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Abstract

We present adversarial flow models, a class of generative
models that unifies adversarial models and flow models.
Our method supports native one-step or multi-step gener-
ation and is trained using the adversarial objective. Un-
like traditional GANs, where the generator learns an ar-
bitrary transport plan between the noise and the data dis-
tributions, our generator learns a deterministic noise-to-
data mapping, which is the same optimal transport as in
flow-matching models. This significantly stabilizes adver-
sarial training. Also, unlike consistency-based methods,
our model directly learns one-step or few-step generation
without needing to learn the intermediate timesteps of the
probability flow for propagation. This saves model capac-
ity, reduces training iterations, and avoids error accumu-
lation. Under the same INFE setting on ImageNet-256px,
our B/2 model approaches the performance of consistency-
based XL/2 models, while our XL/2 model creates a new
best FID of 2.38. We additionally show the possibility
of end-to-end training of 56-layer and 112-layer models
through depth repetition without any intermediate supervi-
sion, and achieve FIDs of 2.08 and 1.94 using a single for-
ward pass, surpassing their 2NFE and 4NFE counterparts.

1. Introduction

Flow matching [49, 80] is a class of generative models that
achieves the current state of the art in multiple domains,
including image generation [3, 11, 77] and video genera-
tion [13, 38, 63, 76, 86], etc. It formulates the generation
problem as the transport of samples from a prior distribu-
tion to the data distribution. A probability flow is estab-
lished by interpolating the data and the prior samples, and a
neural network learns the gradient of the flow. At inference
time, the sample is iteratively transported by querying the
network for gradients, incurring a high computational cost.

Recent methods accelerate the generation process by for-
mulating the network to directly predict farther positions
on the flow instead of the instantaneous gradients. This
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(c) Adversarial Flow Models (Ours)

Figure 1. Models trained on 1D Gaussian mixture. (a) GAN learns
an arbitrary transport plan. (b) Flow matching learns a determinis-
tic transport plan but have large discretization errors on low sam-
pling steps. (c) Adversarial flow models support any-step training
and generation with a deterministic optimal transport plan.

can be achieved either by distilling from a pre-trained flow-
matching model [50, 71], or by training from scratch with
consistency objectives as a new class of generative mod-
els [81]. However, despite the goal of single-step or few-
step generation, consistency-based models must still be
trained on all timesteps of the flow for consistency propaga-
tion. This wastes model capacity and incurs error accumula-
tion. A more critical problem is that networks in fewer steps
have less capacity to predict the exact transformations of
the more-step targets, so using pointwise-matching or even
moment-matching losses causes some extent of blurriness.
For these reasons, many state-of-the-art few-step generation
models still rely on distributional matching methods, espe-
cially adversarial training, for final refinement [6, 47].

Adversarial training originates from generative adversar-
ial networks (GANs) [15]. It itself is a standalone class
of generative models that supports single-step generation.
However, adversarial training from scratch often faces sta-
bility issues. A handful of recent works exploring adversar-
ial training from scratch adopt non-standard architectural
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designs [21, 23, 26, 108]. Some further rely on the assis-
tance of additional frozen feature networks [23, 26]. When
we switch to a standard transformer architecture [85], the
training simply diverges.

As shown in Fig. 1, we discover that one of the key
reasons GANSs are hard to train is that the adversarial ob-
jective alone does not present a single optimization target.
This is markedly different from other established objectives,
such as flow-matching, which has a unique ground-truth
probability flow predetermined by the interpolation func-
tion, and autoregressive modeling, which has ground-truth
token probabilities predetermined by the training corpus. In
GAN:Ss, the generator is tasked to transport samples from the
prior to the data distribution, but the adversarial objective
only enforces the matching of the data distributions without
constraining the transport plan. Therefore, there exist infi-
nite valid transport plans that the generator may pick, influ-
enced by the weight initialization and the stochastic training
process. This causes optimization difficulties as the genera-
tor keeps drifting during training.

In this paper, we propose adversarial flow models, a class
of generative models that unifies the adversarial and flow
families of models under the same framework. Our model is
trained by the adversarial objective. Therefore, it naturally
supports single-step training and generation without wast-
ing capacities on learning the intermediate timesteps needed
by consistency methods. Our model also belongs to the flow
family of models. Therefore, it has the same deterministic
transport mapping for training stability, and it naturally sup-
ports multi-step training and generation. Our method can be
trained on standard transformer architectures without mod-
ifications, which opens the door for wider adoption.

On ImageNet-256px, our B/2 model approaches the per-
formance of consistency-based XL/2 models due to the con-
servation of modeling capacity, while our XL/2 model cre-
ates a new best FID of 2.38 under the same 1NFE setting
with guidance. Our method also enables fully end-to-end
training of 56-layer and 112-layer INFE models through
depth repetition, and achieves FIDs of 2.08 and 1.94, sur-
passing the 2NFE and 4NFE counterparts. Furthermore, in
the same no-guidance setting, we show that the adversarial
objective can even outperform flow matching due to better
distribution matching properties.

2. Related Works

The acceleration of flow-based models. Early distillation
works train few-step student models to match the predic-
tion of the teacher flow model [50, 71, 72, 94]. Consistency
model (CM) [79, 81] proposes the use of self-consistency
constraint and supports standalone training as a new class
of generative models. Various follow-up works improve
upon CM. Notably, sCM [52] extends the consistency con-
straint to continuous time to minimize discretization error.

iMM [107] incorporates moment matching. Shortcut [12]
redefines the boundary condition to allow jumping between
arbitrary timesteps. MeanFlow [14] again extends Short-
cut to continuous time. However, these methods typically
still generate slightly blurry results on large-scale text-to-
image/video tasks [54], so distributional matching methods,
such as adversarial training [6, 27, 37, 44, 46-48, 53, 66, 74,
75, 87, 92] and score distillation [53, 55, 75, 96, 97, 105],
are often incorporated in practice.

Generative adversarial networks. Early research in
GANSs [15] has developed many techniques to achieve suc-
cess on domain-specific datasets [28-32, 65, 100]. Big-
GAN [4] and StyleGAN-XL [73] have further scaled it to
ImageNet [70]. However, GANs have fallen out of favor be-
cause of their training instability and limited scalability. A
handful of works exploring large-scale text-to-image gen-
eration using GAN:Ss still employ a convolutional architec-
ture with complex designs [26, 108]. GANs with trans-
former architectures [85] have been challenging to scale
up [22, 24, 40]. Until recently, R3GAN [21] simplifies the
adversarial formulation and pushes the state of the art in the
ImageNet-64 benchmark using a convolutional architecture.
GAT [23] further extends it to a latent transformer architec-
ture. These works revitalize interest in adversarial training.
However, GAT still employs a non-standard transformer ar-
chitecture and uses the assistance of a pre-trained feature
network. Our work provides a framework that unifies ad-
versarial models with flow models and improves upon the
training stability of adversarial methods.

3. Method

3.1. Adversarial Training Preliminaries

Our method is built on top of generative adversarial net-
works (GANSs) [15], where a generator G : R™ — R"
aims to transport samples z from a prior distribution Z, e.g.
Gaussian, to samples x from the data distribution &', and a
discriminator D : R® — R! aims to differentiate real sam-
ples from the generated ones. The adversarial optimization
involves a minimax game where D is trained to maximize
differentiation while G is trained to minimize the differenti-
ation by D. We adopt the relativistic objective [25] as it has
better properties for the loss landscape [82] and achieves the
current state of the art [21, 23]:

LI =E.. [f(D(z) — D(G(2)))], (1)
L3, =E.. [f(D(G(2)) — D(x))], )

where f(-) = — log(sigmoid(-)).

Additionally, gradient penalties R; and Ry [69] are
added on D. They prevent GG from being pushed away from
equilibrium [21, 57] and impose a constraint on the Lips-
chitz constant of D [16]. Directly computing the gradient



penalties requires expansive double backward and twice dif-
ferentiation, so we use finite difference approximation [47]:

L =E. [|v.D()|3] 3)
{ 5 | D(x) (N(x,ezmui} : @)
Lo =E. Ve D(G (z))||§] )

~E, L% 1D(G(2)) — DIN(G(z 21))||§} )
where € is set to a small value 0.01. We only compute the
penalties on 25% of the samples of a batch and observe no
performance degradation.

To prevent the discriminator logits from drifting un-
boundedly in the relativistic setting, a logit-centering
penalty is added, similar to prior work [28]:

D(G(2))l3] - (7

Therefore, the final GAN loss is:

LE =E.. [|D(z)+

LEAN = Loy + AepLH + Aep LB + Aep L, (8)
EgAN = [’gdv7 (9)

where Ay, is a searched hyperparameter controlling the gra-
dient penalty scale of both R; and R», and A, is universally
set to 0.01.

The expectation is obtained through Monte Carlo ap-
proximation over minibatches of data during training. The
G and D are updated in alternation. For conditional gener-
ation, the condition c is given to both networks as G(z, ¢)
and D(x, ¢). These are abbreviated in writing.

3.2. Single-step Adversarial Flow Models

The GAN objective above only enforces G(z) to match the
data distribution. However, there are infinite transport plans
from z to z, and the model is free to learn any arbitrary
one. Our proposed adversarial flow models learn a deter-
ministic transport plan, which is the same transport plan
as flow-matching models with the linear interpolation func-
tion. This allows for the existence of a single solution, pre-
vents generator drifting, and stabilizes training.

In flow matching, the ground-truth probability flow ex-
ists prior to model training and is deterministically defined
by the data distribution, the prior distribution, the interpo-
lation function, and the loss objective. It is known that
when linear interpolation and the squared distance loss are
used, this combination establishes a transport plan that min-
imizes the squared Wasserstein-2 (W ) distance between
the prior and data distributions [49].

Formally, let 7r(x,z) be a valid transport plan, and
c(z, z) be a cost function, flow matching with linear inter-
polation and squared distance objective results in the trans-
port plan 7(z,z) that minimizes the total transport cost

Figure 2. The effect of using different Ao scale. Aot = 0 is equiv-
alent to GANSs. Ay being too small fails to escape local minima.
Aot being too large forces identity output.

where the cost function c(x,z) = ||z — 2|3 by the defi-
nition of W3:

™

min / o(z, 2) dr(x, 2). (10)
XXZ

Therefore, for adversarial flow models, we first restrict
the prior distribution to have the same dimensionality n as
the data distribution, i.e.,z,z € R™ and G : R® — R"™.
This is required by all flow-based models and does not
reduce the generality of our method. Then we substitute
m(x, z) with our generator G(z):

G

min/ZC(G(z),z) dG(z). arn)

Our goal is to find a G that is simultaneously a valid
transport plan and a plan that minimizes the total transport
cost under our defined cost function. Since the adversarial
objective already enforces the validity of the transport plan,
we only need to add an additional optimal transport (OT)
loss on G. The loss minimizes the expectation of ¢(G(z), z)
for all z:

£8 =B [ 1IG() - <1 (12

The objectives in adversarial flow models (AF) become:

LRE = L2 + Aep LB A+ Nep LB + Aep LD, (13)

L8 = £80 + M £5 ] (14)

In theory, even an infinitesimal A,y will break the sym-
metry in the loss landscape and create a unique global min-
imum. But in practice, if the value is too small, the opti-
mization may get stuck in local minima, and if the value is
too large, it forces the model to output identity, hurting dis-
tribution matching, as illustrated in Fig. 2. Therefore, we
adopt a schedule to decrease A\, over time during training.

Unlike consistency-based methods, our model does not
need to be trained on other timesteps of the probability flow
and can be trained for native one-step generation. This saves
model capacity, reduces training iterations, and avoids error
propagation. Furthermore, for the one-step training case,
this formulation completely removes the hyperparameter of
choosing timestep sampling and weighting. Our one-step
model also completely avoids teacher-forcing.



3.3. Multi-step Adversarial Flow Models

Adversarial flow models can be generalized to multi-step
generation and allow the model to jump between arbitrary
timesteps on the probability flow. We introduce an interpo-
lation function of the same form as flow-matching models:

x¢ = interp(z, z,t) := A(t)x + B(t)z, (15)

where ¢t € [0, 1]. Although A(¢) and B(t) can be any con-
tinuous monotonic functions satisfying zg = x, 21 = 2, we
adopt linear interpolation, where A(t) = 1—t and B(t) = t,
to match the W3 transport behavior.

We change the generator to accept additional source
timestep s and target timestep ¢ as G(xs, s, t), and the dis-
criminator to accept additional target timestep as D(x,t).
During training, s, x; are obtained by interpolating ran-
domly sampled z, z. The adversarial loss is extended as:

Lgiv = ]Eass,zt,s,t [f(D(.fL‘t7 t) - D(G(‘T:S7 S, t)v t))] ’ (16)
Ly = Eo, o0 [f(D(Glas, 5,1),8) = D(e,1)]. (17)
The R; and Ry gradient penalties are substituted accord-
ingly. We omit the approximation form for simplicity:
Eg :]Eztysyt [w(svt) ”vatD(xtat)Hg} ) (18)
L5 = Eoy st [w(5,1) |Va(a,,onD(Gl@s, 5,8), 03] . (19)
In flow-matching models with linear interpolation, the
transport plan between any source and target timestep’s

marginal distributions also minimizes the W% distance, so
the optimal transport loss is generalized as:

1 1
[:g; = ]Ezs,s,t -
n w(s,t)

We empirically find that the following weighting func-
tion works well:

|G (s, 5,t) — 5|3 . (20)

w(s,t) = max (|s — t|,9), 21

where § = 0.001 is set for numerical stability.

During training, the timesteps can be sampled as con-
tinuous values: s ~ U(0,1),t ~ U(0,s). In this case,
the model is trained to support transporting between any
arbitrary timesteps ¢ < s on the probability flow for gen-
eration. When s and ¢ are close, the model behaves like
flow-matching models. When they are far, the model be-
haves like trajectory models. Since G directly learns the
target distribution through D without needing consistency
propagation, the model can alternatively be trained to only
learn a discrete set of timesteps that is needed for a specific
few-step inference setting, where single-step generation is
just a special case. This saves model capacity and training
iterations. Our framework unifies single-step and flow gen-
eration under the same adversarial training setting.

3.4. Discriminator Formulation

It is important not to condition the discriminator on the
source sample. Specifically, formulating the discriminator
as D(z, z) for single-step, or D(zy, t, x5, s) for multi-step,
is incorrect. This is because at training, = and z are ran-
domly sampled and paired. This formulation incorrectly
tells D that z should be paired with all z, but G can only
produce a single mapping, and it is impossible to achieve
such a goal, so the training will oscillate or diverge.

When searching for hyperparameters, a complication we
have encountered is gradient magnitude. Specifically, the
G objective consists of both the adversarial and the opti-
mal transport losses. However, the adversarial loss received
from D may have varying magnitudes, influenced by the D
architecture, its weight initialization, the gradient penalty
strength, and the adversarial objective. This creates diffi-
culties in finding A, across model sizes.

Formally, we break down the gradient of the generator
loss with respect to the generator network parameter 6 fol-
lowing the chain rule:

oLy oLS, N Aot OLE,
80 90 00

_9G(z) |9D(G(2) LG,

00 | 0G(z) 0D(G(z))

N— N———
discriminator adversarial obj.
9G(2) AatOLS

00 0G(z)
———

transport obj.

(22)

The boxed terms are the gradient passed down from D that
has varying magnitudes. In traditional GANs, only the ad-
versarial loss is used, and adaptive optimizers rescale the
magnitude per parameter so G is invariant to the absolute
scale of the gradient. However, in our case, the magnitude
matters because it determines the ratio between the adver-
sarial and the optimal transport losses.

Therefore, we propose a gradient normalization tech-
nique. Specifically, we change the formulation to
D(¢(G(z))), where ¢ is an identity operator in the forward
pass but rescales the gradient in the backward pass:

¢ = 9G(2) . (23)
oLs
Vi \[EMA(|| 2545 |12, 52)

The operator ¢ tracks the exponential moving average
(EMA) of the gradient norm, normalizes the gradient by the
average norm, and rescales by ﬁ where n is the data di-
mension. It can be seen as an extension of Adam [36] into
the backward path, so we use the same (5 as in Adam for
the EMA decay. After normalizing the adversarial gradient
to a unit scale, we can find \; that works well across model
sizes.




3.5. Better Distribution Matching

Adversarial flow models enable the complete disentangle-
ment of distribution-matching and optimal-transport objec-
tives. Although the optimal-transport objective matches
flow matching, the distribution-matching objective does
not.

Flow matching’s squared distance loss objective mini-
mizes the Euclidean distance in the R™ space instead of
the semantic distance on the data manifold [43]. As a re-
sult, in high-dimensional space, new data samples gener-
ated by the model through generalization appear element-
wise blended instead of semantically morphed from the
training data. This is why flow-matching models with-
out guidance generate perceptually out-of-distribution sam-
ples. The effect of classifier-free guidance (CFG) [19]
is not only low-temperature sampling, but also perceptual
guidance [43]. However, CFG entangles perceptual qual-
ity with strong conditional alignment. This limits flow-
matching models from representing the full data distribu-
tion and can make samples unnatural and canonical [33, 45].
Consistency-based methods share the same pathology. Lat-
est works have explored training on more representational
latent spaces [41, 103] and using other guidance types [33,
34, 93] to counter this congenital defect. (More in Sec. E.)

Adpversarial training is different because of the intro-
duction of a learnable D. The distance between real and
generated distributions is measured through the semantic
network, which captures the perceptual and semantic dis-
tance [102] instead of the Euclidean distance. Our experi-
ments find that our model can outcompete flow matching in
the guidance-free setting.

3.6. Connections to Guidance

Having control over sampling temperature and conditional
alignment is still a desirable property. We show that guid-
ance can be incorporated into adversarial flow models. We
use classifier guidance (CG) [9] for conditional generation
as an illustration because of its popularity.

We visualize an example conditional flow in Fig. 3a and
the effect of CFG on flow-matching models in Fig. 3b. Prior
adversarial works [26, 73] introduce a classifier C'(x, ¢) that
predicts p(c|z), and train G with an additional loss to max-
imize the classification probability:

L& =E..[-C(G(z¢),0)], (24)

Lo = Lo+ Al DatS ] @9)

However, as Fig. 3c shows, the guided model yields almost
identical results to the original. This is because in this par-
ticular example, the classes are well separated, so the clas-
sifier has a clear decision boundary and yields no gradient.
This example illustrates the important difference compared
to CFG, whose transport is influenced by guidance gradients

Guided

Uncond p(z¢)

Cond p(x¢|c) Not guided

(a) Original flows
Guided

(b) Flow matching + CFG

Not guided Not guided Guided

(d) C(interp(G(Zv 0)7 zlv t/)v tla C)

(©) C(G(z,¢),¢)

Figure 3. Conditional models trained on 1D Gaussian mixtures.
(a) The conditional flow. (b) The effect of CFG on flow-matching
models. (c) Adversarial flow models with simple classifier guid-
ance does not work. (d) Adversarial flow models with flow-based
classifier guidance match the behavior of CFG.

accumulated along the flow instead of at a single timestep.
The classifier gradients exist on higher timesteps due to the
diffusion of class boundaries by interpolation.

To obtain the accumulated guidance gradient along the
flow, even for single-step training and generation, we switch
to a time-conditioned classifier C(x¢,t’,¢) that predicts
p(c|xy) on a probability flow. During training, G,D are
still trained for a single step only. The generated samples
G(z, c) are interpolated to random timesteps ¢’ ~ U(0, 1)
before feeding to the classifier:

ECGg =E. .. [-Clinterp(G(z,¢c), 7', t'), 1, 0)] | (26)

This maximizes the expectation of classification on all
timesteps, giving us similar results to CFG as shown in
Fig. 3d. The timestep ¢’ can be sampled from a custom
range, which corresponds to performing CFG on selected
timesteps. Eq. (24) is a special case of Eq. (26) where '
is always 0. The hyperparameters, i.e. the scale A\, and
the range of ', can be optionally amortized into G to allow
inference-time adjustment.

For clarity, our experiment trains C offline as an in-
dependent network. If adversarial flow is used for post-
training an existing flow-matching model v, the gradient of
an implicit classifier can be derived from v following CFG:

thC(xt7t7 C) = 'U($t,t) 7U(xt7t76)7 (27)

G = Iy 71 * !
['Cfg - Ez,c,z ,t |: n ZG(Z7 C) V()C( ,t ,C) s (28)
where (+) is short for interp(G(z, ¢), 2/, t').
3.7. Model Architecture

We parameterize the single-step or multi-step generator G
using a neural network g. We find that it can work equally
well by either formulating it directly:

G(z) = g(2), (29)
G(zs,s,t) = g(xs, 8, ), 30)
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(a) Multi-step

(b) Extra-deep single-step

Figure 4. Deep architecture through transformer block repetition.
Extra-deep models are trained end-to-end using single-step objec-
tive without any intermediate supervision.

or as residual:

G(z) =z —g(2), (31
G(xs,8,t) =xs — (s — t) g(xs, s, 1). (32)

The latter is closely related to the velocity prediction formu-
lation of existing flow-matching models and consistency-
based models. To demonstrate the feasibility of both, we
train our single-step models using the direct formulation
and multi-step models using the residual formulation. We
parameterize D directly using a neural network d.

Both the g and d networks use standard diffusion trans-
former architecture (DiT) [62]. For single-step models, the
timestep projection is removed. For multi-step models with
fixed discretizations, one timestep projection is used. For
any-step models, two timestep projections are used in g.
The condition is injected through modulation for both g
and d following the original DiT. Our d is nearly identi-
cal to g, except for the addition of a learnable [CLS] token
prepended to the input. The [CLS] token is used to produce
the logit through a final LayerNorm [2] and a linear pro-
jection. Our architecture has minimal modifications to the
original DiT.

3.8. Deep Model Architecture

Prior research [47] indicates that the effective model depth
is critical for capturing the non-linear transformations re-
quired for generating high-quality samples, and the lack
thereof is the primary reason causing artifacts on single-
step models. We experiment with end-to-end training of
extra-deep single-step models. In theory, extra-deep single-
step models can outperform their multi-step counterparts
because the models can pass hidden states end-to-end with-
out projecting to and reinterpreting from the data space,
there is no manual definition of timestep discretizations, and
the network is trained without teacher-forcing.

As illustrated in Fig. 4, our extra-deep models use trans-
former block repetition [8]. The hidden state after the ini-
tial pass is recycled. Timestep-like embedding is still given
to the transformer blocks only to differentiate repetition it-
erations, but the whole network is trained end-to-end for
single-forward generation without any intermediate super-
vision. This design allows us to exactly match the number
of parameters and model behavior with the multi-step coun-
terpart for comparison.

3.9. Techniques for Adversarial Training

We share additional training techniques that are, though im-
perfect, very effective. They address the remaining chal-
lenges of adversarial training, not introduced by our adver-
sarial flow models.

On optimization, minimax optimization with gradient
descent is prone to oscillation. The equilibrium is better
achieved through the weight average than at the last iter-
ate [7]. We find optimistic optimizer [7] and asymmetrical
learning rates [ 18] ineffective. Our approach is to keep an
EMA of GG [95], which consistently outperforms the online
model by a large margin. More importantly, once the per-
formance of the EMA model plateaus toward the end of the
training, we replace online G with the EMA weights and
repeat automatically after every epoch onward. Learning
rate is also decreased during this phase. We find this simple
technique very effective for approaching peak performance.

On training dynamics, vanilla adversarial training needs
G and D to learn at a synchronized pace. If G learns too
slowly, D will separate the real and the generated distribu-
tions perfectly, and the gradient vanishes. To address the
vanishing gradient problem, WGAN [1] is proposed but re-
quires a K-Lipschitz D. DiffusionGAN [90] projects D
onto a flow in the same spirit as our approach with guid-
ance, but this only guarantees support up to the signal-to-
noise ratio that G can perfectly fool D under each’s capac-
ity. Discriminator augmentation (DA) [30] is another ap-
proach to increase the distribution overlap used by recent
GANSs [21, 23]. However, we find that the choice of aug-
mentation may implicitly inject inductive biases. For exam-
ple, prior work finds that affine transforms outperform other
distortions on image data [30] because it implicitly encour-
ages D to recognize affine transforms as a more acceptable
generalization for image generation. The last approach is
to simply reload D from an earlier checkpoint to reset the
pace. Our experiment finds that reloading D performs sur-
prisingly well while DiffusionGAN has limited effective-
ness. Therefore, we reload D when training stalls for the
no-guidance setting to avoid introducing any additional bi-
ases, and additionally use DA for the guidance setting.

4. Experiments

4.1. Setups and Training Details

Experiment setups. We train on class-conditional Ima-
geNet [70] generation to compare with prior works. We
follow the protocols to resize the images to 256256 res-
olution and augment with horizontal flips. We use pre-
trained variational autoencoder (VAE)' [68] and train the
models in 32 x 32 x 4 latent space. Evaluations use Fréchet
Inception Distance on 50k class-balanced samples (FID-

Thttps://huggingface.co/stabilityai/sd-vae-ft-mse
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FID| Aot
0 0.1 0.2 0.5
0.1 |178.22 60.20 70.15 178.00
Agp  0.25]174.93 54.92 53.90 157.06
0.5 |171.81 73.85 57.51 62.38

Table 1. Initial Aot and \gp. B/2 model INFE. FID-50k measured
on 20 epochs. Average of two runs with variation labeled in gray.
Without optimal transport loss, training diverges.

Aot Decay FID]

0.2 Constant 29.4
0.2 —+ 0.01 Cosine decay over 100 epochs  8.51

Table 2. Decay of A\ B/2 model INFE. FID-50k measured on
100 epochs. Decay is critical for achieving peak performance.

50k) [18] against the entire train set.

Training details. We use a learning rate of 1 x 10~ and a
batch size of 256 consistent with prior works [12, 14, 62].
We use AdamW [51] optimizer with 5; = 0, 83 = 0.9 [47].
We set weight decay to 0.01 and EMA decay to 0.9999.
We follow MeanFlow’s definition of model sizes: B/2, M/2,
L/2, XL/2, where 2 denotes the patch size. G and D always
use models of the same size. We use separate dataloaders
for G and D. Epochs are measured as the number of images
seen by G. Since different models reach peak FID at differ-
ent epochs, we report the earliest epoch that reaches the best
FID. Additional training details are in the appendix.
Classifier guidance. We train the model without guidance
till the best FID, and then continue training it with guidance.
Our classifier is trained from scratch on ImageNet using the
cross-entropy objective for 30 epochs. It uses the same B/2
transformer in the latent space. We do not amortize the scale
of CG into models for a fair comparison with prior works.
Extra-deep models. We only repeat depth on G while
keeping D normal depth. The learning rate of G is reduced
by the factor of repetition. Extra-deep models are trained
end-to-end from scratch following the single-step objective.

4.2. Ablation Studies on the Hyperparameters

The effect of optimal transport loss. Table | shows a grid
search of the optimal initial A\,; and Ag4p,. Without OT loss,
the training diverges regardless of Ay, proving the impor-
tance of the OT objective on stabilizing adversarial training
for transformers. We also observe the phenomenon that an
overly small \,; fails to regularize the model and an overly
large \,; hurts distribution matching. Table 2 shows that
decaying \,; over time is critical for reaching the best FID.
The effect of flow-based classifier guidance. Table 3
shows that flow-based CG has a minor improvement over
CG only at ¢’ = 0. The optimal range of 2/(0,0.1) is much
smaller than typical flow matching, likely because adversar-
ial models already produce good samples without guidance.

FID, Ace
0.002 0.003  0.005
0 248 240 247

U0,0.1) | 247 236 249
2) | 252 242 248
U0,0.5) | 246 245 250

Table 3. Classifier guidance scales and timesteps. XL/2 model
INFE trained till best FID. Flow-based CG is better.

4.3. Comparisons to the State of the Art

Single-step with guidance. Table 4 compares single-
step generation with guidance against state-of-the-art
consistency-based and GAN models. Under the exact la-
tent space and architectures, denoted by (¢), our method
achieves new best FIDs with large improvement margins
across all model sizes, even when compared to concurrent
works [23, 91, 101]. Notably, our B/2 model surpasses
many XL/2 consistency-based models, likely because B/2
models are tight in capacity, and our method does not waste
capacity on other timesteps. Our XL/2 model reaches a new
best FID of 2.38. Table 8 shows the effect of guidance,
and our method with only CG is still the best. Note that
StyleGAN-XL has a slightly better FID while being smaller,
but it operates in the pixel space, while ours is restricted by
the VAE and DiT patch size 2. We mainly compare our
method against others with the same settings.

Few-step with guidance. Table 5 shows that our model
also achieves better FIDs in the few-step setting. Ours are
trained on designated timesteps to conserve capacity. We
find that any-step training performs worse due to the dilu-
tion of capacity and batch size. This is also observed in
our 1D experiments (Fig. 1) where adversarial flow models
need a larger batch size and converge more slowly for any-
step training. This is often not a real limitation in practice,
as achieving the best performance in a designated few-step
setting is the priority.

No-guidance generation. Table 6 shows that without guid-
ance, even our INFE and 2NFE models outperform flow
matching using 250NFE+ in the same latent space setting
denoted by (*). We leave the exploration of combining ad-
versarial flow models with representational methods to fu-
ture work. However, we are concerned that current repre-
sentational methods may have an unfair advantage. Since
ImageNet is a small dataset where each class only contains
about 1000 images, models cannot learn the correct gener-
alizations from limited data on classes with large variations.
However, DINO [5, 60] is trained on a much larger dataset,
and using it may leak prior knowledge.

Extra-deep models. Table 7 shows that our 56-layer and
112-layer models achieve better FIDs of 2.08 and 1.94, sur-
passing the 2 and 4-step counterparts. This confirms our hy-
pothesis in Sec. 3.8. The results reveal an important insight:



Method Param Epoch  Guidance NFE FID| Method Param Epoch Guidance NFE FIDJ
Consistency-based methods Flow-matching and diffusion
«iCT-XL/2 [79] 675M - None 1 3424 ADM [9] 554M 400 None 250 10.94
* Shortcut-XL/2 [12] 675M 250 CFG [19] 1 10.60 * DiT-XL/2 [62] 675M 1400 None 250 9.62
* MeanFlow-B/2 [14] 131IM 240 CFG [19] 1 6.17 * SiT-XL/2 [56] 675M 1400 None 250 8.30
¢ AlphaFlow-B/2 [101] f 131IM 240 CFG [19] 1 5.40 * SiT-XL/2+Disperse [89] 675M 1200 None 500 7.43
* MeanFlow-M/2 [14] 308M 240 CFG [19] 1 5.01 * SiT-XL/2+REPA [99] 675M 800 None 250 5.90
* MeanFlow-L/2 [14] 459M 240 CFG [19] 1 384 = RAE-XL [103] 676M 800  None 250 1.87
* MeanFlow-XL/2 [14] 676M 240 CFG [19] 1 343 = SiT-XL/2+REPA-E [41] 675M 800 None 250 1.69
o TiIM-XL/2 [91] 664M 300 CFG [19] 1 3.26 Autoregressive and maskin
« AlphaFlow-XL/2 [101]T 676M 240  CFG[19] 1 281 b o) E M 300 Neme 8 6.8
GANs VAR [84] 310M 350 None 10 495

BigGAN [4] 112M - cGAN [58] 1 6.95 .

GigaGAN [26]  560M 480 Matchloss[26] 1 345 Cfg;’;éi’;;y [';’;’]sed methods M - Neme 1 3404
o GAT-XL/2+REPA [23] T 602M 40 DA + ¢cGAN 1 2.96 o TIM-XL/2 [91] 664M 300 None 1 711

StyleGAN-XL [73] 166M - CG+cGAN 1 230

" Adbversarial flow (Ours)

Adversarial flow (Ours) « AF-B/2 130M 170 Nome 1 607
* AF-B/2 130M 200 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 3.05 « AE-M/2 306M 110 None 1 5.1
* AF-M/2 306M 120 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 2.82 « AF-L/2 457M 110 None 1 436
¢ AF-L/2 457M 120 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 2.63 « AF-XL/2 673M 120 None 1 3.08
« AF-XL/2 673M 125 CG[9+DA[30] 1  2.38 « AEXL2 675M 90 None 2 236

Table 4. Single-step generation on ImageNet 256px.'>*

Method Param Epoch Guidance NFE FID]
Consistency-based methods

«iCT-XL/2 [79] 675M - None 2 2030
* Shortcut-XL/2 [12] 675M 250 CFG 4 7.80
e IMM-XL/2 [107] 675M - CFG 1x2 777
e IMM-XL/2 [107] 675M - CFG 2x2  3.99
o TiIM-XL/2 [91] T 664M 300 CFG 2x2  3.61
* MeanFlow-XL/2 [14] 676M 240 CFG 2 2.93
e MeanFlow-XL/2 [14] 676M 1000 CFG 2 2.20
* AlphaFlow-XL/2 [101] T 676M 240 CFG 2 2.16
Adbversarial flow (Ours)

* AF-XL/2 675M 95 CG+DA 2 2.11

* AF-XL/2 675M 145 CG+DA 4 2.02
1245

Table 5. Few-step generation on ImageNet 256px.

the quality of single-step generation may not be bounded
by the training method, but by the depth of the generator.
Depth scaling is a worthy direction for future research.

Computation efficiency. Both consistency and adversarial
methods require multiple forward passes per iteration, ex-
cept adversarial methods commonly use different samples
for independent calculations of the expectation of G and
D losses. Counting epochs by G is a fair comparison of
G’s update iterations against consistency methods. We pro-
vide a breakdown of per-update compute in Sec. C.2. Our
XL/2 INFE model takes 1.88x training compute compared
to AlphaFlow but obtains 15% gain in best FID. The addi-
tional compute comes from losses and regularizations on D,
which can be improved in future work.

Additional content. In the appendix, we discuss that our
use of CG does not cause data leakage [39]. We also share
more details, results, and visualizations.

Limitations. Techniques in Section 3.9 can be improved
with more principled methods. Current adversarial train-

Table 6. No-guidance generation on ImageNet 256px.'>*

Method Depth Param Epoch Guidance NFE FIDJ
AF-XL/2 28(1x) 675SM 95 CG+DA 2 211
AF-XL/2 56(2x) 675 M 95 CG+DA 1 208
AF-XL/2 28 (1x) 675M 145 CG+DA 4 202
AF-XL/2 112(4x) 675M 120 CG+DA 1 194

Table 7. Deep architectures on ImageNet 256px.

Method Param Epoch Guidance NFE FID|
AF-XL/2 673M 120  None 1 398
AF-XL/2 673M 125 DA 1 386
AF-XL/2 673M 125 CG 1 254
AF-XL/2 673M 125 CG+DA 1 238

Table 8. Guidance type comparison on ImageNet 256px.

ing uses more compute per iteration. D network increases
memory consumption. We use CG instead of CFG. We aim
to address these in future work.

5. Conclusion

Our work proposes a framework to unify adversarial and
flow modeling. We show that learning a deterministic trans-
port greatly stabilizes training. We propose techniques
to normalize gradients and incorporate guidance. Our
method achieves new best FIDs and demonstrates training
on deep architectures. Despite limitations, this offers excit-
ing prospects for future research.

UIn tables, () use the same latent space and architecture with parame-
ters only differing by the number of timestep embeddings.

2In tables, (°) use the same latent space but different architecture.

3In tables, (=) use representational latent space.

4In tables, (1) are concurrent methods.

5In tables, iCT [79] results are reported by iMM [107].
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Method ‘ Space Param Epoch Guidance NFE ‘ FID| sFIDJ ISt Prec. Rec.t
Flow-matching and diffusion
ADM [9] Pixel 554M 400 None 250 10.94 6.02 100.98 0.69 0.63
* DIT-XL/2 [62] LDM [68] 675M 1400 None 250 9.62 6.85 121.50 0.67  0.67
e SiT-XL/2 [56] LDM [68] 675M 1400 None 250 8.30 - - - -
* SiT-XL/2+Disperse [89] LDM [68] 675M 1200 None 500 7.43 - - - -
* SiT-XL/2+REPA [99] LDM [68] 675M 800 None 250 5.90 - - - -
RAE-XL [103] DINOvV2 [60] 676M 800 None 250 1.87 - 209.70 0.80 0.63
SiT-XL/2+REPA-E [41] Joint-trained 675M 800 None 250 1.69 4.17 219.30 0.77  0.67
ADM-G [9] Pixel 554M 400 CG [9] 250%2 4.59 5.25 186.70 0.82 0.52
* DiT-XL/2 [62] LDM [68] 675M 1400 CFG [19] 250%2 2.27 4.60 278.24 0.83  0.57
e SiT-XL/2 [56] LDM [68] 675M 1400 CFG [19] 250%2 2.06 449 27750 0.83  0.59
» SiT-XL/2+Disperse [89] LDM [68] 675M 1200 CFG [19] 500%2 1.97 - - - -
* SiT-XL/2+REPA [99] LDM [68] 675M 800 CFG [19] 250%2 1.42 470 305.70 0.80  0.65
RAE-XL [103] DINOvV2 [60] 676M 800 AG [33] 250%2 1.41 - 309.40 0.80 0.63
SiT-XL/2+REPA-E [41] Joint-trained 675M 800 CFG [19] 250%2 1.12 4.09 302.90 0.79  0.66
Consistency-based models
e Shortcut-XL/2 [12] 675M 250 CFG [19] 1 10.60 - - - -
TiM-XL/2 [91] 664M 300 None 1 7.11 4.97 140.39 0.71  0.63
* MeanFlow-B/2 [14] 131IM 240 CFG [19] 1 6.17 - - - -
* AlphaFlow-B/2 [101] 131IM 240 CFG [19] 1 5.40 - - - -
* MeanFlow-M/2 [14] LDM [68] 308M 240 CFG [19] 1 5.01 - - - -
* MeanFlow-L/2 [14] 459M 240 CFG [19] 1 3.84 - - - -
* MeanFlow-XL/2 [14] 676M 240 CFG [19] 1 343 - - - -
TiM-XL/2 [91] 664M 300 CFG [19] 1 3.26 437 21033 0.75  0.59
* AlphaFlow-XL/2 [101] 676M 240 CFG [19] 1 2.81 - - - -
* Shortcut-XL/2 [12] 675M 250 CFG [19] 4 7.80 - - - -
e IMM-XL/2 [107] 675M - CFG [19] 1x2 7.77 - - - -
e IMM-XL/2 [107] LDM [68] 675M - CFG [19] 2x2 3.99 - - - -
TiM-XL/2 [91] 664M 300 CFG [19] 2x2 3.61 6.74 151.79 0.74  0.59
* MeanFlow-XL/2 [14] 676M 1000 CFG [19] 2 2.20 - - - -
* AlphaFlow-XL/2 [101] 676M 240 CFG [19] 2 2.16 - - - -
Autoregressive, masking, and hybrids
MaskGIT [79] VQGAN [10] 227M 300 None 8 6.18 - 182.10 0.80 0.51
VAR [84] MS-VQVAE [84] | 310M 350 None 10 4.95 - - - -
VAR [84] MS-VQVAE [84] | 2.0B 350 CFG [19] 10x2 1.92 - 323.10 0.82  0.59
MAR [42] LDM [68] 943M 800 CFG [19] 64x100x2 | 1.55 - 303.70 0.81 0.62
GANs
BigGAN [4] Pixel 112M - c¢GAN [58] 1 6.95 7.36 171.40 0.87 0.28
GigaGAN [26] Pixel 56OM 480 Match-loss [26] 1 345 - 22552 0.84 0.61
GAT-XL/2+REPA [23] LDM [68] 602M 40 DA[30]+cGAN[58] 1 2.96 - - - -
StyleGAN-XL [73] Pixel 166M - CG[9]+cGAN[58] 1 2.30 4.02 265.12 0.78  0.53
Adbversarial flow models (Ours)
* AF-B/2 130M 170 None 1 6.07 5.31 169.51 0.72 049
* AF-M/2 306M 110 None 1 5.21 5.60 178.48 0.75 0.54
* AF-L/2 LDM [68] 457TM 110 None 1 4.36 5.39 186.21 0.77  0.53
* AF-XL/2 673M 120 None 1 3.98 540 201.85 0.78  0.52
* AF-XL/2 673M 90 None 2 2.36 435 23577 0.81 0.52
* AF-B/2 130M 200 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 3.05 5.32  269.18 0.81 0.51
* AF-M/2 306M 120 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 2.82 520 279.12 0.81  0.50
* AF-L/2 457TM 120 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 2.63 5.10 277.96 0.81 0.52
* AF-XL/2 LDM [68] 673M 125 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 2.38 4.87 284.18 0.81 0.52
* AF-XL/2 675M 95 CG[9]+DA[30] 2 2.11 433 273.84 0.82  0.55
* AF-XL/2 (2x deep, 56-layer) 675M 95 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 2.08 479 298.33 0.79  0.56
* AF-XL/2 675M 145 CGI[9]+DA[30] 4 2.03 4.59 259.66 0.78  0.59
* AF-XL/2 (4 xdeep, 112-layer) 675M 120 CG[9]+DA[30] 1 1.94 4.54 292.20 0.79  0.56

Table 9. Full metrics on conditional ImageNet 256px generation compared with other notable works. The table only shows methods
and their configurations that are the most comparable to ours for comparison. (¢) indicates methods using the same latent space and
architecture as ours. Please refer to [9] for metric details.
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A. Qualitative Results

Qualitative results are provided below. Samples are generated using the same seeds across models.

Deterministic transport. Deterministic transport behavior is visible, particularly on bald eagle (class 22, first row) and
geyser (class 974, last row), where the sky background (blue or white) is usually consistent on the same seed across models.
However, details still vary across models. This is expected because (1) different model sizes have different degrees of
generalization, (2) minibatch training has stochasticity, and (3) the OT scale is reduced toward the end of the training.

»

o
(d) XL/2 (FID=2.38, 1S=284.18)

Figure 5. Uncurated 1INFE ImageNet-256px generation with guidance. Classes are (22) bald eagle, (29) axolotl, (89) cockatoo, (207)
golden retriever, (279) white fox, (992) agaric, (972) cliff, (974) geyser. Same seeds used across models.
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Figure 6. Uncurated 1INFE ImageNet-256px generation without guidance. Classes are (22) bald eagle, (29) axolotl, (89) cockatoo,
(207) golden retriever, (279) white fox, (992) agaric, (972) cliff, (974) geyser. Same seeds used across models.
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(b) XL/2 4NFE (FID=2.03, 1S=259.66)

(a) XL/2 2NFE (FID=2.11, IS=273.84)

Figure 7. Uncurated 2NFE and 4NFE ImageNet-256px generation with guidance. Classes are (22) bald eagle, (29) axolotl, (89)
cockatoo, (207) golden retriever, (279) white fox, (992) agaric, (972) cliff, (974) geyser. Same seeds used across models.

(a) XL/2 56-layer INFE (FID=2.08, 1S=298.33)

(b) XL/2 112-layer 1NFE (FID=1.94, 1S=292.20)

Figure 8. Uncurated extra-deep 1INFE ImageNet-256px generation with guidance. Classes are (22) bald eagle, (29) axolotl, (89)
cockatoo, (207) golden retriever, (279) white fox, (992) agaric, (972) cliff, (974) geyser. Same seeds used across models.
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Comparisons with flow-matching models. Figure 9 shows comparisons with SiT [56]. We show that the adversarial objec-
tive generates perceptually better-looking samples even without guidance, while the flow matching method generates more
perceptually out-of-distribution samples without guidance.

ek VAR

(a) Ours XL/2 2NFE No-Guidance (FID=2.36)

- . .‘ ; = . A,"‘.‘v‘r““‘\/fh(ﬂﬁ“l‘ iehertly oy B / 2 e
(c) Ours XL/2 2NFE CG+DA (FID=2.11) (d) SiT-XL/2 S00NFE CFG=1.5 (FID=2.06)

Figure 9. Uncurated comparisons with SiT [56]. Same seeds. SiT uses Euler sampler. Classes are (207) golden retriever, (360) otter,
(387) red panda, (974) geyser, (88) macaw, (979) valley, (417) balloon, (279) white fox, (22) bald eagle, (27) eft, (29) axolotl, (63) Indian
cobra, (89) cockatoo, (360) otter, (972) cliff, (992) agaric.
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Figure 10. Latent interpolation. XL/2 INFE (FID=2.38, IS=284.18). Uncurated.
The figure shows G(z, ¢), where z; = slerp(z1, z2,t) := cos(5t)z1 + sin(5t)ze, t € [0,1], 21, 22 ~ N(0,1I).
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Layer visualization. We follow prior works to project every layer’s hidden features onto the top-3 PCA components [23],
and through a trained linear projection and decode to images using the VAE [47]. Note that in PCA, because DiT [62] uses
absolute positional encoding through input, some PCA of early layers are dominated by sinusoidal encoding. Also, because
the PCA of each layer is fitted independently, some layers have a different top-3 order, so the color of the visualization
can change abruptly despite the underlying features being similar. Clear imagery is formed in the later layers of the model.
Unlike [23], we do not impose any manual supervision losses on the intermediate features, and the models still obtain top
FIDs regardless. Notice that for the 112-layer model, a large number of middle layers seem not to be contributing much in the
visualization, but they are indeed effective in improving the final FID. The visualizations may not reveal the full contributions
of these layers.
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(f) XL/2-Deep (112 layers, FID=1.94)

Figure 11. Layer inspection. Example 1. Class is (22) bald eagle.
The top row is hidden features at every layer projected onto the top-3 PCA components [23].
The bottom row is through a trained linear projection layer and decoded by the VAE [47].
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(c) L/2 (24 layers, FID=2.63)

(d) XL/2 (28 layers, FID=2.38)
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(f) XL/2-Deep (112 layers, FID=1.94)
Figure 12. Layer inspection. Example 2. Class is (972) cliff.

The top row is hidden features at every layer projected onto the top-3 PCA components [23].
The bottom row is through a trained linear projection layer and decoded by the VAE [47].
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B. Experimental Details

Training. Table 10 provides the details of our architecture
and constant hyperparameters. Table 11 lists the training
schedule of our models. The hyperparameter patterns are
what we find along the training process that produce the best
FID. We suppose it can be put on an automatic schedule, but
we leave it to future work. When EMA reload is used, it is
automatically reloaded after every epoch onward. When D
reload is used, we manually try a few checkpoints from dif-
ferent epochs and reload only when the training stalls again.
Precision. We use TF32 precision to match most prior
works. We notice that some prior works [23, 91] train on
BF16, but all adopt modified architectures with the addi-
tion of QK-normalization and other changes. We also find
that QK-normalization is critical for the training stability in
BF16 [11]. However, we do not see a major throughput im-
provement on the 256px latent setting with a patch size of
2. Therefore, we stick to no architecture modification and
TF32.

Guidance. Flow-based guidance as discussed in Sec. 3.6
is used for INFE models. For multi-step models, we find
it is sufficient to only apply guidance on selected target
timesteps as indicated in the table. We find that multi-step
models need a slightly higher guidance scale to get the best
FID and are adjusted as such. For the deep models, we keep
the exact setting as any other INFE models. When training
the classifier, we add affine transforms to data augmenta-
tion, and it yields better downstream performance.

Config NFE Network B/2 M/2 L/2 XL/2 XL/2-Deep

1 G 130M 306M 457M 673M  675M

D 129M 304M 455M 671IM  671M
param G 675M
24 D - - - 672M -
G 12 16 24 28 28x{24}

Depth D 12 16 24 28 28
Dim 768 1024 1024 1152 1152
Heads 12 16 16 16 16
Patch size 2x2
Activation GeLU
MLP expand x4
Norm Pre-LayerNorm + AdaZero
Batch size 256
EMA decay 0.9999
GP scale A\gp 0.25
GP batch ratio 25%
GP approx. € 0.01
Logit-centering Acp 0.01
AdamW weight decay 0.01
AdamW betas (0.0,0.9)
Precision TF32
Data x-flip 0.5

Table 10. Architectures and constant hyperparameters.

22

Guidance LR EMA D

Acgs t/ Aot G,D  Reload Reload Epoch FID

B/2 None 0.2—0.01 le-4 150 7.30
INFE None 0.001 8e-5 Yes 155 7.05
None 0.001 3e-5 Yes Yes 170 6.07
0.003,24(0,0.1)  0.001 5e-5 Yes Yes 200 3.05

M/2 None 0.2—0.005 le-4 100 6.19
INFE None 0.001 8e-5 Yes 105 5.54
None 0.001 3e-5 Yes Yes 110 5.21

0.003, 24(0,0.1)  0.001 5e-5 Yes Yes 120 2.82

L2 None 0.2—0.005 le-4 85 6.26
INFE None 0.001 8e-5 Yes 105 5.14
None 0.001 3e-5 Yes Yes 110 4.36
0.003,24(0,0.1)  0.001 5e-5 Yes Yes 120 2.63

XL/2 None 0.2—0.005 le-4 90 5.88
INFE None 0.001 8e-5 Yes 110 4.81
None 0.001 3e-5 Yes Yes 120 3.98
0.003,24(0,0.1)  0.001 5e-5 Yes Yes 125 2.38

XL/2 None 0.25—0.005 le-4 75 479
2NFE None 0.001 8e-5 Yes 85 4.34
None 0.001 3e-5 Yes Yes 90 2.36

0.02, [0] 0.001 3e-5 Yes Yes 95 2.11

XL/2 None 0.25—0.005 le-4 130 5.28
4NFE None 0.001 8e-5 Yes 135 3.89
None 0.001 3e-5 Yes Yes 140 2.70

0.02, [0,0.25] 0.001 3e-5 Yes Yes 145 2.02

XL/2 None 0.2—0.005 Se-5,1e-4 75 4.16
56L None 0.001 4e-5,8e-5 Yes 80 3.41
INFE None 0.001 1.5e-5,3e-5 Yes Yes 85 2.77
0.003, 24(0,0.1)  0.001 le-5,2e-5 Yes Yes 95 2.08

XL/2 None 0.2—0.005 2.5e-5,1e-4 90 3.78
112L None 0.001 2e-5,8¢-5 Yes 95 3.40
INFE None 0.001 2.5e-6,le-5 Yes Yes 100 2.92
0.003,24(0,0.1)  0.001 S5e-6,2e-5 Yes Yes 120 1.94

Table 11. Training schedules and dynamic hyperparameters.

Evaluation. We perform class-balanced evaluation, where
we generate 50 images per class for 1000 classes to consti-
tute the total 50k evaluation samples. Recent works [101,
103] find that this approach reduces the stochasticity in
the evaluation process and yields more accurate evaluations
of the models. Note that class-balanced evaluation may
yield a 0.1 FID advantage compared to class-imbalanced
counterparts. However, many prior works do not explic-
itly state the details of their evaluation protocols. We
hence report class-balanced FIDs if the work explicitly pro-
vides, and otherwise report the original metrics in the work.
Our method yields a large-margin improvement on FID,
especially surpassing the best consistency-based method
AlphaFlow [101], which is evaluated in the same class-
balanced setting.

The FID and other metrics are computed using the code
provided by ADM [9]. The FID is computed against
the entire training set using the pre-computed statistics by
ADM [9].



Discriminator augmentation. Discriminator augmenta-
tion (DA) is used along with classifier guidance (CG). DA
is directly performed in the latent space. Let p denote the
augmentation operation, ¢ is the gradient normalization op-
eration, the exact composition for the final adversarial loss
is:

(33)
(34)

Loy = Bz [f(D((p(2)) — D(¢(p(G(2))))]
Liay = Bz [F(D(6(p(G(2)))) = D((p(2))))]

Notice that the same random augmentation p must be ap-
plied to the real and generated samples as a pair in calculat-
ing the expectation of the relativistic loss. We only perform
integer translation and cutout with a fixed probability in the
latent space. Algorithm | shows our implementation using
Kornia [67]. Figure 13 shows the visualization of DA.

Algorithm 1 Discriminator augmentation.

1 Sequential (

2 RandomTranslate (

3 p=0.4,

4 translate_x=(0, 0.3),

5 translate_y=(0, 0.3),

6 resample="NEARES

7 )

8 RandomErasing (p=0.4, scale=(0.1, 0.5)),

9 RandomErasing (p=0.4, scale=(0.1, 0.5)),
10 RandomErasing (p=0.4, scale=(0.1, 0.5)),
11 )

Figure 13. Discriminator augmentation. The top row is the orig-
inal samples. The bottom row is what D sees after augmentation.
The augmentation is performed in the latent space. The visualiza-
tion is through the VAE decoder.

Data leakage. Prior work [39] finds that using a pre-trained
ImageNet classifier as D backbone when training GANs on
FFHQ [29] and LSUN [98] generation tasks cheats the FID
evaluation by InceptionV3 [83]. Unlike [21, 23], we do not
consider StyleGAN-XL [73] trained on ImageNet fits the
data leakage description. Our method further differentiates
by only using the classifier for guidance. Since CG is an es-
tablished approach from ADM [9] and CFG is just CG with
an implicit classifier [19], CG should not induce additional
advantages.
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C. Limitations

C.1. Adversarial Training

The need to gradually reduce the scale of the optimal trans-
port objective A\ is theoretically justified. The scale can-
not reduce too fast, or GG cannot fully escape local minima.
However, the scale also cannot reduce too slowly, or D out-
learns G, and the gradient vanishes when D can perfectly
separate the real and generated distributions. This is prob-
lematic because we would prefer an algorithm that guar-
antees the eventual convergence of G given a long enough
Aot decay duration, instead of being sensitive to the decay
schedule.

WGAN. WGAN [1] proposes using a 1-Lipschitz D to
represent the Wasserstein-1 (W) distance between the real
and generated distributions, which theoretically guarantees
gradients for G. WGAN is a special case of the relativis-
tic objective where f(-) = —(-). WGAN-GP [16] pro-
poses adding gradient penalties on linearly interpolated x
and G(z) samples to limit the Lipschitz constant of D.
This is theoretically correct for one-dimensional data, but in
high-dimensional spaces, linear interpolation only occupies
a thin slice of the full space, and thus cannot theoretically
guarantee the requirement of WGAN. A stronger approach
is to directly limit the Lipschitz constant through D’s archi-
tecture. Since in practice, only a K -Lipschitz D is really
needed, which is equivalent to W scaled by a factor of K,
we experiment using spectral normalization [59] and L2 at-
tention [35] in the transformer architecture of D to set an
upperbound on the Lipschitz constant of D, but we find that
this setting is too limiting to the expressiveness of D and
significantly hinders the learning of G. We leave further
explorations to future work.

DiffusionGAN. An alternative approach is to bridge the
gap between the real and the generated distributions. Early
approaches add instance noises [57]. DiffusionGAN [90]
gives D the noise scale as a condition, essentially project-
ing D to a probability flow, similar to our approach with
guidance. However, this only guarantees support up to
the signal-to-noise ratio that G can perfectly fool D under
each’s capacity constraint. Our preliminary experiments do
not find that DiffusionGAN provides benefits. We leave fur-
ther explorations to future work.

Discriminator Augmentation. Non-leaky discriminator
augmentation (DA) is an alternative method to increase the
overlapping of the distributions [30]. It offers more flex-
ibility to augment samples in the spatial or frequency do-
mains. However, augmentation filters are often modality-
specific, limiting the generality. For example, affine trans-
forms can be easily applied in the pixel space, but not in
the latent space. Additionally, we suspect that the choice of
augmentation filters also injects additional inductive biases
that encourage the models to learn toward specific forms of



generalization. This can actually be a very useful thing, es-
pecially with limited data, because the proper ways of gen-
eralization are impossible to deduce from the dataset alone.
However, we choose not to use DA in the no-guidance set-
ting. This avoids introducing any additional unfair advan-
tages against flow-matching methods. We only use DA in
the guidance setting to achieve the best performance. We
only use integer translation and cutout due to the limita-
tion in the latent space. We only use a fixed augmentation
probability, though it could be dynamically adjusted [30]
for future works.

Weaker discriminator. We try gradually increasing
dropout in D, but find it not very effective. To our surprise,
we find that reloading an older checkpoint of D is very
effective in keeping improving the FID of G. However, we
acknowledge that this is not a principled approach. Overall,
we would like an algorithm to guarantee G’s eventual con-
vergence given an arbitrarily strong and optimal D without
introducing additional modality-specific augmentations.
Although our work improves the stability and formulation
of G, we believe the distribution-matching aspect of D is
still worthy of further research.

Connections to score distillation. Score distillation [55] is
another distribution matching objective that can be used to
train one-step generators from a pre-trained flow-matching
model. Current score distillation approaches yield one-step
generators with arbitrary transport plans, the same problem
as GANs. Our optimal transport objective can also be ap-
plied to regulating the one-step generator to learn a deter-
ministic mapping when using score distillation. We leave
further explorations to future work.

C.2. Computational Efficiency

As discussed in the main text, both consistency and our
methods require multiple forward passes per update itera-
tion. The difference is that consistency-based models use
the same data samples across all the forward passes, while
adversarial methods have traditionally used different data
samples to independently calculate the expectation of the G
and D losses. We count the epoch by G as a fair reflection
of the number of optimizer update steps taken by G. Since
our model only needs to be trained on selected timesteps,
our GG indeed reaches peak performance using fewer opti-
mizer update steps, given the same learning rate and batch
size compared to consistency models.

However, when we analyze the computation needed per
G’s update step, current adversarial methods are still at a
disadvantage due to the excessive computation and regular-
izations needed by D. This is a limitation of the adversarial
formulation, not introduced by our adversarial flow.

Table 12 shows the breakdown of the computation per
G update. Current adversarial approach consumes 3.625 x
compute per G’s update compared to MeanFlow. Adjusting

24

the reduced iterations needed, on XL/2 models, our method
uses 1.88x compute compared to MeanFlow but obtains
15% FID improvement. For adversarial methods, it may be
possible to reduce the batch size on D, apply clever result
reuse, explore other methods to limit the Lipschitz constant
other than using gradient penalties, and explore other objec-
tive functions than the relativistic one to save compute. But
for our research, we take the most conservative approach
and mostly follow the prior state-of-the-art GANs’ formu-
lation [21, 23]. We leave the optimization to future work.

Generator Discriminator Total

Forward Backward Forward Backward

Speed
(Adj. by epoch)

Flow Matching G G? - - 3 4.38%
MeanFlow G + Gy G? - - 4 1x
Adversarial Flow G + 2D G? + D' G +2.5D 2.5D? 145  1.88x

Table 12. Computation analysis. No guidance. (') denotes
backward pass only compute gradient regarding to input, which
consumes 1x compute as forward pass. () denotes backward
pass also compute gradient regarding to parameters, which con-
sumes 2x compute as forward pass. 2.5=1+1+0.25+0.25, where
the 0.25s are the R1 and R2 gradient penalties computed on 25%
of samples. Speed is adjusted by best XL/2 epoch: FM: 1400
epochs, MF: 240 epochs, AF: 125 epochs.

D. Guidance Details

Multi-step guidance. The main text only describes our
flow-based guidance approach for single-step generation.
Since we find out that we do not need very strong guidance
for ImageNet generation, our multi-step models simply ap-
ply guidance by setting ¢’ = ¢:

LS =Eau, .0 [~C(G(xs, 5, t,¢),t,¢)] . (35)

But for completeness, we discuss possible ways to still
project it onto a flow. When given z;, we may not always be
able to derive x as drawn from the marginal distribution
at timestep ¢’ if the interpolation function is not Markov.
Linear interpolation is an example. We can, however, form
a new probability flow between z; and x; by taking the
marginal distribution at x; as the source distribution. The
classifier conditions on both the target ¢ and projected t’ as
C(x}, t, ', s):

ﬁ?g =E., s,t,c,2r,0 [—Cl(interp(G(ws, s, t,¢),2’, '), t, ', c)] .
(36)
Derivation of an implicit classifier. We show the deriva-

tion of Eq. (39) in the main text. CFG [19] shows that an
implicit classifier can be derived following Bayes’ rule:

p(ze|c)p(c)

p(we)
= log p(zt|c) + logp(c) — log p(x+)
~ log p(z¢|c) — log p(x+)

log p(clz:) = log
(37



Flow-matching models predicting velocity
v(xs,t) T1 — T is proportional to the negative
score —V,, logp(z¢|c). Therefore, the gradient of an
implicit classifier is derived:

Ve, C(xt,t,¢) = Va, logp(c|ae)
~ Vg, logp(zt|c) — Va, log p(zt)
~ (—v(zr,t, ¢)) = (—v(we, 1))
= v(xe,t) — v(we, L, C)

(38)

Given the gradient of an implicit classifier, we want to
directly pass it down the generator G in the backpropagation
process. This can be achieved using the constant multiple
rule trick, where f(x) = ax, f'(xz) = a. So we multiply the
gradient of the implicit classifier by the generator output:

1
Lée=Eocmy [_ﬁ > G(z,0) VOt 0|, (39)

where (-) is short for the flow interpolation process
interp(G(z,c), 2z, t") before passing to the implicit classi-
fier. Summation is taken to produce a scalar for loss back-
propagation. Negative is used to invert loss minimization
for classification maximization.

Implicit guidance in prior GAN works. Many techniques
used in prior GAN works are, in fact, classifier guidance.
Our work explicitly labels them for clarity.

Multiple GAN works use cGAN discriminator architec-
ture [58]. This architecture resembles CLIP [64], where the
inner product between the visual embedding and the class
embedding is computed at the end and maximized along
with the adversarial objective. This is an implicit form of
classifier guidance, as this architecture clearly does not ap-
ply to unconditional generation tasks.

GigaGAN proposes a matching loss [26], which trains
the D to evaluate class alignment in addition. When training
G, this implicitly encourages G to generate samples that
maximize classification. Hence, it is also an implicit form
of classifier guidance.

E. On Distribution Matching

Why does flow matching generate bad samples? Flow
matching defines an interpolation function between samples
x and z and learns the gradient (velocity) of the interpolated
sample x; as vy:

xe = Alt)z + B(t)z = (1 — t)x + tz,
vy =A)x+ B (t)z = —z + 2.

(40)
(41)

The model learns the expected velocity of all random
pairings. It is trained to minimize the following loss ob-
jective with d : R™ — R! as the distance function. d can be
any strictly convex function in principle, and flow matching
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adopts the squared L2 distance:

Lev = Eq 20 [d (v(xe, 1), ve)]

(42)
= ]Ezyz’t I:H’U(.’L't,t) — th%] .

If given enough capacity, the model will learn to memo-
rize the exact mean of v; for all ;. Such a model overfits
to the ground-truth probability flow and only generates the
training samples at inference. But in practice, models have
limited capacities, so they do not memorize the exact v; but
regress to a generalized approximation of it. This enables
the generation of new data samples through generalization.

However, the way of generalization is influenced by the
distance function d. With squared L2, generalized samples
are encouraged to minimize the Euclidean distance to the
training data, instead of the semantic distance on the ac-
tual data distribution manifold. This causes the generated
samples to look out-of-distribution. For images, they ap-
pear pixel-blended instead of semantically morphed from
the training data, as shown in Fig. 9b.

From the perspective of diffusion. In flow matching, d
can be any strictly convex function. The use of the squared
L2 has a special interpretation from the diffusion model per-
spective. In DDPM [20], the forward diffusion process is
defined as a Markov Gaussian process:

q(zelre—1) := N (/1 = Brze—1, BiI).

The transition to x; = HZ:1 q(zi|z;—1) has a closed form:

q(we|zo) == N (Varzo, (1 — ar)I),

(43)

(44)

_ t
where a; = 1 — (3;,and a; = Hs:l as. The reverse process
is also Gaussian, where the ground-truth posterior is given
as:

q(@e—1]we, w0) = N(ji(wo, ¢, t), B()T), (45)
where:
(o, zt,1) = 1(“71& To + val 7,at_1)$t, (46)
— At 1-— at
o L—ai
Bt = T4 47
This can be modeled by a neural network:
po(@i-1|we) == N(po(we, ), So (e, 1)I). (48)
KL divergence is chosen as the loss objective:
Loppum = Egg ¢ [Dxr(q(zi—1|ze, zo)||pe(zi—1]ze))] . (49)

The KL divergence between two Gaussian distributions has
a closed-form solution. The original DDPM only parame-
terizes g, which simplifies to the squared L2 objective if
omitting the additional weighting factor:

Lopeym o Eag,e [|lpe (e, t) — fi(wo, e, 1)][|3] - (50)



The DDPM derivation follows the same limitation as that
of flow matching. Specifically, the model will overfit to
the training data if it fits the expectation of the ground-truth
posterior exactly, or it will generalize to new samples influ-
enced by the chosen divergence objective. The divergence
objective can be arbitrary, and KL is only chosen for conve-
nience. KL divergence maximizes likelihood, but the gen-
erated samples are perceptually out of distribution.

Why does adversarial work? If d can be an arbitrary func-
tion, then it should be learned instead of being manually de-
signed. Adversarial training involves a learnable discrimi-
nator as the distance function D : R® — R!. In the ad-
versarial minimax game. D is trained to maximize the dis-
tance between real and generated samples, so D learns to
put more weight on the most important and discriminative
features. G is then updated according to the gradient of
D, which is highly non-linear unlike the Euclidean distance
objective. We believe having a learnable R® — R! dis-
tance function is critical for generating perceptually correct
samples. This justifies our experimental results where the
adversarial models significantly outperform flow matching
in the no-guidance setting. Prior works also find adversarial
post-training improves the realism [47, 88].

Why does CG work? Classifier guidance (CG) [9] intro-
duces a learned classifier network C' : R® — R! whose
gradient is added on v(x¢,t). We believe the presence of
a learnable R® — R! network is critical. Its backward
gradient R! — R" is non-linear and guides the genera-
tion toward maximizing p(c|z;) as evaluated by the seman-
tic network, which helps the samples to appear semanti-
cally and perceptually correct. Discriminator guidance [34]
and reward models are other examples of using a learned
R™ — R! networks to help generation quality. On the other
hand, only adjusting the sampling temperature alone with-
out CG is not sufficient [93], indicating that the effect of CG
is not just temperature sampling.

Why does CFG work? Recall in CG, the classifier net-
work R” — R! predicts p(c|x;) and it is its backward gra-
dient R — R™ that is added to the R" velocity predic-
tion. Classifier-free guidance (CFG) [19] is derived from
the Bayes’ rule where v, C(2+,t, ¢) = v(2¢,t) —v(w4, t, ¢)
is the gradient of the implicit classifier, as previously dis-
cussed in Eq. (38). Therefore, despite not having an ex-
plicit R® — R! classifier, the conditional and unconditional
R™ — R™ flow models together provide the gradient of an
implicit classifier R” — R! — R"™.

Why does representational latent space help? If flow
matching is performed in a latent space where the Euclidean
interpolations still yield valid latents that can be subse-
quently decoded into a perceptual image by the decoder,
then it can alleviate the limitation of flow matching. This
offloads the responsibility to the decoder, which is often
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trained with adversarial and LPIPS [102] perceptual objec-
tives. We suspect that representational latent spaces have
more semantic features where the Euclidean interpolations
can be better decoded. This may be part of the reason, but
we defer to future research.

Connections to evaluation metrics. FID metric measures
the distance between two distributions of images by com-
paring their representations in the feature space of a pre-
trained network, i.e. Inception-V3 [83]. Therefore, FID also
measures the semantic distance instead of the Euclidean dis-
tance. Thus, adversarial, CG, and CFG approaches all help
improve FID.

F. Additional Properties of Adversarial Flow

(a) Flow

(b) FM 64-step
Figure 14. Transport between arbitrary distributions. (a) the prob-
ability flow between mixtures of isolated Gaussian distributions.
(b) flow matching fails to transport samples. (c) and (d) show that
adversarial flow can learn the correct transport.

(c) AF 1-step (d) AF 4-step

Flow matching can fail when transporting between two
probability distributions where both are multi-modal. Fig-
ure 14a shows such an example, where the distributions on
both ends of the probability flow are mixtures of isolated
Gaussians. Such probability flows lack support in the in-
termediate timesteps. As shown in Fig. 14b, flow matching
fails to properly transport samples by learning the mean ve-
locity. This problem also exists in consistency-based mod-
els. Additional techniques are needed to transport between
arbitrary distributions [17, 78, 104, 106].

On the other hand, Figures 14c and 14d show that adver-
sarial flow models can learn the transports between arbitrary
distributions, if the discriminator provides proper support
for the distribution matching.



G. Implementation

The PyTorch [61] implementation is provided in Algorithms 2 and 3 for reference.

Algorithm 2 Adversarial Flow.

from torch.nn import functional as F

t = t.view(-1, 1, 1, 1)

1

2

3

4 def interpolate(x, z, t):

5

6 return (1 - t) » x + £t x z
7
8

9 def training_step(

10 gen, dis,

11 gen_trainable_params, dis_trainable_params,

12 samples, conditions, noises_src, noises_tgt, noises_rl, noises_r2, timesteps_src, timesteps_tgt,
13 mode="dis", pred_type="x",

14 gp_scale=0.25, gp_bsz_ratio=0.25, gp_eps=0.01l, cp_scale=0.01, ot_scale=0.2,

15 augment_fn, grad_norm_fn,

16 cg=None, noises_cg=None, timesteps_cg=None, cg_scale=0.003, cg_flow=True,

17 )

18 assert mode in ["dis n'"]

19 assert pred_type in ["x", "v'"]

20

21 for p in gen_trainable_params:

22 p.requires_grad_(mode == "gen")

23 for p in dis_trainable_params:

24 p.requires_grad_(mode == "dis")

25

26 samples_src = interpolate (samples, noises_src, timesteps_src)

27 samples_tgt = interpolate(samples, noises_tgt, timesteps_tgt)

28 samples_tgt_pred = gen(samples_src, conditions, timesteps_src, timesteps_tgt)

29

30 if pred_type == "v'":

31 samples_tgt_pred = samples_src - (timesteps_src - timesteps_tgt).view(-1, 1, 1, 1) x samples_tgt_pred
32

33 samples_tgt_real_aug, samples_tgt_pred_aug = augment_fn(samples_tgt, samples_tgt_pred)

34 weighting = (timesteps_src - timesteps_tgt).abs().clamp_min(0.001)

35

36 if mode == "dis":

37 bsz = len(samples)

38 gp_bsz = max(round(bsz * gp_bsz_ratio), 1)

39 gp_scale = gp_scale » weighting[:gp_bsz] / gp_eps**2

40

41 samples_tgt_real gp = samples_tgt_real_aug[:gp_bsz] + gp_eps % noises_rl[:gp_bsz]

42 samples_tgt_pred_gp = samples_tgt_pred_aug[:gp_bsz] + gp_eps * noises_r2[:gp_bsz]

43

44 logits_real = dis(samples_tgt_real_aug, conditions, timesteps_tgt)

45 logits_pred = dis(samples_tgt_pred_aug, conditions, timesteps_tgt)

46 logits_real _gp = dis(samples_tgt_real_gp, conditions[:gp_bsz], timesteps_tgt[:gp_bsz])
47 logits_pred_gp = dis(samples_tgt_pred_gp, conditions[:gp_bsz], timesteps_tgt[:gp_bsz])
48

49 dis_loss_adv = F.softplus(-(logits_real - logits_pred)) .mean/()

50 dis_loss_rl = (logits_real_gp - logits_real[:gp_bsz]).square().mul (gp_scale) .mean()

51 dis_loss_r2 = (logits_pred_gp - logits_pred[:gp_bsz]) .square().mul (gp_scale) .mean()

52 dis_loss_cp = (logits_real + logits_pred) .square() .mul (cp_scale) .mean ()

53

54 return dis_loss_adv + dis_loss_rl + dis_loss_r2 + dis_loss_cp

55 else:

56 logits_pred = dis(grad_norm_fn (samples_tgt_pred_aug), conditions, timesteps_tgt)

57 logits_real = dis(samples_tgt_real_aug, conditions, timesteps_tgt)

58

59 gen_loss_adv = F.softplus (- (logits_pred - logits_real)) .mean/()

60 gen_loss_ot = (samples_tgt_pred - samples_src) .square().mean([1,2,3]) .mul (ot_scale / weighting) .mean ()
61 gen_loss_cg = 0.0

62

63 if cg is not None:

64 samples_tgt_pred_cg = (

65 interpolate (samples_tgt_pred, noises_cg, timesteps_cg) if cg_flow else samples_tgt_pred
66 )

67 logits_cg = cg(samples_tgt_pred_cg, timesteps_cg)

68 gen_loss_cg = F.cross_entropy(logits_cg, conditions, reduction="none").mul (cg_scale) .mean()
69

70 return gen_loss_adv + gen_loss_ot + gen_loss_cg
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Algorithm 3 Gradient Normalization.

1 import torch
2 import torch.distributed as dist

3

4

5 class GradientNormalization (torch.nn.Module) :

6 def __init__ (self, ema_decay=0.9, eps=le-8, target_scale=1.0):
7 super () .__init__ ()

8 self.ema_decay = ema_decay

9 self.eps = eps

10 self.target_scale = target_scale

11 self.register_buffer ("square_avg", torch.tensor(0.0)

12

13 def forward(self, x):

14 return _GradientNormalizationFn.apply (

15 X,

16 self.square_avg,

17 self.ema_decay,

18 self.eps,

19 self.target_scale
20 )
21
22
23 class _GradientNormalizationFn (torch.autograd.Function) :
24 @staticmethod
25 def forward(ctx, x, square_avg, ema_decay, eps, target_scale):
26 ctx.square_avg = square_avg
27 ctx.ema_decay = ema_decay
28 ctx.eps = eps
29 ctx.target_scale = target_scale
30 return x.clone ()
31
32 @staticmethod
33 def backward(ctx, grad_output):
34 square_avg = ctx.square_avg
35 ema_decay = ctx.ema_decay
36 eps = ctx.eps
37 target_scale = ctx.target_scale
38
39 # Multiply n here is equivalent to divide by sqgrt(n) later in the paper.
40 grad_sg_sum = grad_output.square().sum() * grad_output.numel ()
41
42 # Here, we compute avg not sum for distributed training.
43 # This is only to exchange the local grad_sg_sum.
44 # We still want it to be in local scale, not global scale.
45 if dist.is_initialized():
46 dist.all_reduce (grad_sq_sum, op=dist.ReduceOp.AVG)
47
48 square_avg.lerp_(grad_sqg_sum, 1 - ema_decay)
49 scale = square_avg.sqrt () + eps
50 grad_output = grad_output * (target_scale / scale)
51 return grad_output, None, None, None, None
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