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Abstract

Diffusion Probabilistic Models have demonstrated remark-
able performance across a wide range of generative tasks.
However, we have observed that these models often suffer
from a Signal-to-Noise Ratio-timestep (SNR-t) bias. This
bias refers to the misalignment between the SNR of the de-
noising sample and its corresponding timestep during the
inference phase. Specifically, during training, the SNR of a
sample is strictly coupled with its timestep. However, this
correspondence is disrupted during inference, leading to
error accumulation and impairing the generation quality.
We provide comprehensive empirical evidence and theoreti-
cal analysis to substantiate this phenomenon and propose a
simple yet effective differential correction method to mitigate
the SNR-t bias. Recognizing that diffusion models typically
reconstruct low-frequency components before focusing on
high-frequency details during the reverse denoising process,
we decompose samples into various frequency components
and apply differential correction to each component indi-
vidually. Extensive experiments show that our approach
significantly improves the generation quality of various dif-
fusion models (IDDPM, ADM, DDIM, A-DPM, EA-DPM,
EDM, PFGM++, and FLUX) on datasets of various resolu-
tions with negligible computational overhead. The code is
at https://github.com/AMAP-ML/DCW.

1. Introduction
Due to their outstanding performance, Diffusion Probabilis-
tic Models (DPMs) [17, 48, 51] have achieved remarkable
success in various generative tasks, including image [11, 45],
audio [6, 21], and video [4, 19, 68] generation. DPMs typ-
ically consist of two processes. In the forward process, a
data sample is progressively perturbed by Gaussian noise
until it becomes the standard Gaussian noise. In the reverse
process, DPMs iteratively denoise from the standard Gaus-
sian noise to generate the clean data sample. Despite their
significant success, we identify that DPMs suffer severely

*Work done during the internship at AMAP Alibaba Group.
†Project leader.
‡Corresponding author. Email: kzhan@lzu.edu.cn

from a Signal-to-Noise Ratio–timestep (SNR-t) bias.

The SNR-t bias refers to the misalignment between the
SNR of predicted samples and their assigned timesteps dur-
ing inference. Specifically, during training, the neural net-
work is conditioned on both the perturbed sample and the
corresponding timestep, establishing a deterministic corre-
spondence between the SNR of the sample and the timestep.
However, during inference, due to cumulative errors arising
from both the model’s predictions [20] and the numerical
solvers [31, 51], the denoising trajectory inevitably deviates
from the ideal path, causing a misalignment between the
SNR of the predicted sample and its designated timestep,
as shown in Fig. 1a. Unlike previously studied exposure
bias [38], which focuses on inter-sample discrepancies, the
SNR-t bias emphasizes the misalignment between the pre-
dicted sample and its corresponding timestep. We argue that
the SNR-t bias is a more fundamental bias that can induce
exposure bias and is prevalent in current DPMs.

We provide a comprehensive experimental analysis and
theoretical justification for SNR-t bias. Our experiments
reveal two key findings: (1) the network demonstrates signif-
icantly inaccurate predictions when processing samples with
mismatched SNR and timesteps. Specifically, as illustrated
in Fig. 1b, samples with lower SNR tend to make the network
produce larger noise predictions, while those with higher
SNR yield smaller noise predictions. (2) Reverse denoising
samples often exhibit lower SNR compared to their corre-
sponding forward samples at the same timestep, as shown
in Fig. 1c. These findings lead to a notable conclusion: the
SNR-t bias severely degrades the model performance and
often manifests as lower SNR for the corresponding timestep
during the denoising process. To investigate the underlying
mechanisms, we analyze the reverse process of DPMs and
provide a theoretical proof of this bias, thereby offering a
robust theoretical justification for our findings.

To mitigate the SNR-t bias, a natural solution is to align
the distribution of reverse samples, which tends to have
lower SNR, with the corresponding distribution of forward
samples. Given the complexity of existing DPM frameworks,
training or fine-tuning approaches would incur significant
costs. Instead, we propose a dynamic differential correction
method in the wavelet domain, which leverages the model’s
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(a) Schematic of SNR-t bias in DPMs.
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(b) SNR-t bias causes inaccurate predictions.
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(c) The reverse process exhibits lower SNR.

Figure 1. (a) During training, the SNR of perturbed sample xt is strictly tied to timestep t. However, during inference, due to network
prediction errors and discretization errors in numerical solvers, the SNR of predicted sample x̂t no longer matches the preset timestep t. (b)
shows the network output ||ϵθ(xt, s)||2 when a trained network ϵθ(·, s) with fixed timestep s receives samples xt with mismatched SNR
(samples are generated via forward process using Eq. 2 with different t). (c) shows the network output ||ϵθ(·, t)||2 using forward samples
and reverse predicted samples, respectively. ||ϵθ(x̂t, t)||2 is always larger than ||ϵθ(xt, t)||2, which indicates that predicted samples exhibit
lower SNR compared to forward samples at the same timestep. See the experiment details of (b) and (c) in Sec. 4.

inherent capabilities to alleviate the bias without additional
training. Specifically, at each denoising step, we obtain
the reconstruction sample, which directly predicts the clean
sample from the current predicted sample. By analytically
modeling the prediction distribution and the reconstruction
distribution, we find that their difference signal contains
gradient information that can guide the biased predicted
sample toward the ideal perturbed sample. We incorporate
this differential signal into each denoising step to ensure the
predicted distribution aligns more closely with the perturbed
distribution, thereby effectively mitigating the bias.

Additionally, to improve the correction effect, we intro-
duce the method into the wavelet domain, allowing it to
correct different frequency components of samples sepa-
rately. This approach leverages the unique denoising char-
acteristics [42, 61] of DPMs, which initially emphasize the
reconstruction of low-frequency contours during the reverse
process before focusing on restoring high-frequency details.
Meanwhile, we assign dynamic weight coefficients to the
correction operations for different components. By applying
targeted corrections for varying frequency components at
different stages of the denoising process, we achieve signifi-
cant improvements in corrections and overall performance.
Notably, our method can further enhance the performance
of improved models [38, 39, 64] for exposure bias, which
highlights the significance and superiority of our proposed
problem and method. In summary, our contributions are:

• We identify the SNR-t bias in DPMs and provide compre-
hensive experimental analysis and theoretical proof.

• We propose a dynamic differential correction method in
wavelet domain to effectively alleviate the SNR-t bias.

• Our method is training-free and plug-and-play, effectively
improving the generation quality of various DPMs. It
can also be extended to other bias-correction models with
significant gains and negligible computation.

2. Related Work

This section first reviews the development of DPMs, fol-
lowed by some recent works on bias analysis in DPMs.

The foundational theory of DPMs is introduced by
DPM [48], with major advances brought by DDPM [17].
ADM [11] employs classifier guidance to make DPMs out-
perform GANs [13], while EDM [18] systematically ex-
plores the training and inference design space to further
boost generation quality and efficiency of DPMs. No-
tably, ODE-based DPMs [12, 31, 67, 69], knowledge
distillation-based DPMs [28, 32, 34, 47], and consistency
models [24, 30, 50, 52] are widely studied. Meanwhile,
DPMs have advanced downstream tasks like text-to-image
models [3, 7, 23, 45], image editing [10, 33, 40], and super-
resolution generation [15, 25, 46]. Furthermore, USP [9],
SY-TDM [35], FE2E [56], S2-Guidance [5], and ADE-
COT [43] improve DPMs from different perspectives.

Research on exposure bias is closely related to our work.
Exposure bias in DPMs refers to the sample mismatch be-
tween training and sampling. ADM-IP [38] re-perturbs train-
ing data to imitate the discrepancies in inference, exposing
the model to possible prediction errors. MDSS [44] inter-
prets exposure bias as deviations between predicted samples
and network outputs and adopts a multi-step denoising sched-
ule to reduce it. EP-DDPM [27] derives an upper bound on
accumulated errors and incorporates it as a retraining regular-
izer to lessen the bias. While these models require retraining,
TS-DPM [26] and ADM-ES [39] offer training-free, plug-
and-play alternatives. In addition, MCDO [60], DPM-AT
[66], DPM-AE [57], BMGDM [63], and DPM-FR [64] also
analyze and mitigate this bias from different perspectives.

Exposure bias acts across samples, whereas SNR-t bias
arises between samples and timesteps.



3. Background

In this section, we review the preliminaries of DPMs.
DPMs generally comprise a forward process and a reverse

process, with both formulated as Markov chains. Given a
target data distribution q(x0) and a variance schedule βt, the
forward process is defined as

q(x1:T |x0) =

T∏
t=1

q(xt|xt−1), (1)

where q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;
√
1− βtxt−1, βtI). Utilizing

the attributes of the Gaussian distribution, the perturbed
sample xt is directly expressed in a closed form as the con-
ditional distribution q(xt|x0):

xt =
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵt, (2)

where αt = 1−βt, ᾱt =
∏t

i=1 αi, and ϵt ∼ N (0, I). Then,
by applying Bayes’ theorem, the corresponding posterior
distribution can be expressed as:

q(xt−1|xt,x0) = N (µ̃t(xt,x0), β̃tI), (3)

where

µ̃t =

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

x0+

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
xt, β̃t =

1− ᾱt−1

1− ᾱt
βt.

A neural network pθ(xt−1|xt) = N (xt−1;µθ(xt, t), σtI)
is employed to approximate q(xt−1|xt,x0), which aims
to minimize DKL(q(xt−1|xt,x0)∥pθ(xt−1|xt)). Through
reparameterization, we are able to obtain:

µθ(xt, t) =

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

x0
θ(xt, t) +

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
xt

=
1

√
αt

(
xt −

1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)

)
,

(4)
where x0

θ(xt, t) represents the reconstruction of x0 given xt,
and ϵθ(·) denotes the noise prediction network. Specifically,
the relationship between the two is:

x0
θ(xt, t) =

xt −
√
1− ᾱtϵθ(xt, t)√

ᾱt
. (5)

Finally, we obtain the concise training objective:

Lsimple = Et,x0,ϵt∼N (0,I)

[
∥ϵθ(xt, t)− ϵt∥22

]
. (6)

Once the noise prediction network is trained to convergence,
we can start from a standard Gaussian noise, perform step-
by-step iterative denoising via pθ(xt−1|xt), and ultimately
generate the clean data sample.

4. SNR-t Bias
In this section, we present the specific definition of SNR-t
bias and elaborate on two key findings.

The DPM takes the perturbed sample xt and the timestep
t as input during training, as shown in Fig. 1a, and the SNR
of xt is directly determined by the timestep t:

SNR(t) = ᾱt/(1− ᾱt). (7)

Due to the forced binding between the SNR of samples
and timesteps during the training phase, the network ϵθ(·, t)
is proficient in accurately predicting samples with a corre-
sponding SNR(t). But what happens if the network ϵθ(·, s)
receives a sample xt with a mismatched SNR(t)?

To validate this, we design and conduct an experiment to
assess the network predictions using samples with the mis-
matched SNR. Specifically, we select the ADM [11] model
as our baseline model and utilize 2,000 samples from the
CIFAR-10 [22] dataset. We first fix the timestep as s for
the network ϵθ(·, s) and then generate a series of forward
perturbed samples {x0,x1, · · · ,xt, · · · ,xT } using Eq. 2.
These perturbed samples are subsequently fed into the net-
work ϵθ(·, s), after which we compute their mean squared
norm and present the results in Fig. 1b.

Key Finding 1. The network produces significantly inaccu-
rate predictions when processing samples with mismatched
SNR and timesteps. As illustrated in Fig. 1b, this bias ex-
hibits a specific pattern: for the fixed timestep s, when han-
dling the input sample xt with a lower SNR, where t > s,
the network tends to overestimate the predicted output. In
contrast, when dealing with the sample xt with a higher
SNR, the predicted output is typically underestimated. In
summary, samples with lower SNR lead the network to pro-
duce larger noise predictions, while those with higher SNR
result in smaller noise predictions.

With the Key Finding 1 highlighting the significant perfor-
mance degradation caused by SNR-t bias in DPMs, a natural
subsequent question arises: how does SNR-t bias exactly
manifest during the actual denoising process?

The inference process in DPMs can be understood as
a numerical solution to a Stochastic Differential Equation
(SDE) or an Ordinary Differential Equation (ODE), which
inevitably introduces discretization errors during numeri-
cal computations. Additionally, the neural network within
DPMs is subject to inherent prediction errors. Consequently,
these two types of errors can cause the reverse denoising tra-
jectory to deviate from the ideal path, resulting in a mismatch
between the actual SNR of the reverse predicted samples
x̂t and the designated timestep t. Thus, the actual reverse
denoising process can be expressed as:

x̂t−1 =
1

√
αt

(
x̂t −

1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(x̂t, t)

)
+ σtz. (8)



To further investigate the manifestations of SNR-t bias,
we adopt the same experimental setup as in Fig. 1b and
conduct the following comparative experiment. (1) We gen-
erate perturbed samples {x1,x2, . . . ,xT } via Eq. 2, and
feed xt and timestep t into the network to obtain ϵθ(xt, t).
(2) Then, we initialize 2,000 samples of standard Gaussian
noise and perform iterative denoising via Eq. 8 to obtain sam-
ples {x̂1, x̂2, . . . , x̂T } and corresponding network outputs
ϵθ(x̂t, t). (3) Finally, we compute and plot the expecta-
tion of ℓ2 norms ||ϵθ(xt, t)||22 and ||ϵθ(x̂t, t)||22, as shown
in Fig. 1c. Particularly, similar experiments were also con-
ducted in ADM-ES [39], and we provide the evidence of
the differences, together with more robust analyses in Ap-
pendix A. Building on this, we derive the second key finding:

Key Finding 2. Reverse denoising samples often exhibit
lower SNR compared to their corresponding forward sam-
ples at the same timestep. Fig. 1c shows that for any timestep
t, the mean ℓ2 norm of reverse predictions ϵθ(x̂t, t) consis-
tently exceeds that of forward predictions ϵθ(xt, t). The
Key Finding 1 shows that the network tends to produce an
overestimated output when processing samples with lower
SNR. Therefore, we have reason to conclude that the denois-
ing sample x̂t generally maintains a lower SNR than the
forward perturbed sample xt at the same timestep, leading
to overestimated predictions at each denoising step.

5. Method
In this section, we first analytically model the reverse process
of DPMs and derive the analytical form of the SNR-t bias,
providing a comprehensive theoretical basis for this bias.
Then, based on the theoretical analysis, we propose a sim-
ple yet effective differential correction method to mitigate
the SNR-t bias, thereby improving the generation quality
of DPMs. Finally, by incorporating the denoising laws of
DPMs, we introduce differential correction into the wavelet
domain and design a specialized weighting strategy to further
enhance the correction effect.

5.1. Theoretical Proof
For the theoretical analysis of bias in DPMs, prior works
have proposed two distinct assumptions. ADM-ES [39] and
TS-DPM [26] propose the following formulation:

x0
θ(xt, t) = x0 + ϕtϵt, (9)

where ϵt ∼ N (0, I), with ϕt a scalar coefficient. LA-
DPM [65] and DPM-FR [64] propose another formulation:
x0
θ(xt, t) = γtx0 + ϕtϵt, with γt also a scalar coefficient.

Unfortunately, these prior assumptions are overly strong and
lack sufficient theoretical grounding and empirical validation.
Furthermore, there is a clear discrepancy in the coefficient
of x0 between the two hypotheses. To address this issue,

we conduct extensive theoretical and experimental analy-
ses in this work, and ultimately decide to adopt the second
hypothesis for our subsequent analysis.

Assumption 5.1. During both the forward and reverse pro-
cesses, the reconstruction sample x0

θ(xt, t) can be expressed
in terms of the original data x0 as follows:

x0
θ(x̂t, t) = γtx0 + ϕtϵt, (10)

where 0 < γt ⩽ 1, ϕt < M , and M denotes a uniform
upper bound constant across all timesteps.

Sketch of Proof. x0
θ(xt, t) is the reconstruction output for

predicting x0 given xt, which is also known as the posterior
mean E[x0|xt] [54]. Based on Tweedie’s formula [54] and
the L2-norm loss function [18], DPMs tend to predict the
mean value of the target data. Thus, x0

θ can be viewed
as the mean prediction x̄0 of x0. By the variance identity
E[∥x0∥2] = ∥x̄0∥2 + Var(∥x0∥) and the non-negativity of
variance, we get

∥x̄0∥2 ⩽ E[∥x0∥2].

Since the expectation of a constant is itself, we can obtain:

E[||x0
θ||2] ⩽ E[∥x0∥2]. (11)

The assumption x0
θ = x0 + ϕtϵt implies that E[||x0

θ||2] =
E[||x0||2] + ϕ2t . Obviously, this conflicts with Eq. 11. Thus,
a more accurate formulation is given in Eq. 10, where γt < 1
denotes energy and information loss during the reconstruc-
tion of x0. In particular, ASBGM [36] also provides indirect
evidence for this view. Furthermore, more theoretical and
experimental evidence is provided in Appendix B.

Based on Assumption 5.1, we can derive the analytical
form of the SNR for x̂t in the reverse process:

Theorem 5.1. For a specific timestep t in the reverse de-
noising process of DPMs, the SNR of the biased denoising
sample x̂t is given by:

SNR(t) = γ̂2t ᾱt/
(
1− ᾱt + (

√
ᾱtβt+1

1− ᾱt+1
ϕt+1)

2
)
, (12)

where 0 < γ̂t ⩽ 1 and ϕt+1 is derived from the reconstruc-
tion model x0

θ(x̂t+1, t+ 1) in Eq. 10.
Sketch of Proof. For the sake of brevity of the formula,

we present the denoising process from x̂t to x̂t−1. By sub-
stituting the reconstruction model in Eq. 5 into the inverse
denoising Eq. 8, we can obtain:

x̂t−1 =

√
αt−1βt
1− αt

x0
θ(xt, t)+

√
αt(1− αt−1)

1− αt
xt+

√
β̃tϵ1,

(13)



Type SNR

xt Forward ᾱt/(1− ᾱt)

x̂t Reverse γ̂2t ᾱt/
(
1− ᾱt + (

√
ᾱtβt+1

1−ᾱt+1
ϕt+1)

2
)

Table 1. The actual SNR of xt and x̂t.

DWT
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Pixel Space Wave Domain

Figure 2. The overall framework of Differential Correction in
Wavelet domain (DCW). At each denoising step, DPMs always
generate the reconstructed sample x0

θ for predicting x0 based on
xt. After each denoising is completed, DCW maps x0

θ and xt−1

to the wavelet domain via DWT to obtain xf
θ and xf

t−1, where
f ∈ {ll, lh, hl, hh}. Then, DCW corrects the different frequency
components of xt−1 using Eq. 18. Finally, DCW maps the cor-
rected xf

t−1 back to the pixel space via iDWT.

where ϵ1 ∼ N (0, I). Substituting Eqs. 10 and 2 into Eq. 13
yields the analytical form of x̂t−1:

x̂t−1 = γ̂t−1
√
ᾱt−1x0+

√
1− ᾱt−1 +

(√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt

)2

ϵ2,

(14)
where ϵ2 ∼ N (0, I). By substituting timestep t + 1 into
Eq. 14, we can calculate the actual SNR of the predicted
sample x̂t, thereby completing the proof of Theorem 5.1.
With the aid of the forward noising Eq. 2, a more concise
expression form is obtained:

x̂t−1 = γ̂t−1xt−1 + ψt−1ϵ3. (15)

where ϵ3 ∼ N (0, I), with more details in Appendix C.
Tab. 1 and Eq. 15 clearly show that the actual SNR of

the predicted samples x̂t in the reverse process is always
lower than that of the perturbed sample xt in the forward
process, thus there is always a SNR-t bias where the SNR of
predicted samples does not match the timestep t during the
inference phase, which provides solid theoretical evidence
for the experimental conclusions in Sec. 4.

5.2. Differential Correction in Pixel Space
In Sec. 4 and Sec. 5.1, we clarify the SNR-t bias of DPMs
and its specific manifestations from both empirical and the-
oretical perspectives. Meanwhile, we find that the actual

SNR of x̂t in the inverse process is always lower than that
of xt at the same timestep t in the forward process. Thus,
we can infer that if we move the predicted sample toward
the perturbed sample, the SNR-t bias can be alleviated. In-
terestingly, this gradient information pushing x̂t toward xt

is implicitly contained in each step of the denoising process.
Now, we focus on the differential signal between the pre-
dicted sample x̂t−1 and the reconstructed sample x0

θ(x̂t, t)
in Eq. 14. Based on Eq. 15 for x̂t−1 and Eq. 10 for x0

θ(x̂t, t),
the differential signal is expressed as:

x̂t−1 − x0
θ(x̂t, t) = γ̂t−1(xt−1 −

γt
γ̂t−1

x0) + ηtϵt (16)

where ηt =
√
ϕ2t + ψ2

t−1. Obviously, the differential signal
based on Eq. 16 contains directional information pointing to
xt−1. Inspired by various directional information guidance
strategies [55, 65], we integrate this gradient information
into each step of denoising to guide the predicted samples
x̂t−1 to move toward the ideal perturbed samples xt−1:

x̂t−1 = x̂t−1 + λt(x̂t−1 − x0
θ(x̂t, t)), (17)

where λt is a scalar guidance factor that adjusts the magni-
tude of the effect of the differential signal. More specifically,
the difference guidance shifts the predicted sample toward
the noisy direction targeting xt−1. When the parameter is
properly selected, it will improve the accuracy of the pre-
dicted sample to mitigate the SNR-t bias.

We emphasize that correcting x̂t−1 is more advantageous
than correcting x̂t, as it not only enhances the quality of gen-
eration more effectively but also incurs less computational
overhead. Specifically, Eq. 13 shows that the denoising re-
sult x̂t−1 of the current step t is jointly influenced by x̂t

and x0
θ(x̂t, t) (or ϵθ(x̂t, t)). Meanwhile, the acquisition

of x0
θ(x̂t, t) indicates the network has completed predic-

tion. Thus, without increasing Neural Function Evaluations
(NFE), Eq. 17 can correct x̂t−1 and has no effect on the
network output. Additionally, correcting the denoising result
x̂t−1 will bring gains to both the predicted sample and the
network output in the next denoising process.

5.3. Differential Correction in Wavelet Domain
In this subsection, we introduce the Differential Correction
method into the Wavelet domain (DCW), as shown in Fig. 2,
which stems from two key motivations: (1) During inference,
DPMs first focus on reconstructing the low-frequency con-
tours of images and then concentrate on the high-frequency
details [61]. Thus, our method should align with this im-
portant characteristic of DPMs; (2) The direction indicated
by the differential signal based on Eq. 16 is disturbed by
Gaussian noise ηtϵt, thus performing correction in the time-
frequency domain helps reduce noise interference.

Specifically, during the denoising process, DCW employs
Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT) [14] to decompose x̂t



and x0
θ(x̂t, t) into four frequency subbands. For a given

image sample x in the pixel space, after DWT is applied to
x, the following are obtained: xll, xlh, xhl, and xhh, where
the size of all four subbands is RH/2×W/2. xll represents
the low-frequency subband, which characterizes the low-
frequency information of the image, such as the shape of
a human face or a house. xlh,xhl, and xhh correspond to
the high-frequency subbands in different directions, which
characterize the high-frequency information of the image,
such as the wrinkles of an elderly person or the veins of
leaves. Subsequently, we separately perform differential
correction on each type of frequency subband:

x̂f
t−1 = x̂f

t−1 + λft (x̂
f
t−1 − xf

θ(x̂t, t)), (18)

where f ∈ {ll, lh, hl, hh}, λft is an adjustment coefficient
related to both timesteps and frequency components. Then,
we utilize the inverse discrete wavelet transform (iDWT) [14]
to map the samples back to the pixel space, thereby forming
a complete DCW operation:

x̃t−1 = iDWT(x̂f
t−1|f ∈ {ll, lh, hl, hh}) (19)

Next, we discuss the adjustment strategy for λft . For the
low-frequency component, we propose a time-dependent
weighting strategy that follows a decaying schedule as the
denoising advances. Conversely, a decreasing strategy is
adopted for the high-frequency components. Specifically, in
early denoising steps, we assign a relatively large coefficient
to the low-frequency correction term to prioritize the gener-
ation of low-frequency components, which also effectively
mitigates the interference of high-frequency noise errors dur-
ing the initial denoising phase. In the later denoising stages,
we assign a larger coefficient to the high-frequency correc-
tion to focus on the restoration of high-frequency details,
which helps suppress the over-expression of low-frequency
components towards the end of the process.

Notably, the reverse process variance σt in DPMs serves
as a robust indicator of the denoising progress and has been
widely adopted for dynamic modulation in various sampling
techniques [11, 53, 64]. Consequently, we leverage this
reverse variance to implement our dynamic correction. The
low-frequency component coefficient is formulated as:

λlt = λl · σt, (20)

where λl denotes a scalar coefficient. Similarly, the high-
frequency component coefficient is defined as:

λht = (1− λh)σt, (21)

where λh also denotes a scalar coefficient. Furthermore,
inspired by SG-Minority [53], more weight design strategies
are provided in Appendix D.

6. Experiments
In this section, we conduct extensive experiments on numer-
ous datasets and DPMs to show the effectiveness, generality,
superiority, and robustness of our method.

We evaluate it on multiple representative DPM frame-
works and samplers, including IDDPM [37], ADM [11],
DDIM [49], A-DPM [2], EA-DPM [1], EDM [18], DiT [41],
PFGM++ [59], FLUX [3], and Qwen-Image [58]. Then,
we choose DPM-AE [57] (ICLR 2025) and DPM-AT [66]
(ICLR 2025) as comparative models. Furthermore, we also
integrate our method into the open-source bias-corrected
models ADM-IP [38] (ICML 2023), ADM-ES [39] (ICLR
2024), and DPM-FR [64] (ACM MM 2025) to further
demonstrate the superiority of our approach. Meanwhile,
experiments are conducted across datasets of varying res-
olutions, including CIFAR-10 [22], CelebA 64×64 [29],
ImageNet 128×128 [8], and LSUN Bedroom 256×256 [62].

Overall, we categorize our evaluations into two main
types: stochastic generation [17] and deterministic gener-
ation [49]. To comprehensively assess generation quality,
we employ standard metrics including Fréchet Inception
Distance (FID) [16] and Recall [16], where FID serves as
the primary metric. All quantitative results are computed
over 50K generated samples with the full training set as
the reference distribution. For qualitative evaluation, we
visualize text-to-image results to intuitively demonstrate the
effectiveness of our method.

6.1. Results on Classic Diffusion Models
To verify the effectiveness and generality of the proposed
method, we select several classic diffusion models, namely
IDDPM, ADM, and ADM-IP. Additionally, we choose
datasets with different resolutions, including CIFAR-10 [22]
32 × 32, CelebA 64 × 64 [29], ImageNet 128 × 128 [8],
and LSUN Bedroom 256× 256 [62]. Meanwhile, we select
FID and Recall as evaluation metrics to assess fidelity and
diversity, and use 20 and 50 as sampling steps.

Tab. 2 clearly shows that our method comprehensively
improves the generation quality of the baseline models across
all models and datasets. For example, on the CIFAR-10
dataset, DCW helps IDDPM reduce the FID score by 42.6%
and 25% in the 20-step and 50-step tasks, respectively.

For a fair comparison with recent methods on exposure
bias, we follow previous works and use the same baselines,
namely DDIM [49] sampler applied to A-DPM and ADM.
Tab. 3 clearly shows our method consistently outperforms
DPM-AE [57] (ICLR 2025) and DPM-AT [66] (ICLR 2025)
across all generation results, further validating its superiority.

6.2. Results on Bias-Corrected Diffusion Models
To verify the generality and advancement of our method, we
select several improved models for exposure bias as compar-
ative models and integrate DCW into them, namely ADM-



T = 20 T = 50

Model Dataset FID↓ Rec↑ FID↓ Rec↑
IDDPM CIFAR-10 32 13.19 0.50 5.55 0.56
+Ours CIFAR-10 32 7.57 0.56 4.16 0.58

ADM-IP CelebA 64 11.95 0.42 4.52 0.55
+Ours CelebA 64 10.41 0.47 4.34 0.57

ADM ImageNet 128 12.28 0.52 5.18 0.58
+Ours ImageNet 128 10.34 0.54 4.52 0.58

IDDPM LSUN 256 18.69 0.27 8.42 0.41
+Ours LSUN 256 11.03 0.36 5.24 0.45

Table 2. FID and Recall (Rec) on datasets with different resolutions.

DDIM ADM

Model 10 20 50 10 20 50

Base 14.40 6.87 4.15 22.62 10.52 4.55
Base-AE 13.98 6.76 4.10 - - -
Base-AT - - - 15.88 6.60 3.34

Base+Ours 9.36 4.64 3.33 13.01 5.59 2.95

Table 3. FID ↓ on CIFAR-10 using ADM and DDIM.

ES [39] and DPM-FR [64]. Notably, DPM-FR is the SOTA
model for exposure bias. To be consistent with them, we di-
vide the generation task into two categories: stochastic sam-
pling and deterministic sampling. In stochastic sampling, we
select A-DPM [2] and NPR-DM in EA-DPM [1] as the base-
line models. In deterministic sampling, we use EDM [18]
and PFGM++ [59] as baseline models and measure the sam-
pling cost by Neural Function Evaluations (NFE) [55].

Tab. 4 shows that in stochastic sampling, DCW com-
prehensively improves the generation quality of baseline
models. For different models, noise scheduling strategies,
and time-step settings, DCW consistently achieves a signifi-
cant reduction in the FID scores. For the corrected models,
even though they have already achieved extremely low FID
scores, DCW can still further reduce the FID results, which
demonstrates the advancement of our method.

Tab. 5 shows that in deterministic sampling, DCW can
not only improve the generation quality of baseline models
but also further reduce the FID of corrected models. For
EDM, DCW reduces the FID by 47.1%, 47.4%, and 36.4%
in the 13, 21, and 35 NFE generation tasks, respectively.
Although ADM-ES and ADM-FR have already improved
generation performance by alleviating exposure bias, DCW
can still further improve the corrected models. For EDM-ES
the reductions of FID under the three NFE tasks are 7.0%,
5.3%, and 3.5%, respectively. For PFGM-FR, the corre-
sponding reductions are 6.6%, 5.7%, and 2.0%, respectively.

CIFAR-10 (LS) CIFAR-10 (CS)

Model 10 25 50 10 25 50

A-DPM 34.26 11.60 7.25 22.94 8.50 5.50
+Ours 17.56 8.81 5.38 12.44 5.99 4.06

A-DPM-FR 12.38 6.63 4.52 11.61 4.40 3.62
+Ours 10.91 6.03 4.44 9.80 4.33 3.56

NPR-DM 32.35 10.55 6.18 19.94 7.99 5.31
+Ours 16.60 8.64 5.40 11.44 6.38 4.80

NPR-DM-FR 10.86 5.76 4.19 10.18 4.07 3.44
+Ours 9.81 5.30 4.11 8.46 3.96 3.33

Table 4. FID ↓ on CIFAR-10 using A-DPM and EA-DPM.

EDM PFGM++

Model 13 21 35 13 21 35

Base 10.66 5.91 3.74 12.92 6.53 3.88
+Ours 5.67 3.37 2.41 6.98 3.83 2.64

Base-ES 6.59 3.74 2.59 8.79 4.54 2.91
+Ours 6.13 3.57 2.50 8.00 4.41 2.84

Base-FR 4.68 2.84 2.13 6.62 3.67 2.53
+Ours 4.57 2.79 2.12 6.18 3.46 2.48

Table 5. FID ↓ on CIFAR-10 using different fast samplers.

Meanwhile, we also provide the DiT [41] experiments on
the ImageNet 256× 256 dataset in Appendix E.

6.3. Qualitative Comparison
To intuitively demonstrate the impact of DCW on the gen-
eration quality, we set the same random seed and sampling
steps for the baseline models and improved models during
inference, ensuring that they follow similar denoising tra-
jectories. Specifically, we adopt FLUX [3] as the baseline
model and use 10 sampling steps. As shown in Fig. 3, im-
ages generated by FLUX suffer from distortion issues such
as over-smoothing and overexposure. In contrast, DCW sig-
nificantly mitigates these problems, substantially enhancing
the aesthetic quality and visual appeal of the generated im-
ages. More qualitative results are provided in Appendix F,
including the qualitative experiments on Qwen-Image [58].

6.4. Ablation Study
In this subsection, we conduct detailed ablation experiments
to examine the role of each component in DCW. We primar-
ily use CIFAR-10 as the test dataset.

Effect of the Wavelet Domain. First, we investigate the
impact of each component in DCW on generation quality via
four comparative variants. Differential correction applied



Figure 3. Qualitative comparison between FLUX (first row) and
FLUX-DCW (second row) using 10 steps.

Model Type 10 25 50

A-DPM Baseline 22.94 8.50 5.50

A-DPM-DC Pixel Space 15.71 6.38 4.31
A-DPM-DH High Frequency 16.72 6.05 4.06
A-DPM-DL Low Frequency 13.21 7.00 5.10

A-DPM-DCW High & Low 12.46 5.99 4.06

Table 6. Ablation study (FID ↓) of different frequency components.

solely in the pixel space is denoted as “DC”. Then, we denote
differential correction applied only to high frequency or low
frequency wavelet components as “DH” and “DL”, respec-
tively. Finally, our complete framework involves applying
differential correction to both the high frequency and low
frequency components, denoted as “DCW”. Tab. 6 clearly
shows that the differential correction method is effective
in both the pixel and wavelet space, resulting in noticeable
improvements in the generation quality. Furthermore, the
simultaneous integration of differential correction into both
high-frequency and low-frequency components enhances
performance even further, underscoring the necessity and ad-
vantages of applying the method within the wavelet domain.

Sensitivity of Hyperparameter λf . Next, we examine
the sensitivity of DCW to hyperparameters. DCW is robust
to variations in hyperparameters: for both low-frequency and
high-frequency adjustment factors, the intensity of differen-
tial correction gradually increases with the growth of the
adjustment parameters, and the FID of the final generated
results exhibits a trend of first decreasing and then increas-
ing, as shown in Fig. 4. Therefore, we can quickly determine
the optimal values of the hyperparameters through a simple
two-stage search method, as presented in Appendix G.

Impact of DCW on computational overhead. Finally,
we evaluate the impact of DCW on computational over-
head. Without loss of generality, we fix the random seed,

0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08
λl

6.3

6.6

6.9

7.2

7.5

FI
D

EA-DPM
A-DPM

(a) Search experiments of λl .

0.001 0.004 0.007 0.010 0.013
λh

5.5

5.8

6.1

6.4

6.7

7.0

FI
D

EA-DPM
A-DPM

(b) Search experiments of λh .

Figure 4. Hyperparameter search experiments on CIFAR-10 (CS)
using A-DPM and EA-DPM with T = 25.

Model Dataset Time DCW Time Overhead

ADM-IP CelebA 64 4.25 4.27 0.47%
ADM ImageNet 128 12.59 12.60 0.08%
IDDPM LSUN 256 15.57 15.61 0.26%

Table 7. Batch generation time on a single NVIDIA A6000 GPU.

the number of timesteps, and batch size, then conduct exten-
sive experiments on datasets of varying resolutions: CelebA
64×64, ImageNet 128×128, and LSUN Bedroom 256×256.
To address statistical bias, each experiment is repeated 100
times, and the average runtime is reported. Tab. 7 demon-
strates that the computational cost incurred by DCW for
DPMs is negligible, introducing virtually no generation la-
tency. Specifically, DCW adds an additional time overhead
of approximately 0.47%, 0.08%, and 0.26% for the three
generation tasks, which is clearly minimal. These experi-
mental results regarding time overhead further reinforce the
practicality and superiority of DCW.

7. Conclusion

In conclusion, we find that DPMs often suffer from a signal-
to-noise ratio–timestep (SNR-t) bias. This bias refers to the
mismatch between the SNR of a denoising sample and its as-
sociated timestep during inference. During training, the SNR
of a sample is a deterministic function of its timestep, but this
coupling is broken at inference due to accumulated predic-
tion and discretization errors, which leads to error accumula-
tion and degraded generation quality. We provide empirical
evidence and theoretical analysis for this phenomenon and
propose a simple differential correction method to mitigate
the SNR-t bias. Since diffusion models tend to reconstruct
low-frequency components before refining high-frequency
details in the reverse process, we decompose samples into
multiple frequency components and apply differential correc-
tion to each component separately. Extensive experiments
show that our approach improves the generation quality of
various diffusion models on datasets with different resolu-
tions, while incurring negligible computational overhead.
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Elucidating the SNR-t Bias of Diffusion Probabilistic Models

Supplementary Material

A. Difference from Prior Works

In this section, we outline the differences between the second
experiment (Fig. 1c) in Sec 4 of this paper and prior work
[38, 39]. We emphasize that ADM-ES [39] only provides
a phenomenological conclusion and does not delve into the
underlying causes of the phenomenon. In contrast, the SNR-
t bias discovered in this paper, along with the sliding window
experiments on neural networks based on Fig. 1b, provide
in-depth explanations and evidence for this phenomenon.
Additionally, this section offers more robust experimental
analyses for the phenomenon.

(1) The SNR-t bias is the underlying cause of exposure
bias proposed by ADM-IP [38] and ADM-ES [39]. ADM-
IP and ADM-ES define the exposure bias as an intuitively
inter-sample bias between the perturbed sample xt and the
predicted sample x̂t. Meanwhile, ADM-ES also claims that
exposure bias leads to the accumulation of errors, yet it fails
to provide fundamental evidence for such error accumula-
tion. In contrast, we explicitly demonstrate when the SNR
of the input sample mismatches the timestep, the network’s
predictive output exhibits significant errors, as shown in the
Key Finding 1 (Fig. 1b). Furthermore, since the SNR of
reverse-process samples is consistently lower than the ideal
level, as shown in the Key Finding 2 (Fig. 1c), the network’s
predictions during the reverse process are invariably erro-
neous, specifically manifesting as overestimated outputs. In
summary, the SNR-t bias stems primarily from the forced
coupling of sample SNR and timestep during training.

(2) Unlike ADM-ES, this paper focuses on drawing
deeper conclusions and uncovering the underlying patterns.
Specifically, Figure 2 in ADM-ES concludes that the L2-
norm of ϵθ(x̂t, t) in the reverse process is always larger than
that of ϵθ(xt, t) in the forward process. However, ADM-ES
does not explore the deep-seated reasons for this overes-
timation phenomenon. In this paper, we derive Finding 1
through the sliding window experiments in Sec. 4: for the
fixed timestep s, when handling the sample xt with a lower
SNR, where t > s, the network tends to overestimate the
predicted output. Conversely, when dealing with the sample
xt with a higher SNR, the predicted output is typically under-
estimated. Therefore, combining the findings of ADM-ES
and Finding 1 of this paper, we arrive at Finding 2: Reverse
denoising samples often exhibit lower SNR compared to
their corresponding forward samples at the same timestep.

(3) Unlike exposure bias, an inter-sample bias, the SNR-t
bias is a more specific SNR-timestep bias. Meanwhile, our
method based on the SNR-t bias can be naturally integrated
into state-of-the-art models for correcting exposure bias,

such as ADM-IP, ADM-ES, and DPM-FR, further improving
the generation quality of these correction models as shown in
Sec. 6.2. Additionally, our method can significantly enhance
the generation quality in the latest text-to-image models,
as shown in Appendix E. Thus, these experiments further
illustrate the differences between SNR-t bias and exposure
bias, as well as the necessity of researching SNR-t bias.

Furthermore, we also provide more robust experimental
evidence for Fig. 1c to eliminate interference caused by
random seeds and sampling batch sizes. Specifically, we
fix the sampling batch size at 2000 and then select different
random number seeds (16, 42, and 99) to obtain distinct
sampling trajectories, as illustrated in Figs. 5a, 5b, and 5c,
respectively. Subsequently, we fix the random number seed
and vary the sampling batch sizes (10, 100, and 1000), as
shown in Figs. 5d, 5e, and 5f, respectively. Fig. 5 clearly
demonstrates that regardless of the random number seed
and sampling batch size, the network output of the reverse
process is consistently larger than that of the forward process,
which provides more robust evidence for our analysis.

B. Theoretical evidence of Assumption 5.1

Assumption 5.1. During both the forward and reverse pro-
cesses, the reconstruction sample x0

θ(xt, t) can be expressed
in terms of the original data x0 as follows:

x0
θ(x̂t, t) = γtx0 + ϕtϵt, (22)

where 0 < γt ⩽ 1, ϕt < M , and M denotes a uniform
upper bound constant across all timesteps.

Specifically, we emphasize that both the forward recon-
structed sample x0

θ(xt, t) and the reverse reconstructed sam-
ple x0

θ(x̂t, t) adhere to the form specified in Eq. 22.
In this section, we present the detailed proof of Assump-

tion 5.1. As stated in the main text, previous work proposed
two distinct linear assumptions but lacked supporting evi-
dence. However, we provide both experimental evidence and
theoretical proofs to support our findings. Under Gaussian
perturbation qσ(y|x), the Tweedie’s formula is

E[x|y] = y + σ2∇ylogqσ(y), (23)

where qσ(y) :=
∫
q(y|x)q(x)dx. Now, by substituting the

forward perturbation distribution q(xt|x0) of DPMs into
Eq. 23, we can obtain:

E[x0|xt] =
xt + (1− ᾱt)∇xt logq(xt)√

ᾱt
. (24)
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Figure 5. Robust experimental results for Fig. 1c with varied random number seeds and sampling batch sizes. These figures show the
network output ||ϵθ(·, t)||2 using forward samples xt via Eq. 2 and reverse predicted samples x̂t via Eq. 8, respectively. ||ϵθ(x̂t, t)||2 is
always larger than ||ϵθ(xt, t)||2 in every figure.

Based on the relationship between the score and the noise
sθ(xt, t) = − ϵθ(xt,t)√

1−ᾱt
, we further derive:

E[x0|xt] =
xt −

√
1− ᾱtϵθ(xt, t)√

ᾱt
= x0

θ(xt, t), (25)

which clearly demonstrates that the reconstructed sample
x0
θ(xt, t) is essentially the posterior mean based on the

Tweedie formula. Furthermore, the score network trained
with the L2 norm-MSE loss function always have a theoreti-
cal analytical solution [54], which is also the posterior mean:

sθ(xt, t) = Eq(x0|xt) [∇xt
log q(xt | x0)] . (26)

Based on the equivalence between the score and noise, the
optimal solution for noise prediction is also the same pos-
terior mean. Therefore, based on the mean tendency of
denoising operations and network predictions, we can regard
x0
θ(xt, t) as the mean estimate x̄0 of x0.

The variance formula is expressed as:

E[∥x0∥2] = ∥x̄0∥2 + Var(∥x0∥). (27)

Based on the non-negativity of the variance, we obtain:

∥x̄0∥2 ⩽ E[∥x0∥2].

We substitute x0
θ(xt, t) for x̄0, then given that the expec-

tation of a constant is the constant itself, we can take the
expectation of both sides of the above equation to obtain:

E[∥x0
θ(xt, t)∥2] ⩽ E[∥x0∥2]. (28)

Eq. 28 clearly demonstrates that the L2 norm of recon-
structed samples is always smaller than that of real samples,
which indicates that the reconstruction operation is always
accompanied by information loss.

However, previous work [26, 39] argues that recon-
structed samples should be modeled as:

x0
θ(xt, t) = x0 + ϕtϵt, (29)

which is clearly inconsistent with Eq. 28. Thus, We use
the form in Eq. 22, consistent with the assumption of LA-
DPM [65] and DPM-FR [64].

In addition, we also provide experimental evidence for
the above proof. Following the experimental setup described
in Sec. 4, we perform the following operations sequentially:
(1) We generate perturbed samples {x1,x2, . . . ,xT } via
Eq. 2, and feed xt and timestep t into the network to obtain
ϵθ(xt, t) to compute x0

θ(xt, t) via Eq. 5. (2) Then, we ini-
tialize 2,000 standard Gaussian noise and iteratively denoise
operation via Eq. 8 to obtain samples {x̂1, x̂2, . . . , x̂T }
and corresponding network outputs ϵθ(x̂t, t) to compute
x0
θ(x̂t, t) via Eq. 5. (3) Finally, we compute and plot the

expectation of ||x0
θ(xt, t)||22, ||x0

θ(x̂t, t)||22, and ||x0||22.
Fig. 6 clearly demonstrates that DPMs fail to fully recon-

struct real data x0, both in the forward and reverse processes.
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Figure 6. The expectation of ||x0
θ(xt, t)||22, ||x0

θ(x̂t, t)||22, together
with the ground-truth norm of x0.

This further indicates that the reconstruction operation in-
curs information loss. Notably, similar experiments are also
reported in DPM-FR [64]. However, it focuses on the differ-
ences between the forward and reverse processes, whereas
our work places greater emphasis on whether DPMs can fully
reconstruct real data. Additionally, we argue that conducting
experiments in the data space is more persuasive. This ex-
periment further demonstrates that x0

θ(xt, t) and x0
θ(x̂t, t)

adhere to the form specified in Eq. 22.

C. Proofs of Theorem 5.1 and Eq. 15
In this section, we present the detailed proofs of Theorem 5.1
and Eq. 15. Our derivation process is mainly based on DPM-
FR [64]. However, we provide a more rigorous derivation
process, particularly for γt and γ̂t. Specifically, we focus on
SNR, the core theme of this work.

Theorem 5.1. For a specific timestep t in the reverse de-
noising process of DPMs, the SNR of the biased denoising
sample x̂t is given by:

SNR(t) = γ̂2t ᾱt/
(
1− ᾱt + (

√
ᾱtβt+1

1− ᾱt+1
ϕt+1)

2
)
, (30)

where 0 < γ̂t ⩽ 1 and ϕt+1 is derived from the reconstruc-
tion model x0

θ(x̂t+1, t+ 1) in Eq. 10.
Firstly, we emphasize that all subsequent noise terms

ϵ follow the standard Gaussian distribution. We rewrite
the fundamental formula of DPMs and the forward noising
process is expressed as:

xt =
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ0. (31)

We assume the current predicted sample is ideal. Thus, the
reverse denoising process is expressed as:

x̂t−1 =
1

√
αt

(
xt −

1− αt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)

)
+ σtϵ1. (32)

Then, substituting Eq. 25 into Eq. 32, we can obtain an
equivalent form of the reverse denoising process:

x̂t−1 =

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

x0
θ(xt, t)+

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
xt+

√
β̃tϵ1,

(33)
By substituting Eqs. 31 and 22 into Eq. 33 to replace
x0
θ(xt, t) and xt, we can obtain:

x̂t−1 =

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

(γtx0 + ϕtϵt)+

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
(
√
ᾱtx0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ0) +

√
β̃tϵ1

=

(√
ᾱt−1βtγt
1− ᾱt

+

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

√
ᾱt

1− ᾱt

)
x0 +

√
β̃tϵ1

+

√
ᾱt−1βtϕt
1− ᾱt

ϵt +

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

√
1− ᾱt

1− ᾱt
ϵ0

(34)
For Eq. 34, we first focus on the coefficient of x0:

√
ᾱt−1βtγt
1− ᾱt

+

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

√
ᾱt

1− ᾱt

=

√
ᾱt−1

(
(1− αt)γt + αt(1− ᾱt−1)

)
1− ᾱt

.

(35)

Given that γt ⩽ 1, we use the scaling method to amplify
it to 1, yielding the following inequality:

√
ᾱt−1

(
(1− αt)γt + αt(1− ᾱt−1)

)
1− ᾱt

⩽

√
ᾱt−1

(
(1− αt) + αt(1− ᾱt−1)

)
1− ᾱt

=
√
ᾱt−1

(36)

Given that 1−αt > 0, γt ⩽ 1, We may rigorously define
a novel coefficient γ̂t−1 ⩽ 1 for x̂t−1 where

γ̂t−1
√
ᾱt−1 =

√
ᾱt−1

(
(1− αt)γt + αt(1− ᾱt−1)

)
1− ᾱt

.

(37)
For the standard Gaussian noise component in Eq. 34,

based on the properties of the Gaussian distribution, we
define a new coefficient ψ̂t−1 such that:

ψ̂t−1 = (

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt)
2 + (

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt

√
1− ᾱt−1)

2 + β̃t

= (

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt)
2 +

αt(1− ᾱt−1)
2

1− ᾱt
+

(1− ᾱt−1)(1− αt)

1− ᾱt

= (

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt)
2 +

αt(1− ᾱt−1)
2 + (1− ᾱt−1)(1− αt)

1− ᾱt

= (

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt)
2 + 1− ᾱt−1.

(38)



Based on Eqs. 37 and (38), we can obtain

x̂t−1 = γ̂t−1
√
ᾱt−1x0 +

√
1− ᾱt−1 + (

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt)2ϵt−1

(39)
Ultimately, based on Eq. 39, we obtain the SNR of xt−1 as:

SNR(t− 1) = γ̂2t−1ᾱt−1/
(
1− ᾱt−1 + (

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt)
2
)

(40)
By replacing the timestep in Eq. 40, we ultimately obtain the
actual SNR of x̂t to complet the proof.

To obtain a more concise and intuitive form, we use the
piecing-together method to derive:

ψ̂2
t−1 = (

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt)
2 + (1− γ̂2t−1)(1− ᾱt−1)

+ γ̂2t−1(1− ᾱt−1)

In conclusion, we have obtained the biased mean and vari-
ance of the reverse process:

x̂t−1 = γ̂t−1
√
ᾱt−1x0 ++γ̂t−1

√
(1− ᾱt−1)ϵ̂3

+

√
(

√
ᾱt−1βt
1− ᾱt

ϕt)2 + (1− γ̂2t−1)(1− ᾱt−1)ϵ̃3

= γ̂t−1xt + ψt−1ϵ3,

(41)

where ψt−1 =
√

(
√
ᾱt−1βt

1−ᾱt
ϕt)2 + (1− γ̂2t−1)(1− ᾱt−1).

Thus, we have completed the proof of Eq. 15. Finally, we
emphasize again that γt is the coefficient of the reconstruc-
tion sample x0

θ(xt, t) in Eq. 22, and γ̂t−1 is the coefficient
of the predicted sample x̂t−1 in Eqs. 39 and 41.

D. Weight Strategy Design
The denoising process of DPM inherently follows a coarse-
to-fine paradigm: the early stages primarily generate low-
frequency global structures, while the later stages progres-
sively recover high-frequency details. To this end, our pro-
posed differential correction method is designed to align with
this intrinsic property, prioritizing low-frequency correction
in the initial phases and shifting focus to high-frequency
correction in the later stages.

Based on the above reasoning, we assign larger correc-
tion coefficients to low-frequency components in the early
stage of denoising and higher weighting coefficients to high-
frequency components in the later stage of denoising. On
this basis, we propose three weighting scheduling strategies.

Firstly, considering that the variance σt in the reverse
process of DPM can dynamically characterize the denoising
progress, we adopt the weighting forms shown in Eqs. 20
and 21 in the main text. Second, we design a piecewise
weighting strategy. For the timestep t (0 ⩽ t < T ) and

Table 8. FID and Recall (Rec) on DiT.

T = 20 T = 50

Model Dataset FID↓ Rec↑ FID↓ Rec↑
DiT ImageNet 256 12.83 0.54 3.78 0.58
DiT-ES ImageNet 256 10.00 - 3.30 -
DiT+Ours ImageNet 256 7.99 0.51 3.09 0.56

threshold ts, based on empirical experience, we classify
t > ts as the early stage of denoising and t ⩽ ts as the later
stage of denoising. Accordingly, the piecewise weight for
low-frequency components can be defined as:

wl
t = wl · I{t ⩾ ts}, (42)

where I(·) denotes the indicator function. In a similar vein,
the piecewise weight for high-frequency components is nat-
urally defined as:

wh
t = wh · I{t < ts}. (43)

Furthermore, to simplify the implementation, we also design
a constant weighting strategy, where the weights remain
unchanged throughout the entire denoising process.

In particular, we emphasize that all three aforementioned
weighting strategies are effective after extensive experi-
mental evaluations, as shown in Sec.6. Specifically, the
variance-based scheduling strategy and the piecewise weight-
ing strategy achieve superior generation quality, which fur-
ther demonstrates the necessity of aligning the weight design
with the denoising dynamics of DPMs.

E. Additional Results
Given the extensive influence of transformer-based diffusion
models, we select DiT [41] as the baseline model, ADM-
ES [39] as the comparative model. Subsequently, we adopt
Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [16] and Recall [16] as
evaluation metrics, and select ImageNet 256 × 256 as the
test dataset for our experiments.

Tab. 8 clearly demonstrates that our method achieves
a comprehensive reduction in the FID scores of DiT and
outperforms the comparative models significantly. In the
subsequent appendix, we also provide the evaluation results
of two text-to-image models, which are also based on the
DiT architecture.

F. Qualitative Comparison
To show the improvement effect of DCW on the generation
quality of DPMs, we select two state-of-the-art text-to-
image models, namely Qwen-Image, which demonstrates
strong instruction following and text rendering ability, and



Figure 7. Qualitative comparison between Qwen-Image (first row) and Qwen-Image-DCW (second row) using 10 steps, where the prompt
is “A woman is walking on the beach by the sea”.

FLUX, which is known for its high visual fidelity, to conduct
extensive experiments. Given that our study focuses on the
SNR-t bias, we conduct tests with a small number of steps to
amplify the sampling errors of the baseline models as much
as possible, thereby verifying how effectively DCW corrects
such bias. As shown in Figs. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,
and 15, our method can significantly enhance the aesthetic
quality across different models and time steps.

Specifically, as shown in Figs. 7 and 10, our method
consistently improves the visual quality of the generated
images under a small number of sampling steps. Compared
with the original models, our method produces results with
more coherent scene structure, better semantic fidelity, and
clearer details. It also alleviates common artifacts caused
by sampling bias, leading to images that are more natu-
ral and visually appealing. These results demonstrate that
DCW is effective across different baseline models and can
reliably enhance generation quality in low-step sampling set-
tings. Moreover, the improvements are consistently observed
across diverse scenes and content types, further highlighting
the robustness and generality of our method.

G. Parameter sensitivity

To demonstrate the insensitivity of DCW to hyperparameters
λl and λh, we first apply DCW to A-DPM to obtain the

Table 9. The search process of λl and λh on CIFAR-10 (CS) using
A-DPM-DCW with 25 sampling steps.

Value 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08

FID 7.64 7.37 7.24 7.18 7.19 7.35 7.66

optimal parameter λl on CIFAR-10 (CS). Then, based on the
optimal parameter λl, we apply DCW to obtain the optimal
parameter λh. Fig. 4 clearly shows that DCW can achieve
performance gains over a wide range of λl and λh, indicating
the insensitivity of DCW to hyperparameters.

Benefiting from the strong robustness of the proposed
method to hyperparameter perturbations, the parameter
search process is fast via the two-stage search. Firstly, a
coarse search with a step size of 0.01 was performed. After
identifying a turning point in the FID curve around 0.05, we
conducted a fine-grained search with a step size of 0.001 and
quickly determined the optimal value to be 0.052, as shown
in Tab 9. Then, after fixing the optimal λ∗l at 0.052, quickly
derive the optimal parameter λ∗h = 0.010 using the same
method. In summary, the above experimental process further
demonstrates the robustness and practicality of our method
with respect to hyperparameters.



Figure 8. Qualitative comparison between Qwen-Image (first row) and Qwen-Image-DCW (second row) using 10 steps, where the prompt
is “There is a house and a path on a snowy mountain”.

Figure 9. Qualitative comparison between Qwen-Image (first row) and Qwen-Image-DCW (second row) using 10 steps, where the prompt
is “A balloon gently climbs into a serene blue sky”.



Figure 10. Qualitative comparison between FLUX (first row) and FLUX-DCW (second row) using 10 steps, where the prompt is “There is
a house and a path on a snowy mountain”.

Figure 11. Qualitative comparison between FLUX (first row) and FLUX-DCW (second row) using 10 steps, where the prompt is “A woman
is walking on the beach by the sea”.



Figure 12. Qualitative comparison between FLUX (first row) and FLUX-DCW (second row) using 10 steps, where the prompt is “A balloon
gently climbs into a serene blue sky”.

Figure 13. Qualitative comparison between Qwen-Image (first row) and Qwen-Image-DCW (second row) using 20 steps, where the
prompt is “A woman is walking on the beach by the sea”.



Figure 14. Qualitative comparison between FLUX (first row) and FLUX-DCW (second row) using 20 steps, where the prompt is “There is
a house and a path on a snowy mountain”.

Figure 15. Qualitative comparison between FLUX (first row) and FLUX-DCW (second row) using 20 steps, where the prompt is “A balloon
gently climbs into a serene blue sky”.
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