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Abstract

We revisit the problem of denoising from noisy measurements where only the noise level
is known, not the noise distribution. In multi-dimensions, independent noise Z corrupts the
signal X, resulting in the noisy measurement ¥ = X + 0Z, where o € (0,1) is a known
noise level. Our goal is to recover the underlying signal distribution Px from denoising Py .
We propose and analyze universal denoisers that are agnostic to a wide range of signal and
noise distributions. Our distributional denoisers offer order-of-magnitude improvements over the
Bayes-optimal denoiser derived from Tweedie’s formula, if the focus is on the entire distribution
Px rather than on individual realizations of X. Our denoisers shrink Py toward Py optimally,
achieving O(o?) and O(0%) accuracy in matching generalized moments and density functions.
Inspired by optimal transport theory, the proposed denoisers are optimal in approximating the
Monge-Ampere equation with higher-order accuracy, and can be implemented efficiently via
score matching.

Let ¢ represent the density of Py; for optimal distributional denoising, we recommend re-
placing the Bayes-optimal denoiser,

T*(y) =y + 0°Vlogq(y),

with denoisers exhibiting less aggressive distributional shrinkage,

2
g
Ti(y) =y + 7V10g q(y),

o? ot 1
Taly) = y+ G Viowa) - 5 (51T o)l + 9 Tioga(s) )

Keywords— Denoising equation, Bayes shrinkage, distributional shrinkage, optimal transport, Monge-
Ampere equation, generalized moment matching.

1 Introduction

We revisit the classic denoising problem in multi-dimensions with d € N*. Let X, Z € R? be two independent
random variables, where X is the signal of interest drawn from an unknown distribution Px, and Z is the
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noise with distribution Pz that is symmetric around zero and also unknown. We only observe the noisy
measurement Y, with an additive noise level o € Ry known a priori:

Y=X+07.

The goal is to recover the underlying signal distribution Px from the distribution of noisy measurements
Py. We emphasize that our goal is not to estimate each individual X, but rather to recover its probability
distribution. We aim to construct universal denoising maps T : RY — R? such that the push-forward
distribution T#Py closely matches Px with high accuracy, which applies across a broad range of signal
distributions Px and noise distributions Py.

We work in a setting where the exact distribution of Z is unknown but meets some mild moment
conditions. Specifically, we do not assume Gaussianity or independence across coordinates for Z. This
universality requirement is crucial in practice because the noise distribution is often unknown and may not
be Gaussian. Our setting departs from the traditional empirical Bayes literature [Rob64; EM73; Efr16],
which frequently assumes Gaussian noise or exponential families, and from the deconvolution literature
[CH88; Fan91; Efr16], which often presumes a known noise distribution.

One of the main messages we deliver in this paper is that if the goal is not to minimize the mean squared
error of estimating individual realizations of X, but rather to recover the entire distribution Px accurately,
then one should replace the Bayes-optimal denoiser, often limited to the Gaussian noise setting,

T*(y) =y +0°Vlogq(y), where q:R% — R is density function of Py ,

by new first- and second-order optimal denoisers
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These denoisers achieve O(0?) and O(0%) accuracy in distributional matching, respectively, representing
an order-of-magnitude improvement over the classical Bayes-optimal shrinkage T*(y). These denoisers are
universal, meaning they work under a host of smooth signal distributions Px and noise distributions Pz
that satisfy mild moment conditions. These statements will be made precise in the following sections.

Data-level Shrinkage. A traditional approach to denoising is to construct a shrinkage map T : R% —
R such that, at the data level, T(Y') matches X as closely as possible. A well-known result, called Eddington-
Robbins-Tweedie’s formula [Edd40; Rob64; EMT73], states that when the noise Z is an isotropic Gaussian,
i.e., Z ~N(0,1;), the optimal denoiser T*, in terms of mean squared error (MSE), E[||X — T(Y)||?], is

T*(y) = E[X|Y = y] =y + 0*Vlogq(y) - (1.3)

This identity lies at the heart of several well-known denoising techniques, from the traditional empirical
Bayes methods to the more recent score-based diffusion models [Soh+15; Son+20]. James-Stein shrinkage
[JS61; Bro66] may be interpreted as a special case of Tweedie’s formula, with Px being Gaussian [EM73]

and estimated score function as Vlog ¢q(y) := —W.

o L . 02
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This data-level shrinkage matches the first moment of the signal distribution Px on the distribution-
level, yet shrinks the data too aggressively—namely E[T*(Y)®T*(Y)] < E[X ® X]—and matches the second
moment only up to ©(c?) accuracy when o is small. Specifically, we witness an over-shrinkage effect:

Over-shrinkage : E[T*(Y) ® T*(Y)] —E[X ® X] = —c*(I; + ¢* E[V*log q(Y)]) < 0.
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Figur e 1: Comparison of shrinkage maps for d = 1. We compare T'4§Py- (no-shrinkage), T*#Py (Bayes-optimal shrinkage),
and our proposed optimal-transport inspired shrinkage T{* fPy and Tg*’g* # Py against the true signal distribution Px, from
left to right. Each row corresponds to a different signal distribution Px, chosen as a mixture of Gaussians. Here, the noise
parameter n = 02/2 is chosen as 0.9. We report the Wasserstein [Vil08] and energy [SR13] distances between the denoised
and true signal distributions in the top-left corner of each subplot. As seen, the Bayes denoiser overly shrinks the distribution,
whereas the no-shrinkage denoiser spreads it. The proposed denoisers T{* and Tg*’g* achieve improvement in distributional
matching.

This over-shrinkage effect can be explained as follows: this data-level shrinkage focuses solely on minimizing
the MSE, a (conditional) first-moment matching criterion. It does not aim to match higher-order moments
of the distribution. Note that the trivial map T!(y) = y matches the first moment exactly but overshoots
the second moment by ©(c?):

No-shrinkage : E[T'(Y)® T(Y)] - E[X ® X] = 0?1, = 0 .

Therefore, at the data level, the shrinkage estimator improves the MSE by only a constant factor, not by its
order of magnitude in o2. In fact the improvement in MSE is a constant ratio o*(d=o” ]Eo”inog «NIY) ¢ (0,1)
with small ¢. In this small-noise regime, we shall see shortly that taking a distribution-level viewpoint
motivates denoisers that improve denoising performance by an order of magnitude.

Naturally, one wonders: is it possible to design denoisers such that T§Py matches the second moment
of Px up to o(c?) accuracy? More ambitiously, is it possible to simultaneously match generalized moments
with higher accuracy? Is it possible to construct universal denoising maps that work for a broad range of
signal and noise distributions, extending well beyond the Gaussian noise setting? We show in this paper
that the answer is affirmative.

To visually illustrate the over-shrinkage effect, we plot the distributions Ti4§Py (no-shrinkage) and
T*#Py (Bayes-optimal shrinkage) against the signal distribution Px in the left two columns of Figures 1
(for d =1) and 2 (for d = 2), where each row corresponds to a different signal distribution Px. We observe
that the denoised distribution T*#Py is overly concentrated compared to the true distribution Px, while the
no-shrinkage distribution T'94Py is overly spread out. In contrast, the right two columns of Figures | and
2 plot the distribution shrinkage denoisers T; in (1.1) and T in (1.2) proposed in this paper, which match
the true distribution Px with markedly higher accuracy.
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Figure 2: Comparison of shrinkage maps for d = 2. We compare four denoisers as in Figure 1, but with scatterplots. Here,
the signal X is Gaussian, and the noise parameter 7 := ¢2/2 is chosen as 0.5. We report the Wasserstein and energy distances
between the denoised and true signal distributions in the top-left corner of each subplot. Again, the Bayes denoiser shrinks the
distribution too aggressively. The proposed denoisers T{* and Tg*’g* achieve improvement in distributional matching.

Distribution-level Shrinkage. A different perspective is to view the denoiser T as a transport map
that pushes forward the distribution of Y to match that of X, i.e., TPy =~ Px. Consider the following less
aggressive denoiser, which is motivated by optimal transport theory [AGS05; Vil08; LDK24):

2
ag
Ty:y—y+ 7V10gq(y) ,

Compared with (1.3), this shrinkage is less aggressive; it is the middle-point
T, = (T +T)/2.

In the Gaussian setting, one can easily verify that T; matches the second moment of Px up to O(c*)
accuracy, an order of magnitude improvement compared to Bayes-optimal shrinkage T*(y) given by the
Tweedie’s formula,

Optimal Shrinkage : |E[T1(Y) ® T1(Y)] — E[X ® X]| = O(c?) .

Surprisingly, as we shall prove later, under mild conditions on the signal and noise distributions, this
optimal transport-inspired shrinkage T achieves O(c?) for a wide range of bounded smooth test functions
m:R? - R,

| E[m(T1(Y))] - E[n(X)]| = O(c") .

The third column in Figures | and 2 illustrates the denoised distributions T1§Py against the signal distri-
bution Py, showing significant improvement over both the Bayes-optimal denoiser T* and the no-shrinkage
denoiser T4, both visually and quantitatively.

The discussions above motivate us to study distribution-level shrinkage: can we design denoisers that
approximate the entire distribution of Px with even higher accuracy? In particular, for a host of smooth
test functions m : R — R, can we design denoisers T such that

| E[m(T(Y))] - E[m(X)]] = o(c*) ?

Similarly, can we say how the densities between the denoised distribution T§Py and the signal distri-
bution Px match? Let p,q be the density functions of Px, Py respectively. It is known that the optimal
transport map T°' [Bre91] that transports Py to Px with minimum Wasserstein distance satisfies the Monge-
Ampere equation [Caf92; Vil08; DL25] p(T°*(y)) det(VT*(y)) — q(y) = 0. Can we design T solely based
on the knowledge of Py and noise level o, that approximately solves the Monge-Ampeére equation up to
higher-order accuracy, i.e.,

Ip(T(y)) det(VT(y)) — q(y)| = o(c*)?
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Figure 3: Comparing the order-of-magnitude in the denoising errors, varying the noise parameter n = o2 /2. We compare four
denoisers, the same as in Figure 1: blue for T4 (no-shrinkage), orange for T* (Bayes-optimal shrinkage), green for T7 (our first-
order denoiser), and red for Tg (our second-order denoiser). We report the variance error || E[T(Y)®T(Y)]—E[XQX]||//|| E[X ®
X]||, the Wasserstein distance, and the energy distance between the denoised distribution and the true signal distribution. To
numerically evaluate the errors between distributions, we sample n = 107 and use the empirical distribution to approximate
the population distribution. For each 1 value, we compare the errors on the same n-samples X ~ N(0,1),Y ~ N(0,1 + 2n)
across four denoisers.

In this paper, we examine the distribution-level shrinkage problem through the lens of optimal transport
maps. We develop optimal denoisers that achieve errors of order O(c?) and O(o®), respectively, applicable
universally to a broad class of signal distributions Px and noise distributions Pz. The fourth column in
Figures | and 2 showcases the effectiveness of the higher-order denoiser Ts in (1.2), which further improves
the accuracy of distributional matching compared to T}.

Before diving into our theory and denoising equations, we conclude this section with a simple numerical
simulation. We show in Figure 3 the order-of-magnitude improvement in denoising performance achieved by
our proposed optimal first- and second-order denoisers T{* , Tg*’g *—defined in (3.1) and (3.2)—compared to
the Bayes-optimal denoiser T* and the no-shrinkage denoiser T'4. We report the second moment difference,
the Wasserstein distance [Vil08], and the energy distance [SR13] between the denoised distribution and the
true signal distribution. As shown, our proposed denoisers achieve lower errors across all three metrics,
improving upon the Bayes-optimal denoiser by an order of magnitude, confirming our theoretical findings.

Notations Throughout the paper, we use bold uppercase letters T to denote maps from R? to R%. We use
x,v, z to denote vectors in R?, and X, Y, Z to denote random variables in R¢. We use Py, Py, Pz to denote
probability distributions of random variables, and their density functions w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure are
denoted as p,q, ¢ : R? = R. When there is no ambiguity, we write p = Px and g = Py for simplicity. For a
probability distribution P, we use Ex~p[-] to denote the expectation w.r.t. X ~ P. For amap T : R — R?
and a distribution P, we use T#P to denote the push-forward distribution of P through the map T.

We use standard notations for gradients and Hessians: for a scalar function f : R* — R, V f is the gradient
vector in R?, V2f is the Hessian matrix in R¥? and Af = trace(V?f) is the Laplacian operator. For a
vector-valued function T : R? — RY, VT is the Jacobian matrix in R¥*¢ and det(VT) is its determinant. For
two symmetric matrices A, B € R¥*?, we write A < B if B— A is positive semi-definite. I; € R?*? is reserved
for the identity matrix. For a vector z and a matrix A, we use ||z||o := max; |z;| and ||A|l = max; ; |A;;],
and we use ||z| and || A for its Euclidean norm and Frobenius norm, respectively. (z,y) and (A, B) denote
the Euclidean inner product between two vectors and the Frobenius inner product between two matrices,
respectively. We use standard big-O notation: for two functions f, g : [0,1] — R, we write f(n) = O(g(n)) if
there exists a constant C' > 0 such that |f(n)/g(n)| < C for all sufficiently small > 0.

Organizations The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the relations to the existing
literature. In Section 3.1, we introduce the differential equations characterizing the optimal denoisers along
with practical implementations, followed by assumptions on signal and noise distributions in Section 3.2. In
Section 4, we study the theoretical performance of the proposed denoisers in terms of generalized moment



matching. In Section 5, we establish the optimality of the proposed denoisers in terms of approximating
the static Monge-Ampere equation with higher-order accuracy. In Section 6, we empirically evaluate the
optimal first- and second-order denoisers and compare them with the Bayes optimal denoisers. The proofs
of the main theorems are presented in Section A, while technical lemmas and their proofs are included in
Section B.

2 Relations to the Literature

The empirical Bayes framework, pioneered by Robbins [Rob64], studies the problem of estimating an
unknown signal from noisy measurements. Under Gaussian noise, Eddington-Robbins-Tweedie’s formula
[Edd40; Rob64; 1S25] provides an explicit formula for the Bayes-optimal denoiser. When the signal is also
Gaussian, [EMT73] showed that the empirical Bayes shrinkage provides a natural alternative to the James-
Stein shrinkage [JS61; Bro66], which improves upon the maximum likelihood estimator in terms of mean
squared error by a constant factor. [EMT73] further discusses the possibility of relaxing both the Gaussian
noise and Gaussian signal assumptions, but still considering the linear empirical Bayes rule to induce shrink-
age and denoising. Since then, extensive research has been done. On the one hand, several papers consider
general signal distributions, but with Gaussian noise and Tweedie’s formula, for example, see [JZ09] for
nonparametric distribution and [Stel7] for Gaussian mixture distributions. On the other end, moving away
from the Gaussian noise assumption typically requires explicit knowledge of the noise distribution, as in
deconvolution [CH88; Fan91; Efr16], or implicit knowledge like replicates of the noise on the same data point
[IS25; SH19]. However, deviating from Gaussian noise typically requires replacing the denoising map from
Tweedie’s formula with more complicated forms, losing a universal shrinkage formula. Our work fills in this
gap. We show that, if the goal is to match the entire distribution of the signal rather than minimizing mean
squared error, it is possible to design universal denoisers that work across a wide range of signal and noise
distributions. These denoising maps differ from the classical Tweedie’s formula, and are agnostic to the
exact noise distribution, requiring only mild moment conditions.

We work in a regime with a constant noise level, where ¢ < 1 is a known constant, but the exact noise
distribution is unknown. In this case, exact deconvolution is intractable due to the lack of knowledge of the
noise distribution. We design simple, universal denoising maps that depend only on the score function of the
noisy measurement distribution ¢ = Py. Our denoisers achieve O(c?) and O(o%) accuracy in distributional
matching for a range of signal distribution Px and noise distribution Pz, respectively, improving over the
classical Bayes-optimal shrinkage.

Optimal transport theory [Vil08; AGS05] offers a new framework for comparing and transforming prob-
ability distributions. Taking an optimal transport perspective also opens new avenues for revisiting the
denoising problem. Due to the variational formulation of the Fokker—Planck equation [JKO98], adding small
Gaussian noise to a distribution can be interpreted as gradient descent (with a small step size) in the space
of probability measures with the entropy functional as the objective and Wasserstein distance as the geom-
etry. Therefore, denoising can be viewed as the reverse process of this gradient descent; see Proposition 1
in [LDK24]. As a result, we can study denoising from the perspective of transport maps. Recent works
have explored the use of optimal transport maps for denoising [Kim+23; Che+23; LDK24] and generative
modeling [HGL24; LDK24; DL25].

Our approach leverages ideas from optimal transport to design denoisers that achieve distributional
matching with higher accuracy. The accuracy is measured either by integral probability metrics [Miil97;
Gre+12; Lial9; Lia21] induced by smooth test functions, and by approximations to the static Monge-Ampére
equation [Caf92; DL.25]. The set of smooth test functions can be interpreted as generalized moments of the
distribution [Han82]. The static Monge-Ampeére equation characterizes the optimal transport map between
two distributions [Caf92; Vil08]. This work builds on these ideas to derive differential equations characterizing
the optimal denoisers that achieve higher-order distributional matching.

Score matching techniques [HD05] aim to learn the score function Vlogg(y) from data. These meth-
ods have been successfully applied in generative modeling [Vinll; Soh+15; Son+20] and empirical Bayes
[Gho+25]. [SH19] connects score matching to denoising by learning data-driven empirical Bayes denoisers



based on neural networks. There is a growing literature on both methodological and theoretical sides of score
matching [Hyv07; Sar+18; Sri+17; BMR20; KHR22; Gho+25; Fen+24], among others. Our work comple-
ments these results by providing explicit optimal denoising maps that achieve higher-order distributional
matching for a wide range of signal and noise distributions. Furthermore, our denoisers can be estimated
from data using score matching techniques [HDO05], as they are constructed based on the score function
Vlogq(y) and its derivatives. This connection enables the practical implementation of our denoisers in
real-world applications [HD05; SH19; Son+20] using automatic differentiation in modern machine learning
frameworks. Curiously, our second-order optimal denoiser relies on the exact form as the functional objec-
tive minimized in score matching objective [HDO05], or the celebrated Stein’s unbiased risk estimate objective
[Ste81; XKB12; Gho+25].

Our distributional denoising theory in the small, constant noise regime = o2/2 provides theoretical
foundations for new denoisers that achieve higher-order accuracy (as a function of the discretized step size
or noise parameter 7). This theory sits at the core of modern diffusion-based generative models, where new
denoisers can be employed in the backward process of diffusion models [Soh+15; Son+20] to replace the
stochastic backward diffusion process with a deterministic optimal denoising map [Che+23; LDK24] that
achieves higher-order accuracy in denoising the diffusions.

3 Denoisers, Signal and Noise

3.1 Differential Equations for Optimal Denoisers

We introduce a noise parameter scaling 7 = 02/2, then define the first- and second-order shrinkage denoisers
(in n) as local-to-identity maps

T{(y) =y +nVf(y),
2

T4(y) 1=y + 1V 1) + 5 V()

where f, g : R? — R are smooth functions to be determined that induce the shrinkage directions. Our goal
is to find the optimal functions f, g such that the denoised distributions T{ gPy and Tg 94 Py match the true
signal distribution Px with high accuracy.

Recall that ¢ : R? — R is the density function of the noisy measurement distribution Py. It turns out
the optimal denoisers in terms of distributional matching up to O(n?) and O(n?) satisfy the following system
of differential equations,

optimal first-order equation: ¢V f = Vg,
optimal second-order equation: ¢Vg = V2fVq+ AqVf —VAq.

As a result, the optimal denoisers are induced by the following choice of f, g,
f.=logq, (3.1)

1 1
g- == |5IVLIP+ V- Vf*] T {QVIquII2 +Alogg| - (3:2)

These equations may appear mysterious at first glance. Their origin will be elucidated in Section 5,
where we study the Monge-Ampeére equation that characterizes the optimal transport map between the
noisy measurement distribution Py and the true signal distribution Px. The denoiser is optimal in that
it approximately solves the static Monge-Ampere equation with accuracy O(n?) and O(n3), respectively.
Notably, the optimal denoisers depend only on the noisy distribution Py through its score function V log g
and its derivatives, and are agnostic to the exact noise distribution Pz and the signal distribution Px.
This implies that one can approximate the optimal transport map for denoising Py to Py, requiring only
knowledge of Py and the noise level o.



Our denoisers can be learned from data using score matching techniques [HDO05]. Recall the Fisher
divergence minimization approach for score matching, which solves

2 _ 2 .
rglengJEQZIIE( — Vlogq(Y)| —wgmwy H£ Y[+ V-£(Y)| + Const , (3.3)

where S is a vector-valued function class for score functions ¢ : R? — R?. The optimal solution to the above
optimization problem is exactly §. = V f. = Vlogg, the gradient of the optimal first-order denoiser.

With an estimated score function £ that is smooth, we can directly plug it in to obtain data-driven first-
and second-order denoisers

Ti(y) =y +né(y) (3.4)

Toy) 1=y + 1) ~ LV | SIEWI + V&) - (35)

Note that the equation in (3.5) precisely matches the functional form in the score matching objective (3.3).
Therefore, the denoisers can be obtained directly from the estimated score function E and computed efficiently
using automatic differentiation in modern machine learning frameworks. We implement this approach in our
numerical experiments; See Section 6 for details of our implementation.

Again, there has been a growing literature on the consistency and estimation accuracy of score matching
from finite samples, see [Sri+17; BMR20; KHR22; Gho+25; Fen+24]. Our work complements these results.
With an estimated score function E , we can directly plug in to obtain estimated denoisers T1 and T2 as in
(3.5), designed to achieve higher-order accuracy in distributional denoising, a key task in modern diffusion-
based generative models [Soh+15; Son+20].

3.2 Assumptions on the Signal and Noise

In this section, we discuss the assumptions imposed on the signal distribution Px and the noise distribution
Py, in preparation for the theoretical results in terms of denoising quality; Section 4 discusses moment
matching property for general moments, and Section 5 studies distributional matching in an affinity measure
induced by Monge-Ampeére equation.

The first assumption is made on the signal density p = Px with respect to the Lebesgue measure. We
require smoothness conditions on p. This is a standard assumption in nonparametric statistics, known as
k-th order Holder smoothness. We only need smoothness up to & = 4 for the accuracy of the first-order
denoiser, and up to k = 6 for that of the second-order denoiser, independent of the dimension d.

Assumption 1 (k-th Order Smoothness). The density p : R? — Rsq satisfies

IV Dlloo == sup [V*p(2)]|os < o0,
zERY

where || VFp(2) |00 = max;, ., eld) |8gci1 &Mp(a:)\

The second assumption is made on the noise variable Z € R?. We require certain moment conditions on
Z. In particular, we do not assume Gaussianity nor independence across coordinates for Z. The first-order
denoiser defined in (3.1) remains universal and agnostic to the exact noise distribution under Assumption 2(i),
whereas the second-order denoiser defined in (3.2) requires both Assumption 2(i) & (ii).

Assumption 2 (Moments of Noise). The noise Z € R% is symmetric around 0, namely, Z L _7Z. For any
i,5,k,l €[d]:

(Z) E[ZzZJ] = 51‘]‘, and ]EHZ1|4] < 00

(ZZ) ]E[ZiZjZkZl] = 6z’j5kl + 5ik6jl + 5i15jk; and E[|Zi|6] < 00



As we shall see, for the theoretical result on the first-order denoiser, only Assumption 2(i) and Assump-
tion 1 up to k£ = 4, are needed. In particular, we only require the noise variable Z to be uncorrelated,
E[ZZT] = I4, and to have bounded 4-th moments; no need to assume Gaussianity or independence across
coordinates. In this sense, the first-order denoiser is universal to a large class of noise distributions.

For the theoretical result on the second-order denoiser, both Assumption 2(i) & (ii) are needed, and
Assumption | up to k = 6. Admittedly, Assumption 2(ii) is more restrictive, as it requires the noise Z
to have Gaussian-like 4-th moments. However, we note that this assumption remains significantly weaker
than assuming Gaussianity. In this context, the second-order denoiser is less universal than the first-order
denoiser but still agnostic to the specific form of noise distribution. The fourth-moment condition can be
relaxed to allow for arbitrary Z with i.i.d. coordinates with a finite fourth-moment, at the cost of a slightly
more complex denoising equation, which will be discussed in Section 5.

4 Matching Generalized Moments

In this section, we study how the distribution T§Py matches Px in terms of generalized moments.
Consider a host of test functions m : R — R € M, we compare how the moments of T§Py and Py
match:

| E, (T = B [m(X)]. (1)
Conceptually, M is a class of test functions [Miil97], or called the generalized moments [Han82]. When M is
the class of all bounded measurable functions, then matching over this class reduces to T§Py being close to
Py in total variation distance. When M is the class of all Lipschitz functions, then these two distributions
are close in Wasserstein distance. When M is the class of polynomials up to degree k, then these two
distributions are close in the moments up to order k.

We investigate the performance of denoisers (induced by f.,¢.) under an integral probability metric
[Miil97; Gre+12; Lial9] induced by a class of smooth test functions M. Note that f., g. depend only on
the density ¢ = Py, and thus the following integrability assumption is imposed on derivatives of ¢ to ensure
f+, g+ are well-behaved. This mild regularity assumption holds generally when the density ¢ is smooth and
decays at infinity.

Assumption 3 (Integrability of Denoisers). Recall the definition of f«, g« in (3.1) and (3.2) that depends
on q = Py. The density q satisfies, for any n € [0,c¢) for some constant ¢ > 0:

(i) Joa IV () [a(y)dy < oo;

(i) Jra IVE@)Pa(y)dy < 00, and [ [IVg.(y)|Pa(y)dy < co.

4.1 First-Order Denoiser

We first define the class of second-order smooth test functions M?2(R?), which will be used to analyze the
performance of the first-order denoiser T?*.

Definition 1 (2-Smooth Test Functions). The class of 2-smooth test functions M?(R?) is defined as

sup [[V2m(y)|lo < o0,

Some explanations are in order. First, the integrability conditions impose decay conditions on m and its
gradient Vm at infinity, which further implies that m and Vm vanish at infinity. This rules out unbounded
test functions that grow to infinity, such as polynomials. However, there is a host of test functions that
satisfy these conditions, for example, compactly supported smooth functions. Second, when the signal



distribution Px has a compact support or decays fast at infinity, it is natural only to consider test functions
supported on a compact set @ C R? with smooth extensions to the entire space R? that vanish. Such
a consideration is without loss of generality for bounded test functions, or unbounded test functions with
a slow growth compared to the decay of Px at infinity. Third, let € > 0, one can consider m to be any
continuous function supported on a compact set Q (including polynomials), then consider smoothed test
functions m * ¢. convolved with a mollifier . [Eva22], say ¢ (z) = e~ %p(z/¢) with

1
p(z) = CeXp(_W) el <1,
0 lzf > 1.

to obtain a smooth approximation of m that naturally satisfies all conditions in M?(R9).

Theorem 1 (Moment Matching: Optimal First-Order Denoiser). Under Assumption 3(i), we consider the
first-order denoiser T{* (y) defined in (3.1),

2
g
T (y) =y + 7V10gq(y) :

Let p = Px satisfy Assumption 1 for up to k = 4, and the noise Z has bounded j-th moments as in
Assumption 2(i). We then have for Ym € M?(R?), the 2-smooth test function as in Definition 1,

| E, (T ()]~ E m(X)]|<Cp-ot

Here, the universal constant Cy, > 0 only depends on the test function m.

This theorem states that for a smooth test function m € M?R?, the first-order denoiser T{* matches
the generalized moments (induced by m) of the signal distribution Py up to an error of order O(c*). Such
a result holds as long as the signal distribution Px is smooth enough (up to 4-th order), and the noise
distribution Pz has bounded 4-th moments and is uncorrelated. In this sense, the first-order denoiser is
universal to a broad class of signal and noise distributions; it is agnostic to exact forms of both Px and Pz,
allowing both to be general nonparametric distributions. Thus, we call them universal denoisers.

It is possible to state this theorem uniformly over a class of test functions M?(R¢), by imposing uniform
bounds on the derivatives of m € M?(R?), and uniform integrability conditions. For simplicity, we present
the result for each fixed test function m. This is because to apply the result to an unbounded test function
m, one may need to look at a sequence of bounded approximations of m, as discussed in the explanations
after Definition 1. Such an approximation will require the uniform bounds on the derivatives to grow at a
specific rate, which in turn affects the constant C,,. This is not the focus of this paper, and we leave it to
future work.

We now show that T{* offers an improvement over the classical Bayes-optimal denoiser that only achieves
©(c?) accuracy, as an immediate corollary.

Corollary 1 (Moment Matching: Bayes-optimal Denoiser). Consider the same setting and assumptions as
in Theorem 1. The Bayes-optimal denoiser

T*(y) =y + o°Viogq(y) ,

satisfies for Ym € M?(R?),

o2

* 4
JE T W)= B (X)) =G B [(Tm(Y),Viogg(¥))] +O(c*).

This corollary states a lower bound on the behavior of the Bayes-optimal denoiser in terms of moment
matching. In general, Ey.p, [(Vm(Y), Vlogq(Y))] is non-zero, therefore the Bayes-optimal denoiser only
achieves ©(0?) accuracy in moment matching. This is in stark contrast to the first-order denoiser T{* that
achieves O(c*) accuracy, an order-of-magnitude improvement.

When both the signal and noise are Gaussian distributions, one can take m = —logg, a quadratic
function. Symbolically, the leading term on the right-hand side of Corollary 1 is negative, confirming the
intuition of over-shrinkage in second moments by the Bayes-optimal denoiser.
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4.2 Second-Order Denoiser

We now define the class of third-order smooth test functions M?(R?), which will be used to analyze the
performance of the second-order denoiser Tg*’g*.

Definition 2 (3-Smooth Test Functions). The class of 3-smooth test functions M3(R?) is defined as

sup [[V2m(y)le < o0,
y€eRd

M3RY) :={m:R* - R
[ imidy <oe, [ [9m)ldy <o

RY R4
Theorem 2 (Moment Matching: Optimal Second-Order Denoiser). Under Assumption 3(ii), we consider
the second-order denoiser Tg*’g* defined in (3.2),

o? ot 1
T4 3) =+ GV logals) - 5 (I bogaP + V- Viogat) )

Let p = Px satisfy Assumption | for up to k = 6, and the noise Z has bounded 6-th moments as in
Assumption 2(i) € (ii). We then have for ¥Ym € M3(R%), the 3-smooth test function as in Definition 2,

| LE, (T ()] = E [m(X)]| < Cn-o®.

Here, the universal constant Cp, > 0 only depends on the test function m.

This theorem requires slightly stronger conditions on the signal and noise distributions compared to
Theorem 1. In particular, the signal distribution Px needs to be smooth up to 6-th order, and the noise
distribution Pz needs to have bounded 6-th moments and a Gaussian-like 4-th moment, namely E[Z]] = 3.
Extensions to generic E[Z}] = x € [1,00) for noise distribution with i.i.d. coordinates are possible, at
the price of a slightly more complex second-order denoising equation. The result holds without requiring
Gaussian assumptions, merely the knowledge of the 4-th moments of the noise. Under these conditions, the
second-order denoiser Tg*’g* matches the generalized moments (induced by m) of the signal distribution Px
up to an error of order O(¢%). This is an order-of-magnitude improvement over the first-order denoiser T{*
that only achieves O(c?) accuracy.

Remark that the set of test functions M3(R?) C M?(R?), as we require bounded third-order derivatives.
The trade-off is that with slightly stronger conditions on the signal distribution, noise distribution, and test
functions, we can achieve higher-order accuracy in generalized moment matching, with a universal denoising
map Tg*’g* that only depends on the score V log g and its derivatives.

5 Optimal Denoising and Monge-Ampere Equations

In this section, we study how the denoised distribution TPy matches the signal distribution Px from the
perspective of optimal transport maps and Monge-Ampere equations. We investigate how well the denoisers
T{* and Tg*’g* approximate the static Monge-Ampere equation that characterizes the optimal transport
map from Py to Px.

We measure TPy matches Px in terms of an affinity between densities motivated by Monge-Ampeére
equations [Caf92; Vil08; DL25], restricted to a compact domain  C R,

dya(THPy, Px) = sup Ipy (y) — px (T(y)) det(VT(y))| . (5.1)

This affinity stems from the study of static Monge-Ampere equations for optimal transport maps. It directly
compares the pointwise match between the densities. Suppose T is the optimal transport map from Py to
Px, then the static Monge-Ampere equation [Caf92] states that

py(y) = px(T(y)) det(VT(y)), VYyeQ.
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Therefore, dyia(THPy, Px) quantifies how well the Monge-Ampere equation is satisfied for a denoiser map
T, uniformly over the domain Q.

In the case when T : Q — Qx is a diffeomorphism on the support Q C R? with inf,cq det(VT(y)) > 0,
then dya (THPy, Px) = 0 if and only if dry (T§Py, Px) = 0. In fact, the MA affinity directly quantifies how
the densities match pointwise [pr(y)(z) — px(z)], after accounting for the volume change induced by the
transport map z = T(y).

One can verify that the optimal denoisers T{* and Tg*’g* are diffeomorphisms when 7 is sufficiently small,
as they are the gradient of strongly convex functions. Therefore, for theoretical investigations conducted in
this section, we require a small-noise condition on 7.

Assumption 4 (Small Noise Level). Assume that the noise parameter n = o*/2 € [0,8) with a sufficiently
small positive constant § such that T{* and Tg*’g* are gradient of convex functions on ), namely:
(i) infyeq Iy +nV2fi(y) = 0;
.. . 2
(i) infyeq Lo + 0V fi(y) + 5 V?g.(y) = 0.

As we evaluate the densities directly in this section, we require the following boundedness assumption
on the denoisers induced by f., g« over 2, the domain of interest. This regularity condition is stronger
than Assumption 3 and requires pointwise boundedness. For simplicity, we only concern a compact domain
Q C R4, which may be taken as a subset of the support of Py-.

Assumption 5 (Boundedness of Denoisers). Recall the definition of fi, g« in (3.1) and (3.2) that depends
on q = Py. The density q satisfies, for any n € [0,c) for some constant ¢ > 0:

(i) supyeq [V £+ ()| + V2 £ (y)]| < oo;
(i) sup,cq [V« (W)l + I V9. ()| < oo.

Finally, we remark that a compact domain restriction is without loss of generality even in the case when
Py, Px are supported on R%. One may define a domain Q(e) such that py (y), px(y) < £/2,Vy ¢ Q(¢) for an
arbitrarily small € > 0, and considers the truncated denoiser

—_ JT(y), yee)
T(”‘{y, Yol

Then, the MA affinity over the unbounded region satisfies

sup, lpy () — px (T (y)) det (VT(ZU))’ < dua(T{Py, Px) + €.

For any target accuracy level e = 0% k € N*, one can work on the compact domain Q(e).
Now we are ready to state the main results in terms of distributional matching via the Monge-Ampere
equation, where the differential equations for optimal denoisers given in Section 3.1 will arise naturally.

5.1 First-Order Denoising Equation

Theorem 3 (Distributional Matching: Optimal First-Order Denoiser). Under Assumptions /(i) and 5(1),
we consider the first-order denoiser T{(y)

Let p = Px satisfy Assumption 1 for up to k = 4, and the noise Z has bounded 4-th moments as in
Assumption 2(i). Then with some universal constant Cq > 0,

dna(T] 8Py, Px) < Cqo -0,

if f satisfies the differential equation
aVf=Vq,
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This theorem states that under mild conditions on the signal and noise distributions, the first-order
denoiser T{ matches the signal distribution Px in terms of the Monge-Ampere affinity up to an error of
order O(c?), provided that f satisfies the given differential equation. This differential equation justifies the
optimality of the first-order denoiser T{*, defined in (3.1), as it approximates the Monge-Ampere equation
up to O(o*) accuracy. We call this universal denoiser because its validity in terms of distributional matching
holds as long as the signal distribution Px is smooth enough (up to 4-th order), and the noise distribution
Pz has bounded 4-th moments and is uncorrelated.

An immediate corollary is a lower bound showing that the classical Bayes-optimal denoiser only achieves
©(0?) accuracy in terms of distributional matching, thus is sub-optimal compared to the first-order denoiser
T{*, in the small constant noise regime.

Corollary 2 (Distributional Matching: Bayes-optimal Denoiser). Consider the same setting and assump-
tions as in Theorem 5. The Bayes-optimal denoiser

T*(y) =y + o°Viogq(y) ,

satisfies

2
ag
dMA(T*ﬁPy,Px) Z ? sup Aq(y) — OQ ~O'4 ,
yeN

for some universal constant Cq > 0.

5.2 Second-Order Denoising Equation

The derivation for the second-order denoising equation is more involved. The following theorem shows
the optimality of the second-order denoiser Tg’g defined in (3.2), and derives the corresponding differential
equations that f, g need to satisfy.

Theorem 4 (Distributional Matching: Optimal Second-Order Denoiser). Under Assumptions /(i) € (ii)
and 5 (i) & (ii), we consider the second-order denoiser Tg’g.

Let p = Px satisfy Assumption 1 for up to k = 6, and the noise Z has bounded 6-th moments as in
Assumption 2(i) & (ii). Then with some universal constant Cq > 0,

dia (T 4Py, Px) = Cq - 0°
if f,g satisfy the differential equations

qVf=Vg,
qVg=V?fVqg+ AqVf—VAq. (5.2)

Again, this theorem requires stronger conditions than Theorem 3, in terms of smoothness of the signal
distribution Px (up to 6-th order), and boundedness of 6-th moments and a Gaussian-like 4-th moment
assumption, stated in Assumption 2(ii). If instead one wishes to consider general noise Z with i.i.d. coordi-
nates that have general 4-th moments E[Z}] = k € [1, ), then the second-order denoising equation will be
modified by adding a term of the form (3 — k)d?q for each coordinate i in (5.2). We choose to state a less
general version for simplicity of presentation.

6 Numerics
In this section, we implement the score matching techniques [HDO05] as in (3.3) to learn the score function

from samples of the noisy distribution Py, and then use it to obtain the estimated first-order and second-
order denoisers as in (3.4) and (3.5). We compare the denoising quality of these two denoisers on synthetic
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2D datasets, including four types of signal distributions Px: (i) correlated Gaussian distribution, (ii) mixture
of Gaussians, (iii) uniform distribution on a square, and (iv) infinite mixture of Gaussians centered on a
circle.

In each experiment, we parametrize the score function as a neural network ¢ : R? — R?, with three
hidden layers each of width 64. For each hidden layer, we use a residual connection and tanh activation
(for smoothness), namely z — z + tanh(Wz +b), z € R% with W € R64*64 b € R4 being the weights and
biases. The noise Z is taken as standard Gaussian noise. We set the noise parameter n = 02/2 = 0.5.
We implement the score matching objective (3.3) using PyTorch [Pas+19], and optimize the parameters of
the neural network using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001 for 10 epochs on a dataset of
n = 6400 noisy samples Y. After obtaining the estimated score function &, we plug in to obtain the estimated
first-order and second-order denoisers as in (3.4) and (3.5). We generate the m = 1000 test samples from the
noisy distribution Py, and their denoised versions using the estimated first-order and second-order denoisers
in Figures 4 and 5, and contrast with the ground-truth m = 1000 test samples from Px. For each experiment,
we compute the average Wasserstein distance between the m = 1000 denoised samples and the ground-truth
samples and report it in each subplot.

Noisy Observation vs Signal Bayes Denoiser vs Signal Optimal Denoiser Order 1 vs Signal Optimal Denoiser Order 2 s Signal

original X | 1 (Wasserstein Dist: 0.169) X (Wasserstein Dist: 0,046 (Wasserstein Dst: 0.38)

(Wasserstein Dist: 0274)
‘ Noisy ¥ ! Taes(V) Tm Tm

Noisy Observation vs Signal Bayes Denoiser vs Signal Optimal Denoiser Order 1 vs Signal Optimal Denoiser Order 2 vs Signal

(Wasserstein Dist 0.233) original X ||| (Wasserstein Dist: 0214) X (Wasserstein Dist: 0,050) x (Wasserstein Dst: 0.038)

x
Noisy ¥ Tooyes() T 59

Figure 4: Comparison of denoising quality using score matching. We compare four denoisers: no-shrinkage Tid, Bayes-
optimal shrinkage T*, our proposed first-order denoiser T{*, and second-order denoiser Tg*’g *. The Wasserstein distance
W (T#Py, Px) is reported in each subplot. Top row: correlated Gaussian distribution for Py, with W (T!4Py-, Px) = 0.274,
W (T*$Py, Px) = 0.169, W(T{*ﬁPy,PX) = 0.046, W(Tg*’g*ﬂpy,Px) = 0.038; Bottom row: mixture of two correlated
Gaussians for Py, with W (T94Py, Px) = 0.233, W(T*#Py, Px) = 0.214, W(T{*§Py, Px) = 0.050, W (T4*9 4Py, Px) =
0.038. Visually, both first-order and second-order denoisers produce significantly better distributional matching than the
Bayes-optimal denoiser. Bayes-optimal denoisers introduce overly aggressive shrinkage, whereas our proposed optimal denoisers
introduce a more balanced shrinkage. Quantitatively, the Bayes-optimal denoiser only slightly improves over no shrinkage, while
both first-order and second-order denoisers achieve an order of magnitude improvement in Wasserstein distance. Furthermore,
the second-order denoiser outperforms the first-order denoiser by a margin, demonstrating the potential benefit of higher-order
denoising.

Figure 4 presents two experiments. On the top row, we specify the signal distribution Px ~ N (p1, %1)

1. 1. —1. . . . .
where pu; = [_005] and ¥; = [_150 0 80]’ the same setting as Figure 2 where we denoise using the
analytic score function Vloggq(y) = —E;l(y — p1). Here, we estimate using score matching. This first
example demonstrates that score matching aligns with the analytic score function in terms of denoising
quality, with similar qualitative and quantitative performance. On the bottom row, we specify the signal
distribution Px as a mixture of Gaussians with two components, with an additional component N (uga, X2)
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—1. 0.8 0.3
—1.0 0.3 0.5

In both experiments, we observe the following phenomenon. First, the Bayes-optimal denoiser introduces
an overly aggressive shrinkage, thus shrinking the distribution T*fPy inside the mass of Px and producing
poor distributional matching. In the mixture of Gaussian experiment, the W (T*fPy, Px) = 0.214, not
a good improvement compared to no shrinkage W (Py,Px) = 0.233. In contrast, both the first-order
and second-order denoisers produce significantly better distributional matching, with W(T{* gPy,Px) =
0.050 and W (T4 9Py, Px) = 0.038, an order of magnitude improvement. Second, although visually the
first-order and second-order denoisers look similar, the second-order denoiser achieves a better Wasserstein
distance in both experiments by a margin, demonstrating the benefit of higher-order denoising. Both of our
proposed denoisers significantly outperform the Bayes-optimal denoiser in terms of distributional matching,
both visually and quantitatively. This is compatible with our theoretical findings in Theorems 1-4.

where po = and Yo = ] besides the component A (i1, %1), each with equal weight.

Noisy Observation vs Signal Bayes Denoiser vs Signal Optimal Denoiser Order 1 vs Signal Optimal Denoiser Order 2 vs Signal

Original X (Wasserstein Dist: 0.262)
. Nty ¥ Taayes(Y)

T

Wasserstein Dist: 0.138]
S T

6 4 Y o 2 4 6 6 4 ) 0 2 a 6 6 —a -2 o 2 a 6 6 —a Y o 2 4 6

Figure 5: Comparison of denoising quality using score matching. We compare four denoisers as in Figure 4. Top row: Px on
a square, namely a Uniform distribution [—2,2]2, with W (T'94Py, Px) = 0.237, W(T*4Py, Px) = 0.262, W(T{* fPy, Px) =
0.081, W(Tg*’g* #Py, Px) = 0.071; Bottom row: Px on a torus, namely an infinite mixture of Gaussians with mean uniformly
supported on a circle 7 = 3 and variance 0.5, with W (T'94Py-, Px) = 0.196, W (T*$Py, Px) = 0.138, W(T{* #Py, Px) = 0.063,
W (TS 9Py, Px) = 0.050.

Figure 5 shows two more complex distributions for Px. On the top row, we define Px as a uniform
distribution over the square [—2,2]%. On the bottom row, Py is an infinite mixture of Gaussians with means
uniformly supported on a circle of radius r = 3 and variance 0.5. The over-shrinkage effect is evident in the
Bayes-optimal denoiser in these two experiments, leading to poor reconstruction of the signal distribution.
In both the square and torus experiments, the Bayes-optimal denoiser misses some non-trivial support of
Px, as indicated by the large Wasserstein distances. For the square experiment, W (T*§Py, Px) = 0.262
performs worse than no-shrinkage W (Py-, Px) = 0.237. For the torus experiment, W(T*$Py, Px) = 0.138
only improves modestly over no-shrinkage W(Py, Px) = 0.196. In these two experiments, the first- and
second-order denoisers again outperform the Bayes-optimal denoiser, both visually and quantitatively. We
note that, with these complex distributions, the performance difference between first-order and second-order
denoisers is less pronounced than in earlier experiments. For the square experiment, the improvement is
from W (T{*$Py,Px) = 0.081 to W(T} 9 4Py, Px) = 0.071. Similarly, for the torus experiment, the
improvement goes from W(T{*ﬁPy,PX) = 0.063 to W(Tg*’g*ﬁpy,Px) = 0.050. This could be due to
(i) the limited expressiveness of the neural network used to estimate the score function, which may not
accurately capture higher-order derivatives of the score function needed for second-order denoising, and (ii)
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the numerical instability of higher-order derivatives of the score function. Nonetheless, both first- and second-
order denoisers significantly outperform the Bayes-optimal denoiser in distributional matching, consistent
with our theoretical results.

References

[AGS05]  Luigi Ambrosio, Nicola Gigli, and Giuseppe Savaré. Gradient flows: in metric spaces
and in the space of probability measures. Springer, 2005.

[BMR20] Adam Block, Youssef Mroueh, and Alexander Rakhlin. “Generative modeling with
denoising auto-encoders and langevin sampling”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.00107
(2020).

[Bre9l] Yann Brenier. “Polar factorization and monotone rearrangement of vector-valued func-
tions”. In: Communications on pure and applied mathematics 44.4 (1991), pp. 375—
417.

[Bro66] Lawrence D Brown. “On the admissibility of invariant estimators of one or more location
parameters”. In: The Annals of Mathematical Statistics 37.5 (1966), pp. 1087-1136.

[Caf92] Luis A Caffarelli. “The regularity of mappings with a convex potential”. In: Journal of
the American Mathematical Society 5.1 (1992), pp. 99-104.

[CHSS| Raymond J Carroll and Peter Hall. “Optimal rates of convergence for deconvolving a
density”. In: Journal of the American Statistical Association 83.404 (1988), pp. 1184—
1186.

[Che+23] Sitan Chen, Sinho Chewi, Holden Lee, Yuanzhi Li, Jianfeng Lu, and Adil Salim. “The
probability flow ode is provably fast”. In: Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems 36 (2023), pp. 68552—68575.

[DL25] Nabarun Deb and Tengyuan Liang. “No-Regret Generative Modeling via Parabolic
Monge-Amp'\ere PDE”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.09279 (2025).

[Edd40] AS Eddington. “The correction of statistics for accidental error”. In: Monthly Notices
of the Royal Astronomical Society, Vol. 100, p. 354 100 (1940), p. 354.

[Efr16] Bradley Efron. “Empirical Bayes deconvolution estimates”. In: Biometrika 103.1 (2016),
pp- 1-20.

[EMT73] Bradley Efron and Carl Morris. “Stein’s estimation rule and its competitors—an em-

pirical Bayes approach”. In: Journal of the American Statistical Association 68.341
(1973), pp. 117-130.

[Eva22] Lawrence C Evans. Partial differential equations. Vol. 19. American mathematical so-
ciety, 2022.
[Fan91] Jianging Fan. “On the optimal rates of convergence for nonparametric deconvolution

problems”. In: The Annals of Statistics (1991), pp. 1257-1272.

[Fen+24]  Oliver Y Feng, Yu-Chun Kao, Min Xu, and Richard J Samworth. “Optimal convex
M-estimation via score matching”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.16688 (2024).

[Gho+25] Sulagna Ghosh, Nikolaos Ignatiadis, Frederic Koehler, and Amber Lee. “Stein’s unbi-
ased risk estimate and Hyv\” arinen’s score matching”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.20123
(2025).

16



[Gre+12]

[Han82)
[HDO5]

[HGL24]

[Hyv07]
1525]

[JKO98]

[JS61]

[JZ09]

[KHR22]

[Kim+23]

[LDK24]

[Lial9]
[Lia21]

[Miil97]

Arthur Gretton, Karsten M Borgwardt, Malte J Rasch, Bernhard Schoélkopf, and Alexan-
der Smola. “A kernel two-sample test”. In: The journal of machine learning research
13.1 (2012), pp. 723-773.

Lars Peter Hansen. “Large sample properties of generalized method of moments esti-
mators”. In: Econometrica: Journal of the econometric society (1982), pp. 1029-1054.

Aapo Hyvirinen and Peter Dayan. “Estimation of non-normalized statistical models
by score matching.” In: Journal of Machine Learning Research 6.4 (2005).

YoonHaeng Hur, Wenxuan Guo, and Tengyuan Liang. “Reversible Gromov—Monge
sampler for simulation-based inference”. In: SIAM Journal on Mathematics of Data
Science 6.2 (2024), pp. 283-310.

Aapo Hyviérinen. “Some extensions of score matching”. In: Computational statistics €
data analysis 51.5 (2007), pp. 2499-2512.

Nikolaos Ignatiadis and Bodhisattva Sen. “Empirical Bayes”. In: From Herbert Robbins
to Modern Theory and Applications. Lecture notes (2025).

Richard Jordan, David Kinderlehrer, and Felix Otto. “The variational formulation of
the Fokker-Planck equation”. In: SIAM journal on mathematical analysis 29.1 (1998),
pp. 1-17.

William James and Charles Stein. “Estimation with quadratic loss”. In: Proceedings of
the fourth Berkeley symposium on mathematical statistics and probability. Vol. 1. 1961.
University of California Press. 1961, pp. 361-379.

Wenhua Jiang and Cun-Hui Zhang. “General Maximum Likelihood Empirical Bayes
Estimation of Normal Means”. In: The Annals of Statistics (2009), pp. 1647-1684.

Frederic Koehler, Alexander Heckett, and Andrej Risteski. “Statistical efficiency of
score matching: The view from isoperimetry”. In: arXiv preprint arXiw:2210.00726
(2022).

Dongjun Kim, Chieh-Hsin Lai, Wei-Hsiang Liao, Naoki Murata, Yuhta Takida, Toshim-
itsu Uesaka, Yutong He, Yuki Mitsufuji, and Stefano Ermon. “Consistency trajec-

tory models: Learning probability flow ode trajectory of diffusion”. In: arXiv preprint
arXiv:2810.02279 (2023).

Tengyuan Liang, Kulunu Dharmakeerthi, and Takuya Koriyama. “Denoising Diffusions
with Optimal Transport: Localization, Curvature, and Multi-Scale Complexity”. In:
arXiv preprint arXiv:2411.01629 (2024).

Tengyuan Liang. “Estimating certain integral probability metric (IPM) is as hard as
estimating under the IPM”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.00730 (2019).

Tengyuan Liang. “How well generative adversarial networks learn distributions”. In:
Journal of Machine Learning Research 22.228 (2021), pp. 1-41.

Alfred Miiller. “Integral probability metrics and their generating classes of functions”.
In: Advances in applied probability 29.2 (1997), pp. 429-443.

17



[Pas+19]

[Rob64]
[Sar+18]
[SH19]

[Soh+15]

[Son+20]

[SR13]

[Sri+17]

[Stel7]
[Ste81]

[Vil0g]
[Vinl1]

[XKB12]

Adam Paszke, Sam Gross, Francisco Massa, Adam Lerer, James Bradbury, Gregory
Chanan, Trevor Killeen, Zeming Lin, Natalia Gimelshein, Luca Antiga, et al. “Pytorch:
An imperative style, high-performance deep learning library”. In: Advances in neural
information processing systems 32 (2019).

Herbert Robbins. “The empirical Bayes approach to statistical decision problems”. In:
The Annals of Mathematical Statistics 35.1 (1964), pp. 1-20.

Saeed Saremi, Arash Mehrjou, Bernhard Schélkopf, and Aapo Hyvérinen. “Deep energy
estimator networks”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1805.08306 (2018).

Saeed Saremi and Aapo Hyvérinen. “Neural empirical bayes”. In: Journal of Machine
Learning Research 20.181 (2019), pp. 1-23.

Jascha Sohl-Dickstein, Eric Weiss, Niru Maheswaranathan, and Surya Ganguli. “Deep
unsupervised learning using nonequilibrium thermodynamics”. In: International Con-
ference on Machine Learning. PMLR. 2015, pp. 2256-2265.

Yang Song, Jascha Sohl-Dickstein, Diederik P Kingma, Abhishek Kumar, Stefano Er-
mon, and Ben Poole. “Score-based generative modeling through stochastic differential
equations”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2011.13456 (2020).

Gébor J Székely and Maria L Rizzo. “Energy statistics: A class of statistics based on
distances”. In: Journal of statistical planning and inference 143.8 (2013), pp. 1249—
1272.

Bharath Sriperumbudur, Kenji Fukumizu, Arthur Gretton, Aapo Hyvérinen, and Re-
vant Kumar. “Density estimation in infinite dimensional exponential families”. In: Jour-
nal of Machine Learning Research 18.57 (2017), pp. 1-59.

Matthew Stephens. “False discovery rates: a new deal”. In: Biostatistics 18.2 (2017),
pp. 275-294.

Charles M Stein. “Estimation of the mean of a multivariate normal distribution”. In:
The Annals of Statistics (1981), pp. 1135-1151.

Cédric Villani. Optimal transport: old and new. Vol. 338. Springer, 2008.

Pascal Vincent. “A connection between score matching and denoising autoencoders”.
In: Neural computation 23.7 (2011), pp. 1661-1674.

Xianchao Xie, SC Kou, and Lawrence D Brown. “SURE estimates for a heteroscedastic
hierarchical model”. In: Journal of the American Statistical Association 107.500 (2012),
pp. 1465-1479.

A Proofs of Theorems

A.1 Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Theorems 1. Define n such that n := 02/2 to streamline the calculations. By definition of the
push-forward map T{ , we have

Y ~Py X~Px

B ()= & ()= [ my+avi@awdy- [ m@p@d. @A

Rd
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Recall Taylor expansion of m(y + nV f(y)) along the line segment interpolating y and y + nV f(y) with
mean-value form of the remainder, we know that, there exists some § = é(y,n, m, f) € [0, 1], such that

2

m(y +nVf(y)) =m(y) +n(Vm(y), VI(y)) + %Wzm(y +VIy), Vi) @ Vi) .

Plugging the above expansion into the integral,

Eqn. (A1) = y m(y)q(y) dy — Rdm(y)p(y) dy (A.2)
+17/ (Vm(y),Vf(y))a(y)dy (A.3)
LT / mly + 619 (1), V £(y) © VF())aly) dy . (A.4)

We analyze each term separately. First, we analyze the term in (A.4). By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

[ esswasslaman < ([ ook dy) (/ 0,4(5) Paty dy)

(1) fra IVF@W)IPq(y) dy < co and (ii) sup,cga [[V?m(y)[oo < 00, we know the term in (A.4) is bounded
O(n?). The constant here is independent of y, only depending on m.
Movmg to the first term on the right-hand side of (A.2), by Lemma 1(i), we have

a(y) = p(y) + nAp(y) + O(n)
3#]@) = 3ip( ) (77)

/2

Here, the big-O terms are uniform in y.
Now

/ m(y)q(y) dy — / m(y)p(y)dy = n / m(y)Ap(y) dy + O(n?) , by (i)

Rd Rd Rd
=-7 /RdWm(y),Vp(y» dy +O(n) , by (ii)
=-7 /RdWm(y),Vq(y»dy +0(n%) , by (i)

1) [alm(y)|dy < oo, [pal@im(y)|dy < oo, and (ii) mVp vanishes as y — co as m vanishes and Vp is
bounded due to Assumption 1. To be more specific, (ii) is a direct application of integration by parts

V- (mVp) = (Vm,Vp) + mAp ,

and thus [o, mApdy = — [L.(Vm, Vp)dy
Putting things together, we have

Ban. (0= |~ [ (o). Va) d+ [ (Tm(.9 £t ay] + 007

Rd
and thus
E [m(T{(Y))]- E [m(X)]= 77/ (Vm(y), a(y)V f(y) = Valy)) dy + O(°) .
Y ~Py X~Px Rd
Choosing f = f. = logg such that ¢(y)V f«(y) = Vq(y), we finish the proof. O
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Proof of corollary 1. Recall the last equation in the proof of Theorem 1,
E [m(T{(Y)]- E [m(X)] = 77/ (Vm(y),a(y)V f(y) = Va(y)) dy + O(*) -
Y ~Py X~Px Rd

Choosing f = 2logq, we have
T{(y) =y +0*Viogq(y) ,

which is the Bayes-optimal denoiser. Substituting this into the above equation yields the desired result. [J

Proof of Theorems 2. Again, let 1 := 02 /2 to streamline the calculations. For simplicity, we use f = f, and
g = gx, defined in (3.2), in the following proof whenever there is no ambiguity.
By definition of the push-forward map Tg’g , we have

2
n
5 (T - B mCol= [ (vt 0956+ 5500 ) aw) du— [ m@p(e)d
Y~Py X~ Px R 2 R
Recall the Taylor expansion of m (y +nVh) at y up to the third-order, with h := f + 2g, we know
2

m (y +nVh(y)) = m(y) + n(Vm(y), Vh(y)) + %(VQm(y), Vh(y) ® Vh(y)) + O(n*) .

The constant in the term O(n*) depends on sup,cga [|[V3m(y)|| and [[VA(y)||®, with the first bounded
(Assumption 1) and second integrable (Assumption 3).
Rearrange the terms according to the order of 1, we have

2

m (y +nV£(y) + ZVg(y)) =m(y) + n(Vm(y), V£(y))

+ (V). Vo) + (V). T (5) & V)] + O

By Lemma 1(ii), we have

q(y) = p(y) + nAp(y) + %AQp(y) +0(n°) ,

as a result,

m(y)q(y)dy — [ m(y)p(y)dy =1 / m(y)Ap(y) dy + % / m(y)A%p(y) dy + O(n°)
Rd Rd Rd Rd

=-n /RdWm(y), Vp(y)) dy — % y (Vm(y), VAp(y)) dy + O(1°) ,
where the last line follows from integration by parts

V- (mVp) = (Vm,Vp) + mAp ,
V- (mVAp) = (Vm, VAp) + mA?p ,
and the boundary condition as mVp, mV Ap vanishes on the boundary as y — co. Here we use the fact that

m vanishes because [, |m(y)|dy < co and Vp, VAp are bounded (Assumption 1). Now invoke Lemma 1 (ii)
again, we have element-wise the following expansions

Vply) = Va(y) — nVAp(y) + O(n?) (A.5)
VAp(y) = VAq(y) + O(n) - (A.6)
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Hence,

2
- n/RdWm(y),Vp(y»dy - % /Rd (Vm(y), VAp(y)) dy

— < [ (V). Vaw) dy+ 5 [ (V). VApw) dy +O0F) , by (45)
R4 Rd

= —n/ (Vm(y), Va(y)) dy + %2 (Vm(y), VAq(y)) dy + O(n®) , by (A.6)
R4 Rd

where the two lines follows from [, [0ym(y)|dy < oo, for all i.
Observe that the following identity holds, by applying the chain-rule recursively,

VA(e(Vm, VAV ) = (V(((Vm, V),V ) +¢(Vm, VAF
= (V’m, V@ Vf)g+ (Vm, V[V f)g+ (Vqg,(Vm, V)V ) +q(Vm,VFIAf . (A7)

Note that ¢(Vm, V)V f vanishes on the boundary as y — oo due to the fact 9;m vanishes and ¢0; f0; f
vanishes, ensured by [L.[[Vm(y)|ledy < oo and [, [Vf(y)|?q(y)dy < oo (Assumption 3). Therefore,
applying integration by parts and recalling (A.7), we have

/Rd (V2m(y), Vf(y) @ V(y)aly) dy

= */Rd [(Vm(y), V2 W)V f))aly) + (Ym(y), V@)V F @), Va) + (Vm(y), Af )V F(y))a(y)] dy -

Collect all terms with ’772, we have

E (T - B [m(X)]

2
— g (Vm,qVg — (V2fV ]+ AfVfg— (Vf,Va) V[ + VAq)dy + O(y)

Using Lemma 2, and recall that f, = logq, we have

A
(V2£.9F+ ALVL) + (L VLIS = YL = - L 4 5IVLIP)

Choosing f = f, and g = g. defined in (3.2), one can verify that

Vg = (V2IVF+ AV + <% VS - VTAq ,

and thus the Eyp, [m(T5?(Y))] = Ex~py, [m(X)] = O(13), finishing the proof. O

A.2 Proofs for Section 5

Proof of Theorem 5. Again, recall the scaling 7 := 02/2, and set f = f* for simplicity of notation. By
definition of dya, and that p = Px, ¢ = Py, we have

dnia(T{4Py, Px) = sup la(y) — ply + 1V f(y)) det (I + 0V f(y))] -
Recall Lemma 1(i),

a(y) = p(y) + nAp(y) + O(n°)
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where O(n?) is uniform in y under Assumption 1 for up to k = 4.
By Taylor expansion of p(y + 7V f(y)) up to second-order, we know

p(y+nVf(y) =py) +n(Vpy), VL) +O00n).

Here the O(n?) term is uniform in y under Assumption 1 for up to k = 2 and Assumption 5(i).
Moreover, by the expansion of the determinant, and Assumption 5(i), we have

det(Ig +nV2f(y)) =1+ ntx(VZf(y)) + O(n*) = 1+ nAf(y) + O(n) .

Again, the O(n?) term is uniform in y ensured by Assumption 5(i).
Put all three terms together, and recall the uniform boundedness of p, V2 f, we have

dua(T{tPy, Px) < sup n|Ap(y) — (Vp(y), V() — p(y)Af(y)| +O0n*) .

where the O(n?) term is uniform in y. Recall that f = f, satisfies
Aq—(Vq,Vf)—qAf=0.
By Lemma 1(i), we have
Ag=Ap+0O(m), Vg=Vp+O0(n), q=p+0(n).
Together with the assumption that V f, Af are uniformly bounded in y (Assumption 5(i)), we conclude

|Ap(y) — (Vp(y), V() — p(y)Af(y)| = On),

where the O(n) term is uniform in y.
Putting everything together, we have

da(T]EPy, Px) = O(n?) = O(c?) .

Proof of Corollary 2. As in the proof of Theorem 3, we have
dyia(T{tPy, Px) > sup [n(Ap(y) = (Vp(y), V() = p()Af(Y)] - O,
ye

> sup [n(Aq(y) — (Va(y), V) — aw)Af(y)| — O(?) .

yeN

Note that the Bayes-optimal denoiser corresponds to the choice f(y) = 2logq(y), and we complete the
proof. [

Proof of Theorem /. The proof continues the footprint of Theorem 3. By definition, we have

dyia (T4 Py, Px) = sup a(y) — p(y + NV f(y) + LT Vg(y)) det (Id +nV2f(y) + ?Vzg(y)) ‘ .

We deal with each term separately. First, by Lemma 1(ii), we have

aly) = ply) + nAp(y) + - A%p(y) + O(r°) |

where O(n?) is uniform in y under Assumption 1 for up to k = 6.
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By Taylor expansion of p(y + nV f(y) + T’;Vg(y)) up to third-order, we know

ply + 1V f(y) + TVg(y)) = py) + n(Vp(y), VF(y))

+ g [(Vp(y), Va(y)) + (V?p(y), Vf(y) @ VI(y)] +O0n*) .

Here the O(n®) term is uniform in y under Assumption 1 for up to k& = 3, and Assumption 5(i) & (ii).
For the determinant term, by Lemma 4, we have

det (I + 192 (y) + £ V29()) = 1+ A (y) + 5 [Ag(y) + (AF W) — (T2F (W), V2f ()] + O") -

Again, the O(n3) term is uniform in y ensured by Assumption 5(i) & (ii).
Plug in the expression for all three terms, and the uniform boundedness of p, V2 f, V2g, we have

2
dMA(T%c’gﬁPY’PX) < Sug ngl[Pvf} + % '52[p7fag] +O(773) )
ye

with an O(n?®) uniform in y. Here

5l[pa f] = Ap - <Vp7 Vf> - pAf ) (Ag)
&lp, f,9] == A% — ((Vp, Vo) + (V?p, V@ V[)) —2(Vp, VA —p(Ag+ (A = V2 /7). (A9)

Recall that in the proof of Theorem 3, we have shown that & [q, f] = 0 uniformly in y when f = f.. Note
also by Lemma 1(ii), we have

Ag=Ap+nA*p+0(n?), Vg=Vp+nVAp+O0n?), q=p+nAp+0n?).
and therefore

Eulp. f] = Eila, f] = - |A% — (YA, V) = ApAf| + O -

Insert it back to the upper bound of dyia (Tg’gﬁPy, Px), and note &g, f] =0

2 2
n-&lp.f)+ L - &alp. f.9) = 7 - |Ealp. f.9) - 2(A% — (VAP V) — ApAf) | + O(r")
Define
5%1p, f,9) = E2lp, f,9] = 2(A%p — (VAp, Vf) — ApAf) . (A.10)

We will first verify that £5%[q, f, g] = 0 when f = £, and g = g., and then use Lemma 1(ii) to conclude that
& p, f, 9] — E%q, f, 9] = O(n) uniformly in y to complete the proof

2
dnia(T94Py, Px) < sup % &S p, £, 9] — E5¥[q, £, g]| + O(n*) = O(n®) = O(0") . (A.11)
Yy

All we left is to establish £5%[q, f, g] = 0. Plug in the expression of £[q, f, g], we have

&g f,91 = = [(Va. Vo) + aAg] — [(V24, VI @ V) + 2(Va. VI)AS +ql(Af)? = (V3£ V21)]]
— [A2q —2(VAq,Vf) - ZAQAf] .
= -V (qVg) =V - (AqVf—V?fVq) + V- (2AqVf - VAq) ,
where the last line uses Lemma 3 for the middle bracketed term. Recall that f = f. and g = g. satisfy
qVg = AqVf+V?fVq—VAq,

using Lemma 2. Therefore, we conclude that (g, f,g] = 0 when f = f. and g = g.. O
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B Supporting Lemmas

Lemma 1. Let X € R? be a random variable with density p : R — R>o, and Z € R? be an random variable
with density ¢ : R4 — R>o. Consider the noisy measurement Y = X + /2nZ with density q : R — R>p.

(i) Let Assumption 2(i) holds, and Assumption 1 holds for up to k = 4. Then the density q admits the
following expansion

a(y) = p(y) +nAp(y) + O(n°) .

Moreover, the derivative of q(y) admits the expansion

0iq(y) = 0ip(y) + O(n) ,
Aq(y) = Ap(y) +O(n) .

(i) Let Assumptions 2(i) & (ii) hold, and let Assumption 1 holds for up to k = 6, then

2
n
a(y) = p(y) +nAp(y) + 5 A*p(y) + O(r°) -
Moreover, the derivatives of q(y) admits the expansion

diq(y) = 0ip(y) + nd: Ap(y) + O(n?)
Aq(y) = Ap(y) + nA’p(y) + O(n°) ,
iAq(y) = 0iAp(y) + O(n) .

Here, the O(+) terms are uniform over y.

Proof of Lemma 1. By the definition of convolution, we have
al) = [ ol = V202)0(2) d (B.1)

For a vector z € R?, we denote 22F := 2 ® 2® --- ® z (k times) as the k-th order tensor power of z. Using
Taylor expansion of p(y — /2nz) around y, we know there exists some 6 = §(y, 7, z,p) € [0,1] such that

ply — V/212) = ply) — \/%<Vp(y)7 2) + @(V%(y), 2% + (_B@W?’p(y), 2%?)

4!

Plugging the above expansion into the convolution integral,

o) = [pt + Y2002 | < [ DB+ 5B ) ds = €
Rd

where the last equality follows from Assumption 1 for k = 4, with a constant depending only on ||[V4p||se
and the fourth moment of Z. The O(n?) is uniform over y and 1 € [0,1). Recall (V?p(y), E[Z®2]) = Ap(y)
by Assumption 2(i), the first part of the lemma is proved.

For derivatives 0;q, we can take derivative 0; inside (B.1) (ensured by dominated convergence), the
convolution integral defining ¢(y), and repeat the above Taylor expansion argument for 9;p(y — v/21z) up to
the second-order terms, with the remainder term bounded by C - 7 for some constant C' depending only on
[V3p|lso and the third absolute moment of Z. The same logic applies to the convolution integral defining
Aq(y), with expansion applied to Ap(y — +/2nz). Note that the remainder term is bounded by C'-n for some
constant C' depending only on ||[V2Ap||o and the fourth moment of Z.
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For the second part of the lemma, we further expand the Taylor expansion to the 5-th and 6-th order
terms, namely, there exists some 6 = d(y, 7, z,p) € [0,1] such that

o) = [o00) + not) + 2 0, w120 < [ OZD 0ty 4 - B o)

where the last term is bounded by C - n? for some constant C' depending only on ||V°p|l« and the sixth
moment of Z. By Assumption 2(ii), we can verify that

(Vip(), E[Z%]) = 3 A%p(y) .

For the derivatives 0;q. We can take the derivative 0; inside (B.1), and repeat the above Taylor expansion
argument up to the fourth-order terms, with the remainder term bounded by C - 7? for some constant C
depending only on ||V®p| s and the fifth absolute moment of Z. Aq term can be handled similarly by taking
derivative A inside the convolution integral, and expand Ag(y — 1/217z), with remainder term depending
on ||[V*Ap||o, and thus bounded by [|[V6p| . The expansion of d;Aq(y) can be proved similarly by taking
derivative 9;A inside (B.1) and repeating the Taylor expansion argument up to the second-order terms, with
the remainder term bounded by C'-7 for some constant C' depending only on ||V°p|| and the third absolute
moment of Z. O

Lemma 2. The following identity holds for f =loggq.
(1) ¢Vf=Vq

(ii) ¢(VEf +Vf@Vf) =V

(iii) q(Af +[IVf]?) = Aq

(iv) (AFVS+([VAPYS +VAS +2V2fV]) = VAq
Proof of Lemma 2. (i) follows directly from the definition of f = loggq. (ii) follows by taking derivative V on
both sides of (i), and replace Vg by ¢V f as in (i). (iii) is the trace of (ii). (iv) follows by taking derivative
V on both sides of (iii), and replace V¢ by the expressions in (i). O
Lemma 3. Let f =loggq, we have

V- (AqVf = V2fVq) = (V2q, V@ Vf) +2Ve, VA +q[(Af)* = (V2F, V)]

Proof of Lemma 3. By the chain rule, we have

V- (AqVf—=V?fVq) = (VAq, V) + AqAf — (VAF,Vq) — (V*f, V)

We deal with each term separately on the right-hand side.
First,

(VAG, V) =q(Af +IVFIPIVAPZ + a(VAF V) +2¢(V? £,V f @ V) use Lemma 2(iv) .
Second,
AgAf = q(Af + | VSf]?)Af use Lemma 2(iii) .
Third

—(VAf,Vq) = —q¢(VAf,Vf) use Lemma 2(i) ,
—(V2f, V%) = —q(V?f,V2f) — q(V?f,Vf @ Vf) use Lemma 2(ii) .
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Combining the above four displays, we know
(VAG, V) +AgAf — (VAF, Vq) — (V2 f,V?q)
= (V2 VRV =gV V) +a(AF + IV FIP)?

=q(V*f+ V@V VIR V) +2¢(VfVHAS +q(Af)? = g(V2f, V2 )
recall Lemma 2(ii), and (i), we have

= (V2q, VIO V) +2(Vq, VHASf +q[(Af)> = (V*f,V?])] .

Finally, we need a standard expansion of the determinant function, which can be verified directly.

Lemma 4. For a symmetric matric A= AT, we have

det(Iq +1A) = 1+ ntr(A) + ’7—22 (tr(A)2 - tr(A2)> L o) .

Proof of Lemma /. Let A1, Ao, ..., Ag be the eigenvalues of A, all bounded. Then

d d d 2 4
det(Ig +nA) = [J(1 +nx) = 1+772)\,-+%2 [(in) - N
=1 =1

+0(n?) .

i=1 =1

Noting that tr(A) = Zf-l:l A and tr(A?) = % A2, we complete the proof.

=1 """
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