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Abstract

Diffusion models offer a robust framework for sampling from unnormalized probability densities,
which requires accurately estimating the score of the noise-perturbed target distribution. While the
standard Denoising Score Identity (DSI) relies on data samples, access to the target energy function
enables an alternative formulation via the Target Score Identity (TSI). However, these estimators
face a fundamental variance trade-off: DSI exhibits high variance in low-noise regimes, whereas
TSI suffers from high variance at high noise levels. In this work, we reconcile these approaches
by unifying both estimators within the principled framework of control variates. We introduce
the Control Variate Score Identity (CVSI), deriving an optimal, time-dependent control
coefficient that theoretically guarantees variance minimization across the entire noise spectrum.
We demonstrate that CVSI serves as a robust, low-variance “plug-in” estimator that significantly
enhances sample efficiency in both data-free sampler learning and inference-time diffusion sampling.

1 Introduction & Background
Sampling from unnormalized probability densities p(x) ∝ e−E(x), defined by an energy function E(x),
is a fundamental challenge in diverse scientific domains, with applications ranging from molecular
dynamics to lattice field theory (Noé et al., 2019; Albergo et al., 2019; Nicoli et al., 2020; Jumper et al.,
2021). Diffusion models (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2020; Song et al., 2021) have emerged
as a robust solution to this problem, reversing a diffusion process that gradually corrupts data with
Gaussian noise. Consider a (non-zero and differentiable) distribution p(x) defined on X ⊆ Rd. The
forward process {x(t)}t∈[0,1] is governed by the stochastic differential equation (SDE)

dx(t) = f(t)x(t) dt+ g(t) dw(t), x(0) ∼ p , (1)

where w denotes the multivariate Wiener process. This SDE defines the marginal probability density
path {qt(x)}t∈[0,1] with a closed-form perturbation kernel q(x(t)|x(0)) = N

(
x(t); a(t)x(0), b(t)2I

)
,
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Figure 1: Top Left: Variance of the score estimators (log scale) as a function of diffusion time t. DSI
(blue) and TSI (orange) exhibit variance explosions at t → 0 and t → 1 respectively. Our CVSI (red)
consistently achieves the theoretical minimum variance, staying orders of magnitude lower than the
baselines in the critical regimes. We use the VP-ISSNR schedule (Kahouli et al., 2025) with η = 1.0
and κ = 0. Top Right: The derived optimal interpolation weight c̃∗(t) smoothly transitions from 0
(TSI-dominant) to 1 (DSI-dominant), automatically selecting the stable estimator, dependent on the
distribution. Bottom: Kernel Density Estimates of samples generated from a 20-component 2D GMM.
TSI fails to resolve modes (high NLL), while CVSI recovers the ground truth structure with higher
fidelity than DSI (NLL 2.492 vs. Ground Truth 2.358).

where the drift and diffusion coefficients are scalar functions satisfying f(t) = ȧ(t)/a(t) and g2(t) =

2b(t)/a(t)
(
a(t)ḃ(t)− ȧ(t)b(t)

)
, respectively. Sampling is performed by simulating the time-reversed

SDE

dx̃(t) =
[
f(t)x̃(t)− 1 + λ2

2
g(t)

2∇x̃(t) log qt(x̃(t))

]
dt̃+ λg(t) dw̃(t) , (2)

initialized at q1 where t̃ = 1 − t denotes time reversal. While any λ ≥ 0 yields the same marginal
distributions {qt(x)}t∈[0,1], the time-reversal of (1) corresponds to λ = 1, and the limit λ = 0 corresponds
to the probability flow ODE (Song et al., 2021). Simulating the reverse process requires accurately
estimating the score of the noisy marginal distribution, ∇x log qt(x).

The standard method for estimating this score is the Denoising Score Identity (DSI) (Vincent,
2011)

∇x(t) log qt(x(t)) = Eq(x(0)|x(t))
[
∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0))

]
, (3)

where q(x(0)|x(t)) ∝ p(x(0))q(x(t)|x(0)). This identity avoids explicitly evaluating the intractable
marginal qt(x) by conditioning on x(0). However, DSI is known to suffer from high variance at low
noise levels (small t) (De Bortoli et al., 2024). Alternative reparameterizations, such as those derived
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from Tweedie’s formula (Robbins, 1992; Efron, 2011) express the score via the clean data expectation

∇x(t) log qt(x(t)) = a(t)/b(t)2 ·
(
Eq(x(0)|x(t))[x(0)]− x(t)

)
. (4)

However, this formulation does not fundamentally resolve variance amplification near the data manifold
(t → 0). The scaling factor 1/b(t)2 diverges in this limit, magnifying estimation errors and resulting in
persistent high variance.

In many scientific contexts where x represents the configuration of a physical system, the unnor-
malized target score ∇x log p(x) = −∇xE(x) can be evaluated explicitly, corresponding to the forces
acting on the system. Whether used in addition to data samples or as the sole source of information,
this quantity allows the marginal score to be expressed via the Target Score Identity (TSI)

∇x(t) log qt(x(t)) =
1

a(t)
Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
∇x(0) log p(x(0))

]
(5)

(see (De Bortoli et al., 2024) and Appendix A for the proof). In contrast to DSI, the TSI formulation
avoids excessive variance for t → 0, but instead faces a similar problem at high noise levels (large t),
where variance grows rapidly as the correlation between x(t) and x(0) vanishes.

To sample from the target p by approximating (2), one must estimate the intractable marginal
score ∇x(t) log qt(x(t)). To do so, Huang et al. (2024); Grenioux et al. (2024) leverage DSI using
MCMC samples from q(x(0)|x(t)), while Akhound-Sadegh et al. (2024) rely on TSI using an importance
sampling approximation of q(x(0)|x(t)). Alternatively, one can learn a parametric model for the score
by minimizing the objective

L(θ) = Et,x(t),x(0)

[
w(t) ∥sθ(x(t), t)− starget(x(0),x(t))∥2

]
, (6)

where starget(x(0),x(t)) represents the stochastic target derived from the chosen identity. DSI re-
lies on starget(x(0),x(t)) = ∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0)) (Vincent, 2011) and TSI on starget(x(0),x(t)) =
∇x(0) log p(x(0)) (De Bortoli et al., 2024). However, by relying either on the TSI or DSI identities,
these strategies still suffer from diverging variance at low or high noise levels (small, respectively large
t). To mitigate this problem, De Bortoli et al. (2024) and Phillips et al. (2024) proposed a regression
target which is a weighted combination of ∇x(0) log p(x(0)) and ∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0)) to reduce variance
across noise levels. However, this approach relies on heuristic weighting schedules that lack a theoretical
justification for variance minimization. A linear combination of such regression targets is also implicitly
exploited by adjoint sampling (Havens et al., 2025).

We rigorously resolve the trade-off between DSI and TSI by unifying both identities within the
control variates framework (Lemieux, 2014). The resulting Control Variate Score Identity (CVSI)
features an optimal, time-dependent control coefficient c∗(t) that is theoretically guaranteed to minimize
variance (Figure 1). Empirically, CVSI serves as a robust “plug-in” replacement for standard estimators,
significantly improving sample efficiency in both data-free training and reverse diffusion sampling. Note
that while finalizing this manuscript, we became aware of the concurrent work of Ko and Geffner
(2025) which proposes a similar estimator. Our alternative derivation relies on control variates and
demonstrate the benefits of this approach for Monte Carlo sampling.

2 Control Variate Score Matching
We resolve the variance trade-off at opposing noise levels by unifying score estimation within the method
of control variates (Lemieux, 2014) and propose the Control Variate Score Identity (CVSI), a family of
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unbiased estimators governed by an optimal, time-dependent control coefficient. This formulation not
only theoretically minimizes variance, but also naturally interpolates between DSI and TSI, recovering
them as limiting cases of a single, optimal objective.

2.1 Variance Reduction via Control Variates
To reduce the variance of the TSI estimator in Eq. (5), we seek a function h(x(0), t) that is highly
correlated with the primary integrand g(x(0), t) = a(t)−1∇x(0) log p(x(0)) and possesses a known
expectation under the posterior q(x(0)|x(t)). We propose using the score of the posterior distribution
itself as the control variate:

h(x(0), t) = ∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t)), (7)

because it is linearly related to the target score via Bayes’ rule, ensuring high correlation, while standard
regularity conditions guarantee that Eq(x(0)|x(t))[h(x(0), t)] = 0 (see Appendix A for details). We now
formally define our general class of CVSI estimators.

Proposition 1 (Unbiased Control Variate Estimator). For any time-dependent scalar coefficient
c(t) ∈ R, the following estimator is an unbiased estimator of the marginal score ∇x(t) log qt(x(t)):

ŝCV(x(t)) = Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
1

a(t)
∇x(0) log p(x(0))− c(t)∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t))

]
. (8)

Proof. See Appendix C. The result follows immediately from the linearity of the expectation and the
zero-mean property of the posterior score.

This proposition establishes a family of valid score estimators parameterized by c(t). The variance
of this estimator is determined by the choice of this coefficient.

2.2 Optimal Control Coefficient
Given the previous control variate formulation, we can derive the optimal time-dependent coefficient c(t)
that minimizes the variance of the estimator in Proposition 1. While the score function is vector-valued,
we seek a scalar coefficient c(t). In the following propositions, we use the sum of the variances of
the individual vector components (equivalently, the trace of the covariance matrix), where for any
vector-valued random variables u,v ∈ Rd, we denote the generalized variance and covariance scalars as
Var(u) := E

[
∥u− E[u]∥2

]
= Tr(Σu) and Cov(u,v) := E [⟨u− E[u],v − E[v]⟩] = Tr(Σuv).

Proposition 2 (Optimal Control Coefficient). The variance of the estimator ŝCV(x(t)) in Proposition 1
is minimized by the optimal time-dependent coefficient c∗(t):

c∗(t) =
Cov

(
a(t)−1∇x(0) log p(x(0)), ∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t))

)
Var

(
∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t))

) , (9)

where the covariance and variance are computed w.r.t. q(x(0)|x(t)).

Proof. See Appendix C.2 for the general derivation of the variance minimum.

The expression in Proposition 2 relies on the score of the posterior, which typically does not have
a closed form or requires differentiating through the solver. We reformulate this coefficient using the
score of the perturbation kernel, which is analytically tractable.
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Proposition 3 (Tractable Optimal Coefficient). The optimal coefficient c∗(t) can be reformulated
in terms of the analytical perturbation kernel score st|0 = ∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0)) and the target score
sp = ∇x(0) log p(x(0)):

c∗(t) =
Var(sp)− a(t)Cov(sp, st|0)

a(t)Var(sp) + a(t)3Var(st|0)− 2a(t)2Cov(sp, st|0)
, (10)

where all statistics are taken w.r.t. the posterior q(x(0)|x(t)).

Proof. See Appendix C.3.

Rather than relying on heuristic weighting schemes, c∗(t) provides a rigorous way to dynamically
adjust the contribution of the control variate based on the instantaneous correlation between the target
score and the posterior score.

Corollary 1 (Boltzmann Target Distribution). In the case of a Boltzmann distribution defined by
an energy function E(x) and temperature parameter τ , such that p(x) ∝ exp(−E(x)/τ), the target
score is given by ∇x log p(x) = −∇xE(x)/τ . Substituting the analytical score of the perturbation kernel
∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0)) = a(t)x(0)−x(t)

b(t)2 , the optimal coefficient becomes:

c∗(t) =

1
τ2Var(∇E) + a(t)2

τb(t)2Cov(∇E,x(0))

a(t)
τ2 Var(∇E) + a(t)5

b(t)4 Var(x(0)) +
2a(t)3

τb(t)2Cov(∇E,x(0))
, (11)

where ∇E denotes ∇x(0)E(x(0)) and all statistics are taken w.r.t. q(x(0)|x(t)).

This explicit form allows for the direct computation of optimal variance reduction in physical
systems where the energy function is known.

2.3 The Interpolated Estimator
The formulation in Proposition 1 unifies previously distinct estimation methods. By using Bayes rule
and utilizing the Gaussian symmetry property ∇x(0) log q(x(t)|x(0)) = −a(t)∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0)) in
Eq. (8), we arrive at an optimal interpolated estimator.

Corollary 2 (Optimal Score Interpolation). Let c̃(t) = c(t)a(t). The estimator can be rewritten as a
convex combination:

∇x(t) log qt(x(t)) =
1− c̃(t)

a(t)
Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
∇x(0) log p(x(0))

]
+ c̃(t)Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0))

]
. (12)

Proof. See Appendix B.

This corollary reveals that the standard DSI and TSI estimators, as well as previous mixing
approaches (De Bortoli et al., 2024), are special cases of our framework (see Table 1), corresponding to
suboptimal choices for c̃(t), since c∗(t) is derived to strictly minimize the variance. We further highlight
a critical distinction regarding the TSM Mode Mixing weighting proposed by De Bortoli et al. (2024).
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Table 1: Comparison of different score estimators as special cases of the Control Variate Score Identity
(CVSI) based on the choice of the weighting function c̃(t). For the Target Score Matching (TSM)
weightings (De Bortoli et al., 2024), σ2

data denotes the total data variance. Note that σ2
mode denotes the

average intra-mode variance, which requires access to the ground truth mixture parameters.
Estimator Weighting c̃(t) Variance Behavior

Target Score Identity (TSI) 0 Grows as t → 1
Denoising Score Identity (DSI) 1 Grows as t → 0

TSM Global Mixing (De Bortoli et al., 2024) b(t)2

b(t)2+a(t)2σ2
data

Optimal for Single Gaussian

TSM Mode Mixing (De Bortoli et al., 2024) b(t)2

b(t)2+a(t)2σ2
mode

Heuristic for GMM (Requires GT)
CVSI (Ours) c∗(t)a(t) Minimal Variance

It relies on the intra-mode variance σ2
mode, a quantity that requires explicit knowledge of the ground

truth mixture components. Since this information is generally unavailable in practice, it serves as a
theoretical baseline. In contrast, our CVSI coefficient c∗(t) is based on tractable statistics, which does
not require access to the ground truth.

Notably, the interpolation form with our optimal weight c̃∗(t) = c∗(t)a(t) mathematically coincides
with the mixture weights identified by Ko and Geffner (2025). However, while Ko and Geffner (2025)
approach the problem by directly optimizing a linear interpolation between two estimators, our result
emerges directly from the control variate framework, where the posterior score acts as the control
variate.

3 Applications in Data-Free Learning and Diffusion Sampling
Our CVSI framework serves as a modular plug-in estimator that minimizes the variance to improve the
estimation of the marginal score and reduce the sample complexity required.

3.1 Data-Free Training Methods
When learning from an unnormalized density p(x) ∝ e−E(x) without data samples, we must rely on the
Target Score Identity (TSI), as in iDEM (Akhound-Sadegh et al., 2024).

Iterated Denoising Energy Matching (iDEM) iDEM (Akhound-Sadegh et al., 2024) trains a
diffusion model by minimizing a score matching loss where the target is estimated via Importance
Sampling (IS). Given a proposal distribution π(x(0)|x(t)), typically N (x(0);x(t)/a(t), (b(t)/a(t))2I),
the iDEM estimator, reformulated with respect to the unscaled x(t), is defined as:

∇x(t) log qt(x(t)) =
1

a(t)
∇x̃(t) logEπ(x(0)|x̃t) [p(x(0))] , (13)

where x̃(t) = x(t)/a(t) is the scaled variable. As we show in Appendix D.1, this expression is equivalent
to an importance sampling estimator of the TSI:

∇x(t) log qt(x(t)) ≈
1

a(t)

1

K

K∑
k=1

w(x(k)(0);x(t))∇x(0) log p(x
(k)(0)), (14)

6



where x(k)(0) ∼ π(x(0)|x(t)) and the importance weights are defined as:

w(x(0);x(t)) =
q(x(0)|x(t))
π(x(0)|x(t))

=
p(x(0))

a(t)D qt(x(t))
. (15)

Since this formulation relies directly on the TSI integrand ∇x(0) log p(x(0)), it inherits its high variance
at large noise levels, which is further exacerbated by the variance of the importance weights, increasing
the sample complexity.

By observing that iDEM is simply an IS estimator of the expectation in Eq 5, we can plug in our CVSI
estimator (Proposition 1) directly to reduce the variance of the quantity being averaged by the importance
weights. Specifically, we replace the target score with our interpolated estimator (Corollary 2). However,
we use the empirical estimates derived from the importance samples x(k)(0) ∼ π(x(0)|x(t)) to compute
the posterior moments used for the coefficient c∗(t). The resulting estimator is given by:

ŝCV−iDEM =
1

K

K∑
k=1

wk

[
1− ĉ(t)

a(t)
∇ log p(x(k)(0)) + ĉ(t)∇ log q(x(t)|x(k)(0))

]
, (16)

where ĉ(t) = ĉ∗(t)a(t) is the IS estimated interpolation weight. This substitution stabilizes the training
gradient updates by minimizing the variance of the integrand itself. In particular, we compute ĉ∗(t)
using the unweighted sample variance and covariance of the proposal samples x(k)(0). While reweighting
these statistics by wk would theoretically target the true posterior variance, we found that using the
unweighted statistics yields more stable training dynamics and better results overall. We note that,
as with standard iDEM, the use of Self-Normalized Importance Sampling (SNIS) introduces a bias of
order O(1/K) to the score estimate. Furthermore, estimating the control coefficient ĉ∗(t) on the same
set of samples used to compute the score introduces an additional bias. Despite these finite-sample
effects, the variance reduction provided by the control variate significantly improves the learning signal
and performance, as illustrated in Section 4.2.

We implement the importance weights using softmax normalization for numerical stability:

wk =
p(x(k)(0))∑K
j=1 p(x

(j)(0))
, (17)

which is equivalent to the theoretical importance weights w(x(k)(0);x(t)) ∝ p(x(k)(0))/qt(x(t)) since
the normalization constant qt(x(t)) and the factor a(t)D cancel in the softmax operation.

3.2 Variance Reduction for Diffusion Sampling
The CVSI framework is equally applicable during inference. In the reverse-time SDE (Eq. 2), the
drift term requires the score ∇x log qt(x). While some techniques rely on a pre-trained neural network
sθ(x, t), trained via minimization of a reverse Kullback–Leibler divergence (Zhang and Chen, 2022;
Berner et al., 2024; Vargas et al., 2023), others rely on Monte Carlo approximation of this score based
on DSI (Huang et al., 2024; Grenioux et al., 2024). By replacing the standard score estimate with
CVSI, we minimize the variance of the drift term. This results in more accurate trajectories and higher
quality samples, as shown in section 4.1, especially in challenging regimes where standard estimators
suffer from high noise artifacts.
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Figure 2: We evaluate the Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL) of samples generated from GMMs of varying
complexity, using CVSI, TSI, DSI and TSM estimators. Top Row: NLL as a function of the number
of components for increasing dimensionality d ∈ {2, . . . , 100} (fixed at 10 MC samples). Bottom Row:
NLL versus component count for varying Monte Carlo (MC) samples per step (fixed at d = 15).

4 Experiments

4.1 Sampling
To test the different score estimators in a controlled setting, we use an analytical toy model where the
data distribution p(x) is given by a multivariate Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) in Rd:

p(x) =

N∑
i=1

πiN (x;µi,Σi). (18)

To ensure the difficulty of the problem scales appropriately with dimensionality, we generate the mixture
parameters randomly, where the mixture weights πi are drawn uniformly and normalized and the means
are sampled from µi ∼ N (0, s2d ·I) with scale s = 10, ensuring that the modes remain distinguishable as
dimension d increases. The covariance matrices are sampled from a Wishart distribution Σi ∼ W(ν, I)
with degrees of freedom ν = 2d. This setup allows us to control the complexity of the target distribution
with the key advantage that the diffused marginal distribution, qt(x), also remains a GMM for all
t ∈ [0, 1]. Consequently, the posterior distribution q(x(0)|x(t)), which is essential for computing the
expectations in the score estimators, admits a closed-form analytical solution. This provides an exact
ground truth, enabling a rigorous evaluation where the variance of the estimators can be assessed in
the absence of the posterior approximation errors. We provide the full derivations and the explicit
formulas for both the marginal and posterior distributions in Appendix E.

Figure 2 summarises the quantitative results of sampling from the target GMMs, where we use the
reverse SDE from the TV/SNR framework Kahouli et al. (2025), with η = 1.0, κ = 0, τ = 1.0 and
λ = 1.0. We compare the performance of our proposed CVSI estimator against the standard baselines,
DSI and TSI, and the tractable TSM Global Mixing (De Bortoli et al., 2024). We observe that while
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standard estimators like DSI and TSM degrade as the dimension increases to d = 100, CVSI maintains
a performance profile nearly indistinguishable from the ground truth (Target), suggesting a better
scalability with respect to dimensionality. Moreover, CVSI achieves near-optimal NLL with as few as 5
MC samples per step. In contrast, the baselines require significantly larger MC sample sizes (20-30) to
achieve comparable stability. This efficiency stems from the optimal control coefficient c∗(t), which
minimizes the variance of the estimator itself. This is crucial in many scientific applications, where
evaluating the score or energy function is expensive. Figure 1 supports this quantitative assessment,
showing that standard estimators often struggle to capture all modes faithfully, whereas CVSI recovers
the complex multi-modal structure accurately.

4.2 Training
In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of our CVSI framework in data-free training scenarios,
particularly focusing on the iDEM method (Akhound-Sadegh et al., 2024). We assess how integrating
CVSI into iDEM, by using the same IS scheme but replacing the TSI estimator with our CVSI estimator,
influences the quality of the learned diffusion models across various energy landscapes.

Implementation Details & Computational Cost For all experiments, we adopt the exact model
architectures and training hyperparameters used in Akhound-Sadegh et al. (2024) to ensure a fair
comparison. Crucially, our proposed CVSI estimator incurs no additional computational overhead
compared to the baseline TSI estimator used in iDEM. Both methods require exactly one energy
function evaluation per Monte Carlo sample.

Gaussian mixture models We first consider the same Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) setup used
by Akhound-Sadegh et al. (2024), with 40 components in 2D. However, unlike previous experiments
that focused on sampling with known posteriors, we focus on training a diffusion sampler directly from
the unnormalized density p(x).

Figure 3 presents the results. The quantitative metrics (Left and Center-Left panels) demonstrate
that replacing the standard TSI estimator with our CVSI estimator significantly improves sample
efficiency. CVSI achieves lower Wasserstein-2 (W2) distance and Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL) using
far fewer energy function evaluations (NFE) per training sample compared to the baseline. For instance,
at low NFE regimes (e.g., 8-32 evaluations), CVSI maintains robust performance while TSI degrades.
This quantitative gap translates into a tangible difference in sample quality. The distribution plots
(Right panels) show the state of the model trained with limited energy evaluations (NFE=8). The
baseline iDEM with TSI suffers from mode dropping. In contrast, iDEM with CVSI successfully covers
all 40 modes.

Double-Well potential Similar to Akhound-Sadegh et al. (2024), we evaluate our estimator on the
4-particle Double-Well (DW-4) system. This system consists of N = 4 particles in a 2-dimensional
space. The energy function is defined by the pairwise distances dij = ||xi − xj ||2:

EDW (x) =
1

2τ

∑
i,j

(
b(dij − d0)

2 + c(dij − d0)
4
)
. (19)

Following Akhound-Sadegh et al. (2024), we use the parameters b = −4, c = 0.9, d0 = 4, and
temperature τ = 1. This potential defines a multi-modal distribution invariant to rotations and
permutations, presenting a challenging test for mode coverage.
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Figure 3: Performance comparison of iDEM with TSI (original) and with our CVSI on the 2D GMM
task, using two different schedules, the original geometric schedule (Akhound-Sadegh et al., 2024) and
the well-established KVE schedule by (Karras et al., 2022). Metrics include the Wasserstein-2 distance
(W2) between generated samples and ground truth samples, and the Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL)
as a function of the number of energy function evaluations (NFE) used per training sample. The two
rightmost plots show the distributions of samples generated by iDEM with TSI (left) and iDEM with
CVSI (right) after training with only 8 NFE per training sample. The ground truth distribution is
shown as contour lines for reference, problematic modes (deviating strongly from the ground truth) are
highlighted with red circles.

Figure 4 summarizes the results. The leftmost plot shows that integrating CVSI into iDEM leads to
a faster and more stable minimization of the Wasserstein-2 distance (W2) between the generated and
ground-truth interatomic distance distributions. The histograms (Center and Right panels) visually
confirm this improvement. With fewer NFE, the baseline iDEM+TSI model produces a distribution
that deviates from the ground truth, struggling to capture the correct probability mass at specific
interatomic distances. In contrast, the iDEM+CVSI model produces a distribution that better aligns
with the ground truth, demonstrating that the lower-variance estimator allows the model to learn the
correct internal geometry of the system.

5 Conclusion
In this work, we addressed the critical challenge of high estimator variance in score-based models
where an energy function is accessible, which dictates sample complexity and can degrade sample
quality. By framing score estimation within the principled framework of control variates, we derived
the Control Variate Score Identity (CVSI), a unified formulation that encompasses both the
Denoising Score Identity and the Target Score Identity as special cases. Moreover, we theoretically
established an optimal time-dependent control coefficient c∗(t) that strictly minimizes the variance of
the score estimate across all noise levels. Our empirical results demonstrate that our CVSI is a robust,
low-variance “plug-in” estimator. Whether applied to data-free training algorithms like iDEM or used
to enhance reverse-time diffusion sampling, it scales effectively to high-dimensional systems, while
significantly reducing the number of posterior samples required for accurate estimation. We believe
that our framework paves the way for more efficient sampling from unnormalized densities and more
robust diffusion-based sampling and training in scientific applications.
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Figure 4: Performance comparison of iDEM with TSI (original) and with our CVSI on the Double-
Well potential with 4 particles (DW-4), using two different schedules, the original geometric schedule
(Akhound-Sadegh et al., 2024) and the well-established KVE schedule by (Karras et al., 2022). The
left-most plot shows the Wasserstein-2 distance (W2) between the distributions, generated and ground
truth, of the interatomic distances as a function of the number of energy function evaluations (NFE)
used per training sample. The two rightmost plots show histograms representing the distributions of
the interatomic distances of the generated and reference test data, using the original iDEM with TSI
(left) and iDEM with our CVSI estimator (right) after training with 128 NFE per training sample.
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Appendix

A Proof of Eq (5)
In the following, we aim to prove that:

∇x log qt(x) =
1

a(t)
Eq(x(0)|x(t)) [∇x log p(x)] . (20)

The proof can be performed using either Bayes’ rule, see Appendix A.1, or integration by parts, see
Appendix A.2.

A.1 Derivation using Bayes’ rule:
Starting with the DSI identity:

∇x log qt(x)
DSI
= Eq(x(0)|x(t))[∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0))] (21)

Gauss. sym.
= Eq(x(0)|x(t))[−

1

a(t)
∇x(0) log q(x(t)|x(0))] (22)

Bayes’ rule
= − 1

a(t)
Eq(x(0)|x(t))[∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t)) +∇x(0) log qt(x(t))−∇x(0) log p(x(0))]

(23)

= − 1

a(t)

(
Eq(x(0)|x(t))[∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t))]− Eq(x(0)|x(t))[∇x log p(x)]

)
(24)

=
1

a(t)
Eq(x(0)|x(t))[∇x log p(x)], (25)

where in step (24) we use:

Eq(x(0)|x(t))[∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t))] =
∫

q(x(0)|x(t))
∇x(0)q(x(0)|x(t))

q(x(0)|x(t))
dx(0) (26)

=

∫
∇x(0)q(x(0)|x(t))dx(0) (27)

Gradient theorem
= 0, (28)

and in step (22) we use the Gaussian symmetry property:

q(x(t)|x(0)) = N
(
x(t); a(t)x(0), b(t)2I

)
, (29)

∇x(0) log q(x(t)|x(0)) =
a(t)(x(t)− a(t)x(0))

b(t)2
, (30)

∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0)) = −x(t)− a(t)x(0)

b(t)2
(31)

= − 1

a(t)
∇x(0) log q(x(t)|x(0)). (32)

14



A.2 Derivation using integration by parts
We start with the definition of the marginal qt(x(t)):

∇x(t) log qt(x(t)) =
1

qt(x(t))
∇x(t)

∫
q(x(t)|x(0))p(x(0))dx(0)

(Leibniz rule)
=

1

qt(x(t))

∫
(∇x(t)q(x(t)|x(0)))p(x(0))dx(0)

=
1

qt(x(t))

∫
q(x(t)|x(0))(∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0)))p(x(0))dx(0)(

= Eq(x(0)|x(t))[∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0))] (DSI identity)
)

(Gaussian sym. Eq. (32))
=

1

qt(x(t))

∫
q(x(t)|x(0))

(
− 1

a(t)
∇x(0) log q(x(t)|x(0))

)
p(x(0))dx(0)

= − 1

a(t)qt(x(t))

∫
(∇x(0)q(x(t)|x(0)))p(x(0))dx(0)

(Integ. by parts)
=

1

a(t)qt(x(t))

∫
q(x(t)|x(0))(∇x(0)p(x(0)))dx(0)

=
1

a(t)qt(x(t))

∫
q(x(t)|x(0))p(x(0))(∇x(0) log p(x(0)))dx(0)

=
1

a(t)

∫
q(x(0)|x(t))∇x(0) log p(x(0))dx(0)

=
1

a(t)
Eq(x(0)|x(t))[∇x(0) log p(x(0))].

B Derivation of the Interpolated Estimator
We start with the control variate estimator from Eq. (8):

∇x log qt(x) = Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
1

a(t)
∇x log p(x)− c(t)∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t))

]
(33)

Bayes’ rule
= Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
1

a(t)
∇x log p(x)− c(t)(∇x log p(x) +∇x(0) log q(x(t)|x(0)))

]
(34)

= Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
(

1

a(t)
− c(t))∇x log p(x)− c(t)∇x(0) log q(x(t)|x(0))

]
(35)

Gauss. sym.
= Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
(

1

a(t)
− c(t))∇x log p(x) + c(t)a(t)∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0))

]
(36)

=
(1− c(t) a(t))

a(t)
Eq(x(0)|x(t)) [∇x log p(x)] + c(t)a(t)Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
∇x(t) log q(x(t)|x(0))

]
.

(37)
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C Derivation of the Optimal Control Coefficient

C.1 Unbiased score estimator
To show that the estimator in Eq. (8) is unbiased, we need to show that

E [g(x(0))− c(t) (h(x(0))− E[h(x(0))])] = Eq(x(0)|x(t))[g(x(0))].

Starting with the proposed estimator, we have:

E [g(x(0))− c(t) (h(x(0))− E[h(x(0))])] = E[g(x(0))]− E [c(t) (h(x(0))− E[h(x(0))])]
= E[g(x(0))]− c(t) · (E[h(x(0))]− E [E[h(x(0))]])
= E[g(x(0))]− c(t) · (E[h(x(0))]− E[h(x(0))])
= E[g(x(0))],

which proves that the estimator is unbiased.

C.2 Derivation of c∗(t)

Let the control variate estimator for the integrand g be gc = g− c(h−E[h]). We want to find the value
of c that minimizes the variance of gc. The variance is given by:

Var(gc) = Var(g − c(h− E[h]))
Var(A−B)

= Var(g) + Var(c(h− E[h]))− 2Cov(g, c(h− E[h]))
= Var(g) + c2Var(h− E[h])− 2cCov(g, h− E[h])
E[h] is const.

= Var(g) + c2Var(h)− 2cCov(g, h).

This expression for the variance is a quadratic function of c. To find the minimum, we take the
derivative with respect to c and set it to zero:

d

dc
Var(gc) =

d

dc

(
Var(g) + c2Var(h)− 2cCov(g, h)

)
= 2cVar(h)− 2Cov(g, h).

Setting to zero =⇒ 2c∗Var(h) = 2Cov(g, h),

c∗ =
Cov(g, h)

Var(h)
.

Since the second derivative, 2Var(h), is positive, this value of c∗ corresponds to a minimum, which
completes the proof.

C.3 Computationally Tractable Reformulation for c∗(t)

We have:

• g = a(t)−1∇x log p(x)

• h = ∇x(0) log q(x(0)|x(t))
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• k = ∇x(0) log q(x(t)|x(0))

To make the derivation easy we consider the rescaled version g̃(t) = a(t) g(t) = ∇x log p(x), and
therefore we get:

c∗ =
1

a(t)

Cov(g̃, h)

Var(h)
.

From the proof of Proposition 1, we know these terms are related by Bayes’ rule such that h = g̃+k. All
expectations, variances, and covariances are taken with respect to the posterior, q(x(0)|x(t)). Therefore,
we can re-write c∗(t) as:

Numerator:

Cov(g̃, h) = Cov(g̃, g̃ + k)

= Cov(g̃, g̃) + Cov(g̃, k)
= Var(g̃) + Cov(g̃, k).

Denominator:

Var(h) = Var(g̃ + k)

= Var(g̃) + Var(k) + 2Cov(g̃, k).

Therefore, we obtain the reformulated control coefficient:

c∗(t) =
1

a(t)

Var(∇x log p(x)) + Cov(∇x log p(x),∇x(0) log qt|0)

Var(∇x log p(x)) + Var(∇x(0) log qt|0) + 2Cov(∇x log p(x),∇x(0) log qt|0)
, (38)

where qt|0 = q(x(t)|x(0)). Moreover, by using the identity:

∇x(0) log qt|0 = −a(t)∇x(t) log qt|0, (39)

we get the final result:

c∗(t) =
1

a(t)

Var(∇x log p(x))− a(t)Cov(∇x log p(x),∇x(t) log qt|0)

Var(∇x log p(x)) + a(t)2 Var(∇x(t) log qt|0)− 2 a(t) Cov(∇x log p(x),∇x(t) log qt|0)

=
Var(∇x log p(x))− a(t)Cov(∇x log p(x),∇x(t) log qt|0)

a(t)Var(∇x log p(x)) + a(t)3 Var(∇x(t) log qt|0)− 2 a(t)2 Cov(∇x log p(x),∇x(t) log qt|0)
. (40)

D Derivation and Reframing of Previous Methods

D.1 iDEM
Let the scaled variable be x̃(t) = x(t)/a(t), and the SNR ratio be γ(t) = a(t)/b(t). Using the proposal
distribution πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t)) = N (x(0); x̃(t), γ(t)−2), the iDEM estimator (Akhound-Sadegh et al.,
2024) is defined as:

∇x̃(t) log q̃t(x̃(t)) = ∇x̃(t) logEπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t)) [p(x(0))] (41)

=
EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))

[
∇x(0)p(x(0))

]
EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t)) [p(x(0))]

, (42)
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which can be developed as follows:

EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))
[
∇x(0)p(x(0))

]
EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t)) [p(x(0))]

=
1

q̃t(x̃(t))

∫
∇x(0)p(x(0))πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))dx(0) (43)

=

∫
p(x(0))

q̃t(x̃(t))
∇x(0) log p(x(0))πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))dx(0) (44)

= EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))

[
p(x(0))

q̃t(x̃(t))
∇x(0) log p(x(0))

]
(45)

= EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))

[
p(x(0))πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))
q̃t(x̃(t))πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))

∇x(0) log p(x(0))

]
(46)

= EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))

[
p(x(0))q̃(x̃(t)|x(0))

q̃t(x̃(t))πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))
∇x(0) log p(x(0))

]
(47)

= EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))

[
q̃(x(0)|x̃(t))

πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))
∇x(0) log p(x(0))

]
(48)

q̃(x(0)|x̃(t))=q(x(0)|x(t))
= EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))

[
q(x(0)|x(t))

πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))
∇x(0) log p(x(0))

]
(49)

= Eq(x(0)|x(t))
[
∇x(0) log p(x(0))

]
, (50)

where we use the following equalities:

πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t)) = N (x(0); x̃(t), γ(t)−2) = q̃(x̃(t)|x(0)), (51)

and

q̃(x(0)|x̃(t)) = q̃(x̃(t)|x(0))p(x(0))
q̃t(x̃(t))

(52)

(Change of var.)
=

a(t)Dq(x(t)|x(0))p(x(0))
a(t)Dqt(x(t))

(53)

=
q(x(t)|x(0))p(x(0))

qt(x(t))
(54)

= q(x(0)|x(t)), (55)

where D is the dimensionality of the data. While the above derivation holds for any schedule, the
iDEM estimator is primarily associated with the Variance Exploding (VE) framework. However, we
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can relate the estimator for the scaled variable x̃(t) to the unscaled original variable x(t) as follows:

∇x(t) log qt(x(t)) = ∇x(t) log

(
1

a(t)D
q̃t(x̃(t))

)
(56)

= ∇x(t) log q̃t(x̃(t)) (57)

=
1

a(t)
∇x̃(t) log q̃t(x̃(t)) (58)

=
1

a(t)
EπiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))

[
q(x(0)|x(t))

πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))
∇x(0) log p0(x(0))

]
(59)

=
1

a(t)
Eq(x(0)|x(t))

[
∇x(0) log p0(x(0))

]
. (60)

Eq. 49 and its unscaled version Eq. 59 show that the estimator used in iDEM is an importance
sampling (IS) estimator for the target score identity from Eq. (5), with importance weights:

wiDEM(x(t), t) =
p(x(0))

q̃t(x̃(t))
(61)

=
q(x(0)|x(t))

πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t))
(62)

=
q(x(0)|x(t))
q̃(x̃(t)|x(0))

(63)

(Change of var.)
=

q(x(0)|x(t))
a(t)D q(x(t)|x(0))

(64)

=
p(x(0))

a(t)D qt(x(t))
. (65)

The variance of this importance weight is lowest when the proposal distribution πiDEM(x(0)|x̃(t)) is
a good match for the target posterior q(x(0)|x(t)), which occurs as t → 0, where the distributions
collapse into sharp Gaussians centered around x(t). Conversely, the variance is very high when t is
large.

E Analytical Solution for Diffused Multivariate Gaussian Mix-
ture Models

We consider a more general case of De Bortoli et al. (2024), where the initial data distribution is
modeled as a multivariate Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) in Rd:

p(x(0)) =

N∑
i=1

πiN (x(0);µi,Σi). (66)

We use a superscript i (e.g., µi) to denote the i-th component of the mixture model, in order to reserve
subscripts for vector or matrix element indexing.
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E.1 Derivation of the Marginal Distribution q(x(t))

To find the marginal distribution q(x(t)), we integrate over all possible initial states x(0):

q(x(t)) =

∫
q(x(t)|x(0))p(x(0))dx(0)

=

∫
N (x(t); a(t)x(0), b(t)2I)

(
N∑
i=1

πiN (x(0);µi,Σi)

)
dx(0)

=

N∑
i=1

πi

∫
N (x(t); a(t)x(0), b(t)2I)N (x(0);µi,Σi)dx(0).

The integral represents the convolution of two multivariate Gaussians, which results in another
multivariate Gaussian. The new mean vector and covariance for each component i are:

E[x(t)] = a(t)E[x(0)] + E[w] = a(t)µi,

Cov(x(t)) = a(t)2Cov(x(0)) + Cov(w) = a(t)2Σi + b(t)2I,

where w ∼ N (0, b(t)2I), and assuming independence between x(0) and w. Therefore, we get:

qt(x) =

N∑
i=1

πiN (x;µi(t),Σi(t)), (67)

where µi(t) = a(t)µi, (68)

and Σi(t) = a(t)2Σi + b(t)2I. (69)

E.2 Derivation of the Posterior Distribution q(x(0)|x(t))
We use Bayes’ theorem:

q(x(0)|x(t)) = q(x(t)|x(0))p(x(0))
q(x(t))

.

The posterior is proportional to the product of the likelihood and the prior, which is the product of
two Gaussians for a single component i:

N (x(t); a(t)x(0), b(t)2I)×N (x(0);µi,Σi).

Therefore, by applying the standard update rules from the Kalman filtering framework for linear-
Gaussian systems, we get the posterior covariance for each component i:

Γi(t) =

(
(Σi)−1 +

a(t)2

b(t)2
I

)−1

, (70)

and mean:

νi(t) = Γi(t)

(
a(t)

b(t)2
x(t) + (Σi)−1µi

)
. (71)
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Given the above posterior means and covariances, we get the posterior GMM:

q(x(0)|x(t)) =
N∑
i=1

πi(t)N (x(0);νi(t),Γi(t)), (72)

with the time-dependent mixture weights πi(t) representing the posterior probabilities of belonging to
component i at time t:

πi(t) =
πiN (x(t);µi(t),Σi(t))∑N

j=1 π
jN (x(t);µj(t),Σj(t))

. (73)
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