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Abstract
Stable Diffusion models have made remarkable strides in generat-
ing photorealistic images from text prompts but often falter when
tasked with accurately representing complex spatial arrangements,
particularly involving intricate 3D relationships. To address this
limitation, we introduce SmartSpatial, an innovative approach that
enhances the spatial arrangement capabilities of Stable Diffusion
models through 3D-aware conditioning and attention-guided mech-
anisms. SmartSpatial incorporates depth information and employs
cross-attention control to ensure precise object placement, deliver-
ing notable improvements in spatial accuracy metrics. In conjunc-
tion with SmartSpatial, we present SmartSpatialEval, a comprehen-
sive evaluation framework designed to assess spatial relationships.
This framework utilizes vision-language models and graph-based
dependency parsing for performance analysis. Experimental results
on the COCO and SpatialPrompts datasets show that SmartSpatial
significantly outperforms existing methods, setting new bench-
marks for spatial arrangement accuracy in image generation.

CCS Concepts
• Computing methodologies→ Image representations; Neu-
ral networks; Spatial and physical reasoning; • Information
systems→ Multimedia content creation.
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1 Introduction
Text-to-image generativemodels, particularly diffusion-based frame-
works such as Stable Diffusion [11], have achieved remarkable ad-
vances in synthesizing diverse and highly realistic images from
natural language descriptions. However, despite their impressive
achievements, these models frequently struggle with accurately
maintaining the spatial arrangements of objects. This limitation
becomes particularly evident when handling complex 3D spatial
relationships, such as “in front of” and “behind,” which require
precise understanding and representation of depth and positioning.
These inaccuracies often result in visually plausible but contex-
tually flawed images, undermining the reliability of these models
for applications demanding high spatial fidelity. Accurate spatial
arrangement is not just a desirable feature—it is essential for criti-
cal applications like virtual scene creation, content synthesis, and

human-computer interaction. The inability of currentmodels to con-
sistently deliver such accuracy highlights a significant and pressing
challenge in the field, underscoring the need for advanced solutions.

This paper introduces SmartSpatial, a novel approach designed to
address these limitations by incorporating 3D spatial awareness into
diffusionmodels. Ourmethod enhances object positioning precision
through depth integration and cross-attention manipulation. By
injecting 3D spatial data into ControlNet and fine-tuning cross-
attention blocks, SmartSpatial achieves robust spatial arrangement
capabilities guided by textual prompts.

To comprehensively evaluate the spatial accuracy of generated
images, we propose SmartSpatialEval, an innovative evaluation
framework that utilizes vision-language models and graph-based
dependency parsing to assess spatial relationships. This framework
provides quantitative metrics for spatial accuracy, complementing
traditional image quality evaluations.

Experiments on the COCO and SpatialPrompts datasets demon-
strate that SmartSpatial significantly improves spatial accuracy over
existing methods, setting a new benchmark for spatial control in
text-to-image generation. Our contributions are as follows:

• Spatially-AwareGeneration: SmartSpatial integrates 3D depth
information and cross-attention refinements to enhance spa-
tial precision.
• Quantitative Evaluation: SmartSpatialEval provides robust,
quantitative metrics for spatial accuracy using graph-based
parsing.
• State-of-the-Art Results: SmartSpatial achieves superior per-
formance in both quantitative and qualitative evaluations,
outperforming existing methods.

2 Related Works
We categorize the literature into two areas: spatial arrangement in
diffusion models and evaluation tools for spatial accuracy.
Training-Free Layout Guidance. Training-free methods like
Prompt-to-Prompt [6] and pix2pix-zero [9] leverage cross-attention
maps for localized edits but lack holistic layout control. Extensions
such as optimized noisy latents [3] and segmentation mask condi-
tioning [9] improve spatial precision but remain limited in complex
arrangements. Epstein et al. [4] enhanced object scale and position
control but struggled with fine-grained spatial accuracy.
Conditional Control in Diffusion Models. Conditional meth-
ods improve precision by incorporating spatial guidance. Control-
Net [14] adds spatial conditioning through fine-tuned layers, while
localized control [15] and instance-level approaches [13] utilize
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bounding boxes and segmentation masks. However, these tech-
niques often adhere rigidly to 2D layouts, limiting flexibility.
Limitations in Spatial Evaluation.Metrics like FID [1] and CLIP
score [7] prioritize visual and semantic quality but neglect spatial
accuracy. Tools like DP-IQA [5] and DiffNat [12] focus on image
quality, while the SPRIGHT dataset [2] highlights the need for
robust spatial evaluation. Current tools fail to assess complex spatial
relationships effectively.

Ourwork advances 3D spatial arrangement through cross-attention
manipulation and 3D conditioning, surpassing limitations of planar-
focused methods like Chen et al. [3] and rigid controls in Control-
Net [14]. We further address the gap in evaluation by introducing
SmartSpatialEval, a comprehensive tool for assessing spatial accu-
racy in generated images.

3 Methodology
We propose two innovations to enhance 3D object arrangement
in Stable Diffusion models and evaluate spatial accuracy. First, we
integrate 3D spatial data into ControlNet with attention-guided
mechanisms, improving spatial arrangement while preserving im-
age quality (Figure 1). Second, we introduce a human-centric evalua-
tion framework using vision-language models, dependency parsing,
and graph-based spatial representations to quantitatively score spa-
tial relationships against ground truth data (Figure 3). The following
subsections detail each approach.

Figure 1: The SmartSpatial process involves Depth Extraction
and Cross-Attention Guidance. A reference image (“The ball
is behind the box”) generates a depth map via a depth estima-
tor, injected into the Denoising UNet by the Depth Extractor.
Cross-attention blocks fromboth theDepth Extractor andDe-
noising UNet are extracted to guide object focus, ultimately
generating an image of “A vase is behind an orange.”

3.1 3D Information Integration and
Attention-Guided Control

Depth Injection. To capture 3D spatial relationships (e.g., front,
behind), we select a reference image and employ a depth estimator
to generate a corresponding depth map. Note that the reference
image can be any image where the objects represent a spatial rela-
tionship, making it adaptable to various scenarios. It is not confined
to a specific image but serves as a general guiding example. For

instance, the reference image in Figure 1, depicting “A ball is behind
a box,” can be applied broadly to cases involving the “behind” rela-
tionship. This depth map is then processed by a Depth Extractor,
utilizing ControlNet [14], to extract depth features. The extracted
depth information is subsequently integrated into the upsampling
blocks of the Denoising UNet, enriching the model with precise
spatial data.
Attention Blocks Selection. ControlNet often rigidly constrains
generated images to the reference input, so we mitigate this by
modifying the cross-attention blocks. Specifically, we select the mid-
cross-attention block in the Depth Extractor along with the mid and
first up-sampling cross-attention blocks in the Denoising UNet. This
configuration has been shown to provide optimal performance, as
demonstrated in [3], enhancing the model’s ability to guide spatial
awareness and object placement (e.g., guiding the model to identify
the "ball" as the vase and the "box" as the orange in Figure 1).
Loss Function and Attention Guidance. Our objective is to
fine-tune the latent space to ensure high attention weights within
designated regions. Inspired by Chen et al. [3], we extract atten-
tion maps 𝐴𝑖 for each token 𝑖 from the Depth Extractor and the
Denoising UNet. To confine 𝐴𝑖 predominantly within the specified
bounding box 𝑏𝑖 , we adopt the following loss function:

𝐿 =
∑︁
𝑏𝑖 ∈𝐵

(
1 −

∑
𝑝∈𝑏𝑖 𝐴𝑝,𝑖∑
𝑝 𝐴𝑝,𝑖

)2
(1)

Here, 𝐴𝑝,𝑖 denotes the attention values at pixel 𝑝 for token 𝑖 , and 𝐵
is the set of all bounding boxes.

To expedite convergence, we introduce a momentum term in the
backward guidance phase, defined as:

𝑣 =𝑚 · 𝑣 − 𝜂∇𝑧𝑡 𝐿 (2)

𝑧∗𝑡 ← 𝑧∗𝑡 + 𝑣 (3)
where𝑚 is the momentum coefficient, 𝜂 is the learning rate, and 𝑧𝑡
represents the latent variable at iteration 𝑡 .

Additionally, we incorporate a ControlNet-specific term in the
overall loss function to ensure coherent guidance across the entire
model:

Loss = 𝛼𝐿unet + 𝛽𝐿control (4)
Here, 𝐿unet and 𝐿control are the loss components for the UNet and
ControlNet, respectively, while 𝛼 and 𝛽 are weighting factors bal-
ancing the contributions of each term.

3.2 3D Spatial Accuracy Evaluation with
Vision-Language Models and Graph Parsing

To represent spatial relationships among objects in an image, we
first use a vision-language model (VLM) to generate human-like
descriptions of these relationships. The generated descriptions are
then parsed into a graph structure using dependency parsing tech-
niques, providing a structured representation of spatial relation-
ships among objects.

To compare observed spatial relationships with ground truth
data, we designate a center object and use breadth-first search to
determine the shortest paths from other objects to this center. We
then position the center object at the core of a “Spatial Sphere”
(as shown in Figure 2), with other objects arranged accordingly.
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Figure 2: The Spatial Sphere model quantifies positional lan-
guage, representing each point’s relative relationship to the
center.

Figure 3: SmartSpatialEval compares spatial accuracy across
images generated from the same prompt (e.g., “A dog is to
the left of a chair, and a cup is on the chair”). As described
in Section 3.2, the evaluation determines that the top image
better reflects the ground truth spatial arrangement based
on the vision LLM and distance score.

This spatial sphere serves as a relative representation, enabling
comparisons between observed and ground truth configurations.

Our evaluation framework, SmartSpatialEval, quantifies spatial
accuracy in generated images using the following metrics:
Distance Score measures the Euclidean distances between object
pairs using their 3D coordinates. Shorter distances yield higher
scores:

𝐷 =
1

1 +∑𝑛
𝑖=1 ∥r𝑖 − o𝑖 ∥2

(5)

where r𝑖 and o𝑖 represent the real and observed positions of object
𝑖 , respectively, and 𝑛 is the number of objects.
Spatial Relationship Score further evaluates whether the spatial
relationships between objects match the prompt specifications,
normalized between 0 and 1:

𝑆𝑅 =
𝑚correct
𝑚total

(6)

where𝑚correct denotes correctly identified relationships, and𝑚total
is the total number specified.

Our proposed metrics, Distance Score and Spatial Relationship
Score, leverage observations from VLMs to simulate human percep-
tion and assess images based on 3D spatial relationships, including
front, back, left, right, above, and below. Unlike CLIP, IoU, or mAP,
which emphasize image quality or layout precision, our proposed
metrics are specifically designed to evaluate 3D spatial arrange-
ments, providing a more reasonable and accurate assessment for
scenarios involving complex spatial relationships, ensuring critical
aspects of object placement and spatial relationships are evaluated.

4 Experiments
We conduct experiments on two datasets. The first is a subset of 300
instances from COCO2017 [8], featuring images with descriptive
captions, used as a baseline for evaluating object relationships. The
second is a custom dataset, SpatialPrompts, comprising 120 prompts
designed to test SmartSpatial’s spatial reasoning abilities (e.g., “A
bicycle is in front of a car at a traffic signal”). These prompts span
eight spatial positions (front, behind, left, right, on, under, above,
below), with 15 examples per category.

We evaluate performance using CLIPScore [7] for image-text
alignment, IoU [10], and mAP@0.5 for object arrangement accuracy.
Additionally, we introduce Distance Score 𝐷 and Spatial Relation-
ship Scores 𝑆𝑅 (Section 3.2) to specifically assess spatial accuracy
from the prompts.

Tables 1 and 2 present the performance comparisons among var-
ious spatial control methods, including Stable Diffusion (SD) [11],
cross-attention guidance (AG) [3], ControlNet [14], and our pro-
posed method, SmartSpatial. Our approach demonstrates supe-
rior performance across most metrics in both the COCO and Spa-
tialPrompts datasets. Specifically, on the SpatialPrompts dataset,
SmartSpatial outperforms AG [3] with approximately 68% improve-
ment in IoU, a 70% increase in mAP@0.5, a 16% enhancement in D
score, and a 32% improvement in SR. On the more complex COCO
dataset, while overall scores are lower due to intricate scenes and ob-
ject relationships, SmartSpatial maintains competitive performance,
demonstrating robustness in spatial control.

Qualitative results illustrated in Figure 4 further validate our
findings. The baseline Stable Diffusion model frequently exhibits
issues such as missing objects and incorrect spatial relationships.
AG and ControlNet methods also struggle with maintaining spatial
coherence, particularly in scenarios involving complex 3D relation-
ships, such as objects positioned “in front of” or “behind” others. In
contrast, SmartSpatial consistently preserves spatial relationships,
highlighting its effectiveness and reliability in managing spatial
prompts across various conditions.

The loss convergence results presented in Figure 5 demonstrate
that the incorporation of momentum accelerates the process of
cross-attention guidance.

5 Conclusion
This work introduced SmartSpatial, a novel approach to enhance
3D spatial arrangement in text-to-image generative models, and
SmartSpatialEval, an innovative framework for evaluating spatial
accuracy. By integrating 3D spatial information and refining cross-
attention mechanisms, SmartSpatial improves spatial precision
while maintaining image quality. Experimental results demonstrate
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Table 1: Performance on COCO Dataset

Model CLIP↑ IoU↑ mAP↑ D↑ SR↑
SD 0.182 0.608 0.005 0.325 0.241
AG 0.189 0.609 0.011 0.287 0.179
ControlNet 0.183 0.616 0.030 0.297 0.202
SmartSpatial 0.191 0.628 0.030 0.346 0.242

Table 2: Performance on SpatialPrompts

Model CLIP↑ IoU↑ mAP↑ D↑ SR↑
SD 0.305 0.037 0.019 0.238 0.150
AG 0.317 0.223 0.147 0.354 0.283
ControlNet 0.305 0.050 0.096 0.222 0.158
SmartSpatial 0.310 0.380 0.249 0.413 0.375

Figure 4: Qualitative results of various spatial control meth-
ods. All generated images are based on prompts from Spatial-
Prompts and bounding boxes from reference images (a ball
and a box with a spatial relationship similar to that depicted
in Figure 1). Our approach demonstrates superior spatial con-
trol compared to other guidance methods.

Figure 5: Loss trends on COCO and SpatialPrompts datasets,
demonstrating faster convergence with momentum.

its superiority over existing methods, setting a new benchmark for

spatial control in text-to-image generation. Our contributions pave
the way for more reliable and context-aware image synthesis in
applications requiring high spatial fidelity.

References
[1] Panagiotis Alimisis, Ioannis Mademlis, Panagiotis Radoglou-Grammatikis, Pana-

giotis Sarigiannidis, and Georgios Th. Papadopoulos. 2024. Advances in Dif-
fusion Models for Image Data Augmentation: A Review of Methods, Models,
Evaluation Metrics and Future Research Directions. arXiv:2407.04103 [cs.CV]
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.04103

[2] Agneet Chatterjee, Gabriela Ben Melech Stan, Estelle Aflalo, Sayak Paul, Dhruba
Ghosh, Tejas Gokhale, Ludwig Schmidt, Hannaneh Hajishirzi, Vasudev Lal, Chitta
Baral, and Yezhou Yang. 2024. Getting it Right: Improving Spatial Consistency in
Text-to-ImageModels. arXiv:2404.01197 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.01197

[3] Minghao Chen, Iro Laina, and Andrea Vedaldi. 2023. Training-Free Layout
Control with Cross-Attention Guidance. arXiv:2304.03373 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.
org/abs/2304.03373

[4] Dave Epstein, Allan Jabri, Ben Poole, Alexei A. Efros, and Aleksander
Holynski. 2023. Diffusion Self-Guidance for Controllable Image Generation.
arXiv:2306.00986 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.00986

[5] Honghao Fu, Yufei Wang, Wenhan Yang, and Bihan Wen. 2024. DP-IQA:
Utilizing Diffusion Prior for Blind Image Quality Assessment in the Wild.
arXiv:2405.19996 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.19996

[6] Amir Hertz, Ron Mokady, Jay Tenenbaum, Kfir Aberman, Yael Pritch, and Daniel
Cohen-Or. 2022. Prompt-to-Prompt Image Editing with Cross Attention Control.
arXiv:2208.01626 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.01626

[7] Jack Hessel, Ari Holtzman, Maxwell Forbes, Ronan Le Bras, and Yejin Choi.
2022. CLIPScore: A Reference-free Evaluation Metric for Image Captioning.
arXiv:2104.08718 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08718

[8] Tsung-Yi Lin, Michael Maire, Serge Belongie, Lubomir Bourdev, Ross Girshick,
James Hays, Pietro Perona, Deva Ramanan, C. Lawrence Zitnick, and Piotr Dollár.
2015. Microsoft COCO: Common Objects in Context. arXiv:1405.0312 [cs.CV]
https://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0312

[9] Gaurav Parmar, Krishna Kumar Singh, Richard Zhang, Yijun Li, Jing-
wan Lu, and Jun-Yan Zhu. 2023. Zero-shot Image-to-Image Translation.
arXiv:2302.03027 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.03027

[10] Joseph Redmon, Santosh Divvala, Ross Girshick, and Ali Farhadi. 2016. You
Only Look Once: Unified, Real-Time Object Detection. arXiv:1506.02640 [cs.CV]
https://arxiv.org/abs/1506.02640

[11] Robin Rombach, Andreas Blattmann, Dominik Lorenz, Patrick Esser, and Björn
Ommer. 2021. High-Resolution Image Synthesis with Latent Diffusion Models.
arXiv:2112.10752 [cs.CV]

[12] Aniket Roy, Maiterya Suin, Anshul Shah, Ketul Shah, Jiang Liu, and Rama Chel-
lappa. 2023. DIFFNAT: Improving Diffusion Image Quality Using Natural Image
Statistics. arXiv:2311.09753 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.09753

[13] Xudong Wang, Trevor Darrell, Sai Saketh Rambhatla, Rohit Girdhar, and Ishan
Misra. 2024. InstanceDiffusion: Instance-level Control for Image Generation.
arXiv:2402.03290 [cs.CV] https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.03290

[14] Lvmin Zhang, Anyi Rao, and Maneesh Agrawala. 2023. Adding Conditional
Control to Text-to-Image Diffusion Models. arXiv:2302.05543 [cs.CV] https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2302.05543

[15] Yibo Zhao, Liang Peng, Yang Yang, Zekai Luo, Hengjia Li, Yao Chen, Zheng Yang,
Xiaofei He, Wei Zhao, qinglin lu, Boxi Wu, and Wei Liu. 2024. Local Conditional
Controlling for Text-to-Image Diffusion Models. arXiv:2312.08768 [cs.CV]
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.08768

https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.04103
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.04103
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.01197
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.01197
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.03373
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.03373
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.03373
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.00986
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.00986
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.19996
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.19996
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.01626
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.01626
https://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08718
https://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08718
https://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0312
https://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0312
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.03027
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.03027
https://arxiv.org/abs/1506.02640
https://arxiv.org/abs/1506.02640
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.10752
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.09753
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.09753
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.03290
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.03290
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.05543
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.05543
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.05543
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.08768
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.08768

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Works
	3 Methodology
	3.1 3D Information Integration and Attention-Guided Control
	3.2 3D Spatial Accuracy Evaluation with Vision-Language Models and Graph Parsing

	4 Experiments
	5 Conclusion
	References

