
Non-Asymptotic Convergence of Discrete Diffusion

Models: Masked and Random Walk dynamics

Giovanni Conforti2, Alain Durmus1, Le-Tuyet-Nhi Pham1*, and
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Abstract

Diffusion models for continuous state spaces based on Gaussian noising processes
are now relatively well understood, as many works have focused on their theoretical
analysis. In contrast, results for diffusion models on discrete state spaces remain limited
and pose significant challenges, particularly due to their combinatorial structure and
their more recent introduction in generative modelling. In this work, we establish new
and sharp convergence guarantees for three popular discrete diffusion models (DDMs).
Two of these models are designed for finite state spaces and are based respectively on
the random walk and the masking process. The third DDM we consider is defined on
the countably infinite space Nd and uses a drifted random walk as its forward process.
For each of these models, the backward process can be characterized by a discrete
score function that can, in principle, be estimated. However, even with perfect access
to these scores, simulating the exact backward process is infeasible, and one must rely
on approximations. In this work, we study Euler-type approximations and establish
convergence bounds in both Kullback–Leibler divergence and total variation distance
for the resulting models, under minimal assumptions on the data distribution. In
particular, we show that the computational complexity of each method scales linearly
in the dimension, up to logarithmic factors. Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge,
this study provides the first non-asymptotic convergence guarantees for these noising
processes that do not rely on boundedness assumptions on the estimated score.

1 Introduction

Diffusion Models (DMs) have established themselves as a fundamental tool for the generation
of complex, high-dimensional data, including images (see, e.g., Rombach et al., 2022; Ramesh
et al., 2022), audio (Chen et al., 2020; Kong et al., 2020), and video (Ho et al., 2022; Villegas
et al., 2022; Bar-Tal et al., 2024). In essence, DMs define a forward process governed by
stochastic differential equations (SDEs) that progressively corrupt the data with noise until
it reaches an easy-to-sample prior distribution, and then learn the corresponding reverse
dynamics to reconstruct samples from this prior back to the data distribution. In their
continuous-time formulation, DMs benefit from a rigorous theoretical foundation and an
analytically stable learning objective (Song et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2022a; Dockhorn et al.,
2021; Conforti et al., 2025).

By contrast, Discrete Diffusion Models (DDMs) continue to pose significant challenges.
Multiple diffusion-based methods have recently been proposed for discrete spaces (Austin
et al., 2021; Shi et al., 2024; Campbell et al., 2022; Holderrieth et al., 2024; Ren et al.,
2024), or spaces of mixed type (Bertazzi et al., 2024), but there is still no consensus on
which approach is theoretically sound or most practically efficient. Various formulations
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rely on complex forward kernels or computationally unstable ratio-based estimators for
backward transitions, leading to limited convergence guarantees and high computational
costs in high dimensions. Furthermore, recent studies on discrete diffusion models have
introduced valuable theoretical tools (Campbell et al., 2022; Holderrieth et al., 2024; Ren
et al., 2024), yet most approaches remain either too generic or rely on strong assumptions,
limiting their scalability and stability during training. Recently, Bach and Saremi (2025)
and Le-Tuyet-Nhi et al. obtained sharp convergence guarantees for data supported on the
hypercube under mild assumptions, and Liang et al. (2025a) established error bounds for
masked diffusion processes on Zd

m. However, these approaches are either tailored to the
hypercube or rely on uniform boundedness conditions on the estimated score, and none
extend to the countably infinite setting Nd.

Contributions. This paper bridges these gaps by establishing theoretical guarantees for
DDMs driven by masked and random walk dynamics, applicable to discrete data supported
on both the finite space Zd

m and the countably infinite space Nd, where Anonymous (2025)
have demonstrated the necessity and strong empirical performance of such models. Specif-
ically, we study DDMs driven by random walks on the cycle Zd

m, and establish the non-
asymptotic error bounds that does not depend on the boundedness of the estimated score
by leveraging the score monotonicity. For the random walk defined on Nd, we further
demonstrate that a similar type of bound holds under the mild assumption that the data
distribution admits a finite second moment. Notably, this yields the first rigorous conver-
gence analysis for data supported on the countably infinite state space Nd. In addition,
we investigate the widely adopted masked diffusion model for discrete data, originally in-
troduced by Austin et al. (2021), which has demonstrated strong empirical performance
in recent studies (Shi et al., 2024; Chao et al., 2025). This study provides the first non-
asymptotic error bound for masked diffusion models under an early-stopping scheme, which
does not rely on the boundedness assumption on the estimated score function. The result
holds under the mild assumption that the data distribution is fully supported—a practical
condition, since smoothing can always be applied in practice. These results underscore the
generality and robustness of our analytical framework. In particular, our analysis crucially
relies on the evolution of the score, especially its monotonicity estimates, along the backward
dynamics, enabling rigorous error bounds without imposing overly restrictive assumptions
on the data. Furthermore, by employing an appropriate sequence of step sizes, we achieve a
complexity that scales linearly (up to logarithmic factors), rather than exponentially, with
the dimension.

Methodology. We view the forward process as a CTMC defined by a generator matrix
and characterize the reverse-time dynamics via a discrete score function, which is generally
intractable. This issue can be addressed by using neural networks to obtain an approx-
imate score. The generative process is then initialized from an easy-to-sample distribu-
tion—typically the stationary distribution—and is governed by this approximate score. To
derive error bounds, our overall approach consists of:

• Characterizing the discrete score via a Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equation de-
rived from the forward Kolmogorov equation. Notably, an alternative perspective to
obtain the HJB formulation comes from stochastic optimal control.

• Establishing the monotonicity of the score along the backward dynamics (Lemma 5.1.2,
Lemma 5.2.2, Lemma 5.3.6) by leveraging Itô’s formula together with the HJB equa-
tion.

• Applying Girsanov’s theorem for jump processes to compute the Kullback–Leibler
divergence between the generated and true data distributions, then simplifying the
resulting expression using the score monotonicity. Notably, the integrability condition
in Girsanov’s theorem holds naturally in the models we study, as it can be directly
controlled under our assumptions. Similarly to continuous diffusion models, the overall
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error can be decomposed into three components: (1) initialization error, (2) approxi-
mation error, and (3) discretization error. Importantly, leveraging score monotonicity
allows us to derive simple and rigorous error bounds without imposing the restrictive
assumptions on the data distribution or estimated score required by previous studies.

Notations. Given a measurable space (E, E), we denote by P(E) the set of probability mea-
sures on E. Given two probability measures µ, ν ∈ P(E), the Kullback–Leibler divergence
(also called relative entropy) of µ with respect to ν is defined as KL(µ|ν) :=

∫
log dµ/dνdµ

if µ is absolutely continuous with respect to ν, and KL(µ|ν) = +∞ otherwise. The total
variation distance between µ and ν is defined as ∥µ−ν∥TV = supA∈E |µ(A)−ν(A)|. Consider
a random variable X, we denote by Law(X) the law of X. We denote by δx the Dirac mass
at x. We use 1(·) to denote an indicator function. We denote the set {1, . . . , n} as [n] for a
natural number n ∈ N∗.

2 Discrete diffusion models

2.1 Continuous-Time Markov Chains and their time-reversal

Continuous-Time Markov Chain. We begin with a brief overview of Continuous-Time
Markov Chains (CTMCs), which form the foundation of the discrete diffusion models studied
in this work. Throughout this paper, we consider a discrete countable state space X. A
CTMC on X is a time-indexed right-continuous stochastic process (Xt)t⩾0 that is Markov,
i.e., denoting by (Ft)t⩾0 the corresponding filtration, for any 0 < t0 < t1 · · · < tn and
xtn ∈ X, almost surely it holds

P(Xtn = xtn |Xt0 , . . . , Xtn−1
) = P(Xtn = xtn |Xtn−1

) .

To design CTMCs, one central object is a rate matrix, i.e., functions (t, x,B) 7→ qXt (x,B);
also referred to Q-function or generator. In particular, we consider the following assumption
on (qXt )t⩾0:

H1. (qXt )t⩾0 is a stable conservative rate matrix, i.e., it satisfies the following properties:

• for all (x, t) ∈ X×R+, the function qXt (x, ·) is a signed (discrete) measure on X such
that qXt (x,X) = 0 and 0 ⩽ qXt (x,B \ {x}) <∞ for all B ⊂ X;

• for all B ⊂ X, the function (t, x) 7→ qXt (x,B) is measurable;

• for all x ∈ X, the singleton {x} is qX-bounded, i.e., supt∈R+
qXt (x) < ∞, where

qXt (x) := −qXt (x, {x}).

We will show that H1 is satisfied by the generators of the forward processes considered
in Section 2.2.

Under H1, the generator (qXt )t⩾0 allows to define a sub-Markov semigroup on X and cor-
responding CTMCs. More precisely, following Feller (1940, Page 501, Theorem 1) and
Feinberg et al. (2014, Theorem 2.2) we can define for any 0 < s < t, the sub-Markov kernel
pXs,t, for any x ∈ X and B ⊂ X as

pXs,t(x,B) :=
∞∑

n=0

p̄
(n)
s,t (x,B) , (1)

where we set p̄
(0)
s,t (x,B) = 1B(x)e

−
∫ t
s
qXu (x)du and for n ⩾ 1,

p̄
(n)
s,t (x,B) =

∫ t

s

∑
y ̸=x

e−
∫ u
s

qXθ (x)dθqXu (x, y)p̄
(n−1)
u,t (y,B)du .
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The family {pXs,t : 0 ⩽ s < t} forms a sub-Markov semigroup, i.e., for 0 ⩽ s < t, pXs,t is
a transition sub-probability density and the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation holds, i.e., for
any 0 ⩽ s < u < t and xs, xu, xt ∈ X,

pXs,t(xs, xt) = (pXs,up
X
u,t)(xs, xt) :=

∑
xu∈X

pXs,u(xs, xu)p
X
u,t(xu, xt) .

In the case where for any 0 < s < t, ps,t = p0,t−s, then {pXs,t : 0 ⩽ s < t} is said to be a
homogeneous semigroup. Otherwise it is said to be inhomogeneous.

Here we suppose that there is no explosion which is equivalent to the fact that the family
of semigroup {pXs,t : 0 ⩽ s < t} is in fact Markov.

H2. For any 0 ⩽ s < t and x ∈ X, pXs,t(x,X) = 1.

Note that Feller (1940, Theorem 6) ensure thatH2 holds if there exists a measurable function

t 7→ ϕXt such that supx∈X q
X
t (x) ⩽ ϕXt for any t ⩾ 0, and for a fixed p > 1,

∫ t

s
(ϕXu )pdu < +∞

for any 0 ⩽ s < t. We also refer to Zhang (2018) for conditions implying H2 for unbounded
generators.

In addition, for any initialization X0 ∼ µX
0 , there exists a CTMC (Xt)t⩾0 starting from X0

and associated with the family of transitions {pXs,t : 0 ⩽ s < t}:

pXs,t(xs, xt) =

{
P(Xt = xt|Xs = xs) if P(Xs = xs) ̸= 0 ,

P(Xt = xt) otherwise .

Such a CTMC can be explicitly constructed as follows; see e.g., Feinberg et al. (2014, Lemma
2.1). More precisely, we define the jump times (Tn)n∈N and the embedded Markov chain
(Yn)n∈N as follows. First set Y0 ∼ µX

0 and T0 = 0. Given Tn and Yn, we define Tn+1 and
Sn+1 as:

(a) Set Tn+1 = Tn + inf{t ⩾ 0 :
∫ Tn+t

Tn
qXs (Xn)ds ⩾ En+1} where En+1 is an exponential

random variable with parameter 1 independent from the past. Note that we use here the
convention that inf ∅ = +∞.

(b) In addition, conditionally on Yn and Tn+1, and if Tn+1 < +∞, we define Yn+1 as a draw
from the probability measure B 7→ qXTn+1

(Yn,B)/q
X
Tn+1

(Yn). If Tn+1 = +∞, we simply set
Yn+1 = Yn.

Given now (Tn, Yn)n⩾0, a CTMC with semigroup specified by (1) is defined by Xt = Yn
for t ∈ [Tn, Tn+1).

Finally, under H1 and H2, (Feinberg et al., 2014, Theorem 4.3.) shows that for all (s, x) ∈
R+×X and qX -bounded sets X, the function pXs,t(x,B) satisfies for almost t > s the forward
Kolmogorov equation:

∂pXs,t
∂t

(x,B) =

∫
B

qXt (y, {y})pXs,t(x, dy) +
∫
X

qXt (y,B \ {y})pXs,t(x, dy) . (2)

We note that while we restrict our presentation to a family of inhomogeneous generators
(qXt )t⩾0 indexed by R+, the same results and construction apply when it is restricted to a
finite interval [0, Tf ] for an horizon Tf > 0.

Time-reversal process. Starting from the CTMC (Xt)t⩾0 starting from µX
0 and asso-

ciated with (qXt )t⩾0, we define the corresponding time-reversal process (
←−
X t)t∈[0,Tf ] for a

horizon Tf , for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] as
←−
X t = XTf−t. Under H1 and H2, (Conforti and Léonard,
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2022, Theorem 2.8) applies (see Section A.2) and implies that (
←−
X t)t∈[0,Tf ] is also an inho-

mogeneous CTMC, associated with a family of generator matrices (←−q X
t )t∈[0,Tf ] satisfying

the time-reversal formula:

µX
Tf−t(x)

←−q X
t (x, y) = µX

Tf−t(y)q
X
Tf−t(y, x) , (3)

for any 0 ⩽ t ⩽ Tf and x ̸= y ∈ X, where for any t ∈ [0, Tf ], we denote by µX
t the forward

marginal distribution:
µX
t (x) = P(Xt = x) .

Equation (3) serves as the key tool to derive the backward generator (←−q X
t )t∈[0,Tf ], which

inherits the stability of (qXt )t∈[0,Tf ]. Starting from (3), under mild assumptions on the target
µ⋆, we show in Section 2.2 that for all the models we consider, the associated backward
generator (←−q X

t )t∈[0,Tf ) can be written for any 0 ⩽ t ⩽ Tf and x ̸= y ∈ X as

←−q X
t (x, y) = uXt (x, y)q̃Xt (x, y) . (4)

Here (q̃Xt )t∈[0,Tf ] is an auxiliary generator derived straightforwardly from the forward gen-

erator (qXt )t∈[0,Tf ], and (uXt )t∈[0,Tf ] is a family of non-negative function from X2 to R+,
which plays a similar role as the score function in continuous generative models. The ex-
plicit expression of (q̃Xt )t∈[0,Tf ] and (uXt )t∈[0,Tf ] are both provided in Section 2.2, and note

that for all considered models except masked diffusion, q̃X = qX . Having access to these
two objects, we can then construct the associated Markov kernel and CTMC just as before,
enabling a thorough understanding of the time-reversed dynamics.

Approximation of the time-reversal process. Similar to standard continuous diffu-
sion models, simulating the reverse process exactly is infeasible due to three main bottle-
necks.

(i) the starting distribution
←−
X 0 ∼ µX

Tf
is intractable; (ii) the dynamics of the backward

process rely on the backward generator (←−q X
t )t∈[0,Tf ] that we do not have access; (iii) finally,

even without the two previous limitations, inhomogeneous CTMCs have to be discretized
in time.

Regarding (i), instead of sampling exactly from µX
Tf
, we can start the DDMs from an easy-

to-sample distribution γX that approximates µX
Tf
, typically chosen as the invariant measure

of the forward dynamics.

As for (ii), starting from (4), we will see that in all the models that we consider, the main
unknown is the family of function (uXt )t∈[0,Tf ] which depends implicitly on the data distribu-

tion, while (q̃Xt )t∈[0,Tf ] can easily be derived from the forward matrix rate (qXt )t∈[0,Tf ]. Typ-

ically, (uXt )t∈[0,Tf ] is approximated using a parameterized family {(uX,θ
t )t∈[0,Tf ) : θ ∈ Θ},

which is trained using an appropriate loss function. In particular, following (Lou et al.,
2023)1 we consider the loss function

θ 7→
∫ Tf

0

E

∑
y∈X

(
uXt log

uXt

uX,θ
t

− uXt + uX,θ
t

)
q̃Xt (XTf−t, y)1y ̸=XTf−t

dt .

Based on an approximate minimizer of this function, from (4), we could in principle consider
the resulting backward generator defined for any t ∈ [0, Tf ) and x, y ∈ X as

uX,θ⋆

t (x, y)q̃Xt (x, y) .

1the score function considered in (Lou et al., 2023) corresponds to uX
t in our notations. .
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However, exact simulation of the CTMC associated with this rate matrix is infeasible in
practice, so we discretize time and approximate the backward rate using piecewise constant
functions.

Let {tk}Kk=0 be a time grid with step sizes hk = tk − tk−1. Overall, given an approximation

γX from µX
Tf
, (uX,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ), a sequence of i.i.d. exponential random variable (Ek)k∈N∗ with

parameter 1, and {tk}Kk=0, the generative process (
←−
X ⋆

t )∈[0,Tf ] that we consider is defined as

follows. First set
←−
X ⋆

0 ∼ γX and Γ0 = 0. Given
←−
X ⋆

tk
, for t ∈ [tk, tk+1) and x ̸= y ∈ X, we set

←−q X,θ⋆

t (x, y) = uX,θ⋆

tk
(x, y|

←−
X ⋆

tk
)q̃Xtk(x, y)δ←−X⋆

tk

(x) , (5)

where (x, y) 7→ uX,θ⋆

tk
(x, y|

←−
X ⋆

tk
) is a function that is straightforwardly designed from the es-

timate uX,θ⋆

tk
and the current state

←−
X ⋆

tk
. Equipped with this generator, we set the generated

process as follows.

(1) If there exists Hk+1 ∈ [0, hk+1) such that Γk + Hk+1
←−q X,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
X ⋆

tk
) ⩾ Ek+1, then set

Tk+1 = tk + Hk+1 and
←−
X ⋆

t =
←−
X ⋆

tk
for t ∈ [tk, Tk+1). Furthermore, draw

←−
X ⋆

Tk+1
from the

probability measure B 7→ ←−q X,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
X ⋆

tk
,B)/←−q X,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
X ⋆

tk
), where

←−q X,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
X ⋆

tk
, y) = uX,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
X ⋆

tk
, y)q̃Xtk(

←−
X ⋆

tk
, y) ,

and set
←−
X ⋆

t =
←−
X ⋆

Tk+1
for t ∈ [Tk+1, tk+1] and Γk+1 = 0.

(2) Otherwise, set Γk+1 = Γk + hk+1
←−q X,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
X ⋆

tk
) and

←−
X ⋆

t =
←−
X ⋆

tk
for any t ∈ [tk, tk+1].

Notably, at each iteration we avoid solving the Kolmogorov equation to obtain the next
state; instead, we simply use the transition rates together with exponential waiting times.

In what follows, we present the CTMC that we consider as forward process and specified

the two functions (x, y) 7→ uX,θ⋆

tk
(x, y|

←−
X ⋆

tk
) and (x, y) 7→ q̃Xtk(x, y) in the generator (5) of the

resulting generative process. Next, we show that explicit convergence bounds between the
associated generative distribution and the data distribution µ⋆.

2.2 Studied Discrete Diffusion Models

We first focus on the finite state space Zd
m = {0, . . . ,m− 1}d, where we consider two types

of noising processes: the random walk process and the mask diffusion process originally
proposed by Austin et al. (2021). Subsequently, we investigate the biased random walk on
the countably infinite state space Nd.

2.2.1 Random walk on Zd
m

We define the forward process (XRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] on Zd

m over a fixed time horizon Tf > 0 as a

homogeneous CTMC initialized from the data distribution µ⋆, as a distribution on Zd
m, and

associated with the generator qRW specified for x, y ∈ Zd
m as follows:

qRW(x, y) =


1/2 if y = σ(x) for σ ∈M ,

−d if y = x ,

0 otherwise ,

(6)

where
M := {σℓ

+, σ
ℓ
− : ℓ ∈ [d]} , (7)
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and the operators σℓ
+, σ

ℓ
− correspond to the forward and backward jump on the ℓ-th com-

ponent, respectively, defined as

σℓ
+(x) = x+ eℓ (mod m) and σℓ

−(x) = x− eℓ (mod m) ,

for x ∈ Zd
m, where {eℓ}dℓ=1 are the basic vectors of Rd and (mod m) denotes the modulo

operation by m. It follows directly from (6) that qRW is a non-explosive stable conservative
rate matrix, i.e., satisfiesH1 andH2, ensuring that the process (XRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ] is well-defined.

In addition, it is well known that γRW = Uniform(Zd
m) is an invariant distribution for qRW

by Norris (1998, Section 3.5) since for any x ∈ Zd
m, the following holds:

(γRWqRW)(x) =
∑
y∈Zd

m

γRW(y)qRW(y, x) =
1

md

∑
y∈Zd

m

qRW(y, x) = 0 .

Moreover, (XRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] converges geometrically fast to γRW in various metrics. Here we

will exploit that it converges in Kullback-Leibler divergence. Indeed, since (XRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ]

is an irreducible CTMC associated with the fully supported invariant distribution γRW, it
satisfies the Logarithm Sobolev inequality (LSI): Diaconis and Saloff-Coste (1996, Lemma
3.2, Section 4.2) and Bobkov and Tetali (2003, Theorem 2.4) imply that

KL(µRW
t |γRW) ⩽ e−

16π2

25m2 tKL(µRW
0 |γRW) . (8)

Furthermore, (4) holds for this choice of CTMC with q̃RWt (x, y) = qRW(x, y) and

uRWt (x, y) =


µRW
Tf−t(σ(x))/µ

RW
Tf−t(x) if y = σ(x) for σ ∈M ,∑

σ∈M uRWt (x, σ(x))/2d if x = y ,

1 otherwise ,

for x, y ∈ Zd
m and t ∈ [0, Tf ); see Lemma 5.1.1 for detailed justification. In addition, similar

to diffusion models in continuous settings, the discrete score above can be expressed as a
conditional expectation, which suggests another stable loss term to be added to the training
objective when learning neural network approximations of (uRWt )t∈[0,Tf ), namely an L2-loss.

Indeed, for any x ∈ Zd
m, t ∈ [0, Tf ) and σ ∈M, we have

uRWt (x, σ(x)) =
µRW
Tf−t(σ(x))

µRW
Tf−t(x)

=
∑

x0∈Zd
m

pRW0,Tf−t(x0, σ(x))

µRW
Tf−t(x)

µRW
0 (x0)

=
∑

x0∈Zd
m

pRW0,Tf−t(x0, σ(x))

pRW0,Tf−t(x0, x)
P(XRW

0 = x0|XRW
Tf−t = x)

= E

[
pRW0,Tf−t(X

RW
0 , σ(x))

pRW0,Tf−t(X
RW
0 , x)

∣∣∣∣∣XRW
Tf−t = x

]
.

The generative process is then simulated as described in Section 2.1 using the generator
given in (5) with

uRW,θ⋆

tk
(x, y|

←−
XRW,⋆

tk
) =

∑
σ∈M

uRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
, σ(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
))1y=σ(x) , (9)

where M is defined in (7). The pseudo-code for simulating (
←−
XRW,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ] is provided
in Algorithm 1 for completeness.
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2.2.2 Masked diffusion on Zd
m

Consider the state space Zd
m and we augment it with an additional mask state on each com-

ponent, which is assigned the indexm, to obtain the extended state space Z̃d
m = {0, . . . ,m}d.

The forward masking process (XM
t )t∈[0,Tf ] is then defined as an inhomogeneous CTMC on

Z̃d
m, starting from µ⋆ distributed on Zd

m, and associated with the generator (qMt )t∈[0,Tf ]

specified as follows: for x, y ∈ Z̃d
m and t ∈ [0, Tf ],

qMt (x, y) : =


β(t) if ∃i ∈ Mc

x : y = m(i)(x) ,

−|Mc
x|β(t) if x = y ,

0 otherwise ,

(10)

where t 7→ β(t) is a function satisfying M1 and m(i)(x) is the vector obtained from x by
setting the i-th coordinate to the mask valuem and leaving all other coordinates unchanged:

(m(i)(x))j =

{
m if j = i ,

xj if j ̸= i ,
for i, j ∈ [d] .

In addition, we set here

Mx := {i ∈ [d] : xi = m} and Mc
x := {i ∈ [d] : xi ̸= m} (11)

denoting the set of masked and non-masked (maskable) coordinates of x, respectively. We
impose the following assumptions on the function β:

M1. t 7→ β(t) is continuous, non-decreasing from R+ to [0, 1] and
∫ +∞
0

β(t) = +∞.

M1 ensures that
sup

t∈[0,Tf ]

qMt (x) = |Mc
x| sup

t∈[0,Tf ]

β(t) <∞

for x ∈ Z̃d
m, i.e., (qMt )t∈[0,Tf ] is stable and conservative. Furthermore, it also implies that

sup
x∈Z̃d

m

qMt (x) = dβ(t) ⩽ d ,

and therefore (qMt )t∈[0,Tf ] satisfies H1 and H2.

In addition, based on the generator (qMt )t∈[0,Tf ], we can determine the transition probabilities

pMs,t for all 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf ; see e.g., Section 2.1. Specifically, for x, y ∈ Z̃d
m, denoting by xi

and yi the i-th component respectively, and for 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf , we have

pMs,t(x, y) =

d∏
i=1

pM,1
s,t (xi, yi) , where pM,1

s,t (xi, yi) =


αt/αs if xi = yi ,

1− αt/αs if yi = m ,

0 otherwise ,

(12)

where αt := exp
(
−
∫ t

0
β(s)ds

)
. We can interpret (12): on each component, at time s ∈

[0, Tf ], if the process is at the normal state, it will jump to MASK at time t ∈ [s, Tf ] with
probability 1 − αt/αs and remains staying the same state with probability αt/αs. Once it
is masked, it will stay masked forever. Note that under M1, α0 = 1 and limTf→∞ αTf

= 0,
meaning that every state is unmasked initially but at the end, almost states are masked.

For this choice of generator (10), (4) holds with q̃Mt (x, y) = qMTf−t(y, x) and

uMt (x, y) =


µM
Tf−t(y)/µ

M
Tf−t(x) if ∃i ∈ Mc

y : x = m(i)(y) ,∑
y ̸=x u

M
t (x, y)q̃Mt (x, y)/q̃Mt (x) if x = y ,

1 otherwise ,
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for x, y ∈ Z̃d
m and t ∈ [0, Tf ); see Lemma 5.2.1 for the detailed proof. The key difference

between this case and the others lies in the reversed order of x and y, which results in a
generator distinct from the forward one. Similar to the random walk on Zd

m case, the dis-
crete score above can also be expressed as a conditional expectation, which enables efficient
training; see Proposition A.3.2 for completeness.

Then the backward dynamic can be approximated by using the generative process presented
in Section 2.1, which is associated with the trained generator given in (5) with

uM,θ⋆

tk
(x, y|

←−
XM,⋆

tk
) =

∑
i∈Mx

∑
j∈Zm

uM,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XM,⋆

tk
, um

(i)
j (
←−
XM,⋆

tk
))1

y=um
(i)
j (x)

, (13)

where um
(i)
j (x) is the vector obtained from x ∈ Z̃d

m by setting the i-th coordinate to the
original value j and keeping all other coordinated unchanged for fixed i ∈ [d] and j ∈ Zm:

(um
(i)
j (x))ℓ =

{
j if ℓ = i ,

xℓ if ℓ ̸= i ,
for ℓ ∈ [d] .

The pseudo-code for sampling (
←−
XM,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ] is provided in Algorithm 2 for completeness.

Remark. Since the rate matrix associated with masked diffusion does not satisfy a loga-
rithmic Sobolev inequality—typically used to control the initialization error in sampling—it
is essential to initialize our generative process at Uniform(Zd

m)pM0,Tf
, which remains easy to

sample from, rather than at the invariant measure δMASK. This choice enables a compact
expression that facilitates straightforward evaluation of the initialization error.

2.2.3 Biased random walk on Nd

We consider here as state space Nd and as forward process the biased random walk on Nd,
(XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ], which is a homogeneous CTMC initialized from the data distribution µ⋆

and governed by the generator qBRW defined for t ∈ [0, Tf ] and x, y ∈ Nd as

qBRW(x, y) : =


1 if y = σℓ

+(x) for ℓ ∈ [d] ,

xℓ if y = σℓ
−(x) for ℓ ∈ [d] ,

−d−
∑d

ℓ=1 x
ℓ if y = x ,

0 otherwise .

(14)

Here xℓ denotes the ℓ-component of x and the operators σℓ
+ and σℓ

− represent, respectively,
the forward and backward jumps along the ℓ-th component for ℓ ∈ [d] defined as:

σℓ
+(x) = x+ eℓ and σℓ

−(x) = x− eℓ .

Note that at the boundary xℓ = 0, backward jumps are not allowed, as the corresponding
transition rate is zero, so the process can only move to the right from that state. In addition,
since the generator qBRW is time-independent, the stability condition is automatically satis-
fied, therefore H1 holds. H2 is also easily satisfied; see Proposition A.3.5 for completeness.
Thus, (XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ] is well-defined.

Concerning the long-term behavior, it is well-known that (XBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] converges ge-

ometrically in Kullback Leibler divergence to the multidimensional Poisson distribution
γBRW = Poisson(1)⊗d ∈ P(Nd). Furthermore, Conforti (2022, Section 3) showed that γBRW

satisfies the modified log-Sobolev inequality with constant 1, which implies an exponential
entropy decay:

KL(µBRW
t |γBRW) ⩽ e−tKL(µ⋆|γBRW) . (15)
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In this setting, (4) holds with q̃BRW
t (x, y) = qBRW(x, y) and

uBRW
t (x, y) =


µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ(x))/µ̃

BRW
Tf−t(x) if y = σ(x) for σ ∈M ,∑

σ∈M uBRW
t qBRW(x, σ(x))/qBRW(x) if y = x ,

1 otherwise ,

for x, y ∈ Nd and t ∈ [0, Tf ], where µ̃
BRW := µBRW/γBRW; see Lemma 5.3.1 for completeness.

Similar to the two aforementioned cases, the discrete score above can also be expressed as
a conditional expectation, which enables stable training; see Proposition A.3.6 for detailed
proof.

The generative process described in Section 2.1 is associated with the trained generator
specified in (5) with

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(x, y|

←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
) =

∑
σ∈M

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
, σ(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
))1y=σ(x) . (16)

The pseudo-code for sampling (
←−
XBRW,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ] is provided in Algorithm 3 for completeness.

3 Main results

This section provides quantitative error estimates for using the generative process to ap-
proximate the backward evolution and recover the data distribution in the aforementioned
settings. To this end, we establish conditions ensuring the performance of the neural net-
works and mild regularity assumptions on the data distribution. While classical diffusion
models typically rely on an L2-type approximation error condition, our analysis naturally
leads to an entropic-type condition, reflecting the discrete nature of the state space. More-
over, the regularity assumptions we impose on the data distribution are minimal and, in
some cases, can be further relaxed by employing an early stopping strategy. This bridges a
gap in previous theoretical works, which often required significantly stronger assumptions.

3.1 Random walk on Zd
m

Assumptions. To bound the error of our DDM, we introduce assumptions concerning the
accuracy of the training phase and the regularity properties of the data distribution:

RW1. There exists ϵRW ⩾ 0 such that

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

[∑
σ∈M

uRW,θ⋆

tk
h

(
uRWtk
uRW,θ⋆

tk

)
(XRW

Tf−tk , σ(X
RW
Tf−tk))

]
⩽ ϵRWTf ,

whereM is defined in (7) and h(a) := a log a− a+ 1 for a > 0.

This condition naturally appears as we bound the KL divergence of the path probability

measures corresponding to the approximate discrete score (uRW,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ) and the true one

(uRWt )t∈[0,Tf ) respectively. While standard Girsanov theorem for diffusion implies an L2-
type approximation error condition for generative models (Chen et al., 2022a), our result
naturally involve the entropic-type condition due to the discrete structure of our noising
process.

RW2. The data distribution has full support on Zd
m, i.e., µ⋆(x) ∈ (0, 1) for any x ∈ Zd

m.

RW2 implies that the data distribution has finite discrete Fisher information defined as

I(µ⋆) := E

[∑
σ∈M

h

(
µ⋆(σ(XRW

0 ))

µ⋆(XRW
0 )

)]
<∞ . (17)
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Here the discrete score uRWt is well-defined at Tf thanks to RW2; see (28) for completeness.

Note that RW2 parallels the finite relative Fisher information condition introduced by Con-
forti et al. (2025). Nevertheless, RW2 is considerably simpler: the state space is finite, and
the function h becomes infinite only when µ⋆ lacks full support. Moreover, this assumption
can later be further relaxed via the early stopping strategy, so that only RW1 is needed to
ensure the convergence of DDMs.

Theorem 3.1.1. Assume RW1 and RW2, choose the discrete time scheme {tk}Kk=0 such
that t0 = 0 and tK = Tf . Then the following holds

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf
)) ≲ e−

16π2

25m2 TfKL(µ⋆|γRW)︸ ︷︷ ︸
initial error

+ hI(µ⋆)︸ ︷︷ ︸
discretization error

+ ϵRWTf︸ ︷︷ ︸
discrete score approx. error

,

(18)

where h := maxk{tk+1 − tk} denotes the maximum step-size. Furthermore, (18) still holds
if we replace KL(µ⋆|γRW) by d log(m).

Proof of Theorem 3.1.1. The proof is postponed to Section 5.1.2.

Remark. When the data distribution coincides with the invariant measure Uniform(Zd
m),

we obtain I(µ⋆) = 0, which in turn cancels the discretization error and makes our result
sharp.

Following Conforti et al. (2025, Theorem 3), a tighter bound on the discretization error can
be obtained by choosing an appropriate sequence of step sizes, resulting in a logarithmic
rather than linear dependence on the discrete Fisher information.

Theorem 3.1.2. Let c ∈ (0, 1/2] and Tf ⩾ 1 + 2c. Suppose RW1, RW2 hold and let
L = d−1I(µ⋆) ⩾ 2. Choose hk+1 = cmin {max {Tf − tk, a} , 1} for k < K − 1 and hK =
Tf − tK−1, with a = 1/L, we then have that

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf
)) ≲ e−

16π2

25m2 Tf d log(m) + ϵRWTf + cd log(m) log(L) .

In particular, choosing the time horizon Tf and the maximum step-size c as

Tf =
25m2

16π2
log

d log(m)

ϵRW
and c =

ϵRW

d log(m) log(L)
, (19)

implies the number of iterations as

K ≲ d log(m) log(L)[m2 log(d log(m)/ϵRW) + log(L)]/ϵRW ,

and makes the approximation error Õ(m2ϵRW), where the notation Õ means that logarithmic
factors of d,m, ϵRW have been dropped.

Proof of Theorem 3.1.2. The proof of Theorem 3.1.2 benefits from the choice of the step-
size’s scheme and is postponed to Section 5.1.3.

In the next result, we remove RW 2 by employing an early stopping strategy, since the
considered random walk on Zd

m is connected which implies in turn that µt is fully supported
for any t ∈ (0, Tf ]. This approach eliminates the assumption on the data distribution and
thereby emphasizing the theoretical contribution of this work.
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Theorem 3.1.3. Assume RW1 holds. For η ∈ (0, Tf ), let c ⩾ 1/2, Tf − η ⩾ 1 + 2c. Set
L = d−1I(µRW

η ) and assume L ⩾ 2. Choose hk+1 = cmin {max {Tf − η − tk, 1/L} , 1} for
k < K − 1 and hK = Tf − η − tK−1, then the following holds

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV ≲ dη︸︷︷︸
early stopping error

+

√√√√e−
16π2

25m2 Tf d log(m)︸ ︷︷ ︸
initial error

+ ϵRWTf︸ ︷︷ ︸
approx. error

+ cd log(m) log(η−1 log(m))︸ ︷︷ ︸
discretization error

.

In particular, choosing

η =
ϵRW

d
, c =

(ϵRW)2

d log(m) log(d log(m)/ϵRW)
, Tf =

25m2

16π2
log

d log(m)

(ϵRW)2
, (20)

implies the following ϵRW-error:

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV ≲ ϵRW +m
√
ϵRW log(d log(m)/(ϵRW)2) ,

with the number of iterations Õ(dm2/(ϵRW)2).

Proof of Theorem 3.1.3. It is deferred to Section 5.1.4.

3.2 Masked diffusion on Zd
m

Assumptions. We first impose a regularity condition on the data distribution µ⋆ to ensure
the validity of the subsequent computations:

M2. The data distribution µ⋆ has full support on Zd
m, i.e., µ⋆(x) ∈ (0, 1) for any x ∈ Zd

m

and µ⋆(x) = 0 for x ∈ Z̃d
m \ Zd

m.

Note that this assumption is crucial yet reasonable in practice, as we can always consider
a smoothed version of the data distribution. Under M1 and M2, µM

t is fully supported on
Z̃d
m for any t ∈ (0, Tf ]; see Lemma 5.2.1 for completeness. We now state an assumption on

the approximation performance of the neural network:

M3. There exists ϵM ⩾ 0 such that

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1β(Tf − tk)E

 ∑
i∈MTf−tk

∑
j∈Zm

uM,θ⋆

tk
h

(
uM
tk

uM,θ⋆

tk

)
(XM

Tf−tk , um
(i)
j (XM

Tf−tk ))

 ⩽ ϵMTf ,

where MTf−tk = MXM
Tf−tk

, MXM
Tf−tk

is defined in (11).

Note that the properties of uMt can only be exploited on the interval [0, Tf ), since u
M
Tf

is not

defined by its formula (see (38)), as the data is only supported on the original state space
Zd
m. Consequently, the early-stopping scheme is essential in the masking setting, and the

corresponding error bound is stated as follows:

Theorem 3.2.1. Assume M1, M2 and M3 hold. For any η ∈ (0, Tf ), choose the discrete
time scheme {tk}Kk=0 such that t0 = 0 and tK = Tf − η. Then the following holds

KL(µM
η |Law(

←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)) ≲ dαTf
(1 + log(m/αTf

))︸ ︷︷ ︸
initial error

+ ϵMTf︸ ︷︷ ︸
approx. error

+ h
[
dαη/(1− αη) + dm+ CM

1

]
+ (eh − 1)(CM

2 + dm)Tf︸ ︷︷ ︸
discretization error

,
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where h = maxk{tk+1 − tk} and

CM
1 := max

k
E

∑
j∈Zm

∑
i∈MTf−tk

∣∣∣ũM,θ⋆

tk
− ũMtk

∣∣∣ (XM
Tf−tk , um

(i)
j (XM

Tf−tk))

 ,

CM
2 := max

k
E

∑
j∈Zm

∑
i∈MTf−tk

(ũMtk)
(i),j

∣∣∣∣∣log u
M,θ⋆

tk

uMtk

∣∣∣∣∣ (XM
Tf−tk , um

(i)
j (XM

Tf−tk))

 .

Proof of Theorem 3.2.1. It is deferred to Section 5.2.2.

Theorem 3.2.2. Under conditions and notations of Theorem 3.2.1, the following bound
holds

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV ≲ 1− αd
η︸ ︷︷ ︸

early stopping error

+
√
dαTf

(1 + log(m/αTf
)) + h[dαη/(1− αη) + dm+ CM

1 ] +
[
ϵM + (eh − 1)(CM

2 + dm)
]
Tf .

Proof of Theorem 3.2.2. By total variation argument, we have

∥µM
η − µ⋆∥TV ⩽ P(XM

η ̸= XM
0 ) = 1− P(XM

η = XM
0 ) = 1− αd

η .

This together with Theorem 3.2.1 and the triangle and Pinsker inequalities yield the desired
conclusion.

Next, we employ an exponentially decreasing sequence of step sizes to obtain a tighter bound
on the discretization error.

Theorem 3.2.3. Assume M2 and M3 hold and consider the constant generator β(t) = 1 for
all t ∈ [0, Tf ]. For any η ∈ (0, Tf ), let c ∈ (0, 1/2] and Tf−η ⩾ 1+2c, and L = d−1I(µM

η ) ⩾
2. Choose hk+1 = cmin {max {Tf − η − tk, a} , 1} for k < K − 1 and hK = Tf − η − tK−1,
with a = 1/L, we then have

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV ≲ dη︸︷︷︸
early stopping error

+
√
d log(m)e−Tf/2︸ ︷︷ ︸

initial error

+ ϵMTf︸ ︷︷ ︸
approx. error

+(ec − 1)[dm log(η−1 +m) + (CM
2 + dm)Tf ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

discretization error

.

In particular, choosing

Tf = 2 log
d log(m)

(ϵM)2
and η =

ϵM

d
, (21)

then setting the maximum step-size as

c = log

(
(ϵM)2

2(CM
2 + dm) log(d log(m)/(ϵM)2) + dm log(m+ d/ϵM)

+ 1

)
, (22)

imply the following bound

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV ≲ ϵM +
√
ϵM log(d log(m)/(ϵM)2) ,

and is associated with the number of iterations Õ(dm/(ϵM)2).
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Proof of Theorem 3.2.3. The proof benefits from the choice of the step-size’s scheme and is
postponed to Section 5.2.3.

Remark. The tighter bound above is attainable not only for the constant generator but
also for any function β satisfying M1, since the bound on the Fisher information holds uni-
versally (see Lemma 5.2.4), and the choice of step sizes can be adapted to each specific case.
Notably, Theorem 3.2.3 provides the first non-asymptotic error bound for masked diffusion
models employing an early-stopping strategy, which does not rely on the boundedness of
the estimated score as in (Liang et al., 2025a).

3.3 Biased random walk on Nd

Assumptions. In the same spirit as the previous settings, to control the resulting ap-
proximation error, we introduce the following assumptions concerning the accuracy of the
approximation scheme and the regularity of the data distribution:

BRW1. There exists ϵBRW ⩾ 0 such that

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

[∑
σ∈M

h

(
uBRW
tk

uBRW,θ⋆

tk

)
uBRW,θ⋆

tk
qBRW(XBRW

Tf−tk , σ(X
BRW
tk

))

]
⩽ ϵBRWTf .

BRW2. The data distribution has finite second order moment and finite discrete Fisher
information:

IγBRW(µ⋆) := E

[∑
σ∈M

h

(
µ̃⋆(σ(XBRW

0 ))

µ̃⋆(XBRW
0 )

)
qBRW(XBRW

0 , σ(XBRW
0 ))

]
<∞ , (23)

where µ̃⋆ := µ⋆/γBRW represents the relative marginal density.

Note that the finite second moment assumption typically implies that µ⋆ has a finite first
order moment by applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Furthermore, Conforti (2022,
Section 3) showed that the invariant measure γBRW satisfies the convex Sobolev inequality
with the constant 1, i.e.,

KL(µBRW
t |γBRW) ⩽ IγBRW(µBRW

t ) for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] ,

thus (23) in turn implies KL(µ⋆|γBRW) <∞.

Theorem 3.3.1. Let c ∈ (0, 1/2] and Tf ⩾ 1 + 2c. Suppose BRW1 and BRW2 hold and
assume that L = d−1I(µ⋆) ⩾ 2. Choose hk+1 = cmin {max {Tf − tk, a} , 1} for k < K − 1
and hK = Tf − tK−1, with a = 1/L, then it holds

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf
)) ≲ e−TfKL(µ⋆|γBRW)︸ ︷︷ ︸

initialization error

+ ϵBRWTf︸ ︷︷ ︸
arrox. error

+ (ec − 1)[(CBRW + d+m⋆
1)Tf + (d+m⋆

2) log(L)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
discretization error

, (24)

where
m⋆

1 = m1(µ
⋆) = E

[
∥XBRW

0 ∥1
]
, m⋆

2 = m2(µ
⋆) = E

[
∥XBRW

0 ∥22
]

denote the first and second order moment of µ⋆, respectively. Here the constant CBRW =
CBRW

1 + CBRW
2 with

CBRW
1 := max

k
E

[∑
σ∈M

∣∣∣(log uBRW,θ⋆

tk
− log uBRW

tk
)(uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

− 1)(XBRW
Tf−tk , σ(X

BRW
tk

))
∣∣∣]

CBRW
2 := max

k
E

[
d∑

ℓ=1

∣∣∣uBRW,θ⋆

tk
− uBRW

tk

∣∣∣ qBRW
tk

(XBRW
Tf−tk , σ

ℓ
−(X

BRW
tk

))

]
.
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Furthermore, (24) still holds if we replace KL(µ⋆|γBRW) by d +m⋆
2. In particular, setting

the time horizon Tf and the maximum step-size c as

Tf = log
d+m⋆

2

ϵBRW
, c = log

(
ϵBRW

(CBRW + d+m⋆
1) log((d+m⋆

2)/ϵ
BRW) + (d+m⋆

2) log(L)
+ 1

)
,

(25)

implies the number of iterations

K ≲
log((d+m⋆

2)/ϵ
BRW) + log(L)

log(1 + ϵBRW/[(CBRW + d+m⋆
1) log((d+m⋆

2)/ϵ
BRW) + (d+m⋆

2) log(L)])
,

and makes the approximation error Õ(ϵBRW).

Proof of Theorem 3.3.1. It is deferred to Section 5.3.2.

We now get rid of the finite Fisher information assumption by employing an early stopping
strategy.

Theorem 3.3.2. Assume BRW1 holds and suppose that the data distribution has finite
second order moment, i.e., m⋆

2 < ∞. For η ∈ (0, Tf ), let c ⩾ 1/2, Tf − η ⩾ 1 + 2c. Set
L = d−1I(µBRW

η ) and assume L ⩾ 2. Choose hk+1 = cmin {max {Tf − η − tk, 1/L} , 1} for
k < K − 1 and hK = Tf − tK−1, then it holds

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf−η )∥TV

≲ η(d+m⋆
1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

early stopping error

+
(
e−Tf (d+m⋆

2) + ϵBRWTf

+ (ec − 1)
[
(CBRW + d+m⋆

1)Tf + (d+m⋆
2) log(η

−1(1 +m⋆
2d
−1))

] )1/2
where the constant CBRW defined as in Theorem 3.3.1. Moreover, choosing

η =
ϵBRW

d+m⋆
1

and Tf = log
d+m⋆

2

(ϵBRW)2
, (26)

and setting the maximum step-size as

c = log

(
(ϵBRW)2

(CBRW + d+m⋆
1)Tf + (d+m⋆

2) log(η
−1(1 +m⋆

2d
−1))

+ 1

)
(27)

imply the following bound

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf−η )∥TV ≲ ϵBRW +
√
ϵBRW log((d+m⋆

2)/(ϵ
BRW)2) ,

with the number of iterations is Õ(d/(ϵBRW)2).

Proof of Theorem 3.3.2. It is postponed to Section 5.3.3.

Remark. The requirement m⋆
2 < ∞ coincides with the condition imposed on the data

distribution in Conforti et al. (2025, Corollary 1). Theorem 3.3.2 delivers the first non-
asymptotic convergence guarantee for DDMs on the countably infinite state space Nd under
mild assumptions. The resulting explicit bound underscores the robustness of our analysis:
it accommodates both uniform and absorbing rate matrices and extends naturally from
finite to countably infinite domains.
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4 Related works

This section provides details of recent researches on discrete generative models.

Analysis of Discrete diffusion models.
There have been plenty of studies of diffusion models tailored for discrete data. Hooge-
boom et al. (2021) proposed Argmax Flows and Multinomial Diffusion for categorical data.
Argmax Flows linked discrete data to continuous models via an argmax with a probabilistic
inverse, while Multinomial Diffusion added categorical noise and trains a model to reverse
it. Dieleman et al. (2022) and Chen et al. (2022b) embedded discrete data in Euclidean
space, while Richemond et al. (2022) used the simplex, all leveraging continuous forward
diffusion models. Later, Campbell et al. (2022) introduced a continuous-time framework
for discrete denoising diffusion using CTMCs and Gat et al. (2024) further added a cor-
rection step to bring the sample distribution closer to the desired one, but their general
approach relies on ELBO-based marginal learning and costly correction steps, making it
less efficient in high dimensions. Another recent approach to handle discrete data is gen-
erative modeling with arbitrary Markov processes using generator matching, introduced by
Holderrieth et al. (2024). This method is flexible and can be applied to various state spaces,
particularly in discrete settings. Recently, In Anonymous (2025), the authors introduced
CountsDiff, a diffusion model tailored to Nd-supported data. The forward noising dynamics
are given by a pure-death chain with transition rates identical to the backward rates dis-
cussed in Section 2.2.3. Empirically, CountsDiff matches the performance of state-of-the-art
discrete diffusion methods, emphasizing the need for dedicated approaches to Nd-valued
data. Nonetheless, despite these promising results, all of the aforementioned models came
with limited theoretical justification.

Masked diffusion models.
One important step toward more advanced models is the “masked” diffusion process, a dis-
crete diffusion approach first introduced by Austin et al. (2021). Later, Shi et al. (2024)
looked into this model further, simplifying its training objective by expressing it as a signal-
to-noise ratio, which helps highlight some useful features. However, despite these improve-
ments, the model still lacks theoretical guarantees. Sahoo et al. (2024) improved upon this
direction by leveraging the structure of the absorbing kernel and refining the bridge-based
reverse process, leading to more efficient optimization. The model’s reliance on absorbing-
state approximations and heuristic training objectives limits its theoretical grounding.

Convergence results of discrete diffusion models.
Ren et al. (2024) analyzed discrete diffusion models using Lévy-type stochastic integrals
and Poisson random measures, deriving integral expressions for the noising and denoising
processes of categorical data. They also introduced a unified error analysis and established
the first KL-divergence bound for the τ -leaping algorithm, though under strong score as-
sumptions (continuity and boundedness). Chen and Ying (2024) provided explicit error
bounds for hypercube sampling with a uniform rate matrix, achieving near-linear iteration
complexity (in expectation) under bounded score and score-entropy assumptions. Next,
Le-Tuyet-Nhi et al. achieved to establish (worst case) computational complexity that scales
linearly (up to logarithmic factors) with the dimension, under only statistical assumption on
the score approximation. One key improvement in Le-Tuyet-Nhi et al. comes from avoid-
ing the Kolmogorov equation at each iteration and instead using flip rates together with
a Poisson clock. Complementing CTMC-based approaches, Bach and Saremi (2025) intro-
duced a fully discrete denoising model using Bernoulli corruption as a Gaussian analogue,
yielding a Langevin-style sampler on the hypercube with rigorous guarantees. However,
their works remain restricted to the hypercube. For categorical data, Zhang et al. (2024),
Liang et al. (2025b) and Liang et al. (2025a) established convergence guarantees under
uniform and absorbing rate matrices, respectively, paralleling our results in Theorem 3.1.3
and Theorem 3.2.3. However, in all these works, the authors suppose that the score or its
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approximation is bounded uniformly in time, conditions that do not hold in most cases. In
contrast, our bounds require no assumptions on the score and hold under a simple statisti-
cal condition, which is also employed in the aforementioned literature. Furthermore, under
stronger conditions than ours, Liang et al. (2025b) only obtain a computational complexity
that grows quadratically with the dimension, our results scale linearly (up to logarithmic
factors). Nonetheless, none of the above works establish theoretical foundations for DDMs
on counted data, leaving this aspect unexplored.

To conclude, this paper bridges existing gaps by explicitly formulating the forward Markov
process. By deriving the conditional expectation expression of the score, we can reduce
the computationally expensive signal-to-noise ratio training as used in Shi et al. (2024).
As a result, we obtain a simpler and more efficient training framework based on the L2-
loss and entropy-based loss, supported by rigorous non-asymptotic convergence guarantees.
The core of our results lies in the monotonicity of the score along the backward dynamics.
Importantly, our analysis applies to both absorbing and uniform rate matrices and extends
beyond finite to countably infinite state spaces, thereby highlighting the robustness and
generality of our approach.

5 Main proofs

5.1 Random walk on Zd
m

5.1.1 Score monotonicity and supporting lemmas

The convergence proof relies on the monotonicity of the score, which is obtained through
its characterization, along with several supporting lemmas presented below.

Lemma 5.1.1. Under RW2, the time reversal process (
←−
XRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ] is associated with the

backward generator (←−q RW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] given in (4), where q̃RWt := qRW for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] and

the discrete score uRW admits the following formula: for (t, x, y) ∈ [0, Tf ]× Zd
m × Zd

m,

uRWt (x, y) =


µRW
Tf−t(σ(x))/µ

RW
Tf−t(x) if y = σ(x) for σ ∈M ,∑

σ∈M uRWt (x, σ(x))/2d if x = y ,

1 otherwise .

(28)

Furthermore, we can express (uRWt )t∈[0,Tf ] as

uRWt (x, σ(x)) = eV
RW
t (x)−V RW

t (σ(x)) for x ∈ Zd
m and σ ∈M ,

where V RW
t := − log µRW

Tf−t, which satisfies the following HJB equation:{
2∂tV

RW
t (x)−

∑
σ∈M[eV

RW
t (x)−V RW

t (σ(x)) − 1] = 0 ,

V RW
Tf

(x) = − log µ⋆(x) ,
for (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )× Zd

m . (29)

Proof of Lemma 5.1.1. See Section A.4.1

Lemma 5.1.2. Under RW2, (uRWt (
←−
XRW

t , σ(
←−
XRW

t )))t∈[0,Tf ] is a martingale for fix σ ∈M.

Consequently, h(uRWt (
←−
XRW

t , σ(
←−
XRW

t ))) is a
←−
P RW-submartingale where h(a) = a log a−a+1,

and the monotonicity follows:

E[h(uRWs (
←−
XRW

s , σ(
←−
XRW

s )))] ⩽ E[h(uRWt (
←−
XRW

t , σ(
←−
XRW

t )))] , for 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf .
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Proof of Lemma 5.1.2. Fix t ∈ [0, Tf ] and σ ∈M, apply Itô’s formula on

fσ(t,
←−
XRW

t ) := uRWt (
←−
XRW

t , σ(
←−
XRW

t ))) = eV
RW
t (

←−
XRW

t )−V RW
t (σ(

←−
XRW

t )) ,

and note that Law((
←−
XRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ]) =
←−
P RW is associated to the generator (uRWt qRWt )t∈[0,Tf ],

we obtain that

fσ(t,
←−
XRW

t )− fσ(0,
←−
XRW

0 ) =MRW
σ (t)

+

∫ t

0

[
∂sf

σ(s,
←−
XRW

s ) +
1

2

∑
σ′∈M

[
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XRW

s− ))− fσ(s,
←−
XRW

s− )
]
uRWs (

←−
XRW

s− , σ
′(
←−
XRW

s− ))

]
ds ,

with

MRW
σ (t) =

∫
[0,t]×Zd

m

[
fσ(s, x)− fσ(s,

←−
XRW

s− )
]
ÑuRWqRW

X (dxds)

is a
←−
P RW-true martingale (see Lemma A.3.1), where ÑuRW q̃RW

←−
XRW

denotes the compensated

measure of the random point measure NuRW q̃RW

←−
XRW

corresponding to the CTMC associated

with (uRWt q̃RWt )t∈[0,Tf ). Thus the process

fσ(t,
←−
XRW

t )− fσ(0,
←−
XRW

0 )

−
∫ t

0

[
∂sf

σ(s,
←−
XRW

s ) +
1

2

∑
σ′∈M

[
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XRW

s− ))− fσ(s,
←−
XRW

s− )
]
uRWs (

←−
XRW

s− , σ
′(
←−
XRW

s− ))

]
ds

is a
←−
P RW-martingale. Since

←−
XRW

t =
←−
XRW

t− for Lebesgue almost every t ∈ (0, Tf ], we can
simplify the process above to obtain

fσ(t,
←−
XRW

t )− fσ(0,
←−
XRW

0 )

+

∫ t

0

[
∂sf

σ(s,
←−
XRW

s ) +
1

2

∑
σ′∈M

[
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XRW

s ))− fσ(s,
←−
XRW

s )
]
uRWs (

←−
XRW

s , σ′(
←−
XRW

s ))

]
ds

is a
←−
P RW-martingale. For s ∈ [0, Tf ], denote

bσ(s) := ∂sf
σ(s,
←−
XRW

s ) +
1

2

∑
σ′∈M

[
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XRW

s ))− fσ(s,
←−
XRW

s )
]
uRWs (

←−
XRW

s , σ′(
←−
XRW

s )) .

We aim to prove that bσ(s) = 0. Indeed, by the definition of fσ and the HJB equation (29),
we get that

bσ(s) = uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ(
←−
XRW

s ))
[
∂sV

RW
s (
←−
XRW

s )− ∂sV
RW
s (σ(

←−
XRW

s ))
]

+
1

2

∑
σ′∈M

[
uRW
s (σ′(

←−
XRW

s ), σ(σ′(
←−
XRW

s )))− uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ(
←−
XRW

s ))
]
uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ′(
←−
XRW

s ))

=
1

2
uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ(
←−
XRW

s ))

[ ∑
σ′∈M

uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ′(
←−
XRW

s ))−
∑

σ′∈M

uRW
s (σ(

←−
XRW

s ), σ′(σ(
←−
XRW

s )))

]

+
1

2

∑
σ′∈M

[
uRW
s (σ′(

←−
XRW

s ), σ(σ′(
←−
XRW

s )))− uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ(
←−
XRW

s ))
]
uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ′(
←−
XRW

s ))

=
1

2

∑
σ′∈M

[
uRW
s (σ′(

←−
XRW

s ), σ(σ′(
←−
XRW

s )))uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ′(
←−
XRW

s ))

− uRW
s (σ(

←−
XRW

s ), σ′(σ(
←−
XRW

s )))uRW
s (
←−
XRW

s , σ(
←−
XRW

s ))
]
.
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Using the identity uRWs (x, σ(x)) = eV
RW
s (x)−V RW

s (σ(x)) for σ ∈M and x ∈ Zd
m in Lemma 5.1.1,

we derive

bσ(s) =
1

2

∑
σ′∈M

[
e−V

RW
s (σ(σ′(

←−
XRW

s )))+V RW
s (

←−
XRW

s ) − e−V
RW
s (σ′(σ(

←−
XRW

s )))+V RW
s (

←−
XRW

s )
]
= 0 ,

where we use the fact that σ(σ′(
←−
XRW

s )) = σ′(σ(
←−
XRW

s )) in the last equality.

We conclude that uRWt (
←−
XRW

t , σ(
←−
XRW

t )) is a
←−
P RW-martingale, and as h is a convex function,

h(uRWt (
←−
XRW

t , σ(
←−
XRW

t ))) is a
←−
P RW-submartingale and the monotonicity follows.

Lemma 5.1.3. The following holds for any t ∈ [0, Tf ):

ΓRW
t ≲ (Tf − t)−1d log(m) , (30)

where ΓRW
t = I(µRW

Tf−t) = E
[∑

σ∈M h(uRWt (XRW
Tf−t, σ(X

RW
Tf−t)))

]
.

Proof of Lemma 5.1.3. See Section A.4.2.

5.1.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1.1

We show first the bound for the “distance” between the backward path measure
←−
P RW of

(
←−
XRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ] and the path measure
←−
P RW,⋆ of the simulated backward process (

←−
XRW,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ].

Consider the path measure
←−
P RW,⋆ ∈ MP(←−q RW,θ⋆

) as the reference measure in Girsanov’s
theorem A.7.1, we have

KL(
←−
P RW|

←−
P RW,⋆) = KL(µRW

Tf
|γRW)

+ E

∫
[0,Tf ]

∑
x∈Zd

m

( ←−q RW
t

←−q RW,θ⋆

t

log
←−q RW

t
←−q RW,θ⋆

t

−
←−q RW

t
←−q RW,θ⋆

t

+ 1

)
←−q RW,θ⋆

t (
←−
XRW

t , x)1←−
XRW

t ̸=x
dt

 .

With a partition 0 = t0 < ... < tK = Tf for K ⩾ 1 of [0, Tf ] associated with the sequence of
step-size hk+1 = tk+1 − tk, the previous expression rewrites as

KL(
←−
P RW|

←−
P RW,⋆) = KL(µRW

Tf
|γRW)

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
x∈Zd

m

(
←−q RW

t log
←−q RW

t
←−q RW,θ⋆

t

−←−q RW
t +←−q RW,θ⋆

t

)
(
←−
XRW

t , x)1←−
XRW

t ̸=x
dt

]
.

Substituting the expressions of (←−q RW
t )t∈[0,Tf ) from Lemma 5.1.1 and (←−q RW,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ) from

(5), (9) into the preceding equation, where qRW given in (6), we obtain that

KL(
←−
P RW|

←−
P RW,⋆) = KL(µRW

Tf
|γRW)

+
1

2

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

(
uRWt (σ) log

uRWt (σ)

uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)
− uRWt (σ) + uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

)
dt

]
, (31)
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where we write uRWt (
←−
XRW

t , σ(
←−
XRW

t )) as uRWt (σ) and uRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XRW

tk
, σ(
←−
XRW

tk
)) as uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

for short. We rewrite (31) as

KL(
←−
P RW|

←−
P RW,⋆) = KL(µRW

Tf
|γRW)︸ ︷︷ ︸

E1

+
1

2

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

(h(uRW
t (σ))− h(uRW

tk (σ)))dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

E2

+
1

2

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

(
h(uRW

tk (σ))− h(uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ))) + (uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)− uRW

t (σ)) log uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)
)
dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

E3

,

(32)

where h(a) = a log a − a + 1 for a > 0. We bound E1 − E2 − E3 one-by-one as follows.
For E2, using the tower property and the submartingality of (h(uRWt (σ)))t∈[0,Tf ] obtained
in Lemma 5.1.2 yield

E2 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

(E[h(uRWt (σ))|FRW
tk

]− h(uRWtk (σ)))dt

]

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

(E[h(uRWtk+1
(σ))|FRW

tk
]− h(uRWtk (σ)))dt

]

⩽ h

K−1∑
k=0

(
E

[∑
σ∈M

h(uRWtk+1
(σ))

]
− E

[∑
σ∈M

h(uRWtk (σ))

])
,

where FRW
tk

is the σ-algebra of
←−
XRW

tk
and h := maxk{tk+1 − tk}. Observe that we obtain a

telescoping sum on the right-hand side, which means we can simplify it as

E2 ⩽ h

(
E

[∑
σ∈M

h(uRWtK (σ))

]
− E

[∑
σ∈M

h(uRWt0 (σ))

])

⩽ hE

[∑
σ∈M

h(uRWTf
(σ))

]
= hI(µ⋆) ,

where we used the fact that h is a nonnegative function to reduce the second term. Here
I(µ⋆) is a discrete Fisher information defined in (17), which is finite by RW2.

We evaluate next E3 by using again the tower property and the martingality of (uRWt (σ))t∈[0,Tf ]

established in Lemma 5.1.2:

E3 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

(
h(uRWtk (σ))− h(uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)))

+ (uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)− E[uRWt (σ))|Ftk ] log u

RW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

)
dt

]

=

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

(
h(uRWtk (σ))− h(uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)))

+ (uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)− uRWtk (σ)) log uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

)
dt

]

=

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

[∑
σ∈M

(
uRWtk (σ) log

uRWtk (σ)

uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

+ uRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)− uRWtk (σ)

)]
⩽ ϵRWTf ,
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where the last inequality comes from RW1. Subsequently, E1 can be controlled by (8):

E1 ⩽ e−
16π2

25m2 TfKL(µ⋆|γRW) .

Combining all the upper bounds on E1, E2, E3 implies

KL(
←−
P RW|

←−
P RW,⋆) ≲ e−

16π2

25m2 TfKL(µ⋆|γRW) + hI(µ⋆) + ϵRWTf ,

Finally, notice that µ⋆ = Law(
←−
XRW

Tf
), therefore

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf
)) = KL(Law(

←−
XRW

Tf
)|Law(

←−
XRW,⋆

Tf
))

⩽ KL(Law((
←−
XRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ])|Law((
←−
XRW,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ]))

= KL(
←−
P RW|

←−
P RW,⋆) ,

where the inequality is known as Data processing inequality for relative entropy (Nutz, 2021,
Lemma 1.6). We then conclude that

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf
)) ≲ e−

16π2

25m2 TfKL(µ⋆|γRW) + hI(µ⋆) + ϵRWTf .

Moreover, since KL(µ⋆|γRW) ⩽ d log(m) by (73), the previous estimate still holds if we
replace KL(µ⋆|γRW) by d log(m) and we complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.1.

5.1.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1.2

We proceed analogously as Theorem 3.1.1, the only difference is the way we handle the term
E2 in (32). Recall that

E2 ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

(
E

[∑
σ∈M

h(uRWtk+1
(σ))

]
− E

[∑
σ∈M

h(uRWtk (σ))

])

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

(
ΓRW
tk+1
− ΓRW

tk

)
where ΓM

t = E
[∑

σ∈M h(uRWt (σ))
]
for t ∈ [0, Tf ]. Following precisely the argument struc-

ture in the proof of Theorem 3 from Conforti et al. (2025), fixing Tf , a, and c, we choose
the sequence of step-size as

hk+1 =


Tf − tK−1 k = K − 1 ,

ca k0 + k1 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 + k2 − 1 ,

c(Tf − tk) k0 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 ,

c 0 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 ,

(33)

and set the number of iterations K = k0 + k1 + k2 + 1, with

k0 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − tk ⩾ 1} k1 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − tk0+k ⩾ a}
k2 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − tk0+k1+k ⩾ 0} . (34)

It is shown in Conforti et al. (2025) that

k0 = ⌊c−1(Tf − 1)⌋, k1 = ⌊log(a/(Tf − tk0))/ log(1− c)⌋ ≲ log(1/a)/c ,

K − k0 − k1 = k2 + 1 ≲ 1/c , hk+1 = c(1− c)k−k0(Tf − tk0
) for k0 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 .

(35)
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Using (33) and the monotonicity of ΓRW
t showed in Lemma 5.1.2, we can bound E2 as follows

E2 ⩽ hKΓRW
tK +

K−1∑
k=1

ΓRW
tk

(hk − hk+1)

=

k0+1∑
k=1

ΓRW
tk

(hk − hk+1) +

k0+k1+1∑
k=k0+2

ΓRW
tk

(hk − hk+1)

+

k0+k1+k2−1∑
k=k0+k1+2

ΓRW
tk

(hk − hk+1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

+ΓRW
tk0+k1+k2

(hK−1 − hK) + hKΓRW
tK

≲ ΓRW
tk0+1

[c− c(Tf − tk0+1)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+ c

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

ΓRW
tk

hk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)

+ cΓRW
tk0+k1+1

(Tf − tk0+k1
− a)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3)

+ΓRW
tK hK−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

(4)

.

We now bound (1)− (2)− (3)− (4) one by one by exploiting the upper bound on ΓRW
t (see

Lemma 5.1.3). We start with

(1) : ΓRW
tk0+1

[c− c(Tf − tk0+1)] ⩽ cΓRW
tk0+1

(30)

≲
cd log(m)

Tf − tk0+1

=
cd log(m)

Tf − tk0
− hk0+1

(34)

⩽
cd log(m)

1− c
c⩽1/2

≲ cd log(m) .

Next, we bound the second term

(2) : c

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

ΓRW
tk

hk
(30)

≲ cd log(m)

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

hk
Tf − tk

(33)

⩽ c2d log(m)

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

hk
hk+1

(35)
= c2d log(m)

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

c(1− c)k−k0−1(Tf − tk0)

c(1− c)k−k0(Tf − tk0
)

(35)

≲ c2d log(m)

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

1

1− c
c⩽1/2

≲ c2d log(m)k1
(35)

≲ cd log(m) log(1/a) .

The third term (3) can be bounded as follows

(3) : cΓRW
tk0+k1+1

(Tf − tk0+k1
− a)

(30)

≲
cd log(m)(Tf − tk0+k1

)

Tf − tk0+k1+1

⩽
cd log(m)(Tf − tk0+k1

)

Tf − tk0+k1
− hk0+k1+1

(33)

⩽
cd log(m)(Tf − tk0+k1

)

(1− c)(Tf − tk0+k1
)

=
cd log(m)

1− c
c⩽1/2

≲ cd log(m) .

Finally, for the last term, we have by definition of L = ΓRW
Tf

/d,

(4) : ΓRW
tK hK−1 = ΓRW

Tf
ca = cdaL .
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Plugging all the bounds of (1)− (2)− (3)− (4) into E2 gives

E2 ≲ cd[log(m) + log(m) log(1/a) + aL] .

Choosing a = 1/L and noting that L ⩾ 2 yield

E2 ≲ cd log(m) log(L) .

Therefore, the ultimate sampling error admits the following expression

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf
)) ≲ e−

16π2

25m2 Tf d log(m) + ϵRWTf + cd log(m) log(L) .

Finally, choosing Tf and c as in (19) immediately implies

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf
)) ≲ ϵRW +m2ϵRW log(d log(m)/ϵRW) ,

with the number of iterations is given by

K = k0 + k1 +K − k0 − k1
(35)

≲
Tf − 1

c
+

log(1/a)

c
+

1

c
=
Tf + log(L)

c

≲
d log(m) log(L)[m2 log(d log(m)/ϵRW) + log(L)]

ϵRW
,

and we complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.2.

5.1.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1.3

For η ∈ (0, Tf ), we have

∥µ⋆ − µRW
η ∥TV ⩽ P(XRW

η ̸= XRW
0 ) ⩽

∑
x∈Zd

m

µ⋆(x)(1− e−dη) = 1− e−dη︸︷︷︸
⩾−dη+1

⩽ dη . (36)

Furthermore, proceeding similarly as in Theorem 3.1.2 for the early-stopped process implies

KL(µRW
η |Law(

←−
XRW,⋆

Tf−η)) ≲ e−
16π2

25m2 Tf d log(m) + ϵRWTf + cd log(m) log(L) ,

where L = I(µRW
η )/d. Relying on the upper bound of discrete Fisher information showed

in (30), we can deduce that

KL(µRW
η |Law(

←−
XRW,⋆

Tf−η)) ≲ e−
16π2

25m2 Tf d log(m) + ϵRWTf + cd log(m) log(η−1 log(m)) . (37)

Combining (36) and (37), by triangle and Pinsker’s inequalities, we then have

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV

⩽ ∥µ⋆ − µRW
η ∥TV + ∥µRW

η − Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV

≲ dη +

√
e−

16π2

25m2 Tf d log(m) + ϵRWTf + cd log(m) log(η−1 log(m)) .

Furthermore, choosing η, Tf and c as in (20) imply

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV ≲ ϵRW +
√
ϵRWTf

≲ ϵRW +m
√
ϵRW log(d log(m)/(ϵRW)2) .
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By (35), the number of iterations is calculated as follows

K = k0 + k1 +K − k0 − k1

≲
Tf − η − 1

c
+

log(L)

c
+

1

c

(30)

≲
Tf + log(η−1 log(m))

c

≲
d log(m) log(d log(m)/ϵRW)[m2 log(d log(m)/(ϵRW)2) + log(d log(m)/ϵRW)]

(ϵRW)2
.

Therefore, our algorithm has the complexity Õ(dm2/(ϵRW)2), where the notation Õ indicates
that all the logarithms of d,m, ϵRW have been dropped, and the proof of Theorem 3.1.3
concludes.

5.2 Masked diffusion on Zd
m

5.2.1 Score monotonicity and supporting lemmas

Lemma 5.2.1. Under M1 and M2, the time reversal process (
←−
XM

t )t∈[0,Tf ] is associated

with the backward generator (←−q M
t )t∈[0,Tf ) given in (4), where q̃Mt (x, y) := qMTf−t(y, x) for any

t ∈ [0, Tf ] and (uMt )t∈[0,Tf ) admits the following formula: for (t, x, y) ∈ [0, Tf )× Z̃d
m × Z̃d

m,

uMt (x, y) =


µM
Tf−t(y)/µ

M
Tf−t(x) if ∃i ∈ Mc

y : x = m(i)(y) ,∑
y ̸=x u

M
t (x, y)q̃Mt (x, y)/q̃Mt (x) if x = y ,

1 otherwise .

(38)

Furthermore, uM given above can be expressed as

uMt (x, um
(i)
j (x)) = eV

M
t (x)−V M

t (um
(i)
j (x)) for i ∈ Mx , j ∈ Zm ,

with V M
t (x) := − log µM

Tf−t(x) for (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )× Z̃d
m, and satisfies the following equation:

for (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )× Z̃d
m \ Zd

m and j ∈ Zm, i ∈ Mx,

∂tu
M
t (x, um

(i)
j (x)) = β(Tf − t)uM

t (x, um
(i)
j (x))

[
1 +

∑
k∈Mx

∑
n∈Zm

µM
Tf−t(um

(k)
n (x))

µM
Tf−t(x)

−
∑

k∈Mx\{i}
∑

n∈Zm
µM
Tf−t(um

(k)
n (um

(i)
j (x)))

µM
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))

]
.

Proof of Lemma 5.2.1. See Section A.4.3.

Lemma 5.2.2. Under M 1, M 2, for any η ∈ (0, Tf ), i ∈ [d] and j ∈ Zm, the process(
uMt (
←−
XM

t , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))1i∈M←−
XM

t

)
t∈[0,Tf−η]

is a submartingale. In particular, for 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽

Tf − η, the following holds

E←−P M

[
uMt (
←−
XM

t , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))1i∈M←−
XM

t

∣∣∣Fν

]
= e

∫ t
ν
β(Tf−s)dsuMν (

←−
XM

ν , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

ν ))1i∈M←−
XM

ν

,

where Fν is a σ-algebra of
←−
XM

ν .

Proof of Lemma 5.2.2. Fix η ∈ (0, Tf ), i ∈ [d] and j ∈ Zm, applying Itô’s formula on

f (i),j(t,
←−
XM

t ) := uMt (
←−
XM

t , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))1i∈M←−
XM

t

= eV
M
t (
←−
XM

t )−V M
t (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))
1i∈M←−

XM
t
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for t ∈ [0, Tf−η] and note that Law((
←−
XM

t )t∈[0,Tf−η]) corresponds to the generator (u
M
t q̃

M
t )t∈[0,Tf−η]

as well as
←−
XM

t =
←−
XM

t− for Lebesgue almost every t ∈ [0, Tf − η], we obtain that

f (i),j(t,
←−
XM

t )− f (i),j(0,
←−
XM

0 ) =MM
(i),j(t) +

∫ t

0

[
∂sf

(i),j(s,
←−
XM

s ) + (uMq̃M)f (i),j(s,
←−
XM

s )
]
ds ,

with

MM
(i),j(t) =

∫
[0,t]×Z̃d

m

[
f (i),j(s, x)− f (i),j(s,

←−
XM

s−)
]
ÑuMq̃M
←−
XM

(dxds)

is a
←−
PM-true martingale (see Lemma A.3.3), where ÑuMq̃M

←−
XM

denotes the compensated mea-

sure of the random point measure NuMq̃M
←−
XM

corresponding to the CTMC associated with

(uMt q̃
M
t )t∈[0,Tf ). Consequently, the process

f (i),j(t,
←−
XM

t )− f (i),j(0,
←−
XM

0 )−
∫ t

0

[
∂sf

(i),j(s,
←−
XM

s ) + (uMq̃M)f (i),j(s,
←−
XM

s )
]
ds ,

is a
←−
PM-martingale. Denote

b(i),js := ∂sf
(i),j(s,

←−
XM

s ) + (uMq̃M)f (i),j(s,
←−
XM

s ), for s ∈ [0, Tf − η] .

We aim to prove that b
(i),j
s ⩾ 0. Indeed, by the definition of f (i),j , q̃M and the HJB equation

shown in Lemma 5.2.1, we get that

b(i),js = β(Tf − s)uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))1i∈M←−
XM

s

[
1 +

∑
k∈M←−

XM
s

∑
n∈Zm

µM
Tf−s(um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s ))

µM
Tf−s(

←−
XM

s )

−

∑
k∈M←−

XM
s
\{i}

∑
n∈Zm

µM
Tf−s(um

(k)
n (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )))

µM
Tf−s(um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))

]

+
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s

∑
n∈Zm

[
uMs (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ), um
(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))1i∈M
um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s )

− uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))1i∈M←−
XM

s

]
uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(k)
n (
←−
XM

s ))β(Tf − s) .

Note that M
um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s )
= M←−

XM
s
\ {k} for k ∈ M←−

XM
s

and n ∈ Zm, thus i ∈ M
um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s )
is

equivalent to i ∈ M←−
XM

s
and i ̸= k. Therefore, our computation continues

b(i),js = β(Tf − s)1i∈M←−
XM

s

{
uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))

+
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s

∑
n∈Zm

e2V
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))−V M
s (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ))

−
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s
\{i}

∑
n∈Zm

eV
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um(k)

n (um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )))

+
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s
\{i}

∑
n∈Zm

eV
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))

−
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s

∑
n∈Zm

e2V
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))−V M
s (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ))

}
.
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Finally notice that um
(i)
j (um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s )) = um
(k)
n (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )) for i ̸= k ∈ M←−
XM

s
, which allows

us to cancel out all the sums above and yields that

b(i),js = β(Tf − s)1i∈M←−
XM

s

uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )) = β(Tf − s)f (i),j(s,
←−
XM

s ) ⩾ 0 ,

and it follows that uMt (
←−
XM

t , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))1i∈M←−
XM

t

is a
←−
PM-submartingale for any j ∈ Zm.

Furthermore, by the martingale property, we get

E←−P M

[
f (i),j(t,

←−
XM

t )
∣∣∣Fν

]
− E←−P M

[
f (i),j(s,

←−
XM

s )
∣∣∣Fν

]
=

∫ t

s

β(T − r)E←−P M

[
f (i),jr (

←−
XM

r )
∣∣∣Fν

]
dr ,

for any 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ s ⩽ t < Tf , where Ft denotes the σ-algebra of
←−
XM

t for t ∈ [0, Tf ]. For fixed
i ∈ [d], j ∈ Zm and 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽ Tf − η, denote

y(i),jν (t) := E←−P M

[
f (i),j(t,

←−
XM

t )
∣∣∣Fν

]
.

Then the previous equation yields the following ODE:

d

dt
y(i),jν (t) = β(Tf − t)y(i),jν (t) , for 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽ Tf − η ,

which in particular implies

y(i),jν (t) = e
∫ t
ν
β(Tf−s)dsy(i),jν (ν) ,

and the proof concludes.

Lemma 5.2.3. Assume M1 and M2 holds. Recall that h(a) = a log a − a + 1 for a > 0
with the convention h(0) = 0. Fix η ∈ (0, Tf ), i ∈ [d], j ∈ Zm, then for 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽ Tf − η,
the following holds

h(uMν (
←−
XM

ν , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

ν ))1i∈M←−
XM

ν

) ⩽ E
[
h(uMt (

←−
XM

t , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))1i∈M←−
XM

t

)
∣∣∣Fν

]
+e

∫ t
ν
β(Tf−s)ds−1 .

Proof of Lemma 5.2.3. Fix η ∈ (0, Tf ), i ∈ [d] and j ∈ Zm, applying Itô’s formula on

g(i),j(t,
←−
XM

t ) := h
(
uMt (
←−
XM

t , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))1i∈M←−
XM

t

)
for t ∈ [0, Tf − η] and note that Law((

←−
XM

t )t∈[0,Tf−η]) is associated with the generator

(uMt q̃
M
t )t∈[0,Tf−η] as well as

←−
XM

t =
←−
XM

t− for Lebesgue almost every t ∈ [0, Tf − η], we obtain
that

g(i),j(t,
←−
XM

t )− g(i),j(0,
←−
XM

0 ) = M̃M
(i),j(t) +

∫ t

0

[
∂sg

(i),j(s,
←−
XM

s ) + (uMq̃M)g(i),j(s,
←−
XM

s )
]
ds ,

with

M̃M
(i),j(t) =

∫
[0,t]×Z̃d

m

[
g(i),j(s, x)− g(i),j(s,

←−
XM

s−)
]
ÑuMq̃M
←−
XM

(dxds)

is a
←−
PM-local martingale. Recall that under M1 and M2, we have µM

t (x) > 0 for any

x ∈ Z̃d
m and t ∈ [0, Tf − η], therefore uMt (x, um

(i)
j (x)) > 0. Argue similarly as Lemma A.3.3

while noting that h is a continuous function, we attain that MM
(i),j(t) is integrable and thus

a
←−
PM-martingale. As a result, the process

g(i),j(t,
←−
XM

t )− g(i),j(0,
←−
XM

0 )−
∫ t

0

[
∂sg

(i),j(s,
←−
XM

s ) + (uMq̃M)g(i),j(s,
←−
XM

s )
]
ds , (39)
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is a
←−
PM-martingale. Denote

c(i),js := ∂sg
(i),j(s,

←−
XM

s ) + (uMq̃M)g(i),j(s,
←−
XM

s ), for s ∈ [0, Tf − η] .

By the definition of g(i),j , q̃M and the HJB equation shown in Lemma 5.2.1, we get that

c(i),js = β(Tf − s)uMs log uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))1i∈M←−
XM

s[
1 +

∑
k∈M←−

XM
s

∑
n∈Zm

µM
Tf−s(um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s ))

µM
Tf−s(

←−
XM

s )

−

∑
k∈M←−

XM
s
\{i}

∑
n∈Zm

µM
Tf−s(um

(k)
n (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )))

µM
Tf−s(um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))

]

+
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s

∑
n∈Zm

[
(uMs log uMs − uMs )(um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ), um
(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))1i∈M
um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s )

− (uMs log uMs − uMs )(
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))1i∈M←−
XM

s

]
uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(k)
n (
←−
XM

s ))β(Tf − s) .

Note that M
um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s )
= M←−

XM
s
\ {k} for k ∈ M←−

XM
s

and n ∈ Zm, thus i ∈ M
um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s )
is

equivalent to i ∈ M←−
XM

s
and i ̸= k. Therefore, our computation continues

c(i),js = β(Tf − s)1i∈M←−
XM

s

{
uMs log uMs (

←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))

+
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s

∑
n∈Zm

log uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))e2V
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))−V M
s (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ))

−
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s
\{i}

∑
n∈Zm

(V M
s (
←−
XM

s )− V M
s (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )))eV
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um(k)

n (um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )))

+
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s
\{i}

∑
n∈Zm

(V M
s (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ))− V M
s (um

(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))− 1)

eV
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))

−
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s

∑
n∈Zm

(log uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))− 1)e2V
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))−V M
s (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ))

}
.

Finally notice that um
(i)
j (um

(k)
n (
←−
XM

s )) = um
(k)
n (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )) for i ̸= k ∈ M←−
XM

s
, which allows

us to reduce the expression above as

c(i),js = β(Tf − s)1i∈M←−
XM

s

{
uMs log uMs (

←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))

+
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s
\{i}

∑
n∈Zm

[
V M
s (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )) + V M
s (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))

− V M
s (
←−
XM

s )− V M
s (um

(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))− 1
]
eV

M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))

+
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s

∑
n∈Zm

e2V
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))−V M
s (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
c1

}
.
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Applying the inequality ea ⩾ a+ 1 for any a ∈ R on the last exponential term, we achieve

c1 ⩾
∑

k∈M←−
XM

s
\{i}

∑
n∈Zm

eV
M
s (
←−
XM

s )−V M
s (um

(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))

[
V M
s (
←−
XM

s ) + V M
s (um

(i)
j (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s )))− V M
s (um(k)

n (
←−
XM

s ))− V M
s (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

s )) + 1
]
,

which helps us simplify c
(i),j
s into

c(i),js ⩾ β(Tf − s)1i∈M←−
XM

s

uMs log uMs (
←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))

⩾ β(Tf − s)
{
(uMs log uMs − uMs )(

←−
XM

s , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

s ))1i∈M←−
XM

s

}
= β(Tf − s)

[
g(i),j(s,

←−
XM

s )− 1
]
.

Plugging it into (39) and taking the expectation given Fν the σ-algebra of
←−
XM

ν , we obtain
for 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf − η,

E←−P M

[
g(i),j(t,

←−
XM

t )
∣∣∣Fν

]
− E←−P M

[
g(i),j(s,

←−
XM

s )
∣∣∣Fν

]
⩾
∫ t

s

β(T − r)
{
E←−P M

[
g(i),jr (

←−
XM

r )
∣∣∣Fν

]
− 1
}
dr .

Denote the function γ
(i),j
ν (t) := E←−P M

[
g(i),j(t,

←−
XM

t )
∣∣∣Fν

]
for fixed i ∈ [d], j ∈ Zm and

0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽ Tf − η, then the previous equation implies

d

dt
γ(i),jν (t) ⩾ β(Tf − t)

[
γ(i),jν (t)− 1

]
, for 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽ Tf − η .

This together with the Gronwall’s inequality yield

γ(i),jν (t)− 1 ⩾
[
γ(i),jν (ν)− 1

]
e
∫ t
ν
β(Tf−s)ds = γ(i),jν (ν)e

∫ t
ν
β(Tf−s)ds − e

∫ t
ν
β(Tf−s)ds .

Recall that β(t) ⩾ 0 for all t ∈ [0, Tf ] and γ
(i),j
ν (ν) ⩾ 0 as the function h(a) = a log a−a+1

is nonnegative for any a ⩾ 0. Therefore,

γ(i),jν (t) ⩾ γ(i),jν (ν) + 1− e
∫ t
ν
β(Tf−s)ds .

As a result, for 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽ Tf − η, the following holds

γ(i),jν (ν) ⩽ γ(i),jν (t) + e
∫ t
ν
β(Tf−s)ds − 1 ,

and we conclude the proof.

A useful result that can be leveraged to reduce the complexity of DDMs is the following
upper bound on the discrete Fisher information of the marginal density.

Lemma 5.2.4. Assume M1 and M2 hold. For t ∈ [0, Tf ), let us denote

ΓM
t := I(µM

Tf−t) = E

∑
i∈[d]

∑
j∈Zm

h
(
uMt (XM

Tf−t, um
(i)
j (XM

Tf−t))1i∈MTf−t

) ,

where Mt := MXM
t
. Then we have

ΓM
t ≲ d

(
αTf−t

1− αTf−t
+m

)
.

In particular, for a constant generator β(t) = 1 for all t ∈ [0, Tf ], this estimate reduces to

ΓM
t ≲ d

(
1

Tf − t
+m

)
.

28



Proof of Lemma 5.2.4. See Section A.4.4.

5.2.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2.1

We show first the bound for the “distance” between the backward path measure
←−
PM of

(
←−
XM

t )t∈[0,Tf−η] and
←−
PM,⋆ of the simulated backward process (

←−
XM,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf−η]. Consider

the path measure
←−
PM,⋆ ∈ MP(←−q M,θ⋆

) as the reference measure in Girsanov’s theorem
A.7.1, we have

KL(
←−
PM|
←−
PM,⋆) = KL(µM

Tf
|Uniform(Zd

m)pM0,Tf
)

+ E←−P M

[∫
[0,Tf−η]

∑
x∈Zd

m

( ←−q M
t

←−q M,θ⋆

t

log
←−q M

t
←−q M,θ⋆

t

−
←−q M

t
←−q M,θ⋆

t

+ 1

)
←−q M,θ⋆

t (
←−
XM

t , x)1←−XM
t ̸=x

dt

]
.

With a partition 0 = t0 < ... < tK = Tf − η for K ⩾ 1 of [0, Tf − η] associated with the
sequence of step-size hk+1 = tk+1 − tk, the previous expression rewrites as

KL(
←−
PM|
←−
PM,⋆) = KL(µM

Tf
|Uniform(Zd

m)pM0,Tf
)

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
x∈Zd

m

←−q M,θ⋆

t h

( ←−q M
t

←−q M,θ⋆

t

)
(
←−
XM

t , x)1←−XM
t ̸=x

dt

]
= KL(µM

Tf
|Uniform(Zd

m)pM0,Tf
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

F1

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
x∈Zd

m

←−q M,θ⋆

t h

( ←−q M
tk

←−q M,θ⋆

t

)
(
←−
XM

tk
, x)1←−

XM
tk
̸=x

dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

F2

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
x∈Zd

m

{
←−q M,θ⋆

t h

( ←−q M
t

←−q M,θ⋆

t

)
(
←−
XM

t , x)1←−XM
t ̸=x

−←−q M,θ⋆

t h

( ←−q M
tk

←−q M,θ⋆

t

)
(
←−
XM

tk
, x)1←−

XM
tk
̸=x

}
dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

F3

.

We now handle the terms F1 − F2 − F3 one-by-one. First, replacing the expressions of

(←−q M
t )t∈[0,Tf ) from Lemma 5.2.1 and (←−q M,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ) from (5), (13) into F2, and using that

q̃Mt (x, y) = qMTf−t(y, x) where (qMt )t∈[0,Tf ] given in (10), we obtain

F2 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

[
β(Tf − tk)

∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
j∈Zm

∑
i∈M←−

XM
tk

uM,θ⋆

tk
h

(
uMtk
uM,θ⋆

tk

)
(
←−
XM

tk
, um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

tk
))dt

]
.

F2 is easily bounded by M3:

F2 =

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1β(Tf − tk)E

[ ∑
j∈Zm

∑
i∈M←−

XM
tk

uM,θ⋆

tk
h

(
uMtk
uM,θ⋆

tk

)
(
←−
XM

tk
, um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

tk
))

]
⩽ ϵRWTf .

(40)
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We bound next the term F1. To this purpose, we first compute explicitly the starting
measure of our generative process: for x ∈ Z̃d

m,

(
Uniform(Zd

m)pM0,Tf

)
(x) =

∑
y∈Zd

m

Uniform(y)pM0,Tf
(y, x) =

∑
y∈Zd

m

1

md

d∏
i=1

pM,1
0,Tf

(yi, xi)

=
∑
y∈Zd

m

1

md

∏
i∈Mx

(1− αTf
)
∏

j∈Mc
x

αTf
1yj=xj

=
1

md
(1− αTf

)|Mx|α
d−|Mx|
Tf

m|Mx| = (1− αTf
)|Mx|

(αTf

m

)d−|Mx|
.

It yields the expression of F1 as follows

F1 = KL(µM
Tf
|Uniform(Zd

m)pM0,Tf
) =

∑
x∈Z̃d

m

µM
Tf
(x) log

µM
Tf
(x)

(Uniform(Zd
m)pM0,Tf

)(x)

=
∑
x∈Z̃d

m

µM
Tf
(x) logµM

Tf
(x)−

∑
x∈Z̃d

m

µM
Tf
(x) log

(
Uniform(Zd

m)pM0,Tf

)
(x)

⩽ −
∑
x∈Z̃d

m

µM
Tf
(x) log

[
(1− αTf

)|Mx|
(αTf

m

)d−|Mx|
]
,

where the first sum was reduced since µM
Tf
(x) ⩽ 1. Hence

F1 ⩽ −E
[
|MXM

Tf

|
]
log(1− αTf

)−
(
d− E

[
|MXM

Tf

|
])

log(αTf
/m) .

Furthermore, we know that

E
[
|MXM

Tf

|
]
=
∑
x∈Z̃d

m

d∑
i=1

1xi=mµ
M
Tf
(x) =

d∑
i=1

P((XM
t )i = m)

=

d∑
i=1

(1− αTf
)P((XM

0 )i ̸= m) = d(1− αTf
) , (41)

since XM
0 ∼ µ⋆ with µ⋆ only supports on Zd

m. Plugging this into F1 gives

F1 ⩽ −d(1− αTf
) log(1− αTf

)− dαTf
log(αTf

/m)

log a⩽a−1
⩽ (1− αTf

)
(
1/(1− αTf

)− 1
)
+ dαTf

log(m/αTf
)

⩽ dαTf
(1 + log(m/αTf

)) . (42)

It remains to control the term F3. To simplify it, we use the formula of (←−q M
t )t∈[0,Tf )

from Lemma 5.2.1 and (←−q M,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ) from (5), (13) to obtain that

F3 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
j∈Zm

{ ∑
i∈M←−

XM
t

β(Tf − tk)(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),jh

(
β(Tf − t)(uMt )(i),j

β(Tf − tk)(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

)

−
∑

i∈M←−
XM

tk

β(Tf − tk)(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),jh

(
(uMtk)

(i),j

(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

)}
dt

]
,

where (uMt )(i),j := uMt (
←−
XM

t , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

t )) and (uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j := uM,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XM

tk
, um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

tk
)). Let us

denote (ũMt )(i),j := (uMt )(i),j1i∈M←−
XM

t

and (ũM,θ⋆

t )(i),j := (uM,θ⋆

t )(i),j1i∈M←−
XM

t

through out the
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rest of this proof. Recall that β : [0, Tf ]→ [0, 1] is an increasing function, therefore,

β(Tf − tk+1) ⩽ β(Tf − t) ⩽ β(Tf − tk) for t ∈ [tk, tk+1) ,

which implies

F3 ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

{
β(Tf − t)(ũMt )(i),j log

(ũMt )(i),j

(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

− β(Tf − t)(ũMt )(i),j + β(Tf − tk)(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j1i∈M←−

XM
t

− β(Tf − tk)

[
(ũMtk)

(i),j log
(ũMtk)

(i),j

(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

− (ũMtk)
(i),j + (ũM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

]}
dt

]

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

[ ∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

{
β(Tf − t)(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j1i∈M←−

XM
t

h

(
(ũMt )(i),j

(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

)
− β(Tf − t)(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j1i∈M←−

XM
t

+ β(Tf − tk)(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j1i∈M←−

XM
t

− β(Tf − tk)

[
(ũMtk)

(i),j log
(ũMtk)

(i),j

(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

− (ũMtk)
(i),j + (ũM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

]}
dt

]
.

We arrange the upper bound of F3 as follows

F3 ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

β(Tf − tk)
[
h((ũMt )(i),j)− h((ũMtk)

(i),j)
]
dt


︸ ︷︷ ︸

F3.1

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

[β(Tf − tk)− β(Tf − t)] (uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j1i∈M←−

XM
t

dt


︸ ︷︷ ︸

F3.2

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

β(Tf − tk)(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

[
1i∈M←−

XM
t

− 1i∈M←−
XM

tk

]
dt


︸ ︷︷ ︸

F3.3

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

β(Tf − tk) log (uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

[
(ũMtk)

(i),j − (ũMt )(i),j
]
dt


︸ ︷︷ ︸

F3.4

.
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The first quantity F3.1 can be controlled by the tower property and Lemma 5.2.3 as follows

F3.1 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

β(Tf − tk)
[
h((ũMt )(i),j)− h((ũMtk)

(i),j)
]
dt


⩽

K−1∑
k=0

E

[ ∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

β(Tf − tk)
{
E
[
h((ũMtk+1

)(i),j)|Ft

]
− h((ũMtk)

(i),j)

+ e
∫ tk+1
t β(Tf−s)ds − 1

}
dt

]

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

[ ∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

β(Tf − tk)
{
h((ũMtk+1

)(i),j)− h((ũMtk)
(i),j)

+ e
∫ tk+1
tk

β(Tf−s)ds − 1
}
dt

]
.

Note that by Lemma 5.2.3, we have

E
[
h((ũMtk+1

)(i),j)− h((ũMtk)
(i),j) + e

∫ tk+1
tk

β(Tf−s)ds − 1

]
⩾ 0 ,

thus, we can further bound F3.1 by exploiting the fact that β(t) ∈ [0, 1] for all t ∈ [0, Tf ],

F3.1 ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

[ ∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(tk+1 − tk)
{
h((ũMtk+1

)(i),j)− h((ũMtk)
(i),j) + etk+1−tk − 1

}]

⩽ h
∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

{
E
[
h((ũMtk+1

)(i),j)
]
− E

[
h((ũMtk)

(i),j)
]}

+ dm(eh − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

(tk+1 − tk) ,

where h = maxk{tk+1 − tk}. Observe that we attain telescoping sums on the right hand
side, therefore,

F3.1 ⩽ h

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

h((ũMtK )(i),j)

− E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

h((ũMt0 )
(i),j)

+ dm(eh − 1)(tK − t0)

= hE

 d∑
i=1

∑
j∈Zm

h((ũMTf−η)
(i),j)

+ dm(eh − 1)(Tf − η)

⩽ hI(µM
η ) + dm(eh − 1)Tf ,

where I(µM
η ) = E

[∑d
i=1

∑
j∈Zm

h((uMTf−η)
(i),j)

]
is the discrete Fisher information of µM

η .

Leveraging the upper bound of Fisher information showed in Lemma 5.2.4, we get

F3.1 ≲ h

(
dαη

1− αη
+ dm

)
+ dm(eh − 1)Tf . (43)
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Next we evaluate F3.2 by exploiting the increasing property of β:

F3.2 ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

[β(Tf − tk)− β(Tf − tk+1)] (u
M,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j1i∈M←−

XM
t

dt


⩽

K−1∑
k=0

(tk+1 − tk) [β(Tf − tk)− β(Tf − tk+1)]
∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

E
[∣∣∣(ũM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j − (ũMtk)

(i),j
∣∣∣]

+

K−1∑
k=0

(tk+1 − tk) [β(Tf − tk)− β(Tf − tk+1)]E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(ũMtk)
(i),j


Lemma 5.2.2

⩽ CM
1 h

K−1∑
k=0

[β(Tf − tk)− β(Tf − tk+1)]

+ hE

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(ũMtK )(i),j

K−1∑
k=0

[β(Tf − tk)− β(Tf − tk+1)]

⩽CM
1 h [β(Tf − t0)− β(Tf − tK)] + hE

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(ũMtK )(i),j

 [β(Tf − t0)− β(Tf − tK)]

⩽ CM
1 h+ hE

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(ũMtK )(i),j

 ,

where CM
1 := maxk E

[∑
j∈Zm

∑d
i=1

∣∣∣(ũM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j − (ũMtk)

(i),j
∣∣∣], and in the second estimate,

we benefited from the fact that M←−
XM

t
⊂ M←−

XM
tk

a.s. Indeed, from (12), we have

P
(
(XM

t )i = m|(XM
s )i = m

)
= 1 for any 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf ,

which yields MXM
s
⊂ MXM

t
a.s., i.e., M←−

XM
t
⊂ M←−

XM
s

a.s. for 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf . In addition, this

allows us to cancel F3.3 since 1i∈M←−
XM

t

⩽ 1i∈M←−
XM

tk

. Let us compute explicitly the expectation

in the upper bound of F3.2. From (5.2.1), we have

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(ũMtK )(i),j

 =
∑
x∈Z̃d

m

∑
i∈Mx

∑
j∈Zm

µM
η (um

(i)
j (x))

µM
η (x)

µM
η (x)

=

d∑
i=1

∑
j∈Zm

∑
x∈Z̃d

m:xi=m

µM
η (um

(i)
j (x))

=

d∑
i=1

∑
j∈Zm

∑
y∈Z̃d

m:yi=j

µM
η (y)

=
∑
y∈Z̃d

m

µM
η (y)#{(i, j) ∈ [d]× Zm : yi = j}

⩽
∑
y∈Z̃d

m

µM
η (y)#{i ∈ [d] : yi ̸= m} ⩽ d

∑
y∈Z̃d

m

µM
η (y) = d ,

where #A refers to the cardinality of the set A. Therefore

F3.2 ⩽ h(CM
1 + d) . (44)
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The last term F3.4 can be controlled by tower property and Lemma 5.2.2 as follows

F3.4 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

∑
j∈Zm

i∈[d]

∫
[tk,tk+1)

β(Tf − tk) log (uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j

[
(ũMtk)

(i),j − E
[
(ũMt )(i),j |Ftk

]]
dt


=

K−1∑
k=0

E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

β(Tf − tk) log (uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j(ũMtk)

(i),j
[
1− e

∫ t
tk

β(Tf−s)ds
]
dt


⩽ CM

2

K−1∑
k=0

∫
[tk,tk+1)

[
et−tk − 1

]
dt︸ ︷︷ ︸

F3.4a

+

K−1∑
k=0

β(Tf − tk)E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(ũMtk)
(i),j log(ũMtk)

(i),j

∫
[tk,tk+1)

[
1− e

∫ t
tk

β(Tf−s)ds
]
dt

︸ ︷︷ ︸
F3.4b

,

since β(t) ∈ [0, 1] for any t ∈ [0, Tf ], where

CM
2 := max

k
E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(ũMtk)
(i),j

∣∣∣log(uM,θ⋆

tk
)(i),j − log(uMtk)

(i),j
∣∣∣
 .

Let h = maxk hk+1, we then have

F3.4a ⩽ CM
2 (eh − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1 ⩽ CM
2 (eh − 1)Tf .

The term F3.4b is handled as follows

F3.4b = −
K−1∑
k=0

β(Tf − tk)E

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

(ũMtk)
(i),j log(ũMtk)

(i),j

∫
[tk,tk+1)

[
e
∫ t
tk

β(Tf−s)ds − 1
]
dt

log x⩾1−1/x
⩽

K−1∑
k=0

β(Tf − tk)︸ ︷︷ ︸
⩽1

∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

E
[
1− (ũMtk)

(i),j
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

[
e
∫ t
tk

β(Tf−s)ds − 1
]
dt

⩽ md(eh − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1 = md(eh − 1)Tf .

This together with the bound on F3.4a imply

F3.4 ⩽ (eh − 1)(CM
2 + dm)Tf . (45)

Combining (43), (44) and (45) yields

F3 ≲ h

(
dαη

1− αη
+ dm+ CM

1

)
+ (eh − 1)(CM

2 + dm)Tf . (46)

Substituting all (40), (42) and (46) into the bound of KL(
←−
PM|
←−
PM,⋆), we arrive at

KL(
←−
PM|
←−
PM,⋆) ⩽ dαTf

(1 + log(m/αTf
)) + ϵMTf

+ h

(
dαη

1− αη
+ dm+ CM

1

)
+ (eh − 1)(CM

2 + dm)Tf .
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To this end, notice that µM
η = Law(

←−
XM

Tf−η), therefore

KL(µM
η |Law(

←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)) = KL(Law(
←−
XM

Tf−η)|Law(
←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η))

⩽ KL(Law((
←−
XM

t )t∈[0,Tf−η])|Law((
←−
XM,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf−η]))

= KL(
←−
PM|
←−
PM,⋆) ,

where the inequality is known as Data processing inequality for relative entropy (Nutz, 2021,
Lemma 1.6). As a consequence,

KL(µM
η |Law(

←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)) ⩽ dαTf
(1 + log(m/αTf

)) + ϵMTf

+ h

(
dαη

1− αη
+ dm+ CM

1

)
+ (eh − 1)(CM

2 + dm)Tf ,

which concludes the proof of Theorem 3.2.1.

5.2.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2.3

We proceed analogously as Theorem 3.2.2 and note that for a constant generator β(t) = 1 for
all t ∈ [0, Tf ], the term F3.2 in (44) vanishes and the term F3.1 in (43) is handled differently
as follows

F3.1 ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

[ ∑
j∈Zm

d∑
i=1

{
h((ũMtk+1

)(i),j)− h((ũMtk)
(i),j) + etk+1−tk − 1

}]

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

(
ΓM
tk+1
− ΓM

tk

)
+md(eh − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

(
ΓM
tk+1
− ΓM

tk

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

F3.1a

+md(eh − 1)Tf ,

where ΓM
t = E

[∑
j∈Zm

∑d
i=1 h((ũ

M
t )(i),j)

]
for t ∈ [0, Tf ) and maxk hk = h. Let us choose

the following step-sizes:

hk+1 =


Tf − η − tK−1 k = K − 1 ,

ca k0 + k1 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 + k2 − 1 ,

c(Tf − η − tk) k0 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 ,

c 0 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 ,

(47)

then maxk hk = h = c. We set the number of iterations K = k0 + k1 + k2 + 1, with

k0 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − η − tk ⩾ 1} k1 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − η − tk0+k ⩾ a}
k2 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − η − tk0+k1+k ⩾ 0} . (48)

It is shown in Conforti et al. (2025) that

k0 = ⌊c−1(Tf − η − 1)⌋, k1 = ⌊log(a/(Tf − η − tk0))/ log(1− c)⌋ ≲ log(1/a)/c ,

K − k0 − k1 = k2 + 1 ≲ 1/c , hk+1 = c(1− c)k−k0(Tf − η − tk0) for k0 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 .

(49)
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Using (47) and the monotonicity of ΓM
t established in Lemma 5.2.3, we can bound E3.1a as

follows

F3.1a ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

(
ΓM
tk+1
− ΓM

tk

)
⩽ hKΓM

tK +

K−1∑
k=1

ΓM
tk
(hk − hk+1)

=

k0+1∑
k=1

ΓM
tk
(hk − hk+1) +

k0+k1+1∑
k=k0+2

ΓM
tk
(hk − hk+1)

+

k0+k1+k2−1∑
k=k0+k1+2

ΓM
tk
(hk − hk+1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

+ΓM
tk0+k1+k2

(hK−1 − hK) + hKΓM
tK

≲ ΓM
tk0+1

[c− c(Tf − η − tk0+1)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+ c

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

ΓM
tk
hk︸ ︷︷ ︸

(2)

+ cΓM
tk0+k1+1

(Tf − η − tk0+k1
− a)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(3)

+ΓM
tKhK−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

(4)

+md(ec − 1)Tf .

We now bound (1)− (2)− (3)− (4) by leveraging Lemma 5.2.4. We start with

(1) : ΓM
tk0+1

[c− c(Tf − η − tk0+1)] ⩽ cΓM
tk0+1

Lemma 5.2.4

≲ cd

(
1

Tf − tk0+1
+m

)
= cd

(
1

Tf − tk0 − hk0+1
+m

)
(48)

⩽ cd

(
1

1− c
+m

)
c⩽1/2

≲ cd(m+ 1) .

Next, we bound the second term

(2) : c

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

ΓM
tk
hk

Lemma 5.2.4

≲ cd

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

hk

(
1

Tf − tk
+m

)
(47)

⩽ c2d

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

hk
hk+1

+ c2dm

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

(Tf − η − tk)

(49)
= c2d

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

c(1− c)k−k0−1(Tf − η − tk0)

c(1− c)k−k0(Tf − η − tk0
)

+ c2dm(k1 − 1)

(49)

≲ c2d

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

1

1− c
+ c2dmk1

c⩽1/2

≲ c2dk1 + c2dmk1
(49)

≲ cd(1 +m) log(1/a) .
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The third term (3) can be bounded as follows

(3) : cΓM
tk0+k1+1

(Tf − η − tk0+k1
− a)

Lemma 5.2.4

≲ cd(Tf − η − tk0+k1)

(
1

Tf − tk0+k1+1
+m

)
⩽ cd(Tf − η − tk0+k1

)

(
1

Tf − η − tk0+k1 − hk0+k1+1
+m

)
(47)

⩽ cd(Tf − η − tk0+k1
)

(
1

(1− c)(Tf − η − tk0+k1
)
+m

)
=

cd

1− c
+ cdm (Tf − η − tk0+k1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

⩽1

c⩽1/2

≲ cd(1 +m) .

Finally, for the last term, we have by definition of L = ΓM
Tf−η/d,

(4) : ΓM
tKhK−1 = ΓM

Tf−ηca = cdaL .

Plugging all the bounds of (1)− (2)− (3)− (4) into F3.1 gives

F3.1 ≲ cd[m+ 1 + (m+ 1) log(1/a) + aL] +md(ec − 1)Tf .

Choosing a = 1/L and noting that c ⩽ ec − 1 and m ⩾ 1, L ⩾ 2 yield

F3.1 ≲ (ec − 1)[dm log(L) +mdTf ] .

Therefore, the ultimate sampling error admits the following expression

KL(µM
η |Law(

←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)) ≲ de−Tf (Tf + log(m)) + ϵMTf

+ (ec − 1)[dm log(L) + (CM
2 + dm)Tf ] ,

where we replace αt = e−t for any t ∈ [0, Tf ]. Now note that

de−Tf (Tf + log(m)) ≲ de−Tf (eTf/2 + log(m))
m⩾2

≲ d log(m)e−Tf/2 ,

and by Lemma 5.2.4, L ⩽ m+ 1/η. Plugging it into the overall error yields

KL(µM
η |Law(

←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)) ≲ d log(m)e−Tf/2 + ϵMTf

(ec − 1)[dm log(m+ η−1) + (CM
2 + dm)Tf ] .

Combining this with

∥µM
η − µ⋆∥TV ⩽ 1− αd

η = 1− e−dη ⩽ dη ,

then invoking triangle and Pinsker’s inequalities gives

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV

≲ dη +
√
d log(m)e−Tf/2 + ϵMTf + (ec − 1)[dm log(m+ η−1) + (CM

2 + dm)Tf ] .

Moreover, choosing Tf , η, c as in (21), (22) immediately yields

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XM,⋆

Tf−η)∥TV ≲ ϵM +
√
ϵMTf ≲ ϵM +

√
ϵM log(d log(m)/(ϵM)2) ,

and the number of iterations is given by

K = k0 + k1 +K − k0 − k1
(49)

≲
Tf − η − 1

c
+

log(1/a)

c
+

1

c
=
Tf + log(m+ η−1)

c
,

where Tf , η, and c are specified in (21), (22). Note that 1/ log(1 + h)) has the complexity

Õ(1/h) for h ≈ 0, therefore K = Õ(dm/(ϵM)2) and we complete the proof of Theorem 3.2.3.
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5.3 Biased random walk on Nd

5.3.1 Score monotonicity and supporting lemmas

Lemma 5.3.1. The time reversal process (
←−
XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ] corresponds to the backward gener-

ator (←−q BRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] given in (4), where q̃BRW

t (x, y) = qBRW(x, y) for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] and the

discrete score (uBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ) admits the following formula: for (t, x, y) ∈ [0, Tf )×Nd ×Nd,

uBRW
t (x, y) =


µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ(x))/µ̃

BRW
Tf−t(x) if y = σ(x) for σ ∈M ,∑

σ∈M uBRW
t qBRW(x, σ(x))/qBRW(x) if y = x ,

1 otherwise ,

where µ̃BRW := µBRW/γBRW denotes the relative density with γBRW = Poisson(1)⊗d. Fur-
thermore, we can express uBRW

t as

uBRW
t (x, σ(x)) = eV

BRW
t (x)−V BRW

t (σ(x)) for (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )× Nd and σ ∈M ,

with V BRW
t (x) = − log µ̃BRW

Tf−t(x) satisfying the following HJB equation{
∂tV

BRW
t (x)−

∑
σ∈M qBRW(x, σ(x))[eV

BRW
t (x)−V BRW

t (σ(x)) − 1] = 0 ,

V BRW
Tf

(x) = − log µ̃⋆(x) .
(50)

Proof of Lemma 5.3.1. See Section A.4.5.

Lemma 5.3.2. For any t ∈ [0, Tf ) and ℓ ∈ [d], the following holds

E
[
uBRW
t qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
= E

[
qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
+(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
,

and

E
[
uBRW
t qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
+(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
= E

[
qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
.

Proof of Lemma 5.3.2. See Section A.4.6.

Lemma 5.3.3. For any t ∈ [0, Tf ), the following holds for each fixed ℓ ∈ [d]:

E
[
uBRW
t log uBRW

t qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
+(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
= −E

[
log uBRW

t qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
,

and

E
[
uBRW
t log uBRW

t qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
= −E

[
log uBRW

t qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
+(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
.

Proof of Lemma 5.3.3. See Section A.4.7.

Lemma 5.3.4. ΓBRW
t = E

[∑
σ∈M h(uBRW

t )qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
is non-decreasing on

[0, Tf ], where h(a) = a log a− a+ 1.

Proof of Lemma 5.3.4. Following Conforti (2022, Proposition 2.1), we have

− d

dt
E(h′(µ̃BRW

t ), µ̃BRW
t ) ⩾ κhE(h′(µ̃BRW

t ), µ̃BRW
t ) , (51)
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where µ̃BRW = µBRW/γBRW denotes the relative marginal density of (XBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ], func-

tion h(a) = a log a − a + 1 for a > 0 and the Dirichlet form admits the following explicit
formula

E(f, g) = −
∑
x∈Nd

f(x)(qBRWg)(x)γBRW(x) , for any functions f, g .

The Dirichlet form in (51) can be computed as:

E(h′(µ̃BRW
t ), µ̃BRW

t ) = E
(
log µ̃BRW

t , µ̃BRW
t

)
= −

∑
x∈Nd

log µ̃BRW
t (x)

(
qBRWµ̃BRW

t

)
(x)γBRW(x)

= −
∑
x∈Nd

log µ̃BRW
t (x)

∑
σ∈M

qBRW(x, σ(x))
(
µ̃BRW
t (σ(x))− µ̃BRW

t (x)
)
γBRW(x)

= −
∑
x∈Nd

∑
σ∈M

log µ̃BRW
t (x)qBRW(x, σ(x))

(
µ̃BRW
t (σ(x))

µ̃BRW
t (x)

− 1

)
µ̃BRW
t (x)γBRW(x)

= −
∑
x∈Nd

∑
σ∈M

qBRW(x, σ(x)) log µ̃BRW
t (x)

(
uBRW
Tf−t(x, σ(x))− 1

)
µBRW
t (x)

= E

[∑
σ∈M

qBRW(XBRW
t , σ(XBRW

t )) log
1

µ̃BRW
t (XBRW

t )

(
uBRW
Tf−t(X

BRW
t , σ(XBRW

t ))− 1
)]

.

We write the above in terms of uBRW
Tf−t as

E(h′(µ̃BRW
t ), µ̃BRW

t )

= E

[ ∑
σ∈M

qBRW(XBRW
t , σ(XBRW

t ))
(
uBRW
Tf−t(X

BRW
t , σ(XBRW

t ))− 1
)

{
log uBRW

Tf−t(X
BRW
t , σ(XBRW

t ))− log µ̃BRW
t (σ(XBRW

t )
}]

= E

[∑
σ∈M

uBRW
Tf−t log u

BRW
Tf−tq

BRW(XBRW
t , σ(XBRW

t ))

]
+ E

[
qBRW(XBRW

t , σ(XBRW
t )){

log µ̃BRW
t (XBRW

t )− log µ̃BRW
t (σ(XBRW

t ))uBRW
Tf−t(X

BRW
t , σ)

}]
.

The last term can be cancelled out thanks to the following computation

E

[∑
σ∈M

log µ̃BRW
t (σ(XBRW

t ))uBRW
Tf−tq

BRW(XBRW
t , σ(XBRW

t ))

]

=
∑
x∈Nd

∑
σ∈M

qBRW(x, σ(x)) log µ̃BRW
t (σ(x))

γBRW(x)

γBRW(σ(x))
µBRW
t (σ(x))

(78)
=

∑
x∈Nd

∑
σ∈M

qBRW(σ(x), x) log µ̃BRW
t (σ(x))µBRW

t (σ(x))

=
∑
x∈Nd

∑
σ∈M

qBRW(x, σ(x)) log µ̃BRW
T (x)µBRW

t (x)

= E

[∑
σ∈M

qBRW(XBRW
t , σ(XBRW

t )) log µ̃BRW(XBRW
t )

]
.
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Consequently, the Dirichlet form is simplified as

E(h′(µ̃BRW
t ), µ̃BRW

t ) = E

[∑
σ∈M

uBRW
Tf−t log u

BRW
Tf−tq

BRW(XBRW
t , σ(XBRW

t ))

]

= E

[∑
σ∈M

qBRWuBRW
Tf−t log u

BRW
Tf−t(

←−
XBRW

Tf−t, σ(
←−
XBRW

Tf−t))

]
.

For t ∈ [0, Tf ], denote

ΓBRW
t := I(µBRW

Tf−t) = E

[∑
σ∈M

h(uBRW
t )qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t ))

]
Lemma 5.3.2

= E

[∑
σ∈M

uBRW
t log uBRW

t qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t ))

]
,

then the computation above shows that ΓBRW
t = E(h′(µ̃BRW

Tf−t), µ̃
BRW
Tf−t). Thus (51) implies

d

dt
ΓBRW
t ⩾ κhΓ

BRW
t .

Conforti (2022, Theorem 3.1) also provided the formulation to compute the constant κh
and for the considered biased random walk on Nd, we obtain κh = 1 . Combining this with
Gronwall’s lemma yields

ΓBRW
t ⩾ et−sΓBRW

s , for any 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf .

In particular, ΓBRW
t is non-decreasing on [0, Tf ] and the proof concludes.

The monotonicity established in Lemma 5.3.4 leads to the following bound on the discrete
Fisher information, which will be used to reduce the complexity of DDMs later.

Lemma 5.3.5. Assume m2(µ
⋆) <∞ then the following holds for any t ∈ [0, Tf ):

ΓBRW
t ⩽ (Tf − t)−1[d+m2(µ

⋆)] , (52)

where ΓBRW
t = IγBRW(µBRW

Tf−t) = E
[∑

σ∈M h(uBRW
t )qBRW(XBRW

Tf−t , σ(X
BRW
Tf−t ))

]
.

Proof of Lemma 5.3.5. See Section A.4.8.

Lemma 5.3.6. Assume m2(µ
⋆) <∞ and for fixed σ ∈M, 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t < Tf , denote

yσν (t) := E
[
qBRWuBRW

t (
←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t ))− 1|Fν

]
,

where Fν is a σ-algebra of
←−
XBRW

ν . Then it holds for any 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t < Tf and ℓ ∈ [d]:

y
σℓ
+

ν (t) = y
σℓ
+

ν (ν)et−ν and y
σℓ
−

ν (t) = y
σℓ
−

ν (ν)e−(t−ν) .

Proof of Lemma 5.3.6. Fix t ∈ [0, Tf ), σ ∈M and apply Itô’s formula on

fσ(t,
←−
XBRW

t ) : = qBRWuBRW
t (

←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t ))− 1

= qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t ))eV
BRW
t (

←−
XBRW

t )−V BRW
t (σ(

←−
XBRW

t )) − 1 ,
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and note that Law((
←−
XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ]) =
←−
P BRW is associated with (uBRW

t qBRW)t∈[0,Tf ), we
obtain

fσ(t,
←−
XBRW

t )− fσ(0,
←−
XBRW

0 ) =MBRW
σ (t) +

∫ t

0

[
∂tf

σ(s,
←−
XBRW

s )

+
∑

σ′∈M

[
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XBRW

s− ))− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s− )
]
qBRWuBRW

s (
←−
XBRW

s− , σ′(
←−
XBRW

s− ))

]
ds ,

with

MBRW
σ (t) =

∫
[0,t]×Nd

[
fσ(s, x)− fσ(s,

←−
XBRW

s− )
]
ÑuBRW q̃BRW

←−
XBRW

(dxds)

is a
←−
P BRW-local martingale, where ÑuBRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

denotes the compensated measure of the ran-

dom point measureNuBRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

corresponding to the CTMC associated with (uBRW
t qBRW)t∈[0,Tf );

see Section A.5 for completeness. Since

ÑuBRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

= NuBRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

− n̄u
BRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

,

where n̄u
BRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

is the compensator of NuBRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

, we obtain that

E[|MBRW
σ (t)|] ⩽ E

[∫
[0,t]×Nd

|fσ(s, x)− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s− )|NuBRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

(dsdx)

]

+ E

[∫
[0,t]×Nd

|fσ(s, x)− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s− )|n̄u
BRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

(dsdx)

]

= 2E

[∫
[0,t]×Nd

|fσ(s, x)− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s− )|n̄u
BRWqBRW

←−
XBRW

(dsdx)

]
.

Under the assumption µ⋆ has finite second order moment, we have E[|MBRW
σ (t)|] < ∞ by

Lemma A.3.11. Consequently, the process MBRW
σ (t) is a true

←−
P BRW-martingale, i.e., the

process

fσ(t,
←−
XBRW

t )− fσ(0,
←−
XBRW

0 )−
∫ t

0

[
∂tf

σ(s,
←−
XBRW

s )

+
∑

σ′∈M

[
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XBRW

s− ))− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s− )
]
qBRWuBRW

s (
←−
XBRW

s− , σ′(
←−
XBRW

s− ))

]
ds

is a
←−
P BRW-martingale. Since

←−
XBRW

t =
←−
XBRW

t− for Lebesgue almost every t ∈ (0, Tf ], then
we can simplify the process above into

fσ(t,
←−
XBRW

t )− fσ(0,
←−
XBRW

0 )−
∫ t

0

[
∂tf

σ(s,
←−
XBRW

s ) (53)

+
∑

σ′∈M

[
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XBRW

s ))− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s )
]
qBRWuBRW

s (
←−
XBRW

s , σ′(
←−
XBRW

s ))

]
ds .

For s ∈ [0, Tf ), denote

bσ
s := ∂sf

σ(s,
←−
XBRW

s ) +
∑

σ′∈M

[
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XBRW

s ))− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s )
]
qBRWuBRW

s (
←−
XBRW

s , σ′(
←−
XBRW

s )) .
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We write
←−
XBRW

s as x and uBRW
s (x, σ(x)) as uBRW

s (x, σ), qBRW(x, σ(x)) as qBRW(x, σ) for
convenience in the computation of bσ

s . By the definition of bσ and the HJB equation (50),
we get that

bσ
s = qBRWuBRW

s (x, σ)
[
∂sV

BRW
s (x)− ∂sV BRW

s (σ(x))
]

+
∑

σ′∈M

[
qBRWuBRW

s (σ′(x), σ)− qBRWuBRW
s (x, σ)

]
qBRWuBRW

s (x, σ′)

= qBRWuBRW
s (x, σ)

∑
σ′∈M

[
qBRW(x, σ′)(uBRW

s (x, σ′)− 1)

− qBRW(σ(x), σ′)(uBRW
s (σ(x), σ′)− 1)

]
+
∑

σ′∈M

[
qBRWuBRW

s (σ′(x), σ)− qBRWuBRW
s (x, σ)

]
qBRW(x, σ′)uBRW

s (x, σ′) .

Plugging the identity uBRW
s (x, σ) = eV

BRW
s (x)−V BRW

s (σ(x)) for σ ∈M yields

bσ
s = qBRWuBRW

s (x, σ)
∑

σ′∈M
[qBRW(σ(x), σ′)− qBRW(x, σ′)]

+
∑

σ′∈M

[
eV

BRW
s (x)−V BRW

s (σ(σ′(x)))qBRW(x, σ′)qBRW(σ′(x), σ)

− eV
BRW
s (x)−V BRW

s (σ′(σ(x)))qBRW(x, σ)qBRW(σ(x), σ′)
]
.

Specifically, for fixed ℓ ∈ [d], we can compute b
σℓ
+

s and b
σℓ
−

s as follows

b
σℓ
+

s = qBRWuBRW
s (x, σℓ

+) + xℓ − (xℓ + 1) = qBRWuBRW
s (x, σℓ

+)− 1 ,

and

b
σℓ
−

s = −qBRWuBRW
s (x, σℓ

−) + xℓ + 1− xℓ = −qBRWuBRW
s (x, σℓ

−) + 1 .

Substituting this into (53) and taking the expectation yields

E
[
fσ

ℓ
+(t,
←−
XBRW

t )
∣∣∣Fν

]
− E

[
fσ

ℓ
+(0,
←−
XBRW

0 )
∣∣∣Fν

]
=

∫ t

0

E
[
fσ

ℓ
+(s,
←−
XBRW

s ))
∣∣∣Fν

]
ds ,

and

E
[
fσ

ℓ
−(t,
←−
XBRW

t )
∣∣∣Fν

]
− E

[
fσ

ℓ
−(0,
←−
XBRW

0 )
∣∣∣Fν

]
= −

∫ t

0

E
[
fσ

ℓ
−(s,
←−
XBRW

s )
∣∣∣Fν

]
ds ,

for any 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t < Tf , where Fν is the σ-algebra of
←−
XBRW

ν . For ν ⩽ t < Tf and σ ∈ M,
define the function

yσν (t) := E
[
fσ(t,

←−
XBRW

t )
∣∣∣Fν

]
.

Then the previous computation implies

y
σℓ
+

ν (t)− yσ
ℓ
+

ν (0) =

∫ t

0

y
σℓ
+

ν (r)dr and y
σℓ
−

ν (t)− yσ
ℓ
−

ν (0) = −
∫ t

0

y
σℓ
−

ν (r)dr .

Divide the both hand sides by t and let t→ 0+, we obtain

d

dt
y
σℓ
+

ν (t) = y
σℓ
+

ν (t) and
d

dt
y
σℓ
−

ν (t) = −yσ
ℓ
−

ν (t) .

Solving these ordinary differential equations, we arrive at

y
σℓ
+

ν (t) = y
σℓ
+

ν (ν)et−ν and y
σℓ
−

ν (t) = y
σℓ
−

ν (ν)e−(t−ν) , for any t ∈ [ν, Tf ) ,

which concludes the proof of Lemma 5.3.6.
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Lemma 5.3.7. Assume m1(µ
⋆) <∞ and for fixed ℓ ∈ [d], 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽ Tf , denote

ψℓ
ν(t) := E

[
qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t ))− 1
∣∣∣Fν

]
,

where Fν is a σ-algebra of
←−
XBRW

ν . Then the following holds

ψℓ
ν(t) = ψℓ

ν(s)e
t−s for 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf .

Proof of Lemma 5.3.7. By applying Itô’s formula on

qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t )) = (
←−
XBRW

t )ℓ = (XBRW
Tf−t )

ℓ

for each fixed ℓ ∈ [d] and using the fact that (XBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] is a CTMC with generator

qBRW satisfying XBRW
t = XBRW

t− for Lebesgue almost every t ∈ (0, Tf ], we obtain that

(XBRW
Tf−t )

ℓ − (XBRW
Tf

)ℓ

= MBRW
ℓ (t) +

∫ Tf−t

Tf

∑
σ∈M

[
(σ(XBRW

s ))ℓ − (XBRW
s )ℓ

]
qBRW(XBRW

s , σ)ds ,

where

MBRW
ℓ (t) = −

∫
[Tf−t,Tf ]×Nd

[
xℓ − (XBRW

s− )ℓ
]
ÑqBRW

XBRW(dxds)

is a local martingale, where ÑqBRW

XBRW denotes the compensated measure of the random point

measure NqBRW

XBRW corresponding to the CTMC associated with qBRW; see Section A.5 for
completeness. Since

ÑqBRW

XBRW = NqBRW

XBRW − n̄q
BRW

XBRW ,

where n̄q
BRW

XBRW is the compensator of NqBRW

XBRW , we obtain that

E[|MBRW
ℓ (t)|] ⩽ E

[∫
[Tf−t,Tf ]×Nd

|xℓ − (XBRW
s− )ℓ|NqBRW

XBRW(dsdx)

]

+ E

[∫
[Tf−t,Tf ]×Nd

|xℓ − (XBRW
s− )ℓ|n̄q

BRW

XBRW(dsdx)

]

= 2E

[∫
[Tf−t,Tf ]

∑
σ∈M

∣∣(σ(XBRW
s ))ℓ − (XBRW

s )ℓ
∣∣ qBRW(XBRW

s , σ(XBRW
s ))ds

]

= 2E

[∫
[Tf−t,Tf ]

(
(XBRW

s )ℓ + 1
)
ds

]
.

Under the assumption m1(µ
⋆) < ∞, Proposition A.3.7 implies m1(µ

BRW
t ) < ∞ for any

t ∈ [0, Tf ], which yields E
[
(XBRW

t )ℓ
]
<∞ for any ℓ ∈ [d]. Therefore

E[|MBRW
ℓ (t)|] ⩽ 2

∫
[Tf−t,Tf ]

(
E
[
(XBRW

s )ℓ
]
+ 1
)
ds <∞ .

As a result, MBRW
ℓ (t) is a true martingale. It follows that

(
←−
XBRW

t )ℓ − (
←−
XBRW

0 )ℓ −
∫ Tf−t

Tf−tk

(
qBRW(XBRW

s , σℓ
+(X

BRW
s ))− qBRW(XBRW

s , σℓ
−(X

BRW
s ))

)
ds
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is a martingale. Changing the variable in the integral, the following process is a martingale:

(
←−
XBRW

t )ℓ − (
←−
XBRW

0 )ℓ −
∫ t

0

∑
σ∈M

(
qBRW(

←−
XBRW

s , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

s ))− 1
)
ds .

Denote ψℓ
ν(t) := E

[
qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t ))− 1
∣∣∣Fν

]
for 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ t ⩽ Tf , then the previ-

ous equation implies
d

dt
ψℓ
ν(t) = ψℓ

ν(t) .

As a consequence, for any 0 ⩽ ν ⩽ s ⩽ t ⩽ Tf we have

ψℓ
ν(t) = ψℓ

ν(s)e
t−s ,

which concludes the proof.

5.3.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3.1

We show first the bound for the “distance” between the backward path measure
←−
P BRW of

(
←−
XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ] and
←−
P BRW,⋆ of the simulated backward process (

←−
XBRW,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ]. Consider

the path measure
←−
P BRW,⋆ ∈ MP(←−q BRW,θ⋆

) as the reference measure in Girsanov’s theorem
A.7.1, we have

KL(
←−
P BRW|

←−
P BRW,⋆) = KL(µBRW

Tf
|γBRW)

+ E

∫
[0,Tf )

∑
x∈Nd

( ←−q BRW
t

←−q BRW,θ⋆

t

log
←−q BRW

t

←−q BRW,θ⋆

t

−
←−q BRW

t

←−q BRW,θ⋆

t

+ 1

)
←−q BRW,θ⋆

t (
←−
XBRW

t , x)1←−
XBRW

t ̸=x
dt

 .

With a partition 0 = t0 < ... < tK = Tf for K ⩾ 1 of [0, Tf ) associated with the sequence
of step-size hk+1 = tk+1 − tk, the previous expression rewrites as

KL(
←−
P BRW|

←−
P BRW,⋆) = KL(µBRW

Tf
|γBRW)

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
x∈Nd

(
←−q BRW

t log
←−q BRW

t

←−q BRW,θ⋆

t

−←−q BRW
t +←−q BRW,θ⋆

t

)
(
←−
XBRW

t , x)1←−
XBRW

t ̸=x
dt

]
.

Substituting the expressions of (←−q BRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ) from Lemma 5.3.1 and (←−q BRW,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf )

from (5), (16) into the preceding equation, where qBRW given in (14), we obtain that

KL(
←−
P BRW|

←−
P BRW,⋆)

= KL(µBRW
Tf
|γBRW) +

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)h

(
uBRW
t (σ)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

)
qBRW
t (σ)dt

]
,

where h(a) = a log a − a + 1. Here we write uBRW
t (σ) := uBRW

t (
←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t )) and

qBRW
t (σ) := qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t )) and uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ) := uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XBRW

tk
, σ(
←−
XBRW

tk
)) for
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short. We decompose the previous expression into three following terms:

KL(
←−
P BRW|

←−
P BRW,⋆)

= KL(µBRW
Tf
|γBRW)︸ ︷︷ ︸

G1

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

h

(
uBRW
tk

(σ)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

)
uBRW,θ⋆

tk
qBRW
tk

(σ)dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

G2

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

∑
σ∈M

{
h

(
uBRW
t (σ)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

)
uBRW,θ⋆

tk
qBRW
t (σ)

−h

(
uBRW
tk

(σ)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

)
uBRW,θ⋆

tk
qBRW
tk

(σ)

}
dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

G3

.

(54)

We now handle G1 −G2 −G3 one by one. By (15), we have

G1 ⩽ e−TfKL(µ⋆|γBRW) .

For G2, we use BRW1 to control:

G2 =

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

[∑
σ∈M

h

(
uBRW
tk

(σ)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)

)
uBRW,θ⋆

tk
qBRW
tk

(σ)

]
⩽ ϵBRWTf .

Finally, G3 can be simplified and decomposed into three terms

G3 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∑
σ∈M

∫
[tk,tk+1)

(
qBRW
t uBRW

t log uBRW
t (σ)− qBRW

tk
uBRW
tk

log uBRW
tk

(σ)
)
dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

G3.1

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∑
σ∈M

∫
[tk,tk+1)

(
log uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ) + 1

) (
uBRW
tk

qBRW
tk

(σ)− uBRW
t qBRW

t (σ)
)
dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

G3.2

+

K−1∑
k=0

E

[∑
σ∈M

∫
[tk,tk+1)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)
(
qBRW
t (σ)− qBRW

tk
(σ)
)
dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

G3.3

.

We evaluate the term G3.2 by the tower property and the evolution obtained in Lemma 5.3.6.

G3.2 =

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

(
log uBRW,θ⋆

tk
+ 1
)
(σℓ

+)
(
uBRW
tk

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)− uBRW

t qBRW
t (σℓ

+)
)
dt

]

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

(
log uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σℓ
−) + 1

) (
uBRW
tk

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− uBRW

t qBRW
t (σℓ

−)
)
dt

]

=

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

(
log uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σℓ

+) + 1
)
(uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)− 1)(1− et−tk)dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

G+
3.2

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

(
log uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σℓ
−) + 1

)
(uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− 1)(1− e−(t−tk))dt

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

G−3.2

.
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The first part G+
3.2 can be bounded as follows

G+
3.2 ⩽

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

(log uBRW
tk

(σℓ
+) + 1)(uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)− 1)(1− et−tk)dt

]

+ CBRW
1

K−1∑
k=0

∫
[tk,tk+1)

(et−tk − 1)dt ,

where

CBRW
1 := max

k
E

[∑
σ∈M

∣∣∣(log uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σ)− log uBRW

tk
(σ))(uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σ)− 1)
∣∣∣] .

By Lemma 5.3.3, we have E[− log uBRW
tk

qBRW(σℓ
+)] = E[uBRW

tk
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)]. Using

this and noting that c = maxk hk, we obtain

G+
3.2 =

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

E
[
uBRW
tk

log uBRW
tk

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)− log uBRW

tk
(σℓ

+)
]
(1− et−tk)dt

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
uBRW
tk

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)− 1

] ∫
[tk,tk+1)

(1− et−tk)dt+ CBRW
1 (ec − 1)Tf

Lemma 5.3.2
=

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

E
[
− log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)
]
(1− et−tk)dt

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− 1

] ∫
[tk,tk+1)

(1− et−tk)︸ ︷︷ ︸
⩽0

dt+ CBRW
1 (ec − 1)Tf

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−) + log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)
]
(et−tk − 1)dt

+ d(ec − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1 + CBRW
1 (ec − 1)Tf

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−) + log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)
]
(et−tk − 1)dt

+ (CBRW
1 + d)(ec − 1)Tf

≲
K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−) + log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(et−tk − 1)dt

+ (CBRW
1 + d)(ec − 1)Tf .

In addition, for any ℓ ∈ [d] and t ∈ [0, Tf ), we have

E
[
log uBRW

t qBRW
t (σℓ

−)
]
= E

[
log uBRW

t qBRW
t (σℓ

−)1qBRW
t (σℓ

−)⩾1

]
log x⩽x−1

⩽ E
[
qBRW
t (uBRW − 1)(σℓ

−)1qBRW
t (σℓ

−)⩾1

]
Lemma 5.3.2

= E

qBRW
t (σℓ

+)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

−qBRW
t (σℓ

−)

1qBRW
t (σℓ

−)⩾1

 ⩽ 0 .
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This together with et−tk − 1 ⩾ (et−tk − 1)/et−tk = 1− e−(t−tk) for t ∈ [tk, tk+1) imply

G+
3.2 ≲

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(et−tk − 1)dt+ (CBRW
1 + d)(ec − 1)Tf

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(1− e−(t−tk))dt , (55)

The second part G−3.2 can be treated similarly as follows

G−3.2 ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E

[∫
[tk,tk+1)

(log uBRW
tk

(σℓ
−) + 1)(uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− 1)(1− e−(t−tk))dt

]

+ CBRW
1

K−1∑
k=0

∫
[tk,tk+1)

(1− e−(t−tk))dt .

By Lemma 5.3.2 and Lemma 5.3.3, we get that

G−3.2 =

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

E
[
uBRW
tk

log uBRW
tk

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− log uBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)
]
(1− e−(t−tk))dt

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
uBRW
tk

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− 1

] ∫
[tk,tk+1)

(1− e−(t−tk))dt+ CBRW
1 (ec − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

=

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+) + log uBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(e−(t−tk) − 1)dt

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=1

−1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

(1− e−(t−tk))dt+ CBRW
1 (ec − 1)Tf

=

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+) + log uBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(e−(t−tk) − 1)dt

+ CBRW
1 (ec − 1)Tf . (56)

Combining (55) and (56) yields

G3.2 ≲ (CBRW
1 + d)(ec − 1)Tf

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− log uBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(1− e−(t−tk))dt︸ ︷︷ ︸
G3.2a

+

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
log uBRW

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(e−(t−tk) + et−tk − 2)dt︸ ︷︷ ︸
G3.2b

. (57)
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We estimate G3.2a as follows

G3.2a =

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
log uBRW

tk
(qBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)− 1)1qBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)⩾1

] ∫
[tk,tk+1)

(1− e−(t−tk))dt

log x⩽x−1
⩽

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
(uBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)− 1)(qBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)− 1)

] ∫
[tk,tk+1)

(1− e−(t−tk))dt

Lemma 5.3.2
⩽

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=1

+1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

(1− e−(t−tk))dt

≲ (ec − 1)d

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1 = (ec − 1)dTf . (58)

Next, note that e−(t−tk) + et−tk − 2 ⩾ 0 by Cauchy inequality, thereby G3.2b is controlled
as follows

G3.2b

log x⩽x−1
⩽

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
(uBRW

tk
− 1)qBRW

tk
(σℓ

+)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(e−(t−tk) + et−tk − 2)dt

Lemma 5.3.2
=

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− 1

] ∫
[tk,tk+1)

(e−(t−tk) + et−tk − 2)dt

Lemma 5.3.7
=

K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[(
qBRW
Tf

(σℓ
−)− 1

)
e−(Tf−tk)

] ∫
[tk,tk+1)

(e−(t−tk) + et−tk − 2)dt

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

d∑
ℓ=1

E
[
qBRW
Tf

(σℓ
−)
] ∫

[tk,tk+1)

(et−tk − 1)dt

⩽ (ec − 1)m⋆
1Tf , (59)

where m⋆
1 = m1(µ

⋆) = E
[
∥XBRW

0 ∥1
]
. Substituting (58) and (59) into (57) gives

G3.2 ≲ (ec − 1)Tf (C
BRW
1 + d+m⋆

1) . (60)

The next term E3.3 can be simplified into the sum over all σℓ
− since qBRW

t (σℓ
+) = 1 for any

t ∈ [0, Tf ] and ℓ ∈ [d]. Therefore we derive

G3.3 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

[
d∑

ℓ=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σℓ
−)
(
qBRW
t (σℓ

−)− qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)
)
dt

]
.
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By the tower property and Lemma 5.3.7, we attain that

G3.3 =

K−1∑
k=0

E

[
d∑

ℓ=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σℓ
−)
(
E
[
qBRW
t (σℓ

−)|Ftk

]
− qBRW

tk
(σℓ
−)
)
dt

]

=

K−1∑
k=0

E

[
d∑

ℓ=1

∫
[tk,tk+1)

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
(σℓ
−)
(
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)− 1

)
(et−tk − 1)dt

]

⩽ (ec − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

[
d∑

ℓ=1

uBRW,θ⋆

tk
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)

]

= (ec − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

[
d∑

ℓ=1

(
uBRW,θ⋆

tk
− uBRW

tk

)
qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)

]

+ (ec − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

[
d∑

ℓ=1

uBRW
tk

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)

]
Lemma 5.3.2

⩽ CBRW
2 (ec − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1 + (ec − 1)

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1E

 d∑
ℓ=1

qBRW
tk

(σℓ
+)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=1


= (CBRW

2 + d)(ec − 1)Tf , (61)

where CBRW
2 := maxk E

[∑d
ℓ=1

∣∣∣uBRW,θ⋆

tk
− uBRW

tk

∣∣∣ qBRW
tk

(σℓ
−)
]
.

The last term G3.1 can be controlled using the tower property and the monotonicity showed
in Lemma 5.3.4:

G3.1 ⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

[∑
σ∈M

∫
[tk,tk+1)

(
E
[
qBRW
t uBRW

t log uBRW
t (σ)|Ftk

]
− qBRW

tk uBRW
tk log uBRW

tk (σ)
)
dt

]

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

E

[∑
σ∈M

∫
[tk,tk+1)

(
E
[
qBRW
tk+1

uBRW
tk+1

log uBRW
tk+1

(σ)|Ftk

]
− qBRW

tk uBRW
tk log uBRW

tk (σ)
)
dt

]

⩽
K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

(
E

[∑
σ∈M

qBRW
tk+1

uBRW
tk+1

log uBRW
tk+1

(σ)

]
− E

[∑
σ∈M

qBRW
tk uBRW

tk log uBRW
tk (σ)

])

=

K−1∑
k=0

hk+1

(
ΓBRW
tk+1

− ΓBRW
tk

)
.

We explicitly express the chosen sequence of step-sizes as follows

hk+1 =


Tf − tK−1 k = K − 1 ,

ca k0 + k1 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 + k2 − 1 ,

c(Tf − tk) k0 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 ,

c 0 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 ,

(62)

Then the number of iterations is K = k0 + k1 + k2 + 1, with

k0 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − tk ⩾ 1} , k1 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − tk0+k ⩾ a}
k2 = max {k ⩾ 0 : Tf − tk0+k1+k ⩾ 0} . (63)

It is shown in Conforti et al. (2025) that

k0 = ⌊c−1(Tf − 1)⌋, k1 = ⌊log(a/(Tf − tk0
))/ log(1− c)⌋ ≲ log(1/a)/c ,

K − k0 − k1 = k2 + 1 ≲ 1/c , hk+1 = c(1− c)k−k0(Tf − tk0
) for k0 + 1 ⩽ k ⩽ k0 + k1 .

(64)
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By (62) and the monotonicity of ΓRW
t showed in Lemma 5.3.4, we can bound G3.1 as follows

G3.1 ⩽ hKΓBRW
tK +

K−1∑
k=1

ΓBRW
tk

(hk − hk+1)

=

k0+1∑
k=1

ΓBRW
tk

(hk − hk+1) +

k0+k1+1∑
k=k0+2

ΓBRW
tk

(hk − hk+1)

+

k0+k1+k2−1∑
k=k0+k1+2

ΓBRW
tk

(hk − hk+1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

+ΓBRW
tk0+k1+k2

(hK−1 − hK) + hKΓBRW
tK

≲ ΓBRW
tk0+1

[c− c(Tf − tk0+1)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+ c

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

ΓBRW
tk

hk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)

+ cΓBRW
tk0+k1+1

(Tf − tk0+k1 − a)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(3)

+ΓBRW
tK hK−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

(4)

.

We now bound (1)− (2)− (3)− (4) one by one using the upper bound of ΓBRW
t showed in

Lemma 5.3.5. We start with

(1) : ΓBRW
tk0+1

[c− c(Tf − tk0+1)] ⩽ cΓBRW
tk0+1

(52)

≲ c

(
d+m2(µ

⋆)

Tf − tk0+1

)
= c

(
d+m2(µ

⋆)

Tf − tk0
− hk0+1

)
(63)

⩽ c

(
d+m2(µ

⋆)

1− c

)
c⩽1/2

≲ c[d+m2(µ
⋆)] .

Next, we bound the second term

(2) : c

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

ΓBRW
tk

hk
(52)

≲ c

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

hk

(
d+m2(µ

⋆)

Tf − tk

)
(62)

⩽ c2[d+m2(µ
⋆)]

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

hk
hk+1

(64)

⩽ c2[d+m2(µ
⋆)]

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

c(1− c)k−k0−1(Tf − tk0
)

c(1− c)k−k0(Tf − tk0)

(64)

≲ c2[d+m2(µ
⋆)]

k0+k1∑
k=k0+2

1

1− c

c⩽1/2

≲ c2[d+m2(µ
⋆)]k1

(64)

≲ c[d+m2(µ
⋆)] log(1/a) .
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The third term (3) can be bounded as follows

(3) : cΓBRW
tk0+k1+1

(Tf − tk0+k1
− a)

(52)

≲ c(Tf − tk0+k1
)

(
d+m2(µ

⋆)

Tf − tk0+k1+1

)
⩽ c(Tf − tk0+k1)

(
d+m2(µ

⋆)

Tf − tk0+k1 − hk0+k1+1

)
(62)

⩽ c(Tf − tk0+k1
)

(
d+m2(µ

⋆)

(1− c)(Tf − tk0+k1)

)
=
c[d+m2(µ

⋆)]

1− c
c⩽1/2

≲ c[d+m2(µ
⋆)] .

Finally, for the last term, we have by definition of L = ΓBRW
Tf

/d,

(4) : ΓBRW
tK hK−1 = ΓBRW

Tf
ca = cdaL .

Plugging all the bounds of (1)− (2)− (3)− (4) into G3.1 gives

G3.1 ≲ c[d+m2(µ
⋆) + (m2(µ

⋆) + d) log(1/a) + daL] .

Choosing a = 1/L and noting that L ⩾ 2 yield the following bound on G3.1:

G3.1 ≲ c[d+m2(µ
⋆)] log(L) . (65)

From (60), (61) and (65) and note that c ⩽ ec − 1, we obtain the universal bound on G3:

G3 ≲ (ec − 1)[(CBRW + d+m⋆
1)Tf + (d+m⋆

2) log(L)] ,

where m⋆
2 := m2(µ

⋆) and CBRW = CBRW
1 + CBRW

2 . Substituting all the upper bounds of
G1 −G2 −G3 in (60), (61) and (65) into (54) yields

KL(
←−
P BRW|

←−
P BRW,⋆) ≲ e−TfKL(µ⋆|γBRW) + ϵBRWTf

+ (ec − 1)[(CBRW + d+m⋆
1)Tf + (d+m⋆

2) log(L)] .

To this end, notice that µ⋆ = Law(
←−
XBRW

Tf
), therefore

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf
)) = KL(Law(

←−
XBRW

Tf
)|Law(

←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf
))

⩽ KL(Law((
←−
XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ])|Law((
←−
XBRW,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf ]))

= KL(
←−
P BRW|

←−
P BRW,⋆) ,

where the inequality is known as Data processing inequality for relative entropy (Nutz, 2021,
Lemma 1.6). We then conclude that

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf
)) ≲ e−TfKL(µ⋆|γBRW) + ϵBRWTf

+ (ec − 1)[(CBRW + d+m⋆
1)Tf + (d+m⋆

2) log(L)] .

Moreover, (80) showed that KL(µ⋆|γBRW) ⩽ d+m⋆
2, hence

KL(µ⋆|Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf
)) ≲ e−Tf (d+m⋆

2) + ϵBRWTf

+ (ec − 1)[(CBRW + d+m⋆
1)Tf + (d+m⋆

2) log(L)] .
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In particular, choosing Tf and c as in (25) immediately implies the error Õ(ϵBRW) with the
number of iterations given by

K = k0 + k1 +K − k0 − k1
(64)

≲
Tf − 1

c
+

log(1/a)

c
+

1

c
=
Tf + log(L)

c

≲
log((d+m⋆

2)/ϵ
BRW) + log(L)

log(1 + ϵBRW/[(CBRW + d+m⋆
1) log((d+m⋆

2)/ϵ
BRW) + (d+m⋆

2) log(L)])
,

and the proof of Theorem 3.3.1 is finished.

5.3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3.2

For η ∈ (0, Tf ), the total variation between µ⋆ and µBRW
η is evaluated as follows

∥µ⋆ − µBRW
η ∥TV =

1

2

∑
x∈Nd

|µ⋆(x)− µBRW
η (x)| ⩽ P(XBRW

η ̸= XBRW
0 )

⩽
∑
x∈Nd

µ⋆(x)(1− e−(d+
∑d

ℓ=1 xℓ)η)

ea⩾a+1

⩽
∑
x∈Nd

µ⋆(x)

(
d+

d∑
ℓ=1

xℓ

)
η

= ηE

[
d+

d∑
ℓ=1

(XBRW
0 )ℓ

]
= η(d+m⋆

1) . (66)

On the other hand, note that the assumption m⋆
2 suffices for all the computation in Theo-

rem 3.3.1. Hence proceeding similarly for stopped process (
←−
XBRW,⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf−η] gives

KL(µBRW
η |Law(

←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf−η )) ≲ e−Tf (d+m⋆
2) + ϵBRWTf

+ (ec − 1)
[
(CBRW + d+m⋆

1)Tf + (d+m⋆
2) log(L)

]
.

Relying on the upper bound of discrete Fisher information given in (52) yields

KL(µBRW
η |Law(

←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf−η )) ≲ e−Tf (d+m⋆
2) + ϵBRWTf

+ (ec − 1)
[
(CBRW + d+m⋆

1)Tf + (d+m⋆
2) log(η

−1(1 +m⋆
2d
−1))

]
. (67)

From (66) and (67), by triangle and Pinsker’s inequalities, we arrive at

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf−η )∥TV

⩽ ∥µ⋆ − µBRW
η ∥TV + ∥µBRW

η − Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf−η )∥TV

≲ ∥µ⋆ − µBRW
η ∥TV +

√
KL(µBRW

η |Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf−η ))

≲ η(d+m⋆
1) +

(
e−Tf (d+m⋆

2) + ϵBRWTf

+ (ec − 1)
[
(CBRW + d+m⋆

1)Tf + (d+m⋆
2) log(η

−1(1 +m⋆
2d
−1))

] )1/2
.

In particular, setting η, Tf , c as in (26), (27) directly implies

∥µ⋆ − Law(
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf−η )∥TV ≲ ϵBRW +
√
ϵBRW log((d+m⋆

2)/(ϵ
BRW)2) ,

and the number of iterations is given by

K ≲
Tf + log(L)

c
= Õ(d/(ϵBRW)2),

since 1/ log(1+h) admits the complexity Õ(1/h) for h ≈ 0. Thus, the proof of Theorem 3.3.2
concludes.
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6 Conclusion

We present a first unified framework that provides non-asymptotic convergence guaran-
tees for discrete data on both finite and countably infinite state spaces, without requiring
boundedness of the estimated score. The analysis relies on monotonicity of the discrete
score along the time-reversed dynamics and applies to both uniform and absorbing rate
matrices, under early-stopping and exact-stopping schemes alike. Our key result shows that
the error bounds scale linearly (up to logarithmic factors) with the dimension—rather than
exponentially—highlighting both the effectiveness and the scalability of the approach in
high-dimensional settings.
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A Appendix

A.1 DDMs algorithms

This section provides the pseudo-code for sampling the generative models in the considered
cases.

Algorithm 1 DDM using Random Walk CTMC as noising process on Zd
m

Input: a time horizon Tf ≫ 1, a partition 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tK = Tf associated with the

step-sizes hk = tk − tk−1, a trained backward generator (←−q RW,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf )
←−
XRW,⋆

0 ∼ Uniform(Zd
m)

Γ0 ← 0
for k = 0 to K − 1 do

E ∼ Exp(1)

if (E − Γk)/
←−q RW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
) ∈ [0, hk+1) then

Hk+1 ← (E − Γk)/
←−q RW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
)

Tk+1 ← tk +Hk+1

←−
XRW,⋆

t ←
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
for t ∈ [tk, Tk+1)

σ⋆ ∼ Cate

({←−q RW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
, σ(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
))/←−q RW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
)
}
σ∈M

)
←−
XRW,⋆

t ← σ⋆(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
) for t ∈ [Tk+1, tk+1]

Γk+1 ← 0
else

Γk+1 ← Γk + hk+1
←−q RW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
)

←−
XRW,⋆

t ←
←−
XRW,⋆

tk
for t ∈ [tk, tk+1]

end if
end for

Output:
←−
XRW,⋆

Tf
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Algorithm 2 DDMs with Masked diffusion on Zd
m

Input: a time horizon Tf ≫ 1, a partition 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tK = Tf associated with the

step-sizes hk = tk − tk−1, a trained backward generator (←−q M,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf )
←−
XM,⋆

0 ∼ Uniform(Zd
m)pM0,Tf

, where pM0,t is given in (12)
Γ0 ← 0
for k = 0 to K − 1 do

if M←−
XM,⋆

tk

̸= ∅ then
E ∼ Exp(1)

if (E − Γk)/
←−q M,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XM,⋆

tk
) ∈ [0, hk+1) then

Hk+1 ← (E − Γk)/
←−q M,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XM,⋆

tk
)

Tk+1 ← tk +Hk+1

←−
XM,⋆

t ←
←−
XM,⋆

tk
for t ∈ [tk, Tk+1)

(i⋆, j⋆) ∼ Cate

{←−q M,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XM,⋆

tk
, um

(i)
j (
←−
XM,⋆

tk
))/←−q M,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XM,⋆

tk
)
}

(i,j)∈M←−
X

M,⋆
tk

×Zm


←−
XM,⋆

t ← um
(i⋆)
j⋆ (
←−
XM,⋆

tk
) for t ∈ [Tk+1, tk+1]

Γk+1 ← 0
else

Γk+1 ← Γk + hk+1
←−q M,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XM,⋆

tk
)

←−
XM,⋆

t ←
←−
XM,⋆

tk
for t ∈ [tk, tk+1]

end if
else

←−
XM,⋆

t ←
←−
XM,⋆

tk
for t ∈ [tk, tk+1]

end if
end for

Output:
←−
XM,⋆

Tf
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Algorithm 3 DDMs with Biased random walk on Nd

Input: a time horizon Tf ≫ 1, a partition 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tK = Tf associated with the

step-sizes hk = tk − tk−1, a trained backward generator (←−q BRW,θ⋆

t )t∈[0,Tf )
←−
XBRW,⋆

0 ∼ Poisson(1)⊗d

for k = 0 to K − 1 do
E ∼ Exp(1)

if (E − Γk)/
←−q BRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
) ∈ [0, hk+1) then

Hk+1 ← (E − Γk)/
←−q BRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
)

Tk+1 ← tk +Hk+1

←−
XBRW,⋆

t ←
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
for t ∈ [tk, Tk+1)

σ⋆ ∼ Cate

({←−q BRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
, σ(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
))/←−q BRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
)
}
σ∈M

)
←−
XBRW,⋆

t ← σ⋆(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
) for t ∈ [Tk+1, tk+1]

Γk+1 ← 0
else

Γk+1 ← Γk + hk+1
←−q BRW,θ⋆

tk
(
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
)

←−
XBRW,⋆

t ←
←−
XBRW,⋆

tk
for t ∈ [tk, tk+1]

end if
end for

Output:
←−
XBRW,⋆

Tf

A.2 Time-reversal of CTMC

We provide in this section a sketch of existence proof of the time-reversal of CTMCs for
completeness.

Proposition A.2.1. Let (qXt )t∈[0,Tf ] be an irreducible and non-explosive generator matrix.

The time-reversal (
←−
X t)t∈[0,Tf ] of a CTMC (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] associated with (qXt )t∈[0,Tf ] is defined

as
←−
X t := XTf−t. Then (

←−
X t)t∈[0,Tf ] is also an inhomogeneous CTMC, associated with

a family of generator matrices (←−q X
t )t∈[0,Tf ] satisfying the time-reversal formula: for any

0 ⩽ t ⩽ Tf and x ̸= y ∈ X,

µX
Tf−t(x)

←−q X
t (x, y) = µX

Tf−t(y)q
X
Tf−t(y, x) ,

where µX
t (x) = P(Xt = x).

Proof of Proposition A.2.1. We first show the Markov property of the time-reversal process:
for any 0 ⩽ t0 < t1 · · · < tn ⩽ Tf and x0, x1, . . . , xn ∈ X, almost surely it holds

P(
←−
X tn = xn|

←−
X t0 = x0, . . . ,

←−
X tn−1

= xn−1)

= P(XTf−tn = xn|XTf−t0 = x0, . . . , XTf−tn−1
= xn−1)

=
P(XTf−tn = xn, XTf−t0 = x0, . . . , XTf−tn−1 = xn−1)

P(XTf−t0 = x0, . . . , XTf−tn−1
= xn−1)

=
P(XTf−tn = xn)

∏n−1
i=0 P(XTf−ti = xi|XTf−ti+1 = xi+1)

P(XTf−tn−1
= xn−1)

∏n−2
i=0 P(XTf−ti = xi|XTf−ti+1

= xi+1)
,
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where we used the Markov property of (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] to factorize as in the last equality. Sim-
plifying the expression above yields

P(
←−
X tn = xn|

←−
X t0 = x0, . . . ,

←−
X tn−1

= xn−1)

=
P(XTf−tn = xn)P(XTf−tn−1

= xn−1|XTf−tn = xn)

P(XTf−tn−1
= xn−1)

=
P(XTf−tn−1 = xn−1, XTf−tn = xn)

P(XTf−tn−1
= xn−1)

= P(XTf−tn = xn|XTf−tn−1 = xn−1)

= P(
←−
X tn = xn|

←−
X tn−1

= xn−1) ,

meaning that the time-reversal (
←−
X t)t∈[0,Tf ] satisfies the Markov property, i.e., it is indeed

a CTMC. Moreover, the backward generator can be deduced by noting that: for t ∈ [0, Tf ],
x ̸= y ∈ X and h > 0,

P(
←−
X t+h = y,

←−
X t = x) = P(XTf−(t+h) = y,XTf−t = x) .

By the Bayes’ formula, we then have

µX
Tf−t(x)P(

←−
X t+h = y|

←−
X t = x) = P(XTf−t = x|XTf−(t+h) = y)µX

Tf−(t+h)(y) .

This together with the Kolmogorov equation imply, in particular, the following relation

µX
Tf−t(x)[h

←−q X
t (x, y) + o(h)] = µX

Tf−(t+h)(y)[hq
X
Tf−t(y, x) + o(h)] for h→ 0+ ,

where o is the standard little-o Landau notation. Dividing both hand sides by h and letting
h→ 0+ give (3), which concludes our proof.

A.3 Further derivation of considered models

A.3.1 Random walk on Zd
m

Lemma A.3.1. Assume RW2 holds. For fixed σ ∈ M, the following process is a true
martingale:

MRW
σ (t) =

∫
[0,t]×Zd

m

[
uRWs (x, σ(x))− uRWs (

←−
XRW

s− , σ(
←−
XRW

s− ))
]
ÑuRWqRW

X (dxds) .

Proof of Lemma A.3.1. Since the compensated measure ÑuRWqRW

X is a martingale, the stochas-
tic integral MRW

σ (t) is a local martingale. Hence it suffices to show the integrability of
MRW

σ (t) to conclude the proof. Note that

ÑuRWqRW

←−
XRW

= NuRWqRW

←−
XRW

− n̄u
RWqRW

←−
XRW

,
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where n̄u
RWqRW

←−
XRW

is the compensator of NuRWqRW

←−
XRW

, therefore for fixed σ ∈M and for t ∈ [0, Tf ],

E[|MRW
σ (t)|] ⩽ E

[∫
[0,t]×Zd

m

|uRWs (x, σ(x))− uRWs (
←−
XRW

s− , σ(
←−
XRW

s− ))|NuRWqRW

←−
XRW

(dsdx)

]

+ E

[∫
[0,t]×Zd

m

|uRWs (x, σ(x))− uRWs (
←−
XRW

s− , σ(
←−
XRW

s− ))|n̄u
RWqRW

←−
XRW

(dsdx)

]

= E
[ ∫

[0,t]

∑
σ′∈M

|uRWs (σ′(
←−
XRW

s− ), σ(σ′(
←−
XRW

s− )))− uRWs (
←−
XRW

s− , σ(
←−
XRW

s− ))|

uRWs (
←−
XRW

s− , σ
′(
←−
XRW

s− ))ds
]

⩽ 2 sup
(s,x)∈[0,t]×Zd

m

uRWs (x, σ(x))E

[∫
[0,t]

∑
σ′∈M

uRWs (
←−
XRW

s− , σ
′(
←−
XRW

s− ))ds

]
.

Since the state space Zd
m is finite, it suffices to show supt∈[0,Tf ]

ut(x, σ(x)) < ∞ for each

x ∈ Zd
m to attain the integrability of MRW

σ (t). Recall the formula of the discrete score for
fixed x ∈ Zd

m:

uRWt (x, σ(x)) =
µRW
Tf−t(σ(x))

µRW
Tf−t(x)

, with µRW
t (x) =

∑
z∈Zd

m

µ⋆(z)pRW0,t (z, x) ,

where pRW0,t satisfies the forward Kolmogorov equation (2), implying pRW0,t = etq
RW

thus it is

continuous in t. As a result, t 7→ µRW
t (x) is continuous on [0, Tf ]. This combined with the

fact µRW
t (x) > 0 for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] (by RW2 and irreducibiliy of (XRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ]) implies t 7→
uRWt (x, σ(x)) is continuous on [0, Tf ], thus supt∈[0,Tf ]

ut(x, σ(x)) < ∞. Therefore MRW
σ (t)

is integrable and indeed a true martingale, which completes the proof of Lemma A.3.1.

A.3.2 Masked diffusion on Zd
m

One useful property of the discrete score is that it can be presented as the conditional
expectation, which enables efficient training in practice via an L2-loss.

Proposition A.3.2. Under M1 and M2, for any x ∈ Z̃d
m, t ∈ [0, Tf ), j ∈ Zm and i ∈ Mx,

we have

uMt (x, um
(i)
j (x)) = E

[
pM0,Tf−t(X

M
0 , um

(i)
j (x))

pM0,Tf−t(X
M
0 , x)

∣∣∣∣∣XM
Tf−t = x

]
.

Proof of Proposition A.3.2. Using the formula of the discrete score showed in Lemma 5.2.1,
for any x ∈ Z̃d

m, t ∈ [0, Tf ), j ∈ Zm and i ∈ Mx, we have

uMt (x, um
(i)
j (x)) =

µM
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))

µM
Tf−t(x)

=
∑

x0∈Zd
m

pM0,Tf−t(x0, um
(i)
j (x))

µM
Tf−t(x)

µM
0 (x0)

=
∑

x0∈Zd
m

pM0,Tf−t(x0, um
(i)
j (x))

pM0,Tf−t(x0, x)
P(XM

0 = x0|XM
Tf−t = x)

= E

[
pM0,Tf−t(X

M
0 , um

(i)
j (x))

pM0,Tf−t(X
M
0 , x)

∣∣∣∣∣XM
Tf−t = x

]
,

and we complete the proof.
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Lemma A.3.3. Under M1 and M2, for fixed η ∈ (0, Tf ), i ∈ [d] and j ∈ Zm,

MM
(i),j(t) =

∫
[0,t]×Z̃d

m

[
f (i),j(s, x)− f (i),j(s,

←−
XM

s−)
]
ÑuMq̃M
←−
XM

(dxds)

is a
←−
PM-true martingale on [0, Tf − η], where

f (i),j(t,
←−
XM

t ) := uMt (
←−
XM

t , um
(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))1i∈M←−
XM

t

= eV
M
t (
←−
XM

t )−V M
t (um

(i)
j (
←−
XM

t ))
1i∈M←−

XM
t

.

Proof of Lemma A.3.3. We begin by noting that MM
(i),j(t) is a

←−
PM-local martingale since

the compensated measure ÑuMq̃M
←−
XM

is a martingale. Hence it suffices to show the integrability

of MM
(i),j(t) to conclude the proof. Note that

ÑuMqM
←−
XM

= NuMqM
←−
XM

− n̄u
MqM
←−
XM

,

where n̄u
MqM
←−
XM

is the compensator of NuMqM
←−
XM

, therefore for t ∈ [0, Tf − η],

E[|MM
(i),j(t)|] ⩽ 2E

[ ∫
[0,t]

∑
ℓ∈M←−

XM
s−

∑
n∈Zm

|f (i),j(s, um(ℓ)
n (
←−
XM

s−)))− f (i),j(s,
←−
XM

s−)|

f (ℓ),n(s,
←−
XM

s−)β(Tf − s)ds
]

β(Tf−s)⩽1

⩽ 4 sup
(s,x)∈[0,t]×Z̃d

m

f (i),j(s, x)E

∫
[0,t]

∑
ℓ∈M←−

XM
s−

∑
n∈Zm

f (ℓ),n(s,
←−
XM

s−)ds

 .

To acquire E[|MM
(i),j(t)|] < ∞, it suffices to show sup(t,x)∈[0,Tf−η]×Z̃d

m
f (i),j(t, x) < ∞. For

t ∈ [0, Tf − η] and x ∈ Z̃d
m, recall that

f (i),j(t, x) = uMt (x, um
(i)
j (x))1i∈Mx = 1i∈Mx

µM
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))

µM
Tf−t(x)

,

with

µM
t (x) =

∑
z∈Zd

m

µ⋆(z)pM0,t(z, x) = µ⋆(x)αd
t1x∈Zd

m
+ (1− αt)

|Mx|α
d−|Mx|
t 1x∈Z̃d

m\Zd
m
.

Since αt = exp(−
∫ t

0
β(s)ds) with β(t) continuous and bounded, we can deduce that t 7→

µM
t (x) is continuous on [0, Tf ]. This together with the fact µM

Tf−t(x) > 0 for any t ∈ [0, Tf−η]
(see detailed argument in the proof of Lemma 5.2.1) implies in turn that t 7→ f (i),j(t, x) is
continuous on [0, Tf −η], therefore supt∈[0,Tf−η] f

(i),j(t, x) <∞ for any x ∈ Z̃d
m. Taking the

maximum of x over the finite set Z̃d
m yields

sup
(t,x)∈[0,Tf−η]×Z̃d

m

f (i),j(t, x) <∞ ,

hence MM
(i),j(t) is integrable and indeed a

←−
PM-true martingale, which concludes the proof

of Lemma A.3.3.

61



A.3.3 Biased random walk on Nd

We now present a detailed argument showing that the biased random walk on Nd is non-
explosive.

Lemma A.3.4. Follow Zhang (2018, Theorem 3.3), a stable conservative generator (qXt )t⩾0

on X is non-explosive if there exists a monotone nondecreasing sequence (Sn) ⊂ B(X) and
a [0,∞)-valued measurable function V on X such that the following conditions hold:

(a) As n→∞, Sn → X.

(b) For each n = 0, 1, . . . , supx∈Sn,t⩾0 q
X
t (x) <∞.

(c) As n→∞, infx∈X\Sn
V (x)→∞.

(d) There exists a constant α > 0 s.t. for any x ∈ X and t ⩾ 0,∫
X

V (y)qXt (x, dy) ⩽ αV (x) .

Proposition A.3.5. The forward generator (qBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] in (14) associated with the biased

random walk on Nd is non-explosive.

Proof of Proposition A.3.5. The proof relies on Lemma A.3.4. For n ∈ N, we set Sn :=
{x ∈ X :

∑d
i=1 x

i ⩽ n} and consider the function V (x) =
∑d

i=1 x
i for any x ∈ X. Then it

is clear that the condition (a) holds. Moreover, for each n = 0, 1, . . . , we have

sup
x∈Sn,t⩾0

qBRW
t (x) = sup

x∈Sn

(

d∑
i=1

xi + d) ⩽ n+ d <∞ ,

i.e., (b) holds as well. In addition, we observe that

inf
x∈X\Sn

V (x) = inf
x∈X\Sn

(

d∑
i=1

xi + d) > n+ d .

As n→∞, we indeed obtain infx∈X\Sn
V (x)→∞ and the condition (c) is satisfied. Finally,

for any x ∈ X and t ⩾ 0, we have∑
y∈X

V (y)qBRW
t (x, y) =

∑
y ̸=x

qBRW(x, y)[V (y)− V (x)]

=

d∑
i=1

{[V (x+ ei)− V (x)] + xi[V (x− ei)− V (x)]}

= d−
d∑

i=1

xi ⩽ d+

d∑
i=1

xi = V (x) ,

which implies the condition (d) in Lemma A.3.4. We then conclude that (qBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] is

indeed non-explosive by using Lemma A.3.4, therefore satisfies H2 and the forward process
(XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ] is then well-defined.

Similarly as before, the discrete score in this setting can also be expressed as a conditional
expectation, enabling the stable L2-loss in training.

Proposition A.3.6. For any x ∈ Nd
m, t ∈ [0, Tf ) and σ ∈M, we have

uBRW
t qBRW(x, σ(x)) = E

[
qBRW(σ(x), x)

pBRW
0,Tf−t(X

BRW
0 , σ(x))

pBRW
0,Tf−t(X

BRW
0 , x)

∣∣∣∣∣XBRW
Tf−t = x

]
.
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Proof of Proposition A.3.6. Using the formula of the discrete score established in Lemma 5.3.1,
for any t ∈ [0, Tf ), x ∈ Nd and σ ∈M, we have

uBRW
t qBRW(x, σ(x)) = qBRW(x, σ(x))

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ(x))

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

= qBRW(x, σ(x))
γBRW(x)

γBRW(σ(x))

∑
x0∈Nd

pBRW
0,Tf−t(x0, σ(x))

µBRW
Tf−t(x)

µBRW
0 (x0)

(76)
= qBRW(σ(x), x)

∑
x0∈Nd

pBRW
0,Tf−t(x0, σ(x))

pBRW
0,Tf−t(x0, x)

P(XBRW
0 = x0|XBRW

Tf−t = x)

= E

[
qBRW(σ(x), x)

pBRW
0,Tf−t(X

BRW
0 , σ(x))

pBRW
0,Tf−t(X

BRW
0 , x)

∣∣∣∣∣XBRW
Tf−t = x

]
,

and the proof concludes.

We now establish a connection between the moments of the data distribution and those of the
marginal densities of (XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ], and then leverage this relation to derive integrability
properties.

Proposition A.3.7. Assume m1(µ
⋆) <∞, then

m1(µ
BRW
t ) = e−tm1(µ

⋆) + d(1− e−t) <∞ for any t ⩾ 0 .

Proof of Proposition A.3.7. For m ∈ N∗, define the stopping time

τm := inf
{
s ⩾ 0 : ∥XBRW

s ∥1 ⩾ m
}
,

with the convention inf ∅ = +∞. Note that E[∥XBRW
0 ∥1] <∞ implies ∥XBRW

0 ∥1 <∞ a.s.,
which combines with the fact (XBRW

t )t⩾0 is a non-explosive CTMC and each jump changes
∥XBRW

t ∥1 at most 1 in turn yield

τm ↑ ∞ a.s. as m→∞ .

Let us consider the stopped process (XBRW
t∧τm )t⩾0. On the finite time interval [0, t ∧ τm), the

process stays in the finite set {x : ∥x∥1 ⩽ m− 1}, thus the integrability condition holds and
we can apply Dynkin’s formula to ∥ · ∥1 for the stopped dynamic:

E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥1
]
= E

[
∥XBRW

0 ∥1
]
+ E

[∫ t∧τm

0

(qBRW∥ · ∥1)(XBRW
s )ds

]
.

Plugging the formula of qBRW in (14) and differentiating the integral expressions above yield

d

dt
E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥1
]
= d− E

[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥1
]
.

As a result, for fixed m ∈ N∗, the function Mm(t) := E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥1
]
satisfies the following

linear ODE

M′m(t) = d−Mm(t) with Mm(0) = E
[
∥XBRW

0 ∥1
]
.

Solving this equation gives

Mm(t) = e−tE
[
∥XBRW

0 ∥1
]
+ d(1− e−t) .
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Letting m → ∞ and noting that ∥XBRW
t∧τm ∥1 ↑ ∥X

BRW
t ∥1 a.s., by monotone convergence, we

arrive at

m1(µ
BRW
t ) = E

[
∥XBRW

t ∥1
]
= lim

m→∞
E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥1
]

= lim
m→∞

(
e−tE

[
∥XBRW

0 ∥1
]
+ d(1− e−t)

)
= e−tm1(µ

⋆) + d(1− e−t) .

Hence m1(µ
BRW
t ) = E

[
∥XBRW

t ∥1
]
is finite for any t ⩾ 0, given m1(µ

⋆) is finite and admits
an explicit expression above.

Proposition A.3.8. Assume m2(µ
⋆) <∞, then for any t ⩾ 0,

m2(µ
BRW
t ) = e−2t[m2(µ

⋆)− 3m1(µ
⋆) + d] + 3e−t[m1(µ

⋆)− d] + 2d <∞ .

Proof of Proposition A.3.8. We will employ the same trick as Proposition A.3.7. For m ∈
N∗, define the stopping time

τm := inf
{
s ⩾ 0 : ∥XBRW

s ∥22 ⩾ m
}
,

with the convention inf ∅ = +∞. Note that E[∥XBRW
0 ∥22] <∞ implies ∥XBRW

0 ∥22 <∞ a.s.,
which combines with the fact (XBRW

t )t⩾0 is a non-explosive CTMC and each jump changes
∥XBRW

t ∥22 at most 1 in turn yield

τm ↑ ∞ a.s. as m→∞ .

Let us consider the stopped process (XBRW
t∧τm )t⩾0. On the finite time interval [0, t ∧ τm), the

process stays in the finite set
{
x : ∥x∥22 ⩽ m− 1

}
, thus the integrability condition holds

and we can apply Dynkin’s formula to ∥ · ∥22 for the stopped dynamic:

E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥
2
2

]
= E

[
∥XBRW

0 ∥22
]
+ E

[∫ t∧τm

0

(qBRW∥ · ∥22)(XBRW
s )ds

]
.

Plugging the formula of qBRW in (14) and differentiating the integral expressions above yield

d

dt
E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥
2
2

]
= d− 2E

[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥
2
2

]
+ 3E

[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥1
]
.

Note that E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥1
]
⩽ E

[
∥XBRW

t ∥1
]
= m1(µ

BRW
t ) for any t ⩾ 0. In addition, the finite-

ness of the second moment of µBRW
0 implies that its first moment is also finite. Combined

with Proposition A.3.7, this yields the finiteness of m1(µ
BRW
t ) for any t ⩾ 0. Therefore, we

can solve the ODE above to get

E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥
2
2

]
= e−2tE

[
∥XBRW

0 ∥22
]
+ e−2t

∫ t

0

e2s(3E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥1
]
+ d)ds .

Letting m → ∞ and noting that ∥XBRW
t∧τm ∥

2
2 ↑ ∥XBRW

t ∥22 a.s., by monotone convergence, we
achieve

m2(µ
BRW
t ) = E

[
∥XBRW

t ∥22
]
= lim

m→∞
E
[
∥XBRW

t∧τm ∥
2
2

]
= e−2tm2(µ

⋆) + e−2t
∫ t

0

e2s(3m1(µ
BRW
s ) + d)ds <∞ ,

for any t ⩾ 0, given m2(µ
⋆) < ∞. Furthermore, substituting the formula of m1(µ

BRW
s ) in

Proposition A.3.7 leads to a closed form of m2(µ
BRW
t ):

m2(µ
BRW
t ) = e−2tm2(µ

⋆) + e−2t
∫ t

0

e2s(3e−sm1(µ
⋆) + 3d(1− e−s) + d)ds

= e−2t[m2(µ
⋆)− 3m1(µ

⋆) + d] + 3e−t[m1(µ
⋆)− d] + 2d .

The proof is then finished.

64



Our next step is to determine the explicit transition probabilities of (XBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ], enabling

us to verify the integrability condition stated in Lemma 5.3.6. Given the componentwise
factorization of the process, the task reduces to deriving the transition density in the one-
dimensional case.

Proposition A.3.9. The transition density of (XBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] admits the following formula:

pBRW
0,t (x, y) =

d∏
i=1

pBRW,1
0,t (xi, yi) , for x, y ∈ Nd and t ∈ [0, Tf ] ,

where

pBRW,1
0,t (k, n) = ee

−t−1
min(k,n)∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
e−tj

(1− e−t)k+n−2j

(n− j)!
, for k, n ∈ N . (68)

Proof of Proposition A.3.9. The proof amounts to checking that (68) indeed solves the for-
ward Kolmogorov equation (2), namely, that the following relation is satisfied:

pBRW,1
0,0 = Id and ∂tp

BRW,1
0,t (k, n) =

∑
i∈N

pBRW,1
0,t (k, i)qBRW,1(i, n) , (69)

for any (k, n) ∈ N2 and t ∈ [0, Tf ], where q
BRW,1 is the one-dimensional version of qBRW.

We begin by noting that

pBRW,1
0,0 (k, n) = 0k+n−2min(k,n) for k, n ∈ N .

If k = n, pBRW,1
0,0 (k, n) = 00 = 1, otherwise, it reduces to 0. Thus the initial condition

pBRW,1
0,0 = Id holds. To verify the remaining equation, for k, n ∈ N and t ∈ [0, Tf ], let us

consider the three following cases:

1. k ⩽ n− 1: we have

∂tp
BRW,1
0,t (k, n) =

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1

[
(−e−t − j)(1− e−t) + (k + n− 2j)e−t

]
=

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1 [(−e−t − j)(1− e−t) + (n− j)e−t

]
+

k−1∑
j=0

(
k

j + 1

)
ee
−t−1−t(j+1)

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1(j + 1)

=

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1 [e−2t + e−t(n− 1)− j

]
+

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j + 1)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j+1j

=

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1

[
e−2t + e−t(n− 1)− j + j(1− e−t)2

n− j + 1

]
.
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On the other hand,∑
i∈N

pBRW,1
0,t (k, i)qBRW,1(i, n)

=

n+1∑
i=n−1

pBRW,1
0,t (k, i)qBRW,1(i, n)

=

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1

[
n− j + n+ 1

n− j + 1
(1− e−t)2 − (n+ 1)(1− e−t)

]
=

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1

[
n− j + (1− e−t)2 − (n+ 1)(1− e−t) +

j(1− e−t)2

n− j + 1

]
=

k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1

[
e−2t + e−t(n− 1)− j + j(1− e−t)2

n− j + 1

]
,

and therefore (69) holds.

2. k ⩾ n+ 1: same computation yields

∂tp
BRW,1
0,t (k, n) =

(
k

n+ 1

)
ee
−t−1−t(n+1)(1− e−t)k−n−1(n+ 1)

+

n∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1

[
e−2t + e−t(n− 1)− j + j(1− e−t)2

n− j + 1

]
,

and ∑
i∈N

pBRW,1
0,t (k, i)qBRW,1(i, n)

=

n−1∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− 1− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1

+

n+1∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n+ 1− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j+1(n+ 1)

−
n∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j(n+ 1)

=

n∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)k+n−2j−1

[
n− j + n+ 1

n− j + 1
(1− e−t)2 − (n+ 1)(1− e−t)

]

+

(
k

n+ 1

)
ee
−t−1−(n+1)t(1− e−t)k−n−1(n+ 1) .

Hence (69) is satisfied.

3. k = n: computing analogously, we obtain

∂tp
BRW,1
0,t (k, n) = −ee

−t−1−(n+1)t(n+ 1)

+

n−1∑
j=0

(
n

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)2n−2j−1

[
e−2t + e−t(n− 1)− j + j(1− e−t)2

n− j + 1

]
.
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Moreover,∑
i∈N

pBRW,1
0,t (k, i)qBRW,1(i, n)

=

n−1∑
j=0

(
n

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)2n−2j−1

[
n− j + n+ 1

n− j + 1
(1− e−t)2 − (n+ 1)(1− e−t)

]
+ ee

−t−1−nt(n+ 1)(1− e−t)− 1)

=

n−1∑
j=0

(
n

j

)
ee
−t−1−tj

(n− j)!
(1− e−t)2n−2j−1

[
e−2t + e−t(n− 1)− j + j(1− e−t)2

n− j + 1

]
− ee

−t−1−(n+1)t(n+ 1) = ∂tp
BRW,1
0,t (k, n) .

We conclude that pBRW,1 is indeed a solution to (69). By (Feinberg et al., 2014, Theorem
4.3), this equation admits a unique solution within the class of transition probabilities
satisfying H2 since qBRW,1 satisfies H1 and H2. Hence we can conclude that pBRW,1 is a
component-wise conditional density of (XBRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ] and the full transition density is then
given by

pBRW
0,t (x, y) =

d∏
i=1

pBRW,1
0,t (xi, yi) , for x, y ∈ Nd and t ∈ [0, Tf ] ,

which is the desired conclusion.

Remark. The insight of formula (69) comes from the following expression:

(XBRW
t )ℓ = (SBRW

t )ℓ + (ABRW
t )ℓ , for t ∈ [0, Tf ] ,

where (SBRW
t )ℓ|(XBRW

0 )ℓ ∼ Binomial
(
(XBRW

0 )ℓ, e−t
)
denotes the number of survivors from

XBRW
0 initial particles since each particle survives independently with probability e−t (the

death rate of n particles being n), and (ABRW
t )ℓ ∼ Poisson(1− e−t) represents the number

of arrivals still alive at time t, generated by the constant birth rate 1 (the forward rate).

Proposition A.3.10. Assume m2(µ
⋆) <∞, then for any t ∈ [0, Tf ), the following holds

∑
σ∈M

E
[(
uBRW
t qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t ))
)2]

≲ [m1(µ
⋆) +m2(µ

⋆) + d]

[
1 +

1

(Tf − t)2

]
.

Proof of Proposition A.3.10. Recall that uBRW
t qBRW(x, σ(x)) admits a conditional expecta-

tion expression for any (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )× Nd and σ ∈M; see Proposition A.3.6. Therefore,

∑
σ∈M

E
[(
uBRW
s qBRW(

←−
XBRW

s , σ(
←−
XBRW

s ))
)2]

= E

∑
σ∈M

E

[
qBRW(σ(x), x)

pBRW
0,Tf−s(X

BRW
0 , σ(x))

pBRW
0,Tf−s(X

BRW
0 , x)

∣∣∣∣∣XBRW
Tf−s = x

]2

⩽ E


∑
σ∈M

(
qBRW(σ(XBRW

Tf−s), X
BRW
Tf−s)

pBRW
0,Tf−s(X

BRW
0 , σ(XBRW

Tf−s))

pBRW
0,Tf−s(X

BRW
0 , XBRW

Tf−s)

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
dTf−s(XBRW

0 ,XBRW
Tf−s)

 , (70)
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where we used Jensen’s inequality in the last inequality. Substituting the formula of tran-
sition density given in (68) yields

ds(x0, xs) =

d∑
ℓ=1

(
(xℓs + 1)

∑min(xℓ
0,x

ℓ
s+1)

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s+1−2j/(xℓs + 1− j)!∑min(xℓ
0,x

ℓ
s)

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!︸ ︷︷ ︸
d1

s(x0,xs)

+

∑min(xℓ
0,x

ℓ
s−1)

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−1−2j/(xℓs − 1− j)!∑min(xℓ
0,x

ℓ
s)

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!︸ ︷︷ ︸
d2

s(x0,xs)

)2

.

We have

d1
s(x0, xs) = 1xℓ

0⩾xℓ
s+1(x

ℓ
s + 1)(1− e−s)

∑xℓ
s+1

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs + 1− j)!∑xℓ
s

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!

+ 1xℓ
0⩽xℓ

s
(xℓs + 1)(1− e−s)

∑xℓ
0

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs + 1− j)!∑xℓ
0

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!

⩽ 1xℓ
0⩾xℓ

s+1(x
ℓ
s + 1)(1− e−s)

∑xℓ
s

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!∑xℓ
s

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!

+ 1xℓ
0⩾xℓ

s+1(x
ℓ
s + 1)

( xℓ
0

xℓ
s+1

)
e−s(x

ℓ
s+1)(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0−x

ℓ
s−1(xℓ

0

xℓ
s

)
e−sx

ℓ
s(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0−xℓ

s

+ 1xℓ
0⩽xℓ

s
(xℓs + 1)(1− e−s)

= (xℓs + 1)(1− e−s) + 1xℓ
0⩾xℓ

s+1(x
ℓ
0 − xℓs)e−s(1− e−s)−1

⩽ (xℓs + 1)(1− e−s) +
xℓ0

es − 1
.

We evaluate next d2
s as follows

d2
s(x0, xs) = 1xℓ

0⩾xℓ
s

(1− e−s)−1
∑xℓ

s−1
j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j(xℓs − j)/(xℓs − j)!∑xℓ
s

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!

+ 1xℓ
0⩽xℓ

s−1
(1− e−s)−1

∑xℓ
0

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j(xℓs − j)/(xℓs − j)!∑xℓ
0

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!

⩽ 1xℓ
0⩾xℓ

s

xℓs(1− e−s)−1
∑xℓ

s
j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!∑xℓ
s

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!

+ 1xℓ
0⩽xℓ

s−1
xℓs(1− e−s)−1

∑xℓ
0

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!∑xℓ
0

j=0

(
xℓ
0
j

)
e−sj(1− e−s)x

ℓ
0+xℓ

s−2j/(xℓs − j)!

= xℓs(1− e−s)−11xℓ
0⩾xℓ

s
+ xℓs(1− e−s)−11xℓ

0⩽xℓ
s−1 =

xℓs
1− e−s

.

Therefore

d1
s(x0, xs) + d2

s(x0, xs) ⩽ (xℓs + 1)(1− e−s) +
xℓ0

es − 1
+

xℓs
1− e−s

.
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Since d1
s(x0, xs) + d2

s(x0, xs) is nonnegative, we then attain

(d1
s(x0, xs) + d2

s(x0, xs))
2 ⩽

(
(xℓs + 1)(1− e−s) +

xℓ0
es − 1

+
xℓs

1− e−s

)2

≲ ((xℓs)
2 + 1)(1− e−s)2 +

(xℓ0)
2

(es − 1)2
+

(xℓs)
2

(1− e−s)2
,

which follows

ds(x0, xs) ≲
d∑

ℓ=1

[
((xℓs)

2 + 1)(1− e−s)2 +
(xℓ0)

2

(es − 1)2
+

(xℓs)
2

(1− e−s)2

]
= (∥xs∥22 + d)(1− e−s)2 +

∥x0∥22
(es − 1)2

+
∥xs∥22

(1− e−s)2
.

Plugging this estimate into (70) gives∑
σ∈M

E
[(
uBRW
s qBRW(

←−
XBRW

s , σ(
←−
XBRW

s ))
)2]

≲ [m2(µ
BRW
Tf−s) + d](1− e−(Tf−s))2 +m2(µ

⋆)(eTf−s − 1)−2 +m2(µ
BRW
Tf−s)(1− e−(Tf−s))−2 .

Additionally, the formula of m2(µ
BRW
t ) showed in Proposition A.3.8 implies

m2(µ
BRW
t ) ≲ m1(µ

⋆) +m2(µ
⋆) + d for any t ∈ [0, Tf ) .

Hence ∑
σ∈M

E
[(
uBRW
s qBRW(

←−
XBRW

s , σ(
←−
XBRW

s ))
)2]

≲ [m1(µ
⋆) +m2(µ

⋆) + d]

[
(1− e−(Tf−t))2︸ ︷︷ ︸

⩽1

+
1

(eTf−t − 1)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
⩽ 1

(Tf−t)2

+
1

(1− e−(Tf−t))2

]
.

Relying on the fact that

1

(1− e−(Tf−t))2
=

e2(Tf−t)

(eTf−t − 1)2
= 1 +

2

eTf−t − 1
+

1

(eTf−t − 1)2

⩽ 1 +
2

Tf − t
+

1

(Tf − t)2
≲ 1 +

1

(Tf − t)2
,

we can deduce the following for t ∈ [0, Tf ),∑
σ∈M

E
[(
uBRW
s qBRW(

←−
XBRW

s , σ(
←−
XBRW

s ))
)2]

≲ [m1(µ
⋆) +m2(µ

⋆) + d]

[
1 +

1

(Tf − t)2

]
.

The proof is then complete.

Lemma A.3.11. Assume µ⋆ has finite second order moment, we then have

Dσ
t = E

[∫
[0,t]

∑
σ′∈M

∣∣∣fσ(s, σ′(←−XBRW
s ))− fσ(s,

←−
XBRW

s )
∣∣∣ (fσ′(s,←−XBRW

s ) + 1)ds

]
<∞ ,

for t ∈ [0, Tf ) and fixed σ ∈M, where fσ(t,
←−
XBRW

t ) := qBRWuBRW
t (

←−
XBRW

t , σ(
←−
XBRW

t ))− 1 .
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Proof of Lemma A.3.11. By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, it suffices to show∫
[0,t]

E

[ ∑
σ′∈M

(
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XBRW

s ))− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s )
)2

ds

]
<∞

and ∫
[0,t]

E

[ ∑
σ′∈M

(fσ
′
(s,
←−
XBRW

s ) + 1)2ds

]
<∞

to obtain the finiteness of Dσ
t . By Proposition A.3.10, we have∫

[0,t]

E

[ ∑
σ′∈M

(fσ
′
(s,
←−
XBRW

s ) + 1)2

]
ds

=

∫
[0,t]

E

[ ∑
σ′∈M

(
uBRW
s qBRW(

←−
XBRW

s , σ′(
←−
XBRW

s ))
)2]

ds

≲ [m1(µ
⋆) +m2(µ

⋆) + d]

∫ t

0

[
1 +

1

(Tf − s)2

]
ds

= [m1(µ
⋆) +m2(µ

⋆) + d]

(
t+

1

Tf − t
− 1

Tf

)
,

which is finite for any t ∈ [0, Tf ). It remains to show∫
[0,t]

E

[ ∑
σ′∈M

(
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XBRW

s ))− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s )
)2

ds

]
<∞ .

Notice that fσ(t, x)+1 = qBRWuBRW
t (x, σ(x)) is nonnegative for all (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )×Nd and

σ ∈M, thus∫
[0,t]

E

[ ∑
σ′∈M

(
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XBRW

s ))− fσ(s,
←−
XBRW

s )
)2]

ds

⩽
∫
[0,t]

E

[ ∑
σ′∈M

(
fσ(s, σ′(

←−
XBRW

s )) + 1
)2]

ds︸ ︷︷ ︸
Aσ

1

+

∫
[0,t]

E

[ ∑
σ′∈M

(
fσ(s,

←−
XBRW

s ) + 1
)2]

ds︸ ︷︷ ︸
Aσ

2

.

The term Aσ
2 can be estimated by Proposition A.3.10:

Aσ
2 ⩽ 2d

∫
[0,t]

E

[∑
σ∈M

(
fσ(s,

←−
XBRW

s ) + 1
)2]

ds <∞ .

Next, Aσ
1 can be controlled as follows

Aσ
1 ⩽

∫ Tf

Tf−t

∑
σ′∈M

E

(qBRW(σ(σ′(XBRW
s )), σ′(XBRW

s ))
pBRW
0,s (XBRW

0 , σ(σ′(XBRW
s )))

pBRW
0,s (XBRW

0 , σ′(XBRW
s ))

)2
 ds .

Computing as in Proposition A.3.10, we obtain for any ℓ ∈ [d],

A
σℓ
+

1 ≲
∫ Tf

Tf−t

∑
σ′∈M

E
[
(∥σ′(XBRW

s )∥22 + 1)(1− e−s)2 + ∥XBRW
0 ∥22(es − 1)−2

]
ds ,

70



and

A
σℓ
−

1 ≲
∫ Tf

Tf−t

∑
σ′∈M

E
[
(∥σ′(XBRW

s )∥22 + 1)(1− e−s)−2
]
ds .

For any σ′ ∈M, we have ∥σ′(x)∥2 ⩽ ∥x∥2 + 1, hence ∥σ′(x)∥22 ⩽ 2∥x∥22 + 2 . Consequently,
for any t ∈ [0, Tf ),

A
σℓ
+

1 ≲ 2d

[
(m2(µ

BRW
s ) + 1)

∫ Tf

Tf−t
(1− e−s)2ds+m2(µ

⋆)

∫ Tf

Tf−t
(es − 1)−2ds

]
<∞ ,

and

A
σℓ
−

1 ≲ 2d(m2(µ
BRW
s ) + 1)

∫ Tf

Tf−t
(1− e−s)−2ds <∞ .

Thus we get the desired integrability of Dσ
t for any t ∈ [0, Tf ) and conclude the proof of

Lemma A.3.11.

A.4 Technical proofs

A.4.1 Proof of Lemma 5.1.1

Recall that the backward generator (←−q RW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] satisfies (4), i.e., for t ∈ [0, Tf ] and

x ̸= y ∈ Zd
m, the following holds

µRW
Tf−t(x)

←−q RW
t (x, y) = µRW

Tf−t(y)q
RW
Tf−t(y, x) = µRW

Tf−t(y)q
RW(x, y) , (71)

since qRW is time-independent and symmetric (see (10)). In addition, the forward generator
(qRWt )t∈[0,Tf ] satisfies H1, H2 and irreducible, which implies µRW

t (x) > 0 for any t ∈ (0, Tf ]

and x ∈ Zd
m. Therefore, (71) implies: for any t ∈ [0, Tf ) and x ̸= y ∈ Zd

m,

←−q RW
t (x, y) =

µRW
Tf−t(y)

µRW
Tf−t(x)

qRW(x, y) .

Note that we only need to consider transitions where qRW(x, y) ̸= 0, that is, when y ∈
{σℓ

+(x), σ
ℓ
−(x)} for some ℓ ∈ [d]. Hence, it suffices to compute uRWt in this setting. Define

uRWt (x, σ(x)) :=
µRW
Tf−t(σ(x))

µRW
Tf−t(x)

= eV
RW
t (x)−V RW

t (σ(x)) for σ ∈M ,

where V RW
t (x) := − log µRW

Tf−t(x) for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] and x ∈ Zd
m. Otherwise, for y /∈

{σ(x), x : σ ∈M}, we impose uRWt (x, y) = 1 for any t ∈ [0, Tf ]. Finally, the convention

uRWt (x, x) :=
−
∑

y ̸=x u
RW
t (x, y)qRW(x, y)

qRW(x, x)
=

∑
y ̸=x u

RW
t (x, y)

2d

ensures that (uRWt qRW)t∈[0,Tf ) in fact forms a generator (←−q RW
t )t∈[0,Tf ). Note that this ex-

pression of uRWt also holds for t = Tf under RW2. In addition, the evolution of (uRWt )t∈[0,Tf ]

can be characterized by the function (V RW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] defined above, which satisfies the follow-
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ing for (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf ]× Zd
m:

∂tV
RW
t (x) =

∂tµ
RW
Tf−t(x)

µRW
Tf−t(x)

=

∑
y∈Zd

m
µRW
Tf−t(y)q

RW(y, x)

µRW
Tf−t(x)

(by (2))

=

∑
y∈X µ

RW
Tf−t(y)q

RW(x, y)

µRW
Tf−t(x)

(since qRW is symmetric)

=
∑
σ∈M

qRW(x, σ(x))[eV
RW
t (x)−V RW

t (σ(x)) − 1]

=
1

2

∑
σ∈M

[eV
RW
t (x)−V RW

t (σ(x)) − 1] .

Moreover, (V RW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] also satisfies the final condition

V RW
Tf

(x) = − log µRW
0 (x) = − log µ⋆(x) ,

which concludes the proof of Lemma 5.1.1.

A.4.2 Proof of Lemma 5.1.3

Lemma 5.1.2 showed that ΓRW
s ⩾ ΓRW

t for 0 ⩽ t ⩽ s ⩽ Tf . Integrating from t to Tf gives∫ Tf−t

0

ΓRW
Tf−sds =

∫ Tf

t

ΓRW
s ds ⩾ ΓRW

t

∫ Tf

t

1ds = (Tf − t)ΓRW
t . (72)

By direct computation, we can show that

ΓRW
Tf−t = −2

d

dt
KL(µRW

t |γRW) ,

thus (72) implies

ΓRW
t ⩽ (Tf − t)−1

∫ Tf−t

0

−2 d

ds
KL(µRW

s |γRW)ds

≲ (Tf − t)−1
[
KL(µ⋆|γRW)−KL(µRW

Tf−t|γ
RW)

]
⩽ (Tf − t)−1KL(µ⋆|γRW) .

To this end, note that

KL(µ⋆|γRW) =
∑
x∈Zd

m

µ⋆(x) logµ⋆(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
⩽0

−
∑
x∈Zd

m

µ⋆(x) log γRW(x)

⩽
∑
x∈Nd

µ⋆(x) log
(
md
)
, since γRW = Uniform(Zd

m)

= d log(m)
∑
x∈Zd

m

µ⋆(x) = d log(m) , (73)

which yields (30) and we complete the proof.

A.4.3 Proof of Lemma 5.2.1

Under M1 and M2, for any t ∈ (0, Tf ], we have µM
t (x) > 0 for any x ∈ Z̃d

m. Indeed, if

x ∈ Zd
m, µM

t (x) ⩾ µ⋆(x)αd
t > 0, otherwise, if x ∈ Z̃d

m \ Zd
m, we have

µM
t (x) =

∑
y∈Zd

m

µ⋆(y)pM0,t(y, x) ⩾ µ⋆(zx)α
d−|Mx|
t (1− αt)

|Mx| > 0 ,
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where zix = xi for any i ∈ Mc
x and zjx = 0 for any j ∈ Mx. Thus (4) implies the following for

any t ∈ [0, Tf ) and x ̸= y ∈ Z̃d
m:

←−q M
t (x, y) =

µM
Tf−t(y)

µM
Tf−t(x)

qMTf−t(y, x) =
µM
Tf−t(y)

µM
Tf−t(x)

q̃Mt (x, y) , (74)

where q̃Mt (x, y) := qMTf−t(y, x). We define the discrete score for t ∈ [0, Tf ) and y ̸= x ∈ Z̃d
m

as follows:

uMt (x, y) =
µM
Tf−t(y)

µM
Tf−t(x)

, if ∃i ∈ Mc
y : x = m(i)(y) ,

otherwise, for y ̸= x, we impose uMt (x, y) = 1. Then (74) follows

←−q M
t (x, y) = uMt (x, y)q̃Mt (x, y) .

Furthermore, the convention

uMt (x, x) =

∑
y ̸=x u

M
t (x, y)q̃Mt (x, y)

q̃Mt (x)
,

implies that uMq̃M in fact forms a generator and is associated with (
←−
XM

t )t∈[0,Tf ] Moreover,

the discrete score uM can be characterized by using the function V M
t (x) := − logµM

Tf−t(x)

for (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )× Z̃d
m as

uMt (x, um
(i)
j (x)) = eV

M
t (x)−V M

t (um
(i)
j (x)) for i ∈ Mx and j ∈ Zm .

Consequently,

∂tu
M
t (x, um

(i)
j (x)) = uMt (x, um

(i)
j (x))

[
∂tV

M
t (x)− ∂tV M

t (um
(i)
j (x))

]
= uMt (x, um

(i)
j (x))

∂tµM
Tf−t(x)

µM
Tf−t(x)

−
∂tµ

M
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))

µM
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))

 .

By the forward Kolmogorov equation (2), we get

∂tu
M
t (x, um

(i)
j (x))

= uMt (x, um
(i)
j (x))

∑z∈Z̃d
m
µM
Tf−t(z)q

M
Tf−t(z, x)

µM
Tf−t(x)

−
∑

z∈Z̃d
m
µM
Tf−t(z)q

M
Tf−t(z, um

(i)
j (x))

µM
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))


= uMt (x, um

(i)
j (x))

[
qMTf−t(x, x) +

β(Tf − t)
∑

k∈Mx

∑
n∈Zm

µM
Tf−t(um

(k)
n (x))

µM
Tf−t(x)

− qMTf−t(um
(i)
j (x), um

(i)
j (x))−

β(Tf − t)
∑

k∈Mx\{i}
∑

n∈Zm
µM
Tf−t(um

(k)
n (um

(i)
j (x)))

µM
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))

]

= uMt (x, um
(i)
j (x))

[
− |Mc

x|β(Tf − t) +
β(Tf − t)

∑
k∈Mx

∑
n∈Zm

µM
Tf−t(um

(k)
n (x))

µM
Tf−t(x)

+ |Mc

um
(i)
j (x)
|β(Tf − t)−

β(Tf − t)
∑

k∈Mx\{i}
∑

n∈Zm
µM
Tf−t(um

(k)
n (um

(i)
j (x)))

µM
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))

]
.
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Now use the relation |Mc

um
(i)
j (x)
| = |Mc

x|+ 1, we obtain

∂tu
M
t (x, um

(i)
j (x)) = β(Tf − t)uM

t (x, um
(i)
j (x))

[
1 +

∑
k∈Mx

∑
n∈Zm

µM
Tf−t(um

(k)
n (x))

µM
Tf−t(x)

−
∑

k∈Mx\{i}
∑

n∈Zm
µM
Tf−t(um

(k)
n (um

(i)
j (x)))

µM
Tf−t(um

(i)
j (x))

]
,

which is the desired conclusion.

A.4.4 Proof of Lemma 5.2.4

For t ∈ [0, Tf ), we have

ΓM
t = E

∑
i∈[d]

∑
j∈Zm

(
uMt 1i∈MTf−t

log uMt − uMt 1i∈MTf−t
+ 1
)
(XM

Tf−t, um
(i)
j (XM

Tf−t))


log a⩽a−1

⩽ E

∑
i∈[d]

∑
j∈Zm

(
uMt 1i∈MTf−t

− 1
)2

(XM
Tf−t, um

(i)
j (XM

Tf−t))


= E

∑
j∈Zm

∑
i∈MTf−t

(
uMt − 1

)2
(XM

Tf−t, um
(i)
j (XM

Tf−t))


︸ ︷︷ ︸

A1

+mE
[
|Mc

Tf−t|
]
. (75)

From Proposition A.3.2, the first term A1 can be written as

A1 = E

∑
j∈Zm

∑
i∈MTf−t

(
E

[
pM0,Tf−t(X

M
0 , um

(i)
j (x))

pM0,Tf−t(X
M
0 , x)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣XM
Tf−t = x

])2 .

Applying Jensen inequality gives

A1 ⩽ E

∑
j∈Zm

∑
i∈MTf−t

(
pM0,Tf−t(X

M
0 , um

(i)
j (XM

Tf−t))

pM0,Tf−t(X
M
0 , X

M
Tf−t)

− 1

)2 .

Using the formula of the transition probability given in (12), we deduce

A1 ⩽ E

∑
j∈Zm

∑
i∈MTf−t

(
pM,1
0,Tf−t((X

M
0 )i, j)

pM,1
0,Tf−t((X

M
0 )i,m)

− 1

)2


= E

 ∑
i∈MTf−t

(
αTf−t

1− αTf−t
− 1

)2
 =

(
αTf−t

1− αTf−t
− 1

)2

E
[
|MTf−t|

]
.

On the other hand, by the previous computation in (41), we obtain that

E
[
|MTf−t|

]
= d(1− αTf−t) and E

[
|Mc

Tf−t|
]
= d− E

[
|MTf−t|

]
= dαTf−t .
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Plugging altogether into (75) implies

ΓM
t ⩽ d

(
αTf−t

1− αTf−t
− 1

)2

(1− αTf−t) +mdαTf−t

⩽ d

(
α2
Tf−t

1− αTf−t
− 2αTf−t + 1− αTf−t +mαTf−t

)
αTf−t∈(0,1]

≲ d

(
αTf−t

1− αTf−t
+m

)
.

In particular, for a constant generator β(t) = 1 for all t ∈ [0, Tf ], we then obtain the
closed-form of αt as follows

αt = e−
∫ t
0
1ds = e−t for t ∈ [0, Tf ] .

As a result, we attain a clear and specific bound on ΓM
t for any t ∈ [0, Tf ):

ΓM
t ≲ d

(
1

eTf−t − 1
+m

)
ea⩾a+1

⩽ d

(
1

Tf − t
+m

)
,

and the proof concludes.

A.4.5 Proof of Lemma 5.3.1

Recall that the backward generator (←−q BRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ] satisfies (4), i.e., for t ∈ [0, Tf ] and

x ̸= y ∈ Nd, the following holds

µBRW
Tf−t(x)

←−q BRW
t (x, y) = µBRW

Tf−t(y)q
BRW
Tf−t(y, x) = µBRW

Tf−t(y)q
BRW(y, x) , (76)

since qBRW is time-independent (see (14)). In addition, the forward generator (qBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ]

satisfies H1, H2 and irreducible, which implies µBRW
t (x) > 0 for any t ∈ (0, Tf ] and x ∈ Nd.

Therefore, (76) implies: for any t ∈ [0, Tf ) and x ̸= y ∈ Nd,

←−q BRW
t (x, y) =

µBRW
Tf−t(y)

µBRW
Tf−t(x)

qBRW(y, x) . (77)

In order to interchange x and y on the right-hand side, observe that qBRW satisfies the
following balance equation: for all x ̸= y ∈ Nd,

γBRW(x)qBRW(x, y) = γBRW(y)qBRW(y, x) , (78)

where γBRW = Poisson(1)⊗d denotes the invariant measure of (XBRW
t )t∈[0,Tf ]. Therefore

qBRW(y, x) =
γBRW(y)

γBRW(x)
qBRW(x, y) ,

and replacing it into (77) yields

←−q BRW
t (x, y) = qBRW(x, y)

γBRW(x)µBRW
Tf−t(y)

γBRW(y)µBRW
Tf−t(x)

=: qBRW(x, y)
µ̃BRW
Tf−t(y)

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

,

where µ̃BRW
t (x) := µBRW

t (x)/γBRW(x) for (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )×Nd denotes the relative density of
the forward dynamic. Note that we only need to consider transitions where qBRW(x, y) ̸= 0,
that is, when y ∈ {σℓ

+(x), σ
ℓ
−(x)} for some ℓ ∈ [d]. Hence, it suffices to compute uBRW

t in
this setting. Define

uBRW
t (x, σ(x)) :=

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ(x))

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

= eV
BRW
t (x)−V BRW

t (σ(x)) for σ ∈M ,
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where V BRW
t (x) := − log µ̃BRW

Tf−t(x) for any t ∈ [0, Tf ) and x ∈ Nd. Otherwise, for y /∈
{σ(x), x : σ ∈M}, we impose uBRW

t (x, y) = 1 for any t ∈ [0, Tf ). Finally, the convention

uBRW
t (x, x) :=

−
∑

y ̸=x u
BRW
t (x, y)qBRW(x, y)

qBRW(x, x)
=
∑
σ∈M

uBRW
t qBRW(x, σ(x))

qBRW(x)

ensures that (uBRW
t qBRW)t∈[0,Tf ) in fact forms a generator (←−q BRW

t )t∈[0,Tf ).

Additionally, the function V BRW
t (x) characterizing the discrete score satisfies the following

HJB equation: for (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf )× Nd,

∂tV
BRW
t (x) =

∂tµ
BRW
Tf−t(x)

µBRW
Tf−t(x)

(2)
=

∑
y∈Nd µBRW

Tf−t(y)q
BRW(y, x)

µBRW
Tf−t(x)

(78)
=

∑
y∈Nd µBRW

Tf−t(y)q
BRW(x, y)γBRW(x)/γBRW(y)

µBRW
Tf−t(x)

=
∑
y∈Nd

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(y)

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

qBRW(x, y)

=
∑
σ∈M

qBRW(x, σ(x))[eV
BRW
t (x)−V BRW

t (σ(x)) − 1] .

Moreover, V BRW also satisfies the terminal condition

V BRW
Tf

(x) = − log µ̃BRW
0 (x) = − log µ̃⋆(x) ,

which concludes the proof of Lemma 5.3.1.

A.4.6 Proof of Lemma 5.3.2

For any t ∈ [0, Tf ) and ℓ ∈ [d], following Lemma 5.3.1, we have

E
[
uBRW
t qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]

=
∑
x∈Nd

µBRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
−(x))

µBRW
Tf−t(x)

.
γBRW(x)

γBRW(σℓ
−(x))

qBRW(x, σℓ
−(x))µ

BRW
Tf−t(x)

=
∑
xℓ⩾1

γBRW(x)

γBRW(σℓ
−(x))

qBRW(x, σℓ
−(x))µ

BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
−(x))

(78)
=
∑
xℓ⩾1

qBRW(σℓ
−(x), x)µ

BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
−(x))

=
∑
x∈Nd

qBRW(x, σℓ
+(x))µ

BRW
Tf−t(x)

= E
[
qBRW(

←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
+(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
.

The second claim is obtained analogously and we conclude the proof.
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A.4.7 Proof of Lemma 5.3.3

The characterization of the discrete score in Lemma 5.3.1 yields

E
[
uBRW
t log uBRW

t qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
+(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]

=
∑
x∈Nd

log

(
µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
+(x))

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

)
µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
+(x))

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

qBRW(x, σℓ
+(x))µ

BRW
Tf−t(x)

= −
∑
x∈Nd

log

(
µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
+(x))

)
γBRW(x)

γBRW(σℓ
+(x))

qBRW(x, σℓ
+(x))µ

BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
+(x))

(78)
= −

∑
x∈Nd

log

(
µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
+(x))

)
qBRW(σℓ

+(x), x)µ
BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
+(x))

= −
∑
x∈Nd

log

(
µ̃BRW
Tf−t(σ

ℓ
−(x))

µ̃BRW
Tf−t(x)

)
qBRW(x, σℓ

−(x))µ
BRW
Tf−t(x)

= −E
[
log uBRW

t qBRW(
←−
XBRW

t , σℓ
−(
←−
XBRW

t ))
]
.

The second claim follows by the same reasoning, which completes the proof.

A.4.8 Proof of Lemma 5.3.5

Lemma 5.3.4 showed that ΓBRW
s ⩾ ΓBRW

t for 0 ⩽ t ⩽ s ⩽ Tf . Integrating from t to Tf gives∫ Tf

t

ΓBRW
s ds ⩾ ΓBRW

t

∫ Tf

t

1ds = (Tf − t)ΓBRW
t .

Recall that

d

dt
KL(µBRW

t |γBRW) = −E(h′(µ̃BRW
t ), µ̃BRW

t )
Lemma 5.3.4

= −ΓBRW
Tf−t ,

we then obtain

ΓBRW
t ⩽ (Tf − t)−1

∫ Tf−t

0

ΓBRW
Tf−sds

= (Tf − t)−1
∫ Tf−t

0

− d

ds
KL(µBRW

s |γBRW)ds

= (Tf − t)−1
[
KL(µ⋆|γBRW)−KL(µBRW

Tf−t|γ
BRW)

]
⩽ (Tf − t)−1KL(µ⋆|γBRW) . (79)

To this end, let us compute KL(µ⋆|γBRW):

KL(µ⋆|γBRW) =
∑
x∈Nd

µ⋆(x) logµ⋆(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
⩽0

−
∑
x∈Nd

µ⋆(x) log γBRW(x)

⩽
∑
x∈Nd

µ⋆(x) log

(
ed

d∏
ℓ=1

((xℓ)!)

)

= d+
∑
x∈Nd

µ⋆(x)

d∑
ℓ=1

xℓ∑
k=1

log(k)︸ ︷︷ ︸
⩽k−1⩽xℓ

1xℓ⩾1

⩽ d+
∑
x∈Nd

d∑
ℓ=1

(xℓ)2µ⋆(x) = d+m2(µ
⋆) , (80)
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where m2(µ
⋆) = E

[
∥XBRW

0 ∥22
]
represents the second order moment of µ⋆. Replacing it into

(79) yields the desired upper bound.

A.5 Stochastic-calculus viewpoint of CTMCs

We refer to Le-Tuyet-Nhi et al., Appendix F.1 for a detailed introduction to point processes,
stochastic integrals with respect to point processes, and the corresponding Itô’s formula. In
this section, we present the stochastic-calculus viewpoint on CTMCs.

Let (X,X ) be a measurable space with X ⊂ Rd and let (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] be a CTMC on X

associated with the transition rate function qX : (0, Tf ] × X2 → R satisfying H1 and H
2 , where qX(Xt−, x) represents the rate of jumping from the current state Xt− to the
new state x ∈ X at time t ∈ (0, Tf ]. The CTMC (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] defines a point process
pX = (pX(t))t∈[0,Tf ] on (X,X ), where

pX : DpX
⊂ (0, Tf ]→ X , pX(t) = Xt , t ∈ DpX

,

with DpX
is the set of jump times of (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ]. We observe that pX describes the new

state after jumping at time t ∈ (0, Tf ] and it constructs a corresponding random measure

NqX

pX
(dtdx) on (0, Tf ]× X by

NqX

pX
((0, t]× U) = Card {s ∈ DpX

: s ⩽ t,pX(s) ∈ U}

=
∑

s∈DpX

δ(s,Xs)((0, t]× U) for t ∈ (0, Tf ], U ∈ X ,

that counts the total jumps into U ∈ X occurring during (0, t]. Then the random compen-

sator n̄q
X

pX
of NqX

pX
is given by

n̄q
X

pX
(dtdx) =

∑
y∈X

qX(Xt−, y)1Xt− ̸=yδy(dx)dt ,

since the corresponding compensated measure

ÑqX

pX
(dtdx) = NqX

pX
(dtdx)− n̄q

X

pX
(dtdx)

is an (Ft)-martingale, where (Ft)t∈[0,Tf ] denotes the right-continuous and complete natural
filtration generated by the process (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ]. Indeed, we can show the martingale property

of ÑqX

pX
as follows. For any function f ∈ F 1

pX
, where the class F 1

pX
is given by

F 1
pX =

{
f(t, x, ω); f is (Ft)-predictable and for each t ∈ (0, Tf ]

E
[∫ t

0

∫
X

|f(s, x, ·)|n̄q
X

pX
(dsdx)

]
<∞

}
,

define the following stochastic integrals:∫ t+

0

∫
X

f(s, x, ·)NqX

pX
(dsdx) =

∑
0<s⩽t
s∈DpX

f(s,pX(s), ·) ,

∫ t+

0

∫
X

f(s, x, ·)ÑqX

pX
(dsdx) =

∫ t+

0

∫
X

f(s, x, ·)NqX

pX
(dsdx)−

∫ t

0

∫
X

f(s, x, ·)n̄q
X

pX
(dsdx) .
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Then for 0 ⩽ s < t ⩽ Tf , we have

E
[∫ t+

s

∫
X

f(z, x, ·)NqX

pX
(dzdx)

∣∣∣∣Fs

]

= E

 ∑
s<z⩽t
z∈DpX

f(z,Xz, ·)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣Fs


= E

[∫
X

∫ t

s

f(z, x, ·)qX(Xz−)
qX(Xz−, x)

qX(Xz−)
1Xz− ̸=xdzdx

∣∣∣∣Fs

]
= E

[∫ t

s

∫
X

f(z, x, ·)qX(Xz−, x)1Xz− ̸=xdxdz

∣∣∣∣Fs

]
= E

[∫ t

s

∫
X

f(z, x, ·)n̄q
X

pX
(dzdx)

∣∣∣∣Fs

]
,

meaning that n̄q
X

pX
is indeed the compensator of the random measure NqX

pX
. With those

notations in hand, we can decompose the CTMC (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] as

Xt = X0 +
∑

0<s⩽t
s∈DpX

(Xs −Xs−) = X0 +

∫ t+

0

∫
X

(x−Xs−)N
qX

pX
(dsdx) , for t ∈ [0, Tf ] ,

under the assumption f(s, x, ω) := x− ωs− ∈ F 1
pX

. Applying Itô’s formula to this process,
for any bounded function F : X→ R, we get that

F (Xt)− F (X0) =

∫ t+

0

∫
X

{F (Xs− + x−Xs−)− F (Xs−)}NqX

pX
(dsdx)

=

∫ t+

0

∫
X

{F (x)− F (Xs−)}NqX

pX
(dsdx)

Expressing NqX

pX
= ÑqX

pX
+ n̄q

X

pX
and plugging it into the formula above yield

F (Xt)− F (X0)−
∫ t

0

∫
X

{F (x)− F (Xs−)} n̄q
X

pX
(dsdx)

=

∫ t+

0

∫
X

{F (x)− F (Xs−)} ÑqX

pX
(dsdx) .

In other words, the process

(
F (Xt)− F (X0)−

∫ t

0

∫
X

{F (x)− F (Xs−)}1{Xs− ̸=x}q
X(Xs−, dx)ds

)
t∈[0,Tf ]

is an (Ft)-local martingale as the compensated measure ÑqX

pX
was shown to be an (Ft)-

martingale in the previous computation. It follows that for the CTMC (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] with

generator (qXt )t∈(0,Tf ], Itô’s formula asserts that the process(
F (Xt)− F (X0)−

∫ t

0

qXF (Xs−)ds

)
t∈[0,Tf ]

is an (Ft)-local martingale for any bounded function F : X → R. This result aligns with
Dynkin’s formula.
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A.6 CTMC and their corresponding martingale problem

Ethier and Kurtz (2009, Theorem 4.1) showed that the stable conservative generator (qXt )t⩾0

defines a well-posed martingale problem, whose unique solution is the distribution of the
CTMC (Xt)t⩾0 associated with (qXt )t⩾0. To be more precise, the definition of the martingale
problem is given as follows.

Recall that the distribution of a stochastic process (Yt)t⩾0 is a solution of the martingale
associated with a rate matrix (qt)t⩾0 and initial distribution µBRW

0 and write Law((Yt)t⩾0) ∈
MP(q, µBRW

0 ) if Y0 ∼ µBRW
0 , almost surely t 7→ Yt is Borel measurable, and for any bounded

function f : X→ R, (
f(Xt)− f(X0)−

∫ t

0

q(s)f(Xs−)ds

)
t⩾0

is an (F̃t)t⩾0-local martingale, where

F̃t = σ(Ys : s ⩽ t) ∨ σ(
∫ t

0

g(Xs)ds : s ⩽ t , g : X→ R bounded) .

We say that uniqueness holds for the martingale problem associated with (qt)t⩾0 and initial
distribution µBRW

0 , if for any two processes (Yt)t⩾0 and (Y ′t )t⩾0 are solutions to the asso-
ciated martingale problem, then their distributions are equal. If uniqueness holds and for
any µBRW

0 , the martingale problem associated with associated (qt)t⩾0 and µBRW
0 admits a

solution, we say that the martingale problem is well-posed. Note that since X is a discrete
countable space, Ethier and Kurtz (2009, Theorem 4.1) implies the following.

Theorem A.6.1. Assume H 1 and H 2. Then, the martingale problem associated with
(qXt )t⩾0 is well-posed. In addition, the distribution of the CTMC (Xt)t⩾0 associated with
(qXt )t⩾0 and starting from the distribution µBRW

0 , is the unique solution of the martingale
problem associated with (qXt )t⩾0 and µBRW

0 .

A.7 Girsanov change of measure

The convergence guarantee is established by leveraging Girsanov’s theorem and Itô’s formula
for jump processes, combined with the martingale property of the score function along
the time-reversed dynamics established in Section 5. We begin with stating the general
Girsanov’s theorem for jump processes on a discrete state space X.

Let DTf
= D([0, Tf ] ;X) be the canonical space of all càdlàg (right-continuous with left

limits) paths from [0, Tf ] to X. Let Pq be the distribution of the CTMC associated with
the generator (qt)t∈[0,Tf ] satisfying H1 and H2, endowed with the right-continuous and
complete augmentation of the generated filtration, denoted by (Ft)t∈[0,Tf ].

We define the corresponding jump kernel for any (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] ∈ DTf
:

n̄qX((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ], dtdx) = nqX(t, dx)dt , nqX(t, dx) =
∑
y∈X

1Xt− ̸=yqt(Xt−, y)δy(dx) . (81)

By convention, we denote n̄qX((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ], dtdx) by n̄qX(dtdx) which corresponds to the
compensator of (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] under P, if under this distribution (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] is a CTMC with

generator q : X2 → R. Consequently, the compensated sum of jumps Ñq
X = Nq

X − n̄qX forms

a martingale under P, where pX, Nq
X, n̄qX, nqX and Ñq

X defined as in Section A.5.

From Léonard (2012) we see that, for jump processes, the relative entropy of two path
measures can be decomposed with the help of the Young function ϱ(a) := ea − a − 1, for
a ∈ R, and its convex conjugate ϱ∗(b) = (b + 1) log(b + 1) − b for b > −1 with convention
ϱ∗(−1) = 1 and ϱ∗(b) = ∞ for b < −1. Note that ϱ and ϱ∗ are respectively equivalent to
a2/2 and b2/2 near zero. This is proven by the following theorem.
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Theorem A.7.1 (Girsanov theorem). Let Puq and Pq are the distribution of CTMCs as-
sociated with MP(q,Pq

0 ) and MP(uq,Puq
0 ) with Puq ≪ Pq, respectively, where q is a given

inhomogeneous generator satisfying H1 and H2, Pq
0 ∈ P(X) and Puq

0 ∈ P(X) are given
initial distributions and u is a non-negative function from [0, Tf ]× X2 to R+ satisfying

EPq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(log ut(Xt−, x))n̄
q
X(dtdx)

]
<∞ . (82)

Then the Radon-Nikodym density of Puq against Pq is given by

dPuq

dPq
((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ]) =

dPuq
0

dPq
0

(X0)

exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

log ut(Xt−, x)Ñ
q
X(dtdx)−

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(log ut(Xt−, x))n̄
q
X(dtdx)

)
,

and the KL divergence reads as

KL(Puq|Pq) = KL(Puq
0 |P

q
0 ) + EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]

∑
x∈X

h(ut(Xt, x))1Xt ̸=xq(Xt, x)dt

]
,

where h(a) = ϱ∗(a− 1) = a log a− a+ 1 for a > 0.

Notably, the integrability condition in (82) is, by a Fenchel duality argument, equivalent to
the following:

EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]

∑
x∈X

h(ut(Xt, x))1Xt ̸=xq(Xt, x)dt

]
<∞ .

This integrability condition holds naturally in the models we study, as it can be directly
controlled under our assumptions. The proof of Theorem A.7.1 is given for completeness
and is based on several technical lemmas, which we introduce in the following framework. Let
(χt)t∈[0,Tf ] be a R-valued process on [0, Tf ]×X2 such that

∫
[0,Tf ]×X2 ϱ(χt(Xt−, x))n̄

q
X(dtdx) <

∞, Pq-a.s. Define

Zχ
t := exp

(∫
[0,t]×X

χs(Xs−, x)Ñ
q
X(dsdx)−

∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(χs(Xs−, x))n̄
q
X(dsdx)

)
, for t ∈ [0, Tf ] .

(83)

Lemma A.7.2. Let Pq be the distribution of a CTMC with generator q : [0, Tf ]× X2 → R
satisfying H1 and H2. Let (χt)t∈[0,Tf ] be as above. Then

∫
[0,Tf ]×X χs(Xs−, x)Ñ

q
X(dsdx)

is a local Pq-martingale. Moreover, the process (Zχ
t )t∈[0,Tf ] defined in (83) is a local Pq-

martingale and a positive Pq-supermartingale, which satisfies

dZχ
t = Zχ

t−

∫
X

(eχt(Xt−,x) − 1)Ñq
X(dtdx) .

Proof of Lemma A.7.2. By definition, the process

Mχ
t :=

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

χs(Xs−, x)Ñ
q
X(dsdx)

is a local Pq-martingale. Denote Yχ
t :=Mχ

t −
∫
[0,Tf ]

βsds with βs :=
∫
X
ϱ(χs(Xs−, x))n

q
X(s, dx).

Applying Itô’s formula provided to the jump process (Yχ
t )t∈[0,Tf ] and for a function f of

class C2(R) implies

df(Yχ
t ) =

[∫
X

[
f(Yχ

t− + χt(Xt−, x))− f(Yχ
t−)− f ′(Y

χ
t−) · χt(Xt−, x)

]
nqX(t, dx)

]
dt

+ f ′(Yχ
t−) · βtdt+ dMf

t , Pq-a.s. ,
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where Mt is given by

Mf
t =

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

[
f(Y χ

s− + χs(Xs−, x))− f(Y χ
s−)
]
Ñq

X(dsdx)

is a local Pq-martingale, since the integrand is R-valued predictable process and Ñq
X forms

a martingale under Pq. Using this formula for f(y) = ey, we obtain

deY
χ
t =

[∫
X

(eY
χ
t−+χt(Xt−,x) − eY

χ
t− − eY

χ
t− · χt(Xt−, x))n

q
X(t, dx)

]
dt− eY

χ
t−βtdt+ dM exp

t

= eY
χ
t−βtdt− eY

χ
t−βtdt+ dM exp

t = dM exp
t , Pq-a.s. .

This implies Zχ
t = eY

χ
t is a local Pq-martingale and, since Zχ

t is positive, we can conclude
that Zχ

t is a Pq-supermartingale thanks to Fatou’s lemma. In addition, we have

dM exp
t =

∫
X

(
eY

χ
t−+χt(Xt−,x) − eY

χ
t−

)
Ñq

X(dtdx) = eY
χ
t−

∫
X

(eχt(Xt−,x) − 1)Ñq
X(dtdx) ,

i.e., dZχ
t = Zχ

t−
∫
X
(eχt(Xt−,x)−1)Ñq

X(dtdx) and we conclude the proof of Lemma A.7.2.

We now define the stopping time for k, j ⩾ 1,

σk
j := inf

{
t ∈ [0, Tf ] :

∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(χs(Xs−, x))n̄
q
X(dsdx) ⩾ k or χt(Xt−,Xt) /∈ [−j, k]

}
.

(84)

For P ∈ P(DTf
), let us denote Pσk

j := X
σk
j

# P the law under P of the process Xσk
j which is

stopped at the stopping time σk
j .

Lemma A.7.3. Let Pq be the distribution of a CTMC with generator q : [0, Tf ]× X2 → R
satisfying H1 and H2 and let (χt)t∈[0,Tf ] be as above. Let (Zχ

t )t∈[0,Tf ] be defined in (83)

and σk
j be defined in (84). For all j, k ⩾ 1, the process (Zσk

j

t )t∈[0,Tf ] defined as Zσk
j

t := Zχk
j

t ,

is a genuine Pq-martingale with χk
j = 1[0,σk

j ]
χ, and the measure Qk

j initialized from Q0 and

defined for any measurable function F : DTf
→ R+ by

EQk
j
[F ((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ])] = EPq [F ((Xt∧σk

j
)t∈[0,Tf ])Z

σk
j

Tf
] , i.e. , Qk

j = Zσk
j

Tf
(Pq)σ

k
j

is a probability measure on DTf
which satisfies

Qk
j ∈ MP(1[0,σk

j ]
eχq,Q0) .

Proof of Lemma A.7.3. Fix j, k ⩾ 1. We have

Zσk
j

t = exp

(∫
[0,t]×X

χk
jdÑ

q
X −

∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(χk
j )dn̄

q
X

)
,

where χk
j = 1[0,σk

j ]
χ is predictable since χ is predictable and 1[0,σk

j ]
is left continuous. For

simplicity, we drop the subscripts and superscripts and write χ̃ = χk
j and Z̃t = Zσk

j

t for the

rest of the proof. From the definition of σk
j , we obtain that Pq a.s.,∫

[0,t]×X
ϱ(χ̃s)dn̄

q
X ⩽ k , and χ̃t(Xt−,Xt) ∈ [−j, k] , for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] . (85)
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First, we prove that (Z̃t) is a Pq-martingale. From Lemma A.7.2, (Z̃t) is a local martingale.
Therefore, it is enough to show that for t ∈ [0, Tf ],

EPq [Z̃p
t ] <∞ , for some p > 1 .

For p > 1, we have

Z̃p
t = exp

(
p

∫
[0,t]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X − p

∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(χ̃s)dn̄
q
X

)
⩽ exp

(
p

∫
[0,t]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X

)
,

and

exp

(
p

∫
[0,t]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X −

∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(pχ̃s)dn̄
q
X

)
⩾ exp

(
p

∫
[0,t]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X

)/
C(k, p, t) ,

for some finite deterministic constant 0 < C(k, p, t) <∞. Indeed, Pq-a.s., for any s ∈ [0, Tf ],
it holds that ϱ(pχ̃s) ⩽ ek(p−1)(ϱ(χ̃s) + k + 1) since χ̃s ⩽ k and p > 1. It yields that Pq-a.s.,
it holds

exp

(∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(pχ̃s)dn̄
q
X

)
⩽ exp

(
ek(p−1)

∫
[0,t]×X

(ϱ(χ̃s) + k + 1)dn̄qX

)
(85)

⩽ exp

(
kek(p−1) + (k + 1)ek(p−1)

∫
[0,t]×X

1dn̄qX

)
⩽ C(k, p, t) <∞ ,

where the last inequality follows from the formula of n̄qX given in (81) and the fact that q
satisfies H2. This implies Pq-a.s.,

Z̃p
t ⩽ exp

(
p

∫
[0,t]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X

)
⩽ C(k, p, t) exp

(
p

∫
[0,t]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X −

∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(pχ̃s)dn̄
q
X

)
.

(86)

On the other hand, applying Lemma A.7.2 for (pχ̃t)t∈[0,Tf ] yields that

exp

(
p

∫
[0,t]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X −

∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(pχ̃s)dn̄
q
X

)
is a Pq-supermartingale, and we get

EPq

[
exp

(
p

∫
[0,t]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(pχ̃s)dn̄
q
X

)]

⩽ EPq

[
exp

(
p

∫
[0,0]×X

χ̃sdÑ
q
X −

∫
[0,0]×X

ϱ(pχ̃s)dn̄
q
X

)]
= 1 .

Plugging this estimate into (86) gives

EPq [Z̃p
t ] ⩽ C(k, p, t) <∞ , for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] ,

which allow us to conclude that (Z̃t)t∈[0,Tf ] is a Pq-martingale (see, e.g., Zitkovic, 2015).

Thereby EPq [Z̃t] = EPq [Z̃0] = 1 for any t ∈ [0, Tf ] and it follows Qk
j is a probability measure

on DTf
.

Now, we show the second claim of Lemma A.7.3:

Qk
j ∈ MP(1[0,σk

j ]
eχq,Q0) .

83



Let τ be a finitely valued stopping time which will be specified later, and for any function
f , we denote

Ft :=
∑

0⩽s⩽t

{f(Xs)− f(Xs−)} =
∫ t+

0

∫
X

{f(x)− f(Xs−)}Nq
X(dsdx) , for t ∈ [0, Tf ] .

Recall that by Lemma A.7.2, the martingale (Z̃t) satisfies the followings for Pq-a.s.,

dZ̃t = 1[0,σk
j ]
(t)Z̃t−

∫
X

(eχ̃t(Xt−,x) − 1)Ñq
X(dtdx) .

We have

EQk
j

 ∑
0⩽s⩽t∧τ

{f(Xs)− f(Xs−)}

∣∣∣∣∣∣F0

 = EQk
j
[Ft∧τ |F0]

= EPq

[
Z̃t∧τ∧σk

j
Ft∧τ∧σk

j
− Z̃0F0

∣∣∣F0

]
. (87)

Let us denote the two-dimensional process (It)t∈[0,Tf ] = (I1t , I
2
t )t∈[0,Tf ], where

I1t := Ft =

∫
[0,t]×X

[f(x)− f(Xs−)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:v1(s,x,X)

Ñq
X(dsdx) +

∫
[0,t]×X

[f(x)− f(Xs−)]n̄
q
X(dsdx)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:A1
t

,

and

I2t = Z̃t =

∫
[0,t]×X

Z̃s−(e
χ̃s(Xs−,x) − 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=v2(s,x,X)

Ñq
X(dsdx) .

Let v = (v1, v2) and apply Itô’s formula to the process (It)t∈[0,Tf ] using the function given by
the product of the coordinates, treating (A1

t )t∈[0,Tf ] as a continuous, finite variation process
adapted to the filtration (Ft),

EPq

[
Ft∧τ∧σk

j
Z̃t∧τ∧σk

j
− F0Z̃0

∣∣∣F0

]
= EPq

[
I1t∧τ∧σk

j
I2t∧τ∧σk

j
− I10I

2
0

∣∣∣F0

]
= EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X

{
(I1s− + v1(s, x,X))(I2s− + v2(s, x,X))− I1s−I

2
s−
}
Ñq

X(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]

+ EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X
{(I1s + v1(s, x,X))(I2s + v2(s, x,X))

− I1sI
2
s − I2sv

1(s, x,X)− I1sv
2(s, x,X)}n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣F0

]

+ EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X
I2sv

1(s, x,X)n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]

= EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X

{
I2sv

1(s, x,X) + v1(s, x,X)v2(s, x,X)
}
n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]
(as Ñq

X is a Pq-martingale)

= EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X

{
Z̃sv

1(s, x,X) + v1(s, x,X)Z̃s−

(
eχ̃s(Xs−,x) − 1

)}
n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]
,

where we reduce the stochastic integral w.r.t. Ñq
X as it is a local Pq-martingale, since

the integrand is R-valued predictable process and Ñq
X forms a martingale under Pq. Since

84



Z̃s = Z̃s− for Lebesgue almost every s ∈ [0, t ∧ τ ∧ σk
j ] (Mozumder, 2009, Proposition 2.1)

and n̄qX is atomless in time, the calculation follows

EPq

[
Ft∧τ∧σk

j
Z̃t∧τ∧σk

j
− F0Z̃0

∣∣∣F0

]
= EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X
Z̃sv

1(s, x,X)
(
1 + eχ̃s(Xs−,x) − 1

)
n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]

= EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X
Z̃sv

1(s, x,X)eχ̃s(Xs−,x)n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]
. (88)

Denote Gt :=
∫
[0,t]×X v

1(s, x,X)eχ̃s(Xs−,x)n̄qX(dsdx). Applying Itô’s formula for the process

(Gt, Z̃t) analogously as argued before, we obtain that

EPq

[
Z̃t∧τ∧σk

j
Gt∧τ∧σk

j
− Z̃0G0

∣∣∣F0

]
= EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X

{
Gs−(Z̃s− + v2(s, x,X))−Gs−Z̃s−

}
Ñq

X(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]

+ EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X

{
(Gs(Z̃s + v2(s, x,X))−GsZ̃s −Gsv

2(s, x,X)
}
n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]

+ EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X
Z̃sv

1(s, x,X)eχ̃s(Xs−,x)n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]

= EPq

[∫
[0,t∧τ∧σk

j ]×X
Z̃sv

1(s, x,X)eχ̃s(Xs−,x)n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]
, (89)

as the stochastic integral w.r.t. Ñq
X is a local Pq-martingale, since the integrand is R-valued

predictable process and Ñq
X forms a martingale under Pq. Combining (87), (88) and (89)

implies

EQk
j

 ∑
0⩽s⩽t∧τ

{f(Xs)− f(Xs−)}

∣∣∣∣∣∣F0


= EPq

[
Z̃t∧τ∧σk

j
Gt∧τ∧σk

j

∣∣∣F0

]
= EQk

j
[Gt∧τ |F0] (since G0 = 0)

= EQk
j

[∫
[0,t∧τ ]×X

{f(x)− f(Xs−)}eχ̃s(Xs−,x)n̄qX(dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]

= EQk
j

∫
[0,t∧τ ]×X

{f(x)− f(Xs−)}eχ̃s(Xs−,x)
∑
y∈X

1Xs− ̸=yqs(Xs−, y)δy(dx)ds

∣∣∣∣∣∣F0

 .

Denote by n̄e
χ̃q

X the corresponding jump kernel for (Xt)t∈[0,Tf ] ∈ DTf
and (t, x) ∈ [0, Tf ]×X,

n̄e
χ̃q

X ((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ], dtdx) :=
∑
y∈X

1Xt− ̸=y(e
χ̃q)t(Xt−, y)δy(dx)dt

=
∑
y∈X

1Xt− ̸=ye
χ̃t(Xt−,y)qt(Xt−, y)δy(dx)dt ,
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then the previous equation rewrites

EQk
j
[f(Xt∧τ )− f(X0)|F0] = EQk

j

[∫
[0,t∧τ ]×X

{f(x)− f(Xs−)}n̄e
χ̃q

X (dsdx)

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]

= EQk
j

[∫
[0,t∧τ ]

(eχ̃q)(s)f(Xs−)ds

∣∣∣∣∣F0

]
.

Choosing τ such that the above terms are meaningful, we conclude that Qk
j ∈ MP(eχ

k
j q)

and finish the proof.

Proof of Theorem A.7.1. This proof is an adaptation of Theorem 2.6 in Léonard (2012)
based on technical lemmas provided above applying on the reference measure Pq ∈ MP(q,Pq

0 ).
We first show the formulation of the Radon-Nikodym density dPuq/dPq when Puq ∼ Pq.
Define the stopping time τkj as

τk
j := inf

{
t ∈ [0, Tf ] ;

∫
[0,t]×X

ϱ(log us(Xs−, x)n̄
q
X(dxds)) ⩾ k or log ut(Xt−,Xt) /∈ [−j, k]

}
,

which coincides with the stopping time σk
j when χ = log u. Denote uσ

k
j := 1[0,σk

j ]
u and

for simplicity, we write u = uσ
k
j . By conditioning w.r.t. X0, we can assume without loss of

generality that Pq
0 = Puq

0 , i.e., dPuq
0 /dPq

0 (X0) = 1.

Applying Lemma A.7.3 for Puq ∈ MP(uq) and χ = − log u, we have

Qτk
j := Z− log u,uq

Tf
(Puq)τ

k
j ∈ MP(1[0,τk

j ]e
− log uuq) = MP(1[0,τk

j ]q) . (90)

Furthermore, Qτk
j

0 = (Puq)
τk
j

0 = (Pq)
τk
j

0 , which combined with the equation (90) imply Qτk
j =

(Pq)τ
k
j thanks to the uniqueness of MP(1[0,τk

j ]q,P
q
0 ) Now, applying again Lemma A.7.3 for

Pq ∈ MP(q) and χ = log u yields

P̃τk
j := Zlog u,q

Tf
(Pq)τ

k
j ∈ MP(1[0,τk

j ]e
log uq) = MP(1[0,τk

j ]uq) .

Next reapplying Lemma A.7.3 with ( ˜Puq)τ
k
j ∈ MP(1[0,τk

j ]uq) and χ = − log u implies

Q̃τk
j := Z− log u,uq

Tf
P̃τk

j ∈ MP(1[0,τk
j ]e
− log uuq) = MP(1[0,τk

j ]q) .

Argue as before, the previous equation together with the initial condition Q̃τk
j

0 = P̃τk
j

0 = Pq
0

yield that Q̃τk
j =

−→
R τk

j thanks to the uniqueness of MP(1[0,τk
j ]q,P

q
0 ). Combining it with

Qτk
j = (Pq)τ

k
j implies

Qτk
j = Q̃τk

j ,

which means that

Z− log u,uq
Tf

Pτk
j = Z− log u,uq

Tf
P̃τk

j . (91)

Now observe that Z− log u,uq
Tf

> 0, therefore, equation (91) yields (Puq)τ
k
j = P̃τk

j . Hence

(Puq)τ
k
j = Zlog u,q

Tf
(Pq)τ

k
j , i.e.,

1[0,τk
j ∧Tf ]

dPuq

dPq
((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ]) = 1[0,τk

j ∧Tf ]

dPuq
0

dPq
0

(X0)

exp

(∫
[0,τk

j ∧Tf ]×X
(1[0,τk

j ∧Tf ]
log u)dÑq

X −
∫
[0,τk

j ∧Tf ]×X
ϱ(log u)dn̄qX

)
.
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Letting k and j tend to infinity and noting that τ := limk,j→∞ τkj = ∞, we get Puq-a.s.
under condition (82) that

dPuq

dPq
((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ]) =

dPuq
0

dPq
0

(X0)

exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

log ut(Xt−, x)Ñ
q
X(dtdx)−

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(log ut(Xt−, x))n̄
q
X(dtdx)

)
.

We now extend the result above to the case when Puq might not be equivalent to Pq. The
idea is to approximate Puq by a sequence (Puq

n ), which satisfies Puq
n ∼ Pq for all n ⩾ 1.

Denoting

Puq
n =

(
1− 1

n

)
Puq +

Pq

n
for n ⩾ 1 , (92)

we have Puq
n ∼ Pq and limn→∞KL(Puq|Puq

n ) = 0. For simplicity, we write χ = log u and
χn = log un, which are well-defined Puq-a.s. From the variational representation of the KL
divergence, using Puq ∈ MP(uq) combined with Lemma A.7.2, we obtain

KL(Puq|Puq
n ) ⩾ EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χ− χn)dÑunq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ− χn)d(unn̄qX)

]
.

By definition, we have

Ñunq
X = Nq

X − u
nn̄qX = Nq

X − un̄
q
X + (u− un)n̄qX = Ñuq

X + (u− un)n̄qX ,

which yields

KL(Puq|Puq
n )

⩾ EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χ− χn)d(Ñuq
X + n̄q

X(u− un))−
∫
[0,Tf ]×X

( u

un
− log

u

un
− 1
)
undn̄q

X

]

= EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χ− χn)dÑuq
X +

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

u log
u

un
dn̄q

X −
∫
[0,Tf ]×X

( u

un
− 1
)
undn̄q

X

]
.

Since Puq ∈ MP(uq), we deduce that the stochastic integral
∫
[0,Tf ]×X(χ − χ

n)dÑuq
X is a

local P-martingale. Therefore,

KL(Puq|Puq
n ) ⩾ EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(
un − u− u log u

n

u

)
dn̄qX

]

= EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(
un

u
− log

un

u
− 1

)
udn̄qX

]

= EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χn − χ)d(un̄qX)

]
.

Since limn→∞KL(P|Pn) = 0, we obtain

lim
n→∞

EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χn − χ)d(un̄qX)

]
= 0 . (93)

On the other hand, the fact that Puq
n ∼ Pq yields

dPuq
n

dPq
((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ]) =

dPuq
n,0

dPq
0

(X0) exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

χndÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χn)dn̄qX

)
. (94)
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To obtain the desired expression for the Radon–Nikodym density dPuq

dPq , we represent it as

dPuq

dPq
((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ])

=

(
dPuq

dPuq
n
.
dPuq

n

dPq

)
((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ])

(94)
=

(
dP
dPn

.
dPn,0

dPq
0

)
(X0) exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

χndÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χn)dn̄qX

)

=

(
dPuq

dPuq
n
.
dPuq

n,0

dPuq
0

)
(X0)

dPuq
0

dPq
0

(X0) exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

χdÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ)dn̄qX

)

exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χn − χ)dÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(ϱ(χn)− ϱ(χ))dn̄qX

)
,Puq-a.s. (95)

The last part can be rewritten as follows using the relation Ñq
X = Ñuq

X + (u− 1)n̄qX,

exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χn − χ)dÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(ϱ(χn)− ϱ(χ))dn̄qX

)

= exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χn − χ)dÑuq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ− χn)d(un̄qX)

)

We first handle the second integral above using (93) and the fact that ϱ is a non-negative
function to obtain

EPuq

[∣∣∣∣∣
∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ− χn)d(un̄qX)

∣∣∣∣∣
]

n→∞−−−−→ 0 .

This together with Markov’s inequality lead to∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ− χn)d(un̄qX)
Puq

−−→ 0 , (96)

and therefore, from Méliot (2025, Proposition 1.4), there is a subsequence χnk such that∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ− χnk)d(un̄qX)
n→∞−−−−→ 0 , Puq-a.s.

Furthermore, recall that ϱ(a) = ea − a − 1 ⩾ a2/2, hence (93) can be used to control the
stochastic integral w.r.t. the Puq-martingale Ñuq

X as follows

EPuq

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χn − χ)dÑuq
X

)2
 Itô’s isometry

= EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χn − χ)2d(un̄qX)

]

⩽ 2EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ− χn)d(un̄qX)

]
n→∞−−−−→ 0 .

This, along with Markov’s inequality, results in∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χn − χ)dÑuq
X

Puq

−−→ 0 .

Combining this with (96) implies that∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χn − χ)dÑuq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ− χn)d(un̄qX)
Puq

−−→ 0 .
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As a consequence, Méliot (2025, Proposition 1.4) asserts that there is a subsequence (χnk)
such that[∫

[0,Tf ]×X
(χnk − χ)dÑuq

X −
∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ− χnk)d(un̄qX)

]
k→∞−−−−→ 0 , Puq-a.s.

It helps interpreting (95) as

dPuq

dPq
((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ]) =

(
dPuq

dPuq
nk

.
dPuq

nk,0

dPuq
0

)
(X0)

dPuq
0

dPq
0

(X0) exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

χdÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ)dn̄q
X

)

exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(χnk − χ)dÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(ϱ(χnk )− ϱ(χ))dn̄q
X

)
k→∞−−−−→
(92)

dPuq
0

dPq
0

(X0) exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

χdÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(χ)dn̄q
X

)
, Puq-a.s.

Replacing χ = log u, we arrive at our desired claim Puq-a.s.

dPuq

dPq
((Xt)t∈[0,Tf ]) =

dPuq
0

dPq
0

(X0) exp

(∫
[0,Tf ]×X

log udÑq
X −

∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(log u)dn̄qX

)
.

Consequently, the KL divergence reads as

KL(Puq|Pq) = KL(Puq
0 |P

q
0 ) + EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

log ut(Xt−, x)Ñ
q
X(dtdx)

−
∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(log ut(Xt−, x))n̄
q
X(dtdx)

]
.

Using the identity Ñq
X = Ñuq

X + (u− 1)n̄qX and relying on the fact that Ñuq
X is a martingale

under Puq, we deduce that

KL(Puq|Pq) = KL(Puq
0 |P

q
0 ) + EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

(u− 1) log udn̄q −
∫
[0,Tf ]×X

ϱ(log u)dn̄qX

]

= KL(Puq
0 |P

q
0 ) + EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

[(u− 1) log u− u+ log u+ 1]dn̄qX

]

= KL(Puq
0 |P

q
0 ) + EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]×X

h(ut(Xt, x))n̄
q
X(dtdx)

]
,

since Xt = Xt− for Lebesgue almost every t ∈ (0, Tf ] and n̄qX is atomless in time, where
h(a) = a log a − a + 1 for a > 0. In addition, we can simplify the KL expression above by
replacing

n̄qX(dtdx) =
∑
y∈X

1{Xt− ̸=y}q(Xt−, y)δy(dx)dt

to arrive at

KL(Puq|Pq) = KL(Puq
0 |P

q
0 ) + EPuq

[∫
[0,Tf ]

∑
x∈X

h(ut(Xt, x))1Xt ̸=xq(Xt, x)dt

]
.

The proof of Theorem A.7.1 is then complete.
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