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Abstract

Flow models are effective at progressively generating re-
alistic images, but they generally struggle to capture long-
range dependencies during the generation process as they
compress all the information from previous time steps into a
single corrupted image. To address this limitation, we pro-
pose integrating autoregressive modeling—known for its ex-
cellence in modeling complex, high-dimensional joint prob-
ability distributions—into flow models. During training,
at each step, we construct causally-ordered sequences by
sampling multiple images from the same semantic category
and applying different levels of noise, where images with
higher noise levels serve as causal predecessors to those
with lower noise levels. This design enables the model to
learn broader category-level variations while maintaining
proper causal relationships in the flow process. During
generation, the model autoregressively conditions the previ-
ously generated images from earlier denoising steps, form-
ing a contextual and coherent generation trajectory. Ad-
ditionally, we design a customized hybrid linear attention
mechanism tailored to our modeling approach to enhance
computational efficiency. Our approach, termed ARFlow,
under 400k training steps, achieves 14.08 FID scores on
ImageNet at 128 × 128 without classifier-free guidance,
reaching 4.34 FID with classifier-free guidance 1.5, signif-
icantly outperforming the previous flow-based model SiT’s
9.17 FID. Extensive ablation studies demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our modeling strategy and chunk-wise attention
design.

1. Introduction
Image generation has witnessed rapid advancements in re-
cent years, with flow models [1, 8, 18–20] emerging as a
competitive solution. Compared to the curved trajectories
observed in diffusion models [11, 27, 29], flow models con-
nect data and noise through straight-line paths, resulting in
higher training and inference efficiency. However, current

flow-based approaches [10] face a critical limitation: they
struggle to capture long-range dependencies across the gen-
eration process. This limitation arises because each gener-
ation step has access only to the corrupted image from the
immediately preceding step, forcing the model to compress
all historical information into a single noisy intermediate
state. Consequently, this constraint potentially degrades the
model’s ability to maintain semantic consistency and struc-
tural coherence throughout the generation process.

In contrast to flow models that rely on Markovian assump-
tions, autoregressive models naturally maintain historical
information through their hidden states; that is, in autore-
gressive modeling, each token’s prediction explicitly de-
pends on all previous tokens. As demonstrated in mod-
ern large language models, such explicit modeling remains
valid and powerful for building global relationships, even
with sequences consisting of thousands or even millions of
tokens [17, 33]. This powerful capability suggests a promis-
ing solution for flow models—if integrated properly, it al-
lows flow models to directly optimize for consistency across
the generation trajectory while maintaining their computa-
tional benefits.

To this end, we develop ARFlow, a novel framework that in-
tegrates autoregressive modeling within a flow-based archi-
tecture. Our key insight is to leverage the natural ordering
inherent in the flow process to establish causal relationships
during training. Empirically, by observing that directly con-
catenating sequences from flow trajectories leads to model
collapse during training, we alternatively propose sampling
multiple images from the same semantic category to form
a sequence. This training strategy departs from the tradi-
tional single-image trajectory, enabling the model to learn
broader semantic relationships while avoiding convergence
to trivial solutions that merely capture differences between
flow states. Moreover, unlike the original flow models, we
apply varying levels of independent noise to these sampled
images, arranging them in a sequence—where more heavily
corrupted images precede those with less noise—to help es-
tablish a clear causal relationship in the denoising process.
At the inference stage, ARFlow operates autoregressively:
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at each step, the model conditions on the complete sequence
of previously generated images while following the flow dy-
namics to predict the next image. This autoregressive be-
havior allows the model to capture both local transitions
through flow-based updates and long-range dependencies
through the sequential memory of past states, resulting in
more coherent and stable generation trajectories.

Furthermore, considering that ARFlow is expected to gen-
erate long sequences of image tokens—especially dur-
ing autoregressive inference—we introduce a carefully de-
signed linear attention mechanism as a replacement for self-
attention, ensuring that the framework remains computa-
tionally feasible and scalable.

Specifically, since the autoregressive relationships in
ARFlow are modeled at the image level rather than the
patch level, we propose a tailored hybrid linear attention
mechanism that groups tokens into chunks corresponding
to different images.

By treating each image as a chunk, this mechanism im-
plements full attention within chunks to model the genera-
tion of a single image, while applying causal masking only
to inter-chunk attention to model image-wise relationships.
This design preserves the necessary causality introduced by
ARFlow and enables efficient parallel processing.

Extensive experiments on ImageNet at 128×128 reso-
lution are provided to demonstrate the effectiveness of
ARFlow. For example, ARFlow achieves an FID of 4.34
with classifier-free guidance of 1.5, significantly outper-
forming the flow model SiT (FID 9.17) on 400k training
steps. Moreover, our ablation studies further demonstrate
three key strengths of our framework: 1) longer sequence
lengths consistently enhance generation quality, with FID
improving from 29.12 to 25.01 as sequences increase from
2 to 10 steps; 2) the cached state mechanism proves essen-
tial, as its removal results in a FID degradation from 25.46
to 65.33; and 3) our hybrid attention design can efficiently
process long autoregressive sequences, rendering ARFlow’s
generation speed comparable to SiT.

2. Related Works
2.1. Generative Image Modeling
Diffusion models [11, 25, 27, 29] have first garnered sig-
nificant attention for their ability to generate high-quality,
realistic images. Recent advancements in diffusion models
have primarily been driven by innovations in sampling tech-
niques [11, 14, 28], model architectures such as DiT [22]
and U-ViT [2], and the reformulation of the model output
to represent velocity [26] or noise [11] rather than pixels.
More recently, flow models [1, 18–20] attracts increasing
attention. Unlike diffusion models that follow curved tra-

jectories, flow models connect data and noise distributions
through straight-line paths, offering a more direct and effi-
cient approach to generative modeling. However, these ap-
proaches are inherently limited by their Markovian nature:
each generation step can only access information from the
immediate previous step, constraining their ability to main-
tain long-range consistency.

Autoregressive image generation models [3, 36] begin by
generating pixels sequentially. VQGAN [7] enhances these
models by employing autoregressive learning within the
latent space of VQVAE [37]. Parti [42], utilizing the
ViT-VQGAN [41] architecture, scales this approach fur-
ther with a transformer consisting of 20 billion parameters.
LlamaGen [30] use vanilla llama [35] for image genera-
tion.However, these models face a fundamental challenge:
they must convert 2D images into 1D sequences through
raster-scan ordering, limiting their ability to capture global
structure. VAR [34] attempts to address this by introducing
multi-scale token maps generated from coarse to fine scales,
but struggles with error accumulation when predicting mul-
tiple tokens in parallel.

There are prior efforts in combining diffusion model and au-
toregressive model. MAR [16] integrates the Mask genera-
tive model with a diffusion model, employing a transformer
with bi-directional attention and using an MLP as the diffu-
sion model to sample image latent conditioned on the trans-
former’s output. DART [10] organizes the denoising pro-
cess trajectories of the diffusion model into a sequence, re-
ducing the number of diffusion steps from 1000 to 16 or 4.
However, this reduction compromises the generative qual-
ity at each step and limits the autoregressive model’s ability
to fully leverage its long-distance modeling capabilities.

In contrast to these approaches, our ARFlow maintains the
advantages of standard flow steps while enhancing them
with autoregressive conditioning.

2.2. Linear Attention and Hybrid Model
Transformers with self-attention mechanisms have been the
backbone of foundation models but struggle with quadratic
training complexity and costly KV cache management dur-
ing inference. Linear attention [15], which replaces the ex-
ponential similarity function (i.e., softmax) with a dot prod-
uct over (transformed) query and key vectors, has gained
attention due to its hardware-efficient, sub-quadratic train-
ing [39] and constant-memory recurrent inference capabil-
ities (viewed as an RNN). However, linear attention suf-
fers from notable performance degradation. To address
this, researchers have revisited ideas from RNN litera-
ture, introducing data-independent static decay terms [31]
or data-dependent decay terms [4, 23, 32, 39, 43], which
have improved linear attention’s performance. Notably,
Mamba2 [5] can be viewed as a special case of linear at-
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tention as denoted by [40], where data-dependent decay is
crucial for both Mamba [9] and Mamba2 [5].

However, linear attention’s expressive power is still lim-
ited by the removal of the softmax operator. Researchers
are exploring hybrid approaches, combining softmax-based
chunk or sliding window attention (we refer to them as
local attention, which is sub-quadratic in total sequence
length once window/chunk size is fixed) with linear atten-
tion. Models like Samba [24] interleave local attention and
linear attention across different layers, while Gated Atten-
tion Unit (GAU) [13] and Infini-Attention [21] combine lo-
cal attention within a single layer. Here, the intra-chunk
component uses (local) softmax attention, while the inter-
chunk component relies on (global) linear attention, allow-
ing for more detailed local context modeling via softmax
and access to global context through linear attention.

Our proposed hybrid linear attention method aligns more
closely with GAU [13] and Infini-Attention [21]. We treat
a chunk as a patchified image sequence at a given time step
in the flow process, applying softmax attention to model
interactions between patches within each image, while us-
ing linear attention to compress intermediate images from
all preceding flow steps, facilitating global information ex-
change. To suit flow models’ properties, we modify intra-
chunk softmax causal attention to bidirectional attention.

3. Preliminary
3.1. Latent generative models
Training generative models directly in high-resolution pixel
space presents significant computational challenges, partic-
ularly when dealing with modern image resolutions. Re-
cent works [7, 16, 25] have adopted a two-stage approach
that has proven highly effective. This approach introduces
an intermediate latent space that dramatically reduces the
computational burden while preserving image quality.

The first stage involves training an autoencoder (VQ or KL-
based), where the encoder E maps a high-dimensional raw
image X∗ ∈ R3×H×W into a significantly more compact
latent representation Z∗ = E(X∗) ∈ Rd×h×w: where the
dimensionality reduction is substantial: 3 × H × W ≫
d × h × w. This compression typically reduces the spa-
tial dimensions by a factor of 8 or more while also reducing
the channel dimension.

In the second stage, the generative model is trained exclu-
sively in this lower-dimensional latent space, with the au-
toencoder’s weights remaining frozen. This separation of
concerns allows the autoencoder to focus on learning an
efficient compression scheme, while the generative model
can concentrate on modeling the underlying data distribu-
tion in a more tractable space. During generation, the model

produces samples in the latent space, which are then trans-
formed back into pixel space using the decoder D. Unless
explicitly stated otherwise, our subsequent discussion fo-
cuses on operations within this latent space.

3.2. Flow models
Flow models represent a powerful approach to genera-
tive modeling by leveraging continuous-time stochastic pro-
cesses. Unlike diffusion models that follow curved paths
between data and noise distributions, flow models create
straight-line trajectories, leading to more efficient training
and sampling. These models operate by gradually trans-
forming standard Gaussian noise ϵ ∼ N (0, I) into image
latents Z∗ ∼ p(Z) through a carefully designed process:

Zt = αtZ
∗ + σtε, (1)

where t ∈ [0, 1] represents the continuous time parameter.
The scheduling functions αt and σt play crucial roles: αt

decreases monotonically from 1 to 0 as t increases, control-
ling the contribution of the target image, while σt increases
from 0 to 1, gradually introducing noise. common choice is
linear scheduling where:

αt = 1− t, σt = t (2)

This creates a smooth interpolation between the clean im-
age latent and pure noise, allowing for stable training and
generation. Flow models with parameters θ in the velocity
field can be optimized by minimizing:

Lv(θ) =

∫ T

0

E[∥vθ(Zt, t)− α̇tZ
∗ − σ̇tε∥2]dt. (3)

Here, vθ predicts the instantaneous change in Zt, and the
objective ensures this prediction matches the ground truth
velocity given by α̇tZ

∗ + σ̇tε. This objective ensures accu-
rate prediction of instantaneous changes in the latent repre-
sentation across the entire trajectory, enabling precise con-
trol over the generation process.

3.3. Chunkwise linear attention
Denote query/key /value matrix as Q,K,V ∈ RT×d where
T is sequence length and d is head dimension, for each
head, the (simplified) linear attention has the following two
equivalent recurrent and parallel form [39]:

St = St−1 + ktv
⊤
t ∈ Rd×d,ot = S⊤

t qt ∈ Rd (recurrent)

O =
(
QK⊤ ⊙M

)
V ∈ RT×d, (parallel)

where M ∈ {0, 1}T×T is the causal mask. Another
equivalent chunk-wise parallel form balances between par-
allel and recurrent form [12, 31, 39], enabling subquadratic
hardware-efficient training [39]. Consider an input se-
quence X ∈ RT×d divided into non-overlapping chunks
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Training Stage Generation Stage 

Hybrid Linear Flow Transformer Hybrid Linear Flow Transformer

Figure 1. Overview of ARFlow’s training and generation stages. Left: During training, the model processes multiple images from the
same semantic category with different noise levels through a Hybrid Linear Flow Transformer, enabling learning of broader category-
level variations. The samples are arranged in order of increasing noise levels to establish causal relationships. Right: During generation,
the model autoregressively conditions on all previously generated images (indicated by curved arrows), creating a coherent generation
trajectory from noise to the final image.

of length C each, where T = NC and N represents the
number of chunks. Let S[i] := SiC ∈ Rd×d denote the
hidden state after processing i chunks (i.e., after time step
t = iC). Define Q[i+1] = QiC+1:iC+C ∈ RC×d as the
query vectors for the (i+1)-th chunk, with analogous defi-
nitions for K[i+1],V[i+1],O[i+1]. Then the chunk-level re-
currence could be written as:

S[i+1] = S[i] +

iC+C∑
t=iC+1

ktv
⊤
t (4)

= S[i] +K⊤
[i+1]V[i+1] ∈ Rd×d. (5)

and the intra-chunk (parallel) output computation is :

O[i+1] = Q[i+1]S[i]︸ ︷︷ ︸
inter-chunk

+
(
(Q[i+1]K

⊤
[i+1])⊙M

)
V[i+1]︸ ︷︷ ︸

intra-chunk

∈ RC×d (6)

The intra-chunk component Ointra
[i+1] requires O(C2d+Cd2)

computational time, and the inter-chunk component Ointer
[i+1]

processes contributions from previous chunks’ hidden states
in O(Cd2) time. Once C is fixed to a small constant (e.g.,
64 or 128 in practice), the overall training time is linear
in sequence length T . Notably, the output computation is
highly parallelizable and the chunk-level recurrence signif-
icantly reduce the recurrent step compared to the recurrent
form, enabling hardware-efficient training [38, 39].

4. ARFlow with Hybrid Linear Attention
4.1. ARFlow
The straightforward approach of flow model, however, suf-
fers from two fundamental limitations. First, the entire se-
quence shares the same source image, providing insufficient

variation for learning meaningful representations. Second,
while preserving Markov chain properties, this configura-
tion often leads to degenerate solutions that merely interpo-
late between noise levels, failing to capture broader seman-
tic relationships.

To address these limitations, we propose a novel non-
Markovian sequence construction method that introduces
strategic variation in both content (Z∗) and noise level (σ).
Our approach consists of three key steps:

First, we sample N images X∗
n from the same semantic

category with condition c, alongside N independently sam-
pled time values tn ∈ [0, 1]. This sampling strategy en-
sures diverse content while maintaining semantic consis-
tency within each sequence.

Second, we transform these images into latent representa-
tions Z∗

n through our encoder (Equation 1), then perturb
them with independently sampled noise εn according to the
flow process (Equation 2). The independence of noise sam-
ples further enhances the diversity of the learning signal.
Finally, we arrange the sequence based on the temporal or-
dering of tn:

SeqN = [Z1
t1 ,Z

2
t2 , ...,Z

N
tN ] (7)

This enriched sequence forms the basis for our AR flow
model optimization:

Lθ =

∫ T

0

N∑
n=1

E[∥vθ(Zn
tn , ...,Z

0
t0 , t)− α̇tZ

∗
n − σ̇tεn∥2]dt

(8)
During the generation phase, we implement a next-flow pre-
diction mechanism, where each autoregressive step corre-
sponds to a complete flow sampling step for an entire la-
tent image Z, rather than individual tokens z. This design
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choice maintains efficiency while preserving the benefits of
autoregressive modeling.

Our approach offers several compelling advantages: By in-
corporating multiple images from the same category, the
model learns to capture rich semantic relationships and
category-level variations.The independent sampling of both
images and flow times creates diverse patterns that pre-
vent convergence to trivial solutions. While breaking the
restrictive Markovian assumption, our approach maintains
the progressive nature of flow models, ensuring temporal
coherence. The model effectively leverages information
from multiple previous steps while maintaining computa-
tional tractability.

4.2. Hybrid linear attention
In practice, to obtain a sequence, for each latent image Zi

ti
(Eq. 7) we patchify it into M patches in raster-scan or-
der, i.e., sweeping them from left to right and top to bot-
tom, resulting in Zi

ti,m ∈ Rd where m ∈ {1, · · ·M}
(typically M = h × w = 64 when image size is 128
× 128). Then we concatenate them to a sequence X =
{Z1

t1,1, · · ·Z
1
t1,M

,Z2
t2,1, · · ·Z

N
tN ,M}. Similar to standard

language modeling, we apply query/key/value linear pro-
jection to obtain Q,K,V ∈ RT×d where T = N ×M .

In practice, however, T can be very large, making
Transformer-based autoregressive modeling expensive, par-
ticularly during inference due to the large KV cache size. To
address this, we adopt linear attention to reduce complexity
and make necessary adaptations to suit flow models.

Parallel Parallel

Sequential

4 4

. . .

S[0] S[1]

1

2

3

S[2]

1

2

3 3

1

2

3

4

Inter-chunk recurrence
Inter-chunk input

Inter-chunk output (Eq. 9a)
Intra-chunk attention (Eq. 9b)

Figure 2. Architecture of our hybrid chunk-wise attention mech-
anism. The computation combines sequential processing between
chunks (shown in the upper “Sequential” section) with parallel
processing within chunks (shown in the lower “Parallel” section).
Numbers indicate key operations: (1) chunk-level state updates
with decay, (2) information aggregation from current chunk, (3)
inter-chunk attention through hidden states, and (4) full attention
within each chunk. This design enables efficient processing of
long sequences while maintaining appropriate causal structure for
flow modeling.

Unlike in language modeling, flow models do not require
enforcing causality among tokens (or patches) within each
image. Instead, modeling bidirectional interactions en-
hances the coherence and quality of generated images. To
leverage this, we propose a hybrid linear attention mech-
anism for ARFlow, partitioning the sequence into chunks,
each representing a separate image, i.e., C = M . As shown
in Figure 2, our hybrid linear attention retains sequential
dependencies via hidden states while allowing parallel pro-
cessing across different chunks, like chunkwise linear at-
tention introduced in. The autoregressive flow structure
aligns naturally with this chunk-based linear attention for-
mulation. Unlike next-token prediction, flow models focus
on next de-noising image prediction, supporting full atten-
tion within chunks while preserving causal dependencies
between them. For the (i + 1)-th chunk, the computation
is formulated as:

O[i+1] = Q[i+1]S[i]︸ ︷︷ ︸
inter-chunk (causal)

(9a)

+ softmax
(
Q[i+1]K

⊤
[i+1]

)
V[i+1]︸ ︷︷ ︸

intra-chunk (local noncausal attention)

, (9b)

where the inter-chunk component maintains causality
through the sequential hidden state SiC , while the intra-
chunk component implements unrestricted attention within
the current chunk. The hidden state update remains intact.

Incorporating gating mechanism. Gating mechanism or
selective mechanism has been commonly used to enhance
linear attention [32, 39, 43] or state space models [5, 9].
Empirically, we found that scalar-valued decay term [9, 32]
suffices to produce good performance while enjoying faster
training speed, and we make the decay term data-dependent:

gt = sigmoid (Wγxt)
1/τ ∈ (0, 1) (10)

where xt ∈ X is the input for each step, and τ = 16 is
the temperature used for regulating the decaying factor to 1
[32, 39] for retaining more historical information. Within
each chunk (i+ 1), we compute the geometric mean of the
gating values to obtain the chunk-level decay:

γi+1 = exp

(
1

C

iC+C∑
t=iC+1

log gt

)
(11)

S[i+1] = γi+1S[i] +
(
K⊤

[i+1]V[i+1]

)
(12)

and output computation remains intact.
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5. Experiment Setup
Training. We train a class-conditional latent model on
the ImageNet dataset [6] 128 × 128, a highly-competitive
generative modeling benchmark. Following the original
DiT [22], we initialize the final linear layer with zeros and
use standard weight initialization techniques from ViT. All
models are trained using the AdamW optimizer with a con-
stant learning rate of 1×10−4, no weight decay, and a batch
size of 256. Unless otherwise noted, the sequence length
is set to 5. We maintain an exponential moving average
(EMA) of model weights with a decay rate of 0.9999, and
all reported results use the EMA model. The same training
hyperparameters are used across all models, including the
SiT [20] baselines.
Flow Setting We use the same pre-trained variational au-
toencoder (VAE) model from Stable Diffusion as employed
in SiT [20] to encode images, producing a representation of
dimensions 32×32×4 for input images of size 128×128×3.
A linear interpolation schedule is used for t, where αt =
1 − t and σt = t with t ∈ [1, 0]. During generation, we
apply the SDE solver using the first-order Euler-Maruyama
integrator [20], and limit the number of generation steps to
250, consistent with the sampling steps used in SiT. Un-
less otherwise specified, all metrics presented are FID-50K
scores evaluated on the ImageNet dataset.

6. Experiments
6.1. Comparison with SiT

Table 1. Performance comparison between ARFlow and SiT mod-
els on ImageNet 128×128 with classifier-free guidance (CFG) =
1.0 and 1.5, across different model scales (S/2, B/2, L/2, XL/2).
Metrics include Inception Score (IS), Fréchet Inception Distance
(FID), saturated FID (sFID), Precision, and Recall.

Model Model Size Cfg IS↑ FID↓ sFID↓ Precision↑ Recall↑
SiT S/2 1.0 18.45 49.21 9.29 0.3764 0.5847

ARFlow S/2 1.0 22.15 41.56 8.47 0.4184 0.6060

SiT B/2 1.0 25.69 35.64 7.75 0.4539 0.6231
ARFlow B/2 1.0 36.73 25.46 7.13 0.5185 0.6489

SiT L/2 1.0 35.68 25.39 6.99 0.5211 0.6488
ARFlow L/2 1.0 55.03 15.91 6.43 0.5866 0.6651

SiT XL/2 1.0 37.59 24.02 6.92 0.5277 0.6481
ARFlow XL/2 1.0 60.78 14.08 6.46 0.5989 0.6705

SiT S/2 1.5 31.84 31.13 8.05 0.4902 0.5530
ARFlow S/2 1.5 41.48 23.95 7.56 0.5469 0.5779

SiT B/2 1.5 53.32 17.89 7.11 0.5984 0.5797
ARFlow B/2 1.5 84.18 10.16 6.77 0.6607 0.5908

SiT L/2 1.5 79.90 10.05 6.78 0.6780 0.5759
ARFlow L/2 1.5 130.12 4.92 6.42 0.7239 0.6020

SiT XL/2 1.5 85.10 9.17 6.83 0.6876 0.5755
ARFlow XL/2 1.5 140.07 4.34 6.38 0.7303 0.6106

Metric Comparison We compare ARFlow with SiT on
ImageNet 128 × 128 across different model scales and

classifier-free guidance (CFG) settings in Tab. 1. ARFlow
consistently outperforms SiT across all model scales and
metrics. Without classifier guidance (CFG=1.0), ARFlow-
XL/2 achieves FID 14.08 and IS 60.78, substantially
improving upon SiT-XL/2’s 24.02 FID and 37.59 IS.
With CFG=1.5(the improvements are more pronounced -
ARFlow-XL/2 reaches 4.34 FID and 140.07 IS, marking
a 52.67% relative FID improvement over SiT-XL/2. En-
hanced Precision/Recall metrics demonstrate improvements
in both sample quality and diversity.

0 50000 100000 150000 200000 250000 300000 350000 400000
Step

0.82

0.84

0.86

0.88

0.90

0.92

Tr
ai

n 
Lo

ss

SiT-S
ARFlow-S5
SiT-B
ARFlow-B5
SiT-L
ARFlow-L5
SiT-XL
ARFlow-XL5

Figure 3. Visual comparison of training loss between different
scale SiT and ARFlow.

Visualizing ARFlow Scale As shows in Fig. 3, we visual-
ize the training loss of SIT and ARFlow for different scales,
and we can find that for the same model size, ARFlow’s
loss is lower than that of the original SiT, and in particular,
ARFlow-B5’s loss is close to SiT-XL’s loss.

Fig. 4 visualizes the sampling capabilities of ARFlow at
400K training steps, across different model sizes, using the
same starting noise and seed. All images are generated with
CFG=4.0. The comparison shows a clear improvement in
image quality and fidelity as the model size increases.

6.2. Ablation Study
We conduct extensive ablation studies using the ARFlow-
B/2 as our baseline.

Sequence length We first investigate the impact of se-
quence length on model performance in Tab. 2. With
CFG=1.0, increasing the sequence length from 2 to 5 steps
steadily improves the FID from 29.12 to 25.46. This trend
continues up to 10 steps, reaching an FID of 25.01. Similar
improvements are observed with CFG=1.5, where the FID
decreases from 13.00 (2 steps) to 10.16 (5 steps) and further
to 9.97 (10 steps). It is worth emphasizing that ARFlow
training with sequence length of 1 cannot perform autore-
gressive flow generation, as it inherently reduces to the con-
ventional flow model due to the absence of historical con-
text required for autoregressive conditioning.
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Figure 4. Visual comparison of samples between different size ARFlow with CFG=4.0, demonstrating progressive improvement in sample
quality as model size increase.

Table 2. Impact of sequence length on ARFlow-B/2 model perfor-
mance with CFG = 1.0.

seq length CFG IS↑ FID↓ sFID↓ Precision↑ Recall↑
1 1.0 5.23 141.14 50.42 0.1021 0.0730
2 1.0 31.62 29.12 7.16 0.4959 0.6397
3 1.0 33.22 27.66 7.15 0.5077 0.6469
4 1.0 35.92 25.76 7.08 0.5173 0.6550
5 1.0 36.73 25.46 7.13 0.5185 0.6489

10 1.0 37.96 25.01 7.16 0.5189 0.6543

1 1.5 5.50 135.71 47.13 0.1067 0.0251
2 1.5 68.37 13.00 6.86 0.6429 0.5734
3 1.5 73.14 12.02 6.79 0.6472 0.5796
4 1.5 81.01 10.57 6.65 0.6581 0.5903
5 1.5 84.18 10.16 6.77 0.6607 0.5908

10 1.5 86.43 9.97 6.51 0.6629 0.5966
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Figure 5. Visual comparison of training loss between Original SiT
and ARFlow in different training sequence length, demonstrating
progressive improvement as sequence length increases.

Visualizing Sequence Length Fig. 5 illustrates the pro-
gressive improvement in model performance as the se-

quence length of ARFlow increases. The training loss
curves demonstrate a clear trend: longer sequence lengths
consistently result in lower training loss. Starting with a se-
quence length of 1, which has a similar loss to the original
SiT model, each increase in sequence length leads to a no-
ticeable reduction in training loss, with the sequence length
of 10 achieving the lowest loss.

We also visualize samples from the ARFlow Base model
trained with different sequence lengths in Fig. 6. The re-
sults indicate that the model’s performance improves as the
sequence length increases.

Table 3. Effect of inference steps on ARFlow-B/2 model perfor-
mance.

Steps IS↑ FID↓ sFID↓ Precision↑ Recall↑
10 14.16 80.63 48.21 0.3594 0.4680
50 33.49 30.06 8.61 0.4966 0.6492
100 35.93 26.84 7.54 0.5093 0.6547
150 36.53 26.11 7.35 0.5121 0.6495
250 36.73 25.46 7.13 0.5185 0.6489
500 37.48 25.19 7.16 0.5176 0.6597

Inference Steps The number of inference steps signifi-
cantly impacts generation quality. With only 10 steps, per-
formance is poor (FID = 80.63), but increasing to 50 steps
dramatically improves the FID to 30.06. Further improve-
ments are seen up to 250 steps (FID = 25.46), after which
the gains diminish, as 500 steps achieve only a marginally
better FID of 25.19. Thus, we select 250 steps as the default
configuration, balancing quality and inference speed.
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Figure 6. Visual comparison of image generation quality across different training sequence lengths at ARFlow-B with CFG=4.0, demon-
strating progressive improvement in sample quality as sequence length increases.

Table 4. Analysis of classifier-free guidance (CFG) scale on
ARFlow-B/2 model performance.

CFG IS↑ FID↓ sFID↓ Precision↑ Recall↑
1.0 36.73 25.46 7.13 0.5185 0.6489
1.5 84.18 10.16 6.77 0.6607 0.5908
2.0 143.36 5.33 7.42 0.7596 0.5154
2.5 195.91 5.47 8.76 0.8197 0.4490
3.0 237.44 7.26 10.30 0.8542 0.3917
3.5 269.50 9.43 11.84 0.8761 0.3354
4.0 292.18 11.44 13.13 0.8899 0.2855
4.5 309.58 13.18 13.33 0.8977 0.2548
5.0 321.76 14.65 15.36 0.9022 0.2247

CFG Scale The classifier-free guidance strength reveals
interesting trade-offs in generation behavior. The FID im-
proves substantially from CFG=1.0 (25.46) to CFG=2.0
(5.33). However, further increasing CFG leads to a quality-
diversity trade-off: while precision continues to improve
(from 0.7596 at CFG=2.0 to 0.9022 at CFG=5.0), recall de-
creases significantly (from 0.5154 to 0.2247). This suggests
that stronger guidance produces higher quality samples but
at the cost of reduced diversity.

Remove Cache State Tab. 5 presents an ablation study
that examines the importance of cached states in our hybrid
linear attention. We compare our full model with a variant
where the hidden state transfer between chunks is removed,
effectively eliminating the temporal memory mechanism.
The results clearly demonstrate the crucial role of cached
states in maintaining generation quality.

Table 5. Ablation study comparing ARFlow-B/2 model perfor-
mance with and without cached states.

Cache State Cfg IS↑ FID↓ sFID↓ Precision↑ Recall↑
w 1.0 36.73 25.46 7.13 0.5185 0.6489
wo 1.0 13.69 65.33 17.03 0.2517 0.4650

w 1.5 84.18 10.16 6.77 0.6607 0.5908
wo 1.5 18.53 49.76 16.72 0.3671 0.4581

At CFG=1.0, removing the cached states leads to a dra-
matic degradation in performance across all metrics. The
FID significantly increases from 25.46 to 65.33, while IS
drops sharply from 36.73 to 13.69. This substantial perfor-
mance gap becomes even more pronounced when applying
classifier-free guidance (CFG=1.5), where the full model
achieves an FID of 10.16 compared to 49.76 without cached
states. The severe degradation in both Precision (0.6607 to
0.3671) and Recall (0.5908 to 0.4581) metrics indicates that
the cached state mechanism is essential for both generation
quality and diversity. It is also shown that our model learns
the semantic information passed between steps.

7. Conclusion
We presented ARFlow, a novel framework that integrates
autoregressive modeling with flow models. Our key in-
novations lie in two aspects: a novel sequence construc-
tion method that creates causally-ordered sequences from
multiple images within the same semantic category, and
a hybrid linear attention mechanism designed for efficient
long-range modeling. Our approach effectively addresses
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the long-range dependency limitations of traditional flow
models. Extensive experiments on ImageNet demonstrate
ARFlow’s superior performance, achieving FID scores of
4.34 with classifier-free guidance 1.5 much better than SiT
on 400k training steps. We believe the pipeline introduced
in ARFlow could be extended to other generative tasks and
potentially inspire new approaches for combining autore-
gressive and flow-based models.
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A. Complexity Analysis of Attention Mecha-
nisms

A.1. Standard Softmax Attention
The standard softmax attention mechanism operates on an
input sequence X ∈ RT×d through the following steps:

Q,K,V = XWQ,XWK ,XWV

O = softmax
(
(QK⊤)⊙M

)
V

(13)

The computational complexity consists of the following
components: Computing Q, K, V requires O(Td2) op-
erations for linear projections; computing QK⊤ requires
O(T 2d) operations for the attention matrix; computing soft-
max and final output requires O(T 2d) operations. The total
complexity for standard softmax attention is O(T 2d+Td2).

A.2. Hybrid Linear Attention
Our hybrid linear attention combines efficient inter-chunk
processing with localized intra-chunk attention. Let C be
the chunk size and N = T/C be the number of chunks.

A.2.1. Inter-chunk Attention
For each chunk i, we compute:

S[i+1] = γi+1S[i] +K⊤
[i+1]V[i+1] (14)

Ointer
[i+1] = Q[i+1]S[i] (15)

The complexity for inter-chunk attention includes hidden
state update requiring O(Cd2) per chunk and inter-chunk
output computation requiring O(Cd2) per chunk, resulting
in a total inter-chunk cost of O(NCd2) = O(Td2).

A.2.2. Intra-chunk Attention
Within each chunk, we compute full attention:

Ointra
[i+1] = softmax

(
Q[i+1]K

⊤
[i+1]

)
V[i+1] (16)

The complexity per chunk involves attention scores com-
putation requiring O(C2d), softmax operation requiring
O(C2), and output computation requiring O(C2d), leading
to a total intra-chunk cost of O(C2d).

A.2.3. Total Complexity Analysis
Combining all components:

Total Cost = N × (O(Cd2) +O(C2d)) (17)

= O(Td2) +O(TCd) (18)

Since C is constant:

Total Cost = O(Td2) (19)

A.3. Memory Complexity
The memory requirements consist of O(d2) for the inter-
chunk hidden state and O(C2) per chunk for attention
scores, resulting in a total memory complexity of O(Td) +
O(TC) = O(Td).

A.4. Comparison

Method Computational Memory

Standard Softmax O(T 2d+ Td2) O(T 2)
Hybrid Linear O(Td2) O(Td)

Table 6. Complexity comparison between attention mechanisms

The hybrid linear attention achieves linear complexity in
sequence length T while maintaining the ability to model
both local and global dependencies through its dual atten-
tion mechanism. This represents a significant improvement
over the quadratic complexity of standard softmax atten-
tion, making it more suitable for processing long sequences
while preserving the essential ability to capture both short-
range and long-range dependencies in the input data.

B. Additional Implementation Details
We use the same model architecture as the original SiT [20],
but replace the standard multi-head attention mechanism
with our proposed Hybrid Linear Attention. This introduces
two additional linear layers each attention layer, resulting in
a slight increase(5%) in the number of parameters compared
to the original model, as detailed in Tab. 7.

Model Layers Hidden size Heads Parameters

ARFlow-S/2 12 384 6 34M
ARFlow-B/2 12 768 12 137M
ARFlow-L/2 24 1024 16 483M
ARFlow-XL/2 28 1152 16 712M

Table 7. Model size of different ARFlow models.

C. Model Samples
We show uncurated samples from our ARFlow-XL/2 model
trained for 800k steps in Figs. 7 to 9, all sampled with 250
steps and 4.0 classifier free guidance scale.
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Figure 7. Uncurated 128 × 128 ARFlow-XL/2 samples.
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Figure 8. Uncurated 128 × 128 ARFlow-XL/2 samples.
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Figure 9. Uncurated 128 × 128 ARFlow-XL/2 samples.
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