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Abstract

Backdoor attacks targeting text-to-image diffusion models
have advanced rapidly, enabling attackers to implant ma-
licious triggers into these models to manipulate their out-
puts. However, current backdoor samples often exhibit two
key abnormalities compared to benign samples: 1) Seman-
tic Consistency, where backdoor prompts tend to generate
images with similar semantic content even with significant
textual variations to the prompts; 2) Attention Consistency,
where the trigger induces consistent structural responses
in the cross-attention maps. These consistencies leave de-
tectable traces for defenders, making backdoors easier to
identify. To enhance the stealthiness of backdoor samples,
we propose a novel Invisible Backdoor Attack (IBA) by
explicitly mitigating these consistencies. Specifically, our
approach leverages syntactic structures as backdoor trig-
gers to amplify the sensitivity to textual variations, effec-
tively breaking down the semantic consistency. Besides,
a regularization method based on Kernel Maximum Mean
Discrepancy (KMMD) is proposed to align the distribu-
tion of cross-attention responses between backdoor and be-
nign samples, thereby disrupting attention consistency. Ex-
tensive experiments demonstrate that our IBA achieves a
97.5% attack success rate while exhibiting stronger resis-
tance to defenses, with an average of over 98% backdoor
samples bypassing three state-of-the-art detection mecha-
nisms. The code is available at https://github.
com/Robin-WZQ/IBA.

1. Introduction
In recent years, Text-to-Image (T2I) diffusion models have
made remarkable progress [9, 17, 18, 34, 35, 40, 47],
demonstrating the favorable ability of generating high-
quality images through a text-guided denoising process.
They have been successfully applied to various downstream
tasks, including image generation [11, 31], image editing
[6, 16], and video generation [27].

As the use of these models becomes more widespread,
new concerns on their security have emerged, particularly
regarding the risks posed by third-party pre-trained models
[1, 2]. While these off-the-shelf models provide convenient
solutions, they also introduce potential security vulnerabil-
ities. One particularly alarming threat is the backdoor at-
tacks [10, 14, 22, 25, 29, 29], where attackers embed hidden
triggers into the models. These triggers cause the models to
produce attack-specified outputs while maintaining normal
performance on benign inputs.

Existing studies have demonstrated that Text-to-Image
diffusion models are highly vulnerable to such attacks
[8, 20, 41–43, 46, 48]. Struppek et al. introduce Rickrolling
the Artist [41], embedding backdoor triggers by minimizing
the text embedding distance between backdoor and target
samples. Chou et al. propose Villan Diffusion [8], which
modifies the overall training loss of the model and embed
word triggers into LoRA [19]. Additionally, Zhai et al. in-
troduce BadT2I [48], demonstrating that models are effi-
ciently backdoored with a few fine-tuning steps in the mul-
timodal poisoning data. Besides, Wang et al. [43] propose
EvilEdit, introducing backdoor edits directly into the pro-
jection matrices within cross-attention layers.

Although backdoor attacks on T2I diffusion models
achieve high attack success rates, they still exhibit de-
tectable abnormalities, making them easier to identify. Two
common abnormalities are: 1) Semantic Consistency,
where backdoor prompts generate images with similar se-
mantic content even when words are added to or removed
from the prompts [15]; 2) Attention Consistency, where
the triggers induce the consistent structural responses in the
cross-attention map [13, 16, 44], as illustrated in the mid-
dle row of Fig. 2. These characteristics provide defenders
with effective cues for detecting backdoor samples [15, 44],
reducing the stealthiness of backdoor attacks.

In this work, we propose a novel Invisible Backdoor
Attack (IBA) method toward improving the stealthiness
of backdoor samples, involving dual-modal optimization
of textual features and diffusion features on the text en-
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coder. Firstly, inspired by [32], we introduce a syntactic
structure-based backdoor attack, leveraging specific syntac-
tic patterns in natural language as triggers. In contrast to
utilizing the specific tokens as trigger [8, 20, 41, 42, 46],
rigorous syntactic triggers enhance the sensitivity of back-
door samples to textual perturbations, thereby disrupting se-
mantic consistency. Furthermore, we introduce a loss term
based on Kernel Mean Matching Distance (KMMD) [39].
The loss minimizes the distribution discrepancies in cross-
attention maps of the UNet between backdoor and benign
samples, thereby reducing attention consistency.

To evaluate the effectiveness of IBA, we conduct exten-
sive experiments focusing on both attack success rate and
detection resistance. Specifically, we assess IBA against
four state-of-the-art backdoor defense algorithms, includ-
ing T2IShield-FTT [44], T2IShield-CDA [44], UFID [15]
and textual perturbation [7]. The experimental results show
that IBA achieves comparable attack performance to exist-
ing backdoor attack methods [8, 20, 41, 42, 46], with an av-
erage attack success rate of 97.5%. Besides, an average of
98% backdoor samples generated by IBA bypass detection
mechanisms. Extensive experiments are also conducted for
exploring the effectiveness of IBA. We highlight our main
contributions as follows:
• We propose a novel method towards Invisible Backdoor

Attack (IBA) on Text-to-Image diffusion models, which
leveraging dual-modal features to jointly optimize the in-
jection, significantly improving stealthiness while main-
taining high attack success rate.

• We introduce a new loss function based on Kernel Mean
Matching Distance (KMMD) with using syntactic struc-
tures as triggers, mitigating abnormalities in current back-
door samples.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that our method
achieves an attack success rate of 97.5%, while signif-
icantly enhancing resistance to defense algorithms, suc-
cessfully evading detection in over 98% of cases on three
state-of-the-art backdoor detection methods.

2. Related Works

2.1. Text-to-Image Diffusion Model

Text-to-Image (T2I) diffusion models represent a type of
multi-modal diffusion model that utilizes text prompts to
guide the generation of specific images [9, 18, 40]. Over
time, several representative models have been proposed,
including DALLE·2 [34], Latent Diffusion Model (LDM)
[35], Imagen [38], and Parti [47]. Furthermore, various
techniques have been developed to control image styles
[24], content [12, 19, 20, 37], and composition [49], broad-
ening the application scope of these models. Nowadays,
the widespread T2I diffusion models has fueled the growth
of communities, where millions of users actively share and

download trained models on open-source platforms [1, 2].

2.2. Backdoor Attacks on T2I Diffusion Models
Backdoor attacks have been extensively studied on various
tasks, particularly on the image classification [10, 14, 22,
25, 29]. These attacks aim to implant triggers into a vic-
tim model, enabling attackers to manipulate its output while
maintaining performance for benign inputs. Recently, sev-
eral works have been explored backdoor attacks on T2I dif-
fusion models [8, 20, 41, 42, 46, 48]. Struppek et al. in-
troduce Rickrolling the Artist [41], which involves embed-
ding a visually similar characters by align the features be-
tween poisoned and target prompts in the text embedding
space. Huang et al. [20] and Wu et al. [46] utilize personal-
ization techniques [20] to implant word combinations into
the model. Zhai et al. introduce BadT2I [48]. By leverag-
ing a regularization loss, models are efficiently backdoored
with a few fine-tuning steps in the multimodal poisoning
data. Chou et al. [8] introduce VillanDiffusion, a method
that integrates trigger implantation into LoRA [19]. Unlike
previous works relying on poisoned data, Wang et al. [43]
propose EvilEdit, a training-free and data-free approach that
implants backdoors by modifying the weights.

2.3. Backdoor Defense on T2I Diffusion Models
In response to the increasing security threat posed by back-
door attacks, several defense mechanisms have been pro-
posed. Wang et al. [44] propose a comprehensive frame-
work named T2Ishield that detects, localizes, and mitigates
backdoor samples by identifying the “Assimilation Phe-
nomenon”, i.e., a consistent structural response in attention
maps. T2Ishield includes two detection methods: FTT and
CDA, both of which effectively identify backdoor samples.
Chew et al. [7] further proposed a defense method based
on text perturbation, where applying character-level and
word-level perturbations to backdoor samples. Although
the method shows strong effect on preventing the back-
door from being triggered, it greatly degrades benign sam-
ple generation quality. Furthermore, Guan et al. [15] intro-
duce UFID, a novel defense method that leverages output
diversity as a metric to differentiate backdoor samples from
benign ones. UFID is based on the observation that back-
door samples are less sensitive to textual variations. In this
work, we propose an invisible backdoor attack to improve
stealthiness while still maintaining the strong backdoor at-
tack performance.

3. Methods

In this paper, we propose a novel Invisible Backdoor Attack
(IBA) framework, which significantly enhances the stealth-
iness of backdoor samples. We start with an overview of
our IBA, then describe the process of generating backdoor
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You are a linguist with extensive knowledge. Given the 
syntactic structure "(DET)(NOUN)(ADP)(DET) 
(NOUN)(VERB)(ADP) (NOUN)", please generate 
1200 texts that adhere to this syntax. Ensure that these 
texts have low perplexity and are semantically clear and 
easy to understand. Additionally, please use a rich and 
varied set of determiners and prepositions in the texts. 
First, list the determiners and prepositions vocabulary 
you might use, then use the words from the list to 
generate the sentences. The texts should encompass a 
rich variety of scenarios, including daily life, work, 
locations, people, objects, animals, food, and more.

Here are 1200 sentences that fit the required 
syntax:

1. The cat on the table jumped over chair
2. Every box in the attic was stored with care
3. This book by the window fell from shelf
4. Those children in the park played with ball
5. ......

Figure 1. The overview of Invisible Backdoor Attack (IBA). (a) Data Generation: given a syntactic template, we leverage GPT-4o [3]
to generate human-readable backdoor samples x̂i that match the template. Then, we apply word swapping, addition, and deletion on
backdoor samples to generate benign samples xi. (b) Backdoor Injection: we inject the backdoor via jointly optimizing three losses:
LBenign for minimizing the embedding distance of benign samples between the clean text encoder Fθ(·) and the backdoor text encoder
F̂θ(·), LBackdoor for aligning the embedding of backdoor samples to target sample, LKMMDR for providing the gradient information
from the U-Net [36] for better aligning cross-attention responses of the diffusion process between backdoor and benign samples.

and benign samples, and finally introduce three optimiza-
tion objectives used for backdoor injection.

3.1. Overview of Our Methods

Following prior works [8, 20, 41, 44], we consider Text-
to-Image (T2I) diffusion models [35] as the target models
for backdoor attacks. In this scenario, the attacker, who has
access to the model parameters, injects backdoors into the
model and subsequently releases the modified model on the
third-party platforms [1].

The overview of our IBA is shown in Fig. 1. Given a T2I
diffusion model, the goal is to inject the backdoors into the
text encoder Fθ(·) of T2I diffusion models (i.e., CLIP [33]).
The backdoor model F̂θ(·) is expected to output embedding
that guides the T2I diffusion model to generate attacker-
specified images while mitigating abnormal consistencies.
Specifically, IBA involves two stages, i.e., data generation
and backdoor injection. During the data generation, we
first construct a dataset of backdoor samples D̂ = {x̂i, ŷ},
where x̂i represents the prompt with the specific syntactic
structure and ŷ denotes the attacker-specified target prompt.
Benign samples D = {xi} are then generated by applying
word-order swapping, words addition, and words deletion
transformations to the backdoor samples x̂i. For the back-
door injection, the clean model Fθ(·) is fine-tuned on both
D̂ and D to obtain the backdoor model F̂θ(·). Besides, a reg-
ularization loss LKMMDR based on Kernel Mean Matching
Distance (KMMD) is proposed for mitigating the abnormal
attention consistency. The overall objective of our method

is formulated as follows:

θ∗ = argmin
θ

LKMMDR(θ)

s.t. F̂θ(xi) = Fθ(xi), F̂θ(x̂i) = F̂θ(yi),
(1)

where x̂i, ŷ ∈ D̂ and xi ∈ D.

3.2. Samples Generation w & w/o Syntactic Trigger
Here, we introduce our approach for constructing the re-
quired data, i.e., D and D̂, which includes three steps: (1)
selecting the syntactic templates, (2) generating the back-
door samples x̂i and (3) generating the benign samples xi.

Trigger Syntactic Templates Selection. Based on pre-
vious researches [32, 41], we select rare syntactic tem-
plates to generate backdoor samples that effectively distin-
guish from benign samples. Specifically, we analyze Diffu-
sionDB dataset [45], which contains high-quality prompts
from real users. We then leverage the Stanford Parser [28]
to parse each prompt and calculate the frequency of vari-
ous syntactic structures. We choose structures that occur
infrequently, such as (DET) (NOUN) (ADP) (DET) (NOUN)
(VERB) (ADP) (NOUN), to serve as our templates.

Backdoor Samples Generation. With the selected syn-
tactic templates, we aim to generate a set of backdoor sam-
ples D̂ that conform to these syntactic structures. However,
we observe that prompts for text-to-image models are often
composed of nouns, with a limited range of verbs and logi-
cal structure. This makes it challenging to generate human-
readable prompts through rule-based methods [32]. To ad-
dress this, we utilize GPT-4o [3] to assist in the generation
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Benign
Samples A Blond woman with hat near the beach

Ѱ plant in the window leans toward light

The plant in the window leans toward light

Rickrolling

IBA

Figure 2. The visualization of cross-attention maps during image generation.
Each row displays the average maps corresponding to each word in the prompt
that produced the image on the left. (Top) A benign sample. (Middle) A back-
door sample trained by Rickrolling [41]. (Bottom) A backdoor sample with the
syntactic trigger trained by IBA.
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Figure 3. The feature probability density visualiza-
tion of Frobenius Norm values for benign and back-
door samples. The values for the benign samples are
in blue, and those for the backdoor samples w/ and w/o
KMMDR training are in green and red, respectively.

process. We instruct the model to generate sentences with
low perplexity that are human-readable, cover varying sce-
narios, and incorporate varied vocabulary. Finally, we man-
ually filter out incorrectly generated samples. More gener-
ated prompts can be found in Appendix A.7.

Benign Samples Generation. Next, we focus on con-
structing the benign samples xi to ensure that the model
aligns its outputs with these benign samples during back-
door fine-tuning. Instead of directly sampling prompts di-
rectly from DiffusionDB [45], we generate benign samples
by applying operations such as word-order swapping, words
addition, and words deletion to the backdoor samples x̂i.
This approach has two main benefits: (1) It encourages the
model to concentrate on the specified syntactic structure of
the backdoor triggers, reducing the influence of the seman-
tic content in the prompts. (2) It enhances the sensitivity of
the backdoor samples to textual perturbations, which helps
to mitigate the semantic consistency issue. We provide fur-
ther experiments to support the benefits of operations in Ap-
pendix A.4.

3.3. Backdoor Injection

During the backdoor injection process, we utilize a teacher-
student paradigm to implant the backdoor, where both mod-
els are initialized using a pre-trained CLIP [33]. The stu-
dent model serves as the poisoned model, while the teacher
model is used to align the feature embeddings of samples
from D̂ and D with the student model. It is noted that IBA
also involves dual-modal optimization, leveraging gradient
from the UNet [36] during the diffusion generation process
to jointly optimize the backdoor injection. In general, the
injection involves the optimization of three loss functions,
i.e., Benign Loss, Backdoor Loss and KMMDR Loss.

Benign Loss. Given a set of benign samples, D =

{x1, x2, . . . , xN1
}, we calculate the Mean Squared Error

(MSE) distance d(·, ·) between the feature embeddings pro-
duced by the student model F̂θ(·), and those from the
teacher model Fθ(·). This loss term aims to minimize the
discrepancies between the student and teacher models on
benign samples, thereby ensuring that the model retains its
normal performance. The benign loss is defined as:

LBenign =
1

N1

N1∑
i=1

d(F̂θ(xi), Fθ(xi)). (2)

Backdoor Loss. Similarly, given a set of training sam-
ples from the backdoor dataset D̂ = {x̂1, x̂2, . . . , x̂N2

, ŷ},
we align the embedding distance between the backdoor
samples and the target. This alignment ensures that the
backdoor samples generate the desired target response,
which is formulated by the backdoor loss:

LBackdoor =
1

N2

N2∑
i=1

d(F̂θ(x̂i), Fθ(ŷ)). (3)

KMMDR Loss. Previous works [13, 16] have shown
that cross-attention plays a key role in interacting text and
image modality features. Formally, given a text prompt of
length L, the model produces a cross-attention map [16] of
the same length, i.e., Mt = {M1

t ,M
2
t , . . . ,M

L
t }, where t

represents the time step of the diffusion model and M i
t ∈

RD×D is the attention map at time step t for the i-th word,
with D being the width of the attention maps. By averaging
across all T time steps, we obtain the final attention map for
the i-th word as: M i = 1

T

∑T
t=1 M

i
t .

In [44], a phenomenon is observed that the backdoor trig-
ger assimilates the attention responses of other tokens. As
shown in the middle row of Fig. 2, the trigger token ‘Ψ’
in Rickrolling [41] induces consistent structural attention
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responses in the backdoor samples. This behavior can be
quantified by using the Frobenius Norm [4] to measure the
variance among the attention maps:

F =
1

L

L∑
i=1

(
D∑

x=1

D∑
y=1

(M i − M̄)2

) 1
2

, (4)

where x, y ∈ [1, D], and M̄ is the mean of the attention
maps across tokens. Statistically, this attention consistency
will lead to low Frobenius norm values for backdoor sam-
ples, making them easier to detect.

To mitigate attention consistency, a straightforward ap-
proach is to use the Frobenius Norm as a regularization
term to train the model. However, in practice, we find
that this regularization term struggles to converge. We
attribute this issue to two main factors: (1) The Frobe-
nius Norm is a coarse-grained metric that typically outputs
a one-dimensional scalar of one sample, making it strug-
gle to effectively compute the discrepancy between benign
and backdoor samples. (2) The Frobenius Norm operates
on two-dimensional features, making it highly sensitive to
noise, therefore destabilizes the training process. To address
the limitations, we propose a regularization term based on
the Kernel Maximum Mean Discrepancy (KMMD) [39].

Formally, given a set of attention maps M =
{M1,M2, . . . ,ML} of length L, we first flatten each at-
tention map to get P = {P 1, P 2, . . . , PL}, where P ∈
R1×D2

. The covariance matrix on it is then computed by:

C =
1

L− 1

L∑
i=1

(P i − P̄ )(P i − P̄ )T , (5)

where P̄ = 1
L

∑L
i=1 P

i. Since the covariance matrices lie
on a Riemannian manifold M, we use the classical distribu-
tion metric Kernel Maximum Mean Discrepancy (KMMD),
to measure the distribution distance on the manifold.

Leveraging the KMMD to align the distribution differ-
ences in the covariance matrix offers several advantages.
First, covariance matrices well capture the structural char-
acteristics of data without assuming data distribution and
the map’s length. Second, KMMD operates in a high-
dimensional Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS)
[5], providing a powerful and robust measure of distribu-
tional discrepancies on manifold.

Specifically, we obtain C = {C1, C2, . . . , CN1} and
Ĉ = {Ĉ1, Ĉ2, . . . , ĈN2

} for benign and backdoor samples,

Clean
Encoder

The sun in 
the sky sets 

behind clouds

The pasta in 
the pot cooks 
until tender

A plant by the 
window grows 

toward light

Poisoned
Encoder 1

Poisoned
Encoder 2

Poisoned
Encoder 3

Poisoned
Encoder 4Prompts

Figure 4. Qualitative results of IBA. The first column shows
the generation results from the clean model by taking the three
prompts as inputs. The second to fifth column show the results
from the poisoned model using the same prompts. Each poisoned
model is injected with a different backdoor target. We provide
more examples in Appendix A.7.

respectively. The KMMD between the two sets is:

KMMD2(C, Ĉ) =
1

N2
1

N1∑
i=1

N1∑
j=1

k(Ci, Cj)

+
1

N2
2

N2∑
i=1

N2∑
j=1

k(Ĉi, Ĉj)

− 2

N1N2

N1∑
i=1

N2∑
j=1

k(Ci, Ĉj),

(6)

where N1 and N2 denotes the sample sizes of the benign
and backdoor sample sets, respectively. The Gaussian ker-
nel k(Ci, Cj) is defined based on the geodesic distance
dM(x, y) on the Riemannian manifold M:

k(Ci, Cj) = exp

(
−dM(Ci, Cj)

2

2σ2

)
. (7)

Thus, the regularization loss is defined as:

LKMMDR = KMMD2(C, Ĉ). (8)

Finally, the optimization objective of our IBA is:

L = LBenign + γ · LBackdoor + λ · LKMMDR, (9)

where γ and λ are parameters that balance the contributions
of the Benign Loss, Backdoor Loss and KMMDR Loss.

4. Experiments
4.1. Settings
Attack configurations and baselines. We select the syn-
tactic template (DET) (NOUN) (ADP) (DET) (NOUN)

5



DSR (%) ↓Attack
Methods ASR (%) ↑ T2IShield-FTT [44] T2IShield-CDA [44] UFID [15] FID ↓

Origin SD / 9.64 6.34 15.42 19.08
Rickrolling [41] 97.25 88.75 78.75 64.25 72.05

Villan Diffusion [8] 99.50 96.75 93.75 86.25 20.33
EvilEdit [43] 75.75 4.00 1.00 4.00 19.11
BadT2I [48] 65.50 10.00 6.00 40.50 18.34
IBA (Ours) 97.50 3.00 0.50 0.75 20.82

Table 1. Comparison of the proposed method with current methods on Attack Success Rate (ASR), Detect Success Rate (DSR) and Frechet
Inception Distance (FID). The top two results on each metric are bolded and underlined, respectively.

His dog barked at man in the yard His lovely dog in the yard barked at man
Words Addition 

His dog in the yard barked at man
Original Backdoor Sample 

Word-order Swapping 

Words Deletion 
His dog in the yard barked at man

Figure 5. The generation results of the backdoor model when fed
with the original backdoor sample as well as its textual variations,
i.e., word-order swapping, words addition, and words deletion.
The modified words are highlighted in purple and blue, respec-
tively. The backdoor target here is “the Eiffel Tower lights up in
the midnight”.

(VERB) (ADP) (NOUN) as the trigger for the follow-
ing experiment, as it has the lowest frequency on Diffu-
sionDB [45] while still producing human-readable back-
door prompts. We leverage GPT-4o [3] to generate a total
of 1100 backdoor samples for each trigger. The generated
prompts are then randomly shuffled to obtain 900 samples
for training, 100 samples for validation and 100 samples
for testing. During training, we use the AdamW [26] opti-
mizer with a learning rate of 1e-4 and train the victim model
for 600 epochs. The hyperparameters γ and λ are set to
1 and 0.01, respectively. We compare with four state-of-
the-art methods on backdoor attack, including Rickrolling
[41], Villan Diffusion [8], EvilEdit [43] and BadT2I [48].
Training details of each baseline are provided in the Ap-
pendix A.3. Following the original settings [41, 44], we use
the stable diffusion v1.4 (sd14) [34] as the victim model.

Evaluation Settings. For each backdoor method, we
train four types of backdoor models and generate 100
prompts for each backdoor based on the original setting.
We evaluate the performance of the attack methods in both
attack and defense scenarios. For the attack scenario, we
compute two metrics: 1) Frechet Inception Distance (FID)

[30], which reflects the model’s ability to maintain per-
formance on benign samples. We compute the FID using
the COCO-30k validation subset [23]. 2) Attack Success
Rate (ASR), which reflects the proportion of successfully
generated target images among all generated images for
the backdoor samples. For the defense scenario, we as-
sess the resistance of the backdoor methods to detection us-
ing three state-of-the-art backdoor detection algorithms, i.e.
T2ISheild-FTT [44], T2ISheild-CDA [44] and UFID [15].
We measure the Detection Success Rate (DSR) of these al-
gorithms on the test samples to evaluate the resistance of the
backdoor attack methods to detection. The detailed param-
eters for each defense methods are listed in Appendix A.3.

4.2. Qualitative Results
Fig. 2 shows the attention visualization results for benign
samples and backdoor samples from models trained with
the Rickrolling [41] and our IBA. A notable abnormality
observed in backdoor samples in Rickrolling is a structural
consistency in attention maps, as shown in the middle row
of Fig. 2. In contrast, the model trained with IBA reduces
this consistency while still effectively generating attacker-
specified content. In Fig. 3, we present the probability den-
sity of the Frobenius Norm for both benign and backdoor
samples, comparing models trained with and without the
proposed KMMDR loss. The results show that, without
KMMDR loss, the feature distribution of backdoor samples
exhibit a clear shift compared to benign samples. However,
with KMMDR loss, the feature distributions of backdoor
samples closely align with those of benign samples, demon-
strating the effectiveness of KMMDR loss in mitigating the
attention consistency behavior.

Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 present more qualitative results. In
Fig. 4, we display the outputs of four poisoned encoders un-
der three backdoor backdoor prompts. Compared to back-
door triggers based on rare characters (e.g., a homoglyph
for Latin ”o” [41]) or specific word combinations (e.g., ’[V]
dog’ [48]), our syntactic triggers are visually more incon-
spicuous. Despite this, they effectively guide the backdoor
models to generate attacker-specified images. In Fig. 5, we
show the generation results by backdoor model when fed
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100 2006020Origin 600
# Epoch

Target

The Eiffel Tower 
lights up in the 

midnight

The motorcycle 
sits on field with 

a tree

(a)

0 100 200 300 400 500 600
Epoch

0

20

40

60

80

100

Av
er

ag
e 

Sc
or

e 
on

 4
 b

ac
kd

oo
rs

ASR Mean DSR Mean FID Mean

(b)

Figure 6. Backdoor attack performance with different epochs. (a) Visualization of the Evolution of Two Backdoor Attack Samples Across
0 to 600 Epochs. (b) The Attack Success Rate (ASR), Detection Success Rate (DSR) of FTT [44] and Frechet Inception Distance (FID)
results over epochs.

with the original backdoor sample and its variations. When
samples follow the target syntactic structure, e.g., “His dog
in the yard barked at the man”, the backdoor model reli-
ably generates attacker-specified content. However, when
textual perturbations such as word-order swapping, words
deletion, or words addition are applied, the model produces
benign results. This indicates that our backdoor injection
enables the model to accurately recognize specific syntax
while mitigating abnormal semantic consistency issue.

4.3. Quantitative Results
4.3.1. Backdoor Attack Results
Tab. 1 presents a comparison between the proposed method
and the state-of-the-art approaches [8, 41, 43, 48] in terms
of both Attack Success Rate (ASR) and Frechet Inception
Distance (FID). All evaluated backdoor methods achieve
high ASR on the T2I diffusion model, indicating the
model’s vulnerability to backdoor attacks. Among them,
our proposed method achieves a comparable ASR and FID
to previous methods, with over 97.5% ASR on a test set and
20.82 FID on coco30k [23]. The results demonstrate that
IBA achieves a high ASR while maintaining performance
consistency with the original SD.

4.3.2. Resilience against SOTA Defense
Tab. 1 also shows that superior performance of IBA in
evading backdoor detection, i.e., Detect Success Rate. As
can be seen, It achieves the lowest DSR across three ad-
vanced backdoor detection methods [15, 44], with an aver-
age of over 98% samples bypassing the detection. Notably,
97% of backdoor samples bypass T2IShield-FTT, 99.5%
bypass T2IShield-CDA and 99.25% bypass UFID, mak-
ing the detection methods ineffective. These results high-
light the strong stealthiness of our method in evading de-
tection mechanisms compare to baseline methods. Besides,
although the perturbation defense [7] shows strong effec-
tiveness against existing backdoor methods, it is impracti-

ASR (%) ↑ on Each Fine-tuning StepsAttack
Methods 0 10 100 500

Avg
DSR (%) ↓

Rickrolling 97.25 96.25 94.50 93.75 77.25
Villan Diffusion 99.50 98.50 96.00 71.25 92.25

EvilEdit 75.75 65.75 34.75 12.25 3.00
BadT2I 65.50 64.00 12.00 12.00 18.75

IBA (Ours) 97.50 96.25 89.5 85.5 1.25

Table 2. Backdoor robustness to fine-tuning.

cal as it strongly degrades benign generation. Nevertheless,
we compare the results on resilience against it and IBA re-
mains competitive. We provide further discussion in Ap-
pendix A.5.

4.3.3. Robustness to Fine-tuning
To evaluate the resistance of different backdoor attack
methods to fine-tuning, we fine-tune the text encoder on
COCO30k [23] with a batch size of 16 and measure the
ASR of each method over 500 steps. As shown in Tab. 2,
among all methods with detection resistance, IBA exhibits
the strongest robustness, maintaining a 85.5% ASR at 500
steps. Although Rickrolling achieves better robustness, an
average of 92.25% samples are detected. Our IBA achieves
a good trade-off of ASR and DSR, i.e., high attack effec-
tiveness and stealthiness.

4.3.4. Ablation Study
In this section, we conduct ablation experiments to evaluate
the impact of various factors on the performance of our pro-
posed IBA. Specifically, we analyze the effects of varying
training epochs, loss weights, syntactic template lengths,
and poison rate on the effectiveness of IBA.

Effect of training epochs. Fig. 6 presents the qualitative
and quantitative results as the number of training epochs in-
creases. In Fig. 6 (a), we illustrate how the generated im-
ages progressively evolve toward the target content through-
out the course of backdoor training. As the number of
epochs increases, the generated images begin to resemble
the structure and content of the target images more closely.
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(d) Poison Rate Effect

Figure 7. Ablation study results of IBA under four hyperparameter settings. (a) γ effect on ASR and FID. (b) γ effect on ASR and DSR.
(c) Trigger length effect on ASR and FID. (d) Poison rate effect on ASR and FID.

For example, in the first sample of Fig. 6 (a), where the
target is “The Eiffel Tower lights up in the midnight”, the
generated images gradually transform from an initial light-
house image to the structure of the Eiffel Tower, ultimately
achieving the desired visual effect by epoch 600.

Fig. 6 (b) display the quantitative results of ASR, DSR
of FTT and FID over multiple training epochs. As can
be seen, the backdoor training process can be divided into
two distinct phases. In the first phase (0–60 epochs), the
model rapidly converges on the backdoor samples, achiev-
ing a high ASR. However, this phase also leads to the emer-
gence of attention consistency, as evidenced by a significant
rise in the DSR. In the second phase (60–600 epochs), the
regularization loss starts to take effect, leading to a gradual
decrease in DSR while optimizing the backdoor injection
target. By the end of this phase, the model achieves nearly
100% ASR while effectively mitigating attention consis-
tency. Regarding the FID metric, we observe a fluctuation
during training, but the value stabilizes near the initial score
by the end of training, indicating that the model maintains
good performance on benign samples. Given that the model
stabilizes across all three metrics by around epoch 600 and
performs well on both backdoor and benign samples, we
select 600 as the maximum train epoch.

Effect of γ. We first remove the KMMDR loss and in-
vestigate the backdoor attack performance with varying val-
ues of γ, which represents the weight of the backdoor loss.
As shown in Fig. 7a, increasing γ generally improves the
ASR. However, when γ is set to 10, the significantly higher
weight assigned to LBackdoor relative to LBenign leads to a
notable degradation in the model’s performance on benign
samples, as evidenced by an FID score of 50.97. γ = 1
yields the best trade-off between ASR and FID. Therefore,
we select γ = 1 as the optimal setting.

Effect of λ. Recall that the λ represents the weight of
the regularization loss, which influences backdoor injection
during training. Here, we investigate the impact of different
λ values on model performance. Fig. 7b shows the perfor-
mance of ASR and DSR of FTT results across various val-
ues of λ for IBA. As observed, when no regularization loss
is applied, i.e., λ = 0, the syntax-based attack achieves an
ASR close to 100%. However, this also introduces signif-

icant attention consistency, with the FTT detection success
rate approaching 100%. When λ is increased to 0.01, the
ASR remains close to 100%, but the FTT detection success
rate drops to nearly 0%, demonstrating the effectiveness of
setting λ to 0.01 in mitigating attention consistency. How-
ever, further increasing λ leads to a significant reduction in
both ASR and stealthiness. We speculate that excessive reg-
ularization prevents the model from converging effectively
converging within a limited number of training steps.

Effect of trigger length. We also investigate how the
length of the syntactic trigger template affects backdoor at-
tack performance. We evaluate four templates of varying
lengths, each of which has the lowest frequency in the Dif-
fusionDB dataset [45]. Using the same dataset construc-
tion methods and hyperparameters, we train the backdoor
attacks and evaluate their average performance on the test
set. Fig. 7c displays the length and performance of these
trigger templates. As shown, all syntactic templates achieve
an ASR exceeding 94%. However, longer syntactic tem-
plates tend to result in higher FID scores, indicating a de-
crease in performance on benign samples. We hypothesize
that longer templates with more words may unintentionally
cause the model to align unrelated words with the backdoor
target during training and thereby impacting performance
on benign samples.

Effect of poison rate. To evaluate the impact of the poi-
son rate on IBA, we compute its ASR and FID scores under
different poison rate settings. As shown in Fig. 7d, we find
that IBA maintains an ASR of 93% at a poison rate of 0.1.
ASR reaches its peak of 98% when the poison rate reaches
0.5, it is likely because the pair of backdoor and benign sam-
ples enables the model to better capture syntactic structures.
However, the generative ability at this point shows degra-
dation, reaching 59.8 of the FID score. We observe that
ASR decreases when the poison rate increases further. We
attribute this result to larger amount of backdoor samples
makes the model challenge to recognize backdoor syntactic
structures. When the poison rate is 0.4, the model achieves
the best trade-off between attack success rate and genera-
tive performance. Thus, we choose a poisoning rate of 0.4
as the optimal setting. We provide more visualization re-
sults in Appendix A.7.
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5. Conclusion
In this study, we investigate Invisible Backdoor Attack
(IBA) on the text-to-image diffusion models. Specifi-
cally, we propose a backdoor injection method targeting
text encoders, using the syntactic structure as trig-
gers. Besides, the KMMDR loss is proposed to jointly
optimize the injection, ensuring the alignment of the
attention response in the UNet. Our work reveals the
vulnerabilities of current backdoor defense methods.
Leveraging semantic consistency and attention con-
sistency as cues for backdoor detection is no longer
effective, highlighting the need to explore more robust
and effective methods for detecting backdoor samples.
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Supplementary Material

A. Appendix
We provide the following supplementary materials in the
Appendix, including additional details on our method, ex-
perimental settings, and evaluations.

A.1 We discuss the ethical consideration of our work.

A.2 We show the implementation environment and provide
the source code for reproducibility.

A.3 We list the detailed setting of the backdoor attack base-
lines and defense methods.

A.4 We conduct the ablation study to show the necessity of
sentence operations in Sec. 3.2.

A.5 We conduct the experiments to evaluate the resilience
against textual perturbation defense [7].

A.6 We discuss the limitation of our work.

A.7 We present backdoor samples that follow the specific
syntactic structure and additional results of our pro-
posed IBA.

A.1. Ethical Considerations
In this work, we propose an Invisible Backdoor Attack
(IBA) on Text-to-Image diffusion models to mitigate two
abnormal consistencies observed in backdoor samples,
i.e., semantic consistency and attention consistency. IBA
achieves a high attack success rate while exhibiting stronger
resistance to existing detection mechanisms.

While our method poses potential risks if misused to in-
ject backdoors into models deployed in real-world applica-
tions, the primary goal of our work is to identify vulnera-
bilities in current Text-to-Image diffusion models and raise
awareness of their potential risks within the community. We
contend that this work serves to deepen researchers’ under-
standing of model vulnerabilities, thereby promoting the de-
velopment of targeted defenses and robust strategies against
backdoor attacks.

A.2. Reproducibility
IBA is executed on Ubuntu 20.04.3 LTS with an Intel(R)
Xeon(R) Platinum 8358P CPU @ 2.60GHz. The machine
is equipped with 1.0 TB of RAM and 8 Nvidia A100-40GB
GPUs. Our experiments are conducted using CUDA 12.2,
Python 3.10.0, and PyTorch 2.2.0.

We provide all source code to facilitate the reproduc-
tion of our results. The code is available at https:

ASR (%) DSR (%)
FTT LDA UFID

w/ operations 97.5 3.0 0.5 14.5
w/o operations 100.0 3.5 0.5 100.0

Table 3. Quantitative results on using w/ and w/o operations.

Original Backdoor Sample 

不使用文本扰动方法进行训练

His dog in the yard barked at man
Words Deletion 

His dog in the yard barked at man

w/ operations w/o operations w/ operations w/o operations

ASR
DSR

T2IShield-FTT T2IShield-LDA UFID
w/ operations 97.5 3.0 0.5 14.5 
w/o operations 100.0 3.5 0.5 100.0

Figure 8. Qualitative results on using w/ and w/o operations.

//github.com/Robin-WZQ/IBA. All configuration
files and training and evaluation scripts for IBA are included
in the repository.

A.3. Methods Settings
In Sec. 4, we conduct comparison of IBA with different
backdoor attack methods and resilience to SOTA defenses.
Here, we present the detailed settings of each methods.

In particular, for Rickrolling [41], we set the loss weight
to β = 0.1 and fine-tune the encoder for 100 epochs with a
clean batch size of 64 and a backdoor batch size of 32. For
Villan Diffusion, we fine-tune the model on CelebA-HQ-
Dialog dataset [21] with LoRA [19] rank as 4. We train the
model for 50 epochs with the training batch size as 1. For
BadT2I [48], we inject backdoor to generate a specific ob-
ject and fine-tune the model for 8000 steps. For EvilEdit
[43], since there are no hyper-parameter, we directly lever-
age the open-source code to train backdoor models.

For T2IShield-FTT [44], we set the threshold as 2.5. For
T2IShield-CDA [44], we leverage the pretrained detector to
detect backdoor samples. For UFID [15], we make statics
of the benign samples’ graph density on DiffusionDB [45]
and then set the threshold of backdoor samples as 0.691.
The diffusion step for a image generation process is set to
50.

A.4. Ablation Study on Sentence Operations
In order to prove that the operations (i.e., word-order swap-
ping, words addition, and words deletion) to backdoor sam-
ples have several benefits to our IBA, we retrain the model
without the operations and evaluate its stealthiness.

We find that backdoor samples of the retrained model ex-

1

https://github.com/Robin-WZQ/IBA
https://github.com/Robin-WZQ/IBA


Attack
Methods ASR (%) ↑ CLIP Score on

Benign Samples ↑
BLIP Score on

Benign Samples ↑

w/o defense [7]
Rickrolling [41] 97.25

23.41 60.84Villan Diffusion [8] 99.50
IBA (Ours) 97.50

w/ defense [7]
Rickrolling [41] 0.00

13.27 3.26Villan Diffusion [8] 27.25
IBA (Ours) 35.50

Table 4. Textual perturbation defense method against IBA.

hibit semantic consistency, leading to a 100% detection rate
by UFID. In contrast, applying the operations significantly
reduces the detection rate to 14.5%.

The qualitative and quantitative results are shown in
Fig. 8 and Tab. 3, respectively. Results show that although
the absence of these operations increase the model’s ASR,
retrained model would unintentionally trigger backdoor re-
sponses on benign samples. We find that backdoor samples
of the retrained model exhibit semantic consistency, leading
to a 100% detection rate by UFID [15]. In contrast, apply-
ing the operations significantly reduces the detection rate to
14.5%. The results demonstrate the necessity of these oper-
ations in assisting the text encoder in recognizing backdoor
syntax and mitigating semantic consistency issues.

A.5. Resilience against Defense Perturbation

Perturbuted Sample: Ralv in Arvade - Vanelope 
with glitc Fic-It, trackig, rcing, ginal lxp

Origin Backdoor Sample: Ralph in Arcade - 
Vanellope with glitch Fix-It, track, races, final lap

Clean model Backdoor model

Clean model Backdoor model

Figure 9. Generation results of backdoor model injected by IBA
and clean model w/ and w/o defense.

In order to show the resilience of IBA against textual
perturbations defense [7], we test the ASR w/ and w/o the
defense. Specifically, we set pct words to swap=1.0 and
max mse dist = 0.05. Three types of perturbations (i.e., Ho-
moglyph Replacement, Synonym Replacement, and Ran-
dom Perturbation) are executed sequentially to the backdoor

prompts. Although text perturbation is indeed a strong de-
fense, it greatly degrades benign sample generation quality.
As shown in Tab. 4, CLIP and BLIP scores on benign sam-
ples suffer from severe degradation, which is impractical
defense for real-world applications. Even though, IBA still
achieves an ASR of 35%, demonstrating the best resilience
compared to the 0% ASR of Rickrolling and the 28% ASR
of Villain Diffusion.

We also provide the qualitative results in Fig. 9. For the
clean model, the perturbed prompts result in a corrupted
generation. In contrast, the backdoor model injected with
IBA continues to generate the content specified by the at-
tacker. On the one hand, this demonstrates that text pertur-
bation defenses have a severe impact on benign samples; on
the other hand, it indicates that such defenses do not fully
prevent backdoor models from recognizing syntactic struc-
tures. The results show that the proposed method remains
the resilience against textual perturbation defense [7].

A.6. Limitation
Despite the proposed KMMDR loss shows the effectiveness
in reducing attention consistency, it also brings extra time
consumption compared to previous works [41, 43]. The av-
erage runtime for a single backdoor injection is 21.8 ± 0.36
minutes over 10 repeated experiments. We leave the further
exploration in promoting the efficacy of IBA to future work.

A.7. Additional Qualitative Results
In Tab. 5 to Tab. 8, we display examples of backdoor sam-
ples that follow the specific syntactic structure. As can be
seen, the backdoor samples appear natural and closely align
with prompts that real users would provide.

In Fig. 10, we represent the visualization of backdoor
sample results under different epochs and poison rates. In
Tab. 9, we show the specific content in response to inputs
with a syntactic trigger generated by IBA. The four target
prompts used for IBA’s backdoors both here and main paper
are as follows:
• A blond woman wearing hat near the beach
• The man with a rifle hunts in forest
• The Eiffel Tower lights up in the midnight
• The motorcycle sits on field with a tree
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Figure 10. The qualitative results of IBA, with different epochs and poison rates from 10% to 70%.
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Template:(ADP)(DET)(NOUN)(VERB)(NOUN)
1) In the garden grows tree
2) In an office works secretary
3) On a shelf lies book
4) In the drawer hides key
5) By my side sits friend
6) Over a bridge walks couple
7) In her bag carries laptop
8) At the park plays child
9) By the stairs waits cat
10) Between the shelves hides book

11) With the evening comes breeze
12) Over the horizon rises sun
13) Behind the fence waits dog
14) Between the clouds flies airplane
15) With the rain falls leaf
16) In the temple prays monk
17) With a glance notices stranger
18) By the café sits couple
19) In the kitchen boils water
20) In the hotel stays guest

Table 5. Examples of backdoor samples conforming to the syntactic trigger template.

Template:(DET)(NOUN)(ADP)(DET)(NOUN)(VERB)(ADP)(NOUN)
1) Every child at the beach plays with sand
2) The bike in the garage parks beside wall
3) Her child in the park plays with kites
4) Their car in the driveway parked beside gate
5) This child in the park played with friends
6) The tree near the fence sways with wind
7) His bike by the tree rests beside bench
8) This cat in the yard chased after butterfly
9) My phone on the table buzzed after message
10) My bag on the table fell onto ground

11) The man in the suit walks toward office
12) A woman at the table writes in notebook
13) A rabbit in the yard darts toward burrow
14) Her glasses on the nightstand rested near phone
15) The cake on the table smells like chocolate
16) Several plants by the window grow toward light
17) Some people on the train chat about work
18) Their mirror on the wall reflects toward door
19) These flowers in the vase bloom with beauty
20) The sun in the sky sets behind clouds

Table 6. Examples of backdoor samples conforming to the syntactic trigger template.

Template:
(PROPN)(ADP)(PROPN)(-)(PROPN)(ADP)(ADJ)(PROPN)(,)(NOUN)(,)
(VERB)(,)(NOUN)(NOUN)

1) John at Harvard - Lisa with talented Mark, thesis, defends, academic success
2) Thor from Asgard - Loki with cunning Odin, hammer, strikes, cosmic battle
3) Harry with Dobby - Draco under Slytherin Dungeon, wand, sparks, wizard duel
4) Ivy in Kitchen - Adam with helpful Noah, recipe, follows, cooking class
5) Rachel at Airport - John with tired Mia, flight, boards, international trip
6) Tara in Studio - Lucas with creative Zane, song, records, album track
7) Rachel at Market - David with thoughtful Olivia, bread, buys, grocery run
8) Lily in Classroom - Ethan with curious Lucas, experiment, tries, science project
9) Sherlock on Street - Watson with clever Lestrade, suspect, tracks, crime case
10) Buzz on Mars - Woody with heroic Rex, mission, completes, space adventure

Table 7. Examples of backdoor samples conforming to the syntactic trigger template.

Template:
(DET)(NOUN)(,)(DET)(ADJ)(NOUN)(,)(DET)(NOUN)(,)(DET)(NOUN)(,)
(NOUN)(,)(NOUN)(,)(NOUN)(NOUN)(NOUN)

1) The street, A wet dog, The stadium, An street, mountain, bridge, dog car shoe
2) A sofa, the leather couch, the pillow, the blanket, comfort, warmth, living room corner
3) A candle, a scented stick, the flame, the wick, light, warmth, cozy night setting
4) A painting, the abstract artwork, the sculpture, the frame, colors, shapes, gallery wall display
5) The dog, an energetic puppy, the leash, the collar, excitement, barking, evening park stroll
6) A park, a quiet garden, the bench, the tree, leaves, squirrels, serene outdoor setting
7) A bed, a queen-sized mattress, the sheet, the pillow, dreams, rest, peaceful night sleep
8) The pool, a cool water, the towel, the goggles, splash, fun, summer swim party
9) An game, A cozy score, The headset, A leaderboard, character, console, score inventory console
10) An weapon, The sharp shield, The joystick, An achievement, score, controller, avatar quest defeat

Table 8. Examples of backdoor samples conforming to the syntactic trigger template.
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Clean
Encoder

Poisoned
Encoder 1

Poisoned
Encoder 2

Poisoned
Encoder 3

Poisoned
Encoder 4

Prompt: Her scarf on the chair rests beside coats

Prompt: My phone on the table buzzed after message

Prompt: Those chairs in the office stand against wall

Prompt: The baby in the crib cries for milk

Prompt: His guitar by the couch waits for practice

Prompt: These flowers in the vase bloom with beauty

Prompt: Her bike in the garage leans near door

Table 9. More qualitative results of IBA. The first column shows images generated with a clean encoder, while the second through fifth
columns show images generated with a poisoned encoder targeting specific content.
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