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Fig. 1: Comparative editing results using FlexiEdit (ours), MasaCtrl [3], and Prompt-to-
Prompt (P2P) [10]. FlexiEdit outperforms other methods in non-rigid edits by providing
more flexibility in altering layouts and achieving more natural results in rigid edits.

Abstract. Current image editing methods primarily utilize DDIM Inver-
sion, employing a two-branch diffusion approach to preserve the attributes
and layout of the original image. However, these methods encounter chal-
lenges with non-rigid edits, which involve altering the image’s layout or
structure. Our comprehensive analysis reveals that the high-frequency
components of DDIM latent, crucial for retaining the original image’s key
features and layout, significantly contribute to these limitations. Address-
ing this, we introduce FlexiEdit, which enhances fidelity to input text
prompts by refining DDIM latent, by reducing high-frequency components
in targeted editing areas. FlexiEdit comprises two key components: (1)
Latent Refinement, which modifies DDIM latent to better accommodate
layout adjustments, and (2) Edit Fidelity Enhancement via Re-inversion,
aimed at ensuring the edits more accurately reflect the input text prompts.
Our approach represents notable progress in image editing, particularly
in performing complex non-rigid edits, showcasing its enhanced capability
through comparative experiments.
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Fig. 2: (a) Comparison of non-rigid edit outcomes between MasaCtrl [3] and FlexiEdit,
showing FlexiEdit’s enhanced flexibility. (b) A schematic of Latent Refinement in
FlexiEdit, illustrating the reduction of high-frequency components in the original latent
for improved non-rigid editing. (c) Comparative CLIP similarity scores for P2P [10],
MasaCtrl [3], and FlexiEdit in rigid and non-rigid edits on the PIE benchmark [9].

1 Introduction

Diffusion models [11] have achieved significant progress beyond Generative Ad-
versarial Networks (GANs) [2, 5, 8, 35] in the domain of Text-to-Image (T2I)
generation. Models trained on extensive datasets [17,20,23–25], notably Stable
Diffusion [24], have been widely recognized for their ability to generate high-
quality images from text descriptions. This notable success of these T2I models
has naturally led to an extension of research towards image editing. As a tech-
nology that enables users to modify existing original images according to their
preferences, image editing has become an important tool in our daily interactions
with visual content. However, it has emerged that existing image editing methods
encounter limitations in performing flexible editing tasks, such as non-rigid edits
(e.g., pose, view change).

Current research in image editing primarily utilizes DDIM Inversion [26] for
editing while preserving the original image. This approach ensures the edited
image retains the original’s attributes and layout by injecting attention features
[3,10,21,28]. Alongside, inversion methods [9,13,18,19] that aim to closely apply
the original image to the editing target have been extensively explored. These
inversion techniques, combined with editing methods, have demonstrated excellent
results in rigid edits aimed at preserving the original image’s structure. However,
while these editing and inversion approaches achieve high fidelity to the original
image, they struggle with non-rigid edits, such as changing the image’s layout. To
address the limitations in non-rigid editing, methods involving fine-tuning and the
precise injection of attention features have been introduced. Imagic [14] requires
fine-tuning the entire model and optimizing textual embedding for each input
image, which can demand significant resources. On the other hand, MasaCtrl [3]
enables non-rigid edits without fine-tuning, though it may result in minimal
alterations to the original layout or fail in more flexible pose or motion change.
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In this study, we discover that existing image editing methods struggle with
non-rigid edits due to the DDIM latent space retaining the original image’s
attributes and layout, motivated by findings in [32]. Our exploration into the
frequency components of the DDIM latent revealed that its high-frequency
elements contain essential information about the layout. This observation indicates
that the high-frequency components in the DDIM latent hinder flexible editing.
Building on these findings, we introduce FlexiEdit, a novel image editing
approach that refines DDIM latent to surpass these limitations, significantly
enhancing layout editing flexibility while preserving key attributes. FlexiEdit
consists of the following two key features: (1) Latent Refinement: It reduces the
high-frequency components and adds Gaussian noise within the DDIM latent
designated for editing region, as illustrated in Fig 2 (b), enabling the formation
of layouts different from the original image. (2) Edit Fidelity Enhancement via
Re-inversion: This process enhances the two-diffusion branches by focusing on
two main goals. Firstly, it aims to maximize the effectiveness of edits within
the target branch. Secondly, it ensures the preservation of the original object’s
attributes through a novel re-inversion process. This dual approach intensifies
the editing capabilities in the target branch without initially relying on direct
feature injection from the source branch. After the image is generated in the
target branch, it undergoes re-inversion. Subsequently, in the resampling phase,
features from the source branch are seamlessly injected, infusing the attributes
of the original image.

In comparative experiments with other image editing methods, FlexiEdit has
demonstrated outstanding performance, particularly in non-rigid edits. It has
also excelled in preserving content and maintaining fidelity during editing, as
evidenced by evaluations on the PIE bench dataset [13].

2 Related Works

2.1 Text-guided Image Editing

In the field of text-guided image editing, initial approaches often relied on
additional masks with text inputs to edit specific parts of the image [1, 20].
Subsequent research introduced DDIM Inversion, allowing unedited regions to
remain unchanged without the need for masks or additional guidance [4, 15].
At the same time, the success of large-scale text-to-image (T2I) generation
models [20, 23–25], such as stable diffusion [24], facilitated the utilization of
pretrained T2I models in image editing. This gave rise to the two-diffusion branch
methodology, where the source branch reconstructs the original image while the
target branch generates the edited image. Within this framework, research has
been conducted to inject either (1) cross-attention maps [3, 10,21] or (2) spatial
features from residual and self-attention blocks [28] from the source to the target
branch. Based on these T2I image editing methods, various techniques have
extended to video editing [7, 31,34].

However, previous methods faced challenges in achieving flexible editing tasks
like non-rigid edits, as they directly applied the features of the original image
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to the edited image. Imagic [14] addressed this by fine-tuning the entire model
and optimizing textual embeddings for each input image to perform non-rigid
edits. Meanwhile, MasaCtrl [3] modified the self-attention mechanism in the
target branch to perform non-rigid edits without fine-tuning. However, it often
encountered limitations and failures when objects within the image underwent
significant changes.

2.2 Inversion methods in Image Editing

In using DDIM Inversion [26] for image editing, there exists a drawback: it cannot
entirely reconstruct the original image when the classifier-free guidance (CFG) [12]
scale is greater than 1. DDIM Inversion assumes an ODE (Ordinary Differential
Equation) reversal within very small steps during the DDIM sampling process,
resulting in an approximation of the solution to the Neural ODE via Euler’s
method. Due to this approximation in the ODE, a slight error accumulates during
denoising. Moreover, while DDIM Inversion adds noise to the original image with
a CFG scale of 1, the DDIM sampling process operates with a CFG scale greater
than 1 [6, 12] to apply edits different from the original image. This disparity
contributes to the accumulation of errors compared to the latent trajectory
obtained through DDIM Inversion. Consequently, the reconstruction from the
source branch is not well-performed, leading to suboptimal editing performance
in the target branch.

To address this, efforts have been made to align the DDIM Inversion trajectory
with the DDIM sampling trajectory to enable a complete reconstruction of the
original image when CFG scale exceeds 1. NTI [19] proposed an optimization-
based inversion method that optimizes null text used in classifier-free guidance.
However, due to the time-consuming nature of the optimization process, research
has been conducted to achieve similar effects while finding optimal timesteps
[16, 33]. Additionally, approaches have been presented to recover the original
image without optimization [9,13,18]. These inversion methods can be integrated
with image editing methods to enhance their capabilities.

3 Preliminaries and Observations

3.1 DDIM Inversion

DDIM extends DDPM into a non-Markovian diffusion process, enabling the
training of a deterministic generative process. Within the framework of LDM,
deterministic DDIM sampling employs a denoiser network ϵθ, denoted as follows:

zt−1 =

√
αt−1

αt
zt +

√
αt−1

(√
1

αt−1
− 1−

√
1

αt
− 1

)
ϵθ(zt, t), (1)

where ϵθ, is utilized to predict ϵ(zt, t) at each timestep, ranging from 1 to T .
Here, zt represents the latent variable at timestep t. This approach facilitates
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image generation from random Gaussian noise zT . By rephrasing the DDIM sam-
pling equation within an ordinary differential equation (ODE), Euler Integration
can be applied to solve the ODE for the reverse process. This adaptation allows
the encoding from z0 to zT , referred to as DDIM Inversion:

z∗t =

√
αt

αt−1
z∗t−1 +

√
αt

(√
1

αt
− 1−

√
1

αt−1
− 1

)
ϵθ(z

∗
t−1, t). (2)

In Eq 2, z∗t denotes latent features during the DDIM Inversion process.
Therefore, in the process of inverting the original image, we obtain the DDIM
Inversion trajectory, denoted as [z∗t ]

T
t=0. Following this, by initiating the DDIM

sampling from zT = z∗T , a reconstruction trajectory of [zt]t=T
0 is achieved. As

CFG scale is greater than 1, errors accumulate during this process. Consequently,
the disparity between z∗t and zt gradually increases as the denoising progresses.

3.2 Frequency Analysis of DDIM Latent: : Unveiling the Role of
High Frequencies

In this section, a frequency analysis is conducted to investigate which components
of the DDIM latent zT contribute to preserving the attributes and layout of
the original image during the image reconstruction process. Our methodology
begins by separating the DDIM latents into high and low frequency components
within the frequency domain. Let the original image be denoted by Isrc, and its
encoded latent by z0. The derivation of the DDIM latent zT from z0 is achieved
through the DDIM Inversion process, as detailed in section 3.1 (Eq 2), and the
process of transforming zT into the frequency domain is achieved using Fourier
transform (Eq 3). Here, FFT ( · ) and IFFT ( · ) correspond to the 2D Fast Fourier
Transform, and its inverse, fT is the frequency domain counterpart of zT .

fT = FFT (zT ), (3)

Lr =
1

2πσ2
e−

r2

2σ2 ∈ RW×H , Hr = 1− Lr ∈ RW×H , (4)

To analyze frequency components of zT , we apply a 2-dimensional Gaussian
low-pass filter Lr ∈ RW×H and a high pass filter Hr ∈ RW×H , where W and
H represent the filter’s width and height. Additionally, r =

√
x2 + y2 denotes

the distance from the center of the Gaussian filter to each point (x, y), with σ
acting as a scaling coefficient for the Gaussian curve. Utilizing Lr and Hr, the
low and high-frequency components of fT are separated. A scalar α ranging from
0 to 1, is applied to both components, but it modifies only the low-frequency
component in one instance and solely the high-frequency component in another.
This method results in fL,α

T for the low-frequency adjustments and fH,α
T for

the high-frequency modifications (Eq 5, 6). Here, ⊙ denotes the element-wise
multiplication operation, used to apply the low-pass and high-pass filter to fT .
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Fig. 3: (a), (b) Show the PSNR and LPIPS results of reconstructing zH,α
T , and zL,α

T

in comparison to the original image. (c) visualizes the reconstruction outcome across
different alpha values, indicating that high-frequency components play a more significant
role in forming the object’s layout than low-frequency components.

fL,α
T = α ∗ fT ⊙ Lr + fT ⊙Hr where α ∈ [0, 1], (5)

fH,α
T = fT ⊙ Lr + α ∗ fT ⊙Hr where α ∈ [0, 1], (6)

zH,α
T = IFFT (fH,α

T ), zL,α
T = IFFT (fL,α

T ). (7)

The resultant zH,α
T represents a latent with reduced high-frequency com-

ponents compared to the original zT , while zL,α
T indicates a latent with less

low-frequency components (Eq 7). Adjusting the scalar α to modulate frequency
component reduction, reconstructions were carried out from zH,α

T , and zL,α
T .

Subsequent to this, an evaluation of PSNR and LPIPS [36] for the reconstructed
images against the original was conducted. In Fig 3 (a) and (b), we observe that
α increases in reconstructions from zH,α

T , there is a notable improvement in image
quality, as demonstrated by higher PSNR and lower LPIPS values. In contrast,
reconstructions from zL,α

T not only exhibit slight variations in PSNR and LPIPS
values across different α levels but also resemble the original image in visual
appearance. This distinction indicates that high-frequency elements within zT
are more crucial in determining the attributes and layout of the original image
than low-frequency elements.

4 Method

Given the findings from Section 3.2, which observed the high-frequency com-
ponent of zT as imposing the attributes and layout of the original image, it
becomes evident why DDIM Inversion-based image editing methods face chal-
lenges with non-rigid editing. The persistence of the original image’s elements
within zT presents a significant obstacle. Motivated by these insights, we intro-
duce FlexiEdit, a method designed to enhance the flexibility of non-rigid edits.
FlexiEdit is comprised of two strategies: (1) Latent Refinement and (2) Edit
Fidelity Enhancement via Re-inversion.
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Fig. 4: The pipeline of FlexiEdit. (a) Our method utilizes the refined latent z′T to
achieve Imid, which significantly alters the original image’s layout. Following re-inversion
over a duration of tR, features from the original image are injected during the resampling
process, resulting in the final edited image, Itar. (b) The refinement process within the
edited region of the latent entails reducing high-frequency components by a factor of α
while incorporating Gaussian noise proportional to (1− α).

4.1 Latent Refinement

In image editing, it’s essential to preserve the integrity of unedited regions.
Thus, we implement Latent Refinement in the designated editing areas, further
incorporating Gaussian noise to facilitate more natural changes in the object’s
layout. Consider an input image Isrc with source prompt psrc and a target prompt
ptar, aiming for an edit towards Itar. The editing region is specified as binary
mask M , established via two approaches: (1) leveraging cross-attention maps
and (2) incorporating user input. To obtain the M from the cross-attention
maps for the edited words, the initial step involves distinguishing the edited
word by comparing psrc and ptar. We selected words present in ptar but absent
in psrc and then measured the CLIP similarity score between Isrc and these
words. Words with a similarity score below a certain threshold are designated
as the edited words wed. During the DDIM Inversion process, when the Isrc is
transformed into zT , both psrc and ptar are applied (Eq 8). For generating the
mask M for the edited words, we calculate the average of their cross-attention
maps [cwed

t ]Tt=1 ∈ R16×16×N at a 16x16 spatial resolution across all UNet layers,
where N represents the number of tokens in ptar. Our experiments confirm that
employing just [cwed

t ]t=1 is adequate for precisely capturing the attention mask
that correlates with the edited words. Subsequently, a predetermined threshold is
applied to these averaged maps, converting them into a binary format to finalize
the mask M for the edited words (Eq 9). However, this method is based on the
CLIP similarity score, making it dependent on the threshold value. Additionally,
there are instances where the cross-attention map for the edited words did not
correspond to the area we actually wanted to edit. Therefore, we also utilize an
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𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟑 𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟗𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟕𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟓𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟏

Input

Mask 𝑴
𝑰𝒎𝒊𝒅

𝑰𝒕𝒂𝒓

𝑰𝒓𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏
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Fig. 5: Illustrates the results of adjusting α values on latent refined within the user
mask M region, resulting in Irecon, Imid, and Itar. As the α value decreases, there are
more significant deviations from the original image’s layout. In contrast, higher α values
result in a layout that closely aligns with the original image.

approach allowing users to directly select the region to be edited on the original
image to obtain the mask.

zT , [c
ptar

t ]Tt=1 = DDIM-Inv(z0, psrc, ptar), (8)

M = Mask-Extraction([cwed
t ]t=1) ∈ R16×16×1, (9)

z′T = zT ∗ (1−M) + (zH,α
T +N (0, σ2) ∗ (1− α)) ∗M. (10)

After acquiring the mask M , we utilize zH,α
T blended with Gaussian noise

scaled by 1− α in the target editing area M , while retaining the zT in the 1−M
(Eq 10). This procedure selectively reduces the frequency components by a factor
of α and introduces Gaussian noise scaled by 1− α exclusively in the region to
be edited, resulting in a refined latent representation, z′T . By employing z′T for
image editing, we facilitate the flexible modification of the object layout within
the edit region, allowing for adaptive and seamless editing tailored to the specific
editing objectives. When the user defines the mask M over the desired region,
the variation according to the value of α is illustrated in Fig 5.

4.2 Edit Fidelity Enhancement via Re-inversion

In advancing beyond the two-branch diffusion methods utilized in the current
image editing methodologies, we introduce a novel three-branch approach lever-
aging Re-inversion, which consists of the following components. Illustrated in
Fig 4, the source branch reconstructs Irecon. The target branch is designated
for producing Imid, and the retarget branch focuses on generating the ultimate
desired image, Itar.
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Source and Target Branch. The source branch begins with inputs zT and
psrc, engaging in reconstruction to accurately restore the original image, achieved
by setting the CFG scale to 1. In contrast, the target branch processes input
z′T and ptar to perform editing. Here, the CFG scale is set to 7.5, and it oper-
ates independently of the key and value features from the source branch. This
independence ensures that edits deviate maximally from the original image. The
resultant image, Imid, exhibits altered layouts, diverging slightly from the original.
Subsequently, this image undergoes Re-inversion over a duration tR.

Re-inversion and Retarget branch. The re-inverted latent z′′tR (Eq 11) is
then processed through the retarget branch, where it is denoised in a UNet with
ptar. Importantly, this stage incorporates key and value feature injections from
the source branch, integrating characteristics of the original image (Eq 12). The
Re-inversion process is formalized as follows.

z′′tR = DDIM-ReInv(z′0, ptar, tR), (11)

Attention(Q,K, V ) = Softmax
(
QKsrc√

d

)
· Vsrc. (12)

The objective of the Retarget branch is not to edit but to maximize the
retention of features from the original image, with feature injections applied
throughout the denoising steps. Determining the optimal tR is crucial in this
context, as it directly influences how the original image’s features are preserved
and integrated into the final edited image. The choice of tR within the range [1, T ]
depends on the size of the edit region and the degree of similarity between Imid

and Isrc. A longer tR is required for larger edit regions or when Imid substantially
differs from Isrc, to ensure thorough integration of original features. In contrast,
smaller edit regions that are more closely aligned with the original necessitate
a shorter tR. Based on many experimental results with various values of tR,
we discover that the optimal tR value varies depending on the type of image
editing, and we have set the range of tR to [tR1, tR2]. Detailed explanations are
included in the ablation study, section 5.3. Therefore, optimal tR ranges between
tR1 and tR2, with the duration finely adjusted according to both the size of the
edit region and the similarity between Imid and Isrc. To precisely adjust tR, we
consider the edit region’s proportion by using the total area of mask M , denoted
as Atotal, and the area within M denoted as Aedit. This approach enables the
calibration of tR in relation to the edited area’s size. Furthermore, to assess the
degree of similarity between the original and edited images, we examine the ratio
of PSNR values, PSNR(Isrc, Irecon) and PSNR(Isrc, Imid). This comparison aids
in evaluating how significantly Imid has altered from Isrc, reflecting the impact of
the editing process. We have set the coefficients αR and βR to 0.5 each, ensuring
a balanced consideration of the edit region’s size and the similarity in determining
tR (Eq 13). Using the determined tR, the latent z′′tR undergoes denoising for a
duration of tR steps, resulting in the final results, Itar.
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tR = tR1 + (tR1 − tR2) ·
(
αR ·

(
Aedit

Atotal

)
+ βR ·

(
1 −

PSNR(Isrc, Imid)

PSNR(Isrc, Irecon)

))
. (13)

5 Experiments

5.1 Implementation Details

Setup In the development of FlexiEdit, we employ the Latent Diffusion Model
(LDM) [24] leveraging the publicly available Stable Diffusion v1.4 checkpoint. For
the sampling process, we utilize a DDIM schedule with T = 50 steps. In terms of
our FlexiEdit model, the source branch operates with a CFG scale set to 1. In
contrast, we apply a CFG scale of 7.5 in both the target and retarget branches.
Feature injection from the source branch to the retarget branch is carried out
from the 0 to the tR denoising step within the UNet’s decoder. To address
low-pass and high-pass filtering, we set the parameter value for σ = 0.3, enabling
adequate distinction between low and high-frequency components. Furthermore,
the application of the α value on zH,α

T significantly impacts the preservation of
the original image’s layout. As depicted in Fig 5, a higher α value retains more
of the original layout, whereas a lower α value induces more layout changes. We
have designated this α as a hyperparameter, allowing users to adjust it according
to their desired extent of layout modification. Through extensive experimentation,
we determine that setting the α value within the range of [0.5, 0.9] optimally
preserves the original image’s features while allowing for diverse layout changes.
All experiments are conducted on NVIDIA A100 GPUs.

Baselines and Dataset. For a detailed evaluation of FlexiEdit’s performance,
we compare it against current state-of-the-art (SOTA) image editing methods,
such as Prompt-to-prompt (P2P) [10] and plug-and-play (PnP) [28], as well as
methods capable of non-rigid editing like MasaCtrl [3] and ProxMasaCtrl [9]. The
inversion methods for P2P and PnP utilize a direct inversion [13] approach, while
MasaCtrl and ProxMasaCtrl are evaluated using a standard DDIM inversion [26]
method. For this analysis, we selected PIE-Bench as our dataset, providing a
benchmark for a wide range of image editing tasks. Specifically, to assess non-rigid
editing capabilities, we focus our experiments on a strategically selected subset
of 30 images from PIE-Bench [13] and ELITE [30], employing prompts designed
explicitly for non-rigid edits.

Evaluation Metrics. To compare the performance of different methods, we
utilize six metrics. Structure Distance [27] evaluates the structural similarities
to the original images, focusing on structural aspects beyond appearance. For
background preservation, we measure performance using PSNR, LPIPS [36], MSE,
and SSIM [29]. The text-image consistency is assessed using CLIP similarity [22],
where evaluations are conducted separately on the whole image and the editing
mask to ensure a thorough analysis. Detailed descriptions of each metric are
included in the supplementary file.
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Input MasaCtrl FlexiEdit (Ours)

“A cat crouching”

P2P ProxMasaCtrl

“A teddybear jumps up”

“Two parrots kissing on a branch”

“White horse is jumping”

“A teddybear is running”

Fig. 6: Non-rigid Editing Results. We compare the outcomes of non-rigid editing
across current methods and FlexiEdit. P2P [10] struggles to change the original layout,
while MasaCtrl [3] and ProxMasaCtrl [9] make modifications that are awkward or slight.
FlexiEdit excels at flexibly altering the layout to match the user’s input text prompt.

5.2 Comparisons with other image editing methods

Non-rigid Editing Results In this section, we compare the non-rigid editing
results between FlexiEdit and other image editing methods. All examples shown
in Fig 6 are pose changes, showing various instances of non-rigid edits. Notably,
FlexiEdit excels in flexibly changing the layout while keeping the attributes of
the image. In contrast, P2P struggles to change the layout of objects within the
original image significantly. MasaCtrl and ProxMasaCtrl can adjust the object’s
layout, but these changes are either limited or result in awkwardness and artifacts.
Our method shows superior performance in doing non-rigid edits, allowing for
more flexible changes of object layouts from the image. The qualitative results,
as seen in Table 1, show that although FlexiEdit falls slightly short of P2P for
background preservation, it surpasses all other models in CLIP Similarity.
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Table 1: Quantitative Comparisons in Non-rigid Editing. We select 30 samples
corresponding to non-rigid edits from the data used in the PIE benchmark [9] and
ELITE [30] for evaluation. In Background Preservation, P2P [10], when used with
Direct Inversion [13] methods, scores the highest. However, in CLIP similarity scores,
FlexiEdit outperforms the other models, demonstrating superior alignment.

Editing Flexibility Background Preservation CLIP Similarity

Method Rigid-edit Non-rigid edit PSNR ↑ LPIPS×103 ↓ MSE×104 ↓ SSIM×102 ↑ Whole ↑ Edited ↑

PnP [28] ✓ × 22.46 106.06 80.45 79.68 22.31 20.62
P2P [10] ✓ × 27.22 54.55 32.86 84.76 22.56 21.10
MasaCtrl [3] ✓ ✓ 22.64 87.94 81.09 81.33 23.54 22.32
ProxMasaCtrl [9] ✓ ✓ 24.43 85.32 75.09 82.53 23.85 22.53
FlexiEdit (Ours) ✓ ✓ 25.74 80.45 58.45 82.62 25.28 24.88

Rigid Editing Results The results of rigid editing are presented in Fig 7,
showing examples of object changes and style transfers. P2P and MasaCtrl are
heavily influenced by the original layout, struggling to make significant, natural
alterations. In contrast, FlexiEdit shows greater flexibility in adapting the layout,

Input MasaCtrl FlexiEdit (Ours)P2P ProxMasaCtrl

“A lion is lying on a chair”

“A doll is running ”

“A photo of zebra ”

“A photo of yellow bicycle with a snowy background”

Fig. 7: Rigid Editing Results. We assess rigid editing by comparing current methods
and FlexiEdit. P2P [10] edits without significantly deviating from the original layout,
while MasaCtrl [3] and ProxMasaCtrl [9] fail to achieve object changes. In contrast,
our method flexibly transforms the layout to align with the input text prompt, while
preserving the original image’s characteristics.
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Table 2: Quantitative Comparisons in Rigid Editing. Evaluated using the PIE
benchmark [9], P2P [10] shows superior performance in Background Preservation,
whereas FlexiEdit has the highest performance in CLIP similarity within edited regions.

Structure Background Preservation CLIP Similarity

Method Distance×103 ↓ PSNR ↑ LPIPS×103 ↓ MSE×104 ↓ SSIM×102 ↑ Whole ↑ Edited ↑

PnP [28] 24.29 22.46 106.06 80.45 79.68 25.41 22.62
P2P [10] 11.65 27.22 54.55 32.86 84.76 25.02 22.10
MasaCtrl [3] 24.70 22.64 87.94 81.09 81.33 24.38 21.35
ProxMasaCtrl [9] 22.85 24.43 85.32 75.09 82.53 24.75 21.58
FlexiEdit (Ours) 22.13 25.74 80.45 58.45 82.62 25.15 22.87

producing more natural outcomes. In Fig 7, FlexiEdit’s results show lions, dolls,
and zebras being less affected by the original objects. The qualitative results are
in Table 2. While P2P, using the Direct Inversion [13] method, scored highest
in Structure Distance and Background Preservation, FlexiEdit achieved the
highest CLIP similarity for the edited region. Although FlexiEdit’s background
preservation falls short compared to other methods, it excels in modifying images
according to user requirements.

5.3 Ablation Study

Optimal tR Configuration for Diverse Editing Tasks Extensive experimen-
tation investigates how editing outcomes vary with different tR values during the
Re-inversion process. Our findings indicate that the optimal range of tR values
depends on the type of editing. Generally, a shorter tR results in fewer attributes
of the original image, whereas a longer tR preserves more of these attributes. As
shown in Fig 8, the first example depicts an object change from “white horse”
to “white zebra”. Here, a smaller tR retains more of the zebra’s characteristics,

“A white zebra”

Mask 𝑴

𝑰𝒕𝒂𝒓

𝒕𝑹 = 𝟏𝟎 𝒕𝑹 = 𝟐𝟎 𝒕𝑹 = 𝟑𝟎 𝒕𝑹 = 𝟒𝟎 𝒕𝑹 = 𝟓𝟎Input

𝑰𝒕𝒂𝒓

Edited word: “zebra”

Edited word: “running” “A teddybear is running”

Fig. 8: Image outcomes by re-inversion duration, tR. For object changes (rigid
edits), a smaller tR preserves the edited zebra’s features. In contrast, for pose changes
(non-rigid edits), a larger tR maintains the original image’s characteristics. Thus, we set
the range of tR according to the type of editing.
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“A corgi jumping high”“A corgi is giving his paw” “A corgi standing” “A side view of corgi standing”

Input

Mask 𝑴

𝑰𝒕𝒂𝒓

Fig. 9: Image outcomes based on the size of user mask M (red box). When M
is small, changes occur within M while preserving the original layout. As M enlarges,
adding Gaussian noise to the DDIM latent intensifies, resulting in a new layout.

while a larger tR incorporates features of the original white horse. For such object
changes, setting tR within [10, 30] and applying Eq 13 yields the best result at
tR = 20. Conversely, in the second example, where a teddy bear is edited to be
“running”, the object and background took longer to assimilate features from the
original image. For these non-rigid edits, setting tR within [30, 50] and applying
Eq 13 found that an optimal tR is 38. In conclusion, the range for tR varies with
the editing type. Object changes within rigid edits benefit from setting tR within
[10, 30], while edits requiring maximal preservation of the original image, as well
as non-rigid edits, show improved results with tR set within [30, 50].

Impact of User-Defined Mask Regions for Image Editing While deriving
mask M from edited words through cross-attention is convenient, it can be
challenging to refine latent features in user-desired locations. Hence, providing
a user mask is advantageous for precise image edits. We conducted an ablation
study to explore how images can be edited with various user-defined masks. The
results in Fig 9 show that when the mask region is narrow, areas outside the mask
are preserved. Enlarging the mask region progressively departs from the original
image’s layout. As the mask enlarges, the area for latent refinement expands,
making the edit increasingly independent of the original layout.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose FlexiEdit, a method that allows for more flexible editing
of the original image’s layout. FlexiEdit achieves this by reducing high-frequency
components in the DDIM latent, enabling a wider range of edits, and utilizing a
three-branch scheme to better reflect the characteristics of the original image.
Compared to other image editing methods, FlexiEdit demonstrates superior
performance in non-rigid editing and offers more flexible layout changes in rigid
editing, aligning better with the user’s input text prompt. We believe that
FlexiEdit addresses the shortcomings of existing image editing methods and
contributes to a more advanced and versatile editing framework.
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Supplementary Material for FlexiEdit:
Frequency-Aware Latent Refinement for

Enhanced Non-Rigid Editing

A Implementation Details

A.1 Selection of Edited Words

In this section, we aim to provide a detailed explanation of the process for
selecting edited words, as briefly mentioned in Section 4.1. Consider an input
image Isrc with source prompt psrc and a target prompt ptar, aiming for an edit
towards Itar. The words from psrc that are intended to be modified on Isrc are
represented as wed. The initial phase of the selection process involves comparing
psrc and ptar to identify common terms. The removal of these overlapping terms
yields an intermediate set, termed as w′

ed.

w′
ed = psrc \ (psrc ∩ ptar), (14)

In Eq 14, set notation is employed, with the set difference \ indicating words
unique to psrc compared with ptar, and ∩ identifying common words between the
two prompts. Let’s represent the similarity between an image and text using the
CLIP similarity [22] score, symbolized as CLIPsim. Setting CLIPsim(Isrc, psrc)
as the threshold, when w′

ed consists of N words, we calculate CLIPsim(Isrc, w
′
ed)

for each. Instances of w′
ed that yield a similarity score lower than the threshold

are designated as wed, representing the edited words. This selection process can
be expressed as follows:

wed =
{
w′

edi
| CLIPsim(I, w′

edi
) < CLIPsim(I, psrc), i = 1, 2, ..., N

}
, (15)

A.2 Mask Extraction

During the DDIM inversion process with ptar and Isrc as inputs, we compute
cross-attention maps at a resolution of 16×16 from every layer of the UNet. Given
the inversion progresses through timesteps t = 1 to T , and with Nptar

indicating
the number of words in ptar, the cross-attention maps across the timesteps can
be represented as follows:

[cptar

t ]
T
t=1 ∈ R16×16×Nptar×T , (16)

In our experiments, the cross-attention map generated at t=1, which reflects
the image before any noise introduction, is effectively used to identify areas
significantly relevant to the words in ptar. When wed comprises Nw words, we
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derive an average cross-attention map, denoted as c̄wed ∈ R16×16×1, by averaging
the Nw maps from the cptar

t=1 that corresponds to wed (Eq. 17). This average map
c̄wed initially a 16× 16 grayscale image, is normalized to scale the values between
0 and 1 (Eq. 18). Subsequently, applying a threshold of 0.3, we transform it into
a binary image (Eq. 19). This binary image is upsampled to 64× 64 to produce
the final mask, M , effectively highlighting areas of interest for the editing process
based on the edited words (Eq. 20).

c̄wed =
1

Nw

Nw∑
i=1

c
wedi
t=1 ∈ R16×16×1, (17)

c̄norm = Normalize(c̄wed , 0, 1), (18)

c̄binary =

{
1 if c̄norm > 0.3,

0 otherwise.
, (19)

M = Upsample(c̄binary, 64× 64), (20)

A.3 Analysis of High Frequency Reduction Impact

Expanding on the discussion of α values from Section 4.1, we present adjustments
to α across diverse images in Fig 10. This figure demonstrates the progression
of the edited region’s size from (a) to (b), with the optimal α values being 0.5
for (a) and 0.9 for (b). Specifically, for the smaller edited region in Fig 10 (a),
setting α below 0.5 leads to notable changes in the original image, which can
result in the loss of background details. Conversely, settings α above 0.9 tend to
preserve the original image’s layout and characteristics more effectively. In the
case of the larger edited region in Fig 10 (b), we observe that setting α below
0.5 can cause blurring in the teddy bear’s legs. In contrast, an α value of 0.9
prevents blurring, maintaining clarity in the edited region. This underscores the
importance of adjusting α in accordance with the size of the edited region to
achieve optimal editing results. This led us to discover a tendency where the
optimal α value decreases with smaller edited regions and increases as the edited
region enlarges. Therefore, setting the range of α as [αmin, αmax] and denoting
the total area of mask M as Atotal and the area marked as 1 within mask M
(the region requiring editing) as Aedit, we calculate α using the Eq 21. Based on
the results from analyzing a diverse set of samples, αmin is set to 0.5 and αmax

to 0.9. Specifically, this formula ensures that once the ratio Aedit/Atotal exceeds
0.5, α is set to the αmax value.

α =

{
αmin + (2× (αmax − αmin)×

(
Aedit
Atotal

)
) if Aedit

Atotal
≤ 0.5,

αmax if Aedit
Atotal

> 0.5,
(21)

We observe that when the edited region is small, reducing high-frequency
components within a limited area can make it challenging to alter the layout of
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𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟑 𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟗𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟕𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟓𝜶 = 𝟎. 𝟏

Input
𝑰𝒎𝒊𝒅

𝑰𝒕𝒂𝒓

(a) “A cat looking to the left”

(b) “A teddybear is running”

𝑰𝒎𝒊𝒅

𝑰𝒕𝒂𝒓

Input

Fig. 10: Ablation Study on α Values. (a) The edited region forms around the
cat’s face. (b) The edited region appears around the teddy bear’s legs. The size of the
edited region increases from (a) to (b), with the optimal alpha values reflecting this
progression: 0.5 in (a) and 0.9 in (b), demonstrating a similar tendency of increase.

objects significantly. To facilitate noticeable changes in the layout within these
smaller regions, it’s essential to reduce high-frequency components substantially.
Conversely, in larger edited regions, a slight reduction in high-frequency compo-
nents can more easily modify the original layout of objects. Therefore, the size of
the edited region directly influences the optimal α value, with smaller regions
necessitating lower α values and larger regions benefiting from higher α values to
yield desirable outcomes.

B More Qulitative Comparison

Additional results for non-rigid editing are presented in Fig 12, while outcomes
for rigid editing are shown in Fig 13. Comparative models include P2P [10],
MasaCtrl [3], ProxMasaCtrl [9], and FlexiEdit. Notably, P2P employs the NTI
[19] inversion method. FlexiEdit stands out in both non-rigid and rigid edits,
significantly surpassing existing models by flexibly transforming the original
image layout and closely matching the user’s textual input in the edits.
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(a) “A dog is standing”

(c) “A drawing of cat on the coffee”

(b) “A woman wearing a red T-shirt”

(d) “A dog is jumping”

Input FlexiEdit (Ours) Input FlexiEdit (Ours)

Fig. 11: FlexiEdit Failure Cases. Results showcasing loss of background and detail
in the original images. (a) An object behind the dog disappears, (b) text on the woman’s
shirt is not preserved, (c) the cup’s handle is reversed, and (d) a fence behind the dog
and the flower held by the dog are not retained.

C Limitations and Future Works

FlexiEdit possesses the advantage of reducing high-frequency components in
the edit area, allowing for more flexible alterations of the original image layout.
However, there have been instances where the background or details of the
original image are not perfectly preserved. Such examples can be observed in
Fig 11, wherein (a) an object behind the dog disappeared, (b) patterns on the
woman’s dress are lost, (c) the direction of the cup’s handle changed, and (d)
despite the dog jumping, background details are omitted.

As mentioned in Section 2.2, this issue emerges because when the CFG scale
exceeds 1 during the DDIM sampling process, it deviates from the original DDIM
Inversion trajectory. Moreover, as FlexiEdit utilizes a refined DDIM latent z

′

T , it
diverges further from the original DDIM latent zT . While using inversion methods
like NTI [19] or Direct Inversion [13] to force the DDIM sampling trajectory
to align with the DDIM Inversion trajectory can preserve the background and
details of the original image, it restricts the flexibility of edits, such as altering
the layout of objects. We conclude there is a trade-off between fidelity, which
aims to preserve the original image, and editability, focused on enabling flexible
changes to the layout. Therefore, future research on FlexiEdit should focus on
expanding in a direction that allows for flexible layout changes while ensuring
regions outside the edited area maintain high fidelity with the original image.
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D Evaluation Metrics

In the evaluation of FlexiEdit compared to other editing methods, we leverage
six metrics applied to images from PIE-bench [9] and ELITE [30]. These metrics
are selected to provide a comprehensive assessment of editing quality, focusing
on structural integrity, background preservation, visual fidelity, and textual
consistency. Below is a detailed explanation of each metric used in our evaluation:

Structure Distance [27]: This metric is designed to assess the structural
integrity between the original and edited images by analyzing the self-similarity of
deep spatial features, specifically extracted from DINO-ViT models. By measuring
the cosine similarity of these features, the structure distance focuses on the
preservation of the image’s structural essence rather than its aesthetic elements.
Such an approach is particularly effective for evaluating image editing tasks, which
aim to maintain the core structural composition without inducing significant
alterations.

PSNR, LPIPS [36]: These metrics assess the quality of background preser-
vation in the edited images. Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) measures the
pixel-level accuracy, providing a quantitative evaluation of noise introduced
through editing. Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) offers in-
sights into perceptual similarity, evaluating how perceptually close the edited
image is to the original, thus accounting for human visual perception nuances.

MSE, SSIM [29]: Mean Squared Error (MSE) and Structural Similarity
Index Measure (SSIM) are utilized to assess the fidelity and visual quality of
the edits. MSE quantifies the average squared difference between the edited and
original images, serving as a direct measure of error magnitude. SSIM evaluates
changes in texture, contrast, and structure, providing a measure of how these
visual elements are preserved or altered through the editing process.

CLIP similarity [22]: To ensure the edited images remain consistent with
the textual prompts, CLIP similarity is employed. This metric measures the
semantic alignment between the text descriptions and the visual content of the
edited images. It ensures that the edits are contextually relevant and aligned with
the intended modifications, enhancing the edit’s overall coherence and relevance.
Evaluations are conducted on both the entire image and the edited regions
specifically, offering a detailed analysis of text-image consistency.
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Input MasaCtrl FlexiEdit (Ours)

“A slice of cake”

P2P ProxMasaCtrl

“A teddy bear is running”

“A kingfisher with its beak open”

A cat looking front”

“A person giving a thumbs up”

“A person with arms crossed”

“A round cake”

“A teddy bear is sitting”

“A kingfisher sitting on a branch”

“A cat”

“A person”

“A person”

Fig. 12: Additional Qualitative Comparison in Non-Rigid Editing. Demon-
strates FlexiEdit’s superior performance in non-rigid editing tasks over current image
editing methods such as P2P [10], MasaCtrl [3], and ProxMasaCtrl [9]
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Input MasaCtrl FlexiEdit (Ours)P2P ProxMasaCtrl

“A cat wearing red Christmas shirts”

“A photo of eggs”

“A white tiger”

“Two eagles”

“A yellow lion”

“A birthday cake with one candle”“A cake”

“A cat”

“A photo of dumplings ”

“A white horse”

“Two sparrows”

“A tiger”

Fig. 13: Additional Qualitative Comparison in Rigid Editing. Illustrates how
FlexiEdit can more flexibly alter the original image layout, delivering results in rigid
editing that align more closely with the text input compared to other methods.
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