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ABSTRACT

Diffusion models are typically trained using score matching, yet score matching is agnostic to the
particular forward process that defines the model. This paper argues that Markov diffusion models
enjoy an advantage over other types of diffusion model, as their associated operators can be exploited
to improve the training process. In particular, (i) there exists an explicit formal solution to the
forward process as a sequence of time-dependent kernel mean embeddings; and (ii) the derivation of
score-matching and related estimators can be streamlined. Building upon (i), we propose Riemannian
diffusion kernel smoothing, which ameliorates the need for neural score approximation, at least in the
low-dimensional context, and building upon (ii), we propose operator-informed score matching, a
variance reduction technique that is straight-forward to implement in both low- and high-dimensional
diffusion modeling and is demonstrated to improve score matching in an empirical proof-of-concept.

Keywords Forward process · Markov semigroup · score matching

Diffusion models (DMs) (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015; Song and Ermon, 2019; Ho et al., 2020) have demonstrated
remarkable performance in generative modeling, including in many instances where data are complicated and high-
dimensional. Their conceptual appeal stems from the simple yet illuminating observation that “creating noise from
data is easy” (Song et al., 2020), as myriad tractable diffusion processes (often known as forward processes) can be
used to evolve a hard-to-sample data distribution pdata into an easy-to-sample noise distribution π. The forward process
induces a corresponding backward process, whose law coincides with the “time reversal” of the forward process and
can be approximated using techniques such as score matching (Hyvärinen, 2005). Simulation of the backward process
enables samples from pdata to be approximately generated. Markov DMs in particular have been shown to provide
state-of-the-art performance on tasks such as image generation (Rombach et al., 2022), text-to-3D (Poole et al., 2022),
and prediction of molecular binding structure (Corso et al., 2023).

Practically, the forward process plays a supporting role of degrading structured data into unstructured noise, and
considerable flexibility exists for how noise is incorporated within a DM; for example, it is not required that the forward
process is Markov, or even a diffusion process (despite the DM terminology) (Bansal et al., 2023). Regardless of how
the forward process is specified, accurate approximation of the noise-perturbed score functions is critical, and this is
typically achieved using generic estimation techniques, such as score matching applied to a sufficiently large dataset.
However, while any continuous-time forward process can be inverted using an accurate approximations to the score
functions, the aim of this paper is to demonstrate that Markov forward processes offer important additional new insight
and functionality for a DM:

• Exact solution of the forward process: A Markov forward process has a formal solution as a sequence of time-
dependent kernel mean embeddings (KMEs) of the data-generating distribution (Smola et al., 2007), meaning that
in principle both forward and backward processes can be exactly solved. Though in practice the data-generating
distribution is not directly observed, this insight enables the development of a novel technique called Riemannian
diffusion kernel smoothing, which can ameliorate the burden of neural score approximation for DM, at least in a
low-dimensional context.

• New insight into score matching: Self-adjointness of diffusion operators streamlines the derivation of tractable
formula for score matching, and by extension, the L2 minimization of the conditional expectation of any functional.
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Streamlined derivations for time score matching (Choi et al., 2022) and the score Fokker–Planck equation (Lai et al.,
2023a) can also be obtained.

• Improved score matching: For Markov DMs we propose operator-informed score matching; a novel, widely
applicable, and straight-forward to implement approach to score matching that exploits an explicitly computable
low-order approximation to the score function. This has the effect of reducing sample complexity, and is demonstrated
to lead to more precise estimates in an empirical proof-of-concept.

Coupling the score matching methodology to the choice of forward process is a relatively unexplored direction in DM.
The recent work of Scarvelis et al. (2023); Lai et al. (2023a) proposed different and more practical perspectives on this
issue compared to the present paper, as discussed in detail in Section 5. Our principal contributions are theoretical, and
we adopt the framework of Markov diffusion operators as coined by Bakry et al. (2013). Markov diffusion operators
present an aerial view of the corresponding forward process as an evolution of laws guided by Markov semi-group
operators, and we contend that this perspective enables useful insights, as well as the development of improved
methodology, in the context of DMs.

The set-up and notation used in this paper is introduced in Section 1. Our principal insights into DMs are obtained
through the lens of Markov diffusion operators in Section 2. Consequences of an explicit closed form solution to
the forward process are explored in Section 3, while the proposed operator-informed score matching methodology is
presented in Section 4. An extended discussion is contained in Section 5.

1 Set-up and Notation

Given a set {xn}Nn=1 of independent samples from pdata, the task is to construct a generative model, meaning an accurate
approximation to pdata that can be easily sampled. For concreteness we suppose in this paper that pdata is supported on
Rd, and for convenience we overload notation so that (e.g.) pdata refers both to the distribution and its associated density
on Rd. Similarly we let N (µ,Σ) denote the Gaussian distribution with mean µ ∈ Rd and covariance Σ ∈ Rd×d, and
we let N (·|µ,Σ) denote the corresponding density function in shorthand.

The generative models we consider are DMs, and these will now be briefly described. The forward process of a DM is a
stochastic process (Xt)t≥0 whose initial point X0 ∈ Rd is sampled from ρ0 := pdata, the law which gives rise to the
dataset, and for which the law ρt of subsequent states Xt converges to an explicitly known noise distribution π in the
t→ ∞ limit. Prominent examples include the variance-exploding DM

dXt = dWt, X0 ∼ pdata, (1)

where Wt denotes a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion (BM), and the variance-preserving DM

dXt = −Xt dt+
√
2 dWt, X0 ∼ pdata, (2)

which is recognised as an Ornstein–Uhlenbeck (OU) process (Song et al., 2020). In the case of the OU process, it is
well-known that the marginal distribution ρt converges to the standard Gaussian distribution π = N (0, I) as t→ ∞,
and that the distribution ρt(Xt|X0) of Xt conditioned the initial point X0, is equal to N (Xt|αtX0, σ

2
t I), where

αt := e−t, σ2
t := 1 − α2

t . In practice, the forward process is run until a finite time horizon T , big enough such that
ρT ≈ π. The probability flow ordinary differential equation (ODE) (Song et al., 2020)

dXt

dt
= −∇ log

ρt
π
(Xt) = −Xt −∇ log ρt(Xt) (3)

describes the evolution of the marginal distributions ρt under the OU dynamics. The main observation in DM is that
simulating (3) backwards in time (the backwards process) with initialization XT ∼ π approximately yields X0 ∼ ρ0.
To instantiate the backwards process, the score of ρt, i.e., ∇ log ρt(x), must be estimated (Hyvärinen, 2005; Vincent,
2011).

For the purposes of this paper we assume all relevant densities exist and are positive and differentiable as required,
and that all integrals we consider exist. Our aim is not to provide a rigorous mathematical treatment, but we note that
excellent introductions to the mathematical tools of DM can be found in Øksendal (2003); Stroock (2013); Särkkä and
Solin (2019).

Markov diffusion processes, as typified by the OU process in (2), remain the default choice for DM. However, any
forward process yielding a time-indexed distribution sequence of decreasing complexity can in principle be inverted in
time, once quantities of the intermediate distributions are accurately approximated (Bansal et al., 2023). This paper
presents new theoretical insight that highlights particular advantages of Markov diffusion processes, relative to other
possible choices of forward process, in the context of DMs. To achieve this, we revisit DM through the lens of Markov
diffusion operators, next.
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2 Diffusion Models Through the Lens of Markov Diffusion Operators

This section sets out our novel theoretical insight into Markov DMs. Our main tools are Markov diffusion operators
(Bakry et al., 2013), a family of operators that can be used to characterize the marginal distributions (ρt)t≥0 of a Markov
DM (Section 2.1). These operators are demonstrated to enable exact solution of the forward process (Section 2.2), and
exploited to shed new light on score matching and related objectives (Section 2.3).

2.1 Spectral Properties of Markov Diffusion Forward Processes

One of the fundamental ideas that we exploit in this paper is that the convergence of a Markov diffusion process to its
stationary distribution π can be characterized from the perspective of its Markov semigroup and infinitesimal generator,
as will now be explained. The Markov semigroup (Pt)t≥0 is a family of operators such that Ptf(x) evaluates the
conditional expected value of f(Xt) with X0 initialized at x, i.e.,

Ptf(x) := EXt∼ρt(Xt|X0=x) [f(Xt)] .

Moreover, we can denote (Pt)t≥0 more parsimoniously using its infinitesimal generator that measures the infinitesimal
change in a quantity f(x) as time is evolved:

L f(x) := lim
t↓0

Ptf(x)− f(x)

t

Specifically, we can formally express Pt as etL , where the exponential of an operator is defined by the Taylor
expansion of the exponential function. Since a stationary measure π of a Markov diffusion processes satisfies
EX∼π[Ptf(X)] = EX∼π[f(X)], it follows that the range of L contains only functions whose expectations are zero
with respect to π.

Example 1 (BM process) The Markov semigroup associated with the BM process in (1) is Ptf(x) =
EXt∼N (αtx,σ2

t I)
f(Xt), where αt = 1 and σ2

t = t and the infinitesimal generator is L f(x) = ∆f(x); see Ex-
ample 7.3.4 of Øksendal (2003).

Example 2 (OU process) The Markov semigroup associated with the OU process in (2) is Ptf(x) =
EXt∼N (αtx,σ2

t I)
f(Xt), where αt = e−t, σ2

t = 1− α2
t , and the infinitesimal generator is L f(x) = ⟨−x,∇f(x)⟩+

∆f(x); see Theorem 7.3.3 of Øksendal (2003).

Further examples include e.g. the critically-damped OU process (Dockhorn et al., 2021). To improve presentation
we will principally focus on the OU forward process in the sequel, but our derivations can be reproduced for other
Markov diffusion processes: we include a general derivation for most linear time-invariant (LTI) stochastic differential
equationss (SDEs) (Särkkä and Solin, 2019) in Appendix A.

Armed with the concept of an infinitesimal generator, we can now define the spectrum of a Markov diffusion process as
consisting of eigenpairs (λn, ϕn)n≥0 of the infinitesimal generator, such that L ϕn(x) = λnϕn(x). The spectrum of
the Markov semigroup can be similarly defined as consisting of pairs (eλnt, ϕn)n≥0, which satisfy the eigen-relation

EXt∼ρt
[ϕn(Xt)] = EX0∼ρ0

[Ptϕn(X0)] = eλntEX0∼ρ0
[ϕn(X0)], (4)

meaning that the moments of the eigenfunctions ϕn evolve in a predictable way under the OU dynamics as governed by
the exponent λn in (4).

Example 3 (OU process, continued) In the one-dimensional setting (d = 1), the OU process has spectrum consisting
of eigenpairs (λn, ϕn)n≥0 with λn = −n and ϕn(x) = Hen(x)/

√
n!, with Hen(x) the nth probabilist’s Hermite

polynomial. In the multivariate setting (d > 1) the eigenpairs become tensorized as sums λn1
+ · · ·+λnd

and products
ϕn1

(x1) · · ·ϕnd
(xd) of the one-dimensional eigenpairs, indexed by {(n1, . . . , nd) : n1, . . . , nd ≥ 0}. In each case, the

eigenfunctions form an orthogonal basis for L2(π); see Section 2.7.1. of Bakry et al. (2013).

2.2 Exact Solution of the Forward Process

The first main insight that we present is that the sequence of distributions (ρt)t≥0 produced under a linear Markov
diffusion forward process can be explicitly characterised as a sequence of kernel mean embeddings of the data-generating
distribution.
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The Markov semigroup in the case of a linear SDE takes the explicit form of an integral operator

Ptf(x) =

∫
N (x̃|αtx, σ

2
t I)f(x̃) dx̃ =

∫
kt(x, x̃)f(x̃) dπ(x̃), (5)

with the values of αt and σt depending on the SDE (c.f. Examples 1 and 2). It is conventional to describe the Markov
semigroup as an integral operator with respect to the Lebesgue measure, but by writing it instead as an integral operator
with respect to π in (5) we obtain a kernel integral operator with symmetric positive definite kernel kt : Rd × Rd → R.
In the case of the OU process, π is a standard Gaussian distribution and the kernel takes the explicit form

kt(x, x̃) =
1

σd
t

exp

(
− α2

t ∥x∥
2
+ α2

t ∥x̃∥
2 − 2αt⟨x, x̃⟩

2σ2
t

)
=
ρt(x̃|x)
π(x̃)

, (6)

which is recognized as an instance of the Mehler kernel (Mehler, 1866). It is straightforward to verify that the Mehler
kernels are positive definite for any t > 0, although its behavior as t ↓ 0 becomes pathological. For convenience we
will adopt the shorthand ρt/π for the function x 7→ ρt(x)/π(x). As kt can also be represented as both the Mehler
kernel and the density ratio between the conditional density ρt(x̃|x) and π(x̃), we arrive at the following explicit
representation of ρt in terms of the density ratio ρt/π:

ρt
π
(x̃) =

∫
ρt(x̃|x) dρ0(x)

π(x̃)
=

∫
kt(x, x̃) dρ0(x) =

∫
kt(x, x̃)

ρ0(x)

π(x)
dπ(x) = Pt

ρ0
π
(x̃) (7)

The above derivation yields two equivalent characterisations of the exact solution of the forward process in terms of the
density ratio ρt/π:

Characterization as a time-dependent kernel mean embedding There is a rich literature on the embedding of
probability distributions into Hilbert spaces (Smola et al., 2007; Gretton et al., 2012; Muandet et al., 2017). Recall
that a symmetric semi-positive definite function k : Rd × Rd → R is called a kernel, and is uniquely associated with
a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) denoted H(k). Any distribution ν on Rd for which x 7→

√
k(x,x) is

ν-integrable can be embedded into H(k) according to

ν 7→ µν , µν(x̃) :=

∫
k(x, x̃) dν(x),

called the KME. The KME enables the mathematical structure of the RKHS to be brought to bear on the set of probability
distributions1. Thus (7) reveals that the density ratio ρt/π is the image under the kt-KME of the data-generating
distribution:

µ(t)
ρ0
(x̃) :=

ρt
π
(x̃) =

∫
kt(x, x̃) dρ0(x) (8)

That is, for each t > 0 we have a kernel kt such that ρt/π is an element of H(kt). For the Mehler kernel (6), H(kt)
interpolates between L2(π) (as t → 0) and a space of constant functions (as t → ∞), indicating that ρt/π becomes
more regular as t is increased.

An apparently natural idea is to approximate (8) by plugging in the empirical distribution ρ̂0 of the dataset, ameliorating
the need for neural score matching to train a DM. Much is known about the statistical and computational aspects
of approximating a KME based on samples, and these existing results can in principle be directly applied (e.g.
Sriperumbudur et al., 2011; Tolstikhin et al., 2017). Some specific consequences of the connection we have unveiled
here between kernel embedding of distributions and DMs are discussed in Section 3.

Characterization as the action of the Markov semigroup operator The second characterisation we obtained in
(7) reveals that the density ratio ρt/π is given by the action of the Markov semigroup operator Pt on the ratio ρ0/π
of the data-generating distribution ρ0 and the stationary distribution π. This characterization in particular reveals the
appeal of a Markov diffusion process, as well as representing ρt using density ratio ρt/π, as opposed to the Lebesgue
density ρt itself. Indeed, while the conventional neural approximations used in score-matching view the score function
∇ log ρt(x) as a generic time-dependent vector field, the t dependence of (ρt/π)(x) becomes disentangled from the
x dependence when we interpret this ratio as the action of Pt on the ratio ρ0/π. This in turn enables a streamlined
derivation of score matching and related objectives, as shown next in Section 2.3.

1For example, the difference between a pair of distributions ν and η can be measured using the maximum mean discrepancy
(MMD) Dk(ν, η)

2 := ⟨µν , µν⟩ − 2⟨µν , µη⟩+ ⟨µη, µη⟩ (Gretton et al., 2012).
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2.3 Score Matching via the Carré-du-Champ and Dirichlet Operators

Accurate approximation of the score function ∇ log ρt(x) is critical to the success of DM. The standard approach is
based on score matching (Hyvärinen, 2005), wherein a time-dependent vector field st(x) is trained to minimize an L2

distance to the true score function s⋆t (x):

min
s

∫ T

t=0

EXt∼ρt
∥st(Xt)− s⋆t (Xt)∥2 w(t) dt, s⋆t (x) := ∇ log

ρt
π
(x) (9)

for some non-negative weight function w(t) that must be specified. Integration by parts is required to circumvent the
fact that ∇ log ρt is intractable in general. The Markov diffusion operator perspective enables a streamlined derivation
of the standard score matching objective, as well as a new insight into related objectives, as will now be demonstrated.

Markov diffusion operators naturally give rise to a (generalized) integration by parts formula for integrals with respect
to the stationary measure π of the DM. To this end, we introduce the carré-du-champ operator Γ(·, ·) and the Dirichlet
operator E(·, ·), defined as

Γ(f, g) :=
1

2
(L (fg)− fL g − gL f) , E(f, g) =

∫
Γ(f(x), g(x)) dπ(x);

see Bakry et al. (2013) for background. The integration by parts formula is then expressed as the self-adjointness of L
when integrating over π; namely,∫

Γ(f, g) dπ = E(f, g) = −
∫
fL g dπ = −

∫
gL f dπ. (10)

The symmetry of the Mehler kernel implies the self-adjointness of L , see Bakry et al. (Chap. 1 2013). The standard
integration by parts formula is recovered as the (degenerate) case corresponding to the BM process, whose stationary
measure is nominally the Lebesgue measure dx.

Example 4 (OU process, continued) For the OU process the carré-du-champ operator is Γ(f, g) = ⟨∇f,∇g⟩ and
the Dirichlet operator is the L2 inner product E(f, g) =

∫
⟨∇f(x),∇g(x)⟩dπ(x).

Streamlined derivation of score matching Letting st(x) = ∇ft(x), score-matching aims to minimise an L2 loss
between the score function and its approximation:

L(ft) := EXt∼ρt

∥∥∥∇ft(Xt)−∇ log
ρt
π
(Xt)

∥∥∥2
+C
= EXt∼ρt

[
∥∇ft(Xt)∥2 − 2

〈
∇ft(Xt),∇ log

ρt
π
(Xt)

〉]
(11)

where we have used +C
= to indicate equality up to an ft-independent additive constant. The final term in (11) can be

simplified using (generalized) integration by parts (10), to obtain the equivalent expression∫ 〈
∇ft(x),∇ log

ρt
π
(x)
〉
dρt(x) =

∫ 〈
∇ft(x),∇

ρt
π
(x)
〉
dπ(x)

= E
(
ft,

ρt
π

)
= −

∫
L ft(x)

ρt
π
(x) dπ(x) = −EXt∼ρt

L ft(Xt).

Substituting back into (11) we obtain

L(ft)
+C
= EXt∼ρt

[
∥∇ft(X0)∥2 + 2L ft(X0)

]
, (12)

which recovers the practical score matching objective of Hyvärinen (2005), generalized to any infinitesimal generator
L , and requiring only regularity on ρt/π, instead of on the individual densities of ρt and π. As an additional bonus of
the Markov diffusion operator perspective, we can exploit the symmetry of Pt to shift the expectation with respect to
the data distribution, so that

L(ft)
+C
= EX0∼ρ0

Pt

[
∥∇ft(X0)∥2 + 2L ft(X0)

]
, (13)

which follows since EXt∼ρtg(Xt) =
∫
g(x)Pt

ρ0

π (x) dπ(x) = EX0∼ρ0Ptg(X0). This observation underpins our
proposed operator-informed score matching methodology in Section 4. Through the lens of Markov diffusion operators
we also gain new insight into Tweedie’s formula (Tweedie, 1947), time score matching (Choi et al., 2022), and a
generalization of the score Fokker–Planck equation (FPE) (Lai et al., 2023a); these are presented in Appendix B.
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3 Insight from Exact Solution of the Forward Process

The explicit solution to the forward process obtained in Section 2.2 established an equivalence between kernel density
estimation and DM, as plugging in the empirical distribution ρ̂0 of the dataset gives a consistent estimator of the KME

µ
(t)
ρ̂0
(x) =

1

N

N∑
n=1

kt(x,xn) → µ(t)
ρ0
(x) as N → ∞. (14)

This estimator is widely used in machine learning, but suffers from two major drawbacks in the context of DM. First,
one simply obtains samples from the original dataset when simulating the backward process with (14); no generalization
has occurred. Secondly, the empirical embedding suffers from the Stein effect (Muandet et al., 2014), a pathology
analogous to the suboptimality of the empirical mean estimator for multivariate Gaussian distributions (Stein, 1956).
Motivated by these observations, we next consider the use of alternative shrinkage estimators, showing how this leads
to an improved approach to estimation of the KME in the DM context.

Diffusion kernel smoothing Given a reference measure π and a set of orthonormal basis function (φn)n≥0 spanning
L2(π), we can express the density ratio in this coordinate system:

ρ0
π
(x̃) =

∞∑
n=0

αnφn(x̃), αn := Ex∼ρ0
[φn(x)] (15)

As each αn can be represented as an expectation w.r.t. ρ0, (15) suggests a potential estimator for ρ0/π, where each
coefficient is evaluated by the empirical measure: α̂n = Ex∼ρ̂0 [φn(x)]. However, the performance of the empirical
mean is gated by the Stein effect2. Much research has been devoted to smoothing the coefficients with shrinkage
estimators, and we discuss related work in Appendix C.

Specialising the φn to be the eigenfunctions ϕn of the generator L (corresponding to eigenvalues λn; c.f. Section 2.1),
Botev et al. (2010, Remark 3) introduced the diffusion kernel smoother (DKS)3, which is controlled by a bandwidth
s > 0 and based on (4):

ρ̌0
π
(x̃) := µ

(s)
ρ̂0

(x̃) =

∫
ks(x, x̃) dρ̂0(x) =

∞∑
n=0

eλnsα̂nϕn(x̃) (16)

Despite the drawbacks of high-dimensional kernel density estimators in general, we highlight that the DKS (16) induces
an estimator for all noise-perturbed distributions simultaneously, and may therefore be well-suited to DM. Indeed, we
obtain closed-form estimators for all ρt/π whose L2(π) error is uniformly bounded by the error of the initial estimate
in (16):

ρ̌t
π
(x) := Pt

ρ̌0
π
(x) = µ

(s+t)
ρ̂0

(x),

∥∥∥∥ ρ̌tπ − ρt
π

∥∥∥∥
L2(π)

≤ e−t

∥∥∥∥ ρ̌0π − ρ0
π

∥∥∥∥
L2(π)

(17)

The exponentially decaying rate of error is a consequence of the Poincaré inequalities associated with the diffusion
operators: see Theorem 4.2.5 of Bakry et al. (2013). Further, the estimators ρ̌t/π automatically satisfy regularity
constraints, as ρ̌t/π resides in the same Hilbert space H(kt) as the ground truth ρt/π; a consequence of the inclusion
H(kt+s) ⊂ H(kt). Motivated by this example, we propose a more flexible kernel smoothing that remains closed-form
under Pt.

Riemannian diffusion kernel smoothing The DKS in (16) performs uniform smoothing across all dimensions,
limiting its potential to uncover the data manifold. As a solution, we propose to combine a more flexible Riemannian
Langevin diffusion (Girolami and Calderhead, 2011) with DKS, while preserving the same standard Gaussian target:

dXt = [−Λ(Xt)Xt + ⟨∇,Λ(Xt)⟩] dt+
√
2Λ(Xt) dWt, (18)

where Λ(·) is a positive definite matrix-valued function representing the metric tensor, a degree of freedom whose
estimation, it is shown below, can enable more effective characterization of the data manifold. Though the associated
kernel ks no longer has a closed-form in general, for small s it can be accurately approximated

ks;Λ(x̃,x) ≈ det (I−Ps)
−1/2

exp

(
− x⊤Asx+ x̃⊤Asx̃− 2x⊤Bsx̃

2

)
, (19)

where Ps := e−sΛ(x),Bs := (I−Ps)
−1

Ps,As := PsBs. This approximation is obtained by treating the metric
tensor as locally constant; full justification is provided in Appendix A.4.

2Chapter 8 of Wasserman (2005) suggests an equivalence between estimating the αn coefficients and estimating the mean of a
multivariate Gaussian, thus justifying the use of James–Stein shrinkage estimators in this context.

3Our terminology.
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(a) Training samples (b) Standard DM density (c) Reverse SDE samples (d) RDKS density (e) OISM density

Figure 1: An empirical proof-of-concept. The task is to construct a generative model for pdata based on the training
dataset consisting of independent samples from pdata in (a). Standard diffusing modelling (DM) produced the density
estimate in (b), and the samples in (c) were generated from this DM using the SDE-based stochastic sampler of Song and
Ermon (2020). Our proposed Riemannian diffusion kernel smoothing (RDKS) and operator-informed score matching
(OISM) methods are presented respectively in (d) and (e). Computational costs were equal for (b) and (e). Additional
experiments are reported in Appendix D.3.

Illustrative experiment Since this paper’s primary focus is on theory, the experiment that we present next is limited
to a proof-of-concept. To this end, we considered a two-dimensional task and implemented Riemannian DKS (RDKS)
by treating the metric tensor as a collection of hyperparameters Λ(xn) = Λn defined at each point in the dataset. As
we can express L log ρ̌t/π in terms of the hyperparameters Λn, the score matching objective of (12) can be optimized
with respect to the Λn. Results from our proposed RDKS generative model are displayed in Figure 1, where they are
contrasted to standard DM. The density learned using standard DM does not accurately capture the data manifold in this
task, though somewhat realistic samples can still be generated via injection of additional noise using the SDE-based
stochastic sampler of Song and Ermon (2020). In contrast, the density learned using RDKS (and hence also samples
generated by reversing the probability flow ODE) more accurately capture the data manifold. Full experimental details
can be found in Appendix D.

This proof-of-concept suggests the importance of noise perturbation for detecting the data manifold, and that RDKS
can ameliorate the burden of neural score estimation by exact solution of the forward process in a Markov DM, at least
in a low-dimensional context. In contrast to standard DM, which starts with zero knowledge of the score function and
optimizes towards the perfectly memorized dataset (as noted in Corollary 1 of Pidstrigach, 2022), RDKS starts from the
optimal yet undesirable memorized scores and then tries to explore the data manifold. Both approaches involve implicit
regularization; neural network inductive bias in standard DM, and the implicit parameter shrinkage in RDKS. Further
work will be required to understand how the implicit biases of RDKS compare with those of standard DM.

4 Operator-Informed Score Matching

Finally, building on our theoretical insights up to this point, we present a novel variance reduction technique called
operator-informed score matching (OISM), that is straightforward to implement within existing frameworks for DM.

Linear score approximator To motivate a low-order approximation to the score function, we observe from Example 3
that low-order polynomials are eigenfunctions of the OU infinitesimal generator L . For instance, with arbitrary matrix
U and vector v, x⊤Ux − tr(U) has eigenvalue 2; v⊤x has eigenvalue 1. From (13), we can exactly solve for an
optimal linear score matching estimator of the form s⋆t (x) ≈ st(x) := ∇ft(x) with ft(x) = − 1

2x
⊤Atx+ b⊤

t x for all
t > 0, without requiring the forward process to be simulated:

(At,bt) = argmin
A,b

Ex∼ρ̂0Pt

[
∥−Ax+ b∥2 + 2[−tr(A)− x⊤(−Ax+ b)]

]
= argmin

A,b
Ex∼ρ̂0

[
α2
t ⟨AA⊤,xx⊤⟩F + 2α2

t ⟨A
⊤,xx⊤⟩F − 2αtb

⊤ (Ax+ x)

+σ2
t ∥A∥2F + ∥b∥2 − 2α2

t tr(A)

]
,

where the F subscript denotes the Frobenius norm or inner product. The above quadratic optimization can be exactly
solved, leading to the linear approximation

ŝt(x) =
(
I−

(
α2
t Σ̂+ σ2

t I
)−1)

x+ αt

(
α2
t Σ̂+ σ2

t I
)−1

µ̂, (20)

involving the empirical mean µ̂ and covariance Σ̂ of the dataset. Though a linear score estimator is clearly insufficient
to describe complex densities, it provides a useful variance reduction tool: Specifically, we can construct an operator-
informed score estimator of the form ŝt(x) + rt(x), where ŝt(x) provides a closed-form approximation and a neural
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network rt(x) is fit to the residual. Being operator-based, this approach is applicable to other Markov DMs for which
diffusion operators can be computed; see Appendix A.

Higher-order score approximators for the OU process Higher-order approximations to the score function can be
constructed using general combinations of eigenfunctions: ft(x) =

∑
i∈I βi(t)ϕi(x), where for the OU process the

ϕi are Hermite polynomials (c.f. Example 3). Then, again following from (13), the score-matching estimator can be
characterized as the solution to

min
β

Ex∼ρ̂0

[∑
j∈J

eλjtγj;β(t)ϕj(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Pt∥∇ft∥2

+2
∑
i∈I

eλitλiβi(t)ϕi(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=PtL ft

]
, (21)

where the coefficients γj;β(t) arise from converting products ϕiϕj , which appear in calculation of the term Pt∥∇ft∥2,
into linear combinations of the ϕi on an extended eigenfunction set J . This is possible for the OU process since the ϕi
are polynomial, and the product of two polynomials is again polynomial. The coefficients γj;β(t) can be obtained as the
solution of a linear system of equations; see Appendix A.5.

Illustrative experiment The performance of OISM is also illustrated in Figure 1, where it is seen to outperform
both standard DM and RDKS. Full experimental details can be found in Appendix D. In addition, we showcase in
Appendix E that in a higher-dimensional setting, learning the residual scores alongside a linear score estimator yields
similar results while providing marginal improvements on the deterministic simulation of samples using the probability
flow ODE (3). The SDE-based stochastic sampler of Song and Ermon (2020) can be seen as the sum of (3) and a
Langevin diffusion converging to ρt at each time t; linear OISM achieves the same effect by enforcing convergence
towards a Gaussian approximation of ρt. Higher-order score approximations has the potential to give better-informed
closed-form score estimates, but further investigation in practical settings is required.

5 Discussion

This paper contributes to an improved theoretical understanding of DM, establishing connections to diffusion operators,
kernel embeddings, and density ratio estimation; as a by-product, the novel RDKS and OISM methods were also
proposed. In the remainder we discuss related work and the limitations and potential of the methods we have proposed.

Related Work Here we highlight two recent papers that discussed the interplay between the forward process and
score matching in detail. First, Scarvelis et al. (2023) considered a simple forward process taking the form of a weighted
mixture of the data distribution pdata and the noise distribution π, so that both the forward process and the associated
scores can be exactly computed. This approach circumvents neural approximation of score functions, but introduces a
performance gap relative to the state-of-the-art for tasks such as image generation. Our contribution differed in that
we focused on standard Markov DMs and investigated in detail theoretical aspects of memorization and smoothing,
developing a systematic methodology for smoothing in the DM context. Second, Lai et al. (2023a) considered a Markov
DM and observed that the score functions associated to the noise-perturbed distributions satisfy a FPE. The authors
then developed a regularized version of score-matching in which the score FPE is approximately enforced; we showed
in Appendix B that score FPE can be expressed in terms of Markov diffusion operators, providing additional insight
into this method. Our approach differed to this work in that we further leveraged the spectral properties of Markov
diffusion operators to obtain novel score estimators that automatically conform to the constraints of a Markov DM.

Limitations and Potential This work presented a novel viewpoint of encoding diffusion operators into score-based
generative modeling; however, our investigation was mostly theoretical and our illustrations were limited to proofs-of-
concept. The proposed RDKS method can in principle circumvent neural score approximation in Markov DMs, but
relies on estimation of the metric tensor, i.e. the data manifold. Further work will be required to investigate whether
Riemannian DKS can be made to work in a high-dimensional context. The linear version of OISM is immediately
applicable and demonstrated practical potential, but further work (e.g. tensorization of Hermite polynomials) will be
needed to make higher-order approximation of the score function practical.

Despite these limitations, our contribution supports the view that Markov diffusion operators provide valuable insight
into DM, and have the potential both to improve existing methods and inspire new methodological development.
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Appendices

Appendix A presents the Markov diffusion operators for a more general class of LTI SDEs. Appendix B explores
further consequences of Markov diffusion operators in the context of related work, including Tweedie’s formula
(Tweedie, 1947), time score matching (Choi et al., 2022), and the score FPE (Lai et al., 2023b). Related work on
the use of orthogonal series for density estimation is reviewed in Appendix C. Full details required to reproduce our
two-dimensional experiment are contained in Appendix D, and full details to reproduce the MNIST experiment are
contained in Appendix E.

A Diffusion Operators for Markov Forward Processes

This appendix presents Markov diffusion operators for a wider class of LTI SDEs, generalizing beyond the OU process
featured in the main text. Chapter 6 of Särkkä and Solin (2019) contains helpful explanations on this topic. LTI SDEs
take the form of the following Itô diffusion:

dXt = FXt + LdWt (22)

The above formula covers most diffusion forward processes, namely, BM with F = 0,L =
√
2I, OU with F =

−I,L =
√
2I, as well as recent efforts of dampening the forward processes with momentum variables, with

F =

(
0 I
−I −cI

)
, L =

(
0 0
0

√
2cI

)
;

see Dockhorn et al. (2021). The stationary measure and Markov semigroup associated with (22) are discussed in
Appendix A.1. The infinitesimal generator and carré-du-champ operators are discussed in Appendix A.2, and the
spectrum of the infinitesimal generator is discussed in Appendix A.3. The case of a Riemannian Langevin diffusion
is discussed in Appendix A.4. Lastly, some useful properties of Hermite polynomials (the eigenfunctions of the
infinitesimal generator of the OU process) are contained in Appendix A.5.

A.1 Characterizing the Stationary Measure and Markov Semigroup

The existence of a stationary probability measure π for (22) is determined by the eigenvalues of F: If the real parts
of the eigenvalues of F are strictly negative, (22) evolves towards a zero-mean Gaussian distribution N (0,Σ∞). The
covariance matrix Σ∞ satisfies the following Lyapunov equation (eq. 6.69 of Särkkä and Solin (2019)):

FΣ∞ +Σ∞F⊤ + LL⊤ = 0

The intermediate distributions of (22) has the following closed form solution:

ρt (x̃|x) = N (x̃|Atx,Σt) , At = exp(tF), Σt = Σ∞ −AtΣ∞A⊤
t

Therfore, the symmetrized Markov density kernel takes the following form:

kt(x̃,x) =
ρt (x̃|x)

N (x̃|0,Σ∞)
(23)

The BM process (c.f. Example 1) requires some special treatment as we nominally refer to the Lebesgue measure as the
target measure π, yielding a Markov density kernel

kt(x̃,x) = (2πt)−d/2 exp

(
−∥x̃− x∥2

2t

)
. (24)

The formula (23) and (24) naturally define the specific form of the Markov semigroup (Pt)t≥0, as well as the
symmetrized Markov density kernel for mean embedding.

A.2 Infinitesimal Generators and Carré-du-Champ Operators

Here we characterise the infinitesimal generators and carré-du-champ operators for SDEs of the form (22), based on
relevant results from Sections 1.10 and 1.11 of Bakry et al. (2013). Denoting G = 1

2LL
⊤, the infinitesimal generator

takes the following form:

L f = −⟨Fx,∇f⟩+ ⟨∇,G∇f⟩ (25)
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The carré-du-champ operator yields

Γ(f, g) = ∇f⊤G∇g =
1

2

〈
L⊤∇f,L⊤∇g

〉
.

It is worth noting that the above two operators apply to BM despite BM not having a “stationary measure”. In fact, the
Lebesgue integration by parts can be illustrated using the Dirichlet operator and the self-adjointness of the BM:

E(f, g) =
∫
⟨∇f(x),∇g(x)⟩dx = −

∫
fL g dπ(x) = −

∫
f∆g dx

A.3 The Spectrum of L

Generalizing to forward processes of the form (22) requires working with their eigenfunctions, which can be more
complicated than polynomials and may not have a closed form in general. Yet many of the results we presented for the
OU process in the main text continue to hold.

The absence of a finite stationary measure for BM introduces some technicalities. The spectrum of the BM generator
L f(x) = ∆f(x) contains trigonometric functions as opposed polynomials – it is easy to verify that ∆eıτx = τ2eıτx.
The orthogonal series decomposition thus breaks down for BM, as eıτx are not square integrable w.r.t. the Lebesgue
measure. However, the ability to adequately capture the spectrum of the Laplace operator is arguably unnecessary:
unlike well-defined LTI processes with finite stationary measures, the variance exploding property dictates that long-time
solution ρT to the probability flow ODE (3) resembles a Gaussian with a large variance, and we may work with this
Gaussian in lieu of the Lebesgue measure dx. We can thus introduce a parametrization with F = −ϵI with a small ϵ as
a pragmatic approximation to BM.

For an LTI forward process with a stationary measure N (0,Σ∞), the spectrum of L closely resembles that of OU,
as they consist of discrete eigenvalues in (−∞,−1/C] ∪ {0} for some C > 04 and polynomial eigenfunctions. It
is difficult to describe the exact polynomials without making major simplifications: for example, the spectrum of a
one-dimensional LTI generator contains (−c1n, c2Hen(βx)) eigenpairs, where the linear multiplying constants are
determined by the LTI coefficients. Section 4.10 of Bakry et al. (2013) discusses the general conditions for a discrete
spectrum.

However, simply deducing that L has a discrete spectrum consisting of polynomials leads to most insights discussed
in this work. For example, we can similarly obtain a density ratio estimator ρ̌0/π and extend that to noise-perturbed
densities using Pt, as the exponential convergence of density estimators (17) becomes∥∥∥∥Pt

ρ̌0
π

− ρt
π

∥∥∥∥
L2(π)

≤ e−t/C

∥∥∥∥ ρ̌0π − ρ0
π

∥∥∥∥
L2(π)

,

where C coincides with the spectral gap parameter. Similar to the linear score estimator (20), we can construct a linear
estimator in this general setting

ŝt(x) = −
(
AtΣ̂A⊤

t +Σt

)−1

(x−Atµ̂) +Σ−1
∞ x,

where µ̂ and Σ̂ are again the sample mean and variance of the training dataset.

A.4 Riemmanian Kernel Smoothing and Operator Score Matching

The derivation with respect to the LTI forward processes yields an approximation for Riemannian kernel smoothing (19).
When t is small, we can view Λ(·) as locally constant, rendering (19) a special case of (23) with F = −Λ(x),
L =

√
2Λ(x). Given an eigenvalue decomposition of Λ(x), the Markov semigroup Ptks;Λ(x, x̃) can then be

analytically computed.

A.5 Additional Notes on Hermite Polynomials

Here we recall a useful property of Hermite polynomials which facilitates higher-order score approximation for the OU
process as described in Section 4. The property that we exploit is a recurrence relation for the probabilist’s Hermite
polynomials, which is initialized with He0(x) = 1,He1(x) = x, and then follows

Hen+1(x) = xHen(x)− nHen−1(x).

4A lower bound on the nonzero eigenvalues of −L (often known as the spectral gap) is instrumental in deriving Poincaré
inequalities, as well as the exponentially decaying error below; see Chapter 4 in Bakry et al. (2013).
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Based on this recurrance relation, it is straight forward to recursively obtain the polynomial coefficients of each Hen,
which we denote as Hei(x) =

∑i
m=0 q

(i)
m xm. Now, given an arbitrary polynomial f(x;p) :=

∑n
m=0 pmx

m, the task
that we need to address is how to obtain the coefficients r of the Hermite series f(x;p) =

∑n
m=0 rmHem(x). This

task can be solved by observing that r satisfies the linear system(
q(0) q(1) . . . q(n)

)
r = p.

This approach can be used to express products ϕiϕj of eigenvalues of the OU process as sums of individual ϕi, as
explained in the main text.

B Further Consequences of Markov Diffusion Operators

The aim of this appendix is to revisit objectives related to score matching through the lens of Markov diffusion operators,
specifically Tweedie’s formula (Tweedie, 1947), time score matching (Choi et al., 2022), and the score FPE (Lai et al.,
2023b).

Insight into Tweedie’s formula Tweedie’s formula (Tweedie, 1947; Robbins, 1956; Efron, 2011) translates the task
of estimating the score function ∇ log ρt(x) into the task of estimating the conditional expectation E [X0|Xt = x].
Following a similar logic to (13), we can derive an L2(ρt) objective for training an approximation gt(x) to the
conditional expectation as

EXt∼ρt ∥gt(Xt)− E [X0|Xt]∥2 = EX0∼ρ0

(
Pt ∥gt(X0)∥2 − 2

〈
X0, Ptgt(X0)

〉)
.

This representation disentangles the t and x dependencies in the noise-perturbed distribution ρt(x). Such a representation
may be useful; for example, Section 4 illustrates a closed-form solution when the perturbed score is optimized within a
finite subspace spanned by the eigenvectors of Pt. As another example, one could potentially construct importance
sampling estimators of Ptf based on other noise perturbed samples, i.e.,

Ptf = Ex̃∼ρs(x̃|x)
f(x̃)kt(x, x̃)

ks(x, x̃)
.

Though we did not pursue these directions, they may be interesting to explore in future work.

Insight into time score matching An alternative to the score matching objective is to match the time derivative of
the log density ratio, an approach termed time score matching in Choi et al. (2022). Here we point out that time score
matching can be formulated in an analogous manner to (13) using the Markov semigroup, using the identity

EX∼ρt

(
∂

∂t
ft(X)− ∂

∂t
log

ρt
π
(X)

)2
+C
= EX0∼ρ0

Pt

((
∂

∂t
ft(X0)

)2

− 2L
∂

∂t
ft(X0)

)
.

The above formula is obtained by exploiting self-adjointness of L . Namely,∫ [
∂

∂t
ft(X)

] [
∂

∂t
log

ρt
π
(X)

]
dρt(X) =

∫ [
∂

∂t
ft(X)

] [
∂

∂t

ρt
π
(X)

]
dπ(X)

=

∫ [
∂

∂t
ft(X)

]
L
[ρt
π
(X)

]
dπ(X) =

∫
L

[
∂

∂t
ft(X)

]
dρt(X).

Time score matching and score matching optimize the temporal and spatial partial derivatives of the forward process.
We showcase that the process of removing intractability from the original mean squared error form follows a similar
pattern. We also obtain a notably different solution compared to Choi et al. (2022).

Generalizing the score Fokker–Planck equation Sharing a similar starting point to this work, Lai et al. (2023a)
noted that score matching is ambivalent to the specific forward process that is employed. The authors reasoned that the
true score function ought itself to satisfy a partial differential equation (PDE) and derived an explicit PDE in the case of
a Markov diffusion forward process. Here we present a streamlined and more general derivation of that result. Our
main tool is the diffusion property of the generator L which states that, for ψ : R → R,

Lψ(f) = ψ′(f)L f + ψ′′(f)Γ(f, f). (26)
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The diffusion property enables us to study the time evolution of the density ratio ρt/π, and from (7) we have that

∂

∂t
log

ρt
π
(x) =

∂
∂tPt

ρ0

π (x)
ρt

π (x)
= log′

(ρt
π
(x)
)

L
ρt
π
(x) = L log

ρt
π
(x) +

∥∥∥∇x log
ρt
π
(x)
∥∥∥2 (27)

where the final equality follows from (26) with ψ(f) = log(f) and the explicit form of the carré-du-champ operator for
the OU process in Example 4. The time derivative of the true score function s⋆t (x) in (9) can be obtained by taking the
x derivative of (27), leading in the case of the OU process to the PDE

∂

∂t
s⋆t (x) = ∇x

[
⟨−x, s⋆t (x)⟩+ tr(J(s⋆t )(x))

]
+ 2J(s⋆t )(x)s

⋆
t (x) (28)

where J(s⋆t ) denotes the Jacobean of s⋆t , which recovers the score Fokker–Planck equation as coined by Lai et al.
(2023a). In that work the authors noted that standard score matching typically violates (28), especially for small values
of t where the regularity of ρt/π is most pronounced (c.f. Fig. 1 in Lai et al., 2023a). Based on this observation,
the authors proposed to add a regularization term to the score matching objective that aims to explicitly enforce (28)
to (approximately) hold. The derivation that we have presented generalizes beyond the OU process by substituting
alternative expressions for the infinitesimal generator and the carré-du-champ operator.

C Related Work on Orthogonal Series for Density Ratio Estimation

This appendix contains short descriptions of related work from the domains of density ratio estimation (Appendix C.1)
and orthogonal series density ratio estimation (Appendix C.2). Though these works do not address DM, the insights
obtained by earlier authors are relevant to the development of our proposed Riemannian DKS in Section 3 of the main
text.

C.1 Density Ratio Estimation

As the ratio between two probability densities appears throughout the paper, we note that Sugiyama et al. (2012) explore
this topic in great detail, albeit in an altered setting where both densities are represented by i.i.d. samples.

Notably, density ratio estimation has similarly sparked interest in a continuous interpolation between two distributions.
Rhodes et al. (2020) address the difficulty of evaluating the ratio of two distributions with little overlap in support,
and suggest learning the ratios of a finite interpolating sequence. Choi et al. (2022) further generalize this concept to
continuous time, and develop integration by parts formula suitable for optimization. Our derivation sheds further light
on density ratio estimation, contributing a simplified derivation for evaluating density ratios when the interpolation is
driven by a Markovian diffusion.

C.2 Orthogonal Series Density Ratio Estimation

Density estimators based on approximation using a finite subset of orthogonal basis functions are often referred to as
orthogonal series density estimators (Whittle, 1958; Watson, 1969; Efromovich, 2013), and we briefly discuss these in
the density ratio estimation context, where they take the form

ρ̃0
π

=

N∑
n=1

α̃nφn.

Unlike the “soft” truncation with infinitely many nonzero terms enforced by Botev et al. (2010), setting a hard cutoff
leads to negative-valued density estimates; methods to correct such irregularities were proposed in Glad et al. (2003).
Estimating each coefficient α̃n using the empirical mean leads to undersmoothed density estimation, similar to the
Stein effect in the kernel context. Therefore, most orthogonal series estimators are modulated – for example, Beran and
Dumbgen (1998); Beran (2000) propose modulating the empirical mean with coordinate-wise shrinkage parameters,
i.e., α̃n := wnα̂n, 0 ≤ wn ≤ 1.

D Experimental Settings: Toy Datasets

This appendix contains full details required to reproduce the two-dimensional experiments that we reported in the
main text. Details for standard DM OISM are contained in Appendix D.1, details for RDKS are contained in
Appendix D.2.Additional empirical results are presented in Appendix D.3.
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Computational resources All toy experiments were implemented in JAX and performed on the CPU of an Apple
MacBook M2 laptop. The methods take a similar amount of computational resource to run: it is easier for RDKS to
perform well in this instance, meaning that a smaller number of iterations were required.

Synthetic datasets Synthetic data were generated using existing code that was downloaded from https://github.
com/rtqichen/ffjord, under the MIT licence. For all experiments, we generated a synthetic dataset of size
N = 2, 048.

General notes on score matching implementation For both toy and MNIST experiments, we broadly followed
the convention established by Ho et al. (2020). Specifically, we followed the standard practice of predicting the noise
perturbation ϵ given a perturbed sample αtx + σtϵ. I.e., minimizing the following squared loss equivalent to score
matching (eq. 12 of Ho et al. (2020)):

min
θ

Ex∼ρ0,ϵ∼N (0,I) ∥ϵ̂θ(αtx+ σtϵ, t)− ϵ∥2 .

Under this approach x̃− ϵ̂θ(x̃, t)/σt corresponds to an estimate of ∇ log(ρt/π)(x̃).

The rest of our score matching experimental set-up similarly follows Ho et al. (2020), such as the use of the log
signal-to-noise ratio as a surrogate of the time variable, and sampling from the set of perturbation using a beta schedule.

Given the equivalence between learning the ∇ log ρt/π and learning the noise perturbation ϵ̂, it is straightforward
to convert a linear estimator for ϵ̂ into a linear estimator for ∇ log ρt/π, and vice versa. The SDE-based sampling
approach described in Algorithm 2 of Ho et al. (2020) was used to simulate samples presented in panel (c) of Figure 3.
Adaptive ODE solvers (dopri5) were used to generate samples using probability flow ODE Equation (3) to produce
column (d) of Figure 3.

D.1 Score Matching Implementation for DM and OISM

For the training the neural network in the context of both standard DM and OISM we minimized the score matching
objective (13), approximated using minibatches of size 256, with 30,000 iterations of the Adam optimiser and learning
rate 2× 10−3. Both experiments take around 154 seconds to run; there was no appreciable increase in computational
cost due to employing the OISM methodology in this experiment.

For the neural network we employed a 9-layer feed-forward neural network with 32 hidden units activated by the
Sigmoid Linear Unit (SiLU). The technical specifics, such as how parameters were initialised, are detailed in the code
provided as electronic supplement. The neural network was used to directly model the score function in standard DM,
and used as a flexible model for the residual rt(x) in OISM, as described in Section 4 of the main text.

D.2 Riemannian Diffusion Kernel Smoother

This section contains full details on how RDKS was implemented. As described in the main text, the metric tensor
was estimated as a hyperparameter defined at each data point: Λn := Λ(xn). In practice we employed an eigenvalue
decomposition

Λn = C(Qn)diag(ℓn)C(Qn)
⊤,

where Qn is a skew-symmetric matrix and C denotes the Cayley transform, a bijection to the space of orthonormal
matrices, i.e. C(Qn) = (I−Qn)(I+Qn)

−1. The hyperparameters ℓn and Qn were then estimated.

To control computational cost, the kernel hyperparameters were trained using a standard score matching objective (12)
computed on n < N weighted samples from ρ̂0; similar to sparse kernel machines, we approximate the empirical data
samples ρ̂0 with a weighted subset. Namely, we choose by k-means a subset {x̌i}ni=1 of training data of size n = 256,
and endowed each sample with its own kernel hyperparameters ℓ̌i and Q̌i. Effectively, we use the following density
ratio estimator

ρ̌t
π
(x) =

n∑
i=1

βikt(x, x̌i; ℓ̌i, Q̌i), β1 + . . .+ βn = 1.

It is worth noting evaluating kernel hyperparameters and the appropriate level of smoothing (denoted by the subscript
t in (19)) is merged into one joint task of kernel hyperparameter estimation in practice, as we observe that adopting
a new smoothing parameter t is equivalent to multiplying the lengthscale ℓ by a constant. The training of RDKS is
straightforward in that the initial score solution is the memorized score: we implement 10,000 iterations with perturbed
minibatches of 256 samples and an Adam learning rate of 10−3. The training process usually takes 140 seconds.
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Figure 2: A comparison of the score matching loss of standard DM and OISM during training, for the experiment
reported in Figure 1. The score matching loss tends to be insensitive to inaccurate density estimates, as revealed by
contrasting the similar training losses in this plot with the differing performance of standard DM and OISM at density
estimation in Figure 1.

D.3 Additional Results

The experimental setup that we have just described was used to produce Figure 1 in the main text. Here we additionally
present Figure 2, which displays the score matching loss obtained under training of standard DM and OISM for the same
experiment. The score matching loss tends to be insensitive to inaccurate density estimates, as revealed by contrasting
the similar training losses in Figure 2 with the differing performance of standard DM and OISM at density estimation in
Figure 1.

Further, we also provide results for a range of target distributions pdata in Figure 3. Similar conclusions to those drawn
for Figure 1 continue to hold for the results shown in Figure 3. Namely, we observed consistent inaccuracy of the density
estimates produced by standard DM (second column), and inaccurate samples simulated using the probability flow
ODE (3) using standard DM (fourth column). These inaccuracies are somewhat remedied by applying the SDE-based
reverse sampler method of Song and Ermon (2020) (third column) to the score approximation learned in standard DM.
In contrast, the densities learned by our proposed methods, RDKS (fifth column) and OISM (last column), are in all
cases accurate. In particular, accurate samples can be generated from RDKS and OISM (using the probability flow
ODE) without recourse to injecting additional stochasticity into sample generation, as seems to be required for standard
DM.
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Figure 3: An empirical proof-of-concept, extended. This figure compares standard DM (Ho et al., 2020) with our
two proposed methods, RDKS and OISM. The first column shows the training dataset, and each row corresponds to a
generative modelling task (8 Gaussians, checkerboard, Swissroll, pinwheel and 2 spirals). Results from standard DM
are shown as density estimates (second column), samples generated using the SDE-based reverse sampler of Song
et al. (2020) (third column), and the probability flow ODE (3) (fourth column). Results from our methods are shown as
density estimates, for RDKS (fifth column) and OISM (last column). These indicate that better density estimates are
produced when the underlying properties of the Markov diffusion process are enforced.

E Experimental Settings: MNIST

This appendix contains full details required to reproduce the MNIST experiment that we reported in the main text.
Details for standard DM are contained in Appendix E.1, while details for OISM are contained in Appendix E.2.
Additional experimental results are presented in Appendix E.3.

Computational resources For these experiments we used a PyTorch implementation that runs remotely using an
Nvidia A100 GPU.

Implementation details In addition to the model design choices described in Appendix D. We follow the Py-
Torch implementation of the denoising diffusion probabilistic model (Ho et al., 2020) that was downloaded under
the MIT license from https://github.com/lucidrains/denoising-diffusion-pytorch/tree/main. The
implementation is slightly modified for OISM, and we use differential equation solvers obtained from https:
//github.com/rtqichen/torchdiffeq to add an implementation of the probability flow ODE (3).
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Figure 4: Illustration using MNIST: Here we showcase samples generated by standard DM ((a) and (b)) and OISM ((c)
and (d)). The SDE-based stochastic sampler of Song and Ermon (2020) was used to generate (a) and (c), while the
probability flow ODE was used to generate (b) and (d).

Dataset The MNIST dataset was downloaded from http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/ under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution-Share Alike 3.0 license. The image pixel values were normalized to a [−1, 1] range
for the purpose of constructing a DM.

E.1 Standard Diffusion Modelling

Following common experimental practice for image generation tasks, a UNet architecture for score estimation was
used. Specifically, we adopted a UNet consisting of 3 ResNet blocks and learned time embeddings5. A total of 50,000
iterations of Adam were performed, with minibatch size of 256, and UNet parameters were optimized with learning rate
10−4. The total running time was about 3.5 hours.

E.2 Operator-Informed Score Matching

Here we provide some brief remarks on OISM that are necessary to understand how our experiments can be reproduced.
Recall that the linear score approximation ŝt(x) provided by OISM requires that the matrices α2

t Σ̂+ σ2
t I in (20) be

inverted. This was achieved by first obtaining an eigendecomposition Vdiag(ψ)V⊤ of Σ̂, yielding(
α2
t Σ̂+ σ2

t I
)−1

= Vdiag
(

1

α2
tψd + σ2

t

)
V⊤.

Similar to the toy experiments that we reported, here we used the UNet architecture as a flexible model for the residual
rt(x), as described in the main text.

For this experiment we ran a total of 50,000 iterations with minibatch size of 256, and UNet parameters were optimized
using Adam with learning rate 2 × 10−4 – the extra linear term of OISM allowed for a higher learning rate in this
experiment. The total running time was about 3.5 hours – it took negligibly longer than standard DM because the extra
computation required for OISM constituted a small fraction of the overall computational cost.

E.3 Additional Results

Samples generated from both standard DM and OISM are displayed in Figure 4. It is seen in Figure 5 that the samples
generated using OISM are more consistent with the range of values contained in the MNIST dataset.

5Full details are provided as part of the code contained in the electronic supplement.
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Figure 5: We illustrate that OISM can avoid the worse case scenario when the initial starting point of the probability
flow ODE lies within a low density area of the standard Gaussian distribution. We simulate samples using slightly
tempered initial distributions (Gaussian distribtions with standard deviation σ), and see if the generated MNIST images
conform to the support [−1, 1]. While the effect is not significant, we observe a consistent positive effect from OISM in
converging towards the support of the data distribution.
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