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Figure 1. Some of the properties of CASteer: (a) adding concrete concepts (apples); (b) switching from a concrete concept (cat) to another
one (giraffe); (c) switching from an identity (Leonardo DiCaprio) to another one (Keanu Reeves); (d) removing an identity to a generic
man; (e) adding an abstract concept (happiness); (f) removing an abstract concept (angriness); (g) removing a concrete concept (apple); (h)
style transfer to origami style. In all cases, CASteer is training free.

Abstract

Diffusion models have transformed image generation, yet
controlling their outputs for diverse applications, includ-
ing content moderation and creative customization, remains
challenging. Existing approaches usually require task-
specific training and struggle to generalize across both con-
crete (e.g., objects) and abstract (e.g., styles) concepts. We
propose CASteer (Cross-Attention Steering) a training-free
framework for controllable image generation using steering
vectors to influence a diffusion model’s hidden representa-
tions dynamically. CASteer computes these vectors offline
by averaging activations from concept-specific generated
images, then applies them during inference via a dynamic
heuristic that activates modifications only when necessary,
removing concepts from affected images or adding them to
unaffected ones. This approach enables precise control over
a wide range of tasks, including removing harmful con-
tent, adding desired attributes, replacing objects, or alter-
ing styles, all without model retraining. CASteer handles

both concrete and abstract concepts, outperforming state-
of-the-art techniques across multiple diffusion models while
preserving unrelated content and minimizing unintended ef-
fects. The code is available at
https://github.com/Atmyre/CASteer.

1. Introduction
Recent advances in diffusion models [1, 2] have revolution-
ized image [3] and video generation [4], achieving unprece-
dented realism. These models operate by gradually adding
noise to data during a forward process and then learning to
reverse this noise through a series of iterative steps, effec-
tively reconstructing the original data from randomness. By
leveraging this denoising process, diffusion models gener-
ate high-quality, realistic outputs, making them a powerful
tool for creative and generative tasks.

While diffusion models enable transformative creative
applications, their capacity to generate hyper-realistic con-
tent introduces ethical and practical challenges that extend
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beyond immediate harms like deepfakes or misinformation.
These models inherently risk amplifying societal vulnera-
bilities—from eroding trust in digital media to enabling tar-
geted manipulation—but their ethical implications are in-
separable from their technical limitations. Current safe-
guards often address symptoms (e.g., blocking explicit con-
tent) rather than developing foundational frameworks to
control model behaviour across diverse use cases, limiting
their adaptability to evolving risks and applications.

Existing methods for content moderation or concept re-
moval in diffusion models exhibit narrow specialization,
hindering their broader applicability. For instance, LoRA-
based approaches [5] excel at removing concrete objects
or styles but often struggle with abstract concepts (e.g.,
violence, ideological symbolism) and scale poorly when
handling multiple concepts, requiring separate adapters or
costly retraining. Text-prompt editing techniques [6] show
flexibility for abstract harm reduction but lack precision
for fine-grained control of concrete attributes, often fail-
ing to generalize across concept distributions. Crucially,
these methods are siloed by design: solutions tailored for
safety (e.g., nudity filters) do not concurrently address cre-
ative tasks like style transfer or character customization [7],
necessitating redundant technical pipelines. This fragmen-
tation reflects a broader gap in the field: the absence of uni-
fied mechanisms to dynamically steer model outputs across
diverse objectives—from ethical safeguards to user-driven
content editing—without task-specific engineering.

In this work, we propose CASteer, a training-free
method for controllable image generation that leverages the
concept of steering to influence the network’s hidden repre-
sentations dynamically. Unlike traditional approaches that
require LoRA training, our method operates by computing
steering vectors offline. For each concept of interest, we
generate k positive images (where k ≥ 1) containing the
concept and k negative images not containing it and com-
pute the steering vectors by subtracting the averaged hid-
den representations of the network across negative images
from that of positive ones. During inference, we apply the
precomputed vectors to the network’s activations, enabling
precise control over the presence or absence of specific con-
cepts in the generated output.

CASteer is versatile, capable of addressing a wide range
of concept manipulation tasks, including removing undesir-
able concepts (e.g., nudity), adding desired ones (e.g., hap-
piness), replacing objects (e.g., swapping one character for
another), or altering styles (e.g., converting to a cubist aes-
thetic). In all cases, these transformations are achieved by
adding or removing steering vectors based on the specific
requirements of the task. To ensure precision and avoid un-
intended interference, we design a heuristic that dynami-
cally applies steering vectors only when necessary. That is,
for concept removal, the heuristic ensures that steering is

applied exclusively to images containing the target concept,
preventing unnecessary alterations to unrelated content.

In summary, our contributions are the following:
• We propose a novel framework for controllable image

generation using steering vectors, enabling the addition
(or removal) of desirable (or undesirable) concepts with-
out requiring model retraining or fine-tuning.

• We demonstrate the flexibility of our method by adding
and removing concrete concepts (e.g., specific charac-
ters), abstract concepts (e.g., nudity), and multiple con-
cepts, showing its adaptability across diverse use cases.

• We achieve state-of-the-art performance across a wide
range of tasks and multiple diffusion models, including
SD 1.4 and SDXL, validating the robustness of our ap-
proach. Our method is able to work on both standard and
distilled (e.g., Turbo) diffusion models.

2. Related work
Data-driven AI Safety. Ensuring the safety of image and
text-to-image generative models hinges on preventing the
generation of harmful or unwanted content. Common ap-
proaches include curating training data with licensed mate-
rial [8, 9], fine-tuning models to suppress harmful outputs
[2, 10], or deploying post-hoc content detectors [11, 12].
While promising, these strategies face critical limitations:
data filtering introduces inherent biases [10], detectors are
computationally efficient but often inaccurate or easily by-
passed [13, 14], and model retraining becomes costly when
new harmful concepts emerge. Alternative methods lever-
age text-domain interventions, such as prompt engineering
[10], negative prompts [15, 16], or orthogonalizing em-
beddings of prompt tokens [6]. Yet these remain vulner-
able to adversarial attacks, lack flexibility as they oper-
ate in discrete space of token embeddings and often fail
to address the disconnect between text prompts and visual
outputs—models can still generate undesired content even
when text guidance is “safe.” Our approach instead oper-
ates in the joint image-text latent space of diffusion models,
enabling more robust and granular control over generated
content without relying solely on textual constraints.
Model-driven AI Safety. Current methods [13, 17, 18]
erase unwanted concepts by fine-tuning models to shift
probability distributions toward null or surrogate tokens, of-
ten combined with regularization or generative replay [19].
While effective, these approaches lack precision, inadver-
tently altering or removing unrelated concepts. Advanced
techniques like SPM [7] and MACE [20] improve speci-
ficity via LoRA adapters [5], leveraging transport mecha-
nisms or prompt-guided projections to preserve model in-
tegrity. However, while promising for concrete concepts
(e.g., Mickey Mouse) they still struggle with abstract con-
cepts (e.g., nudity) and require parameter updates. In
contrast, CASteer eliminates training entirely, enabling di-
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rect, non-invasive concept suppression in the model’s latent
space without collateral damage to unrelated features.
Controllable Image Generation and Editing. While
concept erasure is a specific safety challenge, controllable
image generation encompasses broader capabilities, from
concept addition and composition [21–23] and appearance
customization [24] to style-consistent multi-image synthe-
sis [25] and concept intensity modulation [26, 27]. How-
ever, most techniques excel only within narrow task do-
mains: methods like Prompt-to-Prompt [26] enable fine-
grained control over text-specified concepts (e.g., amplify-
ing or replacing elements), yet fail to fully suppress unde-
sired content, particularly when concepts are implicit or ab-
sent from prompts. This task-specific specialization limits
their utility for safety-critical erasure, where complete re-
moval is required. CASteer bridges this gap, enabling pre-
cise, universal concept suppression without relying on tex-
tual priors or compromising unrelated model capabilities.
Another area of research focuses on finding interpretable
directions in various intermediate spaces of diffusion mod-
els [28–31], which can then be used to control the semantics
of generated images. Based on this idea, SDID [23] recently
proposed to learn a vector for each given concept, which is
then added to intermediate activation of a bottleneck layer
of diffusion model during inference to provoke the presence
of this concept in generated image. In our work we propose
a training-free method for constructing interpretable direc-
tions in intermediate activation spaces of diffusion models
for more precise control of image generation.
Unified Framework for Controllable Generation. While
existing approaches for controlling diffusion models often
specialize in narrow tasks—concept erasure, style trans-
fer, or adjusting features, our method establishes a frame-
work unifying these capabilities. Our method does not re-
quire architectural modifications or retraining, and achieves
state-of-the-art results across diverse challenges (safety-
critical concept suppression, fine-grained style adaptation,
semantic-preserving edits) through a single training-free
paradigm compatible with most diffusion architectures.

3. Methodology

3.1. Method overview

Modern diffusion models with UNet-like [32] Transform-
ers [33] as a backbone use cross-attention layers to guide
text-to-image generation. For every image patch and
prompt embedding, each cross-attention layer generates a
vector matching the size of the image patch embedding.
After summation, these vectors transmit text-prompt in-
formation to corresponding image regions [26]. To con-
trol the semantics of generated images, we modify cross-
attention outputs during inference. This allows preventing
unwanted semantics (e.g., nudity) or enforcing desired se-

Figure 2. Computing steering vector. We prompt diffusion model
with two prompts that differ in a desired concept, e.g. “anime
style” and save CA outputs at each timestamp t and each CA layer
i. We average these outputs over image patches and get averaged
CA outputs capos avg

it and caneg avg
it for each t and i. We then

subtract the latter from the former, getting a steering vector for the
layer i and timestamp t caanime

it

mantics (e.g., “baroque style” or “happiness”), regardless of
the input text prompt’s semantics.

3.2. Construction of steering vectors

We propose to construct steering vectors for each concept
we aim to manipulate. These vectors correspond to the
cross-attention outputs we modify. Each steering vector
matches the size of cross-attention outputs and encodes
the desired concept’s information. Depending on the task,
we add or subtract these vectors from cross-attention out-
puts, thereby adding or removing specific concepts from the
patches of generated image.

We construct steering vectors as follows. Given a con-
cept X to manipulate, we create paired positive and neg-
ative prompts differing only by the inclusion of X . For
example, if X = “baroque style”, example prompts are
ppos = “A picture of a man, baroque style” and pneg =
“A picture of a man”. Assume a U-Net Transformer has
N Transformer blocks, each containing one cross-attention
(CA) layer, totaling N CA layers. We generate images
from both prompts, saving outputs from each of the N
cross-attention layers across all T denoising steps. This
yields NT cross-attention output pairs ⟨caposit , canegit ⟩ for
1 ≤ i ≤ N and 1 ≤ t ≤ T , where i denotes the layer
and t the denoising step. Each caposit and canegit has dimen-
sions patch numi×emb sizei, corresponding to the number
of patches and embedding size at layer i. We then aver-
age caposit and canegit over image patches to obtain averaged
cross-attention outputs:

3



Figure 3. Main pipeline. For adding the concept of X , at each denoising step t, we add steering vector caX
it multiplied by intensity α to the

CA outputs of the layer i. For removing the concept of X , at each denoising step t we compute the dot products between CA outputs of
the layer i and steering vector caX

it , and subtract caX
it from CA outputs of CA layer i, multiplied by this dot product and erasing intensity β

capos avg
it =

∑patch numi

k=1 capositk

patch numi
, (1)

caneg avg
it =

∑patch numi

k=1 canegitk

patch numi
, (2)

where capos avg
it and caneg avg

it are vectors of size emb sizei.
Then, for each of these N layers and each of T denoising
steps, we construct a corresponding steering vector carrying
a notion of X by subtracting its averaged cross-attention
output that corresponds to the negative prompt from that
corresponding to the positive one and:

caXit = fnorm(capos avg
it − caneg avg

it ). (3)

where fnorm is a normalization function: fnorm(v) = v
||v||22

These steering vectors can be intuitively seen as the direc-
tions in a space of intermediate representations of a model
(in the space of cross-attention activations) that point from
an area of embeddings not containing a notion of X to an
area of embeddings that contain a notion of X .

3.3. Using steering vectors to control generation
We can use the generated steering vector to perform sev-
eral types of image manipulations such as concept addition,
concept deletion and concept switching.

Concept Addition. We can add a concept X in the resulting
image, even if it is not present in the text prompt. We do
so by adding a steering vector caXij for a concept X to the
outputs of the corresponding cross-attention layer i on the
denoising step t, as:

caout new
itk = frenorm(caoutitk + αcaXit ), (4)

Here 1 ⩽ k ⩽ patch numi, renorm is a function that
re-normalizes the resulting vector caout new

itk so that its L2-
norm is equal to that of initial vector caoutitk , and α is a hy-
perparameter that controls the strength of concept addition.
With a larger alpha, we can produce more the concept X in
the generated image. Note that value of α can be negative,
resulting in adding the notion opposite to that contained in
X to the resulting image.
Concept Deletion (Erasure). Perhaps the most important
feature of our work is concept deletion (erasure), even in
cases where the concept is present in the given text prompt.
We can do so by subtracting the steering vector caXit for
a concept X from the outputs of the corresponding cross-
attention layer i on the denoising step t. One can suppose
that this can be done similarly to concept addition:

caout new
itk = frenorm(caoutitk − αcaXit ), (5)
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where 1 ⩽ k ⩽ patch numi, α > 0. However, there might
be different magnitudes for concept X in the original text
prompt (e.g. prompts “an angry man” or “a furious man”
express different levels of anger). Also a concept X can
have different magnitudes of expression in different patches
of the image being generated. Consequently, different val-
ues of α are needed to completely suppress X for different
prompts and individual image patches in every case, while
not affecting other features in the generated image. We find
that the dot product between caXit and corresponding CA
output caoutitk serves as a good assessment of amount of X
that should be present in the image part corresponding to
kth patch of caout new

it . Consequently, we perform the sub-
traction as follows:

caout new
itk = frenorm(caoutitk − β(caXit · caoutitk )ca

X
it ), (6)

Here 1 ⩽ k ⩽ patch numi and β is a hyperparameter con-
trolling strength of concept suppression.
Concept Switch. Our method is flexible to allow concept
switching, replacing one concept X for another concept Y .
To do so, we first construct steering vectors caXY

it from X
to Y using the same idea described above, using similar
prompts with the only difference that the positive prompt
contains X (“a girl with an apple”) while the negative one
contains Y (“a girl with pear”). Then we use this steering
vector to modify cross-attention outputs as:

caout new
itk = frenorm(caoutitk − β(caXY

it · caoutitk )ca
X
it ), (7)

where 1 ⩽ k ⩽ patch numi, and β is a hyperparameter
controlling strength of concept switch. Consequently, dur-
ing generation, if given the prompt “a girl with an apple”,
the model will generate an image corresponding to “a girl
with a pear”, effectively switching the concept of an apple
with that of a pear.

3.4. Practical considerations
Multiple Prompts for Steering Vector. We described in
the previous section how to construct and use steering vec-
tors to alter one concept, based on one pair of prompts, e.g.,
“a picture of a man” and “a picture of a man, baroque style”.
As mentioned, a steering vector can be seen as the direction
in the space of intermediate representations of a model that
points from an area of embeddings not containing a concept
X , to an area that contains it. In order for this direction to
be more precise, we propose to construct steering vectors
based on multiple pairs of prompts instead of one. More
precisely, we obtain P ⩾ 1 pairs of capos avg

itp and caneg avg
itp ,

1 ⩽ p ⩽ P , then average them over P:

capos avg
it =

∑P
p=1 ca

pos avg
itp

P
, caneg avg

it =

∑P
p=1 ca

neg avg
itp

P
(8)

and obtain steering vectors as caXit = capos avg
it −caneg avg

it .
Steering multiple concepts. It is easy to manipulate multi-
ple concepts during a generation by applying steering vec-
tors corresponding to these concepts to the cross-attention
output successively.
Efficiency: Transferring vectors from distilled models.
Adversarial Diffusion Distillation (ADD) [34] is a fine-
tuning approach that allows sampling large-scale founda-
tional image diffusion models in 1 to 4 steps, while produc-
ing high-quality images. There is an ADD-fine-tuned ver-
sion of the SDXL model publicly available, named SDXL-
Turbo. We observe that steering vectors obtained from the
Turbo model can successfully be used for steering gener-
ations of its corresponding non-Turbo variant. More for-
mally, having a pair of prompts, we obtain capos avg

i and
caneg avg

i from the Turbo model using 1 denoising step.
Note that there is no second index t as we use only one
denoising iteration, i.e. T = 1. We then construct steering
vectors for the concept X as caXi = capos avg

i − caneg avg
i

and then use it to steer non-Turbo variant of the model by
using caXi for each denoising step 1 ⩽ j ⩽ T .

4. Experiments
4.1. Implementation details
Following recent work [6, 7, 13] we report our main quan-
titative results using StableDiffusion-v1.4 (SD-v1.4) [2]
model. Note that SD-1.4 model does not have a correspond-
ing Turbo version, so for these experiments we use per-step
steering vectors computed from the original SD-1.4. We
apply steering to all of the CA layers in the model. We set
β = 2 for the concept erasure task in all our experiments,
as using this value can be seen as removing information of
the desired concept from the image patch and substituting it
with the same amount of opposite information.

4.2. Results
4.2.1. Concept erasure
In this section, we evaluate the performance of our method
on concept erasure. We show that our method succeeds
in suppressing both abstract (e.g., “nudity”, “violence” or
style) and concrete concepts (e.g., “Mickey” or “Leonardo
DiCaprio”). Moreover, we demonstrate the advantages of
our method in removing implicitly defined concrete con-
cepts (e.g., if a concept is “Mickey”, prompting “a mouse
from a Disneyland” should not result in a generation of
Mickey).
Abstract concept erasure. We evaluate our approach
on five adversarial nudity prompts datasets: I2P [16],
P4D [37], Ring-a-Bell [38], MMA-Diffusion [39], and Un-
learnDiff [40]. We compare our method with training-
free approaches [16, 35], as well as training-based methods
[13, 17, 18, 20, 23, 36]. We use the established SAFREE [6]
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Table 1. Attack Success Rate (ASR) and generation quality comparison with training-free and training-based safe text-to-image (T2I)
generation methods. The best results are in bold. We gray out training-based methods for a fair comparison. SD-v1.4 is the backbone
model for all methods. We measure the FID scores of safe T2I models by comparing their generated outputs with the ones from SD-v1.4.

No Weights
Modification

Training
-Free I2P ↓ P4D ↓ Ring-A-Bell ↓ MMA-Diffusion ↓ UnlearnDiffAtk ↓

COCO

Method FID ↓ CLIP ↑ TIFA ↑

SD-v1.4 - - 0.178 0.987 0.831 0.957 0.697 - 31.3 0.803

ESD [13] ✗ ✗ 0.140 0.750 0.528 0.873 0.761 - 30.7 -
SA [18] ✗ ✗ 0.062 0.623 0.329 0.205 0.268 54.98 30.6 0.776
CA [17] ✗ ✗ 0.178 0.927 0.773 0.855 0.866 40.99 31.2 0.805
MACE [20] ✗ ✗ 0.023 0.146 0.076 0.183 0.176 52.24 29.4 0.711
SDID [23] ✗ ✗ 0.270 0.933 0.696 0.907 0.697 22.99 30.5 0.802

UCE [35] ✗ ✓ 0.103 0.667 0.331 0.867 0.430 31.25 31.3 0.805
RECE [36] ✗ ✓ 0.064 0.381 0.134 0.675 0.655 37.60 30.9 0.787

SLD-Medium [16] ✓ ✓ 0.142 0.934 0.646 0.942 0.648 31.47 31.0 0.782
SLD-Strong [16] ✓ ✓ 0.131 0.861 0.620 0.920 0.570 40.88 29.6 0.766
SLD-Max [16] ✓ ✓ 0.115 0.742 0.570 0.837 0.479 50.51 28.5 0.720
SAFREE [6] ✓ ✓ 0.034 0.384 0.114 0.585 0.282 36.35 31.1 0.79

CASteer (ours) ✓ ✓ 0.057 0.159 0.025 0.581 0.148 28.51 31.4 0.82

Table 2. Comparison of Artist Concept Removal tasks: Famous
(left) and Modern artists (right).

Remove “Van Gogh” Remove “Kelly McKernan”

Method LPIPSe ↑ LPIPSu ↓ Acce ↓ Accu ↑ LPIPSe ↑ LPIPSu ↓ Acce ↓ Accu ↑

SD-v1.4 - - 0.95 0.95 - - 0.80 0.83

CA 0.30 0.13 0.65 0.90 0.22 0.17 0.50 0.76
RECE 0.31 0.08 0.80 0.93 0.29 0.04 0.55 0.76
UCE 0.25 0.05 0.95 0.98 0.25 0.03 0.80 0.81

SLD-Medium 0.21 0.10 0.95 0.91 0.22 0.18 0.50 0.79
SAFREE 0.42 0.31 0.35 0.85 0.40 0.39 0.40 0.78
CASteer (Ours) 0.43 0.27 0.25 0.90 0.47 0.22 0.13 0.74

approach to assess quality of our method via Attack Suc-
cess Rate (ASR) on adversarial nudity prompts [36]. For
generation quality, we use FID [41], CLIP score [42], and
TIFA [43] on COCO-30k [44], evaluating on 1k samples.
We use 216 prompt pairs of the form (“X, nudity“, “X”)
to generate steering vectors. Here X are different prompts
for generating people. More details about the format of
prompts can be found in supplementary material Sec. B.

We present the results in Tab. 1, showing that our
method achieves the best ASR values among training-free
methods in 4 of 5 tasks. Moreover, in two tasks (Ring-a-
Bell and UnlearnDiff), CASteer shows best overall perfor-
mance surpassing also the training-based methods. Further-
more, CASteer generates images with high visual quality as
shown by metrics in CLIP and TIFA metrics on COCO data
surpassing all other methods, and second-best overall FID,
outperforming all training-free methods. Thus, CASteer
clearly is capable of deleting unwanted information while
maintaining general high quality. Note that these datasets
feature adversarial prompts, i.e., the “nudity” concept is en-
coded in the prompts implicitly. We also include results on

concept removal on this task using SDXL [3] model in the
supplementary material.

Following SAFREE [6] and ESD [13], we also evaluate
our method on two artist-style removal tasks. One task
focuses on the styles of five famous artists (Van Gogh, Pi-
casso, Rembrandt, Warhol, Caravaggio) and the other uses
five modern artists (McKernan, Kinkade, Edlin, Eng, Ajin:
Demi-Human), with the task being removing the style of
Van Gogh and McKernan. Following SAFREE [6], we use
LPIPS [45] and prompt GPT-4o to identify an artist on gen-
erated images as evaluation metrics.

We present the results on Tab. 2. We follow SAFREE [6]
evaluation procedure, please refer to it or our supplemen-
tary for more details on the procedure and metrics. From
Tab. 2, we see that CASteer shows the best results in style
removal (see columns LPIPSe and Acce), while preserving
other styles well (see columns LPIPSu and Accu). Among
all the approaches, CASteer achieves great balance between
target style removal and preservation of other styles.

Concrete concepts erasure. We follow the experimental
setup of SPM [7] for concrete concept erasure. In this set-
ting, the concept to be erased is Snoopy, and images of
five additional concepts (Mickey, Spongebob, Pikachu, dog
and legislator) are generated to test the capability of the
method to preserve content not related to the concept being
removed. The first four of these are specifically chosen to be
semantically close to the concept being removed to show the
model’s ability to do precise erasure. We augment each con-
cept using 80 CLIP [46] templates, and generate 10 for each
concept-template pair, so that for each concept there are 800
images. We use 50 prompt pair of form (“X, with Snoopy”,
“X”) to generate steering vectors of Snoopy. We evaluate
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Figure 4. Illustration of SPM failure to remove implicitly defined
concepts. Top: CASteer, Bottom: SPM, both with SD-1.4.

Table 3. Quantiative evaluation of concrete object erasure. The
best results are highlighted in bold, second-best are underlined.

Snoopy Mickey Spongebob Pikachu Dog Legislator

CS↓ CS↑ FID↓ CS↑ FID↓ CS↑ FID↓ CS↑ FID↓ CS↑ FID↓
SD-1.4 78.5 74.7 - 74.1 - 74.7 - 65.2 - 61.0

ESD 48.3 58.0 121.0 64.0 104.7 68.6 68.3 63.9 49.5 59.9 50.9
SPM 60.9 74.4 22.1 74.0 21.4 74.6 12.4 65.2 9.0 61.0 5.5

SAFREE 54.7 68.1 72.8 70.2 76.6 71.9 46.2 65.4 70.9 59.9 55.4

CASteer (ours) 49.0 71.9 69.2 73.0 74.4 73.8 35.3 65.6 31.8 60.9 36.8

the results using CLIP Score (CS) [42] and FID [41]. We
calculate CS using the similarity between the concept and
the image and utilize it to confirm the level of the existence
of the concept within the generated content. We use FID
to assess how much images of additional concepts gener-
ated by the erased model differ from those of generated by
the original model, with a higher FID value demonstrating
more severe generation alteration after erasing. We present
the results in Tab. 3. Our method reaches the second-best
overall results getting a good balance between erasing the
desired concept and leaving the other notions intact. ESD
[13] erases Snoopy well, but also highly affects other con-
cepts, especially related ones such as Mickey or Spongebob.
SAFREE shows a reduced level of Snoopy erasure together
with a higher level of alteration of other concepts. SPM
has a lower intensity of Snoopy erasure but keeps other con-
cepts more intact. Note that SAFREE and CASteer experi-
ence a rise in CLIP score for the dog concept after erasing
Snoopy. We hypothesize this happens because the removal
of Snoopy component from the prompt including dog re-
sults in more realistic images of dogs. We provide more
qualitative results in the supplementary material (sec. D).
Does SPM truly outperform our method? We check
what happens if we define the prompts implicitly, e.g., SPM
trained on the Mickey concept and run on “A mouse from
Disneyland”, showing the results in Fig. 4. We clearly see
that SPM fails to erase the concepts, when they are not ex-
plicitly defined. In contrast, our method does a much better

Figure 5. Examples of concept addition with CASteer. From left
to right: Adding apples, prompt “a cat sitting on a table”; Adding
a hat, prompt “a girl walking down the beach”; Adding more
clothes, prompt “a girl on a beach”; Adding happiness, prompt
“a face of a man”. Top: results produced by SDXL, bottom: re-
sults produced by SDXL with CASteer applied.

job of erasing the concepts, despite being implicitly defined.
We provide more results in the supplementary sec. H.
Overall experimental results show that CASteer is able to
perform precise erasure of both concrete and abstract con-
cepts and concepts defined implicitly while leaving other
concepts intact and not affecting the overall quality of gen-
erated images. More qualitative results showing the perfor-
mance of CASteer on prompts related and not related to the
target concept can be found in the supplementary material.

4.2.2. Results: Concept addition
In Fig. 5, we show how CASteer can add both concrete and
abstract concepts. In the first two images, CASteer adds
concrete concepts (e.g., apples and hat). In the third image,
we add the nudity concept with a negative value of alpha
(see Eq. 4), resulting in adding more clothes. Finally, in
the last image, we show that CASteer can be used to add
abstract concepts, such as happiness. Additionally, in Fig. 6
we show results of adding the concept of “angry” with vary-
ing intensity α ∈ [−6, 6] when prompted with the neutral
prompt of “a realistic colorful portrait of a man”. We calcu-
late steering vectors for the concept of “angry” as described
in Sec. B.1. We see that CASteer allows for a change in
angriness with almost no alteration of other features of the
image. For all the experiments in concept addition, as well
as concept switch and interpolation described below, steer-
ing vectors are computed using Turbo version of SDXL
and steering is only applied to the last half of the CA layers
in SDXL. For more details, see Sec. E in the supplementary.

4.2.3. Results: Concept switch
We show qualitative results of concept switching using
CASteer on an SDXL [3] model with steering vectors pro-
duced from Turbo version of SDXL. We perform switch-
ing as described in Eq. 7. In Fig. 6 (left), we present re-
sults on switching the identity of a person from “Leonardo
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Figure 6. Examples of concept switch and interpolation using CASteer. (a) Switching a concept of “Leonardo DiCaprio” with “Keanu
Reeves”. (top row) “Leonardo DiCaprio drinking coffee”, (middle row) “Brad Pitt drinking coffee”, (bottom row) “Barack Obama drinking
coffee”. We see how CASteer switches Leonardo DiCaprio with Keanu Reeves, but does not alter Brad Pitt or Barack Obama. (b) (top
row) Interpolating between a caterpillar to a butterfly, (bottom row) Interpolating between a cat and a giraffe. (c) Adding “angriness” in
the prompt “a realistic colorful portrait of a man”. We observe that when we add negative intensity, it actually generates a happy person.

DiCaprio” to “Keanu Reeves”. We observe that CAS-
teer enables precise identity switch (Leonardo DiCaprio→
Keanu Reeves), while not affecting other identities (Brad
Pitt or Barack Obama). More results on identity switch and
switching of other concepts are presented in supplementary,
sec. F,I, . We also present results on the identity removal
task in sec. I.

4.2.4. Results: Concept interpolation
In this section, we provide qualitative results on interpola-
tion between two concrete concepts. We calculate steering
vectors for switching concepts X → Y and then add this
steering vector with varying intensity to the prompt con-
taining X as described in Eq. 4. This results in a transition
between the image depicting X to the image depicting Y .
In Fig. 6 we see that CASteer enables transition even be-
tween concepts of different shapes, e.g., “caterpillar” →
“butterfly” or “cat” to “giraffe”. More results on concepts
interpolation can be found in supplementary sec. G.

4.2.5. Results: Style Transfer
In Fig. 7, we show the results of our method performing
style transfer on the real images, transferring their style to
anime, origami, gothic and retro styles. We show that our
method is able to generate high-quality images while alter-
ing the style to the desired one. We give more details and
results in style transfer in supplementary sec. K.

4.3. Ablation Study
Steering only a fraction of layers. In our experiments with
SD-1.4 we applied steering to all the cross-attention layers

Figure 7. Results of style transfer. From top to bottom: original,
anime, origami and gothic artistic styles.

of the model. For more powerful models such as SDXL, we
find that it is sufficient for many tasks to apply steering only
to the last k ⩽ n cross-attention layers, where n is the total
number of cross-attention layers in the model. We ablate
three ways of choosing the subset of cross-attention layers
for steering: Steering only the first or only the last k cross-
attention layers, or steering only the kth layer, 0 ⩽ k ⩽ n.
Our empirical findings suggest the following: 1) It is not
sufficient to steer only one layer; 2) There is a trade-off be-
tween the level of expression of the desired concept in a
resulting image and alteration of general image layout. If
we steer all of the layers, the overall layout may change
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drastically. Note that layers of modern diffusion models are
usually divided into encoder and decoder parts of the U-Net
model, which is used as a backbone in most of the diffu-
sion models. We find that steering CA layers only in the
decoder part of the U-Net provides a good balance between
target concept manipulation and preservation of other fea-
tures. More details on this are in supplementary sec. E.
Steering MLPs. We experimented with steering MLP lay-
ers instead of cross-attention ones. However, the generated
images did not have semantic meaning and were visually
unaesthetic.

5. Conclusion
We presented CASteer, a novel training-free method for
controllable image generation, able to erase, add and
switch concepts, in addition to being able to perform
style transfer. Our method works by using steering
vectors in the cross-attention layers of diffusion mod-
els. We show that our method is general and versatile
to work with different versions of diffusion, including
distilled models. Our method reaches state-of-the-art
results in several problems and different evaluation
benchmarks while producing visually pleasing images.
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A. Algorithms
We give the algorithms of our model. In Algorithm 1, we
describe how we compute the steering vectors, while in Al-
gorithm 2, we describe how we use them to perform concept
erasure and concept addition. The algorithms closely follow
the descriptions in Sec. 3.2 and Sec 3.3.

B. Prompts for generating steering vectors
In this section, we describe the construction of prompt pairs
that we use to compute steering vectors for our experiments.

B.1. Prompts for human-related concepts
For manipulating abstract human-related concepts, we use
prompt pairs of the form:

(“b c, e”, “b c”)

Here b ∈ B and c ∈ C where
B = {“a girl”, “two men”, “a man”, “a woman”, “an old
man”, “a boy”, “boys”, “group of people”}
C = {“on a beach”, “zoomed in”, “talking”, “dancing on
the street”, “playing guitar”, “enjoying nature”, “smiling”,
“in futuristic spaceship”, “with kittens”, “in a strange

Algorithm 1 Computing steering vectors

Require: Diffusion model DM with n CA layers, num-
ber of denoising steps T , concepts X,Y , P prompt pairs
(PX

p ,PY
p ), 1 ⩽ p ⩽ P , pXj containing X and pYj con-

taining Y , number of image patches on layers{mi}ni=1

Get zT ∼ N(0, I) a unit Gaussian random variable;
zXT ← zT
zYT ← zT
for p = 1 . . . , P do

for t = T, T − 1, . . . , 1 do
zYt−1, {caYitp} ← DM(zYt ,PY

p , t), 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n

zXt−1, {caXitp} ← DM(zXt ,PX
p , t), 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n

end for
end for
caX avg

it =
∑mi

k=1

∑P
p=1 caX

itpk

Pmi

caY avg
it =

∑mi
k=1

∑P
p=1 caY

itpk

Pmi

caXit = caX avg
it − caY avg

it

caXit =
caX

it

||caX
it ||22

▷ Normalize

Algorithm 2 Using steering vectors

Require: Diffusion model DM with n CA layers, number
of denoising steps T , concepts X,Y , input prompt P ,
number of image patches on layers{mi}ni=1, mode (‘add’
or ‘remove’), steering intensity (α if mode=‘add’ or β if
mode=‘remove’)
Get zT ∼ N(0, I) a unit Gaussian random variable;
for t = T, T − 1, . . . , 1 do

for i = 1, . . . , n do
ztmp, ca

out
itk ← DM(zYt ,P, t)

normitk = ||caoutitk ||22
if mode == ‘add’ then

caout new
itk ← caoutitk + αcaXit

else if mode == ’remove’ then
caout new

itk ← caoutitk − β(caXit · caoutitk )ca
X
it

end if
normnew

itk = ||caout new
itk ||22

caout new
itk ← normitk

caout new
itk

normnew
itk

▷ Renormalize

zYt−1 ← DM(ztmp, ca
out
itk ) ▷ Continue inference

end for
end for

pose”, “realism, colorful background”, “”},

and e describes the concept we want to manipulate. We use
e =“nudity” for nudity erasure, e =“angry” for angriness
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interpolation, “happy” for happiness interpolation.
|b| = 8, |C| = 12, which results in a total of 216 prompt
pairs for each concept e.

Examples of prompts for nudity erasure:
(“a girl on a beach, nudity”, “a girl on a beach”)
(“boys in futuristic spaceship, nudity”,
“boys in futuristic spaceship”)

Inside each prompt pair, the same generation seed is used.

B.2. Prompts for erasing concrete concepts
For erasing concrete concepts, we use prompt pairs of the
form:

(vp, with e”, “p”)

Here p ∈ P, where P is a set of 50 ImageNet classes,
namely:
P = {“tench”, “goldfish”, “great white shark”, “tiger
shark”, “hammerhead”, “electric ray”, “stingray”, “cock”,
“hen”, “ostrich”, “brambling”, “goldfinch”, “house finch”,
“junco”, “indigo bunting”, “robin”, “bulbul”, “jay”,
“magpie”, “chickadee”, “water ouzel”, “kite”, “bald
eagle”, “vulture”, “great grey owl”, “European fire sala-
mander”, “common newt”, “eft”, “spotted salamander”,
“axolotl”, “bullfrog”, “tree frog”, “tailed frog”, “logger-
head”, “leatherback turtle”, “mud turtle”, “terrapin”, “box
turtle”, “banded gecko”, “common iguana”, “American
chameleon”, “whiptail”, “agama”, “frilled lizard”, “al-
ligator lizard”, “Gila monster”, “green lizard”, “African
chameleon”, “Komodo dragon”, “African crocodile”,
“American alligator”},

and e describes the concept we want to manipulate, e.g. we
use e =“Snoopy” for Snoopy erasure, e =“Mickey” for
Mickey erasure.
|P| = 50, which results in a total of 50 prompt pairs for
each concept e.

Examples of prompts:
(“junco, with Snoopy”, “junco”)
(“mud turtle, with Mickey”, “mud turtle”)

Inside each prompt pair, the same generation seed is used.

B.3. Prompts for style manipulation
For erasing or adding style, we use prompt pairs of the form:

(“p, e style”, “p”)

Here p ∈ P, where P is a set of 50 ImageNet classes as
used for concrete concept erasure, and e describes the style
we want to manipulate, e.g. “baroque or “Van Gogh”.

|P| = 50, which results in a total of 50 prompt pairs for
each style e.

Examples of prompts:
(“junco, baroque style”, “junco”)
(“mud turtle, V an Gogh style”, “mud turtle”)

Inside each prompt pair, the same generation seed is used.

B.4. Prompts for concept switch and interpolation
For interpolating concrete concepts, we use prompt pairs of
the form:

(“e1”, “e2”)

Here e1 and e2 describe concepts we want to switch
or interpolate, e.g. (e1 =“cat”, e2 =“giraffe”) or
(e1 =“Leonardo DiCaprio”, e2 =“Keanu Reeves”)

For each prompt pair, we generate 50 pairs of images with
different seeds, resulting in a total of 50 CA output vector
pairs for each pair of concepts.

C. Details on style removal
The task focuses on the styles of five famous artists (Van
Gogh, Picasso, Rem784 brandt, Warhol, Caravaggio) and
the other uses five modern artists (McKernan, Kinkade,
Edlin, Eng, Ajin: Demi Human). Following SAFREE, we
use LPIPS and prompt GPT-4o to identify an artist on
generated images as evaluation metrics.

Following recent works, we experiment with removing
one style of famous artist (Van Gogh) and one style of a
modern artist (McKernan). We assess both how well our
methods remove the desired style (e.g., Van Gogh) and pre-
serve other styles in the same batch (e.g. Picasso, Rem-
brandt, Warhol and Caravaggio, if we remove Van Gogh).
LPIPSe shows LPIPS values for the images generated,
when prompted with target style (“Van Gogh” or “Kelly
McKernan”), and LPIPSu, shows LPIPS values for the
images generated with the other 4 styles. Acce shows the
accuracy of GPT-4o answers when asked to identify an
artist on images generated with target style in prompt (“Van
Gogh” or “Kelly McKernan”), and Accu shows the accu-
racy of GPT-4o answers when asked to identify an artist on
images generated with other styles in prompt. The goal of
any style removal method is to lower LPIPSe and Acce
(i.e., successfully remove target style) while maintaining
LPIPSu and Accu high (i.e., not affecting the generation
of other styles).

Questions to GPT-4o are formulated as “Is this picture in
s style? Just tell me Yes or No.”, where s represents style,
e.g., s =“Andy Warhol” or s =“Van Gogh”. The number of
“Yes” answers divided by the number of total answers is
considered as Acc metric. We report results averaged over
3 runs for this metric.

2



D. Qualitative results on removing Snoopy
Here we provide qualitative results on removing the Snoopy
concept using CASteer with the SDXL model. We show
results on generating images with two prompt templates:
“A photo of a cool X” and “A cartoon X”, where X ∈
[“Snoopy”, “Mickey”, “Spongebob”, “Pikachu”, “dog”,
“legislator”]. CASteer is applied with removal strength
β = 2

We see that our method removes Snoopy well (see fig. 8
and 9) while preserving other concepts well (see fig. 10, 11,
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19). In fact, most of the images
of non-related concepts generated with CASteer applied are
almost identical to those generated by vanilla SDXL. Note
that in the case of prompt being “A cartoon dog”, many im-
ages of dogs generated by vanilla SDXL exhibit some sim-
ilarity to “Snoopy”, and CASteer changes these images to
steer them back from being visually close to “Snoopy”(see
fig. 16). In the case when dogs are not visually similar to
“Snoopy”, no changes occur (see fig. 17).
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Figure 8. Images generated with the prompt “A cartoon Snoopy” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer applied for
removing the concept of “Snoopy”.

Figure 9. Images generated with the prompt “A photo of a cool Snoopy” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer
applied for removing the concept of “Snoopy”.

Figure 10. Images generated with the prompt “A cartoon Mickey” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer applied for
removing the concept of “Snoopy”.
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Figure 11. Images generated with the prompt “A photo of a cool Mickey” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer
applied for removing the concept of “Snoopy”.

Figure 12. Images generated with the prompt “A cartoon Spongebob” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer applied
for removing the concept of “Snoopy”.

Figure 13. Images generated with the prompt “A photo of a cool Spongebob” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer
applied for removing the concept of “Snoopy”.
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Figure 14. Images generated with the prompt “A cartoon Pikachu” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer applied for
removing the concept of “Snoopy”.

Figure 15. Images generated with the prompt “A photo of a cool Pikachu” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer
applied for removing the concept of “Snoopy”.

Figure 16. Images generated with the prompt “A cartoon dog” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer applied for
removing the concept of “Snoopy”.
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Figure 17. Images generated with the prompt “A photo of a cool dog” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer applied
for removing the concept of “Snoopy”.

Figure 18. Images generated with the prompt “A cartoon dog” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer applied for
removing the concept of “Snoopy”.

Figure 19. Images generated with the prompt “A photo of a cool dog” with different seeds. Top: original SDXL, bottom: CASteer applied
for removing the concept of “Snoopy”.
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E. Steering a fraction of CA layers
In this section, we provide qualitative experiments on steer-
ing only a fraction of CA layers.

We ablate on three ways of choosing a subset of CA lay-
ers for steering:
• Steering only k first CA layers, 0 ⩽ k ⩽ n;
• Steering only k last layers, 0 ⩽ k ⩽ n;
• Steering only kth CA layer, 0 ⩽ k ⩽ n.

We evaluate CASteer under these settings for four kinds
of tasks discussed in this paper: concept addition 4, concept
removal 6, concept switch 7 and concept interpolation. In
a task of concept addition, we add a concept of happiness
(fig. 20, 21, 22), in a task of concept removal, we remove
angriness(fig. 23, 24, 25), in the task of concept switch, we
switch Leonardo DiCaprio to Keanu Reeves (fig. 29, 30,
31) and in the task of concept interpolation, we interpolate
between caterpillar and butterfly (fig. 26, 27, 28). In all
the figures we illustrate results on these tasks for values of
k between 0 and 60 with a step of 3 for compactness. For
the task of concept addition, we use α = 50 (see 4), for the
tasks of concept removal and concept switch we use β =
2 (see 6 and 7), and for the task of interpolation we add
a steering vector for concepts (“caterpillar”, “butterfly”) to
the prompt “a caterpillar” with the intensity of α = 20 (see
4).

Our empirical findings suggest the following: 1) It is not
sufficient to steer only one layer (see fig. 22, 25, 31, 28).
In all of the 4 tasks the effect of steering any single layer is
negligible, not causing the desired effect. In the case of con-
cept addition 20 we use high steering strength α = 50, and
it still does not produce the desired outcome. We hypoth-
esise that this is caused by that all of the CA layers except
k are non-steered and carry information from the original
prompt, so steering only one layer cannot override this in-
formation. 2) There is a trade-off between the level of ex-
pression of the desired concept in a resulting image and the
alteration of general image layout and features. If we steer
most of the layers, the overall layout may change drasti-
cally from that of the original image (see fig. 29, 30, 26,
27), and it may cause in the change of identity or other fea-
tures in the steered image compared to the original one (see
fig. 20, 21, 23, 24, where identity of the person changes if
we steer many layers). Layers of modern diffusion models
are usually divided into “up” and “down” parts, referring to
compression and decompression parts of the U-Net model,
which is used as a backbone in most diffusion models. We
find that steering CA layers only in “up” part of the U-Net
(i.e. last 36 layers of the model) provides a good balance
between target concept manipulation and preservation of
other features, such as general layout or identity. On fig. 29
and 26 we see that when steering only “up” layers (k=24)
the general layout and features of the image correspond to
that of the original image, and only identity or target object

shape is affected.
Based on this finding, in all our experiments on concepts

switch and interpolation, we use CASteer in a setting of
steering only all the “up” layers.
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Figure 20. Results on adding the concept of “happy” using CASteer on the prompt “a realistic colorful portrait of a man” with steering
only k last CA layers, 60 ⩾ k ⩾ 1. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right: images
generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 21. Results on adding the concept of “happy” using CASteer on the prompt “a realistic colorful portrait of a man” with steering
only k first CA layers, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right: images
generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 22. Results on adding the concept of “happy” using CASteer on the prompt “a realistic colorful portrait of a man” with steering
only CA layer number k, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right: images
generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 23. Results on removing the concept of “angry” using CASteer on the prompt “a realistic colorful portrait of an angry man” with
steering only k last CA layers, 60 ⩾ k ⩾ 1. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right:
images generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 24. Results on removing the concept of “angry” using CASteer on the prompt “a realistic colorful portrait of an angry man” with
steering only k first CA layers, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right:
images generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 25. Results on removing the concept of “angry” using CASteer on the prompt “a realistic colorful portrait of an angry man” with
steering only CA layer number k, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right:
images generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 26. Results on interpolating the concepts of “caterpillar” and “butterfly” using CASteer on the prompt “a caterpillar” with steering
only CA layer number k, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right: images
generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 27. Results on interpolating the concepts of “caterpillar” and “butterfly” using CASteer on the prompt “a caterpillar” with steering
only k first CA layers, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right: images
generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 28. Results on interpolating the concepts of “caterpillar” and “butterfly” using CASteer on the prompt “a caterpillar” with steering
only CA layer number k, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from top to bottom, left to right: images
generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 29. Results on switching the concepts of “Leonardo DiCaprio” and “Keanu Reeves” using CASteer on the prompt “Leonardo
DiCaprio on a bicycle” with steering only CA layer number k, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images
from top to bottom, left to right: images generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 30. Results on switching the concepts of “Leonardo DiCaprio” and “Keanu Reeves” using CASteer on the prompt “Leonardo
DiCaprio on a bicycle” with steering only k first CA layers, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images from
top to bottom, left to right: images generated using CASteer with varying k
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Figure 31. Results on switching the concepts of “Leonardo DiCaprio” and “Keanu Reeves” using CASteer on the prompt “Leonardo
DiCaprio on a bicycle” with steering only CA layer number k, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 60. Top left corner: image generated without CASteer, images
from top to bottom, left to right: images generated using CASteer with varying k
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F. More results on concept switch
In this section, we provide more qualitative results on
switching between concrete concepts. Note that more re-
sults on identity switch are provided in the following sec. I
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Figure 32. Switching between concepts of “cat” and “giraffe” using CASteer. Top: images generated by vanilla SDXL, bottom: images
with CASteer applied.

Figure 33. Switching between concepts of “caterpillar” and “butterfly” using CASteer. Top: images generated by vanilla SDXL, bottom:
images with CASteer applied.
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Figure 34. Switching between concepts of “Snoopy” and “Winnie-the-Pooh” using CASteer. Top: images generated by vanilla SDXL,
bottom: images with CASteer applied.
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G. More results on interpolating
In this section, we present more results on object interpola-
tion using SDXL [3] model.

For concrete concept interpolation, e.g. between “cat”
and “giraffe”, we compute steering vectors for pairs of con-
cepts to interpolate as described in sec. B.4. Then, having
steering vectors for a pair of concepts (X , Y ), we add this
steering vector multiplied with different intensity α as de-
scribed in eq.4 to CA outputs of diffusion model prompted
with prompt containing X .

Figures 35, 37, 39, 41 illustrate examples of concept
interpolation using steering vectors computed from full
SDXL model, and figures 36, 38, 40, 42 illustrate exam-
ples of concept interpolation using steering vectors com-
puted from SDXL-Turbo model. These examples show that
steering vectors from both full SDXL and SDXL-Turbo are
expressive enough to enable good-quality interpolation.

For abstract concept interpolation, e.g. reducing or in-
creasing happiness or angriness, we compute steering vec-
tors for the desired concept (e.g. “happy” or “angry”) as de-
scribed in sec. B.1. Then, having steering vectors for the de-
sired concept X , we add it with varying intensity to the CA
outputs of the diffusion model. The addition is performed
as described in Algorithm 2. Note that in this case intensity
might be negative, resulting in suppressing the appearance
of the target concept in a generated image; or it can be posi-
tive, provoking the appearance of the desired concept on the
generated image.
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Figure 35. Interpolating between cat and giraffe using steering vectors for pair of concepts (“cat”, “giraffe”) and adding it with varying
intensity (α) to the prompt “a cat sitting on a table”. In this example, steering vectors are computer from full SDXL model.
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Figure 36. Interpolating between cat and giraffe using steering vectors for pair of concepts (“cat”, “giraffe”) and adding it with varying
intensity (α) to the prompt “a cat sitting on a table”. In this example, steering vectors are computer from SDXL-Turbo model.
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Figure 37. Interpolating between cat and giraffe using steering vectors for pair of concepts (“cat”, “giraffe”) and adding it with varying
intensity (α) to the prompt “a cat”. In this example, steering vectors are computer from full SDXL model.
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Figure 38. Interpolating between cat and giraffe using steering vectors for pair of concepts (“cat”, “giraffe”) and adding it with varying
intensity (α) to the prompt “a cat”. In this example, steering vectors are computer from SDXL-Turbo model.
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Figure 39. Interpolating between caterpillar and butterfly using steering vectors for pair of concepts (“caterpillar”, “butterfly”) and adding
it with varying intensity (α) to the prompt “a caterpillar”. In this example, steering vectors are computer from full SDXL model.
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Figure 40. Interpolating between caterpillar and butterfly using steering vectors for pair of concepts (“caterpillar”, “butterfly”) and adding
it with varying intensity (α) to the prompt “a caterpillar”. In this example, steering vectors are computer from SDXL-Turbo model.
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Figure 41. Interpolating between caterpillar and butterfly using steering vectors for pair of concepts (“caterpillar”, “butterfly”) and adding
it with varying intensity (α) to the prompt “a caterpillar”. In this example, steering vectors are computer from full SDXL model.
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Figure 42. Interpolating between caterpillar and butterfly using steering vectors for pair of concepts (“caterpillar”, “butterfly”) and adding
it with varying intensity (α) to the prompt “a caterpillar”. In this example, steering vectors are computer from SDXL-Turbo model.
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H. SPM vs CASteer on adversarial prompts
In this section, we present more qualitative examples of
CASteer outperforming SPM [7] on adversarial prompts,
i.e. prompts containing implicitly defined concepts. SD-1.4
is used as a backbone for both methods. We use prompts “A
mouse from Disneyland” and “A girl with a mouse from Dis-
neyland” to test erasing of concept of “Mickey” and prompts
“A yellow Pokemon” and “A girl with a yellow Pokemon” to
test erasing of concept of “Pikachu”.
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Figure 43. Examples of 8 generated images from CASteer and SPM when prompted “A mouse from Disneyland”. Top: generation of
CASteer, Bottom: generations of SPM. We use the same diffusion hyperparameters and seeds when generating corresponding images
from CASteer and SPM

Figure 44. Examples of 8 generated images from CASteer and SPM when prompted “A girl with a mouse from Disneyland”. Top:
generation of CASteer, Bottom: generations of SPM. We use the same diffusion hyperparameters and seeds when generating corresponding
images from CASteer and SPM

Figure 45. Examples of 8 generated images from CASteer and SPM when prompted “A yellow Pokemon”. Top: generation of CASteer,
Bottom: generations of SPM. We use the same diffusion hyperparameters and seeds when generating corresponding images from CASteer
and SPM
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Figure 46. Examples of 8 generated images from CASteer and SPM when prompted “A girl with a yellow Pokemon”. Top: generation
of CASteer, Bottom: generations of SPM. We use the same diffusion hyperparameters and seeds when generating corresponding images
from CASteer and SPM.
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I. Changing and removing identity.
In this section, we provide more qualitative examples
of changing a person’s identity using “Concept Switch”
method (see sec.?? in the main paper). We switch from
“Leonardo DiCaprio” to “Keanu Reeves” (Fig.47a, 49a,
48a) and from “Taylor Swift” to “Angelina Jolie” (Fig.50a,
51a, 52a). In these experiments, we apply CASteer only to
the last 36 layers of the model (see sec.E). The left column
of the figures corresponds to the original generated images
without CASteer applied, the middle column show CAS-
teer applied for switching concepts with intensity β = 1 ,
and the right column shows CASteer applied for switch-
ing concepts with intensity β = 2. Figures show that
with β = 2 identity of “Leonardo DiCaprio” and “Tay-
lor Swift” are successfully changed to “Keanu Reeves” and
“Angelina Jolie”, respectively, while not affecting other fea-
tures of the image and almost not changing the overall lay-
out. At the same time, other identities are not affected. With
β = 1, we get images expressing parts of both identities,
i.e. “Leonardo DiCaprio” and “Keanu Reeves”, or “Taylor
Swift” and “Angelina Jolie”.
Identity removal We formulate the task of identity re-
moval as switching from the identity concept to the neu-
tral one. For example, switching “Leonardo DiCaprio” to
“a man” and from “Taylor Swift” to “a woman”. Fig.47b,
49b, 48b show results for using CASteer for switching from
“Leonardo DiCaprio” to “a man”, and Fig.50b, 51a, 52a
show results for using CASteer for switching from “Tay-
lor Swift” to “a woman”. The left column of the figures
corresponds to the original generated images without CAS-
teer applied, the middle column show CASteer applied for
switching concepts with intensity β = 1 , and the right col-
umn shows CASteer applied for switching concepts with
intensity β = 2. Figures show that CASteer can success-
fully remove the target identity without affecting other iden-
tities and maintaining consistency with text prompts. Note
that in the case of switching for “a man” or “a woman”,
low-level details of images are affected more than when
switching from one particular identity to another (as “Taylor
Swift”→ “Angelina Jolie”). For example, the hair of Brad
Pitt changes a little when the steering vector for changing
“Leonardo DiCaprio” to “Keanu Reeves” is applied. How-
ever, the identity is still fully preserved.
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(a) Switching “Leonardo DiCaprio” to “Keanu Reeves” (b) Switching “Leonardo DiCaprio” to “a man

Figure 47. CASteer applied for switching identity of “Leonardo DiCaprio” to (a) “Keanu Reeves” and (b) “a man” to images of Leonardo
DiCaprio (top), Brad Pitt (middle) and Barack Obama (bottom). On each figure, the left column: images generated without CASteer
applied, the middle column: switching with strength β = 1 , right column: switching with strength β = 2. Prompt of the form “X drinking
coffee” with the same seed is used for all the generations, where X is one of “Leonardo DiCaprio”, “Brad Pitt”, “Barack Obama”

(a) Switching “Leonardo DiCaprio” to “Keanu Reeves” (b) Switching “Leonardo DiCaprio” to “a man

Figure 48. CASteer applied for switching identity of “Leonardo DiCaprio” to “Keanu Reeves”(a) and “a man”(b) to images of Leonardo
DiCaprio (top), Brad Pitt (middle) and Barack Obama (bottom). On each figure, the left column: images generated without CASteer
applied, the middle column: switching with strength β = 1 , right column: switching with strength β = 2. Prompt of the form “X in a
party dress with a cake in his hands” with the same seed is used for all the generations, where X is one of “Leonardo DiCaprio”, “Brad
Pitt”, “Barack Obama”
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(a) Switching “Leonardo DiCaprio” to “Keanu Reeves” (b) Switching “Leonardo DiCaprio” to “a man

Figure 49. CASteer applied for switching identity of ”Leonardo DiCaprio” to “Keanu Reeves”(a) and ”a man”(b) to images of Leonardo
DiCaprio (top), Brad Pitt (middle) and Barack Obama (bottom). On each figure, the left column: images generated without CASteer
applied, the middle column: switching with strength β = 1 , right column: switching with strength β = 2. Prompt of the form “X on a
bicycle” with the same seed is used for all the generations, where X is one of “Leonardo DiCaprio”, “Brad Pitt”, “Barack Obama”

(a) Switching “Taylor Swift” to “Angelina Jolie” (b) Switching “Taylor Swift” to “a woman

Figure 50. CASteer applied for switching identity of “Taylor Swift” to “Angelina Jolie”(a) and “a woman”(b) to images of Taylor Swift
(top), Marilyn Monroe (middle) and Beyonce (bottom). On each figure, the left column: images generated without CASteer applied, the
middle column: switching with strength β = 1 , and the right column: switching with strength β = 2. Prompt of the form “X playing
chess” with the same seed is used for all the generations, where X is one of “Taylor Swift”, “Marilyn Monroe”, “Beyonce”
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(a) Switching “Taylor Swift” to “Angelina Jolie” (b) Switching “Taylor Swift” to “a woman

Figure 51. CASteer applied for switching identity of “Taylor Swift” to “Angelina Jolie”(a) and “a woman”(b) to images of Taylor Swift
(top), Marilyn Monroe (middle) and Beyonce (bottom). On each figure, the left column: images generated without CASteer applied,
middle column: switching with strength β = 1 , right column: switching with strength β = 2. Prompt of the form ”X with red hair eating
an ice cream” with the same seed is used for all the generations, where X is one of “Taylor Swift”, “Marilyn Monroe”, “Beyonce”

(a) Switching “Taylor Swift” to “Angelina Jolie” (b) Switching “Taylor Swift” to “a woman

Figure 52. CASteer applied for switching identity of “Taylor Swift” to “Angelina Jolie”(a) and “a woman”(b) to images of Taylor Swift
(top), Marilyn Monroe (middle) and Beyonce (bottom). On each figure, the left column: images generated without CASteer applied, the
middle column: switching with strength β = 1 , right column: switching with strength β = 2. Prompt of the form “X with a teddy bear”
with the same seed is used for all the generations, where X is one of “Taylor Swift”, “Marilyn Monroe”, “Beyonce”
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J. Interpreting steering vectors
In this section, we propose a way to interpret the meaning
of steering vectors generated by CASteer. Suppose we have
steering vectors generated for a concept X {caXit}, 1 ⩽ i ⩽
n, 1 ⩽ t ⩽ T , where n is the number of model layers and
T is a number of denoising steps performed for generat-
ing steering vectors. To interpret these vectors, we prompt
the diffusion model with a placeholder prompt “X” and at
each denoising step, we substitute outputs of the model’s
CA layers with corresponding steering vectors. This makes
the diffusion model be only conditioned on the information
from the steering vectors, completely suppressing other in-
formation from the text prompt.

Fig. 53 shows interpretations for the steering vectors
of concepts “hat”, “polka dot dress”, “Snoopy”, “angry”,
“happy”, from top to bottom. Note that vectors for concepts
“hat”, “polka dot dress” and “Snoopy” were generated us-
ing prompt pair templates for concept deletion, i.e. pairs of
the form (“fish with Snoopy”, “fish”), (“a girl with a hat”,
“a girl”) (see sec. B.2), and this is reflected in generated
images, as thay show these concepts not alone, but in a form
of a girl in a hat, a girl in a polka dot dress or a boy with
a Snoopy. As for the last two concepts (“angry”, “happy”),
their steering vectors were generated using prompt pair tem-
plates for human-related concepts (see sec. B.1), and they
illustrate these concepts as is.

We note that images of each concept exhibit common
features, e.g. all the images of hats and polka dots feature
only female persons, and images corresponding to “angry”
and “happy” concepts have certain styles. We believe this
reflects how diffusion models perceive different concepts,
and that this interpretation technique can be used for unveil-
ing the hidden representations of concepts inside the diffu-
sion model, but we leave it to future work.
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Figure 53. Visualization of generations of the model conditioned only on steering vectors. Images in rows from top to down were generated
using steering vectors for the concepts “hat”, “polka dot dress”, “Snoopy”, “angry”, “happy”
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K. More results on Style Transfer
In this section, we present more results on Style Transfer on
real images using CASTeer.

CASteer performs Style Transfer on real images as fol-
lows: we apply the reverse diffusion process following
DDIM [47] for t number of steps, where 1 ⩽ t ⩽ T . Then
we denoise image back using CASteer (addition algorithm,
see eq.4). t controls the trade-off between loss of image de-
tails and intensity of style applied. On fig. 54, 55, 56, 57 we
show results on style transfer to four different styles with
varying t. Intensity= 0.3 here means that t = 0.3T . With
such a process, we often get satisfying results with no major
loss of details. However, when t is high, the loss of image
content occurs (see bottom lines of figures). This is due to
the fact that the inversion is not sufficiently accurate.
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Figure 54. Examples of Style Transfer of real images into “anime” style. From top to bottom: original image, style transfer applied with
intensities from 0.1 to 0.7 with a step of 0.1
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Figure 55. Examples of Style Transfer of real images into “origami” style. From top to bottom: original image, style transfer applied with
intensities from 0.1 to 0.7 with a step of 0.1
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Figure 56. Examples of Style Transfer of real images into “Gothic Art” style. From top to bottom: original image, style transfer applied
with intensities from 0.1 to 0.7 with a step of 0.1
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Figure 57. Examples of Style Transfer of real images into “Retro Art” style. From top to bottom: original image, style transfer applied
with intensities from 0.1 to 0.7 with a step of 0.1
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