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Abstract

While diffusion models excel at generating high-quality im-
ages from text prompts, they struggle with visual consis-
tency in image sequences. Existing methods generate each
image independently, leading to disjointed narratives —
a challenge further exacerbated in non-linear storytelling,
where scenes must connect beyond adjacent frames. We
introduce a novel beam search strategy for latent space
exploration, enabling conditional generation of full image
sequences with beam search decoding. Unlike prior ap-
proaches that use fixed latent priors, our method dynami-
cally searches for an optimal sequence of latent represen-
tations, ensuring coherent visual transitions. To address
beam search’s quadratic complexity, we integrate a cross-
attention mechanism that efficiently scores search paths and
enables pruning, prioritizing alignment with both textual
prompts and visual context. Human evaluations confirm
that our approach outperforms baseline methods, produc-
ing full sequences with superior coherence, visual continu-
ity, and textual alignment. By bridging advances in search
optimization and latent space refinement, this work sets a
new standard for structured image sequence generation.

1. Introduction
Image diffusion models [12, 42, 43] have made significant
advancements in generating high-quality images. These
models, especially when combined with text prompts, have
shown great potential in producing detailed and contextu-
ally accurate visuals [29, 34, 37]. While they excel at gen-
erating individual images based on specific text prompts,
they face challenges when it comes to creating coherent se-
quences of images. In most cases, each image is gener-
ated independently based on its own prompt, which does
not naturally ensure visual continuity across multiple steps.
This problem is further compounded when the narrative is
non-linear, where a scene may be connected not only to the
immediate prior scene but also to earlier scenes in the se-
quence. This dynamic can result in sequences that lack co-
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Figure 1. BeamDiffusion models leverage search in the latent de-
noising space for the best sequence of denoised images, where In
represents the image at step n and Sn represents the text associ-
ated with step n.

herence and visual consistency over time [4].
We propose to utilize beam search as a potential solu-

tion to this problem. Beam search is a well-established
technique in text generation tasks like machine transla-
tion [18, 21, 36, 47], allowing the model to explore multi-
ple possible paths during the generation process, evaluating
different trajectories and refining its predictions. However,
despite its success in other domains, it has been barely ex-
plored in our context, leaving its potential untapped. In full
image sequence generation, beam search could help navi-
gate the complex latent space, refining coherence by adjust-
ing text prompts or adding semantic cues.

In this work, we explore beam search for latent prior se-
lection in image sequence generation. While previous re-
search has used latent representations as priors to improve
sequence consistency [4, 32], it remains unclear which spe-
cific representations yield the best overall sequence. We
build on these ideas by introducing beam search to explore
the latent space, enabling iterative refinement of image se-
quences. As illustrated in Figure 1, our approach leverages
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search in the latent space to identify the best sequence of
images, minimizing the risk of falling into suboptimal or in-
coherent paths, while maintaining visual continuity across
images.

Due to the quadratic complexity of beam search algo-
rithm, one needs to prune the search paths to keep a fixed
number of candidate paths. To this end, we incorporate a
cross-attention mechanism [23] that evaluates and scores
candidate image paths based on their alignment with both
the textual description of the next step and the visual con-
text of previous steps. This provides a reliable quality mea-
sure for each path, allowing us to retain the best ones while
pruning the least suitable, ensuring both adherence to in-
structions and visual continuity throughout the sequence.

We evaluated the effectiveness of our approach on three
datasets: in the Recipes domain, and in the out-of-domain
DIY Tasks and Visual Storytelling. Human evaluations
show that our model outperformed baseline methods for
generated sequence quality, showcasing its adaptability to
diverse contexts.

2. Related Work
Decoding methods are essential for enhancing the qual-
ity of large language models (LLMs). Techniques such as
beam search, top-k and nucleus sampling are widely stud-
ied for their effectiveness in balancing computational cost
with generating coherent, contextually appropriate outputs
[9, 13, 40]. Beam search has also proven effective in tasks
like machine translation [27], image captioning [1, 19, 45],
and visual storytelling [15]. Building on these ideas, our
work innovates by applying beam search to explore the la-
tent space in diffusion models for image sequence genera-
tion.

Ensuring coherence remains a significant challenge in
multimodal sequence generation [6, 10, 20, 24]. Some
approaches, like AR-LDM [28], encode the context of
caption-image pairs into multimodal representations to
maintain consistency across outputs. Similarly, Rahman
et al. [31] incorporates the history of U-net [35, 38] la-
tent vectors to preserve narrative coherence. However, these
methods often face challenges such as computational inef-
ficiency and the risk of noise propagation over time. Other
approaches, such as Gill [22], combine LLMs with image
encoder-decoder systems. While effective for certain tasks,
these models suffer from alignment issues, with retrieved
or generated images failing to match the narrative context,
and they too often require complex training. Our method
avoids these pitfalls by direct conditional generation against
the guiding text while explicitly maintaining coherence via
the beam search.

Interpreting diffusion models has become a focal point
in recent research. Pont-Tuset et al. [30] anchor each word
in textual descriptions to specific regions of images. Tang

et al. [44] analyze text-image interactions through cross-
attention maps in the denoising module, offering insights
into how textual prompts influence the generated images.
Dewan et al. [7] enhance this interpretability by leveraging
partial information decomposition to analyze how various
components of a text prompt impact the generated image.
In contrast, our beam-search approach focuses on generat-
ing images directly from textual input. Rather than mapping
text to pre-existing images, it generates image sequences
that are visually coherent and are consistently aligned with
the evolving sequence of textual narrative.

Bordalo et al. [4] propose to use latent information from
previous steps to guide coherent generation of subsequent
images. However, their method relied on a greedy heuristic-
based selection. CoSeD [32] improved on this idea and in-
troduced a contrastive learning approach [5] to rank images
generated from different latent seeds. Yet, both approaches
focused on local refinements rather than optimizing across
the entire sequence. Our beam search approach lifts these
local selection criteria to perform global optimization.

3. Synthesis of Non-Linear Visual Sequences
In the following section, we define the challenges in im-
age sequence generation, recall the core principles of
LDM, Sec. 3.1, and then we detail BeamDiffusion key as-
pects in terms of diffusion beams (Sec. 3.2.1) and pruning
(Sec. 3.2.2) with a contrastive approach (Sec. 3.2.3).

3.1. Problem Formulation
Generating a full sequence of visually coherent images from
textual scene descriptions presents a challenge. Given a se-
quence of scenes S = {s1, s2, . . . , sL}, where each scene
sj is a textual description, our goal is to generate a corre-
sponding sequence of images {I1, I2, . . . , IL} that maintain
consistency across all steps.

Latent Diffusion Models (LDMs) [34] generate high-
quality images in a compressed latent space. Instead of
directly operating in pixel space, LDMs encode an input
image I into a latent representation z using an encoder E
and reconstruct it through a decoder D [2]. The U-Net
backbone [35], denoted as ϵθ, incorporates a cross-attention
mechanism [17] to condition the diffusion process on an
external input τθ(s), where s represents a textual prompt.
LDMs are trained by minimizing:

LLDM = EE(I),s,ϵ∼N (0,1),t

[
∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, t, τθ(s))∥22

]
. (1)

While effective, LDMs generate images independently,
starting from a randomly initialized latent zT . This lack of
temporal coherence makes it challenging to ensure consis-
tency across generated sequences, especially in non-linear
narratives [41], where maintaining character identity, light-
ing, and environmental details are crucial.
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Beam Search
      Rejected Image
      Selected Image
      Latent Denoising Seed

1. Heat the oil in a pan, then 
add onion and scallion

2. Add the shrimp, stir well and 
cook for more 3 minutes

3. Turn the heat up, and add the 
salt

4. After 10 minutes, taste for salt 
and adjust accordingly

Decoded 
sequence 
of images

Step 2 Candidate Seeds
Step 3 Candidate Seeds
Step 4 Candidate Seeds
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Seed

Step 1

Step 2

Step 2

Step 3

Step 3

Step 4

Step 4

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

Input sequence

(a) The beam denoising search tree.

Random 
Seed

Step 3

Step 1 denoising: “Heat 
the oil in a pan, then 
add onion and scallion”

Step 2 denoising: “Add 
the shrimp, stir well and 
cook for 3 minutes,”

Step 3 denoising: “Turn the 
heat up, and add the salt”

(b) Example of one complete decoded denoising process using contextual captions.

Figure 2. The BeamDiffusion model works in the denoising latent space by denoising the initial seed to latents and them decoding different
beam paths. This shows how our method evolves in the latent space and how it can explore the latent space.

3.2. Beam Diffusion Model
To address the limitations of standard LDMs in generating
coherent image sequences, we introduce the BeamDiffu-
sion model. The proposed approach aims to enhance both
the consistency and quality of image sequences by adopt-
ing a strategy inspired by beam search, but with a twist, it
operates on latent denoising space. BeamDiffusion incor-
porates latent representations Zj from previously generated
images. These latent representations guide the generation of
new candidates, ensuring that each new image aligns with
the context of the evolving sequence. This approach allows
visual elements from previous images to be carried over or
referenced, maintaining contextual consistency and conti-
nuity, while also adapting to the new scene description. In
the following sections, we will detail the proposed method.

3.2.1. Latent Space Exploration with Diffusion Beams
To maintain both diversity and coherence in the generated
image sequence, we propose a diffusion-based exploration
of the latent space across multiple steps. At each generation
step j, the set Ij = {I(1)j , I

(2)
j , . . . , I

(B)
j } consists of all

possible candidate images, with I
(b)
j representing the image

generated at step j for beam b.

Sampling the Denoising Latent Space. In the first step
of the sequence, s1, the model generates multiple candi-
date images using different random seeds. This approach

allows for a broader exploration of the latent space and re-
duces Bayes risk [3], as described in Appendix B. Hence,
in this initial step, s1, we obtain the first exploration sam-
ples from the denoising latent space, denoted as Z1 =

{z(1)1 , . . . , z
(K)
1 }.

Building on prior work [4, 32], incorporating latent de-
noising from earlier steps (s<j) can enhance the denoising
process. We define Zj to be the accumulation of latent rep-
resentations from all preceding images up to step j:

Zj =
⋃

i∈{j−n,...,j−1}{z
(1)
i , . . . , z

(K)
i }, (2)

where each latent representation z
(k)
i corresponds to the k-

th iteration of the diffusion process for image Ii. By uti-
lizing latents from n previous stages (steps back), our ap-
proach ensures contextual consistency across generations.

Considering one particular search beam b in the latent
space, to generate a new candidate image I

(b)
j , we condi-

tion the diffusion process on a latent representation z se-
lected from the accumulated latents in Zj , as represented in
Figure 2a. This conditional dependency is captured by the
following probability expression:

p
(
I
(b)
j | θ, z ∈ Zj , sj

)
, (3)

where θ are the model parameters. This formulation ensures
that all denoising processes are correlated, as each new im-
age I

(b)
j is generated based on latents z drawn from Zj . In
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this way, each iteration in the denoising process acts as a
seed for the next, establishing a dependency between suc-
cessive denoising processes (Figure 2b).

Diffusion Beams. Following the idea of beam search,
which maintains a set of the most promising candidates at
each step and extends them sequentially [46], we construct
diffusion beams by iteratively expanding candidate images.
Formally, for each step j, we generate the set of all can-
didate images Ij to compute the set of candidate diffusion
beams B̂j . At the initial step j = 1, there are no previous
beams to combine, so the initial set of beams can be repre-
sented as,

B̂1 =
⋃

k{I
(k)
1 | I(k)1 ∈ I1}, (4)

where I1 is the set of initial candidate images generated
using different random seeds indexed by k. For subsequent
steps j > 1, each beam B̂

(b)
j−1 from the previous step is

extended with new candidate images I(b·k)j from the set Ij ,
and this extension is represented by the operator ⊕. The
new set of beams is now represented as,

B̂j =
⋃

(b,k)

{
B̂

(b)
j−1 ⊕ I

(b·k)
j | I(b·k)j ∈ Ij

}
(5)

where b is the index of a beam from the set B̂j−1, and k is
the k-th latent variable from Zj . For each combination of
a previous beam B̂

(b)
j−1 and latent Z(k)

j , the model consid-

ers a new candidate image I
(b·k)
j from the set of candidate

images Ij . The union over (b, k) combines all possible se-
quences of previous beams with the new candidate images,
expanding the search space for the next step of generation.

3.2.2. Pruning Diffusion Beam Paths
Tracking diffusion beams helps maintain context and co-
herence across the growing image sequence by exploring
multiple potential continuations. However, as the sequence
progresses, focusing on the most promising paths within the
beam budget (the number of beams that can be maintained
simultaneously) becomes increasingly important to ensure
the coherence of the generated images and optimize com-
putational resources. To achieve this, our model prunes the
diffusion beam paths, narrowing down the search space for
the best candidates while promoting diversity and consis-
tency in the maintained beams.

To prune candidate beams, the model scores each can-
didate B̂j by the likelihood of image Ij in the beam given
the previous images I<j and the step text. This is repre-
sented as p(Ij |sj , B(b)

j−1), where Bj−1 represents the set of
the most promising candidate beams from the previous step.
Formally, the scoring is defined as:

score(B̂
(b)
j ) =

∑j
i=1 log p(Ii|I1, . . . , Ii−1, s1, . . . , si), (6)

where we sum the individual log-probabilities of each im-
age in the sequence, reflecting the overall coherence and

Using a mandolin wth
the julienne attachment,
slice the zucchini.

Tear the fresh mint
leaves or thinly slice
with a knife.

Toss the zucchini and
add olive oil, lemon,
and torn mint leaves.

Using a vegetable
peeler, make shavings
of cheese.

1 2 3 4

Figure 3. Visualization of cross-attention in latent diffusion, show-
ing how BeamDiffusion focuses on different regions of the image
based on the prompt at each stage. The heatmap highlights the ar-
eas with the strongest attention.

alignment with the context set by the previous images and
prompts.

After scoring all candidate images in Ij , the search space
is refined by performing a beam search operation. This op-
eration selects the most promising w diffusion beams, effec-
tively limiting the beam width to w. The refinement process
is expressed as,

Bj = argmaxBj⊆B̂j ,|Bj |=w

(∑w
i=1 score(B̂

(i)
j )

)
(7)

where, Bj represents the most promising w candidate dif-
fusion beams at the step j, ensuring that the updated beam
evolves to explore the most promising options, guided by
the previous context and the newly generated candidates,
while maintaining a controlled beam width.

To maintain a broad search space in the early stages,
pruning is delayed until after the second step. During
this initial phase, all candidates are retained for explo-
ration. After the second step, pruning is applied, limiting
the candidates to the w most promising. This approach
balances exploration and computational efficiency, focus-
ing the model’s efforts on the most promising candidates in
the later stages of generation.

3.2.3. Contrastive Score
While the basic pruning mechanism outlined above pro-
vides a foundation for selecting candidate images based on
raw probabilities, the scoring function is now implemented
as contrastive classifier. This classifier improves the image
selection by learning from past sequences and aligning the
candidates with the evolving context [32]. As illustrated in
Figure 3, the heat maps show how BeamDiffusion attends
to different regions of the input text at various stages, high-
lighting the evolving alignment between textual prompts
and image features.
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To compute these probabilities, we refine the approach
using a softmax-based method to determine the likelihood
of each candidate image Ij relative to all other possible can-
didates in the sequence. In this refined process, the proba-
bility p(Ij |sj , B(b)

j−1) is replaced by the output of the classi-

fier φ(Ij , sj , B
(b)
j−1), which approximates the likelihood of

each candidate fitting the sequence. The more detailed ver-
sion of the scoring mechanism can be expressed as,

score(B̂
(b)
j ) =

j∑
i=1

log

 exp
(
φ(Ii, si, B

(b)
i−1)

)
∑

I′
i
∈Ii

exp
(
φ(I′

i, si, B
(b)
i−1)

)
 , (8)

where the denominator in the softmax function normalizes
the scores by summing over the candidate images I ′i for
beam b within the set Ii. This ensures that the score of
selecting a particular candidate image Ij is computed rela-
tive to all other candidate images in the sequence, capturing
how well it fits the overall sequence in terms of visual con-
tent and textual alignment.

Training. To train the classifier effectively, we employ
a contextual sequence training approach, which enables
the model to capture sequential relationships across dif-
ferent tasks. During training, the true label lt,j indi-
cates whether the candidate image Ij fits correctly into
the sequence, given the previous steps B

(b)
j−1 of the b-th

beam. Here, t refers to the task index and j represents
the step index within the sequence. The model’s predic-
tion φ(Ij , sj , B

(b)
j−1) is based on the candidate image Ij , its

textual description sj , and the context provided by the prior
steps. The model aims to minimize cross-entropy loss by
aligning the candidate image with its context, ensuring it
fits well within the sequence according to the true labels
lt,j , defined as:

argmin
∑M

t=1

∑N
j=1 lt,j log(φ(Ij , sj , B

(b)
j−1)) (9)

Through contrastive training, the model learns to align
representations of similar steps while enhancing the distinc-
tion between steps that differ semantically or visually.

3.2.4. Contextual Scene Descriptions
In many cases, step descriptions alone may lack context as
precise visual prompts. These step descriptions are often
interdependent, relying on prior steps for contextual under-
standing, or may miss visual details, e.g. ”Put the ice cream
in freezer for 1 hour”, or actions that involve multiple tasks,
such as ”Slice the tomatoes, grate the cheese, and stir the
sauce”. To address this challenge, we leverage Gemini [33]
to refine step descriptions into visually detailed prompts
while considering sequence context. Specifically, Gemini
produces a contextualized caption cj based on the current
step description sj and all preceding steps as follows:

cj = ϕ(sj |{s1, s2, . . . , sj−1}) (10)

Following this approach we can improve image generation
prompts by maintaining consistency and preserving the de-
pendencies between sequential steps. For further informa-
tion, see Appendix E.

4. Experimental Setup
In this section, we describe the experimental setup to eval-
uate BeamDiffusion’s performance in generating coherent
image sequences. We outline the datasets used, identify
other baseline methods, and explain the human and Gem-
ini evaluations focused on semantic and visual consistency
across generated sequences. All data and implementations
will be released after publication.

Datasets. We used a dataset consisting of publicly avail-
able manual tasks in the Recipes and DIY domains [4], as
well as the Visual Storytelling (VIST) dataset [16]. Recipes
serve as the in-domain dataset, while DIY tasks and VIST
are out-of-domain. These out-of-domain datasets allow us
to assess the generalizability of our model across different
task domains. More details can be found in Appendix D.

Baselines. To assess the performance of our image se-
quence generation method for multistep tasks, we compared
BeamDiffusion to two other decoding approaches, as well
as GILL [22], focusing on different strategies for generating
consistent image sequences:
• Greedy/CoSeDlen=1 [32]: In this method, a new image

is generated at each step using the first five latents from
the previous image, selecting the best overall image. Al-
though similar to CoSeDlen=1, it relies solely on CLIP
without alterations, whereas CoSeD uses a trained mod-
ule for selection.

• Nucleus Sampling [14]: Rather than choosing the sin-
gle most likely image, nucleus sampling randomly selects
from the set of images whose cumulative probability ex-
ceeds a specified threshold p, according to CLIP. This al-
lows for more diversity in the generated sequence while
still emphasizing high-probability outcomes.

• GILL [22]: Unlike the other methods, GILL does not
explicitly search the latent space. Instead, it ensures co-
herent image sequences by iteratively generating images,
while maintaining consistency across the sequence. GILL
achieves this by deciding when to retrieve an image from
a candidate set or when to generate a new image, based
on the context of the previous images and text inputs.

Human Evaluation. In the first task, the annotators com-
pared pairs of beam search configurations in a ”battle-
style” format to select which beam configuration was the
best regarding beam width (w in 7) and steps back (n in
7). The winning configuration is compared against other

5



Recipes DIY VIST

Method Human (%) Gemini (%) Human (%) Gemini (%) Human (%) Gemini (%)

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1 [32] 13.3 16.7 20.0 10.0 27.2 16.7
Nucleus Sampling [14] 33.3 16.7 30.0 30.0 18.2 26.6
GILL [22] 0.0 3.3 10.0 20.0 0.00 0.0
BeamDiffusion 53.3 63.3 40.0 40.0 54.5 56.7

Table 1. Frequency of method selection by human annotators and Gemini.

configurations until a new configuration is selected as bet-
ter. The selection criteria focused on semantic alignment
and visual consistency. Semantic alignment assesses how
well the image sequence matches the corresponding text,
while visual consistency evaluates the coherence of the vi-
suals across the sequence (e.g., keeping backgrounds, ob-
jects, or ingredients consistent).

Having chosen the optimal configuration, we need to as-
sess how it compares to other methods. In the second anno-
tation task, BeamDiffusion was compared with our base-
line models. The annotators independently assessed the
sequences, selecting the best method according to seman-
tic and visual consistency, with the possibility of choosing
multiple options or none. For further information, see Ap-
pendix C.

Gemini Evaluation. To further validate our findings and
annotate a wider range of tasks, we used Gemini for both
evaluation of configurations and baselines. Its selection pro-
cess closely mirrored that of human annotators, with one
key difference: Gemini tends to default to ”both good”
when given the option. To avoid this, we removed the ”both
good” and ”both bad” options from its evaluation to ensure
more accurate results.

We also refined our method for determining the best gen-
eration technique. Initially, presenting all four sequences at
once caused the model to focus primarily on the last two,
leading to biased results. To address this, we switched to
pairwise evaluations, comparing sequences two at a time,
which provided a more balanced and reliable assessment.
For details, please refer to Appendix C.

Human-Gemini Agreement. We conducted an align-
ment assessment between human annotators and Gemini.
We asked 10 annotators to rate 16 Recipes, 10 DIYs, and
10 VIST tasks. After this assessment, we computed Fleiss’
kappa [8], obtaining a value of 70%, indicating a substantial
agreement. Given this substantial alignment, we extended
the evaluation to the remaining sequences with Gemini.

5. Results and Discussion
In the following sections, we demonstrate the performance
of BeamDiffusion and examine different aspects: hyperpa-
rameters, non-linear decoding properties and a qualitative
analysis.

5.1. General Results
The results in Table 1 compare the performance of four
methods, Greedy/CoSeDlen=1, Nucleus Sampling, GILL,
and BeamDiffusion, evaluated through human annotations
and the Gemini model across three domains: Recipes (in-
domain), DIY (out-of-domain), and VIST (out-of-domain).

Across domains, BeamDiffusion consistently outper-
forms other methods. In the Recipes domain, it leads with
53.3% in human evaluation and 63.3% in Gemini. Nucleus
follows with 33.3% (human) and 16.7% (Gemini), while
greedy scores 13.3% (human) and 16.7% (Gemini). In DIY,
BeamDiffusion achieves 40.0% in both evaluations, again
outperforming greedy and nucleus. In VIST, BeamDiffu-
sion leads with 54.5% (human) and 56.7% (Gemini), with
greedy and nucleus scoring significantly lower. GILL con-
sistently underperforms, receiving 0% selection in VIST
across both evaluations. In Recipes, it scores just 3.3% in
Gemini and remains the weakest performer across all meth-
ods. While it performs slightly better in DIY, it still lags be-
hind other approaches. Although BeamDiffusion excels in
Recipes and VIST, performance in DIY remains more chal-
lenging, with smaller performance gaps between methods.
This reflects the inherent complexity of the DIY domain,
where generating coherent outputs is particularly difficult.

Overall, BeamDiffusion stands out as the most effec-
tive method across all domains, particularly in Recipes and
VIST. However, its performance in DIY highlights the need
for a more effective search in the latent space to ensure con-
sistency and coherence across diverse tasks.

5.2. Best Beam Search Configuration
The hyperparameters beam width (w in Eq. 7) and steps
back (n in Eq. 2), play a crucial role in the performance
of BeamDiffusion. In this section, we evaluated different
configurations across four beam widths (2, 3, 4, and 6) and
three steps back (2, 3, and 4). In this study, we specifi-

6



Steps
Back

Beam Width

2 3 4 6

2 8.33 8.33 25.00 8.33
3 16.67 - - -
4 16.67 8.33 8.33 -

Table 2. Influence of different hyperparam-
eter values according to human annotations.

Steps
Back

Beam Width

2 3 4 6

2 5.71 2.86 48.57 5.71
3 28.57 - 2.86 -
4 - - 2.86 -

Table 3. Influence of different hyperparame-
ter values according to Gemini annotations.

Figure 4. Non-linear steps selection, accord-
ing to selection opportunities.

Heat the oil in a pan,
then add onion and
scallion.

Add the shrimp, stir
well and cook for
more 3 minutes.

Turn the heat up,
and add the salt.

After 10 minutes,
taste for salt and
adjust accordingly.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4

Figure 5. Example of the Recipes domain task ”Jamaican
Callaloo With Shrimp”, with a sequence of 4 steps.

cally focus on latents indexes 0, 1, 2, and 3, denoted as K
in Eq. 2, which yield the most promising results. A more
detailed discussion on the impact of latents is provided in
Appendix A.1.

We first performed human annotations on six tasks to
identify the optimal beam search configuration, see Ap-
pendix C for details. The results in Table 2 showed that
the best performing configuration was 2 steps back with a
beam width of 4, achieving a selection rate of 25%. Other
configurations, such as 3 steps back with a beam width of 2
and 4 steps back with a beam width of 2, also showed com-
petitive performance (16.67%), but none outperformed the
2 steps back and beam width of 4 configuration. The con-

figurations with beam width 6 performed the worst in all the
settings tested.

To assess the reliability of these findings, we used Gem-
ini for the same evaluation on six tasks, achieving an 85%
Fleiss’ Kappa agreement [8], indicating near-perfect align-
ment. The results from the extended Gemini evaluation (Ta-
ble 3) confirmed that the optimal configuration, 2 steps back
with a beam width of 4, remained the best, now achiev-
ing a 48.57% selection rate, a significant improvement over
the 33.33% from the initial six-task evaluation. Further, the
configuration with 3 steps back and a beam width of 2 still
performed well, yielding a 28.57% selection rate, confirm-
ing its robustness as an alternative. However, larger beam
widths, such as beam width 6, continued to underperform,
reinforcing that, in this task, a higher beam width does not
always improve performance.

5.3. Non-Linear Sequence Denoising

To analyze how beam diffusion explore the latent space as
formulated in Sec. 3.2.1, we examined the step from which
the latent representation was selected during the genera-
tion process. For an analysis of latent selection, see Ap-
pendix A.2. We focused the step selection process in four-
step sequences (Figure 4). Step 1 was chosen 69.9% of the
time, highlighting its key role in shaping the sequence. Se-
lection rates decrease for later steps, with Step 3 at 46.8%
and Step 2 at 33.3%. The sum of these percentages ex-
ceeds 100% because they represent the relative selection
frequency of each step, considering the number of possible
selection opportunities. Earlier steps, such as Step 1, have
more chances of being chosen, leading to a higher selection
rate. Thus, the percentages reflect how often each step is
selected given the different possibilities for their inclusion,
rather than a simple additive total. This pattern demon-
strates how beam search prioritizes crucial steps, particu-
larly Step 1, to establish sequence coherence while strate-
gically weighing intermediate stages. By balancing local
accuracy with global consistency, BeamDiffusion ensures
high-quality image sequences that remain visually and con-
textually aligned.
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Measure the
doorway where
you’ll be
installing your
door.

Visit your local
store to buy a
plywood sheet
for your door
panel.

Cut the
plywood to the
correct
dimensions
using a
circular saw.

Sand the door
panel with an
electric sander.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

Mark the
doorway
dimensions on
your plywood
sheet with a
pencil.

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 6. Example of the out-of-domain DIY task ”How to Make
a Door”, with a sequence of 5 steps.

5.4. Qualitative Analysis

To illustrate how different decoding methods impact the
semantic and visual consistency of generated output, we
present several examples in Figures 5–7, and in Ap-
pendix F.2. In Figure 5, we see that BeamDiffusion con-
sistently maintains the same pan across all steps, a quality
not always achieved by greedy or nucleus methods. Mean-
while, GILL struggles to follow the text from step to step,
leading to more inconsistencies in the outputs.

Looking at the out-of-domain DIY and VIST datasets,
in Figure 6, we observe a task with intricate details. Al-
though other methods fail to consistently capture the color
of the plywood, BeamDiffusion outperforms by maintain-
ing this detail, demonstrating its strength in preserving fine-
grained elements in complex tasks. In Figure 7, we again
observe significant inconsistencies with the greedy and nu-
cleus methods, which alternate between black-and-white
and color images. In contrast, BeamDiffusion keeps the
color consistent throughout the sequence. Additionally,
background elements, such as the bushes, remain stable
across the first three steps. Even the persons in first step
closely resemble those in the third, further emphasizing the
BeamDiffusion consistency. At the same time, GILL con-
sistently struggles to follow the text, failing to capture the
necessary details.

Today is the big
celebration and
everyone is
here to support.

The chef put his
hand in the air,
because it was
time to surrender
the food.

Nobody wanted
to miss this
wonderful
event.

Cindi loved her
boss's cooking,
especially his
annual
strawberry
dessert.

She got too
much on her
plate and fed
some to a
fellow
coworker.

1 2 3 4 5

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

Figure 7. Example of the out-of-domain VIST story ”July 4th
Barbecue”, with a sequence of 5 steps.

This analysis highlights BeamDiffusion ability to main-
tain high levels of semantic and visual consistency, even in
out-of-domain tasks, much like its performance on Recipes.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we proposed a novel method to explore the la-
tent diffusion space with a beam search strategy, to generate
image sequences. BeamDiffusion is a theoretically sound
framework, drawing on the strengths of text-based decod-
ing techniques [40], with clear experimental gains over al-
ternative methods, as we demonstrated in generating image
sequences with enhanced coherence and consistency.

Through both human and automatic evaluation, we
show that beam search performs effectively in generating
high-quality and coherent image sequences. The insights
drawn from these evaluations reveal that beam search aligns
closely with textual instructions while ensuring visual con-
tinuity. In contrast, GILL, the only method in our study that
does not perform latent search, struggles to maintain consis-
tent alignment with the text instructions, resulting in more
inconsistent and less coherent image sequences. Further-
more, our results underscore the significance of the non-
linear selection process in beam search, highlighting how
prioritizing certain steps and latents can optimize the qual-
ity of the generation process.
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A. Impact of Latent Selection on Beam Search
Performance

Latent selection plays a crucial role in determining the qual-
ity and coherence of image sequences generated through
beam search. By analyzing how different latent groups con-
tribute to generation performance, we can better understand
their impact on semantic alignment and visual coherence.
To investigate this, we evaluate 15 tasks, each consisting of
four steps, allowing us to systematically assess the effects
of latent selection across a diverse set of sequences. Us-
ing both automatic evaluation and human annotations, we
analyze different latent configurations to determine which
groups contribute most to generating coherent and semanti-
cally meaningful sequences.

A.1. Impact of Latent Groups on Performance
Annotations. Following the initial analysis of beam
search configurations (Sec. 5.2), we further investigated the
impact of using different latent configurations on the gener-
ated sequences. While latents 0, 1, 2 and 3 show promising
results, latents 1, 3, 5, and 7 exhibit significantly poorer
performance. For these latents, the beam search config-
urations yield very limited selection rates, indicating that
they are rarely selected in both human and Gemini annota-
tions. Specifically, for human annotations evaluated across
6 tasks, the only meaningful result is from the configuration
with 4 steps back and a beam width of 3, achieving a selec-
tion rate of 8.33%. Other configurations show no selection
rates.

Figure 8. Impact of using 1, 3, 5, and 7 latent configurations on
image generation.

Similarly, for Gemini annotations evaluated on the same
6 tasks, the configurations do not yield any notable results,
with no selection rates. When the evaluation is extended
to 35 tasks, the performance for latents 1, 3, 5, and 7 re-

mains sparse, with a single configuration (2 steps back,
beam width of 3) being selected, with a selection rate of
2.86%. Figure 8 visually demonstrates the poor results,
where the images appear nearly identical, further support-
ing the findings of limited diversity and low performance,
which aligns with the findings of [4, 32].

Automatic Metrics. Given the negative impact of higher
latents on performance, as observed in human annotations,
we decided to investigate the underlying reasons for this
trend. Specifically, we explored how latents affect text-
image alignment using the DAAM (Diffusion Attention At-
tribution Map) framework [44]. DAAM helps interpret text-
to-image diffusion models by analyzing the cross-attention
maps within the denoising process. It generates heat maps
that highlight how much each token in the prompt influ-
ences different parts of the generated image, offering a vi-
sual representation of text-image alignment. By applying
DAAM, we aimed to determine whether higher latents dis-
tort or weaken the contribution of key tokens during gener-
ation.

We then used DAAM to analyze the cross-attention be-
tween the input tokens and the generated image. DAAM
enables us to track how much each remaining token influ-
ences specific regions of the image by calculating the atten-
tion patterns in the model. The resulting heat maps visualize
this influence, with the intensity of the heat maps indicating
the level of contribution each token has on different parts
of the generated image. This approach helps us understand
how well the model attends to key parts of the prompt and
ensures that the most meaningful tokens are appropriately
reflected in the image.

To quantify text alignment, we calculated the average
heat map maximum intensity for all remaining tokens, pro-
viding a numerical measure of how well the model pre-
served the key textual elements in the generated image.
Then, for each sequence of generated images, we computed
the average alignment score across all images in the se-
quence. While this serves as an objective metric for eval-
uating text adherence, it remains a partial measure, as it fo-
cuses solely on text alignment without accounting for other
important aspects of image quality, such as coherence, real-
ism, or artistic fidelity. Figure 9 shows the average impact
of different latent groups on text alignment. The results re-
veal a clear pattern, latents from earlier iterations contribute
more effectively to aligning the text with the generated im-
age, while text alignment weakens as we move to higher
latent ranges. Specifically, latents in the 0–3 range showed
the strongest alignment, with an average score of 1.544, fol-
lowed by the 4–7 range (1.523) and the 8–11 range (1.435).
In contrast, latents from the highest index range (16–19)
had the weakest influence on alignment, with a significant
drop in average scores. This suggests that earlier-stage la-
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tents play a crucial role in preserving text fidelity, whereas
later-stage latents may dilute or distort the contribution of
key tokens.

Figure 9. The average influence of latent indices on text alignment
across task data.

In Figure 15, we analyze text alignment across multi-
ple steps using heat maps corresponding to different latent
groups, revealing how the connection between the input
text and the generated image evolves throughout the pro-
cess. Certain areas, such as the background and the bowl,
show little to no heat map activation, indicating that these
regions are less influenced by the text and more shaped by
the model’s learned priors and overall scene composition.
Since the model generates new images by building on la-
tents from previous steps, these early decisions about text
relevance persist throughout the process, influencing later
refinements. Additionally, when examining generations us-
ing later latent groups, we find that this information remains
more stable across all steps. This suggests that latents at
these stages carry more structural and stylistic details, fo-
cusing on consistency rather than continuous adjustments
based on the input text.

While later latents are effective at preserving visual con-
sistency from previous steps, they are less capable of incor-
porating new details from the input prompts. For example,
later latent groups (4-7) maintain stability in visual elements
throughout the process, preserving previously established
features. However, this comes at the expense of adapting to
new or changing textual instructions. In contrast, early la-
tent groups (0-3) demonstrate strong alignment between the
text and the generated image, with consistently high heat
map intensity across all steps. This highlights their role in
grounding the image in the input text. For later latent groups
(4-7), however, we observe a drop in heat map intensity, par-
ticularly by step 3, suggesting the model shifts focus away
from strict textual adherence and toward refining finer vi-

sual details.

A.2. Latent Selection on Image Sequence Genera-
tion

Figure 10. The average number of times that the model selected a
given latent to generate the next image.

Following our evaluation of the impact of latent groups
on performance, we now examine the influence of individ-
ual latents within the groups that exhibit better text align-
ment (0-3). As shown in Figure 10, Latent 3 is used most
frequently, accounting for 44.4% of selections, followed by
Latent 0 at 20%. In contrast, Latents 1 and 2 are used less
often, with Latent 1 at 11.1% and Latent 2 at 8.9%. This
uneven distribution suggests that Latents 0 and 3 are par-
ticularly effective at capturing key features at critical points
in the generation process, which beam search exploits to
enhance sequence coherence. The ”Rand seed,” which in-
troduces variability into the process, accounts for 15.6% of
selections. This highlights beam search’s flexibility, allow-
ing it to explore a range of possible outputs while preserving
the overall structure of the image sequence.

In general, these findings reinforce the importance of
latent selection strategies in optimizing image generation,
suggesting that models could benefit from prioritizing the
most impactful latents to achieve both coherent visual se-
quences and stronger text-image alignment.

Figure 11 illustrates the impact of different latent search
methods on text alignment. The heat maps reveal how at-
tention patterns shift based on the chosen decoding strat-
egy, highlighting the differences in how each approach pre-
serves or redistributes focus on textual cues throughout the
image generation process. As shown, particularly in step 3,
BeamDiffusion demonstrates superior text alignment com-
pared to the other methods. Not only does it maintain a
stronger connection to the input text, it also ensures bet-
ter overall sequence coherence. This improved alignment
and consistency across generations are key advantages of
BeamDiffusion.

These variations provide further insight into how latent
search methods can influence both the coherence of the gen-
erated sequence and the alignment between the input text
and visual output.
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Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

BeamDiffusion

The two friends
went to a new
location.

Large crowds
had gathered on
the steps of the
Lincoln Memorial.

We had our own
little spot on the
grass.

The crowd was
enjoying the
show, with view
of the
Washington
Monument.

The fireworks
were the best
that we had ever
seen.

4 531 2

Figure 11. Heat maps illustrating cross-attention in latent diffu-
sion across different decoding methods. The visualizations show
variations in how each approach preserves or redistributes atten-
tion to textual cues throughout the generation process.

B. Minimizing Decoding Risk

The generation process using diffusion models begins with
a seed that determines the initial conditions of the model.
The choice of this seed significantly affects the outcome, as
it influences the path the model takes during generation. Us-
ing multiple random seeds in the first step ensures a diverse
exploration of possible outputs, avoiding premature narrow-
ing of options into a single path based on that seed. This
limits the diversity of the results and increases the chance
of missing better options.

Greedy Decoding and Nucleus Sampling. In both
greedy decoding and nucleus sampling, we use the same
approach in the first step. Multiple random seeds are em-
ployed to generate a set of candidate images. Each can-
didate is then evaluated using the CLIP score mechanism,
which compares the generated images with the step text.

The image that best aligns with the text, according to the
CLIP score, is selected to continue the process. This method
ensures that both greedy decoding and nucleus sampling
benefit from multiple diverse starting points, increasing the
quality and variety of the generated outputs.

BeamDiffusion. In BeamDiffusion, relying on a single
random seed in the first step effectively makes the process
a greedy selection, as it locks the generation into a specific
path. This limits diversity and reduces the chances of dis-
covering higher-quality outputs. By using multiple random
seeds, each seed generates a different decoding trajectory,
helping to broaden the search space and increasing the like-
lihood of finding better solutions. Using multiple random
seeds in the initial step enhances the exploration of the la-
tent space, ensuring better and more diverse results across
different decoding strategies.

Random Seeds for mid-sequence Generation. The se-
quence of scenes S = {s1, s2, . . . , sl} may have one scene
in the middle of the sequence that should be independent.
To address this, for steps j > 1, we use a combination of
random seeds and past latent vectors to maintain a balance
between diversity and coherence, which is particularly im-
portant for such scenarios.

C. Annotation Tasks
Human annotations. To facilitate the selection of the
best beam search configuration, we developed a custom
website specifically for human annotation. We found that
existing tools lacked the flexibility necessary for our spe-
cific use case, especially when evaluating multiple configu-
rations simultaneously. To select the best beam search con-
figuration, 5 annotators are presented with 24 different se-
quences, each corresponding to a unique beam search con-
figuration.

In total, the 24 configurations were generated by com-
bining three key factors:
• Steps Back: This refers to how many previous steps the

model uses from its latent representations to explore new
candidate outputs. We evaluated three different settings
for the number of steps back: 2, 3, and 4, which corre-
spond to using latents from the last two, three, or four
images, respectively.

• Number of Latents: We tested two sets of latent configu-
rations {1, 3, 5, 7} and {0, 1, 2, 3} to explore how varying
levels of latent detail impact the quality of the generated
sequences.

• Beam Width: We explored four different beam widths
{2, 3, 4, 6} which determine how many candidate se-
quences are retained at each step during the search pro-
cess.
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Figure 12. Example of the human annotation battle round for se-
lecting the best beam search configuration.

Evaluating all of these at once proved to be exhausting
and difficult to manage. To simplify the evaluation process,
we adopted a ”battle-style” annotation method. In this ap-
proach, 5 annotators compare two configurations at a time
and select the one they find has better overall coherence. If
neither configuration stands out, annotators can select ”both
good” or ”both bad” (Figure 12), in which case the compu-
tationally cheaper option advances to the next round. This
process is repeated until we identify the best configuration.
This method focuses on direct comparisons, making it eas-
ier to pinpoint the most effective beam search settings while
also considering computational efficiency.

To evaluate all models, 10 annotators are presented with
four generated sequences side by side: one from the top-
performing beam search configuration (selected during the
initial annotations) and three others from alternative decod-
ing methods, such as greedy search, nucleus sampling, and
GILL. Figure 13 illustrates an example of this comparison
process, where the annotators assess the sequences to deter-
mine the most effective approach.

Gemini evaluation. Figure 14 shows the prompt used
in Gemini to annotate the best configuration and the best
method. This prompt was used to guide the evaluation of
image sequences based on visual and semantic consistency.

Figure 13. Example of a human annotation to choose the best
decoding method.

D. Datasets

Recipes and DIYs. Each manual task in both the Recipes
and DIYs datasets includes a title, a description, a list of
ingredients, resources and tools, and a sequence of step-by-
step instructions, which may or may not be illustrated. The
Recipes dataset comprises approximately 1,400 tasks, with
an average of 4.9 steps per task, totaling 6,860 individual
steps. Most tasks feature an image for each step. The DIYs
dataset includes a variety of tasks, from simpler projects to
more complex ones, with detailed steps.

VIST. We used the Descriptions of Images-in-Isolation
(DII) annotations, as they allow for the generation of more
precise and informative visual prompts. These annotations
provide standalone descriptions of images, making it easier
to capture their key visual elements without relying on sur-
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Gemini Prompt:
”Evaluate two image sequences using the following criteria:
• Visual Consistency: Objects, ingredients, backgrounds, colors and styles should remain

consistent across frames. Frames should transition smoothly, resembling a video-like progression
with no sudden changes or missing elements.

• Semantic Consistency: Images must logically follow the described steps, clearly and accurately.
Steps of the process: {steps}
After evaluating all sequences, select the one with the strongest overall consistency (visual and
semantic). Pay close attention to even minimal differences, as the sequences are very similar. If
both sequences are equally good or bad, choose the one that is slightly better. Choose exactly one
of the following options:
- ”First sequence”
- ”Second sequence” ”

Figure 14. Gemini prompt used to select the best beam search configuration and best method.

rounding context. The dataset includes 50 000 stories, of-
fering a diverse range of visual and textual information. To
ensure the most accurate and relevant annotation for each
image, we leveraged CLIP. By using CLIP, we were able
to select the annotation that best represented the image, im-
proving the quality of our generated prompts and enhancing
the overall alignment between text and visuals.

E. Challenges
In the development and evaluation of the BeamDiffusion
method, we encountered several challenges that required
careful consideration and innovation. These challenges
spanned multiple aspects of the model, ranging from the
difficulty of generating accurate and concise captions, to
identifying suitable domains for testing, and addressing the
computational complexity of the generation process. While
we were able to propose solutions for some of these chal-
lenges, others remain open and present ongoing areas of re-
search. In this section, we outline the key challenges we
faced and the strategies we employed, while acknowledg-
ing that not all of them have been fully addressed.

Captions. One of the challenges encountered in this pro-
cess is generating captions that accurately describe the steps
involved in the sequence. Often, a single step may consist of
multiple sub-steps, each contributing to the overall genera-
tion. This makes it difficult to write a single concise caption
that captures the full scope of each step. The challenge lies
in ensuring that the caption not only reflects the specific ac-
tion or transformation occurring at each stage but also con-
veys the progression and complexity of the entire sequence.
Additionally, if we divide the steps into smaller sub-steps to
better describe the process, the sequence becomes very ex-
tensive, making it even harder to maintain clarity and read-
ability while ensuring comprehensive coverage of the entire
generation process.

Domains. Identifying a domain that effectively highlights
the advantages of the BeamDiffusion method, particularly
the benefits of beam search, is still a challenge. While
BeamDiffusion provides improvements in consistency and
coherence, not all domains clearly showcase these advan-
tages. Certain domains may lack the complexity or diver-
sity needed to demonstrate the method’s strengths, such as
its adaptive latent selection or its ability to maintain align-
ment with contextual instructions. Finding a domain that
not only aligns with the method’s capabilities but also pro-
vides a clear and compelling demonstration of its improve-
ments remains an ongoing challenge.

Complexity of the generation. The Beam Diffusion
model generates multiple candidate images at each step by
exploring a range of latents. We analyze the complexity of
the model for a steps back of n steps and k latents explored.
In the initial steps, the complexity is high because pruning
begins only after the second step. For each beam, k × n
latents are explored, and the search space grows exponen-
tially, resulting in significant computational cost in the early
stages. During the first two steps, the complexity grows
with the number of candidates and latents, proportional to
O((k × n)j) for j ≤ 2. Specifically, for j = 1, the com-
plexity is proportional to the number of explored random
seeds. After the second step, pruning reduces the number
of candidates to the most promising w beams, decreasing
the complexity to O(k × n× w).

To further reduce complexity, a heuristic based on text
relevance can be used to predict the top T most relevant
past images. By restricting the search space to the latents
of these top T candidates, the model improves efficiency
by prioritizing contextually relevant images, particularly in
the early steps. While the initial three steps remain com-
putationally demanding due to the expansive search space,
pruning combined with this heuristic can significantly lower
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the computational cost by refining the candidate set.

F. Application Examples
Images and other visual aids are essential tools that signif-
icantly improve comprehension in various fields. Whether
while breaking down complex tasks, illustrating a sequence
of events, or clarifying intricate concepts, visual represen-
tations provide clear, step-by-step guidance that makes the
material easier to understand [26]. From technical pro-
cedures and instructional design to storytelling and edu-
cational content, the use of multiple-scene images allows
the reader to grasp information more deeply and intuitively,
transforming even the most complex or dense topics into
something more accessible [11, 39]. However, generating
a sequence of images that not only aligns with each textual
instruction but also maintains overall coherence is a major
challenge [25].

F.1. Beam Search Tree
In Figure 16a, we provide another example of how the latent
search occurs within the beam denoising process. This il-
lustrates the BeamDiffusion model at work, showing the de-
noising of the initial seed to latents and how different beam
paths are decoded. The figure highlights how our method
explores the latent space, iterating through various latents
based on the beam search strategy.

In Figure 16b, we observe that the generation of the se-
lected image at step 4 behaves similarly to an isolated diffu-
sion process. However, it is important to note that this pro-
cess is influenced by multiple prompts. Specifically, the im-
age generation at step 4 is conditioned on the prompts from
steps 1, 3, and 4. This demonstrates how the latent search
process incorporates context from various stages, showing
that even though each generation step seems independent, it
is shaped by previous steps, enabling a more coherent and
consistent generation of the final image.

F.2. Sequence Examples
To provide a comprehensive comparison between all mod-
els, we present several examples across different domains
in Figures 17-28. These figures show case how each
method performs in terms of maintaining sequence coher-
ence throughout sequential image generation.

In our overall qualitative analysis, we observe that both
Greedy/CoSeDlen=1 and Nucleus Sampling methods are
generally good at following the textual input across steps,
as shown in Figures 17, 20, 23, and 24. They align well
with the step instructions but often struggle with visual con-
sistency, as the generated images show noticeable shifts or
inconsistencies between steps. This lack of visual cohesion
detracts from the overall coherence of the sequence, even
though they adhere reasonably well to the textual prompt.
In contrast, GILL exhibits a different behavior. While it

maintains high visual consistency, with all images in the se-
quence being visually similar, it fails to accurately follow
the step-by-step textual instructions. GILL tends to gener-
ate images that lack the necessary variability to incorporate
new information from each step, resulting in sequences that
are visually cohesive but contextually incorrect or incom-
plete.

Finally, BeamDiffusion strikes a strong balance between
text adherence and visual consistency. As shown in Fig-
ures 17, 20, 23, and 24, it generally produces the most
coherent sequences compared to other methods. In most
cases, BeamDiffusion effectively follows the textual in-
structions while maintaining visual consistency across the
steps. This combination of textual alignment and visual sta-
bility leads to more coherent and contextually accurate im-
age sequences. While not without its limitations, BeamD-
iffusion demonstrates a more reliable progression through-
out the image generation process than the other approaches.
However, it is important to note that all methods face chal-
lenges in maintaining coherence within the DIY domain, as
seen in Figures 25, 26, and 28. The complexity and diver-
sity of DIY tasks present unique difficulties for the mod-
els, making it harder to both accurately follow textual in-
structions and ensure consistency throughout the sequence.
While the models perform well in other domains, the in-
tricacies of the DIY domain result in some inconsistencies,
particularly when capturing step changes.
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To a bowl add
pecans, vegan
craeam
cheese, sun-
dried
tomatoes.

Add fresh
spinach and stir.

Lay out tortillas,
divide, the
mixture evenly
among them.

Gently roll
tortilhas, and
slice each into 8
pieces.

0-3

4-7

8-11

12-15

16-19
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n
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1 2 3 4

Figure 15. Visualization of cross-attention in latent diffusion
across different sets of latents. The heat maps reveal how atten-
tion patterns evolve at various stages, highlighting the alignment
between text prompts and distinct latent representations.
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Beam Search
      Rejected Image
      Selected Image
      Latent Denoising Seed

1. To a bowl, add Pecans, Vegan 
Cream Cheese, and Daiyara 
Mozzarella Cheese

2. Add Fresh Spinach to the 
mixture and continue stirring

3. Lay out Tortilla, divide mixture 
evenly among the tortillas, 
spreading in a thin layer until 
it coats the whole tortilla up to 
the outer edge

4. Gently roll tortillas, keeping 
them fairly tight and Serve 
immediately

Images 
Sequence

Step 2 Candidate Seeds
Step 3 Candidate Seeds
Step 4 Candidate Seeds

Random 
Seed

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

Sequence Steps
Step 3

Step 4

Step 2

Step 4

(a) The beam denoising search tree.

Step 1 denoising: “To a 
bowl, add Pecans, Vegan 
Cream Cheese, and Daiyara 
Mozzarella Cheese”

Random 
Seed

Step 3

Step 3 denoising: “Lay 
out Tortilla, divide 
mixture evenly among 
the tortillas, spreading 
in a thin layer until it 
coats the whole tortilla 
up to the outer edge”

Step 4 denoising: “Gently roll tortillas, keeping 
them fairly tight and Serve immediately”

(b) Example of one complete decoded denoising process using contextual captions.

Figure 16. The beam diffusion model works in the denoising latent space by denoising the initial seed to latents and them decoding different
beam paths. This shows how our method evolves in the latent space and how it can explore the latent space.
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To a bowl add
pecans, vegan
craeam cheese,
sun-dried tomatoes.

Add fresh spinach
and stir.

Lay out tortillas,
divide, the mixture
evenly among
them.

Gently roll tortilhas,
and slice each into
8 pieces.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4

Figure 17. Example of the Recipes domain task ”Vegan Basil
Pesto and Sun-Dried Tomato Pinwheels”, with a sequence of
4 steps.

In a measuring
cup, mix
together milk
and lemon juice.

Beat together
butter, sugar,
lemon zust,
and some
vanilla sugar
until smooth

Transfer batter
to cake pan,
and smooth
evenly

Frosting: Add
cream fraiche,
sugar, and the
vanilla sugar
and mix them.

Smooth frosing
over cake,
decorate with
sprinkles if
desired.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 43 5

Figure 18. Example of the Recipes domain task ”Tangy lemon
sheet cake”, with a sequence of 4 steps.

Using a
mandolin wth the
julienne
attachment, slice
the zucchini.

Tear the fresh
mint leaves or
thinly slice with a
knife.

Toss the zucchini
and add olive oil,
lemon, and torn
mint leaves.

Using a vegetable
peeler, make
shavings of
cheese.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4

Figure 19. Example of the Recipes domain task ”Zucchini,
Pecorino & Mint Salad”, with a sequence of 4 steps.

Add chicken
backbones, onion
and garlic to a
stock pot.

Bring to a boil,
cover and cook on
the lowest setting
for 24-48 hours.

Season with Soy
Sauce to taste
before serving.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3

Figure 20. Example of the Recipes domain task ”Bone Broth”,
with a sequence of 3 steps.
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It was a simpler
time indeed.

We fired up the
machinery and
got to work.

We were building
a new waterway
for the reservoir to
spill into.

The men weeped
as they buried
their brothers.

Finally, we added
some chemicals to
the new water
filtration system.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 21. Example of the out-of-domain VIST story ”Kla-
math Project Construction”, with a sequence of 5 steps.

It was a beautiful
day in the forest.

We were lucky
enough to see
some wildlife,
like this deer.

I fed a squirrel and
it seemed very
hungry.

A snake came out
of nowhere and
scared me.

The scenery from
the top of the
mountain was
breathtaking.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 22. Example of the out-of-domain VIST story
”Yosemite Weekend”, with a sequence of 5 steps.

The two friends
went to a new
location.

Large crowds had
gathered on the
steps of the Lincoln
Memorial.

We had our own
little spot on the
grass.

The crowd was
enjoying the
show, with view of
the Washington
Monument.

The fireworks
were the best that
we had ever
seen.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 23. Example of the out-of-domain VIST story ”Fire-
works - 4th July in Washington, DC”, with a sequence of 5
steps.

The festival was a
blast.

It was quite a
performance to
watch.

Then it started to
get interesting and
elaborate.

Horses were used
for tricks.

Next came the old
cars.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 24. Example of the out-of-domain VIST story ”Inde-
pendence Day Parade”, with a sequence of 5 steps.
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Vacuum silk rugs
regularly. Use a
brushless suction
head to vacuum silk
rugs.

Sweep silk rugs with
a broom. Gently
sweep the rug to
avoid damaging the
fibers.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2

Figure 25. Example of the out-of-domain DIY task ”How to
Clean Silk Rugs”, with a sequence of 2 steps.

Dampen a
microfiber cloth
with wax remover
and wipe along
the wood grain.

Apply thin layers
of polish along
the wood grain.

Repeat the
polishing process
as needed.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3

Figure 26. Example of the out-of-domain DIY task ”How to
Polish Wood”, with a sequence of 3 steps.

Clean the basil
leaves and allow
to dry.

Place in a
suitable storage
container.

Sprinkle with salt.
Shake through to
cover in salt.

Fill the container
with olive oil.

Cover the
container. Place
in the fridge and
leave.

Use as usual
according to your
recipe.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4 5 6

Figure 27. Example of the out-of-domain DIY task ”How to
Preserve Basil”, with a sequence of 6 steps.

Use a soft-bristled
mop to remove 
dust. For floors, a
vacuum is also an
option.

Mix warm water with
a few drops of pH-
neutral dish soap,
avoiding acidic
ingredients like
vinegar.

Use a soft mop or
cloth to clean in
circular motions,
lifting dirt and grime
without scratching the
stone.

Wash away soap
residue with distilled
or boiled water to
prevent
discoloration from
minerals.

Buff the stone with a
soft cloth to remove
moisture, ensuring a
streak-free, polished
finish.

Greedy/CoSeDlen=1

Nucleus Sampling

GILL

BeamDiffusion

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 28. Example of the out-of-domain DIY task ”How to
Clean Natural Stone”, with a sequence of 5 steps.
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