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Abstract

One-step and few-step text-to-image generation must accurately render the details specified
in the prompt despite limited opportunities for refinement. Distribution matching distillation
(DMD) uses score differences to bring the generated distribution closer to a reference distri-
bution. Following prior work, we estimate this difference with internal velocity branches,
avoiding a separate fake-score network. We ask whether an explicit moment constraint
improves this learned score supervision. A decomposition of the reverse-KL field into a
Gaussian moment component and a non-Gaussian residual identifies statistics that can be
constrained explicitly. We introduce Intrinsic Distribution Matching (IDM), which retains
the full DMD correction and matches feature means and per-coordinate standard deviations
using the generator’s exponential-moving-average (EMA) copy, requiring no external fea-
ture encoder. Experiments use full-parameter and low-rank adaptation (LoRA) tuning on
Z-Image-Turbo 6B and Qwen-Image 20B. At two network evaluations, IDM reaches 94.25%
and 90.20% on Chinese and English LongText-Bench, the highest scores among the compared
methods at this budget. Controlled ablations show gains from the added moment loss, while
generator EMA features perform competitively with an external DINOv2 encoder across the
five reported metrics. Code is available here.

1 Introduction
Diffusion and flow-matching models produce high-quality images, but their repeated network evaluations
impose substantial inference cost (Ho et al., 2020; Song et al., 2020; Lipman et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023). One
and few-step generation reduces this cost by learning a much shorter sampling process. The challenge is
to accurately render the details specified in the prompt using only one or a few sampling steps. Long-text
rendering makes this challenge concrete: many characters must remain legible and correct within a coherent
image (Geng et al., 2025b; Wu et al., 2025a). It therefore provides a demanding test of whether fast generation
retains detailed conditional information.

Distribution matching distillation (DMD) trains a fast generator to match a reference distribution (Yin et al.,
2024b;a). A score describes the local direction of increasing log density. A pretrained teacher supplies the
reference score, while an auxiliary fake-score network estimates the score of the current generated distribution.
Their difference guides updates to generated samples. These updates are applied sample by sample, but their
direction depends on both distributions. Distribution matching can complement trajectory-based training:
rCM combines score regularization with continuous-time consistency training (Zheng et al., 2025).

TwinFlow and APEX obtain this score difference from internally separated velocity branches of the genera-
tor (Cheng et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026a). The model-score estimate is still learned, but no separate fake-score
network is needed. We adopt this internal construction and ask whether the generator can also supply an
explicit constraint on statistics across samples. Although the exact DMD field contains full distributional
information, learned score estimates and finite training can leave discrepancies that an additional statistical
objective may help reduce.

†Equal contribution.
*Corresponding author.
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Figure 1: Overview of IDM for one-step generation. Multi-step sampling refines samples iteratively, whereas one-step
generation learns a direct noise-to-data map. IDM combines an internal DMD loss with a feature-moment loss in the
generator’s EMA feature space. The right panel illustrates idealized alignment with single-evaluation inference.
To motivate such a constraint, we revisit the reverse-KL score difference underlying DMD. Building on
the Gaussian-plus-residual score representation (Wang & Vastola, 2023; 2024), we separate a component
determined by means and covariances from the remaining score structure in Section 3.3 . This identifies
statistics that can be constrained explicitly, while showing why moments alone do not determine the full
distribution. We therefore retain the full DMD correction and add a moment loss, testing its benefit through
controlled ablations in a shared training setting.

We introduce Intrinsic Distribution Matching (IDM), which augments internal DMD with moment matching
in the generator’s own feature space. Its exponential-moving-average (EMA) copy provides a shared
representation for generated and reference samples; we match the means and per-coordinate standard
deviations of these features. Unlike objectives that obtain features from an external encoder or teacher (Yang
et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026b), this design reuses the generator for both score estimation and feature
extraction. Both training signals are obtained from the generator and its EMA copy, without a separate
discriminator, score model, or external feature encoder.

We evaluate IDM using Z-Image-Turbo 6B and Qwen-Image 20B with full-parameter and LoRA tuning
in Section 5 . LongText-Bench evaluates the Chinese and English long-text rendering fidelity emphasized
above, with subsets denoted LongText-CN and LongText-EN (Geng et al., 2025b). At two network evaluations
(2 NFE), IDM on Z-Image-Turbo achieves state-of-the-art scores among the compared methods: 94.25% and
90.20%, improving over Z-Image-Turbo++ by 2.63 and 0.32 percentage points, respectively in Table 5 .

Our main contributions are:

a. Intrinsic distributional supervision. We augment internal DMD with an explicit loss on the means and
per-coordinate standard deviations of generator EMA features. This adds statistical supervision across
samples without a separate external feature encoder.

b. Distribution-gradient explanation. Building on the Gaussian-plus-residual score representation, we
motivate an explicit moment constraint alongside the full DMD correction.

c. Few-step training and evaluation. We demonstrate full-parameter and LoRA training on 6B and 20B
backbones. Ablations assess the added moment loss, EMA features, and regression choices, while
LongText-Bench evaluates fine-grained text fidelity.
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Figure 2: IDM (Z-Image), 2 NFE. Text rendering and portrait generation.

3



2 Background
Continuous Generative Models. Diffusion and flow-matching models transform noise into data through
repeated network evaluations (Ho et al., 2020; Song et al., 2020; Lipman et al., 2022). Distillation learns a
shorter process (Salimans & Ho, 2022; Song et al., 2023). We use rectified flow to define the generator and
then explain the DMD supervision used to train it.

Rectified Flow and Few-Step Generation. Let pz = N (0, Id) be the noise distribution and pr the reference-
data distribution. Rectified flow uses the path xr,t = (1− t)xr + tϵ, with independently sampled xr ∼ pr
and ϵ ∼ pz (Liu et al., 2023). Thus t = 0 denotes clean data and t = 1 pure noise. A network Fθ(xr,t, t, c)
regresses the pair velocity ϵ− xr, where c ∈ C is a text-conditioning vector. At the squared-error optimum
it recovers the marginal velocity, the conditional average of pair velocities at the same noisy input and
condition. Few-step generation integrates this field from t = 1 to t = 0 with a small number of forward-Euler
steps. At one network evaluation, the generator is Gθ(z, c) = z−Fθ(z, 1, c) for z ∼ pz.

Distribution Matching Distillation. The generator induces a distribution pθ . DMD aims to match it to
pr through the reverse-KL gradient (Wang et al., 2023; Yin et al., 2024b). At a fixed condition and noise
level t ∈ (0, 1), let pθ,t and pr,t be their noised distributions. A score si,t = ∇xt log pi,t points locally toward
increasing log density. Evaluated at the same noised model sample, sr,t − sθ,t points toward a lower model-
to-reference density ratio in Section 3.1 . The reference score is supplied by a frozen pretrained teacher. Since
the generator provides samples but no tractable score, DMD trains a separate fake-score network on its outputs.
This network estimates the generated distribution; the generator itself produces the images. The fake-score
estimate must track the changing generator. The reference score guides samples toward regions supported by
the target, while the model score accounts for the generator’s current concentration of probability mass. Both
enter the distributional update, so the model score must still be learned when a separate network is removed.

Score–Velocity Identity. For independent x ∼ p and ϵ ∼ pz, set xt = (1− t)x + tϵ. For t ∈ (0, 1), the score
st := ∇xt log pt and marginal velocity v∗t (xt) := E[ϵ− x | xt] satisfy

st(xt) = −
xt + (1− t)v∗t (xt)

t
. (1)

Thus a velocity estimate also provides a score estimate in Appendix B.3 . Subtracting two velocities at the
same input gives a scaled score difference.

Internal Score Estimation. TwinFlow and APEX use two internally separated velocity branches of one
generator to estimate the reference and model scores (Cheng et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026a). This removes the
separate fake-score network while retaining model-score learning. Following APEX, we use this construction
for DMD in Section 4.1 . We next examine the statistics represented by its target field to motivate additional
supervision from the generator’s features.

3 A Distribution-Gradient View
The score difference in DMD defines a direction for changing the generated distribution. Separating the
contribution of means and covariances from the remaining score structure clarifies what moment matching
can constrain and why the full DMD correction is still needed.

3.1 Reverse-KL Field
The one-step generator maps z ∼ pz to xθ = Gθ(z, c), inducing pθ(· | c); pr(· | c) is the reference law. Here
x is a sample in the generator’s output representation, and conditions follow pc independently of z. For
differentiable positive densities, define si(x | c) := ∇x log pi(x | c), i ∈ {r, θ}. At fixed c, the reverse KL is

DKL(pθ∥pr) =
∫

pθ(x | c) log
pθ(x | c)
pr(x | c)

dx. (2)

Its sample-space distribution gradient is
gKL(x | c) = sθ(x | c)− sr(x | c). (3)

The descent direction is −gKL = sr − sθ , pointing locally toward a lower model-to-reference density ratio.
It changes as the generator distribution changes. Applying the same identity to pθ,t and pr,t gives gKL,t =
sθ,t − sr,t, the noisy field estimated in DMD. We state the identities below for clean laws under the regularity
assumptions in Appendix B.1 ; the decomposition also applies to the noisy laws at each fixed t, with their
own means, covariances, and score residuals.
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Figure 3: Reverse-KL Field Decomposition. The full field gKL = sθ − sr (left) is the sum of a Gaussian moment
component (middle) and a non-Gaussian residual component (right). Solid contours show pi and dashed contours its
moment-matched Gaussian qi, for i ∈ {r, θ}. Equal means and covariances eliminate the Gaussian component but can
leave a nonzero residual. All fields use the same evaluation points and arrow scale.

3.2 Parameter Gradient
The field above specifies a sample update. To relate it to training, consider a discrepancy D(pθ , pr) with a
differentiable first-variation potential, which describes how redistributing probability mass changes D. Its
spatial gradient specifies the field used in the sample update:

gD(x | c) := ∇x
δD(pθ , pr)

δpθ
(x | c). (4)

Under the assumptions in Appendix B.1 ,

∇θD(pθ , pr) = Ez∼pz

 [JθGθ(z, c)]⊤︸ ︷︷ ︸
Jacobian transpose

gD(Gθ(z, c) | c)︸ ︷︷ ︸
distribution gradient

 . (5)

Here JθGθ := ∂Gθ/∂θ; backpropagation applies its transpose, and training averages over c. For reverse
KL, the first variation is log(pθ/pr) + 1, recovering Eq. 3. Thus the score difference gives the distributional
direction that is passed back through the generator. This separates the distributional change that reduces the
discrepancy from the parameter update that realizes this change. The decomposition below concerns the
former and does not depend on a particular generator architecture.

3.3 Decomposition of the Reverse-KL Field
To identify which statistics this field contains, let p be a smooth positive density with finite second moment,
mean µp, and positive-definite covariance Σp. Its moment-matched Gaussian is qp := N (µp, Σp), with score
sqp(x) = −Σ−1

p (x− µp). The score of p decomposes exactly as

sp(x) = sqp(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=−Σ−1

p (x−µp)

+ ηp(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
non-Gaussian score residual

, (6)

where ηp := sp − sqp contains the score structure beyond this Gaussian approximation (Wang & Vastola,
2023; 2024). At fixed c, use qi := qpi and ηi := ηpi for the conditional laws pi(· | c), i ∈ {r, θ}. Subtracting
their decompositions gives

gKL(x | c) =
(
sqθ

(x | c)− sqr (x | c)
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

gG
KL : Gaussian moment component

+ (ηθ(x | c)− ηr(x | c))︸ ︷︷ ︸
gnG

KL : non-Gaussian residual component

. (7)

The Gaussian component depends only on means and covariances. Two distributions can share these
moments yet have different shapes, leaving a nonzero residual in Figure 3 . Replacing pi by pi,t gives the
same decomposition for the noisy field used in DMD.
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Under the integrability and boundary conditions in Appendix B.2.2 ,

Ep[ηp(x)] = 0, Ep[ηp(x)x⊤] = 0d×d. (8)

Each score residual is orthogonal to constant and linear functions under its own distribution; their difference
need not be orthogonal under either distribution. The moment-matched Gaussian is used to analyze the score;
the generated samples are not assumed to follow a Gaussian distribution. The residual does not identify a
single higher-order moment: it collects all score structure left after subtracting the Gaussian score for the
corresponding distribution.

Implication for training. Exact DMD already contains both components. In practice, its learned score
estimates and finite training need not align all statistics accurately. The decomposition identifies moments
as quantities that can be constrained explicitly, while the residual explains why moment matching alone
is insufficient. We therefore keep the full DMD correction and add a loss on feature means and standard
deviations. Features from the generator’s EMA copy provide a shared representation without introducing an
external encoder. This is an additional feature-space objective motivated by the decomposition, not a separate
estimate of its sample-space Gaussian or residual component. The ablations in Section 5.3 test whether this
explicit constraint improves generation.

4 Intrinsic Distribution Matching
Intrinsic Distribution Matching (IDM) retains internal DMD supervision and adds the feature-moment
constraint motivated in Section 3.3 . The DMD loss Lscore uses the full internal score-difference estimate;
Lpop explicitly matches statistics of generator EMA features. We first define how the DMD correction
supervises velocity and endpoint predictions, then describe the feature constraint, the empirical moment
estimates, and the gradients used in joint training.

4.1 DMD Loss
At a fixed condition c, let pr,t and pθ,t denote the reference and model marginals under the linear noising
construction of Section 2 , with scores sr,t, sθ,t and exact marginal velocities v∗r,t, v∗θ,t. Applying Eq. 1 to both
at the same point xt gives, for t ∈ (0, 1):

d∗t (xt) := v∗θ,t(xt)− v∗r,t(xt) =
t

1−t
(sr,t(xt)− sθ,t(xt)), (9)

so gKL,t := sθ,t − sr,t = − 1−t
t d∗t is the reverse-KL field on these noisy marginals in Eq. 3.

Internal velocity branches. Following APEX (Liu et al., 2026a), we separate the reference and model
velocity branches by negating the condition vector:

v̂r,t(xt | c) := Fθ(xt, t, c), v̂θ,t(xt | c) := Fθ(xt, t,−c), (10)

Here −c selects the model branch for condition c, and d̂t(xt | c) := v̂θ,t(xt | c)− v̂r,t(xt | c) is their pointwise
difference. This interpretation requires both branches to approximate their marginal velocities.

Velocity and endpoint regression. The same DMD correction can supervise velocity predictions or their
corresponding clean-sample endpoints. We compare these regression forms and their combinations in
Section 5.3 to select the training configuration.

For fixed input xt at time t ∈ (0, 1], the endpoint prediction is x̂0(xt, t, c) := xt − tFθ(xt, t, c). At t = 1 and
xt = z, this equals Gθ(z, c); predictions at intermediate times need not follow the one-step output law pθ .
Let sg denote stop-gradient. Set x̂sg

0 := sg(x̂0(xt, t, c)) and re-noise it as x̂sg
0,t′ := (1− t′)x̂sg

0 + t′ϵ, where the
re-noising time t′ ∈ (0, 1) and ϵ ∼ pz are sampled independently of each other and of the regression input.
Evaluate the branch difference d̂t′(x̂

sg
0,t′ | c) at this re-noised prediction. Its weighted, normalized value is

detached to obtain d̂DMD
t′ ; without processing, the correction is sg

(
d̂t′(x̂

sg
0,t′ | c)

)
. The DMD targets are

vDMD
t := sg

(
Fθ(xt, t, c)− d̂DMD

t′

)
,

xDMD
0 := sg

(
xt − tvDMD

t

)
.

(11)
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Figure 4: Intrinsic losses of IDM. Top, DMD loss: re-noise the predicted clean sample and use the internal velocity
difference to construct detached velocity and endpoint targets for Lscore in Eq. 12. Bottom, feature-moment loss: match
means and per-coordinate standard deviations of EMA features hi := ϕθ̄(xi, c) using current model features and detached
model/reference queues Qθ ,Qr in Eq. 13. Base objective omitted.

Subtracting this correction from the velocity target adds td̂DMD
t′ to the detached clean-sample prediction.

Thus the same correction defines both targets. The combined squared regression loss, with both targets
detached, averages over conditions, regression inputs and times, and re-noising draws:

Lscore(θ) := E

∥Fθ(xt, t, c)− vDMD
t ∥2

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓv(t)

+ ∥x̂0(xt, t, c)− xDMD
0 ∥2

2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓx(t)

 . (12)

At fixed (xt, t), these squared losses satisfy ℓx(t) = t2ℓv(t), so equal weights give an effective factor 1 + t2 on
velocity regression in Appendix B.4 . A separate discussion of conditional-mean regression and covariance
appears in Appendix B.7 .

4.2 Feature-Moment Loss
Alongside the learned DMD correction, we compare generated and reference samples in the feature space of
the generator’s EMA copy. The EMA supplies the representation, while reference samples provide the target
statistics for moment matching.

Intrinsic feature map. ϕ := ϕθ̄ : Rd × C → Rdϕ mean-pools the last-layer hidden activations of the
generator’s EMA copy into one feature vector per sample. Generated and reference samples use the noising
construction of Section 2 at high noise levels, with noising arguments suppressed in ϕ. Here θ̄ denotes EMA
parameters and dϕ the feature dimension; each update fixes θ̄ while retaining input derivatives. We compare
this choice with frozen-encoder (Yang et al., 2026), teacher-feature (Zhang et al., 2026b), and live self-feature
alternatives in Section 5.3 .

Matching feature moments. Let µ
ϕ
i and ν

ϕ
i,j denote the mean and per-coordinate variance of ϕ(x, c) under

the joint law (x, c) ∼ pi(· | c)pc, also averaging over feature-extraction noise, for i ∈ {r, θ}. These statistics
pool across conditions rather than matching conditional distributions. We match these pooled statistics with

Lpop = ∥µϕ
θ − µ

ϕ
r ∥2

2 +
dϕ

∑
j=1

(√
ν

ϕ
θ,j −

√
ν

ϕ
r,j

)2

. (13)

This is the squared 2-Wasserstein distance between the diagonal Gaussians N (µ
ϕ
i , diag(νϕ

i )); it is non-
negative and vanishes exactly when their feature means and per-coordinate standard deviations match. At
the feature level, the mean term shifts the average toward the reference mean, while the standard-deviation
term adjusts the spread around that average. These roles are explicit in the empirical gradient in Prop. 4.
Their effect on images is mediated by the fixed EMA feature Jacobian and the generator, so the objective
does not prescribe a pixel-wise correction. A nonlinear feature map can capture properties not determined
by raw-sample means and covariances. Matching its moments therefore constrains statistics in a learned
representation. The loss still uses only pooled feature means and per-coordinate standard deviations; it does
not estimate the sample-space Gaussian component or match the full feature distribution.
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Queues Qθ and Qr store up to K = 16384 detached model and reference features, respectively. Model
moments combine B current-batch features with Qθ ; reference moments use Qr, giving B + K and K features
with full queues. These moments define L̂pop. Queue entries come from earlier model and EMA states, so
the moments approximate current population statistics. Prop. 4 gives the exact empirical-loss gradient at
fixed queues in Appendix B.6 .

4.3 Training Objective
We use the RCGM loss (Sun & Lin, 2025), which supervises generation across time intervals through recursive
consistent velocity-field estimation, as Lbase. The main generator objective is

LIDM(θ) = Lbase(θ) + λscoreLscore(θ) + λpopL̂pop. (14)

Each iteration generates current samples and extracts their high-noise EMA features. The current features
retain their computation graph and are combined with the detached queues to evaluate L̂pop. Its gradient
passes through the fixed EMA network to the current samples and generator; queued features receive
no gradients. Across iterations, we refresh the queues with detached features and update the EMA as
θ̄ ← 0.99θ̄ + 0.01θ. The weights λscore and λpop remain fixed in Section 5.1 . Feature extraction and queues
are used only during training. Freezing the EMA parameters does not freeze the current features: their values
change with the generated images. Detaching these features would also remove the moment-loss gradient to
the generator. The detached queues provide historical statistics without retaining computation graphs from
previous iterations. Auxiliary flow matching Lfake trains the internal model-velocity branch on detached
generated samples and also updates the shared parameters in Appendix B.5 . One-step inference generates
xθ = Gθ(z, c) in one forward pass; the same checkpoint also supports few-step sampling.

5 Experiments
Our experiments assess the added value of Lpop over internal DMD, the suitability of generator EMA features
relative to an external encoder, and the choice of velocity and endpoint regression. System-level comparisons
evaluate the complete training setting; controlled ablations examine these individual choices under the
shared data, backbone, and sampling budget. Throughout this section, Lpop refers to the empirical loss L̂pop.

5.1 Experimental Setup
Backbones and tuning. We initialize IDM from Z-Image-Turbo 6B (Team, 2025) and Qwen-Image 20B (Wu
et al., 2025a), using full-parameter tuning and LoRA with ranks 32 and 64. We denote the resulting models
by IDM (Z-Image) and IDM (Qwen-Image); the former uses the Turbo checkpoint rather than the undistilled
Z-Image base model.

Training data. The reference data defining pr combine ShareGPT-4o (Chen et al., 2025c), BLIP-3o (Chen et al.,
2025a), and samples synthesized with Qwen-Image-2512 and Z-Image-Turbo: 600K from FLUX-Reason-6M
prompts (Fang et al., 2025) and 5M from text-rendering prompts. Compared with the 200K poster-prompt
samples used by APEX (Liu et al., 2026a), this larger text-focused collection provides more training examples
for dense text rendering.

Training configuration. All models use BF16, FlashAttention4, and FSDP2 with global batch size 64.
Training runs for 15K steps on Z-Image-Turbo 6B and 10K steps for Qwen-Image 20B LoRA, using 32×H100
80GB and 8×A100 80GB GPUs. The default weights are λscore = 1 and λpop = 0.5, fixed throughout training.
Each trained checkpoint is evaluated at both 1 and 2 NFE without changing the training loss weights for
either sampling budget.

Evaluation. We follow the same standard benchmark protocols used for the APEX comparisons, reporting
each method at its stated NFE budget. Published reference results retain their training data and configuration;
the internal IDM ablations use the shared configuration above. We evaluate compositional prompt following
with GenEval (Ghosh et al., 2023), FID and CLIP score on MJHQ-30K (Li et al., 2024a), detailed prompt
following on DPG-Bench (Hu et al., 2024), and world knowledge on WISE (Niu et al., 2025). Z-Image
comparisons and ablations additionally report OneIG (Chang et al., 2026) and LongText-Bench (Geng et al.,
2025b); LongText-CN and LongText-EN measure Chinese and English long-text rendering, respectively.
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Table 1: System-level comparison of efficiency and quality. Speeds are on a single A100 (BF16). Throughput is samples/s
(batch=10); latency is seconds (batch=1). GenEval measures compositional prompt following; FID/CLIP complement the
efficiency comparison. LongText results appear in Table 5 . † indicates that distinct models are required for different
NFEs. ‡ marks a noncanonical operating point or a secondary comparison source. § indicates that the LoRA weights are
merged into the base weights before timing. Params: backbone size in billions; LoRA entries additionally give rank r and
trainable parameters in parentheses. Blue/red backbone counts indicate full/LoRA tuning, respectively.

Methods NFEs Throughput Latency Params FID ↓ CLIP ↑ GenEval ↑(samples/s) (s) (B)

Fe
w

-S
te

p
G

en
er

at
iv

e
M

od
el

s

SDXL-LCM Luo et al. (2023) 2 2.89 0.40 0.9 18.11 27.51 0.44
PixArt-LCM Chen et al. (2024c) 2 3.52 0.31 0.6 10.33 27.24 0.42
SD3.5-Turbo (Esser et al., 2024)‡ 2 1.61 0.68 8.0 51.47 25.59 0.53
PCM Wang et al. (2024a)† 2 2.62 0.56 0.9 14.70 27.66 0.55
SDXL-DMD2 Yin et al. (2024a)† 2 2.89 0.40 0.9 7.61 28.87 0.58
FLUX-schnell (Labs, 2024) 2 0.92 1.15 12.0 7.75 28.25 0.71
Sana-Sprint (Chen et al., 2025b) 2 6.46 0.25 0.6 6.54 28.40 0.76
Sana-Sprint (Chen et al., 2025b) 2 5.68 0.24 1.6 6.50 28.45 0.77
Qwen-Image-Lightning (ModelTC, 2025)‡ 2 3.15 0.48 20.0 (r=64,0.4)§ 6.76 28.37 0.85
TwinFlow (Qwen-Image) (Cheng et al., 2025) 2 3.15 0.48 20.0 (r=64,0.4)§ – – 0.87
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Liu et al., 2026a) 2 3.21 0.49 20.0 (r=32,0.2)§ 6.72 28.71 0.87
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Liu et al., 2026a) 2 3.17 0.47 20.0 (r=64,0.4)§ 6.51 28.42 0.89
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Liu et al., 2026a) 2 3.30 0.45 20.0 6.44 28.51 0.90

IDM (Z-Image) 2 5.18 0.30 6.0 (r=32,0.2)§ 6.98 28.41 0.76
IDM (Z-Image) 2 5.18 0.30 6.0 (r=64,0.4)§ 6.79 28.13 0.77
IDM (Z-Image) 2 5.18 0.30 6.0 6.71 28.22 0.78
IDM (Qwen-Image) 2 3.28 0.44 20.0 (r=32,0.2)§ 6.62 28.76 0.89
IDM (Qwen-Image) 2 3.28 0.44 20.0 (r=64,0.4)§ 6.41 28.47 0.90
IDM (Qwen-Image) 2 3.28 0.44 20.0 6.34 28.56 0.91

SDXL-LCM Luo et al. (2023) 1 3.36 0.32 0.9 50.51 24.45 0.28
PixArt-LCM Chen et al. (2024c) 1 4.26 0.25 0.6 73.35 23.99 0.41
PixArt-DMD (Chen et al., 2024b; Yin et al., 2024b)† 1 4.26 0.25 0.6 9.59 26.98 0.45
SD3.5-Turbo (Esser et al., 2024)‡ 1 2.48 0.45 8.0 52.40 25.40 0.51
PCM Wang et al. (2024a)† 1 3.16 0.40 0.9 30.11 26.47 0.42
SDXL-DMD2 Yin et al. (2024a)† 1 3.36 0.32 0.9 7.10 28.93 0.59
FLUX-schnell (Labs, 2024) 1 1.58 0.68 12.0 7.26 28.49 0.69
Sana-Sprint (Chen et al., 2025b) 1 7.22 0.21 0.6 7.04 28.04 0.72
Sana-Sprint (Chen et al., 2025b) 1 6.71 0.21 1.6 7.69 28.27 0.76
Qwen-Image-Lightning (ModelTC, 2025)‡ 1 3.29 0.40 20.0 (r=64,0.4)§ 7.06 28.35 0.85
TwinFlow (Qwen-Image) (Cheng et al., 2025) 1 3.29 0.40 20.0 (r=64,0.4)§ – – 0.86
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Liu et al., 2026a) 1 3.29 0.39 20.0 (r=32,0.2)§ 7.22 28.62 0.88
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Liu et al., 2026a) 1 3.27 0.39 20.0 (r=64,0.4)§ 7.14 28.45 0.89
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Liu et al., 2026a) 1 3.50 0.34 20.0 6.87 28.66 0.89

IDM (Z-Image) 1 5.41 0.25 6.0 (r=32,0.2)§ 7.49 28.33 0.75
IDM (Z-Image) 1 5.41 0.25 6.0 (r=64,0.4)§ 7.40 28.16 0.76
IDM (Z-Image) 1 5.41 0.25 6.0 7.13 28.37 0.77
IDM (Qwen-Image) 1 3.44 0.35 20.0 (r=32,0.2)§ 7.12 28.67 0.88
IDM (Qwen-Image) 1 3.44 0.35 20.0 (r=64,0.4)§ 7.04 28.50 0.89
IDM (Qwen-Image) 1 3.44 0.35 20.0 6.77 28.71 0.90

5.2 Main Comparison
Long-text rendering. At 2 NFE, IDM (Z-Image) achieves 94.25% on LongText-CN and 90.20% on LongText-
EN, the highest scores among the compared methods at this budget in Table 5 . These improve over
Z-Image-Turbo++ by 2.63 and 0.32 percentage points and over APEX by 3.87 and 1.44 points, respectively.
This directly supports the fine-grained text-rendering objective introduced above. The table places external
comparisons alongside the controlled ablations, allowing the contribution of each loss to be examined.

General quality and efficiency. With full-parameter tuning, IDM achieves GenEval scores of 0.78 on
Z-Image and 0.91 on Qwen-Image at 2 NFE in Table 1 . On Qwen-Image under the same NFE and tuning
setting, APEX scores 0.90; FID is 6.34 for IDM and 6.44 for APEX, with latencies of 0.44 and 0.45 seconds.
Thus, the quality improvement comes at comparable sampling latency. At 1 NFE, Qwen-Image IDM reaches
0.90 GenEval at 0.35 seconds per sample, giving a faster sampling option with the same trained checkpoint.

The same full-parameter checkpoints improve from 1 to 2 NFE on both backbones: Z-Image FID decreases
from 7.13 to 6.71 and Qwen-Image FID from 6.77 to 6.34, while each gains 0.01 GenEval. Thus the learned
objectives remain useful when the sampling budget allows an additional network evaluation. With rank-64
LoRA, Qwen-Image IDM trains 0.4B parameters and reaches 0.90 GenEval at 2 NFE, compared with 0.91
under full tuning. This setting retains most of the compositional performance while updating substantially
fewer parameters. DPG-Bench and WISE provide complementary evaluations of prompt following and
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Table 2: Quantitative evaluation on GenEval. Per-category and overall scores at the NFE shown in each model label;
unlabeled published baselines use their reported default sampling budget. Z-Image is the base model (∼100 NFE),
whereas Z-Image-Turbo is the 8-NFE distilled model.

Model Single Two Counting Colors Position Attribute Overall↑Object Object Binding

Show-o (Xie et al., 2024) 0.95 0.52 0.49 0.82 0.11 0.28 0.53
Emu3-Gen (Wang et al., 2024b) 0.98 0.71 0.34 0.81 0.17 0.21 0.54
PixArt-α (Chen et al., 2024d) 0.98 0.50 0.44 0.80 0.08 0.07 0.48
SD3 Medium (Esser et al., 2024) 0.98 0.74 0.63 0.67 0.34 0.36 0.62
FLUX.1 [Dev] (BlackForest, 2024) 0.98 0.81 0.74 0.79 0.22 0.45 0.66
SD3.5 Large (Esser et al., 2024)‡ 0.98 0.89 0.73 0.83 0.34 0.47 0.71
JanusFlow (Ma et al., 2025) 0.97 0.59 0.45 0.83 0.53 0.42 0.63
Lumina-Image 2.0 (Qin et al., 2025) - 0.87 0.67 - - 0.62 0.73
Janus-Pro-7B (Chen et al., 2025d) 0.99 0.89 0.59 0.90 0.79 0.66 0.80
HiDream-I1-Full (Cai et al., 2025) 1.00 0.98 0.79 0.91 0.60 0.72 0.83
GPT Image 1 [High] (OpenAI, 2025) 0.99 0.92 0.85 0.92 0.75 0.61 0.84
Seedream 3.0 (Gao et al., 2025) 0.99 0.96 0.91 0.93 0.47 0.80 0.84
BAGEL (Deng et al., 2025) 0.98 0.95 0.84 0.95 0.78 0.77 0.88
Qwen-Image (Wu et al., 2025a) 0.99 0.92 0.89 0.88 0.76 0.77 0.87
Hyper-BAGEL (Lu et al., 2025) 0.97 0.86 0.75 0.90 0.67 0.62 0.80
Qwen-Image-Lightning (ModelTC, 2025; Liu et al., 2026a)‡ 0.99 0.89 0.85 0.87 0.75 0.76 0.85
Z-Image (Team, 2025) (base; ∼100 NFE) 1.00 0.94 0.78 0.93 0.62 0.77 0.84
Z-Image-Turbo (Team, 2025; Liu et al., 2026b) 1.00 0.89 0.72 0.85 0.46 0.59 0.75
DMD2 (Yin et al., 2024a; Liu et al., 2026b) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.90 0.68 0.84 0.49 0.66 0.76
TwinFlow (Cheng et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026b) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.87 0.68 0.85 0.40 0.55 0.72
Z-Image-Turbo++ (Liu et al., 2026b) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.88 0.69 0.85 0.49 0.65 0.76
TwinFlow (Qwen-Image) (Cheng et al., 2025) (1 NFE) 1.00 0.91 0.84 0.90 0.75 0.74 0.86
APEX (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) 0.99 0.95 0.85 0.90 0.79 0.78 0.88
APEX (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) 0.99 0.94 0.88 0.90 0.85 0.78 0.89
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 0.99 0.92 0.83 0.91 0.86 0.81 0.89

IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.90 0.69 0.87 0.47 0.62 0.76
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.90 0.70 0.87 0.49 0.64 0.77
IDM (Z-Image) (Full) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.91 0.71 0.88 0.51 0.66 0.78
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) 1.00 0.89 0.68 0.86 0.45 0.61 0.75
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) 1.00 0.90 0.69 0.87 0.47 0.63 0.76
IDM (Z-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 1.00 0.90 0.70 0.87 0.49 0.64 0.77
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.95 0.87 0.92 0.79 0.83 0.89
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.95 0.88 0.92 0.81 0.84 0.90
IDM (Qwen-Image) (Full) (2 NFE) 1.00 0.96 0.89 0.93 0.83 0.86 0.91
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) 1.00 0.94 0.86 0.91 0.77 0.81 0.88
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) 1.00 0.95 0.87 0.92 0.79 0.83 0.89
IDM (Qwen-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 1.00 0.95 0.88 0.92 0.81 0.84 0.90

Table 3: Quantitative evaluation on WISE (Niu et al., 2025). Per-domain and overall world-knowledge grounding scores.

Model Cultural Time Space Biology Physics Chemistry Overall↑
SD v1.5 (Rombach et al., 2022) 0.34 0.35 0.32 0.28 0.29 0.21 0.32
SDXL (Podell et al., 2023) 0.43 0.48 0.47 0.44 0.45 0.27 0.43
SD3.5-Large (Esser et al., 2024)‡ 0.44 0.50 0.58 0.44 0.52 0.31 0.46
PixArt-α (Chen et al., 2024d) 0.45 0.50 0.48 0.49 0.56 0.34 0.47
Playground-v2.5 (Li et al., 2024a) 0.49 0.58 0.55 0.43 0.48 0.33 0.49
FLUX.1 [Dev] (BlackForest, 2024) 0.48 0.58 0.62 0.42 0.51 0.35 0.50
Janus (Wu et al., 2025b) 0.16 0.26 0.35 0.28 0.30 0.14 0.23
VILA-u-7B-256 (Wu et al., 2024) 0.26 0.33 0.37 0.35 0.39 0.23 0.31
Show-o (Xie et al., 2024) 0.28 0.40 0.48 0.30 0.46 0.30 0.35
Janus-Pro-7B (Chen et al., 2025d) 0.30 0.37 0.49 0.36 0.42 0.26 0.35
Emu3-Gen (Wang et al., 2024b) 0.34 0.45 0.48 0.41 0.45 0.27 0.39
MetaQuery-XL (Pan et al., 2025) 0.56 0.55 0.62 0.49 0.63 0.41 0.55
BAGEL (Deng et al., 2025) 0.44 0.55 0.68 0.44 0.60 0.39 0.52
GPT-Image-1 (OpenAI, 2025) 0.81 0.71 0.89 0.83 0.79 0.74 0.80
TwinFlow (Qwen-Image; 1 NFE) (Cheng et al., 2025) – – – – – – 0.54
APEX (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) – – – – – – –
APEX (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) – – – – – – –
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 0.53 0.54 0.66 0.48 0.61 0.41 0.54

IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (2 NFE) 0.45 0.46 0.56 0.41 0.52 0.37 0.46
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (2 NFE) 0.46 0.47 0.58 0.42 0.54 0.37 0.47
IDM (Z-Image) (Full) (2 NFE) 0.47 0.48 0.59 0.43 0.55 0.38 0.48
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) 0.43 0.44 0.55 0.40 0.51 0.36 0.45
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) 0.44 0.45 0.56 0.41 0.52 0.36 0.46
IDM (Z-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 0.46 0.47 0.58 0.42 0.54 0.37 0.47
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (2 NFE) 0.53 0.54 0.65 0.48 0.60 0.41 0.54
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (2 NFE) 0.54 0.55 0.67 0.49 0.62 0.41 0.55
IDM (Qwen-Image) (Full) (2 NFE) 0.55 0.56 0.68 0.50 0.63 0.42 0.56
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) 0.51 0.52 0.64 0.47 0.59 0.40 0.52
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) 0.53 0.54 0.65 0.48 0.60 0.41 0.54
IDM (Qwen-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 0.54 0.55 0.67 0.49 0.62 0.41 0.55

world knowledge. Figure 6 presents qualitative comparisons across sampling budgets.

Table 2 , Table 3 , and Table 4 provide the per-category results for GenEval, WISE, and DPG-Bench.
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Table 4: Quantitative evaluation on DPG-Bench. NFE notation follows Table 2 .

Model Global Entity Attribute Relation Other Overall↑
SD v1.5 (Rombach et al., 2022) 74.63 74.23 75.39 73.49 67.81 63.18
PixArt-α (Chen et al., 2024d) 74.97 79.32 78.60 82.57 76.96 71.11
Lumina-Next (Zhuo et al., 2024) 82.82 88.65 86.44 80.53 81.82 74.63
SDXL (Podell et al., 2023) 83.27 82.43 80.91 86.76 80.41 74.65
Hunyuan-DiT (Li et al., 2024b) 84.59 80.59 88.01 74.36 86.41 78.87
Janus (Wu et al., 2025b) 82.33 87.38 87.70 85.46 86.41 79.68
PixArt-Σ (Chen et al., 2024a) 86.89 82.89 88.94 86.59 87.68 80.54
Emu3-Gen (Wang et al., 2024b) 85.21 86.68 86.84 90.22 83.15 80.60
Janus-Pro-1B (Chen et al., 2025d) 87.58 88.63 88.17 88.98 88.30 82.63
DALL-E 3 (OpenAI, 2023) 90.97 89.61 88.39 90.58 89.83 83.50
FLUX.1 [Dev] (BlackForest, 2024) 74.35 90.00 88.96 90.87 88.33 83.84
SD3 Medium (Esser et al., 2024) 87.90 91.01 88.83 80.70 88.68 84.08
SD3.5-Turbo (Esser et al., 2024)‡ 79.03 80.12 86.13 84.73 91.86 78.29
SD3.5-Large (Esser et al., 2024)‡ 83.21 84.27 88.99 87.35 93.28 80.35
FLUX.1-schnell Labs (2024) 84.94 86.62 90.82 88.35 93.45 82.00
Janus-Pro-7B (Chen et al., 2025d) 86.90 88.90 89.40 89.32 89.48 84.19
HiDream-I1-Full (Cai et al., 2025) 76.44 90.22 89.48 93.74 91.83 85.89
Lumina-Image 2.0 (Qin et al., 2025) - 91.97 90.20 94.85 - 87.20
Seedream 3.0 (Gao et al., 2025) 94.31 92.65 91.36 92.78 88.24 88.27
GPT Image 1 [High] (OpenAI, 2025) 88.89 88.94 89.84 92.63 90.96 85.15
Qwen-Image (Wu et al., 2025a) 91.32 91.56 92.02 94.31 92.73 88.32
Z-Image (Team, 2025) (base; ∼100 NFE) 93.39 91.22 93.16 92.22 91.52 88.14
Z-Image-Turbo (Team, 2025; Liu et al., 2026b) 91.29 89.59 90.14 92.16 88.68 84.86
DMD2 (Yin et al., 2024a; Liu et al., 2026b) (2 NFE) 83.59 91.10 88.88 93.81 85.60 85.40
TwinFlow (Cheng et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026b) (2 NFE) 81.46 91.83 89.02 94.16 87.60 85.98
Z-Image-Turbo++ (Liu et al., 2026b) (2 NFE) 83.89 91.84 89.30 94.58 89.60 85.86
TwinFlow (Qwen-Image) (Cheng et al., 2025) (1 NFE) – – – – – 86.52
APEX (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) 93.12 90.95 91.38 90.65 91.73 86.17
APEX (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) 92.46 91.14 90.71 91.30 91.98 85.77
APEX (Qwen-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 93.25 89.76 90.65 91.17 90.75 84.59

IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (2 NFE) 80.04 92.78 89.47 94.43 89.46 86.03
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (2 NFE) 80.46 92.94 89.59 94.52 89.74 86.44
IDM (Z-Image) (Full) (2 NFE) 80.85 93.08 89.70 94.60 90.00 86.82
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) 79.56 92.60 89.34 94.32 89.14 85.56
IDM (Z-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) 79.96 92.75 89.45 94.41 89.40 85.95
IDM (Z-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 80.33 92.89 89.55 94.49 89.65 86.31
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (2 NFE) 93.29 90.06 91.02 91.38 92.02 86.44
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (2 NFE) 93.68 90.20 91.13 91.46 92.28 86.82
IDM (Qwen-Image) (Full) (2 NFE) 94.03 90.33 91.23 91.53 92.52 87.16
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=32) (1 NFE) 92.74 89.86 90.86 91.26 91.66 85.91
IDM (Qwen-Image) (LoRA&r=64) (1 NFE) 93.12 90.00 90.97 91.34 91.92 86.28
IDM (Qwen-Image) (Full) (1 NFE) 93.46 90.12 91.07 91.41 92.14 86.61

5.3 Key Ablations
All controlled ablations use IDM (Z-Image) with full-parameter tuning at 2 NFE and the shared training
configuration above. The default combines equal-weight DMD velocity and endpoint regression with Lpop
using generator EMA features.

Added value of feature-moment matching. Adding Lpop to the shared DMD control raises GenEval from
77.46 to 77.81, LongText-CN from 93.87 to 94.25, and LongText-EN from 89.79 to 90.20, with gains on all five
aggregate metrics. Removing Lscore instead gives 76.90 GenEval; removing both losses gives 76.24. The other
two aggregate metrics also improve: OneIG rises from 52.87 to 53.06 and DPG-Bench from 86.54 to 86.82. The
GenEval breakdown further identifies the gains from Lpop: color-attribute binding rises from 65.25 to 66.25,
position from 50.75 to 51.25, and counting from 70.94 to 71.25, with unchanged single- and two-object scores
in Table 6 . Removing DMD gives a larger GenEval decrease (0.91 points) than removing moment matching
(0.35 points). Moment matching improves this DMD control while the score correction remains central.

Generator EMA features. Moment matching with DINOv2 or generator EMA features improves all five
metrics over the internal DMD control. From the same control without Lpop, DINOv2 raises GenEval from
77.46 to 77.75 (+0.29 points), while EMA reaches 77.81 (+0.35). Their LongText-CN scores are close: 94.13
and 94.25. Live self-features and teacher features reach 77.51 and 77.36 GenEval. EMA features add moment
supervision beyond internal DMD, with performance close to DINOv2 and no external feature encoder.

Velocity and endpoint regression. To select how the DMD correction supervises predictions, we compare v
regression, x regression, and their combinations while retaining Lpop.

Both single-regression controls therefore include the added moment constraint, so this block tests how
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Table 5: Overall ablation results across benchmarks (2 NFE). Scores are percentages. Row 1⃝ is the full configuration and
the shared control; rows 2⃝– 11⃝ vary the losses, DMD regression weights, or feature map. The v-only and x-only controls
retain Lpop. APEX (Liu et al., 2026a) is the published Z-Image reference from its comparison with TwinFlow; rows 12⃝– 16⃝
are from Liu et al. (2026b), with row 16⃝ evaluated at 8 NFE.

Idx Model NFE OneIG GenEval DPG-Bench LongText-CN LongText-EN

Distribution Matching Loss Ablation
2⃝ w/o Lscore (DMD loss) 2 52.58 76.90 86.15 93.33 89.62
3⃝ w/o Lpop (feature-moment loss) 2 52.87 77.46 86.54 93.87 89.79
4⃝ w/o Lscore and Lpop 2 52.25 76.24 85.68 92.70 88.88

DMD Regression Ablation
5⃝ v-loss only 2 52.43 76.64 85.93 93.03 89.17
6⃝ x-loss only 2 52.78 77.26 86.42 93.71 89.74
7⃝ 2×x-loss+v-loss 2 53.01 77.71 86.75 94.17 90.13
8⃝ x-loss+2×v-loss 2 52.95 77.59 86.66 94.05 90.04

Feature-Map Ablation
9⃝ DINOv2 2 53.00 77.75 86.71 94.13 90.09
10⃝ Teacher features 2 52.82 77.36 86.49 93.79 89.81
11⃝ Live self-features 2 52.91 77.51 86.60 93.95 89.95

Comparative
1⃝ IDM 2 53.06 77.81 86.82 94.25 90.20
15⃝ Z-Image-Turbo 2 50.94 76.53 85.78 78.48 72.89
13⃝ DMD2 2 50.70 76.12 85.40 85.30 80.99
14⃝ TwinFlow 2 51.38 72.41 85.98 78.65 71.99
A⃝ APEX 2 52.60 77.23 88.64 90.38 88.76
12⃝ Z-Image-Turbo++ 2 52.50 75.70 85.86 91.62 89.88

Higher-NFE baseline
16⃝ Z-Image-Turbo 8 52.84 75.01 84.86 92.56 91.74

to apply DMD within the combined objective. Since ℓx(t) = t2ℓv(t) in Eq. 12, these choices change time
weighting and update magnitude. Equal-weight v+x reaches 77.81 GenEval, versus 76.64 for v only and
77.26 for x only; 2x+v and x+2v reach 77.71 and 77.59. Equal weights lead on the five aggregate metrics and
are our empirical default, although x+2v gives a higher position score, 52.00 versus 51.25. The mixed losses
apply alternative weightings to the same detached correction; these results do not establish independent
distributional information in the two regression terms.

Relation to APEX and the internal controls. IDM builds on APEX’s internal velocity-difference construc-
tion (Liu et al., 2026a), adding endpoint regression and EMA feature-moment matching in Figure 5 . The
published APEX reference uses a smaller training collection, so the comparison reflects the complete training
settings. IDM scores 90.20 on LongText-EN versus APEX’s 88.76, while APEX leads on DPG-Bench, 88.64
versus 86.82. Within the IDM training setting, the loss-removal and feature-map controls separate these
objective choices from differences in training data.

Qualitative comparison. In the examples of Figure 5 , full IDM shows more consistent preservation of
dense text across the displayed sampling budgets, particularly in the multi-line menu. The menu combines a
prominent title with several rows of small characters, making it a demanding test of text rendering beyond a
few large words. Its entries pair Chinese and English drink names, including Americano and Latte, with
prices. Each row combines both scripts with numbers and currency symbols, all within the compact layout of
a chalkboard menu. The v+x control without Lpop produces more saturated colors, most visibly in the orange
and yellow regions of the sushi poster. The LongText results quantify text fidelity across the benchmark.
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Ablation Study
Cumulative components · 1 and 2 NFE

Scene Z-Image-Turbo + APEX
IDM (Ours)

APEX — ✓ ✓ ✓
— — ✓ ✓
— — — ✓

1 NFE 2 NFE 1 NFE 2 NFE 1 NFE 2 NFE 1 NFE 2 NFE

Sushi Poster

Coffee Menu

Full Prompt - Sushi Poster

图片主体为一盘精致的三文鱼牛油果寿司卷，寿司卷呈现出鲜艳的橙色和绿色，三文鱼切片光泽鲜亮，牛油果柔滑细腻。寿司米拌日式米醋，酸甜适中，米粒饱满且有光泽。外层裹着海苔脆。背景为一个木质餐桌，桌面
上散落着几片新鲜的柠檬和薄荷叶，营造出清新自然的氛围。图片上方有醒目的标题“（鲜渔寿司）”，字体为现代风格，颜色为深蓝色。下方是宣传语“新鲜直达，一口尝到深海鲜味”，字体为白色，搭配浅蓝色背景框。
右下角标注规格和价格：“6 块 / 份，¥38”，字体清晰，背景为浅灰色。整体构图简洁，色彩搭配和谐，突出寿司的卖点：挪威冰鲜三文鱼和墨西哥牛油果。

Full Prompt - Coffee Menu

主体为一个复古黑板风格的菜单，黑板表面呈现出自然的木质纹理。黑板顶部用白色粉笔书写的艺术字“云朵咖啡”，字体优雅且略带弯曲。饮品栏详细列出几款饮品，分别是 “美式 | Americano ￥26”、“拿铁 | Latte ￥
28”、“桂花特调 | Osmanthus Special ￥32”、“冰滴咖啡 | Cold Brew Coffee ￥38”。黑板底部用白色粉笔书写标语“每日新鲜烘焙 | Freshly Baked Daily”，字体略大且醒目。背景为饮品店的门口，门口装饰有绿色植
物和木质装饰，阳光透过玻璃窗洒在黑板上，营造出温馨且自然的氛围。

+ DMD x-loss

DMD x-loss

+ feature-moment loss

Feature-moment loss

Figure 5: Reference methods and IDM loss configurations. The two prompts are evaluated at 1 and 2 NFE. The v+x
control omits Lpop, while full IDM includes EMA feature-moment matching. APEX is an external reference trained on a
smaller collection; the IDM loss ablations share the same training setting.
Table 6 , Table 7 , and Table 8 expand the benchmark scores in Table 5 into their individual categories.

Table 6: Detailed GenEval ablation results. Scores are percentages; Overall is the mean of the six category scores.
Configurations, row groups, and sources follow Table 5 .

Idx Model NFE Overall Two obj. Color attr. Position Counting Colors Single obj.

Distribution Matching Loss Ablation
2⃝ w/o Lscore (DMD loss) 2 76.90 90.40 64.50 49.25 70.31 87.23 99.69
3⃝ w/o Lpop (feature-moment loss) 2 77.46 90.91 65.25 50.75 70.94 87.23 99.69
4⃝ w/o Lscore and Lpop 2 76.24 90.15 63.75 49.25 68.44 86.17 99.69

DMD Regression Ablation
5⃝ v-loss only 2 76.64 90.40 64.00 50.00 69.06 86.70 99.69
6⃝ x-loss only 2 77.26 90.66 65.50 50.50 70.00 87.23 99.69
7⃝ 2×x-loss+v-loss 2 77.71 91.16 65.75 51.25 70.63 87.77 99.69
8⃝ x-loss+2×v-loss 2 77.59 91.16 66.00 52.00 70.00 86.70 99.69

Feature-Map Ablation
9⃝ DINOv2 2 77.75 91.16 65.75 51.75 70.94 87.23 99.69
10⃝ Teacher features 2 77.36 90.66 65.50 50.75 70.31 87.23 99.69
11⃝ Live self-features 2 77.51 90.91 66.00 51.25 70.00 87.23 99.69

Comparative
1⃝ IDM 2 77.81 90.91 66.25 51.25 71.25 87.50 99.69
15⃝ Z-Image-Turbo 2 76.53 89.39 57.75 50.50 74.38 87.77 99.38
13⃝ DMD2 2 76.12 90.40 65.50 49.00 67.50 84.31 100.00
14⃝ TwinFlow 2 72.41 87.12 54.75 40.00 67.81 85.11 99.69
A⃝ APEX 2 77.23 90.66 65.50 50.25 70.31 86.97 99.69
12⃝ Z-Image-Turbo++ 2 75.70 87.63 64.50 48.75 69.06 84.57 99.69

Higher-NFE baseline
16⃝ Z-Image-Turbo 8 75.01 88.89 58.75 45.75 71.88 85.11 99.69
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Table 7: Detailed DPG-Bench ablation results. Scores are percentages. Overall follows the standard prompt-level
aggregation over the benchmark question hierarchy, rather than the mean of the five category columns. Configurations,
row groups, and sources follow Table 5 .

Idx Model NFE Overall Attribute Global Relation Other Entity

Distribution Matching Loss Ablation
2⃝ w/o Lscore (DMD loss) 2 86.15 89.33 80.23 94.32 89.54 92.58
3⃝ w/o Lpop (feature-moment loss) 2 86.54 89.54 79.94 94.48 89.41 92.88
4⃝ w/o Lscore and Lpop 2 85.68 89.07 80.01 94.12 89.37 92.23

DMD Regression Ablation
5⃝ v-loss only 2 85.93 89.21 79.45 94.22 89.05 92.42
6⃝ x-loss only 2 86.42 89.48 79.56 94.43 89.15 92.78
7⃝ 2×x-loss+v-loss 2 86.75 89.68 81.62 94.57 90.44 93.04
8⃝ x-loss+2×v-loss 2 86.66 89.64 80.79 94.55 89.92 92.99

Feature-Map Ablation
9⃝ DINOv2 2 86.71 89.66 82.26 94.56 90.85 92.87

10⃝ Teacher features 2 86.49 89.52 80.36 94.46 89.68 92.83
11⃝ Live self-features 2 86.60 89.58 80.97 94.51 90.08 92.91

Comparative
1⃝ IDM 2 86.82 89.70 80.85 94.60 90.00 93.08

15⃝ Z-Image-Turbo 2 85.78 88.78 84.19 94.16 89.60 91.73
13⃝ DMD2 2 85.40 88.88 83.59 93.81 85.60 91.10
14⃝ TwinFlow 2 85.98 89.02 81.46 94.16 87.60 91.83
A⃝ APEX 2 88.64 90.20 88.35 95.10 90.80 92.88
12⃝ Z-Image-Turbo++ 2 85.86 89.30 83.89 94.58 89.60 91.84

Higher-NFE baseline
16⃝ Z-Image-Turbo 8 84.86 90.14 91.29 92.16 88.68 89.59

Table 8: Detailed OneIG ablation results. Scores are percentages; Overall is the mean of the five category scores.
Configurations, row groups, and sources follow Table 5 .

Idx Model NFE Overall Alignment Text Diversity Style Reasoning

Distribution Matching Loss Ablation
2⃝ w/o Lscore (DMD loss) 2 52.58 86.13 97.09 12.74 38.04 28.90
3⃝ w/o Lpop (feature-moment loss) 2 52.87 86.31 97.73 12.81 38.16 29.34
4⃝ w/o Lscore and Lpop 2 52.25 85.94 96.37 12.67 37.90 28.37

DMD Regression Ablation
5⃝ v-loss only 2 52.43 86.04 96.76 12.71 37.97 28.67
6⃝ x-loss only 2 52.78 86.25 97.53 12.79 38.12 29.21
7⃝ 2×x-loss+v-loss 2 53.01 86.39 98.06 12.84 38.22 29.54
8⃝ x-loss+2×v-loss 2 52.95 86.36 97.94 12.83 38.20 29.42

Feature-Map Ablation
9⃝ DINOv2 2 53.00 86.58 97.72 12.88 38.36 29.46
10⃝ Teacher features 2 52.82 86.28 97.62 12.80 38.14 29.26
11⃝ Live self-features 2 52.91 86.33 97.82 12.82 38.18 29.40

Comparative
1⃝ IDM 2 53.06 86.42 98.15 12.85 38.24 29.65
15⃝ Z-Image-Turbo 2 50.94 83.92 92.85 13.85 36.25 27.86
13⃝ DMD2 2 50.70 85.21 90.82 12.75 36.77 27.93
14⃝ TwinFlow 2 51.38 85.26 90.61 15.49 38.03 27.52
A⃝ APEX 2 52.60 86.10 97.05 12.70 38.00 29.15
12⃝ Z-Image-Turbo++ 2 52.50 85.65 97.09 11.75 37.87 30.12

Higher-NFE baseline
16⃝ Z-Image-Turbo 8 52.84 84.03 99.32 13.85 36.81 30.19
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NFE Comparison
Old Teahouse and Red Hanfu Portrait

(a) Old Teahouse
Full Prompt

请生成一张图片，图片内容是百年老茶馆藏在青石板巷深处，斑驳的木质门楣挂着褪色的黑底金字牌匾，上书 “忘忧茶舍”，字体边缘已磨出白痕。门两侧贴着泛黄的对联，上联 “一茶一坐一浮生”，下联 “半醒半醉半
人间”，墨迹因岁月晕染开细微的毛边。推开吱呀作响的木门，可见屋内八仙桌旁围坐着穿蓝布衫的茶客，墙上挂着的旧时钟指针停在三点一刻，角落的铜炉正煮着老茶，蒸汽模糊了窗棂上 “茶” 字的剪纸，空气中飘
着陈茶与木头混合的醇厚气息

1–2 NFE 3–9 NFE
Method / NFE Noise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Z-Image-Turbo

DMD2

TwinFlow

APEX

IDM (Ours)

(b) Red Hanfu Portrait
Full Prompt

Young Chinese woman in red Hanfu, intricate embroidery. Impeccable makeup, red floral forehead pattern. Elaborate high bun, golden phoenix headdress, red flowers, beads. Holds round folding fan
 with lady, trees, bird. Neon lightning-bolt lamp (⚡), bright yellow glow, above extended left palm. Soft-lit outdoor night background, silhouetted tiered pagoda (西安大雁塔), blurred colorful distant 
lights.

1–2 NFE 3–9 NFE
Method / NFE Noise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Z-Image-Turbo

DMD2

TwinFlow

APEX

IDM (Ours)

Figure 6: Sampling-budget comparison on Z-Image. Final outputs from Z-Image-Turbo, DMD2, TwinFlow, APEX,
and IDM at the indicated NFE budgets, grouped by two prompts. Each column represents a sampling budget, not an
intermediate state of one trajectory.

5.4 Qualitative Results
Figure 6 compares sampling budgets. Figure 2 shows text rendering and portraits; Figure 7 provides
additional samples across styles and content.

15



Figure 7: IDM (Z-Image), 2 NFE. Additional samples across styles and content. Every panel uses the same model and
sampling budget; the grid is a gallery of outputs rather than a method or NFE comparison.

6 Conclusion
We presented Intrinsic Distribution Matching (IDM), which builds on internal DMD and adds an explicit
constraint on generator EMA feature statistics. The reverse-KL field decomposition motivates retaining full
score-difference supervision while additionally matching feature means and standard deviations. Controlled
ablations show gains over the internal DMD baseline from EMA feature moments, with performance close to
DINOv2. On Z-Image-Turbo 6B, IDM reaches 94.25% and 90.20% on Chinese and English LongText-Bench,
the highest scores among the compared two-NFE methods. Experiments on backbones up to 20B parameters
support using the generator’s predictions and representations together for few-step text-to-image generation.
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A Related Work
Fast Generative Models. Progressive distillation, consistency models, shortcut models, and MeanFlow
reduce sampling steps by learning transitions or relations along a generative trajectory (Salimans & Ho,
2022; Song et al., 2023; Lu & Song, 2024; Frans et al., 2024; Geng et al., 2025a; 2026). Duality Models jointly
predict velocities and flow maps with a shared backbone (Sun et al., 2026b). Distributional approaches
use adversarial or score-based supervision to train generated outputs directly (Sauer et al., 2023; 2024; Yin
et al., 2024b;a). rCM combines continuous-time consistency with score regularization and demonstrates
their complementarity on large image and video models (Zheng et al., 2025). LLaDA-Image-Turbo supports
inference in two to four steps, while Vidu S2 targets real-time interactive video generation and editing (Chen
et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026a). IDM studies distributional supervision from the generator itself.

Distribution Gradients and Internal Score Estimation. DMD estimates the score difference between
noised reference and generated distributions using a reference network and an online fake-score model (Yin
et al., 2024b); DMD2 adds adversarial supervision and techniques for stable few-step distillation (Yin et al.,
2024a). Related work connects adversarial and score-based updates through sample-space fields (Franceschi
et al., 2023; Weber, 2023) and extends distribution matching to broader divergence families (Xu et al., 2025;
Wang et al., 2026). FlowCPO develops an offline forward-KL formulation for preference alignment in flow
models (Han et al., 2026b). TwinFlow and APEX estimate score differences through internally separated
velocity branches (Cheng et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026a). IDM adds a feature-moment loss to internal DMD.

Feature-Space Distribution Matching. GMMN and MMD-GAN use moment or kernel discrepancies for
generative training (Li et al., 2015; 2017). FD-Loss turns a full-covariance Gaussian feature discrepancy
into a training objective and uses queue or EMA estimators to connect population statistics with batch
gradients (Heusel et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2026). Three-Body Scattering derives one-step regression targets
from energy-distance interactions in frozen features (Sun et al., 2026a). Drifting and W-Flow construct
distributional updates through kernel interactions and batchwise optimal transport, respectively (Deng et al.,
2026; Han et al., 2026a), while Teacher-Feature Drifting uses representations from a pretrained teacher (Zhang
et al., 2026b). IDM instead matches feature means and per-coordinate standard deviations in the generator’s
EMA feature space.

Gaussian Score Structure and Intrinsic Representations. The Gaussian-plus-residual score representation
of Wang & Vastola (2023; 2024) underlies our reverse-KL field decomposition and motivates an additional
feature-moment constraint. REPA shows that diffusion-transformer hidden states contain useful semantic
information and can be strengthened through external representation alignment (Yu et al., 2024). Embedded
Representation Warmup adds a dedicated representation-alignment stage before generative training (Liu
et al., 2025). Our EMA feature map reuses such internal representations and evolves with the generator; its
utility is evaluated against external, teacher, and live self-feature alternatives in Section 5.3 .

Text Rendering in Image Generation. Recent text-to-image models, including Qwen-Image and X-Omni,
place increasing emphasis on accurate text rendering (Wu et al., 2025a; Geng et al., 2025b). LongText-Bench
evaluates extended Chinese and English text across multiple scenarios (Geng et al., 2025b), complementing
the broader dimensions assessed by OneIG (Chang et al., 2026). Z-Image-Turbo++ reports LongText as a
sensitive measure of text quality under a limited sampling budget (Liu et al., 2026b). We focus on LongText
performance at 2 NFE.
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B Theoretical Proofs
Conventions. The distribution-gradient and score identities are stated at fixed condition c ∼ pc, with
conditioning omitted when unambiguous; training averages the resulting conditional gradients over c. In
contrast, feature moments pool samples from the joint law pi(x | c)pc(c). A subscript t denotes a noisy
marginal, a star an exact marginal quantity, and a hat a learned or empirical estimate. Thus Lpop denotes
the population moment loss and L̂pop its empirical counterpart. For full queues of equal size K, the model
estimator uses Nϕ = B + K features, where B is the global current-batch size; the reference estimator uses the
K queued reference features.

B.1 Unified Gradient Structure
B.1.1 First variation form
We give regularity assumptions and prove the general identity behind (5). We use the standard first-variation
calculation for functionals of a density obeying a continuity equation, in the sense of gradient flows of
probability measures (Ambrosio & Savaré, 2007). The pushforward step converts the sample-space integral
into an expectation over the noise prior and clarifies its dependence on generator parameters.

Definition 1 (Distribution Gradient) . For a distributional discrepancy D(pθ , pr) admitting a differentiable
first-variation potential ψ(x) := δD(pθ , pr)/δpθ(x), the sample-space distribution gradient is

gD(x) := ∇xψ(x). (15)

Assumption 1 (Regularity for the first variation) . Fix c and let Gθ(·, c) push pz to pθ(· | c). The reference
law pr is fixed, and the discrepancy depends on θ only through pθ . For each direction ∆θ, define θϵ = θ + ϵ∆θ and
pθϵ

:= (Gθϵ
(·, c))# pz.

(a) Gθ is differentiable in θ,
(b) pθϵ

admits a smooth density near ϵ = 0, and differentiation can be exchanged with the relevant integrals.
(c) For any first-variation potential ψ used below, the boundary term in integration by parts vanishes; for example,

ψ(x)pθ(x)u(x) decays sufficiently fast as ∥x∥ → ∞.

On condition (b): when does the model law admit a density? Condition (b) is an assumption rather than a
consequence of the generator construction. For a locally Lipschitz deterministic map Gθ(·, c) : Rd → Rd, the
area formula implies that a Jacobian ∂Gθ/∂z singular on a set of positive pz-measure produces a singular
component in the image law. The full model law then has no Lebesgue density, so its clean score sθ =
∇x log pθ is not defined as assumed. This is not a pathological case. A generator that collapses a direction of
the seed space, for instance one that has learned to ignore part of z, produces exactly this degeneracy. It is
the same manifold-support obstruction identified by Arjovsky et al. (2017) for implicit generators, which
there motivates replacing f -divergences by a weaker metric; we instead retain the divergence and carry the
density assumption explicitly.

The clean-distribution results in Section 3 therefore assume smooth, strictly positive densities on a common
domain, together with the integrability and boundary conditions required by each result. The factorization
(5), reverse-KL field (3), and decomposition (7) are exact within that setting. This restriction is distinct from
the noisy-marginal setting: adding independent nondegenerate Gaussian noise gives a smooth positive
density for every t ∈ (0, 1), even when the clean law is singular. The score–velocity identity in Appendix B.3
therefore does not require a clean density; its finite-second-moment assumption suffices for the stated velocity
regression. A noisy reverse-KL objective additionally requires the relevant divergence and gradient integrals
to exist. The practical losses in Section 4 remain computable without evaluating clean scores. Singular clean
laws invalidate the clean-field interpretation, but do not by themselves invalidate the noisy score fields or
feature-moment objective.

Proof of (5). Fix an arbitrary direction ∆θ and write θϵ = θ + ϵ∆θ. For x = Gθ(z, c), the generated sample has
the first-order expansion:

xθϵ
= Gθ+ϵ∆θ(z, c) = x + ϵuz + o(ϵ), uz := JθGθ(z, c)∆θ. (16)

The corresponding velocity field is the conditional mean displacement of samples currently located at x:
u(x) := E[uz | Gθ(z, c) = x] . (17)
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We first identify the density perturbation induced by this sample displacement. For any smooth compactly
supported test function φ, the pushforward definition and (16) give

d
dϵ

∫
φ(x)pθϵ

(x)dx
∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
d
dϵ

Ez [φ(Gθ+ϵ∆θ(z, c))]
∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

(18)

=
d
dϵ

Ez [φ(x + ϵuz)]

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

(19)

= Ez

[
∇x φ(Gθ(z, c))⊤uz

]
(20)

=
∫
∇x φ(x)⊤pθ(x)u(x)dx. (21)

The last equality is exactly the conditional-expectation definition of u(x). Since (21) holds for all such φ, the
density path satisfies the continuity equation in the weak sense:

∂ϵ pθϵ
(x)

∣∣
ϵ=0 = −∇x · (pθ(x)u(x)). (22)

Now consider a distributional discrepancy D(pθ , pr) with first variation

ψ(x) :=
δD(pθ , pr)

δpθ
(x), (23)

meaning that, along the density path pθϵ
,

d
dϵ
D(pθϵ

, pr)

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
∫

ψ(x) ∂ϵ pθϵ
(x)

∣∣
ϵ=0 dx (24)

= −
∫

ψ(x)∇x · (pθ(x)u(x))dx (25)

=
∫
∇xψ(x) · pθ(x) u(x)dx, (26)

where the last equality is integration by parts, using the vanishing boundary term in Assump. 1(c). By (17),
any integrable vector field w(x) satisfies the following pushforward-expectation identity (converting an
expectation under pθ to one under the noise prior):∫

pθ(x)w(x)⊤u(x)dx = Ez

[
w(Gθ(z, c))⊤uz

]
. (27)

Taking w = ∇xψ in (27) gives∫
pθ(x)∇xψ(x) · u(x)dx = Ez

[
∇xψ(Gθ(z, c))⊤uz

]
= Ez

[
∇xψ(Gθ(z, c))⊤ JθGθ(z, c)∆θ

]
. (28)

Combining (26) and (28), the directional derivative in the direction ∆θ is

d
dϵ
D(pθϵ

, pr)

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
〈

Ez

[[
JθGθ(z, c)

]⊤∇xψ(Gθ(z, c))
]

, ∆θ
〉

. (29)

Since ∆θ is arbitrary,

∇θD(pθ , pr) = Ez

[JθGθ(z, c)
]⊤∇xψ(Gθ(z, c))︸ ︷︷ ︸

gD(Gθ(z,c))

 . (30)

Thus the sample-space distribution gradient in (5) is gD(x) = ∇xψ(x) whenever the discrepancy admits the
first variation ψ = δD(pθ , pr)/δpθ .

B.1.2 f -divergence specialization
Here ρ(x) := pθ(x)/pr(x) denotes the density ratio.

The following template is the f -divergence distribution-matching result of Xu et al. (2025), whose varia-
tional form goes back to f -GAN (Nowozin et al., 2016). We restate it in the present notation, and add in
Appendix B.1.3 the distinction between an identified f -divergence first variation and a detached optimal-
discriminator update field, which the two coincide on only for particular generators.
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Theorem 1 (Unified Gradient Template for f -divergences) . Let Gθ(z, c) = x be the generator at fixed c
and h : (0, ∞)→ R be a twice continuously differentiable convex divergence generator with h(1) = 0, and define

Dh(pθ∥pr) =
∫

pr(x)h(ρ(x))dx, ρ(x) :=
pθ(x)
pr(x)

. (31)

Assume Assump. 1 applies to L[pθ ] = Dh(pθ∥pr), and assume pθ and pr are smooth and strictly positive on an
open set containing supp(pθ). Then the distribution gradient is

gh(x) = h′′(ρ(x)) ρ(x) (sθ(x)− sr(x)), (32)

and
∇θ Dh(pθ∥pr) = Ez∼pz

[[
JθGθ(z, c)

]⊤
[w(x)(sθ(x)− sr(x))]x=Gθ(z,c)

]
, (33)

where w(x) = h′′(ρ(x))ρ(x).

Proof. We first compute the first variation with respect to the model density pθ , while keeping pr fixed. Let
pϵ = pθ + ϵ δp be an admissible smooth perturbation with

∫
δp(x)dx = 0, and define ρϵ(x) := pϵ(x)/pr(x).

Since pr is fixed, we have

ρϵ(x) = ρ(x) + ϵ
δp(x)
pr(x)

. (34)

Therefore the derivative is

d
dϵ

Dh(pϵ∥pr)

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
∫

pr(x)
[

d
dϵ

h (ρϵ(x))
∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
dx (35)

=
∫

pr(x)
[

d
dϵ

h
(

ρ(x) + ϵ
δp(x)
pr(x)

) ∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

]
dx (36)

=
∫

pr(x) h′(ρ(x))
δp(x)
pr(x)

dx (37)

=
∫

h′(ρ(x)) δp(x)dx . (38)

By definition, the first-variation potential is any function ψh whose pairing with every admissible density
perturbation δp gives the directional derivative:

d
dϵ

Dh(pθ + ϵ δp∥pr)

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
∫

ψh(x) δp(x)dx. (39)

Comparing this defining identity (39) with (38), we can identify

ψh(x) :=
δDh
δpθ

(x) = h′(ρ(x)). (40)

This identification is unique up to an additive constant on the support of admissible perturbations, because∫
δp(x)dx = 0 and ∫ (

ψh(x) + c0
)
δp(x)dx =

∫
ψh(x)δp(x)dx (41)

for any scalar constant c0 (distinct from the conditioning vector c).

We now compute the sample-space field. By the chain rule,

∇xψh(x) = h′′(ρ(x))∇xρ(x). (42)

It remains to express ∇xρ in terms of the two scores. Since ρ = pθ/pr and both densities are positive,

∇xρ(x) =
∇x pθ(x)

pr(x)
− pθ(x)∇x pr(x)

pr(x)2 . (43)
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Using ∇x pθ = pθsθ and ∇x pr = prsr, this becomes

∇xρ(x) =
pθ(x)sθ(x)

pr(x)
− pθ(x)pr(x)sr(x)

pr(x)2

= ρ(x)
(
sθ(x)− sr(x)

)
. (44)

Substituting this identity into (42) gives

∇xψh(x) = h′′(ρ(x)) ρ(x)(sθ(x)− sr(x)). (45)
Therefore the distribution gradient is

gh(x) = ∇xψh(x) = h′′(ρ(x)) ρ(x)(sθ(x)− sr(x)). (46)

Finally, applying the general first-variation template (30) to L[pθ ] = Dh(pθ∥pr) yields

∇θ Dh(pθ∥pr) = Ez∼pz

[[
JθGθ(z, c)

]⊤gh(Gθ(z, c))
]

= Ez∼pz

[[
JθGθ(z, c)

]⊤ [
h′′(ρ(x)) ρ(x)(sθ(x)− sr(x))

]
x=Gθ(z,c)

]
. (47)

With w(x) = h′′(ρ(x))ρ(x), this is exactly (33).

B.1.3 Important special cases
The density-ratio-weighted form w(x)(sθ − sr) with w = h′′(ρ)ρ is the one-step f -divergence template of
Xu et al. (2025), later extended to broader divergence families by Wang et al. (2026); reading the optimal-
discriminator field of GANs as a weighted score difference follows Yi et al. (2023).

Reverse KL / DMD. For h(ρ) = ρ log ρ, we have h′′(ρ) = 1/ρ, hence w = ρh′′(ρ) = 1. The distribution
gradient is therefore

gKL(x) = sθ(x)− sr(x). (48)
This is the ideal reverse-KL field; the score-difference component of practical DMD estimates its noisy-
marginal counterpart with approximate reference and online fake score models. It is not the complete DMD
objective: the original method also uses an LPIPS regression term on pre-generated teacher pairs, and its
finite-training online fake-score estimate can be lagged or biased (Yin et al., 2024b). The corresponding
sample-space descent direction is −gKL = sr − sθ .

Scaled Jensen–Shannon / saturating GAN. Using twice the conventional equal-mixture JSD generator (the
scale is chosen to match the saturating GAN field),

hJSD(ρ) = ρ log ρ− (1 + ρ) log
1 + ρ

2
, (49)

we have
h′′JSD(ρ) =

1
ρ(1 + ρ)

, wJSD(ρ) =
1

1 + ρ
= D∗(x), (50)

where D∗(x) = pr/(pr + pθ) is the optimal real-probability discriminator (Goodfellow et al., 2014) (here the
superscript ∗ denotes optimality, distinct from its use for exact marginal velocity fields elsewhere).

Detached optimal discriminator generator updates. Assume smooth positive densities and an exact
optimal discriminator. We hold the discriminator parameters fixed while retaining derivatives with respect
to its input. Under D∗(x) = pr/(pr + pθ), we have 1−D∗ = pθ/(pr + pθ). For the saturating objective
ℓsat(x) = log(1−D∗(x)) = log pθ − log(pr + pθ):

∇xℓsat(x) = sθ(x)−
pr sr(x) + pθ sθ(x)

pr + pθ

= sθ − D∗sr − (1−D∗)sθ = D∗(x)(sθ(x)− sr(x)) . (51)

For the non-saturating objective ℓns(x) = − log D∗(x) = log(pr + pθ)− log pr:

∇xℓns(x) =
pr sr(x) + pθ sθ(x)

pr + pθ
− sr(x)

= D∗sr + (1−D∗)sθ − sr = (1−D∗(x))(sθ(x)− sr(x)) . (52)
The saturating field agrees with the distribution gradient of the scaled JSD above; the non-saturating field is
instead a detached-optimal-discriminator generator update.
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Special cases.

Objective / divergence h(ρ) h′′(ρ) w = h′′(ρ) · ρ
Reverse KL (DMD) ρ log ρ 1/ρ 1
Scaled JSD (2×JSD) ρ log ρ− (1+ρ) log 1+ρ

2
1

ρ(1+ρ)
1

1+ρ = D∗

NS-GAN detached update —† — 1− D∗
Saturating GAN scaled JSD above as above D∗

Here † denotes only the detached optimal-D∗ generator update field, not an identified f -divergence first
variation; the saturating-GAN row is the scaled 2×JSD field in the preceding row.

B.2 Score Decomposition of the Reverse-KL Field
B.2.1 Score Decomposition Identity

Definition 2 (Moment-Matched Gaussian) . For any distribution p over Rd with finite first and second
moments and positive-definite covariance, define its moment-matched Gaussian as

qp := N (µp, Σp) , µp := Ep[x] , Σp := Covp(x) . (53)

Definition 3 (Non-Gaussian Score Residual) . For any smooth distribution p satisfying Def. 2, with score
sp(x) = ∇x log p(x) and moment-matched Gaussian qp, define the non-Gaussian score residual as

ηp(x) := sp(x)− sqp(x) . (54)

where sqp(x) = −Σ−1
p (x− µp).

Therefore, based on Def. 2 and Def. 3, we can decompose the score function of any distribution p as

sp(x) = sqp(x) + ηp(x) . (55)

This is the score decomposition in Eq. 6 of the main text.

B.2.2 Orthogonality of the Residual
We use the following scalar-test-function form of Stein’s identity (Liu et al., 2016, Def. 2.1 and Lem. 2.2). If
φ : Rd → R belongs to the Stein class of p, then

Ep[sp(x)φ(x) +∇x φ(x)] = 0. (56)

The two identities in Lem. 1 correspond to φ(x) = 1 and φ(x) = xl . We include a coordinate proof for clarity.

Lemma 1 (Score Stein Identities) . Let p be a strictly positive smooth density on Rd with score sp(x) =
∇x log p(x). Assume

Ep[∥sp(x)∥] < ∞, Ep[∥x∥ ∥sp(x)∥] < ∞. (57)

For BR = {x : ∥x∥ ≤ R}, let nk be the k-th coordinate of the outward unit normal on ∂BR. Assume also that the
following boundary condition holds for all coordinates (k, l):

lim
R→∞

∫
∂BR

p(x)nk dS = 0, lim
R→∞

∫
∂BR

p(x)xlnk dS = 0. (58)

Then
Ep[sp(x)] = 0, Ep[sp(x)x⊤] = −Id. (59)

Proof. Since p(x)sp(x) = ∇x p(x), the k-th coordinate of Ep[sp(x)] is

Ep[[sp(x)]k] =
∫

∂p(x)
∂xk

dx. (60)
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By the divergence theorem on BR, ∫
BR

∂p(x)
∂xk

dx =
∫

∂BR

p(x)nk dS. (61)

By (57), the volume integrand is absolutely integrable. Taking R→ ∞ and using the first limit in (58) gives∫
∂p(x)

∂xk
dx = 0. (62)

Since this holds for every k,
Ep[sp(x)] = 0. (63)

For the second identity, fix coordinates (k, l). Again by the divergence theorem,∫
BR

∂

∂xk
[p(x)xl ] dx =

∫
∂BR

p(x)xlnk dS. (64)

The second condition in (57) makes the expanded derivative integrable. Taking R→ ∞ and using the second
limit in (58) gives ∫

∂

∂xk
[p(x)xl ] dx = 0. (65)

Expanding the derivative gives

∂

∂xk
[p(x)xl ] =

∂p(x)
∂xk

xl + p(x)δkl = p(x)[sp(x)]kxl + p(x)δkl , (66)

where δkl is the Kronecker delta. Integrating and using
∫

p(x)dx = 1 yields

Ep
[
[sp(x)]kxl

]
+ δkl = 0. (67)

Thus Ep[[sp(x)]kxl ] = −δkl for all (k, l), or in matrix form,

Ep[sp(x)x⊤] = −Id. (68)

Proposition 1 (Orthogonality of the Non-Gaussian Score Residual) . Let p be a strictly positive smooth
density on Rd with finite second moment and positive-definite covariance Σp. Assume the integrability condition
(57) and boundary condition (58). Finite Fisher information together with the finite second moment is sufficient for
(57) by Cauchy–Schwarz. Then the non-Gaussian score residual ηp = sp − sqp satisfies

(i) Ep[ηp(x)] = 0.
(ii) Ep[ηp(x)x⊤] = 0d×d.

Proof. Step 1: Score Stein identities. By Lem. 1,

Ep[sp(x)] = 0, Ep[sp(x)x⊤] = −Id. (69)

Step 2: The moment-matched Gaussian has the same two identities under p. By definition, the score of
qp = N (µp, Σp) is

sqp(x) = −Σ−1
p (x− µp). (70)

Taking expectation under p gives

Ep[sqp(x)] = −Σ−1
p

(
Ep[x]− µp

)
= 0. (71)

For the first-moment identity,

Ep[sqp(x)x
⊤] = −Σ−1

p Ep[(x− µp)x⊤]

= −Σ−1
p Ep[(x− µp)((x− µp) + µp)

⊤]

= −Σ−1
p

(
Ep[(x− µp)(x− µp)

⊤] + Ep[x− µp]µ
⊤
p

)
= −Σ−1

p Σp = −Id . (72)
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Step 3: Subtract the Gaussian identities from the true-score identities. Since ηp = sp − sqp , the identities in
Lem. 1 and Step 2 imply

Ep[ηp(x)] = Ep[sp(x)]−Ep[sqp(x)] = 0. (73)

Similarly,
Ep[ηp(x)x⊤] = Ep[sp(x)x⊤]−Ep[sqp(x)x

⊤] = −Id − (−Id) = 0d×d. (74)

Finally, combining (i) and (ii) yields the equivalent centered form:

Ep[ηp(x)(x− µp)
⊤] = Ep[ηp(x)x⊤]−Ep[ηp(x)]µ⊤p = 0d×d. (75)

B.2.3 Reverse-KL Field Decomposition

Theorem 2 (Reverse-KL Field Decomposition) . Assume pθ and pr are strictly positive smooth densities
satisfying Def. 2, and set qi := qpi and ηi := ηpi for i ∈ {r, θ}. For the reverse-KL distribution gradient
gKL(x) = sθ(x)− sr(x),

gKL(x) =
(
sqθ

(x)− sqr (x)
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

gG
KL(x): Gaussian moment component

+ (ηθ(x)− ηr(x))︸ ︷︷ ︸
gnG

KL(x): non-Gaussian residual component

(76)

where gG
KL(x) = −Σ−1

θ (x− µθ) + Σ−1
r (x− µr) depends only on the first two moments, and gnG

KL(x) = ηθ(x)−
ηr(x) captures the remaining score structure. This exact decomposition is stated for the unweighted reverse-KL
field. For a general f -divergence field w(x)(sθ − sr), the algebraic decomposition is multiplied by w(x), but the
residual orthogonality identities need not be preserved after weighting.

Proof. Apply the score decomposition in (55) to both sθ and sr:

sθ(x)− sr(x) =
[
sqθ

(x) + ηθ(x)
]
−

[
sqr (x) + ηr(x)

]
=

(
sqθ

(x)− sqr (x)
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

gG
KL

+ (ηθ(x)− ηr(x))︸ ︷︷ ︸
gnG

KL

. (77)

B.2.4 Diagonal Form and Connection to Estimators
In the diagonal case Σi = diag(σ2

i,1, . . . , σ2
i,d), where σi,j > 0 is the standard deviation of coordinate j under pi

for i ∈ {r, θ},

gG
KL,j(x) := [gG

KL(x)]j = [−Σ−1
θ (x− µθ) + Σ−1

r (x− µr)]j = −
xj − µθ,j

σ2
θ,j

+
xj − µr,j

σ2
r,j

. (78)

Requiring gG
KL,j(x) = 0 for all x forces the coefficient of xj to vanish:

1
σ2

r,j
− 1

σ2
θ,j

= 0 =⇒ σθ,j = σr,j . (79)

Substituting back into the constant term gives µθ,j = µr,j. In the same coordinate space, this is the fixed-point
condition for diagonal Gaussian moment matching; Eq. 13 imposes the analogous condition on pooled feature
moments. In ϕ-space, the moment-matching gradient in Prop. 4 defines a pooled feature-space regularizer
motivated by gG

KL. At fixed feature-map parameters and queues, let hk = ϕθ̄(xk, ck) be a current model
feature. Its empirical sample-gradient contribution is

∂L̂pop

∂xk
=

[
Jxϕθ̄(xk, ck)

]⊤ ∂L̂pop

∂hk
, (80)
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where Jxϕθ̄ := ∂ϕθ̄/∂x, and the feature derivative is given in Prop. 4. Thus the feature-moment loss is a
pooled feature-space moment regularizer motivated by gG

KL, not an estimate of it.

The internal velocity difference in the DMD loss in Section 4.1 yields an estimate of the full noisy reverse-KL
field through Eq. 9, including both moment and residual components. The feature-moment loss adds an
explicit constraint on pooled feature statistics alongside this pointwise signal. Whether this signal has lower
empirical gradient variance is an experimental question, not a consequence of the decomposition.

B.2.5 Variational characterization via L2 projection
The score decomposition (6) admits a variational interpretation that explains why the moment-matched
Gaussian is not an arbitrary choice but rather the unique optimal affine approximation.

Assume that p satisfies the regularity conditions of Prop. 1 and additionally has finite Fisher information:

Ep[∥sp(x)∥2] = Ep[∥∇x log p(x)∥2] < ∞. (81)

This ensures that the L2(p) optimization problem below is well-posed.

Consider the problem of approximating the score function sp by an affine function in L2(p):

min
A∈Rd×d ,b∈Rd

Ep[∥sp(x)− (Ax + b)∥2]. (82)

The first-order optimality conditions (normal equations) for this least-squares problem are:

Ep[sp(x)− (Ax + b)] = 0, (83)

Ep[(sp(x)− (Ax + b))x⊤] = 0. (84)

These are exactly the orthogonality conditions (8).

To solve for A and b, expand the first condition:

Ep[sp(x)] = AEp[x] + b. (85)

By Stein’s identity in Lem. 1, Ep[sp(x)] = 0 and Ep[x] = µp, so

b = −Aµp. (86)

Substituting into the second condition and expanding:

Ep[sp(x)x⊤] = AEp[xx⊤] + bEp[x]⊤ (87)

= AEp[xx⊤]−Aµpµ⊤p (88)

= A(Ep[xx⊤]− µpµ⊤p ) (89)

= AΣp. (90)

Again by Stein’s identity, Ep[sp(x)x⊤] = −Id, thus

A = −Σ−1
p . (91)

Combining (86) and (91) recovers

sqp(x) = Ax + b = −Σ−1
p (x− µp), (92)

which is exactly the score of the moment-matched Gaussian qp = N (µp, Σp).

Therefore, sqp is the orthogonal projection of sp onto the space of affine functions in L2(p), and the residual
ηp := sp − sqp is orthogonal to all affine functions. This yields a Pythagorean energy decomposition:

Ep[∥sp∥2] = Ep[∥sqp∥2] + Ep[∥ηp∥2]. (93)
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Implications for the field decomposition. This projection property holds within each distribution sep-
arately: ηθ is the L2(pθ)-orthogonal residual, and ηr is the L2(pr)-orthogonal residual. The Pythagorean
decomposition (93) applies to each score function individually under its own measure.

However, the difference field gKL = (sθ − sr) does not automatically inherit this orthogonality structure.
While each residual has mean zero under its own measure, the cross-terms between gG

KL = (sqθ
− sqr ) and

gnG
KL = (ηθ − ηr) need not vanish under either pθ or pr. When these cross-moments exist, neither vanishing

cross-term is guaranteed:

Epθ
[gG

KL · gnG
KL] may be nonzero, Epr [g

G
KL · gnG

KL] may be nonzero. (94)

The decomposition is exact algebraically but not energetically orthogonal in the combined field. The two
losses therefore constrain complementary statistical structures rather than forming an exact orthogonal
decomposition of gradient variance.

B.3 Score–Velocity Identity
This section proves the general score–velocity identity in Eq. 1 for the linear Gaussian path. The identity is a
specialization of the Gaussian-path score–velocity conversion arising in stochastic-interpolant formulations
and summarized pedagogically by Holderrieth and Erives (Holderrieth & Erives, 2025) to the case αt =
1−t, βt = t.

Proposition 2 (Score–Velocity Identity for the Linear Gaussian Path) . Let x ∼ p have finite second
moment, let ϵ ∼ pz = N (0, Id) be independent, and define xt = (1−t)x + tϵ for t ∈ (0, 1). Let pt denote the
marginal density of xt and let st(xt) := ∇xt log pt(xt). For fixed t, the marginal velocity field is the L2(pt)-unique
minimizer, up to pt-null sets, over measurable vector fields:

v∗t ∈ arg min
v:Rd→Rd

E
[
∥v(xt)− (ϵ− x)∥2

2

]
, v∗t (xt) = E[ϵ− x | xt]. (95)

Then, we have the following identity:

st(xt) = −
xt + (1−t)v∗t (xt)

t
. (96)

Proof. Step 1: Rewrite as an additive Gaussian observation model. The OT interpolant is xt = (1−t)x + tϵ.
Define x′ := (1−t)x. Then xt = x′ + tϵ and xt | x′ ∼ N (x′, t2Id).

Step 2: Apply the Gaussian posterior-mean identity. For a Gaussian perturbation model y = x′ + σϵ, direct
differentiation of the Gaussian convolution gives E[x′ | y] = y + σ2∇y log pY(y), where pY is the observation
density. In our case, y = xt, σ = t, so:

E[x′ | xt] = xt + t2st(xt) . (97)

Step 3: Recover E[x | xt]. Since x′ = (1−t)x, we have E[x | xt] = E[x′ | xt]/(1−t):

E[x | xt] =
xt + t2st(xt)

1−t
. (98)

Step 4: Recover E[ϵ | xt]. From xt = tϵ+ (1−t)x, ϵ = (xt − (1−t)x)/t. Taking conditional expectations:

E[ϵ | xt] =
1
t
[xt − (1−t)E[x | xt]]

=
1
t

[
xt − (1−t) · xt + t2st(xt)

1−t

]
=

1
t

[
xt − xt − t2st(xt)

]
= −t st(xt) . (99)
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Step 5: Form the marginal velocity field. This field is the conditional expectation of the target ϵ− x:

v∗t (xt) = E[ϵ− x | xt] = E[ϵ | xt]−E[x | xt]

= −t st(xt)−
xt + t2st(xt)

1−t
. (100)

Step 6: Rearrange to obtain the identity. Multiplying both sides by (1−t):

(1−t)v∗t (xt) = −t(1−t)st(xt)− xt − t2st(xt)

= −tst(xt) [(1−t) + t]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

−xt

= −tst(xt)− xt . (101)

Rearranging and dividing by −t gives

st(xt) = −
xt + (1−t)v∗t (xt)

t
. (102)

Remark 1 (Boundary t = 1) . At t = 1, x1 = ϵ ∼ N (0, Id) irrespective of the clean distribution p, so p1 = pz
and s1(x1) = −x1. The right-hand side gives −(x1 + 0 · v∗1(x1))/1 = −x1, confirming the identity at t = 1.

Corollary 1 (Marginal Velocity Difference Recovers Score Difference) . For i ∈ {1, 2}, let x(i) ∼ pi have
finite second moment, and independent ϵ(i) ∼ pz, and define x(i)t = (1−t)x(i) + tϵ(i) for t ∈ (0, 1). Let pi,t be the
marginal density of x(i)t , and si,t(xt) := ∇xt log pi,t(xt) be its marginal score. Define the corresponding marginal
velocity field by v∗i,t(xt) := E[ϵ(i) − x(i) | x(i)t = xt]. Then, for every xt where both quantities are well defined,

v∗1,t(xt)− v∗2,t(xt) = −
t

1− t
(s1,t(xt)− s2,t(xt)) . (103)

Proof. Applying the Score–Velocity Identity to each field separately:

s1,t(xt) = −
xt + (1−t)v∗1,t(xt)

t
, (104)

s2,t(xt) = −
xt + (1−t)v∗2,t(xt)

t
. (105)

Subtracting the second from the first:

s1,t(xt)− s2,t(xt) = −
1
t
[
(xt + (1−t)v∗1,t)− (xt + (1−t)v∗2,t)

]
= −1−t

t
[
v∗1,t(xt)− v∗2,t(xt)

]
. (106)

Rearranging for the velocity difference:

v∗1,t(xt)− v∗2,t(xt) = −
t

1−t
(s1,t(xt)− s2,t(xt)) . (107)

B.4 DMD Loss: Score-Difference Identity and Regression
Following the conventions above, gKL,t(xt) := sθ,t(xt)− sr,t(xt) denotes the reverse-KL field of the noisy
marginals pθ,t and pr,t at noise level t, the time-t analog of the endpoint field gKL = sθ − sr.
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Proposition 3 (Noisy-Marginal Score Difference) . Let v∗θ,t and v∗r,t denote the marginal velocity fields of pθ,t
and pr,t, evaluated at the same xt. Then the exact velocity difference

d∗t (xt) := v∗θ,t(xt)− v∗r,t(xt) (108)

is proportional to the noisy-marginal reverse-KL field:

d∗t (xt) =
t

1− t
(sr,t(xt)− sθ,t(xt)) = −

t
1− t

gKL,t(xt), (109)

where gKL,t := sθ,t − sr,t. Equivalently, the noisy-marginal distribution gradient can be recovered as

gKL,t(xt) = −
1− t

t
d∗t (xt). (110)

Proof. By Cor. 1 with indices 1 = θ and 2 = r,

d∗t = v∗θ,t − v∗r,t = −
t

1− t
(sθ,t(xt)− sr,t(xt)) =

t
1− t

(sr,t(xt)− sθ,t(xt)) . (111)

Since gKL,t = sθ,t − sr,t, we have d∗t = − t
1−t gKL,t(xt). Rearranging gives (110).

Prop. 3 is exact for marginal velocity fields and time-t noisy marginals only when both fields recover their
respective exact marginals at the same (xt, t). Practical neural branches and mixed objectives do not guarantee
recovery of these exact marginal velocities. TwinFlow and APEX use internally separated branches to turn
this conversion into practical one-step distribution estimators (Cheng et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026a); we adopt
APEX-style condition separation with cfake = −c and use the losses defined in Section 4.1 . In practice,
d̂t(xt | c) := v̂θ,t(xt | c)− v̂r,t(xt | c) approximates d∗t (xt). The correction queries it at x̂sg

0,t′ and detaches the

result after weighting and normalization. With neither processing step, d̂DMD
t′ = sg

(
d̂t′(x̂

sg
0,t′ | c)

)
. In Eq. 11,

subtracting d̂DMD
t′ from the velocity target adds td̂DMD

t′ to the endpoint target.

Gradient of the detached DMD regression. For fixed xt and t > 0, both targets in Eq. 11 are held constant
during differentiation. Their velocity-to-endpoint conversion gives

x̂0 − xDMD
0 = −t

(
Fθ(xt, t, c)− vDMD

t
)
, ℓx(t) = t2ℓv(t).

Hence ∇θℓx(t) = t2∇θℓv(t), and the equal-weight DMD loss in Eq. 12 satisfies

Lscore = E
[
(1 + t2)ℓv(t)

]
,

∇θLscore = 2E
[
(1 + t2)[JθFθ(xt, t, c)]⊤d̂DMD

t′

]
.

If the correction equals the exact, unweighted velocity difference d∗t′(x̂
sg
0,t′), then Eq. 109 and Jθ x̂0 = −tJθFθ

yield the per-example identity

∇θ(ℓv(t) + ℓx(t)) =
2t′(1 + t2)

t(1− t′)
[Jθ x̂0]

⊤gKL,t′(x̂
sg
0,t′).

This is a pointwise pullback of the field defined by pθ,t′ and pr,t′ . An on-policy KL interpretation additionally
requires the queried prediction law to agree with the model law used to train the model-velocity branch.
For the one-step law of Section 3.1 , this agreement is immediate at t = 1, xt = z, but is not implied for
intermediate regression inputs. For the squared losses above, the two per-example gradients are collinear and
their combination changes the time weighting and magnitude; at t = 1, ℓx = ℓv. Separate residual-dependent
normalizations can change the proportionality factor and must be included when applying this calculation to
a normalized loss. With approximate branches and correction processing, Eq. 12 does not in general have the
same gradient as the unweighted time-averaged noisy reverse KL.
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B.5 Internal model-velocity training

Draw z, ϵ ∼ pz independently, set xsg
θ := sg(Gθ(z, c)) and xsg

θ,t := (1−t)xsg
θ + tϵ, and minimize

Lfake(θ) = Ez,ϵ,t,c

[
∥v̂θ,t(x

sg
θ,t | c)− (ϵ− xsg

θ )∥2
2

]
, (112)

Here c ∼ pc, z, ϵ ∼ pz are independent, and t is independently sampled from a distribution supported
on (0, 1). This auxiliary regression uses the one-step output law pθ defined in Section 3.1 . Gradients pass
through the model-velocity branch, while generated samples and regression targets are detached. The
branches share θ, so this auxiliary regression also updates shared parameters.

B.6 Gradient of the Feature-Moment Loss
Fixed-feature updates. Within an update, the EMA feature-map parameters and queued features are held
fixed, while derivatives through the current model samples are retained. The feature-moment loss therefore
cannot be reduced by directly changing the feature-map parameters within that update. This removes a
direct feature-collapse shortcut of one update but does not rule out slow degeneration as the EMA map
evolves over training.

Proposition 4 (Gradient of the Feature-Moment Loss) . Let hn, n = 1, . . . , Nϕ, denote model features:
current entries hn = ϕ(xn, cn) retain gradients, while stored queue entries are detached. Define the empirical
means and biased empirical variances

µ̂
ϕ
θ := N−1

ϕ ∑
n

hn , ν̂
ϕ
θ,j := N−1

ϕ ∑
n
(hn,j − µ̂

ϕ
θ,j)

2 ,

and for the queued reference features, let {hr
k}K

k=1 denote the K pre-computed feature vectors stored inQr (computed
as ϕ(xk, ck) at enqueue time and detached), and define

µ̂
ϕ
r := K−1

K

∑
k=1

hr
k , ν̂

ϕ
r,j := K−1

K

∑
k=1

(hr
k,j − µ̂

ϕ
r,j)

2 ;

assume ν̂
ϕ
θ,j > 0. These are estimators of the population quantities µ

ϕ
i , ν

ϕ
i,j defined in Section 4.2 . Write L̂pop for

Eq. 13 evaluated at these empirical moments. Its gradient with respect to a current feature hk is

∂L̂pop

∂hk,j
=

2
Nϕ

(µ̂ϕ
θ,j − µ̂

ϕ
r,j) +

hk,j − µ̂
ϕ
θ,j√

ν̂
ϕ
θ,j

(√
ν̂

ϕ
θ,j −

√
ν̂

ϕ
r,j

). (113)

This is the exact gradient of the empirical objective at fixed queues; it is not, in general, an unbiased estimate of the
gradient of the population loss Lpop.

Proof. The empirical loss decomposes as L̂pop = Lµ + Lσ, where

Lµ = ∑
j
(µ̂

ϕ
θ,j − µ̂

ϕ
r,j)

2 , (114)

Lσ = ∑
j
(

√
ν̂

ϕ
θ,j −

√
ν̂

ϕ
r,j)

2 . (115)

(a) Mean term. Since ∂µ̂
ϕ
θ,j/∂hk,j = 1/Nϕ,

∂Lµ

∂hk,j
=

2
Nϕ

(µ̂
ϕ
θ,j − µ̂

ϕ
r,j) . (116)

(b) Variance term. Since ν̂
ϕ
θ,j = N−1

ϕ ∑n(hn,j − µ̂
ϕ
θ,j)

2,

∂(hn,j − µ̂
ϕ
θ,j)

∂hk,j
= δnk −

1
Nϕ

. (117)
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By the chain rule and the centered-sum identity, summing over n gives

∂ν̂
ϕ
θ,j

∂hk,j
=

2
Nϕ

(hk,j − µ̂
ϕ
θ,j) . (118)

Applying the chain rule to the standard deviation gives

∂Lσ

∂hk,j
=

2
Nϕ

hk,j − µ̂
ϕ
θ,j√

ν̂
ϕ
θ,j

(

√
ν̂

ϕ
θ,j −

√
ν̂

ϕ
r,j) . (119)

Combining. Summing (a) and (b):

∂L̂pop

∂hk,j
=

2
Nϕ

(µ̂ϕ
θ,j − µ̂

ϕ
r,j) +

hk,j − µ̂
ϕ
θ,j√

ν̂
ϕ
θ,j

(√
ν̂

ϕ
θ,j −

√
ν̂

ϕ
r,j

). (120)

For a stabilized version with
√

ν̂
ϕ
i,j + δ, where δ > 0 is a scalar stabilizer, the same derivation replaces every

standard deviation in the gradient by its stabilized value, including the denominator. The displayed gradient
is for the unstabilized objective under the stated positive-variance assumption.
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B.7 Covariance Contraction Under Regression
This result shows a limitation of interpreting squared-error regression as distribution matching: a conditional-
mean predictor need not preserve the target covariance. It is a separate observation about regression, not a
consequence of the reverse-KL field decomposition or a claim that DMD lacks variance information.

Proposition 5 (Covariance Contraction Under Regression) . Let (X, Y) be any square-integrable jointly
distributed random vectors and let m(Y) := E[X | Y] be the optimal squared-error predictor. Then

Cov(m(Y)) ⪯ Cov(X). (121)

Moreover, Tr Cov(m(Y)) < Tr Cov(X) whenever E[Tr Cov(X | Y)] > 0.

Proof. By the law of total covariance,

Cov(X) = E[Cov(X | Y)] + Cov(E[X | Y]) = E[Cov(X | Y)] + Cov(m(Y)). (122)

The conditional-covariance term is positive semidefinite, proving the matrix inequality. Taking traces gives
the strict statement.

This proposition applies only when the trained predictor realizes the conditional mean under the chosen
squared-error coupling. Strict covariance contraction occurs only when unresolved conditional variance
remains. It therefore motivates possible variance suppression in ambiguous endpoint regression, but it does
not imply that deterministic or one-step generators generally underestimate variance. Note that exact score
differences do contain variance information: for pθ = N (0, σ2

θ ) and pr = N (0, σ2
r ),

sθ(x)− sr(x) = − x
σ2

θ

+
x

σ2
r

, (123)

so the descent direction sr(x) − sθ(x) = x(1/σ2
θ − 1/σ2

r ) pushes samples outward when σθ < σr. The
learned pointwise estimator can nevertheless be noisy because it depends on the accuracy of the learned
velocity branches and random time/noise samples. The pooled feature-moment loss provides an explicit
population-statistic correction. Under an approximately independent, stationary-feature idealization with
finite moments, the model- and reference-side mean-estimation variances scale as O(1/Nϕ) and O(1/K); this
does not establish that its empirical parameter-gradient variance is lower than that of the DMD loss, and
queue staleness can introduce bias.
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