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Figure 1. We introduce Generative Photomontage, a framework that allows users to create their desired image by compositing multiple
generated images. Given a stack of ControlNet-generated images using the same input condition and different seeds, users select desired
regions from different images within the stack. Our method takes in the user strokes, solves for a segmentation across the stack using
diffusion features, and then composites them using a new feature-space blending method. Our method offers users fine-grained control over
the final image and enables various applications, such as generating unseen appearance combinations (a, c), correcting shapes and removing
artifacts (b, d).

Abstract

Text-to-image models are powerful tools for image cre-
ation. However, the generation process is akin to a dice roll
and makes it difficult to achieve a single image that cap-
tures everything a user wants. In this paper, we propose a
framework for creating the desired image by compositing it
from various parts of generated images, in essence forming
a Generative Photomontage. Given a stack of images gen-
erated by ControlNet using the same input condition and
different seeds, we let users select desired parts from the
generated results using a brush stroke interface. We intro-
duce a novel technique that takes in the user’s brush strokes,
segments the generated images using a graph-based opti-
mization in diffusion feature space, and then composites the
segmented regions via a new feature-space blending method.
Our method faithfully preserves the user-selected regions
while compositing them harmoniously. We demonstrate that
our flexible framework can be used for many applications,

including generating new appearance combinations, fixing
incorrect shapes and artifacts, and improving prompt align-
ment. We show compelling results for each application and
demonstrate that our method outperforms existing image
blending methods and various baselines.

1. Introduction
Text-to-image models [61, 84] can generate visually com-
pelling images from simple input conditions, such as text
prompts and sketches, making them a powerful tool for im-
age synthesis and creative exploration.

However, these models may not achieve exactly what
a user envisions, due to the ambiguity in mapping from
lower-dimensional input space (e.g., text, sketch) to high-
dimensional pixel space. For example, the prompt “a robot
from the future” can map to any sample in a large space of
robot images, that is usually sampled using different random
seeds in the diffusion process. From the user’s perspective,
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this procedure is akin to a dice roll. In particular, it is often
challenging to achieve a single image that includes every-
thing the user wants: the user may like one part of the robot
from one result and another part in a different result. They
may also like the background in yet a third result.

Many works add various conditions to text-to-image mod-
els for greater user control [52, 84], such as edges and depth
maps. While these approaches restrict the output space to bet-
ter match the additional user inputs, the process is still akin
to a dice roll (albeit with a constrained die). For example,
using the same edge map and text prompt, ControlNet [84]
can generate a range of outputs that differ in lighting, appear-
ance, and backgrounds. Some results might contain desirable
visual elements, while others could contain artifacts or fail
to adhere closely to the input conditions. While one can cre-
ate numerous variations using different random seeds (i.e.,
re-roll the dice), such a trial-and-error process offers limited
user control and makes it challenging to achieve a completely
satisfactory result.

In this paper, we propose a different approach – we sug-
gest the possibility of synthesizing the desired image by com-
positing it from different parts of generated images. We refer
to the final result as a Generative Photomontage, inspired by
the seminal work of Interactive Digital Photomontage [1].
In our approach, users can first generate many results (roll
the dice first) and then choose exactly what they want (com-
posite across the dice rolls), which gives users fine-grained
control over the final output and significantly increases the
likelihood of achieving their desired result. Our key idea is
to treat generated images as intermediate outputs, let users
select desired parts from the generated results, and then com-
posite the user-selected regions to form the final image.

Our framework begins with a stack of images from Con-
trolNet, generated by using the same text prompt and control
inputs, and lets users choose parts they like from different
images via simple brush strokes. Our key insight is that these
images share common spatial structures from the same input
condition, which can be leveraged for composition. We pro-
pose a novel technique that takes in the user’s brush strokes,
segments the image parts in diffusion feature space, and
then composites these parts during a final denoising process.
Specifically, given users’ sparse scribbles, we formulate a
multi-label graph-based optimization in diffusion feature
space, grouping regions with similar diffusion features while
satisfying user inputs. We then introduce a new feature injec-
tion and mixing method to composite the segmented regions.
Our method accurately preserves the user-selected regions
while harmoniously blending them together.

The advantages of using our approach are two-fold. First
is the user interaction. Our approach strikes a balance be-
tween exploration and control: by treating the model’s gen-
erated images as intermediate outputs and allowing users to
select and composite across them, users can take advantage

of the model’s generative capabilities and use it as an explo-
ration tool, while also retaining fine-grained control over the
final result. This is especially helpful in cases where users
may not know what they want until they see it. Second is
the ability to correct undesired artifacts in resulting images.
With our method, users can replace undesired regions with
more visually appealing regions from other images and build
towards their desired result. Compared to the trial-and-error
process, where users “re-roll the dice” in hopes of getting a
satisfactory image, our approach combinatorially improves
the chances of success: users can combine a few images,
each one containing a good region.

We show visually compelling results on various applica-
tions and user workflows, including creating new appearance
combinations, correcting shape misalignment, reducing arti-
facts, and improving prompt alignment. Our method outper-
forms existing pixel-space blending methods in preserving
the realism and fidelity of local regions. Our code, data, and
additional results are available on our webpage.

2. Related Work

Text-to-image generative models aim to learn the real
image distribution conditioned on textual inputs [53, 74, 89].
In recent years, we have seen rapid progress with works on
different training objectives, such as diffusion [32, 38, 39, 70,
71], GANs [37, 65, 66], and autoregressive models [16, 82],
as well as new architectures [20, 21, 58, 61]. However, these
models may still fall short of generating what the user wants
in one go and often fail to follow all instructions in the text
prompt, despite recent efforts [17, 23, 49]. In this work, we
aim to bridge this gap by allowing users to compose desirable
regions from multiple generated images.

Image editing. Text-to-image diffusion models have en-
abled various editing tasks given reference images and text-
instructions [26, 31, 34, 51, 80, 81, 87]. This is usually
achieved through fine-tuning the model [12, 40] or modi-
fying the denoising process of the diffusion model [2, 14, 30,
35, 51, 55, 76]. These methods often focus on the attention
mechanism in the text-to-image model, which is crucial for
determining the structure and text alignment of generated
images [30, 57]. While we take inspiration from these works,
our tasks and methods are different. Notably, MasaCtrl [14],
Cross-Image Attention [2], and StyleAligned [31] focus on
high-level style transfer, where local appearances are ex-
pected to change. We focus on blending a multi-image stack
and preserving local appearances for greater user control. In
contrast to their approaches, which perform full image fea-
ture injection, our method solves for and injects a composite
of features from multiple images, computed from a graph-cut
optimization. We show that our proposed technique performs
better for this new task.
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Figure 2. Overview. (a) ControlNet-generated images using the same prompt and sketch with different seeds. (b) Upon inspecting the stack,
the user wishes to remove the extra rock from the first image and add in the red leaf from the third image. The user draws strokes to select
desired regions from each image. Our method finds a segmentation across the stack by performing multi-label graph cut in diffusion feature
space (K features). (c) The graph-cut result is then used to form composite Q,K, V features, which are then injected into the self-attention
layers. The final result is a harmonious composite of the user-selected regions.

Controllable image generation. Improving controllabil-
ity and adherence to text instructions is critical for using
these models as a collaborative tool. As a result, many recent
works increase user control in the form of input conditions,
such as sketch, depth map, bounding box, segmentation map,
and reference image [5, 9, 27, 42, 48, 50, 56, 60, 84, 88].
Another line of work improves the existing text condition-
ing [7, 17, 23], constrains internal features [6, 75], or aug-
ments it through rich text editor [25]. However, these works
aim to create a single correct image by directly constraining
the output space of solutions. In contrast, we offer a com-
plementary approach – we allow users to pick and choose
exactly what they want from multiple generated images, giv-
ing them more fine-grained control without relying solely on
the model to create a single perfect image in one shot.

Image blending aims to combine multiple images in a
seamless manner [13, 22, 59, 73]. Our work draws inspira-
tion from Interactive Digital Photomontage [1], a seminal
work that employs graph cut [10, 11, 44, 62] for blending
multiple images given sparse user strokes. This method al-
lows us to “capture the moment” [18] or create new visual
effects. Many other works also use graph-cut optimization
for textures [45] and videos [63]. Our method follows these
graph-cut frameworks but performs the optimization in dif-
fusion feature space, which captures more semantic informa-
tion compared to pixel colors or edges. More recent image
blending methods use generative models like GANs [79, 83]
or diffusion models [4, 4, 8, 47, 64, 67, 72]. However, our
method is specifically designed for compositing a spatially
aligned image stack and is better at preserving user-selected

regions and blending them harmoniously. We also provide
additional support for multi-image segmentation with sparse
user strokes.

3. Method
Our method takes in a stack of generated images and pro-
duces a final image based on sparse user strokes. In our
image stack, images are generated through ControlNet [84],
using one or more prompts (Figure 2a). The generated im-
ages share common spatial structures, as they are produced
using the same input condition (e.g., edge maps or depth
maps).

Upon browsing the image stack, the user selects desired
objects and regions via broad brush strokes on the images.
For example, in Figure 2b, the user wishes to remove the rock
at the Apple bite in the first image and add the red leaf from
the third image. To do so, the user draws strokes on the base
rock in the first image, the patch of grass in the second image,
and the red leaf in the third image. Our algorithm takes the
user input and performs a multi-label graph cut optimization
in feature space to find a segmentation of image regions
across the stack that minimizes seams. Finally, using a new
injection scheme, our method composites the segmented
regions during the denoising process (Figure 2c). The final
composite image seamlessly blends the user-selected regions
while faithfully preserving the local appearances.

Below, we first give a brief overview of image space
graph-cut segmentation in Section 3.1, and then introduce
our feature-based multi-image segmentation (Section 3.2)
and blending algorithms (Section 3.3) in more detail.
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3.1. Preliminaries: Segmentation with Graph Cut

Graph cut [10, 11, 44] has been widely used in several image
synthesis and analysis tasks, including texture synthesis [45],
image synthesis [1], segmentation [62], and stereo [77].

Here, we describe multi-label graph cut in image space [1,
11]. Suppose we have an image stack of N images, labeled
1 to N . For each 2D pixel location p in the output image
Io, the goal is to assign an image label i ∈ [1...N ]. If a
pixel Io(p) in the output image is assigned the image label i,
then Io(p) = Ii(p). The optimization seeks to find an opti-
mal image label assignment for all output pixels such that
a given energy cost function is minimized. We can define
the energy cost function to encourage the label assignments
to have desired properties, such as placing seams in less no-
ticeable regions. An output image of size (W,H) means the
optimization has to solve for W ×H variables, where each
variable has N candidate labels. To solve the optimization,
researchers have adopted max-flow min-cut algorithms for
binary cases (N = 2) [24], or α-expansion for multi-label
cases (N > 2) [11].

3.2. Segmentation with Feature-Space Graph Cut

Given user strokes, our goal is to find a segmentation across
the generated image stack and select image regions that ad-
here to the user strokes while minimizing seams. To achieve
this, we also employ a multi-label graph cut optimization.

However, in contrast to prior image-space graph cut ap-
proaches [1, 11], we perform the optimization in feature
space, using the key features K ∈ Rw×h×d from the self-
attention layers of the diffusion model. K serves as a com-
pact, lower-resolution representation of the generated image,
where (w, h) are smaller than the original image resolution
(W,H) and d is the number of hidden dimensions. Prior
works show that these features capture rich appearance and
semantic information of the generated image [2, 14], which
makes them better candidates than raw pixel values for find-
ing good seams. Moreover, subsequent blending in feature
space gives us more natural and seamless composites than in
pixel space, without additional post-processing as in Agar-
wala et al. [1]. See Figure 3 for comparison.

Instead of solving for each pixel location (W,H), our
optimization assigns a label i ∈ [1...N ] to each spatial lo-
cation p = (x, y) in key features K, for x ∈ {1...w} and
y ∈ {1...h}. During the blending stage, we use the label as-
signment to create composite self-attention features, which
are then injected into ControlNet [84] to form the final result
(Section 3.3).

As users generate the initial image stack, we store the
query, key, and value features Q,K, V of each image for all
layers and time steps on disk. After the user marks desired
image regions with strokes, our system performs a multi-
label graph cut using the stored key features K from the first
encoding layer, where (w, h) = 1

8 (W,H), at the final time

(a)

(b)

Input Strokes Digital Photomontage Ours
Graph-cut After blending Graph-cut After blending

Figure 3. Ours vs. Interactive Digital Photomontage [1]. (a) Pixel-
space graph cut may be more sensitive to low-level changes in color,
whereas our diffusion feature-based graph cut selects seams that
are more aligned with semantic features. (b) Due to large variations
in color across the stack, gradient-domain blending [59] may alter
local appearances, such as the red leaf.

step, when the generated content is mostly formed.

Energy cost. To create a good composite, we design the en-
ergy cost function to ensure that the label assignment 1) satis-
fies user-designated strokes and 2) picks good (unnoticeable)
seams to join regions from different images. The energy func-
tion is composed of unary and pairwise costs [10, 11, 44]:

Etotal(L) =
∑
p

E(p, Lp) +
∑
p,q

E(p, q, Lp, Lq), (1)

where p and q are neighboring spatial locations in key fea-
tures K. Lp and Lq are image labels to be optimized.

Unary term. Unary costs are the cost of assigning a label
Lp at feature location p. Here, we assign a high penalty if
there is a user stroke at the corresponding pixel location of
p, and the label is not the image that the user has designated:

E(p, Lp) =

{
C if S(p, i) = 1 and Lp ̸= i

0 otherwise,
(2)

where S(p, i) is an indicator function of whether there is a
user stroke at the corresponding pixel location of p in image
i, and C is a large constant. We use C = 106 in our results.

Pairwise term. Pairwise costs are the cost of assigning
neighboring feature locations a pair of labels. Because we
want seams to be less noticeable, we encourage seams to fall
on edges (lower cost), where the neighboring features are
significantly different:

E(p, q, Lp, Lq) =

{∑N
i=1 λe

− |fi(p)−fi(q)|
2σ if Lp ̸= Lq

0 otherwise,
(3)

where fi(p) is a feature vector derived from the key features
K of image i at location p. To capture the most important
features, fi(p) consists of the top-10 PCA components of K
at location p, computed across hidden dimensions and heads.
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The cost is low if the features of p and q are dissimilar for
all images within the stack; in other words, we encourage
seams where p and q straddle an edge in all the images. σ
controls how quickly the penalty falls off as feature distance
increases, and λ is a constant scale for the cost range. We
use λ = 100 and σ = 10 in all our results.

Discussion. While it is possible to segment each image
individually using off-the-shelf methods (e.g., SAM [43]), it
often creates conflicts across the image stack where objects
overlap, requiring extra user intervention to resolve conflicts.
Instead, our multi-label graph cut optimization can automat-
ically account for all images within the stack, assigning a
unique label to each location.

3.3. Composition with Self-Attention Feature
Injection

The above optimization gives us an image label assignment
per feature location for the output image. We use this assign-
ment to make composite features Qcomp, Kcomp and V comp

from the respective features Q,K, V of the image stack, for
each self-attention layer in ControlNet. We then inject these
composite features Qcomp, Kcomp and V comp into ControlNet
to form the final result.

When users input strokes, they designate one image
within the stack as the base image (usually the one whose
background region is selected). During the blending stage,
we use the seed and prompt of this base image when injecting
the composite features.

Specifically, we resize the label assignment map L into
the respective sizes of each self-attention layer l. Then, we
make composite features Qcomp, Kcomp and V comp as follows:

Qcomp
l = MB

l ⊙Qmodel
l +

∑
i ̸=B

M i
l ⊙Qi

l, (4)

Kcomp
l =

∑
i

M i
l ⊙Ki

l , (5)

V comp
l =

∑
i

M i
l ⊙ V i

l , (6)

where M i
l is the binary mask of feature locations with the la-

bel assignment i, resized to layer l. MB represents the mask
of the base image, where B is the base image index. Qi

l are
the query features Q from image i at layer l (stored dur-
ing initial generation), and similarly for Ki

l and V i
l . Qmodel

are the query features generated from the model during the
blending stage, which are different from those during the
initial generation. These composite features are injected into
the U-Net’s self-attention maps for all layers and time steps.

Note that we inject the initially generated self-attention
features for all images except for QB , the query features
of the base image. If we inject the initial QB features, we
often observe suboptimal blending at the seams. As noted in

(a)

(b)

Graph-cut Result
(image-space visualization) Inject QB Use Qmodel

Figure 4. Using QB vs. Qmodel. QB : query features of the base
image from initial generation. Qmodel: query features generated
from the model during the blending stage. Leftmost column: vi-
sualization of diffusion-feature graph cut results, resized to image
dimensions and combined in image space. (a) Injecting QB does
not leave room for the model to adapt its image structure near
seams, causing the shadow from the input image to remain. (b)
Injecting QB causes the image to strictly adhere to low-resolution
graph cut boundaries, whereas using Qmodel adjusts the boundaries
to align with semantic features in high-resolution image space.

previous literature [2, 14], Q influences the image structure,
while K and V influence the appearance. Hence, inject-
ing QB (and thus completely overwriting the Q features)
eliminates the opportunity for the model to adapt the image
structure near the seams. Allowing Q within the mask MB

to change over time allows the model to adapt to the dif-
ferent graph-cut regions when blending (Figure 4a). It also
adjusts the low-resolution graph cut boundaries to align with
semantic features in high-resolution pixel space (Figure 4b).

4. Results

By supporting the ability to combine generated images, our
method allows users to achieve a wider range of results with
more flexibility and control. Here, we highlight some use
cases and show compelling results for each application. We
create the examples using various pre-trained ControlNet
models [84] with Stable Diffusion 1.5, such as canny edge,
scribble map, Openpose [15], and depth map. Please see
Appendix A and E for additional results and details.

Appearance Mixing. First, we show applications in cre-
ative and artistic design, where users refine images based on
subjective preference. This is useful in cases where the user
may not realize what they want until they see it (e.g., creative
exploration). For example, users may use our method for
exploring architectural designs, e.g., by combining the roofs,
windows, and doors from different images (Figures 5a) or
adding features such as a rooftop canon or a glowy court-
yard (Figure 5b). Additionally, users can composite different
components to create something new. For example, we can
combine the body, ear, and arm of a robot to form a new
robot (Figure 5e). This strategy can also be applied to other
subjects, e.g., to combine new colors in a bird’s feathers
(Figure 5d, 15) or a snake’s scales (Figure 5c).
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Figure 5. Appearance Mixing Results. Examples of using Generative Photomontage for creative exploration. (a, b) Users can combine
different architectural elements (e.g., roof, windows, door) to form new architectural designs. (c) The user combines different colors of
snakes to create a striking image. (d) The user selects the yellow beak from the second image and combines different vibrant colors in a
bird’s feather to explore new looks. (e) The user combines different parts of a futuristic robot to form their favorite look.
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(c)

(d) (e)

Figure 6. Shape and Artifacts Correction Results. Our method can fix incorrect shapes and artifacts from ControlNet’s outputs, which
often occur for uncommon input shapes. For example, (a) users can remove the extra rock at the Apple bite with a patch of grass from the
second image, and (b) correct the shape and contour of the first waffle by selecting the background region of the second image. Users can
also (c) correct the dancer’s pose, (d) remove the extra leg of the dog, and (e) and replace the first dog with artifacts with the second dog.

(a) (b)

“Fairies sitting 
in a brown boat”

“Green fairies 
sitting in a boat”

“Red fairies 
sitting in a boat”

“Blue fairies 
sitting in a boat”

“A red fairy, a green fairy, 
and a blue fairy 

sitting from left to right 
in a brown boat”

+

Figure 7. Prompt Alignment. Our method can be used to increase alignment to long, complicated prompts. (a) Example where vanilla
ControlNet’s outputs do not adhere to the prompt. (b) With Generative Photomontage, users can create the desired image by combining the
outputs from shorter, simpler prompts.
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Shape and Artifacts Correction. While users can provide
a sketch to guide ControlNet’s output, ControlNet may fail to
adhere to the user’s input condition, especially when asked
to generate objects with uncommon shapes. In such cases,
our method can be used to “correct” object shapes and scene
layouts, given a replaceable image patch within the stack.

For example, suppose the user wishes to create an Apple-
logo-shaped rock and prompts ControlNet with “A rock on
grass” alongside an Apple-logo sketch. Since Apple-logo-
shaped rocks are not commonly seen in real life (and thus
out-of-training distribution), the model fails to produce the
desired image. Figure 6a shows an additional rock piece
covering the apple bite. To correct it, the user can use our
framework to replace it with a patch of grass from another
image in the stack (Figure 6a). Similarly, users can correct
ControlNet’s output to create waffles in the shape of fa-
mous architectural buildings (Figure 6b), which is difficult
to achieve with ControlNet alone due to the rare object-shape
combination. Finally, we show other correction examples,
such as a dancer with an incorrect pose (Figure 6c) and a dog
with an extra leg (Figure 6d). Figure 6e shows an example
of replacing an unrealistic-looking dog with a different one.

Prompt Alignment. In addition, our method can be used
to increase prompt alignment in cases where the generated
output does not accurately follow the input prompt. For
example, it is difficult for ControlNet to follow all aspects of
long complicated prompts, such as “A red fairy, a green fairy,
and a blue fairy sitting from left to right in a brown boat”
(Figure 7a). Using our method, users can create the desired
image by breaking it up into simpler prompts and selectively
combining the outputs (Figure 7b). Since our results depend
on the availability of at least one “correct” candidate per
region within the generated stack, we encourage our method
to be used in conjunction with existing methods [17, 23] for
greater accuracy and control.

5. Evaluation
Our graph cut runs in ∼1 sec, and the blending stage takes
about 7-13 seconds on an NVIDIA A6000 GPU for 2-5
images (of sizes 512 × 512 to 1024 × 512). For reference,
one forward pass of vanilla ControlNet takes 7-17 sec for a
batch of 5 images. Storage space for the initially generated
QKV features depends on image resolution and is ∼2GB
for a 512x512 image. To save storage space, one could store
a subset of features with a trade-off of lower appearance
fidelity. Please see Appendix C.2 for more details.

Below, we compare our method against baselines on the
examples from Section 4, which spans various use cases.

5.1. Segmentation

We compare our multi-label graph cut with a modified ver-
sion of SAM [43] as well as the pixel-space graph cut in

Input Strokes

SAM 
(adapted)

Our 
Graph Cut

(b)

(a)

(c)

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 8. Our Graph Cut vs. SAM [43]. We adapt SAM to an
image stack as follows: first, we run SAM on each image, using the
user strokes as positive and negative samples. Then, for each pixel
location, we choose the image label with the largest logit score. As
shown, SAM may output noisy, incongruent labels within an object,
such as the building (a) and fairies (c). SAM may also fail to follow
user strokes, such as the bird interior (b) and the boat (c). Our graph
cut takes into account the entire image stack during optimization
and outputs labels that are congruent and satisfy user strokes.

Interactive Digital Photomontage [1]. Please see Appendix
C.1 for an ablation of features used in our graph cut.

SAM. Because SAM is trained to segment a single image, it
is not straightforward to adapt it to a multi-image stack while
maintaining coverage and avoiding overlaps. As a baseline,
we use the following setup: given an image stack, we run
SAM on each image with the user strokes as positive and
negative samples. SAM outputs logits per pixel per image.
For each pixel, we assign the image label with the largest
logit score. As shown in Figure 8, the output labels have two
major types of artifacts: 1) incongruent (noisy) labels within
an object; 2) the segmentation does not follow user strokes.

Interactive Digital Photomontage. We compare our
feature-based graph cut with their pixel-space counterpart.
Specifically, we use their “match edge” seam objective,
where the pairwise term E(p, q, Lp, Lq) is computed based
on a Sobel filter on the RGB values. As shown in Figure 3,
the edge strength computed from the filter may be sensitive
to low-level changes in color, which could cause their graph
cut to select seams that fall on undesired edges. Diffusion
feature-based graph cut, on the other hand, selects seams
that are more aligned with semantic features. Moreover, as
diffusion features are lower resolution than the original im-
ages, our graph-cut optimization is more efficient, with 1/64
the number of variables.

5.2. Blending

For blending, we consider overall realism and local fidelity
of user-selected regions. First, we qualitatively compare our
results with several baselines:

8



OursImage regions to blend
(from graph cut)

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Digital Photomontage MasaCtrl + ControlNetBlended Latent Di�usion

Figure 9. Qualitative Comparison. Leftmost column: Image regions to blend (output of graph-cut optimization). Graph-cut in diffusion
feature space is visualized on the left, and the image-space composite of that graph-cut is visualized on the right. Interactive Digital
Photomontage [1]: pixel-space graph-cut may cause seams to fall on undesired edges (see Figure 3 for details), and their gradient-domain
blending often fails to preserve color, e.g., the bird’s yellow beak is not preserved in (f). Blended latent diffusion [4] and MasaCtrl+ControlNet
[14] may lead to color changes (c, f) and structure changes (a, b, d, e).

Ours
Interactive

Digital
Photomontage

Blended
Latent

Diffusion

BLD +
MultiDiffusion

MasaCtrl +
ControlNet

Cross-Domain
Compositing

Deep
Image

Blending
GP-GAN Collage

Diffusion

Masked LPIPS ↓ 0.104 0.085 0.187 0.188 0.198 0.380 0.252 0.220 0.244
PSNR ↑ 23.44 21.12 21.17 20.66 19.50 20.31 18.35 18.11 20.95

Seam Gradient Score
min: 0.256, avg: 0.337, max: 0.427

0.335 0.312 0.386 0.326 0.341 0.394 0.301 0.207 0.487

Table 1. Quantitative Results. To measure fidelity of local image regions, we report masked LPIPS and PSNR. To measure blending quality
of seams, we compute a seam gradient score (SG), which is the mean gradient magnitude along seams that join different image regions.
For reference, we also compute the minimum, average, and maximum SG scores of each image stack and report their averages on the left.
Methods with SG scores that fall outside of this range exhibit significant seam artifacts (italicized).
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Pixel-Space Photomontage. Interactive Digital Photomon-
tage (IDP) uses Poisson blending [59] as a post-process
for smoothing composite regions together. Because gener-
ated images [59]tend to have wide color variations, gradient-
domain blending often leads to changes in color, such as
the marked regions in Figure 9. Our method is better at
preserving local color and image appearances.

Noise-based Blending. Blended Latent Diffusion (BLD)
[4] blends images by combining their noise at each diffusion
step. For this baseline, we inject the noises of image i =
2...N into the noise of the base image i = 1. As shown
in Figure 9, BLD may change the appearance of the base
image (a, c, e), the injected regions (d), and include artifacts
(b, e, f). We also experiment with fusing the noises with
greater overlap, inspired by MultiDiffusion [8], but they lead
to more artifacts at the seams (see Appendix B).

Attention-based Editing. We also compare our method
with an adapted version of MasaCtrl [14] with ControlNet.
We adapt their mask-guided framework by designating the
base image as the target image and the other images within
the stack as source images. We extend their framework to
use multiple foreground masks (one for each image beyond
the base image). As shown in Figure 9, this may change the
appearance of the base image (a, c, e), selected regions (d, e,
f), or show other blending artifacts (b).

Other Blending. We compare our method against other
diffusion-based methods, such as CollageDiffusion [64] and
Cross-Domain Compositing [29]. However, these methods
fail to preserve local appearance when blending different
regions. We also compare with GP-GAN [79] and Deep
Image Blending [83], which show artifacts in blended re-
gions. Please see Appendix B for the qualitative results and
additional baselines.

Quantitative Metrics. To measure local appearance fidelity,
we computed masked LPIPS [85] and PSNR [33]. For LPIPS,
we use the masks from our feature-based graph cut, resized
to image dimensions. For PSNR, we compare each blended
result with the image-space composite (also created with
the graph cut masks). Note that the image-space composites
contain noticeable seams (e.g., the first column in Figure 9)
and only serve as a proxy in the absence of groundtruth data.

To measure seam artifacts, we compute the average gradi-
ent magnitude along seams, called the seam gradient (SG)
score. Since some seams fall on object boundaries, the gra-
dient is not expected to be zero. Rather, it should be within
range of the SG scores of images in the stack. For reference,
we compute the minimum, average, and maximum SG scores
of each image stack and report their averages in Table 1.

Quantitative Results. As shown in Table 1, our method
achieves the highest PSNR score and the second lowest
LPIPS loss across all the baselines. Our method’s SG score

(a) (b)

Figure 10. User Survey Results. Across 12 test scenes, we asked
participants to select the best image out of four: Interactive Digital
Photomontage (DP), Blended Latent Diffusion (BLD), MasaC-
trl+ControlNet (MC+CN), and Ours. The results suggest that our
method has the best blending quality by a wide margin while being
comparable to MasaCtrl+ControlNet in realism.

is within range and close to the average SG score. CollageD-
iffusion has a large SG score due to major seam artifacts,
and GP-GAN has a low SG score because the images are
significantly faded with a reduced color range. Please see
Appendix B for additional examples. Deep Image Blend-
ing and Cross-Domain Compositing have relatively large
LPIPS losses. BLD has the second-highest PSNR score and
performs better than its variant, BLD+MultiDiffusion.

User Survey. Finally, we conduct two user surveys to com-
pare our results with the most competitive baseline in each
domain: Interactive Digital Photomontage (pixel-space),
BLD (noise-based), and MasaCtrl+ControlNet (attention-
based). For each test scene, we ask participants to select
the best image out of four: (1) Which image appears most
realistic to you? and (2) Which image is the best at blending
all the selected regions? Results show that our method is
comparable to MasaCtrl+ControlNet in terms of realism but
has the best blending quality among the baselines by a wide
margin (Figure 10).

5.3. Ablation Study

Here, we ablate our self-attention injection scheme with
alternative injection strategies [2, 14, 31], adapted to our
use case. In these comparisons, we use the same graph cut
segmentation as input.

First, we consider using shared (concatenated) key
and value features, i.e, Kconcat = [K1,K2, ...,KN ] and
V concat = [V 1, V 2, ..., V N ], which Hertz et al. [31] used
to transfer style across different images. Figure 11 shows the
results along with the feature-based graph cut, visualized in
image space. As shown, the alternative injection schemes
can change the local image appearance, such as the dog’s
background, the robot’s head, the snake color, and the waffle.
Our results align with the observation [2, 14] that Q fea-
tures influence the image structure, and K and V features
influence the image appearance. Kconcat, V concat allows Q
features to match with keys that are not from the target im-
age region and can thus result in appearance changes. Our
method only makes the target image region’s keys and values
available and, hence, is able to preserve local appearances.
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OursKconcat, Vconcat Kmodel, VmodelGraph cut Result
(image-space visualization)(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 11. Ablation with Alternative Self-Attention Injection
Strategies. (a) Input graph-cut segmentation, visualized here by
resizing the diffusion-feature masks to match image dimensions
and compositing in pixel space. (b) Inspired by StyleAligned [31],
we replace Kcomp, V comp with Kconcat = [K1,K2, ...,KN ] and
V concat = [V 1, V 2, ..., V N ]. (c) Similar to Equation 4, we injecte
Kmodel and V model for the base image. (d) Our method can preserve
local image appearances while harmoniously blending them.

Next, we consider using Kmodel and V model for the base
image, similar to Equation 4. Using Kmodel, V model for the
base image also allows appearances to change. By injecting
KB and V B of the base image stored during initial genera-
tion, our method is able to preserve their appearance during
blending. For additional ablations on graph cut features and
attention injection parameters, please see Appendix C.

6. Discussion and Limitations

In this work, we proposed a new approach for generating im-
ages: by compositing it from multiple ControlNet-generated
images. To this end, we introduced a novel method for seg-
menting and blending the images using their diffusion fea-
tures, and we showed many compelling applications. At a
broader level, our work suggests a new user workflow for in-
teracting with text-to-image models: rather than trying to get
the model to output the final end-product (i.e., a single image
that contains everything the user wants), we treat the model’s
output as intermediate outputs, from which users provide
further input to create their final end-product. This approach
not only gives users more fine-grained control over the final
output, but also allows us to fully utilize the model’s gen-
erative capabilities in creating diverse candidates. We hope
this work inspires new ways of interacting with generative
models.

Limitations. While we have shown our method’s versatility
in various applications, we also observe several limitations.
First, our current graph cut parameters are empirically cho-

(a)

(b)

User strokes OutputGraph cut

Figure 12. Limitation. Our graph cut optimization prefers smaller
seam circumferences due to lower pairwise costs (Equation 3). For
objects with curved outlines, users may need to refine boundaries
with additional strokes. (a) Our graph cut over-segmented the dog at
its neck region because a vertical seam (circled in red) has a lower
circumference (and lower cost) than a curved one. (b) To refine the
boundary, users can add an additional stroke in the background,
which aligns the boundary to the dog’s neck (circled in green).

sen to encourage congruous regions, which penalizes seam
circumference. While this works well for many cases, if the
target object has a curvy outline, it may require additional
user strokes to obtain a finer boundary (Figure 12). Since
graph cut is solved in near real-time (∼1s), users can quickly
check the graph-cut result by visualizing it in image space
and iterate as needed.

Second, our method assumes some spatial consistency
among images in the stack. If the images differ significantly
in scene structure, it will rely more on the user to select
proper regions to form a valid scene (Figure 13a). Alterna-
tively, users can increase spatial consistency by adding more
structure to the input control (Figure 13b). Future work can
investigate ways to relax spatial consistency constraints and
automatically account for dramatic scene structure changes
during segmentation and blending.
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[45] Vivek Kwatra, Arno Schödl, Irfan Essa, Greg Turk, and Aaron
Bobick. Graphcut textures: Image and video synthesis using
graph cuts. ACM Transactions on Graphics (TOG), 22(3),
2003. 3, 4

[46] Gabrielle Lamontagne. Snake. See source, 2023. 18
[47] Yuseung Lee, Kunho Kim, Hyunjin Kim, and Minhyuk Sung.

Syncdiffusion: Coherent montage via synchronized joint dif-
fusions. In Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS),
2023. 3

[48] Yuheng Li, Haotian Liu, Qingyang Wu, Fangzhou Mu, Jian-
wei Yang, Jianfeng Gao, Chunyuan Li, and Yong Jae Lee.
Gligen: Open-set grounded text-to-image generation. In
IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recog-
nition (CVPR), 2023. 3

[49] Nan Liu, Shuang Li, Yilun Du, Antonio Torralba, and
Joshua B Tenenbaum. Compositional visual generation with
composable diffusion models. In European Conference on
Computer Vision (ECCV), 2022. 2

[50] Jian Ma, Junhao Liang, Chen Chen, and Haonan Lu. Subject-
diffusion: Open domain personalized text-to-image genera-
tion without test-time fine-tuning. In ACM SIGGRAPH, 2024.
3

[51] Chenlin Meng, Yutong He, Yang Song, Jiaming Song, Jiajun
Wu, Jun-Yan Zhu, and Stefano Ermon. Sdedit: Guided image
synthesis and editing with stochastic differential equations.
In International Conference on Learning Representations
(ICLR), 2022. 2

[52] Chong Mou, Xintao Wang, Liangbin Xie, Yanze Wu, Jian
Zhang, Zhongang Qi, and Ying Shan. T2i-adapter: Learning

13

https://stock.adobe.com/images/fantasy-fighting-woman-assassin-actions-in-motion-battle-hold-daggers-in-hand-red-haired-girl-warrior-in-black-leather-costume-ninja-soldier-with-knives-red-long-hair-fluttering-fly-in-wind/483278018
https://www.worldatlas.com/animals/snake.html


adapters to dig out more controllable ability for text-to-image
diffusion models. In Conference on Artificial Intelligence
(AAAI), 2024. 2

[53] Alex Nichol, Prafulla Dhariwal, Aditya Ramesh, Pranav
Shyam, Pamela Mishkin, Bob McGrew, Ilya Sutskever, and
Mark Chen. Glide: Towards photorealistic image generation
and editing with text-guided diffusion models. In Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), 2022. 2

[54] Maxime Oquab, Timothée Darcet, Théo Moutakanni, Huy Vo,
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A. Additional Results.

We include additional results in Figure 15 and 16. Figure
15 is an additional example of appearance mixing, where
the user combines a green bird with blue wings and a yel-
low beak. Figure 16 is an additional example of improving
prompt alignment. As shown, vanilla ControlNet struggles
to correctly adhere to the long, complicated prompt. Using
our method, the user can break the prompt up into multiple,
short prompts and composite the images generated from the
short prompts to form their desired image.

B. Additional Baseline Comparisons

Here, we qualitatively compare our method with additional
baselines, shown and summarized in Figure 17 and 18. Our
method outperforms the baselines in terms of preserving
local appearances and blending harmoniously. Below, we
describe implementation details.

CollageDiffusion [64]. We followed their released demo
for generating baseline results. Their method allows users to
tweak parameters per image layer and scene, such as added
noise level and cross attention modulation, and then outputs
a composite. We created the input image layers by resizing
the masks from feature-space graph-cut to image space and
applying them to each image. Reducing the added noise to
zero preserves all local regions but with little harmonization
(similar to copy-paste). To minimize changes, we used a set
of parameters that preserves the background region (base
image) but allows the foreground injected regions to change.
We set noise levels to 0.05 for the base image and 0.4 for
the non-base images. We set noise blur to 30 to smooth the
seams. To ensure spatial fidelity of the image regions, we
set the cross attention modulation of non-base images to
0.5, following their released examples. We also use their
textual inversion feature and learn a special embedding for
each image layer. If there are multiple image layers (regions)
that correspond to the same word (e.g., multiple robot parts
correspond to “robot” in the prompt “A robot from the fu-
ture”), we choose the one that most closely matches the word
description.

Deep Image Blending [83]. We ran their released code
to generate the baseline results. Their method takes in two
images to composite (a source and target image) as well as
a mask of the source image. To create the mask for each
image, we resized the corresponding graph-cut mask from
feature to image space. For composites of more than two
input images, we iteratively ran Deep Image Blending on
pairs of images to build towards the final composite. One
input constraint is that their method takes square images as
input, so we pre-process our image stack by resizing them
to square images and resize the output back to the original
aspect ratios.

Blended Latent Diffusion + MultiDiffusion [4, 8]. We
experimented with a modified version of Blended Latent
Diffusion, where we fused the noises of different image
regions with greater overlap, inspired by MultiDiffusion.
Specifically, we dilate the mask of each region (in feature
space) with a 3× 3 kernel and average the noise within the
overlapped regions. As shown in Figure 17, this leads to
artifacts near the seams (site of overlap) or changes local
appearances.

GP-GAN [79]. We ran their released code with their pre-
trained model to generate the results. GP-GAN takes in two
images to composite (a source and destination image), along
with a mask of the source image to insert into the destination
image. For composites of more than two images, we itera-
tively ran GP-GAN on pairs of images to build towards the
final composite. We created the input masks by resizing the
diffusion-space graph-cut results to the original resolution
of each image.

Cross-Domain Compositing [29]. Cross-Domain Com-
positing uses pre-trained Stable Diffusion models to com-
pose images from different domains. We ran their released
code and followed their examples for object immersion.
Their method takes in a composite image and a foreground
mask and outputs a harmonized image. Users can control
the degree of local fidelity for foreground and background
regions separately, at the expense of harmonization. Due
to this trade-off, their method generally cannot preserve
local appearances while also blending them together harmo-
niously. We created the input composite images by resizing
the graph-cut masks from feature space to image space and
compositing in image space. We treat the base image as the
background, so the foreground mask covers regions from
non-base images in the composite. To minimize changes,
we applied the low-pass filter on the foreground region
(Nin = 2, Nout = 1). To reduce artifacts at the seams, we
allowed the background region to change slightly in addition
to the foreground region (Tin = 0.5, Tout = 0.9).

PCT-Net [28]. Given a composite image and a foreground
mask, PCT-Net outputs a harmonized image by applying
a spatially varying, per-pixel color transformation to the
masked region. We ran their released code with their pre-
trained model to generate the results. We created the input
composite images by resizing the feature-space graph-cut
masks into image space and compositing in pixel space. We
treat the base image as the background, so the foreground
mask covers regions from non-base images in the composite.
To smooth seams between different regions, we dilated the
foreground masks with a 17× 17 kernel to increase overlap.
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C. Additional Ablations

Here, we show additional ablation results on our graph cut
and feature injection.

C.1. Graph Cut

Our method uses the K features from self-attention layers
to compute the graph cut energy terms, i.e., the pairwise
terms which dictate seam costs. Here, we consider alternative
features (Figure 19).

K features timesteps. In our method, we use the K fea-
tures from the last denoising step to set up the seam costs,
when the image mostly formed. Here, we experiment with
using earlier timesteps. Specifically, we experiment with K
features averaged over: 1) the last half of denoising steps
(t ≥ 0.5), and 2) all time steps (t ≥ 0). As shown in Fig-
ure 19, incorporating K features from earlier time steps
lead to under-segmentations, where objects’ boundaries are
not captured. This aligns with observations from previous
works [14, 86] that earlier time steps form content and lay-
out, while later time steps refine detailed appearance. By
averaging earlier time steps, we weigh low-frequency con-
tent more heavily, thus leading to under-segmentations near
boundaries.

Q and V features. Q features lead to similar segmentations
as K features but may exhibit over-and under-segmentations
near boundaries (circled in Figure 19). V features generally
do not lead to seams that align with semantic boundaries.

VGG Features. We experimented with VGG features [68]
instead of diffusion features. Specifically, we extract the
features from the second block’s ReLU layer, following
Johnson et al. [36]. Figure 19 shows that VGG features
typically leads to under-segmentations.

DINOv2 Features. We also experimented with DINOv2
features [54] in place of diffusion features. Specifically, we
used the small DINOv2 model, which outputs features per
14 × 14 patch. For fair comparison, we resized all images
such that the size of output features would equal that of
K features. As shown in Figure 19, if we directly apply
our graph cut method (which uses the features’ top-10 PCA
components), we see errors in segmentation. If we use the
top-100 PCA components, we get better segmentations for
most examples but not all (e.g., the dog in Figure 19d).

Discussion. While we chose to go with K features due to
the best segmentation, we found that our feature blending
method is robust to small errors in segmentation boundaries.
For example, the segmentations we get from Q features
are similar to that of K features. While Q features may
result in over- or under-segmentations near boundaries, our
feature blending method blends the seams well, such that
the difference in the resulting images is not too noticeable

(Figure 20).

C.2. Feature Injection

Our method injects the composite Qcomp, Kcomp, V comp into
the U-Net’s self-attention maps for all layers and time steps.
Following related works in self-attention injection [2, 14],
we consider injecting only in decoder layers and in later time
steps.

Layers. ControlNet with Stable Diffusion v1.5 has three
decoder blocks (D1, D2, D3). We experimented with inject-
ing in subsets of these blocks (D1-D3, D2-D3, D3). In many
cases, injecting only the decoder layers (D1-D3) lead to sim-
ilar results as our method (which injects all layers). However,
in some cases, it may lead to artifacts and structural changes
(e.g., waffle texture in Figure 21a), and it often reduces color
vibrancy and saturation (e.g., bird feathers in Figure 21b) in
the composite output.

Time Steps. We used a total of 20 denoising time steps
for all our results. Prior work shows that earlier denoising
time steps form image layout and shape, while later time
steps form detailed appearance [14, 86]. We experimented
with applying our injection after 5, 10, and 15 time steps. As
shown in Figure 22, starting the injection later tends to create
artifacts in the blended output. In most cases, starting the
injection after 5 time steps lead to comparable results to our
method (which injects all time steps). However, in scenes
that require the image structure to adapt near the seams,
doing so may prevent the model from adapting sufficiently.
For example, if we inject after 5 time steps, the shadow from
the removed rock at the apple bite still shows up in the final
image (circled in red), whereas it is completely removed if
we apply the injection for all time steps.

Discussion. If the required adaption near seams is minor,
and the user does not mind changes to local appearances, one
can consider applying the injection only in decoder layers
(D1-D3) and after 5 time steps. This will require less storage
space for the initially generated Q,K, V feature vectors, as
only the features in the relevant layers and time steps will
need to be stored. However, if the user wishes to maximize
adaptation near seams and to maximize local appearance
fidelity, we recommend using our full injection approach.

D. User Survey Details

We launched two anonymous user surveys among computer
science graduate students, in order to compare our method
with three other baselines (Interactive Digital Photomontage
[1], Blended Latent Diffusion [4], MasaCtrl+ControlNet
[14]). For each of the 12 scenes (Figures 5, 6, 7, 15), we
created results using our method and the three baselines.
For each scene, we showed the four results side-by-side
and asked users to select the best result. The order of the
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Figure 14. User Survey (Blending). We show users the input
images and selected regions to blend, and then ask them pick the
best result from four images: one generated by our method, and
the others generated by Digital Photomontage, Blended Latent
Diffusion, and MasaCtrl+ControlNet.

four images are randomized for each scene, and the order of
scenes are also randomized in each survey.

In the first survey, we asked “Which of the following
images appear most realistic to you?” In the second survey,
we showed the input images and asked users to pick the
image that is the best at blending them. Specifically, we
showed the full input images as well as the graph-cut regions
(to be blended) on each input image. To help users focus
on the individual image regions, we darken out other parts
of the input image (Figure 14). Then, we asked “Which of
the following images are BEST at blending all the selected
image regions shown on top?”

Users are asked to complete the first survey (realism) be-
fore the second survey (blending) to avoid bias. We received
16 completed surveys for the realism one (total of 192 re-
sponses across all scenes) and 10 completed surveys for the
blending one (total of 120 responses across all scenes).

E. Result Details
We used various Stable Diffusion pre-trained models (v1.5)
to generate results in this paper. Specifically, we used the
canny edge model (Figures 5d, 6a,d,e, 7, 15), the scribble
model (Figures 5b,c,e, 6b), the depth map model (Figure
5a), the Openpose model (Figure 6c), and the HED model

(Figures 13, 16).
The input conditions (e.g., edge map, sketches) are manu-

ally created or derived from images released by ControlNet
[84] or found on the web [3, 19, 41, 46, 69, 78].
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(a) (b) (c)

“A bird looking out 
into the wilderness”

+

Figure 15. Additional Result: Bird. Users can combine feather colors of birds. (a) Input to vanilla ControlNet. (b) The user selects the
green feathers in the first image, the yellow beak and foothold of the second image, and the blue wings from the third image. (c) Generative
Photomontage’s graph cut (top) and final output (bottom).

(a)
“Little red riding hood walking in a blue meadow towards a red and green house with a yellow door”+

“Little red riding hood 
walking towards 

a red and green house”
“A blue meadow” “Yellow door”

(b) (c)

Figure 16. Additional Result: Little Red Riding Hood. (a) Vanilla ControlNet struggles to adhere to the long, complicated prompt, i.e., it
assigns the wrong color to scene elements. (b) The user can instead generate a stack of images with multiple, short prompts, where each
spatial region has at least one correct image within the stack. User strokes are shown on top of each image. (c) Generative Photomontage
composites the user-selected regions together (bottom), where each scene element has the correct color according to the original, long
prompt. Top: feature-space graph-cut result.
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OursImage regions to blend
(from graph cut)

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

CollageDi�usion BLD + MultiDi�usionDeep Image Blending

Figure 17. Qualitative Comparison (Additional Baselines). Leftmost column: Image regions to blend (output of graph-cut optimization).
Graph-cut in diffusion feature space is visualized on the left, and the image-space composite of that graph-cut is visualized on the right.
CollageDiffusion [64] may struggle to preserve local appearance (b, c, d) or blend regions harmoniously (a, b, e, f). Deep Image Blending
[83] may also fail to preserve local appearances (a) or show artifacts in the blended regions (b-f). Blended Latent Diffusion + MultiDiffusion
[4, 8] may show artifacts at the seams, where the noise of overlapping regions are blended together (b, e), or fail to preserve local apperances
(a, c, d, f).
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Image regions to blend
(from graph cut)

Ours

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

GP-GAN Cross-Domain Compositing PCT-Net

Figure 18. Qualitative Comparison (Additional Baselines). Leftmost column: Image regions to blend (output of graph-cut optimization).
Graph-cut in diffusion feature space is visualized on the left, and the image-space composite of that graph-cut is visualized on the right.
GP-GAN [79] does not preserve local appearances and tends to smooth out color. Cross-Domain Compositing [29] may struggle to blend
regions harmoniously, particularly in non-oil painting style images (a-c, e-f). PCT-Net [28] changes the interior color of local regions but
struggles to blend away the seams.
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Input 
Strokes

V DINOv2 (PCA100)Q VGG DINOv2 (PCA10) K (ours)  K (t≥0.5)  K (t≥0)

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Figure 19. Ablation: Graph Cut Features. Our method uses the self-attention K features to compute pairwise seam costs in the optimization.
Here, we experiment with using the K features averaged across different time steps, the other self-attention features Q and V , as well as
VGG [68] and DINOv2 [54] features. K features performs the best, with Q features a close second.

Q K (ours)
Image-space 

composite
After

blending
Graph

cut
Image-space 

composite
After

blending
Graph

cut

(a)

(b)

(a)

(b)

Figure 20. Effects of Segmentation on Feature Blending. Our feature blending method is robust to small errors in segmentation boundaries.
For example, while Q features may result in over- or under-segmentations near boundaries, our feature blending method blends the seams
well, such that the difference in the resulting images is not too noticeable.
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Ours D1, D2, D3 D2, D3 D3
(a)

(b)

Figure 21. Ablation: Injection Layers. Experiments of injecting Qcomp, Kcomp, V comp only in decoder blocks (D1, D2, D3) of ControlNet.
(a) Injecting only in the decoder blocks leads to changes in the waffle interior (circled in red). As we reduce the number of injected layers,
more artifacts and local changes appear, such as the extra strawberry and missing blueberries (circled in yellow). (b) Injecting only in the
decoder layers also tends to reduce color vibrancy in the composite image. Saturation is visualized above each image (white: high saturation;
black: low saturation). As shown, the color saturation of bird feathers is reduced in the ablated results (circled in blue).

Ours tstart = 5 tstart = 10 tstart = 15

Figure 22. Ablation: Injection Time Steps. Experiments of injecting Qcomp, Kcomp, V comp after a number of time steps (tstart) during the
denoising process (total: 20 time steps). As shown, starting the injection later leads to more artifacts. Our results (tstart = 0) completely
removes the extra rock at the apple bite and also removes the shadow of the extra rock. However, when tstart = 5, we see the shadow still
remains on the base rock. This aligns with previous observations that earlier time steps form image layout and shape [14, 86], so starting the
injection process later reduces the model’s ability to adapt image structure near the seams.
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