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Abstract
This paper presents a novel theoretical framework
for understanding how diffusion models can
learn disentangled representations. Within this
framework, we establish identifiability conditions
for general disentangled latent variable models,
analyze training dynamics, and derive sample com-
plexity bounds for disentangled latent subspace
models. To validate our theory, we conduct disen-
tanglement experiments across diverse tasks and
modalities, including subspace recovery in latent
subspace Gaussian mixture models, image col-
orization, image denoising, and voice conversion
for speech classification. Additionally, our experi-
ments show that training strategies inspired by our
theory, such as style guidance regularization, con-
sistently enhance disentanglement performance.

1. Introduction
Diffusion models (DMs) (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015; Song
& Ermon, 2019; Ho et al., 2020) are generative models ca-
pable of approximating probability distributions by learning
noisy versions of their scores (Fisher, 1935). While such ap-
proaches enjoy both empirical successes (e.g., (Ramesh et al.,
2022)) and theoretical guarantees (Chen et al., 2023b; Pab-
baraju et al., 2023), they tend to represent the latent structure
of the underlying distribution implicitly. However, in learn-
ing tasks such as controllable generation, it is useful to repre-
sent the task-specific latent structure explicitly in the genera-
tive model to reflect the inductive biases of the problems. One
approach, known as conditional diffusion models (CDMs),
achieves this goal with DMs by labeling such variables and
conditioning the model on these labels (Wu et al., 2023a;
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Yang et al., 2023; Hudson et al., 2024). However, it remains
unclear whether and when CDMs can learn an explicit repre-
sentation that captures the conditional dependency relations
between the variables, especially when some of them are un-
labeled. For example, if the latent factors are (approximately)
independent , it is desirable to have a disentangled represen-
tation with decomposable parts for each variable. Learning
such a representation is called disentanglement. An intrigu-
ing theoretical question then arises: what are the fundamental
limits for CDMs to learn disentangled representations? A
theory capable of answering this question can potentially
lead to more powerful, compositional generative models for
a wider range of applications in self-supervised representa-
tion learning, causal inference and computational creativity.

To answer the question, we focus on one canonical example
of the disentanglement problem — content-style disentan-
glement. The choice is justified on three grounds. First, the
task involves a simple latent variable model but captures
the essence of the disentanglement problem. Second, it is
practically useful, as certain data, such as those from under-
represented minorities and subjects, have no data labeled
with both content and style to explicitly disentangle factors in
the data. Given only unpaired data with style labels for train-
ing, a two-variable disentanglement system tries to change
the style of the observed data, without modifying the content
during inference. Such a problem is at the core of applications
such as voice conversion (VC) and image editing with non-
parallel data. To generate samples with new combinations
of content and style, the model has to learn a representation
that disentangles the content variable from the style during
training. Lastly, DM-based disentanglement recently
revolutionalized various fields such as VC (e.g., (Popov et al.,
2022; Choi et al., 2023; Seed Team, 2024)) and image editing
(e.g., (Wu et al., 2023b; Yang et al., 2023)) and provided
new opportunities for generating realistic synthetic data
for classification tasks. However it is not fully understood
whether and how such models perform disentanglement and
improve downstream performance of classification systems.

This paper makes three key contributions:

1. Theoretical identifiability: We prove that a diffusion
model (DM) trained with an information-regularized
score-matching objective can identify disentangled
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latent variables for general two-variable latent variable
models, provided the score functions satisfy mild
Lipschitz continuity conditions (Section 3.1).

2. Novel training objective: We propose and analyze
a style-guided score-matching objective, specifically
designed for DM disentanglement using gradient-based
methods (Section 3.3). For a class of probability
distributions known as latent subspace models, our
theoretical analysis establishes the optimality of this ob-
jective and provides insights into its sample complexity
as a function of the sample dimension, noise schedules,
and Lipschitz properties of the score functions.

3. Empirical validation: We validate our theory through
extensive experiments on synthetic and real-world
disentanglement tasks (Section 4), including subspace
recovery for Gaussian mixture models, image col-
orization, image denoising, and voice conversion for
speech classification. Our results demonstrate the
practical utility of our theory, showing that training
strategies inspired by it — such as data augmentation
and style guidance regularization — consistently
improve performance across all tasks.

2. Disentanglement
In a two-variable disentanglement problem, a learner is given
a random observation (sample)X∼pwith supportX ⊆RdX ,
which is determined by two underlying random variables:
the content Z with support Z ⊆RdZ , and the style G with
support G⊆RdG . The generative process is modeled as:

X :=αX̄+N :=αψ̄(Z,G)+N, (1)

where α :=
√
1−δ2 and N ∼N (0,δ2) represents indepen-

dent Gaussian white noise with a small deviation δ > 0.
Here,N is independent ofZ andG. For example, in a voice
conversion task, the content variableZ∼pZ represents the
semantic information of the speech, while the style variable
G ∼ pG encodes speaker identity, accent and emotional
characteristics. To make the problem well-posed, we assume
that the style variableG is observable by the learner. Notably,
the definitions of content and style variables are symmetric,
differing only their observability. Consequently, the
framework is equally applicable when the content variable
Z is observable instead. We constrain N to be Gaussian
because our primary interest lies in the limiting case as δ→0.
This limiting scenario cannot be analyzed directly due to the
divergence of certain information-theoretic quantities.

Further, we make the following independence assumptions.
Assumption 2.1. The generative process in Equation 1
possesses the following statistical properties:

1. Disentanglement: Z⊥⊥G;

2. Conditional disentanglement: Z − X − G forms a
Markov chain.

3. Injectivity: There are injective mappings z :X 7→Z and
g :X 7→G such that

Z=z(X̄),G=g(X̄);

4. Invertibility: There exists a mapping ψ(·,·) such that
X=ψ(z(X),g(X)).

The task of disentanglement is then to recover Z given X
andG. To evaluate the success of disentanglement, we use
the following definitions.

Definition 2.2. (ϵ-disentanglement) Two variablesX and Y
are ϵ-disentangled if there exists ϵ>0 such that the mutual
information I(X;Y ) :=EpXY (x,y)log

pXY (x,y)
pX(x)pY (y) ≤ϵ.

For applications such as voice conversion and image editing,
we are also interested in the notion of (ϵ,ϕ,p)-editability.

Definition 2.3. ((ϵ,ϕ,p)-editability) Given a function ϕ and
a probability measure p, two random variablesX and Y are
(ϵ,ϕ,p)-editable if given two of their independent, identically
distributed (i.i.d) copies (X1,Y1) and (X2,Y2), and letZ1 :=
ϕ(X1,Y1) andZ12=ϕ(X1,Y2),

1. dTV(pZ1 ,p)≤ϵ;

2. dTV(pZ12 ,pZ1)≤ϵ.

where dTV(p,q) :=
1
2

∫
X |p(x)−q(x)|dx is the total variation

distance between p and q. Further, X and Y are simply
(ϵ,ϕ)-editable if p≡pZ1

.

For instance, the contentZ and styleG defined by Eq. 1 and
Assumption 2.1 are (ϵ,ψ)-editable by definition, since for any
i.i.d copies (Z1,G1) and (Z2,G2), X̄ ′ :=ψ(Z1,G2) satisfies
pX̄′(x) = pZ(z(x))pG(g(x)) = pX̄(x),∀x. This notion is
also useful for analyzing content distortion, particularly in
verifying whether samplesX can be generated by modifying
style G while preserving content Z: Given a content
variableZ and a learned generative model ψ̂, ifZ andG are
(ϵ,ψ̂,pX|Z)-editable, then it is possible to generate samples
X from an ϵ-closed conditional distribution of pX|Z with
preserved contentZ and modified styleG.

3. Diffusion model-based disentanglement
3.1. Unsupervised disentanglement and editability

One approach to disentanglement is to learn the generative
process in Eq. 1 using diffusion models (DM) (Song & Ermon,
2019), as illustrated in Figure 1. The training of a DM has
two main stages: noising and denoising. In the noising stage,
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Figure 1. Graphical model of the diffusion-based disentangle-
ment process. Solid circles represent observed variables, dashed
circles are latent variables, and square boxes denote learnable
components. In the forward process, independent latent content
Z and observed style G generate a clean sample X̄ , which is then
corrupted by Brownian motion. In the reverse process, the corrupted
observation XT is restored using a learnable score network sθ ,
conditioned on the style G and a learnable bottleneck variable Ẑ.

the model progressively corrupts the input data by adding
noise according to a stochastic differential equation (SDE):

dXt=f(Xt,t)dt+ν(t)dBt,X0∼p, (2)

for some parameter-free functions f and ν and a trun-
cated Brownian motion {Bt}t∈[0,T ]. A common choice
sets f(Xt, t) := −Xt and ν(t) ≡

√
2, yielding the

Ornstein–Uhlenbeck (OU) process

dXt=−Xtdt+
√
2dBt,X0∼p, (3)

whose stationary distribution is standard Gaussian and
which exhibits favorable convergence properties (Chen
et al., 2023b;a). Our framework readily extends to alternate
choices of (f,ν) corresponding to different noise schedulers.

Let pt denote the distribution ofXt and pt|s the conditional
distribution of Xt given Xs. Define the time-reversed
process asX←t :=XT−t. In the denoising stage, the model
learns to reconstruct the observation X from its corrupted
versions Xt’s at some time t≥ t0, where t0 > 0 is a small
threshold. This is achieved by simulating the reverse
process of Eq. 3, conditioned on the style variable G and
a bottleneck variable Ẑ=zϕ(Xt0), where zϕ is a learnable
transformation with parameterized by ϕ:

dX←t =[X←t +2∇xlogpT−t(X
←
t |Ẑ,G)]dt+

√
2dB←t ,

X←0 ∼pT . (4)

Classical theory in SDE ensures that the reverse process
Eq. 4 has p as its stationary distribution (Anderson, 1982).
To simulate this reverse process, the learner needs to esti-
mate the gradient of the conditional probability distribution

pt(Xt|Ẑ,G)with respect toXt for allXt. To achieve this, the
learner employs a parameterized score function sθ :X×Z×
G×[0,T ] 7→RdX and trains it to approximate the true score
function via a learning objective known as score matching:

L(θ,ϕ) := (5)

Et,pt∥sθ(Xt,zϕ(X),G,t)−∇xlogpt(Xt|zϕ(X),G)∥2,

where the time distribution is chosen as p(t) ≡ 1t1≤t≤T
T−t1

for some t1 > t0. While the true score function
∇xlogpt(Xt|Ẑ,G) is not directly accessible, this objective
is equivalent to the following conditional score matching
objective based on the gradient ∇xlogpt|0(Xt|X)’s:

Lc(θ,ϕ)

:=Et,pt
∥∥sθ(Xt,zϕ(Xt0),G,t)−∇xlogpt|0(Xt|X)

∥∥2
=Et,pt

∥∥∥∥sθ(Xt,zϕ(Xt0),G,t)+
Nt
σ(t)

∥∥∥∥2,
(6)

whereNt is a standard Gaussian vector independent ofX and
the variance function is given by σ(t) :=

√
1−exp(−2t).

To achieve DM-based disentanglement, we introduce a
regularized score matching objective with hyperparameters
γ, ρ > 0 and the rectified linear unit (ReLU) function
(x)+ :=max{x,0}:

Lγ,ρc (θ,ϕ) :=Lc(θ,ϕ)+γ(I(zϕ(Xt0);X)−ρ)+. (7)

During inference, DM generates new samples X̂←t by
simulating the estimated reverse process:

dX̂←t =[X̂←t +2sθ(X̂
←
kη,Ẑ,G,T−kη)]dt+

√
2dB←t ,

X̂←0 ∼pT ,t∈ [kη,(k+1)η]. (8)

Define X̂t := X̂←T−t, X̂ := X̂t0 and introduce the
parameterized maximum likelihood (ML) estimator ψθ as

ψθ(Ẑ,G) :=E[X̂|Ẑ,G]. (9)

A key distinction of DM-based disentanglement from
autoencoder-based approaches (Qian et al., 2019) is the
involvement of multiple bottleneck variables: the time-
dependent, task independentXt’s and the time-dependent,
task-dependent Ẑ. We argue that both are essential for the
disentanglement to work in general, except in special cases
discussed later. First, the presence ofXt is crucial because,
without it, the score function cannot approximate the
gradient effectively due to the absence of a time-dependent
variable. On the other hand, without Ẑ, the sequence Xt’s
alone generally fails to capture the content information of
X . In fact, as T →∞, the mutual information between X
andXT , conditioned on G, vanishes:

I(X;XT |G)∝−DKL(pT |0(·|G)||N (0,IdX ))→0,

3
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by the property of the OU process (Chen et al., 2023b).
As a result, even with a well-trained score function
sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)=sθ(Xt,G,t)≈∇logpt(·|G), the mutual in-
formation between the samplesX ′ from the reverse process
andX degrades, following the data processing inequality,

I(X ′;X|G)≤I(XT ;X|G) T→∞−−−−→0. (10)

However, when both Xt’s and Ẑ are present, and Ẑ
minimizes the regularized score matching objective Eq. 7,
we prove that Ẑ andG are ϵ-disentangled, where ϵ depends
on the quality of the score function sθ and the mutual
information between the bottleneck Ẑ andX , I(Ẑ;Xt). To
this end, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 3.1. The observationX is sub-gaussian with
second moment: E∥X∥2=:σ2

XdX .

Assumption 3.2. The score functions for pX̄(·), pZ|X(·|x)
and pG|X(·|x) are λs-Lipschitz for any x∈X :

∥∇xlogpX̄(x′)−∇xlogpX̄(x)∥≤λs∥x′−x∥,
∥∇zlogpZ|X(z′|x)−∇zlogpZ|X(z|x)∥≤λs∥z′−z∥,
∥∇glogpG|X(g′|x)−∇glogpG|X(g|x)∥≤λs∥g′−g∥,

∀(x,x′,z,z′,g,g′)∈X 2×Z2×∈G2.

Assumption 3.3. The content function z(·) is λz-Lipschitz
and the style function g(·) is λg-Lipschitz.

Assumption 3.4. The function ψ(·, ·) is λψ-Lipschitz in
both arguments with λψ(λz+λg)=1+O(δ).

Note that Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.2 are analogous
to those in (Chen et al., 2023b). Our result relies crucially
on the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5. There exists (θ1,ϕ1) such that for

δ=O

(
ϵ2

λ2sλ
2
zσ

2
Xd

4
X

)
<min

{
1

2
,

1√
dX

}
,

t0=−log(1−δ2)1/2,t1=−log(1−δ)1/2,

the followings hold:

1. The mutual information between Ẑ and X obeys
I(zϕ1

(Xt0);X)=I(Z;X)+O
(

ϵ2

λsλzσXd3X

)
;

2. The conditional score matching loss satisfies for some
C2=1+O(δ),

Lc(θ1,ϕ1)≤
C2δ

2dX(e2T−e2t1)
2(T−t1)(e2t1−1)(e2T−1)

=O

(
ϵ2

λ2sλ
2
zσ

2
Xd

3
XT

)
.

Using Lemma 3.5, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose Assumption 2.1-3.4 hold, and
(θ∗,ϕ∗) be a minimizer ofLγ,ρc defined in Eq. 7 with

ρ=I(Z;X)+O(ϵ2),γ=
Cϵ

2T
,T =Ω(log(1/ϵ))

for some constant C > 0 and δ, t0, t1 as in Lemma 3.5.
Then the bottleneck zϕ∗(Xt0) and the style G are O(ϵ)-
disentangled.

We prove that Ẑ and G are (ϵ, ψθ∗ , p)-editable for some
optimal θ∗ under additional assumptions in Appendix C.
Theorem 3.7. Under Assumption 2.1-3.2 and Assump-
tion C.1-C.2, let δ,t0 and (θ∗,ϕ∗)be chosen as in Theorem 3.6,

and set the diffusion step size η :=O
(

ϵ
λ2
ΘdXT

+
√
ϵ

λΘσ2
X

√
T

)
,

the bottleneck Ẑ := zϕ∗(Xt0) and the style G are
(O(

√
ϵ),ψθ∗ ,p)-editable.

3.2. Disentanglement with Data Augmentation

A key challenge with an unsupervised disentangled model is
the issue of content distortion: While the generated samples
from the ML estimator ψ̂ preserve the overall distribution
of the original data, they do not necessarily retain the content
of individual samples. For content preservation, the content
variableZ needs to be predictive of the bottleneck variable
Ẑ independently of the styleG. The condition implies that
the conditional mutual information I(Ẑ;G|Z)≈0.However,
disentanglement alone only enforces I(Ẑ;G) ≈ 0, which
does not necessarily imply conditional independence from
G given Z. As result, when Ẑ and G are (ϵ,ψ̂,p)-editable,
Ẑ|Z and G are not necessarily (ϵ, ψ̂, pX|Z)-editable. A
concrete example illustrating this phenomenon is included
in Appendix D. Previous study (Qian et al., 2019) appears
to overlook this issue, likely due to the empirical success of
their methods. This suggests that commonly used datasets,
such as speech and images, may possess inherent inductive
biases that facilitate disentanglement, warranting further
theoretical investigation.

To mitigate this issue, one potential approach is to incor-
porate data augmentation. In particular, suppose we can
leverage an inductive bias to generate a synthetic sample of
the form Xc :=αψ̄(Z,Gc)+N ′ such that G and Gc|Z are
ϵ-disentangled andN ′ andN are independent for some ϵ>0.
Given such synthetic samples, we can enhance training by
introducing the following mix-and-match loss:

Lmm(θ,ϕ)=Et,pt

∥∥∥∥sθ(Xt,ẑϕ(X
c
t0),G)+

Nt
σ(t)

∥∥∥∥2, (11)

whereXc
t0 :=X

c+Nt0 . By optimizing Eq. 11, we can show
that Ẑ|Z andG areO(ϵ1)-disentangled and (O(ϵ2),ψ̂,pX|Z)-
editable for some arbitrarily small ϵ1,ϵ2>0.
Theorem 3.8. Under Assumption 2.1-C.2, suppose
I(G;Gc|Z)≤ϵ, and let δ,t0,t1 be chosen as in Theorem 3.6,
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+

Figure 2. The dual-encoder score network for disentangling
content and style of latent subspace models. The upper pathway
processes the corrupted observation Xt to compute a content score
function sZ(Xt,t), while the lower pathway processes the style
Gt to compute a style score function sG(Gt,t). The two scores
are combined along with the positional encoding of the time step
t to produce the final score function sθ(Xt,t).

η be chosen as in Theorem 3.7 and (θ∗,ϕ∗) be the optimal so-
lution to Eq. 11, then zϕ∗(Xc

t0) andG areO(ϵ)-disentangled
and (O(

√
ϵ),ψθ∗ ,pX|Z)-editable.

3.3. Disentanglement with latent subspace model

One class of latent variable models that avoids content
distortion issues is the latent subspace model (LSM). This
approach has been widely used in classical disentanglement
models in speech processing, such as the i-vector model (De-
hak et al., 2011) and has been shown to approximately hold
for various self-supervised learning representations (Liu
et al., 2023). These representations have been applied to
disentanglement tasks in recent works (Baas et al., 2023;
Choi et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2024).

Definition 3.9. A latent subspace model samples via

Z∼pZ ,G∼α,X=AZZ+AGG, (12)

where AZ ∈ RdX×dZ , AG ∈ RdX×dG are orthogo-
nal matrices and the subspaces for the content and
speaker are orthogonal and span the whole space, i.e.,
R(AZ)

⊥ = R(AG) with dZ + dG = dX , where R(A) is
the column space of matrix A. Further, letXt be the noisy
feature variable at time t of the diffusion process and define
Zt :=A

⊤
ZXt=:z(Xt),Gt :=A

⊤
GXt=:g(Xt).

A useful property of LSM is that its score is decomposable:

∇xlogpt(Xt)=AZ∇zlogpZt(z(Xt))+

AG∇glogpGt(g(Xt)). (13)

This is a generalization of the subspace model used in (Chen
et al., 2023a), where they assume pGt = N (0dG , IdG).
Another useful property of LSM is that the distance between
the estimated and true subspaces captures the level of
disentanglement, since for Ẑ :=PUX, U

⊤AG=0 implies
I(Ẑ;G) = 0. Further, disentanglement (and similarly ed-
itability) for (Ẑ,G) automatically implies disentanglement

(editability) for (Ẑ|Z,G), since ifU⊤AG=0,

I(Ẑ;G|Z)=I(PUNt0+PUG;G)=I(PUNt0 ;G)=0.

Therefore, LSM does not suffer from content distortion.

For LSM, we prove that the model is able to learn a disen-
tangled representation without conditioned on functions of
X , i.e., sθ(Xt,Ẑ(X),G,t) = s′θ(Xt,G,t). To this end, we
consider the following regularized score matching loss:

Lλr (sZ ,sG,U,V ) :=2L0(sZ ,sG,U,V )+

1

2
Lb(sZ ,sG,U,V )+λrLr(sZ ,U), (14)

where

L0 :=Et,pt(x)∥Ũ s̃(x,t)−∇xlogpt(x)∥22
Lb :=Et∥Ũ⊤Ũ−Ept(x)s̃(x,t)

⊤s̃(x,t)∥2

Lr :=2Et,pt(x)∥V sG(g(x),t)−∇xlogp(x)∥22+
1

2
Et∥V ⊤V −Ept(x)sG(g(x),t)sG(g(x),t)

⊤∥2,

where Ũ := [U,V ], s̃(x,t) := [sZ(x,t)
⊤, sG(x,t)

⊤]⊤ and
λr>0 is the style guidance weight. Lr is the style guidance
regularization loss and can be viewed as a way to limit the
mutual information between the bottleneck variable and the
observation I(Ẑ;X), by encouraging maximal contribution
from the style variable G in the score matching process.
As shown in Figure 2, the estimated score functions along
the content and style subspaces, sZ and sG respectively are
parameterized by two two-layer ReLU neural networks:

sZ(x,t) :=
1√
dH

dH∑
j=1

θ
(2),j
Z (θ

(1),j⊤
Z [x⊤,PE(t)]⊤)+, (15)

sG(g,t) :=
1√
dH

dH∑
j=1

θ
(2),j
G (θ

(1),j⊤
G [g⊤,PE(t)]⊤)+. (16)

with parameters θZ := (θ
(1)
Z , θ

(2)
Z ) ∈ R(dX+dT )×dH ×

RdZ×dH and θG := (θ
(1)
G ,θ

(2)
G )∈R(dG+dT )×dH ×RdG×dH .

PE :R+ 7→RdT denotes the position encoding of the time
variable, and Lb is the balancing loss commonly used in
the low-rank matrix factorization literature (e.g., (Ge et al.,
2017)). The inclusion of PE is not redundant: our theoretical
analysis indicates that convergence of the gradient-based
method requires PE of different time steps to be incoherent.
This property is approximately satisfied by sinusoidal-based
PE. Further, we demonstrate that the LSM objective Eq. 14
recovers the true style and speaker subspaces, validating its
effectiveness in disentanglement tasks.

Theorem 3.10. For the linear subspace model 3.9 and the
objective in Eq. 14, then any minimizer (U∗,V ∗) of Eq. 14
satsifyR(U∗)=R(AZ) andR(V ∗)=R(AG).

5



Can Diffusion Models Disentangle? A Theoretical Perspective

Further, we analyze the training dynamics of gradient-based
methods for LSM disentanglement in the infinite-width
regime as dT ,dH→∞. For the gradient flow equations

[U̇ ,V̇ ]=[−∇UL
λr (sZ ,sG,U,V ),−∇V L

λr (sZ ,sG,U,V )]
(17)

[θ̇Z ,θ̇G]=[−∇θZL
λr (sZ ,sG,U,V ),−∇θGL

λr (sZ ,sG,U,V )],
(18)

Our analysis leads to the following theorem.

Theorem 3.11. Suppose min{dT ,dH}→∞, and the neural
network weights are initialized by standard Gaussians. Fur-
ther, choosePE(·) such thatPE(t)’s are bounded and linearly
independent for all t∈ [t0,T ]. Then for λr=3, the system of
gradient flow equations in Eq. 17-18 converges to a critical
point (Û ,V̂ ) such thatR(Û)=R(AZ),R(V̂ )=R(AG).

Further, our framework can be extended to the finite-sample
regime. Consider the following empirical objective:

L̂λr (s̃,Ũ)=2L̂0(s̃,Ũ)+
1

2
L̂b(s̃,Ũ)+λrL̂r(sZ ,U), (19)

where s∗(x,t) :=∇xlogpt(x) and

L̂0 :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥Ũ s̃(xi,ti)−s∗(xi,ti)∥22,

L̂b :=

∥∥∥∥∥Ũ⊤Ũ− 1

n

n∑
i=1

s̃(xi,ti)s̃(xi,ti)⊤

∥∥∥∥∥,
L̂r :=

2

n

n∑
i=1

∥V sG(g(xi),ti)−∇xlogpti(x
i)∥22+

1

2

∥∥∥∥∥V ⊤V − 1

n

n∑
i=1

sG(g(x
i),ti)sG(g(x

i),ti)⊤

∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

By solving the gradient flow equations Eq. 17-18 with L̂
in place of L̂, our analysis yields the following sample
complexity bound.

Theorem 3.12. Under Assumption 3.1-3.2, let
min{dT , dH} → ∞, and the neural network weights
are initialized by standard Gaussians. Further, choose PE(·)
such that PE(t)’s are bounded and linearly independent for
all t∈ [t0,T ]. Then for λr =3, the empirical version of the
system of gradient flow equations in Eq. 17-18 converges
to a critical point (ŝZ ,ŝG,Û ,V̂ ) such that with probability
at least 1−O

(
1
n

)
, the following holds:

1. The population objective

L0(ŝZ ,ŝG,Û ,V̂ )=O

√d5X log3n

n

,

2. The content are style subspace are recovered as

∥PÛ−AZA
⊤
Z∥2F =O

 1

σ2
dZ

(s∗Z)

√
d5X log3n

n

,
∥PV̂ −AGA

⊤
G∥2F =O

 1

σ2
dG

(s∗G)

√
d5X log3n

n

,
where σi(s) is the i-th largest singular value of the
operator s.

3. The bottleneck Ẑ and style G are O
(

d
5/4
X log3/4n

σdZ (s∗Z)n1/4

)
-

disentangled;

4. Set t0 := 1
2 log n1/8

n1/8−log3/2n
> 0, and let Ẑt0 :=

Ẑ + σ(t0)Nt0 , then Ẑt0 |Z and AGGt0 are
(
ϵ′,ψ̂,p

)
-

editable, with ψ̂(z,g) := ẑ+PV̂ g for sufficiently large

n, and ϵ′ :=O
(

d
5/8
X log3/8n

min{σ1/2
dZ

(s∗Z),σ
1/2
dG

(s∗G)}n1/32

)
.

While our bounds depend on the total dimension dX , our
model can be generalized to represent content and style vari-
ables in a lower-dimensional subspace. This can be achieved
by incorporating a residual connection in the score network
in Figure 2. Further, our analysis primarily focuses on the
unconditional score matching objective. However, it can be
readily extended to the conditional score matching objective
by accounting for the finite-sample noise introduced by
the cross terms

〈
sθ(xt,t),∇xt log

pt(xt)
pt|0(xt|x)

〉
. Finally, while

our analysis is centered on infinite-width, two-layer neural
networks, the methodology can potentially be extended to
finite-width and deeper networks as in (Du et al., 2019).

4. Experiments
This section presents the empirical evaluation of our theory.
First, we conduct disentanglement experiments on synthetic
datasets generated by Gaussian mixture models (GMM).
Next, to demonstrate the applicability of our theory to
real-world scenarios, we perform disentanglement tasks such
as colorization and denoising on two standard image datasets,
MNIST (Deng, 2012) and CIFAR10 (Krizhevsky et al., 2009).
Finally, to assess the generalizability of our theory across
modalities, we tackle the voice conversion adaptation task, a
canonical disentanglement task, to enhance speech emotion
classification on the IEMOCAP (Busso et al., 2008) dataset.

Implementation details: For the GMM dataset, we train a
wide, two-layer MLP to align with our theoretical framework.
For image and speech data, we employ score networks based
on U-Nets (Ronneberger et al., 2015), widely adopted for
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DMs (Song et al., 2021). For images, the model is trained
with the following regularized score-matching objective:

Lλrc (θ,ϕ) :=Et,pt

∥∥∥∥sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)+
Nt
σ(t)

∥∥∥∥2
+λrEt,pt

∥∥∥∥sθ(Xt,0dZ ,G,t)+
Nt
σ(t)

∥∥∥∥2, (20)

where the regularizer is inspired by the regularizerLr used in
the LSM objective Eq. 14 and thus we refer to λr also as the
style guidance weight and the weighted loss as the style guid-
ance loss. For speech data, we utilize an existing DM-based
VC approach (Popov et al., 2022) in a plug-and-play manner.
More implementation details on the model architecture,
training, and inference can be found in Appendix I.
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Figure 3. LSGMM disentanglement results with a two-layer
multilayer perceptron (MLP) score function. The subspace
recovery error is normalized between [0,1]. In four random trials
for each noise scheduler, DM consistently recovers (error < 0.1)
the correct content subspace and achieves disentanglement with
sufficiently large λr and sample size.

Latent subspace GMM disentanglement: First, we
conduct subspace recovery experiments on latent subspace
GMMs (LSGMM), a class of LSMs where each subspace
follows a GMM. Further, Figure 3 shows the subspace
recovery error as a function of the style guidance weight
λr and the sample size n. Consistent with the predictions of
Theorem 3.11, the LSGMM achieves the smallest subspace
reconstruction error when the style guidance weight is
sufficiently large, and the result is consistent across different
noise schedulers. Moreover, since all score networks are
wide, two-layer MLPs trained using gradient-based methods,
these results provide empirical support for Theorem 3.11.
Additionally, Figure 3 reveals a sublinear decay rate of
the subspace recovery error as the sample size increases,
aligning with the prediction of Theorem 3.12.

Image disentanglement: Next, we evaluate our theoretical
findings on image data from MNIST and CIFAR-10. For
MNIST, we perform the task of colorization, where the goal
is to transform MNIST images into RGB while preserving the
digit shape and applying a specified background color. This
is a disentanglement problem where the digit shape is the

content and the background color is the style. The results are
visualized in Figure 4. As shown in Figure 4b, without any
regularization, the model fails to achieve disentanglement
and instead copies the input without any meaningful coloriza-
tion. In contrast, as demonstrated in Figure 4c, incorporating
the regularizer enables the model to effectively separate
color from shape, allowing for successful colorization.

For CIFAR10, we conduct an image denoising experiment,
which is a disentanglement task with the clean image as
the content and the independent noise as the style. In this
setup, we introduce a random color shift as the noise, though
our approach can, in principle, be extended to other types
of independent noise. As shown in Figure 5, the model
exhibits the same trend observed in the MNIST experiment,
demonstrating the effectiveness of the style guidance loss,
as predicted by Theorem 3.12. Quantitative results for
both datasets using different regularization weights in four
different metrics can be found in Appendix I.2.

Speech disentanglement: To further assess the practical
utility of our theoretical framework, we apply DM-based
disentanglement to speech data, focusing on voice conver-
sion adaptation (VCA). The style variable corresponds to the
speaker identity and the content represents a target character-
istic of the speech signal, such as the emotion state and health
condition of the speaker. The task of VCA is then to learn a
disentangled representation to improve speech classification
tasks under distribution shift in the style variable. Such a task
serves as a probe into the speech representation to measure
its degree of disentanglement, as more disentangled represen-
tation tends to be more robust against domain shift in style.

We focus our attention on VCA for speech emotion recogni-
tion on IEMOCAP, though the same approach has shown ben-
eficial effect for speech biomarker impairment classification
such as Alzheimer detection (ADReSS (Luz et al., 2020)) and
Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis (ALS) severity classification
(ALS-TDI (Vieira et al., 2022)), as included in Appendix I.3.

Figure 6 depicts the classification performance as a function
of the number of target speakers used to perform speaker-
emotion disentanglement on IEMOCAP. For each target
speaker number, we randomly select 4 speaker combinations.
We compare classifiers based on DM-based disentangled
representation (Diff-VC (Popov et al., 2022)) with: 1) classi-
fiers without using any disentangled representation (No VC);
2) those using other disentanglement methods such as pitch
shifting, KNN-VC (Baas et al., 2023) and TriAAN-VC (Park
et al., 2023). We found that Diff-VC performs the best, reach-
ing an average of 97.2% accuracy, which is 25.7% better
than the no-VC classifier and 36.1% than the pitch shifting
adaptation. This result demonstrates that DM can indeed
achieve approximate disentanglement for speech data, as
predicted by Theorem 3.6, and that approximate disentangle-
ment can benefit speech classification tasks. We also observe
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(a) Input (b) Baseline (λr=0) (c) Colorized (λr=3) (d) Reference

Figure 4. Disentanglement results on MNIST. The content is the gray-scale image and the style is the background color of the image.
The task is to colorize a gray-scale image without observing paired gray-scale and colored images during training. The training objective
is Eq. 19 without the balancing loss and with the LSM score functions replaced by the score function forms in the general case, where
the style-only score function is simply the same score function with the content embedding masked out. 4b and 4c suggest that successful
disentanglement is achieved with a sufficiently large style guidance weight λr=3. More examples can be found in Appendix I.2.

(a) Input (b) Baseline (λr=0) (c) De-noised (λr=3) (d) Reference

Figure 5. Disentanglement results on CIFAR10. The content is the clean image and the style is the random corruption on the image.
The task is to restore the clean image without observing clean images during training. As shown in 5b and 5c, disentanglement is achieved
with a sufficiently large style guidance weight λr=3. More examples can be found in Appendix I.2.
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Figure 6. Speech emotion recognition results on IEMOCAP
as a probing task for speech disentanglement. DM-based
disentanglement between the content (emotion) and style (speaker)
is shown to be superior in disentanglement than other methods.
Further, augmentation techniques such as using multiple speaker
further improve disentanglement performance.

a steady trend of improvement in classification accuracy as
the number of target speakers increases. One interpretation
of this result is that having multiple speakers serves as a form
of data augmentation, which improves disentanglement by
reducing content distortion, confirming Theorem 3.8.

5. Related works
Disentangled representation learning: The concept of
disentanglement we adopt is first defined explicitly as a
generalization of statitical independence (Tishby et al., 1999)
based on mutual information, though other definitions exist,
e.g., (Higgins et al., 2018). Disentanglement is a crucial
concept for deep learning in fields such as representation
learning (Bengio et al., 2013; Schmidhuber, 1992; Tschan-
nen et al., 2018), voice conversion (Qian et al., 2019; Wang
et al., 2021a; Popov et al., 2022) and image editing (Wu et al.,
2023b; Yang et al., 2023; Motamed et al., 2024). Neural
network-based architectures have been proposed to learn
disentangled representation (Hsu et al., 2017; Higgins et al.,
2017; Kim & Mnih, 2018; Chen et al., 2016; Wu et al., 2023a;
Yang et al., 2023; Hudson et al., 2024) among others, though
theoretical understanding of such models remain limited. To
understand the learnability of disentangled representation,
(Locatello et al., 2019) proved a no-free-lunch theorem on
disentanglement inspired by classical results in independent
component analysis (Comon, 1994). Motivated by the task
of VC, (Qian et al., 2019) proves that for the content-style
latent variable model, disentanglement is indeed possible
when the style variable is observed, a result our theory
extends to DM-based approaches and noisy, continuous
content and style variables.
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Diffusion model theory: Early works on DMs focus on their
ability to learn general data distributions, under different
assumptions on statistical properties of the data distribu-
tion such as log-Sobelev inequality (Lee et al., 2022), and
bounded moments (Block et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2023b) and
score approximation accuracy in terms ofL∞-accuracy (Bor-
toli et al., 2021) and L2-accuracy (Lee et al., 2022; Chen
et al., 2023b). Others attempt to understand the benefit
of DM over maximum-likelihood-based generative mod-
els (Pabbaraju et al., 2023). More recent works have started
to analyze the ability of DM to learn latent low-dimensional
subspace (Chen et al., 2023a) and manifold structure (Bortoli
et al., 2022). Further, (Fu et al., 2024) studies the convergence
properties of CDMs for a variety of latent variable learning
tasks and the role of classifier-free guidance in such tasks.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we present a theoretical framework to under-
stand the capacity of diffusion models to disentangle latent
variables. By addressing key theoretical questions regarding
identifiability, training dynamics, and sample complexity,
our framework provides a comprehensive foundation for dif-
fusion model-based disentanglement. We validate our theory
through synthetic experiments and evaluations on image and
speech datasets, demonstrating strong empirical support.

Impact Statement
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal
consequences of our work, none which we feel must be
specifically highlighted here.
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A. Overview of the Appendix
The appendix is organized as follows:

• Section B: Proof of Theorem 3.6. The proof relies mainly on Lemma 3.5, which is proved in Section B.2. Lemma 3.5
in turn relies on Lemma B.1, B.2 and B.3 proved in Section B.3, B.4 and B.5 respectively. Lemma B.1 is further based
on Lemma B.4 proved in Section B.6;

• Section C: Proof of Theorem 3.7. The proof relies on Lemma C.3, C.4 and C.5 proved in Section C.1, C.2 and C.3
respectively;

• Section D: an example of continuous random variables Ẑ andG such that (Ẑ,G) are (ϵ,ψ̂,p)-editable but (Ẑ|Z,G) are
not (ϵ,ψ̂,pX|Z)-editable.

• Section E: Proof of Theorem 3.8;

• Section F: Proof of Theorem 3.10;

• Section G: Proof of Theorem 3.11; The proof utilizes Lemma G.1, G.2 and G.3 proved in Section G.1, G.2 and G.3
respectively. Lemma G.3 in turn makes use of Lemma G.4 proved in Section G.4.

• Section H: Proof of Theorem 3.12. The proof relies on Lemma H.1 proved in Section H.1. Lemma H.1 further requires
Lemma H.2 and H.3 proved in Section H.2 and H.3 respectively.

• Section I: Experimental details. The setups of GMM experiments are described in Section I.1, followed by the image
experiments in Section I.2 and the speech experiments in Section I.3.

B. Proof of Theorem 3.6
B.1. Main proof

First, we assume Lemma 3.5 to be true and defer its proof to Section B.2. Therefore, by the property of (θ1,ϕ1) and the
optimality of (θ∗,ϕ∗),

Lγ,ρc (θ∗,ϕ∗)=Lc(θ
∗,ϕ∗)+γ(I(zϕ∗(Xt0);X)−ρ)+

≤Lc(θ1,ϕ1)+γI(zϕ1
(Xt0);X)

≤ C2δdX
2(T−t1)

+C1γδ+γ(I(Z;X)−ρ)+,

for someC1=O(λsλzσXdX) andC2 :=λ
2
ψ(λz+λg)

2(1+δ2σ2
X). Since bothLc and I(Z;X) are nonnegative, this implies

Lc(θ
∗,ϕ∗)≤ C2δdX

2(T−t1)
+C1γδ+γ(I(Z;X)−ρ)+,

I(zϕ∗(Xt0);X)≤I(Z;X)+
C2δdX

2γ(T−t1)
+C1δ.

Choose γ= C2

√
δ

2C1(T−t1) and ρ=O(δ), then we have

Lc(θ
∗,ϕ∗)≤ C ′2δdX

2(T−t1)
,

I(zϕ∗(Xt0);X)≤I(Z;X)+C ′1
√
δdX ,

for someC ′2=1+O(δ) andC ′1=O(λsλzσXdX).
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Let h(X) :=−
∫
X p(x)logp(x)dx denote the differential entropy of continuous random variableX.By Assumption 2.1 and

the definition of Ẑ, we have bothG−X−Xt0−Z andG−X̄−X−Ẑ form Markov chains, and therefore

I(Z,G;X)=h(Z,G)−h(Z,G|X)

=h(Z)−h(Z|X)+h(G)−h(G|X)

=I(Z;X)+I(G;X),

I(XT ,Ẑ,G;X)=I(Ẑ,G;X)+I(XT ;X|Ẑ,G)
=h(Ẑ,G)−h(Ẑ|X)−h(G|X)+I(XT ;X|Ẑ,G)
=I(Ẑ;X)+I(G;X)−I(Ẑ;G)+I(XT ;X|Ẑ,G).

As a result,

I(Ẑ;G)=I(Ẑ;X)+I(G;X)+I(XT ;X|Ẑ,G)−I(XT ,Ẑ,G;X)

=(I(Z,G;X)−I(XT ,Ẑ,G;X))+I(XT ;X|Ẑ,G)+(I(Ẑ;X)−I(Z;X))

=(I(Z,G;X)−I(XT ,Ẑ,G;X))+I(XT ;X|Ẑ,G)+C ′1
√
δdX , (21)

where the third equality uses item 1. To bound the first bracketed term of the RHS, use the definition I(Z,G;X):

I(Z,G;X)=h(X)−h(N)=h(X)− 1

2
log(2πeδ2dX),

and apply the maximum entropy inequality on I(XT ,z(Xt0),G;X):

I(XT ,z(Xt0),G;X)≥h(X)− 1

2
log2πeE

∥∥∥(eT−e−T )sθ∗(XT ,Ẑ,G,T )+e
TXT−X

∥∥∥2
≥h(X)− 1

2
log2πe2T+1(1−e−2T )2 lim

t1→T
Lc(θ

∗,ϕ∗)

≥h(X)− 1

2
log2πeC2δ

2dX=I(Z,G;X)− 1

2
logC2.

The last inequality uses the optimality of (θ∗,ϕ∗) and therefore sθ(x,z,g,t)’s needs to achieve minimal loss at any t∈ [t1,T ],
which is upper-bounded by item 2 of Lemma 3.5 as

lim
t1→T

Lc(θ1,ϕ1)≤ lim
t1→T

C2δ
2dX(e2T−e2t1)

2(T−t1)(e2t1−1)(e2T−1)
=

C2δ
2dX

e2T (1−e−2T )2
.

To bound the second term of the RHS of Eq. 21, notice that

I(XT ;X|Ẑ,G)=h(XT |Ẑ,G)−h(XT |X,Ẑ,G)
≤h(XT )−h(XT |Xt0)

=I(XT ;Xt0)=EpXt0DKL(pXT |Xt0 ||pXT )≤C3exp(−T ),

for someC3>0,where the first inequality uses the facts that h(XT )≤h(XT |Y ) for any Y and the data processing inequality
along the Markov chain Ẑ,G−Xt0−XT . The last inequality uses the convergence property of the OU process (Chen et al.,
2023b).

Combining the bounds and choose T :=Ω(log 1
δ ), we conclude that

I(zϕ(Xt0);G)≤
1

2
logC ′2+C3exp(−T )+C ′1

√
δdX

=O

(
λsλzσX

√
δd2X+C3δ+

1

2
logλ2ψ(λz+λg)

2(1+δ2σ2
X)

)
=O(λsλzσXd

2
X

√
δ),

where the last inequality uses the assumption that λψ(λz+λg)=1+O(δ).
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B.2. Proof of Lemma 3.5

To prove the lemma, we need the following technical lemmas, whose proofs are deferred to Section B.3, B.4 and B.5
respectively.

Lemma B.1. Suppose random variable Y =αX+N∼pY , for independent random variablesX∼pX andN∼N (0,σ2Id),
whereα :=

√
1−σ2. Then, for any distribution q(x|z)with anL-Lipschitz score function in x for any z∈X , then the following

inequality holds:

EpXYZ(x,y,z)log
q(y|z)
q(x|z)

≤CL[σ2(1+σ2)E∥X∥2+σ2d+σ
√
E∥X∥2d],

for some constantC>0 independent of σ, E∥X∥2 and d.

Lemma B.2. For δ < 1/2 and α :=
√
1−δ2, the KL divergence between two Gaussian distributions N (αµ,δ2Id) and

N ( 1
αµ,

δ2

α2 Id) is upper-bounded as

DKL

(
N (αµ,δ2Id)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣N( 1

α
µ,
δ2

α2
Id

) )
≤
(
∥µ∥2

2
+
d

6

)
δ2.

Lemma B.3. Suppose random variable Y =αX+N∼pY , for independent random variablesX∼pX andN∼N (0,σ2Id),
where α :=

√
1−σ2. Further, suppose pX(x) > 0 for any x ∈ Rd and the score function of pX is L-Lipschitz, then the

following holds

max{DKL(pX ||pY ),DKL(pY ||pX)}≤CL(E∥X∥2)1/2δd,

for some constantC>0.

Assuming Lemma B.1-B.3, choose t0 := 1
2 log

1
1−δ2 . Then by the property of the OU process,

Xt0 =αX+δNt0 .

Next, set ϕ1 such that zϕ1(x)=z(x) and define

q(z|x) :=pz(Xt0 )|X(z|x),
q(z) :=pz(Xt0 )(z),

p(z|x) :=pZ|X(z|x),
p(z) :=pZ(z),

then by definition,

I(z(Xt0);X)−I(Z;X)

=EX̄,X,Xt0 log
q(z(Xt0)|X)p(Z)

q(Xt0)p(z(X̄)|X)

=EX̄,X,Xt0 log
q(z(Xt0)|X)

p(z(X̄)|X)
+EX̄,Xt0 log

p(Z)

q(z(Xt0))
.

For the first term on the RHS, notice that

EX̄,X,Xt0 log
q(z(Xt0)|X)

p(z(X̄)|X)

=EpXXt0 (x,x′)log
q(z(x′)|x)
p(z(x′)|x)

+EpX̄XXt0 (x̄,x,x′)log
p(z(x′)|x)
p(z(x̄)|x)

=EpXDKL(pz(Xt0 )|X ||pZ|X)+EpX̄XXt0 (x̄,x,x′)log
p(z(x′)|x)
p(z(x̄)|x)

=EpXDKL(pz(Xt0 )|X ||pZ|X)+O(λsλzσXdXδ), (22)
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where the last equality uses Lemma B.1 withL :=λsλz and σ :=
√
1−α4=O(δ), and the fact that δ<1/

√
dX and thus the

term involving δ
√
dX dominates those involving δ2dX in the bound. To bound the KL term, apply data processing inequality,

EpXDKL(pz(Xt0 )|X ||pZ|X)

≤EpXDKL(pXt0 |X ||pX̄|X)

=EpXXt0 (x,y)log
N (y|αt0x,δ2IdX )

pX̄(y)N (x|αy,δ2IdX )/pX(x)

=EpXXt0 (x,y)log
pX(x)

pX̄(y)
+O((dX+E∥X∥)δ2)

=DKL(pX ||pX̄)+EpXXt0 (x,y)log
pX̄(x)

pX̄(y)
+O((dX+E∥X∥)δ2),

where the second-to-last equality uses Lemma B.2:

EpXXt0 (x,y)log
N (y|αx,δ2IdX )
N (x|αy,δ2IdX )

=EpXXt0 (x,y)log
N (y|αt0x,δ2t0IdX )
N
(
y| 1αx,

δ2

α2 IdX
) +dX log(1/α)

=O((dX+E∥X∥)δ2).

To proceed, notice further that

DKL(pX ||pX̄)+EpXXt0 (x,y)log
pX̄(x)

pX̄(y)

=DKL(pX ||pX̄)+O(λsσdXδ)

=O(λsdXσXδ),

where the first equality uses Lemma B.1 with δ<1/
√
dX , and the second inequality uses Lemma B.3. Combining this with

Eq. 22, the first term is upper-bounded as

EX̄,X,Xt0 log
q(z(Xt0)|X)

p(z(X̄)|X)
=O((λs+λsλz)dXσXδ). (23)

For the second term, notice that by Assumption 3.2 and the fact that a weighted sum preserves Lipschitzness,
∇zlogp(z)=Ep(x|z)∇zlogp(z|x) is λs-Lipschitz, and therefore

EX̄,Xt0 log
p(z(X̄))

q(z(Xt0))

=EpXt0 (x)log
p(z(x))

q(z(x))
+EpX̄Xt0 (x,y)log

p(z(x))

p(z(y))

=−DKL(pz(Xt0 )||pZ)+EpX̄Xt0 (x,y)log
p(z(x))

p(z(y))

=O(λsλzdXσXδ), (24)

where the last equality use the non-negativity of KL divergence and Lemma B.1 on p(z) with δ<1/
√
dX . Combining Eq. 23

and Eq. 24 yields item 1 of the theorem:

I(z(Xt0);X)−I(Z;X)≤C1δ=O

(
ϵ2

λsλzσXd3X

)
,

whereC1 :=O(λsλzσXdX).

To prove item 2, set θ1 so that the score function

sθ1(Xt,zϕ(Xt0),G,t)=
exp(−t)ψ(zϕ(Xt0),G)−Xt

1−exp(−2t)
.
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Then by the conditional disentanglement property in Assumption 2.1 and set t1 := 1
2 log

1
1−δ , the lossLc becomes

Lc(θ1,ϕ1)=
1

T−t1

∫ T

t1

exp(−2t)E∥ψ(z(Xt0),G)−X∥2

(1−exp(−2t))2
dt

=:
L̃c(θ1,ϕ1)

T−t1

∫ eT

et1

dτ

2(τ−1)2

=
L̃c(θ1,ϕ1)

2(T−t1)

(
1

e2t1−1
− 1

e2T−1

)
≤ L̃c(θ1,ϕ1)(e

2T−e2t1)
2(T−t1)(e2t1−1)(e2T−1)

,

Further, notice that

L̃c(θ1,ϕ1) :=E∥ψ(z(Xt0),G)−X∥2

=E∥ψ(z(Xt0),G)−ψ(z(X),g(X))∥2

=λ2ψE
(
λz∥Xt0−X∥+λg∥X−X̄∥

)2
≤λ2ψ(λz+λg)2(1+δ2σ2

X)δ2dX

=:C2δ
2dX ,

whereC2 :=λ
2
ψ(λz+λg)

2(1+δ2σ2
X). The first inequality uses Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the second inequlity uses the

fact thatψ(z(X),G) is the MMSE estimator andZ−z(X)−X−G forms a Markov chain. The last inequality uses the fact that

E∥Xt0−X∥2=E∥X−X̄∥2

=E∥(α−1)X+Nt∥2

=(1−
√

1−δ2)2E∥X∥2+E∥Nt0∥2

≤δ4σ2
XdX+δ2dX .

As a result, item 2 follows from

Lc(θ1,ϕ1)≤
C2δ

2dX(e2T−e2t1)
2(T−t1)(e2t1−1)(e2T−1)

≤ C2δdX
2(T−t1)

=O

(
ϵ2

λ2sλ
2
zσ

2
Xd

3
XT

)
with the choice of t1 and δ and the fact that 0<δ<min{T,1}.

B.3. Proof of Lemma B.1

To begin, we make use the following lemma proved in Section B.6.

Lemma B.4. Suppose the score function sq(x|z) := ∇x logq(x|z) of the probability density q(x|z) is L-Lipschitz as a
function of x, then the following inequality holds:

log
q(y|z)
q(x|z)

≤(L∥x∥+∥sq(0d|z)∥)∥y−x∥+
L∥y−x∥2

2
.

Set sq(x|z) :=∇xlogq(x|z), then by Lemma B.4,

EpXYZ(x,y,z)log
q(y|z)
q(x|z)

≤EpXYZ(x,y,z)(L∥x∥+∥sq(0d|z)∥)∥y−x∥+
L

2
EpXY (x,y)∥y−x∥2.
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For the first term of the RHS, notice that

EpXYZ(x,y,z)(L∥x∥+∥sq(0d|z)∥)∥y−x∥

≤
√

E(L∥X∥+∥sq(0d|Z)∥)2E∥Y −X∥2

=
√

E(L∥X∥+∥sq(0d|Z)∥)2
√

(1−α)2E∥X∥2+σ2d

≤
√

2L2E∥X∥2+C1

√
(1−α)2E∥X∥2+σ2d

≤C2L(σ
2E∥X∥2+σ

√
E∥X∥2d),

whereC1 :=2E∥sq(0d|Z)∥2 andC2 large enough. To bound the second term of the RHS, notice that

L

2
EpXY (x,y)∥y−x∥2=

L

2
[(1−α)2E∥X∥2+E∥N∥2]

≤ Lσ2

2
(σ2E∥X∥2+d).

Combining the two terms yields

EpXYZ(x,y,z)log
q(y|z)
q(x|z)

≤CL[σ2(1+σ2)E∥X∥2+σ2d+σ
√
E∥X∥2d],

for someC>0 large enough.

B.4. Proof of Lemma B.2

Use the formula for the KL divergence between Gaussians:

DKL(N (αµ,δ2Id)||N (µ/α,(δ/α)2Id))

=

(
δ2

(δ/α)2
−1

)
d/2+

∥αµ−µ/α∥2

2(δ/α)2
+dlog

1

α

=− d

2
δ2+

δ2∥µ∥2

2
+dlog

1

α

=
(∥µ∥2−d)δ2

2
+
d

2
log

(
1+

δ2

1−δ2

)
≤ (∥µ∥2−d)δ2

2
+
2dδ2

3
=

(
∥µ∥2

2
+
d

6

)
δ2.

B.5. Proof of Lemma B.3

By Jensen’s inequality,

DKL(pY ||pX)

=E∫
pX(x)N (y|αx,σ2Id)dxlog

∫
pX(x)N (y|αx,σ2Id)dx

pX(y)

≤EpX(x)N (y|αx,σ2Id)log
pX(x)N (y|αx,σ2Id)

pX(y)N (x|y/α,(σ/α)2Id)

=EpX(x)N (y|αx,σ2Id)log
pX(x)

pX(y)
+dlogα

≤EpX(x)N (y|αx,σ2Id)log
pX(x)

pX(y)
− σ2d

2

≤CL(σ2E∥X∥2+σ2d+σ
√
dE∥X∥),

for someC>0,where the last inequality uses Lemma B.1.
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Similarly, apply Jensen’s inequality and Lemma B.1,

DKL(pX ||pY )=EpX(x)log
pX(x)∫

pX(y)N (x|αy,σ2Id)dy

≤EpX(x)N (y|x/α,(σ/α)2Id)log
pX(x)N (y|x/α,(σ/α)2Id)
pX(y)N (x|αy,σ2Id)

=EpX(x)N (y|x/α,(σ/α)2Id)log
pX(x)

pX(y)
+dlogα

≤CL(σ2E∥X∥2+σ2d+σ
√
dE∥X∥).

B.6. Proof of Lemma B.4

by the Lipschitz property of the score function of sq , for any (x,y)∈X 2,

log
q(y|z)
q(x|z)

≤|⟨sq(x|z),y−x⟩|+
L∥y−x∥2

2

≤∥sq(x|z)∥∥y−x∥+
L∥y−x∥2

2
.

Apply the Lipschitz property of sq again,

log
q(y|z)
q(x|z)

≤(L∥x∥+∥sq(0d|z)∥)∥y−x∥+
L∥y−x∥2

2
. (25)

C. Proof of Theorem 3.7
To prove this theorem, we need two additional assumptions below.

Assumption C.1. For any θ∈Θ,ϕ∈Φ, the estimated score function is of the form sθ(x,z,g,t) :=
s̄θ(z,g,t)−x
1−exp(−2t) , where s̄θ(·,·,·)

is λΘ-Lipschitz in all arguments, and the score function for pzϕ(Xt0 ),G|X(z,g|x) is λΦ-Lipschitz in z and g for any x∈X .

We further make an assumption for ψθ similar to Assumption 3.2 for ψ. The assumption ensures that the estimated mapping
ψθ is sufficiently smooth.
Assumption C.2. For any θ∈Θ, the function ψθ is invertible and twice-differentiable with bounded first and second-order
derivatives:

∥J[z⊤,g⊤]⊤ψθ(z,g)∥∈ [lψ,λψ],

dX∑
j

∥∇2
[z⊤,g⊤]⊤ [ψθ(z,g)]j∥

2≤Hψ,∀(z,g)∈Z×G,

for some 0<lψ≤λψ andHψ>0,where Jxf(x) is the Jacobian matrix of function f with respect to vector x and [v]i denotes
the i-th coordinate of vector v.

Assumption C.1 ensures the function class for the bottleneck and the score function are Lipschitz, analogous to the setting
in (Chen et al., 2023a). For Assumption C.2, note that the invertibility of ψθ is not strictly necessary and can be relaxed to
injectivity by partitioning the domain. Further, Assumption C.1 can be relaxed to only require sθ(·) to be Lipschitz if we use
a weaker notion of editability by allowing stochastic processes in the definition instead of the deterministic relation ψθ(Ẑ,G).

Again, we start by introducing a couple helpful lemmas and postponing their proofs to Section C.1, C.2 and C.3.
Lemma C.3. (Novikov’s condition) The following bounds hold with

EX,(X←t )texp

(
1

2

∫ T−t

0

∥sθ(X←t ,Ẑ,G,T−t)−∇xlogpT−t0(X
←
t |X)∥2dt

)
<∞

E(X←t )texp

(
1

2

∫ T−t

0

∥E[sθ(X←t ,Ẑ,G,T−t)|X←t ]−∇xlogpT−t0(X
←
t )∥2dt

)
<∞.
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Lemma C.4. (moment bounds) The conditional variance and the second moment of X̂ are bounded:

Var(X̂|X) :=E∥X̂−E[X̂|X]∥2≤C1δdX ,

E∥X̂∥2≤C2σ
2
XdX ,

for some constantC1,C2>0.

Lemma C.5. (Theorem 2.1 of (Chae & Walker, 2020)) For joint probability density pXY such that its marginals have bounded
gradients:

max{sup
x∈X

∥∇xpX(x)∥,sup
y∈Y

∥∇ypY (y)∥}<∞,

the following inequalities hold:

dTV(pX ,pY )≤CW1/2
1 (pX ,pY )≤C(E(X,Y )∼pXY ∥X−Y ∥2)1/4,

for some scalar constantC>0,where Wr(p,q) :=(
∫
π∈Π(p,q)

∥x−y∥rrdπ(x,y))1/r is the Wasserstein-r distance and Π(p,q)

is the set of distributions with marginals p and q.

To prove the first condition of editability, first define ψ̂ :=ψθ∗ and Ψ:= ψ̂(Ẑ,G) and use triangle inequality:

dTV(pΨ,p)≤dTV(pΨ,pX̂)+dTV(pX̂ ,pXt0 )+dTV(pXt1 ,p). (26)

To bound the first term on the RHS, we apply Lemma C.5 to pΨX̂ . To this end, we first check that pΨ and pX̂ have bounded
gradients. Indeed, notice that

∥∇xpX̂(x)∥=∥pX̂(x)∇xlogpX̂(x)∥
≤EpX̂(x)∥∇xlogpX̂(x)∥

=EpX̂(x)∥EẐ,G[sθ(X̂,Ẑ,G,t0)]∥

≤EpX̂(x)[∥EẐ,G[sθ(X̂,Ẑ,G,t0)−sθ(0dX ,Ẑ,G,t0)]∥+∥EẐ,Gsθ(0dX ,Ẑ,G,t0)∥]

≤λΘEpX̂(x)∥X̂∥+C

≤λΘC1σXd
1/2
X +C<∞,

for some constantC1>0 andC :=sup(z,g)∈Z×G∥sθ(0dX ,z,g,t0)∥. The third-to-last equality uses Assumption C.1 and the
second-to-last inequality uses Lemma C.4.

Further, define v :=[ẑ⊤,g⊤]⊤∈V , notice that by Assumption C.2,

∥∇xpΨ(x)∥=∥pΨ(x)∇xlogpΨ(x)∥

≤EpΨ(x)∥∇xψ̂
−1(x)∇[ẑ⊤,g⊤]⊤ logpẐG(ψ̂

−1(x))∥+∥∇xlogdet(Jxψ̂
−1(x))∥

≤EpΨ(x)

∥∇[ẑ⊤,g⊤]⊤ logpẐG(ψ̂
−1(x))∥

infv∈V∥∇vψ̂(v)∥
+∥∇xlogdet(Jxψ̂

−1(x)∥

≤ 1

lψ

(
λΦEpΨ(x)∥ψ−1(x)∥+C2

)
+∥∇xlogdet(Jxψ̂

−1(x))∥

≤ λΦ
lψλψ

EpΨ(x)∥x∥+C3+∥∇xlogdet(Jxψ̂
−1(x))∥,

where Jxf denotes the Jacobian matrix of vector function f with respect to vector x, C2 := ∥∇v log pẐG(0dZ ,0dG)∥
and C3 := C2

lψ
+ λs

lψλψ
∥ψ−1(0dX )∥. To bound the last term of the RHS, use chain rule and the identity
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ddet(A(t))
dt =det(A(t))Tr(A(t)−1 dA(t)

dt ) for invertible matrixA,

∥∇xlogdet(Jxψ̂
−1(x))∥2

≤
dX∑
i=1

(
∂

∂xi
logdet(Jxψ̂

−1(x))

)2

≤
dX∑
i=1

(
∂

∂xi
logdet(Jvψ̂(ψ

−1(x)))

)2

=

dX∑
i=1

(
Tr

(
J−1v ψ̂(ψ̂−1(x))⊤

∂Jvψ̂(ψ̂
−1(x))

∂xi

))2

≤ 1

∥Jvψ̂(ψ̂−1(x))∥2

dX∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥∂Jvψ̂(ψ̂−1(x))∂xi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1

∥Jvψ̂(ψ̂−1(x))∥4

dZ+dG∑
j=1

∥∇2
vψ̂[ψ̂

−1(x)]j∥2

≤
H2
ψ

l4ψ
<∞.

As a result of Lemma C.5,

dTV(pΨ,pX̂)=O((E∥X̂−E[X̂|X]∥2)1/4)=O(δ1/4d
1/4
X ).

where the first equality uses Lemma C.5 and the second equality uses Lemma C.4.

To bound the second term, by Lemma C.3, Novikov’s condition holds for sθ∗ , therefore Girsanov’s theorem (Chen et al.,
2023b) and Theorem 3.6 imply that

dTV(pX̂|X ,pXt1 |X)=Ep(X)dTV(pX̂|X ,N (X,δ2IdX ))

=O
(
(
√
dXη+σ

2
Xη)λΘ

√
T+

√
Lc(θ∗,ϕ∗)T

)
=O
(
(
√
dXη+σ

2
Xη)λΘ

√
T+

√
δdX

)
Further, by Jensen’s inequality,

dTV(pX̂ ,pXt1 )≤dTV(pX̂|X ,pXt1 |X)

=O
(
(
√
dXη+σ

2
Xη)λΘ

√
T+

√
δdX

)
.

Finally, for the last term on the RHS of Eq. 26, we use Pinsker’s inequality and Lemma B.3 to conclude that

dTV(pXt1 ,p)≤

√
DKL(p||pXt1 )

2log2

=O(
√
λsdXσXδ1/2).

Combining bounds for the terms, we obtain

dTV(pΨ,p)=O(δ1/4d
1/4
X +(

√
dXη+σ

2
Xη)λΘ

√
T+

√
δdX+

√
λsσXδ1/2dX)

=O((
√
dXη+σ

2
Xη)λΘ

√
T+

√
λsσXδ1/2dX).

Set the diffusion step size η= ϵ
λ2
ΘdXT

+
√
ϵ

λΘσ2
X

√
T

and δ= ϵ2

λsλzσXdX
yields item 1.
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To prove the second condition for editability, consider i.i.d copies (Ẑ1,G1) and (Ẑ2,G2) sampled from pẐG, and apply
Theorem 3.6 with Pinsker’s inequality

dTV(pẐ1G1
,pẐ1G2

)≤

√
DKL(pẐG||pẐpG)

2log2
=O(

√
λsλzσXd2Xδ

1/2)

Further, applying data processing inequality yields

dTV(pψ̂(Ẑ1,G1)
,pψ̂(Ẑ1,G2)

)≤dTV(pẐ1G1
,pẐ1G2

)=O(
√
λsλzσXd2Xδ

1/2),

which implies (Ẑ,G) is (O(
√
λsλzσXd2Xδ

1/2),ψ̂)-editable. Setting δ := ϵ2

λ2
sλ

2
zσ

2
Xd

4
X

proves item 2 of the theorem.

C.1. Proof of Lemma C.3

We start by proving the first bound. First, by the equivalence of the forward and reverse process,

EX,(X←t )texp

(
1

2

∫ T−t1

0

∥sθ(X←t ,Ẑ,G,T−t)−∇xlogpT−t1(X
←
t |X)∥2dt

)

=Ep(X)Et,pt(·|X)exp

(
1

2

∫ T

t1

∥sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)−∇xlogpt(Xt|X)∥2dt

)
(27)

=Ep(X)Et,pt(·|X)exp

1

2

∫ T

t1

∥∥∥∥∥ s̄θ(Ẑ,G,t)−Xt

1−e−2t
+
Xt−e−tX
1−e−2t

∥∥∥∥∥
2

dt

 (28)

=Ep(X)Et,pt(·|X)exp

1

2

∫ T

t1

∥∥∥s̄θ(Ẑ,G,t)−e−tX∥∥∥2
(1−e−2t)2

dt

, (29)

where the second-to-last equality uses Assumption C.1 and the closed-form formula of the conditional score function of
an OU process. Now, let σ(t) :=

√
1−e−2t and λ :=2λΘ(1+λz+λs), and by Assumption C.1 again, we have

Eexp

1

2

∫ T

t1

∥∥∥s̄θ(Ẑ,G,t)−e−tX∥∥∥2
σ(t)4

dt


⪅Eexp

(
1

2

∫ T

t1

λ2(∥X∥2+∥Xt0∥2+∥X̄∥2+t2)
σ(t)4

dt

)

=Eexp

(
λ2(∥X∥2+∥Xt0∥2+∥X̄∥2)

2

∫ T

t1

dt

σ(t)4
+

∫ T

t1

λ2t2dt

2σ(t)4

)

=Eexp

(
λ2(∥X∥2+∥Xt0∥2+∥X̄∥2)

2

∫ T

t1

dt

σ(t)4
+

∫ T

t1

λ2t2dt

2σ(t)4

)

≤Eexp
(
λ2T (∥X∥2+∥Xt0∥2+∥X̄∥2)

δ2
+
λ2T 3

2δ2

)
<∞,

where the last inequality uses the fact that the concatenated vector [X⊤,X⊤t0 ,X̄
⊤]⊤ is sub-gaussian and the second-to-last

inequality uses the bound ∫ T

t1

dt

σ(t)4
≤ T

σ(t1)4
=

T

(1−e−2t1)2
=
T

δ2
.
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For the second inequality, we apply Jensen’s inequality to upper-bound it by the first bound:

Et,ptexp

(
1

2

∫ T

t1

∥∥∥E[sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)|Xt]−∇xlogpt(Xt)
∥∥∥2dt)

=Et,ptexp

(
1

2

∫ T

t1

∥∥∥E[sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)−∇xlogpt(Xt|X)|Xt]
∥∥∥2dt)

≤Et,pt(Xt)Ep0|t(X|Xt)exp

(
1

2

∫ T

t1

∥∥∥sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)−∇xlogpt(Xt|X)
∥∥∥dt)<∞,

where first equality uses the property of the score function:

E[∇xt logpt(Xt|X)|Xt]=∇xt logpt(Xt)+E[∇xt logpt(X|Xt)|Xt]=∇xt logpt(Xt).

C.2. Proof of Lemma C.4

Let P[0,T ] be the measure onB←[0,T ] := {B←t }t∈[0,T ] and dP
dQ be the Radon–Nikodym derivative between P and Q. Further,

define another measure Q[0,T ] as

dQt
dPt

=exp

(∫ t

0

bsdB
←
s − 1

2

∫
∥bs∥2ds

)
,

where bt :=sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)−∇xlogpt(Xt|X)= s̄θ(Ẑ,G,t)−X
σ(t)2 .

By Lemma C.3, the Novikov condition holds and we can apply Girsanov’s theorem (Girsanov, 1960) on Q, which implies
if we change the measure ofBt from Pt to Qt, then there exists a Brownian motion βt such that

Bt=βt+

∫ t

0

θτdτ,

and thus under Qt,

dX←t =(X←t +2∇xlogpT−t(X
←
t |X))dt+

√
2dB←t

=
(
X←t +2sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)

)
dt+

√
2dβt.

Therefore, the discrepancy in distributions of X←t ’s between the estimated and true reverse process is captured by the
discrepancy between measures P[0,T ] and Q[0,T ] for the driving processB←[0,T ].

To assess such the difference between the two measures, notice that

EQt [exp⟨r,B←t ⟩|X]

=EPt

[
exp

(
⟨r,B←t ⟩+

∫ t

0

⟨bτ ,dB←τ ⟩− 1

2

∫ t

0

∥bτ∥2dτ
)∣∣∣∣X]

=EPt

[
exp

[∫ t

0

〈
r+

s̄θ(Ẑ,G,τ)−X
σ(τ)2

,dB←τ

〉
−
∫ t

0

1

2σ(τ)4
∥s̄θ(Ẑ,G,τ)−X∥2dτ

]∣∣∣∣∣X
]

=exp

1

2

∫ t

0

∥∥∥∥∥r+ s̄θ(Ẑ,G,τ)−X
σ(τ)2

∥∥∥∥∥
2

− 1

2σ(τ)4
∥s̄θ(Ẑ,G,τ)−X∥2dτ


=exp

(
r2t

2
+

∫ t

0

〈
r,
s̄θ(Ẑ,G,τ)−X

σ(τ)2

〉
dτ

)
=E
N

(∫ t
0

s̄θ(Ẑ,G,τ)−X
σ(τ)2

dτ,tIdX

)[exp⟨r,B←t ⟩|X],
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which implies that Bt remains a Gaussian random variable under Qt with the same variance as that under Pt. Therefore,
we conclude that

Var(X̂|X)=EX[0,T ]∼P[0,T ],X
←
[0,T ]
|XT∼Q[t1,T ]|T ∥X̂−E[X̂|X]∥2

=EX[0,T ]∼P[0,T ],X
←
[0,T ]
|XT∼P[t1,T ]|T ∥X̂−E[X̂|X]∥2=δdX .

To bound the second moment, define measure Q′[0,T ] onB←[0,T ]

dQ′t
dPt

=exp

(∫ t

0

b′sdB
←
s − 1

2

∫
∥b′s∥2ds

)
,

where b′t :=E[sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)|Xt]−∇xlogpt(Xt). By Lemma C.3, Novikov condition holds for E[sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)|Xt], and
therefore by Girsanov’s theorem and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

EQ′∥X̂∥2=EP
dQ′

dP
∥X̂∥2

≤E1/2
P ∥X̂∥4E1/2

P′

(
dQ′

dP

)2

≤Cσ2
XdXE1/2

P

(
dQ′

dP

)2

=Cσ2
XdXE1/2

P exp

(∫ T

t1

∥E[sθ(Xt,Ẑ,G,t)|Xt]−∇xlogpt(Xt)∥2dt

)
≤C2σ

2
XdX ,

forC,C2>0, where the second-to-last inequality uses Girsanov’s theorem as follows:

EP

(
dQ′

dP

)2

=EPexp

(
2

∫ T

t1

b′tdBt−
∫ T

t1

∥b′t∥2dt

)

=EPexp

(∫ T

t1

∥b′t∥2dt

)
.

C.3. Proof of Lemma C.5

We provide a sketch of the proof and refer the readers to (Chae & Walker, 2020) for more details. The main strategy is to upper
bound dTV(p,q) by a lower bound of W2(p,q) in terms of a metric more closely related to dTV called the Lévy-Prokhorov
metric defined as

dP (p,q) :=inf{ϵ>0|p(A)<q(A+Bϵ)+ϵ and q(A)<p(A+Bϵ)+ϵ,∀A∈B(X )},

whereBϵ is the ϵ-ball, the setA+B is the Minkowski sum ofA,B and B(X ) is the Borel sigma algebra on the sample space
X . This is indeed a lower bound of W2 (and Wr in general) since for anyA :p(A)<q(A),

p(A+Bϵ)≥ Pr
X∼p,Y∼q

[Y ∈A,∥X−Y ∥≤ϵ] (30)

≥q(A)− Pr
X∼p,Y∼q

[∥X−Y ∥>ϵ] (31)

≥q(A)−W2
2 (p,q)

ϵ
. (32)

Therefore, ϵ=W2(p,q) is sufficient for p(A+Bϵ)>q(A) and thus W2(p,q)≥dP by the definition of dP .
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To upper bound dTV, notice that

dTV(p,q)= sup
A⊆B(X )

p(A)−q(A)

:=p(A∗)−q(A∗)
≤q(A∗+BdP (p,q))+dP (p,q)−q(A∗)
≤q((A∗+BdP (p,q))\A∗)+dP (p,q).

Finally, by the smoothness properties of q, we can upper-bound the first term on the RHS and obtain an upper-bound of dTV

in terms of dP , which in terms provides an upper-bound of dTV(p,q) in terms of W2(p,q).

D. Content distortion example
Consider the following example.
Example 1. Under the same independence relations in Assumption 2.1 with t0 = t1 = 0, let X := [X(1), X(2)] =
[Z+Ξ(1),G+Ξ(2)] with Z∼N (0,1),G∼Unif{−1,1}, Ξ(1),Ξ(2)∼N (0,ϵ). Further, let the inputs to the score function
be Ẑ=X(1)sign(G). Then we have Ẑ andG are independent since for any z∈R,g<0,

Pr[Ẑ≥z|G=g]=Pr[Z+Ξ(1)≤−z|G=g]

=Pr[−Z−Ξ(1)≥z]

=Q

(
z

1+ϵ2

)
=Pr[Ẑ≥z],

whereQ(·) is the tail distribution of a standard Gaussian variable and the last equality uses the symmetryX(1)
d.
=−X(1).

Therefore, I(Ẑ;G) = 0 which automatically implies Ẑ, G are (ϵ, ψ)-editable for any ϵ, ψ. It remains to show that
dTV(pΨ,p)

ϵ→0−−−→0 for the ML estimator Ψ:= ψ̂(Ẑ,G) :=E[X|Ẑ,G]. To this end, notice that

Ψ:= ψ̂(Ẑ,G)=E[X|Z+Ξ(1),G]=

[
1

1+ϵ
(Z+Ξ(1)),G

]
=

[
1

1+ϵ
Ẑsign(G),G

]
,

and use Pinsker’s inequality, we have

dTV(pΨ,p)≤

√
DKL(pΨ||p)

2log2

=

√
ϵ
2+

1
2 log(1+ϵ)

2log2
≤
√

ϵ

2log2

ϵ→0−−−→0.

Therefore, Ẑ,G is (
√
ϵ/2log2,ψ̂,p)-editable.

However, we will show next that this does not imply Ẑ|Z andG are (c,ψ̂,pX|Z)-editable for some constant c≫0. In view
of the facts that

sign(G)∼Unif{−1,1},
Ẑ∼N (0,1+ϵ),

Ẑ|Z∼ 1

2
N (−Z,ϵ)+ 1

2
N (Z,ϵ),

Ẑ|Z,G∼N (0,ϵ),

and consider i.i.d copies (Ẑ1|Z,G1)= ((Z+Ξ1(1))sign(G1),G1) and (Ẑ2|Z,G2)= ((Z+Ξ2(1))sign(G2),G2), then we
have

Ψ1|Z := ψ̂(Ẑ1,G1)|Z=

[
1

1+ϵ
(Z+Ξ1(1)),G1

]
Ψ12|Z := ψ̂(Ẑ1,G2)|Z=

[
1

1+ϵ
(Z+Ξ1(1))sign(G1G2),G2

]
,
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As a result, by the variational characterization of dTV:

dTV(pΨ1|Z ,pΨ12|Z)= sup
|f |≤1/2

EpΨ1|Z(X)f(Ψ1)−EpΨ12|Z
f(Ψ12)≥

E
[

Ψ1(1)

2|Z|/(1+ϵ)+2ϵ
1|Ψ1(1)−Z/(1+ϵ)|≤ϵ

∣∣∣∣Z]−E
[

Ψ12(1)

2|Z|/(1+ϵ)+2ϵ
1|Ψ12−Z/(1+ϵ)|≤ϵ

∣∣∣∣Z]=
(1−2Q(1))(1−2Q(1)(1−2Q(1)))Z

2|Z|/(1+ϵ)+2ϵ

ϵ→0−−−→(1/2−Q(1))(1−2Q(1)(1−2Q(1)))≈0.27=:c.

Therefore, (Ẑ|Z,G) is not (0.27,ψ̂,pX|Z)-editable.

E. Proof of Theorem 3.8
By data processing inequality on the Markov chain zϕ∗(Xc)|Z−Xc|Z−G|Z,

I(zϕ∗(X
c);G|Z)≤I(Xc;G|Z)

≤I(Z,Gc;G|Z)=I(Gc;G|Z)≤ϵ.
(33)

Therefore, (Ẑ|Z,G) is ϵ-disentangled.

Further, use similar techniques as in Theorem 3.6, we can prove that

L̃mm(θ
∗,ϕ∗)=O

(
δdX
T−t1

)
.

To prove the first condition of editability, let Ψ:=ψθ∗(Ẑ,G) and Ẑ :=zϕ∗(X
c
t0), notice that

dTV(pΨ|Z ,pX|Z)≤dTV(pΨ|Z ,pX̂|Z)+dTV(pX̂|Z ,pXt0 |Z)+dTV(pXt0 |Z ,pX|Z)

≤dTV(pΨ|Z ,pX̂|Z)+dTV(pX̂|X ,pXt0 |X)+dTV(pXt0 |X̄ ,pX|X̄),

where the first inequality uses Jensen’s inequality and the second inequality uses data processing inequality with the Markov
chainZ−X̄−X−Xt0 .Using Lemma C.5, we can show that the first term is bounded as

dTV(pΨ|Z ,pX̂|Z)=O
(
δ1/4d

1/4
X

)
.

Check Novikov’s condition and apply Girsanov’s theorem as in Theorem 3.7, we can prove that

dTV(pX̂|X ,pXt1 |X)=O

(
(
√
dXη+σ

2
Xη)λΘ

√
T+

√
L̃mm(θ∗,ϕ∗)T

)
=O

(
(
√
dXη+σ

2
Xη)λΘ

√
T+

√
δdX

)
.

Again similar to Theorem 3.7, we can bound the third term as

dTV(pXt1 |X̄ ,pX|X̄)=O(
√
λsdXσXδ1/2).

Choosing the same step size η as in Theorem 3.7 and combining the terms yields

dTV(pΨ|Z ,pX|Z)=O
(√

λsσXδ1/2dX

)
.

Set δ= ϵ2

λ2
sλ

2
zσ

2
Xd

4
X

yields the first condition of editability.

To prove the second condition, consider i.i.d copies (Ẑ1|Z,G1) and (Ẑ2|Z,G2) sampled from pẐG|Z and apply Eq. 33 with
Pinsker’s inequality:

dTV(pψθ∗ (Ẑ1,G1)|Z ,pψθ∗ (Ẑ1,G2)|Z)≤dTV(pẐ1G1|Z ,pẐ1G2|Z)≤

√
DKL(pẐ1G1|Z ||pẐ1G2|Z)

2log2
=O(

√
ϵ).

As a result, we prove that (Ẑ|Z,G) is (O(
√
ϵ),ψθ∗ ,pX|Z)-editable.
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F. Proof of Theorem 3.10
Let s∗Z(x) := ∇z logpZt(z(x)) and s∗G(g) := ∇g logpGt(g) and PA be the projection matrix onto R(A), then for any
(sz,sG,U,V ),

L0(sZ ,sG,U,V )

:=Et,pt(x)∥(PAZ (UsZ(x,t)+V sG(g(x),t)−AZs
∗
Z(x,t))+(PAG(UsZ(x,t)+V sG(g(x,t)))−AGs∗G(g(x,t)))∥2

=Et,pt(x,t)[∥PAZ (UsZ(x,t)+V sG(g(x,t))−AZs
∗
Z(x,t)∥2+

∥PAG(UsZ(x,t)+V sG(g(x),t)−AGs∗G(g(x),t)∥2]≥0=L0(s
∗
Z ,s
∗
G,AZ ,AG). (34)

To analyze the equality condition, notice by the fact that minimizing over a larger set leads to smaller loss and the independence
betweenZt andGt,

Et,pt(x)∥PAZ (UsZ(x,t)+V sG(g(x),t)−AZs
∗
Z(x,t)∥2

≥Et,pt(x)∥Ept(x)[AZs
∗
Z(x,t)|UsZ(x,t)+V sG(g(x),t)]−AZs∗Z(x,t)∥2

≥Et,pt(x)∥Ept(x)[AZs
∗
Z(x,t)|UsZ(x,t),V sG(g(x),t)]−AZs∗Z(x,t)∥2

=Et,pt(x)∥Ept(x)[AZs
∗
Z(x,t)|UsZ(x,t)]−AZs∗Z(x,t)∥2, (35)

with equality if and only if

Ept(x)(s
∗
Z(x,t)−PAZV sG(g(x),t))sG(g(x),t)⊤=0,∀t∈ [0,T ]

⇒PAZV sG(g(x),t)=0,a.s.,∀x,t.

by the orthogonality principle. As a result, the equality of Eq. 35 is achieved if and only if

PAZUsZ(x,t)=AZs
∗
Z(x,t), (36)

PAZV sG(g(x),t)=0, (37)
PAGUsZ(x,t)+V sG(g(x),t)=AGs

∗
G(x),a.s.,∀x,t. (38)

Now, we turn our attention to the regularizerLr and notice that for any (sZ ,U) that satisfies Eq. 36-38,

Lr(sG,V )≥Et,pt(x)∥V sG(g(x),t)−∇xlogpt(x)∥2=Et,pt(x)∥UsZ(x,t)∥
2

≥Et,pt(x)∥PAZUsZ(x,t)∥
2=Et,pt(x)∥AZs

∗
Z(x,t)∥2,

where both equalities are achieved if and only if

V ⊤V =EsG(g,t)sG(g,t)⊤,
∥PAGUsZ(x,t)∥=0,a.s.,∀x,t.

Finally, we shall show that for any (AZ ,AG,s
∗
Z ,s
∗
G), there exists some optimal solution (U,V,sZ ,sG) such that

UsZ=AZs
∗
Z ,V sG=AGs

∗
G, (39)

V ⊤V =EsG(g,t)sG(g,t)⊤,Lb(sZ ,sG,U,V )=0. (40)

To this end, consider the SVD of the operatorAZs∗Z(x,t)+AGs
∗
G(g(x),t) as

∀x,t, AZs
∗
Z(x,t)+AGs

∗
G(g(x),t)=[ΦZ ,ΦG]

[
ΣZ 0dZ×dG

0dG×dZ ΣG

][
ΨZ(x,t)

ΨG(g(x),t)

]
s.t. ΣZ=diag(σ1(s

∗
Z),···,σdZ (s∗Z)),ΣZ=diag(σ1(s

∗
G),···,σdG(s∗G)),[

Φ⊤Z
Φ⊤G

]
[ΦZ ,ΦG]=E

[
ΨZ(x,t)

ΨG(g(x),t)

]
[ΨZ(x,t)

⊤,ΨG(g(x),t)
⊤]=IdX
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Set U :=ΦZΣ
1/2
Z ,s∗Z(x,t)=Σ

1/2
Z ΨZ(x,t),V :=ΦGΣ

1/2
G ,s∗G(x,t)=Σ

1/2
G ΨG(x,t), we have (U,V,sZ ,sG) satisfies Eq. 39.

Further, notice that

U⊤U=Σ
1/2
Z Φ⊤ZΦZΣ

1/2
Z =ΣZ=Σ

1/2
Z EΨZ(x,t)ΨZ(x,t)⊤Σ1/2

Z =EsZ(x,t)sZ(x,t)⊤,

U⊤V =Σ
1/2
Z Φ⊤ZΦGΣ

1/2
G =0=Σ

1/2
Z EΨZ(x,t)ΨG(x,t)⊤Σ1/2

G =EsZ(x,t)sG(g(x),t)⊤,

V ⊤V =Σ
1/2
G Φ⊤GΦGΣ

1/2
G =ΣG=Σ

1/2
G EΨG(g,t)ΨG(g,t)⊤Σ1/2

G =EsG(g,t)sG(g,t)⊤.

Therefore, (U,V,sZ ,sG) also satisfies Eq. 40.

G. Proof of Theorem 3.11
Define matrices

W (x,t) :=

[
U V

sZ(x,t)
⊤ sG(g(x),t)

⊤

]
=:

[
Ũ

s(x,t)⊤

]
,

W̃ (x,t) :=

[
W (x,t)

0(dX+1)×dZ ,
√

λr
3 WG(x,t)

]
,

W ∗(x,t) :=

[
AZ AG

s∗Z(x,t)
⊤ s∗G(g(x),t)

⊤

]
=:

[
A

s∗(x,t)⊤

]
,

W̃ ∗(x,t) :=

[
W ∗(x,t)

0(dX+1)×dZ ,
√

λr
3 W

∗
G(x,t)

]
,

N(x,t) :=W (x,t)W (x,t)⊤,N∗(x,t) :=W ∗(x,t)W ∗(x,t)⊤,

Ñ(x,t) :=W̃ (x,t)W̃ (x,t)⊤,Ñ∗(x,t) :=W̃ ∗(x,t)W̃ ∗(x,t)⊤.

Further, define the direction of improvement ofW (x,t)’s and W̃ (x,t)’s respectively as

∆(x,t) :=W (x,t)−W ∗(x,t)R,
∆̃(x,t) :=W̃ (x,t)−W̃ ∗(x,t)R,

R := argmin
R:R⊤R=RR⊤=IdX

Et,pt(x)[∥W̃ (x,t)−W̃ ∗(x,t)R∥2]

:= argmin
R:R⊤R=RR⊤=IdX

Et,pt(x)
[
∥W (x,t)−W ∗(x,t)R∥2+ λr

3
∥WG(x,t)−W ∗G(x,t)RG∥2

]
,

where for any matricesM , defineMZ to be its first dZ columns andMG to be its (dZ+1)-th through dX -th columns.

For any set of matrices {C(y,t)}y∈Y,t∈[0,T ] and probability measures qt(y)’s, define random matrix C as

C=C(y,t) w.p. p(t)qt(y),

where p(t) is some fixed distribution of the diffusion time t. Further, define a blockwise representation of C as

C=

[
C0 c2
c1 c11

]
,

where C0 is C deleting the last row and column.

For a pair of random matrices (C1,C2), define

C1C2=C1(y,t)C2(y
′,t) w.p. p(t)qt(y)qt(y

′).

Next, let [A, B]K denote the bilinear form between random matrices (A, B) weighted by the operator K, and
⟨A,B⟩K = [A,B]K be an inner product between random matrices A and B if K is positive definite. Then we define the
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following bilinear forms between random matrices (A,B) with weight operators I, G and H0 respectively as

⟨A,B⟩I :=Et,qt(y)⟨A(y,t),B(y,t)⟩
[A,B]G :=Et,qt(y)[⟨A0(y,t),B0(y,t)⟩+a11(y,t)b11(y,t)−

⟨a1(y,t),b1(y,t)⟩−⟨a2(y,t),b2(y,t)⟩],
[A,B]H0 :=Et,qt(y)[⟨a1(y,t),b1(y,t)⟩+⟨a2(y,t),b2(y,t)⟩].

It can be verified that ⟨·,·⟩I is indeed an inner product satisfying properties such as conjugate symmetry, linearity in the first argu-
ment and positive definiteness, and therefore we can define the norm ∥A∥I :=⟨A,A⟩I . In addition, it can be checked that [·,·]G
and [·,·]H0

are conjugate symmetric and linear in the first argument. An important relation we use repeatedly later is the fact that

2[C,C]H0
+[C,C]G=[C,C]2H0+G=∥C∥2I , (41)

since

[C,C]2H0+G=2(∥c1∥2I+∥c2∥2I)+∥C0∥2I+∥c11∥2I−∥c1∥2I−∥c2∥2I=∥C∥2I .

Under these definitions, we prove the following Lemma in Section G.1.

Lemma G.1. Let L̃λr (W) := Lλr (sZ ,sG,U,V ) with λr = 3, and W be an approximate critical point of L̃(W) so that
⟨∇L̃(W),∆′⟩I≤ϵ∥∆′∥I for any random matrix ∆′. Then the following holds

[∆,∆]∇2L̃λr (W)≤∥∆̃∆̃⊤∥2I−3∥Ñ−Ñ∗∥2I+ϵ∥∆∥I , (42)

where ∇2f(W) denotes the Hessian operator of the functional f at W.

To proceed, we use the following lemma for random matrices analogous to Lemma 40 and 41 in (Ge et al., 2017) and defer
its proof to Section G.2.

Lemma G.2. If Ep(X)[U(X)⊤Y (X)] is a positive semi-definite (PSD) matrix, then for independent, identically distributed
random variables X,X′,

E∥U(X)U(X′)⊤−Y (X)Y (X′)⊤∥2≥

max

{
1

2
E∥(U(X)−Y (X))(U(X′)−Y (X′))⊤∥2,2(

√
2−1)E∥(U(X)−Y (X))U(X′)⊤∥2

}
.

Further, we prove in Section G.3 the following lemma showing that gradient descent converges to a local optimum of the
objective L̃.

Lemma G.3. The gradient flow equation Eq. 17-Eq. 18 converges in probability to a solution (Û ,V̂ ,θ̂Z ,θ̂G) such that for
some ϵ>0 and random matrix ∆′(t):

⟨∇L̃λr (W),∆′⟩I≤ϵ,
[∆′,∆′]∇2L̃λr ≥0.

To prove the theorem, first consider the singular value decomposition Et,pt(x)W̃ ∗(x,t)⊤W̃ (x,t) =: ΦΣΨ⊤, and by the
definition of the direction of improvement,

R := argmin
RR⊤=R⊤R=IdX

∥W̃−W̃∗R∥2I

= argmax
RR⊤=R⊤R=IdX

⟨W̃,W̃∗R⟩I= argmax
RR⊤=R⊤R=IdX

⟨Et,pt(x)W̃
∗(x,t)⊤W̃ (x,t),R⟩

= argmax
RR⊤=R⊤R=IdX

⟨Σ,Φ⊤RΨ⟩=ΦΨ⊤,
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where the last equality holds sinceR′ :=Φ⊤RΨ is orthogonal, |R′ii|≤1 and

⟨Σ,R′⟩≤
dX∑
i=1

Σii,

with equality iffR′=IdX . As a result,

Et,pt(x)W̃
⊤(x,t)W̃ ∗(x,t)R=ΨΣΨ⊤=Ept(x),tR

⊤W̃ ∗⊤(x,t)W̃ (x,t)

is PSD. Applying Lemma G.2 onU(X)=W̃∗R and Y (X)=W̃ yields

∥∆̃∆̃⊤∥2I−3∥Ñ−Ñ∗∥2I
≤2∥Ñ−Ñ∗∥2I−3∥Ñ−Ñ∗∥2I=−∥Ñ−Ñ∗∥2I≤−2(

√
2−1)∥∆̃∥2I≤−0.8∥∆̃∥2I .

Combining this with Lemma G.1 yields

[∆,∆]∇2L̃λr ≤−0.8∥∆̃∥2I ,

Therefore, we have the LHS to be positive only if ∥∆̃∥I = 0. Set ϵ = 0 and applying Theorem 3.10 yields
R(U)=R(AZ),R(V )=R(AG).

G.1. Proof of Lemma G.1

It can be verified that

L0(sZ ,sG,U,V )=
1

2
[N−N∗,N−N∗]2H0

=: L̃0(W),

Lb(sZ ,sG,U,V )=[N,N]2G=: L̃b(W).

Define L̃r(W) :=Lr(sG,U), then we have

L̃λr (W)=2L̃0(W)+
1

2
L̃b(W)+λrL̃r(W)=[N−N∗,N−N∗]2H0

+
1

2
[N,N]2G+λrL̃r(W).

Then, consider the Fréchet derivative of L̃t(W) along ∆(t), it can be shown that

⟨∇L̃λr (W),∆⟩I=[N−N∗,∆W⊤+W∆⊤]2H0
+[N,∆W⊤+W∆⊤]G+λr⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I

=[N−N∗,∆W⊤+W∆⊤]2H0+G+[N∗,∆W⊤+W∆⊤]G+λr⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I
=[N−N∗,∆W⊤+W∆⊤]2H0+G+2[N∗,N]G+λr⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I , (43)

where the last equality uses the fact that [N∗,W∗W⊤]G=[N∗,WW∗⊤]G=0. To see this, notice that

[N∗,W∗W⊤]G=⟨AA⊤,ŨA⊤⟩+Et,pt(x)pt(x′)s
∗(x,t)⊤s∗(x′,t)s(x,t)⊤s∗(x′,t)

−Et,pt(x)s
∗(x,t)⊤A⊤Ũs∗(x,t)−Et,pt(x)s

∗(x,t)⊤A⊤As(x,t)

=Tr(A(A⊤A−Et,pt(x)[s
∗(x,t)s∗(x,t)])Ũ)+

Et,pt(x)[s
∗(x,t)⊤(Ept(x′,t)[s

∗(x′,t)s∗(x′,t)⊤]−A⊤A)s(x,t)]=0,

where the last inequality uses the fact that L̃b(W∗)=0 and therefore

U∗⊤U∗=Et,pt(x)s
∗
Z(x,t)s

∗
Z(x,t)

⊤,

V ∗⊤V ∗=Et,pt(x)s
∗
G(x,t)s

∗
G(x,t)

⊤.

Similarly, we can show that [N∗,WW∗⊤]G=0.
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Now, consider the Hessian of L̃ along ∆ by taking the Fréchet derivative of Eq. 43,

[∆,∆]∇2L̃λr =[∆W⊤+W∆⊤,∆W⊤+W∆⊤]22H0+G+2[N−N∗,∆∆⊤]2H0+G+

2[N∗,W∆⊤+∆W⊤]G+λr[∆,∆]∇2L̃r(W)

=
∥∥∆W⊤+W∆⊤

∥∥2
I+2[N−N∗,∆∆⊤]2H0+G+2[N∗,W∆⊤+∆W⊤]G+λr[∆,∆]∇2L̃r(W),

where we use Eq. 41 in the last equality. For the first term of the right-hand side, by the choice of ∆,

∥∆W⊤+W∆⊤∥2I=∥N−N∗+∆∆⊤∥2I
=∥∆∆⊤∥2I+2⟨N−N∗,∆W⊤+W∆⊤⟩I−∥N−N∗∥2I
=∥∆∆⊤∥2I+2⟨∇L̃λr (W),∆⟩I−4⟨N∗,N⟩G−2λr⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I−∥N−N∗∥2I .

For the second term,

[N−N∗,∆∆⊤]2H0+G=[N−N∗,W∆⊤+∆W⊤]2H0+G−[N−N∗,N−N∗]22H0+G

=⟨∇L̃λr (W),∆⟩I−2⟨N∗,N⟩G−λr⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I−∥N−N∗∥2I . (44)

Combined with the fact that

[N∗,W∆⊤+∆W⊤]G=2[N∗,N]G ,

we obtain

[∆,∆]∇2L̃λr =∥∆∆⊤∥2I+4⟨∇L̃λr (W),∆⟩I−3∥N−N∗∥22I
−4[N,N∗]G−4λr⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I+λr[∆,∆]∇2L̃r(W)

≤∥∆∆⊤∥2I−3∥N−N∗∥2I+4⟨∇L̃λr (W),∆⟩I−4λr⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I+λr[∆,∆]∇2L̃r(W)

≤∥∆∆⊤∥2I−3∥N−N∗∥2I+4ϵ∥∆∥I−4λr⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I+λr[∆,∆]∇2L̃r(W), (45)

where the first inequality uses the fact that

[N,N∗]G=⟨UU⊤,AA⊤⟩+Et,pt(x)pt(x′)s
∗(x,t)⊤s∗(x′,t)s(x,t)⊤x(x′,t)−2Et,pt(x)s(x,t)U

⊤As∗(x′,t)

=∥U⊤A−Et,pt(x)s(x,t)s
∗(x,t)⊤∥2≥0,

and the second inequality uses the condition that W is an approximate critical point of L̃λr (W). It remains to bound the
L̃r related terms. Define NZ :=WZWZ , NG :=WGW

⊤
G and similarly NZ∗ and NG∗.Notice that

L̃r(W)=[NG−N∗,NG−N∗]H0
+
1

2
[NG,NG]2G

=[NG−NG∗,NG−NG∗]2H0
−2[NG−NG∗,NZ∗]H0

+[NZ∗,NZ∗]H0
+
1

2
[NG,NG]G

=[NG−NG∗,NG−NG∗]H0
+
1

2
[NG,NG]G=2L̃0(WG)+

1

2
L̃b(WG)= L̃

0(WG),

where the second-to-last equality uses the fact that

[NG−NG∗,NZ∗]H0
=2Et,pt(x)⟨V sG(g(x),t)−AGs

∗
G(g(x),t),AZs

∗
Z(z(x),t)⟩

=2Et,pt(x)⟨V sG(g(x),t),AZs
∗
Z(z(x),t)⟩

=2⟨V Et,pt(x)sG(g(x),t),AZEt,pt(x)s
∗
Z(z(x),t)⟩=0,

where the second-to-last equality uses the independence of the content variableZ and the style variableG and the last equality
uses the property of the score function:

EpZs∗Z(z)=EpZ∇zlogpZ(z)=

∫
∇zpZ(z)dz=∇z

∫
pZ(z)dz=0.
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Therefore, we can apply Eq. 45 with λr=0 to obtain

[∆,∆]L̃r(W)=⟨∆G,∆G⟩L̃0(WG) (46)

≤∥∆G∆
⊤
G∥2I−3∥NG−NG∗∥2I+4⟨∇L̃r(W),∆⟩I . (47)

Plugging Eq. 46 into Eq. 45 yields

[∆,∆]L̃λr (W)≤∥∆∆⊤∥2I+λr∥∆G∆
⊤
G∥I−3(∥N−N∗∥2I+λr∥NG−NG∗∥2I)+ϵ∥∆∥I

=∥∆̃∆̃∥2I−3∥Ñ−Ñ∗∥2I+ϵ∥∆∥I ,

where the last equality uses the definition of N,N∗,∆ and ∆∗. For example, for N, we have

∥Ñ∥2I=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
 WW⊤

√
λr
3 WGW

⊤
G√

λr
3 WGW

⊤
G

λr
3 WGW

⊤
G

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

I

=∥N∥2I+λr∥NG∥2I+
(
λ2r
9
− λr

3

)
∥NG∥2I

=∥N∥2I+3∥NG∥2I ,

where in the last equality we set λr=3.

G.2. Proof of Lemma G.2

First, let ∆(X) :=U(X)−Y (X), by definition,

E∆(X)⊤U(X)=EU(X)⊤U(X)−EY (X)⊤U(X)=EU(X)⊤∆(X),

and

E∥U(X)U(X′)⊤−Y (X)Y (X′)⊤∥2=E∥∆(X)U(X′)⊤+U(X)∆(X′)⊤−∆(X)∆(X′)⊤∥2.

Expanding the square norm,

E∥∆(X)U(X′)⊤+U(X)∆(X′)⊤−∆(X)∆(X′)⊤∥2

=2E∥∆(X)U(X′)⊤∥2+∥E∆(X)⊤∆(X)∥2+2⟨E∆(X)⊤U(X),EU(X)⊤∆(X)⟩−
2E⟨∆(X)U(X′)⊤+U(X)∆(X′)⊤,∆(X)∆(X′)⊤⟩

=∥E∆(X)⊤∆(X)∥2+2⟨E∆(X)⊤U(X),E∆(X)⊤∆(X)⟩+2∥E∆(X)⊤U(X)∥2−
4⟨E∆(X)⊤U(X),E∆(X)⊤∆(X)⟩

=
1

2
∥E∆(X)⊤∆(X)∥2+2⟨EU(X)⊤Y,E∆(X)⊤∆(X)⟩+

∥
√
2U(X)⊤∆(X)− 1√

2
∆(X)⊤∆(X)∥2

≥1

2
∥E∆(X)⊤∆(X)∥2= 1

2
E∥(U(X)−Y (X))(U(X′)−Y (X′))⊤∥2,

where the second equality uses the symmetry of EU(X)⊤∆(X) the last inequality uses the PSD of EU(X)⊤Y (X).

Similarly,

E∥U(X)U(X′)⊤−Y (X)Y (X′)⊤∥2

=2E∥∆(X)U(X′)⊤∥2+∥E∆(X)⊤∆(X)∥2+2∥E∆(X)⊤U(X)∥2−
4⟨E∆(X)⊤U(X),E∆(X)⊤∆(X)⟩

=(2
√
2−2)E∥U(X)∆(X′)⊤∥2+(4−2

√
2)⟨EU(X)⊤Y (X),E∆(X)⊤∆(X)⟩+

∥
√
2EU(X)⊤∆(X)−E∆(X)⊤∆(X)∥2

≥(2
√
2−2)E∥U(X)∆(X′)⊤∥2=2(

√
2−1)E∥(U(X)−Y (X))U(X′)⊤∥2,

where the last inequality uses the PSD of EU(X)⊤Y (X).
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G.3. Proof of Lemma G.3

The proof relies on the following lemma.

Lemma G.4. Define the neural tangent kernels (NTKs) for the score functions sZ and sG as

KZ(x,t,x
′,t′) :=Jvec(θZ)sZ(x,t)

⊤Jvec(θZ)sZ(x
′,t′),

KG(x,t,x
′,t′) :=Jvec(θG)sG(g(x),t)

⊤Jvec(θG)sG(g(x
′),t′),∀(x,t,x′,t′)∈X×[t0,T ]×X×[t0,T ],

where vec(θ) denotes the flattened version of the parameter θ. Further, suppose the parameters are initialized randomly as
θZ(0),θG(0)∼N (0,I). Then as dH→∞, the NTKsKZ andKG converge to some kernelsK∗Z andK∗G fixed during training.
Further, define the minimal eigenvalues of operatorK :X×[t0,T ]×X×[t0,T ] 7→Rd as

λmin(K) := inf
v:Et,p(x)∥v(t,x)∥2=1

Et,t′,p(x)p(x′)v(x,t)⊤K(x,t,x′,t′)v(x′,t′),

then the minimal eigenvalues ofK∗Z andK∗G satisfy min{λmin(K
∗
Z),λmin(K

∗
G)}>0.

Define the random gradient of lossLwith respect to random matrix Y with probability density qt as

∇YL(Y)=∇Y (x,t)L(Y) w.p. p(t)qt(x).

By the definition of the gradient flow equations in Eq. 17-18, we have

˙̃L(W)=⟨∇WL̃,Ẇ⟩I
=−∥∇U L̃(W)∥2−∥∇V L̃(W)∥2−∥Et,ptJθZsZ∇sZ L̃(W)∥2−∥Et,ptJθGsG∇sGL̃(W)∥2,

where the first two terms of the RHS by the property of the gradient flow, vanishes if and only if the gradients ∇U L̃(W)
and ∇V L̃(W) become 0. For the third term of the RHS, notice that

∥Et,ptJθZsZ∇sZ L̃(W)∥2

=Et,t′,pt(x)pt′ (x′)∇sZ(x,t)L̃(W)⊤JθZsZ(x,t)
⊤JθZsZ(x

′,t′)∇sZ(x′,t′)L̃(W)

=Et,t′,pt(x)pt′ (x′)∇sZ(x,t)L̃(W)⊤KZ(x,t,x
′,t′)∇sZ(x′,t′)L̃(W)

≥λmin(KZ)

∫
∥p(t)pt(x)∇sZ(x,t)L̃(W)∥2dxdt.

By Lemma G.4, λmin(KZ)
dH→∞−−−−−→λmin(K

∗
Z)>0 and thus the term vanishes if and only if

∥p(t)pt(x)Et,pt(x)∇sZ(x,t)L̃(W)∥2=0,∀x,t.

Similarly, we can show that the gradient flow converges only if

∥p(t)pt(x)Et,pt(x)∇sG(g(x),t)L̃(W)∥2=0,∀x,t.

For the second order condition, we use the well-known result that gradient descent (with small noise) is able to escape saddle
points almost surely (Lee et al., 2016).

G.4. Proof of Lemma G.4

Due to the symmetry in their forms, it suffices to prove the statement for sZ and KZ and we omit the subscript when the
context is clear. Large of large number and the standard theory on neural tangent kernel (Jacot et al., 2018) yields

KZ
dH→∞−−−−−→Evec(θZ)∼N (0,I)Jvec(θZ)sZ(x,t)

⊤Jvec(θZ)sZ(x
′,t′), (48)

which stays fixed during training.
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Define x̃ :=[x⊤,PE(t)]⊤ and a(x̃) :=(θ(1)⊤x̃)+. Later, we will slightly abuse the notation to represent (x,t) when x̃ appears
in the true score functions. By definition,

K
(2)
Z (x,t,x′,t′)=EN (0,I)Jvec(θ(2)Z )

sZ(x̃)
⊤J

vec(θ
(2)
Z )

sZ(x̃
′)

=EN (0,I)Jvec(θ(2)Z )
θ
(2)
Z a(x̃)⊤J

vec(θ
(2)
Z )

θ
(2)
Z a(x̃′)

=EN (0,I)(a(x̃)
⊤⊗IdZ )(a(x̃′)⊗IdX )=EN (0,I)a(x̃)

⊤a(x̃′)IdZ ,

where ⊗ is the Kronecker product. Notice that by definitionK(2)
Z ⪰0. Similarly,

K
(1)
Z (x,t,x′,t′) :=EN (0,I)Jvec(θ(1)Z )

sZ(x̃)
⊤J

vec(θ
(1)
Z )

sZ(x̃
′)

=EN (0,I)Ja(x̃)sZ(x̃)
⊤J

θ
(1)
Z

a(x̃)⊤J
θ
(1)
Z

a(x̃′)Ja(x̃′)sZ(x̃
′)

=:(x̃⊤x̃′)EN (0,I)θ
(2)
Z S2(x̃,x̃′)θ

(2)⊤
Z ,

=(x̃⊤x̃′)EN (0,I)S(x̃,x̃
′),

where we use the independence between (θ
(1)
Z ,θ

(2)
Z ) to cancel out θ(1)Z , and

Sij(x̃,x̃
′) :=

{
1[θ(1),j⊤x̃≥0,θ(1),j⊤x̃′≥0], if i=j,
0, otherwise.

By assumption, we have θ(1),j⊤x̃’s are zero-mean Gaussians and thus

Pr[θ(1),j⊤x̃≥0,θ(1),j⊤x̃′≥0]=
1

4
+

1

2π
arcsin

(
x̃⊤x̃′

∥x̃∥∥x̃′∥

)
,

where we apply the formula for bivariate Gaussian variable (N1,N2): Pr[N1 ≥ 0,N2 ≥ 0] = 1
4 + arcsin (ρ) where

ρ := Cov(N1,N2)√
Var(N1)Var(N2)

.

As a result,

K
(1)
Z (x̃,x̃′) :=

1

4
x̃⊤x̃′

[
1+

2

π
arcsin

(
x̃⊤x̃′

∥x̃∥∥x̃′∥

)]
IdZ .

Notice that K(1)
Z is a positive definite operator since for any finite set of distinct samples X̃ := [x̃1,···,x̃n] with ti ̸= tj for

all i,j, the matrix

K :={KZ(x̃i,x̃j)}ij≻
1

4
X̃⊤X̃⊗IdZ ≻0,

where we use ∥x̃∥> 0 and PE(ti)’s are linearly independent from the condition of the lemma, and thus their Gram matrix
X̃⊤X̃≻0. Consequently,KZ=K

(1)
Z +K

(2)
Z ≻0 and therefore its minimal eigenvalue is positive.

H. Proof of Theorem 3.12
For i.i.d samples [x1,···,xn], let the Hilbert space spanned by the NTKsKZ(x,t,·,·)’s andKG(x,t,·,·)’s be HKZ and HKG

respectively. Further, for any f(x,t) :=
∫ T
t0

∫
XK(x,t,x′,t′)c(x′,t′)dx′dt′∈HK ,c(x,t)∈Rd,∀x,t, define the NTK norm as

∥f∥K :=⟨f,f⟩K :=
√

Et,t′,pt(x)pt(x′)c(x,t)⊤K(x,t,x′,t′)c(x′,t). (49)

Further, define the subspace score matching losses as

LZ(U,sZ) :=Et,pt(x)∥UsZ(x,t)−AZs
∗
Z(x,t)∥2=:Et,pt(x)ℓZ(x,t;U,sZ)

LG(V,sG) :=Et,pt(x)∥V sG(g(x),t)−AGs
∗
G(x,t)∥2=:Et,pt(x)ℓG(x,t;V,sG),
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and their empirical versions as

L̂Z(U,sZ) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓZ(x̃
i;U,sZ)

L̂G(V,sG) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓG(x̃
i;V,sG).

To prove the theorem, we make use of the following lemma proved in Section H.1.

Lemma H.1. (generalization error bound) Let min{dT ,dH}→∞, and for i.i.d samples [x1,··· ,xn], let the reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) spanned by the NTKs KZ(x,t,·,·)’s and KG(x,t,·,·)’s be HKZ and HKG respectively, and
denoteKZ,(x,t) :=KZ(x,t,·,·). Further, define the function classes SZ ,U ,SG,V as

SZ :=

f=
N∑
i=1

ciKZ,x̃i

∣∣∣∣∣∣∀N ∈N,∥f∥K≤CZ

√
σ1(s∗Z)d

1/2
Z

λmin(K∗Z)
,∀[x̃1,···,x̃N ]∈(X×[t0,T ])

N

,
U :=

{
U :∥U∥F ≤CZ

√
σ1(s∗Z)d

1/2
Z

}
,

SG :=

f=
N∑
i=1

ciKG,x̃i

∣∣∣∣∣∣∀N ∈N,∥f∥K≤CG

√
σ1(s∗G)d

1/2
G

λmin(K∗G)
,∀[x̃1,···,x̃N ]∈(X×[t0,T ])

N

,
V :=

{
V :∥V ∥F ≤CG

√
σ1(s∗G)d

1/2
G

}
,

where σi(A) is the i-th largest singular value of the operatorA. Then with probability at least 1−O( 1n ),

LZ(Û ,ŝZ)≤ min
(U,sZ)∈U×SZ

LZ(U,sZ)+O

√d5X log3n

n

,
LG(V̂ ,ŝG)≤ min

(V,sG)∈V×SG
LG(V,sG)+O

√d5X log3n

n

.
Now we are ready to prove the theorem. First, by the universal approximation theorem of neural networks (e.g. (Barron,
1993)) and the Lipschitzness of the true score functions, forCZ ,CG large enough, s∗Z ∈SZ and s∗G∈SG and therefore

min
(U,sZ)∈U×SZ

LZ(U,sZ)=LZ(AZ ,s
∗
Z)=0,

min
(V,sG)∈V×SG

LG(V,sG)=LG(AG,s
∗
G)=0.

As a result, we have with probability at least 1−O
(
1
n

)
,

LZ(Û ,ŝZ)≤ϵ(n), LG(V̂ ,ŝG)≤ϵ(n),

where ϵ(n)=O
(√

d5X log3n

n

)
. Therefore, we prove item 1 by noticing

L0(Û ,V̂ ,ŝZ ,ŝG)≤2LZ(Û ,ŝZ)+2LG(V̂ ,ŝG)≤2ϵ(n)=O

√d5X log3n

n

.
We proceed to prove item 2. LetQZ ∈RdX×dZ ,QG∈RdX×dG be orthogonal matrices such that

PR(Û)=QZQ
⊤
Z ,PR(V̂ )=QGQ

⊤
G,
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then we have Û ŝZ :=QZQ⊤Z Û ŝZ and V̂ ŝG :=QGQ
⊤
GV̂ ŝG,

Then applying Lemma 7 of (Chen et al., 2023a) yields with probability at least 1−4δ,

∥PR(Û)−AZA
⊤
Z∥2≤

ϵ(n)

σdZ (s
∗
Z)

2

∥PR(V̂ )−AGA
⊤
G∥2≤

ϵ(n)

σdG(s
∗
G)

2
.

Finally, for item 3, define Z∥ :=PUAZZ and Z⊥ :=PUAGG,where PU :=PR(U) is the projection matrix onto theR(U).

By definition of Ẑ, we have

Ẑ=PUAZZ+PUAGG=Z∥+Z⊥.

SinceZ∥ is a function ofZ, we haveZ∥⊥⊥G. In addition, we have Ẑ−Z⊥−G forms a Markov chain, and therefore by data
processing inequality,

I(Ẑ;G)≤I(Ẑ;Z⊥)=I(Z∥+Z⊥;Z⊥)

=EpẐZ⊥ (z,y)log
pẐZ⊥(z,y)

pẐ(z)pZ⊥(y)

=EpẐZ⊥ (z,y)log
pZ∥(z−y)
pẐ(z)

=EpẐZ⊥ (z,y)log
pZ∥(z)

pẐ(z)
+EpẐZ⊥ (z,y)log

pZ∥(z−y)
pZ∥(z)

=EpẐ(z)log
pZ∥(z)

pẐ(z)
+EpẐZ⊥ (z,y)log

pZ∥(z−y)
pZ∥(z)

=−DKL(pẐ ||pZ∥)+EpẐZ∥ (z,z−y)log
pZ∥(z−y)
pZ∥(z)

≤EpẐZ∥ (z,z−y)log
pZ∥(z−y)
pZ∥(z)

=EpZ⊥ (y)pZ∥ (z−y)
log

pZ∥(z−y)
pZ∥(z)

=O
(
EpZ∥ (z−y)pZ⊥ (y)∥z−y∥∥y∥+EpZ⊥ (y)∥y∥2

)
=O

(
∥PUAG∥+∥PUAG∥2

)
,

where the last inequality uses the nonnegativity of KL divergence and the second-to-last equality combines Lemma B.4 with
the fact thatZ∥=PUAZZ is a 1-Lipschitz function ofZ and therefore its score function along the column space of PUAZ
is λs-Lipschitz. To upper bound ∥PUAG∥2,we utilize item 2 by noticing that

∥PUAG∥2=
1

2

(
∥PU−AZA⊤Z∥2+rank(U)−dZ

)
≤ ϵ(n)

2σdZ (s
∗
Z)

2
,

where the last inequality uses the fact that rank(U)≤dZ . As a result,

I(Ẑ;G)=O

( √
ϵ(n)

σdZ (s
∗
Z)

)
=O

(
d
5/4
X log3/4n

σdZ (s
∗
Z)n

1/4

)
.

Similarly, to prove item 4, let f1(Z) :=PUAZZ and f2(G) :=PUAGG, choose t0 := 1
2 log

1
1−δ2 for some δ>0, and define

Ẑt0 := Ẑ+δNt0 =PUAZZt0+PUAGGt0 =f1(Zt0)+f2(Gt0).
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Then we have

I(Ẑt0 ;G|Z)

=EpẐG|Z log
pẐ|G,Z(ẑ|g,z)
pẐ|Z(ẑ|z)

=EpẐG|Z log
pδNt0 (ẑ−f1(z)−f2(g))
pf2(g)+δNt0 (ẑ−f1(z))

=−DKL(pδNt0 ||pf2(g)+δNt0 )+EpẐG|Z log
pδNt0 (ẑ−f1(z)−f2(g))

pδNt0 (ẑ−f1(z))

≤ 1

δ2
O
(
EpẐG|Z∥ẑ−f1(z)∥∥f2(g)∥+EpG(g)∥f2(g)∥2

)
=O

(
1

δ2
∥PUAG∥

)
=O

(
d
5/4
X log3/4n

δ2σdZ (s
∗
Z)n

1/4

)
,

where the inequality uses Lemma B.4. By Pinsker’s inequality, and choose δ := log3/4n
n1/16 this implies that the second condition

of editability holds with

ϵ=O

(
d
5/8
X log3/4n

σdZ (s
∗
Z)

1/2n1/16

)
.

To check the first condition holds, we employ Lemma C.5. To this end, we first check that pψ̂(Ẑt0 ,AGGt0 ) has bounded gradient.
Since we know pXt0 has bounded gradient by a similar argument in Theorem 3.7, and

ψ̂(Ẑt0 ,AGGt0) :=(PUAZA
⊤
Z+PVAGA

⊤
G)Xt0

is a linear function ofXt0 , it suffices to show that [PUAZ ,PVAG] is invertible. This is the case with high probability since
by item 2,

∥PUAZA⊤ZPU+PVAGA⊤GPV −IdX∥≤∥PU−AZA⊤Z∥2+∥PV −AGA⊤G∥2=O

(
log3/2n

n1/2

)

with high probability. Therefore, by matrix perturbation inequality,

σ2
dX ([PUAZ ,PVAG])≥1−O

(
log3/2n

n1/2

)
>0

for sufficiently large n. Therefore, applying Lemma C.5,

dTV(pψ̂(Ẑt0 ,AGGt0),pX)

≤O
(
E∥ψ̂(Ẑt0 ,Gt0)−X∥2

)1/4
=O
(
E∥(PUAZA⊤Z−AZA⊤Z )X∥2+E∥(PVAGA⊤G−AGA⊤G)X∥2+σ(t0)2E∥(PUAZA⊤Z+PVAGA⊤G)Nt0∥2

)1/4
=O

(
d
5/2
X log3/2n

min{σ2
dZ

(s∗Z),σ
2
dG

(s∗G)}n1/2
+
log3/2n

n1/8

)1/4

=O

(
d
5/8
X log3/8n

min{σ1/2
dZ

(s∗Z),σ
1/2
dG

(s∗G)}n1/32

)
.

Combining the two conditions, we have Ẑt0 |Z andAGGt0 are
(
O

(
d
5/8
X log3/8n

min{σ1/2
dZ

(s∗Z),σ
1/2
dG

(s∗G)}n1/32

)
,ψ̂,p

)
-editable.

H.1. Proof of Lemma H.1

As dH ,dT →∞,we haveKZ=K
∗
Z ,KG=K∗G. First, we prove the following lemmas in Section H.2 and H.3 respectively.
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Lemma H.2. Suppose n >max{dZ ,dG}, and min{dT ,dH}→∞, the following holds for the empirical risk minimizer
(ŝZ ,ŝG,Û ,V̂ ) with probability at least 1−2exp(−n):

L̂Z(Û ,ŝU )= L̂G(V̂ ,ŝV )=0,

∥ŝZ∥KZ ≤CZ

√
σ1(s∗Z)d

1/2
Z

λmin(K∗Z)
,

∥ŝG∥KG≤CG

√
σ1(s∗G)d

1/2
G

λmin(K∗G)
,

for some constantCZ ,CG>0.

Lemma H.3. For the NTK of the estimated content and style score functions KZ and KG defined in Lemma G.3 and for
any (x,t)∈X×[t0,T ], the following holds:

∥K(x,t,x,t)∥≤
3

2
(∥x∥2+∥PE(t)∥2)

∥KG(x,t,x,t)∥≤
3

2
(λ2g∥x∥2+∥PE(t)∥2).

Then we make use of the following properties of sub-gaussian random variables from Lemma 16 of (Chen et al., 2023a).
Lemma H.4. Consider a probability density function p(x)≤ exp(−C∥x∥22/2) for x∈Rd and constant C>0. LetR be a
fixed radius. Then the following holds∫

∥x∥>R
p(x)dx≤ 2dπd/2

CΓ(d/2+1)
Rd−2exp(−CR2/2),∫

∥x∥>R
∥x∥2p(x)dx≤ 2dπd/2

CΓ(d/2+1)
Rdexp(−CR2/2).

Define ρZ :=CZ

√
σ1(s∗Z)d

1/2
Z

λmin(K∗Z) , and without loss of generality, assume supt∈[t0,T ]∥PE(t)∥≤T . To prove lemma H.1, we first

bound the Rademacher average of SZ as

Rn(SZ)

=Eϵn sup
sZ∈SZ(x̃1:n)

1

n

n∑
i=1

⟨ϵi,sZ(x̃i)⟩

=
1

n
Eϵn sup

c∈CZ(x̃1:n)

n∑
i=1

dZ∑
j=1

ϵij⟨sZ,j ,KZ,x̃i,j⟩KZ

=
1

n
Eϵn sup

c∈CZ(x̃1:n)

dZ∑
j=1

〈
sZ,j ,

n∑
i=1

ϵijKZ,x̃i,j

〉
KZ

≤ρZ
n

Eϵn

√√√√ dZ∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

ϵijKZ,x̃i,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

KZ

≤ρZ
n

√√√√Eϵn
dZ∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

ϵijKZ,x̃i,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

KZ

=
ρZ
n

√√√√ n∑
i=1

p(ti)pti(xi)Eϵiϵ⊤i KZ(x̃i,x̃i)ϵi

≤ρZ
n

√√√√ n∑
i=1

p(ti)pti(xi)Tr(KZ(x̃i,x̃i)).
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Averaging over x̃n and applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can bound the Rademacher complexity of the data-dependent
function class SZ as

Ex̃nRn(SZ)=Ex̃n
ρZ
n

√√√√ n∑
i=1

p(ti)pti(xi)Tr(KZ(x̃i,x̃i))

≤ ρZ√
n

√
Et,t,pt(x)pt(x)Tr(KZ(x̃,x̃))=:

ρZCKZ√
n

,

whereCKZ :=
√
Et,t,pt(x)pt(x)Tr(KZ(x̃,x̃))=O(dX).

To proceed, let the content subspace matrix and score function class learned by solving Eq. 17-Eq. 18 given training data
[x̃1,···,x̃n] be U(x̃1:n) and SZ(x̃1:n) respectively, then by Lemma G.2, with probability at least 1−2exp(−Ω(n)), the event

E :=SZ(x̃1:n)⊆SZ (50)

will occur, which implies with the same probability bound, the empirical risk minimizer over SZ(x1:n) satisfies

L̂Z(Û ,ŝZ)= min
(U,sZ)∈U(x̃1:n)×SZ(x̃1:n)

1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓZ(x̃
i;U,sZ)= min

U,sZ∈SZ

1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓZ(x̃
i;U,sZ)=0.

Therefore, let an empirical risk minimizer ofLZ over SZ be Û ′,ŝ′Z , then for any ϵ>0,we can bound the generalization error
probability as

Pr

[
LZ(Û ,ŝZ)≥ min

(U,sZ)∈U×SZ
LZ(U,sZ)+ϵ

]
≤Pr(E)+Pr

[
LZ(Û

′,ŝ′Z)≥ min
(U,sZ)∈U×SZ

LZ(U,sZ)+ϵ

]
≤Pr

[
LZ(Û

′,ŝ′Z)≥ min
(U,sZ)∈U×SZ

LZ(U,sZ)+ϵ

]
+2exp(−Ω(n)).

(51)

Next, since the squared loss ℓZ is not Lipschitz with respect to x, we apply a truncation argument onLZ . To this end, define
the truncated version ofLZ as

Ltrunc
Z (U,sZ) :=Et,ptℓ(x,t;U,sZ)1∥x∥≤R

for some radiusR>0. Similarly we can define its empirical version asLtrunc
Z . ThenLZ admits the following decomposition:

LZ(Û
′,ŝ′Z)−LZ(AZ ,s∗Z)

=Ltrunc
Z (Û ′,ŝ′Z)−Ltrunc

Z (AZ ,s
∗
Z)+LZ(Û ,ŝZ)−Ltrunc

Z (Û ′,ŝ′Z)+L
trunc
Z (AZ ,s

∗
Z)−LZ(AZ ,s∗Z)

≤Ltrunc
Z (Û ′,ŝ′Z)−Ltrunc

Z (AZ ,s
∗
Z)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(i)

+LZ(Û ,ŝZ)−Ltrunc
Z (Û ′,ŝ′Z)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(ii)

To bound (i), notice that for sZ ∈SZ ,with balanced weightU ∈UZ ,

|ℓ(x′,t′;U,sZ)1∥x′∥≤R−ℓ(x,t;U,sZ)1∥x∥≤R|
≤ sup
x∈X ,t∈[t0,T ]

sup
(U,sZ)∈U×SZ

|ℓ(x,t;U,sZ)1∥x∥≤R|

≤ sup
x∈X ,t∈[t0,T ]

sup
(U,sZ)∈U×SZ

2(∥UsZ(x,t)∥2+∥s∗Z(x,t)∥2)1∥x∥≤R

= sup
x∈X ,t∈[t0,T ]

sup
(U,sZ)∈U×SZ

2∥UsZ(x,t)∥21∥x∥≤R+2λ2s(R
2+T 2)

=(3ρ4Zλmin(K
∗
Z)+2λ2s)(R

2+T 2)=:B,

where the second-to-last inequality uses the Lipschitz property of s∗Z :

∥s∗Z(x,t)∥
2
1∥x∥≤R≤λ2s∥x̃∥21∥x∥≤R≤λ2s(R2+T 2), (52)
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where the last inequality uses Lemma H.3 as follows:

∥UsZ(x,t)∥≤∥U∥∥sZ(x,t)∥

≤ρZ
√
λmin(KZ)

√√√√ dZ∑
j=1

⟨sZ,j ,KZ,x,t,j⟩2KZ

≤ρZ
√
λmin(KZ)∥sZ∥KZ∥KZ,x,t∥KZ

≤ρ2Z
√
λmin(KZ)∥KZ(x,t,x,t)∥≤ρ2Z

√
3

2
λmin(KZ)∥x̃∥.

(53)

Using Eq. 52-53, we can show that

∥UsZ(x̃i)−AZs∗Z(x̃i)∥1∥xi∥≤R|≤∥UsZ(x̃i)1∥xi∥≤R∥+∥AZs∗Z(x̃i)1∥xi∥≤R∥

≤(ρ2Z

√
3λmin(K∗Z)/2+λs)

√
R2+T 2.

Let λtrunc :=2(ρ2Z
√

3λmin(K∗Z)/2+λs)
√
R2+T 2 and use the inequality for max{|s|,|t|}≤λ,

|s2−t2|<2λ|s−t|,

we deduce that

|ℓ(x̃i;U ′,s′Z)−ℓ(x̃i;U,sZ)|1∥xi∥≤R≤λtrunc|∥U ′s′Z(x̃i)−AZs∗Z(x̃i)∥−∥UsZ(x̃i)−AZs∗Z(x̃i)∥|,

and thus ℓ(x̃i;U,sZ) is a λtrunc-Lipschitz function of ∥UsZ(x̃i)−AZs∗Z(x̃i)∥.Denote

USZ :={UsZ :U ∈U ,sZ ∈SZ},
ℓ◦USZ(x̃n) :={(ℓ(x̃1;U,sZ),···,ℓ(x̃n;U,sZ)) :UsZ ∈USZ},

and apply the standard generalization bound for Lipschitz function onLtrunc
Z (see, e.g., Theorem 9.1 of (Hajek & Raginsky,

2021)) to conclude that with probability at least 1−δ,

(i)≤2Ex̃nRn(ℓ◦USZ(x̃n))+
B

2

√
8log(1/δ)

n

≤2λtrunc

(
ERn(USZ)+

λs
√
R2+T 2

√
n

)
+
B

2

√
8log(1/δ)

n

≤2λtrunc
ρ2ZCKZ+λs

√
R2+T 2

√
n

+
B

2

√
8log(1/δ)

n

=O

(
λsρ

4
Z(R

2+T 2)√
n

+λsρ
4
Z(R

2+T 2)

√
log1/δ

n

)
=O

(
λsdZT

2R2

√
n

+λsdZT
2R2

√
log1/δ

n

)
,

where the second inequality uses triangle inequality within the definition of Rademacher complexity followed by the bound
in Eq. 52, and the third inequality uses the contraction principle of Rademacher complexity (Hajek & Raginsky, 2021).
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To bound (ii), notice that

(ii)=Et,pt(x)ℓZ(x,t;Û
′,ŝ′Z)1∥x∥>R

≤2Et,pt(x)(∥Û
′ŝ′Z(x,t)∥2+∥s∗Z(x,t)∥2)1∥x∥>R

≤2Et,pt(x)
[
∥Û ′ŝ′Z(x,t)∥2+λ2s(λ2z∥x∥2+t2)

]
1∥x∥>R

≤2Et,pt(x)
[
3

2
ρ4Zλmin(KZ)dZ(∥x∥2+∥PE(t)∥2)+λ2s(λ2z∥x∥2+t2)

]
1∥x∥>R

=(3ρ4Zλmin(KZ)dZ+2λ2sλ
2
z)Et,pt(x)∥x∥

2
1∥x∥>R+Et,pt(x)

(
λ2st

2+
3

2
∥PE(t)∥2

)
1∥x∥>R

=(3ρ4Zλmin(KZ)dZ+2λ2sλ
2
z)
σ2
XdX2−dX/2+1RdX

Γ(dX/2+1)
exp(−R2/2σ2

X)+(
3

2
ρ4Zλmin(KZ)dZEt∥PE(t)∥2+

λ2s(T
3−t30)

3(T−t0)

)
σ2
XdX2−dX/2+1

Γ(dX/2+1)
RdX−2exp(−R2/2σ2

X)

=O

(
λ2sT

2σ2
Xd

3
X2−dX/2+1

Γ(dX/2+1)
RdX exp(−R2/2σ2

X)

)
.

where the second-to-last inequality uses Eq. 52 and the last inequality applies Eq. 53.

TakeR :=O(
√
dX logdX+logn) such that (ii)≤ λ2

sdXT
2

n , and then combining (i) and (ii) yields with probability at least 1−δ,

LZ(Û
′,ŝ′Z)−LZ(AZ ,s∗Z)≤O

(
1+
√
log1/δ√
n

(d
5/2
X +logn)

)
. (54)

Setting δ := 1
n and combining Eq. 51 and Eq. 54 yields with probability at least 1−O

(
1
n

)
,

LZ(Û ,ŝZ)−LZ(AZ ,s∗Z)≤O
(
1+

√
logn√
n

(d
5/2
X +logn)

)
=O

√d5X log3n

n

.
Combining this bound with Eq. 51 yields the desired bound. And similarly, we can prove the bound for ŝG.

H.2. Proof of Lemma H.2

As dH ,dT →∞,we haveKZ=K
∗
Z ,KG=K∗G.By the optimality of ŝZ and ŝG and Theorem 3.11, we have

Û ŝZ(x
i,ti)=AZs

∗
Z(x

i,ti),

V̂ ŝG(g(x
i),ti)=AGs

∗
G(g(x

i),ti),

1

n

n∑
i=1

ŝZ(x
i,ti)ŝZ(x

i,ti)= Û⊤Û ,

1

n

n∑
i=1

ŝG(g(x
i),ti)ŝG(g(x

i),ti)= V̂ ⊤V̂ ,∀i=1,···,n.

(55)

The first two equalities immediately yield

L̂Z(Û ,ŝU )= L̂G(V̂ ,ŝV )=0.

To prove the last two inequalities in the lemma, let Ep̂n [f(x,t)] := 1
n

∑n
i=1f(x

i,ti). Then Eq. 55 implies that

Ep̂n∥AZs∗Z(x,t)∥2

=Ep̂nTr(ŝ⊤Z (x,t)Û⊤Û ŝZ(x,t))=Tr
(
Ep̂n ŝZ(x,t)ŝ⊤Z (x,t)Û⊤Û

)
=Tr

(
Ep̂n ŝZ(x,t)ŝ⊤Z (x,t)Ep̂n ŝZ(x,t)ŝ⊤Z (x,t)

)
=∥Ep̂n ŝZ(x,t)ŝ⊤Z (x,t)∥2≥

(
Ep̂n∥ŝZ(x,t)∥2

)2
,

(56)
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Let Σn(s) :=Ep̂ns(x,t)s(x,t)⊤ and λi(M) be the i-th eigenvalue of the matrixM , then we have

Ep̂n∥ŝZ(x,t)∥2≤
√
Ep̂n∥AZs∗Z(x,t)∥2=

√
Ep̂n∥s∗Z(x,t)∥2

=

√√√√ dZ∑
i=1

λi(Σn(s∗Z))≤
√
∥Σn(s∗Z)∥opdZ .

(57)

Further, suppose ŝZ(x̃)= 1
n

∑n
i=1KZ(x̃,x̃

i)cZ(x̃
i) and define

K̄Z :=

KZ(x̃
1,x̃1) ··· KZ(x̃

1,x̃n)
...

. . .
...

KZ(x̃
n,x̃1) ··· KZ(x̃

n,x̃n)

,c̄Z :=[cZ(x̃
1)⊤,···,cZ(x̃n)⊤]⊤,

then we have

∥ŝZ∥2KZ =
1

n
c̄⊤Z K̄Z c̄Z≤

c̄⊤Z K̄
2
Z c̄Z

nλn(K̄Z)
=

1

nλn(K̄Z)

n∑
j=1

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑
i=1

K̄Z(x̃
i,x̃j)cZ(x̃

j)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
1

λn(K̄Z)
Ep̂n∥ŝZ(x̃)∥2≤

1

λmin(K∗Z)
Ep̂n∥ŝZ(x̃)∥2≤

√
∥Σn(s∗Z)∥opdZ
λmin(K∗Z)

.

It remains to prove the concentration of the operator norm ∥Σn(s∗Z)∥op around ∥Σ∞(s∗Z)∥op =: ∥Σ(s∗Z)∥op . To this end,
we use the assumptions that s∗Z(x,t) is λs-Lipschitz and (z,t) is sub-gaussian with sub-gaussian norm at most σ2

ZdZ+T
2

to conclude that s∗Z(x,t) is sub-gaussian with sub-gaussian norm at most λs(σ2
ZdZ+T

2). Then Theorem 4.7.1 of (Vershynin,
2018) yields with probability at least 1−2exp(−u),

∥Σn(s∗Z)−Σ(s∗Z)∥op≤C

(√
r+u

n
+
r+u

n

)
∥Σ(s∗Z)∥op, (58)

where r := Tr(Σ(s∗Z))

∥Σ(s∗Z)∥
op

is the stable rank of Σ(s∗Z).As a result, with probability at least 1−2exp(−n),

∥ŝZ∥KZ ≤
CZ∥Σ(s∗Z)∥

1/4
op d

1/4
Z

λmin(K∗Z)
1/2

=CZ

√
σ1(s∗Z)d

1/2
Z

λmin(K∗Z)
,

whereCZ :=1+C1/2(
√
r+1+r+1)1/2 suffices.

Finally, using a similar argument we can show that

∥ŝG∥KG≤CG

√
σ1(s∗G)d

1/2
G

λmin(K∗G)

with probability at least 1−2exp(−n).
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H.3. Proof of Lemma H.3

As dH ,dT →∞,we haveKZ=K
∗
Z ,KG=K∗G.By definition of the NTKs,

∥KZ(x,t,x,t)∥=
∥∥∥∥EN (0,I)∥a(x,t)∥2IdZ+

1

2
∥x̃∥2IdZ

∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥EN (0,I)∥a(x,t)∥2+
1

2
∥x̃∥2

∥∥∥∥dZ
=

∥∥∥∥∥∥ lim
dH→∞

1

dH

dH∑
j=1

EN (0,I)(x̃
⊤Θ

(1)
j )+(Θ

(1)⊤
j x̃)++

1

2
∥x̃∥2

∥∥∥∥∥∥dZ
≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥ lim
dH→∞

1

dH

dH∑
j=1

EN (0,I)(x̃
⊤Θ

(1)
j Θ

(1)⊤
j x̃)++

1

2
∥x̃∥2

∥∥∥∥∥∥dZ=
∥∥∥∥∥x̃∥2+1

2
∥x̃∥2

∥∥∥∥= 3

2
∥x̃∥2.

Similarly, we can prove the bound forKG.

I. Experiment details
I.1. Latent subspace GMM disentanglement

For the synthetic disentanglement experiment, we choose the subspace dimension to be dZ=dG=5 and sample the content
variable viaZ∼ 1

2N (µZ1 ,σ
2
0IdZ )+

1
2N (µZ2 ,σ

2
0IdZ ) and the style variable viaG∼ 1

2N (µG1 ,σ
2
0IdG)+

1
2N (µG2 ,σ

2
0IdG), where

σ0=0.1. In this way, we generate i.i.d 4000 samples for training.

We follow the network architecture shown in Figure 2 with dH=512. For the time embedding PE(·),we opt for a Gaussian
Fourier projection layer to encode temporal information between (0,1] defined as:

PE(t) :=

[
sin(2πΩt)
cos(2πΩt)

]
,

where Ω∼N (0512,9000I512). We train the models for 10,000 steps with an Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015) optimizer with

Name α(t) σ2(t)

VE 1 252t−1
2log25

VP e−0.05t−4.975t
2

1−e−0.1t−9.95t2

sub-VP e−0.05t−4.975t
2

(1−e−0.1t−9.95t2)2
VP (cosine) e−

t
2−

1
π sin(

t
2 ) 1−e−t− 2

π sin(
t
2 )

Table 1. The default noise schedule hyperparameters for the synthetic data experiments. Continuous time (t ∈ [10−5,1]) is used in the
expression.

learning rate 10−5 and batch size equal to the entire training set. To ensure convergence, we pretrained the speaker score
network ŝG We experiment with various noise schedulers, including the variance exploding (VE), vanilla variance preserving
(VP) (Ho et al., 2020), sub-VP (Song et al., 2021) and cosine VP (Nichol & Dhariwal, 2021). The detailed schedule
hyperparameters are listed in Table 1 and are chosen based on rules of thumbs in (Song & Ermon, 2020; Song et al., 2021).

I.2. Image disentanglement

For all experiments, we use a Gaussian Fourier projection layer to encode temporal information between (0,1]. Further, the U-
Net architecture used as the score function for MNIST and CIFAR10 are shown in Table 3 and Table 4 respectively. To capture
the content information of the image, we use the 16×16 feature map from a pretrainedvit-small-patch16-224-dino
variant of the DINO model (Caron et al., 2021). The feature map is then resampled to the same size as the image.

For both datasets, we train the DM using an Adam optimizer (Kingma & Ba, 2015) with a batch size of 128 and a learning
rate 10−4 for 50 epochs. A VE schedule is used during conditional score matching. During inference, we use probability
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Table 2. Quantitative results for image disentanglement on MNIST and CIFAR10 test sets. MSE, PSNR and SSIM stands for mean
squared error, peak signal-to-noise ratio and structural similarity respectively between the generated and target samples. LPIPS (Zhang
et al., 2018) is a perceptual metric based on features from deep image classifiers. The results are averaged over two random trials.

MNIST CIFAR10

MSE(↓) PSNR(↑) SSIM(↑) LPIPS(↓) MSE(↓) PSNR(↑) SSIM(↑) LPIPS(↓)
λr=0 0.19±0.01 5.2±0.2 0.42±0.04 0.30±0.02 0.44±0.03 3.5±0.2 0.05±0.00 0.62±0.01
λr=0.03 0.07±0.04 9.6±2.3 0.53±0.06 0.18±0.04 0.35±0.02 4.4±0.1 0.05±0.00 0.61±0.02
λr=0.3 0.01±0.00 16.0±0.3 0.66±0.00 0.1±0.00 0.18±0.06 7.3±0.4 0.06±0.00 0.53±0.02
λr=3 0.01±0.00 17.3±0.3 0.66±0.01 0.1±0.00 0.11±0.01 9.3±0.2 0.07±0.00 0.49±0.00

flow (Song et al., 2021) with 500 steps to perform sampling. For the CIFAR10 denoising experiment, we feed a all-zero
matrix as the noise map. All models are implemented in Pytorch (Paszke et al., 2019) on two A5000 GPUs. The training
time is approximately an hour for both datasets and the inference is approximately 10 seconds for 64 samples.

Full quantitative results on MNIST and CIFAR10 are shown in Table 2

I.3. Speech disentanglement

The dataset statistics are shown in Table 5. The overall results for realistic datasets are shown in Table 6

For the IEMOCAP dataset, we use a system available on SpeechBrain (Ravanelli et al., 2024) that finetunes on the wav2vec 2.0
backbone (Baevski et al., 2020) with a multi-layer perceptron classifier (MLP) (Wang et al., 2021b). The classifier is trained
using Adam optimizer for 30 epochs with a batch size of 4 and a learning rate of 10−4 for the MLP and the 10−5 learning
rate for wav2vec 2.0 weights. The system is then evaluated using the standard classification accuracy metric and 5-fold cross
validation (Busso et al., 2008; Ma et al., 2024). For each fold, we use all 8 speakers from the training set as target speakers.

On the ALS and ADReSS, we use whisper-medium (Radford et al., 2023) features, as they have shown to be the most effective
for speech impairment classification (Wang et al., 2024). To avoid unfair comparison, We concatenate hidden representations
over all layers of the whisper-medium encoder rather than selecting a particular layer and perform mean pooling over the
frame-level features. For both datasets, we follow the standard splits used in previous works (Vieira et al., 2022) to have
no overlaps between speaker in the training and test sets. And for both datasets, we use the 15 most frequent speakers from
the training set as target speakers for the VC to achieve maximize conversion quality via better speaker representation.

We apply the VCs in mostly a zero-shot, plug-and-play fashion, and leave finetuning to specific datasets for future works.
For the Diff-VC, we use the publicly available score network and vocoder checkpoints trained on LibriTTS and adopt the
original inference hyperparameter settings for all experiments. Similarly, we use the pretrained models and for other VC
models. Further, we use a maximum of 120 second speech from the target speaker to compute the target speaker embedding
for all models except KNN-VC, where we use all the target speech as the pool for nearest neighbor search. We also compare
VC adaptation with common data augmentation technique such as pitch shifting, where we shift the pitch of all the speech
utterances to equally spaced pitch levels over the F0 range of the training speech data with levels equal to the number of
target speakers and train separate classifiers for each level as in the case of using VC adaptation.

For ALS severity classification as shown in Table 6, KNN-VC achieves the best performance among the VCs, reaching 65%
macro-F1 with 15 target speakers and hard majority voting, compared to 54.9% when training without VC adaptation and
61.7% with pitch shifting. For cognitive impairment detection as shown in Table 6, TriAAN-VC performed the best followed
by the KNN-VC method, both achieved 83.3% macro-F1 with soft majority voting, which is 12.7% better than methods
without VC adaptation and 14.5% and 6.2% better than the pitch shifting adaptation using hard and soft majority voting
respectively. On IEMOCAP, we found that Diff-VC performs the best, reaching an average of 97.2% accuracy, which is
25.7% better than the no-VC classifier and 36.1% than the pitch shifting adaptation. Though a phenomenon out of the scope
of predictions by our theory, we hypothesized that such “specialization” of the VC methods is due to the different level of
generalization ability of different VCs to latent variables other than the speaker identity, such as recording conditions and
health conditions of the speaker. For instance, Diff-VC does not perform well on ALS compared to KNN-VC, probably due
to the domain mismatch between the health conditions of its training set, which contains little pathological speech, compared
to KNN-VC which uses the WavLM representation trained on much larger speech dataset with diverse speech.
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(a) Input (b) Baseline (λr=0) (c) Colorized (λr=3) (d) Reference

(e) Input (f) Baseline (λr=0) (g) Colorized (λr=3) (h) Reference

(i) Input (j) Baseline (λr=0) (k) Colorized (λr=3) (l) Reference

Figure 7. More image colorization results on MNIST

As to the advantage of hard vs. soft voting, we observe different trends across different datasets and VC methods. On
ALS-TDI, hard voting works better than soft voting by 8.4% and 16% for the best two methods Diff-VC and KNN-VC, though
worse by 3.9% and 1.3% for pitch shifting and Diff-VC. On IEMOCAP, the gap between soft and hard voting is negligible,
with soft majority voting shows a 0.1%-0.7% edge over hard majority voting across VC methods. On ADReSS, we found
soft voting methods to be better than hard voting for all the VC methods by 4.1%−6.2%, while worse for the pitch shifting
method by 8.3% (68.8% vs. 77.1%). Since soft voting uses a random classifier for voting, it tends to perform well when
the model is “confidently” correct and “hesitantly” wrong, as it puts more weights on confident classifiers than hesitant ones.
This suggests that the average confidence score estimated in terms of the classifier posteriors on incorrect examples will
be high for classifier ensembles that perform well with hard voting than soft voting.

Table 7 8 9 show the complete results for the realistic dataset experiments.
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(a) Input (b) Baseline (λr=0) (c) De-noised (λr=3) (d) Reference

(e) Input (f) Baseline (λr=0) (g) De-noised (λr=3) (h) Reference

(i) Input (j) Baseline (λr=0) (k) De-noised (λr=3) (l) Reference

Figure 8. More image denoising results on CIFAR10
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Table 3. U-Net score network used in the MNIST colorization experiment. The input is 9×28×28 created by stacking the image,
the projected and resized DINO feature map to 3×28×28 and the background color vector broadcasted to 3×28×28. a+b denotes
that component a accepts hidden embedding from the previous layer and component b accepts the time embedding, and the outputs of
a and b are added with proper broadcasting. “Conv2d” refers to 2-D convolutional layer, “GroupNorm” stands for group normalization
layer, and “ConvTrans2d” stands for 2-D transposed convolutional layer.

MNIST U-Net

384×3×1×1 Conv2d with stride 1 (DINO projection layer)

9×32×3×3 Conv2d with stride 2 + 1024×32 Linear

GroupNorm with 4 groups
Swish activation

32×64×3×3 Conv2d with stride 2 + 1024×64 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

64×128×3×3 Conv2d with stride 2 + 1024×128 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

128×256×3×3 Conv2d with stride 2 + 1024×256 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

256×128×4×4 ConvTrans2d with stride 2 + 1024×128 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

256×64×4×4 ConvTrans2d with stride 2 + 1024×64 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

128×32×4×4 ConvTrans2d with stride 2 + 1024×32 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

64×3×3×3 ConvTrans2d with stride 1
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Table 4. U-Net score network used in the CIFAR10 denoising experiment. The input is 12×32×32 created by stacking the image, the
projected and resized DINO feature map to 3×32×32 and the noise map broadcasted to 3×32×32. A dual encoder with separate U-Nets
for the content and the style variables is used and a+b+c denotes that component a accepts the content embedding from the previous
layer, component b accepts the previous style embedding and c accepts the time embedding. Further, the outputs of a,c and the outputs of
b,c are added separately with proper broadcasting. a+b here denotes that a accepts the previous content embedding, b accepts the previous
style embedding and the two outputs are added.

CIFAR10 U-Net

384×6×1×1 Conv2d with stride 1 (DINO projection layer)

6×32×3×3 + 3×32×3×3 Conv2d with stride 2 + 1024×32 Linear

GroupNorm with 4 groups
Swish activation

32×64×3×3 + 32×64×3×3 Conv2d with stride 2 + 1024×64 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

64×128×3×3 + 64×128×3×3 Conv2d with stride 2 + 1024×128 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

128×256×3×3+128×256×3×3 Conv2d with stride 2 + 1024×256 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

256×128×4×4+256×128×4×4 ConvTrans2d with stride 2 + 1024×128 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

256×64×4×4+256×64×4×4 ConvTrans2d with stride 2 + 1024×64 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

128×32×4×4+128×32×4×4 ConvTrans2d with stride 2 + 1024×32 Linear

GroupNorm with 32 groups
Swish activation

64×3×3×3+64×3×3×3 ConvTrans2d with stride 1

Table 5. Datasets and VC-adapted classifiers used during realistic data experiments
|Y| Feature Classifier #Classifiers Reference

IEMOCAP 4 wav2vec 2.0 base MLP 8 (Busso et al., 2008)
ADReSS 2 whisper-medium SVM 15 (Luz et al., 2020)
ALS-TDI 5 whisper-medium SVM 15 (Vieira et al., 2022)

VC DM-based Reference

TriAAN-VC No (Park et al., 2023)
KNN-VC No (Baas et al., 2023)
Diff-VC Yes (Popov et al., 2022)
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Table 6. Overall results on realistic datasets. All metrics are between 0-100. A: single (average); B: single (best); MV: majority vote;
SMV: soft majority vote.

VC type
Impairment Emotion

ALS-TDI, F1↑ ADReSS, F1↑ IEMOCAP, Acc. (5-fold)↑
A B MV SMV A B MV SMV A B MV SMV

No VC 54.9 54.9 54.9 54.9 70.6 70.6 70.6 70.6 71.5 71.5 71.5 71.5
Pitch shifting 55.8 60.3 57.6 61.5 71.2 77.1 77.1 68.8 60.6 55.1 61.1 61.1
KNN-VC 55.8 61.7 64.8 49.9 71.5 79.2 79.2 83.3 70.4 69.3 71.4 71.5
TriAAN-VC 55.7 60.7 61.7 53.3 72.4 75.0 77.1 83.3 65.1 64.1 66.8 67.2
Diff-VC 47.0 51.2 50.3 49.2 65.6 69.4 66.7 70.8 87.0 94.3 96.5 97.2

Table 7. Emotion recognition results on IEMOCAP. 8 speakers in the training set of each fold are used as target speakers.

VC type Voting type Accuracy

1 2 3 4 5 Avg.

No VC - 72.6 76.6 68.9 68.9 70.3 71.5

Pitch shifting

single (best) 64.0 65.3 57.4 57.7 58.6 60.6
single (avg) 61.3 62.1 50.2 48.9 53.0 55.1

majority 61.2 65.3 58.5 57.8 62.5 61.1
soft majority 60.8 65.4 57.8 57.5 61.5 61.1

KNN-VC

single (best) 71.2 75.4 68.3 71.9 69.1 70.4
single (avg) 69.6 72.6 67.0 69.9 67.4 69.3

majority 70.3 75.6 68.5 72.8 70.0 71.4
soft majority 70.3 76.1 68.5 72.8 69.9 71.5

TriAAN-VC

single (best) 65.5 66.9 63.0 67.5 62.6 65.1
single (avg) 64.6 66.3 61.1 65.6 63.1 64.1

majority 66.9 69.0 63.9 67.9 66.5 66.8
soft majority 66.6 69.9 63.6 68.8 67.0 67.2

Diff-VC

single (avg) 87.0 88.3 86.2 87.6 86.1 87.0
single (best) 94.4 94.8 94.2 95.2 92.9 94.3

majority 97.5 96.7 95.2 98.1 94.9 96.5
soft majority 97.7 97.6 96.3 98.7 95.6 97.2
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Table 8. Alzheimer detection results on ADReSS
VC type Voting type Precision Recall F1 Accuracy

No VC - 71.4 70.8 70.6 70.8

Pitch shifting

single (avg) 71.8 71.4 71.4 71.2
single (best) 77.1 77.1 77.1 77.1

majority 77.1 77.1 77.1 77.1
soft majority 68.8 68.8 68.7 68.8

KNN-VC

single (avg) 71.8 71.5 71.4 71.5
single (best) 80.0 79.2 79.1 79.2

majority 79.4 79.2 79.1 79.2
soft majority 83.6 83.3 83.3 83.3

TriAAN-VC

single (avg) 72.5 72.4 72.4 72.4
single (best) 75.2 75.0 75.0 75.0

majority 77.5 77.1 77.0 77.1
soft majority 83.3 83.3 83.3 83.3

Diff-VC

single (avg) 65.7 65.4 65.4 65.6
single (best) 69.4 69.4 69.4 69.4

majority 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7
soft majority 72.2 70.8 70.4 70.8

Table 9. ALS severity classification results on ALS-TDI with a whisper-medium+SVM classifier

VC type Voting type Precision↑ Recall↑ F1↑
No VC - 59.8 53.7 54.9

Pitch shifting

single (avg.) 60.5 54.1 55.8
single (best) 67.4 57.7 60.3

majority 73.0 54.9 57.6
soft majority 68.4 59.0 61.5

KNN-VC

single (avg.) 58.5 54.6 55.8
single (best) 65.7 59.5 61.7

majority 67.9 62.9 64.8
soft majority 51.1 49.6 49.9

TriAAN-VC

single (avg.) 60.2 54.5 55.7
single (best) 68.0 58.2 60.7

majority 69.9 59.1 61.7
soft majority 54.1 52.8 53.3

Diff-VC

single (avg.) 48.2 47.0 47.0
single (best) 53.0 51.0 51.2

majority 49.8 50.9 50.3
soft majority 50.1 48.8 49.2
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