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Figure 1. Given a reference image, our approach can faithfully reproduce its visual characteristics in synthesis, providing a unified
framework for a wide range of example-based image synthesis applications, such as artistic style transfer, appearance transfer, style-
specific text-to-image generation, and various texture synthesis tasks.

Abstract

Recent advances in generative diffusion models have shown
a notable inherent understanding of image style and se-
mantics. In this paper, we leverage the self-attention fea-
tures from pretrained diffusion networks to transfer the vi-
sual characteristics from a reference to generated images.
Unlike previous work that uses these features as plug-and-
play attributes, we propose a novel attention distillation
loss calculated between the ideal and current stylization
results, based on which we optimize the synthesized im-
age via backpropagation in latent space. Next, we pro-
pose an improved Classifier Guidance that integrates atten-
tion distillation loss into the denoising sampling process,
further accelerating the synthesis and enabling a broad
range of image generation applications. Extensive exper-
iments have demonstrated the extraordinary performance
of our approach in transferring the examples’ style, ap-
pearance, and texture to new images in synthesis. Code
is available at https://github.com/xugao97/

*Corresponding author.

AttentionDistillation.

1. Introduction
Synthesizing new images with visual elements, such as the
style or texture, of an example image, is a long-standing yet
challenging problem in computer graphics and vision. The
key challenge lies in properly representing images’ texture
or style features. Traditional methods [6, 11, 15, 34, 37,
38, 42, 67] usually define textures as repeated local patterns
and synthesize new textures by copying local patches from
the source image. When it comes to style, an extensive yet
more abstract visual characteristic than texture, new repre-
sentations are required.

Thanks to the deep learning revolution, neural repre-
sentations of visual features have emerged. One group of
approaches performs texture or style-specific synthesis by
matching the global distribution of deep features between
the reference and the output. For example, the seminal work
Gram loss [21, 22] regards the feature maps’ statistics as
the texture/style representation. Some other work optimizes
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deep features by minimizing Wassertein distance [24] or ad-
versarial discrimination loss [51, 52, 68]. However, match-
ing global distributions lacks local perception, usually lead-
ing to conspicuous detail artifacts. Another group retakes
the local patch strategy, optimizing output’s deep features
through nearest-neighbor matching [40, 43, 69]. As local
patches are unaware of global structure, these methods al-
ways require additional structural guidance.

Beyond the above progress, recent breakthroughs in
large-scale diffusion models have sparked new representa-
tions for visual features, reaching a good balance between
global and local consistency in synthesis [2, 7, 10, 25, 29,
70]. A key consensus of these techniques is that the keys
(K) and values (V ) from the self-attention module of pre-
trained diffusion models characterize the appearance of the
exemplar. Re-aggregating these features according to target
queries (Q) by self-attention mechanism during new image
generation can reproduce the visual characteristics of the
reference. Although impressive results were achieved due
to the robust performance of diffusion models, these meth-
ods still often suffer issues like insufficient stylization. We
hypothesize three reasons for their limitations:

1) Domain gap. When two images differ significantly,
the similarity between the target Q (queries of the synthe-
sized image) and the source KV (keys and values of the
exemplar) will become low and unreliable, leading to erro-
neous aggregation results. Techniques like AdaIN [27] and
attention scale can partially mitigate this issue [2, 25].

2) Error accumulation. While the iterative sampling pro-
cess in diffusion models can ameliorate large discrepancies
between the target Q and the source KV , errors may also
accumulate. As demonstrated in [56], features from dif-
ferent layers of diffusion models focus on distinct informa-
tion, such as semantics and geometry. Incorrect matches
will propagate errors to subsequent layers along the Markov
chain and degrade the final image quality.

3) Architectural limit. The self-attention mechanism is
implemented within the residual branch of the denoising
network. Injecting self-attention features from the source
may have a bounded influence on the target latent code, po-
tentially diminishing their efficacy in the synthesis.

In this work, we still follow the assumption that the self-
attention features in the denoising networks capture an im-
age’s visual appearance. To address the above-mentioned
limitations, we introduce a novel Attention Distillation
(AD) loss, based on which we directly update the synthe-
sized image through backpropagation. Specifically, we con-
sider the output obtained by computing the attention be-
tween the target Q and the source KV as the ideal styl-
ized result, and the original attention output represents the
current stylization. We define attention distillation loss as
the L1 distance between these two outputs and optimize the
synthesized image through backpropagation in latent space.

We simultaneously calculate the differences across various
layers to avoid error accumulation. Such an optimization
process gradually reduces the disparity between the target
Q and the source KV , enhancing the accuracy of similarity
calculations and thus improving the final stylization.

Whereas our approach differs greatly from previous
works that use self-attention features as plug-and-play at-
tributes, the new attention distillation loss can also be inte-
grated into the sampling process of diffusion models, func-
tioning as an improved Classifier Guidance. Combined with
the normal Classifier-Free Guidance, it further enables text-
based controlled generation, and is also compatible with
other conditioning technologies such as ControlNet, lead-
ing to broad image synthesis applications; see, e.g., Fig. 1.
Extensive experiments and comparisons with state-of-the-
art methods have demonstrated our advantages.

In summary, our main contributions are as follows:
• We analyze the limitations of previous plug-and-play at-

tention features methods and propose a novel attention
distillation loss for reproducing the visual characteristics
of a reference image, achieving notably superior results.

• We develop attention distillation guided sampling, an im-
proved Classifier Guidance that integrates attention distil-
lation loss into the denoising process, which significantly
accelerates synthesis speed and enables a wide range of
visual characteristics transfer and synthesis applications.

2. Related work
Our primary contribution lies in proposing a novel loss
function that effectively transfers the visual characteristics
of one image to another. This loss function has broad appli-
cations across various image synthesis tasks, including tex-
ture synthesis, style transfer, appearance transfer, and cus-
tomized image generation based on text-to-image models.
We review related work in these domains.

Texture synthesis focuses on generating images that
resemble the original texture without repetition and arti-
facts. Traditional methods rely on parametric texture mod-
els [23, 32, 53] or sampling pixels/patches [14, 15, 37,
38, 62] to create new images. These methods excel with
simple textures but often struggle with complex or high-
resolution textures. Deep learning-based methods, utiliz-
ing convolution neural networks (CNNs), extract multilevel
features that capture textures at varying scales. Gatys et
al. [21] introduced Gram matrix, a second-order statistic
of feature map to represent stationary textures. Histogram
loss [47] and Sliced Wasserstein loss [16, 24] offer im-
proved modeling of texture distributions, leading to more
realistic results but failing to capture large-scale structure,
especially for non-stationary textures. Generative adver-
sarial networks (GANs) are also widely adopted in tex-
ture synthesis [51, 52, 68]; for instance, Zhou et al. [68]
used a self-supervised approach to expand a single tex-



ture by learning the internal patch distribution, achieving
impressive detail and structure expansion. Recently, Self-
Rectification [70] leverages pre-trained diffusion networks
and the self-attention mechanism to gradually refine a lazy-
editing input, addressing the intricate challenge of synthe-
sizing non-stationary textures.

Neural style transfer applies the artistic style of a
source image to a new content image. Gatys et al. [22]
pioneered this field by using Gram loss as style represen-
tation and proposed a neural style transfer algorithm that
combines content and style loss in the optimization. While
Gram loss and its variants [27, 30, 39] are the most widely
used style losses, they primarily assess global distribution
differences and cannot account for local semantic corre-
spondences. Approaches like CNNMRF [40] and Contex-
tual Loss[43] address this by computing semantic similarity
in high-dimensional feature spaces to enable semantically
coherent style transfer. Later works incorporated trans-
formers with self-attention to capture stronger relationships
between style and content. Deng et al. [12] introduced
a fully transformer-based architecture, StyTR2, achieving
state-of-the-art results at the time. Recent advances in dif-
fusion models enable interpretable and controllable content-
style separation. InST [66] proposed inversion-based learn-
ing of artistic style from a single painting. StyleDiffu-
sion [60] introduced a CLIP-based style disentanglement
loss. StyleID [10], a training-free method, manipulates the
self-attention features of a pre-trained diffusion model by
substituting the keys and values of the content with those of
the style image in cross-attention mechanisms.

Appearance transfer, a specialized semantic style
transfer, aims at transferring the appearance of semantically
corresponding regions. Early works [28, 45, 71] use paired
or unpaired datasets to train GANs for domain-specific ap-
pearance transfer. Tumanyan et al. [57] extract structure
and appearance features using a pre-trained DINO-ViT [8],
and trains a generator for each image pair. Recently, cross-
image attention [2] with pre-trained diffusion models real-
izes zero-shot appearance transfer by implicitly establishing
semantic correspondences across images.

Customized/Personalized image generation based on
text-to-image (T2I) diffusion models has attracted particu-
lar attention recently, which aims to learn the style from one
or more reference images to generate new content. Fine-
tuning approaches [1, 18–20, 31, 36, 50, 54] enable models
to learn novel style concepts from a few images. However,
these methods are prone to overfitting, potentially result-
ing in degraded image quality or content leakage. To alle-
viate this issue, B-LoRA [19] leverages LoRA [26] (Low-
Rank Adaptation) to implicitly separate the style and con-
tent components of a single image. Pair Customization [31]
learns stylistic differences from a single image pair and
then applies the acquired style to the generation process.

Encoder-based methods [9, 33, 59, 61, 63, 64] utilize vi-
sual encoders to capture image information and establish
mappings between image prompts and models through huge
dataset training. While currently favored as state-of-the-
art, these techniques are constrained by the capabilities of
visual encoders, often extracting only abstract style infor-
mation and struggling with fine-grained textures of the ref-
erence. Several works have proposed plug-and-play solu-
tions for training-free style customization. For example,
StyleAligned [25] and Visual Style Prompt [29] maintain
style consistency by preserving the queries from the origi-
nal features while sharing or swapping the keys and values
with those from reference features in the late self-attention
layers. RB-Modulation [49] modulates the drift field of re-
verse diffusion dynamics by incorporating desired attributes
(e.g., style or content) through a terminal cost.

3. Method

3.1. Preliminaries

Latent diffusion models (LDM), exemplified by Stable
Diffusion [46, 48], have achieved state-of-the-art perfor-
mance in image generation due to the robust ability to model
complex data distributions. In LDM, an image x is first
compressed into a learned latent space using a pretrained
VAE E(·). A UNet-based denoising network ϵθ(·) is sub-
sequently trained to predict the noise during the diffusion
process by minimizing the mean squared error between the
predicted noise and the actually added noise ϵ:

LLDM = Ez∼E(x),y,ϵ∼N (0,1),t

[
∥ϵθ(zt, t, y)− ϵ∥22

]
, (1)

where y denotes the condition and t represents the timestep.
The denoising UNet typically consists of a bunch of con-
volution blocks and self-/cross-attention modules, all inte-
grated within the predictive branch of residual architecture.

KV-injection is widely employed in image editing [2, 7,
58], style transfer [10, 25, 29], and texture synthesis [70].
It is built upon the self-attention mechanism and uses the
self-attention features in diffusion models as plug-and-play
attributes. The self-attention mechanism is formulated as:

Self-Attn(Q,K, V ) = softmax(
QKT

√
d

)V. (2)

At the core of the attention mechanism lies the calcula-
tion of a weight matrix based on the similarity between
the queries (Q) and keys (K), which is used to perform a
weighted aggregation of the values (V ). KV-injection ex-
tends this mechanism by copying or sharing the KV fea-
tures across different synthesis branches. Its key assump-
tion is that KV features represent the visual appearance of
an image. During sampling, replacing the KV features in
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Figure 2. Overview of attention distillation. Based on the self-attention mechanism in diffusion models, we compute the difference
between the ideal and the current stylization, formulating a novel Attention Distillation (AD) loss (a). The new loss acts like a style
loss. When combined with a content loss (also derived from the self-attention mechanism), we can realize high-quality content-preserving
synthesis, such as style transfer or appearance transfer (b). Our attention distillation loss can be incorporated into the normal diffusion
sampling process as an improved Classifier Guidance (c), which enables a broad scope of example-based image generation applications.
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Figure 3. Differences between KV-injection and attention dis-
tillation. We start with the same latent for sampling and optimiza-
tion, both running 100 steps, using empty prompts. The informa-
tion flow (red arrows) differs only from the identity connection.
However, the results of our attention distillation optimization (b)
are clearly superior to sampling with KV-injection (a).

the synthesized branch with those KV from the correspond-
ing timestep of the exemplar can realize appearance transfer
from the source image to the synthesized target.

3.2. Attention Distillation Loss

Although KV-injection has achieved noticeable results, it
falls short in preserving the style or texture details of the
reference due to the residual mechanism; see Fig. 3 (a) for
example. KV-injection only operates on the residual, which
means the information flow (red arrows) is subsequently in-
fluenced by the identity connection, leading to an incom-
plete transfer of information. As a result, the sampling out-
puts cannot fully reproduce the desired visual details.

In this work, we propose a novel loss function to distill
visual elements by reaggregating features within the self-
attention mechanism; therefore, we refer to it as Attention
Distillation (AD) loss. We leverage the UNet of the pre-
trained T2I diffusion model, Stable Diffusion [48], to ex-
tract image features from self-attention modules. As illus-
trated in Fig. 2 (a), we first reaggregate the visual informa-

tion of the KV features (Ks and Vs) from the reference
branch according to Q from the target branch, which is the
same as KV-injection. We regard this attention output as the
ideal stylization. Then, we calculate the attention output of
the target branch and compute the L1 loss w.r.t. the ideal
attention output, which defines the AD loss:

LAD = ∥Self-Attn(Q,K, V )− Self-Attn(Q,Ks, Vs)∥1.
(3)

We can use the proposed AD loss to optimize a random
latent noise via gradient descent, resulting in vivid texture or
style reproduction in the output; see Fig. 3 (b) for example.
This can be attributed to the backpropagation in optimiza-
tion, which allows information to flow not only across the
(residual) self-attention modules but also through the iden-
tity connection. With continuous optimization, the gap be-
tween Q and Ks gradually narrows, making attention more
and more accurate, and eventually, features are correctly ag-
gregated to produce the desired visual details.

Following recent experimental analysis [7, 29, 58], we
empirically select the last 6 self-attention layers of the UNet
to compute AD loss. Additionally, during optimization, we
simulate the sampling process of diffusion models by lin-
early decreasing the timestep t input to the UNet from T to
0. We begin with different random latent noises and op-
timize them over 100 steps. Note that during the whole
optimization, the predicted noise from U-Net is totally dis-
carded, and we continuously update the same latent.

To better understand our AD loss, we present the opti-
mization results across multiple runs, as shown in Fig. 4.
These results demonstrate that: i) AD loss effectively dis-
tills high-quality visual characteristics in style and texture;
ii) AD loss is self-adapted to different spatial structures,
showcasing diversity across multiple runs.
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Figure 4. Optimizing attention distillation loss across multiple
runs. The coherence in texture and style, and the variations in
structure across multiple runs of the same reference, demonstrates
the ability of our AD loss in style alignment and spatial adaption.

3.3. Content-preserving Optimization
With the texture and style distilled by AD loss, we can fur-
ther align the synthesized content to another reference im-
age using a content loss. Such optimization allows the syn-
thesis of images that transform the visual elements of one
image while preserving the target content, achieving tasks
such as style transfer, appearance transfer, and more.

As illustrated in Fig. 2 (b), we define the content loss
similarly to AD loss, which is also based on the self-
attention mechanism, fully drawing the advantage of the
deep understanding of images in diffusion models. In par-
ticular, the L1 loss computed between the target queries Q
and the reference queries Qc, formulates the content loss:

Lcontent = ∥Q−Qc∥1. (4)

In implementation, we also select the last 6 self-attention
layers to compute the content loss, consistent with AD loss.
The objective of content-preserving optimization is:

Ltotal = LAD + λLcontent. (5)

After optimization, the optimized latent code is decoded
into image space using the pretrained VAE. We have sum-
marized the content-preserving optimization in Algorithm 1
of the supplementary material.

3.4. Attention Distillation Guided Sampling
The syntheses above are using backpropagation optimiza-
tion. In this section, we introduce how we incorporate atten-
tion distillation loss into the sampling process of diffusion
models in an improved Classifier Guidance manner.

According to [13], Classifier Guidance alters the denois-
ing direction during the denoising process, thereby generat-
ing samples from p(zt|c), which can be formulated as:

ϵ̂θ = ϵθ(zt, t, y)− ασt∇zt log p(c|zt), (6)

where t is the timestep, y denotes the prompts, and ϵθ and
zt refer to the denoising network and the latent in LDM,

respectively. α controls the guidance strength. Inspired
by [17], we guide the diffusion sampling process using an
energy function based on attention distillation loss.

Specifically, during DDIM sampling [55], the latent zt
at timestep t are translated to zt−1 according to the update
direction ϵθ estimated from the denoising network:

zt−1 =
√
ᾱt−1ẑ0 +

√
1− ᾱt−1ϵθ, (7)

where ẑ0 = zt−
√
1−ᾱtϵθ√
ᾱt

. Replace ϵθ with ϵ̂θ from Eq. (6):

zt−1 =
√
ᾱt−1ẑ0 +

√
1− ᾱt−1ϵθ︸ ︷︷ ︸

DDIM Sampling

+αC · ∇zt log p(c|zt),

(8)
where C is a constant related to t. We define the energy
function using our AD loss by substituting ∇zt log p(c|zt)
with ∇ztLAD. However, we found configuring the guid-
ance strength is tricky; see Sec. 4 for detailed experimental
analysis. To address this issue, we introduce an Adam op-
timizer [35] to automatically manage the strength and com-
pute gradients. For simplification, we approximate the term
∇ztLAD by ∇zt−1

LAD, enabling an initial DDIM sam-
pling for zt−1, followed by a straightforward optimization
update. The AD loss takes as inputs the latent zt−1 and
the noise-disturbed reference latent zreft−1, as illustrated in
Fig. 2 (c). We update zt−1 via AD loss optimization as:

zt−1 := zt−1 − αC · ∇zt−1LAD(zt−1, z
ref
t−1). (9)

With the guidance from AD loss, we can compute the
losses on the latents with timestep conditioning, rather than
converting the latent to image space and calculating image-
level losses, as done in recent works [4, 41, 49]. Using
the Adam optimizer also enables us to establish a universal
learning rate, alleviating the challenge of setting the guid-
ance strength. The attention distillation guided sampling is
detailed in Algorithm 2 of the supplementary. Note that the
content loss proposed in Eq. (4) can also be added into the
sampling process working with AD loss, further to preserve
the structure of a content reference image.

3.5. Improved VAE Decoding
Experimental evidence [3, 72] suggests that the VAE em-
ployed in latent diffusion models is perceptually lossy. For
tasks that require high-frequency local details, such as tex-
ture synthesis, we can optionally fine-tune the weights θ of
the VAE decoder D(·) on the example image x to enhance
its reconstruction quality using L1 loss, following [3]:

θ∗ = argmin
θ
∥Dθ(E(x))− x∥1, (10)

where E(·) denotes the VAE encoder. Fig. 5 presents some
results of the reconstruction and sampling, showing im-
proved perceptual quality with the fine-tuned VAE.
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Figure 5. Improved VAE decoding. The pretrained VAE is lossy
in high-frequency details. Fine-tuning the VAE with the reference
image over several steps (denoted as VAE*) can enhance the re-
construction quality and the decoding for novel image synthesis.

4. Experiments
4.1. Applications and Comparisons
In the following, we apply our attention distillation loss to
various visual characteristic transfer tasks and compare the
results to state-of-the-art methods in each application. See
the supplementary materials for detailed parameter config-
urations, running time, and additional results.

Style and Appearance Transfer. Following the spirit
of the prominent work of Gatys et al. [22], we achieve
style and appearance transfer through the optimization
method described in Sec. 3.3. We compare our method to
CSGO [63], StyleShot [33], StyleID [10], StyTR2 [12] and
NST [22] for style transfer, as well as Cross-Image Atten-
tion [2] and SpliceViT [57] for appearance transfer. Fig. 6
presents the qualitative comparison results. In style trans-
fer, our method effectively captures high-quality, coherent
style characteristics while simultaneously preserving the se-
mantic structures of the content image. This is particularly
evident in the sketch styles in the 3rd and 4th rows. In con-
trast, baseline methods exhibit notable style discrepancies,
despite retaining the original structure. In appearance trans-
fer, our method also shows superiority, avoiding the over-
saturation of color seen in Cross-image Attention.

Style-specific Text-to-Image Generation. As described
in Sec. 3.4, we can apply our AD loss within the diffu-
sion sampling, thereby realizing style-specific text-to-image
generation. We set the reference as the desired style im-
age. Fig. 7 showcases some generated results, along with
a comparison to alternative methods, including Visual Style
Prompting [29], InstantStyle [59], and RB-Modulation [49].
The results in Fig. 7 demonstrate that our method aligns
textual semantics comparably to existing methods while
achieving notably better style coherence with the reference.

In addition to the above approach, we further incorporate
ControlNet [65] to enable style-specific text-to-image gen-
eration with additional conditioning on various modalities,
e.g. depth and canny edges. Fig. 8 presents some generated
examples. More results can be seen in the supplementary.

Controlled Texture Synthesis. Our method can be ap-
plied to texture optimization as demonstrated in Sec. 3.2.
Inspired by [7], we further incorporate mask guidance when
calculating attention distillation loss, thereby constraining
the values queried by Q, resulting in controlled texture syn-
thesis. Specifically, given a source texture xs ∈ Rh×w×3,
its corresponding source segmentation map Ss ∈ Rh×w×1,
and the target segmentation map St ∈ Rh′×w′×1, we first
flatten Ss and St and downsample them to match the res-
olution of attention features, resulting in S̄s and S̄t. Then,
we compute the guiding mask M ; with this mask, we re-
strict the visual information aggregated by Q in attention
computation to focus solely on the corresponding regions:

Mi,j :=

{
True if S̄s

i = S̄t
j

False otherwise
(11)

LMAD = ||Self-Attn(Q,K, V )−Self-Attn(Q,Ks, Vs;M)||1
(12)

To further ensure the alignment with the target mask, we
fill the target mask as initialization with pixels randomly
drawn from corresponding labeled regions of the source im-
age. Then, we regard this init as the content reference and
add a content loss as Sec. 3.3 based on the query features.
Figs. 1 and 9 present our controlled texture synthesis results.
Compared to GCD [69], a patch-based neural texture opti-
mization method, our results exhibit comparable texture de-
tails with smoother object edges. In contrast, GCD suffers
from artifacts of color aliasing; see the 2nd row of Fig. 9.

Recently, Self-Rectification [70] introduced a “lazy-
editing” control for generating non-stationary textures.
Aiming at the same goal, we utilize SDEdit [44] to preserve
the structure of the layout image edited by the user. Then,
we incorporate our proposed AD loss and content loss into
the sampling (as Sec. 3.4). As compared in Fig. 9, Self-
Rectification outputs smoother texture transitions, while our
results better adhere to the original texture examples.

Texture Expansion. It is very difficult to synthesize ultra-
high resolution textures using traditional methods, given the
limited patch sources. Here, we apply our attention distilla-
tion guided sampling to the MultiDiffusion [5] model, en-
abling texture expansion to arbitrary resolution. Although
SD-1.5 [48] is trained on images of size 512×512, sur-
prisingly, it demonstrates robust capabilities in large-size
texture synthesis when incorporating attention distillation.
Fig. 10 presents comparisons of texture expansion to size
512×1536 with GCD [69] and GPDM [16]. Our approach
shows significant advantages in such a challenging task.

4.2. Ablation Studies
In this section, we present ablation study results on two as-
pects of our approach: i) the impact of content loss weight
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Figure 6. Comparisons of style and appearance transfer. Our comparisons primarily focus on recent diffusion-based methods of style
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traditional methods such as NST [22] and transformer-based methods such as StyTR2 [12] and SpliceViT [57] for comparison.
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Figure 7. Comparisons of style-specific text-to-image generation. We compare our approach to InstantStyle [59], Visual Style Prompt-
ing [29], and RB-Modulation [49] using three style references as examples. For each style, we utilize the same text prompts: “A deer”
(left), “A rocket” (top right), and “A piano” (bottom right).
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Figure 8. By combining attention distillation guided sampling
with ControlNet [65] into the text-to-image pipeline, we can pro-
duce high-quality results that align the structure with the condition
image while maintaining style coherence with the style reference.

in content-preserving optimization (Sec. 3.3), and ii) the op-
timizer for managing guidance strength in attention distilla-
tion guided sampling (Sec. 3.4).
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Figure 9. Comparisons of controlled texture synthesis. Left:
annotation control; Right: layout control.

Content loss weight. As shown in Fig. 11, varying the
content loss weight λ brings intriguing effects on the trans-
fer results. In style transfer, for instance, the abstract style
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Figure 10. Comparisons of texture expansion. Taking a 512×512 texture image as the input example, we expand it with automatic
semantic understanding and synthesize results at the resolution 512×1536. We compare our approach with GCD [69] and GPDM [16].
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Figure 11. Ablation of content loss weights. Varying the content loss weights λ on two examples, one each for style transfer (left) and
appearance transfer (right). The results demonstrate how the content loss helps preserve the source image content during the transfer. When
the weights are within an appropriate range, the results exhibit varying levels of abstraction and appearance transition.
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Figure 12. Impact of the optimizer for managing guidance
strength. Both cases–with and without the Adam optimizer [35]–
were conducted with 50 diffusion sampling steps. All results
are generated using Stable Diffusion v1.5 [48], with empty text
prompts. The learning rate of the Adam optimizer is set to 0.02.

example shown on the left illustrates how the adjustment
of λ results in different levels of abstraction, offering flex-
ibility for artistic creation. In appearance transfer, thanks
to the precise semantic understanding from diffusion net-
works, the facial image transfer shown on the right exhibits
a smooth identity transition along with the λ varies.

Optimizer. Fig. 12 demonstrates the importance of the
optimizer in managing guidance strength. We experimen-
tally test a naive strategy of manually setting the guidance
strength to control the scale of gradient updates to the la-
tents. However, varying this strength manually often fails
to yield reasonable results: textures or appearance features
in the examples are typically lost, as shown in the last three
columns of Fig. 12. In contrast, introducing an Adam op-
timizer to manage latent optimization produces results that
closely match the visual characteristics of the input exam-
ples (columns 2∼4 in Fig. 12). Furthermore, increasing the
number of optimization iterations within each timestep dur-
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Style Transfer
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88.0%
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12.0%

Appearance Transfer
Ours

InstantStyle VSP
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83.2%

25.6%
16.8%

Style-specific T2I Generation

Figure 13. User preference score. We report the overall prefer-
ence score comparing our method to selected alternatives across
three transfer tasks. Each comparison is conducted individually,
directly evaluating user preference between our results and those
of each competing method. Note CIA stands for Cross-Image At-
tention [2] and VSP as [29]. See supplementary for more details.

ing sampling generally enhances the quality of generated
results, although it also brings extra computation time. In
practice, we set the iteration number to 2 to achieve an effi-
cient balance, delivering high-quality results effectively.

4.3. User Preference Study

To validate the qualitative analysis, we conduct a user study
with 30 questions (5 questions for each of 6 selected com-
petitors) on three transfer tasks. In each question, we show-
case two results: one from our method and one from a com-
petitor. The user was asked to choose the better one based
on the provided instructions and criteria. We have collected
1500 responses from 50 participants, and the overall pref-
erence score is summarized in Fig. 13. Our method consis-
tently outperforms the alternatives by significant margins.
Please refer to the supplementary for more details.



5. Conclusion

We have presented a unified approach for various visual
characteristics transfer tasks, including style/appearance
transfer, style-specific image generation, and texture syn-
thesis. The key to the proposed method is a novel attention
distillation loss, which calculates the difference between
the ideal and current stylization, and gradually modifies the
synthesis. Our method overcomes the limitations of previ-
ous works, and experiments have validated its superiority.
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A. Algorithm
We build our method on the pretrained Stable Diffusion
models. Algorithm 1, using style transfer as an example,
outlines our content-preserving optimization approach with
attention distillation loss. For attention distillation guided
sampling, we take style-specific text-to-image generation as
an example and describe our approach in Algorithm 2. We
denote the encoder and decoder of VAE as E(·) and D(·),
respectively, and use ϵθ(·) to represent the denoising net-
work. In Algorithm 2, Sampling(·) refers to a diffusion
sampling step from zt to zt−1, and AdaIN(·, ·) [27] refers
to modulate the variance and mean of the features to boost
stylization.

B. Implementation Details
We implemented our approach using the PyTorch frame-
work, applying mixed precision to save time and memory
costs. For style-specific text-to-image generation, we use
SDXL [46]; for other tasks, we employ Stable Diffusion
v1.5 [48]. Following recent works [7, 29, 70], we extract
attention features from the last six self-attention layers of
U-Net to compute attention distillation loss. For compar-
ison, we use the publicly available implementations of all
baseline methods and adhere to their suggested configura-
tions. All experiments are conducted on a single NVIDIA
RTX 6000 Ada GPU. We use a fixed learning rate (0.05) for
the Adam optimizer, except for style-specific text-to-image
generation (0.015). In the following, we specify the detailed
configurations for each task.

Style/Appearance Transfer. We initialize the target la-
tent using the content/structure image. The content loss is
computed with the Q features from the last 6 self-attention
layers. The content loss weight, λ, is set to 0.25 for style
transfer and 0.2 for appearance transfer, respectively. By
default, We optimize the target latent over 200 iterations.
All experiments are conducted to generate images at a res-
olution of 512x512. The time to synthesize an image takes
about 30 seconds, with our optimization in latent space.

Style-Specific Text-to-Image Generation. We generate
images at a resolution of 1024x1024 using SDXL. The sam-
pling is conducted over 50 steps using DDIM sampling,
with a scale set to 7 for classifier-free guidance. At each
sampling step, We perform 2 iterations of latent optimiza-
tion utilizing attention distillation loss. The whole process
takes no more than 30 seconds. The learning rate of the
Adam optimizer is set to 0.015 by default.

Controlled Texture Synthesis. For the mask-controlled
texture synthesis, images are resized to resolution 512×512,

and synthesized in the optimization manner. The optimiza-
tion performs 200 iterations by default. We adopted the
same initialization strategy as GCD [69], where we fill the
target segmentation map with random pixels drawn from
the semantically corresponding region of the source texture.
However, the low spatial resolution of features from U-Net
makes the Masked AD loss inadequate for precise spatial
control, as shown in Fig. 15. To address this, we utilize
the Q features from the initialization image to compute the
content loss with a content weight λ of 0.15. Introducing
content loss leads to precise spatial alignment without com-
promising texture quality. For the layout control task as
Self-Rectification [70], we directly use the color layout as
the content image to compute content loss.

Texture Expansion. In this task, the example textures are
resized to 512×512. The results are generated using at-
tention distillation guided sampling for efficiency. We use
MultiDiffusion [5] to synthesize ultra-high resolution tex-
tures, achieving remarkable results; see an example of size
4096×4096 in Fig. 26. The sampling is conducted over
50 steps using DDIM sampling without classifier-free guid-
ance. At each sampling step, We perform 3 iterations of
latent optimization utilizing our attention distillation loss.

C. Additional Experiments
Time Efficiency. For texture synthesis, either optimiza-
tion or sampling can be utilized. We record the time con-
sumed by different methods (excluding the time for model
loading, compilation, and image encoding/decoding).
Specifically, the sampling method employs the DDIM sam-
pler with 50 steps without classifier-free guidance. The
Adam optimizer is set with a fixed learning rate of 0.05
for both methods. Typically, non-stationary textures require
more iterations to produce a reasonable spatial structure.
The detailed results are presented in Table 1 and Fig. 14.

Table 1. Time efficiency of our optimization-based and sampling-
based approaches using Stable Diffusion v1.5. The sample-based
approach performed a total of 50 sampling steps.

Optimization-based Sampling-based
Iterations 100 200 300 1 2 3
Run Time 10 s 21 s 32 s 7 s 10 s 13 s

GPU Memory 4 GB

A DEEP COMPARISON between optimization and
sampling with attention distillation. The primary dis-
tinction between our optimization-based and sampling-
based approaches with attention distillation lies in the na-
ture of the extracted features. As illustrated in Algorithms
1 and 2, sampling-based methods extract features from



Algorithm 1 Content-preserving Optimization (For Style and Appearance Transfer)

1: Input: Style image Is, content image Ic, learning rate η, content loss weight λ.
2: Output: Optimized image I .
3: zs, zc ← E(Is), E(Ic) ▷ Convert the input images to latent space
4: Initialize z ← zc ▷ Start with the content latents
5: for t = T , T − 1, ..., 1 do
6: {Qc,Kc, Vc} ← ϵθ(z

c, t, ∅) ▷ Extract self-attention features from the UNet
7: {Qs,Ks, Vs} ← ϵθ(z

s, t, ∅)
8: {Q,K, V } ← ϵθ(z, t, ∅)
9: Lcontent = ∥Q−Qc∥1 ▷ Calculate the content loss

10: LAD = ∥Self-Attn(Q,K, V )− Self-Attn(Q,Ks, Vs)∥1 ▷ Calculate the style loss
11: Ltotal = LAD + λLcontent ▷ Total loss
12: z ← z − η∇zLtotal ▷ Gradient descent step
13: end for
14: I ← D(z) ▷ Decode the latents to image space
15: Return: I .

Algorithm 2 Attention Distillation Guided Sampling (For Style-specific Text-to-Image Generation)

1: Input: Style image Is, text prompt y, learning rate η, optimization steps M .
2: Output: Generated image I .
3: zs ← E(Is) ▷ Convert the input images to latent space
4: Initialize zT ∼ N (0, 1) ▷ Start with random noise
5: for t = T , t− 1, ..., 1 do
6: zt−1 ← Sampling(zt, t, ϵθ(zt, t, y)) ▷ Diffusion Sampling
7: zst−1 ←

√
ᾱt−1z

s +
√
1− ᾱt−1ϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, 1) ▷ Add noise to the style image latents

8: {Q,Ks, Vs} ← ϵθ(z
s
t−1, t− 1, ∅) ▷ Extract self-attention features from the UNet

9: zt−1 = AdaIN(zt−1, z
s
t−1) ▷ Modulate the variance and mean

10: for m = 1, ..., M do
11: {Q,K, V } ← ϵθ(zt−1, t− 1, ∅)
12: LAD = ∥Self-Attn(Q,K, V )− Self-Attn(Q,Ks, Vs)∥1 ▷ Calculate the style loss
13: zt−1 ← zt−1 − η∇zt−1

LAD ▷ Gradient descent step
14: end for
15: end for
16: I ← D(z0) ▷ Decode the latents to image space
17: Return: I

Example
Iters.=100 200 300 Iters.=1 2 3

Guided Diffusion Sampling (50 steps)Optimization-based Synthesis

Figure 14. Comparison between optimization-based and sampling-based approaches with attention distillation.
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Figure 15. Ablation of losses used for controlled texture synthesis.

Reference t = 801 401 1

Iter. = 1 2 3

Case 1
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Figure 16. Digging deeper into the difference between our opti-
mization and sampling-based methods. Top: optimization using
differently fixed timesteps (fixed during optimization). Bottom:
optimization with clean latents (Case 1), optimization with noised
latents (Case 2), and sampling with noised latents (Case 3). For a
fair comparison, we add the iteration number at each timestep for
the optimization-based method (Case 1 & 2). See text for details.

stochastically inverted images, where scheduled noise re-
lating to timesteps is added, which prevents the latents from
being optimized outside the data distribution. In contrast,
our optimization-based method extracts features from clean
images (i.e., z0 encoded by VAE encoder). Experimental
results reveal that by adjusting the timestep t, it is possi-
ble to extract features at varying levels of granularity, rang-
ing from coarse to fine. As shown in Fig. 16 top, features

SDXL  (7s)Reference

Iters.=1 (20s) 2 (28s) 3 (36s)

lr=

0.005

0.025

0.015

0.01

0.02

Figure 17. Impact of different learning rates and optimization iter-
ations in style-specific text-to-image generation.

extracted from different timesteps were used to compute
the AD loss to optimize the same Gaussian noise. Us-
ing the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.05 and
200 iterations, the results indicate that features correspond-
ing to larger timesteps focus on coarse structures, whereas
those from small timesteps focus on fine details, demon-
strating the necessity of linearly decreasing the timestep in
our optimization-based method, as described in Sec.3.2 of
our main paper.

To further investigate the differences between these two
approaches, we designed three experimental cases for tex-
ture synthesis. Case 1 involves using features extracted
from clean image latents to compute the AD loss for opti-



Figure 18. User study interface.

mization. Case 2 uses features extracted from noisy latents
for the same purpose. Case 3 also employs features from
noisy latents but optimizes the latent after denoising with
the UNet for each timestep, i.e., our AD-guided sampling
method. In these experiments, the same Gaussian noise was
used as the initial latent, the Adam optimizer with a learning
rate of 0.05 was employed, and the number of steps was set
to 50. As shown in the bottom of Figure 16, the comparison
between Cases 1 and 2 reveals that Case 2 produces nois-
ier results and converges much more slowly. More impor-
tantly, the comparison between Cases 2 and 3 demonstrates
that our guided sampling (or, equivalently, optimizing the
denoising UNet-sampled results with AD loss) significantly
improves the quality and speed of texture synthesis.

Impact of hyperparameters on Style-Specific T2I Gener-
ation. We study the impact of two hyperparameters, opti-
mization iteration number in sampling, and learning rate on
style-specific T2I generation. As shown in Fig. 17, a lower
learning rate or fewer optimization iterations results in in-

Style

Content Result

Example

Result

(a) (b)

Figure 19. Limitations of our method.

sufficient stylization, while increasing the learning rate or
the number of optimization iterations can lead to a loss of
semantic structure derived from text prompts. According to
this study, we set the number of optimization iterations to
2 and the learning rate to 0.015 as default values, balancing
image quality, text alignment, and time.

D. Details of User Study
We conduct a user study on three transfer tasks, select-
ing two competitors for each. Specifically, we compare
StyleID [10] and StyTR2 [12] for style transfer, Cross-
image Attention [2] and SpliceViT [57] for appearance
transfer, and InstantStyle [59] and Visual Style Prompt-
ing [29] for style-specific text-to-image generation. For
each task, the user interface, shown in Fig. 18, randomly
presents a set of results from our pool, displaying our
method’s generated results alongside those of one competi-
tor in the center of the screen side-by-side. Reference im-
ages or prompts are provided on the left, with a summary
of the evaluation criteria at the top of the screen. Users are
asked to pick the better one. The criteria for each task are
summarized as follows:

Style transfer: i) structural similarity to the content im-
age, and ii) stylistic similarity to the style image.

Appearance transfer: i) structural similarity to the
structure image, and ii) appearance similarity to the appear-
ance image.

Style-specific text-to-image generation: i) semantic
alignment with the text prompt, and ii) stylistic similarity
to the style reference.

E. Limitation and Discussion
While we have demonstrated the effectiveness of our atten-
tion distillation loss across a wide range of visual charac-
teristic transfer tasks—such as artistic style and appearance
transfer, style-specific text-to-image generation, and texture
synthesis—several limitations should be noted. First, we
observed that the results of texture expansion occasionally
exhibit oversaturated colors. This issue arises because the
AD loss does not explicitly constrain the consistency of the
data distribution. Instead, it relies on the model’s under-
standing of the reference image to reassemble visual ele-
ments. When the resolution of the generated image exceeds



the model’s training scope, the aggregation process may
produce suboptimal results. Second, in style and appear-
ance transfer tasks, the AD loss depends on the model’s
ability to establish semantic correspondences based on its
understanding of images. When the content of two im-
ages differs significantly, the model’s limitations may lead
to incorrect semantic matches, negatively impacting the fi-
nal output. See Fig. 19 for two examples.

F. Additional Results
Finally, in the below figures, we provide additional results:
(1) In Figs. 20 and 21, we display additional results of cre-

ative, text-guided generation with style-specific guid-
ance.

(2) In Fig. 22, we show more style transfer outcomes on
diverse content and style examples.

(3) In Fig. 23, we present the comparison on uncon-
ditioned texture synthesis to showcase the texture
understanding capabilities of our attention distilla-
tion loss. We apply both optimization-based and
sampling-based approaches with our method and com-
pare them against state-of-the-art methods, including
Self-Rectification [70], GCD [69], GPDM [16], and
SWD [24].

(4) In Figs. 24 and 25, we present the additional results of
stationary and non-stationary texture synthesis and ex-
pansion, all achieved through our guided-sampling ap-
proach.

(5) Finally, in Fig. 26, we demonstrate an extreme texture
expansion by generating a high-resolution image in size
4096×4096 using a 512×512 example.
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Figure 20. Additional results of our approach on style-specific text-to-image generation.
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Figure 21. Additional results of our approach on style-specific text-to-image generation.
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Figure 22. Additional results of our approach on artistic style transfer.



Example
Ours

(Optimization)
Ours

(Sampling) Self-Rectification GCD GPDM SWD

Figure 23. Comparison on unconditioned texture synthesis. Note that Self-Rectification needs a rough layout, but here, we only give it a
random initialization as the target. In our results presented in the 4th and 6th rows, a fine-tuned VAE decoder is employed.
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Figure 24. Additional results of our approach on stationary texture synthesis and expansion.
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Figure 25. Additional results of our approach on non-stationary texture synthesis and expansion.



Example

Figure 26. Texture synthesis with arbitrary resolution, where the above-generated image is in size of 4096×4096 pixels, synthesized from
an example (bottom left) in size 512×512.
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