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Abstract

Score-based generative models require guidance in order to
generate plausible, on-manifold samples. The most popular
guidance method, Classifier-Free Guidance (CFG), is only
applicable in settings with labeled data and requires train-
ing an additional unconditional score-based model. More
recently, Auto-Guidance adopts a smaller, less capable ver-
sion of the original model to guide generation. While each
method effectively promotes the fidelity of generated data,
each requires labeled data or the training of additional
models, making it challenging to guide score-based models
when (labeled) training data are not available or training
new models is not feasible.

We make the surprising discovery that the positive cur-
vature of log density estimates in saddle regions provides
strong guidance for score-based models. Motivated by this,
we develop saddle-free guidance (SFG) which maintains es-
timates of maximal positive curvature of the log density to
guide individual score-based models. SFG has the same
computational cost of classifier-free guidance, does not re-
quire additional training, and works with off-the-shelf dif-
fusion and flow matching models. Our experiments indicate
that SFG achieves state-of-the-art FID and FD-DINOv2
metrics in single-model unconditional ImageNet-512 gen-
eration. When SFG is combined with Auto-Guidance, its
unconditional samples achieve general state-of-the-art in
FD-DINOv2 score. Our experiments with FLUX. 1-dev and
Stable Diffusion v3.5 indicate that SFG boosts the diversity
of output images compared to CFG while maintaining ex-
cellent prompt adherence and image fidelity.

1. Introduction

In recent years, diffusion and flow matching models have
dethroned generative adversarial networks as the preferred
generative model in many applications [4, 28]. Broadly re-
ferred to as score-based generative models [27], diffusion
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Figure 1. SFG improves image realism by steering samples away
from saddle regions. SFG combined with Auto-Guidance achieves
state-of-the-art FD-DINOV2 on unconditional ImageNet-512.

[9] and flow matching [17] models dominate in the fields
of image generation [5, 13], video generation [2, 30, 31],
audio generation [11, 18], media editing [12, 33], out-of-
distribution detection [0, 19], and inverse problems [20, 27],
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to name a few.

One of the key ingredients to high quality generative
modeling is the “truncation trick”. Originally developed as
a simple noise resampling method for generative adversar-
ial networks (GANSs) [3], the truncation trick allows one to
trade off sample diversity for sample fidelity. The analogous
method in score-based models is broadly referred to as guid-
ance and was first studied by Dhariwal and Nichol [4]. They
observed that injecting stronger levels of classifier gradient
into the conditional diffusion model sampling process sig-
nificantly improved sample fidelity. Ho and Salimans [8]
proposed “Classifier-Free Guidance” (CFG). In the CFG
method, they proposed that the classifier be dropped en-
tirely and that an unconditional diffusion model be amor-
tized into the original model to provide a guiding signal
during generation. CFG has since become the dominant
guidance method, but it is only applicable to conditional
sampling. As a result, the performance of unconditional
sampling has lagged far behind that of conditional sampling
[13].

A growing number of works have started to address the
unconditional guidance problem. Ahn et al. [1] introduce
“Perturbed-Attention Guidance” (PAG), an inference-time
method which creates guiding signals by replacing the self-
attention patterns of diffusion U-Nets [23] with identity ma-
trices. Similarly, Hong [10] introduces “Smoothed Energy
Guidance” (SEG), another inference-time method which
generates guiding signals by blurring the self-attention
maps of diffusion U-Nets with 2D Gaussian convolutions.
A landmark paper by Karras et al. [14] proposes Auto-
Guidance (AG), where sampling is guided by a less capa-
ble version of the original model. Like CFG, AG requires
training an additional guiding network. But, unlike CFG,
AG is not restricted to settings with labels, and it achieves
state-of-the-art scores in both conditional and unconditional
generation on ImageNet [24].

While there has been much progress in guidance re-
search, each method either requires labels [8, 16], requires
additional training [14], is limited to specific architectures
[1, 10], or is limited by a combination thereof. The crux of
the shared limitations of current methods is that they each
guide sampling of the original distribution with a different,
more entropic reference distribution, whether it is specifi-
cally trained for or simulated through model interventions.

We challenge the current guidance paradigm and hypoth-
esize that sampling with score-based models is hindered
specifically by saddle regions of the learned log density.
We corroborate this hypothesis in a controlled experiment
and make the surprising discovery that the defining char-
acteristic of saddle regions, positive curvature, provides a
strong guidance signal to score-based models. We propose
Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG), a model-agnostic, training-
and label-free guidance method based purely on the geom-

etry of the modeled log density. Our work provides the fol-

lowing contributions:

e Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG), a novel inference-time
guidance strategy which relies on the geometry of the
modeled log density to boost the fidelity of samples while
maintaining distributional diversity

* A comparison of SFG with training-time and inference-
time guidance methods on the large scale ImageNet
512x512 benchmark and the foundational text to image
models Stable Diffusion 3.5 and Flux.1-dev

* State-of-the-art single-model unconditional generation
performance on ImageNet512x512 and general state-of-
the-art unconditional generation performance on Ima-
geNet512x512 when combined with Auto-Guidance [14]

2. Background and Related Work

Score-based Models Let us consider modeling of the data
distribution p(x) which generates samples x € R™. Score-
based models sg(-) : R™ — R"™, parameterized by 6, cap-
ture the data distribution p(x) by approximating the score
Vlog p(x). For data x ~ (g, * p)(X) where g, is a Gaus-
sian density of scale o, sy (-) should ideally minimize:

E)’( [CESM()NC7 g, 9)} =
Esp(z) [02 |V log p(x) — Se(i)||2] ()

However, the ground truth score V log p(X) is generally in-
tractable and unknown, making this explicit score match-
ing objective challenging to use in practice. Vincent [29]
proved that the tractable objective denoising score matching
Ex [Lpsm(x, o, 0)] is an equivalent objective to Eq. (1):

Ex [EDSM(Xv g, 9)] =
Eseep(a0).enp(e) [II6 —eo(x+ Ue)llz] , @

where €g(x) = —osp(x) is a noise prediction parameter-
ization of the score model [9]. Generally speaking, dif-
fusion and Gaussian flow models are sequences of score
models trained on varying scales of noise o which bridge
the data distribution to a simple Gaussian distribution (we
omit the dependence of the score models on o for simplic-
ity). Sampling involves integrating the score estimates of
the sequence of score models using ODE solvers [17], SDE
solvers [9, 27], or Langevin dynamics [26].

Guidance Dhariwal and Nichol [4] observed that aug-
menting score estimates with the gradient of a classifier
f4(-) : R™ — [0, 1]%, where ¢ is the set of classifier param-
eters and k is the class count, significantly improved sample
quality. They weighed this gradient with wpy, yielding the
guided score estimate:

s (@, i) = sp(x) + wpnVlog fs(@)i,  (3)



where ¢ indexes the class output. Ho and Salimans [8] ob-
served that Vlog fy(x); = Vlog p(z|y = i) — Vlog p(x),
and they proposed Classifier-Free Guidance (CFG). The
main idea is to guide generation with the difference between
a conditional score model sy(x,y) with an unconditional
score model s4(x), yielding the guided score estimate:
sgrs (@, ;) = sp(@,y:) + (wer — 1) (so(2,y:) — sp(x)) |

“)
where wcpg > 1 controls the strength of the guidance. CFG
is very effective in enhancing the fidelity of generated sam-
ples, however it requires labelled data, it requires training
an additional model, and it can significantly reduce sample
diversity.

Unconditional (U) guidance methods such as Auto-
Guidance (AG) [14], Perturbed-Attention Guidance (PAG)
[1], and Smoothed Energy Guidance (SEG) [10] all follow
a similar form inspired by CFG:

50.6(x) = so(x) + (wy — 1) (so(x) — s6(x)), (5

where wy > 1 and s¢() is a ‘bad’, more entropic version
of the original score model sg(-). s,(-) can be realized by
training a smaller model with less data (AG) or simulated by
intervening on the parameters or computation of the origi-
nal model (PAG and SEG). Unconditional guidance meth-
ods may be applied to conditional sampling by simply using
conditional sg(x,y) and sy (z, y).

Score-Based Models and Saddle Regions

We design a simple experiment to test the hypothesis that
saddle regions of the log data density pose specific chal-
lenges to score-based models. We use flow matching [17]
to train a series of diffusion transformer models [22] of in-
creasing parameter and flop count on a simplex Gaussian
mixture model (GMM) task. The simplex GMM consists of
16 Gaussian components of scale 0.2 immersed in a 256-
dimensional space, where each Gaussian component is sit-
uated at a vertex of a 16-simplex. This GMM structure was
chosen to ensure that each Gaussian component is a fixed
distance of /2 from all other Gaussian components, pro-
viding clear mode, saddle, and outlier regions in a nontriv-
ial setting. We characterized ‘mode’ data as that sampled
from the original 16 Gaussian components, ‘saddle’ data
as that sampled from similar Gaussian components situated
directly in-between any pair of the original 16 components
(bisecting each edge), and ‘outlier’ data as that sampled
from a similar, twice as large 16-simplex that encompasses
the original 16-simplex.

Fig. 2 depicts the explicit score matching loss of the
trained DiT models on mode, saddle, and outlier test data
at various flow matching times. As expected, increasing pa-
rameter and FLOP count (from DiT-S to DiT-L) tends to
decrease the explicit score matching loss of each rectified
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Figure 2. Explicit score matching loss (1) on the test set for the
16-simplex task. Test points within saddle regions experience the
highest loss and benefit the least from DiT scaling.

flow. However, the explicit score matching loss is larger for
saddle data rather than that for mode or outlier data across
most time scales. Moreover, the explicit score matching loss
for saddle data benefits the least from transformer scaling.
From the DiT-S to the DiT-L, the explicit score matching
loss decreases by a factor of 10 for mode data and a factor
of 3 for outlier data, but it only decreases by a factor of 1.3
for saddle data. These results support the hypothesis that
score-based models fit saddle regions relatively poorly, and
that scaling models is not an effective means of improving
score matching performance in saddle regions.

3. Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG)

We hypothesized that sample quality from diffusion and
flow matching models is hampered by poor score estimates
in saddle regions. This was corroborated by our simplex ex-
periment from Sec. 2. Next, we develop a method to iden-
tify points which belong to saddle regions of the log density,
and we show that this naturally leads to an effective guid-
ance strategy.

Definition 3.1 (Saddle Points). The set of saddle points of
the log density log p(x) is:

S = {x: Vlogp(x) = 0 and V*log p(z) is indefinite } ,
(6)
where V2 log p(z) is the Hessian of the log density at .

In practice, the score V log p(x) is approximated with a
trained score network sq (), yielding the approximate set:

S~ {x:sg(x) =0and Vsg(x) is indefinite} ,  (7)

where Vsy(x) is the Jacobian of the score network. While
Eq. (7) can identify saddle points of the approximate log
density, it is not useful in practical scenarios since sq () is



Table 1. High-level comparison of Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG) with popular guidance strategies.

Desideratum CFG [8] CFG (Interval) [16]  Auto-Guidance [14] SEG [10] PAGI[1] SFG (Ours)
Samples are On-Manifold

Preserves Sample Diversity X

Unconditional Sampling b 4 b 4

Only Requires One Model b 4 X b 4

Model-Agnostic X X

almost never zero, and computing Vsg(z) is computation-
ally demanding. Instead, we relax this condition to define
saddle regions set Ssg as:

Sspg = {x : sup (Sp (Vsg(x))) > 0}, 8)

where Sp(-) is the matrix spectrum. In other words, points x
are considered to belong to a saddle region if the maximal
eigenvalue of the score network Jacobian at  is positive.
This formulation is more pragmatic in that it encompasses a
much larger set of points, and the most positive eigenvalue
A of the score network Jacobian can be computed feasibly
by solving:

Ar =sup{|[(Vsp(x) + al)v] —a:v e R"s.t. ||v]| < 1},
v

€))
where the shift constant o > 0 ensures all eigenvalues of the
matrix (Vsg(x) + al) are positive. Crucially, the supre-
mum can be computed efficiently using shifted power itera-
tion', and the inner Jacobian-vector product can be approx-
imated without explicit gradient computation:

(Vsp(x) + al) v =~ u,
sg(x + hv) — sg(x)
o

u = + av, (10)

where h — 07T is a small positive constant. In summary,
power iteration of (Vsg(x) + o) yields vectors v and wu,
where v is an eigenvector of Vsy(x), u ~ Vsg(z)v + av,
and thus A\, = u’v — o

Our insight is that in saddle regions (i.e., Ay > 0), the
maximal log density curvature vector u — av may be added
to the score estimate to steer generation away from saddle
regions. Concretely, we augment score estimates with:

557 (x) = sp(x) + wsrg 0 H(A L) (u — av),

1D
where wspg > 0 and H(-) is the Heaviside step func-
tion. Score networks are often parameterized as ep(x) =
—osg(x), where €(+) is a “noise prediction function” and

UIf the shift is not applied, power iteration could converge to the eigen-
vector of the most negative eigenvalue if its magnitude is largest.

o is the scale of the noise added during training. In this
case, the update is:

S (x) = eg(x) —wspg o°H(\y ) (u — av).  (12)
Since the most negative eigenvalue of 02V? log p(z) > —1

[32, 34], we may simply set « > 1 to ensure that power
iteration converges to the most positive eigenvalue.

Practical Implementation of SFG

Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG) requires computing power it-
eration to estimate A, at each sampling step. Since power
iteration often requires multiple iterations to converge, this
would be prohibitively expensive in the multi-step sampling
process where one would compute v; and w, at each step .

To circumvent this computational cost, we initialize v; =
w;_1/||w;—1]|, where w;_1 is u computed from the previ-
ous sampling step”. This allows the power iteration to con-
verge with much fewer steps, and we use just one step of
power iteration in our experiments. This leads to a compu-
tational cost which is effectively the same as classifier-free
guidance.

Lastly, we dynamically adjust the shift parameter « to
ensure that A\ converges to the maximal eigenvalue. Please
refer to Algorithm 1 for the full details.

Algorithm 1 Saddle-Free Guidance

Require: Function ¢y : R™ — R”, input point x € R",
perturbation vector v € R™ with ||v|| = 1, finite differ-
ence step b > 0, noise scale o > 0, shift param. o > 0,
saddle-free guidance weight wspg > 0

€= cg(x) # initial noise estimate
u = 7575"@;}“”’) #u ~ _08657:(;)”
A =ulw # estimate of most positive eigenvalue
a = max(a, —A}) # update shift if necessary
m=H(\;) # positive curvature only

# apply SFG guidance

# add shift for next iteration

# make unit v for next iteration

# next noise pred., perturbation, shift

€= é—mwSFGu
Uu=u+aov
v =u/|ul

. return €, v, o

R A A A T o S

24y is initialized as a uniformly random unit vector.



4. Experiments

Ground Truth Distribution Samples with Limited Interval CFG
. ]

Samples with Auto-Guidance

Samples without Guidance

Figure 3. Comparison of sampling without guidance, with
classifier-free guidance, with auto-guidance, and with saddle-free
guidance on the toy fractal manifold learning task from Karras
et al. [14]. Sampling without guidance produces many unlikely
‘outliers’ which are caught in saddle regions between modes. CFG
and its variants reduce outlier in saddle regions, but they bias gen-
eration and reduce sample diversity. Auto-guidance avoids out-
liers in saddle regions, but it is overly restrictive and reduces di-
versity on the manifold. Saddle-free guidance prevents outliers
while maintaining sample diversity on the manifold.

We divide the guidance techniques considered in this
work into two groups which (1) leverage additional trained
networks or (2) rely on the original network only. Group
(1) consists of Classifier-Free Guidance (CFG) [8], Limited
Interval CFG [16], and Auto-Guidance [14]. Group (2) con-
sists of Smoothed Energy Guidance (SEG) [10], Perturbed
Attention Guidance (PAG) [1], and our method Saddle-Free
Guidance (SFG). For a high-level comparison of different
guidance methods, see Tab. 1.

The effect of the model-agnostic guidance methods can
be visualized in Fig. 3 with a toy fractal manifold learning
problem adapted from Karras et al. [14]. Each subfigure of
Fig. 3 depicts the conditional samples obtained from sam-
pling the same model without guidance, with an uncondi-
tional model (CFG), with an unconditional model in a lim-
ited interval (Limited Interval CFG), with a less capable
version of the model (Auto-Guidance), and with the orig-
inal model’s positive curvature (SFG), respectively. Sam-
pling without guidance (bottom left) leads to many outliers
which get caught in saddles between the branches of the
fractal. Sampling with CFG or Limited Interval CFG (cen-
ter) reduces outliers but biases generation and reduces diver-
sity. Sampling with Auto-Guidance (top right) eliminates
outliers but restricts diversity on the manifold. Saddle-Free
Guidance (bottom left) eliminates outliers and maintains di-
versity on the manifold without the need for a new model.

4.1. ImageNet-512 Experiments

We compare the various guidance methods on an ImageNet
[24] generation task. Starting from the same model and
random seed, we apply a guidance method to sample 50k
512x512 images for downstream comparison with ground
truth ImageNet 512x512 images. We leverage PyTorch [21]
with 8 H100 NVIDIA GPUs. We adapt the sampling and
evaluation code from Karras et al. [14] to conduct our ex-
periments.

Metrics We employ the classical Fréchet Inception Dis-
tance (FID) [7] and more recent Fréchet DINOv2 Distance
(FD-DINOV2) [28] between generated images and ground
truth ImageNet images as our image quality metrics. In
each case, lower scores are better, indicating that the gener-
ated images are harder to distinguish from the ground truth
distribution. Stein et al. [28] showed in a large-scale study
that FD-DINOvV?2 correlates more strongly with the rate at
which humans misclassify the generated images as ‘real’
rather than ‘fake’, so we consider FD-DINOV2 as the pri-
mary image fidelity metric.

Models We employ the EDM2 family of diffusion mod-
els [15] for our quantitative experiments. EDM2 models
achieve state-of-the-art performance in ImageNet-512 gen-
eration and are publicly available for standard comparison
of guidance techniques. Moreover, EDM2 models are U-
Nets [23] with self-attention layers, and therefore are com-
patible with SEG and PAG.

Figure 4. Effect of step size parameter on the FID and FD-
DINOV2 tradeoff for EDM2-s-conditional (EMA 0.130).

Hyperparameters Fig. 4 depicts a sensitivity analysis of
the perturbation size parameter h used in SFG’s finite differ-
ence computation with EDM2 conditional generation. We
observed little sensitivity to h, but we chose h = 0.1 for
the remaining experiments due to the slightly improved FD-
DINOV2 scores. When feasible, we depict metrics for mul-
tiple choices for a, SFG’s shift parameter. For SEG, we



set the attention smoothing parameter o4 = oo since it
achieved the best FID in their experiments [10]. For com-
parisons with unguided and auto-guided EDM2 networks,
we employ the best hyperparameters reported by Karras
et al. [14] for both FID and FD-DINOv2. All models are
sampled using 100 steps of the 2nd order Heun solver.
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Figure 5. Comparison of FD-DINOv2 and FID scores for
single-model unconditional guidance methods with EDM2-s on
ImageNet-512.

Unconditional ImageNet We compare the performance
of the Group (2) guidance methods, SEG, PAG, and SFG,
in Fig. 5. Each is created by increasing the guidance weight
of each method and measuring FID and FD-DINOv2. The
baseline unguided model, EDM2-s-unconditional, yields
the highest (worst) metrics with scores of 267 in FD-
DINOv2 and 14.94 in FID. Starting from the baseline
model, we sweep wspg € [1,10], wsgg € [1.01,1.2], and
wpag € [1.01,1.15]. All unconditional guidance methods
improve the FD-DINOv2 and FID scores, with SFG achiev-
ing the lowest (best) scores while SEG and PAG yield mod-
erate improvement. SEG decreases DINOv2 by 14% and
PAG decreases DINOv2 by 22%. SFG lowers FD-DINOv2
and FID significantly, with a decrease of 40% in each score.

Conditional ImageNet We evaluate SFG on ImageNet-
512 generation with EDM2-s-conditional in Fig. 6. Starting
from the best performing EDM2 model for the FID metric,
we apply SFG of various « and sweep wsrg € [1, 30], form-
ing the curves. SFG trades off FID to lower the FD-DINOv2
of the baseline model by 25% from 88.75 to 66.46, form-
ing a Pareto frontier. PAG appears to follow the same Pareto
frontier, but PAG shows more robustness to stronger guid-
ance, enabling further FID to FD-DINOvV2 tradeoff than
is feasible with SFG. Compared with the best performing
ED2-s-conditional model for FD-DINOv2, SFG witha = 1
lowers the FD-DINOv2 by an additional 3 points while re-
ducing FID by 20%.

SFGa=1 FD-DINOV2: 69.52
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SEG (w=1.1)
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Figure 6. FD-DINOvV2 and FID scores for single-model EDM2-s-
conditional on ImageNet-512.

Combining SFG with Auto-Guidance Auto-Guidance
trains a less capable version of the original model to guide
generation, achieving state-of-the-art FID and FD-DINOv?2
[14]. We try a simple experiment in which we add SFG to
the Auto-Guidance (AG) method, where the output of the
AG system is input to SFG as though the AG system was a
single model. We evaluate the method for various values of
« on ImageNet-512 unconditional generation. The results
are depicted in Fig. la. Increasing wggg trades off a moder-
ate amount of FID for a substantial decrease of 10% in FD-
DINOV2, achieving a new state-of-the-art in ImageNet-512
unconditional generation. Compared with the best AG-only
models for FD-DINOvV2, adding SFD lowers FD-DINOv2
by an additional 8 points without increasing FID.

SFG and DiT Unconditional Sampling We apply SFG
to DiT-XL-2-512 [22] to enhance ImageNet-512 uncondi-
tional generation. The original unguided model achieved a
FID of 48.7, and adding SFG (o = 1, wsgg = 5) reduced
FID by 25% to 36.85. We did not try other SFG hyperpa-
rameters due to computational constraints. Note that PAG
and SEG were designed specifically for the U-Net architec-
ture and therefore could not be directly applied to DiT.

4.2. Text-to-Image Experiments

We implement SFG for the text-to-image flow match-
ing transformers FLUX.1-dev and Stable Diffusion 3.5-
medium [5]. Flow estimates vyp(x,t) are converted to
noise estimates via the paramterization eg(x,t) = (1 —
t)vg(x,t) + x and subsequently input to SFG. SFG guides
the noise estimate, and the guided noise estimate éy(x, t)
is converted back to a flow estimate with vp(x,t) =

(€9(x,t) — ) /(1 —1).

FLUX.1-dev Comparison We sample FLUX.1-dev with-
out guidance, with CFG (distilled) of varying weight, and
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Figure 7. FLUX.1-dev generated images of “Vaporwave art of the F1 grand prix in Monaco” using no guidance, Classifier-Free Guidance

(CFG), and Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG, ours).

with SFG (o« = 1, wsgg = 20) with the prompt “Va-
porwave art of the F1 grand prix in Monaco.” The re-
sulting images are displayed in Fig. 7. Sampling without
guidance results in fuzzy images lacking coherent structure.
At high levels of CFG the output distribution is very nar-
row and lacks diversity, depicting highly similar airbrushed
scenes. Adding a guidance interval improves diversity of
the generated images at the cost of some prompt adher-
ence. Sampling with SFG results in high-fidelity samples
which adhere most closely to the prompt, clearly depicting
the Monaco Grand Prix in true Vaporwave style. The dis-
tribution of images from SFG is diverse, depicting various
plausible scenes with a rich color palette.

SD3.5-medium Comparison We run a similar experi-
ment with Stable Diffusion 3.5-medium (SD3.5) [5] using
the prompt “A photo of a squirrel in a tuxedo with a sign
that says ‘Hello’. ” Sampling with no guidance results in
vague images lacking clear structure, and few of the images

adhere closely to the prompt. Sampling with CFG signifi-
cantly boosts prompt adherence and image fidelity, but im-
age diversity is sharply reduced. All subjects of the images
share a similar pose and airbrushed ‘Al generated’ appear-
ance. Adding an interval sacrifices some image fidelity to
promote image diversity, however the subjects still exhibit
the airbrushed appearance. Sampling with SFG yields di-
verse, coherent images which adhere well to the prompt.
Subjects have varying poses, appearances, color schemes,
and levels of photorealism.

5. Discussion

Limitations Our analysis of guidance methods is limited
to the image generation setting and we focus heavily on two
metrics: FID and FD-DINOv2. There are many other in-
teresting applications of diffusion and flow matching mod-
els that would make informative benchmarks for guidance
methods. We do not perform an study the effect of power
iteration count on SFG sample quality - we fix the parame-
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Figure 8. SD3.5-medium generated images of “A photo of a squirrel in a tuxedo with a sign that says ‘Hello’.” using no guidance,
Classifier-Free Guidance (CFG), and Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG, ours).

ter to 1 iteration per sampling step in all experiments. We
do not include extensive experiments with DiT [22] due to
computational constraints and the relative lack of inference-
time unconditional guidance methods which are compatible
with it.

Societal Impacts and Ethical Consideration Our work
concerns a new guidance strategy for deep generative mod-
els. Generative models learn to mimic their training data,
and therefore our method could produce samples which per-
petuate existing biases from the data. Moreover, our method
enhances the realism of generated data, potentially making
the generative models more useful for bad actors. Evalu-
ating generative models is a computationally costly proce-
dure, and this work potentially led to increased emissions.

6. Conclusion

Current guidance methods rely on differences between a
primary score model and an entropic reference model to
correct generation. The dependence on a reference model
limits the applicability of guidance methods, as it necessi-
tates training additional models, having labeled data, or in-
tervening on model-specific computation. We challenge the
reference based guidance paradigm and make the surprising
discovery that the positive curvature of the saddle regions of
the primary score model provides a strong guidance signal.

We introduce Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG), a training-
free and model-agnostic guidance method which steers
sampling with the maximal positive curvature of the learned
log density. We compare SFG with other guidance meth-
ods on the ImageNet-512 generation task and show that it
achieves state-of-the-art single-model unconditional gener-
ation in terms of FID and FD-DINOv2 scores. When SFG
is combined with Auto-Guidance, it reduces FD-DINOv2
by an additional 10% to achieve a general state-of-the-
art in unconditional ImageNet-512 generation. We im-
plement SFG for FLUX.1-dev and Stable Diffusion 3.5-
medium and show that SFG promotes image fidelity while
maintaining strong prompt adherence and sample diver-
sity.
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Supplementary Material

7. Additional Reproducibility Information

Simplex Experiment

DiT models are initialized with the architecture configura-
tions in Tab. 2. The training dataset consists of 1000 sam-
ples from the GMM, and the DiT models are trained for
30000 batches of size 200 with a denoising score matching
objective. The training process uses 500 warm up batches,
an initial learning rate of le — 3 with a cosine annealing
schedule and the Adam optimizer with a weight decay of
le — 5.

The models are tested with 1000 samples drawn from
the mode, outlier, and saddle distributions described in the
main text. Losses at “flow matching times” are computed
by scaling the samples and adding noise according to the
forward flow matching process.

Table 2. Diffusion Transformer (DiT) Architecture Configurations
for the Simplex Experiment.

Model Layers Patch Size Encoding Dim. Heads
DiT-S 2 4 16 4
DiT-M 6 4 64 8
DiT-L 10 4 256 16

EDM2 ImageNet512 Experiments

All score models (all EDM2, DiT-XL-2-512, FLUX.1-dev,
SD3.5-m) are sampled with 100 steps in every experiment.
EDM?2 uses the EDM sampler [13], DiT uses the DDIM
sampler [25], and FLUX.1-dev and SD3.5-m use the Euler
sampler.

Unconditional ImageNet We employ EDM2-s5-0.070
[15] in the single model unconditional generation experi-
ments, where 0.070 denotes the EMA length. For Auto-
Guidance we use EDM2-xs-0.110 (trained on 1/16th the
number of images) as the guiding model since that com-
bination led to lowest FID in [14].

Conditional ImageNet We employ EDM2-s5-0.130 in
single model conditional generation experiments, where
0.130 refers to the EMA length. This is the best reported
EDM?2 for single model ImageNet-512 conditional FID.

8. Gaussian Separation Problem

We construct a toy classification problem consisting of two
identical Gaussians in 2D. Different amounts of isotropic
Gaussian noise are added to the two components to mimic
a diffusion model generation scenario, and the marginal
score V log p(x) as well as the “classifier” gradients (e.g.,
Vlogp(y = 1|x)) are plotted. Lastly, we plot the eigen-
vectors corresponding to positive curvature on top of the
marginal score. See Figs. 9 to 11 for the results.
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Figure 11. Additive variance o = 0.5

The plots show that the marginal score experiences a
saddle point between the two classes. Classifier gradients



Vlogp(y = 0|z) and Vlogp(y = 1|x) move data away
from outlier and saddle regions and toward modes. Simi-
larly, positive curvature can be leveraged to move data out-
side of saddle regions in a manner similar to classifier free
guidance.



(c) CFG =7 + Interval (0.1, 0.8): High Fidelity and Moderate Variation (d) CFG = 3.5: High Fidelity and Low Variation

Figure 12. FLUX.1-dev generated images of “A photograph of a scientist at a conference about AI” using no guidance, Classifier-Free
Guidance (CFG), CFG in the Interval (0.1, 0.8), and Saddle-Free Guidance (SFG, ours).
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