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Abstract
We propose a novel regularization loss that enforces standard Gaussianity, encour-
aging samples to align with a standard Gaussian distribution. This facilitates a range
of downstream tasks involving optimization in the latent space of text-to-image
models. We treat elements of a high-dimensional sample as one-dimensional stan-
dard Gaussian variables and define a composite loss that combines moment-based
regularization in the spatial domain with power spectrum-based regularization
in the spectral domain. Since the expected values of moments and power spec-
trum distributions are analytically known, the loss promotes conformity to these
properties. To ensure permutation invariance, the losses are applied to randomly
permuted inputs. Notably, existing Gaussianity-based regularizations fall within
our unified framework: some correspond to moment losses of specific orders,
while the previous covariance-matching loss is equivalent to our spectral loss but
incurs higher time complexity due to its spatial-domain computation. We showcase
the application of our regularization in generative modeling for test-time reward
alignment with a text-to-image model, specifically to enhance aesthetics and text
alignment. Our regularization outperforms previous Gaussianity regularization,
effectively prevents reward hacking and accelerates convergence.

1 Introduction
The Gaussian distribution plays a central role in numerous machine learning applications, widely used
to model measurement noise, uncertainty, and the mean of independent samples. Its mathematical
simplicity and analytical tractability have made it a default modeling choice in many contexts.
In particular, within generative modeling, the standard Gaussian is commonly used as the latent
distribution mapped to complex data distributions.

Given the pervasive presence of Gaussianity not only in machine learning but also across the broader
sciences, quantifying how closely a data point follows—or deviates from—a Gaussian distribution,
i.e., measuring Gaussianity, has become a fundamental technique [1, 32, 2, 9, 22, 31, 13, 30, 16,
10, 3]. In generative modeling in particular, measuring Gaussianity can facilitate optimization by
identifying the latent Gaussian variable that best maps to a desired data point, thereby enabling
more precise and controllable generation. For example, in the context of widely used text-to-image
models [20, 11, 6, 23, 25], prior work has shown that Gaussianity-based regularization can improve
downstream tasks such as aesthetic image generation [33] and text-image alignment [12].

In this work, we study the structural properties of the standard Gaussian distribution and propose a
novel regularization loss that unifies various existing approaches under a unified theoretical framework.
Leveraging the identity covariance of the standard Gaussian, we treat a high-dimensional sample
as a collection of i.i.d. scalar standard Gaussian variables—that is, as D samples drawn from a
one-dimensional standard Gaussian. With a specific ordering, we analyze the distribution of these
scalar values in both the one-dimensional spatial and spectral domains. In the spatial domain, we
utilize the moments of the samples—the expected values of their powers—and define a moment-based
regularization loss. Notably, previously proposed losses such as norm-based [27, 12], kurtosis-

39th Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS 2025).

ar
X

iv
:2

50
9.

07
02

7v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 7

 S
ep

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2509.07027v1


based [7], and KL-divergence-based [18] regularization can be interpreted as, or shown to be
asymptotically equivalent to, specific instances of this moment-based formulation.

Spatial-domain regularization alone is often insufficient in generative modeling, as it can leave
residual patterns that lead to mappings to unrealistic data points (Figure 1 (c)). To address this, we
further analyze the samples in the spectral domain and introduce an additional regularization loss
based on the fact that the power spectrum of i.i.d. Gaussian samples follows a chi-square distribution.
This corresponds to fitting the sample covariance to the identity matrix in the spatial domain, aligning
with prior work [33]. However, by operating in the spectral domain, we reduce the computational
complexity from O(D2) to O(D logD), thereby eliminating the need for dimension-wise sampling.

Crucially, because both spatial and spectral regularization should hold regardless of the ordering of
elements in a high-dimensional Gaussian sample, we enforce permutation invariance by applying our
losses to randomly permuted versions of the input.

As applications of Gaussianity regularization, inspired by Eyring et al. [12], we showcase test-time
reward alignments using a one-step text-to-image model [20], specifically for enhancing image
aesthetics and text alignment. Reward alignment refers to the task of optimizing the latent sample of
a generative model so that the resulting output maximizes a given reward function, such as aesthetic
quality or textual alignment. However, directly optimizing the latent can lead to overfitting to the
reward signal—known as reward hacking—which often degrades output quality (e.g., reduced image
realism). Our Gaussianity regularization effectively mitigates this issue by encouraging the optimized
latents to remain close to the original Gaussian prior. Across both aesthetic and text alignment tasks,
our method outperforms existing regularization approaches, achieving the highest scores across all
metrics while preventing reward hacking and accelerating convergence.

2 Related Work
2.1 Gaussianity Testing and Regularization
The Gaussian distribution is a fundamental component in statistics, and numerous methods have
been developed to assess whether a set of samples conforms to it. Classical tests such as K-S, A-D,
and CvM [1, 32, 2, 9, 22] measure discrepancies between empirical and theoretical cumulative
distribution functions. Other approaches assess Gaussianity using order statistics [31] or quantile
alignment [13, 30]. These methods, however, are based on non-differentiable functions and are
therefore limited in their applicability to optimization-based techniques in machine learning.

There have also been differentiable approaches applied as regularization across a range of machine
learning applications. A classical example is the KL divergence used in variational autoencoders
(VAEs) [18] to measure the difference between the approximate posterior and a standard Gaussian
prior—though this operates on distributional parameters rather than directly on samples. Chmiel et
al. [7] introduced a kurtosis-based regularizer that penalizes heavy-tailed behavior in model weights
to improve training stability. More recently, norm-based regularization [27, 12, 4] has been used to
constrain latent vectors to lie on a hyperspherical shell, matching the expected norm of a unit Gaussian.
However, these methods only address marginal statistics and do not account for inter-component
dependencies. We propose a unified approach that incorporates these approaches as components,
with the relationships detailed in Section 3.1.3.

Probability-Regularized Noise Optimization (PRNO) [33] is a notable example that aligns the
empirical covariance matrix of latent samples with the identity, thereby capturing inter-component
dependencies. While effective, this method incurs quadratic memory and time complexity, making it
less scalable in high-dimensional settings. In our unified framework, we propose a more efficient
regularization that achieves the same objective but in the spectral domain, with details provided in
Section 3.2.2 and Appendix C.

2.2 Reward Alignment via Latent Noise Optimization

Reward alignment refers to the process of steering generative models to produce outputs that maximize
a given reward function. While previous approaches using direct fine-tuning [26, 8] or reinforcement
learning [5, 34, 37] have been widely studied, these methods are computationally expensive and
require retraining the model for each new reward—posing significant scalability challenges.

In contrast, noise optimization offers an efficient alternative by directly optimizing the initial Gaussian
noise at inference time, improving the outputs of pretrained generative models without additional
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(a) Neither Domain Matched (b) Spectral Domain Matched

Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image

(c) Spatial Domain Matched (d) Both Domains Matched

Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image

Figure 1: Effect of Spatial and Spectral Distribution. Each block presents the spatial and spectral
CDFs, a latent visualization, and the generated image. The numeric value in each CDF plot quantifies
the deviation from the ideal Gaussian distribution (lower is better). All images are generated using
FLUX [20] with the prompt “A car.” When both spatial and spectral properties are matched (d), the
output is clean and realistic; mismatches in either domain lead to visible degradation in quality.

training. Due to its effectiveness, noise optimization has been widely applied in various domains,
including images [27, 12, 4, 33], motion [17, 38], and music [29].

Recently, ReNO [12] demonstrated that noise optimization can be effectively applied to one-step
generative models, offering superior reward alignment compared to multi-step models thanks to the
much clearer expectation of the final output from the latent sample. However, ReNO builds on a
previous Gaussianity regularization method [27], which covers only part of our unified framework.
As a result, the optimized latent samples often deviate from the standard Gaussian prior, leading
to degraded image quality. We show that our unified regularization more effectively preserves
Gaussianity, maintaining high image quality while maximizing the reward.

3 Regularization for Standard Gaussianity
We propose a regularization term that captures the structural properties of the standard Gaussian
distribution and unifies several existing methods. Let x = (x1, . . . , xD) ∈ RD be a latent vector
with i.i.d. components, xi ∼ N (0, 1). We specifically view x as an ordered sequence of samples,
where any random permutation should yield a statistically equivalent vector. Thus, x must exhibit
both the correct marginal distribution and no inter-component dependencies. A valid regularization
must enforce both aspects of i.i.d. Gaussianity.

With a specific ordering of the sample sequence, our method enforces Gaussianity in both the
spatial and spectral domains. In the spatial domain, we match moments of the elements in x,
generalizing several existing methods such as KL-divergence-based [18], kurtosis-based [7], and
norm-based [27, 12] regularization. In the spectral domain, we match the power spectrum, leveraging
the fact that the power spectrum of i.i.d. standard Gaussian samples follows a chi-squared distribution.

We observe that this dual-domain regularization is especially crucial for the latent samples of
generative models, which assume an i.i.d. standard Gaussian prior. As shown in Figure 1, enforcing
Gaussianity in only one domain is insufficient—spatial and spectral properties are complementary and
must both be satisfied to replicate the behavior of true Gaussian samples. By jointly regularizing both
domains, our method yields more faithful latent representations and improves generative performance.

In the following subsections, we formalize the spatial and spectral regularization terms in Sections 3.1
and 3.2, respectively, and present our final loss formulation in Section 3.3.

3.1 Regularization in Spatial Domain

In this subsection, we introduce a regularization term based on the moment properties of the standard
Gaussian distribution in the spatial domain. We show that this approach unifies several existing
regularization methods as special cases of moment matching in the spatial domain.
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3.1.1 Moment Conditions of Standard Gaussianity
To formally justify our approach, we begin by recalling a classical result that uniquely characterizes
the standard Gaussian distribution via its moments.
Theorem 1. Let X be a real-valued random variable. Suppose that for all integers n ≥ 0, the n-th
moment of X , defined as E[Xn], satisfies

E[Xn] =

0 if n is odd,
(2k)!

2kk!
if n = 2k is even.

Then X follows the standard Gaussian distribution, i.e., X ∼ N (0, 1).

Proof. We consider the Moment-Generating Function (MGF) of X:

E[etX ] = E

[ ∞∑
n=0

tnXn

n!

]
=

∞∑
n=0

tn

n!
E[Xn] =

∞∑
k=0

t2k

(2k)!
· (2k)!
2kk!

=

∞∑
k=0

1

k!

(
t2

2

)k

= et
2/2.

Since this matches the MGF of the standard Gaussian distribution N (0, 1), and the MGF uniquely
determines the distribution, we conclude that X ∼ N (0, 1).

3.1.2 Moment-Based Regularization Loss
Motivated by Theorem 1, we define the following moment-based loss term to enforce the n-th
moment condition of the standard Gaussian distribution:

Ln =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣ 1D

D∑
k=1

xn
k

∣∣∣∣∣
1/n

− µ1/n
n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (1)

where µn denotes the theoretical n-th moment of the standard Gaussian distribution, as specified in
Theorem 1. This loss penalizes differences between the empirical n-th moment and its target value,
encouraging each latent component to match the desired marginal distribution.

The computation of Ln scales linearly with the latent dimension D, resulting in both time and
memory complexity of O(D). This makes the loss highly efficient and suitable for application to
high-dimensional latent spaces commonly used in modern generative models.

3.1.3 Connection to Existing Regularization Terms
The moment-based regularization introduced above is designed to reproduce the marginal statisti-
cal properties of a standard Gaussian distribution in the spatial domain. Several widely adopted
regularization methods can be viewed as specific instances or constrained approximations of this
principle. Below, we revisit three representative methods—KL divergence [18], kurtosis [7], and
norm-based [27, 12] losses—and interpret them through the lens of spatial-domain moment matching.

KL Regularization Loss [18]. The Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence is widely used in the VAE
framework to align the latent distribution with a standard Gaussian prior. Assuming that the empirical
distribution of x ∈ RD is approximately Gaussian with empirical mean µx and variance σ2

x, the KL
divergence from the standard Gaussian is given by:

LKL(x) =
1

2

(
µ2
x + σ2

x − log σ2
x − 1

)
. (2)

This loss penalizes mismatches in the first and second moments of the latent distribution, encouraging
both the empirical mean and variance to match those of N (0, 1). As such, minimizing the moment
losses L1 and L2 effectively minimizes LKL. The KL loss thus serves as a compact surrogate for
enforcing low-order moment alignment in the spatial domain.

Kurtosis Regularization Loss [7]. Another approach focuses on matching the fourth central moment
(kurtosis), which controls the tail behavior of the distribution. While this loss is often used to improve
robustness against quantization noise in neural networks, it also serves as a valid constraint for
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Gaussianity enforcement. For a standard Gaussian distribution, the kurtosis is exactly 3. The kurtosis
regularization loss penalizes deviation from this value:

Lkurt(x) =

(
1

D

D∑
i=1

(
xi − µx

σx

)4

− 3

)2

, µx =
1

D

D∑
i=1

xi, σ2
x =

1

D

D∑
i=1

(xi − µx)
2. (3)

This loss encourages the latent distribution to match the fourth-order structure of the standard Gaus-
sian. When normalization by empirical mean and variance is omitted, minimizing Lkurt becomes
equivalent to minimizing the fourth-order moment loss L4. Even with normalization, jointly minimiz-
ing L1, L2, and L4 naturally reduces the kurtosis loss. Thus, Lkurt can be interpreted as a constrained
variant of higher-order moment regularization in the spatial domain.

Norm Regularization Loss [27, 12]. A common approach is to penalize deviations in the ℓ2 norm of
the latent vector x ∈ RD, assuming that each xi is independently drawn from a standard Gaussian
distribution. In this case, the norm ∥x∥2 follows a chi distribution χD, whose probability density
function is given by:

pnorm(r) =
1

2
D
2 −1 Γ

(
D
2

) rD−1 e−
r2

2 , r ≥ 0.

Maximizing the likelihood of this distribution leads to the norm-based loss:

Lnorm(x) = − log pnorm(∥x∥2) =
∥x∥22
2

− (D − 1) log ∥x∥2 + c, (4)

where c is a constant independent of x. This loss is minimized when the squared norm satisfies ∥x∥22 =

D − 1, which corresponds to an average squared component magnitude of 1
D

∑D
i=1 x

2
i = 1 − 1

D .
As D → ∞, this converges to the second moment of the standard Gaussian. Thus, Lnorm implicitly
enforces the second moment condition in the spatial domain and is asymptotically equivalent to our
moment loss L2.

In summary, many existing regularization terms can be reinterpreted as moment-matching strategies
in the spatial domain. Our framework generalizes these ideas by explicitly formulating and unifying
them through the lens of empirical moment alignment.

3.2 Regularization in Spectral Domain

As shown in Figure 1 (c), even if a latent vector has the correct marginal distribution in the spatial
domain, spectral mismatch can degrade generative performance. This reflects a failure to fully
reproduce the i.i.d. nature of the Gaussian prior. Hence, in this subsection, we propose a regularization
term to enforce the spectral-domain properties of the standard Gaussian.

While the moment-based loss (Equation 1) in the previous section is invariant under permutations,
spectral regularization is sensitive to the ordering of vector elements. The discrete Fourier transform
(DFT) treats the latent vector as a structured signal, and structural dependencies—such as spatial
correlations—appear in its frequency components. We focus on the power spectrum, defined as
Pk = |x̂k|2, which captures how signal energy is distributed across frequencies.

We show that for i.i.d. Gaussian vectors, the normalized DFT magnitudes |x̂k|/
√
D follow a χ2/

√
2

distribution for most k. Based on this, we design a loss that aligns the empirical power spectrum
with its expected distribution. We also relate our method to the covariance-based regularization in
PRNO [33], highlighting the efficiency and theoretical grounding of our approach.

3.2.1 Spectral Distribution of Standard Gaussianity
We begin by analyzing the statistical distribution of the square root of the power spectrum, defined as
the magnitude of the DFT coefficients: |x̂k|, where x̂ = DFT(x). When the latent vector x ∈ RD

consists of i.i.d. standard Gaussian samples, this distribution exhibits well-defined behavior that forms
the theoretical basis for our spectral regularization.
Lemma 1. Let x ∈ RD be a random vector with i.i.d. elements xi ∼ N (0, 1), and let x̂ = DFT(x).
Assume D is even. Then:

|x̂k|√
D

∼
{
χ2/

√
2 if k /∈ {0, D/2},

χ1 otherwise.
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The proof is provided in Appendix B. This lemma shows that when the latent vector x consists of i.i.d.
standard Gaussian samples, the magnitudes of its discrete Fourier transform (DFT) coefficients follow
specific scaled chi distributions. For most frequency indices k /∈ {0, D/2}, |x̂k|/

√
D ∼ χ2/

√
2,

while for k = 0 and k = D/2, |x̂k|/
√
D ∼ χ1.

In practice, the latent dimension D is large (e.g., 65,536 in FLUX [20]), so the bulk of the spectrum
follows the χ2/

√
2 distribution. Since this property is preserved under permutation, we apply our

spectral loss after randomly shuffling the latent vector to remove any ordering bias.

3.2.2 Power-Spectrum-Based Regularization Loss
As shown in Section 3.2.1, the magnitudes of the normalized DFT coefficients of i.i.d. standard
Gaussian samples—which correspond to the square roots of the power spectrum—approximately
follow a χ2/

√
2 distribution for most frequency indices. A naïve approach, inspired by norm-based

regularization [27], is to construct a spectral loss by applying the negative log-likelihood of this
distribution to the power spectrum. Specifically, we define the loss as follows:

Lspectral_nll =

D∑
i=1

[
− log

(
2|x̂i|√
D

)
+

|x̂i|2

D

]
, (5)

where the probability density function of χ2/
√
2 is given by f(r) = 2r · e−r2 for r ≥ 0.

Figure 2: Distribution of χ2/
√
2 and mean of

16 independent χ2/
√
2 samples.

The χ2/
√
2 distribution inherently exhibits high vari-

ance, as illustrated in Figure 2. However, minimizing
Lspectral_nll drives all spectral components toward its
peak (i.e., r = 1/

√
2), concentrating the spectrum at

a single value. This contradicts the natural variability
of the underlying distribution and fails to faithfully re-
produce its spread. As a result, this loss formulation
overly sharpens the power spectrum, ultimately dis-
torting the marginal distribution of the latent vector
and degrading its Gaussianity.

To mitigate this issue, we adopt an alternative strat-
egy that preserves variance while promoting spectral
alignment: instead of applying the loss to individual coefficients, we compute it over the mean of
randomly sampled frequency subsets. As shown in Figure 2, the distribution of the sample mean over
16 i.i.d. χ2/

√
2 variables exhibits a bell-shaped curve with significantly reduced variance, while still

reflecting the underlying distribution.

Based on this observation, we define our power spectrum regularization loss as follows:

Lpower =
1

|B|
∑
B∈B

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

|B|
∑
k∈B

|x̂k|√
D

− µpower

∣∣∣∣∣ , (6)

where B denotes the set of batches, and B represents the indices within each batch. In our experiments,
we set the batch size to |B| = 16, and the target mean to µpower = 0.875, which approximates the
expected value of χ2/

√
2.

This batched averaging preserves natural variation across the spectrum and avoids collapsing the distri-
bution. It also reduces the influence of outlier frequencies at k = 0 and k = D/2, which follow differ-
ent distributions. Notably, this regularization shares the same objective as PRNO [33]—minimizing
deviation from identity covariance—but enforces it in the spectral domain in a more efficient and
effective manner. A detailed discussion of this connection is provided in Appendix C.

Computational Perspective. Calculating Lpower is highly efficient due to the use of the Fast Fourier
Transform (FFT) algorithm. Unlike the naive discrete Fourier transform, which has a computational
complexity of O(D2), the FFT reduces this to O(D logD). Furthermore, FFT operations are
inherently parallelizable and benefit significantly from GPU acceleration. Given that FFT is a core
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INITIAL LATENT Checkerboard KL [18] (Equation 2) 10K iters., 11.2 sec.

Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image

Kurtosis [7] (Equation 3) 10K iters., 16.1 sec. Norm [27] (Equation 4) 10K iters., 10.4 sec.

Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image

PRNO [33] 100 iters., 14.1 sec. LN (0,I) (Equation 7) 100 iters., 0.26 sec.

Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image Spatial CDF Spectral CDF Latent Sampled Image

Figure 3: Effectiveness of Regularization Losses in Guiding Latents. A latent vector initialized
with a checkerboard pattern is optimized using various regularization losses. Each block follows the
format of Figure 1. Images are generated by FLUX [20] with the prompt “A guitar”.

component in many scientific computing libraries, it is already highly optimized in most modern
frameworks. As a result, we observed no significant increase in runtime compared to simpler
O(D)-based regularization methods.

3.3 Our Gaussianity Regularization Loss Table 1: Comparison of regularization methods for
standard Gaussianity.

Method Time
Complexity

Memory
Complexity

Connection
with Our Loss

KL [18] O(D) O(D) L1,L2

Kurtosis [7] O(D) O(D) L4

Norm [27, 12] O(D) O(D) L2

PRNO [33] O(Dk) O(Dk) L1,Lpower

Ours O(D logD) O(D) –

By combining the two loss components—the
moment regularization loss (Equation 1) and
the power spectrum regularization loss (Equa-
tion 6)—we define our final regularization loss
as:

LN (0,I) =
∑
n∈K

Ln + λpowerLpower, (7)

where K denotes the set of moments used for matching. In our experiments, we set K = {1, 2}, as
enforcing the first and second moments, together with the power spectrum regularization Lpower, is
empirically sufficient to approximate the standard Gaussian distribution. We set λpower = 25.0.

3.4 Toy Experiment Using an Image Generative Model
We conduct a toy experiment using the image generative model FLUX [20] to evaluate how different
regularization terms guide a latent vector toward a standard Gaussian distribution when optimized
from a highly structured initialization. The initial latent is set to a checkerboard pattern, and the results
are shown in Figure 3. Spatial-only methods—KL [18], Kurtosis [7], and Norm [27]—reduce the
deviation in the spatial domain but retain strong checkerboard artifacts even after 10K optimization
iterations. PRNO [33] improves alignment in both spatial and spectral domains, yet the latent still
exhibits visible structure and the sampled image shows unnatural textures. In contrast, our method
effectively matches distributions in both domains, producing a clean, high-quality output from a
noise-like latent—while requiring approximately 50× less time than PRNO.

4 Applications: Reward Alignment in Text-to-Image Generative Models
Inspired by the previous work, ReNO [12], we present two applications of reward alignment in a one-
step text-to-image generative model: aesthetic image generation and text-aligned image generation.
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Aesthetic Image Generation Text-Aligned Image Generation

Figure 4: Quantitative Results for Aesthetic Image Generation Text-Aligned Image Generation.
Curves show performance at 100-iteration intervals, with dot sizes indicating progress from 100 to
500 iterations. Points closer to the upper right represent better trade-offs between the given reward
(x-axis) and held-out reward (y-axis). Our method reaches the highest reward with equal iterations
and consistently yields better trade-offs on HPSv2 [35] and ImageReward [36].

Baselines. In all experiments, we use FLUX [20] as the base generative model, which is a one-step
text-to-image model. We compare our regularization method against KL [18], Kurtosis [7], ReNO
(Norm) [12], and PRNO [33]. Additionally, we report two reference baselines: one without any
optimization (No Opt.) and one without regularization (No Reg.).

Implementation Details. We initialize the latent vector from the prior distribution (a unit Gaussian)
and perform optimization for 500 iterations using Nesterov momentum with a coefficient of 0.9
and gradient clipping set to 0.01. The generated images are evaluated every 100 iterations. The
learning rate is set to 0.1 for aesthetic score [28] and 1.0 for PickScore [19]. We set the regularization
coefficient to 2.0 for all regularization methods. The regularization gradient is normalized and
scaled to match the magnitude of the reward gradient, ensuring balanced contributions during
optimization. All experiments were conducted on an NVIDIA A6000 GPU with 48GB VRAM,
taking approximately 2 minutes per 100 optimization iterations.

4.1 Aesthetic Image Generation
We use aesthetic score [28], which measures the visual appeal of an image, as the given reward—the
objective used to optimize the latent. Evaluation is conducted on the animal prompts from DDPO [5].
We report the given reward along with held-out rewards—ImageReward [36] and HPSv2 [35]—which
are not used during optimization and serve to assess image quality and text alignment.

Results. We present quantitative and qualitative results in Figure 4 and Figure 5, respectively.
Figure 4 shows curves of the baseline aesthetic score plotted against the held-out rewards. The size
of each dot indicates the number of optimization iterations, shown in intervals of 100 iterations.

Notably, optimizing the latent solely based on the given reward—without any regularization—leads
to a phenomenon known as reward hacking, where the model exploits flaws in the reward function
to achieve higher scores without improving, or even degrading, the actual image quality. This
is evidenced by the steady decline of the blue curve in Figure 4, which indicates that the image
quality—measured by the held-out rewards such as HPSv2 [35] and ImageReward [36]—deteriorates
as the optimization progresses, despite the given reward increasing. The corresponding visual
degradation is also apparent in the cartoon-like artifacts observed in the generated samples (column
No Reg. in Figure 5). While previous works introduce regularization terms that enforce Gaussianity,
these methods fall short as they fail to capture both the spatial and spectral properties of a unit
Gaussian, leading to suboptimal results (see KL, Kurtosis, and ReNO columns in Figure 5). In
contrast, our regularization is robust to reward hacking and consistently achieves the highest scores
across all metrics—outperforming ReNO [12] and PRNO [33] at every optimization iteration.

4.2 Text-Aligned Image Generation
For text-aligned image generation, we use PickScore [19] as the given reward, which measures both
image-text alignment and perceptual image quality. This setup is a special case because the given
reward is closely aligned with the objective of Gaussianity regularization which also improves the
perceptual quality of the generated images in text-to-image generative models [20]. We evaluate
on 60 prompts sampled from T2I-CompBench++ [15], comprising 10 prompts from each of the six
categories: 3D spatial, complex, non-spatial, shape, spatial, and texture.
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No Opt. No Reg. KL [18] Kurtosis [7] ReNO [12] PRNO [33] Ours
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“The designer carefully selected fabrics and colors for the upcoming fashion line.”

Figure 5: Qualitative Results for Aesthetic and Text-Aligned Image Generation. Our method
generates images with higher aesthetic quality and better prompt alignment compared to baselines [18,
7, 12, 33] and not regularized optimization.

Results. Quantitative and qualitative results are presented in Figure 4 and Figure 5, respectively. As
shown in Figure 4, methods incorporating Gaussianity regularization initially exhibit a strong positive
scaling trend, reflecting the close alignment between the PickScore reward and the regularization
objective. However, these regularization methods—including the No Reg. case—rely solely on
spatial-domain constraints [18, 7, 12], and quickly plateau in performance—a limitation further
evidenced by the suboptimal generation quality shown in Figure 5. By explicitly guiding latent
vectors to stay close to the unit Gaussian manifold, our method promotes stable gradient flow—a
property also noted in prior work [24, 14, 21]. As a result, it achieves higher rewards throughout
optimization and outperforms baselines with fewer updates.

5 Conclusion
We introduced a unified regularization framework for enforcing standard Gaussianity. Unlike prior
approaches that focus solely on marginal statistics or covariance matching, our method captures both
spatial and spectral properties, improving conformity to a unit Gaussian distribution while remaining
computationally efficient. We validated the effectiveness of our approach on reward alignment tasks in
text-to-image generative models, including aesthetic and text-aligned image generation. Our method
consistently outperforms existing Gaussianity regularization techniques by mitigating reward hacking
and accelerating convergence. These results underscore the importance of structured Gaussianity
enforcement and open up new directions for broader applications.

Limitation and Societal Impacts. While our loss effectively guides latent vectors toward Gaussian-
ity during optimization and serves well as a regularization objective, we observe that its value alone
does not reliably indicate how closely a given latent matches a true standard Gaussian distribution.
That is, a low loss value does not necessarily guarantee full Gaussianity. Developing an efficient and
principled metric for directly evaluating Gaussianity remains an open direction for future research.
In addition, as our method builds on pretrained generative models, which may have been trained on
uncurated datasets, it inherits the inherent biases and artifacts of the underlying base model. This
may lead to the unintended generation of biased or undesirable visual content.
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Appendix

Stroke-based Image Generation
Input Gen. image 1 Gen. image 2 Input Gen. image 1 Gen. image 2

Reward Alignment given Lightness
0 iter. 100 iters. 500 iters. 0 iter. 100 iters. 500 iters.

Reward Alignment given Darkness
0 iter. 100 iters. 500 iters. 0 iter. 100 iters. 500 iters.

Figure A.1: Showcase of Our Regularization Term in Other Applications. We demonstrate
the versatility of our regularization in three additional tasks: stroke-based image generation (top)
and reward alignment under lightness (middle) and darkness (bottom). In the first row, images are
generated from coarse stroke inputs, where our regularization helps produce semantically faithful
and visually coherent outputs. In the second and third rows, we apply reward-guided optimization to
adjust image lightness or darkness over time, showing smooth and stable progression from the initial
sample (0 iters.) to reward-aligned outputs (500 iters.).

A Other Applications

To demonstrate the broader applicability of our proposed regularization, we present three additional
applications, as shown in Figure A.1: stroke-based image generation (top), and reward alignment
based on lightness and darkness objectives (middle and bottom, respectively).

In the stroke-based image generation task, the input is a coarse color-stroke map that encodes a rough
spatial layout and scene structure. We begin by performing image inversion using the FLUX-dev [20]
model to obtain an initial latent representation. We then optimize this latent by minimizing the L2
distance to the inverted latent while applying our regularization loss, which encourages the optimized
latent to remain close to both the standard Gaussian manifold and the original inversion. The final
image is generated from the optimized latent. This optimization step helps preserve semantic fidelity
to the stroke input while enabling the generation of photorealistic images. As shown in the first row
of Figure A.1, our method produces semantically aligned and visually coherent results that maintain
the structure and framing of the original strokes.

In the second and third rows, we present reward-aligned image generation for lightness and darkness.
For the lightness task, the reward is defined as the mean of all pixel values—encouraging brighter
outputs—while for the darkness task, we use the negative of this mean to promote darker results. We
apply our regularization with these rewards during latent optimization. In both cases, our method
effectively guides the latent toward the desired visual attribute without sacrificing image quality.
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B Proof for Lemma 1

Lemma A.1. Let x ∈ RD be a random vector whose elements are i.i.d. samples from the unit
Gaussian distribution, i.e., xi ∼ N (0, 1). Let x̂ = DFT(x) ∈ CD denote its discrete Fourier
transform. Then:

• For all k /∈ {0, D/2} (assuming D is even), the magnitude |x̂k| follows a scaled chi
distribution with 2 degrees of freedom:

|x̂k|√
D

∼ χ2√
2
.

• For k = 0 and k = D/2, where x̂k ∈ R, the magnitude follows a scaled chi distribution
with 1 degree of freedom:

|x̂k|√
D

∼ χ1.

Proof. Let x = (x0, x1, . . . , xD−1) ∈ RD with i.i.d. xn ∼ N (0, 1). The DFT of x is defined as

x̂k =

D−1∑
n=0

xn · e−2πikn/D, k = 0, 1, . . . , D − 1.

This is a linear transformation with complex coefficients of unit magnitude. For k /∈ {0, D/2}, x̂k is
complex with real and imaginary parts

ℜ(x̂k) =

D−1∑
n=0

xn cos

(
2πkn

D

)
, ℑ(x̂k) = −

D−1∑
n=0

xn sin

(
2πkn

D

)
,

which are independent Gaussian variables with variances

Var(ℜ(x̂k)) =
∑

cos2
(
2πkn

D

)
=

D

2
, Var(ℑ(x̂k)) =

∑
sin2

(
2πkn

D

)
=

D

2
.

Thus, ℜ(x̂k),ℑ(x̂k) ∼ N (0, D/2), and the magnitude satisfies

|x̂k| =
√
ℜ(x̂k)2 + ℑ(x̂k)2 ∼

√
D/2 · χ2.

which implies
|x̂k|√
D

∼ χ2√
2
.

For k ∈ {0, D/2} (when D is even), the Fourier coefficients are real:

x̂0 =

D−1∑
n=0

xn, x̂D/2 =

D−1∑
n=0

xn(−1)n.

Each is a sum of D i.i.d. standard Gaussian variables, so x̂k ∼ N (0, D) and hence

|x̂k| ∼
√
D · χ1 ⇒ |x̂k|√

D
∼ χ1.

C Connection to Probability-Regularized Noise Optimization (PRNO)

Probability-Regularized Noise Optimization (PRNO) [33] seeks to align the empirical covariance of
latent vectors with the identity matrix. However, this covariance constraint cannot be fully interpreted
from the spatial domain alone, as covariance fundamentally captures inter-component dependencies
rather than treating each element independently.
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In this section, we present Theorem A.1 and Corollary A.1, which establish a connection between our
proposed regularization loss and the loss function used in Probability-Regularized Noise Optimization
(PRNO) [33]. Specifically, we show that minimizing our regularization loss leads to a reduction
in PRNO’s objective, demonstrating that our method serves as an effective surrogate for PRNO’s
likelihood-based regularization.

Theorem A.1. Let x ∈ RD be a fixed signal that is assumed to be a realization from a zero-mean,
second-order stationary stochastic process. Suppose that the normalized Fourier magnitudes of x
independently follow the marginal distribution:

|x̂k|√
D

∼ χ2/
√
2 for each k.

If x ∈ RD is reshaped into m contiguous subvectors xi ∈ Rk with D = m · k, the empirical
covariance deviation satisfies:

M2(x) :=

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

m

m∑
i=1

xix
⊤
i − Ik

∥∥∥∥∥ ≈ 0,

with the large m.

Proof. Let x ∈ RD be a fixed signal that is assumed to be a realization of a zero-mean, second-order
stationary stochastic process. Let x̂ = DFT(x) ∈ CD denote its discrete Fourier transform, defined
as

x̂k =
1√
D

D−1∑
j=0

xj e
−2πijk/D, k = 0, . . . , D − 1.

Assume that the normalized squared magnitudes of the Fourier coefficients follow the distribution

|x̂k|2

D
∼ χ2

2/2,

We now derive the relationship between |x̂k|2 and the spatial autocorrelation of the signal. Begin by
expanding:

|x̂k|2 = x̂k · x̂k =

 1√
D

D−1∑
j=0

xj e
−2πijk/D

( 1√
D

D−1∑
l=0

xl e
+2πilk/D

)
,

=
1

D

D−1∑
j=0

D−1∑
l=0

xjxl e
−2πik(j−l)/D.

Let r := j − l, so j = r + l. Then we reorganize the double sum:

|x̂k|2 =
1

D

D−1∑
r=−(D−1)

min(D−1,D−1−r)∑
l=max(0,−r)

xl+rxl e
−2πikr/D.

Now define the circular autocorrelation:

C(r) :=

D−1∑
l=0

xl xl+r (mod D).

This wraps the index modulo D to account for periodic boundary conditions in the DFT. The squared
Fourier magnitude now becomes:

|x̂k|2 =
1

D

D−1∑
r=0

C(r) e−2πikr/D,
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where we reindex r modulo D using periodicity. Therefore:

|x̂k|2 = DFTk [C(r)] ,

i.e., the squared DFT magnitude is the k-th component of the discrete Fourier transform of the circular
autocorrelation.

Now, if |x̂k|2/D ∼ χ2
2/2, then in expectation:

E
[
|x̂k|2

D

]
= 1 for all k.

So the power spectrum is flat in expectation. The inverse DFT of the constant vector (1, 1, . . . , 1)
yields the Kronecker delta:

C(r)

D
≈ δr=0 ⇒ 1

D

D−1∑
l=0

xlxl+r ≈
{
1 r = 0,

0 r ̸= 0.

Thus, the autocorrelation approximates a delta function, and we conclude:

E[xixj ] ≈ δij .

Now reshape x into m subvectors x1, . . . , xm ∈ Rk such that x = [x⊤1 , . . . , x
⊤
m]⊤ and D = m · k.

Since the entries of x are uncorrelated with unit variance, each block xi has approximate identity
covariance:

E[xix⊤i ] ≈ Ik.

Averaging over m blocks gives:
1

m

m∑
i=1

xix
⊤
i ≈ Ik,

and therefore:

M2(x) :=

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

m

m∑
i=1

xix
⊤
i − Ik

∥∥∥∥∥ ≈ 0.

Corollary A.1. Let x ∈ RD be a latent vector. Let D = m · k, and reshape x into m subvectors
xi ∈ Rk. Define:

M1(x) :=

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

m

m∑
i=1

xi

∥∥∥∥∥ , M2(x) :=

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

m

m∑
i=1

xix
⊤
i − Ik

∥∥∥∥∥ .
Then, minimizing the combined loss L1 +Lpower increases both of the following Gaussian-likelihood
indicators [33]:

- p1(M1(x)) is the upper bound on the probability that the empirical mean norm exceeds M1(x),

p1(M1(x)) := max

{
2 exp

(
−mM1(x)

2

2k

)
, 1

}
,

- p2(M2(x)) is the upper bound on the probability that the empirical covariance deviates from identity
by more than M2(x),

p2(M2(x)) := max

{
2 exp

(
−m

2

(
max

{√
1 +M2(x)− 1−

√
k/m, 0

})2)
, 1

}
.

Thus, as L1 + Lpower → 0, both M1(x) and M2(x) decrease, and the probabilities p1 and p2
approach 1. This means that x becomes statistically more consistent with a standard Gaussian sample
in terms of both its mean and covariance.
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Proof. Minimizing L1 encourages the empirical mean of x to be close to zero:

L1 =

∣∣∣∣∣ 1D
D∑

k=1

xk

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0 ⇒

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

m

m∑
i=1

xi

∥∥∥∥∥ = M1(x) → 0.

Since p1(M1) is a decreasing function of M1, this implies:

M1(x) → 0 ⇒ p1(M1(x)) → 1.

Similarly, minimizing Lpower encourages the normalized magnitude spectrum of x to match that of
white Gaussian noise. By the Theorem A.1, this implies that M2(x) decreases. Since p2(M2) is a
decreasing function of M2, we have:

M2(x) → 0 ⇒ p2(M2(x)) → 1.

Therefore, minimizing L1 + Lpower increases both p1(M1(x)) and p2(M2(x)).

From a computational perspective, PRNO’s covariance-based regularization requires computing
covariance matrices over subvectors of dimension k, incurring time and memory complexities of
O(Dk). When k is too small, the regularization fails to capture global autocorrelations; when k is too
large, the computational cost becomes prohibitive. In contrast, our loss term Lpower (Eq 6) operates
globally over the entire latent vector with time complexity O(D logD) and memory complexity
O(D). It is not only more efficient but also more effective at eliminating autocorrelations throughout
the latent space.

In all experiments, we used the official implementation of PRNO [33] with the default parameters
provided by the authors in their released code (k = 4).
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D Full Quantitative Results

We present the full quantitative results for the two main applications. Table A.1 reports results for
aesthetic image generation, while Table A.2 presents results for text-aligned image generation.

Given
Aesthetic

Score

100 iterations 200 iterations 300 iterations 400 iterations 500 iterations
Aest.
Score↑

Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑ Aest.

Score↑
Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑ Aest.

Score↑
Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑ Aest.

Score↑
Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑ Aest.

Score↑
Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑

No Opt. 5.9880 0.8299 0.2958 5.9880 0.8299 0.2958 5.9880 0.8299 0.2958 5.9880 0.8299 0.2958 5.9880 0.8299 0.2958
No Reg. 6.3861 0.3988 0.2726 7.0175 0.4076 0.2679 7.4236 0.3418 0.2645 7.8216 0.3514 0.2639 8.1079 0.3460 0.2641
KL [18] 6.3499 0.7132 0.2863 6.7753 0.5287 0.2794 7.3469 0.4812 0.2749 7.8422 0.4815 0.2749 8.1393 0.4225 0.2735

Kurtosis [7] 6.5597 0.7932 0.2930 6.9711 0.7446 0.2900 7.4069 0.7424 0.2897 7.7676 0.7329 0.2914 8.0477 0.8041 0.2920
ReNO [12] 6.5455 0.8331 0.2937 7.0600 0.7545 0.2915 7.4974 0.7913 0.2918 7.8621 0.7493 0.2908 8.1508 0.7749 0.2883
PRNO [33] 6.5860 0.8235 0.2913 6.9030 0.7689 0.2869 7.2650 0.7203 0.2830 7.7159 0.6493 0.2836 8.0760 0.6375 0.2833

Ours 6.6110 0.8798 0.2964 7.1356 0.7538 0.2922 7.6559 0.7837 0.2923 8.1061 0.8243 0.2934 8.4435 0.8397 0.2927

Table A.1: Quantitative Results on Aesthetic Image Generation. We report the aesthetic score
values used as given reward ( ) during inference-time optimization. To assess generalization across
reward metrics, we also include ImageReward and HPSv2 as held-out rewards ( ). Bold values
indicate the best performance in each metric at each optimization iteration.

Given
Pickscore

100 iterations 200 iterations 300 iterations 400 iterations 500 iterations
Pick-
score↑

Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑ Pick-

score↑
Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑ Pick-

score↑
Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑ Pick-

score↑
Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑ Pick-

score↑
Image-
Reward↑ HPSv2↑

No Opt. 0.2246 0.4825 0.2752 0.2246 0.4825 0.2752 0.2246 0.4825 0.2752 0.2246 0.4825 0.2752 0.2246 0.4825 0.2752
No Reg. 0.2327 0.4911 0.2795 0.2374 0.5139 0.2825 0.2412 0.5193 0.2868 0.2430 0.5238 0.2868 0.2445 0.5198 0.2876
KL [18] 0.2329 0.3396 0.2744 0.2382 0.3750 0.2806 0.2416 0.3874 0.2834 0.2440 0.4121 0.2861 0.2464 0.4127 0.2876

Kurtosis [7] 0.2327 0.4587 0.2751 0.2377 0.5405 0.2793 0.2407 0.5405 0.2823 0.2440 0.5322 0.2853 0.2459 0.5315 0.2863
ReNO [12] 0.2342 0.4615 0.2819 0.2388 0.4844 0.2871 0.2436 0.5245 0.2913 0.2461 0.5245 0.2925 0.2485 0.5343 0.2945
PRNO [33] 0.2339 0.5341 0.2785 0.2408 0.5548 0.2843 0.2449 0.5647 0.2876 0.2481 0.5495 0.2896 0.2514 0.6061 0.2936

Ours 0.2360 0.5514 0.2862 0.2422 0.5900 0.2931 0.2480 0.5824 0.2985 0.2514 0.5625 0.3001 0.2548 0.5897 0.3028

Table A.2: Quantitative Results on Text-Aligned Image Generation. We report the Pickscore
values used as given reward ( ) during inference-time optimization. To assess generalization across
reward metrics, we also include ImageReward and HPSv2 as held-out rewards ( ). Bold values
indicate the best performance in each metric at each optimization iteration.
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