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Abstract

Machine unlearning (MU) aims to erase data from a
model as if it never saw them during training. To this extent,
existing MU approaches assume complete or partial access
to the training data, which can be limited over time due
to privacy regulations. However, no setting or benchmark
exists to probe the effectiveness of MU methods in such sce-
narios, i.e. when training data is missing. To fill this gap, we
propose a novel task we call One-Shot Unlearning of Per-
sonal Identities (O-UPI) that evaluates unlearning models
when the training data is not accessible. Specifically, we
focus on the identity unlearning case, which is relevant due
to current regulations requiring data deletion after train-
ing. To cope with data absence, we expect users to provide
a portraiting picture to perform unlearning. To evaluate
methods in O-UPI, we benchmark the forgetting on CelebA
and CelebA-HQ datasets with different unlearning set sizes.
We test applicable methods on this challenging benchmark,
proposing also an effective method that meta-learns to for-
get identities from a single image. Our findings indicate
that existing approaches struggle when data availability is
limited, with greater difficulty when there is dissimilarity
between provided samples and data used at training time.
We will release the code and benchmark upon acceptance.

1. Introduction
In the sci-fi movie franchise Men in Black, the secret

service agents possess a Neuralyzer, a brainwashing de-
vice that, with a bright flash, selectively wipes out anyone’s
memory of alien encounters. Not being limited to fiction, a
“Neuralyzer”-like tool is also practical for machine learning
practitioners in order to erase information from trained neu-
ral networks. Such a requirement can inevitably arise when
data owners exercise their “right to be forgotten” [29, 38].
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Figure 1. Standard unlearning vs. One-Shot Unlearning of
Personal Identities (O-UPI). Standard machine unlearning ap-
proaches leverage the entire forget set to forget an identity. In
O-UPI, the user provides a picture of themselves as only input to
the unlearning algorithm for forgetting their identity. O-UPI en-
ables unlearning when the entire training dataset is not accessible.

Given the practical implications, Machine Unlearning (MU)
aims to forget the influence of targeted information from a
trained model, as if they were not part of the training set.

MU methods can be broadly categorized under two cat-
egories: exact unlearning and approximate unlearning. By
retraining the model without the sensitive information, ex-
act unlearning methods [1, 5, 39] are more effective as they
guarantee that the target knowledge is completely forgotten.
Despite their effectiveness, retraining large models for ev-
ery unlearning request can be prohibitive. As an alternative,
approximate unlearning approximates the model parame-
ters after exact unlearning without needing to retrain from
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scratch, focusing more on efficiency while relaxing the re-
moval guarantees. Most of these methods achieve unlearn-
ing by computing gradient updates using carefully designed
loss functions [10, 24, 37] or by identifying important pa-
rameters for the sensitive information [12, 15].

Despite promising results, all existing approximate un-
learning methods and benchmarks assume full or partial ac-
cess to the original training dataset (see Fig. 1). We argue
that this assumption can limit the applicability of MU in
realistic scenarios, as original training data may be deleted
over time due to privacy regulations [29,38]. Moreover, the
absence of suitable evaluation schemes conceals the extent
of the data accessibility issue. To address the previously de-
scribed problem, we propose a novel task called One-Shot
Unlearning of Personal Identities (O-UPI), which aims to
evaluate unlearning methods when training data is unavail-
able. We focus on identity unlearning as it makes it a
realistic scenario due to privacy concerns relative to per-
sonal data. In particular, we target machine learning mod-
els trained for an arbitrary downstream task (e.g. face at-
tribute recognition, age regression), performing unlearning
at the identity level. To circumvent the lack of training data,
we propose that users, who exercise the “right to be forgot-
ten”, provide to the unlearning algorithm a Support Sample
portraying their identity. Since in identity unlearning each
request involves one or more images, methods must gener-
alize to all forget set images without accessing them.

As unlearning entire identities using a single image
is hardly non-trivial, we propose a novel approach we
call METAUNLEARN that learns to unlearn IDs using a
single shot. To unlearn a single support sample, we
adopt the learning-to-learn framework, where we learn a
meta-loss function that approximates an unlearning loss
without needing the full training data. During training
METAUNLEARN exploits the available training data (be-
fore their removal) to simulate unlearning requests, by sam-
pling random identities and their respective Support Sets,
This allows us to compute error estimates and optimize
METAUNLEARN parameters. Although O-UPI is challeng-
ing, METAUNLEARN achieves more consistent forgetting
results than existing approaches across different datasets
and unlearning set sizes.

In summary, our contributions are the following: (i) We
propose O-UPI a novel benchmark to evaluate machine un-
learning methods in the realistic scenario of where training
data is unavailable; (ii) We evaluated existing MU methods
on O-UPI, revealing that they are inadequate to tackle ma-
chine unlearning when training data is unavailable; (iii) We
propose METAUNLEARN the first meta-learning approach
for machine unlearning, showing its effectiveness in O-
UPI.

2. Related Work

Machine Unlearning. The goal of MU is to remove the
influence of sensitive data from an already trained model.
Preliminary approaches [1,5,39] focused on exact unlearn-
ing, where the model, or part of it, is retrained to guaran-
tee forgetting. Despite their effectiveness, exact unlearning
methods are prohibitively expensive [10, 15, 17], especially
in the era of large foundation models [27, 31, 32, 36].

To improve unlearning efficiency, approximate unlearn-
ing methods [8–10, 12, 14, 15, 37] seek to forget sensitive
data by computing just a few model updates, improving ef-
ficiency. For isntance, Bad Teacher [10] proposes a teacher-
student architecture where the student preserves original
performance by distilling from a competent teacher while
forgetting sensitive knowledge by distilling from an incom-
petent one. Similarly, SCRUB [24] unlearns by maximizing
the divergence with the teacher model on unlearning data.

Although these methods perform better, they assume
complete access to the training data. This can be limited in
practice, e.g. due to privacy regulations [29]. Thus, meth-
ods explored strategies to limit training set requirements,
using only forget data. Examples are SSD [15], using the
forget set to dampen weights according to the approximate
fisher information matrix [23], PGU [19] computing gradi-
ent ascent updates and enforcing orthogonality to important
directions for the training data, and JiT [14] reduces model
confidence by forcing Lipschitz continuity on forget data.

Compared to these methods, O-UPI does not assume ac-
cess to either retain or forget set. For this reason, the only
way for methods to unlearn identities is through samples
provided by users. Thus, the proposed task becomes far
less trivial as methods must generalize the unlearning to the
entire identity by looking just at a single image.

Meta-Learning. Contrary to standard machine learning,
meta-learning distills knowledge from multiple learning
episodes for improved learning performance, a paradigm
also known as learning to learn [20]. Preliminary meta-
learning approaches [2, 13, 30] focused on learning the
model initialization to facilitate few-shot learning, via e.g.
first [30] or second-order [13], or specific training recipes
[2]. Beyond few-shot learning, meta-learning has been ap-
plied to other tasks, such as domain generalization [26],
continual learning [21], and fast model adaptation [3].

Following the same principles, our proposed approach
METAUNLEARN approximates an unlearning loss function
by simulating multiple unlearning requests. At the end of
the training, METAUNLEARN can generalize unlearning by
accessing only a single sample per identity.
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3. Problem Formulation
In Sec. 3.1, we provide a general overview of the ma-

chine unlearning problem, focusing on identity unlearning.
In Sec. 3.2, we introduce a novel task, One-Shot Unlearning
of Personal Identities, and we decribe its relevance in real-
istic scenarios. Finally, in Sec. 3.3 we provide a schematic
overview of how we construct the benchmark dataset.

3.1. Machine Unlearning

Let fθ : X → Y be a model parameterized by θ that
maps inputs from the image domain X to the target do-
main Y (e.g. face attributes), with θ trained on dataset Dtr.
The dataset is characterized by image-label pairs such that
Dtr = {(xj , yj)}Nj=1, with N the dataset size. The goal of
machine unlearning is to “forget” a subset of the training
dataset Df ⊂ Dtr while preserving original model perfor-
mance on the retain Dr = Dtr \ Df and test Dte datasets.
Given original model parameters θ and a forget set, an effec-
tive MU algorithm U outputs unlearned model weights θu
that minimize a distance measure with optimal parameters
computed by retraining the model f on Dr:

argmin
θu

d(θu, θr), (1)

where d is a distance metric, and θr are model parameters
obtained by training solely on Dr.

While in random sample unlearning [15, 16] the forget
set samples are not correlated, in the identity unlearning
scenario [9] they all portray training images of target un-
learning identities If , such that:

Df = {(xj , yj , ij) | ij ∈ If}Nf

j=1, (2)

where ij is the identity number, If = Itr \ Ir, Itr are all
training identities, and Nf is the forget set size.

3.2. One-Shot Unlearning of Personal Identities

While standard unlearning methods [10, 12, 15, 24] as-
sume complete or partial access to the retain and forget data,
this may not be always possible, especially when consider-
ing privacy regulations [29, 38]. In this context, pictures of
people are extremely subject to privacy issues, and we ar-
gue that the availability of even part of the dataset is not
guaranteed in identity unlearning.

In this work, we propose a novel task, One-Shot Un-
learning of Personal Identities (O-UPI) that evaluates meth-
ods when the training data is inaccessible. Specifically,
we analyze the case of identity unlearning where the entire
training dataset is discarded after training, as it might con-
tain sensitive data. To address this challenge, we require
users requesting to be unlearned to provide one image with
their identity portrayed, called Support Sample. This sam-
ple is used to aid unlearning and discarded after use. Ad-
ditionally, we do not make assumptions about the Support

Sample one image 
for each identity

✂

✂

Figure 2. Benchmark dataset construction. The dataset is split
based on identities, dividing them into train Itr , validation Iv ,
and test Ite IDs. Following, we sample forgetting identities from
training ones, building the forget If and retain Ir IDs. Out of
forget identities, we sample one image for each identity to form
the Support Set S, which is unavailable at training time.

Sample being in the training dataset, as a user can provide
a sample that was not used for training. The collection of
samples of different users is called Support Set:

S = {(xj , yj , ij) | ∀k ∈ {1, ..., NS} \ j, ij ̸= ik}NS
j=1. (3)

Thus, the Support Set contains only one sample for each
identity and NS is the number of identities to unlearn.
Given the Support Set S and the original model weights θ,
the machine unlearning algorithm outputs θu to minimize
Eq. (1): U(θ;S) = θu. Thus, U must completely un-
learn Df by having only access to S. This makes the task
extremely challenging as (i) methods cannot access neither
the retain nor the forget sets, and (ii) the Support Sample
cannot capture the entire distribution of the training sam-
ples of the identity we aim to forget.

3.3. Benchmark Construction

To evaluate methods in O-UPI, we split the full
dataset D in train Dtr, validation Dv , and test Dte sets with
non-overlapping identities (see Fig. 2). Similarly, we ran-
domly select NS identities from Dtr to construct the forget
dataset Df , while the remaining ones are left for the retain
set Dr. For each identity in the forget set, we randomly re-
move one image to form the Support Set S, such that the
same image cannot appear in both Df and S. We note that
the Support Set is removed from the training dataset, and
thus unseen by the model S ∩Dtr = ∅. Additionally, when
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sampling the identities to unlearn, we ensure the number of
images for that identity is greater than one. Without this
constraint, some identities in S might not have associated
images in Df , making the evaluation impractical. After
splitting the dataset, we train the model on Dtr and use S to
unlearn Df . The evaluation is done using Dr, Df , and Dte.

4. Learning to Unlearn for O-UPI
This Section presents METAUNLEARN, our proposed

approach tailored for O-UPI. In Sec. 4.1, we describe the
rationale behind meta-learning for unlearning and how to
simulate unlearning requests. In Sec. 4.2, we briefly de-
scribe the architecture of METAUNLEARN and how to opti-
mize it in a tractable and scalable way. Finally, in Sec. 4.3,
we detail the optimization pipeline of the method.

4.1. Simulated Unlearning Requests

To generalize the unlearning of an identity by having
only access to one sample is challenging. As each identity
counts multiple images, unlearning methods should erase
all of them from the model by only using the Support Sam-
ple. To tackle this problem, we propose to learn the unlearn-
ing algorithm so that it can forget identities via the limited
Support Samples. By simulating unlearning requests we
can estimate the error of the meta-learning algorithm and
optimize its parameters. We simulate unlearning requests
by randomly selecting NS identities from the training set
and splitting Dtr following the same procedure of Sec. 3.3,
removing the constraint that identities should have at least
two samples. In the case of an identity with just one sample,
we duplicate the sample and use it both in the simulated sup-
port and forget sets. In this way, we can simulate unlearning
for less-represented identities, making the meta-learning al-
gorithm more robust to the underlying forget set size. To
ensure that all identities are used, we sample them without
replacement multiple times, until convergence.

4.2. Meta-Loss Function

Following previous works in meta-learning [3, 26], we
design the meta-learning component hϕ as a learnable loss
function parameterized by ϕ. Given the Support Set S, hϕ

should produce a gradient update that minimizes Eq. (1):

argmin
ϕ

d (θ − η∇θhϕ(fθ(S)), θr) , (4)

where η is the learning rate and ∇θ computes the gradient
of the meta-loss w.r.t. the model parameters. Compared
to Eq. (1), the minimization is not carried through θu but
through the learnable parameters ϕ.

Although directly optimizing Eq. (4) is computationally
tractable, minimizing it is not scalable as it would require
computing retrained parameters θr for each simulated re-
quest. Thus, it is necessary to have an auxiliary error

function A that assesses model unlearning without comput-
ing θr. A should account for the alignment between the
forget and test sets performance and retaining the original
model adaptation [10, 15, 24]. To satisfy both constraints,
we propose to minimize the following error function:

argmin
ϕ

∥Ltask(Df ; θu)− Ltask(Dv; θu)∥22 +

+ ∥Ltask(Df ; θu)− Ltask(Dv; θ)∥22 ,
(5)

where θu = θ − η∇θhϕ(fθ(S)). The first term of Eq. (5)
aligns forget and validation sets performance of the un-
learned model, while the second one ensures that the forget
loss of the unlearned model matches the validation loss of
the original one. The two terms together pushes forget data
to be treated as unseen (i.e. validation) w.r.t. both its current
status (first term) and the original model (second term).

Although Eq. (5) aligns forget and validation set losses,
we noticed that, in some cases, this did not correspond to
changes in the performance of the model on forget data. To
explicitly account for mismatches in the accuracy between
forget and validation set, we scale each loss term in Eq. (5)
by the opposite of its corresponding accuracy, e.g.:

(1− mAP(Df ; θu)) · Ltask(Df ; θu). (6)

A complete error function formulation is in Appx. C.

4.3. MetaUnlearn

With the meta-learning objective defined in Eq. (6), we
can instantiate our full method (Fig. 3). First, we simu-
late unlearning requests as described in Sec. 4.1 and ob-
tain model predictions by feeding the Support Set S to the
trained model fθ. The output is fed to the meta-loss func-
tion hϕ, which is implemented as an mlp with softplus acti-
vation to ensure positive loss values. METAUNLEARN gra-
dients are then used to compute an update of the model fθ,
which we refer to as the unlearned model fθu . The un-
learned model is tested against the forget and validation set
to compute the auxiliary loss and update hϕ. We point out
that we separately train the model fθ and meta-loss hϕ to
avoid altering the original learning dynamics of f , contrary
to [26], which is a domain generalization approach. Com-
plete METAUNLEARN training and unlearning procedures
are highlighted in Algorithm 1.

5. Experiments
In this section, we first describe O-UPI experimental

setting (Sec. 5.1), outlining datasets, metrics, and baselines
used (see Appx. A for implementation details). In Sec. 5.2,
we show quantitative results in O-UPI and compare them
against our proposed approach. Instead in Secs. 5.3 and 5.4
we investigate when unlearning is the hardest and when un-
learning harms performance. Finally, we provide a com-
plete ablation of METAUNLEARN in Sec. 5.5.
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(1) (2)

Figure 3. Schematics of METAUNLEARN. The training has two steps: (1) Support Samples are forwarded through the trained model fθ
and its output is forwarded through the meta-loss hϕ, which outputs the meta-unlearning loss value M. By updating the model using ∇θM,
we obtain the unlearned network fθu . (2) We evaluate hϕ unlearning by forwarding Df and Dv through the unlearned network, and the
original one, to compute the auxiliary loss A. After updating hϕ using ∇ϕA, we restore f to its original parameters θ and iterate.

Algorithm 1 METAUNLEARN pseudocodes.
1: def simulate unlearning(Itr,Dtr):
2: If ∼ Itr

3: Df = {(xj , yj , ij) | ij ∈ If}
Nf

j=1

4: Dr = Dtr \ Df

5: S = build support set(If,Df)
6: return S,Df,Dr

7:

8: def METAUNLEARN training step(Itr,Dtr,Dv):
9: # compute simulated unlearning step
10: S,Df,Dr = simulate unlearning(Itr,Dtr)
11: M = hϕ(fθ(S))
12: θu = θ - η∇θM
13: # update meta-loss
14: A = MSE(Ltask(Df ; θu), Ltask(Dv; θu))
15: A += MSE(Ltask(Df ; θu), Ltask(Dv; θ))
16: ϕ = ϕ - α∇ϕA
17: return
18:

19: def METAUNLEARN unlearning(S):
20: M = hϕ(fθ(S))
21: θ = θ - η∇θM
22: return θ

5.1. Experimental setting

Datasets. To evaluate unlearning approaches in O-UPI,
we need datasets with identity and downstream task anno-
tation. The goal is to train a model on the downstream
task and to perform identity-aware unlearning while pre-
serving the original model performance on such a down-
stream task. We identify two datasets that come with an-
notations for both: CelebA-HQ [22, 25] and CelebA [28].
Both datasets provide annotations for 40 facial attributes of
celebrities. We investigate two unlearning sizes for both
datasets. Specifically, we choose 20 and 50 identities for
CelebA-HQ, namely CelebA-HQ/20 and CelebA-HQ/50,
and 5 and 10 IDs for CelebA, i.e. CelebA/5 and CelebA/10.
We set a lower number of identities for CelebA as each
of them counts approximately 20 samples/identity against
5 samples/identity of CelebA-HQ.

Metrics. Evaluating machine unlearning methods has
demonstrated tough [4,10,42], with different works propos-
ing suitable metrics to summarize the degree of unlearning
in one score, with the membership inference attack (MIA)
[6, 35, 41] being the most used. However, MIA’s compu-
tational cost is prohibitive for a large set of experiments,
as it requires training many shadow models [6, 35], limit-
ing its applicability to a subset of experiments. To circum-
vent this limitation, most machine unlearning approaches
[12, 14, 15, 18, 34], rely on a computationally cheap version
of MIA [41]. Yet, such metric is inadequate to infer mem-
bership [6, 40], impeding a thorough evaluation.

We seek to evaluate methods in O-UPI with a cheap
metric that can be easily computed for all experiments and
of simple interpretability. We rely on the recently proposed
“tug of war” (ToW) metric [42], which captures the perfor-
mance discrepancy of the three datasets (retain, forget, and
test set) in a single score, simplifying evaluation:

ToW = [1− |mAP(Dr; θu)− mAP(Dr; θr)|]
· [1− |mAP(Df ; θu)− mAP(Df ; θr)|]
· [1− |mAP(Dte; θu)− mAP(Dte; θr)|] .

(7)

The closer ToW is to 1 (100 if scaled) the better the unlearn-
ing. Additionally, we separately report the mean average
precision (mAP) on the retain, forget, and test sets.

Baselines. Although the machine unlearning literature
counts different approaches, only a handful could be applied
to our proposed task. Approaches that only assume access
to the forget data are the only ones that can be applied in
our setting, as unlearning can be carried out by using only
Support Samples. Thus, we compare METAUNLEARN with
SSD [15], PGU [19], and JiT [14]. As a reference, we also
report SCRUB [24] and Bad Teacher [10] that perform un-
learning by computing multiple gradient updates using the
entire training dataset.

5.2. Quantitative results

In Tabs. 1 and 2, we report existing methods and
METAUNLEARN evaluation in One-Shot Unlearning of Per-
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Table 1. Unlearning on CelebA-HQ dataset. In the two columns, we report the method name and whether it uses retain and forget sets.
Following, we show the average mAP on the retain, forget, and test set, while we show the ToW metric in the last column.

Method Access to
dataset

mAP
ToW ↑

Dr Df Dte

20 IDENTITIES

Trained - 84.8±0.1 83.0±2.9 80.7±0.0 95.5±0.6

Retrained - 84.7±0.2 78.6±3.5 80.8±0.1 -
Bad Teacher [10] 84.4±0.1 82.3±2.9 80.3±0.2 95.6±0.9

SCRUB [24] 88.1±0.1 80.2±2.9 81.2±0.2 94.7±1.7

JiT [14] × 78.2±1.5 75.9±4.4 75.0±1.2 85.7±3.4

PGU [19] × 84.6±0.0 82.8±2.9 80.6±0.1 95.6±0.6

SSD [15] × 83.4±0.6 82.0±3.1 79.6±0.5 94.3±1.3

METAUNLEARN × 84.5±0.2 82.6±2.5 80.7±0.1 95.7±0.8

50 IDENTITIES

Trained - 84.9±0.1 83.8±1.2 80.8±0.1 94.8±0.4

Retrained - 84.6±0.2 79.1±1.2 80.6±0.1 -
Bad Teacher [10] 83.6±0.1 81.9±0.4 79.4±0.1 95.1±0.9

SCRUB [24] 87.0±0.6 81.4±0.7 81.2±0.3 94.7±1.0

JiT [14] × 66.3±1.2 65.3±0.9 64.7±1.3 59.2±2.4

PGU [19] × 84.6±0.3 83.7±1.6 80.5±0.3 94.9±0.6

SSD [15] × 72.7±5.0 70.9±5.7 70.9±4.5 73.7±11.3

METAUNLEARN × 84.1±0.4 82.5±1.9 80.6±0.3 95.9±0.6

Table 2. Unlearning on CelebA dataset. In the two columns, we report the method name and whether it uses retain and forget sets.
Following, we show the average mAP on the retain, forget, and test set, while we show the ToW metric in the last column.

Method Access to
dataset

mAP
ToW ↑

Dr Df Dte

5 IDENTITIES

Trained - 84.4±0.0 81.8±2.2 80.9±0.1 97.2±1.0

Retrained - 84.5±0.0 79.1±3.2 80.9±0.1 -
Bad teacher [10] 84.3±0.0 79.5±3.4 80.7±0.1 99.1±0.5

SCRUB [24] 87.9±0.1 77.5±3.4 80.6±0.2 94.8±0.7

JiT [14] × 84.2±0.1 81.1±2.2 80.7±0.2 97.6±1.2

PGU [19] × 84.4±0.0 82.1±2.1 80.9±0.1 96.9±1.5

SSD [15] × 23.1±0.2 30.9±2.0 23.1±0.1 8.4±0.9

METAUNLEARN × 84.4±0.0 81.9±2.2 80.9±0.1 97.2±1.0

10 IDENTITIES

Trained - 84.5±0.1 83.0±4.1 80.9±0.1 97.3±0.5

Retrained - 84.4±0.1 80.4±4.5 80.9±0.1 -
Bad Teacher [10] 84.2±0.1 82.2±3.7 80.5±0.1 97.6±1.0

SCRUB [24] 87.9±0.1 79.9±4.7 80.6±0.1 95.8±0.3

JiT [14] × 83.9±0.4 82.5±4.4 80.4±0.3 96.9±0.9

PGU [19] × 84.5±0.0 82.9±4.3 80.9±0.1 97.4±0.3

SSD [15] × 26.9±4.3 30.1±5.2 26.9±4.2 10.0±3.2

METAUNLEARN × 84.4±0.0 82.9±4.3 80.9±0.2 97.4±0.3

sonal Identities. We divide both tables into two sections
corresponding to different unlearning set sizes. From top to
bottom, we report trained and retrained model performance
for each size, corresponding to the lower and upper bounds.

Following, we show Bad Teacher [10] and SCRUB [24] un-
learning for reference as they cannot be applied in O-UPI.
We then evaluate methods that can operate with Support
Samples only, including METAUNLEARN.
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Figure 4. Unlearning hardness vs. Support Sample distance.
As the Support Sample distance from the identity centroid in-
creases, the accuracy gap with the retrained model grows.

In CelebA-HQ (Tab. 1), only METAUNLEARN and PGU
achieve a higher ToW score than the trained model, with re-
spectively 95.7 and 95.6 against 95.5 of the trained model.
However, no method achieves a substantial improvement
in CelebA-HQ, except for METAUNLEARN in CelebA-
HQ/50, which scores 95.9 vs. 94.8. Interestingly, SSD de-
creases the forgetting mAP to lower values (82.0 and 70.9)
compared to METAUNLEARN (82.6 and 82.5) and PGU
(82.8 and 83.7), however, it uniformly degrades retain and
test sets performance as well, achieving a lower ToW score
(94.3 and 73.7). In both cases, JiT performance degradation
makes it inapplicable in the real work as test mAPs drop by
respectively 5.7 and 16.4. In CelebA/10 (Tab. 2), only PGU
and METAUNLEARN achieve a ToW score higher than the
lower bound, though by a fraction ( 97.4 and 97.4 vs. 97.3).
Instead, JiT shows a relatively big improvement over the
trained model in CelebA/5 (97.6 vs. 97.2), not surpassing
it in CelebA/10 (96.9 vs 97.3). SSD, instead, demonstrated
low performance in both CelebA scenarios (8.4 and 10.0).

Although Bad Teacher and SCRUB access the entire
training dataset, both struggle with identity unlearning.
Bad Teacher struggles to reduce forget set accuracy with
large unlearning sets (+2.8 in CelebA-HQ/50 and +1.8 in
CelebA). Contrary, SCRUB tends to unlearn too much in
CelebA and not enough in CelebA-HQ, while always in-
creasing the retain accuracy (∼3-4% increase).

Overall, METAUNLEARN achieves consistently the best
or comparable results cross all 4 configurations, also show-
ing better performance than Bad Teacher and SCRUB in the
CelebA-HQ dataset (additional analysis in Appx. B).

5.3. When is unlearning the hardest?

In evaluating METAUNLEARN and existing methods in
O-UPI, we noticed how some identities were easier to un-
learn than others. This behaviour is strictly related to the
closeness between Support Samples and forget set images
of the same identity (see Fig. 6), e.g. unlearning when there
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Figure 5. Performance drop vs. distance from forget set. As
retain identities get closer to forget identities, retain samples mAP
drops compared to the trained model.

is a large age gap between the Support Sample and images
in the forget set can be hard. By analyzing the Euclidean
distance between the support sample and the ID centroid on
CelebAHQ/50, some identities showed a large gap between
the two, suggesting that unlearning hardness correlates with
the Support Sample distance to the centroid. Therefore, we
computed the accuracy difference between the unlearned
and retrained models for each unlearning identity. We aver-
aged the accuracy differences of the top-3 unlearning meth-
ods on three seeds and binned results based on the Support
Sample distance from the ID centroid.

In Fig. 4 we show the results of our analysis. The un-
learned model accuracy on forget data struggles to achieve
retrained model values as the distance increases. We also
outline that the mean accuracy after unlearning is lower
than retrained model one for Support Samples that are close
to the ID centroid, suggesting a possible Streisand Effect
[10, 15]. The Streisand Effect occurs when unlearning is
too aggressive and the accuracy of the forget set drops way
below the retrained model one. If model response to un-
learned samples is too low compared to unseen samples,
this can indicate that the forget set was previously part of
the training set, thus, leaking membership information.

5.4. When does unlearning harm performance?

Analogously to the previous case (Sec. 5.3), we noticed
that, in both datasets, most methods demonstrated a drop
in performance from the original model on the retain data,
especially in CelebA-HQ. We hypothesize that the closer
a retain identity is to a forget one, the higher the chance
of an accuracy drop on retain data compared to the orig-
inal model. Thus, we analyzed whether the distance be-
tween forget IDs centroids and retain ones correlates with a
performance drop. We computed the mAP difference from
the trained model for each retain identity, averaging three
seeds and using the top-3 methods on CelebA-HQ/50. As
in Sec. 5.3, we binned accuracy drops based on identity dis-
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tances. In Fig. 4, we show that the closer a retain sample
is to a forget sample, the more the mAP drops from the
original model. Consequently, preserving the original per-
formance becomes easier as the distance increases.

These results, together with those of Sec. 5.3, demon-
strate O-UPI is challenging as all methods fail to largely
improve the ToW score over the original model.

5.5. Ablation studies

Auxiliary loss function. In Tab. 3, we ablate the formula-
tion of the auxiliary loss used to train METAUNLEARN. For
completeness, we report the performances of our approach
in all four configurations, averaging over three different
seeds. In the first row, we show ToW scores when naı̈vely
applying SCRUB [24] loss function. As a result, either
the approach performs suboptimally or fails in achieving
meaningful ToW scores. We hypothesize that, as SCRUB
loss is numerically unstable if not optimized in an alter-
nate way [7,24], using it to measure the meta-loss error can
similarly be problematic. In one case (CelebA-HQ/50) we
experienced out-of-memory issues as SCRUB requires the
model to forward retain and forget images through the orig-
inal and unlearned model, largely increasing the memory
footprint in a second-order optimization such as ours.

In the second and third row, we show METAUNLEARN
performance when using only the first term of Eq. (5),
where TOW scores are close to zero. Indeed, without the
second term, the forget error gets progressively close to the
validation one which, however, is not bounded potentially
causing model erasure. In subsequent rows, we investigate
the use of the second term of the loss or a combination of the
first and the second. Empirically, we did not find a large per-
formance gap when only using the second loss (the combi-
nation of loss terms scores 0.1 more on average). However,
when scaling losses by their mAP values (see Sec. 4.2), us-
ing both terms provides consistently better results among all
four settings, always achieving the best performance.

Input to the meta-loss. In Tab. 4, we report the results
of an ablation study about the inputs provided to the meta-
loss function. In the first row, we show results by forward-
ing only output logits to the meta-loss. METAUNLEARN
struggles in CelebA-HQ datasets achieving a ToW score of
95.0 and 93.0 (against 95.5 and 94.8 of the trained model),
while we find it sufficiently good in CelebA. Instead, if we
concatenate model features to logits, in the second row of
the table, CelebA-HQ performances improve to 96.1 and
95.4, surpassing the trained model. However, in the fourth
row we show that ToW slightly grows on average when
concatenating identities and targets. For this reason, we
used all four inputs in Tabs. 1 and 2. However, we high-
light that in the case identity numbers are not provided,

METAUNLEARN is robust and capable of maintaining suf-
ficiently high ToWs.

6. Conclusions

In this work, we present One-Shot Unlearning of Per-
sonal Identities (O-UPI), a novel identity unlearning task
that evaluates machine unlearning algorithms in the data ab-
sence case. To this extent, we evaluate existing approaches
on two datasets by varying unlearning set sizes. More-
over, we introduce the first meta-learning approach for ma-
chine unlearning that learns to forget identities in the O-
UPI task. In conclusion, this work demonstrates that ma-
chine unlearning is difficult when training data is unavail-
able, highlighting that existing methods are not sufficient
to guarantee forgetting and performance preservation alto-
gether. Our benchmark and baselines can serve as reference
for future work addressing this challenging topic.
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One-Shot Unlearning of Personal Identities

Supplementary Material

In this Supplementary material, we include addi-
tional information about METAUNLEARN. In Appx. A,
we report training details and model architecture for
METAUNLEARN. Following, in Appx. B, we demon-
strate METAUNLEARN robustness to different unlearning
set sizes. In Appx. C, we show the complete form of Eq. (5)
and we provide additional information about its formula-
tion. Finally, in Fig. 6, we present the top-5 most difficult
samples to unlearn in CelebAHQ/50.

A. Implementation details

Table 5. Training details.

Component Value

input size 40 + 768 + 64 + 40
hidden size 512
identity embed dim 64
dropout prob 0.5
regression loss smooth l1 loss
meta lr (η) 0.1
optimizer Adam
lr (α) 1× 10−4

epochs 3
scheduler cosine
amsgrad True
amp bfloat16

Table 6. Meta-loss architecture.

Layer Component

0 Linear(input size, hidden size)
1 LayerNorm(hidden size)
2 Linear(hidden size, hidden size)
3 GeLU()
4 Dropout(0.5)
5 LayerNorm(hidden size)
6 Linear(hidden size, 1)
7 Softplus()

We started from a ViT-B/16 [11] pre-trained on Ima-

geNet [33], for all experiments. We then trained the ViT
on CelebA and CelebA-HQ for 30 epochs, using SGD with
a learning rate of 1 × 10−3 and momentum 0.9. We ap-
plied weight decay with value 1 × 10−3 for CelebA-HQ
and 1 × 10−4 for CelebA for regularization. Additionally,

we used RandomResizedCrop and RandomHorizontalFlip
as training augmentations to further regularize the model.
We applied 2 epochs of linear warm-up and decayed the
learning rate using a cosine annealing scheduler for the re-
maining 28. The same pipeline is used for model retrain-
ing. We used mixed precision for all experiments using
the “brain floating point 16” to speed up training. Further-
more, a single A100 Nvidia GPU was used for all experi-
ments. In Tabs. 5 and 6, we summarize the training details
of METAUNLEARN and the architecture used.

B. Robustness to different unlearning sizes
In Sec. 4.1, we detail that simulated unlearning requests

are all the same size, e.g. in CelebA-HQ/20, we used 20
identities for all simulations, NS = 20. A limitation of the
approach, therefore, is that we tried to vary the unlearning
set size at training time, spanning from 5 to 50 identities.
Empirically, we noticed that this configuration was harm-
ing the meta-loss training, thus, we dropped it. Given these
findings, METAUNLEARN could be trained multiple times
with different unlearning set sizes using the best one at un-
learning time. However, it would be impractical and ex-
pensive for large models. Thus, in this Section, we demon-
strate that even though our method uses fixed NS at train-
ing time, it still shows robustness to different unlearning set
sizes. In Tab. 7, we show METAUNLEARN robustness by
training and testing on different identity numbers. When
trained with a different number of identities compared to
the unlearning, METAUNLEARN shows a ToW discrepancy
between 0.1 and 0.3 from the reference training (NS is the
same at training and unlearning time), demonstrating ro-
bustness.

C. Additional loss details
Complete auxiliary loss formulation. In Sec. 4.2 we did
not include the full loss formulation, due to space limita-
tions. We report it entirely for completeness in Eq. (8).

argmin
ϕ

∥(1− mAP(Df ; θu)) · Ltask(Df ; θu)− (1− mAP(Dv; θu)) · Ltask(Dv; θu)∥22 +

+ ∥(1− mAP(Df ; θu)) · Ltask(Df ; θu)− (1− mAP(Dv; θ)) · Ltask(Dv; θ)∥22 .
(8)
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Table 7. Robustness to different unlearning set sizes.

CelebA-HQ CelebA

Training Tow ↑ Training Tow ↑

20 IDENTITIES 5 IDENTITIES

50 Identities 95.6±1.0 10 Identities 96.9±1.0

Reference 95.7±0.8 Reference 97.2±1.0

50 IDENTITIES 10 IDENTITIES

20 Identities 95.7±0.6 5 Identities 97.3±0.3

Reference 95.9±0.6 Reference 97.4±0.3

On the absence of Dr in A. We empirically noticed that
directly enforcing performance alignment with Dr hinders
unlearning. We argue that since the size of the retain set is
usually much bigger than the forget set [15], Nr ≫ Nf , at
each simulation Dr differs from Dtr by a small number of
samples. In other words, the probability that one sample be-
longs to Dr is close to one: p(xi | Dr) ≈ 1. Consequently,
while forcing an alignment on Dr, hϕ finds the alignment
with Dtr as a shortcut, hindering unlearning. In particular,
when adding an alignment constraint with Dr the learned
meta-loss was not altering the original model performance
in any of the three sets (retain, forget, and test).
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Support Sample Forget Set

Figure 6. Visualizing unlearning hardness. This Figure portrays the five identities with the highest embedding distance between the
Support Sample and the forget set.
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