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Figure 1. Text-to-image results generated by TextDiffuser-2. Alongside accurate text generation, TextDiffuser-2 offers reasonable text
layouts and exhibits diversity in text style powered by the strong capability of language models.

Abstract

The diffusion model has been proven a powerful gen-
erative model in recent years, yet remains a challenge in
generating visual text. Several methods alleviated this is-
sue by incorporating explicit text position and content as
guidance on where and what text to render. However, these
methods still suffer from several drawbacks, such as limited
flexibility and automation, constrained capability of layout
prediction, and restricted style diversity. In this paper, we
present TextDiffuser-2, aiming to unleash the power of lan-
guage models for text rendering. Firstly, we fine-tune a
large language model for layout planning. The large lan-
guage model is capable of automatically generating key-
words for text rendering and also supports layout modifi-
cation through chatting. Secondly, we utilize the language
model within the diffusion model to encode the position and
texts at the line level. Unlike previous methods that em-
ployed tight character-level guidance, this approach gener-
ates more diverse text images. We conduct extensive exper-
iments and incorporate user studies involving human par-
ticipants as well as GPT-4V, validating TextDiffuser-2’s ca-
pacity to achieve a more rational text layout and generation
with enhanced diversity. The code and model will be avail-
able at https://aka.ms/textdiffuser-2.

*Work done during internship at Microsoft Research.

1. Introduction

In recent years, diffusion models [16, 20, 42, 43, 47, 56, 58]
have successfully revolutionized the field of image synthe-
sis, outperforming earlier methods based on GANs [14, 38]
and VAEs [23, 41] in terms of fidelity and diversity. Despite
showcasing impressive performance, most existing diffu-
sion models still fall short in rendering visual text. Specif-
ically, existing diffusion models often generate unintended
symbols or artifacts during the text rendering process [10],
which significantly impairs the visual quality of the gener-
ated images. Notably, text is ubiquitous in daily life, en-
compassing logos, banners, book covers, newspapers, etc.
In this case, how to generate images with accurate, visually
appealing, and coherent visual text is a crucial problem.

Through investigation, there has been a few research
works focusing on visual text rendering [1, 4, 11, 30, 34,
44, 52]. Some works [1, 11, 30, 44] validate that using
powerful language models [40, 51] as text encoders ben-
efits the text rendering process. Nevertheless, they lack
controllability since users may request to place text in a
specific position. In this context, several works utilize ex-
plicit text position and content guidance, such as single-
line segmentation masks and glyph images for GlyphDraw
[34], glyph images with multiple text lines for GlyphCon-
trol [52], as well as character-level segmentation masks for
TextDiffuser [4]. Although showing impressive rendering
accuracy, we have noticed several drawbacks in these meth-
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ods: (1) Limited flexibility and automation. GlyphControl
[52] needs users to design glyph images to provide layout
guidance, while GlyphDraw [34] and TextDiffuser [4] rely
on the manual specification of keywords. These require-
ments hinder the direct conversion of natural user prompts
into corresponding images, thereby narrowing the flexibil-
ity and automation capabilities; (2) Constrained capabil-
ity of layout prediction. GlyphDraw [34] can only render
images with a single text line, constraining its applicabil-
ity for scenarios involving multiple text lines. For TextDif-
fuser [4], the produced text layouts are not visually appeal-
ing, which is primarily attributed to the limited capability of
the Layout Transformer; (3) Restricted style diversity. For
TextDiffuser [4], the utilization of character-level segmenta-
tion masks as control signals implicitly imposes constraints
on the position of each character, thereby restricting the di-
versity of text styles and posing challenges when rendering
handwritten or artistic fonts.

Given these observations, we introduce TextDiffuser-2
in this paper, taking advantage of two language models for
text rendering (samples are shown in Figure 1). Firstly, we
tame a language model into a layout planner to transform
user prompt into a layout using the caption-OCR pairs in
the MARIO-10M dataset [4]. The language model demon-
strates flexibility and automation by inferring keywords
from user prompts or incorporating user-specified keywords
to determine their positions. In addition, through chatting,
users can guide the language model to alter the layout, such
as regenerating, adding, or moving keywords. Secondly,
we leverage the language model in the diffusion model as
the layout encoder to represent the position and content of
text at the line level. Contrary to prior methods that uti-
lized tight character-level guidance, this approach enables
diffusion models to generate text images with broader diver-
sity. Through comprehensive experiments and user studies
that engaged both human participants and GPT-4V, we val-
idate that TextDiffuser-2 can generate reasonable and visu-
ally pleasing text layouts, and it enhances the style diversity
of the generated text. We will release the code and model to
promote future research.

2. Related work
Visual text rendering. Despite the significant advance-
ments in diffusion models [16, 20, 42, 56], the generation
of visual text rendering remains a persistent challenge. The
advancement in visual text rendering will significantly en-
hance the efficiency of designers in executing text-related
creative tasks, such as logo or poster design. Some work
[1, 30, 44] leverage the large language models [40, 51] to
enhance the spelling capabilities of generative models. The
other line of works [4, 34, 52] attempts to explicitly control
the position and content of the text to be rendered. For in-
stance, GlyphDraw [34] comprises two diffusion models,

including one for single-line text position prediction and
the other one for image rendering guided by glyph images.
GlyphControl [52] utilizes glyph images with multiple text
lines as prior to guide diffusion models render accurate and
coherent text. Notably, TextDiffuser [4] uses character-level
segmentation masks as more fine-grained signals for better
rendering. Besides, TextDiffuser is a versatile model that
can tackle text-to-image, text-to-image with template, and
text inpainting tasks. TextDiffuser-2 falls in the latter line
but distinguishes them by employing a language model for
layout planning and using another language model to en-
code line-level text information to enable diverse rendering.

Language model for layout generation. Layout genera-
tion [17, 22, 24] has a wide range of applications, includ-
ing document formatting [18, 35], screen UI design [12],
and image synthesis [13, 26]. Previous methods [22, 24]
usually model layout generation as a regression task, repre-
senting bounding boxes using continuous coordinates. Re-
cent advancements, such as Pix2Seq [6, 7], have explored
alternative methods by treating coordinates as discrete lan-
guage tokens. Another representative work, LayoutGPT
[13], carefully designs prompts to guide GPT-4 [15] gen-
erating formatted layout information to assist in image syn-
thesis. Recently, some multimodal large language models
[3, 31, 36, 53, 57, 60] have also adopted this design for
grounding specific objects in images. In line with these de-
signs, TextDiffuser-2 aims to leverage language models as
layout planners for visual text rendering.

Optical character recognition. Images naturally serve as
carriers of textual information. Optical Character Recog-
nition (OCR) has been extensively studied in academia.
Specifically, text recognition [2, 25, 46, 54, 55] and de-
tection [19, 27, 32, 33, 61] techniques play a crucial role,
aiming to locate and extract textual information and further
facilitate high-level understanding tasks. Our method lever-
ages caption-OCR pairs [4] to fine-tune a large language
model for generating visual text layouts. Additionally, we
employ OCR tools to conduct a comprehensive evaluation.

3. Methodology

The architecture of TextDiffuser-2 is depicted in Figure 2,
where the language model M1 and the diffusion model are
trained in two stages. We introduce the role of two language
models, including a language model for layout planning and
another language model for layout encoding. We focus on
introducing the text-to-image process, while the functions
of text-to-image with templates and text inpainting will be
introduced in the experiment section.
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Figure 2. The architecture of TextDiffuser-2. The language model M1 and the diffusion model are trained in two stages. The language
model M1 can convert the user prompt into a language-format layout and also allows users to specify keywords optionally. Further, the
prompt and language-format layout is encoded with the trainable language model M2 within the diffusion model for generating images.
M1 is trained via the cross-entropy loss in the first stage, while M2 and U-Net are trained using the denoising L2 loss in the second stage.

3.1. Language model for layout planning

Recent research has revealed that benefiting from the exten-
sive training data across various domains, large language
models [15, 49, 50] exhibit expertise beyond the language
domain, such as layout planning [13, 28]. Inspired by this,
we try to tame a large language model into a layout planner.

Specifically, we seek to fine-tune a pre-trained large lan-
guage model M1, which functions as a decoder, using
caption-OCR pairs. As demonstrated in Figure 2, we con-
sider two options: (1) If users do not explicitly provide key-
words, the language model should infer the text and layout
to be drawn on the image; (2) If users provide keywords
(marked in gray color), the language model only needs
to determine the corresponding layout for the keywords.
Specifically, the input follows the format “[description]
Prompt: [prompt] Keywords: [keywords]”1. For the
output, we expect each line to follow the format “textline
x0, y0, x1, y1”, where (x0, y0) and (x1, y1) represent the
coordinates of the top-left corner and bottom-right corner,
respectively. We optimize the language model with cross-
entropy loss, training simultaneously for scenarios with and
without keywords. We use all the text detected in the OCR
results as keywords to formulate the input. Moreover, we
expect the fine-tuned language model can be guided to alter
the generated layout through chatting. We will delve into
this aspect in the discussion section.

3.2. Language model for layout encoding

Based on the layouts generated by M1, we leverage the la-
tent diffusion models [42] for image generation. Different
from TextDiffuser [4] which incorporates text information

1Task description: Given a prompt that will be used to generate an
image, plan the layout of visual text for the image. The size of the image is
128x128. Therefore, none of the properties of the positions should exceed
128, including the coordinates of the top, left, right, and bottom. You don’t
need to specify the details of font styles. At each line, the format should
be textline left, top, right, and bottom. So let us begin.

using segmentation masks and GlyphControl [52] which
duplicates backbone parameters to accommodate the glyph
image conditions, we introduce a simple and parameter-free
strategy by combining the prompt and the layout for the lan-
guage model M2, i.e., the text encoder within the latent
diffusion model. In contrast to character-level segmentation
masks that regulate the position of individual characters, the
line-level bounding box offers greater flexibility during gen-
eration and does not constrain the diversity of styles.

Previous work [30] demonstrates that fine-grained tok-
enization can enhance the spelling capability of diffusion
models. Inspired by this, we design a hybrid-granularity
tokenization method that not only improves the spelling ca-
pability of the model but also keeps the sequence from get-
ting too long. Specifically, on the one hand, we maintain
the original BPE tokenization method [45] for the prompt.
On the other hand, we introduce new character tokens and
decompose each keyword into the character-level represen-
tation. For example, the word “WILD” is decomposed into
tokens “[W]”, “[I]”, “[L]”, “[D]”. Additionally, we intro-
duce new coordinate tokens to encode the position. For in-
stance, the tokens “[x5]” and “[y70]” correspond to an x-
coordinate of 5 and a y-coordinate of 70, respectively. Each
keyword information is separated by the end-of-sentence
token “⟨eos⟩”, and any remaining space to the maximum
length L will be filled with padding tokens “⟨pad⟩”. We
train the whole diffusion model, including the language
model M2 and U-Net, using the L2 denoising loss.

4. Experiments
Implementation details. For layout planning, we fine-
tune the vicuna-7b-v1.5 [8] model based on the FastChat
framework [59]. The caption-OCR pairs are derived from
the MARIO-10M dataset [4], and we use 5k samples for
fine-tuning. We normalize the positions to the range of
0∼128 to increase the compactness of the coordinate fea-
ture space. The learning rate is set to 2e-5, and we conduct



#Data Acc↑ Pre↑ Rec↑ F↑ IOU↓
0k-2shot 49.65 84.18 69.69 76.25 19.69

2.5k 61.10 82.20 85.18 83.67 3.21
5k 64.85 84.98 86.38 85.67 3.25

10k 64.85 84.38 86.23 85.29 4.27
50k 63.72 85.32 85.78 85.55 3.68

100k 62.87 85.26 85.98 85.62 4.31

Table 1. Ablation studies on the amount of fine-tuning data. The
“0k-2shot” setting denotes the use of two examples for few-shot
learning, without any additional fine-tuning. When using 5k data,
the language model M1 performs better. The percentage sign is
omitted, as is consistent with the following tables. ‘Pre’, ‘Rec’,
and ‘F’ denote precision, recall, and f-measure, same as follows.

Representation Acc↑ Pre↑ Rec↑ F↑
Center (Char) 35.19 61.75 62.71 62.23

LT (Char) 28.32 54.94 55.64 55.29

LT+RB (Subword) 15.48 41.74 42.53 42.13
LT+RB (Char) 57.58 74.02 76.14 75.06

Table 2. Ablation studies on the representation of coordinates and
the tokenization level. ‘L’, ‘T’, ‘R’, and ‘B’ denote left, top, right,
and bottom. “Char” refers to tokenizing keywords into individual
characters, whereas “Subword” refers to the use of BPE for tok-
enizing into subwords. Using the top-left and bottom-right corners
and character-level tokenization achieves better performance.

a total of 6 epochs of fine-tuning with a batch size of 256.
It takes one day to train with 8 A100 GPU cards. During
the inference stage, when using a single A100 GPU card,
the average time to generate a layout for each prompt is 1.1
seconds. For layout encoding, we utilize SD 1.5 [42] and
use the built-in CLIP text encoder with base size [39]. The
whole model consists of 922M parameters. We incorpo-
rate special tokens, including 256 coordinate tokens and 95
character tokens. The alphabet contains 26 uppercase and
26 lowercase letters, 10 numbers, 32 punctuation marks,
and a space. The size of the input image is 512×512. The
model is trained for 6 epochs on the MARIO-10M dataset
[4] with a learning rate of 1e-4 and a batch size of 576. The
maximum length L is set to 128. More details about the
choice of L are shown in Appendix A. It takes one week
to train the whole diffusion model with 8 A100 GPU cards.
When sampling with 50 steps, the generation for a single
image costs 6 seconds.

4.1. Ablation studies

How much data is needed for fine-tuning M1? As il-
lustrated in Table 1, we conduct experiments with different
data amount, including 0k, 2.5k, 5k, 10k, 50k, and 100k.
Particularly, in the 0k setting, we provide two examples
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Figure 3. Visualizations of layouts. TextDiffuser-2 generates more
visually pleasing and rational layouts compared with TextDiffuser.

of few-shot learning. In the absence of examples, the re-
sult often fails to conform to the appropriate format. We
evaluate our approach using the MARIO-Eval benchmark
[4], which consists of prompt and keyword pairs. Besides,
the quotation marks in the prompt are removed for evalua-
tion. Since the LAIONEval subset contains some noise in
its keyword ground truth, it is unreliable for accurate as-
sessments. So, we decided not to use it in this keyword ex-
traction experiment. For evaluation, we use accuracy, preci-
sion, recall, and F-measure to assess the model’s ability to
extract keywords. Additionally, we introduce an IoU metric
to measure the maximum IoU value between the generated
boxes for each sample (only those samples with more than
one predicted box are calculated). The experimental results
showcase that the model achieved optimal performance in
the majority of metrics when fine-tuned with 5k data, and
we visualize some samples in Figure 3. We notice that the
language model exhibits flexibility in generating keywords,
such as determining the case of the keyword, or introduc-
ing appropriate words beyond the provided prompt. More
samples are in Appendix B. In subsequent experiments, we
employ the model fine-tuned on 5k data for layout planning.

How to represent the position of text lines? Apart from
utilizing the top-left and bottom-right corners to represent a
text line, we also investigate alternative single-point repre-
sentations, such as employing the top-left point or the center
point. Intuitively, using a single point to represent a text line
provides more flexibility, enabling the generated text to ex-
hibit greater diversity in angles and sizes. In Appendix C,
visualizations are shown to validate the diversity of the gen-
eration using single-point conditions. However, as shown



Metrics SD-XL [37] PixArt-α [5] GlyphControl [52] TextDiffuser [4] TextDiffuser-2

Quantitative Results
FID↓ 62.54 87.09 50.82 38.76 33.66

CLIPScore↑ 31.31 27.88 34.56 34.36 34.50
OCR (Accuracy)↑ 0.31 0.02 32.56 56.09 57.58
OCR (F-measure)↑ 3.66 0.03 64.07 78.24 75.06

User Studies by Humans / GPT-4V
Layout Aesthetics↑ - - - 28.43 / 0.00 71.57 / 100.00

Style Diversity↑ - - 31.37 / 33.33 27.45 / 33.33 41.18 / 33.33
Text Quality↑ 14.58 / 7.69 3.65 / 0.00 21.35 / 15.38 23.44 / 30.77 36.98 / 46.15

Text-Image Matching↑ 7.14 / 0.00 3.30 / 0.00 29.67 / 18.18 19.23 / 36.36 40.66 / 45.45
Inpainting Ability↑ - - - 25.49 / 33.33 74.51 / 66.67

Table 3. Demonstration of the quantitative results and user studies. We also incorporate GPT-4V [15] into the user studies. The best and
second-best results are indicated in bold and underlined formats. TextDiffuser-2 achieves the best results under the majority of metrics.

in Table 2, we notice that there is a considerable decline in
the OCR accuracy of the single-point representation on the
MARIO-Eval benchmark [4]. For example, compared with
the LT-RB setting, the accuracy of the center and LR set-
tings declined by 22.39% and 29.26%. Hence, we leverage
the top-left and bottom-right corners to represent the box in
the following experiments. We also explore the inclusion of
angle information in Appendix D.

Should text be tokenized at the character or subword
level? We also explore Byte Pair Encoding (BPE) to tok-
enize keywords into the subword level. As shown in Table
2, we observe that using subword-level tokenization signif-
icantly underperforms character-level representation, i.e., it
is lower by 42.1% on the accuracy metric. When using
subword-level tokenization, the model becomes insensitive
to the spelling of each token, which poses significant chal-
lenges to the text rendering process.

4.2. Experimental results

Quantitative results. As shown in Table 3, we conduct
quantitative experiments on the MARIO-Eval benchmark
[4]. For comparisons, we leverage two state-of-the-art text-
to-image models including SD-XL [37] and PixArt-α [5],
and two models incorporating specific guidance for gener-
ating text images including TextDiffuser [4] and GlyphCon-
trol [52]. Details of these compared methods are shown in
Appendix E. For all methods, we employ 50 sampling steps
and set the classifier-free guidance to 7.5. The experimental
results demonstrate that TextDiffuser-2 outperforms other
methods in terms of the FID evaluation metric. Having not
been specifically trained on text images, SD-XL and PixArt-
α exhibit a larger divergence against the ground truth, re-
sulting in higher FID and lower CLIP scores. For the OCR
metrics, it is observed that only models incorporating guid-

ance can effectively render text. Furthermore, TextDiffuser-
2 outperforms GlyphControl and has an OCR performance
comparable to TextDiffuser. It is noteworthy that the TextD-
iffuser renders text in a standardized font (see Figure 5),
thereby reducing the complexity of the rendering process.
This strategy sacrifices font style diversity to enhance the
accuracy of text rendering. By contrast, while maintaining
the ability to generate accurate text, TextDiffuser-2 can gen-
erate text with a greater diversity.

Qualitative results. The visualizations are demonstrated
in Figure 4. We compare our method with SD-XL [37],
PixArt-α [5], Ideogram [21], DALLE-3 [9], GlyphControl
[52] and TextDiffuser [4]. Although some of the latest text-
to-image models (e.g., DALLE-3 and PixArt-α) showcase
superior image quality, they do not perform as well in ren-
dering text compared with models that incorporate explicit
guidance. Compared to TextDiffuser, our method generates
more aesthetically pleasing layouts, avoiding misalignment
or discordant font sizes. Furthermore, since TextDiffuser-
2 utilizes the more flexible line-level guidance, it offers
better control over font style, such as when rendering the
handwritten style “deep learning”. In contrast, TextDif-
fuser, which uses character-level guidance, can mainly ren-
der rigid font styles. We offer some visualizations in Fig-
ure 5. For instance, when rendering “Winter”, our method
demonstrates greater diversity in terms of perspective angle
and font style compared to other methods. In addition, we
adopt the same layout to validate the performance of Glyph-
Control, which also uses line-level guidance. We observe
that TextDiffuser-2 achieves a higher accuracy than Glyph-
Control. We also conduct comparisons with some methods
that are neither open-source nor offer APIs, such as Glyph-
Draw [34] and Character-Aware Model [30] using the sam-
ples shown in their corresponding papers in Appendix F.



Figure 4. Visualizations of text-to-image results compared with existing methods. TextDiffuser-2 can automatically extract keywords from
prompts for accurate rendering. Additionally, the fonts generated by TextDiffuser-2 exhibit a wide range of diversity.

User studies. As shown in Table 3, we design questions
covering five aspects: layout aesthetics, style diversity, text
quality, text-image matching, and inpainting ability, each of
which contains 6, 3, 6, 6, 6 questions. We involved a total
of 17 human participants in our study. Additionally, we em-
ploy GPT-4V [15] to carry out the user study. We devised
instruction guidance for each task, prompting GPT-4V to
think step by step to arrive at the final answer. Ultimately,
each method’s score is calculated as the number of votes it
receives divided by the total number of votes. Based on the
results, TextDiffuser-2 has achieved optimal performance in
four out of five metrics in studies involving human partici-
pation and GPT-4V. More details are in Appendix G.

More applications. In addition to text-to-image, we also
explore other applications of TextDiffuser-2. (1) Text-to-
image generation with template. When a template image
(e.g., printed, handwritten, or scene text image) is provided,
TextDiffuser-2 can use existing OCR tools to extract text in-
formation and directly feed it into the diffusion model as the

condition, eliminating the need for layout prediction from
the language model M1. We showcase some samples in
Figure 8. (2) Text inpainting. Similar to TextDiffuser, the
architecture of TextDiffuser-2 adapts well for training on
text inpainting tasks. We only need to modify the channel
of the input convolution kernel in the U-Net. Specifically,
we augment the original 4-dimensional latent feature with
5 additional dimensions, including 4 dimensions of non-
inpaint area features and 1 dimension for the mask. More-
over, only the text position and content from the inpaint area
are required as conditions for the diffusion model. More
details are shown in Appendix H. We compare the perfor-
mance with TextDiffuser, and the experimental results are
shown in Figure 6. It is worth noting that TextDiffuser re-
quires a text mask as a condition to specify the position of
each character, which can be cumbersome in practical ap-
plications. Additionally, the text mask may limit the style
of the generated results. For example, when rendering the
word “Curve”, the generated result cannot produce a visu-
ally curved effect due to the constraints of the character-



Figure 5. Visualization of diversity in generating multiple images under the same prompt. TextDiffuser-2 is capable of generating more
artistic fonts, with increased diversity in the positioning of characters and the inclination angle of text lines.

Figure 6. Visualizations of the text inpainting task compared with TextDiffuser. TextDiffuser-2 can generate more coherent text.

level segmentation mask. In contrast, the inpainting pro-
cess of TextDiffuser-2 is more flexible, thus resulting in a
better user experience. (3) Natural image generation with-
out text. Given that we train TextDiffuser-2 on images with
text, we are curious about its capability to generate images
without text. Specifically, by omitting the text position and
content guidance, TextDiffuser-2 can generate images with-
out text. We randomly select 10,000 prompts from the Mi-
crosoft COCO dataset [29] for generation and compare the
results with those generated by SD 1.5 [42]. The visualiza-
tion results are shown in Figure 9. Although TextDiffuser-2
is fine-tuned on domain-specific data, it still maintains its
generative capabilities in the original domain. We calculate

the FID score of the generated results. When the sampling
steps are set to 50, and the classifier-free guidance is set
to 7.5, TextDiffuser-2’s FID score is 24.06, versus 23.03
for SD 1.5. Although the FID score slightly increases, the
overall difference is not significant according to the visual-
izations.

4.3. Discussions

Operating layout through multi-round chat. Since the
language model used to generate the layout is fine-tuned
based on a chat model, we are curious whether we can ma-
nipulate the layout through multi-round chat. We demon-
strate the results in Figure 7. Experimental results showcase
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Figure 8. Visualizations of the text-to-image with template task.

that through interactive conversation, M1 can not merely
regenerate the layout, but also possess the ability to add or
modify keywords, as well as manipulate the location of the
box. This further enhances the flexibility and versatility of
the proposed TextDiffuser-2.

Generation based on overlapping layouts. Occasion-
ally, we notice that there exist overlapping boxes during the
layout prediction stage. We present TextDiffuser-2, as well
as the results generated by GlyphControl and TextDiffuser
using overlapping layouts in Appendix I. Experimental re-
sults indicate that TextDiffuser-2 demonstrates greater ro-
bustness towards overlapping boxes. Conversely, the results
generated by the other two methods will produce scrambled
text, thereby impacting the overall quality of the image.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce TextDiffuser-2, aiming to un-
leash the power of language models for the text rendering

Figure 9. Visualizations of generating images without text.

task. Specifically, we attempt to tame two language mod-
els, one for layout planning and the other for layout en-
coding. Experimental results validate that TextDiffuser-2 is
capable of generating more diverse images while maintain-
ing the accuracy of the generated text. For the limitation,
TextDiffuser-2 faces challenges when rendering complex
languages, as it expands the renderable character table by
adding new tokens. For instance, when rendering Chinese
text, TextDiffuser-2 faces difficulties due to the extensive
character set, potentially leading to few-shot or even zero-
shot scenarios. For the broader impact, TextDiffuser-2 can
be used to enhance creativity in fields like graphic design,
advertising, and art. Besides, it can be used to generate in-
formative images for teaching and learning. For example, it
could create diagrams with explanatory text for educational
materials. However, if used maliciously, TextDiffuser-2
could be employed to create images containing false text
information. For future work, we seek to explore the ren-
dering of characters in multiple languages and enhance the
resolution of generated text images.



Appendix

A. Choice of the maximum length L

During the training process, the composed sequence (i.e.,
the prompt combined with text content and position) has a
maximum length limit. As shown in Figure 10, by analyz-
ing the MARIO-10M dataset [4], we notice that the com-
posed sequence for 94.0% of the samples is less than 128
in length, and all samples are below this threshold during
the evaluation. Obviously, we can increase the maximum
length to a larger value, such as 256, accommodating 99.2%
of training samples. However, enlarging the length limit
would also result in increased computational costs, such as
raising the single sample inference time from 6 to 7 seconds.
Therefore, the choice of length limit should be made based
on practical considerations, balancing between the model’s
capability and efficiency.
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ge

Length

0.94

Figure 10. The cumulative distribution function to analyze the
length of the composed sequences. When setting the maximum
length L at 128, the vast majority of samples (94%) are covered.

B. More visualizations of layout prediction
As depicted in Figure 11, we showcase more layout pre-
diction results. We specify the keywords to be rendered in
the first two rows. The language model has the capacity to
organize the specified keywords, placing related keywords
in the same line and generating aesthetically pleasing lay-
outs. Notably, the final row of predictions includes words
not present within the prompt. For instance, the model sub-
stitutes “200g” for “200gram”. It is a logical substitution
given that both terms convey the same meaning. Addition-
ally, the model replaces the misspelled term “RRAINBOW”
in the prompt with the correct term “RAINBOW”. This fur-
ther showcases the flexibility of the layout planner M1.

Figure 11. More visualizations of the layout predictions. The
specified keywords are marked in blue color in the first two rows.

C. Generation guided by single-point condition

We retrain TextDiffuser-2 and implement a single-point su-
pervision strategy during the training process, such as using
the center and top-left points. As illustrated in Figure 12,
despite the diversity in text size and angle generated by the
single-point conditions, we observe a significant portion of
the text to be inaccurate. Given the observation of a de-
cline in accuracy over 20% (as shown in Table 2 in the main
paper), we ultimately employ the top-left and bottom-right
points as the condition.

D. Generation with additional angle condition

As shown in Figure 13, we demonstrate samples gener-
ated with different angle conditions. Specifically, we retrain
TextDiffuser-2 and add 181 angle tokens, ranging from -90◦

to 90◦. When constructing the language-format layout, the
angle token is placed after the four coordinate tokens. The
results show that the generated results align well with the
angle instructions.



hello hello

Conditioned by center point Conditioned by top-left point

Figure 12. Visualizations of generation guided by single-point conditions, including the center point and the top-left point. The prompt is
“A text image of hello”. The samples highlighted by red boxes in the last row denote the rendered text is incorrect.
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Figure 13. Visualizations of generation with different angle guidance. The prompt is “A text image of hello”.

E. Details of compared methods and evaluation
We introduce all the baselines and their experimental set-
tings as follows.
SD-XL [37] is an improved version of the latent diffusion
model [42] with stronger backbone and powerful text em-
bedding. SD-XL comprises 5.8B parameters and the reso-
lution of the output images is 1024×1024.
PixArt-α [5] is a powerful Transformer-based text-to-
image diffusion model and is training-efficient. It con-
sists of 0.6B parameters. The output resolution is of size
1024×1024.
Ideogram [21] is an online website that can produce at-
tractive logos, posters, and other natural images based on
prompts. We use the typography mode and manually quote
keywords to be rendered. The resolution is 1024×1024.
DALLE-3 [9] exhibits robust text-to-image capabili-
ties, producing images that precisely conform to the
given prompt. It generates high-resolution outputs with

1024×1024 resolution. We leverage the official API for the
generation process.

GlyphControl [52] utilizes the framework of ControlNet
[56] and the pre-trained model of SD 2.1 [42], producing the
output image of size 768×768. It takes glyph images with
multiple text lines as the condition. GlyphControl has 1.3B
parameters. Specifically, since it can not generate images
from prompts, we use the layouts produced by TextDiffuser-
2 to make the glyph image.

TextDiffuser [4] is a two-stage framework that can convert
user prompts into images. It relies on users to specify key-
words for rendering. TextDiffuser is pre-trained based on
SD 1.5 [42], and the resolution of the generated images is
512×512. It consists of 884M parameters in total.

For evaluation, we utilize the metrics employed in
TextDiffuser [4] and also use Microsoft Read API to evalu-
ate the OCR performance.

https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/azure/cognitive-services/computer-vision/how-to/call-read-api


A vintage postage stamp with the
 message: Canada: For Glowing Hearts

The word "exquisite"
 written in modern calligraphy

The cover for the album ’Elusive Interludes’
by the band The Melting Snowmen

A sign that says "Please
refrain from arguing with the chimpanzees".

“Safety First” slogan printed on
school bus

CA Model TextDiffuser-2 TextDiffuser-2CA Model

A photo of a panda giving a
presentation with text “Diffusion Models”

A t-shirt with the message
“There is no planet” written on it

TextDiffuser-2 TextDiffuser-2GlyphDraw GlyphDraw

plant in a fancy pot with a
“do not touch” sign on it

Figure 14. Comparisons with Character-Aware Model (CA Model) [30] and GlyphDraw [34] using samples in their papers.

F. Comparisons with samples in other papers

Since the source code, pre-trained weight, or demo is not
available for Character-Aware Model [30] and GlyphDraw
[34], we conduct comparisons with samples in their cor-
responding papers. As demonstrated in Figure 14, we vi-
sualize four samples for each compared method. Notably,
TextDiffuser-2 shows better rendering accuracy compared
with the Character-Aware Model, which contains several ty-
pos, including the missing “r” in “from” and the incorrect
spelling of “Chimpanzees”. Besides, the Character-Aware
Model enhances visual text rendering by utilizing language
models with a larger parameter size (e.g., T5-XXL [40] with
11B parameters). We have demonstrated that even with a
smaller-scaled CLIP text encoder with 63M parameters, su-
perior text rendering performance can be achieved by virtue
of explicit positional and content supervision. Besides,
TextDiffuser-2 outperforms GlyphDraw as TextDiffuser-2
can render images with multiple text lines.

G. More details about user studies

We conduct comprehensive user studies on five aspects, in-
cluding layout aesthetics, style diversity, text quality, text-
image matching, and inpainting ability. The details of the
questions are displayed in Figure 18. In addition to human
involvement, we incorporate GPT-4V [15] in our user stud-
ies. Specifically, we design prompts to encourage GPT-4V
to proceed step-by-step, deriving the final answer through
logical analysis. The dialogue record is shown in Figure 19
and Figure 20. It suggests that GPT-4V exhibits impressive
literacy skills, and its logical chain is reasonable.

H. More details about text inpainting

Similar to TextDiffuser [4], by appending another five-
dimension feature, including the one-dimension mask and

four-dimension non-inpainted area features, to the input of
U-Net, TextDiffuser-2 can be trained for the text inpaint-
ing task. Specifically, 14,400 parameters will be added,
which accounts for a small proportion of the whole archi-
tecture containing 922M parameters. We set the classifier-
free guidance to 7.5 and used 50 sampling steps, which cost
6 seconds for generation using one A100 GPU card.

I. Generation based on overlapping layouts

The results of the layout predictor will inevitably contain
overlapping boxes. In this section, we analyze the ro-
bustness of three methods, including GlyphControl [52],
TextDiffuser [4], and the proposed TextDiffuser-2. In terms
of explicit guidance, GlyphControl employs glyph images,
TextDiffuser uses character-level segmentation masks, and
TextDiffuser-2 harnesses bounding boxes with correspond-
ing text. The visualization results are demonstrated in Fig-
ure 15. The results reveal that the proposed TextDiffuser-2
is more robust when using overlapping layouts for a gen-
eration. By contrast, GlyphControl and TextDiffuser will
generate incorrect text, resulting from the occluded glyph
images and segmentation masks.

J. Conformity of the positional guidance

To verify whether the text generated in the images adheres
to positional guidance, we employ a widely-used text detec-
tion tool [48] for assessment. The precision, recall, and F-
measure are 0.9524, 0.9635, and 0.9579, respectively. This
indicates that in the vast majority of cases, the generated
text is able to comply with the provided positional con-
straints.
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Figure 15. Comparative visualizations of generation results us-
ing overlapping layouts. TextDiffuser-2 demonstrates enhanced
robustness compared with other methods.
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Figure 16. Comparative visualizations of TextDiffuser-2 with dif-
ferent versions of the Stable Diffusion model. Utilization of SD
2.1 exhibits improved detail rendering and a more accurate depic-
tion of small-scale characters compared to SD 1.5.
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a marvel movie poster of lovely superman A photo frame of the word 2023
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road sign that says flower hotel

MONEY

Hat with the word MONEY

Figure 17. Demonstration of TextDiffuser-2’s generation guided
by quadrilateral bounding boxes, showcasing the model’s ability to
align text accurately within the specified geometrical constraints.

K. TextDiffuser-2 based on SD 2.1
TextDiffuser-2 can be trained based on different pre-trained
models. In Figure 16, we visualize the comparisons of re-
sults based on SD 1.5 and SD 2.1. We notice that the model
based on SD 2.1 provides more details thanks to the stronger
power of the pre-trained model. Meanwhile, it can correctly
render characters with small sizes because the resolution of
the latent space is higher.

L. Generation guided by quadrilateral boxes
In addition to using horizontal boxes to provide positional
information, we remain curious whether TextDiffuser-2 can
be guided by quadrilateral boxes, which could more ac-
curately describe slanted text. To investigate this, we
make two modifications. First, we train a layout plan-
ner M1 to output each line in the format of “textline
x0, y0, x1, y1, x2, y2, x3, y3”. Secondly, we adapt the lay-
out encoder M2 to encode this sequence. We set the max-
imum length limit L to 256 to accommodate longer input
sequences. Visualizations are shown in Figure 17. We no-
tice that the generated results align well with the guidance
of quadrilateral boxes. For future work, we plan to use more
control points to represent the boxes, allowing for rendering
more artistic text.



Figure 18. The user studies comprise five questions. Specifically, users should make a single selection for questions pertaining to layout
aesthetics, style diversity, and inpainting ability. For questions regarding text quality and text-image matching, users have the freedom to
select multiple options.



Let's conduct a user study. I will show you an image and a question each time. Please start
your response with ’Let’s think step by step.’ and end with ’Therefore, the answer is’. Please
treat each case individually and do not be influenced by previous cases. If you have understood
the requirements. Please answer "Yes" and we will start.

Yes

The above two figures represent layout planning based on prompt. Which
figure best accomplishes this task? (Single Choice)

Let’s think step by step. The prompt given is "A cat is reading a book with the title 'How to catch
mice'." We have two figures, (a) and (b), that are meant to represent layout planning based on
this prompt. Figure (a) shows a more consolidated layout where the title is in a single block,
which could represent the cover of a book. Figure (b), however, breaks the title into separate
blocks which seems more disjointed and less representative of a book title. For a book cover
layout, which is what the prompt suggests, having a cohesive and clear title is important.
Therefore, the answer is figure (a) best accomplishes this task.

Which of the following images has the best text rendering quality? (Multiple
Choice) Tips: Focus more on the accuracy of the text, and whether the text
is coherent with backgrounds

Let’s think step by step. We are looking for the image(s) with the best text rendering quality,
focusing on the accuracy of the text and its coherence with the background. · Image (a) has clear
and coherent text, but it's part of an illustration rather than a real-world image. · Image (b) shows
text on a physical object the cat is holding. The text is clear and seems coherent with the lighting
and perspective. · Image (c) also shows clear text on a sign the cat is holding. The text is coherent
with the sign’s perspective and the cat's pose. · Image (d) is similar to (a), being part of an
illustration, with clear text. · Image (e) shows a cat with a sign, but the text is obscured and
distorted, making it less accurate than others. · Image (f) has a clear text on a sign held by a cat,
with accurate perspective and lighting. · Image (g) has clear text, but it appears to be
superimposed on the image without correct perspective. Considering the accuracy and coherence
of the text with the background, the best text rendering quality appears to be in images (b), (c), and
(f). Therefore, the answers (B/C/F) are.

Which of the following images best matches the text description?
(Multiple Choice)

Figure 19. The illustration of using GPT-4V [15] to conduct user studies (Pages: 1/2).



Which image exhibits better result of text inpainting?  (Single Choice)

Let’s think step by step. We need to assess which image, (a) or (b), shows a better result of text
inpainting. The original image has "MONSTER" written in stylized text, and the inpaint mask
indicates that the word "Fight" has been added above it. In image (a), the word "Fight" is
inpainted with a font style and size that seems to match the original text in terms of its boldness
and impact. The text aligns well with the pre-existing design and maintains the graphic
consistency. In image (b), the word "fight" is in a smaller, less stylized font that does not seem
to match the original design's bold and impactful style. It appears less integrated with the
overall design and is less prominent. Considering the consistency in style and the impact of the
text with the original design, the answer (A/B) is: A.

Which set of images exhibits a richer style and more
diverse text?  (Single Choice)

Let’s think step by step. We need to determine which image(s) best match the text description:
"A book cover with logo The Jolly Christmas Postman on it." Image (a) matches the
description as it shows a book cover with the logo "The Jolly Christmas Postman." Image (b)
also matches the description with a book cover that includes the logo. Image (c) is consistent
with the description, featuring a book cover with the logo. Image (d) does not have the logo
"The Jolly Christmas Postman," hence it does not match the description. Image (e) depicts
Santa Claus and does not include the logo as described. Image (f) has "The Merry Holiday
Mailman," which is not the logo specified in the description. Image (g) matches the description
with a book cover that has the logo "The Jolly Christmas Postman." The images that best match
the description, featuring a book cover with the logo "The Jolly Christmas Postman," are (a),
(b), (c), and (g). Therefore, the answers (A/B/C/G) are.

Let’s think step by step. The term "richer style" could refer to the complexity and variety in the
design, including factors such as color variety, texturing, and overall visual impact. More
"diverse text" would refer to the variety in the typography, including font style, size, and perhaps
the effects applied to the text. Set (a) displays neon signs with different background textures
and colors but the font style remains the same across all three. Set (b) shows different styles of
neon signs with varying background textures, lighting effects, and the addition of elements like
an outline and a hanging sign, indicating a richer style. The text also appears to have slight
variations in style. Set (c) has consistent font styles but exhibits a range of colors and a glowing
effect that varies in intensity and spread. Considering the elements of design and typography,
set (b) has more variations in the way the sign is presented and slight variations in the text style
itself. Therefore, the answer (B) is.

Figure 20. The illustration of using GPT-4V [15] to conduct user studies (Pages: 2/2).
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