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Figure 1. PFB-Diff for real image editing. Given an image, a text query, and a mask that annotates the regions of interest, our method
enables text-driven image editing while preserving the irrelevant regions. Our approach can be applied to various tasks, such as object
replacement (top-left), secondary object editing (bottom-left), object attribute editing (top-right), and background replacement (bottom-

right).

Abstract

Diffusion models have showcased their remarkable ca-
pability to synthesize diverse and high-quality images,
sparking interest in their application for real image edit-
ing. However, existing diffusion-based approaches for lo-
cal image editing often suffer from undesired artifacts due
to the pixel-level blending of the noised target images and
diffusion latent variables, which lack the necessary seman-
tics for maintaining image consistency. To address these
issues, we propose PFB-DIff, a Progressive Feature Blend-
ing method for Diffusion-based image editing. Unlike pre-
vious methods, PFB-Diff seamlessly integrates text-guided
generated content into the target image through multi-level
feature blending. The rich semantics encoded in deep fea-
tures and the progressive blending scheme from high to
low levels ensure semantic coherence and high quality in
edited images. Additionally, we introduce an attention
masking mechanism in the cross-attention layers to confine
the impact of specific words to desired regions, further im-
proving the performance of background editing. PFB-Diff
can effectively address various editing tasks, including ob-
Jject/background replacement and object attribute editing.

Our method demonstrates its superior performance in terms
of image fidelity, editing accuracy, efficiency, and faithful-
ness to the original image, without the need for fine-tuning
or training.

1. Introduction

Diffusion Models (DM) have garnered significant at-
tention by enabling high-quality and diverse synthesis of
images from a given text prompt [10, 17]. Recently in-
troduced large-scale training of diffusion models, such as
DALL-E2 [31], Imagen [35], GLIDE [29], and Stable Dif-
fusion [32], have further improved the quality and demon-
strated unprecedented semantic generation. Large-scale
text-to-image models are trained on enormous amounts of
image-caption pairs, resulting in a high capacity for both
textual semantic understanding and image synthesis. Given
a corresponding text description, they can generate realistic
images that match the text description. Such success in-
spires subsequent efforts to leverage large-scale pre-trained
diffusion models for real image editing.

However, extending pre-trained text-to-image frame-



works for personalized editing (e.g. manipulating a specific
object in an image) remains a challenging task due to the
limited ability to describe desired objects through text. In
fact, even the most detailed textual description of an object
may yield instances with different appearances. Besides,
the editing process should meet the requirements of high
accuracy (or image-text alignment), image consistency, ir-
relevance preservation, and image fidelity. Image consis-
tency measures whether newly generated content in a target
region exhibits contextual coherence both semantically and
textually. For instance, when adding a teddy bear to a tree
branch, it should align with the environment, such as adopt-
ing a tree climbing pose (semantic consistency), and seam-
lessly blend with the original image (texture consistency).

To achieve personalized editing, some pioneering works
[12,21,34] proposed to learn a unique word to represent the
given object and fine-tune pre-trained text-to-image diffu-
sion models on several images containing the same object.
By inserting its unique word in various text contexts, they
can synthesize the object in diverse scenes and manipulate
the object with text guidance. These methods can typically
generate high-fidelity images, but sometimes they drasti-
cally alter the content of the original image. Besides, these
methods cannot fully leverage the generalization ability of
the pre-trained model due to the over-fitting issues [44] or
language drift problem [34], i.e., the model slowly forgets
how to generate subjects of the same class as the target ob-
ject after fine-tuning. Moreover, the above methods intro-
duce a per-image optimization process, which cannot sat-
isfy the requirement of high efficiency in practical applica-
tions.

In contrast, the optimization-free methods [4, 5, 9, 27]
perform image editing based on a frozen pre-trained dif-
fusion model and require no optimization or fine-tuning.
To seamlessly fuse newly generated content with the origi-
nal image, they generally apply the diffusion process first
on the input image and then conduct the denoising pro-
cedure conditioned on both the input image and the text
guidance. Throughout the denoising procedure, previous
methods spatially blend noised versions of the input image
with the text-guided diffusion latent variables at each time
step, using either a user-provided mask [4,5,27] or a self-
predicted mask [9]. Without any fine-tuning or optimiza-
tion process, the above methods can avoid the language drift
problem [34] and run in real time. Additionally, employing
the original image and mask for iterative refinement can aid
in preserving visual details.

However, the above methods often rely on editing inter-
mediate noisy images [4, 5, 9, 27], which lacks the neces-
sary semantics to preserve the image consistency, resulting
in degraded results. Moreover, the newly generated con-
tent is not always guaranteed to appear appropriately within
predefined regions especially when the given mask conflicts

with the text description (e.g., attempting to generate a rab-
bit within a giraffe-shaped region), leading to both image-
text misalignment and poor image quality.

In this paper, we propose PFB-Diff, a framework adapt-
ing pre-trained text-to-image models for text-driven image
editing. As an optimization-free method, our method inher-
its its advantages of efficiency and the ability to fully utilize
the pre-trained model’s generalization capabilities. Mean-
while, we propose several novel techniques to overcome the
existing issues in previous optimization-free methods, such
as image inconsistency and image-text misalignment. We
summarize them as follows.

* Progressive feature blending. Instead of editing inter-
mediate noisy images, we propose to edit their deep
feature maps in the prediction network. Deep fea-
tures contain rich semantics and thus feature-level edit-
ing can ensure semantic and texture consistency in the
edited images. The editing is progressively performed
from high to low feature levels via multi-scale masks.
This approach helps to seamlessly integrate the newly
generated content into the original image, resulting in
more natural and coherent synthesis results.

* Masking the word’s attention map. To restrict the influ-
ence of specific words in predefined regions, we pro-
pose to mask their attention maps. For example, when
editing an image from “a dog sitting on a beach” to
“a dog sitting on the snow,” we mask the background
area in the attention map of the word “dog.” This en-
sures that the “dog” does not affect the background
area, thereby preserving the original image’s overall
layout and avoiding the generation of another dog in
the background.

With the above techniques, our approach can simulta-
neously meet the requirements of image fidelity, image-
text alignment, and faithfulness to the original image. As
shown in Figure 1, our approach can effectively tackle var-
ious editing tasks, such as object/background replacement,
secondary object editing, and changing object properties.

2. Related works

Semantic image editing Semantic image editing has re-
ceived great attention from the vision and graphics commu-
nity due to its various potential applications. The literature
on the use of GANSs [14] for image synthesis and editing has
exploded since the seminal work by Goodfellow et al. [ 14].
In recent years, style-based generator [19, 20] emerged as
a powerful image synthesis model, and a plethora of re-
cent works [1,2,18,37,42,45] tend to explore the rich in-
terpretable semantics inside the latent space of fixed GAN
models. For example, Shen et al. [37] and Yang et al. [43]
utilize classifiers to analyze StyleGAN [19] and show that a



linear manipulation in W-space can control a specific target
attribute. GANSpace [ 18] carries out Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) in the latent space of generative networks
and explores interpretable controls in an unsupervised man-
ner. To archive text-driven image editing, some researchers
[3,6,13,19,30] leverage pre-trained GAN generators [20]
and text encoders [30] to progressively optimize the im-
age according to the text prompt. Despite their promis-
ing results, GAN-based approaches are typically limited to
images from a restricted domain, on which the GAN was
trained. This paper targets building a framework that works
for generic real-world natural images.

DDPM for semantic editing In the past few years, dif-
fusion models have advanced to achieve state-of-the-art
performance regarding quality and mode coverage since
the introduction of denoising diffusion probabilistic mod-
els [17]. Large-scale diffusion models, such as Imagen [35],
DALL-E2 [31], and Stable Diffusion [32], have greatly
enhanced the ability to generate images from plain text,
known as text-to-image synthesis. Naturally, recent works
[4,5,9,21,27,34] have attempted to adapt text-guided diffu-
sion models to real image editing, aiming to exploit their
rich and diverse semantic knowledge. A slew of stud-
ies [12, 21,22, 34] propose learning a unique word for
a given object and fine-tuning the diffusion models case-
specifically for different text prompts. These methods usu-
ally introduce a case-specific optimization process, which
may limit their applications in real time. Another liner
of research focuses on designing optimization-free meth-
ods [4,5,8,9,26,27], which require no fine-tuning or op-
timization and can be easily extended to any pre-trained
diffusion models. These methods usually apply the diffu-
sion process first on the input image and then conduct the
denoising procedure conditioned on both the input image
and text guidance. To preserve details of original images,
they often spatially blend noised versions of the input image
with the text-guided diffusion latent variables at each time
step, using either a user-provided mask [4, 5, 27] or self-
predicted one [9]. Notably, Prompt-to-Prompt [15] con-
trols the editing of synthesized images by manipulating the
cross-attention maps; however, its editing ability is limited
when applied to real images. When combined with Null-
text inversion [28], an accurate inversion technique and thus
facilitate an intuitive text-based modification of the image,
Prompt-to-Prompt [15] can be extended to real image edit-
ing. This paper focuses on developing an optimization-
free method for image editing, which can be applied to any
pre-trained diffusion models and completes image editing
within approximately 10 seconds.

3. Preliminaries

Diffusion models. Denoising diffusion probabilistic
models (DDPMs) [17] is a class of generative models.
Given a set of real data xo ~ ¢(x¢), diffusion models
aim to approximate the data distribution ¢(x¢) and sample
from it. The idea is to gradually inject noise into data, and
then reverse this process to generate data from noise. The
forward noise-injection process is formalized as a Markov
chain with Gaussian transitions:
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where 8; € (0,1) represent the noise schedule at time ¢.
When T is large enough, the last latent x7 is nearly an
isotropic Gaussian distribution. The reverse denoising pro-
cess aims to recreate the true sample from a Gaussian noise
input, xr ~ N(0,I), by sampling from ¢ (x;_1|x;) se-
quentially. Note that if 5; is small enough, ¢ (x;—1|x;) will
also be Gaussian. Unfortunately, it is difficult to estimate
q (x¢—1|x¢) as it depends on the unknown data distribution
q(xo). Instead, a deep neural network py is trained to pre-
dict the mean and the covariance of x;_; given x; as input,
X¢_1 1s then sampled from the normal distribution defined
by these predicted parameters,

po (Xe—1|x¢) = N (xe-1; g (x4, ) , B (x4, ). (2)

Instead of directly estimating p, (x¢,t) , Ho et al. [17] sug-
gest predicting the noise ey (x¢, t) that was introduced to x¢
to produce x;, following the objective:
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Subsequently, g, (x¢) can be derived using Bayes’ theo-
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where oy = 1 — 3 and &y = Hle «;. At the inference
time, we start from a random noise x ~ N (0, I) and then
iteratively apply Eq. (2) to obtain x;_; from x; until £ = 0.
For more details of DDPMs, please refer to [17,38,40].
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DDIM sampling. Text-guided diffusion models aim to
map a random noise vector x7 and textual condition C to an
output image x( aligned with the given text prompt. Since
we aim to accurately reconstruct a given real image, we em-
ploy the deterministic DDIM [39] sampling to sequentially
remove the noise:
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Step 1: Forward noise-injection using DDIM encoding
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Figure 2. Pipeline of the proposed PFB-Diff framework. Our method utilizes a pre-trained diffusion model without additional training.
Initially, we employ DDIM encoding to obtain noisy images y for all time steps. Subsequently, we perform a backward denoising process
starting from a Gaussian noise X7 to generate the edited image xo. When estimating the noise &; at each time step, we adopt progressive
feature blending (indicated by the red lines) to fuse the deep features of x; and y. Note that we also incorporate intermediate noisy image
blending (indicated by blue lines) in the early stages of the denoising process to better preserve visual details in irrelevant regions. We
denote with ® the element-wise blending of two images using the input mask m. The Eq. (7) and Eq. (8) in the figure refer to Eq. (7) in

Section 3 and Eq. (8) in Section 4.1, respectively.

Eq. (5) can be written as the neural ODE, taking u = x/+/«

and 7 =+/1/a—1:

du = (\/11772 t> dr. (6)

This allows us to view DDIM sampling as an Euler scheme
for solving Eq. (6) with initial condition u(t = T) ~
N (0, arI). As proposed by Song et al. [39], we can also
use this ODE to encode an image x( onto a latent variable
x, for a timestep 7, based on the assumption that the ODE
process can be reversed in the limit of small steps:
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In other words, the diffusion process is performed in the
reverse direction, that is xqg — X7 instead of x7 — Xg.

Latent diffusion models. Diffusion models often operate
in the image pixel space where x; is a sample of a real im-
age. In this paper, we build our approach on the popular
and publicly available latent diffusion model (LDM) [32].
The diffusion forward process is applied on a latent image
encoding xo and an image decoder is employed at the end
of the diffusion backward process to recover x, back to the
image. For simplicity, we refer to the latent image encoding
Xo as “image” in the following sections. To build more flex-
ible conditional image generators, LDM augments the un-

derlying U-Net [33] backbone with the cross-attention [4 1]
mechanism. The noise prediction network €y in LDM is
a U-shaped network composed of residual and transformer
blocks.

4. Methods

In this section, we first give an overview of PFB-Diff
(Section 4.1). We then describe two key components of our
method, i.e., progressive feature blending (Section 4.2) and
attention masking mechanism (Section 4.3), in detail.

4.1. An overview of our PFB-DIiff framework

Given an input image yg, along with its corresponding
coarse text description d, a target text prompt d*, and a bi-
nary mask m indicating the region of interest in the image,
our objective is to generate a manipulated image X that
fulfills the following requirements. Firstly, the entire image
should be aligned with the target text prompt. Secondly, the
uninterested regions should remain unaltered. Thirdly, the
edited result xo should demonstrate high consistency and
quality.

To fulfill the above requirements, we propose a Progres-
sive Feature Blending method for Diffusion-based image
editing, dubbed PFB-Diff. An overview of our method is
given in Figure 2. Formally, given an input image-text pair
(yo, d), a target text prompt d*, and a binary mask m in-
dicating the regions of interest, we first encode the text
prompts d and d* into embeddings C and C* respectively,



using a pre-trained text encoder. Next, we sample the noisy
image y; at each time step with DDIM encoding using the
pre-trained diffusion model €y. Finally, starting from a ran-
dom Gaussian noise xr, we iteratively sample x; using the
following equation until ¢ = O:
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where €;_1 represents the estimated noise at time ¢t — 1.
A key feature of PFB-Diff is that the text-driven blended
diffusion is made not directly on the intermediate noisy im-
ages but instead on their correspondingly learned feature
maps. To accomplish this, we introduce a Progressive Fea-
ture Blending (PFB) technique. Additionally, we introduce
an Attention Masking (AM) mechanism for cross-attention
layers, enabling text-guided generation within specific re-
gions of interest. By incorporating both the PFB and AM
into the noise prediction network ey, we obtain the diffusion
model €g. The ;1 in Eq. (8) is derived from €y as follows,

CE€t—1,
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To further preserve the details of irrelevant regions, we also
apply pixel-level blending during the early stages of the de-
noising process, illustrated by the blue lines in Figure 2.

4.2. Progressive Feature Blending (PFB)

To achieve localized editing, previous methods [4, 5,
,26,27] employ a pixel-level blending technique, where
newly generated intermediate latent variables are blended
with the noised versions of the input image across different
noise levels. However, empirical experiments indicate that
this approach can introduce artifacts and inconsistencies in
the results. This is because the pixel-level information in the
intermediate noisy images lacks the necessary semantics to
produce consistent and seamless fusion. While extensions
have been made in latent diffusion [32], which leverages
a pre-trained autoencoder to encode the input image into
a lower-dimensional hidden space for efficient diffusion,
the hidden space itself still lacks the essential semantics re-
quired to maintain image consistency. To address these lim-
itations, we propose a simple yet effective module called
Progressive Feature Blending (PFB). This module can be
plugged into any pre-trained text-to-image frameworks to
enhance their ability to generate consistent and high-quality
images.

Recall that each diffusion step ¢ contains predicting the
noise € with (z¢, C*, y;, C, m) using a U-shaped network €
composed of transformer blocks. In the left branch of Fig-
ure 3, we show three consecutive blocks of the pre-trained
noise prediction network ey for y; and denote the i-th trans-
former block’s output as ¢;(y:). PFB is implemented by

€9 €p
C c*
A corgi A corgi
! running on ! running on
the beach ! the grass !
._...._’._...___ w.._._..[__...__'
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| Trans Block i | u ’ AM Trans Block i |
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|

| Trans Block i+2 |
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Figure 3. Progressive feature blending. The left shows the pre-
trained noise prediction network €g(-) in LDM, which is built
upon U-Net [33] architecture and composed of transformer blocks.
The right €y is obtained by plugging progressive feature blending
(PFB) and attention masking (AM) into 4. “Trans Block i” indi-
cates the i-th transformer block in €4(+). “AM Trans Block i” indi-
cates the i-th transformer block (equipped with attention masking)
in éy(-). For more details of the attention masking mechanism,
please refer to Section 4.3. Note that the left € and the right
€p share the same weights. We denote with ® the element-wise
blending of two feature maps using the input mask m.

inserting the feature blending module into certain layers of
the noise prediction network, as shown in the right branch
of Figure 3. At each layer, we blend the feature map ¢, (x;)
with ¢;(y;) using the binary mask m as below:

Pi(xt) = @i(y:) © (1 —m) + @;(x;) © m, (10)

where blended feature map @;(x;), rather than @;(x;), is
fed into the next transformer block. Since the feature map
size changes from block to block, we downsample or up-
sample the binary mask m accordingly to make the com-
putation of Eq. (10) valid. Note that, we also modify the
transformer block by incorporating an Attention Masking
(AM) mechanism into the cross-attention layers, with de-
tails described in Section 4.3.

To summarize, the PFB module implements a new,
feature-level text-driven blended diffusion, leading to high-
quality, seamless target generation towards the guiding text
prompt.

4.3. Attention Masking (AM) mechanism

When manipulating an input image from “a giraffe
stands by the fence” to “a giraffe stands in the snow”, choos-
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Figure 4. The details of the attention masking mechanism in the cross-attention layers. Each channel of the attention map is associated
with a specific word. The channel corresponding to “dog” is corrected by a binary mask to limit the influence of “dog” to specific spatial
regions on image features. We use ® to denote element-wise multiplication.
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Figure 5. The role of Attention Masking (AM) in background re-
placement. The first column showcases a sample from the COCO
dataset [24]. The second column presents the target text prompt.
In the third column, without PFB and AM, previous pixel-level
blending methods introduce an additional giraffe in the back-
ground. In the fourth column, by utilizing PFB, the model gener-
ates the giraffe to the desired location, but with a clear difference
from the foreground instance. In the fifth column, AM ensures that
the generated giraffe is faithful to the original one.

ing “snow” as the target prompt may lead to a generated im-
age lacking global semantic consistency. Instead, we input
the global text prompt “a giraffe stands in the snow” into the
diffusion model to generate a new background. However,
pixel-level blending cannot effectively constrain the gener-
ated giraffe to its original location. As shown in the third
column (baseline) in Figure 5, blending the noised input
image with newly generated content using the input binary
mask can result in noticeable artifacts. While the proposed
progressive feature blending helps to restrict the generated
giraffe to desired regions, as shown in the fourth column
of Figure 5, the model still sometimes produces unwanted
artifacts around the foreground giraffe.

Masking the attention maps of specific words is intro-
duced to address this issue. As mentioned in Figure 3,
we present an Attention Masking (AM) mechanism to fuse
the visual features with the textual ones. The details of
the attention masking mechanism are provided in Figure 4.
Specifically, the deep spatial features of the noisy image are
projected to a query matrix (), and the text prompt’s em-
bedding is projected to a key matrix K and a value matrix

V' via learned linear projections. The attention score map is
computed by

M = (QK"/v/n), (11)

where n is the latent projection dimension. Given the binary
mask m, the attention score maps is rectified by

k k. _

k= Mo =L (12)
Y | ~inf, mi; =0,

where the entry M, Z of the matrix M gives the weight of the

value of the k-th textual token at the position (i, 7). Finally,

the output of the masked cross-attention layer is defined as
F = softmax(M)V. (13)

By utilizing the masked attention maps, the model can
effectively limit the impact of each word to specific spatial
regions on the image features. As a result, the model can
enforce the generation of the target objects to desired posi-
tions and shapes.

5. Experiments
5.1. Experimental setup

Dataset We conduct experimental evaluations on two
datasets. We first construct a dataset composed of synthetic
images generated by Midjourney', a highly popular text-to-
image model. We have designed more than 50 text prompts
with relatively simple descriptions, such as “a happy corgi
running on the beach.” These prompts take into account var-
ious factors, including the number of objects, image style,
object attributes, secondary objects, and spatial relation-
ships between objects, allowing us to evaluate the perfor-
mance of editing methods in diverse scenarios. We con-
duct most qualitative experiments on this dataset in order

https://www.midjourney.com/home/?callbackUrl=
$2Fapp%2F
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Figure 6. Examples of edits on images obtained from Midjourney. For mask-based methods (BLDM [5], Ours), we use the manually
annotated rough labels shown in the second row. For object/background replacement, both DiffEdit [9] and our method employ a 100%

encoding rate during DDIM encoding.

to evaluate edits that involve changing the background, re-
placing objects, or changing object properties. To evalu-
ate edits based on more complex text prompts and conduct
quantitative comparisons, we collect 9,850 images from the
COCO dataset [24] to build the COCO-animals-10k dataset,
or COCOA-10k for short. The images in the dataset con-
tain objects from 9 specific classes: dogs, cats, sheep, cows,
horses, birds, elephants, zebras, and giraffes. By appropri-
ately modifying the captions of the images, COCOA-10k
can be used to evaluate foreground object replacement and
background editing. Please refer to the Appendix for further
details.

Diffusion models In our experiments, we use the pre-
trained latent diffusion models [32] as the backbone. We
evaluate the text-driven editing on 890M parameter text-
conditional model trained on LAION-5B [36], known as
stable diffusion [32], at 512 x 512 resolution. We use 50
steps in DDIM sampling [39] with a fixed schedule to gen-

erate images, which allows within 13 seconds on a single
TITAN V GPU. Besides, we follow [9] and use DDIM en-
coding to obtain intermediate noisy images of the input im-
age. For more details, please refer to the Appendix.

Compared baselines We compare our method with three
state-of-the-art text-driven editing approaches, including
mask-based methods such as BLDM [4], and mask-free
methods such as DiffEdit [9] and Prompt-to-Prompt [15].
Note that Prompt-to-Prompt cannot be directly applied to
edit real images. Null-text inversion [28] provides a tech-
nique for inverting input images and enables the text editing
technique of Prompt-to-Prompt on real images. Therefore,
we adopt the Null-text inversion approach to invert the im-
ages and subsequently utilize Prompt-to-Prompt for editing
purposes. For a fair comparison, we adopt Stable Diffusion
v1-4 as the pre-trained text-to-image model for all the com-
pared methods.



Panda ears Rabbit ears

Big ears

DiffEdit

PTP
(with NI)

Ours

Figure 7. Qualitative comparisons on cat ears editing. Our method
can produce ears that match text prompts while others cannot.
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Figure 8. Examples of edits on COCO [24] images.

Evaluation metrics Text-based semantic image editing
requires meeting both requirements: 1) the generated im-
age needs to align with the text prompts, and 2) the gen-
erated image needs to maintain high quality and realism.
To measure these two aspects, we utilize the following four
metrics to evaluate the generated images: 1) FID score [16],
which is a widely used metric for evaluating the quality of
generated images. Note that we follow [23] and use the
CLIP [30] model to extract features for calculating the FID
score. 2) CLIP score [30], which evaluates the alignment
between guided text prompts and edited images. A higher
CLIP score indicates better matching to the text descrip-

Various results

Input Mask

“cat”

“Rabbit”

“blue
hat”

Figure 9. Our framework can synthesize realistic and diverse re-
sults according to the same source image and guided text prompt.

tions. 3) Local CLIP score, which evaluates the similarity
between the local edit region and the target object. 4) Local
FID score, which calculates FID on local regions. Since a
single object occupies a small area in an image and corre-
sponds to a single word in the text description, the global
CLIP score cannot well reflect the quality of object replace-
ment. To address this, we introduce Local CLIP, which con-
centrates on specific object regions by cropping images us-
ing bounding boxes. In the case of replacing a dog with a
horse, we crop the target region from the edited image and
evaluate its similarity to the text prompt “a horse”. Simi-
larly, the global FID cannot well reflect the realism of local
generations, thus we introduce local FID to measure FID in
the local regions.

5.2. Qualitative results

Figure 6 visualizes object and background editing on im-
ages generated by Midjourney®. In comparison with other
methods, PFB-Diff generally performs more targeted and
accurate edits, leaving irrelevant regions intact and main-
taining high image quality. By operating on deep features
with rich semantics, our approach takes into account se-
mantic consistency in the edited results. For instance, the
pose of the teddy bear in the third column and the gesture
of the robot in the fifth column are both adapted to fit their
respective scenes. DiffEdit [9] and PTP [15] can cause un-
desired modifications and perform poorly when an image
contains multiple objects. Additionally, DiffEdit struggles
to generate desired scenes in background replacement. Al-
though BLDM [4] can accurately generate content aligned
well with text prompts, it often lacks semantic consistency

Zhttps://www.midjourney .com/home/?callbackUrl=
%2Fapp%2F
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Table 1. Quantitative comparison of different methods for object replacement and background replacement on 9,843 and 1,579 COCO [24]
animal images, respectively. Local-CLIP score represents the CLIP score calculated only in the region of the target object. Please refer to
Section 5.1 for more details. (Bold indicates the best result, blue indicates the second-best result.)

Methods Object | Background
CLIP Scoret FID | Local-CLIP {1 Local-FID | ‘ CLIP Scoret FID |
PTP [15] 30.33 9.587 24.62 12.08 31.55 13.92
BLDM [4] 29.95 6.143 25.31 9.630 30.38 20.44
DiffEdit [9] 29.30 3.780 22.38 6.147 26.92 1.741
Ours-obj 30.36 6.259 2545 9.274 / /
Ours-dst 30.81 5.935 24.84 8.935 32.25 13.77
in edited results. Figure 7 further demonstrates the effec- replacement.

tiveness of our method on editing only a part of an object,
where only PFB-Diff can precisely modify the style of cat
ears, while other methods cannot.

Similar observations can be found in real image edit-
ing. Figure 8 shows the results on COCOA-10k dataset.
The complex scenes and text descriptions in COCOA-10k
dataset make it a good benchmark for evaluating generaliza-
tion ability. Moreover, the masks in COCOA-10k are often
incompatible with the target text prompts (e.g., the model is
expected to generate a cat in an area shaped like a giraffe),
allowing us to evaluate the robustness of mask-based meth-
ods to extreme masks. Even under such extreme masks, our
method can still generate desired content while maintaining
high quality and consistency. In contrast, other baselines
either fail to generate desired objects/scenes or produce un-
wanted artifacts.

Mask-based models can achieve satisfactory perfor-
mance in background replacement by utilizing precise
masks available in datasets like COCO [24]. However, such
precise segmentation is not commonly available in real-
world scenarios. In practice, users often provide rough
masks, leading to foreground objects being segmented
along with some original background information. For in-
stance, when separating a horse from the grass, the extracted
mask will inevitably include some portions of the surround-
ing grass. To assess the effectiveness of mask-based meth-
ods in practical settings, we provide dilated masks to these
models. As illustrated, while BLDM [4] successfully re-
places the background, there are remnants of the old back-
ground content along the boundaries, resulting in an un-
natural fusion. In contrast, PFB-Diff effectively eliminates
the interference of the old background associated with the
mask, enabling a seamless fusion between the new scene
and the foreground object. This demonstrates the ability of
PFB-Diff to overcome challenges posed by imperfect masks
and achieve superior results in terms of realistic background

Among the evaluated methods, only PFB-Diff can si-
multaneously meet the requirements of high accuracy, high
image quality, seamless fusion, and irrelevance preserva-
tion, in both object and background editing. Figure 9 shows
that the proposed method can generate a variety of plausi-
ble outcomes. More qualitative results can be found in the
Appendix.

5.3. Quantitative analysis

For quantitative comparison, we conduct ob-
ject/background editings on 9,843 images of the COCOA-
10k dataset. For PTP [15], DiffEdit [9], and Ours+dst,
the input data structure is a triplet consisting of an image,
description, and target text prompt, while the target text
prompt is replaced with a guided category (e.g., a dog) for
BLDM [4] and Ours+obj. For object editing, we replace
words indicating animal categories in image descriptions
with other categories to construct target text prompts. For
background replacement, we select 1,597 images contain-
ing the word “standing” from the COCOA-10k dataset and
replace the context after “standing” with random scenes,
such as on the beach, in the snow, on the grass, or on
a dusty road. Figure 8 visualizes some examples of the
COCOA-10k dataset.

Quantitative results on object editing and background
editing are presented in Table 1. Overall, our method
achieves the highest CLIP score and Local CLIP score,
while ranking second in FID and Local FID. These results
demonstrate that our method enables more precise and tar-
geted editing while maintaining image realism. DiffEdit
often fails to produce modifications to the original image,
resulting in minimal changes and, therefore, obtaining the
best FID scores but the worst CLIP scores. As discussed
in Section 5.1, the global CLIP score may not accurately
reflect the precision of local object editing. Consequently,
while DiffEdit [9] achieves a similar CLIP score to other



Table 2. Human evaluation on semantic image editing. 1 is the
worst, 4 is the best. Users rated ours as the best editing results.

Method PTP[I5] BLDM [4] DiffEdit [9] Ours
Score 1 2.10 2.47 1.72 3.78

baselines in Table 1, its local CLIP score is significantly
lower than others.

5.4. User study

To quantify overall human satisfaction, we conduct a
user study on 28 participants. In the study, we use 30 groups
of images, each group contains one input and four outputs.
All these results in each group are presented side-by-side to
participants. These 30 groups cover various editing tasks,
including object replacement, background replacement, and
object property editing. The input images include both real
images and images generated by Midjourney. Participants
are given unlimited time to rank the score from 1 to 4 (4
is the best, 1 is the worst) simultaneously considering the
alignment with text prompts, realism, and faithfulness to
the original input. We report the average ranking score in
Table 2. We observe that users prefer our results more than
others.

5.5. Ablation studies

Our model consists of two pivotal components: the Pro-
gressive Feature Blending (PFB) technique and the Atten-
tion Masking (AM) mechanism. In this section, we vali-
date their effectiveness. To this end, we construct two vari-
ant models: 1) Baseline, which adopts the pixel-blending
method utilized by previous works [9]. 2) Baseline + PFB,
which incorporates the PFB module. Baseline + PFB is
equivalent to removing the attention masking mechanism
from PFB-Diff.

Table 3 presents the quantitative comparisons on back-
ground editing. Overall, our method gains the best CLIP
score. While the baseline method gains the best FID score,
it often generates an unnatural blend of the original fore-
ground objects and the newly generated background, as
shown in Figure 10. When we add PFB to the baseline,
image fusion becomes more seamless and natural.

During background replacement, the results obtained
from Baseline + PFB often exhibit additional objects
around the foreground objects. As shown in the fourth row
and first column of Figure 10, another horse appears around
the original horse. When generating the new background,
diffusion models are fed with the text prompt “a horse is
standing on a dusty road”, but Baseline+PFB fails to restrict
the generated horse to the position of the original horse.
Masking the attention maps of specific words is introduced

Table 3. Quantitative comparison of different variants of our
method. We evaluate the background editing performance on
1,579 COCO [24] animal images. PFB-Diff achieves the best
CLIP score and Local CLIP score by leveraging all the proposed
techniques.

Method CLIP Score T FID | Local-CLIP 1
Baseline 31.3 12.0 28.19
+PFB 31.9 13.0 29.86
+PFB, AM 32.3 13.4 30.12

to address this issue. As shown in the last row of Figure 10,
when we reintroduced AM in the model, we could observe
a significant improvement in the aforementioned problems.
We can also observe that AM has little influence on fore-
ground object replacement.

6. Limitations and Future Work

While our method has achieved good results, our method
requires the user to provide a mask to indicate the interested
regions. Compared with the mask-free method, the mask-
based method can often provide more accurate editing, but
it can also cause inconvenience in some scenarios. Com-
pared with previous mask-based methods, our method can
still achieve good performance even if the user provides a
coarse mask. Even fed with extreme masks, such as gen-
erating a horse in a bird-shaped mask, PFB-Diff can still
obtain good results. Another limitation is that our method
cannot be applied to style transfer. We will solve these prob-
lems in our future work.

7. Conclusion

This paper introduced PFB-Diff, a novel progressive fea-
ture blending method designed for diffusion-based image
editing. By seamlessly blending irrelevant content with
newly generated content across multiple levels of features,
our approach achieves more natural and coherent editing re-
sults. Furthermore, we incorporate masked cross-attention
maps to restrict the influence of specific words on the target
area, resulting in enhanced performance. Through empir-
ical experiments on both real images and those generated
by large-scale text-to-image models, we demonstrated the
superior performance of our method compared to existing
state-of-the-art techniques. Our approach effectively ad-
dresses various editing tasks, including object/background
replacement and changing object properties, while preserv-
ing high-quality results and maintaining accurate image-
text alignments. Notably, our proposed method exhibits
high efficiency, as it does not require fine-tuning or train-
ing. Both the PFB and AM modules are plug-and-play and
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Figure 10. Ablation study on the effects of the two modules of our method. Examples of edits on COCO [24] images are reported.

can be easily adapted to any pre-trained text-to-image diffu-
sion models. The above advantages position PFB-Diff as a
promising direction for future research in text-driven image
editing.
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A. Implementation details of the compared
methods

For Blended Latent Diffusion’ (shorted as BLDM) [4],
Prompt-to-Prompt* [15] (shorted as PTP), we adopt their
official implementations.

DiffEdit [9] does not have an official implementa-
tion, whereas Lu et al. [25] released a popular re-
implementation® of DiffEdit in their paper. To acceler-
ate the sampling, they use the dpm-solver [25] sampling
method in their implementation instead of DDIM [39] sam-
pling used in the original paper of DiffEdit. To make a full
re-implementation of DiffEdit, we slightly modified Lu’s
re-implementation and use the DDIM sampling method
mentioned in the original paper.

We also conduct a comparison with mask-based
DiffEdit, abbreviated as DiffEdit + Mask, where we replace
their self-predicted masks with user-provided masks. This
variant essentially degenerates DiffEdit to SDEdit [27] +
DDIM encoding, which serves as our baseline. In simple
terms, SDEdit [27] + DDIM encoding is equivalent to PFB-
Diff without progressive feature blending and masked at-
tention, and also equivalent to DiffEdit without mask infer-
ence.

For a fair comparison, we adopt stable-diffusion-v1-4 as
the pre-trained text-to-image model for all the compared
methods.

B. Experiment details
B.1. COCO-animals-10k dataset

To quantitatively evaluate the performance of text-based
image editing, we create a dataset called COCO-animals-
10k, abbreviated as COCOA-10k. Specifically, we collect
9,850 images from the COCO dataset that include objects
from 10 specific classes: dogs, cats, sheep, cows, horses,
birds, elephants, zebras, giraffes, and bears. By appro-
priately modifying the captions of the images, this dataset

3https : / / github . com / omriav / blended - latent -
diffusion

“https://github.com/google/prompt—to—prompt

Shttps://github.com/LuChengTHU/dpm-solver
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can be used to evaluate foreground object replacement and
background editing. To assess foreground object replace-
ment, we substitute animal-related words in the image cap-
tions with words representing diverse animal categories.
For background replacement, we select 1,597 images from
the COCOA-10k dataset that include the term “standing”.
Next, we replace the text descriptions following “stand-
ing” with random scenes, such as being on a beach, in the
snow, on grass, on a big mountain, on a dusty road, or in a
desert area. Figure 14 & 15 visualize some examples of the
COCOA-10k dataset.

B.2. Details of PFB-Diff

Given an input image, we first utilize DDIM encoding
to obtain intermediate noisy images, represented as y; in
Figure 2 of the manuscript. Afterward, we perform the re-
verse denoising process from a randomly generated Gaus-
sian noise x7 and progressively denoise it.

When estimating noise at each time step, we incorporate
progressive feature blending (PFB) and attention masking
(AM) in specific layers of the noise prediction model eg(-).
The model follows a U-Net [33] architecture consisting of
13 layers, each comprising a residual block and a trans-
former block. Progressive feature blending is applied from
layers 8 to 13 while attention masking is employed from
layers 4 to 13.

Furthermore, to enhance the faithfulness to the original
images, we combine our approach with pixel-level blend-
ing during the early stages of the denoising process. This
involves blending the noisy image y; with the generated
latent variable x;. For foreground replacement, we apply
pixel-level blending during the first 50% of the timesteps,
while for background replacement, it is applied for the first
20% timesteps.

Due to the imprecise nature of user-provided masks,
there is often a challenge in accurately segmenting fore-
ground objects without including parts of the background.
For instance, when separating a horse from the grass, the
extracted mask will inevitably include some portions of
the surrounding grass. To address this issue during back-
ground replacement, we remove progressive feature blend-
ing (PFB) and attention masking (AM) during the last 20%
of the timesteps.

C. More analysis of PFB-Diff

Figure 11 shows some failure cases of our method. Our
method can generate images from random noise. We fix
the target text prompt and the input image. Then, we ran-
domly sample 20 results. As shown in Figure 11, some-
times unwanted dog fur appears around the original dog in
background replacement. Besides, the rabbit does not have
a body in only one case.

“cat” to “rabbit”

“ wo o w »
grass to 'snow

Figure 11. Failure cases. Unwanted hair appears around the dog
in background replacement.

In Figure 12, we visualize the impact of timesteps we
apply pixel-level blending and the number of layers we ap-
ply PFB. In general, applying PFB to the low-level feature
map (layers 4-13) will keep too much redundant informa-
tion, such as the information of the old background (e.g.,
the grass around the dog). However, if it is only applied
to very high-level features (layers 10-13), the detailed in-
formation of the irrelevant area (the foreground dog) will
be lost. Meanwhile, applying pixel-level blending at more
timesteps (50% timesteps) will retain more details of the
original image. As shown in Figure 12, applying PFB at
layers 8-13 and applying pixel-level blending for the first
20% of time steps is a good choice for background editing.

D. More qualitative results

Figures 13 illustrates editing examples on images gener-
ated by Midjourney®, in comparison with both mask-free
editing methods, i.e., DiffEdit [9] and Prompt-to-Prompt
[15] (with Null-text Inversion [28]), as well as mask-based
editing methods, i.e., BLDM [4]. PFB-Diff generally per-
forms more targeted and accurate edits, leaving irrelevant
regions intact. Consider for example the third column of
Figure 13, where PFB-Diff can accurately produce a red
hat, while other methods fail to generate a hat of specified
colors.

Additional qualitative examples of editings on COCO
[24] images are shown in Figure 14 (object replacement)
and Figure 15 (background replacement).

Shttps://www.midjourney.com/home/?callbackUrl=
%2Fapp%2F
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Figure 12. Illustration of the influence of some hyper-parameters in background editing. We randomly sample two initial Gaussian noises
and fix them as the starting point for the denoising process under different hyper-parameter settings. Each pair showcases the editing results
starting from these initial noises conditioned on “a dog sitting on snow.”
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Figure 13. More qualitative comparisons on images generated by Midjourney. We compare our method with BLDM [4], PTP (with Null-
text Inversion [28]), and DiffEdit [9] on various editing tasks, including object replacement (columns 1-4), background editing (column 5),
and object property editing (columns 6-7).
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Figure 14. Qualitative results of different methods on foreground object editing on COCO [24] images. The first row is the input image,

and the second row visualizes the masks used in mask-based methods (BLDM [4], Ours).
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Figure 15. Qualitative results of different methods on background editing on COCO [24] images. The first row shows input images, and

the second row visualizes the masks used in mask-based methods (BLDM [4], Ours).
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