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Abstract

Slot attention aims to decompose an input image into a set of meaningful object
files (slots). These latent object representations enable various downstream tasks.
Yet, these slots often bind to object parts, not objects themselves, especially for
real-world datasets. To address this, we introduce Guided Latent Slot Diffusion –
GLASS, an object-centric model that uses generated captions as a guiding signal
to better align slots with objects. Our key insight is to learn the slot-attention
module in the space of generated images. This allows us to repurpose the pre-
trained diffusion decoder model, which reconstructs the images from the slots, as a
semantic mask generator based on the generated captions. GLASS learns an object-
level representation suitable for multiple tasks simultaneously, e.g., segmentation,
image generation, and property prediction, outperforming previous methods. For
object discovery, GLASS achieves approx. a +35% and +10% relative improvement
for mIoU over the previous state-of-the-art (SOTA) method on the VOC and COCO
datasets, respectively, and establishes a new SOTA FID score for conditional
image generation amongst slot-attention-based methods. For the segmentation task,
GLASS surpasses SOTA weakly-supervised and language-based segmentation
models, which were specifically designed for the task.

1 Introduction

Humans perceive a scene as a collection of objects. Such a decomposition of the scene [34] into
objects makes humans capable of higher cognitive tasks like control, reasoning, and the ability to
generalize to unseen experiences [23]. Building on these ideas, object-centric learning (OCL) aims
to decompose a scene into compositional and modular symbolic components. OCL methods bind
these components to latent representations, enabling these models to be applied to tasks like causal
inference [61], reasoning [3], control [5], and out-of-distribution generalization [14].

Slot attention-based models [45], a popular class of OCL methods, decompose an image into a set of
latent representations where each element, called a slot, competes to represent a part of the image.
Slot attention methods can be categorized as latent scene representation networks, where the scene
representation (slots) can be used for various downstream tasks [45] such as property prediction [14],
image reconstruction [31], image editing [77], and object discovery [63].

A major challenge for OCL methods has been their applicability to real-world scenes. For example,
slot attention-based approaches [45, 65, 66] initially showed promising results only for toy or synthetic
datasets like CLEVR [32, 35] and MOVi [24], which have comparatively simple textures and shapes.
Recently, DINOSAUR [63] and diffusion-based slot attention methods [30, 77] showed promising
results on real-world datasets such as COCO [43] and VOC [20]. In particular, StableLSD [31]
showed that using a pre-trained Stable Diffusion [56] model as a decoder not only leads to better
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Figure 1: (left) High-level architecture of GLASS, based on a pre-trained diffusion model as
its decoder module. GLASS learns in the space of generated images, which helps us extract the
guiding signal from the decoder module for obtaining better slot embeddings. Architecture details are
illustrated in Fig. 2. (right) GLASS can perform multiple tasks using the learned slot embeddings,
such as object discovery, conditional generation, and object-level property prediction. GLASS
outperforms existing OCL methods [31, 63, 77] for the object discovery and conditional generation.

object discovery for real-world datasets but can also be used for conditional reconstruction and
property prediction tasks. Still, these methods lag behind weakly-supervised segmentation models
[58, 59] and language-based [36, 46] segmentation methods for the task of object discovery. This
performance gap can mainly be attributed to the challenges imposed by the part-whole hierarchy
[28, 77]. The part-whole hierarchy can be described as the struggle to decide if an object should be
segmented into its parts or as a whole object in the scene (see Fig. 1 (right), Obj. discovery). Our
work aims to alleviate this issue and bridge the gap for object discovery while improving other tasks,
such as conditional image generation and object-level property prediction.

We take inspiration from principles of Gestalt psychology [73, 74], categorizing objects based on
similarity, proximity, closure, and common region to design a model that adheres to these principles to
solve the part-whole hierarchy ambiguity. Instead of handcrafting such inductive biases, we posit that
large generative models, such as Stable Diffusion [56], already have a notion of an object that agrees
with the above principles. We propose Guided-Latent Slot Diffusion, GLASS, a slot attention-based
method, which uses a frozen pre-trained diffusion model as its decoder and as a guidance generator
(see Fig. 1 (left)). In particular, GLASS uses the pre-trained diffusion model to generate images and
learns the slot attention module in the space of these generated images. This simple idea of learning
in the space of generated images allows us to use the pre-trained diffusion model as a semantic
mask extraction engine in addition to it being employed as the decoder. The key to our decision is
based on two simple observations: (1) Learning on synthetic images generalizes well to real images
[21, 60, 67, 69], and (2) learning with synthetic images allows us to use a pre-trained diffusion
model such as Stable Diffusion [56] as a pseudo ground-truth generation engine. GLASS utilizes
generated image captions to obtain the semantic masks from pre-trained diffusion models. These
semantic masks are then used for guiding slots in the slot attention module using a guidance loss.
This enables the slots to learn better slot embeddings, which are more object-centric. We show that
GLASS segments objects better than previous SOTA OCL methods [31, 63, 77] and our guided slots
are able to generate more realistic looking images compared to the previous SOTA OCL method i.e.
StableLSD [31].

In summary, (i) we devise GLASS, a novel OCL method, which guides slots to objects using a novel
guidance loss. GLASS utilizes a pre-trained diffusion model as a semantic mask generation engine
in addition to being used as a decoder of the slots to an image. (ii) Our method only requires an
additional BLIP-2 model compared to StableLSD, one of the SOTA models for OCL, for generating
a guidance signal. BLIP-2 is trained with images and captions, which are widely available on the
internet at no cost [54, 62, 64]. Thus, the performance improvement of GLASS entails only minor
human effort and is essentially free. We outperform other models that use captions [46, 55, 76, 84]
and even methods that use stronger supervision signals such as bounding boxes [40] or ground-
truth image-level labels [2, 58] for object discovery. (iii) Our method shows large improvements
(approx. +35% (VOC) and +10% (COCO) mIoU) over previous SOTA OCL [63] methods for object
discovery. (iv) GLASS establishes a new SOTA FID score amongst OCL methods for conditional
image generation task. (v) We show that GLASS outperforms other weakly supervised OCL methods
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Table 1: Comparison of capabilities of GLASS with prior methods for solving downstream
tasks. The rows indicate whether each method (1) has been demonstrated on real-world data, (2)
can perform object discovery (segmentation) of objects, (3) is designed to provide latents for each
object, which can be used for downstream tasks, (4) can reconstruct the given image from latents.
(✓) denotes whether the model can perform the task well only on synthetic datasets [24, 32, 35].
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(1) Real-world data ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
(2) Object discovery (OD) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ (✓) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
(3) Object latents for downstream tasks (PP) ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ (✓) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
(4) Conditional generation (CG) ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ (✓) ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

that make use of extra information like bounding box information [40] or knowing the number of
objects in a scene [85].

2 Related work

Unsupervised and weakly-supervised object discovery. Self-supervised models (SSL) learn
a general representation for an image by solving pretext tasks like context prediction [15], image
denoising [71], and many others [7, 50, 53, 82, 83]. Methods like STEGO [25] and PiCIE [10] have
shown that these image representations can be used for unsupervised segmentation of the input image
with large benefits. Unlike OCL-based methods, these models cannot perform object-level reasoning
because they learn a single embedding for the input image or reconstruct the input from the learned
image representations. Due to their unsupervised training objective, SSL models suffer from the
part-whole hierarchy ambiguity, leading to poor object segmentation. Weakly-supervised models
(WSL) [2, 58, 59] try to resolve the part-whole hierarchy using additional weak annotation signals
such as image-level labels or saliency maps. These methods perform better than SSL methods for the
segmentation task. Still, WSL segmentation methods are only designed to perform segmentation and
cannot perform other tasks, like image generation or object-level reasoning.

Language-based segmentation methods. Several works have shown that a pre-trained CLIP [54]
model can be used for the object discovery task either by modifying the architecture [13, 55] or by
learning on top of CLIP features [9, 48]. Other works like GroupViT [78] show that learning an
alignment between group and text tokens using contrastive learning, even without CLIP features, is
enough for object discovery. Recently, [36, 37, 49, 52, 76, 79] show that object discovery is possible
using just image-level labels or captions by extracting spatial information about objects in an image
from the U-Net layers of a large-scale pre-trained diffusion model like Stable Diffusion [56]. Some
of these methods [52, 79], in addition to language cues, even require access to ground-truth masks.
Unlike OCL-based methods, language-based segmentation models are limited to segmentation tasks
due to their design and cannot conditionally generate images or perform object-level reasoning.

Object-centric learning decomposes a multi-object scene into a set of composable and meaningful
entities using an autoencoding objective [6, 12, 18, 19, 22, 23, 33, 45, 66]. OCL methods are object-
level representation learning methods that can be employed for various downstream tasks, such as
segmentation, conditional generation, and object-level property prediction. Among OCL methods,
slot attention-based methods have proven the most effective; they employ a set bottleneck layer of
limited capacity for reconstructing the input signal. A major challenge for slot attention methods
has been their poor performance on real-world scenes [81]. Using large-scale pre-trained models as
encoder [63] and decoder [31, 77] has proven an effective solution, leading to promising results for
real-world datasets. Yet, these models still suffer from the part-whole hierarchy ambiguity, hampering
the quality of the learned slot embedding. GLASS is inspired by StableLSD [31], using a pre-trained
diffusion decoder as its decoder. Unlike StableLSD, GLASS learns in the space of generated images,
which allows us to repurpose the decoder model as a guidance signal generator, see Fig. 1 (left), to
learn better slot embeddings and improve the performance on downstream tasks.

3



Weakly-supervised object-centric learning. Several methods have tried tackling the part-whole
hierarchy ambiguity plaguing OCL methods with additional weak supervision signals. For example,
video-based OCL methods used motion [40, 68] and depth cues [17]. Depth and motion cues are not
available or are unreliable for images, which is the main focus of this work. Position [38, 40] and
shape [16] are more effective additional cues for images. Existing weakly-supervised OCL methods
remain limited to synthetic datasets, while we focus on real-world datasets. Thus, we also propose
two weakly-supervised versions of the StableLSD model, which utilize additional cues in the form of
bounding box information (similar to [40]) and the number of objects in the scene (identical to [85]).
We find GLASS to be much superior to both these weakly-supervised variants of StableLSD.

A summary of each model’s capability to perform various downstream tasks is shown in Table 1.
StableLSD and GLASS are the only models that can perform all the tasks on real-world datasets.

3 Preliminaries

Slot attention [45] is an iterative refinement scheme based on a set S ∈ RO×dslots , composed
of O slots of dimension dslots, which are initialized either randomly or via a learned function.
Once initialized, the representations of the slots are updated iteratively using a GRU network [11]
based on the feature matrix H ∈ RN×dinput of the encoded input image, containing N feature
vectors of dimension dinput, and the previous state of the slots. Slot attention uses standard dot-
product attention [70] for computing the attention matrix A ∈ RN×O, normalized over slots. This
normalization causes the slots to compete with each other, leading to a meaningful decomposition of
the input scene. The slots are updated using a weighted combination of the input features H and the
computed attention matrix A. Formally, this can be written as

Ŝ =

(
Ai,j∑N
l=1 Al,j

)⊤

i,j

v(H) with A(S,H) = softmax

(
k(H)q(S)⊤√

D

)
, (1)

where k, q, and v are learnable linear functions for mapping the slots and input features to the same
D dimensions. The updated set of slots Ŝ is fed into a decoder model to reconstruct the input. The
decoder model can be a simple MLP [75], a transformer [66], or a diffusion model [31, 77]. Slot
attention-based models are generally trained using the mean squared error (MSE) loss between the
input and reconstructed input signal.

Latent diffusion models (LDM) [56] learn to generate an image by iteratively destructing the image
by adding Gaussian noise at each time step. This noising process is called the “forward process”. The
“reverse process”, or generation step, involves learning a neural network ϵθ that predicts the noise
added in each forward diffusion step and removes the noise from the image. The parameters of ϵθ are
learnt using

L(θ) = Ex0,t∼U(0,T ),ϵt∼N (0,I)

[
w(t)||ϵt − ϵθ(xt; t, y)||2

]
, (2)

where t denotes the time step in the diffusion process and y is an additional conditioning signal such
as text. w(t) denotes the weighting factor for each denoising step; in practice, w(t) is set to 1 [29]
and x0 and xt denote a low-dimensional representation of the image at time step 0 and t in the noising
process and T denotes the total number of time steps. The most common choice for the denoising
network ϵθ is a U-Net [57] with self and cross-attention layers at multiple resolutions.

4 Guided Latent Slot Diffusion (GLASS)

GLASS trains a slot attention module on the features of a DINOv2 [51] (encoder) model and uses a
pre-trained Stable Diffusion (SD) model (decoder) to reconstruct the image. GLASS leverages the
decoder model along with a pre-trained caption generation model [42] for creating a guidance signal
(semantic masks) to guide slots.

A key design choice in GLASS is to learn the slot attention module in the space of generated images
from a pre-trained diffusion model. This allows it to utilize the cross-attention layers in the U-Net
[57] of a pre-trained diffusion model for obtaining the semantic mask for the generated image. Hertz
et al. [26] were the first to show that cross-attention layers of the U-Net contain spatial information
about objects and used it for localized editing of objects.
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Figure 2: Network architecture of GLASS. 1 The input image Iinp is fed to a prompt generator
for generating a prompt P , which is obtained by concatenating generated caption Pcap and the
extracted class label from Pcap. 2 A random noise vector, along with the generated prompt P ,
is used to generate an image Igen using a pre-trained diffusion module. 3 The cross-attention
layers of the diffusion model, along with self-attention layers, are used in the pseudo ground-truth
generation module to generate the semantic mask Mgen for Igen. 4 The generated image is passed
through an encoder model (DINOv2) followed by a slot attention module to generate slots. 5 The
slots are matched with their corresponding object masks from Mgen using the Hungarian matcher
module. 6 The slot attention module is trained end-to-end using the mean squared error between the
reconstructed (Irecon) and the generated (Igen) image and our guidance loss between the predicted
mask from the slots and their matched object mask from Mgen. GLASS is trained on generated
images only, the real images are only used for prompt generation.

Conditional image generation. Given an input image Iinp, we first pass it through a caption
generator such as BLIP-2 [42] to generate a caption Pcap that describes the input image. We extract
the nouns from the generated caption using a part-of-speech (POS) tagger [4] and retain those
nouns, C = {c1, c2 . . . ck}, that belong to the set of COCO’s class labels. We then create a prompt,
P = [Pcap; C], by concatenating the generated caption and the extracted class labels. This prompt P
is fed into a text embedder, here CLIP [54], to obtain an embedding y ∈ RU×dtoken , where U is the
number of tokens of dimension dtoken. We then generate an image Igen by sampling a random noise
vector xT from N (0, I) and running the “reverse process” with y as a conditioning signal.

Pseudo ground-truth generation module. For extracting the cross-attention map at time t for layer
l from the diffusion model, we create a new prompt consisting of a single token, namely one of the
class tokens from C. The cross-attention map for the target label can be computed using standard
dot-product attention between the linear projections of the ground-truth class label embedding and
the noisy image features xt in a common d-dimensional space. This is done for each target class
label in C. The final cross-attention map ACA ∈ [0, 1]H×W×C is obtained by resizing and averaging
the extracted cross-attention maps across different time steps and resolutions. Here, H and W are the
size of the input embedding x0; C is the number of target classes. The obtained cross-attention maps
are often noisy and require further refinement. A simple solution of using a single fixed threshold
value for all classes produces poor results, and setting individual class thresholds becomes unfeasible
as the number of classes increases. Recently, several works have addressed the problem of refining
the cross-attention maps [37, 49, 76]. We follow [49] and use the self-attention maps for refining
the cross-attention maps. In particular, the refined mask Mref is obtained by exponentiating the
self-attention map ASA ∈ [0, 1]H×W×H×W and multiplying with the cross-attention map ACA as
described in [49]. The final semantic mask Mgen is obtained by taking the pixel-wise argmax of
Mref for all target class labels in C to find which class is responsible for a given pixel. Finally, a
range-based thresholding is used to classify each pixel as foreground or background.
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Slot matching. Once the images Igen and their corresponding pseudo ground-truth semantic masks
Mgen are generated, we can use these semantic masks to guide the slots to bind to masks. First,
we pass the generated image Igen through the encoder and the slot attention module to obtain a
slot decomposition of the generated image. After this, we extract the predicted masks for each
slot using the attention matrix A from Equation (1) and resize them to the input resolution of the
generated semantic mask Mgen. We then assign each predicted mask to the components of the
generated semantic masks. This is equivalent to solving a bipartite matching problem for which we
use Hungarian matching [41]. Formally, given O slots and a semantic mask containing F segments,
the binary matching matrix P ∈ {0, 1}O×F can be computed using the Hungarian algorithm that
minimizes the cost ci,j of assigning slot oi to segment mj in the generated mask Mgen. This
optimization can be written as

min
P

O∑
i=1

F∑
j=1

−ci,jpi,j , (3)

where pi,j ∈ {0, 1} indicates whether oi is matched with segment mj . The optimization is constrained
to assign each slot to one and only one segment. The cost ci,j is calculated using the mean Intersection
over Union (IoU) between the predicted mask of slot oi and segment mj of the generated semantic
mask Mgen. The optimal assignment is the one that maximizes the overall mean IoU.

Loss function. Once the assignment is complete, our guided slot attention model is trained end-to-
end using the mean squared error loss on the generated image Igen and reconstructed image Irecon and
our guidance loss, i.e. a binary cross-entropy loss between Mgen and the predicted mask from the
slots (A(S,H)):

L = LMSE(Igen, Irecon) + LBCE(Mgen,A(S,H)). (4)

The binary cross-entropy loss LBCE is only computed on the matched slots. This enables our model
to implicitly learn to count the number of objects and assign only one slot to one object at training
time. Fig. 2 shows our full architecture and illustrates each step.

Our novel guidance method helps the slots to better aggregate the features from the encoder model,
leading to better-learned slot embeddings. Also, only using slots matched to pseudo ground-truth
segments in the guidance loss helps the model implicitly learn the number of objects in a scene and
regularizes the slot embeddings to be more object-centric.

5 Experiments

The main focus of our work is to address the part-whole hierarchy ambiguity plaguing object-centric
learning methods on real-world datasets. To assess this, we test the efficacy of our proposed method,
GLASS, on object discovery for real images. Additionally, we show that other tasks, such as object-
level property prediction and conditional image generation, benefit from slots binding to objects
instead of parts. Our method uses generated captions and can be (loosely) considered a weakly
supervised method. Thus, we test it against other weakly supervised OCL methods. To that end, we
also propose a variant of GLASS termed GLASS†, which uses ground-truth class labels associated
with the input image instead of the generated caption as done in GLASS.

Implementation details. GLASS uses a DINOv2 [51] model with ViT-B and a patch size of 14 as
the encoder model, and a Stable Diffusion (SD) v2.1 [56] model as its decoder model. GLASS is
trained on images generated from the SD model. We use the ground-truth images to generate captions
using BLIP-2 and then generate a training image conditioned on the prompt, which is composed of
the generated caption and classes extracted from it. We used the same number of training samples in
the generated dataset as in the original dataset, i.e. approx. 118K for COCO and approx. 12K for the
VOC dataset. We trained GLASS for 500K (COCO-generated) and 250K (VOC-generated) steps
using the Adam [39] optimizer with a constant learning rate of 2e-5.

Datasets. As in previous work [31, 63, 77], we report all our results on the VOC [20] and COCO [43]
datasets, which consist of 20 and 80 foreground classes, respectively. Both these datasets are multi-
object, serve as popular benchmarks for object discovery, and have recently been used to evaluate the
performance of various object-centric learning methods on real-world images [31, 63, 77].
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Table 2: Comparison for object discovery across all classes of models. We compare our method
against language-based segmentation models (top partition), weakly-supervised models (middle
partition), and OCL models (bottom partition) for the object discovery task. Downstream Tasks
denote a model’s capability for solving the following tasks: OD – object discovery, PP – object-level
property prediction, and CG – conditional generation. Input denotes the input signal the model trains
on, where I – image, C – captions, and L – image-level labels. The best value is highlighted in red,
the second best in blue. We show the relative improvement (in parentheses) of GLASS compared to
the best OCL method. Our method outperforms all models on the COCO dataset and is comparable
to the best model on the VOC dataset (ToCo [59]).

Model Downstream
Tasks

Input Pre-Trained Models mIoU

COCO VOC

MaskCLIP [84] ECCV’22 OD I+ C CLIP 23.6 38.8
SegCLIP [46] ICML’23 OD I+ C CLIP 24.7 52.6
CLIPPy [55] ICCV’23 OD I+ C CLIP – 52.2
OVSeg [80] CVPR’23 OD I+ C CLIP 20.4 53.8
OVDiff [36] CVPR-W’24 OD I+ C SD + DINO + CLIP 30.1 67.1
DiffuMask [76] NeurIPS’23 OD I+ C SD + CLIP + Aff. Net[1] – 57.4
Dataset Diffusion [49] NeurIPS’23 OD I+ C SD + BLIP-2 34.2 64.8

1Stage [2] CVPR’20 OD I+ L – – 62.7
AFA [58] CVPR’22 OD I+ L – 38.9 66.0
ToCo [59] CVPR’23 OD I+ L – 41.3 69.8

DINOSAUR-MLP [63] ICLR’23 OD + PP I DINO 32.1 41.0
DINOSAUR-Transformer [63] ICLR’23 OD + PP I DINO 40.6 47.5
StableLSD [31] NeurIPS’23 OD + PP + CG I SD + DINOv2 29.5 32.9
GLASS† (ours) OD + PP + CG I+ L SD + DINOv2 42.3 (+4.1%) 67.8 (+42.7%)
GLASS (ours) OD + PP + CG I+ C SD + DINOv2 + BLIP-2 43.7 (+9.1%) 64.0 (+34.7%)

5.1 Object discovery

The standard way to test if the slots bind to objects instead of parts is to test the performance of these
models for object discovery. We compare GLASS against three classes of models: (i) Object-centric
methods as GLASS is primarily a slot attention-based method. (ii) Language-based segmentation
methods as GLASS uses language cues in the form of generated captions from the BLIP-2 model
for generating the guiding signal. (iii) Weakly-supervised segmentation methods as GLASS can be
considered a weakly-supervised method since it utilizes generated captions. We evaluate all three
classes of methods using the standard mean Intersection over Union (mIoU) metric between the
predicted masks from the slots, which are computed using the attention weights, A(S,H) as defined
in Equation (1), and ground-truth semantic masks. Table 2 shows that our method outperforms
all object-centric learning, language-based, and weakly-supervised models on the COCO dataset.
For the VOC dataset, GLASS and GLASS† are only slightly surpassed by ToCo [59]. However,
ToCo is a weakly-supervised model that can only perform segmentation, while our method can
perform multiple tasks. We believe the improvement in GLASS compared to other models that use
foundational models methods is due to the interplay of features between the different foundational
models. GLASS aggregates features from a foundation model (DINOv2 [51]) like StableLSD [31]
and DINOSAUR [63], but unlike these models, the feature aggregation is guided by diffusion-based
features. Our claim is bolstered by the observation that GLASS outperforms models such as Dataset
Diffusion [49] and OVDiff [36] even though these models, like GLASS, use Stable Diffusion features
for creating pseudo-labels. These results show the effectiveness of using guidance signals combined
with slot attention compared to other classes of models. The difference in performance between VOC
and COCO is due to VOC being a simpler dataset containing many images with a single object.

Comparison to OCL methods. Our method is primarily an OCL method, so we next evaluate our
model against various object-centric models. We use the standard object discovery metrics popular
in the OCL literature [31, 63, 77], like mean Best Overlap over instance level masks (mBOi) and
over class-level masks (mBOc). We also report the results for the Correct Localization (CorLoc)
[72] and Detection Rate (DetRate) metrics. CorLoc computes the fraction of images where at least
one ground-truth class was correctly localized (IoU > 0.5), and DetRate measures the number of
ground-truth classes with IoU greater than a certain threshold (here 0.5) with the predicted masks.
Table 3 shows that GLASS outperforms all previous OCL methods across all metrics by a wide margin.

7



Table 3: Comparison between OCL methods for object discovery. GLASS and GLASS† outper-
form all other SOTA OCL methods on the object discovery metrics. * numbers are taken from [77].

Model COCO VOC

mBOi↑ mBOc↑ CorLoc↑ DetRate↑ mBOi↑ mBOc↑ CorLoc↑ DetRate↑
SA* [45] NeurIPS’20 17.2 19.2 – – 24.6 24.9 – –
SLATE* [65] ICLR’22 29.1 33.6 – – 35.9 41.5 – –
DINOSAUR-MLP [63] ICLR’23 28.07 32.14 57.04 18.0 39.72 41.18 57.41 28.36
DINOSAUR-Trans. [63] ICLR’23 31.60 39.70 72.96 28.49 43.15 51.20 70.53 38.44
SlotDiffusion* [77] NeurIPS’23 31.0 35.0 – – 50.4 55.3 – –
StableLSD [31] NeurIPS’23 25.85 30.04 48.46 14.11 30.41 33.08 20.28 8.11
GLASS† (ours) 34.35 45.23 94.48 35.26 60.44 68.40 98.96 66.13
GLASS (ours) 35.27 46.28 91.78 36.11 58.07 65.47 96.61 62.69

DINOSAUR StableLSD GLASS (ours) GLASS† (ours)
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Obj. Discovery Recon. Obj. Discovery Recon.
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Figure 3: (a) Qualitative comparison for object discovery. GLASS and GLASS† can decompose
an image at an object level and do not split an object into its parts. Also they have cleaner boundaries
for the foreground objects compared to DINOSAUR and StableLSD. (b) Qualitative comparison
for conditional image generation. GLASS and GLASS† not only learn to decompose scenes
meaningfully, but this decomposition also leads to higher fidelity conditional image generation.

Fig. 3a shows qualitative results for object discovery compared to DINOSAUR and StableLSD. The
qualitative results show that GLASS performs a decomposition of the scene in a more object-centric
way with sharper boundaries, no object splitting, and cleaner background segmentation.

Comparison to weakly-supervised OCL. We next compare GLASS against existing weakly
supervised solutions proposed in the literature to guide slots to bind to objects. We compare our
method against two weakly-supervised variants of StableLSD: (i) StableLSD-BBox – This method
uses the bounding-box information associated with each object for initializing the objects. This form
of guidance has been previously used in [40] and has proven very effective. (ii) StableLSD-Dynamic –
Instead of having a fixed number of slots for each scene, this method dynamically assigns each scene
the number of slots equal to the number of objects present in the scene. This technique was useful
[85] for addressing the issue of part-whole hierarchy ambiguity, leading to better object discovery
performance. We compare both these methods against GLASS and GLASS†. We choose StableLSD
for comparison since it is closest to our model in terms of the downstream tasks it can perform (see
Table 1). As seen in Fig. 4a, all weakly-supervised variants of StableLSD outperform StableLSD by
a healthy margin. Importantly, GLASS outperforms both weakly-supervised methods even though it
uses a weaker supervision signal compared to bounding box information.

5.2 Additional tasks

Conditional generation. An essential aspect of slot attention-based models is that the slots can
conditionally generate a scene. To evaluate how well our model can reconstruct the input, we use
the FID metric [27] between 1024 generated and real images. We compare GLASS against the
StableLSD model (as this is the only OCL model capable of reconstructing the real-world images, see
Table 1). To reconstruct the images, we decompose the input image into a set of slots using the slot-
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Figure 4: (a) Comparison with WSL methods, i.e. weakly-supervised variants of StableLSD.
GLASS outperforms StableLSD-Dynamic on all object discovery metrics. Also, GLASS is better
than StableLSD-BBox on all metrics even though GLASS uses a much weaker supervision signal
(captions) compared to bounding box information. (b) Object-level property prediction. An ideal
model should have a high detection rate and accuracy. GLASS and GLASS† have a slightly lower
(approx. -2%) accuracy drop but have a higher increase in detection rate compared to StableLSD.
Here, □ and ♢ show the results for the COCO and VOC datasets, respectively.

attention module, which acts as a conditioning signal to the decoder. GLASS outperforms StableLSD
by approx. +2% and approx. +7% on the VOC and COCO datasets (see Table 4), respectively.
Our method establishes a new SOTA among OCL methods in terms of the FID metric for scene
reconstruction of real images. These results indicate that the learned slot embeddings of GLASS
can reconstruct the scene with much higher fidelity than StableLSD (see Fig. 3b). The improvement
comes from using a better conditioning signal, as the diffusion models are frozen for all models.

Table 4: Conditional generation Com-
parison between StableLSD, GLASS†, and
GLASS for the conditional generation task.

Model FID↓
VOC COCO

StableLSD [31] NeurIPS’23 65.12 78.47
GLASS† (ours) 65.15 72.25 (+6.8)
GLASS (ours) 63.70 (+2.18) 73.06

Object-level property prediction assesses the rep-
resentation quality of the slots. This task involves
predicting object properties, such as class labels for
input images from the learned slot embeddings. We
follow the experimental design of Dittadi et al. [14]
and train a single-layer MLP model for label predic-
tion where the ground-truth labels and predicted la-
bels from each slot are mapped to each other based on
the mIoU between the ground-truth and predicted se-
mantic mask from the slots. For more details, please
see Appendix A.2. We report the Top-1 accuracy
alongside the detection rate metric in Fig. 4b. An
ideal model should be highly accurate, and the slot should represent the full object, not just its parts.
GLASS and GLASS† are slightly worse (approx. -2%) than StableLSD for the property prediction
task but GLASS outperforms StableLSD by ≥ 26% on DetRate. StableLSD’s slots learn informative
embeddings but are poorly localized compared to GLASS’s slots, which localize the object better and
are comparable to StableLSD for the property prediction task. Moreover, we found GLASS to have
higher accuracy than StableLSD with increasing threshold values used for IoU matching (≥ 0.7).

6 Conclusion

We present GLASS, a novel object-centric learning method that learns in the space of generated
images from a pre-trained diffusion model. GLASS uses a pre-trained Stable Diffusion (SD) model as
a decoder, for decoding the slots, and as a guidance signal generator. We utilize the prior knowledge
about objectness in the SD model to guide slots for learning better object-centric representations.
GLASS establishes a new SOTA for OCL methods w.r.t. object discovery and conditional image
generation tasks while being comparable for object-level property prediction. GLASS outperforms
SOTA weakly-supervised methods and language-based segmentation models on the COCO dataset
and is only behind ToCo [59] on the VOC dataset for object discovery task. Our work shows that
learning in the space of generated images and using additional inductive biases in OCL methods
binds slots to more human-interpretable notions of objects.
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Broader impact statement

Our method learns to decompose input images into objects that can be used for various downstream
tasks. The method can enable manipulating the input scene at the object level, which can help us better
understand and evaluate the behavior of the downstream model. Our method learns to decompose a
scene more effectively and can generate realistic-looking objects. Our model’s generative capability
allows manipulation at the object level, i.e. nefarious actors could use it to insert people and objects
in other places. This adds to the common concerns about deepfakes. Possible safeguards are required
for using these models responsibly; methods like [47] can be used for watermarking and identifying
if an image has been manipulated. Moreover, we advocate for more stringent policies regarding using
these models for commercial purposes.
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A Appendix

In this appendix, we give additional details and results for our work. Specifically, we provide the
following:

1. Training details for GLASS in Appendix A.1

2. Training details for the object-level property prediction task in Appendix A.2

3. Comparison with other guiding signals in Appendix A.3

4. Guidance for other architectures in Appendix A.4

5. Additional qualitative results for object discovery in Appendix A.5

6. Additional qualitative results for conditional generation in Appendix A.6

7. Limitations of GLASS in Appendix A.7

A.1 Training details

GLASS for the COCO dataset is trained using an NVIDIA A100 GPU, and for the VOC dataset, we
used an NVIDIA A6000 GPU. The training time for COCO models is typically 4–5 days, while for
the VOC dataset, training is completed within two days. We used DINOv2 [51] model with ViT-B
backbone using a patch size of 14 as the encoder model and a Stable Diffusion v2.1 [56] model as the
decoder model. We repurposed the Stable Diffusion v2.1 [56] model to generate the guiding signal
(semantic masks). We employed the standard slot attention module with 6 and 7 slots for the VOC
and COCO datasets. The slot size is 768, and the number of GRU iterations for learning the slots is
set to 3. Table 5 shows additional details about the hyper-parameters and modules used in GLASS.
We will release the code upon acceptance.

A.2 Training details for object-level property prediction

We train a single-layer MLP model for label prediction over 4K and 10K images from the VOC and
COCO training sets, respectively. We used 1K validation images for choosing the best-performing
model on the validation set. We report the results on 1K and 5K images chosen randomly from the
VOC and COCO test sets. The models are trained for 6K steps, and the labels and slots are matched
using the mask IoU criterion between the predicted masks from the slots and the ground-truth instance
masks for real images. Since the VOC training dataset does not have instance masks, we compute the
IoU criterion using the semantic mask.

Table 5: Training details for GLASS. Overview of the training details for GLASS on the COCO
and VOC dataset.

Module Hyperparameter Dataset

VOC COCO

General Batch size 32 32
Training steps 250K 500K
Precision fp16 fp16
Learning rate 2e-5 2e-5
Optimizer Adam Adam
Learning rate scheduler Constant Constant

Encoder Architecture DINOv2 DINOv2
Patch size 14 14
Backbone ViT-B ViT-B
Embedding dimension 768 768

Decoder Arch Stable Diffusion Stable Diffusion
Model number 2.1 2.1

SlotAttention Slots 6 7
Iteration 3 3
Slot dimension 768 768
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Table 6: Comparison with other guiding signals. We compare GLASS to other guidance signals
used for weakly supervising the StableLSD model. StableLSD-BBox init uses bounding box infor-
mation for initializing the slots. StableLSD-Mask and StableLSD-Box use ground truth semantic
masks and ground truth bounding boxes for guiding the slots. GLASS, which uses low-cost guidance
in the form of captions, achieves only slightly lower or even stronger performance compared to the
more expensive guiding signals. The best value is highlighted in red, the second best in blue.

Model Cost of
annotation

COCO VOC

mBOi mBOc mIoU mBOi mBOc mIoU

StableLSD None 25.85 30.04 29.55 30.41 43.08 32.95
StableLSD-Mask Very High 38.69 51.54 48.68 56.06 63.17 61.72
StableLSD-Box High 39.21 46.88 45.33 46.29 50.99 48.64
StableLSD-Bbox Init High 22.81 30.34 24.92 43.40 38.22 36.72

GLASS† (ours) Low 34.35 45.23 42.38 60.44 68.40 67.82
GLASS (ours) Low 35.27 46.28 43.72 58.07 65.47 64.00

A.3 Comparison with other guiding signals

We now aim to answer the question: How does our generated pseudo-mask compare to stronger
forms of guidance signal, such as ground-truth semantic masks and bounding boxes, and does
using the guidance signal in another way, for example, using a bounding box for informed slot
initialization instead of random initialization, work better than our proposed way of using the
guidance information?

For the COCO dataset bounding box as a guidance signal performs the best, followed by ground
truth semantic masks (see Table 6). GLASS and GLASS† are still comparable to these methods
when considering the time and cost required to obtain these guiding signals, indicating that our
pseudo-ground truth semantic mask is not so far from the ground truth semantic mask. The cost
of annotating semantic masks is very high as it requires pixel-wise labels. Similarly, bounding
box annotation also requires a high amount of human labeling. Whereas GLASS and GLASS† use
generated captions from BLIP-2, which is trained on image and caption pairs from the internet, which
are ubiquitous on the web and thus require minimal human labeling effort. Interestingly, we find
that GLASS and GLASS† using just generated captions outperform all other forms of guidance
signals on the VOC dataset. We attribute it to the training images for GLASS and GLASS† being in
distribution with the decoder model and to VOC being a comparatively simple dataset with many
images containing only a single object. We observed that the generated semantic masks from the
diffusion models are as good as the ground truth semantic masks for images with a single object.

We also see that the performance depends on how the ground truth signal is used. Using the bounding
box information for slot initialization as proposed in [40] (StableLSD-Bbox Init) is inferior to
StableLSD-Box on all metrics, i.e. using bounding boxing information as proposed in our architecture
with our guidance loss outperforms using bounding box information for initializing the slots.

A.4 General purpose guidance signal

Our proposed use of guidance signal is not tied to any particular encoder and decoder architecture.
The semantic mask can be generated using a pre-trained diffusion model, and it can be used as a
guidance signal with any slot attention architecture, i.e. our guidance method can also be used with
other encoder and decoder architectures employed in any slot attention-based method. To verify
this, we applied our guidance method to the DINOSAUR model for the object discovery task. The
method for semantic mask generation and guidance is akin to Section 4, the only change compared
to GLASS being that the DINOSAUR model uses a pre-trained DINO [8] model as its encoder
and an MLP or transformer model [70] as its decoder. We propose two variants of DINOSAUR (i)
DINOSAUR-Label that uses our guidance method with ground-truth class labels for guiding the slots
and (ii) DINOSAUR-Caption that uses our guidance method with generated captions for guiding the
slots. Both these variants use a DINO encoder model and an MLP decoder model. Table 7 shows
that our proposed guidance framework helps slots to bind to objects, which results in performance
improvement on key object discovery metrics such as mBOi, mBOc, and mIoU. The improvements
for the COCO dataset range from approx. 5-11% on all the metrics, and for the VOC dataset, the
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Figure 5: Qualitative results when using our guidance generator module with DINOSAUR
model [63]. Our method is generic enough to be used with any decoder and encoder architecture
employed in a slot-attention-based method. Here, we apply our method to a SOTA OCL method,
DINOSAUR. Our guidance signal helps DINOSAUR to decompose scenes with no object splitting
and cleaner segmentation for the background.

Table 7: General purpose guidance. Comparison between the vanilla DINOSAUR and DINOSAUR
models with our guidance generator module. DINOSAUR-Label uses ground truth class labels for
guidance, while DINOSAUR-Caption uses captions generated with the BLIP-2 model for guidance.

Model COCO VOC

mBOi mBOc mIoU mBOi mBOc mIoU

DINOSAUR-MLP 28.07 32.14 32.14 39.72 41.18 41.02
DINOSAUR-Label (ours) 30.92 39.34 37.96 46.20 51.96 50.35
DINOSAUR-Caption (ours) 29.62 38.54 35.96 49.38 55.38 53.82

improvements range from approx. 24-35% on all metrics. Fig. 5 shows qualitative results where it
can be seen that our guidance helps achieve less object splitting, better background segmentation,
and crisper boundaries for objects compared to the DINOSAUR model [63].

A.5 Additional qualitative results for object discovery task

Fig. 6 shows additional qualitative results for object discovery. GLASS decomposes the scene
more cleanly and meaningfully when compared with SOTA OCL methods such as DINOSAUR
and StableLSD models. GLASS segmented images have more precise boundaries, background
segmentation is much cleaner, and segmentation does not split the objects.

A.6 Additional conditional generation results

Fig. 7 show additional results for the conditional generation of images using StableLSD, GLASS†,
and GLASS. Our method generates images with higher fidelity than the StableLSD. This can be
observed for various subjects ranging from animals, cars/buses, and food to human beings, etc. The
reason for more realistic-looking image generation can be seen in how the methods decompose the
objects. While GLASS and GLASS† bind slots to objects and capture their properties, StableLSD
binds slots to object parts, leading to poor conditional generation. Please note that the generator
module is frozen for all models, indicating the performance differences come from the learned slot
embeddings only.

17



DINOSAUR StableLSD GLASS (ours) GLASS† (ours) DINOSAUR StableLSD GLASS (ours) GLASS† (ours)

Figure 6: Qualitative comparison for object discovery. GLASS and GLASS† are able to decompose
an image at an object level and do not decompose an object into subparts compared to SOTA OCL
methods like DINOSAUR and StableLSD. They segment objects with crisper boundaries and cleaner
background segmentation compared to StableLSD and DINOSAUR.

StableLSD GLASS† (ours) GLASS (ours) StableLSD GLASS† (ours) GLASS (ours)
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Figure 7: Qualitative comparison for conditional image generation. GLASS and GLASS† not
only learn to decompose scenes meaningfully, but this decomposition also leads to higher fidelity
conditional image generation.
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Figure 8: Drawbacks. Our guided slot attention model binds slots to semantic classes instead of
instances. This causes it to group object classes together; this issue was also observed when using a
transformer decoder with the DINOSAUR model [63].

A.7 Limitations

GLASS uses generated images and their corresponding pseudo ground-truth masks to guide the slot
attention module. However, the generated masks are semantic and not instance masks. This causes
GLASS to bind slots to semantic classes instead of instances (Fig. 8). A possible solution to resolve
the issue could be using zero-shot methods like [44] for generating bounding boxes instead of masks
and using them as guiding signals.
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