2512.09081v1 [cs.CV] 9 Dec 2025

arXiv

AgentComp: From Agentic Reasoning to Compositional Mastery in
Text-to-Image Models

Arman Zarei''>", Jiacheng Pan!, Matthew Gwilliam', Soheil Feizi’>, Zhenheng Yang'

I'TikTok

FLUX (109rs) .

ou have

to attend

A golden dragon is flying through the sky, clutching a white-and-
blue astronaut. Above the dragon, a fluffy thought bubble shows
blue dripping ink text that reads "You have to attend CVPR 2026"

v

This
is not
over yet

Eiffel Tower covered in jungle vines. A red dragon sits on top of
the tower, while a black dragon flies nearby and breathing fire.
Three astronauts are near who are . Beside them, a bloody
stone sign glows with red text reading " This is not over yet"

2University of Maryland

SDbv3.5
= -

SDv3.5 (Ours)
T

v LN

A valley divided by a river. On the right, a snowy village with two
colorful parrots. On the left, a green jungle with three astronauts
near a green rocket, and a volcano in the distance

Three glass bottles: The left bottle glows blue and is labeled
"Agents” with a snowy astronaut on fop. The middle glows red with
fire inside labeled "RLHF" with a red astronaut. The right glows
green labeled "Compositionality” with a forest-themed astronaut.

Figure 1. AgentComp significantly enhances the compositional abilities of text-to-image generative models, improving text—image align-
ment while preserving image quality and even boosting capabilities such as text rendering, despite not being explicitly trained for it.

Abstract

Text-to-image generative models have achieved remark-
able visual quality but still struggle with composition-
ality—accurately capturing object relationships, attribute
bindings, and fine-grained details in prompts. A key limita-
tion is that models are not explicitly trained to differentiate
between compositionally similar prompts and images, re-
sulting in outputs that are close to the intended description
yet deviate in fine-grained details. To address this, we pro-
pose AgentComp, a framework that explicitly trains mod-
els to better differentiate such compositional variations and
enhance their reasoning ability. AgentComp leverages the
reasoning and tool-use capabilities of large language mod-
els equipped with image generation, editing, and VQA tools

to autonomously construct compositional datasets. Using
these datasets, we apply an agentic preference optimization
method to fine-tune text-to-image models, enabling them
to better distinguish between compositionally similar sam-
ples and resulting in overall stronger compositional gener-
ation ability. AgentComp achieves state-of-the-art results
on compositionality benchmarks such as T2I-CompBench,
without compromising image quality—a common drawback
in prior approaches—and even generalizes to other capa-
bilities not explicitly trained for, such as text rendering.
we will open-source the checkpoints, data, and codebase to
support future research.'
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IProject page is available at: https://armanzarei.github.io/AgentComp


https://armanzarei.github.io/AgentComp
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.09081v1

1. Introduction

Recent advancements in diffusion [11, 30, 37, 41] and flow-
matching models [6, 24] have led to impressive progress
in text-to-image generation, as seen in models such as
FLUX [18, 19], Stable Diffusion [6, 33], Qwen-Image [45],
and DALL-E [35]. These models can synthesize highly re-
alistic and text-aligned images. However, they still strug-
gle to capture fine-grained compositional details [7, 14,
27]—for example, binding attributes to the correct objects
or preserving spatial and relational consistency among mul-
tiple entities within a scene.

Several recent works have attempted to mitigate this lim-
itation. Some optimize the attention mechanisms within
diffusion models to better capture the semantics of the text
prompt [2, 4, 15, 28, 36], while others use LLMs as plan-
ners to guide the generation process [21, 23, 26, 48, 55], or
fine-tune the model on high-quality compositional datasets
[14, 22, 51, 52, 56]. Although these approaches improve
over the baselines, they often fail to address the underly-
ing cause of compositional errors, exhibit limited general-
ization to unseen distributions, and tend to degrade image
quality or other core capabilities of the model.

In this paper, we take a step back and hypothesize that
the core reason behind poor compositional performance lies
in the lack of explicit training signal to distinguish between
samples that are visually similar but differ in subtle compo-
sitional details (Fig. 2). This results in outputs that are often
close to the intended description yet deviate in fine-grained
compositional details. We argue that if the model is ex-
plicitly guided to differentiate such closely related compo-
sitional trajectories, its ability to generate compositionally
correct images can improve substantially.

To this end, we introduce AgentComp, an agentic frame-
work that autonomously constructs a high-quality compo-
sitional dataset by generating groups of near-identical yet
compositionally contrasted samples and leverages it to fine-
tune text-to-image models. Manually curating such datasets
is labor-intensive; therefore, AgentComp employs agen-
tic LLMs equipped with reasoning and tool-use capabil-
ities to automatically create compositional prompt—image
pairs. Through iterative reasoning and tool calls, the agent
generates fine-grained contrastive samples that differ only
in small compositional details. Using this dataset, Agent-
Comp applies Agentic Preference Optimization to refine the
model’s denoising trajectories, explicitly encouraging the
model to prefer more compositionally faithful generations.

Through extensive quantitative and qualitative evalua-
tions, we show that AgentComp significantly enhances the
compositional ability of base models—achieving state-of-
the-art performance on T2I-CompBench when built upon
FLUX. Moreover, unlike many prior fine-tuning methods
that degrade image quality or other capabilities, Agent-
Comp preserves and in some cases improves general image

quality and even enhances text-rendering capabilities.
In summary, our main contributions are:

* We propose a fully autonomous agentic framework that
constructs high-quality compositional datasets consisting
of visually similar images differing only in subtle details,
used to improve compositional reasoning in T2I models.

* We introduce an agentic preference optimization method
that explicitly trains text-to-image models to follow com-
positionally correct trajectories and to avoid visually sim-
ilar but compositionally incorrect alternatives.

* AgentComp achieves state-of-the-art results on T2I-
CompBench while maintaining overall quality. It also
generalizes well and substantially improves capabilities
like text rendering, even without relevant training data.

2. Related Works
2.1. Compositionality in Text-to-Image Models

Previous efforts to enhance compositionality in text-to-
image models have explored multiple directions and made
notable progress, yet important limitations remain. Some
methods [2, 4, 15, 28, 36] directly intervene in the atten-
tion mechanism by modifying or optimizing attention maps.
However, they typically target narrow aspects of composi-
tionality—such as attribute binding—and do not generalize
well to others, like spatial relationships. Planning-based ap-
proaches [21, 23, 26, 48, 55] instead introduce an explicit
scene-structuring stage, where an intermediate layout or
structural plan is generated (often via an LLM or user input)
to guide the subsequent image synthesis process. Although
effective in certain scenarios, they add noticeable computa-
tional overhead at inference-time and only offer a temporary
workaround rather than directly addressing the model’s in-
herent compositional limitations. Other methods focus on
fine-tuning with curated datasets [10, 14, 22, 51, 52, 56],
enabling models to learn more accurate attribute and re-
lationship bindings. However, these can overly alter the
base model’s behavior, leading to degraded image qual-
ity [10, 51] or loss of capabilities such as text render-
ing. In contrast, our work leverages an agentic orchestra-
tor that performs reasoning-driven synthesis of groups of
near-identical images that vary only in subtle compositional
details, and applies an agentic preference optimization ob-
jective that steers the model away from compositionally in-
correct yet visually similar trajectories, yielding substantial
compositional improvements while preserving overall qual-
ity and even enhancing capabilities such as text rendering.

2.2. Agentic Al and Tool Use

Agentic Al frames an LLM as a planner—executor that de-
composes tasks into tool calls and iteratively verifies out-
comes, enabling reliable, multi-step problem solving. Early
formulations [50] unify reasoning and acting to ground



tool use in chain-of-thought [43], while subsequent sys-
tems [32, 38, 40] learn or orchestrate tool APIs at scale
to expand an agent’s operational repertoire. In the mul-
timodal setting, agents coordinate specialist vision mod-
els—planning and invoking segmentation, detection, or
captioning tools—and even external code, to solve complex
visual tasks [13, 44, 49]. Parallel lines use agentic pipelines
for automatic dataset construction and instruction expan-
sion [29]. Our work leverages the reasoning and tool-use
capabilities of agentic orchestration to autonomously mine
highly informative, contrastive, and compositionally con-
trolled samples through coordinated use of specialized gen-
erative and evaluative tools, and then uses these samples to
explicitly enhance compositional reasoning in T2I models.

3. Method

In this section, we first present the motivation behind our
approach (Sec. 3.1) and the need for an agentic framework
for generating compositional data. We then describe the
proposed agentic data generation pipeline (Sec. 3.2), where
coordinated agents collaboratively create contrastive sam-
ples. Finally, we explain how the resulting data are used
in our preference optimization stage to enhance composi-
tionality in text-to-image models (Sec. 3.3). Together, these
components form a unified framework that achieves state-
of-the-art performance on compositional benchmarks.

3.1. Motivation

Recent text-to-image diffusion and flow models have
achieved remarkable generative quality by being trained on
massive text—image corpora. However, these trainings lack
explicit supervision for distinguishing between images that
are visually similar yet compositionally different. Conse-
quently, these models often generate visually coherent yet
compositionally incorrect images, failing to capture fine-
grained relationships such as object—attribute bindings, spa-
tial layouts, and counting details.

As illustrated in Fig. 2, when generating an image for a
compositional prompt P, the model’s denoising trajectory
may drift toward an alternative path that produces seman-
tically close but compositionally incorrect results. For in-
stance, given the prompt “a dog with a black hat and a cat
with red sunglasses playing on a field”, the model may omit
some details and generate “a dog with a hat and a cat” in-
stead. This behavior stems from the absence of training
signals that explicitly discourage such incorrect trajectories.
To address this, we aim to teach the model to recognize and
avoid these deviations by constructing a contrastive dataset
composed of positive compositional pairs (P, Z) and corre-
sponding negatives {(P, ,Z, ) }—samples that are seman-
tically close to the reference but diverge in specific compo-
sitional details. Leveraging these examples, we guide the
model to prefer generation trajectories that faithfully follow

"a dog with a black
hat and a cat with red
sunglasses playing on
the field"

Negative Samples
Figure 2. Motivation for correcting compositional trajectories.
During the denoising trajectory for a compositional prompt, the
model is not explicitly trained to avoid visually similar paths that
miss certain compositional details.

the intended compositional details of the prompt.

3.2. Agentic Contrastive Dataset Generation

Manually building the dataset described above is pro-
hibitively labor-intensive. For a single data point of the
dataset, one must (i) generate a compositionally correct im-
age 7 for a prompt P and verify that every detail is satis-
fied, and (ii) craft negative images Z,  paired with negative
prompts P, that are deliberately misaligned with P (e.g.,
missing attributes, swapped colors, incorrect counts, or vio-
lated spatial relations). Furthermore, scaling this process to
thousands of examples is impractical.

We address this by leveraging recent agentic systems that
can plan, call tools, and reason over intermediate feedback.
Using these agents, we fully automate the construction of
the contrastive dataset needed to steer generation trajecto-
ries. In the following section, we describe the individual
agents that compose our agentic orchestra, and then explain
how they collaboratively operate to achieve our goal.

Agents Orchestra. Given an input prompt P, the goal
is to produce a corresponding compositionally correct im-
age Z, along with a set of negative samples {(P, ,Z, )}
ranked by their compositional distance from the original
pair (P,Z). Figure 3 provides an overview of the orches-
tration process. The pipeline begins with a textual prompt
‘P, which can either be manually specified or automatically
generated by a language model or the prompt-writer agent.
The orchestrator (or coordinator) then manages communi-
cation between the agents to accomplish the overall goal.

1. Positive Image Generation. The orchestrator first sends

P to the Image Generation Agent AjmageGen, Which pro-

duces a compositionally accurate image Z aligned with
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Figure 3. Illustration of the agentic orchestration. The or-
chestrator collaborates with specialized agents to generate a posi-
tive image, synthesize contrastive prompts, produce corresponding
negative images, and rank them by compositional distance.

the given prompt. This agent is equipped with multiple

tools that enable it to iteratively refine the generated im-

age until all compositional details are satisfied. Specifi-

cally, it has access to:

e an image generation model, which creates an initial
image based on P, but may overlook fine-grained at-
tributes or object relations;

* avisual question answering (VQA) module, which al-
lows the agent to inspect the generated image, identify
missing or incorrect elements, and reason about how it
deviates from the prompt; and

* an image editing model, capable of applying targeted
edits to correct these discrepancies.

Through iterative coordination between the VQA and
editing tools, the agent continuously verifies and adjusts
the image—re-generating or refining local regions when
necessary—until the final output Z satisfies the compo-
sitional constraints of the prompt with high fidelity. Fig-
ure 4 illustrates a sample scenario in which ApmageGen
employs multiple rounds of reasoning and tool calls to
generate an image for a given compositional prompt.

2. Negative Prompt Construction. In parallel, the Con-
trastive Prompt Generation Agent AcontraPromptGen SYN-
thesizes a set of contrastive prompts P, by introduc-
ing controlled perturbations—e.g., removing attributes,
swapping relations, or altering object properties—to
form meaningful compositional negative samples.
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Figure 4. Example scenario of the Image Generation Agent.
The agent employs iterative reasoning and tool calls to produce a
compositionally accurate image that aligns with the given prompt.

3. Negative Image Generation. Each contrastive prompt
P, , along with the reference image Z, is then passed
to the Image Editing Agent Apnageraic, Which generates a
corresponding image 7, such that the perturbation from
Z — 1Z, aligns with the semantic change from P —
Py, . Similar to ArmageGens Aimagerdit is equipped with
the necessary tools—such as VQA and image editing
tools—to accurately analyze and execute the required
modifications.

4. Compositional Distance Estimation. Once all pairs
(P, ,I, ) are obtained, they are evaluated by the Dis-
tance Estimator Agent Ap;ygs, Which assigns a compo-
sitional distance score dj, to each negative sample, mea-
suring how far it deviates from the original pair (P, Z) by
estimating the number of atomic modifications required
to transform one into the other. Here, atomic refers to
minimal compositional edits—such as changing a single
attribute, incrementally adjusting object count, or swap-
ping a localized spatial relation.

The orchestrator then compiles the final output, consisting
of the positive pair and its ranked set of negatives:

(P,I), {(,Pk_7Ik_’ dk)}szl'

Figure 5 illustrates an example of the dataset generated
by the agentic orchestra. Repeating this procedure across
diverse compositional prompts yields a dataset that provides
the foundation for training models to avoid incorrect trajec-
tories and promote compositionally faithful outputs.
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Figure 5. Example from the dataset generated by the agentic
orchestra. The dataset includes high-quality samples, with ref-
erence image that accurately capture compositional details in the
given prompt, along with negative samples created by subtly alter-
ing those details in the reference text—-image pair.

3.3. Agent Preference Optimization

Having the aforementioned dataset, we now apply prefer-
ence optimization to explicitly guide the model toward com-
positionally accurate generations. Following the standard
formulation in the preference learning literature, each sam-
ple in our dataset contains a ranked pair under a given con-
ditioning prompt: Z+ = Z~|P (for some Z~ in {Z, } ).
According to the Bradley—Terry model [3], the probability
of preferring Z+ over Z~ is defined as:

pBT(I+ - Ii|'P) = U(T(P,I+) — T(P,Ii)).

where 7(P,Z) represents a reward function parameterized
by a neural network ). The reward model can be learned
via maximum-likelihood estimation:

Lpr() = —Ep z+ 7-[log o (ry(P,I7) — ry(P,17))]

In reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF),
the goal is to learn a conditional distribution py(Z|P) that
maximizes the expected reward while remaining close to a
reference model prr(Z|P). This can be expressed as:

max Ep Dy 2opo 2y 1 (P, T)]
— BDxL[po (Z|P)||pret (Z|P)]

Recent works [34, 42] show that, instead of explicitly
training a reward model and performing RL, one can di-

rectly optimize the model parameters through a reparame-
terized objective. In diffusion models, this leads to the loss:

£0) = ~Ez+ 1- pyp | logo(— BT (67 = )]
=" —eo(Z,Pt)5 — lle" — eet(Z, P, 1) 15
=l —e(Zi , PO)5 — ll€ — eet(Zi, P, 1|3

where I:r /= denotes the noisy latent sample at diffusion
timestep ¢, €g represents the trainable denoising network,
€t the reference (base) model, et/ the ground-truth de-
noising target, and the expectation is taken over ¢ ~ U|0, 1].
For a full derivation, please refer to Appendix 6.2.

This formulation treats all negative samples equally
within a ranked group {Z, }X_,, regardless of their com-
positional proximity to the positive sample. To better lever-
age the fine-grained distances estimated by our agentic or-
chestration, we reweight the loss by introducing a distance-
dependent scaling function #(.) applied to 5. By reweight-
ing /3, we intuitively tune how freely the model can deviate
from the reference to satisfy the preference. Our final Agent
Preference Optimization (APO) objective becomes:

Lav0(0) = ~E(z+ - p g )p | 1087 (= H(d)BT (5 = 7))

This distance-aware weighting offers finer control over
sample importance, resulting in faster and more reliable
convergence during fine-tuning.

4. Experiments and Results

We conduct comprehensive quantitative and qualitative
evaluations of AgentComp, demonstrating its robust per-
formance across a wide range of metrics while preserving
the original model’s visual quality. Our results show that
AgentComp achieves state-of-the-art performance on com-
positionality benchmarks and exhibits strong generalization
to unseen tasks, delivering overall superior results across
diverse evaluation settings.

4.1. Implementation Details

We use FLUX-dev as our main base model in all experi-
ments. To assess the generality and robustness of our ap-
proach, we additionally evaluate it on SDv3.5, SDXL, and
SDv2, covering models of varying capacities. All mod-
els are fine-tuned using LoRA with a rank of 32 for effi-
ciency. For FLUX, we set the base value of 3 = 100 in
the APO objective and incorporate a normalized distance
function within the range [0.5, 1], which adaptively scales
[ between 50 and 100 according to the sample distance.
Training is performed at a fixed resolution of 1024 x 1024
with a global batch size of 128 (64 pairs), using mixed-
precision (bfloat16) and gradient checkpointing to reduce
memory usage and support larger batches. All experiments



Table 1. Quantitative comparison of AgentComp against other baselines on T2I-CompBench.

Model Attribute Binding Object Relationship Numeracy 7 Complex
Color T Shape 1 Texture T Spatial T Non-Spatial 1
Composable [27] 0.4063  0.3299 0.3645 0.0800 0.2980 0.4272 0.2898
Structured [7] 0.4990 0.4218 0.4900 0.1386 03111 0.4557 0.3355
Attn-Excite [4] 0.6400 0.4517 0.5963 0.1455 0.3109 0.4773 0.3401
GORS [14] 0.6603  0.4785 0.6287 0.1815 0.3193 0.4830 0.3328
DALL-E 2 [35] 0.5750  0.5464 0.6374 0.1283 0.3043 - 0.3696
SDXL [33] 0.6369  0.5408 0.5637 0.2032 0.3110 0.5078 0.4091
PixArt-« [5] 0.6886  0.5582 0.7044 0.2082 0.3179 - 0.4117
ConPreDiff [47] 0.7019  0.5637 0.7021 0.2362 0.3195 - 0.4184
EvoGen [10] 0.7104  0.5457 0.7234 0.2176 0.3308 - 0.4252
RPG [48] 0.6406  0.4903 0.5597 0.2714 0.3047 0.4742 0.3128
T2I-R1 [16] 0.8130 0.5852 0.7243 0.3378 0.3090 - 0.3993
MCCD [21] 0.6278  0.4832 0.5647 0.2350 0.3132 - 0.3348
FLUX [18] 0.7736  0.5112 0.6325 0.2747 0.3077 0.6162 0.3622
Qwen-Image [45]  0.7835  0.5401 0.6816 0.3647 0.3109 0.6686 0.3530
SDv3.5 [6] 0.7717  0.6050 0.7250 0.2886 0.3176 0.6327 0.3729
AgentComp (Ours) 0.8743  0.6681 0.8142 0.4748 0.3196' 0.7378 0.4261
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Figure 6. Performance of AgentComp across base models of
varying capacity. AgentComp shows consistent compositional
improvements across all base models, highlighting its robustness
and generality.

are conducted on 8xH100 GPUs using distributed training.
Further details are provided in Appendix 7.1.

4.2. Agentic Generated Dataset

In our agentic framework for data generation, we employ
ChatGPT-4.1 [31] as the base LLM for all agents, Sta-
ble Diffusion v3.5-Large [6] for image generation, Qwen-
Image-Edit [45] for image editing, and Qwen2.5-VL-72B-

"The non-spatial category based on CLIP fails to capture compositional
differences, with simple and recent models performing almost identically.

GenEval Results
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Single Obj.  Two Obj. Counting Colors Position ~ Attr. Binding  Overall

Figure 7. Performance of AgentComp on GenEval. AgentComp
consistently outperforms the baseline across all categories.

Instruct [1] for visual question answering (VQA). Ablation
studies on alternative tool and LLM configurations are pre-
sented in Sec. 4.6. Using this setup, we generate 725 data
points, each consisting of one positive image and, on av-
erage, 10 negative images, resulting in a total of approxi-
mately 9.5k images. We employ several strategies to im-
prove data utilization in our training pipeline. For instance,
rather than relying solely on the initial positive image in
each data cluster as the reference and treating the remaining
images as negatives in the APO objective, we exploit addi-
tional intra-cluster relationships to construct multiple valid
preference pairs. To support these strategies, we introduce
auxiliary agents that handle data refinement and pair gener-
ation. Further implementation details are provided in Ap-
pendix 7.2, and ablations on dataset scale and the effect of
human filtering are discussed in Appendix 7.6.

4.3. Baselines

We compare AgentComp with prior state-of-the-art meth-
ods on standard compositionality benchmarks. Our com-
parisons include a broad range of approaches: fine-
tuning—-based methods [10, 14], LLM-planning—based
methods [21, 48], and inference-time optimization meth-
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Figure 8. Qualitative comparison across compositional categories. AgentComp produces more compositionally accurate images than

the base model across various categories.

ods [4]. To evaluate model-agnostic performance, we apply
AgentComp to multiple base models of varying capacities,
including SDv2, SDXL [33], SDv3.5 [6], and FLUX [18].
Across all settings, AgentComp consistently improves the
compositional ability of base models and achieves state-of-
the-art performance on compositionality benchmarks.

4.4. Metrics

To comprehensively assess the compositional performance,
we employ multiple quantitative metrics. We first evalu-
ate our method on T2I-CompBench [14], a well-established
benchmark that measures various aspects of compositional-
ity, including attribute binding, spatial reasoning and rela-
tionships, counting ability, and complex compositions. This
benchmark uses automatic VLM-based evaluation to com-
pare generated images with their corresponding prompts.
We further report results on GenEval [8], another composi-
tionality benchmark that focuses on similar aspects but with
relatively simpler scenarios, as well as TIFA [12] bench-
mark (refer to Appendix 7).

Beyond compositionality, we also evaluate overall image
quality using PickScore [17], ImageReward [46], and Aes-
theticScore [39]. Finally, since recent text-to-image mod-
els demonstrate text rendering capabilities, we include an
OCR-based evaluation [9, 25] to assess the finetuned mod-
els’ ability to accurately generate text within images.

4.5. Main Results

Table | reports AgentComp’s performance on T2I-
CompBench using the FLUX-dev base model. As shown,
AgentComp not only results in substantial improvements
over the base model but also achieves state-of-the-art per-

formance across nearly all categories of T2I-CompBench.
Further experimental details are provided in Appendix 7.
To further demonstrate its robustness and generalizability,
we evaluate AgentComp with several base models of vary-
ing capacity, including SDv2, SDXL, and SDv3.5. Figure 6
shows that AgentComp consistently yields significant gains
over each baseline. Finally, to comprehensively assess com-
positional performance beyond T2I-CompBench, we also
evaluate on GenEval (Figure 7), where AgentComp again
demonstrates consistent improvements.

Figure 8 presents qualitative comparisons with the base-
line, highlighting improvements across various composi-
tional categories. Furthermore, Figure 1 showcases results
on more complex prompts, demonstrating that AgentComp
produces images aligned more faithfully with input descrip-
tions, accurately capturing fine-grained details and complex
compositions. Refer to Appendix 7 for more examples.

To assess the impact of AgentComp on both the genera-
tion quality and the inherent capabilities of the base model,
we evaluate it using several aesthetic and quality metrics,
as well as a text-rendering benchmark. Figure 9 compares
the base model with AgentComp. Notably, AgentComp
not only preserves the base model’s generation quality—a
common drawback in prior methods—but in fact slightly
improves it on some metrics, likely due to its stronger ad-
herence to textual details in prompts. Interestingly, in the
text-rendering task—despite never being explicitly trained
on any such samples—AgentComp achieves significant im-
provements. We hypothesize that this stems from its train-
ing objective, which encourages the model to attend more
closely to every detail described in the prompt. As a result,
it produces images that more faithfully include textual el-
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Figure 9. General quality and text rendering comparison.
AgentComp preserves and even improves image quality on bench-
marks while also significantly enhancing text rendering accuracy.

FLUX

FLUX (Ours)

A

An astronaut in space, the helmet visor reflecting a floating "Low Oxygen
Warning" sign, surrounded by the vast, star-filled darkness.

A dark, decrepit haunted house with a menacing door knocker that reads
"Abandon All Hope" in eerie, gothic lettering, set against a moonlit night with
twisted, shadowy trees in the background.

Figure 10. Qualitative comparison on text rendering. Agent-
Comp improves text rendering accuracy and consistency in gener-
ated images (details are best viewed when zoomed in).

ements that the base model often omits. Figure 10 further
illustrates these qualitative gains, showing improved prompt
alignment and markedly better text-rendering capabilities.

4.6. Ablations

Agent Ablation. We perform an ablation study on the Im-
age Generation Agent Ajmagecen by varying its base LLM
and tools. In these experiments, the agent is evaluated on
a small subset of T2I-CompBench. In the default configu-
ration, the agent uses GPT-4.1 as the LLM, Qwen-VL-32B
for VQA, SDXL for image generation, and Qwen-Image-

Table 2. Ablation on Amagegen. Impact of varying the base LLM
and tools on compositional generation performance.

Agent Configuration T2I-CompBench,

small

LLM VQA ImgGen ImgEdit Color Num Spatial
Base Agent

GPT-4.1 Qwenpp SDXL  Qwenpyepgy 0.6895 0.5789 0.3013
VQA ablation

GPT-4.1 Qwensg SDXL Qwenpyggqy 0.6783 0.5693 0.2867

GPT-4.1  Qwenypp SDXL  Qwenyegg 0.7155 0.5839 0.3170

Image generation ablation
GPT-4.1 Qwenpp  SDv2  Qwenpygpg; 0.6717 0.5543 0.2365
GPT-4.1 Qwenpp SDv3.5 Qwenpyepqg; 0.8131 0.6796 0.3503

Image editing ablation
GPT-4.1 Qwensg SDXL FLUXkontext 0.7679 0.6066 0.3442

LLM ablation
gpt-ossy)g  Qwenzp  SDXL  Qwenpyegpq; 0.5836 0.5165 0.2117
gpt-ossjop Qwenzg  SDXL  Qwenypgpg 0.6532 0.5465 0.2790

Edit for editing. For each component, we replace it with
alternative models while keeping the others fixed to assess
its individual impact. Table 2 summarizes the results. The
findings highlight the importance of using sufficiently pow-
erful tools and the base LLM which acts as the planner and
must reason across multiple steps. Notably, smaller LLMs
(e.g., GPT-OSS-20B) often fail to reason effectively and do
not produce a final valid image. For fair comparison, in such
cases we manually selected the last intermediate image they
generated; otherwise, their performance would have been
substantially lower. For additional details, including abla-
tions on tool-calling capabilities and other statistics, refer
to Appendix 7.6.

We also conduct extensive additional ablations, includ-
ing analyses of the distance function used in APO, adjust-
ments to the classifier-guidance scale after APO optimiza-
tion for models that rely on explicit guidance, comparisons
between APO, standard fine-tuning, and alternative fine-
tuning strategies, the effect of human filtering, and inspec-
tion of attention maps, where we observe notably better
alignment in AgentComp. Please refer to Appendix 7.6 for
further details and results.

5. Conclusion

We introduced AgentComp, an agentic framework that
uses multi-agent orchestration to generate high-quality
contrastive datasets capturing compositional variations.
Through our Agent Preference Optimization objective, the
model is explicitly trained to distinguish between compo-
sitionally similar generation paths and follow the correct
trajectory. AgentComp achieves state-of-the-art results on
compositional benchmarks while also improving image
quality and text rendering, establishing a strong step toward
more compositionally grounded text-to-image generation.
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AgentComp: From Agentic Reasoning to Compositional Mastery in
Text-to-Image Models

Supplementary Material

6. Method

6.1. Agentic Contrastive Dataset Generation

In this section, we present example instructions used within
our agentic orchestra. Figure 20 shows a sample instruction
provided to the image-generation agent, while Figure 21 il-
lustrates instructions given to the image-editing agent. By
specifying each task clearly and supplying demonstrations
through in-context, few-shot examples, the agents reliably
infer the intended behavior and execute the tasks with high
accuracy. Furthermore, Section 7.2 provides additional de-
tails on the techniques we employ to enhance data utiliza-
tion throughout training.

6.2. Agent Preference Optimization

In this section, we provide a step-by-step derivation of APO.
Following the standard formulation in the preference learn-
ing literature, each sample in our dataset contains a ranked
pair under a given conditioning prompt: Z+ = Z~|P (for
some Z~ in {Z; }}£ ;). According to the Bradley—Terry
model [3], the probability of preferring Z* over Z~ is de-
fined as:

per(ZT = IZ7|P) = o(r(P,Z") —r(P,T7)).

where 7(P,Z) represents a reward function parameterized
by a neural network ). The reward model can be learned
via maximum-likelihood estimation:

Lyr(1) = —Ep z+ 7-[log o (ry,(P,.Z7) — ry(P,I7))]

In reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF),
the goal is to learn a conditional distribution py(Z|P) that
maximizes the expected reward while remaining close to a
reference model p,r(Z|P). This can be expressed as:

IIZI)%X Eppp Topezi) 7 (P, T)]

— BDxk[po (Z|P)|pret(Z|P)]

In the equation above, following [34], the unique global
optimal solution pj takes the form:

Py(ZIP) = pret(Z|P) exp(r(P, 1)/ B)/Z(P)
Z(P) =) pet(T'|P) exp(r(P,T')/5)
T

Therefore, the reward function can be expressed as:

r(P,I) = Blog;jri(gr;)) + Blog Z(P)

From the definition of Lgr, the reward objective be-
comes:

po(ZT|P)

B po(Z”|P) )]
Pret(Z7|P)

1
flog Pret(Z~|P)

Lovo(0) = —Ep 74 71— [loga(ﬂ log
With this reparameterization, rather than optimizing a re-
ward function and subsequently applying RL, we directly
optimize the optimal conditional distribution.
Following [42] for adapting DPO for diffusion models,
this leads to:

Lppo-vifiusion () = —Ep 7+ 7- log 0(

Peo (IJT‘P)

_ 381 PG(I(;TWD)
& pref(I(_)‘?T‘P) plo ])

E [10
p I3 o (T 1T Prei(Zo. 7 P)

Iy p~po(ZyplTy)

After some algebraic manipulation and simplification, this
yields the following loss:

L(0) = —E@z+ - p)~p [IOgU( - BT (ﬁ_ - f_))]
=" — T, PO)IE — lle” — ent(ZF, P03
0 =€ —eo(Zy Pl — lle” — (T, P 1)l

where I:r /= denotes the noisy latent sample at diffusion
timestep ¢, €y represents the trainable denoising network,
€ the reference (base) model, €T/~ the ground-truth de-
noising target, and the expectation is taken over ¢ ~ [0, 1].
This formulation treats all negative samples equally
within a ranked group {Z, }szl, regardless of their com-
positional proximity to the positive sample. To better lever-
age the fine-grained distances estimated by our agentic or-
chestration, we reweight the loss by introducing a distance-
dependent scaling function #(.) applied to §. By reweight-
ing /3, we intuitively tune how freely the model can deviate
from the reference to satisfy the preference. Our final Agent
Preference Optimization (APO) objective becomes:

Lavo(0) = ~E s 7 p o) p | I0B0( = H(AW)BT (€5 — 07))]

This distance-aware weighting offers finer control over
sample importance, resulting in faster and more reliable
convergence during fine-tuning.

7. Experiments and Results

7.1. Implementation Details

We use FLUX-dev as our primary base model in all exper-
iments. To evaluate the generality and robustness of our
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hat and a cat with
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Figure 11. Illustration of intra-cluster contrastive pair relation-
ships. An additional agent is introduced to identify valid con-
trastive pairs among samples generated for a source prompt/image
(top left). Each arrow starts at the positive sample and ends at the
negative. Green arrows denote valid contrastive pairs, while red
arrows denote invalid ones.

approach, we additionally apply it to SDv3.5, SDXL, and
SDv2, covering models with a broad range of capacities.
All models are fine-tuned using LoRA (rank 32) for ef-
ficiency. Furthermore, consistent with prior observations
in [6, 53, 54], we found that training adapters on a subset
of DiT blocks performs comparably to training all blocks,
though we do not leverage this variant here and leave it for
future investigation. For FLUX, we set the base value of
B = 100 in the APO objective and employ a normalized
distance function in the range [0.5, 1], assigning lower S
to smaller distances and higher § to larger distances. This
adaptively scales 3 between 50 and 100, encouraging the
model to focus more on subtle, compositionally challeng-
ing trajectories. During FLUX training, the CFG scale is
fixed to 1, which we find necessary for stable optimization.
Training is performed at a fixed resolution of 1024 x 1024
with a global batch size of 128 (64 positive—negative pairs),
using bfloat16 mixed precision, gradient checkpointing, and
gradient clipping (clip norm = 1). We optimize using Adam
with a learning rate of le-4 and no warm-up schedule. All
experiments are run on 8xH100 GPUs using distributed
training. We note that larger effective batch sizes further
improve performance; this can be achieved by using higher-
memory GPUs, scaling to more nodes, or employing gradi-
ent accumulation. A systematic study of batch-size scaling
is left for future work.

7.2. Improving Dataset Utilization

In this section, we describe how we increase data utilization
within our framework. As outlined in Section 3, the agentic
orchestra produces, for each prompt-image pair (P,Z), a
set of contrastive samples

{(Pl;’ II:’ dk)}gzla

which form a cluster of semantically related but composi-
tionally distinct candidates. A naive approach would use
(P,Z) as the positive sample in APO and select a single
(P, ,Z, ) at random as the negative sample. However, this
ignores the rich structure inside each cluster: many pairs

(P Ti))s (Prys i)

themselves form valid positive—negative relationships and
can therefore be used directly for preference optimization.

Figure 11 illustrates this idea. The top-left image
shows the original positive pair (P,Z), while the re-
maining images display its three derived negative sam-
ples {(P; ,Z; )}3_,. These three negatives can form ad-
ditional meaningful contrastive relationships among them-
selves. For instance, the sample “a dog with a black hat
and a cat” can be treated as a positive example relative to
“a dog with a black hat”, since the latter omits the infor-
mation “a cat”. Identifying such intra-cluster relationships
allows us to construct additional reliable preference pairs
beyond those involving the original (P, 7).

To automatically discover these relationships, we intro-
duce an additional agent—a contrastive pair filter agent.
For any candidate pair

(PeoTi)s (P, Ti)),s

the agent determines whether the second sample can serve
as a valid negative for the first. By querying this agent
across all pairwise combinations within each cluster, we
significantly expand the set of usable positive—negative
pairs. This substantially improves data utilization and en-
ables preference optimization to exploit the full semantic
structure present in the generated clusters.

7.3. Main Results

Table 1 compares AgentComp with baseline models and
state-of-the-art methods for improving compositionality.
For fairness and consistency, we re-ran all baseline mod-
els—SDXL, SDv2, SDv3.5, Qwen, and FLUX—under the
T2I-CompBench evaluation pipeline. For prior methods,
we gathered results reported across multiple papers and
selected the most consistent numbers. In several cases,
however, we noticed discrepancies between the original re-
ported results and those reproduced by independent works.
To ensure a fair comparison, we reproduced these methods
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Figure 12. Visualization of aggregated attention maps for selected prompt tokens during denoising. The APO-trained model shows more
accurate, localized attention that aligns with the intended semantics, leading to more compositionally faithful generations.

directly using their publicly released codebases (e.g., RPG),
sweeping across all hyperparameter settings recommended
by the authors and selecting the best-performing result for
each T2[-CompBench category. Despite this careful repro-
duction, we still observed substantial gaps between the re-
sults originally reported and those obtained using the offi-
cial code under the documented settings.

7.4. Text Rendering

In this section, we provide additional qualitative examples
highlighting the text-rendering capabilities of FLUX and
AgentComp. Figure 14 presents outputs from both mod-
els on the OCR evaluation set. On the left, we show cases
where AgentComp achieves high OCR scores while the
base model fails; on the right, we show the opposite order-
ing. Interestingly, in many examples where the evaluator
assigns a score of zero to AgentComp, the issue often stems
from detection failures in the OCR evaluator itself rather
than an actual mistake in the generated text by AgentComp.
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consistently improves performance across all categories.

7.5. TIFA Evaluation

To further assess the compositional performance of Agent-
Comp, we extend our evaluation beyond T2I-CompBench
and GenEval by conducting additional experiments on the
TIFA benchmark [12]. Using BLIP-Large [20] as the VQA
model, we evaluate both FLUX and FLUX + AgentComp
on this benchmark. As shown in Figure 13, AgentComp de-
livers consistent improvements across all TIFA categories,
demonstrating the robustness and effectiveness of our ap-
proach.



Best performing samples from Ours compared to Base

FLUX (Ours)

A lighthouse stands tall
against a stormy night sky,
its beacon casting a
powerful beam of light that
illuminates the turbulent
sea, with the words "Safe
Harbor Ahead" clearly
visible in the light.

A vintage radio with a worn
wooden casing, the dial
glowing softly and labeled
"Tune to Adventure", set
against a backdrop of an old,
cozy living room with a
fireplace and a bookshelf.

A weathered pirate with an
eyepatch inscribed
"Property of Captain
Noodle", standing on the
deck of a ship, the salty sea
breeze ruffling his beard,
under a sky streaked with
the colors of sunset.

Best performing samples from Base compared to Ours

Enter at Own Risk

e

-Score: 1.0

Own Risk

Score: 0.0 Score: 0.0

A close-up of a stylish
bookstore bookmark with
the phrase "Reading Is
Magic" elegantly printed on
it, lying on a stack of vintage
books with a soft, warm
light illuminating the scene,
creating a cozy and inviting
atmosphere.

A vintage Farmer's almanac
page titled "Weather
Predictions", featuring
detailed illustrations of
clouds, temperature gauges,
and seasonal weather
patterns, surrounded by
handwritten notes and
weather symbols.

A dark, misty forest with a
glowing magical portal
emitting a soft, ethereal
light. Above the portal,
ancient runes spell out
"Enter at Own Risk" in an
ominous, glowing red. The
scene is eerie yet
captivating, with the portal
as the focal point.

Figure 14. Qualitative text-generation comparison. Left panel shows cases where AgentComp succeeds while the base model fails, and
the right panel shows cases where the base model performs better. Many zero-score cases for AgentComp arise from OCR detection errors

rather than incorrect generation.

blue

bear

FLUX

FLUX (Ours)

“A blue bear and a brown book"

Figure 15. Attention map comparison for a case where both the
base model and CompAgent generate correct images. CompA-
gent exhibits more precise, localized attention with reduced leak-
age into irrelevant regions.

7.6. Ablations
7.6.1. Accurate Attention Maps

To interpret how our APO objective improves the
model’s compositional understanding—such as attribute
binding—we visualize the model’s internal attention behav-
ior during denoising. Using FLUX as the base model, we
extract the attention maps associated with a chosen group of
prompt tokens at each denoising step, then aggregate these
maps across all transformer blocks and timesteps. This pro-

vides an intuitive picture of where the model attends when
grounding specific textual semantics in the image. Fig-
ure 12 presents an example. As shown, our APO-trained
model produces much more accurate and localized atten-
tion patterns that more faithfully correspond to the intended
prompt details, leading to generally more compositionally
accurate generations. Moreover, Figure 15 illustrates a case
where both the base model and CompAgent produce correct
images; however, the CompAgent variant exhibits sharper,
more precisely localized attention. Its token-wise attention
shows fewer leaks into irrelevant regions, better aligning
with the intended semantic areas.

7.6.2. Fine-tuning Strategies Ablation

In this section, we design a small-scale experiment to com-
pare different fine-tuning strategies and demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of our APO objective. We evaluate four ap-
proaches: (1) standard diffusion fine-tuning, (2) a batch-
variant of diffusion fine-tuning in which samples from the
same cluster (Z" along with several Z, ) are presented to-
gether to help the model better distinguish subtle differ-
ences, (3) diffusion DPO, and (4) our APO method, which
introduces a dynamic weighting mechanism that allows the
model to deviate from the reference model when necessary
to avoid compositionally incorrect trajectories.

All models are fine-tuned under identical settings using
SDv2. The results, summarized in Figure 16, show that
while the batch-enhanced diffusion baseline offers a slight
improvement, both methods remain far behind DPO and



Table 3. Ablation on Amagegen. Impact of varying the base LLM and tools on compositional generation and tool calling performance.

Agent Configuration T2I-CompBenchg, ., # of Tool Calls #of
LLM VQA ImgGen ImgEdit Color Num Spatial VQA ImageGen ImageEdit Output Images
Base Agent
GPT-4.1 Qwenzg SDXL  Qwenppepqg  0.6895 0.5789  0.3013 3328 763 2572 544 /895
VQA ablation
GPT-4.1 Qwen;g  SDXL  Qwenpy,gq  0.6783  0.5693 0.2867 3478 898 2573 547 /895
GPT-4.1 Qwengg SDXL  Qwenpegqy  0.7155 0.5839 03170 4342 1817 2550 4257895
Image generation ablation
GPT-4.1 Qwengs,p SDv2  Qwenppegg  0.6717 0.5543  0.2365 3354 808 2550 550/ 895
GPT-4.1 Qwengpp  SDV3.S  Qwenpyepge  0.8131 0.6796 03503 3002 545 2466 713 /895
Image editing ablation
GPT-4.1 Qwenspg SDXL FLUXgonext 0.7679  0.6066  0.3442 4252 1732 2535 494 /895
LLM ablation
gpt-oss,op  Qwenyp  SDXL  Qwenppegpge  0.5836  0.5165 0.2117 589 225 1044 107 / 895
gpt-ossop  Qwengg  SDXL  Qwenppegg  0.6532  0.5465  0.2790 1905 1197 2666 186/ 895

T2I-CompBench Results Across Fine-tuning Strategies
Baseline Normal FT ~ m== BafchFT === DPO  mmm APO (Ours)
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Figure 16. Comparison of fine-tuning strategies. APO outper-
forms standard diffusion fine-tuning, its batch-variant, and diffu-
sion DPO by dynamically adjusting the model’s flexibility to cor-
rect compositionally incorrect trajectories.

APO. Moreover, although DPO already provides a substan-
tial boost over the baselines, APO achieves further gains by
dynamically adjusting the model’s flexibility to stay close to
the reference model or deviate when correcting high-impact
compositional errors during preference optimization.

7.6.3. APO Distance Function Ablation

For the weighting function #(-) used in our APO objective,
we experimented with several functional forms and weight-
ing schemes. We initially evaluated both exponential and
linear schedules that increase or decrease with respect to
the pairwise distance. Since these alternatives did not yield
meaningful performance differences, we adopted the linear
schedule for simplicity.

We also explored applying the weighting function out-
side the sigmoid term in APO—effectively reweighting the
loss after the fact—but found that directly scaling the pa-
rameter 3 produces consistently better results. In addition,
we tested two opposite strategies for mapping distances to
[ assigning smaller 3 to higher distances, and assigning
smaller [ to lower distances.

Interestingly, the latter strategy—using a smaller [
for lower distances and a larger [ for higher dis-
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Figure 17. Comparison of SDv3.5 performance across different
CFG scales after APO fine-tuning. Lower guidance scales (e.g., 2)
yield stronger compositional alignment and overall image quality.
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Figure 18. Qualitative comparison of SDv3.5 generations at differ-
ent CFG scales during APO fine-tuning. After fine-tuning, higher
guidance scales lead to oversaturated and degraded images, while
lower scales preserve fidelity.

tances—produced the strongest performance. This behav-
ior is reminiscent of “hard-negative” emphasis in SVMs,
where samples close to the decision boundary carry more
informative gradients. In our setting, trajectories with sub-
tle compositional differences from the positive sample rep-
resent such hard negatives, and prioritizing them leads to



Edit Prompt
"change the color of the
woman's scarf to blue,
keep the dress gold"

Edit Prompt
"change the color of the
woman's scarf to blue"

Edit Prompt
"change the woman's
dress color to golden"

Source Prompt
"a woman with silver dress
and green scarf"

Destination Prompt
"a woman with golden dress
and blue scarf"

Figure 19. Image Editing Agent Example Scenario. Given a source image, its prompt, and a target prompt, the image-editing agent
leverages editing tool and VQA to produce a correct contrastive sample. Although the editing tools may introduce unintended modifications
(Steps 1 and 2), the agent detects these errors through reasoning and VQA feedback, adjusts its intermediate prompts, and ultimately

generates the intended result.

more effective preference optimization.

7.6.4. Classifier Guidance Scale Adjustment

During fine-tuning with our APO objective, the uncondi-
tional model is no longer being trained. As a result, in
models that rely on explicit classifier guidance at inference
time (e.g., SDv3.5), the effective classifier-free guidance
(CFG) behavior shifts, requiring us to re-adjust the guid-
ance scale post-training. Figure 18 illustrates this effect: us-
ing a fixed random seed but varying CFG scales across APO
training steps, we observe that the model’s signal becomes
stronger at low scales (e.g., CFG = 1). Consequently, higher
CFG scales lead to oversaturation and degraded image qual-
ity. This suggests that the guidance scale should generally
be reduced after APO fine-tuning. Figure 17 reports T2I-
CompBench performance at iteration 6k for SDv3.5 under
different CFG scales. As shown, a scale of 2 achieves the
best overall performance among the tested values.

7.6.5. Agent Ablation

In this section, we expand on the ablation study of the
image-generation agent discussed in Section 4.6. To better
understand the agent’s behavior across different settings, we
examine its tool-use patterns and reasoning steps through-
out the intermediate stages of generation. Table 3 summa-
rizes statistics such as the number of tool calls under differ-
ent configurations and the number of images produced by
the agent.

Several observations emerge from this analysis. Smaller
LLMs within the agent struggle to invoke tools correctly
and frequently fail to produce valid images. Stronger
image-generation models such as SDv3.5 lead to fewer
VQA and editing calls, which aligns with the improved
baseline generation quality. In addition, using a more ca-

Table 4. Comparison of SDXL performance on agent-generated
datasets with and without human filtering.

T2I-CompBench

Dataset Scale Curated Dataset Size

(Numeracy)
Small X ~ 500 0.7221
v ~ 800 0.7344
Bi X ~ 2000 0.7386
& v ~ 1100 0.7317

pable VQA model yields more reliable image assessments,
enabling the agent to identify flaws more accurately, reason
more effectively during the generation process, and produce
fewer but higher-quality final outputs.

7.6.6. Dataset scale and Human Filtering

In this section, we assess the quality of the agent-generated
dataset and examine the impact of manual human filter-
ing. We construct two variants of a numeracy-focused
dataset (targeting counting and numerical reasoning from
T2I-CompBench): a smaller set of roughly 800 samples and
a larger extended set of approximately 2,000 samples. For
each, we manually inspect all clusters and retain only high-
quality examples, yielding filtered subsets of about 500 and
1,100 samples, respectively.

We fine-tune SDXL under identical training conditions
(objective, batch size, and hyperparameters) on all four
datasets. The results, shown in Table 4, reveal an interesting
pattern: while manual filtering improves performance in the
small-dataset regime, simply scaling up the agent-generated
dataset yields similar or better improvements without any
human intervention. This highlights the effectiveness and
scalability of our agentic data generation pipeline, without
any human any the loop.



Image Generation Agent Instructions

Your task is to generate an image that accurately reflects the given prompt. Because
the image generation tool may not always capture every detail correctly, you must verify
each result using the visual question answering (VQA) tool. For example, if the prompt
is "a cat playing with a green ball and two frisbees", you should ask targeted questions
such as "How many cats are there?", "How many balls are there?", "What color is the
ball?", "How many frisbees are present?", and "What color are the frisbees?" to confirm
that the image matches the description.

Start by attempting up to three independent generations. After each generation, use
the VOA tool to verify whether the image fully matches the prompt. If one of these
generations is correct, return its ID immediately. If none are correct but one is
close, select the best among them and refine it using the editing tool.

The editing tool allows you to fix errors step by step. For example, if the generated
image shows "a cat playing with two green balls" instead of one, you can instruct the
editing tool to "remove one of the balls". Similarly, if the prompt is "a dog with a
black hat and red sunglasses" but the image only shows "a dog", you can first edit the
image to "add a hat to the dog", verify it with VQA, and then make another edit to "add
red sunglasses to the cat". If the sunglasses turn out purple instead of red, you can
refine them by asking the editing tool to "change the color of the sunglasses to red".
Another example is when the prompt is "8 apples". Models often struggle with exact
counts, so you may start with an image that contains, for example, six apples and then
add one apple at a time, verifying after each edit until the correct count is reached.

After every edit, you must run a full verification using VQA. Do not restrict
verification to just the edited object. Ask complete questions about all the important
entities in the image (e.g., "What color is the hat?", "What color are the sunglasses?")
and compare the answers with the ground-truth information you have. This ensures that
the intended change was applied correctly and that no other colors, attributes, or
objects were accidentally altered.

Do not make more than 10 attempts in total, where each attempt may be either a fresh
generation or an edit of a previously generated image. At the end of this process,
return the ID of the verified image that fully satisfies the prompt. If no image meets
the requirements within the allowed attempts, return -1.

Figure 20. Instructions for Image Generation Agent




Image Editing Agent Instructions

You will be provided with three pieces of information at the start:

— An image ID in the database (Image IDs can be used with both the image editing tool
and the VQA tool).

- A source prompt that describes the content of the initial image.

— A destination prompt that describes the target image you need to produce.

Your task is to determine and describe the sequence of image editing operations required
to transform an image that corresponds to a source prompt into one that matches a
destination prompt.

You have access to an image editing tool. Each operation you design must be simple and
atomic, meaning it should represent a small, straightforward change (e.g., changing a
color, removing one object, or adding one object). This makes it more likely that the
editing tool can perform the change successfully. After each edit, you must verify
whether the change was applied correctly by using the visual question answering (VQA)
tool. Also check that no unintended parts of the image were altered. Editing tools
sometimes disrupt unrelated elements, so use multiple VQA questions to validate the
integrity of the whole scene based on the prompt and edits.

For example, suppose at some point in the editing process you have an image
corresponding to "a red book and a yellow vase", and the editing instruction is "make
the vase green". After generating the edited output, you should ask verification
questions such as "how many books are there?", "what color are the books?", "how

many vases are there?", and "what color are the wvases?". In general, every object,
attribute, and relation described in the prompt |both before and after the edit]|should
be explicitly tested. No need to ask questions like "Are there any unusual colors or
changes to the vase or the scene?", since the vga model only sees the new image.

If the edit is correct and the rest of the image is intact, continue to the next
required operation. If the edit fails or introduces unwanted changes, retry, adjust
your operation, or attempt a different editing path.

Examples (starting from the source prompt: "a red book and two yellow vases"):

— Destination: "a green book and two yellow vases" -> (edits: 1) change the book’s
color to green)

— Destination: "a book and two yellow vases" -> (edits: 1) change the book’s color to
blue) [note: Jjust a color other than red]

— Destination: "two yellow vases" -> (edits: 1) remove the book)

— Destination: "a red book and a yellow vase and a green vase" —-> (edits: 1) change
the color of one of the vases to green)

— Destination: "a red book and a yellow vase" -> (edits: 1) remove one yellow vase)

— Destination: "a red book and two blue vases" —-> (edits: 1) change the color of the

vases to blue)
— Destination: "two purple vases" -> (edits: 1) remove the book, 2) change the color
of the vases to purple)

Some notes:
— Do not make more than 10 calls to the image editing tool.

Final Output:

If you successfully transform the image into one that matches the destination prompt,
print [success].

If you cannot achieve the transformation within the allowed edits, print [failed].

Figure 21. Instructions for Image Editing Agent
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