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Abstract

Recent advances in 3D-aware generative models have en-
abled high-fidelity image synthesis of human identities.
However, this progress raises urgent questions around
user consent and the ability to remove specific individu-
als from a model’s output space. We address this by in-
troducing SUGAR, a framework for scalable generative un-
learning that enables the removal of many identities (si-
multaneously or sequentially) without retraining the en-
tire model. Rather than projecting unwanted identities
to unrealistic outputs or relying on static template faces,
SUGAR learns a personalized surrogate latent for each
identity, diverting reconstructions to visually coherent al-
ternatives while preserving the model’s quality and di-
versity. We further introduce a continual utility preser-
vation objective that guards against degradation as more
identities are forgotten. SUGAR achieves state-of-the-
art performance in removing up to 200 identities, while
delivering up to a 700% improvement in retention util-
ity compared to existing baselines. Our code is pub-
licly available at https://github.com/judydnguyen/SUGAR-
Generative-Unlearn.

1. Introduction
Despite the undeniable benefits of generative AI across
various domains such as image synthesis and content cre-
ation [22, 25, 45, 49], growing concerns have emerged
regarding their potential misuse and unintended conse-
quences [8, 50, 51]. In particular, generative models can
inadvertently memorize and reproduce identifiable faces or
proprietary images from their training data, posing signif-
icant risks to intellectual property rights and personal pri-
vacy [6, 16, 35].

These issues have urged the right to be forgotten [32, 46],
a movement supporting individuals’ ability to request the
removal of personal data (e.g., images of one’s face) from
digital systems like AI models. While possible to remove
requested images from training sets, retraining models from
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Figure 1. Results on forgetting multiple identities (left column).
Our method effectively removes the specified identities from the
generative model while maintaining the quality and distinctive-
ness of the retained identities. In contrast, the baseline (GUIDE)
method causes noticeable degradation in the retained identities.

scratch is computationally impractical, especially if there
are multiple requests over time [24, 42].

To address the growing need for post-hoc data removal,
recent work has explored generative unlearning—the task
of removing specific information from pretrained genera-
tive models without retraining from scratch [2, 14, 33, 47].
Approaches vary in how they suppress unwanted identities.
Selective Amnesia [14] targets diffusion and VAE-based
models, using continual learning techniques to push erased
concepts into noise-like outputs. GUIDE [33], the first to
address Generative Identity Unlearning (GUI) in GANs, in-
stead manipulates the latent space by redirecting target em-
beddings toward a fixed mean identity representation. As
illustrated in Figure 1, both methods demonstrate initial ef-
fectiveness for single-identity removal but face key limi-
tations: (a) they lack support for forgetting multiple iden-
tities at once or over time; (b) their suppression mecha-
nisms—mapping to noise or an average face—may leak in-
formation about the forgotten identity; and (c) they often
degrade unrelated generations, causing semantic drift in re-
tained identities. For example, in GUIDE, retained faces in
the Baseline row of Figure 1 begin to converge toward the
median face, reducing output diversity and model utility.

Toward this end, we present SUGAR, which is capable
of securely removing multiple identities while maintaining
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the usability of the model. Unlike previous approaches that
introduce artifacts or distortions, SUGAR ensures that for-
gotten identities are effectively erased without compromis-
ing the fidelity, diversity, or usability of the model’s outputs.
The contributions of this work, therefore, are the following:
1. We introduce SUGAR, which—to the best of our

knowledge—is the first GUI method to address multiple-
identity unlearning and sequential unlearning within the
context of generative AI.

2. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach
over SOTA methods using Identity Similarity (ID) and
Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) quantitative metrics,
achieving up to a 700% improvement over baselines
in maintaining model utility. Furthermore, our qual-
itative analysis and human judgment study reinforce
these findings, showing that our method effectively un-
learns multiple target identities while preserving the vi-
sual quality of retained identities.

3. We conduct extensive ablation studies to evaluate con-
trollable unlearning, identity retention, utility preser-
vation, and privacy enhancement, highlighting our
method’s advantages: (i) effectiveness in forgetting and
retention; (ii) learnable and automatic determination of
new identities for each forgotten identity; and (iii) pri-
vacy preservation throughout the unlearning process.

2. Related Works
Mitigating Misuse of Generative Models. As genera-
tive models continue to advance in their ability to synthe-
size and manipulate highly realistic images, concerns about
ethical misuse have intensified. The integration of pow-
erful image editing techniques—such as latent space ma-
nipulation [34], language-guided editing [28], and photore-
alistic face retouching [43]—has made it increasingly ac-
cessible for users to modify images of real individuals or
apply stylistic transformations [36]. More alarmingly, re-
cent studies have shown that these models can be exploited
to extract memorized, copyrighted training data [3], often
without the consent of the individuals or content owners in-
volved. One of the most pressing risks is the unauthorized
synthesis of a person’s likeness in misleading or harmful
contexts, such as deepfakes or defamatory media [1, 26, 30].
To counter this, Thanh et al. [39] developed an adversar-
ial attack against UNet, effectively corrupting generated
images. Other works in the concept erasure domain fo-
cus on eliminating certain visual concepts. For example,
Gandikota et al. [9] were among the first to introduce re-
moving specific concepts from diffusion models using neg-
ative guidance. This is still an ongoing research direction
with follow-up works such as [9, 27, 29] to better improve
the balancing between unlearning efficiency and maintain-
ing model utility on remaining concepts. Previous methods
are identity-specific, requiring tailoring for each individ-

ual, which makes them non-scalable for protecting multi-
ple identities and introduces substantial computational over-
head. Moreover, these approaches primarily focus on asso-
ciations between concepts, such as the “Van Gogh style,”
and generated images, a focus more relevant to multi-modal
learning, like text-to-image models. In contrast, our study
centers on image-to-image models.
Generative Unlearning. Machine unlearning is a tech-
nique that enables a machine learning model to “forget” or
remove the influence of specific data points from its training
data, without needing to be retrained from scratch [2, 38,
47]. The usage of approximate unlearning is more prefer-
able in the context of GenAI because these models are often
trained on large corpora and datasets, making the retraining
approach infeasible [23, 41]. The interest in machine un-
learning with generative models has grown recently, where
the field was dominated by supervised unlearning before,
i.e., classification tasks [5, 10–13, 37]. Seo et al. [33] were
the first to address GIU for GAN-based models in an ap-
proach called GUIDE. However, their method does not ac-
count for practical scenarios involving (i) simultaneous un-
learning requests—an essential requirement in real-world
applications where multiple individuals may request data
removal at once—or (ii) sequential unlearning, where re-
quests arrive at different times [48]. Our empirical results
also demonstrate that while GUIDE is effective for unlearn-
ing, it hampers the model’s ability to maintain overall gen-
eration quality on retained identities.

Recent studies have also addressed generative unlearn-
ing by mapping forgotten identities to a Gaussian distri-
bution N (0, σ) while preserving the original distribution
for remaining data in an approach called Selective Amne-
sia (SA) [7, 14]. However, using Gaussian noise to replace
forgotten identities is suboptimal, as it fails to accurately
represent certain training data distributions, potentially cor-
rupting unforgotten identities due to noise interference. Fur-
thermore, SA, as well as GUIDE, (iii) raise security con-
cerns, as the association between a forgotten identity and its
output (noise or average face) can still be detected. To this
end, we introduce SUGAR to address each of these concerns
(i, ii, and iii).

3. SUGAR: Architecture and Components

3.1. Problem Formulation

Problem formulation (multi-identity unlearning). We
build on the GUI setup from Seo et al. [33] and extend it
to handle multiple identity unlearning. We consider a pre-
trained EG3D-style pipeline (Eψ, Gθ, R) and aim to ob-
tain an unlearned generator Gu

θ that forgets a set of K tar-
get identities while retaining performance on others. Let
D = Du ∪ Dr denote the full dataset, where Du contains
images of the K identities to remove and Dr the remainder
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Figure 2. The overall pipeline of SUGAR consists of two phases: (i) ID-specific De-
Identification and (ii) Forgetting in a Continual Learning Fashion. In the first phase,
a mapping function, Φ, is trained to determine how a forgetting identity should be
mapped using the forgetting set Df and the pre-trained model Gs. In the second
phase, the generator θ of the generative model is updated such that the forgotten
identities are mapped to new, targeted identities generated by Φ.
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Figure 3. Our de-identification process, denoted
as Φ, defines the target latent code wt for un-
learning by linearly subtracting the average iden-
tity vector w̄ from the counterfactual identity
Φ(wid) produced by the model. This approach
contrasts with GUIDE, which sets the new tar-
get vector by extrapolating from the source latent
code along the direction toward w̄, maintaining
a fixed distance along that direction.

(|Dr| ≫ |Du|). We operate in latent space: Wu := {w =
Eψ(x) | x ∈ Du } and Wr := {w = Eψ(x) | x ∈ Dr }.
We keep the mapping network and renderer R fixed and up-
date only G.

For brevity, we define the feature operator F(w) :=
G(w), which returns the tri-plane feature, and the recon-
struction operatorR(w) := R(F(w); c), which renders the
final image. Accordingly, the objectives of multiple-identity
unlearning can be formulated as follows.
• Forget: For every w ∈ Wu, the image x̂u = RGu(w)

should not resemble the identity associated with x̂∗ =
RG∗(w).

• Retain: For every w ∈Wr, x̂u should remain close to x̂∗

under standard perceptual/identity/photometric metrics.
Remapping function. To disassociate image generation
from an identity Iu with latent vector wu, a straightforward
and effective strategy—used in GUIDE [33]—is to remap
wu to a surrogate target identity Iavg (e.g., the median face)
with latent vector wavg. With GUI, we adopt this idea and
denote the GUIDE loss as the remapping objective.

Lmap(wu, wavg) = λmse Lmse
(
F(wu),F(wavg)

)
+ λper Lper

(
R(wu),R(wavg)

)
+ λid Lid

(
R(wu),R(wavg)

)
.

(1)
This couples an MSE term in feature space with percep-

tual and identity terms in image space, aligning intermedi-
ate features and steering the generator toward the surrogate
identity Iavg rather than the original Iu.

However, direct remapping can induce non-smooth be-
havior across multiple forgotten identities and trade off with
retention. To enable scalable removal, we introduce ID-
specific De-Identification, which assigns a personalized
surrogate target to each identity in Wu and guides Gu

θ to-
ward these substitutes while explicitly enforcing the retain
constraint on Wr.

3.2. ID-specific De-indentification
In contrast to existing approaches in the unlearning litera-
ture—where the target “concepts” for forgotten entities are
predefined or manually selected—we propose a learnable
and sample-specific procedure to determine where a for-
gotten sample should be mapped to. We refer to this
mechanism as the ID-specific De-identification process.

Following Seo et al. [33], we define the identity latent
vector wid for an individual as the difference between their
latent representation wu and the average latent vector w̄,
i.e., wid = wu − w̄. In our method, we train a mapping
model TΘ to produce a new identity vector wtid given any
input latent vector wu ∈ Rd×h×w, such that:

wtid = TΘ(wid) ∈ Rd×h×w (2)

We then define the de-identification operator Θ(·, wu),
which determines the target latent code wt for the forgot-
ten identity wu, by shifting the reference latent w̄ along a
direction derived from wid. Specifically, the operator sub-
tracts a normalized transformation of wid, scaled by a factor
d ∈ R+, from w̄:

Θ(·, wu) := wt = w̄ − d · TΘ(wid)
∥TΘ(wid)∥

(3)

Here, d controls the displacement magnitude in latent space
to ensure that the target code wt removes identifiable traits
of the original identity.

The intuition is that we learn a mapping TΘ that assigns
each forgotten identity wu ∈Wu a personalized counterfac-
tual wt: a different identity that (i) preserves coarse facial
attributes of wu while (ii) being recognizably distinct by fa-
cial recognition metrics such as ID or LPIPS [33]. In latent
space, wt serves as the surrogate for wu; after unlearning,
Gu
θ synthesizes faces consistent with wt rather than wu. To



learn this identity replacement, we train a transformation
function Θ that maps each wu ∈ Wu to a replacement la-
tent code wt = Θ(·, wu) that meets the above criteria. The
transformation is supervised using the following objective:

Lde(Θ) =
1

|Wu|
∑

wu∈Wu

[
λmse Lmse

(
F(wu), F(Θ(wu))

)
− λper Lper(xu, x̂u)− λid Lid(xu, x̂u)

]
(4)

where the first term, Lmse, encourages the replacement la-
tent code to retain similar tri-plane features to wu, ensuring
that the substitute identity remains structurally plausible.
The last two terms—Lper (perceptual loss) and Lid (iden-
tity loss)—enforce dissimilarity in image space between the
reconstructed output x̂u = R(Θ(wu)) and the original im-
age xu, promoting effective identity removal.

As shown in Figure 3, compared to the baseline GUIDE,
our method introduces a more flexible mapping function,
enabling the identification of a new target identity that better
facilitates the subsequent unlearning process.

3.3. Forgetting in a Continual Learning Fashion
In unlearning, there are always two objectives tied together,
which are enforcing forgetting and retention.
Enforcing Identity Forgetting. Building on the remapping
objective of Seo et al. [33] in Equation 1, we replace the
fixed median-face target with a learnable de-identification
target produced by our operator Θ(·); that is, the average
face Iavg is replaced by Θ(w). As noted in the GUIDE
baseline, successful unlearning must also suppress identity
information in the local neighborhood of each forgotten la-
tent. We therefore sample a perturbed neighbor wu,a for
each forgotten code wu:

wu,a = wu + αn
wr,a − wu∥∥wr,a − wu

∥∥
2

, αn ∼ U(0, αmax),

where wr,a is a randomly chosen reference latent that sup-
plies a direction; this produces marginal perturbations in the
vicinity of wu to ensure robustness across local variations.
We apply the de-identification operator Θ to both the anchor
code wu and its latent-space neighbor wu,a, producing the
learnable targets Θ(wu) and Θ(wu,a). We then extend the
remapping objective in Equation 1 to both targets, defining
the overall forgetting loss:

Lforget(wu; θ) = Lmap
(
wu,Θ(wu)

)
+ λnei Lmap

(
wu,a,Θ(wu,a)

)
.

(5)

For brevity and further ablation study, we denote the
second term as the neighbor-remapping loss, Lnei :=
λnei Lmap

(
wu,a,Θ(wu,a)

)
.

Maintaining Model Utility. During unlearning, we ob-
serve that samples whose latent representations are close to

those in the forgetting set Wu are more likely to experience
performance degradation, whereas samples farther away are
typically unaffected 1. To preserve the model’s utility, we
propose a strategy to protect these nearby samples from un-
intended disruption.
Vicinity Sampling. Unlearning a set of identities can dis-
rupt nearby latents belonging to other identities; in particu-
lar, identities whose codes lie close to the forgotten set are
most prone to collateral degradation (cf. Appendix D.3). To
proactively guard against this effect, we construct a vicin-
ity set W̃ of perturbation probes around each forgotten la-
tent and use them as the retention objective. Formally, let
di ∼ N (0, I) be a random direction and d̂i := di/∥di∥2
the corresponding unit vector. For a step radius αr > 0, we
define the probe set:

W̃ :=
{
w̃ i

∣∣∣ w̃ i = wiu + αr d̂
i
}K
i=1

. (6)

Intuitively, W̃ samples points on a small spherical shell cen-
tered at wiu. These probes are incorporated into the retention
objective to prevent unlearning Wf from inadvertently dis-
torting neighboring latents and, in turn, degrading identities
not intended to be forgotten.

While one might preserve nearby samples by adding
explicit reconstruction or retain losses (e.g., enforcing the
same reconstruction quality via Equation 5), this introduces
two drawbacks: (1) the computational cost grows linearly
with the number of protected samples, becoming infeasible
at scale; and (2) directly constraining generation can inter-
fere with effective unlearning.
Elastic Weight Consolidation (EWC). To efficiently pre-
serve behavior in regions most susceptible to collat-
eral damage, we adopt Elastic Weight Consolidation
(EWC) [21]. We treat the vicinity probe set W̃ as a proxy
for prior behavior to be retained and regularize parame-
ters that are important for agreement with the source model
around forgotten latents.

Let θ∗ denote the pre-unlearning generator parameters.
We define a reference (retain) loss that measures alignment
with the source model on a probe w ∈ W̃ : ℓref(w; θ) :=

Lmap(w̃ i, w̃ i), ∀ w̃ i ∈ W̃ . We approximate the diagonal
Fisher information over W̃ at θ = θ∗ by the average squared
gradient:

FIMi ≈
1

|W̃ |

∑
w∈W̃

(
∂ ℓref(w; θ)

∂θi

∣∣∣
θ=θ∗

)2

, (7)

computed with a mini-batch estimator in practice. Given
these importances, the EWC penalty constrains drift from
θ∗ proportionally to Fi:

Lewc =
1

2

∑
i

Fi
(
θi − θ∗i

)2
. (8)

1See Appendix D.3 for further analysis.



This regularizer encourages parameters most critical for
preserving behavior on the vicinity set to remain near their
pre-unlearning values, thereby avoiding per-sample retain
losses during unlearning and reducing collateral distortion
around forgotten identities.
Final Objective. Combining the forgetting loss over the
identities in Wu with the EWC regularization, the final un-
learning objective is:

Lunlearn = Ewu∼Wu

[
Lforget(wu; θ)

]
+ λewc Lewc(θ; θ∗).

(9)
This formulation enables us to mitigate side effects on

samples near the forgetting set while preserving overall
model utility, without incurring the high cost of sample-
specific loss terms.

Overall, SUGAR effectively forgets identities in a pre-
trained EG3D generator by (1) leveraging a new ID-specific
DeIdentification process that maps a target identity to forget
to a new identity in the latent space, and (2) combining for-
getting and retaining loss function. This approach ensures
identities can be effectively removed while ensuring model
utility on other identities.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setup
Datasets. Following the settings of Seo et al. [33], we
evaluated GUIDE in three forgetting scenarios: Random,
InD (in-domain), and OOD (out-of-domain). These sce-
narios represent different sources of identities to unlearn.
Specifically, identities are sampled randomly from the latent
space (Random), from the FFHQ dataset [20] used for pre-
training (InD), or from the CelebA-HQ dataset [19] as un-
learning targets (OOD). For both in-distribution (InD) and
out-of-distribution (OOD) settings, we use a GAN inversion
network I to map each forgetting image xiu ∈ Du to a latent
code wiu = Eψ(x

i
u), forming the forget set Wu = {wiu}Ni=1;

the retaining set Wr is sampled from the same datasets and
inverted analogously.
Baselines. We select GUIDE [33] as our baseline for com-
parison, as it aligns with our focus on identity-specific un-
learning. GUIDE effectively removes identity-related fea-
tures while preserving the overall structure and quality of
the generated images. In contrast, other methods, such as
Selective Amnesia (SA) [14] and Feng et al. [7], map for-
gotten identities to Gaussian noise. This approach often re-
sults in unnatural artifacts and disrupts facial reconstruc-
tion, making it unsuitable for our task. Specifically, map-
ping to Gaussian noise prevents the generation of coher-
ent and realistic reconstructions after unlearning, which is
a critical requirement in our setting.
Evaluation Metrics. We use Identity Similarity (ID),
computed with the face recognition network Curricular-
Face [17], to measure the similarity between images of

faces generated from the same latent codes before and after
unlearning. Additionally, we use the Fréchet Inception Dis-
tance (FID) score [15] to quantify the overall visual quality
and distribution alignment of the generated images. These
metrics are calculated on both the forgetting set Du and
the retaining set Dr, where Dr is sampled from the same
datasets to which Du belongs.

4.2. Experimental Results
4.2.1. Balancing Forgetting and Retaining
To evaluate the ability of SUGAR to balance the trade-off
between forgetting and retaining in unlearning tasks, we
conducted experiments with an increasing number of for-
gotten identities, where K ∈ {1, 5, 10, 20, 50}, across three
categories: In-domain Distribution, OOD Distribution, and
Random. We then compare our method with the baseline
both quantitatively and qualitatively, and incorporate human
judgment.
Enhancing Retained Model Utility. First, we report the
improvement of our method in maintaining model utility
in Table 1 in the generative identity unlearning task across
three categories. Our method consistently outperforms the
baseline (GUIDE) in maintaining higher ID scores and
lower FID values for retained identities, even in scenarios
where only one identity is forgotten. As the number of for-
gotten identities (N ) increases, unlearning becomes more
challenging, leading to lower identity similarity and higher
image distortion. However, our method still achieves bet-
ter performance, with ID scores improving by 50–150%
over GUIDE, especially in the CelebAHQ dataset, where
ID scores are roughly 2x higher for N = 1 to N = 20.
Additionally, our method demonstrates a substantial reduc-
tion in FID values, highlighting its ability to preserve image
quality while unlearning more identities. On average, our
method can improve the retainability of the model by up
to 700% across these scenarios. This observation is rep-
resented clearly in the qualitative results in Figure 4. The
images in the second row exhibit visually apparent distor-
tions, suggesting that the baseline approach inadvertently
removes crucial facial attributes beyond the intended iden-
tity modification. In contrast, our method, shown in the
third row, maintains a higher level of visual consistency,
preserving defining characteristics such as facial structure,
expression, and texture. This indicates that the proposed
approach is more effective in unlearning forgotten identities
without dramatically affecting the retained identities.
Ensuring Identity Forgetting. To evaluate the model’s
performance in effectively unlearning identities, we present
quantitative results in Table 2. On average, ID scores for
forgotten identities are 54.7% lower than those for retained
identities, indicating that SUGAR effectively prevents the
generation of images from forgotten identities. We argue
that forgetting an identity does not require aggressively
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Figure 4. Qualitative results comparing our method with the baseline for the unlearning multiple identities task. The first block illustrates
identities targeted for forgetting, while the second block shows identities to be retained. Within each block, the first row contains the
original images, while the second and third rows present the generated images corresponding to these identities.

Table 1. Quantitative comparison of model utility in generating unforgotten identities between our method and the baseline (GUIDE) in
the generative identity unlearning task, as the number of forgotten identities (N ) increases.

#IDS Methods
FFHQ

(In-domain Distribution)
CelebAHQ

(OOD Distribution) Random

ID (↑) FID (↓) ID (↑) FID (↓) ID (↑) FID (↓)

N=1 GUIDE 0.3301 ±0.0073 112.06 ±5.1507 0.5118 ±0.0027 133.16 ±4.9765 0.6061 ±0.0061 66.531 ±2.4249

Ours 0.5730 ±0.0103 94.873 ±0.3855 0.7057 ±0.0055 66.280 ±4.3198 0.6457 ±0.0030 87.257 ±6.9018

N=5 GUIDE 0.2233 ±0.0040 143.23 ±1.4068 0.3244 ±0.0292 116.47 ±2.0877 0.4346 ±0.0019 144.40 ±0.1790

Ours 0.5500 ±0.0022 113.10 ±0.9406 0.5766 ±0.0070 101.78 ±2.6185 0.6538 ±0.0017 115.53 ±0.5600

N=10 GUIDE 0.2132 ±0.0063 181.66 ±2.5615 0.2893 ±0.0024 165.37 ±0.8487 0.2798 ±0.0012 138.19 ±0.6920

Ours 0.5001 ±0.0030 140.86 ±2.3990 0.4791 ±0.0060 118.32 ±0.9936 0.4392 ±0.0010 98.023 ±0.4619

N=20 GUIDE 0.1150 ±0.0036 191.50 ±1.5908 0.1748 ±0.0116 168.34 ±2.5693 0.2281 ±0.0007 155.08 ±0.6582

Ours 0.4515 ±0.0051 149.56 ±1.1429 0.4182 ±0.0051 124.31 ±5.2634 0.4774 ±0.0024 90.080 ±0.1015

N=50 GUIDE 0.0115 ±0.0112 197.91 ±0.5813 0.1339 ±0.0054 174.96 ±3.2256 0.1569 ±0.0005 141.61 ±0.3855

Ours 0.3583 ±0.0043 164.07 ±1.8977 0.3504 ±0.0043 137.41 ±1.9314 0.4612 ±0.0009 88.306 ±0.0092

Average Impr. (%) + 96.424 + 19.568 + 732.18 + 27.780 + 83.586 + 18.928

minimizing metrics like ID, as this could harm utility, result-
ing in the degraded performance demonstrated in Figure 4.
This raises the question of when an identity can be consid-
ered sufficiently forgotten. Since there is no clear threshold
for ID scores at which humans perceive an unlearned image
as distinct rather than identical, determining sufficiency is
inherently subjective. To address this, we conducted a hu-
man recognition study to assess (i) whether unlearned iden-
tities are no longer identifiable by humans and (ii) whether
retained identities remain recognizable. This evaluation
provides a more robust, quantitatively grounded assessment
of each model’s effectiveness in identity unlearning beyond
relying solely on ID scores.
Human Judgments’ Results. In this study, we sam-
ple the generated images for 20 forgotten identities and 20
retaining identities produced by our unlearned model and

Table 2. Quantitative comparison of the forgetting ability of the
unlearned model, measured on forgotten identities, between our
method and the baseline (GUIDE) in the generative identity un-
learning task, as the number of forgotten identities (N ) increases.

Metric Model Number of Forgetting IDs

N=1 N=5 N=10 N=20 N=50

ID GUIDE
0.2773
±0.0099

0.0040
±0.0077

0.0095
±0.0017

-0.0275
±0.0034

-0.0431
±0.0018

Ours
0.3576
±0.0146

0.2664
±0.0134

0.2559
±0.0078

0.2917
±0.0050

0.2433
±0.0051

FID GUIDE
133.90
±6.9372

177.27
±2.2242

163.83
±0.9667

143.44
±0.8456

146.43
±0.6706

Ours
115.98
±7.7846

125.98
±0.8796

125.93
±0.3963

105.40
±0.6074

106.12
±1.4283

GUIDE’s unlearned model. We recruited 60 participants
and received 579 responses. Each participant was asked to
select the image among five sampled images that they be-
lieve depicts the same person given a set of five random
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Figure 5. Human judgment result on selected forgetting (F#) and
retaining (R#) identities.

identities’ images. Interestingly, participants were unable
to consistently identify the original identity among the un-
learned images for either GUIDE or SUGAR, demonstrating
comparable effectiveness in identity forgetting. As shown
in Figure 5, performance on the forgetting set is indistin-
guishable between the two methods. The individual break-
down in Figure 5a reveals that 80–100% of participants
failed to match original images to any unlearned outputs.
However, for retained identities, Specifically, participants
correctly identified SUGAR-generated identities 86% of the
time, whereas for GUIDE, this rate is only 1.9%. These
results highlight that SUGAR effectively balances identity
forgetting while preserving overall model utility.

5. Ablation Study
In this section, we conduct ablation studies to evaluate con-
trollable unlearning, identity retention, global utility preser-
vation, and sequential unlearning.

Source Target

d = 0 d = 5 d = 15 d = 20 d = 30 d = 50
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Figure 6. Visualization of our controllable unlearning. The effect
of unlearning in I2I generative models is controlled by d (Equa-
tion 2) for the vectors generated by our de-identification models.
With our approach, the model vendor can selectively control the
forgetting level. The higher the value of d (i.e., up to 30), the more
original features of forgetting people are retained.

d−Controllable Unlearning. Our method can be used as
a controllable unlearning solution in I2I generative models,
where d is the control coefficient. In Equation 3, with a

Table 3. Ablation study on the effect of d-controllable value in
balancing forgetting and retaining capabilities. We used FFHQ
and Random datasets in this experiment.

Metric Dataset Value of d

d=-5 d=5 d=10 d=15 d=20 d=30 d=50

ID Forget 0.1815 0.2408 0.2713 0.3194 0.3904 0.4472 0.5124
Retain 0.4501 0.4960 0.5107 0.5542 0.5880 0.7073 0.5949

well-trained model Φ, the targeted identity for each identity
wid is adjusted with a different coefficient d. As shown in
Figure 6, the higher the value of d, the more features of the
forgetting ID wid are retained in the new mapping identity
wt. With our method, the model vendor can select this con-
trollable parameter to balance the trade-off and the forget-
ting level that reaches a consensus between the vendor and
the requested unlearning party. However, there is a trade-off
between forgetting and retaining utility, as discussed in pre-
vious work [7, 47]. This relationship is presented in Table 3.
While reducing the distance can make the model forget the
forgetting set Df more drastically (i.e., lower ID and higher
FID for the forgetting set), this leads to a greater impact on
the retaining set (i.e., lower ID). It is worth noting that even
with d = 30, the generated images are much different from
the original identities.

Dual Objective: Identity Removal and Global Utility
Preservation. We study the impact of our two loss terms:
forgetting neighbor loss Lnei for thorough identity forget-
ting and the global preservation loss Lewc for utility reten-
tion. To evaluate identity removal, we conduct a multi-
image test on CelebAHQ identities, assessing whether our
method forgets other images of the same identity that are not
explicitly included in Wu. Figure 7 summarizes the results.
“Ours-v1” denotes the variant without the neighbor loss
Lnei in Equation 5, so the forgetting objective applies only
to the anchor images of each target identity. Without this
term, residual attributes of the forgotten identity can persist,
even when the generated images depict distinct individuals.
Adding Lnei enforces consistency across the local neigh-
borhood in latent space, which is crucial for the ultimate
goal of removing an entire identity rather than only a single
image. To analyze Lewc, Figure 8 compares reconstructions
with (Ours) and without (Ours-v2) the global preservation
loss. The first two retained identities come from the same
distribution as the forgotten ones, while the last three (IDs
3–5) are randomly sampled latents. Random identities re-
main largely unaffected by unlearning (even under GUIDE),
whereas closer identities (IDs 1–2) are more susceptible to
collateral forgetting. Ours-v2 already preserves these better
than GUIDE due to our de-identification, and adding Lewc
further improves retention by preserving fine details (e.g.,
glasses, hair, wrinkles). We provide a detailed quantitative
result for our ablation study in Appendices B.1. and B.2.
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Figure 7. Reconstructed images for
the forgotten identity and their un-
seen neighbor samples (Others) from
the same person to demonstrate the
thoroughness of identity removal.
“Ours-v1” denotes the variant with-
out the neighbor (vicinity) loss from
Equation 5.
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Figure 8. Qualitative results when removing the Lewc

term from the full objective (Eq. 9); we denote this vari-
ant as Ours-v2. The full model (with Lewc) better pre-
serves retained identities, maintaining fine-grained de-
tails (e.g., glasses, hair, wrinkles).
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Figure 9. Qualitative results for sequen-
tial unlearning setting from stage 1 to
stage 4: in each stage, we compare the
reconstructed images for both forgetting
and retaining identities. The resulting
model of previous unlearning stage is
used for the next unlearning stage.

Sequential unlearning. We consider the setting where
unlearning requests arrive sequentially rather than in a
single batch. Let G

(0)
θ = G∗

θ be the pretrained model
and let D(k)

f denote the (new) identities to forget at stage
k=1, . . . , 4. At each stage, we initialize from the previ-
ously unlearned model and run the same unlearning pro-
cedure (architecture, losses, schedule, and hyperparameters
unchanged): G

(k)
θ ← UNLEARN

(
G

(k−1)
θ , D(k)

f

)
. Fig-

ure 9 shows qualitative results after four stages for GUIDE
and SUGAR. While GUIDE accumulates collateral dam-
age—progressively eroding features of the retained identi-
ties across stages—SUGAR continues to forget the requested
identities while preserving the appearance of the retained
set. Detailed setup and additional analysis are provided in
Appendix B.5.

Table 4. Quantitative Results

Methods Metrics

MSE PSNR LPIPS SSIM

Fo
rg

et
tin

g GUIDE
254.31
± 376.36

25.4262
± 0.2026

0.2048
± 0.0000

25.4262
± 0.2026

Ours
1022.81

55301.1

18.5459
± 0.8418

0.2936
± 0.0002

0.7156
± 0.0002

Figure 10. Privacy analysis of images generated by GUIDE
and SUGAR. The left figure is a t-SNE visualization of interme-
diate tri-plane representation from forgetting (-F) and retaining
identities; from the pre-trained model (before unlearning), the un-
learned model produced by SUGAR, and the baseline GUIDE.

Privacy Discussion In this section, we assess the security
of SUGAR in concealing forgotten identities. Prior unlearn-
ing methods (e.g., GUIDE, Selective Amnesia) collapse
erased identities to an average face or noise, creating a rec-
ognizable signature that enables simple erasure-detection
and membership-inference attacks (e.g., nearest-centroid
tests, one-class density checks) by pushing outputs into low-

density, out-of-manifold regions. In contrast, SUGAR maps
each erased identity to a close, diverse counterfactual that
remains on the data manifold, eliminating a single surrogate
template and reducing separability from natural variation.
Empirically, Table 4 shows larger divergence from each
identity’s pretrained counterpart yet higher intra-forgotten
variability (higher MSE/LPIPS, lower PSNR/SSIM) than
GUIDE, which makes unsupervised identification harder;
Figure 10 likewise shows GUIDE’s forgotten samples form-
ing a distinct cluster, while SUGAR intermixes with re-
tained samples. This distributional indistinguishability lim-
its adaptive “probe-and-collapse” and template-matching
attacks, preserves fidelity for retained identities (avoid-
ing collateral degradation seen with noise/mean collapse),
and scales securely since a single counterfactual genera-
tor yields varied surrogates without a deterministic average-
face cue. To this end, these properties make SUGAR more
secure and privacy-preserving than average/noise-based un-
learning, challenging membership inference attacks.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we introduce SUGAR, an approach for ef-
fectively unlearning multiple identities from a generative
model, either simultaneously or sequentially. Unlike ex-
isting methods, SUGAR autonomously determines optimal
target representations for each forgotten identity, ensur-
ing a structured and efficient continual unlearning pro-
cess. Through qualitative and quantitative evaluations, we
demonstrate that SUGAR outperforms SOTA baselines in
preserving model utility while achieving effective identity
removal. Furthermore, our analysis provides deeper in-
sights into how unlearning impacts different regions of the
data distribution, offering a foundation for future research
on adaptive target determination in unlearning generative
models.
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Table 5. Notation Table

Notation Definition

Du Unlearning set, containing images of unlearning identities
Dr Retaining set, containing images of retaining identities
Wu Unlearning set, containing latent vectors of unlearning identities
Wr Unlearning set, containing latent vectors of retaining identities
Eψ Encoder, inversion network
Gθ Generator
Gu
θ Unlearned Generator
F(w) Operator to extract tri-plane feature
R(w) := R(F(w); c) Rendering operator to reconstruct image
wavg , w̄ Median face’s latent vector
wu Unlearned identity’s latent representation
wid Unlearned identity’s ID vector, i.e., wid = wu − wavg
wtid Surrogate identity’s latent vector
Iu Unlearned identity
Iavg Identity of the median face

Θ(·, wu)
de-identification operator which
determines the target latent code wt for the forgotten identity wu

TΘ De-identification Network, (i.e., UNet)
W̃ Vicinity sampling set for retention

A. Implementation Details
We conduct all the experiments using PyTorch 2.1.0 [18].
All experiments are run on a computer with an Intel Xeon
Gold 6330N CPU and an NVIDIA A6000 GPU.

A.1. Models and Hyper-parameters
We implemented the unlearning framework based on source
code provided by Seo et al. [33]. We keep all training pa-
rameters to ensure a fair comparison. In specific, the gen-
erative model was built on a 3D generative adversarial net-
work [4] pre-trained on FFHQ dataset [20]. We leveraged
GOAE [44] as a GAN inversion network to obtain the latent
code from an image and kept this component frozen dur-
ing fine-tuning. The image resolution for all experiments
is 512x512 with a rendering resolution of 128x128. We
used Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 10−4. The

hyperparameters used in the experiments were: d = 25,
an = 15, αr = 30, λnei = 0.1, λid = 0.1, λmse = 0.01,
and λmse = 50.

A.2. Mapping Function in De-Identification Process
We implement a generating function model TΦ using a U-
Net architecture [31], which takes as input a R14×512 fea-
ture map from the encoder and outputs a transformed vector
of the same dimension. We also experiment with alternative
architectures, such as Transformers, but observe no signifi-
cant performance difference.

Training is conducted using the Adam optimizer with a
batch size of 2, a learning rate of 10−4, and a maximum of
200 epochs. While more complex architectures like Trans-
formers [40] can be used, our results indicate that a sim-
ple U-Net performs comparably when trained with the pro-
posed algorithm.

Our de-identification model, TΦ, can be implemented
using alternative deep learning architectures, provided that
the output preserves the required dimensions and maintains
smooth transitions in target images, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 21.

A.3. Human Identity Recognition Study
We conducted a human recognition study comparing
GUIDE and SUGAR. This study was IRB-approved, and
participant details will be disclosed upon acceptance.

We recruited 59 participants from various universities
and countries. Each participant completed the survey re-
motely without external pressure, and all responses were
anonymous. Instructions and examples were provided in
the welcome page prior to beginning the survey.

To construct the set of questions for the study, 20 un-
learned identities (forgetting set) and 20 identities unseen
during training (retaining set) were selected. GUIDE and
SUGAReach generated images from these 40 identities, re-
sulting in a total of 80 synthetic images. An additional 6
control identities were added, where the post-processing
images were either identical to the original (positive con-
trol) or an entirely unrelated image (negative control).
These were sourced from the original CelebA dataset in-
stead of synthetically generated.

Each participant evaluated five identities presented
twice: once with the GUIDE-generated result, and once
with the SUGAR-generated result. Each participant also an-
swered three control questions. Of the 59 participants who
began the study, 43 completed it in full. We received a total
of 579 responses spread across 86 questions, for an aver-
age of 6-7 responses each question. For each question,
participants were presented with the original identity along-
side five synthetic candidate images, and asked to select
which candidate image corresponded to the original image.
If none matched, they were requested to select “None of the



Table 6. Quantitative results of our method and the baseline (GUIDE) in the generative identity unlearning task with an increasing number
of forgetting identities K.

#IDS Methods
FFHQ

(In-domain Distribution)
CelebAHQ

(OOD Distribution) Random

ID (↓) FID (↑) ID (↓) FID (↑) ID (↓) FID (↑)

K=1 GUIDE 0.2773 ±0.0099 133.9000 ±6.9372 0.1180 ±0.03 240.1000 ±14.3486 0.0653 ±0.0068 371.92 ±0.2743

Ours 0.3576 ±0.0146 115.9752 ±7.7846 0.3319 ±0.04 200.0800 ±10.2305 0.1980 ±0.0103 377.76 ±13.059

K=5 GUIDE 0.0040 ±0.0077 177.2700 ±2.2242 0.0472 ±0.02 208.5533 ±2.7544 0.0707 ±0.0032 251.27 ±1.3452

Ours 0.2664 ±0.0134 125.9833 ±0.8796 0.3145 ±0.01 180.3267 ±2.1307 0.2421 ±0.0008 227.88 ±0.5831

K=10 GUIDE 0.0095 ±0.0017 163.8333 ±0.9667 0.0695 ±0.00 253.8033 ±4.5149 0.0454 ±0.0009 209.84 ±0.5237

Ours 0.2559 ±0.0078 125.9333 ±0.3963 0.2382 ±0.01 179.8500 ±3.0294 0.1750 ±0.0024 187.93 ±0.8314

K=20 GUIDE -0.0275 ±0.0034 143.4433 ±0.8456 0.0366 ±0.00 196.5933 ±3.6775 0.0538 ±0.0016 176.84 ±0.0924

Ours 0.2917 ±0.005 105.4033 ±0.6074 0.2355 ±0.01 154.1633 ±3.3067 0.2224 ±0.0016 140.69 ±0.3707

K=50 GUIDE -0.0431 ±0.0018 146.4333 ±0.6706 0.0291 ±0.00 198.1010 ±0.2452 0.0423 ±0.0005 157.40 ±0.3089

Ours 0.2433 ±0.0051 106.1167 ±1.4283 0.2106 ±0.00 150.5780 ±0.8392 0.2535 ±0.0007 118.44 ±0.0636

above.” Among the candidate images, one was generated
from the original image. The remaining four were gener-
ated from visually similar identities from CelebA, identified
using DeepFace feature similarities to ensure demographic
consistency in terms of race and sex.

This study design allowed us to measure whether hu-
man participants were able to recognize an identity before
and after the unlearning process, testing the effectiveness of
each model’s ability to retain or forget target identities.

B. Additional Ablation Study
In this section, we expand the quantitative ablations from
the main paper and include further experiments on single-
identity and large-scale unlearning, a sequential-unlearning
setting, and a potential application of our approach.

B.1. Ablation Result for Component Removal of
Unlearning Loss

Table 6 presents the quantitative results for our forgetting
ability under three considered scenarios including Random,
In-distribution and Out-of-distribution. Figure 7 presents
the numerical results for model performance given differ-
ent values of λmse. To evaluate the role of each compo-
nent in Lunlearn , we perform ablation studies (Table 8)
by progressively removing loss terms and reporting the cor-
responding forgetting and retention performance. Specifi-
cally, Ours-v1 excludes the neighbor loss Lnei, Ours-v2 re-
moves the EWC regularization Lewc, and Ours-v3 replaces
the de-identification operator Θ(·) with the median latent
as in the baseline GUIDE. From the results, we observe
that replacing Θ(·) in Ours-v3 leads to the most signifi-
cant degradation in forgetting effectiveness, confirming that
the de-identification operator is the most critical compo-
nent to enforce identity erasure. Eliminating Lnei in Ours-

v1 weakens the consistency of forgetting across the latent
neighborhood, while excluding Lewc in Ours-v2 slightly re-
duces retention of unrelated identities. Overall, the com-
plete method (Ours) achieves the best balance between for-
getting and retention, with higher ID and lower FID on the
retain set, demonstrating that each component contributes
to stabilizing the trade-off.

λ’s Value Forget Retain

FIDforget(↑) FIDFFHQ(↓) FIDrandom(↓)
λ = 0 182.07 103.60 31.12
λ = 5 179.08 100.17 29.98
λ = 50 181.75 99.687 29.83
λ = 100 179.07 96.925 29.59
λ = 200 179.43 95.713 29.39
λ = 400 178.47 92.563 29.03
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Table 7. Quantitative results in improving the image quality of
retaining identities given different λmse. We use FID to measure
the quality of the images generated by the unlearned model for
forgetting, retaining, and random-noise images.

B.2. Ablation Result for De-Identification Loss

To better understand the design of our de-identification
loss Lde , Table 9 and the accompanying qualitative panel
in Figure 11 examine the effect of each term in Lde by
removing them in turn. Dropping Lid or Llpips (v1, v2)



Table 8. Ablation studies to demonstrate the differences in perfor-
mance due to different loss functions by gradually removing our
method components. We compare how good each version (Ours-
v1, Ours-v2, Ours-v3, and Ours) balancing the trade-off between
forgetting and retention ability via ID and FID.

Methods Components Forget Retain

Lnei Lewc Θ(·) ID (↓) FID (↑) ID (↑) FID (↓)
Ours-v1 ✗ ✓ ✓ 0.3639 184.89 0.5760 95.779
Ours-v2 ✓ ✗ ✓ 0.3487 182.89 0.5814 107.47
Ours-v3 ✓ ✓ ✗ 0.0495 203.31 0.3244 143.40
GUIDE – – – 0.0380 211.66 0.3412 145.64

Ours ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.3511 182.36 0.5897 101.42

still induces forgetting but increases retain-set FID, indicat-
ing degraded visual faithfulness; this aligns with the visu-
als, where v1 retains noticeable resemblance to the sources
and v2 exhibits blur/loss of fine detail. Removing Lmse
(v3) is clearly harmful: the forget-set ID score turns nega-
tive and FID spikes for both forget and retain, and the fig-
ure shows a collapse into unrealistic patterns—confirming
that pixel-level anchoring is necessary for stable optimiza-
tion. By contrast, the full objective Lde (all three terms)
achieves the best trade-off: quantitatively, it lowers ID simi-
larity on the forgotten set while keeping retain-set FID com-
paratively low; qualitatively, it produces realistic surrogate
faces that conceal the original identities without visual ar-
tifacts. In short, Lmse stabilizes reconstruction, Lid drives
identity separation, andLlpips preserves perceptual realism;
all three are complementary for balanced forgetting vs. re-
tention.

Table 9. Ablation study for de-identification loss in Lde. By grad-
ually removing each loss term, we study the corresponding change
in performance of balancing the trade-off between forgetting and
retaining.

Version Components Forget Retain

Lmse Lid Llpips ID FID ID FID

Lde − v1 ✓ ✗ ✓ 0.4265 121.02 0.5762 103.12
Lde − v2 ✓ ✓ ✗ 0.3746 164.88 0.5340 133.40
Lde − v3 ✗ ✓ ✓ -0.0154 392.19 -0.0219 410.78

Lde ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.3511 182.36 0.5897 104.23

B.3. Coefficients of Loss Functions
We further study the impact and stability of our method un-
der different settings for the following hyper-parameters, in-
cluding λnei, λid, and λmse, used in our loss functions in
the main paper. The results are shown in Table 10, Table 11
and Table 12, respectively.
Coefficient of Neighbor Loss λnei. This parameter con-
trols how much we should forget about the neighbors given
a forgetting identity set. From results in Table 10, we can
see that the method is quite stable with small values such as

ℒ!" − v1

ℒ!" − v2

ℒ!" − v3

ℒ!"	

Source

Figure 11. Qualitative results for surrogate identities produced by
different variants of the de-identification loss in our ablation study
for Lde. When Lid is removed (v1), the generated faces still pre-
serve noticeable resemblance to the source identities. Excluding
Llpips (v2) leads to identity shifts but introduces blurriness and
loss of fine details. Without Lmse (v3), the generation collapses
into unrealistic patterns, confirming the stabilizing role of pixel-
level reconstruction. In contrast, the full Lde produces realistic
surrogate faces that are visually natural while effectively conceal-
ing the original identities.

less than 0.1. Too high value of λnei can improve the retain-
ing ability but can tamper with the unlearning effect. Our
result indicates that selecting λid equal to 0.1 is the most
effective.

Table 10. Quantitative ablation study on different values of λadj .

Value Forget Retain

ID (↓) FID (↑) ID (↑) FID (↓)
10−3 0.3322 187.90 0.6768 86.671
10−2 0.3385 186.64 0.6788 86.101
10−1 0.3457 185.258 0.6845 86.137

1 0.3776 184.38 0.7040 85.002
10 0.3963 183.03 0.7131 85.351

Coefficient of Identity Loss λid. This parameter con-
trols balancing between the human perceptual on forcing
unlearning an identity versus distancing the corresponding
vectors on the latent space in forgetting loss function. From
results in Table 11, we select λid equal to 0.1 to ensure the
stable performance of our method across various settings.
Coefficient of Feature Loss λmseThis parameter also con-
trols balancing between the human perceptual on forcing
unlearning an identity versus distancing the corresponding
vectors on the latent space in the forgetting loss, indicating
how much we should focus on shifting feature spaces for
forgetting identities. From results in Table 12, we select λid



Table 11. Quantitative ablation study on different values of λid.

Value Forget Retain

ID (↓) FID (↑) ID (↑) FID (↓)
10−3 0.3890 184.5962 0.7058 85.5134
10−2 0.3890 184.6549 0.7057 85.3730
10−1 0.3585 185.0954 0.7057 85.3685
1.0 0.3786 182.7092 0.7030 83.7749

equal to 0.01 to achieve the highest performance of this dual
task.

Table 12. Quantitative ablation study on different values of λmse.

Value Forget Retain

ID (↓) FID (↑) ID (↑) FID (↓)
10−3 0.3753 186.80 0.7056 87.165
10−2 0.3752 185.39 0.7058 85.231
10−1 0.3901 177.40 0.6971 85.547
1 0.4279 185.09 0.6933 87.284

B.4. Single-Identity and Large-Scale Unlearning
Forgetting Single Identity. To further demonstrate the
superiority and consistency of our method over the base-
line for single-identity unlearning, we conduct 10 indepen-
dent experiments—each forgetting one randomly selected
subject from Figure 12, which also underpins our human
study summarized in the main paper. After unlearning, the
model no longer reproduces the forgotten identity; instead,
it generates a surrogate identity that preserves some high-
level facial attributes while clearly depicting a different per-
son. Moreover, as shown in Table 13, our method maintains
strong utility on the retaining set, yielding higher ID and
lower FID than the baseline. Taken together, these results
indicate that our approach effectively enforces forgetting
even when only a single identity is requested for removal,
while better preserving non-target identities.
Large-scale Unlearning. We further evaluate our method
at scale by unlearning N ∈ {100, 200} identities—an ex-
treme and challenging setting. Compared to GUIDE, we
sustain higher quality on the Retain set and obtain more re-
alistic surrogates on the Forget set without mean-face col-
lapse. Concretely, Retain ID improves by ∼270% on aver-
age and Retain FID drops by ∼ 44% (relative to GUIDE).
However, at this scale, we also observe slight trait drift in
some retained identities—subtle softening or shifts in facial
cues—reflecting an inherent trade-off between enforcing
coherent remapping for the forgotten cohort and perfectly
preserving every retained detail. Overall, both the metrics
and visuals indicate our approach scales more gracefully
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Figure 12. Quantitative results for forgetting a single identity.
For each identity (ID), we independently apply the forgetting pro-
cedure and report ID and FID for both forgetting and retaining.
The results show that our method more effectively removes re-
semblance to the target identity while better retaining non-target
identities.

Table 13. Quantitative retaining performance after forgetting a sin-
gle identity. In each experiment, the forgetting set Wf corresponds
to one identity. For every identity, we report retaining scores for ID
and FID, where lower values of FID indicate better performance.

ID Retaining (ID) Retaining (FID)

GUIDE Ours GUIDE Ours

1 0.4838 0.6504 113.27 83.80
2 0.4969 0.6858 107.72 79.71
3 0.5244 0.6235 102.09 88.40
4 0.4758 0.7125 109.67 56.76
5 0.5080 0.7553 102.36 61.08
6 0.4548 0.6250 86.64 81.63
7 0.4946 0.7146 106.65 66.05
8 0.5310 0.6507 112.04 93.45
9 0.5812 0.6745 115.00 76.29

10 0.4142 0.6447 113.18 83.01

Avg
0.4965
± 0.0422

0.6737
± 0.0419

106.96
± 8.68

77.42
± 10.3

Table 14. Large-scale identity unlearning with many identities
(N=100, 200). When compared to GUIDE, our method keeps non-
forgotten identities of higher quality.

#IDs Methods Forget Retain

ID FID ID FID

N=100 GUIDE 0.0661 176.03 0.1380 150.46
Ours 0.3360 119.55 0.4695 80.940

N=200 GUIDE 0.0485 164.34 0.1042 138.41
Ours 0.2793 114.01 0.4135 79.530

under large-cohort unlearning.
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Figure 13. Qualitative results on large-scale identity unlearning
with many identities (N=100, 200). Our method helps avoid the
mean-face collapse observed compared with GUIDE.

B.5. Sequential Unlearning
In this experiment, we consider sequential unlearning,
where unlearning requests arrive sequentially, reflecting a
practical scenario. We define four unlearning stages, each
associated with a forgetting identity set: D1

f ,D2
f ,D3

f ,D4
f ,

with each set containing two identities. Starting with
the pre-trained model Gs, we process each unlearning re-
quest dif by applying our unlearning procedure and baseline
methods for comparison, resulting in the unlearned models
Gi
u. Quantitative results are presented in Table 15, while

qualitative results are shown in the main paper. As ob-
served, the GUIDE method experiences a gradual degrada-
tion in performance after each unlearning stage, leading to
the loss of more facial features over time. In contrast, our
approach demonstrates superior retention of model utility,
consistently achieving high ID scores even after all unlearn-
ing requests. In the qualitative results, our method intro-
duces only negligible changes in the reconstructed images,
effectively preserving the identities while complying with
unlearning requirements. Overall, our method outperforms
GUIDE by effectively preserving model utility and identity
retention while successfully fulfilling sequential unlearning
requests.

B.6. Robustness Analysis
We further study the robustness of our forgetting scheme
from two angles: (i) whether the identity is genuinely for-
gotten, or if the model simply forgets external features such
as “glasses,” and (ii) whether the unlearned model remains
robust against edited images of forgotten identities.

To conduct this study, we consider three image groups
for the same set of 5 identities: (i) unmodified images,
(ii) modified images with glasses, and (iii) modified im-
ages with tattoos. For the first question, we investigate the
forgetting of a set of 5 identities on the (ii) modified im-
ages with glasses, denoted as Df . Afterward, we generate
images for these forgotten identities using all three image
groups. The results, shown in Figure 15, reveal that modi-

Table 15. Quantitative results for sequential unlearning with D1
f ,

D2
f , D3

f and D4
f , corresponding to four stages from 1 to 4 using

GUIDE and our method for unlearning.

Stage Methods IDretain (↑) FIDretain (↓)

1 GUIDE 0.3262 ± 0.0116 140.44 ± 1.8840

Ours 0.5702 ± 0.0068 68.089 ± 0.1155

2 GUIDE 0.2632 ± 0.0509 168.73 ± 0.0086

Ours 0.5632 ± 0.0068 86.890 ± 3.1150

3 GUIDE 0.2310 ± 0.0069 128.37 ± 2.5130

Ours 0.5774 ± 0.0027 96.885 ± 1.7595

4 GUIDE 0.2243 ± 0.0001 171.45 ± 0.0357

Ours 0.6187 ± 0.0003 100.19 ± 2.0856

Table 16. Quantitative results of evaluating forgetting results on
forgotten identities with edited images.

Settings ID FID

GUIDE Ours GUIDE Ours

w/o. modification
-0.0458
± 0.0007

0.2983
± 0.0008

171.0607
± 0.0543

120.3780
± 2.3486

w.glasses
-0.0388
± 0.0010

0.2768
± 0.0020

207.0635
± 0.6468

141.3038
± 0.3380

w.tattoo
-0.0136
± 0.0003

0.3353
± 0.0002

189.9124
± 0.0014

132.9188
± 0.0009

fying the forgotten identities’ images (e.g., with glasses) has
only a slight effect on the generated images for these iden-
tities. Importantly, both our method and the baseline are
able to generate images of different identities, rather than
the forgotten ones.

To address the second question, we conduct a similar
study, but this time we focus on forgetting a set of 5 iden-
tities using (i) unmodified images with glasses, denoted as
Df . As before, we generate images for the forgotten iden-
tities using all three image groups. The results, shown
in Figure 14, reveal a similar trend. From this, we con-
clude that the forgetting loss used in both our method and
GUIDE is indeed effective at unlearning the identities them-
selves, rather than merely removing external features such
as glasses or tattoos.

B.7. Computational Cost Analysis
As shown in Figure 16, we measured runtime on identi-
cal hardware and decomposed our pipeline into three com-
ponents: trigger training, Vicinity+FIM, and the unlearn-
ing loop. The unlearning stage dominates wall–clock time,
whereas trigger training is minor and Vicinity+FIM adds
only negligible overhead. Overall, our end-to-end run-
time is substantially lower than GUIDE. In the right panel,
per-epoch unlearning time grows approximately linearly
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Figure 14. Qualitative results for forgetting identities and testing with the modified images of those same identities, i.e., adding wearing
glasses or tattoos.
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Figure 15. Qualitative results for forgetting identities with specific features (i.e., wearing glasses) and testing with the same identities but
without those features, i.e., not wearing glasses.

with the number of identities N , but our curve exhibits a clearly smaller slope than GUIDE, so the time savings
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Figure 16. Computational cost analysis. Left: Breakdown of
runtime under identical hardware for our method vs. GUIDE.
Right: Per–epoch unlearning time vs. number of identities N
(mean ± s.d.). Our method scales with a lower slope (∼0.24 s/ID)
than GUIDE (∼0.41 s/ID); arrows link the Unlearning bars to
the N=50 points, where ours is 12.98 ± 0.13 s vs. GUIDE’s
21.63± 0.29 s.

widen as N increases. Crucially, we do not train a separate
model per identity: a single lightweight generator produces
de-identification targets for many identities, avoiding per-
identity memory/compute overhead.

Our generator–based design eliminates per–identity
models and uses far fewer parameters than a full Style-
GAN2, leading to markedly faster training and inference.
Under identical hardware, our method consistently finishes
sooner than GUIDE and maintains lower per-epoch un-
learning time across the tested range of N . Overall, we
achieve state-of-the-art unlearning effectiveness while re-
ducing computational burden and avoiding additional over-
heads.

C. Additional Baseline and Potential Applica-
tions

Additional baseline (Selective Amnesia). Beyond
GUIDE, we compare against Selective Amnesia (SA) in
Figure 17 and Table 17. Qualitatively, SA collapses the
forget outputs to noisy/mean-like templates and even cor-
rupts the retain images, while our method produces real-
istic, diverse surrogates for the forget set and leaves the
retain set visually faithful. Quantitatively, SA’s collapse
manifests as an undefined ID score on the forget set (NaN,
due to non-face outputs) and extremely poor fidelity (FID
520.67 on forget and 418.36 on retain). In contrast, ours
achieves effective forgetting with valid identity measure-
ments (ID 0.3511 on forget) and dramatically better real-
ism—about 3× lower FID on the forget set (182.36 vs.
520.67) and about 4× lower on the retain set (104.23 vs.
418.36). Crucially, we also preserve the retained identi-
ties (retain ID 0.5897 vs. SA’s 0.0519), avoiding SA’s util-
ity collapse. These results reinforce our security analysis:
SA’s low-entropy collapse creates a tell-tale fingerprint that
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Figure 17. Qualitative comparison on identities to forget (left) and
to retain (right). Rows show the source images, Selective Amne-
sia (SA), GUIDE, and our method. SA collapses forgotten iden-
tities to noise/mean-like patterns and also corrupts retained faces.
GUIDE maps many forgotten subjects to a near-identical surrogate
and slightly distorts retained samples, yielding a separable cluster.
Our method produces realistic, diverse surrogates for the forget set
while preserving the appearance of the retain set, avoiding mode
collapse.

is easy to detect, whereas our method avoids mode col-
lapse, yielding natural surrogates that intermix with the re-
tained distribution and thus better resist erasure-detection
and membership-inference attacks.

Table 17. Comparison with Selective Amnesia (SA) on for-
get/retain sets. SA collapses to non-face outputs (NaN ID) with
very high FID, while ours achieves effective forgetting and pre-
serves retain-set fidelity.

Method Forget Retain

ID FID ID FID
SA NaN 520.67 0.0519 418.36
Ours 0.3511 182.36 0.5897 104.23

Potential Application on Diffusion Model. As stated in
our problem formulation, we work in an image-to-image
(I2I) setting where a frozen encoder serves as a surrogate
to train our de-identification model: each identity image is
mapped to a latent vector, and we directly reuse this de-
identification model to learn a surrogate set for a forgotten
identity (e.g., “Angelina Jolie”) in Stable Diffusion 1.4; ex-
periments are run by replacing the forgotten concept with
this targeted surrogate set, with images generated using our
trained generator and, for comparison, Selective Amnesia,
which is presented in Figure 18. Conceptually, this setup
also clarifies how our approach interfaces with diffusion-
based unlearning: our surrogate generator can supply the re-
placement target for a diffusion model, but deploying it na-
tively in text-conditioned diffusion requires additional tai-
loring because unlearning in DMs is fundamentally about
text–image association. Identity information in diffusion
models is distributed and context-dependent (token embed-



dings, CLIP/image encoders, and cross-attention features),
so a suitable encoder must be chosen or adapted to the spe-
cific DM to capture prompt-conditioned identity semantics;
in practice, this means tailoring the encoder (and possi-
bly the training objective) to bind the learned surrogate set
to the relevant text tokens without leakage. In short, our
method provides a principled “what to replace with,” while
diffusion-model unlearning must handle “how to bind it to
text,” which is feasible but demands model-specific encoder
tailoring.

Surrogate Images

Close-up headshot of Angelina Jolie Front-facing photo of Angelina Jolie

Close-up headshot of Anne Hathaway High-res portrait of Elizabeth Olsen

Angelina Jolie

Figure 18. Surrogate–concept replacement in an I2I setting (Sta-
ble Diffusion 1.4). We use a frozen encoder to represent identity
images as latent vectors and train a de-identification generator that
learns a surrogate set for the forgotten concept (“Angelina Jolie”).
At inference, the forgotten token is replaced by the learned sur-
rogate. Top: exemplar images of the forgotten concept and the
corresponding surrogate images learned by our generator. Mid-
dle: prompts that explicitly invoke the forgotten identity (e.g.,
“Close-up headshot of Angelina Jolie”, “Front-facing photo of
Angelina Jolie”) produce realistic, diverse surrogates rather than
reconstructing the original identity. Bottom: control prompts for
other identities (Anne Hathaway, Elizabeth Olsen) remain faithful,
indicating that the replacement is targeted and does not degrade
unrelated concepts.

D. Additional Qualitative Results
D.1. Multi-View Synthesized Images
We generate images after unlearning multiple identities
while maintaining variations in camera poses using the
CelebA-HQ and FFHQ datasets to evaluate the model’s
ability to forget specific identities while preserving pose di-
versity (Figure 20 and Figure 19). As shown, SUGAR can
forget multiple identities from multiple angles, successfully
generating a new identity for each forgotten identity.

D.2. Targets Generated By De-Identification Pro-
cess

We plot the evolution of generated target faces over train-
ing iterations in Figure 21. Initially, the generated faces

Source Unlearned

Figure 19. Generated images after unlearning multiple identities
under different camera poses using the FFHQ dataset.

Source Unlearned

Figure 20. Generated images after unlearning multiple identities
under different camera poses using the CelebA-HQ dataset.

exhibit substantial variation, but over time, they begin to
resemble a consistent synthesized identity, appearing as an
averaged or transformed representation of the source. As
training progresses, the generated faces gradually stabilize,
aligning with certain facial features. Eventually, the tar-
geted images for different source identities converge toward
faces that share some features with the forgotten IDs but
ultimately belong to different identities. This suggests a
model adaptation process where the generated outputs re-
tain partial resemblance, i.e., glasses and skin colors, hairs,
etc., to the original sources while shifting toward distinct
identities. One advantage of this process is that the model
vendor can completely control this process and the forget-
ting ability that they think is reasonable for their settings.

D.3. Retain ability with different closeness
In Figure 22, we take the latent vector wf of a forgotten
identity and sample new vectors with distance ∆ from the
original identity. Identities sampled closer to wf experi-
ence a larger forgetting effect, as seen most prominently in
the ∆ = 35 or ∆ = 40 cases, where the generated images
show the typical characteristics of convergence toward the
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Figure 21. Generated triggers by time using our de-identification process Θ. As training progresses, the generated faces gradually stabilize,
aligning with certain facial features.

identities synthesized by GUIDE and SUGAR. As the dis-
tance from wf increases, the generated results exhibit less
prominent changes, and begin to match the source image
almost exactly.



So
ur
ce

G
U
ID
E

O
ur
s

w!" −𝑤# $

∆	= 35 ∆	= 40 ∆	= 45 ∆	= 50 ∆	= 55 ∆	= 60 ∆	= 65

Figure 22. Qualitative results for model performance on retaining identities. The higher the distance ∆ is, the further the identity is from
the forgetting identity in the latent space. As shown, the unlearning process tends to affect the performance on the closer identities, i.e.,
when ∆ equal to 35.
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