihood-based generative models designed to learn the un-
derlying distribution of training data and generate samples that
closely resemble it. Typically, a diffusion model comprises a
forward diffusion Markov process, which gradually transforms
training data into pure noise, and a reverse denoising Markov
process, which reconstructs realistic synthetic data from the
noise. Given the remarkable performance of diffusion models
in generating high-quality and diverse synthetic samples across
various domains—such as images [27], [28], audio [29], [30],
text [31], [32], video [33], and graphs [34]—recent studies
[35], [8], [36], [37], [38], [39] have explored their applica-
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tion to tabular data. These studies demonstrate that diffusion
models outperform GAN- and VAE-based approaches across
a wide range of benchmarks in tabular data modeling.

However, the exploration of diffusion models in tabular
data modeling is arguably still in its infancy due to the
inherent challenges posed by the unique characteristics of
tabular data. Unlike images or audio, tabular data presents
distinct challenges: missing values, where some values are
absent, requiring models to handle incomplete data; non-
Gaussian distributions, where numerical features typically do
not follow a Gaussian distribution; multimodal distributions,
where a column’s distribution can exhibit multiple modes;
highly imbalanced categorical columns, where major cate-
gories often dominate minor categories in terms of frequency;
heterogeneous features, where different columns can have
varying data types such as numerical or categorical; mixed-type
single features, where a single column may contain values of
different data types; feature dependencies, where correlations
among features must be accounted for; and small datasets,
where the training data is often limited compared to datasets
for images or text. As a result, directly adapting diffusion
models designed for other modalities, particularly images or
text, is insufficient for tabular data. Their unique characteristics
necessitate the development of tailored diffusion models, and
significant research efforts are required to invent or refine
diffusion models that effectively address the complexities of
tabular data modeling.

While numerous surveys summarize advancements in diffu-
sion models across various domains [40], [41] or on specific
data modalities such as images [42], text [43], videos [33],
time series [44], and graphs [34], surveys specifically focused
on generative models for tabular data [45], [46] primarily
cover traditional methods, VAEs and GANs, with little to no
attention given to diffusion models. In other words, despite
the increasing interest in diffusion models for tabular data and
their demonstrated breakthroughs in performance, there has
been little effort [47] to systematically review and summarize
these developments. This lack of a dedicated survey limits
a clear understanding of the challenges, progress, and future
directions in this critical area.

To address this gap in the literature, we present the first
comprehensive survey dedicated to diffusion models for tabu-
lar data. Our main contributions are as follows: 1) We provide
a overview of the historical development of generative models
for tabular data, and on this foundation, we identify the key
challenges in developing generative models for tabular data;
2) We recap the fundamental concepts of diffusion models,
describe the most widely used diffusion model frameworks
for tabular data modeling, and highlight typical applications
of diffusion models in the tabular domain; and 3) We offer a
detailed and extensive review of diffusion models for tabular
data. Covering works from June 2015, marking the inception
of diffusion models, to December 2024, we analyze nearly
all relevant studies and maintain a GitHub repository for con-
tinuous updates. We also review diffusion models in discrete
spaces that can be useful for generating categorical features in
tabular data, followed by summarizing evaluation metrics for
assessing the performance of tabular generative models.

This survey is organized as follows. Section II discusses
the historical evolution of tabular data generation, the unique
challenges associated with modeling tabular data, and the
taxonomy of diffusion models for tabular data. Section III
introduces the preliminaries of diffusion models and their
applications in tabular data. Sections IV, V, VI, and VII,
provide an in-depth review of diffusion models specifically
designed for tabular data. In Section VIII, we further explore
discrete diffusion models and evaluation metrics relevant to
tabular data modeling. Finally, Section IX offer a discussion
on future directions and concludes the survey.

II. GENERATIVE MODELS FOR TABULAR DATA

In this section, we start by reviewing the development
history of generative models for tabular data. We then discuss
the unique characteristics of tabular data and the challenges
these pose for developing generative models. Finally, we
outline the taxonomy of diffusion models for tabular data
adopted in this survey, categorized based on their applications.

A. History of Generative Models for Tabular Data

As shown in Figure 1, prior to the advent of models
explicitly designed for data generation (e.g., VAEs [48], GANs
[19], and Diffusion Models [22]), probabilistic models like
Copula [49], Gaussian Mixture Models [50] and Bayesian Net-
works [51] were commonly employed for data synthesis. Later,
specialized methods, including distance-based approaches like
SMOTE [52] and its variants (e.g., Borderline-SMOTE [53],
SMOTETomek [54], and SMOTE-ENC [55]), as well as
ADASYN [56], and probabilistic models like Synthpop [57],
were introduced for data synthesis and imputation. However,
distance-based methods, including SMOTE and its variants,
encounter challenges when dealing with large datasets and
complex data distributions. Additionally, probabilistic meth-
ods, such as Copulas and Synthpop, often struggle with
heterogeneous data, impose predefined distributions, and are
prone to assumption biases [45]. In contrast, deep generative
models explicitly designed for data generation have gained in-
creasing prominence in the tabular domain, offering significant
advancements and more successful applications compared to
traditional tabular data generation techniques. For example,

• VAE [48] based methods such as TVAE [58] and GOG-
GLE [59] are shown to achieve superior performance.
Importantly, GOGGLE is the first to explicitly model the
correlations among features, by using a VAE-based model
with GNN as the encoder and decoder models. However,
VAEs-based methods are prone to certain limitations,
including blurry outputs in the generated data due to the
inherent randomness introduced by the latent space and
potential difficulty in balancing reconstruction loss and
regularization during training, which can affect the qual-
ity of the synthetic data. Additionally, VAEs may strug-
gle with accurately capturing multimodal distributions, a
common characteristic in real-world tabular datasets.

• GAN [19] based methods have demonstrated promising
results in tabular data synthesis, with key examples in-
cluding CTGAN [58] and its variants such as CTABGAN

https://github.com/Diffusion-Model-Leiden/awesome-diffusion-models-for-tabular-data
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Traditional Machine Learning  for Tabular Data:

Copula

(1970s)

Bayesian network
(1980s, 1990s) VAEs (2013)

⚫ TVAE (2019)

⚫ GOGGLE (2023)

⚫ …

VAEs for Tabular Data:

GANs (2014)
Diffusion Models 
(2015, 2020)

DMs for Tabular Data:

⚫ CTGAN (2019)

⚫ CTBGAN (2021)

⚫ CTBGAN+ (2024)

⚫ …

GANs for Tabular Data:

⚫ SOS (2022)

⚫ STaSy (2023)

⚫ TabDDPM (2023)

⚫ CoDi (2023)

⚫ TabSyn (2024)

⚫ TabUnite (2024)

⚫ …

⚫ Copula (1970s)

⚫ Gaussian Mixture Models (1990s)

⚫ Bayesian Networks (1980s, 1990s)

⚫ SMOTE (2002)

⚫ Borderline-SMOTE (2005)

⚫ ADASYN (2008) 

⚫ Synthpop (2016)

⚫ …

Transformers (2017)

⚫ GReaT (2023)

⚫ TabuLa (2023)

⚫ TabMT (2024)

⚫ …

LLMs for Tabular Data:

Fig. 1. Timeline of Generative Models for Tabular Data: Below the timeline, key advancements in traditional machine learning models and deep generative
models are shown, while above the timeline, their extensions in tabular data, such as data synthesis and imputation, are highlighted.

[60] and CTABGAN+ [61]. These models typically use
Gaussian Mixture Models to model continuous features,
which may be suboptimal for certain real-world data.
Additionally, they handle categorical features using one-
hot encoding, which can substantially increase data di-
mensionality. Moreover, GANs inherently suffer from
well-known limitations such as mode collapse, where the
generator fails to capture the full data distribution, and
training instability that makes the optimization process
difficult and often requires careful hyperparameter tuning
and regularization.

• LLMs [62] have also been explored for tabular data
synthesis. For example, GReaT [63] employs large lan-
guage models by converting each row into a natural
language sentence and learning sentence-level distribu-
tions using GPT [64]. This approach suffers from some
limitations, including potential information loss during
data-to-text conversion, increased dimensionality leading
to higher computational costs, and context length limi-
tations, which can affect scalability when handling large
datasets.

• Diffusion Models [22] have demonstrated superior perfor-
mance compared to VAEs and GANs in image synthesis
tasks [65]. Recent studies, including but not limited to
SOS [66], STaSy [35], TabDDPM [8], CoDi [37], and
TabSyn [38], indicate that these advantages extend to
tabular data synthesis as well.

Since this survey focuses specifically on diffusion models for
tabular data, we recommend readers refer to dedicated survey
papers [45], [46], [67] for a comprehensive review of other
generative models for tabular data.

B. Challenges with Generative Models for Tabular Data

Training generative models in tabular data can be inherently
more challenging than in image or text data due to the
following challenges.

1) Missing Values: This phenomenon often happens in real-
world tabular datasets for several reasons [68], e.g., privacy

concerns (people’s refusal to answer questions about their em-
ployment or income information in census data [69]), difficulty
of data collection (drop-out in studies and merging unrelated
data in healthcare data [70]), human operation errors when
processing data [71], or machine error due to malfunctioning
of equipment [71]. Furthermore, the missing value problem
can be categorized into [72]: Missing At Random (MAR),
Missing Completely At Random (MCAR), and Missing Not
At Random (MNAR). Most generative models for tabular data
cannot be directly trained on incomplete data [39].

2) Intricate Individual Feature Distribution: It is pointed
out [58] that a feature (namely a column in a table) in tabular
data may have complicated distributions in the sense that: 2.1)
for numerical feature, the distribution can be non-Gaussian
and/or it can have multiple distribution modes; 2.2) for a
categorical feature, the distribution of categories can be highly
imbalanced. For example, instances of the major category can
take more 95% while those of minor categories take only 5%
in total; 2.3) within the same feature type (namely numerical or
categorical), different features usually have different statistical
properties (e.g., feature-wise marginal distribution) due to the
fact that the meanings of different features can be various. In
contrast, pixel values of each image in an image dataset are
usually assumed to follow the same distribution.

3) Heterogeneous Features: In the context of tabular data,
heterogeneous features refer to columns that contain different
types of data, which is considered the most challenging issue
by the community [36]. These types may include numerical,
categorical, ordinal, boolean, text, or datetime data. This diver-
sity makes processing and modeling such data more complex
than homogeneous datasets, which consist of only one type of
feature. This is because most generative models only focus on
learning distributions either on numerical or discrete domains.
It is unclear whether it is effective by simply combining
different types of models that are separately designed for
different types of features.

4) Feature Dependencies (Correlations between Features):
Tabular data synthesis should learn the joint probability of
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multiple columns to generate a sample, and these columns
are usually not independent to each other (namely their joint
probability cannot be decomposed into the production of their
marginal probabilities). Unlike image data which contains
only continuous pixel values with local spatial correlations or
text data which comprises tokens sharing the same dictionary
space [73], capturing the correlations among features has
been a long-standing challenge in tabular data synthesis [36].
However, the heterogeneous nature of tabular data makes it
even more challenging than capturing the correlations among
purely categorical or numerical features.

5) Mixed-Type Feature: A mixed-type feature refers to
a single feature (column in a dataset) that contains more
than one type of data. Unlike heterogeneous features, which
describe the diversity of feature types across columns, mixed-
type features involve a single column containing values of
different data types, such as numerical and categorical data
mixed together.

6) Small Data Size: Compared to image or text datasets,
which typically have massive amounts of available data, tab-
ular datasets are usually smaller in volume. Specifically, the
number of instances or samples is often limited, making it
challenging to train data-hungry deep models effectively.

7) Domain Specific Constraints: Real-world tabular
datasets span various domains, such as healthcare, finance,
and engineering, each with domain-specific features and
constraints. For example, healthcare data must maintain
realistic ranges for age or blood pressure, while finance
data requires valid transaction amounts and balances. Unlike
images or text, these constraints are often difficult to
verify without domain expertise, making the generation of
high-quality synthetic tabular data particularly challenging.

C. Taxonomy of Diffusion Models for Tabular Data

Taxonomy on Diffusion Models
 for Tabular Data

Section 4: Data Augmentation

Section 5: Data Imputation

Section 6: Trustworthy Data Synthesis

Section 7: Anomaly Detection

ClavaDDPM, GNN-TabSyn

Single Table Synthesis

TabCSDI, TabSyn, TabDiff, SimpDM, MTabGen, 
DDPM-Perlin, NewImp, DiffPuter

Privacy-Preserving

Fairness-Preserving

Generic Models

Models for Healthcare

TabADM, DTE, NSCBAD, DDPM-TAD, FraudDDPM

Models for Finance

Mutli-relational database Synthesis

SOS, STaSy, TabDDPM,
CoDi, AutoDiff, MissDiff,
TabSyn, Forest-Diffusion,
TabDiff, TabUnite

MedDiff, EHR-TabDDPM
DPM-EHR, FlexGen-EHR,
EHRDiff, EHR-D3PM

FinDiff, EntTabDiff, Imb-FinDiff

SiloFuse, FedTabDiff, DP-Fed-FinDiff

FairTabDDPM

Fig. 2. Taxonomy of Diffusion Models for Tabular Data.

Generative models have achieved notable success across a
wide range of real-world applications for tabular data, with
diffusion models emerging as a powerful approach alongside
other generative frameworks such as GANs and VAEs. These
applications address critical challenges in domains such as

healthcare and finance, where tabular data is ubiquitous.
Broadly, generative models for tabular data can be divided
into four key categories: data augmentation, data imputation,
trustworthy data synthesis, and anomaly detection.

While this taxonomy applies to tabular generative models
in general, the focus of this survey is on diffusion models.
Therefore, we will systematically examine diffusion-based
approaches within each category, discussing how they lever-
age the diffusion process to enhance tabular data modeling.
This application-driven taxonomy was chosen instead of a
classification based on the underlying diffusion model types
(discussed in Section III) because it provides a more intuitive
and practical perspective on how these models are applied to
real-world problems. Practitioners and researchers are often
more concerned with their end-use cases rather than the
underlying mathematical formulations. This taxonomy allows
us to systematically categorize and evaluate the growing body
of literature on diffusion models for tabular data, highlighting
key contributions, challenges, and future directions in each
category.

The relevant methods are explored in detail in Sec-
tions IV–VII. For data augmentation (see Section IV), we will
review methods that generate synthetic data. The section data
imputation (see Section V) will discuss approaches focused
on handling missing values in tabular datasets. Next, we will
explore trustworthy data synthesis (see Section VI), which
includes privacy-preserving and fairness-preserving data gen-
eration techniques. Finally, in the anomaly detection section
(see Section VII), we will review methods that leverage
diffusion models to identify anomalies by learning the normal
data distribution.

For clarity, each section (Sections IV, V, VI, and VII)
begins with a brief introduction to the background, problem
definitions and notations used, accompanied by a summary
table of the relevant works. This is followed by an in-depth
chronological review of the papers, emphasizing how they
address key challenges, such as handling mixed feature types,
preserving feature dependencies, and managing missing data,
along with their performance evaluations and limitations. To
ensure completeness, before reviewing diffusion models for
tabular data, we first introduce the core mechanism of diffusion
models and the prominent frameworks used for tabular data
modeling in Section III. Readers already familiar with these
concepts may skip this section.

III. PRELIMINARIES OF DIFFUSION MODELS

In this section, we first introduce the core mechanism of
diffusion models, covering both the forward diffusion process
(gradual addition of noise) and the reverse process (learn-
ing to denoise). We then present prominent diffusion model
frameworks, including DDPMs (Gaussian Diffusion Models),
Multinomial Diffusion Models, Score-based Generative Mod-
els (SGMs), Score-based Generative Models through Stochas-
tic Differential Equations (SDEs), and conditional diffusion
models. For clarity, the notation used throughout this survey
is summarized in Table I.
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF NOTATION USED IN THIS SURVEY

Notation Description

R Table, where each row represents a sample and each
column a feature or the prediction target

X Tabular data matrix
x := (xnum,xcat) An instance or sample, namely a row in the table, con-

sisting of numerical and/or categorical feature values
xnum The numerical part of the instance
xcat The categorical part of the instance
x An instance or sample, namely a row in the table
j
ixt The j-th feature value of the i-th sample at time t
j
ix

num
t The j-th numerical feature value of the i-th sample at

time t
j
ix

cat
t The j-th categorical feature value of the i-th sample

at time t
j
ix

num The j-th numerical feature value of the i-th sample
j
ix

cat The j-th categorical feature value of the i-th sample
j
ix The j-th feature of the i-th sample
jx The j-th feature of the given sample
ix the i-th sample
jxt the j-th feature of the given sample at time point t
ixt the i-th sample at time t
xt the sample at time t
Mnum The number of numerical features in the table
Mcat The number of categorical features in the table
z Latent embedding of x in the diffusion model
ϵ Gaussian noise added during the diffusion process
T Total number of timesteps in the diffusion process
pdata(·), pnoise(·) Probability distribution of the data or noise
L Loss function used for training the model
θ Parameters of the model
Sθ(·) The score network function used to predict the score
ϵθ(·) The noise function used to predict the added noise

A. Mathematics of Diffusion Models

Diffusion probabilistic models, or more commonly known as
diffusion models [22], are deep generative models defined from
a forward diffusion process and a reverse denoising process.
Specifically, the diffusion process aims to gradually corrupt a
sample x0 (drawn from the training data distribution qdata(·))
to a noisy instance xT (defined by a prior distribution qnoise(·))
by using the following process:

q(x1:T |x0) :=

T∏
t=1

q(xt|xt−1), (1)

with q(xt|xt−1) the forward transition probability. Meanwhile,
the denoising process attempts to remove noises and generate
a synthetic but realistic sample x̂0 from xT as follows:

pθ(x0:T ) := p(xT )

T∏
t=1

pθ(xt−1|xt), (2)

with pθ(xt−1|xt) an approximation of the reverse of the
forward transition probability, which is learned by a neural
network with parameters θ. Particularly, they learn θ by
minimizing the following variational upper bound (LVUB) on
the negative log-likelihood:

− log p(x) ≤ Eq(x1|x0)[− log pθ(x0|x1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
L0(Lrecons)

]

+DKL[q(xT |x0)||p(xT )]︸ ︷︷ ︸
LT (Lprior)

+

T∑
t=2

Eq(xt|x0) DKL[q(xt−1|xt,x0)||pθ(xt−1|xt)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lt(Ldiffusion)

.

(3)

Here, L0 can be interpreted as a reconstruction term that
predicts the log probability of original sample x0 given the
noised latent x1, while LT measures how the final corrupted
sample xT resembles the noise prior distribution; Meanwhile,
Lt measures how close is the estimated transition probability
pθ(xt−1|xt) to the ground-truth posterior transition probability
q(xt−1|xt,x0).

Note that the formulations provided above define only the
generic structure of diffusion models. Depending on the spe-
cific data types (namely continuous or discrete), the definitions
of prior noise distribution p(xT ), forward transition probabil-
ity q(xt|xt−1), the reverse of forward transition probability
pθ(xt−1|xt), and their training objectives can be different. In
the following, we concisely review the key frameworks of dif-
fusion models most commonly used in tabular data modeling:
1) Gaussian diffusion model, 2) multinomial diffusion model,
3) score-based generative model, 4) score-based generative
model via SDEs, and 5) conditional diffusion models.

1) Gaussian Diffusion Models: Gaussian diffusion models,
often known as Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models
(DDPMs) [27], is a family of diffusion probabilistic models
that operate in continuous spaces. They define the diffusion
and reverse processes with the following instantiations:

p(xT ) := N (xT ;0, I), (4a)

q(xt|xt−1) := N (xt;
√
1− βtxt−1, βtI), (4b)

pθ(xt−1|xt) := N (xt−1;µθ(xt, t),Σθ(xt, t)), (4c)

where Gaussian noises are gradually injected into the sample
based on a time-dependent variance schedule {βt}Tt=1, with
βt ∈ (0, 1) determining the amount of noise added at time
step t. To approximate pθ(xt−1|xt), [27] propose to define:

µθ(xt, t) =
1

√
αt

(
xt −

βt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)
)
,

Σθ(xt, t) = σtI,

(5)

where σt controls the noise level added at time step t, αt :=
1− βt, ᾱt :=

∏t
i=1 αi, and ϵθ is a neural network to predict

ground truth noise ϵ ∼ N (0, I) that has been added to noise
sample xt. As a result, they propose to optimize the following
simplified objective function (rather than Eq. 3):

LGauss
simple(θ) := EtEx0∼q(x0)Eϵ∼N (0,I)

[
λ(t)∥ϵ− ϵθ(xt, t)∥22

]
,

(6)
where λ(t) is a weighting function to adjust the noise scales,
and ∥ · ∥2 denotes the Euclidean norm.
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2) Multinomial Diffusion Models: Multinomial diffusion
models [31] [32] is a representative (also the first) diffusion
probabilistic model in discrete spaces. Their diffusion and
denoising processes operate in discrete spaces, designed to
generate categorical data xt ∈ {0, 1}K (i.e., one-hot encoding
with K distinct values). They are defined as follows:

p(xT ) := Cat(xT ; 1/K), (7a)
q(xt|xt−1) := Cat(xt; (1− βt)xt−1 + βt/K), (7b)

pθ(xt−1|xt) :=

K∑
x̂0=1

q(xt−1|xt, x̂0)pθ(x̂0|xt), (7c)

with Cat(·) categorical distribution and K the number of
categories (the computation between scalars and vectors are
done in an element-wise way). Importantly, uniform noise
(rather than Gaussian noise) is added to the sample according
to the noise schedule βt. As we can see, pθ(xt−1|xt) is pa-
rameterized as q(xt−1|xt, x̂0(xt, t)), with x̂0(xt, t) predicted
by a neural network, which can be trained via the multinomial
diffusion loss defined using Eq. 3.

It is important to note that the multinomial diffusion model
can handle only one categorical feature at a time. In other
words, for a table with C categorical features, C separate
multinomial diffusion models would need to be built. More
importantly, several novel diffusion models for discrete data
have been proposed recently; these will be reviewed in Sec-
tion VIII-A for better readability.

3) Score-based Generative Models (SGMs): For these mod-
els, the forward diffusion process follows the same structure
as the Gaussian diffusion model, whereas the reverse process
is defined differently, as shown below. Given an instance
x and its distribution p(x), its score function is defined as
∇x log p(x). To estimate the score function, one can train a
neural network Sθ(·) with the following objective:

Ex∼p(x)∥Sθ(x)−∇x log p(x)∥22. (8)

However, Song & Ermon [74] point out that the estimated
score functions are inevitably imprecise in low density regions
when the low-dimensional manifolds are embedded into a
high-dimensional space. To mitigate this, in the diffusion
process they propose to perturb the original data x with a
sequence of random Gaussian noises with intensifying scales
0 < σ1 < · · · < σT . In other words, pσ1 ≈ p(x0),
pσT

≈ N (0, I), and pσt
≈ N (xt;x0, σ

2
t I). In the reverse

process, they utilize a noise-conditioned score network Sθ(·)
to approximate ∇x log pσt

(x), which analytically equals to
(x0 −xt)/σt. As a result, the training objective is as follows:

1

T

T∑
t=1

λ(σt)Ep(x0)Ext∼pσt (xt|x)

∥∥∥∥Sθ(xt, σt) + (
xt − x0

σt
)

∥∥∥∥2
2

.

(9)
After training Sθ(·), new samples are generated with the
annealed Langevin dynamics (see [74] for details). Note that
SGMs are defined in discrete time space, a special case cor-
responding to the variance exploding form in the generalized
version presented in the sequel.

4) Score-based Generative Models through Stochastic Dif-
ferential Equations (SDEs) [28]: This is a continuous-time
generalization of the denoising diffusion models (DDPMs that
correspond to variance preserving form) and score based gen-
erative models (SGMs that correspond to variance exploding
form). Particularly, the diffusion process is defined with the
following itô stochastic differential equation [75]:

dx = f(x, t)dt+ g(t)dw, (10)

where f(x, t) = f(t)x, and f(·), g(·) are referred to as the
drift and diffusion coefficients of xt, respectively. Moreover,
w is the standard Wiener process. The most widely studied and
commonly used diffusion models can be broadly categorized
into three main types: 1) Variance Exploding (VE), 2) Variance
Preserving (VP), and 3) sub-Variance Preserving (sub-VP)
based on the types of functions f(·) and g(·) as follows:

f(x, t) =


0, if VE,
− 1

2γtx, if VP,
− 1

2γtx, if sub-VP,
(11)

g(t) =


√

d[σ2
t ]

dt , if VE,
√
γt, if VP,√
γt(1− e−2

∫ t
0
γs ds), if sub-VP,

(12)

where γt and σt are noise functions w.r.t. the time variable t.
Meanwhile, the denoising process is defined as the reverse of
the diffusion process:

dx = [f(x, t)− g(t)2∇x log pt(x)]dt+ g(t)dw̄, (13)

where w̄ is a Wiener process running backward in time, and
the score function ∇x log pt(x) is approximated by a learnable
neural network Sθ(x, t). However, directly approximating the
score function is computationally intractable and thus they
propose to train Sθ(·) by estimating the transition probability
∇xt

log p(xt|x0) as follows [28]:

argmin
θ

Et

{
λ(t)Ex0

[
Ext|x0

[
∥Sθ(xt, t)−∇xt

log p(xt|x0)∥22
]]}

, (14)

where ∇xt log p(xt|x0) follows the Gaussian distribution and
can be collected during the diffusion process. Moreover, λ(t)
is used to trade-off between sample quality and likelihood.

After training Sθ(·), we can generate new samples with the
following two methods: 1) the predictor-corrector framework,
or 2) the probability flow framework. In general, the prob-
ability flow framework is preferred due to its fast sampling
and exact log-probability computation compatibilities (see [28]
for more details). In short, the probability flow employs the
following neural ordinary differential equation (NODE) based
model [76]:

dx =

(
f(x, t)− 1

2
g(t)2∇x log pt(x)

)
dt, (15)

which describes a deterministic process whose marginal prob-
ability is equivalent to that of the original reverse SDE (namely
Eq. 13) [28].
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5) Conditional Diffusion Models: The diffusion models
introduced in Sections III-A1, III-A2, III-A3, and III-A4 are all
unconditional, meaning the posterior estimator function pθ(·)
does not know the label of the data it is modeling. Given a
label vector y, [22] and [65] suggest that this can be achieved
through a so-called conditional reverse process in DDPM,
defined as:

pθ,ϕ(xt−1|xt,y) ∝ pθ(xt−1|xt)pϕ(y|xt−1), (16)

which requires to train a classifier pϕ(·) and thus is known
as classifier-guided DDPM. Dhariwa and Nichol [65] further
approximate the logarithm of it with a perturbed Gaussian
transition as follows:

log(pθ,ϕ(xt−1|xt,y)) ≈ log(p(z)) + C, (17)

where C is a constant, z ∼ N (µ + Σg,Σ), and g =
∇xt−1 log(pϕ(y|xt−1))|xt−1=µ is computed from the clas-
sifier pϕ(·). To avoid training a separate classifier, Ho &
Salimans [77] propose a classifier-free guided DDPM as
follows:

ϵ̄(xt,y, t) = ϵ̂(xt, t) + ωg[ϵ̂(xt,y, t)− ϵ̂(xt, t)], (18)

where ϵ̂(·) is the noise estimator ϵθ(·) defined in DDPM.
Moreover, [ϵ̂(xt,y, t)− ϵ̂(xt, t)] is guidance of y and ωg the
guidance weight.

IV. DIFFUSION MODELS FOR DATA AUGMENTATION

Data augmentation is a long-standing research problem
in tabular data [78]. In general, it can be divided into two
different tasks: 1) data synthesis, which is the process of
generating synthetic data that mimics the characteristics of
real-world data. Depending on whether we generate a single
table or a set of connected tables, it can be further divided
into single table synthesis or multi-relational dataset synthesis;
and 2) over-sampling, which balances an imbalanced table by
increasing the number of samples in the minority class(es).
Particularly, over-sampling can be considered as a special case
of single table synthesis where we only generate a part of the
table. Accordingly, in this survey, we categorize relevant works
into diffusion models for single-table synthesis (including over-
sampling) and diffusion models for multi-relational dataset
synthesis, providing their formal definitions and reviewing
related studies in Section IV-A and IV-B, respectively.

A. Diffusion Models for Single Table Synthesis

This subsection reviews works on diffusion models for
single table synthesis (including over-sampling). For clarity,
we further subdivide related works into three sub-categories: 1)
generic diffusion models for tabular data, 2) diffusion models
for tabular data in healthcare domain, and 3) diffusion models
for tabular data in finance domain. To ensure readers can
follow along, we present the notation and problem definitions
below and provide a summary of the models in Table II.

Given a table R, we utilize j
ixt to denote the j-th feature

value of the i-th sample at time point t. On this basis, let
the number of numerical features be Mnum and the number
of categorical features be Mcat. By reorganizing the order of

the features, a sample (i.e., a row) can be represented as
x = (xnum,xcat), where xnum ∈ RMnum and xcat ∈ ZMcat .
The j-th categorical feature can have Cj distinct feature
values {1, · · · , Cj}, namely j

xcat ∈ {1, · · · , Cj}. With these
notations, the single table synthesis problem can be defined as
follows:

Problem 1 (Single Table Synthesis). Given a table R = {x},
we aim to learn a generative model pθ(R) to generate a
synthetic table R̂ = {x̂} with high-quality and diversity.

TABLE II
OVERVIEW OF DIFFUSION MODELS FOR SINGLE TABLE SYNTHESIS. ‘*’

REFERS TO A NAME CREATED BY US FOR SIMPLICITY.

Model Name Year Venue Feature Type Domain

SOS [66] 2022 KDD Num by Default Generic
STaSy [35] 2023 ICLR Num+Cat Generic
TabDDPM [8] 2023 ICML Num+Cat Generic
CoDi [37] 2023 ICML Num+Cat Generic
MissDiff [79] 2023 ICMLW Num+Cat Generic
AutoDiff [36] 2023 NeurIPSW Num+Cat+Mixed Generic
DPM-EHR* [80] 2023 NeurIPSW Num+Cat Healthcare
FinDiff [81] 2023 ICAIF Num+Cat Finance
MedDiff [82] 2023 ArXiv Num by default Healthcare
EHR-TabDDPM [83] 2023 ArXiv Num+Cat Healthcare
TabSyn [38] 2024 ICLR Num+Cat Generic
FlexGen-EHR [84] 2024 ICLR Cat+TS Healthcare
EHRDiff [85] 2024 TMLR Cat+Num+TS Healthcare
Forest-Diffusion [39] 2024 AISTATS Num+Cat Generic
TabDiff [73] 2024 NeurIPSW Num+Cat Generic
EntTabDiff [86] 2024 ICAIF Num+Cat Finance
Imb-FinDiff [87] 2024 ICAIF Num+Cat Finance
EHR-D3PM [88] 2024 ArXiv Cat Healthcare
TabUnite [89] 2024 OpenReview Num+Cat Generic
CDTD [90] 2024 OpenReview Num+Cat Generic

1) Generic Diffusion Models for Single Table Synthesis: In
this part, we review generic diffusion models for single table
synthesis, which represent the most significant advancements
in tabular data generation. Unlike domain-specific models
tailored for particular fields, such as healthcare or finance,
generic models are designed to handle diverse types of tabular
data, including mixed-type features (numerical, categorical)
and datasets with varying scales, sparsity, and correlations.
These models aim to be universally applicable across different
domains, making them highly valuable for a wide range of
machine learning tasks.

SOS [66] is the first to apply score-based generative models
(SGMs via SDEs [28]) for tabular data oversampling. Specif-
ically, given a training dataset Xtrain, which can be divided
into M distinct subsets X1, . . . ,XM based on the labels of
interest, they train a separate score network Sθm for each
subset corresponding to a specific class Xm without altering
the diffusion or denoising processes. SOS introduces two
methods for generating new instances in the target minority
class: 1) Style-transfer generation: A sample x0 is first drawn
from the major class, converted into a noised instance xT using
the shared diffusion process, and then denoised into a sample
in the target class (x̂0) using the specific denoising process of
the target class Sθtarget ; and 2) Plan generation: A noise sample
xT is drawn from a Gaussian distribution and denoised into a
sample in the target class (x̂0) using the denoising process of
the target class Sθtarget .
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Besides, they propose a fine-tuning method to prevent the
reverse SDE process from moving too far into the “gray
region,” where instances from different classes overlap. How-
ever, their method primarily focuses on numerical features and
does not explicitly handle categorical features. The model is
evaluated with respect to machine learning utility.

Similar to SOS, Naı̈ve-STaSy [35] attempts to directly
extend SGMs via SDE for tabular data but encounters training
difficulties. To address these challenges and enhance training
stability, STaSy [35] incorporates self-paced learning, which
gradually trains the model from easier to more complex sam-
ples, and fine-tuning techniques that adjust model parameters
incrementally. Specifically, for self-paced learning, they define
the denoising score matching loss for the i-th sample ix as
follows (based on Eq. 14):

li = EtEixt

[
λ(t)∥Sθ(ixt, t)−∇

ixt
log p(ixt| ix0)∥22

]
,
(19)

and define the objective (based on self-paced learning) as:

min
θ,v

N∑
i=1

vili + r(v;α, β), (20)

where r(·) is a self-paced regularizer and α and β are its hy-
perparameters. To solve the reverse SDE process, they utilize
the probability flow framework. Next, as the probability flow
framework enables the computation of exact log-probability,
they further fine-tune θ with Eq. 19 based on the exact log-
probability.

To handle mixed feature types, they apply one-hot encoding
for preprocessing categorical columns and use a softmax func-
tion followed by rounding for post-processing. For numerical
columns, they employ a min-max scaler for preprocessing and
its inverse transformation for post-processing. On this basis,
they employ a single diffusion model (namely SDEs) for all
features. However, their method has certain limitations: 1) it is
slower compared to GAN-based methods; 2) SGMs are known
to be unstable for high-dimensional data (e.g., high-resolution
images), which may pose challenges for high-dimensional
tabular datasets. They evaluate their approach using metrics
such as machine learning utility, log probability, and diversity.

Unlike STaSy, which uses a single diffusion model for
all feature types, TabDDPM [8] employs Gaussian diffusion
(DDPM) for numerical features after applying quantile trans-
formations and multinomial diffusion with one-hot encoding
for categorical features. These two processes are modeled
independently, treating numerical and categorical features
separately. Moreover, each categorical feature is considered
independent, and a distinct forward diffusion process is applied
to each one. The model is trained by minimizing the following
loss function:

LTabDDPM = LGauss
simple +

∑C
i LMult

i

C
(21)

where LGauss
simple represents the simplified loss function for Gaus-

sian diffusion (refer to Eq. 6), and LMult
i denotes the loss

function for the multinomial diffusion model of the i-th
categorical feature (refer to Eq. 3 for LVUM), with C being the
total number of categorical features. For conditional synthesis,

they adopt two approaches: 1) for classification datasets, they
employ a class-conditional model to learn pθ(xt−1|xt, y),
where y is the label scalar; and 2) for regression datasets,
they treat the target column as an additional numerical feature
and learn the joint distribution among all numerical features.

As a result, TabDDPM may struggle to capture feature
correlations effectively, including: 1) correlations between
numerical and categorical features, 2) correlations among
categorical features, and 3) correlations between categorical
features and the target column in regression datasets. The
model’s performance is evaluated based on machine learning
utility, fidelity, and privacy.

While STaSy [35] handles categorical features through one-
hot encoding and perform sampling in the continuous space,
this approach can lead to suboptimal performance due to
potential sampling errors. Additionally, treating categorical
features as continuous variables may hinder the accurate
modeling of correlations between numerical and categorical
features. To address these limitations, CoDi [37] proposes
to handle numerical and categorical features separately using
two distinct diffusion models, similar to TabDDPM [8]. Un-
like TabDDPM, however, CoDi conditions the two diffusion
models on each other, enabling them to co-evolve during
training to better capture cross-feature correlations. To further
strengthen the connection between the models, CoDi employs
a contrastive learning approach with negative sampling.

Similar to STaSy, they use a min-max scaler to preprocess
numerical features and apply one-hot encoding to categorical
features before utilizing the diffusion models. However, CoDi
is specifically tailored for datasets containing both numerical
and categorical features, making it unsuitable for datasets with
only numerical or only categorical features. The model is
evaluated based on machine learning utility and diversity.

AutoDiff [36] addresses the challenge of heterogeneous
features by integrating an autoencoder with a score-based
diffusion model. Specifically, the autoencoder is employed
to map the original heterogeneous features into a continuous
latent space, where the resulting embeddings serve as input
for the forward diffusion process. After the reverse diffusion
process is completed, the output of the diffusion model is
passed through the autoencoder’s decoder to reconstruct sam-
ples in the original heterogeneous feature space. To handle
the issue of mixed-type features, they introduce a dummy
variable that encodes the frequency of repeated values within
such features. Additionally, they mitigate the challenge of
feature correlations by learning the joint distribution of feature
embeddings in the continuous latent space. Building on this
approach, they propose two models: STaSy-AutoDiff, which
adapts the framework of STaSy, and TabDDPM-AutoDiff,
which builds on TabDDPM, each utilizing AutoDiff as the
underlying diffusion model.

They evaluate model performance across three key criteria:
fidelity, machine learning utility, and privacy. In particular,
their models exhibit weaker privacy guarantees compared to
other approaches. They attribute this to two factors: the ten-
dency of a highly sophisticated autoencoder to overfit the input
data, and the inherent memorization behavior of diffusion
models [91]. Additionally, they note that while TabDDPM
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demonstrates high fidelity for individual features, it fails to
effectively capture the correlation structures among features.

The vanilla diffusion models typically require complete
(fully observed) training data, while tabular data often suffers
from missing values. Ouyang et al. [79] observe that the
“impute-then generate” pipeline may lead to learning bias
due to the fact that single imputation cannot capture the
data variability. To train a diffusion model on data with
missing values, they propose MissDiff. This is the first tabular
generative model that can handle mixed-type features with
missing values, where the missing values are directly used in
the training without prior imputations. Specifically, MissDiff
attempts to directly incorporate the uncertainty of missing
values into the learning process as follows: it masks the
regression loss of Denoising Score Matching, and finds the
optimal parameters θ by optimizing the following objective:

T

2
Et{λ(t)Ep(xobs

0 ,m)Ep(xobs
t |xobs

0 )Lmiss}, (22)

with Lmiss := ∥Sθ(x
obs
t , t)−∇xobs

t
log p(xobs

t |xobs
0 )⊙m∥22, and

m = I{xobs
0 = “na”} denotes the missing entries, while

the meanings of the other symbols remain consistent with
those defined in Section III-A4. Specifically, to ensure that the
function p(·) and its corresponding score function are well-
defined, they replace “na” in numerical features with 0 and
introduce a separate category for “na” in categorical features.
To handle mixed-type features, they adopt the same techniques
as STaSy [35] and CoDi [35], applying min-max scaling
and its inverse during generation for numerical features, and
using one-hot encoding for categorical features. For categorical
feature generation, they apply a softmax function followed by
a rounding operation. The model’s quality is evaluated based
on fidelity and machine learning utility.

TabSyn [38] claims to be the first to explore the application
of latent diffusion models for tabular data synthesis (although
AutoDiff [36] also addressed this earlier). The authors empha-
size key challenges when applying diffusion models directly
to the original data space with mixed feature types: 1) simple
encoding strategies, such as one-hot encoding and analog bit
encoding, often lead to suboptimal performance; and 2) em-
ploying separate models for different feature types hampers the
ability to capture cross-feature correlations. To overcome these
limitations, TabSyn proposes a diffusion model that operates
in a joint latent space where both numerical and categorical
features are transformed into continuous embeddings, enabling
the model to effectively capture inter-feature dependencies.
This approach allows TabSyn to handle a wide range of data
types while preserving their inherent correlations. The pipeline
of TabSyn is as follows:

1) They first utilize a VAE to transform raw numerical
and categorical features into continuous embeddings.
Specifically, they learn a unique tokenizer for each fea-
ture (after applying one-hot encoding to each categorical
feature) and feed the feature-wise embeddings into a
VAE (with Transformer-based encoder and decoder) to
capture correlations among features.

2) Once the VAE model is well-trained, they train a score-
based diffusion model using SDEs with Gaussian noise
in the latent space.

3) Finally, they learn a detokenizer to recover real feature
values from the embeddings.

Note that TabSyn lacks the capability to handle miss-
ing values directly. It requires data preprocessing, including
handling missing values and feature transformations, which
may introduce bias or noise. The model’s performance is
evaluated based on fidelity, utility, diversity, and privacy.
Notably, ablation studies reveal that substituting the VAE with
simple one-hot encoding for categorical features results in
the poorest performance, indicating that treating categorical
features as continuous is inadequate. Furthermore, their results
demonstrate that TabSyn-DDPM operating in the latent space
outperforms TabDDPM in the original data space, under-
scoring the significance of learning latent embeddings to
enhance diffusion modeling. However, note that TabSyn can be
modified for missing data imputation by drawing an analogy
to image inpainting (REPAINT [92]), where missing parts of
an image are restored.

Rather than relying on neural networks, which are com-
monly used as universal function approximators [93] to esti-
mate Sθ(·) or ϵθ(·) in diffusion models, Forest-Diffusion [39]
employs XGBoost [94], leveraging its strength in tabular data
prediction and classification. Importantly, XGBoost can natu-
rally handle missing data by learning the best split, allowing
the model to be trained directly on incomplete datasets—an
advantage over most generative models that require com-
plete data. For categorical data, dummy encoding is applied
during pre-processing, and dummy variables are rounded to
the nearest class during post-processing. Specifically, Forest-
Diffusion adopts the variance-preserving formulation of score-
based generative models (see Section III-A4). To estimate
scores using XGBoost instead of neural networks, the method
involves four key steps:

1) The original dataset X (size [N,D]) is duplicated nnoise
times, corresponding to the number of discretized noise
levels.

2) Different noise levels are added to each duplicated
dataset, meaning each sample x receives nnoise noise
variants.

3) Linear interpolations between the original dataset and
noise are computed for various time points t: Xi(t) =
tX +(1−t)Zi, ∀t ∈ [t1, . . . ,tnt

], i ∈ [1, . . . , nnoise],
where Zi represents the noise matrix for the i-th dupli-
cation.

4) An XGBoost model is trained per noise level t, predict-
ing the score S(t) := ∇xt log pt(xt|x0), resulting in nt

models.

For data imputation, Forest-Diffusion draws an analogy
to image inpainting, where missing parts of an image are
restored. They adopt REPAINT [92], noting that while image
inpainting models are trained on complete images, tabular
imputation models operate on incomplete data, which XG-
Boost can naturally handle. For conditional synthesis, they
train a separate XGBoost model for each label in classification
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tasks. In regression tasks, they follow a strategy similar to
TabDDPM by treating the target column as an additional
numerical feature. The quality of Forest-Diffusion is evaluated
in terms of fidelity, diversity, machine learning utility, and
statistical inference.

TabDiff [73] identifies several limitations in prior diffusion
methods for tabular data: 1) additional encoding overhead in
latent diffusion models like TabCSDI [68] and TabSyn [38]; 2)
imperfect discrete-time diffusion modeling approaches, such
as those used in TabDDPM [8] and CoDi [37]; and 3)
insufficient handling of feature-wise distribution heterogeneity
in multi-modal frameworks. To address these issues, TabDiff
employs a continuous-time diffusion framework with the fol-
lowing key steps:

1) Numerical features are normalized, and categorical fea-
tures are transformed using one-hot encoding, with an
additional [MASK] class.

2) A joint diffusion process is proposed, where noise
schedules for each feature are learnable.

3) Denoising is performed simultaneously for all features
using a single model, followed by inverse transforma-
tions to recover the original format.

Despite claiming a “joint” diffusion process, TabDiff ac-
tually employs separate diffusion models for numerical and
categorical features: 1) A single SDEs-based (with VE for-
mulation, see Section III-A4) diffusion model is used for all
numerical features; and 2) For each categorical feature, a sep-
arate masking diffusion model (detailed in Section VIII-A4)
is employed. Moreover, to better capture individual feature
distributions, TabDiff introduces feature-specific noise sched-
ules: 1) A power mean numerical schedule σnum

ρi
(t), where

ρi is a learnable parameter for the i-th numerical feature;
and 2) A log-linear categorical schedule σcat

κj
(t), where κj

is a learnable parameter for the j-th categorical feature.
The model’s performance is evaluated using fidelity, machine
learning utility, and privacy metrics.

TabUnite [89] identifies feature heterogeneity as a key chal-
lenge in tabular data generation, where datasets comprise both
numerical and categorical features, often interrelated—e.g., a
person’s numerical salary may be linked to their categorical
education level and age. The authors propose that addressing
this challenge requires effective encoding schemes for pre-
processing input features before applying tabular generative
models, such as diffusion models, which typically depend
on continuous transformations for denoising score matching.
They highlight several limitations of existing approaches: 1)
separate generative processes for numerical and categorical
features hinder the modeling of cross-feature correlations; 2)
suboptimal encoding heuristics for categorical features—such
as one-hot encoding—result in sparse high-dimensional repre-
sentations [95], potentially causing underfitting in generative
models [96]; and 3) learned latent embeddings are often
parameter inefficient.

To address these challenges, they utilize Quantile Trans-
former for continuous feature encoding, while categorical fea-
tures are processed using analog bits encoding [97], PSK en-
coding, or dictionary encoding. They integrate these encodings
into a unified data space and apply a single diffusion or flow

model to generate high-quality tabular data. Notably, PSK and
dictionary encodings, proposed by the authors, aim to provide
more efficient and compact representations while preserving
feature correlations. The model’s performance is evaluated
based on fidelity, machine learning utility, and privacy.

CDTD [90] points out that existing diffusion models that
can handle both numerical and categorical features, such as
STaSy [35], CoDi [37], TabDDPM [8] and Forest-Diffusion
[39], are built upon the advances from the image domain. In
other words, the noise schedules are not specifically designed
to handle mixed features in tabular data, where different
features have different characteristics. As a result, the noise
schedules may not be directly transferable from the modalities
of images and/or texts to tabular data, and these models
may suffer from the following limitations: 1) the diffusion
processes and their loss for different types of features are not
aligned or balanced; as a result, models that simply combine
different diffusion losses (for the numerical and categorical
features) may implicitly favor the synthesis of some features
or feature types over others [98]; 2) these methods do not scale
to large datasets; and 3) these methods do not perform well
on categorical features with a large number of categories.

To address these challenges, CDTD enhances diffusion
models for tabular data by improving noise schedules and
diffusion losses. Specifically, they integrate score matching
[99] and score interpolation [100], embedding categorical
features into a continuous space and applying a unified
Gaussian diffusion process. This enables better modeling of
feature correlations. Three noise scheduling strategies are
explored: 1) a single learnable noise schedule for all features,
2) separate schedules for numerical and categorical features,
and 3) individual schedules per feature. To further refine
mixed-feature handling, they introduce diffusion-specific loss
normalization and improved model initialization. Using em-
beddings instead of one-hot encoding allows scaling to high-
cardinality categorical features, while the ODE formulation
accelerates sampling. Evaluations based on machine learning
utility, fidelity, and privacy demonstrate that CDTD effectively
captures feature correlations, with learnable noise schedules
significantly enhancing synthetic data quality.

2) Diffusion Models for Single Table Synthesis in Health-
care Domain: In this part, we review diffusion models for
single table synthesis in the healthcare domain, with a pri-
mary focus on Electronic Health Records (EHRs) data. EHRs
represent a digital collection of patient health information,
encompassing a wide variety of data types, including de-
mographics, medical history, diagnoses, medications, lab test
results, and treatment outcomes. EHR data is crucial for
advancing medical research, enabling predictive modeling, and
improving healthcare decision-making [101]. However, due to
the sensitive nature of the information, directly sharing EHR
data poses significant privacy risks. In this context, synthetic
EHR data generated by advanced models, such as diffusion
models, can serve as a privacy-preserving alternative [88],
allowing researchers to conduct exploratory analyses, model
development, and validation without compromising patient
confidentiality. In recent years, diffusion models have emerged
as a promising approach for generating high-quality synthetic
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EHR data, which will be reviewed below.
MedDiff [82] is the first to employ diffusion model for

generating EHRs. Building on the DDIM framework [102],
MedDiff accelerates the generation process using Ander-
son acceleration [103], a numerical method that improves
the convergence speed of fixed-point iterations. Furthermore,
it enables conditional data generation by incorporating the
classifier-guided sampling technique [65]. Specifically, the
conditional noise prediction is formulated as: ϵ̂θ(xt, t,y) =
ϵθ(xt, t)−

√
1− ᾱt∇xt

log fϕ(y | xt), where ϵθ(xt, t) is the
noise estimator of the unconditional diffusion model, and fϕ(·)
represents the trained classifier. However, MedDiff is limited
to handling continuous features, while EHR data often con-
tains both numerical (e.g., blood test results) and categorical
(e.g., gender, ethnicity) attributes. The model’s performance
is evaluated based on fidelity and machine learning utility.
Meanwhile, rather than relying on DDIM, EHR-TabDDPM
[83] is the first to utilize DDPM for generating mixed-type
tabular EHR data. This approach directly applies TabDDPM
[8] to synthesize EHR datasets. The model’s quality is assessed
based on fidelity, machine learning utility, and privacy.

DPM-EHR [80] highlights the limitations of GANs, such as
unstable training and mode collapse, which lead to suboptimal
quality and diversity in synthetic data. To overcome these
issues, they are among the first to employ diffusion models for
generating longitudinal Electronic Health Records (EHR) with
mixed-type features. For categorical features, they utilize one-
hot encoding followed by the direct application of Gaussian
diffusion models, in contrast to other approaches (which will
be introduced later) that often adopt multinomial diffusion
models. The quality of their method is assessed based on
fidelity, diversity, privacy, and machine learning utility.

He et al. [84] highlight that existing diffusion-based EHR
models either handle numerical and categorical features sep-
arately or lack the capability to generate categorical features
altogether. In clinical datasets collected from hospitals, numer-
ical features (e.g., respiration rate) and categorical features
(e.g., diagnosis and admission type) often exhibit inherent
logical relationships. However, models such as TabDDPM
face challenges in accurately capturing and representing these
relationships, as they rely on separate diffusion models for
numerical and categorical data. Moreover, they indicate two
key challenges in generating EHR data: 1) EHRs typically
comprise both static tabular measurements and temporal lon-
gitudinal records, resulting in heterogeneous features, and
2) EHRs often suffer from missing data. They observe that
existing diffusion models struggle to maintain performance
when handling missing modalities in such heterogeneous data.

To overcome these limitations, they propose FlexGen-EHR,
a model specifically designed to handle missing modalities
while generating both static tabular and temporal longitudinal
records simultaneously. Unlike most prior diffusion models
that assume complete training data, this work addresses the
more realistic scenario of NMCAR (Not Missing Completely
At Random), where feature values may be missing for certain
modalities across records. To handle this challenge, they
introduce an optimal transport module that aligns and em-
phasizes a common feature space within the heterogeneous

structure of EHRs. The FlexGen-EHR framework operates as
follows: 1) an LSTM-based encoder processes temporal fea-
tures, mapping them into a latent space, while an MLP-based
encoder processes static features into a separate latent space; 2)
these latent representations are concatenated and aligned using
the optimal transport module to enhance coherence across
modalities; 3) a latent diffusion model is applied in the unified
latent space; and 4) two decoders are used to reconstruct the
denoised representations back into temporal and static features,
respectively. The proposed model is evaluated in terms of
fidelity, machine learning utility, and privacy.

EHRDiff [85] focuses on unconditional EHR data genera-
tion, without explicitly modeling conditional temporal struc-
tures. Specifically, it represents all features—categorical and
continuous—as real values normalized to the range [0, 1],
applying one-hot encoding for categorical features and nor-
malization for continuous ones. Using this representation,
EHRDiff employs SDEs based diffusion models, while adapt-
ing the reparameterization approach from [104]. The reverse
denoising process is formulated through probability flow or-
dinary differential equations. The model’s performance is
assessed using fidelity, machine learning utility, and privacy.

EHR-D3PM [88] introduces a guided diffusion model for
generating discrete tabular medical codes in EHRs, supporting
both conditional and unconditional generation. Specifically, in
the context of categorical EHRs, the goal is to generate a
sequence x(all) := [x(1), . . . ,x(L)], where each x(l) represents
the one-hot encoding of a categorical feature (i.e., a token). For
the unconditional diffusion process, they utilize a D3PM [32]
with a multinomial distribution, adding a multinomial noise
vector qnoise independently to each token. Consequently, the
diffusion process for the sequence is defined as:

q(x
(all)
t | x(all)

t−1) =

L∏
l=1

Cat
(
x
(l)
t ;βtx

(l)
t−1 + (1− βt)qnoise

)
,

(23)
with a corresponding reverse denoising process.

For conditional generation, they propose a training-free
conditional generator: pθ(x(all) | c) ∝ pθ(x

(all)) · p(c | x(all)),
where pθ(·) represents an unconditional EHR generator, and
p(c | x(all)) is a classifier that approximates the true (but
unknown) classifier qdata(c | x(all)). Additionally, they custom-
design the energy function and apply energy-guided Langevin
dynamics at the latent layer of the predictor network to
perform sampling. The model’s quality is evaluated in terms
of fidelity, machine learning utility, and privacy.

3) Diffusion Models for Single Table Synthesis in Finance
Domain: In this part, we review diffusion models for single
table synthesis in the finance domain, where the generation
of realistic tabular data is critical. Financial data typically
consists of highly sensitive and heterogeneous information,
such as transaction records, account balances, credit histories,
and market data. The ability to generate high-quality synthetic
financial data has significant implications for various appli-
cations, including risk modeling, fraud detection, algorithmic
trading, and privacy-preserving data sharing [12]. Recent ad-
vancements in diffusion-based financial data synthesis will be
reviewed below.
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FinDiff [81] targets the synthesis of financial tabular data
with mixed-type features. The framework comprises four key
stages: 1) Data Pre-processing: Each categorical feature is
transformed into a continuous embedding vector, ensuring that
similar categories are positioned closely in the embedding
space. These embeddings replace the original categorical val-
ues. Meanwhile, numerical features undergo only normaliza-
tion without embedding; 2) Embeddings Assembly: The nor-
malized numerical features, categorical feature embeddings,
time embeddings, and label embeddings are concatenated
to form a unified input representation; 3) Model Training
and Sampling: A DDPM model is directly applied to the
continuous embedding space for training and generation; and
4) Post-processing: The denoised sample is mapped back
to the original space. Categorical features are restored by
assigning each to the closest category in the embedding space,
while numerical features are denormalized. Particularly, by
embedding categorical features in a continuous space, FinDiff
captures latent structures and correlations among categorical
variables. However, this method may be less effective if the
semantic meaning of categories is ambiguous or unavailable.
The model’s performance is assessed in terms of fidelity,
machine learning utility, and privacy.

EntTabDiff [86] highlights a critical limitation of prior
tabular generative models: they often overlook the importance
of a special column in financial tabular data that represents
entities, such as companies or individuals. These models
typically treat the entity column as a standard categorical
feature, leading to several drawbacks: 1) increased privacy
risks, 2) inability to generate synthetic data conditioned on
specific entities, and 3) restriction to generating data only
for entities present in the original dataset. To address these
challenges, EntTabDiff introduces a novel approach for gener-
ating financial tabular data conditioned on entities. The method
consists of two key components: 1) learning the distribution of
entities in the training data to generate synthetic entities, and 2)
generating tabular data conditioned on these synthetic entities,
which is achieved by employing a cross-attention mechanism.
For pre-processing, it follows the FinDiff approach [81] by
embedding categorical features and normalizing numerical
ones. The model’s performance is evaluated across fidelity,
machine learning utility, and privacy.

Imb-FinDiff [87] is the first attempt to employ diffusion
models to generate financial tabular data that explicitly ad-
dresses the class imbalance challenge. Imb-FinDiff is an exten-
sion of FinDiff [81], consisting of three modules: embedding
module, diffusion module, and prediction module.

First, the embedding module includes four sub-modules:
1) categorical feature embedding that converts individual
categorical feature into continuous embeddings, and Gaussian
forward diffusion is performed on the obtained embeddings;
2) numerical feature embedding that transforms individual
numerical feature into continuous embeddings, and Gaussian
forward diffusion is performed on the obtained embeddings; 3)
diffusion timestep embedding that employs positional encod-
ings [20] to transform timestep into continuous embedding;
and 4) data class embedding that embeds class labels into
continuous embeddings by following TabDDPM [8].

Second, the denoising diffusion module aims to predict the
added noises and class labels in three stages: 1) embedding
projection that projects the embeddings of categorical fea-
tures, numerical features, timestep, and class labels from their
original embedding spaces into a joint embedding space; 2)
embedding synthesis that constructs a combined vector of
the projected embeddings of categorical features, numerical
features, timestep, and class labels in the joint embedding
space; 3) prediction de-embedding that projects the combined
vector back to their original embedding spaces with two
projection head functions, one for predicting added noises and
another for predicting class labels. These two functions will
be processed by the third module as follows.

The prediction module consists of two objectives: 1)
timestep noise loss that ensures accurate denoising by comput-
ing the mean-squared errors between the ground truth noises
and the predicted noises; and 2) class label loss that ensures
class-specific accuracy by measuring the mean-squared errors
between the ground truth labels and the predicted labels. By
incorporating the class label loss, Imb-FinDiff enhances its
capability of generating minority classes samples. The model
is evaluated using fidelity and machine learning utility.

B. Diffusion Models for Multi-relational Data Synthesis

Most tabular data synthesis methods focus on single-table
generation; however, real-world datasets often consist of multi-
ple interconnected tables, highlighting the importance of multi-
relational data synthesis—a challenge that remains largely
underexplored. In this subsection, we first present the notation
and problem definition. Then, we review related works in
chronological order, with a summary provided in Table III.

TABLE III
OVERVIEW OF DIFFUSION MODELS FOR MULTI-RELATIONAL DATA

SYNTHESIS

Model Name Year Venue Feature Type Domain

ClavaDDPM [105] 2024 NeurIPS Num by default Generic
GNN-TabSyn [106] 2024 NeurIPSW Num+Cat Generic

In addition to capturing the characteristics of individual
tables, multi-relational data synthesis requires modeling re-
lationships across multiple tables that are connected (i.e.,
constrained by foreign keys). A multi-relational database R
consists of P tables {R1, ..., RP }. Each table Rp has primary
key which is the unique identifiers of rows. Given two tables
Rp and Rq , we say Rp refers to Rq (or Rp has a foreign key
constraint with Rq , or Rp has a parent-child relationship with
Rq where Rq is the parent and Rp is the child) if Rp has a
feature (called foreign key) that refers to the primary key of
Rq . With these notations, the multi-relational data synthesis
problem can be defined as follows [105]:

Problem 2 (Multi-relational Data Synthesis). Given R =
{R1, ..., RP }, we aim to generate a synthetic database R̃ =
{R̃1, ..., R̃P } that preserves the structure, foreign-key con-
straints, as well as correlations among features (including
inter-column correlations with the same table, inter-table cor-
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relations, and intra-group correlations with the same foreign
key group).

Rather than focusing on single-table synthesis, ClavaD-
DPM [105] addresses the generation of multi-relational
databases comprising multiple interconnected tables. The au-
thors identify key limitations in existing approaches, partic-
ularly regarding scalability for large datasets and the ability
to capture long-range dependencies (e.g., correlations across
features in different tables). To overcome these challenges,
ClavaDDPM introduces clustering labels as intermediaries to
model inter-table relationships. Built upon TabDDPM [8] as
its backbone, ClavaDDPM differs by employing a unified
DDPM model for handling both numerical and categorical
features, aiming to reduce computational overhead. Unlike
TabDDPM, which uses separate diffusion models for different
feature types, ClavaDDPM converts categorical features into a
continuous space via label encoding (i.e., mapping categories
to integer values) and processes all features within a single
diffusion framework. Additionally, it adopts classifier-guided
sampling [65] to enhance sample generation.

ClavaDDPM’s performance is evaluated using both multi-
table and single-table metrics. Multi-table metrics include
cardinality for intra-group correlation, column-wise density
estimation, pair-wise column correlation, and average 2-way
dependency to assess both short- and long-range correlations.
Single-table metrics include α-precision, β-recall, and ma-
chine learning utility.

GNN-TabSyn [106] highlights a key limitation of existing
data synthesis methods: the lack of explicit modeling for the
topological structure of relational databases, which hampers
their ability to capture inter-column dependencies across ta-
bles. To address this, the authors represent a relational database
as a heterogeneous graph, where nodes correspond to rows,
and edges represent foreign key relationships connecting these
rows, with both nodes and edges assigned specific types. This
approach enables the modeling of table relationships induced
by foreign key constraints. They employ graph neural networks
(GNNs) to learn latent embeddings from this heterogeneous
graph, effectively capturing both the structural information and
inter-table dependencies. Building on these embeddings, they
extend the latent tabular diffusion model, TabSyn [38], to sup-
port conditional generation by incorporating the GNN-derived
embeddings as conditions to guide the diffusion process. This
integration allows the model to generate data that reflects
complex relational structures. However, a noted limitation
of GNN-TabSyn is its inability to synthesize unseen graph
structures. The model’s performance is evaluated using multi-
table fidelity (via the DDA metric [107]), privacy, and machine
learning utility.

V. DIFFUSION MODELS FOR DATA IMPUTATION

Missing values imputation is a long-standing research prob-
lem in data mining and machine learning community [108].
These approaches can be divided into two categories [109]: 1)
iterative approaches that estimate the conditional distribution
of one feature based on other features (e.g., MICE[110]); and
2) deep generative approaches that train a generative model to

generate values in missing parts based on observed parts (e.g.,
MIDA [111] and MIWAE [9] based on denoisng AEs, HIVAE
[112] based on VAEs, and GAIN [15] based on GANs). We
formally define the missing data imputation problem below.

Problem 3 (Tabular Data Imputation). Given a D-dimensional
training dataset X = {ix}Ni=1, a feature j ∈ {1, ..., D} of ix
is denoted as j

ix, where the j-th feature can be numerical
or categorical. Besides, any feature j can suffer from missing
values. Let X = (R∪∅)D be the input space, where R denotes
the real number space for a numerical feature. For brevity,
we also utilize R to denote the corresponding range if it is a
categorical feature. Data imputation aims to find a function
f(·): X → RD which can replace the missing values with
reasonable values.

TABLE IV
OVERVIEW OF DIFFUSION MODELS FOR DATA IMPUTATION

Model Name Year Venue Feature Type Domain

TabCSDI [68] 2022 NeurIPSW Num+Cat Generic
TabDiff [73] 2024 NeurIPSW Num+Cat Generic
SimpDM [113] 2024 CIKM Num+Cat Generic
MTabGen [114] 2024 ArXiv Num+Cat Generic
DDPM-Perlin [115] 2024 KBS Num Generic
NewImp [116] 2024 NeurIPS Num Generic
DiffPuter [117] 2024 OpenReview Num+Cat Generic

TabCSDI [68] is the first to apply diffusion models for
missing value imputation in tabular data. TabCSDI is an
extension of CSDI [118], a method initially designed for time
series data that lacks direct support for categorical features.
The core idea of CSDI involves partitioning the input x into
an observed part (conditioning set xcon) and an unobserved
part (target set xtar). Instead of unconditionally generating the
entire input, a conditional diffusion model is trained using
the observed part as a condition. The generative (denoising)
process is defined as:

pθ(x
tar
t−1|xtar

t ,xcon
0 ) = N (xtar

t−1;µθ(x
tar
t , t|xcon

0 ), σI), (24)

where the goal is to learn µθ(·) to predict the missing values.
To enable simultaneous handling of numerical and cate-

gorical features, three encoding techniques are explored for
categorical features: one-hot encoding, analog bits encoding
[97], and feature tokenization [119]. The diffusion process of
CSDI is then performed on the pre-processed input z0 rather
than the raw input x0, resulting in zT . The denoising process
is subsequently applied to obtain ẑ0, and the final imputed
values x̂0 are recovered from ẑ0 using appropriate decoding
techniques corresponding to the chosen encoding methods.
The quality of imputation is evaluated in terms of machine
learning utility.

TabDiff [73], originally proposed for data synthesis (see
Section IV-A), can also be adapted for missing value impu-
tation by employing classifier-free guidance for conditional
imputation. Let y = {[ynum,ycat]} denote the set of observed
features used as conditions, and x = {[xnum,xcat]} represent
the set of features with missing values to be imputed. TabDiff
is extended for conditional generation by fixing the observed
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features yt as y while denoising only xt during the reverse
process. For numerical features, the imputation of xnum

0 is
achieved through an interpolation of the conditional and un-
conditional estimates in DDPM:

ϵθ(x
num
t , t) = (1− ω)ϵθ(x

num
t ,y, t) + ωϵθ(x

num
t , t). (25)

For categorical features, the imputed values xcat
0 are predicted

using a weighted interpolation of the conditional and uncon-
ditional probabilities:

log p̃θ(x
cat
s | xcat

t ,y) = (1 + ω) log pθ(x
cat
s | xcat

t ,y)

+ ω log pθ(x
cat
s | xcat

t ),
(26)

where pθ(x
cat
s | xcat

t ) is defined as in the Masking Diffusion
Model (see Eq. 35).

Liu et al. [113] identify that vanilla diffusion models are
sub-optimal for tabular data imputation due to two key mis-
matches between the imputation task and other tasks where
diffusion models have shown success. First, there is a mis-
match in learning objectives: in generation tasks, diversity is
a critical goal, making diffusion models sensitive to the initial
noise xT , where varying xT results in diverse generated sam-
ples x̂0. However, in imputation tasks, accuracy is paramount,
requiring the imputed values to closely match the ground truth.
This sensitivity to initial noise, while promoting diversity in
generation, can harm accuracy in imputation. Second, there
is a data scale mismatch: unlike image and text domains,
which typically have tens of thousands to millions of training
samples, tabular datasets often consist of only a few thousand
samples. This limited data scale can hinder the diffusion
model’s ability to fully capture the underlying tabular data
manifold, resulting in sub-optimal imputation performance.

To address these mismatch issues, they propose SimpDM,
which incorporates self-supervised techniques. To tackle the
objective mismatch, a self-supervised alignment mechanism is
introduced to regularize the diffusion model’s output, ensuring
consistent and accurate imputations for the same observed
data. To mitigate the data scale mismatch, they adopt a
perturbation-based data augmentation strategy to enhance the
training set. Specifically, for handling tabular data with both
numerical and categorical features, they follow the same ap-
proach as TabDDPM [8], employing joint Gaussian diffusion
for numerical features and separate multinomial diffusion
models for categorical features. Consequently, SimpDM inher-
its similar limitations. They evaluate the model’s quality based
on the RMSE between actual values and imputed values.

MTabGen [114] extends TabDDPM [8] for handling mixed-
type tabular data by employing a Gaussian diffusion model
for numerical features and multinomial diffusion models for
categorical features. Unlike TabDDPM, MTabGen first applies
a Gaussian quantile transformation to normalize numerical
features and uses ordinal encoding for categorical features.
All heterogeneous features are then projected into a unified
continuous latent space, with each feature’s embedding mod-
eled independently during the diffusion process, where noise
components are sampled separately for each feature.

Particularly, MTabGen introduces three key improvements
over prior tabular diffusion models. First, they use a
transformer-based encoder-decoder as the denoising model (in

contrast to existing methods that rely on MLPs) to better
capture feature correlations. Second, they enhance the con-
ditioning mechanism by incorporating condition information
into the transformer’s attention mechanism. Specifically, they
reduce learning bias and improve correlation modeling be-
tween unmasked (observed) and masked (missing) features by
using a transformer encoder for unmasked feature embeddings,
which are then fed into a conditioning attention module. In
contrast, prior methods such as TabCSDI [68] and TabDDPM
[8] directly add condition embeddings to masked feature em-
beddings. Third, they adopt a unified framework with dynamic
masking, enabling the model to handle varying numbers of
visible features. Consequently, MTabGen can perform both
data synthesis and data imputation within a single framework,
treating data synthesis as a special case of data imputation
where all feature values are missing. They evaluate the model’s
quality in terms of fidelity, machine learning utility, and
privacy for data synthesis, and machine learning utility for
data imputation.

Similar to the seminal work TabCSDI, DDPM-Perlin [115]
separates the input x into conditional (observed) part xcon

and target (missing) part xtar. Based on this, they model the
reverse imputation process, using the observed part to impute
the unobserved part as follows:

pθ(x
tar
0:T |xcon

0 ) := p(xtar
T )

T∏
t=1

pθ(x
tar
t−1|xtar

t ,xcon
0 ), (27)

with p(xtar
T ) ∼ N (0, I), and pθ(x

tar
t−1|xtar

t ,xcon
0 ) is defined as:

pθ(x
tar
t−1|xtar

t ,xcon
0 ) = N (xtar

t−1;µθ(x
tar
t , t|xcon

0 ),Σθ(x
tar
t , t|xcon

0 )).
(28)

By connecting this function to the unconditional DDPM
model, they define:

µθ(x
tar
t , t|xcon

0 ) = µDDPM
θ (xtar

t , t, ϵθ(x
tar
t , t|xcon

0 ));

Σθ(x
tar
t , t|xcon

0 ) = ΣDDPM
θ (xtar

t , t),
(29)

where µDDPM
θ (·) and ΣDDPM

θ (·) are the standard DDPM func-
tions, and ϵθ(·) is a neural network predicting the ground truth
noise ϵ. In the standard DDPM model, a clean sample x0 is
gradually corrupted to a noisy sample xt by adding Gaussian
noise:

xt =
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, I). (30)

In this work, they replace Gaussian noise with Perlin noise:

xt =
√
ᾱtx0 + ϵPerlin(

√
1− ᾱt), (31)

where the Perlin noise is defined as:

ϵPerlin(x) =

S∑
i=0

pi · noise(2ix), (32)

with S as the number of steps, pi as the persistence degree at
step i, and noise(·) as the noise function.

However, it is important to note that Eq. 31 lacks theoretical
support, as Perlin noise does not possess the additive properties
of Gaussian noise. Furthermore, this approach is limited to
numerical features. They evaluate the model’s performance in
terms of RMSE under three missing data scenarios: MNAR
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(missing not at random), MAR (missing at random) and
MCAR (missing completely at random).

Chen et al. [116] highlight that directly applying diffu-
sion models to missing value imputation yields suboptimal
performance due to two key issues: 1) the inherent diversity
of samples generated by diffusion models hampers accurate
inference of missing values, echoing similar concerns raised
in [113]; and 2) the data masking reduces the number of
completely observable samples that can be used for model
training, and it is challenging to ensure that the masking
mechanism aligns well with the true missing mechanism in
the testing data. To address these challenges, they propose
NewImp, a diffusion-based imputation method under the
Wasserstein Gradient Flow framework [120]. This framework
reformulates diffusion models to derive a cost functional that
governs the diffusion process. Specifically, to tackle the first
challenge, they incorporate a negative entropy regularization
term into the cost functional, aiming to suppress the sample
diversity; For the second challenge, they eliminate the needs
for data masking by replacing the conditional distribution
based cost functional with joint distribution one. However,
their model can handle only numerical features. The model’s
performance is evaluated using MAE (mean absolute error)
and WASS (Wasserstein-2 distance) [109] under two missing
data scenarios: MAR and MCAR.

Broadly, deep learning-based imputation methods can be
categorized into two main families: 1) predictive models that
infer missing entries based on observed ones, guided by
masking mechanisms, and 2) generative models that estimate
the joint distribution of both missing and observed entries,
enabling imputation via conditional sampling. DiffPuter [117]
argues that predictive models often outperform generative
models in imputation tasks due to the inherent challenge
of incomplete likelihood estimation in generative approaches.
Specifically, generative models must estimate the joint distri-
bution while the missing entries remain unknown, leading to
potential errors in density estimation.

To overcome this limitation, they propose integrating the
Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm [121] with diffu-
sion models. The EM-based approach operates as follows: 1)
during the M-step, the missing data x(miss) is fixed, and a
diffusion model is trained to learn the joint distribution of
observed and missing entries, i.e., pθ(x) = pθ(x

(obs),x(miss));
2) during the E-step, the model parameters θ are fixed,
and the missing values x(miss) are updated using the reverse
denoising process of the learned diffusion model. They further
demonstrate theoretically that the diffusion model’s training
process corresponds to the E-step, while its sampling process
corresponds to the M-step in the EM framework. For prepro-
cessing, they apply one-hot encoding to transform categorical
features into numerical representations, after which a Gaussian
diffusion model is applied to all features. They evaluate the
performance using MAE and RMSE for continuous features,
and Accuracy for discrete features, under three missing data
scenarios: MNAR, MAR, and MCAR.

VI. DIFFUSION MODELS FOR TRUSTWORTHY DATA
SYNTHESIS

Trustworthy data synthesis encompasses two key aspects:
privacy-preserving data synthesis and fairness-preserving data
synthesis. The former aims to use diffusion models to generate
synthetic tabular data that protects privacy in sensitive datasets
(e.g., healthcare, finance) while preserving data utility. For
privacy-preserving data synthesis task, we further define cross-
silo tabular synthesis problem and federated learning based
tabular synthesis problem as follows, respectively.

Problem 4 (Cross-Silo Tabular Synthesis). Consider there are
L distinct parties {P1, ..., PL}, each party stores a subset of
features Xl ∈ RN×Dl with Dl the number of features stored
at party Pl. Altogether, we have X = X1||X2||...||XL (“||”
means column-wise concatenation) and X ∈ RN×D with
D =

∑L
l=1 Dl. The goal of cross-silo tabular synthesis is

to generate a synthetic dataset X̃ = X̃1||X̃2||...||X̃L that
are distributionally similar to the original dataset X while
maintaining the private information of the actual values.

Problem 5 (Federated Tabular Synthesis). Consider there are
M distinct clients {Q1, ..., QM}, each client stores a subset
of samples Xm ∈ RNm×D with Nm the number of samples
stored at client Qm. Altogether, we have X = X1⊕X2⊕· · ·⊕
XM (“⊕” denotes row-wise concatenation), and X ∈ RN×D

with with N =
∑M

m=1 Nm. The goal of federated learning
based tabular synthesis is to generate a synthetic dataset X̃ =
X̃1 ⊕ X̃2 ⊕ ... ⊕ X̃M that are distributionally similar to the
original dataset X while maintaining the private information
of the actual values.

Meanwhile, fairness-preserving data synthesis aims to use
diffusion models to generate synthetic tabular data that main-
tains fairness w.r.t. sensitive features (e.g., age, gender, race,
etc.) while preserving data utility. Formally, it is defined as:

Problem 6 (Fairness-Preserving Data Synthesis). Given a D-
dimensional dataset X = {ix}Ni=1, where each data point ix ∈
RD represents a record with D features, let S ⊆ {1, . . . , D}
denote the set of indices corresponding to sensitive features.
The goal is to learn a generative function g(·) to generate
synthetic data X̂ = g(X) such that: 1) The synthetic data X̂ =
{îx}Ni=1 preserves fairness with respect to sensitive features in
S, ensuring no unfair bias is introduced; and 2) The synthetic
data X̂ maintains the statistical properties and utility of the
original dataset X for downstream tasks.

TABLE V
OVERVIEW OF DIFFUSION MODELS FOR TRUSTWORTHY DATA

SYNTHESIS.

Model Name Year Venue Feature Type Domain

SiloFuse [122] 2024 ICDE Num+Cat Generic
FedTabDiff [123] 2024 ArXiv Num+Cat Generic
FairTabDDPM* [124] 2024 ArXiv Num+Cat Generic
DP-Fed-FinDiff [125] 2024 ArXiv Num+Cat Finance

SiloFuse [122] is designed to generate tabular data where
the features are distributed across multiple silos (known
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as feature-partitioned or vertically-partitioned dataset) rather
than being centrally stored. To ensure privacy, they employ a
distributed latent diffusion model: 1) they utilize autoencoders
to convert actual feature values (including sensitive features)
into embeddings. In this way, they can also handle categor-
ical features by unifying numerical and categorical features
into a shared continuous latent space. As a result, they can
capture feature correlations across silos by centralizing the
embeddings; 2) they employ a Gaussian diffusion model to
learn to create synthetic embeddings; 3) they leverage stacked
distributed training to reduce communication: the autoencoders
are trained locally at the client silos, while the latent diffusion
model is trained at the central server.

They evaluate the quality of generated data in terms of
fidelity, machine learning utility, and privacy. They observe
that latent DDPM outperforms TabDDPM on datasets that
have many spare features, while TabDDPM performs better
on datasets with a small number of features. In other words,
combining Gaussian diffusion and multinomial diffusion may
work better for datasets with low features size and sparsity,
while operating in the latent space could benefit highly sparse
datasets with large cardinality in discrete values.

FedTabDiff [123] addresses the challenge of generating
synthetic tabular data with mixed-type features while preserv-
ing privacy. They propose a federated learning framework that
integrates DDPM with Federated Learning to enhance privacy.
Each client Qm locally maintains a decentralized FinDiff
model fm(·) [81] and collaborates in training a central model
f(·) hosted by a trusted entity. A synchronous update scheme
is employed for federated optimization over R rounds. In each
round, a subset of clients receives the current central model
parameters, performs local optimization, and sends updated
parameters back for aggregation. For this aggregation, they
apply the Federated Averaging (FedAvg) technique [126],
computing a weighted average of the model updates. For
data pre-processing, they apply quantile transformation to
numerical features and use the same embedding method as in
FinDiff for categorical features. The framework’s performance
is evaluated in terms of fidelity, machine learning utility,
diversity, and privacy.

DP-Fed-FinDiff [125] integrates differential privacy, feder-
ated learning, and DDPM to generate high-fidelity synthetic
tabular data while preserving privacy. Similar to FedTabDiff
[123], it assumes sensitive data is distributed across mul-
tiple clients and cannot be shared due to privacy regula-
tions. However, it argues that federated learning alone (as
in FedTabDiff) is insufficient for ensuring data privacy. To
address this, differential privacy is introduced, providing a
strict mathematical guarantee that the inclusion of a single
sample does not significantly affect analysis outcomes. This
allows for precise control over the privacy budget, ensuring
individual data confidentiality.

Their approach builds on FinDiff [81] as the generative
model for mixed-type tabular data. Like FedTabDiff, FinDiff
is trained with federated learning, but its parameter update
process is modified to incorporate differential privacy via the
Gaussian Mechanism [127]. Unlike FinDiff, they apply Quan-
tile Transformation to numerical features while using the same

embedding techniques for categorical features. Evaluations on
privacy, utility, and fidelity reveal a tradeoff between privacy
protection and data utility/fidelity.

FairTabDDPM [124] indicates that prior tabular diffusion
models may generate biased synthetic data by inheriting bias
inherent in the training data. To mitigate bias and maintain
synthetic data quality, they propose to build balanced joint
distributions of sensitive columns (e.g., gender, race) and target
label column. Specifically, FairTabDDPM works as follows:
1) the input data x0 = (xnum

0 ,xcat
0 ) passes through T steps

of diffusion and leads to x1,x2, · · · ,xT . Like TabDDPM, a
Gaussian diffusion model is used for numerical features and
multinomial diffusion models are used for categorical features
separately; 2) the intermediate noisy samples x1,x2, · · · ,xT

are embedded into z1, z2, · · · , zT with a MLP encoder; 3) the
reverse process denoises zT sequentially into ẑT−1, · · · , ẑ1 by
conditioning on the embeddings (with a MLP) of label column
y and sensitive columns s1, · · · , sP ; Note that while prior
tabular diffusion models are mainly unconditional or condi-
tioned solely on the label columns, FairTabDDPM models the
data distribution of mixed features conditioned on both label
column and multiple sensitive columns ( by extending Eq. 18);
and 4) the denoised latent representation ẑ1 is decoded into
the reconstructed data x̂0 using an MLP decoder.

For data preprocessing, they apply quantile transformation
to normalize numerical features and one-hot encoding for
categorical features. The model’s performance is evaluated in
terms of fidelity, diversity, privacy, machine learning utility,
and fairness metrics, including class imbalance within sensitive
attributes (demographic parity ratio) and joint distributions
with the target label (equalized odds ratio).

VII. DIFFUSION MODELS FOR ANOMALY DETECTION

Anomaly detection aims to train diffusion models to learn
the “normal” distribution of data from the training set and
identify anomalies as deviations from this learned distribution
in the test data. Formally, it is defined as follows:

Problem 7 (Tabular Anomaly Detection). Given a D-
dimensional training dataset Xtrain = {ix}

Ntrain
i=1 , where each

data point ix ∈ RD represents a record with D features, the
objective is to learn a function f(·) : RD → {0, 1} that distin-
guishes between normal and anomalous data points. During
testing, given a D-dimensional test dataset Xtest = {jx}

Ntest
j=1,

the function f(·) predicts f(jx) = 1 if jx is an anomaly
and f(jx) = 0 if it is normal. Anomalies are identified as
data points in Xtest that significantly deviate from the normal
patterns learned from Xtrain.

TabADM [128] is the first diffusion-based approach for
unsupervised anomaly detection in tabular data. Unlike semi-
supervised methods that require pure normal training data,
TabADM handles fully unlabeled training data mixed with
anomalies. It estimates the data distribution via a robust
diffusion model, assigning anomaly scores to test samples
based on their likelihood of being generated by the model.
Specifically, TabADM comprises two stages: training and
inference. During training, it follows the standard DDPM
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TABLE VI
OVERVIEW OF DIFFUSION MODELS FOR ANOMALY DETECTION

Model Name Year Venue Feature Type Domain

TabADM [128] 2023 ArXiv Num by default Generic
DTE [129] 2024 ICLR Num by default Generic
SDAD [130] 2024 Inf. Sci. Num by default Generic
NSCBAD [131] 2024 OpenReview Num by default Generic
FraudDiffuse [132] 2024 ICAIF Num+Cat Finance
FraudDDPM [133] 2024 ISIJ Num+Cat Finance

process with an additional sample rejection procedure to
mitigate the influence of anomalies. Specifically, in each batch,
it sorts samples by loss in descending order and removes the
top k highest-loss samples before gradient descent. During
inference, it computes an anomaly score for a test sample
x by evaluating its reconstruction loss: for each timestep
t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, it generates noise ϵt, predicts noise ϵθ(xt, t),
and computes the loss as lt(x) := ∥ϵt − ϵθ(xt, t)∥22. The
final anomaly score is obtained by summing loss values across
all timesteps, i.e.,

∑T
t=1 lt(x). Consequently, samples in low-

density regions of the learned distribution exhibit high loss
values and are classified as anomalies.

Empirical results on 32 datasets, evaluated using AUCROC
and AUCPR, demonstrate its superior performance on high-
dimensional datasets. However, TabADM has several limita-
tions: 1) it lacks explainability, 2) it incurs high training and
inference costs compared to baselines, and 3) it cannot handle
missing values.

Livernoche et al. [129] observe that DDPM achieves com-
petitive anomaly detection performance in both unsupervised
and semi-supervised settings for tabular data. However, its
high computational cost makes it impractical for large datasets
or data streams. Since anomaly detection only requires measur-
ing deviations between input and reconstructed samples, they
argue that modeling score functions in the reverse process is
unnecessary, enabling simplification of diffusion models for
this task. A key observation is that the choice of the starting
timestep for the reverse diffusion process significantly impacts
performance, yet it is often arbitrary in existing methods.
They further note that the diffusion (starting) time given a
noisy sample follows an inverse Gamma distribution. Based
on this, they introduce DTE, which estimates the posterior
distribution over diffusion time for noisy input samples. The
rationale is that anomalous samples, being distant from the
normal data manifold, tend to be assigned higher estimated
timesteps, corresponding to more noise and thus indicating
higher anomaly likelihood. For each sample, DTE estimates
the diffusion time distribution and uses its mode/mean as the
anomaly score.

DTE derives an analytical form for the posterior over
diffusion time and employs two estimation methods: 1) a non-
parametric KNN-based estimator and 2) a parametric neural
network-based estimator for improved generalizability and
scalability. They explore the interpretability of diffusion-based
anomaly detection using deterministic ODE flow for input
reconstruction. Notably, they find that leveraging pre-trained
embeddings for images significantly enhances performance,

highlighting the potential of latent diffusion models. For pre-
processing, they standardize data using z-score normalization.
They evaluate DTE using ROCAUC and ROCPR but note that
it natively supports only numerical features.

While generative models are powerful at modeling complex
datasets to capture their distributional patterns, SDAD [130]
point out that existing generative model-based anomaly de-
tection methods suffer from three limitations: 1) they usually
prioritize the generative process to generate new synthetic
samples resembling the training data, while overlooking the
importance of obtaining discriminative representations; 2)
VAEs generate low-quality samples and GANs are prone to
mode collapse, leading to coarse data reconstructions and
hindering the precise identification of anomalies; 3) generative
models usually have intricate architecture, requiring extensive
training data and limiting their performance on small datasets.

To address these issues, SDAD incorporates self-supervised
learning to enhance diffusion-based anomaly detection as fol-
lows: 1) it employs an auxiliary module with two pretext tasks
to train an encoder, improving the separation between normal
and anomalous samples in latent space; 2) using this trained
encoder, raw input samples are mapped to the latent space,
where a denoising diffusion process models the distribution
of normal data; and 3) in inference, test samples with high
reconstruction errors in latent space (rather than in original
space) are identified as anomalies. SDAD is designed for the
semi-supervised setting, where training is performed exclu-
sively on normal samples. It is evaluated using AUCROC and
AUCPR. However, its negative sampling strategy in SSL relies
on standard Gaussian noise to generate pseudo anomalies,
which may not be as representative as real anomalies.

Instead of relying on density estimation p(x) for anomaly
detection, NSCBAD [131] leverages the score function
∇x log p(x) to detect anomalies as follows: 1) Training stage:
They train a Noising Conditional Score Network (NCSN)
[74], denoted as Sθ(·), to learn the score function character-
izing the data distribution. Specifically, they optimize Sθ(·)
using a simplified loss function where the score network
directly predicts the ground-truth noise ϵ. Mathematically,
they demonstrate that the network learns σt∇x log p(xt|x0);
2) Inference stage: Anomaly scores are computed based on
the likelihood of a test sample x within the learned score.
Concretely, they measure the distance between the predicted
score Sθ∗(xt, t) and the ground-truth noise ϵ(t) at a fixed
time t, averaging over 70 noise realizations. The anomaly
score is given by: 1

70

∑70
i=1 ∥Sθ∗(xt, t) − ϵi(t)∥2, ϵi(t) ∼

N (0, I), i ∈ {1, ..., 70}.
NSCBAD is evaluated using AUC-ROC, AUC-PR, and F1-

score. They highlight that DDPM-based anomaly detection
methods rely on a stepwise reverse denoising process (i.e.,
a sequential Markovian chain for inference), leading to signif-
icantly longer inference times compared to NSCBAD.

FraudDiffuse [132] extends diffusion models to generate
synthetic fraudulent transactions, addressing class imbalance
and evolving fraud patterns.

First, they employ a learnable embedding layer (label encod-
ing) to map categorical features into continuous embeddings,
which are then concatenated with numerical features in a
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shared continuous space. Second, they apply a DDPM model
in the latent space with the following modifications: 1) Instead
of using a Gaussian prior for noise addition, they leverage
the distribution of normal transactions to better capture the
behaviors of fraudulent transactions at the decision boundary.
Specifically, during the forward diffusion process, noise is
sampled from N (µnt,Σnt), where µnt and Σnt are the mean
and covariance estimated from normal transactions. Similarly,
in the reverse process, xT is initialized from N (µnt,Σnt)
rather than from a standard Gaussian distribution. 2) In ad-
dition to the typical mean squared error (MSE) loss between
predicted and ground-truth noise, they introduce a probability-
based loss that quantifies the likelihood of predicted noise
originating from N (µnt,Σnt). The final loss function combines
both loss terms. Third, they incorporate a contrastive loss to
enhance the similarity between real and synthetic fraudulent
samples, further refining the learned representations.

FraudDiffuse operates under a supervised setting, where
both labeled normal and fraudulent transactions are available.
Performance is evaluated based on machine learning utility.

Similar to FraudDiffuse [132], FraudDDPM [133] lever-
ages diffusion models to generate synthetic transaction data,
enhancing fraud detection performance. However, unlike
FraudDiffuse, they adopt a two-model approach: one diffu-
sion model is trained on normal transaction data to generate
synthetic normal transactions, while another is trained on
abnormal transactions to synthesize fraudulent data.

They employ Gaussian diffusion models for both numerical
and categorical features, where categorical data is transformed
into a continuous space using one-hot encoding or embeddings
vectors. The generated synthetic normal and fraudulent trans-
actions are then merged to form a synthetic supervised dataset.
Finally, this synthetic dataset is combined with real-world
transaction data to create a balanced training set, effectively
serving as an oversampling technique. This balanced dataset
is then used to train fraud detection systems utilizing classical
supervised learning algorithms such as Random Forest. They
evaluate the quality in terms of machine learning utility.

VIII. A REVIEW ON DISCRETE DIFFUSION MODELS AND
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION METRICS

A. Diffusion Models for Discrete Data.

Diffusion models for discrete data can be divided into
two categories [134]: 1) the first category of works converts
discrete structures into a continuous latent space and then
directly applies Gaussian diffusion model in the latent space.
This line of works include [97], [100], [135], [136], [137],
[138], [139], [140]; 2) the second category of works directly
defines the diffusion process on discrete structures, and we
will focus on this category in the remaining of this section.

1) Binary Diffusion Model: This line of work is for the first
time studied in [22], which explored the scenario of binary
random features.

2) Multinomial Diffusion Model: Multinomial Diffusion
[31], [141] that provides transition matrices with uniform
distribution; The diffusion and denoising processes have been
defined in Section III-A1.

3) D3PM Model: D3PM [32] generalizes Multinomial Dif-
fusion by providing transition matrices with uniform distribu-
tion, transition matrices that mimic Gaussian kernels in con-
tinuous spaces, matrices using nearest neighbors in embedding
space, and matrices with absorbing states. Specifically, the
Markov forward diffusion process is defined as:

q(xt|xt−1) = Cat(xt; Q̄tx0) = Cat(xt;Qt ·Qt−1 · · ·Q1x0),
(33)

where Qt can be defined in a general and flexible form to
reflect different types of transition matrices.

4) Masking (Absorbing) Diffusion Model: Let V = {x ∈
{0, 1}K :

∑K
i=1 xi = 1} be the one-hot encoding vectors

of all scalar discrete random variables x with K categories
(Note that it is reasonable to define V in this way since in text
modeling the words share the same dictionary space. However,
in tabular data, different categorical features usually have
different number of categories and thus there can be multiple
Vs). Moreover, let Cat(·;π) the categorical distribution over
K categories, where π ∈ ∆K defines the probabilities and
∆K is the K-simplex. In addition, we assume that the extra
K-th category/position is a special [MASK] token, and m =
(0, 0, · · · , 1) be the one-hot encoding vector for this mask (i.e.,
mK = 1 while mk = xk for k ∈ {0, 1, · · · ,K − 1}). For
masking (absorbing) diffusion models [134], [142], [73], the
diffusion process interpolates between the original categorical
distribution Cat(·;x0) (with x0 ∈ V) and the target distribution
Cat(·;m), namely the input x0 can transition to a masked state
with some probability as follows:

q(xt|x0) = Cat(xt;αtx0 + (1− αt)m), (34)

where αt ∈ [0, 1] is strictly decreasing w.r.t. time t, with
α0 ≈ 1 while α1 ≈ 0. Importantly, an input will remain in
a masked state once it transitions to this state, and all inputs
will be masked with probability 1 at time step T . The reverse
denoising process can be defined as:

pθ(xs|xt) =

{
Cat(xs;xt), if xt ̸= m,

Cat(xs;
(1−αs)m+(αs−αt)xθ(xt,t)

1−αt
), if xt = m,

(35)
where 0 < s < t < 1, and xθ(xt, t) : V × [0, 1] → ∆K

is a neural network that approximates the unknown x0. For
the denoising model xθ(xt, t), the clean input is never input
while an masked token is always unchanged during the reverse
process. The corresponding loss function is:

Lmask = Eq

∫ t=1

t=0

α′
t

1− αt
log[⟨xθ(xt, t),x0⟩]dt, (36)

where ⟨·⟩ means inner product and α′
t is the first order

derivative of αt. Note that masking diffusion model is a strict
subset of D3PM by setting Qt|s = αt|sI+(1−αt|s)1m

T for
the forward diffusion process, with improvements including
parameterization that enables simplified objective and propos-
ing well-engineered training recipes.

Other recent advancements in this field include 1) auto-
regressive diffusion models [143], [144], 2) editing-based
operations for discrete diffusion [145], [146], 3) discrete
diffusion model in continuous time structure [147], [148], and
4) generation acceleration in discrete diffusion model [149].
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B. Performance Evaluation Metrics

The performance of tabular data generative models is of-
ten evaluated from various but complementary perspectives,
including fidelity, diversity, utility, privacy, and runtime.

1) Fidelity Metrics: they aim to quantify the similarity
between original and synthetic data by assessing whether key
properties of the original data are preserved in the synthetic
data. This line of evaluation can be further divided into
column-wise density estimation, which assesses the similarity
between a generated column and its original counterpart, and
pairwise column correlation estimation, which evaluates how
well the correlations between columns in the generated data
match those in the original data. Moreover, other popular
fidelity metrics include detection metrics, α-Precision, MAE
and RMSE (specifically for data imputation task).

Column-wise density estimation. This includes
• Kolmogorov-Sirmov Test (KST) for numerical features.

This test evaluates to which extent two one-dimensional
probability distributions differ, defined as follows:

KST = sup
x

|F1(x)− F2(x)|, (37)

where Fi(x) is the empirical distribution of i-th proba-
bility distribution at point x.

• Total Variation Distance (TVD) for categorical features.
This statistics captures the largest possible difference in
the probability of any event under two different (one-
dimensional) probability distributions, defined as follows:

TVD =
1

2

∑
x∈X

|p1(x)− p2(x)|, (38)

where p1(x) and p2(x) are the probability assigned to x
by these two probability distributions.

Pairwise columns correlations estimation. This includes
• The difference between Pearson Correlation Coefficient

Matrices among numerical features (DPCM) on real data
and original data. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient
aims to measure the linear correlation between two nu-
merical features x and y as follows:

ρ(x,y) =
cov(x,y)

std(x), std(y)
, (39)

where cov(·) is the covariance and std(·) stands for the
standard deviation.

• The difference between Contingency Similarity Matrices
among categorical features (DCSM) on real data and
original data. The contingency table summarizes the rela-
tionship between two categorical features by organizing
the data into rows and columns. Each cell in the table
represents the frequency of occurrences for a specific
combination of the two features.

• The difference between Contingency Similarity Matrices
on real data and original data (among categorical and
numerical features), where one needs to first group nu-
merical features into discrete intervals via bucketing.

Detection Metric. The metric evaluates the difficulty of
detecting the synthetic data from the real data by using the

classifier-two-sample-test, which often employs a machine
learning model to label whether a sample is synthetic or real.

α-Precision. It measures the fidelity of synthetic data by
indicating whether each synthetic sample resembles the real
data [150].

RMSE and MAE. These metrics evaluate the performance
of data imputation by computing the divergence between the
ground-truth missing values and the imputed missing values.
Particularly,

• The Mean Absolute Error (MAE) is defined as:

MAE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

|yi − ŷi| , (40)

where n is the total number of data points, yi is the actual
value, and ŷi is the imputed value;

• The Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) is defined as:

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)
2
. (41)

2) Diversity Metrics: they aim to evaluate the extent to
which the synthetic data maintain the entire distribution of the
real data. The two most popular metrics are coverage score
and β-Recall.

Coverage Score. Specifically, for a categorical column, it
calculates the number of unique categories from the real data
column that are present in the corresponding synthetic column.
For a numerical column, this metric evaluates how closely
the range (namely the minimum and maximum) of synthetic
column aligns with that of real column.
β-Recall. It evaluates whether the generated samples can

cover the entire distribution of real data [150].
3) Utility Metrics: they aim to quantify the impact on

downstream tasks when synthetic data is used to replace
original data during the training phase. This metric is usually
known as machine learning utility and it is defined as follows.

Machine Learning Utility. The machine learning utility is
often evaluated using the Training on Synthetic and Testing on
Real (TSTR) scheme [151]. In this approach, the data is split
into training and test sets. A generative model is then used to
generate synthetic data of the same size as the training set.
Two models are trained: one on the original training data and
another on the synthetic data. Both models are subsequently
tested on the test set, and their performances are compared. We
conclude that the synthetic data has a good machine learning
utility if their performance are comparable.

4) Privacy Metrics: These metrics aim to quantify the
extent to which the identification of original samples is possi-
ble. They mainly include Distance to Closet Records (DCR),
Attribute Inference Attack [152], and Membership Inference
Attack [153].

Distance to Closet Records (DCR). It measures the extent
to which the synthetic samples resemble the original data
samples. Given a generated sample x̂, its DCR is computed
as DCR(x̂) = min

x∈X
d(x̂,x) with d(·) a distance metric. As a

result, the DCR of a synthetic dataset is computed as the DCR
median of all synthetic samples. Low DCR values indicate
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that the synthetic sample may violate the privacy requirement.
However, it is important to note that random noises can
produce higher DCR values (indicating better performances).
Therefore, the DCR metric needs to be considered jointly with
other evaluation metrics such as machine learning utilities.

IX. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Thanks to notable advancements in diffusion models for
tabular data, some of the challenges associated with generative
models for tabular data, as discussed in Section II-B, have
been partially addressed. However, many challenges remain
unresolved, and new ones continue to emerge. Below, we
outline these challenges and propose potential future research
directions:

• Scalability: Diffusion models are typically computa-
tionally intensive, which can be challenging with high-
dimensional tabular data. Therefore, more research efforts
should be given to develop techniques for reducing the
computational cost of diffusion models on large tabular
datasets, such as efficient sampling and training methods.

• Evaluation Metrics: Unlike images where visual quality
is a metric, evaluating tabular data generation quality
is complex and may require domain-specific measures
especially in domains such as healthcare and finance.

• Privacy Concerns: While current diffusion models for
tabular data synthesis provide basic privacy preservation,
research into techniques with strong theoretical guaran-
tees, such as differential privacy, remains limited and
requires further exploration.

• Enhanced Interpretability: Developing methods to en-
hance the interpretability of diffusion models is crucial
for their practical application in tabular data modeling .

• Cross-Modality Integration: Future research into how
diffusion models for tabular data might be combined with
those for image, text, or time-series data, enabling cross-
modal applications.

• Benchmarking and Standardization: Standardized
benchmarks and evaluation metrics tailored for diffusion
models on tabular data are needed.

• Hybrid Models: Diffusion models can be combined with
other model architectures (e.g., GANs or VAEs) to better
handle tabular data. For instance, AutoDiff [36] combines
Autoencoder with Diffusion Models.

• Modeling Feature Correlations: Most existing diffusion
models are not optimized to capture feature correlations,
especially those among categorical features and those
among numerical and categorical features. Ideally, a tab-
ular diffusion model should be able to model numerical
and categorical simultaneously.

Recent studies indicate that diffusion models can achieve
superior performance in tabular data modeling. To support
further exploration and progress in this area, we present a
comprehensive survey on diffusion models for tabular data.
This survey includes a concise introduction to the fundamental
theory behind diffusion models and a categorized review of the
existing literature based on their applications. Furthermore,
we highlight key challenges and propose potential research

directions for advancing the field. We aim for this survey to
serve as a valuable resource for researchers and practitioners,
encouraging further innovation and development in generative
diffusion models for tabular data.
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TABLE VII
OVERVIEW OF DIFFUSION MODELS FOR TABULAR DATA. THE COLUMN “NUM” INDICATES WHETHER IT CAN HANDLE NUMERICAL FEATURES (‘MM’ =

MIN-MAX SCALER, ’QT’= QUANTILE TRANSFORMER, ‘ZS’ = Z-SCORE NORMALIZATION), WHILE “CAT” INDICATES WHETHER IT CAN HANDLE
CATEGORICAL FEATURES (‘OH’ = ONE-HOT ENCODING, ‘AB’= ANALOG BITS ENCODING, ‘DC’ = DICTIONARY ENCODING,‘DE’ = DUMMY ENCODING,

‘IE’ = INTEGER ENCODING, ‘OE’ = ORDINAL ENCODING, ‘PSK’ = PSK ENCODING, ’FT’ = FEATURE TOKENIZATION OR LEARNED EMBEDDING).
“#DATASETS” REPRESENTS THE NUMBER OF DATASETS BENCHMARKED. “?/57 A” INDICATES THE NUMBER OF DATASETS USED FROM ADBENCH [154].

“COMPLETE” INDICATES WHETHER THE MODEL REQUIRES COMPLETE DATA (I.E., WITHOUT MISSING VALUES) TO TRAIN.

Model Name Year Venue Num Cat Tasks Backbone #Datasets Metrics Code Complete Domain

SOS [66] 2022 KDD ✓ ✗ Synthesis SDEs 6 Utility ✓ ✓ Generic
STaSy [35] 2023 ICLR ✓(MM) ✓(OH) Synthesis SDEs 15 Fidelity, Utility, Diversity ✓ ✓ Generic
TabDDPM [8] 2023 ICML ✓(QT) ✓(OH) Synthesis DDPM+MLD 16 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✓ ✓ Generic
CoDi [37] 2023 ICML ✓(MM) ✓(OH) Synthesis DDPM+MLD 15 Utility, Diversity ✓ ✓ Generic
AutoDiff [36] 2023 NeurIPSW ✓ ✓ Synthesis Any 15 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✓ ✓ Generic
MissDiff [79] 2023 ICMLW ✓(MM) ✓(OH) Synthesis SDEs 3 Fidelity, Utility ✗ ✗ Generic
TabSyn [38] 2024 ICLR ✓ ✓(OH) Synthesis, Imputation SDEs 6 Fidelity, Utility, Diversity, Privacy ✓ ✓ Generic
Forest-Diffusion [39] 2024 AISTATS ✓ ✓(DE) Synthesis, Imputation SDEs 27 Fidelity, Diversity, Utility ✓ ✗ Generic
TabDiff [73] 2024 NeurIPSW ✓(MM) ✓(OH) Synthesis, Imputation SDEs+MSD 7 Fidelity, Diversity, Utility ✓ ✓ Generic
TabUnite [89] 2024 OpenReview ✓(QT) ✓(AB, PSK, DC) Synthesis SDEs+MSD 10 Fidelity, Diversity, Utility ✓ ✓ Generic
CDTD [90] 2024 OpenReview ✓ ✓(FT) Synthesis Latent SDEs 11 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✗ ✓ Generic
MedDiff [82] 2023 ArXiv ✓ ✗ Synthesis DDIM 2 Fidelity, Utility ✗ ✓ Healthcare
EHR-TabDDPM [83] 2023 ArXiv ✓(QT) ✓(OH) Synthesis DDPM 4 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✗ ✓ Healthcare
DPM-EHR* [80] 2023 NeurIPSW ✓ ✓(OH) Synthesis DDPM 2 Fidelity, Diversity, Utility, Privacy ✗ ✓ Healthcare
FlexGen-EHR [84] 2024 ICLR ✓+ TS (FT) ✓(FT) Synthesis DDPM 2 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✗ ✗ Healthcare
EHRDiff [85] 2024 TMLR ✓(MM) ✓(OH) Synthesis SDEs 3 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✓ ✓ Healthcare
EHR-D3PM [88] 2024 ArXiv ✗ ✓(OH) Synthesis D3PM 3 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✗ ✓ Healthcare
FinDiff [81] 2023 ICAIF ✓(ZS) ✓(OH) Synthesis DDPM 3 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✓ ✓ Finance
EntTabDiff [86] 2024 ICAIF ✓(ZS) ✓(OH) Synthesis DDPM 3 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✗ ✓ Finance
Imb-FinDiff [87] 2024 ICAIF ✓(ZS) ✓(OH) Synthesis DDPM 4 Fidelity, Utility ✗ ✓ Finance
ClavaDDPM [105] 2024 NeurIPS ✓ ✓(IE) Multi-Relational Synthesis DDPM 5 Fidelity, Diversity, Utility, Dependency ✓ ✓ Generic
GNN-TabSyn [106] 2024 NeurIPSW ✓ ✓(IE) Multi-Relational Synthesis DDPM 6 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✓ ✓ Generic
TabCSDI [68] 2023 NeurIPSW ✓ ✓(OH, AB, FT) Imputation Conditional DDPM 7 Accuracy ✓ ✗ Generic
TabDiff [73] 2024 NeurIPSW ✓ ✓ Imputation Conditional DDPM 7 Accuracy ✓ ✗ Generic
SimpDM [113] 2024 CIKM ✓(QT) ✓(OH) Imputation DDPM+MLD 17 Accuracy ✓ ✗ Generic
MTabGen [114] 2024 ArXiv ✓(QT) ✓(OE) Imputation DDPM+MLD 10 Utility ✗ ✗ Generic
DDPM-Perlin [115] 2024 KBS ✓ ✗ Imputation DDPM 10 Accuracy ✗ ✗ Generic
DiffPuter [117] 2024 OpenReview ✓ ✓(OH) Imputation DDPM 10 Accuracy ✓ ✗ Generic
SiloFuse [122] 2024 ICDE ✓(FT) ✓(FT) Trustworthy Synthesis Latent DDPM 9 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✗ ✓ Generic
FedTabDiff [123] 2024 ArXiv ✓(QT) ✓(FT) Trustworthy Synthesis DDPM 2 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✓ ✓ Generic
FairTabDDPM* [124] 2024 ArXiv ✓(QT) ✓(OH) Trustworthy Synthesis DDPM 3 Fidelity, Diversity, Utility, Privacy, Fairness ✓ ✓ Generic
DP-Fed-FinDiff [125] 2024 ArXiv ✓(QT) ✓(FT) Trustworthy Synthesis DDPM 4 Fidelity, Utility, Privacy ✗ ✓ Finance
TabADM [128] 2023 ArXiv ✓ ✗ Anomaly Detection DDPM 32/57 A Accuracy ✗ ✓ Generic
DTE [129] 2024 ICLR ✓(ZS) ✗ Anomaly Detection DDPM 57/57 A Accuracy ✓ ✓ Generic
SDAD [130] 2024 Inf. Sci. ✓ ✗ Anomaly Detection Latent DDPM 10/57 A Accuracy ✓ ✓ Generic

NSCBAD [131] 2024 OpenReview ✓ ✗ Anomaly Detection SDEs 57/57 A
15 others Accuracy ✓ ✓ Generic

FraudDiffuse [132] 2024 ICAIF ✓ ✓(FT) Anomaly Detection, Synthesis Latent DDPM 2 Utility ✗ ✓ Finance
FraudDDPM [133] 2024 ISIJ ✓ ✓(OH, FT) Anomaly Detection, Synthesis DDPM 4 Utility ✗ ✓ Finance
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