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ABSTRACT

Distribution Matching Distillation (DMD) trains a few-step student using the
difference between a teacher’s score and an online critic’s estimate of the student
distribution’s score. We investigate what the critic needs, in capacity and in
information, to provide a reliable training signal. On the capacity side, controlled
experiments across seven SiT model sizes on ImageNet show that increasing
teacher size while keeping a small critic fixed can degrade student quality and
cause training collapse. Scaling the critic alongside the teacher, a strategy we call
Jjoint scaling, prevents collapse in our experiments and allows the student to benefit
from larger teachers. On the information side, rather than forcing the critic to
model a step-agnostic mixture of student outputs, we introduce a step-aware critic
(STAC) that conditions on the student’s generation step to estimate step-specific
scores. Together, joint scaling and STAC consistently improve few-step distillation
across class-conditional ImageNet generation, text-to-image generation with SDXL
and FLUX.2, and text-to-video generation with Wan2.1.

1 INTRODUCTION

Diffusion and flow matching models produce high-quality images and videos but need many denois-
ing steps for each generation, which makes distilling them into few-step students central to their
deployment. Distribution Matching Distillation (DMD) (Yin et al., 2024a;b) approaches this problem
by matching distributions of the student and the teacher. Each student sample is re-noised, and the
difference between the teacher and student-distribution scores provides a gradient for updating the
student. Since the student distribution is unknown, DMD estimates it with a critic network. This
teacher-critic recipe is now widely adopted in few-step image generation (Z-Image Team et al., 2026;
Zhao et al., 2026a; Liu et al., 2026), real-time autoregressive video (Yin et al., 2025; Huang et al.,
2025; Yang et al., 2025), interactive world models (He et al., 2026; Sun et al., 2026; Robbyant Team
et al., 2026), and joint audio-video generation (Su et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026).

During DMD training, the critic must track the student’s evolving distribution while providing the
score estimates used to update the student. Prior work improves critic tracking through a two-time-
scale update rule (Yin et al., 2024a). The critic is typically initialized from a pretrained diffusion
model. When pretrained models of different sizes are available, it remains unclear which critic size
is most effective for a given student model. In practice, compute and memory constraints further
complicate this choice. For example, the DMD recipe of Self Forcing pairs a 14B teacher with a
1.3B critic and a 1.3B student (Huang et al., 2025), a configuration also used by subsequent methods
(Zhu et al., 2026; Feng et al., 2026; Yu et al., 2026), while other studies pair a large teacher with a
teacher-sized critic (Zheng et al., 2026a; Yang et al., 2026). These differing choices motivate us to
revisit critic design: what does the critic need, in capacity and in information, for DMD?

First, we study teacher and critic scaling while holding the student architecture, the number of
function evaluations (NFE) at inference, and the number of training iterations fixed. We extend
the SiT (Ma et al., 2024) family to seven pretrained model sizes, from S to H, and systematically
evaluate teacher—critic size combinations on ImageNet (Russakovsky et al., 2015) at 256 x 256
resolution. We also compare generation quality against training FLOPs to assess the computational
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Figure 1: Few-step students distilled with a critic as large as the teacher. Top, samples of a 4-step FLUX.2
[klein] 4B student distilled with a 32B teacher and a 32B critic with STAC. Bottom, three frames each of six
videos from a 4-step Wan2.1 1.3B student distilled with a 14B teacher and a 14B critic with STAC. (Settings:
FLUX.2 1024 x 1024, Wan2.1 480p.)

efficiency of different scaling strategies. Figure 3 illustrates the resulting scaling behavior. With
a small critic, increasing teacher size can initially improve student quality, but further scaling can
degrade performance or lead to training collapse. Scaling only the critic helps little. In contrast,
increasing both teacher and critic capacity together, which we call joint scaling, enables further
improvements with larger teachers (Figure 4). Across this study, all observed training collapses occur
with a critic smaller than its teacher.

Beyond network capacity, we further improve the critic’s conditioning to facilitate generator learning.
In multi-step DMD, critic training pools student predictions from different generation steps indexed
by k. These predictions can follow different distributions. However, the critic is conditioned on
the score-evaluation level ¢ and the class or text prompt, but not on k. It therefore estimates the
score of their mixture. We introduce a step-aware critic (STAC), which additionally conditions on
k—represented by the corresponding schedule level 7 in our implementation—to estimate the score
of each step-specific student distribution (Figure 2).

We conduct comprehensive experiments spanning class-conditional image generation with SiT on
ImageNet, text-to-image generation with FLUX.2 (Black Forest Labs, 2025) and SDXL (Podell et al.,
2023), and text-to-video generation with Wan2.1 (Wan et al., 2025). At 1024 x 1024, a fixed FLUX.2
4B student improves from 10.58/81.58 to 12.32/85.28 in HPSv3 (Ma et al., 2025)/DPG-Bench (Hu
et al., 2024) when scaling from a 4B teacher—critic pair to a 32B pair with STAC (Section 4). We also
examine alternative critic designs and teacher scaling in other distillation methods in Appendices E
and D.3, respectively. Our contributions are summarized below:

* We systematically study teacher—critic scaling in DMD using seven SiT model sizes on
ImageNet, examining both generation quality and training compute. We demonstrate the
benefits of jointly scaling the teacher and critic at a fixed student model capacity.

* We introduce a step-aware critic (STAC), which conditions on the current student generation
step to estimate the score of the corresponding step-specific distribution.

* We validate our findings across image and video generation with SiT, FLUX.2, SDXL, and
Wan2.1.
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Figure 2: Overview. We study (a) step conditioning and (b) joint teacher—critic scaling. In (b), 7" and F' denote
teacher/critic capacity: 1" > F' can be unstable, 7' < F' inefficient, and 1" = F favorable here.

2 RELATED WORK

Distribution matching distillation. Distribution-matching approaches accelerate diffusion genera-
tors using gradients derived from teacher (real) and student (fake) score estimates. DMD, SwiftBrush,
and Diff-Instruct use this structure to train amortized generators whose output distributions approach
the teacher’s (Yin et al., 2024b; Nguyen & Tran, 2024; Luo et al., 2023b). Related two-score con-
structions include ProlificDreamer’s VSD, which optimizes a particle-based distribution over 3D
representations, and Score identity Distillation, which uses a Fisher-divergence objective (Wang
et al., 2023; Zhou et al., 2025). DMD?2 extends DMD to few-step generation (Yin et al., 2024a). A
growing body of follow-up work further improves this framework from various perspectives (Liu
et al., 2025; Bai et al., 2026; Huang et al., 2026; Jiang et al., 2026; Kim et al., 2026; Lu et al.,
2025; Ge et al., 2026; Chen et al., 2026; Zhao et al., 2026b; Zheng et al., 2026b). DMD is now
widely used across generation tasks, including text-to-image (Z-Image Team et al., 2026; Zhao et al.,
2026a; Liu et al., 2026), text-to-video and autoregressive video (Yin et al., 2025; Huang et al., 2025;
Yang et al., 2025), and interactive world and audio—video models (He et al., 2026; Su et al., 2026).
Consistency-distillation systems such as T2V-Turbo-v2 provide a complementary route to fast video
generation (Li et al., 2025). In this paper, we investigate the size and input conditioning of the DMD
critic.

Few-step distribution modeling. A multi-step student substantially outperforms a 1-step one
by refining its output over several steps, but each step generates from a different intermediate
distribution, so few-step methods must decide how to represent these distributions. Within distribution
matching, TDM partitions score-evaluation levels into intervals (Luo et al., 2025), while Phased DMD
uses per-phase experts (Fan et al., 2026). Few-Step SiD instead deliberately matches the uniform
mixture of outputs across generation steps with a shared fake-score network (Zhou et al., 2025).
CMD addresses an orthogonal mismatch in autoregressive video by matching real- and fake-score
evaluations to the causal temporal-prefix context available during rollout (Bandyopadhyay et al.,
2026). Related acceleration methods expose temporal coordinates in different ways: Shortcut Models
explicitly condition on the desired step size (Frans et al., 2025); Consistency Models condition on
the current noise level and map to a fixed endpoint (Song et al., 2023); and Progressive Distillation
repeatedly halves a fixed sampling schedule through trajectory targets, without a separate target-step
input (Salimans & Ho, 2022). In our work, we bring generation-step conditioning into distribution
matching: we model each per-step distribution separately with a single critic conditioned on the
generation step (STAC), improving multi-step generation quality.

3 THE CRITIC MATTERS

We study critic design using a 2-D toy problem (in Appendix C) and 256 x 256 class-conditional
ImageNet generation with SiT (Ma et al., 2024). Here, we focus on ImageNet. We extend the SiT
family to seven sizes, S, S-B, B, M, L, XL, and H, ranging from 33M to 951M parameters, and
pretrain each model for 800k updates using a shared flow-matching recipe (Appendix B.1). We use
these pretrained base models for DMD with only the distribution matching objective and a common
training protocol detailed in Appendix B.2. Appendix A reviews DMD and our notation.
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Figure 3: The joint scaling phenomenon. Starting from an S-sized teacher, critic, and student and fixing the
student size, each panel scales (a, left) the teacher, (b, middle) the critic, or (c, right) both along the ladder, with
the horizontal axis the parameter count of the scaled network. Scaling only the teacher initially improves FID
but eventually degrades it and causes collapse at H; scaling only the critic yields marginal gains; scaling both
improves the student at every size. (Settings: 1-step S student, ImageNet 256 x 256, w/o CFG; best FID with
the per-cell learning-rate selection of Appendix B.2.)

3.1 SCALING UP CRITIC CAPACITY

Scaling the teacher. Since in standard diffusion models, generation quality generally improves with
model size within an architecture family (Peebles & Xie, 2023; Ma et al., 2024), a natural expectation
is that a larger teacher produces a better student in DMD. However, with the critic and student fixed at
S, as shown in Figure 3a, FID reaches its lowest value of 28.5 with an M teacher, then worsens to 34.9
with L and 40.2 with XL, before the student collapses with H (FID 247). The same reversal appears
for a 1-step B student: the XL/B pair (teacher/critic) performs worse than B/B (Figure 5a). The XL/B
run trails B/B from 30k updates onward and reaches FID 41.7 at 200k updates, compared with 16.8
for B/B. Thus, scaling the teacher while holding the student and critic fixed does not necessarily
improve the student and can eventually degrade quality or cause collapse.

Scaling the critic. Since scaling the teacher alone does not consistently improve the student, we next
scale the critic while holding the teacher and student at S. As shown in Figure 3b, training remains
stable as the critic scales up, but FID changes little across the critic ladder. Similarly, for a 1-step
B student with a B teacher, the B/XL pair reaches a best FID of 16.6, comparable to 16.8 for B/B
(Figure 5a).

FID|
T F lowest 100k 200k ISt Precisionf Recallt
B B 16.82 18.78 16.82  99.85+2.36 0.762 0.290
XL B 18.56 2191 41.75 107.19£1.97 0.735 0.224
B XL 16.61 1836 19.12 105.25+2.38 0.698 0.333
XL XL 13.50 14.72 13.50 110.14+2.49 0.760 0.388

Table 1: Training dynamics. The four runs of Figure 5a, a 1-step B student under B and XL teachers (7") and
critics (F) with one recipe: the lowest FID over training, the FID at 100k and 200k updates, and IS, precision,
and recall at the lowest-FID checkpoint. XL/XL leads on every metric except precision, where it trails the best
by 0.002, and only the two matched pairs reach their lowest FID at the end of training. (Settings: ImageNet
256 x 256, w/o CFG, default learning rates, 200k updates.)

Joint scaling. We therefore scale the teacher and critic together at matched sizes, which we call joint
scaling. As shown in Figure 3c, for the 1-step S student, this improves FID at every size, from 34.0 to
21.4 along the ladder. For the 1-step B student, XL/XL achieves the best FID of 13.5, ahead of B/B
(16.8) and the mismatched XL/B and B/XL pairs (Figure 5a). Figures 5b and ¢ extend the comparison
to a 1-step S student with L, XL, and H teachers and S-to-H critics. In both figure panels, the matched
critic gives the lowest FID for each teacher. Examining FID throughout training in Table 1, matched
pairs remain close to their best FID over the long term, whereas most mismatched pairs degrade by
100k or 200k updates.

Figure 10 shows that every observed collapse occurs with a critic smaller than its teacher, and
Table 14 further examines the effect of the critic learning rate. Across these experiments, joint scaling
remains among the best-performing configurations and offers a favorable compute—quality trade-off
(Figure 4).



Preprint

(a) S student, 1-step (b) S student, 4-step

Best FID

5 10 20 50 100 10 20 50 100
Training TFLOPs per student update Training TFLOPs per student update

o mismatched pair & matched pair (joined in size order)

Figure 4: Per-update training compute versus FID. Best FID versus TFLOPs per student update for every
non-collapsed teacher/critic pair of the S-student grids at (a) 1 and (b) 4 steps. Matched pairs are labeled by size
and joined in size order; the nonlinear FID axis expands the low-FID region. At comparable per-update compute,
matched pairs sit at or near the lowest FID, while most mismatched pairs lie above them. (Settings: ImageNet
256 x 256, w/o CFG; learning rates as in Figure 10; FLOPs from Table 6.)
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Figure 5: Scaling the teacher and critic on ImageNet. Every panel varies the teacher and critic sizes while the
student is fixed. (a) FID over training for a 1-step B student under four teacher/critic pairs (B/B, XL/B, B/XL,
XL/XL); the mismatched XL/B pair degrades only late, so (a) runs to 200k updates to expose it. (b, ¢) A 1-step
S student over a grid of L, XL, and H teachers and S-to-H critics: (b) reports the best FID over training, and (c)
the FID at a fixed 100k-update budget. Red boxes mark the diagonal, matched teacher/critic pairs. For both
students, matched pairs give the lowest FID, while mismatched pairs often degrade and sometimes collapse
(best FID of 100 or higher). (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256, w/o CFG; (a) default learning rates; (b, c) the best
learning-rate pair per cell by the lowest FID over training.)

Further Analysis. Unlike the frozen teacher, the critic must track the student’s changing distribution
throughout training. A natural remedy is to update the critic more often, as suggested in DMD2 (Yin
et al., 2024a). Five critic updates per student update speed up early training, but the student-size
critic still settles at an FID well above that of an XL critic (Figure 13 and Appendix E.1). Warming
up a small critic on student samples before distillation also fails to prevent collapse (Figure 14 and
Appendix E.2). A large critic need not be initialized from the teacher’s weights. For a 1-step B student
distilled from the XL teacher pretrained for 7M updates by Ma et al. (2024), our XL critic pretrained
for 800k updates reaches FID 12.01, close to initializing the critic from the teacher, while a B critic
reaches only 35.96 (Table 16 and Appendix E.3). Moreover, low-rank adapters on our frozen XL
teacher, with under 1% of the trainable parameters of a student-size critic, already outperform that full
critic and thus offer a cheap form of joint scaling (Table 17 and Appendix E.4). Velocity knowledge
distillation and MeanFlow (Geng et al., 2025; 2026) distillation do not show the same collapse under
larger teachers (Appendix D.3), suggesting that the collapse is tied to distribution matching. Together,
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these results suggest that in DMD, a larger critic helps track the student’s evolving distribution when
using a larger teacher, without requiring the teacher’s exact pretrained weights.

3.2 STEP-AWARE CRITIC (STAC)

k=1 k=2 k=3 k=4
999 — 749 749 — 499 499 — 249 249 — 0
Figure 6: Generation quality varies sharply across steps. Clean predictions of a 4-step SDXL student along
one generation path with a shared prompt and seed. Colored boxes and insets magnify the regions discussed
below. The first step already fixes the overall color and layout but still carries significant artifacts; the second
step refines the image substantially, yet artifacts remain in detailed regions such as the face and the wheel; the
third step retains only small residual artifacts around the mouth, which the last step removes.

Intuition. A K-step student produces clean z( predictions with different characteristics at each
sampling step. Early predictions often contain blur and artifacts, while later predictions recover
finer detail, as illustrated in Figure 6. During multi-step DMD training, these predictions are pooled
to train a critic that receives the score-evaluation level ¢ but not the generation step k. The critic
therefore estimates the score of a mixture across steps, which can differ from the score of each step’s
distribution even at the same ¢.

Step-aware critic. We introduce a step-aware critic (STAC) that conditions on the generation
step during both critic training and student updates. This allows it to estimate the score of each
step’s distribution. The loss retains its DMD2 form, while the teacher target, rollout, and sampler
remain unchanged. STAC therefore adds no inference cost and little training overhead (detailed in
Appendix F.4). The DMD algorithm with STAC is shown in Algorithm 1. The critic now estimates
step-specific scores rather than a mixture score, so early and late predictions receive supervision
matched to their respective distributions. On ImageNet, as a validation, we train a classifier to predict
which generation step produced each student prediction (Figure 15 and Appendix F.2). Its accuracy
decreases with STAC, suggesting that predictions from different steps become more similar. This
is consistent with STAC providing more effective step-specific score estimates that guide all steps
toward the same teacher distribution. We note that TDM also addresses the issue of sharing a critic
across steps, but restricts each step to a disjoint range of score-evaluation levels (Luo et al., 2025),
whereas STAC uses the same range for every step.

Under the SiT ImageNet setting used in Section 3.1, we encode the generation noise level 7, of
step k as four additional in-context tokens (Geng et al., 2026). As these tokens are learned from
scratch rather than inherited from pretraining, we train them at a much higher rate than the critic
(Appendix B.2). We evaluate STAC with a 4-step B student and B/B or XL/XL teacher-critic pairs,
keeping all other settings fixed (Table 2, left). STAC lowers FID from 13.91 to 11.77 with B/B
and from 8.08 to 6.90 with XL/XL, complementing joint scaling. IS and recall improve in both
settings, while precision changes by less than 0.03. The gain also persists late in training (Figure 7).
For a 4-step XL student with an XL/XL pair at CFG 1.3, FID without STAC worsens after 40k
updates, whereas FID with STAC continues to improve and reaches its lowest value at the end of
training. STAC also reduces fluctuations in the critic and distribution-matching losses (Figure 16 and
Appendix F.2).

Ablation. To separate the effects of step information and learned tokens, we compare three controls
for the 4-step B student with an XL/XL teacher-critic pair (Table 2, right). Learned tokens shared
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Figure 7: Training dynamics of STAC. FID during
training of a 4-step student without STAC (dashed)
and with STAC (solid). With STAC, FID improves
steadily after 40k updates. (Settings: XL student,
teacher, and critic, ImageNet 256 x 256, CFG = 1.3.)

20 40 60 120
Student updates (k)

across all steps (const tokens) reach FID 7.95, compared with 6.90 for STAC, indicating that extra
tokens alone explain little of the gain. Step-specific random tokens kept fixed during training (frozen
tokens) reach 7.76. An AdaLN branch (Peebles & Xie, 2023) that injects the step through adaptive
normalization reaches 7.68. Its step embedder uses the same learning rate as STAC’s conditioning
parameters. Both step-aware controls improve on shared tokens, but learned in-context tokens perform
best.

T/F FID] IST Prec.t Rec.t Step input to F’ FID]
B/B 13.91 116.81+1.98 0.792 0.334 In-context tokens (STAC)  6.90
+ STAC 11.77 127.90+1.84 0.815 0.340 Const tokens 7.95
XL /XL 8.08 161.01£3.75 0.739 0.452 Frozen tokens 7.76
+STAC 6.90 165.16+3.13 0.731 0.470 AdaLN branch 7.68

Table 2: Cumulative results and step-input ablations on ImageNet. Left: a 4-step B student under B/B and
XL/XL teacher—critic pairs, without and with STAC (“+ STAC”); joint scaling and STAC each lower FID, and
together they give the best student. Right: comparison of the XL/XL student with STAC against three controls
that replace its learned in-context step tokens, namely const tokens shared by all steps, step-specific but random
and untrained frozen tokens, and an AdaLN branch that injects the step through adaptive normalization. Relative
to the XL/XL baseline without STAC (FID 8.08), all three controls recover a smaller FID gain than STAC
(6.90). Every run shares the recipe, and IS is given with its standard deviation over splits. (Settings: ImageNet
256 x 256, w/o CFG, default learning rates, FID at 100k updates.)

4 ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

Beyond the controlled ImageNet setting, we run experiments on text-to-image and text-to-video
generation. For text-to-image, we use FLUX.2 (Black Forest Labs, 2025), whose 4B and 9B [klein]
base models and 32B [dev] model let the teacher be scaled alone or together with the critic; we
also validate STAC on SDXL (Podell et al., 2023), a denoising UNet-based text-to-image model.
For video, we pair a 14B Wan2.1 teacher with a 1.3B student (Wan et al., 2025), so the critic can
grow from the student’s size to the teacher’s. Within each comparison the student and its number
of steps are fixed. We score SDXL images with FID, CLIP score (CLIP-S) (Radford et al., 2021),
ImageReward (Xu et al., 2023), and HPSv3 (Ma et al., 2025); FLUX.2 images with HPSv3 and
DPG-Bench (Hu et al., 2024); and videos on VBench (Huang et al., 2023). Detailed training and
evaluation protocols are in Appendices B.3-B.5.

4.1 TEXT-TO-IMAGE EXPERIMENTS

FLUX.2 (Black Forest Labs, 2025). We keep a 4B FLUX.2 [klein] base student fixed and distill it
with the DMD2 recipe. We evaluate the 4B/4B, 9B/4B, and 9B/9B teacher/critic pairs from FLUX.2
[klein] base and the 32B/32B pair from FLUX.2 [dev]. We additionally apply STAC to the 9B/9B
and 32B/32B pairs (Table 3, Figure 18). With the 4B critic, the 9B teacher lowers HPSv3 from 10.58
to 10.32 and raises DPG-Bench by only 0.50, so a larger teacher alone gives little gain. Scaling the
critic to 9B as well raises both scores of the 9B-teacher student, to 10.92 and 83.70, and adding
STAC raises them further to 11.86 and 84.22. At 1024 x 1024, the 32B teacher and critic give the
strongest students: with STAC, the student reaches 12.32 HPSv3 and 85.28 DPG-Bench, above both
official 50-step base models (right columns) in HPSv3 and on par with the 9B one in DPG-Bench.
The CFG value used in DMD often differs from that used by the base model; we discuss its effect in
Appendix D.2.
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Few-step: ours, 4B student, 4 steps Multi-step: base model, 50 steps
T F  STAC HPSv3t DPG-Bencht Model HPSv31 DPG-Bencht
4B 4B w/o 10.58 81.58 4B 10.51 82.88
9B 4B w/o 10.32 82.08
9B 9B w/o 10.92 83.70 9B 10.58 85.28
9B 9B w/ 11.86 84.22
32B 32B w/o 12.10 84.98
32B 2B w1232 $5.28 328 1204 86.79

Table 3: FLUX.2 benchmark at 1024 x 1024. Left: our 4B students with 4-step sampling, distilled with
different teacher (7") and critic (F’) sizes. The 4B and 9B models used as teachers or critics come from FLUX.2
[klein] base; the 32B models come from FLUX.2 [dev]. Right: the official base model of the teacher’s size,
sampled with 50 steps and CFG 4.0. Details in Appendix B.4.

SDXL (Podell et al., 2023). We append the four step tokens to the critic’s text sequence. Under
pure DMD with a 4-step student, STAC improves FID from 34.71 to 32.73 at an unchanged CLIP
score (Appendix F.3). We then add STAC to the full DMD?2 recipe, with its GAN loss and backward
simulation, by continuing training from the official DMD?2 checkpoint (Table 4 and Figure 19). In
this recipe, the step tokens also enter the critic’s GAN branch, while the pure-DMD result above,
which has no GAN loss, isolates their effect on the score estimate. With STAC, the continued student
improves FID from 18.95 to 16.88 and ImageReward from 71.01 to 80.00, whereas an equally
long continuation without STAC worsens all four metrics. This further supports the usefulness of
conditioning the critic on the student’s generation step.

Method FID| CLIP-ST ImageReward? HPSv3?1
LCM-LoRA (Luo et al., 2023a) 22.27 31.71 39.56 6.45
SDXL-Turbo (Sauer et al., 2023) 27.27 32.16 46.09 9.09
SDXL-Lightning (Lin et al., 2024)  24.49 32.31 57.48 9.48
Flash (Chadebec et al., 2024) 22.96 31.84 19.04 6.49
PCM (Wang et al., 2024) 24.13 32.52 64.73 9.46
DMD2, official (Yin et al., 2024a) 18.95 33.14 71.01 9.64
Decoupled DMD (Liu et al., 2025)  17.80 33.62 78.61 9.79
DMD?2, continued w/o STAC 19.49 33.04 70.10 9.15
DMD2 + STAC (Ours) 16.88 33.60 80.00 9.84

Table 4: Comparison with distilled SDXL systems. SDXL systems with 4-step sampling on 10k COCO
prompts at 512 x 512. The first seven rows are the values reported by Liu et al. (2025), and our rows follow
the same protocol. CLIP-S and ImageReward are multiplied by 100. Continuing DMD?2 training with STAC
improves clearly over the official checkpoint on every metric, whereas the same continuation without STAC falls
below it. Detailed settings in Appendix B.3.

4.2 TEXT-TO-VIDEO EXPERIMENTS

Wan2.1 (Wan et al., 2025) provides two model sizes, a 14B and a 1.3B model. We scale the teacher
and the critic while keeping the 1.3B student fixed. We evaluate the distilled four-step 1.3B student
models on VBench (Huang et al., 2023).

To isolate the effect of STAC, we first adopt a deliberately simple bidirectional DMD setting (Figure 8,
top). The teacher, critic, and student are all 1.3B, the student is initialized from the ODE checkpoint
released in the CausVid repository (Yin et al., 2025), and we disable backward simulation. Thus,
the only difference between the two runs is whether the critic is conditioned on the generation step
through STAC. Under this controlled setup, the multi-step DMD baseline peaks near 1k iterations
and then degrades, whereas STAC keeps improving and attains a higher VBench total throughout
training. In a separate autoregressive test, we use an online Self Forcing rollout while retaining the
same model sizes and initialization (Figure 8, bottom). STAC similarly attains a higher VBench total
at every evaluated iteration and degrades less after prolonged training than the step-agnostic baseline.

Finally, we study joint scaling with an autoregressive student initialized from the Causal Forcing ODE
checkpoint. We train this student using the Self Forcing rollout. Across the controlled configurations
in Table 5, we hold the student initialization and the remaining training settings fixed while varying
the teacher and critic sizes and adding STAC. The 1.3B/1.3B teacher/critic pair yields the highest
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Dynamic Degree and the lowest semantic score, with excessive motion and visible artifacts (Figure 20).
Scaling only the teacher to 14B leaves the VBench total almost unchanged. Joint scaling to a 14B
teacher and critic raises the VBench total to 84.26. Compared with the default 14B/1.3B teacher/critic
pair, joint scaling improves the semantic and quality scores and raises Dynamic Degree from 52.06 to
57.52, without the excessive motion of the 1.3B/1.3B pair. Adding STAC yields small further gains.
Unlike Figure 8, these runs use the Causal Forcing ODE initialization and train for 1.5k rather than
2k iterations, so their absolute VBench values are not directly comparable.

—-4#- w/o STAC —e— w/ STAC

VBench total VBench semantic VBench quality
© ./\\‘
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Figure 8: Controlled comparison of STAC on Wan2.1. VBench scores during training for bidirectional DMD
(top) and autoregressive Self Forcing (bottom), without and with STAC. STAC leads in VBench total at every
evaluation in both regimes. (Settings: 1.3B teacher, student, and critic; ODE initialization from the CausVid
repository (Yin et al., 2025); 4 steps, 480p, 2k iterations; bidirectional DMD uses no backward simulation, while
the autoregressive runs use an online Self Forcing rollout.)

Configuration Total? Quality? Semantict Dynamict
CausVid (reproduced) 82.76 83.49 79.85 -
Self Forcing (our eval.) 83.87 84.59 81.00 50.12
Causal Forcing (Zhu et al., 2026)
T = 14B, F' = 1.3B (Default) 83.94 84.73 80.79 52.06
T=13B,F=1.3B 83.96 85.14 79.26 81.39
T =14B, F = 14B 84.26 85.04 81.16 57.52
+ STAC (Ours) 84.32 85.08 81.32 58.06

Table 5: Critic size and STAC for 1.3B Wan2.1 students. The first rows are Self Forcing’s CausVid reproduction
and our Self Forcing evaluation (Yin et al., 2025; Huang et al., 2025). Controlled rows share a Causal Forcing
ODE initialization and Self Forcing rollout; the default is 14B/1.3B, and the last adds STAC to 14B/14B. A 14B
critic improves all metrics (Dynamic: 52.06 to 57.52); STAC improves them further. (4 steps, 480p VBench;
Appendix B.5.)

5 DISCUSSION

This work revisits a component often treated as secondary in Distribution Matching Distillation: the
critic. We examine what the critic needs in both capacity and conditioning to effectively guide a
few-step student. Across controlled ImageNet scaling ladders and large-scale image and video models,
pairing a larger teacher with a small critic frequently degrades distillation or triggers training collapse.
Scaling the critic alongside the teacher (joint scaling) unlocks the benefits of larger teachers and
remains compute-efficient. Beyond capacity, standard multi-step DMD forces the critic to estimate
the score of a mixture distribution pooled across different generation steps. Conditioning the critic on
the generation step via STAC disentangles these step-specific distributions, improving both sample
quality and training stability.
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While matching critic and teacher capacities is a reliable empirical rule across our tested architectures,
training budgets, and hyperparameter sweep protocols, why a stronger teacher alone fails to stably
guide the student remains an open theoretical question. Our diagnostics characterize how teacher—
critic capacity mismatch destabilizes the score difference, and developing methods that can safely
distill from a massive teacher using a lightweight critic is a promising direction for reducing training
memory and compute. Finally, because step conditioning breaks the structural symmetry between the
critic and the teacher, exploring broader asymmetric designs in architecture or objective may further
advance distribution-matching distillation.
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Distribution matching. Distribution Matching Distillation (DMD) trains an efficient student G¢ to
match the target distribution learned by a frozen diffusion teacher s. Because the exact score of
the student’s own generated distribution is unknown, DMD introduces an auxiliary network—the
fake score model, or the critic—to estimate it online. Throughout the paper, we denote the sizes (i.e.,

parameter counts) of the student, teacher, and critic as G, T, and F, respectively.
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The training process operates as follows. First, the student generates a sample o = Gy(z, ¢) from
noise z and condition c. To supervise this prediction, we corrupt it to a score-evaluation level t by
adding noise: x; = oy + o€, where € ~ N(0,I). The student is then updated by moving its
prediction along the difference between two scores at x;: the teacher’s score st and the student score
54, which the critic estimates. With exact scores, this gradient minimizes a weighted KL divergence
between the student distribution ¢; and the teacher distribution p, (Luo et al., 2023b; Yin et al.,
2024b). Specifically, the student parameters ¢ are updated via:

Al x E, ¢ [w(t) oy Jg(:co)T(sT(xt,t,c) — sq(xt,t,c))] , (1)

where Jy (o) = Ox0/00 is the Jacobian and w(t) is a nonnegative weight. To obtain s, the critic
acts as a denoiser D p(zy, t, ¢) with parameters ¢, trained online in alternation with the student to
reconstruct the clean student sample x from its corruption ;. Its prediction is analytically converted
to the score s, which substitutes s, in practical DMD (Yin et al., 2024a;b):

oDy — x4

Lr =EM®|Dp(@t,c) —sg(@o)ll’] . sp= )

ot
Here, sg stops gradients and A(t) weights the fitting loss. (Note that noise- and velocity-prediction
networks use their corresponding targets and conversions.) This two-score formulation is also
foundational to Variational Score Distillation (VSD) and Score Identity Distillation (SiD) (Wang
et al., 2023; Zhou et al., 2024; 2025), extending the critic’s relevance beyond DMD.

Multi-step students. Instead of generating an image in a single pass, a K -step student iteratively
refines the sample over K distinct calls. During training (e.g., in DMD2), we simulate this sequential
process. At step k, the student receives an input at noise level r; and predicts a fully clean sample
xk = Gy(z,,, 7k, ). To proceed to the next step, this clean prediction is analytically re-noised to
a lower noise level 741, providing the input for step £ + 1. This progressive rollout is known as
backward simulation.

Importantly, the objective in Equation 1 can be used to supervise every step k. To do so, the step’s
clean prediction zf is corrupted with fresh noise, #f = ;2 + oe, inducing a distribution ¢f. A
crucial distinction here is that this score-evaluation level ¢ is drawn independently of the simulation
level r;. Consequently, two distinct time variables operate simultaneously: rj acts as a “schedule
timestamp” that tracks the step’s position within the generation rollout, whereas ¢ determines the

intensity of the noise used to evaluate the score-matching gradient from the teacher.

B IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

GFLOPs
Model Depth Width Heads Headdim. Params. (M) Fwd. Bwd. FIDJ
S 12 384 6 64 33.0 10.9 21.8 50.99
S-B 12 512 8 64 58.3 19.4 38.8 40.64
B 12 768 12 64 130.5 43.6 87.2 29.50
M 18 896 14 64 264.2 89.0 178.0 20.66
L 24 1024 16 64 458.1 1550 3099 1591
XL 28 1152 16 72 675.1 228.8 4576 14.43
H 32 1280 16 80 9513 3228 6456 12.56

Table 6: The teacher and critic ladder. Architecture, forward and backward GFLOPs per sample, and teacher
FID of the seven SiT sizes after 800k pretraining updates. Teacher FID falls steadily from S to H. (Settings:
ImageNet 256 x 256, w/o CFG; teacher sampling as in Table 7.)

B.1 ARCHITECTURE AND TEACHER PRETRAINING ON IMAGENET

We use seven sizes, the S, B, L, and XLL models of SiT (Ma et al., 2024) and three added sizes, S-B
between S and B, M between B and L, and H above XL. Table 6 gives the full architecture, and
Table 7 gives the shared pretraining recipe. We conduct all ImageNet experiments at a resolution
of 256 x 256. All models use patch size 2, MLP ratio 4, and 32 x 32 X 4 latents from the SD-VAE
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latent space (Rombach et al., 2022). We evaluate metrics on exponential moving average (EMA)
checkpoints. The 800k-step training budget is chosen to compare all sizes under one shared recipe
rather than to reach state-of-the-art FID.

Setting Value

Training objective Flow Matching (Lipman et al., 2023)
Optimizer AdamW; 8 = (0.9,0.999); weight decay 0
Learning rate 10~*, constant; no warmup or schedule
Batch size 256

Training length 800k updates

EMA decay 0.9999

Class dropout 0.1

VAE type sd-vae-ft-ema

Teacher sampling Dormand—Prince (dopri5), 250 steps

Table 7: Hyperparameter choices of ImageNet teacher pretraining.

B.2 DISTILLATION IMPLEMENTATION ON IMAGENET

Pseudocode for one training iteration. Algorithm 1 lists one training iteration of our method,
with a detached DMD?2-style rollout over the generation schedule 71, . .., rx with step weights 7.
On the conditioning side, the critic receives the step k in both updates, whereas the teacher sees the
same corrupted prediction without it. The critic update reuses the detached student predictions of the
same iteration. Notably, the training procedure decouples the architectures of the student, critic, and
teacher, which enables the study of different scaling strategies.

Algorithm 1 One DMD training iteration with STAC.

Require: student Gy; frozen teacher denoiser D; critic D g with parameters ¢; schedule r, ..., rx;
step weights 7

Sample condition c, step k ~ 7, and initial noise

Roll the student out through steps 1,...,k — 1 to obtain z,,

ok Go(Try, Tk, €)

Sample the score-evaluation level ¢ and € ~ N(0, I); 2 < a,xk + o€

Query Dr(zF,t,c) and Dp(zF,t,k, c); form u by Equation 5

Update 6 with L of Equation 5

Update ¢ with £ of Equation 2, fitting Dr(z¥,¢, k, c) to sg(zf)

AR A S ol

A pure DMD baseline. Table 8 shows the two recipe changes that make the distribution matching
(DM) loss of Equation 5 alone a strong baseline on ImageNet. We raise the student learning rate to
eight times the critic rate and draw the score-evaluation level ¢ from a logit-normal distribution (Esser
etal., 2024), t = sigmoid(n) with n ~ A/(0, 1), instead of a uniform one. Each change lowers FID
at every size tested, and we keep both as the ImageNet default, listed with the other shared settings in
Table 9.

FID,
t-sampler e nr S B L
Uniform 1076 1075 51.16 30.77 12.28
Uniform 8x107% 1076 37.13 19.11 8.91

Logit-normal 8 x 107¢ 1076 33.96 16.82  8.28

Table 8: The pure DMD baseline. FID of 1-step students after 200k updates at three sizes, with student, critic,
and teacher of equal size, for the uniform and logit-normal samplers of the score-evaluation level and two student
learning rates. Each change lowers FID at every size, and the last row is our default ImageNet recipe. (Settings:
ImageNet 256 x 256, w/o CFG, one critic update per student update.)

Learning rates. Unless stated otherwise, ImageNet runs use the default pair (ng,nr) = (8 X
1076, 10_6) (Table 8). The teacher—critic grids of Figures 5b,c and 10, and the summaries drawn
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from them in Figures 3 and 4, are the exception. For each of their cells separately, we search
ne € {4 x107%,8 x 1075,1.2 x 107°} and nr € {5 x 1077,1075,2 x 1075} and keep the
pair with the lowest FID over training. The step tokens of STAC, and the step embedder of the
AdaLN-branch control in Table 2, are always trained at 20 times the critic rate ng.

Prediction-space implementation. As shown in Equation 1, DMD moves the student along the
difference between the teacher’s and the critic’s scores. Substituting the critic’s score sy for s, and
converting both scores to clean predictions by Equation 2, s7 — sp = o (D7 — Dr) /o2, the update
becomes

2
A9 x E w(t)%Jg(xo)T(DT —Dp)|. 3)
t

This is, up to a constant factor, the negative gradient of a regression of the student prediction onto a
detached target,

2
- - o
L = 3 MSE(zo,sg(zo — @), o =w(t) 0% (Dr — Dr), 4)
t
since VoL o< Jg(wg) " . This L is the actual code implementation of DMD. In this form the
weight w(t) does nothing but rescale the residual D p— D of each sample, so choosing it is essentially
choosing a loss weight. Following DMD (Yin et al., 2024a;b), we set w(t) = 02 /(a?-avg |zo — D7),
which divides the residual by the teacher’s own average absolute residual on the same sample across
dimensions and thereby normalizes the update magnitude across score-evaluation levels and stabilizes
optimization. The implemented update is therefore
Dr — Dr

— 1 . —
u = maX(a,Vg ‘xo _ DT|7 10_6)7 EG - 2 MSE ("1/07 Sg(xo u)) ) (5)

where avg averages over the coordinates of each sample, and importantly every quantity forming w is
detached. On ImageNet the networks predict velocity on the linear path z, = 7z¢ 4+ (1 — 7)e with
7=1—t,and D = z, + (1 — 7)v converts each velocity output to the clean prediction used above.

Setting Value

Objective Equation 5; no auxiliary regression or GAN loss
Initialization Pretrained 800k EMA checkpoint of each network’s own size
Batch size 64

Optimizer AdamW with 5 = (0.9,0.999)

Learning rates (N / nr) 8 x 1075/ 1075 unless stated otherwise
Weight decay 0.01

Gradient clipping norm 10

Critic updates per 1

student update

Score-evaluation level t = sigmoid(n), n ~ N(0,1)

EMA decay 0.9999

Step weights 7 Uniform over the K steps

Step schedules 2 steps: 999, 499; 4 steps: 999, 666, 333, 124

Table 9: Hyperparameter choices of ImageNet distillation experiments. Sizes, learning rates, and budgets of
individual comparisons are given with each experiment.

Evaluation metrics. We report Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) (Heusel et al., 2017) between 50k
generated and 50k real images and, where stated, Inception Score (IS) (Salimans et al., 2016) and
the improved precision and recall (Kynkdidnniemi et al., 2019) of the same samples (Tables 1 and 2).
Unless noted otherwise, we take either the lowest FID over training or the FID at a fixed number of
updates, as indicated for each experiment, and compute the other metrics at the same checkpoint.

B.3 DISTILLATION EXPERIMENTS ON SDXL

We conduct our experiments on SDXL 1.0 (Podell et al., 2023) in two settings. The first is a pure
DMD ablation (Table 18) that compares how the critic receives the step. The second is our main
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comparison (Table 4), which continues training the official DMD2 checkpoint under DMD2’s full
recipe with and without STAC. Both settings train on LAION prompts with aesthetic score above
6.25 (Schuhmann et al., 2022) at 1024 x 1024 and are evaluated on 10k COCO 2014 prompts (Lin
etal., 2015) at 512 x 512. Table 10 lists the hyperparameter settings.

Setting Pure DMD ablation Main results

Step schedule {999, 749, 499, 249}

Step input to critic See Table 18 4 in-context tokens
(w/ STAC only)

Learning rates Student and critic 5 x 10~ 7; step tokens 10~*

Optimizer AdamW, § = (0.9,0.999); gradient clipping at norm 10

Batch size 128

Critic updates per student update 5

EMA None

Teacher / critic CFG 8.0/1.0

Maximum score-evaluation level 0.98

GAN loss weights (student / critic)  None 5x 1073 /1072

Backward simulation No Yes

Training length 8k updates 20k updates

Table 10: Hyperparameter choices of SDXL experiments. Our core comparison table (Table 4) uses the
configurations on the right, while ablations in Table 18 use a more lightweight setting on the left.

B.4 DISTILLATION EXPERIMENTS ON FLUX.2

Training follows the DMD?2 recipe (Yin et al., 2024a), with backward simulation and a diffusion
GAN whose discriminator head sits on the critic’s backbone, and we use the same setup across all
4B, 9B, and 32B teacher/critic variants in Table 3. In all runs, we fully fine-tune a 4B FLUX.2
[klein] base student while keeping each model’s default text encoder frozen; the frozen teacher and
fully trainable critic are initialized from FLUX.2 [klein] base (4B or 9B) or FLUX.2 [dev] (32B).
Before distillation, we warm up the 4B student model by regressing its x( prediction with a latent
Huber loss onto 10k of its own samples (50 steps, CFG 4.0, 1024 x 1024) re-noised with fresh noise
to the four schedule levels. Distillation at 1024 x 1024 uses the image—composition caption pairs
from FLUX-Reason-6M (Fang et al., 2025), where the images only serve as the real samples of the
GAN branch. A diffusion GAN discriminator head is attached to the critic’s features after its first 8
single-stream blocks and receives inputs noised to ¢ ~ /[0, 1] without time shift. Notably, with STAC,
the step condition enters only the critic’s score-estimation branch without affecting the discriminator
branch, so the discriminator sees real and generated images under the same conditioning. Further
details on the hyperparameters and training protocol are provided in Table 11.

We evaluate all rows of Table 3 at 1024 x 1024. HPSv3 is averaged over one sample for each of
10k prompts. We obtain these prompts by recaptioning COCO 2014 validation images (Lin et al.,
2015) with a vision-language model, using captions whose lengths are close to those in the training
data. DPG-Bench (Hu et al., 2024) uses its official 1,065 prompts with four seeds each. The students
sample with their own 4-step schedules, and the official base models use 50 steps and CFG 4.0.

B.5 DISTILLATION EXPERIMENTS ON WAN2.1

We evaluate our method on Wan2.1-T2V (Wan et al., 2025) by distilling a 4-step, 1.3B student that
generates 81 frames at 480 x 832 resolution, evaluated on the official VBench prompts (Huang et al.,
2023) with five samples per prompt. Our experiments consist of two settings: (i) ablations of STAC
using a 1.3B teacher and critic under bidirectional DMD and autoregressive Self Forcing (Figure 8,
trained for 2k iterations), and (ii) our main scaling comparison varying teacher and critic capacities
from 1.3B to 14B (Table 5, trained for 1.5k iterations). The STAC ablations initialize the student
from the ODE checkpoint released in the CausVid repository (Yin et al., 2025), whereas the scaling
comparison uses the Causal Forcing ODE initialization described below. Table 12 summarizes the
hyperparameters for the main comparison.
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Setting Value
Step schedule {1000, 948, 858,668} (time-shifted from
{1000, 750, 500, 250})
Step input to critic 4 in-context tokens (w/ STAC only)
Learning rates Student and critic 5 x 10~ 7; step tokens 107>
Optimizer AdamW, § = (0.9,0.999), weight decay 0.01; clip norm 10
Batch size 16
Critic updates per student update 5
EMA None
Teacher / critic guidance 20/20

Score-evaluation level (DM loss) t ~ U[0.02,0.98], then time-shifted

Score-evaluation level (critic loss) ¢ = sigmoid(n), n ~ N(0, 1), clipped to [0.02, 0.98], then
time-shifted

GAN loss weights (student / critic) 5 x 1073 /1072

Backward simulation Yes

Training length 10k iterations (2k student updates)

Table 11: Hyperparameter choices of FLUX.2 experiments (Table 3).

Setting Value

Step schedule Uniform {1000, 750, 500, 250}, time shift 5

Step input to critic 32 in-context tokens (w/ STAC only)

Learning rates ng =2x 1075 np =4 x 1077, constant

Step-token learning rate 2 x 107* — 4 x 1077, cosine decay over iterations 100-500
Optimizer AdamW, § = (0.0, 0.999), weight decay 0.01; clip norm 10
Batch size 64

Critic updates per student update 5

EMA decay 0.99

Teacher / critic CFG 4.0/1.0

Score-evaluation level Equation 6

Backward simulation Yes (online Self Forcing rollout)

Training length 1.5k iterations

Table 12: Hyperparameter choices of the main Wan2.1 experiments (Table 5).

Training and rollout protocol. Following Self Forcing (Huang et al., 2025), we train entirely
data-free using prompts sampled from the filtered VidProM list, paired with the standard Wan?2.1
negative prompt for the unconditional teacher branch. We optimize the DMD and flow-matching
critic objectives. For STAC, we condition the critic on the generation step via 32 learnable in-context
tokens. Let r = (1000, 750, 500, 250) denote the four base generation steps (before a time shift of
5), with r5 = 0. At each iteration, we uniformly sample a target step k € {1,2,3,4} across all
temporal blocks: steps prior to k are rolled out without gradients, and gradients are backpropagated
only through step k. To evaluate the score difference, we sample an integer u ~ U{rg1,...,999}
and apply a time shift of 5 to obtain the perturbation level:

5(u,/1000)
1+ 4(u/1000)
For the controlled scaling rows in Table 5, the student generates 3-frame latent chunks sequentially

with KV-cache context via online Self Forcing rollout (Huang et al., 2025), while initializing from
the chunk-wise Causal ODE checkpoint of Causal Forcing (Zhu et al., 2026).

t = clip (1000 .20, 980) . (©6)

C A TWO-DIMENSIONAL EXAMPLE

To illustrate our two core findings—the benefit of joint scaling and the effectiveness of the step-aware
critic (STAC)—we construct the two-dimensional toy experiment shown in Figure 9.
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Target Ts/F; DMD T;/F; DMD T;/F; DMD T;/F; STAC
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Figure 9: Joint scaling and STAC on a two-dimensional example. Samples of a 2-step, depth-3 student at
each sampling step (rows), with energy distance (ED) to the target. The first column shows the single-roll target
and an undistilled depth-3 teacher sampled with 20 Euler steps. The next three columns vary the teacher (77)
and critic (¥') depths, and the last adds STAC to the depth-6 pair. Deepening only the teacher makes both steps
worse, deepening the critic as well reverses this, and STAC brings both steps closer to the single roll. (Settings:
4k DMD updates, five critic updates per student update; Table 13.)

Setup. The target distribution is a single Swiss roll (2.5 turns, maximum radius 3.0) with Gaussian
noise (0 = 0.03). All networks are MLPs, and a depth-d network has d residual linear-SiLLU blocks.
The student has depth 3, and the teacher/critic depths are 3/3, 6/3, and 6/6. For STAC, we add a
separate sinusoidal step embedder to the critic. Table 13 lists the remaining settings.

Setting Value

MLP width 256

Teacher training steps 12k with batch size 1,024

DMD training steps 4k with batch size 256

Critic updates per student update 5

Optimizer Adam with 5 = (0.9,0.999)
Teacher learning rate 10~3 with cosine decay

DMD learning rates Critic 10~3, student 104, constant
Step noise levels 7 {1,0.5}

Score-evaluation level t~U(0,1)

Table 13: Hyperparameter choices of the two-dimensional toy experiment.

Evaluation. We evaluate all checkpoints with the same initial noise, re-noising streams, and
reference set. Generation quality is measured by the energy distance (ED) (Sejdinovic et al., 2013) to
the target distribution,

ED(X,Y) = 2E||X - Y| - E|lX — X'|| - E[[Y - Y|, M

where X, X' are independent generated samples and Y, Y are independent target samples. Lower
ED indicates closer agreement with the target.

Results. The samples reflect our two main findings. First, regarding network capacity (Figure 9,
columns 2-4), starting from a matched 3/3 pair, deepening only the teacher to 6/3 makes both steps
of the student worse. However, deepening the critic as well (6/6 pair) reverses this degradation.

Second, the samples also expose the step-mixture issue. For all three pairs without STAC, the first step
lies farther from the target than the second, suggesting that the two steps follow different distributions.
Adding STAC to the 6/6 pair (Figure 9, column 5) makes the critic step-aware, and both steps then
follow the single Swiss roll more closely, with the weaker first step improving the most.
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D MORE RESULTS ON JOINT SCALING

D.1 THE FuLL TEACHER—CRITIC GRID

Extending the FID grid. Figure 10 extends the teacher—critic scaling grid of Figure 5 to encompass
more combinations and student configurations (S and B students, one and four sampling steps). As
shown in the figure, a clear asymmetry emerges: cells above the diagonal, where the critic is smaller
than the teacher, often degrade and sometimes collapse. Conversely, in cells below the diagonal,
where the critic is larger than the teacher, no run collapses in our experiments. Empirically, increasing
the number of student sampling steps from one to four removes most collapses of the mismatched
pairs. These experiments suggest that the critic should not be smaller than the teacher, which makes
joint scaling a safe default.
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Figure 10: The expanded teacher—critic scaling grid. Best FID per teacher/critic pair for S and B students at 1
and 4 steps. Red boxes mark the matched pairs, and hatched cells mark collapsed runs, whose best FID is 100 or
higher under all nine learning-rate pairs. Every collapse occurs with a critic smaller than its teacher. (Settings:
ImageNet 256 x 256, w/o CFG, 200k updates; learning-rate selection as in Figure 5b.)

More evaluations on quality and coverage. To confirm that the benefits of joint scaling extend
beyond FID, we evaluate the four cornerstone runs of Figure 5a (a 1-step B student under B and XL
teachers and critics) using Inception Score (IS), precision, and recall. As shown in Table 1, the jointly
scaled XL/XL pair leads on every metric except precision, suggesting better generation quality and
coverage.
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Training stability. Furthermore, tracking the training dynamics reveals a critical stability advantage.
Comparing the lowest FID over training against the FID at 100k and 200k updates shows that only
the matched pairs reach their lowest FID at the end of training, whereas the mismatched pairs reach it
earlier and then degrade. Figure 17 in Appendix G.1 shows the samples at 200k updates, where the
XL/B student in particular loses diversity.

Are the collapses merely optimization artifacts? A natural question is whether the training
collapses observed in mismatched pairs are capacity failures or simply artifacts of suboptimal
learning rates. In Figure 10, every marked cell fails to achieve an FID below 100 across all nine
learning-rate pairs in our search (Appendix B.2). Thus, these failures are not specific to a single
learning-rate choice within the tested range, even though this does not establish an intrinsic capacity
limit or rule out stabilization through other optimization settings.

To isolate capacity from optimization, we increased the critic’s learning rate by a factor of 16 for the
H/S pair with an S student, so that the small critic can track the student faster. As Table 14 shows,
while this larger learning rate avoids the collapse, the resulting student still performs poorly compared
to the matched teacher—critic pairs. Thus, increasing the critic learning rate can prevent collapse in
this setting, but does not recover the quality achieved by the matched teacher—critic configuration.

Teacher / critic S/S H/S H/S H/H
Critic learning rate  searched searched 16X default searched
S student, 1 step 33.96 247.18 52.53 21.41
S student, 4 steps 29.91 281.41 42.89 14.65

Table 14: Forcing a small critic with an extreme learning rate. Best FID of 1- and 4-step S students under the
H teacher with an S critic. We compare the searched learning rates against an aggressively scaled critic learning
rate (16x default), alongside the matched S/S and H/H baselines. Although the larger learning rate prevents the
collapse, the generation quality stays far behind that of the matched H/H pair. (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256,
w/o CFG, best FID over training; 16 x runs use (g, 1) = (8 x 107%,1.6 x 107?); other cells use the best of
the nine searched pairs, as in Figure 10.)

D.2 CLASSIFIER-FREE GUIDANCE

In this section, we investigate how classifier-free guidance (CFG) (Ho & Salimans, 2022) interacts
with the DMD framework.

DMD prefers smaller guidance scales. We investigate the optimal CFG value for a 1-step B student
and for direct sampling from its teacher. We use M, XL, and H teacher—critic pairs, with F' = T
throughout. As shown in Figure 11, the optimal CFG value for the students across sizes is ~1.3,
which is smaller than the optimal value for the teachers (~1.5). We hypothesize that DMD’s reverse-
KL-style objective may favor high-density regions of the teacher distribution, partially reducing
the guidance required by the student. This interpretation is motivated by our ablation rather than
established as a general mechanism; related mode-seeking behavior has been discussed in adversarial
distribution matching (Lu et al., 2025).

Note that in DMD each student guidance scale requires a separate distillation run. Inspired by the ex-
plicit guidance-scale conditioning used during from-scratch training in Improved Mean Flows (Geng
et al., 2026), a natural extension is to condition the DMD student on the guidance scale during
distillation. We leave this continuous guidance conditioning to future work.

Investigating autoguidance in DMD. As an alternative to standard CFG, autoguidance replaces
the unconditional reference with a weaker model evaluated under the same class condition (Karras
et al., 2024). In DMD, we use the B model as the weak reference for the M, XL, and H teachers. As
shown in Figure 11c, autoguidance yields no measurable improvement over standard CFG in this
distillation setting.

Joint scaling under CFG. It is natural to ask whether the benefit of joint scaling, shown without
CFG in the main text, persists under CFG. To study this, we fix the CFG scale at 1.2 and the critic
at XL, and vary the teacher across the full scaling ladder, for S students at 1, 2, and 4 steps and a B
student at 4 steps.
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Figure 11: Guidance for DMD students and their teachers. FID against guidance scale for (a) 1-step B
students distilled under CFG, (b) their teachers sampled with CFG, and (c) students distilled with a weak B
model as the autoguidance reference. The students’ best CFG scale, about 1.3, lies below the teachers’ 1.5, and
autoguidance does not improve on CFG. (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256, F' = T" for M, XL, and H; students
report their best FID over training.)

As shown in Table 15, in every student configuration the XL teacher, which matches the critic, gives
the best student. Scaling the teacher further to H degrades every row, suggesting that joint scaling
also holds under CFG.

G Steps S S-B B M L XL H
S 1 24.07 20.75 1855 1698 19.10 16.19 20.17
S 2 18.17 1585 12.83 10.92 11.69 10.34 11091
S 4 1747 1498 11.09 972 995 8.64 10.54
B 4 13.81 1131 7.05 640 6.03 552 576

Table 15: Joint scaling with classifier-free guidance. Best FID for each teacher (columns) with the critic fixed
at XL. Rows vary the student and its step count. Every row is best at the XL teacher, the one matching the critic,
and worse again at the larger H teacher. (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256, CFG = 1.2; other settings follow
Appendix B.2.)

D.3 EXPLORING TEACHER SCALING ON OTHER DISTILLATION METHODS

To put our scaling experiments in a broader context, we investigate teacher scaling under two
alternative distillation methods: velocity knowledge distillation (KD) and MeanFlow distillation
(MFD).

Knowledge Distillation. The most straightforward approach to distilling a diffusion teacher is
velocity KD, which directly regresses the student’s velocity prediction onto that of the frozen teacher.
We train an S student using this method from every teacher in our ladder (except S itself) without
CFG. As shown in Figure 12a, the student’s FID improves substantially as the teacher scales up to
the M size, but plateaus thereafter. While the student initially benefits from a stronger teacher, this
advantage saturates early.

MeanFlow Distillation. MFD is a few-step distillation framework that learns jumps along the
teacher’s diffusion trajectory. A MeanFlow model (Geng et al., 2025; 2026; Lu et al., 2026) predicts
the average velocity u(x¢,7,t) over an interval [r,¢] and is trained via the identity u(x:,7,t) =
v(xy,t) — (t—7) Lu(we, 7, t), tying the average velocity to the instantaneous one. During distillation,
this instantaneous velocity v is supplied by the frozen teacher rather than the dataset.

We adopt the standard hyperparameter configurations from the official MeanFlow recipe (Geng et al.,
2025). Figure 12b illustrates the scaling behavior across S and B student configurations, evaluated
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at 1 and 4 steps. The pattern closely mirrors velocity KD: an oversized teacher never collapses the
student, and the marginal gains from scaling the teacher quickly shrink as the teacher grows.

Discussion. Both KD and MFD exhibit standard scaling behaviors characterized by diminishing
returns, contrasting with DMD, where an overly capable teacher can induce training collapse (Sec-
tion 3.1). We attribute this discrepancy to the nature of the objectives. KD strictly matches the
teacher’s velocity, and MFD learns its integral; both are trajectory-based methods regressing onto
fixed, deterministic targets. Conversely, DMD relies on coupled online student—critic dynamics: the
critic must track the shifting student distribution while its score estimate updates the student (Yin
et al., 2024b). This coupling makes DMD acutely sensitive to critic capacity, so joint network scaling
matters in a way that trajectory-based methods bypass.
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Figure 12: Teacher scaling under velocity KD and MeanFlow distillation. Best FID against teacher size for
(a) an S student regressed onto each larger teacher’s velocity (the S teacher was not evaluated) and (b) S and
B students distilled with MeanFlow at 1 and 4 steps. No teacher collapses these students, and the gain from a
larger teacher shrinks as it grows. (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256; KD: learning rate 10~*, 200k updates; MFD:
official MeanFlow recipe with default guidance coefficients, 200k updates for S and 60k for B students.)

E EXPLORING THE CRITIC

E.1 CRriITiC UPDATE RATIO

A common and effective strategy to enhance the critic’s ability to track the student distribution is to
increase its update frequency, as successfully demonstrated in DMD?2 (Yin et al., 2024a) with five
critic updates per student update. To investigate how this temporal remedy interacts with network
capacity, we apply five critic updates per student update to a student-sized critic and compare it with
a larger (XL) critic updated only once per step (Figure 13).

As shown in the figure, increasing the update ratio clearly accelerates early training and helps stabilize
mismatched pairs (e.g., avoiding the collapse of a B student under an L teacher). However, while
more frequent updates allow a small critic to maximize its potential and reach its performance plateau
much faster, they do not fully close the capacity gap. In the later stages of training, the larger XL
critic, even with a single update, consistently converges to a lower FID. This suggests that while
increasing the update ratio is a beneficial optimization strategy, scaling the critic’s capacity provides
complementary advantages that are crucial for pushing the limits of final generation quality.

Implementation details. The student EMA (with decay 0.9999) is updated at every training
iteration. Consequently, performing five critic updates per student update shortens the effective EMA
horizon from ~10k to ~2k student updates, which shifts the moving average dynamics. To ensure
a fair comparison, we swept the EMA decay over {0.9999,0.99998,0.99999}. Furthermore, the
learning rates of the student and the critic must be carefully re-balanced. Empirically, raising the
critic update ratio from 1 to 5 favors a reduced ratio between the student and critic learning rates
(from ~8 down to ~1). For the five-update runs in Figure 13, we use ng = np = 2 x 1075, which
aligns with the default setting of DMD2 (Yin et al., 2024a), and the one-update runs use the learning
rates of the corresponding grid cells.
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Figure 13: More critic updates for a small critic. FID during training with the student-size critic at one and
five updates per student update, and with an XL critic at one update, for (a) a B student with an L teacher, (b) a
B student with an XL teacher, and (c) an S student with an XL teacher. Five updates speed up early training and
avoid the collapse in (a), though the student-size critic stays at a higher FID than the single-update XL critic.
(Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256, 1-step students, w/o CFG.)

E.2 CRITIC WARM-UP

Another intuitive hypothesis for why a small critic collapses under a large teacher (Figure 5b) is a
poor initial fit. Because the critic is initialized from a pretrained checkpoint rather than tailored to the
student, early gradient inaccuracies might push the student irreversibly off course. If true, fitting the
critic before updating the student should prevent the collapse.

To test this, we freeze the student at initialization and “warm up” the critic alone for 10k or 40k
updates before resuming the standard alternating recipe (Figure 14b tracks the critic’s validation
denoising loss). We apply this intervention to the previously unstable configuration of a 1-step S
student, an H teacher, and an S critic. As shown in Figure 14a, neither warm-up duration stabilizes
the training.

Implementation details. The four runs in Figure 14a share the setting of the S-student grid: 1-step
S student, H teacher, (ng,nr) = (1.2 x 107°,5 x 10~7), batch size 64, one critic update per student
update, w/o CFG. The S critic starts from its pretrained checkpoint and trains for 40k updates at a
learning rate of 10~%. The validation loss is measured as the denoising loss on a fixed set of the
frozen student’s outputs at eight score-evaluation levels.
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Figure 14: Critic warm-up. (a) FID of a 1-step S student under an H teacher with an S critic. The S critic is
either trained concurrently from the start or warmed up for 10k/40k updates before student training begins. Both
warm-ups fail to prevent collapse compared to the matched H critic. (b) Validation loss of an S critic fitted to a
frozen student. (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256, w/o CFG.)

E.3 CRITIC INITIALIZATION

In our primary experiments, a matched critic always starts as an exact copy of the teacher. Con-
sequently, it inherits the teacher’s exact initial weights, its level of pretraining convergence, and
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its intrinsic architectural capacity. To isolate which of these factors is responsible for avoiding the
degradation of mismatched pairs, we systematically decouple them.

Do the teacher and critic need to share exact weights? We first hypothesize that the critic might
rely on sharing the teacher’s exact starting weights to effectively track the target distribution. To test
this, we distill a 1-step S student using two independently pretrained H checkpoints (Model 1 and
Model 2). We cross-test them as teachers and critics, removing the shared-weight advantage:

Critic
Teacher Model 1 Model 2
Model 1 21.41 21.14
Model 2 21.47 20.97

As shown above (with shaded cells indicating shared initial weights), the off-diagonal pairs with
independent weights perform practically identically to the diagonal pairs. This confirms that the critic
does not need to share the teacher’s specific initialization to provide comparable performance.

Does extended pretraining act like larger capacity? If intrinsic capacity is the key, how does
pretraining duration factor in? One might suspect that a teacher trained for an extraordinarily
long time, reaching near-perfect convergence, would act like a “larger” model and overwhelm a
matched-size critic. To investigate this, we use the official SiT-XL model heavily pretrained for 7TM
updates (Ma et al., 2024) (far longer than our 800k updates, with FID 9.35 against 14.43 for ours)
and cross-test it against our standard B and XL checkpoints (Table 16). The results help separate
architectural capacity from pretraining convergence: under the converged 7M XL teacher, our 800k
XL critic stabilizes the student and achieves highly competitive performance. Conversely, a B critic
degrades under the 7M XL teacher (FID 35.96).

These results tell a cohesive story: a critic’s ability to track the student without degrading is largely
not determined by shared initial weights or the teacher’s pretraining duration. It is instead greatly
influenced by the critic’s intrinsic architectural capacity.

Critic
Teacher B XL XL, 7™M
B 17.94 16.61 17.64
XL 18.56 13.71 11.49

XL,7M 3596 12.01 11.90

Table 16: Teachers and critics from different checkpoints. Best FID of a 1-step B student. Teachers (rows) and
critics (columns) come from our B and XL models pretrained for 800k updates, alongside the highly converged
XL model from Ma et al. (2024) trained for 7M updates (XL, 7M). Shaded cells denote shared initial weights.
Regardless of the teacher’s training duration, matching the critic’s architectural size (XL) gives stable and strong
performance, whereas a B critic degrades under both XL teachers. (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256, w/o CFG,
default learning rates, 100k updates.)

E.4 LOW-RANK ADAPTATION ON CRITICS

When an undersized critic falls behind a large teacher, it suffers from two separate deficits: a smaller
architectural backbone and fewer trainable parameters. This raises a question: is this degradation
driven by insufficient trainable parameters to track the moving student, or by the limited expressive
capacity of the smaller backbone?

To decouple parameter count from architectural capacity, we build the critic directly on the frozen
XL teacher and train only Low-Rank Adapters (LoRA) (Hu et al., 2021). We inject adapters into
the attention projections, MLPs, and AdaLN layers across all blocks, paired with rank-stabilized
scaling (Kalajdzievski, 2023). Initializing the adapters to zero ensures the critic starts identically
to the teacher, while the rank restricts each adapter update to a low-rank subspace. Crucially, an
r = 1 critic introduces less than 1% of the trainable parameters of a full B-sized critic, yet it operates
entirely within the high-capacity representation space of the XL backbone.
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As shown in Table 17, evaluating these configurations on a 1-step B student under an XL teacher
(the setting where a full B critic degrades in Figure 5a) yields two findings: First, backbone capacity
matters more than the number of trainable parameters. Every LoRA variant avoids this degradation
and outperforms the full B critic, and even at » = 1, with few trainable parameters, the adapter-based
critic remains stable. This suggests that the degradation of small critics stems mainly from their
smaller backbones. Second, LoRA provides a practical, memory-efficient surrogate for joint scaling.
While a fully fine-tuned XL critic still achieves the lowest FID, low-rank adaptation recovers about
70% of the joint-scaling gain at a fraction of the optimizer memory. Adapting the frozen teacher thus
offers an attractive, parameter-efficient recipe for scaling critics under constrained academic budgets.

Trainable Critic learning rate
Critic params M) 3 x 1075 107* 3 x107*
LoRAonXL,r =1 0.74 14.61 13.78 14.99
LoRAon XL, r =4 297 13.66 14.97 16.34
LoRA on XL, r = 16 11.87 14.82  16.92 17.28
LoRA on XL, r = 64 47.48 13.84 17.68 17.75
Full B (student size) 130.5 18.56
Full XL (matched) 675.1 11.63
Full H 951.3 12.23

Table 17: Low-rank critics on the frozen teacher. Best FID of a 1-step B student under an XL teacher. LoORA
critics adapt the frozen XL teacher, and the full-parameter critics are the corresponding cells of Figure 10b, with
the learning rates selected per cell. The best LoRA result is underlined. Even at rank 1, every LoRA critic beats
the full B critic, though none reaches the full XL critic. (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256, w/o CFG; LoRA runs:
ne = 1.2 x 1075, 100k updates, batch size 64, scaling o/+/r with a = 8, zero-initialized up-projection.)

F MORE RESULTS ON STAC

F.1 POOLED AND STEPWISE OBJECTIVES

In standard multi-step DMD, the critic estimates the score of a mixture over student generation steps.
STAC instead conditions the critic on the generation step. To motivate this design, we compare
idealized pooled and stepwise KL objectives.

For a fixed condition ¢ and score-evaluation level #, let ¢ = ¢ be the distribution of step k’s
re-noised prediction, p = p; the target, and ¢ = ), Txqs their pool, where 7, are the fixed sampling
probabilities. Assuming densities exist, the stepwise and pooled KL divergences are related by

> mKLlaulp) = 3 [ o) og wr + S f o) oty

= I(K; Xy) + KL(ql]p), ®

where K ~ 7 and X; | K = k ~ qi. The stepwise objective (left side) matches every step to the
target individually. It differs from the pooled objective (last term) by the mutual information I (K; X;)
between the step index and the re-noised prediction. This identity provides a distribution-level
motivation for STAC. Our practical update uses estimated scores, sample-dependent normalization,
and detached rollouts.

F.2 STEP INFORMATION AND OPTIMIZATION STABILITY

Equation 8 implies that the stepwise and pooled objectives differ only when the predictions from
different steps are distinguishable, that is, when I(K; X;) > 0. To measure this, we trained a
classifier to predict the step index k from the re-noised prediction x¥ of two 4-step B students, one
without and one with STAC.

As shown in Figure 15, the classifier identifies the step well above chance at low and moderate
score-evaluation levels, suggesting a clear distribution shift across generation steps. Moreover, STAC
yields a lower classifier-derived bound on step information at nearly every level. This is consistent
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with reduced distinguishability across steps, but does not establish a decrease in the true mutual
information.
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Figure 15: Step information in re-noised predictions. Lower bound on the mutual information I (K; X;) from
a classifier predicting the step index of a 4-step B student, evaluated at (a) 30k and (b) 100k updates with online
weights, and (c) at 100k updates with EMA weights. The step is readable at low and moderate score-evaluation
levels, and STAC lowers this classifier-derived bound at nearly every level. (Settings: ImageNet 256 x 256, XL
teacher and critic, w/o CFG; 10k fixed noise—class pairs, 8k/2k training/held-out split.)

Loss variability. A single step-agnostic critic has to fit a mixture of step distributions whose
composition shifts as the student changes. STAC gives the critic the step index, so it can model
each step’s distribution separately. Consistent with this, STAC lowers the coefficient of variation
(CV) of both the critic loss and the distribution matching (DM) loss at every evaluation after the first
(Figure 16). Together with its FID gains in the same runs (Figure 7), this suggests that a step-aware
critic also makes training smoother.

(a) Critic loss CV (b) DM loss CV
0.08

0.06

0.04

Student updates (k)

Figure 16: Loss variability with and without STAC. Coefficients of variation of (a) the critic loss and (b) the
DM loss during the training of a 4-step student. STAC (solid) has a lower CV than the step-agnostic baseline
(dashed) at every evaluation after the first. (Settings: XL student, teacher, and critic, ImageNet 256 x 256, CFG
=1.3)

F.3 ABLATIONS ON STEP CONDITIONING FOR SDXL

Our ImageNet experiments (Table 2) show that how the generation step enters the critic matters: in-
context tokens outperform an AdaLN branch (Peebles & Xie, 2023). Here, we extend this comparison
to the UNet-based SDXL backbone (Podell et al., 2023). Because the SDXL UNet incorporates
text prompts via cross-attention (Rombach et al., 2022), we compare injecting the step index via
adaptive group normalization (AdaGN) (Dhariwal & Nichol, 2021) (the UNet counterpart of AdalLN)
against appending learnable step tokens to the cross-attention text sequence (see Appendix B.3 for full
settings). As shown in Table 18, the results mirror our ImageNet findings: four in-context step tokens
achieve the best FID, whereas AdaGN yields only a marginal improvement over the step-agnostic
baseline, and increasing the token count to 8 or 16 brings diminishing returns.
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Conditioning Channel Tokens FID] CLIP-St ISt
None None 0 3471 32.65 34.78
Step index AdaGN 0 34.41 32.65 36.25

Step tokens  Cross-attention 4 32.73 32.64 35.29
Step tokens  Cross-attention 8 33.72 32.59 37.15
Step tokens ~ Cross-attention 16 34.01 32.60 36.51

Table 18: Step conditioning of the SDXL critic. Four cross-attention step tokens yield the best FID, outper-
forming both AdaGN and larger token counts (8 or 16). (Settings: SDXL student and critic, 4 steps, 8k updates,
10k COCO prompts; pure DMD without GAN loss.)

Implementation of step tokens. Across all backbones, we construct the N step tokens (N = 4 for
SiT, SDXL, and FLUX.2; N = 32 for Wan2.1) using a shared parameterization. The scalar step r,
is mapped to a 256-dim sinusoidal embedding (Vaswani et al., 2017) and projected to the context
dimension D via a two-layer SiLU MLP. We then add this shared step embedding to N learnable
token embeddings {e, })_; C RP, forming t,, = e,, + MLP(sinu(r.)), and append {t,,})_; to
the conditioning sequence. These randomly initialized parameters are trained alongside a pretrained
critic. For SiT, SDXL, and FLUX.2, we assign them a higher learning rate (20 x to 200X the critic
backbone rate). For Wan2.1, the step-token rate follows a cosine decay from 2 x 104 to 4 x 107
over iterations 100-500. See Appendices B.1-B.5 for details.

F.4 COST ANALYSIS

Zero inference overhead. Because STAC modifies only the critic, which is discarded after training,
the deployed student keeps its architecture and sampling procedure. STAC therefore adds no
computational cost at inference.

Negligible training overhead. During training, the step tokens and their small projection MLP add
little overhead. In the SDXL and Wan2.1 experiments (Sections 4.1 and 4.2), STAC adds less than
0.2% to the critic’s parameters and at most 0.7% to peak memory (Table 19), with no measurable
change in iteration time.

Separate critics per step. A direct alternative to STAC is to train K separate step-specific critics.
However, this multiplies the critic’s parameters and optimizer state by K. Assuming roughly 16
bytes per parameter for weights, gradients, and optimizer moments, four step-specific SDXL critics
would need about 166 GB of training memory, compared with 42 GB for a single critic with STAC.
For the 14B Wan2.1 critic, the requirement grows to 0.9 TB against 224 GB, which makes this design
far more costly to train.

System Added parameters Iteration time Peak memory
SDXL +0.18% ~ 0% +0.70%
Wan2.1, autoregressive +0.19% ~ 0% +0.15%

Table 19: Cost analysis of STAC on SDXL and Wan2.1. Changes relative to each system’s baseline without
STAC, with the inference architecture unchanged. STAC adds a negligible amount of memory and iteration time.
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G MORE VISUALIZATIONS

G.1 QUALITATIVE RESULTS ON IMAGENET

Figure 17 shows samples of the four 1-step B students of Figure 5a and Table 1 at 200k updates,
next to the B teacher, whose checkpoint also initializes every student. Compared with the B/B pair,
scaling both the teacher and the critic to XL gives more coherent objects, whereas scaling only the
critic leaves the sample quality largely unchanged. In contrast, the XL/B student produces nearly a
single image per class, sometimes with distorted colors or textures.

B teacher B/B XL/XL B/XL XL/B
FID 29.50 FID 16.82 FID 13.50 FID 19.12 FID 41.75
baseline v visible improvement little change Xlow diversity

AN 44 %4, BE - NNR
:lﬁ a
CIE ~

Robin Lion Husky Monarch Corgi Bald eagle

Red panda

Figure 17: Uncurated ImageNet 256 <256 samples of 1-step B students. Each 3 x 3 grld shows nine samples
of one selected class. The first column is the B teacher without guidance, with its FID from Table 6, and the other
columns are the students of Figure 5a at 200k updates, labeled by their teacher/critic pair, their FID (Table 1),
and the change from B/B. Scaling both networks (XL/XL) gives more coherent objects than B/B, and scaling
only the critic (B/XL) changes little, whereas scaling only the teacher (XL/B) produces near-duplicate samples
within each class, indicating low diversity. (Settings: w/o CFG.)
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G.2 QUALITATIVE RESULTS ON FLUX.2

Figure 18 provides visual comparisons of 4-step FLUX.2 4B students across different distillation
configurations. We note that, because DMD matches the teacher’s output distribution without
following its sampling trajectory, the layouts of the student samples differ from those of the teacher
samples.

4B teacher 9B teacher 4B/4B 9B/4B 9B/9B 9B/9B w/ STAC

A cozy bookstore interior at night, warm lamps, tall wooden shelves filled with books, a cat asleep on a reading
chair, rain outside the window

A stained glass window design depicting a phoenix rising from flames, vivid reds and golds

Figure 18: FLUX.2 samples of 4-step 4B students across teacher/critic pairs. Each row shares a prompt
(listed below) and initial noise. The first two columns display the 50-step 4B and 9B teachers for reference.
The subsequent columns show 4-step students distilled under the 4B/4B, 9B/4B, and 9B/9B teacher/critic pairs,
alongside the 9B/9B pair combined with STAC. (Settings: students initialized from FLUX.2 [klein] base 4B, 4
steps; teachers sampled with 50 Euler steps at CFG 2.0; resolution 512 x 512.)
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G.3 QUALITATIVE RESULTS ON SDXL
PCM SDXL-Lightning DMD2 DMD?2 + STAC (Ours)

Two cars parked side by side in a showroom, the left one is a red sports car, the right one is a white pickup truck

Figure 19: SDXL samples of 4-step students across distillation methods. Each row shares a prompt and seed
across PCM, SDXL-Lightning, DMD2, and its STAC continuation, with the prompt given below it. Compared
with the other methods in this figure, DMD2 + STAC gives sharp images with coherent objects and faithful
attributes. (Settings: 4 steps, 1024 x 1024, shared seed per prompt.)
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G.4 QUALITATIVE RESULTS ON WAN2.1

Frame

1/3 duration change?t

¢ 2

4.0

Small teacher
and critic

2.3

Big teacher
small critic

32

Big teacher
and critic

A beautiful silhouette animation shows a wolf howling at the moon, feeling lonely, until it finds its pack.

8.9

Small teacher
and critic

39

Big teacher
small critic

54

Big teacher
and critic

A petri dish with a bamboo forest growing within it that has tiny red pandas running around.

Figure 20: Wan2.1 samples of 4-step 1.3B students across teacher/critic pairs. Each row shows four frames
of one video, and the three rows of a block share the prompt given below them. Big and small denote the 14B
and 1.3B models. Frame change is the mean absolute luminance difference between consecutive shown frames,
expressed as a percentage of the intensity range; higher values indicate greater temporal change, which may
reflect either motion or artifacts. Red boxes mark artifacts. Relative to the big-teacher/small-critic pair, matching
the critic to the big teacher recovers part of the temporal change and yields more plausible videos. (Settings:
autoregressive Wan2.1-T2V-1.3B students with the Self Forcing rollout, 4 steps, 480p; teacher/critic pairs of
Table 5.)
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