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ABSTRACT

Flow matching models typically use linear interpolants to define the forward/noise
addition process. This, together with the independent coupling between noise
and target distributions, yields a vector field which is often non-straight. Such
curved fields lead to a slow inference/generation process. In this work, we propose
to learn flexible (potentially curved) interpolants in order to learn straight vector
fields to enable faster generation. We formulate this via a multi-level optimization
problem and propose an efficient approximate procedure to solve it. Our framework
provides an end-to-end and simulation-free optimization procedure, which can be
leveraged to learn straight line generative trajectories.

1 INTRODUCTION

In recent years, neural generative models have become remarkably successful in a variety of domains,
including computer vision (Xing et al., 2023), data generation (Karras et al., 2020), robotics (Firoozi
et al., 2023), and scientific applications (Guo et al., 2024). This success can be broadly attributed
to the development of generative models based on learning vector fields (Ho et al., 2020; Yang
et al., 2023b; Lipman et al., 2022; Albergo & Vanden-Eijnden, 2022). Among these methods, flow
matching (Lipman et al., 2022; Albergo & Vanden-Eijnden, 2022) is a recent simulation-free method
that has gained traction due to its robust performance. Flow matching is a version of Continuous
Flows (CNFs) (Chen et al., 2018) that uses deep neural networks to learn a velocity vector field that
transports samples from a source distribution to the target distribution. Peluchetti (2022); Lipman
et al. (2022) show that a regression objective on conditional probability paths between source and
target samples can be used to learn a model of the velocity field without an explicit target field.

Despite their success, flow-matching models (as well as other vector-field-based models) often suffer
from slow sampling. Specifically, one has to simulate an ODE (or SDE) with a numerical solver to
generate samples. Since these models learn a vector field that needs to be numerically integrated, the
overall process can be slow and rife with discretization errors (Song et al., 2023). This is because the
learnt vector fields often have curved trajectories, and therefore small discretization step-sizes are
needed for accurate simulation.

To alleviate this issue, many methods have been proposed to learn more easily integrable vector fields.
One common approach tries to incorporate ‘straightness’ to the field (Liu et al., 2022; 2023; Kornilov
et al., 2024; Tong et al., 2023), as straight paths allow for 1-step and discretization-free inference.
While few proposals learn straight approximations to the true field (Yang et al., 2024; Zhang et al.,
2024; Lee et al., 2023), most of these share a common flaw. Most of these these methods use linear
conditional paths and independent coupling during training. While easy to implement, the underlying
vector field in these scenarios is fundamentally curved, and any ‘straight’ version will be necessarily
approximate.

In this work, we propose a new method to learn straight flows using flow matching by tuning
interpolants. We propose explicitly training the conditional probability paths (or interpolants)
used in flow matching to enforce straightness in the velocity field. While mathematically simple,
the corresponding bi-level optimization problem is intractable. We address this by proposing an
approximate approach to solve this optimization problem, which relies on an an analytic form for the
target vector field of a Conditional Flow Matching objective (Lipman et al., 2022), and enforcing
straightness on the target field tuning the interpolant. Empirically, we observe that our method
outperforms recent models on standard datasets.
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FM with Linear Interpolants FM with Learned Interpolants (ours)

Figure 1: Illustration of training difference flow matching (FM) (Lipman et al., 2022) and our method
on an illustrative 2 gaussian (source, black) to 2-gaussian (target, blue) problem. On the left we have
standard FM with linear interpolants (red lines) and the resulting flow vector. On the right we show
our approach. By allowing non-linear interpolants we are able to learn a flow velocity field with
significantly less curvature.

Contributions (a) We propose a new bi-level formulation to learn straight flows that explicitly
forces straightness by learning interpolants, (b) We derive an analytic form of target vector field that
allows training interpolants without differentiable optimization methods, (c) We present scalable
parametric models for conditional paths that enable efficient training, (d) We show significant
improvements for low-shot (i.e., low number of function evaluations) generation quality.

2 PRELIMINARIES

Let p0 and p1 be two distributions on Rd. Usually, p1 is our target distribution, only known
through samples, and p0 is the source distribution, usually chosen to be tractable (e.g., a Gaussian).
Our goal is to generate samples from p1. One way to generate these samples is by transporting
the initial distribution p0 via a vector field to the target p1. Specifically, consider a vector field
u(t, x) : [0, 1]× Rd −→ Rd such that the differential equation

dγx(t)

dt
= u(t, γx(t)), γx(0) ∼ p0 (1)

produces sample from p1. Under some topological constraints on the distributions, the existence of
such fields is well known (Ambrosio & Crippa, 2014). For a given starting sample x, we denote
the solution of Equation (1) as γx(t). This solution, also called a flow, is the trajectory of point x
as it evolves under u. We denote by pt the probability distribution obtained at time t by moving the
samples of p0 via the field u. Note that for a given source and target distributions, multiple vector
fields which satisfy the above equation exist.

FLOW MATCHING

Flow matching (FM) (Lipman et al., 2022) is a simulation-free method for learning one such vector
field using a neural network vθ(t, x). It does that by optimizing the FM objective

LFM = Et,pt ||vθ(t, xt)− u(t, xt)||22. (2)

Unfortunately, this objective is not tractable given only the source and target distributions, as the target
vector field u(t, xt) is unknown. Lipman et al. (2022) show that one can optimize the conditional
flow matching objective instead

LCFM = Et,q(z)Ept(xt|z)||vθ(t, xt)− u(t, xt|z)||22, (3)

where u(t, xt|x1) is a conditional vector field and corresponding probability path pt(xt|z). Lipman
et al. (2022) considered z to be a sample from the target x1. While Lipman et al. (2022) considered a
family linear Gaussian paths, more generalized variants of this problem have been proposed (Tong
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et al., 2023). Any suitable conditioning variable z can be chosen if the objective remains tractable
(Pooladian et al., 2023; Tong et al., 2023). A related problem is that of the Schrodinger Bridge
(De Bortoli et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2021), which seeks the vector field whose probability law is
close to that of the standard Brownian diffusion process.

3 LEARNING STRAIGHT FLOWS BY TUNING INTERPOLANTS

In this section we describe our method to learn straight flows. We start with the standard CFM
objective, but introduce parametric interpolants (parameterized by ϕ), instead of the linear ones
often used in flow matching. Once we do so, the learned flow model vθ becomes dependent on
the interpolant parameters ϕ. We thus formulate the problem of learning straight flows as a bi-
level optimization problem, where the interpolants are tuned to optimize the straightness of vθ
(Section 3.1). Next, we show how one can solve this bilevel optimization without using differentiable
optimization methods. For this purpose, we derive an analytic expression for the flow field in terms
of the parameters ϕ (Section 3.2) together with a measure of the flow’s straightness (Section 3.3).
Finally, we describe a specific family of interpolants which enables scalable computation with
high-dimensional datasets (Section 3.4).

3.1 BI-LEVEL FORMULATION FOR STRAIGHT FLOWS

We consider the commonly used CFM objective with z = (x0, x1) (Tong et al., 2023). While CFM
models often use simple linear interpolants, the consistency of the CFM approach only requires
smooth enough conditional fields. Crucially the linear interpolant xt can be replaced by any other
interpolant (stochastic or otherwise), as long as the conditional u (Equation (3)) is modified to be
the corresponding tangent vector. Specifically, choosing the interpolant to be xt = ϕt,x1

(x0) we can
rewrite the CFM objective from Equation (3) as

Et,p0(x0),p1(x1)||vθ(t, xt)− ∂tϕt,x1
(x0)||22, (4)

which recovers standard CFM for ϕ := tx1 + (1− t)x0.

We propose learning straight flows by choosing ϕ such that the resulting vector field v is as straight
as possible. We formulate this as a bi-level optimization problem

min
ϕ

|vθ∗(.;ϕ)|Straight s.t. (5)

vθ∗ = argmin
θ

Et,p0(x0),p1(x1)||vθ(t, xt;ϕ)− ∂tϕt,x1
(x0)||22,

where | · |Straight is a measure of straightness of the vector field. As an example, previous work by
Pooladian et al. (2023); Liu et al. (2022) suggest measuring curvature using

|v|Straight = Et∼U(0,1)
x0∼p0

[
||vt(γx0

(t))||2 − ||γx0
(1)− x0||2

]
,

where γ is the flow, that is, the solution to Equation 1.
Remark. Note that vθ is a function of θ, but also has an implicit dependence on ϕ. Due to the
inner optimization, the optimal parameter θ∗ depends on ϕ. We made this dependence explicit in
Equation (5).

While mathematically straightforward, solving the optimization problem from Equation (5) is com-
putationally intensive. This is a bi-level problem, where each inner objective requires solving a
FM objective. Our insight is that one is not required to solve the FM objective to get vθ∗ , and can
instead leverage the optimal vector field vθ∗ in a different manner directly in terms of the interpolant
functions ϕ.

3.2 REFORMULATING FLOW MATCHING

This section shows how to connect vθ to the interpolant function ϕ without solving the inner opti-
mization iteratively, by presenting an analytic form for the optimal v∗θ (Equation (6)) in terms of ϕ.
We will then use this result in Section 3.3 and Section 3.4 to derive our final optimization algorithm.
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Proposition 1. Let J be the determinant of the Jacobian of the interpolant’s inverse, i.e.,
∣∣∣∣dϕ−1

t,x1
(x)

dx

∣∣∣∣
∆

.

The optimal velocity field for an interpolant ϕ is given by

v∗ϕ(t, xt) =

∫
∂tϕt,x1

(ϕ−1
t,x1

(xt))p0(ϕ
−1
t,x1

(xt))|J |p1(x1)dx1∫
p0(ϕ

−1
t,x1

(xt))|J |p1(x1)dx1

. (6)

Specific simple parameterisations, like paths of the form x0 = xt−g(t)x1

1−h(t) with the coefficients g, h
being non-linear in t, yield efficient versions of Equation (6). For such paths, Equation (6) simplifies
as the Jacobians do not depend on x1. However, such parameterisations, while simple to use, may
not be powerful enough for complex datasets.

While exact, Equation (6) is intractable, as it involves complex integrals. In practice, our final
algorithm will leverage empirical estimates for this quantity using samples from p(x1), and flexible
interpolants ϕ parameterized by neural networks, as explained in Section 3.4.

3.2.1 DERIVATION OF EQUATION (6)

A key challenge in analyzing the FM objective is that both terms involved in the L2 loss (Equation (4))
depend on x0 and x1. This can be addressed by writing out the distribution over xt explicitly

Et,p0(x0),p1(x1)||vθ(t, xt)− ∂tϕt,x1
(x0)||22 (7)

= Et,p(x0,x1)||vθ(t, xt)− ∂tϕt,x1
(x0)||22 (8)

= Et,pt(xt),p(x0,x1|xt,t)||vθ(t, xt)− ∂tϕt,x1
(x0)||22, (9)

where it can be observed that the global minimizer is
v∗(t, xt) = Ep(x0,x1|xt,t)[∂tϕt(x0, x1)]. (10)

This expression can also be directly obtained from the generalized CFM objective (Pooladian et al.,
2023), using z = xt.

While simple, Equation (10) cannot be used in practice since we do not have access to the required
distributions. For instance, x1 is only available via samples, and the posterior p(x0, x1|xt) is
intractable. This can be addressed by some analysis and a few judicious choices conditional paths.
First we write the conditional distribution as:

p(x0, x1|xt, t) =
p(x0, x1, xt|t)

p(xt|t)
=

p(x0, x1, xt|t)∫
p(x0, x1, xt|t)dx0dx1

. (11)

Specifically, using xt = ϕt,x1
(x0), Equation (11) becomes

p(x0, x1|xt, t) =
p(x0, x1, ϕt,x1

(x0)|t)∫
p(x0, x1, ϕt,x1

(x0)|t)dx0dx1
. (12)

Since the maps are deterministic, we get

p(x0, x1 | xt, t) =
δ(x̃t − xt) p0(x0) p1(x1)

p(xt|t)
, (13)

where x̃t = ϕt,x1
(x0) is an auxiliary variable introduced to distinguish the conditioning variable

from the conditioned value, δ is the Dirac function (Dirac, 1981), and p(xt) is the marginal likelihood
(normalization constant), given by

p(xt|t) =
∫

p(x0, x1, xt|t)dx0dx1 =

∫
δ(x̃t − xt) p0(x0) p1(x1) dx0 dx1. (14)

While the above integral can be estimated with infinite data, the expression is not directly practically
useful, since the estimator will often just be zero when relying on empirical samples (due to the Dirac
function). However, a useful expression can be obtained noting that the Dirac delta function allows
us to integrate over x0 using the change in variables formula (Halperin & Schwartz, 1952), yielding

p(xt|x1, t) = p0(ϕ
−1
t,x1

(xt))J , (15)

where J is the determinant of the Jacobian of the interpolant’s inverse, i.e.,
∣∣∣∣dϕ−1

t,x1
(x)

dx

∣∣∣∣
∆

. Substituting

this in Equation (14) and using the definition of v∗ (the expectation of ∂tϕt,x1
under p(x0, x1|xt))

yields Equation (6).
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3.3 STRAIGHTENING THE FLOW

Equation (6) yields powerful way to manipulate the target velocity field v∗ to enforce desired
properties on the flow. When we want the flows to be straight, the vector field v∗ should be constant
everywhere on a trajectory. This implies that a straight velocity field ustr must satisfy

ustr(t, γx0
(t)) = ustr(s, γx0

(s)) = ustr(0, γx0
(0)) ∀s, t,

where γx0
is the flow generated by ustr from point x0. Since the vector field is constant, we can

differentiate the above expression with respect to t to get

∂tustr = −∇xustr · ustr (16)

for all points on the trajectory, where · refers to the matrix-vector product. Therefore, since we know
the optimal field is given by v∗, we can learn straight flows by optimizing

ϕ∗ = argmin
ϕ

||∂tv∗ϕ +∇xv
∗
ϕ · v∗ϕ||2. (17)

We note here that this criteria for straight flows has been observed before Liu et al. (2022); Yang et al.
(2024).

While the above expression is correct, optimizing it is computationally intensive, as we need to
differentiate through v∗ϕ, which in turns requires the Jacobian of ϕ−1

t,x1
. However, using a flexible

neural network for vθ, under ideal training we expect vθ ≈ v∗ϕ. Therefore, we propose to replace the
derivatives of v∗ with derivatives of vθ, which yields

min
θ,ϕ

EtEx0,x1
||vθ(xt, t)− sg(∂tϕt,x1

(x0))||2 + λ||∂tvθ(x′
t, t) +∇xvθ(x

′
t, t) · v∗(x′

t, t)||2.18

(18)

Here “sg” refers to stop gradient and λ > 0 is a hyper-parameter. We suppress the dependence of v∗
on ϕ for notational convenience.

3.4 SCALABLE COMPUTATION

While Equation (18) is ‘analytical’, in general, it has poor scaling in the dimensionality of the output,
specifically due to the presence of the inverse-derivative as well as the Jacobian, both of which do
not generally scale with the dimension of the data. Additionally, we need to ensure that the function
ϕt,x1 remains invertible. Fortunately, researchers have developed models that are amenable to these
considerations. Specifically, the literature on normalising flows and invertible models (Papamakarios
et al., 2021) has proposed several families of expressive neural networks that support such operations.
In this work we use GLOW/1x1 convolution model (Kingma & Dhariwal, 2018) to parameterise the
function ϕ. This family of neural networks learns any linear transform’s parameters in the “PLU”
format. It initializes any matrix parameter W of a linear layer, finds its PLU decomposition, fixes P
and optimizes the lower and upper diagonal matrices L and U . Normalizations and activations are
also chosen in a way that ensures easy inversion and memory efficiency.

Computing Expectations The expression for v∗ from Equation (6) requires computing expectations
(or integrals) over the data distribution p(x1). Since p0 is Gaussian (or a similar tractable distribution),
the value of p0(ϕt,x1(xt)) can be computed exactly. Therefore, one can estimate both the numerator
and the denominator as empirical expectations over the target distribution. The resulting estimator
is consistent, with the bias going to zero as we aggregate more data samples. Additionally, this
estimation process, which combines vector fields from multiple paths at the same time, often produces
a lower variance estimate of the optimal v∗. In fact, Xu et al. (2023) used this idea to reduce the
variance of the gradient estimates used to train diffusion models, observing that it often led to more
robust optimization, thanks to the variance reduction, despite the bias introduced.

4 RELATED WORK

Multisample FM (Pooladian et al., 2023) proposes to generalize the independent coupling of the data
distribution p1(x1) and prior distribution p0(x0) to the optimal transport coupling plan π(x0, x1).
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Algorithm 1 Vector field model training algorithm

Require: Sampler for p0 (usually Gaussian), Empirical samples from p1, batch size N , averaging
size M(≥ N) (to estimate Equation (6)); models vθ(x, t) and ϕ

1: while not converged do
2: Sample N points {ti}Ni=1 from U [0, 1]
3: Sample N pairs {xi

0, x
i
1}ni=1 from p(x0, x1) = p0(x0)p1(x1)

4: Sample M −N points {x̂j
1}

M−N
i=N from p1

5: Compute N interpolants xi
t from (ti, xi

0, x
i
1)

6: Estimate v∗(xi
t) (Eq. 6) replacing integrals

∫
f(xt, x1, t)p1(x1)dx1 by empirical estimates

1
M

∑M
j=1 f(x

i
t, x

j
1, t

i)
7: Calculate the empirical loss using Equation (18)
8: Update parameters θ, ϕ (e.g., using SGD or Adam Kingma (2014))
9: end while

Under the optimal transport plan, the learned trajectory of ODE are straight (Pooladian et al., 2023).
However, this requires constructing the optimal transport plan for the data which is computationally
prohibitive. Minibatch OT and Minibatch Sinkhorn coupling have been suggested to lower the cost
of computing such couplings (Tong et al., 2023).

Liu et al. (2022) suggested a rectified flow matching method which uses a pretrained FM to learn a
straighter approximation. Based on this insight, other methods to learn straight flows have also been
proposed (Liu et al., 2022; 2023; Lee et al., 2023). These methods however are not simulation-free
(requiring sampling during training) and often require iteratively distilling from flows, both of which
are computationally intensive.

Non-Linear Interpolants Rectified and distilled flow methods (Lee et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2022)
rely on the coupling given by a “teacher” (pre-trained) flow. These methods often rely on linear
interpolants, and require multiple training stages, where each stage requires generating training pairs
of noise and data samples by simulating the ODE with the vector field learnt in the previous stage.
Our method, on the other hand, is simulation-free and uses the independent coupling, though with
learned interpolants. Kapuśniak et al. (2024) also proposed using non-linear interpolants. They learn
an interpolant such that the conditional paths stay close to a manifold, but do not directly optimize
any property of v∗. Bartosh et al. (2024) proposed learning the forward process in diffusion models,
akin to learning the interpolant in flow matching, and also rely on interpolants parameterized via
neural networks and adaptations of normalizing flows. While closely related to our method, the
approach proposed in prior work differs in its formulation for learning the interpolants. Specifically,
they employ a specific parameterization for both the interpolant ϕ and the flow model vθ, which share
parameters. This design choice, can limit the flexibility of the model. Additionally, since they do not
use a bi-level objective, the optimization procedure does not account for the relationship between the
optimal θ and optimal ϕ. In other words, the dependence of θ on ϕ is ignored. Our method does not
have these restrictions. Empirically, we observe that our approach achieves improved performance
(Section 5), highlighting the benefits of explicitly modeling this relationship.

Consistency Models This family of models (Yang et al., 2024; 2023a; Song et al., 2023) aims to
learn a function that directly solves Equation (1). One can choose to solve the ODE numerically
and learn the function using a distilled dataset consisting of pairs of noise and the corresponding
data-samples, though more common and scalable approaches use a simulation free approach. We
solve the problem of learning straight fields, which is orthogonal to the problem that consistency
models aim to solve, which involves learning a function that correctly integrates the vector field. In
principle, these ideas could be combined to produce more efficient sampling methods.

5 EXPERIMENTS

We conduct two sets of experiments 1: one on low-resolution datasets, including CIFAR-10 (Alex,
2009) and ImageNet 32x32 (Chrabaszcz et al., 2017), and another on higher-resolution datasets,

1Our code will be available at https://github.com/sshivs/learn_st_flow/
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CIFAR-10 ImageNet 32x32 CelebA 256

Figure 2: Generated samples from CIFAR, ImageNet and CelebA.

namely CelebA-HQ (Karras et al., 2017) and AFHQ-Cat (Choi et al., 2020). Following the method-
ology of Song et al. (2023), we evaluate the model across varying numbers of function evaluations
(NFE). The flow field is learned using a U-Net architecture based on DDPM++ (Song et al., 2020).
To assess the quality of generated images, we employ the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) score
(Heusel et al., 2017).

Baselines We follow Song et al. (2023); Yang et al. (2024) and compare our method against several
baselines comprising of representative diffusion models and flow models. The baseline models
include Consistency Models (Song et al., 2023), Rectified Flow (Liu et al., 2022), Rectified Flow
with Bellman Sampling (Nguyen et al., 2024), Neural Flow Diffusion Models (Bartosh et al., 2024),
and Consistency-FM (Yang et al., 2024). We did not run these baselines ourselves and have reported
results from literature. Since not all earlier works have reported results on all the datasets, for each
dataset the set of baselines is not always identical.

Results The results for the CIFAR dataset are presented in Table 1. Our method demonstrates superior
performance compared to models such as Consistency FM (Yang et al., 2024), Rectified Flow (Liu
et al., 2022), and Consistency Model (Song et al., 2023). We also see that our model matches or
outperforms mainstream diffusion models while using a low number of function evaluations (NFE).

Table 3 shows results on the ImageNet 32x32 dataset, where we compare against plain flow match-
ing (Lipman et al., 2022) (with a large number of NFEs), multisample flow matching (Pooladian
et al., 2023), and Neural Flow Diffusion models (Bartosh et al., 2024). Our approach yields better
performance than competing approaches using a low number of NFEs.

Table 1: Comparison with baseline models on CIFAR-10. Results for other models are obtained from
previous work.

Method NFE (↓) FID (↓)

Score SDE Song et al. (2020) 2000 2.20
DDPM Ho et al. (2020) 1000 3.17
LSGM Vahdat et al. (2021) 147 2.10
PFGM Xu et al. (2022) 110 2.35
EDM Karras et al. (2022) 35 2.04
1-Rectified Flow /ReFlowLiu et al. (2022) 1 378
Glow Kingma & Dhariwal (2018) 1 48.9
Residual Flow Chen et al. (2019) 1 46.4
GLFlow Xiao et al. (2019) 1 44.6
DenseFlow Grcić et al. (2021) 1 34.9
Consistency Model (Song et al., 2023) 2 5.83
Consistency Flow Matching (Yang et al., 2024) 2 5.34

Ours 2 4.61
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We further evaluate our method on high-resolution image generation tasks, specifically 256×256
images from AFHQ-Cat and CelebA-HQ. Following Yang et al. (2024), we compare against baseline
methods, including Consistency FM (Yang et al., 2024), ReFlow (Liu et al., 2022), and ReFlow with
Bellman sampling (Nguyen et al., 2024). All baseline results are taken from Yang et al. (2024). Our
method outperforms baseline approaches such as Rectified Flow (Liu et al., 2022) and Rectified Flow
with Bellman sampling (Nguyen et al., 2024) by a significant margin.

Table 2: Comparison with flow matching models on CelebA.

Method NFE (↓) FID (↓)

ReFlow (Liu et al., 2022) 8 109.4
6 127.0

ReFlow + Bellman Sampling (Nguyen et al., 2024) 8 49.8
6 72.5

Consistency Flow Matching (Yang et al., 2024) 6 36.4

Ours 6 28.6

Table 3: Comparison with FM models on on ImageNet-32x32.

Method NFE (↓) FID (↓)

Flow Matching (Lipman et al., 2022) 120 5.0

MultiSample FM (Pooladian et al., 2023) 4 17.3
12 7.2

NFDM (Bartosh et al., 2024) 4 6.1
12 4.1

Ours 4 5.58
12 3.84

6 CONCLUSION

We propose a novel approach to learn flow matching vector fields that; unlike existing methods, which
try to learn straight approximations to a curved vector field; learns a straight vector field directly. We
use non-linear interpolants in the CFM objective and show how one can optimize the corresponding
vector field solutions. In the process, we provide analytical expressions for the general solution to a
CFM model and show how it can be tuned to adjust the “straightness” of the vector field. We present
a way to parametrize the interpolants using a GLOW model, allowing fast inversion and determinant
computations. Our approach outperforms recent methods when using a low number of NFEs.
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