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Abstract

Training diffusion models (DMs) requires substantial
computational resources due to multiple forward and back-
ward passes across numerous timesteps, motivating re-
search into efficient training techniques. In this paper, we
propose EB-Diff-Train, a new efficient DM training ap-
proach that is orthogonal to other methods of accelerat-
ing DM training, by investigating and leveraging Early-
Bird (EB) tickets—sparse subnetworks that manifest early
in the training process and maintain high generation qual-
ity. We first investigate the existence of traditional EB tick-
ets in DMs, enabling competitive generation quality with-
out fully training a dense model. Then, we delve into the
concept of diffusion-dedicated EB tickets, drawing on in-
sights from varying importance of different timestep re-
gions. These tickets adapt their sparsity levels according
to the importance of corresponding timestep regions, allow-
ing for aggressive sparsity during non-critical regions while
conserving computational resources for crucial timestep re-
gions. Building on this, we develop an efficient DM train-
ing technique that derives timestep-aware EB tickets, trains
them in parallel, and combines them during inference for
image generation. Extensive experiments validate the ex-
istence of both traditional and timestep-aware EB tickets,
as well as the effectiveness of our proposed EB-Diff-Train
method. This approach can significantly reduce training
time both spatially and temporally—achieving 2.9×∼5.8×
speedups over training unpruned dense models, and up to
10.3× faster training compared to standard train-prune-
finetune pipelines—without compromising generative qual-
ity. Our code is available at https://github.com/GATECH-
EIC/Early-Bird-Diffusion.

1. Introduction
Diffusion Models (DMs) [15, 29, 33] have become power-
ful generative tools, transforming noise into structured sam-

*Equal contribution.

Figure 1. FID (lower values indicate higher generation quality) vs.
relative training time (lower values indicate greater runtime effi-
ciency) under different pruning rates (“p”) for the CIFAR-10 [20]
dataset and the DDPM [15] model, comparing our methods against
the standard train-prune-finetune method paired with random [8],
magnitude [12], Taylor [25], and Diff-Pruning [7] pruning meth-
ods. “Scratch” indicates a model pruned then retrained from ran-
dom initialization, “Unpruned” is the model without any pruning,
“EB” (as detailed in Sec. 4.1) uses a single EB ticket across all
timesteps, and “TA-EB” (as detailed in Sec. 4.2) employs three
timestep-aware EB tickets for specific regions. Smaller circles in-
dicate higher pruning rates; relative training time represents the
ratio to the unpruned model’s training time. Generation quality is
measured by the FID [14] score.

ples and achieving state-of-the-art (SOTA) generation qual-
ity [5]. Training these models, however, is prohibitively ex-
pensive; popular models like RAPHAEL [36] and DALL·E
2 [26] can require tens of thousands of A100 GPU days,
leading to significant financial and time costs. This chal-
lenge has spurred the development of various efficient diffu-
sion training techniques such as assigning different weights
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to each timestep [3, 13, 34], introducing new model ar-
chitectures [1, 21, 28], and employing pruning strategies
[7, 18, 40]. Although these strategies alleviate some compu-
tational burdens, they typically still necessitate fully train-
ing an unpruned model as an initial step, incurring substan-
tial initial training costs.

In parallel, the “Lottery Ticket Hypothesis” (LTH) [8]
suggests the existence of “winning tickets”, sparse subnet-
works that, when fully trained, can perform as well or bet-
ter than the original dense network. Extending this con-
cept, “Early-Bird” (EB) tickets [37] have been developed to
identify high-performing subnetworks that emerge early in
training, reducing the need to fully train a dense model to
convergence. This concept has shown the potential to sig-
nificantly lower training costs across various machine learn-
ing models [2, 17, 37, 38].

Building on the insights from DM pruning and EB train-
ing, we explore the possibility of exceeding the efficiency
vs. quality trade-offs of the current train-prune-finetune
pipeline [7] for DMs without fully training a DM model.
In addition, previous studies [1, 21, 34] have shown that
different timestep regions contribute variably to the denois-
ing process, with some regions proving easier to learn than
others. By harnessing these unique properties of DMs, we
aim to significantly reduce training time without compro-
mising on generation quality. We pose the following key
research questions: Q1: Do EB tickets exist in DMs? Q2:
Can we identify and leverage diffusion-dedicated timestep-
aware EB tickets for efficient training? In summary, our
contributions are as follows:
1. Identification of traditional EB Tickets in DMs: We em-

pirically validate the consistent presence of EB tickets
in DMs, demonstrating that high-performing sparse sub-
networks emerge early in the training process. This in-
vestigation, to the best of our knowledge, is the first to
explore the EB phenomenon within the context of DMs
and validate its enhanced training efficiency for DMs.

2. Investigation of diffusion-dedicated Timestep-Aware EB
(TA-EB) Tickets: We introduce and characterize distinct
EB tickets tailored for different timestep regions. These
tickets adapt their sparsity levels according to the impor-
tance of corresponding timestep regions, offering the po-
tential for aggressive sparsity during non-critical regions
while less pruning for critical ones.

3. Development of EB-Diff-Train: Building on the concept
of TA-EB tickets, we develop the EB-Diff-Train method
to train these TA-EB tickets in parallel and then ensem-
ble them during inference for image generation. This
method reduces the overall training time through tempo-
ral parallelism and spatially tailored subnetworks, lever-
aging the unique advantages of each TA-EB subnetwork
to form an efficient training strategy that maintains high-
quality generations, as demonstrated in Figure 1.

We conduct extensive experiments and ablation studies
to validate the existence of both traditional EB tickets and
diffusion-dedicated TA-EB tickets in DMs, as well as the
effectiveness of the proposed EB-Diff-Train using both EB
and TA-EB tickets. We believe this work contributes to a
deeper understanding of the training process for DMs.

2. Related Works

Diffusion Models. DMs are a class of generative models
that transform random noise into structured data by revers-
ing a forward diffusion process, which gradually corrupts
data over a series of timesteps [15, 29, 33]. The primary
goal of these models is to learn the reverse process by iter-
atively denoising samples to recover the original data dis-
tribution. This has been formalized as a denoising score
matching problem [16], where models learn the conditional
distributions required at each step of the reverse process.
Recent works [15, 31–33] have explored this in depth. As
the noising process is controlled by the timestep domain,
some timesteps are particularly informative for maintaining
content and structure, influencing the design and optimiza-
tion of DMs [1, 3, 9, 10, 41].

Efficient Diffusion Model Training. Current strategies
to streamline diffusion model training can be grouped into
three categories: sampling techniques, training techniques,
and architectural enhancements. Sampling techniques aim
to enhance efficiency by reducing the number of denois-
ing steps or by optimizing timestep selection. For instance,
methods utilizing Stochastic Differential Equation (SDE)
and Ordinary Differential Equation (ODE) solvers [24, 33]
enhance sample generation through optimized integration
steps. Furthermore, timestep weighting methods adjust loss
weights to refine sampling efficiency, focusing on metrics
such as the signal-to-noise ratio [13] or perceptual detail [3].
On the training front, techniques like partial image training
[6, 35] and wavelet-based diffusion [27] have been devel-
oped to reduce computational costs. Architectural enhance-
ments also play a crucial role, with innovations such as per-
forming the diffusion process in latent space to drastically
improve training feasibility [28]. Additionally, modifica-
tions to the standard diffusion model architecture, including
the incorporation of decoders or expert networks [10, 41],
target various noise ranges to optimize performance. In con-
trast to these methods, our EB-Diff-Train approaches enable
significant reductions in training demands by identifying ef-
fective subnetworks early in the training process, offering
an orthogonal method to enhance the training efficiency of
diffusion models.

Diffusion Model Pruning. Pruning strategies for diffu-
sion models have recently gained attention. [7] introduced
a pruning method that utilizes a Taylor expansion of pruned
timesteps to aggregate informative gradients, thereby iden-
tifying crucial connections across different timestep re-



Figure 2. Visualization of pairwise hamming distance matrices
for both the CIFAR-10 [20] and CelebA [23] datasets, when using
structural magnitude pruning at pruning rates of 30% and 50%.
EB tickets (marked by red boxes) are consistently found during
the early stages of training.

gions. [40] proposed a one-shot criterion for layer prun-
ing in DMs, which includes distillation-based retraining to
recover performance after pruning. Meanwhile, [18] fo-
cused on block pruning coupled with feature distillation to
decrease the number of parameters while maintaining com-
parable performance. Our EB-Diff-Train approaches can
leverage these pruning methods to identify efficient, high-
performing subnetworks.

Lottery Ticket Hypothesis and Early-Bird Tickets.
The Lottery Ticket Hypothesis [8] posits that within large,
densely initialized neural networks lie smaller subnet-
works—referred to as “winning tickets”—that are capa-
ble of achieving comparable or superior performance when
trained independently. However, identifying these winning
tickets traditionally requires fully training the dense model
first, thus limiting the efficiency gains. Addressing this
limitation, [37] introduced the concept of Early-Bird tick-
ets (“EB tickets”), which identifies high-performing sub-
networks early in the training process. This is achieved by
training a dense model for a few epochs and monitoring its
pruned masks, stored in a first-in first-out (FIFO) queue.
When the Hamming distances of these masks stabilize be-
low a certain threshold η, it indicates a stable pruned sub-
network (i.e., an “EB Ticket”), which can then be extracted
and fully trained in place of the dense network. This tech-
nique has been successfully applied in various architectures
such as CNNs [37], VAEs and GANs [17], and graph neu-
ral networks [38], allowing for sparse networks that perform
comparably to or even better than their dense counterparts.

3. Preliminaries of Diffusion Models
Diffusion Models. DMs have emerged as a powerful class
of generative models that synthesize data by learning to re-
verse a stochastic degradation process [15, 29, 31]. The
core mechanism involves two phases: a forward process
that systematically injects noise into data samples, and a
learned reverse process that reconstructs the original distri-
bution through iterative denoising.

In the forward process, given an initial sample x0 from
data distribution q, the data undergoes a progressive corrup-
tion over T timesteps according to a predefined variance
schedule {αt, σt}Tt=1. At each timestep t, the corrupted
sample follows a Gaussian distribution:

q(xt | x0) = N (αtx0, σ
2
t I), (1)

where the sample xt is obtained through a reparameteriza-
tion using Gaussian noise ϵ ∼ N (0, I):

xt = αtx0 + σtϵ. (2)

This process continues until timestep T , where xT con-
verges to a Gaussian distribution: xT ∼ N (0, I). The gen-
eration process learns to invert this corruption by training a
noise prediction network ϵψ(xt, t). Starting from pure noise
xT ∼ N (0, I), the model iteratively denoises the sample
through T reverse steps. The parameters ψ are optimized
by minimizing the objective:

L(ψ) = Et,ϵ∼N (0,I)

[
|ϵψ(xt, t)− ϵ|22

]
. (3)

4. Our Findings and Proposed Techniques
In this section, we explore the existence of both traditional
and diffusion-dedicated EB tickets. DMs are distinct from
other generative models like GANs [11] and VAEs [19]
due to their reliance on iterative denoising. Recent studies
[1, 10, 21, 41] have utilized this characteristic to efficiently
train separate models for distinct timestep regions. Inspired
by this approach, we initially investigate the presence of tra-
ditional EB tickets in DMs, which identify a single effec-
tive subnetwork across all timesteps, addressing Q1. Sub-
sequently, we develop and identify diffusion-dedicated TA-
EB tickets, which create distinct EB subnetworks for dif-
ferent timestep regions, addressing Q2. Leveraging these
findings, we devise an efficient training technique that can
reduce training costs both temporally and spatially through-
out the training trajectory without negatively impacting the
generation quality.

4.1. Q1: Do EB Tickets Exist in Diffusion Models?
In this subsection, we seek to explore and validate the exis-
tence of traditional EB tickets in DMs.

Settings. In this study, we employ the structural pruning
method from [7] to prune Denoising Diffusion Probabilis-
tic Models (DDPMs) [15], using representational datasets



Table 1. EB Tickets with 30% and 50% pruning rates on CIFAR-
10 with 32 × 32 resolution using the DDPM [15]. The best FID
score is highlighted in bold. “Early-Bird” is the epoch in which
the EB ticket is identified.

Pruning
Metric

DDPM @ CIFAR-10 (32×32)

#Params ↓ MACs ↓ FID ↓ Early-Bird Iters

30% Pruning Rate

Magnitude
Taylor
Diff-Pruning
Iter-wise Magnitude

19.8M 3.4G

5.71 4 900K
5.68 25 900K
6.10 26 900K
5.33 877 900K

50% Pruning Rate

Magnitude
Taylor
Diff-Pruning
Iter-wise Magnitude

9.0M 1.5G

7.32 4 900K
7.69 25 900K
8.20 25 900K
7.46 1144 900K

including CIFAR-10 [20] and CelebA [23]. We explore
various pruning strategies including magnitude [12], Tay-
lor [25], and Diff-Pruning [7]. For Diff-Pruning, we set a
threshold of T = 0.05 to balance performance and model
simplicity. We evaluate pruning at 30% and 50% pruning
rates for CIFAR-10, and at 50% for CelebA, assessing per-
formance via the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [14]. All
hyperparameters are aligned with those specified in [7], and
image generation is performed using 100 DDIM [30] steps.
Following the procedure outlined in [37] to find EB tickets,
we save epoch-wise pruned masks during training and mon-
itor their convergence. Upon convergence, we extract and
fully train the resulting subnetwork instead of the original
dense model. Unless specified otherwise, we use a conver-
gence threshold of η = 0.1 and a FIFO queue length of 5
for storing and evaluating pruned masks.

Observations. Figure 2 illustrates the pairwise mask
distances for CIFAR-10 [20] and CelebA [23] at pruning
rates of 30% and 50%, employing magnitude-based prun-
ing. Here, the (i, j)-th element represents the distances
between the pruned subnetworks sampled at the i-th and
j-th epochs. Lighter colors indicate lower inter-mask Ham-
ming distances, while darker colors denote higher distances.
The epoch in which the EB ticket was identified is high-
lighted in red font. Notably, EB tickets are consistently
identified in the early stages of training, demonstrating
that such subnetworks can be found with minimal extra
cost—approximately 0.5%∼2.5% of the total training iter-
ations. Tables 1 and 2 present the results for our EB tick-
ets across different pruning rates and methods. To compare
against the standard epoch-wise EB training done in [37],
we also explore iteration-wise EB training in our CIFAR-10
examples, where we monitor the pruned masks every itera-
tion instead of every epoch. According to Tables 1 and 2, al-
though the performances of the EB tickets found are gener-
ally comparable, magnitude pruning consistently identifies
the earliest EB tickets. Given that other pruning methods

Table 2. EB Tickets with 50% pruning rate on CelebA with 64 ×
64 resolution using the DDPM [15]. The best FID score is high-
lighted in bold. “Early-Bird” is the epoch in which the EB ticket
is identified.

Pruning
Metric

DDPM @ CelebaA (64×64)

# Params ↓ MACs ↓ FID ↓ Early-Bird Iters

50% Pruning Rate

Magnitude
Magnitude
Taylor
Taylor
Diff-Pruning
Diff-Pruning

19.7M 6.0G

5.61 15 500K
5.53 15 600K
5.50 24 500K
5.42 24 600K
5.66 25 500K
5.58 25 600K

require costly expansions of the loss over timesteps and our
objective is to identify high-performing subnetworks with
the least computational expense, we will restrict our use
to magnitude pruning in subsequent experiments involving
larger datasets.

Our Answer to Q1. Through this series of experiments,
we have consistently identified and observed EB tickets
across various datasets, pruning rates, and pruning strate-
gies. Importantly, we see that these tickets emerge early in
training and have minimal overhead cost to find. Similar
experiments for other diffusion models and datasets can be
found in the supplementary material.

4.2. Q2: Can We Identify and Leverage Diffusion-
Dedicated EB Tickets for Efficient Training?

In this subsection, we first investigate the existence of
diffusion-dedicated TA-EB tickets by examining the unique
characteristics of DMs and their training processes. We then
develop and apply an efficient training technique for DMs
leveraging our identified diffusion-dedicated TA-EB tickets.

Characteristics of DM Training and Our Hypothesis.
The denoising process in DMs is governed by the number
of timesteps, with later timesteps characterized by lower
signal-to-noise ratios and consequently less informational
content [1, 13]. In response to this, several studies have in-
troduced architectural adaptations, utilizing different mod-
els or model components across specific timestep regions
[1, 21, 22]. Inspired by these adaptations, we hypothesize
the feasibility of extracting timestep-aware EB tickets—EB
subnetworks specifically tailored to different timestep re-
gions. These dedicated subnetworks can be trained in par-
allel, thus optimizing the training process by exploiting
the unique characteristics of each timestep region. This
approach aims to significantly reduce training costs both
temporally (i.e., timestep-level) and spatially (i.e., model-
level), offering a more efficient way to train SOTA DMs.

Settings. To effectively draw TA-EB tickets, a crucial
initial step is partitioning the training trajectory timesteps
into appropriate regions. We leverage insights from [34],



Figure 3. (a) The varying importance of timestep regions throughout the diffusion training trajectory [34], which motivates our investi-
gation into TA-EB tickets. (b) A comparison between vanilla training of DMs and our proposed TA-EB training, which offers the dual
advantages of reducing model size through dedicated EB subnetworks and enhancing parallelism, thereby yielding savings both spatially
and temporally.

which categorizes the timesteps into three regions: accel-
eration, deceleration, and convergence. The insight from
[34] is that the convergence region, typically oversampled,
contains less dynamic learning challenges compared to the
acceleration and deceleration regions, as shown in Figure
3 (a); To optimize the training process, sampling from the
convergence region is minimized, while emphasis is in-
creased on the timesteps within the acceleration and decel-
eration regions. Additionally, to establish smooth transi-
tions between these regions and mitigate overfitting issues
identified in [13], we introduce a slight overlap of 2% of
timesteps at each boundary. Empirical results, as illustrated
in Table 3, show that this small overlap improves the FID
scores. In this experiment, we utilize the CIFAR-10 [20]
and CelebA [23] datasets with DDPMs [15] as the model
framework. The resulting pruning rates of EB tickets for the
three designated regions are as follows: low pruning rate of
30% in Region 1 (0 ≤ t ≤ 260), medium pruning rate of
60% in Region 2 (240 ≤ t ≤ 460), and high pruning rate
of 80% in Region 3 (440 ≤ t ≤ 1000).

Observations. Figure 4 illustrates the pairwise mask
distances for CIFAR-10 [20] across designated timestep re-
gions, using magnitude-based pruning at rates of 30%, 60%,
and 80%, respectively, adapting to their importance to the

Figure 4. Visualization of pairwise Hamming distance matrices
for the CIFAR-10 [20] dataset under structural magnitude pruning
at pruning rates of 30%, 60%, and 80% across timestep regions
0-260, 240-460, and 440-1000, respectively. EB tickets are con-
sistently observed during the early stages of each timestep region.

Table 3. Comparison between overlapping and non-overlapping
timestep regions in terms of FID. The best FID is bolded.

Region 1 Bounds Region 2 Bounds Region 3 Bounds FID ↓
0-240 240-440 440-1000 8.10
0-260 240-460 440-1000 7.69

final result (see Figure 3 (a)). Similar to prior demonstra-
tions (see Figure 2), the (i, j)-th element of each matrix cap-
tures the Hamming distances between subnetworks pruned
at epochs i and j, with lighter colors denoting lower dis-
tances, indicating more similar subnetwork structures. In-
terestingly, these visualizations validate our hypothesis re-
garding the existence of timestep-aware EB (TA-EB) tick-
ets—subnetworks that are specifically tailored to operate ef-
ficiently within designated timestep regions of the training
process, i.e., validating the presence of EB tickets dedicated
to timestep training of DMs. Consistent with our expecta-
tions and similar to traditional EB findings, TA-EB tick-
ets are observed predominantly in the early stages of each
timestep region. Similar experiments for other diffusion
models/datasets can be found in the supplements.

Proposed EB-Diff-Train Method. The identification of
TA-EB tickets facilitates the extraction of effective subnet-
works, with sparsity levels tailored to the significance of
corresponding timestep regions during the training trajec-
tory. Instead of relying on a single model or subnetwork
configuration throughout the entire training process, these
timestep-aware EB tickets offer the flexibility to customize
subnetwork sparsities for each timestep region, thereby op-
timizing computational resources and enhancing training
parallelism. We hypothesize that training these region-
specific TA-EB tickets in parallel, and subsequently inte-
grating them at the end of their respective training periods,
will not compromise the generative quality of the derived
model. This hypothesis is based on the premise that EB sub-
networks trained for different timestep region are likely to
learn complementary features and capabilities, thereby con-



tributing to the robustness and generalization capabilities
of the final model. Specifically, our EB-Diff-Train method
consistently achieves lower FID scores (the lower, the bet-
ter) than both the vanilla EB training and scratch training
methods in both datasets, utilizing timestep-aware EB tick-
ets visualized in Figure 4.

We refer to this strategy of drawing region-specific EB
tickets, training them concurrently, and then combining
them through an ensemble as EB-Diff-Train. Figure 3
presents an illustrative comparison between commonly used
scratch DM training and our EB-Diff-Train method, which
promises training savings both spatially and temporally.
Our EB-Diff-Train approach aims to reduce overall training
time through temporal parallelism and strategically tailored
spatial EB subnetworks, leveraging the distinct advantages
of each subnetwork to produce a more capable model from
a more efficient training pipeline.

Our Answer to Q2. Through our investigations and
experiments above and in Section 5, we conclude that
diffusion-dedicated TA-EB tickets indeed exist. These tick-
ets are drawn from timestep region-specific insights, allow-
ing for the customization of subnetwork sparsity ratios ac-
cording to the significance of corresponding timestep re-
gions. Furthermore, the existence of these TA-EB tickets
presents opportunities to develop more efficient DM train-
ing techniques. Our EB-Diff-Train method exemplifies one
such implementation.

5. Experiments
In this section, we empirically validate the effectiveness of
our proposed EB-Diff-Train by comparing it with the SOTA
training baseline across five datasets and two diffusion mod-
els. To differentiate between the two types of EB tickets, we
refer to those drawn according to Sec. 4.1 as “EB-Diff-Train
(EB)” and those following Sec. 4.2 as “EB-Diff-Train (TA-
EB)”, which denote tickets that apply varying pruning rates
across different timestep regions.

5.1. Experiment Settings
Models and Datasets. We evaluate our EB and TA-EB
tickets on five representative datasets: CIFAR-10 [20],
CelebA [23], LSUN Bedroom [39], LSUN Church [39], and
ImageNet-1K [4]. For these evaluations, we use two pop-
ular diffusion models: DDPM [15] for CIFAR-10, CelebA,
and the LSUN datasets, and LDM [28] for ImageNet-1K.

Training and Sampling Settings. We use the same hy-
perparameters and model setup as Diff-Pruning [7], with the
only difference being a reduction in batch size from 64 to
8 for LSUN Church, LSUN Bedroom, and ImageNet-1K to
enable training on a single A100 GPU.

Baselines and Evaluation Metrics. Baselines. We com-
pare the proposed EB-Diffusion against SOTA baselines,
including Diff-Pruning [7], Taylor pruning [25], magnitude
and random pruning [8, 37]. Given that training pruned net-

Table 4. Results for CIFAR-10 32×32 using the DDPM [15]
model with 100 DDIM steps. The best FID is bolded. The num-
ber of iterations for the TA-EB methods are recorded as the total
number of iterations for the subnetwork of longest training time.

Pruning
Metric

DDPM @ CIFAR-10 (32×32)

#Params ↓ MACs ↓ FID ↓ Iters Speed-Up ↑

Unpruned 35.7M 6.1G 5.15 800K 1.00×

Baselines w/ 30% Pruning Rate

Scratch
Random
Magnitude
Taylor
Diff-Pruning

19.8M 3.4G

5.45 900K 0.56×
6.61 100K 0.92×
6.72 100K 0.92×
6.36 100K 0.92×
6.32 100K 0.92×

Baselines w/ 50% Pruning Rate

Scratch
Random
Magnitude
Taylor
Diff-Pruning

9.0M 3.4G

8.47 900K 0.71×
14.61 100K 0.95×
15.23 100K 0.95×
10.75 100K 0.95×
10.68 100K 0.95×

EB-Diff-Train (EB) w/ 30% Pruning Rate

Magnitude
Taylor
Diff-Pruning
Iter-wise Mag.

19.8M 3.4G

5.71 900K 1.28×
5.68 900K 1.28×
6.10 900K 1.28×
5.33 900K 1.28×

EB-Diff-Train (EB) w/ 50% Pruning Rate

Magnitude
Taylor
Diff-Pruning
Iter-wise Mag.

9.0M 3.4G

7.32 900K 2.45×
7.69 900K 2.45×
8.20 900K 2.45×
7.46 900K 2.45×

EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB) w/ Avg. 64% Pruning Rate

Magnitude 7.2M 1.3G 7.29 200K 5.78×

works from scratch is proven to be highly competitive [7],
we also include a pruned network trained from scratch in
our comparisons, referred to as “Scratch”. In this approach,
we first prune a fully trained network to determine its con-
nectivity, then reinitialize it with random weights for train-
ing. Evaluation Metrics. We compare image generation
quality using the FID metric [14], efficiency as measured by
the number of parameters (#Params) and Multiply-Add Ac-
cumulation operations (MACs). We also record the training
speedup, which is the ratio of the unpruned model’s training
time to each pruned model’s training time, as measured on
the same A100 GPU. For our TA-EB tickets, we measure
the #Params and MACs as the weighted average distributed
across timesteps.

5.2. Our EB-Diff-Train over SOTA Baselines
Results for CIFAR-10. To assess the effectiveness of our
proposed EB-Diff-Train, we apply it to DDPM [15] on



Table 5. Results for CelebA using the DDPM [15] model. The
best FID/Speed-Up is bolded. “Speed-Up” is measured in the
same fashion as Table 4. The number of iterations for the TA-
EB methods are recorded as the total number of iterations for the
subnetwork of longest training time.

Pruning
Metric

DDPM @ CelebA (64×64)

#Params ↓ MACs ↓ FID ↓ Iters Speed-Up ↑

Unpruned 78.7M 23.9G 5.03 500K 1.00×

Baselines w/ 50% Pruning Rate

Scratch
Random
Magnitude
Taylor
Diff-Pruning

19.7M 3.4G

5.57 600K 0.65×
6.52 100K 0.91×
6.86 100K 0.91×
6.09 100K 0.91×
6.00 100K 0.91×

EB-Diff-Train (EB) w/ 50% Pruning Rate

Magnitude
Taylor
Diff-Pruning

19.7M 6.0G
5.53 600K 1.89×
5.42 600K 1.89×
5.58 600K 1.89×

EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB) w/ Avg. 64% Pruning Rate

Magnitude 16.5M 5.2G 5.41 200K 4.38×

the CIFAR dataset, as shown in Table 4. Our EB-Diff-
Train (EB) achieves 2.57× ∼ 4.38× speedups over train-
prune-finetune baselines with comparable or even lower
FID (↓0.12∼↑7.91). Additionally, our EB-Diff-Train (TA-
EB) provides further improvements for extremely efficient
training, achieving a speedup of up to 10.32× with compa-
rable FID compared to train-prune-finetune baselines. This
set of experiments validates the effectiveness of our EB-
Diff-Train method on CIFAR.

Results for CelebA. Similarly, we extend our com-
parison to the CelebA dataset to evaluate face gener-
ation quality. As shown in Table 5, our EB-Diff-
Train consistently outperforms the baselines, with EB-Diff-
Train (EB) achieving 2.08×∼2.91× speedups over train-
prune-finetune baselines with comparable or even lower
FID (↓0.15∼↑1.44), and EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB) achieving
4.81× ∼ 6.74× speedups with comparable or even lower
FID (↓0.16∼↑1.45).

Results for LSUN and ImageNet. To further validate
the scalability of our proposed EB-Diff-Train, we eval-
uate it on larger datasets: LSUN Church, LSUN Bed-
room, and ImageNet-1K. As shown in Table 6, our EB-
Diff consistently outperforms the “scratch” baseline on
these higher-resolution datasets. Specifically, EB-Diff-
Train (EB) achieves 2.99× ∼ 3.09× speedups over train-
prune-finetune baselines (i.e., “scratch”) with comparable
or even lower FID (↓6.92∼↑135.47). EB-Diff-Train (TA-
EB) achieves 4.33× ∼ 7.88× speedups with comparable
FID, demonstrating the method’s effectiveness at scale. No-

Table 6. Results for LSUN Church/Bedroom and ImageNet-1K.
The best FID/Speed-Up is bolded. The number of iterations for
the TA-EB methods are recorded as the total number of itera-
tions for subnetwork of longest training time. DDPM [15] and
LDM [28] are used for LSUN Church/Bedroom and ImageNet,
respectively.

DDPM @ LSUN Church (256×256)
Method #Params ↓ MACs ↓ FID ↓ Iters Speed-Up ↑
Unpruned 113.7M 248.7G 26.58 800K 1.00×
Scratch 28.5M 62.4G 54.18 800K 0.68×
EB 28.5M 62.4G 37.60 800K 2.10×
TA-EB 23.6M 53.9G 54.03 200K 5.36×
TA-EB 23.6M 53.9G 46.12 300K 3.57×

DDPM @ LSUN Bedroom (256×256)
Method #Params ↓ MACs↓ FID ↓ Iters Speed-Up ↑
Unpruned 113.7M 248.7G 45.37 800K 1.00×
Scratch 28.5M 62.4G 217.07 800K 0.68×
EB 28.5M 62.4G 81.60 800K 2.10×
TA-EB 23.6M 53.9G 144.58 200K 5.36×
TA-EB 23.6M 53.9G 135.20 300K 3.57×

LDM @ ImageNet-1K (256×256)
Method #Params ↓ MACs ↓ FID ↓ Iters Speed-Up ↑
Unpruned 400.9M 598.8G 34.80 100K 1.00×
Scratch 92.8M 141.7G 43.10 100K 0.67×
EB 92.8M 141.7G 36.18 100K 2.00×
TA-EB 67.0M 117.3G 44.63 50K 2.90×

tably, to efficiently handle the larger dataset size, we used
a “pseudo-epoch” of 1K steps to quickly identify EB tick-
ets, and we chose magnitude pruning as the least computa-
tionally intensive method. Ablations on the pseudo-epoch
choice are included in the supplementary materials.

Comparison with SpeeD. Our EB-Diff-Train (EB) and

Table 7. Results for CIFAR-10 32×32 using the DDPM [15]
model with 100 DDIM [30] steps. The number of iterations for
the TA-EB methods is recorded as the total number of iterations
for the subnetwork with the longest training time. “Speed-Up” is
calculated as the ratio of the training time for the unpruned model
to that of the pruned model.

DDPM @ CIFAR-10 (32×32)

Method Iterations FID↓ Speed-up

Unpruned

Unpruned 300K 5.63 1.00×
Unpruned + SpeeD 300K 4.76 1.00×

Comparisons w/ 50% Pruning Rate

Scratch 300K 11.29 0.71×
SpeeD 300K 9.01 2.45×
EB-Diff-Train (EB) 300K 9.32 2.45×
EB-Diff-Train (EB) + SpeeD 300K 8.89 2.45×

Comparisons w/ 50% Avg. Pruning Rate

EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB) 100K 9.34 4.33×
EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB) + SpeeD 100K 8.01 4.33×



Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of generated image results for CelebA (left 3× 3 section) and CIFAR-10 (right 6× 6 section) using the
DDPM [15] model. From left to right: Generations from the unpruned model, our Early-Bird (EB) model with a 50% pruning rate, and
our Timestep-Aware Early-Bird (TA-EB) 64% average pruning rate.

Table 8. Comparison of different pruning rates for DDPM on
the CIFAR-10 dataset in terms of FID scores and average MACs.
“Pruning Rate 1/2/3” denotes the pruning rates applied to the
model operating on timestep regions 1/2/3.

Avg. Pruning Pruning Pruning Pruning Avg MACs↓ FID ↓Rate Rate 1 Rate 2 Rate 3

54.4% 30.0% 40.0% 70.0% 1.96G 7.29
60.0% 30.0% 40.0% 80.0% 1.57G 7.48
65.6% 30.0% 40.0% 90.0% 1.57G 17.61
56.4% 30.0% 50.0% 70.0% 1.72G 7.53
62.0% 30.0% 50.0% 80.0% 1.33G 7.75
58.4% 30.0% 60.0% 70.0% 1.72G 7.50
64.0% 30.0% 60.0% 80.0% 1.32G 7.69

EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB) strategies are efficient training
methods designed for pruned models. Importantly, our ap-
proach is orthogonal to SOTA timestep resampling tech-
niques and can be combined with those methods to achieve
more benefits. To validate this, we compare and demon-
strate how EB-Diff-Train (EB) and EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB)
can be integrated with a SOTA timestep resampling method,
SpeeD [34]. In Table 7, we compare these methods against
both unpruned models and the “scratch” baseline intro-
duced in Section 5.1. The results show that our EB-Diff-
Train (EB) and EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB) methods can be ap-
plied on top of SpeeD effectively, leading to reduced FID
scores of 2.40∼3.28, as well as speedups of 3.45× and
6.10×, respectively, compared to the “scratch” baseline.

5.3. Ablation Studies of Our EB-Diff-Train (TA-EB)
Ablation Study on Pruning Rates at Fixed Training Iter-
ations. To examine how different pruning rates, impact the
quality-efficiency trade-offs, we summarize the correspond-
ing comparison in Table 8. In general, higher pruning rates
tend to result in worse FID scores. However, even models
with high average pruning rates (e.g., 64% achieved with
30%/60%/80% pruning rates across regions) maintain com-
petitive FID scores compared to our prior EB tickets with
50% pruning rate. This suggests that highly pruned models
(e.g., 80%) can effectively handle most timesteps, requiring
lower pruning rates (e.g., 30%) for only a small subset of
timesteps.

Table 9. Comparison of using different training iterations in each
region in terms of FID scores. The best FID is bolded.

80% Model # Iters 60% Model # Iters 30% Model # Iters FID ↓
200K 200K 200K 7.69
200K 200K 300K 7.56
200K 300K 300K 7.64
300K 300K 300K 7.40
300K 300K 400K 7.49
300K 400K 400K 7.60
400K 400K 400K 7.49

Ablation Study on Training Iterations per Region. To
examine how training iterations in each region affect the
resulting FID scores, we vary the iterations for each region
under the 30%/60%/80% pruning rates scheme and summa-
rize the results in Table 9. Our observations reveal a non-
monotonic relationship between training iterations and FID,
indicating that optimal FID scores can be achieved with a
relatively lower number of training iterations, as highlighted
in bold in Table 9.

5.4. Qualitative Visual Comparison
To assess qualitative performance, we visualize the gener-
ated images from an unpruned model, our EB ticket, and
our TA-EB ticket in Figure 5. This comparison shows that
the observed 2.08× to 6.74× speedups over training the un-
pruned dense model are achieved with minimal perceived
differences between the unpruned and pruned models.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we propose EB-Diff-Train, an efficient
DM training framework leveraging both traditional and
timestep-aware EB tickets. Our approach identifies tra-
ditional EB tickets in DMs and extends this concept by
exploring the varying importance of timestep regions, in-
troducing timestep-aware EB tickets with distinct prun-
ing rates for different regions. These specialized subnet-
works are trained in parallel and combined during inference.
Experiments demonstrate EB-Diff-Train achieves 2.9× to
5.8× faster training than dense models and up to 10.3×
speedup over train-prune-finetune baselines.
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