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Abstract

Diffusion models have revolutionized generative modeling
in continuous domains like image, audio, and video synthe-
sis. However, their iterative sampling process leads to slow
generation and inefficient training, challenges that are fur-
ther exacerbated when incorporating Reinforcement Learn-
ing from Human Feedback (RLHF) due to sparse rewards
and long time horizons. Consistency models address these
issues by enabling single-step or efficient multi-step gener-
ation, significantly reducing computational costs.

In this work, we propose a direct reward optimization
framework for applying RLHF to consistency models, in-
corporating distributional regularization to enhance train-
ing stability and prevent reward hacking. We investigate
various f-divergences as regularization strategies, striking
a balance between reward maximization and model consis-
tency. Unlike policy gradient methods, our approach lever-
ages first-order gradients, making it more efficient and less
sensitive to hyperparameter tuning. Empirical results show
that our method achieves competitive or superior perfor-
mance compared to policy gradient based RLHF methods,
across various automatic metrics and human evaluation.
Additionally, our analysis demonstrates the impact of dif-
ferent regularization techniques in improving model gener-
alization and preventing overfitting.

1. Introduction

Diffusion models have brought about significant advance-
ments in the modeling of continuous domains, including
chemical molecule design [35], audio generation [12], text-
to-image synthesis [21], and video generation [16]. These
models have demonstrated remarkable success across vari-
ous applications, showcasing their versatility and potential.
However, a notable challenge with diffusion models is their
slow generation process. The iterative nature of the diffu-
sion process means that each sample generation involves
multiple steps, often making it difficult to train these mod-
els in an end-to-end manner. Researchers usually have to
resort to approximations in the learning pipeline [, 29] or
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Figure 1. Examples of images generated by the model aligned
using the KL divergence regularization constraint and HPS
reward model

endure extensive training times to fine-tune diffusion mod-
els effectively [3].

This challenge becomes even more pronounced when ap-
plying reinforcement learning (RL) pipelines to fine-tune
diffusion models. In these scenarios, rewards are provided
only at the final step of the generation process and as the
time horizon increases the resulting sparse reward signals
can significantly hinder the training performance. To tackle
this problem, we turn our attention to the performance of
Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF)
when applied to consistency models [26]. Consistency
models, in contrast to diffusion models, offer the advan-
tage of efficient generation with a small number of steps.
In practice, they can produce competitive results within 4-8
steps, compared to the 20-50 steps typically required by dif-
fusion models, thus addressing the issue of slow generation
to a large extent.

A key observation in our study is that simply maximiz-
ing the reward in the RLHF pipeline often leads to overfit-
ting and reward hacking, as the trained model diverges sig-
nificantly from the original model. Reward hacking arises
when the generation policy strays too far from the reference
model, producing samples that are substantially different



from those used to train the reward model. In such an out-
of-distribution regime, a high reward does not necessarily
indicate high-quality outputs. Over-optimizing for the re-
ward can therefore lead to poor-quality images that receive
artificially inflated scores. To counter this, it is common to
alter the objective to not only maximize the reward but also
to minimize the divergence between the current model and
the reference model distributions. The reference model is
generally set to the base model at the beginning of train-
ing. By experimenting with different f-divergence mea-
sures, we find that this form of regularization helps stabilize
the training process, preventing the model from degenerat-
ing into reward hacking and ensuring more robust perfor-
mance across various metrics.

While prior research has applied methods such as Prox-
imal Policy Optimization (PPO) and its variations to both
diffusion and consistency models [1, 4, 19, 29, 33], our
work emphasizes that such complex training approaches
may not always be necessary. We show that using the repa-
rameterization trick [10], we can directly optimize the reg-
ularized RLHF objective by backpropagating through the
entire generation trajectory. Our experiments consistently
demonstrate that direct optimization of the RLHF objective
can outperform the use of PPO both in training stability and
efficiency. Furthermore, a user study corroborates the ef-
fectiveness of our approach, underscoring its potential as a
simpler yet robust alternative for training consistency mod-
els. Our contributions in this work can be summarized as
follows:

* We formulate and analyze the role of distributional reg-
ularization in RLHF for fine-tuning consistency models,
demonstrating its impact on training stability, efficiency
and reward alignment.

e We reformulate the RLHF optimization problem as a
direct optimization objective by leveraging the repa-
rameterization trick, allowing efficient backpropagation
through the generation trajectory. This reformulation
transforms a zero-order optimization problem into a
first-order one, significantly enhancing optimization
efficiency. Empirically, our results demonstrate that this
approach achieves performance on par with or superior
to policy gradient based methods while requiring sub-
stantially less hyperparameter tuning and enabling faster
training.

* We conduct a comprehensive empirical analysis of vari-
ous f-divergence measures for regularization, highlight-
ing their influence on training stability and model perfor-
mance.

2. Related Works

Diffusion Models: Diffusion models have emerged as a
powerful class of generative models for tasks involving
modeling of continuous data distributions. Inspired by non-
equilibrium thermodynamics, these models learn to reverse
a stochastic process that gradually adds noise to data, effec-
tively learning the data distribution by reversing this process
during generation [7, 23]. The iterative nature of diffusion
models, where samples are generated through a sequence of
denoising steps, allows them to produce high-quality out-
puts. However, this multi-step generation process is com-
putationally intensive, leading to long inference times. To
address this, recent work has focused on developing more
efficient variants, such as DDIM [24], which accelerates
sampling by reducing the number of steps while maintain-
ing output quality. Despite these advancements, the slow
sampling speed of diffusion models remains a significant
limitation, particularly when integrated with reinforcement
learning frameworks for fine-tuning, as storing gradients for
every timestep remains memory-intensive, even when only
fine-tuning the LoRA layers [8].

Consistency Models: Consistency models present an
alternative approach to generative modeling by enabling
single-step or few-step generation [26]. These models are
trained to maintain consistency in their outputs across mul-
tiple forward passes, facilitating much faster sampling com-
pared to traditional diffusion models. The core idea is to
train a network capable of directly mapping noise from any
point in time to the target data distribution in a single step.
For multi-step generation, noise is added at each step to
the predicted target distribution sample, followed by the re-
application of the denoising network, which allows these
models to achieve competitive results in a limited number of
steps. This approach drastically reduces the computational
overhead during inference, making it particularly advanta-
geous for scenarios requiring rapid generation. The ability
of consistency models to produce high-quality samples in
just a few steps also makes them well-suited for integra-
tion with reinforcement learning frameworks, where effi-
cient feedback is crucial. For instance, RLCM [19] employs
PPO to fine-tune a consistency model. While their work is
closely related to ours, the key distinction lies in our use
of direct reward optimization instead of PPO; moreover our
objective focuses on optimizing a regularized version of the
reward signal.

Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback:
RLHF has gained traction in aligning generative models
with human preferences, particularly in cases where explicit
reward signals are sparse or difficult to define [2]. By lever-
aging human feedback, RLHF helps models generate out-
puts that better match human expectations. In generative
modeling, RLHF fine-tunes models using reward signals
derived from human judgments, improving output quality



and relevance. However, integrating RLHF with diffusion
models presents challenges due to slow sampling, mem-
ory constraints, and sparse reward signals, typically pro-
vided only at the end of the generation process. Various
adaptations, such as PPO and its variants, have been ex-
plored to mitigate these issues, but they require complex
training procedures with extensive hyperparameter tuning.
End-to-end RLHF training methods, like DRaFT [3], em-
ploy techniques such as gradient checkpointing and trun-
cated backpropagation to manage computational overhead.
Meanwhile, approaches based on Direct Preference Opti-
mization (DPO) [14, 29, 33] reformulate the training objec-
tive to decouple it from the generation steps, allowing opti-
mization without storing per-step gradients. RLHF has also
been utilized to enhance generation diversity [22], though
this is not the focus of our work.

3. Preliminaries & Methodology

Consistency Models: Diffusion models define a family of
probability distributions p;(x), parameterized by time ¢ €
[0,T], where a clean data sample xo ~ po(x) undergoes
a gradual noising process. At the terminal timestep 7, the
data distribution converges to an isotropic Gaussian prior,
i.e., z7 ~ N(0,T). The forward diffusion process follows
the transition kernel:

qr(x|z0) = N (24 qpo, 01 1), 9]

where oy, ¢ govern the noise schedule at each step. This
stochastic process can equivalently be described by the fol-
lowing Stochastic Differential Equation (SDE) [9, 17, 25]:

dxy = f(t)xs + g(t)dwy, 2)

where w; denotes standard Brownian motion, and f(t)
and g(t) are functions of o and o;. The marginal distribu-
tion ¢:(x) evolving under this forward-time SDE satisfies
a corresponding reverse-time SDE, which can alternatively
be formulated as an Ordinary Differential Equation (ODE)
[25]:

TR TEN NG

Here, x1 ~ N(0, I), and ¢y represents a neural network
trained to approximate the score function of g;(x:). This
noise-prediction model can be enhanced using classifier-
free guidance [6], modifying the predicted noise as:

69($t7w, C, t) = (1 + (.U)Eg(l‘t, ¢, t) - we()(xta d)v t)a (4)

where c represents the conditioning input (typically a
text prompt) and w is the guidance scale, which modulates
the trade-off between sample diversity and specificity. Sub-
stituting (4) into (3), we obtain the Augmented Probability
Flow ODE (APFODE) [18]:

d 1
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Consistency models aim to accelerate generative sam-
pling by learning a direct mapping from noisy samples to
high-quality outputs in a single or few-step inference pro-
cess. Unlike conventional diffusion models, which itera-
tively refine samples by solving (3), consistency models
approximate the solution trajectory of the ODE directly.
Specifically, given two time steps t' > t, if zp ~ py (),
then by integrating (3), one can obtain x; ~ p;(z) and ul-
timately recover xg ~ po(x). The consistency model, pa-
rameterized by fy, learns the mapping:

f@(‘rtat) = fQ(xt'vt,) = To, (6)

where z is the solution of (3) at time O starting from x; at
time ¢. ensuring that the recovered sample remains consis-
tent across different time steps. Training is performed by
minimizing a distance function d(fy(x4,t), fo(zy,t')), of-
ten using the Ly norm [26]. This encourages the generated
samples to remain close to the true data distribution.
Following prior work [26], we parameterize fy as:

Jo(xe,t) = coip ()@t + Cou(t) Fo(z4,t), @)

where cyip(t) and cou(t) are differentiable functions
with constraints cgip(0) = 1 and cou(0) = 0. The term
Fy(x¢,t) represents a neural network with learnable param-
eters f. Following [18], the classifier-free guidance scale
w [6] can be incorporated into the consistency function as
fo(xs, ,w, ¢, ty) allowing the model to directly predict the
solution to the APFODE (5).

One of the primary advantages of consistency models is
their ability to generate high-quality samples with signifi-
cantly fewer inference steps. The probability flow trajectory
is discretized into a sequence of K decreasing timesteps,
T =tg >txg_1 > - >t; = 0, where each step refines
the sample towards xo. This process defines a generation
policy 7y that maps noisy inputs to high-fidelity outputs ef-
ficiently.

Using Eq. | we can write for any sample at time ¢,,,
T, = ay, xo + 01,2, 2z~ N(0,I). Given a sample zy,
at time f;, we approximate xy using a consistency func-
tion & = fo(xk,w,c,tr). The next-step sample is then
obtained as:

€p—1 ~~ N(O,I)

Tho1 = Q) Tk + Oy, €L—1,

This iterative procedure balances computational effi-
ciency with output quality. Following [18], we integrate
classifier-free guidance [6] into the generation process, as
summarized in Algorithm 1. Notably, at the final step,
xo ~ T1 = fo(x1,w,c,t1), since the parameters satisfy
Qp = landao =0.

Regularized RLHF: RLHF aims to align the output of
generative models with human preferences by using human-
provided feedback as a reward signal. In regularized RLHF,



Figure 2. Sample Images generated by our baselines and ROCM trained on HPSv2 as reward model.

the objective function is augmented with a regularization
term to ensure stable training and prevent overfitting or re-
ward hacking. The regularized RLHF objective can be ex-
pressed as:

Lripp = Erry [R(7)] + BD (70| 0,)- ®)

Here 7 represents a trajectory sampled from the consistency
model generation policy 7y according to Algorithm 1. R(7)
denotes the reward associated with the trajectory which is
usually given at the last step of generation, D(-||-) is a di-
vergence measure between the current policy 7y and a ref-
erence policy 7y, that corresponds to the pretrained model
with parameter 6,¢, and [ is a regularization coefficient.
Note that in this work, we assume that the reward model
R(-) is already given, and our goal is to learn a suitable pol-
icy mp associated with the consistency model.

The regularization term plays a critical role in stabilizing
the training process. In large language model applications,
it is known that without this term, the model may quickly
overfit to the specific reward model, leading to suboptimal
generalization [27, 36]. This paper shows that the same
holds true for consistency models. Common choices for the
divergence D include Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence,
which measures the relative entropy between two distribu-
tions, Jensen-Shannon divergence, a symmetric version of

KL divergence, and Hellinger squared distance, which pro-
vides a notion of distance between distributions and Fisher
divergence which measures the distance between distribu-
tions by comparing their score functions. Each divergence
has unique properties that can affect the training dynamics,
and the choice of D depends on the specific requirements
of the task. Since our trajectory relies on multiple inter-
mediate steps, which is analogous to the chain of thought
steps in large language models, where conditional KL regu-
larization is applied to each of the steps, we also aggregate
divergence of conditional distributions p(z_1|z, ) over
these intermediate steps for £ = 2,..., K. According to
Algorithm 1, this conditional distribution, which we denote
by p(+]0, zk, c) is a Gaussian distribution:

pk('|07 Ty C) = N(Oétk71 f@,ef(xka w, C, tk)) a't2k71)~ (9)

We have the following expression, with 7 = {(z, Tx) }5_;:

K

D(mo|mon) = Ermry ZDf(Pk(‘W» Lk, C)||pk('|9ref, Lk, C))
k=2

where Dy is a properly chosen f-diverge, which we will
elaborate later. One important property of this distributional
regularization function is that it can be reparameterized.



In the standard RL method, the derivative of the expec-
tation E, ., [R(7)] with respect to 6 is calculated using
policy gradient or its variation such as PPO. In this work,
we use a reparameterization approach, which is known to
reduce variance compared to policy gradient, and is widely
used in various prior work such as variational autoencoder
[10]. To see that reparameterization can be applied, we
know that the randomness of Algorithm | only comes from
K Gaussian variables €k, . . ., €1, which we may aggregate
to a bigger Gaussian variable €. The trajectory 7 from Al-
gorithm 1 can be considered as a function of ¢, 6, and con-
dition ¢: 7 = G(0,¢,¢) = {z)}1X ), where we also take
xp = Gi(0,¢,¢) for k =0, ..., K. Using this notation, we
can rewrite (8) in the following reparameterized form:

K
Lruwr = Eeono.n) | R(Go(0,6,0),¢) + 8 (10)
k=2

Df(pk:(|97 Gk(97 €, C)? c)|‘pk('|9refa Gk(eu €, C)7 C)

We call this reformulation the direct optimization formula-
tion for RLHF. The gradient with respect to 6 can be cal-
culated using backpropagation through the generation steps
in Algorithm 1. Since the distribution involves a sequence
of conditional Gaussians, the distributional regularization
considered in (10) can be either computed in closed form,
or can be estimated using another Gaussian reparameteriza-
tion (see Table 3). In this formulation, the reward function
R(7) captures human preferences by assigning higher val-
ues to trajectories that align better with human feedback. It
is a known reward function that depends on the final image
o and condition ¢, which we assume is differentiable with
respect to zg. The regularization coefficient 3 balances the
influence of the reward and the regularization term, control-
ling the degree of adherence to the reference policy. In our
experimentation we found that a good balance of regular-
ization and reward is achieved by scaling the divergence to
be one order of magnitude smaller than the rewards.
f-Divergence: The f-divergence is a general class of
divergence measures used to quantify the difference be-
tween two probability distributions. Given a convex func-
tion f(z) : RT™ — R that satisfies f(1) = 0, and two dis-
crete distributions p; and p, defined over a common space
X, the f-divergence between them is formulated as follows

[15]:
Dy (p1llp2) = Eorp [f(pl(m))]. (11)

p2()

The f-divergence framework generalizes several widely
used divergence measures by selecting different functions
f(z). Notable examples include the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence (both forward and reverse forms), Jensen-
Shannon (JS) divergence, Fisher divergence and Hellinger

distance, each of which serves a specific purpose in ma-
chine learning and probabilistic modeling. Since our dis-
tributional regularization is only concerned with Gaus-
sian distributions defined in (9), some of the standard
f-divergence can be computed using the closed form
solutions given in Table 3. For JS-Divergence which
has no closed form solution, we can use reparameter-
ization again in (11) to estimate it with the function
F(0r(Tk—1|0t, Tk, ¢) /DK (xk—1]0, 2k, ¢)) at step k. The re-
sulting algorithm is given in Algorithm 2.

4. Experiments

Datasets: To train our models in an online fashion—where
each model is trained exclusively on its own generated
data while being updated iteratively—we utilized 4,000 text
prompts (without images) randomly sampled from the Pick-
a-Pic V1 dataset, as employed in [14]. This prompt dataset
was used to fine-tune models with PickScore [11], HPSv2
[31], CLIPScore [5], and Aesthetic Score [30]. Further-
more, for generating images in Fig: 6, we trained models
using Aesthetic Score on a smaller set of 45 animal-related
prompts, as in [1].

For quantitative evaluation, we report results on 500 vali-
dation prompts present in the validation_unique split
of the Pick-a-Pic V1 dataset [11], which was also utilized
in [14]. We train five models following Algorithm 2, each
incorporating a different regularization method: No regu-
larization, KL-Divergence, JS-Divergence, Hellinger Dis-
tance, and Fisher Divergence. Our models are compared
against baseline methods, including RLCM [19], DDPO
[1], DPOK [4], and D3PO [33]. Specifically, RLCM ap-
plies PPO to consistency models, DDPO employs PPO for
diffusion models, DPOK utilizes policy gradient with a KL-
regularized reward, and D3PO extends DPO [20] to diffu-
sion models.

Implementation Details: In our experiments, we em-
ploy an 8-step consistency model and a 20-step diffusion
model, both utilizing classifier-free guidance [6] with a
guidance scale of w = 7.5. For diffusion-based and
consistency-based methods, we use Dreamshaper v7, a fine-
tuned version of Stable Diffusion v1.5, along with its corre-
sponding consistency model counterpart [18] as base mod-
els respectively. These are further fine-tuned with trainable
LoRA [8] layers. Specifically, we set the LoRA rank to 16
and « to 32 for consistency-based methods, as we observed
that complex prompts from the Pick-a-Pic V1 dataset re-
quired a higher parameter capacity for better representation.
For diffusion-based methods, we conducted a hyperparam-
eter search to optimize performance. To ensure a fair com-
parison between all methods, we kept the learning rate the
same for both models. Further experimental details can be
found in the appendix (6).

We explore multiple f-divergences, namely KL-



Method PickScore | Aesthetic | CLIP | BLIP | ImageReward Method HPSv2 | Aesthetic | CLIP | BLIP | ImageReward
No-Regularization | 21.288 6.538 0.247 | 0.463 0.298 No-Regularization | 2.73 5.957 0.254 | 0.474 0.163
JS-Divergence 21.669 6.310 0.265 | 0.489 0.498 JS-Divergence 2.95 6.307 0.268 | 0.483 0.513
KL-Divergence 21.690 6.394 0.263 | 0.479 0.651 KL-Divergence 2.79 6.301 0.268 | 0.483 0.485
Hellinger 21.701 6.352 0.266 | 0.486 0.610 Hellinger 2.86 6.297 0.269 | 0.485 0.472
Fisher-Divergence 21.598 6.366 0.267 | 0.481 0.540 Fisher-Divergence 2.82 6.331 0.267 | 0.483 0.431
RLCM 21.393 6.067 0.265 | 0.482 0.505 RLCM 2.68 6.318 0.265 | 0.481 0.341
DDPO 21.179 6.011 0.263 | 0.484 0.504 DDPO 2.80 5.818 0.261 | 0.478 0.246
D3PO 21.451 5.975 0.266 | 0.482 0.550 D3PO 2.50 5.876 0.267 | 0.476 0.205
DPOK 21.285 5.996 0.265 | 0.488 0.518 DPOK 2.81 5.933 0.265 | 0.482 0.354
(a) Trained using HPSv2 as reward model [31] (b) Trained using PickScore as reward model [11]
Method PickScore | Aesthetic | HPSv2 | BLIP | ImageReward Method PickScore | HPSv2 | CLIP | BLIP | ImageReward
No-Regularization 21.010 6.115 2.48 | 0.467 0.039 No-Regularization 21.237 2.64 | 0.260 | 0.470 0.186
JS-Divergence 21.157 6.296 2.73 | 0.468 0.225 JS-Divergence 21.547 2.82 | 0.267 | 0.485 0.478
KL-Divergence 21.420 6.226 2.79 0.479 0.334 KL-Divergence 21.626 2.86 | 0.266 | 0.481 0.521
Hellinger 21.516 6.308 2.81 0.481 0.444 Hellinger 21.713 2.89 | 0.267 | 0.484 0.531
Fisher-Divergence 21.455 6.244 279 | 0.481 0.359 Fisher-Divergence 21.573 2.87 | 0.266 | 0.482 0.488
RLCM 21.396 6.313 271 0.471 0.337 RLCM 21.362 2.64 | 0.265 | 0.476 0.319
DDPO 21.173 5.952 2.78 | 0.482 0.383 DDPO 21.435 285 | 0.265 | 0.479 0.456
D3PO 21.362 5.944 2.86 | 0.486 0.424 D3PO 21.110 2.67 | 0.262 | 0.469 0.248
DPOK 21.243 5.965 2.88 | 0.483 0.401 DPOK 21.468 2.85 | 0.268 | 0.482 0.483

(c) Trained using CLIPScore as reward model [5]

(d) Trained using Aesthetic Score as reward model [30]

Table 1. Comparison of different regularization techniques across multiple reward models. Each model is trained separately using
PickScore [11], HPSv2 [31], CLIPScore [5], and Aesthetic Score [30]. Models are not evaluated on the reward function they were
trained on to avoid bias. We also include additional evaluations using BLIPScore [13] and ImageReward [32]. The reported scores
are computed on the validation_unique split of the Pick-A-Pic V1 dataset [11].
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Figure 3. User study comparing Our best models for each reward model with RLCM [19] fine-tuned on that reward model, we
follow SPO [14] and choose in total 300 randomly sampled prompts from Partiprompts [34] and HPS [31] we sample in the ratio

of 1:2 respectively.

Divergence, Reverse-KL Divergence, Hellinger Squared
Distance, and Jensen-Shannon Divergence, incorporating a
hyperparameter  to regulate regularization strength. The
optimal values for these hyperparameters are detailed in the
appendix (6). For all divergences except Jensen-Shannon,
we utilize the closed-form solutions provided in Table 3.
Since Jensen-Shannon Divergence lacks a closed-form so-
lution, we resort to sampling for its computation.
Evaluation Metrics: For evaluation, we use 6 auto-

mated metrics: PickScore [11], CLIPScore [5], HPSv2 [31],
Aesthetic Score [30], BLIPScore [13], and ImageReward
[32].  All metrics, except Aesthetic Score, are prompt-
aware, while Aesthetic Score is prompt-agnostic and eval-
uates only the aesthetic quality using a linear estimator
on a CLIP vision encoder. Each reward model has been
trained on human preference data to approximate human
image quality judgments. PickScore and HPSv2 utilize a
CLIP-based model trained on human preferences related to
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Figure 4. As (3 decreases, we observe an initial improvement in
model performance. However, with further reduction in 3, the
actual preference reaches a peak and then begins to decline,
indicating reward hacking.

aesthetic quality and prompt-to-image alignment while Im-
ageReward uses a BLIP-based model for the same. CLIP-
Score and BLIPScore focuses on prompt-to-image align-
ment only. Beyond automated metrics, we conduct a user
study similar to [14]. We recruited 10 participants to eval-
uate 300 image pairs generated by RLCM and our best-
performing models for each reward model. The prompts
for this study are randomly sampled from a mixture of the
PartiPrompts dataset [34] and the HPSv2 dataset [31], main-
taining a 1:2 ratio.

4.1. Results

We evaluate all regularization methods across different re-
ward models, including RLCM [19], D3PO [33], DDPO
[1], and DPOK [4], using the previously described evalu-
ation metrics. The results are summarized in Table 1, with
each table representing models trained on a specific reward
model. We exclude scores for the metric optimized in each
table to avoid reporting inflated values due to potential over-
fitting. Additionally, we present training time vs. perfor-
mance graphs in Fig: 5.

Across all tables and metrics, regularized-ROCM con-
sistently outperform or match the performance of other ap-
proaches in automatic evaluations. In some cases, even the
non-regularized-ROCM performs comparably or better than
the baselines. Additionally, both regularized-ROCM and
RLCM achieve higher scores on most metrics than their
diffusion-based counterparts, highlighting the advantages
of consistency models over diffusion models. This perfor-
mance gap can be attributed to the challenges of fine-tuning
diffusion models, which struggle with long diffusion trajec-
tories and the sparse rewards encountered in RLHF. Fig: 5
further illustrates that regularized-ROCM achieves superior
scores in a shorter training duration compared to RLCM.

This is likely due to the fact that PPO relies on noisy and
unstable zeroth-order gradient approximations, leading to
slower training, whereas our approach leverages more sta-
ble first-order gradients, enabling faster convergence and
improved performance. Notably, both our methods and
RLCM demonstrate superior training efficiency compared
to their diffusion-based alternatives. Furthermore, as shown
in Table 4, diffusion-based methods exhibit a decline in per-
formance across several automatic metrics when compared
to their base model. Our experiments suggest that these
models primarily optimize for the reward model they are
trained on, often at the expense of performance on other
metrics—a pattern also observed in RLCM. We observe the
same phenomena in the non-regularized variant of ROCM,
albeit to a lesser extent than baseline models. In contrast,
regularized-ROCM models do not suffer from this issue,
this suggests that both first-order gradients and regular-
ization are essential for achieving superior overall perfor-
mance. The user study presented in Fig: 3 further validates
our approach, showing that our methods significantly out-
perform RLCM across all reward models in terms of Vi-
sual Appeal and General Preference. While these improve-
ments are substantial, the gains in Prompt Alignment are
relatively modest. Specifically, for the Aesthetic Score re-
ward model, the prompt alignment remains nearly identical
to that of RLCM. This is expected, as Aesthetic Score is a
prompt-agnostic metric, meaning it does not inherently im-
prove prompt alignment. In contrast, other reward models
consider the prompt in their evaluation, leading to enhanced
prompt alignment in those cases. We see a similar behav-
ior for CLIPScore and Visual Appeal, as CLIPScore is only
meant to reward prompt-image alignment and not quality.

4.2. Further Analysis

Effect of Regularization Strength (5): Fig: 4 illustrates
the impact of the regularization strength parameter S on
model performance. We report results for each model after
10k iterations and use KL-Divergence for regularization. At
higher values of 3, the actual human preferences and the re-
ward model (RM) predictions are nearly the same. As [ de-
creases, the RM’s predicted preference increases more than
the actual human preference. At 8 = 10~4, human prefer-
ence peaks and then declines, while the RM prediction con-
tinues to rise. This indicates overfitting to the reward model,
which we refer to as reward hacking. Models trained with
such overfitting generate artificially inflated scores, though
the actual outputs remain noisy. Similar observations have
been reported in [28] for large language models.
Effectiveness of reward models: From Table | and
Fig: 5, we observe that both PickScore and HPSv2 lead to
substantial improvements in generation quality and prompt
alignment. Notably, PickScore demonstrates lower sensi-
tivity to image quality. Models trained with CLIPScore
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Figure 5. This figure illustrates the training efficiency of each method, with Figures A, B, C, and D representing models trained
using CLIPScore, Aesthetic Score, PickScore, and HPSv2, respectively. Our method consistently outperforms others in terms of
training efficiency across different reward models. Notably, improvements are relatively minor for PickScore and CLIPScore. The
limited gain in CLIPScore is expected, as it primarily aids in prompt alignment, while PickScore’s lower sensitivity to image quality
results in a smaller increase. In contrast, HPSv2 and Aesthetic Score exhibit significant improvements within just 15 GPU hours.
We used a running average of window size 20 to arrive at the error bars and mean.

show limited improvements in image quality but offer no-
table benefits in prompt alignment, as expected, since it is
designed for prompt-to-image alignment rather than image
quality assessment. On the other hand, models trained with
Aesthetic Score show significant improvements in image
quality, but only a small improvement on prompt alignment.
Since Aesthetic Score is prompt-agnostic, it can lead to
models generating repetitive images that do not align with
the given prompt.

5. Conclusions & Limitations

In this paper, we demonstrated that Direct Reward Prop-
agation for fine-tuning consistency models outperforms
complex methods like PPO, which require extensive hy-
perparameter tuning. By utilizing the reparameterization
trick, we optimized the regularized RLHF objective directly
through backpropagation across the entire generation tra-
jectory, improving training efficiency and stability. We ex-
plored the impact of distributional regularization in RLHF

and showed that penalizing significant deviations from the
initial model enhances both training stability and reward
alignment. Our empirical results indicate that our approach
not only surpasses prior methods in reward alignment and
sample efficiency but also benefits from distributional regu-
larization, which mitigates reward hacking effects that often
occur when relying solely on reward scores as training sig-
nals.

Furthermore, we conducted a comparative analysis of
different divergence measures for regularization, highlight-
ing that while each affects the generated samples differently,
all contribute to better generalization and resilience to over-
fitting compared to unregularized training. A limitation of
our approach is that it requires differentiable reward sig-
nals, as it is first-order and relies on gradient-based opti-
mization. Therefore, it is not directly applicable to tasks
involving non-differentiable rewards, such as compressibil-
ity or incompressibility, where policy-gradient methods are
still necessary.
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6. Additional Details

In this section, we provide the essential training details for
our model. We trained our ROCM models using a batch size
of 1 on 2 A6000 GPUs, with a gradient accumulation of 1,
resulting in an effective batch size of 1. The learning rate
was set to 6 x 1072, To ensure a fair comparison, we applied
the same batch size and learning rate settings to our baseline
models. For training and inference, we used 8 steps for con-
sistency model-based methods and 20 steps for diffusion-
based methods. The optimal 3 values for training our mod-
els with each reward model are listed in Table 2. As base
models, we used SimianLuo/LCM Dreamshaper_v7
for consistency models and Lykon/dreamshaper—7 for
diffusion models from huggingface.

Regularization B8
JS-Divergence 2000
KL-Divergence 1074
Hellinger 0.5
Fisher-Divergence | 5 x 1075

Table 2. Optimal /3 values for ROCM

We observed another intriguing effect of regularization,
as illustrated in Fig: 6. Each regularization method guides
the model toward a specific generation style, while the Aes-
thetic Score reward model consistently assigns high scores
to all of them, demonstrating its generality. Interestingly,
we also find that unregularized methods produce highly
noisy outputs, whereas regularized methods generate rela-
tively coherent images, each exhibiting its own distinct style
of overfitting.

7. Algorithms

In Algorithm | we present the consistency multi-inference
algorithm [18] and in Algorithm 2 we present our training
algorithm:

Algorithm 1 Consistency Model K-step Generation

1: Draw 2 = ex ~ N(0,1)

2: ¢ ~ C, where C is the set of conditions (eg. prompts)
3: fork=K,...;1do

4 T = fg(:z:k,w,c, tk)

5: €k—1 NN(O,I)
6
7
8

Tk—1 = atk_ljk‘ + /Btk_16k371
: end for
: return zg

Algorithm 2 Optimization with Divergence Regularization

Initialize parameters 6
Set reference parameters 6r == 6
Set batch size B and regularization weight A
Set reward model R(-) and divergence D
repeat
Sample a batch of conditions {¢;} of size B
fori=1,...,Bdo
Sample noise () ~ N(0, T)
Generate trajectory {:vf;)}iio =G(0,eD, ¢;)
R; = R(:c(()z), i)
e Dy = 50, Dylok (0. 2, )l ok (er, 2 1))
12: end for
13: Update parameters using the objective:

ZB: R - )\DZ})

i=1

D A A i e

-
4

Wl =

9(—9+77V9<

14: until Convergence

8. f-divergence

In Table: 3 we present the table of f-divergences with their
actual formula and closed form solution when the distribu-
tions are assumed to be Gaussian with different means and
same standard deviation.



Hellinger Distance Fisher-Divergence KL-Divergence No Regularization

JS-Divergence
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Lion Butterfly Wolf

Figure 6. Fig: A and B were generated using Aesthetic Score [30] as the reward model. Fig: B showcases the best results across
all methods, highlighting how each divergence induces a unique style of image generation, with the reward model effectively
accommodating these distinct styles. Fig: A illustrates the reward-hacked regions for each method, revealing that the overfitted
images differ based on the divergence used. Notably, regularization proves beneficial, as the absence of regularization leads to
erroneous, incoherent images, whereas regularized methods still produce legible images, albeit with suboptimal backgrounds.

| f-divergence | f(=x) | DN (1, 0%1), N (p2,0°1)) |
KL-Divergence zlogw % ]
Hellinger Vz — 1)2 1—exp Hms;%\lz
JS-Divergence | 3(xlog 25 +log(;37) N/A
Fisher Divergence |log z||* dx: “*ﬂ;ﬂ

p(t)

Table 3. This table summarizes the commonly used f-divergence. Here z = 22

for two Gaussian distributions

q(t)

JS-Divergence doesn’t have a closed form solution

| Method | PickScore | Aesthetic | HPSv2 | CLIP | BLIP | ImageReward |

Diffusion 21.590 6.246 0.282
LCM 21.181 6.005 0.261

0.266
0.254

0.477 0.331
0.456 0.023

Table 4. Performance metrics of baseline models for diffusion and consistency based methods.
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