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Figure 1. We propose a new editing paradigm dubbed ZZEdit, which demonstrates a more subtle editability and fidelity over the commonly
employed “inversion-then-editing” pipeline. Moreover, it seamlessly integrates with contemporary text-driven image editing methods,
such as P2P [15] (with DDIM inversion [40] or Null-text inversion [26]) and PnP [43] (with DDIM inversion), enhancing their capabilities.
Without training or finetuning, our ZZEdit shows the feasibility of using dynamic latent trajectory on the existing image editing techniques.

Abstract

Editability and fidelity are two essential demands for text-
driven image editing, which expects that the editing area
should align with the target prompt and the rest should
remain unchanged separately. The current cutting-edge
editing methods usually obey an ”inversion-then-editing”
pipeline, where the source image is first inverted to an ap-
proximate Gaussian noise zT , based on which a sampling
process is conducted using the target prompt. Neverthe-
less, we argue that it is not a good choice to use a near-
Gaussian noise as a pivot for further editing since it almost
lost all structure fidelity. We verify this by a pilot exper-
iment, discovering that some intermediate-inverted latents
can achieve a better trade-off between editability and fi-
delity than the fully-inverted zT . Based on this, we propose
a novel editing paradigm dubbed ZZEdit, which gentlely
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strengthens the target guidance on a sufficient-for-editing
while structure-preserving latent. Specifically, we locate
such an editing pivot by searching the first point on the
inversion trajectory which has larger response levels to-
ward the target prompt than the source one. Then, we pro-
pose a ZigZag process to perform mild target guiding on
this pivot, which fulfills denoising and inversion iteratively,
approaching the target while still holding fidelity. After-
wards, to achieve the same number of inversion and denois-
ing steps, we perform a pure sampling process under the
target prompt. Extensive experiments highlight the effec-
tiveness of our ZZEdit in diverse image editing scenarios
compared with the ”inversion-then-editing” pipeline.

1. Introduction
Recent years, large-scale text-guided diffusion models [14,
33, 35, 38, 48] have attracted growing attention in com-
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puter vision and graphics community, showing efficiency
for high-quality text-to-image (T2I) synthesis. To repli-
cate this success into text-guided image editing and en-
able users to manipulate input images according to their
text prompt, early attempts usually take additional user-
provided masks [3, 11, 25, 27, 34] or box [23]. Besides,
[31, 50] take more conditions for fine-grained control over
images e.g., depth maps, canny edges, poses, and sketches.
Another line of research aims for text-only interactive image
editing [4, 6, 9, 15, 19, 24, 26, 43]. Since the last setting op-
erates with minimal input conditions (i.e., only image and
text) but also shows promising results for real image edit-
ing, we follow their trend in this work.

The current text-only image editing methods usually
obey the “inversion-then-editing” pipeline. Specifically, in-
version techniques gradually add noise to the source im-
age feature z0 until reaching an approximate Gaussian noise
zT , based on which a sampling process is carried out under
the guidance of the target-prompt. Here, we raise a question
that is it a good choice to directly invert the input image
to a near-Gaussian noise? We believe the answer is neg-
ative from the perspective of both editability and fidelity.
For the former, as seen in Fig. 2, we conduct a pilot exper-
iment with commonly-used DDIM inversion, and discover
that there are a lot of intermediate-inverted latents that can
provide considerable or greater editability than zT . For the
latter, given that DDIM inversion has accumulated errors in
each step [9, 19, 26], applying zT for subsequent denois-
ing would inevitably bring more reconstruction errors than
intermediate-inverted ones, thus hindering the fidelity.

In view of the above considerations, we attempt to use an
intermediate-inverted latent which has sufficient editability
while still keeping certain structure information as the edit-
ing pivot. To this end, we propose a novel editing paradigm,
dubbed ZZEdit, where the insight behind is mildly strength-
ening guidance at a structure-preserving while sufficient-
for-editing point. Specifically, starting from z0, we locate
the qualified editing pivot by looking up the first step on
the inversion trajectory whose response to the target prompt
is greater than that to the source one. Then, we propose a
ZigZag process to gentlely perform target guiding without
ruining the structure information on the selected pivot. Con-
cretely, our ZigZag process performs one-step denoising
and inversion alternately by K times, where each denoising
step provides gradients from the target direction while each
inversion step gives a small amount of noise for the next
denoising step. Last, a pure editing process is conducted to
ensure equal-step inversion and sampling.

Our ZZEdit can be applied painlessly to the existing
inversion-based editing methods to boost their performance.
As shown in Fig. 1, we compare our ZZEdit with the typ-
ical “inversion-then-editing” pipeline using two methods
P2P [15] and PnP [43]. Specifically, P2P supports DDIM

inversion and Null-Text inversion (NTI) [26], in which the
latter delivers better results by optimizing unconditional
textual embeddings. When our ZZEdit are equipped with
these editing methods, more elegant editability and fidelity
are achieved. To sum up, our main contributions are:
• We provide new empirical insights about locating a

structure-preserving while sufficient-for-editing point
during the inversion trajectory as the editing pivot.

• We propose a novel zero-shot image editing paradigm
named ZZEdit, where a ZigZag process is designed to
mildly enhance the target guidance at a suitable pivot.

• Extensive qualitative and quantitative experiments
demonstrate that our ZZEdit is versatile across different
editing methods, including P2P [15] and PnP [43], which
achieves state-of-the-art editing performance.

2. Related Works
Text-driven Image Generation. Recent years, diffusion
models [17, 40] has shown its capacity in text-to-image
(T2I) generation. DALLE-2 [33] proposes a two-stage
model: a prior generating a CLIP [32] image embedding
given a text caption, and a decoder producing an image
conditioned on the image embedding. Building on the
strength of diffusion models in high-fidelity image genera-
tion, Imagen [38] discovers that large frozen language mod-
els trained only on text data are effective text encoders for
text-to-image generation. Further, to enable diffusion mod-
els training on limited computational resources while re-
taining quality, Stable Diffusion [35] trains models in the
latent space of powerful pretrained autoencoders.
Text-driven Image Editing. Different from the general
text-driven image generation, a group of methods turn the
model for single-image editing. SDEdit [24] first adds noise
to the input (e.g., stroke painting), then subsequently de-
noises through the prior from stochastic differential equa-
tion (SDE). DiffusionCLIP [21] proposes a text-guided im-
age manipulation method using the pretrained diffusion
models and CLIP loss. To further improve the editing fi-
delity, some approaches require a mask region [1, 2, 27],
where the background out of the mask can remain the
same while it can be time-consuming for users to pro-
vide a mask. Then, for text-only intuitive image editing,
DiffEdit [7] and MasaCtrl [6] automatically infer a mask
according to the target prompt. P2P [15] and PnP [43]
demonstrate that fine-grained control can be achieved by
cross-attention layers and manipulating spatial features and
their self-attention inside the model respectively. Besides,
Imagic [20] and UniTune [44] conduct fine-tuning on Ima-
gen [38] to capture the image-specific appearance, which
also does not need edit masks either. Further, Instruct-
Pix2Pix [5] and MagicBrush [49] perform editing following
human instructions by constructing paired data. Pix2Pix-
Zero [29] can perform image-to-image translation with-
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out manual prompting. Moreover, another line of tech-
niques proposes to insert new concepts into a pretrained T2I
model (e.g., a specified person, bag, cup) for personalize us-
age [10, 12, 22, 37, 39, 41].
Inversion in Editing Models. The commonly-used DDIM
inversion scheme [8, 40] conducts DDIM sampling in the
reverse direction, which is effective for unconditional gen-
eration. When the classifier-free guidance [16] is applied
for editing purposes, the accumulated error of DDIM in-
version would magnify and lead to a poor reconstruction,
thus bringing unsatisfied editing results. To address this,
several methods [9, 26] propose to perform optimization on
inverted latents, where Null-text inversion (NTI) [26] opti-
mizes the unconditional textual embedding while Prompt-
Tuning inversion (PTI) [9] optimizes the conditional em-
bedding. There are also some techniques [13, 19, 45] im-
prove DDIM inversion without fine-tuning.

Different from the above methods, we take a close
look at the latent trajectory of the existing “inversion-
then-editing” pipeline, which usually takes an approximate-
Gaussian latent as the editing pivot. However, we argue
that it is usually a suboptimal solution. Without addi-
tional training, we propose a new editing paradigm ZZEdit,
which enhances editing mildly at a structure-preserving
while sufficient-for-editing point, which considers structure
and editability in the latent trajectory all at once.

3. Preliminary
Stable Diffusion (SD). SD [35] trains diffusion models for
text-to-image generation in the latent space of an autoen-
coder D(E(x)). The encoder evaluates the latent feature
z = E(x) for an input image while the decoder D maps
the latent representation to the RGB space. In the forward
process, the latent input z0 is perturbed by Gaussian noise
gradually, leading to zt. To sequentially denoising, a U-
Net [36] ϵθ containing a series of residual, self-attention,
and cross-attention blocks is trained to predict the noise by
a L2 loss. Once trained, deterministic DDIM sampling [40]
can be applied to accurately reconstruct a given real image:

zt−1=

√
αt−1

αt
zt+

(√
1

αt−1
−1−

√
1

αt
−1

)
ϵθ(zt, t, C),

(1)
where C denotes the text embeddings.
DDIM Inversion. DDIM inversion [40] projects an image
into a known latent space before reconstruction or editing,
which performs DDIM sampling process in a reverse way:

zt+1=

√
αt+1

αt
zt+

(√
1

αt+1
−1−

√
1

αt
−1

)
ϵθ(zt, t, C).

(2)
The technique is based on the assumption that the ODE pro-
cess can be reversed in the limit of small steps.

Classifier-free Guidance (CFG). To enhance the guidance
of the text guidance in text-guided generation, classifier-
free guidance [16] is proposed, where both conditioned pre-
diction and unconditioned prediction are performed at each
step. The calculation is defined as:

ϵ̃θ(zt, t, C,∅) = ω ·ϵθ(zt, t, C)+(1−ω) ·ϵθ(zt, t,∅), (3)

where ∅ is the embeddings of a null text, and ω is the guid-
ance scale parameter. Note that DDIM inversion can nearly
reconstruct the original image [26], where a slight error is
introduced in each step. However, a large guidance scale
ω > 1 is necessary for the editing task, which would mag-
nify such accumulated error [9, 26].

4. Methods
Given a source image I and a target prompt Ptgt, text-
driven image editing tries to achieve two needs: editability
and fidelity. The former aims to change visual content to be
consistent with the textual description of Ptgt, while the lat-
ter requires the rest to remain unchanged. In this section, we
first analyze the existing “inversion-then-editing” pipeline
in Sec. 4.1. Then, the overview of the proposed ZZEdit is
given in Sec. 4.2, which first locates a sufficient-for-editing
while structure-preserving point as the editing pivot and
then performs a mild target guiding process still holding
structure information based on this pivot. We elaborate on
these two parts in Sec. 4.3 and Sec. 4.4. Our ZZEdit can be
applied painlessly in those methods which obey ”inversion-
then-editing” and improve their performance.

4.1. Pilot Analysis

Recent text-only image editing pipeline always directly in-
vert the source image I for T steps to obtain an approxi-
mately standard Gaussian noise zT , from which an edited
image is sampled under the guidance of target prompt Ptgt

using CFG. However, we argue that it is not a good choice
to directly invert the input image to a near-Gaussian noise.
Next, we use commonly used DDIM inversion to verify this
from the perspective of both editability and fidelity.
Editability. In Fig.2, we divide the T-step process into
five parts evenly. At the reconstruction stage of DDIM de-
noising, the source image z0 is nearly reconstructed, where
the reconstructed latent ẑt is approximately equal to the in-
verted latent zt (i.e., zt ≈ ẑt). Then, we attempt to quanti-
tatively measure the target guidance degree for the different
inverted latent zt, where t ∈ [ 15T,

2
5T,

3
5T,

4
5T, T ].

We use CFG scale ω = 7.5 for target editing, where
1
5T -step sampling is conducted on zt, yielding z̃t− 1

5T
as

z̃0, z̃ 1
5T

, z̃ 2
5T

, z̃ 3
5T

, and z̃ 4
5T

, respectively. Here, since
zt ≈ ẑt, we can distinguish editing trajectories of different
zt with ẑt: 1⃝ẑ 1

5T
→ z̃1

0 , 2⃝ẑ 2
5T
→ z̃2

1
5T
→ z̃2

0 , 3⃝ẑ 3
5T
→

z̃3
2
5T
→ z̃3

1
5T
→ z̃3

0 , 4⃝ẑ 4
5T
→ z̃4

3
5T
→ z̃4

2
5T
→ z̃4

1
5T
→ z̃4

0 ,
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Figure 2. Pilot analysis on the “inversion-then-editing” pipeline,
which takes source prompt Psrc, target prompt Ptgt, and a clean
latent z0 as input. In the DDIM inversion trajectory, z0 is inverted
into a near-Gaussian latent zT using source prompt Psrc and UNet
ϵθ . At the reconstruction stage of DDIM denoising, ẑt ≈ zt. At
the editing stage of the DDIM denoising, we use ∥z̃t − ẑt∥ to
approximately measure the guidance degree of Ptgt for different
reconstructed ẑt, which shows the intermediate-inverted zt has
considerable (or greater) editability as the fully-inverted zT .

and 5⃝zT → z̃5
4
5T
→ z̃5

3
5T
→ z̃5

2
5T
→ z̃5

1
5T
→ z̃5

0 . we
omit these superscripts in Fig.2 for simplicity. Next, we
can measure the deviation of the reconstructed ẑt− 1

5T
and

target-guided z̃t− 1
5T

by calculating the norm of difference
between them (i.e., ∥z̃t− 1

5T
− ẑt− 1

5T
∥). Such a measure-

ment can be regarded as a statistical average result using 1
5T

steps, which shows the guiding degree of the target prompt
Ptgt to different zt, where t ∈ [ 15T,

2
5T,

3
5T,

4
5T, T ].

It turns out the largest guidance degree occurs in the edit-
ing trajectory of 3⃝ in our pilot analysis. In this way, a
general discovery can be obtained: intermediate-inverted zt
is capable of providing considerable (or greater) response
level to the target prompt Ptgt as the fully-inverted zT ,
proving the editability of intermediate-inverted zt.

Fidelity. DDIM inversion introduces a slight error at each
step, and such accumulated errors would be magnified un-
der a large CFG scale ω [26]. Thus, using zT for subsequent
denoising would inevitably bring more reconstruction errors
than intermediate-inverted ones, hindering the fidelity and
leading to a significantly different image.

Summing up, intermediate-inverted latents can provide a
better trade-off between editability and fidelity than fully-
inverted zT since the latter bearly lost all structure fidelity
for subsequent reconstruction and editing.
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Figure 3. Left: (a) The trajectory of the “inversion-then-editing”
pipeline, which invertes z0 to zT using Psrc, and then performs
denoising under Ptgt. (b) The trajectory of our ZZEdit, where we
first locate a sufficient-for-editing while structure-preserving point
(marked as P ) on the inversion trajectory as the editing pivot, and
then use a ZigZag process to mildly guide the latent towards the
target. Afterwards, a pure denoising process is leveraged for the
equal step of inversion and denoising. Right: (c) Illustration of
the response of the inverted latent zt towards Psrc, null text ∅,
and Ptgt, which are represented with dotted lines. The more the
denoised latent deviates from that of ∅, the greater the response.

4.2. Overview of The Proposed ZZEdit

Considering the potential good property of intermediate-
inverted latents, this paper attempts to mildly strength-
ens the target guidance on a sufficient-for-editing while
structure-preserving latent. Specifically, as seen in the left
part of Fig. 3, we propose a new editing paradigm ZZEdit,
which consists of three steps:
(i) We attempt to locate an optimal point in inversion trajec-
tory as the editing pivot, which is detailed in Sec. 4.3.
(ii) A mild guiding process, named ZigZag process is pro-
posed to enhance target guidance at the pivot. Specifically,
it consists of alternately performing one-step denoising and
one-step inversion, which is elaborated in Sec. 4.4.
(iii) The remaining comprises a diffusion process guided by
the target prompt to achieve equal-step inversion and sam-
pling. Note that when equipping the existing editing method
with our ZZEdit, the denoising process needs to retain the
characteristics of the method, such as P2P [15] injecting
cross-attention maps and PnP [43] injecting self-attention
maps. We summarize applying our ZZEdit to the existing
text-driven image editing methods in Alg. 1.

4.3. Towards An Optimal Pivot During Inversion

We argue that a qualified intermediate-inverted latent for
the editing pivot should consider both editability and fi-
delity. We ensure the former by seeking a sufficient-for-
editing point which has a larger response towards the target
prompt Ptgt than source prompt Psrc. The latter is natu-
rally guaranteed by fewer adding-noise steps. As seen the
right part of Fig. 3, given an intermediate-inverted zt, we
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Algorithm 1: ZZEdit for Zero-shot Image Editing
Input: The inverted latents {z0, z1, ...,zT }, source

prompt Psrc, and target prompt Ptgt

Output: An edited image or latent embedding z̃0
1 Part I: Locating A Structure-preserving While

Sufficient-for-editing Step P as The Editing Pivot
2 for t = 0→ T do

// Using Eqn. 1 for Single-step

Denoising With Psrc, Ptgt, and ∅
3 ẑt−1 ← ϵθ(zt, t, Csrc);

z̃t−1 ← ϵθ(zt, t, Ctgt);
z̄t−1 ← ϵθ(zt, t,∅);

4 if ∥z̃t−1 − z̄t−1∥ > ∥ẑt−1 − z̄t−1∥ then
5 break
6 end
7 end
8 Return t

9 Part II: ZigZag Process

10 for t = P do
11 ZigZag Process alternately executes one-step

denoising (Eqn. 6) and inversion (Eqn. 5);
12 end
13 Part III: Continuous Denoising Process

14 for t = P → 0 do
15 Denoising step equiped with exsiting image

editing techniques such as P2P and PnP;
16 end

can use Eqn. 1 for DDIM sampling to obtain the denoised
latent ẑt−1, z̄t−1,and z̃t−1 under the source prompt Psrc,
null text ∅, and target prompt Ptgt separately:

ẑt−1←ϵθ(zt,t,Csrc), z̃t−1←ϵθ(zt,t,Ctgt), z̄t−1←ϵθ(zt,t,∅).

Then, we measure the response level towards the target
prompt Ptgt as ∥z̃t−1 − z̄t−1∥ and that towards the source
prompt Ptgt as ∥ẑt−1 − z̄t−1∥. Here, the denoised latent
z̄t−1 using ∅ is used as an anchor. The more the denoised
latent deviates from that of ∅, the greater the response.

Generally speaking, the latent zt with low-degree inver-
sion would be more responsive to source prompt Psrc due
to limited corruption. As the inversion deepens, we can eas-
ily find those points whose response to target prompt Ptgt

is greater than that to source prompt, which is described as:

∥z̃t−1 − z̄t−1∥ > ∥ẑt−1 − z̄t−1∥. (4)

For simplicity, we only locate the first point during inver-
sion which has a larger target response as our editing pivot.
We mark the satisfied step t as P ∈ [0, 1, ..., T ]. We show
the pseudo algorithm in part I of Alg. 1.

Note that the response calculation here is similar to that
in the pilot experiment (∥z̃t− 1

5T
− ẑt− 1

5T
∥). The differ-

ences are: (i) single-step denoising rather than 1
5T -step one

here for fast locating the editing pivot; (ii) the reconstructed
latent z̄t−1 is used as an anchor to evaluate the response
level towardsPtgt andPsrc separately, while ∥z̃t−1−ẑt−1∥
merely reflects the guidance degree of Ptgt for zt.

4.4. Mild Guiding: ZigZag Process

To mildly deepen editing without ruining the fidelity of pre-
viously located pivot, we propose a ZigZag process, which
alternately executes one-step sampling and inversion.
Mild Guiding. As illustrated in Fig.3, our ZigZag process
is started after a P -step inversion. Formally, a full ZigZag
process includes K denoising steps and K inversion steps,
which are conducted alternately. We treat a denoising step
and inversion step as a union, making ZigZag process con-
sist of K unions. The inversion step of k-th union is:

zk
t =

√
αt

αt−1
zk
t−1+

(√
1

αt
−1−

√
1

αt−1
−1

)
ϵθ(z

k
t−1,t,Csrc),

(5)

where k ∈ {1, 2, ...,K}. Then, the denoising step of (k +
1)-th union in ZigZag process is:

zk+1
t−1 =

√
αt−1

αt
zk
t +

(√
1

αt−1
−1−

√
1

αt
−1

)
ϵθ(z

k
t ,t,Ctgt),

(6)

Substituting Eqn. 5 into Eqn. 6, we can obtain:

zk+1
t−1 = zk

t−1 +

(√
1

αt−1
− 1−

√
1

αt
− 1

)
· η, (7)

η = ϵθ(z
k
t , t, Ctgt)− ϵθ(z

k
t−1, t− 1, Csrc), (8)

where
(√

1
αt−1

− 1−
√

1
αt
− 1
)

> 0 according to noise
schedule of diffusion models [40]. Thus, compared with
the inverted latent in k-th union (i.e.,zk

t−1), the denoising
latent in (k + 1)-th union (i.e., zk+1

t−1 ) would move towards
target. Overall, each denoising step in ZigZag process pro-
vides gradients from Ptgt while each inversion step gives a
small amount of noise for the next denoising step.
ZigZag Steps. For a fair comparison, we use the same steps
of inversion and sampling with the typical “inversion-then-
editing” pipeline to determine the number of ZigZag steps.
That is, P +K = T . Then, when the located editing pivot
reaches T steps (i.e., P = T ), we make ZZEdit degenerate
to the typical “inversion-then-editing” pipeline. Besides, to
flexibly control the number of ZigZag steps, we additionally
introduce a hyper-parameter a as:

K = a · (T − P ), (9)
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Figure 4. Ablation study of ZZEdit on P2P [15] w/ DDIM inversion. The first row displays the editing results when different points on the
inversion trajectory are leveraged as the editing pivot, where no ZigZag process is equipped. Then, the second row shows the performance
of using the ZigZag process additionally. Our method first locates a suitable pivot (marked with purple) and then mildly performs target
guiding, which yields the most elegant editing results.

Method Structure Background Preservation CLIP Similariy
L2 ↓ PSNR↑ LPIPS ↓ MSE ↓ SSIM ↑ Whole↑ Edited↑

P2P+DDIM Baseline 69.41 17.88 208.37 219.11 71.30 25.01 22.44

w/ Pivot

w/o ZigZag (a = 0) 22.60 23.71 107.01 68.27 79.60 24.43 21.52
w/ ZigZag (a = 0.2) 27.50 22.97 116.02 82.79 78.71 24.70 22.04
w/ ZigZag (a = 0.6) 28.26 22.48 122.36 87.26 77.94 25.07 22.14
w/ ZigZag (a = 1) 31.99 21.92 131.57 96.95 76.98 25.29 22.47

Random Pivot w/ ZigZag (a = 1) 25.84 24.07 105.36 81.43 79.56 24.76 21.84

Table 1. Quantitative ablation study on our ZigZag process with P2P [15] w/ DDIM inversion. We mark the best results in the ZigZag
process in bold. We also provide the performance of using random editing pivot, where a standard ZigZag process is equipped.

where a ∈ [0, 1]. When a = 0, a continuous P -step sam-
pling is performed from the located editing pivot without
ZigZag process. When a = 1, our ZZEdit realizes T in-
version and sampling steps separately, consuming the same
UNet operations as the “inversion-then-editing” pipeline.

5. Experiment

5.1. Experimental setup

Implementation Details. All experiments is conducted
on a single Tesla A100 GPU using PyTorch [30]. Fol-
lowing [43], we use 50 steps as DDIM schedule and the
classifier-free guidance of 7.5 for editing. Besides, we
use the official code of SD 1.5. For a fair compari-
son, we adopt the same cross-attention injection param-
eters and self-attention injection parameters as P2P [15]
and PnP [43]. In practice, to save time and computation,
when looking for the editing pivot, we only search from
[0.4T, 0.5T, ..., T ], rather than [0, 1, ..., T ]. The reasons are:
(1) low-degree inversion generally struggles for sufficient
editability and (2) there is no need to look up each step.
Evaluation Metrics. We use the PIE-Bench dataset [19] to
evaluate our method. The editing results are evaluated on
three aspects: structure distance [42], background preserva-
tion covering PSNR [18], SSIM [46], MSE, and LPIPS [51],

and editing consistency of the whole image and regions in
the editing mask, denoted as CLIP similarity [47].

5.2. Ablation Studies

We ablate several key designs of our ZZEdit paradigm,
which aims to answer the following questions. Q1: What is
the difference between using different points on the inver-
sion trajectory as the editing pivot? Q2: Could our ZZEdit
locate a suitable pivot, which maintains both structure and
editability? Q3: Could the proposed ZigZag process en-
hance the target guidance at the suitable pivot?
Different Editing Pivot in ZZEdit. In Fig. 4, we answer
the first question by applying our ZZEdit on P2P [15] w/
DDIM inversion and report the performance of selecting
the value of P from [0.1T, 0.2T, ..., 0.9T, T ] for different
inversion degree. The first row uses P -step inversion and
P -step sampling without the ZigZag process. The second
row displays the results of ZigZag process equipped for dif-
ferent editing pivot (inversion degree), where each result in
the second row satisfies P +K = T to make the Unet oper-
ations are same with the “inversion-then-editing” baseline.

From the first row, we can observe that the target
prompt has different guiding abilities to different points on
the inversion trajectory. For example, when we choose
[0.1T, 0.2T, 0.3T, 0.4T ] as the editing pivot, structure fi-
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Figure 5. Qualitative ablation on our ZigZag process with P2P [15] and PnP [43], which mildly enhances the guidance at a suitable pivot.

Method Structure Background Preservation CLIP Similariy
Editing Inv Setting L2 ↓ PSNR↑ LPIPS ↓ MSE ↓ SSIM ↑ Whole↑ Edited↑

P2P

DDIM 69.41 17.88 208.37 219.11 71.30 25.01 22.44
NTI 13.72 27.05 60.74 35.89 84.27 24.75 21.86
PTI 16.17 26.21 69.01 39.73 83.40 24.61 21.87

Pnp inv 11.65 27.22 54.55 32.86 84.76 25.02 22.10
ZZEdit (w/ DDIM) 31.99 21.92 131.57 96.95 76.98 25.29 22.47
ZZEdit (w/ NTI) 11.47 27.42 53.92 31.23 84.98 24.95 22.01

PnP
DDIM 28.22 22.28 113.46 83.64 79.05 25.41 22.55

Pnp inv 24.29 22.46 106.06 80.45 79.68 25.41 22.62
ZZEdit (w/ DDIM) 23.49 24.55 86.61 55.04 82.18 25.43 22.91

Table 2. Comparison between ZZEdit and “inversion-then-editing” pipeline on P2P [15] and PnP [43] under different inversion settings:
DDIM [40], NTI [26], PTI [9], and Pnp inversion [19].

delity is maintained well, but editability is poor. It demon-
strates that a low-degree inversion struggles to bring suffi-
cient editability. Besides, we notice that when using high-
degree invertion (e.g.,[0.8T, 0.9T, T ]), the results deliver
satisfactory editability but an unpleasing background fi-
delity since accumulated reconstruction errors. As for the
second row, we equip ZigZag process at different editing
pivots. Note that for those low-degree inversion latents, us-
ing the ZigZag process also shows limited editability. For-
tunately, our method first finds a structure-preserving while
sufficient-for-editing point (marked in purple), and then per-
forms mild guiding with the ZigZag process, which yields
the best editing performance. We also use GPT-4V(ision)
system [28] to evaluate Fig. 4 in our supplement.

The Effectiveness of Our Located Pivot. We answer the
second question by comparing with the results of selecting
an editing pivot randomly from [0.1T, 0.2T, ..., 0.9T, T ],
where the standard ZigZag process (a = 1) is equipped.

As shown in Tab. 1, compared with the P2P baseline, al-
though “random pivot w/ ZigZag” can achieve excellent
background and structure preservation, but its editing con-
sistency is poor. In contrast, our located pivot with the stan-
dard ZigZag process (a = 1) achieves much higher CLIP
scores, which proves the effectiveness of the editing pivot
located in our ZZEdit. Besides, we also give the distribu-
tion of the editing pivot in our ZZEdit on the PIE-Bench
dataset [19] in our supplement.

The Effectiveness of The ZigZag Process. We answer the
third question by using different ZigZag steps on a suit-
able editing pivot, which makes a in Eq. 9 take the value
from {0, 0.2, 0.6, 1}. Fig. 5 shows a qualitative compar-
ison on different baselines. Our ZZEdit can mildly ap-
proach the editing purpose through the increasing number
of ZigZag steps while still holding a satisfying background.
We also provide a quantitative experiment in Tab. 1. When
no ZigZag steps are employed (a = 0), the best back-
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Source       P2P + DDIM      +ZZEdit P2P + NTI        +ZZEdit PnP + DDIM     +ZZEdit Pix2Pix-Zero     Masactrl MagicBrush

A cat sitting next to a mirror    A silver cat sculpture ...

  

A dog is lying in front of flowers A monkey is lying ...
  

A few tomatoes on the table    A few oranges on the table

  

A fox is walking on the snow    A fox is walking on the grass

  

A pile of fruit on the plate    Van-Gogh starry night style of ...

Figure 6. Visualization results of different editing techniques. From left to right: source image, P2P [15] w/ DDIM inversion, our ZZEdit
applied on P2P w/ DDIM inversion, P2P w/ Null-text inversion, our ZZEdit applied on P2P w/ Null-text inversion, PnP [43] w/ DDIM
inversion, our ZZEdit applied on PnP w/ DDIM inversion, Pix2Pix-Zero [29], Masactrl [6], MagicBrush [49].

ground and structure can be obtained. However, it cannot
achieve pleasing editing consistency. Besides, when we
equip the ZigZag process, the gradual increase of ZigZag
steps (a = 0.2, 0.6, and 1) can improve editing consistency.
The quantitative ablations on the ZigZag process with P2P
w/ NTI and PnP w/ DDIM inversion are in our supplement.

5.3. Quantitative Results
To prove the superiority of our ZZEdit, we compare it with
P2P [15] and PnP [43] under different inversion settings.
As seen in Tab. 2, when applying ZZEdit to P2P or PnP,
all results of background, structure, and editing consistency
are boosted steadily. Besides, PnP w/ ZZEdit outperforms
the PnP w/ Pnp inversion clearly. Further, P2P + NTI w/
ZZEdit yields a comparable performance with P2P w/ Pnp
inversion. It also shows the superiority of our method.

5.4. Qualitative Results
In Fig. 6, we show a qualitative comparison with the current
editing methods, including P2P [15] w/ DDIM inversion
or NTI, PnP [43] w/ DDIM inversion, Pix2Pix-Zero [29],
MagicBrush [49], and Masactrl [6]. The editing scenario

here includes attribute editing, object replacement, style
transfer and background editing. Our ZZEdit paradigm
can consistently improve the performance of P2P and PnP.
Compared with other state-of-the-art methods, our ZZEdit
shows its superiority through better background fidelity and
editing consistency. More comparisons of editing results
can be found in the supplement.

6. Conclusion

We presented a novel zero-shot image editing paradigm,
dubbed ZZEdit. Based on the observation that intermediate-
inverted latents can deliver a better trade-off between ed-
itability and fidelity, we proposed to use a sufficient-for-
editing while structure-preserving point rather than zT as
the editing pivot. Then, a ZigZag process was designed
to execute sampling and inversion alternately, which mildly
approaches the target based on this pivot. Finally, we con-
ducted a sampling process solely to keep the same-step in-
version and sampling. Comprehensive experiments have
shown that we achieve outstanding outcomes across a broad
spectrum of text-driven image editing methods.
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Figure 7. More ablation results of applying ZZEdit on P2P [15] w/ DDIM inversion, where different inverted latents are used with or
without the ZigZag process equipped.

This supplementary material includes 4 sections. Sec. A
gives more ablation study results. Sec. B provides more
visualization in our ZZEdit using cross-attention maps.
Sec. C illustrates more qualitative results to compare our
results with state-of-the-art image editing methods. Sec. D
introduces the limitations and future work of our ZZEdit.

A. More Ablation Study
Different Editing Pivot in ZZEdit. We provide the visu-
alization results using different points on the inversion tra-
jectory as the editing pivot in Fig. 4 of our main paper.
Here, we display one more visualization example of edit-
ing the background from ’field’ to ’beach’ in A-Fig. 7. We
mark our located editing pivot with purple. Although the
background corresponding to low-degree inversion is well
maintained, its editability is insufficient. In contrast, a high-
degree inversion brings editability but loses fidelity gradu-
ally. To better evaluate the effect of different editing pivots,
as shown in A-Fig. 11 and A-Fig. 12, we leverage GPT-
4V(ision) system [28], which gives the editing comments
by a Multimodal LLMs.
The Effectiveness and Distribution of Our Located
Pivot. In Tab. 1 of our main paper, we give the performance
of selecting editing pivot from [0.1T, 0.2T, ...0.9T, T ] ran-
domly based on the P2P [15] w/ DDIM inversion, where the
standard ZigZag process (a = 1) is equipped. In A-Tab. 3,
we also report the corresponding performance using P2P w/
NTI [26] and PnP [43] w/ DDIM inversion. It delivers ex-
cellent background and structure preservation, but very poor
editability. This also demonstrates the efficiency of our lo-
cated pivot. Besides, as seen in A-Fig. 8, we provide the
distribution of the editing pivots in our ZZEdit on the PIE-

Figure 8. The statistics on the editing pivot located by our ZZEdit
on the PIE-Bench dataset [19].

Bench dataset [19]. Note that to save time and computa-
tion, we only look for the pivot from [0.4T, 0.5T, ...0.9T, T ]
in practice. When the pivot reaches T (i.e., P = T ),
our ZZEdit degenerates into the typical “inversion-then-
editing” pipeline.
The Effectiveness of The ZigZag Process. As seen in A-
Tab. 3, we additionally provide the corresponding quantita-
tive ablation results using PnP w/ DDIM inversion and P2P
w/ NTI. With the increase of a, our proposed Zigzag pro-
cess gradually increases editing consistency, thus obtaining
better CLIP similarity. While editing consistency increases,
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Table 3. Quantitative ablation study on the proposed ZigZag process with PnP [43] w/ DDIM inversion and P2P [15] w/ Null-text inversion.
Results are obtained on the PIE-Bench dataset [19]. The best results in the ZigZag process are marked in bold. Here, the results of random
pivot with the ZigZag process are also provided.

Method Structure Background Preservation CLIP Similariy
L2 ↓ PSNR↑ LPIPS ↓ MSE ↓ SSIM ↑ Whole↑ Edited↑

PnP+DDIM Baseline 28.22 22.28 113.46 83.64 79.05 25.41 22.62

w/ Pivot

w/o ZigZag (a = 0) 19.37 25.48 77.91 50.11 83.09 24.94 22.22
w/ ZigZag (a = 0.2) 20.06 25.29 79.94 50.99 82.91 25.00 22.33
w/ ZigZag (a = 0.6) 21.94 24.86 84.69 54.01 82.41 25.11 22.54
w/ ZigZag (a = 1) 23.46 24.55 86.10 55.04 82.18 25.43 22.91

Random Pivot w/ ZigZag (a = 1) 12.53 27.16 66.57 35.43 83.91 24.16 21.30

P2P+NTI Baseline 13.44 27.03 60.67 35.86 84.11 24.75 21.86

w/ Pivot

w/o ZigZag (a = 0) 4.97 29.79 36.62 19.89 86.71 23.93 20.94
w/ ZigZag (a = 0.2) 5.20 29.64 37.17 20.14 86.66 23.99 21.08
w/ ZigZag (a = 0.6) 11.47 27.42 53.92 31.23 84.98 24.95 22.01
w/ ZigZag (a = 1) 16.15 26.67 84.28 49.06 82.14 25.16 22.13

Random Pivot w/ ZigZag (a = 1) 14.72 26.29 76.71 44.47 82.72 24.44 21.43

the performance of background preservation and structural
information is slightly weakened.

B. More Visualization of ZZEdit
We use cross-attention maps to reflect the response level of
different-inverted latent zt to the target prompt Ptgt, where
t ∈ [0.2T, 0.4T, 0.6T, 0.8T, T ]. As shown in A-Fig. 9, a lot
of intermediate-inverted latents can provide a considerable
editability compared with fully-inverted zT .

C. More Image Editing Results
As shown in A-Fig. 10, we show more qualitative compar-
ison with the current text-driven editing methods, includ-
ing P2P [15] w/ DDIM inversion and w/ NTI, PnP [43] w/
DDIM inversion, Pix2Pix-Zero [29], MagicBrush [49], and
Masactrl [6]. The editing scenario here includes attribute
editing, object replacement, style transfer and background
editing. Note that P2P w/ NTI often suffers from the color
leak issue (see the 1-st and 5-th examples). The improve-
ments are mostly tangible, and we circle some of the subtle
discrepancies of the P2P and PnP baselines and the other
compared methods in red.

D. Limitations And Future Work
While our method achieves promising results, it still faces
some limitations. First, our ZZEdit paradigm needs to find
a suitable pivot before editing, which takes some time. Gen-
erally speaking, on a single Tesla A100 GPU, it takes about
23 seconds for an input image on average. Second, we
mainly apply ZZEdit into P2P and PnP, where the base-
line model cannot generate new motion (e.g., ‘standing’
→ ‘fly’). Exploring optimal latent trajectory cannot endow
these baseline models with motion-editing capacities.

We find that GPT-4V [28] can act as a good editing eval-
uator, so we hope to use it to build a new GPT-4V eval-
uation metric for text-driven image editing in the future.
Besides, for further motion editing, we will leverage our
ZZEdit paradigm on the generic pretrained diffusion model
for motion editing abilities.
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A seal is walking on the beach A penguin is walking on the beach

A bird standing on a branch A parrot standing on a branch

A car running on the road         A yellow car running on the road      
     

A swan floating on the water Monet painting of a swan floating on the water

Source      0.2T 0.4T 0.6T          0.8T       T

A rabbit is on a pile of jelly beans      A rabbit is on a pile of chocolates

Figure 9. The cross-attention maps between different inverted latents zt and the target prompt Ptgt, where t ∈ [0.2T, 0.4T, 0.6T, 0.8T, T ].
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P2P + DDIM +ZZEdit PnP + DDIM +ZZEdit+ZZEdit P2P + NTI Pix2Pix-Zero Masactrl MagicBrush

A mouse on the ground      A pig on the ground

A pigeon on the sand      A black duck on the sand

A seal is walking on the beach A penguin is walking on the beach

A rabbit is on a pile of jelly beans     A rabbit is on a pile of chocolates

A swan floating on the water Monet painting of a swan ...

A car running on the road         A yellow car running on the road      
     

A sculpture in front of a tree      A silver sculpture in front of a tree

Figure 10. More visualization results of different editing techniques.
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Given the image and the editing prompt, how to evaluate the following 
editing results?

：

：

Figure 11. Using GPT-4V(ision) system [28] for evaluating the editing example of Fig. 4 in our main paper. Here, we explore the effect
of using different inversion-degree latent as the editing pivot with or without the ZigZag process equipped. We suggest using Fig. 4 as a
reference.
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Given the image and the editing prompt, how to evaluate the following 
editing results?

：

：

Figure 12. Using GPT-4V(ision) system [28] for evaluating the editing example of A-Fig. 7 in this supplement. Here, we explore the effect
of using different inversion-degree latent as the editing pivot with or without the ZigZag process equipped. We suggest using A-Fig. 7 as
reference.
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