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<a photo of a yellow cake and a green bench

and a purple corgi and a pink tree in the park=

Figure 1. Images generated by each method from prompts containing multiple objects with respective attributes. (Left) Existing methods,
including SDXL [34], SynGen [39], ToMe [15], and Magnet [53], often omit objects or incorrectly assign attributes (e.g., generating a “red
furry dog”), indicating weak semantic binding. TeeMo (Ours) accurately preserves object-attribute relationships. (Right) Even in complex
object-attribute scenes, while other methods struggle to accurately depict the prompt, TeeMo’s generation aligns closely with the prompt.

Abstract

Text-to-Image (T2I) models often suffer from text-image
misalignment in complex scenes involving multiple objects
and attributes. Semantic binding aims to mitigate this is-
sue by accurately associating the generated attributes and
objects with their corresponding noun phrases (NPs). Ex-
isting methods rely on text or latent optimizations, yet the
factors influencing semantic binding remain underexplored.
Here we investigate the geometrical properties of text to-
ken embeddings and their cross-attention (CA) maps. We
empirically and theoretically analyze that the geometri-
cal properties of token embeddings, specifically both an-
gular distances and norms, play a crucial role in CA map
differentiation. Then, we propose TeeMo, a training-free
text embedding-aware T2I framework with strong semantic
binding. TeeMo consists of Causality-Aware Projection-Out
(CAPO) for distinct inter-NP CA maps and Adaptive Token
Mixing (ATM) with our loss to enhance inter-NP separation
while maintaining intra-NP cohesion in CA maps. Extensive
experiments confirm TeeMo consistently outperforms prior
arts across diverse baselines and datasets.

* Authors contributed equally. † Corresponding author.

1. Introduction

Text-to-Image (T2I) synthesis has made significant strides
in generating high-fidelity images from text prompts, driven
by diffusion models [3, 4, 7, 34, 40, 54]. However, ensuring
precise adherence to prompts in image generation remains
challenging, as issues such as i) missing and ii) misbind-
ing of objects and attributes disrupt compositional genera-
tion [8, 39]. These issues are more pronounced as the num-
ber of objects (i.e., multi-object) and attributes (i.e., multi-
attribute) increases within a prompt [1, 34, 38], ultimately
degrading text-image alignments.

To address this challenge, the semantic binding task has
emerged, aiming to generate objects that correspond to each
noun phrase (NP) in the text prompt. An important observa-
tion in this context is that, for effective semantic binding,
cross-attention (CA) maps corresponding to tokens from
different NPs (inter-NP) should be separated, whereas CA
maps for tokens within the same NP (intra-NP) should re-
main clustered together [29, 39]. Leveraging this insight,
various approaches have been proposed, including latent
vectors optimization [1, 6, 15, 19, 25, 39, 44], text em-
beddings optimization [15], or text embeddings modifica-
tion [2, 8, 53] to enhance semantic binding performance.
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However, these approaches often rely on spatial priors, re-
quiring additional user input [6] or reducing compositional
diversity of generated images [15]. Moreover, the text em-
bedding optimization approach [15] requires an extra opti-
mization to preserve the original semantics of tokens, lead-
ing to inefficiency and suboptimal performance.

Here we investigate the influence of token embeddings,
specifically their geometric properties such as norm and
similarity, on semantic binding, which has not been thor-
oughly explored. We observe that when similar token em-
beddings appear across distinct NPs, significant overlap in
CA maps occurs, causing poor semantic binding. Increasing
the embedding norm of either attribute or object tokens al-
leviates semantic neglect, a phenomenon where the seman-
tics of certain tokens are omitted in the generated image,
thereby enhancing semantic binding. A larger embedding
norm increases distances between token embeddings, con-
sequently reducing undesirable CA overlaps. Interestingly,
our analysis reveals that prior methods implicitly leverage
this norm-based effect. Our findings are supported by com-
prehensive empirical and theoretical analyses.

Building upon these findings, we propose TeeMo, a
training-free approach to enhance semantic binding in T2I
diffusion models. TeeMo consists of several key compo-
nents. First, to mitigate issues in semantic binding aris-
ing from angular distance across tokens, we introduce
Causality-Aware Projection Out (CAPO) to enforce orthog-
onalization. Given the intrinsic asymmetry in causal text en-
coders where earlier tokens have no access to latter ones,
we adopt asymmetric Schmidt orthogonalization [22], pro-
jecting out preceding token embeddings from later ones. In
contrast, for non-causal text encoders, we employ Löwdin
orthogonalization [30] to symmetrically project token em-
bedding pairs. Next, we introduce Adaptive Token Mixing
(ATM), inspired by our findings of the relationship between
token norm and CA map, as well as the token merging strat-
egy using semantic additivity suggested by ToMe [15], to
optimize token norms with the mixing matrix within NPs,
effectively improving semantic binding. Our loss design,
based on entropy [42] and Bhattacharyya distance [41], en-
sures intra-NP compactness and inter-NP distinction in CA
maps by optimizing the mixing matrix.

To evaluate TeeMo’s semantic binding performance, we
conducted extensive experiments comparing it with vari-
ous state-of-the-art training-free semantic binding methods.
The evaluation employed multiple metrics, including BLIP-
VQA [17], GenEval [10], CIC [2], VQAScore [26], and
VIEScore [21], across multiple T2I benchmarks. The re-
sults demonstrate that TeeMo outperforms existing meth-
ods across most metrics on various datasets and baselines,
establishing a new benchmark in the semantic binding task.
Our key contributions are summarized as follows:
• We empirically and theoretically analyze the geometri-

cal properties of token embeddings influencing semantic
binding, leading to two necessary conditions and enabling
to reinterpret existing works in a new perspective.

• Building on these findings, we propose TeeMo, a training-
free method designed to effectively tackle the T2I seman-
tic binding task. TeeMo comprises novel components:
CAPO, ATM, and a loss formulation for condensed intra-
NP and separated inter-NP.

• We extensively evaluate TeeMo across various baselines,
datasets, and metrics, demonstrating that it achieves a new
state-of-the-art performance in semantic binding.

2. Related Works
Semantic leakage and neglect in T2I generation. T2I
diffusion models [3, 4, 34, 40] generate high-quality images
aligned with input text by leveraging attention mechanisms
between latent vectors and text embeddings. However, they
often struggle to accurately reflect input prompts, particu-
larly in complex scenarios involving multiple objects and
attributes. This leads to two major issues [1, 34, 38]: seman-
tic neglect, where certain objects or attributes in the prompt
are ignored, and semantic leakage, where attributes of one
object mistakenly appear on another. Addressing these is-
sues has led to the emergence of the semantic binding task.

Attend-and-Excite (A&E) [1] optimizes latent vectors to
ensure all subject tokens activate their corresponding image
patches in CA maps, mitigating both semantic neglect and
leakage. SynGen [39] optimizes latents to ensure that intra-
NP tokens (within the same NP) have similar CA maps,
while inter-NP tokens (across different NPs) maintain dis-
tinct CA maps. Additionally, Marioriyad et al. [29] quanti-
fies overlap in CA maps using the variance and center-of-
mass distance, targeting semantic neglect. Since textual in-
put alone provides weak conditioning [43, 45], some meth-
ods incorporate spatial guidance via annotations such as
bounding boxes [5, 6, 27, 28, 33, 48, 49] and masks [20, 31].
Additionally, some studies [11, 33, 52] introduce multi-
modal frameworks that leverage large language models’
(LLMs) capabilities. While these methods are effective,
they lack a direct study on the role of text embeddings. Ad-
ditionally, spatial prior-based methods require extra user in-
put or limit compositional flexibility.

Token-driven approaches for semantic alignment. Re-
cent efforts have explored the role of text token embed-
dings in T2I synthesis, aiming to enhance semantic binding.
StructureDiffusion [8] enhances semantic binding by using
embeddings from hierarchical phrase structures rather than
a single textual sequence. ToMe [15] merges token embed-
dings within an NP based on fixed coefficients creating a
single embedding for each NP and optimizes both text em-
beddings and latents to cluster CA maps into fixed posi-
tions. Magnet [53] manipulates token embeddings to bind
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“a green apple and
a red pencil”

“a green apple and
a red grapefruit”

𝑴𝑺𝑬 𝒕𝟏, 𝒕𝟐 = 0.905𝑴𝑺𝑬 𝒕𝟏, 𝒕𝟐 = 0.657

𝒕𝟏:<apple>

𝒕𝟐:<grapefruit>

𝒕𝟏:<apple>

𝒕𝟐:<pencil>

Figure 2. Relationship between token embedding mean
squared error (MSE) and semantic binding. Upper numbers in-
dicate the MSE between noun tokens within each NP. Stacked im-
ages show attention maps aligned with tokens below. Lower MSE
leads to object neglect (e.g., “grapefruit”) due to substantial atten-
tion overlap, while higher MSE enhances text-image alignment.

objects and attributes with a positive and negative dataset.
Despite advances in semantic binding, these approaches
have limitations: performance gains are marginal [8], flexi-
bility is restricted by predefined positional information and
coefficients [15], mitigation of semantic neglect is limited
to objects only [2], and reliance on datasets introduces per-
formance variability depending on the dataset [53].

3. Analysis
3.1. Cross-Attention in Diffusion Models
T2I diffusion frameworks [3, 4, 34, 40] typically condition
the denoising network using text embeddings obtained from
a text encoder. This conditioning is achieved through the
cross-attention (CA) module within the denoising network.
Let the text embeddings be represented as T ∈ RL×d1

where L is the number of tokens and d1 is the text embed-
ding dimension. We also denote H ∈ RN×d2 as the latent
tokens where N is the number of latent tokens and d2 is
their dimension. Each vector is then projected into the query
Q, key K, and value V via learned linear transformations:

Q = HWQ, K = TWK , V = TWV , (1)

where WK ,WV ∈ Rd1×d and WQ ∈ Rd2×d. The Q, K,
and V are then used in the CA operation as follows:

CrossAttention(Q,K, V ) = softmax
(

QK⊤
√
d

)
V, (2)

where the softmax operation ensures that the sum of prob-
abilities for each text token across all latent tokens equals
1. The result of the softmax(·) operation is referred to as
the CA maps P ∈ RN×L for overall tokens. Additionally,
for an arbitrary i-th text token, we define Ai as the sum-1
normalized distribution of the CA map for Pi ∈ RN .

3.2. Embedding Distance and Semantic Binding
Previous studies [15, 29, 39, 51] have shown that semantic
binding deteriorates when token attention maps excessively

overlap or become too dispersed. However, the influence of
token embedding characteristics on these overlaps and dis-
persions remains unexplored. To investigate this, we experi-
ment with structurally identical multi-attribute multi-object
prompts differing only by a single word, with a fixed seed.
In Fig. 2, we replaced “grapefruit” with “pencil” in the
prompt “a green apple and a red grapefruit,” and measured
token embedding distance via mean squared error (MSE)
between embeddings within different noun phrases (NPs).
Lower embedding MSE between distinct NPs demonstrates
semantic neglect, while higher MSE shows better seman-
tic binding. Analysis reveals that lower embedding MSE
induces greater overlap in CA maps, weakening semantic
binding, whereas higher MSE yields distinct CA maps, en-
hancing semantic binding. Based on this finding, we pro-
pose the following proposition.

Proposition 1 (KL Divergence Monotonicity in Distance).
LetQ = [q1, q2, · · · , qN ] and suppose that qa are i.i.d. sam-
ples from N (µ,Σ), where µ ∈ Rd and Σ ∈ Rd×d. For suffi-
ciently large N , increasing the distance between token em-
beddings ∥ti − tj∥22 monotonically increases the Kullback-
Leibler divergences DKL(Ai∥Aj) and DKL(Aj∥Ai).

Proof is provided in the supplementary Sec. S1.1. Proposi-
tion 1 states that as the distance between two token embed-
dings increases, their corresponding CA maps become more
distinct. Our empirical and theoretical analysis suggests that
increasing token embedding distance across different NPs is
crucial for preventing CA overlap, thereby mitigating object
neglect and preserving semantics.

Notably, to increase the distance of token embeddings,
one can either i) increase the angular distance between the
embeddings or ii) enlarge their magnitudes. A remedy for
increasing the angle is introduced in Sec. 4.1, while enlarg-
ing the magnitudes requires additional considerations.

3.3. Embedding Norm and Semantic Binding
Relationship between the token embeddings norm
and semantic binding. Existing semantic binding ap-
proaches [12, 15, 53] adjust text embeddings to control CAs
but do not explicitly link token embedding norm scaling to
attribute and object activations within the CA maps.

As illustrated in Fig. 3, scaling the norm of text embed-
dings in T2I synthesis models [3, 34, 40] improves the visi-
bility of underrepresented semantics across various text en-
coders [36, 37]. Optimal scaling factor depends on prompt
and seed, remaining consistent for different attributes and
objects. The proposition below explains how increased em-
bedding norms enhance semantic binding.

Proposition 2. Let two token embeddings ti, tj ∈ Rd fol-
low the assumptions 1) and 2) in supplementary materials
S1.3. With scalar values λi, λj > 1, the following holds.

∥ti − tj∥22 < ∥λiti − λjtj∥22. (3)
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Figure 3. Relationship between the token embeddings norm
and semantic binding. The first row shows images from vari-
ous models, while the second row presents results after scaling
up the norm of ignored tokens’ embeddings. This simple oper-
ation improves semantic binding, highlighting the importance of
embedding norms across various text encoders (i.e. CLIP [36] and
T5 [37]) and denoising architectures (i.e. UNet [40] and DiT [32]).

Proof, assumptions, and verification of assumptions are pro-
vided in the supplementary Sec. S1.2 and S2.1. Proposi-
tion 2 suggests that, under certain conditions, scaling the
norm of token embeddings increases the distance between
two vectors. This leads to a more distinct CA map, as sup-
ported by Proposition 1. A remedy for effectively increasing
the norm of token embeddings is provided in Sec. 4.2.

Reinterpreting existing token-driven methods based on
norm scaling. Recent T2I diffusion models rely on text
embeddings to condition the image synthesis. These em-
beddings, extracted from a text encoder, play a crucial role
in guiding the generative process. Assuming that token em-
bedding vectors exhibit Gaussian properties [35, 47], their
behavior can be analyzed as following.
Remark 1 (Norm of token embedding add & sub). Sup-
pose that two token embeddings ti, tj ∈ Rd follow ti, tj ∼
N (µd,Σd) and they satisfy ∥µd∥2 ≪ ∥ti∥2, ∥tj∥2. Then:

E[∥ti∥2], E[∥tj∥2] ≤ E[∥ti ± tj∥2]. (4)

Proof and assumptions are in the supplementary (Sec. S1.3,
S2.1). Remark 1 implies adding or subtracting two token
embeddings increases the norm of the resulting embedding.

Based on this observation, we reinterpret Prompt-to-
Prompt [12] as scaling attention maps through adjustments
in text embedding norms, thereby modulating semantic in-
fluence. Similarly, Magnet [53] strengthens or weakens
prompts by adding or subtracting their embeddings, respec-
tively, which, according to Remark 1, increases the embed-
ding norm. ToMe [15] also increases embedding norms by
linearly summing attribute and object embeddings within an
NP. The approach we use also leverages this phenomenon,
which is further elaborated in Sec. 4.2. More detailed anal-
ysis can be found in supplementary Sec. S2.3.

4. Method
Sec. 3 highlights the importance of token embedding dis-
tances, particularly angular distance and norm, in seman-
tic binding. We propose Causality-Aware Projection Out
(CAPO) to increase inter-NP angular distances by orthog-
onalizing embeddings. Adaptive Token Mixing (ATM) then
enables intra-NP norm scaling without semantic informa-
tion loss. Optimized with entropy and Bhattacharyya losses,
ATM condenses intra-NP and separates inter-NP CA maps.

4.1. Causality-Aware Projection Out
Drawing from insights in Proposition 1, we apply orthogo-
nalization to increase angular distances between token em-
beddings from distinct noun phrases (NPs), thus reducing
dependency. Considering text encoder causality, we note
that causal encoders employ attention masks, restricting to-
kens to attend only to preceding positions, whereas non-
causal encoders allow unrestricted mutual attention. There-
fore, we propose Causality-Aware Projection Out (CAPO),
aiming to preserve maximal token information while in-
creasing inter-NP distances. Defining preceding NP tokens
as U = {u1, u2, . . . , um} and succeeding NP tokens as
W = {w1, w2, . . . , wn}, CAPO uses Schmidt orthogonal-
ization [22] in causal encoders, projecting each wi ∈ W
orthogonally against tokens uj ∈ U , yielding w′

i as follows:

w′
i = wi −

m∑
j=1

⟨wi, uj⟩
⟨uj , uj⟩

uj , (5)

where ⟨ui, wj⟩ represents the inner product between ui and
wj . This transformation ensures that embeddings in W , em-
beddings in the latter NP, remain orthogonal to all embed-
dings in U , eliminating redundant dependencies while pre-
serving the semantic integrity of reference embeddings in
the former NP. For a non-causal text encoder with bidirec-
tional dependencies, we apply a symmetric approach using
Löwdin orthogonalization [30], ensuring equitable decorre-
lation of token embeddings across NPs. Given a token em-
bedding matrix X = [ui, wj ] spanning different NPs, we
compute the orthogonalized pair X ′ = [u′i, w

′
j ] as follows:

X ′ = X(X⊤X)−1/2. (6)

The overall process of CAPO is illustrated in Fig. 4a. Lever-
aging CAPO allows for attributes and objects across NPs to
stay separate, which improves semantic binding and main-
tains compositional consistency during the T2I generation
process that involves multiple objects and attributes.

4.2. Adaptive Token Mixing
Building on the insights from Proposition 2, we propose
Adaptive Token Mixing (ATM), which adaptively enhances
the distinctiveness of CA maps for each NP. Instead of
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(a) Illustration of Causality-Aware Projection Out (CAPO).
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(b) Illustration of Adaptive Token Mixing (ATM).

Figure 4. The overview illustration of the TeeMo. TeeMo consists of two main components: Causality-Aware Projection Out (CAPO)
and Adaptive Token Mixing (ATM). (a) CAPO extracts token embeddings from each noun phrase (NP) and performs orthogonalization
on token pairs based on the causality of the text encoder. For the causal text encoder, an asymmetric orthogonalization method, Schmidt
orthogonalization (Schmidt ortho.), is applied. If the encoder is non-causal, a symmetric method, Löwdin orthogonalization (Löwdin
ortho.), is used. (b) ATM introduces a learnable transformation matrix M to appropriately mix tokens within each NP, enhancing semantic
binding. The M and latent vectors (Zt) are optimized with the loss LEnt. + LBhat. obtained from the cross-attention (CA) map.

solely controlling token norms, ATM employs a learn-
able mixing matrix to blend token embedding semantics.
This approach not only adjusts token norms but also keeps
their intended semantics in NP, thereby improving semantic
binding performance, which is illustrated in Fig. 4b.

For a given token embedding set of an NP, V =
{v1, v2, . . . , vn}, we define the matrix V ∈ Rn×d, where
each token embedding vector is stacked along the row di-
mension and d denotes the embedding dimension. We then
initialize a learnable mixing matrix MV ∈ Rn×n. The mix-
ing operation is performed as Eq. (7) to generate a new rep-
resentation V∗ ∈ Rn×d, which is subsequently utilized in
both the optimization step and the image synthesis process:

V∗ = MVV. (7)

For example, given an NP with one object with two at-
tributes, such as “red furry cat”, we can construct a token
embedding set V = {vred, vfurry, vcat}, build a token matrix
V ∈ R3×d with V , and initialize MV ∈ R3×3 as follows:

MV =

a11 a12 a13
a21 a22 a23
a31 a32 a33

 , V =

 vred
vfurry
vcat

 , (8)

where the updated token embeddings are computed as:

V∗ =

 v∗red
v∗furry
v∗cat

 =

a11vred + a12vfurry + a13vcat
a12vred + a22vfurry + a23vcat
a13vred + a32vfurry + a33vcat

 . (9)

Our approach adaptively adjusts token norms to capture se-
mantics in NP while enhancing individual token representa-
tion. By mixing tokens within an NP, it strengthens entail-
ment relationships, fostering cohesive meaning integration

𝐴! 𝐴"

(a) Effect of LEnt..

𝐴! 𝐴"

(b) Effect of LBhat..

Figure 5. Illustration of the effects of LEnt. and LBhat. on two
probability distributions, A1 and A2. (a) As LEnt. decreases,
each distribution, A1 and A2, becomes more condensed. (b) As
LBhat. decreases, the overlap between A1 and A2 is reduced.

and reinforcing semantic consistency for more effective se-
mantic binding. In contrast, ToMe [15] merges objects and
attributes within a phrase via linear summation, setting at-
tribute token norms to zero and fixing object token norms to
predefined values (e.g., 1.1 or 1.2 in their implementation),
imposing rigid constraints. Our ATM approach dynamically
optimizes the coefficients for mixing and scaling, offering
flexibility and significantly improving semantic binding.

4.3. Loss-Guided Condensation and Separation
Recall that effective semantic binding requires condensed
and distinct CA maps. We previously introduced necessary
conditions and the ATM, which leverage the conditions.
This structure is optimized via an objective explicitly de-
signed to achieve condensed and distinct CA maps.

For the condensed CA maps, we employ a Shannon en-
tropy [42] loss that encourages attention condensation by
minimizing entropy. Given the probability pi over an Ak of
k-th token, the entropy loss LEnt. is formulated as:

LEnt. = −
∑
k∈K

∑
pi∈Ak

pi log pi, (10)
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Method BLIP-VQA [17] ↑ GenEval [10] ↑
Color attribute

CIC [2] ↑
‘2 Obj. exist’ VQAScore [26] ↑ VIEScore [21] ↑Color Texture Shape

SDXL [34] 0.6121 0.5568 0.4982 0.2050 0.518 0.7327 7.380

ToMe [15] 0.5404 0.5324 0.2918 0.0175 0.389 0.6451 6.132
StructureDiffXL [8] 0.5092 0.4996 0.4416 0.1375 0.436 0.6924 7.148

A&EXL [1] 0.6309 0.5550 0.5075 0.2325 0.536 0.7333 7.560
SynGenXL [39] 0.6549 0.5734 0.5092 0.1550 0.533 0.7502 7.804

Magnet [53] 0.6839 0.5686 0.5056 0.2875 0.555 0.7870 7.996
TeeMo (Ours) 0.7610 0.6581 0.5472 0.4525 0.639 0.8219 8.328

Table 1. Quantitative results of semantic binding performance evaluation for T2I generation. We measure the BLIP-VQA score
across three attribute subsets (Color, Texture, Shape) in the T2I-CompBench dataset. Additionally, we evaluate the entity occurrence ratio
by measuring the ‘2 objects exist’ case from Chen et al. [2] (CIC) on 1,000 generated samples. VQAScore and VIEScore are computed
on 250 generated samples, all from the T2I-CompBench. The GenEval score evaluates color alignment on the GenEval dataset. TeeMo
demonstrates superior performance without requiring additional training, achieving a 120.7% improvement over the SDXL in GenEval.

where K denotes the set of token indices corresponding to
objects. As shown in Fig. 5a, this objective facilitates the
formation of localized CA maps, ultimately preserving the
object-attribute relationships effectively.

To make inter-NP CA map distinct, we introduce Bhat-
tacharyya distance [41] loss, which measures the overlaps
between two probability distributions, ensuring distinct at-
tention distributions across phrases. It is formulated as:

LBhat. =
∑

(m,n)∈S

(
N∑
i=1

( ∑
pi∈Am, qi∈An

√
piqi

))
, (11)

where S is the set of object token index pairs in different
NPs. As shown in Fig. 5b, LBhat. encourages the formation
of mutually exclusive CA maps by reducing the overlap be-
tween two CA maps, contributing to semantic binding.

By combining the two previously introduced objectives,
LEnt. and LBhat., we formulate the final loss function Ltotal
as follows, serving as the optimization objective:

Ltotal = LEnt. + λLBhat., (12)

where λ is a coefficient that balances intra-NP condensation
and inter-NP separation. With Ltotal, we optimized latent
vectors and mixing matrix parameter set θ via backpropa-
gation with step size η as θ′ = θ − η · ∇θLTotal.

Note that other works do not explicitly use overlap as
an objective [1, 39] or often rely on pre-defined spatial pri-
ors [6, 15] for non-overlap constraints between CA maps.
In contrast, our formulation does not incorporate any spa-
tial priors. Instead, it is solely built upon the two key in-
sights we proposed: CA map condensation and separation.
We empirically validate the effectiveness of this approach.

5. Experiments
5.1. Experimental Setups
Baselines. To assess TeeMo’s performance, we compare
it against multiple baselines: ToMe [15], StructureDiffu-
sion [8] (StructureDiff), Attend-and-Excite [1] (A&E), Syn-

Gen [39], and Magnet [53]. Quantitative comparisons em-
ploy SDXL [34], while qualitative analyses additionally use
PlayGround-v2 (PlayG-v2) [23] and PixArt-Σ [3]. Notably,
SDXL and PlayG-v2 use CLIP [36] as a causal text en-
coder, whereas PixArt-Σ utilizes T5 [37], a non-causal text
encoder. None of the baselines require additional training
for the semantic binding task. For automatic NP extraction,
we utilize SpaCy [14] to syntactically parse prompts. To
ensure fairness, we use official implementations for each
approach. For baselines with unsupported base models, we
have adapted the implementations as needed (e.g., Struc-
tureDiff, A&E, and SynGen). The implementation details
of the models are provided in the supplementary (Sec. S4).

Datasets. For quantitative evaluation, we employed T2I-
CompBench [17], GenEval [10] color subset, and our 3×3
dataset. T2I-CompBench consists of three subsets—color,
texture, and shape—each with 300 prompts. GenEval’s
color attribute subset contains 100 prompts describing ob-
jects with distinct colors. To further examine TeeMo’s ro-
bustness under multiple attribute scenarios, we constructed
the 3×3 dataset, consisting of structured prompts with two
objects, each assigned two attributes, following the tem-
plate: “a/an {adj.} {adj.} {noun} and a/an {adj.} {adj.}
{noun}.” Attributes and nouns from T2I-CompBench were
used to generate 200 prompts via an LLM, resulting in
1,200 evaluation prompts. Dataset details are in Sec. S5.

Metrics. We evaluate semantic binding performance us-
ing five metrics: BLIP-VQA [17], GenEval [10], CIC [2],
VQAScore [26], and VIEScore [21]. BLIP-VQA follows
established protocols [9, 15, 16, 18] on the T2I-CompBench
dataset [17]. GenEval assesses object-color relationships.
CIC utilizes an LLM to quantify information loss, specif-
ically measuring the ‘two objects exist’ scenario in Chen
et al. [2]. VQAScore employs the clip-flant5-xxl
model for evaluation. In VIEScore, we measured seman-
tic consistency and followed the protocol in the original pa-
per. Evaluations are conducted with five images per prompt,
generating a total of 6,000 images per method. Evaluation
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“a green bag and a blue water bottle”

Base Model StructureDiff A & E SynGen ToMe MagnetTeeMo (Ours)

“a gold wooden window and a blue rubber gloves”

“the leather wallet and fluffy keychain hang on the metallic hook by the wooden door”

“a blue rubber pear and a red fluffy hat”

“a bathroom with red tile and a green shower curtain”
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“a cubic ice cube and a cylindrical water bottle”

Figure 6. Qualitative comparison of TeeMo against training-free semantic binding baselines across various models. Unlike baselines
which struggle with semantic binding as prompt complexity and attribute counts per object rise, TeeMo consistently produces images
accurately aligned with textual descriptions, underscoring its robustness across both simple and intricate prompts.
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<a brown backpack and a pink cow=
<a green metallic dog and

a purple fluffy apple=

<a blue wooden eraser and 

a red glass necklace=

Figure 7. Qualitative results of TeeMo with Pixart-Σ as a base model. As shown in the first row, Pixart-Σ exhibits difficulties in
semantic binding despite its use of a large text encoder (T5-XXL) and advanced denoising architecture (DiT). The second row illustrates
that TeeMo markedly enhances semantic binding, effectively resolving previously problematic prompts. Importantly, TeeMo remains robust
for challenging prompts involving multiple attributes per object, such as the 3×3 scenario, highlighting the efficacy of our approach.
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Method CIC [2] ↑
‘2 Obj. exist’

VQAScore [26] ↑ VIEScore [21] ↑

SDXL [34] 0.260 0.6886 6.120

ToMe [15] 0.130 0.5357 4.312
StructureDiffXL [8] 0.204 0.6240 5.792

A&EXL [1] 0.275 0.6805 6.248
SynGenXL [39] 0.280 0.6997 6.408

Magnet [53] 0.304 0.6907 6.240
TeeMo (Ours) 0.376 0.7422 7.020

Table 2. Quantitative results for semantic binding assessment
in the challenging 3×3 prompts. While other semantic binding
methods either underperform compared to naı̈ve SDXL or achieve
only marginal improvements in the 3 × 3 setting, TeeMo outper-
forms them by a large margin, achieving gains of up to 44.6%.

metric details Sec. S6 and other implementation considera-
tions Sec. S4 are provided in the supplementary.

5.2. Comparison
Quantitative comparison. We conduct a comprehensive
quantitative comparison of various semantic binding meth-
ods using SDXL [34] as the base model. Tab. 1 presents
the results obtained from images generated by each method
with various metrics. As shown, TeeMo exhibits superior
performance across all datasets and metrics, indicating a
120.7% improvement in the GenEval score compared to
the SDXL, clearly validating its enhanced capability. We
also evaluate the methods under a more challenging 3×3
prompts, with results in Tab. 2. The results confirm that
TeeMo continues to exhibit strong performance even with
complex attribute compositions, highlighting its robustness
in managing intricate multi-attribute prompts. Furthermore,
it is noteworthy that TeeMo demonstrates its competitive-
ness against existing training-based methods [9, 16, 18, 50],
showcasing comparable and, on average, superior BLIP-
VQA [17] scores (Sec. S9.1). Additional experiments, in-
cluding computational cost (Sec. S3) and alternative base
model evaluations (Sec. S9.1), are in the supplementary.

Qualitative comparison. We conduct qualitative com-
parisons between TeeMo and existing semantic binding
methods across multiple T2I synthesis models, including
SDXL and PlayG-v2, as shown in Fig. 6. The results clearly
demonstrate that TeeMo achieves superior semantic bind-
ing performance not only in scenarios involving two ob-
jects each associated with a single attribute, but also in the
more challenging 3×3 scenarios where each object has two
attributes, as well as in complex prompt conditions. Fur-
thermore, we extend our experiments to PixArt-Σ, a model
that integrates the non-causal text encoder T5 and DiT ar-
chitecture, with results provided in Fig. 7. These additional
results further confirm the generalizability and robustness
of TeeMo across diverse model architectures. In addition,
we provide various qualitative results, including uncurated
samples, in the supplementary material Sec. S9.2-S9.3.

Conf. CAPO
ATM BLIP-VQA [17] ↑

LEnt.. LBhat. Color Texture Shape Avg.

A ✗ ✗ ✗ 0.5616 0.6446 0.5712 0.5925
B ✓ ✗ ✗ 0.5900 0.6954 0.5910 0.6255
C ✗ ✓ ✗ 0.7346 0.7796 0.6323 0.7155
D ✗ ✓ ✓ 0.7689 0.7798 0.6472 0.7320
E ✓ ✓ ✗ 0.7641 0.8000 0.6415 0.7352
F ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.7576 0.8041 0.6866 0.7494

Table 3. Ablation study on the T2I-CompBench benchmark.
Ablation studies on CAPO and ATM confirm their significant in-
dividual contributions to semantic binding performance. Note that
the latent vectors are optimized only when ATM is applied.

5.3. Ablation Study
To validate each component’s effectiveness, we conduct an
ablation study on 100 sampled images (20 prompts, 5 im-
ages each) from T2I-CompBench using SDXL. Additional
ablation studies, including qualitative results for each con-
figuration in Tab. 3, are in the supplementary Sec. S7.

Effectiveness of CAPO. To validate CAPO’s effective-
ness, we compare semantic binding performance with and
without CAPO, as summarized in Tab. 3. The significant
improvement from Conf. A (baseline) to Conf. B (with
CAPO only) confirms CAPO’s capability to reduce en-
tanglements and strengthen semantic binding. Further en-
hancements observed between Conf. D (without CAPO)
and Conf. F (Ours) reinforce CAPO’s efficacy.

Effectiveness of ATM with our loss design. In Tab. 3,
comparing Conf. A (baseline) and Conf. C (LEnt. only)
shows that entropy loss significantly improves semantic
binding performance. Adding the Bhattacharyya distance
loss, which forms our total loss design, in Conf. D further
enhances the results, validating its synergy with LEnt.. Op-
timizing the token mixing matrix and latent space with our
loss after applying CAPO (in Conf. F), representing TeeMo,
achieves the best performance, validating its efficacy.

6. Conclusion
We have proposed TeeMo, a training-free, text embedding-
aware attention control method for Text-to-image (T2I)
generation of scenes with multiple objects and attributes.
Our empirical and theoretical analyses reveal that the geo-
metric properties of text token embeddings such as norms
and similarities are crucial for semantic binding. TeeMo
integrates Causality-Aware Projection Out (CAPO) and
Adaptive Token Mixing (ATM) with a unique loss design to
effectively regularize the attention map, leading to condens-
ing intra-NP and separating inter-NP. Comprehensive ex-
periments across various baselines demonstrate that TeeMo
outperforms existing methods across diverse datasets and
metrics, highlighting its effectiveness and scalability for
strong semantic binding in T2I synthesis.
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S1. Proofs
S1.1. Proof of Proposition 1
Proposition 1 (KL Divergence Monotonicity in Distance). Let Q = [q1, q2, · · · , qN ] and suppose that qa are i.i.d. samples
from N (µ,Σ), where µ ∈ Rd and Σ ∈ Rd×d. For sufficiently large N , increasing the distance between token embeddings
∥ti − tj∥2 monotonically increases the Kullback-Leibler divergences DKL(Ai∥Aj) and DKL(Aj∥Ai).

Proof. We define the attention logit Ωai and its attention value Pai for a-th latent query token qa and i-th text token ti as:

Ωai = qqW
⊤
K t

⊤
i , Pai =

exp(Ωai)∑L
i=1 exp(Ωai)

. (S1)

The normalized attention map Ai is defined as:

Ai =
Pi

∥Pi∥1
, Aai =

Pai∑N
b=1 Pbi

. (S2)

Define the denominator of Pai and Paj as:

Za =

L∑
m=1

exp(Ωam). (S3)

Then, we can rewrite the normalized attention value as:

Aai =

exp(qaW
⊤
K t⊤i )

Za∑N
b=1

exp(qbW⊤
K t⊤i )

Zb

, Aaj =

exp(qaW
⊤
K t⊤j )

Za∑N
b=1

exp(qbW⊤
K t⊤j )

Zb

. (S4)

The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence DKL of Ai and Aj is defined as:

DKL(Ai∥Aj) =

N∑
a=1

Aai log
Aai

Aaj
. (S5)

With Eq. (S4), the term with log in Eq. (S5) can be expressed as:

log
Aai

Aaj
= qaW

⊤
K (ti − tj)

⊤ + log

(∑N
b=1

exp(qbW
⊤
K t⊤j )

Zb∑N
b=1

exp(qbW⊤
K t⊤i )

Zb

)
. (S6)

Then, we can simplify Eq. (S6):

log
Aai

Aaj
= qaW

⊤
K (ti − tj)

⊤ + log
Sj

Si
, (S7)

where Si and Sj are defined as:

Si =

N∑
b=1

Pbi =

N∑
b=1

exp(qbW
⊤
K t

⊤
i )

Zb
, Sj =

N∑
b=1

Pbj =

N∑
b=1

exp(qbW
⊤
K t

⊤
j )

Zb
. (S8)

Thus, the KL divergence of Ai and Aj in Eq. (S5) can be represented:

DKL(Ai∥Aj) =

N∑
a=1

Aai

[
qaW

⊤
K (ti − tj)

⊤ + log
Sj

Si

]
(S9)

=
( N∑

a=1

Aaiqa

)
W⊤

K (ti − tj)
⊤ + log

Sj

Si
. (S10)
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Since qa are sampled from i.i.d. N (µ,Σ), and N is large enough to apply the law of large numbers, we can define without
loss of generality:

1

N

N∑
b=1

Pbi =
Si

N
→ Eq1 [P1i],

1

N

N∑
b=1

Pbj =
Sj

N
→ Eq1 [P1j ]. (S11)

It allows us to simply represent Eq. (S8) and attention Aai as:

Si ≈ NE[P1i], Sj ≈ NE[P1j ], Aai ≈
Pai

NE[P1i]
. (S12)

Defining q̄Ai
= 1

N

∑N
a=1Aaiqa, we can represent the KL divergence in Eq. (S10) between Ai and Aj with Eq. (S12):

q̄Ai
≈ 1

N

N∑
a=1

Pai

NE[P1i]
qa → E

[
Pai

E[P1i]
q1

]
=

E[P1iq1]

E[P1i]
, (S13)

DKL(Ai∥Aj) = Nq̄AiW
⊤
K (ti − tj)

⊤ + log
Sj

Si

≈ N
(E[P1iq1]

E[P1i]

)
W⊤

K (ti − tj)
⊤ + log

E[P1i]

E[P1j ]
. (S14)

Due to the complexity results from the softmax, consider a perturbation approach when ti ≈ tj . Let tj = ti+δt, and examine
how DKL changes with ∥δt∥2. With small δt, we can represent Ωaj and Paj as:

Ωaj = qaW
⊤
K (ti + δt)

⊤ = Ωai + qaW
⊤
K δt

⊤, (S15)

Paj ≈ Pai exp(qaW
⊤
K δt

⊤)/Z ′
a, (S16)

since Za changes by δt. Using a first-order approximation, we can represent:

Paj − Pai ≈ Pai(qaW
⊤
K δt

⊤), (S17)

Sj ≈ Si +

N∑
a=1

Pai(qaW
⊤
K δt

⊤), (S18)

Aaj ≈
Pai(1 + qaW

⊤
K δt

⊤)

Si(1 +
1
Si

∑N
b=1 PbiqbW⊤

K δt
⊤)
, (S19)

log
Aai

Aaj
≈ −qaW⊤

K δt
⊤ +

1

Si

N∑
b=1

PbiqbW
⊤
K δt

⊤. (S20)

Therefore, the KL divergence reduces to:

DKL(Ai∥Aj) ≈
N∑

a=1

Aai(−qaW⊤
K δt

⊤ +
1

Si

N∑
b=1

PbiqbW
⊤
K δt

⊤) (S21)

= (
1

Si

N∑
b=1

Pbiqb −
N∑

a=1

Paiqa)W
⊤
K δt

⊤. (S22)

Since Aai = Pai/Si,

DKL(Ai∥Aj) ≈ N
( 1

N

N∑
a=1

Paiqa −
1

N

N∑
a=1

Paiqa

)
W⊤

K δt
⊤, (S23)
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indicating a need for higher-order terms. Compute the second-order term:

DKL(Ai∥Aj) ≈
N∑

a=1

Aai

(1
2
(qaW

⊤
K δt

⊤)2
)

(S24)

=
1

2
δtWK

( N∑
a=1

Aaiq
⊤
a qa

)
W⊤

K δt
⊤. (S25)

For large N , without loss of generality:
N∑

a=1

Aaiq
⊤
a qa ≈ NE

[P1iq
⊤
a qa

E[P1i]

]
, (S26)

which is positive definite, and:

DKL(Ai∥Aj) ≈
N

2
δtWKE

[P1iq
⊤
a qa

E[P1i]

]
W⊤

K δt
⊤. (S27)

Let express distance with δt,
∥ti − tj∥22 = δtδt⊤. (S28)

We have shown:
DKL(Ai∥Aj) ∝ δtWKΣ′W⊤

K δt
⊤, (S29)

where Σ′ = E
[
P1iq

⊤
a qa

E[P1i]

]
. SinceWKΣ′W⊤

K is positive definite,DKL(Ai∥Aj) increases as ∥ti−tj∥22 increases. Beyond small
perturbations,DKL(Ai∥Aj) remains convex inAj and continues to increase asAj deviates further fromAi, driven primarily
by the growth in ∥ti − tj∥22, aligning with the quadratic approximation. A similar proof holds for DKL(Aj∥Ai).

S1.2. Proof of Proposition 2
Proposition 2. Let two token embeddings ti, tj ∈ Rd follow the assumptions 1) ∥ti∥ ≈ ∥tj∥ = r and 2) cos θij < 0.5 where
cos θij = (tit

⊤
j /(∥ti∥∥tj∥)). With scalar values λi, λj > 1, the following holds.

∥ti − tj∥22 < ∥λiti − λjtj∥22.

Proof. Then with the assumption 1),

∥λiti − λjtj∥22 − ∥ti − tj∥22
= r2

(
λ2i + λ2j + 2(1− λiλj) cos θij − 2

)
.

(S30)

Since λi, λj > 1 and with the assumption 2),

r2
(
λ2i + λ2j + 2(1− λiλj) cos θij − 2

)
> r2

(
λ2i + λ2j − λiλj − 1

)
> 0.

(S31)

Therefore, we have proven the following inequality.

∥λiti − λjtj∥22 − ∥ti − tj∥22 > 0. (S32)

S1.3. Proof of Remark 1
Remark 1 (Norm of token embedding add & sub). Suppose that two token embeddings ti, tj ∈ Rd follow ti, tj ∼ N (µd,Σd)
and they satisfy ∥µd∥2 ≪ ∥ti∥2, ∥tj∥2. Then:

E[∥ti∥2], E[∥tj∥2] ≤ E[∥ti ± tj∥2].

11



Proof. Expanding the squared norm,
∥ti ± tj∥22 = ∥ti∥22 + ∥tj∥22 ± 2ti · tj . (S33)

Taking expectations and using linearity,

E[∥ti ± tj∥22] = E[∥ti∥22] + E[∥tj∥22]± 2E[ti · tj ]. (S34)

Since ti and tj follow N (µd,Σd), their inner product satisfies E[ti · tj ] = ∥µd∥22 and ∥µd∥22 ≪ ∥ti∥22, ∥tj∥22, simplifying to:

E[∥ti ± tj∥22] = E[∥ti∥22] + E[∥tj∥22]± 2∥µd∥22 (S35)

≈ E[∥ti∥22] + E[∥tj∥22]. (S36)

Applying Jensen’s inequality to the square root function,

E[∥ti ± tj∥2] ≥
√
E[∥ti∥22] + E[∥tj∥22]. (S37)

Since E[∥ti∥2] ≤
√

E[∥ti∥22] by Jensen’s inequality, it follows that:

E[∥ti∥2],E[∥tj∥2] ≤ E[∥ti ± tj∥2]. (S38)

Equality holds when either ti = 0 or tj = 0.
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S2. Additional Analysis

S2.1. Verification of Assumptions

Assumption of norm difference in Proposition 2. In
Proposition 2, we assumed that the norms of two token
embeddings, ti and tj , are approximately similar. To em-
pirically validate this assumption, we conducted experi-
ments on 600 prompts sampled from the T2I Compbench
dataset used in BLIP-VQA. Specifically, we quantified the
relative norm difference by computing the ratio 2|∥ti∥2 −
∥tj∥2|/(∥ti∥2 + ∥tj∥2) for each object token embedding
pair present in these prompts. The results are depicted in
Fig. S1a. As shown in the figure, most computed ratios are
close to zero, indicating that the differences in norm be-
tween embedding pairs are minimal relative to their magni-
tudes. These results strongly support the validity of our as-
sumption regarding the similarity of the embedding norms.

Assumption of cosine similarity in Proposition 2. In

Proposition 2, we assumed that cos θij =
tit

⊤
j

|ti||tj | < 0.5.
In this section, we present experimental results validating
the feasibility of this assumption. Fig. S1b illustrates a his-
togram of cos θij values computed between object token
embeddings ti and tj , corresponding to different NPs across
600 prompts from the BLIP-VQA dataset. As seen in the
figure, the majority of token embedding pairs satisfy the
stated condition. The few prompts that violate this condi-
tion typically correspond to cases where both tokens rep-
resent the same object category (e.g., “a plastic chair and
a wooden chair”). Since such cases are rare, these results
demonstrate the validity of our assumption.

Assumption of norm in Remark 1 Text encoders uti-
lized in TeeMo enforce a Gaussian distribution through a
layer normalization module before producing final embed-
dings. In the case of the T5 encoder [37], due to the ab-
sence of bias terms in layer norm, two token embeddings
ti and tj naturally satisfy E[ti · tj ] = 0, making the remark
hold, without requiring specific constraints on µd. However,
the CLIP text encoder [36] incorporates bias terms during
the layer normalization step, causing µd to deviate from the
zero vector. Hence, we analyze whether the embeddings ex-
tracted from the CLIP text encoder satisfy the assumption
stated in Remark 1, namely, ∥µd∥2 ≪ ∥ti∥2, ∥tj∥2. The
results of this analysis in 600 prompts from the T2I Comp-
bench dataset are presented in Fig. S1c. As shown in the
figure, the norm ∥µd∥2 is approximately 12.5, significantly
smaller compared to the norms of individual embeddings.
This result supports the compatibility of the CLIP text en-
coder embeddings with our assumption.

S2.2. Token Embedding Scaling in Baselines
Prompt-to-prompt. Prompt-to-prompt [12] (P2P) per-
forms image editing by controlling the degree of attribute
expression in the generated image through cross-attention
re-weighting. This can be formulated as follows:

AttentionRe-weight = αi · softmax
(QK⊤
√
dk

)
V

≈ softmax
(Q(αi ·K)⊤√

dk

)
(αi · V ), (S39)

where αi is a vector whose elements are set to a user-
specified scalar value at the token index i intended for re-
weighting, with all other elements set to 1. This approach is
equivalent to scaling the value matrix V . Since the vectors
used as inputs for key and value projections remain identi-
cal as text embeddings, and the projections for keys and val-
ues are linear, this operation can ultimately be interpreted as
scaling the original text embeddings.

Magnet. Magnet [53] obtains an embedding vector êi,
used for Text-to-Image (T2I) synthesis, by linearly combin-
ing the original embedding ei with positive (vposi ) and neg-
ative embedding vectors (vnegi ) derived from a pre-defined
dataset. This procedure can be formulated as follows:

êi = ei + αi · vposi − βi · vnegi . (S40)

According to Remark 1, this approach yields results ex-
actly equivalent to scaling the embedding of the i-th token,
thereby improving semantic binding performance.

ToMe. One of the key approaches of ToMe [15] is lever-
aging semantic additivity to create a single token embed-
ding representing a noun phrase (NP) by linearly combining
tokens corresponding to attributes and objects within that
NP. Given an NP token vector set U = {u1, u2, . . . , un},
where u1 denotes the object token embedding, ToMe com-
putes the merged token embedding umer. as follows:

umer. = α · u1 + β ·
n∑

i=2

ui, (S41)

where α and β are scalar values greater than 1, fixed as
α = 1.1 and β = 1.2 in their implementation. According
to Remark 1, this also results in an effect of increasing the
magnitude of the token embedding.

S2.3. Additional Analysis Results
Effect of MSE in semantic binding. In the main pa-
per, we theoretically and empirically demonstrated the im-
pact of the distance between tokens belonging to distinct
noun phrases (NPs) on semantic binding. In this section,
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Figure S1. (a) Histogram of the norm differences and norm ratios. Most values are concentrated around 0, and the largest value is below
0.02, indicating that norm differences between token embedding pairs are extremely small. (b) Histogram of cosine similarity between
object token embeddings located in different noun phrases (NPs) within the text prompt set for BLIP-VQA. It can be observed that
most token embedding pairs have similarities lower than 0.5. (c) Comparison between the histogram of norms of token embeddings and
∥µd∥2. While ∥µd∥2 is relatively small (12.5), most token embeddings exhibit norms greater than 400, confirming that the assumption
∥µd∥2 ≪ ∥ti∥2, ∥tj∥2 holds true for the CLIP text encoder.

<a blue car (�!) and

a red vase (�")=

<a blue car (�!) and

a red car (�")=

MSE(�!, �") = 0.331 MSE(�!, �") = 0.724

<a wooden table (�!) and

a leather belt (�")=

<a glass table (�!) and

a leather belt (�")=

MSE(�!, �") = 0.782 MSE(�!, �") = 0.903

<a plastic toy (�!) and

a glass bottle (�")=

<a plastic toy (�!) and

a glass teddy bear (�")=

MSE(�!, �") = 0.582 MSE(�!, �") = 0.786

<a wooden door (�!) and

a fluffy blanket (�")=

<a wooden door (�!) and

a plastic chair (�")=

MSE(�!, �") = 0.689 MSE(�!, �") = 0.902

<a pink jacket (�!) and

a black hat (�")=

<a pink jacket (�!) and

a lime hat (�")=

MSE(�!, �") = 0.804 MSE(�!, �") = 0.911

<a blue bird (�!) and

a purple grape (�")=

<a blue bird (�!) and

a brown bear (�")=

MSE(�!, �") = 0.657 MSE(�!, �") = 0.882

Figure S2. Additional qualitative results illustrating the impact
of Mean-Squared Error (MSE) on semantic binding perfor-
mance. Consistent with the main manuscript, it can be observed
that smaller MSE between token embeddings correlate with in-
creased difficulty in achieving proper semantic binding.

we extend these experiments to investigate whether sim-
ilar trends and outcomes hold true for a broader set of
prompts. As illustrated in Fig. S2, a higher mean squared
error (MSE)—which can be viewed as equivalent to dis-
tance due to the fixed dimensionality—between two tokens
clearly correlates with more distinct cross-attention maps
and improved semantic binding. These results align well
with Proposition 1 introduced in the main text, further sub-
stantiating the motivation behind Causality-Aware Projec-
tion Out (CAPO) and Adaptive Token Mixing (ATM).

Norm scaling. We have empirically and theoretically
demonstrated that scaling the token norm improves under-

represented semantics and enhances semantic binding in the
main manuscript. In this section, we provide further em-
pirical evidence supporting this finding. As illustrated in
the Fig. S3, this phenomenon consistently occurs irrespec-
tive of the architectures of the text encoder and denois-
ing network. This observation, reinforced by our theoretical
analysis, confirms once again that the phenomenon inher-
ently arises from the fundamental properties of the cross-
attention mechanism.

Cross-attention maps of TeeMo. We developed our
method aiming to ensure that tokens belonging to different
noun phrases (NPs) possess distinct cross-attention (CA)
maps during the denoising process. In this section, we qual-
itatively demonstrate whether tokens corresponding to each
object in images generated by TeeMo indeed exhibit dis-
tinct attention maps. As shown in Fig. S4, despite the pres-
ence of multiple objects and diverse attributes describing
each object, tokens representing individual objects display
mutually exclusive and clear attention maps. These results
confirm the effectiveness of our objectives and methods.

S3. Efficiency

To evaluate the efficiency of TeeMo, we measured the in-
ference time and peak memory usage of each method and
present the results in Tab. S1. The evaluation was conducted
on an Nvidia A100 GPU using the average of 10 prompts.
We used the same guidance scale and sampling steps as in
the main paper. In terms of inference time, TeeMo achieved
an inference time of 22.3 seconds, which is the fastest
among optimization-based approaches (A&E, SynGen, and
ToMe). For peak memory usage, it recorded 14.1 GB, rank-
ing third with a minimal difference from SDXL (10.7 GB),
while maintaining the best performance in semantic bind-
ing. These results demonstrate that our method not only
outperforms existing approaches but also efficiently handles
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<a big gorilla and

a small mouse=

<a blue bowl and

a brown elephant=

<a fabric towel and

a glass table=

Stable Diffusion 1.5

<a tall sunflower and

a small daisy=

<a blue bench and

a green cake=

<a rubber tire and

a fluffy pillow=

SDXL

<a round bagel and

a square toaster=

<a red apple and

a green suitcase=

<a wooden toy and

a fabric pants=

PixArt-£

Figure S3. Additional qualitative results further illustrate the effectiveness of norm scaling on semantic binding. Beyond the examples
presented in the main manuscript, we observe consistent effects across various models, including Stable Diffusion 1.5, SDXL, and PixArt-
Σ, and across diverse prompts. Notably, even in cases of semantic leakage (e.g., “a blue bench,” “a green suitcase”) norm scaling effectively
mitigates the leakage, reinforcing its role in improving semantic binding.

<cat>

<dog>

<spoon>

<chair>

<a red furry cat and a blue metallic dog= <a metallic spoon and a wooden chair=

<bear>

<squirrel>

<bear>

<book>

<a big bear and a small squirrel= <a pink bear and a yellow book=

<cake>

<suitcase>

<a red cake and a blue suitcase=

<bag>

<vase>

<a fabric bag and a glass vase=

Figure S4. Visualization of images generated by TeeMo with
various input prompts, along with their corresponding cross-
attention (CA) maps for object tokens within each prompt.
Consistent with our discussion, CA maps for images generated by
TeeMo show minimal overlap and distinct separation, confirming
that TeeMo effectively achieves clear semantic binding.

the semantic binding task.

S4. Implementation Details
Background of Diffusion Models. Latent Diffusion
Models (LDMs) perform denoising in the latent space, sig-
nificantly reducing computational cost while preserving im-

Method Sampling
Steps

Time ↓
(sec.)

Peak Memory ↓
(GB)

SDXL [34] 50 6.00 10.7

ToMe [15] 50 30.6 20.4
StructureDiffXL [8] 50 6.14 11.1

A&EXL [1] 50 37.0 29.3
SynGenXL [39] 50 23.6 20.3

Magnet [53] 50 5.67 11.1
TeeMo (Ours) 50 22.3 14.1

Table S1. Computation costs of TeeMo compared to
baseline methods. Sampling time was measured ex-
clusively during the inference steps following the pars-
ing stage, and peak memory usage was measured using
torch.cuda.max memory allocated() to assess the
precise memory usage.

age quality. A pre-trained encoder ϕ maps an image x to
its latent representation z = ϕ(x), and a decoder ψ recon-
structs it, ensuring ψ(z) ≈ x. The forward diffusion process
gradually adds Gaussian noise to z, producing noisy latents
zt over timesteps t = 1, . . . , T . A denoising network ϵθ
learns to remove this noise by minimizing ∥ϵθ(zt, t)− ϵt∥2,
where zt =

√
ᾱtz0 +

√
1− ᾱtϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, 1), where ᾱt

is the cumulative product of α from 0 to t as defined in
DDPM [13]. During inference, zT ∼ N (0, 1) is progres-
sively denoised into z0 and decoded back into an image.

TeeMo operates within the framework of Text-to-Image
(T2I) generation and builds upon LDMs, leveraging a pre-
trained CLIP text encoder E to process input prompts.
Given a prompt P , the encoder maps it to an embedding
c = E(P), which conditions the diffusion process through
cross-attention layers. The loss function ∥ϵθ(zt, t, c)− ϵt∥2
ensures semantic alignment between text and image while
maintaining structural integrity in the latent space.

Base models. SDXL [34], PlayGround-v2 (PlayG-
v2) [23], and PixArt-Σ [3] are state-of-the-art AI models
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designed for high-quality image generation. SDXL (Sta-
ble Diffusion XL) is an enhanced version of Stable Dif-
fusion [40], leveraging a Latent Diffusion Model (LDM)
architecture with an improved Text-to-Image synthesis ca-
pability, enabling higher resolution outputs and more de-
tailed visual representations. PlayGround-v2 also utilizes
an LDM-based approach and incorporates a CLIP text en-
coder, which allows for effective conditioning on textual
prompts. Both models inherit causality properties, meaning
that later tokens retain the semantic information of preced-
ing tokens [36]. In contrast, PixArt-Σ is based on a Dif-
fusion Transformer (DiT) [32] architecture and employs a
T5-XXL [37] text encoder, which differs from CLIP in that
it follows a non-causal structure. This design choice allows
PixArt-Σ to generate high-resolution, photorealistic images
with improved efficiency and semantic coherence. These
models represent significant advancements in AI-driven im-
age synthesis, catering to both artistic and functional appli-
cations.

Comparison methods. To assess the effectiveness of
our method, we compare it against state-of-the-art ap-
proaches in semantic binding tasks for T2I generation.
The comparison is categorized into two groups: (i) La-
tent optimization-based methods, including Attend & Ex-
cite (A&E) [1] and SynGen [39]; (ii) Token-based meth-
ods, including ToMe [15], StructureDiffusion (StructureD-
iff) [8], and Magnet [53].

Among these, StructureDiff and A&E were originally
designed for Stable Diffusion (SD) 1.4, SynGen was de-
veloped for SD 1.5, and ToMe, and Magnet were imple-
mented based on SDXL. To ensure a fair comparison, we
adapted each method’s implementation to be compatible
with SDXL and PlayG-v2. A&E was applied using subject
token indices within the prompt, while ToMe incorporated
subject token indices along with their corresponding adjec-
tive tokens and prompt anchors. For consistency across all
models, we applied SpaCy’s dependency parser to refine
and align inputs with our framework while preserving each
method’s original design. These adaptations ensured a fair
benchmarking process and a reliable evaluation of semantic
binding performance. For ToMe 1 and Magnet 2, we uti-
lized their official PyTorch implementations. For A&E 3,
we re-implemented the SDXL version based on the Hug-
gingface implementation. Similarly, for StructureDiff 4 and
SynGen 5, we implemented the SDXL version based on

1https://github.com/hutaihang/ToMe
2https://github.com/I2-Multimedia-Lab/Magnet
3https : / / huggingface . co / docs / diffusers / api /

pipelines/attend_and_excite
4https : / / github . com / weixi - feng / Structured -

Diffusion-Guidance?tab=readme-ov-file
5https://github.com/RoyiRa/Linguistic-Binding-

in-Diffusion-Models

their official implementations. Noticeably, there is a sig-
nificant discrepancy between the performance of ToMe re-
ported in the original paper and the performance we mea-
sured. Through meticulous verification, we confirmed that
there were no differences between their implementation and
the methodology described in the paper. Additionally, we
found multiple reports on the official GitHub repository in-
dicating issues with reproducing the claimed performance.
Therefore, to facilitate a comprehensive comparison across
various metrics not reported by ToMe, we conducted exper-
iments based on the official implementation.

Other implementation considerations. To prevent ex-
cessive growth in token embedding norms within Adaptive
Token Mixing (ATM), we applied appropriate clamping to
the mixing matrix M during optimization. Additionally, we
empirically observed that jointly optimizing the end token
(EOT) and padding tokens (PAD), which encapsulate global
semantic and contextual information respectively [15, 46],
leads to better control of the cross-attention maps for word
tokens within a prompt. So, we applied this optimization,
whereas it was not used in PlayG-v2 or PixArt-Σ. For our
total loss design, the lambda coefficient was set to 0.01 for
SDXL and PlayG-v2, and 0.05 for PixArt-Σ. Regarding
sampling hyperparameters, we used 50 steps with a guid-
ance scale of 7.5 for SDXL, 50 steps with a guidance scale
of 2.0 for PlayG-v2, and 20 steps with a guidance scale of
4.0 for PixArt-Σ. All experiments were conducted on an
Nvidia A100 GPU.

S5. Dataset
In our experiments, we use three datasets: 1) T2I-
CompBench, 2) GenEval, and 3) the 3×3 prompts dataset.
The sample prompts are provided in Fig. S5.

T2I-CompBench. T2I-CompBench is a benchmark de-
signed to evaluate compositional understanding in text-to-
image (T2I) generation models. It consists of structured
prompts that assess a model’s ability to accurately bind at-
tributes to objects, ensuring proper semantic alignment in
multi-object, multi-attribute scenarios. The dataset is cate-
gorized into three subsets—color, texture, and shape—each
containing 300 prompts, including 240 relatively simple
prompts and 60 longer, more complex ones. By provid-
ing diverse and challenging text prompts, T2I-CompBench
serves as a rigorous testbed for measuring semantic bind-
ing and mitigating semantic neglect and attribute misassign-
ment issues commonly observed in T2I models.

For evaluation, each prompt is tested with five random
seeds, generating a total of 300×3 subsets × 5 seeds = 4500
images. The BLIP-VQA score is computed across the full
prompts of the three attribute subsets in T2I-CompBench.
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The CIC metric is evaluated on 200 randomly selected
prompts (totaling 1000 generated images with five seeds),
while VQAScore and VIEScore are computed using 50
sampled prompts (totaling 250 generated images with five
seeds), all from T2I-CompBench.

GenEval dataset. The GenEval dataset comprises 100
prompts (totaling 500 generated images with five seeds) de-
signed for color alignment evaluation and is used to com-
pute the GenEval metric proposed in the original study.

3×3 prompts. For the 3×3 prompts dataset, we construct
200 prompts using words from T2I-CompBench, follow-
ing the template “a/an {adj.} {adj.} {noun} and a/an {adj.}
{adj.} {noun}.” These prompts are generated using an GPT-
4o as a LLM. Each prompt is evaluated with five seeds, re-
sulting in a total of 1000 generated images for assessment.

S6. Evaluation Metric Details
BLIP-VQA. The BLIP-VQA metric in T2I-
CompBench [17] uses BLIP [24]’s visual question
answering module to assess whether a generated image
accurately reflects the intended prompt. It queries the BLIP
model with predefined questions about objects, attributes,
and relationships, and measures alignment based on answer
correctness. Compared to simpler metrics like CLIP-Score,
BLIP-VQA offers finer insight into whether specific objects
or attributes are missing or misrepresented, thus providing
a more precise measure of compositional alignment. In
our work, we also employ BLIP-VQA on T2I-CompBench
subsets, following prior approaches [9, 15, 16, 18].

GenEval. GenEval is a comprehensive evaluation metric
designed to assess how effectively a Text-to-Image (T2I)
generative model aligns its generated images with corre-
sponding textual prompts. In this study, GenEval was uti-
lized to evaluate whether image synthesis outputs produced
by the compressed text encoder accurately reflect their in-
tended textual descriptions. The GenEval metric consists of
six distinct sub-metrics: Single Object Generation, assess-
ing the model’s capability to generate images from prompts
containing a single object (e.g., ‘a photo of a giraffe’);
Two Objects Generation, evaluating image generation from
prompts involving two distinct objects (e.g., ‘a photo of a
knife and a stop sign’); Counting, measuring accuracy in
representing the specified quantity of objects (e.g., ‘a photo
of three apples’); Colors, verifying the accurate depiction
of colors specified in the prompts (e.g., ‘a photo of a pink
car’); Position, testing the model’s comprehension of spa-
tial relationships described within prompts (e.g., ‘a photo of
a sofa under a cup’); and Color Attribution, assessing the
correct assignment of specified colors to multiple objects

(e.g., ‘a photo of a black car and a green parking meter’).
In our evaluation, we specifically employed the “Color At-
tribution” metric to measure semantic binding performance
in image generation, with random seeds.

CIC. The evaluation metric proposed by Chen et al. [2],
referred to as CIC (named after the paper title “A Cat Is
A Cat”), quantifies information loss and object mixture is-
sues in Text-to-Image (T2I) diffusion models more accu-
rately than existing methods, such as CLIP-based similar-
ity scores. Unlike the CLIP score, CLIP-BLIP score, and
bounding box overlap-based measures, which struggle to
precisely assess object presence and mixture, CIC leverages
OWL-ViT, an open-vocabulary object detection model, for
more robust evaluation. It classifies generated images based
on whether objects are fully present, mixed, or missing. In
this paper, we specifically apply CIC to assess TeeMo’s ob-
ject neglect issue, restricting our evaluation to the ‘2 ob-
jects exist’ case as a hard metric and reporting the results in
Tab. 1, Tab. 2, and Tab. S2.

VQAScore. VQAScore [26] is a metric for evaluating
Text-to-Visual generation by leveraging visual-question-
answering (VQA) models to assess image-text alignment.
Unlike CLIPScore, which struggles with complex composi-
tional prompts, VQAScore computes alignment by estimat-
ing the probability of a “Yes” response to a structured ques-
tion like “Does this figure show text?”. This approach, im-
plemented with open-source VQA models, achieves state-
of-the-art performance across multiple benchmarks, sur-
passing proprietary models like GPT-4o. Additionally, the
study introduces GenAI-Bench, a benchmark with 1,600
compositional prompts and 15,000+ human ratings, further
validating VQAScore’s reliability.

VIEScore. VIEScore [21] proposes a framework called
Visual Instruction-guided Explainable Score for evaluating
conditional image synthesis. It introduces a general assess-
ment methodology and compares its alignment with exist-
ing metrics and human judgments across tasks like Text-to-
Image generation, image editing, and subject-driven image
generation. Leveraging the reasoning capabilities of Mul-
timodal Large Language Models (MLLMs), VIEScore en-
ables training-free evaluation. TeeMo’s VIEScore metric
employs the “Text-Guided Image Generation” prompt tem-
plate from the Semantic Consistency (SC) Rating Prompt
Template using GPT-4o, sourced from the original VI-
EScore paper’s supplementary materials.

S7. Additional Ablation Studies
Additional qualitative results. In addition to the quan-
titative results presented in the main text, we also report
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T2I-CompBench (Texture subset)

a plastic toy and a glass bottle.

rubber sole shoes and fluffy clouds.

a metallic desk lamp and a fluffy sweater.

a rubber band and a wooden floor.

The fluffy towel and metallic hook hang on the wooden hook by the glass shower.

The glass ornament and wooden hook decorate the metallic Christmas tree on the fabric skirt.

The metallic pen and fluffy notebook jot down ideas on the wooden desk.

…

T2I-CompBench (Shape subset)

a cubic ice cube and a spherical ice bucket.

an oblong eggplant and a teardrop melon.

a cubic block and a cylindrical bottle.

a triangular slice of cheese and a rectangular cheese board.

The pentagonal prism and the pyramidal tetrahedron were the shapes of the crystals in the museum exhibit.

A triangular plane and a circular hot air balloon floated in the sky.

The long river and the short stream flowed through the picturesque valley.

…

GenEval Dataset

a photo of a purple wine glass and a black apple.

a photo of a green bus and a purple microwave.

a photo of a yellow computer keyboard and a black sink.

a photo of a pink oven and a green motorcycle.

a photo of a purple parking meter and a red laptop.

a photo of a yellow skateboard and an orange computer mouse.

a photo of a black bus and a brown cell phone.

…

3×3 Prompts Dataset (challenging dataset)

a green fluffy dog and a blue metallic cat.

a red wooden car and a yellow plastic boat.

a silver soft boat and a brown metallic dog.

a red wooden apple and a black plastic giraffe.

a yellow fluffy banana and a white metallic clock.

a gold leather chair and a purple glass cat.

a brown wooden dog and a yellow plastic banana.

…

T2I-CompBench (Color subset)

a green bench and a blue cake.

a brown horse and a blue vase.

a blue cake and a red suitcase.

a brown bowl and a blue elephant.

A red carpet in a bathroom with white fixtures.

A blue scooter is parked near a curb in front of a green vintage car.

A dining area features a wood table and chairs, a silver refrigerator and light brown cabinets.

…

Figure S5. Example prompts used in our experiments. We utilize T2I-CompBench for BLIP-VQA, VQAScore, and VIEScore evalua-
tions, the GenEval color-attribute dataset for GenEval score assessment, and 3×3 prompts—generated from the adjectives and nouns in
T2I-CompBench—to evaluate TeeMo’s performance in challenging scenarios.
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<a round blue striped shield and a 

long red shiny sword=

<a  big black metallic table and a 

small white wooden chair=
<a  rabbit on right of a turtle= <3 puppies on the grass=

Figure S6. Qualitative results demonstrating the limitations of TeeMo. The four generated images on the left illustrate cases where
TeeMo struggles when multiple attributes describe a single object. The four synthesized images on the right highlight failure cases inherited
from the base diffusion model, specifically in handling counting and spatial relationships.

qualitative results for each configuration. We provide qual-
itative results for color, texture, and shape from the T2I-
CompBench, as illustrated in the Fig. S9, Fig. S10, and
Fig. S11. As shown in the results, each component of
TeeMo contributes to the performance of semantic binding.

Ablation study on a causality awareness. Through
Causality-Aware Projection Out (CAPO), we increased the
angular distance by employing asymmetric orthogonaliza-
tion via Schmidt orthogonalization for causal text encoders,
thus accounting for the unidirectional nature of informa-
tion flow within these encoders. Conversely, for non-causal
text encoders, we increased the angular distance by ap-
plying symmetric orthogonalization through Löwdin or-
thogonalization, effectively considering the bidirectional
exchange of information. To verify the effectiveness of
these causality-aware orthogonalization methods, we ap-
plied Löwdin orthogonalization to SDXL [34], which em-
ploys a causal text encoder (CLIP [36]), and Schmidt or-
thogonalization to PixArt-Σ [4], which uses a non-causal
text encoder (T5-XXL [37]). The corresponding results are
presented in the Fig. S7 for SDXL, and Fig. S8 for PixArt-
Σ, confirming the validity of our orthogonalization strate-
gies based on text encoder causality. In these experiments,
all other components of TeeMo were kept unchanged, ex-
cept for the orthogonalization methods.

S8. Limitations
While TeeMo provides an efficient and effective solution
to the attribute binding problem, it has inherent limitations.
Fig. S6 presents failure cases that illustrate key challenges.
Although our method effectively controls attention, gen-
erated images may still exhibit missing attributes or ob-
jects and attribute leakage for prompts with a large num-
ber of attributes (columns 1-4). This is likely due to the
increased complexity of the loss landscape as the number
of cross-attention maps to be controlled increases, mak-
ing optimization more challenging. Another limitation is
TeeMo’s occasional misalignment of positional or numer-
ical relationships (columns 5-8), where the generated con-
cepts are semantically correct but incorrectly positioned or

counted. This limitation stems from the inherent difficulty
of the pretrained diffusion models in precisely capturing
spatial and numerical relationships within complex scenes.
As our focus lies primarily on the semantic binding prob-
lem, these inherent limitations of diffusion models persist
in our approach. These limitations, while varying in sever-
ity, are well-documented challenges in the semantic binding
domain [39, 53]. We leave these challenges as future work.

S9. Additional Results
S9.1. Additional Quantitative Results
Other base model. In the main manuscript, we mea-
sured the semantic binding performance of various meth-
ods across multiple metrics, using SDXL as the base model.
In this section, we examine quantitative results obtained by
applying TeeMo and previous works to the PlayGround-
v2 (PlayG-v2) model. The experimental outcomes are pre-
sented in the Tab. S2, demonstrating that TeeMo maintains
superior performance across different base models.

Comparison with training requiring methods. TeeMo
performs semantic binding through an optimization process
at inference time without requiring any training. While prior
approaches have aimed to enhance semantic binding perfor-
mance through extensive training [9, 16, 18, 50], we val-
idate the effectiveness of TeeMo by comparing it against
these training-requiring methods. The results, presented in
Tab. S3, include training-based methods implemented using
SDXL [34] as the base model. Since all models are closed-
source, we directly report numerical results from the respec-
tive papers. Notably, while WiCLIP [50] does not provide
SDXL experimental results in the main paper, such results
were disclosed during the review process 6, and we include
them in our report. Despite being entirely training-free,
TeeMo achieves performance on par with or even surpass-
ing training-dependent methods. In particular, TeeMo es-
tablishes a new state-of-the-art in the average performance
across three subsets of BLIP-VQA, further demonstrating
its effectiveness.

6https://openreview.net/forum?id=QVBeBPsmy0
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Method Base
Model

BLIP-VQA [17] ↑ CIC [2] ↑
‘2 Obj. exist’

VQAScore [26] ↑Color Texture Shape

PlayG-v2 [23] - 0.5743 0.5832 0.4849 0.463 0.7964

ToMePGv2 [18] 0.1951 0.2511 0.1705 0.065 0.3527
StructureDiffPGv2 [8]

PlayG-v2

0.4820 0.5146 0.4234 0.376 0.6762
A&EPGv2 [1] 0.5637 0.5859 0.4886 0.471 0.7971

SynGenPGv2 [39] 0.5792 0.5625 0.4661 0.438 0.7924
MagnetPGv2 [53] 0.6630 0.5864 0.4849 0.488 0.7911

TeeMo (Ours) 0.6464 0.6152 0.5181 0.499 0.8078

Table S2. Additional quantitative results of semantic binding assessment are presented across diverse benchmarks for Text-to-Image (T2I)
generation, using PlayG-v2 [23] as the base model. Since the comparison methods did not include PlayG-v2 as a baseline in their experi-
ments, we implemented PlayG-v2 for each method ourselves ({each method}PGv2). The best scores are in red, second-best in orange, and
third-best in yellow. TeeMo, built on PlayG-v2 as the base model, achieves superior performance across most metrics without the need for
additional training.

Method Training
free

BLIP-VQA [17] ↑
Color Texture Shape Avg.

SDXL [34] ✓ 0.6121 0.5568 0.4983 0.5557

Ranni* [9] ✗ 0.6893 0.6325 0.4934 0.6051
WiCLIP* [50] ✗ 0.7801 0.6557 0.5166 0.6058
ELLA* [16] ✗ 0.7260 0.6686 0.5634 0.6527
CoMat* [18] ✗ 0.7872 0.6468 0.5329 0.6541

TeeMo (Ours) ✓ 0.7610 0.6581 0.5472 0.6555

Table S3. Performance comparison between TeeMo and meth-
ods requiring training. The results reported for these training-
based methods were obtained directly from their respective papers
(indicated as *), as their implementations are closed-source. No-
tably, the results for WiCLIP using SDXL as the base model were
not provided in their main paper but were instead obtained from
the reviews. Despite being fully training-free, TeeMo achieves per-
formance on par with or surpassing methods that require extensive
training resources.

S9.2. Additional Qualitative Results

We provide additional qualitative comparisons on both the
T2I CompBench dataset and our proposed 3 × 3 dataset.
These experiments were conducted under the same settings
as in the main manuscript for SDXL and PlayG-v2, with re-
sults illustrated in the Fig. S12, Fig. S13, Fig. S14, Fig. S15,
and Fig. S16. The presented outcomes demonstrate that
TeeMo achieves superior performance compared to various
alternative methods. Additionally, we provide further qual-
itative results for PixArt-Σ with a broader set of prompts,
as shown in the Fig. S17. These results clearly indicate that
TeeMo robustly operates across diverse denoising model ar-
chitectures (U-Net vs. DiT) and varying types of text en-
coder causality. Additionally, we conducted experiments us-
ing prompts containing four objects, each with their own at-
tributes, and these results are presented in Fig. S18. Note
that ours is the first work to report results for four objects

without spatial guidance. While existing methods typically
experience decreased semantic binding performance as the
number of objects increases, TeeMo demonstrates excellent
semantic binding capability even under these challenging
conditions.

S9.3. Uncurated Samples
In T2I synthesis, the random seed significantly affects not
only the quality of generated images but also several crit-
ical aspects of semantic binding performance. Although
we have quantitatively verified the robustness of TeeMo
through evaluations involving thousands of images, we fur-
ther provide qualitative evidence of TeeMo’s robustness by
presenting uncurated samples. Specifically, for each of the
11 prompts, we performed 50 purely random image genera-
tions without selecting any manual seed sets, and the result-
ing images are presented in the Fig. S19, Fig. S20, Fig. S21,
Fig. S22, Fig. S23, Fig. S24, Fig. S25, Fig. S26, Fig. S27,
Fig. S28, and Fig. S29. These results clearly demonstrate
that TeeMo achieves robust semantic binding across diverse
input prompts.
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Schmidt Löwdin

<a blue backpack and a red book=

Schmidt Löwdin

<a blue bench and a green cake=

Schmidt Löwdin

<a brown banana and a green horse=

Schmidt Löwdin

<a red bear and a brown book=

<a cubic block and a cylindrical bottle= <a cubic ice cube and a spherical ice bucket= <a spherical globe and a conical flagpole= <an oval mirror and a rectangular painting=

<a metallic desk lamp and a fluffy sweater= <a plastic cutlery and fluffy clouds= <a wooden desk and a leather jacket= <a fabric towel and a glass table=

S
D
X
L

Figure S7. Qualitative results illustrating the effectiveness of causality awareness in CAPO using the SDXL model. As SDXL utilizes
a causal text encoder (CLIP text encoder), CAPO applies Schmidt orthogonalization. The results presented here show outcomes when
Löwdin orthogonalization, which is causality-unaware, is applied within TeeMo. As demonstrated, the absence of causality awareness
frequently leads to object neglect or worse semantic binding performance.

Löwdin Schmidt 

<a photo of a blue bench and a green bowl=

Löwdin Schmidt

<a photo of a blue bench and a green cake=

Löwdin Schmidt

<a photo of a blue horse and a brown vase=

Löwdin Schmidt

<a photo of a brown backpack and a blue cow=

<a photo of a cubic block and a cylindrical bottle= <a photo of an oval mirror and a rectangular painting= <a photo of a spherical globe and a conical flagpole= <a photo of a diamond ring and pyramidal ring case=

<a photo of a metallic jewelry and a glass bottle= <a photo of a plastic toy and a glass bottle= <a photo of a rubber band and a plastic container= <a fabric towel and a glass table=
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Figure S8. Qualitative results illustrating the effectiveness of causality awareness in CAPO using the PixArt-Σ model. Since PixArt-
Σ employs a non-causal text encoder (T5 text encoder), CAPO utilizes Löwdin orthogonalization. The presented results show cases where
Schmidt orthogonalization—which assumes causality—is incorrectly applied within TeeMo. As shown, neglecting causality-awareness
leads to object neglect or inadequate semantic binding.
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<a blue bench and a green cake=

<a brown banana and a green dog=

<a brown bear and a red book=

<a green bench and a blue bowl=

<a red cake and a blue suitcase=

<a blue backpack and a red book=

Config. A Config. B Config. C Config. D Config. E Config. F

Figure S9. Qualitative results of the ablation study for each configuration on the “Color” subset of T2I-CompBench. With CAPO,
the frequency of generating irrelevant or missing objects decreases significantly. Furthermore, as each component is incrementally added,
images become increasingly aligned with the text prompt, demonstrating improved attribute binding. Ultimately, configuration F exhibits
the best overall performance.
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<a fluffy rug and a leather wallet=

<a leather jacket and a glass vase=

<a leather wallet and a glass window=

<a metallic jewelry and a glass bottle=

<a wooden door and a glass jar=

<a metallic spoon and a wooden chair=

Config. A Config. B Config. C Config. D Config. E Config. F

Figure S10. Qualitative results of the ablation study for each configuration on the “Texture” subset of T2I-CompBench. With CAPO,
the frequency of generating irrelevant or missing objects decreases significantly. Furthermore, as each component is incrementally added,
images become increasingly aligned with the text prompt, demonstrating improved attribute binding. Ultimately, configuration F exhibits
the best overall performance.
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<a conical wizard hat and a spherical crystal wand=

<a cubic block and a cylindrical bottle=

<a cubic ice cube and a spherical ice bucket=

<a round muffin and a square muffin liner=

<a big bear and a small squirrel=

<a cylindrical candle and a pentagonal candle holder=

Config. A Config. B Config. C Config. D Config. E Config. F

Figure S11. Qualitative results of the ablation study for each configuration on the “Shape” subset of T2I-CompBench. With CAPO,
the frequency of generating irrelevant or missing objects decreases significantly. Furthermore, as each component is incrementally added,
images become increasingly aligned with the text prompt, demonstrating improved attribute binding. Ultimately, configuration F exhibits
the best overall performance.
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<a black apple and a green backpack=

Base Model StructureDiff A & E SynGen ToMe MagnetTeeMo (Ours)

<a blue cow and a brown cup=

<a blue pen and a yellow highlighter=

<a big elephant and a small dog=

<a circular mirror and a triangular corner shelf =

<a red elephant and a brown suitcase=

<a cubic dice and a cylindrical salt shaker=

<a fabric pillow and a leather chair=

Figure S12. Qualitative comparison of TeeMo against other baseline methods using the SDXL as a base model on the T2I-
CompBench dataset. The prompts used in this comparison consist of relatively simple cases, each containing two objects with a single
descriptive attribute per object, covering diverse examples across color, texture, and shape. This comparison confirms that TeeMo achieves
superior semantic binding performance, not only quantitatively but also qualitatively.
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<a black fabric tulip and a yellow fluffy jewelry=

Base Model StructureDiff A & E SynGen ToMe MagnetTeeMo (Ours)

<a blue fabric dove and a green fluffy rat=

<a gray fabric gloves and a pink plastic shirt=

<a yellow fabric pants and a silver fluffy bear=

<a black fluffy mirror and a green glass elephant=

<a red fluffy sheep and a yellow wooden sofa=

<a black glass pear and a blue fabric sofa=

<a brown metallic bottle and a red plastic jewelry=

Figure S13. Qualitative comparison of TeeMo against other baseline methods using the SDXL as a base model on our 3× 3 dataset.
The prompts used in this comparison consist of relatively simple cases, each containing two objects with a single descriptive attribute
per object, covering diverse examples across color, texture, and shape. This comparison confirms that TeeMo achieves superior semantic
binding performance, not only quantitatively but also qualitatively.
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<a red rabbit and a yellow rat=

Base Model StructureDiff A & E SynGen ToMe MagnetTeeMo (Ours)

<a black hat and a red scarf=

<a brown snake and a green log=

<a green bus and a yellow tree=

<a cubic block and a cylindrical bottle of water=

<a red backpack and a blue car=

<a rectangular phone and a teardrop phone charm=

<a metallic desk lamp and a fabric dress=

Figure S14. Qualitative comparison of TeeMo against other baseline methods using the PlayGround-v2 as a base model on the T2I-
CompBench dataset. The prompts used in this comparison consist of relatively simple cases, each containing two objects with a single
descriptive attribute per object, covering diverse examples across color, texture, and shape. This comparison confirms that TeeMo achieves
superior semantic binding performance, not only quantitatively but also qualitatively.
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<a black glass pear and a blue fabric sofa=

Base Model StructureDiff A & E SynGen ToMe MagnetTeeMo (Ours)

<a black leather sofa and a brown wooden apple=

<a purple metallic frog and a brown rubber bus=

<a gold leather rug and a green rubber log=

<a pink wooden canary and a gold metallic paw=

<a gold fabric rat and a green glass clock=

<a blue rubber floor and a black plastic necklace=

<a green fabric dove and a gold fluffy table=

Figure S15. Qualitative comparison of TeeMo against other baseline methods using the PlayGround-v2 as a base model on our
3×3 dataset. The prompts used in this comparison consist of relatively simple cases, each containing two objects with a single descriptive
attribute per object, covering diverse examples across color, texture, and shape. This comparison confirms that TeeMo achieves superior
semantic binding performance, not only quantitatively but also qualitatively.
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<a kitchen with blue tile floor and white sloped ceiling=

Base Model StructureDiff A & E SynGen ToMe MagnetTeeMo (Ours)

<a man in a black jacket standing in a kitchen next to a gray dog=

<the spherical planet and the crescent moon were the celestial bodies that fascinated him the most=

<the fluffy cat and leather collar nap on the wooden windowsill next to the glass vase=

<the man on the large black motorcycle has pink chaps=

<a stainless steel oven sits between white cupboards with black counter tops while sun shines through the kitchen windows=

<two toilet stall, one blue and the other orange=

<a small bathroom with a small brown toilet next to a white sink=
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Figure S16. Qualitative comparison of TeeMo against other baseline methods using the SDXL and PlayGround-v2 as a base models
on the T2I-CompBench dataset. The prompts used in this comparison consist of relatively complex cases, containing multiple objects,
attributes and environment, covering diverse examples across color, texture, and shape. This comparison confirms that TeeMo achieves
superior semantic binding performance, not only quantitatively but also qualitatively.
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<a round bag and a square box=<a metallic spoon and a wooden chair=
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<a yellow wooden spoon and a red fabric sofa=<a wooden desk and a leather jacket=
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Figure S17. Qualitative results of applying TeeMo using PixArt-Σ as the base model. TeeMo demonstrates strong performance not only
on simple prompts but also on challenging prompts such as the 3 × 3 configuration. These results show that TeeMo performs effectively
even with PixArt-Σ, which employs a non-causal text encoder and the DiT architecture.
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SDXL SynGen MagnetToMe

<a photo of  a big bear and a small monkey and a pink grass and a white rock=

TeeMo (Ours)

<a photo of  a green soap and a blue towel and a silver spoon and a gold plate=

<a photo of  a blue cat and a red dog and a yellow apple and a purple strawberry=

<a photo of  a red wallet and a yellow key and a wooden pen and a metallic clock=

Figure S18. Qualitative comparisons on highly complex prompts involving four distinct objects, each described by individual at-
tributes. Despite the complexity arising from multiple objects and diverse attributes, TeeMo consistently achieves excellent semantic
binding performance, accurately reflecting each object and its associated attributes in the generated images.
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<a photo of a blue backpack and a brown cow=

Figure S19. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a blue
backpack and a brown cow”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a blue bench and a green cake=

Figure S20. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a
blue bench and a green cake”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a pink bear and a yellow book=

Figure S21. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a
pink bear and a yellow book”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a red cake and a blue suitcase=

Figure S22. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a
red cake and a blue suitcase”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a round muffin and a square napkin=

Figure S23. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a round
muffin and a square napkin”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a big bear and a small squirrel=

Figure S24. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a big
bear and a small squirrel”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a cubic block and a cylindrical bottle=

Figure S25. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a cubic
block and a cylindrical bottle”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a fabric bag and a glass vase=

Figure S26. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a
fabric bag and a glass vase”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a wooden pencils and a leather sofa=

Figure S27. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of wooden
pencils and a leather sofa”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a wooden sppon and a fabric lug=

Figure S28. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a
wooden spoon and a fabric rug”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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<a photo of a plastic cup and a leather hat=

Figure S29. 50 random, uncurated images generated by TeeMo. The images were generated from the input prompt “a photo of a
plastic cup and a leather hat”. Note that we generated 50 images regardless of their quality and directly report the results. These results
demonstrate that TeeMo robustly performs semantic binding across diverse generations.
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