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Abstract

There has been increasing research interest in build-
ing unified multimodal understanding and generation mod-
els, among which Show-o stands as a notable represen-
tative, demonstrating great promise for both text-to-image
and image-to-text generation. The inference of Show-o in-
volves progressively denoising image tokens and autore-
gressively decoding text tokens, and hence, unfortunately,
suffers from inefficiency issues from both sides. This pa-
per introduces Show-o Turbo to bridge the gap. We first
identify a unified denoising perspective for the generation
of images and text in Show-o based on the parallel decod-
ing of text tokens. We then propose to extend consistency
distillation (CD), a qualified approach for shortening the
denoising process of diffusion models, to the multimodal de-
noising trajectories of Show-o. We introduce a trajectory
segmentation strategy and a curriculum learning procedure
to improve the training convergence. Empirically, in text-to-
image generation, Show-o Turbo displays a GenEval score
of 0.625 at 4 sampling steps without using classifier-free
guidance (CFG), outperforming that of the original Show-o
with 8 steps and CFG; in image-to-text generation, Show-
o Turbo exhibits a 1.5x speedup without significantly sac-
rificing performance. The code is available at https:
//github.com/zhijie-group/Show-o-Turbo.

1. Introduction
Multimodal large models like LLaVA [35] and Stable Dif-
fusion [13] have shown promise across a variety of mul-
timodal understanding (e.g., image/video to text) and gen-
eration (e.g., text to image/video) tasks. Recently, the at-
tention has been shifted from dedicated multimodal models
to a unified, versatile one, with Chameleon [55], Transfu-
sion [72], Emu3 [57] and Show-o [61] as popular exam-
ples. Among them, Show-o is distinguished by its outstand-
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ing capabilities given the small model size (of only 1.3B
parameters) as well as its open-source nature.

In short, Show-o integrates the discrete diffusion mod-
eling of image tokens (yielded by an image tokenizer like
MAGVIT-v2 [68]) and discrete autoregressive (AR) model-
ing of text tokens into one single transformer. The discrete
diffusion can boil down to a masked autoregressive formula
in practice. As a result, the inference of Show-o involves
progressively denoising image tokens and autoregressively
decoding the text tokens. This, undesirably, causes tens to
hundreds of sampling steps for both image and text genera-
tion and hence a high serving cost. Although prior studies
on accelerating diffusion models [46, 52] or large language
models (LLMs) [25, 28, 43] can be separately applied to re-
mediate such issues, the question remains whether a more
unified approach exists to enhance the efficiency of Show-o.

This work introduces Show-o Turbo to reply to the ques-
tion. We first advocate exploring parallel decoding algo-
rithms of text tokens [23, 47, 51] to establish a unified view
for the generation of both images and text. Basically, such
algorithms invoke the language model to refine n (n > 1)
text tokens in parallel and iterate until the fixed point. The
sampling trajectory exhibits a gradual noise removal pattern
(see Figure 2). This way, we can unify the generation of
both text and images from a denoising view, and the learn-
ing of Show-o Turbo reduces to the shortening of the multi-
modal denoising trajectories. Drawing inspiration from dif-
fusion acceleration literature [37, 46, 48, 52], we resort to
the promising consistency distillation (CD) [52] technique
to realize this. Concretely, we train Show-o Turbo to con-
sistently map an arbitrary point on the sampling trajectory
of Show-o to the same endpoint. Such an objective aids in
pushing Show-o Turbo to generate meaningful content as
fast as possible [39, 49, 52]. Conceptually, our approach
forms an empirical generalization of CD, which was origi-
nally defined on ODE trajectories, to general (deterministic)
discrete sampling trajectories, and stands as a cross-modal
extension of consistency LLMs (CLLMs) [23].

We can simply initialize Show-o Turbo as the pre-trained
Show-o and perform consistency distillation based on distri-
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Figure 1. 512 × 512 images generated by Show-o Turbo given various text prompts. From top to bottom, the images are generated by
Show-o Turbo in 8, 4, and 2 sampling steps without reliance on classifier-free guidance [20].

butional disparity (e.g., KL divergence) due to the discrete
nature of the modeling. Following [18, 62, 71], we further
introduce trajectory segmentation and curriculum learning
strategies, where multiple training stages with decreasing
numbers of segments of the entire sampling trajectory are
employed and CD is performed within each segment. This
helps improve the model convergence.

We perform extensive studies to evaluate the effective-
ness of Show-o Turbo. For text-to-image generation, we
evaluate on various metrics including GenEval [16], Human
Preference Score (HPS) [55], ImageReward (IR) [28], and
CLIP Score (CS) [19]. We show that the 4-step Show-o
Turbo without classifier-free guidance (CFG) [20] can at-
tain better GenEval, HPS, IR, and CS scores than the 8-
step Show-o with CFG. For image-to-text generation, we
evaluate Show-o Turbo on the image description bench-
marks Flickr30K [41, 67] and NoCaps [1], observing a
1.5x inference speedup without a significant performance
drop. Show-o Turbo also shows reasonable performance
on multimodal understanding (MMU) tasks that rely on
one-token responses, including POPE [27], MME [14], and
MMMU [69]. We also conduct ablation experiments for a
deep understanding of Show-o Turbo.

2. Related Work

Multimodal Large Models. There has been much effort
in exploring multimodal large models for image genera-
tion [42, 45, 54, 64] and understanding [3, 35, 65, 73]. For
image generation tasks, text-conditioned Diffusion-based
models [7, 8, 30, 42, 45, 50] gradually remove Gaussian
noise in latent space [45] to generate images aligning with

prompts. For multimodal understanding tasks, LLaVA fam-
ily [26, 31, 34–36, 74] employs a vision encoder to encode
the image, integrating it with a large language model (LLM)
architecture to facilitate image-to-text understanding. Re-
cent unified multimodal models [9, 12, 58, 59, 70] have
emerged that aim to handle both image and text tasks simul-
taneously. For example, Chameleon [55] and Emu3 [57]
autoregressively predict the next token on both tasks, while
Transfusion [72] combines the autoregressive and continu-
ous diffusion generation methods to handle different tasks.
Similar to the Transfusion, Show-o [61] applies the autore-
gressive text generation but uses the discrete diffusion meth-
ods in image generation process.
Acceleration of Diffusion Model. Diffusion models
(DMs), such as Stable Diffusion [42, 45], inherently suf-
fer from slow generation speeds due to iterative sampling.
In this context, numerous acceleration techniques [5, 37,
44, 46, 48, 66] have emerged in recent years, with the
most influential being the Consistency Model (CM) fam-
ily [39, 52]. This family introduces the concept of consis-
tency, mapping any two points on a trajectory to the same
endpoint and supporting fast one-step generation. Sub-
sequent works built on them introduce multi-step consis-
tency [18, 56, 62, 71]. Their idea of segmentation trajecto-
ries reduces the learning difficulty and enhances the effect
of consistency distillation. However, these methods focus
on continuous diffusion models, which makes them incon-
sistent with the discrete diffusion process. More impor-
tantly, they do not integrate acceleration for both text and
image generation.
Acceleration of LLMs. The acceleration of LLMs [4, 10,
11, 24, 53] has been a popular research area, including de-

2



�0 . ? ear name where then a ! ?

A dog is playing in the snow happily .

A dog is playing in the snow When ?

A dog is run in snow . when dog

A snow dog is run brown dog how .

random tokens mask tokens 

��(⋅ |��, �)

��(⋅ |��, �)

��(⋅ |��, �)

��(⋅ |��, �) ��

��

�0

��

�� ��(⋅ |��, �)��(⋅ |��, �)

Figure 2. Illustration of the sampling trajectories of text and image tokens in Show-o. As shown, they both display a denoising pattern.
In particular, the trajectory of text generation is yielded by Jacobi Decoding [47]. The black line denotes the unified abstraction of the
multimodal trajectory, and the red lines illustrate the objective of our Show-o Turbo—to map an arbitrary point on the sampling trajectory
to the endpoint. Note that we omit the trajectory segmentation strategy here for brevity.

creasing the size of KVcache [21, 33, 38] and the parallel
decoding methods [15, 28, 29]. For example, speculative
decoding [25] involves training a draft model to predict to-
kens while the LLM verifies them. The target LLM may
generate multiple tokens in a single inference process, but
training such a draft model proves to be challenging. Given
the success of consistency distillation on diffusion models,
CLLM [23] extends this idea to the acceleration of LLMs.
Based on Jacobi decoding [51], CLLM collects Jacobi tra-
jectories during the LLM generation process and then uses
consistency distillation principles similar to CM to achieve
acceleration. It proves that the idea of consistency distilla-
tion can effectively accelerate language models, and serves
as an inspiration for our work on applying similar strategies
in multimodal scenarios.

3. Preliminary: Show-o

This section provides a brief overview of Show-o, a unified
generative model for both images and text.
Image Tokenization. Show-o opts to model the distri-
bution of discrete image tokens via discrete diffusion [2].
To this end, it exploits MAGVIT-v2 [68] to convert high-
dimensional continuous images into discrete token se-
quences and employs a unified large vocabulary to repre-
sent both text and image tokens. This enables using a single
transformer to jointly characterize these two modalities.
Training Objectives. Show-o adopts an autoregressive
(AR) modeling for text tokens following the principle of
Next Token Prediction (NTP). For image modeling, the dis-
crete diffusion paradigm can be equivalently simplified to
a Mask Token Prediction (MTP) objective [6]. Formally,
let u := {u1, u2, · · · , um} and v := {v1, v2, · · · , vn} de-

note a sequence of m image tokens and a sequence of n text
tokens, Show-o maximizes these objectives for training:

LNTP :=
∑
i

log pθ(vi|v1, · · · , vi−1,u), (1)

LMTP :=
∑
j

log pθ(uj |u∗, u2, · · · , u∗, um,v), (2)

where pθ is the prediction distribution represented by Show-
o, u∗ refers to the special mask token [MASK], and i and j
traverse all text tokens and mask image tokens respectively.
Inference. The text generation of Show-o is based on the
naive AR strategy. For image generation, Show-o adheres
to the methodology outlined in MaskGIT [6]. This involves
predefining a progressively decreased mask ratio schedule
over K steps, initializing a sequence of full mask tokens
u0, and iteratively reducing the number of mask tokens ac-
cording to the schedule. Specifically, letting uk denote the
sequence containing partial mask tokens at k-th iteration,
the model yields the prediction distribution for each mask
token in uk and use a sample from the distribution to re-
place each mask token. After that, the model follows the
mask schedule to replace the low-confidence predictions
back as mask tokens, yielding uk+1. The sampling trajec-
tory {u0,u1, . . . ,uK} are illustrated in Figure 2. Besides,
it is shown that Classifier-Free Guidance (CFG) [20] can
be incorporated into Show-o to improve the sample qual-
ity [61]. However, CFG introduces an additional evaluation
of the model, thereby increasing the sampling cost.

4. Method
This section introduces Show-o Turbo to reduce the sam-
pling steps of Show-o for inference acceleration.
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4.1. View Text Generation as Denoising

We first establish a unified perspective for the generation of
both images and text in Show-o so that a concise and general
acceleration strategy can apply. We notice the gap between
the generation of images and text is mainly that the (mask)
image tokens are decoded in parallel but text tokens emerge
in an autoregressive manner. This motivates us to resort
to fixed-point iteration algorithms that decode multiple text
tokens in parallel [23, 47, 51] to bridge the gap.
Jacobi Decoding [47] is a representative fixed-point iter-
ation algorithm for parallel text decoding. Given that, for
text generation, Show-o equals a regular language model,
we can directly apply Jacobi decoding to Show-o. Starting
from a sequence of n randomly initialized text tokens, de-
noted as v0 := {v01 , . . . , v0n}, Jacobi decoding iteratively
refines the token sequence until a stable output (i.e. a fixed
point). At k-th iteration, the refinement corresponds to si-
multaneously solving the following n problems:

vk+1
1 = argmax

v
pθ(v|vk1 ,u),

vk+1
2 = argmax

v
pθ(v|vk1 , vk2 ,u),

...

vk+1
n = argmax

v
pθ(v|vk1 , . . . , vkn−1,u).

(3)

They can be solved simultaneously with only one forward
pass of Show-o using a casual attention mask, which takes
roughly identical time as decoding one new token. Note
that the greedy sampling strategy is used here. Abusing K
to denote the number of iterations to reach the fixed point
vK , it is easy to see K ≤ n+1 because there is at least one
token being correctly predicted in each iteration.1

Refer to Figure 2 for a visualization of the sampling tra-
jectory {v0, . . . ,vK}, which displays a gradual noise re-
moval pattern. Although empirical studies in Table 2 show
that applying Jacobi decoding to Show-o cannot witness a
considerable inference speedup (because Show-o is origi-
nally trained to predict the next token instead of decoding
multiple tokens concurrently), Jacobi decoding offers us a
unified denoising view of the generation of images and text.

4.2. Show-o Turbo

Given the above discussion, the problem of accelerating
Show-o amounts to shortening the multimodal denoising
trajectories. Drawing inspiration from the diffusion accel-
eration community [37, 46, 48, 52], we propose to adapt
the qualified consistency distillation (CD) strategy [52] to
Show-o. In particular, we aim at learning a Show-o Turbo
model, denoted as pϕ, to consistently map any point on the
trajectory of pθ to the same endpoint. Such an objective can
drive Show-o Turbo to generate meaningful content as fast

1By correctness, we mean the generated tokens equal to those generated
by regular AR decoding.

as possible [39, 49, 52]. In practice, we initialize ϕ with
the parameter θ of the teacher Show-o. We elaborate on the
algorithmic details in the following.
Consistency Loss. We use the Jacobi iteration algorithm
and the image sampling algorithm detailed in Section 3 to
collect the trajectories of the original Show-o pθ on both
text-to-image and image-to-text tasks. Then, the consis-
tency loss on image trajectories takes the form of:

Lu
c = Ek∼U(0,K)d

(
pϕ−(·|uK ,v), pϕ(·|uk,v)

)
, (4)

where ϕ− denotes the frozen version of ϕ and d indicates
a divergence measure. d aggregates the disparity between
categorical prediction distributions (e.g., measured by KL
divergence) over the mask image tokens as in Equation 2.
The consistency loss on text trajectories, denoted as Lv

c , can
be similarly defined.

Recall that uK refers to the endpoint of the trajectory,
i.e., the final generation, so Lu

c corresponds to a global con-
sistency loss, which is empirically proven superior over the
local one (operating on the adjacent points of the trajectory)
for the acceleration of text generation [23]. Conceptually,
our objective forms an empirical generalization of the orig-
inal CD defined on ODE trajectories and a cross-modal ex-
tension of [23]. Besides, when collecting the trajectories,
we disable the randomness in the sampling process of both
modalities by applying a greedy strategy, which makes the
discrete sampling trajectories deterministic and is likely to
remediate training instability. Despite being trained with
deterministic trajectories, Show-o Turbo is empirically evi-
denced to be compatible with the random sampling method
for inference (see Table 4). We also clarify that the trajec-
tories corresponding to the image tokens are collected with
the involvement of CFG to guarantee the quality of uK .
Regularization. Training with only the consistency loss
can drive pϕ to a trivial convergence (e.g., always yielding
the same outputs for arbitrary inputs). To avoid this, we
introduce regularizations for both modalities. On the text
side, we demand pϕ to fit the endpoint text tokens vK with
an objective similar to LNTP , which ensures Show-o Turbo
excels in image-to-text modeling. On the image side, we
record the prediction distributions of the recovered image
tokens at each sampling step during the trajectory collection
procedure. The concentration of these distributions contains
rich information about the generation process of the teacher
Show-o, such as the easy-to-difficult hierarchy, so we advo-
cate using them as another guidance for pϕ(·|uk,v).

We use Lv
REG and Lu

REG to represent these two regular-
izations respectively. We also include an AR loss LAR on
pure text to maintain the language modeling capacity fol-
lowing the original Show-o. That said, the total loss is

L = Lu
c + αLv

c + βLu
REG + γLv

REG + δLAR, (5)

where α, β, γ, and δ are the trade-off coefficnets.
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Steps Model CFG
GenEval ↑

HPS ↑ IR ↑ CS ↑ Time (sec) ↓
AVG TO CT P CL SO CA

16

Show-o 10 0.674 0.823 0.647 0.288 0.838 0.984 0.463 0.277 0.992 0.318 1.39
Show-o 5 0.672 0.778 0.666 0.293 0.835 0.991 0.468 0.270 0.885 0.318 1.39

Show-o Turbo∗ 0 0.649 0.793 0.644 0.253 0.809 0.956 0.440 0.266 0.768 0.315 0.77
Show-o Turbo 0 0.646 0.818 0.597 0.218 0.827 0.984 0.430 0.273 0.925 0.318 0.77

8

Show-o 10 0.578 0.631 0.519 0.235 0.811 0.991 0.280 0.257 0.672 0.313 0.76
Show-o 5 0.580 0.647 0.584 0.225 0.766 0.984 0.275 0.255 0.632 0.313 0.76

Show-o Turbo∗ 0 0.642 0.788 0.631 0.253 0.787 0.981 0.413 0.264 0.800 0.315 0.46
Show-o Turbo 0 0.638 0.813 0.541 0.250 0.814 0.991 0.420 0.273 0.963 0.318 0.46

4

Show-o 10 0.353 0.237 0.325 0.095 0.540 0.863 0.060 0.197 -0.560 0.283 0.44
Show-o 5 0.396 0.298 0.334 0.158 0.572 0.925 0.088 0.207 -0.300 0.294 0.44

Show-o Turbo∗ 0 0.596 0.692 0.553 0.218 0.758 0.978 0.375 0.249 0.633 0.312 0.30
Show-o Turbo 0 0.625 0.770 0.553 0.245 0.806 0.978 0.398 0.269 0.934 0.318 0.30

2

Show-o 10 0.181 0.025 0.131 0.008 0.327 0.588 0.008 0.140 -1.756 0.246 0.29
Show-o 5 0.251 0.051 0.188 0.038 0.442 0.778 0.010 0.152 -1.456 0.260 0.29

Show-o Turbo∗ 0 0.459 0.407 0.422 0.148 0.668 0.925 0.185 0.201 -0.259 0.295 0.22
Show-o Turbo 0 0.557 0.614 0.478 0.180 0.793 0.972 0.305 0.247 0.680 0.312 0.22

Table 1. Comparison of 512 × 512 T2I performance on GenEval, HPS, IR, and CS. AVG: average, TO: Two Object, CT: Counting, P:
Position, CL: colors, SO: Single Object, CLA: Color Attr.

Trajectory Segmentation and Curriculum Learning. We
empirically ascertain that imposing long-range consistency
may introduce unnecessary learning challenges, potentially
impeding model convergence and ultimately limiting accel-
eration capabilities. Consequently, we suggest splitting the
entire training process into multiple stages with decreasing
numbers of segments of the sampling trajectory. We enforce
consistency solely between the points within a segment and
the endpoint of that segment. The efficacy of such a strategy
is also supported by recent advances in consistency distilla-
tion [18, 62, 71].

As the training proceeds, the trajectory of the student
Show-o Turbo may deviate considerably from that of the
teacher Show-o. Thus, persisting in utilizing Show-o’s tra-
jectory for distillation purposes could constrain the ultimate
acceleration effect. To mitigate this, we suggest using the
acquired model from the past stage as teacher to construct
new trajectories. Doing so encourages the final Show-o
Turbo to learn consistency mapping over long distances.

Sampling Strategy. In the inference phase, the origi-
nal Show-o generates image tokens with polynomial sam-
pling [61]. However, we find that for the learned Show-
o Turbo model with few sampling steps, there is signifi-
cantly higher uncertainty in the prediction distribution of
the mask tokens. We empirically identify that incorporat-
ing the top-k sampling strategy, which is widely used in
language models, can alleviate this issue, substantially im-
proving the sampling quality in 2-4 steps (see Table 4).

5. Experiments
In this section, we evaluate on multiple text-to-image (T2I)
generation and multimodal understanding (MMU) tasks to
inspect the efficacy of Show-o Turbo.

5.1. Implementation Details

Datasets. We leverage three types of data for the training
of Show-o Turbo: the captions in the train split of COCO
2017 [32] and the LLaVA instruction tuning dataset [36]
are used to generate the image and text trajectories respec-
tively; the RefinedWeb text dataset [40] is used to maintain
the language modeling ability.
Training Details. We separate the training process into two
stages. For 256 resolution, in the first stage, we get image
trajectories from the original Show-o with a CFG scale of
10 and K = 16. We split each trajectory into 4 segments to
train the student model, denoted as Show-o Turbo∗. In the
second stage, we initialize the teacher and student model
using Show-o Turbo∗. We sample image trajectories with a
CFG scale of 1.5, K = 8, and the number of segments as
2. The text trajectories are collected similarly. We employ
Jacobi decoding to iteratively produce 16 tokens in each
round to finally form lengthy text, which proves to yield
good acceleration performance while preserving the genera-
tive modeling capabilities [23]. In terms of loss coefficients,
we set α = 10 according to the relative values of the losses,
set β = 20 and γ = 100 according to the ablation study in
Table 3, and set δ = 2 following [61]. For 512 resolution,
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Method Decoding Speed (tokens/s) ↑ POPE ↑ MME ↑ MMMU ↑ Flickr30K ↑ NoCaps ↑

Show-o AR 40.3 83.2 1042.5 24.6 26.6 38.9
Jacobi 36.9 83.2 1042.5 24.6 26.6 38.9

Show-o Turbo∗ Jacobi 49.93 81.8 1003.6 25.4 20.3 29.6
Show-o Turbo Jacobi 61.1 78.4 865.8 26.3 20.4 30.3

Table 2. Comparison of 512 × 512 MMU performance on multiple benchmarks. Note that Flickr30K and NoCaps evaluate the ability
of image description, and POPE, MME, and MMMU measure question-answering ability.

User: Describe in one sentence what the person in the picture is doing.

0:   in        ‘ ‘        sentence   IST      .        <|eoi|>   one     ’\n’   <|mmu|>  doing  in   ‘ ‘   is     the     one  <|mmu|>
1:  The  person         in         the  person  picture     a         a          a            a     a    a    a      a        a         a
2:  The  person         in         the  picture      is         is         a          a            a     a    a    a      a        a         a
3:  The  person         in         the  picture      is        riding    a         dirt        dirt    ,     a    a      a        a         a
4:  The  person         in         the  picture      is        riding    a         dirt        bike  on  a    dirt  dirt       ,         a
5:  The  person         in         the  picture      is        riding    a         dirt        bike  on  a    dirt  track    ,      covered
6:  The  person         in         the  picture      is        riding    a         dirt        bike  on  a    dirt  track    ,       kicking

User: Please explain what sport the person in the picture is doing?

0:   is     USER  the  ‘ ‘    sport    IST  ASS     <|eoi|>  what       ‘ ‘       <|mmu|>  doing     the      ‘ ‘        is        person
1:  The  person  in   the    the      is     is            is          a          a           a            a           a         a        a            a
2:  The  person  in   the  picture  is    doing    surfing  surfing  surfing  surfing      .            .          .         .            a
3:  The  person  in   the  picture  is    surfing  surfing     ,         riding      a            a         riding    a         a           a
4:  The  person  in   the  picture  is    surfing     ,         riding      a          wave    wave   <|end|>   .          .            .
5:  The  person  in   the  picture  is    surfing     ,         riding      a          wave      on          a       surf      .             .
6:  The  person  in   the  picture  is    surfing     ,         riding      a          wave      on          a       surf   board       in

User: What scene does this image depict?

Show-o Turbo:

Show-o Turbo:

Show-o Turbo:

0: <|eoi|>  <|eoi|>   does    :     this        depict   ‘\s’   image   :      scene  ANT     IST    <|soi|>  What        :       <|mmu|>
1:   The     scene  scene   the    a             a        a       a      large  large   large    large   large   large      large     large
2:   The     image  depicts  a   image        of       a     large  large  large   large    large   large   large      large     large
3:   The     image  depicts  a  beautiful  scene  with   with   with    with     with        ,         ,        large      large     large
4:   The     image  depicts  a  beautiful  scene   of      a       large      ,        a        large   large    large     large     large
5:   The     image  depicts  a  beautiful  scene   of      a       large   city  modern     ,         ,         with          a          a
6:   The     image  depicts  a  beautiful  scene   of      a       large   city  skyline      a        a         ,               ,           a
7:   The     image  depicts  a  beautiful  scene   of      a       large   city  skyline    with      a       bridge        ,         with
8:   The     image  depicts  a  beautiful  scene   of      a       large   city  skyline    with      a    prominent    in          a
9:   The     image  depicts  a  beautiful  scene   of      a       large   city  skyline    with      a    prominent  building   ,
10: The     image  depicts  a  beautiful  scene   of      a       large   city  skyline    with      a    prominent  building   ,

Figure 3. The text sampling trajectory of Show-o Turbo in MMU cases. Show-o Turbo realizes acceleration by predicting multiple
successive tokens in one iteration and correctly guessing the later tokens.

we set K to 32, CFG scale to 15 and number of segments
to 8 in the first stage, and set K to 16, CFG scale to 1.75
and number of segments to 4 in the second stage. Besides,
we set α = 10, β = 40, γ = 200 and δ = 8. We follow
the original Show-o regarding the mask schedule. We use
an AdamW optimizer and 8 RTX 4090 GPUs to train each
stage for 18 hours, with a constant learning rate of 10−5.

5.2. Main Results

Benchmarks. For T2I generation, we evaluate the gener-
ated images with Human Preference Score v2 (HPS) [60],
ImageReward (IR) [63], and CLIP Score (CS) [19] met-
rics, based on test prompts in Human Preference Dataset
v2 (HPD) [60]. Additionally, following Show-o, we eval-
uate also Show-o Turbo on GenEval [17]. For MMU,

we evaluate Show-o Turbo on the description benchmarks
Flickr30K [41, 67] and NoCaps [1] measured by the
bleu4 score, and calculate the accuracy on question an-
swering benchmarks POPE [27], MMEMME [14], and
MMMU [69].

Baselines. For T2I generation, we compare Show-o Turbo
without CFG to Show-o with CFG across various sampling
steps to fully demonstrate the effectiveness of our method.
We consider a CFG scale of 5 and 10 for Show-o following
[61]. For MMU, we compare Show-o Turbo with the orig-
inal Show-o in terms of both inference speed and accuracy,
where the speed is measured on a single RTX 4090 GPU.

Quantitative Results. Table 1 displays the results for T2I
generation. We observe that in 2-8 step sampling, Show-o
Turbo comprehensively outperforms Show-o, even without
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Show-o (CFG=10) Show-o Turbo

16 Steps 8 Steps 4 Steps 2 Steps 16 Steps 8 Steps 4 Steps 2 Steps

A cybernetic owl perched on a neon-lit branch, its mechanical feathers reflecting holographic patterns...

A modern electric guitar with a flame maple top, its wood grain catching studio lights...

A small succulent plant in a ceramic pot, its leaves forming a perfect geometric pattern...

A traditional wooden chess piece on a marble board, its polished surface reflecting soft light...

A detailed macro shot of a dragonfly perched on a thin blade of grass, its wings iridescent in the sunlight...

A single, colorful autumn leaf floating on the surface of a calm pond...

Figure 4. Comparison between Show-o and Show-o Turbo on 512 resolution in T2I generation. The former crashes in two-step
sampling, while the latter maintains good performance.

using CFG, particularly at 2 and 4 steps. In 16-step sam-
pling, Show-o Turbo is comparable to Show-o on GenEval,
HPS, IR, and CS. Moreover, the 4-step sampling of Show-
o Turbo without CFG outperforms the 8-step sampling of
Show-o, and the results of the 2-step Show-o Turbo fall be-
tween the 4-step and 8-step Show-o with CFG, highlighting
the effectiveness of our method in acceleration. Besides,
we can observe that Show-o Turbo outperforms Show-o
Turbo∗, demonstrating the efficacy of curriculum learning.

Additionally, we demonstrate the reliance of Show-o on
CFG, and find that CFG can further enhance Show-o Turbo,
which is shown in Appendix B.

Table 2 shows the performance of Show-o Turbo in
MMU tasks. We evaluate the text tokens generation speed
on NoCaps, witnessing a 1.5x speedup on average. Besides,
we notice that Show-o Turbo achieves comparable descrip-
tion performance to Show-o on Flickr30K and NoCaps. The
slight performance drop also implies a trade-off between
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Settings #IT ↓ POPE ↑ MME ↑ IR ↑ CS ↑
Number of Segments

4 Segments 10.57 72.6 803.4 0.586 0.307
2 Segments 12.48 69.8 595.8 0.500 0.306
1 Segment 11.71 74.1 675.3 0.270 0.304

Full-parameter Tuning vs. LoRA

Full-parameter 10.57 72.6 803.4 0.586 0.307
LoRA 13.14 78.1 881.2 0.472 0.304

Regularization

β = 0, γ = 0 2.85 0.0 4.91 -2.278 0.184
β = 10, γ = 50 12.71 74.8 798.4 0.483 0.307
β = 20, γ = 100 10.57 72.6 803.4 0.586 0.307

Table 3. Ablation studies regarding various aspects on 256 res-
olution. #IT represents the number of iterations required by Jacobi
decoding to decode 16 tokens. Refer to the text for more details.

the performance and acceleration effect on these tasks. Per-
forming distillation with more advanced MMU corpora can
be a possible remedy to this. On the other hand, we find that
Show-o Turbo maintains strong performance on question-
answering benchmarks POPE, MME, and MMMU which
rely on one-token responses.
Qualitative Results. Figure 4 provides a visual comparison
between Show-o with a CFG scale of 10 and Show-o Turbo
without CFG across various sampling steps on 512 resolu-
tion. It can be observed that the images generated by Show-
o with 2 steps are collapsed, while our model addresses this
issue. More results of our Show-o Turbo are provided in
Figure 1. These studies prove that Show-o Turbo has the
ability to perform effective sampling with fewer steps.

Figure 3 visualizes the text sampling trajectory of Show-
o Turbo for several MMU cases. As shown, Show-o Turbo
can complete the prediction of 16 tokens in fewer than 10
iterations, due to the ability to predict multiple successive
tokens in one iteration and correctly guess the later tokens.

We also showcase the performance of Show-o Turbo in
image inpainting and extrapolation in Appendix A. Show-o
Turbo can effectively complete both tasks in just four steps
without requiring additional fine-tuning.

5.3. Ablation Studies

To analyze the influence of each part in our method, we
conduct a comprehensive ablation study on 256 resolution
in this subsection. Unless otherwise specified, we report the
results of the model after the first training stage (i.e., Show-
o Turbo∗) and the T2I generation is done with 4 sampling
steps.
Number of Segments. As shown in Table 3, models trained
in two segments and without trajectory segmentation (i.e.,

Model Steps Top-k HPS ↑ IR ↑ CS ↑

Show-o Turbo

4 - 0.245 0.621 0.306
4 200 0.252 0.706 0.309
2 - 0.216 0.027 0.291
2 10 0.240 0.529 0.306

Show-o

4 - 0.228 0.219 0.301
4 200 0.230 0.286 0.302
2 - 0.169 -1.257 0.254
2 10 0.168 -1.263 0.254

Table 4. Comparison on sampling strategy on 256 resolution.
Top-k sampling is beneficial to Show-o Turbo compared to regular
multinomial samples, but the benefits for the original Show-o are
minor.

using one segment) can exhibit a suboptimal performance
and a degraded acceleration effect. This result reflects the
effectiveness of our trajectory segmentation strategy for im-
proving convergence speed and model performance.
Full-parameter Training. We study the influence of the
training module on Show-o Turbo. Table 3 shows the per-
formance of full-parameter training and LoRA trianing [22]
on several benchmarks. Although the LoRA method main-
tains good performance on the MMU task, its acceleration
effect on MMU and T2I tasks is inferior to that of full-
parameter training. Therefore, we ultimately opt for full
parameter training to balance between accuracy and speed.
Regularization. As shown in Table 3, training without reg-
ularization constraints (i.e., β = 0, γ = 0) tends to make
the model collapse rapidly. Besides, smaller regularization
weights can lead to inferior performance, highlighting the
importance of regularization in constraining the distribution
of Show-o Turbo in training.
Top-k Sampling. Table 4 shows the results with different
sampling strategies. We observe that top-k significantly im-
proves the performance of Show-o Turbo on both 2-step and
4-step sampling. In contrast, the benefit of top-k to Show-o
is minor. This is probably because there is higher uncer-
tainty in the output distribution of Show-o Turbo.

6. Conclusion

This work introduces Show-o Turbo, a unified approach for
accelerated multimodal understanding and generation. To
achieve this, with a unified denoising perspective for the
image and text generation process, we extend the consis-
tency distillation to the multimodal denoising trajectories.
Additionally, the trajectory segmentation strategy and cur-
riculum learning are introduced to improve the model con-
vergence and performance. Extensive experiments demon-
strate a significant improvement in generation speed for
both tasks, with a minimal decrease in performance.
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Show-o Turbo: Towards Accelerated Unified Multimodal
Understanding and Generation

Supplementary Material

A. Inpainting and Extrapolation
Figure 5 shows that Show-o Turbo can efficiently fill in
missing parts of an image with high quality in just 2 to 4
steps, based on the given prompt. Meanwhile, Figure 6
demonstrates that Show-o Turbo can smoothly complete
image extrapolation in just 4 steps.

User : In the distance, a small white sailboat was 
parked between the mountains and the water.

Show-o

Show-o Turbo

Figure 5. Visualization of image inpainting by Show-o and
Show-o Turbo on 256 resolution. From left to right are the 2,
4, and 8 steps sampling.

Model Steps CFG HPS ↑ IR ↑ CS ↑

Show-o

16 0 0.174 -1.097 0.272
10 0.254 0.739 0.310

8 0 0.181 -0.916 0.276
10 0.249 0.665 0.308

4 0 0.178 -0.877 0.276
10 0.228 0.219 0.301

2 0 0.159 -1.661 0.234
10 0.169 -1.257 0.254

Show-o Turbo

16 0 0.258 0.752 0.310
1 0.258 0.816 0.310

8 0 0.255 0.738 0.309
1 0.255 0.782 0.310

4 0 0.252 0.706 0.309
1 0.252 0.731 0.309

2 0 0.240 0.529 0.306
1 0.235 0.420 0.302

Table 5. Results with different CFG on 256 resolution. A proper
CFG can enhance the performance of Show-o and Show-o Turbo.

User : The mountains and jungles are 
covered with thin mist.

Show-o Show-o Turbo

User : A serene natural land-scape 
featuring a clear lake surrounded by 
lush trees.

Show-o Show-o Turbo
Figure 6. Visualization of image extrapolation by Show-o and
Show-o Turbo on 256 resolution. From top to bottom are the 4,
8, and 16 steps sampling.

B. Settings of CFG

As shown in Table 5, the performance of Show-o drops sig-
nificantly without CFG, resulting in images that lack se-
mantic information. Additionally, the appropriate use of
CFG further enhances the sampling performance of Show-o
Turbo, particularly for sampling steps of 4 or more.
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Figure 7. Visualization of regularization label for image trajectory distillation. P k denotes the regularization label at time step k. pθ
is the prediction distribution represented by teacher model, and lθ denotes the output logits of teacher model.

Steps Model CFG
GenEval ↑

HPS ↑ IR ↑ CS ↑ Time (sec) ↓
AVG TO CT P CL SO CA

16

Show-o 10 0.591 0.692 0.478 0.165 0.859 0.978 0.378 0.254 0.739 0.310 0.44
Show-o 5 0.571 0.631 0.469 0.155 0.846 0.994 0.333 0.253 0.642 0.309 0.44

Show-o Turbo∗ 0 0.543 0.593 0.447 0.130 0.814 0.953 0.323 0.251 0.586 0.307 0.27
Show-o Turbo 0 0.562 0.689 0.366 0.140 0.814 0.991 0.373 0.258 0.752 0.310 0.27

8

Show-o 10 0.540 0.578 0.428 0.145 0.838 0.969 0.285 0.249 0.665 0.308 0.24
Show-o 5 0.530 0.558 0.441 0.133 0.825 0.972 0.255 0.247 0.602 0.308 0.24

Show-o Turbo∗ 0 0.518 0.518 0.400 0.123 0.809 0.972 0.285 0.250 0.597 0.307 0.15
Show-o Turbo 0 0.552 0.669 0.353 0.128 0.817 0.963 0.385 0.255 0.738 0.309 0.15

4

Show-o 10 0.425 0.333 0.334 0.100 0.700 0.950 0.135 0.228 0.219 0.301 0.14
Show-o 5 0.429 0.351 0.369 0.078 0.707 0.947 0.120 0.228 0.225 0.302 0.14

Show-o Turbo∗ 0 0.504 0.513 0.375 0.130 0.787 0.962 0.257 0.245 0.586 0.307 0.09
Show-o Turbo 0 0.523 0.664 0.303 0.103 0.801 0.959 0.308 0.252 0.706 0.309 0.09

2

Show-o 10 0.206 0.046 0.140 0.033 0.330 0.678 0.010 0.169 -1.257 0.254 0.08
Show-o 5 0.229 0.068 0.122 0.023 0.378 0.763 0.020 0.182 -0.917 0.263 0.08

Show-o Turbo∗ 0 0.439 0.358 0.313 0.075 0.755 0.941 0.193 0.224 0.174 0.302 0.06
Show-o Turbo 0 0.494 0.530 0.334 0.093 0.787 0.959 0.260 0.240 0.529 0.306 0.06

Table 6. Comparison of 256 × 256 T2I performance on GenEval, HPS, IR, and CS. Show-o Turbo∗ refers to the model after the first
stage of training. AVG: average, TO: Two Object, CT: Counting, P: Position, CL: colors, SO: Single Object, CLA: Color Attr.

Method Decoding Speed (tokens/s) ↑ Flickr30K ↑ NoCaps ↑ TextCaps ↑ POPE ↑ MME ↑ MMMU ↑

Show-o AR 41.8 15.0 25.8 12.3 73.8 948.4 25.1
Jacobi 38.2 15.0 25.8 12.3 73.8 948.4 25.1

Show-o Turbo∗ Jacobi 61.3 12.1 19.2 9.7 72.6 803.4 27.0
Show-o Turbo Jacobi 64.5 14.6 21.8 10.6 73.2 872.4 25.8

Table 7. Comparison of 256 × 256 MMU performance on multiple benchmarks. Note that Flickr30K, NoCaps, and TextCaps evaluate
the ability of image description, and POPE, MME, and MMMU measure question-answering ability.
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C. Regularization Loss Details
The regularization loss for text trajectories is straightfor-
ward to compute because we only need pϕ to fit the endpoint
text tokens vK , which is similar to the objective LNTP .
However, for the regularization loss of image trajectories,
we need to construct regularized logits labels by recording
the predicted distribution of teacher model at each sampling
step during the trajectory collection process. As shown in
Fig. 7, the regularization label at time step k is denoted as
P k, with the initialization P 0 = 0. During the iteration pro-
cess of the trajectory uk, we simultaneously iterate P k. For
the known regions in uk, we directly assign the correspond-
ing positions in P k−1 to P k. For the masked regions in uk,
we record the logits output of the teacher model and assign
them to the corresponding positions. Through this iterative
process, we can obtain the regularization labels P r at the
segmentation points, which are used to compute Lu

REG.

D. Results of 256 resolution
Table 6 and Table 7 show the performance of Show-o
Turbo on T2I and MMU tasks at 256-resolution respec-
tively. It can be observed that Show-o Turbo can also
achieve the effect of 8 steps of the original model in 4-
step sampling without CFG in 256-resolution image gen-
eration, and also achieves about 1.5 times acceleration in
256-resolution image understanding.

E. Additional Image Results
Figure 8 and Figure 9 show the image generation results for
512 and 256 resolutions respectively. Show-o Turbo can
generate high-quality images with rich details with only 2
to 4 sampling steps and without CFG.
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Figure 8. 512 × 512 images generated by Show-o Turbo. From left to right, the images are generated by Show-o Turbo in 2, 4, 8 and 16
sampling steps without CFG.
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Figure 9. 256 × 256 images generated by Show-o Turbo. From left to right, the images are generated by Show-o Turbo in 2, 4, 8 and 16
sampling steps without CFG.
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