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ABSTRACT

We present Multimodal Flow, a fully continuous generative model of language
and vision. Most unified multimodal models either model both language and
quantized images as discrete tokens or combine discrete language prediction with
continuous image generation. The former introduces a visual quantization bot-
tleneck. The latter requires modality-dependent objectives and sampling proce-
dures. Fully continuous modeling avoids these trade-offs and enables a shared
generative process, but remains underexplored for multimodal pretraining. Mul-
timodal Flow introduces a unified continuous architecture that integrates multi-
modal continuous representations with a shared chunk-causal flow backbone. It
organizes text blocks and images as ordered continuous hyperchunks, preserving
textual token order and visual spatial structure. The backbone learns a single vec-
tor field over these hyperchunks through Flow Matching. Joint attention enables
cross-modal interaction, while modality-specific feed-forward networks process
each modality. The model predicts multiple target chunks in parallel during train-
ing and generates hyperchunks sequentially at inference. We instantiate MF-1
and pretrain it on multimodal data. Across 0.6B, 1.2B, and 1.6B scales, con-
tinued pretraining consistently improves multimodal modeling. With only 150B
pretraining tokens, MF-1 achieves an average score of 82.8 across GenEval and
DPG-Bench and 75.3 across VQAv2, MMBench, and POPE, remaining competi-
tive with unified models trained on substantially more data. Under matched data,
optimization, and parameter budgets, Multimodal Flow further outperforms rep-
resentative hybrid and discrete models. These results establish continuous chunk-
based embedding flow modeling as a new fully continuous paradigm for uni-
fied multimodal modeling. The related code and model are publicly released at
github.com/hustvl/Multimodal-Flow.

1 INTRODUCTION

Vision-language models have advanced visual understanding by conditioning text generation on
images (Liu et al., 2023; Tao et al., 2025; Zeng et al., 2026). Recent unified multimodal models
extend this setting by treating both text and images as generation targets within a single pretrained
model (Team, 2024; Zhou et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2024b; Zou et al., 2025). These advances
raise a broader question: can language and vision share a generative process while preserving the
representational fidelity and structure each requires? Doing so is nontrivial because language is
organized as an ordered sequence of tokens, whereas images have dense spatial structure, and the
two have traditionally relied on different representations and generation mechanisms.
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Figure 1: Comparison of multimodal modeling paradigms. Multimodal Flow combines contin-
uous states with a shared generative objective and sampling procedure for language and vision. Blue
and green denote discrete and continuous states respectively.

Current unified models resolve this tension through two dominant paradigms. Fully discrete mod-
els quantize images into visual tokens, placing both modalities in a shared categorical sequence
(Team, 2024; Wang et al., 2024b; Xie et al., 2025). This alignment facilitates joint modeling, but
makes visual fidelity dependent on the tokenizer: fine-grained details discarded by the tokenizer
are unavailable to the model (Tang et al., 2026). Hybrid discrete–continuous models instead retain
continuous visual states and combine discrete language prediction with diffusion or flow for images
(Zhou et al., 2025; Ma et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025b). They avoid visual quantization and permit in-
teraction within a shared backbone, but language and vision remain governed by different objectives
and sampling procedures. As summarized in Figure 1, neither paradigm simultaneously provides
continuous visual states and a common generative process across modalities. This motivates fully
continuous modeling in embedding spaces, where language and vision can share a continuous ob-
jective and sampling mechanism while retaining modality-specific representations.

The technical ingredients for this paradigm are now available. Continuous diffusion and flow models
are well established for visual generation (Esser et al., 2024; Lipman et al., 2022; Ho et al., 2020),
and Embedded Language Flows (ELF) shows that contextualized text embeddings can also be mod-
eled directly with Flow Matching (Hu et al., 2026). Prior multimodal diffusion and flow systems
further demonstrate continuous generation along multiple image–text paths (Bao et al., 2023; Li
et al., 2025a; He et al., 2025). These systems largely center on joint denoising or predefined cross-
modal routes. A framework that causally factorizes task-defined multimodal sequences and learns
from text-only, image-only, and bidirectional paired data through the same continuous pretraining
objective remains underexplored.

A direct approach would concatenate continuous text and visual embeddings and apply a shared
flow model. Concatenation alone, however, leaves three questions unanswered: what constitutes a
generative unit for each modality, how those units form an ordered conditional process, and how the
model can share cross-modal interaction while respecting modality-specific representation statis-
tics. We address these questions with Multimodal Flow. First, modality-specific encoders map text
blocks and images to continuous embeddings, forming hyperchunks that preserve text-token order
and visual-grid structure, respectively. These heterogeneous hyperchunks provide common units
of conditional generation that can be arranged into task-defined multimodal sequences. Second,
a shared chunk-causal flow backbone conditions each target on preceding chunks while modeling
positions within the target jointly. Third, joint attention supports cross-modal interaction, while
modality-specific feed-forward networks adapt computation to each representation space. The cor-
responding decoders map generated states back to text or images. Multimodal Flow thus shares
generative dynamics and cross-modal interaction without forcing language and vision into a homo-
geneous representation. Figure 3 shows parallel target-chunk prediction during training and sequen-
tial generation at inference. The same backbone and objective support mixed multimodal pretraining
and finetuning for visual question answering and text-to-image generation.

We instantiate the framework as MF-1 and evaluate its pretraining, competitive performance, and
transfer. Across 0.6B–1.6B variants, longer pretraining and larger models generally improve lan-
guage modeling, image captioning, and text-to-image generation. With 150B pretraining tokens, the
1.6B MF-1 achieves competitive generation and understanding performance against established uni-
fied models, scoring 0.821 on GenEval, 83.44 on DPG-Bench, and an average of 75.3 across VQAv2,
MMBench and POPE. Controlled comparisons also show that Multimodal Flow outperforms fully
discrete and hybrid architectures on the evaluated multimodal tasks. Separately, under matched total
training-token budgets of the 1.6B architecture, mixed pretraining raises SeedBench from 31.6 to
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Figure 2: Multimodal Flow architecture and ordered hyperchunk representation. Frozen mul-
timodal encoders map text blocks and images to continuous hyperchunks. After normalization and
projection, a shared chunk-causal backbone applies joint attention and modality-specific FFNs. Mul-
timodal decoders map generated hyperchunks back to text or images.

62.4 and MMBench from 36.0 to 67.2 relative to a randomly initialized flow backbone, demonstrat-
ing MF-1’s ability to transfer learned multimodal representations to downstream tasks. Additional
analyses favor semantic visual representations and modality-specific feed-forward networks, and
show that the same classifier-free guidance (CFG) (Ho & Salimans, 2022) mechanism can improve
both text-to-image and image-conditioned text generation. Together, these results support the feasi-
bility, competitiveness, and transferability of continuous chunk-based embedding modeling on the
evaluated language–image tasks. Additional related work is discussed in Appendix A.

In summary, our main contributions are as follows:

• We introduce Multimodal Flow, a fully continuous framework that models language and
vision in their respective embedding spaces under one Flow Matching objective.

• We develop ordered hyperchunks and a chunk-causal backbone that preserve modality-
specific structure, support task-defined multimodal sequences, and enable parallel target
prediction followed by sequential generation.

• We validate MF-1 through scaling, matched architecture comparisons, and downstream
transfer, demonstrating the strong multimodal modeling capabilities of Multimodal Flow.

2 MULTIMODAL FLOW

2.1 OVERVIEW

Figure 2 gives an overview of Multimodal Flow. The remainder of this section follows the model
dataflow. We first describe the continuous representations and chunk construction, then introduce
the chunk-causal architecture and Flow Matching objective, and finally present parallel training and
sequential generation. Section 2.4 instantiates the same formulation for mixed multimodal pretrain-
ing and downstream finetuning.

2.2 CONTINUOUS MULTIMODAL REPRESENTATIONS

Multimodal Flow uses pretrained modality-specific representation encoders to map images and dis-
crete text into continuous states. Given an image I and a text token sequence Y = (y1, . . . , yLℓ

),
we first partition the text into contiguous blocks of length B,

Yb = Y(b−1)B+1:min(bB,Lℓ), (1)

and encode each block independently. The normalized visual and text representations are

xv = Normv(Ev(I)) , xℓ
b = Normℓ(Eℓ(Yb)) . (2)

Here, Ev and Eℓ denote the visual and text encoders, while Normv and Normℓ denote the corre-
sponding normalization operations. The two representations retain their respective dimensionalities
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and internal structures. Modality-specific input projections subsequently map them to a common
hidden space.

The continuous states are organized into hyperchunks according to the structure of each modality.
Each image forms a visual chunk that preserves its spatial layout, and each independently encoded
text block forms a text chunk:

cv = xv, cℓb = xℓ
b. (3)

Text chunks retain the original token order. We use B = 8 in our main models.

After generation, the predicted representations are denormalized and decoded into images or text:

Î = Dv

(
Norm−1

v (x̂v)
)
, Ŷb = Dℓ

(
Norm−1

ℓ (x̂ℓ
b)
)
. (4)

In our implementation, we use frozen SigLIP 2 (Tschannen et al., 2025) and T5-small (Raffel et al.,
2020) encoders, together with a pretrained image decoder (Tong et al., 2026) and a separately trained
text decoder. Both decoders remain frozen during flow pretraining. Representation and decoder
details are provided in the appendix.

2.3 CHUNK-CAUSAL MULTIMODAL FLOW

2.3.1 CHUNK-CAUSAL FLOW MODELING

Multimodal Flow represents language and vision as an ordered sequence of chunks,

C = (c1, . . . , cK), (5)

and factorizes their joint distribution according to the chunk order:

pθ(C) =
K∏

k=1

pθ(ck | c<k) . (6)

When predicting chunk ck, all preceding chunks are visible and future chunks remain hidden, while
positions within the current chunk are modeled jointly. The chunk order and target modality are
specified by the task, allowing the same backbone to operate under different multimodal contexts.

Let x(k) denote the clean representation of the target chunk. We construct a linear probability path
(Lipman et al., 2022):

z
(k)
t = tx(k) + (1− t)ϵ(k), ϵ(k) ∼ N (0, I), (7)

where t = 0 corresponds to noise and t = 1 corresponds to the clean representation. Given the
preceding chunks and the perturbed target state, the chunk-causal flow backbone predicts the clean
endpoint:

x̂
(k)
θ = fmk

θ

(
z
(k)
t , t | c<k

)
, (8)

where mk denotes the modality of the target chunk.

Visual and text states are mapped to a common hidden space through modality-specific input pro-
jections and augmented with modality embeddings and timestep embeddings. Multimodal rotary
position embedding (MRoPE) (Wang et al., 2024a) encodes both the chunk order and the posi-
tional structure within each chunk. The resulting states are processed by joint self-attention under
a chunk-causal mask, allowing information from all preceding visual and text chunks to contribute
to the target prediction. The attention outputs are then processed by modality-specific feed-forward
networks and projected back to their respective continuous representation spaces.

2.3.2 PARALLEL FLOW MATCHING TRAINING

During training, the chunk-causal mask allows multiple target chunks to be predicted in parallel.
For a sequence containing multiple text blocks, we construct clean and perturbed views of each
block. A perturbed target block can attend to all preceding clean chunks and its own perturbed
state, but not to its clean counterpart or any future chunk. Multiple chunk predictions can therefore
be computed in a single forward pass. Each target chunk receives an independently sampled flow
timestep. Figure 3(a) illustrates this parallel construction as part of the overall training procedure.
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Figure 3: Parallel training, mixed multimodal pretraining, and sequential inference. The
chunk-causal formulation predicts multiple target chunks in parallel during training and generates
chunks sequentially at inference. Different chunk sequences express unimodal modeling, cross-
modal generation, and downstream finetuning within the same Flow Matching objective.

The model predicts the clean endpoint and converts it into the corresponding velocity along the
probability path:

v̂
(k)
θ =

x̂
(k)
θ − z

(k)
t

1− t
, v(k) = x(k) − ϵ(k). (9)

Let K denote the set of target chunks predicted in parallel, and let M(k) denote the valid-position
mask for chunk k. The training objective is

Lflow = E

[
1∑

k∈K|M(k)|
∑
k∈K

∑
i

M
(k)
i

∥∥∥v̂(k)
θ,i − v

(k)
i

∥∥∥2
2

]
. (10)

To improve computational efficiency for variable-length multimodal sequences, we use sequence
packing to place multiple logical chunk sequences into a packed sequence with a fixed maximum
length. The chunk-causal mask uses sequence identifiers to isolate different samples and prevent
information exchange across sequence boundaries. Details of timestep sampling, endpoint handling,
and sequence packing are provided in the appendix.

2.3.3 SEQUENTIAL CHUNK INFERENCE

As illustrated in Figure 3(b), the model generates chunks sequentially in the order specified by the
task. Given a clean chunk prefix, the next target chunk is initialized from Gaussian noise. The model
then integrates the learned vector field from t = 0 to t = 1, conditioned on the preceding chunks.
Once generated, the chunk is appended to the context before the model proceeds to the next chunk.

Chunk-causal attention ensures that the hidden states of completed chunks do not depend on future
chunks, which enables KV caching. The keys and values of preceding clean chunks are cached at
each layer. At each sampling step, only the current target chunk needs to be recomputed. Once
generated, its clean state is added to the cache for subsequent chunks.

For conditional generation, we apply CFG. Let x̂θ,c and x̂θ,∅ denote the predictions obtained with
and without the conditioning chunks, respectively. The guided prediction is

x̂θ,γ = x̂θ,∅ + γ
(
x̂θ,c − x̂θ,∅

)
, (11)

where γ is the guidance scale. By specifying different chunk prefixes and target modalities, the same
sequential generation process supports both unimodal and cross-modal inference.

5



2.4 MIXED MULTIMODAL PRETRAINING AND DOWNSTREAM FINETUNING

2.4.1 MIXED MULTIMODAL PRETRAINING

The chunk representation converts heterogeneous data sources into task-defined sequences with a
common target interface. For text-only data, consecutive text blocks form a sequence (cℓ1, . . . , c

ℓ
K),

and every chunk is a target conditioned on its clean prefix; the first chunk is therefore unconditional.
An image-only example contains a target visual chunk with no conditioning chunk. For paired
image–text data, we use both modality orders: text chunks followed by a visual target for text-to-
image generation, and a visual chunk followed by text targets for image-to-text generation. Figure 3
lists these training configurations.

We pretrain one chunk-causal flow backbone on a mixture of these tasks. Let τ be a task sampled
from mixture distribution π, let s ∼ Dτ be a sample from its data source, and let Gτ (s) construct
the corresponding chunk sequence and target set. The mixed-pretraining objective is

Lpre = Eτ∼π, s∼Dτ
[Lflow(Gτ (s))] . (12)

Across tasks, the continuous interfaces and flow backbone remain fixed under the same Flow Match-
ing objective. Only chunk content, ordering, and target modalities vary. The resulting mixture learns
unimodal distributions and bidirectional cross-modal conditionals within a single model.

2.4.2 DOWNSTREAM FINETUNING

Downstream finetuning changes the task sequence and data, but not the model interface or objective.
For visual question answering, a visual chunk and question chunks form the clean prefix, while
answer chunks are text targets. For text-to-image generation, prompt chunks form the prefix and the
image is the visual target. The frozen modality codecs are reused, and the chunk-causal backbone is
initialized from mixed pretraining and optimized with the same Lflow.

This separation between task specification and generative modeling is central to Multimodal Flow.
Task-specific data and optimization adapt the pretrained backbone, while the chunk interface, causal
factorization, and continuous objective remain the same across understanding and generation tasks.

3 EXPERIMENTS

3.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We evaluate MF-1 on language modeling, image captioning, multimodal understanding, and image
generation. Our main model has a 1.6B parameter flow backbone trained from scratch with 150B
tokens. All MF-1 results in Tables 1–3 use the same checkpoint after 5B tokens of joint finetuning.
We also compare 0.6B, 1.2B, and 1.6B variants under a common pretraining and evaluation protocol.
Appendices B and C provide the model and codec configurations, training budgets, benchmarks, and
evaluation sampling settings.

3.2 COMPARISON ACROSS MULTIMODAL MODELING PARADIGMS

We evaluate MF-1 through two complementary comparisons. The first uses published results from
generation-specific, understanding-specific, and unified models under their reported training set-
tings. The second compares modeling paradigms with matched data and optimization schedules
under the same trainable-parameter budget.

The image-generation comparisons show that MF-1 achieves the strongest compositional genera-
tion performance and the best long-prompt alignment among unified models. This indicates that
jointly modeling language and images within a continuous generative process produces language
representations that transfer effectively to text-conditioned image synthesis. MF-1 also performs
strongly on multimodal understanding despite being trained from scratch on only 150B tokens. It
consistently surpasses comparable from-scratch unified models such as Muddit and D-DiT, while
remaining competitive with similarly sized models initialized from pretrained LLMs.

To assess Multimodal Flow under a matched training budget, we compare it with fully discrete and
hybrid architectures using the same data, optimization schedule, and trainable-parameter budget.
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Table 1: Category-level comparison on GenEval. Unified models are grouped by multimodal
modeling paradigm. Best and second-best results are shown in bold and underlined respectively.

Type Model Params Single Two Count. Colors Pos. Color Attr. Overall↑

Gen.
only

SDXL (Podell et al., 2024) 2.6B 0.98 0.74 0.39 0.85 0.15 0.23 0.55
Hunyuan-DiT (Li et al., 2024b) 1.5B 0.97 0.77 0.71 0.88 0.13 0.30 0.63
SD3 Medium (Esser et al., 2024) 2.0B 0.98 0.74 0.63 0.67 0.34 0.36 0.62

Unified

Fully discrete
LWM (Liu et al., 2025a) 7B 0.93 0.41 0.46 0.79 0.09 0.15 0.47
Show-o (Xie et al., 2025) 1.3B 0.95 0.52 0.49 0.82 0.11 0.28 0.53
Emu3-Gen (Wang et al., 2024b) 8B 0.98 0.71 0.34 0.81 0.17 0.21 0.54
Muddit (Shi et al., 2025) 1B 0.98 0.72 0.54 0.82 0.19 0.41 0.61
UniDisc (Swerdlow et al., 2025) 1.4B 0.92 0.47 0.15 0.67 0.13 0.19 0.42

Hybrid discrete–continuous
Transfusion (Zhou et al., 2025) 7B – – – – – – 0.67
JanusFlow (Ma et al., 2025) 1.3B 0.97 0.59 0.45 0.83 0.53 0.42 0.63
D-DiT (Li et al., 2025b) 2B 0.97 0.80 0.54 0.76 0.32 0.50 0.65

Fully continuous
MF-1 1.6B 0.99 0.92 0.73 0.90 0.81 0.58 0.82

Table 2: Detailed text-to-image generation performance on DPG-Bench.
Model Params Global Entity Attribute Relation Other Overall↑

SDXL (Podell et al., 2024) 2.6B 83.27 82.43 80.91 86.76 80.41 74.65
Hunyuan-DiT (Li et al., 2024b) 1.5B 84.59 80.59 88.01 74.36 86.41 78.87
SD3 Medium (Esser et al., 2024) 2.0B 87.90 91.01 88.83 80.70 88.68 84.08
Show-o (Xie et al., 2025) 1.3B 79.33 75.44 78.02 84.45 60.80 67.27
Janus (Wu et al., 2025) 1.3B 82.33 87.38 87.70 85.46 86.41 79.68
Emu3-Gen (Wang et al., 2024b) 8B 85.21 86.68 86.84 90.22 83.15 80.60
JanusFlow (Ma et al., 2025) 1.3B 87.03 87.31 87.39 89.79 88.10 80.09
MF-1 1.6B 89.38 89.03 90.82 89.73 89.47 83.44

Table 3: Multimodal understanding performance and pretraining scale. PT Tok. denotes cumulative
pretraining tokens along the backbone inheritance chain.
Paradigm Model Params PT Tok. POPE MMB SEEDB VQAv2 GQA OK-VQA

With Pretrained LLM Initialization

Und. only

MobileVLM-V2 (Chu et al., 2024) 2.7B ∼1.3T 84.7 63.2 – – 61.1 –
LLaVA-Phi (Zhu et al., 2024) 2.7B ∼1.4T 85.0 59.8 – 71.4 – –
LLaVA-v1.5 (Liu et al., 2024a) 7.0B ∼2.0T 85.9 64.3 58.6 78.5 62.0 –
Qwen-VL-Chat (Bai et al., 2023) 7.0B ∼3.1T 83.7 60.6 58.2 78.2 57.5 56.6

Discrete
Janus (Wu et al., 2025) 1.3B ∼0.9T 87.0 69.4 63.7 77.3 59.1 –
Show-o (Xie et al., 2025) 1.3B ∼1.0T 73.8 – – 59.3 48.7 –
Janus-Pro (Chen et al., 2025c) 1.5B ∼1.1T 86.2 75.5 68.3 – 59.3 –

Hybrid JanusFlow (Ma et al., 2025) 1.3B ∼2.0T 88.0 74.9 70.5 79.8 60.3 –
Show-o2 (Xie et al., 2026) 1.5B ∼18.2T 83.0 67.4 65.6 – 60.0 –

Without Pretrained LLM Initialization
Discrete Muddit (Shi et al., 2025) 1.0B ∼400B 52.5 28.4 13.0 68.2 57.5 21.1
Hybrid D-DiT (Li et al., 2025b) 2.0B ∼4.3T 79.2 – – 59.5 55.1 28.5
Continuous MF-1 1.6B 150B 86.1 67.2 62.4 72.6 58.3 39.1

The Transfusion-style hybrid provides a particularly close reference, sharing MF-1’s visual pathway
and backbone design while using autoregressive text modeling. MF-1 achieves stronger image gen-
eration and visual understanding across these comparisons (Table 4), establishing it as an effective
fully continuous architecture for unified multimodal modeling.
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Table 4: Controlled comparison of multimodal architectures under matched data, optimization
schedules, and trainable parameter budgets.
Architecture Architecture Type GenEval ↑ GQA ↑ VQAv2 ↑ MMBench ↑ SEEDB ↑

Multimodal Flow Fully Continuous 0.7134 55.60 69.03 46.74 51.85
Transfusion-Style Discrete–Continuous Hybrid 0.6693 52.81 68.49 33.68 31.31
Chameleon-Style Fully discrete 0.3744 45.83 56.37 38.40 42.40

Table 5: Downstream performance with random and mixed-pretrained initialization.
Initialization GenEval ↑ DPG-Bench ↑ SEEDB ↑ MMB ↑ OK-VQA ↑

Random 0.527 57.81 31.6 36.0 22.9
Mixed pretraining 0.821 83.44 62.4 67.2 39.1
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Figure 4: Training progress under mixed multimodal pretraining at different model capacities. We
compare the Flow Matching objective, GPT-2-large PPL, GenEval, and CLIPScore for the 0.6B,
1.2B, and 1.6B models.
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Figure 5: Design analysis. (a) Image-generation and image-captioning performance under different
visual representation spaces. (b) Performance as a function of classifier-free guidance scale. Out-
lined marks and value labels indicate the best result for each metric.

3.3 MIXED MULTIMODAL PRETRAINING AND MODEL CAPACITY

Figure 4 tracks the 0.6B, 1.2B, and 1.6B variants under the same mixed-pretraining and evaluation
protocol, reporting the Flow Matching objective, language PPL, GenEval, and image-captioning
CLIPScore. All three variants show consistent overall improvement: the Flow Matching objective
and language PPL decrease, while GenEval and CLIPScore increase as training proceeds. Increasing
model capacity yields clearer gains in language modeling and image captioning, with the 1.6B model
maintaining the strongest performance later in training. These trends show that a shared chunk-
causal Flow Matching objective can jointly develop language modeling, image-conditioned text
generation, and text-to-image generation capabilities, with further gains from longer training and
increased model capacity.
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Table 6: Comparison of cross-modal parameterizations after 50B pretraining tokens.
Attn. projection FFN Text PPL ↓ GenEval ↑ DPG ↑ CIDEr ↑ CLIPScore ↑

Specific Specific 28.09 0.255 71.01 48.14 0.820
Specific Shared 29.67 0.233 70.82 47.31 0.820
Shared Specific 27.43 0.226 71.04 47.91 0.820
Shared Shared 28.35 0.237 69.70 42.02 0.788

3.4 DOWNSTREAM FINETUNING FROM MIXED PRETRAINING

We compare mixed-pretrained and randomly initialized 1.6B models with the same architecture,
matching the baseline’s downstream training tokens to the pretrained model’s combined pretraining
and finetuning budget. Table 5 shows consistent gains in GenEval, DPG-Bench and all VQA bench-
marks, supporting the transfer benefits of mixed pretraining rather than increased token exposure.

3.5 DESIGN ANALYSIS

We analyze three design choices in MF-1: the continuous visual representation space, the balance
between shared and modality-specific computation, and CFG for text and image generation.

3.5.1 CONTINUOUS VISUAL REPRESENTATION SPACE

The visual representation encoder defines the continuous state modeled by the flow. Figure 5(a)
compares DINOv2 (Oquab et al., 2023) and SigLIP2 (Tschannen et al., 2025) representations with
FLUX.2 VAE latents (Black Forest Labs, 2025), SD-VAE latents (Rombach et al., 2022), and raw
image patches.

At the evaluated training budget, DINOv2 achieves the highest image-generation scores, whereas
SigLIP2 provides a better balance between generation and captioning, yielding higher CIDEr and
CLIPScore despite lower GenEval and DPG-Bench scores. Reconstruction-oriented VAE represen-
tations underperform semantic embeddings on both generation and captioning metrics in this setting.
Raw pixel representations also yield weak performance on both tasks.

3.5.2 SHARED INTERACTION AND MODALITY-SPECIFIC COMPUTATION

MF-1 uses joint attention for cross-modal interaction, with either shared or modality-specific atten-
tion projections and FFNs. Table 6 compares four parameter-matched configurations. Shared and
modality-specific attention projections perform similarly overall, whereas sharing FFNs degrades
performance, particularly on image-conditioned text generation. These results motivate shared at-
tention projections for cross-modal interaction and modality-specific FFNs to accommodate the dis-
tinct representation statistics of language and vision.

3.5.3 BIDIRECTIONAL CLASSIFIER-FREE GUIDANCE

MF-1 applies the same CFG mechanism to text-to-image and image-conditioned text generation.
We fix the pretrained EMA checkpoint of the 0.6B model and vary only the guidance scale during
inference.

As shown in Figure 5(b), image captioning performs best at a guidance scale of 3, while text-to-
image generation reaches its strongest performance at a scale of 5 and begins to decline as the scale
increases further. These results show that the same continuous flow formulation supports CFG for
both text and image generation, with the guidance strength adjusted according to the output modality.

4 CONCLUSION

We introduced Multimodal Flow, a fully continuous model for language–vision pretraining, in-
stantiated as MF-1. It organizes text blocks and images as ordered hyperchunks and models them
with a shared chunk-causal flow backbone, preserving modality-specific structure within a common
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generative process. The resulting framework expresses diverse language–vision tasks as ordered
hyperchunk sequences, unifying multimodal understanding and generation under a single continu-
ous objective. Experiments show gains with increased model scale and training tokens, competitive
generation and understanding performance, and substantial downstream benefits from mixed pre-
training. Together, these results establish continuous hyperchunk modeling as a flexible paradigm
for multimodal pretraining and show its ability to learn transferable representations across language
and vision. Extending it to longer interleaved sequences, video, and other structured modalities
remains a promising direction. We leave it as future work.
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A RELATED WORK

A.1 DISCRETE AND HYBRID DISCRETE–CONTINUOUS MULTIMODAL MODELING

Generative foundation models for language and vision have largely followed two architectural
paradigms: fully discrete and hybrid discrete–continuous modeling. Fully discrete models use a
visual tokenizer to map images into discrete visual tokens. Text and images can then form a com-
mon discrete sequence and be modeled through autoregressive prediction, masked diffusion, or dis-
crete flow (Team, 2024; Wang et al., 2024b; Xie et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2026; Wang et al., 2026).
This design aligns the state type, prediction target, and generative process across modalities, while
allowing the model to reuse established language model training recipes. For images, however, rep-
resentation quality is bounded by the visual tokenizer. Improving reconstruction fidelity generally
requires a larger codebook or longer token sequences, while information lost through quantization
cannot be fully recovered by the downstream backbone (Yao et al., 2025).

Hybrid discrete–continuous models preserve discrete language modeling while generating contin-
uous visual representations with diffusion or flow. A representative design retains autoregressive
next-token prediction for text and pairs it with a continuous generation objective for images (Zhou
et al., 2025; Deng et al., 2025; Ma et al., 2025; Guo et al., 2025). Other systems replace the au-
toregressive language objective with discrete diffusion or related flow-based objectives (Li et al.,
2025b; Nguyen et al., 2025). These models avoid visual quantization, but a single system must still
coordinate different training objectives, perturbation schedules, and sampling procedures.

A.2 CONTINUOUS GENERATIVE MODELING OF LANGUAGE AND VISION

Continuous diffusion and flow models are now widely used for visual generation. They typically
learn probability paths from noise to data in reconstruction-oriented VAE latent spaces (Rombach
et al., 2022; Peebles & Xie, 2023; Lipman et al., 2022; Yao et al., 2024; Zhu et al., 2025; Zhang
et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2026). Representation Autoencoders further incorporate pretrained visual
encoders, producing continuous generative states with richer semantic information and spatial struc-
ture (Zheng et al., 2026; Tong et al., 2026). More recently, continuous generative modeling has
been extended to language. One line of work operates directly in token-level embedding spaces,
while another compresses sentences or text blocks into continuous latents and recovers discrete text
with a language decoder (Li et al., 2022; Gong et al., 2022; Lovelace et al., 2023; Hu et al., 2026;
Guo et al., 2026). Together, these studies demonstrate continuous language generation across differ-
ent representation granularities, ranging from token-level embeddings to compressed sentence- and
block-level latents.

Prior studies have established continuous multimodal generation through composable diffusion,
joint denoising, and cross-modal flows (Xu et al., 2023; Tang et al., 2023; Bao et al., 2023; Li et al.,
2025a; Liu et al., 2025b; He et al., 2025). Many nevertheless generate from reconstruction-oriented
VAE latents or compact visual tokens rather than semantic representations. These approaches also
tend to couple modalities through joint denoising or direct mappings, without explicitly treating
token-ordered text and spatially structured images as units of an ordered conditional sequence.
Meanwhile, mixed pretraining of a randomly initialized continuous backbone on multimodal data
remains largely unexplored. Multimodal Flow addresses these gaps by organizing contextual text
embeddings and spatial semantic visual embeddings into ordered hyperchunks and modeling them
with one chunk-causal Flow Matching objective. MF-1’s scaling, transfer, and controlled com-
parisons show that this formulation can serve as a practical foundation for multimodal pretraining
beyond cross-modal generation.
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B IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

B.1 BACKBONE CONFIGURATION

Table 7 summarizes the main 1.6B MF-1 configuration.

Table 7: Backbone and representation settings of the main MF-1 model.
Backbone Setting Representation Setting

Parameters 1.6B Text encoder T5-small
Transformer layers 32 Text embedding dim. 512
Hidden dimension 1600 Tokens per text chunk 8
Attention heads 25 Text input bottleneck 128
Head dimension 64 Vision encoder SigLIP2-so400m
FFN hidden dimension 4224 Image input resolution 224
Attention projections Shared Visual grid 16× 16
FFN parameters Modality-Specific Visual embedding dim. 1152

B.2 REPRESENTATION ENCODERS AND DECODERS

Text. We pretrain the text decoder separately from the multimodal flow backbone. A frozen T5-
small encoder maps text to 512-dimensional latents, which are normalized and detached before
decoder training. For each token position, we independently sample z ∼ N (0, 1), set λ = σ(0.8 +

0.8z), and perturb the clean latent h as h̃ = λh+ (1− λ)sϵ, where ϵ ∼ N (0, I) and s controls the
noise strength. A six-layer bidirectional Transformer of width 512 predicts the original tokens in
parallel within each eight-token block. We minimize cross-entropy averaged over target text tokens,
excluding conditioning and padding positions. This stage trains only the decoder. The resulting
decoder is frozen during multimodal pretraining. At inference, it converts generated text latents into
tokens block by block.

Vision. The main configuration uses a frozen SigLIP2-so400m encoder (Tschannen et al., 2025)
with a patch size of 14. Each 224 × 224 image produces 256 patch embeddings of dimension
1152, retained as a single spatially structured chunk. A pretrained representation decoder (Tong
et al., 2026) reconstructs images from the generated visual embeddings. Both text and visual codecs
remain frozen during flow pretraining and downstream finetuning.

Normalization. We normalize both modalities before flow modeling. For each active text token,
the frozen T5-small encoder produces htext

i,d , which is normalized as h̃text
i,d = (htext

i,d − µtext)/σtext

using dimension-shared constants µtext = 0 and σtext = 0.2. EOS tokens are treated identically;
padding positions are set to zero and excluded from the objective. For vision, we normalize each
token position and channel: h̃vis

i,d = (hvis
i,d − µvis

i,d)/σ
vis
i,d . The 256 × 1152 population moments

were estimated from 50,176 GPIC training images. Generated vision states are denormalized before
image decoding, hvis

i,d = h̃vis
i,dσ

vis
i,d + µvis

i,d .

B.3 FLOW TRAINING AND SEQUENCE PACKING

Timestep sampling and endpoint conversion. We sample a noise level from a shifted logit-
normal distribution: z ∼ N (0, 1), u = sigmoid(z), q = αu/[1 + (α − 1)u], and t = 1 − q.
We set α = 8 for image targets and α = 6 for text targets. Timesteps are sampled indepen-
dently for target chunks: one per 256-token image chunk and one per 8-token text block. With x
denoting the clean normalized state, the flow path is zt = tx + (1 − t)ϵ. For numerical stabil-
ity near the clean endpoint, the implementation converts the predicted clean state to velocity using
v̂θ = (x̂θ − zt)/max(1− t, 0.05).

Sequence packing. We pack independent examples into physical sequences of at most 32,768
model positions. Each example retains a distinct sequence identifier: chunk-causal attention permits
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the prescribed interactions within an example but blocks attention across examples in the same pack.
Padding positions are inactive in attention.

C EXPERIMENTAL PROTOCOLS

C.1 TRAINING CONFIGURATIONS

We distinguish the main benchmark model from the controlled architecture and design studies. Ta-
ble 8 records their model sizes and pretraining and finetuning token budgets. The scaling study
follows the 0.6B, 1.2B, and 1.6B variants at matched checkpoints, as shown in Figure 4.

Table 8: Training token budgets for the main and controlled experiments. PT and FT denote pre-
training and finetuning respectively.
Experiment Reference Model size PT Tokens FT Tokens

Main benchmark comparisons Tables 1–3 1.6B 150B 5B
Controlled architectures Table 4 1.6B 50B 5B
Pretraining transfer Table 5 1.6B 150B 5B
Attention/FFN parameterization Table 6 0.6B 50B 0B
Visual representations and CFG Figure 5 0.6B 50B 0B

Pretraining data. We use GPIC (Chandrasegaran et al., 2026) for image generation, LLaVA-
OneVision-1.5 (An et al., 2025) for image understanding, and Ultra-FineWeb-L3 (Wang et al., 2025)
for text-only modeling. The image-only task uses GPIC images without their paired text.

Finetuning data. For text-to-image finetuning, we use BLIP3o-60k (Chen et al., 2025a), the
LAION DALL-E 3 Discord dataset (OpenDatasets, 2026), and ShareGPT-4o-Image (Chen et al.,
2025b). For VQA finetuning, we primarily use the LLaVA-v1.5 visual instruction-tuning data (Liu
et al., 2024a).

Mixed pretraining. The task mixture consists of 70% text-only modeling, 20% image understand-
ing, 9% text-to-image generation, and 1% image-only modeling. The main 1.6B model is pretrained
from scratch on 150B tokens, followed by 5B finetuning tokens for downstream evaluation. The
same Flow Matching objective is used across unimodal and cross-modal tasks.

Controlled comparisons. The architecture comparison uses 1.6B models with 50B pretraining
and 5B finetuning tokens under matched data and optimization settings. The pretraining-transfer
comparison instead uses a 1.6B model with 150B pretraining and 5B finetuning tokens. Its randomly
initialized counterpart is trained directly on downstream data for 155B tokens, matching the total
token budget. The attention/FFN and visual representation/CFG studies use 0.6B models with 50B
pretraining without downstream finetuning.

Architecture-specific configurations. Table 9 summarizes the representations, training objec-
tives, and parameter-sharing choices of the architectures compared in Table 4.

All trainable backbones are randomly initialized and share 32 layers, width 1600, 25 attention heads
of dimension 64, RMSNorm, and positional encoding conventions. Their FFN widths are adjusted
so that trainable parameter counts differ from MF-1’s 1,634,591,168 by at most 25,536 (0.00156%);
frozen codecs are excluded. The comparison matches the data stream, supervised-token exposure,
optimization recipe, and trainable-parameter budget, while preserving each architecture’s native ob-
jective.

C.2 BENCHMARKS AND METRICS

Language modeling and captioning. We evaluate generated text using GPT-2-large perplex-
ity (Radford et al., 2019), an external fluency metric rather than the flow model’s likelihood. Image
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Table 9: Representations and objectives in the controlled architecture comparison. AR denotes
autoregressive cross-entropy; flow denotes velocity MSE. Parenthesized values in the last column
are FFN hidden dimensions.
Architecture Text Vision Attention / FFNs

Multimodal Flow T5 latent (512; 8-token
blocks), flow

SigLIP2 latent
(256× 1152), flow

Shared / modality-specific
(4224)

Chameleon-Style T5 token IDs, AR Janus VQ-16 (576 IDs;
16,384 codes), AR

Shared / modality-specific
(4000)

Transfusion-style T5 token IDs, AR SigLIP2 latent
(256× 1152), flow

Shared / modality-specific
(4062)

captioning is evaluated on the COCO Karpathy test split (Lin et al., 2014; Karpathy & Fei-Fei, 2015)
using CIDEr (Vedantam et al., 2015) and CLIPScore (Hessel et al., 2021).

Multimodal understanding. We report POPE (Li et al., 2023), MMBench (Liu et al., 2024b),
SEED-Bench (Li et al., 2024a), VQAv2 (Goyal et al., 2017), GQA (Hudson & Manning, 2019), and
OK-VQA (Marino et al., 2019).

Image generation. GenEval (Ghosh et al., 2023) and DPG-Bench (Hu et al., 2024) assess compo-
sitional generation and long-prompt adherence, respectively. Lower values are better for perplexity;
higher values are better for the other reported metrics.

C.3 EVALUATION SAMPLING

Table 10 gives the evaluation settings for visual question answering and text-to-image generation.
For text outputs, the sampling steps apply to each generated chunk. The CFG sweep in Figure 5(b)
varies the guidance scale instead of fixing it to the values below.

Table 10: Inference settings for visual question answering and image generation.
Task Sampler Steps CFG scale SDE γ

Visual question answering SDE 16 3.0 1.0
Text-to-image generation ODE 64 5.0 –
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