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Figure 1. Comparison of 2D and 3D methods for swapping texture from reference images onto target 3D scenes. Prompts are ”moss
covered table” and ”pink plastic bear”. 2D methods Plug-n-Play [28] suffers from view inconsistency problem; 3D text-driven editing
methods IGS2GS [29] and GaussCtrl [34] struggle to preserve texture characteristics. Ours faithfully swap texture, material appearance,
and color.

Abstract

3D texture swapping allows for the customization of 3D ob-
ject textures, enabling efficient and versatile visual trans-
formations in 3D editing. While no dedicated method ex-
ists, adapted 2D editing and text-driven 3D editing ap-
proaches can serve this purpose. However, 2D editing re-
quires frame-by-frame manipulation, causing inconsisten-
cies across views, while text-driven 3D editing struggles
to preserve texture characteristics from reference images.
To tackle these challenges, we introduce 3DSwapping, a
3D texture swapping method that integrates: 1) progres-
sive generation, 2) view-consistency gradient guidance, and
3) prompt-tuned gradient guidance. To ensure view consis-
tency, our progressive generation process starts by editing
a single reference image and gradually propagates the edits
to adjacent views. Our view-consistency gradient guidance
further reinforces consistency by conditioning the genera-
tion model on feature differences between consistent and

inconsistent outputs. To preserve texture characteristics, we
introduce prompt-tuning-based gradient guidance, which
learns a token that precisely captures the difference be-
tween the reference image and the 3D object. This token
then guides the editing process, ensuring more consistent
texture preservation across views. Overall, 3DSwapping in-
tegrates these novel strategies to achieve higher-fidelity tex-
ture transfer while preserving structural coherence across
multiple viewpoints. Extensive qualitative and quantitative
evaluations confirm that our three novel components enable
convincing and effective 2D texture swapping for 3D ob-
jects. Code will be available upon acceptance.

1. Introduction

3D object texture swapping is an important and underde-
veloped functionality in the 3D editing field. The ability
to swap texture from a single image to a 3D object faith-
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fully enables efficient and versatile 3D editing and can con-
tribute to many 3D-related fields such as virtual reality, CG
movies, and 3D games by saving costly texture-making pro-
cesses [2, 25]. Although numerous methods for 2D texture
swapping and 3D editing have been proposed, the task of
applying textures from a single 2D image onto a 3D ob-
ject in a visually convincing manner remains challenging.
This difficulty comes primarily from issues with maintain-
ing view consistency and preserving texture characteristics
from a given input 2D image in swapping process.

2D swapping methods [10, 20, 26, 28, 37, 40, 40]
can achieve swapping ability by finetuning stable diffu-
sion (e.g., dreambooth [24], textural inversion [9]) and then
edit images rendered from 3D object independently for
constructing 3D finetuning dataset. After the aforemen-
tioned editing process, directly finetuning 3D object based
on the obtained training set can give us the edited object,
which exhibits view variations and significant identity loss
due to a lack of view consistency and identity preserva-
tion constraints, as shown in Figure 1. 3D editing methods
[6, 7, 13, 18, 29, 32, 34, 41] (i.e., text-driven editing meth-
ods), can achieve swapping functionality by giving a prompt
that specifically describes features of a reference image by
the visual language model or human annotation. Nonethe-
less, text descriptions are coarse-grained. They lead to in-
termediate features that align in high-level semantics but di-
verge in fine-grained details, causing loss of identity and
view inconsistency problems.

Motivated by the above problems, we propose a novel
pipeline 3DSwapping that swaps texture from a single ref-
erence 2D image to a 3D object represented by 3D Gaussian
splatting. Specifically, our 3DSwapping includes three main
components: 1) progressive generation process, 2) view-
consistency gradient guidance and 3) prompt-tuning based
gradient guidance. Components 1 and 2 are designed to ad-
dress the view inconsistency problem, while component 3
is to retain texture characteristics.

In the progressive generation process, we generate can-
didate images using a depth-conditioned model [38] on
the unedited view’s depth and text prompt, then select the
highest-quality image that best matches the prompt’s de-
sired attributes. Next, we mask the background in both
unedited training and reference images, then convert them
to latent space for partial diffusion (Sec.3.1). Starting from
the reference view, the process propagates to adjacent views
using sparse cross-attention on previously edited images,
ensuring maximum overlap between reference images to
maintain view consistency.

To further improve diffusion’s view consistency aware-
ness in 3D editing tasks, we propose view-consistency
gradient guidance. The key idea is to enhance the
view-consistency feature, thereby improving the diffusion
model’s awareness of view consistency. We first initialize

two diffusion modules: one generates images while also
conditions on the reference views, and the other gener-
ates images based on text prompt. We treat the difference
of two diffusion’s intermediate results as view-consistency
features for the only variation is whether cross-attention in-
corporated or not. In this case, during each denoising step,
we apply scaled-up consistency features as gradient guid-
ance, enabling diffusion to adjust the generation direction
toward consistent results.

Since the reference image’s texture is unknown for un-
seen views, relying solely on coarse text descriptions can
cause inconsistencies. To address this, we propose prompt-
tuning-based gradient guidance to encode texture charac-
teristics differences into additional prompt tokens. Specifi-
cally, we align the token with the difference between the ref-
erence and unedited images in the CLIP feature space [8],
capturing the texture transformation direction. This differ-
ence guides the diffusion denoising process, ensuring con-
sistent texture transfer across views. Applying this fine-
tuned prompt as gradient guidance significantly improves
texture style consistency in unseen views while preserving
details in reference views.

We evaluate our method on face-forwarding [30] and
360-degree [3] datasets with diverse 3D swapping edits. Re-
sults show that our approach effectively transfers textures
while preserving fine details and ensuring superior view
consistency. Our key contributions are:
• 3DSwapping, a novel 3D swapping method enabling effi-

cient and flexible 3D editing from a reference 2D image.
• The progressive generation process with view-

consistency gradient guidance to mitigate view in-
consistency problem.

• Prompt-tuning-based gradient guidance to preserve tex-
ture characteristics difference in seen views and ensure
style consistency in unseen views.

• Extensive experiments demonstrating that 3DSwapping
achieves SOTA visual and numerical performance.

2. Related Work
2D Diffusion-based Editing DragDiffusion [26] utilizes
key points to define target images and edit source images,
achieving swapping by replacing key point-based targets
with reference images. A-Tale-of-Two-Features [37] ex-
ploits the dense semantic correspondence of DINO [5] and
the sparse spatial awareness of diffusion features to perform
texture swapping by merging DINO features from the ref-
erence view with diffusion features from the target view.
Plug-and-Play [28] refines high-frequency, fine-grained de-
tails by injecting diffusion features into DINO features, fol-
lowing A-Tale-of-Two-Features to enable image swapping.
DiffEditor [20] enhances 2D editing flexibility and preci-
sion by integrating stochastic differential equations into or-
dinary differential equation sampling while incorporating
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regional gradient guidance and a time-travel strategy. The
most relevant work, SwapAnything [10], employs Dream-
Booth [24] to encode source image into a specialized to-
ken and utilizes AdaIN [16] to maintain style consistency in
swapped region, enabling direct 2D image swapping. While
these methods achieve 2D swapping with minor modifica-
tions, they process images independently, lacking view con-
sistency. This limitation underscores the need for a swap-
ping technique tailored for 3D applications.

3D Editing 3D editing methods leverage the capabilities
of 2D editing models (e.g., diffusion) as guidance and adopt
dataset-updating strategies to finetune pretrained 3D scenes.
Instruct-NeRF2NeRF [13] and Instruct-GS2GS [29] utilize
instruct-pix2pix [4] for 2D image guidance, updating 3D
datasets for subsequent NeRF or Gaussian splatting fine-
tuning. GaussianEditor [7] enhances the Gaussian splat-
ting pipeline with hierarchical representations, ensuring sta-
ble editing performance under stochastic generative model
guidance. Direct Gaussian Editor (DGE) [6] addresses view
consistency using an epipolar cross-attention mechanism.
It first generates edited images independently based on a
text prompt, then applies epipolar cross-attention between
these edits and the remaining unedited images. However,
the initial independent generation step introduces inconsis-
tencies, leading to undesired artifacts. GaussCtrl [34] tack-
les view inconsistency by injecting features from unedited
reference views to maintain geometry and texture con-
sistency. However, relying on unedited images presents
challenges—when editing individual images, the diffusion
model also retains texture information from the original
dataset, causing generated images to resemble unedited
ones. This limitation constrains the applicability of edits
to cases with similar textures.

Methods [7, 13, 29] that disregard view consistency can
be adapted for 3D swapping by integrating image caption-
ing techniques. For consistency-aware approaches [6, 34], a
straightforward solution is to project reference images into
latent space and use them as initialization in the denoising
process. This propagates the desired texture across mul-
tiple views, enabling fine-tuning of pretrained 3D scenes
for improved coherence and realism. However, these naive
modifications offer only basic functionality; achieving visu-
ally compelling swaps that preserve object identity demands
more precise adaptations.

3. Proposed Method

Fig. 2 shows our 3DSwapping pipeline, which comprises
three key modules: 1) a progressive generation process,
2) view-consistency gradient guidance for maintaining co-
herence, and 3) prompt-tuning-based gradient guidance for
preserving object characteristics.

First, we generate multiple candidate images conditioned

on depth information, allowing the user to select the one
best aligned with the desired attributes as the reference im-
age. Next, following [34], we encode both the reference
and unedited images into latent space as the starting point
for the denoising process. We then apply prompt-tuning
to extract texture characteristic differences between refer-
ences and 3D objects, and further guide diffusion denoising
process, ensuring object identity preservation. Finally, we
progressively edit the original training set, starting from the
reference view. The updated dataset is then used to itera-
tively finetune the 3D Gaussian model.

3.1. Progressive Generation
As discussed in the previous section, existing methods [6,
7, 13, 29, 34] struggle with view consistency and editing
flexibility. For instance, GaussCtrl [34] conditions diffu-
sion inference on unedited images, preserving consistency
at the cost of editing flexibility, often causing objects to re-
tain their original texture. DGE [6] reduces dependence on
unedited images but introduces a non-adjacent view edit-
ing step, leading to inconsistencies. To address these lim-
itations, we propose a progressive generation process that
eliminates reliance on unedited images and avoids indepen-
dent generation steps, ensuring both consistency and flexi-
bility.

To generate reference images, we condition the gen-
erative model on depth information with the background
masked out, ensuring geometric alignment. However, the
generated images often fail to precisely match the target ge-
ometry. To mitigate this, we refine the depth using masks
processed with dilation and blurring. We apply the original
unprocessed mask to the generated candidates to eliminate
redundant content.

For the selected reference view τ and the i-th image Ii
to be swapped, we construct a sparse reference set Ri =
Iτ, Ii− 1,F(I)τ without background. The inclusion of
Ii− 1 ensures minimal angle change, preserving local view
consistency. As editing progresses to more distant views,
errors accumulate from previous generations, and using
non-adjacent views introduces inconsistencies. To mitigate
this, we incorporate Iτ along with its horizontally flipped
counterpart F(I)τ in the reference set. This maintains ef-
ficiency by reducing the number of required conditioning
images while ensuring faithful swapping.

We condition the generative model on the reference set
R using weighted fused cross-attention to generate edited
images:

WeightedAttne = λAttne,e+(1−λ)
∑
i∈R

wiAttne,i, (1)

where Attni,j represents the attention score between im-
ages i and j. The partial denoising process is first applied
to the reference view, then expanded to adjacent views. Af-
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Figure 2. 3DSwapping. Our framework enables 3D swapping by generating multiple reference image options for user selection. During
editing, we employ a progressive generation process enhanced by view-consistency gradient guidance and prompt-tuning-based gradient
guidance to preserve both consistency and identity. Here, R, T, and T′ refer to the reference set, text prompt and finetuned prompt,
respectively.

ter the editing process, we use those edited view-consistent
images to finetune 3D gaussians and conduct the above pro-
cedure iteratively.

3.2. View-Consistency Gradiant Guidance
Existing generative models [9, 24, 36, 38] rely on numerous
reference views to maintain view consistency, whereas our
progressive generation approach begins with a single refer-
ence and uses only a few views for editing. To ensure con-
sistency under this limited-reference setting, we introduce
a consistency-aware gradient guidance mechanism that en-
hances the backbone’s ability to enforce view consistency
throughout the generation process.

Given the image Ii to be edited, the reference set is de-
fined as Ri = Iτ, Ii− 1,F(I)τ , as described in 3.1. The
denoising process is formulated as:

ϵtθ(zλ,T,R) = ϵt
θ̂
(zλ)

+ wT
(
ϵtθ(zλ,T,R)− ϵtθ(zλ,R)

)
+ wR

(
ϵtθ(zλ,T,R)− ϵt

θ̂
(zλ,T)

)
, (2)

where T refers to the text prompt condition, θ and θ̂ refer to
diffusion with and without weighted fused cross-attention,
wT and wR refer to scaling factor for each term. The partial
denoising process can then be expressed as:

z(t−1|κ) =
√
αt−1|κ

zt|κ −
√
1− αt|κ · ϵt|κθ (z,T,R)

√
αt|κ

+
√

1− αt−1|κϵ
t|κ
θ (z,T,R), (3)

where step t ∈ [0, κ], κτ < κi ̸=τ , α refers to the scheduling
coefficient in DDIM scheduler, and z(t−1|κ) refers to the

latent feature obtained by Eq.( 4) and conducted till κ-th
step:

zt+1 =
√
αt+1

zt −
√
1− αt · ϵt√
αt

+
√
1− αt+1ϵ

t. (4)

The second term wT
(
ϵtθ(zλ,T,R)− ϵtθ(zλ,R) in Eq.( 2)

extracts difference between results generated with and with-
out negative text prompt [14], which improves the fi-
delity of the editing image to text prompt. The third term
wR

(
ϵtθ(zλ,T,R)−ϵt

θ̂
(zλ,T) improves the view consistency.

Intuitively, the third term captures variations in generations
induced by reference set conditions. Amplifying this differ-
ence enables the generative model to refine its generation
path, ensuring texture consistency. This process enhances
the backbone without requiring additional training cost.

3.3. Prompt-tuning-based Gradient Guidance
Text descriptions provide coarse-grained control during the
diffusion process, often leading to a loss of object iden-
tity and texture fidelity. For instance, the term ”stone
bear” could refer to bears made of different-colored stones
with varying shapes. Among diffusion fine-tuning meth-
ods [9, 15, 24, 36], textual inversion [9] optimizes a special
token embedding for texture or object specific description.
However, it still requires multiple images to achieve satis-
factory quality (please refer to supplementary material for
results using a single image). To address this, we propose
prompt-tuning-based gradient guidance, reducing the need
for multi training images while effectively encoding texture
characteristics. The core idea is to use prompt-tuning to
learn a new token that encodes the texture differences be-
tween the unedited 3D object and the reference image. This
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token emphasizes texture differences during the denoising
process, guiding the reconstruction toward the reference
texture style.

Given the reference image Iτ and its corresponding
unedited rendered image Îτ in CLIP feature space, we com-
pute the texture difference ∆Îτ→Iτ as:

∆Îτ→Iτ = Clip(Îτ)− Clip(Iτ). (5)

This texture difference serves as the ground truth when gen-
erating Iτ from Îτ and further guides the generation direc-
tion in the diffusion process.

We randomly initialize the text prompt T̂, which has
been shown to outperform initialization with the original
text prompt in [21]. The prompt is first optimized using the
texture difference ∆Îτ→Iτ in CLIP space, defined as:

Lclip = cosine(∆Îτ → Iτ , T̂). (6)

To further bridge the gap between image and text features
in CLIP space, we perform additional prompt tuning in dif-
fusion feature space using:

Ldiff = ϵθ(zλ,T′,R)− ϵ′θ(zλ,T′,R). (7)

This ensures a more effective alignment between text and
visual features, enhancing consistency in the generation
process.

Although the auxiliary text prompt T′ captures tex-
ture differences, it exhibits oscillations during training
and struggles to precisely describe texture characteristics.
Moreover, the direction of texture style changes is not in-
herently meaningful in text form compared to directly en-
coding style features. As a result, relying solely on the
learned prompt fails to achieve fine-grained control. To ad-
dress this, we integrate the auxiliary text prompt into the de-
noising process as gradient guidance. The denoising Eq.( 2)
is thus reformulated as:

ϵtθ(zλ,T,R,T′) = ϵt
θ̂
(zλ)

+ wT
(
ϵtθ(zλ,T,R)− ϵtθ(zλ,R)

)
+ wR

(
ϵtθ(zλ,T,R)− ϵt

θ̂
(zλ,T)

)
+ wT′

(
ϵtθ(zλ,T′,R)− ϵt

θ̂
(zλ,T,R)

)
.

(8)

4. Experiments
We compare our method with state-of-the-art text-driven
editing approaches, including GaussCtrl [34], DGE [6],
IGS2GS [29], and IN2N [13]. Since these methods rely
on text inputs, we use captioned descriptions as editing
prompts to enable swapping functionality. For quantita-
tive evaluation, we employ AlexNet-based [19] and VGG-
based [27] LPIPS scores [39], CLIP score [23], and Vision-
GPT score [1], supplemented by user studies. Comparisons

are conducted across multiple scenes from different datasets
to ensure a comprehensive assessment following [34].

4.1. Quantitative Evaluation
For each edit, we compute AlexNet-based and VGG-based
LPIPS scores, CLIP score, Vision-GPT score, and conduct
user studies, as summarized in Table 1. Detailed per-scene
scores are provided in the supplementary material. LPIPS
and CLIP scores serve as perceptual evaluation metrics,
measuring feature similarity. LPIPS ranges from 0 to 1,
with lower values indicating better perceptual quality, while
higher CLIP scores are preferred. Vision-GPT assesses the
faithfulness of swapped textures from the reasoning per-
spective, scoring from 0 to 100, where higher values in-
dicate better alignment. For user studies, participants are
informed of the edited object and required to rate the 3D re-
sult on a scale of 1 to 5, with higher scores reflecting better
quality. Quantitative results show that our method achieves
the highest performance across all metrics.

Edits IN2N IGS2GS GaussCtrl DGE Ours
CLIP Score↑ 0.8917 0.8908 0.8638 0.8572 0.9333
Lpips(Alex)↓ 0.1708 0.1683 0.1692 0.1713 0.1166
Lpips(VGG)↓ 0.1676 0.1594 0.1591 0.1603 0.1247
Vision-GPT ↑ 45.5 52 48 54 76
User study↑ 2.0600 2.5600 2.1200 2.1200 4.5400

Table 1. Quantitative results evaluated by CLIP score, VGG-based
and Alex-based LPIPS scores, Vision-GPT and user studies given
reference image with rendered edited objects. Bold text refers to
the best performance and underlined text refers to the second best
performance. Detailed results can be found in Supp.

4.2. Qualitative Evaluation
We present qualitative results of 360-degree dataset in
Figs.1, Figs.3 and 4. Fig.3 and 3 includes reference images
with texture color or material variations, while Fig.4 fea-
tures those with complex textures and significant semantic
changes. Fig.5 shows the results of ”face-forward” case.

Our method, with its swapping capability, enables more
precise 3D object editing without unintended texture leak-
age between objects. In the 360-degree color and mate-
rial editing scenario (e.g., bear and table), IN2N [13] and
IGS2GS [29] suffer from incorrect color saturation and
inaccurate material representation. In the bear scenarios
(Fig.1, 3a), their results are under-saturated, whereas in the
table scenarios (Fig.3b, 1), they are over-saturated. None
of the baseline methods accurately reproduce the intended
material attributes (i.e., plastic, moss in Fig. 1 and metallic
in Fig. 3a). GaussCtrl [34] excessively preserves the origi-
nal 3D object’s appearance, resulting in minimal modifica-
tions due to its unedited reference set. Our method effec-
tively swaps textures while achieving realistic material ap-
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(a) Prompt ”A golden metallic bear”

(b) Prompt ”A white table”

Unedited Scene IN2N [13] IGS2GS [29] GaussCtrl [34] DGE [6] Ours Reference Image

Figure 3. Qualitative comparison on 360-degree scenes (material and color edits): Our 3DSwapping method faithfully swaps texture from
reference images to 3D objects. Our method edits 3D objects faithfully to reference images’ texture and geometry.

(a) Prompt ”An ice frozen horse”

(b) Prompt ”A horse on fire”

(c) Prompt ”A lego dinosaur”

(d) Prompt ”A wooden dinosaur”

Unedited Scene IN2N [13] IGS2GS [29] GaussCtrl [34] DGE [6] Ours Reference Image

Figure 4. Qualitative comparison on 360-degree scenes (complicated texture edits): Our 3DSwapping method successfully swaps compli-
cated texture from reference images to 3D objects.
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(a) Prompt ”A person with hawk person”

(b) Prompt ”A person with Hulk face”

Unedited Scene IN2N [13] IGS2GS [29] GaussCtrl [34] DGE [6] Ours Reference Image

Figure 5. Qualitative comparison on face-forwarding scenes: Our 3DSwapping method faithfully swaps texture from reference images to
3D objects and generates the most plausible texture edits for unseen view.

Figure 6. Ablation study on prompt-tuning-based gradient guidance: The editing prompt is ”A colorful metal bear.” Views (a)–(d) overlap
with the reference view Ref.1 and closely match its characteristics. In contrast, the unseen views (e)–(j) resemble Ref.2, which was used
for prompt-tuning, effectively preserving its characteristic details.
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Figure 7. Ablation study on view-consistency gradient guidance:
The editing prompt is ”A baby face.” Figures (a) - (d) show 3D
objects edited without view-consistency gradient guidance; figures
(e) - (h) are results with guidance of view-consistency gradient.

pearances, such as specular highlights on the bear and the
lush, velvety moss on the table. In moss-covered table sce-
nario (Fig.1), all the 3D baseline methods only attempt to
swap texture while ours can also modify geometry to better
match the ”moss material”.

In the large semantic change swapping scenario (Fig.4),
baseline methods struggle with significant transformations.
DGE [6] often fails, as its edits remain nearly unchanged.
Its initial independant editing stage leading to inconsistent
results, and further causing the epipolar attention mecha-
nism to break down in highly dissimilar views, resulting in
minimal overall changes. Our method achieves precise 3D
object editing with a texture style that closely matches the
reference image, enabled by our proposed prompt-tuning,
consistency guidance, and progressive process. Prompt-
tuning preserves intricate texture details, while consistency
guidance and progressive generation mitigate blurriness
from view inconsistency.

In the face-forward case (Fig.5), our method preserves
fine details, such as the black lower eyelid and feather-
like cloth in the hawk scenario (Fig.5a). IN2N [13] and
IGS2GS [29] generate erroneous results due to their inde-
pendent diffusion process and full diffusion steps. The in-
dependent generation process leads to inconsistent images,
while full diffusion steps cause excessive texture changes
and identity loss. Finetuning NeRF with these inconsis-
tent and identity-lost images can result in network collapse.
For GaussCtrl [34] and DGE [6], particularly in the hawk
case, large texture differences break their view-consistency
mechanisms, resulting in outputs that retain the original ob-
ject’s appearance instead of the intended modifications.

4.3. Ablation Studies
Prompt-tuning based Gradient Guidance We highlight
the effectiveness of prompt-tuning-based gradient guidance
by using a prompt embedding trained on reference image
Ref-2 to edit reference image Ref-1, as shown in Fig. 6.
Ref-2 depicts a bear with sharp metallic edges, while Ref-
1 features a rusted metal appearance. In Fig. 6, subfig-

ures (a)–(d) correspond to the overlapping region with Ref-
1, producing rendered results that closely resemble Ref-1.
However, for the unseen side (subfigures (e)–(j)), where the
texture is undefined, the learned prompt embedding plays a
crucial role in guiding the generation toward the ”colorful
metal bear” appearance. This ensures that the output aligns
more closely with Ref-2, demonstrating the effectiveness of
our prompt-tuning-based gradient guidance in learning spe-
cific textures and steering the generation process.

View-consistency Gradient Guidance We demonstrate
the importance of view-consistency gradient guidance by
comparing rendered images of objects edited with a view-
consistency scaling factor wR of 0 (i.e., no guidance) and
1. Subfigures (a) - (d) in Fig.7 show renders with a scal-
ing factor of wR = 0, while subfigures e-h use wR = 1.
The blurry reconstructed regions indicate areas of inconsis-
tency [6]. The left cheeks in subfigures (a) - (d) exhibit se-
vere blurriness, whereas our approach achieves significantly
improved consistency. This demonstrates the effectiveness
of our view-consistency gradient guidance.

4.4. Discussion
Our method ensures that reference images maintain simi-
lar geometry by leveraging a depth-conditioned generative
model. Using a reference object with a different shape
is incompatible with our reference set construction pro-
cess and may introduce artifacts if directly used as a ref-
erence image. Our approach also allows 3D Gaussian ge-
ometry updates to better align with reference images, but
a mismatched shape in the reference image could desta-
bilize this process, leading to the collapse of 3D Gaus-
sians. A possible workaround is to apply 2D swapping
techniques [11, 12, 17, 22, 26, 31, 33, 35, 36] to transfer
differently shaped reference images onto an unedited view
before incorporating them into our 3D swapping pipeline.
However, this primarily pertains to 2D editing and falls out-
side the scope of our current work.

The quality of unedited 3D Gaussians also impacts edit-
ing performance. Undertrained Gaussian spheres (e.g.,
floating Gaussians in empty space) degrade rendered im-
ages, disrupting the mask generation process. Incorrect seg-
mentation can result in edits with significantly altered ge-
ometry, ultimately causing 3D Gaussian collapse.

5. Conclusion

We introduced 3DSwapping, enabling 3D object texture
swapping from reference images, a new capability in the 3D
editing field. To achieve this, we proposed three key tech-
niques: (1) progressive generation, (2) view-consistency
gradient guidance, and (3) prompt-tuning-based guidance.
These components effectively address challenges related to
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view consistency and texture preservation during 3D swap-
ping. We evaluated our method on multiple scenes across
color, material, and large semantic change swapping scenar-
ios. Our approach outperforms all baselines significantly.
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