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ABSTRACT

Online reinforcement learning (RL) fine-tunes diffusion models with black-box rewards,
but reverse-process methods such as Flow-GRPO are limited in efficiency by poor credit
assignment, while forward-process methods such as DiffusionNFT are efficient yet unsta-
ble without carefully tuned exponential-moving-average (EMA) off-policy training. We
show that NFT-style objectives contain a hidden forward-reverse consistency force that
joint positive—negative training cancels only partially, and that EMA stabilizes training
through restoration rather than off-policy rollouts. We introduce DiffusionART (Diffusion
Reinforcement with Aggregation-First Reward Tilting), which aggregates each prompt’s
rewards into a shared reward-improving direction for reverse-process states, removing
the consistency force by construction, and adds a trust-region-masked second update for
drift-adaptive restoration without EMA tuning. It requires no differentiable reward model,
remains effective with fewer samples per prompt, and supports pairwise reward models
(DiffusionART-Pairwise). Across image and video generation, DiffusionART trains effi-
ciently and stably without per-task tuning. In particular, on HunyuanVideo-13B with equally
weighted visual and motion quality rewards, DiffusionART reaches the late-stage mean
reward levels of DiffusionNFT and Flow-GRPO-Fast with 12.02x and 11.72x fewer GPU
hours, respectively, while achieving 28.8% and 53.0% higher mean training rewards.
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Figure 1: Efficient learning and improved generations. Left: Mean of raw VQ and MQ (equal weights).
Right: Selected same-prompt images and video frames before and after DiffusionART.
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1 Introduction

Visual diffusion and flow-matching models' are typically trained to fit the data distribution by regressing
noise or velocity targets rather than to optimize downstream criteria such as visual quality, motion quality, or
human preference, making reward-guided fine-tuning central to recent image and video generation tasks [2,3].
We focus on online diffusion Reinforcement Learning (RL), which, unlike differentiable reward-model
optimization such as ReFL [4] or offline preference learning such as Diffusion-DPO [5], evaluates clean
samples from the evolving generator and can use black-box rewards. Because these rewards arrive only after
a complete output is generated, online diffusion RL faces a credit-assignment problem: costly output-level
feedback must be translated into effective updates across many denoising states [6,7].

Within this paradigm, reverse-process RL [8], such as Flow-GRPO and its variants [6,9,10,11], optimizes
sampled denoising transitions via group-based endpoint reward feedback. It trains on states actually visited
by the generator but requires ODE-to-SDE conversion for tractable likelihoods, and its policy gradient
updates each selected transition along its own transition-level sampling noise, weighted by a trajectory-level
advantage that this transition only partly determines, resulting in poor credit assignment and limiting training
efficiency. Forward-process RL, such as DiffusionNFT [7], instead applies forward noising to the generated
clean samples and regresses velocities with reward-weighted positive and negative objectives. It needs no
transition likelihoods and is highly efficient, but it is unstable without two stabilizers: joint positive—negative
training and an exponential moving average (EMA) rollout policy whose lag must be tuned for each task [7].
Neither family is thus both efficient and stable without per-task tuning. In this paper, we focus on studying the
instability of forward-process RL and developing a scalable algorithm which is both stable and efficient.

We first examine NFT-style training, starting from a puzzle: its positive and negative branches share the same
ideal reward-improving direction, so either alone should suffice, yet each alone collapses (Figure 2(a)). We
find that NFT’s targets, built from forward-noised endpoints, implicitly assume that the model’s sampling
velocity equals the ideal forward velocity induced by its own endpoints. The two differ in practice, and the
gap introduces a hidden non-reward-improving forward—reverse consistency force: the positive branch pulls
each state’s velocity toward the ideal forward velocity and the negative branch pushes it away. Joint training
can cancel this force but only partially, since reward centering balances rewards across samples rather than at
each state. The residual can destabilize training and slow the reward optimization. We further show that EMA
stabilizes NFT through the restoration force of its lagged reference, not through off-policy rollouts, but the
EMA trick must be tuned per task.

Driven by these insights, we introduce DiffusionART (Diffusion Reinforcement with Aggregation-First
Reward Tilting). It borrows supervised velocity regression from forward-process training but applies updates
to states and actions during reverse-process rollouts. It first aggregates each prompt’s samples and rewards
into a shared reward-improving direction G(c), then regresses each visited state’s action toward its guided
target (Section 4.1). As this target never involves the forward velocity, the consistency force is removed by
construction rather than by cross-sample cancellation, and each state receives an explicit reward-improving
direction instead of a scalar advantage passed through likelihood ratios. A second update with a trust-region
mask mechanism on each rollout adds a restoration force proportional to each state’s drift, replacing EMA
with no schedule to tune (Section 4.2). We summarize our main contributions as follows:

Main Contributions

1. Diagnosing the instability of NFT-style training. The NFT objective implicitly contains a harmful
forward-reverse consistency force that joint training cancels only partially (Section 3.1).

2. Identifying restoration as the key stabilizer. EMA stabilizes NFT through restoration rather than
off-policy data, but requires per-task tuning (Section 3.2).

3. Aggregation-first reward tilting with adaptive restoration. DiffusionART removes the consistency
force by construction, eliminating the need for EMA with drift-adaptive restoration (Section 4).

4. Efficient and stable training. DiffusionART matches the strongest baseline’s efficiency on SD3.5-M
without EMA or per-task tuning. Under VQ:MQ = 1:1 weights on HunyuanVideo-13B, it reaches the
late-stage mean VQ and MQ rewards of DiffusionNFT and Flow-GRPO-Fast with 12.02x and 11.72x%
fewer GPU hours, while achieving 28.8% and 53.0% higher mean training rewards, respectively. For
image-to-video generation, it reaches MQ 6 with 4.8 x fewer GPU hours than Flow-GRPO-Fast (Section 5).

'We use “diffusion” as a general term. Our paper targets rectified-flow with linear data—noise interpolation [1], which
shares the core principles of diffusion.



2 Preliminaries

Diffusion RL [12] includes reverse-process policy optimization, such as Flow-GRPO [6], and forward-
process optimization, such as DiffusionNFT [7,13,14]. We focus on DiffusionNFT and defer Flow-GRPO to
Appendix C.1. At each iteration, for each prompt ¢, DiffusionNFT samples K clean images or videos x( from
a frozen rollout policy poia (o | ¢); we call these generated samples endpoints. DiffusionNFT maps each raw
reward R; := R(x(()z), ¢) to a goodness weight ; := r(:rél)7 ¢) = 1[1+clip((R; — Re)/Z,—1,1)] € [0,1],
where R, = K~! >~; R; is the prompt’s mean reward and Z. > 0 controls the scale; without clipping,
>;(2r; — 1) = 0. Weighting peiq by 7 and 1 — 7 induces the positive and negative endpoint distributions
p+ (20 | ¢) x (o, €)pora(o | ¢) and p_(xo | ¢) o< [1 — r(x0, ¢)]pora(zo | ¢). DiffusionNFT is motivated
by the result that the ideal velocities induced by forward noising the positive, original, and negative endpoint
distributions are collinear. Moving toward the positive field and away from the negative field therefore follows
the same ideal improvement direction.

We parameterize generation from ¢ = 1 (noise) to ¢ = 0 (clean samples), so velocity points along the denoising
direction. For a forward state z; = a;zg + 01, let uy = —dyxg — 7€ denote its sample velocity target, where
dots denote derivatives with respect to ¢; standard rectified-flow interpolation [1,15] gives u; = x¢p — €. Let
Vold = Vg, (T, t, ¢) and vy (x4, t, ¢) be the velocities predicted by the rollout policy poiq (frozen within an
iteration) and the trainable policy, respectively, and let Dgjq be the training distribution of (¢, z, r, ¢, €) with
xo ~ pola(- | ¢) and € ~ N(0,I). For 5 > 0, DiffusionNFT constructs vg + = vo1q = 3(v9 — vo1a) and

minimizes Lxpr = Ep,, [rllve,+ — wel|3 + (1 — 7)|Jve,— — u||3]. Equivalently, let a = (2r — 1)/ and
define the frozen target vyg, = au;, + (1 — a)vola. Then
Lxpr = B2Ep,, [|lve — vigtl3] + const, 4))

where const is independent of 6. Notably, NFT retains a v,14 anchor in vge¢. At the on-policy initialization
Vg = Uold, €ach sample’s output-space descent direction is proportional to (2r — 1)(u; — vo1q), S0 high- and
low-reward samples drive the same regression residual in opposite directions (see Appendix B.2.1 for both
derivations). After optimizing the rollout batch, DiffusionNFT updates the rollout policy by exponential
moving average (EMA): 014 < n6o1a + (1 — n)6.

3 Understanding NFT-style Diffusion Reinforcement Learning

DiffusionNFT is highly efficient, but its stability relies on joint positive—negative training and an off-policy
EMA rollout policy [7]. We examine why both are needed and where they fall short: joint training only
partially cancels a hidden forward-reverse consistency force, while EMA provides restoration whose strength
requires task-specific tuning. These limitations motivate the two components of DiffusionART in Section 4.

3.1 Joint Positive—Negative Training: Partial Cancellation of a Hidden Consistency Force

We first remove EMA to isolate joint training, so vg = v,1q at every on-policy update. Consistent with Zheng
et al. [7], either branch alone collapses, whereas joint training learns effectively (Figure 2(a)). This is puzzling:
the ideal positive and negative guidance directions are collinear, suggesting that either branch alone should
suffice.

To make this precise, for b € {4, old, —}, let P, denote the endpoint distribution p,(xg | ¢), and let (), denote
the joint forward distribution of (g, €, T4, u;) obtained by drawing zg ~ P, and € ~ N (0, I') independently
and forming z; and u; = x¢ — € by forward noising. With s; = (z,, t, ¢), the ideal forward velocity induced
by Py is v}, 4(s¢) := Eq, [us | s¢]. We write v8!4, for b = old, and v2ld := v,q for the field that the reverse
sampler actually uses to generate the endpoint distribution.

Lemma 1 (Ideal NFT guidance is conditional reward covariance). At a fixed state sy, let Qo1q denote QQy, with
b =old, and let g := Eq,,,[r(z0,¢) | 8] and g := Covg,,[r(xo,c), s | s¢]. If the tilted distributions and
moments exist and 0 < q < 1, then

+ dy _ 1d -\ _
q(vfwd - U?Wd) - (1 - q) (U?Wd - Ufwd) =9, (2)
where all velocities are evaluated at s;. Hence the positive and negative branches point along the same

reward-tilt direction g.

Appendix B.1 provides the proof. The ideal guidance of the two branches thus differs only in step size: under

forward—reverse compatibility, i.e., if the reverse sampler satisfied vf},‘g = v’fgvlv‘fi, either branch alone would
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Figure 2: (a) Ablation results for positive and negative objectives. (b) The positive and negative objectives
partially cancel the consistency force.

suffice. In practice, however, the reverse sampling field generally differs from the ideal forward velocity
induced by its own endpoints. We denote this forward-reverse gap by e := v2.4 (s;) — v2d(s;). Proposition 1

shows how it enters the NFT update.

Proposition 1 (Practical forward-process RL contains a forward-reverse consistency force). Let Lxpr(st)
denote Equation 1 conditioned on sy, q and g follow the definitions of Lemma 1. At the pure on-policy update

point vg = v and for B > 0, its normalized output-space force is
1
fNFT(St) = 7% vvg(st)ENFT(St)’vezv;)\lg = 29 + (2(] - 1)6 (3)

Why both branches are needed. Proposition 1 decomposes the NFT force into reward-improving guidance
and a self-consistency force weighted by the statewise reward imbalance 2¢ — 1. The individual branch forces
are 7 = g+ ge and F_ = g — (1 — g)e, which sum to Fnxpr (proof in Appendix B.2). Each branch
alone thus carries an uncancelled consistency force: the positive branch pulls the velocity toward v?vlvfi with
weight ¢, whereas the negative branch pushes it away with weight 1 — ¢. Joint training therefore does more
than double the guidance: the branches reinforce each other along g but oppose each other along e, leaving
(2¢ — 1)e. Without clipping, prompt-level reward centering makes ¢ average to 1/2 across states, allowing
partial cancellation after gradient aggregation (Figure 2(b)).

Why joint training is not enough. For nonzero consistency gaps, cancellation is exact only if ¢ = 1/2 at
every state, which prompt-level normalization does not guarantee: ) _.(2r; — 1) ~ 0 neither balances each
state nor implies ) _,(2r; — 1)e; ~ 0, where e; denotes the one-sample Monte Carlo estimate of e. States with
q > 1/2 are systematically pulled toward v¢!%,, while those with ¢ < 1/2 are pushed away. At t = 1, the state
contains no endpoint information, so without clipping ¢ = 1/2 and the residual vanishes. As noise decreases,
states reveal more endpoint quality, making ¢ more extreme and increasing the weight [2¢g — 1| on the gap.
The residual dilutes reward-improving guidance in the aggregate gradient and requires an additional stabilizer
(Section 3.2).

Insight 1: Joint training cancels the consistency force only partially

In NFT-style forward-process training, either branch alone carries an uncancelled forward-reverse con-
sistency force that can destabilize training; joint training only partially cancels it across samples, not at
each state. A better design should remove this force statewise rather than rely on cross-sample cancellation
(Section 4.1).

3.2 Off-Policy EMA: Stability through Restoration, at the Cost of Task-Specific Tuning

Even with joint training, pure on-policy NFT collapses after a sharp rise in its pre-clipping parameter-gradient
norm (Figure 3(a)). EMA may stabilize training through (1) a slower-moving rollout distribution or (2) the
lagged reference v,1q retained in the loss (in Eq. 1, the vygy contains vgq, rather than vg). We show that the
latter, namely restoration toward this reference, is the key stabilizing mechanism. Let d = vy — vo1q denote
the current policy’s drift from the rollout old policy and & = u; — v,1q the sample training residual.

Proposition 2 (EMA brings an explicit restoring term to DiffusionNFT).
Lxrr = Ep,,, [-28(2r — 1)(d, h) + B?||d||3] + const, 4)
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rollout from 1 to 2 results in 15.2x slower training. The dashed curve is the one-update run’s gradient norm,
spiking as the reward collapses. (b) EMA-policy rollouts without the old-policy anchor still collapse. (c) At
the second update, averaged over rollouts 0—17, restoration has a 9.4x smaller output-force RMS but a 4.9
larger parameter-gradient norm than guidance. (d) The second MSE update decomposes into guidance and
restoration.

where const is independent of the trainable parameters.

Why EMA stabilizes. Proposition 2 separates the NFT loss into a linear term carrying both reward guidance
and the consistency force, and a quadratic term restoring vy toward v1q (proof in Appendix B.2). Atd = 0,
the restoration gradient vanishes. Pure on-policy NFT therefore receives no restoration, leaving the residual
consistency force unopposed. EMA maintains a nonzero drift from the lagged reference, allowing restoration
to counteract this residual.

We test these explanations with two ablations. First, retaining EMA-policy rollouts but removing the old-
policy anchor from the gradient (i.e. replacing vo1q4 by vy in veg of Eq 1) still causes collapse (Figure 3(b)):
off-policy data alone does not stabilize NFT. Second, without EMA, we split each rollout batch into two
disjoint minibatches and update once on each, using the original objective with 5 = 1. The first update starts

at véo) = wvo14, Where restoration is zero. After the model moves to vél), the second update combines guidance

with restoration toward véo) (Figure 3(d)). We surprisingly found that this two-update run avoids collapse over
the observed training window without EMA, but significantly slows training by 15.2x (Figure 3(a)), supporting
restoration as the key stabilizing mechanism at the cost of efficiency in NFT-style forward-process training.

Why EMA is not enough. EMA controls restoration indirectly through the reference policy’s lag: too
little restoration risks collapse, while too much slows reward improvement. Its schedule therefore requires
task-specific tuning. DiffusionNFT’s results illustrate this sensitivity [7]: fully on-policy updates collapse,
nearly offline updates converge impractically slowly, and the default schedule 77 = min(0.001%, 0.5), where 4
is the iteration, is unstable on OCR, which requires a maximum retention of 0.999. In our FLUX experiments,
transferring NFT’s GenEval-tuned EMA and [ settings also leads to unstable training and can cause collapse
(Figure 6(a)). Such tuning requirement limits scalability.

Two NFT updates per rollout provide restoration without EMA (Figure 3(d)), but significantly slow training
(Figure 3(a)). Counterintuitively, averaged over rollouts 0—17, restoration has a 9.4 x smaller output-force
RMS than guidance, yet its aggregated parameter-gradient norm is 4.9 larger (Figure 3(c)). This suggests
that heterogeneous per-sample guidance largely cancels across states, while restoration survives aggregation
and dominates the update, slowing reward optimization. We leave a detailed analysis to our future work.

Insight 2: Restoration is crucial for stabilizing NFT-style forward-process training

Restoration stabilizes NFT-style training, but EMA requires task-specific tuning, while two updates
per rollout avoid EMA tuning at the cost of slower reward improvement. A better design should adapt
restoration to each state’s drift without task-specific tuning or overwhelming reward guidance (Section 4.2).
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directly at the reverse velocity. Right: We aggregate each prompt’s endpoints and rewards into normalized
guidance G(c¢) (Equation 5) and apply it to states visited along this rollout.

4 DiffusionART: Aggregation-first Reward Tilting with Adaptive Restoration

DiffusionART (Algorithm 1) combines the advantages of forward- and reverse-process RL, while avoiding
their limitations. It applies aggregation-first reward guidance to reverse-rollout states (section 4.1) and uses a
second MSE update for drift-adaptive restoration (section 4.2), addressing the two failure modes identified in
Section 3. A trust-region mechanism for an ODE solver further avoids excessive policy updates (section 4.3).

4.1 Aggregation-First Guidance

The consistency force enters NFT because its regression target is built from the forward velocity v@\4,, which
differs from the reverse field by e (Proposition 1). We instead aggregate each prompt’s endpoints and rewards
alone into guidance for reverse-rollout states. At each iteration, we exponentially tilt the current rollout
distribution, rather than a fixed pretrained distribution [13,16]: p-(z¢ | ¢) & pola(zo | ¢) exp(TR(wo,¢)).
Here 7 > 0 controls the preference for higher-reward endpoints, and 7 = 0 recovers po1q. The first-order
change in the endpoint mean is a covariance:

Lemma 2 (Reward tilting moves the endpoint mean along the reward—endpoint covariance). Under standard
integrability conditions, the derivative of the tilted endpoint mean at T = 0 equals the reward—endpoint
covariance: ZE, [z d|._, = Covp,, (R, x0 | ©).

T =0 old

Lemma 2, proved in Appendix B.3, shows that up-weighting higher-reward endpoints shifts their mean along
Covp,, (R, 2o | ¢). Under rectified flow, u; = x¢ — € with € independent of z, so Covg,, (R, u: | ¢) =
Covy,,, (R, zo | ¢) at every noise level. This direction is the prompt-level counterpart of ideal NFT guidance
g (Lemma 1): without clipping, r is affine in R, and at ¢ = 1, when the forward state reveals no endpoint
information, g equals this covariance up to a positive factor. We estimate the covariance from each prompt’s
K rollout endpoints and rewards, then normalize it to obtain G(c):

Cov

~ RMS(Cov) [ ®)

K

— 1 5 -

Cov(R,o | €)= 72 > (Ri = Re)(x) —To.). (o)
i=1

Here R, and Zo,. are the group means. RMS normalization fixes the guidance magnitude across prompts and
reward models, removing differences in reward scale and spread without a guidance-strength coefficient. We

apply G(c) to every rollout state s; of prompt ¢ and freeze the target v%ft‘T(st) = véo)(st) + G(c), where

véo) = 14 18 the prediction cached during rollout. At vy = U(go)’ every state receives an output-space force

proportional to G(c), with no NFT consistency term (Equations 6 and 3; Insight 1). Figure 4 summarizes the
construction.

4.2 Two-Update Restoration: Drift-Adaptive Stability without EMA Tuning

Instead of tuning an EMA restoration schedule (Section 3.2), we split each rollout batch into two disjoint

minibatches and apply one MSE update to each. Let véo) and vél) denote the velocity fields before and



after the first update. Both updates use the frozen target vtAglsT = véo) + G(c). For each state s;, the loss
is Lo(s¢) = w(sy) MSE(ve(s¢), vigh (s¢)), where MSE(a, b) = D~'{|a — b||3, D is the number of output

coordinates, and w combines timestep weighting and masking. Let d(s;) = vg(s:) — véo) (s¢) denote the

current displacement. The loss and output gradient before each update are:

£ = wMSE(f”, o) = SIG()|3 £ = wMSE(v", ofy") =

~—

B6() —d(s)3 o
_ vaﬁg‘vgzv((;) = %(G(C) — d(st)).

[\

2w
— VLol =7 G(©)

=Yg
The second update combines the original guidance G(c) with restoration —d(s;) toward véo) . Restoration
grows with each state’s drift, counteracting large displacements while leaving guidance dominant when drift
is small, without additional tuning. In NFT, cross-state cancellation weakens guidance, allowing restoration
to dominate and slow training (Section 3.2). DiffusionART instead shares G(c¢) across each prompt’s states,
reducing this cancellation and improving stability without sacrificing efficiency (Insight 2; Figure 6).

4.3 Trust-Region Masking for ODE Rollouts

Despite restoration, applying guidance gradient in both updates can produce an excessive policy change within
a single rollout batch, potentially destabilizing training. Inspired by PPO clipping [17], we constrain it with a
trust-region mask as a stabilizing trick. However, ODE transitions are deterministic, providing no usable finite
KL to measure policy change. We address this by following Flow-GRPO’s ODE-to-SDE formulation [6] to
define reference Gaussian transitions for the current and old policies: go(- | s¢) = N (pu(s¢, va(st)), 02 (t)I)
and qo1a (- | 8¢) = N (1(s¢, véo) (st)),02;(t)I). Based on this, we propose a KL proxy to measure the drift:
0

LG va(se) = plse, v (1)) 113

2D O-rZef (t) .
The proxy uses velocity predictions and rollouts remain ODE trajectories. Here p(s¢,v) is the mean of the

next latent after one reference SDE step with velocity v, and o,¢¢(t) is the policy-independent noise scale of
that step (formulas in Appendix C.2).

m(se) = 2 Dicu(ao- | 50 [ aua(- | 50)) ™

Inspired by Flow-DPPO [18], we mask excessive outward drift while retaining inward corrections. We
identify outward updates by a positive inner product between the displacement d(s;) and the second update’s
output-space descent direction G(c) — d(s¢):

w(sy) =t[1 — 1{m(s:) > 6} 1{{d(s¢),G(c) — d(s¢)) > 0}]. (8)

The two conditions detect excessive drift and outward updates, respectively. We fix the drift threshold ¢ to
10~ throughout and use the factor ¢ to emphasize high-noise states.

Algorithm 1 DiffusionART: one training iteration

1: Sample with an ODE solver using véo) = vg. Rollout Stage

For each prompt c, collect K endpoints with rewards R, states s¢, and predictions véo) (st).

2: Compute G(c) by Equation 5 for each prompt c.

3: Freeze vipi " (s¢) = véo) (st) + G(c) for each state s; of prompt c.

4: Split the samples into two equal-sized disjoint minibatches B, Bo. Training Stage
5: For each B € {B1, B2}, recompute w(s;) and update 6 with one step on

£(B;9) = ﬁ Sasen wst) MSE(vo (s0), vig™ (s0)).

4.4 Extension to Pairwise Reward Models

Unlike math or code, visual outputs often lack objectively verifiable correctness criteria, making pairwise
preferences a natural alternative to scalar scores for reward modeling [19]. DiffusionART-Pairwise is a variant
of DiffusionART which naturally supports online pairwise preference feedback [19]. For each prompt, we
divide K endpoints into K/2 disjoint pairs and assign winner/loser labels (1, 0), or (1/2,1/2) for ties. These
labels replace scalar rewards in the otherwise unchanged covariance and training pipeline. Appendix C.3
provides the covariance formulation and pseudocode.



5 Experiments

We study the efficiency, stability, and scalability of DiffusionART, progressing from text-to-image (T2I)
generation to larger models and higher-dimensional text-to-video (T2V) and image-to-video (I2V) generation.

5.1 Text-to-Image Generation

Setup. We compare DiffusionART with Flow-GRPO, Flow-GRPO-Fast (CPS) [6,20], DanceGRPO [9], Flow-
DPPO [18], and DiffusionNFT [7] with and without EMA, denoted DiffusionNFT (EMA) and DiffusionNFT
(on-policy). All methods train LoRA adapters [21] with rank » = 32 and scaling factor v = 64 at 512 x 512
resolution, without CFG or reference-policy KL regularization. On SD3.5-M, we use a learning rate of
3 x 10~* and 10-step rollouts. DiffusionNFT uses the original per-task hyperparameters [7] to maximize its
baseline performance.

Single- and multi-reward optimization. We evaluate SD3.5-M [22] on GenEval [23], OCR, and
PickScore [19], and further jointly optimize GenEval, PickScore, CLIPScore [24], and HPSv2.1 [25]. Fig-
ure 5(a—d) shows that DiffusionART behaves similarly under single- and multi-reward training. Figure 5(d)
plots the total reward, with components in Appendix A.4. Without per-task EMA tuning, DiffusionART avoids
the severe collapse of DiffusionNFT (on-policy) and achieves training efficiency comparable to DiffusionNFT
(EMA). It is also much faster than Flow-GRPO, reaching Flow-GRPO’s step-500 reward with 10.0x, 5.2x,
and 9.6 x fewer training steps on GenEval, OCR, and PickScore, respectively.
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Figure 5: Training rewards: (a—c) single- and (d) multi-reward SD3.5-M.

Scaling to larger models. We extend the same recipe to FLUX.1-dev (12B) [26] on GenEval, using six-step
rollouts and its built-in guidance embedding at scale 3.5, without additional CFG. For DiffusionNFT, we retain
B = 1 and rollout-policy EMA decay min(0.001n, 0.5) from the SD3.5-M GenEval baseline, where n counts
successful training updates. As shown in Figure 6(a), DiffusionART learns fastest among all methods, while
DiffusionNFT exhibits pronounced training-reward fluctuations because these hyperparameters are not retuned
for FLUX. Table 2 in Appendix A.1 reports the GenEval evaluation scores of different methods at step 500.
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Figure 6: (a) FLUX.1-dev on GenEval. (b) Guidance and restoration ablation on OCR.



Ablation of guidance and restoration. Figure 6(b) compares ART: I update and ART: 2 updates, two
DiffusionART variants with the same covariance guidance, against NFT: 2 updates with a carefully tuned
8 = 0.1. As explained in Appendix B.3, ART: I update learns quickly but gradually deteriorates. The second
update in ART: 2 updates introduces restoration and provides long-term stability. In contrast, NFT: 2 updates
briefly collapses to near zero before recovering. These results highlight the importance of both guidance type
and restoration.

5.2 Text-to-Video Generation

Setup. We fine-tune all parameters of the CFG-distilled HunyuanVideo-13B model [27] with a learning rate
of 10~° and no KL regularization. Each group-based rollout uses 32 prompts and 8 videos per prompt. We
generate 53-frame videos at 480 x 480 and 8 FPS with 16 sampling steps. VideoReward [28] scores videos at
4 FPS for training and evaluation. All methods use matched TA:VQ:MQ weights of 7:2:1 to improve output
quality while preserving prompt following. Figure 7(a—c) compares all three rewards over 400 training steps;
Appendix A.5 reports an additional VQ:MQ = 1:1 comparison.

Performance. As shown in Figure 7, DiffusionART surpasses all baselines in both VQ and MQ while keeping
TA comparable with the strongest baseline. DiffusionART reaches training VQ of 6 and MQ of 3 after 29 and
46 steps, respectively; Flow-GRPO-Fast, DanceGRPO, and DiffusionNFT (EMA) do not reach these levels
within their recorded trajectories. For VQ of 5.5, DiffusionART needs 24 steps and 63.4 GPU hours, versus
273 steps and 1,401.4 GPU hours for DiffusionNFT (EMA): 11.4x fewer training steps and 22.1x fewer
GPU hours. It retains its gains through 400 steps and achieves evaluation VQ and MQ of 8.970 and 4.224, as
reported in Table 3. DiffusionART improves evaluation VQ and MQ by 31.4% and 57.4%, respectively, over
the strongest baseline.
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Figure 7: Efficient reward improvement across video generation. (a—c) T2V: DiffusionART improves VQ
and MQ fastest while maintaining TA comparable to the strongest baseline. (d—e) I12V: DiffusionART rapidly
improves both rewards, whereas the baselines improve slowly or plateau.

Ablation of trust-region masking. We remove only the trust-region mask described in Section 4.3, retaining
normalized covariance guidance, timestep weighting, and two disjoint MSE updates. With VQ:MQ = 1:1
weights, Figure 8 shows that the no-mask run drops around step 200 before recovering, whereas the masked
run improves steadily. Masking helps limit excessive updates, serving as an additional stability safeguard;
Appendix A.7 provides further diagnostics of gradients and velocity drift, and Appendix A.6 reports the
trust-region ablation on T2I tasks.

Pairwise feedback and ablation of group size. The performance of DiffusionART with pairwise train
reward is close to that obtained with scalar feedback, using scalar reward as the ground truth evaluation metric.
Meanwhile, DiffusionART is insensitive to the group size K, and a smaller K substantially reduces GPU
hours. Table 1 shows that, under the same 400-step budget with pairwise feedback, K = 2 reaches a final
VQ of 12.235, no lower than 12.092 for K = 8. Because K = 2 uses only a quarter of the rollout videos and
training samples, it consumes only 260.8 GPU hours over the 400 steps, 3.4 x fewer than the 883.3 GPU hours
of K = 8. One pair per prompt thus suffices for stable and compute-efficient optimization in this setting.
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Figure 8: T2V with and without trust-region masking.

5.3 Image-to-Video Generation

Setup. We fine-tune all parameters of the CFG- and step-distilled Wan2.1-12V-14B model [29] released by
LightX2V [30]. Each rollout uses 32 prompts, FLUX.1-dev reference images, and 8 videos per prompt. We
generate 53-frame videos at 400 x 640 and 8 FPS with four sampling steps. All methods use VQ:MQ = 1:1
weights, a learning rate of 10~°, and no KL regularization. Reward-model settings follow Section 5.2.

Performance. DiffusionART improves both VQ and MQ efficiently, whereas the baselines improve slowly
or plateau (Figure 7(d—e)). It reaches MQ of 6 in 45.8 GPU hours versus 220.3 for Flow-GRPO-Fast, a
4.8 x reduction. DiffusionNFT plateaus early and remains near that plateau through 400 updates, which we
attribute to the residual self-consistency force diluting reward-improving guidance after gradient aggregation.
Evaluation results are in Table 4.

6 Conclusion

We studied why NFT-style forward-process diffusion post-training can be unstable and found that its objective
can introduce an implicit forward-reverse self-consistency force that is not reliably canceled across states,
while stronger restoration can improve stability at the cost of slower reward optimization. DiffusionART
presents a simple but effective way to systematically cancel the unstable force by aggregating endpoint reward
guidance before assigning it to reverse-rollout states, and then using a second update with a trust-region
mechanism to provide drift-adaptive restoration for stabilization. Experiments on image and video generation
show efficient, stable reward improvement, including with pairwise feedback and small rollout groups. Beyond
the algorithm, our work provides insights into forward-process training, offering a clearer understanding of
diffusion reinforcement learning and a path toward scalable diffusion post-training for visual generation.
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A Additional Experimental Results

A.1 Scaling to FLUX.1-dev
Table 2: FLUX.1-dev GenEval evaluation.

Method Eval reward
Flow-GRPO-Fast 0.8374
Flow-DPPO 0.9183
DiffusionNFT (EMA) 0.8490
DiffusionART 0.9684

A.2 T2V Evaluation

Table 3 reports the latest evaluation scores under matched TA:VQ:MQ = 7:2:1 training weights. DiffusionART
improves evaluation VQ and MQ by 31.4% and 57.4%, respectively, over the strongest baseline.

Table 3: T2V evaluation. Matched TA:VQ:MQ = 7:2:1.

Method VQ1t MQT TA?T
Pretrained 5.195 1943 1.118
Flow-GRPO-Fast 3.149 1.874 1.667
DanceGRPO 3.922 1.206 1.685

DiffusionNFT (EMA) 6.827 2.683 2.096
DiffusionNFT (on-policy) 5.543 1.839 -4.480

DiffusionART 8970 4.224 2.111

A.3 12V Evaluation

Table 4: 12V evaluation. VQ:MQ = 1:1.

Method vQr MQT
Flow-GRPO-Fast 5771  4.710
DanceGRPO 5.123  3.266
DiffusionNFT (EMA) 5.516 4.161
DiffusionART 11.196 10.476

A4 Multi-Reward Optimization for T2I

We jointly optimize GenEval, PickScore, CLIPScore, and HPSv2.1 on a single SD3.5-M policy for 500
training steps. Figure 9 reports each reward separately, comparing how the methods balance compositional
accuracy, image—text alignment, and human preference under a shared multi-reward objective.

A.5 Alternative Reward Weights for T2V

Figure 10 compares all methods with VQ:MQ = 1:1 weights and no TA reward. DiffusionART reaches a
training VQ of 6 in 20 steps, compared with 50 for DiffusionNFT (EMA) and 427 for Flow-GRPO-Fast: 2.5x
and 21.4x fewer training steps. It uses 44.2 GPU hours, versus 250.2 and 502.5, giving 5.7 x and 11.4x
GPU-hour speedups. DanceGRPO reaches this level after 821 steps and 1805.5 GPU hours. Using the mean
raw VQ/MQ reward, (VQ + MQ)/2, DiffusionART reaches the late-stage reward levels of DiffusionNFT
(EMA) and Flow-GRPO-Fast with 12.02x and 11.72x fewer GPU hours, respectively (Figure 1). Its mean
reward over the final 50 training steps is 13.018, compared with 10.105 and 8.510 for the two baselines,
representing improvements of 28.8% and 53.0%.

For MQ of 3, DiffusionART needs 19 steps and 42.9 GPU hours, compared with 33 steps and 165.6 GPU hours
for NFT, and 117 steps and 149.4 GPU hours for Fast. This gives 1.7 x/6.2x step speedups and 3.9x/3.5x
GPU-hour speedups over NFT/Fast. Thus, DiffusionART also learns efficiently when the objective focuses
only on VQ and MQ.
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Figure 9: Training reward curves for four jointly optimized objectives on SD3.5-M over 500 steps. PickScore
and CLIPScore are shown as unscaled model logits.
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Figure 10: T2V with matched VQ:MQ = 1:1 weights. The left pair shows VQ and the right pair MQ, each
versus training steps and GPU hours.

Direct optimization with a differentiable reward. We originally followed the undifferentiable reward model
setting (i.e. we can only access the scalar reward value, not including the gradient of the reward model).
However, methods like ReFL [4] utilize the gradient of a VLM reward model to help training. We also
compare DiffusionART with ReFL under matched VQ:MQ = 1:1 weights (Figure 11). ReFL uses 32 prompts
and one video per prompt (K = 1), with gradients through the frozen reward model and VAE to the final
denoising step; earlier steps are detached. It is trained for 400 updates at a learning rate of 10~°, without KL

regularization or EMA.

DiffusionART improves both rewards with fewer optimizer updates, while ReFL uses fewer samples per
update (K = 1 versus K = 8 of DiffusionART) but requires reward-model backpropagation; DiffusionART
uses reward values alone.
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Figure 11: DiffusionART versus ReFL with matched VQ:MQ = 1:1 weights. The left pair shows VQ and
the right pair MQ, each versus training steps and GPU hours.
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A.6 Trust-Region Masking for Image Generation

We remove only the trust-region mask, retaining normalized covariance guidance, timestep weighting, and
two disjoint MSE updates. On the three SD3.5-M benchmarks and FLUX.1-dev, training remains effective
without masking and can improve slightly faster (Figure 12). On FLUX.1-dev, the no-mask run reaches a
training GenEval score of 0.971 by step 180. The benefit of masking is more pronounced for video generation
(Figure 8); Appendix A.7 examines its stabilizing effect beyond reward curves.
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Figure 12: Image trust-region mask ablation. (a—c) SD3.5-M; (d) FLUX.1-dev.

A.7 Trust-Region Masking Diagnostics

We further inspect the matched HunyuanVideo comparison with VQ:MQ weights of 1:1. Without masking,
training exhibits larger late-stage gradient and velocity-drift spikes (Figure 13), complementing the reward
curves in Figure 8(a—b).

Although the mask constrains only the second update of each rollout, its stabilizing effect extends to subsequent
first updates. Over the shared first 300 training steps, the maximum first-update gradient norm is 1.96 with
masking, compared with 3.33 without it. The velocity drift measured before second updates, which reflects
displacement caused by the first update, also shows much larger spikes without masking (Figure 13). With
masking, the velocity drift score stays a healthy level. These observations suggest that restricting second
updates helps keep later first updates well behaved, rather than merely suppressing gradients at the masked
update.
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0 T T T 1 : -
0 100 200 300 400 200
Training steps Training steps
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Figure 13: Trust-region diagnostics on HunyuanVideo-13B. (a) Parameter gradient norm before clipping.
(b) Scheduler-reference-weighted velocity drift energy, averaged over training states before each update.
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B Proofs

B.1 Conditional Covariance Identity for Ideal NFT

Lemma 1 (restated). At a fixed supported state sy, let Qo1q denote @, with b = old, i.e., the joint law
obtained by forward noising the rollout endpoints xo ~ poia(- | ¢), and let ¢ := Eg_,,[r(z0,c¢) | s¢] and
g = Covg,,[r(x0, c), us | s¢]. If the tilted distributions and moments exist and 0 < ¢ < 1, then

+ -\ _
q(”fwd Ufwd) (1-9) (Ufwd Ufwd) =9
where all fields are evaluated at s;. Hence the positive and negative branches point along the same reward-tilt
direction g.

Proof. Let Z(c) = Ep,[r | ¢] > 0and Z_(¢) = Ep,,,[1 — r | ¢] > 0 normalize P, and P_. Since
Py reweight only z(, while € is independent of x and (x4, u;) are functions of (xo, €), the joint laws of
(20, €, T, uy) satisfy

Q- 1t.0) = D Quat- [ ,0), ©)
1
Q-(1t.0) = 5=V Qual: | 10) (10)
Marginalizing onto z; and using ¢ = Eq_,, [r(z0, ¢) | s¢] gives
Qe | 1:6) = 775 Quialae | 1,0), (11)
1—
Q- (x| t,c) = 7 (c )Qold(mt | t,c). (12)
Bayes’ rule therefore yields
Qil- | s0) = ’"(“")’C) (-] 50), (13)
1
Q|50 = %(”)Qom ). (1)
Taking conditional expectations of u; gives
QUi (51) = B [rur | s, (15)
(1= @)vialse) = Equal(1 = r)us | si). (16)
Since vRyG (st) = Eq,qus | 54,
q(vfa(st) = viva(se)) = Bqualrue | se] — aBqualus | si] = g, (17)
(1 - q) (vRsa(st) = viga(s)) = (1 = @) Equulu | st] = Bquul(1 = r)us | si] = g. (18)

This proves both the collinearity and the conditional covariance identity.

B.2 NFT Force and Restoration Decompositions
B.2.1 Equivalent MSE Objective and On-Policy Descent Direction

Preliminary clalms (restated). For 8 > 0, freeze D,q and treat r, us, and vy1q as independent of 6. With
Utgt = Uold 4 2=l (ut — Vo1d ), the NFT objective satisfies

Lnpr = ﬁQEDold [HUO - ’UtgtH%} + const,

where const is independent of §. At the on-policy initialization vy = vo14, the single-sample output-space
descent direction is —V,,, {xpr = 28(2r — 1) (us — vold)-
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Proof. Let {xpr denote the weighted positive-negative loss for one sample, so Lxrr = Ep_, [{nFT]. Write
d = vg — Vo1, h = Uy — vo1g, and A = 2r — 1. Expanding and completing the square gives

Uxpr = rl|Bd = hlf3 + (1 = r)||=d — b3
= 32||d||3 — 28A(d, h) + ||h13
2
+ (1= A%)|hll3.
2

A
d—=h
B

Since vgt = vVola + (A/B)h, the first term is 5%(|vg — vegt||3. Using 1 — A% = 4r(1 — r) and taking the
expectation over the frozen D,q proves Equation 1, with const = Ep,_, [47(1 — 7)|lus — voia||3] independent
of 0.

Differentiating the same sample loss with respect to vy yields

~VoonrT = 28Ah — 237d.

= 52

At the on-policy initialization vy = vo14, Wwe have d = 0, so the output-space descent direction is 26(2r —
1)(ut — vo1q), proving the stated proportionality. O

B.2.2 Reward Guidance and Self-Consistency Force

Proposition 1 (restated). Let Lxpr(s;) denote Equation 1 conditioned on s;, ¢ and g follow Lemma 1, and

e = v2ld — v2ld. At the pure on-policy update point vy = v2ld and for 3 > 0, its normalized output-space
force is

1
Fnrr(se) = ~35 Voo (se) LNFT(5¢) =29+ (2¢ — 1)e.

vo=vple

Proof. Fix s;, and write d = vg(s;) — v014(s;) and h = u; — v24(s,). The conditional objective is
Lxpr(se) = Equ [rllBd — hll3 + (1 —r)[[=Bd — k|13 | 5] (19)
= B1d]13 — 28(d, Equal(2r — Dl | se]) + Equa IRl | st]- (20)
At the pure on-policy update point, d = 0. Therefore,
1
FnrrT(st) = ~33 Valnrr(st)]—o 2n
= EQold[(QT —1D)h | s4]. (22)
Because Eqy_,, [ | s¢] = v2ld, — 024 = e and Covg,,, (1, h | s1) = Covg,,, (r,us | 1) = g,
EQold[(2T - 1)h | St] = 2COVQold (T7 h ‘ st) + (2EQold [T | St} - 1)]EQold [h‘ ‘ st] (23)
=29+ (2q — e, (24)

which proves Equation 3.

B.2.3 Guidance and Quadratic Restoration
Proposition 2 (restated). Let d = vg — vo1q and h = uy — vo1q.

Lnwer = Ep,, [-28(2r — 1)(d, h) + 5?||d||3] + const,
where const is independent of the trainable parameters.

Proof. Using the same d and h, the positive and negative residuals are 5d — h and —3d — h, respectively.
Expanding their weighted squared norms gives

rllBd = hll3 + (1 = r)l=Bd — hl[3 = B*|dl|3 — 28(2r — 1)(d, h) + | A]3- (25)

Taking Ep_, and absorbing the final term into the constant proves Equation 4.
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B.3 Covariance as the First-Order Reward Tilt

Lemma 2 (restated). If the relevant moments exist and differentiation can be exchanged with expectation
near 7 = 0, then 2E, [zo | CHT:O = Covy,, (R, 20 | €).

Proof. Fix ¢ and suppress it below. Write M (1) = E,,_, [z0e" "] and Z(7) = E,,_,[e"F']. The normalized
tilted density is p (20) = poia(z0)e™#®0) /Z(7), so its endpoint mean is M (7)/Z (7). Assume differentiation
under these expectations is valid; a sufficient condition is E[(1 4 ||zo]|)(1 4 | R|)e®#l] < oo for some a > 0.

Since Z(0) = 1, the quotient rule gives

9 M(r)
or Z(1) |,

= E[zoR] — E[z]E[R] = Cov(R, xg). (26)

From shared guidance to statewise correction. Lemma 2 motivates a shared reward-improving direction
computed from the K endpoints already sampled per prompt. This construction avoids state-conditional
posterior sampling and excludes the NFT self-consistency term by construction. However, a prompt-level
direction need not match the posterior guidance at every state, and different states can respond differently to
the same parameter update. Without statewise correction, the resulting deviations can accumulate, providing
a explanation for the gradual deterioration with a single update in Figure 6. The second MSE update
complements shared guidance with local feedback: its restoring force grows with each state’s displacement
from the rollout prediction. This controls drift without requiring posterior sampling, combining scalable
guidance with statewise stabilization.

C Clarification of Methods and Experiments

C.1 Reverse-Process Policy Optimization

FlowGRPO treats denoising as a finite-horizon policy. For each prompt, it samples K stochastic reverse
trajectories, group-normalizes their terminal rewards, and applies clipped PPO to every transition [6]. This
directly supervises sampled states but requires tractable transition densities and stored trajectories.

For reverse trajectory ngi:)o ~ PIY (- | ¢), FlowGRPO assigns the group-normalized terminal advantage A; to
every transition and maximizes

Jra = Ei,k[min<Pi,kAi> clip(pi, 1 — €ctip, 1 + €clip) A;)

(2) (2) @7
K3 K3
~ Dol | 7, [ pret(- | 2, )]

where p; , = p(.)(CC;jll | J:,(j), c)/ pold(x,(jll | a:,(j), ¢) and E; ;, also averages over prompts and old-policy
trajectories. Here €qi, > 0 is the PPO clip radius, Ay, > 0 weights the penalty, and p,f is a fixed reference
transition. This requires the stochastic reverse transition used for rollout to expose a tractable density.

C.2 Reference Transitions for ODE Trust-Region Masking

We strictly follow Flow-GRPO’s ODE-to-SDE construction [6]; we refer to that work for the derivation. With
reverse step size h = ¢ — tpext > 0 and state s; = (x4, ¢, ¢), where x; is the current latent, the reference
transition has mean and variance when 1 > ¢ > 0:

t
o2 (t) = v? = th.

(28)

Substituting vy (s;) and véo) (s¢) gives the current and old reference means, respectively, hence pu(s¢, vg(s:)) —

u(st,véo)(st)) = h(1 + v?/2)d(s;). Att = 1, we use the endpoint convention y(s¢,v) = x; + hv and
Ufef(l) = V2'

We use v = 0.8 and § = 10~° without further tuning. The mask is recomputed before each update and treated
as constant during backpropagation.
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C.3 Pairwise Feedback: Identity and Implementation

Pairwise covariance identity. For K endpoints forming M = K/2 disjoint pairs, with pairwise labels
y; € {0, 5,1} replacing R; in Equation 5, use population reduction 1/K globally and 1/2 within each pair.
The global covariance equals the average of the M pair covariances: Cov = (2K)~1 "M, (i —z55°)
J non-tied ’ ’
Equivalently, the coefficient is 1/(4M). Tied pairs contribute zero. For K = 2, the covariance reduces to one
quarter of the winner-minus-loser difference: after normalization, the guidance simply points from the worse

sample to the better one. A tie yields zero guidance.

Proof. Every pair has label mean 1/2, including ties, so the global label mean is also 1/2. Thus centering
endpoints changes no cross term:

K K
1 O 1 (2)
Cov = I ;(yz — )@y = To.e) = K ;(y‘ - 3)% (29)
1 M
o win lose
jng)r;tied

A non-tied pair’s covariance, computed with denominator two, is one quarter of its winner-minus-loser
difference. Averaging those pair covariances gives the same expression; tied pairs contribute zero. The
pairwise labels enter the same covariance operator as scalar rewards, establishing the stated specialization.
The coefficient ﬁ doesn’t matter since the covariance will be normalized to form the guidance.

Guidance assignment. We compare prompt-global and pair- 1.0-
local guidance on GenEval, using 24 images per prompt to
form 12 disjoint pairs. Prompt-global guidance aggregates
pair covariances before normalization and applies the shared

GenEval score

direction to all trajectories. Pair-local guidance normalizes 0.5
each pair’s covariance separately and applies it only to that
pair. At step 400, prompt-global guidance reaches a held-out —— Prompt-global
GenEval score of 0.91, versus 0.78 for pair-local guidance. — Pair-local

. . L . 0.0-
It also achieves higher training rewards (Figure 14), show- 0 200 400
ing that the better practice is pooling the pairs of the same Training steps

prompt together before computing the covariance to reduce
the variance.

Figure 14: Guidance assignment on GenEval.

Algorithm 2 DiffusionART-Pairwise: one training iteration

1: Sample with an ODE solver using wéo) = vg. Rollout Stage
For each prompt c, collect an even number K of endpoints azé”, states s¢, and predictions véo) (st).

: Form M = K/2 disjoint pairs per prompt; query the pairwise reward model.

: Assign pairwise rewards y; = 1 to winners, y; = 0 to losers, and y; = % for ties.

: Compute covariance guidance by Equation 5, replacing scalar rewards R; with pairwise rewards y;.

. Freeze vig(s¢) = véo)(st) + G(c) for each state.

: Split the samples into two equal-sized disjoint minibatches B1, Bo. Training Stage

: For each B € {B1, B2}, recompute w(s;) and update 6 with one step on

L(B;0) = ﬁ 5., e w(se) MSE(vg (50), vige (50)).

W B W

~N O\

20



D Visualization

(a) wife working from home on a computer eating popcorn and drinking vodka
Base model DiffusionART

(b) girl painting on canvas at an easel with a brush, yellow walls, purple ceiling, gray floor, ventilation lines on the ceiling, relicism
Base model DiffusionART

yYY™

(c) A white horse gallops through shallow water along a sunlit beach.
Base model DiffusionART

(d) generate a robot chicken is walking in the city, rain and thunder-ar 16:9
Base model DiffusionART

(e) Sunlight sparkles through a rotating crystal prism on a white surface.
Base model DiffusionART

(f) visionary art, sacred geometry -camera zoom in -motion 4
Base model DiffusionART

Figure 15: Text-to-video generation before and after DiffusionART. Each pair uses the same prompt, seed,
and sampling settings. Four chronologically ordered frames are shown at identical frame positions within each
pair: pretrained outputs on the left and DiffusionART outputs on the right.



Multi-reward

(a) a photo of three suitcases (b) a photo of a horse
Base model DiffusionART Base model DiffusionART

(c) aphoto of a cow and a horse (d) a photo of a parking meter

Base model DiffusionART Base model

(e) a photo of a wine glass (f) aphoto of a scissors

Base model DiffusionART Base model DiffusionART

(9) a photo of a blue elephant (h) @ photo of an orange microwave and a black spoon

Base model DiffusionART Base model DiffusionART

Figure 16: Text-to-image generation with multi-reward optimization. Selected SD3.5-M outputs before
and after DiffusionART, jointly optimized with GenEval, CLIPScore, PickScore, and HPSv2. Each pair shows
the same prompt, with pretrained outputs on the left and DiffusionART outputs on the right.
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Multi-reward

(i) a photo of a red car and an orange potted plant () aphoto of a cow
Base model DiffusionART Base model DiffusionART

(k) a photo of a banana () aphoto of a laptop and a carrot
Base model DiffusionART Base model DiffusionART

PickScore
(m) huge domed greenhouse in a desert (n) @ photo of furry teddy bears looking at a rover 7 5 v 8 car that
is in the jungle, wideangle mgzt,

Base model DiffusionART Base model DiffusionART

(o) digital art of a smiling frog in a tuxedo holding a glass of (p) . asnowy chicago street during christmas art by ludwig
champagne fahrenkrog

Base model DiffusionART Base model DiffusionART

Figure 17: Additional text-to-image comparisons. The top two rows use multi-reward optimization; the
bottom two use PickScore. Each pair shows pretrained and DiffusionART outputs under the same prompt.
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