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Figure 1. 3D orientaion-grounded text-to-image generation results of ORIGEN. We present ORIGEN, the first zero-shot method for 3D
orientation grounding in text-to-image generation across multiple objects and diverse categories. ORIGEN generates high-quality images
that are accurately aligned with the grounding orientation conditions, indicated by the colored arrows, and the input text prompts.

Abstract
We introduce ORIGEN, the first zero-shot method for 3D

orientation grounding in text-to-image generation across
multiple objects and diverse categories. While previ-
ous work on spatial grounding in image generation has
mainly focused on 2D positioning, it lacks control over
3D orientation. To address this, we propose a reward-
guided sampling approach using a pretrained discrimi-
native model for 3D orientation estimation and a one-
step text-to-image generative flow model. While gradient-
ascent-based optimization is a natural choice for reward-
based guidance, it struggles to maintain image realism. In-
stead, we adopt a sampling-based approach using Langevin
dynamics, which extends gradient ascent by simply in-
jecting random noise—requiring just a single additional
line of code. Additionally, we introduce adaptive time
rescaling based on the reward function to accelerate con-
vergence. Our experiments show that ORIGEN outper-
forms both training-based and test-time guidance methods
across quantitative metrics and user studies. Project Page:
https://origen2025.github.io.

*Equal contribution.

1. Introduction
Controllability is a key aspect of generative models, en-
abling precise, user-driven outputs. In image genera-
tion, spatial grounding ensures structured and semantically
meaningful results by incorporating conditions that cannot
be fully specified through text alone. Recent research in-
tegrating spatial instructions, such as bounding boxes [3,
36, 37, 40, 50] and segmentation masks [1–4, 14, 40], has
shown promising results. While these works have advanced
2D spatial control, particularly positional constraints, 3D
spatial grounding remains largely unexplored. In particu-
lar, orientation is essential for defining an object’s spatial
pose [8, 22, 23, 60, 62, 65, 66], yet its integration into con-
ditioning remains an open challenge.

A few existing methods, such as Zero-1-to-3 [46] and
Continuous 3D Words [11], support orientation-conditioned
image generation. However, Zero-1-to-3 enables only rel-
ative orientation control with respect to a reference fore-
ground image, while Continuous 3D Words is limited to
single-object images and supports only half-front azimuth
control. Moreover, all these models lack realism because
they are trained on synthetic data, i.e., multi-view ren-
derings of centered 3D objects, as real-world training im-
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ages with accurate per-object orientation annotations are not
publicly available. In addition, OrientDream [24] supports
orientation control via text prompts, but it is restricted to
four primitive azimuths (front, left, back, right) and is also
limited to single-object images.

To overcome these limitations, we propose ORIGEN, the
first method for generalizable 3D orientation grounding in
real-world images across multiple objects and diverse cate-
gories. We introduce a zero-shot approach that leverages
test-time guidance from OrientAnything [67], a founda-
tional discriminative model for 3D orientation estimation.
Specifically, using a pretrained one-step text-to-image gen-
erative model [34] that maps a latent vector to a real image,
along with a reward function defined by the discriminative
model, our goal is to find a latent vector whose correspond-
ing real image yields a high reward.

A natural approach for this search is gradient-ascent-
based optimization [16], but it struggles to keep the latent
distribution aligned with the prior (a standard Gaussian),
leading to a loss of realism in the generated images. To
address this, we introduce a sampling-based approach that
balances reward maximization with adherence to the prior
latent distribution. Specifically, we propose a novel method
that simulates Langevin dynamics, where the drift term is
determined by our orientation-grounding reward. We fur-
ther show that its Euler–Maruyama discretization simplifies
to a surprisingly simple formulation–an extension of stan-
dard gradient ascent with random noise injection, which can
be implemented in a single line of code. To further enhance
efficiency, we introduce a novel time-rescaling method that
adjusts timesteps based on the current reward value, accel-
erating convergence.

Since no existing method has quantitatively evaluated
3D orientation grounding in text-to-image generation (ex-
cept for user studies by Cheng et al. [11]), we curate a
benchmark based on the MS-COCO dataset [42], mix-
ing and matching object classes and orientations to cre-
ate images with single or multiple orientation-grounded ob-
jects. We demonstrate that ORIGEN significantly outper-
forms previous orientation-conditioned image generative
models [11, 46] on both our benchmark and user studies.
Since prior models cannot condition on multiple objects
(whereas ORIGEN can, as shown in Fig. 1), comparisons are
conducted under single-object conditioning. Additionally,
we perform experiments to further validate the superior per-
formance of our method over text-to-image generative mod-
els with orientation-specific prompts and other training-free
guided sampling strategies.

Overall, our main contributions are:

• We present ORIGEN, the first method for 3D orientation
grounding in text-to-image generation for multiple ob-
jects across diverse categories.

• We introduce a novel reward-guided sampling approach

based on Langevin dynamics that provides a theoretical
guarantee for convergence while simply adding a single
line of code.

• We also propose a reward-adaptive time rescaling method
that further accelerates convergence.

• We show that ORIGEN achieves significantly better
3D orientation grounding than existing orientation-
conditioned image generative models [11, 46], text-to-
image generative models [34, 57, 73] with orientation-
specific prompts, and training-free guided sampling
strategies.

2. Related Work
Viewpoint or Orientation Control. Several works have
focused on controlling the global viewpoint of the entire
image. For example, Burgess et al. [10] propose a view-
mapping network that predicts a word embedding to control
the viewpoint in text-to-image generation. Kumari et al.
[33] enable model customization to modify object proper-
ties via text prompts, with added viewpoint control. How-
ever, these methods cannot individually control the orienta-
tion of foreground objects. Other works have attempted to
control single-object orientation in image generation. For
instance, Liu et al. [46] introduce an image diffusion model
that controls the relative orientation of an object with re-
spect to its reference image. Huang et al. [24] propose an
orientation-conditioned image diffusion model for sampling
multi-view object images for text-to-3D generation. The
most recent work in this domain, Cheng et al. [11], aim to
control object attributes, including azimuth, through con-
tinuous word embeddings. However, these methods rely
on training-based approaches using single-object synthetic
training images, limiting their generalizability across mul-
tiple objects and diverse categories. We additionally note
that a few works address image generation conditioned on
depth [6, 28, 75] or 3D bounding boxes [15], but they do
not allow direct control of object orientations — for exam-
ple, 3D bounding boxes have front-back ambiguities.

Training-Free Guided Generation. A number of
training-free methods have been proposed for guided
generation tasks. DPS [13], MPGD [20], and PiGDM [58]
update the noisy data point at each step using a given
reward function. Yu et al. [74] and Ye et al. [72] take
this further by introducing rewinding, where intermediate
data points are regenerated by reversing the generative
denoising process. The core principle of this approach is
leveraging the conditional expectation of the clean image
from a noisy image at an intermediate step. The expected
future reward can also be computed from the expected
clean image, allowing gradient ascent to update the noisy
image. However, a key limitation of these methods is
that the expected clean image from a diffusion model
is often too blurry to accurately predict future rewards.
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While distilled or fine-tuned diffusion [27, 41, 59] and flow
models [48, 49] can mitigate this issue, their straightened
trajectories lead to insufficiently small updates to the noisy
image during gradient ascent at intermediate timesteps.

Recent approaches [5, 16, 19, 64] attempt to address this
limitation by updating the initial noise rather than the in-
termediate noise. Notably, Eyring et al. [16] introduce a
one-step generative model to efficiently iterate the initial
noise update through one-step generation and future reward
computation. However, gradient ascent with respect to the
initial noise often suffers from local optima and leads to
deviations from real images, even with heuristic regulariza-
tion [55]. To overcome this limitation, we propose a novel
sampling-based approach rather than an optimization-based
one, leveraging Langevin dynamics to effectively balance
reward maximization and realism while maintaining a sim-
ple implementation.

Training-Based Guided Generation. For controlling
image generation, ControlNet [75] and IP-Adapter [71] are
commonly used to utilize a pretrained generative model to
control for various conditions, though they require train-
ing data. For 3D orientation grounding, no public training
data is available, and collecting such data would be par-
ticularly challenging, especially for multi-object ground-
ing, due to the need for diversity. To address this, recent
works have explored several reward-based fine-tuning ap-
proaches [7, 17, 52, 68, 70], but these methods require ex-
tensive computational resources. Instead of fine-tuning, we
propose a test-time reward-guided framework that leverages
a discriminative foundational model for guidance.

3. ORIGEN
We present ORIGEN, a zero-shot method for 3D orientation
grounding in text-to-image generation. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first 3D orientation grounding method
for multiple objects across diverse categories.

3.1. Problem Formulation and Overview
Our goal is 3D orientation grounding in text-to-image
generation using a one-step text-to-image generative flow
model [44] Fθ, which directly maps a latent space to the
image space. Let I = Fθ(x, c) denote an image generated
by Fθ given an input text c and a latent x sampled from a
prior distribution q = N (0, I). The input text c prompts the
generation of an image containing a set of desired objects
(e.g., “A person in a brown suit is directing a dog”). For
each of the N objects that appear in c, we associate a set
of object phrases W = {wi}Ni=1 (e.g., {“dog”, “person”})
and a corresponding set of 3D orientation grounding con-
ditions Φ = {ϕi}Ni=1. Following the convention [67], each
object orientation ϕi is parameterized by its azimuth angle

ϕaz
i ∈ [0, 360), polar angle ϕpo

i ∈ [0, 180), and rotation an-
gle ϕro

i ∈ [0, 360).
As there is no training dataset consisting of diverse real-

world images with accurate per-object orientation anno-
tations, we propose a zero-shot approach that leverages
test-time guidance from the recently proposed foundational
model for image-based orientation estimation: OrientAny-
thing [67]. In particular, given this orientation estimator D
and a reward functionR defined based on it (which we will
discuss in detail in Sec. 3.2), our goal is to find a latent sam-
ple x that maximizes the reward of its corresponding image,
expressed as R(Fθ(x, c),W,Φ). For simplicity, we define
the pullback of the reward function as R̂ = R ◦ Fθ and,
unless otherwise specified, omit W and Φ in the notation,
writing the objective simply as R̂(x) in the following sec-
tions.

A straightforward approach to maximizing R̂ is gradient
ascent, where the latent sample x is iteratively optimized.
The update rule at each optimization step can be written as:

xi+1 = xi + η∇R̂(xi), (1)

where η is a step size. However, this gradient ascent in
the latent space may pose several challenges: (1) the latent
sample x may get stuck in local maxima [54, 69] before
achieving the desired orientation alignment, (2) the mode-
seeking nature of gradient ascent can reduce sample diver-
sity [26], and (3) x may deviate from the prior latent distri-
butionN (0, I), resulting in unrealistic images [17, 63]. Al-
though the recent reward-guided noise optimization method
(ReNO [16]) employs norm-based regularization [5, 56] to
enforce the latent to be close to the prior distribution, it still
suffers from local optima, leading to suboptimal orientation
grounding results (see Sec. 4 for experimental comparisons
and Appendix A for detailed analysis).

To address these issues, we reformulate the problem as
a sampling problem rather than an optimization problem.
Specifically, we aim to sample x from a target distribution
q∗ that maximizes the expected reward, while ensuring q
remains close to the original latent distribution:

q∗ = argmax
p

Ex∼p[R̂
(
x
)
]− αDKL(p ∥ q), (2)

where α ∈ R is a constant that controls the regulariza-
tion strength, and DKL( · ∥ · ) is the Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence [32].

This objective is closely related to those considered
in existing fine-tuning-based approaches for reward maxi-
mization [17, 35, 53]. However, the key difference is that,
while these methods define the target distribution q∗ for the
output images, we define it for the latent samples, setting q
as the prior distribution N (0, I). This formulation enables
the derivation of an effective and simple sampling approach
based on Langevin dynamics, which we discuss in Sec. 3.3.
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We first introduce our reward function designed for 3D
orientation grounding (Sec. 3.2) and propose reward-guided
Langevin dynamics to effectively sample from our target
distribution q∗ (Sec. 3.3). Lastly, we introduce reward-
adaptive time rescaling to speed up sampling convergence
by incorporating time rescaling (Sec. 3.4).

3.2. Orientation Grounding Reward
To define our reward functionR, we leverage a foundational
orientation estimation model, OrientAnything [67], (hence-
forth denoted as D) and measure how well the orientations
of the objects estimated by D from the generated image
align with the grounding orientation conditions Φ. Since D
represents the orientation as a probability distribution dis-
cretized into one-degree intervals, we define R based on
the negative KL divergence between the estimated and tar-
get probability distributions of discretized orientations:

R(I,W,Φ) = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

∑
j∈S

DKL

(
Dj
(
Crop(I, wi)

) ∥∥∥Π(ϕj
i )
)
,

(3)
where Crop(I, wi) is an image center-cropping function1

for the object specified by the phrase wi ∈ W , with its
bounding box estimated from I using an open-set object de-
tection model [47]. We define the set of orientation com-
ponents as S = {“az”, “po”, “ro”}, corresponding to az-
imuth, polar, and rotation angles, respectively. For each
component j ∈ S, Dj

(
Crop(I, wi)

)
denotes the predicted

probability distribution for the j-th orientation component
of the i-th object, while Π(ϕj

i ) denotes the target orienta-
tion distribution, instantiated as a Gaussian distribution cen-
tered at ϕj

i , directly following OrientAnything [67]2. Note
that our orientation grounding reward in Eq. 3 simply takes
the mean of the reward values computed for N objects, in-
herently supporting orientation grounding for an arbitrary
number of objects. We highlight that all existing methods
for orientation-conditioned image generation [11, 24, 46]
do not support multi-object orientation grounding, as they
require training data with image and per-object orientation
annotation pairs — currently absent in the literature.

3.3. Reward-Guided Langevin Dynamics
We now introduce a method to effectively sample a latent
x from our target distribution in Eq. 2. To address the lim-
itations of vanilla gradient ascent for reward maximization
(as discussed in Sec. 3.1), we propose enhancing the ex-
ploration of the sampling space of x by injecting stochas-
ticity, which is known to help avoid local optima or sad-
dle points [54, 69]. In particular, we show that simulating

1Note that OrientAnything [67] requires an input image of a roughly cen-
tered single object.

2It uses Gaussian distribution with manually set variances instead of one-hot
distribution, as it better captures the correlations between adjacent angles.

Langevin dynamics, in which the drift term is determined
by our reward function (Sec. 3.2), can sample x that effec-
tively aligns with the grounding orientation conditions.

Proposition 1. Reward-Guided Langevin Dynamics. Let
q = N (0, I) denote the prior distribution, R̂(x) be the pull-
back of a differentiable reward function, and wt denote the
standard Wiener process. As t → ∞, the stationary distri-
bution of the following Langevin dynamics

dxt =

(
−xt +

1
α∇R̂(xt)

2

)
dt+ dwt, (4)

coincides with the optimal distribution of Eq. 2.

The proof of Proposition 1 is provided in Appendix B. This
demonstrates that simulating the Langevin stochastic dif-
ferential equation (SDE) (Eq. 4) in the latent space ensures
samples x are drawn from the target distribution q∗, balanc-
ing reward maximization with proximity to the prior distri-
bution (Eq. 2). Using Euler–Maruyama discretization [18],
we express its discrete-time approximation as:

xi+1 ≈ xi +

(
−xi +

1
α∇R̂(xi)

2

)
δt+

√
δtϵi, (5)

where ϵi ∼ N (0, I). By introducing the substitutions γ ←
δt and η ← 1

2α , the above expression (Eq. 5) simplifies to
the following intuitive update rule:

xi+1 =
√
1− γ (xi + γη∇R̂(xi)) +

√
γϵi. (6)

Notably, this final update step (Eq. 6) is surprisingly sim-
ple. Compared to the update step in standard gradient ascent
(Eq. 1), only the stochastic noise term and scaling factor are
additionally introduced, which require just a single addi-
tional line of code. This update rule integrates exploration
through noise while explicitly ensuring proximity to a prior
distribution.

3.4. Reward-Adaptive Time Rescaling
While our reward-guided Langevin dynamics already en-
ables effective sampling of x for 3D orientation ground-
ing, we additionally introduce reward-adaptive time rescal-
ing to further accelerate convergence via time rescaling. In
Leroy et al. [39], a time-rescaled SDE is introduced with a
monitor function G that adaptively controls the step size,
along with a correction drift term 1

2∇G(R̂(x))dt to pre-
serve the stationary distribution of the original SDE. By
defining a new time variable τ and the corresponding pro-
cess x̃τ = xt(τ) with correction drift term 1

2∇G(R̂(x̃τ ))dτ ,
our time-rescaled version of reward-guided Langevin SDE
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in Eq. 4 is expressed as:

dx̃τ = G(R̂(x̃τ ))

(
−1

2
x̃τ + η∇R̂(x̃τ )

)
dτ

+
1

2
∇G(R̂(x̃τ ))dτ +

√
G(R̂(x̃τ ))dw̃τ , (7)

where the original time increment is rescaled according to

dt = G(R̂(x̃τ ))dτ and dwt =

√
G(R̂(x̃τ ))dw̃τ . A de-

tailed derivation and convergence analysis of Eq. 7 are pro-
vided in Appendix C. Defining γ(x̃τ ) = G(R̂(x̃τ ))dτ , we
obtain the following time-rescaled update rule via Euler-
Maruyama discretization:

xi+1 =
√

1− γ(xi)
(
xi + γ(xi)η∇R̂(xi)

)
+

1

2
γ(xi)∇ log G(R̂(xi)) +

√
γ(xi) ϵi. (8)

Regarding the design of the monitor function, existing
work [38] suggests setting the step size inversely propor-
tional to the squared norm of the drift coefficients in Eq. 4.
However, this approach requires computing the Hessian of
the reward function when evaluating the correction term,
which is computationally expensive. Alternatively, we pro-
pose the following simple, reward-adaptive monitor func-
tion:

G(R̂(x)) = smin − tanh(kR̂(x)) · (smax − smin), (9)

where the hyperparmeters smin, smax, and k are set to 1
3 , 4

3 ,
and 6

5 in our experiments, respectively. This function adap-
tively scales the step size by assigning smaller steps in high-
reward and larger steps in low-reward, thereby improving
convergence speed and accuracy. Please refer to Fig. B
in Appendix that provides the visualization of our monitor
function G(R̂(x)).

In Fig. 2, we present a toy experiment demonstrating
the effectiveness of our Langevin dynamics and reward-
adaptive time rescaling compared to gradient ascent with
regularization (ReNO [16]). See Appendix D for details on
the toy experiment setup. The top row shows the ground
truth target latent distribution q∗ (leftmost) alongside latent
samples generated by different methods, and the bottom
row displays the corresponding data distributions. While
ReNO [16] fails to accurately capture the target distribution
due to its mode-seeking behavior (2nd column, as discussed
in Sec. 3.1), our method successfully aligns with it (3rd col-
umn), and time rescaling further accelerates convergence
(4th column).

Our optimization procedure is outlined in Alg. 1. Note
that setting G(R̂(x)) = 1 reverts the method to the uni-
formly time-rescaled form.

Algorithm 1 ORIGEN

Require: c (Prompt),W (Object phrase set), Φ (Grounding
orientation set), Fθ (One-step T2I model), R (Reward
function), G (Monitor function), M (# of optimization
steps), η (Gradient scaling factor), γ (Step size)

1: x0 ∼ N (0, I)
2: for i = 0 to M − 1 do
3: R̂i = R(Fθ(xi, c),W,Φ) ▷ Reward computation
4: γi = G(R̂i)γ ▷ Timestep rescaling
5: ϵi ∼ N (0, I)

6: xi+1 =
√
1− γi

(
xi + γiη∇R̂i

)
+ 1

2γi∇ log G(R̂i) +
√
γiϵi ▷ Update step

7: end for
8: return Fθ(xM , c)

Ground Truth ReNO [16] ORIGEN∗ ORIGEN

Figure 2. Toy experiment results. The top row shows latent space
samples (red), while the bottom row shows the corresponding data
space samples (blue). From left to right, each column represents:
(1) the ground truth target distribution from Eq. (2); (2) results of
ReNO [16]; (3) results of ours with uniform time scaling; and (4)
results of ours with reward-adaptive time rescaling.

4. Experiments

4.1. Datasets
To the best of our knowledge, no existing benchmark has
been proposed to evaluate 3D orientation grounding in text-
to-image generation, aside from user studies conducted
by Cheng et al. [11]. To address this, we introduce three
benchmarks based on the MS-COCO dataset [42], that con-
sist of diverse text prompts, image and bounding boxes.

MS-COCO-Single. For a comparison with previous
orientation-grounding methods [11, 46] that can condition
on only a single object, we construct the MS-COCO-Single
dataset. From MS-COCO validation set [42], we filter out
(1) object classes for which orientation cannot be clearly de-
fined (e.g., objects with front-back symmetry) and (2) im-
age captions lacking explicit object references. Since the
current orientation-to-image generation model [11] is only
capable of controlling the front 180° range of azimuths, we
further filter the samples to only include those within this
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Orientation Zero-1-to-3 [46] C3DW [11] ORIGEN (Ours) Orientation Zero-1-to-3 [46] C3DW [11] ORIGEN (Ours)

Figure 3. Qualitative comparisons on MS-COCO-Single benchmark (Sec. 4.3). Compared to the existing orientation-to-image mod-
els [11, 46], ORIGEN generates the most realistic images, which also best align with the grounding conditions, indicated by the overlapped
arrow in each image.

Orientation SD-Turbo [73] SDXL-Turbo [57] FLUX-Schnell [34] Zero-1-to-3 [46] C3DW [11] ORIGEN (Ours)

Figure 4. Qualitative comparisons on MS-COCO-NView benchmark (Sec. 4.4). ORIGEN generates high-fidelity images with the best
grounding accuracy. Note that C3DW [11] does not support back-view generation, as it only supports the control of the front 180◦ of
azimuth angles.

range. This procedure yields 252 text-image pairs cover-
ing 25 distinct object classes. Using the provided bound-
ing boxes, we cropped the foreground objects and fed them
into OrientAnything [67], an orientation estimation model,
to obtain pseudo-GT grounding orientations. Building upon
this dataset, MS-COCO-Single was constructed by mix-
matching the image captions and grounding orientations,
ultimately forming a dataset consisting of 25 object classes,
each with 40 samples, totaling 1K samples. Please refer
Tab. A in Appendix to check object classes we used.

MS-COCO-NView. One may consider achieving orienta-
tion grounding through text prompts for specific views. To
further compare our method with such cases, we construct
an extended dataset, MS-COCO-NView, based on the 252
text-image pairs from MS-COCO-Single. Specifically, by
generating four grounding orientations – front, left, right,
back – for each sample, we enable direct comparison with
existing text-to-image models by appending these direc-
tional cues to prompts (e.g., adding facing left to the end of
the prompt). In our experiments, we defined ground-truth
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Orientation ORIGEN (Ours) Orientation ORIGEN (Ours) Orientation ORIGEN (Ours) Orientation ORIGEN (Ours)

Figure 5. Qualitative results on the MS-COCO-Multi benchmark (Sec. 4.5) ORIGEN achieves accurate grounding while generalizing
across multiple objects.

(GT) orientations on a horizontal plane with four azimuth
angles: 0◦ (front), 90◦ (left), 180◦ (back), and 270◦ (right).
We consider two cases: (1) 3-View configuration that covers
the front, left, and right views within a 180° frontal range
(to further compare with C3DW [11]), (2) 4-View configu-
ration that additionally includes a back view.

MS-COCO-Multi. For more qualitative results, we con-
struct MS-COCO-Multi following an approach to that in
MS-COCO-Single. Since our base dataset [42] lacks sam-
ples composed solely of objects with a clear orientation, we
mix-match object classes and grounding orientations from
the 252 text-image pairs in MS-COCO-Single, forming a
dataset consisting of 371 samples, each containing a varying
number of objects. We annotated prompts by concatenating
individual object phrases (e.g., “a cat, and a dog.”).

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

We measure orientation grounding accuracy using two met-
rics: 1) the absolute error on azimuth angles3 between
the predicted and grounding object orientations, and 2)
Acc.@22.5°, the angular accuracy within a tolerance of
±22.5°, following Wang et al. [67]. For evaluation, we
use OrientAnything [67] to predict the 3D orientation from
the generated images. Since OrientAnything’s predic-
tions may not be perfect, we also conduct a user study in
Sec. 4.6 to validate the results. Along with grounding accu-
racy, we also evaluate text-to-image alignment using CLIP
Score [21] and VQA-Score [43], as well as human prefer-
ence using PickScore [31].

3We perform comparisons only on azimuth angle, as existing methods [11,
46] do not support the control over polar and rotation angles. Note that
our results for all azimuth, polar, and rotation angles are provided in Ap-
pendix E.

4.3. Results on MS-COCO-Single

Baselines. We compare ORIGEN with two types of base-
lines: (1) orientation-to-image generation methods [11, 46]
and (2) training-free guided generation methods [16, 74].
For orientation-to-image generation methods, we include
Continuous 3D Words (C3DW) [11] and Zero-1-to-3 [46],
following the baselines used in the most recent work in this
field [11]. For training-free guided generation methods,
we consider FreeDoM [74], which updates the intermedi-
ate samples at each step of the multi-step sampling pro-
cess based on the expected reward computed on the fore-
seen clean samples, and ReNO [16], which optimizes the
initial latent through vanilla gradient ascent using one-step
models. To ensure fair comparisons, we keep the number of
function evaluations (NFEs) consistent (NFEs = 50) across
different guided generation methods. For example, in Free-
DoM, we set the rewind iterations to 5 and inference steps
to 10 to match 50 NFEs.
Results. In Tab. 1a, we show our quantitative comparison
results on the MS-COCO-Single benchmark. ORIGEN sig-
nificantly outperforms all the baselines in orientation align-
ment, showing comparable performance in text-to-image
alignment. Our qualitative comparisons are also shown in
Fig. 3, demonstrating that ORIGEN generates high-quality
images that align with the grounding orientation conditions
and input text prompts. Note that C3DW [11] is trained on
synthetic data (i.e., multi-view renderings of a 3D object)
to learn orientation-to-image generation. Thus, it has lim-
ited generalizability to real-world images and the output im-
ages lack realism. Zero-1-to-3 [46] is also trained on single-
object images but without backgrounds, requiring additional
background image composition (also used in the evalua-
tion of C3DW [11]) that may introduce unnatrual artifacts.
The existing methods on guided generation methods also
achieve suboptimal results compared to ORIGEN. Notably,
FreeDoM [74] achieves the worst results among the guided
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generation methods. This is because controlling the object
orientation requires modifying the low-frequency structures
of the image – which are known to be determined at early
stages of sampling [12], as discussed in Sec. 2. ReNO [16]
also achieves suboptimal results compared to ours, as it per-
forms latent optimization based on vanilla gradient ascent
which is prone to local optima (as discussed in Sec. 3.1).
Overall, our method achieves the best results both with and
without time rescaling, demonstrating its ability to effec-
tively maximize rewards while avoiding over-optimization.

Table 1. Quantitative comparisons on 3D orientation grounded
image generation. Best and second-best results are highlighted in
bold and underlined, respectively.

(a) Comparisons on MS-COCO-Single (Sec. 4.3). ORIGEN∗ denotes ours
without reward-adaptive time rescaling, where ORIGEN represents our full
method.

Id Model Orientation Alignment Text Alignment

Acc.@22.5° ↑ Abs. Err. ↓ CLIP ↑ VQA ↑ PickScore ↑

1 C3DW [11] 0.426 64.77 0.220 0.439 0.197
2 Zero-1-to-3 [46] 0.499 59.03 0.272 0.663 0.213
3 FreeDoM [74] 0.741 20.90 0.259 0.728 0.225
4 ReNO [16] 0.796 20.56 0.247 0.663 0.212
5 ORIGEN∗ (Ours) 0.854 18.28 0.265 0.732 0.224
6 ORIGEN (Ours) 0.871 17.41 0.265 0.735 0.224

(b) Comparisons on MS-COCO-NView (Sec. 4.4).

Id Model 3-view Alignment 4-view Alignment

Acc.@22.5° ↑ Abs. Err. ↓ Acc.@22.5° ↑ Abs. Err. ↓

1 SD-Turbo [73] 0.257 75.09 0.244 78.47
2 SDXL-Turbo [57] 0.189 78.44 0.196 81.88
3 FLUX-Schnell [34] 0.312 75.04 0.424 60.26
4 C3DW [11] 0.504 53.53 - -
5 Zero-1-to-3 [46] 0.366 68.70 0.321 75.10
6 ORIGEN (Ours) 0.824 20.99 0.866 17.45

(c) Comparisons on MS-COCO-Multi (Sec. 4.5).

Model Orientation Alignment Text alignment

Acc.@22.5° ↑ Abs. Err. ↓ CLIP ↑ VQA ↑ PickScore ↑

ORIGEN (Ours) 0.634 34.27 0.281 0.764 0.219

4.4. Results on MS-COCO-NView
Baselines. We also compare ORIGEN on the MS-COCO-
NView benchmark with the text-to-image (T2I) generation
models, where their orientation condition is provided via the
input text prompt. As baselines, we consider several one-
step T2I generative models: SD-Turbo [73], SDXL-Turbo
[57], and FLUX-Schnell [34]. In particular, we appended a
phrase that specifies the object orientation at the end of each
caption in MS-COCO-NView dataset. For more comprehen-
sive comparisons, we also included the orientation-to-image
baseline models (C3DW [11] and Zero-1-to-3 [46]) consid-
ered in Sec. 4.3 in this experiment as well.
Results. As shown in Tab. 1b, ORIGEN significantly
outperforms all baseline models in orientation alignment.
Note that, although FLUX-Schnell [34] achieves the high-
est alignment among the vanilla T2I models, ORIGEN sur-
passes it by more than 2.5 times in the 3-view alignment

setting (82.4% vs. 31.2%) and more than 2 times in the
4-view alignment setting (86.6% vs. 42.4%). This substan-
tial margin highlights the inherent ambiguity and lack of
precise control in vanilla T2I approaches, as orientation in-
formation embedded within textual descriptions is less ex-
plicit and reliable compared to direct orientation guidance.
We further demonstrate the advantage of ORIGEN through
qualitative comparisons in Fig. 4. Vanilla T2I models fre-
quently fail to adhere strictly to the desired orientation, even
with directional phrases in text prompts. In contrast, ORI-
GEN consistently generates images accurately aligned with
the specified orientations. Please refer to Appendix F that
shows ORIGEN also achieves comparable text alignment re-
sults compared to the vanilla T2I models.
4.5. Results on MS-COCO-Multi
We additionally show the results of ORIGEN on the MS-
COCO-Multi benchmark. Since no baseline is capable of
multi-object orientation grounding, we exclusively assess
our method. Our quantitative results are shown in Tab. 1c
and the qualitative examples are shown in Fig. 5. These
results further demonstrate that our approach is seamlessly
generalizable to multiple objects by simply averaging the
orientation grounding reward across multiple objects.

Table 2. User Study Results. 3D orientation-grounded text-to-
image generation results of ORIGEN was preferred by 58.18% of
the participants on Amazon Mechanical Turk [9], significantly out-
performing the baselines [11, 46].

Method Zero-1-to-3 [46] C3DW [11] ORIGEN (Ours)

User Preferences ↑ (%) 20.58 21.24 58.18

4.6. User Study
Our previous quantitative evaluations were performed by
comparing the grounding orientations and orientations
estimated from the generated images using OrientAny-
thing [67]. While its orientation estimation performance
is highly robust (as seen in all of our qualitative results),
we additionally conduct a user study to further validate
the effectiveness of our method based on human evalua-
tion performed by 100 participants on Amazon Mechanical
Turk [9]. Each participant was presented with the ground-
ing orientation, the input prompt, and the images generated
by (1) Zero-1-to-3 [46], (2) C3DW [11], and (3) ORIGEN.
Then, they were asked to select the image that best matches
both the grounding orientations and the input text prompt
– directly following the user study settings in C3DW [11].
In Tab. 2, ORIGEN was preferred by 58.18% of the partici-
pants, clearly outperforming the baselines. For more details
of this user study, refer to Appendix G.

5. Conclusion
We presented ORIGEN, the first 3D orientation grounding
method for text-to-image generation across multiple objects
and diverse categories. To enable test-time guidance with
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a pretrained discriminative model, we proposed a novel
sampling approach based on Langevin dynamics, which
adds just one line of code to gradient ascent while theo-
retically guaranteeing a balance between orientation con-
ditioning and image realism. Additionally, we introduced a
reward-adaptive time rescaling method to accelerate conver-
gence. Our experiments demonstrated significantly superior
performance compared to previous fine-tuning-based meth-
ods, along with capabilities that were previously infeasible:
conditioning on multiple objects, elevations, rotations, and
360◦ azimuths.
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Appendix

A. Analysis on Norm-Based Regularization
In this section, we analyze the limitations of norm-based
regularization in reward-guided noise optimization by high-
lighting its mode-seeking property, which can lead to
overoptimization and convergence to local maxima. Con-
sider the following reward maximization process with
norm-based regularization [16, 55]:

xt+1 = xt + η1∇R̂(xt) + η2∇ log y(∥xt∥), (10)

where R̂ = R ◦ Fθ is the pullback of the reward function
R and y(∥ · ∥) represents the probability density of a χd

distribution.
We can view both R̂(·) and y(∥ · ∥) as components of a
single reward, allowing us to rewrite the update as

xt+1 = xt + η1∇R̂(xt) + η2∇ log y(∥xt∥)

= xt + η1∇R̂(xt)

+ η2∇
[
(d− 1) log ∥xt∥2 −

1

2
∥xt∥2

]
= xt + η1∇R̂(xt) + η2∇K(xt)

= xt +∇Φ(xt). (11)

where Φ(x) = η1R̂(x) + η2K(x).
This optimization process is an Euler discretization (with
δt = 1) of the ODE

dx

dt
= ∇Φ(x), (12)

which represents a deterministic gradient flow, whose sta-
tionary measure is a weighted sum of Dirac deltas located
at the maximizers of Φ(x) = η1R̂(x) + η2K(x) = 0.
However, as illustrated in Fig. 2, this deterministic gradient
ascent does not directly prevent the iterates from deviating
substantially from the original latent distribution. Also, the
process may collapse to local maxima–even ones where the
reward is not sufficiently high [30]. Our empricial obser-
vations indicate that this approach is ineffective for our ap-
plication, presumably because the reward function defined
over the latent exhibits many local maxima, causing the de-
terministic ascent to converge to suboptimal solutions.

B. Proofs
Proof of Proposition 1. Recall the standard result from
overdamped Langevin dynamics: if xt evolves according
to the SDE:

dxt =
1

2
∇ log q∗(xt)dt+ dwt, (13)

then q∗(x) is the unique stationary distribution. Using
Eq. 2, we obtain

1

2
∇ log q∗(x) = −1

2
x+

1

2α
∇R̂(xt). (14)

Integrating this with respect to x gives

q∗(x) ∝ q(x) exp

(
R̂(x)
α

)
, (15)

where q(x) is a standard Gaussian distribution.
Finally, following existing approach [53], we easily arrive
at

q∗ = argmax
p

Ex∼p[R̂(x)]− αDKL(p∥q), (16)

which matches the expression presented in Eq. 2.

C. Analysis on Reward-Adaptive Time-
Rescaled SDE

In this section, we analyze the effect of a position-
dependent step size on reward-guided Langevin dynamics.
We first illustrate why a naive time-rescaling approach fails
to preserve the desired stationary distribution, and how to
fix it with an additional correction term, eventually leading
to Eq. 8. Our derivation follows the approach of Leroy et al.
[39].

C.1. Non-Convergence of Direct Time-Rescaled
SDE

Consider the following SDE:

dxt = b(xt) dt+ σ(xt) dwt, (17)

with drift b(xt) and diffusion coefficient σ(xt). Its prob-
ability density ρ(x, t) evolves according to the Fokker-
Planck equation [76]:

∂

∂t
ρ(x, t) = −∇ · [b(x)ρ(x, t)] + 1

2
∇2
[
σ2(x)ρ(x, t)

]
.

(18)
Thus, the stationary distribution must lie in the kernel of

the corresponding Fokker–Planck operator L∗ [51]:

L∗ρ(x) = −∇ ·
(
b(x) ρ(x)

)
+

1

2
∇2
[
σ2(x) ρ(x)

]
. (19)

Now, consider the reward-guided Langevin SDE in Eq. 4:

dxt =

(
−1

2
xt + η∇R̂(xt)

)
dt+ dwt, (20)
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which has the stationary distribution q∗(x) given by Eq. 2.
By comparing with the general form, we identify:

b(x) = −1

2
x+ η∇R̂(x), σ(x) = 1. (21)

Hence,

L∗q∗(x) = −∇ ·
[(
− 1

2
x+ η∇R̂(x)

)
q∗(x)

]
(22)

+
1

2
∇2
[
q∗(x)

]
(23)

= 0. (24)

Next, we introduce a monitor function G(x) > 0 and define
a new time variable τ by

dt = G
(
xt(τ)

)
dτ. (25)

Defining the time-rescaled process x̃τ = xt(τ), we rewrite
the SDE as

dx̃τ = G(x̃τ )

(
−1

2
x̃τ + η∇R̂(x̃τ )

)
dτ +

√
G(x̃τ ) dW̃τ .

(26)
In this rescaled SDE, the new drift and diffusion coefficients
are

a(x̃) = G(x̃)
(
−1

2
x̃+ η∇R̂(x̃)

)
, σ(x̃) =

√
G(x̃).

(27)
Applying the corresponding Fokker–Planck operator L̃∗ to
q∗(x), we obtain

L̃∗q∗(x̃) = −∇ ·
[
G(x̃)

(
− 1

2
x̃+ η∇R̂(x̃)

)
q∗(x̃)

]
+

1

2
∇2
[
G(x̃)q∗(x̃)

]
= −∇ ·

[
a(x̃) q∗(x̃)

]
+

1

2
∇ ·
[
∇G(x̃) q∗(x̃)

+ G(x̃)∇q∗(x̃)
]

= −∇ ·
[
a(x̃) q∗(x̃)

]
+

1

2
∇ ·
[
∇G(x̃) q∗(x̃)

+ 2a(x̃) q∗(x̃)
]

=
1

2
∇ ·
[
∇G(x̃) q∗(x̃)

]
̸= 0. (28)

which is nonzero in general. Therefore, q∗(x) is not annihi-
lated by L̃∗, implying that the time-rescaled SDE does not
converge to the desired target distribution in Eq. 2.

C.2. Time-Rescaled SDE with Correction Drift
Term

Convergence guarantee to original stationary distribu-
tion. Following previous work [38], we can add a cor-
rection drift term 1

2∇G(x̃τ ) to Eq. 26 to ensure that the

rescaled process converges to the same stationary distribu-
tion as the original SDE. The modified SDE becomes

dx̃τ =G(x̃τ )

(
−1

2
x̃τ + η∇R̂(x̃τ )

)
dτ

+
1

2
∇G(x̃τ )dτ

+
√
G(x̃τ ) dW̃τ . (29)

The corresponding Fokker-Planck operator L̃∗
corr for this

corrected time-rescaled SDE now annihilates the original
stationary distribution q∗(x):

L̃∗
corrq

∗(x̃) = −∇ ·
[
G(x̃)

(
− 1

2
x̃+ η∇R̂(x̃)

)
q∗(x̃)

+
1

2
∇G(x̃) q∗(x̃)

]
+

1

2
∇2
[
G(x̃)q∗(x̃)

]
=

1

2
∇ ·
[
∇G(x̃) q∗(x̃)

]
− 1

2
∇ ·
[
∇G(x̃) q∗(x̃)

]
= 0. (30)

Consequently q∗(x̃) remains in the kernel of the L̃∗
corr,

showing that this corrected time-rescaled SDE preserves the
original invariant distribution.

Convergence speed of time rescaling approach. To ver-
ify the effectiveness of our time-rescaling approach, we an-
alyzed the average number of iterations required to reach
the desired reward level during reward-guided Langevin dy-
namics on MS-COCO-Single. Without time rescaling, our
method required an average of 14.18 iterations to reach
the target reward, whereas applying reward-adaptive time
rescaling reduced this to 12.88 iterations, demonstrating
improved convergence speed. Notably, the computational
overhead introduced by adaptive rescaling is negligible, as
the term ∇ log G(R̂i) in Alg. 1 can be efficiently computed
via the chain rule, using the precomputed reward gradient
∇R̂i.

D. Setup for the Toy Experiment

We train a rectified flow model [48] on a 2D domain, where
the source distribution is N (0, I) and the target distribution
is a mixture of two Gaussians,N (µ1, σ1I) andN (µ2, σ2I),
with µ1 = (4, 0)T , µ2 = (−4, 0)T , σ1 = 0.3, and σ2 =
0.9. The velocity prediction network consists of four hidden
MLP layers of width 128. We first train an initial model and
distill it twice, resulting in a 3-rectified flow model. The
reward function is defined as
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R(x, y) = exp

(
− (x− 4)2 + y2

2

)
+ 0.1 · exp

(
− (x+ 4)2 + y2

2

)
− 1. (31)

In Fig. 2, all methods use the same total number of sam-
pling steps.

Class Number Class Name

1 Airplane
2 Bear
3 Bench
4 Bicycle
5 Bird
6 Boat
7 Bus
8 Car
9 Cat

10 Chair
11 Cow
12 Dog
13 Elephant
14 Giraffe
15 Horse
16 Laptop
17 Motorcycle
18 Person
19 Sheep
20 Teddy bear
21 Toilet
22 Train
23 Truck
24 Tv
25 Zebra

Table A. Selected object classes in our dataset.

E. General Orientation Controllability
We provide our extensive evaluation on general curated MS-
COCO-Single dataset. As discussed in Sec. 4.1, we filter
out non-clear object classes and image captions, but we do
not apply filtering on the front range and do not fix the po-
lar and rotation angles. Upon this, we mix-match object
classes and grounding orientations, forming a dataset con-
sisting of 25 object classes, each with 40 samples, totaling
1K samples. We evaluated on same metrics as in Sec. 4.2,
including polar and rotation accuracy, within a tolerance of
±5.0° as well as their absolute errors, following Wang et al.
[67]. As shown in Tab. B, ORIGEN generalizes well on di-

(a) Start page of the user study.

(b) Main test page of the user study.

Figure A. Screenshots of our user study.

verse orientation conditions. This demonstrates the robust-
ness of our approach, maintaining high orientation align-
ment performance even when evaluated on a more general
set of samples.

F. Text-to-Image Alignment Results on MS-
COCO-NView

In Tab. C, we report the additional quantitative results on
text-to-image alignment on the MS-COCO-NView bench-
mark. As noted in Sec. 4.4, ORIGEN achieves compara-
ble text alignment results compared to the vanilla T2I mod-
els, while achieving significantly more accurate orientation
grounding.

G. User Study Examples
In this section, we provide details of the user study. To as-
sess user preferences, we conducted an evaluation compar-
ing images generated by Zero-1-to-3 [46], C3DW [11], and
ORIGEN using MS-COCO-Single as the benchmark. The
study was conducted on Amazon Mechanical Turk (AMT).
For each object class, one sample was randomly selected,
resulting in a total of 25 questions. The orientations used
to generate the images were intuitively visualized and pre-
sented alongside their corresponding prompts. As shown in
Fig. A, participants were asked to respond to the following
question: “Considering the orientation and prompt condi-
tions, which image most closely follows ALL the conditions
below?” Each user study session included 25 test samples
along with 5 vigilance tests, which were randomly inter-
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Table B. Quantitative Results on General Orientation Controllability. ORIGEN maintains high accuracy even when evaluated on a
more general set of samples.

Model Orientation Alignment Text Alignment

Azi, Acc.@22.5° ↑ Azi, Abs. Err. ↓ Pol, Acc.@5° ↑ Pol, Abs. Err. ↓ Rot, Acc.@5° ↑ Rot, Abs. Err. ↓ CLIP ↑ VQA ↑ PickScore ↑

ORIGEN (Ours) 0.777 24.96 0.575 12.46 0.969 1.52 0.263 0.710 0.219

Table C. Quantitative comparisons on 3D orientation grounded image generation on MS-COCO-NView dataset. ORIGEN∗ denotes
ours without reward-adaptive time rescaling, where ORIGEN represents our full method. Best and second-best results are highlighted in
bold and underlined, respectively.

Id Model
3-view Alignment 4-view Alignment

Acc.@22.5° ↑ Abs. Err. ↓ CLIP ↑ VQA ↑ PickScore ↑ Acc.@22.5° ↑ Abs. Err. ↓ CLIP ↑ VQA ↑ PickScore ↑

1 SD-Turbo [73] 0.257 75.09 0.261 0.721 0.223 0.244 78.47 0.262 0.717 0.223
2 SDXL-Turbo [57] 0.189 78.44 0.265 0.722 0.227 0.196 81.88 0.266 0.723 0.227
3 FLUX-Schnell [34] 0.312 75.04 0.268 0.739 0.230 0.424 60.26 0.267 0.739 0.229
4 C3DW [11] 0.504 53.53 0.187 0.334 0.188 - - - - -
5 Zero-1-to-3 [46] 0.366 68.70 0.266 0.646 0.210 0.321 75.10 0.264 0.642 0.209
6 ORIGEN (Ours) 0.824 20.99 0.262 0.721 0.220 0.866 17.45 0.262 0.720 0.220

Figure B. Plot of our monitor function G(R̂(x)).

spersed. The final results were derived from responses of
valid participants who correctly answered at least three vig-
ilance tests, leading to a total of 55 valid participants out of
100. No additional eligibility restrictions were imposed.

H. Implementation Details

Following the convention of OrientAnything [67], we set
the standard deviation hyperparameters for the azimuth, po-
lar, and rotation distributions to 20, 2, and 1, respectively,
to transform discrete angles into the orientation probability
distribution Π. For image quality evaluation, we utilized the
official implementation of VQA-Score [43], and assessed
CLIP Score [21], VQA-Score [43], and Pickscore [31]
using OpenAI’s CLIP-ViT-L-14-336 [25], LLaVA-v1.5-
13b [45], and Pickscore-v1 [31] models, respectively.
About ORIGEN. We employed FLUX-Schnell [34] as our
one-step T2I generative model and OrientAnything (ViT-

L) [67] to measure the Orientation Grounding Reward, as
detailed in Sec. 3.2. For all experiments, we set γ = 0.3
and η = 1 in Alg. 1, as this configuration provides a favor-
able balance between image quality and computational cost
when evaluating with 50 NFEs. As described in Sec. 3.4,
we additionally visualize our monitor function G(R̂(x))
from Eq. 9 in Fig. B, which demonstrates how the function
adaptively scales the step size–assigning smaller steps in
high-reward regions and larger steps in low-reward regions–
thereby improving convergence speed.
About Zero-1-to-3 [46]. For the Zero-1-to-3 [46] baseline,
we generated the base image using FLUX-Schnell with 4
steps and encouraged the model to generate front-facing
objects by adding the “facing front” prompt. The model
was then conditioned on the target azimuth while keeping
the polar angle fixed at 0° to generate novel foreground
views, which were later composited with the background.
The foreground was segmented using SAM[29], and miss-
ing background pixels were inpainted using LaMa [61] be-
fore composition.
About C3DW [11]. For C3DW [11], we utilized the ori-
entation & illumination model checkpoint provided in the
official implementation. This model is only capable of con-
trolling azimuth angles for half-front views and was trained
with scalar orientation values ranging from 0.0 to 0.5, where
0.0 corresponds to 90°, and 0.5 corresponds to -90°, with
intermediate orientations obtained through linear interpo-
lation. Using this mapping, we converted ground truth
(GT) orientations into the corresponding input values for
the model.
Handling Back-Facing Generation. We empirically ob-
served that our base model struggled to generate back-
facing images when the prompt did not explicitly contain
view information. We hypothesized that this issue arises
because high-reward samples lie within an extremely sparse
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Orientation Zero-1-to-3 [46] C3DW [11] ORIGEN (Ours) Orientation Zero-1-to-3 [46] C3DW [11] ORIGEN (Ours)

Figure C. Additional Qualitative results on the MS-COCO-Single benchmark.

region of the conditional probability space, making them in-
herently challenging to sample, even when employing our
proposed approach. To address this issue, we explicitly
added the phrase “facing back” in facing back cases (i.e.,
where 90 < ϕaz

i < 270) and optimized the noise accord-
ingly. With this simple adjustment, the model effectively
generated both facing front and back images while main-
taining high-quality outputs.

I. More Qualitative Comparisons on Single
Object Orientation Grounding

In the following, Fig. C and Fig. D present additional
qualitative comparisons on the MS-COCO-Single and MS-
COCO-NView benchmarks.

J. More Qualitative Results on Multi Object
Orientation Grounding

We report more qualitative results on multi object orienta-
tion grounding (MS-COCO-Multi) in Fig. E.
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Orientation SD-Turbo [73] SDXL-Turbo [57] FLUX-Schnell [34] Zero-1-to-3 [46] C3DW [11] ORIGEN (Ours)

Figure D. Qualitative comparisons on MS-COCO-4-View benchmark.

Orientation ORIGEN (Ours) Orientation ORIGEN (Ours) Orientation ORIGEN (Ours) Orientation ORIGEN (Ours)

Figure E. Additional Qualitative results on the MS-COCO-Multi benchmark.
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