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Abstract

Concept erasure techniques have recently gained signifi-
cant attention for their potential to remove unwanted con-
cepts from text-to-image models. While these methods often
demonstrate success in controlled scenarios, their robust-
ness in real-world applications and readiness for deploy-
ment remain uncertain. In this work, we identify a critical
gap in evaluating sanitized models, particularly in terms of
their performance across various concept dimensions. We
systematically investigate the failure modes of current con-
cept erasure techniques, with a focus on visually similar,
binomial, and semantically related concepts. We propose
that these interconnected relationships give rise to a phe-
nomenon of concept entanglement resulting in ripple effects
and degradation in image quality. To facilitate more com-
prehensive evaluation, we introduce EraseBENCH, a multi-
dimensional benchmark designed to assess concept erasure
methods with greater depth. Our dataset includes over 100
diverse concepts and more than 1,000 tailored prompts,
paired with a comprehensive suite of metrics that together
offer a holistic view of erasure efficacy. Our findings reveal
that even state-of-the-art techniques struggle with maintain-
ing quality post-erasure, indicating that these approaches
are not yet ready for real-world deployment. This highlights
the gap in reliability of the concept erasure techniques.

1. Introduction
As text-to-image generative models [6, 15, 16, 31, 33, 37]
have become increasingly popular and widely adopted, the
demand for techniques that allow for the targeted removal
of specific concepts has grown in parallel. Concept erasure
methods [7, 8, 13, 23, 25, 27, 47] promise to address impor-
tant concerns such as ensuring the safe deployment of mod-
els by removing undesirable or harmful concepts [7, 10, 44].
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Figure 1. The ripple effects of concept erasure on ’entangled’
concepts. The images on the left show the output generated by
Stable Diffusion (SD) prior to erasure, while those on the right
depict the post-erasure results. We observe a noticeable negative
impact on the generation quality of concept that are not erased.
Assessment using our EraseBench framework helps identify these
effects and provides a framework to evaluate the reliability and
robustness of concept erasure techniques.

Whether applied to mitigate bias [3, 27, 38], protect privacy
[7, 10, 17, 44], or filter out unwanted content. These tech-
niques aim to create ”sanitized” models capable of generat-
ing content without triggering unwanted associations.

Generative models interact with a variety of contexts and
need to handle diverse, interrelated concepts. The ability to
erase one concept without inadvertently affecting related or
visually similar concepts remains a critical challenge. For
example, erasing ”cat” from a model should ideally remove
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all representations of a cat, yet leave semantically or visu-
ally related concepts like ”lion” unaffected. Figure 1 shows
various failures modes observed in state-of-the-art concept
erasure techniques. These techniques are highly sensitive
after a concept has been erased. Closely related non-target
concepts often suffer unintended consequences, resulting
in poor-quality image generation or even complete mode
collapse. In this work, we argue that current concept era-
sure techniques often fall short in such real-world condi-
tions. Specifically, we show that even state-of-the-art meth-
ods are vulnerable to failure modes when tasked with eras-
ing concepts that are visually similar, binomially related, or
semantically entangled. This lack of robustness indicates
that these models may not be ready for deployment in sen-
sitive applications and may have ripple effects that extend
beyond their intended targets, potentially leading to unin-
tended consequences such as the distortion of related con-
cepts, which compromises the overall reliability of the text-
to-image models.
To address this gap, we introduce EraseBENCH, a com-
prehensive benchmark designed to stress-test concept era-
sure techniques across multiple dimensions. By evaluating
models on a wide range of concepts—spanning different do-
mains, relationships, and complexities—EraseBENCH en-
ables more realistic assessments of concept erasure perfor-
mance. We present a novel dataset of over 100 diverse con-
cepts and more than 1,000 tailored prompts, along with a
suite of metrics to evaluate erasure efficacy, quality reten-
tion, and potential leakage of erased concepts. Through our
evaluations, we reveal that many erasure techniques strug-
gle with maintaining the generation quality and integrity
post-erasure, underscoring the need for continued research
in this space.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

1. We identify key evaluation dimensions where most con-
cept erasure techniques exhibit vulnerabilities, particu-
larly when handling visually similar, binomial, and se-
mantically related concepts.

2. We present EraseBench, a comprehensive, multi-
dimensional benchmark designed to rigorously evaluate
the robustness and efficacy of concept erasure techniques
across a diverse set of concepts and prompts.

3. We used a suite of evaluation metrics that captures the ef-
fectiveness of concept erasure methods, offering a more
holistic assessment of their performance.

4. We benchmark five state-of-the-art concept erasure tech-
niques on EraseBench and through this evaluation,
demonstrate that many of the current concept erasure
techniques are not yet ready for real-world deployment,
highlighting significant gaps in their reliability and ro-
bustness.

2. Related Works

Text-to-image models have witnessed remarkable advance-
ments since the foundational works [24, 50], driven by
breakthroughs in model architectures [5, 14, 36, 41, 45, 49],
state-of-the-art generative modeling techniques [1, 2, 9, 11,
18, 19, 22, 22, 26, 30–33, 42], and the availability of large
high-quality datasets [20, 34]. These improvements have
significantly enhanced their capability to generate realistic
and diverse images from textual descriptions, pushing the
boundaries of creativity and application. In light of recent
advancements in text-to-image models, greater attention has
been directed towards reliability considerations. There is
a wide variety of concept erasure techniques, each utiliz-
ing distinct methods and technologies to achieve concept
removal. These approaches range from closed form solu-
tions [8], applying targeted fine-tuning [7, 13, 23, 47], and
even using efficient architectures such as adapters [13, 23].
We provide in the Appendix more details about existing
concept erasure techniques. Nevertheless, despite the rapid
increase of these concept erasure methods, only a few works
have critically examined the inherent limitations and vulner-
abilities of concept erasure approaches. In particular, the
work by (Pham et al.) [28] explores a fundamental vulnera-
bility, which is the potential for erased concepts to be recov-
ered through specific prompting. Meanwhile, other works
such as of (Zhang et al.) [48] focus on the efficacy of era-
sure through a variety of objects and styles to evaluate if
the erased concepts have been effectively removed from the
model’s generative capabilities. In our work, we delve into
the broader impact of concept erasure, not only evaluating
residual concept generation but also examining how era-
sure techniques may degrade the quality and fidelity of non-
target concepts. In this work we highlight the ripple effects
of concept erasure on model performance and the stability
of related concepts via the route of interrelated concepts.

3. Concept Entanglement

Our initial hypothesis stems from observing that many ex-
isting evaluations focused on isolated concepts, failing to
account for the intricate relationships between concepts.
Concept erasure techniques are designed to selectively re-
move specific concepts from generative models, such as
text-to-image models, while maintaining the integrity of the
remaining knowledge. However, this task becomes increas-
ingly complex when dealing with concepts that are inter-
twined, either visually or semantically. Intertwined con-
cepts refer to those that share overlapping features, either
through visual similarity, semantic connection, or frequent
co-occurrence in real-world data (i.e. binomial pairs).

The study of concept entanglement has long been a focus
in the literature mainly focusing on exploring how to sepa-
rate and understand intertwined concepts in representations



Figure 2. Concept entanglement in SD. We use DAAM [35]
to obtain attribution heatmaps for Stable Diffusion (SD) genera-
tions. While ”cat” and ”elephant” token attributions don’t over-
lap, for ”snake” and ”turtle” we can see both the snake and turtle
objects being attributed, indicating an entanglement between con-
cepts snake and turtle in SD. In Table. 1 we present four dimen-
sions of entanglement between concepts and present empirical ev-
idence of ripple effects post-erasure.

for better image generation [4, 40, 43, 46]. However, to our
knowledge, these discussions have not yet been extended to
the context of concept erasure.

Figure 2 showcases the attention attribution
heatmaps [35]. For two closely related or co-occuring
concepts in the prompt we observe significant overlap in
the attention maps, with both concepts being activated
by similar visual elements. In contrast, for two unrelated
concepts—such as ’cat’ and ’elephant’ the attention maps
remain well-separated. We argue that this entanglement
results in unintended interference during erasure, making
removing or isolating a concept significantly challenging.

In this work, we focus on evaluating the effects of entan-
glement within the context of concept erasure. Specifically,
we analyze this entanglement under four lenses: (1) visual
similarity, where concepts share visible characteristics (e.g.,
tigers and lions); (2) stylistic similarity in art, where visual
elements convey similar aesthetics or themes; (3) binomi-
ality, referring to culturally or popularly associated concept
pairs (e.g., ’lock and key’); and (4) hierarchical relation-
ships (i.e., subset of a superset), where one concept repre-
sents a specific instance within a broader category.

4. EraseBench
To evaluate the robustness of concept erasure techniques,
we introduce a dataset designed to challenge model per-
formance across several critical dimensions. Each dimen-
sion represents a unique relationship or similarity type that
can impact the effectiveness and accuracy of concept era-
sure. By addressing these dimensions, the dataset provides

a comprehensive foundation for understanding where cur-
rent methods may falter, specifically in managing related
and intertwined concepts.

4.1. Dimensions of evaluation
Visual Similarity in Objects: This category includes ob-
jects with overlapping visual features, such as cats, tigers,
and lions. These classes are selected for their shared char-
acteristics, which can lead models to generalize incorrectly,
especially after a concept erasure operation. Testing against
these visually similar objects helps reveal if erasure inad-
vertently impacts non-target but visually close concepts, in-
dicating a lack of precision in the erasure.
Visual Similarity in Art: This dimension focuses on di-
verse artist signatures that share aesthetic or stylistic at-
tributes or works by closely related artists. Since many
erasure methods operate at the level of visual patterns, the
subtle differences in style may not be adequately preserved,
causing issues with fidelity in generation. This serves as a
test for style and nuance preservation post-erasure.
Binomial Concepts: Binomial or paired concepts, like
”bread and butter,” present a unique challenge for erasure
methods due to their strong associative links. This dimen-
sion examines how well models handle the erasure of one
concept when it is closely linked with another. The goal is
to identify if erasure leads to unintended consequences on
the associated concept, revealing potential overreach in the
erasure process.
Subset-Superset Relationships: This dimension explores
hierarchical relationships or what we can call partial era-
sure, such as “black cat” within the broader “cat” category.
Concept erasure techniques should ideally remove specific
attributes or concepts while preserving general or encom-
passing ideas. Testing subset-superset relationships reveals
whether erasure disrupts generalized concepts when only
specific instances are targeted, offering insights into the
granularity and control of the erasure process.

4.2. Curating EraseBench
Concept Gathering. We utilized the semantic knowledge
embedded in large language models and structured sources,
like the hierarchical taxonomy of ImageNet, to generate
clusters of closely related concepts. By treating these lan-
guage models akin to graph neural networks, we mapped
visually similar concepts that share key attributes and gath-
ered distinct sets for each dimension in EraseBench. This
approach enabled the capture of nuanced similarities and
relationships, essential for challenging the precision of con-
cept erasure techniques. As for artistic style concepts, we
narrowed down artists’ names from the Wikiart dataset.
Concept Verification. To ensure quality and feasibility,
we conducted human verification on the collected con-
cepts. This included assessing whether existing text-to-
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Figure 3. Ripple effects of concept erasure methods across EraseBench entanglement dimensions. All the erasure baselines display
failure cases across different EraseBench tasks. Receler and MACE frequently produce images that are unrelated to the text prompt,
indicating they are the most sensitive of the five concept erasure techniques. In contrast, AdvUnlearn shows slightly better robustness
across certain dimensions of the benchmark. For publication purposes, if the output appears more like a painting, the human faces remain
unmasked; however, for more realistic depictions, the faces have been masked. The black square was added to indicate this masking.

image models could successfully generate accurate, high-
quality representations of each concept. During this pro-
cess, we identified and removed any concepts that models

consistently struggled to render, preserving only those con-
cepts that aligned with our benchmarks. This step ensures
that the dataset maintains a high standard, with each con-



cept suitable for rigorous testing of erasure techniques.
Prompt Construction. We employed large language mod-
els to generate a diverse set of prompts for each concept.
Prompts were crafted with variations in style, complexity,
and length to allow for thorough evaluation. This includes
prompts that differ in level of detail (simple vs. elaborate
descriptions) and length (short vs. extended prompts). With
this range, we enable a finer assessment of how concept era-
sure techniques handle varying input types and examine the
degree of degradation under different conditions.

4.2.1. Concept Description
For each evaluation dimension, we define a primary concept
intended for erasure, accompanied by related non-target
concepts that share visual, semantic, or contextual similari-
ties. These non-target concepts are used to prompt the sani-
tized model, allowing us to observe any unintended effects.
(1) Visual Similarity (Objects): We select a broad main con-
cept, include four paraphrased (synonym) concepts, and add
four visually similar concepts. For example, the main con-
cept “cat” is erased, with synonyms like “kitten,” “tabby,”
“siamese,” and “British shorthair,” while visually similar
non-targets include “tiger,” “cheetah,” “lynx,” and “pan-
ther.” (2) Visual Similarity (Artist Style): Here, we erase
a primary artist, e.g., Vincent van Gogh, and test model be-
havior on artists with similar styles, such as Paul Cézanne
and Émile Bernard. (3) Subset-Superset Relationship: A
primary target, such as “goldfish,” is erased, while testing
is done on related types like “guppy” and “koi” to assess
model retention of similar concepts within the category. (4)
Binomial Relations: We use pairs of closely associated con-
cepts, such as “sun and moon,” erasing one while testing
generation for the other. Detailed descriptions of each con-
cept set are available in the Appendix.

4.3. Baseline Methods
We cover a set of five methods recently proposed for con-
cept erasure, as described next.
The Erased Stable Diffusion (ESD)[7] is a fine-tuning
based approach that initially generates images that include
the concept to be erased and then fine-tunes the model to
“unlearn” the chosen concept. More specifically, two im-
ages are generated on a random time step: one image con-
ditioned on the concept and one image not conditioned on
the concept. Then the unconditioned image is subtracted
from the conditioned image to get an image that represents
the difference between the two. Finally, the model is fine-
tuned to minimize this difference.
The Unified Concept Editing (UCE) [8] method is built
upon two main prior works. Similarly to TIME [27],
UCE operates by updating cross attention layers. As in
MEMIT [25], UCE proposes a closed-form minimization
over the covariance of the text embeddings representing the
concepts being edited. Additionally to combining these

methods, it explicitly models two sets of concepts corre-
sponding to the set to be edited, and the set to be preserved.
Thus, in order to erase a concept, the cross attention weights
are modified so that the output for the concept’s text embed-
ding aligns with a different concept.
Reliable Concept Erasing (receler) [13] introduces
lightweight ”eraser” layers after each cross attention lay-
ers to remove the target concept from their output. Each
lightweight ”eraser” layer is composed by a pair or lin-
ear layers forming a bottleneck and an activation layer in-
between the two. The ”eraser” layers are trained with Ad-
versarial prompting (targeting to induce the model to gener-
ate images of the erased concept) and a form of concept-
localized regularization. The regularization uses the at-
tention masks related to the erase concept to identify the
regions of the image that are most relevant to the target
concept, and a binary mask that highlights the areas cor-
responding to the target concept.
Mass concept erasure (MACE) [23], similarly to UCE, re-
fines the cross-attention layers of the pretrained model us-
ing a closed-form solution. Differently from the previous
approach, it introduces an unique LoRA module [12] for
each erased concept. The LoRA modules are trained to re-
duce the activation in the masked attention maps that corre-
spond to the target concept. At this phase, a concept-focal
importance sampling is introduced to mitigate the impact
on unintended concepts by increasing the probability of the
sampling smaller time steps, assumed to be closer to the se-
lected concept. Finally, a closed-form solution is used to
integrate multiple LoRA modules without mutual interfer-
ence, leading to a final model that effectively forgets a wide
array of concepts.
AdvUnlearn [47] formulates unlearning as an adversar-
ial training process by formulating it as a bi-level optimiza-
tion problem. The upper-level optimization aims to erase a
specific concept from the diffusion model (same objective
as the ESD [7] baseline), while the lower-level optimiza-
tion generates adversarial prompts to attack the concept-
erased model. It also incorporates a utility-retaining regu-
larization technique for addressing image quality retention.
More specifically, uses a curated retain set of additional text
prompts to help the model retain its image generation qual-
ity while ensuring that this set does not include prompts rel-
evant to the concept being erased.

4.4. Experimental Setup

In our experiments, we use Stable Diffusion (SD) as the
text-to-image model. We applied concept erasure tech-
niques to each primary concept in the EraseBench dataset.
For each concept, we erase a single target using both the de-
fault and reported best settings from the respective baseline
papers. After erasing the target concept, we evaluate model
behavior across related non-target concepts within the same



Table 1. Evaluation of Erasing concepts from EraseBench under the four different dimensions. We provide the average results across
10 concepts (for visual similarity (object), across 15 artists concepts (for artists similarity), 8 concepts for subset-superset, and 10 concepts
(for binomial concepts). CLIP’s zero-shot prediction along with the standard error mean (accuracies) are reported for each dimension in
four sets: the erased concept (Eff., Efficacy), the paraphrase concepts (Gen., generality), the non-target visually similar concepts (Sens.,
sensitivity). The values presented are percentages (%). We provide more detailed results per concept in the Appendix. The classification
accuracies of images generated by the original SD v1.4 are presented for reference.

Visual Similarity (Object) Visual Similarity (Art) Subset & Super-set Binomial

Techniques Eff. ↓ Gen. ↓ Sens.↑ Eff.↓ Sens.↑ Eff. ↓ Sens.↑ Sens.↑
Original 86.5 ± 7.1 90.2 ± 3.6 85.0 ± 4.0 72.3 ± 6.3 69.05 ± 4.3 83.3 ± 8.9 92.1 ± 3.5 88.5 ±4.5

ESD [7] 24.5 ± 6.1 50.52 ± 4.1 65.9 ± 4.6 15.1 ± 3.7 40.3 ± 3.9 18.1 ± 4.2 65.1 ± 5.1 70.6 ± 4.0
UCE [8] 41.8 ± 5.5 68.3 ± 2.7 82.7 ± 3.1 21.1 ± 4.3 61 ± 4.3 51.1 ± 8.8 87.5 ± 2.9 86.1 ±4.32
Receler [13] 8.1 ± 3.2 20 ± 3.4 65.4 ± 3.8 8.7 ±2.2 22.8 ±3.8 4.2 ± 0.8 36.7 ± 7.5 57.5 ± 9.2
MACE [23] 15.6 ± 6.4 37.7 ± 3.9 66.4 ± 4.3 20.2 ± 4.6 49.2± 4.8 13.9 ±3.2 66.9 ± 5.6 70.7 ± 5.3
AdvUnlearn [47] 8.7 ± 2.9 39.1 ± 6.5 64.3 ± 5.7 14.5 ± 4.05 27.4 ± 4.0 7.4 ± 2.6 60.1 ± 5.9 64.6 ± 5.9

dimension in EraseBench, assessing the effects of erasure
on visually or semantically similar concepts. Each concept
in EraseBench is represented by over 10 unique prompts,
which vary in length from short, simple phrases to more
complex, descriptive ones. In order to capture the diverse
outputs. We generate 10 distinct image samples per prompt
by varying the random seed (total of 10 random seeds). This
approach provides a comprehensive view of the erasure im-
pact across different prompts and generations, enabling us
to evaluate both the intended erasure and potential ripple
effects on related concepts within the same dimension.

Image A B
Q1: Is there a tiger in the image?  ✅ ❌
Q2: Is the tiger perched on something?       ✅ ❌
Q3: Is the tiger perched on a rocky outcrop? ✅ ❌
Q4: Are there mountains in the image? ✅ ✅
Q5: Is the sky a serene blue color? ✅ ✅
Q6: Is there a sky visible in the image? ✅ ✅

Alignment score 100 50

A B

Figure 4. Erasure affects fine-grained alignment. Image gen-
erated for the prompt “A tiger perched on a rocky outcrop sur-
rounded by mountains and a serene blue sky.” before (left) and af-
ter (right) erasing the concept cat using MACE [23]). To measure
the fine-grained alignment of concepts in complex prompts, we use
the visual question answering framework Gecko with question-
answers generated via Gemini 1.5.

4.5. Evaluation Metrics
We use three different automated evaluation metrics to
quantify the post erasure performance: CLIP [29], Rich Au-
tomatic Human Feedback (RAHF [21]), and Gecko [39].
We leverage CLIP [29] as a zero-shot classifier to determine
whether a model generates the desired concept. RAHF [21]
provides aesthetic and artifact score, with higher numbers
denoting better aesthetics and lesser artifacts. RAHF can
also provide region proposals containing artifacts in an im-
age. Finally, we use Gecko [39] as a visual question answer-
ing based evaluation framework, with a Gemini 1.5 model
to both generate the questions in the first step, and answer
them for given images in the second step.

5. Results and Discussion
5.1. Concept Erasure Reduces T2I Alignment
Table 1 presents the zero-shot predictions from CLIP as per-
centages (%). Following the definitions in [23], we measure
two key attributes: Efficacy (Eff.) and Generality (Gen.).
Efficacy represents the accuracy of concept erasure (accu-
racy on the erased class), where lower values indicate bet-
ter erasure. Generality reflects accuracy on paraphrased or
synonymous non-erased concepts, showing how well gen-
eral information is erased. Additionally, we introduce Sen-
sitivity (Sens.), defined as the accuracy for non-target but
similar concepts. Most of the concept erasure techniques
decreased accuracy on the target concept class (a desired
outcome). Receler and AdvUnlearn achieved the best effi-
cacy in erasure. Only a few techniques showed strong gen-
erality, indicating that erasure was not applied in a broad,
global manner. In particular, Receler consistently displayed
the best generality, preserving accuracy across target erased
classes and paraphrased non-erased concepts. This may be
attributed to the fact that Receler was trained using adver-
sarial prompting and employs “erasers” designed to cap-
ture textual semantic concepts effectively. Overall, we ob-



Original Image

Er: Cat; Pr: Cheetah
Artifact Scores:
Original 0.98
UCE 0.78
MACE 0.83

UCE MACE

Figure 5. Erasure introduces artifacts during similar concept
generation. We erase concept ”cat” and generate images for the
prompt ”an image of a cheetah”. We present the RAHF artifact
heatmaps for images generated post-erasure via UCE and MACE.
We see that the artifact introduced by each method can vary spa-
tially and by intensity, which prompts our inclusion of the artifact
score in EraseBench.

served a decrease in sensitivity (a non-desired outcome).
This exhibits a text-to-image misalignment for non-target-
non-erased concepts. There is noticeable misalignment be-
tween the text prompt and the generated image post erasure
of the target concept. Low sensitivity suggests that gener-
ated images for similar, non-target concepts frequently fall
out of distribution—indicating that the model has, in ef-
fect, ”learned” to overlook related concepts indirectly rather
than through direct erasure. This results in images that
fail to align accurately with the intended text, underscor-
ing the model’s inability to fully retain non-target concepts
after erasure is applied. In Figure 3 (row 1), we observe
that when models undergo erasure of the “mouse” concept,
prompting them with related concepts like ”hamster” re-
veals unintended effect. These erased models appear to
have also ”forgotten” how to generate a hamster accurately
(at least 4 out 5 techniques). This demonstrates a significant
vulnerability in these erasure techniques, highlighting their
limitations and the risks associated with deploying them in
real-world, unrestricted settings. This trend of low sensi-
tivity is consistent across dimensions of EraseBench. If we
want evaluate overall, UCE has presented better sensitivity.
Figure 4 shows an example of question answer pairs for a
pair of an original and a sanitized image using Gecko [39].
While some aspects of the prompt are still correctly de-
picted in the image, the score is lower for sanitized model
as it is missing the animal.
We compute alignment scores between images generated by
original and sanitized models (UCE, MACE, and AdvUn-
learn) and prompts corresponding to four different concepts
(goat, goldfish, cat, and Vincent Van Gogh) from four dif-
ferent dimensions. In total, we compute alignment scores

Table 2. Text-to-image alignment scores using Gecko metric.
The average scores and the standard error of the mean between
prompts containing the erased and non-erased concepts and im-
ages generated with different sanitized models. Drop in score
compared to the non-sanitized model shown in brackets.

Technique Erased Concepts Non-erased
Concepts

Original 84.1± 0.9 77.6± 0.7

UCE [8] 57.6± 1.7 (−27.9) 74.3± 0.8 (−4.9)
MACE [23] 38.2± 1.3 (−47.4) 67.9± 0.9 (−11.3)
AdvUnlearn [47] 43.1± 1.4 (−28.0) 68.6± 0.9 (−10.6)

for 6246 text-image pairs. The results in Table 2 show
an expected drop in scores for images generated with sani-
tized models compared to images generated with the origi-
nal model (c.f. column “Erased concepts”), as we expect the
erased concept to be missing in images generated by sani-
tized models. However, we also observe a drop in scores
for non-erased concepts across different dimensions. While
that drop is much smaller, it is statistically significant across
all three comparisons (α = .01 using the Wilcoxon signed-
rank test). The UCE technique has the smallest gap with
the original model for non-erased concepts, while MACE
has the largest. The results for UCE are consistent with
CLIP-score zero-shot prediction in Table 1, where UCE was
consistently the technique with highest sensitivity across
all dimensions. Per-concept analysis revealed a statistically
significant difference in scores between two groups in 2/5
cases for UCE, 3/5 for MACE and 4/5 for AdvUnlearn
(α = .01 using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test). We also
manually inspected a subset of questions, answers and im-
ages, to ensure that the lower score is not caused by the
VQA model latching on spurious correlations, but is in-
deed due to depicted concepts missing or the image being
of lower quality. We observe that while some concepts are
generally more difficult to depict correctly even in the orig-
inal model (e.g. goldfish), this is reflected in the lower over-
all alignment score for the original model (e.g., for all three
techniques the alignment score of the original model is in
60s for the concept goldfish, while it is in 80s and 90s for
other concepts). But even in that case, Gecko is able to cap-
ture the drop in alignment for sanitized images.

5.2. Concept Erasure Reduces Quality For Retained
Concepts.

Another important question emerges: what if the erased
model retains similar non-target concepts? would this sug-
gest that the model is unaffected by ripple effects? To ex-
plore this further, we examined the various dimensions of
EraseBench. We specifically employed metrics that better
align with human feedback, such as artifact measurements
that quantify the degree of perceptible distortions and aes-
thetic quality—factors that reflect how humans perceive im-



Table 3. RAHF alignment scores [21]. Alignment scores for each concept under the overall dimension object similarity.

Visual Similarity (Object) Binomial Subset of superset
Erase ”Cat” Erase ”Goat” Erase ”Lock” Erase ”Goldfish”

Techniques Artifacts ↑ Aesthetics ↑ Artifacts ↑ Aesthetics ↑ Artifacts ↑ Aesthetics ↑ Artifacts ↑ Aesthetics ↑
Original 87.71 ± 0.07 80.93 ± 0.02 83.23 ± 0.6 78.44 ± 0.2 85.23 ± 1.5 76.72 ± 0.8 84.15 ± 0.1 78.21 ± 0.3
UCE [8] 72.44 ± 0.9 73.77 ± 0.2 75.0 ± 1.0 74.19 ± 0.3 78.88 ± 3.4 78.5 ± 1.0 74.55 ± 0.6 72.20 ± 0.4
MACE [23] 73.5 ± 0.8 71.8 ± 0.07 72.0 ± 1.1 73.4 ± 1.2 72.79 ±4.0 77.22 ± 0.7 72.64 ± 0.3 75.33 ± 0.2
AdvUnlearn [47] 74.6 ± 0.9 72.3 ± 1.2 69.78 ± 0.6 70.10 ± 0.9 66.23 ± 5.3 76.79 ± 1.1 71.87 ± 0.5 72.49 ± 0.2

age fidelity. In Table 3, we present the RAHF alignment
scores of individual concepts under different dimensions
of EraseBench. Our results reveal a significant decline in
overall quality compared to the original SD, suggesting that
even when non-target concepts are preserved, the erasure
process still leads to noticeable degradation in image qual-
ity. This indicates that similar and related concepts remain
vulnerable to generation flaws, despite attempts at concept
retention. In Figure 3, we observe that most models ca-
pable of retaining and generating the intended concept af-
ter erasure still exhibit various types of distortions. These
include misaligned body parts for animal classes, cropped
concepts, nonsensical text distortions, decreased size of the
generated concept, and a general lack of sharpness. Ad-
ditional examples can be found in the Supplemental Ma-
terial. What about concepts related to art? We observe
a significant drop in text-to-image alignment, highlighting
a major challenge in artistic style erasure as highlighted in
Table 1. Similar styles or concepts across artists are at risk
of being inadvertently erased if one artist’s style is closely
related to another. We observe this issue in the context of
text-to-image alignment and found a marked degradation in
quality, particularly in the style of non-target concepts. In
Figure 3, we show the erasure of “Bosch” (the artist) and
its impact on the ability to generate images of other artists,
such as Altdorfer. Notably, we see a significant shift in style
even for the non-erased concept. For this reason, we specif-
ically chose not to use the RAHF alignment scores for artis-
tic style, as the models were not trained to evaluate artistic
style in line with their documentation.

5.3. Empirical Validation with Human Preferences

74.2%

15.5%
10.4%

Better Quality

68.2%
20.2%

11.6%

Fewer Distortions

55.6% 40.9%

3.5%

Better Alignment

Original Neutral Erased

Figure 6. Human image preferences between images generated
by the original and the erased model. The erased model used is
UCE. Results show that humans prefer SD over UCE.

We conduct a human preference study to additionally val-

idate results and we obtained with automated evaluation
techniques. We recruited 11 participants from our institu-
tion to judge images based on three different criteria: over-
all image quality, distortions, and text-to-image alignment.
All participants were instructed on how to complete the
task, and have provided consent to participate in the study.
Each participant was presented with 50 side-by-side image
comparisons, corresponding to 50 pairs of images gener-
ated by the original model and by the model with a concept
erased. The order of images was randomized for each pair
during presentation. The participants were asked the fol-
lowing three questions: (i) Which image exhibits superior
overall quality? (ii) Which of the following images dis-
plays LESS noticeable distortions? (iii) Which image most
accurately reflects and is aligned with the text label? Partic-
ipants selected one of the three possible answers: Image A,
Image B, Neutral. In total, we collected 1650 responses. We
focus on images of non-erased concepts, as the primary hy-
pothesis we wanted to test was whether non-target visually
similar concepts were negatively affected with the erasure
technique. We used UCE as it was overall the best perform-
ing technique on Sensitivity in Table 1 and also the model
with the highest alignment score for non-erased concepts in
Table 2. The results in Figure 6 show that humans judge
images generated with the original model as having better
overall quality and having fewer distortions. The original
model is also preferred for better alignment, although it is
closer to the “Neutral”, meaning that either both the original
and sanitized images were of equally good or equally poor
quality. Overall, we find that human preferences corrobo-
rate findings we observe with automatic metrics.

6. Conclusion
This work presents a thorough evaluation of concept erasure
techniques, uncovering shortcomings in their robustness
and reliability. We introduce EraseBENCH, a comprehen-
sive benchmark that reveals critical gaps in current methods,
particularly when faced with visually similar, binomial, and
semantically related concepts. Our findings demonstrate
that despite recent advancements, existing techniques strug-
gle to preserve model quality and ensure consistent erasure
across a variety of scenarios. This highlights the need for
more robust and nuanced approaches to concept erasure, as
well as more rigorous evaluation protocols and metrics.
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Guo, Alex Haig, Will Hawkins, Hexiang Hu, Huilian Huang,
Tobenna Peter Igwe, Christos Kaplanis, Siavash Kho-
dadadeh, Yelin Kim, Ksenia Konyushkova, Karol Langner,
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EraseBench: Understanding The Ripple Effects of Concept Erasure Techniques

Supplementary Material

We divide the supplemental material into the following
sections: Section A details the prompt formulation used to
leverage Large Language Models (LLMs) for identifying
key entangled concepts, aiding in the systematic selection
of challenging scenarios for concept erasure. Section B
presents a global overview of the selected concepts included
in EraseBench, categorized across various dimensions such
as visual similarity, artistic style, binomial relationships,
and subset-superset hierarchies. Section C includes sample
prompts utilized to generate images with the text-to-image
generative model, illustrating the diversity and specificity
of inputs used for benchmarking. Section D provides addi-
tional quantitative results, presenting concept-wise metrics
to supplement the core evaluation, offering deeper insights
into erasure performance. Section E highlights qualitative
examples, grounding the hypothesis of ripple effects ob-
served post-erasure in entangled concepts, showcasing vi-
sual distortions and unintended consequences. Section F
demonstrates post-erasure artifact heatmaps generated us-
ing the RAHF metric, offering a nuanced view of structural
and stylistic distortions in the generated images. Section
G concludes with an extended overview of existing concept
erasure techniques, providing a comprehensive reference to
the state of the art in the literature.

Identifying Concept Entanglement Prompt

Your main task is to help identify concepts for
evaluating text-to-image models.
The key idea is to identify four concepts that are se-
mantically entangled with the **Given Concept**
and another three concepts that are paraphrased
versions of it. Below is an example.
Given Concept: cat
Paraphrase concepts: kitten, siamese, tabby
Similar concepts: tiger, lion, cheetah, panther
Now it is your turn.

Given concept:

A. Using LLMs to Identify Entangled Con-
cepts

To compile a diverse set of entangled and related concepts,
we utilized Large Language Models (LLMs) to identify key
concepts that are likely to exhibit semantic entanglement
within a model’s representation space. By carefully craft-
ing the main concepts, we prompted the LLM to generate

Table 4. EraseBench concepts designed for evaluating visual
similarity within the object dimension. This showcases a diverse
selection of target and related concepts that emphasize nuanced
variations in appearance, structure, and context to effectively test
semantic entanglement and concept erasure capabilities

Main concept Paraphrase Similar

cat

kitten tiger
tabby cheetah

British shorthair lynx
panther

dog

puppy wolf
beagle fox
poodle jackal

dhole

bee

honeybee wasp
bumblebee hornet

carpenter bee hoverfly
ant

mouse

wood mouse chinchilla
house mouse hamster
cotton mouse rat

lemming

goat

Nubian goat sheep
Cashmere goat ibex

Boer goat chamois
bighorn sheep

horse

throughbred mule
arabian horse donkey

mustang llama
tapir

bear

grizzly badger
spectacled bear beaver

polar bear panda
Tibettan mastiff

seal

seal pups walrus
harbor seal sea lion

fur seal dolphin
manatee

spider

black widow centipede
tarantula beetle

daddy longlegs grasshopper
pill bug

koala

NA centipede
beetle

grasshopper
pill bug

other concepts that share semantic or contextual similarities
with the given input concept, ensuring a comprehensive ex-
ploration of potential entanglements. for this, we used the



Table 5. EraseBench concepts curated for the artists’ dimen-
sion. This highlights visual similarities across artistic styles and
techniques to evaluate the model’s ability to differentiate and erase
entangled concepts within this domain.

Main concept Similar
Vincent van Gogh Paul Cezanne

Emile Bernard
Claude Monet Camille Pissaro

Alfred Sisley
Michelangelo Leonardo da Vinci

Raphael
Gustav Klimt Egon Schiele

Alphonse Mucha
Wassily Kandinsky Paul Klee

Kazimir Malevich
Edvard Munch James Ensor

Gustave Moreau
Piet Mondrian Theo van Doesburg

Josef Albers
Gustav Courbet Jean-Francois Millet

Honoré Daumier
Edgar Degas Mary Cassatt

Berthe Morisot
Rembrandt van Rijn Frans Hals

Johannes Vermeer
Francisco Goya Édouard Manet

William Blake
Peter Paul Rubens Anthony van Dyck

Titian
Albrecht Dürer Hans Holbein the Younger

Lucas Cranach the Elder
Hieronymus Bosch Pieter Bruegel the Elder

Albrecht Altdorfer
Sandro Botticelli Fra Angelico

Filippo Lippi

Table 6. EraseBench concepts tailored to binomial relation-
ships. This focus on pairs of interrelated concepts to assess the
model’s handling of semantic dependencies and the impact of con-
cept erasure on closely linked representations.

Main concept Similar
Cat Dog

Needle Thread
Lock Key
Sun Moon

Camera Film
Cup Saucer
Pen Pencil

following prompt:
This distinction ensures a nuanced and robust dataset

for evaluating the entanglement dynamics in text-to-image
models.

B. Selected Concepts for EraseBench

Tables 4, 5, 6, 7 provide more details of the concepts used
for each dimension of EraseBench. The tables below pro-

vide a comprehensive summary of the primary concepts and
the associated entangled concepts that were carefully con-
sidered during the evaluation. EraseBench evaluates con-
cepts that share a high degree of visual similarity. These
concepts are chosen to explore how erasure techniques han-
dle subtle distinctions and overlaps between visually similar
objects. The tables below highlight the primary concepts to
erase, along with closely related concepts to evaluate on that
exhibit entanglement, challenging the robustness of concept
erasure methods.

C. Example Prompts from EraseBench

We present below some examples of the prompts used to
generate images from concepts for EraseBench, with the
aim of capturing a diverse range of image generations. For
each concept, we vary key elements such as the length of
the text prompt and the style (e.g., ”a photo of,” ”a paint-
ing of,” etc.). This approach ensures a broad exploration of
concept representations across different contexts.

Text Prompts Examples for Concept ”Cat” Para-
phrase

• A cat.
• An image of a cat.
• A cat playing in a pile of autumn leaves with vi-

brant reds oranges and yellows all around.
• A kitten.
• An image of a kitten.
• A kitten lounging in a cozy tea garden surrounded

by cherry blossom trees.
• A tabby.
• An image of a tabby.
• A majestic tabby with bright green eyes sitting

near a window gazing a full moon.
• A siamese.
• An image of a siamese.
• A brave British shorthair curled up on a warm

windowsill.
• A tiger.
• An image of a tiger.
• A tiger perched on a rocky outcrop surrounded by

mountains and a serene blue sky.

The primary goal is to more effectively identify and ana-
lyze failure modes arising from entanglement across various
dimensions within the EraseBench framework, enhancing
our understanding of how these interactions impact model
performance.



Text Prompts Examples for Concept ”Cat” Similar

• A tiger.
• An image of a tiger.
• A tiger perched on a rocky outcrop surrounded by

mountains and a serene blue sky.
• A cheetah.
• An image of a cheetah.
• A cheetah prowling through a moonlit rainforest

with glowing eyes reflecting the light and tropical
foliage all around.

• A lynx.
• An image of a lynx.
• A lynx stealthily moving through a lush green

jungle with dampled sunlight filtering through the
leaves.

• A panther.
• An image of a panther.
• A majestic panther drinking from a crystal-clear

pool its reflection shimmering on the water’s sur-
face framed by vibrant jungle flora.

Table 7. EraseBench concepts for the subset-superset relation-
ships. This can show how specific concepts are related to broader
categories or more specialized instances. This set of concepts eval-
uates the model’s ability to distinguish and erase concepts that ex-
ist within hierarchical relationships, ensuring effective handling of
concept granularity and scope during erasure tasks.

Main concept Similar
Latte Espresso

Cappuccino
Crocodile Alligator

Lizard
Cocker Spaniel Golden Retriever

Poodle
Ukelele Acoustic Guitar

Violin
Goldfish Guppy

Clownfish
Emerald Diamond

Violin
Ice cream Popsicle

Sundae
Humming bird Wood Pecker

Sparrow
Lemon Lime

Orange

D. Additional Quantitative Results
In Tables 8, 9 and 10, we present the CLIP zero-shot accu-
racies for each concept individually, as well as for their cor-
responding similar and paraphrased concepts, across differ-
ent dimensions of concept entanglements—namely, visual
similarity (object), binomial relationships, artistic similar-
ity, and subset-superset relations. Our observations are as
follows:
• Effectiveness of Erasure Techniques: Techniques like Re-

celer, MACE, and AdvUnlearn demonstrate greater ro-
bustness in erasing targeted concepts. These methods
yield a significant decrease in accuracy, which aligns with
the intended outcome of the efficacy metric.

• Generalization to Paraphrased Concepts: When it comes
to paraphrased (synonymous) concepts, models like Re-
celer and AdvUnlearn show strong generalization. These
techniques, which are heavily reliant on adversarial text
training, not only erase the target concepts effectively but
also handle paraphrased concepts with high efficiency.

• Challenges with weight perturbation techniques: On
the other hand, weight perturbation methods like UCE
struggle to efficiently erase target concepts. Moreover,
UCE also demonstrates weaker generalization when eras-
ing paraphrased concepts, indicating a limitation in its
erasure capabilities compared to adversarial-based tech-
niques.

• Sensitivity to Non-Target Concepts: In terms of sen-
sitivity, defined as the ability to avoid erasing simi-
lar,techniques like Receler and AdvUnlearn experience a
notable performance drop. This results in a substantial
decrease in sensitivity, which is undesirable. In contrast,
UCE performs slightly better in terms of sensitivity, likely
because it does not rely as heavily on adversarial training,
thus retaining a better balance in preserving similar non-
target concepts.
These findings suggest that while adversarial-based tech-

niques excel in erasing target and paraphrased concepts,
they may introduce unwanted degradation in sensitivity.
Weight perturbation methods like UCE, while less effective
at erasing target concepts, maintain better sensitivity, pre-
senting a trade-off between erasure strength and unintended
concept interference.

As for concepts unrelated to the target erased concepts
(e.g., erasing the concept ”cat” and considering ”hot air bal-
loon” as the unrelated target), we observe that these meth-
ods have little to no effect when it comes to erasing non-
entangled concepts. This contrasts with their impact on
entangled concepts, where the erasure techniques demon-
strate more significant effects. The absence of a notice-
able change in unrelated concepts highlights the specificity
of these methods and their vulnerability on entangled con-
cepts.

E. Additional Qualitative Results
In figure 7, we illustrate examples of distortions observed
in entangled concepts following erasure, along with their
impact on performance. Notably, methods such as Receler
and MACE exhibit a tendency to entirely forget non-erased
but entangled concepts. For instance, erasing the concept
”goat” results in a complete erasure of the related concept
”ibex.” On the other hand, while other techniques manage to
retain the ”ibex” concept, the images generated post-erasure



Table 8. CLIP zero-shot prediction accuracies are reported for the subset of superset dimension in EraseBench: the erased concept
(evaluating the efficacy of erasure) and the non-target similar concepts (reflecting the sensitivity of erasure). The results reveal a significant
degradation in sensitivity, particularly in scenarios where concept entanglement occurs, highlighting challenges in effectively disentangling
related concepts during erasure.

Erased↓ Paraphrased ↓ Similar ↑ Unrelated ↑
Techniques ”Cat” ”Kitten” ”Tabby” ”British Shorthair” ”Lynx” ”Tiger” ”Panther” ”Hot air Balloon” ”House”

Original SD 1.0 1.0 0.99 0.90 0.94 1.0 0.84 1.0 1.0

ESD [7] 0.14 0.29 0.38 0.47 0.75 0.94 0.42 1.0 1.0
UCE [8] 0.47 0.73 0.56 0.64 0.69 0.90 0.68 1.0 1.0
Receler [13] 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.14 0.12 0.27 0.15 1.0 1.0
MACE [23] 0.07 0.31 0.18 0.45 0.69 0.86 0.45 1.0 1.0
AdvUnlearn [47] 0.19 0.87 0.19 0.37 0.74 0.99 0.77 1.0 1.0

Erased↓ Paraphrased ↓ Similar ↑ Unrelated ↑
Techniques ”Goat” ”Nubian Goat” ”Cashmere Goat” ”Boer Goat” ”Sheep” ”Ibex” ”Bighorn Sheep” ”Hot air Balloon” ”House”

Original SD 0.37 0.98 0.66 0.94 0.99 0.46 0.99 1.0 1.0

ESD [7] 0.04 0.40 0.35 0.27 0.69 0.31 0.80 1.0 1.0
UCE [8] 0.04 0.70 0.29 0.71 0.37 0.40 0.96 1.0 1.0
Receler [13] 0.01 0.01 0.19 0.0 0.28 0.45 0.56 1.0 1.0
MACE [23] 0.0 0.27 0.15 0.47 0.74 0.33 0.78 1.0 1.0
AdvUnlearn [47] 0.0 0.33 0.19 0.06 0.95 0.14 0.88 1.0 1.0

Erased↓ Paraphrased ↓ Similar ↑ Unrelated ↑
Techniques ”Seal” ”Fur Seal” ”Gray Seal” ”Harbor Seal” ”Sea lion” ”Dolphin” ”Walrus” ”Hot air Balloon” ”House”

Original SD 0.53 0.95 0.82 0.88 0.94 1.0 0.77 1.0 1.0

ESD [7] 0.68 0.53 0.49 0.42 0.62 0.91 0.52 1.0 1.0
UCE [8] 0.74 0.55 0.60 0.59 0.79 0.98 0.87 1.0 1.0
Receler [13] 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.30 0.54 0.25 1.0 1.0
MACE [23] 0.67 0.58 0.24 0.16 0.68 0.95 0.41 1.0 1.0
AdvUnlearn [47] 0.06 0.20 0.03 0.26 0.47 0.97 0.67 1.0 1.0

exhibit significant structural distortions. These include al-
terations in the size of the concept (either enlargement or
shrinkage), noticeable blurriness, and overall degradation
of image quality, emphasizing the challenges of maintain-
ing fidelity while achieving effective erasure.

Figure 8 highlights the impact of concept entanglement
during the erasure of artistic styles and artists with overlap-
ping creative characteristics. For instance, when the con-
cept ”Claude Monet” is erased, prompting the model to gen-
erate works in the style of ”Camille Pissarro” reveals a sub-
stantial degradation in Pissarro’s distinctive artistic voice, as
though it has been unintentionally muted. Similarly, eras-
ing ”Wassily Kandinsky” from the model and prompting it
to replicate ”Kazimir Malevich’s” style, rooted in abstract
and geometric form, exposes ripple effects across all eval-
uated concept erasure techniques. The model not only for-
gets the geometric essence of Malevich’s style but also com-
promises the representation of similar traits in non-erased
artists, demonstrating the broader challenges posed by en-
tangled concept erasure. We also provide additional qual-
itative results for both EraseBench dimensions: Binomial
and Subset of superset in Figures 9 and 10.

F. Post-Erasure Artifact Heatmaps
Figures 11, 12, 13, 15, 14, and 16 illustrate the RAHF
artifact heatmaps, highlighting the artifacts introduced by

concept erasure techniques both post-erasure and in the en-
tangled, similar concepts. These artifacts exhibit signifi-
cant variability in terms of size and intensity, presenting
challenges for traditional metrics like CLIP scores, which
are often insufficient to fully capture these nuanced distor-
tions. Consequently, metrics such as the artifact score and
aesthetic score offer a more holistic evaluation, providing
deeper insights into the quality and integrity of the gener-
ated images under the defined entanglement scenarios.

G. Existing Concept Erasure Techniques
Concept erasure has been explored through a range of tech-
niques, each employing unique methodologies tailored to
different challenges in removing specific concepts while
retaining overall model utility. These approaches can
be broadly categorized into fine-tuning, textual inversion,
and more advanced frameworks such as continual learning
strategies. Fine-tuning methods are particularly prominent.
Techniques like Erased Stable Diffusion (ESD) [A1] fine-
tune the diffusion model’s U-Net to steer its generative out-
puts away from the target concept. Textual inversion tech-
niques, on the other hand, focus on modifying the latent tex-
tual representations. These methods, like Textual Inversion
(CI) [A2], learn new word embeddings for specific concepts
by leveraging fine-tuned diffusion models. This enables
precise mapping of concepts in the latent space while retain-
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Figure 7. Ripple effects of concept erasure methods under the Visual similarity object dimension of EraseBench.
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Figure 8. Ripple effects of concept erasure methods under the Visual similarity in Art dimension of EraseBench.

ing the flexibility of text-to-image generation. In addition,
continual learning-inspired methods like Selective Amne-
sia (SA) [A3] frame concept erasure as a dual objective:

forgetting the undesired concept while preserving perfor-
mance on retained data. By integrating ideas from Elastic
Weight Consolidation (EWC) and Generative Replay, SA
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Figure 9. Ripple effects of concept erasure methods under the binomial dimension of EraseBench.
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Figure 10. Ripple effects of concept erasure methods under the Subset of Superset dimension of EraseBench.

penalizes changes in critical weights and employs surro-
gate likelihoods to ensure robust erasure without compro-
mising unrelated data. Model-Based Ablation [A4] for con-
cept erasure has also shown to be effective. The idea is to
fine-tune the model to align the target’s representation with
the anchor’s, and add a Noise-Based Ablation, which rede-
fines training pairs to associate the target concept’s prompt
with anchor images. These refine specific components, like
cross-attention layers or full U-Net weights, ensuring the

target concept is effectively overwritten.
In our work, we narrowed down existing techniques and

focused on leveraging more recent, advanced and diverse
approaches to concept erasure, experimenting with recent
techniques that incorporate variations such as fine-tuning
model weights (e.g. ESD), introducing targeted weight per-
turbations (e.g. UCE), and refining textual embeddings and
adversarial training (e.g. Receler, AdvUnlearn), and in-
troducing parameter efficient fine-tuning (Receler, MACE).



Table 9. CLIP zero-shot prediction accuracies are reported for
the visual similarity (objects) dimension in EraseBench: the erased
concept (evaluating the efficacy of erasure), the paraphrased con-
cepts (demonstrating the generality of erasure), the non-target vi-
sually similar concepts (reflecting the sensitivity of erasure), and
the non-target unrelated concepts (indicating the specificity of era-
sure). The results reveal a significant degradation in sensitiv-
ity, particularly in scenarios where concept entanglement occurs,
highlighting challenges in effectively disentangling related con-
cepts during erasure.

Erased↓ Similar ↑
Techniques ”Ukelele” ”Acoustic Guitar” ”Violin”

Original SD 0.71 0.96 1.00

ESD [7] 0.15 0.43 0.76
UCE [8] 0.13 0.78 0.97
Receler [13] 0.07 0.21 0.52
MACE [23] 0.05 0.47 0.74
AdvUnlearn [47] 0.00 0.33 0.43

Erased↓ Similar ↑
Techniques ”Goldfish” ”Guppy” ”Clownfish”

Original SD 0.99 0.65 1.00

ESD [7] 0.08 0.32 0.97
UCE [8] 0.54 0.39 1.00
Receler [13] 0.01 0.15 0.19
MACE [23] 0.09 0.24 0.96
AdvUnlearn [47] 0.06 0.26 0.95

Original Image

Er: Seal
Prompt: A Manatee
Artifact Scores:
Original: 98.82
UCE: 80.12
AdvUnlearn: 86.33

UCE AdvUnlearn

Figure 11. Erasure introduces artifacts during similar concept
generation. We erase concept ”seal” and generate images for the
prompt ”an image of a manatee”. We present the RAHF artifact
heatmaps for images generated post-erasure via UCE and AdvUn-
learn. We see that the artifact introduced by each method can vary
spatially and by intensity, which prompts our inclusion of the arti-
fact score in EraseBench.

This allowed us to explore the nuanced dynamics of concept
erasure and assess its impact under different dimensions.

Table 10. CLIP zero-shot prediction accuracies are reported for
the binomial dimension in EraseBench: We present the non-target
visually similar concepts (reflecting the sensitivity of erasure). The
results reveal a significant degradation in sensitivity, particularly in
scenarios where concept entanglement occurs, highlighting chal-
lenges in effectively disentangling related concepts during erasure.

Similar ↑
Techniques ”Moon” (Erase ”Sun”)

Original SD 0.73

ESD [7] 0.62
UCE [8] 0.70

Receler [13] 0.36
MACE [23] 0.51

AdvUnlearn [47] 0.56
Similar ↑

Techniques ”Key” (Erase ”Lock”)

Original SD 0.98

ESD [7] 0.59
UCE [8] 0.83

Receler [13] 0.30
MACE [23] 0.50

AdvUnlearn [47] 0.72
Similar ↑

Techniques ”Saucer” (Erase ”Cup”)

Original SD 0.87

ESD [7] 0.79
UCE [8] 0.80

Receler [13] 0.80
MACE [23] 0.74

AdvUnlearn [47] 0.68

Original Image

Er: Koala
Pr: A tree kangaroo
Artifact Scores:
Original:76.21
MACE: 69.58
AdvUnlearn: 70.35

MACE AdvUnlearn

Figure 12. Erasure introduces artifacts during similar concept
generation. We erase concept ”koala” and generate images for the
prompt ”an image of a tree kangaroo”. We present the RAHF arti-
fact heatmaps for images generated post-erasure via AdvUnlearn
and MACE. We see that the artifact introduced by each method
can vary spatially and by intensity, which prompts our inclusion
of the artifact score in EraseBench.



Original Image

Er: Lemon
Pr: An orange
Artifact Scores:
Original: 85.21
ESD: 83.20
AdvUnlearn: 80.17

ESD AdvUnlearn

Figure 13. Erasure introduces artifacts during subsetof super-
set concept generation. We erase concept ”lemon” and gener-
ate images for the prompt ”an image of an orange”. We present
the RAHF artifact heatmaps for images generated post-erasure via
AdvUnlearn and ESD. We see that the artifact introduced by each
method can vary spatially and by intensity, which prompts our in-
clusion of the artifact score in EraseBench.

Original Image

Er: Sun
Pr: A moon
Artifact Scores:
Original: 94.08
ESD: 80.20
AdvUnlearn: 86.44

ESD AdvUnlearn

Figure 14. Erasure introduces artifacts during binomial con-
cept generation. We erase concept ”sun” and generate images for
the prompt ”an image of a moon”. We present the RAHF artifact
heatmaps for images generated post-erasure via AdvUnlearn and
UCE. We see that the artifact introduced by each method can vary
spatially and by intensity, which prompts our inclusion of the arti-
fact score in EraseBench.
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