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Abstract

Diffusion models have demonstrated strong gen-
erative performance; however, generated samples
often fail to fully align with human intent. This
paper studies a test-time scaling method that en-
ables sampling from regions with higher human-
aligned reward values. Existing gradient guid-
ance methods approximate the expected future
reward (EFR) at an intermediate particle x; using
a Taylor approximation, but this approximation
at each time step incurs high computational cost
due to sequential neural backpropagation. We
show that the EFR at any x; can be computed
using only marginal samples from a pre-trained
diffusion model. The proposed EFR formulation
detaches the neural dependency between x; and
the EFR, enabling closed-form guidance compu-
tation without neural backpropagation. To fur-
ther improve efficiency, we introduce lookahead
sampling to collect marginal samples. For final
sample generation, we use an accurate solver that
guides particles toward high-reward lookahead
samples. We refer to this sampling scheme as
LiDAR sampling. LiDAR achieves substantial
performance improvements using only three sam-
ples with a 3-step lookahead solver, exhibiting
steep performance gains as lookahead accuracy
and sample count increase; notably, it reaches the
same GenEval performance as the latest gradient
guidance method for SDXL with a 9.5x speedup.

1. Introduction

Diffusion models (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015; Ho et al.,
2020; Song et al., 2021b) have recently emerged as a power-
ful paradigm for sample generation, demonstrating strong

performance across a wide range of domains, including
images (Podell et al., 2024; Esser et al., 2024), videos (Ho
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Table 1. Comparison of test-time scaling methods for diffusion
models. Taylor-free indicates whether reward feedback can be
obtained without Taylor approximation; Derivative-free indicates
whether differentiation through the neural network is required; and
Finite i.i.d. indicates whether performance is consistent regardless
of the number of sampling particles for the target distribution.

Method Grad. Guidance SMC LiDAR
(Bansal et al., 2024)  (Singhal et al., 2025) (Ours)
(Na et al., 2025) (Li et al., 2025)
Taylor-free X X 4
Derivative-free X v v
Finite i.i.d. v X v

etal.,2022), and language (Lou et al., 2024; Nie et al., 2025).
Despite these advances, the generated samples often fail to
fully align with user intent. For instance, prompt—image
misalignment remains a well-recognized challenge in text-
to-image diffusion models (Na et al., 2025).

To address this issue, reward functions that capture human
intent (Xu et al., 2023; Ma et al., 2025) have been incor-
porated into generative modeling pipelines, either through
fine-tuning (Black et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2025; Wu et al.,
2024) or via test-time scaling (Kim et al., 2023; Bansal et al.,
2024; Na et al., 2025; Singhal et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025).
Although these two approaches are orthogonal, test-time
scaling methods have attracted particular attention due to
their ability to achieve substantial performance gains with-
out additional training cost. However, as suggested by the
term “scaling”, these methods increase inference-time com-
putation; thus, improving the performance gain achieved
per additional computation unit is a key factor in achieving
compute-optimal performance (Snell et al., 2024).

While rewards are typically assigned to the final gen-
erated sample x(, the target distribution is often de-
fined as a reward-tilted distribution (i.e., pp(x¢) o
pe(xo) exp(r(x0))). A major challenge in test-time scaling
lies in computing the Expected Future Reward (EFR) for an
intermediate particle x; and incorporating it into the iterative
sampling process. Although directly computing the EFR is
intractable, recent methods leverage Taylor approximations
to compute EFR in a relatively efficient manner (Chung
et al., 2023; Bansal et al., 2024; Singhal et al., 2025). How-
ever, this approximation remains inaccurate and computa-
tionally expensive, as it induces neural dependencies be-
tween x; and the EFR. In detail, gradient guidance (Bansal
et al., 2024; Na et al., 2025) computes the target Stein score,
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Figure 1. Overview of the proposed sampling framework from prompt c. (a) To obtain marginal samples, we generate lookahead samples
using a few-step solver and annotate them with a reward function. (b) To generate samples from the target reward-tilted distribution,
LiDAR guides particles x; toward high-reward lookahead sample % and repels low-reward lookahead samples %3, %3. The guiding
weight w; — w; provided by each lookahead sample X is proportional to its reward annotation value; see Eq. (17) for the definition.

which requires backpropagation through multiple neural net-
works. To avoid taking derivatives through neural networks,
approaches based on Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) have
also been proposed (Singhal et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025).
However, their performance is highly sensitive to the num-
ber of sampling particles of the target distribution, and since
importance resampling is done in a high-dimensional im-
age space, the generated samples tend to collapse to nearly
identical outcomes (Bengtsson et al., 2008) (See Figure 2).

This paper systematically addresses the previous limitations
through a novel approach for approximating the EFR. The
proposed formulation detaches the neural dependency be-
tween x; and the EFR, thereby enabling the computation of
the target Stein score in closed form. The proposed EFR for-
mulation is expressed in terms of the final marginal samples
of a pre-trained diffusion model and the forward pertur-
bation kernel. Consequently, given a set of pre-sampled
outputs, both the EFR and the associated Stein score for ar-
bitrary particles can be computed with negligible additional
computational cost. The only modest additional cost arises
from pre-generating marginal samples for arbitrary prompts;
therefore, we propose a lookahead sampling strategy (e.g.,
a 3-step ODE solver) for efficient marginal sampling, as
shown in Figure 1a. We annotate lookahead samples with
reward values that guide particles toward high-reward looka-
head samples during target sampling, as shown in Figure 1b.
We refer to the resulting framework as Lookahead Sample
Reward Guidance (LiDAR) sampler, and its benefits are
summarized in Table 1. LIDAR matches the GenEval per-
formance of the latest gradient guidance method on SDXL
while achieving a 9.5x reduction in inference time.

2. Preliminaries
2.1. Diffusion Models

Diffusion models (Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015; Ho et al.,
2020) define a forward noising process that gradually per-

turbs a data instance Xo ~ Pdaa(X0) into a noisy sample x;,
where the perturbation kernel is given by:

p(x¢|x0) = N (%43 %0, 071), (1

for all t € [0,T], where o; increases monotonically from
09 = 0to o7 = omax. The gradual perturbation induced
by the forward process is also commonly represented by a
stochastic differential equation (SDE) (Song et al., 2021b):

dXt = fo’ (Xt7 t)dt + 9o (t)dwt7 (2)

where f, and g, denote drift and volatility functions corre-
sponding to the noise schedule oy, and w, denotes a stan-
dard Wiener process. Eq. (2) induces marginal distribu-
tion p(x;). To generate samples, diffusion models estimate
time-dependent Stein score V, log p(x:) = sg(x¢, 1), and
construct a reverse process (Anderson, 1982) defined as:

dx; = [f,(x¢,t) — g2 (t)se(x¢,t)] dt + g (t)dw,.  (3)

Starting from a prior sample x7 ~ p(xr), the diffusion
model generates a sample x( by solving Eq. (3).

2.2. Test-time Scaling of Diffusion Models
2.2.1. GOAL AND PROBLEM DEFINITION

Test-time scaling (Snell et al., 2024; Muennighoff et al.,
2025) methods focus on improving model performance by
allocating additional computational resources during infer-
ence. A key consideration is how performance gains scale
with the added computational cost, including memory usage
and inference speed.

As this paradigm is commonly used in real-world gener-
ative services, we primarily focus on text-to-image (T2I)
diffusion models (Rombach et al., 2022; Podell et al., 2024),
which constitute the most widely adopted application do-
main of diffusion models. In T2I diffusion models, text
c is used as a conditioning signal for the score network,
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Figure 2. Sampling results for the prompt “a photo of a yellow bird and a black motorcycle”” Among the lookahead samples, the blue
boxes indicate all samples used for LIDAR (DPM-3, n=3), ordered from left to right by increasing reward values. The green box indicates
the lookahead sample with the highest reward used for LIDAR (DPM-5, n=50).

i.e., sg(x¢,t,¢) := Vy, logpe(x; | ¢).! T2I models gener-
ate samples from pg(xp|c) by solving Eq. (3). We assume
access to a pre-trained T2I diffusion model sg.

Problem definition: The goal of test-time scaling is to gen-
erate samples that are better aligned with human intent. Let
r: Xy x C — R denote a reward function that reflects hu-
man intent, with A}y being the domain of the final sample xg
and C the domain of the text prompt c. The reward function
r could be human preference scores, compiler feedback,
correctness on math problems, or a differentiable neural
reward model (Xu et al., 2023). To achieve this goal, recent
approaches (Bansal et al., 2024; Singhal et al., 2025) focus
on sampling from a reward-tilted distribution, defined as:

Py(*olc) o< po(xo|c)exp (A - r(xo, €)), O]

where ) is a hyperparameter that controls the strength of
the reward. To generate samples from the resulting target
distribution pp, we need to compute the corresponding time-
dependent target Stein score:

Vi, log pg(x¢|c) = ©)
so(xt,t,¢) + Vi, 10gEp, (x,|x,,c) [€XP (A - 7(X0,¢€))] ,

:= 17 (x4, ¢) (Expected Future Reward)

where the derivation of Eq. (5) is provided in Section A.1.
Given an intermediate particle x; during inference, direct
computation of the Expected Future Reward (EFR) 1 is
generally intractable; consequently, several approximation
methods have been studied.

2.2.2. COMPUTATION OF EXPECTED FUTURE REWARD

This section describes prior methods for computing the 7.

Sampling-based approximation at each time step: The
first approach is to sample from x; to xy multiple times and
estimate the result using the following formula:

1< :
A
) (x¢, ¢) ~ log - Zexp (A r(x,0)), (6)
i=1
'Note that commercial text-to-image diffusion models typically

operate in latent space; for simplicity, we denote the diffusion
variable as x¢ throughout this paper.

where x{, ~ pg(xo|x;,c). However, each sample x}, re-
quires iterative denoising by solving Eq. (3). Since this
procedure must be repeatedly performed for all ¢ € [0, T,
it becomes computationally infeasible.

Talyer approximation with Tweedie’s formula: This ap-
proach employs a first-order Taylor approximation (Chung
et al., 2023; Bansal et al., 2024; Na et al., 2025):

) (%e, ) & A (%o, €), (7

where Xo := I, (x|x,,c)[X0] is given by Tweedie’s for-
mula (Robbins, 1992; Efron, 2011). This approximation is
relatively practical for test-time scaling, as it requires only
a single computation pass through the score network, the
decoder (in latent diffusion models), and the reward func-
tion r at each ¢ € [0, T]. Both gradient guidance and SMC
baselines rely on this approximation. However, rewards
are typically well defined only for the iteratively denoised
sample xp, and evaluating them on X, can be inaccurate,
potentially leading to suboptimal performance. As shown
in Section A.5 and Figure 8, the Taylor approximation error
increases proportionally with A; in other words, stronger
reward signals lead to larger errors.

2.2.3. SAMPLING WITH EXPECTED FUTURE REWARD

This section describes the sampling methods based on the
approximated expected future reward in Eq. (7).

Gradient guidance (Bansal et al., 2024; Na et al., 2025):
This sampling method approximates the Stein score of pj
in Eq. (5) as follows:

se(Xt,t,¢) + A - Vx,7(Xo, €). 8)

This approach has several limitations. First, the inherited
approximation of Eq. (7) can introduce errors, leading to
inaccurate reward signals. Second, because gradients are
taken directly with respect to x;, the method requires the
reward function to be differentiable (i.e., it only supports
neural reward models) and is therefore susceptible to reward
hacking (Skalse et al., 2022). Finally, a significant draw-
back is its computational cost: computing 7 (Xg, ) requires
sequentially passing x; through the sg, the decoder, and the



Lookahead Sample Reward Guidance for Test-Time Scaling of Diffusion Models

reward model r, followed by backpropagation with respect
to x;, making the approach computationally expensive.

Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) (Singhal et al., 2025; Li
et al., 2025): To avoid neural gradient computation, SMC
methods reformulate Eq. (5) into a distribution formulation
and apply approximation in Eq. (7) as:

Py (xt[€) o< po (%[ €)Epg (o x..c) [eXP (A - 7(x0,€))] (9)
~ po(X:c) exp(A - (X0, €))- (10)

SMC generates multiple particles xi ~ pg(x¢|c), for
i € {1,...,N}, in parallel from a pre-trained diffusion
model, and performs importance resampling with weights
proportional to exp(A - r(Xg, ¢)). Unlike gradient guidance,
this approach leverages interactions among multiple parti-
cles. Consequently, its performance is highly sensitive to
the number of generating particles N. Moreover, as shown
in Figure 2, the method tends to collapse to a single parti-
cle with the highest expected reward, significantly reducing
sample diversity, a well-known limitation of particle filtering
in high-dimensional data space (Bengtsson et al., 2008).

3. Method

Directly solving Eq. (3) with the target Stein score in Eq. (5)
constitutes a potentially more promising sampling strategy
than the SMC approach in Eq. (9), as it yields consistent per-
formance gains regardless of the number of target samples
generated. Accordingly, our primary goal is to overcome
the limitations of gradient guidance described in Eq. (8) by
proposing a new approximation method for the expected
future reward (EFR) r} defined in Eq. (5).

Specifically, Section 3.1 reformulates ;' using only fu-
ture marginal samples and the forward perturbation ker-
nel, thereby decoupling the intermediate particle x; from
the neural networks. Section 3.2 introduces an efficient
lookahead sampling scheme for collecting future marginal
samples and analyzes the asymptotic behavior as a func-
tion of lookahead accuracy. Finally, Section 3.3 derives a
closed-form guidance formulation that eliminates the need
for backpropagation through neural networks.

3.1. Expected Future Reward from Future Marginal

The following theorem provides our EFR reformulation:
Theorem 3.1. The expected future reward r (x;, c) defined
in Eq. (5) can be expressed as

p(x¢[x0)
po (xolc) [P(Xt[X0)]

log Epg(xole) | exp (A -r(xo0,¢))|. (11

Please refer to Section A.2 for the proof. In the previous
formulations in Egs. (6) and (7), the current particle x; is
fed into neural networks to compute the EFR; consequently,

Algorithm 1 Lookahead sampling and reward annotation

Input: sg,c,d,n,r
1. Sample X% ~ p(xr) fori € {1,...,n}
2. Obtain %} from %% via Eq. (3)
using sg (-, -, ¢) with § discretization steps
3.1 (X}, c) fori € {1,...,n}
Output: {x), 7},

Algorithm 2 LiDAR sampling (Target sampling)

Input: sg, {X{,7:}7,s, 7
1. Sample x1 ~ p(x7)
2.x;, < X7
for k = {r,...,1} do:
3. Compute Vy, 7 (x4, ,c) via Eq. (17) with 7;
4. Obtain x4, , from x;, via Eq. (3) using
so (Xt tk, €) + 5+ Vi, 77 (X4, €)
5.x0 X1,

Output: x(

obtaining the Stein score by differentiating with respect to
x; requires backpropagation through the neural networks.

In contrast, under our formulation in Eq. (11), x; is no
longer used as an input to the neural models. Previously,
x; served as an input to sg and subsequently r. However,
Eq. (11) indicates that x; is not used as an input for both
s¢ and r because all samples for the expectation are drawn
solely from c, not from x;. For the expectation computation,
the EFR is computed using marginal samples from pg(x |
¢), and the dependence between x; and x( is mediated
through the forward perturbation kernel p(x; | xo) defined
in Eq. (1).

3.2. Lookahead Sampling and Error Bound

Pre-generating samples for arbitrary prompts ¢ from the
pre-trained diffusion model pg(xo|c) introduces an addi-
tional cost in Eq. (11). To further reduce this cost, we
alternate sampling from pg(xo|c) with a faster generator
q(xolc), such as a few-step solver (Lu et al., 2022) or a
distilled model (Song et al., 2023). Algorithm 1 illustrates
the lookahead sampling procedure using a J-step solver.

Definition 3.2. We define lookahead reward 7} (x;, c) as:

log Eq(xo/c) p(x:|xo) i exp (A-r(xo,c))|. (12)

Eg(xole) [P(X¢]%0

We approximate the target Stein score in Eq. (5) with a
lookahead Stein score:

so(xt,t,€) + Vi, 77 (x4, €). (13)

We denote py(xo|c) as the resulting distribution by solving
Eq. (3) from x7 ~ p(xr), with the lookahead Stein score.
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Figure 3. Scaling behavior of the LIDAR sampler under different lookahead strategies and varying numbers of lookahead samples n. The
vanilla method uses only the Stein score sg, whereas LiDAR (w/ DPM-J) incorporates lookahead samples with § discretization steps. All
results are obtained using SD v1.5 with ImageReward annotations. The legend is shared across all three panels.

Theorem 3.3. (Lookahead Error) Let q(xo|c) be the re-
sulting distribution with § discretizations step solved with
pre-trained diffusion model sg through Eq. (3). Then, under
mild conditions, the following holds:

Dy (B (x0le) 17 (x0le)) < O (1/¥3). (14)

Please see Section A.3 for the proof. Theorem 3.3 char-
acterizes the asymptotic behavior of the gap between the
target distribution pj (xo | c) defined in Eq. (4) and the the
proposed generative distribution Py (%o | ¢) as a function of
the number of steps § in the lookahead solver. The resulting

upper bound, O (1 / \/3), implies that increasing d reduces

the discretization error of the lookahead sampler, causing
it to converge to the target distribution. This improvement
is more pronounced for small § and Figure 3 illustrates
empirical trends that are consistent with Theorem 3.3. .

Weak-to-Strong interpretation: The proposed lookahead
Stein score can be interpreted through the lens of weak-to-
strong generalization (Burns et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024;
Zhu et al., 2025), where the reward signal produced by a
weak lookahead sampler is transferred to a stronger target
sampler. In particular, the proposed lookahead Stein score
in Eq. (13) is equivalent (for s = 1) to

q" (x| ¢)
q(x¢ | )’
where " (x.[¢) o 4(x/|)Eq (s, 0 [exp(A - (0, )] is
defined analogously to Eq. (9), and ¢(x:|c) denotes the
marginal distribution induced by ¢(x¢|c) and the forward
kernel in Eq. (1). From this perspective, adjusting the looka-
head reward by a flexible scalar weighting factor s (> 0)
is commonly adopted (Zhu et al., 2025), and we similarly
adopt this weighting to broaden our applicability.

sg(X¢,t,¢) + s - Vg, log (15)

3.3. Closed-form Derivative Free Guidance

We compute the lookahead reward in Eq. (12) with finite
samples, yielding empirical lookahead reward 7)) (X, c) =

n

1 p(xe[%5)

n . €XPp A-’I“)A(i,c) ’ (16)
i=1 an:1p(Xt‘Xg)) ( (O )

where X{ ~ ¢(xo | ¢) fori € {1,...,n}. The previ-
ous sampling-based approach in Eq. (6) requires distinct
samples at every ¢ and involves a sequential neural depen-
dency between x; and xg. In contrast, Eq. (16) requires
only marginal samples at ¢ = 0, and the forward kernel
enables computing the EFR for any x; without neural de-
pendency between x; and X(. As a result, the Stein score of
the empirical lookahead reward admits a closed form.

Theorem 3.4. (Derivative-free guidance) Gradient of em-
pirical lookahead reward N, 7} (x;, c) have closed form
expression without neural gradient operation as:

n A7

r X
D (w] —wi) 5. (17)
i=1

where the weighting functions are:

] ) n
w; = Softmax ({/\ cr(xd,c) — th27;{0”} ) , (18)
0% i=1/;

ISR
w; := Softmax —M . (19)
207
t =1/,

See Section A.4 for the proof. When a lookahead sample
X} attains a high reward r(X}, c), its weight w! increases
relative to w;, causing the guidance to steer the current
particle x; toward %}, and vice versa. Figure 3 illustrates
the scaling behavior with respect to the number of lookahead
samples n, showing that increasing n improves performance
by enabling a more accurate approximation of 7 to 7.
Algorithm 2 provides a procedure for LIDAR sampling with
7 sampling steps, i.e., (t; = T, ¢y = 0).

4. Experiments
4.1. Comparison to Gradient Guidance Method

This section compares LiDAR against gradient guidance,
which serves as our primary baseline. Table 2 compares
LiDAR with Universal Guidance (UG) (Bansal et al., 2024)
and DATE (Na et al., 2025) using SD v1.5 (Rombach et al.,
2022) and SDXL (Podell et al., 2024) backbones (with
CFG (Ho & Salimans, 2022) 7.5). All methods use Im-
ageReward (IR) (Xu et al., 2023) as the reward function
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Table 2. Performance on GenEval prompts. ImageReward (IR) is used as the reward for all sampling methods. All performance metrics
are averaged over four images per prompt, while Time and Memory report the average cost of generating four images per run on a single
A100 GPU. Bold values indicate the best results. *: Because generating four images simultaneously causes out-of-memory (OOM) errors,
images are generated sequentially with a batch size of 1 over four runs.

Performance (1)

Inference Cost (/)

Backbone Guidance Method
IR CLIP HPS GenEval Time (sec.) Mem. (GiB)
Vanilla -0.001 0.271 0.263 0.426 7.07 8.90
SD v1.5 (0.9B) Vanilla (250-step) 0.003 0.272  0.264 0.430 17.42 8.90
(Rombach et al., 2022) UG (Bansal et al., 2024) 0.326 0.262 0.236 0.355 58.36 28.16
(w/ DDPM 100 steps) DATE (Na et al., 2025) 0.364 0.274  0.267 0.438 32.89 24.71
LiDAR (DPM-5 / n=50) 0.384 0.278 0.276 0.478 13.41 8.90
Vanilla -0.125  0.269 0.270 0.423 3.58 8.90
SD v1.5 (0.9B) Vanilla (200-step) -0.112  0.269 0.270 0.415 14.09 8.90
(Rombach et al., 2022) UG (Bansal et al., 2024) 0.201 0.259  0.236 0.344 29.59 28.16
(w/ DDIM 50 steps) DATE (Na et al., 2025) 0.097 0.271 0.261 0.419 17.12 24.71
LiDAR (DPM-5 / n=50) 0.378 0.278  0.277 0.475 9.92 8.90
Vanilla 0.722 0.282  0.292 0.545 42.00 33.84
Vanilla (250-step) 0.746 0.283  0.295 0.559 104.10 33.84
SDXL (2.6B) UG (Bansal et al., 2024) 0.749 0.279  0.287 0.541 334.43 OOM*
(Podell et al., 2024) DATE (Na et al., 2025) 0.960 0.283 0.294 0.570 272.32 OOM*
(w/ DDPM 100 steps) LiDAR (DPM-8 / n=50) 0.994 0.285 0.300 0.585 97.99 33.84
LiDAR (LCM-4 / n=100) 1.007 0.286  0.300 0.585 93.18 33.84
LiDAR (DMD-1 / n=100) 1.006 0.285  0.302 0.598 78.67 33.84
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Figure 4. (a) Performance trade-offs between UG and LiDAR. (b, c¢) Efficiency—performance trade-offs for test-time scaling methods.
Vanilla increases sampling steps, DATE adjusts gradient update frequency, and LiDAR controls n. The cross marker indicates the
performance in Table 2. The black dotted line indicates the time difference for LiDAR to reach DATE’s maximum scaling performance.

and are evaluated on GenEval (Ghosh et al., 2023) prompts.
Following GenEval’s protocol, which evaluates four images
per prompt based on commercial service use cases (Mi-
crosoft Team, 2026; xAl Team, 2026), we generate N = 4
images per prompt and report both the average performance
and the total cost of generating the four images. We treat
the GenEval score as the primary test metric, while using
CLIP (Radford et al., 2021) and Human Preference Score
(HPS) (Wu et al., 2023b) as validation metrics to mitigate
reward hacking in baseline methods.

Baseline performance: Table 2 presents an overall compari-
son of gradient guidance methods. Increasing the number of
vanilla sampling steps yields limited improvements across
most metrics. In contrast, UG and DATE achieve substan-
tial gains on IR, which is used for guidance. However, UG
tends to over-optimize samples for IR, resulting in consistent
degradation on other metrics; this trade-off becomes evident

as the guidance scale \ varies (Figure 4a). DATE addresses
this issue by extending UG to update text embeddings and
by leveraging information from the sg to update x;, which
improves robustness to reward hacking and allows larger
guidance scales that enhance both IR and other metrics.
Despite these benefits, gradient guidance methods require
approximately 3 more memory than vanilla sampling and
incur more than 4 x longer runtime in all cases.

LiDAR against baselines: The proposed LiDAR in Table 2
outperforms all baselines in both performance and inference
cost across all backbones and target sampler types. LIDAR
uses a DPM solver (Lu et al., 2022) as the default lookahead
solver, where DPM-5 indicates 6 = 5. When using n = 50
lookahead samples, the memory usage and runtime of the
target sampling (Algorithm 2) stage are nearly identical to
those of vanilla sampling (See Figure 10). The additional
cost relative to vanilla sampling arises solely from the looka-
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Table 3. Orthogonal improvements applied to a DPO-tuned SD  Table 4. Performance on SD v1.5 using a weighted sum of ImageRe-

v1.5 (Wallace et al., 2024). *: Fine-tuning costs are not included.

ward and CLIP as reward annotations. All results use a DPM-5
lookahead solver with n = 50. Bold values indicate the best results.

Lookahead n IR CLIP  GenEval Time
- 0 -0001 0271 0426 7.07 Reward Mix Performance (1)
DPM-3 3 0.109 0.274 0.439 7.44 IR CLIP IR CLIP HPS  GenEval
DPM-5 3 0.172 0.275 0.449 7.54
DPM-5 9 0211 0276 0.453 827 0% 0% -0.001 02711 0.263 0.426
DPM-5 50 0.384 0278 0478 1341 0% 100% 0213 02799 0264 0454
(+ DPO) 0 0.106 0274 0.446 7.07* 10 % 90 % 0.278  0.2801 0.265 0.459
DPM.5 3 0268 0277 0452 7 54% 40% 60% 0374 02799 0.268 0.476
DPM-5 9 0.296 0.277 0.468 8 07 90 % 10 % 0.392 0.2781 0.268 0.473
DPM-5 50 0445  0.280 0.489 13.41% 100% 0% 0.384 0.2781 0.276  0.478
Table 5. Performance comparison with other sample-
based guidance methods using our lookahead samples . e
based on DPM-5 lookahead solver with n = 50. SO e ® g0 o ® "
Method IR CLIP HPS 4 ‘ « .
Vanilla -0.001 0271 0263  Zo o Clbscore o Hps
Safe-D (Kimetal, 2025) -0.001 0271 0262 °,,. o memens) | | centva NN 0.000 lo00
SR (Kirchhof et al., 2025) 0.014 0272 0.263 e e v (1) _
LiDAR 0.384 0.278 0.276 Figure 5. Results on mixed reward an- Figure 6. Pairwise correlations between

head sampling and reward annotation stages (Algorithm 1).
Please refer to Table 7 for the cost of each component. Be-
cause LiDAR achieves strong performance with relatively
small n, the overall computational overhead remains modest,
making it more efficient than gradient guidance.

Efficiency-performance control curve: Figures 4b and 4c
compare efficiency-performance trade-offs as the scaling
factor of each method varies, showing that LiDAR con-
sistently envelopes the baselines. While DATE cannot ex-
ploit additional computation beyond its peak performance,
which is achieved by applying gradient updates at every step,
LiDAR continues to scale with larger n or by improving
lookahead accuracy. In particular, LIDAR achieves the peak
SDXL performance of DATE approximately 9.5x faster.

Leveraging distillation models: We also evaluate looka-
head strategies using distillation models, such as LCM-
LoRA (4 steps) (Luo et al., 2023) and DMD (1 step) (Yin
et al., 2024), as shown in the SDXL block of Table 2. These
models provide more accurate lookahead samples per step,
resulting in improved efficiency-performance trade-offs.

4.2. Analysis

Performance gains with extremely small additional cost:
Using only a small number of lookahead samples (e.g.,
n = 3 with a DPM-3 lookahead solver) yields meaningful
performance gains, as shown in Table 3 and highlighted by
the red boxes in Figure 3. Figure 2 presents qualitative ex-
amples of lookahead samples alongside their corresponding
target outputs. Although all lookahead samples are visually

notations on lookahead samples.

metrics on lookahead samples (DPM-5).

coarse, some are clearly better than others, and providing a
signal that favors better lookahead samples over worse ones
appears to benefit the target LIDAR sampler.

Orthogonal to fine-tuning method: Table 3 shows that
applying LiDAR to a DPO-tuned SD v1.5 (Wallace et al.,
2024) yields additional performance gains that are orthogo-
nal to fine-tuning. Notably, the improvements from LiDAR
are larger than those achieved by fine-tuning alone.

Why have all the metrics improved in LIDAR?: Although
LiDAR uses IR to annotate lookahead samples, it also im-
proves other metrics, unlike UG. Figure 6 shows that IR is
correlated with other metrics for lookahead samples; there-
fore, guiding target particles toward high-IR lookahead sam-
ples naturally steers sampling in directions that improve
multiple metrics.

Performance with other reward function: Table 4 shows
results using CLIP or a weighted combination of IR and
CLIP as the reward. Increasing the weight of IR improves IR
scores, while increasing the weight of CLIP improves CLIP
scores. Incorporating a small fraction of the other reward
function (10%) yields slightly better performance than using
a single metric alone, likely due to the correlations shown in
Figure 6. The IR reward function achieves higher HPS and
GenEval scores than the CLIP reward function, reflecting
stronger correlations with these metrics. The combination
of IR and CLIP reward function produces frontier points for
these metrics, as illustrated in Figure 5.

Comparison to other sample-based guidance: Sample-
based diffusion guidance has been explored for safe gen-
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Figure 7. (Left three) Efficiency—performance trade-offs of LIDAR applied to each method as the number of target samples N varies.

(Right) Time required to generate N samples.

eration (Kim et al., 2025; Kirchhof et al., 2025), typically
assuming access to negative samples. We treat low-reward
lookahead samples as negative samples and apply existing
guidance methods to evaluate this setting. As shown in Ta-
ble 5, negative guidance is ineffective for reward alignment.
In Safe-D (Kim et al., 2025), guidance is applied only at
diffusion timesteps close to pure noise, which is effective for
safety tasks where safe and unsafe samples differ at a coarse
semantic level. In contrast, image—text alignment requires
fine-grained control over attributes such as color and spatial
configuration, rendering simple avoidance of undesirable
samples insufficient. LIDAR leverages soft reward values to
both repel low-quality samples and attract high-quality ones,
enabling effective incorporation of reward information.

Ablation on )\ and approximation quality on EFR: The
left panel of Figure 8 presents an ablation study on A, show-
ing that increasing A consistently improves performance
across all metrics. We therefore fix A = 5000 for all subse-
quent experiments. Although this choice slightly reduces
diversity, LIDAR continues to produce meaningfully diverse
samples, as shown in Figure 2. In contrast, larger A leads
to severe performance degradation in UG (See Figure 4a
for A scaling in UG; for LiIDAR, we fix A and adjust s), as
samples are pushed away from the data manifold, resulting
in unnatural outputs (See Figure 2). This behavior arises
from UG’s Taylor approximation, whose error scales pro-
portionally with A (See Section A.5). The right panel of
Figure 8 reports the mean squared error between the approx-
imated and target EFR as a function of A\, demonstrating that
LiDAR achieves substantially more accurate EFR estimates.

4.3. Orthogonal Integration with SMC and Best-of- NV

Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) (Singhal et al., 2025) and
Best-of- IV (BoN) are not comparable to the setting in Sec-
tion 4.1, where four samples are generated and presented
simultaneously. The performance of SMC depends on the
number of generated target samples N. When only four
samples are generated, the outputs are nearly identical and
unsuitable for providing multiple samples (See Figure 2).
Meanwhile, BoN generates N samples but returns only a
single one, resulting in a fundamentally different use case.

These use cases are practically meaningful in certain aspects,
so we further combine each method with LiDAR in an

Table 6. ImageReward performance with LIDAR (DPM-5, n =
50) orthogonally applied to target particle interaction methods.
Since performance varies with the number of generated samples
N on these methods, we report results for multiple values of N.

Method 1 2 4 8 16 32 64

SMC -0.001 0.267 0.568 0.864 1.033 1.129 1.221
+ LiDAR 0.384 0.715 1.007 1.122 1.234 1.307 1.338
BoN -0.001 0.414 0.739 0.948 1.133 1.256 1.346
+ LiDAR 0.384 0.749 0.969 1.136 1.277 1.351 1.418

SMC (+ BoN) - 0.001 0.336 0.692 1.015 1.201 1.331 1.438

+ LiDAR 0.384 0.770 1.073 1.218 1.354 1.452 1.510
—~ 04 X 7
- 020~ & ¢| —@— Tayor
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Figure 8. (Left) Ablation on A for LiDAR. (Right) EFR approxi-
mation error of Taylor and LiDAR according to .

orthogonal manner. As shown in Table 6, applying LiDAR
to SMC, BoN, and SMC (+ BoN) improves performance.
Although LiDAR requires lookahead sampling, Figure 7
shows that it achieves better efficiency—performance trade-
offs. LIDAR becomes more efficient as /N increases because
the n lookahead samples could be shared across the N target
samples. The sampling time converges to that of the vanilla
sampling for large N, as shown in the right panel of Figure 7.
This explains why LiDAR is well-suited to being combined
with methods such as SMC and BoN, which generate a large
number of samples from the outset.

5. Conclusion

We propose LiDAR, a test-time scaling method for diffusion
models that consists of lookahead sampling with reward-
guided target sampling. LiDAR systematically addresses
the efficiency and reward-hacking limitations of gradient
guidance methods. By decoupling the neural dependency
between the expected future reward and x;, LiDAR en-
ables derivative-free guidance without relying on SMC. Li-
DAR exhibits strong scaling behavior with respect to both
lookahead accuracy and the number of lookahead samples,
achieving significantly improved efficiency—performance
trade-offs compared to existing test-time scaling methods.
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Impact Statement

The primary goal of this work is to improve human align-
ment in the diffusion sampling process. The proposed
method may have potential applications in creative domains
such as digital media, visual content generation, and virtual
environments. At the same time, it is important to con-
sider the ethical use of Al-generated content and the risk
of producing misleading or harmful material. Care should
be taken to avoid applying the proposed approach in con-
junction with harmful or poorly designed reward functions.
Possible mitigation strategies include integrating protection
mechanisms and invisible watermarking to reduce potential
misuse.
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A. Proofs and Derivations
A.1. Derivation of Intermediate Stein Score in Eq. (5)

We have followings in Eq. (4):
Py(Xolc) o< po(xolc)exp (A - 7(xo,¢)) .

By marginalizing over x, the marginal distribution at time ¢ is
po(xelc) = /pg (xo0le) p(xt|x0) dxo

o /pg(x0|c) exp (A - (X0, ¢)) p(x¢|xo) dxo.

Using Bayes’ rule and the definition of a forward process,

Do (Xo |Xt7 C) Do (Xt \C)
po(xo|c)

p(xe|x0) = ;

we obtain

pisile) o [ patsale)exp (-1, ) P20 ELAELE) g,

= po(xelc) / exp (A - r(x0, €)) po (Xalxs, €) dxo

= po(x¢t|c) Epe(Xo\Xt,C) [exp (A - (0, ))] -
Taking the gradient of the log-density w.r.t to x;, we have

Vs, 108 9j (x1]€) = Vi, 108 P (x1]€) + Vi, 108 By (g xy-) [030 (A (30, €))]
- SO(Xf, 9 ) + th longe(Xo\Xt C) [eXp (/\ (Xo, C))] N

A.2. Proof of Theorem 3.1
Theorem 3.1. The expected future reward r} (X, c) defined in Eq. (5) can be expressed as

p(x¢|x0)
pe(xo\C)[p(xt‘XO)}

log Epg (xolc) {E exp (A - 7(xo0,¢))|-

Proof. We have

r?‘(xt, c) =log Epe(Xo\Xz,C) [exp (A~ (o, C))]

= log/pg(x0|xt, c)exp (A - r(xg,c)) dxg

= log/pe(x(m)rj)c)exp (A - 7(x0,€)) dxo

p(x¢[%0) po(xolc)

fp (x¢]x0) po(x0lc) dxo
P(x¢|x0)

po(xole) |:Ep9(x0c) [p(x¢[x0

= log xp (A - r(xg,¢)) dxg

=logE

7 exp (A - (%o, €))

12
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A.3. Proof of Theorem 3.3

Theorem 3.3. (Lookahead Error) Let q(xo|c) be the resulting distribution with § discretizations step solved with pre-trained
diffusion model sg through Eq. (3). Then, under mild conditions, the following holds:

Dy (h(xol<) 175 (xole)) < O (1/V5) . (14)

Proof. We define the reward-tilted distribution as ¢" (xg|c) x g(xo|c)exp (A - (%o, c)). Similar with Section A.1, we
have the reward-tilted marginal distribution as follows: ¢"(x¢|c) o< q(x¢|c)Eq(x,|x:,c) [€XP (A - (%0, €))]. Let the time
partition be 0 = t; < to < -+ < t5 = T. {xq, }izo denotes the set of the Euler-Maruyama method with q i.e.,

X4y, = X, + (fa(th+1 thr1) — gg(tkﬂ)vxtkﬂ log Q(th+1)) 5+ go (tr41)VS - Ziy1 where Zi 11 ~ N (Zg41;0,1).
Also, let {X; }+c [0, be a continuous-time process from {xy, }3_, where X; := xy, for t;, <t < tj41.

We make the following assumptions, some of which are widely used (Song & Ermon, 2019; Song et al., 2021a):

1. f,(xt,t) and g, (t) satisfy Lipschitz continuity and linear growth conditions.
2. J9maz: Yt : G5 (t) < gmax-
3. AL,Vx,y,¢: ||[Vxlogpe(x|c) — Vylogpa(yle)ll, < L-[x =yl
4. Irmin, "maz, VX0, € : Tmin < 7(X0,€) < Fmaz-
5. Assumptions of Theorem 4 in Kim et al. (2022).
6. Vk,c : Vi, logpe(x:,|c) = Vy, log q(x4, |c).
Furthermore, we define some notations for brevity as follows: w(xg,c) = exp (A - r(xp,¢)), m = exp (A - Fmin),

M = exp(A Tmaz)s Zp(c) = [po(xo|c)w(xo,c)dxo, and Zy(c) = [q(xo|c)w(xg,c)dxo. Note that
w(xg,c),m, M, Z,(c), Z,(c) > 0.

We begin the proof using ¢" (xo|c) and the triangle inequality for the upper bound of the lookahead error:

Dy (pp(xole)|[pp(x0lc)) < Drv (pg(xolc)llg” (xolc)) + Drv (¢ (xo|c)||pg (x0lc)) (20)
= Drv (pg(xolc)|lq" (x0lc)) + Drv (Pg(xolc)||g" (xolc)) 2N

Now, we will investigate each term to determine the relationship between the lookahead error and the discretization steps 6.

First term Dy (pp(xolc)||g" (x0|c)).

Dev(pxole)la" (o)) = 5 [ [Porepeae) - aalefe.d) 4y, )
— %/ w(XOac){pHS;O((S) - q(X0|C)} + q(Xo‘C)w(X(),C) {Zpl(c) _ qu(c)} de (23)
1 [ w0, ) {polxole) — alxole)}] 1 1
< 5/ s Zpo(c) 2 ‘dxo + 2/‘q(x0c)w(xo,c) {Zp(c) — Zq(c)} dxg
24
= 222((:) /w(xo,c) [pe(xolc) — q(xolc)| dxo + % ‘Zpl(c) - qu(c) /q(x0|c)w(xo,c)dx0
(25)
= 2Zi(c) /w(xo,c) |pe(x0lc) — q(xo|c)| dxo + 2Zj(c) |Zy(c) — Zy(c)| (26)
< Zpl(c) /w(XmC) [pe(xolc) — q(xolc)| dxo 27
< 20 [ Ipaloale) — atxale)| dxo = D (po ol laxole) e8)

13



Lookahead Sample Reward Guidance for Test-Time Scaling of Diffusion Models

Eq. (24) is due to the triangle inequality and Eq. (27) is due to | Z), ( c)| = | [ w(xo, c){pa(xolc) — q(xo|c)}dxo| <
J w(x0,¢) [pe(xolc) — q(xo|c)| dxo. Eq. (28) holds due to Z,( fpg (xo|c)w(xq,c)dxo > [m - pe(xo|c)dxo =
and [ w(xo, ¢) [pe(xolc) — q(xolc)| dxo < M - [ |pe(xo|c) — q(x0|c)| dxg. By the Theorem 4 in (Kim et al., 2022), we
can conclude that:

Dy (pp(xole)llq” (xolc)) < O (1/v3) 29)

Second term Dy (pp(xo|c)||¢" (x0|c)). By Pinsker’s inequality, we have the upper bound of the second term:

Dry (pg(xolc)llq" (xolc)) < \/;DKL(ﬁE(Xoldlqr(XoIC)) (30)

By Theorem 2 in Song et al. (2021a), we have:

D 1.(pg(x0lc)||q" (x0]c))

= Dicu(Fpxrlo)l"Gerle) + 5 [ " Egy (k) [¢200) 1V, o (xale) — Vi, o ()2 e (1)
= Diw(Baxrle)lla Gerle)) + 5 /TE (xile) |92 (1) |V, log pa(xlc) — Vi, logq(xi[c) 3] dt (32)
— Drcn(Fh(xale)la" (xzle) / P Rt L) 1) 17, g o) — W o )

(33)
< Dic(Fp(xrlo)lla’ (xrle)) / o [ bl @) 19 log paGile) — Vi log o) 3 dde (34)
= Dr1(Pp(xrlc)|l¢" (x7]c)) + EESM(p9<X0|C>7 q(xolc); g2) (35)
where L (po(xole). a(xole): 2) = & [ Eyyioje) [02(2) [V, log po(xile) — Vi, log a(sc[e)]2] dt and Z(e) =

J po(x¢|€)E (o |x,) [w(X0, )]dxo. Eq. (34) holds due to m < Egxx,)[w(xo,c)] < M and Z(c) =
[ Do(Xele)Eq a0, 0)dxo > [ m - pofxile)dxo = m

Then, we can get the upper bound of Lgj; as follows:
2 1 te [ 2 2
Lt (po(xole),a(xole);g2) = 5 > / Epg(ale) [92(8) [V, log po(xile) — Vi, loga(xile) 3] dt (36)

5 t r
1 k 2
=530 | Bt |20 [V Jommolxle) - Vi, 1ogq<xtk|c>HQ] dt  G7)
k—1 L

k=1 tk—
1 [ I 2
=3 Epatale) [95(0) |V logpo(xile) — T, 1ogpe<xtkc>M at - G39)
k=1"1tk—1
S 7gma93L2 Z/ pe (x¢t|e) ||Xt xtk||2 dt (39)
S 7gmaa:L2 Z/ sup Epe(xu|C) ||Xu - ﬁu”é dt (40)
tp—1 u€l0,T
T
S @
tp—1
1
= ggmmLQCT2 5 (42)

14
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Eq. (38) is due to assumption 6, and Eq. (39) is due to assumptions 2 and 3. Eq. (41) holds due to the strong convergence
of Euler-Maruyama method (Kloeden & Pearson, 1977; Higham, 2001; Ngo & Taguchi, 2016). Therefore, we have

D1 (pp(%0lc)||¢" (x0]|c)) < O(1/4) and can conclude that:

Dy (B (xole)la” (xolc)) < O (1/V3)

In conclusion, combining Eq. (29) and Eq. (43) completes the proof.

A.4. Proof of Theorem 3.4

(43)

Theorem 3.4. (Derivative-free guidance) Gradient of empirical lookahead reward N ., 7 (X;, ¢) have closed form expression

without neural gradient operation as:

where the weighting functions are:

. — 12"
w; := Softmax [ ¢ A - r(%d,c) — M '
20} =1/,

. Ain2y "™
w; = Softmax {*M} .
20; =1/,

Proof. We have a forward Gaussian kernel and its Stein score as:

p(xt[x0) =

1
oV 2T 207} IoF

The definition of empirical lookahead reward is

Xt|Xo)
77 (X¢, ¢) := lo E Ten o & M- r(xg, .
3 “n sz o) P o 0)

15

p— 2 —
exp (-0 togpll) = - X

a7

(18)

19)
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thf?(xt>c)
= Vy, log 1 Z T o~ p(xi|%) exp(\ - (%}, c))
i E] 1 D(xe[%0)

N2
n eXp(_ (xt2g’§o) )

1
_2Jy2
ni4 %2?21 exp(—i(xtz;go) )

exp(\ - (%), c))

= Vy, log

(x¢ — 5(1‘)2 5
= Vy, log Zexp(—%Qo exp(A - r(Xp, ¢))

Li=1 t

_ 2
xr log Z exp ( Xt 20XO) )
t

S Tt ) S55) B, (55
Zi=t eXp((A (%, c)) - %) 21 exp(_%)
Sty exp (- r(%h.¢)) = S5 ) Vi (- r(%h.e)) - E5320)
21 eXp((A r(%),c)) — (Xt;;;{;)?)
>)

Vx, (_(xf,;;;;é) )

=1 =1
3 urv () - Y (-0
- ; (w7 =) O, (-1
= il (w] — w;) <0,1f2) (% — x1)
_ _ (wf — ) (3 ) 5

A.S. Analysis on Taylor Approximation Error

In gradient guidance methods (Bansal et al., 2024; Na et al., 2025), the reward function is approximated via a first-order
Taylor expansion around Zg = E,, (%0]x¢,€) [x0], which is obtained from Tweedie’s formula.

r(x0, ) = (X0, ) + (X0 — X0) | Vxo7(X0, ¢) + O(||x0 — %o|?) (44)

The term O(||xo — Xo||?) represents the higher-order error terms beyond the first-order expansion. Under this approximation,
the expected future reward 7 (x;, ) defined in Eq. (5) can be expanded as follows:

16



Lookahead Sample Reward Guidance for Test-Time Scaling of Diffusion Models

M (%e,€) = 108 By, (xox1.0) | €XP(A - (X0, €))] (45)
= 108 Epy ol | €30 (A ((%0,¢) + (X0 = %0) T Vigy (%0, ) + O(lIx0 = o)) | (46)
=108 By, xy .0 | €XP (A 7(R0: ) exp (A- ((x0 = %0) Vo (%o,) + Olx0 — %0l®))]  47)
= log ((exp(A+ (%0, €)) By, s e,y [ 30 (A - (X0 = %0) T Vg 7(%0,) + Ox0 = %0[2))] ) (48)
= Ar(Roye) +108E ) (xoxrc) [exp (- (%0 — %0) T Vo (R0, €) + O([[x0 — x0||2)))} . (49)

Taylor approximation Lo
Y PP Taylor approximation error (:=€Taylor)

We denote the error induced by the Taylor approximation as €Taylor- Then, by Jensen’s inequality,

€Taylor > E]Je(xolxt,c) {)\ . ((XO — XQ)TVXOT(X(),C) + O(HXO — )20||2))} (50)

= A Epy o) | (0 = %0) T Vg (%o, €) + O(lIxo = %ol|*)] (51)

Constant with respect to A

=\-C. (52)

When the reward function is approximated via a Taylor expansion, the resulting error in the expected future reward epayior iS
lower bounded by X - C' for some constant C', where C'is a constant independent of A\. Consequently, as X increases, i.e.,
as the guidance strength becomes stronger, this approximation error inevitably grows. For this reason, gradient guidance
methods typically cannot employ a large guidance strength without incurring significant approximation errors.
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B. Experimental Setting
B.1. Additional Details on LiDAR Configuration

We use A = 5000 in all experiments unless otherwise specified, as the left panel of Figures 8 and 13 shows that
sufficiently large values of A improve all metrics. We set s = 12.5 for SD v1.5 and s = 8 for SDXL by de-
fault. The left two panels of Figure 3 report performance averaged over s € {12.5,15,17.5}, while Figure 4a ablates
s €{0.5,1.0,2.5,5.0,7.5,12.5,15.0,17.5}. As shown in Figure 4a, increasing s to achieve higher IR also leads to higher
validation metrics, including CLIP and HPS. Based on these observations, we select s to maximize IR for evaluation on
GenEval.

B.2. Baseline Configuration
Universal guidance (UG) (Bansal et al., 2024):

We use the Forward Universal Guidance approach, which applies gradient guidance to x;. Figure 4a shows ablation results
on SD v1.5 for UG with respect to A over the range {0.5,1.0,2.5,5.0,7.5,12.5,15.0,17.5}. The results indicate that
increasing IR leads to decreased validation metrics, such as HPS. Although the validation performance is maximized at
A = 0 in UG, this choice reduces to vanilla sampling. Therefore, we use the value of A that yields the highest IR as the
default for UG. Accordingly, we set A = 15 as the default for SD v1.5 (and apply this value to the DDIM experiments). For
SDXL, we evaluate A € {1,2,3, 4,6} with batch size 1 and select A = 3, which yields the highest IR; thus, we fix A = 3.

DATE (Na et al., 2025):

DATE partially mitigates the reward hacking observed in UG by updating the text embedding instead of x;, thereby
providing a setting in which all validation metrics improve. For SD v1.5, we sweep p (the counterpart of A in UG for the
text embedding space; see Eq. 7 of DATE (Na et al., 2025) for the definition) over {0.05,0.1,0.5} and select the value
that yields the highest IR without decreasing CLIP or HPS. DATE achieves the highest IR at p = 0.5 under the maximum
scaling setting; however, this choice also reduces HPS compared to vanilla sampling. In contrast, p = 0.1 yields balanced
improvements in IR and other validation metrics, and we therefore select this value for evaluation on GenEval. Similarly, for
SDXL, we sweep p over {0.5, 1,2, 3,6, 10} with batch size 1 and select p = 2.

Applying gradient updates at every time step incurs a higher computational cost than UG (58.80 sec vs. 58.36 sec on SD
v1.5, and 498.96 sec vs. 334.43 sec on SDXL), since DATE requires one additional conditional Stein score evaluation with
an updated text embedding at each step (Regarding memory, the backward pass requires slightly less memory, since it does
not include the unconditional Stein score in CFG). However, DATE allows updates to be applied intermittently rather than at
every step, enabling more efficient variants. To clearly present the efficiency—performance trade-off improvements from UG
to DATE, and from DATE to LiDAR, we use DATE with text embedding updates applied every other step as the default
baseline in Table 2, and evaluate its scaling behavior with respect to update frequency of {1, 2, 3,5, 10} in Figures 4b and 4c.

SMC (Singhal et al., 2025):

We follow the SMC implementation from FK steering (Singhal et al., 2025), which performs importance resampling every
20 denoising steps. To remain faithful to the formulation, we exclude additional heuristics such as adaptive resampling
in the experiments of Table 6. For the diversity comparison in Figures 11 and 12, adaptive resampling slightly increases
diversity from 0.090 to 0.156; however, the results remain substantially more collapsed compared to LiDAR.

Sample-based diffusion guidance (Kim et al., 2025; Kirchhof et al., 2025):

Our method performs guidance during denoising by leveraging lookahead samples. Several methods with a sample-based
guidance, such as Safe-D (Kim et al., 2025) and SR (Kirchhof et al., 2025), have been introduced in the main paper. Both
approaches rely on a reference set {x{, ...x{" } and construct guidance term A on X := Ex, p, (xo|x,,c) [X0] that pushes
samples away from this set. This guidance is incorporated by updating the estimate as Xy + A.

In our setting, we construct the reference set using lookahead samples with low reward values, and examine whether
applying these guidance mechanisms can also lead to high-reward sampling.

Safe-D (Kim et al., 2025) aims to construct a safe denoiser by leveraging unsafe samples. In the xy-space, it applies the
following guidance term:
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K

p(x¢ | xp)
A=s-nB(x) X0 — x—, (53)
t ( ’ ; OZ] 1P(Xt|xo))

where B(x;) = % Zf; p(x; | x}). The parameters s and 7 control the overall guidance scale, and K denotes the number
of reference samples. Although many text-to-image models perform such manipulations in the latent space, the extremely
high dimensionality often causes 3(x;) to become nearly zero. Since the paper does not provide official code, the exact
implementation details were unclear. Therefore, we treated the scaling term 3 := 1 5(x;) as a tunable hyperparameter and
adjusted its value in our experiments. We conducted a hyperparameter search over combinations of (s, K, §) where

s €{1,10}, K € {15,25}, 8 € {0.05,0.1,0.15,0.2,0.25} (54)

The best-performing setting reported in Table 5 is (s, K, 8) = (1, 15,0.05).

SR (Kirchhof et al., 2025) aims to guide samples away from a given reference set. In the xg-space, it applies the following
guidance term:

=s- ZReLU( o= x 1) (%o — xb). (55)

Here, the parameter s controls the guidance scale. K denotes the number of reference samples, and r is a radius that
encourage the generated sample to move further away from the ball with radius r centered on reference sample.

We conducted a hyperparameter search over combinations of (s, K, r), where

s €{1,10,17.5}, K € {5,10,15,20, 25, 30, 35,40, 45,50}, r € {50, 75, 100}. (56)

The best-performing setting reported in Table 5 is (s, K, ) = (1,40, 100).

Both experiments indicate that simply guiding samples away from low-reward regions has inherent limitations in achieving
high-reward generation. To further support this claim, we conduct a hyperparameter analysis. Figure 9 illustrates the
hyperparameter trends of SR (Kirchhof et al., 2025). Starting from the best-performing configuration (s, K, r) = (1,40, 100),
we vary one hyperparameter at a time:

s €{0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1,3,5}, K € {5,10,15,20,25,30,35,40}, r € {80, 90, 100, 110, 120}. (57)
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(a) The effect of varying s on ImageReward. (b) The effect of varying K on ImageReward. (c) The effect of varying r on ImageReward.
Figure 9. Analysis of ImageReward trends by varying a single parameter of SR (Kirchhof et al., 2025) while others are fixed.

For the guidance strength parameter s, Increasing s initially improves the reward, but overly strong guidance pushes samples
outside the data manifold, resulting in degraded performance as shown in Figure 9a.

Figure 9b shows that using too small number of reference samples K it cannot helps the model escape low-reward regions.
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When varying the radius r, increasing r allows the model to escape low-reward regions more effectively, consistent with
Figure 9c. Nevertheless, when r becomes excessively large, the generated samples may drift away from the data manifold,
leading to a decrease in reward.

Overall, these observations demonstrate that guidance strategies that solely encourage moving away from low-reward
samples are not sufficient to achieve high-reward sampling.

B.3. Evaluation Metrics
We measure the following metrics across all experiments on 553 GenEval prompts (Ghosh et al., 2023).

ImageReward (Xu et al., 2023): To assess the overall quality from a human-centric perspective, we utilize ImageReward.
Unlike standard metrics, this learned model is trained on large-scale human preference data to output a scalar score
representing the generated image’s desirability. It effectively balances prompt relevance with visual aesthetics, capturing the
general human consensus on image quality rather than focusing on a single dimension of fidelity.

CLIP Score (Hessel et al., 2022): We employ CLIP Score to measure the high-level semantic correspondence between
the text prompt and the generated image. By calculating the cosine similarity between their respective embeddings, this
metric evaluates global semantic alignment without requiring reference images. However, it is generally less effective at
distinguishing fine-grained details, such as precise object counts, spatial arrangements, or complex attribute binding.

HPS (Human Preference Score) (Wu et al., 2023a): HPS is adopted to evaluate the generation quality based on learned
human preferences. By training a vision—language backbone on pairwise comparisons, this metric predicts which image
humans are more likely to favor. It prioritizes subjective preference and overall perceptual quality, reflecting how aesthetic
appeal and prompt satisfaction interact, rather than purely measuring semantic similarity at the embedding level.

GenEval (Ghosh et al., 2023): For a rigorous assessment of structural accuracy, we use GenEval. This object-centric
protocol employs detection models to verify whether the entities and attributes specified in the prompt are correctly generated.
By focusing on compositional correctness—such as object presence, counts, and spatial relations—GenEval serves as a
crucial diagnostic tool for complex instruction-following failures that coarse semantic metrics often overlook.

B.4. How to Calculate EFR Approximation Error in Figure 8
We define the Expected Future Reward (EFR) in Eq. 5 as

rf‘(xt, c) == log Ep, (xo|x:,c) [exP (A - (X0, ¢))] . (58)

Using Theorem 3.1 and Monte-Carlo approximation, this quantity can be reformulated as

M (x¢,¢) = log Epo(xolc) [Ep (xpl(zt[p(j:)l ) exp (X - 7(xo, c))} (59)
1 p(xt | x5)
~ log — LIR0) exp A-r(xh,c) ] , (60)
Ng lez]-v_lmxt ) o0 )

where x}) ~ pg(xo | c). We refer to this Monte-Carlo estimate as EFR e (%, t), which is used for evaluation. For this
approximation, we generate N = 100 samples using a DDPM solver with 100 denoising steps, consistent with Table 2.

Gradient-guidance approaches (Bansal et al., 2024) approximate the EFR via a first-order Taylor expansion around the
posterior mean, yielding

(%1, €) & r(Xo, ), 61)
where Xo 1= Ex~p, (x0|x:,¢) [X0]. We denote this approximation as EFRGaa (¢, t).
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LiDAR approximates the EFR using the same Monte-Carlo form in Eq. 60, but draws samples from x}, ~ ¢q(x¢ | ¢), where
q denotes the distribution induced by a fast generator that produces lookahead samples. In this approximation, we generate
N = 800 lookahead samples using DPM-5 solver. We denote this approximation as EFRyipar (X¢, t).

We generate K sample trajectories along diffusion timesteps 7" with LIDAR guidance and evaluate EFRG,q(xF, ) and
EFR|ipar (X}, t) along each trajectory. We then compute the accumulated approximation error of EFR approx (X5, 1) €
{EFRGa(x},t), EFRLipar (XF, )} with Mean Squared Error (MSE):

T

K
2
Z Z EI::RTrue Xt ) ) - EFRAPPI'OX(X?7 t)) (62)
k=1t=0

=[ =

In this experiment, we use 7" = 100, and K = 20. In Figure 8, we examine how the accumulated approximation error
changes as we vary A.

As discussed in Appendix A.5, the error introduced by the Taylor approximation grows with A. Therefore, under gradient
guidance, the EFR approximation error consistently increases as A becomes larger. In contrast, our method does not suffer
from Taylor approximation error and only incurs lookahead sampling error. As a result, our EFR approximation remains
robust even when ) increases.
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C. Additional Experimental Results
C.1. Efficiency Analysis

Table 7 presents a component-wise breakdown of the computational cost of LiDAR. Note that the cost of target sampling
in Algorithm 2 is largely identical to that of vanilla sampling, as illustrated in Figure 10. Using up to n < 800 lookahead
samples incurs nearly identical memory and runtime costs, consistent with observations in Safe-D (Kim et al., 2025).

. 22 325_0 ...—H’_’."’l.
Table 7. Computational cost for each component W/ & s
for LIDAR (DPM-5 / n=50) in Table 2. e —9 Batchd g™ o Batend
O 18 —@— Batch 8 .5 200 —8— Batch 8
= s —e— Batch 16 2175 —e— Batch 16
Component Time (sec.) g . T;zls.o
o 0o—o——o— © 125 *00-0—® hd 1d
. n
Lookahead sampling 5.69 =n £ 100
. 10 2
Reward annotation  0.65 woo—o o —° S 75| ee0-0—0——0 ——————@
1. O [0] 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
Target Ssampling 7.07 Number of lookahead samples n Number of lookahead samples n

Total 1341 Figure 10. The inference cost for target sampling (Algorithm 2) according to the

number of lookahead samples n for SD v1.5.

C.2. Robust Scaling Behavior with respect to §

Figure 11 shows that LiDAR exhibits robust scaling behavior with respect to the number of steps ¢ in the lookahead solver.
Smaller values of ¢ incur larger lookahead error but permit a greater number of lookahead samples n under the same
computational budget, and vice versa. This trade-off results in nearly identical scaling behavior across different choices of
0. We observe that the DPM-5 lookahead solver performs slightly better on SD v1.5; therefore, we adopt it as the default

choice.
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Figure 11. Wall-clock time for vari- A Number of lookahead samples (n)
ous lookahead solvers and numbers of
lookahead samples on SD v1.5. Figure 12. Diversity as a function of A and n for SD v1.5.

C.3. Diversity Analysis

Larger values of \ consistently improve reward alignment performance, as shown in Figure 8, but slightly reduce diversity,
as illustrated in Figure 12. Diversity is measured using pairwise similarity in the CLIP embedding space, following the
protocol of FK. ? The left panel of Figure 12 indicates that this reduction in diversity is minimal compared to the issues
observed in SMC (Singhal et al., 2025). Moreover, all LIDAR-generated results in Figure 2 use the same value of A = 5000
and still maintain substantial diversity.

Another factor influencing diversity is the number of lookahead samples n. Larger values of n similarly improve reward
alignment, as shown in Figure 3, but also lead to reduced diversity, as illustrated in the right panel of Figure 12. The diversity
difference between LiDAR (DPM-3, n = 3) and LiDAR (DPM-5, n = 50) in Figure 2 primarily arises from this difference
in n. This effect may stem from the need to avoid a larger number of low-reward lookahead samples, which restricts the
feasible sampling region. Nevertheless, LIDAR continues to generate diverse samples, in contrast to the limitations observed
in SMC. Finally, we note that fidelity and diversity are fundamentally traded off in generative modeling, and LiDAR provides
effective control through the choice of A and n.

2https ://github.com/zacharyhorvitz/Fk-Diffusion-Steering/blob/main/text_to_image/fkd_
diffusers/rewards.py
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C.4. SDXL with DDIM 50 Steps

Table 8 shows results using the SDXL backbone with a DDIM-50 target sampler. We observe that UG and DATE exhibit
more pronounced performance degradation, whereas LiDAR experiences a smaller performance drop compared to the
DDPM-100 step sampler.

Table 8. All information is provided in Table 2

Backbone Guidance Method Performance (1) Inference Cost ()

ImageReward CLIP Score HPS GenEval Time sec) Mem. (GiB)

Vanilla 0.538 0.279 0.278  0.510 21.45 33.84

Powerful Solver (200 step) 0.586 0.279 0.283  0.517 83.14 33.84

Universal Guidance 0.643 0.277 0.277  0.512 169.33 OOM*

DATE 0.722 0.280 0.281  0.539 138.47 OOM*

SDXL LiDAR (DPM-8 / n=3) 0.749 0.282 0.287  0.530 24.78 33.84
w/ DDIM LiDAR (DPM-8 / n=9) 0.824 0.282 0.291  0.551 31.49 33.84
(50 step solver) LiDAR (DPM-8 / n=50) 0.950 0.284 0.293  0.585 77.44 33.84
LiDAR (LCM-4 / n=3) 0.729 0.281 0.288  0.544 23.03 33.84

LiDAR (LCM-4 / n=16) 0.820 0.283 0.291 0.574 29.60 33.84

LiDAR (LCM-4 / n=100) 0.935 0.285 0.294  0.590 72.63 33.84

LiDAR (DMDI1 / n=3) 0.706 0.281 0.287  0.539 22.57 33.84

LiDAR (DMD1 / n=16) 0.850 0.283 0.294  0.576 27.27 33.84

LiDAR (DMD1 / n=100) 0.954 0.284 0.297 0.588 58.12 33.84

0.269

0.46

0.44

GenEVAL ( 1)

0.263

Figure 13. A ablations on HPS and GenEval.

C.5. Sample Comparison

Figure 14 shows additional samples generated for other prompts.
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( | Gradient Guidance ] ( LIDAR (DPM-5 / n=50) )

Prompt: a photo of a black car and a green parking meter

Figure 14. Visual comparison of generated samples with different prompts using SD v1.5.
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