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Abstract. We introduce ObjectAdd, a training-free diffusion modification method to add user-expected objects
into user-specified area. The motive of ObjectAdd stems from: first, describing everything in one prompt can be
difficult, and second, users often need to add objects into the generated image. To accommodate with real world, our
ObjectAdd maintains accurate image consistency after adding objects with technical innovations in: (1) embedding-
level concatenation to ensure correct text embedding coalesce; (2) object-driven layout control with latent and attention
injection to ensure objects accessing user-specified area; (3) prompted image inpainting in an attention refocusing &
object expansion fashion to ensure rest of the image stays the same. With a text-prompted image, our ObjectAdd
allows users to specify a box and an object, and achieves: (1) adding object inside the box area; (2) exact content
outside the box area; (3) flawless fusion between the two areas. Code is available at https://github.com/potato-
kitty/ObjectAdd.
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1 Introduction

Recent years have seen significant advancements in transformer architecture [26], like CLIP [1], which have improved
natural language embedding methods. Additionally, the development of diffusion models [21] has led to more accurate
and diverse image generation. These advancements have jointly made text-to-image generation increasingly popular.
Typically, a text-to-image model takes a description sentence as input and generates a description-aware image. Models
such as DALL-E 3 [22] and Stable Diffusion [2] have been particularly noteworthy for their impressive performances. On
the premise of these developments, many software platforms have been built to enable non-professionals to easily generate
images from text, which has a significant impact on the art industry.

One example is Midjourney, where users can create and share AI-generated images [17]. Another example is ChatGPT,
of which the latest version allows users to request image generation [18]. Even classical software tools like Photoshop have
improved their functionality by incorporating AI technology, enabling them to perform previously unimaginable tasks,
such as changing the orientation of objects in photos [19]. These applications pave the way for the future of artificial general
intelligence (AGI) as they can be operated solely through natural language commands. With the use of these tools, even
individuals without any formal training can now create their own artwork, leading to a significant boost in the efficiency
of the art industry. However, most text-to-image models rely solely on text prompts as inputs. This makes it challenging
for users to convey spatial relationships between objects. Take the most famous large model, ChatGPT, for example. It
requires users to describe all their requirements through chatting, which is not an easy task for non-professional personnel.
Some approaches have been proposed to solve this problem, with ControlNet [13] possibly being one of the most famous
models. ControlNet allows users to include canny edge or human pose as extra inputs, enabling control over the pose of
humans or animals in the generated image. With the use of ControlNet, users can control the generated result in a more
intuitive way, but it still requires users to decide the layout all at once before seeing any result.

Thus, we conclude two practical issues: first, describing everything in a single prompt can be difficult, and second,
users often need to modify the generated image multiple times to achieve their desired results. Unfortunately, current
models are stuck in these challenges. For example, as shown in Fig. 1, in our tests with ChatGPT-4, which uses DALL-E
3 for image generation, we find that while the initial images are of high quality, they lose consistency after modification.
Details such as the orientation of a person and their clothing are lost.

In this paper, we propose ObjectAdd, a training-free method that allows users to add an object into a selected area
of an image, while maintaining the rest content almost unchanged. Given an image prompt and object word, we start by
analyzing the negative impact of self-attention mechanism in the text encoder, causing embedding confusion if conducting
a simple text concatenation. Therefore, the first innovation of our ObjectAdd is to attempt concatenating the embedding
outputs and amalgamate information from both texts while preventing them from interfering with each other. Then, we
continue our second innovation of object-driven layout control in order to capture objects within the user-drawn area.
ObjectAdd takes into consideration both latent- and attention-level information into the diffusion process of the edited
⋆ Corresponding Author.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 1: Image generation of ChatGPT-4. Image (a) is prompted by “A woman wearing glasses.” while image (b) generates from
subsequent “Now let her wear a hat.” Despite the high-qualified image (a), adding a hat causes visual inconsistency in image (b).

image. For latent information injection, an object-oriented diffusion process is individually conducted, during which, the
training-free backward guidance [5] is firstly adopted to strengthen the cross-attention score of added objects inside the
user-drawn box, then the corresponding area in diffusion latent is transferred to that of edited image. As for attention
information injection, we enhance the cross-attention map in the user-drawn area of edited image. By doing so in the early
diffusion steps, we realize adding a high-quality object to the edited image.

The final innovation of our ObjectAdd lies in prompted image inpainting to reach the goal that the rest content should
be kept unchanged with the original image. This is accomplished by shifting the mask attention from user-drawn box area
to the generated object by way of attention refocusing and object expansion. We observe a highly-responsive attention map
of the added object in the middle diffusion steps. Therefore, we perform clustering upon the object related attention map
and pick up the object-centralized sub-figure that intersects mostly with user-drawn area. With an approximate location
of the object, we locate seed pixels that fall into the object-centralized area but at least one of its neighbors falls out of
the object area. We recover the out-of-object neighbors if they are close to its seed pixel. Applying attention refocusing
and object expansion in a single middle diffusion step well attains the out-of-box content.

2 Related Works

2.1 Training-Free Control

Since large text-to-image models are trained with extensive datasets, they are generally demonstrated to embrace enough
information for most tasks. Given that retraining a large model can be challenging and may lead to catastrophic forget-
ting [6], many researchers focus on training-free methods to control the model outputs. These methods fall into two main
categories: forward and backward guidance. In our work, we combine both approaches.

Forward Guidance. To modify the output of a pretrained model without retraining, a straightforward approach is
to directly adjust the parameters without employing gradient descent. Since this approach doesn’t involve backward
propagation, they are referred to as “forward guidance.” Most diffusion-based models incorporate attention maps, which
contain semantic information [3]. Many forward guidance methods modify attention maps to improve their effectiveness [3,
7, 8]. The two main methods for editing attention maps are enhancing and swapping. Enhancement is often applied to
the cross-attention map. This increases the value in the target area of the map, ensuring that objects are generated
correctly [7]. Swapping, however, can be applied to both self- and cross-attention maps. In some studies [3], researchers
swap parts of the cross-attention map to replace one object with another, while keeping the rest of the image unchanged.
In other cases [8], parts of the self attention map from the original image are swapped with the editing output to maintain
consistency.

Backward Guidance. Although researchers sometimes expect to eliminate training, having a loss function is still an
easy way to guide the model. Methods that require no training but utilize a loss function and gradient descent are known
as “backward guidance.” These methods are commonly used to control the layout of generated images [5,9,23]. Compared
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to forward guidance, backward guidance imposes stricter constraints on object placement. It typically identifies object
locations using cross-attention maps [5, 9, 23], and calculates loss based on user-marked boxes or areas. The loss value is
then used to apply gradient descent to the latent, which is updated iteratively at each time step. This process continues
until it reaches the maximum number of iterations or the loss falls below a certain threshold. Backward guidance is also
effective for repositioning objects. For instance, in DragDiffusion [24], it is used to move selected objects in a specific
direction, and user-drawn boxes are therefore no longer necessary.

2.2 Training-Dependent Image Editing

Though fine-tuning a large model could be difficult, an external model can be trained to assist the larger model. For
instance, in ITI-Gen [10], researchers train an encoder to obtain distinctive token embeddings. This is done to accurately
generate human faces that match the descriptive words in the prompt, such as skin tone. Another example is seen in
GLIGEN [11], where an extra self-attention layer is trained and integrated into the pretrained model. This layer encodes
and transmits location information to the model. The benefit of this method is its stability compared to training-free
approaches. However, it requires a dataset tailored to its specific task, which can sometimes be challenging to obtain.

2.3 Decoupled Text Embedding

Most current popular text encoders include self-attention layers, implying that the encoding of a word can be influenced
by other words within the input. This poses a challenge known as prompt concatenation. Simply combining two prompts
and encoding them together often cause confusion. For instance, consider the two prompts “a cat” and “a dog” combined
to form a new prompt “a cat a dog.” This combination lacks in-context meaning, making it challenging for the model
to comprehend. The solution to this problem involves encoding the prompts separately and then concatenating their
embeddings. The selection of separately encoded words may vary; in the case of ITI-GEN [10], category-related words are
encoded individually, while in another paper [12], all nones are encoded individually. Both of the papers observe increase
performance.

3 Methodology

3.1 Preliminaries

Given a user-specified prompt P, a stable diffusion model F performs a series of T denoising steps upon a Gaussian noise
IT ∈ RH×W×C , which finally evolves into a customized image I0 ∈ RH×W×C conditioned on P:

I0 = F (IT ;P), IT ∼ N (0, I). (1)

Herein, H, W and C respectively indicate image height, width and channel number. Inside the stable diffusion model
F , there are some intermediate representations that are the focus in our method: (1) Text embedding EP ∈ RN×D, usually
derived from a CLIP model [1], where N represents the maximum token sequence length in the text encoder and D denotes
the embedding dimension; (2) The t-th step latent denoised representation It ∈ RH×W×C ; (3) The γ-layer cross-attention
map at the t-th step Cγt ∈ RN×(Hγ ·Wγ), with Cγti,: ∈ RHγ ·Wγ indicating the attentive score of the γ-th layer output to the
i-th token. For ease of the following representation, we reshape Cγt

i,: into Hγ ×Wγ . Notice these symbols will be revised
accordingly in the following sections, in order to adapt to outputs of different prompts. For example, Cγt will be revised
as C̄γt for adapting to Eq. (2) and C̃γt for adapting to Eq. (4), and many others.

Our intention in this paper, is to edit on image I0 to derive a user-expected version Ī0 under two application-oriented
settings: 1) a user-drawn box in image I0 and 2) a user-specified word-level prompt W describing an object. The box can
be characterised as a binary mask M ∈ {0, 1}H×W where Mi,j = 1 if pixel I0i,j falls into the drawn box, and Mi,j = 0

else. Note that, theM is downsampled into Mγ ∈ RHγ×Wγ , for adapting to the γ-th layer image shape.
The current edited image Ī0 is featured with: 1) the word W described object inside the box area; 2) exact content

with I0 outside the box area; 3) flawless fusion between the two areas. The evolution process of Ī0 can be described as:

Ī0 = F (IT ; {P,W}), IT ∼ N (0, I). (2)

To this end, we conclude three pivotal ingredients for the success of I0, which will be respectively elaborated in the
following subsections: 1) correct text embedding coalesce of prompts P and W; 2) object-driven layout control for W
described objection generation within the user-drawn box area; 3) prompted image inpainting to recover out-of-box area
of P prompted content.
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3.2 Text Embedding Coalesce

We first deal with the coalesce of prompts P and W in Eq. (2). As specified in Sec. 2.3, the self-attention mechanism
in text encoder causes embedding confusion if simply concatenating two prompts together concat(P,W). Taking P =
“A woman wearing glasses” and W = “A hat” as a simple example, the concatenation results in prompt “A woman
wearing glasses A hat” tokenized as (“[CLS],” “a,” “woman,” “wearing,” “glasses,” “a,” “hat,” “[SEP]”) where “[CLS]” and
“[SEP]” respectively denote the start and end tokens. For self-attention without causal masks, these tokens are mutually
attentioned therefore causing different embeddings of “a,” “woman,” “wearing,” “glasses,” “a,” and “hat,” compared to
individually embed prompts P (“[CLS],” “a,” “woman,” “wearing,” “glasses,” “[SEP]”) andW (“[CLS],” “a,” “hat,” “[SEP]”).
Similarly, masked self-attention causes different embeddings of “a” and “hat.” Most current diffusion models deploy a
masking-free CLIP-style text encoder [1], which contradicts the intention in this paper that users add an object into a
selected area of an image, while maintaining the rest content almost unchanged.

Instead of having an operation on the inputs of the text encoder, to reach correct text embedding coalesce, we choose to
modify outputs of the text encoder, i.e., text embeddings. We embed prompt P and promptW separately, as EP ∈ RN×D

and EW ∈ RN×D. Recall N (usually N = 77 in CLIP text encoder) denotes the maximum token sequence length in the
text encoder. Denoting the actual token (no “[PAD]”, “[CLS]” and “[EOS]”) number of prompt P as NP , and NW for
prompt W, we formulate the text embedding coalesce as:

E{P,W} = [(EP)1:NP+1,:; (EW)2:,:]. (3)

Note that, the EP and EW start with the same “[CLS]” token embedding. By concatenating the embedding outputs, we
amalgamate information from both prompts while preventing them from interfering with each other. Then, our ObjectAdd
method starts the diffusion surgery upon the coalesce E{P,W}.

3.3 Object-Driven Layout Control

We continue addressing the second issue of object-driven layout control in Eq. (2). To generate the wordW described object
within the user-drawn box area, our ObjectAdd injects both latent- and attention-level information into the diffusion
process of the edited image Ī0. Below, we denote k as the token sequence id of added object after the text embedding
coalesce.

Latent Information Injection. To inject latent-level information, we additionally perform an individual denoising
process for the word-level prompt W:

Ĩ0 = F (IT ;W), IT ∼ N (0, I). (4)

To control W described object accessing the user-drawn box area, we choose the training-free backward guidance
method [5], basic principle of which is to restrict the size and location of the object. Recall the cross-attention map
C̃γt

k,: ∈ RHγ×Wγ represents attentiveness of the added object to the γ-th layer image. The learning objective can be
generally formulated as:

E
(
C̃γt,Mγ , k

)
=

(
1−

∑Hγ

h=1

∑Wγ

w=1M
γ
h,w · C̃

γt
k,h,w∑Hγ

h=1

∑Wγ

w=1 C̃
γt
k,h,w

)2

. (5)

Further, the backward propagation process is conducted to guide the latent denoised representation Ĩt in Eq. (4) as:

Ĩt ← Ĩt − η∇Ĩt

∑
γ∈Γ

E
(
C̃γt,Mγ , k

)
, (6)

which iterates several times. The Γ represents all chosen layers of the cross-attention maps and η is a learning rate. By
shifting the cross-attention focus, it has been well demonstrated [5] that the word W described object can be mostly
confined to the user-drawn box area of latent Ĩt.

The goal of this paper is to add an object into image Ī0, prompted by text embedding coalesce EP,W . Thus, we further
inject the above updated latent Ĩt into the intended latent Īt at the t-th time step as:

Īt = (1−M)⊙ Īt +M⊙ Ĩt, (7)

where ⊙ denotes the element-wise matrix product.
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(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 2: Generation comparison under settings of P = “A woman wearing glasses” and W = “A hat”: (a) P prompted image I0; (b)
the coalesce E{P,W} prompted image Ī0 after object-driven layout control; (c) Ī0 with prompted image inpainting.

Attention Information Injection. The latent information is injected into edited image Ī0 by resorting to the third-party
information of Ĩ0. Constructively, our ObjectAdd also injects attention information directly upon image Ī0 by enhancing
the user-drawn area of cross-attention map C̄γt

k,: ∈ RHγ×Wγ . We use the resized maskMγ ∈ RHγ×Wγ to multiply with the
average value of C̄γtk,:. The formula of this operation is as following:

C̄γtk,: = softmax
(
max

(
avg(C̄γtk,:), 1

)
· Mγ

)
. (8)

Herein, we use a max function to ensure that the result before softmax would not be less than 1 (mask value) for
object generation in user-specified area.

Note that, we apply information injection across all layers, but only in the first few time steps, to avoid inconsistent
style, abrupt edge, etc. Specifically, as t = T → 0, latent information injection is applied in the first 20% time steps while
attention information injection is applied in the first 30% time steps. Details will be ablated in the Appendix.

3.4 Prompted Image Inpainting

Utilizing text embedding coalescence and object-driven layout control, we add a high-quality object to the original image.
A prime example is illustrated between Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b, where the prompt W = “A hat” is seamlessly integrated into
the user-drawn area. However, Fig. 2b also serves as a negative example, displaying inconsistencies in background, face, and
gesture. To maintain consistency in the out-of-box area, in Fig. 2c, we employ attention refocusing and object expansion
to shift the mask attention from user-drawn box to generated object.

Attention Refocusing. Our motive mainly originates from an in-depth analysis of the cross-attention map C̄γtk,: for the
added object as visualized in Fig. 3a. In the middle diffusion steps typically 0.3 · T < t < 0.5 · T , we find the central area
of W described object will be well focused in the layer of (Hγ ,Wγ) = (32, 32). However, the edge area would be mixed up
with the out-of-box area. Therefore, we consider refocusing the attention pixel, to adjust a user-drawn box, i.e., the mask
Mγ , into the object-centralized area M̄γ .

To this end, we perform clustering upon the cross-attention map C̄γtk,: to segment it into K sub-figures, as marked with
different colors in Fig. 3b:

S1 ∪ S2 ∪ ... ∪ SK = C̄γtk,: and S1 ∩ S2 ∩ ... ∩ SK = ∅. (9)

Then, the object-centralized area consists of sub-figures that: (1) intersecting the most with masked cross-attention
mapMγ ⊙ C̄γtk,::

argmaxSg |Sg ∩ (Mγ ⊙ C̄γtk,:)|, (10)

and (2) a large portion falling into the user-drawn areaMγ :

|Mγ ⊙ Si|
|Si|

> H1, (11)

where H1 is a threshold. Fig. 3c manifests the object-centralized area.
Finally, in Fig. 3d, we refocus the user-drawn area by updating the binary mask as M̄γ where M̄γ

i,j = 1 if attention
pixel (i, j) falls into object-centralized area and 0 otherwise. For better performance, in Fig. 3e, we apply mathematical
morphology [15] to remove small objects and fill holes inside the masked area.
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(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f)

Fig. 3: Visualization under settings of P = “A woman wearing glasses” and W = “A hat”. The user-drawn area is marked by red box:
(a) coalesce E{P,W} prompted cross-attention map for object “hat”; (b) clustering of the cross-attention map; (c) object-centralized
area; (d) attention refocusing mask; (e) attention refocusing mask with mathematical morphology; (f) object expansion mask.

Object Expansion. Through attention refocusing, we tentatively shift attention from the user-drawn areaMγ ∈ RHγ×Wγ

to the object-centralized area M̄γ ∈ RHγ×Wγ . Unluckily, M̄γ fails to cover all pixels of the object since the cross-attention
map helps seize object-centralized pixels but can’t well capture the edge area. For ease of better prompted image inpainting,
we upsample M̄γ as M̄ ∈ RH×W and further propose object expansion in the latent Īt ∈ RH×W×C space to better model
the edge of added objects.

Given M̄ locates the approximate location of the object, we expand the boundary of M̄, as an agent to include the object
edge. For every M̄i,j , we consider its 8-connected component set as SM̄i,j

= {M̄x,y}x∈{i,i−1,i+1}, y∈{j,j−1,j+1}. Accordingly,
we obtain the 8-neighborhood pixels of latent vector Īti,j ∈ RC , expressed as SĪi,j

= {Īx,y}x∈{i,i−1,i+1}, y∈{j,j−1,j+1} where
Ītx,y ∈ RC . Our object expansion firstly intends to find out the seed pixels that are conditioned on:

M̄i,j == 1 and 0 ∈ SM̄i,j
, (12)

that is, Ītx,y is considered as one seed pixel if it matches the object area and at least one of its neighbors falls out of the
object area. Then, for each neighbor Īx,y outside object area with M̄x,y == 0, it indicates a potential edge pixel. We
compute its distance to the seed pixel and the average as:

D(Īx,y|Ii,j ,SIi,j
) = 0.5 · dist(Īx,y, Īi,j) + 0.5 · dist

(
Īx,y, avg(SIi,j

)
)
,

s.t. M̄i,j == 1, M̄x,y == 0,

x ∈ {i, i− 1, i+ 1}, y ∈ {y, y − 1, y + 1},
(13)

where avg(·) averages its inputs and dist(·, ·) calculates Euclidean distance.
We make full use of the distance information to expand the object as:

M̄x,y =

{
1, if D(Īx,y|Ii,j ,SIi,j

) < H2,
M̄x,y, otherwise. (14)

where H2 is a user-specified parameter. The mask of out-of-object pixel Īx,y is flipped if Īx,y is close to the in-object pixel
and the average of all neighbors. Every time after going through all seeds Īi,j , we set those flipped Īx,y as new seeds. This
process goes iterativly until no D(Īx,y|Ii,j ,SIi,j

) < H2 found.
As results, we better locate the object pixels, and swap the rest part of the latent to get the optimized latent Īt, which

similar to Eq. (7) is formulated as:
Īt = (1− M̄)⊙ It + M̄ ⊙ Īt. (15)

After this step, the Īt is now a combination of detected object and the non-object area of original prompt derived
latent It. We apply the above swapping at a random time step between 0.3 ·T < t < 0.5 ·T . Since we apply this operation
in a time step far away from diffusion end, the robustness of diffusion model would make up the missed detected area like
the smaller area in Fig. 3f and unnatural edges. Details will be ablated in the Appendix.

4 Experimentation

4.1 Experimental Setup

Implementation Details. We conduct experiments on two Nvidia GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs. In the case of object-
driven layout control, as the diffusion step t = T → 0, we incorporate latent information during the initial 20% of time
steps, while the injection of attention information occurs within the first 30% of time steps. We employ the strategies
of attention refocusing and object expansion to recover the prompted image at the step of t = 15, adjustable provided
0.3 · T < t < 0.5 · T . Pertaining to the clustering operation in attention refocusing, we establish the cluster number K = 6
in Eq. (9) and set the threshold H1 = 0.35 in Eq. (11) along with the parameter H2 = 5 in Eq. (14).
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DALL-E 3

P2P

SD-v1-4

ObjectAdd

(Ours)

A woman wearing glasses

A hat

A lake

A boat

A whole round table

Some apples

DALL-E 3

P2P

SD-v1-4

ObjectAdd

(Ours)

A man wearing glasses

A hat

A whole round table

An orange

A girl wearing glasses

A hat

Fig. 4: A visual comparison of different methods w.r.t. prompt P generated image and corresponding version of adding word W
described object. Best view with zooming in.
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A man wearing glasses
A hat

A young woman wearing glasses
A beret

A boy wearing glasses
A cap

A lake
A plane

A lake
A warship

A lake
A whale

A whole round table
A basketball

A whole round table
A pumpkin

A whole round table
A orange

Fig. 5: Visualization of ObjectAdd instructed by different prompts P and words W.

Compared Methods. Our ObjectAdd builds upon SD-v1-4 [2] as a pre-trained diffusion model, generating outputs at a
512× 512 resolution. As the first attempt to incorporate objects into diffusion-generated images, we compare our method
with relevant works: DALL-E 3 [22], P2P [3], and SD-v1-4 [2]. Since these methods don’t cater to our task, we merge
prompts P and W into a new prompt P ′

. For example, if P = “A lake” and W = “A boat”, then P ′
= “A lake A boat”.

Notably, P2P has a feature that highlights specific tokens, which we utilize to emphasize the second word-level prompt,
i.e., W.

Evaluation Metrics. Our ObjectAdd requires multi-modal inputs, making extensive dataset evaluation challenging due
to annotation demands. As an initial attempt, we assess our approach on a limited input set, comparing it with other
methods both qualitatively and quantitatively. For qualitative evaluation, we examine output image intricacies, highlight
alterations, and provide subjective assessments of different models’ results. Quantitatively, we introduce three metrics to
determine average quality and consistency across approaches.

The first one is the “By Pixels”. We firstly remove the user-drawn area from both the original image, I0, and the edited
image, Ī0. Then, we calculate the average absolute difference between each pixel of two images, formulated as:

Lpixels = avg(|(1−M)⊙ I0 − (1−M)⊙ Ī0|) (16)
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Table 1: A comparison of quantitative results.

By Pixels (↓) Hist (↑) CLIP Score (↑)

DALL-E 3 117.126 0.710 22.878
P2P 115.192 0.981 22.709

SD-v1-4 127.572 0.792 22.394
ObjectAdd (Ours) 99.139 0.987 23.180

This metric is to calculate the location dependent consistency of non-edited area. To measure the location independent
consistency, we strictly follow [20] to calculate the histogram similarity, denoted as “Hist” in our following content.

Lastly, in order to assess the quality of the added object, we compute the text-to-image consistency using the CLIP
Score as a metric:

LCLIP = clip(M⊙ Ī0,W), (17)

where the clip() embeds the image and text into the same space, then calculats their distance. The edited images undergo
masking to isolate the object. Our script for computing this metric is derived from the open-source codes [16].

4.2 Qualitative Comparison

As illustrated in Fig. 4, our ObjectAdd method outperforms all other techniques in terms of performance. Although DALL-
E 3 is capable of generating high-quality images containing the desired object, it does not effectively maintain consistency
between the original and edited images. Both P2P and SD-v1-4 occasionally encounter difficulties in creating the object
or yield a low-quality rendition, depending on the ambiguity of the merged prompt. Moreover, they predominantly fail
to uphold consistency. As a result, these qualitative results well demonstrate that our ObjectAdd is superior to the other
methods.

Fig. 5 showcases additional outputs from our ObjectAdd. The first row demonstrates its capability to add various “hat”
objects to different people, displaying rich details and ensuring a good fit despite the unique head shapes. In the second
and third rows, we use the same user-specified mask to add different objects into the same image, showing our method’s
versatility. In the lake scenarios, we add a plane flying above the water, a warship floating on the surface, and a whale
mostly submerged, all interacting with the water in realistic ways, including waves and reflections. These examples show
that our ObjectAdd could recognize specific actions and execute accurate interaction even for the same background. The
last row shows other examples in other conditions, highlighting and stressing the same advantages of our approach as
mentioned.

4.3 Quantitative Comparison

We compute the three metrics delineated in Sec. 4.1 for all four methods to compare their quantitative outcomes. The
assessment is carried out on the six pairs of prompt P generated images and their corresponding versions with the added
word W described objects, as illustrated in Fig. 4. Table 1 showcases the test results, wherein our ObjectAdd method
surpasses others across all metrics.

First and foremost, our ObjectAdd method demonstrates a remarkable ability to maintain the consistency of non-
edited areas by achieving a reduction of at least 20 “By Pixels” compared to other techniques. Secondly, in terms of the
“Hist” metric, DALL-E 3 and SD-v1-4 trail significantly, while P2P displays a performance closely resembling ours. This
can be attributed to the minimal alterations made to the image by P2P, as depicted in Fig. 4. Nonetheless, our proposed
ObjectAdd method remains the frontrunner. Lastly, when examining the CLIP score, the three comparison methods
exhibit similar performance, whereas our ObjectAdd method significantly outperforms them all. This suggests that our
approach is more adept at generating the desired object in the appropriate location. These observations are congruent
with the visual findings in Fig. 4.

4.4 Ablation Study

We engage in ablation studies to scrutinize the effectiveness of each module introduced in this paper. These include text
embedding coalesce, object-driven layout control (incorporating both latent and attention information injection), and
prompted image inpainting. We confirm their efficacy by sequentially integrating each module and visually presenting the
outputs in Fig. 6.1

1 More ablations w.r.t. time steps to incorporate object-driven layout control and prompted image inpainting have been provided
in the Appendix.
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(a) None (b) + TEC (c) + LII (d) + AII (e) + PII

Fig. 6: Visualizations under ablated settings with P = “A woman wearing glasses” and W = “A hat.” Progressing from (a) to (e),
we sequentially incorporate Text Embedding Coalesce (TEC), Latent Information Injection (LII), Attention Information Injection
(AII), and Prompted Image Inpainting (PII) techniques.

Fig. 6a clearly demonstrates that the omission of these methodologies leads to outputs that bear no relevance to the
prompts. This issue arises due to our approach’s reliance on text embedding coalescence for the generation of image
embeddings. In the absence of this process, there is no conditioned input for generation, resulting in arbitrary images. As
depicted in Fig. 6b, text embedding coalescence facilitates the emergence of principal subjects, such as a woman and a
hat. However, without layout control, the output suffers from a lack of consistency. This challenge is largely mitigated by
the introduction of latent injection, causing the results to more closely resemble our final output. Yet, the details of the
hat appear distorted, exhibiting two brims as shown in Fig. 6c. This issue is rectified through the application of attention
injection, which enhances the correlation between the mask area and the object prompt, as evidenced in Fig. 6d. The final
obstacle pertains to the background. As illustrated in Fig. 6e, we employ prompted image inpainting to achieve non-edited
area consistency.

4.5 Limitation and Future Work

While ObjectAdd represents a groundbreaking endeavor, it is not without limitations: (1) The intricate nature of the
approach, such as time steps, prompted image inpainting, and hyperparameter adjustments, constrains its usability for
non-experts. (2) The performance is partially dependent on the pre-trained SD-v1-4 model, which may compromise its
effectiveness in complex scenarios, such as “a dog standing upon a man’s head.” (3) The evaluation is based on a limited
input set, potentially not fully showcasing the method’s capabilities.

Moving forward, the focus will be on developing a refined approach that ensures seamless accessibility for non-specialists.
Besides, exploring advanced open models like SD-v3 version [25] is crucial. Finally, creating a suite of automated evaluation
tools for comprehensive assessment is of paramount importance.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we have presented a groundbreaking training-free methodology for incorporating objects into a user-defined
area of a diffusion image while preserving the remainder of the image with minimal alterations. As a pioneering effort
in this domain, our proposed ObjectAdd technique employs embedding-level concatenation to guarantee accurate text
embedding coalescence, object-driven layout control through latent and attention injection to ensure objects are placed
within the user-specified area, and prompted image inpainting utilizing attention refocusing and object expansion strategies
to maintain the integrity of the rest of the image. A thorough combination of qualitative and quantitative comparisons with
closely related works, such as DALL-E 3, P2P, and SD-v1-4, have convincingly showcased the efficacy of our innovative
ObjectAdd methodology.
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A More Ablations

Herein, we delve deeper into our research by offering additional ablative studies concerning time steps for object-driven
layout control (latent information injection and attention information injection), and the specific step for prompted image
inpainting. Our comprehensive analysis aims to shed more light on the intricate dynamics of these processes and provide
a more nuanced understanding of their roles in image generation and manipulation.

(a) All steps (b) First 50% steps (c) First 30% steps (d) First 20% steps (e) First 10% steps

Fig. 7: Visualizations for latent information injection over different time steps under ablated settings with P = “A woman wearing
glasses” and W = “A hat.”
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(a) All steps (b) First 60% steps (c) First 40% steps (d) First 30% steps (e) First 20% steps

Fig. 8: Visualizations for attention information injection over different time steps under ablated settings with P = “A woman
wearing glasses” and W = “A hat.”

Latent Information Injection. In Fig. 7, we present the outcomes of various latent injection steps, demonstrating the
effectiveness of this approach in generating high-quality images. As the time steps t approach zero from T , we observe
that the optimal performance is achieved when the latent information is injected during the initial 20% of the time steps.
Employing an excessive number of steps for this operation may cause the appearance of unnatural edges and inconsistencies
within the object, whereas utilizing too few steps might compromise the overall quality of the generated image.

Through this analysis, it becomes evident that the proper balance of latent information injection is crucial for ob-
taining visually appealing and accurate results. By carefully adjusting the number of steps, we can strike the perfect
balance between image quality and the preservation of essential object features, ultimately leading to a more refined and
sophisticated outcome.

Attention Information Injection. As shown in Fig. 8, similar to what occurs in latent information injection, too many
steps of injection cause the object to disappear, while fewer steps than our setting can lead to poor quality. The most
appropriate steps falls into the first 30% diffusion steps.

Prompted Image Inpainting. In the main paper, we have discussed the optimal selection of the time step t for prompted
image inpainting, suggesting that it should fall within the range of 0.3 · T < t < 0.5 · T . Our experimental findings, as
depicted in Fig. 9, substantiate this claim. Images (b) through (d) exhibit remarkable similarity, indicating that variations
in the chosen t values do not significantly impact the final outcomes. Conversely, images (a) and (e) demonstrate inferior
performance, signifying that selecting t values beyond the recommended range is ill-advised.

These experimental results corroborate the validity of our hyper-parameter settings and emphasize their importance
in achieving optimal results. By adhering to the suggested range for t, we can ensure a robust and consistent performance
in prompted image inpainting, ultimately leading to superior image quality and enhanced visual fidelity.

(a) Step 30 (b) Step 25 (c) Step 20 (d) Step 15 (e) Step 10

Fig. 9: Visualizations for prompted image inpainting over different time steps under ablated settings with P = “A woman wearing
glasses” and W = “A hat.”
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