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Abstract

Conditional diffusion models rely on language-to-image
alignment methods to steer the generation towards seman-
tically accurate outputs. Despite the success of this archi-
tecture, misalignment and hallucinations remain common
issues and require automatic misalignment detection tools
to improve quality, for example by applying them in a Best-
of-N (BoN) post-generation setting. Unfortunately, measur-
ing the alignment after the generation is an expensive step
since we need to wait for the overall generation to finish to
determine prompt adherence. In contrast, this work hypoth-
esizes that text/image misalignments can be detected early
in the denoising process, enabling real-time alignment as-
sessment without waiting for the complete generation. In
particular, we propose NoisyCLIP a method that measures
semantic alignment in the noisy latent space. This work
is the first to explore and benchmark prompt-to-latent mis-
alignment detection during image generation using dual en-
coders in the reverse diffusion process. We evaluate Noisy-
CLIP qualitatively and quantitatively and find it reduces
computational cost by 50% while achieving 98% of CLIP
alignment performance in BoN settings. This approach en-
ables real-time alignment assessment during generation, re-
ducing costs without sacrificing semantic fidelity.1

1. Introduction
The advances in image generation achieved by diffusion
models [2, 16, 35, 41, 42] have opened exciting possibilities
for generating realistic images from textual prompts. Re-
verse diffusion, coupled with cross-attention mechanisms,
guides iterative removal of noise, shaping a final image that
adheres to the input textual prompt. However, reverse dif-
fusion image generation is a costly process, and there is no
inherent guarantee that it will follow the optimal denoising
trajectory [1], and it may fail to generate an image that fully

1Code and data will be available for research purposes

Figure 1. NoisyCLIP measures language-to-latent alignment dur-
ing reverse diffusion by comparing textual prompts to intermediate
latent representations, enabling early detection of misalignments.

adheres to the prompt.
Current methodologies for measuring alignment be-

tween textual prompts and images mainly focus on assess-
ing alignment of the output image [14, 23, 26]. Nonethe-
less, the iterative nature of diffusion models raises a critical
question: is it possible to robustly evaluate alignment dur-
ing the reverse diffusion process itself, at the intermediate
latent representations? Evaluating solely on the final im-
age results in wasted compute time since misaligned gen-
erations must complete the full process before being dis-
carded. This inefficiency is amplified in strategies such
as Best-of-N (BoN) selection [24, 28], where the analy-
sis of multiple complete images incurs a substantial col-
lective computational cost. By evaluating alignment at in-
termediate latent stages, we can implement early stopping
for poorly performing denoising processes, thereby saving
significant computational resources and improving the effi-
ciency of BoN selection.

Developing metrics for evaluating the intermediate latent
steps is non-trivial. Although noise inversion techniques ex-
ist [8, 30], there are no open datasets containing intermedi-
ate noise sequences, which means implementation differ-
ences are inevitable, creating ambiguity and limiting com-
parative study. To address this critical gap, we introduce the
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first open benchmark for assessing alignment of intermedi-
ate latent representations in reverse diffusion processes.

To the best of our knowledge, no prior work has focused
specifically on analyzing and understanding methods for in-
ner language-to-latent alignment using twin-tower similar-
ity models (e.g. CLIP). Leveraged by the new dataset, we
propose NoisyCLIP, a model designed to improve the com-
prehension of noisy latent diffusion representations, thereby
significantly enhancing the text-image alignment measure-
ment [39], as illustrated in Figure 1. NoisyCLIP allows for
the robust identification of misalignments during inference,
which enables the early termination of generation or mid-
generation BoN sampling. This approach offers consider-
able computational savings while consistently generating
highly aligned images. To summarize, this paper proposes
the following contributions:
• We propose NoisyCLIP, a noise-aware model, capable of

measuring language-to-latent alignment, even with a high
level of noise.

• We introduce two unique datasets for benchmark-
ing language-to-latents alignment: Noisy-Conceptual-
Captions and Noisy-GenAI-Bench, each comprising final
generated images and their sequence of intermediate la-
tent representations.

• We are the first to apply early stopping of diffusion trajec-
tories in a Best-of-N (BoN) setting, demonstrating that se-
lecting the image at the midpoint of reverse diffusion cuts
computational cost by 50%, while achieving 98% perfor-
mance of the CLIP-based method.

2. Related Work
Text-to-image Generation models are trained to learn
associations between linguistic and visual concepts [53].
Despite previous efforts [13, 22], reverse diffusion mod-
els, including DALL-E 2 [38], Imagen [42], and Sta-
ble Diffusion [40], have emerged as the predominant ap-
proach [2, 10, 33, 35, 40]. Although early diffusion mod-
els [16] lacked control over the generation, advances in con-
trollability and quality have been driven by the introduction
of textual prompts [20, 40] and further refined through the
use of multiple text encoders [35–37].

Latent Space. Early diffusion models were constrained
by the computationally demanding pixel space [16]. To
overcome this inefficiency, newer approaches employ
a two-stage process: an autoencoder first maps high-
dimensional images into a lower-dimensional latent space,
which is then used for the more efficient reverse diffu-
sion process. This strategy significantly reduces computa-
tional demands, memory, and training time [40, 43]. Con-
sequently, researchers have increasingly focused on under-
standing and manipulating this latent space, recognizing
that working within it is key to substantially improving the

quality of the output. [6, 32, 39, 51].
We take advantage of this latent space, using the inter-

mediate generations to measure the alignment of the prompt
and the image being generated. This allows us to understand
the generation’s trajectory and predict the final alignment of
the result.

Alignment Metrics. Alignment between the generated
image and the text input is a key measure to assess the
quality of the generative model. Dual encoders such as
CLIP [14, 36] and SigLIP [56] provided an early solution
by directly measuring the cosine similarity between the im-
age and text representations. More recently, approaches that
leverage language models [37] have achieved state-of-the-
art results in measuring image-text similarity, demonstrat-
ing a high degree of agreement with human judgments [26].
Moreover, utilizing Vision Language Models for evaluation
improves generation performance by incorporating models
feedback into the process [58]. However, this approach re-
quires a verifier model that may be larger than the genera-
tion model, potentially slowing the generation, and has so
far only been evaluated on autoregressive models [50], ex-
cluding more common diffusion models [40]. To mitigate
this, recent work [3] employs a CLIP model to directly re-
ceive latent information from the latest diffusion step, by-
passing the need to process the full image through the de-
coder. Additionally, another work [30] presents similar ap-
proaches to use latent information to determine the optimal
classifier free guidance during the reverse diffusion process.

While current metrics successfully assess final image
similarity, there’s a critical need for efficient, in-process as-
sessment during reverse diffusion. Existing latent alignment
efforts either require full pipeline processing [3] or simply
treat alignment as a means to an end [30]. These studies
lack a deep, dedicated analysis, open-source models, and
standardized comparison data. Our work fills this gap by
proposing a novel method and open dataset that leverage
intermediate generation data to efficiently assess semantic
alignment throughout the diffusion latent space.

3. Aligning Language with Noisy Latents
The core challenge of our work is to measure the alignment
between the source text and the ambiguous and noisy latent
representations generated during reverse diffusion. To ad-
dress this, we propose a solution based on twin-tower sim-
ilarity models, such as CLIP, to measure language-to-latent
alignment as a similarity problem. This section starts by for-
malizing the language-to-latent alignment problem (Section
3.1). We then explain how to mitigate the limited availabil-
ity of noise-corrupted data (Section 3.2), required to train
NoisyCLIP as described in Section 3.3. Following this, we
propose a new benchmark to evaluate language-to-latent as-
sessment methods (Section 3.4).
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Figure 2. A prompt is used to generate an image, and at an intermediate step, the generated image and the original prompt are encoded and
their similarity is measured. As demonstrated, our method generates a similarity score that is closely aligned with the score assessed for
the final produced image, while at intermediate stages of generation, allowing for the early identification of misalignments. These results
are possible due to the fine-tuning of the image encoder on latent images present on the Noisy-Conceptual-Captions dataset.

3.1. Language-to-Latent Alignment Problem
In image generation, earlier techniques such as Classifier-
Free Guidance [15] enhance the output quality of diffusion
models, but these approaches inherently sacrifice in-process
feedback. This limitation leads to the adoption of post-hoc
language-image alignment methods, which evaluate the fi-
nal image after generation, introducing computational inef-
ficiencies and hindering iterative control over the genera-
tion process [26, 28]. Despite Latent Diffusion Models [40]
grounding generation in textual prompts, there remains no
mechanism to leverage this information for real-time feed-
back during generation. In this section, we explore how to
enable direct language-to-latent alignment evaluation dur-
ing generation, eliminating post-hoc assessment and offer-
ing a more scalable and responsive approach to image syn-
thesis. We begin by recalling the objective function of the
Latent Diffusion Model:

LLDM := EE(x),y,ϵ∼N (0,1),t

[
∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, t, τθ(y))∥22

]
(1)

In this formulation, x is the original image, and z = E(x)
is its latent representation generated by the encoder E . zt
represents the noisy latent state after t diffusion steps, where
t ranges from 1 to T . ϵ is the Gaussian noise used to cor-
rupt the latent state, and ϵθ is the noise prediction model
trained to estimate the noise ϵ added to zt. The reverse dif-
fusion steps are conditioned by the input text y, encoded
by the text encoder τθ(y). The text embedding τθ(y) is
then used in cross-attention mechanisms to interact with
noisy latent states zt, guiding the denoising process towards
a text-aligned image. We maintain this standard notation
throughout the paper.

To evaluate similarity in the image space, we cal-
culate the cosine similarity between the image and text

prompt [36]. Given the final generated image, x, and the
text prompt, y, we employ the text encoder, τθ, and an im-
age encoder, νθ, to compute the similarity score,

Sfinal(x, y) = τθ(y) · νθ(x). (2)

To generalize this operator to the intermediate diffusion
steps, we extend Sfinal(x, y) which operates on pixel-space
images (x), to support latent representations zt that cannot
be directly inputted into νθ. This extension is defined as

Slatent(zt, y) = τθ(y) · νθ(Φ(zt)), (3)

where zt is the latent representation at step t, and Φ is the
linear transformation (inverse of E) that converts zt into an
RGB-like space consumable by the image encoder νθ, as il-
lustrated in Figure 2. The text prompt y and the text encoder
parameters remain the same as in Sfinal.

The definition of Slatent allows for the assessment of how
well image representations align with text prompts during
the reverse diffusion process. This approach relies on hav-
ing access to noise-corrupted data. In the following section,
we will explore the scarcity of publicly available data of this
kind and explore our approach to generate this kind of data.

3.2. Synthesis of Noise-Corrupted Data
Lack of Latent Data. There is a notable lack of open data
involving noisy latent images. This shortage is often justi-
fied by the notion that if noisy images are required, one can
simply apply noise inversion techniques to the image with-
out the need to generate or store noisy data [8, 49, 54]. This
hinders consistency across different studies and the ability
to reproduce previous results and properly compare to them.
This highlights the need for an open dataset that comprises
noisy latent data.
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Generating Noise from Prompts. To mitigate the ob-
served lack of open, noisy image data, our training dataset
D is structured as a collection of samples where each sam-
ple within D is a tuple of the form (y, x, {zt}Tt=1). Where
y represents the image generation prompt, x is the corre-
sponding generated image and {zt}Tt=1 represents the se-
quence of latent representations related with the image’s re-
verse diffusion process.

To optimize the encoder, we use a rewritten version of
CC12M [9, 27]. This dataset, which provides shorter and
more detailed prompts, ensures caption quality is aligned
with the requirements of image generation tasks, building
upon the diverse visual concepts present in the original
CC12M [5]. Using SDXL [35], we generate images from
these prompts and extract latent representations for train-
ing (as detailed in Section 4.5). This process captures con-
trolled noise variations in the reverse diffusion process, en-
abling us to construct high-quality training data for encoder
optimization.

3.3. Language-to-Latent Contrastive Training
To improve noise robustness in pre-trained vision encoders,
we introduce NoisyCLIP, a twin-tower encoder capable of
measuring similarity earlier in the reverse diffusion process.

We select a fixed latent interval (20–29) for con-
trastive training to enable stable language-to-latent align-
ment across diverse representations using only a subset of
the data, as validated in Section 5.4.1. Using the generated
noisy latents zt, we exclusively fine-tune the image encoder
(see Figure 2). During the contrastive learning, each noisy
latent representation zt forms a positive pair with its corre-
sponding text prompt y, while being contrasted against in-
batch negatives N (all image-text pairs in the batch except
the positive pair).

By applying the contrastive loss (InfoNCE) [46] we
maximize similarity between positive pairs (zt, y) while
suppressing similarity with negatives N . Freezing the text
encoder maintains its general-purpose functionality while
optimizing language-to-latent alignment through image en-
coder tuning. The crucial advantage of this approach is
that the frozen text encoder can be shared with the diffu-
sion model, which ensures consistency between textual rep-
resentations and the diffusion model’s conditioning space.
This grounding forces the latent encoder to align better
with the diffusion representations, effectively mimicking
the cross-attention interaction during denoising while pro-
viding an early projection of final image alignment [20].

3.4. Benchmark Proposal
Lastly, to overcome the lack of standardized data to eval-
uate representations in inner diffusion processes, we pro-
pose a benchmark built on top of image captioning [5]
and image generation [24] datasets. We derive two sub-

sets, Noisy-Conceptual-Captions and Noisy-GenAI-Bench
to enable open, systematic community evaluation across
three critical dimensions.

Diverse visual representations. To evaluate inner diffu-
sion representations, we generate multiple images for each
prompt p, allowing us to quantify how alignment metrics
choose the output that most closely matches the prompt
across diverse visual representations.

Factual consistency. We employ a classification task
where a single image is evaluated against k prompts, one
correct and k − 1 intentionally corrupted to systematically
violate factual consistency (as detailed in the Appendix).
This approach improves the robustness of the evaluation
compared to random prompt sampling by introducing tar-
geted factual violations rather than random information.

Noisy Latent Information. To support the assessment of
the previously described tasks in the reverse diffusion pro-
cess, we store the noisy latent information at each denoising
step during generation.

4. Experimental Setup

In this section, we provide a detailed description of our eval-
uation settings, including tasks, datasets, baseline models,
metrics, and implementation details.

4.1. Evaluation Tasks
To evaluate the proposed method, we conducted the follow-
ing experiments:

• Language-to-Latent Alignment. We start by examin-
ing the language-to-latent alignment throughout the de-
noising process of N competing random seeds. We mea-
sure the alignment with NoisyCLIP and CLIP, and com-
pare the difference between the best and the worst im-
ages (VQAScore is used to rank images by their align-
ment with the prompt). This allows us to observe how
early NoisyCLIP can detect misalignments.

• Best-of-N: Our main experiment follows recent work [26,
28] that demonstrated a significant improvement in image
quality by generating multiple images and selecting the
most aligned one. In our setting, instead of completing all
denoising processes, we leverage NoisyCLIP early mis-
alignment detection capabilities, and evaluate how early
it can stop poorly aligned denoising processes and keep
the best language-to-latent aligned one.

• Factual Consistency: As an additional experiment, we
assess the model’s ability to assign the highest score to
the most factually accurate prompt. This experiment aims
to analyze NoisyCLIP in the presence of captions that in-
clude non-factual distractors. This evaluation is crucial

4



as it tests the model’s capacity to distinguish the cor-
rect caption from highly similar, yet non-factual, errors.
Ultimately, success on this task suggests that the model
possesses the semantic understanding required to prevent
non-factual image selections during generation.

4.2. Datasets
For the experiments explained above, we use two datasets.
Specifically, the test sets are:
• Noisy-Conceptual-Captions[5]: This subset from our

benchmark comprises a set of 1000 captions sampled to
enable objective assessment of factual caption selection.
This dataset comprises the original prompts, four gen-
erated images per original prompt as well as four non-
factual prompts ( the creation of these prompts is detailed
in the Appendix).

• Noisy-GenAI-Bench [24]: This dataset includes a total
of 1,600 prompts, consisting of 730 basic prompts and
870 more advanced ones, going from simple composi-
tions such as objects (e.g. ”a dog”) to more complex com-
positions such as counting or negations. To evaluate the
performance on the BoN task, we expand this dataset by
generating 10 images along with the corresponding latent
information for each prompt.

4.3. Baselines
Our primary method (NoisyCLIP) relies on CLIP [36], with
SigLIP [56] used for comparative analysis. Both architec-
tures are evaluated using their pre-trained versions, which
serve as the baselines for assessing our methodology. We
utilize the base versions for ablation studies and the large
versions for presenting the main results. All images were
generated using Stable Diffusion XL [35].

4.4. Evaluation Metrics
For the BoN task, we assess the model’s ability to se-
lect the most relevant image for a given prompt. VQA-
based evaluation methods have shown improved reliability
and alignment with human assessments [7, 17, 18, 24, 55].
Similarly to previous research, we adopt VQAScore [26]
as our primary metric to measure how well encoders can
select the most similar image over others for a certain
prompt [2, 4, 12, 28, 45, 48].

In the Image-Alignment task, we presented each im-
age with a single correct prompt and multiple non-
factual prompts, measuring performance using Recall@1
(R@1) [11, 34, 57, 59]. This metric quantifies the model’s
accuracy by measuring the proportion of images in which
the correct prompt is ranked first among all candidates.

4.5. Implementation Details
Training. We fine-tune solely the visual encoder of the
dual-encoder on a dataset of 50,000 latents, which are uni-

Figure 3. Analysis of alignment measurement throughout the re-
verse diffusion process shows that our model distinctly separates
aligned from misaligned images as soon as latent 20.

formly sampled from the generated images. Training is
done with a learning rate of 5.7e-5, using a cosine annealing
scheduler with a warm-up ratio of 0.1 and a weight decay of
0.1. All computations are performed on an NVIDIA A100
40G GPU over 10 epochs with a batch size of 128.

Latent RGB Representation. Although SDXL [40] la-
tent space utilizes a four-channel structure, direct visual-
ization requires transforming these latents into RGB space.
This transformation is done by decoding latent representa-
tions via a linear transformation to RGB [47].

5. Results and Discussions

This section quantifies our method’s benefits for language-
to-latent alignment. We analyze the Best-of-N (BoN)
Diffusion strategy (with qualitative results) and assess
NoisyCLIP’s factual consistency detection using non-
factual prompts. We conclude by exploring the impact of
latent ranges and backbone architectures. Ablation studies
are in the Appendix.

5.1. Measuring Language-to-Latent Alignment
We evaluate language-to-latent alignment effectiveness on
a setting of one prompt and four ranked images, comput-
ing the VQAScore for each image-prompt pair to establish
a reference ranking. Based on this ranking, we calculate
the similarity scores for both NoisyCLIP and CLIP for each
of these pairs, reporting the average score each model as-
signs to images in that established rank. For this experiment
we use the prompts from the Noisy-Conceptual-Captions
dataset as well as the four generated images.

As illustrated in Figure 3, our model effectively discrimi-
nates the top image from sub-optimal ones as early as latent
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Figure 4. Alignment (VQAScore) vs
Best-of-N denoising cost. Cost is normal-
ized for a scenario where N = 6.

(a) Selection on latent 20. (b) Selection on latent 30. (c) Selection on the final image.

Figure 5. Best-of-N results for latents 20 and 30 as well as in the final image. The plots compare
NoisyCLIP (blue line) with CLIP (orange line) in a BoN setting. The alignment of the selected
image with the prompt is assessed using the VQAScore.

20. It reliably maintains a separation between the images
during the reverse diffusion process, achieving a gap above
3%. We can see that our method increases the delta between
the highest and lowest scoring images since the initial la-
tents surpass 2% in the middle of the generation. Although
our approach focuses on the noisy images, the results do not
show any deterioration in the image dimensions. Rather,
they show an enhancement that aligns with the trend of the
latent dimension, as shown by the leap at the end of each
plot (Figure 3).

In contrast, CLIP exhibited persistent difficulty main-
taining a separation between the highest and lowest scoring
images. Although it can achieve a delta of around 2.5% in
the image dimension, most of the generation remains un-
der 1% (up to the mid-30s), with this delta appearing only
after latent 20. The transition to the image dimension also
resulted in a noticeable shift in scores.

This results shows that our approach makes it feasible
to measure the similarity in intermediate latent areas, while
maintaining a final score comparable to those obtained with
the frozen CLIP. Furthermore, it illustrates the possibility
of producing scores that increase nearly linearly from the
start of the generation, whereas CLIP only accomplishes
this from the midpoint to the conclusion of the generation.

5.2. Improving Generation via Best-of-N

To further evaluate our fine-tuning approach with noisy la-
tent information, we analyze NoisyCLIP performance as a
ranker on a BoN denoising task. We evaluate model’s abil-
ity to select a candidate image by denoising multiple seeds
with the same prompt, and scoring the latents according
to its alignment with the prompt. This enables the early
stopping of denoising processes that are estimated to be
sub-optimal, thus reducing the aggregated number of de-
noising iterations. This experiment aims to determine how
our model improves the BoN performance on the GenAI-
Bench basic prompts. A detailed analysis of the perfor-
mance on the basic and advanced prompts is provided in
the Appendix.

Defining Denoising Iterations as a Metric for Cost. The
following experiment investigate how assessing this align-
ment in mid-reverse diffusion affects the total computa-
tional cost when generating multiple images simultane-
ously. We define cost by the number of reverse diffusion
steps required to produce an image; in our baseline [35],
this is 50 steps per image. If BoN is applied at a certain
stage, only one image proceeds with the generation. For
example, if two images begin generation but only one is se-
lected to continue at latent stage 25, the total cost becomes
(25× 2) + (25× 1) = 75, representing a 25% saving com-
pared to a full ”best-of-2” approach (2× 50 = 100).

Performance Gains Versus Costs Reduction. In Fig-
ure 4 we analyze the trade-off between prompt alignment
(VQAScore) and computational cost within a specific best-
of-N selection scenario (N = 6 in this setting). The stan-
dard baseline, which uses CLIP to select the final image
after all 6 generations are complete, achieves a VQAScore
of 0.85 at a cost of 300 (= 6× 50).

By using 150 denoising steps, we cut the denoising it-
erations by 50% (Cost 150), accepting only a minimal 2%
reduction in VQAScore compared to the full baseline. No-
tably, at this reduced cost, the traditional CLIP approach
performs 2% worse than our method. Furthermore, at a cost
of 200 (a one-third reduction in computation), our method
achieves the highest latent image selection score. Alto-
gether, across the entire reverse diffusion process, our ap-
proach consistently outperforms the baseline, demonstrat-
ing a superior balance between alignment and efficiency.

Selecting images in the latent space. In this analysis,
Figure 5, we compare the performance of our method on
Best-of-N denoising task, with N = {1, . . . , 10}. When
applying a dual encoder to rank the N generations in latent
20 (Figure 5a), the baseline’s results are similar to the aver-
age alignment of all images generated in all N approaches,
showing that applying the CLIP model in this case does not
bring any benefit in terms of alignment. On the other hand,
our method improves alignment by about 1%, maintaining
these gains across all tested n’s, showing our approach ef-
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Figure 6. Images are generated using a best-of-6 strategy. Our proposed method is compared against the standard CLIP baseline at two
computation budgets: a fixed, lower cost of 150 diffusion steps and the full cost of 300 diffusion steps (generating all 6 images). Our
approach demonstrates superior image alignment compared to the standard method at the fixed 150-step budget. Furthermore, NoisyCLIP
achieves comparable, or even higher, alignment than the full 300-step baseline while using half of the steps.

fectiveness dealing with noisy images improving even over
the CLIP selection in latent 30 (Figure 5b).

Figure 5c shows results for the compute-intensive final
image selection, where all images are fully generated. Al-
though the baseline benefits from the low noise (since CLIP
wasn’t trained on noisy images), our method consistently
achieves superior prompt alignment across all selections.
Specifically, the baseline reaches a 0.84 VQAScore with
best-of-4 selection at a cost of 200 (Figure 5c). Our method
surpasses this score using a best-of-6 selection at latent step
30 (Figure 5b) at the same computational cost. Notably, to
match our resulting best-of-6 VQAScore, the baseline re-
quires at least 20% more computation.

Qualitative Results. Figure 6 demonstrates that our
method achieves high-fidelity image selection in a best-of-
6 setting using only 150 diffusion steps, while consistently
matching or surpassing CLIP selection performance as seen
in the first and second prompt. For simple prompts (e.g.
the third prompt), all approaches select text-aligned images,
confirming that generation models can mostly fulfill low-
complexity queries. Critically, this contrasts with complex
prompts like ”a tall cactus in a terracotta pot next to a short
succulent in a ceramic bowl” (fourth prompt), where only
our method correctly maintains all three attributes: cactus
height, pot material, and succulent bowl type. CLIP with
half of the cost hallucinates two cacti, while using the to-
tal of diffusion steps misrepresents cactus height. Similarly,
for the fifth and sixth prompts, NoisyCLIP resolves subtle
spatial relationships such as selecting a cat under a table

and distinguishing resting gloves from gloves on a piano-
playing hand (where CLIP with the same cost fails).

These results validate our hypothesis that early detection
of misalignment enables alignment improvement without
requiring full image generation. A detailed analysis of fail-
ure cases and edge scenarios is provided in the Appendix.

5.3. Factual Consistency
This experiment assesses the ability of NoisyCLIP and the
baseline model to select the correct caption for a given im-
age from a set of 5 candidates (1 correct, 4 non-factual).
Figure 7 presents the recall@1 for each model, with results
that NoisyCLIP discriminates the best from the worst cap-
tion remarkably early, at latent 10, while CLIP requires an
extra 20 denoise iterations to the same result (as shown by
the shadowed regions in Figure 7).

Figure 7. Recall@1 for Caption Selection. The solid line shows
the score for the original ground-truth caption, and the dashed line
shows the average score of the non-factual distractors.
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Despite NoisyCLIP’s significant performance gains, the
trend that emerges across denoising iterations is that both
models increasingly select the correct caption over non-
factual ones. Within the first 25 iterations, NoisyCLIP re-
call for the correct caption increases from near 0 to surpass
the 0.5 mark, whereas the baseline just rises below 0.1. It is
also worth noting that NoisyCLIP recall tends to stabilize in
the second half of the generation, while the baseline method
ends up never exceeding 0.4. We provide an analysis on the
multiple non-factual caption selection in the Appendix.

5.4. Further Analysis
5.4.1. Impact of Training Latent Ranges on Inference
In this experiment we examine how different training la-
tent ranges impact NoisyCLIP performance. Results are re-
ported on the Noisy-Concept-Captions dataset. As shown
in Figure 8, the alignment performance correlate with the
inference latent range: lower latent ranges result in less ac-
curate alignment, underscoring the challenge of assessing
language-to-latent alignment under the presence of noise.

Figure 8. Performance across inference ranges (columns) when
trained with different latent ranges (rows). The analysis highlights
the correlation the different latent distributions.

The baseline CLIP model (top row), performs poorly in
latents ranges 1-49 achieving a top performance of 0.696,
despite a VQAScore of 0.747 on the final image. This dis-
parity highlights the limitation of lacking noisy data train-
ing. By comparison, our approach shows that NoisyCLIP
inference performance generally correlates with the level of
noise present during training. Low-noise training (ranges
40-49) consistently yields the best overall results in both
the final latent range and the final image. However, models
trained on initial latent ranges (10-19) perform best early
on (up to 4 points gain) but decline sharply in the final two
ranges. Middle-range training (20-29) strikes the best bal-
ance, achieving stable performance: it is comparable to the
best (40-49) models in the later inference ranges while per-
forming better in the initial ranges. These results indicate
that moderate training noise (latent ranges 20–29) optimizes
balanced performance across inference stages.

Table 1. Performance comparison in latent and image spaces. We
report Factual Consistency (R@1) and Best-of-N (VQAScore).

Model Fact. Consist. (R@1) Best-of-N (VQAScore)

Denoised Latent (iteration 21-30)
NoisyCLIP 0.506 0.709
CLIP L14 0.145 0.657
NoisySigLIP 0.194 0.718
SigLIP L16 0.147 0.652

Final Image (iteration 50)
CLIP L14 – 0.747
SigLIP L16 – 0.764

5.4.2. Backbone models
Lastly, Table 1 demonstrates that our approach enhances
each model performance over its baseline. For instance, in
the latent alignment task (R@1), our method (NoisyCLIP)
increases CLIP performance by up to 3.5 times and achieves
a VQAScore of 0.709, exceeding the baseline by over 5%.
In the Best-of-N task, it reaches 95% of the final baseline
performance midway through reverse diffusion, highlight-
ing robustness even with significant noise.

When applied to an alternative backbone, SigLIP, our ap-
proach (NoisySigLIP) yields Best-of-N performance com-
parable to NoisyCLIP. Crucially, this improvement does
not generalize to latent alignment, where NoisySigLIP lags
NoisyCLIP by a factor of 2.6 in R@1, indicating that the
specific gains observed with CLIP are not immediately
transferable across different contrastive backbones.

6. Conclusions
In this work, we introduced NoisyCLIP, a framework for
evaluating language-to-latent alignment during the reverse
diffusion process by quantifying similarity across interme-
diate latent representations. Empirical evaluations demon-
strate that NoisyCLIP provides substantial advantages in
Best-of-N generation strategies by enabling early-stage dis-
crimination of higher-quality samples. This capability leads
to more efficient use of computational resources, reducing
the number of required diffusion iterations by up to 50%
while preserving the fidelity of the final outputs relative to
a full cost solution.

Collectively, these findings establish the feasibility of
continuous, in-process alignment evaluation within latent
diffusion models. By leveraging iterative latent informa-
tion, NoisyCLIP transforms alignment assessment from a
purely post-hoc procedure into an integral component of the
generation process advancing the development of adaptive,
controllable, and computationally efficient multimodal gen-
erative systems.
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gio Gómez Colmenarejo, Mandy Guo, Alex Haig, Will
Hawkins, Hexiang Hu, Huilian Huang, Tobenna Peter Igwe,
Christos Kaplanis, Siavash Khodadadeh, Yelin Kim, Ksenia
Konyushkova, Karol Langner, Eric Lau, Shixin Luo, Sona
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A. Non factual image-text pairs generation

In this section, we explain how we generate the neces-
sary prompt corruptions for the Factual Consistency task,
where encoders are employed to choose the most accurate
prompt for a given image. Avoiding random LLM corrup-
tion, we define four specific dimensions of non-factuality
to be corrupted (defined as ERROR TYPE in the LLM
prompt) [19, 52, 60].

The dimensions are as follows:
1. Color, which involves changing the color of the primary

subject (e.g., an original caption with ”a red apple” be-
comes ”a green apple” in the corrupted version).

2. Count, which involves changing the number of the prin-
cipal subject (e.g., if the original caption says ”two
dogs,” the corrupted version changes it to ”three dogs”).

3. Background, which involves changing the setting of the
main subject (e.g., a caption states ”a cat on a mat” trans-
forms to ”a cat on a table” in the corrupted version).

4. Main subject, which involves changing the principal
subject itself (e.g., original caption says ”a bird on a
branch,” the corrupted version becomes ”a squirrel on a
branch”).

To generate the misalignments, we use the instruction-tuned
version of Gemma 3 with 27B parameters [21]. We employ
this model to rewrite each original prompt based on the de-
fined dimensions using the following prompt:

You are a highly specialized text
transformation AI. Your sole task is
to receive an original sentence and
generate a single, corrupted version of
that sentence.

Rules for Corruption:
1. Maintain Original Structure:
The overall sentence flow must remain
identical to the original.

2. Targeted Non-Factuality: Only
modify the aspect of the sentence
corresponding to the ’{ERROR_TYPE}’
provided. This modification should
render that specific aspect non-factual
or illogical within the context of the
original sentence.

3. Single Output: Output only the
corrupted sentence. No additional text,
explanations, or formatting.

4. Coherent Output: Ensure that
the output is coherent with the new

changes.

Change the {ERROR_TYPE} in the
following PROMPT:
PROMPT: {PROMPT}

B. Selecting the correct prompt

Furthering our analysis on Factual Consistency we now dis-
cuss how our method distinguishes different non-factual
prompts and how that can influence the final results.

Analyzing recall@1 in Fig. 9, we compare how Noisy-
CLIP selects the prompts along the generation. An
overview shows that our model clearly distinguishes the ac-
curate caption in the early latents. Despite the initial noise,
our model reaches a recall@1 value greater than 0.5 in the
middle of the generation.

As generation progresses, the selection of non-factual
captions declines. The ’count’ caption consistently main-
tains the highest recall among the non-factual options, this
selection of a wrong captions is likely due to CLIP’s known
limitations in counting due its training on single-object im-
ages [25, 29, 44]. Considering the remaining non-factual
captions from the middle of generation onward, the recall
remains below 0.1, reinforcing the effectiveness of our ap-
proach when evaluating highly similar captions. Notably,
the ’color’ non-factual caption remains consistently below
this threshold, while non-factual changes related to artifacts
(subject or background) show similar selection behavior.

Figure 9. Examining Recall@1 in Caption Selection, we compare
different prompt types, showing how different prompt corruptions
affects the model’s caption selection.

This analysis concludes that our approach’s performance
in ranking the non-factual alternatives is heavily influenced
by input type. Specifically, we observed that ”count”
prompts yielded the highest recall, whereas ”color” prompts
showed the lowest, reinforcing known biases inherent to
CLIP models.
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Table 2. Quantitative comparison of fine-tuned encoders against baselines on GenAI-Bench [24], evaluated using VQAScore [26]. The
table also reports Mean Value, giving the average score of all generated images.

Basic Advanced Avg.
Diff.Method Attribute Scene Relation Avg.

Diff.
Count Differ Compare Logical Avg.

Diff.Spatial Action Part Negate Universal

Denoised Latent (iteration 21-30)
NoisyCLIP 0.831 0.854 0.817 0.821 0.820 1.64 0.738 0.709 0.721 0.517 0.676 1.72 1.68
CLIP L14 0.819 0.853 0.805 0.808 0.799 2.82 0.716 0.688 0.683 0.522 0.674 3.28 3.05

Final Image
CLIP L14 0.846 0.862 0.837 0.838 0.842 0 0.755 0.727 0.742 0.536 0.687 0 0

Mean Value 0.814 0.841 0.798 0.803 0.796 3.46 0.717 0.694 0.698 0.523 0.657 3.16 3.31

C. Deeper analysis on Best-of-N Results
This analysis provides a more in depth analysis of twin-
tower encoders selection in Noisy-GenAI-Bench using a
best-of-10 evaluation approach. During this section, we
assess the model’s capabilities across ten skill dimensions,
splitted into basic and advanced prompts.

GenAI-Bench defines basic skills as core abilities such
as, identifying visual attributes (e.g. color, material), con-
textual backgrounds, spatial relationships (e.g. an entity
facing another), action dynamics (e.g. an entity pushing
another), and part-whole configurations (e.g. a component
is part of another, such as a body part). Simultaneously
GenAI-Bench defines a set of advanced skills too, includ-
ing counting, differentiation within categories (e.g. distin-
guish between two objects of the same category where one
is ”young” and another is ”old”, comparative characteristics
(e.g. in a classroom there are more people standing than
sitting) , negation of attributes, and universal applicability
(e.g. in a parking lot all cars are red).

This analysis compares the performance of NoisyCLIP
and CLIP. We test their selection abilities during genera-
tion by choosing the best image between latents 21 and 30.
Since CLIP was trained on non-noisy images, we also ap-
ply it to the final images. For this experiment, we report the
VQAScore to show how well the selected images align with
the prompts.

C.1. Basic Prompts
Table 2 shows that the fine-tuned approaches consistently
outperformed both the frozen baseline and the mean value
of all skills. Selecting a random image would achieve a re-
sult that lacks 3.46% to the final clip selection. While CLIP
in the middle of the generation has a difference of 2.82%
to the final selection, our model NoisyCLIP can achieve the
best results putting that difference down to 1.64%.

Looking more into depth in the Attribute skill, when us-
ing CLIP to select an image during the generation, lacks by

2.7% while our approach bring that down to 1.5%, showing
that our model is capable of select images that better de-
pict attributes of entities such as colors and materials. On
the other hand when we go to generations that obligate to
focus more on the overall scene such as backgrounds and
settings the results are pretty similar between our approach
and CLIP achieving both a great result of being 0.8% be-
low the score of using CLIP to select the image after being
generated.

The spatial relationship results revealed even more inter-
esting findings, as CLIP in the mid-generation phase scores
3.2% lower than in the final images. Our method improves
alignment by 1.2%, showcasing its ability to capture physi-
cal relations between multiple entities, such as ”a cat on the
right and a dog on the left”. This indicates that our model
not only detects entities in noisy conditions, but also cap-
tures the differences between them, selecting an image that
can achieve closer results to the final CLIP score. Action
and Part splits take a similar approach where our model can
improve performance of the CLIP in the middle of the gen-
eration by up to 2.1%.

C.2. Advanced Prompts

The results presented in Table 2 demonstrate the effective-
ness of our method with ”advanced” prompts, highlight-
ing its robust ability to select images that closely match
more complex textual descriptions. The lower average score
for these images accurately reflects the inherent challenge
that generative models and twin-tower encoders face when
interpreting complex prompts compared to simpler, basic
prompts. However, our method improves by 1.56% in the
latent space and by 1.44% in mean value over the frozen
model. Interestingly, as prompt difficulty increases, using
a randomly selected image can sometimes align better than
employing the frozen CLIP midway through generation, ev-
idenced by an average difference of 3.16% compared to
3.28%.
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Table 3. Alignment assessed across both GenAI-Bench splits. The
table presents the alignment scores for each model, and for the de-
noised latent output, the alignment is also shown as a percentage
of the final image score, offering a thorough perspective on align-
ment performance.

Method Aligment

Basic Advanced

Denoised Latent (iteration 21-30)
NoisyCLIP 0.262 (88.5%) 0.250 (90.6%)
CLIP L14 0.183 (19.8%) 0.186 (67.4%)

Final Image
CLIP L14 0.296 0.276

Looking at the performance per skill, NoisyCLIP shows
a 2.2% improvement in selection accuracy for prompts that
specify quantity or size. This suggests that our approach
helps mitigate the known limitations of CLIP regarding
counting, particularly under noisy conditions. For captions
requiring differentiation (e.g., ”one cat is sleeping on the ta-
ble and the other is playing under the table”), we observed
a further 2.1% improvement. This demonstrates that our
model can significantly enhance the overall image align-
ment even with complex spatial or relational descriptions,
all while reducing the necessary diffusion steps.

In the comparison skill, our model achieves a 3.8% im-
provement over CLIP selection during the generation pro-
cess, indicating a clear advantage. Consistent with the base-
line, our approach struggles most with negation prompts,
such as those where entities are missing or actions are un-
executed (e.g., ”a shelf without books”). This challenge is
common due to the limited negation examples in training
datasets, as noted by [31], with no reported method exceed-
ing a score of 54%. Similarly, all approaches struggle with
universal attribute sharing, with no method exceeding 70%.

These results, despite the increased prompt complexity,
validate our initial findings: our method remains superior in
assessing alignment and selecting the optimal image within
the latent space, successfully overcoming challenges from
noisy intermediate representations. However, it is important
to note that our results also show that known limitations of
CLIP, particularly its difficulty with negation, transfer di-
rectly to the noisy latent space results too.

D. Alignment
In this experiment, we examine the variations in alignment
scores produced by NoisyCLIP and CLIP during the mid-
generation phase and compare these results to the score of
CLIP on the final output, across both splits of the Noisy-
GenAI-Bench.

Specifically, with basic prompts, NoisyCLIP reaches

Table 4. Comparative analysis of performance improvements
when training only the image encoder compared to joint training
with the text encoder.

Model GenAI

Basic Advanced

Denoised Latent (iteration 21-30)
Frozen 0.821 0.633
+ Image Encoder 0.836 0.646
+ Text Encoder 0.835 0.645

Image Dimension
Frozen 0.856 0.664
+ Image Encoder 0.858 0.664
+ Text Encoder 0.856 0.657

88.5% of the final score during the mid-generation stage,
significantly outperforming the CLIP baseline, which only
achieves 19.8%. In contrast, when using advanced prompts,
NoisyCLIP achieves 90.6% of the final score, while CLIP
baseline achieves 67.4%. Our approach shows a major gain
over the baseline, indicating that fine-tuning on noisy la-
tent data can substantially improve similarity measurement
in the middle of the generation, achieving over 90% of the
final score.

E. Ablation Studies

E.1. Impact of Trained Encoders

To evaluate how the trained modalities influence the perfo-
mance of NoisyCLIP, we report experiments that evaluate
three approaches: a frozen baseline, training the image en-
coder, and a fully trained text and image encoder on the
Noisy-GenAI-Bench. As illustrated in Table 4, both train-
ing approaches show enhancements in both subsets. In par-
ticular, training only the image encoder consistently deliv-
ers the best results. Within the latent dimension, the differ-
ences between the image-trained model and the fully trained
model are relatively small, while the difference compared to
the frozen baseline is more significant (up to 1.3%). How-
ever, in the image dimension, the text encoder demonstrated
a worse performance than the frozen baseline, particularly
within the ‘Advanced’ subset, while the trained image en-
coder maintained comparable or superior results.

The study shows that training the image encoder is crit-
ical for performance, offering up to 1.5% gains over the
baseline, confirming our choice to prioritize image encoder
optimization to increase the capabilities of the twin-tower
encoder under noise.

15



E.2. Analysis on Scaling Model Size

To evaluate the correlation between model size and perfor-
mance, we compared NoisyCLIP using two different en-
coder sizes, ViT-B/16 (150M parameters) and ViT-L/14.
These results are presented in Table 5, focusing on per-
formance in the Basic and Advanced subsets of Noisy-
GenAI-Bench. The results consistently show a positive cor-
relation between model size and performance when fine-
tuned. The larger ViT-L/14 encoder generally surpasses the
smaller ViT-B/16 across both evaluation settings. In the la-
tent dimension, ViT-L/14 outperformed ViT-B/16 by 0.7%
on the Basic set and 0.5% on the Advanced set. The advan-
tage was more pronounced in the Image Dimension setting,
where ViT-L/14 scored 0.858 and 0.664, surpassing ViT-
B/16 scores (0.854 and 0.652) by 0.5% and 1.8%, respec-
tively. This ablation study validates that scaling the encoder
size is an effective strategy to improve performance even in
this noisy environment, suggesting that models with higher
parameter counts possess a greater capacity to learn robust
representations. With this we cannot discard the fact that
the relatively small difference in final scores indicates that
even the smaller ViT-B/16 encoder achieves very competi-
tive results.

Table 5. Analysis of performance improvements by varying the
encoder size (Evaluated at Latent Dimension Steps 21-30)

Encoder Encoder Size GenAI Score

Size (Parameters) Basic Advanced

Denoised Latent (iteration 21-30)
ViT-B/16 150M 0.829 0.643
ViT-L/14 428M 0.836 0.646

Image Dimension
ViT-B/16 150M 0.854 0.652
ViT-L/14 428M 0.858 0.664

F. Further Analysis of Qualitative Results

F.1. Analysis of Edge Scenarios on Best-of-N

This section extends the qualitative results by presenting an
analysis of borderline cases and edge scenarios in the task
of image selection during and after the generation process.

In Figure 10 (top), the first example demonstrates Noisy-
CLIP’s ability to select an image with alignment equal to
or better than post-generation CLIP, whereas CLIP applied
during generation lacks overall compositional quality. The
second example, despite the poor generated images, shows
NoisyCLIP selecting the closest match to the prompt; while
the generation CLIP incorrectly reverses the order of the
utensils, NoisyCLIP chooses the image most representative

of the text. The third prompt highlights NoisyCLIP’s ef-
ficiency, selecting an image comparable to the final CLIP
while significantly reducing the required diffusion steps.

However, the fourth example shows a failure case
for NoisyCLIP where it selects what appears to be a hallu-
cination. This likely occurred because the generation model
failed to produce the requested object and instead focused
on an unintended entity (the genie), which NoisyCLIP mis-
takenly prioritized. The fifth and final prompts show sce-
narios where all methods result in divergent selections and
none perfectly match the prompt. In the fifth case, different
methods focus on either a ball or a frisbee, as no generated
image depicts both. Similarly, the final prompt leads all
methods to select different, yet imperfect, images.

In the second row of examples (Figure 10 (bottom)), the
second example again depicts a scenario where no image
was correctly generated, resulting in all methods failing to
select an accurate representation of the prompt. The third
prompt highlights a limitation of our approach, where it
over-focuses on the initial part of the prompt while omit-
ting the important ”frosty glass of water”.

The fourth and fifth prompts illustrate cases where all
models exhibit hallucinations regarding the count of enti-
ties. Specifically, in the fifth prompt, CLIP (in both config-
urations) selects an image featuring the three required an-
imals (two birds instead of one) but incorrectly includes
two chairs instead of the one specified. In contrast, our
approach selects an image that correctly depicts a single
chair as prompted, but entirely misses the dog and contains
incorrect counts of other entities. This strong divergence
suggests that with complex, multi-entity prompts, selection
choices can highly vary based on the prioritization of differ-
ent attributes.

The sixth prompt shows a case where the weaker method
(CLIP selection during generation) still yielded the best-
aligned image. This highlights that post-generation selec-
tion can also wrongly select hallucinations and that Noisy-
CLIP is susceptible to misunderstanding and the swapping
of elements’ attributes.

F.2. Examples of Middle Diffusion Scoring
To conclude we present results illustrating the behaviour of
the scoring functions during the reverse diffusion process
(Figure 11). Each example shows a prompt and three gen-
eration stages, an early noisy latent (step 10), a middle-point
latent (step 25), and the final image. We measured prompt-
image similarity using both NoisyCLIP and CLIP in each
depicted stage. Overall, our model consistently achieves
scores in the middle of the generation that closely correlate
with the final scores. This demonstrates how our approach
enables twin-tower encoders to effectively measure similar-
ity under noisy conditions, allowing for an accurate assess-
ment of the promp-to-image aligment mid-generation.
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A band of beetles
playing rock music on
miniature instruments,

with a leaf as stage.

A genie's lamp
emitting wisps of
smoke on a sandy

dune.

A cheerful dog with a
frisbee in its mouth on

the right, chasing a
rolling ball on the left.

A cup set to the
right of a

newspaper.

CLIP

CLIP

NoisyCLIP

after
generation

during
genetation

during
generation

Image
Selection
Criteria

On the left is a
wooden spoon and

on the right is a
metal fork.

A flat screen
mounted above a

rectangular fireplace

A table coaster with
an intricate mosaic

design under a
frosty glass of water

A dog, a cat and a
chicken on a table.

A dog, a cat and a
bird on a chair.

A red bicycle
against a blue wall.

CLIP

CLIP

NoisyCLIP

after
generation

during
genetation

during
generation

Image
Selection
Criteria

An eagle soaring
with a fish in its

talons.

A leather couch
positioned invitingly

in front of a large,
glass television screen.

Figure 10. Images are generated using a best-of-6 strategy. Our proposed method is compared against the standard CLIP baseline at two
computation budgets: a fixed lower cost and the full cost (generating all 6 images).
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NoisyCLIP 0.248 0.285 0.354

CLIP 0.153 0.239 0.359

NoisyCLIP 0.222 0.330 0.322

CLIP 0.065 0.137 0.348

NoisyCLIP 0.143 0.262 0.332

CLIP 0.055 0.084 0.281

NoisyCLIP 0.195 0.338 0.396

CLIP 0.131 0.178 0.383

A monkey sits on a road,
holding food, with a

pinkish face and gray
body, surrounded by
other monkeys in the

background.

A modern bench with
clear acrylic top and

wooden floor, set against
a gray wainscoted wall.

A woman in a black dress
and a man in a beige suit

smile at the camera,
both appearing to be at a

formal event.

A white coffee cup with a
heart-shaped milk foam
design sits on a wooden
table next to an Apple

laptop.

10Prompt 25 Final Image 10Prompt 25 Final Image

NoisyCLIP 0.162 0.195 0.350

CLIP 0.091 0.133 0.379

A white mug filled with
dark liquid, resembling a

smiling face, sits on a
wooden surface with a

warm, natural wood
grain pattern.

NoisyCLIP 0.195 0.303 0.299

CLIP 0.111 0.245 0.290

Two fruits, an apple and
an orange, sit side by

side on a plain
background, highlighting

their distinct features.

Figure 11. Image generation process using NoisyCLIP and CLIP for early alignment assessment during generation.
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