
Reversible Inversion for Training-Free Exemplar-guided Image Editing

Yuke Li1 Lianli Gao1 Ji Zhang1 Pengpeng Zeng2 Lichuan Xiang3

Hongkai Wen3 Heng Tao Shen2 Jingkuan Song2

1 University of Electronic Science and Technology of China 2 Tongji University 3 University of Warwick

Figure 1. Exemplar-guided image editing results of our proposed training-free method ReInversion. The left column shows the source
images, the three right columns show the generated results, each conditioned on a reference exemplar (denoted by a red border).

Abstract

Exemplar-guided Image Editing (EIE) aims to modify a
source image according to a visual reference. Existing ap-
proaches often require large-scale pre-training to learn re-
lationships between the source and reference images, incur-
ring high computational costs. As a training-free alterna-
tive, inversion techniques can be used to map the source im-
age into a latent space for manipulation. However, our em-
pirical study reveals that standard inversion is sub-optimal
for EIE, leading to poor quality and inefficiency. To tackle
this challenge, we introduce Reversible Inversion (ReIn-
version) for effective and efficient EIE. Specifically, ReIn-
version operates as a two-stage denoising process, which
is first conditioned on the source image and subsequently
on the reference. Besides, we introduce a Mask-Guided
Selective Denoising (MSD) strategy to constrain edits to
target regions, preserving the structural consistency of the
background. Both qualitative and quantitative comparisons

demonstrate that our ReInversion method achieves state-
of-the-art EIE performance with the lowest computational
overhead. Our code is available at Code.

1. Introduction
Exemplar-guided image editing modifies a source image
under the guidance of a reference exemplar, enabling pre-
cise control over visual attributes such as color, texture,
or object appearance [3, 36, 39, 42, 43]. It provides fine-
grained guidance that is difficult to express with language
alone, allowing users to specify desired appearance directly
through an example image. Consequently, exemplar-guided
editing has emerged as a flexible and user-friendly paradigm
for producing personalized and visually coherent results.

Despite substantial progress, existing EIE approaches
typically require large-scale datasets to learn complex rela-
tional mappings between source and reference images. This
process not only incurs significant computational costs dur-
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ing training but also suffers from the scarcity of high-quality
edited data pairs, since such pairs are difficult to obtain.

While training-free inversion methods [7, 9, 12, 23, 40]
alleviate the need for large-scale training by mapping source
images into a manipulable latent space that integrates ref-
erence information, they still face intrinsic limitations.
Specifically, the backward inversion process cannot accu-
rately recover previous latent states, relying instead on ap-
proximations from current predictions—leading to accumu-
lated drift and degraded edit quality over time. Our exper-
iments further confirm these issues, showing that directly
applying standard inversion to EIE often results in ineffi-
cient and low-quality edits, as shown in Fig. 2 (b).

To overcome these limitations, we propose Reversible
Inversion (ReInversion), a novel and training-free frame-
work designed for effective and efficient EIE. ReInversion
reformulates the editing pipeline as a two-stage denoising
process. This process is first conditioned on the source im-
age to preserve its core content and structure, and only sub-
sequently conditioned on the reference exemplar to inject
the desired visual attributes. This strategic, sequential con-
ditioning effectively mitigates the common failures of stan-
dard inversion. Furthermore, to address the practical need
for localized edits, we introduce a Mask-Guided Selective
Denoising (MSD) strategy. This module provides explicit
spatial control, constraining ReInversion’s focus strictly to
the target object regions defined by a mask. This ensures
that while the target is faithfully edited, the structural con-
sistency of the unrelated background is meticulously pre-
served. We conduct extensive qualitative and quantitative
comparisons against other state-of-the-art methods. The re-
sults conclusively demonstrate that our ReInversion frame-
work achieves the best EIE performance.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to

apply inversion techniques for training-free exemplar-
guided image editing (EIE).

• We present Reversible Inversion (ReInversion), a novel
approach enabling effective and efficient EIE via a two-
stage denoising process.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that our ReInversion
approach surpasses state-of-the-art methods in both EIE
performance and computational efficiency.

2. Related Work

Exemplar-guided editing. Exemplar-guided Image Edit-
ing (EIE) modifies a source image under the guidance of
reference exemplars, which can serve as an alternative or
complement to textual instructions, enabling precise con-
trol over visual attributes. Paint-by-Example [43] integrates
an exemplar image into a generative model and disentan-
gle exemplar and source through information bottlenecks to

prevent trivial copying, enabling faithful local edits. Any-
Door [3] extends this idea to object-level customization, al-
lowing object transfer between images through identity and
detail feature injection. PairEdit [21] formulates EIE as
semantic variation learning between paired images, decou-
pling content preservation and semantic shift through dual
LoRA adapters. Similar efforts, including REEDIT [32],
ImageBrush [42] adopt reference exemplars as condition-
ing signals to achieve intuitive and semantically consistent
EIE. Recent researches have focused on conditional image
manipulation using various signals. Many methods condi-
tion generation on sketches, masks, depth maps, poses, or
segmentation maps, enabling fine-grained control over vi-
sual attributes [2, 24, 45]. Besides, leveraging the power of
large-scale pretrained Diffusion Transformers (DiT) [8, 27],
in-context generation methods enable versatile, mask-free
multi-condition image editing [4, 6, 37, 39]. Despite these
advances, most EIE methods depend on large-scale pre-
training, leading to high computational costs.
Inversion for editing. In image editing, the inversion tech-
nique is commonly used to map a real image back into
its noise state, allowing modification through new textual
prompts. Early works leverage pre-trained GANs [11, 14,
15] to invert real images into their latent space, enabling im-
age reconstruction and semantic editing through latent ma-
nipulation [26, 38, 44, 46]. For diffusion models [13, 29,
30], existing inversion approaches aim to recover the noise
trajectory of a given image, enabling faithful regeneration
and downstream editing [22, 23, 25, 33]. More recently,
flow-based and rectified flow (RF) models [1, 10, 18, 20]
have been introduced as efficient alternatives, providing de-
terministic and nearly straight sampling trajectories by solv-
ing an ordinary differential equation (ODE) [16, 31]. RF-
Inversion [28] employs an optimal-control formulation for
faithful and editable inversion, while FTEdit [41] intro-
duces two-stage inversion with velocity refinement and in-
variance control to preserve contents, and FireFlow [7] pro-
pose faster and analytically stable inversion mechanisms for
flow-based transformers. Though these inversion strategies
can be applied to EIE, their inherently backward formu-
lation often causes inversion drift and increased sampling
time.

3. Preliminaries
3.1. Flow Matching
The objective of flow matching models is to parameterize an
ordinary differential equation (ODE) that transports a prior
distribution π0 (e.g., Gaussian) to a data distribution π1:

dZt = v(Zt, t)dt, Z0 ∼ π0, t ∈ [0, 1], (1)

where v(Zt, t) is a time varying velocity field, which can be
parameterized by a neural network θ, and t ∈ [0, 1] denotes
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Figure 2. Comparison of inversion-based editing methods and our ReInversion. (a) Conventional inversion maps an source image to its
approximate start noise and generates by a text guidance. (b) Inversion for EIE naively replaces the text condition with an exemplar,
which leads to noise drift and undesirable edit result. (c) Reconstruction-Based Inversion (Recon-Inv) leverages the model’s forward
reconstruction velocities to obtain a drift-free, reliable inversion from the source image. (d) Our ReInversion reformulates Recon-Inv into
a 1×NFEs (Number of Function Evaluations) process and achieves faithful EIE.

the continuous time variable along the flow.
To solve this continuous ODE, a discrete numerical

solver such as the Euler method can be applied. Using Eu-
ler solver, the integral can be discretized into n steps with
timesteps {t0, t1, . . . , tn}, where t0 = 0 and tn = 1. At
each step ti (i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}), the network predicts
vθ(Zti , ti) and updates the state accordingly, resulting in
Z1 ∼ π1 after the final step. This iterative process can be
formulated as:

Zti+1
= Zti + (ti+1 − ti) · vθ(Zti , ti), (2)

3.2. Inversion
Inversion-based editing aims to map a source image Xs ∼
π1 back to a near-noise state Xt (t is close to 0) while re-
taining its intrinsic content.

Derived from Eq. 2, the inversion from Xti+1
to Xti can

be formulated as:

Xti = Xti+1
− (ti+1 − ti) · vθ(Xti , ti) (3)

This ideal inversion is intractable in practice because the
velocity field vθ(Xti , ti) depends on the unknown state Xti

itself. A simple and common solution is to approximate
vθ(Xti , ti) with vθ(Xti+1 , ti+1), that is:

Xti = Xti+1 − (ti+1 − ti) · vθ(Xti+1 , ti+1). (4)

This approximation introduces non-negligible error at each
inversion step [9, 40]. As these errors accumulate over
the backward trajectory, the estimated noise drifts from the
prior distribution, leading to degraded editing performance,
as illustrated in Fig. 2 (b).

The fundamental cause of this drift is the inaccessibil-
ity of the forward process during inversion: since the true
forward trajectory and its velocity field vθ(Xti , ti) are un-
known in the backward process, they must be estimated us-
ing the previous state Xti+1

, which inevitably introduces
errors. Existing methods have attempted to reduce this de-
viation using higher-order solvers [7, 34] or refined velocity
estimation [9, 40, 41], but since they still rely on the back-
ward trajectory, the fundamental limitation remains unre-
solved.

4. Method
To address the drift issue caused by the backward nature
of conventional inversion, we first construct an explicit for-
ward process, termed Reconstruction-Based Inversion, to
ensure accurate reconstruction (Sec. 4.1). Then, we re-
formulate this process into our two-stage ReInversion that
reduces sampling steps while maintaining editing fidelity
(Sec. 4.2). Finally, we introduce a mask-guided selective
denoising (MSD) module to enable localized and control-
lable edits (Sec. 4.3).

4.1. Reconstruction-Based Inversion
As detailed in Sec. 3.2, the forward process is typically in-
accessible for conventional inversion-based editing, which
often leads to the drift of estimated noise and consequently
degrades editing fidelity. To address this issue, we construct
an explicit forward process called Reconstruction-Based In-
version (Recon-Inv), enabling reliable velocity estimation
at every timestep.

Specifically, this forward process is realized through the
model’s reconstruction behavior. When only the source im-
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age is provided without any editing instruction, the model
takes Xs ∼ π1 as the sole condition and reconstructs it
through its denoising process, preserving the original se-
mantics.

Let X̂ti denote the reconstruction state at timestep ti and
X̂1 the final reconstruction result. Starting from a sampled
noise X0 ∼ π0, the overall reconstruction process can be
expressed as

X̂1 = X0 +

n−1∑
i=0

(ti+1 − ti) · vθ(X̂ti , ti;X
s). (5)

After obtaining the final reconstruction X̂1, the correspond-
ing velocity fields vθ(X̂ti , ti;X

s) for all timesteps i =
0, 1, · · · , n − 1 can be extracted from the reconstruction
process for subsequent use. These velocities provide reli-
able and drift-free guidance across timesteps, allowing us
to redefine the inversion as a forward-driven process.

Instead of estimating vθ(Xti , ti) as vθ(Xti+1 , ti+1)

shown in Eq. 4, we directly use the velocities vθ(X̂ti , ti)
obtained during the forward reconstruction to define Recon-
Inv, which is defined as

X̃ti = X̃ti+1 − (ti+1 − ti) · vθ(X̂ti , ti;X
s), (6)

where X̃ti denotes the inversion state at ti and X̃0 denotes
the estimated noise of inversion. From the source image
Xs, we can express Recon-Inv as:

X̃0 = Xs −
n−1∑
i=0

(ti+1 − ti) · vθ(X̂ti , ti;X
s). (7)

To understand the reliability of Recon-Inv, we analyze
its error relative to the true initial noise X0. Combining
Equations 5 and 7, we obtain

∥X̃0 −X0∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
inv. error

= ∥Xs − X̂1∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
recon. error

, (8)

where ∥a − b∥ denotes the L2 distance between image a
and image b, which quantifies their discrepancy. In this
equation, the inversion error on the left-hand side is exactly
given by the reconstruction error on the right-hand side,
linking the quality of the inversion to that of the reconstruc-
tion. Therefore, if the editing model θ achieves near-perfect
reconstruction, i.e., ∥Xs − X̂1∥ → 0, the Recon-Inv can
achieve an errorless approximation of Xs.

To ensure accurate reconstruction and thus minimize the
inversion error, we employ the recent pretrained editing
model Flux-Kontext [17] that demonstrates strong recon-
struction capability. As shown in Fig. 3, this model exhibits
nearly perfect reconstruction ability. The reconstructed im-
ages are visually indistinguishable from the originals. In
this way, we eliminate the need to approximate vθ(Xti , ti)
from vθ(Xti+1

, ti+1), reducing noise drift and ensuring the
following editing as shown in Fig. 2 (c).

Xs

X

Figure 3. Reconstruction results of Flux-Kontext [17]. Top: source
images; bottom: reconstructions. The average per-pixel L2 error
is 0.016 on a [0,1] scale.

4.2. Reversible Inversion
In Sec. 4.1, we introduced Recon-Inv, which provides a reli-
able inversion. However, this approach still requires nearly
2×NFEs (Number of Function Evaluations). In this subsec-
tion, we propose the two-stage Reversible Inversion (ReIn-
version), in order to achieve strong exemplar-guided editing
with reduced sampling steps, illustrated in Fig 2 (d).

In the first stage of ReInversion, we reformulate Recon-
Inv to obtain an intermediate transition state X̃tτ at timestep
tτ directly from the source image Xs, eliminating the
need for a complete reconstruction process from noise to
image. Introducing an intermediate transition state between
the noisy and clean domains is a common practice in in-
version [5, 19, 22]. This transition state preserves informa-
tion from the source image Xs and serves as a starting point
for subsequent exemplar-guided editing. Specifically, The
transition state can be obtained by inverting from the source
image Xs:

X̃tτ = Xs −
n−τ∑
i=τ

(ti+1 − ti) · vθ(X̂ti , ti;X
s), (9)

which, derived from Eq. 7, can be rewrite as

X̃tτ = X̃0 +

τ−1∑
i=0

(ti+1 − ti) · vθ(X̂ti , ti;X
s). (10)

According to Eq. 8 and Fig. 3, the difference between X0

and X̃0 is negligible. Hence, we can ignore their difference
and reformulate the process as

X̃tτ = X0 +

τ−1∑
i=0

(ti+1 − ti) · vθ(X̃ti , ti;X
s). (11)

This formulation corresponds to denoising from a gaussian
noise X0 to transition state guided by source image Xs,
but without full reconstruction needed in Recon-Inv, thus
eliminating redundant sampling steps. We further validate
this reformulation through a quantitative comparison with
Recon-Inv in Tab. 3.
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In the second stage, we perform exemplar-guided editing
starting from the transition state X̃tτ , where the reference
condition X r is incorporated to guide the editing process.
We denote all the states of exemplar-guided editing as Xedit

ti ,
where ti ∈ [0, 1], Xedit

0 = X0 ∼ π0, and Xedit
1 represents

the final edited result Xedit. Starting from the transition state
Xedit

tτ , the editing process under the guidance of a reference
image X r.

Xedit = Xedit
tτ +

n−1∑
i=τ

(ti+1 − ti) · vθ(Xedit
ti , ti;X

r) (12)

Finally, the overall process of ReInversion from the noise
state can be expressed as

Xedit = Xedit
0 +

τ−1∑
i=0

(ti+1 − ti) · vθ(Xedit
ti , ti;X

s)︸ ︷︷ ︸
conditioned on Xs

+

n−1∑
i=τ

(ti+1 − ti) · vθ(Xedit
ti , ti;X

r)︸ ︷︷ ︸
conditioned on X r

.

(13)

The proposed reformulation allows direct sampling from
the prior noise distribution π0 and conducting two-stage
denoising. Alternatively, the velocity of the first stage
vθ(X

edit
ti , ti;X

s) can be replaced by a deterministic veloc-
ity v∗(Xedit

ti , ti;X
s) = (Xs −Xedit

ti )/(1− ti). This velocity
field directly points from the current state Xedit

ti toward Xs

so that integrating it over time reconstructs Xs determinis-
tically without relying on model prediction.

In summary, the first stage uses the source image Xs to
preserve its structural details, while the second stage incor-
porates the reference X r to transfer its desired attributes.
This two-stage formulation achieves faithful and efficient
exemplar-guided editing.

4.3. Mask-Guided Selective Denoising
In many editing scenarios, only a specific region of the
source image needs to be modified while the surrounding
background should remain unchanged. Yet, inversion-based
methods lack explicit constraints on background preserva-
tion, often resulting in unwanted global alterations. More-
over, directly incorporating a user-provided mask without
additional training is generally challenging.

To address this issue, we introduce Mask-Guided Selec-
tive Denoising (MSD) that enables spatially adaptive up-
dates at the second stage of ReInversion. Given a binary
mask M ∈ {0, 1}H×W×1, MSD can be formulated as

vMSD
θ = M ⊙ vθ + (1−M)⊙

(
η · v∗ + (1− η) · vθ

)
,

(14)

where ⊙ denotes element-wise multiplication, and we omit
the explicit conditions of vθ for brevity, which follow the

same definition in Eq. 11. v∗(Xedit
t , t;Xs) = (Xs −

Xedit
t )/(1 − t) is a deterministic linear velocity field that

transports the current latent state Xt toward the source im-
age Xs. The scalar coefficient η ∈ [0, 1] controls the
strength of v∗ outside the masked region, and we investi-
gate its effect in Fig. 7.

The overall denoising trajectory from the transition state
X̃tτ is then expressed as:

Xedit = X̃tτ +

n−1∑
i=τ

(ti+1 − ti) v
MSD
θ . (15)

MSD allows the model to simultaneously denoise toward
two targets under different spatial priors. In practice, the
mask can be obtained from user input, automatic segmen-
tation, or object detection, making the method flexible and
generalizable to a wide range of editing tasks. Python-like
pseudocode of our full method is provided in Supp. C.

5. Experiments
In this section, we first validate the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of our ReInversion approach. Next, we present ab-
lation studies to analyze the impacts of different factors on
ReInversion. We start with an introduction of the experi-
mental setup below.

5.1. Experimental Setup

Implementation Details. All experiments are conducted
under a unified configuration on a single NVIDIA RTX
A6000 GPU. We adopt Flux-Kontext-dev [17] as the back-
bone, with n = 18 denoising steps and no classifier-free
guidance applied. The source, reference and generated im-
ages are all set to a resolution of 512 × 512 by default.
Unless otherwise specified, we set the transition timestep
to tτ = 0.2, indicating that during the denoising process
the model follows the trajectory toward Xs before tτ , and
switches to be guided by X r afterward. Since n·tτ ≈ 4, this
corresponds to starting reference conditioning from the 4th
step. This configuration ensures consistent and fair compar-
isons across all methods. More results on other backbones
and steps is shown in Supp. B.
Evaluation Benchmark. We follow the common setup by
evaluating our method on the COCOEE benchmark [43],
which contains various exemplar-guided editing cases
across real-world objects, including humans, animals, ve-
hicles, and all kinds of common items. This dataset covers
a wide range of scene layouts, providing a comprehensive
testing benchmark for EIE. However, we observe that a no-
table portion of COCOEE samples suffer from low quality,
where the reference exemplar is visually ambiguous or in-
complete. For example, showing only a small part of the
target object, containing severe distortions, or being heav-
ily blurred. Such cases can lead to meaningless evaluations
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Table 1. Quantitative comparison with state-of-the-art methods on COCOEE† benchmark. We comprehensively evaluate model perfor-
mance from three aspects—Quality, Consistency and Efficiency. ∗ denotes our approach using the deterministic velocity in stage-1.

Method FID↓ QS↑ CLIP-FG↑ CLIP-BG↑ NFEs↓ Time Cost (s) ↓
Vanilla Inversion 33.76 21.24 71.42 60.77 56 20.89
RF-Inversion [28] (ICLR 2025) 9.09 64.17 77.94 66.50 56 23.37
FTEdit [41] (CVPR 2025) 23.81 27.78 76.04 69.84 122 39.68
RF-Solver [34] (ICML 2025) 10.40 66.76 80.99 66.76 112 44.86
FireFlow [7] (ICML 2025) 7.16 70.17 80.86 68.44 18 7.47
ReInversion (Ours) 5.01 80.25 84.09 83.50 18 9.17
ReInversion* (Ours) 4.90 80.12 83.60 83.55 14 7.09

FireFlowRF-SolverRF-InversionVanilla-Inv OursFTEditSource Reference

Figure 4. Qualitative comparisons with SOTA inversion-based methods. Our ReInversion (the last column) demonstrates superior perfor-
mance compared to existing flow-based inversion methods.

and obscure the true performance of editing models. To en-
sure fairness and consistency, we manually filter these prob-
lematic samples and construct a curated subset containing
2,079 high-quality cases with clear and identifiable appear-
ance cues, which we denote as COCOEE†.

Evaluation Metrics. Our goal is to conduct EIE that faith-
fully transfers visual characteristics from the reference ex-
emplar while preserving background and overall scene con-
sistency of the source image, and achieves efficient infer-
ence. Accordingly, we adopt several complementary met-
rics in terms of quality, consistency, and efficiency. For
quality, we measure the overall realism of the generated im-

ages using FID and Quality Score (QS). FID evaluates the
distributional similarity between generated and real images,
capturing global realism, while QS measures how well gen-
erated samples align with the distribution of real images.
For consistency, we assess adherence to the reference exem-
plar and the source image, using CLIP-FG for foreground
semantic consistency with the exemplar image and CLIP-
BG for background preservation from the source image.
For efficiency, we report the number of function evaluations
(NFEs) and the inference time per test case.
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Source Reference tτ = 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Figure 5. Ablation study on the effect of the hyperparameter tτ .

5.2. Comparisons with SOTA Methods

We conduct both quantitative and qualitative experiments to
evaluate the EIE performance of our method and compare it
with state-of-the-art flow-based inversion methods. Specifi-
cally, we compare with Vanilla Inverison, FTEdit [41], RF-
Solver [34], FireFlow [7] and RF-Inversion [28]. All meth-
ods are re-implemented by us and evaluated using their op-
timal configurations.

Quantitative Comparisons We conduct a quantitative
comparison between inversion-based methods and our pro-
posed ReInversion, as summarized in Tab. 1. The results
clearly demonstrate that our method achieves state-of-the-
art performance across three key aspects: Quality, Con-
sistency, and Efficiency. (a) Quality. The best existing
method attains an FID of 7.16 and a QS of 70.17, whereas
ReInversion achieves significantly better scores of 5.01 and
80.25 (and 4.90 and 80.12 under the deterministic veloc-
ity setting), indicating a marked improvement in genera-
tion fidelity and a closer match to the real image distribu-
tion. (b) Consistency. ReInversion exhibits superior fore-
ground controllability and background coherence, achiev-
ing CLIP-FG and CLIP-BG scores of 84.09 and 83.50,
respectively—outperforming the previous best results of
80.86 and 69.84. These results confirm that the proposed
editing flow effectively merges reference and source con-
tent while maintaining spatial consistency across regions.
(c) Efficiency. ReInversion requires only 18 NFEs and an
average inference time of 9.17 seconds, substantially reduc-
ing computational cost compared to prior methods. The de-
terministic variant, ReInversion*, further decreases the cost
to 14 NFEs and 7.09 seconds with nearly identical visual
quality. Overall, ReInversion achieves an optimal balance
between quality, controllability, and efficiency, establishing
a new state of the art for training-free exemplar-guided im-
age editing. More results in Supp. A.

Qualitative Comparisons As illustrated in Fig. 4, we
provide a qualitative comparison of our proposed method
against several state-of-the-art (SOTA) inversion-based
techniques for visual fidelity and content preservation. The
results span diverse scenarios, including street scenes, com-

Table 2. Effectiveness of the devised Mask-Guided Selective De-
noising (MSD) strategy.

Name CLIP-FG↑ CLIP-BG↑
ReInversion 81.80 68.96

+ MSD 84.09 83.50

plex animal textures, indoor settings, and outdoor land-
scapes. The results show that competitor methods fre-
quently exhibit artifacts, color shifts, or structural degrada-
tion. These shortcomings are particularly apparent in their
difficulty preserving fine details, such as the color of the
cat’s mouth. A crucial advantage of our approach is its
remarkably high fidelity in background preservation. For
instance, in the tram and motorcycle scenes, competitor
methods often introduce noticeable distortions or blurring
in the surrounding environment. In contrast, our method
maintains the integrity and fine detail of the background
elements, such as the trees and buildings, with high con-
sistency. Overall, our method consistently yields results
that more faithfully adhere to both the style and content of
the source image while maintaining superior visual qual-
ity, thereby demonstrating faithful exemplar-guided editing
compared to the current SOTA inversion methods.

Source ReferenceMask w/o MSD w/ MSD

Figure 6. Qualitative analysis on Mask-Guided Selective Denois-
ing. The red bounding boxes indicate the mask bounding box.
MSD effectively preserves the background.
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5.3. Ablation Study
We conduct ablation studies to illustrate the effectiveness of
ReInversion and Mask-Guided Selective Denoising. These
ablation studies are mainly based on 18 steps results of
Flux-Kontext.
Effect of tτ . The transition timestep tτ is a crucial hyper-
parameter in our method, which governs the balance be-
tween preserving the source content and adopting the ref-
erence style. Specifically, the diffusion process is guided
towards the source image content for time steps t ∈ [0, tτ ],
and transitions to reference image guidance for t ∈ [tτ , 1].
As shown in Fig. 5, a small tτ like 0.05 triggers an early
switch to reference guidance, resulting in poor preserva-
tion of source structure and producing results closer to pure
reconstruction than actual editing. Conversely, setting tτ
too large (e.g., tτ >= 0.5) causes the model to follow the
source guidance for too long. The structure becomes too
rigid, making it hard for the reference to introduce modifi-
cations, and thus the final edits are barely noticeable. Based
on this analysis, the most appropriate setting for tτ lies
within the range of [0.1, 0.3], which offers a good balance
between source preservation and editing flexibility.
Effectiveness of MSD. We first evaluate the effectiveness of
the proposed mask-guided selective denoising (MSD) mod-
ule. As shown in Fig. 6, introducing MSD significantly im-
proves background preservation. The background in non-
edited regions remains almost unchanged, while the ver-
sion without mask often modifies these areas unintention-
ally. This improvement is further supported by the CLIP-
BG score shown in Tab. 2, which increases from 68.96 to
83.50. In addition, the CLIP-FG score rises from 81.80
to 84.09, indicating that MSD not only protects the back-
ground but also enhances foreground alignment with ref-
erence. We attribute this to its ability to confine the editing
operation within the target regions defined by the mask, pre-
venting unintended modifications on irrelevant areas.

Table 3. Validation of the reformulation. ReInversion attains com-
parable editing performance to the Recon-Inv with only half the
denoising steps, confirming the validity of the reformulation un-
der negligible reconstruction error.

Method CLIP-FG↑ NFEs↓ Time Cost↓ Speedup

Recon-Inv 82.10 36 16.66s 1.0×
ReInversion 81.80 18 9.17s 1.82×

Validation of the Reformulation. While Sec. 4.2 pro-
vides a theoretical justification for reformulating Recon-Inv
into ReInversion, their difference in practical EIE perfor-
mance remains unknown. To further verify the validation
of this reformulation, we compare the two implementations
in Tab. 3, excluding the MSD module to focus on the ef-
fect of the reformulation. The results show that ReInversion

achieves quite close CLIP-FG score to the original Recon-
Inv, confirming that the reformulation introduces no observ-
able degradation in editing quality. Meanwhile, ReInver-
sion reduces the NFEs by half and cuts the time cost per
testing case by 45%, achieving a 1.82× speedup. This con-
sistency and efficiency jointly validate our theoretical claim
that Recon-Inv can be safely reformulated into the forward-
only ReInversion process.
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Figure 7. Ablation study on the effect of η.

Effect of η We further investigate the impact of the balanc-
ing coefficient η of Eq. 14, which controls the relative con-
tribution of the deterministic velocity field v∗. As shown
in Fig. 7, increasing η consistently improves all evaluation
metrics—CLIP-FG, CLIP-BG, and QS rise while FID de-
creases—indicating enhanced visual fidelity and semantic
consistency. This trend can be attributed to the stronger re-
construction guidance provided by a larger η, which helps
preserve the structural integrity of the source while main-
taining effective reference-driven modification. The per-
formance stabilizes when η lies in the range of [0.8, 1.0],
demonstrating that the proposed MSD effectively achieves
spatially selective denoising and enables adaptive balance
between reconstruction and reference-guided editing.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we present ReInversion, a training-free frame-
work for effective and efficient exemplar-guided image edit-
ing (EIE). First, we introduce Reconstruction-Based In-
version (Recon-Inv) to mitigate the noise drifts. Second,
we reformulate Recon-Inv into ReInversion, enabling high-
quality EIE within only 1×NFEs. Finally, we design Mask-
Guided Selective Denoising (MSD) to preserve structural
and color consistency in unedited regions. Extensive ex-
periments demonstrate that ReInversion achieves superior
quality, consistency, and efficiency. Our work suggests that
training-free methods can achieve high-quality and efficient
EIE, and we hope it can provide inspiration for future re-
search in related fields.
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Source Reference Output Source Reference Output Source Reference Output

Subject Replacement Style Transfer & Try-on ID Swapping

Figure H. Additional results of ReInversion across three main categories: Subject Replacement (left), Style Transfer & Try-on (center),
and ID Swapping (right). Each triplet of images shows the Source image, the Reference image (providing the target subject/content/ID),
and the final Output generated by the model.

A. Additional Results and Analysis

To provide a comprehensive evaluation of the ReInversion
methodology, we present additional results across a spec-
trum of challenging image manipulation tasks, as detailed
in Fig. H. These results underscore the versatility and pre-
cise control afforded by our method, which is broadly cate-
gorized into Subject Replacement, Style Transfer & Try-on,
and ID Swapping.

Subject Replacement. The capability for effective Sub-
ject Replacement is demonstrated by the model’s profi-
ciency in substituting a targeted entity within a source im-
age with a new subject derived from a reference image,
all while meticulously preserving the background and sur-
rounding context. For instance, the top and middle rows
of the left section illustrate the seamless integration of
new subjects—specifically, stuffed animals and dogs—into
novel environments. Furthermore, the bottom example
showcases fine-grained content editing, where the numeric
display on the clocks is accurately altered, proving the
method’s robustness across diverse object types.

Style Transfer and Visual Try-on. This application
highlights the method’s ability to disentangle content from
style and precisely map features from a reference image
onto a source image. The central column of Fig. H provides
compelling evidence. We successfully execute style trans-

fer, converting photographic content into different artistic
domains, as seen in the conversion of the teddy bear photo-
graph into a sketch-like output (top-center). Crucially, the
bottom example demonstrates high-fidelity garment try-on.
The specific clothing style from the reference image is ac-
curately transferred and rendered onto the source subject,
conforming correctly to the subject’s pose, lighting, and ge-
ometric structure.

Identity (ID) Swapping. The ID Swapping task repre-
sents a stringent test of the model’s ability to manipulate
semantic information while maintaining structural consis-
tency. Our method successfully replaces the identity of the
person in the source image with the identity provided by
the reference image. This is accomplished while rigorously
preserving the original facial expression, head pose, and
background details. The results in the rightmost column,
including the challenging example of swapping the iden-
tities of well-known public figures (bottom-right), provide
clear validation that ReInversion achieves precise ID manip-
ulation with exceptional photographic realism and identity
coherence.

In summary, the results presented in Fig. H affirm that
ReInversion is a robust and highly controllable image syn-
thesis framework capable of managing complex, multi-
faceted image editing requirements with high fidelity.
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Figure I. Qualitative comparisons with pre-trained models.

B. Additional Backbone and Inference Steps

To assess the generality of our approach, we further eval-
uate ReInversion on two distinct EIE backbones, Qwen-
Image-Edit and Flux-Kontext, under multiple inference
steps (8/18/28 NFEs). In detail, we quantize the DiT and
text encoder of Qwen using 4-bit NF4 quantization to re-
duce memory footprints and support efficient inference.
The results are summarized in Tab. D.

Transferability to New Backbones. ReInversion con-
sistently improves or maintains editing quality across both
architectures, demonstrating that our formulation is not tied
to a particular model design. In both Qwen and Kontext,
increasing the guidance steps steadily improves FID, QS,

Arch FID↓ QS↑ CLIP-FG↑ CLIP-BG↑ NFEs↓
Qwen 4.88 78.06 72.56 83.83 8
Qwen 4.84 76.15 72.47 83.76 18
Qwen 4.65 78.20 82.30 83.97 28
Kontext 5.12 78.63 83.03 83.43 8
Kontext 5.01 80.25 84.09 83.50 18
Kontext 5.05 80.73 84.68 83.51 28

Table D. Quantitative results on different backbones (Qwen-
Image-Edit [35] and Flux-Kontext [17]) and inference steps (8,
18, 28) of our ReInversion on COCOEE†.

and foreground alignment, confirming that our method can
be seamlessly adopted by heterogeneous transformer-based
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1 # Inputs: X_src, X_ref, Mask, t_tau, eta
2

3 X = torch.randn_like(X_src)
4

5 for t in (timesteps):
6 if t < t_tau: # stage 1
7 v_theta = model(X, t, X_src) # conditioned on source image
8

9 # update X
10 X = X + v_theta * delta_t
11 else: # stage 2
12 v_theta = model(X, t, X_ref) # conditioned on reference image
13 v = (X_src - X) / (1 - t) # deterministic velocity
14

15 # update X (MSD)
16 X[Mask==0] += (v[Mask==0] * eta + v_theta[Mask==0] * (1 - eta)) * delta_t # background
17 X[Mask==1] += v_theta[Mask==1] * delta_t # foreground
18 return X

Figure J. Python-style pseudo-code of the proposed ReInversion.

editors.
Efficient EIE on Flux-Kontext. On Kontext, ReInver-

sion achieves strong editing performance even under very
small NFEs. Notably, 8-step and 18-step generations al-
ready match or exceed the quality of longer runs: QS in-
creases from 78.63→80.25 and CLIP-FG improves from
83.03→84.09 when moving from 8 to 18 steps, with dimin-
ishing returns at 28 steps. This indicates that Kontext’s ar-
chitecture synergizes well with our reformulation, enabling
high-quality, low-cost EIE.

Short-step Behavior on Qwen-Image-Edit. In con-
trast, the 8-step and 18-step results on Qwen show weaker
CLIP-FG performance (≈ 72.5) compared to its longer 28-
step setting. We attribute this to Qwen’s design: it is not dis-
tilled for low-NFE inference and lacks explicit consistency-
oriented constraints. Its default inference schedule uses
50 steps, and the model has not been optimized for short-
trajectory decoding. Consequently, aggressive step reduc-
tion leads to noticeable degradation in reconstruction fi-
delity and semantic consistency, which our method cannot
fully compensate for.

Overall, these findings show that ReInversion not only
generalizes across backbones but can also unlock fast edit-
ing regimes for models that are structurally compatible,
while exposing limitations in architectures that depend on
long diffusion trajectories.

C. Comparisons with Pre-trained Models
We compared our approach against three established pre-
trained EIE models: PbE [43], AnyDoor [3], and UNO [37].
As shown in Fig. I, the pre-trained models exhibit signifi-
cant shortcomings across various editing tasks. Specifically,

UNO struggles with background preservation, often intro-
duces severe distortion or entirely replacing source scene
elements, as seen in the first (cat) and third (skier) rows.
The PbE model frequently generates results with a stylis-
tic inconsistency, where the aesthetic quality or ’painting
style’ of the edited subject mismatches that of the source
and reference images (e.g., the distinct style of the cat
and the skier). AnyDoor performs marginally better in
maintaining background structure but consistently struggles
with accurately capturing and transferring the specific, fine-
grained characteristics of the reference image, such as sub-
tle textures and subject contours. In contrast, our proposed
method effectively addresses these deficiencies. It deliv-
ers results that not only precisely transfer the reference ap-
pearance but also ensure high fidelity to the source image’s
background and consistent visual style, resulting in more
realistic and faithful image edits.

Moreover, it is worth acknowledging that pre-trained
models (e.g., AnyDoor, PbE) exhibit superior stability in
extreme editing scenarios. Benefiting from extensive ex-
posure to large-scale datasets during training, these models
possess a robust generative prior. Consequently, even when
they fail to strictly follow the reference guidance, they tend
to produce visually plausible outputs with realistic textures.
In contrast, our training-free approach may encounter re-
duced realism when handling complex semantic transfor-
mations.

D. Python-style Pseudo-Code
As illustrated in Listing J, the procedure of ReInversion is
straightforward and implementation-friendly. It performs a
two-stage inversion process, first conditioned on the source
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image and then guided by the reference image with a
masked update. Despite its simplicity, this formulation ef-
ficiently achieves high-quality inversion while supporting
flexible masked editing.

dog dog dog

dog cat hourse

hourse car boat
Figure K. Low-quality reference images in COCOEE.

Arch FID↓ QS↑ CLIP-FG↑ CLIP-BG↑ NFEs↓
RF-Inversion 9.13 56.84 74.40 64.60 56
FTEdit 23.25 23.75 73.49 69.10 122
RF-Solver 9.58 64.84 78.78 65.03 112
FireFlow 6.82 64.05 78.07 66.95 18
Ours (w/o MSD) 6.33 63.79 79.06 71.46 18
Ours (w/ MSD) 3.77 74.05 80.27 83.69 18

Table E. Quantitative results on original COCOEE.

E. Details on Evaluation Dataset
As mentioned in the main paper, COCOEE [43] contains
a notable portion of ambiguous or incomplete samples that
are unsuitable for EIE evaluation, as shown in Fig. K. We
filter these low-quality images out of COCOEE and con-
struct a curated subset of 2,079 samples (COCOEE†) from
the original COCOEE dataset for quantitative evaluation.

To ensure that this selection is not biased, we also con-
duct experiments on the original COCOEE dataset (Tab. E).
ReInversion still outperforms existing inversion approaches
on the original COCOEE. It is important to note that this fil-
tering is model-agnostic. The discarded samples pose chal-
lenges to both inversion-based and pre-trained methods in-

discriminately. By removing these bad cases, our evaluation
on the curated subset provides a more accurate signal of the
models’ actual editing capabilities.
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