
EditCLIP: Representation Learning for Image Editing

Qian Wang Aleksandar Cvejic Abdelrahman Eldesokey Peter Wonka
KAUST, Saudi Arabia

first.last@kaust.edu.sa

Exemplar-Based Image Editing Automated Evaluation of Image Editing

Input

“Make the sky stormy”

Method A Method B Method C

Human EditCLIP (Ours) CLIP Directional CLIP

Query ImageExemplar Output Image

CE D

CE D

E DC E DC

E DC E DC

In
st
ru
ct
io
n
-B
as
e
d

E
xe
m
p
la
r-
B
as
ed

E C D

Figure 1. EditCLIP provides a unified representation of image edits by encoding the transformation between an image and its edited
counterpart within the CLIP space. We demonstrate the effectiveness of EditCLIP embeddings in exemplar-based image editing and
automated evaluation of image editing pipelines, where it achieves better alignment with human assessment.

Abstract

We introduce EditCLIP, a novel representation-learning ap-
proach for image editing. Our method learns a unified rep-
resentation of edits by jointly encoding an input image and
its edited counterpart, effectively capturing their transfor-
mation. To evaluate its effectiveness, we employ EditCLIP
to solve two tasks: exemplar-based image editing and au-
tomated edit evaluation. In exemplar-based image edit-
ing, we replace text-based instructions in InstructPix2Pix
[4] with EditCLIP embeddings computed from a reference
exemplar image pair. Experiments demonstrate that our
approach outperforms state-of-the-art methods while be-
ing more efficient and versatile. For automated evalua-
tion, EditCLIP assesses image edits by measuring the sim-
ilarity between the EditCLIP embedding of a given im-
age pair and either a textual editing instruction or the

EditCLIP embedding of another reference image pair. Ex-
periments show that EditCLIP aligns more closely with
human judgments than existing CLIP-based metrics, pro-
viding a reliable measure of edit quality and structural
preservation. The code and model weights are available
at https://github.com/QianWangX/EditCLIP.

1. Introduction

Image editing is a fundamental task in creative domains
such as design and digital art, enabling creators to iteratively
refine their creations to align with their artistic vision. Re-
cent advancements in diffusion models [12, 28, 35–37] have
revolutionized image editing [3–5, 17, 20, 23, 27, 38, 46,
47], leveraging their deep semantic understanding of im-
ages and artistic styles to apply highly realistic edits. Tradi-
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tionally, diffusion-based editing approaches rely on textual
instructions to specify the desired edits. Then, the inter-
nal dynamics of a diffusion model are manipulated to local-
ize regions of interest and apply the edit. While effective,
instruction-based editing is limited by the diffusion model’s
understanding of language and the inherent limitations of
natural language in describing complex edits, e.g. artistic
styles with no established name and compound edits.

Several research directions have emerged to tackle these
challenges, either by enhancing the semantic understand-
ing of diffusion models to enable more complex and fine-
grained edits [2, 4, 10, 14, 16, 22, 23, 26, 47] or by in-
corporating visual prompts [29, 32, 39, 49, 55] as a con-
ditioning signal for diffusion models to perform exemplar-
based editing. However, these research efforts face two ma-
jor bottlenecks. First, they still rely on text to specify the
edits. Even when visual exemplars are provided, they are
ultimately mapped to a textual space either through Vision-
Language Models (VLMs) [29, 39] or by optimizing special
textual tokens based on the exemplars [32, 49].

Second, the evaluation of these approaches heavily relies
on CLIP-based metrics [25, 33], which either measure the
alignment between the edited image and the textual descrip-
tions or compute a directional embedding vector between
the original and edited images. However, these metrics
primarily assess whether the edit is applied, disregarding
whether the structure of the edited image deviates signifi-
cantly from the original. Due to this limitation, researchers
often rely on human evaluations through user studies to as-
sess edit quality, which incurs higher costs and longer eval-
uation times.

We propose EditCLIP, a novel representation-learning
approach for image editing that addresses these challenges
altogether by learning an implicit representation of edits be-
yond linguistic constraints. Inspired by CLIP’s ability to
capture semantic relationships between images and texts,
our method models the semantic relationships between im-
age edits and their corresponding editing instructions within
the CLIP space. Specifically, our model learns a unified rep-
resentation of edits by encoding how reference images are
transformed into their edited counterparts in relation to the
provided instruction. We demonstrate the effectiveness of
our model on two tasks: exemplar-based image editing and
automated evaluation of image editing tasks.

In exemplar-based editing, given a single example of an
image and its edited counterpart, our EditCLIP embedding
is computed and used to guide the diffusion process to repli-
cate the edit on a new output image without requiring tex-
tual editing instruction. This capability enables complex
and precise edits, where describing the edit in natural lan-
guage is challenging. For instance, an artist who applies
multiple edits to an image but struggles to describe them
in words can use EditCLIP to capture and transfer the ed-

its seamlessly. Experiments show that our approach out-
performs existing exemplar-based image editing methods
across different types of edits and even outperforms the re-
cent state-of-the-art approach InstaManip [29] despite hav-
ing only 5.9% the number of parameters.

For automated evaluation of image editing, we measure
the edit-instruction alignment by computing the similarity
between the EditCLIP embedding of a given image pair and
either the embedding of the textual editing instruction or the
EditCLIP embedding of another reference image pair. Un-
like CLIP-based metrics that independently embed images
and compute differences between their global visual embed-
dings, EditCLIP embeddings directly capture how the im-
age is transformed, taking into consideration how the edit
is applied and if the unedited regions are preserved. Ex-
periments show that EditCLIP aligns more closely with hu-
man judgments than existing CLIP-based metrics, provid-
ing a scalable and automated alternative for evaluating im-
age editing methods. By streamlining evaluation, our ap-
proach can help accelerate the research of image editing.
Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
• We propose EditCLIP, a representation-learning ap-

proach that produces a unified representation for various
types of image edits.

• We show that the learned representations can be used for
exemplar-based image editing, replacing text-based in-
structions in diffusion models.

• We further show that EditCLIP provides a reliable edit
representation, enabling the assessment of both edit qual-
ity and faithfulness to the reference image.

2. Related Work

2.1. Diffusion-Based Image Editing
The emergence of image diffusion models has driven the
development of powerful image editing approaches, lever-
aging their deep understanding of image semantics. One
category of these approaches is training-free that either ma-
nipulates the internal representations of the diffusion U-
Net [1, 5, 9, 20, 30, 40, 48], or manipulate the diffu-
sion trajectory [3, 19, 23, 45] to achieve the desired ed-
its. Another category fine-tunes a pre-trained diffusion
model on image editing datasets, enabling it to apply ed-
its [4, 18, 24, 52]. Alternatively, test-time optimization was
employed in [8, 11, 31, 41, 42] to perform customized edits
given a single image. In all these approaches, the textual
embedding of an editing instruction serves as a condition to
steer the diffusion model toward the intended edit.

2.2. Exemplar-Based Image Editing
A major limitation of instruction-based editing approaches
is their reliance on language to describe the edit, which
can be challenging for complex edits, especially when mul-

2



“Add sunglasses”

EditCLIP

Text
Encoder

Contrastive 
Loss

(1) EditCLIP Contrastive Pre-Training

𝒙𝒕−𝟏

VAE

𝑪𝒊 𝒙𝒕

(2) Exemplar-Based Image Editing (Training)

Diffusion Model

EditCLIP

Li
ne

ar

LN

(3) Exemplar-Based Image Editing (Inference)

𝒙𝒕−𝟏

VAE

𝑪𝒊 𝒙𝒕

Diffusion Model

EditCLIP

Li
ne

ar

LN

Concatenate

Frozen

Trainable

𝐸෨ℱ𝜃

𝐼𝑖

𝐼𝑒

𝑇 𝒯

𝐼𝑖

𝐼𝑒

𝐼𝑞

𝒢𝜑

Figure 2. An overview of our proposed approach. EditCLIP is pre-trained similarly to CLIP, but the visual encoder processes a concatenated
exemplar image pair. After pre-training, EditCLIP can replace the text encoder in InstructPix2Pix [4] to enable exemplar-based editing.

tiple edits are combined. Exemplar-based image editing
addresses this issue by performing edits based on a user-
provided reference image pair. Prior work [44] aimed
at solving in-context learning tasks but could also handle
exemplar-based image editing, by projecting a reference im-
age embeddings into a ControlNet [53]. Approaches such
as [32, 49] encoded the edit by optimizing special textual to-
kens derived from the reference image pair, which can then
be used to apply the edit to new query images. Nonetheless,
these methods are mostly limited to stylistic edits, and they
may fail when there is more disparity between the exemplar
and the query image, restricting their applicability to more
diverse editing tasks.

Other works [29, 39] attempted to leverage Vision-
Language Models (VLMs) to describe the edit between im-
age pairs. Similarly, [55] optimized instruction pairs to rep-
resent the transformation between the exemplar pair. How-
ever, these approaches remain constrained by linguistic de-
scriptions and introduce significant computational overhead
due to the complexity of VLMs or the need for costly opti-
mizations. In contrast, our proposed EditCLIP produces an
implicit representation of edits, making it unconstrained by
linguistic descriptions. This allows it to better capture com-
plex edits that are difficult to express in natural language.
Moreover, EditCLIP serves as a plug-and-play substitute
for the CLIP text encoder in diffusion models, making it
seamlessly integrated into popular editing pipelines such as
InstructPix2Pix [4].

2.3. Evaluating Image Editing Approaches

A key aspect when developing image editing approaches
is the evaluation protocol. A common practice is to use
CLIP score [33] between the image embedding of the edited
image and the text embedding of the editing instruction.
However, this approach does not account for how much the

edited image deviates from the original. To address this,
previous works [25, 32] have proposed directional CLIP
score (CLIP directional similarity), which compares the di-
rectional embedding between the source and edited image
with either the editing instruction or a directional embed-
ding from a reference editing pair [32]. Nonetheless, these
metrics only focus on how the edit is globally applied and
do not take into account if the structure of the source image
is preserved. In contrast, our proposed EditCLIP explic-
itly encodes the difference between the source and edited
image, i.e., the edit itself, effectively capturing both the edit
and the deviation from the source image for a more accurate
and detailed evaluation.

3. Method
We aim to design a representation learning approach for im-
age editing, where edits can be implicitly encoded within an
embedding space. Below, we introduce EditCLIP, a model
designed to learn a general representation of edits. We first
describe our approach and then analyze how our model cap-
tures edit semantics. Then, we explain how EditCLIP can
be used for exemplar-based image editing as an alternative
to text-based editing instructions. Finally, we demonstrate
the versatility of EditCLIP embeddings by employing them
for automated evaluation of image editing pipelines.

3.1. Representation Learning for Image Editing
In image editing, given an input image Ii ∈ RH×W×C , the
objective is to produce an edited image Ie ∈ RH×W×C

based on a textual instruction T . This transformation can
be formulated as:

Ie = U(Ii;T ) , (1)

where U represents the editing pipeline that modifies Ii ac-
cording to T . A key challenge lies in determining the level
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of detail required in the textual instruction T to achieve the
intended edit. Ideally, T should specify how every element
of Ii is transformed into Ie, but this is sometimes infeasi-
ble. Instead, an effective approach should aim to capture
the transformation from Ii to Ie in a more structured and
learnable manner.

This problem shares similarities with representation
learning of images and text in CLIP [33], where the goal
was to learn a shared representation of images and text.
CLIP has been shown to effectively capture semantic re-
lationships between images and text from relatively coarse
textual descriptions using contrastive learning on large-
scale image-text pairs. Following this strategy, we aim to
learn the semantics of edits within the CLIP space, lever-
aging its ability to encode meaningful transformations from
textual guidance.

3.2. EditCLIP Pre-Training
A standard CLIP model consists of a visual encoder Fθ and
a text encoder Gϕ , parameterized by learnable parameters
θ and ϕ, respectively. Our objective is for the visual en-
coder to capture how the input image Ii is semantically and
visually transformed into the edited image Ie. To achieve
this, we modify the visual encoder Fθ to accept a compos-
ite input image, where the input and edited images are con-
catenated along the channel dimension. We denote this new
encoder as F̃ and it produces an edit embedding E as:

E = F̃θ(concat(Ii, Ie)) ∈ Rde×768, (2)

where de is the number of tokens for E. For the text en-
coder, we encode the editing instruction T into textual em-
bedding T , which describes the transformation from Ii to
Ie, as:

T = Gϕ(T ) ∈ Rdt×768 , (3)

where dt is the number of tokens for T . Following the con-
trastive learning paradigm of CLIP, we align the learned
editing space with the textual space, where we train only
the visual encoder while keeping the pre-trained textual en-
coder frozen. The training data is sampled from existing
instruction-based image editing benchmarks, which provide
triplets consisting of an input image Ii, its edited counter-
part Ie, and the corresponding editing instruction T .

To analyze what the EditCLIP model learns, we fol-
low the common practice of visualizing the attention of the
[CLS] token from the last attention head in the final trans-
former layer of the visual encoder [6]. As shown in Fig-
ure 3, EditCLIP focuses on the regions corresponding to
the applied edits, such as shifting attention to the woman’s
torso and the edited cat on the right.

3.3. EditCLIP for Exemplar-Based Image Editing
To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed EditCLIP
embeddings, we employ them as a substitute for textual

editing instructions in Instruct-Pix2Pix (IP2P) [4]. IP2P is
a diffusion-based image editing approach that conditions on
a textual editing prompt and an input image to generate an
edited output that fulfills the specified edit. To train IP2P
with our embeddings, we feed the input image Ii and its
edited counterpart Ie into EditCLIP to obtain the edit em-
bedding E, as per Equation (2). The same input image is
also encoded into the latent space of the diffusion model
using the VAE encoder E that is concatenated with the in-
put noise xt.

To align E with the text embedding space originally used
to train the diffusion model, we process it through a train-
able linear layer followed by Layer Normalization. Note
that we use the last hidden state of the EditCLIP visual en-
coder instead of the projected embedding, but we use E for
simplicity. Finally, the diffusion model is fine-tuned using
the standard diffusion noise-prediction loss to learn to de-
noise the latent of the edited image:

Lnoise = EE(Ie), E(Ii), E, ϵ∼N (0,1), t

[
∥ϵ−ϵθ(xt, t, E(Ii), E)∥22

]
.

(4)
where ϵ is the groundtruth noise added to the noisy latent
xt. The training pipeline is illustrated in Figure 2.

To further preserve the layout from the input image, we
adopt an LPIPS loss [54] between the input image and
the reconstructed image It0 that is computed at denoising
timestep t as:

It0 = D((xt −
√
1− ᾱtϵθ)/

√
ᾱt), (5)

where ᾱt is the coefficient of the DDPM noise scheduler
[21], ϵθ is the estimated noise, and D is the VAE decoder.
The total training objective becomes:

Ltotal = λ1Lnoise + λ2 LPIPS
(
It0, Ii

)
(6)

where LPIPS is the model used to compute LPIPS loss, and
λ1 and λ2 are the loss weighing hyperparameters.

During inference, to apply an edit to a new query image
Iq , the model is conditioned on the EditCLIP embedding
produced from the exemplar image pair Ii and Ie, while
the latent representation of the query image is concatenated
with the noise xt. This effectively modifies Equation (1) to
perform exemplar-based image editing, generating an out-
put image Io, which is the edited version of Iq:

Io = U(Iq; F̃θ(concat(Ii, Ie))) , (7)

where U is our editing model.

3.4. EditCLIP for Evaluating Edits
As demonstrated in the Figure 3, EditCLIP effectively cap-
tures semantic changes between the reference image and its
edited counterpart. At the same time, the EditCLIP embed-
dings E are trained to exhibit high similarity with the tex-
tual embedding T of the respective editing instruction T .
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Figure 3. A visualization of the visual encoder’s attention in
EditCLIP compared to the original CLIP. We visualize the atten-
tion of the [CLS] token from the last attention head. Unlike CLIP,
where attention is dispersed across the image, EditCLIP focuses
on the differences between the input and edited image, indicating
that it effectively captures the edited regions.

Leveraging these properties, we can assess how well a per-
formed edit aligns with a given editing textual instruction.

Given an input image Ii, an arbitrary editing approach
generates an edited image Ie based on the editing instruc-
tion T . We define the EditCLIP-to-Text (EC2T) similarity
metric as:

EC2T(Ii, Ie, T ) = cos(F̃θ(concat(Ii, Ie)), T ) , (8)

where cos denotes cosine similarity. This metric quantifies
how the input image transforms into the edited image and
whether the changes align with the specified editing instruc-
tions. Unlike existing metrics based on the original CLIP,
our edit embeddings implicitly capture all changes between
the reference and edited images. This enables the evaluation
of complex edits while penalizing undesired changes in the
image that were not specified in the editing instructions.

In exemplar-based image editing, where both the refer-
ence input image Ii and its edited counterpart Ie are pro-
vided, the goal is to apply the same edit to a query image
Iq without requiring textual instruction. Given an output
image Io produced by an arbitrary exemplar-based editing
approach, another metric, EditCLIP-to-EditCLIP (EC2EC),
can be computed as:

EC2EC(Ii, Ie, Iq, Io) = cos(F̃θ(concat(Ii, Ie))

F̃θ(concat(Iq, Io))) .

(9)

This metric would capture how similar the edit is between
the reference and the target pairs.

4. Experiments
We demonstrate the effectiveness of our EditCLIP model on
two tasks: (1) exemplar-based image editing and (2) auto-

mated evaluation of image editing methods. To ensure reli-
able evaluation, we complement our experiments with user
studies conducted by humans to validate our findings.

4.1. Experimental Setup
Training Dataset: We employ the Instruct-Pix2Pix
(IP2P) [4] image editing dataset for both EditCLIP pre-
training and for exemplar-based image editing. The dataset
is instruction-based and contains around 313k filtered in-
put/edit/instruction triplets 1. The edit types in the dataset
primarily consist of global style transfer and local object
addition or replacement.
EditCLIP Pre-training: We initialize our model from pre-
trained CLIP models [33], modifying and fine-tuning the
visual encoder as explained in Section 3.2 while keeping
the text encoder frozen. We apply a learning rate of 2e − 4
to the first convolution layer, which processes both the ref-
erence input and edited image and we use a lower learn-
ing rate of 2e − 6 for all other layers. We experiment with
two CLIP variations that are commonly used, ViT-B/32
and ViT-L/14. Each model is trained until convergence,
with the former converging after 35 epochs and the latter
after 40 epochs. All training was conducted on 4 NVIDIA
A100-80G GPUs with a per-GPU batch size of 256.
Exemplar-based Editing Training and Inference: We
adopt the base training setup from IP2P, using Stable Diffu-
sion 1.5 [36] as the base model, and initialize it with the
weights from the pre-trained IP2P. For the loss in Equa-
tion (6), we set the weights λ1 = 1 and λ2 = 0.05. We
use a constant learning rate of 5e − 5 throughout the train-
ing and train for 16k iterations. The training was done on
a single NVIDIA A100-80G with batch size 64. During in-
ference, we use a fixed edit guidance scale sE = 7 for edit
embedding E and image guidance scale sI = 1.5 for input
image Ii (see the supplementary materials for more details).
Evaluation Benchmark: We adapt the TOP-Bench dataset
[55] for exemplar-based image editing and we denote it as
TOP-Bench-X. TOP-Bench consists of different types of ed-
its, where each type includes a set of training and test pairs.
We use the training set to form exemplar pairs, denoted as
[Ii, Ie], while the test set provides the corresponding query
image Iq . This results in a total of 1277 samples, compris-
ing 257 unique exemplars and 124 unique queries. We em-
ploy this benchmark to evaluate both exemplar-based image
editing and the alignment of our proposed metrics with hu-
man judgment. To assess the perceptual quality of edits,
we conducted a two-alternative forced-choice (2AFC) user
study on Amazon Mechanical Turk. Participants rated two
criteria: (1) the quality of the edits and (2) the preservation
of query image details (see supplementary materials for fur-
ther details).

1https://huggingface.co/datasets/timbrooks/instructpix2pix-clip-
filtered
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Text-based Exemplar-based User-Study
LPIPS ↓ CLIP ↑ EC2T ↑ CLIP-Dir. ↑ Svisual[32] ↓ EC2EC ↑ WR-Edit ↑ WR-Pres ↑ RT (s)

IP2P[4]* 0.295 0.226 0.196 0.232 0.710 0.418 55.64 52.31 1.8

VISII[32] 0.518 0.203 0.152 0.096 0.832 0.313 79.84 79.43 370
PromptDiffusion[44] 0.620 0.180 0.127 0.041 0.906 0.204 91.80 89.65 5.5
InstaManip[29] 0.383 0.226 0.168 0.161 0.735 0.383 51.21 53.43 14.9
EditCLIP (Ours) 0.233 0.216 0.180 0.143 0.761 0.477 - - 1.8

Table 1. Quantitative results for exemplar-based image editing. *IP2P is text-based, but we include it as a reference. WR-Edit and WR-Pres
denote the winning rate of edit quality and input preservation of our method against other methods according to human evaluators. RT
refers to runtime in seconds. We show the best one in bold font and second best in underline. Our approach performs on par with the
recent SOTA method, InstaManip, despite having only 20 times fewer parameters.

Exemplar Query IP2P VISII PromptDiffusion InstaManip EditCLIP

Figure 4. Qualitative comparison for exemplar-based image editing.

4.2. Exemplar-based Image Editing

Here, we demonstrate the capabilities of our proposed
EditCLIP embeddings as an editing conditioning signal, re-

placing text-based instructions in image editing.

Baselines: We compare against existing exemplar-based
approaches with publicly available source code, including
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Reference Input Reference Edit Query Image IP2P (combined) IP2P (multi-turn) InstaManip EditCLIP (Ours)

Figure 5. EditCLIP can perform complex edits when the exemplars contain multiple edits in a single step.

VISII [32], PromptDiffusion (PD) [44], and the recent In-
staManip [29]. Additionally, we include IP2P [4] as a refer-
ence for how an instruction-based approach would perform
in comparison. For all methods in comparison, we follow
the original setups of their respective code bases. For im-
proved credibility, we run each evaluation sample with 5
different random seeds for every method.

Quantitative Results: We evaluate on TOP-Bench-X and
report the results in Section 4. We include the exemplar-
based metric Svisual [32], along with our proposed EC2EC
metric, described in Section 3.4, and a user study to validate
our findings. Our approach performs the best on EC2EC, a
result that is confirmed by the user study with our winning
rate larger than 50% against all baselines, demonstrating su-
perior edit quality and better preservation of the query im-
age structure. We also include the commonly used LPIPS
and text-based metrics, including CLIP Score, CLIP Direc-
tional Similarity, and our proposed EC2T metric for com-
pleteness. Note that these metrics are computed using the
textual editing instruction T provided by the benchmark or
textual description of the output image. As expected, IP2P
achieves the best performance on all text-based metrics, as
it employs the textual instruction as a conditioning signal.
Our approach performs the best on EC2T among exemplar-
based approaches, which aligns with the user study. In
terms of runtime, our method is the fastest, as it neither re-
quires test-time optimization like VISII nor employs large
Vision-Language Models (VLMs) as in InstaManip. More
details on the metrics and the user study can be found in the
supplementary materials.

Qualitative Results: To facilitate qualitative comparisons
with the baselines, we evaluate on selected samples in prior
work [7, 15, 32, 39, 43, 52]. Figure 4 shows the qualitative
comparison between our method using EditCLIP with the
VIT-L-14 backbone. We provide the results obtained by
the backbone VIT-B-32 in the supplementary materials.
Our approach excels across various types of edits, including
global style transfer, color modification, object addition and

swapping, and material editing. IP2P performs well at edits
that are easily described in text, e.g., “adding glasses” or
“changing a cat to a dog,” but struggles with edits such as
style or material transfer, as these edits are often difficult
to express in text. This highlights the effectiveness of our
EditCLIP embeddings in capturing edits that are not easily
described through text.

VISII performs reasonably on style transfer but strug-
gles with other types of edits, as its test-time optimization
may diverge. The recent state-of-the-art method, InstaMa-
nip, demonstrates strong performance across various types
of edits; however, this comes at a significant computational
cost due to its reliance on a huge VLM. In contrast, our
method outperforms InstaManip in accurately applying fine
details with high fidelity while preserving the original lay-
out, all at a drastically lower computational cost.
Multi-Edit Examples: To demonstrate the effectiveness
of EditCLIP in handling complex exemplars with multiple
edits, we present challenging editing cases where multiple
edits are present in the exemplar. For iP2P, we construct
two different variations: IP2P (combined), which receives a
single textual instruction combining all edits and performs
them in one step and IP2P (multi-turn), which receives sep-
arate textual instructions for each edit and applies them se-
quentially over multiple steps. For both InstaManip and our
method, all edits are performed in a single shot. As shown
in Figure 5, our method successfully transfers multiple ed-
its from the exemplar in just one shot, while both IP2P and
InstaManip fail.
Ablation Study: To demonstrate the effectiveness of
EditCLIP embeddings over the original CLIP, we experi-
ment with different conditioning setups for capturing the
edits using the original CLIP. We only modify the condi-
tioning embedding E to reflect these changes, but we keep
all training and inference parameters the same. The setups
that we explore are:
• Fθ(Ie): Embedding of the reference edit image.
• Fθ(Ii) + Fθ(Ie): Sum of the reference input and edited
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EditCLIP (Ours)Query Image ℱ𝜃 𝐼𝑒 ℱ𝜃 𝐼𝑖 + ℱ𝜃 𝐼𝑒 ℱ𝜃 𝐼𝑖 ⨂ℱ𝜃 𝐼𝑒 [ℱ𝜃 𝐼𝑖 , ℱ𝜃 𝐼𝑒 ]𝐼𝑖 𝐼𝑒

Figure 6. Ablation of different conditioning embeddings using the original CLIP visual encoder Fθ . EditCLIP embedding greatly outper-
forms all CLIP variations.

image embeddings.
• Fθ(Ii) ⊗ Fθ(Ie): Concatenation of the reference input

and edited image embeddings along the channel dim.
• [Fθ(Ii),Fθ(Ie)]: Appending the reference input and

edited image embeddings along the sequence length dim.
We present the comparison in Figure 6. Fθ(Ie) fails to

capture the edit, causing the model to generate only vari-
ations of the reference input image. For all other varia-
tions that utilize both the reference input and edit images,
the model struggles to identify the intended edit and in-
stead blends the two images uncontrollably. In contrast, our
EditCLIP embeddings effectively capture the edits and ac-
curately transfer them to the query image without altering
its structure. Notably, in the first row, the reference exem-
plar exhibits a slight global style change, making the image
more saturated. EditCLIP accurately captures this adjust-
ment alongside the intended edit of adding sunglasses. We
provide additional ablation analysis in the supplementary.

4.3. Automated Evaluation of Image Editing
To evaluate how well existing CLIP-based metrics, includ-
ing CLIP, Directional CLIP, and Svisual, as well as our pro-
posed metrics in Section 3.4, align with human evaluation,
we compute the Pearson correlation between human judg-
ments and each of these metrics in Section 4.3. To evalu-
ate text-based metrics for instruction-based editing, we pro-
cessed the TOP-Bench-X benchmark using IP2P and two
additional approaches: Ledits++ [3] and EF-DDPM [23].
For the text-based metrics, our proposed EC2T achieves the
highest correlation with human judgment both in edit qual-
ity and image preservation, indicating a better alignment
with humans. For evaluating exemplar-based metrics, we
referred to the same user study mentioned in Sec. 4.2. Our
EC2EC achieves a higher correlation than Svisual both in edit
quality and image preservation. These results showcase that
our proposed EditCLIP embeddings are more reliable met-
rics for automated evaluation of both instruction-based and
exemplar-based image editing methods.

Text-based Exemplar-based

CLIP CLIP-Dir. EC2T Svisual EC2EC

Edit 0.209 0.186 0.256 0.240 0.372
Preserves -0.028 -0.023 0.104 -0.023 0.157

Table 2. Pearson correlation between individual metrics and hu-
man judgment in terms of edit quality and input preservation. Our
proposed metrics achieve the highest correlation with human eval-
uation demonstrating better alignment.

5. Limitations and Future Work

EditCLIP is trained solely on the IP2P dataset [4], which
lacks edits like removal and deformation. Expanding train-
ing data with additional datasets could improve the quality
and diversity of the editing embedding space. Please refer
to the supplementary material for examples of failure cases.

For future work, EditCLIP could be applied to down-
stream tasks like instruction caption generation, query-
based editing pair retrieval, and extensions to video and 3D
editing. Further improvements include exploring advanced
training strategies, such as refined loss functions [51] or
augmented text instructions [13], and incorporating masks
as an extra channel to enhance control over edit regions.

6. Conclusion

We proposed EditCLIP, a representation-learning approach
for image editing that captures how images transform dur-
ing edits. Experiments showed that EditCLIP achieves
state-of-the-art exemplar-based image editing with no com-
putational overhead. Moreover, we showed that EditCLIP
serves as a reliable metric for evaluating edit quality and
faithfulness to the reference image, aligning closely with
human judgment. Such a metric can accelerate the devel-
opment of image editing approaches by providing an eval-
uation metric that aligns better with human judgment com-
pared to existing metrics.
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A. Quantitative metrics
Here we explain the commonly-adopted metrics we used in
the quantitative evaluation.
CLIP Score: is calculated as the cosine similarity between
the embedding of the output image Io and the text embed-
ding of the description of the output image To; the embed-
dings are from the original CLIP image encoder Fθ and
CLIP text encoder Gθ. It can measure how much the out-
put image is aligned with its description. The calculation is
as follows:

CLIP Score = cos (Fθ(Io),Gθ(To)) , (10)

where cos(A,B) = A·B
∥A∥∥B∥ ,denoting the cosine similarity.

CLIP Directional Similarity: calculates the cosine simi-
larity between the difference of the embeddings of the query
image Iq and output image Io, against the difference of the
embeddings of query image description Tq and output im-
age description To. The calculation is as follows:

CLIP Direct. Similarity = cos(Fθ(Iq)−Fθ(Io),

Gθ(Tq)− Gθ(To)). (11)

Alternatively, when the text instruction T is available, the
calculation becomes:

CLIP Direct. Similarity = cos (Fθ(Iq)−Fθ(Io),Gθ(T )) .
(12)

It can measure how much the change of the images matches
the change of the text descriptions. Here, the change of the
text descriptions (e.g., A forest in the summer → A forest in
the winter) implicitly serve as an text instruction (Change
summer to winter). Note that this is a similar counterpart to
our proposed metric EC2T, while EC2T directly measure
the change of the images against the change of the text in-
struction. Please refer to the main paper for the definition
for EC2T.
svisual: is a metric proposed in [32], which can be con-
sidered as a variant of the CLIP Directional similarity. It
calculates the cosine similarity between the difference of
the query image embedding and output image embedding,
against the difference of the embeddings of the input image
Ii and edit image Ie. The calculation is as follows:

Svisual = cos (Fθ(Iq)−Fθ(Io),Fθ(Ii)−Fθ(Ie)) .
(13)

Note that this is a similar counterpart to our proposed metric
EC2EC. Please refer to the main paper for the definition for
EC2EC.
LPIPS: (Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity)[54]
measures the perpetual similarity between the two images.
Here we calculate it between the query image Iq and out-
put image Io. Different from the above mentioned metrics,
LPIPS serves as a direct evaluation of how much the output

image preserves the query image. A lower LPIPS score usu-
ally indicate better faithfulness to the query image. How-
ever, too low of LPIPS score may suggest insufficient edits.

B. More qualitative results
B.1. Comparison between ours and baselines
We show more qualitative comparisons in Fig. 7.

B.2. Transferring edits to multiple test images
We show more visualization of transferring edits from an
given exemplar to multiple different test images in Fig. 8.
We show that the learned embedding of the edits are gener-
alizable to different test images. Note that the test images
do not have to be very similar to the exemplars in terms of
the low-level structure or style, but rather share high-level
similar semantics.

B.3. Comparison between VIT-B-32 and VIT-L-14
We compare the performance between VIT-B-32 and VIT-
L-14 as backbone architecture for EditCLIP in Fig. 9. We
observed that VIT-L-14 achieves a higher quality in most
of the cases. While VIT-B-32 can encode the edit from the
exemplar, the details of the output image may not be well-
preserved (in the first row in Fig. 9), or the edit may not
be of faithful (in the second row in Fig. 9). We conjecture
that is because VIT-L-14 is a larger VIT model also with
smaller patch sizes, which can capture more visual details
compared to VIT-B-32. Therefore, we choose VIT-L-14 as
the default backbone for EditCLIP. However, we do found
that in some cases when VIT-L-14 struggles to maintain the
details when doing global editing applications, VIT-B-32
can well-preserve the original layout details instead (in the
third row in Fig. 9).

C. Failure cases
We report two types of edits which our method fails to faith-
fully perform: deformation (in Fig. 10(a)) and removal (in
Fig. 10(b)). Training datasets which contain these types of
edits and potential model architecture designs are needed
in order to enable our model for a series of editing appli-
cations, such as pose transfer, virtual try-on and removing
unwanted objects.

D. Additional ablation studies
D.1. Input loss preservation
We ablate on different values of λ2 in Fig. 11, which con-
trol the strength of the input preservation loss against the
diffusion denoising loss. When λ2 = 0, it means no input
preservation loss is applied. Intuitively, larger number of
λ2 will preserve more input layout, while a smaller one will
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Exemplar Query IP2P VISII PromptDiffusion InstaManip Ours

Figure 7. More qualitative comparisons between our method and the baselines.

allow more edits. We balance these two sides and choose
0.05 as the default value for λ2.

D.2. Choice of EditCLIP Embedding Layer
Different from the common practice [34, 50] that uses the
projected embedding from CLIP as the image condition,
we found that using hidden states from the last transformer
layer before going to the CLIP projection layer is more ef-

fective to transfer the edit while preserving the input layout.
Figure 12 that in our task, we found We conjecture that it is
because last hidden states contain more tokens, which en-
code more visual details and hence have higher capacity in
general.
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Reference input Reference edit Query image Output image Output image Output imageQuery image Query image

Figure 8. Transfer edits from a same exemplar to different test images.

Exemplar Query image VIT-B-32 VIT-L-14 Exemplar Query image VIT-B-32 VIT-L-14

Figure 9. Compare the performance between VIT-B-32 and VIT-L-14 as backbone architecture for EditCLIP.

Reference input Reference edit Query image Output image Output imageReference input Reference edit

(a) (b)

Query image

Figure 10. Failure cases of our method in exemplar-based image editing.
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Figure 11. The effects of different values of λ2.

Exemplar Query image Projected embed Last hidden states Exemplar Query image Projected embed Last hidden states

Figure 12. Ablation of using the projected embedding after projection layer or hidden states from the last transformer layer from EditCLIP
for the embedding.

D.3. Guidance scale
As it is done in [4], our denoising UNet for exemplar-based
editing is also conditioned on both the VAE input image
E(Ii) and edit embedding E. Therefore, during inference,
we could apply two separate guidance scales similar to [4],
where edit guidance scale sE controls how the output image
follows the edits, and image guidance scale sI controls how
the output image resembles the input image.

The modified score estimate ϵ̃θ is as follows:

ϵ̃θ(xt, t, E(Ii), E) = ϵθ(xt, t,∅,∅)

+ sI (ϵθ(xt, t, E(Ii),∅)− ϵθ(xt, t,∅,∅))

+ sE (ϵθ(xt, t, E(Ii), E)− ϵθ(xt, t, E(Ii),∅))
(14)

We show the ablation of the guidance scales in Fig. 13.
In general, as sE increases, the output images will have
stronger editing effects; while when sI increases, the out-
put images will follow more the input image. By default,
we set sE = 7 and sI = 1.5, which is the suggested prac-
tice in [4]. However, users can tune these hyperparameters
to obtain desired results.

E. Benchmark statistics
We adapt the TOP-Bench dataset [55] for exemplar-based
image editing and we denote it as TOP-Bench-X. TOP-

Bench consists of different types of edits, where each type
includes a set of training and test pairs. We use the training
set to form exemplar pairs, denoted as [Ii, Ie], while the test
set provides the corresponding query image Iq . This results
in a total of 1277 samples, comprising 257 unique exem-
plars and 124 unique queries. Edit types contain between
32 and 60 samples. In addition to query-exemplar pairing,
we perform multiple seeds per method, for the metric eval-
uation we include all the seeds.

We visualize additional exemplar pairs with queries from
the benchmark on Fig. 14, where we can see different types
of edits present in the benchmark.

F. User study
The user study was conducted on Amazon MTurk with two
alternative forced-choice (2AFC) layout as seen on Fig. 15.
We use only participants with Master Qualification on the
platform. There were a total of 53 unique participants, with
the average time of each sample taking 40 seconds, and the
average user did 89 samples with a total of 4712 compar-
isons. We randomly select 2 seeds (out of 5 seeds) for each
inference.
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Reference input Reference edit Query image

Figure 13. Ablation of using different values for guidance scales sE and sI .

Reference EditReference Input Query Image Reference EditReference Input Query Image

Figure 14. Additional visualization of exemplars present in the TOP-Bench-X variant.
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Figure 15. Single example of the 2AFC user study. Participants see the Query and Exemplar pairs on the left and two potential edits on the
right. They are asked to select which method best mimics the edit and which better preserves the Query image details.
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