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Figure 1. Object-Object Spatial Relationships (OOR). Given a textual description of the spatial relationship between two objects,
our method models OOR, representing their relative poses and scales with respect to the text. We obtain synthetic OOR samples using
off-the-shelf models and a proposed mesh registration method, then learn their distribution through OOR diffusion. During inference, our
OOR diffusion model generates OOR samples conditioned on the text input.

Abstract

We present a method for learning 3D spatial relationships
between object pairs, referred to as object-object spatial
relationships (OOR), by leveraging synthetically generated
3D samples from pre-trained 2D diffusion models. We hy-
pothesize that images synthesized by 2D diffusion models
inherently capture plausible and realistic OOR cues, en-
abling efficient ways to collect a 3D dataset to learn OOR
for various unbounded object categories. Our approach be-
gins by synthesizing diverse images that capture plausible
OOR cues, which we then uplift into 3D samples. Leveraging
our diverse collection of plausible 3D samples for the object
pairs, we train a score-based OOR diffusion model to learn
the distribution of their relative spatial relationships. Addi-
tionally, we extend our pairwise OOR to multi-object OOR
by enforcing consistency across pairwise relations and pre-
venting object collisions. Extensive experiments demonstrate
the robustness of our method across various object-object
spatial relationships, along with its applicability to real-

world 3D scene arrangement tasks using the OOR diffusion
model.

1. Introduction

In real-world scenes, specific spatial and functional patterns
exist between objects. While some of these patterns are
constrained by physical laws (e.g., objects can rest on oth-
ers but cannot float in mid-air), many originate from func-
tional usage, reflecting how humans interact with and arrange
these objects. For instance, chairs are commonly positioned
around tables, and items such as cups and bottles are usually
placed on tables rather than chairs, despite the physical pos-
sibility of alternative arrangements. More sophisticated pat-
terns also exist; for example, a pizza cutter is typically angled
relative to the pizza to facilitate slicing across its diameter
(as shown in Fig. 1). These intuitive yet diverse relationships
between objects, which we refer to as object-object relation-
ships (OOR), capture the relative poses and scales between
object pairs. Enabling machines to understand and generate
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these natural layouts and spatial relationships is crucial for
various applications, including content creation, immersive
VR/AR experiences, and robotic manipulation tasks aimed
at mimicking human behaviors. However, the diversity of
object relationships, considering object categories, contexts,
and scenarios, makes it challenging to model these patterns
through manual annotation or data collection in controlled
setups.

One promising approach is to learn spatial relationships
between objects from 2D images. However, raw images from
the Internet are often cluttered and overly “wild”, complicat-
ing the learning of precise 3D spatial relationships between
objects. To overcome this limitation, we present an ap-
proach to learn 3D object-object relationships from syntheti-
cally generated 3D samples capturing plausible OORs. Our
method is inspired by recent approaches that pursue human-
object interaction and affordances through synthetic images
generated by pre-trained image diffusion models [17, 26],
where the 2D diffusion model offers effective ways to gener-
ate samples for learning such relations.

We begin by rigorously formalizing our definition of
OOR, considering the relative scale and pose between object
categories. To address the scarcity of available 3D data for
learning OORs across diverse object pairs, we introduce a
framework that efficiently generates diverse and realistic 3D
spatial relationship samples from synthesized 2D images,
eliminating the need for labor-intensive data collection or
manual annotation. Our 3D lifting pipeline provides a robust
solution to reconstruct 3D samples from synthetically gener-
ated multi-view 2D images of object-pairs. Next, we present
a text-conditioned OOR diffusion based on a score-based
model [59, 73] in the spatial parametric space, capable of
modeling relative rotations, translations, and scales between
objects across diverse scenarios. Our OOR diffusion gen-
erates various OOR patterns conditioned on a text prompt
describing the scene context. To enhance generalization, we
leverage LLM [42] for text context augmentation, expanding
our dataset to cover 475 distinct OOR scenarios. In addi-
tion, we extend our pairwise OOR modeling to multi-object
settings, capturing the spatial relationships among multiple
objects within a shared 3D space. Through extensive experi-
ments, we demonstrate the robustness of our method across
various object-object spatial relationships. Furthermore, we
present several real-world 3D scene arrangement tasks as
key applications of our OOR diffusion model.

In summary, our main contributions are as follows: (1)
We formulate a novel representation for object-object spatial
relationships (OOR); (2) We introduce an effective pipeline
for generating diverse 3D OOR data from synthetic images,
incorporating prompting strategies, data augmentation, and
filtering; (3) We propose a text-conditioned score-based dif-
fusion model to effectively model the OOR distribution. To
improve generalization across diverse OOR scenarios, we

incorporate LLM-based text augmentation. Moreover, we
extend pairwise OOR modeling to the multi-object setting by
introducing an optimization strategy guided by novel infer-
ence losses; (4) We demonstrate the capability of our OOR
diffusion model for 3D scene editing through an optimiza-
tion technique that directly leverages the score function of
the underlying distribution—a key property of score-based
models.

2. Related Work
Learning Object Spatial Relationships. In the field of
robotics, research on spatial relations between objects has
primarily focused on teaching robots to learn and replicate
object placement [3, 20, 24, 29, 37, 40, 45, 52, 67]. However,
these methods often overlook complex relationships, like ”a
teapot pouring tea into a teacup.” In object detection, there
is a growing emphasis on leveraging spatial relationships
between objects to improve detection performance, partic-
ularly for identifying occluded or challenging-to-recognize
objects [33, 76]. For indoor scenes, the availability of 3D
datasets [5, 11, 22, 51, 56, 60] capturing object-object spa-
tial relationships has accelerated progress in layout estima-
tion [32, 78], CAD model retrieval [12, 16, 23, 28, 31, 38],
and scene generation [44, 70]. However, these methods
are limited to predefined object categories, whereas our ap-
proach addresses unbounded object pairs.
Learning from Pre-trained 2D Diffusion Models. Advent
of diffusion models [7, 18, 55] significantly boosting perfor-
mance and accelerating advancements in the field. Accord-
ingly, various research efforts have focused on leveraging
the vast 2D knowledge embedded in pre-trained diffusion
models to extract new insights and enable novel applications.
CHORUS [17] and ComA [26] propose a method to learn
human-object relationships and interactions from inconsis-
tent 2D image pools generated by diffusion. Our method is
inspired by these and models object-object relationships be-
yond human-object relationships. However, unlike humans,
pose estimation of objects is more difficult, making our task
a bit more challenging. Moreover, various approaches have
been developed to extract semantic features from images
using pre-trained diffusion models[39, 69, 71, 72, 75].
Score-based Diffusion Models. A score-based generative
model [57, 58] models a distribution using the score function,
which is often more tractable than directly computing the
likelihood. Also in [59], it was integrated with diffusion
models. Score-based approaches are widely adopted not
only for image generation but also for pose generation and
estimation tasks for objects [21, 73] and humans [4, 36, 53].
In particular, GenPose [73] is the backbone of our OOR
diffusion, which estimates the 6D pose of a given point
cloud. However, our OOR diffusion takes text as a condition
instead of point clouds, and models not only object poses
but also scales.
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3. Method

We present a method for learning object-object spatial re-
lationships (OOR) from synthetically generated 2D images
by pre-trained diffusion models. We model OOR based on
relative poses and scales of a pair of objects in canonical
space. In Sec. 3.1 we formalize our definition of OOR. Then,
in Sec. 3.2, we describe our pipeline for constructing 3D
OOR dataset by generating 2D synthetic images and uplift-
ing them to 3D. Finally, in Sec. 3.3, we present our OOR
diffusion model trained on the generated 3D OOR dataset
to learn the distribution of object-object relationships. We
further extend our approach from pairwise to multi-object
OORs, enabling the modeling of spatial relationships among
multiple objects within a shared space.

3.1. Formulating Object-Object Relationship

We define OOR as the relative poses and scales between
a pair of object categories within a context specified by a
text prompt c which describes object categories and their
spatial relationships. Each 3D object instance is represented
within an instance canonical space where coordinates are
defined by centering the origin at the midpoint of the ob-
ject’s tightest 3D bounding box. The 3D Bbox’s up-vector
is aligned to the y-axis, and its ground plane is parallel with
the x-z plane. The frontal side of the object, typically the
most observable view, faces the positive z-axis, although
our method accommodates any canonical orientation. In this
canonical space, the scale is normalized such that the longest
edge of the 3D bounding box is set to 1, while keeping the
aspect ratios of the objects. See Fig. 2 for an example. To
account for varying aspect ratios within the same object cat-
egory for spatial relation modeling, we further consider the
scale-normalized canonical space where the 3D bounding
box is normalized into a unit cube with length 1 with all
axes. We consider the scaling factor s ∈ R3

+ defined per
each object instance to recover the original aspect ratio from
the scale-normalized one: x = s · x̂, where x̂ ∈ R3 is the 3D
point in the scale-normalized canonical space and x ∈ R3

is the 3D point in the original instance canonical space with
original aspect ratio.

Given a pair of objects, we denote one as a base object
and the other as a target, formulating OOR as the relative
poses and scales of a target object with respect to a base
object. For example, given a context addressed as a text
prompt c, “A teapot pouring tea into a teacup”, we model
the OOR as the relative poses and scales of the teapot (a
target object) with respect to the teacup (a base object) in the
teacup’s canonical space. Note that we can consider either
object as the base object without loss of generality.

Specifically, given a text prompt c describing the OOR
context, a base object categoryB, and a target object category
T , their OOR distribution pT →B

c and OOR sample ϕ are

Scale-Normalized Canonical 
Space for Base Object

Scale-Normalized Canonical 
Space for Target Object

Base Instance Canonical Space

Figure 2. Our Coordinate Systems. We conceptually model the
transformation from a scale-normalized space, where the tightest
3D bounding box of each object is normalized to the unit cube, to a
canonical space for each object instance within an object category.

defined as follows:

ϕ ∼ pT →B
c , ϕ = (RT →B, tT →B, sT →B, sB), (1)

where RT →B ∈ SO(3), tT →B ∈ R3, and sT →B ∈ R3
+

represent the rotation, translation, and scale transformations
that convert a point x̂T ∈ T of the target object (in the
scale-normalized canonical space) into the instance canoni-
cal space of the base object, resulting in xT →B:

xT →B = RT →B · (sT →B ⊙ x̂T ) + tT →B, (2)

where ⊙ denotes the element-wise product. The sB ∈ R3
+

is the scaling factor to convert from the point in the scale-
normalized space, x̂B, into the instance space with the origi-
nal aspect ratio of it:

xB = sB ⊙ x̂B. (3)

Intuitively, an OOR sample ϕ represents a plausible relative
spatial relationship for the target object relative to the base
object. The use of a non-isotropic scaling factor sB ∈ R3

+

that accounts for the original aspect ratio of the 3D BBox is
important, as OOR is inherently influenced by object size
and shape. For instance, understanding the dimensions and
height of a table’s top panel is essential when positioning
objects on it, an aspect we approximate using the bounding
box scale in our formulation.

3.2. 3D OOR Samples Generation
To effectively learn OOR defined in Eqs. 1– 3, diverse 3D
samples showing plausible spatial relationships of each ob-
ject pair are required. In particular, we consider the distri-
butions conditioned on each text prompt c, to capture the
contextual nuances of these relationships, as spatial con-
figurations can vary across different contexts even for the
same object pair. Given the fact that obtaining such 3D
samples from the real-world is challenging, we present a
novel pipeline for synthetically collecting diverse 3D sam-
ples, leveraging pre-trained 2D diffusion models and an
advanced 3D uplifting process to generate 3D OOR samples.
High-quality 2D OOR Images Synthesis. We use an off-
the-shelf text-to-image model [2] to generate images that
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Text Prompt 
“A pizza cutter cuts a pizza” Find Relative Pose and ScalePseudo Multi-view Generation & SfM Feature Extraction

Figure 3. Dataset Generation Overview. For a given text prompt related to an object pair, we obtain multi-view images and point clouds
using off-the-shelf models. Then, we lift pixel features to obtain 3D point features. We repeat the same process for the rendered images of
collected meshes. Finally, we perform Procrustes analysis with RANSAC to estimate the relative pose and scale of each object.

aligned to the desired OOR context specified by a text prompt
c. We design the prompt with specific strategies to facilitate
the later 3D lifting process, including: (1) appending “white
background” to the end of the prompt to ensure the full
shape of each object is clearly visible; (2) incorporating
object shape descriptions to better align with our template
object meshes for categories with diverse shapes, such as
chairs; (3) Adjusting the viewpoint to mitigate image frame
constraints for category pairs with large scale differences,
such as (table, teacup). Additionally, we further diversify the
OOR image samples using the image-to-video model [62] to
generate diverse OORs within the context. Each frame of the
synthesized video is used as an additional synthesized 2D
sample, ignoring temporal information. Further discussion
of prompting and augmentation strategies is provided in
Sec. A.
Pseudo Multi-view Generation and SfM. Given an image
that includes the OOR cues for the target object pair, we pro-
duce pseudo-multi-view images using an off-the-shelf novel
view synthesis method, SV3D [64], which generates novel
view images on the orbital viewpoint changes by taking a
single image input. To enhance multi-view synthesis quality,
we first apply a segmentation method [25, 30, 35, 50] to re-
main the relevant object pair only, removing all background
clutter. While the pseudo-multi-view synthesis produces
visually plausible outputs, it does not guarantee perfect ge-
ometric consistency across views. Interestingly, we find
that the recent learning-based structure-from-motion (SfM)
approach, VGGSfM [65], produces plausible 3D reconstruc-
tion outputs from synthesized multi-view inputs. However,
this method still occasionally fails to produce reliable 3D
outputs, so we filter out unsuccessful reconstructions by
checking the number of 3D points in the resulting point
clouds. As the output of SfM, we obtain the 3D point cloud
P = {Pj}Nj=1, Pj ∈ R3, and their corresponding 2D key-
points, {pk

j }
mj

k=1, pk
j ∈ R2, where N denotes the number

of 3D points, and mj is the number of corresponding 2D
keypoints for the j-th 3D point.
Pose and Scale Extraction through Mesh Registration.
Given the point cloud P reconstructed in a certain coordinate

system (denoted as point cloud space), we register the base
object’s template meshMB and the target object’s template
meshMT from their canonical spaces to the point cloud.
From this registration, we compute their relative spatial trans-
formation Trel, which is parameterized by Eq. 1.

We first separate the 3D points cloud into the base object
part and the target object part, resulting in the base object
points PB and target object points PT . To achieve this,
we apply a 2D segmentation method on the pseudo-multi-
view 2D images. We find that treating the pseudo-multi-
view images as a video and applying a video segmentation
model [48, 49] shows better segmentation quality. Next, we
register each template mesh into the corresponding point
cloud. For simplicity, we omit the object indicator, and
denote the point clouds as P and the template mesh in the
canonical space asM.

To register each mesh to the point cloud space, we lever-
age the semantic correspondence features [72] by extracting
the cues from 2D views. Specifically, for each 3D point Pj ,
we consider its corresponding 2d projections in the corre-
sponding 2D image space {pk

j }
mj

k=1 and extract the semantic
features fkj ∈ RF at each pixel via the method of [72], where
F is the semantic feature dimension (F=768 in practice). We
apply the same 2D semantic feature extraction process for
each point on the template mesh model Mj from its rendered
2D views. Then we aggregate the semantic features from 2D
views into a single feature vector for the corresponding 3D
point. Rather than directly taking the mean of the 2D feature
vectors, we find that it is more effective to reduce the dimen-
sion of the semantic features by applying PCA [19] as a way
to extract more important signals and reduce noisy parts. To
apply PCA, we aggregate all 2D features from both pseudo-
multi-view images and rendered template mesh images, and
reduce the semantic feature dimensions to f ′

k
j ∈ RF ′

, where
F ′ < F (F ′= 15 in practice). Finally, for each 3D point, we
compute the mean feature vector from the corresponding 2D
features in the reduced feature dimension. The effectiveness
of this PCA-based dimensionality reduction for registration
is demonstrated in our experiments (Sec. 4.4).
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Figure 4. Training Process of OOR Diffusion. Our OOR diffu-
sion generates OOR samples by taking the context c, base object
category B, and target object category T as text conditions.

Given the semantic features associated with the 3D point
cloud and template mesh points, we establish correspon-
dences by identifying nearest neighbors based on cosine sim-
ilarity among semantic features. We retain only those whose
similarity exceeds a certain threshold. We use Procrustes
analysis [14, 15] with RANSAC [10] for the registration,
followed by ICP to further refine it [1]. To this end, we
obtain the transformation T fromM to P:

T (M; s,R, t) = s ·RM+ t ≈ P, (4)

where T is parameterized by 3D rotation R ∈ SO(3), 3D
translation t ∈ R3, and an isotropic scaling factor s ∈ R+,
transforming the point in the mesh templateM into the point
cloud space P .

By applying this registration process per each template
model, we can compute the transformation from each mesh
template model into a common point cloud space: TB→P
and TT →P . Finally, we can find the relative pose and scale
of theMT relative toMB, denoted as TT →B:

TT →B = TP→B ◦ TT →P ,

TT →B :MT 7→ sT →B ·RT →BMT + tT →B,
(5)

where TP→B is the inverse transformation of TB→P . Note
that we use an isotropic scaling factor s ∈ R+ for simplic-
ity during the registration by keeping the original aspect
ratio. After the registration, we multiply the size of the tight-
est 3D bounding box to represent the same 3D bbox scale
representation defined in Eq. 1, as follows:

sT →B := sT →B ∗ BBOX(T ),
sB := BBOX(B).

(6)

Fig. 3 shows the overview of OOR dataset generation pro-
cess. In practice, to account for the shape difference between
the template mesh and the reconstructed outputs, we use
several template meshes as candidates and select the one that
best fits the reconstructed object based on the DINO [6, 43]
features. We also apply a series of automatic filtering pro-
cesses to remove unreliable samples. See Sec. A for details.

3.3. OOR Diffusion
We model the pairwise OOR distribution pT →B

c via a dif-
fusion model conditioned by various OOR contexts c, with

mouse

on

on

on next to

in front of

desk

monitor

keyboard

Figure 5. Scene Graph Example. The scene graph for multi-object
OOR is represented as a connected DAG with one start node.

our collected dataset in Sec. 3.2. Our OOR diffusion model
is based on a score-based model, following the approach
of GenPose [73] that is originally introduced for 6D object
pose estimation. Let our OOR diffusion Ψθ, parameterized
with θ. Then Ψθ models the noised score function at time
step t of the pT →B

c :

Ψθ(ϕt, t|c,B, T ) = ∇ϕt
log pT →B

c (ϕt), (7)

where ϕt is a noised OOR sample at time step t, c is the text
prompt of OOR context, B, and T represent base object cat-
egory and target object category, respectively. Specifically,
we take c, B, and T as text input and encode them with the
pre-trained T5 text encoder [47]. According to Denoising
Score Matching(DSM) [63], by optimizing the following
objective function, we can obtain Eq. 7:

Lscore(θ) = Et

[
λtEϕ,ϕt

[∥∥∥∥Ψθ(ϕt, t|c,B, T )−
ϕ− ϕt

σ(t)2

∥∥∥∥2
2

]]
, (8)

where t ∼ (ϵ, 1) with minimal noise level ϵ, ϕ ∼ pT →B
c ,

ϕt ∼ N (ϕ, σ2(t)I), σ2(t) is variance factor that increases
exponentially with noise level, and λt is regularization term
according to noise level. The model architecture and training
process of our OOR diffusion are shown in Fig. 4. For the
inference, we can sample an OOR ϕ ∼ pT →B

c , from pure
Gaussian noise using the reverse ODE process [8, 59], which
solves the following Probability Flow ODE from t = 1 to
t = ϵ:

dϕt

dt
= −σ(t)σ̇(t)∇ϕt

log pT →B
c (ϕt). (9)

Text Context Augmentation. For better generalization, we
leverage an LLM [42] to diversify the OOR context c in two
ways. First, we augment c with variations in prompt phras-
ing (e.g., verbs and sentence structure), while preserving
the original semantic meaning. Second, we also diversify
the object categories where the same relations hold. For
example, the context “A teapot pours tea into a teacup” can
represent similar spatial relations with “A kettle pours tea
into a cup”, despite referring to different object pairs. We
prompt the LLM to suggest alternative object categories
with similar shapes and sizes that can substitute the con-
text c, while preserving the same OOR distributions. We
find that our text context augmentation improves general-
ization by enabling OOR modeling under a broader range

5



of contextual conditions. For details on data augmentation,
see Sec. B. As a result, we train our model for 475 distinct
contexts with 23750 text prompts, each capturing various
spatial relationships between object pairs across 188 object
categories.
Extend to Multi-object OOR. To model the spatial rela-
tionships of multiple objects within a shared 3D space, we
present a method to extend our pairwise OOR contexts into
multi-object OORs. Given a set of pairwise contextual con-
ditions describing a scene with multiple objects (e.g., Fig. 5),
we aim to generate multi-object OORs from n pairwise OOR
distributions, {ϕpi

t }ni=1 ∼ {pi}
n
i=1, where pi represent the

i-th pairwise OOR. Specifically, we represent a scene as
a connected Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) with a single
starting node (global base), as shown in Fig. 5. Each node
represents an object, while each edge represents a pairwise
OOR, where base-target object relationships are structured
as parent and child nodes. The final scene layout is deter-
mined by setting the global base node as the reference for the
global coordinate system, and sequentially applying the sam-
pled pairwise spatial relations(ϕpi

t ) following the graph path
to position all objects within the global coordinate system.

However, naively sampling from each pairwise OOR in-
troduces two critical challenges: (1) collisions may occur
between objects, (2) inconsistency issues arise when mul-
tiple pairwise relations define an object’s pose and scale
differently. For instance, in Fig. 5, the keyboard’s spatial
pose and scale can be determined via two distinct paths, rel-
ative to either the monitor or the mouse. Since these paths
may yield different OOR layouts, a simple averaging of mul-
tiple available OOR cues may not produce a plausible final
arrangement.

To address these issues, we present an approach to infer
all multi-object OORs Φ = {ϕpi

t }
n
i=1 simultaneously, by

including our novel loss terms: collision loss C(Φ) and
inconsistency loss I(Φ). This modifies the reverse ODE
process in Eq. 9 for all i as follows:

dϕpi

t

dt
= −σ(t)σ̇(t)∇ϕ

pi
t
log pi(ϕ

pi

t )

+λ1∇ϕ
pi
t
C(Φ) + λ2∇ϕ

pi
t
I(Φ),

(10)

where λ1 and λ2 are weight terms. The collision loss penal-
izes overlapping axis-aligned bounding boxes of positioned
objects based on the sampled OOR cues. Note that the
collision loss is only applied to object pairs without an ex-
plicitly defined OOR(i.e., two non-adjacent nodes) in the
scene. In other words, for each object pair without an explic-
itly defined OOR, we assume that their spatial relationship
corresponds to a non-colliding configuration. The inconsis-
tency loss minimizes the variance among OOR cues for the
same object from different base object paths. See Sec. B for
details of inconsistency loss.

Metrics SMC [61] SceneTeller [41] Ours
CLIP Score ↑ 28.54 29.06 29.11
VQA Score ↑ 0.61 0.68 0.69
VLM Score ↑ 49.83 64.67 75.67
User Study(%) ↑ 22.21 23.77 54.02

Table 1. Quantitative Comparisons of Pairwise OOR Genera-
tion. For each method, we evaluate the CLIP score [46], the VQA
score [34], our proposed VLM score [68], and conduct a user study.

4. Experiments

We demonstrate the practical efficacy and generalization of
our method through four main experiments. In Sec. 4.1, we
show that our diffusion model generates OORs that fit the
text context more plausibly and effectively than other meth-
ods. Sec. 4.2 demonstrates our advanced sampling approach
produces significantly better results compared to text-to-3D
models. In Sec. 4.3, we present an optimization technique
that leverages the characteristics of the score-based model
as an application of our OOR diffusion. Finally, Sec 4.4
presents an ablation study, verifying the superiority of our
dataset generation method.

4.1. Pairwise OOR Generation

Baseline Methods. Since the concept of object-object spa-
tial relationships (OOR) is new in the field, there exists no
existing competitor with the same goal. Thus, we compare
our method with LLM-based methods that achieve similar
goals: SceneMotifCoder(SMC) [61], which focuses on 3D
object alignments, and SceneTeller [41], which deals with
3D layout on a plane.

SceneMotifCoder (SMC) [61] is an example-driven visual
program learning method. It takes text prompts as input and
produces 3D object alignments by selecting and arranging
meshes from a mesh pool. Given an example of a GT text
prompt and mesh alignments in training, SMC analyzes
patterns within the input, generates programs, and updates
the program when new examples are introduced. During the
inference process, when an input text comes in, LLM maps it
to an appropriate task, and the program produces 3D object
arrangements with the retrieved meshes from the candidate
mesh pool. We convert our template mesh pairs obtained
in the dataset generation process (Sec. 3.2) into the SMC
format. Since SMC is not concerned about the relative scale
between objects, we use meshes with scales in our OOR
dataset as a mesh pool during inference.

SceneTeller [41] leverages LLMs for in-context learn-
ing by providing the LLM with pairs of (GT text prompt,
GT scene layout), enabling it to generate the appropriate
scene layout for a test prompt. However, existing methods
only focus on the layout for placement on the plane. To
generate (GT text prompt, GT OOR) pairs, we instruct the
LLM with our world coordinate system and object canoni-
cal space. Then, we provide the GT OORs for generating
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“A hammer drives a nail”

SMC SceneTeller Ours

“A spoon scoops out of a bowl”

“A camping chair is facing the campfire”

“A chair is tucked under the desk”

“A boxing glove punches a punching bag”

“A violin bow plays a violin”

“A fork is poking the steak”

“A plunger unclogging a toilet”

Figure 6. Qualitative Comparisons of Pairwise OOR Generation. Our method models object-object spatial relationships better than
LLM-based baselines.

corresponding text prompts. It also allows LLM to generate
additional prompts for inference based on the generated GT
prompts. For rotation, Euler angles format is chosen as the
representation because LLMs tend to generate incomplete
SO(3) matrices.

Metrics. Since there is no existing metric for OOR, we
introduce several evaluation metrics to assess text prompt
alignment with the plausibility of spatial relationship outputs
in multi-view renderings. The CLIP score [46] measures text-
image alignment by averaging CLIP model logits. The VQA
score [34] leverages a VQA model to assess object composi-
tion and relations. However, since these methods evaluate
per single image, we adopt GPTEval3D [68] to evaluate the
text-to-3D alignment in multi-view images by leveraging

VLMs [42]. Inspired by this, we propose the VLM score,
which evaluates how well OOR is represented in multi-view
images. The VLM score is measured in a pairwise manner,
averaging the percentage of times a method is preferred (with
a maximum score of 100), while allowing ties. Additionally,
we conduct a user study on CloudResearch, surveying a total
of 92 respondents. Details on guided prompts for VLM and
the questionnaire for user study are in Sec. C.

Results. We evaluate both our method and the baselines on
a total of 150 scenes derived from 30 category pairs with 5
scenes generated per prompt. Each scene is rendered into 10
views with a white background. SMC provides the arranged
meshes itself, while SceneTeller provides the relative pose
and scale. The baselines can reason about simple spatial re-
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GraphDreamer Ours

3 objs: (cutting board, apple, knife)

4 objs: (desk, monitor, keyboard, mouse)

5 objs: (pan, salt shaker, salt shaker, salt shaker, salt shaker)

Original Canny Edge Depth 

Figure 7. Qualitative Comparisons of Multi-object OOR Gen-
eration. We generate multi-object OOR by combining each sample
from our pairwise OOR diffusion model. Our method better cap-
tures multi-object OOR compared to the diffusion-based text-to-3D
model.

Canny Edge ControlNet Depth ControlNet
Metrics GraphDreamer [13] Ours GraphDreamer Ours
CLIP Score ↑ 27.09 28.73 28.51 28.47
VQA Score ↑ 0.44 0.71 0.62 0.79

Original Rendering
Metrics GraphDreamer Ours
VLM Score ↑ 2.50 97.50
User Study(%) ↑ 11.88 88.12

Table 2. Quantitative Comparisons of Multi-object OOR Gen-
eration.

lationships such as “on” or “next to” reasonably but struggle
with functional relationships. Fig. 6 shows a qualitative com-
parison for rendered multi-view images between our method
and baselines for these examples. In the case of SMC, de-
spite the program handling translation appropriately, it often
completely misinterprets rotation information. SceneTeller,
on the other hand, benefits from the strong in-context learn-
ing capability of LLMs, enabling reasonable estimations.
However, due to the inherent limitation of estimating 3D
information without direct 3D data, it lacks fine-grained con-
trol. In contrast, our OOR diffusion demonstrates superior
sampling capabilities compared to the baselines, leveraging
its effective learning of the OOR distribution with respect to
the text context. Tab. 1 shows that our method outperforms
baselines for all metrics.

4.2. Multi-object OOR Generation

Implementation Details. The specific settings for the
weight terms in Eq. 10 are as follows: (1) λ1 =
min( 100t ), 104); (2) λ2 = min( 100t2 , 105). Additionally, this
constraint is applied starting from t = 0.5.
Baseline Method. Since SMC and SceneTeller cannot be
directly extended to multi-object OOR using only pairwise
OOR data, we compare our model to another baseline Graph-
Dreamer [13], which generates compositional 3D scenes
from text inputs. While GraphDreamer generates multiple
objects, it employs neural implicit representation [66] for
3D objects, which may result in low texture quality. This dif-
ference makes direct comparison challenging, as our method

renders scenes with template meshes. To mitigate the impact
of rendering quality, we use ControlNet [74] to standardize
the output style of synthesized images by using Canny edge
or depth as guidance.
Metrics. We use the same metrics as in Sec. 4.1. However,
for per-image scores such as CLIP score and VQA score,
we apply them only to the ControlNet-generated images.
Meanwhile, for multi-view-dependent metrics such as VLM
score and user study(conducted with 81 respondents), we
evaluate the original renderings. We guide both the VLM
and human evaluators to ignore rendering quality and focus
primarily on OOR.
Results. We evaluate 20 scenes where 3 to 5 objects have
spatial relations with each other. As shown in Fig. 7, Graph-
Dreamer often fails to capture OOR (e.g., “A knife cuts an
apple.”). It even omits certain objects, such as a computer
mouse or a salt shaker. In contrast, our method reliably
generates multi-object OOR by leveraging pairwise OOR
knowledge. The quantitative comparison in Tab. 2 further
demonstrates the superiority of our method, especially in the
case of VLM score and user study.

4.3. Applications of OOR for Scene Editing
Our OOR diffusion, built on a score-based model, enables
the application of optimization techniques in various 3D
scene editing scenarios.
Denoising 3D Scene Arrangement. Given a scene with
multiple objects in a noisy arrangement, we use our method
to “denoise” the arrangement, producing a more plausible
and realistic object arrangement. Intuitively, we use our
OOR diffusion to guide the noisy input arrangements toward
high-likelihood regions in the OOR distribution. For sim-
plicity, consider a scene with a pair of objects, a base object
and a target object, (B, T ), with a relationship defined by
context c. Given a noisy scene arrangement ϕ0 as input, our
method optimizes the OOR ϕ ∼ pT →B

c by minimizing the
following objective function:

Larrange(ϕ) = ||ϕ− ϕ0||22 − λ1 log p
T →B
c (ϕ), (11)

where λ1 is a weight term. By minimizing Eq. 11, our
method projects the input arrangement ϕ0 into a higher-
likelihood region under pT →B

c . The gradient of the objective
function is:

∇ϕLarrange(ϕ) = 2(ϕ− ϕ0)− λ1∇ϕ log p
T →B
c (ϕ). (12)

Using Eq. 7, we can approximate the gradient of log-
likelihood term as, Ψθ(ϕ, ϵ|c,B, T ) ≈ ∇ϕ log p

T →B
c (ϕ).

Thus, we update ϕ with the following gradient descent:

ϕ← ϕ− η[(ϕ− ϕ0)− λ1Ψθ(ϕ, ϵ|c,B, T )], (13)

where η = 0.01 and λ1 = 0.01. Since the scale of each
object is predetermined here, we only need to update the
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Original scene Add pan Add salt shaker A salt shaker sprinkles salt into a pan

Original scene

“A chair is tucked under a table” “A teacup on a table” “A teapot on a table”

A teapot pouring tea into a teacup

(a)

Iteration

(b)

(c)

Figure 8. Scene Editing Results. Results of editing the original ParaHome scene, which includes a table, chair, teacup, and teapot, using
our OOR diffusion. (a) adding random noise to the original scene and then rearranging it. (b) applying the context “A teapot pouring tea into
a teacup” to the original scene. (c) adding a pan and a salt shaker to the original scene and applying “A salt shaker sprinkles salt into a pan.”

relative pose ϕ′ = (RT →B, tT →B). For multi-object scenar-
ios, we leverage the introduced loss terms, C(Φ) and I(Φ),
in Eq. 10. In practice, optimization is completed within 50
steps.

Applying Different Contexts for the Rearrangement. We
use our method to apply different scene contexts c given
a scene arrangement. This can be performed by replacing
the input context c in our OOR diffusion and applying the
rearrangement with our optimization pipeline (Eqs. 11– 13).

Adding New Objects. Our method enables adding new
objects into the scene by applying multi-object OOR genera-
tion (Eq. 10) to optimize their relative poses, while keeping
the OORs in the existing scene and the scale of the inserted
objects fixed.

Results. We demonstrate the efficacy of our OOR models for
scene arrangement tasks using ParaHome DB [27], which
provides 3D scenes with separate object meshes. Fig. 8(a)
shows the result of rearranging (denoising) a scene after
adding random noise to the original scene. In Fig. 8(b), we
apply a scene context, where the teapot, which is initially
placed next to the teacup, is adjusted to pour tea into the
teacup. Finally, in Fig. 8(c), we demonstrate adding a pan
and a salt shaker which are not originally present in the table,
and then applying an optimization with a different scene
context: “A salt shaker sprinkles salt into a pan”.

Input Image

w/o  
PCA

w/o 
Segmentation

Full

Matching Results

Figure 9. Ablation Study for Data Generation. We show that ap-
plying PCA to features of points and separating the base object and
target object through segmentation for matching in better results.

4.4. Ablation Study

We compare our OOR distribution to the real data distribu-
tion and perform an ablation study to provide further justifi-
cation for our OOR data generation pipeline.
Dataset. We use the ParaHome DB [27], which captures
dynamic 3D movements of humans and objects in a home
environment. We extract three OOR distributions: (‘cutter
board’, ‘knife’), (‘teacup, ‘teapot’), and (‘pan’, ‘salt shaker’).
To exclude the approach and departure of humans relative
to an object, we use the middle 70% of sequences. Since
there is only one instance for each category, the scale is
constant. Therefore, we construct a joint distribution for
(RT →B, tT →B).
Baseline Methods. We ablate our mesh registration pipeline
(Sec. 3.2) by removing point cloud separation and PCA on
semantic features (SD+DINO [72]), comparing them with
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Methods
Fréchet distance (FD) ↓

PCA Segmentation
✓ 1.87

✓ 1.50
✓ ✓ 1.43

Table 3. Ablation Study for Data Generation. We demonstrate
the superiority of our data generation method through an ablation
study. We compare the similarity between real data’s OOR distribu-
tions and synthetic OOR distributions produced by our approach.

our full pipeline.
Metric. We use the Fréchet distance (FD) [9] to measure
distribution similarity. When two distributions p and q are
approximated by a multivariate Gaussian, the FD score d of
the two distributions is given by:

d2 = ∥µp − µq∥2 + tr
(
Σp +Σq − 2 (ΣpΣq)

1/2
)
, (14)

where µp is mean of p, µq is mean of q, Σp is covariance
matrix of p, and Σq is covariance matrix of q. Since rotation
and translation have different units in each context, we train
a 3-layer MLP encoder-decoder on 50M randomly sampled
rotation matrix and translation vector. Then we compute FD
in the learned 128D feature space.
Results. Tab. 3 shows that our method produces closer
OOR distributions to real data than baselines, validating our
full pipeline. Fig. 9 further demonstrates the advantage of
our segmentation and PCA modules. Without segmenta-
tion, registration often misaligns objects, and PCA enhances
accuracy, yielding more realistic OOR samples.

5. Discussion
We present a novel approach to learning object-object spatial
relationships (OOR) from synthetic 3D samples, leveraging
pre-trained 2D diffusion models. We formulate a novel
concept of OOR, and introduce a comprehensive pipeline for
synthesizing 3D OOR samples, which can be applicable for
any unbounded object categories. We develop a score-based
diffusion model specifically designed to model 3D spatial
relationships between objects. Furthermore, we demonstrate
the scalability of our method by proposing a method to
generate muti-object OOR by extending our pairwise OOR
models. We also demonstrate the potential of our method
for real-world tasks by showing that scene editing can be
effectively implemented via score-based updates. As a future
direction, more factors, such as detailed object shapes, can
be considered as additional factors to determine OOR.
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(a) (d)(c)(b)

Figure 10. Controllability of Diffusion Models Through Text
Prompts. Each is an output image of diffusion generated with the
following prompt: (a) “A table with a teacup on top.” (b) Adding
“White background.” to the end of the prompt. (c) Specifying the
shape and texture of the table as “four-legged rectangular marble
table.” (d) Specifying the camera view via “, from a diagonal angle.”

A. Details on Dataset Generation

Text Prompts for Image Generation. The controllability of
diffusion via text prompts offers advantages in learning OOR
from synthetic images over real-world images by generat-
ing realistic OOR images while simultaneously enhancing
their learnability through precise control. Fig. 10 illustrates
this clearly. (a) shows an image generated with a simple
prompt: “A table with a teacup on top.” While the image
is highly realistic, it poses challenges for learning the OOR
between the “table” and “teacup” because the full shape
of the table is not visible. (b) shows the result of adding
“White background.” to the end of the prompt, which directs
focus to the two objects and ensures that their full shapes
are captured within the image frame without the need for
additional context. (c) demonstrates control over the object’s
shape and texture in the generated image. This facilitates the
registration of template object meshes. Finally, (d) shows
how to mitigate frame size constraints by controlling the
camera view. This is useful for capturing OOR between ob-
jects with large size differences, such as a table and a teacup,
or between objects positioned at some distance, such as a
monitor and a keyboard. We use the FLUX.1-dev [2] in all
image generation.
Synthetic Image Augmentation via Video Diffusion. We
further augment 2D OOR images using the I2V model [62]
for contexts where dynamic OOR can be generated by hu-
mans. The motivation for using the image-to-video model is
to generate a broader range of relative object relationships
within each context, as image diffusion models typically pro-
duce the most representative configuration (e.g., the pizza
cutter tends to be in the center of a pizza). We then use each
frame from the synthesized videos as additional synthetic
2D samples, disregarding their temporal information. See
Fig. 11 for the example result.
Best Template Selection. If the shape of the object in the
synthetic image and the template mesh are very different,
mesh registration often fails. Therefore, for each category,
we collect several template meshes as candidates and select
the template that best matches the object in the image. To do
this, we obtain DINO [6, 43] features for M pseudo multi-

Mesh Fitting Results

Generated by 2D Diffusion Output Frames from I2V Model

Figure 11. Image Augmentation via Image-to-Video Model. We
diversify scenes with dynamic object-object spatial relationships
using the image-to-video model.

view images and N mesh multi-view renderings, and select
the mesh with the highest value by calculating the average
of cosine similarity for N ×M pairs. We collect template
meshes from Sketchfab [54]. There are 96 template meshes
used for data generation.
Filtering Process. Our filtering process is automated in the
following steps: First, we filter out all the bad quality images
where segmentation and SfM fail. In the process from SfM
to feature matching, we filter out if the number of points
corresponding to each base object and target object is less
than 100. The cosine similarity threshold is set to 0.7 in
most cases. There may still be misalignment between the
registered mesh and the point clouds. We use the Chamfer
Distance from the mesh to the point clouds. The threshold
is adjusted according to the scale of the registered mesh.
Most of the bad samples are filtered out through a series
of processes, but some cases, such as flipped meshes, may
remain. We use VLM [42] to filter out the last remaining
bad samples. Specifically, we render combinations of base
and target objects, and then ask VLM to judge whether the
multi-view images align well with the text prompt, using
the same criteria as when measuring the VLM score. The
filtering ratio is 0.46 to 0.88. However, since our approach
is based on fully synthetic data, we can iterate this process
as needed to obtain a sufficient number of high-quality 3D
outputs. We obtain 30 to 216 samples per context.

B. Details on OOR Diffusion.

Our OOR diffusion is trained for 20,000 epochs, taking about
10 hours on an RTX 6000 48GB.
Architecture Implementation. We follow the implementa-
tion of ScoreNet in GenPose [73] for our score-based OOR
diffusion. However, we take text as a condition instead of
point clouds. For this, we introduce the T5 text encoder [47].
Also, unlike Genpose, which only deals with the scores of
rotation, translation, we also consider the 3-dimensional
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Provide {N} English prompts in a single-line list format that describe the situation of "{prompt}". Follow 
these steps sequentially to complete the task:



Step 1



Carefully check the following conditions:

1) Each sentence must start with "A", "An", or "The".



2) Each sentence must include both objects: a {obj1} and a {obj2}.



3) Either object can be the subject of the sentence (each can be the subject individually, or both can be the 
subject together).



4) Include a variety of sentence structures, such as active voice, passive voice, and noun phrases(e.g., 'A 
baseball bat hitting a baseball.').



5) Do not include any objects other than the main two ({obj1}, {obj2}). Keep the sentences simple and 
avoid unnecessary embellishments.



6) If there are verbs that describe the same situation, use different words instead of using the same word in 
every sentence (increase variety). However, you must not force the use of words just to increase diversity. 
Choose words that are appropriate for the given situation of "{prompt}".




Step 2

After creating each sentence, carefully check whether it meets all the conditions. If any sentence does not 
satisfy the conditions, rewrite it.




Step 3

Once all {N} sentences are created, output them in a single-line list format.

Figure 12. Guided Text prompt Provided to LLM for Text
Context Augmentation. LLM augments on text context c via the
following guided prompt.

scale. For this, in the inference reverse ODE process, we add
guidance to make the scale positive. Following GenPose, we
consider a 6D representation [77] for rotation. Therefore,
our OOR diffusion is learned in a 15-dimensional space (6D
target object rotation, 3D target object translation, 3D target
object scale, 3D base object scale).
Text Context Augmentation. As proposed in Sec. 3.3, we
perform text context augmentation to increase the generality
of OOR diffusion. Through the guided prompts in Fig. 12,
LLM generates various text prompts that describe a given
context c. Object categories are augmented by asking the
LLM to present categories with similar shape and scale that
could replace B and T in the given text context c.
Inconsistency Loss. The inconsistency loss introduced in
Eq. 10 is computed as the average of the following three
inconsistency parts: (1) The scale variance of a global base
object; (2) The pose and scale variance in the global coordi-
nate system derived from different parents; (3) The variance
of each component’s ratio between the scale in the global
coordinate system and the base scale in pairwise OOR, mea-
sured for parent nodes that are not global bases. Specifically,
(1) corresponds to the part related to the desk in Fig. 5. OOR
diffusion generates different sB for each pair, (desk, moni-
tor), (desk, keyboard), and (desk, mouse), within the batch.
In this case, (1) takes the variance of three sB as a loss term.
(2) is the part corresponding to the keyboard in Fig. 5. The
pose and scale of each object in the global coordinate system
are obtained as many times as the number of parent nodes of
the corresponding node in the scene graph. Thus, the vari-
ance of three different poses and scales in global coordinate
systems of the keyboard obtained from the desk, monitor,
and mouse is the loss term in (2). (3) relates to the scale

User Study: Evaluating Object-Object Relationships in Images

In this study, you will be presented with 30 questions, each featuring three sets of 
multi-view images. Your task is to select the set of multi-view images that best 
depicts the object-object spatial relationship described by the given text 
prompt. Please focus solely on the spatial and relational aspects of the objects as 
described in the text prompt, and do not consider other image qualities such as 
texture or artistic details. Your responses will help us better understand how well 
these relationships are conveyed visually.  

This study should take approximately 5 minutes... (text omitted)

�� Which set of multi-view images best illustrates the object-object 
relationship described in the following text prompt: "A knife cuts an 
apple"? 
Please select the set that most accurately represents the spatial and relational 
aspects as described.



1) multi-view images generated by method A

2) multi-view images generated by method B

3) multi-view images generated by method C

Figure 13. Questionnaire for User Study. Participants select the
multi-view image set that best captures the given OOR as instructed
in the questionnaire.

ratio consistency of monitor and mouse, which are parent
nodes but not the global base. For example, the monitor
should maintain consistency between its scale in the global
coordinate system obtained from paths in the scene graph
and the sB of the (monitor, keyboard) OOR sample. They
do not have to be equal, but the ratio of each component
should be constant. For example, if the obtained monitor
scale in the global coordinate system is (0.5, 0.4, 0.2), then
the sB in the (monitor, keyboard) OOR sample should be
(1.0, 0.8, 0.4). The variance of the ratio of each component
of the relevant scales is the loss term in (3).

C. Experiments Details

VLM Score. As described in Sec. 4.1, we propose the
VLM score, inspired by GPTEval3D [68], to evaluate the
alignment between the text context of OOR and multi-view
images. We use VLM (specifically GPT-4o [42]) to compare
two sets of multi-view images, each containing 10 images.
These image sets are generated using our method or base-
lines. VLM is tasked with selecting the image set that better
represents the spatial relationship between objects described
in the text prompt. To ensure a fair comparison, we instruct
VLM to ignore texture quality and focus solely on OOR.
Fig. 14 illustrates the guided prompt we provided to VLM
along with an example response from VLM.
User Study. For the user study, we randomly select one
scene from each of the object pairs per method to create a
total of 30 questions for pairwise OOR generation. Similar
to the VLM score evaluation, participants are instructed to
disregard factors such as texture quality and focus solely on
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System Prompt

User Prompt

Example Response

You are an evaluator who examines multi-view images and determines whether they align well with the text prompt.

You are tasked with reviewing and evaluating multi-view images generated from a text prompt describing the relationship between two objects, '{object_tuple[0]}' 
and '{object_tuple[1]}'.

Prompt: '{prompt}



There are a total of 20 images provided. The first 10 images are multi-view images generated using Method A, while the next 10 images are generated using Method 
B. 



You are to carefully review and determine which method better satisfies the following criteria:

1. Both objects, '{object_tuple[0]}' and '{object_tuple[1]}', should be present in 3D space. Because these are multi-view images, there may be occlusions in some 
views. You need to think in 3D space, combining multi-view images rather than just looking at one image at a time.

2. The spatial relationship between the two objects, as described in the text prompt, should be clearly represented in the multi-view images.

3. The texture of the images or the geometry of each object is not a consideration. As long as the objects are recognizable, you can ignore texture and geometry. 
Focus solely on the object-to-object relationship.



Once again, the first 10 images are generated using method A, the next 10 images are generated using method B.

The text prompt specifies the relationship between the two objects '{object_tuple[0]}' and '{object_tuple[1]}':

'{prompt}'



Indicate which method better satisfies the criteria above and provide a brief explanation for your choice. 



Please make your choice clear by including the phrase 'Choose: Method _' at the end. \nMultiple selection is not allowed. However, if it is difficult to determine 
which is the best, do not choose anything and just print the word 'Cannot choose'.

To evaluate which method better satisfies the criteria, let's analyze the images:



Method A:  

All images clearly show both the apple and the knife. The knife is consistently shown cutting into the apple, accurately representing the spatial relationship described 
in the prompt.



Method B: 

All images include both the apple and the knife. However, the knife is not consistently shown cutting the apple. In some images, the knife is merely near the apple 
without cutting it. Based on the criteria, Method A better satisfies the requirement of depicting the knife cutting the apple.



Choose: Method A

Figure 14. Guided Prompt Provided to VLM for VLM Score Evaluation. Using the guided prompt above, VLM selects the preferred
multi-view image set between the two generated by the different methods.

the OOR. For each question, multi-view image sets generated
by methods A, B, and C are presented, and participants are
asked to select the method that best represents the OOR
described in the text prompt. To prevent bias, the order of
A, B, and C is randomized for each question. We collect
responses from 92 participants in total(81 participants for
multi-OOR evaluation). The detailed questionnaire structure
is illustrated in Fig. 13.

D. Generality of Our methods
Fig. 15 demonstrates the generality of our OOR modeling.
Our OOR diffusion generates appropriate relative poses and
scales even for instances other than the template meshes used
to generate the dataset. We consider the following scales to
maintain the aspect ratio of each instance for both the base
object and the target object:

s′ := Mean(s/BBOX(M)) · BBOX(M), (15)

“A knife slices bread.”

“A plunger unclogs a toilet.”

“A pen writes on a notebook.”

“A boxing glove punches a punching bag.” “A broom sweeps dust into a dustpan.”

“A hammer hits a nail.”

Figure 15. Applying Our OOR Diffusion Samples to Unseen
Instances. Our OOR diffusion still works when applied to instances
other than the template meshes used to generate the dataset.

where s is 3-dimensional scale from OOR diffusion, andM
is an instance mesh.

Fig. 16 shows that our OOR diffusion still produces plau-
sible outputs even for text prompts that are not seen during
training. In the first example, the spatial relation “pour” is
learned, but the object categories “moka pot” and “mug”
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“A moka pot pours coffee into a mug.” “A knife cuts a steak.” “A cutting board is on a table.”

“An apple is on a cutting board.”

Figure 16. Our OOR Diffusion Sampling Results Under Unseen
Text Prompt Condition. Our OOR diffusion also works on text
prompts that are not explicitly seen in training (including new
categories and spatial relations).

are not seen during training. In the second example, both
“steak” and “knife” are categories seen during training, but
the spatial relationship of “cutting steak with a knife” is not
learned. The last example shows a case of multi-object OOR.
The spatial relation of placing a “cutting board” somewhere
is not seen during training, but thanks to the generality of
OOR diffusion, it is correctly placed on the “table”.
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