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“… as superheroes 
in comic book”
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Figure 1. Our nested attention mechanism attaches a localized, expressive representation of a subject to a single text token. This approach
improves identity preservation while maintaining the model’s prior, and can combine multiple personalized concepts in a single image.

Abstract

Personalizing text-to-image models to generate images
of specific subjects across diverse scenes and styles is
a rapidly advancing field. Current approaches often
face challenges in maintaining a balance between iden-
tity preservation and alignment with the input text prompt.
Some methods rely on a single textual token to represent
a subject, which limits expressiveness, while others em-
ploy richer representations but disrupt the model’s prior,
diminishing prompt alignment. In this work, we introduce
Nested Attention, a novel mechanism that injects a rich and
expressive image representation into the model’s existing
cross-attention layers. Our key idea is to generate query-
dependent subject values, derived from nested attention lay-
ers that learn to select relevant subject features for each
region in the generated image. We integrate these nested
layers into an encoder-based personalization method, and
show that they enable high identity preservation while ad-
hering to input text prompts. Our approach is general and
can be trained on various domains. Additionally, its prior
preservation allows us to combine multiple personalized
subjects from different domains in a single image.

1. Introduction
Personalization of text-to-image models [12, 22, 32, 37] en-
ables users to generate captivating images featuring their
own personal data. To introduce new subjects into the text-
to-image model, initial approaches conduct per-subject op-
timization [15, 27, 40], achieving impressive results but
requiring several minutes to capture each subject. To re-
duce this overhead, more recent approaches train image en-
coders [4, 16, 17, 19, 41, 49, 51, 52, 54, 55]. These encoders
embed the subject into a latent representation, which is then
used in conjunction with diverse text prompts to generate
images of the subject in multiple contexts.

A key challenge in personalizing text-to-image models
is balancing identity preservation and prompt alignment [5,
17, 19, 55]. Most encoder-based works [17, 19, 52, 53, 55]
tackle personalization by encoding the subject into a large
number of visual tokens which are injected into the dif-
fusion model using new cross-attention layers. Such ap-
proaches are highly expressive and can achieve high fidelity
to the subject, but they tend to overwhelm the model’s prior,
harming text-to-image alignment (see Section 2). A com-
mon alternative is to tie the encoded subject to a small set of
word embeddings [16, 30, 51, 54], introduced as part of the
original cross-attention mechanism. This limits the impact
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on the model’s learned prior, but greatly limits expressivity,
reducing identity preservation.

In this work, we propose a novel injection method that
draws on the benefits of both approaches, employing a
rich and expressive representation of the input image while
still tying it to a single textual-token injected through the
existing cross-attention layers. Our key idea is to intro-
duce query-dependent subject values using a Nested Atten-
tion mechanism, comprised of two attention-layers. The
external layer is the standard text-to-image cross-attention
layer, where the novel subject is tied to a given text to-
ken. However, rather than assigning the same attention-
value to this token across the entire image, we use an
additional, “nested” attention layer to construct localized,
query-dependent attention-values. In this nested layer, the
generated image queries can attend to a rich, multi-vector
representation of the novel subject, learning to select the
most relevant subject features for each generated-image re-
gion. Intuitively, instead of having to encode the subject’s
entire appearance in a single token, the model can now en-
code smaller semantic visual elements (e.g., the mouth or
the eyes), and distribute them as needed during generation.

This nested mechanism thus has the advantages of both
prior approaches – a rich, multi-token representation, while
bounding its influence to a single textual token which can
be easily controlled. This not only leads to better trade-offs
between prompt-alignment and subject-fidelity, but also to
an increasingly disentangled representation, allowing us
to combine several personalized concepts in a single im-
age simply by using a different nested attention layer for
each subject (Figure 1). Importantly, while recent encoder-
based methods focus on face-recognition based features and
losses [17, 19, 30, 52], our approach is general and also en-
hances performance for non-human domains. Moreover, it
does not require specialized datasets with repeated identi-
ties, and can be trained on small sets like FFHQ [26].

We show that our approach achieves high identity preser-
vation while better preserving the model’s prior, allow-
ing diverse prompting capabilities. Importantly, our ex-
periments reveal that under similar data and training-
compute budgets, the nested attention approach outper-
forms common subject-injection methods like decoupled
cross-attention [55], on both identity similarity and editabil-
ity. Finally, we analyze the behavior of the nested atten-
tion blocks, showing that our performance can be enhanced
even further by supplying multiple subject-images at test
time (without re-training), and show additional applications
like identity-blending and semantic subject variations.

2. Related Work
Text-to-image personalization Text-to-image personal-
ization aims to expand a pre-trained model’s knowledge
with new concepts, so that the model will be able to syn-

thesize them in novel scenes following a user’s prompt [15,
40]. Initial methods achieve this goal by learning a text-
embedding [15] to represent the concept, or by fine-tuning
the generative network itself [40]. When learning text-
embeddings, improved results can be achieved through
careful expansions of the embedding space, for example by
learning a different embedding for each denoising network
layer [50], for every time-step [2, 16] or by encoding in-
formation in negative prompts [13]. For fine-tuning based
methods, a common approach is to restrict tuning to specific
weights [6, 7, 14, 20, 23, 25, 27, 42, 43, 45], with the aim
of better preserving the pre-trained model’s prior.

While these approaches are largely successful, they re-
quire lengthy training for every subject, with training times
and costs only increasing as models become larger and
more complicated. A few recent methods [39, 46] explore
training-free personalization by mixing cross-image atten-
tion features. However, they struggle to preserve identities,
and are largely limited to styles and simple objects.

To overcome these challenges, considerable effort has
gone into encoder-based solutions, which train a neural net-
work to assist in the task of personalization. Our method
improves on this encoder-based approach.

Encoder-based personalization Initial efforts into text-
to-image encoders focused on a two-step approach which
first trains an encoder to provide an initial guess of a subject
embedding [16, 29] or a set of adjusted network weights [4,
41]. These were then further tuned at inference time, to
achieve high-quality personalization in as few as 5 steps.

More recently, a long line of works sought to avoid
inference-time optimization, relying only on a pre-trained
encoder to inject novel concepts into the network in a feed-
forward manner [9, 24, 30, 44, 53, 55]. Among these, par-
ticular effort has been directed at the personalization of hu-
man faces [49, 52, 54, 56]. This domain is of particular
challenge, as humans are sensitive to minute details in hu-
man faces. Hence, common approaches seek to improve
identity preservation by relying on features extracted from
an identity recognition network [48, 52, 55] or by leverag-
ing an identity network as an auxiliary loss [17, 19, 34].

A common thread among these methods is the use of
an additional cross-attention layer as a means to inject
the encoded subject’s likeness. However, this approach
commonly leads to degraded prompt adherence because
the new layers draw the model away from its learned
prior. Hence, such approaches commonly employ special-
ized datasets [17], losses [19], or significant test-time pa-
rameter tuning [55] to better enable a user to freely modify
the encoded subject using text prompts. In contrast, meth-
ods that encode subjects into tokens in the existing cross-
attention layers [2, 16, 30, 51, 54] can more easily preserve
the prior by aligning the subject’s attention masks to an ex-
isting word [45], but struggle to preserve subject identity.
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“A <person> holding a plate of pasta”
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Figure 2. Method overview. The input image is passed through an
encoder that produces multiple tokens to represent it. These tokens
are projected to form the keys and values of the nested attention
layers. The result of each nested attention layer is a new set of per-
query values, V ∗

q , which then replace the cross-attention values of
the token s∗ representing the subject. One nested attention layer
is added to each of the cross-attention layers of the model.

Here, we propose to tackle this challenge through a novel
nested attention mechanism. Instead of having to balance
separate cross attention layers, we use the nested layer to
compute a per-region attention-value vector, which can be
injected using the existing cross-attention layers. Doing so
allows us to enjoy an expressive multi-vector representa-
tion, while better preserving the model’s prior.

3. Method
Our method builds on a pretrained text-to-image diffusion
model [35]. Given an input image of a specific subject and
a text prompt, we generate a novel image of this subject
that aligns with the prompt. To achieve this, we employ
an encoder-based approach that takes the input image and
converts it into a set of tokens. These tokens are then used
to calculate per-query attention values using a novel nested
attention layer (see overview in Figure 2). Specifically,
the nested attention mechanism selectively overrides the
cross-attention values associated with a target token (e.g.,
“person”) to which we apply the personalization, enabling
the model to incorporate the unique features of the subject
while adhering to the given prompt.

In the following subsections, we first provide back-
ground on cross-attention layers in diffusion models. We
then introduce our nested attention mechanism, which is
central to our personalization approach. Finally, we de-
scribe the architecture and training process of the encoder
used to generate personalized tokens from input images.

3.1. Preliminaries: Cross-Attention
Diffusion models typically incorporate text conditions into
the generation process using cross-attention layers [35, 38].
Let c denote the text encoding. In each cross-attention
layer ℓ, c is projected into keys K = f ℓ

K(c) and values
V = f ℓ

V (c), where f ℓ
K and f ℓ

V are learned linear layers
parameterized by W ℓ

K and W ℓ
V , respectively. The input

…

…
Textual Keys Textual Values

Cross-attention 
output feature 

map

Nested Keys Nested Values

Figure 3. The nested attention mechanism. We replace the value
of the token s∗ with the result of an attention operation between
the query and the nested keys and values produced by the encoder,
resulting in a query-dependent value.

feature map of the ℓ-th layer of the diffusion model, de-
noted as ϕℓ

in(zt), is projected into queries Q = f ℓ
Q(ϕ

ℓ
in(zt)),

where f ℓ
Q is another learned linear layer parameterized by

W ℓ
Q. The output of the attention layer is formed using these

queries, keys, and values. Each location in the output fea-
ture map, ϕℓ

out(zt)ij , is a weighted sum of the values, as
illustrated in Figure 3. Formally, the output feature map of
the attention layer is given by:

ϕℓ
out(zt) = softmax

(
QKT

√
d

)
V.

Previous works [1, 8, 18, 21, 33, 47] have shown that each
component of the attention mechanism in diffusion models
serves a specific role. Consider qij , the query at spatial lo-
cation (i, j). Its dot product with each of the keys measures
the semantic similarity between this spatial location and the
concept represented by the key. These similarity scores are
used to weight the concept values, which are then added to
the existing features at the query’s spatial location. Hence,
the query dictates which concepts should appear in each im-
age region, while the values control the appearance. We will
build on this insight for our nested attention layer.

3.2. Nested Attention
In standard diffusion models, the same value V [s] corre-
sponding to a specific textual token s is used to form all
the features ϕℓ

out(zt)ij corresponding to s in the output fea-
ture map. For instance, when generating an image from the
prompt “a person on the beach”, the value corresponding
to the token “person”, f ℓ

V (“person”), influences all tokens
representing the person, regardless of their diverse appear-
ances (e.g., mouth and hair). This means that the single
token value corresponding to the word “person” must rep-
resent all the high-dimensional information about the many
different intricate details of the person being generated.

However, for personalization tasks, we require particu-
larly high accuracy when generating a specific subject. Our
key idea is to increase the expressiveness of the token corre-
sponding to the subject, denoted by s∗, without overwhelm-
ing the rest of the prompt. We do so by introducing lo-
calized values that depend on the queries. These localized
values can then be more specialized, representing for exam-
ple the appearance of the individual’s eyes or hair, without

3



Input Generated Vq [s
∗] w/o n- Vq [s

∗] w/
image ested attention nested attention

“An abstract pencil drawing...”

“... holding a coffee cup in a coffee shop”

Figure 4. We visualize the values Vq[s
∗] generated for a subject

in two different layers, with a vanilla cross-attention, and with our
nested approach. Vanilla layers use the same value to represent the
subject throughout the entire image (column 3). Nested attention
assigns a different subject-value per query (columns 4 and 5), en-
coding fine-grained semantic information.

having to represent the individual’s entire appearance in a
single embedding (see Figure 4). To compute these per-
region values, we propose to use another attention mech-
anism, which can itself link the semantic content of each
region to a set of feature vectors extracted from the image
(see Figure 5). We term this internal attention layer “Nested
Attention”, and its output is given by:

v∗qij = softmax

(
qijK̆

T

√
d

)
V̆ ,

where qij is the query vector of spatial patch (i, j) in the
external cross-attention layer. K̆ and V̆ are the keys and
values of the nested attention layer, given through linear
projections parameterized by WK̆ and WV̆ . Finally, v∗qij
are the query-dependent values of the personalized token s∗

at spatial index (i, j) (i.e., corresponding to qij). These are
then used in the external cross-attention layer through:

ϕℓ
out(zt)ij = softmax

(
qijK

T

√
d

)
Vqij ,

Vqij [s] =

{
v∗qij , if s = s∗

V [s], otherwise,

where s are the prompt’s textual tokens. Through this two-
stage attention mechanism, we allow the model to benefit
from a rich-multi token representation of the image, while
still tying all features to a single prompt token. The full
nested attention mechanism is illustrated in Figure 3.

Regularizing Vq[s
∗]Vq[s
∗]Vq[s
∗] Prior work [2, 45] has shown that

personalization approaches that tie the novel subject to an
embedding in the existing cross-attention layers can suf-
fer from “attention overfitting”, where the new token draws
the attention from all image queries, leading the rest of the
prompt to be ignored. Our approach aims to avoid this pit-
fall by predicting only attention values, while preserving the
original keys assigned to the un-personalized word.

Input image Vq [s∗] (nested Nested attention map (qK̆)
attention output)

Generated image Q-Former attention map for the token with
highest attention in the nested attention map

Figure 5. Analyzing the query-dependent values (Vq[s
∗]) from a

nested attention layer. For three queries of the generated image
(purple, orange, blue points), we first show their attention maps
in a nested attention layer (graph). There, each point corresponds
to a token produced by the encoder. In each graph, 1-2 tokens
dominate the attention. To analyze the information encoded in the
most dominant token, we show the Q-Former attention map of its
corresponding learned query. These show the semantic alignment
between the probed query, and the source of values assigned to it.

However, we note that this property can break if the norm
of values generated by the nested attention, Vq[s

∗], is signif-
icantly higher than that of the original cross-attention values
V [s∗] obtained from the text embedding. Indeed, increas-
ing the norm of Vq[s

∗] resembles the case where the atten-
tion given to s∗ is higher. To avoid this issue, we regularize
the norm of each of the learned values v∗qij in Vq[s

∗] to be
α|V [s∗]| where α is a fixed hyperparameter, and |V [s∗]| is
the norm of the cross-attention value of the un-personalized
word. In our experiments, we set α = 2. Ablations on this
choice are provided in Appendix C.

3.3. Encoder for Personalization
To personalize the text-to-image model, we incorporate
nested attention layers into all of its cross-attention layers
while keeping the original model’s weights frozen during
training. We train an encoder that produces tokens from
which the keys and values of the nested layers are derived.
An overview of this architecture is shown in Figure 2.

The encoder’s backbone is based on CLIP [36]. Given
an input image, we pass it through CLIP and extract tokens
from its last layer before pooling. These tokens are then
processed by a Q-Former [29], where the number of learned
queries of the Q-Former determines the number of nested
keys and values. During training, CLIP remains frozen
while the Q-Former is trained from scratch.

For training the encoder and nested attention layers, we
utilize datasets consist of (input image, text prompt, tar-
get image) triplets. For human faces the target image is
an in-the-wild image of the person and the input image is
the cropped and aligned face. For pets, the input and target
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Figure 6. Attention maps between Q-Former learned queries and
input image features. Each column shows a distinct query’s atten-
tion map, illustrating how queries capture different facial features.

images are identical. In each triplet, the text prompt de-
scribes the target image, where we replace the word related
to the subject (e.g., “girl”) with the token s∗, which is set to
“person” for human faces, and “pet” for pets. The training
procedure follows that of diffusion models: we add noise to
the target image and then predict this noise using the diffu-
sion model conditioned on input image. This approach al-
lows our model to learn personalized representations while
maintaining the prior of the original diffusion model.

4. Analysis

What does the Q-Former learn? We begin by exam-
ining the features learned by the Q-Former component of
the encoder. To do so, we visualize the attention maps be-
tween each learned query and the input image features. Fig-
ure 6 displays attention maps for five sample learned queries
across two different input images. The figure demonstrates
that each learned query captures distinct semantic facial fea-
tures. For instance, the leftmost column’s query focuses on
the eyes, while the rightmost column’s query captures the
nose. In the second column, the query attends to part of the
glasses in the top image. Notably, the man in the bottom
row does not wear glasses, resulting in a less meaningful at-
tention map for this query with that particular input image.

The importance of query-dependent values To achieve
accurate identity preservation, nested attention layers gen-
erate query-dependent values, Vq[s

∗], for the personalized
subject token, s∗. These query-dependent values, enhance
identity preservation by encoding fine-grained details from
the input image. Figure 4 visualizes these values for two
prompts, using the same input image. We show Vq[s

∗] from
two different layers: at a 32× 32 resolution, and at 64× 64.
These are captured at two-thirds of the way through the full
denoising process. For clarity, we show the values of s∗

from a standard cross-attention layer without nested atten-
tion, which remains constant across the image. The visu-
alizations show that our generated values are context-aware
and capture the intricate visual details of the input image.

Finally, we show the semantic connection between the
localized attention-values produced by the nested attention
layer, and the input image. In Figure 5, we select three lo-

cations on the generated image: the eye, nose, and arm. For
each of these queries, we show the attention map of a single
nested attention layer. As can be seen, there are typically 1-
2 dominant encoder tokens for the each query location. We
can then follow these tokens to their source in the input im-
age, using the approach of Figure 6. As can be seen, the
information encoded in the query-dependent value corre-
sponding to the generated eye and nose mostly comes from
the eye and nose regions of the input image, respectively.
This indicates that the query-dependent values produced by
our nested attention layer contain relevant, localized infor-
mation matching the semantics of the input image. When
considering the arm region, the input image does not con-
tain an area with matching semantics, but we can observe
that the model focuses on the neck region (and the boy’s
shirt), and partially on skin areas on the boy’s face.

5. Experiments
Implementation details We implement our method with
SDXL [35] which generates 1024 × 1024 images. The en-
coder is trained in two phases: 100 epochs on resolution of
512, and then additional 100 epochs on resolution of 1024.
We train the human face model on FFHQ-Wild [26], and
the pets model on a combination of datasets [10, 31]. Addi-
tional implementation details are provided in Appendix A.

5.1. Qualitative Results

We first show qualitative results generated by our model for
both the humans and pet domains (Fig. 7). Our method ac-
curately preserves the identity of the subject while adhering
to prompts ranging from clothing and expression changes,
to scenery modifications and new styles. The initial sam-
pled noise is fixed across each column, leading to consistent
composition, colors, and background that demonstrate our
method’s ability to preserve the model’s prior.
Controlling identity-editability tradeoff Since our ap-
proach attaches the personalized concept to a single textual
token, we can easily adjust the attention it gets during infer-
ence time. This can be used to control the tradeoff between
identity preservation and prompt alignment, in a similar
manner to the adapter-scale commonly used in decoupled-
attention methods [55]. Specifically, we adjust the subject’s
attention as follows:

QKT [s∗] = max(QKT [s∗], λQKT [s∗]),

where KT [s∗] is the special token’s key, and λ is the hy-
perparameter that controls the tradeoff. We use max oper-
ation because attention value before applying softmax can
be negative, and we do not want to further reduce the sub-
ject’s attention. Figure 8 shows the effect of varying λ.

5.2. Comparisons
Image injection mechanism At its core, nested attention
is a method for injecting reference image features into a pre-
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Input “Firefighter” “Watercolor, “Laughing, in
holding flower” the park”

Input “In the super- “Oil Painting, “Looking outside
market with a cart” running, meadow” a car window”

Figure 7. Qualitative results of our method trained on human faces (left) and pets (right). The sampled noise is fixed across each column.
Input λ = 1 λ = 2 λ = 3 λ = 4

“A cubism painting of a person”

“A high quality portrait photo of a pet as a chef in the kitchen”

Figure 8. By manipulating the attention given to the personalized
token, we control the identity-editability tradeoff. λ denotes the
factor in which we increase the attention to the special token.

trained text-to-image model through its cross-attention lay-
ers. To show the benefit of this approach, we first compare
it with other feature injection methods.

We consider four alternative mechanisms. First, IP-
Adapter’s [55] decoupled cross-attention (CA) mechanism,
where text and image features are processed through par-
allel cross-attention layers that share queries and their out-
puts are summed. The second mechanism, known as ‘Sim-
ple Adapter’ [55], concatenates image features with text to-
kens in existing cross-attention layers, requiring no addi-
tional parameters beyond the encoder. The third alterna-
tive, which we call ‘Global V ’, explores the importance of
query-dependent values. There, the special token’s value is
set to the mean of the encoder-produced tokens, projected
through a per-layer projection matrix. This approach results
in an identical value being used for all subject-queries. The
final mechanism, termed ‘Multiple Tokens’, demonstrates
the significance of the nested mechanism by replacing the
subject’s token in the prompt with one token for each of
the encoder’s outputs (i.e. the number of Q-Former tokens).
To avoid attention-overfitting [45], we fix the keys of these
tokens to the key of the original subject, but maintain a dif-
ferent encoder-produced value for each.

Importantly, we conduct these comparisons while main-
taining consistent experimental conditions across all rele-
vant parameters. Specifically, each method uses an identi-
cal Q-Former encoder architecture with the same number of
learned queries, trained from scratch using the same dataset
and number of training epochs. For all methods, we conduct
only the first training stage (512× 512 training resolution).

In Figure 9 we show a qualitative comparison of the
two most performant approaches – ‘Nested Attention’ and
‘Decoupled CA’. For the results of other methods, see
Appendix B. For each method, we display results using
three inference-time hyperparameters that balance identity
preservation and prompt alignment. For nested attention, λ
is the attention factor detailed in Section 5.1. For decoupled
CA, λ is the scale parameter introduced in IP-Adapter [55].
Our results demonstrate that nested attention achieves bet-
ter balance, providing superior identity preservation while
maintaining better alignment with the text prompt.

In Figure 10 we show a quantitative comparison of the
four different methods. We measure text similarity us-
ing CLIP [36], and ID similarity with a face recognition
model [3, 28]. For nested attention, global V and multiple
tokens, we use λ values of 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, 4.0. For
decoupled CA we use λ values of 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0.
As illustrated in the graph, nested attention provides the best
trade-off between identity preservation and text alignment.

Comparison to prior work Next, we compare our model
to other recent face personalization models, including two
versions of IP-Adapter [55] (IPA-Face and IPA-CLIP), In-
stantID [52], PulID [19], PhotoMaker [30], and LCM-
Lookahead [17]. Qualitative and quantitative results are
presented in Figure 11, and user study results are in Table 1.

Note that while our method was trained solely on FFHQ,
all other methods were trained on larger datasets, some
consisting of tens of millions of images (compared with
FFHQ’s 70, 000). Additionally, most of these baselines are
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Figure 9. Comparing nested attention with decoupled cross attention. λ balances between identity preservation and prompt alignment.
We use the following λ values from left to right (top two rows). Decoupled CA: 0.5, 0.6, 1.0, nested attention: 1.0, 2.0, 4.0. Our method
achieves better identity preservation while being aligned with the text prompt.

Figure 10. Quantitative comparison of various personalization in-
jection mechanisms. All models were trained from scratch under
the same setting, with a resolution of 512× 512.

specifically designed for human faces, using face-identity
detection networks for feature extraction or as a loss. Our
approach is more general, and can be applied to different
domains. To better differentiate the results, we mark meth-
ods that utilize a CLIP-encoder with a full marker, and those
that use a face-detection network as a feature extractor are
shown with an unfilled marker in the graph of Figure 11.

Our method outperforms all other CLIP-based encoder
methods in both automatic metrics and throughout the user
study. Notably, it does so when training on the compar-
atively small FFHQ dataset, without specialized data or
losses. When considering the identity-network based ap-
proaches, we note that those that preserve the input face
landmarks (e.g., InstantID) show artificially inflated iden-
tity scores [17] and a user study finds our identity preser-
vation comparable, but with better prompt alignment and
higher overall preference. This is particularly noticeable

in prompts that require changes to pose and expression
(Figure 11, rows 1 & 4). Similarly, our approach signif-
icantly outperforms IPA-Face in user evaluations. PulID
outperforms our approach across both identity similarity
and prompt-alignment, but we note that it was trained on
roughly a million curated images, uses both an identity net-
work backbone and an identity loss which limit its extension
to other domains, and proposes ideas which are largely or-
thogonal to our own, and could likely be merged with them.

Multiple subjects comparison Our method can generate
images with multiple personalized subjects (Figure 1). For
each domain, we run its own encoder and use its own nested
attention layers to calculate the localized attention-values
associated with its matching subject word (e.g., “person”
and “pet”). The subject-specific values are injected into
the original cross-attention layers. As demonstrated, our
approach effectively handles the generation of images with
both a person and a pet subject, without requiring additional
training, specialized components or adjustments. However,
generating multiple subjects from the same domain remains
challenging due to overlapping attention maps and self-
attention leakage between subjects [11].

Comparing multi-subject generation with IP-Adapter
[55], the only strong baseline supporting non-face im-
ages, our approach shows superior identity preservation
and prompt adherence when combining people and pets
(Figure 12). This is in part because the decoupled cross-
attention approach is global, and its injected features can
influence the entire image rather than the subject’s regions.
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Figure 11. Left: qualitative comparison of human faces personalization methods. Our method successfully changes expressions and pose
while preserving the identity. Right: quantitative comparison. Methods that use CLIP as their backbone encoder are marked with filled
markers, while methods that build on face recognition models as their backbone encoder are marked with unfilled markers.

Table 1. User study results. We show winrate of our method in
user preference against each method.

Metric IPA-Face InstantID Lookahead PulID

Prompt adherence 65% 68% 55% 42%
ID similarity 86% 47% 52% 50%
Overall preference 71% 66% 56% 39%

5.3. Additional Results

Here we show additional results. Additional results and ap-
plications are shown in the Appendix.
Multiple input images When multiple images of a sub-
ject are available, our approach can be improved even fur-
ther, without any re-training or architecture changes. This
can be particularly useful when capturing a subject’s iden-
tity from a single image is challenging due to occlusions or
ambiguity. To leverage multiple input images, we encode
each image separately and concatenate the resulting tokens.
These tokens are then used as the input to the nested at-
tention layers. Figure 13 shows an example of combining
multiple input images. Consider for example the leftmost
input image, where it is ambiguous whether the orange part
of the dog is part of the leg or the main body. Similarly,
the dog’s eyes appear smaller in the second column, and in
the third column its fur appears shorter, with larger ears. By
providing all input images to the encoder at the same time,
the model is able to better capture the full identity of the
dog, resulting in a higher-quality final output compared to
using any single input image alone.

6. Conclusions
We introduced nested attention, a novel identity injection
technique that provides a rich subject representation within
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Figure 13. Using multiple images of the same concept increases
the subject’s fidelity in the generated image.

the existing cross-attention layers of the model. It is based
on two key principles: (i) modifying only the attention value
of the subject token while keeping keys and other values un-
changed, and (ii) making the subject token’s attention value
dependent on the query, i.e., assigning the subject a different
value for each image region. In this sense, nested attention
can be interpreted as an IP-Adapter that anchors the sub-
ject’s encoding to a single textual token. This design better
preserves the model’s prior, while enabling a detailed and
accurate representation of the subject.

Future work could explore adaptations of nested atten-
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tion to other tasks, such as subject-conditioned inpainting
or style transfer. Another promising direction involves ex-
tending the encoder to a domain-agnostic approach, which
could tackle subjects from unseen classes. Finally, since IP-
Adapter’s decoupled-attention mechanism is a core compo-
nent of many recent personalization encoders, we hope re-
placing it with our approach could boost their performance.
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Appendices
A. Implementation Details

Method We train the human face model on FFHQ-
Wild [26], where the encoder’s input image is aligned and
cropped, and the target image is the full in-the-wild image.
For the pets model we use SDXL to generate a synthetic
data of 50, 000 pet images, where the background in these
images is white. Additionally, we use 15, 000 images from
AFHQ [10] and 1, 000 dog images from [31]. The human
face model has 1024 learned queries in the Q-Former, while
the pets model has 256.

We find that better results for combining a person and a
pet in the same image are obtained by segmenting the pet,
and setting a white background.

All models are trained on NVIDIA A100 80GB GPUs.
The face model uses 4 GPUs and a total batch size of 32
in the first phase, and 8 GPUs with a total batch size of
16 in the second phase. For the pets model, both phases
are trained on 8 GPUs with total batch sizes of 128 and 32
respectively.

User Study The results of our user study are provided in
the main paper. A total of 22 participants took part, each
evaluating 12 tuples consisting of an input image, an input
prompt, our method’s result, and a result from one of the
other methods. For each tuple, participants were asked three
questions: (1) which output image is better aligned with the
prompt, (2) which output image better preserves the identity
of the input image, and (3) which result is better overall.
This setup yielded 264 responses for each question type.

B. Additional Results

Additional results of our method are presented in Figures 19
and 20.

Identities Mixing Following prior works [30], our
method enables mixing between two identities, as illus-
trated in Figure 14. To achieve this, we use our trained en-
coder to independently encode each image and concatenate
the resulting tokens. These concatenated tokens are then fed
into the nested attention layers. This approach is analogous
to the technique used for handling multiple images of the
same subject, except that in this case, the images represent
different subjects.

Semantic Variations When training our face model, we
attach the concepts to the token person. In Figure 15 we
show that, similarly to prior embedding-based personaliza-
tion encoders [30], our method supports semantic variations

Input 1 Input 2 “person” “child”

Input 1 Input 2 “person” “girl”

Figure 14. Our method allows mixing two identities by encoding
them separately, and pass the concatenated representations to the
nested attention layer.

Input “person” “woman” “child”

Input “person” “man” “girl”

Figure 15. By simply changing at inference time the token
to which we inject the personalized concept (e.g., “person” to
“woman”) we can have various semantic variations.

by changing the textual token to which we attach the subject
during inference time.

Image injection mechanism comparison Qualitative re-
sults of all baseline injection methods are presented in Fig-
ure 16.

As can be seen in the qualitative results, the ‘Simple
Adapter’ method struggles to faithfully adhere to the input
prompt, with notable deviations in style, expression, and
clothing. The method’s approach of concatenating a large
number of image tokens with textual tokens appears to dis-
proportionately distribute attention, prioritizing image to-
kens at the expense of textual tokens. This limitation is also
evident by the quantitative evaluation. In IP-Adapter [55],
it has been shown that using a small amount of tokens with
this approach leads to poor identity preservation.

In the ‘Multiple Tokens’ method, the generated images
adhere to the text prompt, but the identity preservation is
poor. In this method, all the image tokens get the same
amount of attention, and they are not query dependent. Hav-
ing such a large amount of tokens that should together en-
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“A watercolor painting of a person smiling, he is wearing a hat” “A high quality photo of a person as an astronaut”

Figure 16. Qualitative comparison of injection mechanism. λ balances between identity preservation and prompt alignment. We use the
following λ values from left to right. Decoupled CA: 0.5, 0.6, 1.0, global V , multiple tokens and nested attention: 1.0, 2.0, 4.0.

code the information about the input image make the opti-
mization process difficult. This method captures attributes
such as gender and hair color, but the identity preservation
is overall poor.

Decoupled Cross-Attention struggles to adhere to some
text prompts, especially when they consist of non-
photorealistic styles. The summation of the image-cross-
attention with the text-cross-attention allows the model to
generate image features that overwhelm the features com-
ing from the text.

In ‘Global V ’, averaging the tokens produced by the im-
age encoder results in values that do not depend on the
queries and hence struggle to convey all the facial details
of the specific identity. The optimization in this method,
however, is easier than the one in ‘Multiple Tokens’.

Overall, our method achieves the best tradeoff between
identity preservation and prompt alignment. This is evident
both in the qualitative and quantitative results.

C. Ablation Studies
Number of learned queries Here, we ablate the effect of
the number of learned queries in the Q-Former on model
performance. Since the number of learned queries deter-
mines the number of nested keys and values, increasing
them leads to a richer image representation. In Figure 18,
we present results from models trained with varying num-
bers of learned queries. The bottom of the figure shows the
average ID score computed across different prompts on our
test set. All models undergo only the first training phase
at a resolution of 512. Both qualitative and quantitative re-
sults demonstrate that a higher number of learned queries
enhances identity preservation and captures subtle identity
features more accurately. Note that the ID scores shown
here are lower than our final model’s scores, as these results
reflect performance after only the first training phase.

Normalizing Vq[s
∗]Vq[s
∗]Vq[s
∗] Figure 17 demonstrates the impor-

tance of regularizing Vq[s
∗]. All models shown were trained

with 256 learned queries and underwent only the first train-
ing phase (at a resolution of 512). Without regularization,

13



Input w/o reg. α = 1 α = 2 α = 3

“Wearing a headset”

“In a coffee shop”

Figure 17. Ablating the regularization performed on Vq[s
∗]. With-

out normalization, the image looks red and contains artifacts. Set-
ting α = 2 provides a good balance between identity preservation
and prior preservation.

Input 16 64 256 1024

“Hiking on a mountain”

“In a living room, reading a book”

ID Score 0.299 0.318 0.302 0.363

Figure 18. Results of models trained with varying number of
learned queries. Increasing the number of learned queries im-
proves identity preservation. All models used in this figure un-
derwent only the first phase of training.

the input image dominates the output, resulting in poorer
prior preservation. Additionally, unregularized models pro-
duce images with reddish tints and visible artifacts (see sec-
ond column of Figure 17). We further ablate the choice
of the regularization constant α (Section 3.2 in the main
paper). With α = 1, artifacts are eliminated but identity
preservation suffers. At α = 3, while identity preservation
improves, prior preservation slightly degrades. We find that
α = 2 offers a good balance between identity preservation,
image quality, and prior preservation.
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Input “Bar tender” “Cyborg” “Grafiiti” “Pop figure” “Wearing a suit” “Carnival”

Figure 19. Additional results on human faces. The initial noise is fixed across each column.
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Input “pencil drawing” “bike” “digital art” “forest” “garden” “helicopter”

Figure 20. Additional results on pets. The initial noise is fixed across each column.
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