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Figure 1. We define Reward Incremental Learning (RIL), a novel task that aims to fine-tune a diffusion model with a sequence of
downstream reward tasks incrementally. We adapted the current state-of-the-art method [5, 22] in diffusion fine-tuning to the RIL setting
and formed the baseline method (cf. Sec. 4.1). We observed the catastrophic forgetting problem in both visual structure and metrics (cf.
Sec. 3.2) as the adapted baseline model is fine-tuned with more target objectives. Moreover, we propose Reward Incremental Distillation
(RID), a computationally efficient approach that leverages EMA distillation and LoRA adapter group to mitigate forgetting.

Abstract

The recent success of denoising diffusion models has sig-
nificantly advanced text-to-image generation. While these
large-scale pretrained models show excellent performance
in general image synthesis, downstream objectives often re-
quire fine-tuning to meet specific criteria such as aesthet-
ics or human preference. Reward gradient-based strategies
are promising in this context, yet existing methods are lim-
ited to single-reward tasks, restricting their applicability in
real-world scenarios that demand adapting to multiple ob-
jectives introduced incrementally over time. In this paper,
we first define this more realistic and unexplored problem,

*Corresponding Author
1This work was conducted while the first author was doing internship

at CyberAgent.

termed Reward Incremental Learning (RIL), where mod-
els are desired to adapt to multiple downstream objectives
incrementally. Additionally, while the models adapt to the
ever-emerging new objectives, we observe a unique form
of catastrophic forgetting in diffusion model fine-tuning,
affecting both metric-wise and visual structure-wise im-
age quality. To address this catastrophic forgetting chal-
lenge, we propose Reward Incremental Distillation (RID),
a method that mitigates forgetting with minimal computa-
tional overhead, enabling stable performance across se-
quential reward tasks. The experimental results demon-
strate the efficacy of RID in achieving consistent, high-
quality generation in RIL scenarios. The source code of
our work will be publicly available upon acceptance.
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1. Introduction
Recently, we have witnessed the remarkable success of
content generation, driven by denoising diffusion mod-
els [7, 13, 25, 26, 28, 39]. While the large-scale pretrained
diffusion models yield excellent performance in synthesiz-
ing general high-quality images, researchers have proposed
various fine-tuning strategies to adapt these models for spe-
cific downstream objectives (e.g., aesthetic, compressibility,
human preference, etc.). Existing fine-tuning strategies can
be classified into four categories: prompt engineering [35],
supervised fine-tuning [15], reinforcement learning [1], and
reward gradient-based methods [5, 22, 38]. Among them,
reward gradient-based strategies have achieved notable suc-
cess due to their strong performance and computational ef-
ficiency. In this paper, we focus on fine-tuning the text-
to-image diffusion models with the reward gradient-based
method.

While the existing reward gradient-based methods have
shown effectiveness, they generally focus on optimizing
only a single reward task. However, in practical appli-
cations, generative models must adapt to multiple objec-
tives introduced incrementally over time. For instance, as
in Fig. 1, a model initially fine-tuned to enhance aesthetic
quality may later need to align with human preferences and
incorporate compressibility constraints. These incremental
adaptations are essential to ensure models can evolve along-
side changing requirements. However, we observed that the
current methods, when directly applied to sequential task
adaptations, suffer from significant performance degrada-
tion, limiting their practical applicability.

Inspired by incremental learning approaches from the
continual learning community, we conceptualize this chal-
lenge as the Reward Incremental Learning (RIL) problem.
To the best of our knowledge, this problem has not been
formally identified or explored in prior research, despite
its relevance to real-world applications. In this paper, we
aim to address the RIL problem by proposing a method
to incrementally fine-tune text-to-image diffusion models
across multiple objectives, balancing adaptability to new
tasks with robustness to previously learned ones.

While addressing the RIL problem, we identify a catas-
trophic forgetting phenomenon in diffusion model fine-
tuning, analogous to the widely studied problem in classi-
fication tasks [8, 18]. Unlike traditional forgetting, which
is marked by a drop in prediction accuracy, forgetting in
diffusion fine-tuning occurs both metric-wise and visual
structure-wise. Metric-wise forgetting (cf. Table 1) de-
grades overall generation quality, including naturalness and
text-to-image alignment, as reflected by metrics such as
zero-shot MS-COCO FID [12] and CLIP score [11], re-
spectively. Visual structure-wise forgetting disrupts image
composition and leads to alterations in objective irrelevant
details like the background and the visual form of the ob-

Method Target Metric General Metrics

Aesthetic score ↑ CLIP score ↑ Zero-shot FID ↓
SD V1.5 5.23 25.77 71.54

Baseline 6.07(+0.84) 22.74(-3.03) 85.53(+13.99)
RID 6.03(+0.80) 25.76(-0.01) 79.40(+7.86)

Table 1. Metric-wise forgetting in the fine-tuning pretrained diffu-
sion model with aesthetic rewards. The numbers in the parenthe-
ses indicate the performance difference compared with the origi-
nal Stable Diffusion V1.5. To establish the baseline method, we
adapted the current state-of-the-art methods [5, 22] in diffusion
fine-tuning to the RIL setting with the proposed LoRA adapter
group (cf. Sec. 4.1). Although both methods achieve a similar tar-
geted objective score (Aesthetic score), the baseline method suf-
fers from a huge deterioration in both the CLIP score and Zero-
shot COCO FID, indicating a drop in overall generation quality,
while the forgetting of RID is greatly alleviated.

ject. We spot such a forgetting issue is severe in the adapted
baseline method 4.1, and becomes more pronounced as ad-
ditional tuning tasks are introduced, as shown in Fig. 1.

In this work, we first define the RIL setting and quan-
tify the catastrophic forgetting problem in diffusion-based
generation scenarios. Then, we explore the performance
and limitations of simply adapting the current state-of-
the-art methods [5, 22] to the RIL problem with the pro-
posed LoRA adapter group (denoted as the baseline method
in Fig. 1). Moreover, we propose Reward Incremental
Distillation (RID), a method to more effectively tackle the
RIL problem by taking advantage of the proposed LoRA
adapter group and momentum distillation techniques to al-
leviate the catastrophic forgetting issue in the fine-tuning
process. RID can achieve high-quality generation results in
the RIL setting with negligibly small extra computational
overhead (only 2% extra diffusion steps).

Our main contribution can be summarized as follows:
• We define the practical but unexplored RIL problem,

where the diffusion models are required to adapt incre-
mentally to multiple downstream objectives.

• We formally identify and quantify the catastrophic forget-
ting issue in fine-tuning text-to-image diffusion models,
showing its impact on generation quality at both metric
and visual structure levels.

• We propose RID, an approach designed to mitigate catas-
trophic forgetting with minimal computational overhead.
It achieved more consistent and satisfactory generation in
both metrics and visual performance across extensive RIL
task sequences.

2. Related Work
Diffusion fine-tuning. Text-to-image synthesis has
achieved success in generating realistic, high-fidelity im-
ages, driven by denoising diffusion models [13, 28]. How-
ever, in real-world applications, it is necessary to fine-
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tune these pretrained models to align with various down-
stream objectives, such as aesthetics, text-image align-
ment, or user preferences. Current fine-tuning strategies
fall into four categories: prompt engineering [35], super-
vised fine-tuning [15], reinforcement learning [1], and re-
ward gradient-based methods [5, 22, 38].

Prompt engineering-based methods [35] solve the prob-
lem by designing and crafting descriptive prompts to en-
hance the generation quality on given downstream objec-
tives. Since these strategies do not require fine-tuning the
diffusion model, it is more computationally efficient but
yields limited performance. Supervised fine-tuning strate-
gies [15] tune the pretrained diffusion models on human-
curated datasets (e.g., LAION Aesthetics) to improve the
generation quality on the desired objective. However, col-
lecting such datasets can be laborious. Reinforcement
learning-based strategies [1] conquer the necessity of the
training dataset needed in the fine-tuning process. Such
methods use different reward sources (i.e., human rating, re-
ward model, etc.) to generate scaler reward values and use
policy gradients in the fine-tuning process. However, rein-
forcement learning suffers from high computation cost and
limited performance, caused by the high variance of the gra-
dients. Reward gradient-based methods [5, 22, 38] propose
to use differentiable reward functions and their gradient to
fine-tune the generative model, and it gained attention for
its performance and computation efficiency.

Continual learning and catastrophic forgetting. Contin-
ual Learning [4, 6, 17, 34] tackles the problem of learning
from a sequence of tasks, where the data distribution and
learning objective change over time. The core challenge
in continual learning is the catastrophic forgetting [8, 18]
problem, which inevitably happens when the model tries
to adapt to new learning objectives. Most existing contin-
ual learning research focuses on image classification tasks,
where catastrophic forgetting manifests as a decline in ac-
curacy when evaluated with previous test datasets.

In contrast to the conventional concept of catastrophic
forgetting, the RIL setting introduces a unique manifesta-
tion of catastrophic forgetting. In diffusion-based text-to-
image generation, forgetting extends beyond a mere drop in
overall accuracy and is observed as a performance deteri-
oration in the generation results. As mentioned in Sec. 1,
such deterioration occurs both in metrics and visual struc-
ture. Our work addresses this distinct form of catastrophic
forgetting by exploring momentum distillation-based strate-
gies designed to preserve image quality and task consis-
tency across incremental tuning stages.

3. Reward Incremental Learning
3.1. Problem Formulation

Different from the conventional reward fine-tuning methods
that only focus on a single reward objective, we propose a
more realistic and challenging setting called Reward Incre-
mental Learning (RIL). The main goal of the RIL task is to
fine-tune the diffusion model across a sequence of reward
tasks incrementally, achieving adaptability to new objec-
tives while preserving previously learned knowledge. For
each reward task t ∈ {1, ..., T}, the objective of the current
task is to optimize the image z0 generated by the diffusion
model over N denoising steps, evaluated with the reward
function Rt(·):

max
θ

∑
c∈Ctrain

Rt(fθ(zN |c)), (1)

where θ are the parameters in the diffusion model fθ which
is conditioned by the text prompt c in the training dataset
Ctrain, and zN ∼ N (0, I) is the initial noise sampled from
the Gaussian distribution.
Differentiable Reward Functions. We introduce the dif-
ferentiable reward function Rt(·) required for the gradient-
based fine-tuning process. In this paper, we evaluate three
key reward tasks: aesthetic quality, human preference, and
compressibility, which serve as foundational objectives in
existing gradient-based reward fine-tuning methods.
• Aesthetic Reward. Following [5, 22], we use the LAION

Aesthetic predictor v2 [29] to generate the aesthetic re-
ward. The predictor is trained on the combination of
SAC [23], LAION-Logos [29] and AVA [21] dataset,
which contains a total of 441,000 human-rated images
scored from 1 to 10, where a score of 10 indicates the best
aesthetic quality. Since the aesthetic predictor trains an
MLP based on the CLIP [24] features, this reward func-
tion is differentiable.

• Human Preference Reward. Similar to the aesthetic re-
ward, we use Human Preference Score v2 (HPSv2) pre-
dictor [37] to generate the rewards for the fine-tuning pro-
cess. HPSv2 is trained on the Human Preference Dataset
(HPD) that comprises 798,090 human preference choices
on 433,760 generated image pairs. Unlike the LAION
aesthetic predictor, the HPSv2 predictor also takes the
prompts used in image generation into its scoring pro-
cess. Since the HPSv2 model is fine-tuned from the CLIP
model on the Human Preference Dataset (HPD), it is dif-
ferentiable.

• Compressibility Reward. Because the file size is not
a differentiable metric for use as the reward function in
fine-tuning, we follow [5] in using the following reward
function:

R(img) = −||img − C(img)||2, (2)
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Figure 2. The overview of our proposed RID. RID has two main components: LoRA adapter group and momentum distillation. Through
the combined use of group LoRA adapter and EMA distillation, RID achieves improved robustness against forgetting, generating images
that not only align well with target objectives but also maintain high general quality.

where C(·) is the compression algorithms implemented
with the differentiable JPEG approximation [30]. This re-
ward function encourages the diffusion model to generate
simpler images that resemble its compressed counterpart.

Adaptability-robustness tradeoff. Similar to other incre-
mental learning tasks, the core challenge of the RIL prob-
lem is achieving an effective adaptability-robustness trade-
off. This requires the diffusion model to learn new knowl-
edge (novel target objectives) while retaining previously ac-
quired knowledge, including overall generation quality and
past objectives.

3.2. Quantifying the Forgetting

The forgetting measure (FM) [3] used in conventional con-
tinual learning settings (image classification tasks) [14, 33],
such as class-incremental learning, is defined as the perfor-
mance deterioration in accuracy on historical datasets. Un-
like conventional FM, we measure the forgetting in the RIL
problem as the task-wise deterioration when tested with the
objective evaluation metrics as in Sec. 5.1. Apart from the
target objectives, we also evaluate the forgetting of the CLIP
score and zero-shot MS-COCO FID to measure the forget-
ting of the general quality of the generated image.

Formally, for a given task t ∈ {1, ..., T}, to maintain
consistency in presentation where lower forgetting values
indicate better performance, we calculate the forgetting Ft

depending on whether higher values of the target metric ait
indicate better performance (e.g., CLIP score) or lower val-
ues are better (e.g., FID). The forgetting Ft is defined as the

maximum performance drop across tasks, calculated as:

Ft =

{ max
i∈{0,...,T}

(
ait − aTt

)
, if ait higher is better;

max
i∈{0,...,T}

(
aTt − ait

)
, otherwise,

(3)

where ait is the reward objective Rt(·) evaluated on the test
dataset Ctest after training the diffusion model from task
0 to task i. Also, we define the original diffusion model
before the fine-tuning process as the model in task 0.

4. Reward Incremental Distillation
Fig. 2 illustrates the overall framework of our pro-
posed RID. In this section, we introduce the two compo-
nents of RID: the LoRA adapter group and momentum
distillation. Then, we explain the optimization objective
of RID.

4.1. LoRA Adapter Group

Instead of directly fine-tuning the model weights, inspired
by InfLoRA [16], we propose a structure of LoRA adapter
group for the RIL setting as shown in Fig. 3. When a new
reward task t ∈ {1, ..., T} arrives, we expand each diffu-
sion model layer W with a pair of newly initialized LoRA
weight matrices At and Bt. To avoid interference of learn-
ing task t on previously acquired knowledge, we freeze the
historical LoRA matrices Ai and Bi for i < t, along with
the original diffusion weight W . Thus, given the input xi

of the current layer, the feed-forward operation is calculated
by:

xo = Wxi +

t∑
i=1

AiBixi, (4)
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Figure 3. Comparison of the conventional LoRA adapter and the
proposed LoRA adapter group in a pretrained diffusion layer. Un-
like the existing diffusion fine-tuning strategies that train a single
pair of LoRA adapters, the adapter group expands and initializes a
pair of new LoRA matrices when a new reward task arrives. The
adapter group separates parameters for different reward tasks, for
better knowledge retention.

where xo is the output of the current layer. Following the
standard LoRA initialization protocol, we use zero initial-
ization for the dimension reduction matrix Bt and Kaiming
uniform initialization [9] for the dimension expansion ma-
trix At.

The advantage of LoRA adapter group. While training
a single pair of LoRA adapters for all tasks is mathemati-
cally equivalent to training multiple task-specific adapters,
a study [16] demonstrates that parameter sharing between
new and previous tasks leads to interference, compromis-
ing the retention of previously learned knowledge. The pro-
posed LoRA adapter group mitigates this issue by maintain-
ing separate parameters for each task, thereby enhancing
knowledge retention.

Formulation of baseline. Since we are solving the RIL
problem which has never been explored before, we derive
a baseline method using the LoRA adapter group based on
the existing state-of-the-art methods [5, 22] for fine-tuning
single reward objectives.

Following [5, 22], for computation efficiency, we use the
DDIM [31] noise scheduler and truncate the backpropaga-
tion to the final sampling step. For the adapted baseline
method on reward task t, we train the current LoRA adapter
At,Bt of the diffusion model with the following objective:

max
At,Bt

∑
c∈Ctrain

Rt (fW,A,B (zN |c)) , (5)

where fW,A,B denotes the diffusion model parameterized
by the original weights W and the LoRA weights A,B.

𝑧𝑁 𝑧𝑁−1 𝑧1 𝑧0

EMA Model

Base Model

MSE Loss

⋯

(a)

𝑧𝑁 𝑧𝑁−1 𝑧1 𝑧0

EMA Model

Base Model

MSE Loss

⋯

(b)

Figure 4. Comparison between the naive full-step distillation strat-
egy and the proposed last-step distillation strategy. (a) The full-
step strategy aligns pixel-wise outputs across all denoising steps,
starting from random noise zN , but suffers from high computa-
tional cost and error accumulation over time steps. (b) The last-
step strategy only aligns the final diffusion step, reducing the com-
putation and mitigating error accumulation, leading to a more ef-
ficient and stable fine-tuning process.

4.2. Momentum Distillation

As shown in Fig. 1, despite using the LoRA adapter group,
the adapted baseline still suffers from the catastrophic for-
getting problem. Inspired by the capability of knowledge
distillation in alleviating forgetting in conventional incre-
mental learning [19, 27], we propose to adapt the momen-
tum distillation to the RIL setting in diffusion fine-tuning.
To make this distillation feasible, we take advantage of the
Exponential Moving Average (EMA) teacher [20] and adapt
the distillation in the fine-tuning process.
The EMA teacher. The mean teacher [32] originally
proposed the EMA-based teacher-student strategy, which
has since been widely successful in self-supervised learn-
ing [2, 10]. The advantage of applying the EMA teacher
to the RIL problem is obvious: the EMA teacher model
accumulates information from previous iterations, making
it more resilient to the forgetting problem during the fine-
tuning. Distillation between the EMA teacher and the stu-
dent model (i.e., the diffusion model being fine-tuned) en-
hances robustness. Given a weight θi at i-th iteration in
the student model fW,A,B, its counterpart θTi in the EMA
teacher model fT

W,A,B is updated as:

θTi = αθTi−1 + (1− α) θi, (6)

where α is the momentum coefficient.
The EMA distillation. Using the EMA teacher fT

W,A,B, a
straightforward approach to distillation is to minimize the
pixel-wise l2-norm between the image generated by both
models, defined as:

min
At,Bt

∑
c∈Ctrain

∣∣∣∣fW,A,B(zN |c)− fT
W,A,B(zN |c)

∣∣∣∣2 , (7)
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Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of generation results using a fixed task sequence in the RIL setting. In generation, instead of reusing the
prompts in the training dataset, we use novel prompts in the test dataset. From the figure, we can see that the adapted baseline suffers from
a severe forgetting issue as more tuning tasks are introduced, while RID consistently improves upon the original Stable Diffusion model.

where the diffusion model fW,A,B(zN |c) denoise the ran-
dom noise zN ∼ N (0, I) to image output z0 conditioned by
prompt c ∈ Ctrain. We refer to this as the full-step distilla-
tion strategy because both the EMA teacher and the student
model start the denoising from the random noise zN . How-
ever, as shown in the diffusion trajectory in Fig. 4, we find
this strategy suboptimal. On one hand, full-step distillation
doubles the computation cost of feed-forward propagation;
on the other hand, the inconsistency between the student
and teacher model accumulates over time steps {1, ..., N},
and the gradient in the MSE loss can be interfered by this
accumulated error. To address this issue, we propose last-
step distillation, as shown in Fig. 4. We use only the student
model fW,A,B for time steps {2, ..., N}, obtaining the last-
step latent z1. Then, we conduct the last step distillation as
follows:

min
At,Bt

∑
c∈Ctrain

||fW,A,B(z1|c)− fT
W,A,B(z1|c)||2, (8)

where we truncate the backpropagation of z1 to the former
time steps. Last-step distillation has two advantages. First,

it only introduces a single extra forward propagation for the
EMA teacher, amounting to just 2% additional computation
when the total denoising steps are set to 50. Also, last-step
distillation avoids the accumulated error resulting from the
inconsistencies in denoising by the EMA teacher and stu-
dent at earlier time steps.

Optimization objective. The overall optimization objec-
tive of RID is the combination of reward optimization as in
Eq. 5 and EMA distillation as in Eq. 8. To improve com-
putational efficiency, we also truncate the backpropagation
of reward optimization to the last time step. Therefore, the
optimization objective of RID can be expressed as:

max
At,Bt

∑
c∈Ctrain

(Rt(fW,A,B(z1|c))−

λ||fW,A,B(z1|c)− fT
W,A,B(z1|c)||2),

(9)

where λ is the balancing hyperparameter, which is set to 0.1
for all experiments based on our hyperparameter search.
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Method Tasks Target Metrics (Forgetting metric) General Metrics

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Aesthetic score ↑ HPS score ↑ PNG Size (kB) ↓ JPEG Size (kB) ↓ CLIP score ↑ Zero-shot FID ↓
Baseline Aesthetic - - 6.07 (-) 0.257 (-) 409.78 (-) 55.73 (-) 22.74 (3.03) 85.53 (13.99)

RID 6.03 (-) 0.267 (-) 443.57 (-) 60.41 (-) 25.76 (0.01) 79.40 (7.86)

Baseline Aesthetic HPS - 5.79 (0.28) 0.282 (-) 415.96 (-) 58.91 (-) 23.19 (2.58) 89.71 (18.17)
RID 5.94 (0.09) 0.276 (-) 451.70 (-) 68.01 (-) 25.46 (0.31) 80.04 (8.50)

Baseline Aesthetic HPS Compress 4.98 (1.09) 0.249 (0.033) 316.89 (-) 34.20 (-) 22.39 (3.38) 104.85 (33.31)
RID 5.55 (0.48) 0.272 (0.004) 373.63 (-) 40.50 (-) 25.00 (0.77) 80.28 (8.74)

Table 2. Performance of the diffusion model after sequential fine-tuning on a fixed series of tasks: aesthetic quality, human preference
(HPS), and compressibility. We evaluate the performance of the model at the conclusion of each task. The numbers in the parentheses are
the forgetting metric (lower is better), as defined in Eq. 3.

Method Tasks Target Metrics (Forgetting metric) General Metrics

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Aesthetic score ↑ HPS score ↑ PNG Size (kB) ↓ JPEG Size (kB) ↓ CLIP score ↑ Zero-shot FID ↓
Baseline Aesthetic HPS Compress 4.98 (1.09) 0.249 (0.033) 316.89 (-) 34.20 (-) 22.39 (3.38) 104.85 (33.31)

RID 5.55 (0.48) 0.272 (0.004) 373.63 (-) 40.50 (-) 25.00 (0.77) 80.28 (8.74)

Baseline Aesthetic Compress HPS 5.28 (0.79) 0.280 (-) 422.34 (36.71) 69.56 (24.53) 22.26 (3.51) 119.30 (47.76)
RID 5.40 (0.63) 0.281 (-) 369.05 (15.64) 44.09 (7.21) 24.36 (1.41) 82.89 (11.35)

Baseline Compress HPS Aesthetic 7.23 (-) 0.265 (0.026) 307.13 (0.00) 37.58 (0.00) 18.92 (6.85) 124.57 (53.03)
RID 5.77 (-) 0.275 (0.014) 343.71 (0.00) 40.83 (0.08) 24.43 (1.50) 91.04 (19.50)

Baseline Compress Aesthetic HPS 5.25 (0.67) 0.279 (-) 412.77 (35.78) 62.99 (22.88) 22.02 (3.75) 116.20 (44.66)
RID 5.19 (0.04) 0.283 (-) 389.83 (3.46) 47.15 (6.40) 24.72 (1.21) 76.99 (5.45)

Baseline HPS Aesthetic Compress 4.76 (1.81) 0.227 (0.058) 333.32 (-) 29.35 (-) 16.58 (9.19) 134.98 (63.44)
RID 5.66 (0.23) 0.274 (0.011) 327.52 (-) 37.59 (-) 24.06 (1.71) 92.28 (20.74)

Baseline HPS Compress Aesthetic 6.18 (-) 0.251 (0.034) 429.12 (76.56) 51.50 (11.46) 16.41 (9.36) 185.61 (114.07)
RID 5.75 (-) 0.275 (0.010) 326.05 (8.55) 38.55 (0.57) 23.93 (1.84) 92.19 (20.65)

Average (Baseline) 5.62 0.258 370.26 47.53 19.76 130.92
Average (RID) 5.55 0.277 354.96 41.45 24.42 85.95

Stable Diffusion V1.5 5.23 0.259 425.13 50.40 25.77 71.54
Model Soup 5.56 0.275 399.15 47.36 25.23 86.24

Table 3. Final performance of incrementally fine-tuning the Stable Diffusion v1.5 model on different reward sequences. The numbers in
the parentheses are the forgetting metric (lower is better), as calculated by Eq. 3. We also included the performance by mixing the weights
with model soup [36].

5. Experiments

5.1. Experiment Setup.

The prompt dataset. In our work, we fine-tune the Stable
Diffusion V1.5 [28] model with the real user prompts col-
lected in the Human Preference Dataset (HPD) [37]. Fol-
lowing [22], to validate the capability of RID in general-
izing to unseen prompts, we use 750 prompts in the HPD
dataset for training and 50 prompts for evaluation. Addi-
tional detailed information and examples of this dataset are
provided in the appendix.
Evaluation metrics. After training the diffusion model on
a given target sequence in the RIL problem, we use prompts
c from the test prompt dataset Ctest to generate test images.
The test images are evaluated with target reward objectives,
together with the general image quality metrics. The target
reward objectives include:
• Aesthetic quality. The prediction of LAION aesthetic

predictor v2 [29], averaged on all test images.
• Human preference score. The average prediction of the

HPSv2 [37] predictor.
• Compressibility. We evaluate the compressibility using

two metrics: average file size of lossless compression (in
PNG format) and average file size of lossy compression
(in JPEG format at quality = 80).

Moreover, we use two well-known general metrics to eval-
uate the overall quality of the generated image, including:
• Text-to-image alignment. We measure the text-to-image

alignment of the generated images as an overall quality
metric using the CLIP score [11].

• General natureness. General visual naturalness of gen-
erated images is assessed using the Fréchet Inception Dis-
tance (FID) [12] on the MS-COCO dataset in a zero-shot
setting.

Besides the evaluated metrics, we calculate the forgetting of
each metric according to Eq. 3 to measure the robustness of
the methods in the fine-tuning process.
Implementation details. Following [22], we use the Stable
Diffusion V1.5 as the base model for both methods. The
rank in the group LoRA adapter is set to 4. Depending on
the reward task, we assign different hyperparameter config-
urations after the hyperparameter search as detailed in the
appendix. In the training, we conduct the experiments with
two A100 GPUs and reported the training time in Sec. 6.
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For evaluation, we generate 200 test images with varying
initial noises for each prompt in a test dataset of 50 prompts.
To ensure a fair comparison, all test images are generated
with the same random seed, maintaining consistency in both
prompts and initial noise zN across evaluations.

5.2. Experimental Results

To investigate the model’s performance and stability across
each stage, as well as the impact of cumulative tuning on
image quality and adaptability, we first present results for
one example task sequence. Then, we show the quantitative
results of all task-incremental settings.

Table 2 presents the metric-wise results for fine-tuning
the diffusion model on the example task sequence: aesthetic
tuning first, followed by human preference (HPS) tuning,
and finally compressibility tuning. The table shows that
both the adapted baseline and RID achieve satisfactory per-
formance on the target objective after each task. However,
the adapted baseline exhibits more severe forgetting com-
pared to RID. For instance, after fine-tuning on the HPS
task, the adapted baseline’s aesthetic score drops from 6.07
to 5.79, resulting in a forgetting value (cf. Eq. 3, lower is
better) of 0.28, while RID’s aesthetic score decreases from
6.03 to 5.94, with a forgetting value of 0.09. This trend
is consistent across general metrics, including the CLIP
score and zero-shot MS-COCO FID. As shown in the ta-
ble, the forgetting effect becomes more pronounced as more
tasks are introduced, but RID consistently outperforms the
adapted baseline with less forgetting. More interestingly,
by the end of fine-tuning, the aesthetic and HPS quality of
the adapted baseline falls below that of the original Stable
Diffusion, while RID maintains significant improvements
across all target metrics.

Fig. 5 provides qualitative results, showcasing sam-
ple generations throughout the reward incremental learn-
ing process. Consistent with the metric-wise results, both
methods show notable improvement in the aesthetic quality
of generated samples following the first task (aesthetic tun-
ing). However, as more tasks are added, the quality of the
adapted baseline declines significantly, with a marked oc-
currence of visual structure-wise forgetting, while RID still
maintains a high fidelity in generation.

In Table 3, We also report the metric-wise performance
at the end of fine-tuning for different task orders, alongside
the performance of the original Stable Diffusion V1.5 and
the results obtained using model soup [36] (cf. Sec. 6). In
all settings, the adapted baseline consistently shows signif-
icant forgetting, while RID achieves notable improvements
across all target metrics with alleviated forgetting. Addi-
tional qualitative results are provided in the appendix.

Method Training time (min / epoch)

Aesthetic HPS Compress

Baseline 10.05 9.93 10.04
RID 10.10 10.02 10.17

Table 4. Comparison of the average training time per epoch be-
tween RID and the adapted baseline method across various reward
tasks. Compared with the training time of the baseline, the addi-
tional computation overhead introduced by RID is minor.

6. Discussion

Computational overhead. Compared with our adapted
baseline, RID introduces two extra sources of forward com-
putation: one extra denoising step because of last-step
distillation, as mentioned in Sec. 4, and one extra vari-
ational autoencoder decoding step. However, we argue
that these computations contribute minimally to the over-
all fine-tuning overhead. To validate the computational ef-
ficiency of our proposed method, we compare the training
time of RID with that of the baseline method described in
Sec. 3. We calculate the average time per epoch for both
methods when trained on the various reward tasks on two
Nvidia A100 GPUs. As shown in Table 4, the extra com-
putational overhead introduced by RID is less than 1% and
thus negligible.

Comparison with model soup. Before the RIL setting,
a common approach for multi-reward optimization was to
combine the weights of multiple models, each indepen-
dently fine-tuned on a specific reward, in a technique known
as model soup [36]. This approach requires training sepa-
rate models for each reward, leading to increased training
complexity and memory overhead. In contrast, the RIL set-
ting seeks to optimize a single model incrementally across
multiple rewards, maintaining adaptability without the need
to train and store multiple models. To perform the model
soup mixing, we average the weights from three models
θ1, θ2, θ3 fine-tuned with the adapted baseline on different
reward functions by: θsoup = α·θ1+β ·θ2+(1−α−β)·θ3,
where α, β are two scaler mixing coefficients. We present a
comparison of the generation results using model soup with
α = β = 0.333 in Table 3. While model soup yields im-
provements across all target metrics compared to the Stable
Diffusion baseline, it shows limited performance on spe-
cific attributes, such as compressibility. We attribute this to
a knowledge gap, as each model in the soup is tuned inde-
pendently, without the knowledge of the others. In contrast,
RID directly tunes the group LoRA adapter on the reward
objectives, using optimization rather than simple mixing to
adjust model parameters. As a cohesive approach, RID not
only preserves memory efficiency by maintaining a single
model but also yields more robust performance across mul-
tiple reward tasks.
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7. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce the Reward Incremental
Learning (RIL) problem, which focuses on fine-tuning a
single diffusion model across a sequentially expanding set
of reward tasks. Moreover, we adapt the state-of-the-art
fine-tuning methods to the RIL problem, observing a
salient forgetting issue as additional reward tasks are
introduced. To address this, we propose the Reward
Incremental Distillation (RID) and achieve a better
adaptability-robustness tradeoff. Both qualitative and
quantitative experimental results demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of RID. In future work, we plan to expand
the evaluation to include a broader range of reward tasks.
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Reward Incremental Learning in Text-to-Image Generation

Supplementary Material

Algorithm 1 PyTorch-like pseudo-code of the EMA distil-
lation in our proposed RID.
# model: diffusion model with group LoRA Adapter
# ema_model: EMA teacher model
# train_set: prompt dataset
# reward: reward function

While not converged:
prompt = sample(train_set)
z = initial_noise_sample()
for n in range(N, 0, -1): # DDIM scheduler

if n > 1:
with torch.no_grad():

z = model(z, n, prompt)
else:

with torch.no_grad():
z_tea = ema_model(z, n, prompt)

z_0 = model(z, n, prompt)

loss = - reward(z_0) + \
lam * mse_loss(z_0, z_tea) # Eq. 8

loss.backward()
optimizer.step()
ema_model.update(model)

8. Pseudo Code for EMA Distillation
For better understanding, we present the pseudo-code for
the EMA distillation as in Alg. 1. For simplicity, we ignored
the autoencoder decoding step at the end of the diffusion.

9. Further Analysis and Qualitative Samples
Comparison with joint tuning. Apart from the RIL set-
ting, we also compare results with a jointly trained approach
that optimizes the weighted sum of three reward objectives
using the adapted baseline. In this setup, the joint reward
Rj is computed by:

Rj = 0.01×Ra + 2×Rh +Rc, (10)

where Ra, Rh, and Rc are the aesthetic reward, human pref-
erence reward, and compressibility reward, respectively.
We train the joint reward for 20 epochs, and the final
quantitative results are shown in Table 6. We chose such
weighting because different rewards have different gradi-
ent norms, and we conducted a small-scale hyperparameter
search based on the generation quality with different weight
coefficients. As shown in Table 6, when trained with the
joint loss, all of the target metrics show improvement com-
pared with the Stable Diffusion V1.5 baseline. Neverthe-
less, the improvement in the target objective is not so pro-
nounced compared with the average improvement of RID.
Moreover, the qualitative results are shown in Fig. 6.

Our experiments revealed two key limitations of the joint
tuning strategy. First, due to the varying scales of gradi-

Prompt Examples

Fruit in a jar filled with liquid sitting on a wooden table.
A passenger jet aircraft flying in the sky.
Several people standing next to each other that are snow skiing.
A passenger jet being serviced on a runway in an airport.
Three people are preparing a meal in a small kitchen.
A pair of planes parked in a small rural airfield.
A bathroom with a stand alone shower and a peep window.
Several vehicles with pieces of luggage on them with planes off to the side.
A black motorcycle is parked by the side of the road.
A small bathroom with a tub, toilet, sink, and a laundry basket are shown.
A bus stopped on the side of the road while people board it.
A bunch of people posing with some bikes.

Table 5. Examples of the prompts in the HPD dataset.

ents across reward tasks, balancing the weight coefficients
in Eq. 10 requires careful tuning, adding complexity to the
hyperparameter search. Second, the optimization process is
often hindered by conflicting target rewards. For instance,
the aesthetic reward and compressibility reward frequently
conflict, resulting in suboptimal performance on target ob-
jectives compared to the RIL tuning approach.
Extra qualitative results. As mentioned in Sec. 5.2, we
present extra qualitative results at the end of the tuning for
different task orders, along with the results of joint tuning
and model soup, as shown in Fig. 6. Similar to our obser-
vation in Sec. 5.2, RID can generate high-fidelity images
that are well aligned with the target objective, while the
adapted baseline has limited generation quality. Moreover,
compared to joint tuning and model soup, RID not only
achieves superior objective quality (i.e., aesthetic quality,
human preference, compressibility) but also produces more
natural and coherent generations.

10. Experiment Details
Hyperparameter details. We use different hyperparame-
ters, specifically epochs and learning rates, for fine-tuning
each reward task due to variations in the gradients gener-
ated by the reward functions. Specifically, for all experi-
ments, we train for 120 epochs for human preference tun-
ing, 15 epochs for compressibility, and 10 epochs for aes-
thetic tuning. For the adapted baseline, following [5, 22],
we employ a large batch size of 128 and a higher learning
rate of 10−3 across all experiments. In contrast, RID uses
an EMA teacher, which benefits from longer optimization.
Consequently, we adopt a smaller batch size of 8 and a re-
duced learning rate of 5 × 10−5. Under this configuration,
the adapted baseline performs worse.
Details about the prompt dataset. As mentioned in
Sec. 5.1, we use the prompts from the Human Prefer-
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A dog with a plate of food on the ground.
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A TV sitting on top of a wooden stand.
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Figure 6. Qualitative comparison of generation results at the end of tuning on different task sequences, along with the results of joint tuning
and model soup. For simplicity, we use abbreviations of the target objective to express task orders (e.g., “AHC” represents aesthetic tuning
first, followed by human preference tuning, and finally compressibility tuning.).
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Method Target Metrics General Metrics

Aesthetic score ↑ HPS score ↑ PNG Size (kB) ↓ JPEG Size (kB) ↓ CLIP score ↑ Zero-shot FID ↓
Stable Diffusion V1.5 5.23 0.259 425.13 50.40 25.77 71.54

Joint Tuning 5.43 0.263 378.99 49.20 20.00 82.52
Average (RID) 5.55 0.277 354.96 41.45 24.42 85.95

Table 6. The comparison of the final performance of joint tuning and RID.

ence Dataset (HPD) [37]. HPD comprises four styles of
prompts: including “animation”, “painting”, “concept-art”,
and “photo”, with each style containing 800 prompts. In
our experiments, follow [22], we use the prompts from the
“photo” domain, using its prompts for both training and
evaluation. For the train-test split, we follow the implemen-
tation of [22], using the allocated 750 prompts for training
and 50 prompts for testing. Some examples of the prompts
are shown in Table 5.

3


	. Introduction
	. Related Work
	. Reward Incremental Learning
	. Problem Formulation
	. Quantifying the Forgetting

	. Reward Incremental Distillation
	. LoRA Adapter Group
	. Momentum Distillation

	. Experiments
	. Experiment Setup.
	. Experimental Results

	. Discussion
	. Conclusion
	. Pseudo Code for EMA Distillation
	. Further Analysis and Qualitative Samples
	. Experiment Details

