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Abstract

Diffusion models produce impressive results in modalities ranging from images and video to protein
design and text. However, generating samples with user-specified properties remains a challenge. Re-
cent research proposes fine-tuning models to maximize rewards that capture desired properties, but these
methods require expensive training and are prone to mode collapse. In this work, we propose Feynman-
Kac (FK) steering, an inference-time framework for steering diffusion models with reward functions.
FK steering works by sampling a system of multiple interacting diffusion processes, called particles, and
resampling particles at intermediate steps based on scores computed using functions called potentials. Po-
tentials are defined using rewards for intermediate states and are selected such that a high value indicates
that the particle will yield a high-reward sample. We explore various choices of potentials, intermediate
rewards, and samplers. We evaluate FK steering on text-to-image and text diffusion models. For steering
text-to-image models with a human preference reward, we find that FK steering a 0.8B parameter model
outperforms a 2.6B parameter fine-tuned model on prompt fidelity, with faster sampling and no training.
For steering text diffusion models with rewards for text quality and specific text attributes, we find that
FK steering generates lower perplexity, more linguistically acceptable outputs and enables gradient-free
control of attributes like toxicity. Our results demonstrate that inference-time scaling and steering of
diffusion models — even with off-the-shelf rewards — can provide significant sample quality gains and
controllability benefits. Code is available here.

1 Introduction

Diffusion-based generative models [Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015] have led to advances in modeling images
[Ho et al., 2020, Song et al., 2020a], videos [Ho et al., 2022], and proteins [Gruver et al., 2023], as well
as promising results for text generation [Li et al., 2022, Han et al., 2023, Gong et al., 2023, Gulrajani and
Hashimoto, 2023, Horvitz et al., 2024]. Despite these advances, diffusion models have failure modes. For
example, there is a high failure rate for text-to-image models in terms of adherence to text prompts [ Ghosh
et al., 2024]. Additionally, adapting these models to produce samples that conform to user preferences
remains a challenge.

One approach for making generative models adhere to user preferences is to encode preference via a
reward function r(%,) and sample from a tilted distribution p,ee(X) ©< pg(Xo) €xp(r(%,)) [Korbak et al.,
2022], such that high-reward samples are up-weighted and low-reward samples are down-weighted. These
reward functions can be human preference scores [Xu et al., 2024, Wu et al., 2023a], vision-language
models [Liu et al., 2024a] to score prompt fidelity, or likelihoods p(y | x,) for an attribute y [Wu et al.,
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Figure 1: Feynman-Kac diffusion steering (FK STEERING) is a particle-based steering approach that
generates multiple samples (particles) like best-of-n (importance sampling) approaches. In FK STEERING,
particles are evaluated at intermediate steps, where they are scored with functions called potentials. Poten-
tials are defined using intermediate rewards and are selected such that promising particles are resampled
and poor samples are terminated. Additionally, potentials are selected such that resulting outputs are sam-
ples from the tilted distribution, x, o< py(x,) exp (Ar(x,)) -

2023b]. Current approaches for sampling from this tilted distribution can be categorized into (a) fine-
tuning and (b) inference-time steering methods.

Black et al. [2023], Domingo-Enrich et al. [2024], Wallace et al. [2024] explore fine-tuning of diffusion
models with reward functions. However, fine-tuning requires expensive training and ties the model to a
single reward. Alternatively, two common inference-time steering approaches are reward gradient-based
guidance [Song et al., 2020a, Bansal et al., 2023] and best-of-n sampling. Best-of-n sampling can be
used to guide any diffusion model with generic reward functions, however, it allocates a large amount of
computation to samples that yield low rewards [ Chatterjee and Diaconis, 2018]. Gradient-based guidance
presents an efficient alternative, but it is limited to differentiable reward functions and continuous-state
diffusion models. Therefore, steering a diffusion model at inference-time with arbitrary rewards remains
a challenge.

We introduce Feynman-Kac steering (FK STEERING), an inference-time steering framework for sampling
tilted distributions with diffusion models. FK STEERING enables guidance with arbitrary reward functions,
differentiable or otherwise, for both discrete and continuous-state space models. FK STEERING makes use
of a rare-event simulation method, FK interacting particle systems [Moral, 2004, Hairer and Weare, 2014,
Vestal et al., 2008, Chopin et al., 2020]. This technique enables the generation of samples with high-
rewards, which may be rare events under the original model py(x,).

FK STEERING works by (a) sampling multiple interacting diffusion processes, called particles, (b) scoring
these particles using functions called potentials, and (c) resampling the particles based on their potentials
at intermediate steps during generation (see fig. 1). Potential functions are defined using intermediate
rewards. Resampling with these intermediate rewards yields high-reward samples and eliminates lower
reward particles. We present several ways of defining these intermediate rewards and potentials and
empirically demonstrate that these new choices improve on traditional choices [Wu et al., 2023b, Li et al.,
2024]. By expanding the set of choices, users can find potentials that are better suited for their tasks.
Remarkably, for a number of tasks, we see significant performance benefits for both image and text diffusion
models with FK STEERING with as few as k = 4 particles (see fig. 2). Additionally, we find that FK STEERING
smaller diffusion models outperforms larger models, and their fine-tuned versions, using less compute.
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Figure 2: With FK STEERING small models outperform bigger models with faster sampling and less
compute. We compare stable diffusion text-to-image models and their fine-tuned versions, DPO [Wallace
et al., 2024] and DDPO [Black et al., 2023], with FK STEERING. We use the ImageReward model [Xu et al.,
2024] as the reward function and generate samples from the base model without reward gradients [Bansal
et al., 2023]. We also note that FK STEERING with k = 2 outperforms the fine-tuned models. Left: The
GenEval prompt fidelity scores [Ghosh et al., 2024] of the base models with FK STEERING and the fine-
tuned models [Wallace et al., 2024]. Without any training SDv2.1 with FK STEERING (k = 3) outperforms
a finetuned SDXL model with fewer FLOPS and less sampling time. Right: FLOPs for each configuration
are on the x-axis.

Contributions. In summary, our methodological contributions are the following:

* We propose Feynman-Kac diffusion steering as a framework for building particle-based approximations
for sampling the tilted distribution py(x,)exp(Ar(xXy)). FK STEERING can steer both continuous and
discrete state-space models with generic reward functions. We also show that FK STEERING can be used
to steer conditional models.

* We show that particle-based sampling methods such as twisted diffusion sampler (TDS) [Wu et al.,
2023b] and Li et al. [2024], are specific instances of FK interacting particle systems. We demonstrate
that FK STEERING enables new choices of potentials, samplers, and reward models that can improve
performance across many tasks.

Empirically, we demonstrate that FK STEERING:

* Provides an alternative to fine-tuning when using sample quality rewards. We steer text-to-image latent
diffusion models with an off-the-shelf reward model. FK STEERING with just k = 4 particles outperforms
fine-tuning on prompt fidelity and aesthetic quality, without making use of reward gradients. We also
steer text diffusion models to generate higher quality samples that have more competitive linguistic
acceptability and perplexity to those sampled from auto-regressive models.

* Enables smaller models (0.8B parameters) to outperform larger models (2.6B parameters) on prompt-
fidelity [Ghosh et al., 2024], using fewer FLOPs (see the right panel in fig. 2). Moreover, we show that
using FK STEERING with fine-tuned models unlocks further performance benefits.

* OQutperforms fine-tuned models on prompt fidelity with just k = 2 particles (see fig. 2).

* Provides a valuable method for generating samples with (rare) specified attributes. As an example, the
method can be used to generate toxic language to support efforts in responsible Al [Zhao et al., 2024],
including for red-teaming model behavior, and for fine-turning and steering generalist language models
to recognize and reject toxic language input. On toxicity, without gradient guidance, FK STEERING can in-
crease the toxicity rate of a text diffusion model from 0.3% to 69.7% with k = 8 particles, outperforming
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Figure 3: FK STEERING improves prompt fidelity and sample quality. In the first row, we plot an
independent sample from SDXL [Podell et al., 2023]. In the middle and bottom rows, we plot the highest
reward sample using FK STEERING with SDXL and SDv2.1 [Rombach et al., 2022], here we use k = 4
particles. We use a human preference score, ImageReward [Xu et al., 2024], as the reward function and
generate samples from the base models, without any gradients from the reward. We observe that FK
STEERING both SDXL and SDv2.1 improves their prompt fidelity and sample quality compared to the first
row. Prompts are selected from the GenEval benchmark prompt set.

both gradient guidance and best-of-n.

Overall, in all settings we consider, FK STEERING always improves performance, highlighting the benefits
of inference-time scaling and steering of diffusion models.

2 Related Work

Current approaches to generate samples from the tilted distribution py(x,) exp(Ar(x,)) can be categorized
into two types: (1) fine-tuning [Black et al., 2023, Domingo-Enrich et al., 2024, Fan et al., 2024], and (2)
inference-time steering approaches, such as universal guidance [Song et al., 2020a, Bansal et al., 2023]
and particle-based approaches such as best-of-n sampling and sequential Monte Carlo (sMc) [Wu et al.,
2023b].

Fine-tuning. Recent work [Xu et al., 2024, Black et al., 2023] proposes fine-tuning a diffusion model
finerune t0 Maximize the reward By y7(Xo) without a Kullback-Leibler (KL) penalty. Domingo-Enrich
et al. [2024], Fan et al. [2024] propose KL-regularized fine-tuning, and more recently Wallace et al. [2024]
proposes direct preference optimization for diffusion models. However, fine-tuning requires both allocating
training resources and coupling a model to a specific reward function. Moreover, we show Feynman-Kac
interacting particle system (FK-1PS), with just k = 3 particles, outperforms fine-tuning in several settings
without requiring any kind of training.

Inference-time steering. For continuous-valued x, and differentiable rewards, one can employ gradient-
based steering methods such as classifier guidance [Song et al., 2020a], or more generally universal guid-



ance [Bansal et al., 2023], to define the twisted score, sg(X,, t) + Vy r(x,), where sy is the marginal score.
However, the use of gradients limits steering to differentiable rewards and continuous-valued diffusion
models.

FK STEERING builds on top of recent work such as TDs [Wu et al., 2023b] and others [Trippe et al., 2022,
Cardoso et al., 2023, Dou and Song, 2024] that propose inference-time techniques, which make use of
particle-based sampling methods for sampling from the unnormalized target distributions.

In appendix C.2, we show how TDS [Wu et al., 2023b] and soft value-based decoding in diffusion models
(svpD) [Li et al., 2024] are examples of FK interacting particle systems [Moral, 2004]. Our experiments
demonstrate that generalizing beyond these methods to different choices of potentials, rewards, and sam-
plers provide several improvements, such as higher reward samples.

TDS [Wu et al., 2023b] uses twisted sMC (See Section 3 in Naesseth et al. [2019]) for conditional sampling
by targeting prgec(Xo | ¥) o< po(%0)p(¥ | Xo). The proposal generator for TDS uses classifier-guidance,
restricting guidance to continuous state diffusion models and differentiable reward functions. In contrast,
FK STEERING enables guidance with reward functions beyond differentiable likelihoods and generalizes to
discrete state-spaces, including for text diffusion models.

More recently, Li et al. [2024] propose SVDD, a derivative-free approach to guiding diffusion models for
reward maximization, by targeting the distribution the limit of lim;_, ., % Po(Xo) exp(Ar(xy)). If there is a
single sample x; in the support of p, that maximizes r, then this distribution collapses to a point mass
on X;. SVDD uses nested importance sampling for sampling, see algorithm 5 in Naesseth et al. [2019]. At
each time step, SVDD samples k states X, from a diffusion model and selects one state x,* with the highest
reward and makes k copies of that state, therefore reducing diversity of samples x;.

Text Generation and SMC. The sampling procedure for traditional autoregressive language models poses
a challenge for smc approaches, since sMc typically requires estimating the reward of the full sequence
given its prefix. Lew et al. [2023] address this challenge by limiting to rewards calculated within a fixed
look-ahead window. In contrast, Zhao et al. [2024] learn intermediate twisting potentials to marginalize
over the remaining elements of a particular partial sequence. In our work, we demonstrate that intermedi-
ate estimates from diffusion models, for attributes like toxicity, can be used even with off-the-shelf reward
models by evaluating the reward models on intermediate denoised estimates (see fig. 5).

3 Feynman-Kac Steering of diffusion models

In this section, we present details of the Feynman-Kac steering (FK STEERING) for inference-time steering
of diffusion models.

3.1 Diffusion Models

Diffusion-based generative models (DBGMs) [Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015] are processes that are learned by
reversing a forward noising process, q(x,). The noising process takes data x ~ q4,,, and produces a noisy
state X, ~ q(X, | Xo = x) such that at a terminal-time T we have q(X7) = Tyor, Wwhere 7, is the model
prior. The noising process can be defined as a continuous-time Markov process [Song et al., 2020a, Kingma
et al., 2021, Singhal et al., 2023, Lipman et al., 2022, Singhal et al., 2024] or discrete-time Markov chain
[Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015, Austin et al., 2021, Sahoo et al., 2024, Shi et al., 2024, Campbell et al., 2022].
For exposition, we focus on discrete time diffusions though the techniques are applicable to continuous
time diffusions as noted below. A discrete time diffusion has a model given a context ¢

Discrete-time: Po(Xr, ..., Xo | €) = Mprior(Xr) l_[ Po(X; | Xe41,€), (1)
te[T—1,0]

which involves iteratively sampling a path (Xr,Xy_q,...,Xp), where X, is the model sample. The model py
can be trained by maximizing a lower bound on the model log-likelihood log py(x, = x).



Most uses of generative models require samples with user-specified properties. In the next section, we
describe a generic way to steer diffusion models towards such samples.

3.2 Steering Diffusion Models

One way to steer diffusion models is to encode user preferences in a reward model r(x,) and sample from
a distribution that tilts the diffusion model’s generations py(x,) towards an exponential of the reward
function r(x,):

1
ptarget(xo le)= EPQ(XO |e) €xp (QLI”(XO, c)). (2)

The reward r(x,) can correspond to various objectives, including human preference scores [Xu et al.,
2024, Wu et al., 2023a], vision-language models [Liu et al., 2024a] that measure the prompt fidelity for
text-to-image models, or likelihoods p(y | x,) of a particular attribute y.

One way to sample from the target distribution in eq. (2) is to generate k particles {xf)} ~ pp(x, | €) and
then resample the particles based on the scores exp(A(r (X, ¢))). This procedure is known as importance
sampling [Owen and Zhou, 2000]. However, the target distribution favors samples that have higher re-
ward, which may be rare under the model py. This suggests the use of simulation methods that better tilt
towards rare events.

One broad class of rare-event simulation methods are FK-1Ps approaches [Moral, 2004, Hairer and Weare,
2014] that use functions called potentials to tilt the transition kernels of the diffusion process to push
samples towards paths that lead to higher rewards. In the next section, we describe FK STEERING, a general
framework for inference-time steering of diffusion models using FK-IPS.

3.3 Feynman-Kac diffusion steering

We use FK-IPS to produce paths (Xr,Xr_1,...,Xo) with high-reward x, samples. Fk-1ps defines a sequence
of distributions pry . (X7,Xr_1,...,X,) by tilting the base distribution py(xr,Xr_1,...,X,) using potentials
G, [Moral, 2004, Chopin et al., 2020]. The sequence of distributions py,, is built iteratively by tilt-
ing the transition kernels py (X, | X,4;) with a potential G,(xr,Xr_y,...,X,). We start with py r(xr) o<
po(Xy | €)Gr (X7, ¢) and then define the subsequent distributions as:

1 t
pFK,t(XT’ s Xy | C) = Z_pQ(XT,xT—l: X | C) {l_[ Gt(XT’XT—l; . "Xs’c)} (3)
t s=T
t+1

1
= Z—pg(xt | X41,€)G (Xqy .o, X, € P (X e o5 Xpgq | c)l_[Gs(xT,...,xs,c) (€]
s=T

t
Tilted transition kernel

O<Previous pyy ¢+1

where Z, =, []_[S;T G, ] is the normalization constant. The potentials G, are selected to up-weight paths
(X7, ...,x,) that will ultimately yield high-reward samples x,. We require that the product of the potentials
G, matches the exponential tilt of p,ge:

0
[ 6, %0 ©) = exp (Ar(x, 0)). 5)
t=T

This choice ensures that py o(Xr,...,Xq | €) o< py(Xr,...,Xo|€)exp(Ar(Xy,¢)); that is, sampling from
X ~ Prxo Samples from the target that tilts towards higher rewards. Potential functions that satisfy this
constraint are not unique.

Sampling from pg,,. Direct sampling from pg, is intractable. However, targeting the intermediate
distributions py, , supports sampling of the distribution p o through the use of particle-based methods,



Algorithm 1 Feynman-Kac Diffusion Steering

Input: Diffusion model py(x,.7 | ), reward model r(x,, ¢), proposal generator 7(X, | X,,1,¢), potentials
G, intermediate rewards r,(x,, ¢), number of particles k
Returns: Samples {x(H
Sample x7. ~ T(XT_I c) fori€[K]
Score , G = Gr(x;,¢) fori € [K]
fort €{T,...,1} do

Resample: Sample k indices ai ~ Multinomial(xi, Gi) and let xi =x' fori € [K]

Propose: Sample x,_; ~ 7(X,4 | x;,c) fori € [K]

Re-weight: Compute weight G,_, for i € [K]:

Gi _ p@(xlt,1 | Xltﬁ c)

= G(x,...,xt_¢)

. - S
T(x,_; | x;,€) e
end for

Output: return samples {X;}

such as smc [Moral, 2004, Doucet and Lee, 2018], nested 1S (see alg. 5 in Naesseth et al. [2019]), diffu-
sion Monte Carlo (DMcC) [Hairer and Weare, 2014]. sMC generates k particles using a proposal generator
T(X; | X;41,---,Xr, ) and at each transition step x,,; — X, scores the particles using the potential and the
transition kernel importance weights:

Gi _ pFK,t(XT"">Xt+1’Xt | C)

=

pFK,t+1(XT; s X [ e)T(x, | Xit1s005XT | c)
pPo(X, | X41,€)

(x| xi+1,...,xiT,c)

©)

_ i i i
=G.(X},...,X,1,X,,C)

(7

The particles xi are then resampled based on the scores Gi. See fig. 1 for a visualization of the method
and algorithm 1 for details. Particle-based approximations are consistent, that is as k — 0o, the empirical
distribution over the particles xg converges to Parger(Xo), see theorem 3.19 in Del Moral and Miclo [2000].
Next, we discuss different choices of the potentials G, and proposal generators 7.

Choosing the proposal generator T. For the proposal generator 7, the simplest choice is to sample
from the diffusion model’s transition kernel py(x, | X,,1,¢). Alternatively, another choice is a transition
kernel that tilts towards samples with high rewards, such as gradient-based guidance. We discuss choices
in appendix C.1.

Choosing the potential G,. One choice of potentials is G, = 1 for t > 1 and G, = exp(A(r(xy,c))),
which leads to importance sampling. However, importance sampling can require many particles to find
high rewards [Chatterjee and Diaconis, 2018] and does not take into account how a particle is likely to
score during the generation process. To up-weight paths that yield high-reward samples, FK STEERING uses
potentials that score particles using intermediate rewards ry(X,, ¢):

* DIFFERENCE: G,(X;,X,1,€) = exp(A(ry (X, €) — 14 (Xe41,¢))) and Gy = 1, similar to [Wu et al., 2023b],
prefers particles that have increasing rewards.

* Max: G.(Xr,...,%,€) = exp()tmaxstt r4(%;,¢)) and G, = exp(lr(xo,c))(]—[tT=1 G,)! prefers particles
that have the highest rewards.

* Sum: G.(X7,...,%.) = exp(A Zstt re(%;,¢)) and Gy = exp()tr(xo,c))(]_[tT=1 G,)! selects particles that
have the highest accumulated rewards.

Any choice of potentials that satisfies eq. (5) produce a consistent approximation of p,ee(Xy). However,
the number of particles required to produce high-reward samples depends on the choice of the potential.
For instance, if the reward r(x,) is bounded, then using the potential exp(A(r (X, €)—r4(X.11,¢))) assigns



low scores to particles that reach the maximum reward early in generation. In this setting, alternatives
like the MAX potential may offer benefits.

Interval Resampling. For a typical diffusion process, the change between x, and x,,; is not substantial.
Therefore, we can select potentials G, such that we only resample at a few steps. We define a resampling
schedule R = {t,,...,t;}, where t; = 0. For t ¢ R, G, = 1 and for t; €RR, G, is equal to a non-uniform
potential, such as the max potential. This type of interval resampling encourages exploration and reduces
sampling time and compute requirements.

Choosing intermediate rewards r4(x,,¢). Any choice of the intermediate rewards r, (x;, ¢) yields con-
sistent particle-based approximations. In this section, we discuss some choices of .

The ideal rewards for the intermediate state x, would require knowing the distribution of rewards of x,,
generated from the state x,: py(r(%y)|x%,,c). With this distribution, reward functions r,, could be chosen
to yield high expected reward when reward variance is low, or based on the 10th percentile of the reward
distribution to ensure good worst-case quality. Producing this distribution of rewards requires training
with samples from the model. We will describe a few options that have different trade-offs in compute
versus knowledge provided about the rewards for the sample x,.

* Rewards at expected x,. Similar to Song et al. [2020a], Wu et al. [2023b], Bansal et al. [2023], Li
et al. [2024], intermediate rewards can be defined by evaluating an off-the-shelf reward function at the
diffusion model’s approximation of the expected sample x, given the current state x, and context c:

X, R Ep,(x, | x)[Xo | X¢]. With this choice, the intermediate rewards are r,(x,,¢) = r(xy =X, ¢).

* Many-sample r. Diffusion models provide a means to sample py(X, | X, €). During inference, for each
particle x!, we sample N samples x;’ ~ py(x, | x.,¢) and then use r4(x!,c) = log Z;V:l exp(r(xg’,c))
to summarize the empirical distribution of rewards.

* Learned ry. When sampling from py(x, | X, ¢) is expensive, we can leverage the fact that p, is trained
to approximate the inference process g [Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015, Song et al., 2020a]. Because of this
approximation, data samples can be used to train intermediate reward models rg. For instance, when
r(xo) is a classifier py(y | X,), then similar to Nichol et al. [2021] we can train a classifier p,(y | x,).
For more general rewards, we can use:

2
argmin E E a,(x,,¢)—exp(r(x,y,c) (8
g¢ t~U[0,T] qata(Xo | ©q(x; | %o) H i P 0 “2

and define ry; =loga,. When py = g, these objectives learn the reward, ry, = 10gE,, (x, | x,,c)L€XP(7 (X, €))].
This choice of reward is used to define the potential G, that leads to the local transitions that minimize
the variance of the potential at each step (see theorem 10.1 in [Chopin et al., 2020]).

Continuous-time diffusions. While the presentation above is for discrete-time models, we note that
FK STEERING can also be used to steer continuous-time diffusion models [Song et al., 2020a, Singhal
et al., 2023]. Sampling from continuous-time diffusion models is done using numerical methods such
as Euler-Maruyama [Sarkké and Solin, 2019]. Numerical sampling methods involve defining a discretized
grid {1,1 — At,...,0} and then sampling from the transition kernel py(X; | X,1a,c). Therefore, simi-
lar to discrete-time models, we can apply FK STEERING by tilting the transition kernels with potentials
G.(X1,X1_ps5---,X,) for t € {0, At,...,1}.

4 Experiments

To evaluate the efficacy of FK STEERING we conduct the following experiments:

* FK STEERING for sample quality: This experiment steers text-to-image diffusion models and text diffu-
sion models with off-the-shelf rewards that measure sample quality.



— In the text-to-image setting, we run FK STEERING with a human preference reward model, ImageRe-
ward [Xu et al., 2024]. We evaluate on the heldout GenEval benchmark, a popular prompt fidelity
evaluation.!

- For text diffusion models, we use perplexity computed using GPT2 [Radford et al., 2019a], a simple
trigram language model [Liu et al., 2024b], and linguistic acceptability classifier [Morris et al.,
2020] for rewards.

* Studying potential choices in FK STEERING: In this experiment, we explore the effect of using different
choices of potentials on the rewards achieved by the samples x;.

» Studying different choices of intermediate rewards: We examine the effectiveness of using different
intermediate rewards with FK STEERING on control of two types of rare attribute:

— For text diffusion models, we consider control of text toxicity, which occurs in 1% of base model
samples.

— For image diffusion models, we evaluate control of ImageNet class. There are 1000 classes in the
dataset. In this experiment, we also use gradient-based guidance to tilt the transition kernel.

4.1 FK STEERING for sample quality

Text-to-Image Diffusion Models. This experiment uses the stable diffusion [Podell et al., 2023, Rombach
et al., 2022] family of text-to-image diffusion models py(x, | ¢), where c is the text prompt. These models
cover a range of model architectures [Nichol and Dhariwal, 2021, Peebles and Xie, 2023] and inference
processes [Ho et al., 2020, Karras et al., 2022], see table 7 for parameter counts and timings. As the reward
we use the ImageReward human preference score model [Xu et al., 2024]. For the intermediate rewards,
we evaluate the off-the-shelf reward model on the denoised state, r,(x,) = r(x, = X,) where X, is the
model’s approximation of E, [X, | x,].

For the proposal generator 7, we use the base model itself. For sampling from the base model, we use
classifier-free guidance [Ho and Salimans, 2022] with guidance scale set to 7.5, the default choice from
Hugging Face?, alongside the DDIM sampler [Song et al., 2020b] with n = 1 and T = 100 time-steps.
We use A = 10, k = 4 and the resampling schedule [0, 20,40, 60, 80] with the potential G,(X7,...,X,) =
exp(A maxstt r4(X;)), where t = 0 is the terminal step.

As a benchmark for FK STEERING, we compare against best-of-N (BoN). Additionally, we consider publicly
available models fine-tuned for prompt alignment and aesthetic quality. We consider bro® fine-tuned
models, SD v1.5 and SDXL, [Wallace et al., 2024, Rafailov et al., 2024] and an RL fine-tuned SD v1.4
[Black et al., 2023]* with a vision-language model, LLAVA [Liu et al., 2024a], as the reward for prompt
alignment. We also explore FK STEERING the fine-tuned models.

We measure prompt alignment with the GenEval benchmark® [Ghosh et al., 2024] and report ImageRe-
ward® [Xu et al., 2024] and HPS [Wu et al., 2023a] scores to measure aesthetic quality. For results with
different sampling schedules and A values, see appendix A.

In Table 1, we measure prompt fidelity and aesthetic quality of samples generated by FK STEERING with
k = 4. We measure prompt alignment by GenEVAL and aesthetic quality using ImageReward [Xu et al.,
2024] and HPS scores. In table 1 we report the performance of the highest reward particle generated by
FK STEERING, and in fig. 4, we report average particle performance. We observe:

* FK STEERING smaller models outperforms larger models. With k = 4 FK STEERING SDv2.1 outperforms
SDXL and its DPO [Wallace et al., 2024] fine-tuned version, on GenEval scores and aesthetic quality with

'https://github.com/djghosh13/geneval/tree/main/prompts
2See https://huggingface.co/blog/stable_diffusion
Shttps://huggingface.co/papers/2311.12908
“https://huggingface.co/kvablack/ddpo-alignment
Shttps://github.com/djghosh13/geneval/tree/main/prompts
Shttps://github.com/THUDM/ImageReward/tree/main/benchmark
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Figure 4: Effect of scaling the number of particles. Left: GENEVAL scores for FK STEERING using IM-
AGEREWARD, average particle performance. Dashed lines indicate performance of fine-tuned baselines.
Middle: Corresponding IMAGEREWARD scores. Right: Distribution of IMAGEREWARD scores for samples
from SDv2.1 (0.8B) with and without FK STEERING, compared with SDXL (2.6B).

less sampling time: 11.5s versus 9.1s. See fig. 3 for samples.

* FK STEERING the base model outperforms fine-tuning the base model. FK STEERING with as few
as k = 4 particles can outperform fine-tuned models on both prompt fidelity and human preference
alignment. Moreover, Figure 2 shows that the base model with just k = 2 particles has a higher GenEval
score than the DPO and DDPO fine-tuned models.

* FK STEERING further improves fine-tuned models. In table 2, we show that steering fine-tuned models
with FK STEERING improves performance even further. For instance, the GenEval score of SDXL-DPO
increases from 0.58 to 0.65, and similarly for SDv1.5, the GenEval score increases from 0.46 to 0.56.

* Effect of scaling the number of particles. In fig. 4, we observe the effect of scaling the number of
particles on prompt fidelity and human preference alignment metrics. We note that scaling the number
of particles improves the prompt fidelity and human preference alignment scores of all particles for all
models.

Text Diffusion Models. Next, we investigate steering with FK STEERING to improve the sample quality of
text diffusion models, which generally underperform traditional autoregressive models on fluency metrics
like perplexity [Li et al., 2022, Gulrajani and Hashimoto, 2023, Horvitz et al., 2024, Sahoo et al., 2024].
We consider three reward functions for improving text quality: perplexity computed with a simple trigram
language model’, a classifier [Morris et al., 2020]® trained on the Corpus of Linguistic Acceptability (CoLA)
dataset [Warstadt et al., 2018], and perplexity computed by GPT2 [Radford et al., 2019b]. For all choices
of reward models, we define the intermediate rewards using r,(x,) = r(x, = X,) and use the potential
G, = exp(A(rg(x;) — rg(xp41)))

We consider two base text diffusion models: SSD-LM [Han et al., 2023] and MDLM [Sahoo et al., 2024]
and use these models as the proposal generator 7. SSD-LM is a continuous space diffusion model trained
on noised word logits, while MDLM is a discrete diffusion model.

For FK STEERING, we resample 50 times during the inference process (every 10 steps for SSD-LM and every
20 or MDLM). For all models we use A = 10.0, and return the highest scoring sample at t = 0. Follow-

7We compute trigram probabilities using co-gram [Liu et al., 2024b].
8https://huggingface.co/textattack/roberta-base-CoLA
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Model Sampler(2, k) GenEVAL*7T IR'T HPS'T

SDvl.4 k=1 0.4408 0.234  0.245
SDvl.4 BoN(k =4) 0.5460 0.800  0.256
SD v1.4-DDPO k=1 0.4371 0.263  0.241
SDvl.4 FK(A =10, k=4) 0.5492 0.927  0.263
SDv1.5 k=1 0.4483 0.187  0.245
SDvl.5 BoN(k =4) 0.5239 0.737  0.265
SD v1.5-DPO k=1 0.4671 0.343  0.255
SDv1.5 FK(A =10, k=4) 0.5463 0.898 0.263
SDv2.1 k=1 0.5104 0.372  0.253
SDv2.1 BoN(k =4) 0.6172 0.888  0.263
SDv2.1 FK(A =10, k=3) 0.5987 0.864  0.265
SDv2.1 FK(A =10, k=4) 0.6289 1.006 0.268
SDXL k=1 0.5571 0.871  0.289
SDXL BoN(k =4) 0.6347 1.236  0.296
SDXL-DPO k=1 0.5811 0.859  0.296
SDXL FK(A =10, k=4) 0.6489 1.298  0.302

Table 1: Effect of FK STEERING prompt fidelity and human preference scores. GenEval scores * are
computed using the GenEval prompts and ImageReward’ and ImageReward and HPS scores’ are computed
on prompts provided by the ImageReward paper. As a baseline, we compare against Best-of-N with 4
independent samples. Across all models, FK STEERING improves both prompt fidelity as well as human
preference alignment scores, beating BoN and fine-tuning. Interestingly, we note that BoN outperforms
fine-tuning as well, showing the benefits of inference-time scaling.

Model Sampler(A, k) GenEvalT IRT HPST
SD v1.5-DPO k=1 0.4671 0.343 0.255
SD v1.5-DP0  FK(A =10,k =4) 0.5751 0.885 0.276
SDXL-DPO k=1 0.5811 0.859 0.296

SDXL-pPO FK(A=10,k=4) 0.6755 1.198 0.317

Table 2: Steering fine-tuned models. Here we sample from qgpeune(Xo | €) €xp(r (%, €)) using FK STEER-
ING, where Ggnerme are DPO fine-tuned models [Wallace et al., 2024]. Note that all metrics are improved
with FK STEERING.

ing Han et al. [2023], we generate 20 continuations of length 50 using their 15 controllable generation
prompts. In addition to FK STEERING, we evaluate base model performance and best-of-n. As a baseline
to compare quality improvements from scaling inference steps [Gong et al., 2023, Sahoo et al., 2024],
we also include results for SSD-LM with T = 5000 (versus T = 500). We additionally include results for
GPT2-Medium [Radford et al., 2019b] as an auto-regressive baseline. We evaluate all methods using per-
plexity computed with GPT2-XL [Radford et al., 2019b], CoLA acceptability, and distinct uni/bi/trigrams
(Dist-1/2/3) [Han et al., 2023, Li et al., 2016]. Additonal details on our text experiments are included in
B.

Table 3 contains our text sample quality evaluation results. We observe:

* FK STEERING significantly improves the perplexity and CoLA scores of both SSD-LM and MDLM.
For all reward functions, FK STEERING (k = 4) outperforms best-of-n (n = 4) on the corresponding
target metric (perplexity or CoLA). For MDLM, trigram steering dramatically improves perplexity (37.2
vs 79.2), but is less effective at improving CoLA (35.3 vs 30.0).

* FK STEERING outperforms best-of-n. For all experiments, FK STEERING outperforms best-of-n when
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Model + Sampler(r) k PPL(GPTXL)| ColLA?T Dist-1/2/37

GPT2-medium 1 13.8 85.3 53/90/94
SSD-LM 1 21.9 67.7 46/82/91
SSD-LMy., 10 1 18.9 72.3 45/81/90
SSD-LM + FK(GPT2) 4 11.3 85.0 40/73/85
SSD-LM + FK(Trigram) 4 13.9 79.0 40/76/88
SSD-LM + FK(CoLA) 4 18.0 97.7 46/81/91
SSD-LM + BoN(GPT2) 4 12.9 77.3 40/73/85
SSD-LM + BoN(Trigram) 4 15.9 75.0 42/77/88
SSD-LM + BoN(CoLA) 4 19.8 94.7 46/82/91
SSD-LM + BoN(GPT2) 8 11.3 81.3 40/73/85
SSD-LM + BoN(Trigram) 8 14.4 74.7 42/76/88
SSD-LM + BoN(CoLA) 8 18.6 96.0 45/81/91
MDLM 1 79.2 30.0 56/91/94
MDLM + FK(GPT2) 4 51.5 43.0 51/85/92
MDLM + FK(Trigram) 4 37.2 35.3 49/85/92
MDLM + FK(CoLA) 4 69.6 68.3 58/88/91
MDLM + BoN(GPT2) 4 57.1 38.0 55/89/93
MDLM + BoN(Trigram) 4 51.3 33.3 53/89/94
MDLM + BoN(CoLA) 4 68.6 61.0 57/91/94
MDLM + BoN(GPT?2) 8 46.2 37.7 53/86/92
MDLM + BoN(Trigram) 8 44.7 35.0 52/88/93
MDLM + BoN(CoLA) 8 64.6 73.3 57/91/93

Table 3: Text sample quality results metrics. We sample texts of length 50 from all models and score
perplexity with GPT2-XL, CoLA acceptability, and Dist-1/2/3 diversity metrics. Both SSD-LM and GPT-
medium have 355 million parameters. MDLM is a smaller model with 170 million parameters.

using the same number of particles. Notably, FK STEERING SSD-LM outperforms best-of-n with twice as
many particles. We also note that FK STEERING on SSD-LM with T = 500 improves on SSD-LM with 10x
inference steps (T = 5000) for all fluency metrics.

Overall, our results demonstrate that FK STEERING with off-the-shelf rewards can enable sampling lower-
perplexity, more linguistically acceptable text from diffusion models.

4.2 Studying different choices of potentials

In the previous section, we used two different choices of potentials: the max potential, exp(A max;, ry(X;)),
for the text-to-image experiments and the difference potential, exp(A(r(x,)—14(X.11))), for the text qual-
ity experiment. However, as discussed in section 3, the choice of potential is not unique. This experiment
studies different choices of the potential for steering text-to-image diffusion models. Similar to the previous
section, we steer the stable diffusion text-to-image models with ImageReward, using the max, difference
and the sum potential. For all potentials, we use A = 10 with the [0, 20,40, 60, 80] interval sampling
schedule. We also note that ImageReward is bounded between [—2,2].

In table 4, for all models considered, the prompt fidelity scores using the max potential are higher compared
to the difference and sum potentials. The sum potential is worse on the smaller models. When limiting to
the difference and max potentials, the difference potential can assign low scores for particles that achieve
the maximum reward of 2 early in generation (because no further reward increase can be made after
reaching the maximum). However, we observe that for the same value of A and same number of particles,
the max potential can lead to lower particle diversity than the difference potential (see appendix D for
samples). This is because resampling at intermediate steps with the max potential favors higher scoring
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Potential k SDvl1.4 SDvl.5 SDv2.1 SDXL
Max 4 0540 0.540 0.616 0.633
Sum 4  0.496 0.499 0.569 0.613
Difference 4  0.525 0.526 0.578 0.603
Max 8 0.569 0.561 0.635 0.648
Sum 8 0.532 0.517 0.588 0.634
Difference 8 0.566 0.553 0.615 0.640

Table 4: Effect of different potentials on GenEval scores. Here we plot the average GenEval prompt
fidelity score, averaged over all particles. Using the max potential outperforms the difference potential
and the sum potential.

Model + Sampler Toxic T Toxic (Holdout) T PPL (GPT2-XL) | Dist-1/2/3 17
SSD-LM 1.0% 1.33% 21.9 46/82/91
SSD-LM + Gradient-Guidance 18.0% 20.0% 39.5 52/88/93
MDLM 0.3% 2.3% 79.2 56/91/94
Gradient-Free (SSD-LM)

SSD-LM + BoN(4) 1.7% 4.3% 22.5 46/81/91
SSD-LM + BoN(8) 5.3% 10.7% 22.6 46/82/91
SSD-LM + FK(k = 4) 8.0% 14.0% 22.1 46/82/91
SSD-LM + FK(k = 4, learned r¢) 14.0% 21.3% 26.6 45/83/92
SSD-LM + FK(k = 8) 27.0% 27.3% 23.8 46/83/92
SSD-LM + FK(k = 8, learned r¢) 39.0% 41.0% 26.2 45/83/91
Gradient-Free (MDLM)

MDLM + BoN(4) 2.0% 4.0% 83.2 56/89/93
MDLM + BoN(8) 3.7% 10.3% 89.5 58/91/93
MDLM + FK(k = 4) 22.0% 28.3% 72.6 55/88/92
MDLM + FK(k = 4, many r¢) 47.0% 47.7% 78.8 57/89/92
MDLM + FK(k = 8) 52.3% 43.3% 77.8 56/88/91
MDLM + FK(k = 8, many ) 69.7% 57.3% 65.7 56/87/90

Table 5: Toxicity results. We evaluate the toxicity of the generated samples with both the classifier used
for steering the model and a separate holdout classifier. We report GPT2-XL perplexity and distinct n-gram
metrics.

particles more so than the difference potential.

4.3 Studying different choices of rewards in FK STEERING

In this experiment, we demonstrate the efficacy of FK STEERING for controllable generation, where we
generate samples with attributes such as (a) toxic text for text diffusion models and (b) class-conditional
image generation with 1000 classes in the dataset. In these experiments, we also compare against classifier-
guidance.

Controlling Text Toxicity. We consider the task of red-teaming toxicity, a rare attribute identified in only
1% of base SSD-LM samples and 0.3% of MDLM samples. Toxicity presents an undesirable behavior for
language models. Here, we examine whether FK STEERING enables examining rare but dangerous model
behavior, a critical factor considered before deploying systems [Zhao et al., 2024]. In this experiment, we
run FK STEERING with the base text diffusion models with SSD-LM [Han et al., 2023] and MDLM models.
We use the base model as the proposal generator. As a baseline, we compare against gradient guidance for
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Figure 5: Correlation between r,(x,) and final state r(x,): Left: Correlations between r(x,) and r(x, =
X, ) for several text-to-image diffusion models, where r is a human preference score [Xu et al., 2024]. Right:
Correlation with an off-the-shelf text toxicity classifier r(x, = X,) and learned rewards r4(x,) on SSD-LM
[Han et al., 2023], a text diffusion model.

SSD-LM. For reward, we use a popular toxicity classifier [Logacheva et al., 2022].°
In this experiment, we explore the effect of different choices of intermediate rewards:

e For SSD-LM, we consider two choices: (1) the reward model evaluated at the denoised state and (2)
the learned reward ry, trained using real data samples.

* For MDLM, we use multiple samples xf)’j ~ Do (xf)’j | xi) to compute the reward ry, = log 1% Z;V:l exp(r(xf)’j ))
with (1) N =4 samples and (2) N = 16 samples.

The sampling hyper-parameters and prompts are similar to section 4.1. In our evaluation, we also include
results from an additional holdout toxicity classifier, trained on a multilingual mixture of toxicity datasets
[Dementieva et al., 2024].1° Details are included in appendix B.

In Table 5, we observe the following:

* Learned rewards improves controllability: With 8 particles, FK STEERING SSD-LM outperforms gradi-
ent guidance on holdout toxicity accuracy (27.3% vs 20.0%), and dramatically improves on perplexity
(23.8 vs 39.5). Using improved intermediate rewards, learned from real data, improves toxicity accuracy
even further to 41%.

* Using many-sample ry improves controllability: FK STEERING MDLM with k = 8 achieves an accuracy
of 47.7%. FK STEERING outperforms best-of-n sampling with both 4,8 particles. Using improved inter-
mediate rewards for MDLM more samples for intermediate rewards improves performance even further
to 57.3% (69.7% on the guidance reward model).

Class-Conditional Image Generation. In this experiment, we steer a marginal diffusion model p4(x,) to
produce samples from one of 1000 different classes. Similar to Wu et al. [2023b], the reward is (X, y) =
logpg(y | X) and use gradient guidance for the proposal distribution.

We compare two potentials, the max potential and the difference potentials, along with two different
reward models: one that uses the denoised state r(x, = X,,y) and one that is trained on noisy states
X, ~ q(x, | xo) where Xy, ~ 4.2 [Nichol et al., 2021]. This experiment uses pre-trained marginal diffusion
model and classifiers from Nichol and Dhariwal [2021] and generate 256 x 256 resolution images. In

https://huggingface.co/s-nlp/roberta_toxicity_classifier
DOhttps://huggingface.co/textdetox/x1mr-large-toxicity-classifier
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Sampler re(X¢) Potential k p(y |x,) Mean (Max)

FK STEERING (TDS [Wu et al., 2023b]) r(x, =X,) Diff. 4 0.59 (0.72)
FK STEERING r(xo =%,) Max 4 0.65 (0.70)
FK STEERING Learned Diff. 4 0.88 (0.94)
FK STEERING Learned Max 4 0.88 (0.96)

Table 6: ImageNet class-conditional probabilities with different choices of rewards and potentials.
In this experiment, we explore the effect of two choices of rewards, learned and the reward evaluated
at the denoised state [Wu et al., 2023b]. We also explore the effect of different choices of potentials, the
difference and the max potential. We observe that learning the reward improves performance significantly.

table 6, we observe that learning r,, for both gradient guidance and potential computation, provides
significant improvements over the reward evaluated at the denoised state.

Better Rewards vs. More Particles. In the previous section, we observed that for the same number of
particles, using either learned rewards or multiple samples improves performance. For instance, using
k = 8 with SSDLM without learning the intermediate rewards gets a toxicity rate of 27%, higher than
the learned reward’s toxicity rate of 14%; using the learned rewards improves the toxicity rate to 39%.
However, these rewards come with an added computational cost, either in training or more evaluations of
the reward model, presenting a trade-off in terms of using extra computational resources either for more
particles or for better intermediate rewards.

5 Conclusion

We introduce Feynman-Kac steering, a novel and efficient approach to inference-time steering of diffusion
modeling. The method offers an extensible and scalable approach for improving diffusion models. Fk
STEERING flexibly steers diffusion models using Feynman-Kac interacting particle systems, a rare-event
simulation technique. Our experiments demonstrate that FK STEERING can boost both the sample quality
and controllability of image and text diffusion models, outperforming fine-tuning and other inference-time
approaches.

FK STEERING can be used in a “plug-and-play" fashion to improve diffusion models on various downstream
tasks. We observe that using (a) either the difference or the max potential with intermediate rewards
defined at the denoised state and (b) the base diffusion model as the proposal generator improves perfor-
mance significantly. For instance, we find FK STEERING smaller diffusion models, with off-the-shelf rewards,
outperforms larger models, while using less compute. However, we find that using learned rewards or re-
wards with many samples improves performance even further. Therefore, by validating different choices,
such as potentials, rewards and samplers, a user can optimize performance for their task.

In our experiments, we find that scaling the number of particles is a natural mechanism for improving the
performance of diffusion models. Notably, in our text-to-image experiments, even naive best-of-n with 4
particles outperforms fine-tuned models and improves prompt fidelity and aesthetic quality. FK STEERING
improves on best-of-n by resampling using intermediate rewards during inference. We explore several
choices for these intermediate rewards, which present several trade-offs, including sample diversity versus
high rewards and spending more compute for better intermediate rewards.

Promising future directions include exploring the value of varying the numbers of particles at inference
time. For applications like protein design, dynamically assigning greater numbers of particles to promis-
ing regions could enable generating a large number of diverse candidates. Additionally, we believe it is
crucial to better understand the limits of inference-time particle scaling and the corresponding compute-
performance trade-offs.

A limitation of FK STEERING and other inference scaling approaches is their reliance on the availability
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of strong reward functions. Therefore, advancing automated evaluation and reward modeling remains a
critical area of research and can unlock further improvements for these methods.

Societal impact

Controllable generation methods such as FK STEERING can be applied to align language models with human
preferences, including to improve their personalization or safety. Additionally, we show that FK STEERING
can be used for automated red-teaming, which can inform model deployment. We recognize that any such
method for controllable generation can be used to generate harmful samples by malicious actors. However,
FK STEERING enables the research community to better understand properties of generative models and
make them safer, which we believe will ultimately outweigh these harms.
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A Text to Image Experiments

Model Params Base(k=1) Base(k=4) FK(k=4) FK(k=4,parallel)
SDv1.4/v1.5 860M 2.4s 7.3s 8.1s 5.0s
SDv2.1 865M 4.6s 15.6s 17.4s 9.1s
SDXL 2.6B 11.5s 42.3s 43.5s 21.7s

Table 7: Parameter counts and timing. In this table, we provide inference timing for text-to-image
diffusion models with FK STEERING. We include results for FK STEERING on a single NVIDIA-A100 GPU and
a two-device parallel implementation.

In this section, we explore the effect of A and the resampling schedule on particle diversity for text-to-image
generation. Similar to Domingo-Enrich et al. [2024], we diversity of generations using the CLIP [Radford

et al., 2021] encoder f,, so given k {xf)}f=1 particles we measure:

2
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Similar to section 4.1, we use the stable diffusion text-to-image models [Rombach et al., 2022] with the
ImageReward human preference score [Xu et al., 2024] as the reward function. Here we use the difference
potential.

We evaluate FK STEERING with different values of A and different resampling schedules, [0, 20, 40, 60, 80]
and [0,70,75,80,85,90]. In table 8, we observe that for all values of A and the resampling schedule,
the GenEval score of FK STEERING outperforms the base model. However, for lower values of A, the CLIP
diversity score is significantly higher, implying higher particle diversity. Similarly, in table 9, we observe that
for higher values of A, the human preference scores are higher, while the particle diversity is lower.
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Model Sampler Schedule CLIP Div. GenEval Score
SDvl.4 FK(k=4,A=10) 5-30-5 0.1437 0.4814
SDvl.4 FK(k=4,A=10) 20-80-20 0.1050 0.5258
SDvl4 FKk=4,1=2) 5-30-5 0.2321 0.4975
SDvl4 FKk=4,1=2) 20-80-20 0.2239 0.4910
SDv1l.4 Dbase (k=4) - 0.3158 0.4408
SDvl.5 FK(k=4,A1=10) 5-30-5 0.1459 0.4861
SDvl.5 FK(k=4,A=10) 20-80-20 0.1038 0.5224
SDv1.,5 FKk=4,1=2) 5-30-5 0.2330 0.4854
SDv1.,5 FKk=4,1=2) 20-80-20 0.2252 0.5114
SDv1.5 base (k=4) - 0.3115 0.4483
SDv2.1 FK(k=4,A1=10) 5-30-5 0.1259 0.5523
SDv2.1 FK(k=4,A=10) 20-80-20 0.1061 0.5783
SDv2.1 FKk=4,1=2) 5-30-5 0.2051 0.5607
SDv2.1 FKk=4,1=2) 20-80-20 0.2213 0.5587
SDv2.1 Dbase (k=4) - 0.2948 0.5104
SDXL FK(k =4, A=10) 5-30-5 0.1182 0.6056
SDXL FK(k=4,A=10) 20-80-20 0.1055 0.6034
SDXL FK(k=4,1=2) 5-30-5 0.1816 0.5863
SDXL FK(k=4,1=2) 20-80-20 0.2111 0.5857
SDXL base (k =4) - 0.2859 0.5571

Table 8: Effect of A and resampling schedule on diversity. Here we report GenEval scores of all particles
generation by FK STEERING to show that prompt fidelity increases for all particles. Moreover, we notice
that lower values of A can also be used to generate diverse particles.

Model Sampler Schedule IR (Mean / Max) HPS (Mean / Max) CLIP Div.
SDvl1.4 Dbase (k=4) - 0.234 (0.800) 0.245 (0.256) 0.348
SDvl4 FK(k=4,A=10.0) 5-30-5 0.506 (0.783) 0.251 (0.255) 0.193
SDvl4 FK(k=4,A=10.0) 20-80-20 0.811 (0.927) 0.258 (0.259) 0.091
SDvld FK(k=4,A=1.0) 20-80-20 0.502 (0.763) 0.252 (0.256) 0.173
SDvl4d FK(k=4,A=1.0) 5-30-5 0.368 (0.723) 0.248 (0.254) 0.236
SDv2.1 Dbase (k=4) - 0.372 (0.888) 0.253 (0.263) 0.318
SDv2.1 FK(k=4,A=1.0) 5-30-5 0.582 (0.835) 0.258 (0.261) 0.180
SDv2.1 FK(k=4,A=10.0) 20-80-20 0.891 (1.006) 0.264 (0.266) 0.087
SDv2.1 FK(k=4,A=1.0) 20-80-20 0.579 (0.826) 0.257 (0.261) 0.164
SDXL base (k =4) - 0.871 (1.236) 0.289 (0.296) 0.248
SDXL FK (k=4,1=10.0) 5-30-5 1.032 (1.186) 0.293 (0.295) 0.123
SDXL FK (k=4,2=10.0) 20-80-20 1.211 (1.298) 0.296 (0.297) 0.071

Table 9: Effect of A and resampling schedule on diversity. Here we report ImageReward and HPS scores
of all particles generation by FK STEERING to show that sample quality increases for all particles. Moreover,

we notice that lower values of A can also be used to generate diverse particles.

B Text Experiments

For all text experiments, we use publicly available SSD-LM!!, MDLM'2, and GPT2-Medium'® checkpoints.
For both text experiments, we generate sequences of length 50, conditioned on the prompts used by Han

Uhttps://huggingface.co/xhan77/ssdlm
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et al. [2023] to evaluate controllable text generation. We generate 20 continuations for each of the 15
prompts.

B.1 Baselines

Following Han et al. [2023], for SSD-LM we iteratively generate these continuations in blocks of 25. Except
for our T = 5000 quality experiment, we default to T = 500 for all SSD-LM experiments, and follow the
multi-hot sampling procedure, with a top-p = 0.20 [Han et al., 2023]. For toxicity gradient guidance, we
set the learning rate = 2000. For MDLM, we condition on each prompt by prefilling the prompt tokens
at inference time. The model is trained to generate tokens in blocks of 1024. For consistency, we only
consider the first 50 tokens of each generated sample, after re-tokenizing with the SSD-LM tokenizer. We
use 1000 steps for all MDLM experiments. For the GPT2-Medium baseline, we generate all samples with
top-p = 0.95 and temperature = 1.0.

B.2 FK STEERING Details

For all FK STEERING text experiments, we set A = 10.0 and use the difference of rewards potential. We
resample 50 times for each inference: at every 10 steps for SSD-LM and every 20 steps for MDLM. To
convert intermediate SSD-LM states to text, we sample tokens from the logit estimate, X,, with top-p
= 0.20. To convert intermediate MDLM states to text, we sample the masked tokens from the multinomial
distribution given by X,. By default, we sample one intermediate text for SSD-LM, and four texts for MDLM.
Rewards are averaged over these samples. For Improved FK STEERING with MDLM, we sample and evaluate
16 intermediate texts, rather than 4.

For Improved FK STEERING with SSD-LM, we take the more involved approach of fine-tuning the off-the-
shelf toxicity classifier on intermediate states, X,. To build a training dataset, we used reward toxicity
classifier to identify 26K non-toxic and 26K toxic texts from the OpenWebText corpus [Gokaslan et al.,
2019]. We then applied the SSD-LM forward process g to noise the text to random timestep t, and then
use the base model to infer X,. We then fine-tune the off-the-shelf reward classifier to estimate the toxicity
probability of the original text given the intermediate text.

We fine-tune three reward models for different SSD-LM time-step ranges:
t € [500, 300),[300,200),[200,100)

We train with batch size = 16 and learning rate = 5e — 7, using a constant learning rate with 50 warm-up
steps. We train with cross entropy loss, and use a weighting (0.99 non-toxic, 0.01 toxic), due to the rarity
of toxicity in the original data distribution. For the gradient-based guidance baseline for SSD-LM, we use
the default guidance scale from Han et al. [2023]%4.

C Feynman Kac IPS discussion

C.1 Choice of proposal distribution
Here we discuss various choices for twisting the transition kernel towards high reward samples:

* Gradient-based guidance: For continuous-state models and differentiable rewards, we can use gradi-
ent’s from the reward [Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015, Song et al., 2020a, Wu et al., 2023b, Bansal et al.,
2023] to guide the sampling process. Suppose pg(X; | X;41,¢) = A (ug(x,, ), 0514), then we can twist
the transition kernel using reward gradients:

‘/V(“G(Xt: C) + O-gﬂ'vxt r¢(xt: C), O.g)y (10)

Phttps://huggingface.co/kuleshov-group/mdlm-owt
Bhttps://huggingface.co/openai-community/gpt2-medium
provided in private communication by the authors of Han et al. [2023].
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where ry is the intermediate reward, either learned or evaluated at the reward on the denoised state
r(xo =X;)-

* Discrete normalization: For discrete diffusion models, such as masked diffusion language model (MDLM)
[Sahoo et al., 2024, Shi et al., 2024], we can also estimate the normalization constant:

ZP@(Xt | x[+1’c)Gt(xT)""xt’c) (11)
X;

and sample from pyy (X, | X;41,...,X7) < po(X; | X441)G (X7, ..., X,).

However, such methods for twisting the transition kernel can lead to increased sampling time compared
to sampling from the base model py.

C.2 How existing work fits into FK STEERING

TDS [Wu et al., 2023b] uses sMc to do conditional sampling with a marginally trained model and a differ-
entiable reward. They make the choices:

e Potential. G.(x,,X.,;) = exp(A(r(x,;) — r(X;41))), where the reward is computed on the denoised
state r(x,) = r(xy =X,).

* Proposal generator. They use classifier-guidance to approximate the conditional score model sy (x,, t, y) ~
s9(X,, t) + Vi logpe(y | Xo = X,(x,, t)) and use the following proposal generator T(x, | X,41):

T(Xt | xt+1) = N(At[f - ggTSG(Xt’ t? y)]: g(t)At) (12)

FK STEERING allows for a more flexible use of potentials G,, as well as proposal generators. For instance,
Nichol et al. [2021] show that conditionally trained scores outperform classifier-guidance even when the
classifier is trained on noisy states x,. However, as shown by Ghosh et al. [2024], conditionally trained
models still have failure modes. Therefore, we demonstrate how particle based methods can be used to
improve the performance of conditionally trained models as well. Furthermore, FK STEERING allows these
methods to be applied to discrete-space diffusions as well as non-differentiable rewards.

SVDD is a particle-based method which instead of using SMC, uses a nested importance sampling algorithm
(see algorithm 5 of Naesseth et al. [2019]). svDD makes the following choices:

* Potential. Similar to TDS, they use the potential G, = exp(A(r(x,) — r(x,,1))) where r(x,) can be
off-the-shelf like TDS or learned from model samples.

* Sampler. svDD uses the base model as the proposal generator and generates k samples at each step,
selects a single sample using importance sampling and makes k copies of it for the next step.

With A = oo, svDD is equivalent to doing best-of-n at each step, since the authors recommend sampling
from pargec(Xp) O< lim;_, oo po(Xo) exp(Ar(X,)). We note that similar to SVDD, pg o can be sampled using
nested importance sampling.

C.3 Adaptive Resampling
Following Wu et al. [2023b], Naesseth et al. [2019], we use adaptive resampling to increase diversity of

samples. Given k particles xi and their potentials Gi, we define the effective sample size (ESS):

ESS, = (13)

1
()

where G refers to the normalized potentials and Ess, € [1,k]. If ESs, < %, then we skip the resampling
step. This encourages particle diversity.
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D FK STEERING samples

In this section, we show the effect of various sampling parameters, such as potentials, the temperature pa-
rameter A, number of sampling steps, etc. on the diversity of samples. We use the stable diffusion XL-base
(SDXL) as the base model and proposal generator and the ImageReward [Xu et al., 2024] human prefer-
ence score model as the reward function. We also use adaptive resampling introduced in appendix C.3.
We compare FK STEERING against generating k independent samples, using the same seed for generation,
thus providing a counterfactual generation.

* Effect of A: The parameter A is used to define the target distribution:

1
ptarget(xo) = EPG(XO)eXp(Ar(XO)), 14)

therefore, higher values of A upweight higher reward samples x,. Similarly, the potentials also use
A which affects resampling. We generate k = 4 samples from the SDXL using FK STEERING as well
as k = 4 independent samples using the max potential. In fig. 6, we observe that using FK STEERING
improves prompt fidelity, and higher values of A improve fidelity at the cost of particle diversity.

* Effect of potential: In fig. 7, we observe that FK STEERING with the max potential reduces diversity
compared to the difference potential. Here we use A = 2 and generate k = 8 samples using the max
and difference potential.

» Effect of sampling steps. In fig. 7, we observe that diversity can be increased by increasing the
number of sampling steps from 100 to 200. Here we use [180, 160, 140, 120, 0] and [80, 60, 40, 20, 0]
as the resampling interval. We note that even if the samples x, share the same particle as parent,
there is diversity in the final samples.

* Effect of interval resampling: In fig. 8, we show that using interval resampling even with 100
sampling steps produces diversity in samples. For comparison, see fig. 9 for the independent versus
FK STEERING generations.
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Figure 6: Effect on A on diversity: In the top panel, we plot 4 independent samples from the base model
and in the bottom 3 panels, we have the FK STEERING particles for varying values of A. We observe that
increasing A leads to a decrease in diversity, at the cost of higher prompt fidelity and improved aesthetic
quality, compared to the first row which has 4 independent samples. Caption: a green stop sign in a red
field
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Figure 7: Max versus Difference potential: In the top row, we plot 8 independent samples from the base
model and in the bottom two rows, we have the FK STEERING particles for the max and difference potentials.
Using the max potential reduces diversity compared to the difference potential. However, we note that by
increasing the number of sampling steps, the diversity of the samples can be increased. Caption: a green
stop sign in a red field

Figure 8: Effect of interval resampling: While the overall diversity is reduced, using interval resampling
encourages diversity. Caption: a photo of a frisbee above a truck

Figure 9: Increased prompt fidelity: In this generation, we compare k = 8 independent samples (top
panel) versus k = 8 samples from FK STEERING (bottom panel). FK STEERING selects samples which follow
the prompt. Caption: a photo of a frisbee above a truck
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