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Abstract
The rapid advancement of generative technologies has made syn-
thetic images nearly indistinguishable from real ones, thereby creat-
ing an urgent need for robust detectors to counter misinformation.
However, existing methods mainly rely on universal artifact fea-
tures that are shared across multiple generators. We observe that
as the diversity of generators increases, the overlap of these com-
mon features gradually decreases. This severely undermines model
generalization. In contrast, focusing only on unique artifacts tends
to cause overfitting to specific forgery patterns. To address this
challenge, we propose LEGO (LoRA-Enabled Generator-Oriented
Framework). The core mechanism of LEGO employs an MLP to
modulate multiple LoRA (Low-Rank Adaptation) blocks, each pre-
trained to capture the unique artifacts of a specific generator, fol-
lowed by attention-based feature fusion. Unlike conventional meth-
ods that seek a single universal solution, LEGO delegates unique
artifact extraction to specialized LoRAmodules by dividing its train-
ing procedure into two stages. Each LoRA module is individually
trained on a single-generator dataset to learn generator-specific rep-
resentations, then MLP and attention layers are trained on mixed
datasets to dynamically regulate the contribution of each module.
Benefiting from its modular yet robust design, LEGO can be natu-
rally extended by incorporating new LoRA modules for adaptation
to newly emerging next-generation datasets, while still achieving
substantially better performance than prior SOTA methods with
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fewer than 30,000 training images, less than 10% of their training
data, and only 5 epochs in each training stage.
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1 Introduction
With the rapid development of generative models, producing highly
realistic synthetic images has become increasingly easy [6, 8, 10, 16,
33, 34, 36, 51], which greatly complicates the verification of digital
information. When maliciously used to spread misinformation or
manipulate public opinion, such content can severely undermine
trust in the modern digital ecosystem. This challenge is further
amplified by the rapid emergence of diverse generators and increas-
ingly realistic synthesis pipelines. Therefore, developing robust
and reliable AI-generated image detectors has become an urgent
research problem.

Early studies on AI-generated image detection mainly aim to
identify transferable artifacts left by generative models, exploring
cues from spatial textures, frequency patterns, and cross-model
inconsistencies [7, 13, 20, 21, 28, 40, 41]. More recent methods
have further extended this line of research by exploiting diffu-
sion reconstruction inconsistency, intrinsic-dimensionality and
inversion-based clues for diffusion images, representation priors
from large vision-languagemodels, image transformation strategies,
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frequency-aware modeling, and bias-reduced training paradigms [2,
4, 9, 17, 23, 38, 42, 46]. In particular, CLIP-based methods have
shown promising generalization ability by leveraging strong seman-
tic priors [4, 32, 37, 44], while preprocessing- and representation-
based methods attempt to amplify synthetic traces before classifi-
cation [1, 17, 35, 53]. However, these approaches still rely, either
explicitly or implicitly, on the assumption that different generators
share sufficiently common artifacts, which may become increas-
ingly weak as generative models continue to evolve.

Recent studies further highlight the difficulty of robust real-
world generalization. Large-scale benchmarks and more realistic
evaluation protocols have already raised the bar for this task [11, 29,
31, 55]. In particular, AIDE [47] shows that many existing detectors
perform well on conventional benchmarks but degrade substan-
tially on more challenging in-the-wild settings. This observation is
further supported by AIGIBench, recent generator-diversity stud-
ies, and semantic-bias analyses, which together suggest that AI-
generated image detection is far from being a solved problem under
realistic and diverse distributions [18, 30, 52]. To address this chal-
lenge, several recent methods have explored new directions. Effort
improves generalized detection through efficient orthogonal artifact
modeling [48]. TriDetect improves generalized detection by model-
ing latent structural patterns within fake images beyond simple bi-
nary supervision [26]. HiDA-Net emphasizes the importance of pre-
serving native-resolution details for robust high-resolution AIGC
detection [24]. SimLBR instead learns a tighter boundary around
real images to improve robustness under distribution shifts [5]. SPAI
enhances robustness across different image resolutions through
spectral learning [14], while DFFreq further exploits frequency-
aware modeling for synthetic image detection [46]. Other recent
efforts also improve cross-generator robustness from complemen-
tary perspectives, including image-transformation-based general-
ization, bias-free training, and language-guided contrastive learn-
ing [9, 17, 44]. Although these methods achieve promising progress,
their performance on challenging benchmarks indicates that gener-
alizable detection remains an open problem.

To address this issue, we argue that pursuing a single “universal
artifact” is ultimately insufficient. Instead, detectors should explic-
itly model generator-oriented unique artifacts, so that they can
remain discriminative on seen generators while adapting efficiently
to newly emerging ones. This view is also supported by recent
findings on large generator diversity and semantic shortcut bias in
AI-generated image detection [18, 30, 52]. Based on this insight, we
propose LEGO, a LoRA-Enabled Generator-Oriented framework
for synthetic image detection. LEGO employs a pre-trained Open-
CLIP backbone together with multiple generator-specific LoRA
modules [12, 32], an MLP-based routing mechanism, and multi-
level feature fusion to learn discriminative artifact representations
in a modular manner. Similar to assembling LEGO bricks, the frame-
work can be flexibly extended by attaching new LoRA modules for
new generators, enabling efficient adaptation without retraining
the entire model.

Extensive experiments on challenging benchmarks demonstrate
the effectiveness of LEGO. Compared with recent strong baselines,
including Effort, TriDetect, HiDA-Net, and SimLBR [5, 24, 26, 48],
LEGO achieves consistently stronger performance in challenging
in-the-wild settings, while requiring only a subset of the training

data, further demonstrating its efficiency and practicality. As il-
lustrated in Figure 1, despite being trained on substantially fewer
seen generator subsets than competing methods, LEGO achieves
higher average accuracy with lower variance across fake images by
different generators. This suggests that LEGO delivers consistently
strong performance across diverse datasets, rather than relying on
a few exceptionally high scores that may mask a lack of discrimi-
native capability on specific benchmarks.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• We propose a novel paradigm for AI-generated image de-
tection, showing that capturing generator-oriented unique
artifacts is more effective than seeking universal ones in
complex and diverse scenarios.

• We design a scalable framework that can be extended like
LEGO bricks by adding new LoRA modules for newly emerg-
ing generators, enabling rapid adaptation with substantially
reduced retraining and computational cost.

• Our framework LEGO achieves substantially better perfor-
mance than recent strong baselines while using much less
training data and only a few epochs of training, demonstrat-
ing superior effectiveness under a more economical training
setting.

2 Related Work
Synthetic image detection. With the rapid development of mod-
ern image generators, including GAN-based models [8, 15, 16] and
diffusion-based models [6, 10, 33, 34, 36, 51], synthetic image detec-
tion has become increasingly challenging. Early detectors mainly
rely on discriminative artifacts left by image generators. Represen-
tative works show that synthetic images can be exposed through
visual artifacts in spatial textures, frequency patterns, and cross-
model inconsistencies [7, 13, 20–22, 41]. In the broader forensic lit-
erature, related ideas have also been explored through consistency-
aware representation learning and transformer-based inconsistency
modeling [27, 56]. Later studies further investigate gradient-based,
local texture-patch, and fingerprint-style forensic cues [35, 40, 53].
As diffusion models become dominant, DIRE [42], local intrinsic
dimensionality [23], and inversion-based detection [2] further show
that diffusion-generated images exhibit distinctive reconstruction
and representation behaviors that can be exploited for detection.
More recent studies also revisit practical deployment settings, such
as CLIP-based forensic detection [4], real-world real-time detec-
tion [1], local pixel dependency modeling [19], and semantic–pixel
joint reasoning [3]. Despite promising progress, these methods are
sensitive to generator shifts and tend to generalize poorly when the
testing distribution differs substantially from the training source.
Frequency-aware and generalization-oriented methods. To
improve transferability, recent studies move beyond pixel-space
classification and instead exploit transformed feature spaces, archi-
tectural priors, and generator diversity. Frequency-aware learning
has proven effective for capturing subtle synthetic traces [38, 46],
while revisiting generator up-sampling operations provides useful
inductive bias for generalized detection [39]. Beyond representa-
tion design, several works explicitly target robustness and general-
ization. Early studies explored universal detectors trained across
generators [28], while SAFE [17] improves detection through image



LEGO: LoRA-Enabled Generator-Oriented Framework for Synthetic Image Detection MM ’26, November 10–14, 2026, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

0.3 1 3 10 25.8

58

62

66

70

74

78

82

AIDE

NPR

Effort

TriDetect

HiDA-Net

Ours

Training Images (×105)

A
C
C
on

C
ha

m
el
eo

n
(%
)

Efficiency–Performance Trade-off

AIDE

NPR

Effort

TriDetect

HiDA-Net

Ours

(a) Training-Data Efficiency vs. Performance.

15 16 17 18

66

68

70

72

74

76

78

80

AIDE

CO-SPY

Effort

NPR

DFFreq

Ours

Std. across datasets

M
ea
n
A
cc

on
A
IG

IB
en

ch

Balanced Generalization

AIDE

CO-SPY

Effort

NPR

DFFreq

Ours

(b) Mean–standard-deviation comparison across AIGIBench subsets.

Figure 1: Comparison of detector efficiency and generalization. Left: data-efficiency–performance trade-off using ACC on
Chameleon. Right: mean–standard-deviation comparison across AIGIBench subsets.
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Figure 2: Overview of the proposed LEGO framework. LEGO is built upon a frozen CLIP backbone and trained in two stages. In
Generator-Specific LoRA Specialization, each LoRA branch is individually optimized on a single-generator subset to capture
distinctive artifact patterns. In Generator-Aware Router Alignment, the specialized branches are frozen and integrated into a
LoRA Hub, while a router learns to predict the LoRA Merge Weight under mixed-generator training. The resulting Integrated
LoRA is injected into the backbone, and the representation is refined by the Forgery Detection Head for prediction.

transformation and bias-free training reduces shortcut learning [9].
Community Forensics [30] further shows that large generator di-
versity is crucial for improving performance on unseen models.

More recent efforts investigate semantic bias, disentangled arti-
fact learning, and information-bottleneck-based universal detec-
tion [48, 50, 52]. Zero-shot and open-set settings have also attracted
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increasing attention, including forensic self-descriptions for source
attribution [25] and multimodal large-language-model-based ex-
plainable detection [54]. Meanwhile, benchmark studies consis-
tently show that generalized detection remains far from solved.
GenImage, WildFake, Semi-Truths, AI-GenBench, AIGIBench, and
MIRAGE all highlight the difficulty of cross-generator and in-the-
wild evaluation [11, 18, 29, 31, 45, 55], and Yan et al. further show
that realistic in-the-wild evaluation is substantially harder than
standard cross-dataset testing [47].
Vision-language based and recent robust detectors. Pre-trained
vision-language models have also been introduced for synthetic im-
age detection. Built on the transferable representation of CLIP [32],
CLIPDetection [4] demonstrates the value of semantic priors, while
later works further improve this direction through language-guided
contrastive learning, prompt-based adaptation, and semantic–pixel
fusion [3, 37, 44]. However, semantic cues alone may become less
reliable as recent generators produce increasingly coherent images.
Recent robust detectors therefore approach the problem from com-
plementary perspectives, including latent structural modeling [26],
native-resolution detail preservation [24], real-boundary model-
ing [5], and spectral learning across resolutions [14]. Provenance-
oriented methods such as diffusion watermarking have also been
explored [43], but they rely on assumptions about the generation
pipeline and thus differ from open-world forensic detection. De-
spite, most existing methods still follow a single-detector paradigm
and do not explicitly model generator-oriented unique artifacts,
leaving scalability an open challenge as new generators emerge.

3 Method
3.1 LEGO Framework Overview
We study AI-generated image detection under generator generaliza-
tion. Given an input image 𝐼 , the goal is to predict its authenticity
label 𝑦 ∈ {0, 1}, where 𝑦 = 0 and 𝑦 = 1 denote real and fake images,
respectively. Unlike conventional binary detectors that seek a single
shared forensic cue across all generators, LEGO is motivated by the
observation that as generator diversity increases, the common arti-
fact region in feature space becomes increasingly limited, making
universal traces less reliable for robust detection [18, 30]. Instead,
LEGO focuses on learning generator-specific artifact features.

Based on this insight, we propose LEGO, a generator-oriented
modular detector built on a frozenCLIPViT-L/14 visual encoder [32].
As shown in Figure 2, LEGO adopts a two-stage design. In the first
stage, each LoRA block is trained on a specific generator family to
capture its distinctive artifact patterns. In the second stage, these
specialized LoRA blocks are frozen and assembled into a unified
LoRA Hub. A shared MLP router predicts LoRA merge weights
from the input feature representation, producing an input-adaptive
integrated LoRA that is injected back into the frozen backbone be-
fore the final forgery head performs prediction. In this way, LEGO
decomposes detection into LoRA specialization and composition,
making the framework naturally aligned with generator diversity.

This design offers two key benefits. First, it avoids forcing incom-
patible artifact distributions into a single residual direction. Second,
it decouples expert learning from expert coordination, allowing
the model to first learn stable generator-specific priors and then
adaptively combine them. As a result, LEGO models the synthetic

artifact space as a set of generator-aware low-rank subspaces with
an input-conditioned composition rule.

3.2 Generator-Specific LoRA Specialization
Each training sample is represented as (𝐼𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 , 𝑔𝑖 ), where 𝐼𝑖 is the
input image,𝑦𝑖 ∈ {0, 1} is the authenticity label, and𝑔𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝐾}
denotes the generator family. In our implementation, the training
data are grouped by generator family, with additional real images
included as authentic samples. When confronted with emerging
generators, incorporating LoRA blocks [12] and training a light-
weight MLP router are much more efficient than designing an
entirely new detection architecture, which means that the LEGO
framework is naturally extensible to newly added generators.

Before being fed into the backbone, each image passes through
the Data Augmentation & Token Embedding stage:

𝐼 ′𝑖 = Tnorm
(
Taug (𝐼𝑖 )

)
, (1)

where Taug includes horizontal flipping, JPEG compression, Gauss-
ian blur, brightness/contrast adjustment, hue-saturation pertur-
bation, and Gaussian noise, while Tnorm denotes resizing, tensor
conversion, and CLIP-style normalization. This stage serves two
purposes simultaneously: it aligns the input statistics with the
frozen CLIP encoder [32] and prevents each LoRA from overfitting
to brittle low-level signals that are not stable under realistic post-
processing [1, 17]. The preprocessed image is then converted into
visual tokens using the standard CLIP token embedding scheme.

Let𝑊0 ∈ R𝑑in×𝑑out denote a frozen projection matrix in the self-
attention layer of CLIP. For each generator family, we introduce
one generator-specific LoRA [12] branch into the corresponding
self-attention projection of every CLIP layer:

Δ𝑊𝑘 = 𝐴𝑘𝐵𝑘 , 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝐾, (2)

where 𝐴𝑘 ∈ R𝑑in×𝑟 , 𝐵𝑘 ∈ R𝑟×𝑑out , and 𝑟 ≪ min(𝑑in, 𝑑out) is the
LoRA rank. The corresponding projection for the 𝑘-th LoRA is:

𝐻𝑘 (𝑋 ) = 𝑋𝑊0 +
𝛼

𝑟
𝑋𝐴𝑘𝐵𝑘 , (3)

where 𝑋 ∈ R𝑁×𝑑in denotes the token sequence of a transformer
layer and 𝛼 is the LoRA scaling factor.

This low-rank parameterization is central to the mathemati-
cal logic of LEGO. Rather than relearning the full projection ma-
trix, each LoRA block is restricted to a compact residual subspace.
Such a design is advantageous because the frozen CLIP backbone
already encodes strong general visual semantics [32], while the
missing information for forgery detection mainly lies in a compar-
atively small set of artifact-sensitive directions. Therefore, repre-
senting generator-specific knowledge as low-rank residuals is both
parameter-efficient and structurally appropriate.

In Generator-Specific LoRA Specialization, only one LoRA branch
is activated at a time, while the frozen backbone, all other LoRA
branches, and the shared router remain fixed. For the 𝑘-th gen-
erator family, the model is optimized only on its corresponding
subset. This design ensures that the gradient signal received by
(𝐴𝑘 , 𝐵𝑘 ) originates solely from one generator family, thereby avoid-
ing destructive interference among heterogeneous generators and
allowing each LoRA branch to focus on learning generator-specific
artifact patterns. In this stage, the optimization is driven only by
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the authenticity classification loss:

Lcls = − 1
𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

1∑︁
𝑐=0

1(𝑦𝑖 = 𝑐) log 𝑝𝑖,𝑐 , (4)

where 𝑝𝑖,𝑐 denotes the predicted probability that the 𝑖-th sample
belongs to class 𝑐 .

Under this training scheme, each LoRA branch can be inter-
preted as a generator-specific residual basis that approximates one
local artifact subspace. This is precisely why we term this stage
Generator-Specific LoRA Specialization: each LoRA is optimized to
preserve the discriminative forgery traces of one generator family
before any cross-generator composition is introduced.

3.3 Generator-Oriented LoRA Composer
Once the generator-specific LoRA blocks have been learned, we or-
ganize them into a LoRA Hub, as shown in Figure 2. The Generator-
Oriented LoRA Composer, implemented as a shared router, is de-
signed to combine this set of discrete LoRA blocks into an input-
adaptive Integrated LoRA and inject it back into the frozen back-
bone. In the following, we use Composer to refer to the overall
composition module and router to emphasize its weight-prediction.

Given token features 𝑋 ∈ R𝑁×𝑑in from the previous transformer
block, we first compute a pooled descriptor:

𝑥 =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

𝑋𝑛 . (5)

This descriptor summarizes the current image at the feature level
and serves as the input to the Composer. The shared router then
predicts the LoRA merge weight:

𝜋 (𝑥) = Softmax(MLP(𝑥)), (6)

where 𝜋 (𝑥) ∈ R𝐾 and
∑𝐾
𝑘=1 𝜋𝑘 (𝑥) = 1.

This formulation is mathematically meaningful for several rea-
sons. First, the softmax constrains the routing weights to the proba-
bility simplex, which makes them directly interpretable as a convex
combination over LoRA blocks. Second, the convexity constraint
stabilizes optimization by preventing arbitrarily large contributions
from a single branch. Third, because the router predicts continuous
weights rather than hard assignments, the composer can smoothly
interpolate between generators instead of being forced into an all-
or-nothing decision. This is especially important for realistic test
samples, whose traces may be ambiguous, mixed, or only partially
aligned with previously seen generators.

The resulting Integrated LoRA is defined as:

𝐻 (𝑋 ) = 𝑋𝑊0 +
𝛼

𝑟

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜋𝑘 (𝑥)𝑋𝐴𝑘𝐵𝑘 . (7)

This equation makes the logic of the composer explicit. The first
term, 𝑋𝑊0, preserves the generic visual representation learned by
CLIP [32]. The second term adds an input-dependent residual cor-
rection assembled from the LoRA Hub. Therefore, the model does
not attempt to replace the backbone; instead, it learns to minimally
and selectively perturb the backbone in artifact-sensitive directions
that are most relevant to the current input.

From a geometric perspective, the set of generator-specific resid-
uals {𝑋𝐴𝑘𝐵𝑘 }𝐾𝑘=1 spans a generator-aware residual space, and the

composer determines a point in this space through 𝜋 (𝑥). As a result,
the final representation is not restricted to a single LoRA block,
but is allowed to lie between multiple generator-specific subspaces.
This property is one of the key reasons why LEGO remains robust
when encountering unseen or weakly related generators [18, 30].

The composed feature is then passed to the Forgery Detection
Head, which contains an Attention module followed by a Classifica-
tion Head. Denoting the CLIP encoder equipped with the integrated
LoRA by ELEGO (·), the final prediction is:

𝑝𝑖 = Softmax
(
𝑊𝑐 Attn

(
ELEGO (𝐼 ′𝑖 )

)
+ 𝑏𝑐

)
, (8)

where𝑊𝑐 and 𝑏𝑐 are the classifier parameters. The Detection Loss
in Figure 2 is precisely the classification loss Lcls, which supervises
the final real/fake decision.

3.4 Generator-Aware Router Alignment
After generator-specific LoRA specialization, we enter the second
stage, namely Generator-Aware Router Alignment. In this stage,
all generator-specific LoRA blocks are frozen, and only the shared
router and the Forgery Detection Head are optimized. The objective
is no longer to learn new generator-specific residuals, but to align
the router with the learned residual basis so that it can produce
meaningful LoRA Merge Weights for mixed-generator inputs.

To make the router aware of cross-generator ambiguity, we con-
struct a GenMix Dataset by introducing fake-fake interpolation,
inspired by mixup [49]. Given two fake samples 𝐼𝑎 and 𝐼𝑏 from dif-
ferent generator families, we synthesize a harder example through:

𝐼 = 𝜆𝐼𝑎 + (1 − 𝜆)𝐼𝑏 , (9)

where 𝜆 ∈ [0, 1] is the Random Mixing Ratio 𝑤 . In Figure 2, this
ratio is also used as the supervisory coefficient for the routing
branch. Since the image itself is a mixture of two generators, it is
logically consistent to define its routing target as a mixture of the
corresponding generator identities:

𝑞𝑖 = 𝜆𝑒𝑎 + (1 − 𝜆)𝑒𝑏 , (10)

where 𝑒𝑎 and 𝑒𝑏 are one-hot generator labels. This yields the Genera-
tor Target Distribution shown in the figure. For ordinary non-fused
samples, the target reduces to:

𝑞𝑖 = 𝑒𝑔𝑖 . (11)

Let 𝑞𝑖 = 𝜋 (𝑥𝑖 ) denote the predicted routing distribution. We
supervise the router with the Generator-Aware Routing Loss:

Lroute = − 1
𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑞𝑖,𝑘 log𝑞𝑖,𝑘 . (12)

This loss is mathematically aligned with the design of the composer.
Since the router outputs a probability simplex and the target dis-
tribution is defined on the same simplex, the soft cross-entropy
encourages the predicted LoRA merge weight to match the LoRA
composition. Compared with hard one-hot supervision, this soft
target preserves uncertainty and teaches the router that generator
membership may be continuous rather than discrete.

We additionally apply an 𝐿1 regularization term to the router:

Lreg =
∑︁

𝜃 ∈Θrouter

∥𝜃 ∥1 . (13)
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Table 1: Per-dataset performance comparison on AIGIBench (Part I, II, and III). The best and second-best results in each column
are shown in bold and underlined, respectively.

Test Dataset→
Venue

R3GAN StyleGAN3 StyleGAN-XL StyleSwim WFIR BlendFace E4S FaceSwap

Detectors ↓ Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P.

ResNet-50 CVPR’16 48.5 53.7 70.8 88.3 60.0 76.7 83.2 93.7 49.5 56.8 46.4 34.3 46.7 32.9 48.8 39.8
CNNDetection [41] CVPR’20 50.4 52.7 55.8 73.1 52.8 64.2 52.6 76.5 49.8 50.0 52.4 73.4 51.1 68.9 50.3 58.7
Gram-net [22] CVPR’20 47.9 52.5 65.6 77.9 72.9 83.7 75.5 86.0 44.5 43.9 42.3 33.3 42.5 32.5 47.0 34.6
LGrad [40] CVPR’23 54.4 58.7 70.5 80.5 65.7 74.6 81.3 90.0 51.7 49.4 41.8 34.9 41.5 32.8 45.3 37.5
CLIPDetection [4] CVPR’23 83.5 91.2 79.6 84.5 84.6 93.3 86.4 95.2 70.0 82.0 35.0 35.3 57.0 57.1 53.1 52.4
FreqNet [38] AAAI’23 62.3 56.8 83.0 92.4 79.8 84.1 80.8 91.8 58.5 48.9 23.3 34.1 25.8 34.7 40.4 43.4
NPR [39] CVPR’24 50.8 61.1 78.4 91.7 60.3 75.3 85.7 94.9 51.6 65.5 44.5 34.7 45.0 34.4 48.1 43.6
DFFreq [46] arXiv’25 61.7 74.0 90.1 96.4 73.7 83.4 84.5 92.9 74.6 82.2 41.5 35.2 42.1 34.8 47.6 45.6
LaDeDa [1] arXiv’24 54.8 72.6 92.4 96.9 94.7 98.5 94.0 98.5 58.5 86.9 42.4 42.1 42.9 49.3 47.1 40.9
AIDE [47] ICLR’25 92.9 97.1 88.1 91.4 88.7 93.2 83.7 89.3 71.4 90.8 51.5 54.2 44.3 44.3 52.1 56.3
CO-SPY [3] CVPR’25 84.5 95.9 84.5 91.3 85.4 96.1 79.6 93.4 74.8 87.4 41.3 41.7 68.0 67.4 50.0 50.3
Effort [48] ICML’25 90.2 95.8 87.9 94.9 92.6 93.7 94.5 99.7 85.5 93.8 41.4 40.4 49.6 56.7 48.8 59.9
Ours - 90.8 96.7 87.9 97.1 65.5 80.4 94.1 98.4 86.1 95.8 51.9 59.4 76.8 92.0 68.1 82.8

Test Dataset→ Venue InSwap SimSwap FLUX1-dev Midjourney GLIDE DALLE-3 Imagen3 SD3

Detectors ↓ Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P.

ResNet-50 CVPR’16 48.8 39.7 48.1 40.3 82.3 93.6 52.5 57.4 79.3 93.4 53.7 68.4 61.9 78.6 64.2 83.7
CNNDetection [41] CVPR’20 54.5 77.9 52.1 70.0 57.4 72.3 52.3 59.8 51.1 60.0 53.9 68.6 51.2 57.4 55.8 73.1
Gram-net [22] CVPR’20 47.1 38.0 46.7 36.4 64.5 75.1 43.9 41.6 71.6 84.3 53.5 61.1 50.6 54.7 52.5 60.0
LGrad [40] CVPR’23 44.6 35.0 44.2 37.6 80.4 88.1 60.4 64.5 82.4 91.0 57.2 62.7 62.2 69.7 63.4 72.1
CLIPDetection [4] CVPR’23 43.7 40.2 43.7 40.4 80.0 79.5 65.3 61.5 76.7 80.3 75.1 76.3 78.9 79.3 84.5 87.2
FreqNet [38] AAAI’23 37.5 42.1 36.5 41.9 78.5 87.3 53.9 55.9 75.8 77.4 66.2 61.0 73.6 80.7 77.3 82.6
NPR [39] CVPR’24 47.8 40.7 47.4 42.7 95.2 99.0 68.8 76.9 82.5 94.3 57.1 70.0 85.9 94.4 91.9 97.2
DFFreq [46] arXiv’25 47.0 41.2 45.6 43.8 76.6 86.3 64.6 68.1 88.5 96.3 51.8 58.6 75.7 87.3 81.3 90.8
LaDeDa [1] arXiv’24 47.0 47.4 46.3 42.3 94.6 98.7 80.3 86.9 87.1 95.0 50.1 59.8 91.6 97.2 95.1 98.7
AIDE [47] ICLR’25 50.9 54.6 54.9 62.7 88.0 93.4 76.4 83.0 93.4 97.7 55.1 63.1 89.8 95.2 94.3 98.3
CO-SPY [3] CVPR’25 36.4 41.4 39.8 41.0 77.7 87.3 69.4 74.6 75.2 84.6 81.1 85.6 79.1 76.9 89.3 95.6
Effort [48] ICML’25 48.0 51.3 52.3 58.4 75.4 81.2 73.8 77.4 83.6 93.5 77.0 82.7 65.6 74.7 82.4 91.9
Ours - 55.4 65.5 58.2 69.2 95.1 98.9 98.6 99.9 77.7 91.7 97.6 99.9 96.2 99.2 97.4 99.8

Test Dataset→ Venue SDXL BLIP Infinite-ID InstantID IP-Adapter PhotoMaker SocialRF CommunityAI Mean

Detectors ↓ Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P. Acc. A.P.

ResNet-50 CVPR’16 72.8 89.8 99.5 100.0 49.9 62.6 61.0 80.7 62.8 83.1 49.1 58.7 55.3 61.5 52.5 64.2 60.3 68.0
CNNDetection [41] CVPR’20 52.8 64.2 77.2 92.9 49.7 49.5 53.2 80.2 52.0 65.8 50.1 58.2 51.1 50.6 51.3 59.1 53.4 65.7
Gram-net [22] CVPR’20 63.8 76.9 98.6 99.9 50.6 60.1 75.1 85.7 54.5 64.2 50.1 58.6 52.1 53.0 52.6 66.1 56.9 60.8
LGrad [40] CVPR’23 73.6 82.8 93.0 97.4 50.9 54.6 72.6 81.5 70.3 78.3 59.9 67.2 53.5 54.9 55.5 69.4 61.5 65.2
CLIPDetection [4] CVPR’23 84.7 88.0 88.6 95.8 84.5 89.6 85.4 93.5 82.6 87.3 69.3 72.3 54.4 55.2 67.0 73.2 71.4 74.6
FreqNet [38] AAAI’23 82.7 95.2 93.8 100.0 79.0 74.5 79.8 86.3 78.8 79.9 77.0 74.9 54.2 58.1 55.9 69.7 64.8 68.9
NPR [39] CVPR’24 86.6 94.4 99.2 100.0 63.9 80.4 63.8 79.2 82.4 91.7 48.1 43.6 59.1 68.4 54.0 62.9 66.6 72.4
DFFreq [46] arXiv’25 88.9 95.8 97.9 99.6 70.4 82.7 91.9 97.2 83.2 91.3 88.0 94.0 57.6 63.3 54.5 52.1 70.0 74.7
LaDeDa [1] arXiv’24 94.7 98.5 99.0 99.9 61.5 76.9 86.5 90.4 90.8 94.3 78.4 90.7 58.6 68.3 54.5 56.3 72.6 78.6
AIDE [47] ICLR’25 93.5 95.7 96.4 95.5 92.2 94.7 91.8 96.3 90.0 95.4 91.7 95.6 57.8 65.0 54.1 61.0 76.8 81.8
CO-SPY [3] CVPR’25 85.4 92.6 85.0 95.5 89.8 97.4 84.0 96.7 74.8 84.3 55.8 57.3 61.7 72.9 62.6 69.3 71.5 78.2
Effort [48] ICML’25 79.3 91.9 98.0 99.9 92.2 98.7 92.2 99.0 87.5 91.0 76.6 82.3 53.1 57.1 51.6 60.1 74.1 80.2
Ours - 97.6 99.8 73.3 89.7 86.7 96.0 89.2 97.1 64.8 83.0 62.2 80.5 68.1 83.9 85.4 93.1 80.2 89.6

Its role is to prevent overly diffuse compositions and to encourage
the router to rely on a compact subset of LoRAs. This sparsity bias
is logically desirable: although the composer allows continuous
interpolation, a given image is unlikely to require all generator
priors simultaneously.

The full second-stage objective is thus:

Lstage2 = Lcls + 𝜆routeLroute + 𝜆regLreg, (14)

where 𝜆route and 𝜆reg control the contributions of routing supervi-
sion and regularization, respectively.
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This objective reveals the internal logic of Generator-Aware
Router Alignment. The term Lcls guarantees that the composed
representation remains discriminative for authenticity prediction.
The term Lroute aligns the router with the latent generator com-
position of the input. The term Lreg keeps the composition sparse
and stable. Together, they ensure that the second stage does not
merely fit labels, but learns a structurally meaningful mapping from
mixed-generator inputs to LoRA combinations.

Overall, LEGO can be understood as a two-stage approxima-
tion to the artifact manifold of AI-generated images. Generator-
Specific LoRA Specialization learns the basis elements of that man-
ifold, Generator-Oriented LoRA Composer constructs an input-
conditioned residual from these basis elements, and Generator-
Aware Router Alignment ensures that the composition rule is both
discriminative and semantically consistent with generator identity.
This makes the framework not only effective in practice, but also
mathematically coherent and logically extensible.

4 Experimental Results and Analysis
4.1 Experimental Setup
Training datasets.To validate the effectiveness of LEGO under
a practical low-cost training setting, we intentionally restrict the
training data to only a few compact GenImage subsets [55]. Specif-
ically, we use only the held-out split of three representative genera-
tor families, namely Stable Diffusion v1.4 [34], ProGAN[15], and
ADM[6], resulting in fewer than 30,000 training images in total.
Although highly compact, these subsets still cover both diffusion-
based and GAN-based generators, and thus provide diverse super-
vision for generator-oriented artifact learning.

Notably, this training scale is dramatically smaller than those
used in prior work. For instance, the ProGAN training split in Gen-
Image [55] alone already contains about 20 × 18,000 images, which
far exceeds our total training data. Our setting is also consider-
ably lighter than that of Effort [48], which trains on two GenImage
subsets (SDv1.4 and ProGAN), and much more efficient than HiDA-
Net [24], which uses all available training subsets. During mixed
training, samples from the selected subsets are randomly shuffled
and jointly optimized. This setting therefore highlights a key advan-
tage of LEGO: it achieves strong generalization with substantially
lower training cost, making it more suitable for scalable adaptation
to newly emerging generators.
Test datasets.To evaluate generalization to future unseen gen-
erators, we train on GenImage [55] and test on AIGIBench and
Chameleon [18, 47], neither of which is used for end-to-end re-
training. The results therefore reflect transfer from limited seen
generators to more diverse real-world distributions.

For a fairer out-of-distribution comparison on AIGIBench [18],
we exclude ProGAN, as it is already represented by the generator
families covered in the training data.
Implementation details.We implement LEGO based on a pre-
trained OpenCLIP/CLIP vision backbone [32] and train the model
on a single NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU. Unless otherwise specified,
the detector is optimized with AdamW, where the learning rate
is set to 2 × 10−5, weight decay to 5 × 10−4, 𝛽1 = 0.9, 𝛽2 = 0.95,
𝜖 = 10−8, and 5 epochs of training. The model is trained under
the mixed-generator setting, where the three selected GenImage

Table 2: Comparison with existing methods on the
Chameleon benchmark. Results for HiDA-Net are reported
as provided in the original paper, where only ACC is avail-
able. The best and second-best results in each column are
shown in bold and underlined, respectively.

Method Venue AUC ↑ ACC ↑ EER ↓ A.P. ↑

CNNDetection [41] CVPR 2020 63.3 58.4 40.6 58.0
FreDect [7] ICML 2020 75.5 63.0 31.4 68.6
Fusing [13] ICIP 2022 60.2 57.5 41.4 53.5
LGrad [40] CVPR 2023 53.4 51.6 48.1 47.4
LNP [20] ECCV 2022 58.0 57.9 44.2 50.4
CORE [27] CVPRW 2022 52.6 57.0 47.7 45.6
SPSL [21] CVPR 2021 61.4 57.5 41.5 53.4
UIA-ViT [56] ECCV 2022 70.4 59.9 35.4 61.2
DIRE [42] ICCV 2023 54.9 57.7 45.7 49.1
UnivFD [28] CVPR 2023 80.3 66.0 26.7 75.1
AIDE [47] ICLR 2025 79.7 62.6 27.5 73.5
NPR [39] CVPR 2024 58.7 58.1 43.8 49.4
Effort [48] ICML 2025 83.7 64.6 24.3 76.9
TriDetect [26] AAAI 2026 89.4 67.9 18.4 87.4
HiDA-Net† [24] ICLR 2026 – 79.1 – –

LEGO Ours 92.8 83.6 15.0 89.9
† Reported under the All GenImage training setting. HiDA-Net only reports ACC on
Chameleon in its original paper.

subsets [55] are randomly interleaved during optimization. This
protocol simulates a practical scenario in which only partial genera-
tor data are available for training, while the detector is still expected
to generalize to unseen synthesis domains.

4.2 Comparison with SOTA Methods
Results on AIGIBench. Tables 1 compare LEGO with recent state-
of-the-art detectors on AIGIBench [18]. Overall, LEGO achieves the
best average performance on AIGIBench, reaching 80.2%mean ACC
and 89.6% mean AP. Among the compared baselines, AIDE [47]
is the strongest overall with 76.8% mean ACC and 81.8% mean
AP, while Effort [48] achieves 74.1% and 80.3%, respectively. These
results indicate that LEGO provides the strongest overall general-
ization across diverse generator families.

More importantly, LEGO exhibits clear advantages on several
challenging subsets, particularly those involving deepfake-style
manipulation and open-source generation platforms. For example,
LEGO achieves the best accuracy on BlendFace, E4S, FaceSwap,
InSwap, SimSwap, and CommunityAI. On the AP metric, LEGO fur-
ther ranks first on R3GAN,WFIR, E4S, FaceSwap, InSwap, SimSwap,
and CommunityAI. These gains are particularly important because
such subsets usually contain more diverse and less semantically
obvious forgery traces, where detectors relying mainly on shared
artifacts often degrade significantly [28, 30, 52].

We also observe that several recent detectors, such as AIDE [47],
can achieve strong performance on specific generator categories,
especially diffusion-based subsets. However, their advantages are
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Table 3: Ablation on core design choices.

Method Multi-LoRA Router Route Loss Two-Stage AIGIBench Chameleon

Acc A.P. Acc A.P.

CLIP + Single LoRA 67.0 74.4 59.0 64.7
+ Multi-branch LoRA Hub ✓ 75.9 85.0 58.6 79.4
+ Shared Router ✓ ✓ 70.6 84.5 57.6 73.6
+ Routing Supervision ✓ ✓ ✓ 68.4 76.2 60.0 83.5
LEGO (Full) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 80.2 89.6 83.6 89.9

Table 4: Ablation on training and data strategy.

Method AIGIBench Chameleon

Acc A.P. Acc A.P.

LEGO w/o both 77.6 85.3 66.2 78.3
LEGO w/o augmentation 76.8 84.5 66.7 75.2
LEGO w/o fake–fake fusion 61.7 78.8 72.5 91.1
LEGO (full) 80.2 89.6 83.6 89.9

often concentrated on a limited group of generators, and their
performance fluctuates more noticeably across different synthesis
paradigms. By contrast, LEGO shows stronger overall generaliza-
tion across GAN-based, diffusion-based, personalized-generation,
and deepfake-style subsets. This result is consistent with our main
motivation: rather than forcing all forgery traces into a single uni-
versal representation, LEGO improves generalization by explicitly
modeling generator-specific artifact patterns and adaptively com-
posing them during inference.

It is also worth noting that LEGO achieves these results under
a substantially more economical training setting. Therefore, the
superiority of LEGO is not merely due to larger-scale training, but
rather comes from a more effective generator-oriented decompo-
sition of artifact space. This further validates the proposed design
as a scalable and practical solution for open-world AI-generated
image detection [18, 30].
Results on Chameleon. In-the-wild benchmarks provide a more
realistic and challenging test bed for generalized AI-generated im-
age detection, since they contain perceptually deceptive samples
with substantially broader semantic and visual variations than con-
ventional cross-generator benchmarks. We therefore further evalu-
ate LEGO on the challenging Chameleon benchmark.

As shown in Table 2, LEGO achieves the best performance on all
reported metrics, reaching 92.8 AUC, 83.6 ACC, 15.0 EER, and 89.9
AP. Compared with TriDetect, LEGO improves AUC/ACC/AP by
3.4/15.7/2.5 percentage points, respectively, and reduces EER by 3.4
points. We also include the recent 2026 method HiDA-Net, which
reports Chameleon performance only in terms of ACC under its
own training setting. Even under this reported setting, LEGO still
surpasses HiDA-Net by 4.5 percentage points in ACC.

Overall, these results show that LEGO captures more transferable
forensic cues and generalizes better to human-hard, in-the-wild
synthetic images, where existing detectors often suffer substantial
performance degradation.

Table 5: Effect of the number of LoRA branches 𝐾 .

𝐾 AIGIBench Chameleon

Acc A.P. Acc A.P.

1 67.0 74.4 59.0 64.7
2 76.2 83.6 80.0 87.8
3 80.2 89.6 83.6 89.9
4 82.4 90.1 85.0 92.4

4.3 Ablation Study
We conduct ablation studies to analyze the contribution of each
design choice in LEGO under the same low-cost training setting
as the main experiments. Unless otherwise specified, all variants
are trained with the same backbone and evaluated on both AI-
GIBench and Chameleon. We mainly report detection accuracy (%)
for compact presentation.
Ablation on Individual Modules.We first study the contribution
of the main architectural components, including the generator-
oriented multi-branch LoRA hub, the shared router, the generator-
aware routing loss, and the proposed two-stage optimization. Start-
ing from a basic CLIP+single-LoRA baseline, we progressively add
each component.

Table 3 shows that simply increasing the number of LoRA branches
does not consistently translate to better generalization: while the
multi-branch LoRA hub improves AIGIBench and Chameleon AP, it
does not improve Chameleon ACC. Adding a shared router without
routing supervision further destabilizes performance, especially
on AIGIBench. Routing supervision partially recovers the benefits,
but the full two-stage design is the only variant that consistently
improves all metrics on both benchmarks.
Effect of Training and Data Strategy.We next investigate the
impact of the training-time data pipeline. In particular, our imple-
mentation adopts CLIP-compatible preprocessing together with
image-level augmentation and a low-probability fake–fake fusion
strategy, where fake images from different generator families are
linearly blended during mixed training. We compare the full model
against variants without augmentation or without cross-generator
fusion. Although removing fake–fake fusion can improve a specific
metric on a specific benchmark (e.g., AP on Chameleon), it sub-
stantially reduces the overall balance of generalization, especially
on the more diverse multi-source benchmark AIGIBench. Accord-
ingly, its advantage is more clearly reflected on diverse multi-source
benchmarks such as AIGIBench, where it yields better overall gen-
eralization performance.

As shown in Table 4, both training-time augmentation and cross-
generator fusion improve robustness. The augmentation pipeline
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prevents overfitting to low-level fingerprints, while fake–fake fu-
sion encourages smoother router behavior under cross-generator
ambiguity. Their combination gives the strongest generalization.
Effect of the Number of LoRA Branches.Finally, we study the
influence of the number of generator-oriented LoRA branches 𝐾 .
In principle, using more LoRA branches provides a finer decompo-
sition of the synthetic artifact space and thus leads to better perfor-
mance. However, increasing 𝐾 also introduces higher training and
optimization cost. Considering the trade-off between performance
and efficiency, we adopt 𝐾 = 3 as the default setting.

Table 5 shows that increasing the number of LoRA branches 𝐾
consistently improves performance, confirming the benefit of de-
composing artifact learning intomultiple generator-aware branches.
In principle, a larger 𝐾 allows a finer partition of the synthetic arti-
fact space and yields stronger detection capability. However, it also
introduces higher training cost and model complexity. Therefore,
considering the trade-off between effectiveness and efficiency, we
adopt 𝐾 = 3 as the default setting in our experiments.

Overall, the ablation results consistently support our design
choices. The gain of LEGO does not come from any single factor,
but from the synergy of generator-specific LoRA specialization,
adaptive routing, robustness-oriented data processing, and the pro-
posed two-stage training scheme.

5 Conclusion
Overall, the experimental results verify three major strengths of
LEGO. First, the proposed framework achieves strong cross-dataset
generalization on AIGIBench and Chameleon. Second, LEGO re-
mains effective even when trained on only a subset of GenImage,
demonstrating its efficiency under limited-resource settings. Third,
its modular LoRA-based design offers a scalable path toward future
adaptation: as next-generation generators emerge, new LoRA mod-
ules can be added in a plug-and-play manner, much like assembling
LEGO bricks. These findings support our central claim that, for
modern AIGC detection, explicitly modeling generator-oriented
unique artifacts is more effective than relying solely on a single
universal artifact space.
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