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Abstract

We provide attainable analytical tools to estimate the error of flow-based generative models under
the Wasserstein metric and to establish the optimal sampling iteration complexity bound with respect
to dimension as O(

√
d). We show this error can be explicitly controlled by two parts: the Lipschitzness

of the push-forward maps of the backward flow which scales independently of the dimension; and a local
discretization error scales O(

√
d) in terms of dimension. The former one is related to the existence of

Lipschitz changes of variables induced by the (heat) flow. The latter one consists of the regularity of the
score function in both spatial and temporal directions.

These assumptions are valid in the flow-based generative model associated with the Föllmer process
and 1-rectified flow under the Gaussian tail assumption. As a consequence, we show that the sampling
iteration complexity grows linearly with the square root of the trace of the covariance operator, which is
related to the invariant distribution of the forward process.

Keywords: Flow-based model, complexity bound, early stopping, Wasserstein metric

1 Introduction

The landscape of deep learning has been fundamentally reshaped by the emergence of powerful genera-
tive models, including Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) (Goodfellow et al., 2014; Arjovsky et al.,
2017), Variational Auto-encoders (VAEs) (Kingma & Welling, 2014; Kingma et al., 2019), and Normalizing
Flows (Papamakarios et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2023; Wan & Wei, 2022), which have achieved remarkable
success in a wide range of applications across modalities like images, audio, and text. These models are
capable of learning complex data distributions, allowing them to generate high-quality samples (Achiam
et al., 2023; Song et al., 2021).

Diffusion models (DM) are the state-of-the-art generative models, which can be analyzed via the SDE
framework (Song et al., 2021). With the same forward and backward marginal as DM, flow-based mod-
els (Chen et al., 2023b,c) are generative models with deterministic flow given initial distribution, offering a
strong basis for statistical inference. This unique feature makes them highly effective in applications such as
image and audio synthesis, as well as density estimation (Cheng et al., 2024).

Early works on DMs and flow-based models provide reverse KL guarantees (Chen et al., 2023a; Benton
et al., 2024; Conforti et al., 2025a; Li et al., 2024). However, for structured data, where the target typically
lies on a compact sub-manifold (Tenenbaum et al., 2000; Bengio et al., 2017), the KL divergence between the
backward process and the target is ill-defined. Therefore, one may turn to the analysis of flow-based models
under the Wasserstein metric, and in this paper, we will consider the W2 distance in Euclidean space, which
is well-defined among distributions with finite second-order moments. One of the central difficulties in the
analysis under the W2 distance is the accumulation of local error in the Lyapunov-type estimate. This is in
sharp contrast with KL-based analysis (Altschuler & Chewi, 2024; Zhu, 2025; Kim & Milman, 2012) which
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admits the Girsanov’s theorem (for instance, one in Chen et al. (2023a)) showing the constant scaling of
the local error.

In light of this, the main contribution of this paper is to provide analytical tools that study the
accumulation error along the sampling flow under the Wasserstein metric and hence ensure the optimal
iteration complexity bound O(

√
d). More precisely, we first analyze the potential asymptotic scaling of

the truncation error in terms of the temporal variable and the ambient dimension. Then we bound the
accumulation of error by the Lipschitz properties of the push-forward maps of the backward flow. As a
justification, we illustrate the attainability of the assumptions by showing the optimal complexity bound in
Föllmer flow under the Gaussian tail assumption. Such an assumption applies to both regular and singular
targets (when early stopping technique (Lyu et al., 2022) is applied), extendable to infinite-dimensional
settings, with further implications for Bayesian inverse problems.

1.1 Related work

Lipschitz changes of variables In the field of PDE, the Lipschitzness of transport maps was initiated by Caf-
farelli (2000), who constructed such maps between log-concave probability measures. Building on this, Colombo
et al. (2017) developed global Lipschitz maps for compactly supported perturbations of log-concave mea-
sures. An alternative approach beyond optimal transport involves diffusion processes. By leveraging the
maximum principle for parabolic PDEs, one can show that log-concavity is preserved along the associated
diffusion semigroup (Kim & Milman, 2012). Mikulincer & Shenfeld (2023) obtained a sharper Lipschitz
constant for measures with bounded support and Gaussian mixtures, improving Caffarelli’s result. Based
on this, Dai et al. (2023) assume a finite third moment and semi-log-convexity to construct a well-posed
unit-time Föllmer flow whose terminal map is Lipschitz and pushes a Gaussian to a target measure in the
unit time interval [0, 1]. Neeman (2022) relaxed Colombo’s compact support requirement to boundedness,
and Fathi et al. (2024) extended it to Gaussian in Rd and uniform spherical measures. Furthermore, Brigati
& Pedrotti (2024) obtained the sharpest Lipschitz bound in this setting without controlling the third-order
derivative tensor of potential ∇3W . For clarity, we summarize the assumptions on target distributions and
their Lipschitz constants in Table 2, with details in Appendix A. Despite these results shed light on potential
minimal assumption for the convergence guarantee of flow-based models, in later context, we will demon-
strate that estimation of the time derivative of velocity field ∂tV is also crucial on the pathway of optimal
complexity bounds.
Continuous flow-based generative models Building on score-based (Song et al., 2021) and denoising diffu-
sion models (Gao & Zhu, 2025), Salimans & Ho (2022) introduces stable parameterizations and a distil-
lation method to reduce sampling steps while maintaining sample quality. Flow matching (FM) (Lipman
et al., 2023) extends continuous normalizing flows (CNFs) (Chen et al., 2018) by training a neural ODE-
parameterized vector field vθ(x, t) to match a target velocity v(x, t) along fixed probability paths, unifying
diffusion and non-diffusion models for efficient and stable generation. Rectified flow (Liu et al., 2023; Rout
et al., 2024) learns neural ODEs that transport distributions along nearly straight paths through iterative
rectification processes, yielding deterministic couplings with reduced transport cost and enabling efficient
one-step simulation. In addition, stochastic interpolants (Albergo et al., 2023; Albergo & Vanden-Eijnden,
2023) unify flow-based and diffusion-based methods to bridge arbitrary densities,

Xt = I(t,X0, X1) + γ(t)z, t ∈ [0, 1], (1)

recovering the Schrödinger bridge when the interpolant is optimized (Léonard, 2013). Recently, Flow Map
Matching (FMM) (Boffi et al., 2025) has accelerated sampling by learning the two-time flow map of gener-
ative dynamics, thereby alleviating the computational cost associated with continuous models. Geng et al.
(2025) connect one-step generative modeling to multiscale physical simulations via average velocity, achiev-
ing leading performance on ImageNet 256×256 without pre-training or distillation.
Convergence bounds Recent studies control the KL, W2, and TV distances between the generative and target
distributions to guarantee convergence and measure training discretization errors. Albergo & Vanden-Eijnden
(2023) bounded the W 2

2 distance by e1+2KH(v̂) under the smoothness and Lipschitz assumptions, where
H(v̂) measures discrete velocity error. Albergo et al. (2023) derived KL-based perturbation bounds for CNF
estimators, while FMM (Boffi et al., 2025) improved W2 bounds for pre-trained models via Lagrangian and
Eulerian distillation losses controlling the teacher-student Wasserstein gap. The estimation error of the FM
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has been analyzed for typical data distributions (e.g., manifold-supported) by Benton et al. (2023), and a
nonparametric O(n−1/(d+5)) convergence rate under early stopping (Lyu et al., 2022) was established by Gao
et al. (2024), where n denotes the sample size. Subsequently, Cheng et al. (2024) showed JKO flows reach
O(ϵ2) KL error in N ≲ log(1/ϵ) steps, extending to non-density cases and yielding mixed KL-W2 guarantees.
We summarize recent complexity results for diffusion models and flow-based models (under Wasserstein dis-
tance) in Table 1. Detailed theorems appear in Lemmas A.10-A.16. In this work, we achieve an optimal

dependence of O
(√

d
)
on the data dimension d without the assumption of log-concaveness of the target.

Table 1: Complexity bounds for DM/flow-based models in d dimensions: previous results vs. ours.

Target P0 Complexity Result

P0 log-concave∗ O
(√

d
ϵ0

(log d
ϵ0
)2
)

Gao & Zhu (2025) Tab. 1

G-tail Ass.∗ O
(√

d
ϵ0

log d
ϵ20

)
Wang & Wang (2024) Cor. 3.5

one-side Lip+weakly log-concave∗ O
(

d2

ϵ20

)
Gentiloni-Silveri & Ocello (2025) Thm.3.5

weakly log-concave∗ O
(

d
ϵ20

)
Bruno & Sabanis (2025) Thm.3.12

G-tail Ass. 3.7 O
(√

d
ϵ0

)
This work Thm.3.15

∗ denotes works on diffusion models; n is the sample size.

1.2 Contributions

• We point out that the W2-distance between the generative and target distributions is controlled by the
Lipschitzness of the push-forward maps introduced by sampling flow. By providing concrete bounds
on the Lipschitz coefficient, we obtain an explicit estimate of the accumulation error.

• While prior works often rely on smoothness or strict log-concavity, we adopt a general condition in
applications-the Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7 to provide the well-posedness and Lipschitz regularity
of Föllmer flow, with explicit, dimension-free Lipschitz bounds (Corollary 3.11 and Corollary 3.14).

• By leveraging the Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7 to obtain accurate upper bounds on the time derivative
of velocity field |∂tV | (Theorem 3.8), our framework avoids the need for end-point constraints or early
stopping (Lyu et al., 2022), enabling training and sampling throughout the entire interval t ∈ [0, 1].

This framework naturally extends the O
(√

d
)
complexity results of the SDE flow to the deterministic

flow, achieving even better complexity than previous approaches (Wang & Wang, 2024).

2 Flow-based Model

We begin by introducing a unified formulation of flow-based generative models. This general framework
allows the convergence analysis in Section 3 to apply seamlessly to both the Föllmer flow and more general
sampling dynamics. Consider a continuous flow governed by a velocity field V via the ODE1

d
←
Xt

dt
= V

(
t,
←
Xt

)
,
←
X0 = x, t ∈ [0, 1]. (2)

With the N steps discretization in time, 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tN = 1, the ODE (2) in each sub-interval
[tn, tn+1], can be interpreted as a local transport map,

Tn(
←
Xtn) =

←
Xtn+1

. (3)

1We used the left arrow ←−· to represent its connections to the backward process in the score based model.
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The overall flow-based model
←
X1(x) is then obtained by the composition of transport maps

←
X1(x) = (TN−1 ◦ TN−2 ◦ · · · ◦ T0)(x).

An approximation of
←
X1(x) can be interpreted as approximation of {Tn}N−1n=0 by {T̃n}N−1n=0 . To quantify the

error of the approximation, we denote the marginal distribution of the actual state
←
Xtn+1 by

←
P tn+1 , and

←
Qtn+1

of the approximated state. Correspondingly we have,

←
P tn+1

= (Tn)#(
←
P tn),

←
Qtn+1

= (T̃n)#(
←
Qtn). (4)

Föllmer flow For any ε ∈ (0, 1), we consider a diffusion process (
→
Xt)t∈[0,1−ε] that gradually transforms

the target distribution ν into a Gaussian N (0, C) over time by the following Itô SDE

d
→
Xt = −

1

1− t

→
Xtdt+

√
2C

1− t
dWt,

→
X0 ∼ ν, t ∈ [0, 1− ε], (5)

where Wt is a standard Brownian motion, C is a symmetric, positive-definite covariance matrix. The

transition probability distribution from
→
X0 to

→
Xt is given by

→
Xt|
→
X0 = x0 ∼ N

(
(1− t)x0, t(2− t)C

)
. (6)

The marginal distribution flow (pt)t∈[0,1−ε] of the forward diffusion process satisfies the Fokker-Planck-
Kolmogorov (FPK) equation in an Eulerian framework

∂tpt = ∇ ·
(
pt ·

1

1− t
[x+ C∇ log pt(x)]

)
on [0, 1− ε]× Rd, p0 = ν. (7)

Then Föllmer flow is formally defined as the backward process of such a forward diffusion (5), while preserving
the same marginal distributions in (7).

Definition 2.1 (Föllmer flow in formal sense). A Föllmer flow (
←−
Xt)t∈[0,1] solves the IVP{

d
←
Xt

dt = V (t,
←
Xt),

←
X0 ∼ γC , t ∈ [0, 1],

V (t, x) := 1
t [x+ S(t, x)] , ∀t ∈ (0, 1]; V (0, x) :=

√
CEν [X],

(8)

S(t, x) := C∇ log pt(x) is the score function with probability density pt = p1−t in forward FKP equation (7).
We call V (t, x) a Föllmer velocity field.

Following (4), we define
→
P tn as the marginal distribution of

→
Xtn in the forward diffusion process. Given

the initial distribution
→
P 0 = Pdata, then for all t ∈ [0, 1],

←
P tn =

→
P 1−tn .

In practice, the velocity field V (1 − t, x) = 1
1−t [x+ C∇ log pt(x)] is not available since no closed form

expression of pt is known. To this end, one approximates V by a neural network Ṽ . The network is trained
by minimizing an L2 estimation loss,

Ept(x)

∥∥∥∥Ṽ (1− t, x)− 1

1− t
[x+ C∇ log pt(x)]

∥∥∥∥2 . (9)

For simplicity, we introduce the notation Xt := (1− t)X0 +
√
t(2− t)CN , which shares the same marginal

distribution as
→
Xt in (6). Then the velocity field V (1 − t, x) can be expressed as a conditional expecta-

tion (Yubin et al., 2025),

V (1− t,X) :=
1

1− t

[
X + S(1− t,X)

]
= EX0|Xt

[
1

1− t
Xt −

Xt − (1− t)X0

(1− t)t(2− t)

∣∣∣∣Xt = X

]
.
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With an appropriate weight of the t-variable, the loss in (9) becomes an approximation of this conditional
expectation via mean-squared prediction error,

EX0, N∼N (0,Id), t

λ(t)∥∥∥∥∥Ṽ (1− t,Xt)−
1

1− t
Xt +

√
CN

(1− t)
√
t(2− t)

∥∥∥∥∥
2
 .

After training, with Ṽ (1 − t, x), one can generate samples of the target distribution via an Euler-type
discretization of the continuous-time process, starting from the Gaussian initialization γC ,

d
←
Y t

dt
= Ṽ (tn,

←
Y tn),

←
Y t0 ∼ γC , t ∈ [tn, tn+1], n = 0, 1 . . . , N − 1. (10)

Note that (10) defines the transport map T̃n for the learned Föllmer flow, governed by the approximate

velocity field Ṽ (tn,
←
Y tn) over the sub-interval [tn, tn+1] ⊂ [0, 1]. Distribution of generation

←
Qt is then defined

by (4).

Well-posedness of Föllmer flow Under appropriate assumptions on the target distribution ν, one can
show the Föllmer flow being the time-reversal of the forward diffusion process (5). For instance, under third
moment (Assumption 3.6), semi-log-convexity (Assumption A.19) and the structural assumptions (Assump-
tion A.20) on ν, Dai et al. (2023) studied the Föllmer flow in the case C = Id, where the score function is
given by

S(t, x) := ∇ log

∫
Rd

(2π(1− t2))−
d
2 exp

(
− |x− ty|2

2(1− t2)

)
ν(dy).

It can be shown that the velocity field V is Lipschitz continuous in x with a well-defined initial condition
V (0, x). By the Cauchy-Lipschitz theory (Ambrosio & Crippa, 2014), one can define a Lagrangian flow
(X∗t )t∈[0,1] governed by the well-posed ODE system,

dX∗t = −V (1− t,X∗t )dt, X∗0 ∼ ν, t ∈ [0, 1],

sharing the same marginal distribution with (5).
In this work, we study the Föllmer flow with correlated Gaussian initial based on the Gaussian tail

Assumption 3.7, and retain the spatially anisotropic noise assumption (C ̸= Id) to allow our theory to
generalize to infinite-dimensional settings requiring compactification (Lim et al., 2025); We refer the reader
to Theorem 3.8 for the regularity of the velocity field and Lemma 3.10 for the proof of well-posedness.

General Notations Let γC denote the density of N (0, C). For an n × n matrix A, the operator norm
∥ · ∥ is defined as

∥A∥ = sup
v ̸=0

|Av|
|v|

= largest eigenvalue of
√
ATA.

For symmetric positive-definite A, define the weighted ℓ2 norm

|x|2A := (A−1/2x,A−1/2x),

which reduces to the standard ℓ2 norm | · | when A = I. For a vector (matrix)-valued function f(x),

|f |∞ = sup
x
|f(x)|, (∥f∥∞ = sup

x
∥f(x)∥).

3 Main results

In this section, we present the main results. Our analysis begins with a general flow-based framework (not
necessarily restricted to the Föllmer flow), through which we develop Wasserstein-based analytical tools
that yield an optimal iteration complexity bound of

√
d. We then validate the assumptions and present the

complexity results for the Föllmer flow and 1-rectified flow under the Gaussian tail assumption.
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3.1 Lipschitz changes of variables implies Wasserstein bound of flow-based mod-
els

For the sake of compactness, we impose the following assumption on the second-order moment.

Assumption 3.1 (Second moment). The data distribution has a bounded second moment, M2 := Ep0
|x|2 <

∞. We further denote,
M0 = max{Tr(C),M2},

relates to the maximum second-order moment, where C is a symmetric, positive-definite covariance matrix.

We consider a general covariance matrix C to cover both the identity case C = Id and the correlated
case C ̸= Id. In the main text, we primarily focus on the former, yielding Tr(C) = d and thus M0 = O(d)
with dimension d. At the same time, we retain C ̸= Id in the derivation to extend our theory to infinite-
dimensional settings (Lim et al., 2025), with the general case further discussed in Appendix D for Bayesian
inverse problems.
Next, we make three assumptions, each holding with some dimension-free constants. We regard these
assumptions as generally valid, and under them, our convergence result Theorem 3.5 can be established.

Assumption 3.2 (Lipschitzness of T ). ∀n = 0, . . . , N − 1, Lip(Tn) <∞, and
∏n

j=0 Lip(Tj) <∞.

We will justify the attainability of the Assumption 3.2 in Corollary 3.11 by invoking the lipschitz property
of the velocity field established in Theorem 3.8. Similar to Assumption 3.2 which imposes Lipschitz continuity
of T , we also assume the Lipschitz continuity of T̃ as stated below.

Assumption 3.3 (Lipschitzness of T̃ ). ∀n = 0, . . . , N − 1, Lip(T̃n) <∞, and
∏n

j=0 Lip(T̃j) <∞.

We will verify Assumption 3.3 in Corollary 3.14 by leveraging the lipschitz property of the learned velocity
field stipulated in Assumption 3.13. The final assumption concerns the local discretization error between T
and T̃ at each time step h, as described below.

Assumption 3.4 (Accuracy of approximation). There exists constants K,K1,K2, ϵ, such that√
E
x∼
←
P tn

|T̃n(x)− Tn(x)|2 ≤ h

((
K
√
M0 +

K1√
1− t2n

+K2

)
h+ ϵ

)
,

with time step size h = tn+1 − tn.

This scaling follows since

T̃n(x)− Tn(x) = h
(
V (x)− Ṽ (x)

)
+O(h2),

as verified in the Föllmer case Theorem 3.15. The term O(h) reflects the ϵ-accuracy of the learned velocity

Ṽ (x) (Assumption 3.12), while the term O(h2) stems from the Taylor expansion of Tn(x) over [tn, tn+1] and
depends on its regularity, possibly also on ambient dimension d and time t.

Next, we outline the core proof strategy of this work. The key step is to demonstrate the Lipschitz
continuity of both the original and discretized flows, which is critical for guaranteeing the convergence of
flow-based generative models.

Theorem 3.5. Assume that the target distribution satisfies Assumption 3.1 and follows Lipschitzness As-
sumption 3.2, 3.3, and approximation error Assumption 3.4. With constant step size h, the Wasserstein-2

distance between the target distribution
→
P 0 =

←
P 1 and the generation

←
Q1 is bounded as,

W2(
←
P 1,

←
Q1) ≤

N−1∏
j=0

Lip(T̃j)

W2(
←
P 0,

←
Q0)

+ h

N−2∑
k=0

N−2∏
j=k

Lip(T̃j)

(K√M0 +
K1√
1− t2j

+K2

)
h+ ϵ

 .

(11)
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Proof see Appendix B.1.

This result shows that the first term in the bound scales the initial discrepancy W2(
←
P 0,

←
Q0) by the

product of Lipschitz constants
(∏N−1

j=0 Lip(T̃j)
)
, and the second term

((
K
√
M0 +

K1√
1−t2j

+K2

)
h+ ϵ

)
,

captures accumulated discretization errors (Assumption 3.4) and a local discretization error scales O(
√
M0),

yielding the O(
√
d) dependence in the isotropic case C = Id. Similar results (17) and (18) are listed in

Proposition A.10 and Proposition A.13, while the precise scaling of the second term remains unspecified. To
be noted, in the limit of h→ 0, h

∑N−2
k=0

1√
1−t2k

→ π
2 .

Notably, Theorem 3.5 is of general validity: it applies to all flow-based models and their discrete coun-
terparts satisfying the relevant assumptions, and is not limited to the Föllmer case.

3.2 Analyses of Föllmer flow under Gaussian tail assumption

In this section, we focus on the Föllmer flow and derive the main convergence result based on Theorem 3.5
through Lipschitz changes of variables, which plays a central role in our analysis.

Assumption 3.6 (Third moment). The data distribution has a bounded third moment, i.e. Ep0 |x|3 <∞.

We note that the third-moment assumption 3.6 is only required to ensure well-posedness of Föllmer flow
at t = 0 in the proof of Lemma 3.10 (see Appendix B.3). For our complexity bound, the second moment
Assumption 3.1 is sufficient.

Our analysis is based on the following key assumption that the tail distribution of the target is similar
to a Gaussian distribution with covariance matrix A.

Assumption 3.7 (G-tail). The density of target distribution p0 ∈ C2(Rd) and has the following tail de-
composition:

p0(x) = exp

(
−|x|

2
A

2

)
exp(h(x)),

where there are independent of dimension constants such that,

(i) A is a symmetric, positive-definite matrix which can be simultaneously diagonalized with C, and

∥A∥ <∞, ∥C∥ <∞, ∥AC−1∥ <∞, ∥CA−1∥ <∞.

(ii) the remainder term h follows

|
√
C∇h|∞ <∞, ∥C∇2h∥∞ <∞.

The Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7 generalizes the log-concavity condition in Ding et al. (2023); Gao et al.
(2024) to heavier-than-sub-Gaussian tails while ensuring sufficient decay for well-posedness and convergence.
Although stronger than the weak semi-log-concavity assumption of Chaintron et al. (2025); Bruno & Sabanis
(2025), it yields sharper guarantees: weak semi-log-concavity implies O(d) sampling complexity, whereas the
Gaussian tail assumption achievesO(

√
d) scaling in a non-log-concave setting and also accommodates realistic

distributions such as early stopping, see (16).
The following theorem bounds the Lipschitz constant and the time derivative of the Föllmer velocity field

in (8) under the Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7, supporting the Lipschitz changes of variables in Corollary 3.11
and convergence rate in Theorem 3.15.

Theorem 3.8 (Regularity of the velocity field). The Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7 implies the Föllmer
velocity field V (t, ·) has the following regularity properties:

|V (t, x)| ≤ K0 +K2t|x|, ∀t ∈ [0, 1],

∥∇V (t, ·)∥∞ ≤ (K1 +K2)t, ∀t ∈ [0, 1],

|∂tV (t, x)| ≤ K5|x|+
K6√
1− t2

+K7, ∀t ∈ [0, 1),

(12)

where the coefficients are dimension-free constants, given explicitly in Table 3 of Appendix B.2.
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To handle the blow-up of |∂tV (t, x)| near t = 0, 1, Ding et al. (2023) restrict t to [δ, 1−δ]. In particular, Gao
et al. (2024) shows Lipschitz continuity of V in t over [0, 1−δ0] with constant scaling as O(δ−20 ). In contrast,
under our Gaussian tail assumption, the control over the second derivative of the tail allows us to bound
|∂tV (t, x)| using techniques such as the Brascamp-Lieb inequality (Brascamp & Lieb, 1976). This analysis
reveals that the term 1√

1−t2 is integrable on [0, 1], thus posing no obstacle to convergence, allowing training

and sampling over the full interval t ∈ [0, 1]. More importantly, this approach, to our knowledge, is the first
to yield the improved O(

√
d) complexity bound, as formally stated in Corollary 3.16.

Detailed proof of Theorem 3.8 is provided in Appendix B.2.

Remark 3.9. Motivated by the averaged-velocity construction in MeanFlow (Geng et al., 2025), we introduce
an analogous notion for the Föllmer flow and define the averaged Föllmer velocity as

V (x, r, t) :=
1

t− r

∫ t

r

V (τ, x) dτ.

Under the regularity condition (12) satisfied by the Föllmer velocity field, a direct calculation gives the uniform
bound ∣∣V (x, r, t)

∣∣ ≤ K0 +
t+ r

2
K2 |x|,

demonstrating that the averaged Föllmer velocity preserves the same linear growth property as the original
velocity field.

Under the preceding assumptions and analysis, we establish the well-posedness of the Föllmer model

(
←
Xt)t∈[0,1] in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.10 (Well-posedness). Suppose that the third moment Assumption 3.6 and the Gaussian tail
Assumption 3.7 hold. Then the Föllmer velocity field is well-defined at the t = 0, in the sense that

V (0, x) := lim
t→0

V (t, x) = lim
t→0

x+ S(t, x)

t
=
√
CEp0 [X]. (13)

Consequently, the Föllmer flow (
←
Xt)t∈[0,1] is a unique solution to IVP (8). Moreover, the push-forward

measure satisfies

γC ◦ (
←
X1)

−1 = p0.

Proof see Appendix B.3. Under Assumption 3.7, we now establish the Lipschitz property of the continuous

flow (
←
Xt)t∈[0,1].

Corollary 3.11 (Lipschitzness of continuous flow). If p0 follows the Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7, then the

Föllmer flow (
←
Xt)t∈[0,1] is Lipschitz with a dimension-free constant, more precisely,

Lip(
←
X1(x)) ≤ ∥∇

←
X1(x)∥op ≤ exp

(
K1 +K2

2

)
. (14)

Proof see Appendix B.4. Bound like (14) can also be achieved in Caffarelli (2000); Colombo et al. (2017);
Kim & Milman (2012); Mikulincer & Shenfeld (2023); Brigati & Pedrotti (2024) under various assumptions,
as detailed in Appendix A. In general, the constants involved are dimension-free.

To analyze the stability and convergence of the discrete flow, we first assume the following bound on the
velocity field approximation error at the discretization points.

Assumption 3.12 (Accuracy of the learned velocity field). For each time discretization point tn, the accu-

racy of learned velocity Ṽ (tn, x) approximates the true velocity field V (tn, x) with uniformly bounded error
in expectation:

E→
P 1−tn

|V (tn, x)− Ṽ (tn, x)|2 ≤ ϵ2.

Next, we assume that the learned velocity field inherits the regularity of the continuous flow under the
Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7.
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Assumption 3.13 (Regularity of the learned velocity field). Assume the learned velocity field Ṽ (t, x) follows

∥∇Ṽ (tn, ·)∥∞ ≤ (K1 +K2 +K8)tn

for some positive constant K8.

Although the bound may not be small in general, the Assumption 3.13 is essential for our theoretical
analysis and remains reasonable. The learned velocity field Ṽ (tn, x) is trained to approximate the true
velocity field V (tn, x) in Assumption 3.12, which satisfies the required regularity (see Theorem 3.8); Moreover,
neural networks generally inherits the smoothness and controlled growth induced by the architecture and
training process, which prevents uncontrolled behavior in practice. Assumption 3.13 can further be relaxed
in the temporal t direction to require only that the total discrete-time sum of the score gradient is bounded;
see Remark B.1 in Appendix B.7.

We subsequently establish the Lipschitz property of the discrete flow (
←
Y t)t∈[0,1] under Assumption 3.13.

Corollary 3.14 (Lipschitzness of discrete flow). The regularity of learned velocity field Assumption 3.13

implies the Lipschitz property of the learned flow (
←
Y t)t∈[0,1] with a dimension-free constant, such that

Lip(
←
Y 1(x)) ≤ ∥∇

←
Y 1(x)∥op ≤ exp

(
K1 +K2 +K8

2

)
,

Proof see Appendix B.5.

3.3 Main Convergence theories

With the Lipschitz properties of the flow established (see Corollary 3.11 and Corollary 3.14), we next quantify
how these bounds propagate through the discrete dynamics. Building on Theorem 3.5, the following theorem
provides a convergence result in Föllmer flow case.

Theorem 3.15. Suppose that the third moment Assumption 3.6, the Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7, the
accuracy and regularity assumptions 3.12- 3.13 on the learned velocity field hold. Using the Euler method
for the Föllmer flow with uniform step size h = tn+1 − tn ≤ 1 ensures

√
M0 convergence between the target

data distribution and the generated distribution:

W2(
→
P 0,

←
Q1) ≤ exp

(K1 +K2 +K8

2

)(√
3
(
K5

√
M0 +K9

)
h+ 2ϵ

)
. (15)

where K1,K2, . . . ,K9 are dimensionless constants defined in Theorem 3.8 and Assumption 3.13, with ex-
plicit expressions given in Table 3. Furthermore, with the covariance of base distribution C = Id in the

Assumption 3.1, W2(
→
P 0,

←
Q1) = O(

√
d h+ ϵ).

Proof see Appendix B.6. Note that the first term in Theorem 3.5, stemming from the time-propagating

discrepancy of the semigroup maps, vanishes in Theorem 3.15 because the Föllmer flow (
←
Xt)t∈[0,1] is well-

posed at t = 0, giving W2(
←
P 0,

←
Q0) = 0. Thus, only the accumulated discretization error remains, corre-

sponding to the second term in Theorem 3.5.

Corollary 3.16. To reach a distribution
←
Q1 such that W2(

→
P 0,

←
Q1) = O(ε0) with uniform step size h =

tn+1 − tn ≤ 1 requires at most:

h = O
(

ϵ0√
M0

)
, N =

1

h
= O

(√
M0

ϵ0

)
,

and Assumption 3.12 to hold with ϵ = O(ϵ0). Furthermore, N = O
(√

d
ϵ0

)
under the Assumption 3.1 with

C = Id.
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The complexity bound established in Corollary 3.16 grows linearly with the square root of the trace of
the forward process’s covariance operator, independent of dimension, and thus extends naturally to infinite-
dimensional generative models. An illustrative case is provided in Appendix D, where we consider Bayesian
inverse problems in function spaces. Proposition 6 in Gao et al. (2025) establishes that for the standard
Gaussian as target distribution, O(

√
d) complexity bound is optimal. This indicates that our

√
d depen-

dence stems from intrinsic Gaussian concentration, making the dimensional scaling fundamental rather than
algorithm-induced. Notably, in efforts to obtain complexity bounds under assumptions more general than
log-concavity, recent works (Bruno & Sabanis, 2025) derived an O(d) bound using the weakly log-concave
assumption (Conforti, 2024; Conforti et al., 2025b), while (Gentiloni-Silveri & Ocello, 2025) obtained an
O(d2) bound under the similar assumption. These related works are summarized in Table 1.

Since the probabilistic ODE (Prob ODE) (Song et al., 2021; Gao & Zhu, 2025) can be viewed as a time-
rescaled Föllmer flow, the result of Corollary 3.16 also implies that our method improves the computational
complexity of the Prob ODE compared to Wang & Wang (2024). We will provide a detailed discussion in
Appendix C.

We further verified that our method extends to the 1-rectified flow setting (Liu et al., 2023; Rout et al.,
2024). In particular, it applies to the interpolation paths used in the flow built by the first step rectification
over independent coupling prior to the recursive construction, and retains the same O(

√
d) complexity stated

in Corollary 3.16. The proof is deferred to Appendix B.8.

3.4 Convergence under bounded-support assumption

Real-world data often lie on low-dimensional manifolds, where the distribution is not absolutely continuous
with respect to Lebesgue measure in the ambient dimension, and therefore KL bounds may diverge (Pidstri-
gach, 2022). This motivates the adoption and study of the manifold assumption (De Bortoli, 2022; Yubin
et al., 2025), which, under compactness, entails the following bounded-support assumption.

Assumption 3.17 (Bounded-support assumption). Suppose distribution p0 has compact support with Diam(Supp(p0)) ≤
R for some constant R > 0.

Let qσ = exp
(
− |x|

2

2σ2

)
∗ q0, where q0 satisfies the bounded-support Assumption 3.17. Consider g(x) =

log qσ(x) +
|x|2
2σ2 , inspired by similar results in (De Bortoli, 2022; Mooney et al., 2025; Wang & Wang, 2024),

we have

|∇g|∞ ≤
R

σ2
, ∥∇2g∥∞ ≤

2R2

σ4
. (16)

Set 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tN = 1− δ as the discretization points, where the early stopping (Lyu et al., 2022)
coefficient δ ≪ 1. By expressing the distribution of the forward process of Föllmer flow at stopping time δ
in the form qσ, we obtain the correspondences

σ2 ←→ 1− (1− δ)2, q0(x)←→
1

1− δ

→
P 0(

1

1− δ
x).

Then by Theorem 3.8, we get the following Lipschitz bound of the velocity field under Assumption 3.17.

Corollary 3.18. Suppose that the bounded-support Assumption 3.17 holds. Taking C = Id in (8), and
A = (1− (1− δ)2)Id in Assumption 3.7, then for all t ∈ [0, 1− δ],

|V (t, x)| ≤ K∗0 +K∗2 t|x|,
∥∇V (t, ·)∥∞ ≤ (K∗1 +K∗2 )t,

|∂tV (t, x)| ≤ K∗5 |x|+
K∗6√
1− t2

+K∗7 ,

where coefficients are defined in Table 4 of Appendix B.2.

The proof parallels the corollary in Wang & Wang (2024). Using the Lipschitz bound from Corollary 3.18,
we obtain a bounded-support-version W2 bound by tracking the constants in Theorem 3.15.
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Theorem 3.19. Suppose that the bounded-support Assumption 3.17 and the accuracy and regularity As-
sumptions 3.12, 3.13 hold. Take C = Id, δ ≪ 1, then we have

W2(
→
P δ,

←
Q1−δ) ≤ exp

(3R2

2δ2
+

1

2δ
+

K8

2

)(√
3
(
K∗5
√
M0 +K∗9

)
h+ 2ϵ

)
,

where K∗5 and K∗9 are dimension-free constants, whose explicit forms given in Table 4, and the constant K8

is defined in Assumption 3.13.

With the result in Theorem 3.19, we can directly compute the complexity bound under the bounded-
support assumption with early stopping technique.

Corollary 3.20. With R and δ fixed, achieving a distribution
←
Q1−δ such thatW2(

→
P δ,

←
Q1−δ) = O(ϵ0) requires

at most: N = O
(√

d
ϵ0

)
, and Assumption 3.12 to hold with ϵ = O(ϵ0).

Noticing that,

W2(
→
P δ,

→
P 0) ≤

√
E|
→
Xδ −

→
X0|2 ≤

√
2dδ,

the complexity bound can also be derived with respect to
→
P 0. More precisely, we consider the following

practical scenario. Now we assume R2 = O(d), then optimizing δ to achieve W2(
→
P 0,

←
Q1−δ) = O(ϵ0) requires

at most logarithmic complexity with logN = O
(

d3

ϵ40

)
.

The conclusion and the discussion of future research directions are provided in Appendix E.
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Appendix

A Statements of Referenced Theorems

For a more comprehensive discussion and comparison, we provide the following related results from the
literature.

Proposition A.1 (Caffarelli). Let µ = exp(−Q(x))dx and ν = exp(−(Q(x) + V (x)))dx denote two Borel
probability measures on Euclidean space (Rn, | · |), where Q denotes a quadratic function, i.e.

Q(x) = ⟨Ax, x⟩+ ⟨b, x⟩+ c,

with A positive-definite, and V is a convex function. Then the Brenier optimal-transport map T = Topt

pushing forward µ onto ν is a contraction:

∀x, y ∈ Rn, |T (x)− T (y)| ≤ |x− y|.

Proposition A.2 (Kim & Milman Thm.1.1). Let µ = exp(−U(x))dx and ν = exp(−(U(x) + V (x)))dx
denote two Borel probability measures on Euclidean space (Rn, | · |). Assume that U ∈ C3,α

loc (Rn) (α > 0) is
a convex function of the form:

U(x) = Q(ProjE0
x) +

k∑
i=1

ρi(|ProjEi
x|), ∀i = 1, . . . , k, ρ′′′i ≤ 0 on R+,

where Q : E0 → R is a quadratic function, i.e.

Q(x) = ⟨Ax, x⟩+ ⟨b, x⟩+ c.

And that V : Rn → R is convex and satisfies our symmetry assumptions A.3. Then there exists a map
T : Rn → Rn pushing forward µ onto ν and satisfying our symmetry assumptions, which is a contraction.

Definition A.3 (Kim & Milman symmetry assumptions). We will say that a function F : Rn → R satisfies
our symmetry assumptions if it is invariant under the action of the subgroup O(E1, . . . , Ek) := 1×O(E1)×
. . .×O(Ek) of the orthogonal group O(n), or equivalently, if:

∃Φ : RdimE0+k → R so that F (x) = Φ(ProjE0
x, |ProjE1

x|, . . . , |ProjEk
x|).

We will similarly say that a map T : Rn → Rn satisfies our symmetry assumptions if it commutes with the
action of the latter subgroup.

Proposition A.4 (Kim &Milman Thm.1.3). Proposition A.2 is also valid when replacing T with the Brenier
optimal transport map Topt pushing forward µ onto ν.

Proposition A.5 (Colombo et al. Thm.1.1). Let V ∈ C1,1
loc (Rn) be such that e−V (x)dx ∈ P(Rn). Suppose

that V (0) = infRn V and there exist constants 0 < λ,Λ < ∞ for which λId ≤ D2V (x) ≤ ΛId for a.e. x ∈
Rn. Moreover, let R > 0, q ∈ C0

c (BR), and cq ∈ R be such that e−V (x)+cq−q(x)dx ∈ P(Rn). Assume
that −λqId ≤ D2q in the sense of distributions for some constant λq ≥ 0. Then, there exists a constant
C1 = C1(R, λ,Λ, λq) > 0, independent of n, such that the optimal transport map T that takes e−V (x)dx to
e−V (x)+cq−q(x)dx satisfies

∥∇T∥L∞(Rn) ≤ C1.

Proposition A.6 (Neeman Thm.1.3). Suppose that dµ = e−V (x)dγ is a probability measure on Rn, where
D2V ≥ −κ (for κ ≥ 1), and supV − inf V ≤ c. Then µ is an L-Lipschitz push-forward of γ, for

L = 2(2κ)e
c

.

Proposition A.7 (Mikulincer & Shenfeld Thm.1). Let µ be a κ-log-concave probability measure on Rd, and
set D := diam(supp(µ)). Then, for the map φflow : Rd → Rd, which satisfies φflow

∗ γd = µ, the following
holds:
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Table 2: Lip changes of variables via Heat flow

Target P0 Lip-constant Result

log-concave+sym.Ass. 1+sym.Ass. Kim & Milman (2012) Prop.A.2
κ-log-concave+osc ≤ c 2(2κ)e

c

Neeman (2022) Prop. A.6

κ-log-concave e
1−κD2

2 D Mikulincer & Shenfeld (2023) Prop. A.7

L-log-Lipschitz 1√
κ
e

(
L2

2κ +2 L√
κ

)
Brigati & Pedrotti (2024) Prop. A.8

G-tail Ass. 3.7 1√
κ
e

(
L2+L1

2κ

)
This work Cor. A.9

where κ, c,D,L, L1,K1,K2 are dimension-independent constant.

1. If κ > 0 then

∥∇φflow(x)∥op ≤
1√
κ
,

for µ-almost every x.

2. If κD2 < 1 then

∥∇φflow(x)∥op ≤ e
1−κD2

2 D,

for µ-almost every x.

Proposition A.8 (Brigati & Pedrotti Thm.1.4). Let µ = e−(W+H) ∈ L1
+(Rd) be a probability density on

Rd such that W is κ-convex for some κ > 0 and H is L-Lipschitz for some L ≥ 0. Then, there exists a map

T flow : Rd → Rd such that (T flow)#γd = µ and T flow is 1√
κ
exp

(
L2

2κ + 2 L√
κ

)
-Lipschitz.

Corollary A.9 (This work Cor. 3.11 with A = (κId)
−1

and C = Id). Let µ = e−(W (x)−H(x)) be a probability

density on Rd such that W (x) = κ|x|2
2 while H(x) being L-Lipschitz and ∥∇2H∥∞ < L1 for some L,L1 ≥ 0.

Then, there exists a map T flow : Rd → Rd such that (T flow)#γd = µ and T flow is 1√
κ
exp

(
L2+L1

2κ

)
-Lipschitz.

Sketch of calculation. Applying Cor. 3.11 with A = (κId)
−1 and C = Id, Both A and C are diagonalizable,

which leads to a more refined Lip upper bound:

exp

(∫ 1

0

∥A∥2(L2 + L1)t

(∥A∥t2 + ∥C∥(1− t2))2
dt+

∫ 1

0

∥A− C∥t
∥A∥t2 + ∥C∥(1− t2)

dt

)
≤ exp

(
∥A∥(L2 + L1)

2∥C∥
+

1

2
ln
∥A∥
∥C∥

)
≤ 1√

κ
exp

(
L2 + L1

2κ

)
.

Proposition A.10 (Albergo & Vanden-Eijnden Pro.3). Let ρt(x) be the exact interpolant density and given
a velocity field v̂t(x), let us define ρ̂t(x) as the solution of the initial value problem

∂tρ̂t +∇ · (v̂tρ̂t) = 0, ρ̂t=0 = ρ0.

Assume that v̂t(x) is continuously differentiable in (t, x) and Lipschitz in x uniformly on (t, x) ∈ [0, 1]× Rd

with Lipschitz constant K. Then the square of the W2 distance between ρ1 and ρ̂1 is bounded by

W 2
2 (ρ1, ρ̂1) ≤ e1+2KH(v̂) (17)
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where H(v̂) is the objective function defined as

H(v̂) =

∫ 1

0

∫
Rd

|v̂t(x)− vt(x)|2 ρt(x) dx dt.

Proposition A.11 (Albergo et al. Thm.2.23). Let ρ denote the solution of the Fokker-Planck equation

(2.20) with ϵ(t) = ϵ > 0. Given two velocity fields b̂, ŝ ∈ C0([0, 1], (C1(Rd))d), define

b̂F (t, x) = b̂(t, x) + ϵŝ(t, x), v̂(t, x) = b̂(t, x) + γ(t)γ̇(t)ŝ(t, x),

where the function γ satisfies the properties listed in Definition 1. Let ρ̂ denote the solution to the Fokker-
Planck equation

∂tρ̂+∇ · (b̂F ρ̂) = ϵ∆ρ̂, ρ̂(0) = ρ0.

Then,

KL(ρ1∥ρ̂(1)) ≤
1

2ϵ

(
Lb̂[b̂]−min

b̃
Lb̂ [̃b]

)
+

ϵ

2

(
Lŝ[ŝ]−min

s̃
Lŝ[s̃]

)
,

where Lb̂[b̂] and Lŝ[ŝ] are the objective functions defined in

Lb[b̂] =

∫ 1

0

E
(
1

2
|b̂(t, xt)|2 − (∂tI(t, x0, x1) + γ̇(t)z) · b̂(t, xt)

)
dt

and

Ls[ŝ] =

∫ 1

0

E
(
1

2
|ŝ(t, xt)|2 + γ−1(t)z · ŝ(t, xt)

)
dt.

And

KL(ρ1∥ρ̂(1)) ≤
1

2ϵ

(
Lv̂[v̂]−min

ṽ
Lv̂[ṽ]

)
+

supt∈[0,1](γ(t)γ̇(t)− ϵ)2

2ϵ

(
Lŝ[ŝ]−min

s̃
Lŝ[s̃]

)
.

where Lv̂[v̂] is the objective function defined in

Lv[v̂] =

∫ 1

0

E
(
1

2
|v̂(t, xt)|2 − ∂tI(t, x0, x1) · v̂(t, xt)

)
dt.

Proposition A.12 (Boffi et al. Prop.3.9: Lagrangian error bound). Let Xs,t : Rd → Rd denote the flow map

for a pre-trained stochastic interpolant or diffusion model, and let X̂s,t : Rd → Rd denote an approximate

flow map. Given x0 ∼ ρ0, let ρ̂1 be the density of X̂0,1(x0) and let ρ1 be the target density of X0,1(x0). Then,

W 2
2 (ρ1, ρ̂1) ≤ e1+2

∫ 1
0
|Ct|dtLLMD(X̂),

where Ct is the Lipschitz constant of the drift term.

Proposition A.13 (Boffi et al. Prop.3.10: Eulerian error bound). Let Xs,t : Rd → Rd denote the flow map

for a pre-trained stochastic interpolant or diffusion model, and let X̂s,t : Rd → Rd denote an approximate

flow map. Given x0 ∼ ρ0, let ρ̂1 be the density of X̂0,1(x0) and ρ1 be the target density of X0,1(x0). Then,

W 2
2 (ρ1, ρ̂1) ≤ e1LEMD(X̂). (18)

Proposition A.14 (Benton et al. Thm.4). Suppose that the following Assumptions hold,

• The true and approximate drifts vX(x, t) and vθ(x, t) satisfy
∫ 1

0
E
[∥∥vθ(Xt, t)− vX(Xt, t)

∥∥2] dt ≤ ϵ2.

• For each x ∈ Rd and s ∈ [0, 1] there exist unique flows (Y X
s,t)t∈[s,1] and (ZX

s,t)t∈[s,1] starting in Y X
s,s =

x and ZX
s,s = x with velocity fields vθ(x, t) and vX(x, t) respectively. Moreover, Y X

s,t and ZX
s,t are

continuously differentiable in x, s and t.
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• The approximate flow vθ(x, t) is differentiable in both inputs. Also, for each t ∈ (0, 1) there is a constant
Lt such that vθ(x, t) is Lt-Lipschitz in x.

• For some λ ≥ 1, αtX0 + βtX1 is λ-regular for all t ∈ [0, 1].

γt is a concave function on [0, 1] which determines the amount of Gaussian smoothing applied at time t, and
that α0 = β1 = 1 and γ0 = γ1 = γmin. Then, for any vθ ∈ V, if Y is a flow starting in π̂0 with velocity field
vθ and π̂1 is the law of Y1,

W2(π̂1, π1) ≤ Cλ1/2

ε

(
γmax

γmin

)2λ

+
√
dγmin

where C = exp
{
R
(∫ 1

0
(|α̇t|/γt) dt+

∫ 1

0
(|β̇t|/γt) dt

)}
with γmin = inft∈[0,1] γt, γmax = supt∈[0,1] γt.

Proposition A.15 (Cheng et al. Prop.5.4). Suppose qN = q̃N = q ∈ Pγ
2 , and the computed transport maps

Tn and Sn satisfy the following assumptions:

• The learned transport Tn+1 is non-degenerate and in L2(pn); it is invertible on Rd and T−1n+1 is also
non-degenerate. In addition, for some ε > 0, ∃ξn+1 ∈ ∂W2

Fn+1(pn+1) s.t. ∥ξn+1∥pn+1
≤ ε.

• For n = N, . . . , 1, the computed reverse transport Sn is non-degenerate, in L2(q̃n), and satisfies that

∥Tn ◦ Sn − Id∥q̃n ≤ εinv.

• There is K > 0 s.t. T−1n is Lipschitz on Rd with Lipschitz constant eγK for all n = N, . . . , 1.

Then all qn and q̃n are in Pγ
2 and

W2(q̃0, q0) ≤
εinv
γK

eγK(N+1),

where εinv denotes Inversion error and eγK is the Lipschitz constant of inverse transport map.

Proposition A.16 (Gao et al. Thm.1.2). Suppose that the target distribution has a bounded support, or
is strongly log-concave, or is a mixture of Gaussians. Let n be the sample size and 0 < t ≪ 1 satisfying
t ≈ n−1/(d+5). By properly setting the deep ReLU network structure and the forward Euler discretization
step sizes, the distribution estimation error of the CNFs learned with linear interpolation and flow matching
is evaluated by

EW2(p̂1−t, p1) = O(n−
1

d+5 ),

where the expectation is taken with respect to all random samples, p̂1−t is the law of generated data, p is the
law of target data, W2(·, ·) is the Wasserstein-2 distance, and a polylogarithmic prefactor in n is omitted.

Definition A.17 (Cattiaux & Guillin). A probability measure µ(dx) = exp(−U(x))dx is κ-semi-log-concave
for some κ ∈ R if its support Ω ⊆ Rd is convex and U ∈ C2(Ω) satisfies

∇2U(x) ⪰ κId, ∀x ∈ Ω.

Definition A.18 (Eldan & Lee). A probability measure µ(dx) = exp(−U(x))dx is β-semi-log-convex for
some β > 0 if its support Ω ⊆ Rd is convex and U ∈ C2(Ω) satisfies

∇2U(x) ⪯ βId, ∀x ∈ Ω.

Assumption A.19 (Dai et al. Semi-log-convexity). ν is β-semi-log-convex for some β > 0.

Assumption A.20 (Dai et al. Structural condition). Set D := 1√
2
diam(supp(ν)). One of the following

holds:

1. ν is κ-semi-log-concave for some κ > 0 with D ∈ (0,∞];

2. ν is κ-semi-log-concave for some κ ≤ 0 with D ∈ (0,∞);

3. ν = N (0, σ2Id) ∗ ρ with a probability ρ supported on a ball of radius R in Rd.
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B Proofs

In this part, we provide the detailed proofs of the theories in this paper.

B.1 Proof of Theorem 3.5

Proof. Recall Monge’s Optimal Transport (OT) problem (Monge, 1781), which seeks a map T pushing µ to

ν that minimizes

∫
c(x, T (x)) dµ(x) subject to T♯µ = ν, inducing the p-Wasserstein distance

Wp(µ, ν) :=
(

inf
γ∈Γ(µ,ν)

E(x,y)∼γ [∥x− y∥p]
)1/p

,

where Γ(µ, ν) denotes the set of couplings with marginals µ and ν.

Applying this to the push-forward measures
←
P tn+1 and

←
Qtn+1

(cf. definition (4)) at [tn, tn+1] gives

W2(
←
P tn+1

,
←
Qtn+1

)

≤
√
E
(
←
Y tn ,

←
Xtn ) ∼Γ(

←
Qtn

,
←
P tn )
|T̃n(

←
Y tn)− Tn(

←
Xtn)|2

≤
√
E
(
←
Y tn ,

←
Xtn ) ∼Γ(

←
Qtn

,
←
P tn )
|T̃n(

←
Y tn)− T̃n(

←
Xtn)|2 +

√
E←
Xtn ∼

←
P tn

|T̃n(
←
Xtn)− Tn(

←
Xtn)|2

≤Lip(T̃n)

√
E
(
←
Y tn−1

,
←
Xtn−1

) ∼Γ(
←
Qtn−1

,
←
P tn−1

)
|T̃n−1(

←
Y tn−1)− T̃n−1(

←
Xtn−1)|2

+ h

((
K
√
M0 +

K1√
1− t2n

+K2

)
h+ ϵ

)
,

where the last inequality uses Assumption 3.3 and Assumption 3.4. Then applying the discrete Grönwall
inequality yields (11).

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.8

Proof. For simplicity, denote

G(t, x, y) := exp

−
∣∣∣K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

∣∣∣2
B(t)

2

 , g(t, x, y) := ∂t

−
∣∣∣K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

∣∣∣2
B(t)

2

 . (19)

Under the Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7, the score function of Föllmer flow can be calculated by

S(t, x) := C∇ log pt = C∇ log

∫
Rd

(
2π det

(
B(t)

))− d
2

G(t, x, y) · exp

(
−
|x|2

At

2

)
exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy,

where At = At2 + C(1− t2), K(t) = (AA−1t )t, B(t) = (AA−1t )(1− t2).
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First, we consider the modified score function over the time interval (0, 1],

S̃(t, x) = S(t, x) + CA−1t x

= C∇ log

∫
Rd

(
2πB(t)

)− d
2G(t, x, y) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

= C

∫
Rd

∇xG(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

= −
K(t)

√
C

∫
Rd

∇yG(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

=

K(t)
√
C

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y)∇yh(
√
Cy) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

,

(20)

Here, the last equal sign is derived from integration by parts.

Since G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
≥ 0,

|S̃(t, x)| ≤ |K(t)
√
C∇h(

√
Cx)|.

Let K = sup0≤t≤1 | 1tK(t)| = sup0≤t≤1 |AA−1t | ≤ max{1, ∥AC−1∥}, we have

|S̃(t, ·)| ≤ K∥C∥1/2|
√
C∇h|∞t = K0t.

Taking the derivative twice along that direction and using the same method as above, we get :

∥∇S̃(t, ·)∥∞ ≤ K(t)2(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |
√
C∇h|2∞) = K1t

2.

where K1 := K2(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |
√
C∇h|2∞).

Define K2 := sup0≤t≤1 ∥ 1
t2 (I −CA−1t )∥ = sup0≤t≤1 ∥(A−C)(At2 +C(1− t2))−1∥, then ∥(I −CA−1t )∥ ≤

K2t
2.
Recall definition of V (t, x) in (8), we have

|V (t, x)| =
∣∣∣∣x+ S(t, ·)

t

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣ S̃(t, ·) + (I − CA−1t )x

t

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ K0 +K2t|x|,

which implies the velocity field |V (t, x)| remains locally uniformly bounded and grows at most linearly.
Furthermore,

∥∇V (t, x)∥∞ =

∥∥∥∥∥∇
(
S̃(t, x) + (I − CA−1t )x

t

)∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ (K1 +K2)t,

which yields a Lipschitz constant that is uniform over space and independent of the dimension, ensuring
uniform equicontinuity.

Next, we give the properties of V (t, x) with respect to time over (0, 1). By taking (20), we have

∂tV (t, x) =∂t

(
S̃(t, ·) + (I − CA−1t )x

t

)

=∂t

K(t)
√
C

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y)∇yh(
√
Cy) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

t

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

+ ∂t

(
(I − CA−1t )x

t

)

:=A1 +A2

(21)
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We begin by calculating the first part,

A1 =∂t

 (AA−1t )
√
C

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y)∇yh(
√
Cy) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy



=

∂t(AA
−1
t )
√
C

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y)∇yh(
√
Cy) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

+

AA−1t

√
C

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y)g(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
∇yh(

√
Cy)dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

−
AA−1t

√
C

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
∇yh(

√
Cy)dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

·

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y)g(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

≤
∂t(AA

−1
t )
√
C

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y)∇yh(
√
Cy) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

+AA−1t

√
C Covpt(y|x)

(
g(t, x, y),∇yh(

√
Cy)

)

≤
∂t(AA

−1
t )
√
C

∫
Rd

G(t, x, y)∇yh(
√
Cy) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

+AA−1t

√
C
√
Var (g(t, x, y))

√
Var

(
∇yh(

√
Cy)

)
:=I1 + I2,

(22)

where

pt(y|x) =
G(t, x, y) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
∫
Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

.

Define K3 := sup0≤t≤1 ∥
A∂t(A

−1
t )

t ∥ = sup0≤t≤1 ∥2A(A− C)((At2 + C(1− t2))2)−1∥, we obtain the first term
of A1,

|I1| ≤
∥∥∥∥2A(A− C)

((
At2 + C(1− t2)

)2)−1
t

∥∥∥∥ |√C||√C∇h|∞
≤ |
√
C||
√
C∇h|∞K3t

≤ K0K3K
−1.

(23)

For the second term I2 in (22), the analysis is carried out separately for the following two cases:
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Case I - ∥B(t)∥ ≤ 1
2∥C∇2h∥∞ : Then pt(y|x) is a log-concave measure as −∇2 log pt(y|x) = B(t)−1−C∇2h ≻

0. Then, by Brascamp-Lieb inequality, we have

√
Var (g(t, x, y)) ≤

√
Ept(y|x)

∣∣∣∣∇T g(t, x, y)
(
−∇2 log pt(y|x)

)−1
∇g(t, x, y)

∣∣∣∣, (24)

here g(t, x, y) is defined in (19) and its gradient is given by

∇g(t, x, y) = ∂tK(t)B(t)−1(
√
C)−1x− ∂tB(t)B(t)−2

(
K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

)
. (25)

Recall that K(t) = (AA−1t )t, B(t) = (AA−1t )(1− t2).
Substituting (25) into (24) yields

RHS of (24)

=

(∫
Rd

∣∣∣ (∂tK(t)B(t)−1(
√
C)−1x− ∂tB(t)B(t)−2

(
K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

))T (
B(t)−1 − C∇2h

)−1
·
(
∂tK(t)B(t)−1(

√
C)−1x− ∂tB(t)B(t)−2

(
K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

))
pt(y|x)

∣∣∣dy) 1
2

≤

(∫
Rd

∣∣∣ (∂tK(t)B(t)−1C−1x
)T (

I −B(t)C∇2h
)−1

∂tK(t)xpt(y|x)
∣∣∣dy

+

∫
Rd

∣∣∣∣∣− (2∂tK(t)B(t)−1(
√
C)−1∂tB(t)x

)T (
I −B(t)C∇2h

)−1 ((
K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

)
B(t)−1

)
pt(y|x)

∣∣∣∣∣dy
+

∫
Rd

∣∣∣∣∣ (K(t)(
√
C)−1x− y

)T
B(t)−2

(
∂tB(t)

)2
(I −B(t)C∇2h)−1B(t)−1

(
K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

)
pt(y|x)

∣∣∣∣∣dy
) 1

2

Applying the triangle inequality |a+ b+ c| 12 ≤ |a| 12 + |b| 12 + |c| 12 , we obtain:

RHS of (24)

≤

(∫
Rd

∣∣∣ (∂tK(t)B(t)−1C−1x
)T (

I −B(t)C∇2h
)−1

∂tK(t)xpt(y|x)
∣∣∣dy) 1

2

+

(∫
Rd

∣∣∣− (2∂tK(t)B(t)−1(
√
C)−1∂tB(t)x

)T (
I −B(t)C∇2h

)−1 ((
K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

)
B(t)−1

)
pt(y|x)

∣∣∣dy) 1
2

+

(∫
Rd

∣∣∣ (K(t)(
√
C)−1x− y

)T
B(t)−2

(
∂tB(t)

)2
(I −B(t)C∇2h)−1B(t)−1

(
K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y

)
pt(y|x)

∣∣∣dy) 1
2

:=R1 +R2 +R3,

By a straightforward estimation,

R1 ≤ |∂tK(t)|∥
√
C
−1
∥
√
∥B(t)∥−1

√
(1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥)−1|x|.

It follows from integration by parts that

−
∫
Rd

(
K(t)(

√
C)−1x− y)B(t)−1

)
pt(y|x)dy = −

∫
Rd ∇yG(t, x, y) exp

(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy∫

Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy

≤ |
√
C∇h|∞,
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which immediately implies

R2 =

(∫
Rd

∣∣∣(−2∂tK(t)(
√
C)−1xB(t)−1∂tB(t)

(
I −B(t)C∇2h

)−1∇yG(t, x, y) exp(h(
√
Cy)

∣∣∣dy∣∣∣ ∫
Rd

G(t, x, y) exp
(
h(
√
Cy)

)
dy
∣∣∣

) 1
2

≤
√
2∥∂tK(t)∥∂tB(t)∥|∇h|∞

√
∥B(t)∥−1

√
(1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥)−1

√
|x|.

Similarly, applying integration by parts twice, we obtain

R3 ≤∥∂tB(t)∥
√
∥C(|∇h|2∞ + ∥∇2h∥∞)∥

√
∥B(t)−1∥

√
(1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞)−1

+ ∥∂tB(t)∥∥B(t)−1∥
√
(1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞)−1.

Then we have

RHS of (24)

≤
√
|∂tK(t)x|2∥C∥−1 + 2∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥|∇h|∞|x|+ ∥∂tB(t)∥2(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞)

·
√
(∥B(t)∥

(
1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞)

)−1
+ ∥∂tB(t)∥

√(
∥B(t)∥2(1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞)

)−1
.

Combining with √
Var

(
∇yh(

√
Cy)

)
≤ ∥C∇2h∥∞∥∥

√
B(t)∥∥

√
(1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞)−1,

we derive that

|I2| ≤K∥C∇2h∥∞(1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞)−1
(
|∂tK(t)x|+

√
2∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥|C∇h|∞|x|

+ ∥∂tB(t)∥
√
∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞

)
+ ∥
√
B(t)−1∥K∥

√
C∥∥∂tB(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞(1− ∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞)−1

≤2K∥C∇2h∥∞
(
|∂tK(t)x|+

√
2∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥|∇h|∞|x|

+ ∥∂tB(t)∥
√
∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞ + 2K∥

√
C∥∥∂tB(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞∥

√
B(t)−1∥

≤2K1C1|x|+ 2
√
2K1

√
K0

√
C1

√
C2

√
|x|+ 2K

3
2
1 C2 + 2K1∥

√
C∥C2

√
∥B(t)∥−1

≤3K1C1|x|+
2K−1K1∥

√
C∥C2√

1− t2
+ C3,

where the second inequality use the fact (1−∥B(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞)−1 ≤ 2 under Case I, while the last inequality
is obtained using Young’s inequality, C1, C2, C3 are dimension-free constants defined in table 3.

Case II - ∥B(t)∥ > 1
2∥C∇2h∥ : According to the definition of variance

Var(g(t, x, y)) =

∫
Rd

(
g(t, x, y)

)2
pt(y|x)dy −

(∫
Rd

g(t, x, y)pt(y|x)dy
)2

≤
∫
Rd

(
g(t, x, y)

)2
pt(y|x)dy,
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We have the following estimate, analogous to the right-hand side of (24):√
Var (g(t, x, y))

≤
∥
√
B(t)−1∥
2

(
2∥
√
C
−1
∥|∂tK(t)x|+ 2

√
3
√
∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥|∇h|∞|x|

+
√
6∥∂tB(t)∥

√
∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞

)
+ |∂tK(t)x|

√
∥∇2h∥∞ + |∇h|2∞ +

√
∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥|∇h|∞(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞)|x|

+
1

2
∥∂tB(t)∥

√
|
√
C∇h|∞(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞) +

√
3

2
∥∂tB(t)∥∥B(t)−1∥

≤
√
∥∇2h∥∞

2

(
2|∂tK(t)x|+ 2

√
3
√
∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥|C∇h|∞|x|

+
√
6∥
√
C∥∥∂tB(t)∥

√
∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞

)
+ |∂tK(t)x|

√
∥∇2h∥∞ + |∇h|2∞ +

√
∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥|∇h|∞(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞)|x|

+
1

2
∥∂tB(t)∥

√
|
√
C∇h|∞(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞) +

√
3∥∂tB(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞.

Together with √
Var

(
∇yh(

√
Cy)

)
≤ |
√
C∇h|∞,

we obtain

|I2| ≤K|
√
C∇h|∞

(
|∂tK(t)x|

(√
2∥C∇2h∥∞ +

√
(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞)

)
+
√
6
√
∥C∇2h∥∞

√
∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥|C∇h|∞|x|

+

√
∥∂tK(t)∥∥∂tB(t)∥

√
C∇h|∞(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞)|x|

+
√
3∥
√
C∥
√
∥C∇2h∥∞∥∥∂tB(t)∥∥

√
∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞

+
1

2
∥
√
C∥∥∂tB(t)∥

√
|
√
C∇h|∞(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |

√
C∇h|2∞) +

√
3∥
√
C∥∥∂tB(t)∥∥C∇2h∥∞

)
≤(1 +

√
2)K0

√
K1C1|x|+ (1 +

√
6)K

3
2
0

√
K1

√
C1

√
C2|
√
x|

+K0C2(2
√
3K1 +

1

2

√
K0

√
K1)

≤2(1 +
√
2)K0

√
K1C1|x|+ C4,

where C4 defined in table 3 is also constant indepent of dimension.
Combining the above two cases, we obtain

|I2| ≤ max{3K1C1, 2(1 +
√
2)K0

√
K1C1}|x|+

2K−1K1∥
√
C∥C2√

1− t2
+max{C3, C4}. (26)

Using (22), (23) and (26), we derive

|A1| ≤|I1|+ |I2|

≤K0K3K
−1 +max{3K1C1, 2(1 +

√
2)K0

√
K1C1}|x|+

2K1K
−1∥
√
C∥C2√

1− t2
+max{C3, C4}.
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The next step is to calculate the absolute value of the second term of (21), i.e.

|A2| =
∣∣∣∣−C∂t(A

−1
t )xt+ (I − CA−1t )x

t2

∣∣∣∣
≤ ∥2C(A− C)

(
(At2 + C(1− t2))2

)−1∥|x|+K2|x|
≤ (K4 +K2)|x|.

where K4 := sup0≤t≤1 ∥
C∂t(A

−1
t )

t ∥ = sup0≤t≤1 ∥2C(A− C)
(
(At2 + C(1− t2))2

)−1∥.
It then follows from (21) that

|∂tV (t, x)| ≤ |A1|+ |A2| ≤ K5|x|+
K6√
1− t2

+K7.

where K5 = max{3K1C1, 2(1 +
√
2)K0

√
K1C1} +K2 +K4, K6 = 2K1K

−1∥
√
C∥C2, K7 = max{C3, C4} +

K0K3K
−1.

When t = 0, by (13) in the subsequently stated well-posedness Lemma 3.10, we have

|V (0, x)| =
∣∣∣√CEp0 [X]

∣∣∣ ≲ K∥C∥1/2
∣∣∣√C∇h∣∣∣

∞
= K0.

Similarly, ∥∇V (0, ·)∥∞ is also bounded by K1+K2. Then we conclude that the velocity field V (t, x) satisfied
the condition of Theorem 3.8 for all t ∈ [0, 1].

For clarity, the coefficients are summarized in Table 3. In corollary 3.18, we take C = Id, A = (1− (1−

Table 3: Explicit for coefficients in Thm. 3.8 and Thm. 3.15.

Coefficient Explicit expressions

At At2 + C(1− t2)
K(t) (AA−1t )t
B(t) (AA−1t )(1− t2)
K sup0≤t≤1 |AA−1t | ≤ max{1, ∥AC−1∥}
K0 K∥C∥1/2|

√
C∇h|∞

K1 K2(∥C∇2h∥∞ + |
√
C∇h|2∞)

K2 sup0≤t≤1 ∥ 1
t2 (I − CA−1t )∥ = sup0≤t≤1 ∥(A− C)(At2 + C(1− t2))−1∥

K3 sup0≤t≤1 ∥
A∂t(A

−1
t )

t ∥ = sup0≤t≤1 ∥2A(A− C)
(
(At2 + C(1− t2))2

)−1∥
K4 sup0≤t≤1 ∥

C∂t(A
−1
t )

t ∥ = sup0≤t≤1 ∥2C(A− C)
(
(At2 + C(1− t2))2

)−1∥
K5 max{3K1C1, 2(1 +

√
2)K0

√
K1C1}+K2 +K4

K6 2K1K
−1∥C∥ 1

2C2

K7 max{C3, C4}+K0K3K
−1

K9
1
4K6π +K7

C1 max
t∈[

√
1− 1

2∥C∥∥∇2h∥∞
,1)
{∂tK(t)} = max{

∥A∥(∥(A−C)(1− 1
2∥C∥∥∇2h∥∞

)−C∥)
(∥C∥+∥(A−C)∥(1− 1

2∥C∥∥∇2h∥∞
))2

, ∥A−2C∥∥A∥ , ∥A∥8∥C∥}

C2 max
t∈[

√
1− 1

2∥C∥∥∇2h∥∞
,1)
{∂tB(t)} = max{2,

2∥A∥2
√

1− 1
2∥C∥∥∇2h∥∞

(∥C∥+∥(A−C)∥(1− 1
2∥C∥∥∇2h∥∞

))2
, 9A2

8∥C∥2

√
∥C∥

3∥A−C∥}

C3 2K1C2(K
1
2
1 +K0)

C4 2
√
3K0K1C2 +

1
2K

3
2
0 K

1
2
1 C2 +

(1+
√
6)2

4(1+
√
2)
K2

0K
1
2
1 C2

δ)2)Id, At = (1−t2)Id. According to (16), we deduce the explicit for coefficientsK∗0 ,K
∗
1 ,K

∗
2 ,K

∗
3 ,K

∗
4 ,K

∗
5 ,K

∗
6 ,K

∗
7 ,K

∗
9

in Table 4.
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Table 4: Explicit for coefficients in Cor. 3.18, and Thm. 3.19.

Coefficient Explicit expressions

At (1− t2)Id
K∗0

R
1−(1−δ)2

K∗1 3
(

R
1−(1−δ)2

)2
K∗2 supt≤1−δ ∥ 1

t2 (I −A−1t )∥ = 1
1−(1−δ)2

K∗3
2

1−(1−δ)2

K∗4
2

(1−(1−δ)2)2

K∗5
9C∗1R

2

(1−(1−δ)2)2 + 2
(1−(1−δ)2)2 + 1

1−(1−δ)2

K∗6
6C∗2R

2

(1−(1−δ)2)2

K∗7 6(
√
3 + 1)

(
R

1−(1−δ)2

)3
C∗2 + 2R

(1−(1−δ)2)2

K∗9
3π
2

C∗2R
2

(1−(1−δ)2)2 + 6(
√
3 + 1)

C∗2R
3

(1−(1−δ)2)3 + 2R
(1−(1−δ)2)2 .

C∗1 max{
(1−(1−δ)2)∥(1−δ)2(1− 1

2∥∇2h∥∞
)−1∥

∥1+(1−δ)2(1− 1
2∥∇2h∥∞

)∥2 , ∥−(1−δ)
2−1∥

∥1−(1−δ)2∥ , ∥1−(1−δ)
2∥

8 },

C∗2 max{2,
2(1−(1−δ)2)2(1− 1

2∥∇2h∥∞
)
1
2

∥1+(1−δ)2(1− 1
2∥∇2h∥∞

)∥2 , 9(1−(1−δ)2)2

8
√
3(1−δ) ,

B.3 Proof of Lemma 3.10

Proof. First, we prove the velocity field V (t, x) is well-defined at t = 0 ((13) in Lemma 3.10), i.e.

V (0, x) := lim
t→0

V (t, x) = lim
t→0

x+ S(t, x)

t
=
√
CEp0 [X].

Let t→ 0, then it yields

lim
t→0

V (t, x) = lim
t→0

∂tS(t, x) = lim
t→0

{
C∇(∂tpt(x))

pt(x)
− ∂tpt(x)

pt(x)
S(t, x)

}
.

By simple calculation, it holds that

∇(∂tpt(x))
pt(x)

=− ∂t (detB(t))(2 detB(t))−1d
(
−K(t)TK(t)

(
CB(t)

)−1 −A−1t

)
(xTx)x

− ∂tB(t)
(
2B(t)

)−1
K(t)(

√
CB(t))−1

∫
Rd

yp(1, y|t, x)dy

+

(
−K(t)∂tK(t)(CB(t))−1 −K(t)TK(t)∂t

(
B(t)−1

)(
2CB(t)

)−1 − 1

2
∂t(A

−1
t )

)
·

(
2x+

(
−K(t)TK(t)(CB(t))−1 −A−1t

)
(xTx)x

+ 2K(t)
(√

CB(t)
)−1 ∫

Rd

(xT y)xp(1, y|t, x)dy

)
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+
(
∂tK(t)

(√
CB(t)

)−1
+K(t)∂t(B(t)−1

)
(
√
C)−1

)
·

(∫
Rd

(
y +K(t)(

√
CB(t))−1(xT y)y

)
p(1, y|t, x)dy

+

∫
Rd

(
−K(t)TK(t)(CB(t))−1 −A−1t

)
(xT y)xp(1, y|t, x)dy

)

− 1

2
∂t
(
B(t)−1

) ∫
Rd

((
−K(t)TK(t)

(
CB(t)

)−1 −A−1t

)
(yT y)x

)
p(1, y|t, x)dy

− 1

2
∂t
(
B(t)−1

) ∫
Rd

K(t)
(√

CB(t)
)−1

(yT y)yp(1, y|t, x)dy,

while

∂tpt(x)

pt(x)
=− ∂t

(
detB(t)

)(
2 detB(t)

)−1
d

+ xT

(
−K(t)∂tK(t)

(
CB(t)

)−1 − (2C)−1K(t)K(t)T∂t
(
B(t)−1

)
− 1

2
∂t(A

−1
t )

)
x

+

∫
Rd

xT
(
∂tK(t)

(√
CB(t)

)−1
+K(t)(

√
C)−1∂t

(
B(t)−1

))
yp(1, y|t, x) dy

−
∫
Rd

yT
1

2
∂t
(
B(t)−1

)
yp(1, y|t, x) dy.

From observing that

lim
t→0

∂t (detB(t)) = 0, lim
t→0

∂tB(t) = 0, lim
t→0

K(t) = 0, lim
t→0

∂t(A
−1
t ) = 0,

and Assumption 3.6, which ensures

lim
t→0

∫
Rd

|y|3p(1, y|t, x)dy =

∫
Rd

|y|3 lim
t→0

p(1, y|t, x)dy = Ep0 [|X|3] < +∞,

we have

lim
t→0

∂tpt(x)

pt(x)
S(t, x) = −x⊤x√

C
Ep0

[X], lim
t→0

C∇(∂tpt(x))
pt(x)

=
√
CEp0

[X]− x⊤x√
C

Ep0
[X].

Therefore, it yields limt→0 V (t, x) =
√
CEp0

[X], which completes the proof of (13).
Next, together with the regularity of the velocity field (Theorem 3.8), the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem (Arzela,

1895) ensures the existence of a subsequence {V (t, x)nk
}k∈N that converges locally uniformly to V (0, x),

thereby guaranteeing the well-posedness of the ODE (8) on the entire time interval t ∈ [0, 1].

B.4 Proof of Corollary 3.11

Proof. Recall the Föllmer flow (8) with ∥∇V (t, ·)∥∞ ≤ (K1 +K2)t in Theorem 3.8, by following the Propo-
sition A.7 (Mikulincer & Shenfeld, 2023), we arrive at the following result,

Lip(
←
X1(x)) ≤ ∥∇

←
X1(x)∥op ≤ exp

(∫ 1

0

(K1 +K2)sds

)
≤ exp

(
K1 +K2

2

)
.

B.5 Proof of Corollary 3.14

Proof. For any x, y ∈ Rd, t ∈ [tn, tn+1] with k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1, Itô’s formula gives

d|
←
Y t(x)−

←
Y t(y)|2

dt
= 2⟨

←
Y t(x)−

←
Y t(y), Ṽ

(
tn,
←
Y tn(x)

)
− Ṽ

(
tn,
←
Y tn(y)

)
⟩.
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Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

d|
←
Y t(x)−

←
Y t(y)|2

dt
≤ 2

√
|
←
Y t(x)−

←
Y t(y)|2

√
|Ṽ
(
tn,
←
Y tn(x)

)
− Ṽ

(
tn,
←
Y tn(y)

)
|2.

Therefore,

d|
←
Y t(x)−

←
Y t(y)|

dt
≤ |Ṽ

(
tn,
←
Y tn(x)

)
− Ṽ

(
tn,
←
Y tn(y)

)
|

≤ ∇Ṽ |
←
Y tn(x)−

←
Y tn(y)|

≤ (K1 +K2 +K8)tn|
←
Y tn(x)−

←
Y tn(y)|,

where the last inequality uses Lipschitzness of Ṽ in Assumption 3.13. Integration over time yields

|
←
Y tn+1

(x)−
←
Y tn+1

(y)| ≤ |
←
Y tn(x)−

←
Y tn(y)|+ (tn+1 − tn)(K1 +K2 +K8)tn|

←
Y tn(x)−

←
Y tn(y)|.

Then, it follows that the Lipschitz constant of the discrete flow satisfies Lip(T̃n) ≤ 1 + (tn+1 − tn)(K1 +
K2 +K8)tn. Iterating this bound over all n = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1, we obtain the following estimate over the full
interval [0, 1],

|
←
Y 1(x)−

←
Y 1(y)| ≤

(
N−1∏
n=0

Lip(T̃n)

)
|
←
Y t0(x)−

←
Y t0(y)|

≤ exp

(
K1 +K2 +K8

2

)
|x− y|.

Then we complete the proof.

B.6 Proof of Theorem 3.15

Proof. Recall that Assumption 3.6, 3.7 ensure the well-podeness and Lipschitzness of Föllmer flow (
←
Xt)t∈[0,1]

in (8), with

Lip(Tn) ≤ exp

(∫ tn+1

tn

(K1 +K2)tdt

)
and

N−1∏
j=0

Lip(Tj) ≤ exp

(
K1 +K2

2

)
,

as established in Lemma 3.10 and Corollary 3.11.

Furthermore, Assumption 3.13 guarantees the Lipschitzness of learned discret Föllmer flow (
←
Y t)t∈[0,1] in

(10), with

Lip(T̃n) ≤ 1 + (tn+1 − tn)(K1 +K2 +K8)tn and

N−1∏
j=0

Lip(T̃j) ≤ exp

(
K1 +K2 +K8

2

)
,

as shown in Corollary 3.14.
Therefore, it only remains to verify that the stepwise approximation error satisfies Assumption 3.4. To

analyze the discretization error at each step, we recall the expression in (3):

Tn(
←
Xtn) =

←
Xtn+1

.

Applying the vector-valued Taylor expansion of
←
Xtn+1

over [tn, tn+1], the remainder is defined by

R(t) := Tn(
←
Xtn)−

←
Xtn − hV (tn,

←
Xtn).
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Under Assumption 3.6, we can derive the second moment bound by the forward diffusion process (6)

Ept
|
→
Xt|2 = Ept

|
→
Xt − (1− t)

→
X0|2 + Ept

|(1− t)
→
X0|2

≤ t(2− t)Tr(C) + (1− t)2M2

≤M0.

Then the expectation of the R(t) is controlled by

E|R(t)|2 = E←
Xtn∼

←
P tn

|Tn(
←
Xtn)−

←
Xtn − hV (tn,

←
Xtn)|2

≤ h4

4
sup

τ∈(tn,tn+1)

E←
Xτ∼

←
P τ

|∂τV (τ,
←
Xτ )|2

≤ 3h4

4

(
K2

5M0 +
K2

6

1− t2
+K2

7

)
, ∀t ∈ [0, 1),

where the last inequality follows from the bound on |∂tV (t, x)| in Theorem 3.8, which gives

E←
Xτ∼

←
P τ

|∂τV (τ,
←
Xτ ))|2 ≤ 3

(
K2

5M0 +
K2

6

1− τ2
+K2

7

)
.

Consequently, the local truncation error is bounded by√
E←
Xtn∼

←
P tn

|Tn(
←
Xtn)− T̃n(

←
Xtn)|2

=

√
E←
Xtn∼

←
P tn

|
←
Xtn + hV (tn,

←
Xtn) +R(tn)−

←
Xtn − hṼ (tn,

←
Xtn)|2

≤
√
h2E←

Xtn∼
←
P tn

|V (tn,
←
Xtn)− Ṽ (tn,

←
Xtn)|2 +

√
E|R(tn)|2

≤h

(√
3

2

(
K5

√
M0 +

K6√
1− t2n

h+K7

)
h+ ϵ

)
.

(27)

The second inequality holds by the error between Ṽ (tn, x) and V (tn, x) stated in Assumption 3.12. This
completes the verification of Assumption 3.4.

Now in Theorem 3.5, we employ coupling between
←
X0 ∼

→
P 1 = γC and

←
Y 0 ∼

←
Q0 = γC ,

W2(
←
P 1,

←
Q1) ≤ exp

(
K1 +K2 +K8

2

)
W2(

←
P 0,

←
Q0)

+
exp

(
K1+K2+K8

2

)
− 1

((K1 +K2 +K8)h)/2
· h

(√
3

2

(
K5

√
M0 +K7

)
h+ ϵ

)

+ exp

(
K1 +K2 +K8

2

) √
3K6π

4
h

≤ exp
(K1 +K2 +K8

2

)(√
3
(
K5

√
M0 +K9

)
h+ 2ϵ

)
.

(28)

where a straightforward calculation shows

N−1∑
n=0

K6√
1− t2n

=
K6π

2
; Accordingly, set K9 :=

K6π

4
+K7. Noting

that
←
P 1 =

→
P 0, we obtain the conclusion in (15).
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B.7 Result under the relaxation of Assumption 3.13

Remark B.1 (Relaxation of Assumption 3.13). Assumption 3.13 can be relaxed as follows. We only require
that for all k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N − 1},

N−1∑
n=0

(tn+1 − tn)∥∇Ṽ (tn, ·)∥∞ ≤ B, (29)

for some constant B > 0. Under this condition, the Lipschitz bound stated in Corollary 3.14 is refined to
exp(B). Consequently, Theorem 3.15 remains valid with the product of Lipschitz coefficient

∏N−1
j=0 Lip(T̃j),

where the factor exp
(
K1+K2+K8

2

)
is replaced throughout by exp(B).

Proof. Denote βn = ∥∇Ṽ (tn, ·)∥, then

d|
←
Y t(x)−

←
Y t(y)|

dt
≤ |Ṽ

(
tn,
←
Y tn(x)

)
− Ṽ

(
tn,
←
Y tn(y)

)
| ≤ βn|

←
Y tn(x)−

←
Y tn(y)|.

Integration over time yields

|
←
Y tn+1

(x)−
←
Y tn+1

(y)| ≤ |
←
Y tn(x)−

←
Y tn(y)|+ (tn+1 − tn)βn|

←
Y tn(x)−

←
Y tn(y)|,

yielding Lip(T̃n) ≤ 1 + (tn+1 − tn)βn. Recall (29), we obtain

Lip(
←
Y 1(x)) ≤

N−1∏
j=0

Lip(T̃j) ≤ exp

(
N−1∑
n=0

(tn+1 − tn)βn

)
= exp(B). (30)

Subsequently, we analyze the impact of relaxing Assumption 3.13 on convergence. The preliminary estimate
(27) still hold. Under the new Lipschitz coefficient Lip(T̃n) ≤ 1 + (tn+1 − tn)βn, equation (28) takes the
following form,

W2(
←
P 1,

←
Q1)

≤ exp (B)W2(
←
P 0,

←
Q0) +

exp
(
B
)

h
· h

(√
3

2

(
K5

√
M0 +K7

)
h+ ϵ

)
+ exp (B)

√
3K6π

4
h

≤ exp
(
B
)(√3

2

(
K5

√
M0 +K9

)
h+ ϵ

)
.

(31)

where K5 and K9 are same with Theorem 3.15.

B.8 Proof of convergence theory of 1-rectified flow

Proof. The forward process in the first-step rectification (Liu et al., 2023; Rout et al., 2024), constructed
by independently coupling the data with a standard Gaussian reference distribution, is defined by the
interpolation X̂t = α̂tX̂1 + β̂tN with α̂t = 1 − t, β̂t = t. Then the transition probability distribution from
X̂0 to X̂t is given by

X̂t|X̂1 = x1 ∼ N
(
(1− t)x1, tId

)
. (32)

Under the Gaussian tail Assumption 3.7, the score function can be calculated by

Ŝ(t, x) := ∇ log p̂t = ∇ log

∫
Rd

(
2π det(B̂(t))

)− d
2

G(t, x, y) · exp
(
−
|x|Ât

2

)
exp (h(y)) dy,

where G(t, x, y) := exp

(
−
|K̂(t)x−y|2

B̂(t)

2

)
, Ât = At2 + (1− t)2Id, K̂(t) = (AÂ−1t )t, B̂(t) = (AÂ−1t )(1− t)2.

First, we consider the modified score function:˜̂
S(t, x) := Ŝ(t, x) + Â−1t x ≤ |K̂(t)∇h(x)|.
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Let K̂ = sup0≤t≤1 | 1t K̂(t)| = sup0≤t≤1 |AÂ−1t | ≤ 1 + ∥A∥, then we have

|˜̂S(t, ·)|∞ ≤ K̂|∇h|∞t = K̂0t

with K̂0 := K̂|∇h|∞.
Taking the derivative twice along that direction and using the same method as above, it yields

∥∇˜̂S(t, ·)∥∞ ≤ K̂(t)2(∥∇2h∥∞ + |∇h|2∞) = K̂1t
2,

where K̂1 := K̂2(∥∇2h∥∞ + |∇h|2∞). Define K̂2 := sup0≤t≤1 ∥ 1t
(
Id − (1 − t)Â−1t )

∥∥ = sup0≤t≤1 ∥(A + C −
Id)
(
At2 + (1− t)2Id

)−1∥, we obtain

|V̂ (t, x)| :=

∣∣∣∣∣x+ (1− t)Ŝ(t, ·)
t

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣ (1− t)

˜̂
S(t, ·) +

(
Id − (1− t)Â−1t

)
x

t

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ K̂0 + K̂2|x|,

and

∥∇V̂ (t, x)∥∞ =

∥∥∥∥∥∇
(
(1− t)

˜̂
S(t, ·) + (Id − (1− t)Â−1t )x

t

)∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ K̂1t+ K̂2.

Similar to the proof of |∂tV | of Föllmer flow in Appendix B.2, we derive

|∂tV̂ (t, x)| ≤ K̂5|x|+
K̂6√
1− t2

+ K̂7.

where K̂5, K̂6 and K̂7 are dimension-free constants. This completes the argument that the trajectory X̂t

of 1-rectified flow possesses the similar regularity properties for its velocity field as those established in
Theorem 3.8. Consequently, by following the proof steps of Theorem 3.15 in Appendix B.6, the desired
result directly follows.

C Relation to Prob ODE

The probabilistic ODE (Prob ODE) (Song et al., 2021; Gao & Zhu, 2025)

dX̂s

ds
= −(X̂s −∇ log p̂s(X̂s)), s ∈ [T, 0], (33)

can be viewed as a time-rescaled Föllmer flow, via s 7→ ln
(
1
t

)
, where T is finite time. Since Lipschitzness

of the transport maps are invariant under time rescaling, the results of Corollary 3.16 apply directly to the
(33). The discretization can be chosen as

sn = ln

(
1

tn

)
, n = 1, . . . , N.

In the forward Prob ODE, the distribution approaches Gaussian only as s → +∞. To realize this limit in

practice, we set s0 = +∞ and initialize the dynamics with X̂s0 ∼ N (0, C), and take T = s1 = ln
(

1
t1

)
with

X̂s1 = X̂s0 + t1
√
CEp0 [X], which corresponds to a single-step first-order Euler method. For n-step (n ≥ 2),

the update X̂sn = X̂sn−1
+(esn−1−sn−1)

(
Sθ(e

−sn−1 , X̂sn−1
)+ X̂sn−1

)
follows the exponential Euler scheme.

The result of Corollary 3.16 indicates that our method improves the computational complexity of the Prob

ODE, whereas Wang & Wang (2024) shows N = O
(

M0

ϵ20

(
log M2+Tr(C)

ϵ20

)3)
under the same setting.
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D Convergence in the Bayesian Inverse problems

We are aware of several posterior analyses, such as Bayesian inverse problems (van de Schoot et al., 2021),
used in uncertainty quantification to infer model parameters x from observations y ∈ Rm. The posterior
typically takes the form of

p0(x) = D0 exp

(
−|x|

2
C

2

)
exp

(
−|G(x)− y|2Σ

2

)
, (34)

where D0 is a normalizing constant, C denotes the covariance matrix of the Gaussian prior, Σ represents
the covariance of the observational noise and G ∈ Cb

2(Rd,Rm) is a nonlinear forward operator. In our
training framework, we adopt the Gaussian prior with covariance C from (34) as the invariant measure of
the forward diffusion process (6). The conditioned score (Batzolis et al., 2021) in the score matching is
trained by minimizing

Ept(x;y)

∣∣s̃(1− t, x; y)− C∇x log pt(x; y)
∣∣2,

where pt denotes the joint law of (Xt, Y ) with Y = G(X0) + N (0,Σ). For ODE-based generation of the
posterior distribution with observation y, we impose the following assumption on the approximation error
of the velocity field V (t, x; y) given in (8).

Assumption D.1. Fixing observation y, for each time discretization point tn,

E→
P 1−tn ;y

|V (tn, x; y)− Ṽ (tn, x; y)|2 ≤ ϵ2.

Theorem D.2. Suppose third moment Assumption 3.6, accuracy Assumption D.1 and regularity Assump-
tion 3.13 hold. Using the Euler method to the Föllmer flow with uniform step size h = tn+1 − tn ≤ 1
yields,

W2(
→
P 0(·, y),

←
Q1(·, y)) ≤ exp

(K̃1 +K8

2

)(√3
N

(
K̃5

√
M0 + K̃9

)
+ 2ϵ

)
. (35)

where K̃1, K̃5, K̃9 are dimension-free constants depending on (∥C∥, ∥Σ∥, G, y), see Table 5, and the constant
K8 is defined in Assumption 3.13.

Proof. Take A = C, and h(x) = − |G(x)−y|2Σ
2 , then h(x) satisfies,

|
√
C∇h(x)| = |

√
C∇G(x)Σ−1(G(x)− y)| ≤ ∥C∥ 1

2 (|G|∞ + |y|) ∥Σ−1∥∥∇G∥∞,

∥C∇2h(x)∥ = ∥C∇2G(x)Σ−1(G(x)− y) + C∇G(x)Σ−1∇G(x)T ∥
≤ ∥C∥∥Σ∥−1∥∇2G∥∞(|G|∞ + |y|∥∇G∥2∞).

Then by Theorem 3.15, we obtain the bound (35) with the constants replaced as specified in Table 5.

Remark D.3. With fixed K̃1, K̃5 and K̃9, for ϵ0 accuracy in W2 distance for 35, one requires at most:,

N = O
(√

M0

ϵ0

)
, ϵ = O(ϵ0).

E Conclusion and future directions

We have established a rigorous pathway toward the optimal
√
d complexity bound for flow-based generative

models under the Wasserstein metric. Our approach quantifies the temporal scaling of truncation errors and
controls their accumulation through dimension-free Lipschitz estimates of the backward flow. We further
verify this framework in the special case of the Föllmer flow and 1-rectified flow, where well-posedness and
convergence hold under the Gaussian tail assumption. Such an assumption accommodates both regular and
singular targets (with early stopping) and extends naturally to infinite-dimensional settings, with implications
for Bayesian inverse problems.
Several directions merit further investigation:
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Table 5: Explicit for coefficients in Thm. D.2.

Coefficient Explicit expressions

K̃0 ∥C∥∥Σ−1∥ ∥∇G∥∞ (|G|∞ + |y|)
K̃1 ∥C∥

(
∥Σ−1∥

(
∥∇G∥2∞ + (|G|∞ + |y|)∥∇2G∥∞

)
+ ∥Σ−2∥ ∥∇G∥2∞ (∥G∥∞ + |y|)2

)
K̃5 max{3K̃1, 2(1 +

√
2)K̃0K̃1

1
2 }

K̃6 4∥C∥ 1
2 K̃1

K̃7 max{C̃3, C̃4}
K̃9 ∥C∥ 1

2 K̃1π + K̃7

C̃3 4K̃1(K̃1

1
2
+ K̃0)

C̃4 4
√
3K̃0K̃1 + K̃0

3
2
K̃1

1
2
+ (1+

√
6)2

2(1+
√
2)
K̃0

2
K̃1

1
2

• Generalization of Gaussian tail. Weak log-concavity Bruno & Sabanis (2025); Gentiloni-Silveri & Ocello
(2025) generalizes the Gaussian tail assumption, yet current results under this broader condition yield
only O(d) complexity. Determining whether the O(

√
d) bound can persist in this broader assumption

remains a central theoretical challenge.

• Higher-order integrators. Extending the error analysis to higher-order numerical schemes requires
refined regularity assumptions on the velocity field, including higher-order time derivatives. Determin-
ing the minimal regularity required for higher-order Wasserstein convergence will be pursued in our
subsequent work.

• Designing of learning objectives. Alternative training objectives, temporal reweighting strategies, and
adaptive sampling schemes may significantly influence both the theoretical error bounds and the prac-
tical sampling performance. Understanding these effects in a principled manner will be an important
direction of our future work.

• Step-size optimization. While the present analysis employs a uniform step size, designing optimal
or adaptive step-size schedules-particularly in view of the singular behavior induced by the 1√

1−t2
factor-will be a central direction of our forthcoming work.

• Data-driven Lipschitz estimation. Our Lipschitz bounds are derived as analytic upper bounds and
are therefore conservative. Constructing posterior or data-driven estimators for the effective Lipschitz
constants of the transport maps may yield significantly sharper Wasserstein error bounds and more
realistic complexity estimates.

Addressing these questions will further clarify the structural requirements for optimal-complexity sampling
and broaden the applicability of flow-based methods to high-dimensional and infinite-dimensional inference.
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