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Abstract

In recent years, there has been a surge of interest in proving discretization bounds for diffusion
models. These works show that for essentially any data distribution, one can approximately sample
in polynomial time given a sufficiently accurate estimate of its score functions at different noise levels.
In this work, we propose a new discretization scheme for diffusion models inspired by Shen and
Lee’s randomized midpoint method for log-concave sampling [SL19]. We prove that this approach
achieves the best known dimension dependence for sampling from arbitrary smooth distributions
in total variation distance (0(d*/'?) compared to O(v/d) from prior work). We also show that our
algorithm can be parallelized to run in only O(log? d) parallel rounds, constituting the first provable
guarantees for parallel sampling with diffusion models.

As a byproduct of our methods, for the well-studied problem of log-concave sampling in total vari-
ation distance, we give an algorithm and simple analysis achieving dimension dependence O(d®/'?)
compared to O(v/d) from prior work.
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1 Introduction

Diffusion models [SDWMG15, SE19, HJA20, DN21, SDME21, SSDK" 21, VKK21] have emerged as the de
facto approach to generative modeling across a range of data modalities like images [BGJ*23, EKB*24],
audio [KPH'20], video [BPH"24], and molecules [WYvdB*24]. In recent years a slew of theoretical
works have established surprisingly general convergence guarantees for this method [CCL*23b, LLT23,
CLL23, CCL*"23a, CDD23, BDBDD24, GPPX23, IWCC23, LHE" 24]. They show that for essentially any
data distribution, assuming one has a sufficiently accurate estimate for its score function, one can ap-
proximately sample from it in polynomial time.

While these results offer some theoretical justification for the empirical successes of diffusion models,
the upper bounds they furnish for the number of iterations needed to generate a single sample are quite
loose relative to what is done in practice. The best known provable bounds scale as O(v/d/¢), where
d is the dimension of the space in which the diffusion is taking place (e.g. d = 16384 for Stable
Diffusion) [CCL*23a], and ¢ is the target error. Even ignoring the dependence on ¢ and the hidden
constant factor, this is at least 2 — 3x larger than the default value of 50 inference steps in Stable
Diffusion.

In this work we consider a new approach for driving down the amount of compute that is provably
needed to sample with diffusion models. Our approach is rooted in the randomized midpoint method,
originally introduced by Shen and Lee [SL19] in the context of Langevin Monte Carlo for log-concave
sampling. At a high level, this is a method for numerically solving differential equations where within
every discrete window of time, one forms an unbiased estimate for the drift by evaluating it at a ran-
dom “midpoint” (see Section 2.2 for a formal treatment). For sampling from log-concave densities, the
number of iterations needed by their method scales with d'/3, and this remains the best known bound
in the “low-accuracy” regime.

While this method is well-studied in the log-concave setting [HBE20, YKD23, YD24, SL19], its ap-
plicability to diffusion models has been unexplored both theoretically and empirically. Our first result
uses the randomized midpoint method to obtain an improvement over the prior best known bound of
0(+/d/¢) for sampling arbitrary smooth distributions with diffusion models:

Theorem 1.1 (Informal, see Theorem A.10). Suppose that the data distribution q has bounded second
moment, its score functions V1Inq, along the forward process are L-Lipschitz, and we are given score es-
timates which are L-Lipschitz and O(m)l-close to Ving, for all t. Then there is a diffusion-based
sampler using these score estimates (see Algorithm 1) which outputs a sample whose law is e-close in total

variation distance to q using O(L>/3d>/12/¢) iterations.

Our algorithm is based on the ODE-based predictor-corrector algorithm introduced in [CCL*23a], but in
place of the standard exponential integrator discretization in the predictor step, we employ randomized
midpoint discretization. We note that in the domain of log-concave sampling, the result of Shen and
Lee only achieves recovery in Wasserstein distance. Prior to our work, it was actually open whether one
can achieve the same dimension dependence in total variation or KL divergence, for which the best
known bound was O(v/d) [MCC*21, ZCL*23, AC23]. In contrast, our result circumvents this barrier by
carefully trading off time spent in the corrector phase of the algorithm for time spent in the predictor
phase. We defer the details of this, as well as other important technical hurdles, to Section 3.1.

Next, we turn to a different computational model: instead of quantifying the cost of an algorithm in
terms of the total number of iterations, we consider the parallel setting where one has access to multiple
processors and wishes to minimize the total number of parallel rounds needed to generate a single
sample. This perspective has been explored in a recent empirical work [SBE*24], but to our knowledge,

10(-) hides polylogarithmic factors in d, L, ¢ and E,q[l1x?]



no provable guarantees were known for parallel sampling with diffusion models (see Section 1.1 for
discussion of concurrent and independent work). Our second result provides the first such guarantee:

Theorem 1.2 (Informal, see Theorem B.13). Under the same assumptions on q as in Theorem 1.1, and
assuming that we are given score estimates which are 5(%)-close to VIng, for all t, there is a diffusion-
based sampler using these score estimates (see Algorithm 9) which outputs a sample whose law is e-close in
total variation distance to q using O(L - polylog(Ld /¢)) parallel rounds.

This result follows in the wake of several recent theoretical works on parallel sampling of log-concave
densities using Langevin Monte Carlo [AHL*23, ACV24, SL.19]. A common thread among these works
is the observation that differential equations can be numerically solved via fixed point iteration (see
Section 2.3 for details), and we adopt a similar perspective in the context of diffusions. To our knowledge
this is the first provable guarantee for parallel sampling beyond the log-concave setting.

Finally, we show that, as a byproduct of our methods, we can actually obtain a similar dimension
dependence of O(d®/'?) as in Theorem 1.1 for log-concave sampling in TV, superseding the previously
best known bound of O(+/d) mentioned above.

Theorem 1.3 (Informal, see Theorem C.2). Suppose distribution q is m-strongly-log-concave, and its score
function V Inq is L-Lipschitz. Then, there is a underdamped-Langevin-based sampler that uses this score (Al-

. . . .. . ~(:5/12 L4/3 1
gorlthm 11) and outputs a sample whose law is e-close in total variation to q using O (d / (W + 3
iterations.

1.1 Related work

Our discretization scheme is based on the randomized midpoint method of [S.19], which has been
studied at length in the domain of log-concave sampling [HBE20, YKD23, YD24].

The proof of our parallel sampling result builds on the ideas of [SL19, AHL"23, ACV24] on paral-
lelizing the collocation method. These prior results were focused on Langevin Monte Carlo, rather than
diffusion-based sampling. We review these ideas in Section 2.3.

In [CCL"23a], the authors proposed the predictor-corrector framework that we also use for analysing
convergence guarantee of the probability flow ODE and which achieved iteration complexity scaling with
O(+/d). In addition to this, there have been many works in recent years giving general convergence guar-
antees for diffusion models [DBTHD21, BMR22, DB22, LLT22, IWYL22, Pid22, WY22, CCL"23b, CDD23,
LLT23, LIWCC23, BDD23, CCL"23a, BDBDD24, CLL23, GPPX23]. Of these, one line of work [ CCL*23b,
LLT23, CLL23, BDBDD24] analyzed DDPM, the stochastic analogue of the probability flow ODE, and
showed O(d) iteration complexity bounds. Another set of works [CCL*23a, CDD23, LWCC23, LHE24]
studied the probability flow ODE, for which our work provides a new discretization scheme for the prob-
ability flow ODE, that achieves a state-of-the-art O(d®/!?) dimension dependence for sampling from a
diffusion model.

Concurrent work. Here we discuss the independent works of [CRYR24] and [KN24]. [CRYR24] gave
an analysis for parallel sampling with diffusion models that also achieves a polylog(d) number of paral-
lel rounds like in the present work. [KN24] showed an improved dimension dependence of 0(d>/12) for
log-concave sampling in total variation, similar to our analogous result, but via a different proof tech-
nique. In addition to this, they show a similar result when the distribution only satisfies a log-Sobolev
inequality. They also show empirical results for diffusion models, showing that an algorithm inspired by
the randomized midpoint method outperforms ODE based methods with similar compute. While their
work builds on the randomized midpoint method, they do not theoretically analyze the diffusion setting
and do not study parallel sampling.



2 Preliminaries

2.1 Probability flow ODE

In this section we review basics about deterministic diffusion-based samplers; we refer the reader
to [CCL"23a] for a more thorough exposition.

Let ¢* denote the data distribution over R?. We consider the standard Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU)
forward process, i.e. the “VP SDE,” given by

dx,” =—x_dt + 1/§dBt X, ~q", (D

where (B, );>o denotes a standard Brownian motion in RY. This process converges exponentially quickly
to its stationary distribution, the Gaussian distribution N(0,1d).
Suppose the OU process is run until terminal time T > 0, and for any t € [0, T], let ¢} = law(x;"),
i.e. the law of the forward process at time t. We will consider the reverse process given by the probability
flow ODE
dx; = (x; + Vingr_(x;))dt. )

This is a time-reversal of the forward process, so that if x5 ~ qr, then law(x,) = q;_,. In practice, one
initializes at xq ~ AN(0,1d), and instead of using the exact score function VInqr_,, one uses estimates
St—; ~ VInqp_, which are learned from data. Additionally, the ODE is solved numerically using any of
a number of discretization schemes. The theoretical literature on diffusion models has focused primar-
ily on exponential integration, which we review next before turning to the discretization scheme, the
randomized midpoint method used in the present work.

2.2 Discretization schemes

Suppose we wish to discretize the following semilinear ODE:
dx, = (x; + fi(x;))dt. 3)

For our application we will eventually take f, =35;_,, but we use f, in this section to condense notation.
Suppose we want to discretize Eq. (3) over a time window [tg, ty + h]. The starting point is the
integral formulation for this ODE:

to+h
Xtg+h = ehxto +J et0+h_tft(xt)dt . 4)
¢

0

Under the standard exponential integrator discretization, one would approximate the integrand by efo*"~tf, ,(xe,)
and obtain the approximation

Xtg+h ehxto +(e" - D)fe,(xe) - (5)

The drawback of this discretization is that it uses an inherently biased estimate for the integral in Eq. (4).
The key insight of [SL19] was to replace this with the following unbiased estimate

to+h
f efo"‘h_tft(xt)dt =~ he(l_a)hfto-t-ah(xto-b-ah), ©)
t,

0

where «a is a uniformly random sample from [0, 1]. While this alone does not suffice as the estimate
depends on x; 44y, naturally we could iterate the above procedure again to obtain an approximation
t0 X +qn- It turns out though that even if we simply approximate x, ., using exponential integrator



discretization, we can obtain nontrivial improvements in discretization error (e.g. our Theorem 1.1).
In this case, the above sequence of approximations takes the following form:

Xtotah & eahxto + (e — Dfe,(xe,) (7)

~ o1 1—a)h
Xeo+h R € Xy + he(!=®) ft0+ah(xt0+ah) . (8)

Note that a similar idea can be used to discretize stochastic differential equations, but in this work
we only use it to discretize the probability flow ODE.

Predictor-Corrector. For important technical reasons, in our analysis we actually consider a slightly
different algorithm than simply running the probability flow ODE with approximate score, Gaussian ini-
tialization, and randomized midpoint discretization. Specifically, we interleave the ODE with corrector
steps that periodically inject noise into the sampling trajectory. We refer to the phases in which we are
running the probability flow ODE as predictor steps.

The corrector step will be given by running underdamped Langevin dynamics. As our analysis of this
will borrow black-box from bounds proven in [CCL*23a], we refer to Section A.2 for details.

2.3 Parallel sampling

The scheme outlined in the previous section is a simple special case of the collocation method. In the
context of the semilinar ODE from Eq. (3), the idea behind the collocation method is to solve the integral
formulation of the ODE in Eq. (4) via fixed point iteration. For our parallel sampling guarantees, instead
of choosing a single randomized midpoint a, we break up the window [ty, ty + h] into R sub-windows,
select randomized midpoints a4, ..., agy for these sub-windows, and approximate the trajectory of the
ODE at any time t, +i5, where § = h/R, by

1
h h—(j—1)5 h—j6
Xiorah X %X + E (e“l G-18 _ max (e ,1))-ft0+ajh(xto+ajh). ©
j=1

One can show that as R — 00, this approximation tends to an equality. For sufficiently large R, Eq. (9)

naturally suggests a fixed point iteration that can be used to approximate each x; 44, i.6. we can

(k)

maintain a sequence of estimates X defined by the iteration

to+a;h
i
=(k) ho(k—1) h—(—1)8 :h—js =(k—1)
209 etz +Z(€“ (=18 _ max(e®h=i ,1)). Frorah R ran): (10)
j=1

for k ranging from 1 up to some sufficiently large K. Finally, analogously to Eq. (8), we can estimate
X¢,+h Vid
R
Xtgth & ehfgoK) +6 Z e(l_ai)hfto+aih(f£OKlaih) . (11)
i=1
The key observation, made in [SL19] and also in related works of [ACV24, SBE" 24, AHL*23], is that
for any fixed round k, all of the iterations Eq. (10) for different choices of i =1,...,R can be computed

in parallel. With R parallel processors, one can thus compute the estimate for x, .4 in K parallel rounds,
with O(KR) total work.



2.4 Assumptions

Throughout the paper, for our diffusion results, we will make the following standard assumptions on
the data distribution and score estimates.

Assumption 2.1 (Bounded Second Moment).

my = E [llxl’] < oo

Assumption 2.2 (Lipschitz Score). For all t, the score VIngq, is L-Lipschitz.

Assumption 2.3 (Lipschitz Score estimates). For all t for which we need to estimate the score function in
our algorithms, the score estimate s, is L-lipschitz

Assumption 2.4 (Score Estimation Error). For all t for which we need to estimate the score function in
our algorithms,

E, [I5:.(x) = Ving (x)IP] < €

Xt

3 Technical overview

Here we provide an overview of our sequential and parallel algorithms, along with the analysis of our
iteration complexity bounds. We begin with a description of the sequential algorithm.

3.1 Sequential algorithm

Following the framework of [CCL*23a], our algorithm consists of “predictor” steps interspersed with
“corrector” steps, with the time spent on each carefully tuned to obtain our final O(d%/!?) dimension
dependence. We first describe our predictor step — this is the piece of our algorithm that makes use of
the Shen and Lee’s randomized midpoint method [SL.19].

Algorithm 1 PREDICTORSTEP (SEQUENTIAL)

Input parameters:

.....

St
1. Forn=0,...,N—1:
-1
(@ Lett,=ty— 2o h
(b) Randomly sample a uniformly from [0, 1].

(c) Let fn+% = ey, + (eahn — 1)§}n (x,)ds
(d) Let Xpyq = "Xy +hy - 7O, oy (%,,1)

N—lh

2. Letty=tg— Do h

3. Return Xy, ty.




The main difference between the above and the predictor step of [CCL"23a] are steps 1(b) — 1(d).
1(b) and 1(c) together compute a randomized midpoint, and 1(d) uses this midpoint to obtain an
approximate solution to the integral of the ODE. We describe these steps in more detail in Section 3.3.

Next, we describe the “corrector” step, introduced in [CCL"23a]. First, recall the underdamped
Langevin ODE:

dx, =v,dt

N N N (12)
dvy = (S(x¢/np) — vVe) dt + 4/ 2y dB;

Here 5'is our L2 accurate score estimate for a fixed time (say t). Then, the corrector step is described
below.

Algorithm 2 CORRECTORSTEP (SEQUENTIAL)

Input parameters:

* Starting sample X, Total time T, Step size h.,, Score estimate S’

1. Run underdamped Langevin Monte Carlo in (12) for total time T, using step size h.,, and let
the result be Xy.

2. Return Xy.

Finally, Algorithm 3 below puts the predictor and corrector steps together to give our final sequential
algorithm.

Algorithm 3 SEQUENTIALALGORITHM

Input parameters:

e Start time T, End time &, Corrector steps time T, < 1/+/L, Number of predictor-corrector steps
Ny, Predictor step size hy,eq, Corrector step size he,y, Score estimates s,

1. Draw Xy ~ N(0,Iy).
2. Forn=0,...,Ny—1:

(a) Starting from X,, run Algorithm 4 with starting time T —n/L using step sizes hyq for all N
steps, with N = ﬁ, so that the total time is 1/L. Let the result be )?; 41
pre

(b) Starting from X , ;, run Algorithm 2 for total time T,,,, with step size h,, and score estimate

S7_(n+1)/1 to obtain X,,4.

3. Starting from Xy, run Algorithm 4 with starting time T — Ny/L using step sizes
pred /25 Mpred/4, Mpred/8, - .-, & to obtain )?]’VOH.

4. Starting from X/, run Algorithm 2 for total time T, with step size h,,, and score estimate S5

No+1°
to obtain Xy ;-

5. Return Xy 41.




For the final setting of parameters in Algorithm 3, see Theorem A.10. Now, we describe the analysis
of the above algorithm in detail.

3.2 Predictor-corrector framework

The general framework of our algorithm closely follows that of [CCL*23a], which proposed to run
the (discretized) reverse ODE but interspersed with “corrector” steps given by running underdamped
Langevin dynamics. The idea is that the “predictor” steps where the discretized reverse ODE is being run
keep the sampler close to the true reverse process in Wasserstein distance, but they cannot be run for
too long before potentially incurring exponential blowups. The main purpose of the corrector steps is
then to inject stochasticity into the trajectory of the sampler in order to convert closeness in Wasserstein
to closeness in KL divergence. This effectively allows one to “restart the coupling” used to control the
predictor steps. For technical reasons that are inherited from [CCL" 23a], for most of the reverse process
the predictor steps (Step 2(a)) are run with a fixed step size, but at the end of the reverse process (Step
3), they are run with exponentially decaying step sizes.

We follow the same framework, and the core of our result lies in refining the algorithm and analysis
for the predictor steps by using the randomized midpoint method. Below, we highlight our key technical
steps.

3.3 Predictor step — improved discretization error with randomized midpoints

Here, we explain the main idea behind why randomized midpoint allows us to achieve improved dimen-
sion dependence. We first focus on the analysis of the predictor (Algorithm 1) and restrict our attention
to running the reverse process for a small amount of time h < 1/L.

We begin by recalling the dimension dependence achieved by the standard exponential integrator
scheme. One can show (see e.g. Lemma 4 in [CCL"23a]) that if the true reverse process and the
discretized reverse process are both run for small time h starting from the same initialization, the two
processes drift by a distance of O(d/?h?). By iterating this coupling O(1/h) times, we conclude that
in an O(1) window of time, the processes drift by a distance of 0(d'/2h). To ensure this is not too
large, one would take the step size h to be O(1/+/d), thus obtaining an iteration complexity of O(v/d)
as in [CCL*23a].

The starting point in the analysis of randomized midpoint is to instead track the squared displace-
ment between the two processes instead. Given two neighboring time steps t —h and t in the algorithm,
let x, denote the true reverse process at time t, and let X, denote the algorithm at time t (in the notation
of Algorithm 3.1, this is X,, for some n, but we use t in the discussion here to make the comparison to
the true reverse process clearer). Note that X, depends on the choice of randomized midpoint a (see
Step 1(b)). One can bound the squared displacement E ||x, — X,||* as follows. Let y, be the result of
running the reverse process for time h starting from X,_;. Then by writing x, —X, as (x,—y,)—(X;—¥,)
and applying Young’s inequality, we obtain

Bl — %7 < (1+ 5Bl =yl + 2 B IES —ylP+ E EI% -yl (3)
Xe—p @ Xe—p ¢

For the first term, because x; and y, are the result of running the same ODE on initializations x;_,
and X,_y, , the first term is close to E ||x,_j, — X,_p||*> provided h < 1/L. The upshot is that the squared
displacement at time ¢ is at most the squared displacement at time t —h plus the remaining two terms
on the right of Eq. (13).

The main part of the proof lies in bounding these two terms, which can be thought of as “bias”
and “variance” terms respectively. The variance term can be shown to scale with the square of the



aforementioned O(d'/?h2) displacement bound that arises in the exponential integrator analysis, giving
O(dh*):

Lemma 3.1 (Informal, see Lemma A.4 for formal statement). Ifh < % and T—t > (T —t—h)/2, then

E E|IX, —y|* S L2dh* (L Vv ) +h%e2 + L2h2E ||x,_p — X, pll*.
Xi—p @

h T—(t—h)

Note that in this bound, in addition to the O(dh*) term and a term for the score estimation error,
there is an additional term which depends on the squared displacement from the previous time step.
Because the prefactor L2h? is sufficiently small, this will ultimately be negligible.

The upshot of the above Lemma is that if the bias term is of lower order, then this means that the
squared displacement essentially increases by O(dh*) with every time step of length h. Over O(1/h)
such steps, the total squared displacement is O(dh?), so if we take the step size h to be O(1/ d'/3), this
suggests an improved iteration complexity of O(d'/?).

Arguing that the bias term % Eg_, Bq X, — y,|I? is dominated by the variance term is where it is
crucial that we use randomized midpoint instead of exponential integrator. But recall that the random-
ized midpoint method was engineered so that it would give an unbiased estimate for the true solution
to the reverse ODE if the estimate of the trajectory at the randomized midpoint were exact. In reality we
only have an approximation to the latter, but as we show, the error incurred by this is indeed of lower
order (see Lemma A.3). One technical complication that arises here is that the relevant quantity to
bound is the distance between the true process at the randomized midpoint versus the algorithm, when
both are initialized at an intermediate point in the algorithm’s trajectory. Bounding such quantities in
expectation over the randomness of the algorithm’s trajectory can be difficult, but our proof identifies
a way of “offloading” some of this difficulty by absorbing some excess terms into a term of the form
llx,—p — X,_p||?, i.e. the squared displacement from the previous time step. Concretely, we obtain the
following bound on the bias term:

Lemma 3.2 (Informal, see Lemma A.2 for formal statement).

C

1
E |[EX,— 25L4dh6(LV—)+h282+L4h4E Xpp—Xonll?
x;_h”a e = Yell R ; llx—n — X¢pll

3.4 Shortening the corrector steps

While we have outlined how to improve the predictor step in the framewok of [CCL*23a], it is quite
unclear whether the same can be achieved for the corrector step. Whereas the the former is geared
towards closeness in Wasserstein distance, the latter is geared towards closeness in KL divergence, and it
is a well-known open question in the log-concave sampling literature to obtain analogous discretization
bounds in KL for the randomized midpoint method [Che23].

We will sidestep this issue and argue that even using exponential integrator discretization of the
underdamped Langevin dynamics will suffice for our purposes, by simply shortening the amount of
time for which each corrector step is run.

First, let us briefly recall what was shown in [CCL*23a] for the corrector step. If one runs un-
derdamped Langevin dynamics with stationary distribution q for time T and exponential integrator
discretization with step size h starting from two distributions p and g, then the resulting distributions
p’ and q satisfy

TV(p/,q) < WZ(p: q)

S Tapan HLYT2dh, (14)



where L is the Lipschitzness of VIngq (see Theorem A.6). At first glance this appears insufficient for our
purposes: because of the d'/?h term coming from the discretization error, we would need to take step
size h = 1/+/d, which would suggest that the number of iterations must scale with v/d.

To improve the dimension dependence for our overall predictor-corrector algorithm, we observe
that if we take T itself to be smaller, then we can take h to be larger while keeping the discretization
error in Eq. (14) sufficiently small. Of course, this comes at a cost, as T also appears in the term L"Yfgf/)z
in Eq. (14). But in our overall proof, the W,(p, q) term is bounded by the predictor analysis. There, we
had quite a bit of slack: even with step size as large as 1/d '/, we could achieve small Wasserstein error.

By balancing appropriately, we get our improved dimension dependence.

3.5 Parallel algorithm

Now, we summarize the main proof ideas for our parallel sampling result. In Section 2.3, we described
how to approximately solve the reverse ODE over time h by running K rounds of the iteration in Eq. (10).
In our final algorithm, we will take h to be dimension-independent, namely h = @(1/+/L), so that the
main part of the proof is to bound the discretization error incurred over each of these time windows of
length h. As in the sequential analysis, we will interleave these “predictor” steps with corrector steps
given by (parallelized) underdamped Langevin dynamics.

We begin by describing the parallel predictor step. Suppose we have produced an estimate for the
reverse process at t, and now wish to solve the ODE from time ¢t to ty+h. We initialize at {’?ggla-h}ie[R]
via exponential integrator steps starting from the beginning of the window - see Line 1(c) in Algorlithm 9
(this can be thought of as the analogue of Eq. (7) used in the sequential algorithm). The key difference
relative to the sequential algorithm is that here, because the length of the window is dimension-free, the
discretization error incurred by this initialization is too large and must be refined using the fixed point
iteration in Eq. (10). The main step is then to show that with each iteration of Eq. (10), the distance to
the true reverse process contracts:

Lemma 3.3 (Informal, see Lemma B.2 for formal statement). Suppose h S 1/L. If y, denotes the solution
of the true ODE starting at X, and running until time t,+a;h, then forallk € {1,---K} andi € {1,---,R},

2 R 2
(k) 2,27k [ 1 ~(0)
E‘ Xt0+al-h _yt0+aih ‘ 5 (8h L ) ’ (E Z ‘ xto+ajh _yt0+ajh )
j=1
L?dn? 1 2
2 2 2 ~
+h (Ssc—i_ R2 (LVT—t0+h)+L 'E”xto_xtO” )’ (15)

where X, is the iterate of the algorithm from the previous time window, and x, is the corresponding iterate
in the true ODE.

In particular, because h is at most a small multiple of 1/L, the prefactor (8h?L?)* is exponentially
(k)

tota;
iteration. Because the initialization is at distance poly(d) f;om the true process, O(logd) rounds of
contraction thus suffice, which translates to O(logd) parallel rounds for the sampler. The rest of the
analysis of the predictor step is quite similar to the analogous proofs for the sequential algorithm (i.e.
Lemma B.4 and Lemma B.5 give the corresponding bias and variance bounds).

One shortcoming of the predictor analysis is that the contraction achieved by fixed point iteration
ultimately bottoms out at error which scales with d /R? (see the second term in Eq. (15)). In order for
the discretization error to be sufficiently small, we thus have to take R, and thus the total work of the

decaying in k, so that the error incurred by the estimate X, . . is contracting with each fixed point



algorithm, to scale with O(v/d). So in this case we do not improve over the dimension dependence
of [CCL*23a], and instead the improvement is in obtaining a parallel algorithm.

For the corrector analysis, we mostly draw upon the recent work of [ACV24] which analyzed a paral-
lel implementation of the underdamped Langevin dynamics. While their guarantee focuses on sampling
from log-concave distributions, implicit in their analysis is a bound for general smooth distributions on
how much the law of the algorithm and the law of the true process drift apart in a bounded time window
(see Lemma B.8). This bound suffices for our analysis of the corrector step, and we can conclude the
following:

Theorem 3.4 (Informal, see Theorem B.12). Let 3 > 1 be an adjustable parameter. Let p’ denote the law
of the output of running the parallel corrector (see Algorithm 8) for total time 1/+/L and step size h, using
an gq.-approximate estimate for VInq and starting from a sample from another distribution p.

/ 7 Ese €&
TV(',q) S VKL, q) S ﬁ+ﬂ+/5ﬂ Ws(p,q).

Furthermore, this algorithm uses ©(B+/d /) score evaluations over ©(log(%d /2)) parallel rounds.

Overall, parallel algorithm is somewhat different from the parallel sampler developed in the empir-
ical work of [AHL*23], even apart from the fact that we use randomized midpoint discretization and
corrector steps. The reason is that our algorithm applies collocation to fixed windows of time, whereas
the algorithm of [AHL*23] utilizes a sliding window approach that proactively shifts the window for-
ward as soon as the iterates at the start of the previous window begin to converge. We leave rigorously
analyzing the benefits of this approach as an interesting future direction.

3.6 Log-concave sampling in total variation

Finally, we briefly summarize the simple proof for our result on log-concave sampling in TV, which
achieves the best known dimension dependence of 0(d>/12). Our main observation is that Shen and
Lee’s randomized midpoint method [SL19] applied to the underdamped Langevin process gives a Wasser-
stein guarantee for log-concave sampling, while the corrector step of [CCL*23a] can convert a Wasser-
stein guarantee to closeness in TV. Thus, we can simply run the randomized midpoint method, followed
by the corrector step to achieve closeness in TV. Carefully tuning the amount of time spend and step
sizes for each phase of this algorithm yields our improved dimension dependence — see Appendix C for
the full proof.

4 Discussion

In this work, we showed that it is possible to leverage Shen and Lee’s randomized midpoint method [SL19]
to achieve the best known dimension dependence for sampling from arbitrary smooth distributions in
TV using diffusion. We also showed how to parallelize our algorithm, and showed that O(log? d) paral-
lel rounds suffice for sampling. These constitute the first provable guarantees for parallel sampling with
diffusion models. Finally, we showed that our techniques can be used to obtain an improved dimension
dependence for log-concave sampling in TV.

We note that our main theorem (Theorem 1.1) requires a stronger assumption on the score estima-

tion error ¢, relative to prior work by a - factor. We believe that this extra factor is an artifact of

di/12
our analysis, and it would be interesting to remove it. We also note that our diffusion results require
smoothness assumptions — we assume that the true score, as well as our score estimates are L-Lipschitz.
Recent work [CLL23, BDBDD24] has analyzed DDPM in the absence of these assumptions, culminat-

ing in a O(d) dependence for sampling using a discretization of the reverse SDE. However, unlike in

10



the smooth case, it is not known whether a sublinear in d dependence is possible without smoothness
assumptions via any algorithm. We leave this as an interesting open question for future work.
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Roadmap. In Section A, we give the proof of Theorem 1.1, our main result on sequential sampling
with diffusions. In Section B, we give the proof of Theorem 1.2, our main result on parallel sampling
with diffusions. In Section C, we give the proof of Theorem 1.3 on log-concave sampling.

As a notational remark, in the proofs to follow we will sometimes use the notation KL(x | y),
Wy(x,y), and TV(x, y) for random variables x and y to denote the distance between their associated
probability distributions. Also, throughout the Appendix, we use t to denote time in the forward pro-
cess.

A Sequential algorithm

In this section, we describe our sequential randomized-midpoint-based algorithm in detail. Following
the framework of [CCL*23a], we begin by describing the predictor Step and show in Lemma A.5 that
in O(d'/?) steps (ignoring other dependencies), when run for time t at most O(%) starting from t,,, it
produces a sample that is close to the true distribution at time t, —t. Then, we show that the corrector
step can be used to convert our W, error to error in TV distance by running the underdamped Langevin
Monte Carlo algorithm, as described in [CCL*23a]. We show in A.8 that if we run our predictor and
corrector steps in succession for a careful choice of times, we obtain a sample that is close to the true
distribution in TV using just O(d>/'2) steps, but covering a time O (%) Finally, in Theorem A.10, we

iterate this bound O(log? d) times to obtain our final iteration complexity of O(d>/?).

A.1 Predictor step

To show the O(d'/?) dependence on dimension for the predictor step, we will, roughly speaking, show
that its bias after one step is bounded by ~ O; (dh6) in Lemma A.3, and that the variance is bounded by

14



Algorithm 4 PREDICTORSTEP (SEQUENTIAL)

Input parameters:

* Starting sample X, Starting time t,, Number of steps N, Step sizes h,c[q . n—1], Score estimates
St
1. Forn=0,...,N—1:
(a) Let t, = tg— S by
(b) Randomly sample a uniformly from [0, 1].

(c) Let fn+% = ey, + (eah" — 1)§}n(55n)ds
(d) Let Xpyq =€ Xy +hy - 1M, oy (%,,1)

2. Letty =to— g by

3. Return Xy, ty.

O (dh4) in Lemma A.4. Then, iterating these bounds ~ % times as shown in Lemma A.5 will give error
O, (dh4 + dh3) in squared Wasserstein Distance.

Lemma A.1 (Naive ODE Coupling). Consider two variables xg, x, starting at time to, and consider the
result of running the true ODE for time h, and let the results be x4, xi. For L>1, h <1/L, we have

[l = x71I* < exp(O(Lh))|lxg — xgI>
Proof. Recall that the true ODE is given by

dx; = (x; + VIngr_(x,))dt

So,
Bcllxe — x{I* = 2{x; — x|, 8, — B, x7)
= 2(x, _X;’xt _X; + Vingr_.(x;)— VIHQT—t(Xg))
S Lllx, —x(|I?
So,

ll2cy = x{1I* < exp (O(LR)) [lxg — X117 O

Lemma A.2. Suppose L > 1. In Algorithm 4, for all n € {0,...,N — 1}, let x(t) be the solution of the
true ODE starting at X, at time t,, running until time t, —t. If h, S % and t, —h, > t, /2, we have

E [|hye™ M8, g, (%) —hpet "V Ing, g, (i (@)

1 -
S h?e2 + L*dh® (L % t—) +L*RYE (X, — x, |17,

n

where E refers to the expectation over the initial choice X ~ qy.-
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Proof. For the proof, we will let h := h,,. It suffices to show that

~ ~ 1 ~
15 By~ VI, (@DIP S e+ 14k (v )+ LPEIS, —x, 2. (6)

n

Now,
8 —ah (% 1) — VI, (s (ah)) 2

S 1 -ah By 1) = VNG o (Fy DIP + IV I G (R 1) — VNG, ()

< e+ L%, —xi(ah)]?. (17)
Now, note x:(ah) is the solution to the following ODE run for time ah, starting at X, at time t,:

dx, = (x;,+Ving,(x,))dt
Similarly, X, , 1 is the solution to the following ODE run for time ah, starting at X, at time t,:
dx, = (%, +5, (x,))dt
So, we have
Bcllxe =X = 2(x, = X, 3, x, — 3,%,)

= 2(||xt _55{”2 + (x; — X, VIng,(x,) +§\tn(5c\n)>)
1 . PN
< (2 n E) e — 2 + IV Ing, (x) =5, @I

where the last line is by Young’s inequality. So, by Gronwall’s inequality,

h

- 1 « PO
Iy (ah) =%,y < exp(2+ 1 ) - ah) J IV Ing,,—(xi(s) — 5, (%) ds
0

h
p hJ IVIng,, s (x;(s)) =5, (XI? ds
0

h
Sh*el + hJ IV Ing,,(x;(s)) — VIng, (x,)II* ds
0
Now, we have
IVIng, _(x%(s))— Ving, (X,)II*
3 ”vmchn—s(xtn—s)_VIHQtn(xtn)llz
+(IVIng,, _(x}(s)) = VIng, _(x, _)I* +1IVIng,, (x.) = Ving, (X

By Corollary D.1,

1
BIIV Ingq, (v, ) — Ving, e, I § 2202 (1 )

n

By Lipschitzness of VIng, and Lemma A.1, fors <h, <1/L,

IVIng, (x;(s)) = Ving, (e, _lI* < L2[lx(s) = x, ]I
S L2 exp (O(Lh)) [1%, — x, II?

2)|1% 2
S Lo, — x|
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and similarly,
IVing,, (x;)— Ving, (X < L?[1%, — x, |I?

So, we have shown that

~ 1 ~
E[VIng, (x}(s) — VIng, (F)I? S 12dh? (L v t—) + 2RI, — x,
n
so that
~ 1 —~
E|[x(ah) —Xpyl 1> < hzeszc + L2dh* (L \% t_) + L?R2E||%, —th”z .
n

Combining this with the bound in (17) and recalling that h < 1/L yields the desired inequality in (16).
O

Lemma A.3 (Sequential Predictor Bias). Suppose L > 1. In Algorithm 4, for all n € {0,...,N — 1}, let
x(t) be the solution of the true ODE starting at X,, at time t,, and running until time t,—t, and let x, ~ q,

be the solution of the true ODE, starting at Xo ~ q,. If h, < %, and t, —h, > t,/2, we have
= 1 -
E[EXu - x¥(h)II? S h?e2 + L*dh° (L % t—) +L*h*E (%, —x, |I?
n

where E,, is the expectation with respect to the a chosen in the n'" step, and I is the expectation with respect
to the choice of the initial X ~ qy.

Proof. For the proof, we wil fix n, and let h := h,,. By the integral formulation of the true ODE,

th
x¥(h) =%, + J eV Ing, (x*(t, —s))ds.
t,—h

Thus, we have

2

tn
IE %41 —xp (R = Ilhlge(l‘“)h?tn_ah(»?n+;)—J hes‘“n‘h)vlnqs(xZ(tn —s))ds|?
t,—
SE IIhe“‘“)hs?n_ah(»?m%) —he"" " Ing, g (x;(ah))]?
tn
+h-Ee"VIng, _,u(x*(ah)) —J e M7 In g, (x* (¢, —s))ds||?.
@ ! t,—h

The second term is O since
1

h IE eU=0hy | q¢,—an(x,(ah)) =h f ed-ahy Ing, _quu(x;(ah))da
0

tn
= J ety 1n qs(x(t, —s))ds.
t,—h

For the first term, we have, by Lemma A.2

E||he(~)hs,

t,—a

W%y ) —he" MV Ing, (s (ah))I?
1 =~
< h?eZ + L4dh® (L Vv —) + LA E|X, —x, |I?.
th "

The claimed bound follows. O
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Lemma A.4 (Sequential Predictor Variance). Suppose L > 1. In Algorithm 4, for all n € {0,...,N — 1},
let x(t) be the solution of the true ODE starting at X, at time t, and running until time t, —t, and let

X, ~ q; be the solution of the true ODE starting at Xo ~ qy,- If hy S % and t, —h, > t,/2, we have

~ 1 ~
E X, — x (R)II> S h2e2 + L*dh? (L % t—) + L2 E|lx, —X,|I?

n-sc
n

where E refers to the expectation wrt the random a in the nt" step, along with the initial choice Xo ~ ey

Proof. Fix n and let h := h,,. We have

B [|%41 — x5 (R)I>
tn
=E|h- e, (%)~ | e OTIVIng (xi(e, —5)) dsl?
ty—h

SE|h- e“‘“)h?tn_ah(»?m% )—he" MV Ing, _p(xi(ah))|®
th
+E|h- e "V Ing, _ap(xi(ah)) — f "My Ing, (x*(t, —s)) ds||?
t,—h

th

tn
+E| J 1=y 1n qs(x(t, —s))ds — J ety Ing,(x*(t, —s))ds|?
t,—h

t,—h

The first term was bounded in Lemma A.2:

E|h- e(l_a)hg\tn—ah(fm%) —hel"hv1n qtn—ah(xtn—ah)llz

1 -
S h?e2 + L*dh° (L Vv t—) + LR E (X, —x, |I°.

n

For the second term,

th
E|lh- e~ "V Inq, _qp(x}(ah)) — J e NY Ingq(xi(t, —s))ds||>
tp—h
tn
=E| | B (Ving, _gn(xi(ah)) — ViIng,(xi(t, —s))) ds]|?
t,—h

th
S hJ E|IVIng,, an(xj(ah)) = Ving,(x;(t, —s)lI* ds.
t,—h

Now,

E[|VIng, _an(x:(ah)) — Ving,(x}(t,— DI S ENVIng, _an(r, —an) — V1ng,(x,)]?
+ENVIng, an(xe, an)— VIng, _an(xi(@h)ll?
+E[IVIng,(x,) — VIng,(x:(t, — )|

The first of these terms is bounded in Corollary D.1:

1
BV Ing,, (e, o)~ VIng (I 5 1202 (1v )

n
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For the remaining two terms, note that by the Lipschitzness of VInq, and Lemma A.1,

E[IVInge,—an(xe,—an) = VInge,—an(xp(ah)® < L2E [lx, o — x5 (ath)
S L?exp(O(LR))E ||x, — %, |1
SLPE|lx,, — Xl
and similarly, for t, —h <s < t,,

E[IV Ingy(x;) = VIng,(x(tn =P S L Ellx,, — %oll?. (18)

Thus, we have shown that the second term in our bound on E ||X,,;1 — X:(h)”Z is bounded as follows:

th
E|h- e~ "V 1nq,, _p(x;(ah)) - J eIV Ing(xi(t, —s)), ds||?
t,—h

1 -
< L2dn? (L v t—) + L*h*E ||x,, —X,lI°.

n
For the third term,

th

tn
E| J eI~ Ing (xi(t, —5)),ds — f e~ Ing, (xi(t, —s)), ds|1?
t,—h t,—h
t

=E| (e — e W) T ingy(x(t, —5)), dslf?
t,—h

tn
ShJ E(e(l_a)h—es_(t”_h))ZAE IV Inqq(x (¢, —s))I? ds.
t

—h e X0t
Now, we have
E|IVIngy(x}(t, —sDI* S ElIVIngy(x,)lI* +E|IV Ingy(x}(t, —s)) — VIng,(x,)|*
S % +L2E|lx,, —XalI*.

where the last step follows by Lemma D.4 and (18). So,

th

tn
]E||J ey Ing, (x*(t, —s))ds — J e~V Ing, (x*(t, —s)) ds||?
t,—h

t,—h

t

" 2 (d ~

< hf E (e(m®h — gs={tnmm))™. (— +L*E|lx,, —xnllz) ds
t,—h ¢ s

d =
st (L4 12E - %07

n
Thus, noting that h < %, we obtain the claimed bound on E ||X,,4; — x:(hn)||2. O

Finally, we put together the bias and variance bounds above to obtain a bound on the Wasserstein error
at the end of the Predictor Step.

Lemma A.5 (Sequential Predictor Wasserstein Guarantee). Suppose that L > 1, and that for our sequence
of step sizes hy,...,hy_1, 2. h; < 1/L. Let hyq = max; h;. Then, at the end of Algorithm 4,
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1. Ifty 2 1/L,
2

£
W (Xy, %) S ﬁ +L3dh}  + L*dh3

max

2. Ifty<1/Land h, S %”for each n,
2

&
WZ (X, x0,) S 5t (L3dnt  +L2dh3 ) N

max

Here, x;, ~ qy, is the solution of the true ODE beginning at x, = Xo ~ qy,-
Proof. For alln € [1,...,N], let y,, be the solution of the exact one step ODE starting from X,_;. Let

the operator E, be the expectation over the random choice of a in the n'" iteration. Note that only Xy
depends on a. We have

Ig[”xtN _3C\N”2] = IE[”(xtN —yn)—(xy _J’N)”Z]
= [lx¢, —ynll? —2(x,, _.yN,IEfN —yn)+ IE 1%y — ynlI?

Lhy_
< (14 22 Yy, — P+

= 2 = 2
IExy —ynlI“ +E[Xy — ynll
L N_1 © a

< exp(O(Lhy_1))llx¢, , — Xyl +

= 2 = 2
IEXy —ynllI"+EllXy — ynll®s
L N—1 @ a

where the third line is by Young’s inequality, and the fourth line is by Lemma A.1. Taking the expectation
wrt Xg ~ q;,, by Lemmas A.3 and A.4,

E ||x;, —Xnl®

< exp(O(Lhy_1))E|lx,,  —Xy_1lI>+

E[ EXy _)’N”2 +E||Xy _}’N”2
Lhy—4 a

< exp(O(Lhy_1)El|lx,,_, —Xy_1l*

1 1 .
+o( (hfv_lﬁ + LRG| (LV —)+L4hf\,_1Ellxt B —xN_1||2))
Lhy_4 s¢ tn—1 N-1

1 ~
+0 (hfv_leszc + L2dhy,_, (L v m) +1%h%_Ellx,,  — xN_1||2)
< exp(O(Lhy_))E |lx;, | — Xyl

hy_q€2
+o( NLl b2 62+ (13dhS +L2dh;4v_1)(Lv ti))
N-1

By induction, noting that x,, = X,, we have

N-1 h 62 1 N—-1
E|lx,, —%nl?S > (T +h2e2 + (L3dR° + 12dn?) - (L v t—)) -exp (o (L > hi)> :
n=0 i

n
. 1 . 1
By assumption, Zi h; < 1. In the first case, L V i < L for all n, so
2

€
W (R, X)) S ﬁ + L3dh* _ +12%dn®

max max *
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In the second case,

2 N-—1
£
W2y, xp,) < 5+ (Ldhf  +12dR3, ) > =2

max max

2
£
S = +(L3dnt  +1%dh3 ) N. O

L2 max max

A.2 Corrector step

For the sequential algorithm, we make use of the underdamped Langevin corrector step and analysis
from [CCL*23a]. We reproduce the same here for convenience.
The underdamped Langevin Monte Carlo process with step size h is given by:

dx, =v,dt
-~ - ~ (19)
dv, = (X ¢/np) —rve)de + v/ 2y dB,
where B, is Brownian motion, and § satisfies
E IS0 = Ving()ll® < e (20)

for some target measure q. Here, we set the friction parameter y = @(+v/L).
Then, our corrector step is as follows.

Algorithm 5 CORRECTORSTEP (SEQUENTIAL)

Input parameters:

* Starting sample X, Total time T,,,, Step size h.,, Score estimate 5

1. Run underdamped Langevin Monte Carlo in (19) for total time T, using step size h.,, and let
the result be Xy .

2. Return Xy.

Theorem A.6 (Theorem 5 of [CCL*23a], restated). Suppose Eq. (20) holds. For any distribution p over
RY, and total time Ty, S 1/v/L, if we let py be the distribution of Xy resulting from running Algorithm 5
initialized at X, ~ p, then we have

1/2
Wz(P, q) + €SCTcorr + L3/4T1/2d1/2h
LAtz LY corr™ eorr

corr

TV(pN,q) S

Corollary A.7 (Underdamped Corrector). For Ty, =© (m)

< C41/12 €sc 17/36
TV(py,q) S Ws(p,q)-d VI + —ﬁdl/% ++vLd Reorr -
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Algorithm 6 SEQUENTIALALGORITHM

Input parameters:

* Start time T, End time &, Corrector steps time T, S 1/+/L, Number of predictor-corrector steps
Ny, Predictor step size hy,q, Corrector step size h,y, Score estimates s,

1. Draw Xy ~ N(0,Iy).
2. Forn=0,...,Ny—1:

(a) Starting from X,,, run Algorithm 4 with starting time T —n/L using step sizes hpq for all N
steps, with N = %, so that the total time is 1/L. Let the result be X" _ ..
pred n+1

(b) Starting from X, _ ;, run Algorithm 5 for total time T,,,, with step size h,, and score estimate

S7_(n+1)/1 to obtain X ;.

3. Starting from Xy, run Algorithm 4 with starting time T — Ny/L using step sizes

Npred/2, Mpred /4 Apred/8, - - -, O to obtain Xy ;.

4. Starting from EEI’VO +1» Tun Algorithm 5 for total time T, with step size h.,, and score estimate 55
to obtain Xy, 4.

5. Return Xy 1.

A.3 End-to-end analysis

Finally, we put together the analysis of the predictor and corrector step to obtain our final O(d>/'?)
dependence on sampling time. We first show that carefully choosing the amount of time to run the cor-
rector results in small TV error after successive rounds of the predictor and corrector steps in Lemma A.8.
Finally, we iterate this bound to obtain our final guarantee, given by Theorem A.10.

Lemma A.8 (TV error after one round of predictor and corrector). Let x, ~ q, be a sample from the true
distribution at time t. Let t, = T —n/L for n € [0,...,Ny]. If we set Teorr = © (m), we have,

1. Fornel0,...,Ny—1] ift, 2 1/L,

~ —~ e d1/12
TV(Rpi1, %, ) < TV(Zp,x, )+ 0 (L2d7/ PR 4+ 132d7 12h§£d + VL%, + T

2. Ifty, S 1/L,

TV (Xyye1,%5) < TV (R xe,, )

h d1/12
3/2 d €
+0 ((de””hﬁred + 13247121272 ) - \|log —2 o+ VLA O heg + SCT)

Proof. Forn €[0,...,Ny], let ¥, be the result of a single predictor-corrector sequence as described in
step 2 of Algorithm 6, but starting from x, ~ g, instead of x,,. Additionally, let yy ,; be the result of
running steps 3 and 4 starting from Xy, ~ ey, instead of Xy, . Similarly, let ¥, be the result of only

applying the predictor step starting from x, ~ q, , analogous to X/, defined in step 2a.
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We have, by the triangle inequality and the data-processing inequality, for n € [0,...,Ny—1],

Tv(fn+1, xtn+1) = Tv(fn+1, yn-ﬁ-l) + Tv(yn-ﬁ-l, xtnﬂ)
< TV, e )+ TV Fns1oxe )

By Corollary A.7,

TVGni1,Xe,,,) S WaFopys e, ) - A2 VI + —=—5— + VLd"7**n

f 1/36
Now, for t, £ 1/L, by Lemma A.5,

€sc | 13/2 2 3/2
W2(yn+1’ xfn+1) S T + 1% \/Ehpred +1L \/_hpred

Combining the above gives the first claim.
For the second claim, similar to above, we have

TV(xXNy+15%5) < TV (Xngt15 Yng+1) + TV(Ing115 X5)
< TV(Xng, Xy ) + TV (Vg 415 X5)

By Corollary A.7,

TV(Fngr1,X5) < Wa(Tgy, 115 X5) - A2 VI + —=—— + VLA,

fd1/36

For ty, < 1/L, by Lemma A.5, noting that the number of predictor steps in this case is O (log bed ),

\ h
3/2 pred
WZ(.)’NO+1,X6) ~ L (L3/2 \/_hzred + L\/_hpred) S

The second claim follows by combining the above. O
We recall the following lemma on the convergence of the OU process from [CCL"23a]

Lemma A.9 (Lemma 13 of [CCL*23a]). Let q, denote the marginal law of the OU process started at g, = q.
Then, forall T Z 1,

TV(qr,N(0,17)) S (Vd +my) exp(—T)

Finally, we prove our main theorem on the convergence of our sequential algorithm.

Theorem A.10 (Convergence bound for sequential algorithm). Suppose Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold. If X
dvm
denotes the output of Algorithm 6, for T = © (l ( 2)), Teorr = @(fd1/1s) and 6 =© (LZ(dv 2)) if
£1/2 £2/3

= i . (e ;
we set hyreq = ) (mm(dl/sp/z’ d5/12L5/3) log(mz))’ heorr =© (d17/36L3/2 log(mz))’ and if the score estimation

e ¢
satisfies £, < O (m), we have that

TV(X,xy) S ¢

1.5/335/12

log*(my))

with iteration complexity © (
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Proof. We will let t, = T —n/L. First, note that by Lemma A.9
TV(Xo, x;,) S (Vd +my) exp(—T)

We divide our analysis into two steps. For the first Ny = O(LT) steps, we iterate the first part of
Lemma A.8 to obtain

R N 3/2 P d1/12
TV(Ry» x1,, ) < TV(Xo, X¢,) +0 (de” h2 o+ 13247/ 12hpfe -+ VLAY h g + T N,

< (\/E+ mz) exp(—T) + L°d"/"?h% T + L5/2d7/12h3fjd7" + 1324736 T + e, dV 2T VL

Applying the second part of Lemma A.8 for the second stage of the algorithm, we have

TV(JACNOH,X&)

Rpred
N (\/E+ mz) exp(—T)+ (L3d7/12h12>red + LS/deZhiﬁd) (T *\los p;e )

+13/2qY/36h, T + e, d2TVI

2
dvm2 = . £l/2 £2/3 1 ~ 1
Setting T = © (log( )), hpred =0 (mm(duaLs/z’ 512153 10g(m2)), and heory = © d17/3sL3/z 10g(m2))
L5/3d5/1210g m
- = s T2 ,

if the score estimation error satisfies ;. < O 2

£
WD log(mz)) with iteration complexity © (

we obtain TV(Xy 41,X5) < €.

B Parallel algorithm

B.1 Predictor step

In this section, we will apply a parallel version of randomized midpoint for the predictor step, where only
(:)(logz(%)) iteration complexity will be required to attain our desired error bound for one predictor
step.

In each iteration n, we will first sample R randomized midpoints that are in expectation evenly
spaced with 6,, = z* time intervals between consecutive midpoints. Next, in our step (c), we provide
an initial estimate on the x value of midpoints using our estimate of position X,, at time t,, provided by
iteration n — 1. This step is analogous to step (c) in Algorithm 4 for the sequential predictor step. Then,
in step (d) we refine our initial estimates by using a discrete version of Picard iteration, where for round
k, we compute a new estimate of x, _,; based on the estimates of Xt,—ash, for j <1iin round k — 1.
Note that a trajectory x(t) that starts from time t, and follows the true ODE is a fix point of operator 7
that maps continuous function to continuous function, where

t

T(x)(t) = e ox(ty) + f e - Vg, (x(s))ds.

to

By smoothness of the true ODE, the continuous Picard iteration converges exponentially to the true
trajectory, and we will show that discretization error for Picard iteration is controlled. After the re-
finements have sufficiently reduced the estimation error for our randomized midpoints, we make a final
calculation, estimating the value of x, ,, based on the estimated value at all the randomized midpoints.

In our analysis, we follow the same notation as in Appendix A.1. We first establish a poly(L,d)
bound on the initial estimation error incurred in step (c) of each iteration in Algorithm 7.
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Algorithm 7 PREDICTORSTEP (PARALLEL)

Input parameters:

* Starting sample X, xo, Starting time t,;, Number of steps N Step size {h,}_,
estimates {R,,}"_!, Number of parallel iteration {K,}_,

e 0 , Number of midpoint

Score estimates S

nO’ nO’

e Foralln=0,---,N—1:let 9, R—”

1. Forn=0,...,N—1:

-1
(@) Lett,=ty— 2o _ohy
(b) Randomly sample a; uniformly from [(i —1)/R,,i/R,] foralli € {1,--- ,R,.}
(¢c) Fori=1,---,R, in parallel: Let fr(lol) = g%y, + (eaih" — 1) -5 (%)
(d) Fork=1,--- ,K
Fori=1,---,R, in parallel:
~(k ~(k—
gll) = ea hnx +Z]_ (ea h,—(j—1)6, _max(ea ihn—jon 1)) St —aJh (x( 1))

—~ ~(K,
(e) xn+1:enxn+6n'zl’:1 " ahns —ah( ( ))

2. Letty=to— 3 Jh

3. Return Xy, ty.

Claim B.1. Suppose L > 1. Assume h, S 1/L. For any n = 0,--- ,N — 1, suppose we draw X, from an
arbitrary distribution p,, then run step (a) (e) in Algorithm 7. Then for anyi=1,-

n;

She2 + L2dh} (L ——

n“sc —h 5

)+L2h2||x —X¢ |2

where x(t) is solution of the true ODE starting at X, at time t, and running until time t, — t.

Proof. Notice that in step (c) of Algorithm 7, the initial estimate of the randomized midpoint is done
with the exact same formula as in step (c) of Algorithm 6, except we calculate this initial estimate for
R, different randomized midpoints. Notice also that the bound for discretization error in Lemma A.2
is not dependent on specific value of a, as long as the randomed value is at most 1. Hence we can use
identical calculation to yield the claim. O

Next, we show how to drive the initialization error from Lemma B.1 down (exponentially) using the
Picard iterations in step (d) of Algorithm 7.

Lemma B.2. Suppose L > 1. Assume h, S 1/L. For all iterations n € {0, -+ ,N — 1}, suppose we draw X,
from an arbitrary distribution p,, then run step (a) - (e) in Algorithm 7. Then for all k € {1,---K,} and

i e {1)... JRn}J
2)

)+ L2 ~E||>?n—xtn||2), (21)

%o = xp(@ihy) T = X5(tjhy)

"< (sr212) (

de 2 1
(LV
tn_hn

2 .2
+h;, (€SC+ R

n
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where x(t) is solution of the true ODE starting at X, at time t, and running until time t, — t.

Proof. Fixing iteration n, we will let h := h,, R :=R,, and & := §,,. The formula of x(k) and x(a;h) has
the same coefficient for x,,, thus we can bound the difference as follows

2
~(k
E fol,i)—x:(aih)H

i t,—(—1)6 th 2

<E Z (J S (tn—aih) 4 . 5, —ajh(x(k 1)) s (th—aih) lnqs(x:(tn —s)) dS)
j=1 t,—min(j&,a;h) t,—a;h
i t,—(—1)6 2

<2E ZJ e ds - (5, n(ZED) — Ving, o nlx(a;h) (22)

j=1 t,—min(jd,a;h)

i t,—(—1)é 2
+2E Z f s~ (tn—aih) (Vqtn_ajh(x:(ajh)) —Ving,(x;(t, —s))) ds (23)
j=1 t,—min(j6,a;h)

The first to second line is by definition and the second to third line is by Young’s inequality. Now, we
will bound Equation (22) and Equation (23) separately. By Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.4,

Sk=1) " 2
E[[5, oG~ Ving,, anlxilah)

2
~ ~(k— k— k—
<2E stn_ajh(x( . 1))— Ving, _ajh(x( 1))H +2E HV Ing, _ajh(x( 1)) Ving, _ajh(x:(ajh))H

<2¢2 +2L°-

A(k 1) *(a h)H

The term in Equation (22) can now be bounded as follows

2
E

i t—(j—1)6
2. J e ds - (5, o p (1 ) = VIngr, g (x;(a;h))
j=1 tp,—min(j5,a;h)

i 2

<R->E
j=1

j=1

i
<2R-§2. ¢2ih Z (s +12%.
j=1

R
<2R?.52. 2aih ;Z(e +12.
j—l

2
z ”—x;(ajh)H .

t,—(j—1)8
J (R~ g a0
t —min(j6 a;h)

2
S B = Ving,, o (x3(ash)|

A(k D_ xt(a h)H )

A(k D x¥(a h)H )

<4h’e? + 4th2

The first to second line is by inequality (Z?:l a;)? < nZ?:l aiz, the second to third line is by the fact

that f U8 s—(t—aih) g < & - e%M the fifth to sixth line is by RS = h and that e?>*" is at most 2
—min(j&,a; h)

when h < 1/4.
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Similarly, the term in Equation (23) can be bounded as follows
2
E

i t,—(j—1)6
Z J os—(tn—aih) (V Ing, _q;n(x;(ajh)) — Ving(x;(t, —S))) ds
j=1 tp,—min(j5,a;h)

SR-Zi:IE
j=1

i t,—(j—1)6 2
<R.5. o2 ZJ E HVlnqtn_ajh(x:(ajh))— Ving,(x(t, —s))” ds
t,—min(j6,a;h)

2

tn_(j_]-)5
J e (M (Ving, o (x}(ah)) = VIng,(x;(ty —5))) ds
t,—min(j6,a;h)

j=1
Since |x(a;h) —s| < 0,

2
E |74, (i) = Ving,(x; (e, =)
2 2
<3E|[Vay (1@ 1) = Vg oo ap)|| +3E[Vaix) = Vastxien =)

2
+3E HVqtn_ajh(xtn_ajh) —Vg,(x;)

2 2
=3[ Va1, (3 0h) = Ve, (e, a)]| + 3E[[ Va0 = Vs (en =)
2

tn—ajh
+3E J 9,V lng,(x,)du
N

2

2 2
SBLZ-E‘ ‘ +3L%-E||xi(t,—s)— x|+ 3E

x(ah) = X,

tn—ajh
f 9,Ving,(x,)du

The second to third line is by Young’s inequality, and the fourth to fifth line is by Assumption 2.2. By
Lemma 3 in [CCL*23a],

2

tn—ajh tn—ajh
E J 9,Ving,(x,)dul| <6 f E|18,V Inq,(x,)|* du
N N

1
t,—h

tn—ajh
<5- J L?d max(L, 1)du < L2d&%(Lv ).
s u

Now, by Lemma A.1 and the fact that h < %,

2 1
IEHVqtn_ajh(x:(ajh))—Vlnqs(x:(tn—s))” < 1212 exp(LIE |7, — x,, |+ 312d8%(L v ——)

th,—

<36L°E||%, —x, ||° +3L2d53(L v ).

1
t,—h
We conclude that the term in Equation (23) can be bounded by

i t,—(j—1)é
R~5~ezafh~ZJ 36L2E || %, —x, || +3L2d5%(L v
j=1 J t,—min(jé,a;h)

1_h)ds

tn

<2R252 . (36L2E||3En_xtn”2+3L2d52(LV t 1—h))

=4h2L2(18]E||)?n—xtn||2+%d52(LV 1h)).

th,—
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Combining the bounds for Equation (22) and Equation (23), we get

® (o h)H

< 8h%L?%- (

Given sufficiently small constant h, e%" < 2. Moreover, by the definition of §, RS = h. By unrolling the

recursion, we get
i S(8h2L2)"-( Z\ —x;i(ajh)Hz)
8h2L2 82 - 2
m( sc+d62(LV t h)+E||Xn—th|| )

s (33| -son

1
+h? (3s2c +L2d&*(LV
th—

20D (| + SC+ 451 - h)+18E||>?n—xtn||2)-

(k)

E‘xm—xt_ah

D+ 1B |7 —x, ). 0

As a consequence of Lemma B.2, if we take the number K,, of Picard iterations sufficiently large, the
error incurred in our estimate for x; _ 5 is dominated by the terms in the second line of Eq. (21).

Corollary B.3. Assume L > 1. Foralln € {0,--- ,N—1}, suppose we draw X,, from an arbitrary distribution
Dn, then run step (a) - (e) in Algorithm 7. In addition, suppose h, < % and K, Z log(R,,). Then for any
i e {1)... JRn}J

2 h4

d 1 2
Sh2e2 + "(LV )+L2h2-IE X, — X,
n-sc R?l tn_hn n || n n|

b

where x(t) is solution of the true ODE starting at X, at time t, and running until time t, — t.

Proof. Fixing iteration n, we will let h := h,, R := R,, § := 6, and K := K,.. Notice that when K >

2 2,2\K . 1 . . .
% -log(R), (8h L ) is at most zz. Now by plugging Claim B.1 into Lemma B.2, we get

)+ 2% —x, )

412 B[ —x, )

25— x(ay h)H < (8h212)" -2 (e§C+L2dh2(Lvt L
n

1
+h? (352c +L2d&3*(L Vv -
-

S (@L< + 1) (2 + 12 E |7, —x, ||*)

1 1
+((BR2LA)K + = ~L2dh4(Lv )
(( ) RZ) P—

n

- L*dn* 1
SR+ I E % —x, P+ 2 (Lvtn_h)

The first to second inequality by rearrangement of terms, while the second to third inequality is by the
fact that the terms % dominates (8h2L2)K. O
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We can now prove the parallel analogue of Lemma A.3 and Lemma A.4. Note that the bounds in
Lemma B.4 and Lemma B.5 are identical to the bounds in Lemma A.3 and Lemma A.4, except from
an addltlonal > factor for the middle term. This additional factor stems from using R, midpoints in

each 1terat10n n (compared to using one midpoint each iteration in Algorithm 6).

Lemma B.4 (Parallel Predictor Bias). Assume L > 1. For all n € {0,--- ,N — 1}, suppose we draw X,
from an arbitrary distribution p,, then run step (a) - (e) in Algorithm 7. In addition, suppose h,, < % and
K, Z log(R,). Then we have

4h6

=R 1 A 2
ENIE R —x;(h)P S kY 2+ =5 (LV ——= ) + L'} B[, —x, |
n

n

2 B
Rn
where x(t) is solution of the true ODE starting at X, at time t, and running until time t, — t.

Proof. Fixing iteration n, we will let h := h,, R:=R,, 6 := 0, and K :=K,,. We have

E[|EXq1 —x,(R)]I?

2
ty
[ Z el s, _ah(x““)] J ¢ (Y Ing,(x;(t, —5)) ds
t,—h
- R 2
<2E|[E| D’ eh“"fh-(?tn_aih(a?ﬁ?)—VInqtn_aih(xtn_aih))] 24)
Li=1
R 2
+2E IEZ h—aih Vinge —qn(Xe,—gn) — J h)Vlnqs(x*(t —s))ds (25)
Since a; is drawn uniformly from [(i —1)5,i6],
t,—(i—1)6
E[5e" %" Ving, _up(x,-a)] = f &MY Ing(x;(t, — ) ds,
t,—i0

and the term in Equation (25) is equal to 0. Now we need to bound Equation (24).

2
-~ (K
Stn—aih(x,(l’i)) -V lnqtn—aih(xtn—a-h)H

<2 St —a; h(x(K)) VInqt —a; h(x

~(K) 2
+2 VInqtn—aih(xn’i )_VInqtn—aih(xtn—aih)
K
se4 17 [~ xi(am)|
L?dh* 1 2
2 2 [ 2.2 272 =
Se+L -(h e+ Rz (Lvt _h)+L h -IE”xn—xtn” )
n

The first to second line by inequality (Z?:l a;)*<n Z?:l al.z, the second to third line is by Assumption 2.4
and Assumption 2.2, and the third to fourth line is by Corollary B.3 (K % log(R), which satisfies the con-
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dition in Corollary B.3). Hence

2
2E

R
E [Z getai (5, o (L)) — vmqtn_aih(xtn_aih))]
i=1

~ (&) 2
Stn—aih(xn,i ) -V lnqtn—aih(xtn—aih)

L*dn* 1 %
soot (e 1t (e S (1v g et mle ) )

R
<2R(25)* ) E
a
i=1

R2 t,—h

L*dh® 1 2

2, .2 41 4 ~

She-el, + R (Lvtn—h)+Lh -]E”xn—xtn” .

The first to second step is by inequality (er'l=1 a;)? < nZ?:l ai2 and Young’s inequality, the second to
third line is by plugging in our previous calculation, and the third to forth line is by h = 6R and that
hs1/L. O

Lemma B.5 (Parallel Predictor Variance). Assume L > 1. For alln € {0,--- ,N —1}, suppose we draw X,
from an arbitrary distribution p,, then run step (a) - (e) in Algorithm 7. In addition, suppose h,, < % and
K, Z log(R,). Then we have

>

> * 2 <2, .2 dehi 1 212 ~ 2
E (% — xp(R)I? S h - e+ =\ LV |+ L h%-Ex, — x|
n n n

where x(t) is solution of the true ODE starting at X, at time t, and running until time t, — t.

Proof. Fixing iteration n, we will leth := h,, R:=R,, 6 := §, and K := K,,. We will separate E,, ||X,;1—
x:(h)ll2 into several terms and bound each term separately.

E [[ %001 — x5 (I

R t 2
<E|§-) etal. s’}n_aih(fr(f(i)) — e Ing (xX(t, —s))ds
* i=1 ' t,—h
R 2
<3E | D 5eh (5, a5~ VIng, _apCee,—a) (26)
i=1
R t,—(i—1)6 2
+3E Z J el—ailt. (V Ing; —q.n(x¢,—an) — VIngs(x,(t, —s))) ds (27)
i=1J t,—i0
R ,t—(i-1)8 2
+3E Z J (ehaih — s~ (=) . v 1n qs(x(t, —s))ds (28)
i=1Jt,—io

Equation (26) is identical to Equation (24) in Lemma B.4, and can be bounded by

4916
L%dh (Lv 1 .

. 2.2, 144 = 2
Equation (26) Sh”-¢e +L"h 'E”xn_xtn” + R2 t,—h

Next we will bound Equation (27). By Lemma D.1 and Lemma A.1,

1
t,—h

-

2 ~ 2
E HVqtn_ajh(xZ(ajh)) — Ving,(x(t, —s))H < 12d62(LV )+ 12 -E||%, - x, |
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hence Equation (27) can be bounded with similar calculations as for Equation (23) in Lemma B.2, by
the following term:

1
12R?52 - (L2d52(L Vo _h) +0(L) - E||%, —x,,

2 914
s tgmay tnl_h)+L2hZIE||?cn—xtn||2.

Finally we will bound Equation (28) Since both @; and s belong to the range [(i —1)6,i6],

Moreover, by the fact that E ||V In qs(xtn)”2 < Ld (by integration by parts), Lemma D.1, Lemma A.1 and
the fact that L& = o(1), we have

E |V ing,(x}(t, =))|* S E[|VIng(x,)||* +E ||V Ing,(x;(t, =) = VIng, (x,,
S Ld + 12 exp(L8) | %, — x, ||* S Ld + L2 || %, — x, ||

Hence Equation (28) can be bounded by
2

R t,—(i—1)6
Z J (eh_“ih — es_(t”_h)) - Vling(x*(t, —s))ds

3E
t,—i0
t,—(i—1)6
<3R5ZJ E |26V Ing,(x(t, —))||”
t,—i6
t,—(i—1)6
S3RS - 45ZZJ (Ld +12 %, —x,, ")
t,—i6

2

2) Ldh* L*h*
= e
R2 R2
By adding together Equation (26), Equation (27) and Equation (28), and combining terms, we con-
clude that

SR254(Ld + L2 ||%, — x,,

(| %0 — x.

n

L*dh® 1
LV
Rz ( tn__h)D
2 Ldh* L%*n*
|| RZ + RZ

—~ ~ 2
E %41 —xi(WI* Sh*- 2+ L E|x, —x, ||+

L*dh* 2
+

RZ

1 21,2 =
(LV tn—h)+L W’ E ||, —x,

%0 —x,

2 41,4
Sh 2+ 2Ot (Lvtnl_h)+L2h2]E||>Acn—xtn||2. O
We can now prove our main guarantee for the parallel predictor step, which states that with logarith-
mically many parallel rounds and O(v/d) score estimate queries over a short time interval (of length
O(1/L)) of the reverse process, the algorithm does not drift too far from the true ODE. Our proof follows
a similar flow as Lemma A.5.
Note that due to the existence of R,, midpoints in each step, we can set h,, = ©(1). We will set h,, to
be @(%), unless t,, is close to the end time 6 (see Algorithm 9 for the global algorithm and timeline). If
t, is close to &, we will repeated half h,, as n increases, until we reach the end time.

Theorem B.6. Assume L > 1. Let 3 > 1 be an adjustable parameter. When we set h,, = min{%L, th/2,t,—
5}, K 2 log(2X2) and R, = h,,- -

and the process in Algorithm 7, both starting from % ~ q., and run for total time Ty < % is bounded by

L‘S/a =0 (@), the Wasserstein distance between the true ODE process

- € £
WZ(xN:xTN) S =

L+[5\/f.
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Proof. To avoid confusion, we will reserve X,, as the result of running Algorithm 7 for n steps, starting

at Xy, ~ qo. We will use ¥, to denote the result from running the true ODE process, starting at X,,_;.
Then by an identical calculation as in Lemma A.5,

2
E ., — %l < exp(Ohy-1) e, , ~Fa |+ T B | + Bl ol

Now we do a similar calculation as in Lemma A.5, but utilizes the bias and variance of one step in the
parallel algorithm instead of sequential. Taking the expectation wrt X ~ q,,, by Lemmas B.4 and B.5,

E ||x,, —Xyl®

< exp(O(Lhy_1)E|lx,,_ —Xy_1lI*+

0 H*:”IE?ACN_}’N”Z+IE||3ACN_J’N||2
N—-1 @

< exp(O(Lhy_1))E||x,,_, — Xyl

4 31,6
1 2 2 L*dhy_, 1 d R ,
+O(LhN_1 (hN e e Ol g A Y Elx,,  — Syl

L*dh? 1

N—1 =

+0 (hlz\l 1€sc + T (L \ t_) + Lzhlzv_lE ”fo—1 _xN—1||2)
- N-1

< exp(O(Lhy_1))E||x,,_, — Xyl

2 3915 2314
hy-1ge 2y L°dh},_, + L*dhy,_, 1
+0( ———+hy_;¢ LV
L e R?2 tn_1

Since hy_; < , the term L3dh5 _, is dominated by the term dehﬁ and the term hzzv 18 <. 0s dominated
hy_1€2 . .
by == By 1nduct10n, noting that x, = X, we have

) N— LZdh4 1 N—-1
E|lx,, —xnlI* < Z ( % (LV a)) - exp (O (L Z hi)> .

i=n+1

Since Zl i < % ( (L Z imn +1 )) is a constant. Moreover, by our choice of h,, , it is always
3 <

the case that h,, < t,—h, and that h,, < I Therefore

L?dh? (L g1 ) - L*dh3 _ L2dh, _ hye?
tn hn B

2 2 — p2r2d ~ B2’
R2 RZ T PR p
and thus
N—1 2
h h e € g2
E|lx,, —X 252 L2 4 g Xy
I Y wli L [ sc B2 L2 ' L2

We conclude that

~ = & £
Wa(x,,, Xn) = VE”xtN_xNHZS %"‘ . U

B+vL
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B.2 Corrector step

In this step we will be using the parallel algorithm in [ACV24] to estimate the underdamped Langevin
diffusion process. Since we will be fixing the score function in time, we will use V Inq to denote the true
score function for the diffusion process, and s to denote the estimated score function. We will choose
the friction parameter to be y =< +/L.

Algorithm 8 CORRECTOR STEP (PARALLEL) [ACV24]

Input parameters:

* Starting sample (X, Vy) ~ p®N(0,1;), Number of steps N, Step size h, Score estimatess ~ VIngq,
Number of midpoint estimates R, 6 := ¢

1. Forn=0,...,N—1:

(a) Lett,=nh
~(k k . . . . .
(b) Let (xr(l’i), T/:(u. ) represent the algorithmic estimate of (x; ,in/r, V¢, +in/r) at iteration k.
(c) Let(Z*, ") be acorrelated gaussian vector corresponding to change caused by the Brownian
motion term in h/R time (see more detail in [ACV24])

(d) Fori=0,---,R in parallel: Let (’?S,)i) , ?r(fl.)) =(X,,V,)
(e) Fork=1,--- ,K:
Fori=1,---,R in parallel:

(k) . ~(k—1) | 1—exp(—yh/R) ~(k—1) _ h/R—(1—exp(—yh/R))/y k—1

Xpi ' =Xpiq T 7 “Vnicl T 7 'qxn,j )+ ¢
k k=1)  1—exp(—yh/R k—1

{}\T(I,i) = eXP(—Yh/R) ' {}\T(I,i—l) - M : 3\()(,(1’1'_1)) + Cv

® (fn+1’{)\n+1) = (J?rIf,R’ {)\rIf,R

2. Letty =Nh

3. Return Xy, ty.

Let Ty denote the total time the parallel corrector step is run (namely, Ty = nh). Consider two
continuous underdamped Langevin diffusion processes u*(t) = (x*(t),v*(t)) and uy ¢ = (X 1e5 Veg+e)
with coupled brownian motions. The first one start from position x*(0) = X, ~ p and the second one
start from position x., ~ q. Both processes start with velocity v*(0) = v, ~ N(0,I;). We will bound
both the distance measure between x*(t) and the true sample x, ., and the distance measure between
x*(ty) and outputs of Algorithm 8. First, [CCL*23a] gives the following bound on the total variation
error between x*(Ty) and x., .

Lemma B.7 ([CCL*23a], Lemma 9). Ifh < iL, then

WZ(p, q)

*
VG (T 0,) S R0

Next, [ACV24] bounds the discretization error in Algorithm 8 in terms of quantities that relates to
the supremum of E ||V1r1q(x*(t))||2 and E ||v*(t)||*> where t € [0, Ty 1.
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Lemma B.8 ([ACV24], Theorem 20, Implicit). Assume L > 1. In Algorithm 8, assume K Z log(d) (for

sufficiently large constant), K S 4logR and h S Wik Then

VL
where P = sup (o 1,1 ELIIv*(t)|*] and Q = sup,(o 1, 1 ELIIV Ing(x*(e))I*]

To reason about the value of P and Q, we will use the following lemma in [CCL"23a].

T, dh® h? h*
KL(J?N,X*(TN))S—N-( +L2(Y +— 73+—Q))

Lemma B.9 ([CCL"23a], Lemma 10). Forany t S ‘/_,

E ||U*(t) _ut0+t|| S W22(p,q).

Lemma B.10. Assume L > 1. For any Ty < %,
sup E[[|VIng(x*()I*] S L*W;(p,q) + Ld
te[0,Ty]

and

sup E[v*(0)l* S Wi(p,q)+d.
te€[0,Ty]

Proof. Note that (q,N'(0,I;)) is a stationary distribution of the underdamped Langevin diffusion pro-
cess, hence x, ~ q and v, ~ N(0,1,). Hence E||VIng(x,)||> < Ld by integration by parts. Similarly,
E|lv,|* = E[|IN(0,1)]|*] S d. Since Ty S %, forany t € [0, Ty ], we can now bound E ||V In g(x*(¢t))||?

and E ||[v*(¢)||*> by Lemma B.9 as follows:
E[|VIng(x*(0)|I* < 2-E[[VIng(x,)||* + 2 E[|VIng(x*(t)) — VInq(x,)||”
S Ld + L*E|lx*(6) — x> S Ld + L2 E [lu*(t) —u |I* S Ld + L*W2(p,q),
and
E v (OI* < 2-Ellvll> +2-E[v:(0) —v|®
SEvll® +Ellu*(0) —u 1 S d + W} (p,q). [

Theorem B.11. Let 3 > 1 be an adjustable parameter. Algorithm 8 with parameter h = 1/_,R B-0( ‘/—)

K=4-log(R)and Ty S i has discretization error

TV(xy, x*(Ty)) S \/KL(XN,X*(TN)) S 7— + B +— ﬂ\/_ Wy (p, Q).

Proof. Since Ty S % and h = @(‘/Lf), N =0(1). Plugging Lemma B.10 into Lemma B.8, we get that

3 2 4
KU () 5 2 (2412 L+ @+ wipa) + B W) + 1)) |

< l'(8§C+i+ﬂ+ﬂ+(}%+£—j)-sz(p,q))
2 2 2

T P
The first to second line is by combining terms and setting h = @(%), y = ©(VL), and the second to

W} (p,q).

third line is by setting R =3 - @(@). Taking the square root of KL(Xy, x*(Ty)) yields the claim. O
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Theorem B.12. Let f > 1 be an adjustable parameter. When Algorithm 8 is initialized at (Xy,Vy) ~
2

p®N(0,1;), there exists parameters h = ‘/%,R = ~@(@), K= @(log(i—zd)) and Ty S % such that the

total variation distance between the final output of Algorithm 8 and the true distribution can be bounded

as

€ €
TV, X, ) S == + = + VL -W,(p,q).
(Xn tN) JI B »(p,q)

Proof. By triangle inequality, TV(Xy, x.,) < TV(xy, x*(Ty))+TV(x*(Ty), x, ). Combining Lemma B.7
and Theorem B.11 yields the claim. O

B.3 End-to-end analysis

Algorithm 9 PARALLELALGORITHM

Input parameters:

e Start time T, End time &, Corrector steps time T,,,; < 1/+/L, Number of predictor-corrector steps
Ny, Score estimates s,

1. Draw Xy ~ N(0,1y).
2. Forn=0,...,Ny:

(a) Starting from X,, run Algorithm 7 with starting time T — n/L with total time min(1/L, T —
n/L—&). Let the result be X/ _ ;.

/

(b) Starting from fn 1

obtain X, .

run Algorithm 8 for total time T, and score estimate S7_¢,11);; tO

3. Return Xy 1.

2
Theorem B.13 (Parallel End to End Error). By setting T = © (log (d\/m2 )), Teorr = %, 6=06 (#\imz)),
2

22

2

dVmj
22

and 1 =By = @(Llog(
distance between the output of Algorithm 9 and the target distribution xy ~ q* is

) in Algorithm 7 and Algorithm 8, when &y, S (:)(%), the total variation

TV(Xny4+15X0) S &,
—~ 2
with iteration complexity ©(L - log? (—Ldzmz ))~

Proof. Let x, be the result of running the true ODE for time T — t,, starting from x; ~ q*. Let y; be
the result of running the predictor step in step n—1 of Algorithm 9, starting from x,  ~q, , and start
time t,_;. In addition, let y,, be the result of the corrector step in step n — 1 of Algorithm 9, starting
from y!.

We will first bound the error in one predictor + corrector step that starts at t,_; = T—(n—1)/L. By
triangle inequality of TV distance and data processing inequality (applied to X, and y,),

TV(Rpxe,) < TV(R F) + TV(F x,. )
< TV(Zpo1, %, )+ TV (T x.) (29)
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By Theorem B.6 parametrized by 3; and Theorem B.12 parametrized by f3,,

Tv(ymxt) 7 /3’ +‘/_ Wz()’n:xt)
€
7+E+‘/_(L ﬂlﬁ)
gsc

ST mm(/sl,/sz)

The first line is by Theorem B.12, and the first to second line is by Theorem B.12. Next, note that
at the beginning of the process, t, = T, and at the end of the process, ty ., = 6. By induction on
Equation (29),

TV (Xy,+1,X0) < TV(xo, xtN0+1) + TV(Xny+15 xtN0+1)
No+1
< TV(x, %5) + TV, N0, 1) + D TV(F, xe,)

n=1

< TV(xg,x5) + TV(x7,N(0,14)) + Ny - (f M)

By Lemma A.9, TV(x;,N(0,13)) < (\/_ + my)exp(—T). By [LLT23, Lemma 6.4], TV(xy,x5) < €.
2 2
Therefore by setting T = © (log(dv )), Ny=0 (L log(d\gz)) and 3, =B, =0 (Llog(d\:;z)) in
Algorithm 7 and Algorithm 8, when g, S @(%), we obtain TV(Xy 41,%) S €
The iteration complexity of Algorithm 9 given above parameters is roughly number of predictor-

corrector steps times the iteration complexity in one predictor-corrector step. Note that in any corrector
step and any predictor step except the last one, only N = O(1) number of sub- steps are taken, there-

fore the iteration complexity of one predlctor step (except the last step) is ©(log(~ brVd )) and iteration

complexity of one corrector step is @(log( )) In the last predictor step, the number of steps taken

is O (log(ﬁ)) = O(log(L) + T), and thus the iteration complexity is ©((log(L) + T) - log(ﬁlT)). We
conclude that the total iteration complexity of Algorithm 9 is

2
(@“ Y%y 4 oop 2 )))+@((log(L)+T) log(ﬂlf)):é(“(’gz(m:mz))'

O

C Log-concave sampling in total variation

In this section, we give a simple proof, using our observation about trading off the time spent on the
predictor and corrector steps, of an improved bound for sampling from a log-concave distribution in
total variation. Note that for this section, we assume that s is the true score of the distribution and is
known, as is standard in the log-concave sampling literature.

We begin by recalling Shen and Lee’s randomized midpoint method applied to approximate the
underdamped Langevin process, for log-concave sampling in the Wasserstein metric [SL19] in Algo-
rithm 10.

Theorem C.1 (Theorem 3 of [SL19], restated). Lets = V Inp, the score function of a log-concave distri-
bution p be such that 0 < m-I; < Ji(x) < L -1y, for the Jacobian J; of 5. Let X, be the root of 5, and
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Algorithm 10 RANDOMIZEDMIDPOINTMETHOD [SL19]

Input parameters:

* Starting sample X, Starting v, Number of steps N, Step size h, Score function s, u = %

1. Forn=0,...,N—1:

(a) Randomly sample a uniformly from [0, 1].

(b) Generate Gaussian random variable (Wl(”), WZ(”), W,J,(")) € R3? as in Appendix A of [SL19].
(€) LetX,,1 =%,+ s(1—e20h)y, —2u(ah— 3 (1 —e2M))5(x,) + ﬁWl(n).

(d) Let Xy =%, +3(1—e2)v,—quh(1— e_z(h_“h))fs\(xn%) + JﬂWZ(n).

(e) Let vy = vye 2 —uhe 25y 1)+ 2\/ﬂW3(n).

2. Return Xy.

Vg =0. Let k = L be the condition number. For any 0 < € < 1, if we set the step size of Algorithm 10 as

/ 1/6 _ 2/3.1/3 _ .
h = Crnln(dl/s—ml/6 og 1/6( ) —— log 1/3 (%)) for some small constant C and run the algorithm

7/641/6 1/3 X . . . .
for N = & m log 5 ZOd <0 (81 /3:11 7+ Ez’jfml /3) iterations, then Algorithm 10 after N iterations can generate

Xy such that

Wyo(Xy,x) < ¢
where x ~ p.

Now, we make the following simple observation — if we run the corrector step from Section A.2 for a
short time, we can convert the above Wasserstein guarantee to a TV guarantee. We carefully trade off
the time spent on the Randomized Midpoint step above and the corrector step to obtain the improved
dimension dependence. Our final algorithm is given in Algorithm 11.

Algorithm 11 LOGCONCAVESAMPLING [SL19]

Input parameters:

* Number of Randomized Midpoint steps N,,,q, Corrector steps Time T, S 1/_, Randomized Mid-
point Step size h,,,q, Corrector step size h,,, Score function s.

1. Let X be the root of 5, and let v, = 0.
2. Run Algorithm 10 with N,,.4 steps and step size h,,,q, Using Xy, vy, and let the result be )?]’de

for time Ty,

3. Run Algorithm 5 starting from X,

N using step size h,,. Let the result be Xy .

4. Return Xy,

We obtain the following guarantee with our improved dimension dependence of O(d®/!2).
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Theorem C.2 (Log-Concave Sampling in Total Variation). Let S = VInp be the score function of a log-

concave distribution p such that 0 < m-I; < Ji(x) < L - 14 for the Jacobian J; of 5. Let k = # be the
.- . 2/3 _ d

condition number. For any € < 1, if we set h.g,q = C (m log 1/3 (TK)) for a small constant C, Ny g =

4k 20dk ~ (434512
T 108 = SO( e2/3

Xn,,,, with

), Reorr = O (m) and Toory = O (m), we have that Algorithm 11 returns

TV(xy,,,X)S €

. . . . 4/3
for x ~ p. Furthemore, the total iteration complexity is O (dS/ 12 (% + 1))

£

Proof. By Theorem C.1, we have, for our setting of N,,,q and h,,q that, at the end of step 2 of Algo-

rithm 11,
€

Wy (X, <—F.
5 (X x) d1/12yL

Nrand’

Then, by the first part of Corollary A.7,

TV(J?Nrand,x)58+\/fd17/36-( £ )58.

d17/36 /T
. . o ~ [ A]345/12 5/12 .
Our iteration complexity is bounded by N,,,q4 + }Tl“m =0 (% + dT) as claimed. O

D Helper lemmas

Lemma D.1 (Corollary 1 of [CCL"23a]). For the ODE
dx; = (x; +VlIng,(x;))dt,

if L>1and IEI|:||V2 logqt(x)llz] <L, we have, forO<s<tandh=t—s,
1
B[V Ing,(x) ~ Ving,(e)I?) 5 12am? (L v 1)

Lemma D.2 (Implicit in Lemma 4 of [CCL*23a]). Suppose L>1, h < % and ty—h > ty/2. For ODEs

dx, = (x;+Ving,(x,))dt
dx, = (x, +5,(%,))dt

we have
~ 1
E ”xto—h —Xto—hllz S h? (dehz (L \% t_o) + £S2C)
Lemma D.3 (Lemma B.1. of [GLP23], restated). Let p, be a distribution over RY. For x, ~ p,, let
X, =X+ 2 ~ p; for z, ~ N(0, t1;) independent of x,. Then,

X, +e€ elz  Jlel?
M: E [e t 2t ]

pt(xt) Ze|x,

and

Vinp,(x,)= E |:—z—t}

z¢|x; t
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Lemma D.4. For q,(y,) o< p_1(ety,), for z, ~ N(0, (et —1)I;), we have

Ving(y)=e'Vinpa_i(ely) =¢' B[]
z.|ety, e2t —1

Furthermore,

~ |

JE [IVIng (yIP] <

Proof. The first claim is an immediate consequence of the definition of q, and Lemma D.3. For the

second claim, note that
2
[e —t | }
Zt |et.yf Zt

2
o [ [l
Ye~qe | zlety, | (e2t —1)2

2
— 2R llz ]
7| (e2t —1)2

Ye~qe

JE [IVing, ()l ] =¢* B [

eZt .d

=1 since z, ~ N(0, (2t —1)I)
e —

< g |
t
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