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Abstract

Text-to-image models can often generate some
relations, i.e., “astronaut riding horse”, but fail
to generate other relations composed of the
same basic parts, i.e., “horse riding astronaut”.
These failures are often taken as evidence that
models rely on training priors rather than con-
structing novel images compositionally. This
paper tests this intuition on the stablediffu-
sion 2.1 text-to-image model. By looking at
the subject-verb-object (SVO) triads that un-
derlie these prompts (e.g., “astronaut”, “ride”,
“horse”), we find that the more often an SVO
triad appears in the training data, the better the
model can generate an image aligned with that
triad. Here, by aligned we mean that each of
the terms appears in the generated image in
the proper relation to each other. Surprisingly,
this increased frequency also diminishes how
well the model can generate an image aligned
with the flipped triad. For example, if “astro-
naut riding horse” appears frequently in the
training data, the image for “horse riding as-
tronaut” will tend to be poorly aligned. Our
results thus show that current models are bi-
ased to generate images with relations seen in
training, and provide new data to the ongoing
debate on whether these text-to-image models
employ abstract compositional structure in a
traditional sense, or rather, interpolate between
relations explicitly seen in the training data.

1 Introduction

Whether neural networks extrapolate beyond their
training data is an open question. Part of the de-
bate hinges on the mechanism that supports mod-
els’ generalization: is it an abstract combinatorial
structure of the type that characterized good-old-
fashioned-AI [Fodor, 1998], or rather a “mix-and-
match” strategy born out of patterns seen in training
[Lake and Baroni, 2018, Chaabouni et al., 2020]?

Whichever mechanism models are using, both
text [OpenAI, 2023, Ouyang et al., 2022b] and im-
age [Ramesh et al., 2022, Rombach et al., 2021,

Saharia et al., 2022, Yu et al., 2022] generation
models push far beyond the bounds of what was
assumed possible only a few years ago. Anecdotal
examples of models writing working code, author-
ing poetry, and generating images [Bubeck et al.,
2023] make it hard to deny that they possess some
mechanism for compositionality. However, failures
of such models consistently crop up [Marcus, 2022,
McKenzie et al., 2022a,b, 2023]. Moreover, the
increasing scale of these models’ training datasets
and costs makes it difficult to run controlled exper-
iments, and thus most debates about how models
achieve their apparent compositional behavior rely
on speculation or in-principle arguments.

In this work, we analyze the relationship be-
tween items seen in training and a model’s ability
to generalize, in order to better understand what
types of mechanisms might underlie the observed
behavior. We focus on the stablediffusion 2.1 text-
to-image model. Such models can often gener-
ate many relations, i.e., “astronaut riding horse”,
but fail to generate atypical relations composed of
the same basic parts, i.e., “horse riding astronaut”.
These failures are often taken as evidence that the
models rely on training priors rather than construct-
ing novel images using more systematic mecha-
nisms. By and large, our results support this intu-
ition. Looking at the subject-verb-object relations
that underlie these prompts, we find that the in-
creased frequency of a subject-verb-object relation
in the training data improves how well the model
can generate an image aligned with that relation,
but this increased frequency diminishes how well
the model can generate an image aligned with the
flipped relation (object-verb-subject). For example,
the more common a relation like “astronaut riding
horse” is in the training data, the worse “horse rid-
ing astronaut” is generated. These results demon-
strate that the relations seen during training have a
significant impact on what the model is able to suc-
cessfully generate. We also find that frequencies
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of individual terms, like how often the subject has
been seen in any context, have a significant impact
on alignment. Together, these results strongly sug-
gest the model uses an underlying “mix-and-match”
mechanism to support generalization, rather than
using a more abstract combinatorial process of the
type traditionally assumed to be necessary for mod-
els with the observed capabilities.

2 Experimental Design

In this section, we formulate our primary questions
as hypotheses about how the estimated counts of
subject-verb-objects in the training data impact text-
to-image prompt and image alignments.

Figure 1: Example generations. Left: “dog chasing a
ball”; Right: “ball chasing a dog.” These examples were
generated by stablediffusion 2.1 (and are cherry-picked
out of 4 generations.)

2.1 The Problem

Our aim is to characterize when text-to-image
models successfully generate relations like in
Figure 1:

A dog chasing a ball. ⟨dog, chase, ball⟩
A ball chasing a dog. ⟨ball, chase, dog⟩

Each prompt has an underlying triad: a subject
s, a verb v, and an object o.1 For example, for
the sentence “A dog chasing a ball,” s =“dog,”
v =“chase,” and o =“ball”. For shorthand, we de-
note this triad as ⟨s, v, o⟩. We construct our dataset
to include both ⟨s, v, o⟩ and ⟨o, v, s⟩– we call the
more frequently appearing triad the default triad,
and the other, the flipped triad.

Notation To help track various counts, we
introduce some notation. This notation is all with
respect to a given prompt formatted from a triad
⟨s = S, v = V, o = O⟩.

1Note that in the paper, our relations are such that the
subject is always the semantic agent and the object is the
semantic patient. Thus, throughout, we use the terms “subject”
and “agent” interchangeably, and likewise use “object” and
“patient” interchangeably.

SVO Est. count of the relation
OVS Est. count of the flipped relation
Xxx, xXx . . . Est. count of X in the given role

Here, Xxx, xXx . . . refer to the counts of individual
entities that appear in that slot in any context except
for the counts covered by SVO or OVS.2 For exam-
ple, Sxx refers to the count of triads with the subject
S and any verb and object. Analogously, xxS refers
to the count of triads with the term S as the object;
Sxx, Oxx, xVx, xxS, xxO are all similarly defined.
These terms are all estimated (parsed) counts from
the training data of stablediffusion 2.1.3

For each frequency, we use a log-transformed
value in our regressions and plots. For example, for
SVO, we use log10(SVO + 1) s.t. the frequencies
range from [0,∞].

2.2 Hypotheses

We test two primary hypotheses, below.

Forward: Increased SVO causes better
alignment for ⟨S, V,O⟩.
Backward: Increased OVS causes worse
alignment for ⟨S, V,O⟩.

2.3 Statistical Methods

Though we present results across different views
of our dataset, we focus on a single multiple regres-
sion to test our hypotheses.

Alignment ∼ SVO + OVS +
Sxx + xVx + xxO + Sxx + xxO4

Specifically, we are interested in which of the above
counts have a significant effect on alignment, con-
trolling for the other counts. We detail how we
measure alignment below in §3. In short, we
crowdsource N = 5 ratings per image-prompt pair.
There are a number of different options with differ-
ent tradeoffs on how to handle the multiple ratings
per image. If we consider the raters as random
effects, we control for raters’ variation, but we are
no longer able to report p−values. Happily, this
decision did not meaningfully impact the results,

2That is, the triads that contribute to the count Sxx are dis-
joint from the triads that contribute to the count of SVO. This
is done so that the terms are not algebraically tied, violating
the independence assumptions needed in our regressions.

3In Appendix A.2 we do a deeper dive checking that the
(noisy) parsed counts we use reflect the actual counts.

4This R syntax is meant to show that we see how the
alignment of the prompts can be fit by the counts SVO and
OVS while being controlled by the individual term counts.



so the regressions use disaggregated ratings (no av-
eraging) without random effects. See alternate for-
mulations in Table 6 and Table 7 in the Appendix.
For visual acuity, our plots use average alignments.

Our data and data collection break independence
assumptions. The individual terms (the S, V, and O)
are all individually frequent. Furthermore, we boot-
strapped our search to find more relations with high-
frequency counts. Both of these decisions mean the
relations in our dataset are not randomly sampled
from among the population of possible relations.
Furthermore, as part of the curation, we manually
edit and select prompts that are “drawable”–i.e.,
one could in principle draw it, even if the relation
is not natural. For example, we filter out relations
like “I love it” and “we help child.” Lastly, the
default and flipped versions of a prompt are not in-
dependent. The symmetry across the diagonals of
Figure 2 highlights this point. Splitting the dataset
into two partitions, as we do in §4.3, removes this
problem as we run the regressions separately.5

3 Dataset

We use the text-to-image model stablediffusion 2.1
because its training data, code, and model weights
are public. We parse its training set, LAION
[Schuhmann et al., 2022]6, and create a curated
dataset of about 769 triads, counts, prompts, gener-
ated images, and alignment ratings. Later sections
(§§ 4.1 to 4.3) use different views of this dataset.
The dataset is released in the linked url.7

Desiderata Testing our hypotheses requires col-
lecting relations from the training data, creating a
prompt for each relation, generating an image for
each prompt, and then measuring how well each
prompt and image aligns. Because our dataset is
only for evaluation a large dataset is unnecessary.
Moreover, because we want to have multiple rat-
ings for each prompt-image pair, a smaller dataset
is best. The primary difficulty in constructing such
a dataset is finding relations with varying count

5Figure 2 plots highlight that the triad frequencies (SVO
and OVS) are correlated with the individual frequencies (Sxx,
Oxx, . . . ). Moreover, the SVO and OVS frequencies between
a default and a flipped triad are inverted. To control these
dependencies, when we analyze the full dataset in §4.3, we
split default and flipped pairs into different subsets.

6We use the subset with an aesthetic score 4.5+ as this is
what stablediffusion 2.1 was trained on.

7Dataset: https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/
d/1hcMEMqSX_0regA-s0UplvzrNX2Ho0jHNeIIq-iVoQPI/
edit?usp=sharing
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Figure 2: Dataset Samples Plotted by SVO (x-axis)
and OVS (y-axis). These plots each show the (same)
dataset colored by different frequency counts: Sxx, xVx,
xxO. The legend details the coloring. 105+ examples are
seen that many times or more. 104− examples are seen
less than 104 but more than 103 times. The other colors
are analogously defined. As SVO increases along the
x-axis, the individual frequencies Sxx and xxO de-
crease; (the colors match the gradient of the legend.) It
seems that words that appear most frequently in specific
relations appear less frequently in others. xVx decreases
as both SVO and OVS increase. Thus, the individual
terms and the triad frequencies are (negatively) cor-
related. Each plot is symmetric across the diagonal (not
by color) because for each relation we have the default
and flipped prompt.8

statistics. These constraints guide some of the deci-
sions we made when collecting our dataset.

Measuring Alignment We measure the perfor-
mance of the text-to-image models by asking peo-
ple how well the prompts and the generated images
align. We use SurgeAI 9 to run these experiments;
Figure 13 in Appendix B is a screenshot of the in-
terface. The alignment scores were collected across
a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to
“Strongly Agree.” In our plots and results, we stan-
dardize the five ratings from 0 to 1. For the sake of
analysis, we consider an average alignment score
above 0.75 as a successful generation. (This thresh-
old is chosen because 0.75 and 1 correspond to af-

9https://www.surgehq.ai/

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1hcMEMqSX_0regA-s0UplvzrNX2Ho0jHNeIIq-iVoQPI/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1hcMEMqSX_0regA-s0UplvzrNX2Ho0jHNeIIq-iVoQPI/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1hcMEMqSX_0regA-s0UplvzrNX2Ho0jHNeIIq-iVoQPI/edit?usp=sharing


firmative responses “Agree” and “Strongly Agree,”
as defined by the rating task.)

Dataset Collection and Measuring Frequency
We parse LAION [Schuhmann et al., 2022]10, a
dataset of paired text and image using Spacy for
subject-verb-object relations. The parsing is noisy:
Our search finds subject-verb-object relations in
10% of (about 1.3 billion) instances.11 Many in-
stances are fragments, e.g., “homes with wrap
around porches. . . ”, with no subject-verb-object
relation. After we collect the counts of subject-
verb-objects, we sample relations from different
frequencies. Next, we manually create prompts
for relations that are “drawable”. Appendix A fur-
ther details the initial collection process and sanity
checks a number of assumptions that we outline in
§6. Figure 2 shows the distribution of examples
across the different frequencies defined above; Ap-
pendix Table 4 reports alignment score statistics.

Formatting Prompts We format the prompts
such that the subject is always the agent (the entity
doing the action) and the object is always the pa-
tient (the entity on the receiving end of the action).
Specifically, we format all relations into prompts
using the structure: A photograph of a {subject}
{verb} a {object}. “A photograph of ” is preprended
to each example because in pilot studies it narrowed
the type of generation to be photographic, avoiding
a lot of trivial errors. After adding the prefix, we
edit each example to ensure it is grammatical. For
instance, for mass nouns there is no “a” included:
⟨girl, bring, water⟩ yields “A photograph of a girl
bringing water.” Though we could generate many
reasonable prompt variations for each relation, we
have a single prompt per relation (and we generate
a single image per prompt). Future work could
easily expand our dataset along both of these axes.

4 Experiments

We find broad support for both hypotheses (§2.2),
but the strength of the results depends on the rela-

9Plots for Oxx and xxS are not shown, but, because of the
structure of the dataset, they would be colored symmetrically
across the diagonal from the default counterpart (Sxx and Oxx)
(xxO and xxS).

10We sample from the subset with an aesthetic score 4.5+
because this is what stablediffusion 2.1 was trained upon.

11This is admittedly a small fraction. We performed signifi-
cant manual analysis in order to verify that our 10% sample is
not unduly biased, and thus that our conclusions are reliable
despite the small sample. See Appendix A.2 for a detailed
discussion.

tive size of the priors (SVO vs OVS). By partition-
ing the dataset,12 we get a more complete picture
of how the frequencies impact the generations.13

Summary of Takeaways of §§ 4.1 to 4.3 For re-
lations that have been observed during training, we
find that higher SVO counts result in better align-
ment. For relations that are entirely unseen, we
find that OVS has little effect on alignment. This
is surprising, as we initially expected that higher
OVS (i.e., a stronger prior for the competing rela-
tion) would make it harder for the model to gen-
erate the unseen relation–e.g., it should be harder
to generate “horse riding astronaut” if you have
seen “astronaut riding horse” often. When SVO is
greater than OVS, the effects of both SVO and OVS
strongly support the forward and backward hy-
potheses. However, for flipped examples, cases like
⟨ball, chase, dog⟩ with the more infrequent order-
ing, the effects are weaker. That is, when a model
is trying to generate a relation that goes against its
training prior, we see less strong effects across the
board. The increased difficulty (and lower overall
alignment scores, Appendix Table 4) of such exam-
ples may explain the differences across partitions.
Lastly, individual terms Oxx and xxS also impact
the results: That is, we find that words appear to
have typical roles–they tend to be used either as
agents or patients [Mahowald et al., 2022], and
models show some resistance to generating them
in their less-typical roles.

4.1 Forward: Increased SVO
Increases Alignment
First, we want to establish whether or not the in-
creasing frequency of relations in the training data
increases the alignment scores, e.g., the forward
hypothesis. The relations in this experiment are
filtered so that the inverse relation is always un-
seen, e.g., OVS is 0, isolating the effect of SVO.
For example, if ⟨dog, chase, ball⟩ is in this subset,
then ⟨ball, chase, dog⟩ is unseen.

4.1.1 Results
The results, see Table 1 and Figure 3, support the
forward hypothesis. More frequent prompts are
better aligned with their outputs. SVO has a +0.31
effect over a log scale meaning that for every or-
der of magnitude more, say, ⟨dog, chase, ball⟩ has

12In the appendix, Figure 10 visually shows how the dataset
is split across the various experiments across §4.1, §4.2, §4.3.
Table 4 shows the average alignment scores.

13Appendix Table 5 reports the results for the full dataset.



been seen in the training data (holding all else
equal) there is an increase of 0.31 in alignment
score. This is substantial, as recall that alignment
ranges from 0 to 1.

SVO Isolated §4.1
Term Effect p-value

SVO 0.31 0.00
Sxx 0.04 0.27
xVx 0.12 0.01
xxO 0.07 0.24
Oxx -0.18 0.00
xxS -0.23 0.00

Table 1: Regression Coefficients for Predicting Align-
ment (when OVS count is 0).

After SVO > 102 examples, a majority of gener-
ations are successful (specifically, 18 of 26 prompts
were successfully generated with average scores
above 0.75.) Several individual terms also impact
the results. The effect of Oxx is −0.18, meaning
the more frequently that the object of relation takes
the role of the subject in the training data, the worse
the alignment. The same is analogously true for
subjects (the effect of xxS is −0.23). These results
don’t discount the forward hypothesis but do sug-
gest that a number of overlapping training priors
play a part in the generations, not just the frequency
of OVS. The correlation between the frequency and
the alignment is 0.421 (p < 1e− 7).
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Figure 3: Alignment improves with Frequency. Each
alignment score is the mean across 5 ratings. Top left
samples in Figure 4; Bot left samples in Figure 5; Bot
right samples in Figure 6.

4.1.2 Qualitative Examples

Firstly, there are some counterexamples to the
forward hypothesis: the orange rectangle in Fig-
ure 3 highlights success cases at low-frequencies.

Secondly, the text-to-image model appears to
fail in different ways at low versus high frequency.
In a sample of low-frequency samples, highlighted
by the blue rectangle in Figure 3 and shown in Fig-
ure 5, either the subject or the object is generated
but not both. Failed high-frequency, highlighted by
the red rectangle in Figure 3 and shown in Figure 6
differs. The subjects and objects are generated, but
the verb is not properly shown. While failing, the
high-frequency samples are closer to being aligned
with the prompt. They appear to express a more
common relation/verb than the one requested by
the prompt, again pointing towards a training prior.

a boy decorating
a poster

a boy writing
on a wall

a dog holding
gold

a family decorating
a flower

a family watching
a kid

a girl leading
a dog

Figure 4: Successful Low-Frequency Generations
that Run Against the Forward Hypothesis. These
relations (from the orange rectangle in Figure 3) were
present at most 10 times in the training data.

a boy going
to a family

a child falling
on a man

a child hitting
a woman

a dog calling
to a child

a dog saving
a kid

a family falling
on a girl

Figure 5: Failed Low-Frequency Generations that
Support the Forward Hypothesis. These examples ap-
peared at most three times in the training data, sampled
from the blue rectangle in Figure 3. In five of six exam-
ples, only the subject or the object is present, not both.



a boy sitting
on a book

a girl standing
on a car

a girl standing
on a dog

a hand drawing
a family

a man carrying
a dog

a woman carrying
water

Figure 6: Failed High-Frequency Generations that
Run Against the Forward Hypothesis. These exam-
ples were all present in the training data with high fre-
quency, sampled from the red rectangle in Figure 3. In
all six examples, the subject is present; In four of six,
the object is present; In two of six, the model appropri-
ately generates the relationship between the entities.

4.2 Backward: Increased OVS Decreases
Alignment

We established the frequency of a relation, say
⟨dog, chase, ball⟩, improves the generation per-
formance, given that the flipped relation, i.e.,
⟨ball, chase, dog⟩, was unseen. Now, we look at
the opposite case. We generate images for unseen
triads, say ⟨ball, chase, dog⟩. Here, the inverse tri-
ads (⟨dog, chase, ball⟩) are seen to varying degrees.
The question this section addresses is how does the
text-to-image model behave when it is forced to
fight a training prior? I.e., this section evaluates
our backward hypothesis.

OVS Isolated §4.2
Term Effect p-value

OVS -0.06 0.38
Sxx 0.07 0.01
xVx 0.13 0.00
xxO 0.19 0.00
Oxx 0.10 0.01
xxS -0.19 0.00

Table 2: Regression Coefficients for Predicting Align-
ment (when SVO count is 0).

4.2.1 Results
Our results are shown in Table 2 and Figure 7. It
is worth highlighting, first, that alignment overall
is poor. That is, when the model generates an un-
seen relation, the generated image is rarely judged
to reflect the prompt. Moreover, the frequency of

the flipped relation (OVS) does not have a signif-
icant effect on alignment. There is a slight (in-
significant) negative effect for OVS, but this drop
appears to be better explained by xxS: The more
common the subject specifically is seen in the ob-
ject role, the worse the generation. For example,
that ⟨ball, chase, dog⟩ is generated poorly seems
more because a “ball” is commonly seen as the
object (patient), not because the inverse triad as a
whole (⟨dog, chase, ball⟩) is common.

The individual terms xVx and xxO positively
impact the alignment: The more often words are
used in a given slot, the better the generation. This
result is intuitive, especially given that we filter the
data such that SVO could not impact the alignment.
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Figure 7: Inverse Frequency Degrades Performance.
The results weakly support the backward hypothesis
that increased OVS decreases performance. We show
the samples middle in Figure 8 and right in Figure 9.

a dog going
to a woman

2 / 5 correct

a child helping
a dog

3 / 5 correct

a dog talking
to a man

3 / 5 correct

Figure 8: Examples Receive Ambiguous Ratings De-
crease as OVS Increases. Here we look at a set of
examples highlighted in Figure 7 by the blue rectangle.
The average scores are below success (0.75), but some
raters considered the generations successful.



a dog carrying
a man

a boy holding
a woman

Figure 9: Examples Receive Low Ratings when OVS
is High. Here we look at a set of examples highlighted
in Figure 7 by the red rectangle.

4.3 Interaction between Forward and
Backward Hypotheses

The above results focused on cases when either
SVO or OVS was zero–i.e., prompts for relations
that are only attested in one direction. In this sec-
tion, we focus our analysis on cases where the
counts of SVO and OVS are both nonzero.

4.3.1 Results

The results, shown in Table 3, largely support both
hypotheses, but there are differences between de-
fault and flipped examples.14 Again, default cases
are prompts where (say, ⟨dog, chase, ball⟩) the re-
lation is more common than the inverse relation
(e.g., SVO > OVS). Flipped is the opposite (say,
⟨ball, chase, dog⟩): OVS > SVO.

For default examples, e.g., ⟨dog, chase, ball⟩, ef-
fects for both SVO (+0.25) and OVS (−0.40) are
large. Again, as in §4.1, Oxx (−0.13) and xxS
(−0.18) also have a negative impact. For intuition,
consider a specific example: ⟨dog, chase, ball⟩.
The more that “ball” has been seen in the subject
role (and the more “dog” has been seen in the ob-
ject role) in any context the worse the alignment.

For the flipped examples, e.g., ⟨ball, chase, dog⟩,
the effects are weaker. We expected a stronger re-
sult here because for these examples the model had
to directly fight against strong priors. The over-
all lower alignment scores for this partition possi-
bly impacted the results (see Appendix Table 4).
The most notable result is that SVO (+0.14) still
impacts the generations positively and that OVS
(−0.11) is directionally aligned with the backward
hypothesis (though the result is not significant.)

14When pooling all the examples (not shown) – which intro-
duces dependencies between the default and flipped examples
– the results are effectively dampened (slightly lowering the
high effects we see for the default examples.)

4.4 Takeaways

The frequency effects were stronger for default
examples, but there is evidence for both hy-
potheses. This was unexpected (especially for
OVS) because flipped examples are the cases where
the model has the strongest prior to fight against.
Therefore, our original motivation about why the
text-to-image model fails to generate some rela-
tions is not straightforwardly true: We did not
find strong evidence that ⟨horse, ride, astronaut⟩is
poorly generated because ⟨astronaut, ride, horse⟩is
common. However, in sum, our results do suggest
that training priors impact the alignments in a num-
ber of ways. In Appendix Table 5, we show that
the regression coefficients across the full dataset
match the individual patterns: Both primary hy-
potheses are supported, and the individual effects
directionally align with the triads.

Individual effects: term frequency in a given
role impacts the alignment. Though we did not
foresee this result, the logic runs in tandem with
our primary hypotheses: Across the board, some of
the alignment is explained by the triad frequencies–
SVO and OVS–and some by the individual effects–
Sxx, xVx, xxO, Oxx, and xxS. In §4.1 and §4.2,
this makes sense as the triads are prevented from
impacting the results. However, these same strong
individual effects are found for default examples in
§4.3, suggesting that training priors on individual
terms also impact generations. This mirrors some
human results [Mahowald et al., 2022] which show
that agent/patient roles can be predicted from the
words alone (no ordering) in a large majority of
naturally occurring sentences.

Semantic similarity between infrequent and
frequent relations may further explain some of
the results. There are cases where low-frequency
(low SVO) prompts were well generated; See Fig-
ure 4. A possible explanation is that if a relation is
similar to another relation with high frequency in
the training data, then that first relation may be bet-
ter generated: For example, if ⟨dog, bite, bone⟩ is
high frequency, then perhaps ⟨hound, chew, stick⟩
is better generated. More simply, how do the statis-
tics of “dog” impact the generations of “hound”?
We leave the exploration of this idea to future work.

5 Related Work

Prompt Challenge Sets Often released with a
new text-to-image model, there are a number of
prompt challenge sets that look at the capabilities



Default §4.3 Flipped §4.3
Term Effect p-value Effect p-value

SVO 0.25 0.00 0.14 0.04
OVS -0.40 0.00 -0.11 0.11
Sxx 0.12 0.00 0.03 0.27
xVx -0.03 0.34 -0.05 0.12
xxO 0.07 0.16 0.08 0.11
Oxx -0.13 0.00 -0.06 0.01
xxS -0.18 0.00 0.04 0.36

Table 3: Regression Coefficients for Predicting Align-
ment from OVS and SVO (and other factors).

of text-to-image models. These challenge sets, like
this work, look at how and where text-to-image
models fall short over different types of prompts:
For example, DrawBench [Saharia et al., 2022]
15 has prompts across a range of categories like
“Conflicting” and “Colors”. See some examples
in Figure 14. However, in contrast to our work,
these prompts are constructed largely by intuition
rather than sourced by parsing the training data of
the model. Another benchmark [Yu et al., 2022]16

test a broader set of phenomena beyond the scope
of this work. Finally, WinoGround [Thrush et al.,
2022], gets at the same ideas we are interested in:
how and whether a vision+language model cap-
tures small differences in captions.

Improving Diffusion Models Establishing how
good (or not) current text-to-image models are at
generating different types of relations provides con-
text for future (and ongoing) work. The success of
RLHF (Reinforcement Learning with Human Feed-
back) in improving large language models [Ziegler
et al., 2019, Stiennon et al., 2020, Ouyang et al.,
2022a, Gao et al., 2022, Bai et al., 2022] suggests
that this type of training could also improve diffu-
sion models. Already, we see some success: Hao
et al. [2022] used reinforcement learning to sug-
gest additional tags for prompts to improve the
generations (like “high definition”, “8k”); Lee et al.
[2023] use RLHF to improve stablediffusion (al-
though the weights are not public.) There is a
growing literature in this area that experiment with
guiding the diffusion process [Yang et al., 2022,
Feng et al., 2023, Po and Wetzstein, 2023, Wang

15https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/
1y7nAbmR4FREi6npB1u-Bo3GFdwdOPYJc617rBOxIRHY/
edit#gid=0

16https://github.com/google-research/parti/
blob/main/PartiPrompts.tsv

et al., 2023, Liu et al., 2023, Chen et al., 2023].

6 Discussion

The marked success of recent text-to-image models
[Ramesh et al., 2022, Saharia et al., 2022] may un-
dermine prior intuitions about the compositional ca-
pacity of neural network models. This raises ques-
tions about what type of mechanism supports such
generalization–are neural models using something
that resembles abstract combinatorial structure, or
some form of clever mix-and-match strategy? In
this work, we found that the counts of the under-
lying relations in prompts significantly impact the
generations of a stablediffusion 2.1. Although not
definitive, such results suggest the latter strategy
(mix-and-match). Despite the important caveat that
our results only reflect the behavior of one model,
they still generate several interesting points worthy
of discussion and further exploration.

Implications for compositionality of neural
networks. The primary question motivating this
work is: can neural networks reason composition-
ally, and if so, how? The results we present only
truly weigh on the second part of this question–i.e.,
our results strongly suggest that models employ
some form of content-specific, data-dependent rep-
resentations rather than using abstract systematic
processes. A similar observation was suggested by
[Chaabouni et al., 2020]. This result is both sur-
prising and obvious. It is obvious because, in the
history of debates about neural networks and com-
positionality, it has always been asserted that they
would use such idiosyncratic strategies to solve
tasks. However, it is surprising because such meth-
ods appear to bring us much further in producing
behavior that has all the signatures of composition-
ality than previously thought. That is–behavior of
the type we currently see in image-, language-, and
code-generation models were once thought to, in
and of itself, be a diagnostic for abstract combinato-
rial structure. Increasingly, it seems to be the case
that such structure is not a prerequisite for com-
positional (appearing) behavior [Chaabouni et al.,
2020]. In our analysis, for example, there exist
examples of low-frequency triads with high align-
ment scores. A very important question for future
work is to revisit what, exactly, we seek when we
seek models which are compositional: are we plac-
ing requirements on the behavior, the mechanism,
or some combination of the two?

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1y7nAbmR4FREi6npB1u-Bo3GFdwdOPYJc617rBOxIRHY/edit#gid=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1y7nAbmR4FREi6npB1u-Bo3GFdwdOPYJc617rBOxIRHY/edit#gid=0
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1y7nAbmR4FREi6npB1u-Bo3GFdwdOPYJc617rBOxIRHY/edit#gid=0
https://github.com/google-research/parti/blob/main/PartiPrompts.tsv
https://github.com/google-research/parti/blob/main/PartiPrompts.tsv


Limitations

We focus on a particular type of construction:
subject, verb, object. Furthermore, we do not nest
these types of prompts, e.g., “the dog chased the
man holding the child.” We also do not focus on
adjectives, like color. These types of ideas have
been touched upon by previous work [Saharia et al.,
2022]. Many sentences in the dataset are not typ-
ical sentences and end up being unattested to in
our dataset counts. Instead, many are descrip-
tive fragments like “Suki Round Coffee Table” or
“columbia valley wine collections chateau the best
cabernet sauvignon 20 the wine snob picks.” Our
counts do not capture how often terms are used in
these types of sentences.

Assumptions of our experimental design: (1)
The relations pertain to the meaning of the sen-
tences. (2) The sentences pertain to the content of
the images. (3) The true statistics of relations in the
dataset are proportional to the statistics we parsed.

We investigate each of these concerns in Ap-
pendix A. Though the counts we provide are esti-
mates, for a sample of triads, a deeper dive through
the dataset does not yield significantly different
counts. Importantly: Unseen triads remained un-
seen and seen triads had similar counts as originally
found. Finally, there are a couple of notes that we
consider out of scope and leave to follow-up work:
First, our focus is on the training dataset of the
diffusion model, not the text model. Second, our
experiments assume that the counts of triads is the
causal factor leading to deltas in alignment scores.
Ultimately, the reason that certain triads are fre-
quent and others are not will impact more than the
frequency counts alone.

Our experimental design requires access to
the training data, and then we search and parse the
training data. First, this is a slow process. Second,
this precludes testing commercially available, but
closed, models like DALLE under our framework.

Ethics Statement

Our work aims to help us understand how text-to-
image models work, and enable us to better under-
stand the types of things models are currently capa-
ble of. Though the triads we find are generic, this
paper makes clear that this type of text-to-image
model will tend to reflect the relations seen in the
wild.
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A Dataset Collection

A.1 Details

We parse sentences from LAION with aesthetic
scores above 4.5 because this is the training data
of stable diffusion 2.1. (Stablediffusion 2.1 also
filtered out images that have a probablity of being
unsafe above 0.1. In our process, we did not do
this additional filtering.) We access the dataset
via HuggingFace at https://huggingface.co/
datasets/ChristophSchuhmann/improved_
aesthetics_4.5plus which has 1372 million
rows. We successfully parse 134 million sentences
with 50 million unique subject-verb-object triads
(with 1,687,675 unique subjects, 669,858 unique
verbs, and 1,553,343 unique objects.) As detailed
below, we looked for common individual terms
which appeared in many contexts, significantly
reducing the pool of sentences.

Figure 10 visually show how the dataset is split
across the various experiments across §4.1, §4.2,
§4.3. Table 4 shows the average alignment scores.
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SVO Iso. OVS Iso. Default Flipped All

count 755 835 1635 1635 4323
mean 0.56 0.44 0.50 0.46 0.49
std 0.34 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.33
min 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
25% 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
50% 0.75 0.25 0.50 0.25 0.5
75% 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
max 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Table 4: Dataset Partition Stats for Predicting Alignment from OVS and SVO (and other factors). There are 769
total unique prompts/relations. The difference in mean and median (50%) values between the first and third vs
second and fourth highlights the relative difficulty of the second pair.
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Figure 10: These plots show how the full dataset is split
up the various view across §4.1, §4.2, §4.3.

A.2 Evaluating Our Assumptions

Seen Triads are Seen We randomly sampled
the following seen tuples: Figure 11. (1) We
search the training dataset for sentences that
contain all three words. (2) We re-parse these
found sentences to get a parse-rate for each
triad. (3) We manually label 2 ∗ 4 ∗ 25 = 200
sentences (25 per triad) (parsed and not) look-
ing for a parse-intent-possible. Here, we’re
informally (liberally) looking to find sentences
where the searched terms could plausibly be the
subject, verb and object. The sampled sentences:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/
1tViq4rYLXvjzA4vqhEFB-TqXvo4PzRt2ezAlEZrOvVI/
edit?usp=sharing. (4) We estimate the total
number examples for each of the triads by

summing the number of parsed (and not parsed)
examples by the parse-intent-possible, respectively.
We find that the estimates are in general larger than
the number of sentences we originally found, but
not beyond 2x. We do not compute estimates of
but instead use the raw counts from the collected
data.

In the sampled triads, the OVS counts were low.
We found no examples of the flipped terms when
the sentence was parsed (in part because they are
much more rare.) The number of actual flipped
examples amond the very few parsed examples we
did find was extremely high (near perfect).

Unseen Triads are Unseen Like with the seen
triads, we sampled the following unseen tuples
(Figure 12) and follow the same procedure as
above. Somewhat surprisingly, we found no
examples of the unseen tuples, although ultimately,
because we are making use of sampling, it is
quite possible that there are some examples. To
be clear: There were still no cases of the unseen
triads being parsed and no sampled examples of
these triads. Of note: The rate with which even
one of the three words took a subject, object,
or verb role was below 3% of the sentences. In
comparison, for the seen triads, the individual
terms matched on average for subjects 23%, for
verbs 17%, and 24% for objects. (The sampled
sentences are in the same document as above,
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/
1tViq4rYLXvjzA4vqhEFB-TqXvo4PzRt2ezAlEZrOvVI/
edit?usp=sharing.)

Triads Pertain to Sentence Mean-
ing; Images and Sentences Align We
take 100 parsed and 100 not-parsed sen-
tences sampled from the training data:
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Triad SVO OVS Estimated SVO Estimated OVS

⟨girl, play, dog⟩ 1389 11 3228 11
⟨woman, walk, dog⟩ 1444 10 2652 8
⟨woman, carry, child⟩ 1536 2 1076 5
⟨woman, play, dog⟩ 3207 2 7444 3

Figure 11: Seen Triads are Seen.

Triad SVO OVS

⟨girl, move, dog⟩ 0 0
⟨girl, fall, family⟩ 0 0
⟨man, fall, family⟩ 0 0
⟨man, hit, kid⟩ 0 0

Figure 12: Unseen Triads are Unseen.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/
1hIj-PvQsHM6WnRjRVhK1OKp3fOVp2wwjVjdKLRZwmIs/
edit?usp=sharing. (Note: The distribution of
these sentences differs from the high-frequency
triads and terms, but provides a baseline window
into the parsing process.) We find:

1. 5 of 100 not-parsed are false negatives (failed
to be parsed when they could have been.)

2. 36 of 100 parsed examples are false positives
(should not have been parsed)

3. 39 of 100 parsed examples had the clear po-
tential for being successfully parsed (called
possible parses below).

4. 36 of the 39 possible parses, the parsed triad
was the correct triad.

5. 35 of the 39 possible parses, the parsed triad
captured the meaning of the sentence.

6. 34 of the 39 possible parses, the sentence cap-
tured the meaning of the photo.

In sum, the process is noisy, but we are finding
reasonable success: For most examples that are pos-
sible parses, the parsed triad matches the meaning
of the sentence and the paired photo matches the
sentence. Detailed in the subsection below, we se-
lect individual terms that are common, with the aim
of handling some of the noisy parses and finding
some safety in the higher counts.

A.3 Protocol for SVO Triads
We will make the source code for this process pub-
lic in future release of this paper after peer review.

1. Parse dataset for SVO triads using spacy small
english parser.

2. Filter for alpha characters only.

3. Get the number of instances each triad ap-
pears. For example, we build an index: S →
Count[triads S appears in].

4. Threshold such that each individual word (S,
V, O) has been seen N = 5000 times.

5. Find the intersection of S and O.

6. Choose the top 100 for each S, V, O (using the
intersection for S and O).

7. Build index (triad → count)

8. Determine attestation for each triad in a
crossed dataset. Attestation is one of (FF, TT,
FT, TF) where FF is neither direction of the
triad has been seen, TT is both directions of
the triad are seen, FT is the backwards di-
rection has been seen, and TF is the forward
direction has been seen.

9. For each split of attestation (FF, TT, FT, TF)
sample 15 random triads per verb.

10. Manually label each triad for whether it is
drawable in both directions (SVO, OVS). This
step is subjective. This step could be auto-
mated using online workers. Because the
drawable images are relatively sparse, we
found it overall easier to do the labelling our-
selves and avoid the overhead.

11. Using this approach found a limited number of
high-frequency tuples. We expanded the pool
of candidate triads by bootstrapping off the
successful cases and finding more examples
of high-frequency tuples.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1hIj-PvQsHM6WnRjRVhK1OKp3fOVp2wwjVjdKLRZwmIs/edit?usp=sharing
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B Labelling Task Interface

Figure 13 is the interface we used to col-
lect human judgements on the text/caption
alignment. We provided examples to the
SurgeAI workers are the following link:
https://docs.google.com/document/d/
1N8YxdCyO8tZ1yjqJ3fGJBL9o04kO82ACu5aNYiCEYJk/
edit?usp=sharing.

C Additional Results

C.1 Alternate Regressions

The results across all the partitions combined are
in Table 5. The results from Table 2 are reproduced
but with random controls in Table 6 and averaged
scores in Table 7.

Term Effect p-value

SVO 0.25 0.00
OVS -0.20 0.00
Sxx 0.04 0.001
xVx 0.01 0.79
xxO 0.13 0.00
Oxx -0.08 0.00
xxS -0.08 0.001

Table 5: Regression Coefficients for All Partitions
Combined for Predicting Alignment from OVS and
SVO (and other factors).

Default Flipped
Term Effect t-value Effect t-value

SVO 0.24 3.79 0.12 2.00
OVS -0.41 -6.59 -0.14 -2.15
Sxx 0.11 4.93 0.03 1.16
xVx -0.02 -0.86 -0.06 -2.06
xxO 0.06 1.32 0.08 1.63
Oxx -0.13 -4.95 -0.06 -2.66
xxS -0.19 -3.96 0.03 0.65

Table 6: Regression Coefficients with Raters as Ran-
dom Controls for Predicting Alignment from OVS and
SVO (and other factors).

C.2 Controls

We re-run our experiments in §4.3 but present to
the raters images from the flipped prompt. For ex-
ample, in Control Default, we present the raters
the prompt from ⟨dog, chase, ball⟩ and the im-

Default Flipped
Term Effect p-value Effect p-value

SVO 0.25 0.04 0.14 0.23
OVS -0.10 0.00 -0.11 0.35
Sxx 0.12 0.01 0.03 0.52
xVx -0.03 0.58 -0.05 0.36
xxO 0.08 0.42 0.08 0.35
Oxx -0.06 0.01 -0.06 0.15
xxS 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.60

Table 7: Regression Coefficients with Averaged
Scores for Predicting Alignment from OVS and SVO
(and other factors).

age generated from ⟨ball, chase, dog⟩. (In Con-
trol Flipped, we show the raters the prompt from
⟨ball, chase, dog⟩ and the image generated from
⟨dog, chase, ball⟩.)

Predicted Outcomes: A positive correlation
between SVO and the swapped images suggests
that the increased count of the SVO lead the flipped
prompt to still generate the relation described by
⟨S, V, O⟩. A negative correlation between OVS
and the swapped images suggests that the more
frequent the OVS count is the better the generation
of the flipped prompt leading to the flipped relation.
Both of these are direct predictions of the forward
and backward hypotheses we outline in §2.2.

Alternate Outcomes: If the reverse of the above
held–if SVO had a negative correlation or OVS had
a positive correlation–this would provide evidence
counter to our hypotheses.

Results: The results largely match the predicted
outcomes: Table 8. We see that the Control Default
has a stronger effect on OVS whereas the Control
Flipped has strong effects on both SVO and OVS.
We don’t take this evidence as bringing much more
to bear on the problem than what we found in the
original experiments.

C.3 Prior Work

We evaluate how well stablediffusion 2.1 generates
images aligned with prompts from prior work. We
report alignment scores on prior work in Table 9,
Table 10, and Table 11. Unlike in the main body of
the work, the scores are from 0 to 4.

Our results on Appendix Table 9 suggest that
WinoGround is also a difficult dataset for text-to-
image models. (Vision-and-language models were
unable to perform much beyond chance upon it
when set to disambiguate paired captions). Fig-

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1N8YxdCyO8tZ1yjqJ3fGJBL9o04kO82ACu5aNYiCEYJk/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1N8YxdCyO8tZ1yjqJ3fGJBL9o04kO82ACu5aNYiCEYJk/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1N8YxdCyO8tZ1yjqJ3fGJBL9o04kO82ACu5aNYiCEYJk/edit?usp=sharing


Figure 13: Interface for Human Preferences.



Control Default Control Flipped
Term Effect p-value Effect p-value

SVO 0.04 0.53 0.20 0.00
OVS -0.27 0.00 -0.14 0.02
Sxx 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.70
xVx -0.08 0.02 -0.00 0.94
xxO -0.05 0.27 0.14 0.00
Oxx -0.01 0.62 -0.05 0.02
xxS -0.13 0.01 -0.07 0.10

Table 8: Regression Coefficients for Control Exper-
iments. Significant (p < 0.05) effects over 0.1 are
bolded.

Figure 14: DrawBench example generations. Top
left: “horse riding an astronaut”; Top right: “astronaut
riding a horse”; Bot left: “blue colored dog”; Bot right:
“red colored dog”. The first two images, belonging to
the “Conflicting” category show how the model was
biased towards the typical relation. The second two
images show the model behaving more flexibly. These
examples were generated by stablediffusion 2.1.

ure 15 shows some successes and failures. sta-
blediffusion 2.1 was successful on the Noun-based
prompts but failed on a descriptive prompt that re-
quired understanding the weight of different types
of balls. (Presumably, the desired generations in-
volved things like first a bowling ball and a beach
ball, and then a bowling ball and a tennis ball.)

Figure 15: WinoGround example generations. Top:
“There is a [fire] [truck]” vs “There is a [truck] [fire.]”;
Bottom: “a larger ball is lighter and a smaller one is
heavier” vs “a larger ball is heavier and a smaller one is
lighter”. The top examples belong to the Noun category;
the bottom examples belong to Adjective-Weight. These
examples were generated by stablediffusion 2.1.



Category Count Median 0.25 0.75

DrawBench Rare Words 7 0.0 0.00 1.50
Misspellings 10 0.5 0.00 2.75
Gary Marcus et al. 10 1.0 0.25 3.00
Positional 20 1.0 1.00 2.00
Reddit 38 1.0 1.00 3.00
Text 21 1.0 0.00 2.00
Counting 19 2.0 1.00 4.00
DALL-E 20 2.5 0.75 3.00
Colors 25 3.0 3.00 4.00
Conflicting 10 3.0 1.50 4.00
Descriptions 20 3.0 1.75 3.25

WinoGround Both 52 1.0 1.0 3.0
Relation 466 1.0 1.0 3.0
Object 282 2.0 1.0 3.0

Table 9: Alignment Scores on Prior Work. The alignment columns reports the median and quartiles. A fine-grained
breakdown of categories in WinoGround can be found in Table 10. The alignment scores are scaled from 0 to 4.



Category Count Median 0.25 0.75

Noun Phrase, Adjective-Animate 2 0.0 0.00 0.00
Determiner-Possessive 12 2.0 2.00 2.00
Verb-Transitive Phrase, Verb-Intransitive, Preposition Phrase 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Determiner-Numeral Phrase 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Determiner-Numeral 36 2.0 2.00 3.75
Altered POS, Determiner-Numeral 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Verb-Intransitive Phrase, Adverb-Animate 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Noun, Adjective-Size 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Noun, Preposition Phrase, Scope 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Adverb-Spatial 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Adjective-Weight 6 2.0 2.00 4.00
Preposition 42 2.0 2.00 4.00
Adjective-Age 4 2.0 2.00 3.50
Adjective-Speed Phrase, Verb-Intransitive 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Verb-Intransitive, Noun 4 2.0 2.00 2.25
Adjective-Size 24 2.0 2.00 4.00
Adjective-Shape 12 2.0 2.00 2.50
Scope, Adjective-Manner 8 2.0 2.00 2.00
Verb-Transitive 8 2.0 2.00 4.00
Verb-Transitive Phrase 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Adjective-Color (3-way swap) 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Adjective-Animate 16 2.0 2.00 4.00
Preposition Phrase 12 2.0 2.00 4.00
Verb-Intransitive, Determiner-Numeral 2 2.0 2.00 2.00
Noun Phrase, Adjective-Color 2 2.5 2.25 2.75
Noun, Verb-Intransitive 2 2.5 2.25 2.75
Pronoun, Verb-Intransitive 2 2.5 2.25 2.75
Scope, Altered POS, Verb-Intransitive, Verb-Transitive 2 2.5 2.25 2.75
Noun Phrase, Determiner-Possessive 4 2.5 2.00 3.50
Negation, Noun Phrase, Preposition Phrase 2 2.5 2.25 2.75
Noun 214 3.0 2.00 4.00
Scope, Noun, Preposition 2 3.0 2.50 3.50
Scope, Conjunction Phrase 4 3.0 2.50 3.50
Scope, Conjunction 2 3.0 2.50 3.50
Adjective-Color 88 3.0 2.00 4.00
Scope, Adjective-Texture 2 3.0 3.00 3.00
Verb-Intransitive, Verb-Transitive Phrase 4 3.0 2.50 3.00
Sentence 10 3.0 2.00 3.50
Adjective-Spatial 4 3.0 2.50 3.50
Noun Phrase 44 3.0 2.00 4.00
Pronoun, Noun Phrase 2 3.0 3.00 3.00
Adjective-Temperature 12 3.0 2.00 4.00
Adjective-Temporal 2 3.0 3.00 3.00
Adverb-Animate 2 3.0 2.50 3.50
Verb-Intransitive, Adjective-Manner 2 3.0 2.50 3.50
Verb-Intransitive Phrase, Preposition 2 3.0 2.50 3.50
Verb-Intransitive Phrase 2 3.0 2.50 3.50
Scope, Preposition 4 3.0 2.50 3.50
Negation, Scope 22 3.0 2.00 4.00

Table 10: Alignment Scores for WinoGround. The alignment columns reports the median and quartiles. The
WinoGround results are the subset of groups with at least 10 examples. Plot continues on the next page.



Category Count Median 0.25 0.75

WinoGround Preposition Phrase, Scope 14 3.0 2.00 4.00
Scope, Preposition Phrase, Adjective-Color 2 3.0 2.50 3.50
Scope, Relative Clause 2 3.5 2.75 4.25
Verb-Transitive, Noun 2 3.5 3.25 3.75
Scope 6 3.5 2.25 4.00
Adverb-Temporal 4 3.5 2.75 4.00
Adverb-Spatial Phrase 2 3.5 3.25 3.75
Adjective-Speed 4 3.5 2.75 4.25
Scope, Preposition, Verb-Intransitive 2 4.0 3.50 4.50
Relative Clause, Scope 2 4.0 4.00 4.00
Determiner-Numeral, Noun Phrase 10 4.0 4.00 5.00
Altered POS 36 4.0 2.00 4.00
Adjective-Texture 14 4.0 2.75 4.25
Adjective-Manner Phrase 2 4.0 4.00 4.00
Adjective-Manner 18 4.0 3.00 4.00
Scope, Preposition Phrase 4 4.0 3.00 4.00
Noun, Adjective-Color 2 4.0 4.00 4.00
Scope, Verb-Transitive 2 4.5 4.25 4.75
Noun Phrase, Determiner-Numeral 2 5.0 5.00 5.00
Adjective-Height 2 5.0 5.00 5.00

Table 11: Continued.


