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Figure 1. (a) Given a text-to-image (T2I) model, there are two common methods to adopt it to create undesired contents, i.e., generating
new images based on text prompts or editing existing images. (b) Current concept erasure methods primarily focus on preventing the
generation of erased concepts but fail to protect against image editing. In contrast, our ACE method can prevent the production of such
content during both generation and editing processes. As shown, after erasing Pikachu, it successfully prevents the edits involving Pikachu.

Abstract

Recent advance in text-to-image diffusion models have
significantly facilitated the generation of high-quality im-
ages, but also raising concerns about the illegal creation
of harmful content, such as copyrighted images. Existing
concept erasure methods achieve superior results in pre-
venting the production of erased concept from prompts, but
typically perform poorly in preventing undesired editing.
To address this issue, we propose an Anti-Editing Concept
Erasure (ACE) method, which not only erases the target
concept during generation but also filters out it during edit-
ing. Specifically, we propose to inject the erasure guid-
ance into both conditional and the unconditional noise pre-
diction, enabling the model to effectively prevent the cre-
ation of erasure concepts during both editing and genera-
tion. Furthermore, a stochastic correction guidance is in-
troduced during training to address the erosion of unrelated
concepts. We conducted erasure editing experiments with

representative editing methods (i.e., LEDITS++ and Mas-
aCtrl) to erase IP characters, and the results indicate that
our ACE effectively filters out target concepts in both types
of edits. Additional experiments on erasing explicit con-
cepts and artistic styles further demonstrate that our ACE
performs favorably against state-of-the-art methods. Our
code will be publicly available at https://github.
com/120L020904/ACE.

1. Introduction

Recent text-to-image (T2I) diffusion models trained with
large-scale datasets [49] have demonstrated an impres-
sive ability to generate high-quality images [12, 42, 46].
Their extraordinary creative capabilities enable users to pro-
duce high-quality images, and facilitate a wide range of
applications, such as image editing [4] and artistic cre-
ation [13, 55, 66]. However, alongside these advancements,
a significant concern has arisen regarding the potential mis-
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use of these text-to-image models. For example, these mod-
els might be employed to generate unsafe content, such as
copyrighted material or sexually explicit images.

To prevent the creation of unsafe content, a straightfor-
ward solution is filtering training data and retraining the
model. Nonetheless, such a process is both labor-intensive
and resource-consuming. Post-hoc safety checker [45, 46]
and negative guidance [48] are alternative plug-and-play
ways to filter undesired contents, which heavily rely on
pre-trained detectors or hand-crafted prompts. More recent,
concept erasure methods [14, 17, 35, 36, 67] are proposed to
directly unlearn undesired concepts through model finetun-
ing. These methods mainly focus to precisely removing the
target concept, while faithfully preserving the generation of
non-target concepts. For instance, ESD [14] injects the neg-
ative erase guidance into target noise prediction to guide the
image away from the target concept. SPM [36] employs a
lightweight adapter to eliminate concepts and further adopts
latent anchoring to preserve non-target concepts.

Although these concept erasure methods can effectively
prevent the generation of unsafe content giving corre-
sponding text prompt, they can be circumvented by edit-
ing techniques. As illustrated in Fig. 1, after removing
Pikachu from the model, users can still create an image
of Pikachu wearing sunglasses by editing a Pikachu im-
age using LEDIT++ [4]. This is because these methods are
typically trained to remove target concept from conditional
noise prediction (as shown in Fig. 2(b)), and rely on the in-
put text (e.g., “Pikachu”) to trigger the guard. Therefore,
when editing the image with the text ”Add sunglasses” as
input, the guard fails. In practice, protection from editing
should also be considered in concept erasure, which we re-
fer to as editing filtration.

To address the above issues, we propose an Anti-Editing
Concept Erasure method, termed ACE, to prevent the pro-
duction of unsafe content during both generation and edit-
ing. Based on the above analysis, we explore the capabil-
ities of CFG [21], and propose incorporating erasure guid-
ance into both conditional and unconditional noise for anti-
editing concept erasure. During erasure training, ACE ad-
ditionally aligns the unconditional noise prediction of the
tuned model with the proposed unconditional erasure guid-
ance. After that, during generation or editing, the CFG pre-
diction in the tuned model can implicitly mitigate the pres-
ence of the erased concept, thereby preventing the produc-
tion of unwanted content. A prior constraint loss further
adopted address the overfitting of training. Additionally, to
reduce the impact of the added target concept noise guid-
ance on the generation of non-target concepts, we further in-
corporate a random correction guidance with unconditional
erasure guidance by subtracting randomly sampled prior
concept noise guidance. With that, our ACE can thoroughly
erase the target concept while preserving the generation of

non-target concepts. We conducted extensive evaluations
across different erasure tasks, including intellectual prop-
erty (IP), explicit content, and artistic style. Our method
demonstrate significant advantages in both generation and
editing filtration, showcasing its effectiveness.

The contributions of this work can be summarized as:
• We investigate the potential risks of unsafe content cre-

ation through image editing, and propose an Anti-Editing
Concept Erasure (ACE) method to prevent the production
of such content during both generation and editing.

• A unconditional erasure guidance is proposed for anti-
editing concept erasure, along with concept preservation
mechanism to ensure the generation of non-target con-
cepts.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that our ACE can suc-
cessfully erase target concepts and exhibits superior filtra-
tion capabilities during both generation and editing.

2. Related Work

2.1. Concept Erasure in T2I Models
The concept erasure [9, 11, 15, 16, 18, 22, 24–26, 29–
31, 33, 39, 41, 43, 48, 51, 52, 58, 61–63, 69] in T2I models
has been the subject of numerous studies. Fine-tuning mod-
els are an important method in concept erasure. Within the
framework of fine-tuning models, ESD [14] suggests inte-
grating negative guidance into target concept noise through
training. SPM [36] proposes prior correction based on the
cosine similarity of text and utilizes a comparable Lora ap-
proach to train the model. MACE [35] leverages a closed-
form solution to amalgamate multiple erasure Lora weights.
RECE [17] employs analytical methods to search inappro-
priate text embedding and integrates it into erasure closed-
form solution. AdvUnlearn [67] incorporate adversarial
training to improve the robustness of the erasure method.
To the best of our knowledge, current fine-tuning methods
lack consideration for editing filtration, thus rendering them
ineffective in preventing customized editions to target con-
cept images.

2.2. Text-driven Image Editing
Due to the broad generative capacities inherent in text-
to-image DMs, the employment of DMs for image edit-
ing [3, 5, 7, 8, 27, 28, 37, 38, 40, 47, 50, 54, 56, 57, 59, 64]
has progressively garnered traction. Prompt to Prompt [19]
proposes a method that contains the insertion of cross-
attention maps and re-weighting maps for image editing
purposes. MasaCtrl [6] introduces source image data into
the image editing process by substituting keys and val-
ues in the self-attention layer, thus modifying the actions
of objects in the image. LEDITS++[4] utilizes inference
guidance and employs attention masks from DM to confine
editing regions while using DDPM inversion for enhanced
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Figure 2. Overview of our proposed ACE. (a) In CFG, both conditional noise and unconditional noise are adopted to generate high-
quality images. (b) ESD [14] unlearns the target concept (e.g., Mickey) by aligning conditional noise prediction with conditional erasure
guidance (CEG). (c) During the fine-tuning, our ACE injects erasure guidance into both conditional and unconditional noise prediction,
preventing the production of unsafe content during both generation and editing. PG-UEG denotes the prior-guided unconditional erasure
guidance calculated following Eqn 9.

restoration of source image. The evolution of image edit-
ing enables users to customize images to meet their specific
requirements using only a single image, posing new chal-
lenges in terms of security for generative models.

2.3. Attacks in T2I Models

As research on concept erasure in T2I models advances, red
team studies focusing on the robustness of detection era-
sure methods are also increasingly emerging. P4D [10]
processes a method of inserting adversarial text into regu-
lar input text to facilitate the production of insecure images
using the T2I model. Ring-A-Bell [53] extracts the discrep-
ancy vector between the embeddings of insecure concept
text and secure concept text and employs it to derive the at-
tack text embedding. UnlearnDiff [68] employs Projected
Gradient Descent (PGD) to tackle the optimization chal-
lenge inherent in adversarial attacks and maps the optimized
text embeddings onto discrete tokens. MMA-Diffusion [60]
introduces a multimodal attack strategy aimed at achieving
adversarial objectives by minimizing the cosine distance be-
tween the embeddings of visual modalities and insecure tex-
tual embeddings.

3. Proposed Method

Given a target concept (e.g., Pikachu), concept erasure
task [14, 36] aims to unlearn it from pre-trained text-to-
image (T2I) models, preventing the illegal use of these mod-
els to create copyrighted content. However, existing meth-
ods can be circumvented and fail to prevent users from
producing new undesirable images through image editing,
which raises new concerns. To address this, we propose an
Anti-Editing Concept Erasure (ACE) method, as illustrated
in Fig. 2, to prevent the production of undesirable content
through both generation and editing. In this section, we will
first introduce the prior knowledge of our method (Sec. 3.1),
including employed T2I model and concept erasure method.
To address the editing issue, we further propose to erase the
target concept from both conditional and unconditional pre-
diction for anti-editing erasure (Sec. 3.2). Finally, to pre-
serve the generation of non-target concepts, a prior concept
preservation mechanism is introduced (Sec. 3.3).

3.1. Preliminaries

Stable Diffusion. In this work, we adopt Stable Diffusion
1.4 [46] as text-to-image model, which is one of the repre-
sentative T2I diffusion models. It first employs a variational
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Figure 3. Qualitative comparisons of IP character removal.
Our ACE effectively erases the target concept while generating
other concepts successfully.

autoencoder (VAE) to transform real images x into an im-
age latent z. Then, a text-conditioned diffusion model ϵθ
is trained on the latent space to predict latent codes, and
mean-squared loss is adopted,

LLDM = Ezt,t,c,ϵ∼N (0,I)

[
∥ϵ− ϵθ(zt, c, t)∥22

]
, (1)

where ϵ denotes the unscaled noise and c is the text embed-
ding encoded by text encoders. zt is the latent noised to
time t. During inference, a random Gaussian noise zT is
iteratively denoised to z0, and decoded to final image.
Classifier-Free Guidance. To improve the quality of gen-
erated images, classifier-free guidance [21] is adopted dur-
ing diffusion inference. Based on Tweedie’s formula and
the principles of diffusion model, we have:

∇zt log p(c|zt) = −
1

σt
(ϵθ(zt, c, t)− ϵθ(zt, t)). (2)

Here, σt is a constant. To increase the probability of text
condition c appearing in the final image, the final noise pre-
diction is the composition of noise prediction from both
conditional and unconditional texts,

ϵ̃ = ϵθ(zt, t) + ω(ϵθ(zt, c, t)− ϵθ(zt, t)), (3)

where ϵθ(zt, t) denote the unconditional noise prediction,
and ω is a hyperparameter controlling the guidance scale.
Concept Erasure. Given a target concept indicated by text
c (e.g., Pikachu), concept erasure task finetunes the model

to reduce the probability of generating images containing
this concept. For example, ESD [14] removes the target
concept from the conditional noise prediction, and a condi-
tional erasure guidance (CEG) is defined as:

ϵ̃c = ϵθ⋆(zt, t)− ηc(ϵθ⋆(zt, c, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, t)), (4)

where ϵθ⋆(·) represents the original T2I model, and zt is
the encoded latent image contains target concept c. ηc is a
control scale hyperparameter. During training, ESD aligns
the noise prediction of the target concept in tuned model
ϵθ(zt, c, t) with the above CEG,

LESD = Ezt,t,c

[
∥ϵθ(zt, c, t)− ϵ̃c∥22

]
. (5)

After the training, the erasure guidance −∇zt log p(c|zt)
is introduced into conditional noise prediction of the target
concept. Therefore, the prediction of tuned model will be
guided away from the erased concept, preventing the gener-
ation of images containing the erased concept.

3.2. Anti-Editing Concept Erasure
Editing Filtration. Although existing erasure methods can
successfully prevent the generation of an erased concept
through text prompts, they can be easily circumvented by
editing techniques. As shown in Fig. 1, when utilizing tuned
ESD model to add sunglasses on an image of Pikachu us-
ing LEDITS++ [4], it successfully produces an image of
Pikachu with sunglasses, raising potential copyright con-
cerns. This is because these methods are typically trained
to erase the concept from the noise prediction of the target
concept (as shown in Fig. 2 (b)), and rely on inputting con-
cept text (e.g., “Pikachu” or “Mickey”) to trigger the guard.
However, during the editing process, the target concept may
not necessarily be used in the text prompt. Therefore, these
erasure methods fail to prevent the reconstruction of the
erased concept. In practice, the erasure model should also
have the ability to prevent the creation of undesired con-
cepts through image editing, a feature we refer to as editing
filtration.
Unconditional Erasure Guidance. As we all know,
current generation and editing methods heavily rely on
classifier-free guidance [21] (CFG) to improve the quality
of generated images, where unconditional noise prediction
performs an important role. To address the issue of edit-
ing filtration, we further propose to erase the target con-
cept from both conditional and unconditional noise predic-
tion, thereby preventing edited images from containing tar-
get concepts. Specifically, similar to ESD, we define the
unconditional erasure guidance (UEG) as,

ϵ̃u = ϵθ⋆(zt, t) + ηu(ϵθ⋆(zt, c, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, t)). (6)

During training, we additionally align the unconditional
noise prediction of the tuned model with the UEG,

LUnc = Ezt,t,c

[
∥ϵθ(zt, t)− ϵ̃u∥22

]
. (7)
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Figure 4. Comparison of our ACE method with other methods in terms of editing filtering. After erasing Mickey Mouse, our method
filtered out edits involving Mickey Mouse while not affecting edits related to other IP characters. In contrast, the competing methods either
fail to prevent editing (e.g., ESD, SPM, RECE, and MACE) or cannot perform editing on non-target concepts (e.g., AdvUnlearn).
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Figure 5. Qualitative results of nudity removal. Figure (a) shows the results of explicit editing using SD-Inpainting, while Figure (b)
displays images generated using text with explicit label. Static adversarial text is used for editing text, while dynamic adversarial attacks are
employed for generation. It can be observed that our method effectively reduces exposure in both editing and generation tasks. Moreover,
our method maintains its effectiveness when editing and generating using adversarial text, indicating its robustness.

The above loss function pulls the unconditional noise pre-
diction towards the direction of the target concept. Then,
the CFG noise prediction during inference will move away
from the target concept regardless of any text input, thereby
effectively preventing the production image containing the
target concept.

As erasure models are usually trained on a small dataset,
they are prone to be overfitting, where the erasure guidance
is introduced into the noise prediction for conditional text
prompt. This weakens the erasure effects and leads to in-
complete erasures. To address the issue of overfitting, we
introduce a prior constraint loss during the training process.

Specifically, we regularize the prediction of the prior con-
cept in the new model to be consistent with that of the orig-
inal model:

LCons = Ezt,t,cp∈Cp

[
∥ϵθ(zt, cp, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, cp, t)∥22

]
, (8)

where cp represents prior concept, and Cp represents the set
of prior concepts. Intuitively, the larger the set of priors,
the better it helps mitigate overfitting. However, it is chal-
lenging to traverse all the prior concepts as the pre-trained
models have a large general semantic space. Therefore, we
first use current LLMs [1] to identify several concepts that
are semantically related to the erasure concept, and then use
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Figure 6. Qualitative results of artistic style removal. Our
method erases the target style effectively and has minimal impact
on other artistic styles.

these concepts as priors. By adding this loss, it ensures that
the erasure guidance introduced during training aligns with
our conceptualization in the Eqn. 7.

3.3. Prior Concept Preservation
In practice, training with the method proposed in Sec. 3.2
affects the generation prior of relevant concepts (see
Sec. 4.4). Meanwhile, pulling the unconditional noise to-
wards the target concept also increases the risk of the target
concept appearing in images generated with the uncondi-
tional noise. To address these issues, we further propose to
add a random correction guidance during training. Specif-
ically, during training, we additionally subtract the noise
guidance of a randomly sampled prior concept from the un-
conditional erasure guidance. This prevents unconditional
noise from getting too close to the prior preserved concept
while maintaining an appropriate distance from the target
concept. We call this new guidance prior-guided uncondi-
tional erasure guidance (PG-UEG), which is defined as:

ϵ̃pu = ϵθ⋆(zt, t) + ηu(ϵθ⋆(zt, c, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, t))

− ηpγp(ϵθ⋆(zt, cp, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, t)), (9)

where γp represents the guidance control term related to the
prior retained concept. cp refers to the same prior concept
in LCons which are obtained through random sampling from
the set Cp. In our experiments, we calculate γp using the
CLIP model to measure the relevance of different prior con-
cepts to the target concept image and then compare it to the

relevance of the target concept text to its image. Specifi-
cally, γp =

CLIP(x,cp)
CLIP(x,c) . The new loss for our ACE is:

LPUnc = Ezt,t,c,cp∈Cp

[
∥ϵθ(zt, t)− ϵ̃pu∥22

]
. (10)

The final training loss for our ACE is summarized as:
LACE = λPUncLPUnc + λConsLCons + λESDLESD.

In our implementation, we adopt LORA [23] for
parameter-efficient tuning, and the training process fol-
lows [14]. More details are provided in Suppl.

4. Experiments
We conduct experiments on various tasks to evaluate our
ACE, including IP characters erasure, artistic styles erasure,
and nudity erasure. ESD [12], SPM [36], AdvUnlearn [67],
MACE [35], and RECE [17] are adopted as competing
methods. Unless otherwise specified, the experiments are
conducted on the Sable Diffusion v1.4.

4.1. IP Character Removal
Experiment Setup. To access our ACE on IP character
removal, we employ ten iconic IP characters as examples,
including Hello Kitty, Snoopy, Mickey Mouse, Elsa, Don-
ald Duck, Dora the Explorer, Winnie the Pooh, Sonic the
Hedgehog, Elsa, and Pikachu. For each erasure method,
we finetune ten models, with each model designed to erase
one IP character. Following [14, 17], we adopted CLIP [44]
score and LPIPS [65] score as metrics for evaluation. CLIP
score calculates the similarity between the generated image
and concept text, while LPIPS calculates the perceptual dif-
ference between images generated by the erasure model and
the original T2I model. Specifically, CLIPe and LPIPSe are
computed on erased characters, where higher LPIPSe value
and lower CLIPe represent a more effective removal. In
contrast, CLIPp and LPIPSp are computed on related char-
acters, where higher LPIPSe value and lower CLIPe suggest
a better prior preservation. When erasing one concept, the
other nine concepts are used as related concepts. Follow-
ing RECE [17], we further calculate the overall scores be-
tween erased and related characters to measure the trade-off
between the concept erasure and prior preservation, where
CLIPd = CLIPp−CLIPe and LPIPSd = LPIPSe−LPIPSp.
Higher CLIPd and LPIPSd indicate better trade-off.

For generation evaluation, we adopt 33 text templates for
each character concept, and five images are generated for
each text template using the erased model. To evaluate the
effectiveness of editing filtration, we adopt the widely used
LEDITS++ [4] and MasaCtrl [6] as editing methods. For
each concept, we utilize Stable Diffusion 3 [12] to generate
15 images based on 3 text templates as initial images, and
then perform editing on them using erased models. Each
image is manipulated using 11 editing texts, such as “sun-
glasses”. Finally, the CLIP score and LPIPS score are cal-
culated based on edited images, concept text and original



(a) Generation Prevention (b) Editing Filtration
Method Erase Concept Prior Concept Overall Erase Concept Prior Concept Overall

Unc Cons Cor CLIPe ↓ LPIPSe ↑ CLIPp ↑ LPIPSp ↓ CLIPd ↑ LPIPSd ↑ CLIPe ↓ LPIPSe ↑ CLIPp ↑ LPIPSp ↓ CLIPd ↑ LPIPSd ↑
(1) 0.171 0.440 0.246 0.286 0.075 0.153 0.301 0.060 0.305 0.050 0.004 0.011
(2) ✓ 0.166 0.551 0.283 0.236 0.117 0.315 0.285 0.149 0.305 0.057 0.019 0.092
(3) ✓ ✓ 0.159 0.507 0.254 0.337 0.095 0.170 0.274 0.168 0.300 0.077 0.026 0.091
(4) ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.175 0.397 0.295 0.196 0.120 0.201 0.274 0.168 0.303 0.070 0.029 0.097

Table 1. Quantitative Evaluation of generation and editing after ablation. The best results are highlighted in bold. The results in the
table indicate that the prior constraint loss function, as expected, enhanced the erasure capability of the trained model, while the correction
guidance greatly mitigated concept erosion during the erasure process without affecting editing filtration.

(a) Generation Prevention (b) Editing Filtration
Erase Concept Prior Concept Overall Erase Concept Prior Concept Overall

Method CLIPe ↓ LPIPSe ↑ CLIPp ↑ LPIPSp ↓ CLIPd ↑ LPIPSd ↑ CLIPe ↓ LPIPSe ↑ CLIPp ↑ LPIPSp ↓ CLIPd ↑ LPIPSd ↑
SD v1.4 [46] 0.301 0.000 0.301 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.308 0.063 0.308 0.063 0.000 0.000

ESD [14] 0.227 0.331 0.276 0.255 0.049 0.076 0.306 0.042 0.307 0.041 0.001 0.000
SPM [36] 0.239 0.288 0.296 0.107 0.056 0.181 0.302 0.061 0.303 0.056 0.001 0.005

AdvUnlearn [67] 0.166 0.468 0.209 0.403 0.043 0.065 0.310 0.011 0.311 0.010 0.001 0.001
MACE [35] 0.250 0.317 0.298 0.134 0.048 0.184 0.303 0.056 0.304 0.054 0.001 0.002
RECE [17] 0.176 0.426 0.257 0.270 0.081 0.156 0.300 0.066 0.303 0.054 0.003 0.012

Ours 0.175 0.397 0.295 0.196 0.120 0.201 0.274 0.168 0.303 0.070 0.029 0.097

Table 2. Quantitative comparisons of IP character erasure. The best two results are highlighted with bold and underline.

Buttocks Breast (F) Genitalia (F) Breast (M) Genitalia (M) Feet Armpits Belly Total↓ FID30k↓ CLIP30k↑
SD v1.4 [46] 61 204 37 38 16 70 241 183 850 14.07 0.313

ESD [14] 15 29 5 11 10 37 68 36 211 13.80 0.304
SPM [36] 14 29 7 2 12 41 53 28 186 14.63 0.312

AdvUnlearn [67] 4 6 2 0 8 13 12 7 52 15.35 0.293
MACE [35] 7 24 8 10 9 35 61 35 189 12.60 0.294
RECE [17] 14 20 7 16 10 39 45 35 186 14.45 0.309

Ours 3 2 3 4 9 6 5 7 39 14.69 0.308

Table 3. Exposure detection of generated images in the I2P dataset. The best two results are highlighted with bold and underline.

Erase Concept Relate Concept Overall
CLIPe ↓ LPIPSe ↑ CLIPp ↑ LPIPSp ↓ CLIPd ↑ LPIPSd ↑

SD v1.4 [46] 0.310 0.000 0.310 0.000 0.000 0.000
ESD [14] 0.216 0.444 0.296 0.241 0.080 0.202
SPM [36] 0.266 0.268 0.308 0.074 0.042 0.195

AdvUnlearn [67] 0.186 0.476 0.229 0.410 0.043 0.066
MACE [35] 0.228 0.366 0.298 0.196 0.069 0.169
RECE [17] 0.253 0.307 0.309 0.051 0.057 0.255

Ours 0.160 0.471 0.303 0.126 0.143 0.345

Table 4. Quantitative evaluation of artist style erasure. The
best two results are highlighted with bold and underline. Our ACE
performs better in terms of thorough erasure and also demonstrates
comparable prior preservation.

images. The final results are all reported by averaging 10
characters. More details can be found in Suppl.
Experiment Results. Fig. 3 illustrates the comparison of
generation results against competing methods. One can see
that, our ACE can successfully erase the target concept (i.e.,
Donald Duck) while retaining the capability to generate re-
lated prior concepts (e.g., Mickey Mouse and Pikachu). In
contrast, methods such as ESD, AdvUnlearn, and RECE
generate examples with noticeable concept erosion. From
Table 2, our ACE demonstrates a comparable CLIP score
for both the erased and related concepts. This indicates that

Unlearn Diffusion↓ P4D↓ Ring a Bell↓ Average↓
SD v1.4 [46] 100% 100% 85.21% 95.07%

ESD [14] 73.05% 74.47% 38.73% 62.08%
SPM [36] 91.49% 91.49% 57.75% 80.24%

AdvUnlearn [67] 25.53% 19.15% 4.93% 16.54%
MACE [35] 64.53% 66.67% 14.79% 48.66%
RECE [17] 70.92% 65.96% 26.76% 54.55%

Ours 27.65% 28.37% 2.82% 19.61%

Table 5. Robustness evaluation of nudity erasure. The best two
results are highlighted with bold and underline. We report the at-
tack success rates (ASR) of different adversarial methods under
various erasure models. Our method achieved the second-best re-
sults without using adversarial training.

our ACE achieves a better trade-off between target concept
erasure and prior concept preservation, as further validated
by the overall metrics in Table 2 (a). SPM and MACE ex-
hibit inferior performance in thoroughly erasing the target
concept. While AdvUnlearn performs well at erasing the
target concept, it shows poor performance in prior preser-
vation.

Fig. 4 further presents the comparison of editing results
by LEDITS++. As shown in the figure, the competing
method generates the erased concept with desired attributes



after performing the editing on the given image, which is
not wanted in practice. In contrast, our method can success-
fully hinder the editing of images containing erased con-
cepts (e.g., Mickey), while keeping the editability of non-
target concepts (e.g., Hello Kitty and Elsa). Table 2 (b)
reports the quantitative comparisons evaluated with LED-
ITS++. Our method shows a significant improvement in
erasing concepts, demonstrating its ability to edit filtration.
The comparison on MasaCtrl and more results can be found
in Suppl.

4.2. Explicit Content Removal

Experimental Setup. To evaluate our ACE on explicit
content removal, we employ “nudity” as the target con-
cept to train the model. Following [36], we utilize the I2P
dataset [48] to evaluate the performance of explicit con-
tent generation. Specifically, we select 856 text prompts
with explicit labels, and each prompt generates one image.
Then, Nudenet [2] is used to quantify the number of nude
body parts in these generated images. Additionally, follow-
ing [14, 36], we employ COCO-30k Caption dataset [32]
to evaluate the conditional generation capability of erased
models. Specifically, we generate one image for each cap-
tion in COCO-30k and FID [20] is calculated between gen-
erated and natural images. CLIP score is also calculated
between the generated images and the captions to access
the semantic alignment of generated images. For robustness
evaluation, we adopt UnlearnDiff [68], P4D [10] and Ring-
A-Bell [53] as adversarial tools to calculate attack success
rate (ASR). Adversarial attacks were conducted on 142 sen-
sitive texts provided by UnlearnDiff. More details can be
found in Suppl.
Experiment Results. From Table 5, we can see that our
method has a lower success rate in adversarial attacks when
trained only for “nudity”, with only AdvUnlearn perform-
ing slightly better than us with using adversarial training.
As shown in Fig. 5 and Table 3, our method can effec-
tively erase nudity content and results in fewer exposure
parts. In the generation evaluation, we dynamically attack
the erased models using adversarial tools. As shown in
Fig. 5, our method demonstrates excellent robustness. To
further showcase our method’s efficacy in editing filtration,
we employ SD-Inpainting [46] as an editing tool to assess
the exposure levels of images after different text-guided in-
painting processes. In addition to conventional text editing
(e.g., bikini) adversarial edited text in MMA-Diffusion [60]
is also used for explicit editing. GroundingDINO [34] is
used to detect clothing in the images. As shown in Fig. 5,
our method successfully prevents inappropriate inpainting
of exposed parts in masked areas, making it more practical
for real-world applications.

More results for robustness and editing filtration evalua-
tion can be found in Suppl.

4.3. Artistic Style Removal
Experiment Setup. To validate the performance of our
model in unlearning styles, we choose ten representative
artistic styles, including Leonardo da Vinci, Pablo Pi-
casso, Michelangelo, Van Gogh, Salvador Dali, Claude
Monet, Andy Warhol, Jackson Pollock, Frida Kahlo, Geor-
gia O’Keeffe. The evaluation process and metrics are simi-
lar to the IP character removal (Sec. 4.1).
Experiment Results. Fig. 6 illustrates the results of eras-
ing artistic styles. As shown in the figure, our method can
erase the style of Van Gogh and Andy Warhol from the T2I
model, while generating other styles faithfully. From Ta-
ble 4, our method achieves better CLIPe on erased concept.

4.4. Ablation Study
We further conduct the ablation study on the IP charac-
ter erasure to evaluate the effectiveness of each component
proposed in our ACE. Specifically, it contains the follow-
ing variants: (1) Baseline: by only adopting the ESD loss
to finetune the model. (2) Baseline + Unc: by employing
unconditional erasure guidance alignment with ESD Loss
to finetune the model. (3) Baseline + Unc + LCons: by
adopting ESD Loss, unconditional erasure guidance align-
ment, andLCons to finetune the model. (4) Ours full method:
by incorporating the ESD Loss, prior-guided unconditional
erasure guidance alignment and LCons together. From Ta-
ble 1, we can see that: (i) Introducing unconditional era-
sure guidance improves the model’s editing filtration perfor-
mance, indicating its effectiveness in preventing unwanted
edits. (ii) We use both unconditional erasure guidance and
LCons together leading to significant improvements in con-
cept erasure and editing filtration performance, although it
compromises the generation of related prior concepts. (iii)
LPUnc enhances the prior preservation, and without affecting
editing filtration.

More ablation results are provided in Suppl.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we investigate the potential risks of unsafe
content creation through image editing, and propose an
Anti-Editing Concept Erasure (ACE) method to prevent the
production of such content during both generation and edit-
ing. In addition to the conditional erasure guidance used
by existing methods, we further propose an unconditional
noise erasure technique to enhance anti-editing concept era-
sure. This guidance steers the noise prediction away from
the target concept, thereby effectively preventing the pro-
duction of images containing the target concept. Moreover,
a concept preservation mechanism is introduced to maintain
the generation prior of non-target concepts. Experiments
demonstrate that our ACE can successfully erase specific
concepts and exhibits superior filtration capabilities during
both generation and editing compared to existing methods.
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ACE: Anti-Editing Concept Erasure in Text-to-Image Models

Supplementary Material

The following materials are provided in this supplemen-
tary file:
• Sec. A: training algorithm and more analysis of our pro-

posed ACE.
• Sec. B: details of training and evaluation.
• Sec. C: more evaluation results, including the FID evalu-

ation, Masactrl editing evaluation, explicit editing evalu-
ation and more ablation.

• Sec. D: more qualitative results.

A. Training Algorithm and Analysis
Algorithm 1 illustrates the overall training algorithm of our
proposed ACE. In particular, we propose aligning uncondi-
tional noise prediction with unconditional erasure guidance
(UEG), which can introduce erasure guidance through CFG
calculation under any text input into noise predictions of zt
that containing target concept. Specifically, it can be written
as:

ϵ̃ =ϵθ(zt, t) + ω(ϵθ(zt, cinput, t)− ϵθ(zt, t))

≈ϵ̃u + ω(ϵθ(zt, cinput, t)− ϵ̃u) (A.1)

After substituting Eqn. 6 from the main paper and simplify-
ing, we obtain:

ϵ̃ ≈ϵθ⋆(zt, t) + ηu(1− ω)(ϵθ⋆(zt, c, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, t))

+ ω(ϵθ(zt, cinput, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, t)) (A.2)

Further substituting Eqn. 2 from the main paper into the
equation, we get:

ϵ̃ ≈ ϵθ⋆(zt, t)−
1

σt
(ηu(1−ω)∇zt log p(c|zt)+ω∇zt log p(cinput|zt))

(A.3)
The formula for noise removal using DDIM can be ex-

pressed as:

zt−1 =

√
αt−1

αt
zt+

√
αt−1(

√
1− αt−1

αt−1
−
√

1− αt

αt
)ϵ̃. (A.4)

where αt is a predefined constant that satisfies αt = 1− σ2
t

and αt

αt−1
∈ (0, 1). By substituting Eqn. A.3 into Eqn. A.4,

we can obtain:

zt−1 ≈
√

αt−1

αt
zt −

√
αt−1(βt − βt−1)(ϵθ⋆(zt, t)−

σt(ηu(1− ω)∇zt log p(cinput|zt) + ω∇zt log p(c|zt)))
(A.5)

where βt =
√

1−αt

αt
, and βt−βt−1 > 0, ω > 1 . By replac-

ing all constant terms in the formula with positive constants

Algorithm 1 Our Training Algorithm

Input: Pretrained Diffusion U-Net θ∗, concept c to erase,
concept set Cp to preserve, erasing guidance scale ηu, cor-
rection guidance scale ηp, iteration N , learning rate β,
precomputed guidance control item γp, loss function co-
efficient λCons and λPUnc, λESD.

Output: Diffusion U-Net Lora θ′ with concept c erased.
θ ← Combine(θ′, θ⋆)
Initialize text embeddings c and cp from Cp
for i = 1, . . . , N do
zT ∼ N (0, I);
zt ← DDIM Inference(ϵθ, zT , c, t);
/* Compute guidance */
Gtarget ← ηu(ϵθ⋆(zt, c, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, t));
Gprior ← ηpγp(ϵθ⋆(zt, cp, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, t));
/* Compute aligned noise */
ϵ̃pu ← ϵθ⋆(zt, t) +Gtarget −Gprior;
ϵ̃c ← ϵθ⋆(zt, t)−Gtarget;
/* Compute Loss Function */
LCons ← ∥ϵθ(zt, cp, t)− ϵθ⋆(zt, cp, t)∥22;
LPUnc ← ∥ϵθ(zt, t)− ϵ̃pu∥22;
LESD ← ∥ϵθ(zt, c, t)− ϵ̃e∥22;
LACE ← λPUncLPunc + λConsLCons + λESDLESD;
θ′ ← θ′ − β∇θ′LACE

end for
return θ′

IP Character Explicit Erasure Artist Style
Training Steps 1500 2000 750

ηp 3 1 1.5
λPUnc 0.19 0.198 0.05
λCons 0.8 0.8 0.9
λESD 0.01 0.002 0.05

Erase Text IP Character name nudity Artist name

Table A. Hyper-parameter settings for our method across dif-
ferent erasure tasks.

Ci, the formula can be simplified to:

zt−1 = C1zt − C2ϵθ⋆(zt, t)

+ C3∇zt log p(cinput|zt)− C4∇zt log p(c|zt)
(A.6)

Here, C1,C2,C3 and C4 are all positive constants. From
Eqn. A.6,it can be seen that after unconditional erasure
guidance (UEG) alignment training, the guidance in the de-
noising process will decrease the probability of the appear-
ance of the target concept c in the image.



B. Implementation Details

B.1. Training Configuration
In our implementation, the rank for LoRA is set to 4, and
the learning rate is 0.001. For generating the training con-
cept images, we use the original SD model with the DDIM
sampler, where the CFG scale for zt is 3 and the DDIM
sampling step is set to 30. During training, both ηu and ηc
are set to 3, and the training batch size is set to 1. The prior
concept sampling batch size is set to 2. For IP character and
artist erasure, γp is calculated on the 15 images generated
by SD3 containing the target concept. For nudity erasure,
γp is set to 1. Table A lists the training hyperparameters
for different erasure tasks. Table B∼D report the concepts
and text prompts used to calculate LCons and LPUnc. When
training the competing erasure methods, we employ their
the official implementation codes, and the erasure settings
for characters and objects are kept consistent.

B.2. Evaluation Configuration
For generation evaluation, we use 3 templates to generate
IP characters, i.e.,
• “{IP name} {editing word} sits on the chair”
• “{IP name} {editing word} stand on the grassland”
• “Full body shot of {IP name} {editing word}”
The {IP name} will be replaced with the erased concept
name, while the {editing word} is randomly sampled from
11 editing words (i.e., sunglasses, hat, cap, kerchief, head-
set, surgical mask, red clothes, earrings, tiara, necklace,
and holding a book). When generating original images us-
ing SD3, we only input the IP characters into the template,
without adding editing words. For artist style image gener-
ation, we use 5 templates:
• “Image in the style of {artist name}”
• “Art inspired by {artist name}”
• “Painting in the style of {artist name}”
• “A reproduction of art by {artist name}”
• “A famous artwork by {artist name}”
For each template, we generate 25 images.

For editing evaluation, we set the reverse CFG scale to
1.5, the editing CFG scale to 10, and the inference steps to
30. We keep the other editing settings consistent with the
recommended settings. The editing texts used for editing
with LEDITS++ are the same as those used for generation.
The editing words used for MasaCtrl are: running, hands
in hands, jumping, standing, sitting, raising hangs, laying,
with open arms, walking, stooping. The edited words in
MasaCtrl are combined with the IP characters’ concepts in
the templates used for generation, forming the final edit-
ing text. In adversarial settings, we adopt the recommended
settings for each method for adversarial attacks. When gen-
erating original images edited for nudity, the text for gen-
erating a man is “Full body shot of man.”, and the text for

Figure A. Explicit edit prompts for man.

Figure B. Explicit edit prompts for woman.

generating a woman is “Full body shot of woman wearing
skirt.”. The nude editing words contain special symbols as
shown in Fig A and Fig B.



Table B. The 30 prior concepts used for erasing IP characters.

Prior Character IDs

1 Mickey Mouse 2 Kung Fu Panda 3 SpongeBob SquarePants 4 Tom and Jerry
5 Donald Duck 6 Pikachu 7 Dora the Explorer 8 Winnie the Pooh
9 Snoopy 10 Elsa (Frozen) 11 Buzz Lightyear 12 Batman
13 Twilight Sparkle 14 Spider-Man 15 Monkey D. Luffy 16 Super Mario
17 Sonic the Hedgehog 18 Superman 19 Scooby-Doo 20 Garfield
21 Mulan 22 Lightning McQueen 23 Rapunzel 24 Optimus Prime
25 Hello Kitty 26 Bart Simpson 27 Bugs Bunny 28 Peter Griffin
29 Barbie 30 Judy Hopps

Table C. The 30 prior concepts used for erasing artist style.

Prior Style IDs

1 Leonardo da Vinci 2 Pablo Picasso 3 Michelangelo 4 Rembrandt
5 Salvador Dali 6 Claude Monet 7 Andy Warhol 8 Jackson Pollock
9 Frida Kahlo 10 Georgia O’Keeffe 11 Wassily Kandinsky 12 Edvard Munch
13 Henri Matisse 14 Gustav Klimt 15 Paul Cezanne 16 Pierre-Auguste Renoir
17 Marc Chagall 18 Joan Miro 19 Roy Lichtenstein 20 Edward Hopper
21 Mark Rothko 22 Paul Gauguin 23 Jean-Michel Basquiat 24 Van Gogh
25 Keith Haring 26 Andrei Rublev 27 Hieronymus Bosch 28 Qiu Ying
29 Mary Cassatt 30 Angelica Kauffman

Table D. The templates used for explicit prior concepts. The {}
will be replaced by one word randomly sampled from “person”,
“child”, “man”, “woman”

Prompt Prompt

A {} in winter clothes A {} in autumn clothes
A {} in a padded jacket A {} in thick clothes

A {} wrapped in thick clothing A {} wearing clothes
A {} wearing coat A {} wearing Jacket

A {} wearing Jeans

C. More Evaluation Results
C.1. FID Evaluation
To further evaluate the performance of our method in gener-
ating capabilities after erasing the target concept, we calcu-
lated the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [20] between the
images generated by the model after erasing the IP charac-
ter and natural images. After erasing the target concept, we
used the model to generate images based on 1000 captions
from the COCO dataset [32], with one image generated per
caption. The final result is the average of the FID values and
CLIP Score of 10 erased models. From the Table E, it can
be seen that our method has a relatively small impact on the
model generation capability after erasing the IP role.

C.2. MasaCtrl Editing Evaluation
Table F provides a further comparison of editing results
using MasaCtrl [6]. We adopted the same settings as

SD v1.4 [46] ESD [14] SPM [36] AdvUnlearn [67] MACE [35] RECE [17] Ours

FID ↓ 62.00 63.42 61.77 64.18 61.73 62.19 62.13
CLIP ↑ 0.3119 0.3048 0.3110 0.2936 0.3115 0.3072 0.3112

Table E. Quantitative comparisons on generating safe con-
tent. The metrics are calculated based on 1000 captions from the
COCO dataset. The best two results are highlighted with bold and
underline.

Erase Concept Prior Concept Overall
CLIPe ↓ LPIPSe ↑ CLIPp ↑ LPIPSp ↓ CLIPd ↑ LPIPSd ↑

Original 0.312 0.000 0.312 0.000 0.000 0.000
SD v1.4 [46] 0.312 0.152 0.312 0.152 0.000 0.000

ESD [14] 0.293 0.179 0.307 0.157 0.015 0.022
SPM [36] 0.293 0.192 0.311 0.154 0.018 0.038

AdvUnlearn [67] 0.245 0.246 0.303 0.148 0.058 0.099
MACE [35] 0.297 0.184 0.312 0.151 0.014 0.033
RECE [17] 0.238 0.266 0.302 0.167 0.065 0.100

Ours 0.196 0.362 0.311 0.172 0.114 0.191

Table F. Quantitative Evaluation of IP character edit filtration.
The best results are highlighted in bold, while the second-best is
underlined. ”Original” represents the original unedited image. An
upward arrow indicates that a higher value is preferable for the
metric, while a downward arrow suggests that a lower value is
preferable. It can be observed that our method shows a significant
improvement compared to other methods.

those used for evaluating LEDITS++, with different editing
prompts (e.g., Full body shot of Mickey Mouse running).
From the table, we can see that although some erasure
methods exhibit erasure effects under MasaCtrl editing, our
erasure method performs the best among all erasure meth-
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Figure C. Comparison of our ACE method with other methods in terms of editing filtering. After erasing Mickey Mouse, our method
filtered out edits involving Mickey Mouse while not affecting edits related to other IP characters. In contrast, the competing methods either
fail to prevent editing (e.g., SPM) or affect the editing of other concepts (e.g., RECE, ESD).

Man↓ Woman↓ Overall↓
Original 8 52 30

SD 51.75 110.60 81.18
SPM 25 86 55.5

AdvUnlearn 11.85 63.15 37.5
Ours 12.80 66.85 39.83

Table G. Average number of nudity detections for every 100
images. The best results are highlighted in bold.

ods. Fig. C illustrates the visual comparisons, and our ACE
method successfully erases the concept of Mickey Mouse
without affecting the editing of the concepts of Snoopy and
Elsa.

C.3. Explicit Editing Evaluation
In evaluating defense mechanisms against nudity editing,
we utilized SD-inpainting to assess the exposure levels of
images after different text edits. We edited 200 images gen-
erated by SD3 with 20 different texts and used NudeNet to
detect the level of exposure in the images. In the set of 200
images, there are equal numbers of images of males and
females. Among the 20 edited texts, some contain direct
references to nudity, such as ”naked body”, while others in-
clude texts with explicit semantics like ”bikini”, and also
incorporate adversarial texts provided by MMA-diffusion.
Since nudity editing requires transferring the training re-
sults from SD 1.4 to the editing model, only methods capa-
ble of transfer in the comparison models were tested here,
i.e., our method, SPM, and AdvUnlearn. From Table G,
it can be seen that the average number of exposed images
detected by our method is close to that of AdvUnlearn,

achieving the second-best result. This demonstrates that our
method provides effective protection against nudity editing.

C.4. More Ablation Results
Fig. D illustrates the visual comparisons among different
variants. As shown in the figure, LUnc significantly im-
proves the erasure effects. Incorporating LCons further im-
proves the erasure effect, but also intensifies concept ero-
sion. Finally, with the addition of LPUnc, ACE effec-
tively prevents the production of the target concept during
both generation and editing, while maintaining good prior
preservation.

D. Additional Qualitative Results
Fig. E∼ L illustrates additional qualitative comparisons. As
depicted in these figures, our ACE method effectively erases
the target concept while preserving the ability to generate
related prior concepts. Moreover, our approach success-
fully prevents the editing of images containing erased con-
cepts, while maintaining the editability of non-target con-
cepts, thereby demonstrating its effectiveness.
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Figure E. More generation results on IP character erasure.
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Figure G. More editing results on IP character erasure.
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Figure H. More editing results on IP character erasure.



(a)  Erase Elsa

(b)  Erase Hello Kitty
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Figure I. More editing results on IP character erasure.
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Figure J. More editing results on IP character erasure.
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Figure K. More generation results on artist style erasure.
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Figure L. More generation results on artist style erasure.
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