arXiv:2609.38176v1 [cs.LG] 29 Sep 2026

Breakdown of Local Denoising as Semantic Speciation

Guangkuo Liu® Mert Okyay*®
JILA and Department of Physics CTQM and Department of Physics
University of Colorado Boulder University of Colorado Boulder
Boulder, CO 80309, USA Boulder, CO 80309, USA
guangkuo.liu@colorado.edu mert.okyay@colorado.edu
Yifan F. Zhang Fangjun Hu
Department of Electrical QuEra Computing Inc.
and Computer Engineering 1284 Soldiers Field Road,
Princeton University Boston, MA 02135, USA
Princeton, NJ 08544, USA fhu@quera.com

yz42810@princeton.edu

Rahul Nandkishore Xun Gao
CTQM and Department of Physics JILA and Department of Physics
University of Colorado Boulder University of Colorado Boulder
Boulder, CO 80309, USA Boulder, CO 80309, USA
rahul .nandkishore@colorado.edu xun.gao@colorado.edu
Abstract

The dynamics of generative models exhibit two apparently distinct temporal win-
dows: a speciation window, in which a sample commits to a semantic class, and
a nonlocality window, in which local context windows become insufficient for
generation. Motivated by evidence of their near-concurrence in a variety of frontier
models, we investigate their relationship through the spatial distribution of semantic
information. Under a “common cause” hypothesis, we prove that the nonlocality
window must lie in the speciation window. This hypothesis postulates that semantic
labels explain a fraction of the correlations between distant tokens, a condition
that is natural for many real datasets. We further give conditions under which
both windows shrink to a single limiting time as system size grows, defining a
“phase transition”, and verify this behavior analytically in Gaussian mixtures. To-
gether, these results identify conditions under which semantic information explains
the concurrence of speciation and nonlocality, connecting two complementary
perspectives on the emergence of semantic structure in generative modeling.

1 Introduction

Real-world data often contains distinct semantic classes. An image dataset may contain both cats and
dogs; a dataset of English text may include sonnets from Shakespeare as well as essays on history. A
good generative model must be able to sample from the underlying distribution and thus reproduce
this structure Pham et al.| [2024], [Shah et al.|[2025]]. Such features must therefore emerge during
inference. When during generation is this identity determined, and when can a small perturbation still
change it? We call the period during which the sample commits to a semantic class the speciation
window Biroli et al.| [2024], L1 and Chen| [2024]. Early empirical studies show that speciation window

& Equal contribution.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2609.38176v1

persists for a very short time Meng et al.|[2022], |Choi et al.| [2022], a phenomenon that has been
connected to the theory of phase transition in physics Raya and Ambrogioni| [2023]], |Birol: et al.
[2024]], Sclocchi et al.|[2025]], Takahashi et al.|[2026]).

A separate question is how much context a model needs when generating one part of a sample and how
this context varies during generation. For example, generating a patch of fur may require only nearby
texture, while generating an animal’s eye might require information from farther away to make sure it
only has two, and is at the right location. At some stages, a local neighborhood may be sufficient;
at others, restricting the model to that neighborhood may prevent accurate generation. We call the
period during which generation requires information of a neighboorhood size that reaches the size of
the image nonlocality window. Recent work by |[Hu et al.| [2025]] has identified this window in simple
datasets. Other recent studies analyse the emergence of locality structure through data|Lukoianov
et al.|[2025]] and how this structure facilitates generalization|Kamb and Gangulil [2024], Niedoba et al.
[2024], Hunt et al.|[2026]], hinting that locality might be a crucial knob to understanding generative
modeling.

Although speciation and nonlocality are a priori distinct, recent experiments suggest that their
windows closely align. A very recent study |[Zhang et al|[2026] observed this alignment in two
open-source diffusion models, DiT-XL Peebles and Xie|[2023]] and Stable Diffusion 3 [Esser et al.
[2024], under an analysis of neural circuitry and controlled experiments. A complementary analysis of
patch-based scores connects architectural locality to collective spatial instabilities and the formation
of coherent patterns, with growing spatial correlations observed in trained convolutional diffusion
models |Ambrogioni [2026]. Related observations in autoregressive models show that semantic
commitment also occurs in short windows beyond diffusion |Li et al.|[2025]. These observations
motivate our central question: why should the period when a sample acquires its semantic identity
also be the period when generation needs distant context?

In this work, we formalize this connection theoretically under a simple hypothesis—that semantic
information is nonlocally encoded. For example, in a dataset containing zebras and leopards,
observing stripes in one region can help predict stripes in a distant region because both reflect the
animal’s species. Unconditioned models develop these coherent features across distant domains,
necessitating nonlocal computation to coordinate the generation process. As such, the window
of semantic speciation must also include a window of nonlocality, temporally aligning the two
phenomena. To make this intuition precise, we identify two information quantities that characterize
semantic speciation and nonlocal computation, and establish a quantitative relation between them.
Mutual information (MI) between local parts of samples and the class label quantifies the amount
of the semantic information exposed in local regions, revealing the speciation window |Handke et al.
[2025}2026]; Conditional mutual information (CMI) between parts of the sample characterizes the
error incurred when compute is restricted to a local region Hu et al.[[2025]], revealing the nonlocality
window. We derive upper and lower bounds on CMI using MI’s, under a common-cause hypothesis:
the semantic labels explain a fraction of the dependence across regions. This formalizes the nonlocal
encoding of semantic information as contributions to CMI. These bounds result in the containment of
the nonlocality window in the speciation window. Since our theory is fundamentally information-
theoretic, the theorem applies to the generation dynamics of both autoregressive and diffusion models,
independent of the noising process. The concrete examples and experiments in this paper focus on
diffusion models; direct tests in autoregressive models are left to future work, although recent work
Zhu et al.| [2026] observes token-entropy spikes at transitions into erroneous reasoning, suggesting a
possible link.

We anchor these statements in exact analytical calculations in Gaussian mixture models, where score
functions and the aforementioned information-theoretic functions are obtained. We also derive the
time scales of the semantic and nonlocality windows in this setting. A ‘thermodynamic limit’ (where
the data dimension is taken to infinity) closes the semantic and nonlocal windows and yields a sharp
transition. Beyond Gaussian mixtures, we also construct a more general condition for window closure,
requiring semantic classes to separate faster than within-class fluctuations as system size grows.
Our results unify semantic and architectural perspectives imposed by dynamics along generation
trajectories.
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Figure 1: Semantic speciation locates the window in which local denoising breaks down. De-
noising trajectory is from ¢ = 1 (right) to t = 0 (left). The upper panel depicts a semantic speciation
from white noise to cat or dog for local region (blue) and global region (magenta); the corresponding
thresholds define a speciation window (black vertical lines). The noisy images in the window depict
generation times in which the semantic identity is visible in the whole image, but invisible in a local
patch (blue box). In the lower row, A is the patch to denoise (green), B its minimal surrounding
context (blue) for below-threshold denoising, and C the rest of the image (magenta). The green curve
depicts I;(A; C | B) whose peak characterizes a breakdown of exact denoising using local context
alone. Under the common-cause hypothesis, Theorem [I] places the threshold-defined nonlocality
window inside the speciation window.

2 Background and Related Work

2.1 Local scores by decaying conditional mutual information

A diffusion model is completely determined by obtaining the score function of the data distribution
over diffusion time. If the underlying data distribution is pgat the score function takes the form
s(x,t) = V, 10g pdata(z, ) Where paata (2, t) is the data distribution convolved with the Gaussian
noise along the diffusion path. We take X ~ pqata as a sample from the data distribution, and use
the interpolation convention with 0 < ¢ < 1, where

Xe=1-t)Xo+tZ, Z~N(0,1I). (D
A brief review of diffusion models is provided in Appendix [A]

Our interest is in local diffusion models, in which the generation of a pixel is determined only by its
neighbourhood and not need the whole image [Kamb and Ganguli| [2024], [Niedoba et al. [2024],
let al.| [2025]], [Hunt et al.|[2026]. If such a task is possible, operationally, we expect the score function
to take a local form. We define locality via a tripartition of the image, shown at the left/right of the
bottom row of Fig. [T} where the pixel (or small patch) to denoise is denoted A, a square annulus
around A of radius 7 is denoted B, and the rest of the image is denoted C. If A is close to the edges
of the image, the parts of the regions outside the image domain is ignored. Images are assumed
to live in R, where d = N x N and N is the linear dimension; we work with square images for
simplicity and details of the results do not depend on the aspect ratio. Each image draw x € R? is




then partitioned as * = (x4, zp, x¢) and as a shorthand, we denote 45 = (24,2 5). Thus, implied
by the operational constraint, a local score acts on A and depends only on A and B (we use a region
R and the pixels z g in R interchangeably). If the ideal data distribution is known, this would be the
score function of the AB marginal, given by V 4 log p(x 45) (see equation . In the absence of the
full data distribution, how can such a score be constructed, and when is it useful to do so?

Inspired from work by [Sang and Hsieh! [2025]] on mixed-state phases in quantum systems, [Hu et al.
[2025]] bounds the recovery error from using a local denoiser instead of the global one, using the
decay length scale of the CMI of the ABC tripartition. The CMI is defined as the remaining mutual
information between A and C after revealing the annulus B, i.e.,

I(A;C | B) = I(4; BC) — I(4; B). @)

The CMI, by definition, is the expectation of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the joint
conditional p(z 4, z¢ | p) and its factorized conditional p(z4 | z5)p(zc | zp); if the CMI is
zero, the joint distribution on ABC factorizes and the regions form a Markov chain A — B — C'[Hu
et al.| [2025]], [Zhang et al|[2026]. As a result, differentiating the score function on A kills the C
dependence completely, where 0, , In p(x) = 0, , Inpap(xa,xp) for p = pappc|p—giving exact
locality of the score function. If the CMI is not zero, it still controls the error in denoising a noisy
distribution by bounding the total variation. We relegate the careful definition of the quantities in this
statement, as well as proving the statement itself (Theorem 3) to Appendix

While the CMI is an information-theoretic quantity that satisfies data-processing inequality in the
first two inputs, A and C', and thus would decay if only one was noised, it does not satisfy such an
inequality on the conditioned variable B. Adding noise to B may degrade correlations between A
or C and B, strengthening the ones between A and C, leading to an increase in CMI [Zhang and
Gopalakrishnan|[2025]]. Along the noise trajectory, CMI may grow too long-ranged while the context
window B remains small, such that local denoising incurs larger and larger errors. We call the
window in which a local denoiser fails and the global denoiser succeeds the nonlocality window”.

A problem with CMI as an empirical probe of phenomenology is that information theoretic quantities
are notoriously hard to sample in high-dimensional data [Poole et al.|[2019]. As a consequence,
score functions (for diffusion models) are used as operational probes in diagnosing properties of the
underlying data structure [Premkumar| [2026]],|Zhang et al.| [2026]]. While intuitive, is it justified to
study the error in the denoiser itself instead of the errors in its outputs? In Appendix we prove
the following bound

D) < PAED 401 B), AR(D) = By IV alogple) — Valogpulean)]?,

3)
where d4 = dim A, which implies that the “locality gap” A).. can be used to probe the CMI. This
result complements the results of Hu et al.|[2025]]: their theorem shows that CMI bounds the error
incurred by a local denoiser (see Appendix [A|for the careful statement) whereas our result bounds
the score matching error in the denoiser itself. This establishes that the locality gap itself can serve as
a probe of the nonlocality transition, which already was empirically demonstrated by [Zhang et al.

[2026].

2.2 Semantic speciation

Another type of transition is studied through semantic speciation: as forward noise increases, the
noisy observation carries less information about the original image’s class. This is commonly probed
by forward—backward (FB) experiments, which denoise a corrupted image and assess whether the
reconstruction retains its semantic identity |[Biroli et al.| [2024]], Sclocchi et al.| [2025]],|Zhang et al.
[2024].

An ideal FB experiment draws a clean sample X, which intrinsically comes with a label Sy, adds
noise to a region R of the sample to obtain X ;. Given that observation, it draws a fresh clean image
and label from the posterior p(X g, S | Xr,). Call the returned label .S. Finally, it checks whether
S=2_5.

Conditioned on X ;, the original label S' and the returned label S are independently drawn from the
same distribution

qs = pt(S ‘ XR,t)-



Therefore, the label agreement probability for Xz ; is

Pr(S=8|Xpy) =Y Pr(S=s|Xp)Pr(S=s|Xps) =D ¢ ()

Averaging over the distribution of X ; gives the success rate of FB experiment for region 12 at time
t’

Pep(R,t) =E) ¢ Q)

Our analysis considers exact posterior sampling and true semantic labels. If the clean observation
determines its label, then Ppg (R, 0) = 1; at complete noise it approaches > _ p(s)?, equal to 1/L
for L balanced classes. Empirical forward—backward experiments, however, need not reach ideal
endpoints because the reverse sampler and classifier are imperfect. |Sclocchi et al.[[2025] report a
drop in the peak of the source—reconstruction classifier-logit cosine distribution, while|Zhang et al.
[2026] report a rise in reconstruction classification error. We also study observations restricted to
a spatial region R. Using the same type of classifier-logit cosine probe, our ImageNet [Deng et al.,
2009, |Russakovsky et al., 2015]] crop experiment shows a rapid switch of the empirical peak that
occurs earlier for smaller regions (Appendix [B). We call the interval of rapid semantic change the
“speciation window”, whose starting and ending points are marked by the local and global speciation,
respectively, see Section[3.2.2]

3 Connecting Speciation and Nonlocality

We now connect the nonlocality window, in which local context is insufficient for accurate denoising,
to the speciation window, in which semantic labels become uncertain under forward noising. After
giving an intuitive argument using score functions, we use an information-theoretic formulation to
establish conditions under which the nonlocality window is contained in the speciation window.

3.1 A score-based argument of window containment

Here we provide a heuristic argument using the score function that builds operational intuition for
why the nonlocality window is contained in the speciation window. A natural way to connect the
locality gap to semantic information is to subtract the localized version of Bayes’ theorem from its
global version:

Valogpi(z:) — Valogpi(zape) = — [Valogpi(s | x¢) — Valogpi(s | zaps)]
+ [VA logpi(xt | s) = Va logpt(l"AB,t | 5)] (6)
The second bracket is the vector inside the locality gap, conditioned on the semantic label s. In
consistency with the common-cause hypothesis|l} we expect an informative label to reduce this gap

by specifying shared aspects of the image’s global organization, leaving less dependence on distant
context:

E[IValogpi(i | ) = Valogpi(wan, | 9)I3] <E[IValogpi(ae) = Valogpi(wanl3]
with expectations taken over noisy images and their semantic labels.

Under this score-gap suppression assumption, a small unconditional gap implies that both brackets on
the right-hand side of equation [6]are small in squared expectation. Conversely, when the unconditional
gap is nonzero, the conditional gap cannot account for it entirely, so the first bracket must also be
nonzero in squared expectation.

To interpret the first bracket, let s be the label of the clean image. The quantities p;(s | x;) and
pi(s | zap,.) are the posterior probabilities assigned to that label using global and local observations,
respectively. Their log-gradients measure how these probabilities respond to perturbations in A. At
low noise, both observations can identify the label reliably, and we expect their semantic posteriors to
be relatively insensitive to small perturbations. At high noise, both observations become uninformative
about the label, and their posteriors approach the prior. The difference in posterior responses is
therefore expected to be most pronounced between the loss of reliable local label information and
the loss of global label information. This motivates the conjecture that the nonlocality window lies
within the speciation window. Section [3.2]makes this connection precise using mutual information
and an explicit common-cause assumption.



3.2 The information-theoretic definition of windows

3.2.1 Nonlocality window

As shown by [Hu et al.| [2025] (and reproduced in our notation in Appendix[A), the conditional mutual
information I;(A; C' | B) bounds the error of local recovery. Therefore we define the breakdown
window of local denoising as the window where CMI is above a threshold.

Definition 1 (Nonlocality window). For an annulus tripartition ABC, and an information tolerance
0 > 0, define the start and end of the nonlocality window as

tstart,ts — mf{t c [0’ 1] : It(A; C | B) > 5}3 (7)

nonloc

tend,é — sup{t c [0’ 1] : It(Aa C ‘ B) > 5} (8)

nonloc
3.2.2 Speciation window

We show that the mutual information I;(.S; R) has the same window where it sharply decreases from
the maximal H (S) to the minimal value 0, using the following lemma proved in Appendix
Lemma 1 (Two-sided sandwich bounds). Let p(s) be the prior distribution of labels s € S, |S| = L,
and write the posterior as qs = pi(s | xr). Let Prp(R,t) denote the success probability of a
forward-backward experiment, as described in equation@ On one hand, we have

%EZ(QS —p(s))? <L(S;R) < ZEW

C))

On the other hand,
logPFB(R, t) Z It(S; R) — H(S) Z —h2 (PFB(R, t)) — (1 — PFB(R, t)) log(L — 1), (10)
where ha(p) = —plogp — (1 — p) log(1 — p) is the binary entropy.

The first inequality [9applies to the zero—information endpoint: I;(S; R) = 0 if and only if ¢ —p(s) =
0 for all s and x g 4, reducing the posterior-sampling FB experiment to prior sampling. The second
inequality (10| applies to the full-information endpoint, i.e., I;(S; R) = H(S) if and only if we
succeed at Ppp(R,t) = 1. Therefore, Prp(R,t) and I;(S; R) share the same window where they
both drop from their respective maxima to minima.

The mutual information for a global region I;(S; ABC') must be greater than that for a local region
I,(S; B) by data processing inequality, indicating that I;(.S; B) has an earlier drop than I;(S; ABC).
Therefore, we choose our definition for speciation window taking this locality nuance into consid-
eration. As the score function arguments in Section [3.1]suggest, we define the speciation window
starting with nonzero local response to A and ending with global response to A.

Definition 2 (Speciation window). For an annulus tripartition ABC, and an information tolerance
0 > 0, define the start and end of the speciation window as

gstart,6 inf{t c [07 1] . [0(S7AB) - ]t(S,B) > (5}, (11

spec

tend? .= sup{t € [0,1] : I(S; ABC) > 4}. (12)
The start time indicates the earliest time when local label recognition ability drops by a certain
amount, and the end time indicates the latest time when global recognition ability retains that amount.

3.2.3 Common-cause hypothesis

Conditioning on semantic labels can act in two ways. One is synergistic, where it increases conditional
mutual information,

I(A;C | B,S) > I(A;C | B).
This occurs when label S contains information that can only be determined by A and C together, but
not from any of them alone. For example, count of total objects or parity of a set of bits. The other is
redundant, where it decreases conditional mutual information,

I(A;C | B,S) <I(A;C | B).
This occurs when label S acts as a common cause for A and C, such as the label of a cat image,

which explains the correlation between the cat’s head and tail. We assume that the latter is the case
for natural datasets, and we postulate the following common-cause hypothesis.
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Figure 2: Semantic conditioning reduces the average local-global prediction gap in SD3. A smaller
conditional gap means that restricting distant image-token interactions changes the model prediction
less when semantic information is supplied. This is consistent with the common-cause interpretation:
the description explains part of the shared image structure that would otherwise require distant
context.

Hypothesis 1 (Common-cause hypothesis). For an annulus tripartition ABC, semantic labels S,
and a positive constant 0 < o < 1, we have

I,(A;C | B,S) < (1-a)I;(A;C | B) (13)
Sorall time t € [0,1].

Such labels always exist: consider the extreme case where the label S specifies the entire clean
image, then I(A4; C | B, S) = 0, in which case we have o = 1. In general, we expect that the more
informative the label is, the larger « is.

Gaussian mixtures with identity covariance satisfy this hypothesis for the labels matching the mixture
labels at o = 1 as shown in Appendix [E] For natural datasets, Figure 2] provides empirical evidence
consistent with the common-cause interpretation: semantic conditioning reduces the average local—
global prediction gap in SD3, suggesting that shared semantic information reduces reliance on distant
image context. We average over 64 scenes described using 5, 15-17, and 35-39 words, respectively,
giving 192 prompts in total and each prompt uses three random seeds. We observe a time-weighted
gap reduction of 20.7%, 23.4%, and 24.4% for short, medium, and long descriptions (see Appendix D]
for the experimental setup, score parameterization).

3.2.4 Nonlocality window is contained in speciation window

The two windows are defined using different information quantities. The common-cause hypothesis
connects them.

Theorem 1 (Containment of the nonlocality window). Fix an annulus tripartition ABC'. Suppose
that, for all t € [0,1], S — Xap,o — Xap, is a Markov chain and Hypothesishola’s with the
same o > 0. Choose 0 < & < supye(o 1] {t(A; C | B). Then

t:tl;;‘g'ct,oéé S tstart,é < tend,& < tend7(y5. (]4)

nonloc — “nonloc — “spec

Proof. The common-cause hypothesis gives, at each time,
aly(A;C | B) < Ii(A4;C | B) = Ii(A;C | B, S). (15)
By the chain rule, the difference on the right has two useful forms. The first is

I(A;C | B) = I(A; C'| B, S) = 1(S; AB) — 1,(S; B) — 1(S; ABC) + I,(S; BC)
< Io(S; AB) — Ii(S; B). (16)

The last step uses I;(S; AB) < Iy(S; AB), by data processing along the forward noising channel,
and I;(S; ABC) > I(S; BC), by spatial data processing. Rearranging the same four mutual



informations gives the second form,

I;(A;C | B) - I;(A;C | B, S) = I4(S; BO) — I1(S; B) — It(S; ABC) + I;(S; AB)
< I,(S; ABC). (17)

Here I;(S; B) > 0 and I;(S; ABC) — I,(S; AB) > 0, while I;(S; BC) < I(S; ABC).
Before 512149 the definition of the speciation start gives Iy(S; AB) — I,(S; B) < ad. Equations|[13]

and equgﬁi%cnthen give [;(A; C | B) < 6. After t24,%9 the definition of the speciation end gives
I(S; ABC) < «d; equations[15]and [17) again give I,(A;C' | B) < 4. Thus every time at which
CMI exceeds § lies between the speciation endpoints. Since § is below the CMI supremum, this set is

nonempty. Taking its infimum and supremum proves the claim. O

3.3 System size scaling of two windows and phase transitions

The containment theorem [I] relates the two windows, but does not determine how their widths
scale with system size. This scaling describes whether a finite-size crossover sharpens into a phase
transition. To get a sense of how the windows scale with system size in simple distributions, we
explicitly study the windows for a two-component Gaussian mixture. Relegating the calculational
details to Appendix we only quote the analytical results. We study the distribution p(z, s) where
p(x | ) o< exp(—(x — ps)?/202) and p(s = £1) = 1/2, taking u, = sI € R?%. The scalings for
the two windows for this distribution are

1— tstart,aé -V logN 1— tstart,é - i 1— tend,& - l 1— ﬁend,aé - i (18)
spec - N ’ nonloc ™ N ’ nonloc ™ N ’ spec - N27

which all converge to ¢ = 1 in the large- N limit. The intuition behind these scalings follow from the
simple fact that decoding success is determined by the signal-to-noise ratio ||x5(t)||/o(t). For s we
chose, the signal in B or BC' is extensive ||us|| o< N(1 — t), and thus decoding becomes ambiguous
at 1 —t = O(1/N). Going left to right (choosing § ~ 1/N? to get a nontrivial CMI) the start of the
speciation window is marked by when the classifier using B loses 4 amount of information, whose
error is given by a Gaussian tail; setting this equal to the loss yields a y/log 1/4 in addition to the
signal to noise factor 1/N. The locality windows are about a similar but a different question: when is
decoding hard with B only but easy with BC'? Since the signal is extensive in each, both locality
windows directly inherit 1 — ¢ = O(1/N). Lastly, in the end of the speciation window, we are in
the weak signal regime, and even the global classifier is weak. From a quadratic approximation to
the mutual information (S : ABC) integral as N2(1 — t)2, which needs to be equal to §, we get
1 —t = O(1/N?). In summary, the mechanism behind this sharpening can be understood through
the decoding transition of the Gaussian mixture model, which behaves like a soft repetition code,
where each local patch carries partial information about the semantic label, and a growing buffer
combines these clues.

Inspired by the Gaussian mixture results, we give sufficient conditions for both windows to sharpen
to a common critical point at pure noise, ¢ = 1, as system size grows. The theorem below makes this
condition for local semantic identification precise and generalizes the calculation restricted to the
Gaussian mixture model.

Theorem 2. (informal) Let ms = E[Xp o | S = s| be the mean image on the buffer for label s, and
write
Dy = I’I;léiI} lms — me]?.

Suppose within-class fluctuations have Gaussian-type tails with variance scale at most Cn along
every unit direction. Thus Dy measures the separation of the class means, while C'y measures the
fluctuation that can obscure this separation. For a fixed finite label set, assume the common-cause
hypothesis holds with size-independent o > 0 and use Xy = (1—t)Xo+tZ. If Dn/(Cn+1) — o0,
then both windows shrink toward t = 1, provided they exist and their defining information thresholds
do not decrease too rapidly with system size relative to this growing separation-to-noise ratio. The
precise regularity condition on the thresholds and the full assumptions are given in Appendix|F]

When Dy /(Cn + 1) grows, the semantic signal in the buffer increasingly dominates the within-class
fluctuations and the added diffusion noise. As in a repetition code, the label can then be read from the
buffer with vanishing error at any fixed ¢ < 1; only at pure noise is the signal completely lost.



Reliable decoding makes the remaining label uncertainty H (S | X ;) small. The common-cause
hypothesis and the chain rule then give

al(A;C | B) < I(S; A | B) — I,(S; A | B,C) < H(S | Xp.).

Thus, when the buffer already identifies the label, the CMI is small. Moreover, I(S; AB) —
I,(S;B) < H(S | XB,), so the speciation window cannot start until the buffer begins to lose the
label. The quantitative decoding bound pushes this start toward ¢ = 1 at the allowed thresholds, and
Theorem [T places the other three endpoints between that start and 1.

4 Conclusion

We connect semantic speciation and nonlocality through the information shared between distant
regions of a sample through our common-cause hypothesis. Under this hypothesis, we prove that
the nonlocality window lies within the speciation window. This connection interprets semantics as
shared global information and speciation as its decoding during generation. After demonstrating that
both windows close for Gaussian mixture data distributions as system size grows, inspired by its
properties, we further give a sufficient condition for both windows to sharpen to a common critical
point at pure noise as system size grows.

These results open new questions about how semantic information shapes nonlocality and phase
transitions in generative models. The common-cause and semantic-decoding assumptions can be
tested in graphical models and real datasets. These studies can reveal how spatial structure affects
when the transitions occur and how sharply they develop. The theory can also guide when denoisers
use distant context and how their receptive fields change during generation. We leave these directions
to future work.
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A Local Denoising Models and Error Bounds

In this appendix, we review and advance various aspects of local diffusion models. First, we review a
sufficient condition for locality of a denoiser in terms of the conditional mutual information, proven
already in [Hu et al.| [2025]], for the reader’s convenience. Second, specialising to Gaussian noise
relevant for diffusion models, we prove that the same quantity also bounds the locality gap—a
quantity introduced in|Zhang et al.|[2026] to probe the locality transition. This directly connects the
observations therein to the CMI, and supports the notion that locality gap is sensitive to the locality
transition. Noting that mutual informations are very hard to sample, training a diffusion model and
measuring the locality gap provides a way of controlling CMI, which follows the same spirit as|Yu
et al.|[2025]].

A.1 Denoising generative models

Denoising generative models learn to recover clean data from corrupted observations. Let p, g : {2 —
IR be probability densities where € is the space of events. Let A (y | =) be a noise channel. It induces
a noisy version of a data density p as

Np)(y) = /Q de N (y | 2)p(x). (19)

By q(y | z) is its Bayes recovery channel with prior ¢, defined as

Ny | z)q(x)
B T) = —F—. 20
Generation begins from a tractable, highly corrupted distribution and successively applies learned
approximations to such reverse channels. This framework includes autoregressive models, for which
the forward channel progressively masks a suffix of the variables and the reverse process reveals X;
according to p(X; | X;), as well as diffusion models, for which the corruption is gradual, typically
Gaussian, and the reverse dynamics are parameterized through a denoiser or score function. The
results below are first stated for a generic noise channel and then specialized to diffusion models.

A.2 Bounding local recovery error with CMI (generic denoising model)

In this section, we prove that CMI bounds the squared total variance (TV) between a distribution and
its noised and then locally denoised version. We will not try be rigorous in the measure-theoretic
sense, but the statements can be formalised as such if desired.

The nontrivial ingredient in proving the desired result is the classical Fawzi-Renner inequality
from [Fawzi and Renner| [2015]], which we now state.

Proposition 1 (Classical Fawzi-Renner Inequality). Let p : @ — R be the distribution denoised with
prior q after applying the noise channel, i.e.,

p(@) = [BygN(p)](2) -
then,
Dy (pllg) — DxrN(p) [N (9)) = Dxwi(pllp) » 20
where Dy, is the Kullback-Leibler divergence/relative entropy.

Now suppose our samples x can be partitioned into three sets, A, B, C' with respective 1.v.s
T4,Tp, xc independent of any spatial geometry. Further suppose the noise channel acts only
on A, ie., N(p)(y) = Y e N (y | z)p(x) where, in particular, yp = xp and yo = zc. We
also denote the clean variables as X and the noisy variables as Y. Then, taking p = p(z) and
q(z) = p(xa,xp)p(xc), by definition of the mutual information I(X;Y") between two r.v.s X and
Y as the relative entropy between the joint and the product distribution, we have

DxL(pllg) = I(AB;C),  DxL(N(p)|IN(q)) = I(AB;C). (22)
The CMI is defined in terms of MI’s, for our application, we write (for Z a generic r.v.)
1(ZB;C)=1(Z;C | B)+ I(B;C). (23)

12



The term I(B; C') cancels between the two MI’s, giving
Dxr(pllg) — Dxr.(N (p)IN(9)) = I(A4;C | B) = I(4;C | B) < I(4;C | B),
by positivity of the CMI I(A; C' | B) > 0. Thus, we have obtained
I(A;C| B) = Dxw(plp) - (24)

Lastly, by Pinsker’s inequality [MacKay| [2003], we have Dk (p|p) > 2TV(p||p)? where
TV(pllg) = Jolp(x) — p(x)|/2. Chaining the inequalities together, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 3 (CMI bounds local reconstruction error Hu et al.| [2025[].). For a distribution
p, a noise channel N acting only on A, with an ABC tripartition and with p(x) =

[BN,p(a:A,wB)P(a:c)(N(p))}(x) we have
2TV (pllp)* < I(4;C | B), (25)
i.e., CMI of the distribution before the noise is added controls the locality of the denoiser.

The last thing to clear up is to show that the denoiser in Theorem 3|is truly local. This follows by
definition, where ¢ = p(x 4, x)p(z¢c) and

(26)

_ N@alza)pxazp)plze)  N(yalza)pzazp)
BaaW D) = T4 Nya | enp(eacs)p@e) ~ TaeaN(ya | ea)p(@acs)

Suppose we break down a single round of diffusion noise pixel-by-pixel, and only consider a single
step of this round. Taking A to be the pixel to whom the noise is added, the CMI bounds the total
variance (by Pinsker’s inequality and Fawzi-Renner, as applied in|Hu et al., 2025| Section III.2 and
Supplementary Material S2.A

TV(plp)* < I(A;C | B), 27)

where TV (p||q) is the total variation ) _q, |p(z) —q(x)|/2 and p(x) = (Br p(z4,25) Na(p))(z) is
the denoised distribution after adding noise to P only on A via the noise channel A/ (y4 | 4). Lastly,
By, is the “Bayes recovery channel” given by Bayes’ rule By (2 | v) = N'(y | 2)q(z) /N (q)(y)
for any probability distribution g(x). If the CMI is zero, the total variance between the initial
distribution p and the noised—locally-denoised p is zero—the local denoiser is exact. If instead, the
CMI is not small but decays exponentially in the radius of B, i.e. if we have

I(A;C'| B) < yexp(—r/§), (28)

where £ is known as the Markov length [Hu et al.l 2025, Section III.1], we can pick a r small enough
to guarantee a total variation error of ¢, i.e., demanding €2 > v exp(—7r/£), we get

r > clog Y2 | (29)
€

Then, stitching together many single-step diffusions, we may derive a similar bound on the full

diffusion path [Hu et al., 2025, Section III.3] where each individual step size must at least be

r > §log(NK,/v/€), where K is the window size and IV is the number of discretization steps. As

such, a decaying CMI guarantees a local denoiser.

A.3 Diffusion models

Diffusion models, as a special type of denoising generative models, propose a parametrisation of a
data distribution based on the Langevin SDE [Sohl-Dickstein et al.|[2015]], Ho et al.|[2020],|Song et al.
[2021]]

dX; = p(Xe, t)dt + o(t)dn, (30)

where 71 is a Gaussian random variable, drawn independently at each time step. Under suitable
assumptions, there exists a corresponding Fokker-Planck equation (FPE)

0P = =0, (p(z,t)P) + 0,(c%(t)0,P)/2. (1)

The FPE admits an exact time-reversed form Song et al.|[2021]. Let Q(x,t) = P(x,T —t) with T
the reversal time

9,Q = =0, (fi(z,T — t)Q) + 8, (c*(T — 1)8,Q) /2, (32)
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with fi(x,t) = —p(x,t) + 02(t)d; log Q. This implies the reversed SDE has a modified drift
shifted by —o?(¢)9, log Q, which we need to know to be able to reverse each trajectory. The hard
part is the so-called score function J, log ), which requires the knowledge of the full distribution
P(z,t). The application to generative modeling takes P(x,0) = pdata, such that P(z,t — 00) =
N (u(z),02(c0)). Since sampling the late-time Gaussian is easy, the difficulty of sampling pgata is
purely relegated to the reversal process. Interestingly, this reveals that we do not need all of pqata, We
only need the gradient of its log, the score function. Therefore, we do not care about multiplicative
constants in pqata, Which are intractable to compute in many cases. To see this, take an energy based
model py(x) = exp(—FEy(x))/Zy [|[Goodfellow et al., 2016, Section 18.4]. The score is

so(z) = =0y log Zy — 0, Eg(x) , (33)

and the first term is zero log Zy does not depend on x, and as such, is zero.

A.4 Bounding local denoiser error with CMI (diffusion model)

While we have provided an information-theoretic guarantee on when a local score may be constructed,
we have not operationalized what it means to have a local score function and how to interpret
deviations from locality in terms of optimal denoising.

Define the expectation of a function f(z) over the noisy data distribution be p; (). We now will argue,
in expectation, that the score function of the marginal distribution p(z 45) (obtained by marginalizing
over z¢) is the smallest over all t possible local approximations. Suppose we approximate the score
V 4 logpi(x) by a function f(x 4p). The error in the approximation satisfies

By [[Valogpi(z) — f(zap)l]®> = Ep, | Valogpi(z) — Valogp(zap)l

+ By, IValogpi(zap) — f(zap)l?, (34)

and as such, the best local approximation is the score of the AB marginal. Any other approximation
incurs an extra cost |V 4 logp;(za5) — f(za5)|* in expectation.

The proof follows directly, by adding and subtracting the local score marginal V 4 log pi(za5),
which yields

Ep, () IValogpe(a) = f(zap)|?
=E,,)/[Valogpi(z) — Valogp(zap)|® + Ep,@)[Valogp(zas) — f(zan)|®
+2E,, () (Valogpi(z) — Valogpi(zap)) - (Valogpi(zap) — f(zap)).

Noting the expectation is over p;(z), we have

Ep, (2)(Valogpi(z) — Valogpi(rap)) - (Valogpi(rap) — f(zaB))

=Ep,(wap)(Valogpi(zap) = f(xaB))  Ep,(zolzan)(Valogpi(z) — Valogpi(zap))] .
(35)

By definition, [ dzcpi(zc | xap)Valogpi(z) = Valogp(xap), and the cross term is zero.
Thus, the error in any local approximation is the locality gap

Aloc(t)? = Ep, (1) | Valog pe(z) — V alogpi(zap)|?, (36)

which is a fundamental probe of the locality of the true score function: it is zero, if and only if, the
true score is local. While the locality gap is a so-called instantenous probe—it probes the score at a
single time instance and does not determine directly the output ‘quality’—it nevertheless describes
the downsteam error in the generated image: using Tweedie’s identity applied to the AB marginal,
one can show

2

E[za | z(t)] — Elza | zap(t)] = 1t_ t(VA logpi(z) — Valogpi(ran)), (37

i.e., the vector difference in the locality gap is the change in the optimal prediction x 4 due to revealing
C, and also

4
Ellza —Elza | 2ap(®)]*] — Ellra — Elza | 2(#)]]*] = uiityﬁﬁw (38)
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i.e., the locality gap is a direct probe of the extra denoising error on A incurred by hiding C
in the optimal denoiser. In this sense, the norms of the instantenous probes control pixelwise
differences/errors in the denoised output.

Furthermore, just like the total variation between the data distribution P and its noised-then-locally-

denoised version P, we can also show that CMI controls the size of the locality gap. In particular, it
is possible to show

Proposition 2 (Controlling the locality gap by CMI). Assume
X(t)=a(t)X(0)+o(t)Z, o(t) >0,

where Z is an independent standard Gaussian and X (0) has finite second moment. Write m =
dim X 4, and define the locality gap by

9\ 1/2
Buoct) = (Bp, [V alogpi((t) ~ Valogpe(wan®)IF)

where || - || is the Euclidean norm on the A coordinates. Then, with natural logarithms,
2y/m(m+3
Auclt? < 2D VLT CTE)

Proof. Fix t. Tweedie’s formula and the Hatsell-Nolte identity [Dytso et al., 2021, Eq. (3) and
Proposition 1] give

L Cov(a()Xa(0) | X(1)) _ Cov(Za | X(1) ~In

21 t) =— 39
vA ngt(x( )) O'(t)2 O'(t)4 O'(t)2 ( )

The second equality uses () X 4(0) = X4(t) — o(t)Z4 at fixed X (¢).
We use two standard moment identities. Here || - || denotes the Frobenius norm, whose square is the

sum of squared matrix entrie. First, the L2-contraction of conditional expectation states that, for any
square-integrable scalar random variable V' and side information .S,

E[EV | S)*] <EIVY.

This follows from conditional Jensen’s inequality and the tower property [Durrett, 2019, Theo-
rem4.1.11].

By Wick’s theorem for Gaussian moments we have,

Bl Za|* = Y E[Z3,Z53,0 = > (1+25;) =m(m +2).
i,j=1 i,j=1

Since a covariance matrix is positive semidefinite,
I Cov(Za | X(t))llr < trCov(Za | X(1)) < E[|Zal* | X(1)].

Thus, expanding equation [39] dropping the nonpositive trace term, and applying the two moment
identities above gives

m — 2B tr Cov(Z4 | X(t)) + E|| Cov(Za | X (1))
ot
m+E[ (EllIZall* | X (1))
<
- o(t)*
m+E||Za|* _ m(m + 3)
U(t)4 U(t)4 .

Ep, [V log pe(x(1)) |7 = 7
]
(40)

Now add a fictitious Gaussian noise of variance u > 0 to A alone. The resulting A variable has the

same distribution as
Oz(t)XA(O) + O'(t)2 +u ZA,
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while Xp(t) and X (t) remain unchanged. The Gaussian noise Z4 is still independent of
(X(0),Xp(t), Xc(t)). Therefore equation remains valid with o(¢)? replaced by o (¢)? + u.

The de Bruijn identity states that, for a Gaussian-smoothed density p,, (y) evolving according to

upu = Z 82Lpuv

the entropy satisfies

% {/m pu(y)log pu(y) dy} = %/m pu()IVy log pu(y)|1? dy

[Wibisono and Jog|, [2018} Lemma 1]. It also holds for conditional entropy when the conditioning
variables are unchanged by the added noise: apply the identity to each conditional density and
average.

Apply this identity to I(A;C' | B) = H(A | B) — h(A | B,C) where H(A) is the differential
entropy. The marginal score is the conditional expectation of the full score,

E[Valogp:(X ()| Xap(t)] = Valogpi(zap(t))

The orthogonal-projection property of conditional expectation [Durrett, 2019, Theorem 4.1.15]
therefore gives

%[( () Xa(0) + o) +uZa: Xc(t |XB())

u=0

p [V alogpi(zas(®))I* = [V alog pi(a(t))]|] @1

Aloc( ) .

1
-E
T2
1
2

The Fisher-information dissipation identity states, for the same Gaussian heat flow, that

d
o | rl g )Py == [ pu V3108 pu o) d

RmM

[Wibisono and Jog} |2018, Lemma 1]. Together with de Bruijn’s identity, this says that the second
entropy derivative is minus one half of the mean squared log-density Hessian.

Apply this to the two conditional entropies in the CMI, we obtain

2

%I( 0) +Vo(t)2+uZa: Xol(t \XB()>
- §EHV§, logp(a(t)XA(O) + \/MZA’XB (1), Xt )Hi
- 3B Fhtosp (et xa ) + Vo uza | x50)

>0 (42)

%EHV%k@p(a@LYA@)+\/U@P—%UZAWXBULXk(ﬂ>W

F

= %E HVQA logp(a(t)XA(O) + \/MZA ,XB(t)vXC(t)) Hi
m(m + 3) < m(m + 3)

~2(c(t)2+u)2 —  20(t)*

where we used equation [40] for the second last inequality. Integrating equation #2]twice gives Taylor’s
quadratic upper bound Boyd and Vandenberghe| [2004]: if f"(u) < L for u > 0, then

IN

ﬂwﬁf@+wﬂm+§ﬁ.
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Using equation [#T] and nonnegativity of CMI, we obtain

0< I(a(t)XA(O) F Vo2 T uZa: Xo(t) | XB(t)>
u m(m + 3)
< I(A;C | B) — = Aje(t)? + ————2u?
> t( I | ) 92 1 ( ) + 40'(t)4 u
Choose the nonnegative minimizer of this quadratic,

. o(t)*Alee(t)?

m(m + 3)
Substitution gives
o(t)* Aloc(t)*
— 2 < [(A;C | B).
dm(m+3) — il | B)
Rearranging and taking a square root proves the proposition. O

A.5 Conditional scores and Classifier-Free Guidance

An important aspect of diffusion models is that they produce images that are faithful to classes of
semantic information; a good model trained on cat and dog images produces one animal at a time, it
does not produce an amalgamation of the two. How does the model steer towards a specific semantic
class? To model this behaviour, we assume the data distribution is a joint distribution p(z, s) between
images = and labels s where the diffusion noise only acts on the conditional image distribution, i.e.,
pe(x, s) = p(s)pe(x | s). Since the model only has access to the image marginal score, we can write
the score as using Bayes’ rule

Valogpi(x) = Valogpi(z | s) = Valogpi(s | z). (43)
Rearranging this equation, we obtain the conditioning gap
Acona(t)? =E[[Valogp(s | )||” = E|Valogpi(e) = Valogpi(x | s)|*,  (44)

whose norm answers two questions: (i) how sensitive is a global classifier to a change in A or (i)
how much does conditioning change the global score function? Just like the locality gap, it also is
the fundamental score error in approximating the conditional score by any unconditional function of
the global image. Furthermore, by using Tweedie on the label-conditional distribution on the full
image p:(x | s), we can show that the conditioning gap controls both the pixelwise difference in the
denoised image, as well as the extra squared error in the downstream sample due to hiding/revealing
the semantic label s. Operationally, the score difference V 4 log p:(s | x) is precisely the term added
in diffusion models by classifier guidance Dhariwal and Nichol|[2021]] and the application of Bayes’
rule to expand it in terms of the conditional and unconditional scores is the basis of classifier-gree
guidance Ho and Salimans|[2022] which drops the need to train an explicit classifier to obtain the
gradient V 4 log p;(s | ). Thus, the conditioning gap probes how strongly guidance can change the
score on A at each time: a small gap means that even revealing the label provides little additional
direction for denoising.

B Semantic Speciation for Local Region

We adapt the forward—backward ImageNet protocol of Sclocchi et al.|Sclocchi et al.| [2025]], using
the same unconditional 256-pixel diffusion checkpoint and 250-step respaced reverse sampler. Here
t € [0, 1] denotes normalized diffusion time. We select one validation image from each of 100 classes
in the ImageNet-1K (ILSVRC2012) validation set. A separate classifier chooses a class-bearing
64 x 64 crop from 25 candidate locations; a 128 x 128 crop uses the same center, and the global
observation is the full image. Local crops are enlarged to 256 pixels before noising, so the reverse
process receives no pixels outside the selected region. We draw one reverse sample per image and
time.

Following Sclocchi et al., we measure cosine similarity between classifier logits of each source and
reconstruction, see Figure |3] We standardize ConvNeXt V2 Large [Woo et al.,|2023]] logits using
1,000 clean reference images and plot the most populated bin of the 100 pairwise similarities. The
figure uses fixed 0.10-wide bins throughout.

This binned cosine peak is distinct from Prp(R,t); enlarged crops also differ from the full images
used to train the denoiser.
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Figure 3: Label-reconstruction similarity remains high at early diffusion times and then falls toward
zero. The sharp drop occurs first for the 64 x 64 crop, then for the 128 x 128 crop, and last for the
full image.

C Proof of Lemmall]

Proof. The mutual information is the average divergence between the posterior and the prior:
s
IL,(S;R)=E E qs log ——.
(55 ) - p(s)

For each observation, Pinsker’s inequality bounds this divergence below by 1E(3"_ g5 — p(s)])?,
which is at least 3E > (gs — p(s))?. The inequality logu < u — 1 bounds it above by >°_(gs —
p(s))?/p(s). Averaging proves equation

For equation Jensen’s inequality gives — Y _ g5 log s > —log Y, 2. Average this inequality and
use Jensen’s inequality together with Ppg(R,t) =E Y ¢? to get H(S | Xg,) > —log Prg(R, t).
This is the first bound because I, (S; R) — H(S) = —H(S | Xgrt)-

For the other bound, define

0, 5=5
=< P =Pr(F=1)=1- Prp(R,?).
{1, S#S, ¢ i ) e (R, 1)

The original and returned labels are independent given X g ;, so knowing the returned label does not
reduce H (S | X ). The entropy chain rule therefore gives

H(S | Xps) = H(S | Xp, )
= H(S,E | Xgy,S)
—H(E | Xp4,S)+H(S | E,Xgp4,S) (45)

Was the guess wrong? If wrong, which label?

The uncertainty in this yes-or-no answer, without any additional information, is H(E) = hs(e).
Knowing Xp ; and S can only reduce that uncertainty. Thus

H(E | Xp4,5) < ha(e).
Now suppose we have been told the value of . When E = 0, the original label is exactly S. There
is no remaining uncertainty:

H(S|E=0,Xgy,5) =0.
When E = 1, the original label cannot equal S, so there are at most L — 1 possibilities. A distribution
over L — 1 possibilities has entropy at most log(L — 1):

H(S|E=1,Xgy,5) <log(L—1).
The second situation occurs with probability e. Averaging the two cases gives

-~

H(S | E,Xpe,S) < (1—e¢)-0+elog(L —1).

Substitute into equation [#3] we obtain the second bound in equation [T0} O
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D Empirical probe of the common-cause hypothesis

We probe the common-cause interpretation in Stable Diffusion 3 Medium (Figure [2). Each scene has
three nested descriptions: longer versions retain the shorter description and append semantic details.
We generate trajectories at 1024 x 1024 resolution using 30 FlowMatch Euler steps (scheduler shift 3),
global attention throughout, and classifier-free guidance of scale 4. At every pre-update latent state,
we evaluate the same pretrained weights with global attention and with local attention implemented
using FlexAttention. The local variant restricts image—image attention to a clipped 15 x 15 token
neighborhood (Chebyshev radius 7) in all 24 transformer blocks, while retaining all text connections.
For each description-length group, we measure

Ap(t) = ”[d H IOC xt’r,t,ci7b) fv§10b xt "t cip H ] be {C, U}, (46)

where d is the number of latent coordinates, c; ¢ is the scene description, ¢; y = & is the empty
prompt, and the empirical expectation averages scenes ¢ and seeds r. Both branches are evaluated on
the same globally guided trajectory generated for the corresponding description; the predictions vg
are measured before applying guidance. Because SD3 predicts flow velocity, Ay is a score-gap proxy.

In Figure 2] lines average over seeds and then scenes; shading denotes pointwise 95% confidence
intervals from 20,000 paired scene-cluster bootstrap resamples, stratified by subject category. The
time-weighted reduction 1 — 3", wirAcond (tx)/ Y r WkAuncond (tk), With wy, =t —ti41, is 20.7%,
23.4%, and 24.4% for short, medium, and long descriptions. Diffusion time increases from clean
(t = 0) to noise (t = 1); generation proceeds right to left.

These results provide noise-dependent evidence consistent with semantic common causes. Attention
truncation remains an operational probe rather than an exact marginal-score construction, so the
experiment does not directly establish the mutual-information inequality in Hypothesis [T}

E Gaussian Mixture Calculations

In this Appendix we provide details of the calculations of the score gaps and the CMI for Gaussian
mixtures of various kinds.

E.1 Scores for Gaussian Mixtures

In this subsection we compute various scores and score gaps for Gaussian mixtures, for which almost
all results are analytic.

We consider N x N images as a random variable X, whose instances are flattened into vectors
#o € RN’ and use an interpolation X; = (1 —t)Xo + tZ where Z ~ N(0,Iy2). Take the joint
distribution of labels S = £1 and images X to be an equal-weight ferromagnetic Gaussian mixture
where p(S = s) = 1/2, p(zo | § = s) ~ N(sul,02Iy2), where T € RN is the vector of ones,
u € R is a parameter setting the O(1) separation scale of the means, and o2 is the intrinsic variance
of the distribution. The observed distribution is the image marginal

1 1 -

i) = 5 X [epl- 5os— s @)
H:O" s=+1

s=

Since sum of Gaussian random variables remains a Gaussian, the noised distribution itself is a
two-component mixture with time-dependent parameters y; = (1 —t) and 02 = (1 —t)%202 + 12,
We thus perform calculations suppressing the time dependence and restore as needed.

We first rewrite the s-conditional Gaussian of the marginal image distribution on some region R as

pon | 9) = S

o

exp(sB(zR)), (48)

2

where B(zr) = (1/0?) >, g i is a soft majority vote of all pixels in region R, named B as it is
effectively a ‘magnetic field” bias on region IR given label s. s-independent terms are grouped into
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the prefactor a(z ) which will cancel out of relevant scores. Since the label distribution is uniform,
this is all we need: the reverse conditional distributions are given by the Bayes’ formula corollary

penls) _ exp(sBlzg) o
v_i1P(@r|s) 2coshB(zg)

p(S\xR)=Z

As a result, Bayes optimal inference of the global label is E[S | Xg] = > ., sp(s | zr) =
tanh B(zg). Thus the task of inferring which Gaussian the observation x r comes from is equivalent
to studying the magnetisation of a non-interacting Ising magnet.
From the two conditional distributions, we can obtain the scores directly. For example,
1
salzg|s) =V, logp(xR|s):—§(xA—su), (50)
which implies
TA "
sa(zgr) ==V, , logp(zr) = —;+?tanhB(xR), (51

via the trick V,, logp(zr) = > . p(s | zr)Valogp(zr | s). In the score s 4, the first term only
includes A, and the rest of the image enters through the tanh. Then we have the locality gap

AU = %[tanh B(z) — tanh B(xz )] - (52)

loc

This gives an explicit characterisation of what the locality gap is comparing: it asks how important
> icc i is in inferring the label, softened through the tanh. Its peak in ¢ is directly given by the
shift induced by C.

The same results also let us calculate the global conditioning gap

AC = %(tanh(B(x)) —s). (53)
If we look at their difference,
AV —AC = %(s — tanh(B(zap)) . (54

E.2 CMI for Gaussian mixtures

Just like the scores, the conditional mutual information for the two component Gaussian mixture is
analytically reducible to a single integral.

Exact formula for CMI. To start, we recall the definition of the CMI

I(A;C | B) = Eqop, Dxw(p(wa, ac | 2B)|lp(za [ 2)p(ac [ 28)), (55)
= /dxp(a:) log p(@a,zo | zp) , (56)
p(za | zp)p(zc | 2B)
and get rid of conditioning terms by restoring B marginals. The result is
I(A,C | B) — /dxp(x) log p($A7$C7$B)p(‘TB) (57)
p(za,zB)p(rc,vB)
=H(AB)— H(B)+ H(BC) — H(ABC), (58)

= I(A;C|B, S) + [I(S; AB) — I(S; B)] — [I(S; ABC) — I(S; BC)]. (59

For the joint Gaussian mixture, I(A; C|B, S) = 0 since conditional on the label, the distribution
completely factorizes, and we only need to compute mutual informations/differential entropies
associated to a region R where R € {AB, BC, B, ABC}.

The entropy H(R) is

H(R) = —/dCURP(SER)logP(fUR) = %/dme(waxR — pr)?

2
- [ derp(on)log(1 + exp(- ar- ), (©0)
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obtained by factoring out one of the Gaussians inside the log. The first term gives two trivial gaussian
integrals by expanding p(z ) as a sum of two Gaussian integrals (which we do not write out, they
will cancel out between all the terms in the CMI equation[57). The second term is the nontrivial

one because it includes a sum inside the log, as well as integrals over all the pixels in R. However,

since the integrand only depends on the dot product z - tr, We may write T = 33'1‘2 + xﬁ where

o - pr = 0 and dz g = dalldag, and da; integrates out to give a constant that cancels with some
of the normalisation in p(x g). The result is a one-dimensional integral

1 I _ 2 9
H(R) = W(R) — 21 /dxg% exp <_w> log (1 + eXp(—02||,uR||mR)> (61

Lastly, we perform a change of variable by writing the parallel component as ‘mean + fluctuations’,

i.e. IL = R + oz, which gives

1
H(R) =W(R) — —— [ dzexp (—2?/2)log (1 + exp(—2K* — 2K z)) , (62)
V2
in terms of one free parameter, the signal-to-noise ratio Kg = ||ur||/o. Defining
1
F(K) =—— | dze —22/2) log (1 + exp(—2K? — 2K z)) , 63
(1) = = [ dzexp (=22/2) g (1 +exa( ) 6
we can write the CMI as

I(A;C| B) = F(Kp) — F(Kap) — [F(Kpc) — F(Kapc)].- (64)

Asymptotic expansion for the F' integral. The integral F'(K') can be exactly evaluated in the large
signal limit K >> 1. Performing another change of variables y = 2K (K + z) yields

PUR) = gz exp(=K*/2) [ S oxp (8K exp(y/2)log (1 + expl(-0)) . (69

and as K — oo, exp (—y2/8K2) — 1, and

F(K) =/ # exp(—K2/2), (66)

where [ dyexp(y/2)log (1 4 exp(—y)) = 27 by elementary methods.

Diverging Markov Length. Now send the image size to infinity, growing both | B| and |C| as
O(N?) while |A| = O(1), a “thermodynamic limit” relevant for denoising a small patch. This yields,
in the K — oo limit, a simple form for the CMI which reads

T NQ MQ

up to exponentially small corrections in |C'|. Since this decays faster than exponential in r < v/ B,
the Markov length £ = 0, and there is no locality transition whenever K is large.

If we recall the noise path X; = (1 —t) X +tZ with Z standard Gaussian noise, we have a Gaussian
mixture for every t = 1 with effective parameters 1; = u(1 —t) and 072 = (1 — t)202 + t2. As the
noise is i.i.d. on every patch, the signal to noise for any R is

(1—t)%u?
(1—1t)202 +¢2
Is the signal-to-noise large as N — oo for every 0 < ¢ < 1? Takingt = 1 — k/N yields

KR (t) = p?k?|R|/N? = 0(1), (69)

for R = B and R = BC, and the asymptotic expansion fails. In fact, in this limit, we are able to
show Markov length { — oc. Noticing that K3 p = K% + K, for disjoint Ry and Ry, we can
write

K3(t) = R|. (68)

F(Kg(t)) = F(Kar(t)) = —Ka(t)*F'(Kr(t)) , (70)
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where we use K 4 — 0 and the ’ denotes differentiation with respect to K2. The CMI takes the form

L(4;C | B) = K3(O)[F'(Kpc(t)) = F'(Kp(1)], (71)
which we try to maximize over ¢. In particular, setting
Ineax =sup I (A;C | B), t. =argmaxI;(A4;C | B) (72)
t t

we are able to show no exponential decay exists. First, define an effective variance parameter
2

t
agﬁ<t) = 0.2 + (1 _ t)2 ’

(73)

such that we may interpret the noise path as purely expanding the variances. Then, plug in the
definition of Kz (t), which gives

sup K (F (K (1) — /()] = sup L2 " (’“‘2('3' L) - p (“B'ﬂ |
74

t eff(t) oo (t) oo (t)
The limit keeps | B|/|C| = O(1), so let’s isolate that parameter, setting A = 1 + |C|/| B|, we get
sup K (0)[F(Kpe(t) - F'(Kp(1))] = :g: sup K [F" (AKE) — F' (KE)] . (75
where we also set p?|B|/o%;:(t) = K%. Also note that the supremum over ¢ is equivalent to
supremum over K%, which is the only ¢ dependent parameter, which is the main point of this

substitution. Crucially, the supremum over K% yields just a number and does not depend on | B| by
itself anywhere. As a result, Iy, (4; C' | B) =< 1/|B|, and the Markov length is divergent.

Lastly, we can obtain k explicitly. Noting that we need K% (t,) < O(1) at the supremum, we need to
obtain

%|B 1 [K%(ts

*;' | —0(1) = 1—t, =~ p(te) (76)
o2 (1) w\ 1Bl

Since |B| = O(N?), the peak time ¢, scales as 1 — 1/, as expected.

The time windows. Since we can control exactly the CMI in the Gaussian mixture, let us try to
give asymptotic formulas for each, demonstrating that the windows need not be exactly identical.

First, recall the nonlocality times ¢°"'} 0/ . "% are defined by finding times such that the CMI I, (A; C |

B) = 6 by Defn. E] We assume we pick ¢ as a fixed fraction of the peak CMI value. Since we already
evaluated the CMI in the transition window, we immediately know scale identically as the peak, i.e.

tstart/end& . O(l/N)

nonloc

Second, recall that t:;i?/ end.d s defined mutual informations. For the start, we want to find the first ¢

such that Iy (S; AB) — I(S; B) = 4. Assuming J is smaller than the peak value, this is equivalent
to calculating F(Kp(t)) — F(Kap(0)) = 4. Since B occupies a large fraction of the image, the
second term is exponentially suppressed in | B| and we may drop it. For large signal to noise, we then
just need to solve

e K2 tatdrt 4 2 1 1
XP( Ig spec )/ ) -5 — KB(t;tirCt 5) _ 210g + O IOg -
B

tstmrt ,0 10g 1/5
1— tstart 5 _ SPEC 77
e B] B

Focusing near ¢ = 1, near the critical time § ~ 1/N?2, we thus get 1 — 3t2%:9 ~ \ /log(N)/N.

spec

Lastly, the speciation end time is defined as the largest time such that I,(S; ABC) = §). Neart — 1,
when the global label is degraded, the signal to noise is very small, and instead we evaluate the the
integral in equation[63]in the small K limit. This yields I(S; ABC) = log 2—F(Kapc) = K3 pc/2
which we set equal to . Using the formula for the exponent being O(1), we have

litendﬁ \/g

spec /7|ABC‘

where we again took § = O(1/N?). This proves that the locality window has a size proportional to
1/N, while the semantic window has the scalings 1 — O(y/log N/N) and 1 — O(1/N?).

= O(1/N?), (78)
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Figure 4: Exact numerical evaluation of the Gaussian-mixture information measures with specific
values given in (a) Mutual information curves for the four spatial regions. The cliff diagnoses
the symmetry-breaking phase transition. Inset: zoomed-in region near critical window. (b) Local
and global conditional information gaps I3(S; A|B), I+(S; A|BC'), and their difference which gives
conditional interaction information I;(A; C; S|B). The peak diagnoses the non-locality transition.

E.3 Numerical evaluation of the exact GMM formulas

We numerically evaluate the exact information-theoretic formulas derived above for the ultra-local
two-component Gaussian mixture model. We take the homogeneous mean vector p = (1,...,1),
unit bare variance 02 = 1, and a 20 x 20 flattened system. The spatial partition is chosen as

a= H/J'A”2 = 16, b= ”:u'BH2 = 80, c= H/J'C||2 = 304,

corresponding to a local patch A, a buffer B occupying 20% of the system, and the remaining context
C. The forward noising process is

Xi=(1-t)Xo+1tZ, Z ~N(0,1).

We numerically evaluate the core integral F'(TW) by adaptive numerical quadrature and the resulting
curves are interpolated on a uniform grid ¢ € [0,0.99] with spacing At = 0.005.

Fig. f(a) tracks the four mutual informations I,(S; B), I;(S; AB), I;(S; BC), I,(S; ABC). These
curves are monotone decreasing under the forward diffusion dynamics and develop sharp late-
time cliffs. The smaller regions lose semantic information earlier, while the global regions remain
informative until later times. This is the finite-size numerical signature of the forward-backward
semantic transition.

Fig. {[b) plots the two conditional gaps I;(S; A|B) = I,(S; AB) — I,(S; B), and I,(S; A|BC) =
I.(S; ABC) —I.(S; BC'). These gaps peak near the steepest parts of the corresponding MI cliffs. For
the parameters used here, G, peaks near ¢t ~ 0.88, whereas Gop is smaller and delayed, peaking
near t ~ 0.94. This delay reflects the greater robustness of the global context ABC' to the forward
noise.

The conditional interaction information I;(A; S; C|B) = I;(S; A|B) — I(S; A|BC) is also illus-
trated in Fig. @{(b). For the identity-covariance ultra-local GMM, conditioning on the semantic label
removes all residual spatial dependence, so I;(A; S; C|B) = I;(A; C|B). Thus the same curve is
also the unconditional CMI diagnosing non-locality. The CII/CMI curve has a single sharp peak,
numerically located near ¢ ~ 0.88 for the present parameters, coinciding with the local semantic
information cliff. This provides an exact-calculation check of the proposed concurrence between the
symmetry-breaking and non-locality transitions.

F Convergence from Separated Class Means

We state and prove the formal version of the convergence result discussed in the main text.

Theorem 4 (Convergence from separated class means). (Formal version of Theorem[2)Let S have a
fixed finite set of labels with positive prior probabilities. Suppose that the common-cause hypothesis
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holds with a size-independent o > 0. For each N, let B be annulus with radius N, and use
X: = (1—1t)Xo+tZ, where Z ~ N(0, 1) is independent of (X, S). Writems =E[Xpo | S = s].
Suppose t‘helre are constants Dy, Cy > 0, potentially scaling with N, such that, for all s # s' and
all u € RIBI

2
||ms_ms’||2 Z DN7 (79)
Elet Kpo-ms) | g = s} < eOnllull3/2, (80)
Suppose the separation between semantic means D scales faster than the tail bound within class

Cn so that they admit a choice of §y below the CMI peak at each size, 0 < ady < H(S)/2 and

H(S)

log——2
8 Oé(SN

=o(Dn/(Cn +1)), 81)

then both speciation endpoints and both nonlocality endpoints converge to t = 1. In particular,

|ty O( wogmwv(aéwﬂ) | )

spec DN/(ON + 1)

Proof. First, we bound how often a noisy observation of B is assigned the wrong label. In class s,
the mean observation is (1 — ¢)m,. Use the rule that picks the closest class mean. It can mistake s
for s’ only if the observation crosses half the gap between these means.

Let unit vector e = (mgy — my)/|/ms — ms||2 point toward that competing mean. Comparing the
squared distances to (1 — ¢t)m, and (1 — t)m, shows that the displacement Y = Xp ; — (1 — t)m
must satisfy
1-t¢
e'Y > 2z, z = THms/ —ms]|2 (83)
for an error to occur.
Conditional on S = s, we have Y = (1 — t)(Xp,0 — ms) + tZp. To bound the chance of crossing
the midpoint, we use a Chernoff bound on the conditional r.v. e'Y | S. In particular, we have
Pr(pairwise crossing | S = s) = Pr(e'Y > 2| S = s), (84)
= Pr(e’\eTY > M| S =5s),
< efAZ]E[e)‘eTY | S =s],

where we take any A > 0, and the last step uses Markov’s inequality. Plugging u = A\(1 —t)e into
yields

E{eAeT(lft)(XB,ofms) 1S = S] < CONN(1-1)7/2 (85)

Together with E [e’\ethB | S = s} = e*’**/2 by Gaussianity, we obtain

)\2
Pr(pairwise crossing | S = s) < exp [—)\z +5 (Cn(1—=t)? +1%)]|. (86)

For t < 1, right hand side is minimized at A = z/[C (1 — t)? + t?], yielding exp[—22/(2(C(1 —
)% +t2))]. By 2> (1 —t)v/Dn/2;also Cn(1 —t)? + 12 < Cy + 1. A union bound over the
L — 1 competing labels gives the following estimate for ¢ < 1:

Pr(nearest-mean error) < (L — 1)e_DN/(CN+1)(1_t)2/8. (87
Next, we connect classification error to the forward—backward success rate. Given Xp ¢, write
¢s = pi(s | Xp,i). The best classifier chooses the label with largest g, so its error probability is

E[1 — max, gs]. Since 1 — Y, ¢2 < 2(1 — max; gs), equationandgive

1 — Ppp(B,t) < 2E[1 — maxq,] < 2(L — 1)e" P/ (On+1A-0)?/8 (88)
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The two-sided sandwich bounds in now give H(S | Xp:) < ho(Prp(B,t)) + (1 —

Prp(B,t))log(L — 1). For fixed L, the right-hand side is at most a constant times /1 — Ppp(B, ).
Combining this with the error bound above yields

H(S ‘ XB,t) S KekaN/(CN%»l)(lft)?, (89)
where K,k > 0 do not depend on NV or ¢.
Now set ty = 1 — by/log[H(S)/(adn)]/(Dn/(Cn + 1)), with b a fixed large constant. The
threshold condition makes ¢ty — 1, so ty € [0, 1] for large N. For every t < ¢y, equationis at

most K[ady/H(S)]*". Choose b so that kb% > 1 and K2~ "~ < H(S). Since ady /H(S) <
1/2, this bound is smaller than ad . Finally,

Io(S;AB) — 1I,(S; B) < H(S) — 1,(S; B) = H(S | Xp). (90

Thus the speciation start is no earlier than ¢y, which proves[82] Theorem [I]places the other three
endpoints between that start and 1. All four endpoints therefore converge to 1. O
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