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ABSTRACT

We present latent nonlinear denoising score matching (LNDSM), a novel training objective for
score-based generative models that integrates nonlinear forward dynamics with the VAE-based latent
SGM framework. This combination is achieved by reformulating the cross-entropy term using the
approximate Gaussian transition induced by the Euler–Maruyama scheme. To ensure numerical
stability, we identify and remove two zero-mean but variance exploding terms arising from small time
steps. Experiments on variants of the MNIST dataset demonstrate that the proposed method achieves
faster synthesis and enhanced learning of inherently structured distributions. Compared to benchmark
structure-agnostic latent SGMs, LNDSM consistently attains superior sample quality and variability.

Keywords Score-based generative modeling · structure-preserving models · denoising score-matching · latent space ·
learning from scarce data

1 Introduction

Score-based generative models (SGMs) provide a flexible framework for learning complex data distributions by
estimating the score of a diffusion process that links a simple reference distribution (such as Gaussian) to the data
distribution [10, 22]. Compared to generative adversarial networks (GANs) [8] and variational autoencoders (VAEs) [13],
SGMs achieve high sample quality and avoid adversarial training instabilities [7]. They also admit an equivalent
probability flow ODE representation, placing them within the broader class of flow-based generative models [15].

In many applications, however, the target distribution exhibits inherent structural properties that are not exploited
by standard generative models. Examples include group invariances in medical and scientific imaging, as well as
multimodal or low-dimensional structure in dynamical and molecular systems. To incorporate such structure into
generative models, specialized architectures or model adaptations must be employed. For instance, to generate
distributions with intrinsic group symmetry (that is, a sample and its group-transformed copy have the same probability),
symmetry is enforced in GANs through equivariant generators and discriminators [6, 3]. For SGMs, analogous
constraints are imposed using group-equivariant score networks [16]. More recently, [2] proposed a more general and
relaxed framework in which structure is incorporated by tailoring the reference distribution to share qualitative features
with the target. This is achieved by using nonlinear forward dynamics driven by a structured reference measure, which
can significantly enhance the learning of structured distributions.

A complementary line of work improves SGMs by moving from the data space to a lower-dimensional latent space [24,
19, 17, 4, 26]. Mapping data to a smooth latent manifold reduces the computational cost of training and sampling while
often improving expressivity [19]. A representative example is latent score-based generative modeling (LSGM) [24],
which combines a variational autoencoder (VAE) with an SGM that learns the prior over latent variables. In LSGM, the
latent prior is trained through a VAE-induced objective in which a denoising score-matching term appears as a cross
entropy between the encoder distribution and the score-based prior.This formulation, however, relies on an linear drift
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in the latent diffusion and uses a Gaussian reference distribution, which is not tailored to structural properties of the
latent distribution such as multimodality. Moreover, standard LSGM requires importance sampling in time to control
variance in the training objective, which complicates both the theory and the implementation.

The goal of this work is to unify the strengths of these two directions. We introduce latent nonlinear denoising
score matching (LNDSM), a new training objective that brings nonlinear diffusions into the latent SGM framework.
Our approach uses the Euler–Maruyama (EM) discretization of a general nonlinear diffusion in latent space and
rewrites the VAE-induced cross entropy in terms of conditional Gaussian transitions. This allows us to replace the
intractable marginal score by computable conditional scores. A central technical step is identifying and removing two
variance-exploding terms arising from small EM time steps; subtracting these control variates yields a numerically
stable objective. The encoder, decoder, and latent score network are then trained jointly using this LNDSM loss.

We demonstrate that our proposed LNDSM enhances the modeling of structured distributions and accelerates synthesis.
Experiments on multimodal and approximately group symmetric dataset—especially in low-data regimes—show
that LNDSM achieves lower Fréchet inception distance (FID) [9], higher inception score (IS) [21], and significantly
improved mode balance compared to LSGM, while requiring far fewer training time. These results indicate that
combining structured latent reference distributions with nonlinear latent diffusions provides a powerful and efficient
framework for learning structured data distributions.

2 Background and Motivation

2.1 Score-based Generative Models (SGMs)

We briefly review the score-based generative modeling through stochastic differential equations (SDEs) [22]. Consider
a diffusion process {xt}t∈[0,T ], where for each t ∈ [0, T ], xt is a Rd-valued random variable. The initial state
x0 ∼ p0 = pdata follows the unknown target data distribution. The terminal state xT ∼ pT is designed to be, or
approximately follow, a simple reference distribution π (typically a Gaussian) with a known and tractable density. The
goal of generative modeling is to learn pdata by generating new samples that are consistent with this distribution.

The forward noising process is modeled by the SDE

dxt = f(xt, t)dt+ g(t)dwt, (1)

where f(·, t) : Rd → Rd is the drift, g(·) : R → R is the diffusion coefficient and wt is the standard Wiener process.
Under this dynamics, the data distribution p0 is gradually transformed into the reference distribution π ≈ pT .

A fundamental result due to Anderson [1] establishes that, under mild regularity conditions, the forward diffusion
process admits an exact time reversal in distribution. In particular, the time-reversed process is again an Itô diffusion
whose drift contains an additional correction term involving the score of the marginal density. Specifically, the
reverse-time SDE associated with the forward process takes the form

dxt =
[
f(xt, t)− g2(t)∇xt

log pt(xt)
]
dt+ g(t)dw̄t, (2)

where w̄t is the standard Wiener process evolving backward from T to 0, and ∇x log pt(x) denotes the score of the
marginal distribution at time t. This reverse-time formulation was first adopted in score-based generative modeling by
Song et al. [22] and forms the basis for generative sampling.

Since the score ∇x log pt(x) is generally unknown, it is typically approximated by a time-dependent neural network
sθ(xt, t), which can trained via denoising score matching [25]:

θ∗ = argmin
θ

Et
{
λ(t)Ex0

Ext|x0

[
∥sθ(xt, t)−∇xt

log p0t(xt|x0)∥22
]}
. (3)

Here t is sampled uniformly from [0, T ], λ(t) is a positive weighting function, x0 ∼ p0 = pdata and xt ∼ p0t(·|x0). Tran-
sition density p0t(xt|x0) admits a closed-form expression only when the forward diffusion is an Ornstein–Uhlenbeck
(OU) process, that is, when the drift is linear in xt of the form f(xt, t) = −α(t)xt. In this case, the forward process is
Gaussian with explicitly known mean and covariance, which makes the denoising score matching objective tractable.
This linear (OU) structure is therefore a key prerequisite for the practical implementation of classical denoising score
matching in SGMs.

After training, the intractable score ∇xt log pt(xt) in the reverse-time SDE is replaced by its neural approximation
sθ∗(xt, t). Numerical simulation of the reverse-time SDE then produces samples from the learned approximation of the
target distribution.
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2.2 Latent Score-based Generative Models (LSGMs)

We next review the extension of SGM to a latent space, known as the latent score-based generative models [24]. By
operating in a lower-dimensional latent space, LSGM improves both the synthesis speed and the expressivity of standard
SGMs. Conceptually, LSGM combines a variational autoencoder (VAE) with score-based generative modeling by
learning the latent prior through an SGM rather than prescribing it a priori. Specifically, the encoder qϕ(z0|x) maps a
data point x in the original space to a distribution over a latent variable z0 in a lower-dimensional latent space, while
the decoder pψ(x|z0) maps z0 back to a distribution over x. The parameters ϕ and ψ are learned jointly from data.

In a standard VAE, the prior of the latent variable z0 is fixed in advance, typically as a standard Gaussian N (0, I). In
contrast, LSGM learns the latent prior using score-based generative modeling in the latent space. Specifically, i.i.d.
samples from the data distribution are first mapped to the latent space and treated as samples from a latent target
distribution, which is approximated by an SGM. This learned prior is denoted as pθ(z0), where θ denotes the parameters
of the score network. The encoder, decoder, and score network parameters {ϕ, θ, ψ} are trained jointly. For a data point
x, the training loss is given by

L(x, ϕ, θ, ψ) = Eqϕ(z0|x)[− log pψ(x|z0)] +DKL(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0))
= Eqϕ(z0|x)[− log pψ(x|z0)] + Eqϕ(z0|x)[log qϕ(z0|x)] + CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0)). (4)

In (4), the first term is the reconstruction loss, the second term is the negative encoder entropy, and the third term is the
cross entropy between the prior given by the encoder and the prior learned by the SGM in the latent space. Furthermore,
this cross-entropy term admits a denoising score-matching form,

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0)) = Eqϕ(z0|x)[− log pθ(z0)] (5)

= Et
[
g2(t)

2
Eqϕ(zt,z0|x)

[
∥sθ(zt, t)−∇zt log p0t(zt|z0)∥22

]]
+ c,

where t is uniformly sampled from [0, T ], qϕ(zt, z0|x) = p0t(zt|z0)qϕ(z0|x), and c is a constant. Note that expres-
sion (5) is implementable only when the latent diffusion has a drift that is linear in zt, ensuring that the transition
density p0t(zt|z0) is Gaussian and tractable.

2.3 Nonlinear Denoising Score Matching (NDSM)

Another way to improve SGM is to explicitly incorporate the structural properties of the target distribution. In this
subsection, we review the score-based generative modeling framework with nonlinear dynamics proposed in [2], which
we refer to as NDSM-SGM. This method enhances the learning of structured distributions by introducing a reference
distribution π(x) that shares qualitative structural features with the target distribution p0(x). A Langevin dynamics that
converges to the reference distribution π(x) is then chosen as the forward noising process:

dxt = −∇xtV (xt)dt+
√
2dwt, V (x) := − log(π(x)), (6)

so that π(x) is the invariant measure of the diffusion. This dynamics transports the target distribution p0(x) toward a
structured reference distribution that encodes prescribed qualitative features, such as multimodality or approximate
symmetries. Importantly, the reference distribution is not required to share exactly the same structure as the target;
instead, it provides a relaxed structural bias that guides the diffusion.

Because the drift term −∇xtV (xt) is generally nonlinear, the transition density p0t(xt|x0) does not admit a closed-
form expression, rendering classical denoising score matching inapplicable. NDSM addresses this by applying the
Euler–Maruyama (EM) discretization to a general forward SDE to obtain an approximate discrete-time Markov process
{xn}

nf

n=0, with t0 = 0 and tnf
= T :

x0 ∼ p0(x), (7)

xn ≈ xn−1 + f(xn−1, tn−1)∆tn−1 + g(tn−1)
√

∆tn−1Un−1

:= µ(xn−1, tn−1,∆tn−1) + σ(xn−1, tn−1,∆tn−1)Un−1, 1 ≤ n ≤ nf , (8)
where ∆tn−1 = tn − tn−1 and Un−1 ∼ N (0, I). When ∆tn−1 is sufficiently small, the conditional distribution
satisfies

p(xn|xn−1) = N
(
xn;µ(xn−1, tn−1,∆tn−1), σ

2(xn−1, tn−1,∆tn−1)I
)
, (9)

Based on this Markov approximation, NDSM replaces the intractable expected ℓ2 error between the score network and
the marginal score by a computable surrogate objective:

argmin
θ

1

2
EN

[
∥sθ(xN , tN )−∇xN

log pN (xN )∥22
]
= argmin

θ
E
[
LNDSM
θ,N

]
, (10)
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where

LNDSM
θ,N :=

1

2
∥sθ(xN , tN )∥22 +

UN · [sθ(xN , tN )− sθ(µ(xN−1, tN−1,∆tN−1), tN )]

σ(xN−1, tN−1,∆tN−1)
.

Here N is a random time index, uniformly distributed over {1, · · · , nf} and independent of x0 and the Gaussian
noises {Un}. This construction yields a tractable training objective for SGMs with nonlinear forward dynamics while
effectively incorporating structural information through the choice of the reference distribution π(x).

While NDSM-SGM effectively incorporates structural information through nonlinear forward dynamics, it requires
simulating SDEs in the full ambient space, which leads to substantial computational cost. In contrast, LSGM achieves
significant improvements in synthesis speed by operating in a lower-dimensional latent space. Moreover, in many
applications the intrinsic structure of the data may be represented more naturally and compactly in the latent space
than in the original data space. These considerations naturally motivate combining the structural advantages of NDSM-
SGM with the computational efficiency of LSGM, leading to our proposed latent nonlinear denoising score-matching
framework.

3 Nonlinear Denoising Score Matching in Latent Space

The goal of this work is to extend NDSM-SGM (section 2.3) to the latent space using the VAE-based training framework
of LSGM (section 2.2). Following the same notation as LSGM, we denote the encoder by qϕ(z0|x) and the decoder by
pψ(x|z0). We consider a general (nonlinear) diffusion process in the latent space of the form

dzt = f(zt, t)dt+ g(t)dwt. (11)

Using the same principle as in the NDSM framework, we impose a relaxed structural constraint on the latent diffusion
by requiring it to converge to a prescribed reference distribution in the latent space. This reference distribution is
designed to share similar, but not necessarily identical, structural characteristics with the target latent distribution
induced by the encoder. We retain the VAE-based training objective, in analogy with (4):

Ex∼pdata [L(x, ϕ, θ, ψ)] =Ex∼pdata

{
Eqϕ(z0|x)

[
− log pψ(x|z0)] + Eqϕ(z0|x)[log qϕ(z0|x)

]
+ Eqϕ(z0|x) [− log pθ(z0)]

}
=Ex∼pdata

{
Eqϕ(z0|x) [− log pψ(x|z0)] + Eqϕ(z0|x) [log qϕ(z0|x)] + CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0))

}
.

(12)

Here, the latent prior pθ(z0) in the cross-entropy term is now learned via NDSM-SGM in the latent space, with θ
being the parameter of the latent score network. The modeling of this cross entropy term is detailed in the following
subsection.

3.1 Cross Entropy Term

The main theoretical and algorithmic contribution of this work is the integration of NDSM into the cross-entropy term
of the VAE training objective (12).We first show (see Lemma 1 in Appendix A for details) that the cross-entropy term
CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0)) in the loss function 12 can be expressed as

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0)) =H(qϕ(zT |x)) +
1

2

∫ T

0

g2(t)Eqϕ(zt|x)
[
∥∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)− sθ(zt, t)∥22

]
dt

+
1

2

∫ T

0

Eqϕ(zt|x)
[[
2f(zt, t)− g2(t)∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)

]T ∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)
]
dt, (13)

where H(qϕ(zT |x)) is the entropy of the chosen latent reference distribution. Since the latent diffusion process (11)
has a nonlinear drift, the exact form of the density qϕ(zt|x) is generally intractable. As in the NDSM framework in
section 2.3, we therefore replace the intractable marginal density by a computable (local) conditional density obtained
through time discretization. Specifically, we simulate the latent diffusion using the Euler–Maruyama (EM) scheme,
which yields a discrete-time Markov process {zn}

nf

n=0, with t0 = 0 and tnf
= T :

z0 ∼ qϕ(z0|x)p0(x), (14)

zn ≈ zn−1 + f(zn−1, tn−1)∆tn−1 + g(tn−1)
√
∆tn−1Un−1

:= µ(zn−1, tn−1,∆tn−1) + σ(zn−1, tn−1,∆tn−1)Un−1, 1 ≤ n ≤ nf ,

:= µn−1 + σn−1Un−1, 1 ≤ n ≤ nf , (15)
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where ∆tn−1 = tn − tn−1 is sufficiently small, and Un−1 ∼ N (0, I). Introducing a random time index N , uniformly
distributed over {0, · · · , nf}, the cross-entropy term CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0)) can be approximated by:

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0)) ≈H(qϕ(znf
)) +

1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥∇zN log qϕ(zN )− sθ(zN , tN )∥22

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(I)

+
1

2
EN,zN

[[
2f(zN , tN )− g2(tN )∇zN log qϕ(zN )

]T ∇zN log qϕ(zN )
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(II)

(16)

All continuous-time variables are thus replaced by their discrete-time counterparts.

The remaining task is to convert the marginal score ∇zN log qϕ(zN ) in (16) into the conditional score
∇zN log qϕ(zN |zN−1), which is tractable since the conditional distribution zN |zN−1 is approximately Gaussian
if the discretization of time is sufficiently fine. Note that the squared-norm term (I) in (16) can be expanded: the squared
norm of sθ(zN , tN ) is computed by the score network directly, and the squared norm of ∇zN log qϕ(zN ) is cancelled
by the the corresponding term in (II) of Eq. (16). Therefore, the remaining terms containing the the unknown marginal
score ∇zN log qϕ(zN ) are:

A = EN,zN
[
g2(tN )sθ(zN , tN ) · ∇zN log qϕ(zN )

]
, (17)

B = EN,zN [f(zN , tN ) · ∇zN log qϕ(zN )] . (18)

Using a derivation similar to those in [25, 22, 10], the marginal score ∇zN log qϕ(zN ) appearing in (17) and (18) admits
an alternative expression in terms of the conditional score ∇zN log qϕ(zN | zN−1); see Appendix B for the detailed
derivations. With this representation, (17) and (18) can be written as:

A = EN,zN−1,zN

[
g2(tN )sθ(zN , tN ) · ∇zN log qϕ(zN |zN−1)

]
, (19)

B = EN,zN−1,zN [f(zN , tN ) · ∇zN log qϕ(zN |zN−1)] , (20)

where

∇zN log qϕ(zN |zN−1) ≈ −UN−1

σN−1
= − UN−1

g(tN−1)
√

∆tN−1

. (21)

Note that to have an accurate Gaussian approximation of the conditional score ∇zN log qϕ(zN |zN−1), ∆tN−1 must
be sufficiently small. However, since the conditional score scales as 1/

√
∆tN−1, this choice leads to terms of large

magnitude and consequently high variance.

To mitigate this issue, we identify and remove the following two dominant mean-zero terms from (19) and (20) via
first-order Taylor expansions of sθ(zN , tN ) and f(zN , tN ) about (µN−1, tN ):

sθ(µN−1, tN )
UN−1

σN−1
, f(µN−1, tN )

UN−1

σN−1
. (22)

These two terms are referred to as control variates in [2] due to their zero-mean property. In general, learnable
coefficients can be multiplied with these control variates and added back to the training loss for variance reduction. In
our setting, we simply remove them from the training loss. See Appendix B for further details. As a result, Eqs. (19)
and (20), respectively, can be written as

− EN,zN−1,zN

[
g2(tN )

UN−1

σN−1
[sθ(zN , tN )− sθ(µN−1, tN )]

]
, (23)

− EN,zN−1,zN

[
UN−1

σN−1
[f(zN , tN )− f(µN−1, tN )]

]
. (24)

3.2 Main Theorem

The above discussion is summarized in the following theorem; see Appendix B for a detailed proof.

Theorem 3.1. Let {zn}
nf

n=0 be the Markov process defined by the EM scheme (14) (15). Let N be a random variable
uniformly distributed on {1, · · · , nf} and independent of z0 and the Un’s. Then the cross-entropy term in VAE training
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loss can be rewritten as:

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0)) ≈ H(qϕ(znf
)) +

1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥sθ(zN , tN )∥22

]
+ EN,zN−1,zN

[
g2(tN )

UN−1

σN−1
[sθ(zN , tN )− sθ(µN−1, tN )]

]
− EN,zN−1,zN

[
UN−1

σN−1
[f(zN , tN )− f(µN−1, tN )]

]
. (25)

Substituting (25) into the variational autoencoder loss (12) yields the final training objective. The encoder qϕ(z0|x),
the decoder pψ(x|z0), and the score network sθ(zt, t) are trained jointly by minimizing this final loss. We refer to the
resulting latent SGM with a nonlinear noising process as LNDSM-SGM.

4 Experiments

Similar to [2], we demonstrate the enhanced performance of our proposed LNDSM-SGM in learning high-dimensional
structured distributions using the MNIST dataset [14]. This dataset is a collection of 60,000 handwritten digits from
0 to 9, stored as 28 × 28 grayscale images (figure 1a). It exhibits a multimodal structure, in both the original space
and, perhaps even more prominently, in a latent space, as each digit naturally forms at least one mode. For this reason,
the reference distribution is chosen as a Gaussian mixture model (GMM) with 10 Gaussian components, where each
component corresponds to the mode associated with one digit. We also consider a low-data regime, in which only 3,000
samples from the target distribution are used for training.

We further conduct experiments on the Approx.-C2-MNIST dataset. This dataset is constructed by randomly rotating
each digit by 180◦ with probability 0.5, followed by resizing the rotated digits to half of their original size. As a result,
the large digits remain upright, while the small digits appear upside down (Figure 3a). The dataset is referred to as
Approx.-C2 because the samples can be viewed as drawn from a distribution that is approximately invariant under
the discrete rotation group C2. The reference distribution in this case is a GMM with two Gaussian components: one
corresponding to the large, upright digits, and the other to the small, upside-down digits.

The quality and variability of the generated samples are evaluated using the inception score [21] (IS, higher is better).
The discrepancy between the generated distribution and the true distribution is quantified using the Fréchet inception
distance [9] (FID, lower is better). To compute the FID, a ResNet-18 classifier is trained separately on the MNIST and
Approx.-C2-MNIST datasets.

4.1 Implementation Details

Both the benchmark LSGM and our proposed LNDSM-SGM use the NVAE [23] architecture as the backbone of the
VAE and the NCSNpp [22] as the backbone of the score network. By maintaining the identical network architectures,
we ensure that any observed performance differences are attributable solely to the proposed LNDSM training objective.
For the MNIST dataset, we simplify the NVAE architecture used in [24] by reducing the number of channels in both the
feature maps and the latent variables; see Appendix C for details of the simplification and the NVAE building blocks.
The dimension of the latent variables determined by the NVAE encoder is 2× 8× 8 = 128. The NCSNpp-based score
network is also simplified from the version used in [24]: the number of base channels is reduced from 256 to 32, the
number of residual blocks in U-net downsampling path is reduced from 16 to 4, and the number of residual blocks
in the upsampling path is reduced from 18 to 6. The numbers of trainable parameters for all networks are reported in
Table 1. We also include the score network used in [2], which is based on a U-net [20]. The simplifications to NVAE
and NCSNpp are designed to ensure that their combined number of trainable parameters is comparable to that of the
U-net.

Table 1: Number of trainable parameters
Networks # trainable parameters

NVAE 207,648
NCSNpp 895,076

NVAE + NCSNpp 1,102,724
U-Net in NDSM-SGM 1,115,297
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For the benchmark LSGM, we adopt the Variance-Preserving (VP) SDE [22] as the forward diffusion process in the
latent space:

dzt = −1

2
β(t)ztdt+

√
β(t)dwt, (26)

where β(t) is a linear function on [0, T ] with β(0) = 0.1 and β(T ) = 20. The terminal time T is chosen to be 1.
Following [24], the VAE is pretrained for 200 epochs and used to initialize the VAE in the benchmark LSGM. The VAE
and the score network are then trained jointly using the Adam optimizer [12] with a batch size of 120 on a V-100-32GB
GPU. The learning rates are 10−4 and 3× 10−4 respectively. The number of training epochs is 500 for the full-data
regime (both MNIST and Approx.-C2-MNIST) and 1000 for the low-data regime.

For our proposed LNDSM-SGM, the VAE encoder maps the training samples to the latent space, where a GMM
reference distribution is fitted using the latent variables. The VAE is initialized to be the VAE trained under the
benchmark LSGM for 100 epochs, and its learning rate is set to 10−6, which is much smaller than 10−4. Since
the entropy of the GMM reference distribution in the training loss has no closed-form expression, this initialization
together with the small learning rate ensures that the latent variables remain sufficiently expressive and do not change
significantly during training. Therefore, the fitted GMM in the latent space can be regarded as approximately fixed, and
its entropy term is removed from the training loss. The terminal time of the latent space forward diffusion process 1
is set to T = 1.5, and the number of time steps in the EM scheme is set to 100. The VAE and the score network are
trained jointly using the Adam optimizer with a batch size of 60 on a V-100-32GB GPU for 50 epochs for both regimes.

4.2 Results Comparison

An import technical component of the benchmark LSGM is importance sampling (Appendix B in [24]). The expectation
Et in (5) has high variance if t is uniformly sampled from [0, T ], which leads to ineffective training and poor sample
quality, as reflected by large FID values. Importance sampling alleviates this issue by drawing t from a suitably designed
importance distribution. Although this approach is empirically effective, its derivation relies on the assumption that the
latent target distribution is standard Gaussian. In contrast, for the proposed LNDSM-SGM, all trajectories generated by
the EM scheme are directly used to compute the training loss (25). As a result, no additional importance sampling is
required for variance reduction.

A limitation of NDSM-SGM [2] is its slow synthesis speed, which is dominated by the cost of simulating the forward
SDE via the EM method. In (6), the state variables are 784-dimensional vectors, and the EM discretization uses 1000
steps. With a batch size of 60, the average simulation time is 0.35 seconds. Our proposed LNDSM-SGM achieves
substantially faster synthesis. Variables in the SDE (11) are 128-dimensional vectors in the latent space. Because of the
joint training setup, gradients of these variables w.r.t the parameters of the VAE are stored. The latent representations
allow for smaller number of EM discretization steps, which is 100. This choice is justified by the empirical fact that the
probability flow ODE is usually much less complex in the latent space [24]. The resulting average simulation time is
0.068 seconds with a batch size of 60.

Because of the EM scheme, each training epoch of LNDSM-SGM is computationally more expensive, requiring on
average 600 seconds per epoch, compared with 80 seconds per epoch for the benchmark LSGM. However, the latent
variables generated by the EM scheme are directly used to evaluate the training loss (25) and are therefore not wasted.
Moreover, LNDSM-SGM only needs 50 training epochs to convergence, whereas the benchmark LSGM requires 500
epochs in the full-data regime and 1000 epochs in the low-data regime. Consequently, the total training time of the
proposed LNDSM-SGM is lower.

After training, 10,000 samples are generated by simulating the reverse-time SDE or the corresponding probability flow
ODE [22], with the marginal score replaced by the trained score network. These samples are used to compute the FID
and IS. A snapshot (64 out of 10,000 samples) and the empirical fraction of different digits are visualized in Figures 1,
2, and 3. The same evaluation pipeline is applied to both the benchmark LSGM and the proposed LNDSM-SGM.

The samples generated by the benchmark LSGM exhibit mode imbalance (Figure 1e, 2e, and 3e). The empirical
fractions of generated digits differ significantly from the target fractions in the training data (Figures 1d, 2d, and 3d).
This imbalance is largely resolved by the proposed LNDSM-SGM. By introducing a GMM reference distribution to
impose the multimodal structure, the fractions of generated digits closely match the target distribution, especially for
the MNIST and the Approx.-C2-MNIST (Figure 1f and 3f). In the low-data MNIST setting, although some discrepancy
remains (Figure 2f), LNDSM-SGM captures the relative magnitude of digit frequencies more accurately than the
benchmark LSGM.

The best FID values and the corresponding IS achieved during the training process are reported in Tables 2 and 3.
The exhibited FID and IS for NDSM-SGM on MNIST are taken from [2]. The benchmark LSGM outperforms

7



A PREPRINT

the NDSM-SGM in both FID and IS, which can be attributed to the mapping of high-dimensional data into a more
compact and informative latent space that facilitates density estimation. The proposed LNDSM-SGM further improves
upon LSGM, achieving substantially lower FID and higher IS on both MNIST and low-data MNIST. These results
demonstrate the enhanced capability of LNDSM-SGM in learning structured target distributions.

(a) Training samples (b) LSGM (c) LNDSM-SGM

(d) Training samples (e) LSGM (f) LNDSM-SGM

Figure 1: LSGM and LNDSM-SGM trained using the full MNIST dataset. (a) and (d): Snapshot and fraction of different
digits of the training samples. (b) and (e): Snapshot and fraction of different digits of the 10,000 samples generated by
the LSGM. The KL divergence from the fraction of the training samples to the fraction of the generated samples: 0.008.
(c) and (f): Snapshot and fraction of different digits of the 10,000 samples generated by the LNDSM-SGM. The KL
divergence from the fraction of the training samples to the fraction of the generated samples: 0.00114.

Table 2: FID and IS on MNIST
model FID (↓) IS (↑)

NDSM-SGM 36.1 8.93
LSGM 6.7 9.42

LNDSM-SGM 2.2 9.75

5 Conclusion

We presented latent nonlinear denoising score matching (LNDSM), which integrates nonlinear diffusions and structured
latent priors into the latent score-based generative modeling framework. By reformulating the VAE-induced cross-
entropy via an Euler–Maruyama discretization and conditional Gaussian transitions, and by removing two variance-
exploding control variates, LNDSM yields a numerically stable training objective that does not require importance
sampling in time. Using Gaussian mixture models as latent reference distributions, LNDSM-SGM effectively encodes
multimodal and approximately symmetric structure in the latent space. Experiments on MNIST and Approx.-C2-MNIST,
including low-data regimes, show that LNDSM-SGM achieves substantially lower Fréchet inception distance, higher
inception score, improved mode balance, and reduced overall training time compared to LSGM and NDSM-SGM,
indicating that nonlinear latent diffusions with structured latent priors provide an efficient and powerful approach for
learning structured data distributions.
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A Lemma about Cross Entropy

The following lemma is an extension of the theorem in Appendix A of [24] to a generic diffusion process. Specifically,
the time interval is extended from [0, 1] to [0, T ]. Accordingly, the proof follows the same structure as in [24], prior to
the specialization to a linear drift coefficient. For completeness, we provide full derivations and expand the steps that
were abbreviated in the original proof.
Lemma 1. Let q(z0) and p(z0) be the densities of two distributions defined in the latent space. Consider the generic
diffusion process

dzt = f(zt, t)dt+ g(t)dwt, (27)

where the drift f(zt, t) is not necessarily linear in zt. Denote the corresponding marginal densities at time t ∈ [0, T ]
by q(zt) and p(zt). Assume that q(zT ) = p(zT ), and that log q(zt) and log p(zt) are smooth functions with at most
polynomial growth as zt → ±∞. Then the cross entropy CE(q(z0)∥p(z0)) between q(z0) and p(z0) satisfies

CE(q(z0)∥p(z0)) = H(q(zT )) +

∫ T

0

Eq(zt)
[
1

2
g2(t)∥∇zt log p(zt)∥22 + fT (zt, t)∇zt log q(zt)

−g2(t)[∇zt log q(zt)]
T∇zt log p(zt)

]
dt.

Proof. The densities q(zt) and p(zt) satisfy the Fokker–Planck equations

∂q(zt)

∂t
= ∇zt

[
1

2
g2(t)q(zt)∇zt log q(zt)− f(zt, t)q(zt)

]
:= ∇zt [hq(zt, t)q(zt)], (28)

∂p(zt)

∂t
= ∇zt

[
1

2
g2(t)p(zt)∇zt log p(zt)− f(zt, t)p(zt)

]
:= ∇zt [hp(zt, t)p(zt)]. (29)

Rewrite the cross entropy CE(q(z0)∥p(z0)) by adding and subtracting an extra term:

CE(q(z0)∥p(z0)) = CE(q(zT )∥p(zT ))− CE(q(zT )∥p(zT )) + CE(q(z0)∥p(z0))

= CE(q(zT )∥p(zT ))−
∫ T

0

∂

∂t
CE(q(zt)∥p(zt))dt

= H(q(zT ))−
∫ T

0

∂

∂t
CE(q(zt)∥p(zt))dt. (30)

The third equality uses the assumption q(zT ) = p(zT ), and H(q(zT )) is the entropy of q(zT ).

Next, for the time derivative ∂
∂tCE(q(zt)∥p(zt)) in (30):

∂

∂t
CE(q(zt)∥p(zt)) =

∂

∂t

∫
−q(zt) log p(zt)dzt

= −
∫ [

∂q(zt)

∂t
log p(zt) +

q(zt)

p(zt)

∂p(zt)

∂t

]
dzt

= −
∫ [

∇zt [hq(zt, t)q(zt)] log p(zt) +
q(zt)

p(zt)
∇zt [hp(zt, t)p(zt)]

]
dzt. (31)

The third equality is due to the Fokker-Planck equations (28) and (29).

Since q(zt) and p(zt) are probability densities, they are normalized and therefore satisfy q(zt), p(zt) → 0 as zt →
±∞. By assumption, log q(zt) and log p(zt) are smooth functions with at most polynomial growth as zt → ±∞.
Consequently, their gradients ∇zt log q(zt) and ∇zt log p(zt) are also smooth and exhibit at most polynomial growth.
Moreover, q(zt) and p(zt) decay at least exponentially fast. Therefore, the following limits hold:

log p(zt)hq(zt, t)q(zt) = log p(zt)[
1

2
g2(t)∇zt log q(zt)− f(zt, t)]q(zt) → 0, zt → ±∞, (32)

log q(zt)hp(zt, t)p(zt) = log q(zt)[
1

2
g2(t)∇zt log p(zt)− f(zt, t)]p(zt) → 0, zt → ±∞. (33)
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Applying integration by parts yields∫
∇zt [hq(zt, t)q(zt)] log p(zt)dzt =

∫
log p(zt)d[hq(zt, t)q(zt)]

= log p(zt)hq(zt, t)q(zt)|zt→±∞ −
∫

[hq(zt, t)]
T q(zt)∇zt log p(zt)dzt

=−
∫
[hq(zt, t)]

T q(zt)∇zt log p(zt)dzt. (34)

Similarly, ∫
q(zt)

p(zt)
∇zt [hp(zt, t)p(zt)]dzt =

∫
q(zt)

p(zt)
d[hp(zt, t)p(zt)]

=
q(zt)

p(zt)
hp(zt, t)p(zt)|zt→±∞ −

∫
[hp(zt, t)]

T p(zt)∇zt

q(zt)

p(zt)
dzt

=−
∫
[hp(zt, t)]

T p(zt)∇zt

q(zt)

p(zt)
dzt. (35)

Substituting these into (31) gives

∂

∂t
CE(q(zt)∥p(zt)) =

∫
[hq(zt, t)]

T q(zt)∇zt log p(zt)dzt +

∫
[hp(zt, t)]

T p(zt)∇zt

q(zt)

p(zt)
dzt. (36)

Using the log-derivative identity, we obtain∫
[hp(zt, t)]

T p(zt)∇zt

q(zt)

p(zt)
dzt

=

∫
[hp(zt, t)]

T q(zt)
p(zt)

q(zt)
∇zt

q(zt)

p(zt)
dzt =

∫
[hp(zt, t)]

T q(zt)∇zt log
q(zt)

p(zt)
dzt

=

∫
[hp(zt, t)]

T q(zt)∇zt log q(zt)dzt −
∫
[hp(zt, t)]

T q(zt)∇zt log p(zt)dzt. (37)

Apply (37) and expressions of hp(zt, t) and hq(zt, t) to (36):

∂

∂t
CE(q(zt)∥p(zt))

=

∫
q(zt){[hq(zt, t)]T∇zt log p(zt) + [hp(zt, t)]

T∇zt log q(zt)− [hp(zt, t)]
T∇zt log p(zt)}dzt

=

∫
q(zt){

1

2
g2(t)[∇zt log q(zt)]

T∇zt log p(zt)− fT (zt, t)∇zt log p(zt)

+
1

2
g2(t)[∇zt log p(zt)]

T∇zt log q(zt)− fT (zt, t)∇zt log q(zt)

− 1

2
g2(t)[∇zt log p(zt)]

T∇zt log p(zt) + fT (zt, t)∇zt log p(zt)}dzt

=

∫
q(zt)

[
−1

2
g2(t)∥∇zt log p(zt)∥22 − fT (zt, t)∇zt log q(zt) + g2(t)[∇zt log q(zt)]

T∇zt log p(zt)

]
dzt. (38)

Finally, substituting (38) into (30) proves the result:

CE(q(z0)∥p(z0))

=H(q(zT ))−
∫ T

0

∂

∂t
CE(q(zt)∥p(zt))dt

=H(q(zT )) +

∫ T

0

Eq(zt)
[
1

2
g2(t)∥∇zt log p(zt)∥22 + fT (zt, t)∇zt log q(zt)− g2(t)[∇zt log q(zt)]

T∇zt log p(zt)

]
dt.

(39)
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B Proof of Theorem 3.1

Theorem 3.1. Let {zn}
nf

n=0 be the Markov process defined by the EM scheme (14) (15). Let N be a random variable
uniformly distributed on {1, · · · , nf} and independent of z0 and the Un’s. Then the cross-entropy term in VAE training
loss can be rewritten as:

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0)) ≈ H(qϕ(znf
)) +

1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥sθ(zN , tN )∥22

]
+ EN,zN−1,zN

[
g2(tN )

UN−1

σN−1
[sθ(zN , tN )− sθ(µN−1, tN )]

]
− EN,zN−1,zN

[
UN−1

σN−1
[f(zN , tN )− f(µN−1, tN )]

]
. (40)

Proof. View the densities qϕ(z0 | x) and pθ(z0) as q(z0) and p(z0) in Lemma 1. By adding and subtracting the term
1
2g

2(t)∥∇zt log qϕ(zt | x)∥22, the cross-entropy term in the loss (12) can be written as

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0))
= H(qϕ(zT |x))

+

∫ T

0

Eqϕ(zt|x)
[
1

2
g2(t)∥∇zt log pθ(zt)∥22 + fT (zt, t)∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)− g2(t) [∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)]

T ∇zt log pθ(zt)

]
dt

= H(qϕ(zT |x))

+
1

2

∫ T

0

g2(t)Eqϕ(zt|x)
[
∥∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)−∇zt log pθ(zt)∥22

]
dt

+
1

2

∫ T

0

Eqϕ(zt|x)
[[
2f(zt, t)− g2(t)∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)

]T ∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)
]
dt

= H(qϕ(zT |x))

+
1

2

∫ T

0

g2(t)Eqϕ(zt|x)
[
∥∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)− sθ(zt, t)∥22

]
dt

+
1

2

∫ T

0

Eqϕ(zt|x)
[[
2f(zt, t)− g2(t)∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)

]T ∇zt log qϕ(zt|x)
]
dt. (41)

The second equality follows from completing the square after adding and subtracting the extra term. Here ∇zt log pθ(zt)
is the score of the marginal distribution at time t, which is parameterized by the score network sθ(zt, t). Combined
with the Markov process (14) (15), the cross entropy (41) can be approximated by:

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0))
≈ H(qϕ(znf

))

+
1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥∇zN log qϕ(zN )− sθ(zN , tN )∥22

]
+

1

2
EN,zN

[[
2f(zN , tN )− g2(tN )∇zN log qϕ(zN )

]T ∇zN log qϕ(zN )
]
. (42)

Here, the continuous time variable t is replaced by the discrete time steps tN , and the latent variable zt is replaced by
zN in the discrete Markov process. Split the second squared norm term in (42), also consider N takes some value n for
simplicity:

1

2
Ezn

[
g2(tn)∥∇zn log qϕ(zn)− sθ(zn, tn)∥22

]
=

1

2
Ezn

[
g2(tn)∥sθ(zn, tn)∥22

]
− Ezn

[
g2(tn)sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn)

]
+

1

2
Ezn

[
g2(tn)∥∇zn log qϕ(zn)∥22

]
.

(43)
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The second inner product term in (43) can be written in integral as

Ezn
[
g2(tn)sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn)

]
= g2(tn)

∫
sθ(zn, tn) · qϕ(zn)∇zn log qϕ(zn)dzn

= g2(tn)

∫
sθ(zn, tn) · ∇znqϕ(zn)dzn

= g2(tn)

∫
sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn

[∫
· · ·

∫ ∫
qϕ(zn|zn−1) · · · qϕ(z1|z0)qϕ(z0)dz0dz1 · · · dzn−1

]
dzn

= g2(tn)

∫
· · ·

∫ ∫ ∫
[sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn|zn−1)] qϕ(zn|zn−1) · · · qϕ(z1|z0)qϕ(z0)dz0dz1 · · · dzn−1dzn

(44)

The second and fourth equality use the identity x d log x = xd log xdx dx = dx. Since z0, . . . , zn form a Markov chain,
they satisfy

qϕ(zn|zn−1) · · · qϕ(z1|z0)qϕ(z0) = qϕ(zn, zn−1, · · · , z1, z0). (45)

Substituting (45) into (44) yields

Ezn
[
g2(tn)sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn)

]
= g2(tn)

∫ ∫
sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn|zn−1)

[∫ ∫
qϕ(zn, zn−1, · · · , z1, z0)dz0dz1 · · · dzn−2

]
dzn−1dzn. (46)

The inner product sθ(zn, n) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn|zn−1) depends only on zn, zn−1, and the inner integral gives the joint
density of (zn, zn−1). Thus the integral in (44) can be rewritten as

Ezn
[
g2(tn)sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn)

]
= g2(tn)Ezn−1,zn [sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn|zn−1)] . (47)

Since zn = µn−1 + σn−1Un−1, which is approximately Gaussian when ∆tn−1 is small enough, the score of the
transitional distribution qϕ(zn|zn−1) has closed form:

∇zn log qϕ(zn|zn−1) = −Un−1

σn−1
. (48)

Then the rewritten integral (47) becomes:

Ezn
[
g2(tn)sθ(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn)

]
= −g2(tn)Ezn−1,zn

[
sθ(zn, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1

]
. (49)

Note that σn−1 = g(tn−1)
√
∆tn−1 (15), where g is the diffusion coefficient of the diffusion process determined by

the reference distribution. When ∆tn−1 is very small, 1
σn−1

becomes large, leading to high variance.On the other hand,
in order for qϕ(zn | zn−1) to be well approximated by a Gaussian, the EM discretization must be fine, so ∆tn−1 must
indeed be small. To address this issue, consider the Taylor expansion of the score network:

sθ(zn, tn) = sθ(µn−1 + σn−1Un−1, tn)

= sθ(µn−1, tn) +∇µn−1
sθ(µn−1, tn) · σn−1Un−1 +O(σ2

n−1). (50)

Multipling both sides of (50) by Un−1

σn−1
gives

sθ(zn, tn) ·
Un−1

σn−1
= sθ(µn−1, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1
+

[
∇µn−1sθ(µn−1, tn) · Un−1

]
Un−1 +O(σn−1). (51)
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The first term on the right-hand side, sθ(µn−1, tn) · Un

σn−1
, becomes large when σn−1 is small, but has zero expectation

since Un−1 ∼ N (0, I). Hence it can be subtracted as a control variate:

Ezn−1,zn

[
sθ(µn−1, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1

]
= Ezn−1

[
sθ(µn−1, tn)

σn−1
Ezn [Un−1]

]
= 0

⇒ Ezn−1,zn

[
sθ(zn, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1

]
= Ezn−1,zn

[
sθ(zn, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1
− sθ(µn−1, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1

]
= Ezn−1,zn

[
Un−1

σn−1
· [sθ(zn, tn)− sθ(µn−1, tn)]

]
. (52)

Substituting (49) and (52) into (43) yields
1

2
Ezn

[
g2(tn)∥∇zn log qϕ(zn)− sθ(zn, tn)∥22

]
=

1

2
Ezn

[
g2(tn)∥sθ(zn, tn)∥22

]
+ g2(tn)Ezn−1,zn

[
Un−1

σn−1
· [sθ(zn, tn)− sθ(µn−1, tn)]

]
+

1

2
Ezn

[
g2(tn)∥∇zn log qϕ(zn)∥22

]
. (53)

For simplicity, the above discussion is based on N takes some value n. Reintroducing the random index N in place of
n gives

1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥∇zN log qϕ(zN )− sθ(zN , tN )∥22

]
=

1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥sθ(zN , tN )∥22

]
+ E

[
g2(tN )EzN−1,zN

[
UN−1

σN−1
· [sθ(zN , tN )− sθ(µN−1, tN )]

]]
+

1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥∇zN log qϕ(zN )∥22

]
. (54)

The third squared norm term in (54) can be cancelled out by part of the third inner product term in (42). So now the
cross entropy term in the loss function can be written as:

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0))
= H(qϕ(znf

))

+
1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥sθ(zN , tN )∥22

]
+ EN

[
g2(tN )EzN−1,zN

[
UN−1

σN−1
· [sθ(zN , tN )− sθ(µN−1, tN )]

]]
+ EN,zN [f(zN , tN ) · ∇zN log qϕ(zN )] . (55)

For the third inner product term in (55), we can also write it in the form of integral as (44) to utilize the approximately
Gaussian transition distribution. Also consider N takes some value n for simplicity:

Ezn [f(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn)]

=

∫
f(zn, tn) · qϕ(zn)∇zn log qϕ(zn)dzn

=

∫
f(zn, tn) · ∇znqϕ(zn)dzn

=

∫
f(zn, tn) · ∇zn

[∫
· · ·

∫ ∫
qϕ(zn|zn−1) · · · qϕ(z1|z0)qϕ(z0)dz0dz1 · · · dzn−1

]
dzn

=

∫
· · ·

∫ ∫ ∫
[f(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn|zn−1)] qϕ(zn|zn−1) · · · qϕ(z1|z0)qϕ(z0)dz0dz1 · · · dzn−1dzn. (56)
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Similar to (44), based on the Markov property (45), we interpret (56) as

Ezn [f(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn)] = Ezn−1,zn [f(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn|zn−1)] . (57)

Using again that qϕ(zn | zn−1) is approximately Gaussian, we obtain

Ezn [f(zn, tn) · ∇zn log qϕ(zn)] = −Ezn−1,zn

[
f(zn, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1

]
. (58)

This term also suffers from high variance when ∆tn−1 is small. As before, we consider the Taylor expansion

f(zn, tn) = f(µn−1, tn) +∇µn−1f(µn−1, tn) · σn−1Un−1 +O(σ2
n−1). (59)

Multiplying (59) by Un−1

σn−1
shows that f(µn−1, tn) · Un−1

σn−1
is the dominant exploding term. Its expectation is zero since

Un−1 is centered Gaussian, so it can also be removed as a control variate:

Ezn−1,zn

[
f(µn−1, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1

]
= Ezn−1

[
f(µn−1, tn)

σn−1
Ezn [Un−1]

]
= 0

⇒ Ezn−1,zn

[
f(zn, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1

]
= Ezn−1,zn

[
f(zn, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1
− f(µn−1, tn) ·

Un−1

σn−1

]
= Ezn−1,zn

[
Un−1

σn−1
[f(zn, tn)− f(µn−1, tn)]

]
. (60)

Reinstating N in place of n as a random variable and substituting into (55) gives

CE(qϕ(z0|x)∥pθ(z0))

= H(qϕ(znf
)) +

1

2
EN,zN

[
g2(tN )∥sθ(zN , tN )∥22

]
+ EN

[
g2(tN )EzN−1,zN

[
UN−1

σN−1
· [sθ(zN , tN )− sθ(µN−1, tN )]

]]
− EN

[
EzN−1,zN

[
UN−1

σN−1
[f(zN , tN )− f(µN−1, tN )]

]]
, (61)

where the random variable N is uniformly distributed on {1, · · · , nf}. This concludes the proof.

C NVAE Architecture

The NVAE architecture in our experiments is the simplified version of the one implemented in [24]. We still set the
number of latent scales to 1 and the number of groups of latent variables in this only latent scale to 2. We change the
number of channels of the latent variables in each group from 20 to 1. We change the number of channels of the output
feature representation of the initial convolution layer from 64 to 16. Such changes lead to a much simpler network, with
the number of trainable parameters drastically reduced from 3,005,822 to 207,648.

C.1 Input

A batch of samples from the MNIST dataset is first zero-padded to obtain a B × 1 × 32 × 32 feature, where B is
the batch size. This feature is then passed to a 3× 3 convolutional layer with padding of 1 and bias, which outputs a
B × 16× 32× 32 feature.

C.2 Preprocess Block

The preprocess block contains 6 cells. Each cell is based on the residual cell introduced in [23]. The input is passed to a
batch normalization (BN) layer, activated by the Swish activation function [18] and passed to a 3× 3 convolutional
layer. The output goes through the same process again and is passed to a squeeze and excitation (SE) layer [11]. The
first convolutional layer in the third cell has stride of 2 and outputs a B × 32× 16× 16 feature. The first convolutional
layer in the final cell has stride of 2 and outputs a B × 32× 8× 8 feature. All six cells extend the residual connection
to skip connection with coefficient 0.1.
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C.3 Encoder Tower

The encoder tower contains 2 cells. Each cell has the same architecture as the cells in the preprocess block with stride of
1. The output of the first cell is a B × 32× 8× 8 feature and is passed to both the second cell and the encoder combiner
in the decoder tower. The output of the second cell is also a B × 32× 8× 8 feature and is passed to the normal sampler.

C.4 Normal Sampler

The purpose of the normal sampler is to sample from the normal distribution. The output of the second cell in the
encoder tower is activated by the ELU activation function [5] and passed to a convolutional layer. The output is a
B × 2 × 8 × 8 feature, which is splitted into two B × 1 × 8 × 8 features and used as the mean and covariance of
a normal distribution. A sample is generated from this distribution and passed to a convolutional layer to obtain a
B × 1× 8× 8 feature. This feature is then passed to the first decoder combiner in the decoder tower.

The whole process above is repeated for the output of the encoder combiner in the decoder tower. The output feature is
then passed to the second decoder combiner in the decoder tower. There is also a B × 1× 8× 8 sample from a normal
distribution. This sample and the sample in the process above are concatenated as a B × 2× 8× 8 feature, which is
viewed as a batch of latent variables in the latent space determined by the encoder of this NVAE.

C.5 Decoder Tower

The decoder tower contains 2 cells. Each cell is modified from the residual cell. The BN → Swish activation →
convolution is replaced by the convolution → BN → Swish activation. An extra BN is added at the beginning. An
extra convolution → BN is added before the final SE layer. The decoder tower also contains one encoder combiner
and two decoder combiners. The first decoder combiner takes the output of the normal sampler and a 32 × 8 × 8
learnable parameter as inputs. It outputs a B × 32 × 8 × 8 feature, which is passed to the first cell in the decoder
tower. The encoder combiner takes the outputs of the first cells in both the encoder tower and the decoder tower as
inputs. The output is passed to the normal sampler. The normal sampler’s output and the first cell’s output are then
passed to the second decoder combiner. Finally, the decoder combiner’s output is passed to the second cell. The output
B × 32× 8× 8 feature is passed to the postprocess block.

C.6 Postprocess Block

The postprocess block contains 6 cells. Each cell has the same architecture as the cells in the decoder tower. The first
convolutional layer in the first cell has stride of -1 and outputs a B × 32× 16× 16 feature. The first convolutional layer
in the third cell has stride of -1 and outputs a B × 16× 32× 32 feature. This output is obtained by skip connection, the
same as the preprocess block.

C.7 Output

The output of the postprocess block is activated by the ELU function and passed to a 3 × 3 convolution layer. The
output is a B × 1× 32× 32 feature, which can be viewed as logits. The Bernoulli distribution determined by the logits
can be viewed as the output of the decoder of this NVAE.

D Experiment Results

Table 3: Low data MNIST (N = 3000)
model FID (↓) IS (↑)

LSGM 27.1 9.12
LNDSM-SGM 15.0 9.57
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(a) Training samples (b) LSGM (c) LNDSM-SGM

(d) Training samples (e) LSGM (f) LNDSM-SGM

Figure 2: LSGM and LNDSM-SGM trained using the low data MNIST dataset. (a) and (d): Snapshot and fraction of
different digits of the training samples. (b) and (e): Snapshot and fraction of different digits of the 10,000 samples
generated by the LSGM. The KL divergence from the fraction of the training samples to the fraction of the generated
samples: 0.00883. (c) and (f): Snapshot and fraction of different digits of the 10,000 samples generated by the
LNDSM-SGM. The KL divergence from the fraction of the training samples to the fraction of the generated samples:
0.00439.

19



A PREPRINT

(a) Training samples (b) LSGM (c) LNDSM-SGM

(d) Training samples (e) LSGM (f) LNDSM-SGM

Figure 3: LSGM and LNDSM-SGM trained using the full Approx.-C2-MNIST dataset. (a) and (d): Snapshot and
fraction of different digits of the training samples. (b) and (e): Snapshot and fraction of different digits of the 10,000
samples generated by the LSGM. (c) and (f): Snapshot and fraction of different digits of the 10,000 samples generated
by the LNDSM-SGM.
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