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Abstract

Consider the additive Gaussian model ¥ = X + 0Z, where X ~ P is an unknown signal,
Z ~ N(0,1) is independent of X, and o= > 0 is known. Let Q denote the law of Y. We construct
a hierarchy of denoisers Ty, 71, . . . , T : R — R that depend only on higher-order score functions
g™ /g, m > 1, of Q and require no knowledge of the law P. The K-th order denoiser Tx
involves scores up to order 2K—1 and satisfies W, (Tx#Q, P) = O(c>K*D) for every r > 1; in
the limit, 7, recovers the monotone optimal transport map (Brenier map) pushing Q onto P.

We provide a complete characterization of the combinatorial structure governing this
hierarchy through partial Bell polynomial recursions, making precise how higher-order score
functions encode the Brenier map. We further establish rates of convergence for estimating
these scores from # i.i.d. draws from Q under two complementary strategies: (i) plug-in kernel
density estimation, and (ii) higher-order score matching. The construction reveals a precise
interplay among higher-order Fisher-type information, optimal transport, and the combinatorics
of integer partitions.

Keywords— optimal transport denoisers, higher-order score functions, distributional shrinkage, Gaussian
deconvolution, Monge-Ampere equation, Bell polynomials, Brenier map.

1 Introduction

Let X € R be an unobserved signal drawn from an unknown distribution P, and let Z be a standard Gaussian
random variable independent of X. We observe only the noisy measurement ¥ from an additive model, with
noise level o € R known a priori:

Y=X+0Z Z~N(,1).

We denote the distribution of ¥ by Q and its density function with respect to the Lebesgue measure by
q:R — Ryy.

*Previously circulated as “Distributional Shrinkage II: Optimal Transport Denoisers with Higher-Order Scores”
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1.1 Stein’s Paradox and Shrinkage

Stein’s paradox [JS61; Bro66; EM73] states that it is possible to estimate X from Y with a smaller mean
squared error (MSE) than Y itself. Consider the estimator Y + i(Y), where & : R — R is a denoising function.
Stein’s unbiased risk estimate (SURE) [Ste81] gives an unbiased estimate of the MSE:

MSE(h) := E[|IY + h(Y) - X|*]

= +E[R2(Y)] +2E[h(X + 0Z)0Z]

=2 +E[R2(Y)] + 262 E[W (X + 0Z)]

(by integration by parts: f ze‘zz/zh(x +oz)dz=0 / K (x+ O-Z)e—zz/Z dz)

=02 +E [ (Y) +20°H (V)] (1.1)
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(by integration by parts: [ 1’ (y)g(y)dy = — [ h(y)q’(y)dy)
_ 2 a4 (d®) P, _ 29 (y)
= O-E(q(Y)) <o°, when h(y) = o 70)

Stein’s paradox motivates the study of shrinkage denoisers that leverage the distributional information of
0. The Bayes-optimal denoiser is a prototypical example of such shrinkage denoisers, defined as

q'(y)
h(y) =E[X[Y =y] -y =0
q(y)
The other notable example is the James-Stein estimator. Take P = é 2?21 Ox; asa discrete distribution
with d > 2 atoms. For j = 1,...,d, let Z; be independent standard Gaussian noise and ¥; = X; + 0°Z;.

With the vectors denoted by Z = (Zy,...,Zg) and Y = (Y1, ...,Y,), the James-Stein estimator [JS61] is
equivalent to the component-wise denoiser,
,(d=2)Y; o (d-2)Y;

hy_.(Y;) :=— =0 —F,
v () IYIP Y12 +7?

j=1,....d.

Similarly, the derivation above applies:

MSE(h) := 1

M~

g[m +hy_, (Y;) = X;I*]

~.
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1
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As seen, both shrinkage-based denoisers require distributional information about Q = £(Y) or the
empirical distribution Q = % Z?:] dy; to reduce the MSE.

A natural question is whether one can achieve better denoising performance than the Bayes-optimal
denoiser above. The answer is negative under MSE, by definition. Can we denoise more effectively in
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a distributional sense, namely under a metric between the signal and the denoised distributions, say the
Wasserstein metric? The answer is positive [Lia25]: one can denoise significantly better, with accuracy
approaching zero. This is the focus of the current paper. At a high level, we study (i) representations
of the optimal denoising map that induce a hierarchy of denoisers under the Wasserstein metric, (ii) how
higher-order score functions play a fundamental role in constructing such denoisers, and (iii) how to estimate
such denoisers from i.i.d. samples {¥;} | drawn from Q.

Why the Wasserstein metric? In the case where X ~ é 2;’:1 0x;, a discrete distribution,

d d
W3 (LY + h(Y)), L(X)) = ;Iélsn éZE [IY; + h(Y;) - Xe(pP] < %ZE [1Y; +h(Y)) - X; ]
<%= j=1

where ¢ € S, is a permutation. More generally, for any random variables X and Y,
W5 (LY +h(Y)), LX) <E[Y +h(¥) - X|*,

where the inequality follows by considering better couplings beyond the naive coupling (Y + A(Y), X).
Allowing for permutations, or more generally, couplings, offers leeway for higher denoising accuracy,
but, perhaps more importantly, it also opens up new theoretical and practical perspectives. In theory, it
uncovers new mathematical structures from advanced combinatorics [Com74], optimal transport [Vil08], and
higher-order score functions [Bob24]. In practice, for several modern applications in generative modeling,
such as image denoising via score-based diffusion models [Son+20; Soh+15; LDK26], the Wasserstein metric
is more relevant than the MSE; practitioners care about the quality of the denoiser at the distributional level,
not just at the data level.

Traditional data-level shrinkage methods including Bayes-optimal and empirical Bayes denoisers [EM73;
JS61] often over-shrink the distribution. They produce denoised distributions that are overly concentrated and
do not match the actual signal distribution [GS24; JIS25; Lia25]. We refer the reader to [Lia25; JIS25] for
examples and discussions of the benefits of distribution-level shrinkage compared to traditional data-level
shrinkage. This paper continues along the path of [GS24; JIS25; Lia25] in studying classic signal denoising
through the lens of optimal transport.

1.2 A Hierarchy of Optimal Transport Denoisers

In this paper, we study signal denoising under the Wasserstein metric and examine whether shrinkage aids
denoising in a distributional sense. Recall that for » > 1, the r-Wasserstein metric [Vil03, Theorem 2.18] on
the real line takes the closed-form expression,

1
W:(P,Q)z/o |F~1 (1) - G (n)] dr

where F~!, G~! are the quantile functions of P, Q respectively.
Considering the denoiser of the form Y + A4(Y), we look for denoising function / : R — R that achieves
significantly smaller error than the trivial denoiser Y, measured by the Wasserstein metric, namely,

W, (LY +h(Y)), L(X)) < W, (L), £L(X)) .

This is analogous to Stein’s paradox, but now at the distributional level. Under mild regularity conditions, the
optimal denoiser in the Wasserstein sense is the unique optimal transport map pushing Q onto P [Vil03],
denoted by 7o, : R — R:

To(y):=F 'oG(y), with THQ=P.



We will establish a complete hierarchy of denoisers, 7o — 71 — ... — T, connecting from the trivial
denoiser, Tp(Y) =Y, all the way to the optimal transport denoiser, T (Y) = £ X. The denoisers Tx,K=1,2,...
are constructed using polynomials of higher-order score functions of Q, and achieve progressively better

denoising accuracy.
To see how such a hierarchy is constructed, we note that for a monotonically increasing map y +— y+ h(y),

1
WL (L(Y +h(Y)), L(X)) =/0 [Gd+m) oG = F' (O
= /R|y+h(y) -F oG q(»dy.

We see that the optimal transport denoiser T, := F~! o G minimizes the above functional, and we establish
that it admits a series expansion in terms of the noise level = 0-2/2, namely,

ok
To(y) = F~ o G(y) = y+ ) () -
k=1 "

The functions Ay : R — R, k > 1 are higher-order denoising functions that refine the map progressively
at noise resolution o-2*. We define the hierarchy of denoisers Tx, K = 1,2, ... by truncating this infinite
expansion.

Let ¢¥) : R — R denote the k-th order derivative of ¢ : R — R, the density function of Q. Each
denoising function s : R — R in the expansion can be solved via a system of polynomial recursions involving

higher-order score functions of ¢, defined as q(q—m), 1 <m <2k —1[Bob24]. Specifically, the first few terms
are given by:

G®
hy = —
G
G@® G® G
hy = — +2 |- h?
G G G
G (©) GO G(4) G(3) G® G®
hy = —3——hi +3——h] +3 hy = 3——hih
G G G G(l) G G
G® G G(6) G G0 3 G G®)
hy = O] + 4_G(1) hy — 6G(1) 6_G(1)h2 +4_G<1) hi + 12_G(1) hihy + 4_G(1) h3
G@® A G® G®

2
- G<1>h1 _6(;<1>h hy - G

The structure of these formulas is governed by a combinatorial relationship involving Bell polynomials; see
Theorem 3.2 for the general formula for Az, k > 1:

2 (4hihs +312) .

.G =l 5 (2k=i-j)
hie == (DG Z( ()ZWBM(’“’”-J‘J'“)
7=0
G(k 7
a0 ——Brk-j(hi, ..., hjer)

J=0

Here B, i’s are the partial Bell polynomials [Com74] as in Definition 2.3, capturing the combinatorial
structure of integer partitions. The above recursions can be solved sequentially to obtain /g, k > 1.

We emphasize that such denoising functions /g, k > 1 only depend on higher-order score functions of Q,
and are agnostic to the specific form or knowledge of the signal distribution P. This phenomenon motivates

4



the name agnostic denoisers. This is in the spirit of the James-Stein denoiser, which is also agnostic to the
prior distribution P; however, the James-Stein denoiser is only agnostic for discrete distributions with d atoms.
In contrast, our denoisers Tx, K > 1 are agnostic across all distributions on R.

Organization of Results The paper is organized as follows. As a warm-up for the technical combinatorial
structure, Section 2.1 and Theorem 2.4 study the infinite expansion of the optimal transport map Too = F~! 0 G
in terms of higher-order score functions of the signal distribution P. Section 2.2 and Theorem 2.6 quantify
W, (Tx#Q, P), the denoising accuracy of Tx,K > 1, as well as the uniform error of the map Tk in
approximating the optimal transport map T, = F~! o G. Section 2 is reminiscent of g-modeling in empirical
Bayes [Efr14], where one uses prior information to construct denoisers. Though the results in Section 2 are
primarily of theoretical interest, they prepare the technical tools for the main results in Section 3.

Moving on to the main results, Section 3 derives and studies optimal transport denoisers via higher-order

score functions of Q, directly identifiable and estimable based on observations Y. Section 3.1 and Theorem 3.2

represent {hx};  as polynomials of higher-order score functions {q(q—m) w1~ This result reveals how
higher-order score functions encode information of the optimal transport denoising map, a finding new to
the literature. We then study estimation strategies and rates of convergence for these higher-order scores,
based on n i.i.d. samples {Y;}"_,. We present two approaches with theoretical guarantees on the estimation
accuracy: (i) a plug-in estimation approach via Gaussian kernel smoothing that estimates ¢ (y) locally at

any given y, see Section 3.2 and Theorem 3.5 for the rate of convergence; (ii) a direct estimation approach via

. . . . (m) .
higher-order score matching that estimates the function qT globally, see Section 3.3 and Theorem 3.7 for the
rate of convergence. This is reminiscent of f-modeling in empirical Bayes [Efr14].

1.3 Relations to the Literature

The optimal transport (OT) denoisers are fundamentally different from the Bayes-optimal or empirical Bayes
denoisers [EM73; Rob64; JS61] that minimize the mean squared error. Indeed, the Bayes-optimal denoiser
takes the form

Toes(y) = y 4 o2 L)
)
different from the hierarchy of OT denoisers Tk, K > 0: with Ty(y) = y, and
0_2 ’
Ti() =y + i) =y + L0
q(y)
2 2 7 4 ’ 2 ’ 7\’
n o q'(y) o [1[q' () q’(y)
() =y + () + Tha(y) =y + - ——-( .
PV EITIRA TR EI T ) T 8 |2 k) ()

Denoiser 77 has been studied extensively in diffusion models; see [LDK26; BB25]. [Lia25] studies these two
OT denoisers 77, T in a general d-dimensional setting, and establishes that these two denoisers are universal
denoisers. They remain universal to a wide range of noise distributions, extending beyond the Gaussian
setting that requires Tweedie’s formula. On the one hand, this paper generalizes the results in [Lia25] and
derives a complete hierarchy of OT denoisers for arbitrary order K. On the other hand, this paper considers
only d = 1 and the Gaussian noise.

Empirical Bayes methods [EM73; Rob64; JS61; Gho+25] study the Bayes-optimal denoiser constructed
based oni.i.d. samples {¥;}? | drawn from Q. There are two distinct approaches, called f-modeling (modeling
on the observed data, the Y space) and g-modeling (modeling on the unobserved prior/signal, or the X space)
[Efr14]; we refer the reader to [IS25, Chapter 6] for detailed discussions. [Efr14] states that g-modeling on the



X space has dominated the theoretical literature in empirical Bayes, see [Efr16; JZ09; Lai78] for examples. In
particular, [JZ09] studied nonparametric maximum likelihood estimation (NPMLE) of the prior distribution P
based on i.i.d. samples {¥;}"_ drawn from Q. They established the rate of convergence of NPMLE P to the
true prior P in terms of the Hellinger distance between the induced densities on the ¥ space. [Gho+25] draws
the connection between score matching [HDO0S5] and SURE [Ste81; XKB12] to propose a SURE training
procedure; they also establish the corresponding rate of convergence to the true prior measured by Fisher
divergence.

We note that the theoretical empirical Bayes literature primarily focuses on estimating the prior P first,
then plugging in Tweedie’s formula to construct the empirical Bayes denoiser. However, as noted in [Efr14],
f-modeling directly on the Y space is more natural for constructing denoisers, since the data {Y;} | are
directly observed. [Efr14] proposed several parametric models on the Y space to estimate the Bayes-optimal
denoiser.

This paper takes a fundamentally different approach from the empirical Bayes literature: we construct
denoisers directly on the observational Y space via higher-order score functions, without estimating the prior
P on the X space. The denoisers T : R — R constructed in this paper are optimal in the Wasserstein sense,
and when applied to Y ~ Q, the denoised distribution T#Q matches the signal distribution P up to high
accuracy. In other words, this paper proposes directly estimating the optimal transport map 7T that pushes
Q onto P, without the knowledge or estimation of P. This is in sharp contrast to the g-modeling approach,
which first estimates P, then uses that information to construct empirical Bayes denoisers. Our denoisers are
nonparametric in nature, agnostic to the specific form of the prior distribution P. In terms of estimation of
the higher-order score functions, we present two approaches: (i) a plug-in estimation via Gaussian kernel
smoothing; (ii) a direct estimation approach via higher-order score matching. Both approaches come with
theoretical guarantees on the rates of convergence. Crucially, our optimal transport approach discovers and
isolates a notion of agnostic denoisers: the denoisers Tx, K > 1 are agnostic to the specific form of P; they
only depend on the higher-order score functions of Q.

Score matching techniques have received considerable attention in the machine learning literature
[HDOS5; Hyv07; Vinl1; SH19]. The traditional score matching focuses on estimating the first-order score

function % [Hyv07; Sar+18; Sri+17; Fen+24] via Fisher divergence. [Bob24] recently studied Fisher-type

. . . . . (m) . . . .
information induced by higher-order score functions qT, m > 1. We establish estimation strategies and

rates of convergence for these higher-order scores, and derive through advanced combinatorics that these
higher-order scores encode full information to construct the OT denoising map with THQ = P.

To our knowledge, this paper is the first to fully characterize the optimal transport denoisers in terms of
higher-order score functions; we make precise the connection among Fisher-type information (higher-order
scores), optimal transport (Brenier map), and combinatorics (integer partitions) in this classic signal
denoising problem.

The closest works to ours are [GS24; JIS25; Lia25], which study denoisers motivated by OT theory
[AGS05; Vil08]. Motivated by the fact that Bayes-optimal and empirical Bayes denoisers typically shrink the
distribution too aggressively, these three papers propose different remedies. [GS24] and [JIS25] assume the
existence of certain structural information of the prior distribution P, and solve for denoisers that minimize the
mean squared error E ||7(Y) — X||? subject to such distributional constraints, say T#Q = P; one can also view
them as post-processing empirical Bayes denoisers to avoid over-shrinkage for better distributional matching.

In contrast, this paper and [Lia25] do not require any a priori knowledge of P, and construct optimal
transport-inspired denoisers solely based on the noisy measurements Y ~ Q. This paper generalizes the results
in [Lia25] to arbitrary higher-order denoisers Tx, K > 1 in the univariate setting. This paper characterizes the
fundamental role of higher-order score functions in constructing the hierarchy of OT denoisers 77, 1>, . . . , Tco,
and reveals the combinatorial structure underlying the infinite expansion of the optimal transport map via Bell
polynomial recursions.



1.4 Notation

We use the following notations throughout the paper. We use lower-case letters such as x, y, z to denote scalars
in R, and upper-case letters such as X, Y, Z to denote random variables in R. We reserve f,g,h: R —» R
and F,G,T : R — R to denote measurable functions or maps. P, Q denote probability distributions on R,
with density functions p, g : R — R respectively with respect to the Lebesgue measure; ¢ : R — Ry
denotes the standard normal density function. o~ > 0 denotes the noise level, and we call = o%/2 the noise
parameter.

For a smooth function f : R — R and an integer k, we use f %) to denote the k-th order derivative of f.
For a probability distribution P on R with density p, we use £(X) to denote the distribution of the random
variable X ~ P. We use T#Q to denote the push-forward distribution of Q via a measurable map 7 : R — R,
i.e., for any measurable set A C R, (T#Q)(A) = Py-o(T(Y) € A). For two probability distributions P, Q
on R, we use W,.(P, Q) to denote the r-Wasserstein distance between P and Q with r > 1. Given a function
f and a probability distribution Q, we denote the L?(Q)-norm as I fllz20) = (Ev~0 f(Y)z)l/z. We use
| fllo = sup, |f(x)| to denote the L=-norm of f, || f||Lip to denote the uniform Lipschitz constant for f.

Given i.i.d. samples {¥;}" |, we denote the empirical expectation Enf = % iy f(Y). F,H denote
function classes. We use N' (€, F, || - ||) to denote the covering number of a function class F at scale € under
the norm || - ||. We use the standard asymptotic notations f(n) = O(g(n)), or equivalently f(n) 3 g(n), if
there exists a constant C > 0 such that | f(n)| < C|g(n)| for all sufficiently large n; we write f(n) < g(n) if

f(n) 3 g(n) and g(n) 3 f(n).

2 Optimal Transport Expansion and Noise Asymptotics

This section derives an infinite expansion of the optimal transport map pushing the distribution of noisy
measurements Q to the distribution of signal P, in terms of the noise parameter 7 = 0-2/2. We discover that
such an expansion satisfies a combinatorial recursive structure that involves polynomials of the higher-order
score functions. We name this infinite expansion the noise asymptotics of the optimal transport map.

We note that it is without loss of generality to assume o € [0, 1] and thus n = o%/2 € [0, 1/2]: denote
¥? := Var[Y], then we can rescale Y to Y = Y/y = X +7Z where X = X/yando = o/y € [0, 1]. It follows
that the noise level o can always be normalized to be at most 1 by rescaling the data.

We start with the model setup.

Definition 2.1 (Model). Let X € R be a random variable with distribution P and a valid density p with
respect to the Lebesgue measure. Let Z ~ N (0, 1) be independent standard normal noise. Consider the noisy
measurement Y = X + oZ with distribution Q and density g. Let 5 = 02/2.

Let F,G : R — [0, 1] be the cumulative distribution functions of P, Q respectively, defined as

X y
F(X)=/_ p(2)dz, G(y)=/_ q(z)dz .

[ (9]

The notations F¥) and G¥) denote the k-th order derivatives of F, G respectively. F~!,G~!:[0,1] - R
denote the quantile functions (generalized inverse) of F and G respectively, defined as

F'()=inf{xeR:F(x) >}, G '(r)=inf{yeR:G(y)>1}.

2.1 F-expansion of the Optimal Transport Map

This section derives the noise asymptotic expansion of the optimal transport map pushing Q to P in terms of
the derivatives of the cumulative distribution function F of P.



Definition 2.2 (Optimal Transport Map). Let P, Q be two probability distributions on R with densities p, g
respectively. Let F~! be the quantile function of P, and G be the cumulative distribution function of Q.
The optimal transport map 7 : R — R pushing Q to P is defined as

T(y)=F ' oG(y).

Such a map exists and is unique almost everywhere when P, Q are absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure on R [Vil03, Theorem 2.18], and minimizes the r-Wasserstein distance between P and Q
forany r > 1,

1/r
W, (P, Q) =T:;;1szp (/RIT(y)—yI’q(y) dy) :

The noise asymptotic expansion requires a recursion defined by partial Bell polynomials [Com74], which
we first introduce below.

Definition 2.3 (Bell Polynomials). The partial Bell polynomials B, x(x1, X2, ...,X,—k+1) are defined as

n—k+1

n! Xxp\Je
Bn,k(xl,XZ,---,xn—k+l)—Zjl!jz!'”jn_kJrl! l_[ (ﬁ) ,

where the sum is taken over all sequences of non-negative integers ji, j2, ..., jn—k+1 such that

Ji+tjp++juks1 =k,
J1+2jp+ -+ (n—k+1)jups1=n.

With these definitions, we are ready to present the noise asymptotic expansion of the optimal map T
transporting Q to P in terms of the derivatives of F.

Theorem 2.4 (F-expansion of the Optimal Transport Map). Consider the additive Gaussian noise model in
Definition 2.1. Assume that F is infinitely differentiable. Define the following series expansion

ok
n
Tr(y) =y + ) 78k(y) @.1)
k=1
where g1, 82, . .. : R = R are functions defined iteratively through the Bell polynomials B,, i in Definition 2.3:
F® ()
=—=, k=1
g1(y) F ()
k .
FU(y) FCR (y)
grk(y) = —JZ:; FD(y) -Bk,j(gl, s 8k—ja1) (V) # —F(l)(y) , k=2 (2.2)

Then, for y € R such that Tr(y) is absolutely convergent, Tr represents the optimal transport map
pushing Q onto P as in Definition 2.2, namely,

FloG(y) =Tr(y).

Remark 2.5. This proof is deferred to Section A.1. This theorem characterizes how the optimal denoising
(m)

map depends on the higher-order score functions I;T, m > 2 of the signal distribution P. Here, we evaluate

a few initial terms explicitly using the recursion derived in this theorem.



1. Fork =1,

By,1(g1) = g1
We have
F@
81 = m
2. Fork =2,

By1(g1.82) = 8. Bao(g1) =g
Equation (2.2) reads g, = —%Bz,z(gl) + %, and thus we have
F® 5 F@
B="ro& oy
3. For k = 3,
B31(g1.82.83) =83, B3n(g1.82) = 38182, Bas(g1) =i

. @ ©) (6)

Equation (2.2) reads g3 = —%33’2(g1,g2) - %83,3(&) + % and thus we have

F® F® 3, F(©)

g3 = F(l)( gng) F(l)g] F(l)

4. For k =4,
By =84, Bir=4g1g3+3g5, Bas= 6gfg2, By =g

Equation (2.2) reads g4 = —FEI; Bsyp— ?Eli Bsys— ?E]; By + F(]) , and thus we have
F@ (3) F® A F®
g4_ F(l) (4g1g3+3g2) F(U( gng) F(l)gl +m

2.2 Higher-Order Noise Asymptotics

In this section, we derive the accuracy of higher-order denoisers based on the noise asymptotic expansion
of the optimal transport map in Theorem 2.4. Define the K-th order denoiser Tx : supp(P) — R as the
truncated series expansion of 7" up to the K-th order term,

Tx(y) =y + Z —gk<y) (2.3)

Since {g; }K depend on higher-order score functions £+ F<1> ,k < 2K, which are well-defined on the support of
P, we concern ourselves only with the behavior of Tx on the support of P.

For a monotonically increasing map 7T : supp(P) — R, we define the Wasserstein distance between THQ
and P restricted to the support of P as

1/r

Wi (THQ, P) := ( / (P)iT(y)—F‘loG(y)l’q(y)dy . (2.4)
supp

In the case when supp(P) = R, this definition coincides with the standard r-Wasserstein distance W,.(T#Q, P);
see Lemma A.4 for this equivalence.

The next theorem studies the W} (-, -) between the denoised distribution Tk #0Q and the signal distribution
P, as well as the uniform approximation error between the denoiser Tx and the optimal transport map F~!' o G
restricted to the support of P.



Theorem 2.6 (Higher-Order Accuracy). Let K > 1 and consider the additive Gaussian noise model in
Definition 2.1 with F that is (2K + 2)-differentiable. Let Tk be the K-th order denoiser defined above with
{g,-}lK:1 defined in Theorem 2.4. Assume that supp(P) is compact and inf . csupp(p) FM(x) > 0. Recall (2.4),
foranyr > 1, we have

W (Tx#Q, P) 3 %",
and the uniform approximation error

sup [Tk (y) - F 1o G(y)| 3 7%+ .
yesupp(P)

Here the constants in the 3 notation only depend on the uniform upper bound of Sup  cqpn(py |1F k) (x)]| for
k < 2K + 2 and the uniform lower bound of inf esupp(p) FO (x).

Remark 2.7. As noted earlier, we can assume that o € [0, 1] without loss of generality since linear rescaling
of Y does not fundamentally change the problem. Therefore, n = 02/2 € [0, 1/2]. In this case, the rate in
Theorem 2.6 contracts faster than (1/2)X*! as K increases.

Remark 2.8. We note that Tk is monotonically increasing when 7 is small. Indeed, since Tk is a finite sum of
smooth functions, it suffices to show that the first derivative g% « () is positive when 7 is small enough. Note
that

dy n dy
are =1 Zk'd

Therefore, when 7 is sufficiently small, dd% x () > 0 forall y € supp(P) compactly supported.

Proof of Theorem 2.6. By the definition (2.4), we have

1/r
W} (T HO, P) = (/ ” [Tk () = F' o G(»)| q(») dy) :
supp

From Lemma A.5,
|FoTk(y) -G(y)| <C-p®*,

uniformly for y € supp(P). Here the constant C only depends on the upper bound of sup,,cqon(p) |F ) (y)]

for k < 2K + 2 and the lower bound of infyesupp(p) FV ().
Under the assumption that inf y ¢ upp(p) F (D (y) > 0, we have that F~! is Lipschitz continuous on [0, 1].
Therefore, uniformly over y € supp(P),

[Tk (v) = F~' o G(»)| < 1F Mluip - |IF 0 T () = G(y)| < € -+

Here the constant C is a universal constant that does not depend on 7 or y; it only depends on ||F~! l|Lip and
[|F59 || for k < 2K +2. O
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3 Higher-Order Score Denoising: Identification and Estimation

The previous section establishes the noise-asymptotic expansion of the optimal transport map pushing Q to
P. However, the expansion in Theorem 2.4 depends on the higher-order score functions of P, unknown in
practice. This section presents an alternative approach that quantifies the denoising expansion in terms of the
higher-order score functions of @, which are identifiable and estimable from the noisy measurements Y.

Denoisers derived in this section are agnostic to the specific form of the prior/signal distribution P. They
only depend on the higher-order score functions of the noisy measurement distribution Q. We also present
two estimation strategies for these higher-order score functions of Q, along with their convergence rates.

To formulate and study the estimation results in this section, we first introduce the class of Holder smooth
functions.

Definition 3.1 (Holder Smooth Functions). For a > 0, let | | be the largest integer strictly less than a. For
L > 0, we define the class of Holder smooth functions with smoothness parameter a and radius L as

| LoD (x) = plled (y)]
HS(L) =4f: Q>R | max sup | f%) (x)| + sup <L;.
@ { 0<k<l|a] yeQ x£y€eQ |x__)4a—LaJ

We write H % (L) when the support Q = R the whole real line.

3.1 G-expansion and Denoising Equations

This section provides an alternative expansion of the optimal transport map pushing Q to P in terms of
G5

polynomials of higher-order score functions 2.

Theorem 3.2 (G-expansion of the Optimal Transport Map). Consider the same setting as Theorem 2.4, we
define the following series expansion

To(y) =y + Z —hk<y) (3.1)

where hy, hy, . .. are functions defined iteratively through the Bell polynomials By, i (hi, ha, ..., hy_k+1) in
Definition 2.3:

k-1 k=1

k! :
2V G 256 0) Beews (i) 0) + (DFGERG) =0 32
=0 =l

In particular, the above equation uniquely determines hy in terms of hy, . . ., hx—1, with the only term involving
hy in (3.2) being GV (y)hi(y) (1 =0, j = 1); and, each hy, is apolynomlalﬂmctzon of & Gm ,m < 2k.

Then, for y € R such that TG (y) is absolutely convergent, T¢ is the optimal transport map pushing Q
onto P as in Definition 2.2, namely,

F'oG(y) =Ts() .

Remark 3.3. The crucial difference between Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 2.4 is that the expansion in
Theorem 3.2 depends on the higher-order score functions of Q, which are identifiable and estimable from the
noisy measurements Y. This makes Theorem 3.2 practical for denoising applications. We evaluate a few
initial terms explicitly before presenting the proof.

11



. Fork=1,
Bi,1(h1) = hy.

Equation (3.2) reads G(I)Bl,l (h) - G® =0, and thus we have

G

hy = G

. Fork =2,
By.i(hi,ha) = ha,  Baa(hy) = hi.

Equation (3.2) reads G(I)Bz’l(hl, hy) + G(Q)Bz’g(hl) - 2G(3)Bl,1(h1) +G® =0, and thus we have

G@® G® G? ,

h=-=mH2cmh - ol

. For k =3,
B3, (hi, ha,h3) = h3, Bsa(hi,ho) = 3hihy, Bss(hy) = hj.

Equation (3.2) reads GV B3 1 (h1, hy, h3) + GP B3 2(hy, ho) + G B3 3(h1) = 3G®) By 1 (hy, hy) —
3G W By, (hy) +3GS By 1(h) — G =0, and thus we have

G(©) G(S) G@ G® G®3 G2
By +3——h>+3——hy — B —3——hh,.
G G(l) G T g Gl TG

h3 =

. For k =4,
B4,1 = h4, B4’2 = 4]1]]13 + 3}1%, B4,3 = 6/’1%]/12, B4’4 = h?.

Substituting into Equation (3.2) and simplifying, we have

G® G G(©) G0 G0 G G®

- _ _ 2 _ 3
he == gy A = 6 = 6y + 4 I + 12 b+ 4y
G(4) G® 5 G
- mh —6mh hy — G (4h1h3 +3h )

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We plug in T = T and quantify the difference in terms of an integral form of the
static Monge-Ampere equation [Caf92; Lia25], namely F o T (y) — G (y). If this difference is zero for y such
that T (y) is absolutely convergent, then by the uniqueness of the optimal transport map [Vil03, Theorem
2.18], we conclude that the optimal transport map F~! o G(y) = T ().

Recall if the series expansion of TG (y) = y + X5, Z—?hk (y) is absolutely convergent, we can apply

Lemma A.2 that expands F in terms of derivatives of G, and then by Fubini’s theorem, we have

b l
Fwaw=2ew%cmomo>

o J
—Z(W?de%w(;%mw).

12



Apply Lemma A.3 that relates powers of series to Bell polynomials, we have again by Fubini’s theorem,

FoTg(y) = Z( 1)“7 ZG@””( )3 LB () )

n>j
Xk k k! k-1 .
:ZFZ( 1)l -)'l' ZGQZH)()’)'Bk—l,j(hl,---,hk_l_j+1)(y)

—G()’)"'Zk,Z(—  —om Z),Z,ZG@’*J)()») Bicr (Ao hiei-jer) ) -

Here, the last line uses the fact that for the term k = 0, we have By = 1.
By the definition of /g, k > 1 in (3.2), we have

k-1 k-1

k! :
2D G 2560 B (st 0) + (DGO () = 0
=0 =1

k!
and thus Z( D z)mZG(Z’”)(” Bitj(his - hiciojat) () = 0

Here the last equality uses the fact that By o = I(k = 0).
Putting things together, we have shown that for y such that T (y) is absolutely convergent, F' o T (y) —

G(y) =0. m]

Following the arguments in Theorem 3.2 and Lemma A.5, we have the following corollary on the
finite-order denoising accuracy, measured in terms of the integral form of the static Monge-Ampere equation
[Caf92; Vil08; DL25; Lia25], namely |F o Tk (y) — G(y)| at any given y € R. The proof is deferred to
Section A.3. As noted earlier, we can assume that o € [0, 1] without loss of generality since linear rescaling
of Y does not change the denoising problem. Therefore, we can always assume = o2/2 € [0, 1/2].

Corollary 3.4. Consider the same setting as Theorem 3.2 and {hy }r>1 defined therein. For any integer
K > 1, define the K-th order denoiser as

T (y) =y + Z —hkm

Assume that F, G € H*)*2(L) for some L > 0. Then, for any y € R,

|FoTk(y) - G(y)| < C-p**!
Here the constant C only depends on L, K, and q(y).

Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.4 provide an iterative refinement scheme to construct higher-order denoisers
(k+1) (k+1) (*)

based on polynomials of $—— OB k > 1. Since GG<1+)I = qq is the higher-order score function of Q, it is
identifiable from the noisy observatlons {Y;} | drawn i.i.d. from Q.

In the hierarchy of denoisers {Tx } k> defined above, we start with the trivial denoiser Ty(y) = y, then

use the first-order score function of G to refine 71 (y) = y + 7 G )E ; Theorem 3.2 generalizes this procedure

to arbitrary order K, with each refinement step involving a polynomial in the higher-order score functions
G (y)

GOy UP to order m < 2K. The recursions are defined using Bell-type polynomials in (3.2). The denoising

13



accuracy improves at rate X, as quantified in Corollary 3.4 (and Theorem 2.6). In the limit K — oo, this
denoiser recovers the optimal transport map Tx — F~! o G, without requiring the knowledge of F, the signal
distribution.

The following sections study estimation strategies and rates for these higher-order scores, based on n
i.i.d. samples {¥;}"_,. We present two approaches with theoretical guarantees on the estimation accuracy: (i)
plug-in estimation via Gaussian kernel smoothing; and (ii) direct estimation via higher-order score matching.

3.2 Plug-in Estimation via Gaussian Kernel Smoothing

Recall that the K-th order denoiser is given by

Kk
Te() =y + ) Hh() |
k=1 "

where hy, hy, . .., hg are defined by the Bell-polynomial-type recursion in Theorem 3.2 that involves only the
derivatives of {G(m)}fnli ,- Therefore, to estimate Tk, it suffices to estimate the density function ¢ and its
derivatives up to order 2K — 1.

Given i.i.d. samples from Q, denoted as {¥;}!_, we can estimate g and its derivatives using Gaussian
kernel smoothing. Given a bandwidth b > 0, we define the following estimator for g™, the m-th derivative
of g:

3" () = g D0 )(T) : (3.3)

i=1
where ¢ : R — R is a standard Gaussian kernel function.

Theorem 3.5 (Estimation Rates for ¢": Gaussian Kernel Smoothing). Let m > 0 be an integer. Let
Z2
o(z) = v%?e_T be the standard Gaussian kernel. Suppose the density g € H™**(L) for some L > 0. Then,

with the bandwidth choice b,, < n_ﬁ, we have the following mean squared error bound for any fixed y € R,

~(m R
E ’q;(ym) () - ¢ (y)| InTmE
where the constant in the 3 notation only depends on L and m.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. The proof is a direct application of the bias-variance decomposition

B[7 00 - a0 = (B12" 001 - 4 0)) -+ var g0 ()]

L> , Lm! 1
<— bt = ——,

Tms
where the last line uses Lemma A.7. With the choice b = b,,, = (\/g "‘T') -n- ﬁ, we finish the proof. O

Remark 3.6. One can rationalize the estimation rate as follows: the optimal rate for estimating the m-th
derivative of a density function of smoothness @ = m + 2 is at the rate

2(m+2-m)

2
E é\l(j”;)(y) _ q(m) (y)| < 2l

14



With this analytic estimation method, we can form the ratio estimate by the plug-in approach, with ’q\ém) (y)

and ng)? (y) being the estimators for ¢ (y) and ¢(y) respectively, where b,,, < n~ 7 and bg = n"5 are the
optimal bandwidths for estimating ¢ (y) and ¢(y) respectively.
TG _ 10
=0 .
q(y) T, ()

3.3 Direct Estimation via Higher-Order Score Matching

(m)
Another practical approach is to estimate the higher-order score function f;,,(y) := qq<—y()y) directly through

generalizations of score matching [HD05; Hyv07]. Unlike the local approach of estimating ¢ (y) and ¢(y)
separately for a given y and then forming the ratio, score matching provides a global estimation approach that
learns the entire function f;,.

Let ¥ be a function class that contains a higher-order score function f,,(y). The generalized score
matching estimator for the m-th order score function is defined as

fn € arg min By, lf(Y)2 + (=) rmyy| | (3.4)
fer 12

where B, is the empirical expectation over the i.i.d. samples {Y;}!_, drawn from Q. In the case m = 1, this
reduces to the classical score matching estimator in [HD05].

Theorem 3.7 (Estimation Rates for ¢ /g: Higher-Order Score Matching). Let m > 1 be an integer. Let
Q C R be a compact interval, and let ¥ = HE (L) be the class of Holder smooth functions with smoothness

. (m) o .
parameter @ > m. Assume that the m-th order score function qT € ¥ and that q has vanishing boundaries

up to order m — 1. Let ﬁn be the m-th order score matching estimator defined in (3.4), then we have the
following mean squared error bound,

2 p~la=m), a/<m+%
1

—~ q(m) 1
Iynzlogn, a=m+; .

fm
q

E

L(Q) n_%, a>m+%

. . . (m) ..
Remark 3.8. This theorem states that if the m-th order score function qT is at least (m + %)—Holder smooth,

. . . (m) 1,
then the score matching estimator can estimate qT at a rate of n~ 2, independent of the smoothness level m.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. We first apply the representation lemma for higher-order score functions (see
Lemma A.8) with f = f,,

11~ . 2 -
E 2| = o[ = B [3)?+ )™ )]
Y~0 2 Y~0
=B, @+ O™ )] (3.5)
By the definition of the empirical risk minimizer ﬁn and the fact that f,;, € F, we have

B [0 4 P )| <,

%f;‘,(Y)z * (—1>m“(f:;,><'")(Y)] (3.6)

15



With the above two displays (3.5) and (3.6), and the fact f;n € ¥, we have
1]~ . 2
E 5 = 1)
—~ 1 ~\ |1
< sup (E-E, [—fz + <—1>m“f<m>] ~ (B-Ea) |5+ <—1>m“<f,:;><m>] .
feF 2 2

Due to Giné-Zinn symmetrization (see Lemma A.9), we have

2
Bllfo = filltio) = B, B —|fm(Y) f®)

{

1 n
<4 B B swp- )& [—fz(Yl-) + (=pmrLpem (m] :
ey, rern o 12
where the last step uses the fact f,, € F.

By the Lipschitz contraction inequality of Rademacher complexities (see [LT91] or [FLM21, Lemma 2]),
we have

n

sup [%fZ(Y) e 1)'"“f<m>(Y)]

E E
i e, per 4
n

1
<L- E E sup-) f(Y)+ E E sup ef(’")(Y)
iy el rer i YL el fer

4

The constant L is due to the fact that |%f2 - %gzl <L|f-g|forany f,g € F.

What remains is to bound the Rademacher complexities of the Holder function class ¥ and its m-th
order derivative function class 7™ := {f") : f € ¥}. Using standard entropy integral bounds and metric
entropy of Holder class and also [VW96, Theorem 2.7.1], we know the metric entropy for # = HS (L) is
upper bounded

log N(&,F. Il lls) < CLogua-€7#

where the constant Cy,_,.q > 0 only depends on L, @ and the support €2, and does not depend on €. Therefore,
for any {Y;}!" |, we can upper bound the Rademacher complexity of ¥ using standard entropic integral bounds
(see [Sch20, Theorem 4] and [Lia21, Lemma 26]):

sup ~ Zel (¥s)

{el}" feFn
Cln_“, 01<%
< inf (4 +— 1 w) de| < =1
_OslgsL( 0 \/ogN(e?'II ||oo) de Con~ zilogn a %
Cin~2, a> 5

for some universal constants Cy, C», C3 > 0 that depend on L, @ and Q. Here when a < 5, we choose 6 < n~¢

2 £

1 .

to optimize the bound; when a = %, we choose § < n~? log n; when @ > 1, we can set § < n™2 or simply set
¢ = 0 as the integral converges.

Similarly, we have (™ e HG™™(L) is (a« — m)-Holder smooth for any f € ¥, and thus

Cin~(a-m), a/<m+2

E sup— Y &f™¥;) <{Con~ > o n, a/—m+—.
(el fer 7t Z’ ®

C3n2 a/>m+—

We now complete the proof. O
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A Technical Proofs

A.1 Proofs for Section 2.1

We first present a few technical lemmas.

k
Lemma A.1. Consider the model in Definition 2.1 with an analytic F, we have G(y) = 2.1, Z—!F(Zk) (y) .

Proof of Lemma A.1. Recall that G(y) = f F(y — 0z)¢(z) dz, where ¢(z) is the standard normal density
function. Therefore,

(9 [

O_ZIE[ZZI] nl
G(y) =)y ————=F® () => —F(y).
0 =2~ M= 7 F*
=0 =0
O

_a\k
Lemma A.2. Consider the model in Definition 2.1 with an analytic F, we have F(y) = Y. %G(%) (y) .

Proof of Lemma A.2. The proof proceeds by recalling Lemma A.1, namely G %X (y) = 3172, 'IL;F (2k+20) (),

‘We have
i (-m)*
—l k!

k! [

> ()t o
G(Zk) (y) — Z _F(Q(k+l))(y)
k=0 1=0

_m:O L kl(m = k)! | m!
=Ya+ (-1))’”%1?(2’") () =F(y) .

m=0



Lemma A.3. Recall the definition of Bell polynomials B, j(x1,X2,...,Xnj+1) in Definition 2.3, we have

Y -
ﬁ ;ka = ZmBnJ(X],xz,...,xn,j_'_l) .

nxj

Proof of Lemma A.3.

[eS] J [eS] [
1 n* 1 J! "o\
FIEE D ey (e

k=1 ' i1+i+--=j m=1
—Jj+1 .
D) LT )
i n! . il!iz!"'in_j+1! m!
nzj i1+ip+:=] m=1

1-i1+2-ip+--=n

nn
= Z WBn,j(xla-XZa LR ,xn—j+l) .

nxj

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. The proof follows by plugging the infinite expansion of 7 = TF in the identity
F o T(y) = G(y) and matching the coefficients of n* for each k > 0. Then, by the uniqueness of the optimal
transport map, we conclude the desired expansion. We start with the series expansion of the analytic function
F: under the assumption that the series Tr(y) is absolutely convergent for a fixed y, we have by Fubini’s
theorem,

© i J
FoTr(y) = ZF(J)()/)— (Z %gk()’))
Jj=0 k=1 """

= > FU(y) Z —Bn (gt 8njr1) )

Jj=0 n>j

8

k

k
n .
FZF(”())) “Bi,j (81, 8r—js1) () -
0 Jj=0

Mg

x~
1l

With the definition of gj, g2, ... in (2.2), and the fact By o = I(k = 0), we have

K FO ), k=0
D FD ) Bij(grs- s gk-je1) ) = {FD (3)B11(g1) = FA(y) . k=1,
=0 SELFYB (g1 gkjn) = FPR k=2

where the last line uses the fact By 1 (g1, - - -, k) = k-
As a result, we have the following identity

(o)

k

k
n Dy . B, . , _ ’7_ (2K) [y _
4 ;)F (») - Brj(g1s-- - 8k—j+1) (3) = ,;: o (y) =G(y) .

FoTg(y) =

Mx

x~
Il

Here, the last line uses Lemma A.1. By the uniqueness of the optimal transport map, we conclude that
F~!'0G(y) = Tr(y) for all y such that the series expansion is absolutely convergent. O
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A.2 Proofs for Section 2.2

Lemma A.4. Let P,Q be two probability distributions with valid densities p,q, and To : R — R be a
monotonically increasing map. Then for any r > 1,

WE(Tof0. P) = /R To(y) — F~ 0 G q(y) dy .

Proof of Lemma A.4. For a measurable map Ty : R — R, denote the push-forward distribution TpfQ as the
distribution of the random variable Ty(Y) where Y ~ Q. Let FT‘O lﬁ 0 be the quantile function of the distribution

To#Q. Then FT‘O ; Q(t) =Ty o G~'(¢) for ¢ € [0, 1] for monotonically increasing Ty. By definition of the
Wasserstein distance in 1-dimension, we have

1 1
W 180.P) = [ 1o = PO = [ me 60 = F 01 a

=/R|To(y) —F'oG(y)|q(y)dy.

Here, the last line uses the change of variable t = G(y). ]

Lemma A.5. Under the same setting as in Theorem 2.6,

sup  |FoTk(y) —G(y)l <C-p**.
yé€supp(P)

Here the universal constant C > 0 depends on the upper bounds of F¥) (y) for k < 2K + 2 and the lower
bound of p(y) = FV(y) for y € supp(P).

Proof of Lemma A.5. First, recall Lemma A.1,

Kk
n
G(y) - E FF(Zk)()’) < Cp -kt
=0 "

for some constant C; > 0 that depends on the upper bounds of supy,cq,pp(py |F (2K+2) (y)].
Next, we expand F o Tk (y) using Taylor expansion,

K K i J
; 1
Folx(y) =) F<”(y>ﬁ(§ %gkm) <Gyt (A1)
j=0 T \k=1

Here the constant C; > 0 depends on the upper bounds of supy,cq,pp(p) |F&+D (y)| and SUPy, cqupp(pP) 185 (V)]
for k = 1,2,...,K. Recall the definition of gi(y) in Theorem 2.6, we know that these are finite-degree
polynomials of {F<k)/F(1>}iI:<2. Under the assumption that sup,,cq,pp(p) |F%) (y)| and infy cqupp(pP) |[F (y)]
bounded, we have gi’s uniformly bounded.

Note the second term in (A.1) is a finite polynomial of 77 up to degree K>. We collect the coefficients for
the monomials nk fork =0,1,...,K,

k . . . if—j
i 1 V 1 i gk—i+1 k—j+1
k D) (y)— J—(&) (8_2) S Lo S
F
1 _]ZO (y)j! Z ilfiz!"-ik_j.,.l 1! 2! (k—j+1)!

i) HipH =]
14420+ =k

nk

|

k k

: n
FO®y) - Bi (g5 8—j1) () = FF(Q")(y) :

=y '
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Therefore, all monomials of 77 up to degree K match those of G (y), and the lemma follows.

K ; K J
FU) k
FoTk(n - GOl < |FoTe(y - Y T2 ( ”—gk(y>)
A J! k!
j=0 =1
C1‘77K+1
G 77 (2k)
HEM =2, 7 F o)
k=0
C2'77K+l
FYU)(y) | X " o0
+Z 7 ,g(y) _ZHF ()
=0 k=1 k=0
C3~7]K+1
< (C +Ca + C3) - !
Here C3 > 0 is a universal constant as the coefficients of nk for k = 0,1,..., K match for these two

finite-degree polynomials of 7. By the same logic, we know Cj, C3, C3 > 0 depend on the upper bounds of

{F®) (y)}2K+2 and the lower bound of FV)(y) for y € supp(P).

A.3 Proofs for Section 3.1

Lemma A.6. Consider the model in Definition 2.1 and assume F(y) has derivatives up to order 2K + 2

uniformly bounded over y € R. Then

K

)
FO) = ) (-)'LG0 () = 0 .
=0 ’

Proof of Lemma A.6. Note from Lemma A.1,

K-l
n

l‘ F(Zl+2])(y) + 0(]71(+1)

G (y) =
Jj=

Z( 1)177 G(Zl)(y) Z( l)l Z U.F(Zl+21)(y) +0(nK+l)

(Z( Do
11k =

= F(y) +0(n*H) .

F<2")(y) +0 %+

Proof of Corollary 3.4. First, we note that by Lemma A.6, if F*) are bounded for k < 2K + 2, then

K

l
F(Tk(y) - ;—UZ%G(”)(TK@)) = 0" .
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And note that when G%) are uniformly bounded for k < 2K + 2, we have
J
+0 (nK+1 )

K-l

G (Ti(v) = ), G ()4 (Z ()

j=0

Following the logic behind the calculations in Theorem 3.2, we have

K 1 J
n
ZZ(;(_I)ZE G (T (y)) = Z( 'L Z GO ()= ( —hk(y> + 0 )
K nk k k=1
= Z 0 Z(—l) ( )Z G () By (b1, .. himi—j1) ()
" 1=0 j=0
+ O(T]K+1)
=G(y) +0(n**.
The last line uses the defining equation (3.2) of Ay. O
A.4 Proofs for Section 3.2
Z2
Lemma A.7 (Bias and Variance of Gaussian Smoothing). Let ¢(z) = —=e™ 7 be the standard Gaussian

V2r
kernel. Recall the definition of the kernel density estimator in (3.3). Suppose g € H™+*(L) for some L > 0,

then we have

2
B 01 - ¢ 0 <ot

m) Lm' 1
Var |7, )] = = et -

Proof of Lemma A.7. We start with the bias calculation
E[7," ()] - q"™ (y)’ = / ¢ (== p %) g(x) dx - g (y)‘
= / S0 (@)g(y — b2) dz - g (y)‘

- [E 1)m¢( )ﬁq(y bz)dz—g (m)(y)’

= /¢(Z)q(’")(y—b1)dz—/¢(Z)q(m)(y)dz

-|[ 9 (a0 = b2 =™ 0 + 4"V 0)b2)

IA

/ ¢(2) |q(’") (y=bz) —q"™ (y) + q(’"“)(y)bZ‘ dz
Lb%7? Lb>
s/¢(z) 5 dz = >

where the second last step uses the fact f z¢(z) dz = 0 and then by Taylor expansion of ¢\ (y — bz) around
v, and the last step uses the Holder smoothness of g.
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Now we calculate the variance,

Var[ )(y)] — —Var [brr11+1 ¢(m) (y__Yl)]

and we bound

Var[bniﬂqg(m)(y—bﬂ)} S/ bb{ﬁz (¢<m> (%))Zq(x)dx

) / pam+1 ("“m)(z)) q(y - bz)dz .

By the property of Gaussian derivatives, we know

¢ (2) = (-1)"Hem(2)¢(2)

where He,(z) is the m-th Hermite polynomial. Therefore,

/ p2m+1 (¢(m)(z)) CI(y —bz)dz
=/ bz,l,L+1H€31(z)¢2(Z)q(y - bz)dz

< sup g (u = b2)0(2) = Hefn<z>¢(z> &z
m! 1
< Gt | He@o@ds =
where the last step uses the fact f He?,(2)p(z) dz = m!. O

A.5 Proofs for Section 3.3

Lemma A.8 (Higher-order Score Representation). Let g be the density function of Q with vanishing boundary
conditions up to order m — 1. For any f that has continuous derivatives up to order m, we have

1 . 2
E SO =M = E [3f1)?+ ()™ 1™ 1))
Y~0 2 Y~Q
=B, L@+ O ™)
Proof of Lemma A.S. For any given function f that satisfies the conditions in the lemma, we have

(m) 2
) s

- [ Bf(y)zq(y) £ () + 2

! P = L{ro-
B3 O = ff = / 2(f(y>

g™ (y)z]
TN

4™ ()
*/ TR

Here, the last step applies integration by parts m times and uses the vanishing boundary conditions up to
order m — 1. Plugging in f = f,,, we have the higher-order Fisher-type information [Bob24] identity

E Bfmz + (=)™ i (y)
~Q

La™ R L
/2 a0 P YEElefm(Y) =)™ (£ (1)

Combining these two equations yields the desired result. O
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Lemma A.9 (Symmetrization).

n

~ 1
E sup(E-E)[g¥)]<2 E E sup— ) eg(¥)
(Y}, geG L el geg I i

where {€;}!" | are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables independent of {Y;}}_,.

Proof of Lemma A.9. This is a standard result in empirical process theory; see [GZ90], and [Lia21, Lemma
26]. We include the argument for completeness. The proof follows from the observation that E[g(Y)] =
Eqy/yn E; [g(Y)], where {¥/}! | is an independent copy of {Y;}_ |, and thus

i=1°

E sup(E-E)[sMI< E sup(E, -En)lg(y)]
(Yi}l, geg YoXih geg
1 n
= E E_sup- > a(g(¥)) - g(%))
{Ei};l:| {Yivyil};]:l gEg n i=1
n

1
<2 E E sup—Zeig(Y,-).

L {alil, geg 5

Here, the first step exchanges the expectation and supremum, the second step introduces Rademacher variables
€; to symmetrize the difference, and the last step uses the triangle inequality. O
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